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DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
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Davis d ocester-Smthfield Regional (GSR) Landfill
d ocester/Smthfield, Rhode Island

STATEMENT OF PURPGCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected No Action decision for the Davis GSR Landfill Site (the
"Site"), located in G ocester and Snmithfield,, Rhode Island. This docunent was devel oped in accordance
with the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as
amended by the Superfund Anendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA), and to the extent
practicable, the National Contingency Plan (NCP); 40 CFR Part 300 et seq. (1990). The Region | Director
of the Ofice of Site Renediation and Restoration has been del egated the authority to approve this Record
of Decision. The State of Rhode Island has concurred with the No Action decision.

STATEMENT COF BASI S

This decision is based on the adnministrative record conpiled for the Site which was devel oped in
accordance with Section 113(k) of CERCLA. The administrative record is available for public review at
the EE Smthfield Public Library in Esnond, Rhode Island, and at the EPA Region | Ofice of Site

Remedi ati on and Restorati on Record Center in Boston Massachusetts. The administrative record index
(attached as Appendix A to the ROD) identifies each of the itens which conprise the adm nistrative record
upon which the selection of the renedial action is based.

DESCRI PTI ON COF THE SELECTED REMEDY

EPA has determined that No Action is necessary to address the contam nation at the Site. The Site poses
no unacceptable current or potential threat to human health or the environment. G oundwater nonitoring
will be conducted for a period of at |east five years to verify that no unacceptabl e exposures to
potential hazards posed by conditions at the Site occur in the future.

DECLARATI ON

EPA has determned that its response at this site is conplete. Therefore, the site now qualifies for
inclusion on the Construction Conpletion List.

As this is a decision for No Action, the statutory requirenents of CERCLA Section 121 for renedial
actions are not applicable and no statutory five year review will be undertaken.
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RECORD OF DECI SI ON SUMVARY
Davis GSR Site

I. SITE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON
A General Description

The Davis d ocester-Snithfield Regional (GSR) landfill site (the Site) is approximately 58 acres

in size, and the main landfill portion is about 18 acres. The landfill is |ocated at Latitude N41-55"
and Longitude W1-35" off Tarkiln Road in the towns of Smithfield and d ocester, Rhode Island (Figure 1).
The Site consists mainly of wooded and wetland areas with the landfill being situated on a | ocal high
area underlain by glacial deposits and extending into an area created by the partial landfilling of a
small valley. The land surrounding the Site is considered sem -rural. Wthin 1 mle of the Site, the
land is predom nately wooded with wetl ands and cleared areas. Developed land is limted and is dom nated
by | owdensity residential use. These residents obtain their water fromprivate wells. The future use
of the Site and surrounding land is not expected to change.

The GSR Landfill accepted municipal and commercial wastes fromthe Boston and Provi dence areas from 1974
to 1982. The 18-acre nmain landfill denoted as Landfill Area A is estinmated to be approximately 37-44
feet deep. Monitoring well logs indicate that the contents of the landfill consist nainly of nunicipa
solid waste, including trash, refuse, plastic, paper, wod, glass, bricks, sludge, fiber board, and

nmedi cal waste. A 3-acre area in the wetlands i medi ately south of the main landfill contain 10 to 18
feet of trash and is denoted as Landfill Area B. The Site is bordered on the south, east, and west by
wet | ands, and on the north by wooded rural residential areas. On the east side of the landfill is N ne
Foot Brook, which flows south into Waterman Reservoir approximately 2.5 mles dowmstream On the west
side is an unnaned stream which flows southwesterly into wetlands that eventually discharge into N ne
Foot Brook south of the Site (Figure 2).

B. Geol ogy and Hydr ogeol ogy

The region where the Site is located is underlined by granite and granite gneiss bedrock which transmt
wat er through openings that occur prinarily as a result of weathering near the surface and joints that
extend to greater depths. Bedrock varies in depth throughout the Site; the greatest depth to bedrock
encountered during the drilling programwas 64 feet bel ow grade, at the south side of the landfill.
Bedrock is exposed on the western side of the landfill where the relief steeply rises. In areas beneath
or along the periphery of the landfill where bedrock is shallow or at the surface, refuse material nay be
in direct contact or within a few feet of bedrock, possibly resulting in | eachate directly affecting
bedrock groundwater. Over the bedrock, the Davis GSR Landfill is underlain primarily by glacial till,
consisting of sorted sand and gravel with mnor anmounts of silts and clay (Figures 3-8).

Measur enents of groundwater |evels indicate an upward gradi ent of groundwater flow to the north and east
of the landfill as well as in the wetlands south of the unnamed stream A downward gradi ent was observed
at the Landfill Area B and to the i mediate west of Landfill Area A. In general, groundwater recharge
occurs in the highland areas and groundwat er di scharge occurs in low |land areas where the streans and
wetl and are |l ocated. Based on the information collected fromthe site nmonitoring wells, groundwater in
bedrock flows fromwest to east toward the landfill. Underneath the landfill, the hydraulic gradient in
the bedrock flattens, and flow in the bedrock becones radial flowing to the east, northeast, and
southeast. This radial flow apparently occurs because there is recharge to bedrock fromthe overburden
underneath the landfill. The streans on-site do not appear to significantly affect groundwater flow in
bedrock in the imedi ate area of the landfill because groundwater in the bedrock is sem -confined from
overburden deposits (Figure 9). Beneath the landfill, overburden groundwater flows radially in all
directions except northwest, which is upgradient. The radial flow is induced due to recharge through the
fill creating a groundwater nound. In the overburden aquifer, flow primarily discharges into surface

wat er and wetl and areas (Figure 10).

The domi nant surface water bodies at the Site are N ne Foot Brook, which originates off-site to the
northeast, and the unnaned stream which originates just northwest of the landfill and flows through
wet | ands downgradi ent until it converges with Nine Foot Brook. Fromthe confluence, N ne Foot Brook
flows south towards the Waternman Reservoir. These streans are | ocated in topographic | ows and receive
some groundwat er di scharge fromthe underlying aquifer

A nore conplete description of the Site can be found in the Renmedial Investigation report on Davis GSR
Landfill located in the Adm nistrative Record



1. SI TE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES
A Land Use and Response History

The land surrounding the Davis GSR Landfill is considered sem -rural. Limted devel oped | and within one
mle of the Site is domnated by | ow density residential uses, with renaining areas being predom nantly
wooded with various wetlands and cleared areas. A fewresidents within 1-mle of the Site have used for
livestock grazing. These small "recreational" farms have limted nunbers of cows, goats, and others
animal s for non-comrercial use. Tarkiln Road, Evans Road, Eddy Road, and small portions of Mann School
Road, Burlingane Road, and Farnum Road lie within a 1-nmile radius of the Davis GSR Landfill.

Approxi mately 50 houses are located within a 1-mle radius of the landfill, all of which draw water from
private wells. The ngjority of the residential wells in the area are drilled into the bedrock, while a
few are shallow hand dug wells. Thus, drinking water is derived from both overburden and bedrock

aqui fers.

The Davis Liquid Chemical Disposal Superfund Site and the adjacent large tire pile is |ocated
approxi mately 2,500 feet east of the Davis GSR Landfill. EPA and the State are currently involved in
site characterization activities at that Superfund Site and in drumred waste and tire renoval activities.

Waternman Reservoir is |located approxinmately 2.5 nmiles downstream of the Davis GSR Landfill and is fed by
the Nine Foot Brook. The reservoir is a 263 acre body of water classified by the State as a U ass B
wat er body, neaning it may potentially serve as a public water supply with appropriate treatment.

There are different zoning designations for the Davis GSR Landfill and surrounding land within a 1-mle
radi us, depending on the town where the land lies. According to the Town's Zoning Maps, the najority of
the Site land in Smthfield is classified as residential conservation or R 200, which requires a 200, 000
square foot mnimumlot size. A small portion of |and southeast of Burlingane Road is classified | ow
density residential or R 80, which requires an 80,000 square foot mnimumlot size. The land located in
the town of docester, where the najor portion of the Site is located, is categorized as an agricul tural
residential zone or A-4 which requires a mininmumlot size of 4 acres.

The Davis GSR Landfill was first |licensed by the state to receive solid waste in 1974, and acceptance of
waste ceased in 1982. In the 1970s and early 1980s, the public expressed concern about M. Davis'
operation of the landfill and the landfill's effect on the |l ocal groundwater drinking supply. In

February 1976, the Rhode Island Departnent of Health (RIDOH), the predecessor of the Rhode Island
Departnment of Environmental Managerment (RIDEM as the licensing and regul atory agency for solid waste
nmanagenent facilities, ordered M. Davis the property owner, to undertake extensive activities in the
south wetl ands where solid waste was inproperly disposed. This nandated activity included construction
of trenches, installation of culverts, and excavation and renoval of refuse material fromthe wetland
area. In Septenber 1977, R DOH ordered M. Davis to provide plans and a timetable to close the portion
of the landfill located in the south wetlands..

In January 1978, RIDEM denied a request by M. Davis to renew his solid waste disposal license citing
nuner ous operating violations under "Rules and Regul ations for Operating Solid Waste Managenent
Facilities" and failure to conply with previous orders issued by RRDOH in 1976 and 1977. At the request
of M. Davis a hearing on this denial was held on Septenber 20, 1978. Testinony during this hearing
detail ed the finding of several inspections conducted by the State in 1978, which showed that M. Davis
failed to meet the requirenents of regulations regarding items such as |ift height, daily cover, surface
wat er separation, brush handling, number of bulldozers, fire extinguishers on equiprment, intermediate
cover, final cover, and bul ky waste separation. M. Davis appealed this decision and in April 1982,
after a nunber of decisions by the Rhode Island Courts, Rhode Island Suprenme Court ruled in favor of
RIDEM |Immediately following the court ruling, on April 14, 1982, RIDEMnotified M. Davis that he was
all owed three weeks after the effective date of the original closure decision to subnmt the required

engi neering plans for the final closure of the landfill. At that tinme the landfill had stopped accepting
solid waste, but no closure plans have been filed to this date. A final cover conplying with state

regul ati ons has not been applied. The existing cover naterial currently consists of sand and silty sand,
and is overgrown with naturally occurring grasses and trees.

In 1985, the Town of d ocester took over the property for non-paynent of taxes. On August 19, 1988, the
Town cancel ed all delinquent taxes relating to the property and transferred the property back to M.
Davis, who renmains the current owner of the Site.

Sanmpling of on-site wells conducted by R DEM between 1980 and 1982 i ndi cated presence of inorganic and
organi ¢ groundwat er contam nation underneath the landfill. Conpounds detected included toluene

1, 1-di chl oroet hane, chloroform nethyl ethyl ketone, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, and benzene. In My 1982,
Ecol ogy and the Environnment, Inc., a Field Investigation Team (FIT) contractor for EPA, conpleted a



Prelimnary Assessnent (PA) at the Site which included a recommendation that EPA conduct a Site
Inspection (SI) at the Site. The planned Novenber, 1983 SI was inpeded by M. Davis' refusal to grant
perm ssion for access to the property. |In June, 1984, NUS Corporation, another FIT contractor, collected
a total of 16 sanples fromnearby six residential wells, three surface water |ocations, and two soi
locations. EPA found no Volatile Organic Conpounds (VOCs) in any of the sanples. A residential well

|l ocated on Tarkiln Road was tested by RRDEMin June 1984 and June 1985 and had detected 1, 1-

di chl or oet hane contami nation of 10 mi crograns per liter (ug/l). In Cctober, 1984, NUS coll ected

addi tional 13 sanples, including sanples of surface water, soil and residential wells, which were

anal yzed for VOCs and netals. These sanples were collected in the area i medi ately surrounding the
landfill due to the denial of access by the owner. No VOCs were found in the residential wells.

The S| report prepared in Cctober 1985, which incorporated data from EPA and RIDEM s sanpling activities
conducted to that date, recommended that further investigations should be performed such as sanpling
on-site nmonitoring wells, conducting hydrogeol ogi cal investigation of the area, and installation of

addi tional rnonitoring wells downgradient fromthe landfill. The National Priorities List (NPL) Update
#3, April 10, 1985, proposed that the Davis GSR Landfill be added to the NPL. On June 10, 1986, EPA
added the Davis GSR Landfill site after no coments were received during the public comrent period.

RI DOH and EPA al so have periodically sanpled residential wells in the vicinity of the Site since the
early 1980s. In February and Novenber 1988, EPA anal yzed sanples from 15 residential wells for VOCs and
netals. No elevated concentrations were detected. The l|atest sanpling by R IDOH was done in 1992 and
1994 for a total of 20 wells. None of the wells confirmed the presence of VOCs. From 1991 to 1993,
after site access has been finally obtained, COM Federal Prograns Corporation, a contractor to EPA,
conducted an extensive renedial investigation to determine the extent and nature of contam nation at the
Site. Results of this investigation concluded that the landfill appears to be a source of nunerous
chemcals with off-landfill migration confined to the immediate vicinity of the landfill as there is no
evi dence of contam nati on downgradient. No distinct plume of groundwater contam nation was found to be
emanating fromthe landfill.

B. Enf orcement History

Based on investigations conducted by EPA, in 1990 EPA issued 83 104(e) letters to persons believed to
have information regarding the Site, including potential generators and transporters. In 1992, EPA

i ssued 62 additional 104(e) letters to candidate potentially responsible parties based upon the
information provided fromthe 1990 104(e) responses, additional interviews, available records and
title/deed docunentation. In addition, EPA issued selective non-conpliance letters in 1991 and 1993.

After investigation of numerous sources of infornmation related to waste transported and di sposed of at
the Site, EPA has not nanmed any potentially responsible parties at this Site.

1. COMMUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

In the 1970s and 1980s, during the years of the landfill operation, community concern with the activities
at the landfill has been noderate to high. In the recent Site history, however, comunity concern and
invol venent has been low. In the 1992, a community group "Dunp the Dunp" was awarded the Technica

Assi stance Grant (TAG for both Davis Liquid and Davis GSR Superfund Sites, but no activities or
expenditure of funds by the group have occurred to date. EPA has kept the comrunity and other interested
parties apprised of the Site activities through infornational neetings, fact sheets, press rel eases and
public neetings.

On June 18, 1997, EPA nmade the draft admnistrative record available for public review a EPA's offices in
Boston and at the E. Smthfield Public Library at 50 Esnond Street, Smthfield, Rhode Island. EPA
publ i shed a notice and brief analysis of the Proposed Plan in the Whonsocket Call on June 11, 1997, and
made the Plan available to the public at the E. Smithfield Public Library. EPA also nailed copies of the
Press Rel ease and the Proposed Plan to the nmenbers of the public on the Davis GSR Landfill nmailing |ist
on June 16, 1997

On June 23, 1997, EPA held an information session and public meeting to discuss the results of the
Remedi al Investigation and to present the Agency's Proposed Plan. Also during this neeting, the Agency
answered questions on the Proposed Plan fromthe public. FromJune 24 through August 22, 1997, the
Agency held a 30-day public comment period to accept public commrent on the proposal presented in the
Proposed Pl an and on any other docunents previously released to the public. On July 15, 1997, the Agency
hel d a public hearing and accepted oral conmments on the Proposed Plan. The comrents and the Agency's
response to conmments are included in the Responsiveness Summary in Appendix D. A transcript of this
hearing is attached as part of Appendix D



V. SCOPE AND RCLE OF NO ACTI ON REMEDY

This Record of Decision reflects EPA's determ nation that no further CERCLA action is required at the
Davis GSR Landfill Site. The baseline risk assessnment concluded that conditions at the Site pose no
unaccept abl e risk to human health and the environnment. Based on the |evels of organics and netals that
were detected in the soils, sediments, surface water, groundwater, and air and the unlikely future
exposure to the groundwater in a linmted area in the wetlands i nmedi ately adjacent to the landfill, EPA
has determ ned that the potential for adverse ecol ogical and human health risks fromsite groundwater and
other nedia to be unlikely. Limted nonitoring of groundwater, including residential well nonitoring
wi Il be conducted for a period of at |least five years. The scope and frequency of the nonitoring will be
adj usted as necessary, based on the sanpling results.

The deci sion by EPA not to pursue further action at the Site is not a determnation that no action is
warrant ed under other regul ations and statutes. EPA has determned that the CERCLA cl eanup authority is
not the appropriate mechanismto handle the closure of this mnunicipal waste landfill. The State's
authority under their laws and regulations is in no way limted by EPA's No Action decision

EPA has the authority to revisit the No Action decision even if the Site is renmoved fromthe NPL. This
could occur if future conditions indicate that an unacceptable risk to hunman health or the environnent
woul d result fromthe exposure to contaminants at the Site.

V. SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The significant findings of the Remedial Investigation are sunmarized below. To maintain consistency
with the Renedial Investigation Report, the levels of organic contami nants are reported in parts per
billion (ppb), while levels of nmetals in aqueous nedia are reported in ppb and in soils are reported in
parts per mllion (ppm.

A Landfill Source and Soi

The Davis GSR Landfill was apparently constructed on a snmall hill, alnost conpletely surrounded by

wetl ands. Portions of the hill were displaced to nake roomfor refuse, which was al so deposited in the
perineter wetlands south of the main landfill. A large portion of the landfill area was built on sand
and gravel overburden, with the perineter area of the filled wetlands on peat. The landfill does not
have a bottom |iner, |eachate collection system or an engineered cover. The side slopes are very steep
in many locations. Intermttent |eachate seeps emanate fromthe side slopes onto surface soil; this flow
along with runoff fromthe landfill mgrates into nearby surface water and sedi ments. The thickness of
the existing cover material ranges fromO to 18 inches and consists of fine to nediumgrained sand with
traces of gravel and organic soils. Vegetative cover at the landfill varies widely across the site, with
heavy underbrush, trees, and grasses established over the majority of the surface area. Steep sl opes
have been covered with |large boulders/rip rap. FErosion does not appear to be a major concern at this
landfill.

Waste depositions limts were established fromsurficial indicators and test borings conducted during the
well installation program The main landfill (Landfill Area A) is approximately 18 acres with depth
ranging from44 feet in the southern portion to 37 feet in northern portion. The volune of the |andfil
above the fill-native ground interface was estimated at 700,000 cubic yards (cy). Logs fromthe
nonitoring wells installed in July 1992 showed encounters with nunicipal solid waste and soil |ayers;
sone solid waste was al so evident on top of the northern portion of the landfill as well as al ong sone

st eeper slopes. Based on aerial photos and field observations, on-site borrow used for intermediate
landfill cover appears to have been mined fromthe area i medi ately northwest of the landfill. Apparent
settlement at a differential rate resulted in settlenent cracks and areas of depression observed on top
of the northern and southern portions of the landfill.

In Landfill Area B soil fill material and trash were observed fromthe ground surface to a depth of 10 to
18 feet below ground surface. Below fill soils, on the average, trash was observed froma depth of 8
feet to a depth of 16 feet. Based on the defined linmits, Landfill Area Bis a about 3 acres with tota
vol ume estinmated at 70,000 cy. In addition, mscellaneous fornms of solid waste, such as tires, bales of
wires, and various scrap netal have been placed around the landfill.

To identify source contam nation, two rounds of |eachate sanpling was conducted and a | eachate production
nodel was used to performa water bal ance analysis. A total of nine |eachate |ocations was identified by
visible staining at the seeps. Eight |ocations were identified as non-aqueous (stained soil), and one

| ocation was an aqueous seep. Three volatile organic conpounds in four soil |eachate sanples were
detected at |evels bel ow 100 ppb. Phthalates and PAHs were nore prevalent, with the diethyphthal ate
found at the highest concentration of 750 ppb. Low |evels of pesticides and PCBs were al so detected in



several locations. The netals detected in all |eachate soil sanples were alum num barium cal ci um
i ron, magnesi um manganese, and vanadium H gh concentrations of iron were consistent with the

rust-col ored staining observed at the | eachate seeps.. Arsenic, cobalt, copper, |ead, nickel, potassium
and zinc were detected frequently, while mercury was only detected once. Location along western sl ope of
the landfill tended to exhibit the highest netal concentrations. The only aqueous |eachate sanple

|l ocated on the eastern slope of the landfill had few organi c conpounds found at nminimal levels in the | ow

ppb range. The concentrations of many netals, including iron, nmanganese, |ead, nickel, and zinc at that
l ocation were el evated conpared to concentrations that woul d be expected to occur naturally in
groundwater. A fairly randomdistribution of conpounds in the |eachate indicates that these chem cal
concentrations are due to a variety of different sources fromwthin the landfill.

Leachat e di scharge rates were eval uated using the HELP nodel which generates a water bal ance based on the
expected precipitation condition and the landfill characteristics. Mass |oading of contaninants fromthe
landfill source area to the groundwater beneath the landfill is expected to be highly variable and is
likely to continue at present although waste di sposal was stopped in 1982. Due to inherent variability of
factors controlling | eachate generation, it is not possible to accurately estinmate the length of tine
over which the landfill will continue as a source of contami nation

Ten source area soil borings were perfornmed to evaluate the subsurface soil quality (Figure 11). A total
of 14 volatile conmpounds were detected in sanples taken fromLandfill Area A, with nost detections found
on the northwestern perineter of the landfill. The highest concentrations were toluene (120 ppb)

chl orobenzene (160 ppb), ethyl benzene (440 ppb), and total xylenes (440 ppb). These nmaxi mum
concentrations were found at two | ocations fromdepths of 8 to 10 feet and 24.5 to 26.5 feet. Landfil
Area B included detections of 11 organic conpounds, w th highest concentrati ons detected at depths from8
to 12 feet. The highest concentrations detected were toluene (2,000 ppb), chlorobenzene (450 ppb),

et hyl benzene (450 ppb), and total xylenes (700 ppb). Simlarly, 28 and 14 sem vol atile conpounds, nostly
PAHs, phenol s and phthal ates, were detected in Landfill Area A and Landfill Area B, respectively.

H ghest concentrations included total PAHs at 1,050, 100 ppb and phenols of 10,000 ppb at the Landfil
Area A, and phthalates at 9,000 ppb at Landfill Area B. A few elevated | evels of PCBs and pesticides were
detected sporadically in the source area. Concentrations of inorganics in excess of those typically found
in regional soils include arsenic, calcium chromum copper, iron, lead and zinc. Heavy netals, found
primarily in Source Area A, include nmercury, nickel, and silver. The contam nant distribution appears to
be typical of the randompattern normally associated with landfills.

Of-landfill soil quality was evaluated at 14 soil boring locations, including soil borings along the
unnaned stream N ne Foot Brook, and two background | ocations north of the Site. Four volatile organic
conmpounds at concentrations bel ow 100 ppb, and one senivol atil e conpound, benzo(a)pyrene, at 1,700 ppb
were detected at a depth of 4-6 feet at the confluence of the unnaned stream and N ne Foot Brook Tol uene
was detected at less than 5 ppb at three | ocations near the Nine Foot Brook Acetone was al so detected at
four locations along the Brook, as well as in the background sanples. Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthal ate was
detected northeast of the landfill at the concentrations simlar to the levels found in the background
No pesticides or PCBs were detected in any soil sanple at these |ocations. Three netal concentrations
near the unnaned stream exceeded the regional levels: beryllium (2.4 ppm, calcium(11,500 ppnm), and
selenium (12.5 ppnm) at 4-6 feet depth. Analytes that exceeded site-specific background in these

I ocations include barium beryllium cobalt, nickel, selenium and vanadium Soil borings east of the
landfill, along N ne Foot Brook, contained the greatest nunber of inorganics exceedi ng background | evel s.
Two i norgani c conmpounds exceeded regional levels: antinmony (5.4 ppm and zinc (56.1 ppm) were found near
the unnaned stream Simlar to |ocations at the unnaned stream a nunber of netals exceeded the
background concentrations as well.

A total of 16 surficial soil sanples were collected on an imediately adjacent to the landfill. Surficial
soils contained virtually no VOCs and a few senivol atiles scattered throughout the landfill and
surrounding area. Overall, three VOCs, eight different PAHs and four phthal ates were detected at severa
locations, at |evels generally bel ow 100 ppb. Several pesticides were also detected, prinarily along the
easterly perinmeter of the landfill, with the highest detection of 4,4'-DDE at 10 ppb. PCBs were detected
at five locations, with the highest found | evel of Aroclor-1260 at 310 ppb just northeast of the
landfill. Several inorganic constituents were found to exceed background concentrations. Mercury and

silver were preval ent throughout the Site and copper and zinc were found in select |ocations. On the
other hand, berylliumand | ead | evel s exceeded these found regionally, while non-background sanpl es of
t hese conpounds were bel ow the nean regi onal values. Three additional conmpounds, calcium iron and
manganese were found to exceed the background and regional criteria.

To further characterize the source contanination, the landfill soil gas survey conducted over Landfil
Area A at 83 grid points spaced on a 100 feet grid measured sel ected VOCs present bel ow the |andfil
surface. Over 97 percent of the landfill surface had |evels bel ow 50 ppm w th 62 percent of the area

havi ng | evel s bel ow 10 ppmof total volatile organics. One area, approximately 3,800 sq. ft or 0.5
percent in size, had |levels greater than 100 ppm



B. G ound Wat er

The geol ogi ¢ investigation included bedrock formation mappi ng, subsurface drilling, bedrock coring, and a
geophysi cal survey. Hydrogeol ogic investigation perforned at the Site included synoptic water |eve
neasurenments, slug tests at nonitoring wells, and sieve test (grain size) analysis on soil sanples.

During the course of the renedial investigation, 32 nonitoring wells were installed in a vicinity of the
Davis GSR Landfill to monitor groundwater quality and the flow system (Figure 11). Mnitoring wells were
screened in bedrock and across various depths in the overburben. G oundwater elevations in the
surroundi ng wetl ands are at the ground surface or, in dry weather, slightly below the surface. The
estinmated groundwater elevation in the landfill is approximately 20 feet above the water table el evation
in the surrounding wetlands. Synoptic water |evel elevations recorded in wells |located on the | andfil
depi ct a groundwater rmound that, subject to hydrol ogical variances, has been recorded as nuch as 40 feet
above the water table in the surroundi ng wetlands. Fractures (faults and joints) were observed on bedrock
outcrops to the south and east. Bedrock outcrops were observed in close proximty to refuse in both
Landfill Area A and B, indicating there may be sone | ocations where refuse is in contact with or close
proximty to bedrock. As would be expected in a wetland with a peat substrate, the hydraulic
conductivity at the Site is lowest in Landfill Area B. The groundwater gradi ent appears to be downward
in Landfill Areas A and B, while and upward gradi ent exists along the unnaned stream N ne Foot Brook
and wetlands to the south of the landfill.

Three rounds of groundwater sanpling for organic and inorganic paranmeters were conducted in 1992 and
1993. The discussion of the results focuses of Rounds 2 and 3 since all wells at the site were sanpl ed
during these rounds using the | owflow purge and sanpl e nethod. Five overburden nonitoring wells were
installed to evaluate source groundwater (groundwater under the landfill area, where fill is present).
During the three rounds of sanpling, between 26 and 45 various organi ¢ conpounds were detected in the
source groundwater wells. The nost common vol atil e conpounds detected were BTEX conpounds (benzene,

t ol uene, ethyl benzene, and xyl enes). The semvol atile conmpounds detected included PAHs, phenolic
conmpounds, and phthal ates. No PCBs were detected in any wells, and pesticides were only found at | ow
concentrations at the Landfill Area B. Mbdst of the individual organic conpounds were detected at
concentrations bel ow 100 ppb. O ganic conmpounds detected over 100 ppb included acetone (188 ppb),

ci s-1, 2-di chl oroet hene (115 ppb), xylenes (120 ppb), naphthal ene (680 ppb), 4-nethyl phenol (110 ppb), and
phenol (220 ppb). Two source bedrock wells were also installed and sanpled in Rounds 2 and 3. As in the
source overburden wells, several BTEX and semivol atile conmpounds were detected. There were no individua
conmpounds det ected above 100 ppb in these bedrock wells. The highest concentration detected in source
bedrock sanpl es was 39 ppb of ethyl benzene in the north portion of the Landfill Area A. There were no
pesticides or PCBs found in source bedrock sanples.

I norgani c contam nants were anal yzed for both filtered and unfiltered sanples. |In the overburden and
bedrock wells, calcium iron, magnesium manganese, potassium and sodi umwere detected at the highest
concentrations. The concentrations of these netals were elevated with respect to the site-specific
background concentrati ons but were consistent with nunicipal landfill |eachate. Qher netals, which were
det ect ed above background levels or were not detected in the background, include alum num antinony,
arsenic, barium cadm um chrom um cobalt, copper, |ead, nercury, nickel, silver, vanadium and zinc

In general, the maxi mum concentration detected in source bedrock was | ess than the maxi num concentration
detected in source overburden

In addition to nmonitoring wells installed in the landfill, overburden and bedrock wells were installed
i mredi ately adj acent to and further down gradient fromthe landfill. Six wells (MAM04A, MMOS8A/ D
MAL12D, and MM 14A/D) were installed on-site along the eastern periphery of the landfill near N ne Foot

Brook, ten wells (MAL15A/B/ D, MM17A, MAL18A/B/D, and MM19A/B/ D) were installed further to the east and
sout h, beyond the wetlands surrounding the Site, one additional well (MAL10D) was installed to the west,
beyond t he unnanmed stream and wells 120A/ D and 121A/ D were consi dered background wel | s.

No volatile or senivolatile organic conpounds were detected in wells associated with the unnaned stream
(MAL10D, MM15A/ B/ D, and MAL17). During Round 2, in the area associated with discharges into N ne Foot
Brook (MAMLO4A, MMO8SA/ D, MM14A/D, MM 18A/B/ D, and MM19A/ B/ D) organics that were detected include |ow
level s of volatiles and semvolatiles (less than 10 ppb, sone bel ow ppb), which were detected i n MALO4,
and MAL19A (overburden) and MAMO08D and MAL12D (bedrock). The highest organi c detection, acetone at 220
ppb, occurred at MMO8A. One slight exceedance of a regulatory criterion (federal Maxi mum Contam nant
Level (MCL)=5 ppb) occurred for benzene at MAML14A, with a concentration of 6.1 ppb. This location, in
the wetland area between the landfill toe and N ne Foot Brook, had the greatest nunber of detected
organi ¢ conpounds in Round 2 (six volatile, three semvolatile, and one pesticide). Two PAHs were
detected at MM 12D and MML14D, at concentrations bel ow 10 ppb



During Round 3, volatile organics were detected at | ow concentrations (less than 10 ppb) in N ne Foot
Brook wells MA04, MALO8A, and MM19D. Volatile and sem volatile organics were detected at higher
concentrations (up to 160 ppb) at MAL12D, MAMLO8D, MAM14A, and MAML14D. Again, the only MCL that was slight
exceeded was for benzene, which was exceeded in wells (MAL12D, MAL0O8D, MM14A, and MAL14D) | ocated

between the landfill and landfill and N ne Foot Brook, with the maxi mum concentration of 8.9 ppb. No
PCBs were detected in any of the wells. VOCs in groundwater were detected only in sanples fromwells
|l ocated al ong the eastern periphery of the landfill, indicating that mninal mgration have occurred

In both bedrock and overburden sanpl es site-specific background concentrations were exceeded for up to 12
netals. None of the detected inorganics exceeded MCLs, although al um numand iron concentrati ons were

hi gher than secondary MCLs at several wells. Secondary MCLs, based on aesthetic water quality, are set

at concentrations that when exceeded do not cause human health concerns but sometinmes cause water to have
an unappeal i ng appearance or taste. The Maxi num Contam nant Level Coal (MCLG for manganese was exceeded
in several bedrock and overburden wells closest to the landfill. MCLGis a non-enforceable concentration
of a drinking water contaminant that is protective of adverse human health affects and all ows an adequate
margi n of safety. Locations exceedi ng background nost frequently were MALO8, MAM12 and MAML14, all
located along the eastern toe of the landfill.

In addition to the contam nant data, conventional water quality parameters such as biol ogi cal oxygen
demand (BOD), total hardness, chenical oxygen demand (COD), total phosphorus, total organic carbon (TCO),
total kjeldahl nitrogen (TKN), Chloride, bicarbonate, sulfate, total dissolved solids (TDS), and tota
suspended solids (TSS) were neasured. At wells that discharge into the unnanmed stream the conventiona
paraneters are simlar in concentration to background wells. However, at wells which discharge into N ne
Foot Brook, the conventional paraneters exceed the background | evels for al nost every analysis

indicating that this would be the najor vector for novenent of the contam nants fromthe landfill.

The dominant fate and transport mechanismfor the volatiles in groundwater at the Davis GSR Landfill are
sorption, the partitioning of a conpound from groundwater to aquifer solids, and bi odegradation
Inorganics in groundwater are likely controlled by sorption and precipitation processes. Statistica
anal ysis on the groundwater data yield no correl ati on between contam nants, indicating randomess in

di stribution between contam nants at the sane | ocation. However, three concentric circular clusters of
sanpl e |l ocations were identified: a contam nant source inside Landfill Areas A and B; and area al ong
perineter of the landfill, including wells between the landfill and N ne Foot Brook, and wells in the
background and wetl ands | ocated further downgradient fromthe landfill. This analysis show | esser
contam nant influence in the groundwater surrounding the landfill and no defined contam nant plume

| eaving the site.

C. Surface Water and Sedi nent

In the Spring and Fall of 1992, two phases of surface water sanpling were performed at Davis GSR Landfill
al ong the N ne Foot Brook, the unnaned stream in the wetland downstreamfromthe site, and at the
background | ocations (Figure 12). Each sanple was anal yzed for volatiles, semvolatiles, pesticides,
PCBs, and inorganics. Volatile organics were infrequently detected in the surface water sanples, with no
detected values in the Phase 1. Two sanples had detects for a total of four VOCs, all below 10 ppb. One
of these locations (adjacent to the unnamed stream) and | ocati on downgradient of the landfill on N ne
Foot Brook, also had the only SVOC detected, 4-nethylphenol, at 1 ppb and 3 ppb, respectively. No PCBs
were found in any sanple, and the only pesticide detected was 4,4'-DDT, at 0.1 ppb

A nunber of inorganic conpounds exceeded either federal or Rhode Island anbient water quality criteria
(AWX) in background and site surface waters. AW, which include values for both acute and chronic
effects, were devel oped under the dean Water Act Section 304 for protection of aquatic life. Iron and

| ead were found to be preval ent throughout the site; however AWX was exceeded in both background and
site surface waters. Simlarly, alum numexceeded AWNXC i n background and in 14 of the 17 locations
tested. Zinc exceeded AWXC in one | ocation downgradient of the landfill. Qher netals exceedi ng AWXs,
nostly at a single location, include beryllium copper, nercury, silver, and thallium Conmpound found to
be preval ent and frequently exceedi ng background include barium calcium iron, nagnesium nanganese,

pot assi um and sodium The downstream sanpling | ocati on SW14, prior to the confluence of the N ne Foot
Brook and the unnaned stream exhibited the nost exceedances of AWJXCs. This location, along with SW12
(imredi ately upstrean) al so exhibited the only background exceedances of seven inorganics: alum num
barium copper, nercury, nickel, zinc and |lead. The brook is nore slow flowi ng at these | ocations, where
it broadens into a poorly defined channel, and this area may act as a contam nant sink. Surface water
was al so screened for parameters such as pH, conductivity, turbidity, dissolved oxygen, and tenperature
Conventional paraneters, such as total suspended and di ssol ved solids, hardness, nitrogen, phosphorous
and chloride were also analyzed. In the mgjority of sanples, the conventional paraneters yielded val ues
typical of drinking water and appear to correlate with high total suspended solids present at |ocations
such as SW12 and SW14. The pH was found to be near neutral, thus |ow nmetal solubility would be



expect ed.

Heavy netals are the primarily inorganic contanminants of concern for surface water at the site. The
dom nant fate and transport process for heavy nmetals in surface water are sorption and precipitation

The statistical analysis perforned on the surface water data indicated that the nost common naturally
occurring metals were strongly correlated: calcium nagnesium sodium potassium iron, and nanganese

t hese chem cals which behave simlarly in the environment, were found in proportional quantities at the
sane location. These netals nornally exhibit high concentrations in the environnent and, in fact, from
this group, only iron exceeded secondary water quality standards. The strong correlation in this group
may indicate a natural origin for each of these metals. Distribution of other conpounds was found to be
random The surface water data al so denonstrated a positive spatial correlation through which three
clusters of sanpling |locations were identified that exhibit the simlar chem cal characteristics. One
large cluster contained all surface water sanples nearest to the landfill and nost sanples downstream A
second | arge cluster contained nore distant surface water sanples in the unnamed stream and N ne Foot
Brook, along with the background sanples. The third and smallest cluster was conposed of wetland sanpl es
further downstreamfromthe landfill. This pattern seens to correspond with the groundwater flow paths
and di scharge patterns, indicating that the groundwater is likely to have some influence on surface water
contam nant | evel s.

Three rounds of sedinent sanpling were performed in 1992 and 1994, generally at locations coinciding with
surface water sanmpling. Al sedinent sanples were anal yzed for VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs, and
inorganics. Sinilar to surface waters, volatiles were infrequently detected in sedi ment sanpl es, nost
bel ow 50 ppb. Conpounds detected above 50 ppb, nostly at a single |ocation, include toluene, 2-butanone
and acetone. Several various SVOCs were detected, including PAHs at nost |ocations, including
background. Qher SVOCs detected at sone | ocations include phthal ates, dichlorobenzenes, napht hal enes
and phenol s at |evels nostly bel ow 100 ppb, with highest concentrations ranging up to 1,400 ppb to the
east of the landfill. Total PAH concentrations did not exceed the Ontario Mnistry of Environment (MOE)
sediment criteria at any |ocations. MOE sedinent criteria established as guidelines for the protection
of ecol ogi cal receptors from exposure to contam nated sedi ments. Al so, none of the individual conmpounds
exceeded the corresponding criteria for that conmpound

Several pesticides were detected at up to nine locations, nostly at trace levels, with none exceeding 100
ppb. The greatest nunber of seven pesticides (six) were found at a sanpling |ocation near the confl uence
of the unnaned stream and N ne Foot Brook. It appears that trace |levels of pesticides are clustered in
sediments in and around the downgradi ent standing waters. Agricultural areas, including a former apple
orchard approximately 1/4 mle southeast, nay be the contributing source to this area. PCBs were
detected during the Round 3 at five locations with the highest |evel of 34 ppb on the west side of the
landfill in the proximty of stained surface soils. Overall, phthal ates, pesticides, and PAHs were nost
prevalent to the west and sout heast of the landfill.

I norgani ¢ conpound found to exceed MOE criteria in the background sedi nent sanples were |ead, detected in
all four locations, iron, and nagnesium Arsenic, copper, iron, |ead, nmanganese, nercury, and zinc were
found exceeding ME criteria in a few sanples either along the unnaned streamor the N ne Foot Brook

with nmost MOE exceedances in an area with standing water at the confluence of the N ne Foot Brook and the
unnaned stream In general, the inorganics were nore preval ent, with many exceedi ng background
concentrations, in the areas adjacent to the landfill near the | eachate seeps, and were dini nishing
further downstream H gh total organic carbon (TOC) values and high fine content in these sedinents
indicate that the sediments will tend to retain and absorb organic and i norgani c chemcals.

The domi nant fate and transport nechani smfor PAHs, pesticides, and inorganics in sedinment is absorption
Statistical analysis of the sedinment data showed no chem cal conpound correlation, indicating random

di stribution of these conpounds. However, cluster analysis yielded two sanple clusters indicating one
cluster with a common set of background conditions. The second cluster was conposed of sanples near the

west landfill toe, one sanple east of the landfill, and downstream sanples in the wetlands. This
anal ysis indicates a tendency for transport and deposition of contam nants in the area adjacent to the
landfill, near the unnanmed streamand its associ ated wet| ands

D. Ar
Landfill gas characterization was conducted to identify areas in the landfill containing el evated
concentrations of volatile organic conpounds that indicate source areas. In addition, an air quality
di spersion anal ysis was perfornmed for over 30 VOCs to determ ne possible inpacts fromthe Davis GSR
Landfill on the nearby receptors. The worst-case existing toxic air pollutant concentrations fromthe
landfill gas nonitoring programwere incorporated into the nodeling and the resultant highest predicted

off-site anbi ent concentrations were conpared to the Rhode |sland Annual Acceptabl e Anbient Levels. The



hi ghest of f-site VOC concentrations were found to occur at the Landfill Area A northeast property
boundary, near the Davis residence, however, none of the VOCs exceeded RIDEM AALs at either the property
boundary or at the Davis residence.

VI . SUWARY CF SI TE RI SKS
A Human Health R sk Assessnent

A baseline Human Health Ri sk Assessment (HHRA) was conpleted in accordance with EPA's RI/FS streaniined
approach and guidance for landfills (USEPA, 1991). The HHRA and ecol ogi cal risk assessments were
perforned to estimate the probability and magni tude of potential adverse effects from exposure to
contami nants associated with the Site. The public health risk assessnent followed a four step process
1) contaminant 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 pathways, characterized the potentially exposed popul ati ons, and determ ned the extent of
possi bl e exposure; 3) toxicity assessment, which considered the types and magni tude of adverse health
effects associated with exposure to hazardous substances, and 4) risk characterization, which integrated
the three earlier steps to summarize the potential and actual risks posed by hazardous substances at the
site, including carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks. The results of the public health risk
assessnent for the Davis GSR Landfill Superfund Site are di scussed bel ow fol | onwed by the concl usions of
the environnental risk assessnent.

Thirty-nine contam nants of concern, listed in Table B-1 through B-9 in Appendix B of this Record of
Deci sion were selected for evaluation in the risk assessnent. These contaminants constitute a
representative subset of all the contami nants identified at the Site during the Renedial |nvestigation
The 39 contanminants of concern were selected to represent potential site related hazards based on
toxicity, concentration, frequency of detection, and nobility and persistence in the environnent. A
summary of the health effects of each of the contami nants of concern can be found in Appendi x G of the
Davis GSR Landfill Final Renedial |nvestigation Report, Volunme IIl, Novenber, 1994.

Potential human health effects associated with exposure to the contam nants of concern were estinated
quantitatively or qualitatively through the devel opment of several hypothetical exposure pathways. These
pat hways were devel oped to reflect the potential for exposure to hazardous substances based on the

present uses, potential future uses, and location of the Site. The Davis GSR Landfill site consists of
58 acres. O this 58 acres, approximately 21 acres consist of a landfill portion and 20 acres consisting
of wetlands. The landfill is currently inactive and has not been closed or capped in accordance with

state or federal regulations. Land within 1 mle of the site is predom nantly wooded wi th various

wet| ands and some cleared areas. Developed land within 1 mle of the site is characterized by | ow
density residential use and recreational farmng. Approximtely 50 residences are |ocated within this
1-mle radius on Tarkiln Road, Evans Road, Eddy Road, and small portions of Mann School Road, Burlingame
Road, and Farnum Road. The closest four residences to the site are within 0.5 mle of the site. Future
uses of the site are expected to prohibit residential developnent in the immediate area if the site
(Figure 13).

The following is a brief summary of the exposure pathways evaluated. A nore detail ed description can be

found in Section 10.4.2 of the Davis GSR Landfill Final Renedial |nvestigation Report, Volune 1,
Novenber, 1994. For contaninated groundwater, a lifetine of consunming 2 liters per day was presuned
(future residential exposure scenario). Incidental ingestion and dernal contact with surface water was

eval uated to reflect exposure to an adol escent who may wade and play in the N ne Foot Brook, unnamed
stream and associ ated wetl ands for 36 days/year for 12 years (current and future trespasser exposure
scenario for recreational activities). |Incidental ingestion of sedinments was evaluated for the sane
receptor in the same areas as for surface water. Dermal contact with aqueous | eachate and ingestion of
the dernmal contact with | eachate soils by a child trespasser were eval uated for an exposure frequency of
36 days/year for 12 years. Dermal contact and incidental ingestion of surface soils was evaluated for a
child of 1-6 years, who nay be exposed 36 days per year for 12 years. Dermal contact and incidental

i ngestion of subsurface soils was evaluated for a future construction worker who nay be exposed 250
days/yr for 1 year. For the inhalation pathway, a dispersion nodel was used to predict the highest

anbi ent air concentrations at the nearest off-site |location. The nmodel prediction was used to eval uate
potential exposures to current and future residential adults who may spend 30 years breathing the
predicted air concentrations. |In addition, exposures to an on-site adol escent trespasser who m ght be
exposed to landfill gases for 36 days/yr for 12 years, was eval uated. For each pathway eval uated, an
average and a reasonabl e naxi nrum exposure estimate was generated correspondi ng to exposure to the average
and the maxi mum concentration detected in that particul ar medi um

Excess lifetime cancer risks were determ ned for each exposure pathway by multiplying the exposure |eve
with the chem cal specific cancer factor. Cancer potency factors have been devel oped by EPA from



epi demi ol ogi cal or animal studies to reflect a conservative "upper bound" of the risk posed by
potentially carcinogeni c conpounds. That is, the true risk is unlikely to be greater than the risk
predicted. The resulting risk estinates are expressed in scientific notation as a probability (e.g. 1 x
10-6 for 1/1,000,000) and indicate (using this exanple), that an average individual is not likely to have
greater that a one in a nillion chance of devel opi ng cancer over 70 years as a result of site-related
exposure as defined to the conpound at the stated concentration. Current EPA practice considers
carcinogenic risks to be additive when assessing exposure to a mixture of hazardous substances

The hazard i ndex was al so cal cul ated for each pathway as EPA's neasure of the potential for

non- car ci nogeni ¢ health effects. A hazard quotient is calculated by dividing the exposure |evel by the
reference dose (RfFD) or other suitable benchnmark for non-carcinogenic health effects for an individua
compound. Reference doses have been devel oped by EPA to protect sensitive individuals over the course of
alifetime and they reflect a daily exposure level that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of an
adverse health effect. RfDs are derived from epi dem ol ogi cal or ani mal studies and incorporate
uncertainty factors to help ensure that adverse health effects will not occur. The hazard quotient is
often expressed as a single value (e.g. 0.3) indicating the ratio of the stated exposure as defined to
the reference dose value (in this exanple, the exposure as characterized is approxi mately one third of an
accept abl e exposure level for the given conpound). The hazard quotient is only considered additive for
conmpounds that have the sane or sinilar toxic endpoint and the sumis referred to as the hazard i ndex
(H'). For exanple: the hazard quotient for a conpound known to produce |iver damage shoul d not be added
to a second whose toxic endpoint is kidney damage

Tables 1 through 13 bel ow depi ct the carcinogeni c and noncarci nogeni c risk sumraries for each medi a
evaluated. Table 1 depicts the carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk summary for the contam nants of
concern in off-landfill (on-site) overburden and bedrock groundwater evaluated to reflect the potentia
future ingestion of groundwater corresponding to the average and the reasonabl e maxi mum exposure (RVE)
scenari os. Table 2 depicts the carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk summary for the contam nants of
concern in surface water in Landfill Area B and off-landfill areas evaluated to reflect a potential
current exposure via incidental ingestion corresponding to the average and the reasonabl e naxi mum
exposure (RME) scenarios. Table 3 depicts the carcinogenic and noncarci nogenic risk summary for the
contami nants of concern in surface waters evaluated to reflect the current dermal exposures corresponding
to the average and the reasonabl e maxi mum exposure (RVE) scenarios. Table 4 depicts the carcinogenic and
noncar ci nogeni ¢ ri sk sunmary for the contam nants of concern in sedinents in Landfill Area B and
off-landfill areas evaluated to reflect a potential current exposure via incidental ingestion
correspondi ng to the average and the reasonabl e maxi num exposure (RVE) scenarios. Table 5 depicts the
car ci nogeni ¢ and noncarci nogeni c risk summary for the contam nants of concern in aqueous |eachate
evaluated to reflect the current dernmal exposures corresponding to the average and the reasonabl e maxi num
exposure (RVE) scenarios. Table 6 depicts the carcinogenic and noncarci nogenic risk summary for the
contami nants of concern in | eachate soil evaluated to reflect a potential current exposure via incidenta
i ngestion corresponding to the average and the reasonabl e maxi num exposure (RVE) scenarios. Table 7

depi cts the carcinogeni c and noncarcinogenic risk summary for the contam nants of concern in | eachate
soil evaluated to reflect a potential current exposure via dernal contact corresponding to the average
and the reasonabl e maxi mum exposure (RVE) scenarios. Table 8 depicts the carcinogenic and

noncar ci nogeni ¢ ri sk summary for the contam nants of concern in surficial soil in Landfill Area A, B and
off-landfill, evaluated to reflect a potential current exposure via incidental ingestion corresponding to
the average and the reasonabl e naxi mum exposure (RME) scenarios. Table 9 depicts the carcinogenic and
noncar ci nogeni ¢ risk summary for the contam nants of concern in surficial soil in Landfill Areas A, B and
off-landfill, evaluated to reflect a potential current exposure via dernal contact corresponding to the
average and the reasonabl e maxi mum exposure (RVE) scenarios. Table 10 depicts the carcinogenic and
noncar ci nogeni ¢ ri sk summary for the contam nants of concern in off-landfill boring soils, evaluated to

reflect a potential future exposure via incidental ingestion corresponding to the average and the
reasonabl e maxi num exposure (RVE)scenarios. Table 11 depicts the carci nogeni ¢ and noncarci nogenic risk
summary for the contanminants of concern in off-landfill boring soils, evaluated to reflect a potentia
future exposure via dermal contact corresponding to the average and the reasonabl e maxi num exposure (RVE)
scenari os. Table 12 depicts the carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk summary for the contam nants of
concern in on-site landfill gas, evaluated to reflect a potential current and future exposure via
inhal ati on corresponding to the average and the reasonabl e maxi num exposure (RVE) scenarios. Table 13
depi cts the carcinogeni c and noncarcinogenic risk summary for the contam nants of concern in off-site
landfill gas, evaluated to reflect a potential current and future exposure via inhalation corresponding
to the average and the reasonabl e maxi mum exposure (RME) scenari o0s.



OFF- LANDFI LL OVERBURDEN

Concentration

Cont am nants of Concern Average Maxi mum Adul t
(mo/l) (1/kg/ day)
Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
Benzene 0. 0015 0. 008 1. 2E-02
Sem vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
1, 2, 4-Tri net hyl benzene 0. 0006 0. 001 1. 2E-02
1, 3, 5-Tri net hyl benzene ND ND 1. 2E-02
I nor gani cs
Arseni c 0. 0029 0.013 1. 2E- 02
Bari um 0. 085 0. 288 1. 2E-02
Beryl I'i um 0.00093  0.0013 1. 2E-02
Chr om um ND ND 1. 2E-02
Lead 0. 0029 0.0131 1. 2E-02
Manganese 0.7 3.42 1. 2E-02
N ckel 0. 011 0. 061 1. 2E- 02

Exposure Factor:
Adults - 2 liters of water per day for 350 days in a 365
a 70 kg adult = 0.012 liter per kg body wei ght per day
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Table 1

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SITE

FUTURE GROUNDWATER | NGESTI ON PATHWAY
CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO RESI DENTS
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OFF- LANDFI LL OVERBURDEN

Cont am nants of Concern

Adul t

Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds

Benzene

Sem vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
1, 2, 4-Tri net hyl benzene
1, 3, 5-Tri net hyl benzene

I nor gani cs
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryl |ium
Chrom um
Lead
Manganese
N cke

Exposure Factor

Adul t

Concentration

Aver age Maxi mum
(no/l)
0. 0015 0. 008
0. 0006 0. 001
ND ND
0. 0029 0.013
0. 085 0.288
0. 00093 0.0013
ND ND
0. 0029 0.0131
0.7 3.42
0.011 0. 061

Exposur e Fact or

(1/kg/ day)
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Table 1 (cont'd)

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE

Exposur e Dose
Aver age

(my/ kg/ day)

.1E-05
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. 9E- 04
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.5E-05
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Ref er ence
Dose

(g/ kg/ day)

FUTURE CGROUNDWATER | NGESTI ON PATHWAY
NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO RESI DENTS

5. 0E-02
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. OE- 02

Toxicity
Endpoi nt

Skin
Car di ovasc.
None
None
CNS
CNS
Organ W.

SUM
CNS
Skin

Car di ovasc

Adults - 2 liters of water per day for 350 days in a 365 day year by a 70 kg adult = 0.027 liter per kg body wei ght per day.

w

Page 2 of 4

HAZARD | NDEX

Aver age
3E-04 5
6E- 01 1
3E-02 1
1E- 03 7
3E-01 4
5E-01 8

1.2
0.83
0. 26
0. 033

RVE

. 2E+00
.1E-01
. 1E-03

. 1E+00
. 4E- 02

or ko
RN RO



Table 1 (cont'd)
DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SITE
FUTURE GROUNDWATER | NGESTI ON PATHWAY
CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO RESI DENTS

OFF- LANDFI LL BEDROCK

Concentration Exposur e Fact or Exposur e Dose Cancer Wi ght

Cont ami nants of Concern Aver age Maxi mum Adul t Aver age RVE Sl ope Factor of
(my/l) (1/kg/ day) (my/ kg/ day) (rmg/ kg/ day) -1 Evi dence
Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
Benzene 0. 0035 0. 0089 1. 2E-02 4. 1E- 05 1. 0E-04 2. 9E-02 A
Sem vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
1, 2, 4-Tri met hyl benzene 0. 0007 0. 0016 1. 2E-02 8. 2E- 06 1. 9E- 05 -- D
1, 3, 5- Tri met hyl benzene 0. 0009 0.003 1. 2E-02 1.1E-05 3. 5E- 05 -- D
I nor gani cs
Arsenic 0. 0064 0. 03 1. 2E-02 7.5E-04 3.5E-04 1. 50E+00 A
Bari um 0.21 0. 658 1. 2E-02 2. 5E-03 7. 7E- 03 -- -
Beryl | i um 0. 00042 0. 00045 1. 2E-02 4. 9E- 06 5. 3E- 06 4. 3E+00 B2
Chrom um 0. 028 0. 167 1. 2E-02 -- - -- --
Lead 0. 0039 0.0173 1. 2E-02 4. 6E- 05 2. 0E-04 -- B2
Manganese 1.7 4.28 1. 2E-02 2. 0E-02 5. 1E- 02 -- D
N ckel 0. 032 0.127 1. 2E-02 3. 8E-04 1. 5E-03 -- A(i nh)
SUM
Exposure Factor:
Adults - 2 liters of water per day for 350 days in a 365 day year for 30 years in a 70 year lifetime by

a 70 kg adult = 0.012 liters per kg body wei ght per day.

Page 3 of 4

RI SK ESTI MATE

Aver age
Adul t

1. 2E-06

RVE
Adul t

3. OE- 06

5. 3E-04

2. 3E-05

1.4E-04 5.5E-04



Table 1 (cont'd)
DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE
FUTURE GROUNDWATER | NGESTI ON PATHWAY
NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO RESI DENTS

OFF- LANDFI LL BEDROCK

Concentration Exposur e Fact or Exposur e Dose Ref er ence Toxicity
Cont am nants of Concern Aver age Maxi mum Adul t Aver age RVE Dose Endpoi nt
(my/l) (1/kg/ day) (my/ kg/ day) (mg/ kg/ day)

Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds

Benzene 0. 0035 0. 0089 2. 7E-02 9. 6E- 05 2. 4E- 04 -- --

Sem vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds

1, 2, 4-Tri met hyl benzene 0. 0007 0. 0016 2. 7E-02 1. 9E-05 4. 4E- 05 5. 0E- 02 CNS

1, 3, 5- Tri met hyl benzene 0. 0009 0.003 2. 7E-02 2. 5E- 05 8. 2E- 05 5. 0E- 02 CNS

I nor gani cs

Arsenic 0. 0064 0. 03 2. 7E-02 1. 8E-04 8. 2E- 04 3. 0E- 04 Skin

Bari um 0.21 0. 658 2. 7E-02 5. 8E- 03 1. 8E-02 7. 0E-02 Car di ovasc.

Beryl | i um 0. 00042 0. 00045 2. 7E-02 1. 2E-05 1. 2E-05 5. OE- 03 None

Chrom um 0. 028 0. 167 2. 7E-02 -- -- 1. OE+00 None

Lead 0. 0039 0.0173 2. 7E-02 1.1E-04 4. 7E- 04 CNS

Manganese 1.7 4.28 2. 7E-02 4. 7E-02 1. 2E-01 2. 3E-02 CNS

N ckel 0. 032 0.127 2. 7E-02 8. 8E- 04 4. 7E- 04 2. 0E-02 Organ W.
SUM
CNS
Ski n
Car di ovasc.

Exposure Factor:
Adults - 2 liters of water per day for 350 days in a 365 day year by a 70 kg adult = 0.027 liter per kg body wei ght per day

@ m
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HAZARD | NDEX

Aver age RVE
Adul t Adul t
8E- 04 8. 8E-04
9E- 04 1. 6E-03
8E-01 2. 7TE+00
2E-02 2.6E-01
3E-03 2.5E-03
OE+00 5. 1E+00
4E-02 2.4E-02

2.7 8.1

2.0 5.1

0. 58 2.7
0. 082 0. 26



CURRENT SURFACE WATER | NGESTI ON PATHWAY

TABLE 2

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE

Page 1 of 2

Landfill Area B CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSERS
Concentration Exposur e Exposur e Dose Sl ope Carc. CANCER ESTI MATE

Cont am nant s Aver age Maxi mum Fact or Aver age Maxi mum Fact or Wi ght of Aver age RVE

of Concern (mo/ 1) (1/kg/ day) (mg/ kg/ day) (my/ kg/ day) -1 Evi dence

I nor gani cs

Ant i mony ND ND 2. 0E-05 -- -- -- -- -- --

Arsenic ND ND 2. 0E-05 -- -- 1. 5E+00 A -- --

Bari um 0. 061 0. 104 2. 0E-05 1. 2E-06 2. 1E- 06 -- -- -- --

Beryl | i um ND ND 2. 0E-05 -- -- 4. 3E+00 B2 -- --

Lead 0.012 0. 022 2. OE- 05 2. 4E- 07 4. 4E- 07 -- B2 -- --

Manganese 2.3 4. 39 2. OE- 05 4. 6E- 05 8. 8E-05 -- D -- --

Vanadi um ND ND 2. 0E- 05 -- -- -- D -- --
SUM -- --

Exposure Factor = 0.05 of liters of water ingested per hour for 1 hour per day for 36 days per year in
a 365 day year for 12 years in a 70 year lifetinme by a 43 kg child = 2.0 x 10-5 |/kg/ day.
Landfill Area B NONCARCI NOGENI C Rl SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSERS
Concentration Exposur e Exposur e Dose Ref er ence Toxicity

HAZARD | NDEX

Cont anmi nant s Aver age Maxi mum Fact or Aver age RVE Dose Endpoi nt Aver age RVE

of Concern (my/l) (1/kg/ day) (my/ kg/ day) (my/ kg/ day)

I nor gani cs

Ant i mony ND ND 1. 2E- 04 -- -- 4. 0E- 04 Bl ood -- --

Arseni c ND ND 1. 2E- 04 -- -- 3. 0E-04 Skin -- --

Bari um 0. 061 0. 104 1.2E-04 7. 3E-06 1. 2E-05 7. 0E-02 Cardi ovasc. 1. 0E-04 1.8E-04

Beryl | i um ND ND 1. 2E-04 -- -- 5. OE- 03 None -- --

Lead 0.012 0. 022 1.2E-04 1. 4E-06 2. 6E- 06 -- CNS -- --

Manganese 2.3 4.39 1.2E-04 2. 8E-04 5. 3E-04 2. 3E-02 CNS 1.2E-02 2.3E-02

Vanadi um ND ND 1. 2E-04 -- -- 7. 0E- 03 Li ver -- -

SUM 0.012 0. 02

Exposure Factor = 0.05 of
a 365 day year by a 43 kg child =

liters

of water ingested per hour for 1 hour per day for 36
1.2 x 10-4 1/kg/ day.

days per year in



TABLE 2 (cont'd) Page 2 of 2

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE
CURRENT SURFACE WATER | NGESTI ON PATHWAY

Of-Landfill CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSERS

Concentration Exposur e Exposur e Dose Sl ope Carc. CANCER ESTI MATE
Cont am nant s Aver age Maxi mum Fact or Aver age RVE Fact or Wei ght of Average RVE
of Concern (mo/ 1) (1/kg/ day) (mg/ kg/ day) (my/ kg/ day) -1 Evi dence
I nor gani cs
Ant i mony 0. 025 0. 06 2. 0E-05 5. 0E- 07 1. 2E- 06 -- -- -- --
Arseni c 0. 002 0. 0119 2. 0E-05 4. 0E- 08 2. 4E- 07 1. 5E+00 A 6. OE- 08 3. 6E-07
Bari um 0. 088 0. 544 2. 0E-05 1. 8E-06 1.1E-05 -- -- -- --
Beryl | i um 0. 001 0. 005 2. 0E-05 2. 0E-08 1.0E-07 4. 3E+00 B2 8. 6E- 08 4. 3E- 07
Lead 0. 016 0.171 2. 0E- 05 3. 2E- 07 3. 4E- 06 -- B2 -- --
Manganese 1 6. 46 2. 0E- 05 2. 0E- 05 1.3E-04 -- D -- --
Vanadi um 0. 0093 0. 0682 2. OE- 05 1. 9E- 07 1. 4E- 06 -- D -- --

SUM 1. 5E- 07 7. 9E- 07

Exposure Factor = 0.05 of liters of water ingested per hour for 1 hour per day for 36 days per year in a 365 day year for 12 years in a 70 year
lifetine by a 43 kg child = 2.0 x 10-5 |/kg/ day.

O f-Landfill NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSERS
Concentration Exposur e Exposur e Dose Ref er ence Toxicity HAZARD | NDEX
Cont ani nant s Aver age Maxi mum Fact or Aver age RVE Dose Endpoi nt  Aver age RVE
of Concern (mo/l) (1/kg/ day) (mg/ kg/ day) (my/ kg/ day)
I nor gani cs
Ant i nony 0. 025 0. 06 1. 2E-04 3. 0E- 06 7.2E-06 4. 0E- 04 Bl ood 7.5E-03 1. 8E-02
Arsenic 0. 002 0.0119 1.2E-04 2. 4E-07 1. 4E- 06 3. 0E-04 sSkin  8.0E-04 4. 8E- 03
Bari um 0. 088 0. 544 1. 2E-04 1.1E-05 6. 5E- 05 7. 0E-02 Car di ovascl. 5E- 04 9. 3E-04
Beryl I'i um 0. 001 0. 005 1. 2E- 04 1. 2E- 07 6. OE- 07 5. OE- 03 None  2.4E-05 1. 2E- 04
Lead 0.012 0.171 1. 2E- 04 1. 9E- 06 2. 1E- 06 -- CNS -- --
Manganese 1 6. 46 1. 2E-04 1. 2E- 04 7.8E-04 2.3E-02 CNS 5. 2E-03 3.4E-02
Vanadi um 0. 0093 0. 0682 1. 2E- 04 1. 1E- 06 8. 2E- 06 7.0E-03 Li ver 1. 6E- 04 1. 2E-03
SUM 0.014 0. 06

Exposure Factor = 0.05 of liters of water ingested per hour for 1 hour per day for 36 days per year in a 365 day year by a 43 kg child =
1.2 x 10-4 1/kg/ day



TABLE 3

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE
CURRENT SURFACE WATER DERMAL CONTACT PATHWAY

Page 1 of 2

Landfill Area B CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSERS
Concentration Conver si on DAevent Exposure Exposur e Dose Sl ope Carc. CANCER ESTI MATE
Cont am nant s Aver age Maxi mum Kp t event Fact or Aver age RVE Fact or Aver age RVE Fact or Wi ght of Aver age RVE
of Concern (mo/l) (cni hr) (hr/event) (1/cnB) (nmg/ cnk-event) (cnR-event/ kg- day) (my/ kg/ day) (ng/ kg/ day)-1 Evi dence
I nor gani cs
Ant i mony ND ND 0. 001 1 1. OE-03 -- -- 0.79 - -- -- -- -- --
Arsenic ND ND 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 -- -- 0.79 -- -- 1. 5E+00 A -- --
Bari um 0.061 0.104 0. 001 1 1.0E-03 6.1E-08 1.0E-07 0.79 4. 8E- 08 2E- 08 -- -- -- --
Beryl | i um ND ND 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 -- -- 0.79 - -- 4. 3E+00 B2 -- --
Lead 0.012 0. 022 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 1.2E-08 2.2E-08 0.79 9. 5E- 09 7E-08 -- B2 -- --
Manganese 2.3 4. 39 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 2.3E-06 4.4E-06 0.79 1. 8E- 06 5E- 06 - D - --
Vanadi um ND ND 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 -- -- 0.79 - -- -- D -- --
SUM -- --
Exposure Factor = 2000 cn®? skin surface area for contact per event for 1 event/day for 36 days per year in a 365 day year for 12 years in a 70 year lifetine by a 43 kg child =
0.79 cn2-event/kg.
Landfill Area B NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSERS
Concentration Conver si on DAevent Exposure Exposur e Dose Ref er ence Toxicity HAZARD | NDEX
Cont ani nant s Aver age Maxi mum Kp t event Fact or Aver age RMVE Fact or Aver age RMVE Dose Endpoi nt Aver age RVE
of Concern (mo/l) (cn hr) (hr/event) (1/cnB) (rg/ cnk-event) (cnR-event/kg-day) (my/ kg/ day) (rmg/ kg/ day)
I nor gani cs
Ant i nony ND ND 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 -- -- 4.6 - -- 4. 0E- 04 Bl ood -- --
Arseni c ND ND 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 -- -- 4.6 -- -- 3. 0E- 00 Skin -- --
Bari um 0. 061 0. 104 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 6. 1E-08 1.0E-07 4.6 2. 8E-07 . 8E- 07 7. 0E-02 Cardi ovasc. 4.0E-06 6.8E-06
Beryl i um ND ND 0. 001 1 1. OE-03 -- -- 4.6 -- -- 5. OE- 03 None -- --
Lead 0.012 0. 022 0. 001 1 1. OE-03 1.2E-08 2.2E-08 4.6 5. 5E- 08 . OE-07 -- CNS -- --
Manganese 2.3 4. 39 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 2.3E-06 4.4E-06 4.6 1. 1E-05 . OE-05 2. 3E-02 CNS 4.6E-04 8.8E-04
Vanadi um ND ND 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 -- -- 4.6 - -- 7. 0E- 03 Li ver -- -
SUM 0. 0005 0. 0009

Exposure Factor = 2000 cnR skin surface area for contact per event

for 1 event/day for

36 days per year

in a 365 day year by a 43 kg child = 4.6 cn®-event/kg/ day.



TABLE 3(cont'd)

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE
CURRENT SURFACE WATER DERMAL CONTACT PATHWAY

Page 2 of 2

Of-Landfill CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSERS

Concentration Conver si on DAevent Exposure Exposur e Dose Sl ope Carc. CANCER ESTI MATE
Cont am nant s Aver age Maxi mum Kp t event Fact or Aver age RVE Fact or Aver age RVE Fact or Wi ght of Aver age RVE
of Concern (mo/l) (cni hr) (hr/event) (1/cnB) (my/ cnR-event) (cnk-event/kg-day) (my/ kg/ day) (my/ kg/ day) -1 Evi dence
I nor gani cs
Ant i mony 0. 025 0. 06 0. 001 1 1.0E-03 2.5E-08 6.0E-08 0.79 2. 0E- 08 4. 7TE- 08 -- -- -- --
Arseni c 0. 002 0. 0119 0. 001 1 1.0E-03 2.0E-09 1.2E-08 0.79 1. 6E-09 9. 4E- 09 1. 5E+00 A 2.4E- 09 1.4E-08
Bari um 0. 088 0. 544 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 8.8E-08 5.4E-07 0.79 7. 0E- 08 4. 3E- 07 -- -- -- --
Beryl | i um 0. 001 0. 005 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 1.0E-09 5.0E-09 0.79 7.9E-10 4.0E-09 4. 3E+00 B2 3.4E-09 1.7E-08
Lead 0. 016 0.171 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 1.6E-08 1.7E-07 0.79 1. 3E-08 1. 4E- 07 -- B2 -- --
Manganese 1 6. 46 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 1.0E-06 6.5E-06 0.79 7. 9E- 07 5. 1E- 06 -- D -- --
Vanadi um 0. 0093 0. 0682 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 9.3E-09 6.8E-08 0.79 7. 3E-09 5. 4E- 08 -- D -- --

SUM 5.8E-09 3.1E-08

Exposure Factor = 2000 cn®? skin surface area for contact per event
0.79 cnk-event/ kg/

for 1 event/day for

36 days per year in a 365 day year for

12 years in a 70 year lifetine by a 43 kg child =

O f-Landfill NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSERS

Concentration Conver si on DAevent Exposur e Exposure Do
Cont ani nant s Aver age Maxi mum Kp t event Fact or Aver age RVE Fact or Aver age
of Concern (mo/l) (cn hr) (hr/event) (1/cnB) (rg/ cnk-event) (cnR-event/kg-day) (my/ kg/ day)
I nor gani cs
Ant i nony 0. 025 0. 06 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 2.5E-08 6.0E-08 4.6 1. 2E- 07 2
Arseni c 0. 002 0. 0119 0. 001 1 1. OE-03 2.0E-09 1.2E-08 4.6 9. 2E-09 5
Bar i um 0. 088 0. 544 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 8. 8E-08 5.4E-07 4.6 4. 0E- 07 2
Beryl | i um 0. 001 0. 005 0. 001 1 1. OE-03 1.0E-09 5.0E-09 4.6 4. 6E-09 2
Lead 0.016 0.171 0. 001 1 1. 0E-03 1.6E-08 1.7E-07 4.6 7.4E-08 7
Manganese 1 6. 46 0. 001 1 1. 0E-03 1.0E-06 6.5E-06 4.6 4. 6E- 06 3
Vanadi um 0. 0093 0. 0682 0. 001 1 1. 0E-03 9.3E-09 6.8E-08 4.6 4. 3E-08 3

Exposure Factor = 2000 cnR skin surface area for contact per event

for 1 event/day for

36 days per year in a 365 day year by a

se Ref er ence Toxicity HAZARD | NDEX
RVE Dose Endpoi nt Aver age RVE
(ol kg/ day)
. 8E-07 4. 0E- 04 Bl ood 2.9E-04 6.9E-04
. 5E-08 3. 0E- 04 Skin 3.1E-05 1.8E-04
. 5E- 06 7. OE- 02 Cardi ovasc. 5.8E-06 3.6E-05
. 3E-08 5. 0E- 03 None 9.2E-07 4.6E-06
. 9E- 07 -- CNS - --
. OE- 05 2.3E-02 CNS 2.0E-04 1.3E-03
. 1E- 07 7. OE- 03 Li ver 6. 1E-06 4.5E-05
SUM 0.0005 0.0022

43 kg child = 4.6 cn®-event/kg-day



Landfill Area B

Cont am nants of Concern

Sem - Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
Benzo( a) ant hr acene

Benzo( a) pyr ene

Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene

Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene

Chrysene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-d) pyrene)

Total Carcinogeni c PAHs

I nor gani cs
Ant i mony
Arseni c
Beryllium
Manganese
Thal ['i um
Vanadi um

Exposure Factor:
I ngestion - 200 ng of sedi ment

for 12 years in a 70 year lifetime by a 43 kg child and a conversion factor of kg/10+6 ng=7.2 x 10-8 kg of soil

Concentration

Aver age Maxi mum
(mg/ kg)
ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
2.7 3.7
0.9 1.3
290 426
0. 66 0. 66
17 26

Exposur e Fact or

I ngesti on

(kg/ kg/ day)

N NNN NN N

N NN N NN

. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08

. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08

TABLE 4

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE

CURRENT SEDI MENT | NGESTI ON PATHWAY
CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER

Exposur e Dose

Aver age

RMVE

(mg/ kg/ day)

1. 9E-07
6. 5E- 08
2. 1E-05
4. 8E-08
1. 2E-06

2. 7E- 07
9. 4E-08
3. 1E-05
4. 8E-08
1. 9E- 06

Sl ope Fact or
(my/ kg/ day) -1

N NNNN NN

Cancer

. 3E+00
. 3E+00
. 3E+00
. 3E+00
. 3E+00
. 3E+00
. 3E+00

Wi ght
of

Evi dence

B2
B2
B2
B2
B2
B2
B2

i ngested per day with 100% absorption for SVOCs and Inorganics for 36 days in a 365 day year
per kg body wei ght

Page 1 of 4

Rl SK ESTI MATE

Aver age RVE
2. 9E- 07 4. 0E- 07
2. 8E- 07 4. 0E-07
5. 7E- 07 8. OE- 07

per day.



Landfill Area B

Cont am nants of Concern

Sem - Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
Benzo( a) ant hr acene

Benzo( a) pyr ene

Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene

Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene

Chrysene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-d) pyrene)

Total Carcinogeni c PAHs

I nor gani cs
Ant i mony
Arseni c
Beryllium
Manganese
Thal ['i um
Vanadi um

Exposure Factor:

I ngestion - 200 ng of sedi ment
in a 365 day by a 43 kg child and a conversation factor of kg/10+6 ng = 4.7 x 10-7 kg of soil

Concentration

Aver age Maxi mum
(mg/ kg)
ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
2.7 3.7
0.9 1.3
290 426
0. 66 0. 66
17 26

Exposur e Fact or

I ngesti on

(kg/ kg/ day)

e

RSN

. 7TE-07
. 7TE-07

7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07

. 7TE-07

. 7TE-07
. TE-07

7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07

. 7TE-07

TABLE 4 (cont'd)

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SITE

CURRENT SEDI MENT | NGESTI ON PATHWAY

NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER

Expos
Aver age
(mg/

1. 3E-06
4. 2E- 07
1.4E-04
3. 1E- 07
8. 0E- 06

ure Dose
RVE
kg/ day)

1. 7E-06
6. 1E- 07
2.0E-04
3. 1E- 07
1. 2E-05

i ngested per day with 100% absorption for SVOCs and I norganics for 36 days
per kg body wei ght per day

Ref erence

Dose
(my/ kg/ day)

~NOoON OTwh

.0E-04
. OE-04
. OE-03
. 3E-02
. 0E-05
. OE-03

Toxicity
Endpoi nt

Bl ood
Skin
None

Li ver
Li ver

SUM

= W Oo 0o~

Page 2 of 4

HAZARD | NDEX
Aver age

. 2E-03
. 5E-05
. 9E-03
. 9E-03
.1E-03

0. 015

= WwWo kO

RVE

. 8E-03
. 2E-04
. 7TE-03
. 9E-03
. 7TE-03

0. 020



O f-Landfill

Cont am nants of Concern

Sem - Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
Benzo( a) ant hr acene

Benzo( a) pyr ene

Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene

Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene

Chrysene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-d) pyrene)

Total Carcinogeni c PAHs

I nor gani cs
Ant i mony
Arsenic
Beryllium
Manganese
Thal ['i um
Vanadi um
Zinc

Exposure Factor:
I ngestion - 200 ng of sedi ment

Concentration

Aver age Maxi mum
(mg/ kg)
0. 083 0. 083
0. 22 0.3
0.19 0.19
0.2 0.2
0. 095 0. 095
0. 024 0. 024
0.81 0. 89
8.5 23.3
7.4 31.4
1.7 4.7
2016 15600
1.5 14
17 60. 4
52 78

i ngested per day with 100% absorption for SVOCs and I norganics for 36 days
in a 365 day year for 12 years in a 70 year lifetinme by a 43 kg child and a conversion of kg/10+6 ng=7.2 x 10-8 kg of soil

TABLE 4 (cont'd)

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE
CURRENT SEDI MENT | NGESTI ON PATHWAY

CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER

Exposure Factor
I ngesti on

(kg/ kg/ day)

N NNN NN N

N NN N NN

. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08

. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08

groRrPPO

WErRRPRPPJOOo

Exposur e Dose
Aver age

(mg/ kg/ day)

.0E-09
. 6E-08
4E- 08
4E- 08
. 8E-09
. 7E-09
. 8E-08

. 1E-07
. 3E-07
2E- 07
5E- 04
. 1E-07
. 2E-06
. 7E-06

PRORREPNO®

abrrFRPPFP WOWNPRP

RMVE

. 0E-09
. 2E-08
.4E-08
.4E-08
. 8E-09
. 7TE-09
. 7TE-09

. 7TE- 06
. 3E-06
. 4E-07
.1E-03
. OE- 06
. 3E-06
. 6E- 06

Sl ope Fact or
(my/ kg/ day) -1

O NNNNNN

Cancer

. 3E+00
. 3E+00
. 3E+00

3E+00

. 3E+00
. 3E+00
. 4E-08

Wi ght

of

Evi dence

B2
B2
B2
B2
B2
B2
B2

B2

A(i nh)

SUM

AP ORPPPA

Page 3 of 4

Rl SK ESTI MATE

Aver age

.4E- 08
. 2E-07

OE- 07
1E- 07

. OE-08
. 3E-08
. 3E-07

PPROPRPEPPEM

RVE

4E-08

. 6E-07

OE- 07
1E- 07
OE- 08

. 3E-08
. 7TE-07

per kg body wei ght per day



O f-Landfill

Cont am nants of Concern

Sem - Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds

Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Benzo( a) pyr ene
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene
Chrysene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-d) pyrene)
Total Carcinogeni c PAHs

I nor gani cs
Ant i mony
Arsenic
Beryllium
Manganese
Thal ['i um
Vanadi um
Zinc

Exposure Factor:

I ngestion - 200 ng of sedi ment

Concentration

Aver age Maxi mum
(mg/ kg)
0. 083 0. 083
0. 22 0.3
0.19 0.19
0.2 0.2
0. 095 0. 095
0. 024 0. 024
0.81 0. 89
8.5 23.3
7.4 31.3
1.7 4.7
2016 15600
1.5 14
17 60. 4
52 78

Exposur e Fact or

I ngesti on

(kg/ kg/ day)

. 7TE-07
. 7TE-07

7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07

. 7TE-07
. 7TE-07

. 7TE-07
. TE-07

7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07

. 7TE-07
. 7TE-07

N OO ~NO00WPh

wWPr A~NOOPR®

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE

TABLE 4 (cont'd)

CURRENT SEDI MENT | NGESTI ON PATHWAY
NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER

Exposur e Dose
Aver age

(mg/ kg/ day)

.9E-08
. 0E-07
9E- 08
4E- 08
. 5E-08
.1E-08
. 8E-07

. 0E- 06
. 5E-06
. OE-07
.5E-04
. 1E-07
. OE-06
.4E-05

AP M~OO®EF ®

WNONDNPFP P

RMVE

. 9E- 08
.4E- 07
. 9E-08
.4E-08
. 5E-08
.1E-08
. 2E-07

. 1E-05
. 5E-05
. 2E-06
. 3E-03
. 6E- 06
. 8E-05
. 7TE-05

i ngested per day with 100% absorption for SVOCs and I norganics for 36 days
in a 365 day by a 43 kg child and a conversion factor of kg/10+6 ng = 4.7 x 10-7 kg of soil

Ref erence
Dose

(my/ kg/ day)

W ~NOON OTWh

per kg body wei ght

.0E-04
. OE-04
. OE-03
. 3E-02
. 0E-05
. OE-03
.0E-01

per day.

Toxicity
Endpoi nt

Bl ood
Skin
None

Li ver
Li ver
Bl ood

©R OAPRPRPR

Page 4 of
HAZARD | NDEX

Aver age RVE
. OE- 02 2. 7E-02
. 2E- 02 4. 9E-02
6E- 04 4. 4E-04
1E-02 3.2E-01
. 8E-03 8. 2E- 02
.1E-03 4. 1E- 03
.1E-05 1. 2E-04

0.073 0.48



TABLE 5
DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE
CURRENT LEACHATE AQUECQUS DERVAL CONTACT PATHWAY

CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSERS

Landfill Area A
Concentration Conver si on DAevent Exposur e Exposur e Dose Sl ope Carc. CANCER ESTI MATE

Cont am nant s Aver age Maxi mum Kp t event Fact or Aver age RVE Fact or Aver age RVE Fact or Wi ght of Aver age RVE
of Concern (mo/ 1) (cm hr) (hr/event) (1/cnB) (my/ cnk-event) (cnR-event/kg-day) (my/ kg/ day) (ng/ kg/ day)-1 Evi dence
I nor gani cs
Ant i mony 0.0136 0.0136 0. 001 1 1.0E-03 1.4E-08 1.4E-08 0.79 1.1E-08 1. 1E-08 -- -- -- --
Arseni c 0. 0036 0. 0036 0. 001 1 1.0E-03 3.6E-09 3.6E-09 0.79 2. 8E-09 2. 8E-09 1. 5E+00 A 4. 3E-09 4. 3E-09
Bari um 0. 758 0. 758 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 7.6E-07 7.6E-07 0.79 6. OE- 07 6. OE- 07 -- -- -- --
Lead 0.0191 0.0191 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 1.9E-08 1.9E-08 0.79 1. 5E-08 1. 5E-08 -- B2 -- --
Manganese 1.69 1.69 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 1. 7E-06 1.7E-06 0.79 1. 3E- 06 1. 3E-06 -- D -- --
N ckel 0. 0987 0. 0987 0. 001 1 1. OE- 03 -- -- 0.79 - -- -- D -- --

SUM 4. 3E-09 4. 3E-09

Exposure Factor = 2000 cn? skin surface area for contact per event
0.79 cnR-event/ kg

for 1 event/day for 36 days per year in a 365 day year for 12 years in a 70 year lifetine by a 43 kg child =

NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSERS

Landfill Area A

Concentration Conver si on DAevent Exposur e Exposur e Dose Ref er ence Toxicity HAZARD | NDEX
Cont anmi nant s Aver age Maxi mum Kp tevent Fact or Aver age RVE Fact or Aver age RVE Dose Endpoi nt Aver age RVE
of Concern (mg/l) (cni hr) (hr/event) (1/cnB) (ng/ cnk-event) (cnR-event/ kg-day) (my/ kg/ day) (ng/ kg/ day)
I nor gani cs
Ant i mony 0.0136 0. 0136 0. 001 1 1. OE-03 1.4E-08 1.4E-08 4.6 6. 3E- 08 6. 3E- 08 4. 4E- 04 Bl ood 1.6E-04 1.6E-04
Arsenic 0. 0036 0. 0036 0. 001 1 1. OE-03 3.6E-09 3.6E-09 4.6 1. 7E-08 1. 7E-08 3. 0E- 04 Skin 5.5E-05 5.5E-05
Bari um 0. 758 0. 758 0. 001 1 1. 0E-03 7.6E-07 7.6E-07 4.6 3. 5E- 06 3. 5E-06 7.0E-02 Car di ovasc. 5.0E-05 5.0E-05
Lead 0.0191 0. 0191 0. 001 1 1. 0E-03 1.9E-08 1.9E-08 4.6 8. 8E- 08 8. 8E-08 -- CNS -- --
Manganese 1.69 1.69 0. 001 1 1. 0E-03 1.7E-06 1.7E-06 4.6 7. 8E-06 7. 8E-06 2. 3E-02 CNS 3.4E-04 3.4E-04
N ckel 0. 0987 0. 0987 0. 001 1 1. 0E-03 -- -- 4.6 - -- 2. 0E-02 Li ver -- --

SUM 0. 0006 0. 0006

Exposure Factor =

2000 cn? skin surface area for contact per event for 1 event/day for 36 days per year in a 365

day year by a 43 kg child = 4.6 cnR-event/kg-day



TABLE 6 Page 1 of 2
DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE
CURRENT LEACHATE SO L | NGESTI ON PATHWAY
CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CH LD TRESPASSER

Landfill Area A

Concentration Exposure Factor Exposur e Dose Cancer Wi ght Rl SK ESTI MATE

Cont am nants of Concern Aver age Maxi mum I ngestion Aver age RVE Sl ope Fact or of Aver age RVE
(my/ kg) (kg/ kg/ day) (mg/ kg/ day) (my/ kg/ day)-1 Evi dence

Pesti ci des/ PCBs
PCB Arocl or 1248 0. 027 0. 045 2. 2E-08 5.9E-10 9.9E-10 7. TE+00 B2 4. 6E- 09 7. 6E-09
I nor gani cs
Ant i nony 2.5 2.5 7.2E-08 1. 8E-07 1. 8E-07 -- - -- --
Arseni c 1.8 7 7.2E-08 1.3E-07 5.0E-07 1. 5E+00 A 1. 9E- 07 7. 6E-07
Bari um 137 293 7.2E-08 9.9E-06 2.1E-05 -- - -- --
Beryl i um 0. 38 0.61 7. 2E-08 2.7E-08 4.4E-08 4. 3E+00 B2 1. 2E-07 1. 9E- 07
Manganese 447 1680 7. 2E-08 3.2E-05 1.2E-04 -- D -- --
Vanadi um 8 12. 4 7. 2E-08 5.8E-07 8.9E-07 -- D -- --
Zinc 72 165 7. 2E-08 5.2E-06 1.2E-05 -- D -- --

SUM 3. 2E- 07 9. 5E- 07
Exposure Factor:
Ingestion - 200 ng of |eachate soil ingested per day with 100% absorption for Inorganics and 30%for PCBs for 36 days
in a 365 day year for 12 years in a 70 year lifetime by a 43 kg child and a conversion factor of kg/10+6 ng=7.2 x 10-8 kg of soil per kg body
wei ght per day and 2.2 x 10-8 kg soil per kg body wei ght per day for PCBs.



Landfill Area A

Cont am nants of Concern

Pesti ci des/ PCBs
PCB Aroclor 1248

I nor gani cs
Ant i nony
Arsenic
Bari um
Beryl i um
Manganese
Vanadi um
Zi nc

Exposure Factor:

I ngestion - 200 ng of soil

and 1.4 x 10-7 kg soil

Concentration

Aver age Maxi mum

(mg/ kg)

0. 027 0. 045

2.5 2.5

1.8 7

137 293

0. 38 0.61

447 1680

8 12. 4

72 165

per kg body wei ght per day for PCBs.

Exposure Factor
I ngesti on

(kg/ kg/ day)

i ngested per day with 100% absorption for

s

. 7TE-07

. TE-07
. 7TE-07
7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07
. 7TE-07

TABLE 6 (cont'd)

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE
CURRENT LEACHATE SO L | NGESTI ON PATHWAY
NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER

Exposur e Dose

Aver age

WWNEFE O -

(mg/ kg/ day)

.6E-09

. 2E-06
. 5E-07
.4E-05
. 8E-07
.1E-04
. 8E-06
.4E-05

7.

NUONNRWE

I norgani cs and 305 for PCBs
in a 365 day for 12 years by a 43 kg child and a conversion factor of kg/10+6 ng = 4.7 x 10-7 kg

RMVE

7E- 09

. 2E-06
. 3E-06
. 4E-02
. 9E-07
.9E-04
. 8E-06
. 8E-05

for 36 days

of soil per kg body

Ref erence

Dose

WNNONWR

(my/ kg/ day)

OE- 04

. OE- 04

OE- 02
OE- 03
3E-02
OE- 03

. OE-01

Toxicity
Endpoi nt

Bl ood
Skin

Car di ovasc.

None

CNS
Li ver
Bl ood

SUM

wei ght per day

Page 2 of 2
HAZARD | NDEX
Aver age RVE
2.9E-03 2.9E-03
2. 8E-03 1. 1E-02
9. 2E- 04 2.0E-03
3. 6E-05 5. 7E- 05
9. 1E-03 3.4E- 02
5. 4E-04 8. 3E- 04
1.1E-04 2. 6E-04
0. 016 0. 051



TABLE 7
DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE
CURRENT LEACHATE SO L DERVAL CONTACT PATHWAY
CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER

Landfill Area A

Concentration Adherence  Absorption Conversion DAevent Exposur e Exposur e Dose Cancer Wi ght Rl SK ESTI MATE
Cont am nants of Aver age Maxi mum Fact or Fact or Fact or Average  Maxi mum Fact or Aver age RMVE Sl ope Fact or of Aver age RMVE
Concern (my/ kg) (mg/ cnk-event) (kg/ mg) (mg/ cnk-event) (cnR-event/kg/ day) (my/ kg/ day) (my/ kg/ day) -1 Evi dence
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
PCB Arocl or 1248 0. 027 0. 045 0.5 0. 06 1. OE- 06 8. 1E-10 1.4E-09 7.9E-01 6. 4E- 10 1.1E-09 7. 7TE+00 B2 4. 9E- 09 8. 2E-09
SUM 4.9E-09 8.2E-09

Exposure Factor = 2000 cn® skin surface area for contact per event for 1 event/day for 36 days per
year in a 365 day year for 12 years in a 70 year lifetinme by a 43 kg child = 0.79 cnR-event/kg-day.

NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER
Landfill Area A

Concentration Adherence  Absorption Conversion DAevent Exposur e Exposur e Dose Ref er ence Toxicity HAZARD | NDEX
Cont am nants of Aver age Maxi mum Fact or Fact or Fact or Average Maxi mum Fact or Aver age RVE Dose Endpoi nt Aver age RVE
Concern (my/ kg) ( g/ cnk-event) (kg/ mg) (mg/ cnk-event) (cnk-event/kg/ day) (my/ kg/ day) (my/ kg/ day)
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
PCB Arcol or 1248 0. 027 0. 045 0.5 0. 06 1. 0E-06 8.1E-10 1.4E-09 4. 6E+00 3. 7E-09 6. 2E- 09 -- -- --
SUM -- --

Exposure Factor = 2000 cnR skin surface area for contact per event for 1 event/day for 36 days per year in a 365 day year by a 43 kg child = 4.6 cn®-event/kg- day.



TABLE 8 Page 1 of 6

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE
CURRENT SURFI ClI AL SO L | NGESTI ON PATHWAY
CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER
Landfill Area A

Concentration Exposur e Fact or Exposur e Dose Cancer Wi ght Rl SK ESTI MATE
Cont ami nants of Concern Aver age Maxi mum I ngestion Aver age RVE Sl ope Factor of Aver age RVE
(my/ kg) (kg/ kg/ day) ( g/ kg/ day) (mgy/ kg/ day)-1 Evi dence

Sem - Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
Benzo( a) ant hr acene ND ND 7. 2E- 08 -- -- 7. 3E+00 B2 -- --
Benzo( a) pyr ene ND ND 7. 2E-08 -- -- 7. 3E+00 B2 -- --
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene ND ND 7. 2E- 08 -- -- 7. 3E+00 B2 -- --
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene ND ND 7. 2E-08 -- -- 7. 3E+00 B2 -- --
Chrysene ND ND 7. 2E-08 -- -- 7. 3E+00 B2 -- --
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-d) pyrene) ND ND 7. 2E- 08 -- -- 7. 3E+00 B2 -- --
Total Carcinogeni c PAHs ND ND 7. 2E- 08 -- -- 7. 3E+00 B2 -- --
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
PCBs(total) 0. 015 0. 015 2. 2E-08 3.3E-10 3.3E-10 7. 7TE+00 B2 2. 5E-09 2. 5E-09
I nor gani cs
Arsenic ND ND 7.2E-08 -- -- 1. 5E+00 A -- --
Bari um 30 45. 8 7.2E-08 2. 2E-06 3. 3E-06 -- - -- --
Beryl i um 0.29 0.5 7. 2E-08 2. 1E-08 3. 6E-08 4. 3E+00 B2 9. OE- 08 1. 5E- 07
Cadm um ND ND 7. 2E-08 -- -- -- -- - --
Manganese 124 172 7. 2E-08 8. 9E- 06 1. 2E-05 -- D -- --
Mer cury 0. 089 0.19 7. 2E-08 6. 4E- 09 1. 4E-08 -- D -- --
N ckel 3.2 7.8 7. 2E-08 2. 3E-07 5. 6E- 07 -- A(inh.) -- --
Thal | i um ND ND 7. 2E-08 -- -- -- D -- --
Vanadi um 6.5 11.3 7.2E-08 4. 7E- 07 8. 1E- 07 -- D -- --
Zinc 101 318 7.2E-08 7. 3E-06 2. 3E-05 -- D

SUM 9. 2E- 08 1. 6E- 07

Exposure Factor:

I ngestion - 200 ng of soil ingested per day with 100% absorption for SVOCs and | norganics and 30%for PCBs for 36 days

in a 365 day year for 12 years in a 70 year lifetinme by a 43 kg child and a conversion factor of kg/10+6 ng= 7.2 x 10-8 kg of soil/kg bw day for SVOCs and | norganic
and 2.2x10-8 kg of soil/kg bw day for PCBs.



Landfill Area A

Cont am nants of Concern

TABLE 8 (cont'd.)

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE

CURRENT SURFI CI AL SO L | NGESTI ON PATHWAY
NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER

Sem - Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds

Benzo( a) ant hr acene

Benzo( a) pyr ene

Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene

Chrysene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-d) pyrene)
Total Carcinogeni c PAHs

Pesti ci des/ PCBs
PCBs (total)

I nor gani cs
Arsenic
Bari um
Beryl I'i um
Cadm um
Manganese
Mer cury

N cke
Thal | i um
Vanadi um
Zinc

Exposure Factor
I ngestion - 200 ng of soil

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

0. 015

ND
30
0.29

ND
124
0. 089
3.2

ND
6.5
101

i ngested per day with 100% absorption
in a 365 day by a 43 kg child and a conversion factor of kg/10+6
and 1.4x10-7 kg of soil/kg bw day for PCBs.

Concentration
Aver age

(my/ kg)

Maxi mum

6666666

0. 015

» 6

45
0.5

172
0.19
7.8
ND
11.3
318

Exposur e Fact or

I ngesti on
(kg/ kg/ day)

. 7TE-07
. 7TE-07
7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07
. 7TE-07
. 7TE-07

[EnY

. 7TE-07

7E- 07

7E- 07

O o aE e oo

.4E- 07 2.

. 7TE-07 1.
7E- 07 1.

7E- 07 5.
7E- 07 4.
7E- 07 1.

. 7TE-07 3.
. 7TE-07 4.

Exposure Dose
Aver age

( g/ kg/ day)

1E-09

4E- 05
4E- 07
8E- 05
2E-08
5E- 06
1E- 06
7E- 05

N

o

RMVE

.1E-09

. 2E-05
. 4E-07

. 1E-05
. 9E- 08
. 7TE-07

. 3E-06
. 5E-04

Ref er ence

Dose

(mg/ kg/ day)

WNONWN PO N®

. OE-04
. OE- 02

OE- 03
OE- 03
3E-02
OE- 04
OE- 02
OE- 05

. OE-03
.0E-01

for SVOCs and | norganics and 30%for PCBs for 36 days
nmg = 4.7 x 10-7 kg of soil/kg bw day for SVOCs and I norganics

Page 2 of 6

Toxicity
Endpoi nt

Skin

Car di ovasc.

None
Ki dney
CNS
CNS
O gan W
Li ver
Li ver
Bl ood

SUM

HAZARD | NDEX

Aver age RVE
.0E-04 . 1E- 04
. 7TE-05 . 7TE- 05
. 5E- 03 . 5E-03
. 4E- 04 . 0E-04
. 5E- 05 . 8E-04
. 4E- 04 . 6E- 04
. 6E-04 . 0E-04

0. 0034 . 0051



TABLE 8 (cont'd) Page 3 of 6

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SITE
CURRENT SURFI Cl AL SO L | NGESTI ON PATHWAY
CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER
Landfill Area B

Concentration Exposur e Fact or Exposur e Dose Cancer Wi ght Rl SK ESTI MATE

Cont ami nants of Concern Aver age Maxi mum I ngestion Aver age RVE Sl ope Factor of Aver age
(my/ kg) (kg/ kg/ day) ( g/ kg/ day) (mgy/ kg/ day)-1 Evi dence
Sem - Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
Benzo( a) ant hr acene ND ND 7. 2E-08 -- -- 7. 3E+00 B2 --
Benzo( a) pyr ene ND ND 7. 2E-08 -- -- 7. 3E+00 B2 --
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene ND ND 7. 2E-08 -- -- 7. 3E+00 B2 --
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene ND ND 7. 2E-08 -- -- 7. 3E+00 B2 --
Chrysene ND ND 7. 2E- 08 -- -- 7. 3E+00 B2 --
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-d) pyrene) ND ND 7. 2E- 08 -- -- 7. 3E+00 B2 --
Total Carcinogeni c PAHs ND ND 7. 2E- 08 -- -- 7. 3E+00 B2 --
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
PCBs (total) 0. 042 0. 052 2. 2E-08 9.2E-10 1. 1E-09 7. 7TE+00 B2 7. 1E-09 8.
I nor gani cs
Arsenic ND ND 7.2E-08 -- -- 1. 5E+00 A --
Bari um 57 57.6 7. 2E- 08 4. 1E- 06 4. 1E- 06 -- - --
Beryl i um 0. 18 0.2 7. 2E-08 1. 3E-08 1. 4E-08 4. 3E+00 B2 5. 6E- 08 6
Cadm um ND ND 7. 2E-08 -- -- -- -- --
Manganese 217 282 7. 2E-08 1. 6E-05 2. 0E-05 -- D --
Mer cury 0. 055 0. 065 7. 2E-08 4. 0E- 09 4. 7E- 09 -- D --
N ckel 6.9 10.9 7. 2E-08 5. OE- 07 7. 8E- 07 -- A(inh.) --
Thal | i um ND ND 7. 2E-08 -- -- -- D --
Vanadi um 8.6 9.6 7.2E-08 6. 2E- 07 6. 9E- 07 - D --
Zinc 81 118 7.2E-08 5. 8E- 06 8. 5E- 06 -- D --
SUM 6. 3E- 08 7

Exposure Factor:

I ngestion - 200 ng of soil ingested per day with 100% absorption for SVOCs and | norganics and 30%for PCBs for 36 days

in a 365 day year for 12 years in a 70 year lifetinme by a 43 kg child and a conversion factor of kg/10+6 ng= 7.2 x 10-8 kg of soil/kg bw day for SVQCs

and 2.2x10-8 kg of soil/kg bw day for PCBs.

RVE

8E- 09

.1E-08

and I norganic



Landfill Area B

Concentration

Cont am nants of Concern Aver age Maxi mum
(ng/ Kg)

Sem -vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
Benzo( a) ant hr acene ND ND
Benzo( a) pyr ene ND ND
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene ND ND
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene ND ND
Chrysene ND ND
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-d) pyrene) ND ND
Total Carcinogenic PAHs ND ND
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
PCBs (total) 0. 042 0. 052
I nor gani cs
Arsenic ND ND
Bari um 57 57.6
Beryllium 0.18 0.2
Cadm um ND ND
Manganese 217 282
Mer cury 0. 055 0. 065
N ckel 6.9 10.9
Thal I i um ND ND
Vanadi um 8.6 9.6
Zinc 81 118

Exposure Factor

[EnY

e Ak ala

Table 8 (cont'd)

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SITE

Exposure Fact or
I ngestion
(kg/ kg/ day)

. 7TE-07
. TE-07

7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07

. 7TE-07
. 7TE-07

. 4E-07

. 7TE-07
. 7TE-07

7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07

. 7TE-07

Exposur e Dose

Aver age

RVE

(mg/ kg/ day)

5. 9E- 09 7.
2. 7E-05 2.
8. 5E-08 9.
1. OE- 04 1.
2. 6E-08 3.
3. 2E- 06 5.
4. OE- 06 4.
3. 8E-05 5.

3E-09

7E-05
4E- 08
3E-04
1E-08
1E- 06
5E- 06
5E- 05

WNONWN RO N®

CURRENT SURFICI AL SO L | NGESTI ON PATHWAY
NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER

Ref er ence

Dose

(mg/ kg/ day)

. OE-04
. OE- 02

OE- 03
OE- 03
3E-02
OE- 04
OE- 02
OE- 05

. OE-03
.0E-01

Toxicity
Endpoi nt

Ski n
Car di ovasc.
None
Ki dney
CNS
CNS
Organ W
Li ver
Li ver
Bl ood

SUM

3.

0.

Page 4 of 6

HAZARD | NDEX

I ngestion - 200 ng of soil ingested per day with 100% absorption for SVOCs and | norganics and 30%for PCBs for 36 days
in a 365 day by a 43 kg child and a conversion factor of kg/10+6 ng = 4.7 x 10-7 kg of soil/kg bw day for SVOCs and | norganics

and 14x10-7 kg of soil/kg bw day for PCBs.

Aver age

8E- 04 3
. 7TE- 05 1
. 4E- 03 5
. 6E- 05 1
. 6E- 04 2
. 8E- 04 6
.3E-04 1

0057 0.

RVE

.9E-04
. 9E-05

.8E-03
.0E-04
. 6E-04

.4E- 04
. 8E-04

0072



TABLE 8 (cont'd) Page 5 of 6

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE
CURRENT SURFICI AL SO L | NGESTI ON PATHWAY
CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER

O f-Landfill

Concentration Exposure Factor Exposur e Dose Cancer Wi ght Rl SK ESTI MATE
Cont am nants of Concern Aver age Maxi mum I ngestion Aver age RMVE Sl ope Fact or of Aver age RMVE

(ng/ kg) (kg/ kg/ day) (my/ kgl day) (mo/ kg/ day) Evi dence
Sem - Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
Benzo( a) ant hr acene 0.076 0.076 7.2E-08 5. 5E- 09 5. 5E-09 7. 3E+00 B2 4. 0E-08 4. 0E- 08
Benzo( a) pyrene 0. 064 0. 064 7.2E-08 4. 6E-09 4. 6E-09 7. 3E+00 B2 3.4E-08 3. 4E-08
Benzo(b) f| uor ant hene 0. 086 0. 086 7.2E-08 6. 2E- 09 6. 2E-09 7. 3E+00 B2 4. 5E-08 4. 5E-08
Benzo(k) f | uorant hene 0. 063 0. 063 7.2E-08 4. 5E-09 4. 5E- 09 7. 3E+00 B2 3. 3E-08 3. 3E-08
Chrysene 0.074 0.074 7.2E-08 5.3E-09 5. 3E-09 7. 3E+00 B2 3.9E-08 3.9E-08
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-d) pyr ene) 0. 22 0.27 7.2E-08 1. 6E- 08 1. 9E- 08 7. 3E+00 B2 1. 2E- 07 1. 4E- 07
Total Carcinogeni c PAHs 0. 58 0. 63 7.2E-08 4. 2E-08 4. 6E-08 7. 3E+00 B2 3. 1E- 07 3. 3E- 07
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
PCBs (total) 0.073 0.31 2. 2E-08 1. 6E-09 6. 8E-09 7. TE+00 B2 1. 2E- 08 5. 3E-08
I nor gani cs
Arsenic 1.9 3.9 7. 2E-08 1. 4E- 07 2. 8E- 07 1. 5E+00 A 2. 1E- 07 4. 2E- 07
Bari um 43 55.7 7.2E-08 3. 1E- 06 4. 0E- 06 -- -- -- --
Beryl i um 0.42 0.85 7.2E-08 3. 0E- 08 6. 1E- 08 4. 3E+00 B2 1. 3E- 07 2. 6E- 07
Cadm um 0.35 0.79 7.2E-08 2.5E- 08 5. 7E- 08 -- -- - --
Manganese 359 656 7.2E-08 2. 6E-05 4. 7TE- 05 -- D - --
Mercury 0.11 0.18 7.2E-08 7.9E-09 1. 3E-08 -- D - --
N ckel 3.5 7.3 7.2E-08 2.5E-07 5. 3E- 07 -- A(i nh) -- --
Thal | i um 0.17 0. 36 7.2E-08 1. 2E- 08 2. 6E-08 -- D - --
Vanadi um 13 21.8 7.2E-08 9. 4E- 07 1. 6E- 06 -- D - --
Zinc 179 800 7.2E-08 1. 3E-05 5. 8E- 05 -- D - -
SUM 6. 5E- 07 1. 1E- 06

Exposure Factor:
I ngestion - 200 ng of soil ingested per day with 100% absorption for SVOCs and | norganics and 30%for PCBs for 36 days
in a 365 day year for 12 years in a 70 year lifetinme by a 43 kg child and a conversion factor of kg/10+6=7.2 x 10-8 of soil/kg bw day for SVOCs and | norganic
and 2.2x10-8 kg of soil/kg bw day for PCBs



O f-Landfill

Cont am nants of Concern

Concentration

Sem - Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds

Benzo( a) ant hr acene

Benzo( a) pyr ene

Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo(k) f | uorant hene

Chrysene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-d) pyrene)
Total Carcinogenic PAHs

Pesti ci des/ PCBs
PCBs (total)

I nor gani cs
Arsenic
Bari um
Beryl i um
Cadm um
Manganese
Mer cury

N ckel
Thal I i um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

Exposure Factor:
I ngestion - 200 ng of soil

Aver age Maxi mum
(mg/ Kg)

0.76 0.76
0. 064 0. 064
0. 086 0. 086
0. 063 0. 063
0.074 0.074
0.22 0. 27
0. 58 0. 63
0.073 0.31
1.9 3.9
43 55.7
0. 42 0.85
0.35 0.79
359 656
0.11 0.18
3.5 7.3
0.17 0. 36
13 21.8
179 800

BRAMDBDDNSS

Exposure Fact or
I ngestion
(kg/ kg/ day)

. 7TE-07
. 7TE-07

7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07

. 7TE-07
. 7TE-07

.4E-07

. 7TE-07
. 7TE-07

7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07
7E- 07

. 7TE-07
. 7TE-07

Table 8 (cont'd)

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE
CURRENT SURFI CI AL SO L | NGESTI ON PATHWAY
NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER

Exposur e Dose

Aver age

RVE

(mg/ kg/ day)

. 6E- 08
. OE-08
OE- 08
OE- 08
5E- 08
. OE-07
. 7TE-07

NP WwwWwbhww
WP wWwwhww

1. 0E-08 4.

. 9E- 07
. OE-05
OE- 07
6E- 07
7E-04
2E-08
6E- 06
. OE-08
. 1E-06
. 4E-05

POOR R RENN®
WEFEFRPWOWWKANEPE

. 6E-08
. OE-08
. OE-08
. OE-08
. 5E-08
. 3E-07
. 0E-07

3E-08

. 8E-06
. 6E-05
. OE-07
. 7TE-07
.1E-04
. 5E-08
. 4E-06
. 7TE-07
. OE-05
. 8E-04

WNONWN RO N®

Ref er ence

Dose

(mg/ kg/ day)

. OE-04
. OE- 02

OE- 03
OE- 03
3E-02
OE- 04
OE- 02
OE- 05

. OE-03
.0E-01

Toxicity
Endpoi nt

Ski n
Car di ovasc
None
Ki dney

CNS
CNS
Organ W
Li ver
Li ver
Bl ood

SUM

Aver age

OE- 03
9E- 04
9E- 05
6E- 04
3E-03
7E-04
2E-05
OE- 03
7E-04
8E- 04

0. 013

i ngested per day with 100% absorption for SVOCs and I norganics and 30%for PCBs for 36 days
in a 365 day by a 43 kg child and a conversion factor of kg/10+6 ng = 47 x 10-7 kg of soil/kg bw day for SVOCs and | norganics
and 1.4x10-7 kg of soil/kg bw day for PCBs

Page 6 of 6

PRENPENE®OWS

HAZARD | NDEX

RVE

. 1E-03
. 7E-04

OE- 05
7E- 04
3E-02
8E-04
7E- 04

. 1E-03
. 5E-03
. 3E-03

0. 024



TABLE 9

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SITE
CURRENT SURFICI AL SO L DERVMAL CONTACT PATHWAY

CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER

Page 1 of 3

Landfill Area A

Cont am nant s Concentration Adher ence Absor ption Conver si on DAevent Exposur e Exposur e Dose Cancer

of Concern Aver age Maxi mum Fact or Fact or Fact or Aver age Maxi mum Fact or Aver age RVE Sl ope Fact or
(my/ kg) (mg/ cnk-event) (kg/ mg) (my/ cn2- event) (cn- event / kg- day) (my/ kg/ day) (rmg/ kg/ day) -1

Pesti ci des/ PCBs

PCB Arocl or 1248 0.015 0. 015 0.5 0. 06 1. OE- 06 4.5E-10 4.5E-10 7.9E-01 3.6E-10 3.6E-10 7. TE+00

I nor gani cs

Cadm um ND ND 0.5 0.01 1. OE- 06 -- -- 7.9E-01 - -- --

Exposure Factor = 2000 cn®? skin surface area for
cn®- event/ kg- day

Wi ght RI SK ESTI MATE
of Aver age RVE
Evi dence
B2 2.7E-09 2.7E-09
B1(inh.) -- --
SUM 2.7E-09 2.7E-09

contact per event for 1 event/day for 36 days per year in a 365 day year for 12 years in a 70 year lifetime by a 43 kg child = 0.79

NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER

Landfill Area A

Cont ani nant s Concentration Adher ence Absorption Conversion DAevent

of Concern Average Maxi mum Fact or Fact or Fact or Aver age Maxi mum
(ny/ kg) (mg/ cnk-event) (kg/ ng) (mg/ cnk- event)

Pesti ci des/ PCBs

PCB Arocl or 1248 0.015 0. 015 0.5 0. 06 1.0E-06 4.5E-10 4.5E-10

I nor gani cs

Cadm um ND ND 0.5 0.01 1. OE- 06 -- --

Exposur e Fact or

Exposur e Exposur e Dose Reference  Toxicity
Fact or Aver age RVE Dose Endpoi nt
(cnR-event/ kg- day) (my/ kg/ day) (ng/ kg/ day)
4. 6E+00 2.1E-09 2.1E-09 -- --
4. 6E+00 -- -- 1.0E-3 Ki dney
SUM

HAZARD | NDEX
Aver age RVE

1000 cn? skin surface area for contact per event/day for 1 event/day for 36 days per year in a 365 day year by a 43 kg child = 4.6 cnR-event/kg-day



TABLE 9

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE
CURRENT SURFICI AL SO L DERVMAL CONTACT PATHWAY

CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER

Landfill Area B
Cont am nant s Concentration Adher ence Absor ption Conver si on DAevent Exposur e
of Concern Aver age Maxi mum Fact or Fact or Fact or Aver age Maxi mum Fact or
(my/ kg) (my/ cnk-event) (kg/ mg) (rmg/ cnk- event) (cn2- event / kg- day)
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
PCB Arocl or 1248 0.042 0. 062 0.5 0.6 1. OE- 06 1.3E-09 1.6E-09 7.9E-01
I nor gani cs
Cadm um ND ND 0.5 0.01 1. OE- 06 -- -- 7.9E-01

Exposure Factor = 2000 cn? skin surface area for contact per event for 1 event/day for 36 days per year in a 365 day year for 12 years in a 70 year lifetime by a 43

cn®- event/ kg- day

Exposure
Aver age

(rmg/ kg/ day)

1. 0E-09

Dose Cancer
RVE Sl ope Factor
(rmg/ kg/ day) -1
1. 2E-09 7. 7TE+00

Page 2 of 3
Wi ght Rl SK ESTI MATE
of Aver age RVE
Evi dence
B2 7.7E-09 9.5E-09
Bl (inh.) --
SUM 7.7E-09 9.5E-09

kg child = 0.79

NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER

Landfill Area B

Cont ani nant s Concentration Adher ence Absorption Conversion DAevent Exposur e

of Concern Average Maxi mum Fact or Fact or Fact or Aver age Maxi mum Fact or

(ny/ kg) (mg/ cnk-event) (kg/ ng) (mg/ cnk-event) (cnR-event/ kg-day)

Pesti ci des/ PCBs

PCB Arocl or 1248 0. 042 0. 052 0.5 0.6 1.0E-06 1.3E-09 1.6E-09 4. 6E+00

I nor gani cs

Cadm um ND ND 0.5 0.01 1. OE- 06 -- -- 4. 6E+00

Exposure Dose
Aver age

RVE
(my/ kg/ day)

5.8E-09 7.2E-09

Ref er ence
Dose

(ng/ kg/ day)

1. OE-03

Toxicity
Endpoi nt

Ki dney

SUM

HAZARD | NDEX
Aver age

Exposure Factor = 2000 cn? skin surface area for contact per event for 1 event/day for 36 days per year in a 365 day year by a 43 kg child = 4.6 cnR-event/kg-day



TABLE 9

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE
CURRENT SURFI CI AL SO L DERVAL CONTACT PATHWAY

CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER

O f-Landfill
Cont am nant s Concentration Adher ence Absor ption Conver si on DAevent Exposur e
of Concern Aver age Maxi mum Fact or Fact or Fact or Aver age Maxi mum Fact or
(my/ kg) (my/ cnk-event) (kg/ mg) (rmg/ cnk- event) (cn2- event / kg- day)
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
PCB Arocl or 1248 0.073 0.31 0.5 0. 06 1. OE- 06 2.2E-09 9.3E-09 7.9E-01
I nor gani cs
Cadm um ND ND 0.5 0.01 1. OE- 06 -- -- 7.9E-01

Exposure
Aver age

(rmg/ kg/ day)

1. 7E-09

Dose Cancer
RVE Sl ope Factor
(rmg/ kg/ day) -1
7. 3E-09 7. 7TE+00

Page 3 of 3

Wi ght Rl SK ESTI MATE
of Aver age RVE
Evi dence
B2 1.3E-08 5.7E-08
Bl (inh.) -- --
SUM 1.3E-08 5.7E-08

Exposure Factor = 2000 cn? skin surface area for contact per event for 1 event/day for 36 days per year in a 365 day year for 12 years in a 70 year lifetime by a 43 kg child = 0.79

cn®- event/ kg- day

NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO CHI LD TRESPASSER

O f-Landfill
Cont ani nant s Concentration Adher ence Absorption Conversion DAevent Exposur e
of Concern Average Maxi mum Fact or Fact or Fact or Aver age Maxi mum Fact or
(ny/ kg) (mg/ cnk-event) (kg/ ng) (mg/ cnk-event) (cnR-event/ kg-day)
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
PCB Arocl or 1248 0.073 0.31 0.5 0. 06 1.0E-06 2.2E-09 9.3E-09 4. 6E+00
I nor gani cs
Cadm um 0.35 0.79 0.5 0.01 1.0E-06 1.8E-09 4.0E-09 4. 6E+00

Exposure Dose
Aver age

RVE
(my/ kg/ day)

1.0E-08 4.3E-08

8.1E-09 1.8E-08

Ref er ence
Dose

(ng/ kg/ day)

1. OE-03

Toxicity
Endpoi nt

Ki dney

SUM

HAZARD | NDEX
Aver age RVE

8.1E-06 1.8E-05

0. 0000081

Exposure Factor = 2000 cn? skin surface area for contact per event for 1 event/day for 36 days per year in a 365 day year by a 43 kg child = 4.6 cnR-event/kg-day



TABLE 10 Page 1 of 2
DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE
FUTURE BORI NG SO L | NGESTI ON PATHWAY

O f-Landfill CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO ADULT WORKER

Concentration Exposur e Fact or Exposur e Dose Cancer Wi ght Rl SK ESTI MATE
Cont ami nants of Concern Aver age Maxi mum I ngesti on Aver age RVE Sl ope Factor of Aver age RVE

(mo/ kg) (ka/ kg/ day) (ng/ kg/ day) (my/ kg/ day)-1 Evi dence
SVQCs
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 0. 32 0. 32 6. 9E- 09 2.2E-09 2.2E-09 1. 40E- 02 B2 3.1E-11 3.1E-11
Noncar ci nogeni ¢ PAHs
Fl uor ant hene ND ND 6. 9E- 09 -- -- -- D -- --
Fl uor ene ND ND 6. 9E- 09 -- -- -- D -- --
Phenant hr ene ND ND 6. 9E- 09 -- -- -- D -- --
Pyr ene ND ND 6. 9E- 09 -- -- -- D -- --
Car ci nogeni ¢ PAHs
Benzo(a) ant hr acene 0.2 0. 22 6. 9E- 09 1.4E-09 1.5E-09 7. 3E+00 B2 1. OE- 08 1.1E-08
Benzo( a) pyr ene 0. 33 1.7 6. 9E- 09 2.3E-09 1.2E-08 7. 3E+00 B2 1. 7E-08 8. 6E- 08
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 0.2 0. 22 6. 9E- 09 1.4E-09 1.5E-09 7. 3E+00 B2 1. OE- 08 1. 1E-08
Benzo(k) f | uor ant hene 0.2 0. 22 6. 9E- 09 1.4E-09 1.5E-09 7. 3E+00 B2 1. OE- 08 1. 1E-08
Chrysene 0.2 0. 22 6. 9E- 09 1.4E-09 1.5E-09 7. 3E+00 B2 1. OE- 08 1. 1E-08
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene 0.2 0.22 6. 9E- 09 1. 4E- 09 1. 5E-09 7. 3E+00 B2 1. 0E-08 1. 1E-08
TOTAL cPAHs 1.3 2.8 9.2E-09 1.9E-08 6. 7E- 08 1. 4E- 07
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
Dieldrin 0. 22 0. 22 2. 1E-09 4.6E-10 4.6E-10 1. 6E+01 B2 7. 4E-09 7.4E-09
PCB Arocl or 1248 1.6 1.6 2. 1E-09 3.4E-09 3.4E-09 7. TE+00 B2 2. 6E-08 2. 6E-08
I nor gani cs
Ant i mony 2.7 6. 9E- 09 1.9E-08 3.7E-08 -- -- -- --
Arsenic 2.1 8.7 6. 9E- 09 1.4E-08 6.0E-08 1. 5E+00 A 2. 2E-08 9. OE- 08
Bari um 26 87.6 6. 9E- 09 1.8E-07 6.0E-07 -- -- -- --
Manganese 100 214 6. 9E- 09 6. 9E- 07 1. 5E- 06 -- D - --
N ckel 1.9 4.2 6. 9E- 09 1.3E-08 2.9E-08 -- A (inh) - --
Sel eni um 1.5 12.5 6. 9E- 09 1.0E-08 8.6E-08 -- D - --
Si |l ver ND ND 6. 9E- 09 -- -- -- D -- --
Vanadi um 5.8 16.5 6. 9E- 09 4.0E-08 1.1E-07 -- D - --
Zinc 27 53.4 6. 9E- 09 1.9E-07 3.7E-07 -- D - -
SUM 1. 2E- 07 2. 6E-07

Exposure Factor:
Ingestion - 50 nmy of |eachate soil ingested per day with 100% absorption for SVOCs and | norgani cs and 30% for Pesticides/PCBs for 250 days
in a 365 day year for 1 year in a 70 year lifetime by a 70 kg adult and a conversion factor of kg/10+6 ng=6.9 x 10.9 kg of soil per kg body weight per day for SVOC
and Inorganics and 2.1 x 10-9 kg of soil per kg body wei ght per day for Pesticides/PCBs



TABLE 10 (cont'd) Page 2 of 2
DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SI TE
FUTURE BORI NG SO L | NGESTI ON PATHWAY

O f-Landfill NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO ADULT WORKER

Concentration Exposur e Fact or Exposur e Dose Ref er ence Toxicity HAZARD | NDEX
Cont ami nants of Concern Aver age Maxi mum I ngesti on Aver age RVE Dose Endpoi nt Aver age RVE

(no/ kg) (kg/ kgl day) (no/ kg/ day) (nu/ kgl day)
SVQCs
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 0. 32 0. 32 4. 9E- 07 1.6E-07 1.6E-07 2. 0E-02 Li ver 7.8E-06 7.8E-06
Noncar ci nogeni ¢ PAHs
Fl uor ant hene ND ND 4. 9E- 07 -- -- 4. OE-02 Ki dney -- --
Fl uor ene ND ND 4. 9E- 07 -- -- 4. 0E- 02 Bl ood - --
Phenant hr ene ND ND 4. 9E- 07 -- -- 4. 0E- 02 BodyW . -- --
Pyrene ND ND 4. 9E- 07 -- -- 3. 0E-02 Ki dney - --
Car ci nogeni ¢ PAHs
Benzo(a) ant hr acene 0.2 0.22 4. 9E- 07 9.8E-08 1.1E-07 -- -- -- --
Benzo( a) pyr ene 0.33 1.7 4. 9E- 07 1.6E-07 8.3E-07 -- -- -- --
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 0.2 0.22 4. 9E- 07 9. 8E- 08 1. 1E- 07 -- -- -- --
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene 0.2 0.22 4. 9E- 07 9. 8E-08 1. 1E- 07 -- -- -- --
Chrysene 0.2 0.22 4. 9E- 07 9. 8E-08 1. 1E-07 -- -- - --
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene 0.2 0.22 4. 9E- 07 9. 8E- 08 1. 1E-07 -- - -- --
TOTAL PAHs 1.3 2.8 6.5E-07 1.4E-06
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
Deldrin 0.22 0. 22 1. 5E- 07 3.3E-08 3.3E-08 5. OE- 05 Li ver 6.6E-04 6.6E-04
PCB Arocl or 1248 1.6 1.6 1. 5E-07 2.4E-07 2.4E-07 -- -- -- --
I nor gani cs
Ant i mony 2.7 5.4 4. 9E- 07 1.3E-06 2.6E-06 4. 0E- 04 Bl ood 3.3E-03 6.6E-03
Arsenic 2.1 8.7 4. 9E- 07 1.0E-06 4. 3E-06 3. 0E-04 Skin 3.4E-03 1.4E-02
Bari um 26 87.6 4. 9E- 07 1. 3E-05 4. 3E- 05 7.0E-02 Cardi ovasc 1. 8E-04 6. 1E- 04
Manganese 100 214 4. 9E-07 4.9E-05 1.0E-04 2.3E-02 CNS 2.1E-03 4.6E-03
N ckel 1.9 4.2 4. 9E-07 9.3E-07 2.1E-06 2.0E-02 O ganW 4. 7E-05 1.0E-04
Sel eni um 1.5 12.5 4. 9E- 07 7.4E-07 6.1E-06 5. OE- 03 Sel enious 1.5E-04 1.2E-03
Si |l ver ND ND 4. 9E- 07 -- -- 5. OE- 03 Skin - --
Vanadi um 5.8 16.5 4. 9E- 07 2.8E-06 8.1E-06 7. 0E- 03 Li ver 4.1E-04 1.2E-03
Zinc 27 53. 4 4. 9E- 07 1.3E-05 2.6E-05 3. 0E-01 Bl ood 4.4E-05 8.7E-05
SUM 0.010 0. 029

Exposure Factor:
Ingestion - 50 nmy of |eachate soil ingested per day with 100% absorption for SVOCs and | norgani cs and 30% for Pesticides/PCBs for 250 days
in a 365 day year by a 70 kg adult and a conversion factor of kg/10+6 nmg=4.9 x 10-7 kg of soil per kg body wei ght per day for SVOCs and | norganics
and 1.5 x 10-7 kg of soil per kg body wei ght per day for Pesticides/PCBs.



TABLE 11

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SITE
FUTURE BORI NG SO L DERVAL CONTACT PATHWAY

CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO ADULT WORKER

O f-Landfill

Cont am nant s Concentration Adher ence Absorption Conver si on DAevent Exposur e Cancer Wi ght Rl SK ESTI MATE

of Concern Aver age Maxi mum Fact or Fact or Fact or Aver age Maxi mum Fact or Aver age RVE Sl ope Fact or of Aver age RVE
(my/ kg) (mg/ cnk-event) (kg/ ng) (my/ cnk-event) (cnk- event / kg- day) (mgy/ kg/ day)-1 Evi dence

Pesti ci des/ PCBs

PCB Arocl or 1248 1.6 1.6 0.5 0. 06 1. OE- 06 4.8-08 4.8E-08 2.8E-01 1. 3E-08 1. 3E-08 7. TE+00 B2 1.0E-07 1.0E-07

SUM 1.0E-07 1.0E-07

Exposure Factor = 2000 cn® skin surface area for contact per event for 1 event/day for 250 days per year in a 365 day year for 1 year in a 70 year lifetine by a 70 kg adult = 20
cn®- event / kg- day

NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO ADULT WORKER

O f-Landfill

Cont am nant s Concentration Adherence  Absorption Conver si on DAevent Exposur e Ref erence Toxicity HAZARD | NDEX

of Concern Aver age Maxi mum Fact or Fact or Fact or Average Maxi mum Fact or Aver age RVE Dose Endpoi nt Aver age RVE
(my/ kg) (mg/ cnk-event) (kg/ ng) (mg/ cnk-event) (cnR- event / kg- day) (rmg/ kg/ day)

Pesti ci des/ PCBs

PCB Arocl or 1248 1.6 1.6 0.5 0. 06 1. OE- 06 4.8E-08 4.8E-08 2. OE+01 9.6E-07 9.6E-07 -- -- -- --

SUM - -

Exposure Factor = 2000 cn? skin surface area for contact per event for 1 event/day for 250 days per year in a 365 day year by a 70 kg adult = 20 cn? event/kg-day



Cont am nants of Concern

Vol atil e O gani c Conpounds
Benzene

1, 2- Di chl or opr opane

1, 4- D chl or obenzene

Di chl or odi f | uor onmet hane
Et hyl benzene

Met hyl ene Chl ori de

Tet rachl or oet hyl ene

Tol uene

1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane
Tri chl or oet hyl ene

Vinyl Chloride

Exposur e Fact or

TABLE 12
DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SITE
ON- SI TE LANDFI LL GAS | NHALATI ON PATHWAY

CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO TRESPASSERS

Model ed Concentration
Hot Spot

Landfill Area A

. 30E- 04
. 10E- 05
. 30E- 05
30E- 06
10E- 04
30E- 06
50E- 06
. 90E- 05
. 60E- 06
. 60E- 06
. 40E- 06

WWWNANOW®WA

Inhal ation - 0.83 nB of air inhaled per hour for

6. 5x10-4 nB/ kg/ da

NN WRRANWWN PR

. 70E- 05
. 30E- 05
. 00E- 05
. 50E- 05

90E- 05
80E- 05

. 40E- 05

00E- 05

. 80E- 05
. 70E- 05
. 00E- 03

Exposur e Fact or

(n8/ kg/ day)

S R R R N R N

Child

.5E-04
5E- 04
5E-04
5E- 04
5E- 04
5E- 04
5E- 04
5E- 04
5E- 04
.5E-04
.5E-04

NRNNENEONONN

Exposure Dose
Landfill Area A

(my/ kg/ day)

. 8E-07

OE- 09

. 4E- 08

1E-09
3E- 07
5E-09
9E- 09
9E- 08
3E-09
3E-09

. 2E-09

Hot Spot

PRPRPWONRPRWRNREPR

. 1E-08
. 5E-08
. 0E-08
. 6E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 2E-08
. 3E-08
. 8E-08
. 8E-08
. 3E-08

Cancer

Sl ope Factor
(my/ kg/ day) -1

(0]

.9E-02
.1E-02

. 65E- 03
. OE-03

. OE-03
. OE-01

Page 1 of 2

Wi ght Rl SK ESTI MATE
of Landfill Area A Hot Spot
Evi dence Child Child
A 8. 1E-09 3. 2E-10
B2 1. 8E-10 1. 4E-09
C -- -
D -- -
D - -
B2 2.5E-12 1.9E-11
B2 5.9E-12 4. 4E- 11
D - - - -
D -- - -
B2 1.4E- 11 1.1E- 10
D 6. 6E-10 3. 9E- 07
SUM 9. OE- 09 3. 9E-07

2 hours per day of exposure for 36 days of exposure in a 365 day year for 12 years in a 70 year lifetinme by a 43 kg child =



Cont am nants of Concern

Vol atil e O gani c Conpounds
Benzene

1, 2- D chl or oet hane

1, 4- D chl or obenzene

Di chl or odi f | uor onet hane
Et hyl benzene

Met hyl ene Chl ori de

Tet rachl or oet hyl ene

Tol uene

1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane
Tri chl or oet hyl ene

Vinyl Chloride

Exposur e Fact or

Inhalation - 0.83 nB of air inhaled per hour for

TABLE 12
DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SITE

ON-SI TE LANDFI LL GAS | NHALATI ON PATHWAY

NONCARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO TRESPASSERS

Model ed Concentration

Landfill Area A Hot Spot
(ng/ nB)
4. 30E- 04 1. 70E- 05
3. 10E- 05 2. 30E- 05
8. 30E- 05 3. 00E- 05
3. 30E- 06 2. 50E- 05
5. 10E- 04 4. 90E- 05
2. 30E- 06 1. 80E- 05
4. 50E- 06 3. 40E- 05
2. 90E- 05 5. 00E- 05
3. 60E- 06 2. 80E- 05
3. 60E- 06 2. 70E- 05
3. 40E- 06 2. 00E- 03

Exposur e Fact or

(n8/ kg/ day)

W wWwwwwwwww

Child

. 8E-03
8E- 03
8E- 03
8E- 03
8E- 03
8E- 03
8E- 03
8E- 03
8E- 03
. 8E-03
. 8E-03

Landfill

PRPPRPROPRPWRR

Exposure Dose

Area A
(my/ kg/ day)

. 6E- 06

2E-08

. 2E-07

3E-08
9E- 08
7E-09
7E-08
1E- 07

. 4E- 08
. 4E- 08
. 3E-08

Hot Spot

NP R RPRRPOR OR OO®

. 5E-08
. 7TE- 06
. 1E-07
. 5E-08
. 9E-08
. 8E-08
. 3E-07
. 9E-07
. 1E-07
. 0E- 07
. 6E- 06

Ref er ence
Dose

(my/ kg/ day)

2.3E-01
5. 7E- 02
2.9E-01

1.0E-01
2.9E-01

Toxicity
Endpoi nt

Li ver
Li ver
Fet ot ox

SUM

Page 1 of 2

HAZARD | NDEX
Landfill Area A Hot Spot
Child Child
1. 4E-06 5. OE- 07
2. 2E- 07 1. 7E- 06
6. 7E- 06 6. 4E- 07
1. 1E-06 1. 9E- 06
4. 7TE- 08 3. 7E- 07
9. 4E- 06 5. 1E- 06

2 hours per day of exposure for 36 days of exposure in a 365 day year by a 43 kg child = 3.8 x 10-3 n8/ kg/ day



Cont am nants of Concern

Vol atil e O gani c Conpounds
Benzene

1, 2- Di chl or opr opane

1, 4- D chl or obenzene

Di chl or odi f | uor onmet hane
Et hyl benzene

Met hyl ene Chl ori de

Tet rachl or oet hyl ene

Tol uene

Tri chl or oet hyl ene

Vinyl Chloride

Exposure Factor:

Inhalation - 20 nB of air inhaled per day for 365 days in a 365 day year for 30 years in a 70 year

TABLE 13
DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SITE
COFF- SI TE LANDFI LL GAS | NHALATI ON PATHWAY

CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO RESI DENTS

Model ed Concentration Exposur e Fact or Exposur e Dose Cancer
Of-site Resi dence Adul t Of-site Resi dence Sl ope Factor
(mg/ nB) ( B/ kg/ day) (my/ kg/ day) (my/ kg/ day) -1
2. 01E- 05 1. 25E- 05 1.2E-01 2. 4E- 06 1.5E-06 2.9E-02
1. 63E- 07 1. 02E- 07 1. 2E-01 2. 0E-08 1. 2E-08 9. 1E-02
3. 90E- 06 2. 43E- 06 1. 2E-01 4, 7E- 07 2. 9E- 07 -
1. 74E- 07 1. 09E- 07 1. 2E-01 2. 1E- 08 1. 3E-08 -
2.37E-05 1. 48E-05 1.2E-01 2. 8E-06 1. 8E- 06 --
1. 22E- 07 7. 65E- 08 1. 2E-01 1. 5E-08 9. 2E- 09 1. 65E- 03
2. 39E- 07 1. 49E- 07 1. 2E-01 2. 9E- 08 1. 8E-08 2. 0E- 03
1. 40E- 06 8. 71E- 07 1. 2E-01 1. 7E- 07 1. 0E-07 --
1. 89E- 07 1. 18E- 07 1. 2E-01 2.3E-08 1.4E-08 6. OE- 03
1. 87E-06 1. 18E- 06 1. 2E-01 2. 2E-07 1. 4E-07 3. 0E-03

Wi ght
of
Evi dence

SUM

lifetine by a 70 kg adul t

Page 1 of 1

RI SK ESTI MATE

Of-site Resi dence
Adul t Adul t
7. 0E- 08 4. 4E- 08
1. 8E-09 1.1E-09
2.4E- 11 1.5E-11
5.7E-11 3.6E-11
1.4E-10 8. 5E-11
6. 7E- 08 4. 2E- 08
1. 4E- 07 8. 7E- 08

1.2x10-1 nB/ kg/ day



Cont am nants of Concern

Vol atil e O gani c Conpounds
Benzene

1, 2- D chl or oet hane

1, 4- D chl or obenzene

Di chl or odi f | uor onet hane
Et hyl benzene

Met hyl ene Chl ori de

Tet rachl or oet hyl ene

Tol uene

Tri chl or oet hyl ene

Vinyl Chloride

Exposur e Fact or

Model ed Concentration

Of-site Resi dence
(mg/ n8)
2. 01E-05 1. 25E-05
1. 63E- 07 1. 02E- 07
3. 90E- 06 2. 43E- 06
1. 74E- 07 1. 09E- 07
2. 37E-05 1. 48E- 05
1. 22E-07 7. 65E-08
2. 39E- 07 1. 49E- 07
1. 40E- 06 8. 71E- 07
1. 89E- 07 1. 18E- 07
1. 87E- 06 1. 18E-06

TABLE 13
DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SITE
COFF- SI TE LANDFI LL GAS | NHALATI ON PATHWAY

Exposur e Fact or

Adul t
(n8/ kg/ day)

.7E-01
.7E-01
.7E-01
.7E-01
.7E-01
.7E-01
.7E-01
.7E-01
.7E-01
.7E-01

NNNNNNDNDNDNDDN

Inhalation - 20 nB of air inhaled per day for 365 days in a 365 day year by a 70

e

CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO RESI DENTS

Exposur e Dose
Of-site
(my/ kg/ day)

. 4E- 06

4E-08
1E- 06
7E-08
4E- 06
3E-08
5E- 08

. 8E-07
. 1E-08
. 0E- 07

kg adult = 2.7x10-1

Resi dence

WRONANAENON®

. 4E- 06

8E- 08
6E- 07
9E- 08
OE- 06
1E-08
OE- 08
4E- 07

. 2E-08
. 2E-07

Ref er ence
Dose

( g/ kg/ day)

n8/ kg/ day

Toxicity

Endpoi nt

Li ver
Li ver
Fet ot ox

o

[ee]

Page 2 of 2

HAZARD | NDEX
f-site Resi dence
Adul t Adul t
. 6E- 06 2. 9E- 06
. 2E-07 5. 2E-07
. 2E- 05 1. 4E-05
. 8E- 06 2. 4E- 06
. 1E- 05 1. 9E- 05



Tabl e B-10 in Appendi x B depicts the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk sunmary for all nedia
evaluated to reflect present and potential future exposure pathways corresponding to the average and the
reasonabl e maxi num exposure (RVE) scenari os.

B. Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessment

A Basel i ne Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessment was conducted to assess potential risks to ecol ogical resources
near the landfill. Three natural resources in the imediate vicinity of the landfill are of concern in
the ecol ogi cal assessnent: the surrounding wetlands and streans, the aquifers underlying the landfill,
and the forested |and around the Site.

Cont ami nant concentrations in sedinents found at the Davis GSR wetl ands were conpared to Sedinent Quality
Criteria (SQC), established to provide guidance for the protection of ecol ogical receptors fromeither
direct or indirect exposure to contam nated sedi ments. Various sediment quality criteria and guidelines
were used to select contam nants of concern in sediments, including Ontario MOE sedinment criteria, mnost
abundant for metals, EPA Interim Sedinment Criteria, established for a linmited nunber of organic
conpounds, and National Cceanic and At nospheric Adm nistration (NOAA) Sedinent Effect Levels, devel oped
as gui dance values only and are not intended for use in deriving regulatory standards. For both, the

N ne Foot Brook and unnanmed stream several inorganics exceeded SQC at a location, but there are only
sporadi ¢ exceedances for the organi c conpounds, indicating possible adverse effect on the benthic
invertebrate comunity. To investigate these possible inpacts further, in July 1993, a benthic

macr oi nvertebrate survey was conducted at three locations in the wetlands. The survey showed that the
benthic invertebrate comunity was noderately inpaired at one of these |ocations. The stress on the
community appeared to be only noderate because pollution-sensitive species had not been repl aced by

pol lution-tol erant species. Since this survey was performed during drought, the inpairnent observed may
refl ect changes in habitat quality and/or availability, rather than being directly attributable to

sedi ment contam nation fromthe Davis GSR landfill.

Cont ami nant concentrati ons detected in site surface water were conpared to chronic Anbient Water Quality
(AWX), also referred to as the Oriteria Criterion Continuous Concentration (CCC), which is a |lower, nore
protective value than acute AWQC. AWQX are used to quantify levels at which toxicity to aquatic

organi sns may occur. For every surface water sanpling |ocation there was at | east one inorgani c chenica
concentration that exceeded AWQC CCC. Wien a CCC is exceeded, deterious effects to resident species nay
or may not have occurred, depending on whether the el evated contam nant concentrations are persistent. In
addi tion, co-factors, such as TSS and hardness, influence bioavailability and the toxicity of tota
inorganics in surface water. A mgjority of the total inorganic conpounds that exceeded AWX CCC were
detected in fall 1992, when high levels of TSS were al so nmeasured during | ow fl ow and m ni mal fl ushing
period, indicating that these concentrations are probably not persistent throughout the year.

To assess potential risks to benthic invertebrates, the inplication of comparison with SQCs and AWXC CCC
were evaluated with consideration to the value of the wetlands and the availability of additional
surroundi ng wetl ands. A qualitative assessnent of the wetland was perforned using the WETI1 Mdel, which
uses several factors to evaluate the ecol ogical significance of the wetland area. Aquatic

di versity/abundance were rated |l ow as the streans near the landfill are generally slow and shall ow and do
not appear to provide viable fish habitat. WIdlife diversity/abundance were also | ow, except for high
effectiveness for breeding and mgration, since palustrine wetlands are generally expected to provide
abundant habitat for wetl and-dependent wildlife. If a reduction of aquatic biota or benthic invertebrate
popul ations occurs in these wetlands, it is not expected to dranatically affect the food supply of the

hi gher speci es

Speci es-speci fic food-chain exposure nodels for the short-tailed shrew, the Anerican woodcock, and the
red-tailed hawk, indicate that popul ati ons of these three key species of wildlife are not expected to be
inpacted by the landfill.

Summary of Concl usions Concerning Site R sks

The only sanpl es whi ch showed concentrations of chem cal contam nants (arsenic) which were at the upper
end of the acceptable risk range (i.e., 10-4) or a hazard i ndex (manganese) which nay present a |evel of
concern for a human health drinking water scenario (H =8.4), assumng that ground water at this location
is ingested as a sole source of drinking water, were detected at nonitoring wells located in the wetl ands
between the landfill and the Nine Foot Brook. This is a very conservative estimate of future exposure
however, as this location is imedi ately adjacent to the landfill. Exposure to groundwater as a drinking
water source in this limted area is unlikely due to the steep slopes and proximty to the wetlands which
woul d precl ude devel opment and use of groundwater at this location for future water supplies. At this

|l ocation, near the toe of the landfill, MCLs were slightly exceeded for the follow ng conmpounds:

benzene, chromium and nickel. A secondary MCL was exceeded for nanganese.



The estinmated cancer risk associated with exposure to contamination at the Site falls within EPA' s
acceptable risk range (10-4 to 10-6). Al current and future risks attributable to exposures associ ated
with inhalation landfill gas, and ingestion of, or contact with, the surficial soils, surface water and
sedi ment are below the | ower end of the acceptable risk range (i.e., 10-6). No current health risks are
associ ated with exposure to groundwater at the Site, since the contam nated groundwater is not being used
for drinking water. No plume of contamination was found emanating fromthe landfill. The risk of
groundwat er ingestion as a drinking water source was estimated at the upper end of the acceptable risk
range (i.e., 10-4) attributable largely to the presence of arsenic, which is present, however, at |levels
bel ow t hose established as safe in the Safe Drinking Water Act.

The Site specific conditions at the Davis GSR Landfill Site support the decision to take no further
action. Al of the estinated maxi num cancer risks to human health associated with exposure to
contamination at the Site fall within EPA's acceptable risk range. |n addition, non-cancer adverse

health effects are not likely at this Site since the future use of site groundwater is very unlikely due
to existing topographical and wetland consi derati ons and no contam nated groundwater plune is found
mgrating off-site. Thus no exposure and hence no unacceptable risks are expected to occur.

Results of the ecological risk assessnent also indicate that, given the abundance of surroundi ng water
bodi es and wetlands, it is unlikely that a reduction in viable wetland habitat associated with the
landfill woul d adversely inpact waterfow , wetland insectivores (such as the shrew), and

wet | and- dependent bi rds.

The site is not expected at the present tine or in the future to present an inm nent and substanti al
endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent. Thus, a no action decision has been chosen
for this site.

VI1. DESCRI PTI ON CF NO ACTI ON ALTERNATI VE

There are no construction activities associated with the No Action decision. Mnitoring of groundwater,
however, will be conducted to verify that no unacceptabl e exposures occur in the future. At a mninmm
five years of nmonitoring, including residential well nonitoring, will be performed.

VI11. DOCUMENTATI ON OF Sl GNI FI CANT CHANGES

EPA presented a Proposed Plan (preferred alternative) on June 23, 1997 for the Site based on the results
of both the human health risk assessnent and ecol ogical risk evaluation perfornmed as part of the renedial
study. The Proposed Pl an described EPA' s proposal to take no further action under CERCLA at the Davis
GSR Landfill Site. No significant changes have been nade to the No Action reconmrendati on described in

t he Proposed Pl an.

I X STATE ROLE

The Rhode Island Departnent of Environnmental Managenent has reviewed the preferred alternative and has
indicated its support for the No Action decision. The State of Rhode Island concurs with the sel ected
remedy for the Davis GSR Landfill Site. A copy of the declaration of concurrence is attached as Appendi x
C



DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL SUPERFUND SI TE
APPENDI X A
ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD | NDEX

Davis GSR Landfill
NPL Site

Adm ni strative Record
| NDEX

Conpi | ed: June 16, 1997
ROD | ssued: Septenber 29, 1997

Prepared By
EPA New Engl and
Ofice of Site Remedi ation & Restoration
U S. Environmental Protection Agency

Wth Assistance From
ads
2070 Chai n Bridge Road
Vi enna, VA 22182

I NTRCDUCTI ON

This is Index to the Admi nistrative Record conpiled at the tine that the Record of Decision (RCD) was
signed for the Davis d ocester-Smthfield Regional (GSR) Landfill Superfund site. Included in the |Index
are citations for site-specific docunents used by Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) staff in

sel ecting the response action described in the ROD. Wthin the Adm nistrative Record, docunents are
arranged in order by the Docunent Nunber that appears at the end of each citation in the I|ndex.

The Administrative Record is available for public review at the EPA Region | Ofice of Site Remediation
and Restoration (OSRR) Records Center, 90 Canal Street, Boston, MA and the Davis GSR Landfill Superfund
site records repository, currently located at the East Smthfield Public Library, 50 Esnond Street,
Esmond, RI. The staff of the EPA Region | COSRR Records Center asks that you set up an appointnent in
advance to review the Adninistrative Record by calling tel ephone nunber (617) 573-5729.

Access to certain docunents in the Admnistrative Record is |limted. Docunments cited in the Index with
the notation, [Available in EPA Records Center], are stored only at the EPA Region | CSRR Records Center.
Docunents cited in the Index with the notation, [Confidential], are documents available only for judicial
review and are stored only at the EPA Region | OSRR Records Center.

Questions concerning the content of the Davis GSR Landfill Administrative Record should be addressed to
the EPA Region | OSRR staff menber assigned oversight responsibility for this site.

An Administrative Record is required pursuant to the Conprehensive Environnmental Response, Conpensation
and Liability Act (CERCLA), as anmended by the Superfund Amendrments and Reaut horization Act (SARA).

Davis GSR Landfill Adm nistrative Record: Table of Contents

Vol urre | 000001- 000020
Vol urre |1 000021- 000145
Vol une [11 000146
Vol une |V 000147
Vol une V 000148- 000156

Vol une V| 000157- 000206



01.02  PRE-REMEDI AL RECORDS - PRELI M NARY ASSESSMENT

Title: Potenti al Hazardous Waste Site ldentification and Prelimnary Assessnment with
National Priorities List Checklist of Data Requirenents.
Addr essee: US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: DENNI S DUMONT - ECOLOGY & ENVI RONVENT, | NC.

Dat e: April 16, 1982

For mat : FORM No. Pgs: 7

AR No. 01.02.1 Docurnent No. 000001
Title: CERCLI S Pre-Renedi al Site Managenent Form (\Version 1.0).
Dat e: Decenber 10, 1987

For mat : FORM No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 01.02.2 Docunent No. 000002

01. 03 PRE-REMEDI AL RECORDS - S| TE | NSPECTI ON

Title: NUS Sanpling Activity at Davis GSR Landfill and VOA Screening Results.

Aut hor s: NUS CORPORATI ON

Dat e: July 27, 1984

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 9

AR No. 01.03.1 Docunent No. 000003

Title: Sanpling Data Results, Case No. 3407, for Cctober 15 to Cctober 17, 1984 Sanpling
Round.

Addr essee: US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: SPECTRI X CCORPORATI ON

Dat e: January 11, 1985

For nmat : SAMPLI NG & ANALYSI S DATA No. Pgs: 209

AR No. 01.03.2 Docunent No. 000004

Title: Addi tional Purge Data for Case No. 3407.

Addr essee: US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: SPECTRI X CORPCRATI ON

Dat e: May 14, 1985

For nat : SAMPLI NG & ANALYSI S DATA No. Pgs: 94

AR No. 01.03.3 Docunent No. 000005

Title: Final Site Inspection Report, Davis GSR Landfill, G ocester, Rhode |sland.

Aut hor s: NUS CORPCORATI ON

Dat e: Cct ober 31, 1985

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 97

AR No. 01.03.4 Docunent No. 000006

01.04 PRE-REMEDI AL RECORDS - RECORDS RELATED TO CERCLI S

Title: National Priorities List Site, Davis GSR Landfill.

Aut hor s: US EPA/ REG ON |

For mat : FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 1.04.1 Docunent No. 000011

Title: I nformati on Requirenents for Evaluation of a Proposed Sanitary Landfill.

Addr essee: W LLI AM DAVI S

Aut hor s: FRANK B. STEVENSON - R DEPT OF HEALTH SOLI D WASTE MANAGEMENT

Dat e: July 22, 1974

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 01.04.2 Docunent No. 000012

Title: Letter Identifying Need for a Permit Application Prior to Devel opnent of Wtl and
Areas on Proposed Sanitary Landfill Site.

Addr essee: W LLI AM DAVI S

Aut hor s: JOHN S. QUNN, JR - R DEPT OF HEALTH SCLI D
WASTE MANAGEMENT

Dat e: July 31, 1974

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 01.04.3 Docunent No. 000013



Title: Wet | ands | ssues Pertaining to the Proposed Sanitary Landfill Devel opnent in

d ocester.

Addr essee: Rl DEPT OF HEALTH SOLI D WASTE MANAGEMENT

Aut hor s: ALBERT A. KURLINDEN - R DNR/ PLANNI NG & DEVELOPMENT

Dat e: August 12, 1974

For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 01.04. 4 Docunent No. 000014

Title: Transmittal Letter for a Consent Order Agreenent not to Pernmit Qpen Burning at
Smithfield Sanitary Landfill.

Addr essee: DOMVENI C TUDI NO - ATTORNEY FOR WLLI AM DAVI S

Aut hor s: ANTHONY S. DELA UDI CE - R DEPT OF HEALTH LEGAL SERVI CES

Dat e: Cct ober 4, 1974

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 01.04.5 Docunent No. 000015

Title: Transmittal Letter for Plans Pertaining to the Proposed A ocester Sanitary Landfill.

Addr essee: Rl DEPT OF HEALTH SOLI D WASTE MANAGEMENT
PH LIPS NMANCINI, JR - AMERI CAN ENG NEERI NG CORP.

Dat e: Cct ober 15, 1974

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 01.04.6 Docunent No. 000007

Title: Solid Waste Disposal Facilities Operating in Conpliance with Rhode Island
Regul at i ons.

Addr essee: W LLI AM DAVI S

Aut hor s: FRANK B. STEVENSON - R DEPT OF HEALTH SOLI D WASTE MANAGEMENT

Dat e: January 15, 1975

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 01.04.7 Docunent No. 000016

Title: Summary of a Site Visit to docester-Smthfield Regional Landfill.

Aut hor s: FRANK B. STEVENSQN, JAMES CULLI NANE - R DEPT OF HEALTH SOLI D WASTE MANAGEMENT

Dat e: February 20, 1975

For mat : MEMCRANDUM No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 01.04.8 Docurnent No. 000017

Title: G ocester-Smithfield Regional Landfill Inspection Results and Reconmmendati ons.

Aut hor s: CARLETON A. MAINE - R DOH WATER SUPPLY & POLLUTI ON CONTRCOL

Dat e: February 24, 1975

For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 01.04.9 Docurnent No. 000018

Title: Letter Describing Concerns About the Inpact of the New d ocester Landfill on
Wat erman Lake and N ne Foot Brook.

Addr essee: JOHN S. QU NN, JR - R DEPT OF HEALTH SOLI D WASTE MANAGEMENT

Aut hor s: JOHN BIGA NS - Cl TI ZENS FOR PRESERVATI ON WATERVAN LAKE

Dat e: February 27, 1975

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 3

AR No. 01.04. 10 Docunent No. 000019

Title: Report on Design and Operation of Sanitary Landfill for WIliamDavis at (GSR)
Landfill, Tarkiln Road, d ocester, R .

Aut hor s: M CHAEL N. GARRETT & ASSCOCI ATES

Dat e: June 1976

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 25

AR No. 01.04.11 Docunent No. 000009

Title: Mechani cal Anal ysis of Project Site Grab Sanple.

Aut hor s: GEORCGE J CEI SSER JR. CORP.

Dat e: Novenber 4, 1976

For nmat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 01.04.12 Docunent No. 000008



Title: Qperations Plan 1979 to 1981, L & R Resources Corp. Sanitary Landfill,
d ocester-Smthfield, Rhode Island [ Maps avail abl e at EPA Records Center].

Aut hor s: ALLI NSON | NC.

Dat e: 1979

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 34

AR No. 01.04. 13 Docunent No. 000010

01.05 PRE-REMEDI AL RECORDS - CORRESPONDENCE RELATED TO CERCLI S

Title: Letter Addressing Contam nation Concerns at N ne Foot Brook and Its Tributary.

Addr essee: W LLI AM DAVI S

Aut hor s: JOHN S. QUNN, JR - R DEPT OF HEALTH SOLI D WASTE MANAGEMENT

Dat e: February 28, 1975

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 01.05.1 Docunent No. 000020

Title: Letter from Town of docester Detailing Concerns about Pollution in N ne Foot Brook.

Addr essee: JOHN' S. QUNN, JR - R DEPT OF HEALTH DIV OF SOLI D WASTE

Aut hor s: JOSEPH T. TRAINOR - TOM OF GLOCESTER

Dat e: March 6, 1975

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 01.05.2 Docunent No. 000022

Title: Letter Describing Corrective Measures Planned for A ocester Landfill to Conply with
Sol i d Waste Managenent Regul ati ons.

Addr essee: JOHN S. QU NN, JR - R DEPT OF ENV M3AWNT/ SOLI D WASTE MGWNT

Aut hor s: PH LIPS MNCN, JR - AMER CAN ASSCCI ATES | NC.

Dat e: March 20, 1975

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 01.05.3 Docunent No. 000021

Title: Solid Waste Regul ation Requirenments for the Installation of G oundwater Mnitoring
Vel | s.

Addr essee: W LLI AM DAVI S

Aut hor s: FRANK B. STEVENSON - R DEPT OF HEALTH SOLI D WASTE MANAGEMENT

Dat e: Decenber 9, 1975

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 01.05.4 Docunent No. 000023

Title: Letter Sunmmarizing Time Cuidelines for Solid Waste Managenent Regul ati ons.

Addr essee: W LLI AM DAVI S

Aut hor s: FRANK B. STEVENSON - R DEPT OF HEALTH SOLI D WASTE MANAGEMENT

Dat e: Decenber 16, 1975

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 01.05.5 Docurent No. 000024

Title: Letter Describing the Regulatory Status of G ocester-Snithfield Regional Landfill.

Addr essee: DENNI S BOUCHARD - ESMOND TOAN COUNCI L
JOHN S. QU NN, JR - R DEPT OF HEALTH SOLI D WASTE MANAGEMENT

Dat e: January 5, 1976

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 3

AR No. 01.05.6 Docurent No. 000025

Title: Requirenents for State Grant-in-Aid Funds for Gties and Towns Presently Using the
Davis GSR Facility.

Addr essee: LEONARD A. KIERNAN - KEENAN, RICE, DOLAN, REARDON & Kl ERNAN

Aut hor s: ANTHONY S. DELA UDICE - R DEPT OF HEALTH LEGAL SERVI CES

Dat e: January 12, 1976

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 01.05.7 Docunent No. 000026



Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Agreenments Reached During an April 19, 1976 Enforcenent Meeting Regardi ng Qperations
at Qocester-Snmithfield Regional Landfill.

BRUCE GOODW N - R DNR/ PLANNI NG & DEVELOPMENT

JOHN S. QU NN, JR - R DEPT OF HEALTH SOLI D WASTE MANAGEMENT

April 19, 1976

LETTER No. Pgs: 1

01.05.8 Docunent No. 000027

Summary of Itens Contained in the February 24, 1976 Consent Order between the Rhode
I sl and Department of Health and WIliam Davis.

GLENN KUVEKAWA - RHODE | SLAND GOVERNCR S OFFI CE

JOHN S. QU NN, JR - R DEPT OF HEALTH SOLI D WASTE MANAGEMENT

June 4, 1976
MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 2
01.05.9 Docunent No. 000028

Response to Senator Pell's Inquiry Into the Qperation of the 3 ocester-Smthfield
Regi onal Landfill.

CLAI RBORNE PELL - UNI TED STATES SENATE

JOHN S. QU NN, JR - R DEPT OF HEALTH SOLI D WASTE MANAGEMENT

June 21, 1976

LETTER No. Pgs: 2

01.05. 10 Docunent No. 000030

Suggested Sel f-Mnitoring Locati ons of the Seasonal Streans at the GSR Landfill.
W LLI AM DAVI S

CARLETON A. MAINE - R DOH/ WATER SUPPLY & POLLUTI ON CONTRCOL

August 26, 1976

LETTER No. Pgs: 2

01.05.11 Docunent No. 000031

Corrected Copy of the Solid Waste Managenent Facility License Issued to WIliam
Davis d/b/a GSR Landfill, March 7, 1977, with Transmttal Letter.

W LLI AM DAVI S - GSR LANDFI LL

RHCDE | SLAND DEPART14ENT OF HEALTH

March 7, 1977

LETTER No. Pgs: 2

01.05. 12 Docunent No. 000032

Deni al of Application to Renew Solid Waste Management License for GSR Landfill.
W LLI AM DAVI S
JOHN S. QUNN, JR
January 19, 1978
LETTER No. Pgs: 2

01.05. 13 Docunent No. 000033

R DEPT OF ENV M3WNT/ SOLI D WASTE MGWNT

Request by M. Davis for a Hearing on the Determination of H's Solid Waste Di sposal
Li cense.

JOHN S. QUNN, JR
THOVAS C. PLUNKETT
January 25, 1978
LETTER No. Pgs: 1

01.05. 14 Docunent No. 000034

Rl DEPT OF ENV M3WNT/ SOLI D WASTE MGWNT
R CE, DOLAN, KIERNAN & KERSHAW

Site Plan for Qperation for the Cal endar Year 1978.

JOHN' S. QU NN, JR - R DEPT OF ENV MAWNT/ SOLI D WASTE MGEWNT
W LLI AM DAVI S - GSR LANDFI LL

January 27, 1978

LETTER No. Pgs: 2

01.05. 15 Docunent No. 000035



Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e;
For nmat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Letter Informng Smthfield Town Council

within the Town of Smithfield.

FRANK G ELDREDGE -
FRANK B. STEVENSON -
June 27, 1978
LETTER

01.05. 16

of an Application for a Landfill Operation

R DEPT OF ENV MAWNT/ SOLI D WASTE MGWNT

No. Pgs: 1
Docunent No.

000036

Request for Docunentation on the Town of Smthfield s Contractual Relationship with

the Operator of GSR
FRANK G ELDREDCE -
JOHN S. QUNN, JR -
July 12, 1978
LETTER

01.05. 17

Correction of Violations at Davis Landfill.
RI CE, DOLAN, KIERNAN & KERSHAW

LEONARD A. Kl ERNAN -
FRANK B. STEVENSON
August 7, 1978
LETTER

01.05. 18

Town Concerns about
JOHN S. QUNN, JR -

August 24, 1978
LETTER
01.05. 19

Notice of Deficiencies in M. Davis'

Landfill.

R DEPT OF ENV MAWNT/ SOLI D WASTE MGWNT

No. Pgs: 1
Docunent No.

No. Pgs: 1
Docurrent No.

000037

000038

Renewal of License to Operate GSR Landfill.
Rl DEPT OF ENV MAWNT/ SOLI D WASTE MGWNT
JACQUI LINE A. ERICSON - TOM OF GLOCESTER

No. Pgs: 1
Docunent No.

Operate a Solid Waste Managenent Facility.

WLLIAM DAVI S - GSR
FRANK B. STEVENSON -
Novenber 30, 1978
LETTER

01. 05. 20

LANDFI LL

000039

Application for a Renewal of H s License to

R DEPT OF HEALTH DIV OF LAND RESOURCES

No. Pgs: 1
Docunent No.

000040

Summary of D scussions Held on Decenber 11, 1978 between RIDOH and M. Davis

Regardi ng Pl ans for
WLLI AM DAVIS - GSR
FRANK B. STEVENSON -
Decenber 13, 1978
LETTER

01.05.21

GSR Landfill.
LANDFI LL

R DEPT OF HEALTH DIV OF LAND RESOURCES

No. Pgs: 2
Docunent No.

000041

G ocester Residents (oject to Licensing of Davis GSR Landfill.
R DEPT OF ENV M3WNT/ SOLI D WASTE MGWNT

JON S. QUNN, JR -
MAR LYN LOMEY

April 26, 1979
LETTER

01. 05. 22

Qperation of Davis Landfill

JOHN'S. QUNN JR -
MONRCE ALLEN

May 7, 1979

LETTER

01.05. 23

Response to Inquiry
GSR Dunpi ng Refuse i
R DAN EL PRENTISS -
MONRCE ALLEN

May 23, 1979

LETTER

01.05. 24

No. Pgs: 1
Docunent No.

000042

on Steere Property and O her Concerns.

R DEPT OF ENV MGWNT/ SCLI D WASTE MGWNT

No. Pgs: 1
Docunent No.

into M. Davis' Solid Waste D sposal

n Smithfield.

000043

Li cense and Al |l egations of

R DEPT OF ENV MAWNT/ OFFI CE OF DI RECTOR

No. Pgs: 1
Docunent No.

000044



02. 02

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For nmat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Dat e:
For nmat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Letter Iterating Decision to Termnate M. Davis' License to Qperate GSR Landfill
Decenber 18, 1978.

WLLI AM DAVI S - GSR LANDFI LL

W EDWARD WOOD - Rl DEPT OF ENV MAWNT/ OFFI CE OF DI RECTOR

August 18, 1981

LETTER No. Pgs: 2

01. 05. 25 Docunent No. 000045

Request for a US EPA Field Investigation of Conditions at the Davis GSR Landfill.
JOHN CHAFEE - UNI TED STATES SENATE

GLORIA P. NARNEY -

Novenber 27, 1981

LETTER No. Pgs: 1

01. 05. 26 Docunent No. 000149

US EPA Advi sed of Smithfield Town Council's Concern About Conditions at Davis GSR

Landfill.

LESTER SUTTON - US EPA/ REG ON 1

JOHN CHAFEE - UN TED STATES SENATE

Decenber 4, 1981

LETTER No. Pgs: 1

01. 05. 27 Document No. 000150

US EPA' s Response to Senator Chafee's Inquiry on Behalf of the Smithfield Town
Counci | .

JOHN CHAFEE - UNI TED STATES SENATE

LESTER SUTTON - US EPA/ REG ON |

Decenber 23, 1981

LETTER No. Pgs: 1

01. 05. 28 Docunent No. 000151

Letter Identifying a May 6, 1982 Deadline for Submitting Landfill Operation Plans.

WLLI AM DAVI S - GSR LANDFI LL

CARLETON A. MAINE - R DEPT OF ENV MGWNT/ OFFI CE OF DI RECTOR
April 14, 1982

LETTER No. Pgs: 2

01. 05. 29 Docunent No. 000046

REMOVAL RESPONSE - REMOVAL RESPONSE REPORTS

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For nat :
AR No.

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nmat :
AR No.

US EPA/ Techni cal Assistance Team Davis Landfill, d ocester, Rhode Island.
US EPA/ TECHNI CAL ASSI STANCE TEAM
1988
REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 39
02.02.1 Docunent No. 000047
Renmoval Assessment, August 24, 1990, Davis Landfill, G ocester/Snithfield, R

(Phot ogr aphs avai | abl e at EPA Records Center].

R CHARD C. BOYNTON - US EPA/ REG ON |

JOSEPH F. LEMAY, STEPHEN MANG ON - US EPA/ REA ON |
Sept enber 20, 1990

REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 12
02.02.2 Docunent No. 000048
Davis GSR Landfill NPL Site Investigation, with attachnents.

US EPA/ REG ON |
Sept enber 20, 1990

MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 12

02.02.3 Document No. 000049

Renoval Program NPL Site Investigation for Davis GSR Landfill, d ocester, Rhode
I sl and.

US EPA/ TECHNI CAL ASSI STANCE TEAM

Novenber 1990

REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 42

02.02.4 Docunent No. 000050

on



Title: Davis GSR Landfill: Results of Site Visits on 12/20/90 and 1/3/91.

Aut hor s: JCSEPH F. LEMAY - US EPA/ REA ON |

Dat e: February 7, 1991

For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 15

AR No. 02.02.5 Docunent No. 000051

Title: Met hane Em ssions from Davis GSR Landfill Noted During a June 26, 1991 Site
I nspection, with Landfill WMap.

Addr essee: US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: CDM FEDERAL PROGRAMS CORPORATI ON

Dat e: Decenber 31, 1991

For mat : SAMPLI NG & ANALYSI S DATA No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 02.02.6 Docunent No. 000099

03.01 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - CORRESPONDENCE

Title: Davis GSR Landfill Superfund Site, 11/11/92 (Round 1) Residential Wl Sanpling
Results, [Available in EPA Records Center].

Aut hor s: JCSEPH F. LEMAY - US EPA/ REG ON |

Dat e: May 28, 1993

For mat : LETTER

AR No. 03.01.1 Docunent No. 000101

Title: Davis GSR Landfill Superfund Site, 5/12/93 (Round 2) Residential Wll Sanpling
Results [Confidential].

Aut hor s: JOSEPH F. LEMAY - US EPA/ REG ON |

Dat e: January 25, 1994

For mat : LETTER

AR No. 03.01.2 Docunent No. 000102

03.02 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - SAMPLI NG & ANALYSI S DATA

Title: Certificates of Analysis for Surface Water (1974-1982).
Addr essee: SM THFI ELD CONSERVATI ON COW SSI ON

Aut hor s: NEW ENGLAND TESTI NG LABORATORY, | NC.

Dat e: Novenber 9, 1974

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 7

AR No. 03.02.1 Docunent No. 000179
Title: Davis GSR Landfill Well Sanple Data Results (1980-1984).
Dat e: Decenber 9, 1980

For mat : M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 37

AR No. 03.02.2 Docurent No. 000182
Title: G oundwat er Mnitoring at GSR Landfill.

Addr essee: SEAN 0. COFFEY - R DEPT OF ENVI RONVENTAL MANAGEMENT
Aut hor s: FRANK B. STEVENSON - R DEM Al R AND HAZARDQUS MATERI ALS
Dat e: Cct ober 23, 1981

For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 03.02.3 Docunent No. 000180
Title: Anal ytical Results fromthe Davis Landfill.

Addr essee: BARBARA | KALAI NEN - R DEM Al R AND HAZARDQUS MATERI ALS
Aut hor s: CLARA CHOW PI-YUN TSAI - US EPA/ DRI NKI NG WATER BRANCH
Dat e: Decenber 22, 1981

For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 29

AR No. 03.02.4 Docunent No. 000181
Title: Logs for Monitoring Wells Drilled at the Davis GSR Landfill site.
Addr essee: JOSEPH F. LEMAY - US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: RON BOYD - GUI LD DRI LLING CO

Dat e: January 31, 1991

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 11

AR No. 03.02.5 Docunent No. 000184



03. 04

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nmat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nmat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nat :
AR No.

REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON -

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Resi dential Well Analytical

JULI A NAULT - CDM FEDERAL PROGRAMS CORPCRATI ON
SUSAN HENDERSON - CDM FEDERAL PROGRAMS CORPCORATI ON

February 2, 1993
MEMORANDUM
03.02.6

No. Pgs: 35
Docurnent No.

000185

Results Summary Organics [Confidential].

Results of Laboratory Testing on Tap Water Taken by Honeowner Near the Davis GSR
Landfill [Confidential].

JOSEPH F. LEMNAY -
Rl CHARD ARSENAULT
June 23, 1993
LETTER

03.02.7

Davis GSR Landfill

DANI EL GRANZ - US EPA/ ENVI RONMENTAL STUDI ES SECTI ON
SCOTT CLI FFORD - US EPA/ LEXI NGTON LABORATORY

August 9, 1993

US EPA/ REG ON |

No. Pgs: 4
Docurrent No.

000187

, GQocester, R [Confidential].

MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 6
03.02.8 Docunent No. 000189
Davis GSR Landfill--Volatile O ganics by GJ M.

DAVID S. GRANZ - US EPA/ ENVI RONMENTAL STUDI ES SECTI ON

STEVEN HELLER, SURESH SRI VASTAVA, JCSEPH
MONTANARO - US EPA/ LEXI NGTON LABORATCRY

August 10, 1993
MEMORANDUM
03.02.9

Davis Landfill.

DANI EL GRANZ - US EPA ENVI RONMENTAL STUDI ES SECTI ON

No. Pgs: 26
Docunent No.

000188

KATHLEEN M POLGAR - US EPA/ LEXI NGTON LABORATORY

Sept enber 8, 1993
MEMORANDUM
03.02.10

Health and Safety
JOSEPH F. LEMAY -

No. Pgs: 3
Docunent No.

I NTERI M DELI VERABLES

Pl an, Davis GSR Landfill.
US EPA/ REA ON |

CDM FEDERAL PROGRAMS CORPCRATI ON

Novenber 1990
LETTER
03.04.1

Davis GSR Landfill
Summary Report.
JOSEPH F. LEMAY -

No. Pgs: 25
Docunent No.

, Gocester/Smthfield, Rhode |Island, Ecol ogical

US EPA/ REG ON |

CDM FEDERAL PROGRAMS CORPCRATI ON

February 1992
LETTER
03.04.2

Davis GSR Landfill
JCSEPH F. LEMNAY -

No. Pgs: 121
Docunent No.

000190

000153

000156

Char acteri zati on,

Site, Sanpling and Anal ysis Plan/Quality Assurance Project Plan.

US EPA/ REG ON |

CDM FEDERAL PROGRAMS CCORPCRATI ON

March 1992
LETTER
03.04.3

Task 3.6: Phase |
JOSEPH F. LEMAY -

No. Pgs: 24
Docurent No.

000157

Surface Water/ Sedi ment Anal ysis.

US EPA/ REG ON |

CDM FEDERAL PROGRAMS CCORPCRATI ON

Cctober 7, 1992
LETTER
03.04.4

No. Pgs: 5
Docunent No.

000158



03. 06

Title: Report on Geophysical Investigations at the Davis GSR Landfill, Smthfield Rhode

I sl and.

Addr essee: CDM FEDERAL PROGRANMS CORPORATI ON

Aut hor s: CASVEELL El CHLER & HILL, INC

Dat e: Decenber 1992

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 134

AR No. 03.04.5 Docunent No. 000138

Title: Addendum to Sanpling Analysis Plan/Quality Assurance Project Plan, March 1992 with
Sumrary Responses April 1992.

Addr essee: NADI NE RANI ERE - US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: CDM FEDERAL PROGRAMS CORPCORATI ON

Dat e: January 15, 1993

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 3

AR No. 03.04.6 Docunent No. 000159

Title: Addendum to Sanpling Analysis Plan/Quality Assurance Project Plan, March 1992 with
Sumrary Responses April 1992.

Addr essee: NADI NE RANI ERE - US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: CDM FEDERAL PROGRAMS CORPCORATI ON

Dat e: March 26, 1993

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 8

AR No. 03. 04. 07 Docunent No. 000144

Title: Davis GSR Landfill, Trip Report for Phase Il Mnitoring Wll Installation, Soil
Boring and Wl |l Devel oprent.

Addr essee: US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: CDM FEDERAL PROGRAMS CORPCORATI ON

Dat e: April 7, 1993

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 52

AR No. 03.04.8 Docunent No. 000145

Title: Davis GSR, Standard Qperating Procedure, Sedinent Filtration to Achi eve Adequate
Percent Solids.

Aut hor s: CDM FEDERAL PROGRAMS CORPCRATI ON

Dat e: June 1994

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 8

AR No. 03.04.9 Docunent No. 000162

REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON REPCRTS

Title: Davis GSR Landfill d ocester/Smthfield, Rhode Island, Final Renedial |nvestigation
Report, Vol. |

Addr essee: US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: CDM FEDERAL PROGRAMS CORPCORATI ON

Dat e: Novenber 1994

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 952

AR No. 03.06.1 Docunent No. 000146

Title: Davis GSR Landfill d ocester/Smthfield, Rhode Island, Final Renedial |nvestigation
Report, Vol. |l Appendices A-F.

Addr essee: US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: CDM FEDERAL PROGRAMS CORPCRATI ON

Dat e: Novenber 1994

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 983

AR No. 03.06. 2 Docunent No. 000147

Title: Davis GSR Landfill d ocester/Smthfield, Rhode Island, Final Renedial |nvestigation
Report, Vol. IIl Appendices GI.

Addr essee: US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: CDM FEDERAL PROGRAMS CORPCRATI ON

Dat e: Novenber 1994

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 472

AR No. 03.06. 3 Docunent No. 000148



Title: Renedi al Investigation Report Addendum-Modified R sk Assessnment Tabl es--Davis GSR

Landfill, docester/Smthfield, Rhode Island.
Addr essee: ANNA KRASKO - US EPA/ REG ON |
Aut hor s: MATTHEW DENTCH - CDM FEDERAL PROGRAMS CORPCRATI ON
Dat e: March 20, 1997
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 25
AR No. 03.06. 4 Docunent No. 000163

03.07 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - WORK PLANS AND PROGRESS REPCRTS

Title: Davis GSR Landfill, docester/Smthfield, Rhode |sland, Renedi al
I nvestigation/ Feasibility Study, Revised Wrk Plan, Vol. |--Technical Scope of Wrk.
Addr essee: US EPA/ REG ON |
Aut hor s: Rl DEPT OF ENV MAWNT/ SOLI D WASTE MAWNT
Dat e; July 1991
For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 150
AR No. 03.07.1 Docurent No. 000164

03.09 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - HEALTH ASSESSMENTS

Title: Prelimnary Heal th Assessnent for Davis GSR Landfill, d ocester, d ocester County,
Rhode | sl and, RI D980731459.

Aut hor s: US PUBLI C HEALTH SERVI CE/ ATSDR

Dat e: April 10, 1989

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 4

AR No. 03.09.1 Docunent No. 000165

04.09 FEASIBILITY STUDY - PRCPCSED PLANS FOR SELECTED REMEDI AL ACTI ON

Title: Proposed Plan for the Davis GSR Landfill Superfund Site.
Aut hor s: US EPA/ REG ON |

Dat e: June 1997

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 9

AR No. 04.09.1 Docurnent No. 000191

05.03 RECORD OF DECI SI ON - RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARI ES

Title: Comments on the Proposed Plan for the Davis GSR Landfill Superfund Site.

Addr essee: ANNA KRASKO - US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: JCSEPH V. SOQUZA, MAUREEN SOUZA

For mat : FORM No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 05.03.1 Docurent No. 000202

Title: Comrents on the Proposed Plan for the Davis GSR Landfi 1l Superfund Site.

Addr essee: ANNA KRASKO - US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: MATTHEW D. DESTEFANO - RI DEM OFFI CE OF WASTE MANAGEMENT

Dat e: July 3, 1997

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 5

AR No. 05.03. 2 Docurent No. 000194

Title: Comments of the Proposed Plan for the Davis GSR Landfill Superfund Site.

Addr essee: ANNA KRASKO - US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: WAYNE FARRI NGTON

Dat e: July 16, 1997

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 05.03. 3 Docurent No. 000195

Title: Resol ution of the d ocester Town Council Requesting US EPA to Continue Yearly
Monitoring of Test Wells for the Next Ten Years.

Aut hor s: TOM OF GLOCESTER

Dat e: July 17, 1997

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 05.03. 4 Docunent No. 000196



Title: Comments on the Proposed Plan for the Davis GSR Landfill Superfund Site.

Addr essee: ANNA KRASKO - US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: CAROL A. AYALA

Dat e: July 19, 1997

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 3

AR No. 05.03.5 Docurent No. 000197

Title: Request for an Extension of Tinme to Review US EPA's No Further Action Recommendation
inlts Proposed Plan for the Davis GSR Landfill.

Addr essee: ANNA KRASKO - US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: JEFFREY H. M NOR - SM THFI ELD TOM OF

Dat e: July 21, 1997

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 05.03.6 Docurnent No. 000198

Title: Transmttal of Copies of the Extended Comment Period Notice and Proposed Plan for
the Davis GSR Landfill.

Addr essee: PAUL CAVANAUCGH

Aut hor s: SARAH WH TE - US EPA/ OFFI CE OF COWUNI TY
RELATI ONS

Dat e: July 22, 1997

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 05.03.7 Docurent No. 000199

Title: Deni al of Request for a Six-Mnth Extension of the Public Comment Period on the
Proposed Plan for the Davis GSR Landfill.

Addr essee: RI CHARD PO RI ER - SM THFI ELD TOAN COUNCI L

Aut hor s: ANNA KRASKO - US EPA/ REG ON |

Dat e: July 23, 1997

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 05.03. 8 Docurnent No. 000200

Title: Comments on the Proposed Plan for the Davis GSR Landfill Superfund Site.

Addr essee: ANNA KRASKO - US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: HENRY E. HATCHER

Dat e: July 24, 1997

For mat : FORM No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 05.03.9 Docurent No. 000201

Title: Comments on the Proposed Plan for the Davis GSR Landfill Superfund Site.

Addr essee: ANNA KRASKO - US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: TERI RQZZERO

Dat e: August 20, 1997

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 05.03. 10 Docurent No. 000204

Title: Comment s on the Proposed Plan for the Davis GSR Landfill Superfund Site.

Addr essee: ANNA KRASKO - US EPA/ REG ON |

Aut hor s: HARVEY LI EBERVAN

Dat e: August 21, 1997

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 05.03.11 Docurent No. 000205

05.04 RECORD OF DECI SION - RECORD OF DECI SI ON

Title: Record of Decision, Davis GSR Landfill Superfund Site.
Aut hor s: US EPA/ REG ON |

Dat e: Sept enber 29, 1997

For mat : REPORT, STUDY

AR No. 05.04.1 Docurnent No. 000206



13.02

13. 04

13.05

16.01

16. 04

17.04

COMMUNI TY RELATI ONS - COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS PLANS

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Community Relations Plan, Davis G ocester-Snithfield Regional (GSR) Landfill
Superfund Site, docester and Smthfield, Rhode Island.

CDM FEDERAL PROGRANMS CORPORATI ON

BARRY LAWSON ASSCCI ATES, | NC.

Novenber 1991

REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 22

13.02.1 Docurent No. 000166

COMMUNI TY RELATI ONS - PUBLI C MEETI NGS

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Comunity Meeting Summary, Davis GSR Landfill Superfund Site, Smithfield, Rhode
I sl and.

US EPA/ REG ON |

BARRY LAWSON ASSOCI ATES, | NC.

March 9, 1992

REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 26

13.04.1 Docurnent No. 000167

Public Hearing In Re: Davis GSR Landfill Superfund Site, July 15, 1997.
July 15, 1997

PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No. Pgs: 26

13.04.2 Docunent No. 000193

COMMUNI TY RELATI ONS - FACT SHEETS

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nmat :
AR No.

EPA Announces No Risks at the Davis GSR Landfill Superfund Site.
US EPA/ REG ON |

June 16, 1997

FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 2

13.05.1 Docunent No. 000192

NATURAL RESQURCE TRUSTEE - CORRESPONDENCE

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Acknowl edgment of US EPA Trustee Notification for the Davis GSR Landfill Superfund
Site.

GORDON E BECKETT - US EPA/ WASTE MANAGEMENT DI VI SI ON

DAVID J NEWION - US DEPARTMENT OF | NTERI OR

July 21, 1987

LETTER No. Pgs: 1

16.01.1 Docurent No. 000168

NATURAL RESCQURCE TRUSTEE - TRUSTEE NOTI FI CATI ON FORM AND SELECTI ON QU

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For nat :
AR No.

Notification of Potential Damages to Natural Resources fromthe Davis GSR Landfill
Site.

W LLI AM PATTERSON - US DEPARTMENT OF | NTERI OR

MERRI LL S HOHVAN - US EPA/ WASTE MANAGEMENT DI VI SI ON

June 8, 1987
LETTER No. Pgs: 6
16.04.1 Docurnent No. 000169

S| TE MANAGEMENT RECORDS - S| TE PHOTOGRAPHS/ VAPS

Title:

Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Site Analysis, Davis Solid Waste Disposal, d ocester, Rhode Island [Avail able in EPA
Records Center].

August 1985

PHOTO M CROFI LM VI DEO No. Pgs: 31

17.04.1 Docurnent No. 000170

Site Analysis, Davis GSR Landfill, d ocester, Rhode Island, Volune | [Available in

EPA Records Center].

Cct ober 1990

PHOTO, M CROFORM VI DEO No. Pgs: 23

17.04.2 Docunent No. 000171



Qui dance Docunent s

EPA gui dance documents may be reviewed at EPA-New Engl and Records Center, Boston, Massachusetts.

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

I nterim Quidance on Superfund Sel ection of Remedy, U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency, Ofice of
Solid Waste and Emergency Response. (OSWER Directive 9355.0-19). Decenber 26, 1986.

InterimQuidance on Potentially Responsible Party Participation in Renedial Investigations and
Feasibility Studies, U S. Environnmental Protection Agency. (CSWER Directive 9835.1a). May 1988.

Community Relations in Superfund: A Handbook (Interim Version) U S. Environnental Protection Agency
Ofice of Emergency and Renedi al Response (EPA/ 540/ G 88/002), June 1988.

CGui dance for Conducting Renedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA, (Conprehensive
Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act), U S Environmental Protection Agency,
Ofice of Emergency and Renedi al Response. (EPA/ 540/ C 89/004) (9355.3-01) Cctober 1988.

Ri sk Assessnment Quidance for Superfund, Volune |1, Environmental Eval uati on Manual,
(EPA/ 540/ 1-89/001) March 1, 1989.

Procedures for Conpletion and Del etion of National Priorities List Site , U S. Environnental
Protection Agency, Ofice of Emergency and Renedi al Response. (EPA/ 540/ G 89/002)(9320.2-3A), April
1989.

U S. EPA Region | Supplenmental R sk Assessnent Qui dance for the Superfund Program Part 1: Public
Health Ri sk Assessnent and Part 2: Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent, (Conprehensive Environnent al
Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act) (EPA/901/5/89-001). June 1989.

InterimFinal Quidance on Preparing Superfund Deci sion Docunents, U S. Environnental Protection
Agency, O fice of Emergency and Renedi al Response. (9355.3-02). July 1989.

Ri sk Assessment Cui dance for Superfund, Volume |, Human Heal th Eval uati on Manual, (OSWER 9285-7-01).
Sept enber 29, 1989.

Ri sk Assessment Cui dance for Superfund, Volume |: Human Heal th Eval uati on Manual (Part A), Interim
Fi nal (EPA/540/1/-89-002). Decenber 1989.

Cui dance for Data Usability in R sk Assessnent, InterimFinal, (EPA 540/ G 90/008). Cctober 1990.

Conducti ng Renedi al |nvestigations/Feasibility Studies for CERCLA Miunicipal Landfill Sites, US.
Environnental Protection Agency, O fice of Energency and Renedi al Response. (EPA/ 540/ P-91/001).
February 1991.

Qui de to Devel opi ng Superfund No Action, InterimAction, and Contingency Renedy RODs, U.S.
Envi ronnental Protection Agency, Ofice of Solid Waste and Emergency Response. (CSWER Directive
9355. 3-02FS-3) April 1991.

Mermor andum from Don R O ay, Assistant Administrator, U'S. Environnental Protection Agency O fice of
Solid Waste and Energency Response to Directors, Waste Managenent Division, Regions I, IV, V, VI,
VII1; Directors, Hazardous Waste Managenent Division, Regions Ill, VI, IX D rector, Hazardous Waste
Di vision, Region X (OSWER Directive 9355.0-30), April 22, 1991, (discussing the role of the baseline
ri sk assessnent in Superfund renedy sel ecti on decisions).

Menorandum from Henry L. Longest |11, Director, US. Environnental Protection Agency, O fice of
Emer gency and Renedi al Response, to Addressees. (OSWER Directive 9355.7-02). May 23, 199.

Presunptive Rermedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites, U 'S. Environmental Protective Agency, Ofice
of Solid Waste and Emergency Response. (EPA/ 540/ F/ 93/035) (GROL-1-3). Septenber 1993.

Update to the Procedures for Conpletion and Deletion of National Priorities List Sites Quidance
Docunent Regardi ng the Performance of Five-Year Reviews. Meno fromHenry L. Longest |l and Bruce
Dianond to Director, Waste Managenent Division, Regions I, IV, V, VII and VIII. (CSWER Directive
9320. 2- 3B)



APPENDI X B

TABLES AND FI GURES

TABLE B-1: SUMVARY OF CONTAM NANTS
OF CONCERN I'N OFF- LANDFI LL GROUNDWATER

Cont am nant s

of Concern

benzene

1,2, 4-trinethyl benzene
1, 3, 5-trinet hyl benzene
arsenic

bari um

beryl I'i um

chrom um

| ead

manganese

ni ckel

Maxi mum
Concentration
(mg/1)

. 0089
0016
003
0299
658
0013
167
0173
28
127

o

opooooocoo

Frequency of
Det ection
5/ 17

3/ 17

1/ 17

5/ 17

13/ 17

4/ 17

1/ 17

2/ 17

16/ 17

6/ 17

TABLE B-2: SUMVARY OF CONTAM NANTS

Cont am nant s
of Concern
ant i nony
arseni c

bari um
beryl |'i um

| ead
nanganese
vanadi um

OF CONCERN I N SURFACE WATER

Maxi mum
Concentration
(mg/1)

06

. 0119

544

005

171

46

. 0682

o

cmoooo0

Frequency of
Det ection

2/ 31

1/ 31

31/31

1/31

18/ 31

31/31

3/31

TABLE B-3: SUWARY OF CONTAM NANTS

Cont anmi nant s

of Concern
benzo(a) ant hracene
benzo(a) pyrene
benzo(b) fl uor ant hene
benzo(k) fl uorant hene
chrysene

i ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
anti nony

arsenic

beryl |'i um

manganese

thal I'ium

vanadi um

OF CONCERN | N SEDI MENT

Maxi mum
Concentration
(mo/ kg)
0. 083
0.3
0.19
0.2

0. 095

0. 024
23.3
31.4
4.7

15, 600
14

60. 4

Frequency of
Det ecti on
3/18

5/ 18

4/ 18

4/ 18

3/18

1/18

6/ 18

13/ 18

16/ 18

18/ 18
3/18

16/ 18

TABLE B-4: SUWARY OF CONTAM NANTS
COF CONCERN | N AQUEQUS LEACHATE

Cont am nant s
of Concern
ant i nony
arsenic

bari um

| ead
manganese

ni ckel

Maxi mum
Concentration
(mo/ L)

0.0136

. 0036

. 758

. 0191

69

098

orooco

Frequency of
Det ecti on

23

2/ 2

2/ 2

2/ 2

2/ 2

2/ 2



TABLE B-5: SUMVARY OF CONTAM NANTS

Cont am nant s
of Concern
arocl or 1248
ant i nony
arseni c

bari um
beryl i um
nanganese
vanadi um
zinc

OF CONCERN I N LEACHATE SO L

Maxi mum
Concentration
(ro/ kg)
0. 045
2.5

-

293
0.61
1680

12. 4
165

Frequency of
Det ecti on

2/ 18

1/18

7/ 18

18/ 18

15/ 18

18/ 18

18/ 18

12/ 18

TABLE B-6: SUWARY OF CONTAM NANTS

Cont am nant s

of Concern
benzo(a) ant hracene
benzo(a) pyrene
benzo(b) fl uorant hene
benzo(k) fl uor ant hene
chrysene

arocl or 1254

arcol or 1260

arsenic

bari um

beryl |'i um

cadm um

nmanganese

nmer cury

ni ckel

thal lium

vanadi um

zinc

OF CONCERN IN SURFI AL SO L

Maxi mum
Concentration
(mo/ kg)

0. 076

0. 064
0. 086
0. 063
0.074
0. 052
0
3

Frequency of
Det ecti on
2/ 20

1/ 20

2/ 20

1/ 20

1/ 20

4/ 20

2/ 20

2/ 20

20/ 20

12/ 18
3/18

20/ 20
7120

19/ 20

1/ 20

20/ 20

18/ 20

TABLE B-7: SUMVARY OF CONTAM NANTS

Cont ami nant s

of Concern
benzo(a) ant hr acene
benzo(a) pyrene
benzo(b) fl uor ant hene
benzo(k) fl uor ant hene
bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht ha
chrysene

f I uor ant hene

fl uorene
phenant hr ene

pyr ene

i ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene
dieldrin
arocl or- 1254

anti nony

arsenic

bari um

manganese

ni ckel

sel eni um

silver

vanadi um

zinc

OF CONCERN IN BORING SO LS

Maxi mum
Concentration
(ng/ kg)
30

21

17

22

| ate 120

29

98

80
150
73

10
0.22
1.6
5.4
14. 3
545
593
242
12.5
12. 3
29.2
1280

Frequency of
Det ection
2/ 48
4/ 48
4/ 48
4/ 48
17/ 47
2/ 48
5/ 48
5/ 48
71 48
4/ 48
1/ 48
2/ 48
3/ 48
2/ 43
33/ 45
41/ 46
45/ 46
30/ 46
6/ 45
71 42
35/ 46
30/ 46



TABLE B-8: SUMVARY OF CONTAM NANTS
OF CONCERN I N ON-SI TE LANDFI LL GAS

Cont am nant s

of Concern

benzene

di chl or odi f | uor onet hane
1, 2-di chl or opr opane
1, 4-di chl or obenzene
et hyl benzene

net hyl ene chl ori de

t et rachl or oet hyl ene

t ol uene

1,1, 1-trichl oroet hane
trichl oroet hyl ene
vinyl chloride

Max.

(my/ m 3)

4.
.5E-05
.3E-05
. 3E-05
.1E-04
. 8E-05
.4E-05

WEFE 010NN

3E-04

5E- 05

2
2

8E- 05
7E- 05

2E-03

Model ed
Anbi ent Conc.

Frequency of
Det ecti on
2/ 4
1/ 4
1/ 4
1/ 4
4/ 4
1/ 4
1/ 4
4/ 4
1/ 4
1/ 4
34

TABLE B-9: SUMVARY OF CONTAM NANTS
OF CONCERN I N OFF-SI TE LANDFI LL GAS

Cont am nant s

of Concern

benzene

di chl or odi f | uor orret hane
1, 2-di chl or opr opane
1, 4-di chl or obenzene
et hyl benzene

net hyl ene chl ori de
t et rachl or oet hyl ene
t ol uene

trichl oroet hyl ene
vinyl chloride

Max.

(my/ m 3)

2
. 7TE-07

. 63E- 07
. 9E- 06

. 37E-05
. 22E-07
. 39E- 07
. 40E- 06
. 89E- 07
. 87E- 06

PRPRRPNRPEPNWR PR

01E- 05

Model ed
Anbi ent Conc.

Frequency of
Det ecti on
2/ 4
1/ 4
1/ 4
1/ 4
4/ 4
1/ 4
1/ 4
4/ 4
1/ 4
3/4



Tabl e B-10

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL

SUMVARY OF RI SKS AND HAZARD | NDI CES

REASCNABLE NMAXI MUM EXPCSURE

G oundwat er
O f-Landfill
Over bur den

Bedr ock

Surface Water
Landfill Area B

O f-Landfill

Sedi nent s
Landfill Area B

O f-Landfil

Leachat e
Landfill Area A
Agueous

Soi

RECEPTCR

Fut ure Resi dent
(Adul t)

Fut ure Resi dent
(Adul t)
Current Trespasser
(Chi I d)
Current Trespasser
(Child)
Current Trespasser
(Chi I d)

Current Trespasser
(Child)

Current Trespasser
(Chi I d)

Current Trespasser
(Child)

AVERAGE CASE MED A

I ngesti on

I ngesti on

I ngesti on
Der mal Cont act

I ngesti on
Der mal Cont act

I ngesti on

I ngesti on

Der mal Cont act

I ngesti on
Der mal Cont act

EXPOSURE PATHVWAY

~

©

TARGET CRGAN

RISK HAZARD INDEX H > 1.0

. OE-04 5.5

. 5E-04 8.1
-- 0.02
-- 0. 0005

. 9E- 07 0. 06

. 1E-08 0. 0022

. OE- 07 0.02

. 3E-06 0.48

. 3E-09 0. 0006

. 5E-07 0.051
. 2E-09 --

CNS=4. 1
Skin=1. 2

CNS=5. 1
Skin=2.7

9

1

[EnY

TARGET ORGAN EXPOSURE PO NT

Rl SK

9E- 05

4E- 04

. 5E- 07
. 8E-09

. TE-07

. 8E-06

. 3E-09

. 2E-07
. 9E-09

HAZARD | NDEX  HI

1.2

2.7 CNS=2.0

o

. 012 -
0. 0009 -

o

.014 --
0. 0005 -

0. 015 --

0.073 --

0. 0006 --

0.016 -

> 1.0

Page 1 of 2



Table B-10 (cont'd) Page 2 of 2

DAVI S GSR LANDFI LL
SUMVARY OF RI SKS AND HAZARD | NDI CES

REASONABLE NAXI MUM EXPCOSURE
AVERAGE CASE MEDI A
<I M5 SRC 97102D>
<I M5 SRC 97102E>
<I M5 SRC 97102F>
<I M5 SRC 97102G
<I M5 SRC 97102H>
<I M5 SRC 97102l >
<I M5 SRC 97102J>
<I M5 SRC 97102K>
<I M5 SRC 97102L>
<I M5 SRC 97102MW>



APPENDI X C

Rl DEM DECLARATI ON OF CONCURRENCE
<I M5 SRC 97102N\>

26 Septenber 1997

M. Harley Laing, Director

Ofice of Site Renedi ati on & Restoration

U S. Environmental Protection Agency - New Engl and
John F. Kennedy Federal Building, Miilcode: H O
Boston, MA 02203

RE: Record of Decision for the Davis GSR Landfill Superfund Site,
G ocester/Smthfield, Rhode Island

Dear M. Laing,

The Departnment of Environmental Managenent (DEM has conpleted its review of the Record of Decision (ROD)
for the Davis GSR Landfill Superfund Site. The Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA' s) sel ected
alternative for the site, as presented in the docurment, is a No Action decision.

DEM has worked on this site with your Agency fromthe early investigatory stages up through this current
deci sion m | estone. Based upon our review of this ROD and the results of renedial investigation
activities conducted to date, we offer our concurrence on the decision. However, based upon our know edge
of the site operator's waste disposal practices at the Davis Liquid Waste Superfund Site, we do so with
sone reservation. As you are well aware, M. WIlliamDavis permtted the dunping of thousands of gallons
of liquid hazardous waste at the Davis Liquid Waste site and currently, your Agency is overseeing the
renoval action of thousands of druns containing hazardous wastes. These druns were only recently

di scovered while inplenmenting the renedial action for the site and were not expected.

Certainly, you can appreciate our concern, as well as the concern of the |ocal communities, for the
potential unknowns associated with the Davis GSR Landfill. W have no assurances that the Davis GSR
Landfill does not have its own "surprises" sinmlar to those discovered many years |later at the Davis
Liquid site. Thankfully, all of the nonitoring to date indicates that there is no significant source of
cont am nati on.

DEM r ecogni zes that CERCLA does not allow for renedial actions based nerely upon unknowns and hear say,
however, we are requesting that EPA remain ready to respond at this site in the event that future
noni toring indicates a concern.

The Department wi shes to specifically enphasize the follow ng aspects of the Record of Deci sion:
. Moni t ori ng:

Monitoring is the critical conponent of this No Action decision. It is the only |ine of
def ense provided for in the ROD to protect the |ocal population from unexpected
occurrences at the site. EPA and DEM nust work together with the local community to design
a plan that provides appropriate protection. Such a plan must al so include domestic well
nmonitoring. Also, while the ROD states that at |east five years of nonitoring will be
conducted, DEM strongly requests that EPA commt to | onger duration.

EPA and DEMwi || review the nonitoring data on an annual basis. Regul ar nonitoring and
review are necessary to evaluate the long-termeffectiveness of the renmedy and to ensure
the continued protection of human health. |If this data reveals that there are escal ating
risks at the Site, then we both nust reevaluate the need to conduct additional nonitoring
and/ or other renedial actions at the Site.

o Fi ve- Year Revi ew.

The ROD states that no statutory five-year review will be undertaken. DEM di d not concur
with this | anguage and requested that EPA commit to conducting a five-year review Your
Agency has since committed to conducting a five-year review and consider further
nonitoring if necessary. Wile we recognize that CERCLA does not require such a review

as part of a No Action decision, such a reviewis not prohibited and is the prudent choice
with this site and its uncertainties.



Page Two
H. Laing
26 Septenber 1997

. Community Rel ations:

Community participation is extrenely inportant to DEM and is required under

CERCLA/ SARA. During the course of our investigations at this site and, in particular,
during the Proposed Pl an and ROD phases, there seened to be poor communication, or |ack
thereof, between EPA and the local citizens. EPA awarded a Techni cal Assistance G ant
(TAG to the local community for participation in this site and the Davis Liquid Waste
Site, however, the TAG never seened to be involved in this site.

DEM bel i eves that there is still a role for the TAGin the activities at this site and we
encourage EPA to attenpt to keep theminvol ved. W believe that their participation in the

devel opnent of a site nonitoring plan along with the actual review of the data woul d be

extrenely beneficial. By providing themw th access to the data, they will know firsthand

about the perfornmance of the renedy and there will be no illusion that we are not

providing themwi th all the facts. They can al so provide us with real-tinme information

regardi ng changing site conditions, site access concerns and devel opnment issues which m ght affect
the risk to human health and the environnent.

Finally, as mentioned in the ROD, this No Action decision does not limt the State's ability to carry out
any actions under State authority. For this reason, we have requested that EPA provide us with
information gathered as a result of its Potential Responsible Party (PRP) search. In the event that DEM
finds it necessary to pursue action under State authority, such infornation would be val uable in aiding
our action.

DEM | ooks forward to working with EPA in devel oping and inplenenting a nonitoring plan for
the Site in a timely nmanner.

Si ncerely,

<I MG SRC 971020>

cc: Andrew McLeod, Director, RI DEM
John DeVill ars, Regional Adm nistrator, USEPA
Edward Szymanski, DEM Associate D rector
Paul Fogarty, Town Council President, d ocester
Jeffrey Mnor, Town Administrator, Smthfield
Terrence Gay, DEM O fice of Waste Managenent
Cl aude Cote, Esquire, DEM Ofice of Legal Services
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RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY Page 1
Davis GSR Landfill Site

A I nt roduction

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a 60-day public comment period fromJune 24, 1997 to
August 22, 1997 to provide an opportunity for interested parties to comment on the Renedial |nvestigation
and the Proposed Plan prepared for the Davis d ocester-Smthfield Regional (GSR) Landfill Superfund Site
in Gocester/Snithfield, Rhode Island. In the Proposed Pl an issued on June 16, 1997, EPA announced a
preference for No Action, other than limted nonitoring, at the site. A collection of all docunents used
by EPA in choosing this alternative were made avail able for review at the EPA Records Center (90 Cana
Street, Boston, MA) and at the E. Smithfield Public Library (50 Esnond Street, Smithfield, Rhode Island).
These docunents are known collectively as the Adm nistrative Record.

The purpose of this Responsiveness Summary is to docunment EPA s responses to the comments and questions
rai sed during the public comrent period. The comrents submitted during the public comment period are
avail able in the Adm nistrative Record for the Davis GSR Landfill Site. EPA considered all of the
comrents before naking a final decision not to take further action under CERCLA at this site.

B. The No Action Alternative

A No Action preferred alternative is being selected by EPA due to the | ow potential for adverse

ecol ogi cal and hunman health risks estimated in the baseline risk assessnent. The estinmated cancer risk
associated with exposure to contamnation at the Site falls within EPA's acceptable risk range. Cancer
risks at a Superfund Site are considered acceptable if a probability of adverse health effects occurring
ranges between ten thousand and one mllion (10 -4 to 10 -6). Al current and future risks attributable
to exposures associated with inhalation of landfill gas, and ingestion of, or contact with, the surficial
soils, surface water and sediment are below the | ower end of the acceptable risk range (i.e., 10 -6). No
current health risks are associated with exposure to groundwater at the Site, since the contaninated
groundwater is not being used for drinking water. No plune of contam nation was found enanating fromthe
landfill. The risk of groundwater ingestion as a drinking water source was estinmated at the upper end of
the acceptable risk range (i.e., 10 -4) attributable largely to the presence of arsenic, which is
present, however, at |evels bel ow those established as safe in the Safe Drinking Water Act.

The hazard i ndex was cal cul ated by EPA as a neasure of the potential for non-carcinogenic health effects.
The human health risk assessment concl uded that non-cancer adverse health effects were unlikely at this
Site. The elevated | evels of manganese, the main contributor to the future potential noncarcinogenic
hazard index of 8.4, were only detected in an wetland area along the periphery of the landfill. This
hazard index nmay present a |evel of concern for a hunan health drinking water scenario, assum ng that
groundwater at this location is ingested as a sole source of drinking water. This is a very conservative
estinmate of future exposure, however, as this location is inmmediately adjacent to the landfill. Exposure
to groundwater as a drinking water source in this linited area is unlikely due to the steep slopes and
proximty to the wetlands which woul d preclude devel oprent.

Results of the ecol ogical risk assessnent indicates that, although contam nants have been found in the
sedinents and surface waters near the landfill, it is unlikely that a reduction in viable wetland habitat
woul d adversely inmpact any flora and fauna popul ations. Results of a conservative food chain nodeling

al so indicated no adverse effects.

EPA has included five years of additional groundwater nonitoring under CERCLA authority in the No Action
alternative. Goundwater nonitoring, including residential well nonitoring, will be performed to verify
that no unacceptabl e exposures occur in the future. The scope and frequency of the nmonitoring will be
adj usted as necessary, based on the sanpling results.

C Overvi ew of Comunity Invol venent and Concerns

Communi ty Backgr ound

The Davis GSR and Landfill Superfund Site is located in a rural residential area. Houses are w dely
separated, and woods, wetlands, and occasional open fields domnate the rolling | andscape around the
Site.

The Site itself is located in two towns, Smithfield and G ocester, with a majority located in the latter.
The Town of Smithfield consists of five villages: Esnond, Ceorgiaville, Spragueville, Geenville, and
Stillwater. The prinmary governnental body is the Town Council, whose five nenbers are el ected every two
years. docester is a town of three villages: Chepachet, Harnony, and West d ocester. The town gover nnment



in Aocester is run by a tow council with five nmenbers who are elected for two-year terns.

H story of Community | nvol venent and Concerns

Community residents have been involved with both Davis GSR Landfill and the nearby Davis Liquid sites for
over 15 years. Residents have attended public neetings and filed conplaints on the sites' operation by
M. Davis with local, state, and federal officials. Some nenbers of the comunity have opposed the Davis
GSR Landfill since it first open. The Waterman Lake Conservati on Associ ati on opposed the opening of the
landfill because of their concern that it would contam nate Waterman Reservoir, a |ake used prinmarily for
recreational purposes, about two niles downstreamfromthe Site

Judging fromthe coments received during the public comrent period, the residents and the | ocal and
State offices generally agree with the no action decision, but there is a considerable concern regarding
a potential for future migration of contam nants and a preference for continuing nonitoring of

gr oundwat er .

The level of community activity has significantly subsided since the early 1980s. Sone |ocal officials
and residents are concerned with the expense and the tine required to assess and cl eanup the sites.

D. Sumrary of Public Comrents Received During Public Comment Period and Agency Responses

Thi s Responsi veness Summary addresses comments received by EPA during the public comrent period (June 24,
1997 through August 22, 1997).

Residents, and Local and State Oficials' Comments

One set of coments was received fromthe State (Rhode |sland Departnent of Environnental nanagenent) and
oral and witten comrents were received fromthe local officials (Town of Smthfield and Town of

G ocester). Both oral and witten comments were received fromresidents | eaving near the Davis GSR
Landfill Site.

Comrent 1: Local officials and the State expressed concern about health, safety, and welfare of the
residents surrounding the area and felt that EPA should continue to nmonitor the groundwater on an annua
basis for an extended period of tine (i.e., 10 years) and to provide the test results to the town. Loca
officials also felt that additional assurances for the regular nonitoring, such as nonitoring plan needs
to be in place

EPA' s response: Extensive data collected by EPA during inplenentation of the Remedial Investigation (Rl)
in the early 1990s and the residential well testing program conducted by RIDOH in the area since the
early 1980s found no contam nated groundwater plume enmanating fromthe site or site-related contam nation
in any of the residential wells. No el evated | evels of site-related contanmi nants were detected in

resi dential bedrock wells east and southeast of the landfill which, based on observed | ocal bedrock fl ow
patterns, is downgradi ent. As such, the observed concentrati ons of manganese near the toe of the landfil
in bedrock appear to have been sufficiently diluted or dispersed by traveling approxi mately 2,000 feet
downgr adi ent which equates to approximately 4 years of travel tine based on the hydrogeol ogi ca
paraneters of the fractured bedrock system where retardation of contaminants is ninimal. Thus, since
this municipal waste |andfill ceased accepting waste in 1982, no changes in groundwater quality are
expected in a future.

The EPA's decision that no further action be done at this landfill under CERCLA is issued because the
Basel i ne human heal th and ecol ogi cal risk assessnent concluded that the site poses no unacceptable risk
or threat to human health or the environnment and that CERCLA is not an appropriate nechanismto handl e
this municipal solid waste landfill. As documented in this Record of Decision, EPA and the State will
continue linted nmonitoring of the groundwater, including residential wells, for at |least five years
under CERCLA authority, to verify that no unacceptabl e exposures occur. The testing frequency and
paraneters are expected to be adjusted as necessary based n the nonitoring results. Follow ng the

i ssuance of this Record of Decision, a nonitoring plan will be jointly devel oped by EPA and the State
Based on the data available at this Site, EPA believes that this is a conservative nonitoring approach
which will provide additional assurances to the residents on the quality of the groundwater |eaving the
site. Gven substantial amount of tinme |apsed since the landfill stopped accepting the waste in 1982 and
the data showing low | evel of contamnants at this solid waste landfill, EPA believes that such future
unaccept abl e exposures are very unlikely and that 5 years of nonitoring under CERCLA woul d be a
conservative approach to provide sufficient |evel of confidence. Furthernore, the State's authority to
handl e the closure of this nunicipal solid waste landfill, including any nmonitoring programs, is in no
way limted by this No Action Record of Decision Some further nonitoring beyond the five years, nmay be
required in a future to satisfy State's requirenents.



Al nmonitoring results will be available for public reviewat the E. Smthfield Public Library on 50
Esnmond Street, Smithfield, R, and the EPA's Record Center on 90 Canal Street in Boston, MA. . The town
officials can be notified of the results when these are avail able and copies of the nonitoring results
can be provided to the town council.

Comrent 2: Several residents and |ocal officials commented on the groundwater nonitoring, including
residential well testing. They felt that the testing of their residential wells has not been done
regularly in the recent past and stated that testing of nonitoring and residential wells should continue
on sone prescribed basis.

EPA' s response: Residential well nonitoring was initiated by the Rhode |sland Departnent of Health
(RIDOH) in the early 1980s, in response to the residents' concerns, when little data existed about the

extent of contanination associated with this Landfill. Since then, 32 nonitoring wells have been
install ed and sanpl ed and extensive data has been collected on the soil, groundwater, surface water and
sedinent quality at and adjacent to the landfill. No increases in contam nant |evels were detected over
tinme and no contam nant plune was found to be emanating fromthe landfill, and the |low | evel s of

contami nants present were found to pose no unacceptable risk to human health or the environnent.

Approxi mately 20 residential wells in the area have al so been nonitored by EPA and the RIDOH for nore
than 10 years and none were found to be contam nated. Based upon the data available at this time, EPA and
the State are planning to nmonitor groundwater, including residential wells for at |east five years under
the CERCLA authority to verify that no unacceptabl e exposure occurs in the future. The results of this
nmonitoring will be public information.

Additionally, it should be noted that Federal and State | aws do not regulate private water supplies. As
in any other areas of the State, the residents drinking water fromtheir own wells, are responsible for
nmaki ng sure it is safe to drink. Wiile the residents are not required to do so by law, RIDOH strongly
recomends that these residents test their water annually for a few of the nore common contam nants.

RI DOH provi des gui dance on hone water testing paranmeters and frequency, including special situations |ike
wells | ocated near a dunp, landfill, or an industrial operation, as well as testing services available in
the State.

Comment 3: Sone residents and |ocal officials stated that the Site should continue rermain on the National
Priority List (NPL), due to the uncertainty of what nmay be buried in the landfill. They felt it would
provi de additi onal assurance that the landfill would be nonitored properly and actions woul d be taken if
new findings indicate that additional response actions are warranted.

EPA' s Response: Since the landfill ceased the operation in 1982, EPA perforned extensive site
characterization and col | ected significant anount of data, which indicates that the type and | evel s of
contanmi nants found at the Davis GSR Landfill are typical of what woul d be expected at a municipal solid
waste landfill and that no contam nant plume is emanating fromthe Site. The decision to continue the
groundwat er nmonitoring, including nonitoring of residential wells, as docunented in this Record of
Decision, will not be affected by the deletion of the Site fromthe NPL. Furthernore, deletion of a site
fromthe NPL does not preclude eligibility for subsequent renedial action. Section 300.66(c)(8)of the
Nati onal Contingency Plan (NCP) states that Fund-financed response may be taken at sites that have been
deleted fromthe NPL if future conditions warrant such actions without returning the site to NPL. If it
is determned that the site should be returned to the NPL due to a threat to human health or the
environnent, it may be reinstated without re-scoring on the Hazard Ranki ng System (HRS). The del etion of
the Site fromthe National Priority List (NPL) will include publication of the Notice of Intent to Delete
and 30-day public conmrent period. EPA will accept and eval uate public comments before neking a final

deci sion to delete.

Comment 4: The State felt that EPA should assist the "Dunp the Dunp" local citizens group in the
community participation process and the President of this Goup expressed di sappoi ntnent with | ow turnout
at the public neetings concerning the Site and felt that EPA should assist the group in contacting the
new residents in the area and providing themw th infornmation on the landfill. One commenter also felt
that the residents should be given funding to retain a technical advisor to reviewthe information
pertaining to the site.

EPA' s Response: EPA agrees that strong community participation is desirable in the Superfund process. EPA
also feels that it has been responsive to community needs at this project and provided the assistance
requested by the local citizens. Below is chronol ogy of the Technical Assistance Gant (TAG for the

I ocal "Dunp the Dump" group, docunenting EPA's assistance efforts.

12/04/91 Rec'd Letter-of-Intent fromF. Mnroe Allen, Dunp the Dunp, to apply for the Techni cal
Assi stance G ant

01/01/92 Public Notice published Provi dence Journal



02/10/92 Ltr to F. Monroe Allen stating that no other group has expressed interest in applying for the
TAG and Dunp the Dunp has 30 days to apply

02/27/92 Rec'd Itr fromF. Mnroe Allen requesting a 30 day extension to the application period
02/27/92 Tel ephoned F. Monroe Allen to grant the extension and of fer any assi stance necessary
06/22/92 Rec'd application for TAG from Dunp the Dunp

09/18/92 M MGagh met with R Poirier to get signatures on the final docunents necessary to process the
TAG

09/23/92 T.G awarded ($50, 000)

09/08/93 Ltr to R Poirier requesting the status of the grant since EPA had not heard fromthe group
since the TAG was awar ded

Surmmer' 95 Focus Group Mng: G Nearney acknow edged that the group had probl ens, but they had been
resol ved and TAG activities should pick up.

10/03/95 Ltr to R Poirier referring to a tel ephone nmessage of 10/02/95, and a conversation of 10/03/95
regarding the future of the TAG

Enclosed in that letter were conpleted applications for an extension of the grant to be signed
and returned to EPA for processing.

12/13/95 Ltr to R Poirier follow ng-up on the 10/03/95 Itr

CY96 Nurer ous voice mail between O Beverly of EPA and R Poirier, Dunp the Dunp

01/29/97 Ltr fromR Poirier requesting that the TAG be reactivated and EPA' s assistance to that end.
Spring 97 Nunerous voice nail between O Beverly, M MGagh of EPA and R Poirier, Dunp the Dunp

07/ 10/ 97 Tel ephone call to R Poirier, he is currently on vacation until August of 1997, and will call
me when he returns.

07/15/97 At the request from P. Cavanough, extended public conment period on the Proposed Plan fromits
original closing date of July 23, 1997 to August 22, 1997 (request for six-month extension from
the Councilman P. Poirier was deni ed based on the reasons outlined in EPA's July 23, 1997
letter).

07/ 21/97 Tel ephone call to P. Cavanough to deternine the status of the Dunp the Dunmp group, |eft
nessage.

July 1997 Correspondence with P. Cavanough and transnmittal of additional copies of the informational
docunents on an effort to provide information on Davis GSR Landfill to new residents and
include themon the EPA's mailing |ist

Thus, no activities or expenditures under the TAG grant for both Davis GSR and Davis Liquid sites have
occurred since 1992. Al though the Cctober, 1995 application prepared by EPA for an extension of the grant
was never signed by the TAG group, EPA is currently in a process of determning the current status of the
group and their contact person. EPA is working with the local residents to extend the grant, which at
this point can be used to strengthen participation of this group at the Davis Liquid Superfund Site.

Comrent 5: The State requested clarifications on the exposure assunptions used in performng the Baseline
Ri sk Assessment.

EPA' s response: The final baseline human health risk assessment has been conpleted to include all current
and potential future exposure scenarios to chem cal hazards posed by the Site. The final report includes
conservative risk assessnent estinates assuning that trespassing children woul d be exposed to current
site conditions (i.e., uncapped) such as exposure to landfill surficial soils, |eachate, and | andfill

gas, while playing or wading at the site. Al current and future risks attributable to these exposures
were bel ow the | ower end of the acceptable risk range (i.e., 10 -6) or below a hazard index of 1, in nost
cases by several orders of magnitude. Estimated maxi mum cancer risks to human heal th associated with use
of off-landfill groundwater as potential future drinking water source fall within EPA's acceptable risk
range. In addition, EPA concluded that non-cancer adverse health effects were not likely at this site.



The eval uated future exposure scenarios did not include exposures to contam nated groundwater under the
landfill or exposure to contaminants within the landfill since EPA believes that such exposures wll not
occur due to land use restrictions already in place under the State and | ocal |aws and regul ati ons under
any future cl eanup scenario, including no action decision under CERCLA.

In response to this concern raised during the State's review of the draft Proposed Plan, the fina
Proposed Pl an included the follow ng definition of the Baseline Hunan Health Ri sk Assessnment under the

d ossary of Environnental Terns: "An assessnent of the likelihood that people living, working, or playing
at or near a Superfund site could experience health problens as a result of their contact with chemcals
fromthe site, assuming no renediation."

Simlarly, additional data has been collected and suppl enental cal cul ati ons were performed for the
ecol ogi cal baseline risk assessnment, |eading to a conclusion that current conditions at the site do not
present an unacceptable risk to the ecol ogi cal receptor popul ations.

Comment 6: The State asked for clarifications on public release of the draft Feasibility Study report

EPA' s response. Upon review of the revised Feasibility Study prepared by the contractor, EPA concl uded
that the second draft contains significant nunber of inconsistencies and incorrect assunptions and

anal yses, including analysis of the ARARs and No Action alternative, which would require substantial
rewiting of the Feasibility Study. As a policy, draft documents are not typically released to the
public, as they may not provide accurate reflection of the Agency's position on a nunber of issues. EPA
bel i eves that significant additional expenditures and time would be required to produce a final FS which
coul d be approved by EPA and rel eased to the public. Such expenditures are not warranted since the
proposed decision for no further action at the Davis GSR Landfill site is based on the baseline risk
assessnent conducted during the RI. That risk assessnent supports the determnation that no renedi a
action is necessary to ensure protection of human health and the environnent. This Record of Decision
provides a sunmary of site risks explaining the basis for EPA' s concl usion that unacceptabl e exposures to
hazar dous substances will not occur. A though in this case, work on the Feasibility Study was started
prior to conpletion of the baseline risk assessment, renedial alternatives in the FS are generally not
devel oped for No Action RODs. No Action decisions do not include description of alternatives or
conparative anal ysis of such alternatives because no renedial action is necessary.

Comment 7: One commenter felt that EPA' s risk assessnent largely focused on the possi bl e hunan exposures,
whi | e ecol ogi cal inpact was not |ess explored

EPA' s Response: EPA perforned extensive ecol ogi cal investigations and baseline ecol ogical risk assessment
at the Davis GSR landfill to assess the ecol ogi cal consequences of the landfill contam nation, including
assessnent of wetland function and val ues, characterization of habitat and flora and fauna utilizing the
area, identification of potential receptors and exposure pathways, perfornmance of site-specific toxicity
testing, macroinvertebrates study, and food-chain exposure nodeling (see Sections 11 and 12 of the
Remedi al Investigation report). As summarized in this Record of Decision, risks to benthic and
terrestrial invertebrates, aquatic biota, and wildlife were qualitatively and quantatively assessed.

Resul ts of the ecological risk assessment indicated that no unacceptable risks to ecol ogical receptors is
likely to occur at this site and therefore, did not suggest a need for response action

Comrent 8: One commenter suggested that EPA formally notify the Audubon Society, which owns | and

adj acent to the site, the future users of the contiguous property on Tarkiln Road, and the |oca
governnents of Smithfield and G ocester that trespassing on the site should be strictly prohibited and
asked that a no trespassing policy be established in conjunction with the I and owner and be aggressively
enf or ced.

EPA' s Response: The baseline human health risk assessment conducted by EPA predicts no adverse health

i mpacts woul d occur to children who may trespass and wade in the wetlands or have skin contact with
contam nants in surface water, sedinent, surficial soil on the landfill, and aqueous and soil |eachate
and who may breath landfill gas. The assumed exposure doses for the reasonabl e maxi num exposure point
concentrations included 0.05 liters of water ingested per hour for 1 hour per day, 2,000 cm 2 skin
surface area for contact per event for 1 event/day, 200 ng of sedinment and soil ingested per day with
100% adsorption, and 0.83 m3 of air inhaled per hour for two hours per day of exposure, all for 36 days
per year for 12 years in a 70 year lifetine by a 43 kg child. Al current and future risks attributable
to these exposures were bel ow the | ower end of the acceptable risk range (i.e., 10 -6) or below a hazard
index of 1, in nost cases by several orders of magnitude. Thus, even if the site in the future is nore
accessi bl e, the increased frequency of exposure would not pose unacceptable risk to human health. As
such, the baseline human health risk assessnment does not provide a technical basis for EPA to establish
any restrictive trespassing policies for this site.



The local town officials, the Audubon Society and hone owners living in a vicinity of the site are on the
EPA's mailing list and are notified of this Record of Decision being issued. This Record of Decision,
along with other docunents, is available for public reviewat the E. Smithfield Public Library on 50
Esmond Street in Snmithfield, R. This Record of Decision under EPA's CERCLA authority, however, does not
limt in any way the local or State's authority and is not a determ nation that no action is warranted

under other laws and regulations to regulate this forner solid waste landfill, including access
restrictions.



Attachrment 1

Community Relations Activities at the Davis GSR Landfill Site

Davis GSR Superfund Site
Chronol ogy of Community Relation Activities

June 1986-

Novenber 1990-

Decenber 1990-

May 1991-
Novenber 199

Novenber 199

Novenber 199

Decenber 199

1-

1-

1-

1

January 1992-

1991- 1994-
May 1997-

June 1997-
June 1997-
June 1997-
June 1997-
June- August
June 1997-

July 1997-

1997-

Davis GSR Landfill listed on the Superfund National Priorities List
Informati on Repository established Greenville and Harnony Public Libraries
Press rel ease announcing start of Renedial |nvestigation (R') issued

EPA conducts community interviews with local officials and residents

EPA Community Rel ations Plan nade available to public

Press rel ease i ssued announcing EPA R underway at Davis GSR public is invited to
attend neeti ng.

Fact sheet on renedial investigations issued

Community meeting held to discuss renedial investigations
"Dunp the Dunp" awarded Technical Assistance G ant (TAG
EPA conducts Renedi al Investigation at Davis GSR
Repository relocated to E. Snithfield library

EPA issues notice on R results and no action proposed pl an
EPA issues a press rel ease announci ng proposed plan and neeti ngs
EPA nails out proposed plan to comunity

EPA hol d public meeting to discuss results of R

60- day public comment period

Admi ni strative Record placed at E. Smithfield Library

EPA hol ds formal public hearing to accept conmment on the proposed plan
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( COWENCED AT 7:07 P. M)

MR BOYNTON: My nanme is Richard
Boynt on of the New Engl and EPA office | ocated
in Boston and I'll serve as the Hearing
Oficer for tonight's hearing on the Davis GSR
site located in G ocester and Smithfield
proposed plan. Also here with me tonight are
Anna Krasko, the EPA project nanager for the
site and Sarah White, EPA's comunity
rel ati ons specialist.

The purpose of tonight's hearing is to
formal |y accept oral comments on the Davis GSR
proposed pl an which was rel eased on June 22nd
and was described as a public neeting held at
this location on June 23rd. Public coment

peri od began on June 24th and will end on July

23rd. Anna will give a brief overview of the
plan and then I'll open the neeting for oral
commrent s.

If you would like to nmake an oral
comment, please state your nane and
affiliation because we are going to be
recording the proceedi ngs for the
responsi veness sunmary which we wll put

A-1 COURT REPORTERS, |NC.
(401) 231-8860
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together after the comment period closes.
Are there -- well, Anna, would you pl ease
give a brief overview of the plan?

M5. KRASKO Thank you, Dick. As

Di ck just nentioned, |ast nonth EPA announced
the proposed plan for actions for the Davis
GSR landfill superfund site. In its plan EPA
recomended that no further cleanup under
CERCLA be done at this site because the | ow

| evel s of contam nants present do not pose an
unacceptabl e threat to human health or the
envi ronment .

Before arriving at this conclusion EPA
conducted an extensive study of the extent and
nature of contamination at the Davis GSR
landfill superfund site and determ ned that
the potential for adverse ecol ogi cal and hunman
health risks fromthis site is unlikely. EPA
proposed, however, that nonitoring of the
groundwat er, including residential well
nonitoring, be continued to verify that no
unaccept abl e exposures occur in the future.

The state supports EPA' s recomendati on
that no remedial action at the site is

A-1 COURT REPORTERS, |NC.
(401) 231- 8860
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warranted and that nonitoring be continued.
The proposal by EPA not to pursue further
action at this site is not a determ nation
that no action is warranted under other

regul ations or statutes. It sinply neans that
EPA has determ ned that the CERCLA cl eanup
authority is not the appropriate nechanismto
handl e the closure of this nunicipal waste
landfill. Sonme actions may be required in the
future to satisfy requirements of the
pertinent state |aws. Thank you.

MR BOYNTON: Thank you, Anna. Is
t here anybody here who would |ike to nmake an
oral comment ?

MR KAVANAUGH | would like to go
on record as indicating --

MR BOYNTON: Your nane pl ease.

MR KAVANAUGH M/ nane is Paul
Kavanaugh. | live at 251 Log Road in
Smithfield and | amthe President of Dunmp to
Dunp. And | would like to go on record first
indicating ny presence, and secondly, as a
request for a continuation of the comment
peri od because | think that the indications

A-1 COURT REPORTERS, |NC.
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first off is the fact that the poor turn out
tonight is indication to ne of the fact that
the -- a nunber of the residents in that area
and there has been a consi derabl e anmount of
construction within maybe a mle of that site
that they probably don't even have know edge
of the GSR landfill. And | would like to be
able to or our organization would like to be
able to contact those people so that in fact
they can be infornmed about the |ocation of the
GSR landfill and be able to have their
coment s included into any public hearing, any
public record before a final decision can be
nmade.

MR. BOYNTON: For those of you who
just arrived late, we opened the hearing and
we are hearing oral coments. If you would
like to nake oral comments just give your
name, your address and you can have your ora
coments put in the record by our court
reporter. If not, you can submt witten
coments at the address that's in our proposed
plan and those will be entered into the record
as well. Does anyone el se want to make an

A-1 COURT REPORTERS, |NC.
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oral comment? M. Benick?

MR BENICK: | don't knowif it's in
the nature of a comment. |Is it appropriate to
ask a question?

MR BOYNTON:. After | close the
formal part of the hearing I'll open it for
i nformal questions and then we can have some
di al og on how we did what we did.

MR BENI CK: Ckay.

MR BOYNTON: M. Kavanaugh has
asked that we extend the comment period, so
I"mgoing to make a decision right nowto
extend the comment period for an additional 30
days beyond the July 23rd date which was --
we'll keep the record open for that additional
time. Yes, sir?

MR, FOGARTY: Paul Fogarty,

President of the G ocester Town Council. |
was at the |last neeting that you had here
about three weeks ago and I'mjust here again
to, you know, express ny concerns over being
taken off the list. It sounds all nice and
everything, but I'mjust very leery of it in
that there's no plan on testing these wells

A-1 COURT REPORTERS, |NC.
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and they haven't been tested,

was it, since

1994 they haven't been tested, so you are

tal king three years now and |

there is any plans to retest

don't think

t hem and no one

knows what is buried up there and with the

superfund having all the noney and the state

havi ng no nmoney, you know, |

wanted to be --

our Council meeting is Thursday ni ght and we

have a resolution we are going to act upon

stating this and we'll forward it to you, but

we are just very leery of bei
-- for both Snithfield and 4

superfund. They are the ones

ng taken off the
ocester, the

with all the

dollars to do everything. And just having the

testing is a big thing. it would nmake the

peopl e, you know, |ike no one knows what is up

there. It is buried. Barrels

or whatever, it,

could be barrels that could corrode a while,

you know, five years from now and who knows

what's in themand with all the water there,

N ne Foot Lake, Waternman's Lake is not that

far away. Anything could happen. It would be

a catastrophe up there and we strongly feel

that the government should subnmit sonme sort of

A-1 COURT REPORTERS,
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pl an or whatever that they are still going to
monitor this and that they will assune any
responsibility if something comes up.

MR BOYNTON: Are there any other
comments for the record? If not, I'll close
the hearing, fornmal part of the hearing and
then open it for general questions.

W' || be naking a decision after the
cl ose of the comment period and tonight |
extended the comment period for an additi onal
30 days. Oiginally it was to close on July
23rd, so | extended it and did we nake a
public announce of that?

MB. WHITE: Yes, we will.
MR BOYNTON: We'll do another press
rel ease.

M5. WH TE: To everybody on the
mailing list and I'Il try to get the
addi ti onal nanes from new cormers.

MR BOYNTON: That will keep the
record open for an additional 30 days after
July 23rd, so if you want to put in witten
coments, you can send themto the address
that's in our proposed plan and we wel cone all

A-1 COURT REPORTERS, |NC.
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your conments and after the comment period
closes, we'll take all this information under
consi deration and we'll mnake a deci sion on
what we are going to do there which wll

i ncl ude how we are going to handl e sone

nmoni toring and we probably expect to issue
that in the fall | would think. Thanks for
com ng.

(FORMVAL MEETI NG ADJOURNED)
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MR BOYNTON: Let ne just respond to,

Counci | man Fogarty's question. W intend to
transfer sone noney to the state to do sone
monitoring at the site. W haven't decided
what the frequency is, what the progress will
be, but we do intend to transfer sone noney to
the state to do sonme nonitoring. Even though
the site is delisted, we still can do that.

Even though we take a site off the superfund
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list we can still

t hat .

W intend to do that. W

come up with a nonitoring plan.

spend- super fund noney for

just haven't

W haven't

deci ded what we are going to do.

of renmoving a

MR KAVANAUGH What is the purpose

Is it a bookkeeping issue?

bookkeepi ng i ssue.

site fromthe superfund |ist?

VR BOYNTON. Well, it's not a

It just that there is no

contam nation there that would warrant a

super fund acti on.

our acceptable risk paraneters for -- there is

It doesn't exceed any of

no cause for us to use the superfund there.

So it's no longer necessary to remain on the

list.

W can still respond to a rel ease just
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as it were a site across the street here
whi ch was not on the list. If there is
rel ease, we can respond. So being on the |ist
is or off the |ist doesn't nean you can't
respond to a release at the site.

MR KAVANAUGH: But it is slow

MR BOYNTON: No. No. Actually it
is faster. If we have a release at a site, we
respond imediately if it's an energency
situation. So we can always put it back on
the list.

MR KAVANAUGH But to detect that
ermergency mght be easier if infact it is on
the list?

MR BOYNTON: It will be no
different. The nonitoring programat the site
woul d be based upon what we found in the past
and what we believe is there and over the
years we haven't found anyt hi ng.

MR KAVANAUGH Ckay. But there are
two parts of what you just said. One is what
we have found there and what we believe is
t here.

M. BOYNTON I don't believe there

A-1 COURT REPORTERS, |NC.
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is anything left there personally after
| ooking at all the data over the years and
|l ooking at all the interviews and all of the
information that we got fromall the companies
that we sent out requests for information to.
| don't believe there's any hidden ticking
time bonb at that site.

MR KAVANAUGH M level of confort
in that response mght rise if it were a
single site, not associated with the activity
that was going on across the site a few
hundred yards away and run by the sane
i ndi vi dual

MR BOYNTON: W never found any
evi dence or any -- we never got any
information fromanybody that was -- that we
could rely that was factual that he was, and |
assune you are referring to M. Davis, was
putting waste over there.

MR KAVANAUGH But there was a |ot,
of nighttinme activity which starts to indicate
t hat maybe anyone who woul d record such
activity wouldn't be forthcomng certainly to
EPA or to anyone el se as to what went on.

A-1 Court Reporters, Inc.
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MR BOYNTON: The nonitoring data
didn't showit.

MR KAVANAUGH: So far it doesn't.

MR BOYNTON: No. | mean, it's been
20 years. | just don't believe it's there.
of all the sites that |I've |ooked at, and you
know, usually you can see sonething. The
| evel of contamination at this site is so Low
that | just can't believe there's anything
there. | nean, it's just -- it's even |ower
than some nunicipal solid waste landfills in
Rhode Island. | mean |evel of contam nation.

MR FOGARTY: Let's suppose ten
years fromnow they find sonmething radically
wong. This is just a -- what happens then?
Who is going to take over?

MR BOYNTON: There is a response by
EPA and the state to that rel ease.

MR FOGARTY: WII the superfund
pick it right up?

MR BOYNTON: If there is a rel ease
at that site at any tine that causes a
hazardous situation, both state and EPA will
respond. |If they find sonething in t he

A-1 COURT REPORTERS, |NC.
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groundwat er that indicates there's been a
rel ease, then they'll respond in sone fashion
even though it's not on the superfund |ist.
It doesn't have to be on the superfund Iist.
There's many sites that aren't that we respond
to

MR FOGARTY: What is the nornal
nmoni toring period, other sites that have been
off the List? How often do they get
noni t or ed?

MR BOYNTON: Annual. If you' ve
been nonitoring the site for years and you' ve
found no changes, say, even nonthly or
quarterly, you go to sem annually and you find
no changes, then you go to annually and you
find no changes and you find a decline, then
you set up your nonitoring programfor that.
You woul dn't expect to see a change.

MR FOGARTY: Wy hasn't it been
tested since 1994?

MR BOYNTON: We didn't see any
reason to do it at that time. The data showed
very little contam nation.

MR FOGARTY: Before '94 when was

A-1 COURT REPORTERS, |NC.
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the last test?

MS. KRASKO '94 and '92

MR BOYNTON: Wien we were doing the
i nvestigation and when we found no probl ens
there naturally we kind of put the site on the
back burner because we had nore inportant
contamnation until finally somebody said
let's wap this site up

MR FOGARTY: There is 22 wells?

MR BOYNTON: | don't know of f the
top of nmy head how nmany wells there are.

MR FOGARTY: Wat's the cost to
nmonitor it per year?

MR BOYNTON: Maybe 40, 000, 50, 000

if you did annually. |If there's 22 wells and
you did a full sweep on each well, it has to
be a couple thousand dollars a well, right?

So | mean, it is a very expensive proposition

but I don't think we nonitored it for all the

paranmeters. | nmean, we didn't find any -- we

found one VOC in any -- that had any frequency
inour wells and that was benzine and it was

much below the ntl. And then all the rest of

the stuff was inorganics, manganese and

A-1 COURT REPORTERS, |NC.
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arseni ¢ which we expect to find were the high
ones

MR FOGARTY: | think the nain
concern d ocester has is that when you pul
the circuits out of town and | eave we don't
want to be left and -- we want to nake sure
there is sonething to fall back on

MR BOYNTON:  Wen we wite our
decision we'll say what we are going to do in
terns of nonitoring. | don't know what we'l
say, probably the frequency of nonitoring and

how we are going to do it which will be

transfer noney to the state to do it. | would
want the state to doit. It is a solid waste
landfill. It should be regulated by the state

and | want the state to oversee it, | ook at
it, nonitor it and nake decisions on it. |
nmean, it still comes under the solid waste
rules of the state. And those rules and

wetl ands rules, all of those things should be

regul ated. It shouldn't be regulated on the
superfund | believe. | don't think it should
be

MR FOGARTY: My problem you know

A-1 COURT REPORTERS, |NC.
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how the state is, they are always bogged
down.

MR BOYNTON: |'ll give them noney
now to do work. W give them noney now to do
work on sites. So -- and each year they give
nme an application and tell me what they are
going to do with the noney that | give them
so that's the kind of thing where they cone in
and say what kind of nonitoring they are going
to do, how nuch, and | would say that is worth
x and | would transfer the noney.

MR FOGARTY: | feel if so nuch
noney, you say $40,000 to nonitor every year,
if that was allotted, that woul d make us feel
a lot nore confortabl e knowi ng that, that that
doesn't have to come fromthe state. |'mjust
worried, you put it on the state, it gets |ost
and there's al ways --

MR BOYNTON: It can't get lost if |
give it to them because they have to report on
the financial status report back to the EPA
It comes like in a grant.

MR FOGARTY: |f you have to rely on
the state to do it, the $40,000 is going to

A-1 COURT REPORTERS, |NC.
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get cut.

MR BOYNTON: | don't have any
control over what they do with their noney,
but the noney that we funnel through to them
we get reports on it, financial status reports
what they are doing for the noney.

MR BOYNTON: More questions?

Ri ck?

MR BENICK: | was just curious. |
appl aud your approach to this site. | think
it is an over responsible and realistic
approach. | was just curious. | tried to go
t hrough sone of the data and | coul dn't
confirmwhet her were there any paraneters
whi ch exceeded any ntl or any arr in the
groundwater at all.

MS. KRASKO  There was benzine and
arseni ¢ exceeded the level, but it was still
below ntl so it was well within the range.
Benzi ne was found at about six parts per
billion or eight parts per billion, ntl of five,
and it was acceptabl e.

MR BENICK: So was the approach as
ki nd of the risk assessment approach where you

A-1 COURT REPORTERS, |NC.
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assess the risk and determne, properly so in
ny view, that there was no viewto --

M5. KRASKO No action was taken
based on what -- it was based on the base
line, base line risk assessment.

MR BOYNTON: \We detected benzine
three out of six sanples and the maxi mum the
only one that exceeded the ntl was 8.9 parts
per billion, so we had one exceedance which is
really for practical purposes is really
not an exceedance when you are tal king about
five versus ten parts per billion. | nean --

M5. KRASKO  The main point was not
just the level but where the contam nants were
detected and the detections, still very
low, were right along the perimeter of the
landfill and the wetlands length itself, where
potential for exposure was mninal.

MR BOYNTON: | took a look at --
for the median concentration which is the
concentration in the mddle, the publication
put out by Ken Eddy Sciences for solid waste
landfills and the nedian concentration they
got for Benzine, 221 parts per million in the
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groundwater. That was in the | eachate. And
as | say ours was |like nine parts per billion,
so it wasn't anywhere near the kind of range
that you woul d expect.

M5. MAINE: Robin Miine. How nuch
has EPA expended to date at the site?

MR BOYNTON: 3.8 million.

M5. MAINE: Do you know what the
state's figure is on the site or is that a
subset of the 3.8?

MR BOYNTON: | don't know what
their figure 1is, but we've passed through
nmoney to themto help us with the work which
woul d be included in the 3.8 nillion and |
don't know what their own figures are. |
don't know what the state's figures are.

M5. MAINE: Are you going to be
seeki ng that noney --

MR BOYNTON: W haven't decided
what we are going to do in terns of recovering
that noney or if we will try to recover it.

W haven't nade a decision on that. Any nore
questions? Yes, na'an®?
M5. TETREAULT: M nane is Beth

A-1 COURT REPORTERS, |NC.
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Tetreault. | live in docester. The |and

adj acent to the Davis GSR landfill has been
willed to the Audubon Society and | was
wondering with people or the public had an
access to the Audubon |and, is there a concern
that the traffic will spill over onto the
landfill site, and are there any steps being
taken to prevent that traffic from going over
and naki ng -- degrading the site?

MR BOYNTON: No, we haven't done
anything like that. W didn't find any risk
to anybody coming in contact with the surface
soils or the sedinments or the surface at the
site itself.

MB. TETREAULT: |'mnot so nuch
concerned about contact fromthe surface soil,
but that is a capped landfill, is that
correct?

MR BOYNTON: It has dirt on the top
of it and vegetation; it doesn't have a cap so
to speak.

VMB. TETREAULT: If you don't stop
peopl e havi ng access to the site, people can
go in on dirt bikes and they coul d degrade the

A-1 COURT REPORTERS, |NC.
(401) 231- 8860



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

cap that is on that site and then you coul d
have a possibility of contam nation from
what ever is buried there.

MR BOYNTON: We didn't -- as
sai d, under superfund we didn't find any risk
or cause to take any action due to people
coming in contact with the surface soils or
the sedinments or the surface water at the
site, so we could not spend superfund noney to
restrict access to the site because it wasn't
necessary. There is no risk. The superfund
wor ks from hazardous substances. It still is
regul ated by the state and if the state wanted
to restrict access to it, they could. It
still cones under the regulations of the state
solid waste rules.

V5. TETREAULT: Do you know if the
solid waste | aws have any regul ati ons about
restricting --

MR BOYNTON: | don't know about
that, whether they require restricting access
to that site. | don't think people just
wandering on the landfill are at risk froma
rel ease. According to our risk calcul ations,
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they are not at risk.

MB. TETREAULT: Do you have any

figures on howthick the cap ist

of the landfill?

hat

is on top

MS. KRASKO Yes. It varies between

nmostly six to twelve inches over

landfill.

MS. TETREAULT: So it's not

nost of the

r eal

deep. It could be degraded fairly rapidly

with traffic.

MR BOYNTON: | don't know.

Know. It's not --

don't

M5. KRASKO The vegetation is very

t hi ck.

MR BOYNTON: Yes, sir?

MR QOFF: John Goff, d ocester Town

Council. Does anybody actual ly know what's

buried there?
MR BOYNTON:  From al |

i nvestigations nostly rmunici pal

our

i ndustri al

solid waste. W didn't have any indications

that there are any hazardous

subst ances buri ed

there. There was nostly -- it came fromthe

cities |like Providence, sone Boston,
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different haulers. W did extensive work on
tracking down the state's records. W
i nterviewed about 40 or 50 different people
who had -- conpani es who had brought waste
there and we found there is no factua
evi dence that any hazardous waste went there
just commercial/industrial niscellaneous
sol i ds.

MR GOFF: There is nothing that
coul d have been snuck in?

MR BOYNTON: Ch, yeah, but there is
not hing indicated in the data that anything
went there after 20 years. | think if there
was a release there, if sonebody was in there
dunpi ng hazardous waste into the groundwater,
we woul d see something and we haven't. If an
occasional drumwas thrown in there, it
certainly is not showing up in the
groundwater, and it's been in there 20 years.
I think they stopped dumping there back in
"7,

MR GOFF:  Thank you

MR BOYNTON: Any nore questions?

(1 NFORVAL MEETI NG ADJOQURNED)
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