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Mr. Philip Otis

U.S. Department of the Navy

Northern Division - NAVFAC

10 Industrial Highway

Code 1811/PO - Mail Stop 82
" Lester, PA 19113-2090

Re: EPA Comments on the Revised Draft Final Proposed Plan for Allen Harbor Landfill (Site 9),
dated 23 December 1996, at the former Naval Construction Battalion Center, Davisville,
Rhode Island (NCBC)

Dear Mr. Otis:

Pursuant to § 7.6 of the NCBC Federal Facility Agreement (FFA), the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced document. Comments are enclosed.

We appreciate the Navy’s efforts to provide a proposed plan (PP) that is in accordance with the
general agreements that the BCT reached in the meeting which took place on December 13, 1996.
Although EPA believes this PP is generally a workable document we have a number of significant
comments that must be addressed before the PP is issued to the public. Therefore, pleased fax me
redlined change pages. To aid you in responding to some of our comments, particularly the ones
on the Comparison of Alternatives section, we are enclosing a sample fact sheet form PP which
has recently been issued at another federal facility.

We continue to look forward to working with the BCT toward remedy selection at this site.
Please feel free to call me if you have any questions concerning this letter. My phone number is
(617) 573-5736.

Sincerely,

Ve .
SR g Y

Christine A.P. Williams
Remedial Project Manager
Federal Facilities Superfund Section

Enclosures

(XY, Recycled/Recyclable
% Printad with Soy/Canola Ink on paper that
contains at least 76% recycled fiber



CC:

Richard Gottlieb, RIDEM
Walter Davis, CSO

Tim Prior, USF&WL

Ken Finkelstein, NOAA

Bob DiBiccaro, EPA

Jayne Michaud, EPA

Linda Rutsch, EPA Headquarters
Mary Sanderson, EPA

Sarah White, EPA

Howard Cohen, RIEDC

. %

- Marilyn Cohen, ToNK

Bryan Wolfenden, RI RC&D, Inc.
Marjory Meyers, Narragansett Indian Tribe
Jim Shultz, EA Eng.



EPA Review of Revised Draft Final PP for Allen Harbor Landfill

1. Page 1, second column, second sentence. Rewrite this sentence to state, “This Proposed Plan
addresses concerns that the conditions at Site 09 pose an unacceptable risk to human health and
the environment.”

2. Page 1, second column, second bullet. Change the text from “an impermeable liner” to “two
impermeable layers” in order to conform to the RCRA “C” capping guidelines.

3. Page 1, second column, second bullet. After the words “landfill cover”, in the first line of this
bullet, insert the words: “which will meet the substantive requirements of the federal Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle C regulations.”

4. Additionally, comment # 94 from EPA letter dated September 4, 1996 was not addressed in
this version of the PP. “FS Chapter 4, section 4.5.1.1, Multimedia Cap and Figure 2-2; EPA does
not use the term geocomposite to describe the flexible membrane liner (FML) or the
geomembrane liner (GM) that should be included in the design of a RCRA “C” cap. Please
change the term to either a FML or a GM. The second half of the low permeability layer that is
required in the design of a RCRA “C” cap is the low permeability soil layer or an equivalent
geocomposite clay liner (GCL). Please change both the text and the figure to be consistent with
EPA requirements.” The Revised Draft Final PP should also be changed within the text and
within the figures. '

5. Page 2, first column, fourth bullet and p.7, first bullet. The Town of North Kingston has noted
a desire to use the completed landfill cap area for bike and hiking trails. A fence on the eastern
side of Sanford Road would preclude any indicated reuse of the capped area. The Navy should
exhaust the gas in only 1 or 2 locations and construct fencing around the few manifolds in order
to facilitate reuse. Additionally, change the words “deed notifications” to “land use restrictions
which may include deed restrictions”.

6. Page 2, first column, fifth bullet. The NCP and 40 CFR 264 does not put a time-limit on the
amount of monitoring needed during a remedial action. Remove the words “for up to 30
years”and re-word to read, “Conduct long-term monitoring of groundwater, sediment, and
shellfish quality; and” ‘

7. Page 2, first column, sixth bullet. The damaged culvert may not need replacement, due to the
resultant probable change in the salt content of the freshwater wetland upgradient from the
landfill. '

8. Page 2, first column. Put the first sentence concerning the public meeting in Bold to attract
attention to the date and times. ) :
%

9. Page 2, second column, second sentence. ©hange the sentence to read, “You do not have to
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EPA Review of Revised Draft Fi inal ppP for Allen Harbor Landfill

be a technical expert to comment - the Navy wants to hear your comments before making a final
decision.”

10. Page 2, second column, second paragraph, first sentence. Change the sentence to read,
“During the comment period, the public is 1nv1ted to review the documents and correspondence
which support the Proposed Plan.” *

11. Page 2, second column. Change the heading to the box to read, “Documents are available for
review at the following locations:”

12. Page 3, first column, second bullet. Bold face the text within the parenthesis.

13. Page 3, second column, first paragraph, third sentence. The “reported 2-ft soil cap” may
have included contaminated soils or may have placed discontinuously. The conclusions of the
Allen Harbor EEZ evaluation of the ERA indicate moderate to high risks to omnivorous small
mammals such as the short-tailed shrew feeding in habitat associated with landfill soils,
particularly from metals and PCBs. Remove the words, “and a reported 2-ft Soil Cap was placed
over the fill materials.”

14. Page 3, second column. Change the word, “Findings” to “Results”

15. Page 3, second column. These results may be more readable in a table format with the
contaminants and a check mark if they are above risk levels.

16. Page 3, second column last sentence and first sentence on p.4, first column should be moved
to the discussion of “Risk Evaluations” for consistency.

17. Page 4, first column, first paragraph, third sentence. Remove the words after the semi-colon
(“however the Navy’s computer models and geostatistical analysis support the conclusion that
shallow and deep ground water do not contribute to the elevated COC concentrations in the
harbor sediment or surface water.”) EPA does not agree with these statements. See EPA
comment letters on the RI/FS and geostatistical evaluation dated, 10-12-95, 10-20-95, 2-26-96,
9-4-96, 9-10-96, and 12-11-96. '

18. Page 4, first column, first paragraph, sixth sentence. Remove the words, “are primarily” and
replace with “may be”, as the COC concentrations may be elevated due to a combination of forces
that are working on the landfill.

19. Page 5, first column, bullets 1 & 2. These bullets are conclusions from the Marine ERA, no
conclusions from the Terrestrial ERA EEZ evaluation were included in this section as was
requested in the previous EPA comments on the Allen Harbor Landfill PP comments. Portion of



EPA Revi'ew of Revised Draft Final PP for Allen Harbor Landfill

Comment # 33 from EPA letter dated 8-29-96 was not addressed in this version of the PP.

“ The Administrative Record shows that the ecological community on and near the landfill is at
moderate to high risk. As suggested by NOAA in the letter to the EPA and Navy dated 8-28-96
the bullets in this section should be changed to state that the risk to the health of the subtitle area
of Allen Harbor may be low, but the ecological communities near the landfill are at moderate risk.
Additional bullets should be added to describe the risks to the terrestrial receptors, such as:

. Potential risks to terrestrial wildlife from existing site conditions (e.g., contaminants in
soils and sediment) were examined in the Facility-Wide Freshwater and Terrestrial ERA
performed in support of the RI. The conclusions of the Allen Harbor EEZ evaluation of
the ERA indicate moderate to high risks to:

carnivorous, wading birds such as the great blue heron feeding in marine marshes
and intertidal habitats, particularly from PCBs, pesticides and metals;

omnivorous small mammals such as the short-tailed shrew feeding in habitat
‘associated with landfill soils, particularly from metals and PCBs;

carnivorous small mammals such as the mink feeding in aquatic habitat associated
with marine marshes, particularly from PCBs, PAHs and metals.

20. Page 6, column 1, second sentence. Remove the words, “geocomposite liner”. Replace with
either a GM or FML and a compacted clay liner or a GCL”. See above comment.

21. Page 6, column 1, line 21. Replace the words “deed notification” with “land use restrictions
which may include deed restrictions”. '

22. Page 6, column one, first paragraph, last sentence (line 24). Insert, insert the following
sentence after the last sentence under Alternative 3:

It should be noted that the Navy believes that the multi-media cap itself will be sufficient
to reduce the risk from COC at the site. If during the required long term monitoring under
this alternative, it is determined that capping alone has not reduced site risks to acceptable
levels, the Navy will be required to take additional measures, (such as barrier walls or
other appropriate measures). '

23. Page 6, column 2, second paragraph, second sentence. In the spirit of cooperation, the EPA
has decided to allow the Navy to attempt to prove that the vertical barriers are not required to
reduce the risk from COC at the site. If during the required long term monitoring it is determined
that capping alone has not reduced site risks to acceptable levels, the Navy will be required to

43



EPA Review of Revised Draft Final PP for Allen Harbor Landfill

implement additional controls. Therefore, ixisprt the words, “The Navy believes that” before the
words, “vertical barriers”. ‘

24. Page 6-7, “Comparison of Alternatives.” A more detailed comparison of the alternatives is
required, including a summary of whether or not they meet the nine criteria. For example, it
should be noted that Alternative 4 (the soil cap) does not meet ARARs because it does not meet
the requirements of RCRA Subtitle C. See EPA comments 110-124 in the FS comment letter
dated September 4, 1996. Attached is a sample proposed plan in the fact sheet format. The level
of detail contained in this proposed plan for the “Comparison of Alternatives”, including the
comparison chart, should be used in the Allen Harbor proposed plan. The chart would have plain
circles for all of the first 5 criteria for the No Action alternative and a filled in circle for the
implementation criteria. The Alternative 2 - Soil Cap would have half-filled in circles for the first,
third, fourth, and fifth criteria; with a plain circle on the second and a filled in circle for the sixth
criteria. The Alternative 3 - Multimedia Cap and Alternative 4- Multimedia Cap with Vertical
Barriers would have filled in circles for all six criteria noted in the chart. Cost would be as noted
in the revised PP. EPA’s preferred alternative would be Alternative 3 - Multimedia Cap.

25. Page 6, column 2, second paragraph, third and fourth sentences and p.7, first column, first
and second sentences. Remove all these sentences. EPA does not agree with the Navy’s
interpretation of the Rl results. See above comments.

26. Page 7, first column, second paragraph, first sentence. Remove the sentence and replace
with the following, “The Navy believes that the primary migration pathway for COC from the
landfill to shoreline sediment is through site erosion and overland runoff, which will be controlled
by the landfill cap and shoreline stabilization. This cap will also eliminate infiltration and will
reduce leachate generation.” '

27. Page 8, Glossary, Geocomposite liner. Remove this definition since the EPA does not use
this term. See above comments for replacement terms. '

28. Page 9, Glossary, Multimedia Cap. Cap constructed in accordance with RCRA “C”
guidelines contain two low permeability layers. Remove the words, “a low-permeability layer”

and replace with “two low permeability layers”. See above comments.

29. Page 9, Glossary, Remedial Alternative, line 2. Insert the words “lead agency and” before
~ the word EPA. é ’

30. Page 9, Glossary, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, line 2. Delete the words
“enacted in 1976" and insert the word “Federal” before “legislation”.

31. Figure 3. Remove the term geocomposite liner or equivalent and include two low

4



EPA Review of Revised Draft Final PP for Allen Harbor Landfill

permeability layers per RCRA “C” requirements. 'See above comments.

32. Add a comment sheet for the public to tear off and send back to Phil.
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The lnstallatlon Restoratlon Program (IRP) is bemg conducted to clean upe envtronmental contammahon at Lonng .

All’ Force Base (LAFB). ThlS Proposed Plan recommends the preferred alternative for Operable Unit 4(OU 4)..0U 4" ;f :
i (Fi igure )i IS the groundwater assocnatedwrth Landﬁll 1 (LF-l) Landfill 2 (LF-2), Landﬁll 3 (LF:3),the Coal Ash Plle (CAP) S
o and the Chapman Prt Debns Area (CPDA) srtes OU 4 i$ located in the westem poruon of LAFB R

The Arr Force is proposmg No Funher Actlon under the Comprehensrve Envrronmental Response, Compensatlon,.-\ s

and Llablllty Act (CERCLA) for groundwater at LF-1, and CPDA. TheAir F orceis also proposmg Minimal Action for- .

groundwater at LF-2.and LF- 3/CAP Thé componenitsof the Mlmmal Action. alternauve are descnbed on. Page 3:The e
publlc is encouraged to comment on the' preferred altematlve for OU 4 (see Page 5 for detalls) R :

|_or|ng L f‘l A~

Not to Soale

' :the Maine. Depanment of Envrronmental Protccuon or
g (MEDEP) andthe U.S. AlrForoe (USAF), srgned onJanu- Y
| |- ary 30, 1991, as amended govems envrronmemal actnvr--",.-',‘f. et

| ties. bemg conducted at LAFB The All‘ Force is respon-‘ R
|"|'sible for addressmgenvrronmental oontammatmn at LAFB; - :
;underSecuon lZOofCERCLAandtheFFA In l99l LAFB_ - 70
--was placed on the Biise' Closure Llst The Base was closed' S
ijeptember 1994 R A .p oo S

. Sltes at LAFB are- orgamzed mto OUs accordmg to T ;
‘ »geographlc location, disposal. type (e. g, landfill), or af- ]
|4 fected media (eg, groundwater) OU4is. the groundwater-- - . . -
| operable‘unit for LF-1, LF-2, LF=3; CAP,and CPDA. Land- ", =~ . | "~
fill.contents-and soils associated with these five sites were. < . 77
studied separately from OU 4: LF-2 and LF-3 sourceareas ~~ = . .
| areinOU 2, LF-land CAP souroe areas arein OU 2A and:
the CPDA source ared is in OU 3 =

F|gure l Operable Umt Locanon .

Some History .

Constructed in the late 19405 the pnmary ‘mission of I
LAFB ‘was-to suppon long-range bomber aircraft for the ||’
Strateglc Air Command Pnnclpal base operations mcludedf_- 1l
: alrcraﬁ mamtenanoe refuelmg, mumtlons storage arid mam-,j ‘
tenance and ﬂlghtlme operauons Many of these activi- .

tles requlred storage, use, and dxsposal of materials and

compounds contammg hazardous substancés. As -a’re-:
sult of these acuvmes hazardous substances entered the .

envr romnent -

: LAFBcwas hsted on the Natlonal Prlorltles Lrst m' ;
1990 A Federal Facilitiés. Agréement’ (FFA) between the: |
. US: Envrronmental Protectlon Agency (USEPA) Reglon L.

| .Contents

1 Reémedial Altemauves Consrdered ..:T..

glossary on Page 6 B i’:_x".'.,} e

Techmcal terms shown in bold are def ned m the S

Ai 'Fmdmgs of Field Investlgatlons i 2 IR
Chapman Plt Debns Area -

| fSummary of Alternatnves Consndered for OU 4 3 Sl

Alternatwes EvaluatIon Cntena
5Companson of Alternauves !
The Alr Force s: Preferred Alternatrve
-Publlc s Role in Altemauve Selectlon

-'Glossary of Techmcal Terms ‘_ - B
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-'{tlon (RI) to charactenze the dlstnbutlon of groundwater
contammatlon and a Feasnblhty Study (FS) to. develop

§ potentlal future rlsks 0 human “health, and the environ:
"; ment posed by. exrstmg condmons assummg no; remedral ;
: actron is taken 'Both cancer and noncancer nsks were 1

'evaluated PR -

SN (U adverse health ‘effects: dré. antrcrpated Afrom the -

IRP: actlvrtles to date mclude a Remedlal Investlga-

' A Rrsk Assessment -was conducted as part of the, RI

a to rdentrfy potentral risks: to human health ‘and the ¢ envr- |

ronment The Risk Assessment evaluates'the present and

ume cancer nsk assocrated wrth site contarmnatlon whlch
falls within' the’ range of one in ten thousand to one inone-

o .‘_mrlhon (10 “ to- 10‘) Noncancer risks are evaluated by cal- 1

culatmg a- Hazard lndex (HI).. Ifthe. HI is less than or equal

predlcted exposure level If the ‘ratio is hrgher than 1, the::

predlcted exposure level could potentlally cause adverse 1-
j: health eﬁects LS :

Road (Figure. %) dnd LF-2 LF-3, and the CAP are locaied

. _]ust west of the West Gate (F rgure 3) The followmg para-:

Chapman Pit [t
Debris Area Sl

‘ Flgure 2 Locarrons ofLandel 1 ana’ the e
Chapman PrtDebrrsArea SEETN

. Prt Pond The area was mmed for its sand and gravel dur-
' mg constmctton of the Base “The plt was enlarged when
’ an earthen dam was created from sorl near ‘the prt Old\ :

The USEPA acceptable nsk range isan estrmated hfe- il

. .icatcd no unacceptable nsk to receptors from landfill soils -
| and therefore no further actron under CERCLA is reqtured

! the USEPA target risk range or hazard mdex for groundwa-

1:posmg No Further Actron under CERCLA for groundwa- :
ter, at LF- SR o : : A

-41 Gate Thrs area: also was excavated for. sand and gravelA .
- pnor to bemg used fora landﬁll -The landﬁll operated from.

;. 1956.to 1974 for base, refuse and flrghtlme wastes. ’ Ap-
' proxrmately 300 ,000 cublc yards of wastes are buned in LF- T,
“2.In 1994 and 1995 nonhazardous contanunated sorls and RO

'the cover system . ;f R
were temporanly ptled there Results of the groundwaterﬁ R
-investigation indicate" calculated risks. do not exceed, the,

SEPA target nsk range or hazard index. Therefore the.
’ Arr Foroe recommends No Further Actmn under CERCLA ;
‘ for groundwater at. the CPDA Surfaoe water and sedrment 1

at the CPDA are bemg evaluated as: part of OU 13 the, o
basewrde surface water drarnage operable um' :

West Vrrglma Road and southeast of. Chapman Prt Pond ietE,
‘| Thearea was used.as a- gravel pit dunng runway construc- T

“"tlon The excavated area, approxlmately 3'3"acres, was T
LI ‘"used pnmanly for the dlsposal of oonstructron debns (e g i
S -concrete blocks bnck and wood) from 1952 to- 1956

,.,‘ P T TR

e The results from OU 2A RI‘actrvrtres at the srte mdl-‘, :

‘However a soil cover system consistent with the MEDEP " “
'\Solld Waste Regulauons willbe mstalled over the. landﬂll o
in’ 1996 The OU 4FS concludes ‘that nsks ‘do.not exceed \

ter assocrated wrth LF 1. Therefore the Air Force is pro- o

Nebraska Road and west of Sawyer Road and the West

debns from removal’ actlons were placed as subgrade for~

A cover system has been desr gned consrstent wrth state -
',and federal regulatrons ‘The cover system will elmunate dr-
Tect: EXposSure to the- landﬁll contents and reduoe the poten- '
-tial of groundwater contarrunatron by, elmunatmg ramwater
; lnﬁltratmn The oover system wrll be completed in 1996 -

~lt.




Proposed PlanforOperable Unrt4 . '.}'A‘_'f'_"' R

T T Page3

. Calculated nsks for overburden groundwater do not;
v E v.exoeed the USEPA' target nsk range ( or hazard index; -Chlo-
* rinated. solvents and morgamc contamination has been . '“'

e i detected in bedrock groundwater “The calculated nsks only

R - shghtly exceed the USEPA target risk- range or hazard in-.|.
o ,-i’dex Therefore the Air Force is proposmg Mrmmal Acuon )
‘ Y rfor groundwater at LF-2 R ‘

Sy L Landﬁl:' 3 (OU 2 Source Area) lS located west of Saw- .
"yerRoad-and south of Nebraska Road and the: West Gate. |
: ,Tlus area was also excavated for sand and gravel prior.to*
+ being-used:for a.landfill. The landfill ‘operated | between’
1974 0 1991 for domestlc garbage from base housmg and .
ﬂlghtlme areas. Over 350,000 cubxc yards of wastes.are’
buned in LF-3. In 1994 and 1995 nonhazardous contami-*
nated soils and debns from removal actmns were placed as|

subgrade for the cover system A COVET. system has been

. designed consistent with’ state and federal regulatlons and 3

w111 be completedm 1998 Tl

' _'.The groundwater 1nvestrgatwn at LF-3 detected chlo-

nnated solvents arid fuel contamination in both overbur-’
den and bedrock groundwater The calculated nsks only :

'shghtly exmd the USEPA target risk range or hazard i in-" '. ST
.dex: Therefore, the Air Force is proposmg Mrrumal Acuon BTN NP

for’ groundwater atLF-3 e

“184 000 cubrc yards of

and refusepwere re- o,
N mioved from the area-

‘The Coal Ash Pzie (OU 2A Source Area) covered ap- . L
fproxrmately 5 acrw and was Iocated northeast of LF-3: Thei . L
Air Force conducted aremoval action, inaccordancewith - - .7
“CERCLA,; at the CAP in'1994 and 1995.. Approxrmately, AT

‘and placed at LF-2-and: LE-3 as subgrade for the cover- )

'Asystems Due to. groundwater ﬂow across the srte the
;_CAP is mcluded in the mvestrgauon for LF— S

The calculated nsks for LF-3/CAP groundwater only

for gmundwater at LF-3/CAP SR

“ R . - - BN Lo

Summary ‘of Alternatlves Considered for OU 4 e

*“Based on data collected, the Air Force recommends No Further Action under CERCLA for groundwater at LF-l and o

the CPDA Remarmng closure activities for LF -1 will be oompleted in aooordanoe withi MEDEP Sohd Waste Regulatrons

et

R An FS evaluated remedlal altematrves for groundwater at LF-2 and LF-3/CAP The followrng table summanzes the R AR
L remedlal altematrves consrdered m theFS PRI e R - .

Remedlal Alternatlves Cons:dered SR

‘No Actron None .

11
N

* . '.:" e '1 St CENRP N

Collectron/ _
o Treatment[ '1.: o ‘Installation of extractron wells e
‘® Onssite treatment system ;”,,' \’

_f . agamst the ﬁrst seven criteria. Once comments, from the -
" state and pubhc are recerved the USEPA will finish. -

) T'? comparing the altematlves to select the cleanup remedy_. h ealth an d the ¢ nvrronment ov oF trme U

_‘.wseoamg]’; N

S ~MrmmalAct|on 2

Distharge' ®

o.No addltmnal efforts or cost beyond
- those detailed in the OU 2 ROD

o Instrtuuonal Controls

; ‘e Groundwater’ Momtonng
.- Contmgency Action..

. T | e Five-Year Sité Reviews . *

e Groundwater Use: Restnctlons :

S 30 years of reportrng of sy51 em

e Cost=$897,000. -

“protécted by institutional controls -

- le Dlscharge of treated groundwater

| @ All'items listed in' Minimal Action altematrve

° 5to30yeardurat10n e
. Costs - $4018000t0$5 945'()00
e Requlres additional pre-desrgn
o hydrogeologrcal studies -

Alternatlves Evaluatlon Crlterla

The followmg isa summary / of the mne cntena used-' :
to balance the pros and: cons of the remedral altematrves; |

The USEPA has already evaluated the altematrves

for OU4

1 0verall protectlon of human health and the envrron- i
ment The altematrve should protect plant and ammal
hfe ‘on and nearthe snte e L el

T 5

2. Complrance wrth Apphcable orRelevant and Appro-

"3 I.ong-term eﬂ'ectlvenecs and permanence The S .
- -alternative should maintain reliable protectron of human e S

|4 Reductlon of toxrclty, moblhty, or volume tbmugh S
j.treatment CERCLA contains the statutony preference Lo
.| that the selectéd alternative should use a’ treatment . - R
‘f:.-' . process to permanently reduce the level of toxrcrty of :

© Domestic users of groundw.tter would be [

R May\;1996‘ P

- 'f,shghtly exceed the USEPA | target nsk range or hazard in- - -
~dex. Therefore the AirForce is proposrng Mrmmal Acuon

. performance - - . S

‘ pnate Reqmrements (ARARs) The altematrve should: AP
"meet apphcable and relevant and’ appropmte federal and_ Co
state envrronmental statutes regulatlons and requrre- .

ments:: | T e U




S

e 9. Commumty acceptance Commuruty acceptance of
the preferred alternativeis: evaluated based-on the :
comments recerved durmg the pubhc heanng and pubhc )

’,The AII‘ Force s Preferred ‘
A'Alternatlve RN AT

«appropnate in aooordanoe with CERCLA Protective land-I 3
| fill cover systems will be completed for LF-2 and LF:3 in*
.| 1996 -and;1998, respectwely This actton is- expected to’ FATEI
srgmﬁcantly reduce the amount of groundwater contarm Rt
“nation that may. be generated by waste-at the'site., How- - " ai

-éver; because construction has not beén, Completed,: the -

';eﬂ’ectrveness of the cover systems has yet to be reahzed St

mimnuze the shon-tenn hazards: 0 workers resrdents or
the envuonment dunng lmplementatmn of the remedy -

lmplement the remedy should be readrly avarlable

N % Cost The altematwe should prov1de the necessary g

protectmn for a reasonable cost et
. : 'shghtly exwed the: USEPA target risk range or hazard

i ‘|.index,’and nugratron of contaminants has not been o
‘detected in downgradtent resrdentlal wells ‘the Air Force :
T proposmg Minimal Actionfor LF-2.and LF—3/CAP co

tlon, whrch will allevrate the shght exceedance of the
;USEPA target nsk range B ‘, _ ,': Y o

S CAP wxll mclude mstttutronal controls and groundwater

réstrict groundwateruse Specific mstltutronal coiitrolsand -
.-geographrcal limits will be deﬁned in.the Record of Deci- T
| sion (ROD) In‘addition, the Arr Forcewrll perform gmund- R

1 : water momtonng Groundwater. momtonng requirements .-
| for ou4 wrll be mtegrated withOU 2 intoa comprehensrve
i momtonng program The OU 4 ROD will-outline the moni-

bProtects human -
“ .health and” -
s “envrronment

o — S5 toring requirements and the details wﬂl be. descnbed in the o 2
[ Mests Federal dng. |- :Post-ClosurePlan forOUsZand4 : A

:"; State requrrements 1= R |

,Provrdes Iong-term b the Arr Force w111 revtew - the- selected remedy at  Ieast oricé:

:|'uestobe protectlve of human health and'the environment. -
Sl "A oonungency action will be 1mplemented if landﬁll-re- -
lated ¢ contaminants are détected at the compliance pointat -

. | Reducés: mobility,
> '_toxicitytor'volume

v L "concentratrons above prehmmary ‘remediation. goals I
'hook-up to pubhc water supply or mstrtutronal controls

-:Prowdes short-term ;.';
Lo | ‘on off- base property.is: necessary the Air Force will take™ :

' protectlon a

E Y'Can be

B :steps 10'evaluaté. the effectivéness. of the’LF-2.and LF-3+
|| cover'systemsom: groundwater nugratlon and tf appropn-

'implemented ;"

il ‘ o 7‘ate modrfy the Mrmmal Actlon remedy T -
:.Costv(aoyyearS)i |

‘ ;human health and the énvironment and comply wrth»

‘StatelAgency: = -ARARS by. monitoring groundwater quality and restrict=

= ‘_Acceptance

L To be determrned after the publrc :
P comment per|od i

'mg the use of groundwater. in the vicinity. of the landfills

To be determlned after the publrc
[ comment penod :

’ ,Communny

Acceptance | both short-term- and long—term effectrveness Although :

| the altematrve does not involve treatment .installation of

o] the landﬁll cover systems wrll reduce the amount of ground- S T
I '-wateroontanunanon Thealtematrvels&sﬂy unplemented, SRS A
) '.'.provrdmg the necessary protéction at a- reasonable ‘cost. . PR
|- The state has reviewed and prelumnanly agreed tothe pre- R

| ferred alternative. Final acceptance of the preferred alter- . i _3_.' S
native by the state. agencies and the commumty w111 be '

@l determmed after the pubhc comment penod ’ v

Meets or exceeds crrtena

* iUSEPA's preferred alternahve

»

The Air Force is proposmg cleanup actmns where

~Bécause the calculated rlsks for groundwater only

Addmonally, mstallatron of the landﬁll COVEr systems Ty _
| will reduce the amount of future groundwater contamina-: I A

' The Minirnal Action alterritive for LE22 and LF- 3/'5; -

momtonng Instmmonal controls will be ‘established to.~

“ In‘accordance w1th CERCLA and USEPA guldance. LR

every five years to ensure that the. remedral action contm- '

The Mrmmal Actlon altematlve wrll be protectwe of

wrthm thé base: boundaries. The altematrve wrll provrde o
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_F?a"ge’.6” T e e e i Proposed Plan fo. Operahlﬂ Un-M T

Glossary of Techmcal Terms‘--' P A -
Comphance Point: Samplmg lomtronsusedto momtor comphance wrth remedratron goals o YA

oL Comprehensnve Environmental Response, Compensatlon, and Llablhty Act (CERCLA) A federal law passed in’

'+ | 1980 and modified in 1986 by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act. In accordancé with Section 120
oo ef CERCLA, Federal F acnlmes are requrred to, mvest1 gate and clean up abandoned or uncontrolled hazardous waste

, - sites.. - . e . . L , s :

ST ‘ Cover System. A‘multl layer cappmg system typrcally used for closure of landﬁlls

| ) F easrblllty Study (FS):’ A CERCLA process of 1denufymg and evaluatmg clennup altematlves

S = ‘ lnstallatlon Restoration Program (IRP) The Department of Defense program lmplemented at mllltary bases to
R mvestrgate and clean up contammatron from past; operatlons : _ .

lnstltutlonal Controls Legal requlrements establlshed to restnct use or access oo .

S . N atlonal Prlonties Llst' The EPA’s list of the most senous uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste srtes

- ‘_'if . L Operable Umt (OU) The, separate umts into whlch a srte may. be dwlded for mvestlgatlon and/or cleanup

L : Record of Declswn (ROD) A publlc document that explams Wthh cleanup alternatlves will be used at the snte
Remedlal lnvestlgatlon (RD: An m-depth study to gather the necessary data to determme the nature and extent of
contamrnatron ata site, and to support the Feasrbrlrty Study - T o .
Removal Action: Short-term lmmedrate actron taken to address releases of hazardous substances that requrre
expedltedresponse SR AR S P - S

' Responsweness Summary Part of the Record of Dec1sron that outlmes pubhc oomments and concems about the
" , Temedial alternatives and provrdes responses to them L : . TR
Rlsk Assessment' A calculated estlmate of the potentlal for adverse health lmpacts due to exposure to contaml-
nantS' B S I N T S A -

I
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