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DECLARATI ON OF THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Install ation Restoration Program Site 09 - Alen Harbor Landfill
Fornmer Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC) Davisville
Nort h Ki ngst own, Rhode | sl and

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the renedial action decision for Site 09 - Alen Harbor Landfill,

devel oped i n accordance with the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of
1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Amendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA), and in
accordance with the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision
i s based upon the contents of the Administrative Record for Site 09 (Appendix A). The Admi nistrative
Record File is available at the Caretaker Site O fice (Building 404, Davisville Road, NCBC Davisville).
To facilitate public review of the Proposed Plan, the Navy had al so placed a copy of the Adm nistrative
Record in the Informati on Repository at the North Kingstown Free Library (100 Boone Street).

The Rhode Island Departnent of Environmental Managenent (RIDEM concurs with the United States Departnent
of the Navy's (Navy) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) renedial action
decision for Site 09.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of constituents of concern (COC) fromthis site, if not addressed by
i nmpl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an endanger ment
to public health, welfare, and/or the environment.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDI AL ACTI ON

The sel ected renedial action for Site 09 is Alternative 3 (Miultimedia Cap) as presented in the
Feasibility Study (EA 1996) and Proposed Plan (EA 1997). A conplete index of the docunents used in
reaching this ROD is presented in Appendix A The selected Miltinedia Cap alternative includes the
foll owi ng conponents:

. Regrade the site and construct surface controls to mninize erosion and to pronote proper
runof f;

. Construct a landfill cover consisting of multiple soil layers and two inperneabl e | ayers
which will conply with current federal and state |laws (conceptually, the cap m ght consist
of a 12-inch bedding layer, a landfill gas vent layer, a conpacted clay liner or a

geoconposite clay liner, a geonenbrane liner or a flexible menbrane liner, a 12-inch

drai nage | ayer (or equivalent), an 18-inch barrier protection |ayer, and a 6-inch vegetative
support |ayer, constructed above the projected water |evel of a 100-year storm-the final
desi gn may vary depending on the specific capping materials which are selected);

. Construct an appropriate landfill gas venti ng/ managenent system whi ch includes fencing
around venting locations(s) (as feasible, the Navy will manifold the gas vents to reduce the
area that would need to be fenced);

. Remove and/or cover landfill debris fromthe site shoreline (and place renoved debris under
t he new cap);

. As warranted, renove (and place under the cap) |ocalized areas of affected sedinent fromthe
intertidal zone of the shoreline (to be determ ned during the Renedi al Design phase);

. Construct revetnent for shoreline stabilization;

. Create wetlands al ong the shoreline of the site as determned appropriate and feasible
duri ng design studies;

. Establish institutional controls as follows: inplement appropriate |and use restrictions
whi ch may include deed restrictions regarding site and ground-water use; install and
mai ntain new warning signs to informthe public of the RRDEM ban on shellfishing in the
har bor ;



. Conduct long-termnmonitoring of landfill gas, ground water, sedinent, and shellfish quality
to evaluate the effectiveness of the renmedy. Performance standards satisfactory to the Navy,
EPA, and RRDEM wi || be devel oped during the Renmedi al Design phase. The environment al
nonitoring results and description of site activities will be provided in periodic (e.qg.,
annual ) reports to EPA and RIDEM The environnental nonitoring results will also be
comrmuni cated to the public through the appropriate mechani snms outlined in the NCBC Community
Rel ations Plan. If nonitoring indicates that additional neasures are needed to protect human
health and the environnent, then the Navy will conduct additional remedial actions, as
appropriate, and

. Conduct 5-year reviews pursuant to Section 121( c¢) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C 9621( c¢) and Section
300.430(f)(4)(ii) of the NCP.

DECLARATI ON STATEMENT

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with current federal and
state requirenents that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is
cost-effective. This source control renedial action uses permanent solutions and alternative treatnent
technol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable. The sel ected renedy does not satisfy the statutory
preference for renedi es that enploy treatment that reduces toxicity, nmobility, or volunme as a principal
el enent. The selected remedy will reduce the nmobility of contami nants through its contai nment features.
Because this remedy will result in contam nants remaining at the site above levels that allow unlimted
use and unrestricted exposure, the Navy will review the remedial action to the extent required by |aw,
including 5- year reviews pursuant to CERCLA, 42 U.S.C 9621( c) Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii) of the NCP, to
assure that it continues to protect hunan health and the environnent.

The foregoing represents the selection of a renedial action by the U S. Departnent of the Navy and the
U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1, with concurrence of the Rhode |sland Departnent of

Envi ronnent al Managenent. Concur and recommend for imrediate inplenentation:

<I M5 SRC 97157A>
The foregoing, represents the selection of a renmedial action by the U S. Departnent of the Navy and the
U S. Environnental Protection Agency, Region 1, with concurrence of the Rhode |sland Departnent of

Envi ronnent al Managenent. Concur and reconmmend for inmediate inplenentation:

<I M5 SRC 97157B>



DECI SI ON SUMVARY
I. SITE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The fornmer U.S. Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC) Davisville located in North Kingstown. Rhode
Island is a National Priorities List (NPL) site. This ROD presents the whole-site renedy for the Navy's
Installation Restoration (IR) Program Site 09 at NCBC Davisville, the Allen Harbor Landfill.

NCBC Davisville is located in the Town of North Kingstown, Rhode Island, approximately 18 mles south of
the state capital, Providence (Figure 1). A significant portion of the NCBC Davisville facility is

|l ocated adj acent to Narragansett Bay. NCBC Davisville was conposed of three areas: the Main Center (Zones
1 through 4), the Wst Davisville storage area, and Canp Fogarty--a training facility |ocated
approxinmately 4 mles west of the Main Center (Figure 2). Canp Fogarty was transferred to the U S
Departnment of the Arny in Decenber 1993 and is assigned to the Rhode |sland National Guard. Adjoining the
sout hern boundary of the Main Center is the deconmissioned Naval Air Station (NAS) Quonset Point, which
was transferred by the Navy to the Rhode Island Port Authority (currently nanmed the Rhode Island Economi c
Devel opnent Corporation) and others between 1975 and 1980.

The history of NCBC Davisville is related to the history of Quonset Point. Quonset Point was the |ocation
of the first annual encanpnent of the Brigade Rhode island Mlitia in 1893. During Wrld War |, it was a
canmpground for the nobilization and training of troops and |later was the hone of the Rhode Island
National Quard. In the 1920s and 1930s, it was a sunmmer resort.

In 1939, Quonset Point was acquired by the Navy to establish a Naval Air Station, with construction

begi nning in 1940. By 1942, the operations at NAS Quonset Point had expanded into what is now called NCBC
Davi sville. Land at Davisville adjacent to NAS Quonset Point was designated the Advanced Base Depot. Al so
in 1942, the Naval Construction Training Center, known as Canp Endicott, was established to train the
new y established construction battalions.

Wi |l e NAS Quonset Point remained a site of Naval activity, Davisville was inactive between Wrld War |1
and the Korean Conflict. In 1951, it became the Headquarters Construction Battalion Center. The
Construction Battalion Center |oaded ships and trained nen for both the Korean and Vietnam Conflicts. In
1974, operations at Davisville were greatly reduced. In 1991, closure of NCBC Davisville was announced,
and all operations were phased down to |ower staffing levels for Public Wrks, Mintenance, Security, and
Navy personnel. NCBC Davisville was decomm ssioned on 25 March 1994 and was officially closed on 1 April
1994. The facility has been transferred to Northern D vision, Naval Facilities Engi neering Command, which
has caretaker status pending disposal.

Site 09 is located in the Main Center of NCBC Davisville (Figure 2). It is an approximate 15-acre,

grassy, wooded area fornerly used by the Navy as a landfill. The site is located within a 100-year
floodplain and is bounded to the east by Allen Harbor, to the west by Sanford Road and to the north and
south by vegetated wetlands (Figure 3). Allen Harbor is used for recreational boating and contains two
marinas. In 1984, R DEM closed Al len Harbor to shellfishing due to suspected contami nation by several
sources, including Site 09. The only surface water at the site consists of an epheneral pond that forns
in a topographical lowin the center of the site for up to several weeks following rain events. In
general, the terrain at Site 09 is irregular with high and | ow spots, and is covered with small trees and
brush. No ground-water production wells are |ocated on, or downgradient of, the site. Gound water at the
site is classified by RDEMas GB (i.e., not suitable for public or private drinking water use without
treatnment). A nore conplete description of the site can be found in the Phase Il Renedial Investigation
(EA 1996).

I'l. SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES
A Site Use and Response History

A 1939 aerial photograph of Allen Harbor area depicts the landfill as an undevel oped open grass field
rimred with shrubs and bushes. From 1946 to 1972, the Allen Harbor Landfill was used for the disposal of
waste material generated by NCBC Davisville and NAS Quonset Point. Reportedly, a variety of waste,

i ncl udi ng nuni ci pal -type waste, construction debris, rubble, preservatives, paint thinners, degreasers

(e.g., solvents), PCB oil, asbestos, ash, sewage sludge, and waste fuel oil were disposed of in the
landfill, usually including burning the waste and covering it with soil. The existing landfill cover is
di scontinuous and i nadequately graded, with building debris and rusted netallic objects visible at
various |ocations across the site, including the shoreline and harbor-side face of the landfill. To date
no renoval or renedial response actions have been conducted at the site. A nore detail ed description of
the site use and response histories can be found in the Phase Il Renedial |nvestigation Report (EA

1996) .



B. Enforcenent Hi story

In response to the environnental inmpacts which have occurred as a result of the use, handling, storage,
or disposal of hazardous materials at nunerous military installations across the United States, the
Department of Defense (DoD) has initiated investigations and cl eanup activities under the Installation
Restoration (IR) Program The IR Program parallels the Superfund programand is conducted in several
stages, incl uding:

Identification of potential hazardous waste sites;

Confirmati on of the presence of hazardous naterials at the site;
Determ nation of the type and extent of contam nation;

Eval uati on of alternatives for cleanup of the site;

Proposal of a cleanup remedy;

Sel ection of a remedy; and

I npl erentation of the remedy for the cleanup of the site.

NoohkwbhpE

As a part of the IR Programat NCBC Davisville, an Initial Assessnent Study (1AS) was conpleted in 1984,
detailing historical hazardous material usage and waste di sposal practices at NCBC Davisville. Follow ng
the I AS, a Confirmation Study was conducted and included environmental sanpling and analysis to verify
the presence of contanination at the Areas of Concern. The nature and extent of constituents of concern
(COC) at Site 09 were determned during the Phase I, Il, and Il Renedial Investigations (R) (TRGEC
1991, TRGC EC 1994, and EA 1996, respectively).

On 21 Novenber 1989, NCBC Davisville was placed on the EPA's National Priorities List. The investigations
and cleanup of Site 09 at NCBC Davisville are funded through the Base O osure and Real i gnnent Act (BRAC
account since the recomendation to close the base was approved in 1991.

In March 1992, a Federal Facility Agreenent (FFA) was entered into by the Navy, EPA, and RIDEMfor the
remedi ation of IR Programsites at NCBC Davisville pursuant to CERCLA. The FFA sets forth the roles and
responsibilities of each agency, contains deadlines for investigation and remedi ation of the IR Program
sites, and establishes a mechanismto resol ve di sputes between the agenci es.

111, COWIN TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

The community has been concerned and involved in the site investigation and renedi ati on process at NCBC
Davi sville. The Navy has kept the comunity and other interested parties apprised of site activities
through informational neetings [e.g., Technical Review Commttee (TRC) and Restoration Advisory Board
(RAB) neetings which involve community representatives], press releases, Fact Sheets, and public

neeti ngs.

In April 1989, the Navy held a public information meeting at NCBC Davisville prior to the start of the
Remedi al Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) in order to present a status report and Fact Sheet
to the community. In May 1989, the Navy rel eased a Community Rel ations Plan which outlined a programto
address community concerns and to keep citizens inforned about and involved in renedy sel ection and ot her
remedi al activities. The BRAC O eanup Team (consisting of Navy, EPA and RI DEMrepresentatives) has held
periodic TRC and RAB neetings in order to update the commnity representatives and residents about the
status of the Site 09 investigations on a binonthly basis since 1989.

On 20 January 1997, the Navy issued the Proposed Plan for Site 09, which proposed the construction of a
Mil tinmedia Cap at the site, as well as other renedial actions (see the RCD Declaration Statenment). The
Proposed Plan was distributed to over 100 people, including interested RAB and community nenbers. On 23
January 1997, the Navy published a notice and brief analysis of the Proposed Plan in the Provi dence
Journal Bulletin and the North Kingstown Standard Ti nes newspapers and nade the plan available to the
public at the North Kingstown Free Library and the NCBC Davisville Caretaker Site Ofice.

A public informational neeting and a public hearing were held on 6 February 1997 at the Caretaker Site
Ofice (Building 404, Davisville Road, NCBC Davisville) to present the Proposed Plan and to accept fornal
public comrents on the proposed action. A transcript of this hearing is included in the attached

Responsi veness Summary (Appendi x B). From 23 January to 21 February 1997, the Navy held a 30-day public
comrent period to accept additional public comments on the renedial action presented in the Proposed

Pl an. Based upon public requests, the public coment period was extended until 15 May 1997.

The Administrative Record is available for public review at the Caretaker Site O fice (Building 404,
Davi svill e Road, NCBC Davisville). During the Proposed Plan, the Navy al so provided a copy of the
Adm ni strative Record at the Informati on Repository at the North Kingstown Free Library (100 Boone
Street, North Kingstown, Rhode Island).



I'V. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

This ROD presents the selected whole-site renmedy for Site 09. The Navy has concl uded that the renedia
action protects human health and the environnent. The identified human health risks at Site 09 are
associated with the potential ingestion of deep ground water by future residents, the use of site ground
water for showering in a potential recreational facility, derma contact with or incidental ingestion of
site surface soil by recreational users of the site, incidental ingestion of shoreline sedinent by
recreational users of the site, and consunption of shellfish fromthe site shoreline. Potential health
risks to site workers during renedial activities are associated with the incidental ingestion of soil
Ecol ogical risks to marine organisms in Allen Harbor were reported to be "noderate" to "slight". Mderate
risk to marine organisnms was reported to be limted to the narrow intertidal zone to the north and south
of the site. Risks to terrestrial ecological receptors were reported to be noderate to high within the
Al en Harbor Watershed (an area in which the Allen Harbor Landfill was one of the contributors to

el evated risk).

The use of site ground water for drinking or showering not considered to be a viable exposure scenario
based on the preferred use of the site presented in the Base Reuse Pl an, which recommends that the site
be used as open space/conservation | and. The current Rhode I|sland ban on shellfishing in Alen Harbor
addresses the reported human health risk for ingestion of shellfish fromthe shoreline of the Allen

Harbor Landfill. Construction of an inperneable, Miltinedia Cap at Site 09, as outlined in the

Decl aration section of this ROD, will prevent human and terrestrial animal contact with site surface
soil/fill material, reduce runoff and erosion of fill material, and reduce the potential |eaching of COC
fromfill materials caused by precipitation infiltration

V. SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The Phase I, 11, and Il R reports (TRCEC 1991, TRC EC 1994, and EA 1996, respectively)contain a
detai |l ed overview of the onsite investigations conducted at Site 09.

The | AS docunented the types and quantities of wastes reportedly disposed of at Site 09 based on
interview ng base enpl oyees in 1984 and recommended further investigation. Analysis of Site 09 soi

sanpl es, and offsite sediment, surface water, and shellfish sanples collected during the Confirmation
Study detected both hal ogenat ed and non- hal ogenated vol atile organi ¢ conpounds (VOC) 1, pol ychlorinated
bi phenyl s (PCB), and netals. No ground-water nonitoring wells were |located at the site during the
Confirmation Study; thus, no ground-water sanples were collected at that tine

The Navy conducted the three phases of R field activities at Site 09 in 1989, 1993, and 1995
respectively. The Phase | R included the installation of ground-water nonitoring wells, conpletion of
test pits, and collection and analysis of surface soil, subsurface soil, sedinment/seep water, and
ground-wat er sanples. The Phase Il Rl included the installation of additional nonitoring wells and

coll ection and anal ysis of soil gas, surface soil, subsurface soil. ground-water, and sedi ment sanples
The Phase Il R included the collection of ground-water and soil sanples as well as sedinent, porewater,
and fish/shellfish tissue as part of the associated Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent. Phase | and Il R
sanpling locations are provided in Figure 4. The existing nmonitoring well network, which was used during
the Phase IIl R, is provided in Figure 5

The Phase | R was conducted to start to define the nature and extent of COCin soil, ground water, and
offsite shoreline sediment. In the soil cover of the landfill, the nost preval ent detected organic
constituents were polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH), which were typically detected at concentrations
near the analytical detection |imt. The metals arsenic, beryllium chromum copper, lead, and zinc were
common to nmost surface soil sanpling |ocations. VOC, pesticides, and PCB were detected in subsurface
soils. VOC and PAH were identified in ground water collected fromthe three shallow nonitoring wells and
one deep nonitoring well and fromwater collected fromholes dug into the site shoreline sedinent. Mta
anal ytes were also detected in ground water. It was concluded in the Phase |, Il and Il R reports that
the Phase | ground-water sanple results nay have been el evated due to the high-flow ground-water sanpling
net hodol ogy whi ch was used at that tine. The increased sanple turbidity associated w th high-flow
sanpl i ng has been shown in many studies to contribute to el evated constituent concentrations in
ground-wat er sanples, particularly for constituents that have a tendency to adsorb onto solid particles

1 Degreasing/cl eaning sol vents can be exanpl es of hal ogenated (e.g., chlorinated) VCC



The Phase Il Rl further investigated the horizontal and vertical extent of COC at the site and conpil ed
data to undertake a FS. Metals, PAH VOC, pesticides, and PCB were detected at elevated |l evels in various
surface and subsurface soil sanples collected at the site. In general, netals, pesticides, and PAH were
detected infrequently in ground-water sanples and at | ow concentrations when detected; however,
concentrations of these constituents were detected at or above screening levels in sone sanples. The

hi ghest concentrations of PAH in ground water were detected in a sanple from MAD9-05S. PCB were not
detected in site ground-water sanples. VOC were detected at el evated concentrations in a shallow
ground-wat er sanpl e from MAD9-06S (2,000 Ig/L) and deep ground-water sanple from MAD9-07D (44,250 Ig/L).

Fol | owi ng conpl etion of the Phase Il R, a nunber of data gaps were identified, including (1)the
potential presence of dense non-aqueous phase |iquids (DNAPQ or high concentrations of dissolved
chlorinated-VOC in site ground water, (2) the potential ecological inpacts of VOC detected in site
ground water, (3) the potential ecological inpacts due to Allen Harbor sediment potentially affected by
Site 09, and (4) the potential ecological inpacts of the site on wetlands |ocated north and south of the
site. The Phase Il R was conducted to further evaluate the nature and extent of VOC in ground water.
Ecol ogi cal risk data gaps were addressed in the Marine and Facility-Wde Freshwater/ Terrestri al

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent (ERA) reports (EA 1996).

The results of the Phase Il R indicated that VOC detected in ground water beneath the site are present
in isolated areas. There appeared to be isolated and | ocalized areas and depths of el evated VOC
concentrations. The VOC reported in ground-water sanples fromSite 09 are primarily located in three
general areas of the site: (1) the well clusters MA9-07 and MM9-14 area (central part of the site); (2)
the well clusters MA9-08, MA9-20, and MM9-21 area (southeastern perineter area); and (3) the well
MAD9- 11S area (northern part of the site). Free-flow ng, separate-phase VOC [DNAPL or |ight non-aqueous
phase liquid (LNAPL)] was not detected by neasurenent with interface probes in Site 09 nonitoring wells
during the Phase I, IIl, or Ill R reports.

Shal | ow ground water at Site 09 generally flows toward and into All en Harbor. Deep ground water appears

to flowto the southeast below the landfill wastes and generally bel ow Al len Harbor. There is a potenti al
for deep ground water to discharge or surface within Allen Harbor. The results of ground-water flow and
solute transport nodeling perforned for the Phase Il R suggested that site ground-water does not

contribute substantially to COC concentrations in Alen Harbor sediment and surface water. This
conclusion is supported by the results of the Marine ERA, which indicated that VOC do not pose an
ecological risk to marine receptors in Allen Harbor. During Septenber 1995, the Navy and the University
of Rhode |sland used airborne thernal infrared photography to further evaluate potential ground-water
di scharge into the harbor. Based upon anal ysis of these photographs, there did not appear to be a
significant anount of ground water from beneath the site discharging into the harbor at that tinme.

Further, the Navy believes that the geostatistical analysis (Newfields 1996) denonstrated that there was
no conpl eted ground-water risk pathway fromthe site to the harbor sedinent-in other words, that site COC
were not being transported in ground water to Allen Harbor sedinment in sufficient concentrations to
produce a quantifiable, unacceptable risk. The geostatistical analysis of the distribution of COCin
landfill soil, ground water, and in shoreline sediment did not show correlations that could Iink COC
concentrations in sedinment to COC concentrations in landfill ground water.

The Navy believes that the el evated concentrati ons of COC that were found in shoreline sedi ment

imredi ately adjacent to Site 09 are primarily due to erosion of the landfill face and overland runoff.
This conclusion is supported by the presence of landfill debris along the site shoreline (e.g., asphalt,
netal debris, glass fragnents). Most of the COC associated with quantifiable human heal th and ecol ogi cal
ri sk in nearshore sedinent (PAH, PCB, and netals) were not detected, or were detected at |ow
concentrations or frequency, in ground water at the landfill.

VI. SUMARY OF SI TE RI SKS

A Human Health R sk Assessment (HHRA) was conducted for Site 09 in 1995 on the basis of the Phase I, II,
and Il R results, and was presented in Chapter 6 of Volume | of the Phase Il R (EA 1996). A HHRA was
previously perfornmed for the Phase Il R, but was substantially revised in the Phase Il R using new
data and updated exposure assunptions. A facility-w de ecol ogical risk assessment (which included
terrestrial and marine assessnments) was conducted and presented as Volune |1l of the Draft Final Phase Il
R (TRC EC 1994). Based upon regul atory conmments, the terrestrial portion of the risk assessnent was
substantially revised in the "Facility-Wde Freshwater/ Terrestrial Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessment" (EA 1996).
Simlarly, the nmarine portion of the assessnent was revised in the "Allen Harbor Landfill and Calf
Pasture Point Marine Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessment Report" (SAIC 1996).



A. Results of Human Health Ri sk Assessnent

A detail ed discussion of the potential human heal th exposure pathways and hunan health risk assessnent
net hodol ogy is presented in Section C. 1 of Appendix C

The HHRA was conducted to estimate the probability and magni tude of potential adverse human health
effects fromexposure to site COC. The HHRA fol |l owed a four-step process in accordance wi th EPA gui dance:
(1) COC identification, which identified those hazardous substances which, given the specifics of the
site, were of significant concern; (2) exposure assessnent, which identified actual or potential exposure
pat hways, characterized the potentially exposed popul ations, and determ ned the nature and nagnitude of
possi bl e exposures; (3) toxicity assessnent, which considered the types and nagnitude of adverse health
effects associated with exposure to hazardous substances, and (4) risk characterization, which integrated
the three earlier steps to sumarize the potential and actual risks posed by hazardous substances at the
site, including carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks

The COC sel ected for evaluation in the HHRA for Site 09 are listed in Tables CG1 to C8 in Appendi x C of
this ROD. These COC were identified through an evaluation of the data for surface soil, subsurface soil
ground water, sedinment, surface water, and shellfish tissue sanpled at the site as well as offsite in
Al l en Harbor. The COC were selected to represent potential site-related hazards based on constituent
type, toxicity, concentration, frequency of detection, and nobility and persistence in the environnent.
Sanmpling information and a summary of the health effects associated with each of the COC can be found in
Chapter 6 of Volune | of the Phase Il R (EA 1996).

Potential human health risks associated with exposure to the COC were estimated through the devel oprent
of several hypothetical exposure scenarios. These scenarios were devel oped to reflect the potential for
exposure to COC based on the present uses, the potential future uses, and the |location of the site. The
scenari os considered to represent potentially conpleted pathways of exposure to COC in onsite nedia
(soil, ground water, air) and offsite nedia (sedinment, surface water) are (1) exposure to future
construction workers during the renedial action at the site, (2) future recreational users of the site
and areas of Allen Harbor near the site, (3) future ingestion of shellfish fromthe shoreline by |oca
residents, and (4) hypothetical future residential use of site ground water. People are known to trespass
on the site; however, this potential exposure scenario was not eval uated because the other receptors

eval uated woul d i ncur greater exposures.

Ri sk estinates were eval uated using EPA's established target risk range for Superfund cleanups (i.e.
lifetine excess cancer risk range of 10 -4 to 10 -6) and target Hazard Index (H) value (i.e., H less
than or equal to 1). A conservative approach was taken where risks fromall exposure pathways and all COC
were sumed to yield the total carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic site risk for a given receptor. Al risk
summary tabl es referenced bel ow present risk estimates as they were presented in Volume | of the Phase
Il R (EA 1996).

Table G 9 in Appendi x C depicts the carcinogenic risk summary for average exposures and Reasonabl e
Maxi mum Exposures (RMVE) to COC under each of the exposure pathways as foll ows:

Cal cul ated cancer risks which were higher than EPA' s upper-bound acceptable risk (i.e., 10 -4) were
associated with the followi ng scenarios: consunption of site ground water by potential future residents
(average and RME conditions), inhalation of VOC by future recreational users during showering with site
ground water (average and RMVE conditions), dermal contact of future recreational users with site ground
wat er during showering (RVE conditions only) and consunption of shellfish fromthe landfill shoreline by
local residents (RVE conditions only).

Cal cul ated risks which fell within the target cancer risk range for Superfund cl eanups established by EPA
(i.e., 10 -6 to 10 -4) were associated with the followi ng scenarios: incidental ingestion of total soi

by construction workers (RVE conditions only), incidental ingestion of surface soil by recreational site
users (average and RMVE conditions), dermal contact of recreational users with surface soil (RME
conditions only), and incidental ingestion of sediment by recreational site users (RVE conditions only).

The cal cul ated cancer risks associated with the renaini ng exposure scenari os were | ess than one-in-one
mllion (10 -6).

Table G- 10 in Appendi x C depicts the non-carci nogenic (systenmc) risk summary for average and RVE
exposures to COC under each of the exposure pathways as foll ows:



. The followi ng scenari os were associated with risks higher than EPA's acceptable risk (i.e.
an H value of 1.0): consunption of site ground water by potential future residents (average
and RME conditions), inhalation of VOC fromsite ground water by future recreational users
during showering (RVE conditions only), and consunption of shellfish fromthe |andfil
shoreline by local residents (RVE conditions only).

. The remai ni ng exposure scenari os were associ ated wi th cal cul ated non-carci nogenic risks
whi ch were bel ow EPA's target H value of 1.0

Lead, a soil COC for which no toxicity values are avail able, was eval uated qualitatively (Appendix C) and
was detected in 9 of 68 soil sanples at concentrations greater than 1,000 mg/ kg, which is the |evel at
whi ch the Rhode |sland Departnent of Health (R DoH)requires remedi ati on. Because Site 09 will undergo
remedi ati on (capping), the |l ead concentration data are not mneaningfully applicable to the expression of
future potential exposure and risk

In summary, potential cancer risks which may be posed by site-related COC may be of concern for future
residents and future recreational users. The exposure scenario of concern for future residents is
consunption of site ground water as a drinking water source. The exposure scenarios of concern for future
recreational users (in an descending order in nmagnitude) are inhalation of VOC fromsite ground water
whi | e showering; consunption of shellfish fromthe landfill shoreline; dermal contact with ground water
whi | e showering; and incidental ingestion of surface soil. Potential non-cancer risks of concern

associ ated with exposure to onsite COC are for future residents, future recreational users, and consuners
of shellfish fromthe landfill shoreline. The exposure scenarios of concern for these human receptor
groups (in an descending order in nagnitude) are consunption of ground water as a drinking source by
future residents; consunption of shellfish fromthe landfill shoreline by |ocal residents; and inhal ation
of VOC fromground water by future recreational users while showering. It should be noted that the use of
site ground water for drinking or showering is not considered to be a viable exposure scenari o based on
the preferred use of the site presented in the Base Reuse Plan, which recommends that the site be used as
open space/ conservation |and. Further, the current Rhode |sland ban on shellfishing in Alen Harbor
addresses the reported human health risk for ingestion of shellfish fromthe landfill shoreline

B. Results of Ecol ogical R sk Assessnents

The ERA conducted for Site 09 include the "Allen Harbor Landfill and Calf Pasture Point Mrine Ecol ogica
Ri sk Assessnment Report" (SAIC 1996) and the "Facility-Wde Freshwater/ Terrestrial Ecol ogi cal R sk
Assessment Report" (EA 1996). These reports are referred to as the Marine ERA and the

Freshwater/ Terrestrial ERA, respectively.

A "wei ght of evidence" approach was used in the Marine and Freshwater/ Terrestrial ERA reports in which
information generated from exposure and ecol ogi cal effects assessnents and field observati ons was

eval uated together to provide an overall indication of the ecol ogical risk posed by the COC found at
these sites. The assessnent of risks to terrestrial receptors was done both on a watershed-w de and an
Ecol ogi cal Exposure Zone or habitat basis. In addition, benthic macro invertebrate comunities were

eval uat ed usi ng EPA' s Rapi d Bi oassessnent Protocols to provide additional weight of evidence to the risk
assessnent. The Marine ERA was performed by conducting, an exposure assessnent and effects assessnent
consi stent with EPA gui dance. The exposure assessment was perforned by sanpling and eval uati ng veget at ed
wet | ands sediment, intertidal wetlands sediment, subtidal sedinment, sedinment porewater, surface water
and shellfish tissue data. The effects assessnent included eval uati on of anphipod nortality and sea
urchin spermcell toxicity tests, bivalve distribution and abundance, and inci dence of henatopoietic
neopl asia (HN, a bl ood disorder of bivalve noll usks).

Marine Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent

The Marine ERA (sonetines referred to as the Phase Il Marine ERA) al so evaluated data from Phase | of a
t hr ee- phase Ri sk Assessnent Pilot Study (RAPS) performed outside of the CERCLA RI/FS process by Science
Applications International Corporation (SAlC), EPA Environnental Research Laboratory, and the Nava
Command, Control and Ccean Surveillance Center. Sanple locations for the three phases of the RAPS
investigations are shown in Figure 6. Sanple |ocations for the Phase IIl Narine ERA are shown in Figure
7. The Marine ERA was perfornmed by conducting an exposure assessnent and effects assessnment consistent

wi th EPA gui dance.

A detail ed description of the marine ecol ogi cal exposure pat hways and mari ne ecol ogi cal risk

assessnent nethodol ogy are presented in Section C 2 of Appendix C. As shown in the Table G 12 of Appendi x
C, risks are evident prinmarily in the Ecol ogi cal Exposure Zone proximal to Site 09 (and the western
portion of Calf Pasture Point, a site not addressed by this ROD). The findings of the exposure assessnent
suggest that the health of marine organisns that live on, in, or are associated with sedinent (i.e.,



i nfaunal , epi benthic, and pelagic communities, respectively) in habitats proximal to Site 09 to the north
and south may be at noderate risk. Taken as a whole, the risks presented in Table G 12 indicate that the
spatial distribution is focused in the narrowintertidal zone at the toe of the landfill. The Mari ne ERA
concl uded the spatial distribution of the cal cul ated risks suggest that the health of marine organisns in
Al | en Harbor proper do not generally appear to be at risk. The Marine ERA al so concluded that there are
inmportant COC stressors in Allen Harbor (associated with several sources, including Site 09), but that
the potential stress associated with the COCis not greatly inpacting the health of marine populations in
t he harbor.

The primary sedinent sanpling stations associated with Site 09 for which the results of anphi pod
nortality testing indicate toxicity occurs mainly in intertidal and marsh areas near the southern and
northern ends of the site. Sinilarly, the primary sedi nent sanpling stations associated with Site 09 for
which the results of sea urchin spermcell toxicity testing indicate toxicity occurs mainly in intertidal
and shal |l ow of f shore areas near the southern and northern ends of the site. Causal factors underlying the
sea urchin trends could not be convincingly determ ned. Sinultaneously extracted netals and acid volatile
sul fi des (SEM AVS) neasurenents, as indicators of the bioavailability of nmetals, did not explain toxicity
responses. The results of the biomarker (HN) assessnment of soft-shell clans indicate there is an enhanced
incidence of HNin the vegetated wetland | ocated south of Site 09. Statistically significant correl ations
between (1) bivalve condition and sedi ment/porewater Hazard Quotients (HQ for PCB and PAH, (2) anphi pod
toxicity and porewater PCB HQ (3) increased incidence of HN with PAH body residues, and (4) reduced
length in fish and reduced condition in oysters with increasing body burden of netals were observed;
however, no evidence fromthese correlations inplies causality between these effects and COC at the site
(i.e., correlations were based upon the proximty to COC detections).

Facility-Wde Freshwater/Terrestrial Ecol ogical R sk Assessnment

The Freshwater/ Terrestrial ERA eval uated existing data fromthe Phase Il R (TRC EC 1994) and RAPS (SAl C
1991, 1993, and 1994), as well as new data collected for the Phase Il R risk assessnent. A detailed

di scussion of the freshwater/terrestrial receptor exposure pathways and the freshwater/terrestrial risk
assessnent methodol ogy is presented in Section C 2 of Appendix C

During the Freshwater/ Terrestrial ERA, seven anal ytes were designated as COC in surface water in the

Al | en Harbor watershed. The seven COC were 4, 4'-DDT, al pha-chlordane, Aroclor-1016, Aroclor-1254,

hept achl or epoxi de, total Aroclor, and sel enium (see Table G 14 of Appendix C). Maxi mum concentrations of
five of these seven COC were detected in turbid water sanples fromtwo of the fifteen sanple stations
included in the evaluation (LANDS and LANDN. see Figure 6). Due to the turbidity of the sanples from
these stations, it is uncertain whether the sanples were representative of actual ground-water, surface

wat er, or sediment conditions (or a conbination thereof) at the landfill shoreline. Because these sanples
had to be dug out of the face of the landfill, they were collected under disturbed, or "artificial"
conditions, and the results cannot be considered to reflect nornal surface water conditions in the Alen
Har bor wat ershed. Non-turbid sanpl es were not obtained. Overall, of the seven surface water COC, only

hept achl or epoxi de represents potential lowlevel risk in surface water and it was concluded that COC in
surface water in the Al en Harbor watershed do not pose unacceptable risk.

Sedi nent sanpl es from Al |l en Harbor watershed contained a nunber of COC with concentrations exceedi ng
toxicity benchmark screening val ues. However, a benthic. Comunity structure anal ysis showed no obvi ous
t oxi col ogi cal effects relative to reference stations.

Based on wat ershed and Ecol ogi cal Exposure Zone-based food-web nodeling, a nunber of inorganic and

organi c anal ytes were projected to pose risk to one or nore ecol ogical receptors in the Allen Harbor

Wat er shed. Dependi ng on whet her average or naxi num wat ershed concentrati ons were exam ned, the nunber of
analytes resulting in HQ greater than 1.0 for at |east one receptor ranged from 30 to 44, respectively.
In the Ecol ogi cal Exposure Zone Mdel, which incorporates a nore realistic exposure scenario based on
avail able habitats, risks in the formof elevated HQ were al so projected for a nunber of anal yte/receptor
pairs. Based on average concentrations wthin each exposure zone, 21 anal ytes produced HQ greater than
2.0 in the Allen Harbor Watershed. Analyte/receptor pairs exhibiting relatively high HQ and thus
representing potential risk drivers, included the followi ng: DDT for the heron; antinony, arsenic,
benzo(a)ant hracene, thallium total Aroclor, and vanadiumfor the mnk; cadmumand total Aroclor for the
shrew; nmanganese for the heron; and zinc for the hawk and heron. Projected risks are associated with both
surface soil (hawk, shrew) and sedi ment (heron) pathways.



VI|1. DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENI NG OF ALTERNATI VES
A. Statutory Requirenents/ Response (hjectives

Remedi al actions at NPL sites are designed to protect hunman health and the environment. In addition,
Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other statutory requirenents and preferences, including: a
requi renent that the renedial action, when conplete, nust conply with all federal and nore stringent
state environnental standards, requirenments, and criteria or limtations unless a waiver is invoked; a
requirenent that the renedial action be cost-effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative
treat ment technol ogi es or resource recovery technologies to the maxi numextent practicable; and a
preference for renedies in which treatment which permanently and significantly reduces the vol une,
toxicity, or nobility of the hazardous substances is a principal elenent over renedi es not involving such
treatnent. Response alternatives were devel oped to be consistent with these Congressi onal nandates.

The selected renedial alternative for Site 09 does not include treatment of landfill constituents.
However, the EPA' s Presunptive Renedy for CERCLA Miunicipal Landfill Sites directive (CSVER Directive
9355. 0-49FS) states that contai nment technol ogies are the preferred remedies for nunicipal -type |andfill
wast e.

Based on prelimnary information relating to types of COC, environnental nedia of concern, and potenti al
exposure pathways, Renedial Action Chjectives were developed to aid in the devel opnent and screening of

alternatives. These Renedial Action Objectives were developed to nmtigate existing and potential threats
to public health and the environnent. The Renedial Action ojectives for Site 09 are as foll ows:

Surface Soil:
. Prevent human and terrestrial aninmal exposure to COC in surface soil;
. Prevent offsite migration of surface soil and surface soil constituents through

overl and runoff;

Subsurface Soil:

. Reduce | eachate generati on;
. Reduce or elimnate surface erosion and exposure of fill materials along landfill
shorel i ne;
G ound Water:
. Prevent human exposure to COC in deep ground water;
Sedi ment :
. M nim ze risks frommarine ecol ogi cal exposure to COC in sediment;
. Control potential future sediment contanination fromlandfill constituents;
Wt | ands:
. Control potential future contam nation of wetlands fromlandfill constituents;
. Inprove quality of existing wetlands and create new wetl| ands onsite along the
shorel i ne;
Shel | fish:
. Control potential future contam nation of shellfish fromlandfill constituents; and
. Prevent or mnimze human ingestion of shellfish fromthe landfill shoreline

cont ai ni ng COC above heal th advi sory concentrati ons.
B. Technol ogy and Al ternative Devel opnent and Screening

CERCLA and the NCP set forth the process by which renedial actions are evaluated and selected. In
accordance with these requirenents, a range of alternatives was devel oped for the site. The potenti al
remedi al alternatives developed for Site 09 addressed landfill containment, as preferred by EPA for
muni ci pal -type landfill wastes. As required by the NCP, a No Action alternative was al so considered in
order to provide a baseline conparison for the other renedial alternatives.

EPA has established source containment as a presunptive remedy for CERCLA nunicipal landfill sites (which
includes appropriate mlitary landfills). By streamining site investigation and accel erating the renedy
sel ection process, EPA expects presunptive remedies to ensure the consistent selection of renedial
actions and to reduce the cost and tine required to cleanup sinmilar sites.

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the FS (EA 1996), these renedial alternatives were first screened based on
effectiveness, inplenentability, and cost considerations. Fromthis screening each of the four



alternatives developed in Chapter 3 (see Section VIII of this ROD) were retained for a Detailed Analysis
in Chapters 4 and 5 of the FS. The Detailed Analysis included an eval uati on of each of the alternatives
individually, as well as a relative conparison to each other, with respect to the nine NCP criteria
[overal | protection of human health; conpliance with applicable or rel evant and appropriate requiremnments
(ARARs); long-termeffectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, nobility, and volune; short-term
effectiveness; inplenmentability; cost; state acceptance; and community acceptance]. A summary of the
conparative analysis is also presented in Section | X of this ROD. Based upon the results of the FS, the
Proposed Plan for Site 09 (EA 1997) presented the selected renedial alternative (Alternative 3 -

Ml timedia Cap).

VI11. DESCRI PTION OF THE REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

Renedi al alternatives were devel oped and subjected to detailed analysis in the "Feasibility Study Report
for Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill" (EA 1996). Each of the renedial alternatives which were devel oped
for Site 09, except for the No Action alternative, provides sone contai nment of the site COC. The
follow ng four remedial alternatives were evaluated in the FS:

. Alternative 1 - No Action

. Alternative 2 - Soil Cap

. Alternative 3 - Miltinedia Cap

. Alternative 4 - Multinmedia Cap with Vertical Barriers

Each of the renedial alternatives, except for the No Action Alternative, includes the follow ng renedi al
conponent s:

Regrade the site and construct surface controls to mninmze erosion and to pronote proper runoff:

. Renove and/or cover landfill debris fromthe site shoreline (and place renoved debris under
the new cap);

. As warranted, renove (and place under the cap) localized areas of affected sedinent fromthe
intertidal zone of the shoreline (to be determ ned during the Renedi al Design phase);

. Construct revetnent for shoreline stabilization;

. Create wetlands al ong the shoreline of the site as determned appropriate and feasible
duri ng design studi es;

. Establish institutional controls as follows: inplement appropriate | and-use restrictions
whi ch may include deed restrictions regarding site and ground-water use, install and
mai ntain new warning signs to informthe public of the RIDEM ban on shellfishing in the

har bor ;
. Conduct long-termnmonitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of the renedy;
. Conduct 5-year reviews.

Alternative 1 - No Action

The "No Action" alternative is required by the NCP as a baseline for conparison with other renedial
alternatives. Under the No Action alternative, no renedial actions would be inplenented or naintai ned at
the site other than a long-termnonitoring programand 5-year reviews. The existing landfill cover woul d
remain in-place with no provisions for regradi ng or maintenance.

Estimated nonitoring costs for the No Action alternative are:
Estimated Time for Design and Construction: not applicabl e
Esti mat ed Capital Cost: $0
Esti mat ed Annual Qperation and Mai ntenance Cost: $ 74,000 (for nonitoring)
Estimated Total Cost (30-year net present worth): $ 1,200,000

Alternative 2 - Soil Cap

Under Alternative 2, containnent of source area constituents would be acconplished by constructing an
engi neered, multilayer Soil Cap at the site. The Soil Cap alternative would prevent human and terrestri al
aninmal contact with fill materials, control surface runoff and erosion, reduce infiltration, and nmaintain



a natural habitat for local and mgratory wildlife.

Conceptual ly, the Soil Cap woul d be constructed with a bedding | ayer(s) overlain by a vegetative support
layer. Wth this Soil Cap, precipitation infiltration of the landfill naterial can be reduced by

approxi mately 60%through storage of the infiltrating precipitation within the soil |ayers and enhanced
evapotranspiration of this water (i.e., uptake and use of the water by plants). Deep-rooted native plant
species (e.g., tall grasses and shrubs) woul d be established on the cap surface to increase water renoval
fromthe soil layers, as well as enhancing the habitat value of the site. This type of Soil Cap design is
sonetimes referred to as an evapotranspiration cover.

The Navy has agreed to obtain the materials for creation and restoration of wetlands by dredging the
entrance channel to Allen Harbor as was requested by the Town of North Kingstown.

An operation and mai nt enance programwould ensure the long-termintegrity and effectiveness of the Soil
Cap. Estimated, conceptual -level costs and tine of construction for Alternative 2 are:

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 24 nont hs
Esti mat ed Capital Cost: $ 6, 400, 000
Esti mat ed Annual Qperation and Maintenance Cost: $ 102, 000
Estimated Total Cost (30-year net present worth): $ 8,000, 000

Alternative 3 - Miltinedia Cap

Under Alternative 3 (the selected alternative for Site 09), containnment of source area constituents is
acconpl i shed by constructing a Multinedia Cap at the site. This alternative is depicted in Figure 8. The
conceptual cross-section of the Multinmedia Cap is depicted in Figure 9. The cap will be desi gned and
constructed in accordance with federal and state ARARs (Appendix D). The Multinedia Cap will reduce
precipitation infiltration (thereby reducing the potential for COCto leach fromthe fill into ground
water), control surface runoff and erosion, and prevent human and terrestrial animal contact with fill
materi al s.

Conceptual ly, the Multinmedia Cap will conprise several layers including a 12-inch beddi ng | ayer, a
landfill gas vent layer, a conpacted clay liner or a geoconposite clay liner, a geonenbrane liner or a
flexi ble nenbrane liner, a 12-inch drainage |ayer (or equivalent), an 18-inch barrier protection |ayer,
and a 6-inch vegetative support |ayer, constructed above the projected water |evel of a 100-year storm
The final design of the |ayers may vary depending on the specific capping naterials which are sel ected.
The specific capping naterials to be used will be determ ned during the Renedi al Design phase follow ng
this ROD.

The inpernmeable liners for the Miultimedia Cap would need to be term nated at the storm surge high water
level to avoid conpromising the long-termeffectiveness of the cap due to hydrostatic pressures resulting
fromflooding the liners. The sedi nent dredged fromthe entrance to Allen Harbor will be used as pre-cap
gradi ng or bedding material for the Miltinedia Cap and/or construction of shoreline wetlands, as
feasible. The actual configuration of the containment systemw |l be established in the design analysis
for the renedial action. The Miultimedia Cap surface will be vegetated and a programw || be established
to ensure that plant roots do not degrade the cap barrier materials.

An operation and mai nt enance program woul d be needed to naintain the long-termintegrity and
effectiveness of the Miultinedia Cap. Estimated, conceptual -level costs and tine of construction for the
proposed renedi al alternative are:

Estimated Tine for Design and Construction: 26 nont hs
Esti mat ed Capital Cost: $ 8,500, 000
Esti mated Annual Cperation and Maintenance Cost: $ 113,000
Estimated Total Cost (30-year net present worth): $ 10, 300, 000

Alternative 4 - Miltinmedia Cap with Vertical Barriers

Under Alternative 4, containnent of source area constituents is acconplished by constructing a Milti nedi a
Cap and Vertical Barrier walls at the site. The Multinmedia Cap with Vertical Barriers alternative woul d
mnimze infiltration, control surface runoff and erosion, prevent human and terrestrial animal contact
with fill materials, and control ground-water flow to/fromthe site. The Miultimedia Cap would be simlar
to the one described in Alternative 3 and shown in Figure 8.

The vertical barrier walls would surround the entire site using a conbination of a bentonite slurry wall
and steel sheet piling. The slurry wall would be installed al ong Sanford Road and keyed into the bedrock
| ayer beneath the site to mtigate upgradi ent ground water fromflow ng through the site source area.



Sheet piling would be installed along the site shoreline and keyed into the silt layer to cut off
shal | ow ground-water flow while allowing the hydraulic head on either side of the barrier wall to
stabilize.

An operation and mai nt enance program woul d be needed to naintain the long-termintegrity and
effectiveness of the Multinedia Cap and Vertical Barriers. Estinated, conceptual -1evel costs and tinme of
construction for the Alternative 4 are

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 30 nont hs
Esti mated Capital Cost: $ 12, 600, 000
Esti mat ed Annual Qperation and Maintenance Cost: $ 117,000
Estimated Total Cost (30-year net present worth): $ 14,400, 000

I X SUMVARY OF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

The NCP provides nine criteria to evaluate each of the remedial alternatives that were retained for
detailed analysis in the FS. The nine criteria are used to select a renedy that neets the national
Super fund program goal s of protecting human health and the environnment, naintaining protection over tine,
and mnimzing the anount of untreated waste. At nunicipal landfill sites, EPA's stated presunptive
remedy is containnent of site constituents, with or without additional renedial actions, based on site
conditions (Presunptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites OSWER Directive 9355. 0- 49FS)
Definitions of the nine criteria and a summary of the Navy's evaluation of the four alternatives with
respect to the nine criteria are provided below. The nine criteria are divided into Threshold Criteria
(overall protection of human health, conpliance with ARARS), Primary Balancing Criteria (long-term

ef fectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, nobility, and volunme; short-term effectiveness;
inplenentability; and cost), and Mddifying Oriteria (state acceptance and conmunity acceptance).

A. Threshold Criteria

Overall Protection of Hunman Health and the Environnent

Each of the renedial alternatives, except for the No Action alternative, is anticipated to reduce risks
to human health and the environnent. The No Action Alternative would not reduce risk to hunman health and

the environnent because risks would not be addressed and | andfill constituents would remain uncontrolled
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would protect human health and the environnent through containing |andfil
constituents and affected soil, mnimzing site erosion, controlling overland runoff, preventing direct
contact of humans and terrestrial aninmals with fill materials or affected soil, renoving or covering
landfill debris along the site shoreline, restricting future site devel opnent and ground-water use,

protecting the cap by creating shoreline wetlands as feasible (which, as an additional benefit, wll

al so inprove the natural resources of Allen Harbor in general), providing | ong-termnonitoring and

mai nt enance of renedi al conponents, and installing and naintaining new warning signs to informthe public
of the RIDEM ban on shellfishing in the harbor. Alternative 2 would provide the nost natural habitat for
terrestrial animals because it would be vegetated with native plant species (although no |arge trees).

The i nperneabl e portions of the landfill caps under Alternatives 3 and 4 woul d greatly reduce
infiltration of precipitation through landfill materials. Alternative 2 woul d reduce precipitation
infiltration by up to 60% The vertical barriers under Alternative 4 would control ground-water flow
into, or from the site. A Miltimedia Cap would be nore effective than a Soil Cap in reducing
infiltration through landfill materials (i.e., reducing the potential for |eaching of fill constituents
into around water). The vertical barriers to control ground-water flowinto and fromthe site included in
Alternative 4 are not required to reduce risks fromCOC at the site. The Navy believes that the conbi ned
results of the R, the Marine ERA, and the additional evaluations involving the geostatistical analysis
and the thermal infrared photography indicate that ground water is not a significant risk pathway to
Al | en Harbor surface water and/or sedinent. Based upon the geostatistical analysis of the distribution of
COCin the landfill soil. ground water, and in the shoreline sedinent, the Navy believes that there are
no correlations that could link COC concentrations detected in sedinent sanples to COC concentrations
detected in landfill ground-water sanples. The Navy's anal ysis concl uded that there was no conpl et ed
ground-water risk pathway fromthe landfill--in other words, that COC were not being transported in
ground water to Allen Harbor sedinent in sufficient concentrations to produce quantifiable, unacceptable
risk.

The potential risk to nmarine organisns in Allen Harbor fromexposure to sedinment was reported to be
noderate to slight. Mich of the Site 09 shoreline sedinent, which was not the only area in Al en Harbor
reported to pose noderate risk, contains fill material (e.g., netal debris, glass fragnents, and asphalt
fragments"), which suggests that erosion of the landfill face is the significant contributor to the

exi sting shoreline sedinent conditions and the potential risk fromthose conditions. Renoval of shoreline



debris and potentially sone sedinment, in conjunction with capping and shoreline stabilization, under
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 will substantially reduce potential risk to marine receptors due to exposure to
affected sedi ment. PAH conpounds, which were detected along the Site 09 shoreline, are common
constituents of asphalt.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

The No Action alternative would not conply with federal and state ARARs. Alternative 2 may neet the
substantive requirements of the federal and state ARARs. Alternatives 3 and 4 would conply with federal
and state ARARs. The ARARs for the selected renmedy and the actions to be taken to neet themare presented
in Appendi x D.

B. Primary Balancing Criteria

Long-Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

The No Action Alternative would not be effective in the | ong term because no renedi al actions or
institutional controls would be inplemented to reduce identified risks to human health and the
envi ronnent .

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would provide simlar effectiveness for minimzing hunman and ani mal exposure to
COC, as well as control of surface soil runoff and site erosion. The double barriers beneath the soil

cover in Alternatives 3 and 4 will provide additional protection for reducing infiltration into landfill
wast es, thereby reducing | eachate generation. There is concern, however, that extreme stormevents have

the potential to create site erosion and nai ntenance problens for the landfill cap due to the |ocation of
the site within a 100-year coastal flood plain, based on the limted experience within the environnental
field with construction of landfill caps within coastal flood plains. Generally, Miltinedia Caps are nore

difficult to repair than Soil Caps if the Miultimedia Cap liner naterials are damaged, because the cover
soil must be excavated in order to allow repair of the synthetic liners.

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 include a | ong-term mai ntenance and nonitoring programfor constructed
conmponents, ground water, sedinment, and shellfish. Renoval of shoreline debris (and potentially somne
affected sedinment) and creation of wetlands under Aternatives 2, 3, and 4 would provide | ong-term
effectiveness in reduci ng mari ne organi smexposure to COC. The Miulti medi a Cap constructed under
Alternatives 3 and 4 can be nore effective than a Soil Cap in the long-termfor reducing potential

|l eaching fromsite fill naterial.

The slurry wall/sheet pile vertical barrier that woul d be constructed under Alternative 4 would provide
the nmost long-termeffectiveness in mnimzing ground-water noverent through the site; however, ground
wat er has not been identified as a transporter of COC to the harbor sedinment. The vertical barriers would
not be permanent due to the eventual deterioration of the barrier materials. Each of the alternatives
woul d entail some risk fromthe materials left in place in the landfill which will be eval uated by
long-termnonitoring. The age of the landfill (25 to 50 years) has allowed the conditions of the landfill
to stabilize such that this risk is considered to be m ni num

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune

None of the alternatives would reduce the toxicity or volume of wastes within the landfill. Each of the
alternatives, except for the No Action Alternative, would reduce the nmobility of site COC by covering the
surface and face of the landfill and preventing further erosion.

Alternative 2 woul d reduce the nobility of site-related COC by containing the fill material present above

the water table, mnimzing site erosion, and reducing infiltration of the site by approximately 60% The
Soi|l Cap constructed under Alternative 2 would allow continued ground- water flow through the site and
contact with approximately 15%to 20% of the site fill material. Capping under Alternatives 3 and 4 will
increase the anount of unsaturated waste that is above the water table by lowering the water table across
the landfill by up to approximately 2 ft under Alternative 3 and up to approximately 5 ft under
Alternative 4. Therefore, by reducing potential |eachate generation, in conjunction with controlling the
primary pathways of landfill erosion and overland runoff, the potential for COC transport to intertidal
sedinent will be further reduced. The effects of potential capillary rise of ground water (due to

negati ve pressures under the cap) and the potential increase in salinity (due to capillary action and/or
reduced freshwater infiltration fromprecipitation) on waste previously saturated by ground water will be
nonitored during the long-termnonitoring programfor Site 09.

A potential side effect of reducing precipitation infiltration into the landfill wastes through capping
woul d be increased salinity of water within the landfill wastes induced by |owering the water table.



Increased salinity would inpact the rate of corrosion of non-enpty containers in the landfill, if

present. This potential effect would be nore pronounced with Alternatives 3 and 4 because the inperneabl e
liners would further reduce infiltration as conpared to the Soil Cap specified for Alternative 2. Future
remedi al actions to mtigate such potential releases (e.g., selective excavation) would be easier to

i mpl enent under Alternative 2 than under A ternatives 3 or 4.

Al of the alternatives, except for the No Action alternative, would reduce the toxicity, nmobility, and
volume of COC in shoreline intertidal sedinment through the renmoval of debris (and potentially sone
affected sedinent) and covering with clean sedi ment during wetlands creation.

Short-Term Ef f ecti veness

Al t hough not effective for mtigating identified risks in the short term the No Action alternative woul d
not produce any new risks to the community or to site workers because no renedial actions would be
specified. Wth the inplementation of adequate engineering controls, the renedial activities associated
with Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are not anticipated to present adverse short-terminpacts to the

surroundi ng community. During the construction activities for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, potential hazards
to site workers include contact with site soil, inhalation of dust particles and/or VOC, and disruption
of containerized wastes (if present) during earth noving activities. Dernal and respiratory protective
equi prent woul d be utilized, as required, for site workers during renedial actions.

Each of the alternatives, with the exception of the No Action alternative, involve sone short-termrisk
due to dust generation and noi se associated with site construction activities. Aternative 4 wuld
present the greatest short-termnoise risk to site workers and annoyance to the public due to the use of
pile drivers for constructing the steel sheetpile containment wall along the site shoreline.
Alternatives 2 and 3 would present the least short-termrisk (aside fromthe No Action alternative).
Short-termrisks to site workers can be nitigated by their using personal protective equipnent. Proper
invol venent of the local community would help mtigate potential disturbances caused by noi se associ ated
with construction activities.

Inplenentability

Al though the No Action alternative would be technically inplenentable because it does not include any
remedi al actions or institutional controls, it can not be inplenented adm nistratively because it does
not neet ARARs and is not likely to obtain federal, state, and/or comunity acceptance. Alternatives 2,
3, and 4 are all technically inplenentabl e because the contai nnent technol ogi es are wel | -established and
the required materials and services are readily available. Alternative 2 may require waivers fromcertain
federal and/or state regulations. Cap construction, shoreline protection construction, debris and
potential sedinent renoval, dredging of the entrance channel, and wetlands creation activities under
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would require coordination with RIDEM the Rhode |sland Coastal Resources
Managenent Council (CRMC), and the U S. Arny Corps of Engineers (USACE), as well as potentially the

Nati onal Cceani ¢ and Atnospheric Admi nistration (NOAA) and the U. S. Departnent of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service.

I npl enentation of Alternative 3 would necessitate the nmai ntenance of a shall owrooted vegetative cover
with gas vents placed on the site. To protect against potential human exposure to vented landfill gas (if
the gas emssion is determned to be a potential risk), either the entire perineter of the site
(including the harbor side) would need to be fenced-off or the individual gas vents fenced-off. As
feasible, the Navy will nanifold the gas vents to reduce the area that would need to be fenced. The
layout of the landfill gas managenent systemwi ||l be determ ned during the Renedi al Design phase

follow ng the ROD.

Cost.

The estimated total cost (i.e., 30-year present worth cost) of Alternative 3 (the selected alternative)
is estimated to be $10, 300,000. Alternative 4 is estimated to be the alternative with the highest total
cost, at $14,400,000. Alternative 2 is estimated to be the action alternative with the | owest total cost,
at $8,000,000. The No Action alternative (Alternative 1) would have the | east total cost of all the
alternatives (estimated to be $1, 200, 000) because it only includes yearly site nonitoring and sanpling.

C. Mdifying Criteria

State Acceptance

RI DEM has revi ewed the FS and Proposed Plan for Site 09 and concurs with the sel ected remedi al
alternative (Alternative 3).



Conmmuni ty Acceptance

A public informational neeting and a public hearing were held on 6 February 1997 to present and di scuss
the Site 09 Proposed Plan. The 30-day public comrent period was held from 23 January 1997 through 21
February 1997: however, based on public requests, the public coment period was extended until 15 May
1997. A wide variety of public comrents were received frominterested nmenbers of the commnity, the
Techni cal Assistance Gant (TAG recipient, the Town of North Ki ngstown, governnent representatives and
senators, the U S. Fish and Wldlife Service, NOA. CRVC, Rhode |sland W SEUSE, the Rhode |sland Economic
Devel opnent Corporation (R EDC), and Save the Bay.

Copi es of the witten public coment letters, the transcript fromthe public hearing, and responses to
specific public comments are presented in the Responsiveness Summary portion of this RCD (Appendix B)

Oficials fromthe Town of North Kingstown, the U S. Fish and WIldlife Service, NOAA. CRMC, R EDC, and
Save the Bay general ly supported the selected renmedial alternative (Miultinedia Cap) provided that certain
desi gn details would be incorporated (e.g., accounting for the intended reuse, determning the scope of
the long-termnonitoring program wetlands creation, and debris and potential sedinment renoval). A wide
vari ety of comments were provided by |ocal residents and Rhode |sland W SEUSE. They i ncl uded support for
(1) no action; (2) limted action consisting of revetnent, wetlands creation, slight grading, soi
covering only where warranted, and nonitoring; (3) the selected alternative (Aternative 3); (4)
Alternative 4; and (5) conplete landfill excavation. The TAG recipient raised questions about the
conclusions of the RI/FS pertaining to each of the potential renedial alternatives. Government officials
rai sed points to ensure the protection of human heal th and requested consideration of Aternative 4 and
landfill excavation.

As outlined in the Responsiveness Summary (Appendix B), the BRAC O eanup Team has revi ewed the
comunity's coments and believes that there is sufficient information fromthe RI/FS to support the
sel ection of Alternative 3 for the protection of human health and the environment.

X. SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon the results of the RI/FS, and based upon the comunity response to the Proposed Pl an, the
selected renedy for Site 09 is Alternative 3 - Miultinedia Cap. A conplete description of the selected
alternative is presented in Section VIII of this ROD. The selected renedial alternative is a whole-site
remedy which will be protective of human health and the environnent. The ARARs for the sel ected renedy
and the actions to be taken to nmeet themare presented in Appendi x D

The EPA's Presunptive Remedy for CERCLA Minicipal Landfill Sites directive (OSWER Directive 9355. 0- 49FS)
states that contai nment technol ogies are the preferred remedies for nunicipal -type landfill waste
Accordingly, cleanup goals (i.e., treatnent goals) were not devel oped as part of the Site 09 renedy. The
conponents of the selected alternative will address the identified risk pathways and Remedi al Action
hjectives identified for Site 09 (see Sections VI and VIl of this ROD, respectively). The long-term
nonitoring programto be established as part of the selected alternative will ensure the protection of
human heal th and the environnent over tinme.

As described in the ROD Declaration and Section VIl of this ROD, the follow ng conponents will be
i mpl enent ed under the selected alternative:

. Regrade the site and construct surface controls to mninize erosion and to pronote proper
runof f.

The topography of the existing landfill cover pronotes the pooling of water on top of the
landfill which increases the infiltration of precipitation. The Miultimedia Cap will be
graded to pronote proper runoff of precipitation fromthe landfill. Detailed plans will be
devel oped during the alternative's Renedi al Design phase and submitted for regul atory agency
revi ew and concurrence.

. Construct a landfill cover consisting of nmultiple soil layers and two inperneable | ayers
which will conply with current federal and state | aws.

Conceptual ly, the Multinedia Cap will conprise several |ayers including a 12-inch beddi ng
layer, a landfill gas vent layer, a conpacted clay liner or a geoconposite clay liner, a
geomenbrane liner or a flexible menbrane liner, a 12-inch drainage |ayer (or equivalent),
an 18-inch barrier protection layer, and a 6-inch vegetative support |ayer, constructed
above the projected water |evel of a 100-year storm The final design nmay vary dependi ng on
the specific capping naterials which are selected (e.g., the 12-inch drainage |ayer could



be replaced with a geotextile "blanket" and the barrier protection | ayer woul d be increased
accordingly to naintain 36 inches above the inperneable liners). In addition, sedinent to
be dredged fromthe entrance to Allen Harbor will be used for wetlands creation and nay

al so be anenabl e for incorporation as the bedding |layer for the cap as well as any pre-cap
grading. Deternmining the suitability of any such sedinent and devel opi ng detail ed pl ans for
landfill cap specifications will be conducted during the alternative's Renedial Design
phase and submitted for regul atory agency review and concurrence.

Construct an appropriate landfill gas venti ng/ managenent system whi ch includes fencing
around venting | ocations(s) (as feasible, the Navy will manifold the gas vents to reduce the
area that would need to be fenced);

Landfill gases collected within the gas vent layer will be vented to the atnosphere through
a passive, manifol ded piping systemat Site 09. The point(s) of discharge will be fenced in
order to protect potential site visitors. Detailed plans will be devel oped during the
alternative's Renedi al Design phase and submtted for regulatory agency review and
concurrence (e.g., for the extent and | ocation of the venting systen).

Renove and/or cover landfill debris fromthe site shoreline (and place renoved debris under
the new cap) and as warranted (to be determi ned during design studies), include under the
cover affected sediment fromlocalized areas of the intertidal zones of the site shoreline.

Loose, visible debris along the shoreline (which may include debris at or just slightly
beyond the | ow water mark) will be renoved and pl aced under the new cap. Debris which is
half buried (e.g., rope, protruding pipe) will be cut-off at ground | evel and al so pl aced
beneath the new cap. The prinary conponents of the site remedy are landfill capping and
wet | ands creation. The Navy nmay conduct |imted sedinent renoval, as warranted (with

pl acement under the new cap), to mitigate risks to marine receptors. The need for and the
extent of the potential sediment renoval will be determned during the Remedi al Design
phase. As determi ned appropriate and feasible during design studies, created wetl ands (see
bel ow) coul d al so be used to replace areas of excavated sedi ment.

Construct revetnent for shoreline stabilization.

Revet ment woul d be used along the shoreline of Site 09 to protect the landfill face from
wave action (e.g., tidal forces, stormevents). Detailed plans will be devel oped during the
alternative's Renedi al Design phase and subnitted for regulatory agency review and

concur rence.

Create wetl ands al ong the shoreline of the site as determ ned appropriate and feasible
during design studies.

As feasible, the Navy will create wetlands along the shoreline of the landfill which will
act to dissipate wave energy and protect the integrity of the landfill cap. Natural
resources inprovenents (e.g., inproved ecol ogical habitat) for the Allen Harbor area woul d

be an additional benefit of any newy created wetlands. The sedinent to be dredged fromthe
entrance to Allen Harbor will be used to create these wetlands. Detailed plans will be
devel oped during the alternative's Remedi al Design phase and submtted for regul atory
agency revi ew and concurrence.

Establish institutional controls as follows: inplement appropriate |and use restrictions
whi ch may include deed restrictions regarding site and ground-water use, install and

mai ntain new warning signs to informthe public of the RIDEM ban on shellfishing in the
har bor .

New war ni ng signs would be installed at the northern and southern ends of the |andfill
shoreline as well as at the entrance to Allen Harbor. Appropriate |and-use restrictions
woul d be inplenented to protect human health and the environnment through linmting site
devel opnent (e.g., to nmintain the integrity of the cap) and preventing the installation or
use of ground-water wells which would be used for drinking water or showering purposes.

Conduct long-termmnonitoring of landfill gas, ground water, sediment, and shellfish quality
to evaluate the effectiveness of the renedy.

Appropriate nonitoring of various media will be conducted to ensure the contai nnent of COC
inthe landfill. Detailed plans for the scope of the long-termnonitoring plan will be
devel oped during the alternative's Renmedi al Design phase and submtted for regul atory



agency revi ew and concurrence. Performance standards for the | ong-term nonitoring program
wi Il al so be devel oped during the Renedial Design phase. The Navy will conduct future
response actions, if necessary, based upon the nonitoring data and perfornance standards.
The scope of the long-termnonitoring programw || be re-evaluated during the 5-year review
periods. Periodic inspections of the landfill cap (and associ ated conmponents) wll ensure
the continued integrity and effectiveness over tine. The environmental monitoring results
and description of site activities will be provided in periodic (e.g., annual) reports to
EPA and RIDEM The environnental nonitoring results will also be comrunicated to the public
t hrough the appropriate mechani sns outlined in the NCBC Community Relations Plan. If
nonitoring indicates that additional measures are needed to protect human health and the
environnent, then the Navy will conduct additional renedial actions, as appropriate.

. Conduct 5-year reviews.

Pursuant to Section 121(c) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C 9621( c) and Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii) of
the NCP, the Navy will conduct 5-year reviews of the selected renmedial action to ensure
conti nued adequate protection of hunman health and the environnent because this renedy wll
result in COC remaining at the site above levels that allow unlinited use and unrestricted
exposure.

During the 5-year reviews for Alternative 3, the BRAC A eanup Teamwi |l eval uate the
alternative's effectiveness at reducing potential human health and environnental risk from
exposure to affected media. This will include evaluations of cap integrity, potential
landfill gas em ssions, and ground-water, sedinent, and shellfish sanpling data. These

eval uations will be based, in part, on how successful the alternative is at naintaining
accept abl e sedinent levels (at or bel ow ecol ogi cal risk-based val ues) beyond the revet nent
inthe newy created intertidal zone. Perfornmance standards will be devel oped cooperatively
with the Navy, EPA, RIDEM and the other natural resource trustees during the Renedial

Desi gn phase.

Anal ytical data collected during Rl (Phase |, Phase Il, and Phase IIl) and Renedi al Design
activities will be used to estimate the baseline conditions. The detail ed approach woul d be
devel oped during the Renedi al Design phase and submitted for regulatory agency revi ew and
concur rence.

The Town of North Ki ngstown has expressed an interest in utilizing the Site 09 property for conservation
and recreational purposes as outlined in the Conprehensive Base Reuse Pl an.

During the Renedi al Design phase, as feasible, the Navy will nodify the landfill cap design to
accommodat e the Town's intended reuse for the site. To date, the Town has not provided the Navy with a
specific reuse plan.

XlI. STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The remedi al action selected for inplenmentation at the Allen Harbor Landfill is consistent with CERCLA
and, to the extent practicable, the NCP. The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environnent, attains ARARs, and is cost effective. The selected remedy is also in accordance with the
EPA' s preference for contai nnent technol ogies for rmunicipal-type landfill waste.

The Selected Renedy is Protective of Hunman Health and the Environnent

The remedy at Site 09 will mtigate the risks to human health and the environment by containing |andfill
constituents and affected soil, reducing infiltration of precipitation (thereby reducing the potenti al

for COC to leach fromthe fill materials into ground water), mnimzing site erosion, controlling
overland runoff, preventing direct contact of humans and terrestrial aninmals with fill materials or
affected soil, renmoving or covering landfill debris and potentially sone affected sedi nent along the site
shoreline, restricting future site devel opnent and ground-water use protecting the cap by creating
shoreline wetlands as feasible (which, as an additional benefit will also inprove the natural resources
of Allen Harbor in general), and providing |ong-termnonitoring and nai ntenance of renedi al conponents.
Periodic review of the information fromthe long-termnonitoring programand the site inspections wll
ensure that human health and the environnent are protected in the future.

The Sel ected Renedy Attains ARARS

This remedy will attain all applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and state requirenents that
currently apply to Site 09. Sone of the key environmental |aws fromwhich ARARs for the sel ected renedial



action were derived for Site 09 include the follow ng:

Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act

Rhode |sl and Hazardous Waste Managenent Act

Executive Order 11988 (Fl oodpl ai n Managenent)

Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wtl ands)

Fish and WIldlife Coordination Act; Protection of WIldlife Habitat
Rhode Isl and Freshwater Wetlands Laws

Rhode | sl and Coastal Resources Managenent Law and Regul ations

A conmplete listing and discussion of the ARARS as well as the To-Be-Considered guidance for Site 09 are
presented in Appendi x D.

The Selected Renedy is Cost Effective

The selected renmedy is cost effective, i.e.. the renedy affords overall effectiveness proportional to its
costs. In selecting this renedy, once the alternatives that are protective of human health and the
environnent and that attain ARARs were identified, the overall effectiveness of each alternative was

eval uated by assessing the relevant three criteria in conbination--1ong-termeffectiveness and
permanence; reduction in toxicity, nobility, or volune; and short-termeffectiveness. The rel ationship of
the overall effectiveness of this remedial alternative was determned to be proportional to its costs

The costs of the Miultinedia Cap alternative are

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 8, 500, 000
Esti mated Annual Qperation and Mai ntenance Cost: $ 113, 000
Estimated Total Cost (30-year net present worth): $ 10, 300, 000

The Selected Renedy Wilizes Permanent Solutions and Conplies with EPA's Preference for Contai nment of
Landfills

The NCP typically requires that the selected renmedy includes alternative treatment technol ogies or
resource recovery technol ogies are used to the maxi mum extent practicable. The NCP al so states a
preference for treatnent technol ogi es which permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility,
or volune of hazardous substances. However, no treatnent or recovery technol ogies are warranted at Site
09 and, instead, the selected renedy neets the EPA's presunptive remedy for the contai nnent of

muni ci pal -type landfill wastes (Presunptive Renedy for CERCLA Minicipal Landfill Sites, OSWER Directive
9355.0-49FS). The Multinedia Cap will provide a long-termsolution for Site 09 and the conti nued
long-term effectiveness of the selected alternative will be ensured through periodic site inspections
mai nt enance, and | ong-term nonitoring

XI'1. DOCUMENTATI ON OF NO S| GNI FI CANT CHANGES

On 20 January 1997, the Proposed Plan for Site 09 was rel eased which stated that Alternative 3
(Mil'tinedia Cap) was the preferred renedial alternative for the site. The final renedy selected for Site
09, as described in this docunment, does not differ significantly fromthe Proposed Pl an

X1, STATE ROLE

RI DEM has revi ewed the Proposed Plan and has indicated its support for the selected renedy. As a party to
the FFA, Rhode Island concurs with the selected renedy for Site 09. A copy of the letter of concurrence
is attached as Appendi x E.

<I M5 SRC 97157C>
<I M5 SRC 97157D>
<I M5 SRC 97157E>
<I M5 SRC 97157F>
<I M5 SRC 971557G>
<I M5 SRC 971557H>
<I M5 SRC 971571 >
<I M5 SRC 97157J>
<I M5 SRC 97157K>
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I NTRODUCTI ON

This docurment is the Index to the Adm nistrative Record which was devel oped for Installation Restoration
(IR Program Site 09 (Al len Harbor Landfill) at the Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC Davisville)
located in North Kingstown, Rhode Island. The Admi nistrative Record was prepared pursuant to the

requi renents of the Conprehensive Environmental Response. Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of
1980, as anended by the Superfund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act (SARA) of 1986.

On 21 Novenber 1989, NCBC Davisville was placed on the EPA's National Priorities List (NPL), whichis a
conpi l ation of national priority sites anong the known sites with rel eases or threatened rel eases of
hazar dous substances, pollutants or contam nants. A Federal Facilities Agreenment (FFA) for NCBC

Davi svill e was signed on 23 March 1992.

The materials contained herein were considered, or relied upon, in the selection of the appropriate
response action for Site 09. The docunments listed in this index are either site-specific

docunent s/ correspondence or are gui dance docunents used in selection of the response action. Al other
gui dance docunents are incorporated by reference and are available for review at the EPA Reference

Li brary at EPA New England, 1 Congress Street, Boston, MA (617) 565-3300.

The Administrative Record is set up in sections that follow the stages of the Navy's IR Program and this
Adm ni strative Record Index. Each section has the reports and correspondence docunents pertaining to
each phase of the IR Programfor Site 09.

In addition to this Admi nistrative Record, an Information Repository is maintained at the North Kingstown
Free Public Library located in the Town of North Ki ngstown, Rhode Island.
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Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode |Island", TRC Environnental Consultants, Inc.,
27 February 1987.

2000 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON

2100 Phase | Reredial |nvestigation Wrk Pl an

2200

2101 -

2102 -

Phase

2201 -

2202 -

2203 -

2204 -

2205 -

2206 -

2207 -

"RI/FS Work Pl an, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode |sland",
TRC Environnental Consultants, Inc., Septenber 1988.

"RI/FS Wrk Plan (Revision 2), Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville,
Rhode Island”, TRC Environnental Consultants, Inc., August 1989.

| Remedial Investigation Reports

"Draft Final Report - Renedial Investigation (Volunme 1), Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode |Island", TRC Environnental Consultants, Inc.,
May 1991.

"Draft Final Report - Renedial Investigation (Appendices A-H), Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", TRC Environnental Consultants, Inc.,
May 1991.

"Draft Final Report - Renedial |nvestigation (Appendices |-J), Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode |Island", TRC Environnental Consultants, Inc.,
May 1991.

"Draft Final Report - Ri sk Assessnent (Volune I1), Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", TRC Environnental - Consultants, Inc., My 1991.

"Draft Final Report - R sk Assessnent (Appendices A-D), Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode |sland", TRC Environnental Consultants, Inc.,
May 1991.

"Addendum No. 1: Response to Comments - Draft Phase | Remedial Investigation and
Ri sk Assessment Report, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode
I sland", TRC Environnental Corporation, January 1993.

"Final Report - Risk Assessnent (Volunme Il), Revision No. 1 - Addendum Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", TRC Environnental
Cor poration, January 1993.



2300

2400

2500

2208 - "Final Report - Geophysical Investigations and Soil Gas Survey Summary Report,
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", TRC Environnental
Corporation, April 1993.

Phase | Renedi al Investigation Correspondence

2301 - Letter to Ms. Carol Keating, EPA, from Dr. Kenneth Finkelstein, National Cceanic
and Atnospheric Administration, re: Comments on the Draft Final Report: Volune |
Renmedi al Investigation, Volune Il R sk Assessnent, dated 5 June 1991.

2302 - Letter to M. Russell Fish, Northern Dvision, fromMs. Carol Cody, EPA re:
I dentifying questions and/or concerns during EPA s review, dated 10 August 1991.

2303 - Letter to M. Russell Fish, Northern Division, fromMs. Carol Keating, EPA re:
Request to review Phase | R data, dated 14 January 1991.

2304 - Letter to M. Francisco LaGeca, Northern Division, fromM. Linda Wfford, R DEM
re: Prelimnary review of NCBC Draft Remedial Investigation, dated 29 July 1991.

2305 - Letter to M. Francisco LaG eca, Northern Division, fromM. Carol Keating, EPA
re: Comments on Draft Remedial Investigation (RI) Report, dated 2 August 1991.

2306 - Letter to M. Francisco LaGeca, Northern Dvision, fromM. Linda Wfford, R DEM
re: Comments on Volume Il (Risk Assessnent) of the Renedial |nvestigation, dated
21 Cctober 1991.

2307 - Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Robert Smth, TRC re:
Addendum No. 1 to the Draft Renedial |nvestigation, dated 18 January 1993.

2308 - Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Jeffrey Gawford, R DEM
re: Draft Phase | Remedial Investigation, Addendum No. 1, dated 5 March 1993.

2309 - Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Mchael Daly, EPA re:
Phase | Renedi al Investigation Addendum No. 1, Responses to Conments, dated 8
March 1993.

Phase Il Reredial |nvestigation Wrk Pl an

2401 - "Draft Report - Phase Il RI/FS Wrk Plan, Naval Construction Battalion Center,
Davi svill e, Rhode Island", TRC Environnental Corporation, February 1992.

2402 - "Phase Il RI/FS Wrk Plan, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode
I sl and", TRC Environnental Corporation, August 1992.

2403 - "Draft Report - Scope of Wrk, R /FS Activities, Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", TRC Environmental Corporation, Decenber 1992.

2404 - "Draft Final Report - Scope of Wrk, RI/FS Activities, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", TRC Environnental Corporation, April
1993.

2405 - "Final - Scope of Wrk, RI/FS Activities, Naval Construction Battalion Center,
Davi svill e, Rhode Island", TRC Environnental Corporation, Cctober 1993.

2406 - "Draft - Supplemental Phase Il R/FS Wrk Plan, Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", TRC Environmental Corporation, February 1994.

2407 - "Final - Supplenental Phase Il RI/FS Wrk Plan, Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", TRC Environnental Corporation, March 1994.

Phase Il Remedial Investigation Reports
2501 - "Draft Report - Volume | - Allen Harbor Landfill Remedial Investigation Report:

Techni cal Report, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island",
TRC Envi ronnent al Cor poration, November 1993.



2600

2502

2503

2504

2505

2506

2507

2508

2509

"Draft Report - Volune | - Allen Harbor Landfill Renedial Investigation Report:
Appendi ces A-K, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island",
TRC Envi ronnent al Cor poration, Novenber 1993.

"Draft Report - Volume Il - Allen Harbor Landfill Renedial |nvestigation Report:
Human Health R sk Assessment Techni cal Report & Appendices A-E, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", TRC Environnental Corporation,
Novenber 1993.

"Responses to USEPA and RIDEM Comments on the Draft Remedial |nvestigation Report,
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode |sland", TRC Environnental
Corporation, March 1994.

"Draft Final Report - Volune | - Allen Harbor Landfill Remedial |nvestigation
Report: Technical Report, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode
I'sland", TRC Environnental Corporation, June 1994.

"Draft Final Report - Volume | - Allen Harbor Landfill Remedial Investigation
Report: Appendices A-N, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode
I sl and", TRC Environnental Corporation, June 1994,

"Draft Final Report - Volunme Il - Allen Harbor Landfill Renedial Investigation
Report: Human Health R sk Assessnment Techni cal Report and Appendices A-D, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", TRC Environnent al
Corporation, June 1994.

"Suppl enental Phase Il R Report, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville,
Rhode Isl and", TRC Environnental Corporation, June 1994,

"Final - Response to Comments on the Draft Final Remedial |nvestigation Report,
NCBC Davi sville, Rhode Island', TRC Environmental Corporation, under contract wth
EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, dated March 1995.

Phase Il Renmedi al Investigation Correspondence

2601

2602

2603

2604

2605

2606

2607

2608

Letter to M. Francisco LaGeca, Northern D vision, fromMs. Linda Wfford, R DEM
re: Conmments on Draft Phase Il RI/FS Wrk Plan, dated 26 March 1992.

Letter with attachment to M. Robert Smth, TRC Environnental Consultants, from
M. F. LaGeca, Northern Division, re: EPA Comments of 30 March 1992 on the Draft
Phase Il RI/FS Wrk Plan for NCBC Davisville, dated 1 April 1992.

Letter to M. Francisco LaGeca, Northern Dvision, fromM. Robert Smth, TRC
Envi ronnental Consultants, Inc., re: Response to Review Comments, Draft Phase |
dated 15 May 1992.

Letter to M. Francisco LaGeca, Northern Division, fromM. Mchael Daly, EPA
re: EPA Comments on Draft Phase Il RI/FS Wrk Plan, dated 10 June 1992.

Letter to M. Francisco LaGeca, Northern Dvision, fromM. Jeffrey Crawford,
RIDEM re: Draft Phase Il RI/FS Wrk Plan, dated 24 June 1992.

Letter to M. Francisco LaGeca, Northern Division, fromM. Mchael Daly, EPA
re: ldentifying remai ning Navy responses to EPA on Phase Il R/FS Wrk Pl an,
dated 15 July 1992.

Letter to M. Francisco LaGeca, Northern Division, fromM. Robert Smth, TRC
Envi ronnental Consultants, re: Responses to EPA and RI DEM Phase || Rl Comments,
dated 20 July 1992.

Letter to M. Francisco LaGeca, Northern Division, fromM. Robert Smth, TRC
Environnental Consultants, re: Subm ssion of Final Phase Il RI/FS Wrk Plan and
Responses to Additional EPA and R DEM Phase Il RI/FS Comments, dated 11 August

1992.



2609

2610

2611

2612

2613

2614

2615

2616

2617

2618

2619

2620

2621

2622

2623

Letter to M. Francisco LaGeca, Northern Dvision, fromM. Jeffrey Crawford,
RIDEM re: Concurrence with Phase Il R Wrk Plan - Final, dated 4 Septenber
1992.

Letter to M. Francisco LaGeca, Northern Division, fromM. Mchael Daly, EPA
re: Phase Il RI/FS Wrk Plan, dated 14 Septenber 1992.

Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Mchael Daly, EPA re:
Draft Scope of Work RI/FS Activities, dated 4 February 1993.

Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Jeffrey Gawford, R DEM
re: Draft Scope of Work RI/FS Activities, dated 5 February 1993.

Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Jeffrey Gawford, R DEM
re: Comments on Draft Final Scope of Wrrk, RI/FS Activities, dated 20 April 1993.

Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Jeffrey Gawford, R DEM
re: Approval of Phase Il R Wrk Plan Mdifications, dated 8 June 1993.

Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Judith Gaham R DEM
re: Comments on the draft NCBC Phase Il Report and Appendi ces, draft NCBC Phase
Il Human Health Ri sk Assessment, draft NCBC Phase Il Report and Appendices -

Al l en Harbor Landfill, draft NCBC Phase || Human Health Ri sk Assessnent - Allen
Harbor Landfill, draft NCBC Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent, received 15 Novenber 1993,
letter dated 18 January 1994.

Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Mchael Daly, EPA re:
Comments on the Allen Harbor Phase Il Draft Renedial |nvestigation Report, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, R, dated 8 February 1994.

Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Judith Gaham R DEM
re: Comments on the Supplenental Phase Il RI/FS Wrk Plan, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, dated 22 February 1994.

Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Christine WIlians, EPA
re: Comments on the Draft Supplenmental Phase Il R/FS Wrk Plan, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, R, dated 24 February 1994.

Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Robert Smth, TRC
Environnental, re: Responses to Comments on the Draft Suppl enental Phase Il R/FS
Wrk Plan, dated 18 March 1994.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Dvision, fromM. Christine WIIians,
EPA, re: Comments on the Draft Final Renmedial Investigation Report for Site 09,
Al l en Harbor Landfill at Naval Construction Battalion Center, R, dated 9 August
1994.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. Judith G aham R DEM
re: Comments on the Draft Final Renedial Investigation Report: Volunme | -

Techni cal Report, Volune Il - Human Health Ri sk Assessnent, Volune |11 -

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent, Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, Rhode |sland, dated 22 August 1994.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. Christine WIIians,
EPA, re: Comments on the Navy's Response to Comments on the Draft Final Phase Il
Remedi al Investigation Report, Draft Final Ecol ogical Ri sk Assessnent and

Suppl enental Phase Il R for the former Naval Construction Battalion Center, R,
dated 13 June 1995.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern D vision, fromMs. Judith G aham R DEM
re: Navy Response to R DEM Comments on Phase |l R for Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville Rhode Island, dated 14 July 1995.



2700 Phase Il Renedial Investigation Wrk Plan

2701 - "Draft Work Plan, Phase |Il Remedial Investigation, Installation Restoration
Program Sites 03 and 09 and Basew de Terrestrial Ecol ogical R sk Assessment, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science,
and Technol ogy, Cctober 1994.

2702 - "Response to Comments on Phase |1l Renedial Investigation Wrkplan, NCBC
Davi svil |l e", EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, January 1995.

2800 Phase IIl Renedial Investigation Reports
2801 - "Draft - IR Program Site 09, Allen Harbor Landfill Phase |11 Renedial
I nvestigation for the Management of M gration Cperable Unit, Volume I: Technical

Report, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA
Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, 19 May 1995.

2802 - "Draft - IRProgramSite 09, Allen Harbor Landfill Phase |11 Renedial
I nvestigation for the Managenent of M gration Cperable Unit, Volurme I1:
Appendi ces A Through N, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode
I sland", EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy, 19 May 1995.

2803 - "Revised Draft - IR ProgramSite 09, Allen Harbor Landfill Phase |11 Renedial
I nvestigation for the Managenment of M gration Qperable Unit, Volune I: Technical
Report, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA
Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, August 1995.

2804 - "Revised Draft - IR ProgramSite 09, Allen Harbor Landfill Phase |11 Renedial
I nvestigation for the Managenent of M gration Operable Unit, Volume II1:
Appendi ces 0 Through Q Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode
I sland", EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy, August 1995.

2805 - "Responses to Comments Docunent for Comments to the August 1995 IR Program Site 09
Phase Il Renedial Investigation Report, Alen Harbor Landfill, NCBC Davisville,
R ", EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, 8 Decenber 1995.

2806 - "Revised Responses to Comments Docunent for Comments to the August 1995 IR Program
Site 09 Phase Il Renedial Investigation Report, IR Program Site 09, A len Harbor
Landfill, NCBC Davisville, R ", EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy, 27
Decenber 1995.

2807 - "Draft Final - IR ProgramSite 09, Allen Harbor Landfill Phase Il Renedial
I nvestigation, Volune |I: Technical Report, Naval Construction Battalion Center,
Davi svill e, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy, January 1996.

2808 - "Draft Final - IR Program Site 09, Allen Harbor Landfill Phase Il Renedial
I nvestigation, Volune I1: Appendices A Through N, Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy,
January 1996.

2809 - "Draft Final - IR ProgramSite 09, Allen Harbor Landfill Phase Il Renedial
I nvestigation, Volune I11: Appendices 0 Through Q Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy,
January 1996.

2810 - "Risk Evaluation for Gound-Water Mgration, Site 09 - A len Harbor Landfill,
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering,
Sci ence, and Technol ogy, 2 May 1996.

2811 - "Revised Draft Final - IR Program Site 09, Alen Harbor Landfill, Phase III
Remedi al Investigation, Volune |: Technical Report, Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy, August
1996.



2900

2812 - "Revised Draft Final - IR ProgramSite 09, Allen Harbor Landfill, Phase III
Remedi al Investigation, Volune Il: Appendices A Through N, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science, and
Technol ogy, August 1996.

2813 - "Revised Draft Final - IR Program Site 09, Allen Harbor Landfill, Phase III
Remedi al Investigation, Volune I11: Appendices 0 Through Q Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science, and
Technol ogy, August 1996.

Phase Il Remedial Investigation Correspondence

2901 - Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Dvision, fromM. Christine WIIians,
EPA, re: Comments on the Draft Phase |11 Renedial Investigation (R) Wrk Plan
for Site 09, Allen Harbor Landfill, and Site 03, Solvent D sposal Area, and
Basewi de Terrestrial Ecol ogical R sk Assessment (ERA) at Naval Construction
Battalion Center (NCBC), R, dated 13 Decenber 1994.

2902 - Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Dvision, fromM. Christine WIIians,
EPA, re: Attachnent 3 to the |letter dated Decenber 13, 1994, Subject: Comments
on the Draft Phase Ill Renedial Investigation (R) Wrk Plan for Site 09, Allen
Harbor Landfill and Site 03, Solvent Disposal Area and Basew de Terrestrial
Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent (ERA), dated 16 Decenber 1994.

2903 - Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. N cholas Lanney, EA
Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, re: Response to Comments on Human Health
Ri sk Assessment, dated 1 February 1995.

2904 - Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. Christine WIIians,
EPA, re: Comments on the Response to Comment Document on the Draft Phase II1
Remedi al Investigation (RI) Wrk Plan for Site 09, Allen Harbor Landfill and Site
03, Solvent D sposal Area and Basew de Terrestrial Ecol ogical Ri sk Assessnent
(ERA), dated 1 March 1995.

2905 - Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. Christine WIIians,
EPA, re: Comments on the Menorandum dated 19 April 1995 concerning the Davisville
HHRA, Site 09 at the former Naval Construction Battalion Center, R dated 25 April
1995.

2906 - Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. N cholas Lanney, EA
Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, re: G ound-Water Flow and Sol ute Transport
Model sections Phase |1l Renedial Investigation Draft Report for the Managenent of
M gration Qperable Unit, IR Program Site 09, NCBC Davisville. 14 June 1995.

2907 - Letter to M. A Haring, Northern Dvision, fromMs. Mry Sanderson, EPA re:
Notification of Non-Conpliance with the Naval Construction Battalion Center
Davi svill e Federal Facility Agreenent, dated March 23, 1992, as anended -- Draft
Phase Il Remedial Investigation Report for Alen Harbor Landfill (Site 9),
dated 30 June 1995.

2908 - Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Dvision, fromM. Christine WIIians,
EPA, re: Prelimnary Cooments on the Draft Phase |1l Renedial Investigation (R)
Report, dated 19 May 1995, for the Managenent of Mgration Qperable Unit for Allen
Harbor Landfill (Site 9) at the forner Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC),
Davi svill e, Rhode |sland, dated 30 June 1995.

2909 - Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. Judith G aham R DEM
re: Prelimnary Comments to the Phase |1l Renedial Investigation Site 09, Allen
Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island,
dated 10 July 1995.

2910 - Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA

re: EPA Comments on the Revised Draft IR Program Site 09, Phase |11 Renedi al
Investigation (RI) Report, August 1995, Former Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, R, dated 12 Qct ober 1995.



2911 - Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. R chard Cottlieb, R DEM
re: Revised Draft, IR ProgramSite 09, Allen Harbor Landfill, Phase Ill Renedi al
I nvestigation for the Managenent of M gration Qperable Unit, August 1995, dated
1 Novenber 1995.

2912 - Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. N cholas Lanney, EA
Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, re: Gound-water and surface water nodeling
program IR Program Site 09, Allen Harbor Landfill, NCBC Davisville, dated 17
Novenber 1995.

2913 - Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: Comments on the Revised Response to Comments Docunent for Comments on the
Revised Draft IR Program Site 09, Phase |1l Renedial Investigation (R) Report
(August 1995), Dated 27 December 1995, Former Naval Construction Battalion Center,
Davisville, R, dated 17 January 1996.

2914 - Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: Comments on the Draft-Final IR Program Site 09, Phase Ill Renedi al
Investigation (R) Report, January 1996, Former Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, R, dated 15 February 1996.

2915 - Letter to Ms. Christine WIllianms, EPA, fromDr. Kenneth Fi nkel stein, National
Cceani ¢ and Atnospheric Administration, re: NOAA Comments on the Draft Final
Phase Il Renedial Investigation and Draft Feasibility Study for the Allen Harbor
Landfill, dated 23 February 1996.

2916 - Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. R chard Cottlieb, R DEM
re: Comments on the Phase |11 Renedial Investigation, IR ProgramSite 09, Allen
Harbor Landfill, NCBC Davisville, Rhode Island, Submitted 25 January 1995, letter
dated 26 February 1996.

2917 - Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: Alen Harbor Landfill (Site 9) Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Reports Response to Comment Docunents (RTC), Naval Construction Battalion Center,
Davi svill e, Rhode Island, 20 May 1996.

2918 - Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: EPA Comments on the Draft Final Phase Il Remedial Investigation (R) and
Draft Feasibility Study (FS) Response to Comment Docunents for the Installation
Restoration Programat the Former Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville,
Rhode Island, dated 6 June 1996.

2919 - Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. R chard Cottlieb, R DEM
re: Coments to the Navy Responses to RIDEM Comments for: Draft Final |R Program
Site 09, Allen Harbor Landfill, Phase Il Rermedial |nvestigation, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, R, dated 6 June 1996.

2920 - Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: Comments on the Revised Draft Final IR Program Site 09, Phase |11 Renedial
Investigation (R) Report, August 1996, Fornmer Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, R, dated 10 Septenber 1996.

2921 - Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. R chard Cottlieb, R DEM
re: Comments on the Revised Draft Final Phase |1l Renedial Investigation, IR
Program Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center,

Davi svill e, Rhode Island, submtted 7 August 1996, letter dated 19 Septenber 1996.

3000 ECOLOGE CAL RI SK ASSESSMENT
3100 Work/ Quality Assurance Project Plan

3101 - Scope of Wirk, R sk Assessnent Pilot Study, Naval Construction Battalion Center,
Davi svill e, Rhode |sland, 27 Cctober 1988.

3102 - "Work/Quality Assurance Project Plan for R sk Assessment Pilot Study, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", Science Applications
I nternati onal Corporation and EPA-Environnental Research Laboratory, My 1989.



3200

3300

3103 - "Revised Field Sanpling Plan., Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville,
Rhode Island", notes prepared for Technical Review Committee, 7 June 1989.

3104 - "Supplenent to the Wirk/ Quality Assurance Project Plan for R sk Assessnent Pil ot
Study, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island, Phase Il -
Verification and Quantification of Toxicological Effects: Verification of Lack of
Envi ronnental |npact™, Science Applications International Corporation.

3105 - "Supplenent to the Wirk/ Quality Assurance Project Plan for R sk Assessnent Pil ot
Study, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island, Phase Il -
Quantification of Ecol ogical R sks", Science Applications |nternational
Cor por ati on.

3106 - "Data Management Plan, R sk Assessment Pilot Study, Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, RI", EPA Environnental Research Laboratory.

3107 - "Revised Draft - Terrestrial/Freshwater Ecol ogical R sk Assessnment Quality
Assurance Project Plan, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode
I sland", EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, April 1995.

3108 - "Revised Draft - Terrestrial/Freshwater Ecol ogical R sk Assessment Wirk Pl an,
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering,
Sci ence, and Technol ogy, April 1995.

3109 - "Revised Draft - Terrestrial/Freshwater Ecol ogical R sk Assessnent Field Sanpling
Pl an, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA
Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, April 1995.

3110 - "Draft Final Wrk/Quality Assurance Project Plan, Narragansett Bay Ecorisk and
Monitoring for Navy Sites, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode
I sl and" Science Applications International Corporation, under contract with EA
Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, My 1995.

Advi sories Issued by the Agency for Toxic Substances and D sease Registry (ATSDR)

3201 - Letter to M. Russel Fish, Northern Division, fromMs. Linda West, ATSDR re:
I nclusi on of ATSDR in NCBC Davisville investigations, dated 14 March 1991.

3202 - "Health Consultation, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, North
Ki ngst own, Rhode Island", ATSDR, Cctober 1995.

Reports

3301 - "Final InterimReport - R sk Assessnent Pilot Study, Phase |, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", Science Applications International
Cor poration and EPA Environmental Research Laboratory, 30 Novenber 1989.

3302 - "Phase | Marine Ecol ogical Ri sk Assessnent at Naval Construction Battalion Center,
Davi svill e, Rhode Island", Science Applications International Corporation with the
EPA and Naval Ccean Systens Center, Technical Report 1437, May 1991.

3303 - "Draft Final Report - Phase Il Risk Assessnment Pilot Study, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", Science Applications International
Corporation with the USEPA and Naval Conmand, Control and Ccean Surveill ance
Center, July 1993.

3304 - "Draft Final Report - Phase Il Allen Harbor R sk Assessnent Pilot Study, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", ERLN Contribution Nunber
1427, Science Applications International Corporation, 24 Septenber 1993.

3305 - "Draft Final Report - Phase Il Risk Assessment Pilot Study, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", Science Applications International
Corporation with the USEPA and Naval Command, Control and Ccean Surveill ance
Center, Septenber 1993.



3306

3307

3308

3309

3310

3311

3312

3313

3314

3315

3316

3317

3318

3319

3320

"Draft Final Report - Phase Ill R sk Assessnent Pilot Study, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode |Island", ERLN Contribution Nunber 1428,
Sci ence Applications International Corporation, February 1994.

"Draft Final Report - Volunme IIIl, Ecological R sk Assessment, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", TRC Environnental Corporation, June
1994,

"Draft Facility-Wde Freshwater/ Terrestrial Ecol ogical R sk Assessnent, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science,
and Technol ogy, 19 May 1995.

"Draft Facility-Wde Freshwater/ Terrestrial Ecol ogical Ri sk Assessment, Appendi ces
A through C, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA
Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, 19 May 1995.

"Draft Report - Allen Harbor Landfill and Calf Pasture Point O fshore Ecol ogical
Ri sk Assessnment Report: Technical Report and Appendi ces A-C, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", Science Applications International
Corporation under contract to EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, 19 May
1995.

"Revised Draft Report - Allen Harbor Landfill and Calf Pasture Point Marine

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent Report, Technical Report, Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", Science Applications International Corporation,
under contract to EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, 28 August 1995.

"Revised Draft Report - Allen Harbor Landfill and Cal f Pasture Point Marine

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessment Report, Appendices A-C, Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", Science Applications International Corporation,
under contract to EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, 28 August 1995.

"Revised Draft Report - Facility-Wde Freshwater/Terrestrial Ecol ogi cal Risk
Assessnent, Appendi ces A Through E, Naval Construction Battalion Center,

Davi svill e, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy, 28 August
1995.

"Response to Comments on the Revised Draft Facility-Wde Freshwater/ Terrestri al
Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode
I sl and", EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, 4 Decenber 1995.

"Response to Comments on the Revised Draft Allen Harbor Landfill and Calf Pasture
Poi nt Marine Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnment Report, Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", Science Applications International Corporation
under contract to EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, 4 Decenber 1995.

"Draft Final Allen Harbor Landfill and Calf Pasture Point Mrine Ecol ogical R sk
Assessnent Report, Volume I: Technical Report, Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy,
February 1996.

"Draft Final Facility-Wde Freshwater/Terrestrial Ecol ogical R sk Assessnent," EA
Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, February 1996.

"Responses to Conments on the Draft Final Facility-Wde Freshwater/ Terrestri al
Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessment, and Allen Harbor and Calf Pasture Point Marine

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessment Report", EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy, 15
May 1996.

"Draft Addendum Report - Additional Allen Harbor Wtland Sedi nent Sanpl es,
Facility-Wde Freshwater/ Terrestrial Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnment, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science,
and Technol ogy, 28 June 1996.

"Use of Ecol ogical Ri sk Assessnment Results to Support Remedi al Deci si on- Maki ng:
An Exanple at NCBC Davisville (the "Site 11 Denonstration"), EA Engineering,
Sci ence, and Technol ogy, 13 August 1996.



3321 - "Techni cal Menoranda and Responses to Comments on Soil and Rel ated Ecol ogi cal Ri sk
Eval uations at NCBC Sites 06, 10, and 11", EA Engi neering, Science, and
Technol ogy, 6 Decenber 1996.

3900 Correspondence

3901 - Menorandum cont ai ning revi ew of Phase |11 Work Plan for the Allen Harbor R sk
Assessnment Pilot Study, Science Applications International Corporation, dated 29
March 1990.

3902 - Letter to M. Wayne Miunns, Science Applications International Corporation, from
M. Jeffrey Crawmford, RIDEM re: Comrents on the Phase 111 Wrk Plan of the
USERL/ NOSC Ri sk Assessment Pilot Study at Allen Harbor, dated 25 February 1991.

3903 - Letter to M. Wayne Miunns, Science Applications International Corporation, from
Dr. Kenneth Finkel stein, National Cceanic and At nospheric Administration, re:
Revi ew comments on the R sk Assessment Pilot Study, dated 28 February 1991.

3904 - Letter to M. Wayne Miunns, Science Applications International Corporation, from
Ms. Carol Keating, EPA, re: Review comments on the Ri sk Assessnent Pilot Study,
dated 14 March 1991.

3905 - Letter to distribution, fromM. Wayne Minns, Science Applications International
Corporation, re: Response to comments on the Ri sk Assessnent Pilot Study, dated
29 March 1991.

3906 - Letter to W Nelson, ERLN, from M. Carol Keating, EPA re: Ri sk Assessment Pil ot
Study MOA, dated 12 April 1991.

3907 - Letter to M. Jim Szykman, Northern Division, fromR K Johnson, NOSC re:
Summary of informational technical neeting on Allen Harbor R sk Assessment Pil ot
Study, dated 3 May 1991.

3908 - Letter to Northern Division, from Commandi ng Officer, NCCOSC RDTE DIV, re:
O fshore Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnment for NCBC Davisville, R, dated 26 February
1992.

3909 - Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Dvision, fromM. Christine WIIians,
EPA, re: Commrents on the Draft Wrk Plans for Ecological Field Wrk at Site 09,
Al l en Harbor Landfill at Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC), RL dated
3 Novenber 1994.

3910 - Letter to Ms. Christine WIllians, EPA fromDr. Kenneth Finkel stein, National
Cceani ¢ and Atnospheric Administration, re: Comrents on Appendi x C,  Ecol ogi cal
Ri sk Assessnent for Allen Harbor, dated 4 Novenber 1994.

3911 - Letter to M. Todd Bober, Northern D vision, fromM. Stephen Storns, Ph.D., EA
Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, re: Revised Wrk Pl an,
Terrestrial / Freshwat er Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent, Naval Construction Battalion
Center - Davisville, R, dated 17 Novenber 1994.

3912 - Letter to Ms. Christine WIllians, EPA, M. Scott Grewuch, A D Little, Ms. Judith
Graham R DEM and M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. N cholas
Lanney, EA Engineering, Science, and Technology, re: SAICs Meno of 14 April
1995, dated 25 April 1995.

3913 - Letter to Ms. Christine WIllianms, EPA, fromDr. Kenneth Finkel stein, National
Cceani ¢ and Atnospheric Admnistration, re;: Comments to the Allen Harbor Landfill
and Calf Pasture Point O fshore Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent Report: Techni cal
Report and Appendices A-C, dated 16 June 1995.

3914 - Uter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIiarms,
EPA, re: Comments on the Revised Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent (ERA) Wirk Pl an,
Qual ity Assurance Project Plan and Field Sanpling Plan at the former Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, R, dated 16 June 1995.
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3916

3917

3918

3919

3920

3921

3922

3923

3924

3925

3926

3927

Letter to M. N chol as Lanney, EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy, from M.
Christine Wllianms, EPA, re: EPA Prelininary Comrents on the NCBC Davisville
Site-Wde ERA, dated 5 July 1995.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. N cholas Lanney, EA

Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, re: Responses to Basew de Terrestrial and
Mari ne Ecol ogi cal ERA and Site 09 HHRA Commrents, NCBC Davisville, dated 4 August
1995.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Dvision, fromM. N cholas Lanney, EA

Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, re: Revised Responses to Comments docunent
for Comrents to the Facility-Wde Freshwater/ Terrestrial and Marine Ecol ogi cal

Ri sk Assessment (ERA) Reports and the IR Program Site 09 Phase Il R Report, NCBC
Davi sville, dated 25 August 1995.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. N cholas Lanney, EA
Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, re: Al len Harbor Marine Ecol ogi cal R sk
Assessnent, NCBC Davisville, dated 11 Septenber 1995.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromNMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: Comments to the Revised Draft IR Program Al l en Harbor Landfill and Cal f
Pasture Point, Marine Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent Report, August 1995, Forner Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, R, dated 12 Qct ober 1995.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIlians, EPA

re: Comments on the Response to Comment Docunent for Phase Il Facility-Wde
Freshwat er/ Terrestrial Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent (ERA) Wirk Plans, ERA Report and
Site 09 Phase Il Renedial Investigation Report, dated 18 Cctober 1995.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: Additional Comments for Phase Il Facility-Wde Freshwater/Terrestrial
Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnment (ERA) Report and Site 09 Phase |11 Renedi al

I nvestigation Report, dated 20 Cctober 1995.

Letter to Ms. Christine WIllianms, EPA, and M. Philip Qis, Northern D vision,
fromDr. Kenneth Finkelstein, National Cceanic and At nospheric Admnistration, re:
NOAA position on data interpretation for Allen Harbor Landfill studies, dated

12 Decenber 1995.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromNMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: Specific Agreenents from 14 Decenber 1995 Meeting on Ecol ogical Issues, IR
Program Fornmer Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, R, letter dated
17 January 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. R chard CGottlieb, R DEM
re: Comments on the Draft Final Allen Harbor Landfill and Cal f Pasture Point
Mari ne Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent report, Naval Construction Battalion Center,
Davi svill e, Rhode Island, submtted on 22 February 1996, letter dated 28 March
1996.

Letter to Ms. Christine Wllians, EPA, fromDr. Kenneth Finkel stein, National
Qceani ¢ and Atnospheric Admnistration, re: Review of the Draft Final Allen
Harbor Landfill and Calf Pasture Point Marine Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessment Report:
Vol une | prepared by the Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville,

Rhode | sl and, dated 29 March 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromNMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: Comments on the Draft Final Allen Harbor Landfill and Cal f Pasture Point
Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent Report, dated February 1996, Former Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, R, dated 1 April 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromNMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: Comments on the Draft Final of the Facility-Wde Freshwater/ Terrestrial
Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessment Report (ERA), dated February 15, 1996, Former Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, R, letter dated 3 April 1996.
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3929

3930

3931

3932

3933

3934

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. R chard CGottlieb, R DEM
re: Comments on the Draft Final Facility-Wde Freshwater/Terrestrial Ecol ogical
Ri sk Assessment, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island,
submitted on 15 February 1996, letter dated 10 April 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: Comments on the Responses to EPA's Comments on the Draft Final Facility-Wde
Freshwat er/ Terrestrial and Marine Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent Reports (ERA), dated
May 15, 1996, Forner Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, R, letter
dated 2 July 1996.

Menorandumto M. Philip Qis, Northern Dvision, fromM. Dave Mayhew, EA

Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, re: Mnutes of 25 July 1996 Conference Calls
Concerning Terrestrial and Marine Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessments at NCBC, dated 26
July 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. R chard CGottlieb, R DEM

re: Use of Ecol ogical Assessnent Results to Support Renedi al Decision-Mking: An
Exanpl e at the NCBC Davisville, submitted 13 August 1996, letter dated 21 August
1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromNMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: EPA s Comments on the Addendum Report, Additional Allen Harbor Wetland

Sedi nent Sanples, Facility-Wde Freshwater/ Terrestrial Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent
Report (ERA), dated 28 June 1996, Forner Naval Construction Battalion Center,
Davisville, R, letter dated 11 Septenber 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: EPA s Comments on the Use of Ecol ogical Ri sk Assessnent Results to Support
Remedi al Deci si on- Maki ng: An Exanple at the NCBC Davisville, fax dated 13 August
1996, Former Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, R, letter dated 19
Sept enber 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIlians, EPA
re: Qutstanding Issues on the NCBC Facility-Wde Freshwater/ Terrestri al

Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnment and the Al en Harbor and Cal f Pasture Point Marine
Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessment, dated 9 Cctober 1996.

4000 FEASIBILITY STUDY

4200 Reports

4201

4202

4203

4204

4205

4206

Draft Phase | Feasibility Stud Report, Goup IV - Sites 02 and 03, Goup V - Sites
07 and 09, Group VIl - Site 11, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville,
R, January 1993.

"Draft Final - Initial Screening of Alternatives: Goup IV - Sites 02 and 03,
Goup V- Sites 07 and 09, Goup VII - Site 11, Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", TRC Environnental Corporation, My 1993.

"Draft - Detailed Analysis of Aternatives Report, Site 09 - Allen Harbor
Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", TRC
Envi ronnental Corporation, March 1994.

"Response to Comments, Detailed Analysis of Alternatives, Alen Harbor Landfill",
EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, February 1995.

"Draft - Focused Feasibility Study, Source Control, Site 09 - Allen Harbor
Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", TRC
Envi ronnental Corporation, under contract with EA Engi neering, Science, and
Technol ogy, March 1995.

"Draft - Response to Comments on the Draft Focused Feasibility Study for the Site
09 - Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode
I sland”, TRC Environnental Corporation under contract w th EA Engi neering,

Sci ence, and Technol ogy, My 1995.
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4207

4208

4209

4210

4211

"Addendumto Draft Focused Feasibility Study, Source Control, Site 09 - Allen
Harbor Landfill", TRC Environnental Corporation, under contract with EA
Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, June 1995.

"Draft - Feasibility Study Report, Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science,
and Technol ogy, January 1996.

Updated Draft - Response to EPA and RIDEM Comments, Draft Site 09 Feasibility
Study, NCBC Davisville, R", EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy, April 1996.

"Draft Final - Feasibility Study Report, Site 09 - Alen Harbor Landfill, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science,
and Technol ogy, July 1996.

"Consol i dat ed Response to EPA/ RI DEM Comments on RI/FS/PP. Site 09 - Alen Harbor
Landfill", Newfields Inc., 31 Cctober 1996.

Cor r espondence

4901

4902

4903

4904

4905

4906

4907

4908

4909

4910

Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Mchael Daly, EPA re:
Comrents to the Draft Phase | Feasibility Study Report - Goups IV, V, & VI
Sites, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island - January
1993, 8 March 1993.

Letter to M. Mchael Daly, EPA, fromDr. Kenneth Finkelstein, National Cceanic
and At nospheric Administration, re: Comrents on the Phase | Feasibility Study for
the Goup V Sites (including the Allen Harbor Landfill), dated 6 May 1993.

Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Jeffrey Gawford, R DEM
re: Comments on Navy responses to RIDEM comrents on the Draft Final Initial
Screening of Alternatives (Goups IV, V, VIl), Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, May 1993, letter dated 28 June 1993.

Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Mchael Daly, EPA re:
Comments on the Draft Final Initial Screening of Alternatives (I1SA), Naval
Construction Battalion Center, R, dated 27 July 1993.

Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Jean Aiva, TRC

Envi ronnental Corporation, re: Responses to EPA and RI DEM Conmments on the Draft
Final Initial Screening of Alternatives Reports, Goup I, Il, IIl, and VI Sites,
Goup IV, V, and VIl Sites, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville,
Rhode |sl and, dated 29 Novenber 1993.

Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: Comments for the Draft Detailed Analysis of Alternatives, Site 09, Allen

Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center, R, dated 29 April 1994.
Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Warren Angell Il, R DEM
re: Comments on the Draft Detailed Analysis of Alternatives, Site 09, Alen
Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, R dated 17 May
1994,

Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: Additional comments for the Draft Detailed Analysis of Alternatives Report,
Site 09, Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center, R, dated 20
May 1994.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. Christine WIIians,
EPA, re: Review of Site 09 Schedul e/ Responsibilities and Draft Site 05 & 08
Schedul e for Naval Construction Battalion Center, R, dated 30 June 1994.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. Christine WIIlians,
EPA, re: Schedule, dated 1 February 1995, from Navy concerning the Source Control
Record of Decision for Allen Harbor Landfill (Site 9) at the forner Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, R, dated 2 February 1995.
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4912

4913

4914

4915
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4923

4924

Menorandumto M. N chol as Lanney, EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy, from
M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, re: Schedule for Focused Feasibility
Study process, NEPA general infornation, and FFA Matrix and | anguage, dated 8
February 1995.

Letter to Ms. Christine WIllians, EPA fromM. Jean diva, TRC Environnent al
Corporation, re: Exanples for Focused Feasibility Study and Proposed Renedi al
Action Plan for Site 09 - Presunptive Renedy Approach for Region | EE/ CA Actions,
dated 16 February 1995.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern D vision, fromM. N cholas Lanney, EA
Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, re: Draft Response to Conments on the Draft
Focused Feasibility Study for the Site 09 - Alen Harbor Landfill, Naval
Construction Center, Davisville, Rhode |sland, dated 6 March 1995.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Dvision, fromM. Judith Gaham R DEM
re: Comments on the Focused Feasibility Study, Site 09, Allen Harbor Landfill,
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville Rhode Island, dated 3 April 1995.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. Christine WIIians,
EPA, re: Comrents on the Draft Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) for Site 09, dated
March 1995, at the former Naval Construction Battalion Center, R, dated 4 April
1995.

Letter to M. N cholas Lanney, EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, and M.
Jean Aiva, TRC Environnental Corporation, fromM. Robert Krivinskas, Northern
Division, re: EPA Attachment 5, ARAR Table mark-ups to April 4 letter, coments on
FFS Site 9 Davisville, dated 10 April 1995.

Letter to Ms. Mary Sanderson, EPA, and M. A Haring, Northern D vision, fromM.
Warren S. Angell II, RIDEM re: Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill, Source Control

Operabl e Unit, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, R, dated 1 May

1995.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Dvision, fromM. Christine WIIians,
EPA, re: Comments on the Navy's Response to Conment on the Draft Focused
Feasibility Study (FFS) for Site 9, dated 6 May 1995, at the forner Naval
Construction Battalion Center, R, dated 14 June 1995.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. Christine WIIians,
EPA, re: Comments on the Draft Addendumto the Draft Focused Feasibility Study
Source Control (FFS) Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill for the former Naval
Construction Battalion Center, R, dated 20 July 1995.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. R chard Cottlieb.
RIDEM re: Comrents for the Addendumto the Focused Feasibility Study, Site 09,
Al l en Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode

I sland, dated 2 August 1995.

Letter to Ms. Christine WIllians, EPA fromDr. Kenneth Finkel stein, National
Cceani ¢ and Atnospheric Admnistration, re: Statement of NOAA's position for the
remedi ation of the Allen Harbor Landfill, dated 30 Cctober 1995.

Letter to M. Philip Qis, Northern Division, fromM. N cholas Lanney, EA
Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, re: CBC Davisville, Conplete FS
Qut - O - Scope Wrk and Conment Resol ution, dated 5 Decenber 1995.

Letter to Ms. Christine Wllians, EPA, fromDr. Kenneth Finkel stein, National
Cceani ¢ and Atnospheric Administration, re: NOAA Comments on the Draft Final
Phase Il Renmedial Investigation and Draft Feasibility Study for the Allen Harbor
Landfill, dated 23 February 1996.

Letter to Ms. Christine WIllians, EPA, fromDr. Kenneth Finkel stein, National
Cceani ¢ and Atnospheric Administration, re: NOAA s view on renedy for the NCBC
Al l en Harbor Landfill, dated 4 March 1996.
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4930

4931
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4937

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIlians, EPA
re: EPA Prelimnary Comments on the Draft Feasibility Study (FS) Report, Site
09-Al l en Harbor Landfill, January 1996, Forner Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, R, dated 13 March 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. R chard CGottlieb, R DEM
re: Comments on the Draft Feasibility Study Report, Site 09 - Allen Harbor
Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island, submtted
26 January 1996, letter dated 18 March 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: EPA Suppl erental Comments on the Draft Feasibility Study (FS) Report, Site 09
- Allen Harbor Landfill, January 1996, Former Naval Construction Battalion Center,
Davisville, R, dated 20 March 1996.

Letter to Ms. Mary Sanderson, EPA, and M. Warren Angell, RIDEM fromM. AE
Haring, Northern Division, re: Navy's preferred renediation proposal for Site 09,
Al len Harbor Landfill at the forner NCBC Davisville, dated 8 April 1996.

Letter to Ms. Christine Wllians, EPA, and M. Philip Qis, Northern D vision,
fromDr. Kenneth Finkelstein, National Cceanic and Atnospheric Admnistration, re:
NOAA' s review of Navy's letter dated 8 April 1996 on the Navy's preferred

remedi ati on proposal for the Allen Harbor Landfill, dated 23 April 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromVincent H I, EA Engi neering,
Sci ence, and Technol ogy, re: Supplenental information for the Response to
Comrents on the Draft FS for Site 09, NCBC Davisville, Rhode Island, dated 26
April 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: EPA Comments on the Draft Final Phase Il Remedial Investigation (R) and
Draft Feasibility Study (FS) Response to Comment Docunents for the Installation
Restoration Programat the Former Naval Construction Battalion Center,

Davi svill e, Rhode Island, dated 6 June 1996.

Letter to Ms. Mary Sanderson, EPA, and M. Warren Angell 11, RDEM fromM. A
Haring, Northern Division, re: 25 June 1996 neeting on the Allen Harbor Landfill
at the Former NCBC Davisville, Rhode |sland, dated 10 July 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. R chard Cottlieb, R DEM
re: Comments on the Navy Responses to Comments for the Draft Feasibility Study,
Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville,
Rhode |sland, dated 12 July 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromNMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: EPA commrents on the Draft Final Feasibility Study (FS), Site 09 - Alen Harbor
Landfill, dated July 1996, at the forner Naval Construction Battalion Center
(NCBC), Davisville, Rhode Island, dated 4 Septenber 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. R chard CGottlieb, R DEM
re: Comments on the Draft Final Feasibility Study - Site 09 - Allen Harbor
Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island, submtted
18 July 1996, letter dated 15 Cctober 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: EPA Review of the "Consolidated Response to EPA/ Rl DEM Comrents on RI/FS/ PP,
Site 09 Allen Harbor Landfill", dated 31 Cctober 1996, l|letter dated 11 Decenber
1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. Richard Cottlieb, R DEM

re: Comments on the Consolidated Response to EPA/ RIDEM Comments on RI/FS/PP, Site
09 - Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode
| sl and, submtted 4 Novenber 1996, dated 31 Cctober 1996, letter dated 11 Decenber
1996.
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Letter to Ms. Christine Wllians, EPA, M. R chard CGottlieb, RIDEM and Dr.
Kennet h Fi nkel stein, NOAA, fromM. Philip Gis, Northern Division, re: Navy's
Response to Commrents on the Consol i dated Response to EPA/ Rl DEM Comments on
RI/FS/PP for Site 09 Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion

Center (NCBC), Davisville, R, 28 January 1997.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. R chard CGottlieb, R DEM

re: Comments on the Consolidated Response to EPA/ RIDEM Comments on the RI/FS/ PP,
Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill Response to Comments, Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, Rhode Island, submtted 31 January 1997, letter dated 27
February 1997,

Letter to M. R chard Cottlieb, RDEM from M. Philip Qis, Northern D vision,
re: Response to Conments on the Consolidated Response to Comments on the RI/FS/ PP
for Site 09 Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC)
Davisville. R, dated 23 April 1997.

5000 PROPCSED PLAN

5100 Proposed Pl an
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5110 -

"Draft Proposed Plan, Site 09 - Alen Harbor Landfill," June 1994.

"Draft - Proposed Plan, Source Control Qperable Unit, Site 09 - Allen Harbor
Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island," TRC
Envi ronnental Corporation under contract with EA Engi neering, Science, and
Technol ogy, March 1995.

"Draft Proposed Plan, Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science, and
Technol ogy, 15 May 1996.

"Draft Final Proposed Plan, Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science, and
Technol ogy, 2 August 1996.

"Revised Draft Final Site 09 (Allen Harbor Landfill) Proposed Plan, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, North Kingstown, Rhode |sland", EA Engi neering,
Sci ence, and Technol ogy, 23 Decenber 1996.

"Revised Draft Final Site 09 (Allen Harbor Landfill) Proposed Plan, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, North Kingstown, Rhode Island", EA Engi neering,
Sci ence, and Technol ogy, 13 January 1997.

"Response to EPA Comrents on the Site 09 (Al len Harbor Landfill) Revised Draft
Fi nal Proposed Plan, NCBC Davisville" EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy, 13
January 1997.

"Response to RIDEM Comments on the Site 09 (Allen Harbor Landfill) Revised Draft
Fi nal Proposed Plan, NCBC Davisville" EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, 13
January 1997.

"Revised Draft Final Site 09 (Allen Harbor Landfill) Proposed Plan, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, North Kingstown, Rhode |sland", EA Engineering,
Sci ence, and Technol ogy, 16 January 1997.

"Final Site 09 (Allen Harbor Landfill) Proposed Plan, Naval Construction Battalion
Center, North Kingstown, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy,
20 January 1997.

Cor r espondence

5901 -

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. Judith Gaham R DEM
re: Prelimnary comments to the Draft Proposed Plan, Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island, received 20 March 1995,
dated 17 April 1995.
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Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. Christine WIIians,
EPA, re: EPA Comments on the Draft Proposed Plan for Site 9, dated 3-17-95, at
the former Naval Construction Battalion Center, R, dated 18 April 1995.

Letter to M. N chol as Lanney, EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, from M.
Christine WIllians, EPA, re: Coments on Draft Proposed Renedial Action Plan for
Site 09, dated 19 April 1995.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Dvision, fromM. Warren Angell 11,
RIDEM re: Commrents on the Proposed Plan (03/17/95 Draft), Source Control
Qperable Unit, Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville Rhode |sland, dated 24 April 1995.

Letter to Ms. Christine WIliams, EPA and M. Philip Qis, Northern D vision,
fromDr. Kenneth Finkelstein, National Cceanic and Atnospheric Admnistration, re:
NOAA' s review of the Draft Proposed Plan for Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill,
NCBC Superfund Site, Davisville, Rhode Island, dated 21 May 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: EPA Comments on the Draft Proposed Plan for Allen Harbor Landfill (Site 09),
dated 15 May 1996, at the former Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville,
Rhode Island (NCBC), 12 June 1996.

Letter to M. A Haring, Northern Division, fromM. Terrence Gay, RDEM re:
RI DEM comments on the Draft Proposed Plan for Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill,
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, R, dated 1 July 1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA

re: EPA Comrents on the Draft Final Proposed Plan for Allen Harbor Landfill (Site
09), dated 2 August 1996, at the former Naval Construction Battalion Center,

Davi svill e, Rhode Island (NCBC), dated 29 August 1996.

Letter to M. A Haring, Northen Division, fromM. Warren S. Angell 11, R DEM

re: Comments on the Draft Final Proposed Plan - Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill,
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island, dated 16 Cctober
1996.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. R chard CGottlieb, R DEM
re: Comments on the Site 09 (Allen Harbor Landfill) Proposed Pl an, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode |sland, dated 23 Decenber 1996,
letter dated 7 January 1997.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: EPA Comrents on Revised Draft Final Proposed Plan, dated 7 January 1997.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: EPA Comments on the Revised Draft Final Proposed Plan for Al en Harbor
Landfill (Site 9), dated 13 January 1997, at the former Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island (NCBC), dated 15 January 1997.

Letter to Ms. Mary Sanderson, EPA, and M. Warren Angell 11, RDEM from M. A
Haring, Northern Division, re: Site 09, Alen Harbor Landfill at the former Naval
Construction Battalion Center, (NCBC) Davisville, R, dated 24 January 1997.

Letter to Ms. Christine WIlliams, EPA and M. Philip Qis, Northern D vision,
fromDr. Kenneth Finkelstein, NOAA re: Conments on the Site 09 (Al en Harbor
Landfill) Proposed Plan, dated 27 January 1997.

Letter to M. A Haring, Northern Division, fromM. Wrren Angell 11, RIDEM re:
Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville,
R, dated 28 January 1997.

6000 DEC SI ON DOCUMENTS

6100 Record of Decision



7000

8000

6101 -

6102 -

6103 -

6104 -

"Draft Record of Decision, Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science, and
Technol ogy, 27 January 1997.

"Draft Final Record of Decision, Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science,
and Technol ogy, June 1997.

"Changed Pages to the Draft Final, Site 09 (Allen Harbor Landfill) Record of
Deci si on", EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy, August 1997.

"Final Record of Decision, Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science, and
Technol ogy, Septenber 1997.

6900 State and Federal Agency Comment and Response

6901 -

6902 -

6903 -

6904 -

6905 -

6906 -

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. Richard CGottlieb, R DEM
re: Comments on the Draft Record of Decision, Site 09, Alen Harbor Landfill,
NCBC Davi sville, Rhode I|sland, Subnitted 28 January 1997, dated 27 January 1997,
letter dated 16 May 1997.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromNMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: EPA Comments on the Draft Record of Decision (ROD), Site 09 - Allen Harbor
Landfill, dated 27 January 1997, at the former Naval Construction Battalion
Center (NCBC), Davisville, Rhode Island, letter dated 27 May 1997.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. R chard Cottlieb, R DEM
re: Comments on the Draft Final ROD, Site 09 - Allen Harbor Landfill, NCBC
Davi svill e, Rhode Island, dated 24 July 1997.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromNMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: EPA Comments on the Draft Final Record of Decision (ROD), Site 09 - Alen
Harbor Landfill, dated June 1997, at the forner Naval Construction Battalion
Center (NCBC) Davisville, Rhode Island, dated 24 July 1997.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. R chard CGottlieb, R DEM
re: Revisions to Draft Final ROD - Site 09 (Al len Harbor Landfill), NCBC
Davi svill e, Rhode Island, dated 25 August |997.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIlians, EPA

re: Approval of Record of Decision (ROD) Change Pages, Site 09 - Al en Harbor
Landfill, dated 15 August 1997 and faxes dated 4, 9, and 10 Septenber 1997, at the
former Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC), Davisville, Rhode Island,

letter dated 10 Septenber 1997.

REMEDI AL DESI GN

7200 Wrk Pl ans

7201 -

"Draft Addendumto the Sites 03 and 09 Phase Il Wrk Plan", EA Engineering,
Sci ence, and Technol ogy, 12 May 1997.

7900 Correspondence

7901 -

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromNMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: Addendumto the Sites 03 and 09 Phase |Il Wrk Plan, Ofshore Geotechnical
Sanpling and Confirmation Study at Site 09 for the Installation Restoration
Program at the forner Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC), Davisville,
Rhode |sland, dated 10 June 1997.

REMEDI AL ACTI ON ( Pendi ng)



9000 PUBLI C PARTI Cl PATI ON COWUNI TY RELATI ONS

9100 Community Rel ations Pl an

9200

9300

9101 -

9102 -

9103 -

9104 -

9105 -

Publ i c

9201 -

9202 -

9203 -

9204 -

9205 -

9206 -

9207 -

9208 -

9209 -

9210 -

9211 -

9210 -

9211 -

"Draft Report - Community Relations Plan for Naval Construction Battalion Center,
Davi sville", NCBC Davisville, April 1989.

"Community Relations Plan, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode
Island," TRC Environnental Consultants, Muy 1989.

"Draft Report - Community Relations Plan, Naval Construction Battalion Center,
Davi svill e, Rhode Island,” TRC Environnental Corporation, Novenber 1993.

“Mailing List", Northern Division, 6 Decenber 1993.

"Draft Report - Community Relations Plan, Naval Construction Battalion Center,
Davi sville, Rhode Island", EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy, May 1995.

Not i ces

Notice, "Navy Continues Study of Forner Waste Disposal Sites at Davisville",
Seabee Center News, 7 February 1989.

Letter to the Standard-Ti nes, North Kingstown, "Total Communication a Must", from
M. Joseph Quatieri, NCBC Davisville, 17 May 1989.

Public Notice, Providence Journal, "Federal Facilities Agreenent Finalized for
Naval Construction Battalion Center", 14 August 1992.

Notice, "CBC Davisville Installation/Restoration Program Techni cal Revi ew
Committee (TRQ Meeting", Seabee Center News, 31 August 1993.

Notice in the Providence Journal, re: Revisions to the Federal Facility Agreenent
for NCBC Davisville, dated 2 March 1995.

Notice in the Standard Tines, re: Revision of the Federal Facilities Agreenent
Schedul e, 22 February 1996.

Notice in the Providence Journal, re: Revision of the Federal Facilities
Agreenment Schedul e, 22 February 1996.

Notice in the Providence Journal, "Navy Announces Proposed Pl an for Environnental
Remedy for Allen Harbor Landfill at Former Seabee Base", page F8, 23 January 1997.

Notice in the Standard Tinmes - North Kingstown edition, "Navy Announces Proposed
Pl an for Environnental Remedy for Alen Harbor Landfill at Former Seabee Base",
page 13-A, 23 January 1997.

Notice in the Providence Journal, "Public Comment Period Extended for the Proposed
Envi ronnental Renedy at the Allen Harbor Landfill", 27 February 1997.

Notice in the Standard Tinmes - North Kingstown edition, "Public Comment Period
Ext ended for the Proposed Environnental Renedy at the Allen Harbor Landfill", 27
February 1997.

Notice in the Providence Journal, "Public Comment Period Extended for the Proposed
Envi ronnental Renedy at the Allen Harbor Landfill"™, 30 April 1997.

Notice in the Standard Tinmes - North Kingstown edition, "Public Comment Period
Ext ended for the Proposed Environnental Renedy at the Allen Harbor Landfill", 1
May 1997.

Meeting Transcripts

9301 -

9302 -

Fi rst Technical Review Committee Meeting Mnutes, 6 April 1988.

Second Techni cal Review Commttee Meeting Mnutes, 15 June 1988.



9303 - Third Technical Review Committee Meeting M nutes, 24 August 1988.

9304 - Fourth Technical Review Committee Meeting M nutes, 28 Septenber 1998.

9305 - Fifth Technical Review Committee Meeting M nutes, 3 Novenber 1988.

9306 - Sixth Technical Review Committee Meeting M nutes, 11 January 1989.

9307 - Seventh Technical Review Conmittee Meeting M nutes, 15 March 1989.

9308 - Eighth Technical Review Committee Meeting Mnutes, 27 April 1989.

9309 - Ninth Technical Review Cormittee Meeting M nutes, 7 June 1989.

9310 - Tenth Technical Review Committee Meeting M nutes, 19 July 1989.

9311 - El eventh Technical Review Commttee Meeting M nutes, 23 August 1989.

9312 - Twel fth Technical Review Conmittee Meeting M nutes, 11 Cctober 1989.

9313 - Thirteenth Technical Review Committee Meeting Mnutes, 16 Novenber 1989.

9314 - Fourteenth Technical Review Committee Meeting Mnutes, 10 January 1990.

9315 - Meeting Mnutes, presentation to the Rhode I|sland Shellfishernman's Associ ation,
30 January 1990.

9316 - Fifteenth Technical Review Committee Meeting Mnutes, 4 April 1990.

9317 - Sixteenth Technical Review Conmittee Meeting M nutes, 20 June 1990.

9318 - Seventeenth Technical Review Conmttee Meeting M nutes, 12 Septenber 1990.

9319 - Eighteenth Technical Review Conmittee Meeting M nutes, 14 Novenber 1990.

9320 - N neteenth Technical Review Conmittee Meeting Mnutes, 13 February 1991.

9321 - Twentieth Technical Review Conmttee Meeting Mnutes, 8 May 1991.

9322 - Meeting Mnutes, NCBC Davisville & NETC Newport Ecol ogical Ri sk Meeting of 5
Sept enber 1991.

9323 - Twenty-First Technical Review Conmittee Meeting M nutes, 13 Novenber 1991.
9324 - Twenty- Second Techni cal Review Conmmittee Meeting M nutes, 19 February1992.
9325 - Twenty-Third Techni cal Review Commttee Meeting Mnutes, 10 June 1992.
9326 - Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent Approach and Background Sanpl e Locati on Meeting
M nutes, 15 June 1992.
9327 - Twenty-Fourth Technical Review Conmittee Meeting Mnutes, 10 Septenber 1992.
9328 - Twenty-Fifth Technical Review Conmittee Meeting Mnutes, 1 Decenber 1992.
9329 - Twenty-Sixth Technical Review Conmmittee Meeting Mnutes, 4 February 1993.
9330 - Twenty-Seventh Technical Review Conmittee Meeting Mnutes, 7 April 1993.
9331 - Twenty-Ei ghth Technical Review Committee Meeting M nutes, 16 June 1993.
9332 - Twenty-N nth Techni cal Review Conmmittee Meeting M nutes, 24 Novenber 1993.

9333 - First Restoration Advisory Board Meeting Mnutes, 1 Decenber 1993.



9334

9335

9336

9337

9338

9339

9340

9341

9342

9343

9344

9345

9346

9347

9348

9349

9350

9351

9352

9353

9354

9355

9356

9357

9358

9359

9360

9361

9362

9363

9364

Second Restoration Advisory Board Meeting Mnutes, 26 January 1994.

Third Restoration Advisory Board Meeting Mnutes, 16 February 1994.

Fourth Restoration Advisory Board Meeting (Presentati on by Robert Johnson - no

m nutes recorded), 5 May 1994.

Fifth Restoration Advisory Board Meeting Mnutes, 28 July 1994.

Meeting Mnutes, Eco Summit, 1 Septenber 1994.

Si xth Restoration Advisory Board Meeting M nutes, 22 Septenber 1994.

Seventh Restoration Advisory Board Meeting Mnutes, 10

Ei ghth Restorati on Advi sory Board Meeting M nutes, 20 Decenber

N nth Restoration Advisory Board Meeting M nutes, 26 January 1995.

Novenber 1994.

Tenth Restoration Advisory Board Meeting Mnutes, 2 March 1995.

1994.

M nutes of 24 March 1995 Meeting re: Terrestrial-Freshwater Ecol ogi cal R sk
3 April 1995.

Assessnent, Finalization of Sanpling Locations, dated

Not es of Gound-Water Review Site 09 Update Meeting, NCBC Davisville, 13 April

1995.

El eventh Restoration Advisory Board Meeting M nutes, 20 April

1995.

Notes of 8 June 1995 Meeting, Source Control QOperable Unit Site 09 NCBC

Davi sville, dated 29 June 1995.

Twel fth Restoration Advisory Board Meeting M nutes, 22 June 1995.

Thirteenth Restorati on Advi sory Board Meeting M nutes,

Fourteenth Restoration Advisory Board Meeting M nutes,

17 August 1995.

12 Cct ober

Feasibility Study Scoping BCT Meeting Mnutes, 12 Cctober 1995.

1995.

M nutes of 30 Cctober 1995 Meeting on Gound Water - Site 09. Allen Harbor

Landfill, NCBC Davisville, dated 10 Novenber 1995.

M nutes of 1 Novenber 1995 Meeting on Allen Harbor and Freshwater Terrestrial

Assessnents, dated 22 Novenber 1995.

BCT Meeting Mnutes, 13 and 14 Decenber 1995.

Fifteenth Restoration Advisory Board Meeting Mnutes, 4 January 1996.

BCT Meeting Mnutes, 4 and 5 January 1996.

BCT Meeting Mnutes, 12 February 1996.

Si xteenth Restoration Advisory Board Meeting Mnutes, 14 March 1996.

BCT Meeting Mnutes, 10 April 1996.

BCT Meeting Mnutes, 6 May 1996.

Sevent eenth Restoration Advisory Board Meeting M nutes,
BCT Meeting M nutes, 25 June 1996.

Ei ghteenth Restoration Advisory Board Meeting M nutes,

N net eenth Restoration Advisory Board Meeting M nutes,

13 June 1996.

15 August 1996.

10 Cctober

1996.

Ri sk



9400

9900

9365 -

9366 -

9367 -

9368 -

9369 -

Twentieth Restoration Advisory Board Meeting M nutes, 12 Decenber 1996.
Public Meeting re: Site 09 Proposed Plan, 6 February 1997
Twenty-First Restoration Advisory Board Meeting M nutes, 13 March 1997.
Twent y- Second Restoration Advisory Board Meeting Mnutes, 7 May 1997.

Twenty-Third Restoration Advisory Board Meeting Mnutes, 10 July 1997.

Fact Sheet/Press Rel eases

9401 -

9402 -

9403 -

9404 -

9405 -

9406 -

9407 -

9500 -

9501 -

9502 -

9503 -

9504 -

9505 -

Fact Sheet No. 1, Installation Restoration Program Update, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode |Island, Novenber 1993.

Fact Sheet No. 2, Installation Restoration Program Update, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island, August 1994.

Fact Sheet No. 3, Installation Restoration Program Update, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island, Decenber 1994.

Fact Sheet No. 4, Installation Restoration Program Update, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode |Island, March 1995.

Fact Sheet No. 5, Environnmental Restoration Program Update, Former Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island, Decenber 1995.

Fact Sheet No. 6, Environmental Restoration Program Update, Forner Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode I|sland, February 1996.

Fact Sheet No. 7, Former Seabee Base Environmental Program Update, Naval
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode |sland, Novenber 1996.

Freedom of Information Act (FO A) Requests

Letter to Commander, Davisville Naval Construction Battalion Center, fromM.
Jefferson Dickey, MD., Physicians for Social Responsibility, re: Request for
Docunent ati on on Site Studies, undated.

Letter to M. Jefferson D ckey, MD., Physicians for Social Responsibility, from
L.T. Tonasetti, Public Affairs - Naval Construction Battalion Center, re: FOA
Request, dated 15 Decenber 1992.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Dvision, fromM. Brian Bishop, Rhode |sland
W SEUSE, re: FO A request for information pertaining to the final Proposed Pl an
and draft Record of Decision, dated 18 February 1997.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. Brian Bi shop, Rhode Island
WSEUSE, re: darification and request for response on 18 February 1997 FO A
request, dated 5 March 1997.

Menorandum from M. Philip Gis, Northern Division, re: FOA request, dated 10
March 1997.

Cor r espondence

9901 -

9902 -

Letter to Commander Sam Sal toun, Northern Division, and Ms. Patricia Ferrebee,
Northern Division, fromM. David Fratt, Al liance Technol ogi es Corporation, re:
Tel ephone contact with Ms. Trudy Coxe, Save the Bay, concerning inclusion in the
appendi x of contacts in the Community relations Plan, dated 17 March 1989.

Letter to M. Paul Skow on, Town of North Kingstown, fromsS. Saltoun, Departnent
of the Navy, re: Acknow edge participation in community relations interviews
(RI/FS), distribution, received 14 April 1989.



9903

9904

9905

9906

9907

9908

9909

9910

9911

9912

9913

9914

9915

9916

Letter to M. Bob Driscoll, Chanber of Commerce, North Kingstown, fromS. Saltoun,
Departnent of the Navy, re: Briefing and tour of Davisville, received 14 April
1989.

Letter to Standard-Times, North Kingstown, fromsS. Saltoun, Departnent of the
Navy, re: Briefing and tour of Davisville, received 17 April 1989.

Letter to Ms. Carol Cody, EPA, from M. Russell Fish, Northern Division, re:
Concern regarding an EPA and RI DEM neeting without Navy presence, dated 15 May
1990.

Letter to M. Russell Fish, Northern Division, fromEPA re: Suggested comments
regarding community relations activities associated with the Renedi al
I nvestigation, dated 4 Cctober 1990.

Letter to Ms. Alison McDeedy, Save the Bay, from Commander R P. Buchhol z, CEC USN
NCBC Davisville, re: Addition of Save the Bay to the Technical Review Committee
mai ling list, dated 29 January 1993.

Letter with enclosure to M. Kevin Cute, Save the Bay, from M. Robert Johnston,
Naval Command, Control and Ccean Surveill ance Center, re: |Information on narine
studies for NCBC Davisville, dated 22 July 1993.

Letter to Ms. Marilyn Powers, Northern Division, fromM. Christine WIlians, EPA
re: Draft Community Relations Plan (CRP), dated Novenber 1993, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, R, dated 31 March 1994.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. Christine WIIians,
EPA, re: Review of Proposed Changes to Draft Community Rel ations Plan (CRP) dated
Novenber 1993, for the forner Naval Construction Battalion Center, R, dated

9 March 1995.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. Christine WIIians,
EPA, re: Review of "Redlined" Community Relations Plan (CRP), dated 16 May 1995,
for the former Naval Construction Battalion Center, R, dated 14 June 1995.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromNMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: Cctober 12, 1995, Feasibility Study (FS) Scoping Meeting, IR Program Site 09,
Al l en Harbor Landfill, Fornmer Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, R,
dated 18 Cctober 1995.

Menorandum to nmenbers of the Restoration Advisory Board, fromM. Philip Qis,
Northern Division, re: Mnutes fromthe thirteenth RAB Meeting (held 17 August
1995) and request for coments on the mnutes, dated 28 Septenber 1995.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: Action Items from Meetings on Decenber 13, 14, & 15, 1995 at the Forner Naval
Construction Battalion Center (NCBC) Davisville, Rhode |sland, dated 21 Decenber
1995.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromMs. Christine WIlians, EPA

re: Review of Community Relations Plan Revision 2 at the forner Naval
Construction Battalion Center Davisville, Rhode Island, July 1997, letter dated 22
August 1997.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromM. R chard CGottlieb, R DEM
re: Comments on the Community Rel ations Plan, NCBC Davisville, Rhode Island,
submtted 29 July 1997, dated July 1997, letter dated 3 Septenber 1997.

10000 TECHNI CAL SQURCES AND GUI DANCE DOCUMENTS

10200 State and Federal Qui dance Manual s

10201 -

Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 40 CFR 261 (EPA Regul ations for
Identifyi ng Hazardous Waste) and 40 CFR 264. 300- 310, Subpart N (Landfills).



10202

10203

10204

10205

10206

10207

10208

10209

10210

10211

10212

10213

10214

10215

10216

10217

10218

10219

10220

"National Q1| and Hazardous Substances Pol | ution Contingency Plan", Code of
Federal Regulations (Title 40 Part 300), 1990.

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Community Relations in Superfund, A Handbook
(I'nterimVersion), EPA 540/ G 88/ 002, June 1988.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Ofice of Emergency and Renedi al Response,
Qui dance on Renedial Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB Contami nation,
EPA/ 540/ G 90/ 007, August 1990.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as anended 17 Cctober 1986.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Ofice of Emergency and Renedi al Response,
Qui dance for Conducting Renedi al Investigations and Feasibility Studies under
CERCLA (Conprehensi ve Environnental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act),
InterimFinal, EPA 540/ G 89/004, OSWER Directive 9355.3-01, Cctober 1988.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Conducting Renedi al |nvestigations/
Feasibility Studies for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites, EPA/ 540/ P-91/001,
February 1991.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Feasibility Study Analysis for CERCLA
Muni ci pal Landfill Sites, EPA/ 540/ R/ 94/081, August 1994.

U S. Environnental Protection Agency, Application of the CERCLA Minicipal Landfill
Presunmptive Renmedy to Mlitary Landfills (Interim Quidance, EPA/ 540/ F-96/007,
April 1996.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Presunptive Reredies: Policy and Procedures,
EPA/ 540/ F- 93/ 047, Sept enber 1993.

U S. Environnental Protection Agency, Presunptive Renmedy for CERCLA Muni ci pal
Landfill Sites, EPA/ 540/ F-93/035, Septenber 1993.

U S. Environnmental Protection Agency, Hazardous Waste Engi neering Research
Laboratory, Cuide for Decontamination of Buildings, Structures, and Equi prent at
Superfund Site, March 1985.

Rhode Isl and Departnent of Environmental Managenent, D vision of G oundwater and
Industrial Sewage D sposal System Rules and Regul ations for G oundwater Quality,
Code of Rhode Island Rules, Nunber 12-100-006, as anmended July 1993.

Rhode |sl and Department of Health with the Rhode |sland Departnent of
Envi ronnent al Managenent, Environmental Lead Program Rules and Regul ations for
Lead Poi soni ng Prevention [ R23-24.6-PB], as anended August 1995.

Federal Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), (15 USC. °2601), 40 CFR 761.

U S. Environnmental Protection Agency, Revised Interim Soil Lead Quidance for
CERCLA Sites and RCRA Corrective Action Facilities, OSVER Directive 9355.4-12.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Risk Assessnent Quidance for Superfund:
Volume | - Human Heal th Eval uati on Manual (Part A), InterimFinal,
EPA/ 540/ 1- 89/ 002, Decenber 1989.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Ri sk Assessnment Cui dance for Superfund:
Volune | - Human Heal th Eval uation Manual (Part B, Devel opnent of R sk-Based
Prelimnary Renediation Coals, Interim EPA 540/ R-92/003, Decenber 1991.

U S. Environnmental Protection Agency, Ri sk Assessnent Quidance for Superfund:
Volume | - Human Heal th Eval uati on Manual (Part C), InterimFinal,
EPA/ 540/ R- 92/ 004, Decenber 1991.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Ri sk Assessnment Cuidance for Superfund:
Vol une 11 - Environnmental Eval uation Manual (Part C, InterimFinal,
EPA/ 540/ 1- 89/ 001, March 1989.



10221

10222

10223

10224

10225

10226

10227

10228

10229

10230

U S. Environnental Protection Agency, Quidance on Preparing Superfund Decision
Docunent: The Proposed Pl an, The Record of Decision Explanation of Significant
Di fferences, The Record of Decision Anendnent, InterimFinal, EPA 540/ G 89/007,
July 1989.

Federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)(USC 300g), 40 CFR 141.11-141.16 and
141. 60- 141. 63.

Federal dean Water Act (CWA) (33 USC 1251-1376); Water Quality Criteria, Section
404 (40 CFR 230).

"The State of Rhode |sland Coastal Resources Managerment Progrant, as amended,
Coast al Resources Managenent Council .

"Addendumto the State of Rhode Island Coastal Resources Managenent Progrant,
Coastal Resources Managenent Council, 11 Septenber 1995.

Rhode I sl and Departnent of Environnental Managenent, "Rules and Regul ati ons for
Solid Waste Managenment Facilities", April 1992, as anended.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Design and Construction of RCRA/ CERCLA Fi nal
Covers, Sem nar Publication, EPA 625/4-91/025, May 1991.

U S. Environnental Protection Agency, Final Quidance on Adm nistrative Records for
Sel ecti ng CERCLA Response Action, National Technical Information Service,
PB91- 139121, Decenber 1990.

Departnent of Defense and U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Restoration
Advi sory Board | npl enentati on CGui deline Septenber 1994.

Ofice of Solid Waste and Emergency Response, CERCLA Conpliance with QG her Laws
Manual: Parts | and Il, OSVER Directives 9234. 1-02.

11000 COCRDI NATI ON W TH STATE AND FEDERAL AGENCI ES

11100 Feder al

11900

11100

11102

11103

11104

Facility Agreenent

"Draft Federal Facility Agreement", EPA, 27 Septenber 1991.

"Federal Facility Agreenent Under CERCLA 120," EPA, 23 March 1992.

Modi fication #1 to Section 14.12 of the Federal Facility Agreenent, Deadlines and
Schedul es for Sites 1 - 15 and Cal f Pasture Point Minitions Bunkers, 17 April
1995.

Consensus Statenent for Deadlines and Schedule at Site 9, 1 August 1995.

Cor r espondence

11901

11902

11903

11904

Letter to Commander Bernard Murphy, Jr., CEC USN NCBC Davisville, fromM. Merrill
Hohnman, EPA, re: Interagency Agreenent for the Naval Construction Battalion
Center (NCBC) Davisville, Rhode Island, National Priority List (NPL) Superfund
Site, dated 31 Decenber 1990.

Letter to Ms. Carol Keating, EPA., fromM. R W Warner, Northern Division, re:
I nt eragency Agreement/FFA for the Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC)
Davi svill e, Rhode Island, National Priority List (NPL) Superfund Site, dated 16
January 1991.

Letter to M. Russell Fish, Northern Division, fromM. Douglas Luckernman, EPA,
re: Confirmation of initial FFA negotiation session, dated 22 January 1991.

Letter to M. Douglas Luckerman, EPA, from M. Ray Col dstein, Northern D vision,
re: FFAs for NCBC Davisville and NETC Newport, Rhode Island, dated 15 February
1991.



11905

11906

11907

11908

11909

11910

11911

11912

11913

11914

11915

11916

11917

11918

11919

11920

11921

11922

11923

Letter to M. Douglas Luckernman, EPA, from M. Ray Col dstein, Northern D vision,
re: FFAs for NCBC Davisville and NETC Newport, Rhode Island, dated 5 March 1991.

Letter to M. Douglas Luckerman, EPA, from M. Ray Goldstein, Northern D vision,
re: FFAs for NCBC Davisville and NETC Newport, Rhode Island, dated 15 March 1991.

Letter to M. Douglas Luckerman, EPA., fromM. Ray Coldstein, Northern Division,
re: FFAs for NCBC Davisville and NETC Newport, Rhode Island, dated 6 August 1991.

Letter to M. Caude Cote, RRDEM from M. Ray Goldstein, Northern Division, re:
FFAs for NCBC Davisville and NETC Newport, Rhode |sland, dated 6 August 1991.

Letter to M. Ray Goldstein, Northern Division, fromM. Douglas Luckerman, EPA,
re: NETC Newport and NCBC Davisville (NETC/ NCBC) FFA' s, dated 30 August 1991.

Letter to M. Douglas Luckerman, EPA, from M. Ray Col dstein, Northern D vision,
re: FFAs for NCBC Davisville and NETC Newport, Rhode Island, dated 3 Cctober
1991.

Letter to M. Douglas Luckerman, EPA, from M. Warren Angell, R DEM re: Conmments
on the Federal Facility Agreements; Naval Construction Battalion Center,
Davi svill e. Naval Education Training Center, Newport, dated 4 Cctober 1991.

Letter to M. Douglas Luckerman, EPA, from M. Ray Col dstein, Northern D vision,
re: FFAs for NCBC Davisville and NETC Newport, Rhode Island, dated 25 Cctober
1991.

Letter to M. Ray Goldstein, Northern Division, fromM. Douglas Luckerman, EPA,
re: Final drafts of the NETC/ NCBC FFA's, dated 22 Novenber 1991.

Letter to M. Ray Goldstein, Northern Division, fromM. daude Cole, RIDEM re:
Federal Facilities Agreements for the Naval Education Training Center, Newport and
the Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, R, dated 5 Decenber 1991.

Letter to M. Caude Cole, RIRDEM from M. Ray Coldstein, Northern D vision, re:
FFAs for NCBC Davisville and NETC Newport, Rhode |sland, dated 6 Decenber 1991.

Letter to M. Douglas Luckerman, EPA, from M. Ray Col dstein, Northern D vision,
re: FFAs for NCBC Davisville and NETC Newport, Rhode Island, dated 6 Decenber
1991.

Letter to M. Cordon Davi dson, EPA, from M. Ray Goldstein, Northern D vision, re:
FFAs for NCBC Davisville and NETC Newport, Rhode |sland, dated 8 January 1992.

Letter to M. A Haring, Northern Division, fromMs. Carol Keating, EPA re:
Comrent s on the NCBC and NETC FFAs, dated 30 January 1992.

Letter to M. Warren Angell, RIDEM from Ms. Carol Keating, EPA re: Comments on
the NCBC and NETC FFAs, dated 31 January 1992.

Letter to M. Douglas Luckerman, EPA, from M. Ray Goldstein. Northern D vision,
re: FFAs for NCBC Davisville and NETC Newport, Rhode Island, dated 19 February
1992.

Letter to M. Francisco La Geca, Northern Dvision, and M. Warren Angell, R DEM
fromMs. Carol Keating, EPA, re: Public comment on the Draft Federal Facility
Agreenent dated March 23, 1992, under CERCLA Section 120 for the Naval
Construction Battalion Center Davisville, North Kingstown, Rhode Island, dated 8
July 1992.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. Christine WIIians,
EPA, re: Contract Award for Cap of Allen Harbor Landfill at Naval Construction
Battalion Center (NCBC), R, dated 5 August 1994.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. Christine WIIlians,
EPA, re: Federal Facility Agreenent (FFA) Docunent Submittal tine line for the
Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC), R, dated 5 Cctober 1994.



11924 -

11925 -

11926 -

11927 -

Letter to Ms. Mary Sanderson, EPA, fromM. A E Haring, Northern Division, re:
Request for two-ROD approach with presunptive remedy as an interimrenedial
action, dated 12 January 1995.

Letter to M. Robert Krivinskas, Northern Division, fromM. Judith Gaham R DEM
re: Renedial Design, ARAR Determnation/Permt Requirenents, Site 09, Alen

Har bor Landfill, Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode |sland,
dated 8 February 1995.

Uter to Ms. Christine WIllians, EPA, and Ms. Judith Graham R DEM from M.
Philip Gis, Northern Division, re: Schedule and Strategy for A len Harbor
Landfill, NCBC Davisville, R, dated 8 August 1995.

Letter to M. Philip Qtis, Northern Division, fromNMs. Christine WIIlians, EPA
re: Comments on the Draft Federal Facility Agreement Schedul e Changes for the
Former Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, R, dated 7 Novenber 1995.

12000 NATURAL RESOURCE TRUSTEES

12100 Notices and Responses

12101 -

12102 -

12103 -

Letter to M. Janes Valenti, Northern Division, fromMs. Carol Cody, EPA re:
Description of Federal Agencies designated as trustees, dated 18 Decenber 1989.

Letter to M. WIIliam Patterson, Departnment of the Interior, fromM. A E Haring,
Northern Division, re: Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC) Davisville,
Rhode | sl and and Naval Education and Training Center (NETC) Newport, Rhode Island,
dated 17 May 1991.

Letter to Dr. Kenneth Finkel stein, National Cceanic and At nospheric

Adm nistration, fromM. A E Haring, Northern Division, re: Naval Construction
Battali on Center (NCBC) Davisville, Rhode Island and Naval Education and Trai ni ng
Center (NETC) Newport, Rhode Island, dated 20 May 1991.

12200 Fi ndi ngs of Fact

12201 -

12300 Reports

12301 -

"NQAA Prelimnary Natural Resource Survey: Findings of Fact, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", dated 27 Septenber 1994.

"NQAA Prelimnary Natural Resource Survey: Summary Report, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island", dated 27 Septenber 1994.

13000 (RESERVED FOR RESOURCE CONSERVATI ON AND RECOVERY ACT RECCRDS)
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B.1 OVERVI EW

On 20 January 1997, the Navy issued the Proposed Plan for the Allen Harbor Landfill (Site 09)at the
former Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC) Davisville. The preferred remedial alternative
presented in the Proposed Plan was a Miltinedia Cap alternative which included the follow ng conponents
regrade the site to pronote proper runoff, construct a landfill cap consisting of nmultiple soil |ayers
and two inmpernmeabl e | ayers, renove or cover landfill debris along the shoreline, construct revetment for
shoreline protection, restore wetlands along the shoreline as feasible, establish institutional controls
(i.e., appropriate land use restrictions which may i nclude deed restrictions regardi ng ground-water use
installation and nmai ntenance of new "no shel | fishing" signs), and conduct |ong-termnonitoring of ground
wat er, sedinment, and shellfish quality. A public infornmational meeting and a public hearing were held on
6 February 1997, and a 30-day public comrent period was held from 23 January to 21 February 1997. Based
upon public coments/requests, the public comment period was extended until 15 May 1997. This

Responsi veness Summary docunents the Navy's consideration of public comrents during the decision-making
process and provides responses to the public comrents which were received during the public neetings and
public comrent peri od.

Judging fromthe coments received during that tinme, the public holds a wide variety of opinions and
concerns about the renedial action for Site 09. Conments about the renedial alternative ranged froma
preference for no action, to agreenent with the Proposed Plan, to additional/ alternative renedial
actions. The public has al so expressed interest in being kept inforned about the Site 09 activities both
during, and after the renedial action. As outlined in the NCBC Community Relations Plan, the Navy will
continue to informthe public about Site 09 activities through such nmechani sms as the periodic
Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) neetings, Fact Sheets, and public notices.

Thi s Responsi veness Summary contains the follow ng sections:

. Background on comunity invol venent;
. Summary of coments received during the public comrent period
. Summary and response to | ocal comunity concerns
. Conpr ehensi ve response to specific | egal and technical questions
. Remai ni ng concerns (i.e., public concerns which were not addressed in the previous

Remedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study (R /FS) and how t hese concerns will be
addr essed during the Renedial Design/Renedial Action (RDRA) phases which follow this
Record of Decision (ROD)]

. Attachment A1 Transcript fromthe Public Hearing held 6 February 1997, and

. Attachrment B: Comment letters received during the public coment period

Based upon the comments received during the public comrent period, the BRAC deanup Team[i.e., the BCT
conprising representatives of the U'S. Navy, the Environnental Protection Agency - Region | (EPA), and
the Rhode Island Departnent of Environmental Managenent (Rl DEM has proceeded with the sel ection of
Alternative 3 (Miltinedia Cap) for the renedial action at Site 09. The conponents of Alternative 3 are
essentially unchanged from what was presented in the Proposed Pl an.

B.2 BACKGRCUND ON COVMUNITY | NVOLVEMENT

Past public interest in Site 09 activities has been expressed nainly through invol venent in the RAB
neetings. Qher interests have been expressed by representatives fromthe Town of North Kingstown ("the
Town") regarding the potential reuse options for the site once remedi al actions have been conpleted. The
Town has indicated plans to acquire the Allen Harbor Landfill property, as well as other Navy property
surrounding All en Harbor, potentially via public benefit conveyance through the National Park Service
How t he BCT has addressed past concerns for Site 09 are described bel ow

. The Town of North Ki ngstown has shown interest in working with the Navy to develop a
landfill cap design which will be anenable to the Town's planned reuse options for the site
(e.g., potential recreational uses such as playfields, parking, bicycle trails, scenic
overl ook, 9-hole par-3 golf course, marine support, bandshell for perforning arts).

The Navy has agreed to work with the Town during the design of the landfill cap to consider
the Town's reuse plan for the site and to devel op the design accordingly. On 18 Septenber
1996, the Navy, EPA, and RRDEM net with representatives fromthe Town to di scuss reuse
options for the site and as well as the potential use of dredged sedinment in the cap
construction (see below). The BCT inforned the Town that the type of reuse could greatly



i nfl uence the cap design and such deci si ons shoul d be nade before the Renedi al Design phase
begins. To date, the Town has not provided the Navy with the intended reuse for the site

. The Town of North Ki ngstown has requested that the Navy incorporate the Town's dredgi ng
project for the entrance to Allen Harbor into the renedial action for Site 09. The Town
pl ans to dredge the channel in order to increase boating access to Allen Harbor and proposed
that the Navy assist with the dredging and incorporate the dredged materials into the
construction of the landfill cap

The Navy has agreed to obtain the materials for wetlands creation (a conponent of the

sel ected renmedial alternative) by dredging the entrance channel as requested by the Town.
The Town conducted sanpling and anal ysis of sedinent sanples fromthe proposed dredging site
in order to characterize the material which would be incorporated into the remedi al action
for the site. The Navy and RI DEM have found the physical and chem cal characteristics of
those sedi nent sanples to be acceptable.

On 16 Septenber 1996, the Navy issued a Revised Draft "Dredged Sedi nent Eval uati on Report”
(including a revised cost addendum on 9 Cctober 1996) which eval uated potential ways that
the sediment could be incorporated into the landfill cap. During the 10 Cctober 1996 RAB
nmeeting, the Town presented its rationale for wanting to incorporate the dredged materia
into the cap. In addition to wetlands creations, excess dredged sedi ment nay be pl aced
beneath the new cap as grading materi al

. In a 1994 version of the FS for Site 09, one of the renedial alternatives included a
shoreline steel sheet pile wall (simlar to that specified under the current Alternative 4)
whi ch woul d extend 15 ft above nean sea level (MBL). |In addition to controlling the upper
aquifer within the landfill, the additional height was to provide shoreline stability by
protecting the landfill surface agai nst wave action. However, concern was expressed that
such a seawal |l would detract fromthe aesthetics of Alen Harbor and, therefore, should not
be allowed. Further, it was questioned whether a steel sheet pile wall woul d be susceptible
to excessive corrosion fromthe marine environment and would therefore require a hi gh degree
of mai nt enance

Since that tine, the BCT's consideration of a shoreline steel sheet pile wall has been
limted to a subsurface vertical barrier (as per Alternative 4 in the Proposed Pl an).

B. 3 SUMVARY OF COMMENTS RECEI VED DURI NG PUBLI C COMMENT PERI CD

Witten and oral comments received during the public hearing and comment period (Attachnents A and 13)
are sunmmari zed bel ow, by topic, followed by the Navy's responses. Input fromthe EPA and RI DEM has been
included in sone of the Navy's responses to the public comrents. Section B.3.1 addresses those comunity
comments that are non-technical in nature. Responses to the public's specific legal and technica
comrents are addressed in Section B.3.2. Section B.3.3 addresses public comments pertaining to issues
whi ch the BCT will address during the RD RA phases following this ROD.

B.3.1 GENERAL PUBLI C COMMENTS

Schedul e and Timng of the CERCLA Process

(1) Representative Sue Henseler commented that the site should be closed as soon as possible

Response: The BCT agrees with this comment and continues to work through the necessary steps of the
Installation Restoration (IR} Programwhich follow the procedures in the federal CERCLA (Superfund)
process. The Renedi al Design/ Renedi al Action phases for Site 09 will commence with the signing of this
ROD by the Navy and EPA. Under CERCLA, the Navy is legally required to commence significant work on a
remedy within 15 nonths from signing the ROD.

(2) Representative Sue Hensel er indicated her concern that there was insufficient time between the
public informational meeting and the public hearing for the public to absorb all the information
about Site 09. Based upon this, it was Representative Henseler's inpression that the proposed
alternative was a "fait acconpli”

Response: Wth respect to the tinme between neetings, the Navy acknow edges Representative Henseler's
concern and, in the future, the Navy will provide nore time between the Public Informational Meting and
the Public Hearing, as appropriate.



In preparation for the Site 09 Public Infornmational Meeting and the Public Hearing, the Navy had placed a
notice in the 23 January 1997 editions of the Providence Journal and the North Kingstown Standard Ti nes.
The time between 23 January and 6 February 1997 was provided for the public to review sone of the
relevant information in the Admnistrative Record prior to the public nmeetings. The Site 09

Adm ni strative Record was made avail able at the North Kingstown Free Library and the NCBC Caretaker Site
Ofice to facilitate public review prior to the nmeetinglhearing as well as throughout the public coment
period. In the future, the Navy will hold the Public Informational Meeting at the beginning of the
public comment period and then the Public Hearing once there has been nore tinme for the public to review
the Administrative Record

Based upon requests received after the Public Hearing for Site 09, the BCT agreed to extend the public
comrent period an additional 60 days until 22 April 1997 in order to allow nore tine for public review
and comment. An additional opportunity for the public discuss the Site 09 Proposed Plan with the BCT was
avai |l abl e during the RAB neeting held on 13 March 1997. The Navy further extended the public comrent
period until 15 May 1997 based upon additional requests received at the end of the first extension

Al though not a fait acconpli, the Proposed Plan presented the preferred renedial alternative for Site 09
based upon extensive investigations performed by the Navy and nonitored and eval uated by the RAB and the
BCT. Community acceptance is still an inportant part of the decision-nmaking process for any Proposed

Pl an [as evidenced by the inclusion of "comrunity acceptance" in the National Contingency Plan's (NCP)
ni ne key evaluation criteria used for each renmedial alternative]. Follow ng the public comrent period
the BCT wei ghed the public's comments in the final decision-naking process before signing the RCD.

(3) M. Brian Bishop (Director of R WSEUSE) noted that a Draft ROD had been prepared for Site 09 prior
to the public nmeeting and questioned its neaning for the participation of |ead and support agencies
in the hearing process. M. Bishop requested that the Navy refuse comment on the Draft RCD except
through the public hearing process so that changes are not nmade to what has been presented in the
Proposed Pl an.

Response: In order to expedite the CERCLA process, sequential phases can sonetinmes be conducted
concurrently. The Navy had prepared a Draft ROD based on the Final Proposed Plan in order to expedite
the Site 09 schedul e knowing full well that the Draft could change during the BCT revi ew process and
public comment period. Sone background sections of the ROD could be drafted i ndependently of the

sel ected renedy. The Navy did not begin to update or finalize the ROD until all public comments were
obt ai ned and consi dered at the conpletion of the public comrent period

Under CERCLA, the proper forumfor public input on the selected renedial alternative is through the
public comrent period follow ng i ssuance of the Proposed Plan. The public's coments were eval uated by
the BCT during the preparation of the ROD. The proper forumfor continued public input on the site
remedi ation follow ng the signing of the ROD is through the periodic RAB neetings and not through

addi tional public hearings on the preparati on of the ROD

(4) M. Brian Bishop (Director of RI WSEUSE) suggested commrencing renedial action with the construction
of the shoreline revetnment and wetl ands inprovenments because these conponents will take place no
matter which alternative is chosen. Then the site could be further nonitored to eval uate whet her
the cap was real ly necessary. The construction of revetnment woul d not prevent a cap from being
built (although it may conplicate the installation of vertical barriers).

Response: Such a phased approach to a site renedy nmay be possible as part of an "interini renedial
action or a "renoval action" but, pursuant to CERCLA's protocol (40 CFR 300.430), the Proposed Pl an
presented a final, whole-site, renedial action. As such, the renedial alternative presented in the
Proposed Plan had to, at a minimum (1) protect human health and the environnent and (2) attain ARARs.
Leaving landfill wastes onsite w thout capping woul d nmeet neither of these threshold criteria

(5 M. Brian Bishop (Director of Rl WSEUSE), toward the begi nning of the public conment period
requested a 60-day extension of the public comment period and a proposal fromthe | ead agency on a
dynani ¢ and open responsiveness format (i.e., that the public be given a chance to revi ew and
comment on the responses to public comments). M. Bishop commented that, although the Navy has
satisfied the requirements of the CERCLA process for presenting information to the public, the Navy
shoul d provi de additi onal conmunication of high |evel scientific and conplicated procedural concepts
to the lay community in order to ensure that risk comunication is being handl ed effectively. M.

Bi shop al so requested that responses to public comrents be subnmitted by the individual agencies
involved in the cleanup rather than submtting a single set of responses approved by the BCT

Response: The BCT agreed to extend the public comrent period an additional 60 days from 23 February to
22 April 1997. An additional opportunity for the public to comment on the Proposed Plan for Site 09 was
nade avail able during the RAB neeting held on 13 March 1997. The Navy further extended the public



comrent period until 15 May 1997 based upon additional requests received toward the end of the first
ext ensi on.

As noted in the comment, the Navy followed the CERCLA protocols for community, relations to support the
sel ection of a remedy [40 CFR 300.430(f)(3)] in which public comrents on this Responsiveness Summary
[which is to be prepared by the | ead agency (Navy) only] are not conducted. The support agencies (EPA
and RIDEM oversee this procedure to ensure that comments are adequately addressed. |f new information
was presented to the BCT which could substantially change the sel ected renedy, then a revised Proposed
Pl an woul d be issued for public comrent. Based upon the public coments which were received, the BCT
believes that there is sufficient information within the existing RI/FS to continue with the sel ected
remedy of this ROD.

The Navy encourages continued public participation on renmedial activities at NCBC Davisville, including
di scussions of site risks, through the periodic RAB neetings.

(6) M. Brian Bishop (Director of Rl WSEUSE) requested that an additional public neeting be held toward
the end of the public comment period. This neeting would include professionals who worked on the
R/ FS process but had | ess involvenent in the Proposed Pl an.

Response: In addition to obtaining public input on the site remedy, the purpose of the public conment
period was to bring to newinformation to the attention of the | ead and supporting agenci es whi ch may
affect the final decision. Public education of the environmental investigations at the site was
conducted through the initial public informational meeting, Fact Sheets, press rel eases, RAB neetings
and the Administrative Record. Pursuant to 40 CFR 300.430(t)(3)(ii), the BCT revi ewed whether the
public's comrents woul d change the basic features of the site renedy. |If there were significant changes
to a proposed renmedy then a revised Proposed Plan could be issued with an additional public conment
period. However, no significant changes were nmade to the proposed remedy and the BCT believes that the
information fromthe existing RI/FS is sufficient to proceed with the selected renedial alternative. The
BCT encourages continued public involverent in the Site 09 renedy through the forum of the periodic RAB
neeti ngs.

(7) Judith Sine (Wakefield resident), toward the end of the extended public coment period in April,
requested an additional extension of 60 days in order to allow, at a mninum the Governor, the Genera
Assenbly, and the League of Cities and Towns nore time to review and understand the inplications of the
Proposed Pl an (see associated Itens #12 and #48). Senator John Patterson al so requested an additiona
extension of the public comment period beyond the first extension ending 22 April 1997

Response: The Navy agreed to extend the public comrent period until 15 May 1997

Quar ant ee_of Fundi ng

(8) Representative Sue Hensel er coomented that if the Navy is going to renediate the site. then
sufficient funds should be secured. Representative Henseler also requested that the appropriate
authorities at the Departnent of Defense guarantee, in witing, that the Site 09 renediation is the top
priority for the Navy during the Superfund cl eanup

Response: Funding for the NCBC Davisville environmental cleanup is provided through the federal Base
Cl osure and Realignment Act (BRAC). Funding for the construction part of the Site 09 project is
currently in the Navy's budget for Fiscal Year 1998. Under CERCLA, the Navy is legally required to
comrence significant work on a renedy within 15 nonths of the signing of the ROD. The Navy's effort to
conplete renediation at Site 09 and to expedite property transfer is further evidenced by the continued
coordination with the Town of North Kingstown and the Rhode |sland Econoni c Devel opnent Corporation
(RIEDC) .

Liability

(9) Representative Sue Henseler commented that the Navy and the U S. government shoul d be responsible
and liable for any future cleanups or lawsuits regarding the landfill. Furthernore, any future
renmedi ations that nay be needed at the site should be put on a priority list.

Response: The Navy will be conducting long-termmonitoring and landfill cap inspections at Site 09. The
data fromthe nonitoring programwill be evaluated regularly by the Navy, EPA, and R DEM The overal
effectiveness of the renedy will be formally evaluated during the 5-year review periods and changes can
be made, if necessary. The Navy will be responsible for the upkeep and nai ntenance of the sel ected
remedy as well as nonitoring its effectiveness for protecting human heal th and the environment.



Econonmi cs _and Cost

(10) Brian Bishop (Director of Rl WSEUSE) indicated that the understatement of costs is leading to a
great deal of confusion. It was M. Bishop's understanding that the Navy previously estimted the
cost of Alternative 4 at $42 mllion which seems unrealistic because there is only a $2 mllion
difference between a Soil Cap and a Miltinedia Cap.

Response: The Navy did not estinate Alternative 4 at $42 nillion (the estimated total 30-year present
worth cost of Alternative 4 in the FS was $14.4 mllion). A cost on the order of $42 nillion would be of
the nagni tude expected for landfill mning (see Response to Item#38) at Site 09.

(11) M. Brian Bishop (Director of Rl WSEUSE) questioned the debate between Alternatives 3 and 4 if the
cost difference is only $4 mllion since that amount of noney probably has been spent on the RI/FS
process alone. M. Bishop asked whether there was any evidence that the costs of the presented
alternatives were not accurately stated. M. Bishop al so asked that the data and nethodol ogy for
estimating, these costs should be supplied to the public for review and coment.

Response: The RI/FS was a necessary step of the CERCLA process which determ ned the nature and extent of
Constituents of Concern (COQ at the site and devel oped potential renedial alternatives which woul d
satisfy regul ator requirements and address risks to human health and the environnent. The debate between
Alternatives 3 and 4 is based upon the understanding that the primary risk pathway at Site 09 is rel ated
to landfill erosion and overland runoff rather than ground-water mgration. Therefore, the installation
of vertical barriers to control ground-water flow would not be warranted to protect human health and the
environnent and the additional expense of $4 mllion would not be justified.

The cost estinates for each of the renedial alternatives are outlined in the FS report. Thus docunent is
avail able for public reviewin the Adm nistrative Record. The cost estinates provided therein are
presented by the individual conponents and their unit costs. Typically under CERCLA, the costs estinated
during the FS are expected to provide an accuracy of +50%to -30%to the actual costs (per Section
4.3.2.3 of the EPA's "CQuidance or Conducting Renedi al Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under
CERCLA "). The Navy will develop nore detailed costs during the Remedi al Design phase followi ng this ROD.

(12) Judith Sine (Wakefield resident) comrented that constructing a Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) Subtitle Ccap, in the absence of a statutory or scientifically warranted need for such,
coul d generate significant econonmc inpacts to cities and towns within Rhode |sland, and potentially

within the jurisdictional boundaries of EPA Region |I. Similar conditions may exist at forner
landfills owned by others throughout Rhode Island and the country. Many |landfills operated before
RCRA was promul gated and, before that time, even the "municipal” landfills likely accepted wastes

whi ch coul d now be consi dered hazardous. Ms. Sine commented that the ramfications of constructing
a RCRA Subtitle Ccap at Site 09 nay establish a precedent which not only affects the Departnent of
Def ense, but also every nmunicipality in the region which typically operates under |imted budgets.

Response: The RI/FS presented the evaluation of statutory and scientifically-based requirenments for a
remedial action at Site 09. |In the FS, the Navy devel oped four potential remedial alternatives (as
presented in the Proposed Pl an) based upon site-specific information. O those, the BCT sel ected
Alternative 3 based on a bal ance of the nine evaluation criteria. The Navy, has denonstrated to the BCT
that the vertical barrier containnent conponents specified under Alternative 4 were not warranted to
protect human health and the environnment. Therefore, the BCT agreed to select Alternative 3. Landfill
closures within other nmunicipalities of the region would have to be eval uated by EPA Region | and/or
state environnental agencies on a case-by-case basis.

Shel | fi shing

(13) Representative Sue Henseler commented that the ban on shellfishing in Allen Harbor should be nade
clearer to the public with warning signs and education so that the public understands why the ban
is in place. A so, the ban should be strictly enforced.

Response: As part of the institutional controls conponent of the selected renedial alternative, new "no
shel I fishing" signs will be set up to informthe public of the RIDEM ban on shellfishing in the
harbor--the existing signs are in poor condition due to weathering. These signs will include sone
indication of the reason for the ban and will provide a contact for nore information.

The state's existing shellfish ban in Allen Harbor, which is only partly due to the presence of the
landfill, is enforced by RIRDEM s Division of Enforcenent. RI DEM has inforned the Navy that the
enforcenent programw || be continued. This includes routine patrols of the area by the D vision of
Enforcenent and pl acenment of | egal ads in newspapers in order to delineate all areas in the state where
shel I fishing is banned. The Departnent places these ads once a year, typically in May before Menori al



Day.
Aest hetics

(14) Representative Sue Henseler commented that there nust be an absol ute, fool proof nmethod to guarantee
that no odors would enmanate fromthe landfill.

Response: Upon conpletion of the new landfill cap, there will be no exposed wastes which nay cause
odors. However, as part of the construction of an inperneable landfill cap, vents will be a required
conmponent for preventing the potential buildup of landfill gases beneath the synthetic liner. The Navy

will periodically nonitor the em ssions fromthese vents in order to ensure conpliance with federal and
state Clean Air Act regulations (e.g., regulation no. 17 of the Rhode Island O ean Air Act which
prohibits the rel ease of objectionable odors across property lines). The Navy will make corrective

actions, as necessary, to address unacceptable odors fromthe landfill (e.g., treatnent of offgas from
landfill vents).
Representative Hensel er al so asked about the feasibility, of landfill mning (see Item#38). Cdor

probl ens are commonly experienced during such remedi ation projects due to the volune of exposed wastes
duri ng excavation, handling, and transportation activities.

Sept enber 1997

Support Agency Conmment s

(15) M. Brian Bishop (Director of Rl WSEUSE) questioned why the EPA presented official coments on the
Navy's "Consol i dated Response to Comments" docunent if the EPA felt that the Navy's responses to
these new coments were not necessary.

Response: The EPA has stated in the correspondence that the technical issues of disagreenment revolve
around the significance of the contribution of ground-water COC to the sedinment at the toe of the

landfill. The EPA decided that the existing Adm nistrative Record is technically conplete to justify,
the proposal of an inperneable cap, even though sone editorial disagreenents were still outstanding. The
long-termnonitoring programw |l include the analysis of ground-water and sedi ment sanples over tinme to

ensure the effectiveness of the sel ected renedy.

(16) M. Brian Bishop (Director of Rl WSEUSE), toward the begi nning of the public comrent period, asked
whet her the differing opinions anong the BCT was adequately reflected in the Adninistrative Record
and whet her the basis for the reconciliation of these views into the single Proposed Plan has been
docunented. M. Bishop requested citations fromthe record in this response and that each
cooperating agency prepare an executive sunmary as to points of contention and resolution. M.

Bi shop al so commented that the public is unable to review the discussions held between coordi nating
agency personnel which are pertinent to the positions eventually agreed to by the agencies but are
also not reflected in the Adm nistrative Record.

Response: The Administrative Record for Site 09 contains a thorough conpilation of the docunents which
were used to reach the pending ROD. The ROD includes such docunentation as the rel evant reports, neeting
m nutes, and interagency correspondences (including comments and responses to comrents). | nteragency
letters containing official comrents are contained in Sections 2900 (Phase 11l R'), 3900 (Ecol ogi cal Risk
Assessnents), 4900 (FS), and 5900 (Proposed Plan) of the Admi nistrative Record. Oficial Navy response
to comments docunents were issued either as letters (in the aforenentioned sections) or as reports as
contained in Sections 2800 (Phase Il RI), 3300 (Ecol ogical R sk Assessnments), 4200 (FS), and 5100
(Proposed Plan) of the Admi nistrative Record. Contention resolutions are typically recorded in the
response to comrents documents and/or the BCT/RAB neeting m nutes (Section 9300).

In Cctober 1996, the Navy, issued their summary of the outstanding interagency contentions for Site 09 in
the "Consol i dated Response to EPA/ RIDEM Comments on the RI/FS/ PP' docunent (lndex Number 4211). At that
time, the outstanding contentions included:

. whet her or not ground water posed a threat to the harbor;

. whether or not infiltration is a primary contributor to the threat (including the
potential threat of corrosion-induced rel eases);

. whet her or not a vertical barrier contingency would be required as part of the
remedy:

. whet her or not sufficient data existed to support the conclusion that the

ground-water risk pathway is not a conplete conduit of COC to sedinment; and
. whet her or not construction of a RCRA Subtitle C cap is necessary to neet ARARs.



EPA and RIDEM | etters dated 11 Decenber 1996 presented their comrents on the issues contained in that
docunent (I ndex Numbers 4936 and 4937, respectively). The Navy responded to these comments in a letter
dated 28 January 1997 (Index Number 4938). RIDEM provided additional comments on 27 February 1997 (I ndex
Nurmber 4939) to which the Navy provided responses on 23 April 1997.

Overall, conflict resolution for the selection of the preferred remedial alternative presented was

conpl eted at nmeetings held on 6 and 13 Decenber 1996 between the Navy, EPA, and RIDEM Al though rneeting
m nutes were not prepared, the Proposed Plan represents the results of the agreenents fromthese
neetings. At these neetings, the Navy agreed to incorporate an inperneable liner to reduce infiltration
and E A and RIDEM agreed that ground-water was not a significant risk pathway (therefore, 2, vertical
barriers are not warranted). The Navy, EPA, and RIDEM agree that Alternative 3 will be protective of
human health and the environnent.

Sel ection of Renedial Aternative

(17) Mar cel Val oi s (Rhode |sland Econom ¢ Devel opnment Corporation) indicated RIEDC s support of the
Navy's preferred renedial alternative as it is protective of human health and the environnent,
attains ARARs, is cost effective, is in accordance with EPA's preference for contai nment of
muni ci pal -type landfills, and will result in a passive recreation area that will be an
enhancenent for the citizens of North Kingstown and the enpl oyees of the Port and Conmerce Park.

Response: The Navy appreci ates the support of the Proposed Plan for Site 09 and will continue to keep
RI EDC and the public involved in the decision-naking and renedi ati on processes.

(18) M. Kenneth Anderson (Coastal Resources Managenent Council) supported Alternative 3 vs. the nore
extensive Alternative 4 presum ng that additional ground-water sanpling conducted during the
final plan design devel opment renders inconclusive results regarding COC transport through
ground-water migration. The CRMC will consider additional renedial action, including
ground-water barriers, in the event that predesign sanpling |links COC transport to ground-water
mgration or if COC continue to mgrate to the All en Harbor coastal zone upon conpl etion of
Alternative 3.

Response: The Navy appreci ates the support of the Proposed Plan for Site 09 and will continue to keep
CRMC and the public involved in the decision-naking and renedi ati on processes.

Based upon recent neetings anong the Navy, EPA, and RIDEM inplenentation of Alternative 3 is no |onger
contingent upon the results of a pre-design sanpling program This decision is based upon the
information presented in the Navy docunment entitled "Consolidated Response to EPA/ RIDEM Conments on the
RI/FS/PP " and rel ated subsequent interagency letters. The |long-termnmonitoring programwhich will be
conducted under Alternative 3 will docunment COC |l evels onsite and in shoreline sedinent and shellfish
over tine.

(19) Paul Burns (North Kingstown resident) stated that anything short of total cleanup would be
unacceptable. M. Burns expressed particul ar concern over the potential affects on future
children and over the long-termintegrity of the inperneable cap which could be danaged by future
penetrating core sanpling. M. Burns also expressed concern that the Navy is not cleaning up the
site and not taking into account the concerns of citizens whose tax dollars pay for the project.
M. Burns noted that the Town of North Kingstown has previously been successful in stopping the
construction of a industrial waste incinerator at Quonset and could do the sane for Alternative 3
at Site 09.

Response: Based upon the extensive investigations at Site 09, the Navy, EPA, and R DEM have devel oped
the Miultimedia Cap renedy which will effectively protect human health and the environment. This remedy
will satisfy federal and state requirenments and is in accordance with the EPA's preference for the
contai nnent of such landfills.

As part of the FS for Site 09, the Navy perfornmed a screening of about 50 different renediation

t echnol ogi es, including conplete landfill excavation ("landfill mning"). During this screening of
various technol ogi es, which occurs before the devel opnent of whole-site "renedial alternatives", the Navy
determined that landfill mning would not be a practical remedy due to the site-specific conditions and

al so woul d not be cost-effective. During the subsequent devel opnent of renedial alternatives, which is
based upon the technol ogi es which were retained fromthe initial screening, the Navy devel oped the No
Action alternative [as required under 40 CFR 300.430(e)(3)(ii)(6)] and the three contai nnent
alternatives. Based upon the public's comrents, the Navy revisited the landfill mining technology. It
was again determ ned that conplete excavation of Site 09 would not be a practical or cost-effective
solution (see also response to Item#38 for nore informati on about landfill mning).



A Human Health Ri sk Assessment was performed as part of the RI phase which identified the site COC and
potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic (systemc) risks at the site. The Miultimedia Cap alternative
will mtigate the currently unacceptable risks which were identified. No significant risks are
anticipated for future recreational users of the site.

Once in-place, disturbance of the inperneable |ayers of the cap will be avoided. If a soil boring is
deered necessary to provide nmore in information, then the damaged section of the cap can be repaired. As
part of Alternative 3, the Navy will be conducting periodic cap inspections and naintenance as well as a
long-term nonitoring programwhich will include the sanpling of ground water, sedinent, and shellfish.
These data will be reviewed by Navy, EPA, and R DEM personnel. The Navy, wll take additional renedial
actions, as necessary, to mtigate any unacceptabl e probl ens which may be identified in the future.

The Navy continues to include the public in the decision-making process for all environnental renediation
projects at NCBC Davisville. The Navy cooperates with the public through Public Information Meetings,
Publ i c Hearings, Fact Sheets, Public Notices, and mobst significantly, through the periodic RAB neetings
(to which the public has been encouraged to attend). The Navy has coordinated with the Town of North

Ki ngstown officials during the decision-nmaking process for Site 09 and, as shown in their coments on the
Proposed Pl an, the Town concurs with the rationale for the preferred Miltinedia Cap alternative. The
Navy will continue to coordinate with the public during the renedial design and construction phases for
the landfill remedy.

Conponents of Renedial Alternative

(20) Ri chard Wl ch (North Ki ngstown resident) asked whether there would be any nonitoring of this site
on a regul ar basis and whether the results would be reported to the Town of North Kingstown. M.
Wel ch al so asked whether the Navy woul d be forever responsible for the maintenance/repair of the
entire contai nnent system

Response: As stated on page 2 of the Proposed Plan, the Navy will conduct a |ong-term nonitoring program
of ground water, sedinment, and shellfish quality. The Navy, EPA, and RRDEMw || review these data on a
regul ar basis. The scope of the nonitoring program (e.g., nunber of sanples, frequency of sanpling,

etc.) will be determned during the Remedi al Design phase follow ng the ROD.

The Navy al so will conduct periodic inspections of the integrity of the entire contai nment system
including the cap, gas vent em ssions, and revetnment. The Navy will nonitor and pronote the

establ i shment of created wetlands along the shoreline of Site 09. This evaluation may include

eval uations of plant comunity conposition (e.g., species and nunbers), coverage of area with wetland
pl ants, and functional characteristics of the created wetland (e.g., success at stabilizing sedinment).

Results of the nmonitoring and inspection prograns woul d be reported to the Town if there were any
concerns with respect to the Town's use of the property. The Navy will conduct future renedial actions,
as necessary to protect hunman health and the environnent. The public continues to be invited to the
periodi c RAB neetings where such issues and questions can be discussed.

Public Participation

(21) M. Brian Bishop (Director of R WSEUSE) stated that the audi ence at the public infornational
meeting and public hearing "was divided into two distinctive canps: residents convinced that the
Navy was gl ossing over the true extent of the problem and parties concerned that the Navy had
caved in to unnecessary and unw se denmands fromits environnental partners determned to stand on
cerenony rather than circunstance". M. Bishop also indicated his belief that the environnental
professionals working on the Site 09 Proposed Plan were working toward a desired outcome rather
than an out cone based on scientific merit.

Response: The NCP requires, at a mininum that the renedial action for a CERCLA site (1) is protective
of human health and the environment and (2) attains ARARs. O the four renedial alternatives devel oped
for Site 09, the BCT selected Alternative 3 based on a bal ance of the nine evaluation criteria. The Navy
has denonstrated that ground water is not a significant risk pathway, therefore, Aternative 4 was not
warranted and Alternative 3 was selected. Qher renedi ation technol ogi es, such as landfill mning (see
Item #38) were determined to be not appropriate or practicable for Site 09. Al though some points of
techni cal di sagreenment remain, Alternative 3 was sel ected based upon a bal ance of the NCP's nine
evaluation criteria which was acceptable to the whole BCT. The Navy, EPA, and R DEM agree t hat
Alternative 3 will be protective of human health and the environment.

The Navy conducted extensive investigations (e.g., Phase I, 11, and Ill R'), Human Health Ri sk
Assessnents, and Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnents (ERA) (e.g., Facility-Wde Freshwater/Terrestrial ERA and
the Allen Harbor Landfill and Calf Pasture Point Marine ERA) which eval uated the conditions and risks at



Site 09. Each of these reports is available for public review as part of the Adm nistrative Record

nmai ntai ned at NCBC Davisville and the North Kingstown public library. The public is encouraged to attend
the periodic RAB neetings to ask questions about any phase of the IR Program and/or to present additional
concerns about the Site 09 renedy.

(22) M. Brian Bishop (Director of R WSEUSE) comented that the Admi nistrative Record, due to its
ext ensi ve vol une and conpl ex catal ogi ng, serves nore to inpede. rather than assist, public
understanding. M. Bishop al so commented that the access log, which is to be signed by those who
review the Administrative Record, indicates a desire to dissuade review of the docunents (either
by the public or environnental professionals) and may be in violation of Rhode Island General Law
Chapter 38 Section 2 which prohibits inquiry into the library habits of Rhode Island citizens.

Response: The size of the Admnistrative Record for Site 09 is due to the extensive investigations which
were required to characterize the site and to devel op an appropriate renmedy. The Navy catal ogs the

Adm ni strative Record to follow the individual steps of the IR Programin chronol ogi cal order. The

i ndexi ng and preparation of the Admi nistrative Record is being conducted in accordance with the EPA' s

Qui dance on Administrative Records for Sel ecting CERCLA Response Action" (National Technical Information
Service, PB91-139121). In order to further facilitate the use of the Adninistrative Record, the Navy is
currently preparing a CD-ROM version for this and other sites at NCBC Davisville.

The Navy placed the Adnministrative Record for Site 09 at two locations for public review The first

|l ocation was at the Caretaker Site Ofice at NCBC Davisville. Pursuant to the NCP, this copy of the

Adm ni strative Record is a requirement for the project; therefore, the Navy wanted to ensure that the
Record was kept conplete. Accordingly, a sign-in log was placed at this location to naintain
accountability for the records and not for purposes of dissuading public review or determning library
habits of interested parties. The Navy placed a copy of the Administrative Record at the Infornation
Repository in the North Kingstown Free Library. Access to this copy of the Record is overseen by library
personnel ; therefore, the Navy did not place a sign-in log at that |ocation.

(23) Kennet h Fi nkel stein (NOAA) strongly supported the construction of marine wetlands in front of the
landfill toe. Dr. Finkelstein asked to be kept inforned about discussions pertaining to wetl ands
so that NOAA coul d assist with this planning.

Response: The Navy agrees that the construction of narine wetlands along the shoreline of the site wll
augrment the site remedy as well as benefit the overall habitat in Allen Harbor. The Navy will continue
to keep NQOAA infornmed and invol ved in the decision-naking process for the wetlands creati on conponent of
the site renedy. The scope of wetlands creation will be determ ned during the Renedi al Design phase
follow ng this ROD.

Cener al

(24) Ms. Barbara Linkiewicz and M. Mark House (Resource Controls) stated that the Proposed Pl an
shoul d show COC in a nore readable table format indicating which COC were above ri sk-based
levels, in what nedia they were detected, and whether there were any potential receptors.

Response: Appendix C of this ROD contains data summary tables along with site risks. The Proposed Pl an
i ssued on 17 January 1997 was the Navy's final version of that document. A revised Proposed Plan is not
pl anned because there were no significant changes to the selected remedial alternative follow ng the
comrent peri od.

(25) Ms. Barbara Linkiewicz and M. Mark House (Resource Controls) requested that conceptual nodels of
the site should be incorporated into the Proposed Pl an.

Response: Conceptual nodels for marine ecol ogical receptors are |located in Chapter 3 of the Marine ERA
Potenti al pat hways for human exposures are described in text formin Appendix C of this ROD (see al so
Figure 6-1 of the RI). Detailed descriptions of the site (e.g., geology and hydrol ogy) are presented in
the Phase Il R. The Proposed Plan issued on 17 January 1997 was the Navy's final version of that
docunent. A revised Proposed Plan is not planned because there were no significant changes to the

sel ected renedial alternative follow ng the conment period.



B.3.2 SPECI FI C LEGAL AND TECHNI CAL PUBLI C COMVENTS
G ound Wt er

(26) Representative Sue Hensel er requested scientific docunmentation that ground-water flow at Site 09
isin an easterly direction and that it in no way is going to hurt or harmany of the wells that
people in the north end of town mght have. Senator John Patterson echoed this concern.

Response: The Navy presented a thorough, scientific evaluation and docunentation of ground-water flow at
Site 09 in the Phase Il R. This docunent is available as part of the Admnistrative Record for Site
09. Specifically, the site hydrology section (Section 3.7.5) of the Site 09 Phase Il R report (August
1996) presents the presence of three hydrol ogical units (layers) above bedrock. Gound water in Layers 2
and 3 (below the landfill material) generally flows south to southeast beneath the site, but not north or
west toward residences. Gound water in Layer 1 (which includes the landfill material) generally flows
toward the adjacent harbor, except for a small, localized portion near the western corner of the site

whi ch seasonal |y, appears to flow southwest fromthe site toward an adj acent marsh. Surface water in
that marsh di scharges east to the harbor via a small stream channel |ocated al ong the sout hern boundary
of the landfill.

As part of the Phase Il R, the nearest municipal and private wells were identified. The nearest
nmuni ci pal water supply, wells are located over 2.5 mles west-northwest of Site 09. These wells are
upgradient of Site 09 and, therefore, would not be inpacted by COC in site ground water. O the 30
comrercial /residential addresses listed in the Phase Il R as locations of potential private use of
ground water, none were determned to be downgradient of Site 09.

(27) M. Brian Bishop (Director of Rl WSEUSE) expressed concern that neither the Public Informational
Meeting nor the Proposed Plan indicated the extent to which there is significant disagreenent as

to whether or not there is any significant contamnation fromthe landfill |eaching into the
harbor. M. Bishop indicated that the only evidence of discharge to the harbor is the erosion of
the face of the landfill and the areas where the intertidal sediment or sanples are right at the

base where the erosion is taking place so that it would be al nost inpossible to say whether the
contami nants found there cane fromerosion or fromleaching ground water.

Response: Sone technical disagreenment remains anong the BCT regarding the source of elevated COC | evel s
in shoreline sedinent. As stated in the Proposed Plan, the el evated concentrati ons of COC that were
detected in the shoreline sedinent imediately adjacent to Site 09 are thought to be primarily due to
erosion of the landfill face and surface soil runoff. Further, the Navy's geostatistical analysis

concl uded that there was not a significant statistical correlation between the COC concentrations
detected in shoreline sedinent as conpared to those detected in site ground water (therefore, a conplete
pathway for COC migration via ground water was not established). The EPA interprets the data gathered
during the Rl as indicating that the ground-water discharge to the nearshore environnent is in the form
of both intertidal and subtidal |eachate fromthe landfill. See also response to Item #30c.

In order to issue the Final Proposed Plan and conduct the Public Informational Meeting, the BCT had to
reach agreenment on a renedial alternative which would neet all the goals for the site renediation. Past
di sagreenents between the agenci es were thoroughly docunented via the Adninistrative Record. The key

di ff erences have been summarized in the Navy's document entitled "Consolidated Response to EPA/ Rl DEM
comrents on the RI/FS/ PP’ issued on 31 Cctober 1996. EPA and RIDEM |l etters dated 11 Decenber 1996
presented their comrents on the issues contained in that docunent. The Navy responded to these comments
inaletter dated 28 January 1997. RIDEM provi ded additional coments on 27 February 1997 to which the
Navy provi ded responses on 23 April 1997.

The BCT has agreed that the selected renedial alternative will effectively control the mgration of COC
to the harbor, thereby protecting human health and the environnment. Under Alternative 3, capping,

revetnent construction, and wetlands creation will control erosion of the landfill face. Al so, capping

under Alternative 3 will reduce the infiltration of precipitation which will thereby reduce the potenti al
for the production of |eachate fromlandfill materials. A though |eachate is not generating significant
offsite risks (see Item #30c), the Miultinmedia Cap will provide an additional |evel of protection for

human heal th and the environnent.

The current marine risks along the landfill shoreline are believed to be slight in the intertidal zone
and noderate in narrow portions along the northern and southern reaches of the landfill shoreline. After
construction of the selected remedy has been conpleted, the intertidal zone should not be adversely
inmpacted by the landfill. The subtidal |eachate discharges are not currently showi ng any risks to hunan
health and the environment. Thee Navy will nonitor the effectiveness of the remedy, and will inplement
appropriate renedial actions if needed at a | ater date.



(28) M. Brian Bishop (Director of R WSEUSE) stated that, other than the intertidal zone, COC
concentrations in Alen Harbor sedinent sanples are simlar to those fromthe bay. Accordingly,
it would be inpossible to say whether those COC canme fromthe landfill ground water or from other
sources such as flushing fromthe bay or other offsite industrial areas. M. Bishop stated that
COC |l evel s at station AH8 may suggest that whatever snall inmpacts do exist may be the result of
ot her nore disparate runoff rather than seepage. Wthout a definite link of COC to landfill
seeps, M. Bishop felt that the preferred alternative may just spend a |ot of noney for no
benefit.

Response: The Navy agrees that COC identified in sedinent throughout Alen Harbor |ikely have resulted
fromseveral offsite sources, including the Bay itself. The Marine ERA identified slight to noderate
risks along the landfill shoreline and noderate risks fromthe nmarina area | ocated at the southern end of
Al l en Harbor (which is away fromSite 09). The nost affected areas of sediment along the |andfill
shoreline were within the narrow intertidal zones at the northern and southern reaches of the shoreline.

The chem cal constituents in the landfill's shoreline sediment appears to be due in part to the presence
of the landfill and, as stated in the Proposed Plan, the primary pathways for COC transport are erosion
of the landfill face and surface soil runoff. Site 09 ground water, seeps, or |eachate were not
identified as significant pathways for the transport of COC fromthe landfill to the harbor. The various
conmponents of the Miultinedia Cap alternative, which includes capping, revetnment, and wetl ands creation,
will mtigate the identified risks and will control landfill erosion and overland runoff in order to

prevent the transport of Site 09 COC to the harbor. Thee Navy will conduct |long-termnonitoring to
eval uate the effectiveness of this remedy.

(29) M. Brian Bishop (Director of R WSEUSE) requested clarification on the issue of whether the
installation of a RCRA Subtitle Clandfill cap over the Allen Harbor Landfill would increase
saltwater intrusion, and if so, what are the expected inpacts of this saltwater intrusion. M.
Bi shop indicated that the issue should be resolved prior to committing to a particular renedial
action in the ROD. In addition, the choice of which renedial action is appropriate for the site
is further conplicated because the exact types of wastes within the landfill (and which may
release in the future) are not known.

Response: The installation of a Multinedia Cap will significantly reduce ground-water recharge from

infiltration of precipitation at the landfill surface. Therefore, it is expected that saltwater intrusion
will increase as a result of the elimnation of the freshwater infiltration fromthe landfill surface.
The extent of saltwater intrusion has not fully been determ ned. However, there are benefits associ ated
with the construction of a Miultimedia Cap which reduce the risks posed by the landfill and mnimze the

potential detrinmental inpact of increased saltwater intrusion. These benefits are discussed bel ow

A Recent neasurenents taken during the Rl indicate that, within the landfill, there is an
approximately 7-ft ground-water nound (freshwater) above MSL. It is expected that this
fresh ground-water nmound will be | owered when the Miultinedia Cap is constructed as a result
of reducing recharge fromthe landfill surface. This reduction in the ground-water nound
(lowering of the water table) thereby reduces the potential for |eachate generation from
landfill wastes currently |ocated within the nounded zone. Although | eachate is not
generating significant offsite risks (see Item#30c), the Miltinedia Cap will provide an
addi tional |evel of protection for human health and the environnent.

B. The reduction of infiltration fromprecipitation due to the construction of an inperneable
Mil ti medi a Cap decreases the hydraulic gradient in both a vertical and horizontal direction
t hereby reducing COC transport to Allen Harbor. Consequently, it is expected that the
landfill cap will increase the time it takes COC to reach the harbor. This has an added
benefit in that it allows potentially intrinsic, natural, biological degradation processes
nmore tine to be in contact with site COC. The presence or absence of conditions anenable to
these biol ogi cal processes have not been evaluated at this site, either qualitatively or
quantitatively.

C The prinmary concern associated with saltwater intrusion is the fact that corrosivity is
significantly increased within a saltwater environnent conpared to a freshwater environnent.
Any intact netallic containers would corrode faster in a saltwater environnment and, if
filled with waste, would release tile contents to the surrounding nedia. M 1e background
information indicates the possibility of intact druns being present in the landfill,
previ ous investigations conducted at the site which included the construction of 9 test pits
with depths reaching 26 ft bel ow ground surface only encountered | intact drum Wile these
studies do not rule out the presence of additional intact druns, neither do they support the
conclusion that large quantities of intact drums remain in the landfill.



(30) (a.) Ms. Barbara Linkiewicz and M. Mark House (Resource Controls) asked whether it had been
determ ned that the nost significant |eaching fromthe landfill has already occurred and, if not,
whet her greater COC rel eases fromshal |l ow ground water to the harbor would occur in the future.
(b.) Ms. Linkiewicz and M. House al so asked whether Alternative 3 would control such rel eases
and, if not, then Alternative 4 should be available as a contingency. (c.) M. Linkiewicz and M.
House further asked, if deep ground water is not affecting the harbor, then what or who is deep
ground water having an effect on (i.e., are COC in deep ground water naturally attenuating or are
there any downgradi ent receptors?). (d.) Finally, M. Linkiewicz and M. House indicated that if
ground water truly has no adverse effect on the harbor, then Alternative 2 could be inplenmented
whi ch woul d have the additional benefits of maintaining a natural habitat for local and mgratory
wildlife and would allow for nore conservation-friendly | and reuse.

Response: (a.) It is anticipated that the nost significant |eaching would have occurred when the
landfill was still in operation over 25 years ago. Based upon the existing conditions, human health and
the environnent will be protected under the selected renedial alternative. The BCT will review the data
fromthe long-termnonitoring programto ensure the effectiveness of the sel ected renedy.

(b.) The Navy has shown that COC migration via ground water is not a significant risk pathway, therefore,
the vertical barriers conponent under Alternative 4 is not warranted. The prinmary pathway for COC
migration is through landfill erosion and overland runoff. The selected remedial alternative wll
address these pathways and will be protective of human health and the environment.

(c.) Deep ground water flows generally southeast to south beneath Site 09 and di scharges east of the
site. The Navy's Phase Il R, Human Health Ri sk Assessnent, Marine ERA, and geostatistical analysis
have shown that COC detected in ground water are not generating significant risks for potential offsite
receptors/nmedia (e.g., humans, shellfish, sedinent). The Human Health R sk Assessnent, which was
conducted as part of the Phase IIl R, concluded there to be no unacceptable risk associated with
recreational users of Alen Harbor contacting surface water or sediment. Further, no wells for
ground-water use are |ocated east of Site 09 (e.g., at Spink Neck). The Marine ERA identified various
potential COC for sediment in Allen Harbor. However, of these constituents, only two metals (copper and
nmercury) were also detected in deep ground water beneath Site 09 at maxi mum concentrations whi ch exceeded
marine acute or chronic AWQC. Concentrations of these netals in deep ground water beneath Site 09 would
be further diluted/ attenuated before reaching Allen Harbor. The Marine ERA concluded that the potential
stress associated with COCin Al len Harbor (fromseveral sources, including Site 09) is presently not
greatly inpacting the health of marine populations in the harbor. Finally, fromthe geostatistical

anal ysis, the Navy concl uded that COC concentrations identified in Allen Harbor sediment sanpling

locations are not correlated with (i.e., linked to) COC concentrations detected in site ground water.
Overal |, deep ground water has not been shown to cause inpacts to offsite receptors. Gound water is not
a significant transport pathway for landfill COC. Constituents detected in ground water are likely to be

attenuating/diluting as they mgrate beyond the site.

(d.) Although Alternative 2 would provide a nore natural habitat (see response to Item #44), the BCT
selected Alternative 3 based on a bal ance of the nine evaluation criteria.

(31) Ms. Barbara Linkiewicz and M. Mirk House (Resource Controls) suggested that total VOC levels in
MAD9- 19 and MAD9- 20 shoul d be cl osely eval uated because the high | evels of VOC which were
detected in those wells nay be indicative of DNAPL. They asked whether this issue had been
adequat el y eval uat ed, whet her VOC concentrations have increased or decreased over tine in those
wells, howwill the levels be nonitored during the life of the landfill, and, if concentrations
do i ncrease and/or inpact the harbor or harbor sedinent, then how the Navy woul d respond.

Response: Separate-phase VOC (free-flowing DNAPL or LNAPL) was not observed (neasured) in the Site 09
nmonitoring wells during the Phase I, Il, or IIl RI. However, a sheen appeared to be present in MN9-05S
duri ng one sanpling event which has not been observed (neasured) before or since. Additionally, the
concentration of chlorinated VOC reported in the soil and ground-water sanples from MA9-07D and near the
boundary between Layers 1 and 2 at MAD9-191 and MAD9- 201 suggest that residual (i.e., not free-flow ng
but instead, only low, residual volunes adhering to soil) chlorinated VOC NAPL may be present in the soil
in those areas. The long-termnonitoring programw || provide data to indicate whether COC | evel s are
increasing or decreasing over tinme. The Navy, EPA, and RRDEMwi |l regularly reviewthe data fromthe
long-termnonitoring programin addition to the formal 5-year reviews. The Navy will conduct additional
remedi al actions, as warranted (to be determ ned during the review periods).

Ri sk

(32) M. Brian Bishop (Director of R WSEUSE) stated that it is inproper for the BCT to give the
public the inpression that there is a significant elevated health risk in Allen Harbor as
conpared to other areas in Narragansett Bay where shellfishing occurs. M. Bishop also stated



that chem cal concentrations in nany |ocations of the Bay where shellfishing occurs are twice the
concentrations reported for Allen Harbor shellfish in the Human Health Ri sk Assessnent. M.

Bi shop al so takes exception to the traditional risk assessnent nmethod as opposed to an approach
that woul d invol ve conparing the Superfund site to other |ocations.

Response: As stated in the Site 09 Hunan Heal th Ri sk Assessment portion of the Phase Il R, risks
associ ated with the consunption of shellfish fromthe intertidal zone around the |landfill were above
acceptable risk levels for both potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic (systemc) effects under
"Reasonabl e Maxi num Exposure" scenarios. Lower, acceptable levels of risk were identified under "Average
Exposure" consunption scenarios. The Navy did not evaluate the risks associated with the consunption of
shel [ fish in other areas of Narragansett Bay because this was not within the scope of the investigation
for Site 09. The Navy is tasked with mtigating risks attributable to the site only.

Under CERCLA risk assessnments, qualitative or quantitative conparisons of site risks with respect to
other sites is not typically conducted as part of a Hunman Heal th Ri sk Assessment under CERCLA. Such a
conpari son woul d be nore of a risk managenment approach rather than a risk assessment approach which is
required for the devel opnent of a whol e-site renedy.

(33) M. Brian Bishop (Director of R WSEUSE) indicated that the human health ri sk assessnent
overstated the risk in shellfish due to arsenic because the assessnent assumed all of the arsenic
was in dissolved formrather than in an organically bound formwhich is a nmore likely scenario in
the harbor and bay. M. Bishop cited a reference ("Forns of Arsenic in Water and Fi sh") which
reported that the fornms of arsenic occurring in all freshwater and marine aquatic life are
predomi nantly organic. M. Bishop further pointed out that EPA has in the National Toxics Rule
acknowl edged that arsenic forns in fish are primarily organic, less toxic, and readily
excret abl e.

Response: The Commentor expresses the opinion that arsenic in shellfish is not a public health concern
because it is primarily in the organic form whereas inorganic arsenic is associated with cancer effects.
The National Toxics Rule applies to the devel opment of Ambient Water Quality Criteria, for which
individual site-related factors are usually considered. For nore information on arsenic in the

envi ronnent, EPA reconmmends additional references be consulted, such as the Toxicol ogical Profile for
Arseni c prepared by the Agency for Toxic Substances and D sease Registry (ATSDR).

Al though the forms of arsenic in environmental sanples vary, and may predomi nantly be organic arsenic in
fish tissue, the arsenic formin shellfish at this site has not been speciated. The information in the
Adm ni strative Record does not identify, the formof arsenic found at the site

EPA notes that toxicity in humans can occur from exposures to inorganic and organic fornms of arsenic.
Regarding the toxicity of inorganic and organic arsenic, EPA has devel oped oral toxicity values for
ingested arsenic for both cancer and noncancer effects. The cancer slope factor is based on carcinogenic
effects associated with ingested inorganic forns of arsenic. An oral reference dose, derived for non-
carci nogeni ¢ effects, was devel oped by EPA to protect against dernal toxicity, and possible vascul ar
conplications associated with ingestion of organic forns of arsenic. Wthout site-specific speciation
data for arsenic, EPA uses both the cancer and noncancer toxicity, values to estimate human health risks.

EPA recogni zes that there are differences in scientific opinions on the toxicological database for
arsenic. EPA with the National Acadeny of Sciences/National Research Council, established a nationa
task force to review the entire health effects database for arsenic. This review began in March 1997
This summer, the EPA will convene an expert panel to review the carcinogenic and genotoxic effects of
arsenic. EPA Headquarters estimates that mnor changes may be reflected on EPA's toxicity database
(Integrated Risk Information Systen) later in 1997

(34) M. Brian Bishop (Director of R WSEUSE) asked that the site risks should be carefully
characterized so that the public does not get the inpression that certain risks are not being
addressed due to cost.

Response: Under CERCLA, cost considerations can not be the sole consideration for the selection or
rejection of a renedial alternative. The NCP provides nine evaluation criteria for renedial alternatives
devel oped in the FS. The "threshold criteria " are (1) overall protection of human health and the
environnent and (2) conpliance with ARARs. The selected remedial alternative nust satisfy these two
criteria, which include addressing risk. Cost is one of the secondary "bal ancing criteria " (along with
I ong-term effectiveness; reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume; short-term effectiveness; and
inmplenentability). The final two evaluation criteria which are considered during the selection process,
community acceptance and state acceptance, are considered "nodifying criteria"



Therefore, cost considerations can not be used as the sole rationale to not addressing an identified
risk. The enphasis of the cost criterion typically is used to weigh the cost-benefit between different
remedi al variations (typical questions/considerations include whether the same risk protection is
avai l able with a cheaper alternative or whether a small increase in risk protection can justify a large
increase in cost).

A full presentation of the human health risks associated with Site 09 is contained in the Phase Il R
report. Ecological risks are presented in the Freshwater/ Terrestrial ERA and the Marine ERA report.
Site risks were presented in summary formto the public in the Proposed Plan and during the Public
Informational Meeting on 6 February 1997.

A conpl ete discussion of how each of the remedial alternatives devel oped for Site 09 addressed the NCP' s
nine evaluation criteria is presented in the FS as well as this ROD. The selected renedial alternative
contai ns several components to address the identified risks and remedi al objectives for the site.

(35) M. Brian Bishop (Director of R WSEUSE) requested that the RCD be delayed until the statistical
science of a ground-water pathway can be fully argued and the psychol ogical risks (e.g., stress)
for residents near this Superfund site can be exam ned.

Response: The Navy does not believe it necessary to delay the schedule for the ROD. The Navy has

t horoughly investigated ground water and ground-water pathways at Site 09 in the Phase I, Il, and Ill R,
a geostatistical analysis, and a thermal infrared photography survey. Al though analysis of the
ground-wat er pat hway has been a point of sone technical disagreenent, the Navy, EPA, and Rl DEM have
reached agreenent that Alternative 3 will protect human health and the environnent.

Qualitative or quantitative assessnent of the psychol ogi cal stress associated with living near National
Priorities Listing (NPL) sites is not evaluated as part of a CERCLA Human Health Ri sk Assessnent.
However, the Navy is commtted to maintaining continual, open, two-way communication with the public
during environnental investigations and renedial actions at NPL sites. Through public notifications and
encour agi ng active participation in RAB neetings and Public Hearings, the Navy strives to foster strong
cooperation with the public to achieve the nutual goals for protecting human health and the environment
and for transferring Base property. These policies are discussed in the Navy's Community Relations Pl an
for NCBC Davisville (section 9100 of the Adm nistrative Record).

(36) Ms. Barbara Linkiewicz and M. Mark House (Resource Controls) asked how the proposed renedi al
alternative woul d address nmarine organisnms living in habitat near the narrow intertidal zone which nay be
at noderate risk.

Response: The sel ected contai nment alternative will prevent the nmigration of COC to the intertidal zone.
The primary pathways for COC migration were identified as landfill erosion and overland runoff. These
pathways will be mtigated through capping, shoreline revetnment, and created wetlands. The inperneable
layers of the Multimedia Cap will also significantly reduce precipitation infiltration, thereby reducing
the potential for |eachate generation fromlandfill wastes. Although | eachate is not generating
significant offsite risks (see Item#30c), the Multinmedia Cap will provide an additional |evel of
protection for human health and the environnent. Visible debris fromthe shoreline will be renoved and

pl aced beneath the new cap. |In addition, as determ ned appropriate during the Renedi al Design studies,
the Navy may renove sedinent fromthe nost affected areas of the shoreline (e.g., localized volunmes from
the narrow intertidal zone at the northern and southern portions of the landfill shoreline). If

conducted, this material would al so be placed beneath the new cap. The created wetlands woul d provide a
beneficial habitat for nmarine organisns within Alen Harbor.

Renedi al Al ternative Selection

(37) Representative Sue Hensel er recomrended selecting Alternative 4 (Miltinmedia Cap with Verti cal
Barriers) because it woul d best protect human health and the environment and the differential
cost of $4 mllion would be well spent froma federal budget.

Response: The BCT has eval uated the advantages respective of Alternatives 3 and 4. The key di scussi ons
regarding this conparison can be found in the Navy's "Consol i dated Response to EPA/ RIDEM Comments on the
R/ FS/ PP" docunent issued in Cctober 1996. Alternative 4 contains all of the elements of Alternative 3
but includes the installation of subsurface, vertical barriers intended to control ground-water flow
through the site into the harbor. Based on the results of several investigations, the Navy believes that
there is no evidence which significantly links offsite COC concentrations to ground water fromthe
landfill. Such studies have included the Phase I, II, and Ill R, a geostatistical assessment of
ground-water data as conpared to environnmental data fromthe shoreline, and a thernmal infrared

phot ography study (perforned in conjunction with the University of Rhode Island). The primary pat hway
for COC migration at the landfill has been through erosion and overland runoff (i.e., rainwater runoff



which carries affected soil to the intertidal zone). Therefore, the additional expense of $4 nillion
woul d not provide additional benefits for addressing the site concerns. A |ong-term ground-water

sedi nent, and shellfish nonitoring programwi || be conducted once renedial actions have been conpl et ed
Data fromthis programw || be evaluated by the Navy, EPA, and RIDEMto ensure that hunman health and the
environnent are protected in the long-term

(38) Representative Sue Hensel er requested that |landfill recycling/renmoval be considered again for the
site. M. Barbara Linkiewicz and M. Mark House (Resource Controls) simlarly asked whet her
conpl ete renoval /recycling was evaluated using criteria required by the NCP. M. Linkiew cz and
M. House stated that although this nay have been screened out due to exorbitant costs, it seens
inmportant to discuss/present the issue to the public. Local residents Paul Burns (see |Item #19)
and Donal d Schock (see Item #43) al so asked about |andfill excavation

Response: In Section 2.7 of the July 1996 FS for Site 09, the Nay performed a screening of about 50
different renediation technol ogies, including complete landfill excavation ("landfill mning ). This
initial screening, which occurs before the devel opnment of whole-site "renedial alternatives", focused
upon issues of effectiveness, inplenentability, and cost. Here, this technol ogy was not retained for
devel opnent and incorporation into a Renedial Aternative due to several conplicating factors. The BCT
agrees that conplete excavation of the site, once conpleted, would be effective for elimnating the
onsite risks; however, due to site-specific conditions, acconplishing this would be severely constrai ned
by inplenmentability and cost concerns. Landfill mning would not be a practical renedy due to the
site-specific conditions (e.g., large landfill volune, |ocation along a shoreline, waste types, volunme of
wastes bel ow the water table) and project requirenents (e.g., anount of waste handi ng, dewatering
sanpling, transporting, and disposing). It was also determined that |andfill mning would not be
cost-effective because other renedial technologies can also address risks at a substantially |ower cost.

During the subsequent devel opnent of renedial alternatives, which is based upon the technol ogi es which
were retained fromthe initial screening, the Navy devel oped the No Action alternative [as required under
40 CFR 300.430(e)(3)(ii)(6)] and the three containnent alternatives. As required by the NCP, the four
Remedi al Alternatives which were developed for Site 09 were evaluated utilizing the NCP's nine eval uation
criteria (instead of only the three criteria used for the initial screening).

Based upon the public's comments follow ng the Proposed Plan, the Navy revisited the landfill mning
technology. It was again determi ned that conpl ete excavation of Site 09 would not be a practical or
cost-effective solution

As stated in EPA's "Application of the CERCLA Minicipal Landfill Presunptive Renedy to Mlitary
Landfills" (Decenber 1996), landfills with a content nore than 100,000 cubic yards would normal ly not be

considered for excavation. |Inplenenting such a project at Site 09 would require excavating, handling
stagi ng, sorting, sanpling and anal yzing, transporting, and disposing nore than 360,000 cubic yards of
material. Considering that a portion of the fill material is |ocated below the water table, there would

al so be significant dewatering requirenments (and, potentially, sone sort of seawall nay be required to
mnimze conplicating inpacts fromAl |l en Harbor water). Decanted or punped water would require additiona
treatnent (through construction of a tenporary, onsite treatnent facility or through transport to an
offsite treatnent facility), sanpling/analysis, and disposal/discharge. Some effectiveness concerns al so
exi st such as the increased trucking of potentially hazardous naterials through the town or the potentia
nmobi | i zati on of wastes through either dust generation or vapors. Conplete site excavation is typically
nmore inplementable for landfills under 1 acre in size, whereas Site 09 is approxi nately 15 acres.

During the FS, the Navy estinmated that landfill mning can cost up to five tines as nuch as the capping
alternatives presented in the Proposed Plan. Considering that hunan heal th and the environnent can be
wel | protected through landfill capping, the additional expense for landfill mning does not seem
justified. The primary pathway of concern at the site is the ongoing erosion of the landfill due to the
exi sting topography and the unprotected shoreline. The proposed cap will provide an effective

contai nnent of the landfill wastes. EPA guidance docunents state that contai nment technol ogies (like the
sel ected renedial alternative) are typically the preferred renedy for nunicipal-type landfills such as
the Allen Harbor Landfill.

(39) M. Brian Bishop (Director of R WSEUSE) did not agree with placing an inperneable cap at the
site based on the threat of arsenic which he saw as the primary risk concern

Response: Arsenic was one several COC identified at Site 09 which contributed to site risks to human
health and the environment. As outlined in Section 6.6.2 of the Phase Ill R, substantive site risks
were associated with various SVOC and netals in surface soil, sedinment, and shellfish. Al though
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 addressed the concerns at Site 09, the BCT agreed that Alternative 3 (which
i ncludes an inperneabl e cap) provided the best balance in neeting the nine evaluation criteria



(40) M. Brian Bishop (Director of R WSEUSE) recormended that the selected renedial alternative
shoul d consi st of shoreline revetnent, wetlands inprovenent at either end of the landfill (as
proposed) to prevent imedi ate erosive rel eases, slight surface grading without unnecessary
veget ative di sturbance, soil cover where sanpling warrants, and nmonitoring of the site to
det ermi ne whet her capping or |eachate controls are required in the future to achi eve Al en Harbor
water quality goals. M. Bishop further requested that the remedial alternatives should be
revisited due to a lack of clear evidence of heightened risk

Response: The BCT determned that revisiting the FS in the devel opnent and anal ysis of alternatives was
not warranted because the existing alternatives are capable of addressing the identified concerns at Site
09. The Town of North Kingstown nmay redevel op the property for recreational use and the Navy is

providing a renedy which will prevent contact with fill materials or affected soil and which will contro
erosion. Wth respect to Allen Harbor water quality goals, note that risks to Allen Harbor fromthe
landfill are related to shoreline sedi ment and shoreline shellfish. A len Harbor does not neet water

quality goals based on historically high fecal coliformlevels in the water, which is not an issue
related to Site 09.

(41) M. Brian Bishop's (Director of R WSEUSE) letter el aborated on how his recommended alternative
(see Itenms #4 and #40) nore closely net the nine evaluation criteria in the Proposed Plan. M.
Bi shop added that the RI/FS suggests that the risks to human health are negligible and even the
No Action alternative would neet the nine criteria

Response: The NCPs nine evaluation criteria are grouped into threshold criteria, balancing criteria, and
nodi fying criteria. The two threshold criteria (protection of human health and the environnent and

attai nnent of ARARs) nust be satisfied by any selected remedial alternative. As outlined in the R, the
current conditions at Site 09 were associated with unacceptable risks to human health and the
environnent. These risk's were prinarily associated with the ingestion/use of site ground water and the
consunption of shellfish fromthe site shoreline. Secondary risks identified included incidental
ingestion of surface soil, dermal contact with surface soil, and incidental ingestion of sedinent. A No
Action alternative could not be selected because it failed to address the identified unacceptable risks

The Commentor's proposed variation on the site remedy, also would not better neet each of the five

bal ancing criteria [(1) long-termeffectiveness, (2) reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volune, (3)
short-termeffectiveness, (4) inplenmentability, and (5) cost]. Discontinuous, mininmal soil covers nay
not be effective in the long-termfor controlling landfill erosion, preventing direct contact with
affected soil, or controlling site runoff, particularly if the site is reused for recreati onal purposes
Each of the alternatives (2, 3, and 4) presented in the Proposed Plan will better reduce the nobility of
COC within the landfill through site-w de capping and construction of revetnent and shoreline wetlands
Al t hough the proposed variation wuld be faster and easier to inplenent in the short-term it would not
be as effective for reducing risks once conpl ete.

The BCT selected Alternative 3 based on a bal ance of the nine evaluation criteria

(42) M. Brian Bishop (Director of RI WSEUSE) questioned how, in light of the evidence which shows
that there is an insignificant contribution of COC to the harbor via ground water, the Proposed
Pl an can be supported because it is designed under the presunptive notion that surface water
infiltration has historically and continually caused significant contribution of COCto the
har bor via seepage. A Miltinedia Cap which is addressing infiltration is actually addressing an
inconpl ete ground-water risk pathway, or nore sinply addresses a non-existent risk

Response: The Proposed Plan is based on the selection of a containnent alternative that addresses
unaccept abl e risk to human health and the environment due to direct contact with soil and the potentia
for future releases fromthe fill material. The BCT agreed to select Alternative 3 based on a bal ance of
the nine evaluation criteria.

(43) M. Donal d Schock (Chairman of the East G eenw ch Conservation Conm ssion) recomrended that
further consideration be given to landfill mning for Site 09. M. Schock pointed out that the
site directly abuts a coastal water body and expressed concern that the tidal influence of
Nar ragansett Bay woul d have a significant negative inpact on nost site renediation activities
M. Schock felt that Alternative 3(Miltimedia Cap) woul d not address tidal influences and salt
water intrusion on the migration of landfill contam nants and Alternative 4 (Miltinedia Cap with
Vertical Barriers) would have |imted success given the el evated ground-water |evels typically
associated with coastal |and features

Response: For a discussion of the viability of landfill mning at Site 09, see the response to Item #38
above. Disposal of wastes at Site 09 ceased in 1972. The ground-water and shoreline sedi nent
i nvestigations conducted during the RI/FS have shown that the 25 years of tidal influence on the landfill



has not generated present day adverse inpacts resulting frompotential COC migration via ground water (as
detailed in the Geostatistical Analysis portion of the Consolidated Response to EPA/ Rl DEM Comments on the
R/ FS/ PP docunent). As discussed in the Phase Il R, tidal influences have a mnor effect on ground

wat er beneath Site 09 (for exanple, there is little change in the el evation of shallow ground water
between high and low tides). The primary, pathway for COC transport is through landfill erosion and
overland runoff. The selected renedial alternative will mtigate these pathways.

I npl erentation of a capping alternative is anticipated to have little effect on salt water intrusion into

landfill wastes. Landfill wastes are predominantly situated at an el evation above MsL. Accordingly,
ground water in the shallow zone is non-saline. The head of freshwater above MSL pushes the denser salt
ground water far below the landfill wastes (it is estinated that for every ft of freshwater above MSL

salt ground water is |ocated 40ft deeper-for exanple, at |locations where the ground water table is 4ft
above MBL, the change to salt ground water would be 160ft below that). Appendix D of the FS nodel ed the
change in water table elevation for the three capping scenarios. Even with a potential reduction of 2 ft

in the water table elevation, the transition to salt ground water would still be 80 ft bel ow that (which
is still well belowthe landfill wastes). Salt water intrusion within the landfill is predom nantly
limted to the shoreline where the water table nmeets sea level. Because the Miultinedia Cap will not

extend to the shoreline (see the U.S. Arny Corps of Engineers evaluation presented in Attachnent C of the
Navy's "Consol i dat ed Response to EPA/ RIDEM Conmments on the RI/FS/PP"), there is likely to be little
change in salt water intrusion

As discussed in the FS, the coastal environment would likely reduce the effective life of the shoreline
steel sheet piles specified under Alternative 4. However, various technol ogi es are avail abl e which can
hel p to protect these walls fromthe corrosive effects of salt water (e.g., specialized coatings,
cathodic protection). Steel sheet piles can be effective in these environnents for several years or
decades; however, depending upon the future conditions of the site, these walls may have to repl aced
after that tine.

(44) Ms. Catherine Beard (Munt View Resident Association President) conmented that the proposed
remedial alternative (Multimedia Cap) woul d destroy the natural setting to the detrinment of
people who will visit the area and the wildlife that currently thrives there. To Ms. Beard's
know edge, there has been no adverse inpacts to human health or the environment resulting from
past disposal activities (as evidenced by the healthy plant and animal life in the area and the
lack of human illnesses related to the site; further, Allen Harbor is not the only location in
the area in which shellfishing is prohibited). Ms. Beard requested that Alternative 1 (No Action
- consisting solely of nonitoring and 5-year reviews) be considered with possible addition of
soil along the shoreline to stop erosion. M. Beard felt that Alternative 3 would radically scar
and destroy the landscape. Ms. Beard further asked whether dissipation of toxic materials over
the last 23 years would cl eanse the site and whether the existing vegetation would pronote the
upt ake of precipitation

Response: The No Action alternative was evaluated as part of the FS for Site 09. It was deternined that
this alternative would not satisfy the critical requirenents of protecting human health and the

envi ronnent and conplying with ARARs. Although wildlife does appear to be thriving at the site, the
Freshwater/ Terrestrial ERA found that elevated risks for some ani nal species (including wadi ng birds and
smal | mammal s) can be attributed to surface soil and shoreline marsh areas. Sinilarly, the Marine ERA
found noderate risk to shellfish present in intertidal sedinment adjacent to the northern and sout hern
portions of the landfill (and only slight risk along the remaining portions of the shoreline). Wth
transfer of the Navy property, the site may becone used for recreati onal purposes which would present
risks to human health fromvarious pathways (as outlined on page 4 of the Proposed Plan). In addition to
| and-use restrictions (which may include deed restrictions regarding ground-water use), a landfill cap
was det ermi ned necessary to prevent erosion and potential direct contact with affected surface soi

and/ or exposed wast es.

Part of the Navy's consideration of Alternative 2 (Soil Cap) pertained to a preservation of the natura
setting of the Allen Harbor Landfill. This capping alternative would address the site risks to human
health and the environment and would allow for the growh of noderate vegetation (i.e., grasses, shrubs,
smal | trees, nuch like the existing vegetation-as opposed to the nowed grass required under Alternatives
3 and 4) which would nmaintain nore natural feeding and nesting grounds for several indigenous and
mgratory ani nal species. As mentioned in the comment, the presence of substantial vegetati on woul d
pronmote the uptake of precipitation through a process called evapotranspiration. Landfill caps such as
this (sonetines called "Evapotranspiration Caps") have been successfully inplenented in the southwest
United States. As conpared to a Miultinedia Cap which would reduce infiltration by al nost 100% this type
of cap was estinmated to reduce infiltration by up to 60% However, the BCT selected Alternative 3 based
on a bal ance of the nine evaluation criteria.



The natural reduction of COC concentrations over tine can occur through a process called natura
attenuation. Natural attenuation not only can occur through dissipation (e. g., dilution

vol atilization, dispersion) but also naturally occurring processes such as intrinsic biorenediation

oxi dation/reduction, and phytorenediation (plant uptake). Recent soil and ground-water sanpling at the
site has shown that elevated | evels of several COC are still present at the site since it becane inactive
in 1972. Arenedial alternative relying on natural attenuati on would require additional pre-design
studies to see if the natural conditions would pronote the reduction of COC concentrations to acceptable
levels within a reasonable tinme frane. Such studies have not been conducted at Site 09 but are being
investigated at other NCBC Davisville IR Programsites (e.g., Site 03). Wth the pending transfer of the
Site 09 property and the anticipated reuse of the site (potential recreational use), natural attenuation
alone (i.e., without capping) would not address site risks in the short-termand, therefore, would not be
protective of human heal th and the environnent.

(45) M. Robert Johnston (resident of Saunderstown, RI) supported the efforts of the Navy, EPA, Rl DEM
and Natural Resource Trustees but noted two concerns about the Proposed Plan. First, M.
Johnston was concerned that the construction of revetment or a concrete structure around the
shoreline would harm (i.e., erode away) the existing marsh, nudflats, and shellfish beds by
focusi ng wave energy rather than dissipating it. M. Johnston noted that the landfill caused the
l oss of marsh and wetl ands and the renmedi al action should enhance the natural recovery of these
habitat. Second. M. Johnston was concerned that Miltinedia Caps are not designed for use in
coastal areas

Response: Based upon historical aerial photographs of Allen Harbor, it appears that the landfill was
constructed atop a previously existing land feature rather than filling into the harbor. It is not known
what extent to which there was any | oss of nmarsh or wetlands at that tinme. Rather than a repl acenent
effort, the Navy intends to create shoreline wetlands to augnent the capping conponent of the renedia
alternative. Created wetlands would act to dissipate wave energy and prevent scouring of the |andfil

face. An addition benefit of the wetlands would be the inproved natural resources of Allen Harbor. The

revet nent conmponent will also act to protect tile landfill face fromerosion. The revetrment will likely
be constructed using rip rap (i.e., engineered placenent of boulders atop a geotextile |layer and soi
beddi ng) rather than a concrete wall. In order to create the shoreline wetlands, it is likely that

underwat er barriers (constructed fromgeotextile tubes filled with sedinment) would be placed just beyond
the shoreline to hold the shoreline wetlands in-place against wave action. This will also reduce
near - shore wave energy by reduci ng wave hei ght (conparable to a continuous of fshore breakwater). A
sustai ned plant popul ation within the wetlands woul d further reduce erosive effects by danpeni ng wave
action. The specifications of the revetnent and wetlands conponents will be determined during the Design
Phase and tile public is invited to provide input during future RAB neetings.

M. Johnston's second concern was al so rai sed by the Navy in the Cctober 1996 docunent entitled
"Consol i dat ed Response to EPA/ RI DEM Commrent on the RI/FS/PP In this docunent, a study by the U S. Arny
Corps of Engineers stated that a landfill cap which includes a synthetic, inperneable |iner would not be
stable during flood conditions. To conpensate for this, the inperneable portion of tile landfill cap
will likely be conpleted at the 100-year floodplain (at Site 09, this is 14 ft above MSL). The renai ni ng
portion of the landfill shoreline would likely be covered by | owperneability soil layer(s) and

revet ment.

(46) Ri chard Wl ch (North Kingstown resident) expressed concern that the toxic materials in the
landfill would eventually reach ground water, the harbor, and/or the bay, no matter what
protection is put into place, due to the effects of tidal forces, flooding, and capillary action
at the site.

Response: Disposals at Site 09 ceased in 1972. Based upon current conditions, the primary concern is
for the transport of wastes to the harbor due to erosion of the landfill face and surface soil runoff.
The FS capping alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would nitigate these pathways. The proposed | ong-term nonitoring
program and cap inspection and mai nt enance program woul d ensure the protection of human health and tile
environnent in the future. To date, ground water has not been identified as a significant pathway for
the mgration of COC fromthe landfill to the harbor. This was concluded, in part, through the Navy's
geostatistical analysis issued in the "Consolidated Response to EPA/ RIDEM Comments on the RI/FS/ PP" from
Cctober 1996. |If in the future, it is determned that the landfill causes risks to hunman health or the
environnent are present, then the Navy woul d conduct additional renmedial actions, as necessary. See also
response to Item #30c whi ch di scusses ground-water conditions 25 to 50 years after landfilling
oper ati ons.

(47) Ri chard Wl ch (North Kingstown resident) asked why there was no nention of another solution to
landfill closure other than capping (such as the conplete renoval of wastes).



Response: The Proposed Pl an presented the cul mination of a screening and detail ed eval uati on of
potential renedial technologies and alternatives for the site. The FS presented the spectrum of

t echnol ogi es whi ch the Navy considered for the renediation of Site 09 (about 50 different renedi ation

t echnol ogi es and processes were consi dered-some of which were rejected and some of which were retained
and conbined into site-wide alternatives). Based upon this screening, the Navy devel oped a total of four
potential renedial alternatives, as presented in the Proposed Plan. The BCT determi ned that contai nnent
was the nost appropriate technology for the site. Conplete renmoval of the wastes (i.e., "landfill mning
") was anong the technologies originally evaluated, but it was not retained for devel opnent as a renedi al
alternative based upon the excessive difficulty and cost (see Response to Item #38 above).

(48) Judith Sine (Wakefield resident) commented that there is a lack of a statutory or scientifically
warranted need for a RCRA Subtitle Ccap at Site 09. M. Sine commented that the justification
for placenent of an inperneable cap (presented as bei ng based on a regul atory concern over the
potential future releases of hazardous materials in the environnent) was unfounded, particularly
when there is a statutory requirement for the Navy to nonitor the site. The Navy has shown that
RCRA Subtitle Cis not legally applicable to the site. The studies at the site have shown that
ground water does not pose a threat to the harbor and that the landfill is no | onger producing
nethane in quantities warranting a gas collection/destruction system M. Sine added

H storically, disposal areas were sited in wetlands, a practice known as |and reclamation. Due
to the placenent of wastes into the water table nany sites will be found to have a significant
percent age of wastes imersed in ground water, and |lowering the water table may be inpractica
and unreasonable. At sites such as these, elimnation infiltration should not be required and
ot her nethods of remediation, when warranted, should be considered. 55 FR 8668 provides that all
guidelines, rules, regulations, and criteria for prelimnary assessnents, site investigations
National Priority Listings, and renedial actions are applicable to Federal Facilities to the sane
extent as they are to other facilities." M. Sine noted that proper closure of fornerly used
landfills should not autonatically necessitate contai nnent or an inperneabl e cappi ng scenari o, as
confirned by the Navy's studies

Response: The Navy's Alternative 2 included the construction of a Soil Cap which, in conjunction wth
its associated renedi al conponents (e.g., revetment, wetlands creation, and |and use restrictions), would
be protective of human health and the environnent. However, the BCT selected Alternative 3 based on a
bal ance of the nine evaluation criteria. The BCT agrees that the selected Miltinedia Cap alternative
also will be protective of hunman health and the environnent.

(49) Kennet h Fi nkel stein (NOAA) commented that the potentially affected natural resources would be
better served by a renmedy that first addresses the landfill isolation/monitoring. Dr.
Fi nkel stein stated that while a RCRA C cap wWill help elininate sone of the ground-water flow,

tidal exchange woul d not be affected and there is a potential for COC migration due to the
senmi -diurnal tidal exchange at the site (i.e., seeps would not be elimnated).

Response: The BCT has agreed that Alternative 3 will be protective of human health and the environnent.
As sunmarized in the "Consolidated Response to EPA/ RIDEM Comments on the RI/FS/ PP' and associ at ed
foll owup docunents, the Navy has denonstrated that COC nigration via ground water is not a significant

ri sk pathway. The pathways of concern at Site 09 are erosion and overland runoff. |In addition, it was
deternmi ned during the Phase Il R that tidal cycles have a minor inpact on ground-water flow at Site 09.
Shal | ow ground water and harbor water will nmix in the immedi ate area near the shoreline. The distance
inland that this occurs is limted. Overall, ground-water containment is not warranted and the sel ected

Mil tinmedia Cap alternative will address the conpleted risk pathways. As part of Alternative 3, the Navy
wi Il conduct long-termnonitoring of ground water, sedinment, and shellfish quality to ensure the
continued protection of hunman health and the environnent. See also response to |tem #30c which di scusses
ground-water conditions 25 to 50 years after landfill operations.

Requl ati ons

(50) M. Brian Bishop (Director of R WSEUSE) noted that the "Rationale for the Proposed Remnedi al
Alternative" section of the Proposed Plan did not nention Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirenents (ARARs). M. Bishop questioned whether the presunptive approach for landfill
cappi ng was based upon a determ nation of the RCRA being "relevant and appropriate" since it is
not "applicable" (RCRAis not retroactive). M. Bishop stated that the agency asserting that
RCRA is rel evant and appropriate should prove so rather than others who have argued concl usively
agai nst the presunption that it is. M. Bishop questioned whether RCRA was deternined rel evant
based on the fact that it is a landfill at which some toxics were disposed and stated that in
order to do so, a pathway of contamination nust be identified and the renedial nmerits of the
application of an otherw se inapplicable stature should be shown. M. Bishop felt that neither
of these have been done to date.



Response: The BCT has deternmined that RCRA Subtitle Cis not "Applicable" for this site; however, RCRA
Subtitle Cis "Relevant and Appropriate" (see Appendix D). RCRA is Rel evant and Appropriate because
results of subsurface and surface soil investigations indicated hazardous waste and wastes sufficiently
simlar to currently regul ated hazardous wastes were disposed of in the landfill, and TCLP testing
indicates that onsite soils found to be hazardous by characteristic were left within the waste managenent
unit. Although | eachate is not generating significant offsite risks (see item#30c), the Miultimedia Cap
will provide an additional |evel of protection. The BCT agreed to select Alternative 3 based on a

bal ance of the nine evaluation criteria

B.3.3 REMAI NI NG CONCERNS

Renedi al Al ternative Conponents

(51) Representative Sue Henseler is not convinced that the proposed site monitoring programwill
protect the people. Representative Henseler recomrended that there should be citizen input and
di ssenmi nation of information if the nmonitoring turns up inappropriate |evels of toxics, odors
etc.

Response: The Navy's proposed nonitoring programincludes sanpling and anal ysis of ground water,

sedi nent, and shellfish as well as periodic inspection of the landfill cap integrity. The data collected
under the nonitoring programfor Site 09 would be eval uated by the Navy, EPA, and RRDEM The Town woul d
be notified if it was determ ned that there were any new ri sks based upon the Town's reuse of the
property. The public continues to be invited to attend the periodic RAB neetings where such issues and
questions can be discussed.

(52) M. Richard Kerbel (North Kingstown Town Manager) offered his support of the Proposed Pl an and
rem nded the Navy of the Town's request to consider the Town's reuse plans for the site during
the cap design and to incorporate dredged sedinent fromthe entrance to Allen Harbor into the
construction of the new cap. M. Kerbel also wanted to be sure that restorati on of wetlands
along the site shoreline would occur and that long-termnonitoring of ground water, sedinent, and
shel I fish woul d be incorporated into the plan

Response: The Navy appreci ates the support of the Proposed Plan for Site 09 and will work to keep the
Town and the public involved in the decision-making and renedi ati on processes

The Navy has agreed to work with the Town to accomodate the design of the landfill cap per the Town's
reuse plans and to dredge and incorporate sedinent fromthe entrance to Allen Harbor into the
construction of shoreline wetlands and/or grading beneath the new cap. The design of the landfill cap

shoul d be such that it will support the intended reuse. To date, the Town has not provided the Navy with
a definite reuse plan. The Navy will coordinate with the Town further on this issue during the Renedi a
Desi gn phase.

The ROD includes |long-termnonitoring of ground water, sedinment, and shellfish as well as paraneters
indicating the health of created wetlands (e.g., wetland community conposition, nunbers of species,
proportion of created/planted wetland area in coverage by wetland plants).

(53) M. John OBrien (resident of North Kingstown) expressed firmopposition to using offsite fill
material for the cap construction when adjacent material is avail able and needed to be renoved
(in reference to the Town of North Kingstown's planned dredging project at the entrance to Allen
Harbor in order to increase boating access).

Response: The Navy has agreed to obtain the naterials for creation of wetlands by dredging the entrance
channel as requested by the Town.

(54) M. Kenneth Carr (Fish and WIldlife Service) extended the Departnent of Interior's support for
the proposed renedial alternative (Miltinedia Cap). M. Carr indicated his confidence in the
protections that would be afforded to migratory birds and other wildlife through nmitigating
surface soil exposure, overland runoff, landfill erosion, and infiltration. M. Carr further
supported the long-termnonitoring program However, M. Carr expressed concern that the Proposed
Pl an omtted sone of the renedial conponents which were indicated in the FS, such as sel ected
renoval of affected shoreline sedinent (with placerment under the new cap), renoval and reseeding
of shoreline shellfish, inclusion of wetland habitats in the |ong-termnonitoring program and
repair of the damaged culvert |ocated at the southwestern comer of the landfill (which may
i nprove the degraded wetland habitat to the west of the landfill).



Response: The Navy appreci ates the support of the Proposed Plan for Site 09 and will work to keep the
Fish and Wldlife Service and the public involved in the decision-nmaki ng and renedi ati on processes.

The cited renedi al conponents, which were presented in the July 1996 Draft Final FS, were altered or not
included in the Proposed Plan based upon | ater neetings and agreements anong BCT nenbers and their
techni cal advisors. Rather than removal of shoreline sedinent, the Proposed Plan specifies for the
renmoval or covering of landfill debris along the shoreline. During the Renedial Design phase, the BCT
wi I | eval uate whether the renoval of sone of the affected shoreline sedinent is also warranted (i.e.
smal | volumes fromthe narrow intertidal zone at the northern and southern extent of the landfill
shoreline).

The Navy recently conducted a nagnetoneter survey (Novenber/Decenber 1996) and a seismc survey (February

1997) in order to investigate the extent of landfill wastes extending beyond the inmrediate shoreline
(draft reports were issued in March 1997). These studies supported each other in the conclusion that the
existing face of the landfill represents the seaward extent of the fill nmaterial and that no significant

anounts of landfilled material was present in Allen Harbor

Mat nmaterial was present appeared to be within a narrow band adjacent to the landfill face, any
debri s/ sedi nent renmoved fromtile shoreline woul d be placed beneath the new | andfill cap. Shellfish
seedi ng was not consi dered necessary or practical, since the species present are very common and will
reseed t hensel ves once the project construction has been conducted. In addition, the devel opnent of

tidal wetland proposed as a conponent of the landfill face stabilization will |ikely enhance the existing
shel I fish habitat and | ead to higher densities of shellfish. Wtland nonitoring will be an integral
conponent of the renedi al design phase of the project (e.g., neasures of wetland comunity and
production).

The Navy originally intended to repair a damaged cul vert and, in the process, potentially redirect it so
wat er nmovenent back and forth fromthe wetlands and harbor woul d be directed away fromthe toe of the
landfill rather than along it as it currently exists (thereby reducing erosion of the landfill face).
During the FS, it was noted that opening up the culvert nmay change the wetland type and that the invasion
of Phragmtes would have to be nonitored. Discussions were initiated within the BCT which resulted in

t he endorsenent of opening the culvert as long as the design was provided for regulatory revi ew and
concurrence. Additionally, an increase in salinity of the western wetl ands, which are upgradient of the
landfill, nmay act to increase the salinity of the ground water noving through the landfill. This would
have the potential to increase the corrosion of the landfill wastes. Accordingly, the references to
culvert repair were renoved fromthe Proposed Plan pending further consideration during the Renmedi a
Desi gn phase. Culvert repair nay be necessary to ensure the integrity of the roadway which woul d be used
to convey traffic for the potential recreational uses of the site. The new cul vert could be constructed
to inprove or control flow between the wetlands and harbor, as deened appropriate [i.e., either to
increase salinity which nay reduce the intrusion of non-native vegetation (Phragnites) or to maintain the
existing conditions within the wetlands]. The design of the culvert restoration and i nproved wetl ands
will take place during the Renedial Design phase of the Site 09 renedial action

(55) M. Kenneth Carr (Fish and WIldlife Service) expressed concern about the wording of the wetl ands
creation conponent of the proposed alternative which is to be done "as feasible". M. Carr
further indicated that wetlands "creation", "restoration”, and "replacenment” all have different
connotations and their apparent interchanging in Navy documents should be clarified. It is M.
Carr's understanding that the Navy was planning to "create" wetlands al ong the shoreline of the
landfill and "restore" the existing, degraded wetlands to the west of the landfill by repairing
t he damaged culvert. M. Carr stated that these would be desirable goals for the site

Response: Wth respect to wetlands, it is the Navy's intention to create new wetl ands al ong the
shoreline of the landfill as a conponent of the landfill face stabilization neasures (which also will
have the added benefit of enhancing the existing wetland, shallow water habitats, and shellfish habitats
of Allen Harbor). The presence of these shoreline wetlands will have the desirable benefit for the
remedi ation of Site 09 by providing additional shoreline protection (e.g., reducing erosion resulting by,
danpeni ng wave action). The qualifier to create these shoreline wetlands "as feasible" was included to
indicate that additional studies will be required during the Renedi al Design phase to determ ne the
extent to which wetlands can be successfully established along the shoreline. Potential variations nmay
include a reduced reach into the harbor or limting the creation to the nore northern and/or southern
portions of the shoreline rather than the entire extent. The Navy agrees that the best scenario would be
where the new wetl ands could be created along the entire shoreline such that the existing wetlands to the
north and south of the sire would be connected (in order to maxi mze shoreline protection and natura
resource inprovenents).

Wth respect to repairing the culvert at the southwestern tip of the landfill, the Navy originally
intended to repair a danmaged structural conponent of the property and, in the process, potentially



redirecting it so water novenent back and forth fromthe wetlands and harbor woul d be directed away from
the toe of the landfill rather than along it as it currently exists. "Restoration " of the wetlands to

the west of the landfill was not part of the rationale for repairing the culvert. See response to item

#54 for further discussion of culvert repair.

(56) M. John Torgan (Save the Bay) offered support of the proposed renedial alternative but was
concerned about the extent of the long-termnonitoring program M. Torgan comented that the
noni toring program shoul d i ncl ude a conprehensi ve sedi nent characterization extending fromthe
intertidal zone bordering the site to adjacent shellfish flats in the harbor. Further, any
heavily contam nated sediment in the harbor should be dredged to ninimze the bioavailability of
COC. Finally, M. Torgan offered technical assistance and comunity-based support of wetl ands
restoration projects.

Response: The Navy appreci ates the support of the Proposed Plan for Site 09 and will work to keep the
Save the Bay and the public involved in the decision-naking and remedi ati on processes

The Site 09 project can only address sedi nent which has been directly affected by landfill constituents.
COC concentrations identified formintertidal and subtidal sedinent sanples collected throughout Allen
Har bor have not been directly linked to ground-water mgration fromSite 09 and several potential offsite
sources exist. Allen Harbor sediment |ikely has been affected by other non-Navy sources such as runoff
from Spi nk Neck, boating activities fromtwo marinas |ocated in the harbor, a stormwater pipe |ocated at
the south end of the harbor (which receives parking ot runoff), the streanms which enter the harbor from
farm ands and residential areas to the north and west of the landfill, and COC fromother |locations in
Narragansett Bay. Mderate risks fromsedinment were also identified in other |locations within Allen
Harbor (e.g., narina area).

As outlined in this ROD, the Navy will renove visible debris fromthe shoreline and place this materia
under the new cap. As to be deternined during the Renedi al Design phase, the Navy will eval uate whether
the renmoval of sone shoreline sediment is also warranted. This may include the nost affected portions
within the narrow intertidal zone at the northern and southern ends of the landfill shoreline. This
material, if renmoved, would al so be placed beneath the new cap. Subsequently, the created shoreline
wet | ands woul d cover the renaining shoreline sedinent.

(57) Ri chard Wl ch (North Kingstown resident) questioned that, if the site will be grassed with no
ot her | andscapi ng and that many vent pipes will protrude fromthe cap, whether the site would be
reusable by the Town at all, especially for recreation

Response: The proposed landfill cap reflects a standard Miltinmedia Cap construction (with nodifications

to account for the coastal environment). However, the design of the final cover can be nodified to
account for various site reuses. The Navy, has agreed to work with the Town to design the cap so that it
can accommobdate the reuse, as feasible. Sone future-use constructions, such as those requiring

under ground structures would be prohibited on a landfill cap. Landfill vent pipes can be nanifol ded away
fromthe portion of the site being used by the Town to a single point (or points) of discharge which
woul d be fenced off. To date, the Town has not provided the Navy with a reuse plan for the site

(58) M. Kenneth Anderson (Coastal Resources Managenent Council) comrented that the CRMC strongly
supports the renoval of affected shoreline sedinment (the extent of which requires agreenent), the
creation of shoreline wetlands (with Allen Harbor entrance channel dredged material, if testing
proves appropriate), and a continuous shoreline revetnent at the landfill, constructed to the
100-year flood | evel (plus runup). The revetnent could be tapered to the height of the enbanknent
where the bank elevation is |l ess than the 100-year level. The CRMC al so supports the repl acenent
of the damaged culvert with a design that inproves wetland circulation and fl ushing.

Response: The extent of shoreline sedinment renoval, wetlands creations, revetnment height, and cul vert
repair will be determ ned during the Renedi al Design phase. Currently, the Navy is planning to renove
visible debris fromthe shoreline and is considering limted renoval of shoreline sedinent in the nost
affected areas (the northern and southern portions of the shoreline along the landfill) Intertida
sedi nent along the renmining portion of the landfill shoreline would be covered by revetnent and/or
created wetlands. The Navy plans to create shoreline wetlands in order to help protect the landfill cap
fromscouring due to wave action (in conjunction with the revetment). Created wetlands woul d have an
addi tional benefit as a natural resources inprovenent. The revetnent will be constructed to natch the
contour of the landfill slope facing the harbor. The conceptual design presented in the FS shows the
revetnent extending 10 ft above MSL as opposed to the 100-year stormlevel which is currently being
considered (14 ft above MSL). The final height will be determined during the Renedial Design. See
response to |tem #54 regarding cul vert repair.



(59) Ms. Barbara Linkiewicz and M. Mark House (Resource Controls) asked whether the proposed
alternative has taken into consideration the potential reuse of the site. They al so asked
whet her the site will need to be a restricted or controlled area, what activities on or around
the site would be affected by landfill gas em ssions, whether the cap will affect the area's
ecosystem and whether the site has been nodel ed under this alternative.

Response: For discussions about the potential reuse of the property, see Itens #52 and #57. The
landfill cap can be designed such that it could support various uses. Certain uses would be restricted
in order to protect the inperneable liners of the cap (e.g., large buildings, those requiring subsurface
conmponents). In addition, the landfill cap design will likely require specific surface features such as
sl opi ng and gas vents (which would be fenced off) which may affect reuse options. Due to the age of the
landfill, it is anticipated that there will not be large quantities of landfill gas generated. The Navy
will construct fencing around landfill gas vents and, as feasible, the Navy will manifold the gas vents
to reduce the area that would need to be fenced. The long-termmonitoring programw ||l include the
sanpling of offgas fromthe vents. The Navy will treat landfill offgas in excess of air quality
requirenents, although it is anticipated that this will not be necessary. The scope of deed restrictions
on Site 09 will be determi ned during the Renedi al Design phase.

Regardi ng the effect on the ecosystem construction of a Miltinedia Cap will have many positive aspects.
For exanple, the landfill will be contained, human and terrestrial animal contact with affected surface
soil and debris will be prevented, risks to marine organisms will be nitigated, and the created wetl ands
which will protect the cap will also inprove the overall natural resources and habitat of Allen Harbor.
Al t hough the existing wooded and grass-covered habitat on the landfill would be replaced with grass only,
this loss will be offset by the aforenentioned benefits.

Mat hermati cal nodels of the site under Alternative 3 have included a ground-water flow nodel (HELP nodel)
and landfill cap slope stability, nodels (PCSTABL and UTEXAS3 prograns). The UTEXAS3 stability analysis
was run by the U S. Arny Corps of Engineers.
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(PUBLI C HEARI NG COMMENCED 8: 50 P. M)

(EXH BI T 1 MARKED)

MR BOBER W' re about ready to start
with our public hearing portion of the program And
again, there is an address in this there, if you
woul d, if you choose to send in comrents later. But
given that, | would ask that anybody that speaks up
here tonight, you can either speak up or hand in
witten coments, actually, as well, today, but just
speak up clearly so we can get your name and what your
concerns are for the record

MB. HENSLER I guess | will go first.
Representative Sue Hensler, He-n-s-l-e-r,

District 44. | live at 210 Ednond Drive,
Nort h Ki ngst own.

Besi des these oral comments, | will also be
subnmitting further witten coments wth other
thoughts that | have thought of after this, tonight's
meeting, so | wll begin.

First of all, | appreciate the opportunity to
speak before you. This hearing and this landfill is
inthe district that | represent, so | amvery
concerned wi th what happens, that it gets closed as

soon as possi bl e.
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My first comment is | appreciate the hearing, but
I have to take issue with having public comrent ten
mnutes after | have listened to what you peopl e have
told me, and for a lay person a lot of it is hard to
understand, it is using terns that a | ayman does not
know, so it doesn't give us nuch tine for thought
pr ocess.

I am al so concerned about the funding, that it
will be sufficient. If, in fact, it's the Navy that
is going to remediate this that there nust be
sufficient funds, and it needs to start now with
telling the people in Washington, D.C., and the
Department of Defense that they need the noney,
what ever noney, in this year's budget and the
followi ng year's budget so that this is taken care of
which follows to ny third concern. And that is that
woul d |ike assurances from whonever the powers that it
be, if it means ny congressnen, senators, the
Department of Navy, the President of the United
States, whonever, that this site remediation for
Allen's Harbor is the top priority for the Navy when
they do their Superfund Ceanup. | think the people
of this community have waited | ong enough for this to

be taken care of, and | would like to nmake sure, and
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nmy coments that you people give back to ne that that.
in fact, is the case

Al so, that if anything happens in the future that
the Navy and the United States Governnent will be
responsi ble and |iable for any cleanup, or any other
| awsuits, or anything of that nature that m ght take
Place in regards to this dunp.

I am concerned about the nonitoring by the proper
agencies, that they protect the people. Fromthe
information you gave me tonight I amstill not
satisfied maybe with all the nonitoring that needs to
be done, but there nmust be with whatever happens sone
citizen input and education to the citizens so they
are well aware of what's going on.

| also feel that any enforcenent in your plan
when it cones to prohibition of shellfishing in
Allen's Harbor, that it be made clear w th signage
but al so education so that people realize the reason
why they should not go there to eat or to quahog.

I amnot satisfied yet with the answer in regards
to the groundwater flow. | would like to see it
scientifically docunented that whatever is comng from
this landfill is flowing in an easterly direction, and

that it in no way is going to hurt or harmany of the
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well's that people in the north end of town m ght have.

My last concern, and | don't know how to say it
succinctly but | want to absolutely positively have a
guarantee that if, in fact, anything is there and it
emts any odors that it is taken care of immediately,
but better still whatever you want to call it, best
control, technol ogy needs to be put an that site so
that we don't have to worry about any odors, so that
the people in the north end of town do not have to go
through sonething in regards to what happened,
unfortunately, in the other end of town when it cones
to a landfill.

And if you're looking for my recommendation a
| ayperson, | think | would like to nake two
alternatives -- two recommendations. One, if you're
going to do a capping that you use Alternative 4,
which is the one that was the -- that will, in ny
opi nion, just |ooking fromwhat you said, will protect
the environnent and al so the people the best. And
| ooking at the differential and cost of $4 nillion
fromthe Federal budget, that's not that nuch noney.
And if we are going to protect the people there, |
think that those nmonies will be well spent. But I

would also like to go on the record so it will -- the
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it will be looked at again, so that if there is
recycling of that site, or if you -- whatever the
CGher termis, that you take it, and you will 100k at
removal of those contamnants fromthat site.

And again, | would just say that | would |ike you
to reserve the right to have any further witten
coment s.

Thank you.

( PAUSE)
MR Bl SHOP: I guess | will go next.
Bri an Bi shop, Rhode |sland Wse Use.
DO you want an address for the record?
THE REPORTER: If You want.
MR Bl SHOP: Al right. 199 Austin
Farm Road, Exeter, Rhode |sland, 02822.

I guess ny concern for the table of professionals
here, with the possible exception of the back row, is
that there has been nothing said in the informal part
of the session nor in the pronulgated literature of
the proposed plan that would really suggest the extent
to which there is still significant disagreenent in
the professional community as to whether or not there
is any significant contam nation fromthis |andfill

|l eaching into Allen's Harbor. 1In fact, you open a
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Pandora's box when you suggest it's sort of |eaching
inthere, or it's alittle, and maybe we coul d back it
off alittle because then people say "Wy don't you
stop it all together?" Actually, this | guess woul d
be the report that was prepared for the Navy by

prof essional s that says it's not |eaching into the
harbor. And to ny know edge, there's not a report
that says it is. There's a speculation that it is,
there are comments from EPA saying that this report is
potentially flawed, that it did not correctly

interpret the data. But | think that what we have to

understand is that we -- again, we're tal ki ng about
hypot hetically. W' re still unsure whether there
any significant leaching into the -- of the

groundwater into the harbor. The only anecdota
evi dence we have of discharge into the harbor is the
erosion of the face of the landfill, and the areas
where the intertitle sedinents or sanples are right at
the base of where that erosion is taking place, so it
woul d be al nost inpossible to say whether the
contam nants found there canme from erosion or cane
from | eaching of groundwater

And bearing that in mind, EPA | guess, seenms to

take great exception to the concept of conparing
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Al len's Harbor to anywhere el se. Because it's a
superfund site, there's a landfill nearby, it's not
relevant to conpare it to anywhere else. Boy, if we
were absolutely sure there that was a significant

pl ume associated with that landfill to the
groundwater, | mght agree with that postul ate.
However, since we are unsure, when you |l ook at the
nunbers for the chenicals of concern that were
identified in the human health risk assessnent, the
nunbers in many |locations in the bay that we woul d
consider pristine are twice the nunbers that are found
inthe clans in Allen's Harbor. So, | just think it's
entirely inproper for the proposed plan and for those
who put it forward to | eave people with the inpression
that there is a significantly elevated health risk in
Allen's Harbor as conpared to nany other areas in the
bay which we woul d consider pristine.

Now, in particular, as far as the health risk
goes, which is, you know, which is kind of cited to
suggest, and | know it was questioned, you know, the
different categories, what color they were, and what
presented a risk, the risk for ingestion of shellfish
is nost notable, to nmy understanding, for arsenic.

However, the nmethod for determning the danger of that
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consunption was by presunming that all of the arsenic
in the shellfish was equivalent to a -- to dissolve
arsenic in groundwater as opposed to organically bount
arsenic which is how | believe arsenic would exist to
a great extent in the shellfish in the harbor and
el sewhere in the bay where the arsenic levels are
twice as high, including right off the EPAlab in
Narragansett, north of Jamestown another site sanple
And in particular, | would read briefly into the

record on (Reading) Forms of Arsenic in Water and

Fish. Inorganic forns of arsenic predomnate in
groundwat er and surface water. | can't even read the
nanes of people, | will submt a copy of this because

1 can't read the names of people who did the study.
However, there is anple evidence that the fornms of
arsenic occurring in all freshwater and marine aquatic
life are predominantly organic. More specifically,
fish arsenic, in quotes, consists primarily of
trinmet hyl arsi ne oxi de conmpounds, and is characteristic
of finfish as well as shellfish. 1t has been reported
that only a small fraction of the total arsenic in
fish and shellfish is inorganic. Now, in the NTR EPA
acknow edged a public comment on this issue and agreed

that the arsenic forns in fish are primarily organic
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less toxic and readily excretable.
Where the quantification of the risk is nost

hi gh, both for noncancer and for cancer risk, based on
the presence of arsenic where arsenic exists in
significant concentrations greater in shellfish and
areas other than Allen's Harbor, | can't in good
consci ous suggest that we go forth with placing an

i npermeabl e cap over the landfill based on the threat
of arsenic, one the PCB's cited as potentially

el evated and causing a health risk

Again it's just that place is generally your

average, tw ce the concentrations in shellfish found
in Potter's Cove where people shellfish all the tine.
If we assune that the precaution of the parties here
to be appropriate, we mght as well tell themto shut
down the shellfish industry in Rhode Island. | don't
believe that's what we want to do, | don't believe
that the risks are supported by either in Allen's
Harbor or out of Allen's Harbor to have a | arge
reaction to what's been found in the shellfish. In
fact, the sediment sanples -- while showi ng sone

evi dence of contanination in what's referred to as the
intertitle zone i nmedi atel y adj acent to the erosion

fromthe landfill, other than that sedinent sanples
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fromaround the bay will display simlar
concentrations, such that it's alnost inmpossible to
say that even many of the contaminants in Allen's
Har bor may have cone with flushing of the bay water
and other industrial contamnation as well as flushing
fromthe base itself and other pathways of entry
besi des than | eaching fromthe |andfill groundwater

| agree that nonitoring this site is an inportant
conponent for the people who live around it, for the
peopl e who might recreate here, eventually for
everyone invol ved because the extent to which this
site has already been studied, the amount of tine and
noney that has been spent, we can only benefit in our
future dealing with this site, but continuing to
monitor is what is sensible to do here

Bearing that in mnd, | hope that an aggressive
nmonitoring programis planned. | believe one of the
alternatives that was not put in the fina
consideration that probably should have been
consi dered was the construction of abatenent, the
i nprovenent or reinprovenment of the wetlands at either
end of the landfill as proposed to prevent the obvious
and i medi ate errosive rel eases, and to allow the

continued nonitoring and understanding of the site to
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det erm ne whet her further capping, or in other means
bl ocking | eachate is critical to the quality of
Al len's Harbor or other overall water quality goals.

I did speak with an engi neer who was involved in
constructing this report, who anecdotally reported to
me that her rule of thumb beyond all this nunbers gane
of chem stry and arsenic, which many people don't
understand, | nyself ama novice at it, don't pretend
to be a professional chemst, the final test for her
is whether she would let her kids play on the site.
And she would let her kids if you clean up the netal
that's on the surface now, she would | et her kids play
on the site. It's not -- | think the statement that
she nade lightly as a forner regulator for the State
of M chigan, not sonmeone | think prone to take a
particular point of view That's ny own personal
anal ysis of ny conversation with her.

I certainly would ask in light of that type of a
conparative analysis, which | think is extremely
appropriate when there is not clear evidence of
hei ghtened risk that we revist the potenti al
alternatives, and that we are careful to honestly
characterize the risk for the people who are here

because otherwise | think that any solution you
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propose cannot possibly meet with public approva
because we've created the inpression that there are

ri sks which we're not mtigating because of cost. And
as to cost, which is brought up in the proposed plan,
again, | think that the understatenent of cost |eads
to a great deal of confusion. The idea that for only
$4 nillion nore we could have vertical barriers
installed | eads to the very logical question of "Wat
the heck are we arguing about ?"

Now, to ny understandi ng, the Navy actually cost
that project out and cane up with $42 mllion when
they began to do significant costing on that. | find
it alnost inpossible to believe that the price
difference will realistically reflect on the project
that's all done only at $2 nillion over the cost site
of the project difference between cappi ng and
mai nt ai ni ng a cappi ng versus a soil cap. These are
nunbers we have an paper now that show a smal |
difference in cost, and a seem ngly potential great
benefit for that snmall additional expense, but these
nunbers change once the project is inplenented.
think it is extremely disingenuous to suggest that we
choose the multi media cap and then kind of work on

sone of the questions of design after that is the path
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down whi ch we are going.

There have been |l egitinate questions rai sed which
| think EPA acknow edged as well in their response to
this report that when you cap the groundwater from
infiltrating there may even be additional saltwater
influx fromthe harbor. 1It's not known to what extent
exactly that will occur or whether that would effect
nore corrosive rel eases. EPA expressed a
consideration that that mght be | ooked into. |If
that's looked into after we decided to build a cap
that means instead of being at a point of decision and
making a record of decision, we are instead trying to
stop atrain that's already left the station if we
decide that there's a problemw th corrosive rel eases.

The one thing that | have heard is the question
of what really the thing that is out there that none
of us know and none of us can say accurately is what
elseis in the landfill. |If the high unsaturated part
of the landfill there mi ght be significant unknown
contam nation that has yet to be rel eased, you know,
| -- anyone who suggests that we exami ne this further
prior to such a release is going to ook |ike an
awmfully thoughtless fellow. But | think that we have

to for the anobunt of time that has already been spent,

ALLI ED COURT REPORTERS, INC. (401) 946-5500



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

that is what we have to do. | think that we can't
sinply decide with all the open questions

I believe that EPA had suggested, when this
response to consolidated comments cane in there was a
letter fromEPA to the Navy that said to date these
coment s have not been satisfactorily resol ved;
however, EPA believes that the Navy's response to
these coments is no |onger necessary. Wll, if it's
no | onger necessary, why didn't anybody neke the

Comrents? |If we were wangling over this site as
testing honestly indicated by people here tonight,
inevitably we may need to wangle a little further. |
see no reason to prevent a construction of a revetment
in the reinprovenent of the wetlands, because that
seens to take place no natter what plan is chosen
And to ny understanding of the constructional details,
the construction of that revetment will not prevent a
cap frombeing built. It mght slightly conplicate
the installation of vertical barriers, but that is not
the chosen alternative at this point. The chosen
alternative is to go forward with the vertica
barriers as a potential stopgap, so clear fully in the
construction -- and that woul d presume a prior

construction of revetnment. So, | see absolutely no
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reason to stand in the way of that.

I would like to see an alternative for this
record's decision that woul d recognize that that woul d
hold of f a decision on a cap and that would call for a
significant nonitoring programand for the positive
forward use of what we learn in this process.

And | thank you for the opportunity to commrent.

If | amable to summari ze these conments in witing
before the deadline, | will do so

MR BOBER Are there any ot her
comments at this tine?

( PAUSE)

MR BOBER  No other comments? Ckay.
This public hearing is, |I guess, officially closed
then, but you still have the opportunity to register
coments up until the tine limt as we said before

(EXH BI T 2 MARKED)

(PUBLI C HEARI NG CLOSED 9:10 P. M)
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-CERT-I-F-I-CAT-E
|, BRENDA D. P. HANNA, RPR, do hereby certify that the
foregoing is a true, accurate and conpl ete transcript
of ny notes taken at the above-entitled hearing.

IN WTNESS WHERECF, | have hereunto set ny hand this

10t h day of February, 1997.

<I M5 SRC 97157L>
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February 4, 1997

John P. O Brien

8 Narragansett St.

North Ki ngstown, R 02852

M. Philip S Qis

Nort hern Divi sion

Naval Facilities Engi neering Conmand
10 Industrial H ghway, Mil Stop #82
Lester, PA 19113-2090

Dear Phil,

As a citizen of North Kingstown, | could support The Miultinedia Cap for the Allen Harbor landfill. At
the neetings, some of the technical analysis goes over ny head but | amalways aware that the experts are
trying to arrive at the best possible solution.

M/ one objection is the Navy's negative response to the suggestion to use the tested and approved fill
fromthe Allen Harbor channel for use on the cap. Your assertion that it would cost nore (less than 1 %
is true but a weak argunment. A nearby exanple is that Alternative 3 is nore expensive than Alternative 4
but Alternative 4 is preferred.

I amfirmy opposed to ny governnent buying truckloads of fill off-site when adjacent material is
avai |l abl e and needed to be renoved.

Town Manager, Richard Kerbel presented a well reasoned argunent to you in Cctober. | shall try to
par aphrase sone of his points and add ny own:

1) Dredging is needed and will add to the success of Allen Harbor.

2) Recycled, indigenous soils are superior to foreign fill.

3) It will provide an accessible punp out station to mariners that now nust
bypass it and go for mles to another facility.

4) Again the cost differential is mnor conpared to m ssion gains, ecological
gai ns and nei ghborly good will.

These actions nust proceed in step. This is an integral part of the devel opnent of Alen Harbor. Using
dredged material fromthe Allen Harbor for the cap is the only proper way to proceed.

<I M5 SRC 97157N>



Assessnent of the Arsenic Human Health
Criteria in the National Toxics Rule (NTR)

Current NTR Criteria Derivation

The NTR hurman health criteria are based an the cancer risk posed by inorganic forumof arsenic. The
potency factor was provided by EPA's R sk Assessment Forum (EPA, 1988a) using certain conservative
assunptions (e.g., nutritional nonessentiality, no threshold for carcinogenic effects). Therefore, EPA
(1986a, 1988b) counsel ed that "The uncertainties associated with ingested inorganic arsenic are such that
[risk] estimates could be nodified downward an nuch as an order of nagnitude, relative to risk estimtes
associ ated with nost other carcinogens”. The NTR criteria are appropriately noted to apply only to
inorganic forns of arsenic, consistent with EPA (1988a, 1988b).

The ot her key conponent of the criteria is the BCF. [In order to expedite pronul gation of the NIR
criteria, EPA utilized the BCFs fromthe 1980 criteria documents. The arsenic BCF provi ded by EPA (1980)
is a weighted average val ue of 44. This incorporates a BCF of 350 for bivalve nollusco and a BCF of 1
for all other freshwater and estuarine fish and shellfish. The influence of the oyster BCF in the
averaging process is very significant. Stephan (1993) reconmmended a RAF of 1.0 for the derivation of
arsenic human health criteria for the Great Lakes Initiative, based on data for rainbow trout, bluegills,
and fathead mnnows. Qhers have noted that crustaceans and nol |l uscs generally contain higher
concentrations of arsenic than fish fromthe same waters (e.g., Miher, 1983). M chigan crustaceans and
nol | uscs are not significant dietary itens, however, national guidance such as the NTR generally utilizes
what ever approach ensures protectiveness nationwi de (Ballentine, 1994).

Fornms of Arsenic in Water and Fish

I norgani c (and carcinogenic) forns of arsenic predom nate in groundwater and surface water (Crecelius et
al., 1994; Maeda, 1994; Francesconi and Ednonds, 1994; Nriagu, 1994). However, there is anple evidence
that the forns of arsenic occurring in all freshwater and Marine aquatic life are predom nately organic
(NAs, 1991; EPA, 1993; Phillips, 1994). More specifically, "fish arsenic" consists primarily of
trimet hyl arseni ¢ conpounds (arsenobetains, arsenocholine, trinethylarsoniumlactic acid, trinethylarsine
oxide) and is characteristic of finfish as well as shellfish (Shiom, 1994; Eisler, 1994; Francesconi and
Ednmonds, 1994; Maeda, 1994). It has been reported that only a small fraction of the total arsenic in
fish/shellfish is inorganic, e.g., < 2% (Francesconi and Ednonds, 1994), 3-12% (Norin et al., 1985). In
the NTR, EPA (1992) acknow edged a public comment on this issue and agreed that the arsenic forns in fish
are primarily orqganic, less toxic and readily excretable, and added a footnote to the criteria stating
that the hunman health criteria refer to inorganic arsenic only. This response is wholly inadequate
because arsenic in water is predominantly inorganic. It is the BCF in the criteria derivation which
requires nodification to appropriately address this issue

Human Exposure to Arsenic in Aquatic Life

The organic arsenic forns present in finfish and shellfish are water soluble, stable after ingestion, and
readily excreted via the urine (Horton and Dunnette, 1994; Yamauchi and Fowl er, 1994). O ganoarsenicals
in the diet are netabolized very little by humans, wi thout significant denethylation to inorganic arsenic
(Naqvi et al., 1994; Yanmauchi and Fow er, 1994). Furthernore, these organic arsenic conpounds are mnuch
less toxic than inorganic forms, and no toxic effects fromtheir ingestion have been reported in animals
or humans (NAS, 1991; Yanauchi and Yamanura, 1984). Consequently, the EPA O fice of Water has not
included arsenic as a reconmended target analyte in fish and shellfish contam nant nonitoring programns
(EPA, 1993).

Level s of arsenic in Mchigan's Waters

The statew de Fixed Station Mnitoring Programis an effort that was designed to provi de anbi ent water
quality data for Mchigan's rivers and streans. Results from 1989 - 1991 indicate that the average
anbi ent water concentration for total arsenic was 1.7 ug/l. Values ranged from< 1.0 ug/l (less than
detection) to 7.3 ug/L (Heaton, 1994).

<I M5 SRC 971570>

In addition to the Mchigan Fixed Station Mnitoring results, 18 reference stations were sanpled in 1992
and 1993 to determ ne anbient water concentrations of selected nutrients and heavy netals in rivers and
streans considered to be minimally inpacted by anthropogenic activity. The data were collected to
establ i sh baseline | evels and determ ne what woul d be considered as reference, or background conditions
in Mchigan's inland surface waters. The results of the 1992 and 1993 sanpling indicated a statew de nean
concentration of 1.04 ug/1 for total arsenic, and a range of <1.0 (less than detection) to 2.5 ug/l. The



NTR criterion of 1.4 ug/l for arsenic was exceeded 27 tines in eight of the 18 reference stations
(Lundgren, 1994).

Naturally occurring levels of total arsenic in aquifers in Mchigan are reported to range from<1l (less
than detection) to 61 ug/l, with a median of 1 ug/1. Twenty-five percent of groundwaters have >2 ug/l
and 10% have >5 ug/1 total arsenic (Cumm ngs, 1989).

The above data were obtained using traditional sanpling nethods rather than the nore rigorous "clean
techni ques." However, the data are considered to be Valid because traditional nethods have not been
found to introduce significant inaccuracies in water analyses for arsenic (Telliard, 1994). At nost,
sanpl e contam nation nmay cause an approximate 2-fold increase in |lowug/1l neasurenents (Nriaqu, 1994).

The nost recent data on arsenic levels in the Geat Lakes were collected by EPA in the 1980s (Rossnann
and Barres, 1988; Rosemann, 1994). Geat care was taken to control for any potential contam nation of
sanpl es during collection, storage and analysis. Median |levels of total arsenic were 0.21 ug/l in Lake
Huron, 0.43 ug/l in Lake Erie, 0.69 ug/l in Lake Mchigan, 0.52 ug/l in Lake Superior, and 0.50 ug/l in
Lake Ontario. Only 0-5%of the total arsenic was in the particulate fraction for each of the G eat
Lakes.

These data indicate that the anbient background l|evels in Mchigan's inland surface waters and
groundwaters are frequently higher than the NTR criterion for the consunption of organisnms only (1.4
ug/l), and that the NTR criterion for the consunption of water and organisns (0.18 ug/l), is generally
exceeded in all waters of the State. Although the NTR criteria are noted to apply to inorganic fornms of
arsenic only, they nmust be conpared to anal ytical data for total arsenic because EPA does not have

net hods for the analysis of only inorganic forns of arsenic (Telliard, 1994).

Concl usi on

The NTR human health criteria for arsenic are inappropriately stringent for Mchigan due to the use of a
BCF for total arsenic in the derivation of criteria specific to inorganic arsenic. This has resulted in
unnecessarily stringent surface water discharge permt requirenents for industrial and runicipa

wast ewat er and al so for groundwater renediation efforts. Evidence of arsenic accurulation in fish and
shel I fish pertains to organic forns of arsenic which are noncarcinogenic, lowin toxicity, readily
excreted by humans, and not a health threat. Mdification of the BCF from44 to a nore reasonabl e val ue
such as 1 as recommended by Stephan (1993) would result in relaxation of the criteria from1l.4 ug/l to 63
ug/l (consunption of organisnms only) and from0.18 ug/l to 0.2 ug/l (for consunption of water and

organi sns). The BCF of 1 is it reasonabl e approxi mation of the relationship between the total arsenic
concentration in surface waters and the inorganic arsenic concentration in finfish and shellfish
Additional efforts to refine this approximtion would include a detailed review of the available data on
the relative proportion of arsenic forms in edible aquatic life. EPA (1992) acknow edged that such
approaches to nodify the BCF and the NTR criteria are appropriate and well supported by the avail able
data, but erred by attenpting to address this issue with a clarification statement in lieu of a BCF
recal cul ation

Prepared by: Robert Sills
M chi gan Department of Natural Resources
Surface Water Quality D vision
June 13, 1994



ATTACHVENT B

Comment s Recei ved during the Public Comment Period
(23 January 1997 through 15 May 1997)

Letters from Local Residents

29 January 1997 Donal d A. Schock. Chairman of the East G eenw ch Conservation Comm ssion
17 February 1997 Cat herine Beard. Munt View Resident Assn. President, North Ki ngstown
20 February 1997 Robert K. Johnston, Saunderstown

11 March 1997 Ri chard Wl ch, North Kingstown

11 April 1997 Judith Sine, Wakefield

9 May 1997 Paul W Burns, North Kingstown

Letters fromthe Technical Assistance Grant (TAG Reci pient
22 April 1997 Bar bar a Li nki ewi cz and Mark House, Resource Controls

Letters from Town of North Kingstown O ficials
20 February 1997 Ri chard Kerbel, Town Manager

Letters from Government Officials

12 February 1997 Representative Suzanne M Hensel er, House Majority Wip
14 March 1997 Senat or John H. Chafee

2 April 1997 Senator John A Patterson

21 April 1997 Senator John A Patterson

Letters fromthe U S. Departnent of the Interior - Fish and Wldlife Service
21 February 1997 Kenneth C. Carr Acting Supervisor, New England Field Ofice

Letters fromthe National Cceanic and At nospheric Adm nistration
27 January 1997 Dr. Kenneth Finkel stein

Letters fromthe Rhode |sland Coastal Resources Management Counci l

22 April 1997 Kennet h Anderson, P.E., CRMC Staff Engi neer
Letters from Rhode |sland W SEUSE

18 February 1997 Bri an Bi shop, Director of RI W SEUSE

5 March 1997 Brian Bishop, Director of RI W SEUSE

31 March 1997 Brian Bishop, Director of RI W SEUSE

2 April 1997 Brian Bishop, Director of R W SEUSE

15 April 1997 Bri an Bi shop, Director of R W SEUSE

Letters fromthe Rhode |sland Econom c Devel opnent Corporation (Rl EDC)
17 March 1997 Marcel Val ois, Executive D rector

Letters from Save the Bay
21 February 1997 John B. Torgan



East Greenwich, R 02818
Hone Phone 1-401-884-4514

January 29, 1997

M. Phil Qis

Nort hern Di vi si on

Naval Facilities Engi neering Conmrand
Mail Stop 82, Code 1823/ PO

10 I ndustrial H ghway

Lester, PA 19113-2090

Dear M. Qis:

Pl ease be advised | amin receipt of a proposed site renediation plan dated January, 1997, and entitled
"Site 09 (Allen Harbor Landfill) Proposed Plan" for the Naval Construction Battalion Center-Davisville
North Kingstown, RI. As a former East G eenwich Town Council nenber and Chairman of the East G eenw ch
Conservation Comm ssion, any actions associated with CERCLA related activities at the Davisville nava
facility is a cause for concern to our community which abuts the Northerly town line of North Kingstown
As such, | offer the following comments with regard to the aforenentioned renediati on plan as forwarded
by EA Engi neering, Science and Technol ogy.

First and forenost, the Allen Harbor Landfill site appears to be unusual as conpared with the najority of
ot her USEPA Superfund sites in that it directly abuts the shoreline of a coastal water body. It seemns
probable that the tidal influence O Narragansett Bay woul d have a significant negative inpact on nost
site remediation activities.

The recomrended renedi ati on strategy of constructing a nmultinedia landfill cap (Alternative 3) does not
address the tidal environnental influence on migration of landfill contanminants Al though mul tinedia caps
have denonstrated successful control of surface water infiltration and subsequent contam nate |eaching it
seens that tidal influence and salt water instrusion is of greater concern to properly renediate the site
Furthernore; the success of a multinmedia cap with vertical barrier as expounded in Alternative 4 may al so
have linmted success given the el evated groundwater |evels typically associated with coastal |and
features associated with Site 09.

G ven the problemof tidal coastal water influence which may, or nay not inpact the successfu

remedi ation of the site as delineated in Alternative 3, consideration should be given to renoval, of
contam nates by landfill mning methods. It is nmy understanding that landfill mning is considered an
accepted and innovated technol ogy whi ch has been enpl oyed successfully at other landfills in the
country, including Region 1 of US EPA

Landfill mning woul d permanently renove contami nants fromthe site thereby elimnating an expensive cap
whi ch may or may not prevent continued contam nate migration due to the tidal influence of Narragansett
Bay. To this end, | would respectfully request that the Naval Facilities Engi neeri ng Conmand gi ve

further consideration to this alternative prior to being final renmediation design for Site 09
sincerely,
<I M5 SRC 97157P>

<I M5 SRC 97157P1>
<I M5 SRC 97157P2>



Feb. 20, 1997

M. Phil Qis

Nort hern Divi sion

Naval Facilities Engi neering Comrand
Mai |l Stop B2, Code 1823/ PO

10 I ndustrial H ghway

Lester, PA 19113-2090

Dear M. Qis,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, as a private citizen of Rhode |Island, on the proposed plan to

remediate the Allen Harbor landfill. | greatly applaud the efforts of the Navy, EPA, RIDEM and the
natural resource trustees to "protect human health and the environnent while preserving and inproving
wildlife habitat". However, | do have two major concerns with the preferred renedy of constructing a

nmul tinedia cap on the landfill.

The first is that the preferred remedy [as well as alternatives 2 and 4) calls for building a revetnent

or concrete structure around the landfill. This will cause irreparable harmto the existing marsh
nudf | ats, and shel | fish beds adjacent the landfill and nake restorati on of these areas unfeasible and
inpractical. Because the revetnment will have the unfortunate effect of focusing wave energy rather than
di ssi pati ng wave energy as a marsh does, the existing nmarsh and nudflats will be eroded away and in tine
the integrity of the cap may al so be conprom sed. The major ecol ogi cal damage caused by the landfill is
the destruction and | oss of the marsh and wetl and habitat upon which the landfill was built. 1In the
decades since the landfilling stopped, the natural habitat has been in the process of gradually restoring

itself. The preferred renedy should seek to enhance these restorati on processes not cause further danage
to the ecol ogy.

M/ second concern has to do with the fact that the multinedia cap was never designed nor intended to be
used in coastal areas. Recent guidance issued by the EPA on the application of CERCLA nunicipal |andfill
presunptive renedy to military landfills states that "... the presence of high water tables, wetlands

and ot her sensitive environments and the possible destruction or alteration of existing habitats as a
result of a particular renedial action could all be inportant factors in the selection of the renedy"”
[USEPA Directive No. 9355.067PS of Decenber 1996]. The tidal range and natural resources adjacent to the
landfill certainly qualifies the area as a "sensitive environment". Therefore, if containment is to be
the goal of the renediation, then the renediation nust conformto design constraints that are conpatible
with protecting and enhancing the quality of the habitat at the site.

I urge the Navy, EPA, RIDEM and the natural resource trustees to develop an alternative that will result
in the restoration and i nprovenent of our state's natural resources, rather then, in the interest of
reduci ng "perceived risk", cause further sociol ogi cal damage.

<I M5 SRC 97157P3>



R chard Wl ch
8 Arrow Land
North Kingstown, R I.

March 11, 1997
<I M5 SRC 971570>

Phillip Qtis

Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division
NAVFACENGCOM

10 Industrial H ghway, Mil Stop #62
Lester, Pa. 19113-2090

RE:  Allens Harbor Landfill C osure, Quonset Point, R |I.
Dear M. Qis,

I would like to comment on the proposed cover and closure of the landfill site at ALLENS HARBOR Quonset
Poi nt, Rhode Island. | have reviewed the printed material supplied to ne by M. Jeffrey R Rhodes,
Director of the Caretaker Site Ofice, Davisville, Rhode Island, and | am concerned with the follow ng;

1. Wth this site being in a tidal zone and subject to the influences of tides, flooding, and
capillary action, | don't see any protection that would stop the |lateral novenment of the toxic
materials in the landfill into the ground water or Al lens Harbor and Narragansett Bay.

Wthout this protection it would seemthat it is only a matter of tine before these nmaterials
make their way into the water.

2. Under this closure proposal will there be any nmonitoring of this site on a regul ar basis and
will the results of this be reported to the Town of North Kingstown?

3. It appears that the finished site will be grassed with no other |andscaping and that many vent
pipes will be sticking up fromthe closure cap. Wat possible uses woul d you expect that this
site would then be suitable to be used for by the Town of North Kingston. Fromthe materials
that | have seen | amnot sure this site will be usable for anything in the future, especially
recreation.

4. No mention was made of another solution to this land fill closure, the conplete renoval of the
toxic materials and returning it to its natural state. Wy?

5. If acap is used for the closure instead of renoval of the toxic materials, then will the
Department of the Navy be responsible for the nmintenance of the cap, its venting system its
rip-rap walls, the nmonitoring of the site and the repair of any failures in this proposed
cure, FOR EVER?

Narragansett Bay is Rhode Island' s Yell owstone National Park, it's a national treasure to be protected
for all of the people of these United States. W nust do everything possible to protect this bay.

Pl ease respond to ny questions, thank you.

<I M5 SRC 97157P5>



Judith Sine

105 River Street

Wakefi el d, Rhode |sland 02879
(401) 782-4454

April 11, 1997

P. S Qis, P.E

Remedi al Proj ect,

Departnent of the Navy, Northern Division
Naval Facilities Engineering Command

10 I ndustrial H ghway

Mai | Stop #82

Lester, PA 19113-2090

Dear M. Qis:

On February 6, 1997, | attended a public nmeeting concerning Site 09, Allen Harbor Landfill, held in
Bui | ding 404 at NCBC Davisville, RI. The purpose of that neeting was for the Navy, the USEPA, and the
Rhode Isl and DEMto present an overvi ew of the Proposed Renedial Action Plan and the supporting anal ysis
for the renediation of the Allen Harbor Landfill. As you are aware, | amthoroughly famliar with the
studi es associated with this landfill and have profound apprehensi ons over the Navy's plan to place an

i mperneabl e cap at this site.

The decision to proceed with this cap in the absence of scientific support could generate significant
economi c inpacts to cities and towns within Rhode Island, and potentially within the jurisdictiona
boundaries of EPA Region 1.

During the public meeting the experts testified that the justification for the placenent of an
i nper neabl e cap was based on regul atory concern over the potential for future rel eases of hazardous
materials into the environment.

I would interpret this justification as one firmly grounded i n unfounded fear. As a candidate for the
Directorship of RRDEM | feel an obligation not to alarmthe public unnecessarily. Please |let ne assure
you that | do not believe this concern can be representative of the collective view of this state
particularly when the Navy is required by statute to nonitor this site (40 CFR 264. 117).

The data generated fromthe studies of this landfill is substantial and provi des clear evidence that
groundwat er does not pose a threat to the harbor. Further, landfill gas surveys have shown that this
landfill is no | onger producing methane in quantities sufficient to warrant a gas coll ection/destruction
system

To date the Navy has established that RCRA Subtitle C (a specialized cap for |icensed hazardous waste
landfills, sonetines referred to by regulators as an inperneable cap) is not legally applicable to this

site due to the placenent of waste prior to the passage of RCRA regulations. It should be pointed out
that this is the identical case to many Rhode Island landfills. Further, the Navy has established that
an RCRA Subtitle Ccap is not appropriate for this landfill due to, site specific characteristics. Again

it should be pointed out that simlar conditions may exist at many former landfills owned by others
t hroughout this state and country.

Pl acing an i nperneable cap on a landfill which lacks a statutory or scientifically warranted need for
such has far reaching inplications of which the citizens of this state and nation need to be nade aware

I believe that the Navy as | ead agency at this site is obligated by CERCLA Section 120(f), 53 FR 51429

53 FR 51451, and as a measure of good faith to the people of this state to informall effected or
potentially effected parties of the ramfication of entering into the negotiated decision to proceed with
t he pl acement of an inpermeabl e cap.

Perhaps the Navy is not fully aware of these inplications, please allow nme to el ucidate

<I M5 SRC 97157P6>



May 9, 1997

Philip Gis P.E

Nort hern Di vi si on- NFEC

10 Industrial H ghway, Ml Stop #82 Code 1823/ PO
Lester, PA 19113-2090

Subj ect: CBC Davisville, R
Site 09 Landfill

Dear M. Qis:

Confirming ny conments at the May 8 th RAB neeting | have very grave concerns relative to the subject
site and the hazardous waste buried therein, especially howthe US Navy is to renedy the existing
condi tion by encapsul ation per Alternate #3 of the various options presented at an earlier neeting.

As stated | consider it a mni "Love Canal" type condition. The "marifi" type filanment which will not
last forever and at times nay be penetrated in core sanpling allowing the toxic materials beneath to
mgrate upwards. Your response that the core would resealed left me with little assurance of the
integrity of the site as being safe.

If the Navy messed up the area they should clean it up!! Too many times the public has been nislead by
Governnent agencies in their own interest and the ordinary citizen, who pays the bill, is plowed aside.
If a child makes a ness on the floor it's cleaned up, not leave it and throw a rug over it

Therefore, anything short of total cleanup of Site 09 is conpletely unacceptable. Think the possible
affects the area may have future children. The Town of North Kingstown fought successfully against the
intention of State to build an industrial waste incinerator on Quonset. Now nust we again arise?

<I M5 SRC 97157P7>



<I MG SRC 97157P8>
April 22, 1997

M. Philip S Qis

U S. Department of the Navy

Nort hern Divi si on

Naval Facilities Engi neering Conmand
10 Industrial H ghway, Mail Stop #82
Lester, PA 19113-2090

Dear M. Qis:

The Rhode |sland Resource Conservation and Devel opnent (RC&D) Council, Inc. has been issued a Technica
Assi stance G ant (TAG for the Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC) in Davisville, North Kingstown,
Rhode Island. Resource Control Associates, Inc. (Resource Controls) has been Contracted to provide
techni cal assistance under this contract. W have revi ewed several docunents, including comments
submtted by the USEPA and RRDEM related to the Allen Harbor Landfill (Installation Restoration Site 9)
Based on that review and on behal f of the RC& and the community represented under the TAG we offer the
foll owi ng conments.

GENERAL COMMVENTS

. One question that needs to be posed is, has conplete renoval /recycling of landfill waste ever been
eval uated using the criteria required by the National Contingency Plan (NCP)? The conplete
renmoval /recycling alternative would neet all but two criteria: inplenmentability and cost.

Feasibility of the conplete renoval /recycling alternative woul d depend on vol une of waste and

rel ated excavation, transport, disposal and/or treatnent/recycling costs. The alternative would
effectively elininate the need for long termnonitoring (source renmoval) and woul d deliver
unrestricted land to the Town of North Kingstown (ToNK)with the exception of existing groundwater
concerns.

It is probable that this alternative had been initially screened out frompotential alternatives due to
exorbitant costs, but as with the "No Action" alternative, it seens inportant to at |east discuss/present
the issue to the public

. The Proposed Plan (PP) calls for a multinedia landfill cap which would prevent infiltration and
conti nued | eaching of contam nants into groundwater while preventing contact with fill materials
and controlling erosion and runoff. Has this alternative taken into consideration the potentia
reuse of the site? Does this need to be a restricted or controlled area? WII| activities on or
around the landfill cap be effected by landfill gas em ssions? WII the cap effect the area's
ecosysten? Has the site been nodel ed under this alternative?

. As stated in the PP, groundwater contanination has been detected at the site and shal | ow
groundwat er generally flows toward and into Al l en Harbor.

Has it been deternined that the nost significant contam nants | eaching fromlandfill waste into
groundwat er has already occurred? If this is not conclusive, could greater contaninant rel eases from
shal | ow groundwater to the harbor occur in the future? WII the recormended alternative, nultinedia cap
control these releases? If not, alternative 4 should be avail able as a contingency.

This is an inplication that deep aquifer (groundwater) contam nation is of little consequence beneath the
landfill and into the harbor. |If there is little to no effect on Allen Harbor, where, what or
potentially who is the groundwater having an effect on? Are contam nants naturally attenuating before

di scharging? Are there any downgradient receptors? This is a concern that requires further
clarification.

. If groundwater truly has no adverse effect on the harbor, why not propose the soil cap alternative
(#2) which woul d reduce costs and naintain a natural habitat for local and mgratory wildlife and
all ow a nore conservation-friendly I and reuse?

. What is the plan for those marine organisns living in habitats near the narrow intertidal zone
whi ch may be at noderate risk?
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CONTRCLS APRI L 22, 1997
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The proven solution to your Orl S/ DEPT. OF THE NAVY
envi ronnment al needs. SI TE: QUONSET/ DAVI SVI LLE

SPECI FI C COMMENTS

. PP, Page 3, 2nd columm, "Results of Field Investigations". As stated in EPA commrent (15), results
may be nore readable in a table format showi ng the contam nants and indicating if they are above
risk levels. W agree and suggest that the table should al so breakdown each medi a effected and/ or
desi ghat e each potential receptor.

This format would hel p the public understand i ssues and concerns about site contam nati on and
contam nant mgration.

. R, Figure 4-8, Total VOCs detected in the area of MN09-19 and 20 shoul d be closely eval uated.
El evated | evel s of VOCs may be indicative of dense non-aqueous phase liquids. Has this issue been
adequat el y eval uated? Have the concentrations increased or decreased over tinme? How exactly wll
these | evels be nmonitored during the life of the landfill? |If concentrations continue to rise or
if levels inpact the harbor or harbor sediments, how wll the Navy respond?

. R, Figure 6-1. The conceptual site nodel should also be incorporated into the PP to assi st
public in understandi ng dynam ¢ contam nant systemof the site. Use of sketches and cartoons are

very hel pful to public.



<I M5 SRC 97157P9>
TOMN CF
NORTH KI NGSTOAN, RHODE | SLAND

80 BOSTON NECK RQAD
NORTH KI NGSTOW, R 1. 02852
February 20, 1997

M. Philip S Qis

Remedi al Project Manager (Code 1823)

Nort hern Divi si on

Naval Facilities Engi neering Comrand

10 I ndustrial H ghway, Mall Stop #82

Lester, PA 19113-2090

RE: Site 09 Allen Harbor Landfill Proposed Pl an

Dear M. QOis:

Thank you for the opportunity to comrent on the Proposed Plan for the remedi ati on of the Al en Harbor

Landfill. The Town of North Kingstown concurs with the rationale for the preferred Miultimedia Cap
alternative (Alternative 3.). The Town believes that given the contam nants of concern detected at this
site in ground water, shoreline sedinent and soil, any proposed alternative nust be protective of human
health and the environnent. The proposed alternative will acconplish this by preventing contact with
fill material, mnimzing site erosion and infiltration into the fill material and controlling surface
runoff. In addition, we believe that the supplenmental conmponents of this alternative including

restoration of wetlands along the site shoreline and long-termnonitoring of site groundwater, shoreline
sedi nent, and shellfish nmust be incorporated into the renmedial action plan.

As you are aware, the Town intends to acquire this property for reuse. Consistent with the Conprehensive
Reuse Plan, it is intended that the property would be used for conservation and recreation purposes. W
ask that the renedial design for the site take into consideration future uses such as those discussed
with the Navy and the regulators at past neetings. W took forward to continuing to work with the Navy
on a design that is both protective and functional for |ow inpact reuse. The Town understands the need
for land use restrictions to |limt exposure and the potential risks to humans associated with

contam nants at the site, and as the eventual property owners we agree to enforce/uphold deed
restrictions inposed for the protection of human and ecol ogi cal heal th.

Consistent with our letter to Captain Chanberlin of Cctober 24, 1996, we request that the Departnent of
Navy integrate the dredging of Allen Harbor channel into the design phase of this project. W believe
that the incorporation of channel dredging is consistent with national environmental policy and wll
pronot e successful reuse of the Allen Harbor conpl ex.

To sum the Town agrees with the proposed remedial action alternative 3, which includes a multimedia

landfill cap, wetland restoration and long-termmnonitoring of site inmpacts. W again request that the
remedi al design incorporate the dredging of the Allen Harbor channel and use of dredged sedinents for
landfill capping and wetland restoration. W took forward to an expeditious closure of the Al en Harbor
landfill and the successful reuse of the property.

<I MG SRC 97157Q1>

CC.  Town Counci l
Marilyn F. Cohen, Director of Planning & Devel opnent
Susan E. Licardi, Water Quality Speciali st
Paul T. Duffy, Assistant Director of Recreation
Christine A P. WIlians, USEPA
Richard Cottlieb, R DEM



STATE OF RHODE | SLAND & PROVI DENCE PLANTATI ONS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATI VES
OFFI CE OF THE VAJORITY WH P
ROOM 303 STATE HOUSE
PROVI DENCE
02903

SUZANNE M HENSELER
MAIORI TY WH P
401- 277- 6595
February 12, 1997
M. Phil Qis
Nort hern Divi si on
Naval Facilities Engi neering Comrand
Mai | Stop 82, Code 18231 PO
10 Industrial H ghway
Lester, PA 19113-2090

Dear M. Qis:

These are witten remarks that will augment nmy oral comments at the public hearing held on February 6,
1997

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the alternatives for renediating the Allens Harbor Landfill.
M/ comments are as follows:

1. | find that it is not in the public interest to hold an informational hearing, recess and then
start a public hearing all in one evening. The infornmation dissem nated was technical in nature
and the vocabul ary was that used in the environmental community. The perception is such that there
woul dn't be many people attending the informational and public hearing. Also that the suggested
alternative was a fait acconpli.

2. | feel it is inperative that the Navy and the Departnment of Defense have sufficient funding in
their budget to conplete the task. The residents of the area surrounding this landfill have waited
since 1984 for this landfill to be capped.

3. This landfill must be the top priority for the Navy in site renediation. | respectfully request that
this guarantee be put in witing by the appropriate authorities at the Departnent of Defense.

4. That if there are any problens associated with the landfill closure/remediation that the Navy will be
held liable. A so that any renedi ation that m ght be needed will be put on a priority list.

5. There nust be a proper nonitoring by the appropriate Federal and State agencies. The 1st
consideration will be to protect the health and welfare of the citizens. There nust be citizen input
and dissemnation of information if the nmonitoring turns up inappropriate |evels of toxics, odors,
etc.

6. There must be strict enforcement and education to the prohibition of shellfishing in Al ens Harbor.

7. There nust be scientific evidence to show that the groundwater flowis going in an easterly
direction.

8. There nmust be an absolute, fool proof method to guarantee that no odors will enmanate fromthe
landfill.

9. Wth the information available | would respectfully request that the Navy revisit the option of
recycling/renoval of the landfill, or to inplenent alternative 4.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this inportant issue for the citizens of the 44th
Representative District.

<I M5 SRC 97157(83>
<I M5 SRC 97157(4>
<I M5 SRC 97157(%6>
<I M5 SRC 97157Q%6>
<I M5 SRC 97157Qr>



United States Departnent of the Interior

FI SH AND W LDLI FE SERVI CE

New Engl and Field Ofice

22 Bridge Street, Unit #1
Concord, New Hanpshire 03301-4986

February 21, 1997

M. Philip Gis, US. Navy

Northern Division - NAVFAC

10 Industrial H ghway, Code 1811/ PO - Mil Stop 82
Lester, PA 19113-2090

M. Dennis Gagne

U S. Environnental Protection Agency
J. F. Kennedy Buil ding, HSS CAN7

Bost on, Massachusetts 02203-2211

Dear M. Gagne and M. Qis:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Proposed Renmedial Action Plan for Site 09 (A len Harbor
Landfill), Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, RI1. The followi ng comrents are provided in
accordance with provisions of the Fish and Wldlife Coordination Act and our |nteragency Agreenent for
techni cal assistance with U S. EPA Region 1. This letter is intended to serve as the Service's comments
of record for the Proposed Plan Public Hearing of February 6, 1997.

The Proposed Plan identifies Multinmedia Capping (Alternative 3) as the preferred remedial alternative,
and describes the follow ng actions as integral conmponents of the nultinedia cappi ng work:

. Regrading the site to obtain proper runoff;

. Construction of a landfill cover which will net the substantive requirenents of federal and
State | aws;

. Construction of appropriate landfill gas venting nanagenent systens;

. Renmoval or covering landfill debris along the shoreline of the landfill;

. Shorel i ne stabilization;

. Restoration of wetlands al ong the shoreline, as feasible;

. Establ i shment of | and use restrictions and other institutional controls; and,

. I npl erentation of a long-termnonitoring program

The Departrment of the Interior has statutory public trustee responsibility for several natural resources
whi ch have been exposed to potential injury frompast and continuing rel eases of hazardous substances at
the Allen Harbor Landfill Site. These trust resources of particular concern at Allen Harbor Landfil
include migratory birds and anadronous fish species. Studies of the Allen Harbor site conducted by the
Navy have indicated potential adverse effects on survival or reproduction of several migratory bird
speci es through consunption of food itens, soil, or water containing hazardous substances found in site
soils, and in sedinments adjacent to the northern and southern toes of the landfill. These studies have
al so indicated potential adverse effects on the survival of sedinent dwelling invertebrates, which form
the prey base for many migratory bird and anadronous fish popul ati ons

We support the Navy's preferred renedial action plan. W believe that the Miultimedia Cap renedial
alternative will be effective in precluding the likelihood of the continuing injury that mgratory birds
and other wildlife mght suffer through further exposure to site surface soils and contam nated
terrestrial prey. W also believe the Navy's preferred alternative will be effective in curtailing
continuing contamnation of the intertidal habitats imediately adjacent to the landfill toe caused by
wat er runoff and enission of the landfill surface and enbanknments. The inperneabl e cappi ng system may
al so be effective in curtailing potential continuing contam nation of these nearby intertidal areas by
groundwater flow. W support the Navy's commitnment to verify the effectiveness of these actions through
an aggressive plan for long-termnonitoring (and to take further corrective action as nmay be warranted).

We are concerned, however, that the Proposed Plan presented to the Public at the February 6, 1997 Public
Hearing appears to omt specific reference to several inportant conponent actions, which were included in
past discussions with the Navy, previous versions of the Proposed Plan, and the Draft Final Feasibility
Study of July, 1996. Specifically, no longer clearly stated in the final version of the Proposed Pl an
are: selective renmoval of contam nated sedinents fromthe near shore areas adjacent to the landfill;

pl acenent under the cap of any sedinent which needs to be renoved; past conmtnents to renove and
subsequently reseed shellfish in areas affected by sedi nent clean-up activities; inclusion of wetland



habitats in the long-termnonitoring program and, restoration of a danaged cul vert adjacent to the

sout hwest coner of the landfill, which would potentially reduce horizontal groundwater flow through the
landfill waste, while at the same tine offering the possibility of inmproving currently degraded wetl and
habitat imediately to the west of the landfill. Qi ssion of each of these previously included

conmponents may have the effect of causing continuing injury to trust resources for which the Department
of the Interior has responsibility.

W anticipate that these om ssions were either inadvertent or nade in the interest of providing a
"stream|ined" Proposed Plan, and that the Navy will be able to reaffirmthese previous comiitnents in
t he Responsi veness Summary for the Proposed Plan and in the wording of the Record of Decision for the
site, which is currently in review by EPA, the State of Rhode Island, NOAA the Fish and Widlife
Servi ce, and others.

We are al so concerned that the Proposed Plan expresses the Navy's conmmitment to restore wetlands al ong
the shoreline of the site in terns of "to be done as feasible". Certainly feasibility nust be considered
in any action. However we believe there may be confusion created in our minds (and the Public's) by what
wet | ands are being discussed, and in the terns "restorati on" versus "replacenent"” of wetlands that may be
destroyed by required renedial actions, and "creation" of additional wetland habitat. Each of these terns
has different meaning in nitigation of wetland inpacts

Qur past experience indicates that EPA generally considers the wetland protection provisions of the dean
Water Act as "applicable" law regulation, and requires that NPL site remediation conply with the
substantive provisions of the Act (see, for exanple: Considering Wetlands at CERCLA Sites, U S EPA My
1994, EPA540/r-94/019 or Table 2-2: Location Specific ARARs for Site 09 in the "Draft Final Feasibility
Study for Site 09--", U S. Navy, July, 1996). Wetlands |ost through renedial activities have routinely
been required to be "replaced” on at least a 1 to 1 basis. This generally is preferred to be done as
near the affected wetlands as is feasible, but is normally required to be acconplished at sone |ocation

The Navy has stated a desire to "create" saltwater marsh habitat along the shore of the landfill as a
nmeans of partially addressing past injury to trust resources, providing additional fish and wildlife

habi tat, and possibly serving as a barrier to the rel ease of contaninants from groundwater recharge
reaching Allen Harbor. The Navy has also stated a desire to repair the damaged cul vert described above
and obtain as a collateral benefit the "restoration" of currently degraded wetlands. Al these goals are
desirabl e end-points, which we would generally support as nmeans of conpensating the Public for past
injury to trust resources at the Allen Harbor Landfill Site. W would be interested in pursuing then
conpensatory actions with the State of Rhode Island and the Navy through the design, construction and
nmoni tori ng phases of the renedial actions at Allen Harbor landfill.

If there are any questions regarding these comments, please contact M. TimPrior at (401) 364-9124.
<I M5 SRC 97157(8>

cc: Rep. S Hensler

Fi nkel st ei n, NOAA
Cottlieb, R DEM
Reading File

M Cohen, Town of North Ki ngstown

K. Maxwel |, Narragansett Indian Tribe
C. Wllians, EPA

S. Svirksy, EPA
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Ms. Christine WIlians

U S EPA Ofice of Site Renedi ation and Restoration
J. F. Kennedy Federal Buil ding

Bost on, MA 02203

M. Philip Gtis

U S. Department of the Navy

Nort hern Division - NAVPAC

10 Industrial H ghway

Code 1811/ PO Mail Stop 82

Lester, PA 19113-2090

Dear M5 Wlliams/M. Qis:

Thank-you for the Site 09 (Allen Harbor Landfill) Proposed Plan. NOAA believes that this renedy, as
descri bed, will reduce the ground water flow through the landfill debris and thereby elimnate sonme of
the site COC discharge. Mre inportantly to NOAA is the construction of marine wetlands along the
shoreline that will both provide inportant habitat to marine natural resources and act as a sink for any
| ow | evel contanmination renaining in the reduced groundwater flow.

NOAA woul d Wke to address two issues.

1. The EPA/ R DEM enphasis on the RCRA C cap over a pernanent separation between tidal waters and the

landfill waste has always surprised us. Cearly the RCRA Ccap will help elimnate some of the ground
water flow, but the tidal exchange will not be affected. Despite sone of the waste above the high tide
line, nuch of the data appears to support the potential |iberation of nmore contam nation by the

sem -diurnal tidal exchange then that resulting fromthe shall ow groundwater. Al though a nonitoring
programwi || check on this transport of contam nation, NOAA believes that potentially affected natural
resources woul d be better served by a renedy that first addresses the landfill isolation/monitoring.

The presentation of information supporting the above were addressed at our recent discussions on

6 Decenber 1996 at Rl DEM headquarters. However nost discussions up to now have centered on the type of
landfill cap needed to needed to reduce/elimnate rainfall infiltration. NOAA believes a soil cap likely
woul d reduce infiltration and although an i nperneabl e cap nmay provide increased protection to the
intertidal zone, neither will conpletely elimnate the seeps. But this argunment concerning the type of

cap falls outside of NOAA's interest as long as landfill-related contam nants are reduced.

2. NQAA strongly endorses the construction of marine wetlands in front of the landfill toe. This wll
provi de additional protection to Allen Harbor as the organic-rich wetland sedinments likely will sorb any
residual |owlevel seeps/ground water contaminants. In addition, the wetlands will serve as habitat for
natural resources and effectively restore the intertidal environnent to conditions before the landfill
was constructed. It seens plausible that the expected anmount of subsequent contam nant uptake in this

wet | and coul d be estinmated based on the seepage rates, aqueous contam nant |oad, the literature-based
partitioning coefficients, and TOC in wetland sedi ments. NOAA wants to be informed in advance on

di scussions pertaining to the construction of such wetlands. W have individuals who can assist in such
pl anni ng.

<I M5 SRC 97157R>
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April 22, 1997

M. Philip S Qis, PE

North Division, Environmental Division (Code 1823/ PO
Naval Facilities Engineering

10 Industrial H ghway, Miil Stop 82

Lester, PA 19113-2090

RE: CRMC File Nunber 93-12-29 - Allen Harbor Landfill, Proposed Renedial Pl an,
Davisville, North Kingstown, R .

Dear M. Qis:

Based on revi ew of docunent entitled "Proposed Plan Site 09-Allen Harbor Landfill, Naval Construction
Battalion Center, Davisville, Rhode Island," draft final, dated 2 August, 1996, and supporting
docunentation, it appears that the Navy's Proposed Renedial Aternative ("Alternative 3") is a feasible
and i npl ementabl e renedy to control the continued rel ease of hazardous substances fromthe landfill. The
determi nation to support "Alternative 3" versus the nore extensive "Alternative 4" (rmultimedia cap with
vertical barriers) is presunptive that additional groundwater sanpling conducted during final plan design
devel opnent renders inconclusive results regarding COC transport through groundwater migration. |In the
event that COC transport is |inked to groundwater mgration (predesign), or, that COC s continue to
mgrate to the Al en Harbor coastal zone upon conpletion of the cap and shoreline stabilization, the CRMC
wi Il consider additional renedial action necessary, including groundwater barriers.

The CRMC conceptual |y supports the additional conponents of "Alternative 3" subject to "federal
consi stency review' of the final design plan.

Addi tional design details associated with "Alternative 3," as discussed at the 3/14/97 site meeting,

require resolution prior to final design approval. Specifically, the CRMC strongly supports the renoval
of contam nated shoreline sedinents (the extent of which requires agreenent), creation of shoreline
wetland (with Allen Harbor entrance channel dredged nmaterial, if testing proves appropriate), and a
conti nuous shoreline revetnent at the landfill, constructed to the 100-year flood Level (plus runup).

(The revetnent can be tapered to the height of the enbankment where the bank el evation is |less than the
100-year level.) Additionally, replacenent of the damaged cul vert at the sout hwest corner of the
landfill, with a design which inproves wetland circulation and flushing, is supported.

I'n conclusion, the CRMC conditionally supports the Navy's proposal alternative action, and | ooks forward
to participating in review and approval of the renedial design plan.

<I M5 SRC 97157R2>
<I M5 SRC 97157R3>



Comments of RIWSEUSE on Site 09 (Allen Harbor Landfill) Proposed Pl an
(Additional to oral testinony)
It is perhaps not |ost upon participants in the public hearing process for the Site 09 proposed pl an that

speechmaki ng is one of ny favored nethods of conmunication. Nonethel ess, when this device of public
speaking is anplified by the rhetorical nature of the public hearing format, it night appear that ny

observations on the RI/FS/ PP process were not questions. | wish to nake it quite clear that | delivered
propositions intending to invite rebuttal if they are not to be offered serious consideration as
repl aci ng sonme aspects of the proposed plan. | have attenpted to distill some specific questions in the

follow ng additional comrentary, but they should not be perceived as standing in place of response to ny
oral testinony. They are by no neans exhaustive of questions that could be raised, but tine is a
limting factor. Were the attached prose woul d propose rather than question, | |ook for responsiveness
as outline above

PROCESS | SSUES: It seem undeni ably proper, with the entire body of testinmony at the public hearing having
been essentially at odds with the proposed plan in one nmanner or another that there be an extension of
the comment period; and that there be further provision for the promul gating agencies wth interested
parties; and that the responsiveness of this process take a dynamic form i.e. agencies should prepare
response to public comrents which the public may review along with existing docunentation in order to
allow further and nore informed comment on the part of the public. Therefore, | formally request an
extension of the comrent period for 60 days and a proposal fromthe | ead agency on a dynam c and open
responsi veness format.

In general, | think it a disservice to the public that response should be in the formof "approved"
comrents which reflect the conpronised interests of the involved agencies. Rather, | request that where
there is a divergence of opinion anongst | ead and supporting agencies in regards to ny own and ot her
comments that these varying ideas be transmitted in their entirety as responsiveness.

Wuld it be the considered opinion of the agencies that where their professional and/or procedural
interpretations of the findings and proposals may have differed fromone another, this is adequately
reflected in the adm nistrative record and that the basis for the reconciliation of views into a single
proposed plan is equally illumnate? Ctations fromthe record would be of assistance to this
commentator in anal yzing your responsiveness on this point. Additionally, | would request an executive
sumary from each cooperating agency as to points of contention and resolution in this process

Additionally, it comes to light that the Navy has already conpleted a Draft Record of Decision for this
site. It would be pointless to wax cynical on the neaning of such a docunent already bei ng conposed
prior to the public hearing. On the other hand, one can accept that a good deal of preparation has gon
intocomng tothis point in the process and that bureaucratic wheel churning mght appropriately spit
such a docunent out based on the agencies' rationale for the proposed plan. The problemthat | have
therefore, is not so nuch with the existence of such a docunent, but with its neaning for the
participation of |ead and support agencies in the hearing process.

Firstly, | must request a copy of this docunment immediately. Second, | nust request that the Navy refuse
comrent on the draft ROD except through the prismof the public hearing process. It is conpletely
unaccept abl e that supporting agencies mght use the | ower |um nance of internal commentary to, in
essence, change or condition their existing concurrence with the proposed plan. If we in the public are
expected to shoot at the proposed plan, so ought any dissenting agencies Oherw se, we mght be faced
with a ROD which departs fromthe proposed plan without any basis in testinony presented through the
public hearing process

I would certainly hope that nothing so disingenuous would arise as the idea that any of the agencies
which are a party to the proposed plan woul d subsequently attach ARAR requirements (state of federal)
whi ch are not openly stated in the rationale for the proposed plan. Party agenci es have had nunerous

years and innumerabl e opportunities to comrent and have input into this process. |If the proposed plan is
not an agreed rationale, or has unstated qualifiers, and the public remains uninforned, | question the
probity, process and legality of such a situation. | dissent strongly fromthe notion that agencies are

now i n possessi on of a Record of Decision which the public is not. Perhaps you nay assure ne that this
is already a part of the public record at the CSO office and that it contains no substantive departure
fromthe Proposed plan, but is in essence a restatenent thereof. | would ask your inmediate attention to
ny request for copies of docunent and additionally | wish to tinmely receive any comments you nay have, or
may in the future, derive inter or intra agency for all participating agencies as regards the draft RCD.
You may consider this conment a FO A request for any comrents which currently exist on the draft ROD
internal or external to any of the party agencies. | trust you, as |ead agency, nay transnit this
request to the supporting agencies. |f an independent FO A request is required for each agency, | would
appreciate notice of that effect.



PLAN | SSUES: Significant published researched suggest that the risks of Arsenic are greatly overstate by
t he net hodol ogy enpl oyed in the Human Health Ri sk Assessnent for Site 09. |s there any defense for this
oversight and how are we to believe that this is not a coomon failing in remedial planning?

Ironically, EPA project staff seemcritically interested in the different occurrence states of arsenic
when the issue is convenient to attenpt to display shortconm ngs of the Navy's nethodol ogy in its Dec.
11th "EPA Revi ew of the "Consolidate Responses to EPA/ RIDEM Comments on RI/FS/ PP Site 09-A | en Harbor”
quoted here: "At the surface, the netals are exposed to oxygen and iron woul d oxidize and precipitate
out along with other netals including arsenic. Since it is the dissolved phase that woul d have the
nobil e netal deep in the core and the solid phase at the surface, the correlation between solid phases is
not appropriate.”" Bearing in mnd EPA's preoccupation with fair scientific conparison as denonstrated in
the preceeding text, how does one account for the preparation of a Human Health Ri sk Assessnent that did
not consider the formin which arsenic occurs when ingested in the shellfish exposure scenario? In

addi tion, of the quoted conment itself | must profess some confusion. |If the inplication is that arsenic
and other metals in the landfill, rather than being associated with the soil itself, would occupy port
space in solution; do they [EPA] honestly believe that soil sanple collection techniques would result in
| eaving significant portion of nmetals behind? It seens unlikely to this commentator that a great deal of
port concentrated contam nants would be | ost during sanple retrieval

The proposed plan sumary itself confirms that there is significant corroborative research which would
suggest essentially insignificant contributions of contam nation via a groundwater pathway to Allen
Harbor, its waters or sedinent. How can such a finding su