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PART 1: THE DECLARATION

1.1 SITE NAME AND LOCATION

The Kenilworth Park Landfill (KPL) Site is located along the eastern bank of the Anacostia River within
Anacostia Park, a unit of the national park system managed by the National Capital Parks — East (NACE)
administrative unit of the National Park Service (NPS) in Washington, D.C. The Site is subdivided into two
areas: Kenilworth Park North (KPN) and Kenilworth Park South (KPS). KPN and KPS are separated by
Watts Branch, a tributary to the Anacostia River.

Public Law No. 108-335, 8§ 344, 118 Stat. 1322, 1350 (2004), directed the United States (NPS) to transfer
administrative jurisdiction of KPN and certain adjacent areas to the District of Columbia (District) “for the
provision of public recreational facilities, open space, or public outdoor recreational opportunities.” Although
the specific future use of KPN has yet to be determined by the District, some portion of the park is expected
to be used for organized sport and recreation or community activities and special events. The District also
intends to create new tidal wetlands adjacent to Watts Branch and the Anacostia River on portions of KPN.
KPS will remain under the jurisdiction of NPS. The future land use of KPS is governed by the Anacostia
Park Management Plan (NPS, 2017) and is zoned as a natural resources recreation area. KPS is expected to
remain in its current natural state; however, current plans provide for a segment of the Anacostia Riverwalk
Trail (ART) to be developed across KPS and link with segments of the trail in KPN.

NPS divided the Site into two Operable Units (OUs): OU1 consists of surface and subsurface soils, including
waste material in the landfill, and OU2 consists of shallow groundwater beneath OU1. NPS determined that
portions of OU1 present an unacceptable human health risk to park visitors under certain high-frequency,
high-intensity land uses—such as participating in organized sports and recreation—and has selected a
remedy to address those unacceptable risks. NPS determined that OU2 does not present unacceptable risks to
human health or the environment; therefore, no further response activities are necessary for OU2.

1.2 STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the Selected Remedy for the KPL Site in Washington D.C. The
Selected Remedy was chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA), and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
(a.k.a. National Contingency Plan [NCP]). This decision is based on the Administrative Record file for this
Site.

1.3 ASSESSMENT OF SITE

The response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD) is necessary to protect public health or
welfare or the environment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances into the environment.
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1.4 DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED REMEDY

The unacceptable human health risks identified through multiple phases of sampling and analysis are related
to contaminants present in the soil fill used to cover the landfill or placed over certain areas after closure. A
1-foot-thick, clean soil barrier will be placed in areas of the Site that are reserved for organized sports and
recreation, community activities, and special events. Institutional controls will be implemented to:

e Maintain the new clean soil barrier and existing engineering controls in good condition

e Prevent exposure to remaining potential subsurface hazards (i.e., buried waste and landfill gas) that
may be encountered during completion of excavation activities

e Limit future land use

e Monitor for potential erosion to confirm the landfill cover material is maintaining a barrier that
prevents potential exposure to buried waste

This remedy is consistent with the intended future land use of the park outlined in Section 1.1.

The Selected Remedy does not address “source materials” constituting “principal threats” because such
source materials are not present at the Site. The waste materials (or contaminants) present at the Site are of
low to moderate toxicity and are relatively immobile in air or groundwater; therefore, they do not meet the
definition of “principal threat wastes.” Principal threat wastes are “source materials considered to be highly
toxic or highly mobile that generally cannot be reliably contained or would present a significant risk to
human health or the environment should exposure occur” (EPA, 1991).

1.5 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The Selected Remedy was chosen because it (1) is protective of human health and the environment, (2)
complies with applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and District requirements, (3) is cost-effective,
and (4) uses permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable.

The remedy is not required to satisfy the statutory preference of treatment as a principal element because
principal threat wastes are not present at the Site. The containment strategy of the Selected Remedy is
consistent with landfill cleanup standard practice and is consistent with EPA guidance (EPA, 1993).

Although contaminants at the Site are relatively low in toxicity and relatively immobile in air and
groundwater, hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants will remain on Site above levels that prohibit
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. Therefore, a statutory review will be conducted within five years
after initiation of the remedial action, and every five years thereafter, to ensure that the remedy is, or will be
at completion, protective of human health and the environment.

1.6 DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST

The following information is included in the Decision Summary section of this ROD; additional information
can be found in the Administrative Record file for this Site:

e Chemicals of concern (COCs) and their respective concentrations (Section 2.5 — Site Characteristics)

e Baseline risk posed by the COCs (Section 2.7 — Summary of Site Risks)
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e Cleanup levels established for COCs and the basis for these levels (Section 2.8 — Remedial Action
Objectives)

e How source materials constituting principal threats are addressed (Section 2.11 — Principal Threat
Wastes)

e Current and reasonably anticipated future land use assumptions and current and potential future
beneficial uses of groundwater used in the baseline risk assessment and ROD (Section 2.6 — Current
and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses)

e Potential land and groundwater use that will be available at the Site as a result of the Selected
Remedy (Section 2.12 — Selected Remedy)

e Estimated capital, annual operation and maintenance (O&M), and total present-worth costs, discount
rate, and the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are projected (Section 2.12 —
Selected Remedy)

o Key factor(s) that led to selecting the remedy (Section 2.12 — Selected Remedy)

1.7 AUTHORIZING SIGNATURES

Digitally signed by JOAN MOONEY
‘] OAN M OO N EY Dlzgtle?Z)E)ZIZg.ri;.;OByl&ZTSO -05'00'

Joan M. Mooney Date
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary - Policy, Management and Budget
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PART 2: THE DECISION SUMMARY

This Decision Summary provides a description of the Site-specific factors and analyses that led to the
selection of the remedy. It includes background information about the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site (Site),
the nature and extent of contamination found at the Site, the assessment of human health and environmental
risks posed by the contaminants at the Site, and the identification and evaluation of remedial action
alternatives.

2.1 SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

As shown on the Site Area Map (Figure 1), the Site is located along the eastern bank of the Anacostia River
within Anacostia Park, a unit of the National Park System managed by the National Capital Parks — East
(NACE) administrative unit of the National Park Service (NPS) in Washington, D.C. The Site is subdivided
into two areas, Kenilworth Park North (KPN) and Kenilworth Park South (KPS). KPN and KPS are
separated by Watts Branch, a tributary to the Anacostia River. KPN is accessible from Deane Avenue NE
near the intersection with Lee Street NE. KPS is accessible from either the Deane Avenue extension within
KPN (currently blocked by jersey barriers) or via the Anacostia Riverwalk Trail (ART) with access at the
intersection of Foote Place NE and Foote Street NE.

KPN consists of grassy open space with buffers or transition zones of trees and shrubs along riparian or
marsh boundaries. A large portion of KPN is used for public recreation (e.g., soccer fields, a football field,
tennis courts, and basketball courts). In 2016, the District of Columbia Department of Transportation
(DDOT) completed an extension of the asphalt-paved ART over a portion of KPN. The ART will soon be
extended within KPN to connect to a new bridge that will cross the river and tie into the trail network within
the National Arboretum. Administrative jurisdiction of KPN and some adjacent areas of the park are
legislated to be transferred in the future to the District (Public Law 108-335 § 334) “for the provision of
public recreational facilities, open space, or public outdoor recreational opportunities.” The District is in the
beginning stages of the planning process for future uses of KPN. These uses are anticipated to include a
mixture of developed areas for competitive athletic events and public gatherings and undeveloped open
spaces and wetlands.

KPS consists of an open field with well-established grass cover and shrubs and areas that are more densely
vegetated with shrubs and trees. Although KPS is currently administratively closed, the asphalt paved
extension of Deane Avenue NE is used by the public for walking, running, and biking. KPS is also a popular
location for bird watchers who likely explore off-trail areas. Plans for the ART include developing a segment
that crosses KPS and joins the existing ART on KPN. KPS will remain under NPS administrative jurisdiction
and has been designated as a Natural Resource Recreation Zone in the Management Plan for Anacostia Park
(NPS, 2017). This designation has been made with the intention to preserve and protect natural areas and
provide passive recreational opportunities. Recreational facilities at KPS will be limited to the ART; no other
facilities (e.g., picnic areas, playgrounds, or recreation fields) will be developed in KPS.
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2.2 SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

2.2.1 Site History

The District operated a landfill at the Site from 1942 to 1970. Before landfill operation began, the Site
consisted of low-lying wetland areas and recreational lakes, which were developed and excavated by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers in the 1930s. These areas were filled with waste during landfill operations.

Waste disposed in the landfill included ash from District municipal solid waste (MSW) incinerators;
municipal and other solid waste that was burned openly and buried on Site; and from 1968 to 1970, raw
MSW that was buried without burning. Construction demolition debris and commercial waste were also
disposed during operation of the landfill. Clay-rich soil was used to cover and encapsulate the landfills after
they were closed in 1970, and the land was redeveloped for use as sports fields, trails, and picnic areas.

Nearly 30 years after the landfill closed, approximately 10 to 30 feet of soil and demolition debris fill was
placed over KPS with the intention of creating more sports fields. Engineering design plans from 1996 show
space designated for future ultimate frisbee and soccer fields. Filling activities were discontinued before the
fields were completed and, in 2002, surface debris such as concrete, asphalt, and rebar that posed physical
hazards to visitors was removed from KPS. NPS then constructed drainage ditches, berms, and sediment
ponds to stabilize and revegetate the Site and protect against surface erosion. These improvements, in
addition to the subsequent vegetation cover, created conditions at KPS that are suited to the park’s intended
purpose and use.

2.2.2 CERCLA Investigation Activities

NPS initiated Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)
investigation activities at the Site in October 1998. Information from the investigation activities and
associated reports are provided on Figure 2 (Site Investigation History). Key documents produced by NPS
are listed below. Brief summaries of each CERCLA investigation are provided in the 2019 Remedial
Investigation (RI) Addendum Report (JCO, 2019a).

Document Title Publication Date
Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation (PA/SI) June 2000
Report for KPS

PA/SI Report for KPN February 2002
RI Report for KPN November 2007
RI Report for KPS June 2008
Feasibility Study (FS) Report for KPN and KPS April 2012
Proposed Plan for KPN and KPS (remedial design February 2013
and remedial action deferred)

RI Addendum Report June 2019
FS Addendum Report September 2020
Proposed Plan November 2020
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2.2.3 CERCLA Enforcement Activities

NPS and the District are in discussions regarding the implementation of the Selected Remedy and resolution
of claims related to past and future response costs incurred at the Site.

2.3 Community Participation

NPS first published a Community Involvement Plan (CIP) in 2008. The CIP, prepared in accordance with
CERCLA and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (a.k.a. National
Contingency Plan [NCPY]), serves as a guide for NPS to engage and inform community members,
environmental groups, government officials, the media, and other interested parties about the environmental
investigation and cleanup activities at the Site. The CIP is considered a living document and has been
updated twice since 2008. The CIP was updated in 2013 with the release of the 2013 Proposed Plan, which
was deferred pending results of an additional groundwater investigation. The CIP was last updated in
September 2020 to coincide with the release of the 2020 Proposed Plan (NPS, 2020).

NPS accepted public comments on the 2013 Proposed Plan from March 5 through May 6, 2013. On April 11,
2013, NPS held a public meeting to explain that plan. Comments from the meeting and the public comment
period were added to the Administrative Record file. NPS held an informational public meeting on

October 17, 2018, to provide an update on the status of the Site and summarize investigations completed
since the release of the 2013 Proposed Plan.

NPS has been a regular and active participant at meetings with the Leadership Council for a Cleaner
Anacostia River and presented interim findings of the Rl Addendum activities to that group in June 2018.
Outside the established comment periods or public meetings, NPS also responds to questions and concerns
raised by the public or the media.

The 2020 Proposed Plan, which superseded the 2013 Proposed Plan, was released for public comment on
November 12, 2020, with the initial comment period set at 90 days. Notification of the public comment
period was published in The Washington Times, The Washington Informer, and East of the River and was
posted on the Kenilworth Park Landfill (KPL) Site web page. Upon request, the public comment period was
extended by 30 days to end on March 12, 2021. Notification of the comment period extension was published
in The Washington Times, The Washington Informer, and East of the River. On November 12, 2021, NPS
posted a recorded presentation on the KPL Site web page that summarized the Rl Addendum (JCO, 2019a),
Feasibility Study (FS) Addendum (VHB, 2020), and Proposed Plan (NPS, 2020).

On November 18, 2020, NPS held a virtual public meeting, which included an introduction from the NACE
superintendent Tara Morrison, followed by the prerecorded presentation referenced above, and a live
question and answer (Q&A) session. Questions submitted orally and in writing through the Webinar Q&A
feature were answered live until the meeting ended. All questions and comments were recorded, and NPS
provided written responses in a memorandum dated December 29, 2020, with the subject heading: “Interim
Response to Public Comments Received on the Proposed Plan for Cleanup of the Kenilworth Park Landfill
Site.” A recording of the public meeting was posted on the KPL Site web page on December 3, 2020.

NPS presented the Proposed Plan at the virtual Leadership Council for a Cleaner Anacostia River meeting
held on December 10, 2020. Questions were accepted and answered verbally. Questions submitted through
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the webinar chat feature were recorded, and responses were included in the above-referenced Interim
Response to Public Comments memorandum dated December 29, 2020, along with questions and comments
received through email. NPS prepared an addendum (dated February 2, 2021) to the December 29, 2020,
Interim Response to Public Comments memorandum that included questions and comments received after
December 29, 2020, and posted the updated memorandum on the KPL website.

NPS supported efforts by Anacostia Park and Community Collaborative (APACC), a local community
organization that posted information intended to be less technical and more accessible to the public on the
organization’s Facebook page. On February 29, 2021, NPS received written comments and questions on the
2020 Proposed Plan from APACC. NPS attended a virtual APACC meeting on March 5, 2021 and responded
to questions APACC gathered and previously submitted to NPS, as well as additional questions posed during
the meeting. NPS prepared a Response to Comments Memorandum answering the previously submitted
APACC questions. The public outreach efforts for the 2020 Proposed Plan are summarized below.

Summary of Public Outreach for 2020 Proposed Plan

November 18, 2020 NPS hosted virtual public meeting to explain the Proposed Plan

December 2, 2020 NPS attended Anacostia Watershed Committee meeting to answer
guestions on the Proposed Plan

December 10, 2020 NPS presented at virtual Leadership Council for a Cleaner Anacostia River
meeting and answered questions on the Proposed Plan

January 12, 2021 NPS attended virtual Advisory Neighborhood Commission (ANC) 7D
meeting to answer questions and accept input on the Proposed Plan

January 15, 2021 NPS presented at virtual Anacostia Park and Community Collaborative
(APACC) meeting and answered questions on the Proposed Plan

January 25, 2021 NPS attended virtual Deanwood Citizens Association meeting to answer
guestions and accept input on the Proposed Plan

March 5, 2021 NPS presented at virtual APACC meeting and answered questions

submitted to NPS in advance on the Proposed Plan, as well as those posed
during the meeting

NPS published eight Community Update Fact Sheets providing information on the status of the RI/FS
activities since March 2011. Copies of the Community Update Fact Sheets are included in the Administrative
Record. Dates of publication for the fact sheets are listed below:

Publication Dates for Community Update Fact Sheets

e March 2011 e August 2017
e August 2013 e October 2018
e December 2013 e March 2020
e December 2016 e October 2020

2.4  SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE OPERABLE UNIT OR RESPONSE ACTION

NPS divided the Site into two Operable Units (OUs): OU1 consists of surface and subsurface soils, including
waste material in the landfill, and OU2 consists of shallow groundwater beneath OU1. NPS determined that
OUL1 presents an unacceptable human health risk to park visitors under certain high-frequency, high-intensity
land uses - such as participating in organized sports and recreation - and has selected a remedy to address

7 Part 2: The Decision Summary



Kenilworth Park Landfill Site National Park Service

NACE, National Capital Area U.S. Department of the Interior

those unacceptable risks. NPS determined that OU2 does not present unacceptable risks to human health or
the environment; therefore, no further response activities are required for OU2.

The Selected Remedy outlined in this ROD addresses the unacceptable exposure risk associated with certain
high-frequency and high-intensity uses of the Site. The Selected Remedy is expected to be the final
CERCLA response action at the Site.

2.5 SITE CHARACTERISTICS

2.5.1 Overview of the Site

The KPL Site covers a total of approximately 130 acres (KPN is approximately 80 acres, and KPS is about
50 acres). As shown on Figure 1, the Anacostia River runs along the west side of both KPN and KPS.
Kenilworth Marsh is located to the north of KPN; Watts Branch runs along part of the southern boundary of
KPN then intersects KPN and KPS. An unnamed tributary to Watts Branch (Unnamed Tributary) runs along
the east side of KPS. Areas along the bank of the river, the southern tip of KPN, and areas adjacent to Watts
Branch and the Unnamed Tributary are mapped within the 100-year floodplain.

The former landfill surrounds a portion of Mayfair Terrace, a multifamily residential neighborhood separated
from the Site by Watts Branch and the Unnamed Tributary. The Eastland Gardens residential neighborhood
borders the Site to the east and southeast of KPN. The Kenilworth neighborhood is located east and northeast
of KPN. Thomas Elementary School is located about 300 feet southeast of KPS. The Benning Road solid
waste transfer station and the Pepco Benning Road site are to the south of KPS.

Prior to development as a landfill, the KPL Site consisted of low-lying marsh and mud flat areas connected to
the Anacostia River. The mud flats consist of Holocene clay and silt alluvium. Recreational lakes were
excavated out of the alluvium by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in the 1930s and subsequently backfilled
with landfill waste. When landfill operations were discontinued in 1970, the District covered the waste with
approximately 2 to 7 feet of soil fill. The surface soil fill, which has been found to contain chemicals of
concern (COCs) at the Site, was reportedly amended with sewage sludge to support revegetation. Other than
the reference to sludge amendment, the source of the soil fill used to cap the landfill is undocumented.

The current Site topography is graded such that surface water generally drains toward the surrounding
surface water features. The topography tends to be steeper along the bank of the Anacostia River, Watts
Branch, and Kenilworth Marsh. Several relatively small flat and low-lying areas are on top of the former
landfill where rainwater and snowmelt pond periodically. Wetland inventory information obtained from the
District identifies small, isolated wetland areas within the Site limits that consist of freshwater-emergent,
freshwater-forested, and freshwater-shrub wetlands. One of the three sedimentation ponds is included in the
inventory as a freshwater pond/freshwater-emergent wetland.

2.5.2 Conceptual Site Model
Figure 3 presents a graphic conceptual site model (CSM), and Figure 4 (Risk Assessment Pathways)

identifies primary contaminant sources, release mechanisms, and receptor exposure risk pathways. Sources
of contamination include buried waste and surface soil that was placed over the waste (i.e., landfill cover
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material). There is no evidence that contaminants represent principal threat wastes! because their toxicity is
relatively low, and they do not appear to be migrating. Pathways of exposure include direct contact with
contaminants in surface soil by visitors and park workers and direct contact with contaminants in subsurface
soil and buried waste by excavation contractors. There is also the potential for construction workers to
encounter buried unexploded ordnance (UXO) and explosive levels of methane gas when excavating waste
from the landfill. These explosive risks are considered to be low but cannot be ignored.

Under certain land use scenarios (such as organized sport, recreation, and community activities and special
events), the direct contact exposure to contaminants in surface soil presents an unacceptable long-term cancer
risk. The Selected Remedy will mitigate exposure to COCs in surface soil by installing a clean soil barrier in
areas that may be used with higher frequency and higher intensity, such as over athletic fields and areas
reserved for public gathering. The potential presence of buried UXO and explosive concentrations of
methane gas present a potential risk to excavation workers; the explosion risks will be managed by
institutional controls (e.g., requirements for safety planning and precautions when performing excavation
activities).

The landfill was closed before the effective date of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
landfill closure regulations; therefore, the requirements of those regulations are not applicable to the Site.
However, several key criteria of the RCRA landfill closure regulations were met. Soil cover installed over
the waste during landfill closure effectively prevents direct contact with landfill wastes by visitors and park
workers; it limits infiltration of surface water and controls surface water runoff, which in turn limits potential
erosion of landfill cover soils. Although certain contaminants have been found in groundwater samples,
groundwater migration from the Site does not pose an unacceptable risk to ecological receptors. The current
groundwater quality findings support the conclusion that no further response action is necessary for OU2,
which is the shallow groundwater below OU1. Based on the assessment of landfill gas within and at the
perimeter of the landfill, landfill gas migration beyond the Site limits does not appear to be a risk; however,
the Selected Remedy includes performing a confirmatory assessment of landfill gas migration at the Site
perimeter.

Site Geology: The Site stratigraphy at KPN varies slightly from KPS because of soil and demolition debris
placed over KPS in the late 1990s. However, the two landfills are similar in that they were capped in the
early 1970s with a clay-rich soil. Waste was placed in the former recreational lakes and, in most areas, over
the clay and silt alluvium. The alluvium overlies a regional sand and gravel deposit that is part of the
Wicomico formation, which is underlain by a regional clay deposit that is part of the Patapsco formation.

Site Hydrogeology: Two zones of shallow groundwater flow are present below the Site. The upper zone
consists of the soil, waste, and high-energy stream deposits that are generally above the clay and silt
alluvium. The lower zone consists of the Wicomico sand and gravel deposits that overlie the less permeable
Patapsco clay. Groundwater in the upper flow zone is inferred to flow radially from the two landfills and
discharges to porewater within the river, marsh, Watts Branch, and the Unnamed Tributary. In some areas,
groundwater has been observed to seep from steep side slopes following periods of wet weather, and along
the banks of the river and Watts Branch. Groundwater in the lower zone is part of a more regional system
that flows across the Site and discharges to the river. The clay and silt alluvium, which is present in most

1 Principal threat wastes are those source materials considered to be highly toxic or highly mobile that generally cannot be
reliably contained, or would present a significant risk to human health or the environment should exposure occur (EPA, 1991).
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areas of the Site, is considered an aquitard, which limits vertical migration of groundwater between the two
shallow flow zones.

Surface Water Hydrology: The Anacostia River and the lower reach of Watts Branch are tidal. Kenilworth
Marsh, which is connected to the river, also floods with the tides. Watts Branch and the Unnamed Tributary
receive stormwater discharge from urban runoff, which causes rapid changes in flow when it rains. Drainage
from urban areas also impacts surface-water quality. The landfill areas are generally graded to promote
surface water runoff; however, there are a few depressions at KPN where water is observed to collect and
pond. Three sedimentation ponds were constructed around the perimeter of KPS in the late 1990s as part of
the grading plans. Other low-lying areas within KPS may also contain saturated surface soil. Surface water
that does not run off infiltrates the landfill surface and recharges the shallow groundwater.

Sensitive Environments: The Site is bordered by an elementary school, a daycare center, and residential
neighborhoods. Sensitive environments in the vicinity of the Site, such as wetlands are associated with the
Anacostia River, Kenilworth Marsh, Watts Branch, and the Unnamed Tributary, and the Site is located
within a unit of the National Park System.

Contaminants and Media of Concern: The COCs for the Site include polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHS), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), lead, the pesticide dieldrin (KPN only), and arsenic; each of
these COCs was detected in some surface soil samples at concentrations that may pose an unacceptable long-
term human health risk under certain high-intensity and high-frequency exposure scenarios. PAHs, PCBs,
and lead were measured in some subsurface soil and landfill waste samples. Lead was found in waste
material samples at levels that may cause unacceptable risks to construction workers undertaking longer-term
(greater than 90-day) excavations without adequate safety precautions. One UXO was discovered during
installation of the sprinkler system for the football field; therefore, precautions are necessary to screen for
UXOs prior to excavation activities, despite the fact that the Site was not a former UXO disposal site.
Dissolved iron was identified in porewater samples collected from the Anacostia River adjacent to the Site at
concentrations that may represent an unacceptable risk to ecological receptors and is likely related to Site
groundwater.

Migration and Exposure Pathways: Potential contaminant migration pathways include groundwater and
overland flow. Contaminants present in groundwater have the potential to migrate through the subsurface and
discharge to porewater in the surrounding surface water bodies, which in turn discharges to surface water.
Groundwater also discharges directly to the ground surface in low elevation seepage areas. Shallow
groundwater flowing below the Site is not a viable source of potable water supply; therefore, there is no
exposure risk associated with human consumption of extracted groundwater. Visitors and park workers could
potentially be exposed to contaminants in surface soil; however, most areas of the Site are well vegetated,
limiting the potential for direct contact and dust generation. Workers conducting excavation activities could
be exposed to contaminants present within buried soil and waste.

2.5.3 Surface and Subsurface Features

As noted in Section 2.2.1, the District operated a landfill at the Site from 1942 to 1970. The horizontal limits
of the landfill are shown on Figure 1. The limits of waste were established using a combination of historical
aerial photographs, abrupt changes observed in surface topography (denoting the edge of fill material), and
geophysics (electromagnetic survey). Variations in waste material thickness across the landfill is the result of

10 Part 2: The Decision Summary



Kenilworth Park Landfill Site National Park Service

NACE, National Capital Area U.S. Department of the Interior

filling of the recreational lakes and the varied surface topography. The original landfill waste thicknesses in
soil borings have been measured to be as great as 40 feet. Investigations found that the landfill soil cover is
generally between 2 and 7 feet.

Waste materials included ash from District MSW incinerators, MSW that was burned openly and buried
onsite, and—in the last few years of operation (1968 to 1970)—raw MSW that was buried without burning.
Based on review of soil boring logs completed as part of the RI, the waste thickness is as great as 40 feet at
KPN and 25 feet at KPS. Other waste, including construction demolition debris was likely disposed on Site
during facility operations. As noted in Section 2.5.2, clay-rich soil was used to cover the landfill after it was
closed in 1970 and the land was developed with recreational facilities. After the landfill had been closed for
almost 30 years, approximately 10 to 30 feet of soil and demolition debris fill were placed over KPS. In the
early 2000s, surface debris (concrete, asphalt, rebar, etc.) was removed from KPS, surface water drainage
improvements were made, and the ground surface was revegetated.

As is typical of MSW incinerator residue and burned and unburned MSW, waste buried at the Site contains
elevated concentrations of metals and PAHSs. Evidence of PCBs and dioxin/furan congeners is also present.
One UXO was discovered during excavation for an irrigation system; therefore, the presence of buried UXO
cannot be ruled out.

No areas of archeological or historical importance have been identified at the Site.

2.5.4 Sampling Strategy

As indicated on the Site Investigation History timeline (Figure 2), NPS initiated investigation activities at the
Site in 1998. The last round of sampling was completed in 2017. Samples were collected of surface soil,
subsurface soil/buried waste, sediment, groundwater, surface water, porewater, seep water, soil gas, and indoor
air. The sampling approaches, locations, and dates are provided in each of the reports listed on Figure 2.

Initial Site investigation activities focused on characterizing surface and subsurface soil and buried waste,
groundwater, and sediment at KPS and KPN. The early PA/SI and RI activities focused on KPS and KPN
separately, culminating in separate PA/SI and RI reports. In 2010, NPS combined KPS and KPN into one site
and created two OUs (OU1 and OU2, as defined in Section 2.4). In 2013, NPS initiated a Site-wide
supplemental groundwater study (SGS) to fill data gaps related to groundwater quality conditions. The SGS
included installation of new monitoring wells, piezometers, and staff gauges followed by groundwater
sampling and water level gauging. The 2016 SGS report identified additional data gaps, resulting in
investigations that included collecting and analyzing porewater samples, installing additional monitoring
wells and conducting confirmatory groundwater sampling and analysis, conducting a thermographic survey
to identify potential groundwater seep locations, collecting and analyzing seep water samples, and
conducting an updated assessment of surface soil quality at KPS using incremental sampling methodology
(ISM). The investigations and associated documents described here are summarized in the table below.

Milestone Document KPS KPN
PA/SI June 2000 February 2002
RI June 2008 November 2007
SGS November 2016

Porewater Study August 2018
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Milestone Document KPS KPN
Groundwater Study June 2019

Seep Characterization July 2018

Surficial Soil Assessment June 2019 Not Applicable

During the various investigations, multi-media samples were collected and analyzed for a variety of
contaminants of potential concern (COPCs). The analytical parameters associated with the samples collected
for each medium are listed in the table below. A comprehensive summary of investigation activities and
associated interim findings and conclusions is provided in the 2019 Rl Addendum Report (JCO 2019a).

Summary of Media Sampled and Associated Analytical Parameters

Media Analytical Parameters
Surface soil TPH, SVOCs (including PAHSs), Metals, PCB Aroclors, Pesticides, VOCs,
pH, TOC

Subsurface soil/buried  TPH, SVOCs (including PAHSs), Metals, PCB Aroclors, Pesticides, VOCs
waste

River/stream/marsh TPH, SVOC:s (including PAHSs), Metals, PCB Aroclors, Pesticides, VOCs
sediment

Groundwater TPH, SVOCs (including PAHSs), Metals, PCB Aroclors, Pesticides, VOCs,
Dioxins and Furans, TOC, ORP, DO, Specific Conductance, pH

Surface water Metals, ORP

Soil gas/indoor air Methane

Notes:

DO - Dissolved Oxygen SVOCs — Semi-volatile Organic Compounds

ORP — Oxygen Reduction Potential TOC — Total Organic Carbon

PAHSs — Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons TPH —Total P.etroleum. Hydrocarbons

PCBs — Polychlorinated Biphenyls VOCs - Volatile Organic Compounds

2.5.5 Known or Suspected Sources of Contamination
Sources of contamination include waste that was disposed in the landfill, which consisted of incinerator ash,
solid waste that was burned and buried onsite, buried raw MSW, and demolition debris. Other sources of

contamination include soil of uncertain origins that was placed over the landfill during closure and amended
by sewage sludge to promote revegetation.

2.5.6 Types of Contamination and Affected Media

The types of contamination identified at the Site are summarized in the paragraphs below, categorized by
media: surface soil, subsurface soil and landfill waste, groundwater, surface water, sediment, and soil gas.
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Surface Soil: PAHSs, PCBs, lead, and arsenic were measured in some surface soil samples at levels that may
pose unacceptable human health risk under certain conditions (Section 2.7, Summary of Site Risks).

Subsurface Soil and Landfill Waste: PAHs, PCBs, and lead were measured in some subsurface soil and
landfill waste samples. Lead was found in waste material samples at levels that may cause unacceptable risks
to construction workers (Section 2.7 - Summary of Site Risks). One UXO was discovered during installation
of the sprinkler system for the football field. Although the Site was not a former UXO disposal site,
precautions are necessary to screen for UXOs prior to excavation.

Groundwater: Groundwater at or near the Site is not a source of drinking water and is not expected to be a
source in the future; therefore, human exposure associated with drinking groundwater from the Site is not a
concern. Volatile organic compounds (VOCs), PAHSs, and iron have been identified in Site groundwater that
discharges to the Anacostia River, Watts Branch, and Kenilworth Marsh. In most groundwater sampling
locations, VOCs and PAHSs were detected below the lowest ecological screening values. Except for dissolved
iron, the risk assessment concluded that where organic and inorganic constituents are present in groundwater
above screening levels, they do not pose an unacceptable risk to human health or the environment. Iron in the
Anacostia River has been studied for the Anacostia River Sediment Project and determined to not pose a risk
to human health or ecological receptors. Potential ecological risk caused by contributions of iron from Site
groundwater discharging to the river are considered inconsequential.

Surface Water: Although contaminants were detected in surface water samples from Watts Branch and the
Anacostia River, those contaminants do not appear to be attributable to the Site. Contaminants in surface
waters near the Site appear to come primarily from urban stormwater discharges and tidal influences.

Sediment: Sediment samples were collected as part of the KPL Site investigations from the Anacostia River,
Kenilworth Marsh, Watts Branch, and the Unnamed Tributary. PAHs, PCBs, and lead were detected at
relatively elevated concentrations. NPS concluded there is no evidence that contaminants from KPL are
currently migrating into surface water sediments and causing an unacceptable exposure risk. As noted in the
2012 FS Report (JCO, 2012), the concentrations of contaminants detected in sediment adjacent to KPL do
not suggest that KPL is a significant source based on concentration trends from upstream to downstream.
NPS has identified multiple potential historical sources of sediment contamination other than KPL, including
the following:

e Documented releases of PCB-containing oil at the Pepco Benning Road Facility, which has led to
sediment impacts in Pepco Cove and the Anacostia River. Sediment impacts in the Unnamed
Tributary and Watts Branch from migration through the municipal separate storm sewer system
(MS4) are also suspected to be associated with the storage and dismantling of PCB oil-containing
transformers and capacitors in an area of the Pepco Benning Road Facility within the MS4 sewer-
shed

e Asindicated in the 2019 Anacostia River Sediment Project Tributary Study report (JCO, 2019), the
highest concentration of PCBs detected in Watts Branch sediment samples was found in a sample
collected approximately 2 miles upstream of KPL indicating an undocumented source of PCBs that
is outside the potential influence of KPL

e Placement of sediment from the Anacostia River in Kenilworth Marsh during a marsh restoration
project in the 1990s
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NPS recognizes that impacts to sediment quality from historical waste disposal practices, or from overland
flow of stormwater runoff prior to revegetation at KPL, cannot be ruled out. However, as described above,
other identified sources are likely to have had a more significant impact on sediment quality than KPL.
Sediment quality in the Anacostia River is being addressed by the Anacostia River Sediment Project (ARSP).
Cleanup of the Anacostia River sediments will be completed in accordance with a separate ROD or RODs
issued for the ARSP. NPS will work with other agencies to further investigate and, if necessary, remediate
contaminated sediment in Watts Branch, the Unnamed Tributary, and Kenilworth Marsh.

Soil Gas: Consistent with recommendations by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR), supplemental sampling was performed at and near the Site in 2008 and 2009 to assess potential
migration of Site-related methane. Results of subsurface soil gas sampling at the Site indicate the presence of
methane in certain areas in the landfill waste materials. Methane was not detected in indoor air in the former
Kenilworth-Parkside Recreation Center, nor was it detected in the soil collected from the school yards behind
Thomas Elementary School. Additional soil gas assessment is included in the Selected Remedy to confirm
landfill gas is not migrating from the Site and presenting a potentially unacceptable risk to human health.

2.5.7 Location of Contamination and Known or Potential Routes of Migration
and Exposure

Lateral and Vertical Extent of Contamination: The inferred limits of waste shown on Figure 1 are based
on the review of historical aerial photographs and topography established as part of the 2007/2008 Rls. As
shown, the inferred limits of waste extend up to and along the Anacostia riverbank at KPS and KPN. The
depth of waste varies based on the mud flat and recreational lake bottom topography that existed prior to
landfill operations. As noted in Section 2.5.3, the thickness of waste and cover soil ranges from a few feet
around the perimeter of the landfill to 40 feet or more in central areas. The areas of contaminated cover soil
that was placed over the landfill when it was closed coincide with the landfill limits.

Routes of Human and Environmental Exposure and Potentially Affected Populations: Routes of
exposure to Site COCs include direct contact with soil and buried waste by visitors, park staff, and
construction workers. Because of the relatively low concentrations of COCs in surface soil, the density of
vegetation in areas frequented by visitors and staff, and protective measures required for excavation, these
exposure pathways present relatively low potential exposure risks. Higher intensity exposure may occur on
the athletic field during sporting events, or during excavation activities such as those that might be associated
with installing buried utilities. Burrowing mammals may become exposed to contaminants in surface and
shallow soil horizons; however, NPS evaluated this scenario and concluded that an unacceptable risk to
ecological receptors is not present.

Likelihood for Migration of COCs: Potential routes of COC migration include groundwater that flows
beneath and away from the Site and surface soil that may migrate because of surface drainage, erosion
processes or wind-blown dust. Groundwater from below the Site, which in a few areas contains COCs,
discharges to porewater and to the ground surface in areas of seepage (i.e., low elevation areas typically
found at the bottom of slopes). NPS risk assessments concluded that the low concentrations of COCs
detected in groundwater and seep water samples pose no unacceptable risk to human health or ecological
receptors. Migration of COCs in surface soil may have occurred prior to installing surface-water drainage
controls (swales, berms, and sedimentation ponds) and revegetation of the landfill cover soils; however, the
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ground surface at the Site is stable and shows limited evidence of erosion and sediment transport. The
vegetative cover limits wind-blown dust and erosion.

2.5.8 Groundwater Contamination

As summarized in Section 2.5.6, several contaminants were detected in groundwater; however, iron was the
only constituent related to the Site that was detected at concentrations that potentially pose an unacceptable
risk to ecological receptors in the Anacostia River (primarily fish in surface water). Iron in the Anacostia
River has been studied for the ARSP. The investigation did not identify iron at levels that exceeded human
health or ecological criteria; therefore, iron has not been identified as a COC in the Anacostia River. Any
excess risk caused by contributions of iron from the Site to the river are considered inconsequential. In
addition, iron is not a CERCLA hazardous substance and does not pose an imminent and substantial danger
to public health or welfare in this case. Therefore, it is outside the scope of a CERCLA response action.

Groundwater Flow Zones: Shallow zones of contiguous groundwater flow are inferred to exist above and
below the clay and silt unit that comprises the pre-landfill mud flat. The upper groundwater flow zone
consists of the granular high-energy stream deposits, landfill waste, and less conductive clays and silts. The
lower groundwater flow zone consists of sands and gravels that are characteristic of the regional Wicomico
formation. The Holocene era clay and silt alluvium (former mud flat) is considered an aquitard, which is
saturated, but limits the vertical migration of groundwater between the upper and lower flow zones. The
upper flow zone is “unconfined” (i.e., the groundwater is not under pressure); the lower flow zone appears to
be confined (under pressure). Depths to groundwater vary by location. At KPS, the depth to groundwater
ranges from approximately 3 to 20 feet; at KPN the depth to groundwater ranges from approximately 3 to 25
feet. Neither the upper nor lower groundwater flow zones are considered productive aquifers that could be
developed in the future for water supplies.

Groundwater Flow Directions: The most recent groundwater elevation contours and flow direction
mapping is presented in the 2019 R1 Addendum Report (JCO, 2019a). Groundwater flow patterns in the
upper flow zone generally mimic topography and indicate that groundwater flows radially from areas of
higher elevation near the landfill centers. Groundwater continues to flow toward the lower-lying surface
water bodies, eventually discharging into these water bodies. Regional groundwater in the lower Wicomico
formation generally flows from east to west under the Site, discharging upward into the river sediment.

Groundwater Quality: Groundwater quality findings are summarized below.

e VOCs including carbon disulfide (five locations); chlorobenzene (one location); methylene chloride
(one location); and toluene (two locations) were detected at relatively low concentrations, but above
conservative ecological screening values (ESVs).

e PAHs including anthracene (three locations); benzo(a)anthracene (four locations); benzo(a)pyrene
(three locations); fluoranthene (four locations); naphthalene (one location); phenanthrene (one
location); phenol (one location); and pyrene (five locations) were detected at relatively low
concentrations but above the most conservative screening levels. Semivolatile organic compounds
(SVOCs) are not COCs in groundwater at the Site.

e PCB Aroclors were not detected and therefore not considered COCs in groundwater.

e No pesticides were detected above the ESVs.
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¢ Dioxin and furan congeners were not detected in 23 of the 27 monitoring wells located within or
downgradient of the former landfill; the dioxin and furan congener concentrations that were detected
were in the same range as (or below) the reference/background concentrations reported for the
nearby Pepco Benning Road Site. In addition, total toxic equivalency (TEQ) concentrations (i.e., the
value used for assessment of human health and ecological risk) were below the calculated
background threshold values (BTVs). According to a Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment
(SLERA) and Refinement, the dioxin and furan congener concentrations do not pose an ecological
exposure threat.

¢ No groundwater plumes or source areas were identified for the organic constituents.

e Non-aqueous phase liquids (NAPLs) do not appear to be present. This conclusion is based on direct
observation or from the nature of the chemical constituents found in groundwater.

e Many of the metals analyzed were detected in groundwater samples at concentrations that were
above the ESVs. Metals concentrations that exceeded ESVs were the reason NPS completed the
porewater study and subsequent SLERA/Refinement. The SLERA and Refinement concluded that
iron is the only metal that represents a potential ecological exposure risk that may be attributable to
Site groundwater.

2.6 CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES

KPN is currently used by the public for multiple recreational purposes. The eastern area is occupied by a
football field, running track, tennis courts, basketball courts (currently in a condition of disrepair), and the
remnants of the Kenilworth-Parkside Recreation Center facility, including a swimming pool and paved areas.
Northern and eastern areas of KPN are mowed regularly and are used as athletic fields. The paved ART runs
across the northern section of KPN. Undeveloped wooded areas are present between the developed and
mowed areas of KPN and the Anacostia River, Watts Branch, and Kenilworth Marsh. Visitors walk and ride
bikes in KPN and use the athletic facilities for organized youth sporting events. Multiple informal trails lead
from KPN to the Anacostia River.

Congress has directed NPS to transfer administrative jurisdiction over KPN to the District “for the provision
of public recreational facilities, open space, or public outdoor recreational opportunities” (PL 108-335 §
334). NPS anticipates that the District will develop formal plans for the use of KPN after the transfer is
complete. However, NPS expects KPN will continue to be used for organized sports, recreation, and
community activities, and will continue to provide undeveloped open spaces and wetland features. In
comments on the Proposed Plan, the District of Columbia Department of Energy and Environment (DOEE)
indicated that areas of the Site generally within the 500-year flood zone will be reserved for future tidal
wetlands restoration.

KPS remains undeveloped and open for passive recreational use. The ground surface is densely vegetated
with meadows, trees, and woody shrubs, providing stable and valuable wildlife habitat. An asphalt road
extends from Deane Avenue in KPN across Watts Branch and through the middle of the former landfill. As
indicated in the Anacostia Park Management Plan (NPS, 2017), KPS is zoned as “natural resources
recreation.” The focus of the natural resource recreation zone is to preserve and protect the natural landscape
of forests and wetlands in the park. No active recreational facilities (e.g., sports fields, playgrounds, picnic
areas) will be developed within KPS. Passive recreational uses, such as walking, birdwatching, and biking,
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will be permitted and encouraged. The only development planned for KPS is an extension of the ART, which
is currently envisioned to run along the top of the landfill slope closest to the river and continue, across Watts
Branch, to connect with existing and future trail segments in KPN. The final alignment of the ART through
KPS has not been established.

2.7 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

As part of the RIs, NPS conducted assessments to determine potential current and future Site risks
contaminants might pose to human health and ecological receptors. The Site poses slightly increased
potential cancer and non-cancer risk to visitors who engage in activities in locations where they are more
likely to encounter Site soil. Such activities include participating in or watching organized sporting events
where visitors may ingest soil containing PAHs, PCBs, the pesticide dieldrin (KPN only), lead, or arsenic.

The Site poses an increased non-cancer health risk to construction and utility workers who, without
appropriate protective measures (i.e., dust control, personal protective equipment, decontamination, landfill
gas monitoring, UXO avoidance) may be exposed to lead-containing soil and waste or explosive landfill
gases or UXOs during excavation within the landfill limits.

The human health risks identified with exposure to surface soil, subsurface soil, and buried landfill waste
represent the basis for the decision to take remedial action at the Site. NPS identified no unacceptable risk to
ecological receptors. More details of the risk assessments are summarized in the following sections.

2.7.1 Human Health Risks

Potential risks to human receptors from exposure to contaminants at KPN were evaluated in the Human
Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) conducted as part of the 2007 KPN RI (Ecology and Environment [E&E],
2007a). The assessment relies on soil data collected during the RI, the 2002 PA/SI (E&E, 2002), and the
2005 investigation conducted by the District of Columbia Sports and Entertainment Commission (E&E,
2005). Potential risks to human receptors at KPS were evaluated in the HHRA conducted as part of the 2008
KPS RI (E&E, 2008), which was updated in 2019 (JCO, 2019a). The assessment relied on surface and
subsurface soil data collected during the RI and the 2000 PA/SI (E&E, 2000). In 2017, NPS completed an
updated assessment of surficial soil at KPS using ISM; the results were used to update the HHRA, which is
documented in Appendix G of the 2019 Surficial Soil Quality Assessment Report (JCO, 2019b).

The HHRAs identified potentially unacceptable risks associated with exposure to surface soil, subsurface
soil, and buried waste. NPS identified a subset of chemicals that present a potentially unacceptable exposure
risk for KPN and KPS. This refined list of chemicals was identified as the COCs.

2.7.1.1 ldentification of Chemicals of Concern

COC:s (i.e., chemicals that were found to cause a potentially unacceptable risk, or a “risk driver”) were
identified only in surface soil and subsurface soil/buried waste. COCs for KPN include metals, pesticides,
PCB Aroclors, and PAHs. COCs for KPS include metals, PCB Aroclors, and PAHs. Each COC is listed in
Table 1a (KPN surface soil), Table 1b (KPN subsurface soil/buried waste), Table 1c¢ (KPS surface soil), and
Table 1d (KPS subsurface soil/buried waste). These tables include the range of concentrations detected for
each COC, the frequency of detection (i.e., the number of times the chemical was detected in the samples
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collected at the Site), the exposure point concentration (EPC) (i.e., the concentration that is used to estimate
the exposure and risk from each COC in the soil), and the type of statistical measure the EPC represents. The
95% upper confidence limit on the arithmetic mean (95UCL) was generally used as the EPC except for
thallium, where the maximum detection is used because of the limited amount of sample data available.

2.7.1.2 Exposure Assessment

The pathways of human exposure to COCs are the same for KPN and KPS and include landfill cover
materials (i.e., surface soil) and buried waste/subsurface soil (see Figure 4, Risk Assessment Pathways).
The exposure medium for surface soil is the soil itself and fugitive dust. Potential exposure routes include
inhalation, ingestion, and dermal (skin) contact. Human receptors include visitors, park workers (for
exposure to surface soil), and excavation contractors (for exposure to subsurface soil/buried waste). The
exposure assessment findings apply to both current and future land use scenarios.

2.7.1.3 Toxicity Assessment

The purpose of the toxicity assessment is to estimate the relationship between the extent of exposure to a
contaminant and the likelihood and/or severity of adverse effects. Carcinogenic (cancer causing) and non-
carcinogenic health effects were both evaluated quantitatively in the HHRAsS.

As indicated in Tables 2a through 2d, the metals COCs are generally considered to be non-carcinogenic. The
exception is arsenic, which is a metalloid (an element that exhibits some properties of metals and some of
nonmetals). Carcinogenic effects are also affected by the exposure pathway. Table 2a and 2c identify the
cancer toxicity properties of COCs used to assess human health risk through the oral and dermal exposure
pathways; Table 2b and 2d identify the cancer toxicity properties of COCs through the inhalation pathway.

Table 3a and 3c provides non-carcinogenic risk (also referred to as “hazard”) information (i.e., reference
dose, absorption factors, primary target organs, uncertainty modifying factors, and sources of toxicological
data) used to calculate risk for each COC in soil via the oral/dermal exposure pathway. Tables 3b and 3d
provide similar non-carcinogenic risk information to Table 3a and 3c but for the inhalation exposure
pathway.

2.7.1.4 Risk Characterization
Carcinogenic Risk

This section summarizes and combines outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessments to characterize
baseline risk at the Site. Baseline risks are those potential risks and hazards that the Site poses if no action
were taken. Carcinogenic risk is expressed as the potential additional (or excess) cancer risk a human
receptor (e.g., visitor, park worker) may experience given frequent repeated exposure to the Site COCs over a
relatively long period of time.

The cumulative carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks are estimated by adding the risks estimated for each
COC. Tables 4a, 4b, and 4c show the potential current/future carcinogenic risks towards children and/or adult
Site visitors associated with the combined exposure by ingestion, inhalation, and dermal contact. Applying
relatively conservative (protective) assumptions for recreational exposure that are similar to a residential
setting with no institutional controls, NPS estimated an excess cancer risk of 3.1E-05 for child and adult
visitors at KPN, and an excess cancer risk of 2.1E-05 for child/adult visitors at KPS. The HHRA for KPS
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was updated as part of the 2019 RI Addendum and included a carcinogenic risk calculation for park workers
of 1.9E-06. No similar calculation for park workers was made in the KPN risk assessment from 2007.
However, the decision to take remedial action at KPN was made based on the more sensitive child/adult
visitor risk factor; therefore, the lack of a park worker risk estimate for KPN is not considered a data gap.

Non-Carcinogenic Risk

The potential for noncarcinogenic effects is evaluated by comparing an exposure level over a specified time
period with a reference dose (RfD) derived for a similar exposure period. An RfD represents an exposure
level that is not expected to cause any deleterious effect in human receptors. The ratio of exposure to toxicity
is called a hazard index (HI). An HI<1 indicates that a receptor’s dose of a single contaminant is less than the
RfD, and that noncarcinogenic adverse effects from that chemical are unlikely.

Non-carcinogenic risk characterization summaries for KPN are presented in Tables 5a (adult Site visitor), 5b
(child Site Visitor), 5c (utility/construction worker), broken down by individual COCs. The estimates of non-
cancer Hls for adult visitors, child visitors, and excavation workers at KPN were calculated to be 0.525, 3.47,
and 2.77. Although the child visitor and excavation workers were above the HI benchmark of 1.0, the HI
estimates for these receptors within KPN were subsequently reevaluated through a target organ analysis and
the associated HI for each organ was calculated to be less than 1.0.

As noted above, HHRA for KPS was updated for the Rl Addendum to consider updated surficial soil ISM
results. The approach for the KPS HHRA combined the child/adult risk characterization and added a scenario
for park workers. The results for each COC are presented in Tables 5d (child/adult visitor), 5e (park worker),
and 5f (excavation worker). The estimates of non-cancer Hls for child/adult visitors, park workers, and
excavation workers at KPS were calculated to be 1.5, 0.13, and 2.31, respectively. The risks to child/adult
visitors and excavation workers were above the HI benchmark of 1.0; however, the HI estimate for these
receptors was subsequently reevaluated through a target organ analysis and the associated HI was calculated
to be less than 1.0.

Lead

Lead was identified as a COC in soil and subsurface soil/buried waste. However, because lead does not have
a RfD or slope factor, hazards and risks from lead exposure cannot be quantitatively estimated using the
procedures applied for other COCs. Risk associated with exposure to lead-impacted surface soil and
subsurface soil/buried waste was evaluated for the visitor scenario using the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic Model; and for the outdoor park worker scenario
using the EPA Adult Lead Model. These models resulted in estimates of blood lead levels (BLL) based on
relatively standard exposure scenarios. In recent years, the target BLL recommended by the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) was revised from 10 micrograms per deciliter (ug/dL) to 5 pg/dL.
The original risk assessments for KPN and KPS used the BLL modeling to show the estimated BLL for Site
visitors was below 10 pg/dL based on surface soil concentrations and above 10 pg/dL for excavation worker
exposure to subsurface soil/buried waste. The updated visitor and park worker risk assessment for KPS found
that estimated BLLs were below 5 pg/dL.

Although the KPN risk assessment was not updated, risk-based preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) were
developed based on the target BLL of 5 pg/dL. As described in Section 2.8, PRGs were developed for
multiple land use scenarios. NPS found that the lead concentrations in surface soil at multiple locations
within KPN were above the PRG for lead in areas with the highest potential exposure frequency and

19 Part 2: The Decision Summary



Kenilworth Park Landfill Site National Park Service

NACE, National Capital Area U.S. Department of the Interior

intensity. Therefore, by applying the most conservative and protective assumptions for exposure (similar to a
residential land use) and the updated CDC guidance for target BLL, the lead levels in surface soil at KPN
could result in an unacceptable lead exposure risk. The selected remedial action for the Site was partially
based on this updated assessment of potential lead exposure.

2.7.2 Ecological Risks

Potential ecological risks were evaluated in a multi-step process. Initially, contaminants of potential
ecological concern (COPECs) were evaluated separately for KPN and KPS by completing SLERAs. The
SLERAs are documented in the 2007 and 2008 RI Reports (E&E, 2007a; E&E, 2008). NPS refined the list of
COPECs by completing Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment (BERA) Problem Formulations (PFs) for KPN
and KPS. The BERA PF findings are referenced in the 2007 and 2008 RIs, but the details are documented in
stand-alone BERA PF technical reports (E&E, 2007b; E&E 2007c¢).

Following recommendations included in the BERA PF technical reports, NPS collected and analyzed
additional surface soil samples for pH and total organic carbon (TOC) to assess bioavailability of certain
COPECs. For OU1, NPS concluded that the COPECs were either not bioavailable at the pH of Site soils or
that the Site EPCs were comparable to Site-specific background concentrations and no COPECs were carried
forward as Contaminants of Ecological Concern (COECs). The final analysis of COPCs for OU1 is
documented in the 2012 FS Report (JCO, 2012).

NPS completed supplemental investigations and risk assessments to consider potential ecological risks
associated with groundwater from the Site migrating toward and discharging to the surrounding surface water
bodies (OU2). The data collected through these supplemental investigation activities are documented in the
2019 RI Addendum Report (JCO, 2019a). Appendix F of the 2019 RI Addendum Report includes a June
2019 SLERA and Refinement Report (Woodard & Curran, 2019). The 2019 SLERA and Refinement Report
documents the process of identifying COPECs through a SLERA and a refinement process that considers
Site and receptor-specific exposure scenarios. The OU2 SLERA and refinement process identified no
COECs.

2.7.2.1 Identification of Chemicals of Ecological Concern

As noted, the development of COPECs included a multi-step process. Sources of toxicity data used to screen
COPECs varied between studies as summarized below. Ultimately, no COECs were identified.

e For the KPN and KPS SLERASs, maximum concentrations of Site contaminants were compared
against 1995 EPA Region 3 Biological Technical Assistance Group (BTAG) values (EPA, 1995c).
The list of COPECs was further refined by considering bioaccumulation screening and food chain
modeling. Finally, hazard quotients (HQs) were calculated using toxicity benchmarks established by
the EPA Environmental Response Team (ERT); COPECs were dropped from the list if the No
Observable Adverse Effect Level (NOAEL) HQs were less than 1.

e Forthe KPN and KPS BERA PFs, NPS adopted updated ecological screening levels for certain
chemicals based on updated literature, including chemical-specific values published by EPA in 2003
(aluminum, iron, and aldrin/dieldrin), 2005 (antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium,
chromium, cobalt, lead, and vanadium), 2006 (silver), and 2007 (copper, nickel, manganese, and
zinc).
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e For the OU2 SLERA, NPS compared maximum concentrations of COPECs to NPS ESVs
established in the document, “NPS Protocol for the Selection and Use of Ecological Screening
Values for Non-Radiological Analytes” (CDM Smith, 2016).

¢ In the Refinement for OU2, constituents that exceeded ESVs were screened against 2016 EPA
chronic Water Quality Criteria (WQC) (criterion continuous concentration). Constituents without
promulgated WQC were compared to Tier 1l Secondary Acute Values (Suter and Tsao, 1996). The
refined value for total aluminum was calculated using Site-specific water parameters in accord with
EPA’s revised WQC document for aluminum, published in 2018. The refined value for copper was
calculated using the Biotic Ligand Model.

COPEC:s identified for OU1, along with the maximum detected concentrations and associated HQs are listed
in the appendices to the 2007 and 2008 RI reports, the stand-alone 2007 BERA PF Reports for each medium
with a notation as to which COPECs were retained for further evaluation. COPECs identified for OU2 are
provided in the SLERA report (Woodard & Curran, 2019), which is included as Appendix F to the 2019 RI
Addendum Report (JCO, 2019a).

The data used to assess ecological risks were validated by independent chemists and determined to be
useable. Copies of data validation reports are provided with the laboratory analytical data reports for each
milestone document for which new data were presented.

2.7.2.2 Exposure Assessment

The ecological setting within the limits of the Site consists of wooded and meadow upland with small,
isolated areas of emergent wetlands in low-lying areas. Ecologically sensitive areas include: the Anacostia
River, which is part of the Potomac River and Estuary System; Kenilworth Marsh, an open water marsh
influenced by the tides in the Anacostia River; Watts Branch, a tributary to the Anacostia River that is tidal in
the reach adjacent to the Site; and the Unnamed Tributary to Watts Branch.

As further documented in the 2007 and 2008 RI Reports (E&E, 2007a; E&E, 2008), key receptor species
considered for terrestrial exposure included: meadow vole, short-tailed shrew, american robin, red-tailed
hawk, and red fox. As further documented in the 2019 RI Addendum Report (JCO, 2019a), key receptors for
the groundwater to surface water pathway included fish and aquatic macroinvertebrates within the aquatic
environment.

Complete exposure pathways for soil include ingestion for invertebrates and terrestrial wildlife and direct
contact for terrestrial plants, soil invertebrates, and terrestrial wildlife. Complete exposure pathways for
surface water include ingestion and direct contact for benthic macroinvertebrates, fish, birds (insectivorous
and piscivorous), and mammals (primarily through drinking water).

To assess potential ecological exposure risk associated with contaminants in soil and buried waste within
KPN and KPS, NPS used the 95UCLs or the maximum detected concentration (whichever was lower).
Exposure point concentrations for the groundwater to surface water pathway were established based on the
maximum concentrations detected in each perimeter monitoring well and porewater sample.

2.7.2.3 Ecological Effects Assessment

The BERA PFs for KPN and KPS included calculation of HQs for each of the target receptors noted above.
HQs were calculated using NOAELSs and Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Levels (LOAELS) for each
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receptor. Multiple sources were used to establish NOAELs and LOAELSs, which are listed in the two BERA
PF reports (E&E, 2007b; E&E, 2007c). COPECs with NOAEL HQs equal to or greater than 1 were retained
for further evaluation. As noted above, based on bioavailability and Site-specific background considerations
described in the 2012 FS report, none of the COPECs were identified as COECs. Consistent with this
finding, no field studies were performed to further evaluate potential toxicological effects.

2.7.2.4 Ecological Risk Characterization

As noted above, no potentially unacceptable environmental risks were identified as a result of the SLERAs
and Refinements.

2.8 REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

The following Remedial Action Objectives (RAQOs) were used to develop and evaluate the remedial
alternatives for the Site:

e Reducing or eliminating carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks associated with surface soil
contamination

e Reducing or eliminating non-carcinogenic risks associated with lead in subsurface soil/buried waste
e Reducing or eliminating risks associated with methane gas and UXOs

o Attainment of federal and state applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS).

2.8.1 Remediation Goals

Remediation goals (RGs) establish acceptable exposure levels that are protective of human health and the
environment. RGs are developed based on readily available information, such as chemical-specific ARARS
and risk assessment calculations for target risk levels (e.g., excess cancer risk of 1E-6). Final RGs are
established when an alternative is selected and recorded in the ROD.

As summarized in Appendix A to the 2020 FS Addendum Report (VHB, 2020), PRGs were developed for
this Site, based on calculated risk-based cleanup levels. The Site-specific PRGs developed to address the
anticipated future land use(s) for the Site are described in the Anacostia Park Management Plan (NPS, 2017).
The Management Plan will not apply to KPN after management of the Site is transferred to the District;
therefore, NPS based KPN future land-use scenarios on input received from the District (see Appendix A,
Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4.2).

PRGs for addressing carcinogenic risk of various organic compounds and arsenic are developed by choosing
a target excess cancer risk level and factoring in the likely exposure scenarios. The exposure scenarios
consider (1) the frequency a visitor might be exposed to surface soil at the Site and (2) the intensity of that
exposure. For example, someone who visits the park daily has a higher frequency of exposure than someone
who participates in an organized seasonal sporting activity a few times per week. However, a visitor who
participates in a sporting activity has a higher intensity of exposure to soil than visitors who are walking their
dogs or jogging on paved trails through the park.
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NPS developed PRGs for three land use scenarios that are applicable to the current and future intended use of
the park. NPS applied exposure assumptions to calculate long-term risk for each scenario with the highest
potential exposure considered for Scenario 1 and the lowest for Scenario 3. The land use scenarios are listed
below; details regarding the assumptions made for frequency and intensity of exposure are provided in the
Feasibility Addendum Report (VHB, 2020).

e Scenario 1: Organized Sport and Recreation/Community Activities and Special Events (high
frequency/moderate intensity). This scenario applies to visitors who would likely come into intimate
contact with surface soil such as while playing contact sports like football or rugby.

e Scenario 2: Natural Resource Recreation (moderate frequency/moderate intensity). This scenario
applies to regular visitors of the park who would primarily remain on trails such as neighborhood
residents who run or walk their dogs in the park.

e Scenario 3: Natural Resource Recreation (low frequency/low intensity). This scenario applies to
visitors who may, on a less frequent basis, explore areas off trails engaging in activities such as bird
watching.

The PRGs were developed for target excess cancer risk levels of 1E-6; a hazard index of 1 was used for non-
chronic/acute risks. PRGs for each COC are provided in Table 6 for each land-use scenario.

2.8.2 Implications of Preliminary Remediation Goals

The following sections include comparisons of EPCs and soil sample analytical results to various PRGs for
KPN and KPS. EPCs are statistically calculated values derived from chemical analysis of samples collected
from the Site. Statistical methods used to calculate EPCs are intended to provide conservative estimates of
the overall concentration that a receptor such as a visitor or Site worker might be exposed to at the Site. EPCs
are considered in the calculation of potential exposure risk along with assumptions of exposure frequency
and intensity.

2.8.2.1 PRG Exceedances at KPN

NPS developed EPCs for surface soil at KPN based on discrete soil sample data reported in the 2007 KPN RI
Report E&E, 2007a). Comparisons of PRGs for each scenario to EPCs are summarized below.

e Scenario 1: Benzo[a]pyrene and arsenic were above the Scenario 1 PRGs for a 1E-6 target cancer
risk threshold.

e Scenario 2: Except for benzo[a]pyrene, no EPCs exceed the Scenario 2 PRGs for a 1E-6 target
cancer risk threshold.

e Scenario 3: None of the EPCs exceeded the Scenario 3 PRGs for a 1E-6 target cancer risk threshold.
This implies that the excess cancer risk for visitors who spend minimal time off the established trails
and sports fields would remain below 1E-6 target excess cancer risk and below a hazard index of 1
for non-carcinogenic risk.

NPS calculated surface soil EPCs based on discrete samples collected from locations across KPN. Collecting
and analyzing additional surface soil samples in selected areas is recommended as part of a pre-remedial
design investigation to further evaluate the need for remediation in all areas of KPN.
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Methane concentrations in one soil gas sampling location were detected as high as 81% of the Lower
Explosive Limit (LEL), which is below the property boundary PRG (100% of the LEL). Methane
concentrations did not exceed PRGs at the property boundaries or inside the Kenilworth-Parkside Recreation
Center building (the sample was collected before the building was demolished in 2010).

2.8.2.2 PRG Exceedances at KPS

NPS evaluated surface soil quality at KPS based on analytical data obtained from discrete soil samples and
samples collected using ISM (E&E, 2008; JCO, 2019b). These results were used to establish EPCs for the
former KPS landfill area. The 95UCLs were established within each sampling unit and compared with PRGs
for each land-use scenario, as summarized below.

e Scenario 1: Benzo[a]pyrene and arsenic were above the Scenario 1 PRGs for a 1E-6 target cancer
risk threshold; however, neither sporting fields nor community event areas are a permitted use for
KPS under the Anacostia Park Management Plan. Therefore, PRGs for Scenario 1 are not applicable
in the foreseeable future. A change in proposed land use at KPS toward more recreational use,
similar to what was proposed at the time of the 2013 Proposed Plan, could make Scenario 1 PRGs
applicable.

e Scenario 2: The KPS-wide EPCs for benzo[a]pyrene and arsenic are slightly above the Scenario 2
PRGs for a 1E-6 target cancer risk threshold. This implies that if the areas most frequented by
visitors (i.e., a future segment of the ART and existing asphalt roadway extension of Deane Avenue)
are not covered with asphalt or imported clean fill, there is a potential for an unacceptable long-term
exposure risk.

e Scenario 3: None of the KPS-wide COC EPCs exceed the Scenario 3 PRGs for a 1E-6 target cancer
risk threshold. This implies the excess cancer risk will remain below this threshold for visitors who
spend minimal time off paved or clean gravel trails.

Near the property boundary at two soil gas sampling locations within the KPS footprint, methane
concentrations exceeded the methane PRG for soil gas at 181% and 280% of the LEL. These locations likely
reflected methane concentrations in landfill waste as opposed to concentrations of soil gas that may be
migrating toward the boundary. Additional methane testing near the Thomas Elementary School and D.C.
Transfer Station in 2009 did not identify methane concentrations in excess of the property boundary PRG
(100% of the LEL). Concentrations of methane near the transfer station were less than 0.02% and 4.6% of
the LEL,; concentrations of methane within a portion of the school yard, but within the park boundary, were
all less than 0.02% of the LEL. These results indicated that methane was not migrating beyond the limits of
waste disposal and did not present a risk to the school or the school yard.

29 REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

The General Response Actions considered for the Site include one or a combination of the following:
e No action
e Limited action

e Containment
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¢ Removal with off-Site disposal

Based on these options, five alternatives were developed for the Site, which are described in the following
sections. No unacceptable risk to ecological receptors was identified; therefore, the measures described in
Alternatives 2 through 5 were selected to protect against potential human exposure to Site contaminants.

2.9.1 Description of Alternatives

Key elements of each alternative are summarized in the following sections. The descriptions highlight the
range of response actions considered (no action, limited action, containment, and/or excavation) and
estimated cleanup costs. Costs presented include capital, annual operation and maintenance (O&M), periodic,
and present value costs. Present value cost is the total cost of an alternative over time in terms of today's
dollar value. This allows for cost comparisons of different remedial alternatives based on a single cost figure
for each alternative.

2.9.1.1 Alternative 1: No Action

Under the No Action alternative, contaminated soils and landfill waste materials would be left in place with
no treatment or controls to prevent human or ecological exposure. Because the soil cover placed over the
landfill at the time of closure inhibits waste exposure at the ground surface, is sloped to promote stormwater
runoff, and limits the potential for surface soil erosion, engineering controls typically associated with landfill
closure did not need to be considered in the development of alternatives.

Estimated capital cost $0

Estimated total O&M costs $0

Estimated total periodic costs $30,000 every 5 years (Years 5-30)
Estimated total present value cost $170,000

Estimated construction time frame None

Estimated time to achieve RAOs Will not achieve RAOs

2.9.1.2 Alternative 2: Limited Action/Institutional Controls

Under Alternative 2, the existing landfill waste containment measures (soil cover and vegetation) would
remain in place and administrative institutional controls would be used to restrict and/or manage future
activities that might otherwise result in human health risks or hazards. To comply with the Organic Act of
1916 and the General Authorities Act, institutional controls must not result in an impairment of national park
resources; in other words, the institutional controls must allow the park to serve its intended use.

This alternative would include methane monitoring at the property boundary to confirm previous findings
that landfill gas (methane) is not migrating off Site through the subsurface at potentially harmful levels. This
alternative would include remedy assessment and reporting associated with Five-Year Reviews as generally
required under CERCLA when contamination remains on Site above levels that permit unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure.

Estimated capital cost $86,000
Estimated annual O&M costs $25,000/year (5 years)
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Estimated total periodic costs $50,000 (Year 5), then

$30,000 every subsequent 5 years
(Years 10 — 30+)

Estimated total present value cost $400,000
Estimated construction time frame None
Estimated time to achieve RAOs Will not achieve RAOs

2.9.1.3 Alternative 3: Containment/Selective Placement of Clean Soil Barriers and Institutional
Controls (Selected Alternative)

To mitigate potential unacceptable risk to Site visitors and workers under the anticipated future land-use
scenario, Alternative 3 would involve the placement of clean soil barriers in areas of the Site reserved for
organized sport, recreation, and community activities and special events. Official trails (e.g., the ART) would
be paved with asphalt or covered with clean gravel. Institutional controls would be used to restrict and/or
manage future activities that might otherwise result in human health risks or hazards. Alternative 3 would
include a period of methane monitoring at the property boundary to confirm previous findings regarding the
lack of subsurface migration of landfill gas (methane). As with Alternative 2, Five-Year Reviews would be
required.

Estimated capital cost $6,400,000

Estimated range of annual O&M costs $60,000 to $35,000/year (30+ years;
lower costs projected after 5 years)

Estimated total periodic costs $50,000 (Year 5), then

$30,000 every subsequent 5 years
(Years 10 — 30+)

Estimated total present value cost $7,700,000
Estimated construction time frame Less than 1 year
Estimated time to achieve RAOs 1to 2 years

2.9.1.4 Alternative 4: Containment/Site-wide Clean Soil Barrier and Institutional Controls

Alternative 4 would include installation of a Site-wide, 12-inch soil barrier to prevent human exposure to
contaminated surface soils. The barrier would extend across the majority of both KPN and KPS. Steep slopes
along the Anacostia River and adjacent to the Kenilworth Marsh, as well as ecologically sensitive areas
generally located within the floodway and near the shoreline, would be left undisturbed to limit the potential
for future erosion and sediment transport, as well as to mitigate associated impacts to the Anacostia River,
Kenilworth Marsh, and Watts Branch. These areas, which represent a small portion of the total land area of
the landfills, are heavily vegetated with mature bushes and trees and are not conducive to active recreation.
The soil barrier would cover approximately 117 acres. Institutional controls (Section 2.9.2) would be used to
restrict and/or manage future activities that might otherwise result in human health risks or hazards. As with
Alternative 2, Five-Year Reviews would be required.

Estimated capital cost $15,000,000

Estimated range of annual O&M costs $130,000 to $83,000/year (30+ years;
lower costs projected after 5 years)

Estimated total periodic costs $50,000 (Year 5), then
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$30,000 every subsequent 5 years
(Years 10 — 30)

Estimated total present value cost $18,000,000
Estimated construction time frame About 1 year
Estimated time to achieve RAOs 1to 2 years

2.9.1.5 Alternative 5: Removal/Landfill Removal and Shoreline Stabilization

Alternative 5 involves removal and off-Site disposal of all waste materials and previously placed cover soils
and replacement of the original grades and wetlands vegetation that existed before development of the
landfill. Based on review of historical topographic maps and aerial photography, as well as subsurface boring
data from the RI, NPS estimates this would involve the excavation and removal of approximately 4.3 million
cubic yards (6.5 million tons) of waste, cover, and fill materials from the Site. The areal extent of wetlands
restoration, estimated from historical maps/photographs, is approximately 150 acres. Over 0.5 mile of living
shoreline would be reestablished to stabilize the shoreline and protect the tidal wetland area.

Vegetative monitoring would be required for a period of five years. Because this alternative considers
complete removal of contaminated soil, municipal waste and incinerator ash, institutional controls and long-
term monitoring (i.e., Five-Year Reviews) would not be required.

Estimated capital cost $610,000,000
Estimated range of annual O&M costs $350,000/year (5 years)
Estimated total periodic costs $0

Estimated total present value cost $620,000,000
Estimated construction time frame 10 years or more
Estimated time to achieve RAOs 15 years or more

2.9.2 Description of Remedy Components

The following is a summary of remedy components as they apply to each alternative.
Treatment Technologies: None of the alternatives included treatment technologies.

Containment Components: Alternatives 1 through 4 have a containment component. The No Action
alternative (Alternative 1) relies on the waste containment that was achieved when the landfill closed in 1970
and was converted into a park. Additional containment measures are included in Alternatives 3 and 4
consisting of clean soil barriers placed over the former landfill areas to prevent potential exposure to
contaminants in surface soil.

Institutional Controls: Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would employ the following institutional controls:

e Development and implementation of a Soil Management Plan that would include a routine
maintenance and monitoring program and Site-specific health and safety requirements for future
projects involving excavation (e.g., construction and/or utility projects requiring soil
excavation/trenching)
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e Prohibitions would be placed on residential and certain high-intensity recreational uses (e.g.,
organized sport and recreation/community activity and special event facilities) within certain areas
of the Site

e The National Capital Parks — East would be responsible for implementing institutional controls at
KPS. The District of Columbia would be responsible for implementing institutional controls at KPN.

Operation and Maintenance:

e Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would include perimeter soil gas sampling for the first five years after
implementation.

e Alternatives 3 and 4 would include clean soil barrier maintenance consisting of regrading and re-
seeding. The projected barrier maintenance costs are based on a percentage of the capital cost of the
barrier. Consistent with the current practice, mowing would continue for the recreational areas
within KPN; therefore, no additional operational costs were projected for mowing. Alternative 5
would include tidal marsh maintenance (assumed to be approximately 5% of the tidal marsh
restoration costs) and approximately 3,300 linear feet of living shoreline maintenance for five years
after installation.

Monitoring: Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would require similar monitoring requirements:
e Periodic (annual) inspection of the landfill cover and soil barrier conditions for evidence of erosion

o Five years of perimeter monitoring for the potential migration of landfill gas

2.9.3 Common Elements and Distinguishing Features of Each Alternative

The following is a summary of common elements and distinguishing features of each alternative:

e Action-specific ARARs do not apply to Alternatives 1 or 2. Similar ARARs apply to Alternatives 3,
4, and 5, including those related to noise (construction equipment and trucks); air quality (vehicle
exhaust, dust); stormwater discharge quality; erosion, sedimentation, and stormwater; and water
pollution control.

e Maintenance of existing landfill cover—Alternatives 1 through 4 would leave the existing landfill
cover soils in place, providing a barrier preventing direct exposure to the buried waste, and land
surface contours that generally promote runoff and limit potential ponding and infiltration.

o Removal of landfill waste and cover soil—Alternative 5 is the only alternative that includes removal
and off-Site disposal of waste and cover soil.

e The quantity of untreated waste (an estimated 4.3 million cubic yards) is the same for all
alternatives.

e The estimated time to reach remediation goals ranges from 1 to 2 years (Alternative 3) to 15+ years
(Alternative 5). NPS anticipates it will take 1 to 2 years to achieve remediation goals with the
selected alternative.

e Installation of clean soil barrier—Alternatives 3 and 4 include the installation of a 12-inch, clean soil
barrier with revegetation. The barrier would consist of 6 inches of common fill material (e.g., clean
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sand and gravel), and 6 inches of organic-rich topsoil that would support revegetation. Minor
regrading would be required in the proposed barrier areas. The soil would be placed over an orange
geotextile warning layer. The differences between these alternatives are that for Alternative 3, no
barrier would be installed within KPS; the areal coverage of the barrier in KPN would be
significantly less than for Alternative 4.

o Implementation of institutional controls—As described in Section 2.9.2, this applies to Alternatives
2, 3, and 4. No institutional controls would be included with Alternatives 1 and 5.

e The active measures included in Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 provide long-term reliability. The potential
for failure lies primarily in the success of revegetation efforts, which could be managed initially
through contractor warrantees. The area of revegetation for Alternative 3 is limited to areas that will
likely be maintained by regular mowing, limiting the need to address invasive plants. The wide areas
that would be revegetated as part of Alternatives 4 and 5 would include areas that will not be mowed
and therefore could be more susceptible to the propagation of invasive plants, which could result in
future remediation costs.

2.9.4 Expected Outcomes of Each Alternative

Alternatives 3 and 4 would eliminate impairments associated with contaminated surface soil. KPS would be
opened for natural resource recreation use. KPN would be used for a combination of natural resource
recreation/resource management, organized sports and recreation, and hosting community activities and
special events.

Alternative 4 would significantly change the landscape at KPS and would erase about 20 years of habitat
restoration and development; however, the existing habitat would eventually return. Alternative 5 would
allow for a different type of recreational use (e.g., kayaking) but would focus on natural resource
management. With Alternative 5, the existing upland habitat in KPS would be eliminated, giving way to tidal
wetlands and living shoreline habitat.

Alternative 5 would take many years to implement and would include significant disruption of local
communities with truck traffic, noise, and pollution from vehicle exhaust. Removal of the waste and cover
soil would require disposal in other landfill facilities, which would have an indirect impact on natural
resources by requiring development of off-Site landfill airspace to accommodate the excavated materials.

Shallow groundwater below the Site is not present in sufficient quantities to be considered a potential water
supply resource. None of the cleanup alternatives affect groundwater use.

2.10 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

The table below provides a summary of the assessment and evaluation of each of the alternatives to seven of
the nine NCP criteria including the two threshold criteria of (1) overall protection of human health and the
environment and (2) compliance with ARARS, and the five balancing criteria of (3) long-term effectiveness,
(4) reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment, (5) short-term effectiveness, (6)
implementability, and (7) cost. The two threshold criteria must be met for an alternative to be selected. The
evaluation of the alternatives against the five balancing criteria formed the basis for recommending an
alternative for selection in the Proposed Plan. The two modifying criteria, state (in this case the District) and
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community acceptance were evaluated after receiving public comments on the Proposed Plan. Public
comments and NPS responses are included in the Responsiveness Summary (Appendix A). As noted in
Section 2.14, the alternative recommended in the Proposed Plan was modified in response to comments from
the District and members of the public. The comparative analysis of each criterion is provided in Sections
2.10.1 through 2.10.9.

Cells in the table below are shaded red (denoted as “(r)”) if a threshold criterion is not met, orange (denoted
as “(0)”) when the alternative scores relatively low on a non-cost balancing criterion, and green (denoted as
“(9)”) when an alternative scores relatively high on a non-cost balancing criterion. Cost cells are shaded
green if the alternative complies with section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D) of the NCP that indicates a selected remedy
must be “cost-effective,” which means that “its costs are proportional to its overall effectiveness” and orange
if the alternative does not comply with this section of the NCP.

EVALUATION CRITERIA Alternative 1 = Alternative 2 = Alternative 3 = Alternative 4 = Alternative 5
Threshold Criteria

Overall protection of human
health and the environment

Compliance with ARARs

Balancing Criteria

Long-term effectiveness and Lowest Low Medium Medium Highest
permanence (0) (0) @ @) @)
Reduction of toxicity, mobility, =~ None None None None None
or volume through treatment Provided Provided Provided Provided Provided
Short-term effectiveness Highest Highest Medium Low Lowest

(@) @ @ (0) (0)
Implementability Not Applicable ' Medium Highest High Lowest

C)] @ ) @)

Capital Cost: $0 $86,000 $6,400,000 $15,000,000 $610,000,000
Present Value: $170,000 $400,000 $7,700,000 $18,000,000 $620,000,000

(@) @ @ @) (0)

* The conclusions that Alternatives 4 and 5 are compliant with ARARs assumes that aggressive efforts would be
undertaken and would be successful in returning the habitat at KPS to its current condition (Alternative 4) or to its
pre-landfill condition (Alternative 5). Less aggressive or unsuccessful efforts to re-establish habitat following
implementation of Alternatives 4 and 5 could result in the long-term impairment of park resources caused by the
implementation of these alternatives. Under this scenario, Alternatives 4 and 5 would not attain the non-impairment
ARAR.

2.10.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternative 1 would not meet the RAOs. It would not address the carcinogenic risk associated with surface
soil contamination or the non-carcinogenic risk associated with lead in the surface (KPN only) or subsurface
soil and buried waste, nor would it reduce or eliminate the risk associated with methane gas and potential
UXOs. Because Alternative 1 does not meet this threshold criterion, it may not be selected.

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 meet the first three RAOs and are considered protective of human health and the
environment. Alternatives 2 and 3 also meet the ARARs attainment RAO while Alternatives 4 and 5 could
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meet this RAO if impairment or potential impairment of park resources caused by the implementation of
these alternatives was successfully mitigated without undue delay.

2.10.2 Compliance with ARARs

The following subsections address each category of ARARSs and to be considered (TBC) criteria. Tables 1
through 3 of the FS Addendum Report (VHB, 2020) includes a listing of ARARs and TBC criteria.

2.10.2.1 Chemical-Specific ARARs and TBCs

Alternative 1 would not meet the EPA Guidance for Evaluating Landfill Gas Emissions from Closed or
Abandoned Facilities (EPA, 2005), which is not an ARAR, but is to be considered. Additional monitoring is
needed to confirm compliance with the RCRA Subtitle D methane requirements (42 U.S.C. 88 6941 et seq.
and 40 C.F.R. §8 258.23 and 258.61), which establish permissible limits of methane concentrations in
structures on landfills and in soil gas at the property boundary. NPS requires additional monitoring and
institutional controls to:

e Confirm prior investigation findings that show there is no unacceptable risk associated with methane
migration toward the Site perimeter

o Identify precautions to be taken prior to excavation activities that could potentially encounter
methane gas or unexploded ordnances

Because of the institutional controls proposed for the Site, Alternatives 2 through 4 are considered compliant
with chemical-specific ARARs and TBCs for methane. The complete removal of contamination included as
Alternative 5 would also address the chemical-specific ARARs and TBCs, without the need for institutional
controls.

2.10.2.2 Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs

Alternatives 1 and 2 fail to meet the non-impairment requirement of the Organic Act, as amended, 54 U.S.C.
§ 100101(a), and the General Authorities Act, as amended, 54 U.S.C. § 100101(b), because of the residual
long-term human health exposure risk from PCBs, PAHSs, lead, and arsenic in surface soil, and buried lead,
methane, and potential for UXO in the subsurface. To meet acceptable exposure risk levels, Alternative 2
would need to prohibit or restrict future uses that are authorized (and, in some cases, required) under the
Anacostia Park enabling legislation, the Anacostia Park Management Plan (NPS 2017), and the 2004
legislation directing transfer of administrative jurisdiction over KPN to the District (Pub. L. No. 108-335, §
344, 118 Stat. 1322, 1350 (2004)). Alternatives 1 and 2 may not be selected because they do not meet
ARAR:s (i.e., a threshold criterion).

The clean fill barrier proposed under Alternative 3 would allow the park to be used in accordance with its
intended use as defined in the Management Plan and legislation referenced above. Alternative 4 would
eliminate most of the existing wildlife habitat at KPS, which would impose adverse impacts on the park and
could be considered an impairment of the park’s intended use (i.e., provide wildlife habitat and natural
resources recreational opportunities). Reestablishing the existing aesthetics and wildlife habitat, which is
necessary to enable the intended purpose of the park and is highly valued by the community, would take
significantly longer than implementing the Selected Remedy. Alternative 5 would impose even more severe
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impacts to the park, wildlife habitat and the surrounding community for decades before pre-landfill
conditions were established. The severity and duration of the impacts associated with implementing
Alternatives 4 and 5 could potentially result in a failure to attain the non-impairment ARAR.

2.10.2.3 Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs

Action-specific ARARs and TBCs do not apply to Alternatives 1 and 2 because no physical actions are
included in these alternatives.

With proper planning, design, and implementation, action-specific ARARs and TBCs associated with
earthwork could be met for Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 with a manageable level of effort. Action-specific
ARARs would primarily be District requirements related to:

¢ Noise (construction equipment and trucks)
e Air quality (vehicle exhaust, dust)

e Stormwater discharge quality

e Erosion, sedimentation and storm water

e Water pollution control

(Table 3 of the FS Addendum Report includes specific references to the applicable requirements.) Imported
fill and topsoil included in this alternative would require due diligence to identify the source and potential
presence of contaminants and testing to confirm that no contaminants are present in the fill at concentrations
that exceed the remediation goals and other relevant clean fill specifications. NPS would define Site-specific
revegetation requirements as part of the remedial design. Because of the scope of Alternative 5, action-
specific ARARs would be significantly more challenging to meet than for Alternatives 3 and 4, particularly
during work conducted in the Site areas adjacent to Watts Branch, the Anacostia River, and Kenilworth
Marsh.

2.10.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

As noted, Alternative 1 fails to meet the RAOs to protect human health from carcinogenic and non-
carcinogenic risks and from physical risks associated with methane gas and UXOs. Therefore, this alternative
does not provide adequate long-term effectiveness or permanence.

The proposed response actions defined in Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would reduce the residual risk of exposure
to acceptable levels, consistent with the RAOs. Institutional controls can be established through the
Superintendent's Compendium, a site management plan with protocols for intrusive activities, the
Declaration of Covenants effectuating the transfer of administrative jurisdiction to the District and required
five-year reviews to evaluate the performance of the remedy to ensure it remains protective of human health
and the environment. With appropriate controls, the active measures associated with Alternatives 3 and 4
would be stable, provided that healthy vegetation is maintained to prevent erosion and potential exposure of
buried waste.

Alternative 5 — removal of the landfill waste and contaminated soil cover — represents the most effective and
permanent remedy as it would eliminate residual exposure risks associated with the buried waste and cover
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soil. No institutional controls would be necessary after full implementation, which would include a period of
monitoring to confirm that re-vegetation objectives are met.

2.10.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

The criteria listed under this category relate to ex situ and in situ treatment alternatives. No such alternatives
are under consideration; therefore, these criteria did not factor into the comparison of alternatives.

2.10.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

Existing Site conditions are stable and the exposure risk, while unacceptable to NPS in perpetuity, is
acceptable in the short term. Alternatives 1 and 2 meet the short-term effectiveness criterion of protection of
the local community during remedial actions, protection of workers during remedial actions, protection
against environmental impacts of remedial action activities, and time until RAOs are achieved.

Measures would need to be taken to implement Alternative 3 consistent with the action-specific ARARS
noted above to protect the local community and workers from unacceptable exposure (i.e., noise, dust, and
truck traffic). Similarly, measures would be taken to protect against environmental impacts such as dust or
sediment migration into surface water or damage to wetlands. Nevertheless, the short-term effectiveness
criteria could be met.

Although measures can be taken to protect the local community and workers during the remedial actions,
Alternatives 4 and 5 would temporarily destroy existing habitat within KPS that is highly valued by NPS and
the community. Alternative 5 would have an even greater potential for impacts to (1) the surrounding natural
resources that would be affected by the extensive Site work performed in areas adjacent to surface waters and
wetlands and (2) the surrounding community affected by the extended construction period and associated
truck traffic, noise, dust, and vehicle and equipment exhaust.

2.10.6 Implementability

The implementability criterion considers factors such as ability to construct and operate the technology
associated with each alternative; reliability of the technology; ease of undertaking additional remedial actions
if necessary; monitorability; administrative feasibility, or coordination with other agencies; availability and
capacity of treatment and disposal facilities; availability of personnel, equipment, and materials; and
availability of technology. These factors are not applicable to Alternative 1.

Institutional controls included as part of Alternative 2 (i.e., notations in the Superintendent’s compendium
and site management plan or requirements in the Declaration of Covenants) can be readily drafted and
adopted. A limited level of staff awareness training would also be required.

Alternatives 3 and 4 proposed placement of a clean fill cap and establishing vegetation, which would require
standard and readily available construction techniques. As with Alternative 2, institutional controls can be
readily implemented. Capping and revegetation is a reliable measure that is applied to closed landfills and
other sites with surface soil contamination and can be visually monitored for erosion or a lack of sufficient or
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acceptable vegetation. Clean fill requires effort to identify and secure but is typically available from local
sources.

Although Alternative 5 could be implemented with the right planning and resources, it would cause
significant disruptions and create more logistical challenges than Alternatives 3 and 4. Obtaining the high
level of funding required for this alternative could be an impediment to implementing Alternative 5.

2.10.7 Cost

As demonstrated by the colored shading in the detailed analysis of alternatives summary table included in
Section 2.10, Alternative 3 meets the threshold criteria and strikes the best balance among the remaining
criteria at the lowest cost. Alternative 5 does not comply with CERCLA sections 121(a) and 121(b)(1) or
section 300.430(f)(2)(ii)(D) of the NCP that indicates a selected remedy must be *“cost-effective,” which
means that “its costs are proportional to its overall effectiveness.”

2.10.8 Community Acceptance

After considering input from the community, NPS chose the Selected Remedy which will allow the
continued use and expansion of Kenilworth Park resources that are important to the community including
open space for recreation, access to the Anacostia River, and preservation of natural areas that sustain
wildlife habitat.

Multiple commenters expressed a preference for Alternative 5 (complete landfill removal and shoreline
stabilization with an estimated cost of $610 million), or various hybrid combinations of Alternative 5 and the
Selected Remedy (removal of landfill waste from only a portion of the Site and selective placement of clean
soil barriers and institutional controls). As noted in prior sections, Alternative 5 would be protective of
human health and the environment and could comply with ARARSs, provided that aggressive efforts were
undertaken that successfully returned lost habitat at KPS to its current condition following implementation of
the remedy. Alternative 5 also ranked the highest for long-term effectiveness and permanence. However,
Alternative 5 ranked lowest on short-term effectiveness and implementability based on the extensive
disruption to the park resource and surrounding community and the time required to attain the RAOs (15
years or more). With a projected capital cost that is approximately one hundred times the estimated cost of
the Selected Remedy, Alternative 5 is not cost-effective (i.e., the added cost is not proportional to the
effectiveness of attaining RAOS).

A remedy that consists of a hybrid of Alternative 5 and the Selected Remedy would also not rank as high as
the Selected Remedy. The hybrid approach would score lower than Alternative 5 on the long-term
effectiveness and permanence criterion because institutional controls would be required for the portions of
the landfill that remain in place. A hybrid approach would also score lower than the Selected Remedy on
short-term effectiveness and implementability criteria for the same reasons as Alternative 5. Finally, the cost
of a hybrid alternative would be significantly greater than the Selected Remedy and would not achieve an
overall greater effectiveness proportional to its significantly greater cost.
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2.10.9 District of Columbia Acceptance

The District of Columbia concurs with the Selected Remedy. On July 12, 2022, NPS received a letter from
Tommy Wells, DOEE Director, which indicated the following:

“The Department of Energy and Environment (““DOEE™"), on behalf of the District of Columbia,
concurs with the National Park Service’s (““NPS’”) Record of Decision (“ROD”’) for the Kenilworth
Park Landfill (*“KPL"") for OU1 (surface and subsurface soils) and OU2 (groundwater beneath
OUL1). DOEE does not concur with the ROD to the extent NPS declined to investigate Anacostia
River sediments...” (DOEE 2022).

The DOEE July 12, 2022 letter further stated that DOEE’s concurrence is subject to the condition that
additional sampling be completed during the remedial design phase as identified in DOEE’s February 15,
2021 Proposed Plan comment letter (see Attachment 24 to Appendix A). NPS agrees that these investigations
may provide further insight into Site conditions and that they can be completed during the remedial design
phase. NPS considers the outcome of additional investigation likely to confirm the current conceptual site
model of environmental conditions. However, if those investigations indicate that hazardous substances from
the landfill would continue to pose unacceptable risks to human health or the environment even after
implementation of the Selected Remedy, NPS can select additional response actions by amending this ROD
or issuing an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD).

As documented in the Administrative Record, NPS worked collaboratively with the District to obtain input
and concurrence on multiple phases of the RI/FS. Notably, NPS received a letter dated August 20, 2019 from
DOEE indicating DOEE “has reviewed the National Park Service Kenilworth Park Landfill Final Remedial
Investigation Addendum Report (June 2019) and associated appendices and concurs with the conclusions of
the report”; the issue regarding further investigation of Anacostia River sediments was not included in
DOEE comments received during the RI/FS process.

Contrary to DOEE’s statement, NPS investigated Anacostia River sediments as well as sediments from
Kenilworth Marsh, Watts Branch, and the Unnamed Tributary to Watts Branch as part of the PA/SI and the
Rl (E&E, 2000; E&E, 2002; E&E, 2007a; E&E, 2008). As documented in the 2012 FS (JCO 2012), NPS
concluded that there are multiple significant, undifferentiated upstream sources of contaminants to surface
water that impact sediment quality adjacent to the KPL Site and that KPL was not a significant source of
contaminants to adjacent surface waters. For this reason, NPS did not expand the KPL site boundary beyond
the limits of the landfill.

DOEE completed supplemental investigations of the river sediments adjacent to KPL as part of the ARSP,
and issued an interim ROD on September 30, 2020 that addresses sediment contamination adjacent to KPN
as an early action area(RW-HS-456¢). Any additional response action that is necessary to achieve the river-
wide cleanup goals for the ARSP will be selected in a future ROD or RODs issued by DOEE.

2.11 PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTES

The NCP establishes an expectation that the lead agency will use treatment to address “principal threat
wastes” if they exist. Principal threat wastes are source materials considered to be highly toxic or highly
mobile and (1) cannot be reliably contained or (2) would present significant risk to human health or the
environment should exposure occur. Source materials are those that include or contain hazardous substances,
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pollutants, or contaminants that act as a reservoir for migration of contamination to groundwater, surface
water, or air or act as a source for direct exposure. Non-principal threat wastes (i.e., low-level threat wastes)
are those source materials that generally can be reliably contained and would present only a low risk in the
event of release. Based on those definitions and the determinations made in the RI and associated human
health and ecological risk assessments, soil and waste materials for the Site are not considered to be source
materials constituting principal threat wastes.

2.12 SELECTED REMEDY

2.12.1 Summary of the Rationale for the Selected Remedy

Based on the Proposed Plan and Administrative Record for the Site, this ROD presents Alternative 3
(Selective Placement of Clean Fill Barriers and Institutional Controls) as the Selected Remedy for the Site.
NPS selected this alternative because it will achieve substantial risk reduction using a containment strategy
focused on the areas with greatest potential exposure risks, supplemented with institutional controls. This
combination of response actions is expected to allow the Site to be used as intended, while reducing risk
sooner and at a lower cost than the other alternatives.

The selected alternative meets the threshold criteria and provides the best balance of tradeoffs among the
other alternatives with respect to the balancing and modifying criteria. The selected remedy will satisfy the
following statutory requirements of CERCLA 8121(b):

e Protect human health and the environment
e  Comply with ARARS
e Be cost-effective

e Use permanent solutions to the extent practicable

2.12.2 Description of the Selected Remedy

To eliminate unacceptable risk to Site visitors and workers under the anticipated future land-use scenario, the
Selected Remedy (Alternative 3) would involve the placement of clean soil barriers in areas of the Site
reserved for organized sport and recreation and community activities and special events. The barriers would
consist of orange geotextile fabric, overlain by 12 inches of clean soil (i.e., 6 inches of common fill and 6
inches of topsoil). The orange fabric would serve as a warning to alert future excavation workers of the
presence of contaminated soil and buried waste below the fabric.

For feasibility-level cost estimating purposes, NPS assumed soil barriers would be installed over
approximately 50 acres of KPN, as shown on Figure 5 (Selected Remedy). Official trails such as the ART
would be paved with asphalt or covered with clean gravel.

Approximately 11 acres of new fill was imported to the Site in 2006 and 2007 and placed in the area of the
track and tennis courts. The fill was placed after NPS had completed the surface soil sampling in that area as
part of the RI activities; no sampling or laboratory analysis of the new fill was completed. For feasibility-
level cost estimating, NPS assumed the new fill is clean, and therefore, no engineered control/barrier is
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required in that area. Confirmatory soil sampling of the new fill area will be conducted as a pre-remedial
design investigation to confirm the quality of imported soil meets the remediation goals.

As part of this alternative, institutional controls will be implemented to:
e Maintain the new and existing engineering controls in good condition

e Prevent exposure to remaining subsurface hazards (e.g., contaminated soil, buried waste, UXO, or
explosive landfill gas) that may be encountered during completion of excavation activities

e Limit future land use (i.e., prohibit high-intensity, high-frequency non-residential uses in uncapped
areas and prohibit residential uses anywhere on the Site)

e Monitor for potential erosion (e.g., along the river and stream banks) to confirm the landfill cover
material is maintaining a barrier that prevents exposure of buried waste

Controls include the development and implementation of a site management plan, including a routine Site
maintenance program and Site-specific health and safety requirements for excavation activities below or
outside the soil barrier. Institutional controls would be recorded in the NACE Superintendent’s Compendium
and applicable management documents (for KPS), Declaration of Covenants (for KPN), and/or procedures to
be identified during remedial design. Prohibitions on high-intensity, high-frequency recreational uses would
be limited to uncapped areas on the Site.

The Selected Remedy includes methane monitoring at the Site boundary to confirm previous findings that
landfill gas (methane) is not migrating off-Site through the subsurface at levels that would exceed the
chemical specific RCRA Subtitle D Methane ARAR, which establishes permissible methane concentrations
in structures on landfills and soil gas at the property boundary. For estimating feasibility-level costs, NPS
assumed a monitoring network of 15 soil gas probes installed and sampled annually for up to five years. If
results from these events confirm previous observations, NPS would discontinue the monitoring program and
decommission the soil gas probes at the end of the five-year monitoring period. If methane monitoring
conducted outside the landfill perimeter identifies concentrations significantly above the landfill perimeter
concentrations measured during the RI (e.g., 25% of the LEL), an additional landfill gas migration
assessment (e.g., installing and sampling soil gas monitoring probes beyond the initial perimeter probes)
would be required and developed as part of the remedial design.

The Selected Remedy will include remedial assessment and reporting associated with five-year reviews as
generally required under CERCLA when contamination remains on Site above levels that permit unlimited
use and unrestricted exposure.

2.12.3 Summary of the Selected Remedy Costs

As noted in the Description of Alternatives (Section 2.9), the estimated capital cost for the selected
alternative is $6,400,000. The estimated operation and maintenance (O&M) cost would range from $60,000
to $35,000 per year for 30 years (lower costs projected after 5 years). Periodic costs are projected at $50,000
for year 5, reduced to $30,000 for years 10, 15, 20, 25, and 30. The projected present value cost is
$7,700,000. A breakdown of the assumptions for developing the feasibility-level cost estimates for the
Selected Alternative is provided in Table 8.

37 Part 2: The Decision Summary



Kenilworth Park Landfill Site National Park Service

NACE, National Capital Area U.S. Department of the Interior

2.12.4 Expected Outcomes of the Selected Remedy

Implementation of the Selected Remedy will eliminate unacceptable risks to human health and will prevent
impairments to park resources and values associated with contaminated surface soil. KPS would be opened
for natural resource recreation use. KPN would be used for a combination of activities related to natural
resource recreation and resource management, organized sports and recreation, and hosting community
activities and special events.

2.13 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Under CERCLA Section 121 and the NCP, NPS must select a remedy that is (1) protective of human health
and the environment, (2) complies with or appropriately waives ARARs, (3) is cost-effective, and (4) uses
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the
maximum extent practicable. The NCP includes a preference for remedies that include treatment that
permanently and significantly reduces hazardous waste toxicity, mobility, and volume as a principal element.
The following sections discuss how the Selected Remedy meets these statutory and regulatory requirements.

2.13.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The Selected Remedy will reduce potential risk exposure to human health (visitors and workers) through
installation of a clean soil barrier in areas of high-intensity and high-frequency use and establishment of
institutional controls. The institutional controls will include the identification of protective measures to be
taken in the event excavation is proposed within the former landfill areas. The institutional controls will
restrict certain higher-intensity land uses without additional protective measures (e.g., establishment of picnic
areas or playgrounds within KPS, or residential development within the Site limits). The Selected Remedy
will reduce potential carcinogenic risk levels to below 1E-6 and potential BLLs to less than 5 pg/dL. No
target organ hazard indices were greater than 1; therefore, no unacceptable risk from non-carcinogenic COCs
were identified. In addition, no unacceptable ecological exposure risks were identified. Implementation of the
Selected Remedy will not pose unacceptable short-term risks or cross-media impacts.

2.13.2 Compliance with ARARs

ARARs are determined based on the requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
distinctive set of circumstances and actions considered for this Site. The NCP requires that ARARS be
attained during implementation and at completion of the remedial action, unless a waiver is justified. The
Selected Remedy does not require any ARAR waivers to be invoked. Federal and state ARARs for the Site
are summarized in Tables 7a, 7b, and 7c. Below is a summary of how the Selected Remedy will comply with
key ARARSs.

e Because the selected alternative will not limit the intended future use of the park, the Selected
Remedy would be compliant with the NPS mandate to ensure (1) the non-impairment of national
park resources for the enjoyment of future generations and (2) the non-derogation of park values and
purposes established by the NPS Organic Act of 1916, as amended (54 U.S.C. 8 100101(a)) and the
General Authorities Act, as amended (54 U.S.C. § 100101(b)).
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o The soil fill barrier will not be placed within the 500-year flood zone and will therefore comply with
District of Columbia Flood Hazard Control (D.C. Code 88 6-501 to 6-504, 20 DCMR § 3105).

e The Selected Remedy will not affect the requirements of legislation directing transfer of
administrative jurisdiction over KPN (Pub. L. No. 108-335, § 344, 118 Stat. 1322, 1350 (2004)).

e The methane monitoring component of the Selected Remedy will confirm compliance with RCRA,
Subtitle D methane requirements (42 U.S.C. 88 6941 et seq., 40 C.F.R. 88 258.23 and 258.61).

e Implementation of the Selected Remedy will comply with the District of Columbia Noise Control
Act (20 DCMR 88 2701, 2704, 20 DCMR § 2802).

o Implementation of the Selected Remedy will comply with the District of Columbia Air Pollution
Control Act, Air Quality Regulations (D.C. Code § 8-101.05, 20 DCMR 8§ 600, 603, 605-06, 699);
Engine Idling (D.C. Code § 8-101.05, 20 DCMR 8§ 900); Vehicle Exhaust Emissions (D.C. Code §
8-101.05, 20 DCMR § 901); and Odorous or Other Nuisance Air Pollutants (D.C. Code § 8-101.05,
20 DCMR § 903).

e Implementation of the Selected Remedy will comply with the Clean Water Act Stormwater Program
(33 U.S.C. §1342(p), 40 C.F.R. § 122.26, 2022 NPDES Construction General Permit).

e Implementation of the Selected Remedy will comply with the District of Columbia Soil Erosion and
Sedimentation Control Act and Stormwater Regulations (21 DCMR §§ 524, 543).

¢ Implementation of the Selected Remedy will comply with RCRA, Subtitle D Solid Waste Landfill
Closure and Post Closure Requirements (42 U.S.C. 8§ 6944-6945, 40 C.F.R. §8 258.60(a)(3),
258.60(b)(2), 258.61(a)(1), and 258.61(a)(3)).

2.13.3 Cost Effectiveness

Under the NCP, cost-effectiveness is defined as follows: “A remedy shall be cost effective if its costs are
proportional to its overall effectiveness” [NCP 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D)]. Cost effectiveness is determined by
evaluating the overall effectiveness of the Selected Remedy and comparing that effectiveness to the overall
costs. Overall effectiveness is evaluated by examining how the remedy meets three criteria: (1) long-term
effectiveness and permanence, (2) reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatment, and

(3) short-term effectiveness. Overall effectiveness of the remedial alternatives was compared to costs to
determine cost-effectiveness.

The costs of the Selected Remedy are proportional to its overall effectiveness; therefore, it is considered to be
cost-effective as required under section 121 of CERCLA and section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D) of the NCP.

2.13.4 Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment (or Resource
Recovery) Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

NPS determined that the Selected Remedy represents the maximum extent to which permanent solutions and
treatment technologies can be used in a practicable manner at the Site. There are no alternative treatment
technologies available to effectively remove the types of hazardous substances present in the buried waste
and surface soil. The only potentially applicable treatment technology includes in situ stabilization-
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solidification (e.g., mixing soil or waste with Portland cement or clay), which NPS determined to be
impractical considering the relatively low concentrations of contaminants, low potential for contaminant
migration, and large volume of waste and soil that would require treatment. The Selected Remedy provides a
permanent remedy (containment) with relatively simple and easily implemented maintenance requirements.

2.13.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

Treatment addressing contaminated soil is not a component of the Selected Remedy and thus does not satisfy
the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element. Toxicity and volume of COCs are not reduced
under the Selected Remedy. Consistent with the EPA Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill
Sites, in situ and ex situ treatment technologies were not considered because of effectiveness (short- and
long-term) and implementability issues. NPS has determined that the contaminated soil medium addressed by
the Selected Remedy does not constitute principal threat waste and is amenable to the primary remedy
approach of containment.

2.13.6 Five-Year Review Requirements

Because the Selected Remedy would result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining
on the Site at concentrations that do not allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, five-year reviews
will be conducted at the Site. NPS will conduct a review no less frequently than every five years after
initiation of the remedy to ensure it is or will be protective of human health and the environment.

2.14 DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES FROM PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE OF PROPOSED PLAN

Initial input from the District Department of Parks and Recreation indicated that as much of KPN as possible
would be developed for organized sports and recreation, community activities, and special events. Therefore,
the Preferred Alternative in the Proposed Plan (NPS, 2020) included a clean soil barrier over as much of the
developable area within KPN as was considered feasible. During the public comment period, the District
identified a tentative plan to complete tidal wetlands restoration between the currently mapped 100-year and
500-year flood zone boundaries. The Preferred Alternative included placement of the clean soil barrier in the
area of existing playing fields that are located between the 100-year and 500-year flood boundaries. NPS
updated the Selected Alternative to exclude installation of the clean soil barrier within the area mapped as
being within the 500-year flood zone. The District also identified an area for future wetland creation within
an upland area of KPN; NPS modified the limits of the proposed clean soil barrier in that area as well. These
revised assumptions reduce the total cost of the remedy and remain equally protective of visitors and
workers. Therefore, the detailed analysis of alternatives is unchanged.

The future land use at KPN is uncertain and will be determined by the District in accordance with the
requirements of the transfer legislation. Accordingly, to ensure that hazardous substances in surface soils do
not pose unacceptable risks to human health or the environment, the selected remedy prohibits any high-
frequency, high-intensity uses on any portions of KPN where surface soils exceed the PRGs until those areas
are covered with a clean soil barrier in accordance with the Selected Remedy. To that end, the documents
effecting the transfer of administrative jurisdiction over KPN from NPS to the District must include

40 Part 2: The Decision Summary



Kenilworth Park Landfill Site National Park Service

NACE, National Capital Area U.S. Department of the Interior

institutional controls (e.g., land use prohibitions) to prevent such high-frequency and high-intensity use (e.g.,
organized sports) unless and until the District covers those areas with a clean soil barrier. Any future
restoration or other earth-disturbing activities must be conducted in accordance with all applicable laws and
in a manner that is protective of human health and the environment.
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TABLE 1a

KPN Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Exposure Point Concentrations in Surface Soil/Sediment
Record of Decision

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Scenario Timeframe:

Current/Future

Medium:

Surface Soil/Sediment

Exposure Medium:

Surface Soil/Sediment

Exposure Point:

On-Site

Chemical of Concern

Concentration Detected (mg/kg)

Frequency of

EPC (mg/kg)

Statistical Measure

Pesticides
Aldrin

0.0023

0.015

6/47

Minimum ‘ Maximum Detection
Benz(a)anthracene 0.063 8.81 45/47 1.35 95% UCL
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.053 6.78 45/47 1.13 95% UCL
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.13 5.23 45/47 0.732 95% UCL
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.032 5.2 30/47 0.912 95% UCL
Dibenzo(a,h) anthracene 0.033 0.709 18/47 0.62 95% UCL
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d) pyrene 0.039 1.27 34/47 0.54 95% UCL

Dieldrin
PCBs
Aroclor 1254

0.007

0.0227

0.82

6.98

46/61

57/61

0.234

1.33

95% UCL

95% UCL

Aroclor 1260

0.013

2.68

45/61

0.76

95% UCL

Aluminum 1510 15600 46/46 7940 95% UCL
Arsenic 1.02 8.5 55/61 4.03 95% UCL
Cobalt 3.75 24.2 46/46 - -
Copper 11.7 537 46/46 185 95% UCL
Iron 8740 42400 46/46 20900 95% UCL
Lead 22.8 407 46/46 160 95% UCL
Manganese 62.3 632 46/46 316 95% UCL
Mercury 0.0422 9.45 42/46 6.14 95% UCL
Silver 0.456 102 33/46 66.7 95% UCL
Thallium 0.77 2.52 18/46 2.52 Max
Vanadium 13 74.4 46/46 42.8 95% UCL
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TABLE 1b

KPN Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Exposure Point Concentrations in Subsurface Soil
Record of Decision

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Scenario Timeframe:

Current/Future

Medium:

Subsurface Soil

Exposure Medium:

Subsurface Soil

Exposure Point:

On-Site

Chemical of Concern

Concentration Detected (mg/kg)

Minimum

Maximum

Frequency of
Detection

EPC (mg/kg)

Statistical Measure

0.043

4.2

13/15

641

July 2022




TABLE 1c

KPS Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Exposure Point Concentrations in Surface Soil/Sediment

Record of Decision

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Scenario Timeframe:

Current/Future

Medium:

Surface/Sediment Soil

Exposure Medium:

Surface Soil

Exposure Point:

On-Site

Concentration Detected (mg/kg)

Frequency of

Frequency of

Chemical of Concern .. ) Detection Detection EPC (mg/kg) [Statistical Measure
Minimum Maximum . . .
(replicates) (Decision Units)

- 00000}
1-Methylnaphthalene 0.0104 2.13 132/132 44/44 - -
2-Methylnaphthalene 0.0206 3.19 132/132 44/44 -

Acenaphthene 0.00952 5.68 132/132 44/44 -

Acenaphthylene 0.0144 0.803 130/132 44/44 -

Anthracene 0.0198 11.7 132/132 44/44 -

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 0.0684 5.01 132/132 44/44 -

Chrysene 0.144 19.3 132/132 44/44 -

Fluoranthene 0.188 52.8 132/132 44/44 -

Fluorene 0.00758 10.7 130/132 44/44 -

Phenanthrene 0.0722 53.1 132/132 44/44 -

Pyrene 0.213 45.8 132/132 44/44 -

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.221 26.3 132/132 44/44 2.36 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Benzo(a)anthracene 0.135 19.3 132/132 44/44 1.68 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.134 16.7 132/132 44/44 1.46 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.0837 11.2 132/132 44/44 0.869 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.0679 5.21 130/132 44/44 0.489 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Naphthalene 0.0192 4.61 132/132 44/44 0.183 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 0.0137 0.617 116/132 36/44 0.118 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Aroclor 1254 0.0302 1.5 12/132 7/44 0.39 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Aroclor 1260 0.0265 1.91 103/132 37/44 0.409 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Arsenic 2.76 7.94 132/132 44/44 4.55 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Aluminum 7450 14500 132/132 44/44 10000 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Antimony 0.441 4.01 23/132 12/44 0.705 Arithmetic Mean UCL
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TABLE 1c

KPS Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Exposure Point Concentrations in Surface Soil/Sediment

Record of Decision

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Scenario Timeframe:

Current/Future

Medium:

Surface/Sediment Soil

Exposure Medium:

Surface Soil

Exposure Point:

On-Site

Concentration Detected (mg/kg)

Frequency of

Frequency of

Chemical of Concern .. ] Detection Detection EPC (mg/kg) | Statistical Measure
Minimum Maximum . . . .
(replicates) (Decision Units)
Barium 59.4 433 132/132 44/44 -
Beryllium 0.442 0.73 132/132 44/44 -
Cadmium 0.13 5.02 132/132 44/44 -
Calcium 2330 14500 132/132 44/44 -
Chromium 22.7 226 132/132 44/44 -
Cobalt 5.69 17.2 132/132 44/44 11 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Copper 13 1150 132/132 44/44 129 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Iron 13000 27200 132/132 44/44 17900 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Lead 16.3 828 132/132 44/44 121 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Magnesium 1430 12200 132/132 44/44 -
Manganese 163 524 132/132 44/44 263 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Mercury 0.0566 8.56 132/132 44/44 1.18 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Nickel 23.6 170 132/132 44/44 46.3 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Potassium 653 2020 132/132 44/44 -
Selenium 0.284 1.26 103/132 43/44 -
Silver 0.127 49.2 100/132 35/44 9.59 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Sodium 24.6 308 102/132 34/44 -
Thallium 0.305 0.708 96/132 32/44 0.463 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Vanadium 28.7 78.3 132/132 44/44 442 Arithmetic Mean UCL
Zinc 64.9 593 132/132 44/44 -
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TABLE 1d

KPS Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Exposure Point Concentrations in Subsurface Soil

Record of Deci

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

sion

Scenario Timeframe:

Current/Future

Medium:

Subsurface Soil

Exposure Medium:

Subsurface Soil

Exposure Point:

On-Site

Chemical of Concern

Concentration Detected (mg/kg)

Minimum

Maximum

Frequency of
Detection

EPC (mg/kg) Statistical Measure

Lead

2.8

10500

44/44

484 95% UCL-T

July 2022



Pathway: Oral/ Dermal

Chemical of Potential Concern

TABLE 2a

KPN Oral/Dermal Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Record of Decision

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Oral Cancer
Slope Factor

(mg/kg-day)’

Adjusted

Dermal Cancer
@)

GI Absorption

Factor Slope Factor

(mg/kg-day)'1

Weight of
Evidence/Cancer
Guideline
Description

Source

Date®

PCBs

Aluminum NA 1.00E-02 NA N/A N/A N/A
Antimony N/A 1.50E-01 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Arsenic 1.50E+00 1.00E+00 1.50E+00 A IRIS 5/3/2006
Cadmium N/A 2.50E-02 N/A Bl IRIS 5/3/2006
Copper N/A N/A N/A D IRIS 5/3/2006
Iron N/A 1.00E-02 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Lead N/A 1.00E+00 N/A B2 IRIS 5/3/2006
Manganese N/A 4.00E-02 N/A D IRIS 5/3/2006
Mercury, soluble salts N/A 7.00E-02 N/A C IRIS 5/3/2006
Nickel, soluble salts N/A 4.00E-02 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Silver N/A 4.00E-02 N/A D IRIS 5/3/2006
Thallium N/A 1.00E+00 N/A D IRIS 5/3/2006
Vanadium N/A 2.60E-02 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zinc N/A 1.00E+00 N/A N/A IRIS 5/3/2006

Aroclor 1242 2.00E+00 1.00E+00 2.00E+00 B2 IRIS 5/3/2006
Aroclor 1248 2.00E+00 1.00E+00 2.00E+00 B2 IRIS 5/3/2006
Aroclor 1254 2.00E+00 1.00E+00 2.00E+00 B2 IRIS 5/3/2006
Aroclor 1260 2.00E+00 1.00E+00 2.00E+00 B2 IRIS 5/3/2006

Dieldrin 1.60E+01 1.00E+00 1.60E+01 B2 IRIS 5/3/2006
gamma-Chlordane 3.50E-01 1.00E+00 3.50E-01 B2 IRIS 5/3/2006
Benz[a]anthracene 7.30E-01 1.00E+00 7.30E-01 B2 NCEA 7/1/1993
Benzo[a]pyrene 7.30E+00 1.00E+00 7.30E+00 B2 IRIS 5/3/2006
Benzo[b]fluoranthene 7.30E-01 1.00E+00 7.30E-01 B2 NCEA 7/1/1993
Benzo[k]fluoranthene 7.30E-02 1.00E+00 7.30E-02 B2 NCEA 7/1/1993
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TABLE 2a
KPN Oral/Dermal Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Oral Cancer Adjusted Weight of
i Dermal Cancer i
Chemical of Potential Concern | Slope Factor GI Absorption ) Ev1den.c e/C.ancer Source Date”
ko-dav)! Factor Slope Factor Guideline
(mg/kg-day) (mg/kg-day)” Description
Dibenz[a,h]anthracene 7.30E+00 1.00E+00 7.30E+00 B2 NCEA 7/1/1993
Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene 7.30E-01 1.00E+00 7.30E-01 B2 NCEA 7/1/1993

IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System

HEAST = Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables
NCEA = National Center for Environmental Assessment
NA = Not Applicable or Not Available

SF = Slope Factor

(1) GI Absorption Factor applied to Oral Slope Factor to calculate Dermal Slope Factor
(2) For IRS Values, the date IRIS was searched

For HEAST values, the date of HEAST

For NCEA values, the date of article provided by NCEA

EPA Group:

A-Human Carcinogen

B1-Probable human carcinogen-indicates that limited human data are available.

B2-Probable human carcinogen-indicates sufficient evidence in animals and inadequate or no evidence in humans
C-Possible human carcinogen

D-Not classifiable as a human carcinogen

E-Evidence of noncarcinogenicity

Weight of Evidence:
Known/Likely
Cannot be Determined

Not Likely

July 2022



Chemical of Potential Concern

Unit Risk
(ug/m’)

TABLE 2b

KPN Inhalation Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Adjustment(l)

Inhalation Cancer
Slope Factor

(mg/kg-day)”

Weight of
Evidence/Cancer
Guideline
Description

Source

Date®

Aluminum N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Antimony N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Arsenic 4.30E-03 3500 15 A IRIS 5/3/2006
Cadmium 1.80E-03 3500 6.3 Bl IRIS 5/3/2006
Copper N/A N/A N/A D IRIS 5/3/2006
Iron N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Lead N/A N/A N/A B2 IRIS 5/3/2006
Manganese N/A N/A N/A D IRIS 5/3/2006
Mercury, soluble salts N/A N/A N/A C IRIS 5/3/2006
Nickel, soluble salts N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Silver N/A N/A N/A D IRIS 5/3/2006
Thallium N/A N/A N/A D IRIS 5/3/2006
Vanadium N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zinc N/A N/A N/A N/A IRIS 5/3/2006

Benz[a]anthracene

N/A

N/A

0.73

NCEA (oral)

Aroclor 1242 N/A N/A 2 B2 IRIS (oral) 5/3/2006
Aroclor 1248 N/A N/A 2 B2 IRIS (oral) 5/3/2006
Aroclor 1254 N/A N/A 2 B2 IRIS (oral) 5/3/2006
Aroclor 1260 N/A N/A 2 B2 IRIS (oral) 5/3/2006
- ]
Dieldrin 4.60E-03 3500 16 B2 IRIS 5/3/2006
gamma-Chlordane 1.00E-04 3500 0.35 B2 IRIS 5/3/2006

10/1/2004

Benzo[a]pyrene

N/A

N/A

7.3

IRIS (oral)

10/1/2004
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TABLE 2b
KPN Inhalation Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Pathway: Inhalation

. Weight of
Unit Risk Inhalation Cancer Evid C
Chemical of Potential Concern (/) Adjustment” Slope Factor Vi (}ellllizeelil?:cer Source Date®
ug/m s

(mgfkg-day) Description
Benzo[b]fluoranthene N/A N/A 0.73 B2 NCEA (oral) 10/1/2004
Benzo[k]fluoranthene N/A N/A 0.073 B2 NCEA (oral) 10/1/2004
Dibenz[a,h]anthracene N/A N/A 7.3 B2 NCEA (oral) 10/1/2004
Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene N/A N/A 0.73 B2 NCEA (oral) 10/1/2004
IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System Weight of Evidence:
HEAST = Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables Known/Likely
NCEA = National Center for Environmental Assessment Cannot be Determined
NA = Not Applicable or Not Available Not Likely

SF = Slope Factor

(1) Adjustment factor applied to Unit Risk to calculate Inhalation Slope Factor = 70kg x 1/2Om3/day x 1000ug/mg
(2) For IRS Values, the date IRIS was searched

For HEAST values, the date of HEAST

For NCEA values, the date of article provided by NCEA

EPA Group:

A-Human Carcinogen

B1-Probable human carcinogen-indicates that limited human data are available.

B2-Probable human carcinogen-indicates sufficient evidence in animals and inadequate or no evidence in humans
C-Possible human carcinogen

D-Not classifiable as a human carcinogen

E-Evidence of noncarcinogenicity
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TABLE 2¢
KPS Oral/Dermal Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Chemical of Concern

Oral Cancer
Slope Factor

(mg/kg-day)”

Oral Absorption

Efficiency for

Dermal®”

Adjusted Dermal

Cancer Slope Factor
(2)

(mg/kg-day)”

Weight of Evidence/Cancer
Guideline Description

Source™

Date

Aluminum - 1.00E+00 - Inadequate Evidence - -
Antimony - 1.50E-01 - Not Assessed - -
Arsenic 1.50E+00 1.00E+00 1.50E+00 A IRIS 4/3/2018
Cadmium - 2.50E-02 - Bl IRIS 4/3/2018
Cobalt - 1.00E+00 - Likely PPRTV 2008
Copper - 1.00E+00 - D IRIS 4/3/2018
Iron - 1.00E+00 - Inadequate Evidence - -
Lead** - 1.00E+00 - B2 IRIS 4/3/2018
Manganese (Non-Diet) - 4.00E-02 - D IRIS 4/3/2018
Mercury (Mercuric Chloride) - 1.00E+00 - C IRIS 4/3/2018
Nickel (Soluble Salts) - 4.00E-02 - Inadequate Evidence - -
Silver - 4.00E-02 - D IRIS 4/3/2018
Thallium (Soluble Salts) - 1.00E+00 - Inadequate Evidence - -
Vanadium - 1.00E+00 - Inadequate Evidence - -
Zinc - 1.00E+00 - D IRIS 4/3/2018

Aroclor 1242 2.00E+00 1.00E+00 2.00E+00 B2 IRIS 4/3/2018
Aroclor 1248 2.00E+00 1.00E+00 2.00E+00 B2 IRIS 4/3/2018
Aroclor 1254 2.00E+00 1.00E+00 2.00E+00 B2 IRIS 4/3/2018
Aroclor 1260 2.00E+00 1.00E+00 2.00E+00 B2 IRIS 4/3/2018

Benzo(a)anthracene 1.00E-01 1.00E+00 1.00E-01 Known*** USEPA* | 4/3/2018
Benzo(a)pyrene 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 Known*** IRIS 4/3/2018
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 1.00E-01 1.00E+00 1.00E-01 Known*** USEPA* | 4/3/2018
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 Known*** USEPA* | 4/3/2018
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 Known*** USEPA* | 4/3/2018
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1.00E-01 1.00E+00 1.00E-01 Known*** USEPA* | 4/3/2018
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Oral Cancer

TABLE 2¢
KPS Oral/Dermal Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Pathway: Oral/ Dermal

Oral Absorption

Adjusted Dermal

Cancer Slope Factor

Weight of Evidence/Cancer

Chemical of Concern Slope Factor Efficiency for @ R o Source® Date
1 ) Guideline Description
(mg/kg-day) Dermal 1
(mg/kg-day)
Naphthalene - 1.00E+00 - C IRIS 4/3/2018
Dieldrin 1.60E+01 1.00E+00 1.60E+01 B2 IRIS 4/3/2018
gamme-Chlordane 3.50E-01 1.00E+00 3.50E-01 B2 IRIS 4/3/2018

(1) The oral absorption efficiency for dermal was retrieved from USEPA’s Regional Screening Levels — Generic Tables. November 2018

(2) Absorbed cancer slope factor for dermal was calculated by dividing the oral cancer slope factor by the oral absorption efficiency value (EPA RAGS — Part E, 2004)
(3) IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System. 2019. IRIS Final Assessments

PPRTV = Professional Peer Reviewed Toxicity Values for Superfund

* = Toxic equivalency factors (TEF) applied to the cancer slope factor (CSF) for benzo(a)pyrene to derive CSF for other PAHs.
TEFs from USEPA. Provisional Guidance for Quantitative Risk Assessment of PAHs. 1993. EPA/600/R-93/C89

Cancer Description (USEPA 1986)
A = Human Carcinogen

B1 = Probable human carcinogen

B2 = Probable human carcinogen, sufficient evidence in animals and inadequate or no evidence in humans

C = Possible human carcinogen

D = Not classifiable as to human carcinogenicity
**= Lead risks were evaluated through EPA’s Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic Model and Adult Lead Model

***= Cancer risk for constituents identified as having a mutagenic mode of action (MOA) is calculated by applying an age-dependent adjustment factor (ADAF) for childhood exposures from birth through 15 years. These ADAFs are summarized
below (EPA 2005). COPCs with a mutagenic MOA include benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo (k) fluoranthene, dibenzo(a,h) anthracene, and indeno (1,2,3-cd)pyrene
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The ADAFs are as follows:
Year ADAF
0-2 10
2<16 3
>16 1




Chemical of Concern

TABLE 2d

KPS Inhalation Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Record of Decision

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Unit Risk (p.g/m3)'1

Weight of
Evidence/Cancer
Guideline Description

Source

Date

Arsenic 4.30E-03 A IRIS 4/3/2018
Aluminum - - - -
Antimony - - - -
Cadmium 1.80E-03 Bl IRIS 4/3/2018
Cobalt 9.00E-03 Likely PPRTV 1992
Copper - D - -
Iron - - Not Assessed -
Lead** - B2 IRIS 4/3/2018
Manganese (Diet) - D IRIS 4/3/2018
Manganese (Non-Diet) - D IRIS 4/3/2018
Mercury - D IRIS 4/3/2018
Nickel (Soluble Salts) 2.60E-04 Known CAL EPA 7/20/2017
Silver - D - 4/3/2018

Thallium (Soluble Salts)

Inadequate Evidence

Vanadium

Zinc - Inadequate Evidence - -

Aroclor 1242 5.70E-04 B2 IRIS 4/3/2018
Aroclor 5.70E-04 B2 IRIS 4/3/2018
Aroclor 1254 5.70E-04 B2 IRIS 4/3/2018
Aroclor 1260 5.70E-04 B2 IRIS 4/3/2018

Benzo(a)anthracene 6.00E-05 Known** USEPA* 4/3/2018
Benzo(a)pyrene 6.00E-04 Known** IRIS 4/3/2018
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 6.00E-05 Known** USEPA* 4/3/2018
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 6.00E-06 Known** USEPA* 4/3/2018
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 6.00E-04 Known** USEPA* 4/3/2018
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 6.00E-05 Known** USEPA* 4/3/2018
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TABLE 2d
KPS Inhalation Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Pathway: Inhalation

Weight of
Chemical of Concern Unit Risk (ng/m3)™ Evidence/Cancer Source Date
Guideline Description
Naphthalene 3.40E-05 Known** CAL EPA 2000
Pesticides
Dieldrin 4.60E-03 B2 IRIS 4/3/2018
gamme-Chlordane 1.00E-04 B2 IRIS 4/3/2018

IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System. 2019. IRS Final Assessments

CAL EPA = California Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHAA) Chemical Database.
* = Toxic equivalency factors (TEF) applied to the cancer slope factor (CSF) for benzo(a)pyrene to derive CSF for other PAHs.

TEFs from USEPA. Provisional Guidance for Quantitative Risk Assessment of PAHs. 1993. EPA/600/R-93/C89

Cancer Description (USEPA 1986)

A = Human Carcinogen

B1 = Probable human carcinogen

B2 = Probable human carcinogen, sufficient evidence in animals and inadequate or no evidence in humans

C = Possible human carcinogen

D = Not classifiable as to human carcinogenicity

**= Lead risks were evaluated through EPA’s Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic Model and Adult Lead Model

***= Cancer risk for constituents identified as having a mutagenic mode of action (MOA) is calculated by applying an age-dependent adjustment factor (ADAF) for childhood exposures from birth
through 15 years. These ADAFs are summarized below (EPA 2005). COPCs with a mutagenic MOA include benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo (k) fluoranthene,
dibenzo(a,h) anthracene, and indeno (1,2,3-cd)pyrene
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TABLE 3a
KPN Oral/Dermal Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

X Chronic/ Oral RfD Value| GI Absorption Adjusted Dermal . Combn.led Sources of RfD: Dates of RfD Target
Chemical of Concern Subchronic (mg/kg-day) Factor® RID® (mg/kg-day) Primary Target Organ Uncertainty/ Target Organ Organ“)
Modifving Factors
. Offspring, nervous
Chronic 1.00E+00 0.01 1.00E-02 100 NCEA 6/20/1994
Aluminum system
Subchronic 1.00E+00 0.01 1.00E-02 Offsp Z‘ynje’gm’us 100 NCEA (chronic) 6/20/1994
Antimony Chronic 4.00E-04 0.15 6.00E-05 Whole body, blood 1000 IRIS 5/3/2006
Subchronic 4.00E-04 0.15 6.00E-05 Whole body, blood 1000 HEAST 7/1/1997
Arsenic Chronic 3.00E-04 1 3.00E-04 Skin 3 IRIS 5/3/2006
Subchronic 3.00E-04 1 3.00E-04 Skin 3 HEAST 7/1/1997
Cadmium Chronic 1.00E-03 0.025 2.50E-05 Kidneys 10 IRIS 5/3/2006
Subchronic 1.00E-03 0.025 2.50E-05 Kidneys 10 IRIS (chronic) 5/3/2006
Copper Chronic 3.70E-02 N/A N/A GI system 1 HEAST 7/1/1997
Subchronic 3.70E-02 N/A N/A GI system 1 HEAST 7/1/1997
Iron Chronic 3.00E-01 0.01 3.00E-03 Various organs 1 NCEA 1/5/1999
Subchronic 3.00E-01 0.01 3.00E-03 Various organs 1 NCEA (chronic) 1/5/1999
Lead NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Chronic 1.40E-01 0.04 5.60E-03 Central nervous system 1 IRIS 5/3/2006
Manganese
Subchronic 1.40E-01 0.04 5.60E-03 Central nervous system 1 HEAST 7/1/1997
Mercury, soluble salts Chronic 3.00E-04 0.07 2.10E-05 Immune system 1000 IRIS (4) 5/3/2006
Subchronic 3.00E-04 0.07 2.10E-05 Immune system 1000 HEAST (4) 7/1/1997
Chronic 2.00E-02 0.04 8.00E-04 Whole body, organs 300 IRIS 5/3/2006
Nickel, soluble salts Subchronic 2.00E-02 0.04 8.00E-04 the;:;’:z; major 300 HEAST 3/31/1993
Silver Chronic 5.00E-03 0.04 2.00E-04 Skin 3 IRIS 5/3/2006
Subchronic 5.00E-03 0.04 2.00E-04 Skin 3 HEAST 7/1/1997
Thallium Chronic 7.00E-05 1 7.00E-05 Liver, blood 3000 IRIS (5) 5/3/2006
Subchronic 7.00E-04 1 7.00E-04 Liver, blood, hair 300 HEAST (5) 7/1/1997
Vanadium Chronic 1.00E-03 0.026 2.60E-05 None reported NA Reg 3 4/7/2006
Subchronic 1.00E-03 0.026 2.60E-05 None reported NA Reg 3 (oral) 4/7/2006
Zine Chronic 3.00E-01 1 3.00E-01 Blood 3 IRIS 5/3/2006
Subchronic 3.00E-01 1 3.00E-01 Blood 3 HEAST 7/1/1997
Aroclor 1242 Chronic‘ N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Subchronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Chronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Aroclor 1248 -
Subchronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Aroclor 1254 Chronic 2.00E-05 1 2.00E-05 Immune system, various 300 IRIS 5/3/2006
Subchronic 5.00E-05 1 5.00E-05 Immune system 100 HEAST 7/1/1997
Chronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Aroclor 1260 -
Subchronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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TABLE 3a
KPN Oral/Dermal Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

gamma-Chlordane

. Chronic/ Oral RfD Value| GI Absorption Adjusted Dermal . Combix.led Sources of RfD: Dates of RfD Target
Chemical of Concern Subchronic (mg/kg-day) Factor? RID® (mg/kg-day) Primary Target Organ Uncertainty/ Target Organ Organ(s)
Modifving Factors
Dicldrin Chronic 5.00E-05 1 5.00E-05 Liver 100 IRIS 5/3/2006
Subchronic 5.00E-05 1 5.00E-05 Liver 100 HEAST 7/1/1997
Chronic 5.00E-04 1 5.00E-04 Liver 300 IRIS (6) 5/3/2006

—_

Subchronic 6.00E-05 6.00E-05 Liver 1000 HEAST i 6 i 7/1/1997

Chronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Benz[a]anthracene -
Subchronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Benzo[a]pyrene Chronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Pyr Subchronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Chronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Benzo[b]fluoranthene -
Subchronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Chronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Benzo[k]fluoranthene -
Subchronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
. Chronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dibenz[a,h]anthracene -
Subchronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
fndenof1,2,3-cd]pyrene Chronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
o edipyT Subchronic N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System

HEAST = Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables
NCEA = National Center for Environmental Assessment

Reg3 = EPA Region 3 Risk Based Concentration (RBC) Table

NA = Not Applicable or Not Available

SF = Slope Factor

RfC = Reference Concentration

RfD = Reference dose

(1) Refer to Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Part E (EPA 2004).
(2) Dermal RfD = Oral RfD x Oral-to-dermal adjustment factor

(3) For IRIS values, the date IRIS was searched.
For HEAST values, the date of HEAST.
For NCEA values, the date of the article provided by NCEA
For Reg 3, the date of the RBC Table
(4) RfD of mercuric chloride used for mercury
(5) RID of thallium chloride, adjusted for molecular weight, used for thallium
(6) RfD of technical chlordane used for gamma-chlordane
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TABLE 3b
KPN Inhalation Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Combined

hemical of Potential Inhalation RfC Value | Adjusted Inhalation : Dates of RfD T t
Chemical of Potentia Chronic/ Subchronic 3 ! 1 Primary Target Organ | Uncertainty/Modifying Sources of RD: Target| Dates 0 ® aree
Concern (mg/m’) RfD"” (mg/kg-day) Organ Organ
Factors
Aluminum Chronic 5.00E-03 1.40E-03 Nervous system 300 NCEA 8/13/1999
Subchronic 5.00E-02 1.40E-02 Nervous system 30 NCEA(10xchronic) 8/13/1999
. Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Antimony -
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Arsenic Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Cadmium Chronic N/A 5.70E-05 Kidneys 10 Reg 3 4/7/2006
Subchronic N/A 5.70E-05 Kidneys 10 Reg 3 (chronic) 4/7/2006
Copper Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
PP Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Iron Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Lead NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Maneanese Chronic 5.00E-05 1.40E-05 Nervous system 1000 IRIS 5/3/2006
& Subchronic 5.00E-04 1.40E-04 Nervous system 100 IRIS (10 x chronic) 5/3/2006
Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Mercury, soluble salts -
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
. Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Nickel, soluble salts -
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Silver Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
. Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Thallium -
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
. Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Vanadium -
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zinc Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Aroclor 1242 -
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Aroclor 1248 -
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Aroclor 1254 Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Aroclor 1260 Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Dieldrin Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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TABLE 3b
KPN Inhalation Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Chemical of Potential ; ; Inhalation RfC Value | Adjusted Inhalation . Cf)mbmed ... .__|Sources of RfD: Target| Dates of RfD Target
Concern Chronic/ Subchronic (mg/ 3 1 ) Primary Target Organ | Uncertainty/Modifying Orean ®
g/m’) RfD"’ (mg/kg-day) Factors g Organ
gamma-Chlordane Chronic 7.00E-04 2.00E-04 Liver 300 IRIS 5/3/2006
Subchronic 7.00E-04 2.00E-04 Liver 300 IRIS (chronic) 5/3/2006
Benz[aJanthracene Chronicv N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Benzo[a]pyrene Chronic. N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Benzo[b]fluoranthene Chronic. N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Benzo[k]fluoranthene Chronic. N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Dibenz[a,h]anthracene Chronic. N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Tndeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene Chronic. N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Subchronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System

HEAST = Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables

NCEA = National Center for Environmental Assessment

Reg3 = EPA Region 3 Risk Based Concentration (RBC) Table
NA = Not Applicable or Not Available

SF = Slope Factor

RfC = Reference Concentration

RfD = Reference dose

(1) Inhalation RfD = (RfC x 20 m*/day) / 70 kg

(2) For IRIS values, the date IRIS was searched.

For HEAST values, the date of HEAST

For NCEA values, the date of the article provided by NCEA
For Reg3 values, the date of the RBC Table
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TABLE 3c
KPS Oral/Dermal Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Chemical of Concern

Chronic/
Subchronic

Oral RfD Value
(mg/kg-day)

Absorption
Efficiency for

Dermal®”

Adjusted Dermal RfD®
(mg/kg-day)

Primary Target Organ

Combined Uncertainty/
Modifying Factors

Sources of RfD: Target
Organ“)

Dates of RfD Target
Organ

Aluminum Chronic 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 Nervous System 1.00E+02 PPRTV 1989, 1995
Antimony (Metallic) Chronic 4.00E-04 1.50E-01 6.00E-05 Blood / Whole Body 1.00E+03 IRIS 4/3/2018
Arsenic Chronic 3.00E-04 1.00E+00 3.00E-04 Cardiovascular / Skin 3.00E+00 IRIS 4/3/2018
Cadmium (Diet) Chronic 1.00E-03 2.50E-02 2.50E-05 Renal 1.00E+01 IRIS 4/3/2018
Cobalt Chronic 3.00E-04 1.00E+00 3.00E-04 Thyroid 3.00E+03 PPRTV 1956
Copper Chronic 4.00E-02 1.00E+00 4.00E-02 Gastrointestinal Unknown HEAST 1987
Iron Chronic 7.00E-01 1.00E+00 7.00E-01 Gastrointestinal 2.00E+00 PPRTV 1994
Lead* Chronic - - - Nervous System Unknown IRIS 4/3/2018
Manganese (Non-Diet) Chronic 2.40E-02 4.00E-02 9.60E-04 Nervous System 1.00E+00 IRIS 4/3/2018
Mercury (Mercuric Chloride) Chronic 3.00E-04 7.00E-02 2.10E-05 Imm”‘gﬂ/nljfy”"”s / 1.00E+03 IRIS 4312018
Nickel (Soluble Salts) Chronic 2.00E-02 4.00E-02 8.00E-04 Whole Body 3.00E+02 IRIS 4/3/2018
Silver Chronic 5.00E-03 4.00E-02 2.00E-04 Skin 3.00E+00 IRIS 4/3/2018
Thallium (Soluble Salts) Chronic 1.00E-05 1.00E+00 1.00E-05 Skin 3.00E+03 PPRTV 1984, 1990
Vanadium ** Chronic 5.00E-03 2.60E-02 1.30E-04 Skin 1.00E+02 EPA RSL 4/3/2018
Zinc Chronic 3.00E-01 1.00E+00 3.00E-01 Blood / Immune 3.00E+00 IRIS 4/3/2018

Aroclor 1242%** Chronic 2.00E-05 1.00E+00 2.00E-05 Skin / Immune / Ocular 300 IRIS 4/3/2018
Aroclor 1248%** Chronic 2.00E-05 1.00E+00 2.00E-05 Skin / Immune / Ocular 300 IRIS 4/3/2018
Aroclor 1254 Chronic 2.00E-05 1.00E+00 2.00E-05 Skin / Immune / Ocular 300 IRIS 4/3/2018
Aroclor 1260*** Chronic 2.00E-05 1.00E+00 2.00E-05 Skin / Immune / Ocular 300 IRIS 4/3/2018

Benzo(a)anthracene Chronic - - - - - - B
Benzo(a)pyrene Chronic 3.00E-04 1.00E+00 3.00E-04 Developmental 3.00E+02 IRIS 4/3/2018
Benzo(b)fluoranthene Chronic - - - - - - -
Benzo(k)fluoranthene Chronic - - - - - - -
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene Chronic - - - - - - -
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene Chronic - - - - - - -

Naphthalene Chronic 2.00E-02 1.00E+00 2.00E-02 Whole Body 3.00E+03 IRIS 4/3/2018
1 —
Dieldrin Chronic 5.00E-05 1.00E+00 5.00E-05 Cardiovascular / Skin 1.00E+02 IRIS 4/3/2018
gamma-Chlordane Chronic 5.00E-04 1.00E+00 5.00E-04 Liver 3.00E+02 IRIS 4/3/2018

(1) The Oral absorption efficiency for dermal was retrieved from EPA Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS) : Part E, 2004

(2)  The Absorbed RfD fro dermal is calculated by multiplying the oral RfD by the oral absorption efficiency value (EPA RAGS : Part E, 2004).

(3)  IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System. 2019. IRIS Final Assessments Search, https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris2/atoz.cfm.
PPRTV = PPRTV = Professional Peer Reviewed Toxicity Values for Superfund. https://hhpprtv.ornl.gov/quickview/pprtv.php#pprtv_roc.
HEAST = Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables for Superfund. https://epa-heast.ornl.gov/.
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TABLE 3c
KPS Oral/Dermal Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

EPA RSL = Environmental Protecion Agency Regional Screening Level. https://www.epa.gov/risk/regional-screening-levels-rsls-generic-tables.
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* Lead risks were evaluated through EPA's Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic Model and Adult Lead Model.
** Derived based on vanadium pentoxide.

*** Toxicity values for Aroclor 1254 used.


https://www.epa.gov/risk/regional-screening-levels-rsls-generic-tables

KPS Inhalation Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

TABLE 3d

Record of Decision

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Chemical of Concern

Chronic/ Subchronic

Inhalation RfC Value
(mg/m3)

Primary Target Organ

Combined
Uncertainty/
Modifying Factors

Sources of RfD:
Target Organ

Dates of RfD Target
Organ

Aluminum Chronic 5.00E-03 Nervous System 300 PPRTV 4/3/2018
Antimony (Metallic) Chronic 2.00E-04 Respiratory 300 IRIS 4/3/2018
Arsenic Chronic 1.50E-05 Developmental / Cardiovascular / Nervous 30 Cal EPA 1999, 2003, 2004
/ Respiratory
Cadmium (Diet) Chronic 1.00E-05 Renal 10 ATSDR 2012
Cobalt Chronic 6.00E-06 Respiratory 300 IRIS 4/3/2018
Copper - - - - - -
Iron - - - - - -
Lead* - - - - - -
Manganese (Non-Diet) Chronic 5.00E-05 Nervous System 1000 IRIS 4/3/2018
Mercury (Mercuric Chronic 3.00E-04 Nervous System 30 IRIS 4/3/2018
Chloride)
Nickel (Soluble Salts) Chronic 9.00E-05 Respiratory 30 ATSDR 2012
Silver - - - - - -
Thallium (Soluble Salts) - - - - - -
Vanadium ** Chronic 1.00E-04 Respiratory 30 ATSDR 2012

Zinc

Aroclor 1242%**

Aroclor 1248%%**

Aroclor 1254

Aroclor 1260%**

Benzo(a)anthracene

Benzo(a)pyrene

Chronic

0.000002

Developmental

Benzo(b)fluoranthene

Benzo(k)fluoranthene

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene

Naphthalene

Dieldrin

Chronic

3.00E-03

Nervous / Respirato;

3000

S

4/3/2018

gamma-Chlordane

Chronic

0.0007

Liver

1000

IRIS

4/3/2018

(1)  IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System. 2019. IRIS Final Assessments Search. https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris2/atoz.cfm.
PPRTV = Professional Peer Reviewed Toxicity Values for Superfund. https://hhpprtv.ornl.gov/quickview/pprtv.php#pprtv_roc.
ATSDR = Agency for Toxic Substances & Disease Registry. Minimal Risk Levels (MRLs) for Hazardous Substances. June 2017. https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/mrls/mrllist.asp#16tag

CAL EPA = California Environmental Protection Agency. Chronic Reference Exposure Level (REL). OEHAA 2008, Technical Supporting Document for Noncancer RELs Appendix D1.
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TABLE 4a
KPN Risk Characterization of Carcinogens to Child/Adult Site Visitor
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future

Site Visitor

Child/Adult

Receptor Population:

Receptor Age

Carcinogenic Risk

Exposure
Medium Point

Exposure

Medium Chemical of Concern

Exposure Routes

Surface soil/
Sediment

Surface soil/
Sediment

On Site
(KPN)

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Total
Aluminum NA NA NA 0.00E+00
Antimony NA NA NA 0.00E+00
Arsenic 4.73E-06 3.00E-09 4.48E-07 5.18E-06
Cadmium NA 1.11E-09 NA 1.11E-09
Copper NA NA NA 0.00E+00
Iron NA NA NA 0.00E+00
Lead NA NA NA 0.00E+00
Manganese NA NA NA 0.00E+00
Mercury, soluble salts NA NA NA 0.00E+00
Nickel, soluble salts NA NA NA 0.00E+00
Silver NA NA NA 0.00E+00
Thallium NA NA NA 0.00E+00
Vanadium NA NA NA 0.00E+00
Zinc NA NA NA 0.00E+00
Aroclor 1242 1.01E-07 6.37E-12 4.45E-08 1.46E-07
Aroclor 1248 3.62E-07 2.29E-11 1.60E-07 5.22E-07
Aroclor 1254 2.08E-06 1.32E-10 9.20E-07 3.00E-06
Aroclor 1260 1.19E-06 7.53E-11 5.26E-07 1.72E-06
Dieldrin 2.93E-06 1.85E-10 9.25E-07 3.86E-06
gamma-Chlordane 5.53E-08 3.50E-12 6.99E-09 6.23E-08
Benz(a)anthracene 7.71E-07 4.88E-11 3.17E-07 1.09E-06
Benzo(a)pyrene 6.46E-06 4.09E-10 2.65E-06 9.11E-06
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 4.18E-07 2.65E-11 1.72E-07 5.90E-07
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 5.21E-08 3.30E-12 2.14E-08 7.35E-08
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 3.54E-06 2.24E-10 1.45E-06 4.99E-06
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 3.09E-07 1.95E-11 1.27E-07 4.36E-07
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TABLE 4b
KPS Risk Characterization of Carcinogens to Child/Adult Site Visitor
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Scenario Timeframe:

Current/Future

Receptor Population:

Site Visitor

Receptor Age Child/Adult
Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical of Concern -
Medium Point Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
Routes Total
Aluminum - - - -
Antimony - -- -- --
Arsenic 2.90E-06 4.00E-07 8.30E-07 4.20E-06
Cobalt - 2.00E-06 -- 2.00E-06
Copper -- - -- -
Iron -- -- --
Lead - - - -
Manganese -- - -- -
Mercury -- - -- -
Nickel - 2.40E-07 - 2.40E-07
Surface Soil | Surface Soil [On-Site (KPS) Silver — — — —
Thallium - - - -
Vanadium - - - -
Aroclor 1254 5.60E-07 1.80E-06 4.40E-07 2.80E-06
Aroclor 1260 5.90E-07 1.20E-06 4.60E-07 2.30E-06
Benz(a)anthracene 4.00E-07 1.70E-09 2.70E-07 6.70E-07
Benzo(a)pyrene 3.50E-06 1.90E-10 2.40E-06 5.80E-06
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 5.60E-07 3.00E-11 3.80E-07 9.40E-07
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 2.10E-08 1.10E-12 1.40E-08 3.50E-08
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 2.80E-07 1.50E-11 1.90E-07 4.70E-07
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1.20E-07 6.20E-12 8.00E-08 2.00E-07
Naphthalene - 9.20E-07 - 9.20E-07
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TABLE 4c

KPS Risk Characterization of Carcinogens to Adult Utility/Construction Worker

Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Scenario Timeframe:

Future

Receptor Population:

Utility/Construction Worker

Receptor Age

Medium

Exposure

Medium

Surface Soil,
Sediment, and
Subsurface
Soil

Surface Soil, Sediment, and Subsurface Soil Total Risk 4.48E-07

July 2022

Surface Soil,
Sediment, and
Subsurface
Soil

Adult
B s Chemical of € Carcinogenic Risk
Point comcat of oncent Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Aluminum - - - -

Antimony - - - -
Arsenic 1.20E-07 2.30E-08 2.30E-08 1.66E-07

Barium - - - -
Cadmium - 6.90E-09 - 6.90E-09

Copper - - - -

Iron - - - -

Lead* - - - -

Manganese - - - -

Mercury, soluble salts - - - -

Nickel, soluble salts - - - -

Selenium - - - -

On-Site (KPS) Silver - - _ -

Thallium - - - -

Vanadium - - - -

Zinc - - - -
Aroclor 1242 5.70E-09 1.10E-10 5.00E-09 1.08E-08
Aroclor 1254 6.50E-09 1.30E-10 5.60E-09 1.22E-08
Aroclor 1260 4.60E-09 8.80E-11 4.00E-09 8.69E-09
Benz[a]anthracene 7.30E-09 1.40E-10 5.90E-09 1.33E-08
Benzo(a)pyrene 7.80E-08 1.50E-09 6.30E-08 1.43E-07
Benzo[b]fluoranthene 7.90E-09 1.50E-10 6.30E-09 1.44E-08
Benzo[k]fluoranthene 7.00E-10 1.30E-11 5.60E-10 1.27E-09
Chrysene 8.40E-11 1.60E-12 6.70E-11 1.53E-10
Dibenz[a,h]anthracene 3.50E-08 6.80E-10 2.80E-08 6.37E-08
Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene 4.50E-09 8.60E-11 3.60E-09 8.19E-09




TABLE 4d
KPS Risk Characterization of Carcinogens to Adult Park Worker
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future
Receptor Population: Park Worker
Receptor Age Adult
Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium li:[sp((i)s L Equsure Chemical of Concern Exposure Routes
caiim Point Ingestion Inhalation Dermal S
Aluminum - - - -
Antimony - - - -
Arsenic 5.60E-07 4.20E-09 2.40E-07 8.10E-07
Cobalt - 2.10E-08 - 2.10E-08
Copper - - - -
Iron - - - -
Lead - - - -
Manganese - - - -
Mercury - - - -
Nickel - 2.60E-09 - 2.60E-09
Surface Soil | Surface Soil On-Site Silver ~ ~ ~ ~
(KPS) Thallium - - - -
Vanadium - - - -
Aroclor 1254 1.10E-07 1.90E-08 1.30E-07 2.50E-07
Aroclor 1260 1.10E-07 1.30E-08 1.30E-07 2.60E-07
Benz(a)anthracene 2.30E-08 1.70E-09 2.50E-08 5.00E-08
Benzo(a)pyrene 2.00E-07 1.90E-10 2.20E-07 4.20E-07
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 3.20E-08 3.10E-11 3.60E-08 6.80E-08
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1.20E-09 1.10E-12 1.30E-09 2.50E-09
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 1.60E-08 1..5E-14 1..8E-08 3.40E-08
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 6.70E-09 6.40E-12 7.40E-09 1.40E-08
Naphthalene - 9.80E-09 - 9.80E-09
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TABLE 5a

KPN Risk Characterization of Non-Carcinogens to Adult Site Visitor

Record of Decision

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Scenario Timeframe:

Current/Future

Receptor Population:

Site Visitor

Receptor Age Adult
Medium Expo‘s ure Expo‘sure Chemical of Concern Primary Target - Qumien;( .
Medium Point Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal xposure
Routes Total
Aluminum Offspring, S44E-03 | 428E-04 | 2.17E-02 | 2.76E-02
nervous system
Antimony Whgii:;dy’ 1.54E-02 . 4.10E-03 1.95E-02
Arsenic Skin 9.20E-03 - 1.10E-03 1.03E-02
Cadmium Kidneys 2.43E-03 4.80E-06 3.88E-04 2.82E-03
Copper GI system 3.42E-03 - - 3.42E-03
Iron Various organs 4.67E-02 - 1.90E-01 2.37E-01
Lead - - - - 0.00E+00
Manganese Cem;;ls:::;vous 1.55E-03 1.70E-03 1.54E-03 | 4.798-03
Mercury, soluble salts | Immune System 1.40E-02 - 7.99E-03 2.20E-02
Nickel, soluble salts |V releody | g 5 o4 - 9.13E-04 | 1.83E-03
organs
Silver Skin 9.14E-03 - 9.11E-03 1.83E-02
) ) ) Thallium Liver, blood 2.47E-02 - 9.84E-04 2.57E-02
Sl;rjzic;:r?tﬂ/ SL;rjzic;:rfsl/ (()Ir(lpslilt)e Vanadium None reported 2.93E-02 - 4.50E-02 7.43E-02
Zinc Blood 9.29E-04 - 3.71E-05 9.66E-04
Aroclor 1242 - - - - 0.00E+00
Aroclor 1248 - - - - 0.00E+00
Aroclor 1254 Immune system, | 55 ) - 254E-02 | 7.09E-02
various

Aroclor 1260 - - - - 0.00E+00
Dieldrin Liver 3.21E-03 - 1.28E-03 4.49E-03
gamma-Chlordane Liver 2.77E-04 7.78E-08 4.42E-05 3.21E-04
Benz(a)anthracene - - - - 0.00E+00
Benzo(a)pyrene - - - - 0.00E+00
Benzo(b)fluoranthene - - - - 0.00E+00
Benzo(k)fluoranthene - - - - 0.00E+00
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene - - - - 0.00E+00
Indeno(1,2,3-cd) pyrene - - - - 0.00E+00
Total Hazard Index Across All Exposure Routes = JRIWAI N

Total [Whole Body] HI = 0.021

Total [Blood] HI = 0.046

Total [Skin] HI = 0.01

Total [Gastrointestinal system] HI = 0.003

Total [Nervous system] HI = 0.03

Total [Liver]| HI = 0.03

Total [Kidney] HI = 0.003

Total [Offspring] HI = 0.027

Total [Immune system] HI = 0.09

Total [Unspecified Organs] HI = 0.38
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TABLE 5b
KPN Risk Characterization of Non-Carcinogens to Child Site Visitor
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Scenario Timeframe:

Current/Future

Receptor Population:

Site Visitor

Receptor Age

Child

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient

Exposure
Medium

Exposure

Medi
edium Point

Chemical of Concern

Primary Target
Organ

Ingestion

Inhalation

Dermal

Exposure

Routes Total

Aluminum Offspring, nervous | g 475 0> | 1.50E-04 | 1.42E-01 | 1.93E-01
system
Antimony Whole body, blood 1.44E-01 - 2.69E-02 1.71E-01
Arsenic Skin 8.59E-02 - 7.21E-03 9.31E-02
Cadmium Kidneys 2.27E-02 1.68E-05 2.54E-03 2.53E-02
Copper GI system 3.19E-02 - - 3.19E-02
Iron Various organs 4.44E-02 - 1.24E+00 1.28E+00
Lead - - - - 0.00E+00
Manganese Central nervous system| 1.44E-02 5.97E-03 1.01E-02 3.05E-02
Mercury, soluble salts Immune System 1.31E-01 - 5.23E-02 1.83E-01
Nickel, soluble salts ‘Whole body, organs 8.54E-03 - 5.98E-03 1.45E-02
Silver Skin 8.53E-02 - 5.97E-02 1.45E-01
Thallium Liver, blood 2.30E-02 - 6.44E-04 2.36E-02
Surface Soil/|Surface Soil/|  On Site Vanadium None reported 2.73E-01 - 2.95E-01 | 5.68E-01
Sediment | Sediment | - (KPN) Zinc Blood 8.67E-03 - 243E-04 | B89IE-03
Aroclor 1242 - - - - 0.00E+00
Aroclor 1248 - - - - 0.00E+00
Aroclor 1254 Immune system, 1.70E-01 - 6.67E-02 | 2.37E-01
various

Aroclor 1260 - - - - 0.00E+00
Dieldrin Liver 2.99E-02 - 8.38E-03 3.83E-02
gamma-Chlordane Liver 2.15E-02 2.72E-07 2.41E-03 2.39E-02
Benz(a)anthracene - - - - 0.00E+00
Benzo(a)pyrene - - - - 0.00E+00
Benzo(b)fluoranthene - - - - 0.00E+00
Benzo(k)fluoranthene - - - - 0.00E+00
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene - - - - 0.00E+00
Indeno(1,2,3-cd) pyrene - - - - 0.00E+00
Total Hazard Index Across All Exposure Routes = R4 3520]

Total [Whole Body] HI = 0.185

Total [Blood] HI = 0.203

Total [Skin] HI = 0.093

Total [Gastrointestinal system] HI = 0.032

Total [Nervous system] HI = 0.22

Total [Liver] HI = 0.086

Total [Kidney] HI = 0.025

Total [Offspring] HI = 0.193

Total [Immune system] HI = 0.42

Total [Unspecified Organs] HI = 2.51
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TABLE 5c¢
KPN Risk Characterization of Non-Carcinogens to Adult Utility/Construction Worker
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Scenario Timeframe: Future

Receptor Population:  |Utility/Construction Worker

Adult

Receptor Age

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient

Medium

Exposure
Medium

Exposure
Point

Chemical of Concern

Primary Target
Organ

Ingestion

Inhalation

Dermal

Exposure
Routes Total

Aluminum Offspring. nervous | 7750y | 2.06E-04 | 830E-02 | L11E-01
system
Antimony Whole body, blood 1.23E-01 - 2.46E-02 1.48E-01
Arsenic Skin 4.67E-02 - 4.28E-03 5.10E-02
Cadmium Kidneys 1.26E-02 2.35E-05 1.51E-03 1.41E-02
Copper GI system 2.06E-02 - - 2.06E-02
Iron Various organs 4.39E-01 - 1.32E+00 1.76E+00
Lead - - - - 0.00E+00
Manganese Cem;;i;f;vous 1.17E-02 1.22E-03 8.80E-03 | 2.17E-02
Mercury, soluble salts Immune System 4.71E-02 - 2.02E-02 6.73E-02
Nickel, soluble salts | Whole body, organs 9.80E-03 - 7.35E-03 1.72E-02
Silver Skin 1.74E-02 - 1.31E-02 3.05E-02
Thallium Liver, blood 2.54E-02 - 7.61E-04 2.62E-02
Sl;)f;‘ife Surface Soil/| On Site Vanadium None reported 1.29E-01 - 1.49E-01 2.78E-01
Sediment | Scdiment | (KPN) Zinc Blood 1.07E-02 - 3.21E-04 1.10E-02
Aroclor 1242 - - - - 0.00E+00
Aroclor 1248 - - - - 0.00E+00
Aroclor 1254 Immune system, 1.33E-01 - 5.59E-02 | 1.89E-01
various

Aroclor 1260 - - - - 0.00E+00
Dieldrin Liver 1.33E-02 - 4.00E-03 1.73E-02
gamma-Chlordane Liver 7.46E-03 2.39E-07 8.96E-04 8.36E-03
Benz(a)anthracene - - - - 0.00E+00
Benzo(a)pyrene - - - - 0.00E+00
Benzo(b)fluoranthene - - - - 0.00E+00
Benzo(k)fluoranthene - - - - 0.00E+00
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene - - - - 0.00E+00
Indeno(1,2,3-cd) pyrene - - - - 0.00E+00
Total Hazard Index Across All Exposure Routes = R sasii}

Total [Whole Body] HI = 0.165

Total [Blood] HI = 0.185

Total [Skin] HI = 0.052

Total [Gastrointestinal system] HI = 0.021

Total [Nervous system] HI = 0.13

Total [Liver] HI = 0.052

Total [Kidney] HI = 0.014

Total [Offspring] HI = 0.111

Total [Immune system] HI = 0.26

Total [Unspecified Organs] HI = 2.24
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TABLE 5d
KPS Risk Characterization of Non-Carcinogens to Child/Adult Site Visitor
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future
Receptor Population: Site Visitor
Receptor Age Child/Adult
' B e B e Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium . . Target Exposure
Medium Point Concern Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Ron;tes —
Aluminum 6.40E-02 4.70E-04 - 6.50E-02
Antimony 1.10E-02 8.30E-07 -- 1.10E-02
Arsenic 0.058 7.20E-05 1.40E-02 7.20E-02
Cobalt 2.30E-01 4.30E-04 -- 2.30E-01
Copper 2.10E-02 -- - 2.10E-02
Iron 1.60E-01 -- - 1.60E-01
Lead -- - -- --
Manganese 7.00E-02 1.20E-03 - 7.10E-02
Mercury 2.50E-02 9.00E-03 -- 3.40E-02
Nickel 1.50E-02 1.20E-04 -- 1.50E-02
Silver 1.20E-02 -- -- 1.20E-02
Thallium 3.00E-01 -- -- 3.00E-01
Surface Soil | Surface Soil |On-site (KPS) Vanadiom S 70E-02 1 00E-04 — 5 70E-02
Aroclor 1254 1.20E-01 -- 8.30E-02 2.10E-01
Aroclor 1260 1.30E-01 -- 8.70E-02 2.20E-01
Benz(a)anthracene - -- -- --
Benzo(a)pyrene 3.10E-02 1.70E-04 1.90E-02 5.10E-02
Benzo(b)fluoranth
ene
Benzo(k)fluoranth
ene
Dibenzo(a,h)anthr
acene
Indeno(1,2,3-
cd)pyrene
Naphthalene 5.80E-05 1.00E-04 3.60E-05 2.00E-04
Surface Soil Hazard Index Total 1.50E+00
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TABLE 5e

KPS Risk Characterization of Non-Carcinogens to Adult Park Worker

Record of Decision

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Exposure

Medium .
Medium

Exposure
Point

Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future
Receptor Population: Park Worker
Receptor Age Adult

Chemical of
Concern

Primary Target
Organ

Ingestion

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient

Inhalation

Dermal

Exposure

Surface Soil | Surface Soil

On-Site
(KPS)

Routes Total

Aluminum Nervous System 3.90E-03 1.20E-03 - 5.10E-03
Antimony Blood / Whole 6.80E-04 2.10E-06 - 6.80E-04
Body
Arsenic Card“’svkaiic‘ﬂar/ 3.50E-03 1.80E-04 1.50E-03 5.20E-03
Cobalt Thyroid 1.40E-02 1.10E-03 - 1.50E-02
Respiratory
Copper Gastrointestinal 1.20E-03 - - 1.20E-03
Iron Gastrointestinal 9.90E-03 - - 9.90E-03
Lead Nervous System -- -- -- --
Manganese Nervous System 4.20E-03 3.20E-03 - 7.40E-03
Mercury fmmune /Nervous| - 555 3 2.30E-02 - 2.50E-02
/ Urinary
Nickel Whole Body / 8.90E-04 3.10E-04 - 1.20E-03
Respiratory
Silver Skin 7.40E-04 - - 7.40E-04
Thallium Skin 1.80E-02 - - 1.80E-02
Vanadium Skin / Respiratory 3.40E-03 2.70E-04 - 3.70E-03
Aroclor 1254 Skin /Immune /| =, 5 53 - 8.90E-03 1.60E-02
Ocular
Aroclor 1260 | SKin/Immune /7 645 o3 - 9.30E-03 1.70E-02
Ocular
Benz(a)anthracene - - - -- -
Benzo(a)pyrene Developmental 1.90E-03 4.40E-04 2.10E-03 4.40E-03
Benzo(b)fluoranthene - - -- - -
Benzo(k)fluoranthene - -- -- -- --
Dibenzo(a,h)anthrace
ne
Indeno(1,2,3-
cd)pyrene
Naphthalene Whole Body 3.50E-06 2.70E-04 3.90E-06 2.80E-04

Surface Soil Hazard Index Total 1.30E-01
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TABLE 5f
KPS Risk Characterization of Non-Carcinogens to Adult Utility/Construction Worker
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Utility/Construction Worker
Receptor Age Adult

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient

Medium XDOSULE Xposure

Chemical of Concern Primary Target Organ

Medium Point Ingestion  Inhalation Dermal Exposure
Routes Total
Aluminum Offspring, nervous system 4.90E-02 6.60E-02 3.00E-03 1.18E-01
Antimony Whole body, blood 1.20E-01 - 4.90E-03 1.25E-01
Arsenic Skin 1.10E-01 - 2.00E-02 1.30E-01
Barium Cardiovascular System, 5.90E-03 | 1.60E-01 | 5.30E-04 | 1.66E-01
kidney

Cadmium Kidneys 2.30E-02 7.80E-03 5.70E-04 3.14E-02
Copper GI System 4.30E-02 - - 4.30E-02
Iron Various Organs 8.00E-01 - 4.90E-02 8.49E-01
Lead - - - 0.00E+00
Manganese Central Nervous System 1.90E-02 3.50E-01 2.90E-03 3.72E-01
Mercury, soluble salts Immune System 1.3E.02 - 1.10E-03 1.10E-03
Nickel, soluble salts Whole body, organs 1.20E-03 - 1.90E-03 3.10E-03
Selenium Whole body 2.30E-03 - 1.40E-05 2.31E-03
Surfa?e Soil Surfa?e Soil On Site (KPS) Silver Skin 5.00E-03 - 7.80E-04 5.78E-03
Sediment [ Sediment Thallium Liver, Blood 8.00E-03 - 4.90E-05 8.05E-03
Vanadium None reported 3.10E-01 - 7.50E-02 3.85E-01
Zinc Blood 1.60E-02 - 9.80E-05 1.61E-02
Aroclor 1242 - - - - 0.00E+00
Aroclor 1254 Immune System 2.60E-02 - 2.30E-02 4.90E-02
Aroclor 1260 - - - - 0.00E+00
Benz(a)anthracene - - - - 0.00E+00
Benzo(a)pyrene - - - - 0.00E+00
Benzo(b)fluoranthene - - - - 0.00E+00
Benzo(k)fluoranthene - - - - 0.00E+00
Chrysene - - - - 0.00E+00
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene - - - - 0.00E+00
Indeno(1,2,3-cd) pyrene - - - - 0.00E+00
Total Hazard Index Across All Exposure Routes 2.31E+00

Total [Whole Body] HI = 0.14

Total [Blood] HI = 0.15

Total [Cardiovascular System] HI = 0.01

Total [Skin] HI = 0.14

Total [Gastrointestinal system] HI = 0.04

Total [Nervous system] HI = 0.49

Total [Liver] HI = 0.01

Total [Kidney] HI = 0.04

Total [Offspring] HI = 0.22

Total [Immune system] HI = 0.06

Total [Unspecified Organs] HI = 0.9
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TABLE 6

Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs)

Record of Decision

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Benzo(a)anthracene 6.7 11 45
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.67 1.1 4.5
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 6.7 11 45
Benzo(k)fluoranthene - - -
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 0.67 1.1 4.5
Benzo(a)pyrene Equivalent 0.67 1.1 4.5
Aldrin 0.21 0.26 1.0
Dieldrin 0.14 0.24 0.95
Aroclor 1254 1.0 1.8 7.2
Aroclor 1260 1.0 1.8 7.2
Aluminum 430000 490000 2000000
Antimony 180 200 790
Arsenic 3.2 4.5 18
Cobalt 130 150 590
Copper 18000 20000 79000
Iron 310000 350000 1400000
Lead 153 295 295
Manganese 10000 12000 47000
Silver 2200 2500 9900
Thallium 4.4 4.9 20
Vanadium 2200 2500 9900
Mercury 130 150 590
Notes:

1) All values are expressed in miligrams per kilogram (mg/kg)
2) NA indicates the given analyte was not a COPC in the given park area, and
therefore no EPC was calculated for it.
3) Exposure Point Concentrations (EPC) for KPN represent the lower value of either
the 95% UCL or maximum detection (calculated from the RI, PA/SI, and DCSEC
Investigation data).
4) Exposure Point Concentrations (EPC) for KPS are the arithmetic mean
concentration of the UCLs calculated for each individual SU.
5) Benzo(a)pyrene equivalent values were calculated using the following Toxicity
Equivalency Factors (TEFs)
Benzo(a)anthracene - 0.1
Benzo(a)pyrene - 1
Benzo(b)fluoranthene - 0.1
Benzo(k)fluoranthene - 0.01
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene - 1
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TABLE 7a

Location-Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) and To Be Considered (TBC) Criteria
Feasibility Study Addendum Report
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Citation

Requirement Description

Potentially Applicable, Relevant and

Limitation

NPS mandate to ensure the non-
impairment of national park resources for
the enjoyment of future generations and
the non-derogation of park values and
purposes.

NPS Organic Act of 1916, as amended,
54 U.S.C. § 100101(a)

General Authorities Act, as amended
54 U.S.C. § 100101(b)

The NPS Organic Act provides that “[t]he Secretary, acting through the Director of the National Park
Service, shall promote and regulate the use of the National Park System by means and measures that
conform to the fundamental purpose of the System units, which purpose is to conserve the scenery,
natural and historic objects, and wild life in the System units and to provide for the enjoyment of the
scenery, natural and historic objects, and wild life in such manner and by such means as will leave
them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.”

The General Authorities Act further provides that “the protection, management, and administration of
the System units shall be conducted in light of the high public value and integrity of the System and
shall not be exercised in derogation of the values and purposes for which the System units have been
established.”

Appropriate, or To Be Considered

Applicable to all Site activities that
could potentially result in an
impairment of the park’s resources or
values as described in the enabling
legislation and management planning
documents for the park

NPS management policy on
implementation of the non-impairment
mandate

2006 NPS Management Policies (MP),
§1.4

NPS MP § 1.4.5 provides in part that “[t]he impairment that is prohibited by the Organic Act and the
General Authorities Act is an impact that, in the professional judgment of the responsible NPS
manager, would harm the integrity of park resources or values, including the opportunities that
otherwise would be present for the enjoyment of those resources or values. Whether an impact meets
this definition depends on the particular resources and values that would be affected; the severity,
duration, and timing of the impact; the direct and indirect effects of the impact; and the cumulative
effects of the impact in question and other impacts. . . . An impact would be more likely to constitute
impairment to the extent that it affects a resource or value whose conservation is: necessary to fulfill
specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the park; or key to the
natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park; or identified in the
park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents as being of significance. . .
. An impact would be less likely to constitute an impairment if it is an unavoidable result of an action
necessary to preserve or restore the integrity of park resources or values and it cannot be further
mitigated.” NPS MP § 1.4.3 further explains that “[t]he fundamental purpose of all parks also includes
providing for the enjoyment of park resources and values by the people of the United States. The
enjoyment that is contemplated by the statute is broad; it is the enjoyment of all the people of the
United States and includes enjoyment both by people who visit parks and by those who appreciate
them from afar. It also includes deriving benefit (including scientific knowledge) and inspiration from
parks....” NPS MP § 1.4.6 describes the “park resources and values” subject to non-impairment.
NPS MP § 1.4.7 provides that “[b]efore approving a proposed action that could lead to an impairment
of park resources and values, an NPS decision-maker must consider the impacts of the proposed action
and determine, in writing, that the activity will not lead to an impairment of park resources and values.
If there would be an impairment, the action must not be approved.”

TBC for guidance on the
implementation of the non-impairment
mandate as set forth in the NPS Organic
Act

Anacostia Park enabling legislation

Act of August 31, 1918, chapter 164,
40 Stat. 918, 951.

An Act providing for a comprehensive development of the park and
playground system of the National Capital, as amended,
Pub. L. No. 68-202, 43 Stat. 463 (1924), as amended

Capper-Crampton Act,
Pub. L. No. 71-284, 46 Stat. 482 (1930),
as amended

The 1918 statute established Anacostia Park (which includes the Site).

The 1924 statute was enacted to “preserve the flow of water in Rock Creek, to prevent pollution of
Rock Creek and the Potomac and Anacostia Rivers, to preserve forests and natural scenery in and about
Washington, and to provide for the comprehensive, systematic, and continuous development of the
park, parkway, and playground system of the National Capital” and to acquire lands for the
development of that system (of which the Site is a part).

The Capper-Crampton Act expressly provided for the extension of the Anacostia Park system up the
valley of the Anacostia River.

Applicable to remedial activities in
Anacostia Park

These statutes provide a framework for
determining what is required to attain
the Organic Act non-impairment
requirement

July 2022
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Standard, Requirement, Criteria, or

TABLE 7a

Location-Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) and To Be Considered (TBC) Criteria
Feasibility Study Addendum Report
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Citation

Requirement Description

Potentially Applicable, Relevant and

Limitation

District of Columbia Water Quality
Standards for Wetlands

21 DCMR § 1103.2

These regulations require, subject to certain exceptions, that wetlands with rooted vascular aquatic
vegetation be protected from significant adverse hydrologic modifications, excessive sedimentation,
deposition of toxic substances in toxic amounts, nutrient imbalances, and other adverse anthropogenic
impacts.

Appropriate, or To Be Considered

Applicable to remedial activities that
would have significant adverse effects
on the type of wetlands covered by the
regulations

District of Columbia Wetlands
Regulations

21 DCMR Chapters 25 & 26

In accordance with the Clean Water Act Section 404/401 and the District Wetland and Stream
Regulations, all wetlands and streams within the project are required to be delineated. A jurisdictional
determination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will be necessary. Both federal and District
wetland regulations require avoidance and minimization of permanent wetland and stream impacts, and
mitigation will be required for any unavoidable impacts.

Applicable to remedial activities that
would have significant adverse effects
on the type of wetlands covered by the
regulations

Federal Floodplain Management Orders

Executive Order No. 11988

NPS Director’s Order No. 77-2 [exp. 2007]

These orders require consideration of impacts to areas within the 100-year floodplain in order to reduce
flood loss risks, minimize flood impacts on human health, safety, and welfare, and preserve and/or
restore floodplain values.

TBC for remedial actions conducted
within the 100-year floodplain

District of Columbia Flood Hazard
Control

D.C. Code §§ 6-501 to 6-504

20 DCMR § 3105

This statute and its implementing regulations regulate the placement of fill, grading, excavation, and
other disturbances within the defined flood hazard area and the floodplains of rivers and streams.

Applicable to remedial activities
conducted within defined special flood
hazard areas

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)

16 U.S.C. §§ 703 et seq., as amended by
Pub. L. No. 116-9, 133 Stat. 580 (2019)

This statute prohibits the unauthorized taking of migratory birds.

Applicable to remedial activities that
could affect migratory birds

Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to
Protect Migratory Birds

Executive Order No. 13186

This order directs executive departments and agencies to take certain actions to further implement the
MBTA, including supporting the conservation intent of the migratory bird conventions by integrating
bird conservation principles, measures, and practices into agency activities and by avoiding or
minimizing, to the extent practicable, adverse impacts on migratory bird resources when conducting
agency actions.

TBC in implementing the remedy in a
manner that minimizes impacts to
migratory birds and related resources

Legislation Directing Transfer of
Administrative Jurisdiction over
Kenilworth Park North (KPN)

Pub. L. No. 108-335, § 344
118 Stat. 1322, 1350 (2004)

This legislation directed the United States to transfer administrative jurisdiction over, but not title to,
KPN to the District of Columbia and imposed limitations on the future use of the property.

Applicable to the future use
assumptions used to design and
implement the remedy

National Park Resource Protection,
Public Use, and Recreation

36 C.F.R. §§ 2.1(a), 2.2(a)(1), 2.12(a), 2.14(a), 2.31(a)(3), 2.31(a)(5)

These regulations authorize and prohibit certain activities by third parties within units of the National
Park System.

Relevant and appropriate to remedial
activities conducted within any unit of
the National Park System

National Park Area Nuisance

36 C.F.R.§5.13

This regulation prohibits the creation or maintenance of a nuisance upon any federally owned land
within a park area or any privately owned land in a park area under the exclusive legislative jurisdiction
of the United States.

Relevant and appropriate to remedial
activities that could constitute a
nuisance

July 2022
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Standard, Requirement, Criteria, or

TABLE 7a

Location-Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) and To Be Considered (TBC) Criteria
Feasibility Study Addendum Report
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Citation

Requirement Description

Potentially Applicable, Relevant and

Limitation

Anacostia Park General Management
Plan and Environmental Assessment
(February 2017)

Available at:

[Anacostia Park Management Plan/Environmental Assessment]

The General Management Plan for the Park is the primary guidance document for managing the Park
for the next fifteen to twenty years. It identifies the preferred vision for the future of the Park and
provides the framework for decision-making regarding the management of the Park’s natural and
cultural resources.

Appropriate, or To Be Considered

TBC in designing and implementing the
remedy

The General Management Plan for
Anacostia Park provides a framework
for determining what is required to
attain the Organic Act non-impairment
requirement.

NPS Foundation Document,
National Capital Parks — East (September
2016)

Available at:

[Foundation Document Overview]

The Foundation Document for National Capital Parks — East (NACE) provides a foundation for the
planning and management of the Park in light of its purposes, significance, fundamental resources and
values, other important resources and values, and interpretive themes.

TBC in designing and implementing the
remedy

The Foundation Document provides a
framework for determining what is
required to attain the Organic Act
non-impairment requirement.

National Capital Parks — East,
Superintendent’s Compendium

Available at:

[Superintendent's Compendium] (note that the link is an overview,
rather than the entire document, which is not readily available online)

The Superintendent’s Compendium establishes regulatory provisions for the proper management,
protection, and government and public use of National Capital Parks — East.

TBC in designing and implementing the
remedy

The Superintendent’s Compendium
provides a framework for determining
what is required to attain the Organic
Act non-impairment requirement.

Environmental Assessment,

Anacostia Riverwalk Trail Section 3
Realignment Anacostia Park (December
2011)

Available at:

[Anacostia Riverwalk Trail Section 3 Realignment]

This document describes the selected alignment for the Anacostia Riverwalk Trail, including Design
Section 3 (between Benning Road in Washington, D.C. and Bladensburg Trail in Maryland).

TBC in designing and implementing the
remedy

Office of the Federal Executive, Guidance
for Presidential Memorandum on
Environmentally and Economically
Beneficial Landscape Practices on
Federal Landscaped Grounds

60 Fed. Reg. 40837 (August 10, 1955)

This guidance provides a framework for the use of environmentally and economically beneficial
landscape practices on managed federal lands and federally funded projects.

TBC in designing and implementing the
remedy

Chesapeake 2000 Agreement

Chesapeake 2000 Agreement and Chesapeake Executive Council
Directives available at:

[Chesapeake 2000]

This agreement, to which the United States is a party, establishes goals and directives for the protection
and restoration of the Chesapeake Bay watershed, including vital habitat protection and restoration,
water quality protection and restoration, and stewardship and community engagement.

TBC in designing and implementing the
remedy

July 2022
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Standard, Requirement, Criteria, or

TABLE 7a

Location-Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) and To Be Considered (TBC) Criteria
Feasibility Study Addendum Report
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Citation

Requirement Description

Potentially Applicable, Relevant and

Limitation

Comprehensive Plan Environmental
Protection Element

10-A DCMR § 604

The Environmental Protection Element addresses the protection, restoration, and management of the
District’s land, air, water, energy, and biologic resources. The Element provides policies and actions on
issues such as drinking water safety, the restoration of our tree canopy, energy conservation, air quality,
watershed protection, pollution prevention and waste management, and the remediation of
contaminated sites. More specifically, section E-1.2 “Protecting Rivers, Wetlands, and Riparian
Areas” outlines policies pertaining to: river conservation; waterfront habitat restoration; retention of
environmentally sensitive areas as open space; identification, protection, and restoration of wetlands;
and wetland buffers.

Appropriate, or To Be Considered

TBC in designing and implementing the
remedy

NPS Policies Concerning Climate Change

NPS Policy Memorandum (PM) 15-01, “Addressing Climate Change
and Natural Hazards” (Jan. 20, 2015) and accompanying Level 3
Handbook

PM 12-02, “Applying NPS Management Policies in the Context of
Climate Change” (March 6, 2012)
https://www.nps.gov/policy/PolMemos/PM_12-02.htm

PM 14-02, “Climate Change and Stewardship of Cultural Resources”
http://www.nps.gov/policy/PolMemos/PM-14-02.htm

2006 NPS MP § 9.1.1.5
https://www.nps.gov/orgs/1548/upload/ManagementPolicies2006.pdf

NPS Policy Memorandum (PM) 15-01 and its accompanying Handbook provide guidance on the
design of facilities in national parks to incorporate impacts of climate change and natural hazards.PM
15-01 is the third “policy pillar” of the Service-wide climate change response, joining NPS PM 12-02
addressing the implications of climate change on the guiding principles of NPS natural resource
management, and NPS PM 14-02 providing guidance on the stewardship of cultural resources in
relation to climate change.

PM 15-01 specifically references NPS MP Section 9.1.1.5, which directs NPS to “strive to site
facilities where they will not be damaged or destroyed by natural physical processes,” and also
discusses siting considerations in areas where dynamic natural processes cannot be avoided.

TBC in designing and implementing the
remedy

District of Columbia Harbor Regulations,
Throwing or Depositing Matter in the
Potomac River

D.C. Code § 22-4402

This statute prohibits the deposit of any stone, gravel, sand, ballast, dirt, oyster shells, or ashes in the
water in any part of the Potomac River or its tributaries in the District of Columbia, or on the shores of
the Potomac River below the high water mark. The statute also prohibits the deposit of “any filth of
any kind whatsoever” in the river or its tributaries.

Applicable to site remediation activities
on the shores of the Anacostia River

July 2022
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TABLE 7b

Chemical-Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) and To Be Considered (TBC) Criteria

Citation

Feasibility Study Addendum Report
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Requirement Description

Potentially Applicable, Relevant and

Limitation

National Park Service Protocol for the
Selection and Use of Ecological Screening
Values for Non-Radiological Analytes

NPS

This guidance addresses the selection of ecological screening values for surface water and sediment.

Appropriate, or To Be Considered

TBC in pre-design sampling and analysis

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act,
Subtitle D Methane Requirements

42 U.S.C. §§ 6941 et seq.

40 C.F.R. §§ 258.23 and 258.61

RCRA Subtitle D and its implementing regulations establish permissible limits of methane concentrations in structures
on landfills and in soil gas at the property boundary.

Relevant and appropriate for assessment
and remediation of methane

U.S. EPA Guidance for Evaluating Landfill
Gas Emissions from Closed or Abandoned
Facilities

EPA-600/R05/123a (September 2005)

This document provides guidance for evaluating inhalation risks to off-site receptors as well as the hazards of both
on-site and off-site methane explosions and landfill fires.

TBC for evaluation and remediation of
landfill gasses

District of Columbia Water Quality Standards
for Surface Water

D.C. Code §§ 8-103.02, 8-103.06

21 DCMR §§ 1101-06, 1108

The water quality standards established under section 303(c) the federal Clean Water Act and section 5 of the
Water Pollution Control Act of 1984 cover various classes of surface waters and include draft total maximum daily
loads (TMDLs) for oil and grease, organics, and metals in the Anacostia River.

Applicable to remedial activities that could
affect surface water on the Site

July 2022
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TABLE 7c¢

Action-Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) and To Be Considered (TBC) Criteria

Citation

Feasibility Study Addendum Report
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Requirement Description

Potentially Applicable, Relevant and

Limitation

District of Columbia Noise Control Act

20 DCMR §§ 2701, 2704

20 DCMR § 2802

The statute and regulations establish maximum permissible sound levels for time of day and zoning locations.

Appropriate, or To Be Considered

Applicable to remediation activities that
generate noise

District of Columbia Air Pollution Control
Act, Air Quality Regulations

D.C. Code § 8-101.05

20 DCMR §§ 600, 603, 605-06, 699

This statute and its implementing regulations establish requirements for sources of particulate air pollution, including
fugitive dust and visible emissions.

Applicable to remediation activities that
generate particulate air pollution

District of Columbia Air Pollution Control
Act, Engine Idling

D.C. Code § 8-101.05

20 DCMR § 900

This statute and its implementing regulations provide that a vehicle that is parked, stopped, or standing shall not idle for
more than three minutes.

Applicable to remediation activities that
involve the use of trucks on the Site (e.g.,
for importation of clean soil)

District of Columbia Air Pollution Control
Act, Vehicle Exhaust Emissions

D.C. Code § 8-101.05

20 DCMR § 901

This statute and its implementing regulations provide that the engine, power, and exhaust mechanism of each motor
vehicle must be equipped, adjusted, and operated to prevent the escape of a trail of visible fumes or smoke for more
than ten consecutive seconds.

Applicable to remediation activities that
involve the use of trucks on the Site (e.g.,
for importation of clean soil)

District of Columbia Air Pollution Control
Act, Odorous or Other Nuisance Air
Pollutants

D.C. Code § 8-101.05

20 DCMR § 903

This statute and its implementing regulations provide that any emission into the atmosphere of odorous or other air
pollutants from any source in any quantity and of any characteristic and duration, which is or is likely to be injurious to
the public health or welfare, or which interferes with the reasonable enjoyment of life and property, is prohibited.

Applicable to remediation activities that
result in the generation and emission of air
pollutants that could constitute a nuisance

Clean Water Act Stormwater Program

33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)
40 C.FR. § 122.26

2017 NPDES Construction General Permit

The Clean Water Act stormwater program regulates the discharge of stormwater from industrial and construction
activities and require the implementation of best management practices such as the use of stormwater fencing and other
measures to prevent the discharge of stormwater to surface waters. The substantive requirements of the most recent
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit (2017) would apply to any
remedial activities that are subject to the stormwater program.

Applicable to discharges of stormwater to
surface waters from remediation activities
that involve soil disturbance of one acre or
more

Relevant and appropriate to discharges of
stormwater to surface waters bodies from
remedial action involving soil disturbance
of less than one acre

District of Columbia Soil Erosion and
Sedimentation Control Act and Stormwater
Regulations

21 DCMR §§ 524, 543

These regulations impose requirements on the discharge of stormwater from land-disturbing activities on sites located
in the Anacostia Waterfront Development Zone, as well as erosion and sediment control associated with those
activities.

Applicable to remediation activities that
result in land disturbance

District of Columbia Water Pollution Control
Act of 1984

D.C. Code §§ 8-103.02, 8-103.06

These sections of the statute prohibit the discharge of a pollutant into District waters (including groundwater) unless the
discharge is permitted and meets certain standards.

Applicable to remediation activities that
result in the discharge of pollutants into
surface waters

District of Columbia Well Construction,
Maintenance, and Abandonment Standards

D.C. Code § 8-103.13a

21 DCMR §§ 1809-26, 1827-28, 1830-31

These regulations ensure that the construction, use, maintenance, and abandonment of wells is undertaken in a manner
that protects public health and the environment.

Applicable to the construction, use,
maintenance, or abandonment of
monitoring wells

July 2022
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Standard, Requirement, Criteria, or

TABLE 7c¢

Action-Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) and To Be Considered (TBC) Criteria

Citation

Feasibility Study Addendum Report
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Requirement Description

Potentially Applicable, Relevant and

Limitation

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act,
Subtitle D Solid Waste Landfill Closure and
Post-Closure Requirements

42 U.S.C. §§ 6944-6945

40 C.F.R. §§ 258.60(a)(3), 258.60(b)(2),
258.61(a)(1), and 258.61(a)(3)

These regulations establish closure requirements, including a final cover system designed to minimize erosion, as well
as post-closure care requirements, such as maintenance of the cover and monitoring groundwater.

Appropriate, or To Be Considered

Relevant and appropriate for portions of
the Site that present unacceptable risks to
human health or the environment related to
direct exposure to hazardous substances

District of Columbia Hazardous Waste
Management Regulations

20 DCMR Chapter § 4202

The District’s Hazardous Waste Management Regulations incorporate most of the requirements of RCRA Subtitle C by
reference. This section of the regulations provides additional requirements that, among other things, prohibit the
disposal of any hazardous waste or any mixture of hazardous waste and another constituent into or on any land or water
in the District of Columbia. It also provides that hazardous waste management units that are unable to achieve clean
closure shall be considered to be landfills and subject to the closure and post-closure requirements for landfills as
specified in the federal RCRA regulations applicable to the unit in question.

Relevant and appropriate for remedial
action that leaves hazardous wastes on-site

July 2022
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TABLE 8
Detailed Cost Assumptions for Selected Alternative
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

CAPITAL COSTS Unit Unit Cost Ext. Cost Comments

Construction Services
Contractor mobilization / demobilization

Small equipment 2 Ea $320 $639 Means 01 54 36.50 1300

Medium equipment 4 Ea $888 $3,554  Means 01 54 36.50 1400

Large equipment 4 Ea $3,088 $12,352 | Means 01 54 36.50 1600
Site facilities

Office trailer, rental 6 Mo $295 $1,768 Means 01 52 13.20 0350

Temporary electrical service 1 Ea $1,327 $1,327  Means 01 51 13.50 0040
Site security & control

Site security service 4380 Hr $30 $130,508 Means 01 56 32.50 0020

Silt fencing / erosion control 5000 LF $2.04 $10,185 | Means 31 25 14.16 1000

Silt fencing maintenance 12 Mo $1,018 $12,222  Means 31 25 14.16 1100

Dust & traffic control 100 Day $1,111 $111,059 Means 31 23 23.20 2500

H&S / decontamination 6 Mo $5,000 $30,000 | Engineers estimate, based on experience.
Selective site demolition

Pavement removal, bituminous 10,434 SY $6.23 $65,008 Means 02 41 13.17 5010

Pavement removal, concrete up to 6" 2,988 SY $17 $50,667 |Means 02 41 13.17 5200

Small building demolition 3 Ea $4,171 $12,514 Means 02 41 16.13 1000

Waste transportion / hauling 1,627 LCY $13 $21,857 |Means 31 23 23.20 4714

Waste disposal as ADC at Subtitle D facility 3,091 Ton $32 $98,909 |Engineers estimate, based on experience.
Site preparation

Rough grading, small area 4 Ea $1,652 $6,609  Means 31 22 13.20 0220

Rough grading, medium area 1 Ea $2,492 $2,492  Means 31 22 13.20 0250

Rough grading, large area 2 Ea $5,553 $11,106  Means 31 22 13.20 0280

Confirmatory ISM soil sampling 11 acre $2,500 $28,002 | Engineers estimate, based on experience.
Barrier installation

Demarcation layer, woven geotextile 242,590 SY $1.54 $373,241 |Means 3132 19.16 1500

Backfill transportion / hauling 101,079 LCY $5.58 $564,024  Means 31 23 23.20 4108

Backfill, common earth 40,432 BCY $22 $871,773 |Means 31 23 23.15 4070; assumes 6-inch thickness

Backfill, topsoil 40,432 BCY $31 $1,248,519 Means 31 23 23.15 7070; assumes 6-inch thickness

Rough grading, large area 22 Ea $5,553 $121,238 | Means 31 22 13.20 0280

Backfill compaction 80,863 ECY $1.05 $84,987  Means 31 23 23.23 5600

Hydro seeding, with fertilizer 266,849 SY $0.88 $234,196 |Means 32 92 19.13 1000; assumes 110% of barrier area
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CAPITAL COSTS

TABLE 8

Detailed Cost Assumptions for Selected Alternative
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

Unit

Unit Cost

Ext. Cost

Comments

Trail / access road resurfacing 2,838 SY $4.75 $13,467 |Means 32 11 23.23 0050
Site restoration
Driveway repaving 28,000 SF $2.87 $80,396 |Means 32 12 16.14 0020
Asphalt transportion / hauling 519 CY $13 $6,967 Means 31 23 23.20 4108
Parking area replacement 13,867 SY $4.75 $65,807 |Means 32 11 23.23 0050
Soil gas implant installation 15 ea $1,500 $22,500 | Engineers estimate, based on experience.
Institutional controls / site management plan 1 LS $25,000 $25,000 | Engineers estimate, based on experience.
Subtotal, Construction Services: . $4,322,891
Scope Contingency 1 LS $648,434 $648,434 | Assume 15% of Construction Services subtotal (EPA, 2000).
Bid Contingency 1 LS $432,289 $432,289 | Assume 10% of Construction Services subtotal (EPA, 2000).
Subtotal, Construction Services including Contingencies: | $5,403,614
Professional/Technical Services
Project Management 1 LS $270,180.71 | $270,181 |Project Managment cost estimated based on CERCLA guidance
(EPA, 2000, Exhibit 5-8).
Remedial Design 1 LS $432,289.14 | $432,289 Remedial Design cost estimated based on CERCLA guidance
(EPA, 2000, Exhibit 5-8).
Construction Management 1 LS $324,216.86 | $324,217 | Construction Managment cost estimated based on CERCLA
guidance (EPA, 2000, Exhibit 5-8).
Subtotal, Professional/Technical Services: | $1,026,687
TOTAL, Capital Costs: $6,430,301
ANNUAL O&M COSTS Qty Unit Unit Cost Ext. Cost Comments
Soil barrier maintenance, KPN 1 LS $35,543 $35,543 | Assume 10% of grading & reseeding capital costs.
Soil gas monitoring event 1 LS $25,000 $25,000 | Engineers estimate, based on experience.
TOTAL, Annual O&M Costs:  $60,543

July 2022
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TABLE 8
Detailed Cost Assumptions for Selected Alternative
Record of Decision
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, Washington, D.C.

PERIODIC COSTS Unit Unit Cost Ext. Cost Comments
Soil gas implant decommissioning 1 LS $20,000 $20,000  Engineers estimate, based on experience.
Five year review (FYR) 1 LS $30,000 $30,000 | Engineers estimate, based on experience.
PRESENT VALUE ANALYSIS Discount 1 cost  resent Comments
Factor Value
Capital Cost 0 1.000 $6,430,301 = $6,430,301
Annual O&M Cost 1-30 28.217 $35,543 $1,002,920 | Soil barrier maintenance, KPN
Annual O&M Cost 1-5 4.941 $25,000 $123,514 |Soil gas monitoring event
Periodic Cost 5 0.980 $50,000 $49,012  Five year review (FYR); Soil gas implant decommissioning
Periodic Cost 10 0.961 $30,000 $28,826  Five year review (FYR)
Periodic Cost 15 0.942 $30,000 $28,256  Five year review (FYR)
Periodic Cost 20 0.923 $30,000 $27,698  Five year review (FYR)
Periodic Cost 25 0.905 $30,000 $27,151  Five year review (FYR)
Periodic Cost 30 0.887 $30,000 $26,614  Five year review (FYR)

TOTAL, Present Value of Alternative: $7,744,292

References:

1. "Means" indicates unit cost for noted section item from "2018 Site Work & Landscape Costs Book with RSMeans Data", Gordian, 2017.

2. U.S. Environmental Proction Agency (EPA), 2000. "A Guide to Developing and Documenting Cost Estimates during the Feasibility Study", EPA 540-R-00-002 /
OSWER 9355.0-75, July 2000.

3. Consistent with the November 2019 update of Appendix C of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-94, Guidelines and Discount Rates for
Benefit-Cost Analyses of Federal Programs (OMB Circular A-94) and EPA, 2000, a discount factor of 0.4% has been used for the present value analysis.
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Key Elements Of Remedial Alternative 3 Kenilworth Park Landfill Site

Future Alignment of Anacostia Stream Channel 0.2% Annual Chance Flood . . ) . 1. The approximate future alignments of the Source Info: Aerial imagery from ESRI and DC GIS (2017);
Riverwalk Trail === KPN and KPS Landfill Boundaries Hazard (FEMA) Confirmatory Soil Sampling (Recent Fill Area) ART were copied from the December 2011 DOEE - Department of Energy and the Environment (2022); Selected Remedy

=== Resource Management Boundary é::::- Water Access/Boat Launch Regulatory Floodway (FEMA) Access Road/TraiI Resurfacing Environmental Assessment, Anacostia Riverwalk NPS - National Park Service (2022);

= Transfer Boundary Proposed Wetland Restoration . . A lood H dA 2010
1% Annual Chance Flood Hazard % 3 : [P : Trail, Section 3 Realignment. FEMA Flood Hazard Areas ( )-
—— 5 ft Contour (USACE 2000) (FEMA) (DOEE) Confirmatory Soil Vapor Monitoring Location 9

1 ft Contour (USACE 2000) (actual locations may differ)

—

Boundaries are approximate and subject to change.
Proposed Clean Soil Barrier
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1.0 OVERVIEW

The National Park Service (NPS) is the lead agency for Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) response activities at the Kenilworth Park Landfill (KPL)
Site (Site). On November 12, 2020, NPS released the Proposed Plan for Cleanup of the Kenilworth Park
Landfill Site (NPS 2020b), which provided details on NPS’s Preferred Alternative to clean up the Site.
The date of the public release of the Proposed Plan began a 120-day public comment period, which
ended on March 12, 2021. In consultation with the District of Columbia’s (District) Department of
Energy and Environment (DOEE), acting as the support agency, and after reviewing and considering
comments and input submitted during the public comment period, NPS identified a modified version of
Alternative 3, Selective Placement of Clean Fill Barriers and Institutional Controls, as the Selected
Remedy for the KPL Site. This remedy is detailed in the Kenilworth Park Landfill Record of Decision
(ROD) (NPS, 2022).

This Responsiveness Summary provides NPS responses to comments and input received from the public
on the Proposed Plan for Cleanup of the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site (NPS, 2020b) and on the
supporting documents included in the Site’s Administrative Record (AR). This section provides an
overview of Site information and the Selected Remedy for the Site.

1.1  SITE DESCRIPTION

The KPL Site covers 130 acres and is located in the northeast quadrant of the District, within the
Kenilworth Park and Aquatic Gardens portions of Anacostia Park, a unit of the national park system
managed by National Capital Parks-East (NACE). The Site is divided into two areas: Kenilworth Park
Landfill North (KPN) and Kenilworth Park Landfill South (KPS). KPN and KPS are separated by Watts
Branch, a tributary of the Anacostia River.

KPN currently contains athletic fields, which the public actively uses for recreation. KPS is
undeveloped and zoned for Natural Resource Recreation, which includes more passive recreational
activities like bird watching, walking, running, and biking. Key geographic features surrounding the Site
are shown on the Site Map (Figure 1) and include:

e Anacostia River, which flows along the western boundary of KPN and KPS
e Kenilworth Marsh and Kenilworth Aquatic Gardens to the north of KPN
e Watts Branch, a stream that flows in a westerly direction between KPN and KPS

e An unnamed tributary to Watts Branch (Unnamed Tributary) that runs along the eastern
boundary of KPS and flows into Watts Branch

Kenilworth Park Landfill Responsiveness Summary Page | 1
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1.2 NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION

Buried waste at the Site contains CERCLA hazardous substances, including lead, polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and dioxins and furans. Soil used to cover
the landfill contains lead, arsenic, PCBs, dieldrin (a pesticide), and PAHs. In a few areas, groundwater
was found to contain relatively low concentrations of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), PAHs,
dioxins and furans, and metals. Based on the results of human health and ecological risk assessments
documented in the 2012 Feasibility Study and the 2019 Remedial Investigation (RI) Addendum report
(JCO, 2012; JCO 2019a), NPS determined the following:

e Groundwater underlying the Site does not pose an unacceptable risk to human health or the
environment

e Contaminants found in surface soil used to cover the landfill after closure pose a potentially
unacceptable human health risk under certain high-intensity and high-frequency exposure
scenarios (e.g., playing contact sports on the athletic fields)

e Lead in subsurface soil and buried waste and the potential presence of unexploded ordnances
and methane gas pose a potentially unacceptable human health risk to excavation workers

e Contaminants found in soil or buried waste do not pose an unacceptable risk to ecological
receptors

1.3 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

In the Proposed Plan (NPS 2020b), NPS identified Alternative 3, Selective Placement of Clean Fill
Barriers and Institutional Controls, as the Preferred Alternative. NPS recommended this alternative
because it will eliminate unacceptable risks in areas with the greatest potential for exposure risks when
those areas are supplemented with institutional controls. After evaluation of the possible alternatives,
NPS determined the Preferred Alternative would allow the Site to be used as intended, while reducing
risk sooner, with fewer adverse impacts on the park, and at a lower cost than the other alternatives.
Further details regarding the process NPS followed to make this determination, and the information
evaluated that led to NPS choosing Alternative 3 as the Preferred Alternative are provided in Section 3.0
of this Responsiveness Summary.

1.4 LEVEL OF COMMUNITY SUPPORT FOR THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

NPS received comments on the Proposed Plan from a broad range of stakeholders including private
citizens, governmental and non-governmental agencies, and private companies (listed in Table 1). Many
commentors supported Alternative 3 or a modified version of Alternative 3, which combined elements
of Alternative 3 (selective placement of clean fill barriers and institutional controls for KPS) and
Alternative 5 (excavation of landfill waste in the western portion of KPN along the Anacostia River and
Watts Branch to allow for restoration of wetlands). Sections 3.4.4 and 3.4.5 below explain why NPS did
not include a modified version of Alternative 3 that included elements of Alternative 5 in the formal
evaluation of alternatives. Examples of comments received related to community support for the
Preferred Alternative are provided below:
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» “I live in River Terrace in NE DC and am excited to see that Kenilworth Park will be cleaned
up. I think Alternative 3 makes the most sense.” (private citizen)

»  “I am supportive of the NPS preferred alternative 3 at this time. My priority is to maintain and
improve access to Kenilworth Park for trail users.” (private citizen)

» “After a review of the available options, 1 firmly support Alternative 3. It has the best
combination of protection of public health, feasibility, and short timeframe.” (private citizen)

»  “Thank you very much for the information. I support your team's recommendation of option
three and the continued use of the area for sports and recreational use.” (private citizen)

»  “Of the proposed alternatives, the NPS selection of Alternative 3 seems to provide the best
balance of protecting park users and the environment, without a massive (and expensive)
engineering project.” (Maryland Ornithological Society and its local chapter, the Montgomery
Bird Club)

»  “I'write in support of NPS'’s plan to proceed with ‘Option 3’ for the cleanup of the Kenilworth
Park former landfill site. The addition of a Ift soil barrier will provide added protection from
contaminants for site visitors, at a reasonable cost and with minimal disruption to the
surrounding community (compared to proposed alternatives). [ have enjoyed Kenilworth Park
as a nearby Ward 6 neighbor for over a decade - my regular use of the facilities include runs
and bike rides on the Anacostia River trail, visiting Kenilworth Gardens, elementary school
track club practices at the public track facilities, and some memorable sightings of river birds,
turtles, wild turkey, and deer. I can’t wait for the trail connector to be erected between the park
and the Arboretum! I hope NPS continues to preserve and maintain this site for me and others
to enjoy.” (private citizen)

1.5 CHANGES TO THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

NPS considered all comments received during the public comment period and determined that
modifying the Preferred Alternative was appropriate to address comments received from DOEE
(Attachment 24). These modifications also addressed comments related to the request for restoration of
wetlands along Watts Branch and the Anacostia River and maintenance of the meadow habitat within
KPN. The principal modification to the Preferred Alternative was to reduce the areal extent of the
proposed clean soil barrier by approximately 13 acres to limit the extent of that barrier near the
confluence of Watts Branch and the Anacostia River and to reserve approximately 3 acres of meadow
habitat within KPN (shown on Figure 2). This modification eliminates placement of the soil barrier on
areas within the mapped 500-year flood zone and areas designated by DOEE as intended future tidal
wetlands restoration or meadow preservation areas. This modified version of the Preferred Alternative
still meets the threshold criteria, provides the best balance of cost and effectiveness, and allows the
District the flexibility to further refine future land use plans for KPN.
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2.0 BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND
CONCERNS

To help guide NPS and encourage community involvement, NPS completed an Environmental Justice
Analysis as part of the updated Community Involvement Plan (CIP) (NPS, 2020a). The analysis was
performed using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Environmental Justice Screening
and Mapping Tool, Version 2016 (EPA, 2016). The study focused on the area surrounding the Site,
which is predominantly within the District’s Ward 7. For the analysis, NPS assumed that the
demographic information available for Ward 7 is representative of the study area. This section
summarizes community profile information and engagement activities related to the KPL Site.

21 COMMUNITY PROFILE

The Environmental Justice Analysis formed the basis of NPS’s understanding of potential issues and
concerns of the community surrounding the Site, and informed decisions on how best to encourage
community participation in the remediation of the Site. The findings from this analysis are summarized
below:

e  Within the study area, 86% of the population was listed as non-white (EPA, 2016)

e  Within Ward 7, which is considered representative of the community surrounding the Site, the
population is 95% Black and non-Hispanic, 2.7% Hispanic, and 0.3% Asian (NeighborhoodInfo
DC, 2016).

e Approximately 2% of the population within the study area is linguistically isolated, or non-
English speaking (OpinionWorks, 2012).

e The population within the study area with less than a high school education was 17% (EPA,
2016).

e In 2016, the unemployment rate in Ward 7 was 20% (NeighborhoodInfo DC, 2016).
e  Within the study area 40% of the population was identified as low income (EPA, 2016).

Based on these findings, NPS concluded that an environmental justice community does exist in the area
around the Site, and that extra effort was needed to inform and engage the community regarding the
CERCLA investigation’s findings and proposed cleanup activities. Given the limited Spanish-speaking
population in the community surrounding the Site, English is an appropriate language for
communications. Communication and engagement requirements are consistent with CERCLA’s
implementing regulations, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
(commonly referred to as the NCP). The NCP requires NPS to make publicly available in the AR file all
documents used to make cleanup decisions for the Site and to conduct accessible public meetings to
discuss environmental conditions at the Site and proposed cleanup actions (EPA 1990).
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2.2 COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITY SUMMARY

NPS first published a Community Involvement Plan (CIP) in 2008 (NPS, 2008). The CIP, prepared in
accordance with CERCLA and the NCP, serves as a guide for NPS to engage and inform community
members, environmental groups, government officials, the media, and other interested parties about the
environmental investigation and cleanup activities at the Site. The CIP is considered a living document
and has been updated twice since 2008. The CIP was updated in 2013 with the release of the first
Proposed Cleanup Plan for the Site (NPS, 2013a; NPS, 2013b) and in September 2020 to coincide with
the release of the 2020 Proposed Plan (NPS, 2020a; NPS 2020b).

NPS accepted public comments on the 2013 Proposed Plan from March 5 through May 6, 2013. This
plan addressed only soil and buried waste because NPS determined groundwater below the Site required
additional investigation. On April 11, 2013, NPS held a public meeting to explain this plan. Comments
received during the meeting and the public comment period were added to the AR file. After
considering public comments and further technical evaluation, NPS decided to delay selecting a remedy
for soil and buried waste until additional groundwater investigations were completed.

NPS performed additional investigations at the Site from 2013 through 2017. NPS published community
updates to inform the public of additional investigations completed for the Site. NPS also held an
informational public meeting for community residents and other interested members of the public on
October 17, 2018. The purpose of this meeting was to provide an update on the status of the Site and the
investigations completed since the 2013 Proposed Plan was released.

NPS has been a regular and active participant in meetings of the Leadership Council for a Cleaner
Anacostia River and in June 2018 presented interim findings of the additional investigations performed
at the Site from 2013 through 2017. Outside the established comment periods or public meetings, NPS
also responds to questions and concerns raised by the public or the media.

The 2020 Proposed Plan was released with the initial comment period set at 90 days (60 days longer
than required). Notification of the public comment period was published in The Washington Times, The
Washington Informer, and East of the River, in addition to being posted on NPS’s KPL Site web page
(https://www.nps.gov/anac/learn/management/kpls.htm). Upon request, the public comment period was
extended by 30 days to end on March 12, 2021. Notification of the comment period extension was
published in The Washington Times, The Washington Informer, and East of the River. On November
12, 2020, NPS posted a recorded presentation on the KPL Site webpage that summarized the RI and
Feasibility Study (FS) Addenda (VHB, 2020) and described the evaluation of alternatives identified to
clean up the Site. The recorded presentation also identified NPS’s Preferred Alternative.

On November 18, 2020, NPS held a virtual public meeting, which included an introduction from NACE
Superintendent Tara Morrison, followed by the prerecorded presentation referenced above, and a
facilitated live question and answer (Q&A) session. Questions were submitted orally and in writing
through the Webinar Q&A feature and answered live until the meeting ended. The questions and
comments were recorded, and NPS provided written responses in a December 29, 2020, memorandum
with the subject heading: “Interim Response to Public Comments Received on the Proposed Plan for
Cleanup of the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site” (NPS, 2020c¢). A recording of the public meeting was posted
on the KPL Site webpage on December 3, 2020 (https://www.nps.gov/anac/learn/management/kpls.htm).
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NPS also presented the Proposed Plan at the virtual Leadership Council for a Cleaner Anacostia River
meeting held on December 10, 2020 and accepted and responded to questions posed during the meeting.
Questions submitted through the webinar chat feature were recorded, and responses were included in the
above-referenced Interim Response to Public Comments memorandum (NPS, 2020c), along with
questions and comments received through email. NPS prepared an addendum to the December 29, 2020,
Interim Response to Public Comments memorandum, dated February 2, 2021, that provided NPS
responses to questions and comments received through January 2021 and posted the updated
memorandum on the KPL website (NPS, 2021a).

NPS supported efforts by Anacostia Park and Community Collaborative (APACC), a local community
organization that posted information on its Facebook page intended to be less technical and more
accessible to the public. On February 29, 2021, NPS received written comments and questions on the
2020 Proposed Plan from APACC. NPS participated in an APACC meeting on March 5, 2021 and
responded to questions APACC gathered and previously submitted to NPS, as well as additional
questions posed during the meeting. NPS prepared a Response to Comments Memorandum (NPS,
2021b) answering the previously submitted APACC questions and provided it to APACC leadership for
distribution within the membership.

Table 1 summarizes NPS’s public outreach activities associated with the KPL Site.

TABLE 1
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUMMARY

DATE OUTREACH EVENT

November 18, 2020 I;ll;i hosted a virtual public meeting to explain the Proposed

NPS attended Anacostia Watershed Committee meeting to

December 2, 2020 answer questions on the Proposed Plan

NPS presented at virtual Leadership Council for Cleaner

December 10, 2020 Anacostia River meeting and answered questions on the
Proposed Plan
NPS attended virtual Advisory Neighborhood Commission
January 12,2021 (ANC) 7D meeting to answer questions and accept input on the
Proposed Plan

NPS presented at virtual APACC meeting and answered

January 15, 2021 questions on the Proposed Plan

NPS attended virtual Deanwood Citizens Association meeting
to answer questions and accept input on the Proposed Plan

NPS presented at virtual APACC meeting and answered
March 5, 2021 questions submitted to NPS in advance on the Proposed Plan,
as well as those posed during the meeting

January 25, 2021

NPS published eight Community Update fact sheets providing information on the status of the remedial
investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) activities since March 2011. Copies of the Community
Update fact sheets are included in the AR file and are available on the NPS KPL webpage:
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(https://www.nps.gov/anac/learn/management/kpls.htm). The publication dates of each fact sheet are
listed below.

Publication Dates for Community Update Fact Sheets

> March 2011 > August 2017
> August 2013 > October 2018
> December 2013 > March 2020
> December 2016 > October 2020

3.0 SUMMARY OF COMMENT THEMES AND NPS RESPONSES

NPS identified five general recurring themes in the questions and comments received during the public
comment period. These themes revolve around the following topics:

1. Environmental Justice
Site Impacts to Groundwater and Surface Water/Sediment
Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessments

Remedial Alternative Selection Process

©wokc » N

NPS and DOEE Roles and Remediation Timeline

Provided below are a selection of representative example comments for each theme followed by NPS’s
general response. The attached Table 2 provides a summary of all comments NPS received during the
public comment period and NPS’s specific response for each comment. As indicated in Table 2, NPS
drafted stand-alone memoranda in response to some of the longer and more detailed comment letters
and emails. The longer email comments and letters are referenced in Table 2 as Attachments 1 through
26.

3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

NPS received comments regarding community engagement activities and other concerns that fall within
the theme of environmental justice. Representative questions and comments include the following:

»  “While it concerns me that my occasional recreation is at risk, I am more concerned about the
residents of nearby communities. I am told that those residents may not have had enough voice
in how the park will be used after remediation.” (private citizen)

» “Iam a resident nearby in Deanwood in Ward 7. I have two recommendations for the
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site. 1) I agree that we should keep KPS as naturalistic as possible
and complete the Anacostia River Trail cut through trail through this section.

2) My preference is that the KPN section should undergo complete landfill removal and
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shoreline restoration. All contaminants should be removed. The land should also be transferred
into a community land trust as part of the transfer to the DC government. The Community Land
Trust should consist of a board of residents in the immediate impact area who should be able to
prioritize future land use to their needs, given the history of environmental injustice they have
been subjected to.” (private citizen)

»  “[T]he National Parks System must listen to the voices of local communities that live near the
park - for too long they have suffered the impacts of air pollution and should be front and center
when developing the restoration plans.” (private citizen)

»  “The kids who play football and soccer in the park deserve a field that won’t increase their
chances of having cancer.” (private citizen)

»  “DC is still confronted with a lack of sufficient, safe, accessible, high-quality sports fields in
DC, especially in the eastern and southern portions of our city.” (Capital Riverside Youth
Sports Park [CRYSP] DC)

»  “This site could be used for multi purpose use where it benefits the community.” (private
citizen)

»  “Our members are very interested in the future of Kenilworth Park Landfill. It impacts
significantly the surrounding communities and the Anacostia River. All work should be done
with the utmost care for the cleanliness and health of the river. This includes the water quality,
water flow, and natural shorelines.” (Cindy Cole, Washington Rowing School)

NPS Response: As summarized above in Section 1.4, NPS’s community outreach activities extended
beyond the requirements of CERCLA and the NCP, which mandate a 30-day public comment period
and one public meeting during the comment period. NPS extended the public comment period to 120
days to allow sufficient time for meaningful engagement of the local community and other stakeholders.
In addition to extending the required public comment period, NPS’s outreach was enhanced by
attending local community meetings and supporting efforts by APACC, a local community organization
that posted on its Facebook page information intended to be less technical and more accessible to the
public.

NPS developed posters to provide easily understandable explanations for technical and CERCLA-
specific aspects of the response action, such as the risk assessment process. NPS uploaded these posters
onto the NPS KPL webpage to explain the CERCLA process, how risk is assessed under CERCLA, and
the process NPS is required to follow to evaluate and choose a Preferred Alternative.

NPS posted on the webpage the recording of the public meeting to allow members of the public who
were unable to participate in that meeting an opportunity to watch the presentation and hear the
comments and questions asked and NPS’s responses. To assist the community in understanding the NPS
Preferred Alternative and allow meaningful dialogue, NPS provided the public two interim response-to-
comments memoranda (released on December 31, 2020 and February 2, 2021, respectively). These
interim response-to-comment memoranda were released before the end of the public comment period,
allowing the community to consider NPS’s responses and ask follow-up questions within the public
comment period.
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As described in the sections below, the Selected Remedy provides a reasonable balance of the various
community and stakeholder preferences for uses of the Site including public recreational facilities, open
space, and wildlife habitat. The Selected Remedy (1) addresses risk posed to human health by hazardous
substances in Site surface soil to allow active recreational use of sports fields in KPN, (2) identifies
institutional controls to protect workers from contaminants in subsurface soil and waste, (3) maintains
valued wildlife habitat in KPS and KPN, and (4) allows the District to move forward with restoring
wetlands along Watts Branch and the Anacostia River.

3.2 SITE IMPACTS ON GROUNDWATER AND SURFACE WATER

Multiple commentors requested additional information on the Site impacts to groundwater, surface
water and sediment. These comments are summarized below.

3.2.1 Impacts to Groundwater

NPS received several comments asking about potential contaminated groundwater or leachate
emanating from the Site. Representative questions and comments included:

»  “I'm looking back through the FS Addendum for information about how groundwater from the
site moves contaminants ... into the river and/or into Watts Branch, but I'm finding nothing ...”
(Trey Sherard, Anacostia Riverkeeper)

»  “Groundwater quality investigations undertaken at the Site since 2013 ... did not include PCB
congener analyses, which are a contaminant of concern for the Anacostia River Sediment
Project Interim Record of Decision (ROD) ... To provide more robust evidence that KPN is not
a source of actionable levels of PCBs via groundwater to the River, DOEE recommends
installing passive samplers in select monitoring wells located along the Anacostia River, Watts
Branch, and Kenilworth Marsh. The passive samplers should be analyzed for PCB congeners.”
(Tommy Wells, DOEE)

»  “I just wanted to ask if there has been an assessment of contamination leaching ... from the
landfill into the river?” (private citizen)

NPS Response: NPS evaluated the potential for contaminants to be leaching from the landfill into
groundwater and then discharging to the Anacostia River, Kenilworth Marsh, Watts Branch, and the
Unnamed Tributary. As documented in the 2019 RI Addendum Report (JCO, 2019a), NPS concluded
that there are no unacceptable risks to human health or the environment from contaminants in
groundwater and that no remediation of groundwater is required. These conclusions were based on the
findings presented in the RI Reports for KPN and KPS published in 2007 (E&E, 2007) and 2008 (E&E,
2008), respectively, and on supplemental groundwater investigations completed between 2013 and 2017
that are documented in the 2019 RI Addendum Report."

The groundwater investigations initiated in 2013 expanded the previously existing monitoring well
network by installing 21 new monitoring wells in 11 previously established monitoring well locations.

" Note that the FS Addendum Report referenced in one of the quoted comments is a companion document to the Rl Addendum
Report, which includes documentation of the investigation and risk assessment activities.
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NPS collected three rounds of groundwater samples from the 21 new and 11 previously existing
monitoring wells (one round in 2014 and two rounds in 2017) and analyzed them for PCB Aroclors,
pesticides, dioxins and furans, metals, and semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), which include
PAHs. Relatively few chemicals were detected above conservative screening concentrations and no
PCB Aroclors were found above the laboratory detection levels.

In response to comments raised by members of the community, non-governmental organizations, and
the District, and based on the significance of PCBs found in stream and river sediments near the Site,
NPS agrees with DOEE that additional sampling and analysis of PCB congeners in groundwater will
provide valuable information. As DOEE suggested in its comment letter (Attachment 24), additional
groundwater sampling will be performed after the ROD is issued and during the remedial design phase
as the findings will not change the need for, or design of, the clean soil barrier. The additional sampling
will be conducted by DOEE.

3.2.2 Impacts to Surface Water/Sediment

NPS received several comments indicating concern with potential sediment impacts to the Anacostia
River, Watts Branch, Unnamed Tributary, and Kenilworth Marsh. Representative questions/comments
included:

» “The proposed plan suggests that contamination in the tidal Anacostia River do not appear to
be attributable to the Kenilworth site. Are there data that have been collected in Watts Branch
that can be compared with Anacostia River data that informed this statement? ” (private citizen)

»  “Did the feasibility study and proposed plan consider the impacts on the river? Was Watts
Branch considered its own receiving body of water for contaminants or was it considered only
as a vehicle for contaminants entering the Anacostia River?” (Anna LaCombe, Sierra Club)

» “DOEE recommends collection and analyses of surface soils in areas that have not previously
been tested to assure that the Preferred Alternative protects against PCB transport to the River
via surface water runoff ... PCBs should be tested for total congeners (not total Aroclors) ...~
(DOEE)

» “Nowhere does NPS consider what other possible source may account for these high
concentrations of PCBs in the unnamed tributary of Watts Branch, which borders the eastern
boundary of KPS approximately 0.3 miles upstream of the confluence of Watts Branch and the
Anacostia River.” (Potomac Electric Power Company [Pepco])

»  Given the proximity to the Anacostia River, and the ongoing ARSP, did the NPS consider
alternatives that would reduce or eliminate contaminant exposure in the river adjacent to the
site?” (private citizen)

NPS Response: The conditions of Watts Branch, Kenilworth Marsh, and the Unnamed Tributary were
evaluated as part of the preliminary assessment (PA)/site inspection (SI) and RI activities documented in
the 2007 and 2008 RI reports. Additional analysis of sediment data was included in the 2012 FS. The
2012 FS concluded there are multiple significant, undifferentiated upstream sources of contaminants to
surface water that impact sediment quality adjacent to the KPL Site. NPS reviewed more recent results
from sediment samples collected from Watts Branch as part of the Anacostia River Sediment Project
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(ARSP), including the 2019 NPS Tributary Study (JCO, 2019b). NPS’s Tributary Study confirmed that
significantly higher concentrations of PCBs are present in sediment upstream and outside the potential
influence of the KPL Site. NPS is pursuing additional assessment of sediment quality and the potential
need for remedial measures in Watts Branch, the Unnamed Tributary, and Kenilworth Marsh separately
from the CERCLA remedial action underway at the KPL Site.

During the RI Addendum, NPS’s evaluation of potential impacts to surface water and sediment was
focused on the assessment of groundwater quality and the potential impacts caused by contaminants in
groundwater that discharges to surface water. Based on the groundwater investigation findings, NPS
concluded there is no unacceptable risk in surface water or sediments caused by the migration of
contaminants in groundwater.

As indicated in the RI and RI Addendum Reports, contaminants found in river and stream sediments,
including PCBs, have also been found in samples collected from the landfill area (surface soil,
subsurface soil, and buried waste). As noted in Section 3.2.1, DOEE recommends additional analysis of
surface soil to evaluate the potential for contaminant migration via surface water runoff. NPS considers
impacts from contaminant migration via surface water runoff to be unlikely because the contaminants of
interest bind to soil and do not readily dissolve in water. The migration of these contaminants via
surface runoff would require mobilization of surface soil and there is limited evidence of surface soil
erosion at the Site. However, the testing recommended by DOEE will reduce some of the uncertainty
about Site conditions and will improve the understanding of contaminant distribution and potential for
mobilization by surface water runoff. The PCB congener analysis may also allow for a forensic
comparison of PCBs in the landfill and cover soil to PCBs found in river and stream sediments. NPS
and DOEE agree that this additional sampling to assess migration with storm water runoff will be
completed after the ROD is issued and during the remedial design phase.

Based on historical information on former landfill operations at the Site, NPS believes it is possible for
landfill contaminants to have entered surface water and sediment before the landfill was closed in 1970.
Although the landfill cannot be ruled out as a source of the sediment contamination, evidence indicates
that other (more significant) sources of PCBs and other contaminants exist upstream of KPL including
the Pepco Benning Road Facility and other undifferentiated sources located on Watts Branch.

For example, a 1988 Pepco document obtained from the Pepco Benning Road Facility AR file,
describes soil sampling and analysis for PCBs in the Pepco RI “Target Area 7 — 1988 Parking Lot
Cleanup Area,” and indicates the area was “used previously as a storage area for off-line transformers”
where there had been “instances of minor oil spills resulting from leaking equipment” (Pepco 1988).
The 1988 document also indicated there was an exterior concrete pad in this area that was “used to
prepare PCB capacitor banks for disposal.” Soil sampling in the parking area and specifically around the
concrete pad identified total PCB concentrations in soil as high as 140,000 micrograms per kilogram
(ng/kg) — much higher than the concentrations of total PCB Aroclors found in surface soil at the KPL
Site. A 2010 PCB Source Tracking Report for the Pepco Benning Road Facility identifies several storm
water outfalls that drain the Parking Lot Cleanup Area and are tied to the municipal separate storm
sewer system that ultimately discharges to the head of the Unnamed Tributary, upstream of KPS
(Mactec, 2010).

In addition, total PCB concentrations (measured as congeners) were detected in sediment samples
collected from multiple locations within Watts Branch upstream and outside the potential influence of
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the KPL Site, as indicated in the 2019 Tributary Sediment Sampling Study Report (JCO, 2019b). The
highest total PCB congener concentration in that study was detected in a sample from Watts Branch
located approximately 2 miles upstream of the KPL Site.

Contaminant sources to the Anacostia River sediments are well documented and will be addressed as
part of the ARSP. Section 3.4.3 below includes more detail about the selection of site boundaries for the
ARSP and KPL. Watts Branch, the Unnamed Tributary, and Kenilworth Marsh are not part of the KPL
Site cleanup due to significant potential sources of contaminants not associated with KPL. NPS expects
to conduct additional sampling to assess sediment contamination in (1) the Unnamed Tributary and (2)
the downstream segment of Watts Branch that is under NPS jurisdiction to determine whether additional
CERCLA response actions are necessary. NPS believes additional assessment is also appropriate for
Kenilworth Marsh and will coordinate with other agencies to identify next steps.

3.3 HUMAN HEATH AND ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENTS

Several commentors requested clarification and had questions on the potential exposure risk to people
and wildlife posed by the Site. Representative questions and comments included:

» “Please explain the difference between “unacceptable” and “acceptable” risk. Does this differ
for those of us who live here and use the park daily?” (private citizen)

» “If lunderstood correctly, currently building on either KPS or KPN would cause an
unacceptable exposure risk to workers. After the soil cap is in place would building on the site
be possible without these risks?” (private citizen)

»  “We feel it imperative that the public understand how the selected clean-up remedy will address
Sfuture public health concerns that arise from aging landfill sites” (APACC)

» “Iam not a biologist, but has NPS studied the effects of the polluted soil on animal and plant
health?” (private citizen)

NPS Response: Human health risk assessments require separate evaluations for carcinogenic (cancer
causing) and non-carcinogenic risk. Acceptable non-carcinogenic (including chronic and short-term, or
“acute,” risk) is established by what is known as the “hazard index” (HI). The HI is a ratio of the
potential exposure to a substance (e.g., a concentration in media such as soil) and the level (or
concentration) at which no adverse effects are expected from exposure to that substance. NPS
established an HI of 1.0 as the acceptable target non-carcinogenic risk (i.e., the level at which no
adverse effect is anticipated).

Under the NCP (the implementing regulations for CERCLA), “acceptable” long-term cancer risk can
range from one excess cancer in an exposed population of ten thousand (1E-04) to one in one million
(1E-06). As part of the FS, NPS adopted the most conservative target cancer risk level of one in one
million (1E-06). The acceptable risk level for cancer is based on the frequency and intensity of
exposure. Therefore, the cleanup levels established for the Site are based on the activity likely to be
undertaken. Walking along established trails daily is a different “exposure scenario” from playing
contact sports on an athletic field. The exposure scenarios are summarized in ROD Section 2.8.1 and
described in more detail in the 2020 FS Addendum Report (VHB, 2020).
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Risk to workers posed by subsurface soil and buried waste is unacceptable only if no protective
measures are taken. The Selected Remedy includes “institutional controls,” which will include
administrative requirements to implement precautions before and during any proposed excavation
activities to protect worker safety and address this risk. Future installation of utilities or construction of
structures on the Site will be possible if protective measures are taken in the design and construction.
Specific plans that must be followed during any soil-disturbing activity will be developed during the
remedial design phase of the CERCLA response.

NPS also assessed risk posed by soil contaminants to ecological receptors. The ecological risk
assessments included exposure pathways to wildlife (including birds) through consumption of food
(e.g., earthworms and subterranean invertebrates). The environmental risk assessments concluded there
is no unacceptable ecological risk to birds and other wildlife. Final conclusions of the ecological risk to
wildlife are documented in the 2012 FS report (JCO, 2012).

3.4 REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

NPS received multiple comments and questions related to the remedial alternative evaluation and
selection process. Although the feedback may overlap in some areas, the comments were categorized
into the following six general themes:

1. The purpose of CERCLA and NPS response action
Future land use and habitat restoration

Site boundaries

Evaluation of remedial alternatives

Partial landfill removal

AN

Institutional controls

NPS responses to each of the six general comment themes related to the remedial alternative evaluation
and selection process are provided in the subsections below.

3.4.1 Purpose of CERCLA Response Action

Some of the comments NPS received indicated a misunderstanding of the purpose of a CERCLA
response action and the process NPS follows when exercising its delegated response authority.
Representative questions/comments included:

» “Idid not see an alternative in the options presented that was truly visionary or would address
the particular nuances of the site's current opportunities or longer-term potential to increase
the ecological value and ensure equity.” (private citizen)

» “There are different ecosystem services associated with different parts of the site. In particular,
the riparian area of the site alongside the Anacostia has and could have significant value for
habitat, recreation and flood management. Did the evaluation of site remediation options
consider ecosystem service value in development of the five options?” (private citizen)
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»  “Cost of Alt 5 is characterized as "non cost balancing”. Please explain this term. The
evaluation analysis diminishes the value of wetlands. Given all the benefits, please explain how
this determination was made. DOEE, which requires "no net loss and eventual net gain of
wetlands", will inherit management of the park. Many agencies (EPA, USFWS etc.) offer
financial support for wetland restoration. FEMA considers it an effective flood control measure.
Clearly wetlands are very valuable to other agencies.” (private citizen)

NPS Response: Section 104(a) of CERCLA vests the President with legal authority to respond to
releases and threatened releases of hazardous substances when necessary to protect public health or
welfare or the environment. The President has delegated that response authority to the Secretary of the
Interior for releases of hazardous substances on land under the jurisdiction, custody, or control of the
Department of the Interior, and the Secretary has re-delegated that authority to NPS for releases on land
under its management, including the KPL Site.

NPS undertakes response actions at contaminated sites under Section 104(a) of CERCLA to protect the
public health and welfare and the environment. Once NPS determines that a remedial action is
warranted to address these objectives, it develops a range of remedial alternatives that must be evaluated
in accordance with the nine criteria described in Section 300.430(e)(9)(iii) of the NCP. Most
importantly, a remedial alternative must be protective of human health and the environment and must
comply with all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs). In addition, to be
selected as the final remedy, an alternative must be cost-effective, which means that its costs are
proportional to its overall effectiveness (outlined in Sections 121(a) and 121(b)(1) of CERCLA and
Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D) of the NCP). NPS must follow this process in selecting a remedial action
and must base its selection decision on the criteria described in CERCLA and the NCP (see also Section
3.4.4).

3.4.2 Future Land Use and Habitat Restoration

NPS received a significant number of comments regarding future land use of the Site. Many
commentors expressed a desire for specific habitat restoration or maintenance, predominately related to
restoration of wetlands along Watts Branch and the Anacostia River and maintaining meadow habitat on
KPN. The vast majority of commentors indicated support of NPS’s plan to leave KPS area undisturbed
to protect the current condition, which represents important habitat for birds and other wildlife and
increased opportunities for bird-watching. Representative questions/comments included:

»  “Did the team consider restoration of wetlands in limited areas adjacent to Anacostia river and
Watts branch?” (private citizen)

»  “Iwant to urge NPS to keep in consideration the vital bird habitat in Kenilworth Park. The "no-
mow" meadows, for example, are a vital habitat for birds, both common and rare for the area”
(private citizen).

»  “We would like to see functioning wetlands restored along the river and inland, which will have
many benefits directly tied to the restoration of the landfill site as well as contributing to long-
term adaptation and resilience against flooding.” (private citizen)
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»  “It would be great if this could be a multi purpose use for a couple of restaurants, grocery
store, parking area, an activity center for youth 6-17, a day care center where a program could
be implemented where elderly residents can volunteer.” (private citizen)

»  “I am writing to strongly encourage NPS to protect and/or ensure the restoration of the
meadows, fields, and shallow pools of Kenilworth Park North and South and also to emphasize
that the concerns of the birdwatching community be taken into account as part of the planning
process. Birding is a cherished activity for many in DC as a free, accessible, and fulfilling
pastime, and I hope that NPS will consider the important ramifications for birds and the birding
community as it proceeds in this planning process” (private citizens)

»  “In planning for this work, we urge NPS to be mindful of the potential for enhanced wildlife
habitat throughout the study area, but particularly in areas of KPN close to Watts Branch, the
river, and the marsh. Concentrating recreational activities in the eastern area of KPN, adjacent
to Anacostia Road, will provide safe and easy access to these facilities for the community and
allow restoration of habitat in the most environmentally sensitive areas. In these areas,
permanent construction features, utility infrastructure, easements, institutional controls, and
other components of the remediation project should not preclude the possibility of habitat
restoration, including wetlands and possible grade changes.” (Anne Lewis, City Wildlife, Inc.)

NPS Response: The reasonably anticipated future use of a site must be considered at multiple points in
the CERCLA process (e.g., risk assessment, the development of alternatives, remedy selection, etc.).
However, that future use is not determined as part of the CERCLA process; instead, the lead agency
must evaluate how the site is likely to be used in the future given anticipated future land ownership,
current uses, and legal requirements that may apply to the particular site. In some cases, the future use
of a contaminated site is dictated by law. In most cases, however, the reasonably anticipated future use
is established by adopting informed assumptions based on the available information.

In the case of the KPL Site, the future use of KPS is controlled by the Anacostia Park Management Plan
Environmental Assessment (Management Plan) (NPS, 2017), which requires that KPS be devoted to
natural resources recreation and be maintained in its natural state for passive recreational uses (e.g.,
birdwatching, walking, running, and cycling on Anacostia Riverwalk Trail). For that reason, the
assessment of risks and the development of remedial alternatives for KPS have been based on that future
use.

The future use of KPN is prescribed, in broad strokes, by Congress, which has directed NPS to transfer
administrative jurisdiction over KPN to the District. The transfer legislation, which has been identified
as an ARAR for the Site, provides that the District must use the property “only for the provision of
public recreational facilities, open space, or public outdoor recreational opportunities.” Within those
broad constraints, however, the future use of KPN will be determined by the District, not NPS.

Prior to NPS’s development and evaluation of remedial alternatives, the District Department of Parks
and Recreation (DPR), on behalf of the District, informed NPS that, at the time, it planned to use KPN
to provide active recreational opportunities to the public (e.g., sports fields). Although those plans were
preliminaryand conceptual in nature, they provided sufficient guidance to allow NPS to assume that the
future use of KPN would involve high-frequency and high-intensity recreational uses and complete
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feasibility study level evaluation of alternatives to address the risks associated with such uses. The
District has since informed NPS that it will lead a community engagement process to develop final plans
for the future recreational land use of the Site.

During evaluation of Alternative 3, NPS assumed that most of KPN would be covered with a clean soil
barrier except for buffer areas (i.e., areas preserved in their natural condition between the park and
surrounding surface water bodies). This assumption was made to provide the District flexibility in
determining its future use of the Site and to allow for a conservative estimate of costs for purposes of
comparison with the other alternatives. However, nothing in the Preferred Alternative requires that the
entire area be capped, and adjustments to the size of the capped area can be made during the remedial
design to accommodate other land uses such as restored wetlands or meadows.

DOEE identified preliminary proposed areas of wetland and meadow habitat as part of its comments on
the Proposed Plan (Attachment 24). This plan, which is supported by DPR, includes areas reserved for
future tidal wetlands restoration and meadow habitat. DOEE recommended removing the proposed
clean soil barrier from areas where the District intends to restore tidal wetlands and preserve meadow
habitat. As shown on Figure 2, NPS incorporated DOEE’s recommendations into the Selected Remedy.
Further modifications to the clean soil barrier limits can be made during the remedial design phase of
the CERCLA response to accommodate the District’s final land use plans for KPN.

The District has informed NPS this planning will begin later this year. The District’s point of contact for
the KPN land use planning is provided below:

Nick Kushner, AICP
Community Planner
Capital Projects, Planning and Design

DC Department of Parks and Recreation
1275 First St NE | Washington, DC 20002
P: 202.391.9188 | E: nick.kushner@dc.gov

3.4.3 Site Boundary

NPS received comments asking why the KPL Site did not extend into the Anacostia River.
Representative questions and comments included:

»  “The Park Service has improperly excluded the sediments in the adjacent surface waters in
delineating the KPL ‘site’ addressed by the RI/FS and Proposed Plan.” (Pepco)

»  “What if any responsibility does NPS have for remediation of contaminated sediment adjacent
to Kenilworth Park? On one of the ARSP documents this area is identified as a hot spot.”
(Marian Dombroski, Anacostia Watershed Community Advisory Committee [AWCAC])

NPS Response: The boundaries of the KPL Site and areas included in the ARSP were established to
avoid the possibility that the same area would be subject to overlapping and potentially inconsistent
investigations and response actions. Any hazardous substances KPL contributed to the river in the past
will be addressed in the cleanup of the Anacostia sediments in accordance with a separate ROD or
RODs issued for the ARSP. For instance, the “hot spot” mentioned in the comment above was identified
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as an “early action area” in the interim ROD for the ARSP and will be remediated by the District as a
part of the ARSP.

3.4.4 Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives

NPS received comments requesting clarifications on the process NPS followed for developing and
evaluating remedial alternatives. Representative questions and comments included:

»  “Cost of Alt 5 is characterized as ‘non cost balancing’. Please explain this term.” (Marian
Dombroski, AWCAC)

» “Please explain how none of the alternatives meet the criterion to reduce toxicity, mobility,
etc.” (Trey Sherard, Anacostia Riverkeeper)

» “How did NPS evaluate potential remedies for vulnerabilities to climate change, and how did
this factor into the evaluation of each alternative? ”(Anna LaCombe and Ankita Mandelia,
Sierra Club)

NPS Response: The development and evaluation of remedial alternatives was conducted in accordance
with the CERCLA long-term remedial action framework as outlined in the NCP. As part of the remedial
action process, an RI/FS was performed to characterize the nature and extent of contamination and
evaluate which combination of removal, treatment, and engineering control remedial alternatives should
be used to eliminate unacceptable risks posed by the release or threatened release of hazardous
substances (as stated in NCP Section 300.430).

NPS is required to evaluate remedial alternatives against the nine criteria described in Section
300.430(e)(9)(ii1) of the NCP (see summary table in Section 2.10 of the ROD and a more detailed Table
7 of the 2020 Feasibility Study Addendum report). For purposes of evaluating possible alternatives
(Section 300.430(f)(1)(i)), those nine criteria are divided into three categories: threshold criteria (criteria
one and two), balancing criteria (three through seven), and modifying criteria (eight and nine).

The threshold criteria 1) protection of human health and the environment and 2) compliance with
ARARs, must be met for an alternative to be selected. Balancing criteria, 3) long-term effectiveness and
permanence; 4) reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment; 5) short-term
effectiveness; 6) implementability; and 7) cost, formed the basis for recommending an alternative for
selection in the Proposed Plan. Modifying criteria, 8) state/District acceptance and 9) community
acceptance, were evaluated after receiving public comments on the Proposed Plan. As noted in Section
2.14 of the ROD, the Selected Remedy is a modification of the alternative recommended in the
Proposed Plan made in response to comments from the District and members of the public.

Cost is one of the five “balancing criteria”; the other four are referred to as “non-cost balancing
criteria.” To be selected as the final remedy, an alternative must be cost-effective, which means that its
costs are proportional to its overall effectiveness (CERCLA Sections 121(a) and 121(b)(1), and Section
300.430(H)(1)(ii)(D) of the NCP).

Cost Balancing: The Preferred Alternative uses engineering control options (i.e., capping) combined
with institutional controls to protect public health and welfare and the environment. As part of the FS,
NPS evaluated several alternatives including removal of all landfill waste and cover soil (Alternative 5).
While Alternative 5 would provide better long-term protection and permanence than any of the other
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alternatives, Alternative 3 satisfies the two threshold criteria at a much lower cost. Because the capital
costs of Alternative 5 are approximately 100 times higher than the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 5
was determined to not be cost effective.

Some commentors noted the possible economic benefits of restoring tidal wetlands and improving flood
resiliency. NPS considered the economic benefits of the various alternatives in evaluating them under
the NCP criteria but concluded that Alternative 3 provided the best balance of tradeoffs viewed in light
of those criteria.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume through Treatment: CERCLA and the NCP outline a
statutory preference for the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of “Principal Threat Wastes”
through treatment when such actions are practicable. Principal threat wastes are those source materials
considered to be highly toxic or highly mobile that generally cannot be reliably contained, or would
present a significant risk to human health or the environment should exposure occur (EPA, 1991). NPS
identified no principal threat wastes at the Site; therefore, the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume
through treatment is unnecessary.

For additional context, EPA established presumptive remedy guidance for cleanup of municipal landfills
like KPL (EPA, 1993). EPA’s presumptive remedy guidance acknowledges the general impracticability
of treatment at landfill sites due to of the volume and heterogeneity of the waste. The presumptive
remedy for municipal landfills is containment of the waste with additional measures as needed to
address identified risks, such as the presence of contaminants in surface soil.

Climate Change Considerations: NPS considered climate change in accordance with Climate Change
Policy PM 12-02 (NPS, 2012) and NPS Management Policies 2006 §1.4.66 (NPS, 2006) to assess the
impacts of climate change on the effectiveness of the Selected Remedy. Impacts include the effect of
increased incidences of flooding and erosion on the long-term effectiveness of the Selected Remedy and
the potential for hazardous substances left on the Site to migrate into the environment in the future. The
consideration of climate change is consistent with the objectives of the January 2021 Executive Order
14008, “Tackling the Climate Crisis at Home and Abroad.” (Federal Register, 2021).

Specifically, NPS considered the following components of the Selected Remedy: 1) location of the
clean soil barrier; and 2) soil erosion. The clean soil barrier will be placed outside of the 500-year
floodplain and no lower than approximately 15 feet above mean sea level; therefore, the remedy is not
anticipated to be subject to flooding or storm surges. NPS included a requirement to monitor for soil
erosion as a component of the institutional controls (described in Section 3.4.6). The frequency of this
monitoring will be detailed in the Institutional Control Plan to be prepared during the remedial design
phase. Higher intensity weather events brought on by climate change will also need to be factored into
stormwater management design associated with redevelopment of the park by the District. Those
considerations will also be factored into the remedial design. As detailed in Section 3.2.2, NPS agreed to
DOEE’s proposed additional surface soil investigation to be completed during the remedial design
phase. The potential impacts of climate change to mobilize surface soil via stormwater will be
considered with the findings of this investigation to determine whether additional remedial actions are
required.

The District has indicated it intends to restore tidal wetlands within the 500-year floodplain at KPN
along the Anacostia River and Watts Branch. The Selected Remedy has been modified to accommodate
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that anticipated future use, and NPS expects the District’s tidal wetland restoration activities would
improve flood resiliency in the area of Kenilworth Park.

3.4.5 Partial Landfill Removal

NPS received multiple comments requesting evaluation of an alternative that removes landfill waste and
restores wetlands in the western portion of KPN (not the entire former landfill as was evaluated under
Alternative 5). Representative questions and comments included:

» “We request that a sixth alternative be added that (1) excavates contaminants and restores
wetlands in the western portion of KPN, west of the running track; (2) caps lands in KPN east
of the track, and (3) leaves Kenilworth Park South as is. We are confident that this will strike
the appropriate balance required by the applicable decision criteria.” (Joel Merriman, on
behalf of DC Audubon Society, Anacostia Riverkeeper, City Wildlife, DC Environmental
Network, Friends of Kenilworth Aquatic Gardens, Friends of Lower Beaverdam Creek, Friends
of Quincy Run Watershed, and the DC Chapter of Surfrider Foundation)

» “Before the Record of Decision is written, I'd like to see an alternative that clearly protects the
river, potentially combining excavation of portions of Kenilworth Park North with clean fill
cover of other portions.” (private citizen)

NPS Response: To be responsive to questions from the public, NPS estimated the costs associated with
alternatives that removed waste from only KPN. Those proposals were not, however, formally
incorporated into the FS Addendum for two reasons.

First, as explained above, the future use of KPN will be determined by the District, subject to the
requirements of the transfer legislation. The request to consider excavation of the western portion of
KPN and restore wetlands was not developed by or in coordination with the District government.
Proposals to restore wetlands in the western portion of KPN need to be directed to the District agencies
responsible for planning the future use of KPN. The District will complete the remedial design in
parallel with a public engagement process led by the District to determine the development of its final
land use plans for the Site.

Second, the proposed partial excavation of the landfill is not necessary to (1) protect public health or
welfare or the environment from threats posed by hazardous substances or (2) comply with ARARs.
Furthermore, excavation of waste is not necessary to accommodate the anticipated future use of KPN
and would entail a significant increase in costs.

NPS’s Selected Remedy (Figure 2) includes modifications based on the preliminary land use plans
DOEE submitted to NPS, which include wetland restoration along Watts Branch and the Anacostia
River and an area reserved for meadow habitat on KPN (Attachment 24). During the remedial design
phase, additional modifications can be made to the clean soil barrier to accommodate the District’s final
plans for KPN. The clean soil barrier is required only in high-frequency, high-intensity land use areas
such as athletic fields. If the District reserves additional areas of KPN for open space, or habitat
restoration (i.e., not developed as athletic fields or public gathering areas), no clean soil barrier will be
required in those areas.
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3.4.6 Institutional Controls

NPS received comments that are related to the institutional controls that will be included in the Selected
Remedy. Representative questions and comments included:

»  “I'was wondering if preferred alternative 3 is chosen, how often and for how long will the site
be monitored for potential erosion (e.g., along the river and stream banks)? And if there is
erosion occurring, what are the plans to address this?” (private citizen)

» “We are observing the "silting-in" of the Anacostia River. With alternative 3, capping cover of
soil in KPN and South, what will keep it from running off into the river? What is the plan to
remediate this?” (private citizen)

»  “Just want fill and drainage specs for the various areas of landfill to not be overlooked, or an
afterthought.” (private citizen)

NPS Response: Institutional controls are administrative or legal instruments that reduce the potential
for human exposure to contamination. Both CERCLA and the NCP support the use of institutional
controls as part of remedial actions at sites, if necessary, to protect human health and the environment
(CERCLA § 121(d); NCP § 300.430(a); EPA, 2000). To comply with the NPS Organic Act of 1916,
NPS will adopt institutional controls only if they do not limit or impair the desired or required uses of
the park. For example, NPS would not allow permanent fencing or restrictive signage as an alternative
to removal or remediation (i.e., containment or treatment) of contamination if such restrictions adversely
impacted or impaired the desired or required uses of the park.

The Selected Remedy uses institutional controls to restrict and/or manage future activities that might
otherwise result in health risks or hazards. These restrictions prohibit future residential development
over the former landfill areas and prohibit construction of higher intensity visitor use areas within KPS
without the installation of clean fill barriers. The institutional controls will also prohibit high-intensity,
high-frequency uses of uncapped areas of the Site. NPS determined the proposed institutional controls
would not limit or impair the intended future use of the park.

Some of the institutional controls will include administrative requirements to implement precautions
before and during any proposed excavation activities to protect worker and visitors and address risks
from exposure to contaminants in subsurface soil/buried waste, the potential presence of unexploded
ordnances, and explosive levels of methane gas. Installing utilities or constructing buildings to support
the recreational uses of the park is possible if protective measures are taken in the planning, design, and
construction.

NPS included monitoring for soil erosion as a component of the institutional controls in the Selected
Remedy. Over time, it is likely that conditions in the streams and Site areas adjacent to the river may
change (i.e., caused by higher intensity rainfall and higher flow velocities). The monitoring will allow
mitigation measures to be taken if conditions are observed that threaten the successful containment of
the landfill waste. The frequency and duration of monitoring for erosion and mitigation steps to address
erosion will be established during the remedial design phase through the preparation and adoption of
detailed site management plans. Because landfill waste is being contained in place, CERCLA requires
NPS to review the remedy’s protectiveness at least once every five years (Section 121(c) of CERCLA,
42 U.S.C. § 9621(c)), although NPS anticipates the monitoring plans developed during the remedial
design phase will require more frequent inspections of the KPL Site.
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As part of the Selected Remedy institutional controls, a visual warning fabric layer will be placed over
contaminated soil and below the clean soil barrier to alert workers involved with future excavation that
material below the warning layer may be contaminated. This type of warning layer is commonly used
for similar capping projects. The material can be cut away for planting vegetation that requires root
zones to penetrate more than the overlying 12 inches of clean soil fill, without compromising its
purpose. The specifications of the warning layer will be identified as part of the remedial design.

An institutional control plan will be prepared during the remedial design phase. This plan will detail
aspects of the institutional controls required for the Site and will be incorporated into soil management
plans to include a routine maintenance and monitoring program, as well as site-specific health and
safety requirements for future projects involving excavation (e.g., construction and/or utility projects
requiring soil excavation/trenching).

3.5 NPS AND DOEE FUTURE ROLES AND RESPONSE ACTION SCHEDULE

Multiple comments and questions focused on NPS and DOEE future roles and responsibilities and the
remediation schedule. Representative questions and comments included:

» “Itis crucial that NPS and District Government develop a collaborative and connected
community planning effort, given the planned transfer of KPN to DC Government.” (private
citizen)

»  “Can you clarify the timeline of the Record of Decision (ROD) being released, the transfer of
Jjurisdiction and the remedial work being completed? Will the remedial work be overseen by
NPS after jurisdiction has been transferred or would the district take over managing the
remedial work?” (private citizen)

»  “When the District assumes administrative control of North, which agencies will have that
control? In particular, who will be responsible for the shoreline?” (Trey Sherard, Anacostia
Riverkeeper)”

NPS Response: NPS worked collaboratively with DOEE to complete RI/FS activities and consulted
with DOEE on findings of the RIs and on development and evaluation of remedial alternatives during
the FS. NPS also worked with the District’s Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) to collect
information regarding future plans for KPN. DOEE and DPR supported NPS public meetings and other
community outreach efforts.

After issuance of the ROD, the Site will move into the remedial design phase of the CERCLA response.
In this phase, technical specifications and plans for the final Selected Remedy detailed in the ROD are
developed. During the remedial design phase, the final boundaries for the clean soil barrier will be
determined and will be based on the District’s final land use plans for KPN.

The remedial action follows the remedial design phase and involves the actual construction or
implementation phase of the Site cleanup. In the implementation phase of the CERCLA response, the
Selected Remedy for the Site as described in the ROD will be constructed (i.e., placement of the clean
soil barrier, etc.).
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After issuance of the ROD, NPS will continue to oversee the CERCLA remedial action as the CERCLA
lead agency. Although the specific future roles and responsibilities of District government and NPS will
be outlined in a future agreement, NPS anticipates the District will be responsible for completing the
remedial design and implementing the remedy, and NPS will oversee the District’s work.

It is NPS’s understanding that following the transfer to the District, DPR will have primary
responsibility for managing KPN. NPS anticipates DPR would consult with DOEE regarding natural
resource issues such as the shoreline or meadow management. Actual management roles and
responsibilities for KPN will be determined by the District, not NPS.
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TABLE 2

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
Public Comment - NPS Response Summary

Comment
The gates at the south end of KPS were briefly padlocked shut last week. Are there

future plans to close these gates? If so, when and for how long? Why is closure necessary

as the proposed plan does not include any development of the KPS area?

Please explain how none of the alternatives meet the criterion to reduce toxicity,
mobility, etc.

Alternative five's cost includes the return of both North and South to the original state,
what would be the cost to do so only for North?

If the option with the soil covering over both KPN and KPS is chosen, will that mean the
fields and track and KPN will be unusable? What is the timeline for that type of
remediation?

There are many reasons why wetlands should be restored at this property. There are
also many reasons why the local community should have improved recreational
amenities. The alternatives present an unfortunate all-or-nothing choice with regard to
wetlands. Can a sixth alternative be developed that provides both wetlands and space
for amenities?

NPS Response
The gates were closed because unauthorized vehicles were entering the park from the Anacostia Riverwalk Trail (ART), presenting safety concerns

unrelated to contamination. KPS has been administratively closed for several years. NACE is currently reviewing the closure status and access
considerations.

This criterion reflects the statutory preference for the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment. Remedial actions implemented to
address site risks generally fall into one of two categories: (1) treatment; or (2) engineering control options, such as containment with use of
institutional controls to supplement engineering controls as appropriate. Because of the volume and heterogeneity of waste in landfills, treatment of
the buried waste is impractical. Treatment of the surface soils is similarly impractical due to the lack of a discrete, defined area or volume of
contaminated soil. Because treatment is not practical, NPS focused on engineering control options (i.e., capping and removal). Because none of the
remedial alternatives involved treatment technologies, this criterion had no effect on the comparison of alternatives.

In response to this question, NPS developed a preliminary estimate of cost for an approach where KPS would be addressed as described under
Alternative 3 and KPN would be addressed as described under Alternative 5. This approach considered full removal of the KPN landfill and
revegetation as wetlands. This cost would be approximately $320 million.

The fenced-in track and athletic field were constructed on imported soil fill that was placed after the landfill cover and after much of the early
investigation activities were completed. It is unlikely that the soil in this area (shaded tan and with a different cross hatch pattern on Figure 2 of the
Responsiveness Summary) would need to be covered with additional soil. The District of Columbia (District) and NPS will consider and develop plans
for remediation to ensure that the disruption to visitors during placement of the soil fill cover has as little impact to visitor use as possible.

Please refer to the Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4.1

As the federal land manager and lead agency, NPS undertakes response actions at contaminated sites under Section 104(a) of CERCLA to protect the
public health or welfare or the environment. NPS’s assessment of the KPL Site concluded that hazardous substances in the Site’s surface soil and
waste pose unacceptable risk to human health (visitors involved in active recreation and workers). NPS developed and evaluated remedial
alternatives to address this unacceptable risk.

The lead agency must consider the reasonably anticipated future use of the Site as part of the development of possible alternatives to address this
risk. The future use of Kenilworth Park South (KPS) is controlled by the Anacostia Park Management Plan (Management Plan). The Management Plan
requires KPS be managed for natural resources recreation (i.e., that it be maintained in a natural state for passive recreational uses).

Congress has directed NPS to transfer administrative jurisdiction over Kenilworth Park North (KPN) to the District. Once that transfer occurs, KPN will
not be part of Anacostia Park and will not be subject to the Management Plan. The transfer legislation provides that KPN must be "used only for the
provision of public recreational facilities, open space, or public outdoor recreational opportunities." Within those broad constraints, the future use of
KPN will be determined by the District. Prior to NPS’s evaluation of possible alternatives, the District informed NPS that it plans to use KPN to provide
active recreational opportunities (e.g., sports fields). Although these plans were very preliminary and conceptual in nature, they provided sufficient
information to allow NPS to complete feasibility study-level evaluation of possible alternatives to address the unacceptable risk posed to active
recreational users of KPN.

NPS understands the value in restoring wetlands along the Anacostia River and Watts Branch; however, restoring wetlands is not required to address
risks posed by the release of hazardous substances at the Site or to attain applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs). Restoration
of wetlands may occur in response to a Natural Resources Damage Assessment (authorized under CERCLA), or through other programs, such as those
proposed by the District (see below).

In its comments on the Proposed Plan (see Responsiveness Summary, and Attachment 24), the District Department of Energy and Environment
(DOEE) indicated that the District intends to restore tidal wetlands in an approximately 18-acre area of KPN along the Anacostia River and Watts
Branch and preserve meadow habitat in approximately 3 acres. To accommodate the District’s preliminary plans, NPS modified the preferred
Alternative 3 to eliminate the clean soil barrier in areas where the District intends to restore wetlands and maintain meadow habitat (see Figure 2 of
the Responsiveness Summary).
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Comment

Is this process subject to NEPA review?

Can you put up a map on share screen and show the location of the proposed trail bridge
from Kenilworth to the Arboretum?

Would a simple boathouse-type facility on the shore of the river in KPN be possible in
the future under Alternative 3 or 4?

Site History - most of the social history of the site and surrounding neighborhoods was
omitted from the report. Is this information deemed irrelevant to the project?

ART and Bridge - these elements are made to appear higher priority than the
remediation. How was it determined that the specific configuration (of ART and Bridge)
be given priority when there are other ways to configure this important link once the
park remediation and design are established. The EA specifically states that the design of
trail and bridge will conform to the requirements of the Kenilworth Park Landfill actions.

The land use and maintenance proposed in Alts 1-4 render most of the site, located in an
important river ecosystem, useless as habitat. Please explain how these alternatives
protect the environment.

Cost of Alt 5 is characterized as "non cost balancing". Please explain this term. The
evaluation analysis diminishes the value of wetlands. Given all the benefits, please
explain how this determination was made. DOEE, which requires "no net loss and
eventual net gain of wetlands", will inherit management of the park. Many agencies
(EPA, USFWS etc.) offer financial support for wetland restoration. FEMA considers it an
effective flood control measure. Clearly wetlands are very valuable to other agencies.

NPS Response
The District notified the National Park Service (NPS) that it intends to start the community engagement process to determine the future use of
Kenilworth Park North (KPN) in 2022. NPS suggests community members provide feedback on the specific plans for KPN, including restoration of
wetlands, by participating in the District’s community engagement activities and providing their input through that process.

No, CERCLA response actions are exempt from National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements; however, NEPA’s purposes are achieved
through compliance with the CERCLA process.

Figure 4 from the Proposed Plan was displayed for the audience. The figure shows the proposed alignment of the Anacostia Riverwalk Trail (ART) as
depicted in the 2011 ART Environmental Assessment and on conceptual design plans prepared by the District Department of Transportation.

There is no reason why a boathouse-type facility could not be constructed at KPN under Alternatives 3 or 4. Figures 4 and 5 in the Proposed Plan
identify a “Water Access” location, which is outside the footprint of the landfill. Specific water access development plans for KPN will be determined
by the District.

The purpose of the Proposed Plan is to explain NPS’s Preferred Alternative to clean up the Site. Earlier documents prepared as part of the Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study phase of the CERCLA process provide site history details. The Kenilworth Park Landfill (KPL) Site Community
Involvement Plan includes details on the surrounding community and environmental justice analysis. These considerations are important to the
project (see Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.1).

NPS will work with the District during construction of the ART and pedestrian bridge to ensure the work is completed in a manner that protects the
environment and human health. Plans for expansion of the ART and bridge are underway; these elements are shown in the Selected Remedy figures.
NPS worked with the District Department of Transportation to ensure the portion of the ART that has already been constructed over the landfill was
completed in a manner that avoided disturbing buried waste. The ART was constructed approximately 2 feet above the surrounding land surface to
integrate with an eventual soil barrier. By taking appropriate measures to protect workers and manage excavated waste to avoid spreading
contamination, abutments for the Arboretum Bridge may be installed over the former landfill at any time. NPS does not consider development of
either the ART or bridge to be higher priority than completion of the CERCLA response. The final alignment of the ART was selected after completion
of an environmental assessment (EA) (December 2011), and plans were prepared in accordance with NEPA and after consideration of public
comments received during the public scoping for the EA (February 3, 2011 — March 4, 2011) and on the EA document (December 20, 2011 — January
31, 2012). NPS’s Selected Remedy does not impact construction of the ART across KPS.

The purpose of a CERCLA response is to protect public health and welfare and the environment from releases or threatened releases of hazardous
substances present at a site (See NPS response to Comment 5). NPS does not agree that Alternative 3 would render most of the Site useless as
habitat. In fact, a key consideration for adopting Alternative 3 over Alternative 4 was that valued habitat within KPS will be preserved. The future use
of KPN will be determined by the District.

Selection and Implementation of Alternative 3 does not imply that additional measures to enhance habitat along Watts Branch and the Anacostia
River could not be taken. Portions of the landfill adjacent to the River and Watts Branch could be excavated and revegetated to create more habitat
and flood resiliency independent of the CERCLA response action. In fact, the DOEE’s comments on the Proposed Plan included a preliminary land-use
plan that sets land aside for future tidal wetlands restoration and meadow habitat (see Attachment 24). To address the District’s comments, NPS
modified the Proposed Plan to eliminate the clean soil barrier in areas where restoration may occur in the future.

As stated in response to Comment 11, the purpose of a CERCLA response is to protect the public health and welfare and the environment from
releases or threatened releases of hazardous substances present at a site. Restoration of wetlands is not required to address risks posed by the
release of hazardous substances at the Site or to attain ARARs. Remedial alternatives must be evaluated against the nine criteria described in Section
300.430(e)(9)(iii) of CERCLA’s implementing regulations, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). For purposes
of evaluating possible alternatives (see Section 300.430(f)(1)(i)), those nine criteria are divided into three categories: threshold criteria (criteria one
and two), balancing criteria (three through seven), and modifying criteria (eight and nine). Cost is one of the five “balancing criteria”; the other four
are referred to as “non-cost balancing criteria.” Please see the poster NPS created and posted on the KPL webpage to further explain alternative
evaluation:

https://www.nps.gov/anac/learn/management/upload/06-Poster FS-Criteria_Final-508compliant.pdf

Although landfill removal (Alternative 5) does address risk to human health and the environment, it was deemed to be relatively ineffective
(compared with other alternatives) on the non-cost-balancing criterion of short-term effectiveness because implementation of Alternative 5 would
take significantly longer to complete than the other alternatives.
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No. Commenter

13 Marian Dombroski,
Anacostia Watershed
Community Advisory
Committee

14 Larry Martin

15 Ruth

16 Monte Edwards,
Committee of 100

July 2022

TABLE 2

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
Public Comment - NPS Response Summary

Comment

Was there consideration given to integrating park design and remediation? Rather than
making the objective of Alt 5 removal of all landfill material, the objective could be to
design a Wetland Park featuring water dependent activities, maximizing area of wetland
creation while designing also for compatible land-based activities. This would make best
use of site and financial resources.

There are different ecosystem services associated with different parts of the site. In
particular, the riparian area of the site alongside the Anacostia has and could have
significant value for habitat, recreation and flood management. Did the evaluation of site
remediation options consider ecosystem service value in development of the five
options?

Can you clarify what, if any, remediation is being done on Kenilworth south? There are
many lovely fruit bearing trees and bushes, | can see kids, and adults, helping themselves
to the fruit. I’'m concerned if the soil isn’t healthy then the fruit won’t be either.

| understand that KPN consists of 80 acres and Alt 3 proposed to place
a soil cap on 60 acres.

Over time, athletic areas will likely be rearranged and years from now athletic events or
other activities are likely to occur on these unprotected areas. What would be the extra
cost to cover the entire site?

Monte Edwards
Committee of 100

NPS Response
Alternative 5 also failed to meet the additional requirement of cost effectiveness set forth under CERCLA Section 121(a) and Section
300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D) of the NCP. Because Alternative 5 does not present any additional benefit in risk reduction over NPS’s Preferred Alternative
(Alternative 3), and the cost of landfill excavation, disposal, and revegetation is so much higher than the installation of a clean soil barrier, an
alternative of partial landfill removal (remove waste only in KPN) would also fail to meet the cost-balancing criterion. There is no justification to select
an alternative that reduces risk by full or partial removal of the landfill at far greater cost, over an alternative that also fully addresses risk at far less
cost in far less time (NPS’s Selected Remedy).

CERCLA response actions are required to protect public health and welfare and the environment from the release or threatened release of CERCLA
hazardous substances at the Site and comply with ARARs. The evaluation of costs is relative to the alternatives that meet the response action
objectives. Please see response to Comment 5 regarding the District’s plan for wetland restoration along Anacostia River and Watts Branch.

Please see NPS responses to Comments 5 and 12 and refer to the Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4.1.

Please see NPS responses to Comments 5 and 12 and refer to the Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4.1

The restoration of natural resources to provide additional ecosystem services, create habitat, provide recreational opportunities, or reduce flood risks
is not the objective of a CERCLA response action. However, a remedy designed to address unacceptable risks from exposure to hazardous substances
may incidentally provide such benefits. Since NPS published the Proposed Plan, the District provided a preliminary future land-use plan for KPN (see
Attachment 24) that includes areas reserved for tidal wetlands restoration. The Selected Remedy described in the Record of Decision (ROD) and
shown on Figure 2 of the Responsiveness Summary includes modifications NPS made to the limits of the clean soil barrier in consideration of the
District’s preliminary future land-use plans.

The future use of KPS is controlled by the 2017 Anacostia Park Management Plan (Management Plan). The Management Plan requires that KPS be
managed for natural resources recreation (i.e., that it be maintained in a natural state for passive recreational uses). Under NPS’s Selected Remedly,
no vegetation will be removed from KPS.

The contaminants of concern that drive potential human health risk at KPS are polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). Exposure to PAHs by eating
fruit from trees growing at KPS is not expected to be significant. In general, plant uptake of PAHs from soil is limited, because PAHs tend to strongly
bind to organic matter in soil, thus rendering them unavailable for uptake by plants. In cases where plants may absorb PAHs from soil, this uptake is
typically limited to the skins or outer layer of roots that are in direct contact with impacted soils. PAHs that are stored in the outer layer of the plant
are not readily transferred to the interior of the plant to any appreciable degree. Thus, the potential for risk from eating fruit from trees at KPS is
minimal.

The Selected Remedy includes placing a clean soil barrier in all areas of KPN that could potentially be developed for higher-frequency and intensity
uses such as athletic fields. Natural buffer areas along the outer portions of KPN will be held in a natural undeveloped state as part of the transfer
requirements, and, like KPS, will not require a barrier due to the anticipated lower frequency and intensity of use. The District had not delineated
specific areas to be developed for higher-frequency and intensity uses, or the areas to be set aside as natural buffer zones; therefore, to provide a
conservative estimate during the evaluation of different alternatives, NPS included all areas that could potentially be developed for active
recreational use.

NPS updated the Selected Remedy in response to the Proposed Plan comments provided by DOEE (see Attachment 24). These plans identified areas
intended for future tidal wetlands restoration and preservation of meadow habitat. Figure 2 of the Responsiveness Summary shows the current
configuration of the clean soil barrier. The District will have the opportunity to refine areas to be covered during the remedial design phase (phase
that begins after the ROD is issued) based on the District’s final land-use plan for KPN.
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Justin Lini

Anne M. Lewis

Marian Dombroski,
Anacostia Watershed
Community Advisory
Committee

Monte Edwards,
Committee of 100

Marian Dombroski,
Anacostia Watershed
Community Advisory
Committee

Trey Sherard,
Anacostia Riverkeeper

TABLE 2

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
Public Comment - NPS Response Summary

Comment
Did the team consider restoration of wetlands in limited areas adjacent to Anacostia
river and Watts branch?

What considerations were given to wildlife habitat in the area, for instance, the
American Woodcock, which breeds in this area and is a Species of Greatest Conservation
Need?

Will NPS remediation take place prior to transfer to DC?

How much of the shoreline of the site has sea wall? What part of the shoreline does not
have seawalls? What is the seawall made of? What is the condition of the seawall?
If KPS is to be a natural resource area, why not reestablish wetlands along the shoreline?

Monte Edwards
Committee of 100

We understand your responsibility under CERCLA. The concern for the
community is that we are left with healthy land which can serve the community. These
alternatives do not do that.

To be clear, there is no requirement that the remedial action be all excavation, or all
capping. Correct? In the context of CERCLA response, your remedial options table
already certifies that the excavation of the site to return it to its original state, including
wetlands, does meet the criterion to reduce risk.

NPS Response

Please see NPS responses to Comments 5, 12, and 14, and refer to the Responsiveness Summary, Sections 3.4.1. and 3.4.2

Restoration of wetlands is not required to address risks posed by the release of hazardous substances at the Site or to comply with ARARs. As noted
in the responses to other comments, the District identified areas of future tidal wetland restoration in its Proposed Plan comments (see Attachment
24) and NPS modified the limits of the clean soil barrier accordingly. The limits of the clean soil barrier shown on Figure 2 of the Responsiveness
Summary are still conceptual in nature, and further modifications can be completed during the CERCLA remedial design phase, which begins after
issuance of the ROD.

Please see Attachment 16, which includes DC Audubon’s comments and NPS responses to the Proposed Plan.

During NPS’s evaluation of possible alternatives, Alternative 3 received a more favorable short-term effectiveness rating relative to alternatives 4 and
5 because Alternative 3 would not destroy existing habitat located on KPS, and it could be implemented in less time (resulting in less disruption to the
surrounding communities). The District will determine land-use plans for KPN. DOEE provided comments on the Proposed Plan (see Responsiveness
Summary Attachment 24). These comments included a preliminary land-use plan that sets land aside for future tidal wetlands restoration and
meadow habitat. The District has indicated to NPS that it plans to conduct public engagement activities in 2022 to obtain public input on the future
uses of KPN; therefore, members of the public are encouraged to participate in the District’s planning process and provide their input through that
process.

NPS evaluated the potential for risk to wildlife (including birds) posed by the KPL Site during the remedial investigation. The assessments included
exposure pathways to wildlife (including birds) through consumption of food (e.g., earthworms and subterranean invertebrates). The ecological risk
assessments concluded that hazardous substances at the Site pose no unacceptable risk to birds and other wildlife.

Remediation is not anticipated to take place before KPN is transferred to the District.

Approximately 1,700 feet of sea wall runs along the bank of the Anacostia River in the northern portion of KPN. There is no sea wall along
approximately 2,200 feet of the southern portion of KPN or the entire length of KPS. The sea wall consists of a rip rap foundation with a trapezoidal
stone masonry wall that terminates a few feet above mean highwater. Based on recent condition assessments, the sea wall next to KPN is in stable
condition with no need for repairs. Re-establishing shoreline is not required to address risks posed by the release of hazardous substances at the Site
or to comply with ARARs; however, such an activity might be possible under a different program. Note that the topography of KPS would likely limit
the feasibility of re-establishing wetlands along the Anacostia River in this area.

In its comments on the Proposed Plan (see Responsiveness Summary, Attachment 24), DOEE indicated that the District intends to restore tidal
wetlands in an approximate 18-acre area of KPN along the Anacostia River and Watts Branch, and to preserve meadow habitat in approximately 3
acres. To accommodate the District’s preliminary plans, NPS modified the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3) to eliminate the clean soil barrier in
areas where the District intends to restore wetlands and maintain meadow habitat (see Figure 2 of the Responsiveness Summary).

The District notified NPS that it intends to start the community engagement process to determine future use of KPN in 2022. NPS suggests
community members provide input on the specific plans for KPN, including restoration of wetlands, by participating in the District’'s community
engagement activities and providing their input through that process.

The Selected Remedy (modified version of NPS’s Preferred Alternative, Alternative 3) addresses risk posed to human health by hazardous substances
in Site surface soil, subsurface soil, and waste and allows the land to be used for its reasonably anticipated future use (i.e., passive and active
recreational uses).

Full removal of the landfill would eliminate the unacceptable human health risks identified through the remedial investigation and associated risk
assessments. However, NPS ranked the preferred Alternative 3 (partial clean soil barrier) higher than Alternative 5 (full removal) based on short-term
effectiveness and cost. In addition, Alternative 5 does not meet the cost-effectiveness requirement of Section 300.430(f)(ii)(D). NPS’s Selected
Remedy (modified version of Alternative 3) does not limit the District’s future ability to use KPN by reducing areas that may be developed into sports
fields. The cost associated with excavating and disposing of landfill waste is significantly higher than placing a clean soil barrier within areas that will
be used for organized sports and recreation with no additional reduction in risk. To be selected among equally effective and legally compliant
alternatives as the final remedy, the selected remedy must be cost effective, which means that its costs are proportional to its overall effectiveness
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Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
Public Comment - NPS Response Summary

No. Commenter Comment NPS Response

(see Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D) of the NCP). The hybrid approach (excavating the western portion of KPN while capping the areas to be devoted to
sports fields on the eastern portion of the Site) would not meet that requirement.

See Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4.4.

23 Trey Sherard, Your preferred alternative already treats North different from South, why didn’t you NPS’s Preferred Alternative and Selected Remedy (modified version of Alternative 3) do not apply one remedy to KPN and a different remedy to KPS.
Anacostia Riverkeeper | treat excavation in a similar manner? Instead, the same remedy (i.e., placement of a clean soil barrier over all surfaces that pose an unacceptable risk to human health or the environment)
is applied to the entire Site. Because of the differences in the future uses envisioned for KPS and KPN, the application of the remedy results in only
one of those areas being capped. In contrast, the uniform application of Alternative 5 (excavation of all landfill waste) across the entire Site results in
both KPN and KPS being excavated.

24 Max Richman For the estimated costs of the abatement, would that be borne by the Cost-sharing discussions between the District and the United States are ongoing.
National Park Service or by DC Government after the transfer of KPN?

25 Brent Peterson Can you clarify the timeline of the Record of Decision (ROD) being The transfer of administrative jurisdiction for KPN is expected to occur shortly after issuance of the ROD. The remedial design phase will begin after
released, the transfer of jurisdiction and the remedial work being completed? My issuance of the ROD. This phase will include development of the detailed engineering plans to implement the remediation. After completion of the
understanding so far is that the jurisdiction would transfer after the ROD but before the remedial design phase, the implementation, or construction phase, of the response action will begin.
remedial work. Will the remedial work be overseen by NPS after jurisdiction has been
transferred or would the district take over managing the remedial work? NPS will continue to oversee the CERCLA remedial action as the federal lead agency. Although the specific future roles and responsibilities of the

District government and NPS are being negotiated and will be outlined in a future agreement, it is anticipated that the District will complete the
remedial design and implement the remedy under NPS oversight (See Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.5)

26 Patrice Linehan A recent development in Virginia used barges instead of trucks. Could option #5 work Using barges rather than trucks would not significantly change the analysis or the factors used to select the Preferred Alternative. The use of barges
with less disruption to the community if an alternative to truck traffic is used? | agree could increase the absolute and relative cost of Alternative 5 as that approach would require additional loading, unloading, and hauling above and
with others that pursuing option #5 is a worthwhile effort. beyond that which would be required for trucking and would not result in additional reduction of risk to recreational users.

27 Marian Dombroski, How has NPS determined the presumed future use? The future use of KPS is controlled by the Anacostia Park Management Plan (Management Plan). This plan requires KPS be managed for natural

Anacostia Watershed resources recreation (i.e., maintained in a natural state for passive recreational uses such as birdwatching or walking on the ART).
Community Advisory
Committee Congress directed NPS to transfer administrative jurisdiction over KPN to the District. Once that transfer occurs, KPN will not be part of Anacostia

Park and will not be subject to the Management Plan. The transfer legislation provides that KPN must be “used only for the provision of public
recreational facilities, open space, or public outdoor recreational opportunities.” Within those broad constraints, the future use of KPN will be
determined by the District.

Prior to NPS’s evaluation of possible alternatives, the District informed NPS that it planned to use KPN to provide active recreational opportunities
(e.g., sports fields). Although these plans were very preliminary and conceptual in nature, they provided sufficient information to allow NPS to
complete feasibility study level evaluation of possible alternatives to address the unacceptable risk posed to active recreational users of KPN. DOEE
provided NPS a preliminary future land-use plan as part of its comments on the Proposed Plan (see Attachment 24). This plan includes areas reserved
for future tidal wetlands restoration and meadow habitat. NPS modified the limits of the clean soil barrier as shown on Figure 2 of the
Responsiveness Summary to accommodate the District’s preliminary plans for KPN.

28 Junel Jeffrey Following the comment period, looking at an actual timeline and considering that option | The timeframe of one to two years was an estimate to complete the implementation (remedial action construction phase) of Alternative 3. The actual
3 is accepted, when would the 1-2-year plan begin? When would this project take place? | implementation of the Selected Remedy is completed during the remedial action phase of the CERCLA process and begins after the remedial design
phase, which is the phase of the CERCLA response action when the detailed engineering plans are prepared. The remedial design phase will begin
after issuance of the ROD. The timeline to fully implement the remedy is uncertain; however, for the Selected Remedy (modified version of
Alternative 3) the timeline could reasonably fall within the range of five to ten years. This would include preparing the remedial design (engineering
plans) and conducting the Site work (i.e., actual placement of the clean soil barrier). See Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.5, for more information.

29 Anne M. Lewis Is woodland going to be removed, and if so, where, and how will the disturbed land be Under the Selected Remedy, wooded areas located within KPS will remain, and natural buffer areas along the outer portions of KPN will be held in a
treated? natural undeveloped state as part of the transfer requirements of KPN. Alternatives 4 and 5 would have required significant removal of existing
woodlands from KPS.
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Junel Jeffrey

Max Richman

Ravi Damera

Marian Dombroski,
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Committee

PatJ.

Jim Foster, Anacostia
Watershed Society

Tonya Johnson

Trey Sherard,
Anacostia Riverkeeper

TABLE 2

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
Public Comment - NPS Response Summary

Comment

Please explain the difference between “unacceptable” and “acceptable” risk. Does this
differ for those of us who live here and use the park daily?

What additional outreach activities will the NPS be taking to connect with communities
in Kenilworth, Paradise, Mayfair Mansions, and Eastland Gardens? It's important they
are engaged, and their feedback is sought and recorded.

Thanks for the presentation. Given the proximity to the Anacostia River, and the ongoing
ARSP, did the NPS consider alternatives that would reduce or eliminate contaminant
exposure in the river adjacent to the site?

If the shoreline is not naturalized or graded, there can be no access for boating

We are observing the "silting-in" of the Anacostia River. With alternative 3, capping
cover of soil in KPN and South, what will keep it from running off into the river? What is
the plan to remediate this?

Is the cost of the selected alternative to be shared with the District?

How will the construction affect the Anacostia River trail access?

When the District assumes administrative control of North, which agencies will have that
control? In particular, who will be responsible for the shoreline?

NPS Response
The NCP, the regulations that implement CERCLA, considers “acceptable” long-term cancer risk to range from one in ten thousand (1E-04) to one in
one million (1E-06). As part of the feasibility study, NPS adopted a target cancer risk level of one in one million (1E-06 or one excess cancer in an
exposed population of one million).

Acceptable short-term or “acute” risk is established by what is known as the “hazard index” (H1). The Hl is a ratio of the potential exposure to a
substance (e.g., a concentration in media such as soil) and the level (or concentration) at which no adverse effects are expected from exposure to
that substance. NPS adopted an HI of 1.0 as the acceptable target short-term risk (i.e., the level at which no adverse effect is anticipated).

The acceptable risk level for cancer is based on the frequency and intensity of exposure. Therefore, the variable risk and cleanup levels are based on
the activity likely to be undertaken. Walking along established trails on a daily basis is a different “exposure scenario” from playing contact sports on
an athletic field. The exposure scenarios are described in the 2020 Feasibility Study Addendum Report. NPS has prepared a poster that provides
further explanation on how risk is evaluated during the CERCLA process. This poster is entitled “What is Risk Assessment” and is posted under the
“Want to Know More” section of the webpage:

Kenilworth Park: What is Risk Assessment? (nps.gov)

NPS agreed that it is important to engage and seek feedback from the communities surrounding the KPL Site on the NPS Proposed Plan; therefore,
NPS participated in six community and neighborhood meetings after the official Public Meeting (see Table 1 of the Responsiveness Summary). NPS
has also consulted with members of the Anacostia Park and Community Collaborative (APACC) to help in its community outreach efforts. APACC is a
network of organizations committed to maximizing the value of public spaces along the Anacostia River to residents of Wards 7 and 8 in the District.
APACC created a webpage and Facebook page specifically targeted to nearby residents to provide information and accept input on NPS’s Proposed
Cleanup Plan. NPS considered all community input received before selecting the remedy detailed in the ROD. The Selected Remedy is a version of
preferred Alternative 3 that NPS modified to address community input on the Proposed Plan. See Responsiveness Summary, Sections 2.0 and 3.1, for
more information.

The 2019 Remedial Investigation (RI) Addendum concluded there are no unacceptable risks to aquatic habitats associated with ongoing contaminant
migration from the landfill. This conclusion is based on groundwater investigation findings documented in the RI Addendum report. In comments
provided on the Proposed Plan (see Attachment 24), DOEE recommended additional assessment of the potential stormwater migration pathways
from the landfill that NPS has agreed can be included as an investigation to be completed during the remedial design phase of the CERCLA response.
The remedial design phase will begin after issuance of the ROD.

Please refer to the Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.2.2, for additional information.

Any grading or naturalization needed to accommodate boat access can be completed independently of this response action. NPS’s Selected Remedy
would not preclude those activities in the future. NPS would ensure any future grading work would be completed in a manner that protects the
environment and human health (workers). By taking appropriate measures to protect workers and manage excavated waste to avoid spreading
contamination, future work to construct water access points may be completed. Specific plans outlining requirements for future construction work
within the Site boundaries will be developed during the remedial design phase.

The remedial design for the clean soil barrier would require stormwater protection measures in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.
These requirements would be incorporated into the remedial design to prevent sediment contamination from newly placed soil. These areas would
be vegetated to provide long-term stability. Also, the clean soil barrier is proposed inside an existing natural buffer, so the new soil barrier would not
extend to the banks of the Anacostia River or Watts Branch. As part of the long-term monitoring for this Site, periodic inspections (minimum of every
five years) would be required to ensure the clean soil barrier remains stable, is not eroding into adjacent surface waters, and is continuing to protect
recreational users as expected.

Cost-sharing discussions between the United States and the District are ongoing.

The existing Anacostia Riverwalk Trail located along the northern portion of KPN is located outside the areas currently designated to receive a clean
fill barrier; therefore, access is not expected to be impacted during the cleanup.

It is NPS’s understanding that following the transfer to the District, the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) will have primary responsibility for
managing KPN. It is anticipated that DPR would consult with DOEE regarding natural resource issues such as the shoreline. Actual management roles
and responsibilities for KPN will be determined by the District, not NPS.
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Max Richman

Monte Edwards,
Committee of 100

Zandra and Dennis
Chestnut

Erika Gutierrez

Marian Dombroski,
Anacostia Watershed
Community Advisory
Committee

Peter Vonloewe

TABLE 2

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
Public Comment - NPS Response Summary

Comment

What (if anything) is preventing DC government from developing its plan for Kenilworth
North at the same time as this process so they can be coordinated, as per Trey’s point
about making efficient use of dollars (federal and local)?

You have already talked about realignment of the Riverwalk trail that |

assume would involve DDOT during the design phase. Do you plan to incorporate others,

such as DOEE, who would likely advocate for some form of their Living Shoreline draft
plan in terms of wetlands or sills to replace deteriorated seawalls?

Monte Edwards
Committee of 100

What is proposed to be done with the former community center site?

If | understood correctly, currently building on either KPS or KPN would cause an
unacceptable exposure risk to workers. After the soil cap is in place would building on
the site be possible without these risks?

When uses change it is not just a matter of applying more fill. Any changes will require
significant regrading as long as contaminated material remains below.

Thank you for this presentation. I’'m curious about the Kenilworth site and its influence
on the Anacostia River. The proposed plan suggests that contamination in the tidal
Anacostia River do not appear to be attributable to the Kenilworth site. Are there data
that have been collected in Watts Branch that can be compared with Anacostia River
data that informed this statement? Thank you.

NPS Response
There is nothing preventing the District government from developing its plan for KPN at the same time as the CERCLA process proceeds. The District
has indicated to NPS that it plans on conducting public engagement activities to determine the future uses of KPN in 2022. The next phase of the
CERCLA process is preparation of the remedial design. During the remedial design, the specific construction plans and specifications will be prepared.
These plans will need to accommodate the District’s plans for KPN.

DOEE provided a preliminary land-use plan to NPS in its comments on the Proposed Plan. This plan includes areas set aside for future tidal wetlands
restoration and meadow habitat. To address the District’s comments, and as shown on Figure 2 of the Responsiveness Summary, NPS modified the
Proposed Plan to eliminate the clean soil barrier in areas where restoration may occur in the future.

Realignment of the Anacostia Riverwalk Trail (ART) is not part of the CERCLA response action. The alignment of the existing ART within KPN will
remain as constructed in 2015. The alignments of future trail segments within KPN and KPS are proceeding independent of the CERCLA response
action. DDOT is managing the construction phase of the ART and consults with NPS to ensure the trail construction is completed in a manner that
protects worker health and mitigates possible hazards encountered during construction.

Since releasing the Proposed Plan, the District provided NPS a preliminary future land-use plan for KPN (see Attachment 24). This plan reserves areas
for future tidal wetland restoration and meadow habitat. NPS modified the limits of the proposed clean soil barrier accordingly. NPS anticipates the
District will refine plans for development of wetlands during the remedial design phase of the project.

The future of the former community center site and related facilities (building foundation, swimming pool, basketball and tennis courts) will be
determined by the District during redevelopment planning.

Risk posed to workers is unacceptable only if no protective measures are taken. Part of the remedy includes “institutional controls,” which will
include administrative requirements to implement precautions before and during any proposed excavation activities to protect worker safety and
address this risk. Installing utilities or constructing buildings over the Site is possible if protective measures are taken in the design and construction.
Specific plans that must be followed during any soil-disturbing activity will be developed during the remedial design phase of the CERCLA response.
NPS will provide oversight of any excavation activities to ensure appropriate protective measures are taken.

The Preferred Alternative was selected based on the District’s current plan to develop KPN for active recreational opportunities (e.g., sports fields).
Specific areas to be covered will be delineated as part of the remedial design phase of the project and will be based on the District’s specific
development plans for KPN. As part of the institutional controls put in place to manage the site, there will be limitations on future land use and
precautions will be required to protect worker safety during construction and excavation activities.

NPS collected sediment samples from Watts Branch and the Unnamed Tributary to Watts Branch during the preliminary assessment/site inspection
and remedial investigation phases of the project. NPS also reviewed results reported from sediment samples collected from Watts Branch as part of
the Anacostia River Sediment Project (ARSP) and a related tributary study. The results reveal contaminants, including polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs), are present in sediment next to the KPL Site but also in areas upstream of the Site and at higher concentrations. Based on review of available
data, NPS concluded that the KPL Site is not a current, ongoing source of contamination to adjacent surface waters including Watts Branch or the
Anacostia River.

Although existing data do not indicate that the KPL Site is a current significant source of contamination to adjacent surface waters, the District
recommended additional sampling in its Proposed Plan comment letter (see Attachment 24) to confirm that contaminants from surface soil are not
migrating into surface water via stormwater runoff. The District proposed that sampling be completed during the remedial design phase as the
findings will not affect the Selected Remedy. NPS has agreed to this recommendation.

NPS is considering, in consultation with other regulatory agencies, establishing a site that encompasses the Unnamed Tributary and the downstream
portion of Watts Branch. These areas are currently under NPS jurisdiction and subject to NPS CERCLA authority. NPS has initiated planning for a
remedial investigation (RI) to assess sediment contamination in these water bodies.
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Commenter

Trey Sherard,
Anacostia Riverkeeper

Marian Dombroski,
Anacostia Watershed
Community Advisory
Committee

Anne LaCombe

Marian Dombroski,
Anacostia Watershed
Community Advisory
Committee

Trey Sherard,
Anacostia Riverkeeper

Artilie Wright

Ben Grillot

TABLE 2

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
Public Comment - NPS Response Summary

Comment
I’'m looking back through the FS Addendum for information about how groundwater
from the site moves contaminants and/or contaminated sediment into the river and/or
into Watts Branch, but I'm finding nothing. Does NPS persist in its assertion that there is
no migration of contamination from the site to the river or to Watts Branch?

NICK Kushner - would you mind supplying your contact info?

This might be covered in the addendum report but | was wondering if preferred
alternative 3 is chosen, how often and for how long will the site be monitored for
potential erosion (e.g., along the river and stream banks)? And if there is erosion
occurring, what are the plans to address this?

Barges were used in the construction of the ART - as far north as NY Ave

Barges are already in use for other projects along the river so that is a very worthwhile
question.

Good Afternoon, Was there a recording of the Wednesday meeting and materials | can
share with my constituents? | am the ANC of Parkside which abuts NPS land adjacent to
the Anacostia River and was not aware of the event until after it ended.

Donna:

| live in River Terrace in NE DC and am excited to see that Kenilworth Park will be cleaned
up. | think Alternative 3 makes the most sense.

However, | would like to advocate for the inclusion of a car-top canoe

/ kayak launch near the site of the proposed footbridge to the Arboretum. As an avid
kayaker, there aren't nearly enough spots to easily (and safely) launch between
Bladensburg Waterfront Park and the Anacostia boat ramp. | already use the make-shift
launch in Kenilworth Park, but it would be very nice to have something more formal in
the final plans.

Let me know if you have any questions or would like to discuss!

Thanks,

NPS Response
Information regarding the potential migration of contaminants in groundwater is provided in the 2019 Remedial Investigation (Rl) Addendum report,
which is referenced in the 2020 Feasibility Study (FS) Addendum. The RI/FS documents are intended to be complementary; the FS builds on the data
and conclusions of the RI. The Rl Addendum report concluded that there are no unacceptable risks associated with contaminants in groundwater
migrating to the Anacostia River, Kenilworth Marsh, or Watts Branch.

In its comments on the Proposed Plan, DOEE recommended the collection of additional surface soil samples in areas adjacent to water bodies to
confirm there is no significant overland runoff pathway for contaminant migration. Given the lack of significant erosion, NPS considers this pathway
unlikely to cause an unacceptable exposure risk; however, NPS agreed that additional sampling during the remedial design phase of the CERCLA
response would provide additional data to reduce uncertainty regarding the potential for surface soil contaminants to be impacting adjacent surface
waters. The findings of the additional investigation would not change the configuration of the clean soil barrier (Selected Remedy). If the planned
sampling were to indicate that additional measures are needed, those measures would be in addition to the proposed clean soil barrier. To the
extent additional remedial measures are necessary, they would be selected through an explanation of significant differences (ESD) or a ROD
amendment.

Nick Kushner, AICP Community Planner
Capital Projects, Planning and Design

DC Department of Parks and Recreation 1250 U St. NW | Washington, DC 20009
P:202.391.9188 |E: nick.kushner@dc.gov

NPS’s Selected Remedy would not involve earthwork along the river and stream banks; therefore, erosion in these areas associated with installation
of the clean soil barrier is unlikely. Nevertheless, NPS included monitoring for erosion as a component of the institutional controls. The frequency and
duration of monitoring for erosion and mitigation steps to address erosion will be established and outlined as part of the remedial design phase and
will be detailed in plans prepared as part of the remedial design. In addition, because waste will remain at the Site, CERCLA requires that NPS conduct
long-term monitoring of the Site, which will include periodic inspections (minimum of every five years) to ensure the clean soil barrier remains stable,
is not eroding into adjacent surface waters, and is continuing to protect recreational users as expected.

Using barges rather than trucks would not significantly change the analysis or the factors used to select the Preferred Alternative. The use of barges
could increase the absolute and relative cost of Alternative 5 as that approach would require additional loading, unloading, and hauling above and
beyond that which would be required for trucking and would not reduce risk to recreational users.

See response to Comment 47.

A recording of the virtual meeting and transcript has been posted on the KPL webpage:
www.nps.gov/anac/learn/management/kpls.htm

Congress directed NPS to transfer administrative jurisdiction over KPN to the District; therefore, the District will determine the configuration of future
park facilities. The water access location shown on Figure 2 of the Responsiveness Summary (Selected Remedy) shows the water access location that
was included on a conceptual design plan prepared by the District Department of Transportation for the Arboretum Bridge across the Anacostia
River. The Selected Remedy will allow for the type of boat launch you have described.
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Dave Helms

Marian Dombroski,
Anacostia Watershed
Community Advisory
Committee

John Ausema

TABLE 2

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
Public Comment - NPS Response Summary

Comment
Ben Grillot
3445 Clay Street NE

I am a regional bicycle advocate and very interested in the Anacostia River Trail access. |
unfortunately missed the public meeting concerning the NPS Kenilworth Park Landfill
Site project.

Recently, Jersey barriers have been placed in the trail access at the terminus of Deane
Ave at Watts Branch Creek. This trail is a moderately traveled spur from the ART as a
bypass for Mayfair District / Parkside Apartments (where the surface route is often filled
with debris and glass making this route dangerous).

Could you please advise me of the trail bypass closure (trail users would like the barriers
to have a 3 ft opening for continued pedestrian and bicyclist access)?

Also, I'm very interested in the trails proposed for Alternative 3. Can you share greater
detail than available on the Alternative PDF map posted from the meeting?

P.S. I am supportive of the NPS preferred alternative 3 at this time. My priority is to
maintain and improve access to Kenilworth Park for trail users.

What if any responsibility does NPS have for remediation of contaminated sediment
adjacent to Kenilworth Park? On one of the ARSP documents this area is identified as a
hot spot. As you know, many members of the general public followed the ARSP with
great interest. While the DOEE has done an exceptional job making their plans available
and comprehensible to the public, many members of the gp are completely in the dark
about activities and plans of the other PRPs (PEPCO, WASH GAS, NPS, etc.). It would be
very helpful to gain a full picture of activities around Kenilworth Landfill, especially now
while the Feasibility Report and Proposed Plan for Remedial are out for public comment.

| wanted to comment on the remediation plan that was recently published. | am not sure
if | will be able to attend the meeting, but there are a couple of questions that | have and
that | am hoping can be answered for me as well as for the public. (1) It sounds like the
preferred alternative would include placing topsoil on the Anacostia Trail as well as the
fields. Is this correct? If so, what is the likely timeline for this work, and how long would
the trail be "offline"? (2) Does the plan impact the planned bridge over the river to the
Arboretum in any way?; (3) Can the planned segment of the Anacostia Trail across
Kenilworth Park South be constructed before the remediation work is done at KPN, so
that trail users would have an alternate route while the work is being done? Thanks.

NPS Response

The placement of the jersey barriers, at the terminus of Deane Avenue at Watts Branch, and the gate located along the Anacostia River Trail (ART) to
the south, was originally placed because of the unsafe physical conditions (uneven terrain and construction debris), which resulted in the
administrative closure of the area. Over the years, the jersey barriers have been inadvertently moved and gate re-opened without park approval. This
has led to vehicles accessing the Site, which have created additional safety concerns. NPS recently repositioned the jersey barriers and re-locked the
gate to remedy the issue. NPS is currently reviewing the administrative closure and access to the area for visitor use.

At this time, the only trail planned for development across KPS is the continuation of the ART. The trail alignment shown on Figure 2 of the
Responsiveness Summary was taken from the 2011 Environmental Assessment, Anacostia Riverwalk Trail Section 3 Realignment, Anacostia Park. NPS
has not yet determined the future of the road that runs north to south across KPS and is also shown on Figure 2. The road may be removed, or it may
remain; NPS will make that decision outside of the CERCLA process.

The Rl Addendum concluded that the KPL Site is not an ongoing source of contaminants to river sediments, at least not at concentrations that create
unacceptable risks to human health or the environment. The KPL Site—in contrast to the Washington Gas East Station Site, the Washington Navy
Yard, and the Pepco Benning Road Site—does not include any portion of the Anacostia River. If the sediments adjacent to the KPL Site need to be
remediated, that will be done as part of the ARSP remediation. To the extent there are allegations that the KPL Site contributed hazardous substances
to the river in the past, those allegations would be addressed in the context of allocation discussions among the potentially responsible parties for
the ARSP.

NPS will not be remediating contaminated river sediments as part of the Kenilworth response action. The boundaries of the KPL Site were drawn to
ensure that the KPL Site and the ARSP Site were mutually exclusive. In other words, the KPL Site boundaries were designed to avoid the possibility
that the same area would be subject to overlapping and potentially inconsistent investigations and response actions. Because other contaminated
sites along the river include portions of the adjacent riverbed, those sites were essentially carved out of the ARSP and will not be addressed as a part
of that response action. Instead, the sediments adjacent to those sites are being investigated in accordance with the legal agreements in place for
those sites and will be remediated, if necessary, in accordance with separate RODs issued for those sites.

1. The clean soil barrier included in the Selected Remedy will not cover the ART. The fill placed during construction of the trail and the asphalt surface
provide a barrier between visitors and the underlying soil. The 12-inch clean soil barrier placed over areas of KPN will butt up against the trail, which
was designed to be approximately 2 feet above the surrounding ground surface. There is no plan to take the trail offline during the construction
phase of the Selected Remedy.

2. During construction of the Arboretum pedestrian bridge, hazards such as methane gas and possible unexploded ordnances must be considered and
mitigated. Also, if contaminated soil or waste is disturbed during construction of the bridge, this soil/waste must be properly managed. Finally, the
bridge design must consider the raised ground surface elevation associated with the future clean soil barrier to be placed over KPN. The construction
of the Arboretum pedestrian bridge can proceed independently of the remediation of the Site as long as precautions such as those identified above
are considered and addressed.

3. The construction of the ART across KPS is moving forward and is proceeding independently of the cleanup project.
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Scott Safford

TABLE 2

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
Public Comment - NPS Response Summary

Comment
I am opposed to the plan to develop Kenilworth Park. As a community member who
enjoys the park on a weekly basis, | request that the land be preserved for wildlife. It is
one of the only true wilderness areas easily accessible in DC, and as it hosts breeding
woodcocks, Northern Harriers, spring peepers, Kestrels, and many other species of
wildlife. Looking out over the meadow in the morning and hearing the birdsongs brings a
smile to my face. | have also seen children enjoying the sights and sounds of a wild place
they may not otherwise have access to in the city.
Thank you for your consideration.

This is such a wonderfully rich natural environment and hosts many native species.
Please preserve it.

I am the advisory neighborhood commissioner. One of the commissioners for the area. |
just wanted to see if you could restate what the timelines were on potential decisions
being made for the proposed alternatives part one, part two for the alternatives that
have been proposed, what is the breakout between the responsibilities for who is paying
for those different courses of action. The federal government versus DC government. Is
that also driving what alternatives or accidents and or plans are being made?

Hi! I am a DC resident and a frequent user of the KPN area as an avid birder.

As you may know, Kenilworth Park is one of the best spots for birding and wildlife
viewing in the city, and frequently used for that purpose. More birds have been seen
there than anywhere else in the city this year (https://ebird.org/region/US-
DC/hotspots?yr=cur), and almost 250 species have been reported from there
(https://ebird.org/region/US-DC/hotspots?yr=all). The lists include the Aquatic Gardens
also, but the Park is the more heavily-birded area -- it has hosted a large number of
extremely uncommon DC species in the last few years, including a DC-first Loggerhead
Shrike, multiple Nelson's Sparrows, etc. It is also the best or only place in DC for
Meadowlarks, Blue Grosbeak, and others.

It is a critical habitat for many nesting birds: the recently-started MD/DC breeding bird
count has unofficially (so far) tallied ~60 species as Probable or Confirmed breeding in
the KP/KAG parks, which is tied for the most of any DC hotspot (with Theodore Roosevelt
Island), and 20% more than anywhere else.

These stats and others have been pulled from the eBird database (I'm into data analytics
by trade). If there are other numbers of interest, please feel free to request anything
from me.

After reading through the proposal, it occurred to me that a modification of Alternative 3
might be of interest to the community. | rarely see anyone using the playing fields
(except occasionally the one by the back parking lot). | would propose giving over more
of the mowed-grass area to un-mowed field. That should lower the cost, because the un-
mowed areas don't need to be capped with additional soil, and expand the area useful to
wildlife. Potentially, the savings could be moved into a wetland renewal project on site
along the Anacostia.

At any rate, | and the DC birding community are heavy users of the KP site. We love it
and dearly hope that these alterations don't have any adverse long-term effects on the
wildlife that lives and breeds there.

NPS Response
Thank you for your comment. One of the benefits NPS considered for Alternative 3 is the fact that this alternative requires no destruction of the
current habitat located on KPS. There are also areas of KPN that will remain as natural resource buffer areas. In its comments on the Proposed Plan,
DOEE provided preliminary plans for KPN that identified areas to be reserved for meadow habitat (see Attachment 24). Because Congress directed
NPS to transfer KPN to the District, the District will determine the future land use at KPN subject to the conditions included in the transfer legislation.

Thank you for your comment, NPS’s Selected Remedy will preserve KPS. In the District’s preliminary plans for KPN, areas are reserved for meadow
habitat. Because Congress directed NPS to transfer KPN to the District, the District will determine the future land use at KPN subject to the
conditions included in the transfer legislation. The District will be conducting future community engagement activities in 2022 to gather public input
on the future use of KPN, and NPS recommends participating in these activities to ensure your desires for KPN are considered.

NPS’s Selected Remedy is described in the KPL Site ROD. The Site now moves into the remedial design phase. This phase is expected to take
approximately two years. After completion of the remedial design phase, the remedial action phase will begin. During this phase, the actual work of
implementing the chosen remedy for the Site will be completed (i.e., placement of the clean soil barrier). The implementation of the Selected
Remedy is expected to take one to two years after selection of a contractor. The timeline for full implementation of the Selected Remedy is uncertain
but could reasonably fall within the range of five to ten years.

Cost-sharing discussions between the United States and the District are ongoing. The source of funding for the response action is not a factor that
was considered in selecting the Preferred Alternative.

NPS’s Selected Remedy would not impact existing habitat located on KPS. This was one of the benefits NPS considered during the evaluation of
possible alternatives. KPS is designated in the Anacostia Park Management Plan as a natural resource recreation zone. The only planned development
within KPS is the construction of the Anacostia Riverwalk Trail (ART).

Your comment about expanding areas within KPN to un-mowed meadows is noted; however, because Congress directed NPS to transfer
administrative jurisdiction over KPN to the District, future plans for KPN will be determined by the District. After the Proposed Plan was released, the
District provided NPS a preliminary future land-use plan for KPN (see Attachment 24). This plan reserves areas for future tidal wetland restoration
and meadow habitat. The District will be conducting future community engagement activities in 2022 to gather public input on the future use of KPN,
and NPS recommends participating in these activities to ensure your desires for KPN are considered.
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No. Commenter Comment NPS Response
Thank you!
58 Marian Dombroski, One of the reports mentions that remediation methods will accommodate future use. NPS does not believe implementation of the Selected Remedy will impede the District’s ability to provide future access to the River. The clean soil
Anacostia Watershed | With all the investment in returning the river to swimmable and fishable, it is curious barrier will protect areas of the park where visitors could encounter surface soil at a relatively high frequency and at a relatively high intensity (e.g.,

Community Advisory that water dependent activities have not been accommodated. Further, the possibility of | during routine sports team practices and games). The Selected Remedy will not prevent the District from developing other areas of KPN for other
accommodating these activities in the future will be prevented by the implementation of | uses or maintenance of natural resources. DOEE provided a preliminary future land-use plan to NPS as part of its comments on the Proposed Plan
this and associated plans. Condition of Watts Branch and continuing degradation of river | (see Attachment 24). This land-use plan includes areas preserved for future tidal wetlands restoration along the Anacostia River and Watts Branch
due to disconnection of the river from the flood plain have not been addressed. and meadow habitat on KPN.

Committee

The conditions of Watts Branch, Kenilworth Marsh, and the Unnamed Tributary to Watts Branch were evaluated as part of the original preliminary
assessment/site investigation (PA/SI) for KPS and the remedial investigation (RI) of KPN. Additional analysis of sediment data collected as part of the
PA/SI and Rl activities was included in support of the 2012 feasibility study. Available data indicate there are likely multiple significant
undifferentiated upstream sources of contaminants to the surface waters that impact sediment quality adjacent to the Site; therefore, NPS is
considering additional assessment and evaluation of these surface water bodies separate from the implementation of the KPL Site response action.
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Simeon Hahn National
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Marian Dombroski,
Anacostia Watershed
Community Advisory
Committee

Marian Dombroski,
Anacostia Watershed
Community Advisory
Committee

Marian Dombroski,
Anacostia Watershed
Community Advisory
Committee

Marian Dombroski,
Anacostia Watershed
Community Advisory
Committee

Fred Pickney

Trey Sherard,

Anacostia Riverkeeper

TABLE 2

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
Public Comment - NPS Response Summary

Comment
Were other migration pathways to the river other than groundwater, including soil
pathways (soil runoff) to the River and/or direct placement of landfill material into the
River? Were PCBs detected in sediments adjacent to South or North?

clarification: were other pathways evaluated. including the historical pathways; Does
NPS consider Kenilworth a source (historical source) of PCBs to the Anacostia?

Existing conditions at KPS appear to support current and future use. It makes sense that
KPS remain in current condition. However, Alternative 5 is applied to KPN would
accommodate a wider range of activities. Can this alternative be developed? Was it
previously considered?

Location of the proposed Anacostia River trail precludes naturalization of shoreline,
restoration of Watts Branch and installation of wetlands. Has there been any thought
given to modifying location of trail?

To be able to install wetlands, the District would be left holding the bag for removal of
landfill material.

The definition of "short term" and long term are relative. Ten years is a very short time
even in comparison to the time between close of the Landfill and the present.

Was sampling done in Watts Branch or unnamed stream?

I'll be interested to see Donna's responses to Fred as well. Relatedly, was Watts Branch
treated as a receiving body of water itself, or only as a vehicle to the Anacostia?

NPS Response
PCBs are present in River sediment adjacent to both KPN and KPS. The distribution of PCBs in sediment in these areas does not indicate significantly
higher concentrations of contaminants from the landfill, and there is no evidence that contaminants are currently migrating from the KPL Site;
however, historical contributions from KPL cannot be ruled out. Additional sampling and forensic analysis of PCBs in the landfill may inform whether
and to what degree the landfill was a historical source of PCBs in the river sediment. PCB concentrations are also higher in zones of sediment
deposition (zones where the current slows down and solids settle out); therefore, PCBs in river sediment near KPL may also be attributable to other
sources.

In its comments on the Proposed Plan, DOEE recommended additional surface soil sampling in the areas adjacent to the water bodies to confirm
there is not a significant overland runoff pathway for contaminant migration. Given the lack of significant erosion, NPS considers this pathway
unlikely to cause an unacceptable exposure risk; however, NPS has agreed that additional sampling and analysis to be completed during the remedial
design phase would increase confidence that this is not a significant pathway. The findings of the additional investigation would not change the
configuration of the proposed clean soil barrier. If the planned sampling were to indicate that additional measures are needed, those measures
would be in addition to the proposed clean soil barrier. To the extent additional remedial measures are necessary, they would be selected through an
explanation of significant differences (ESD) or a ROD amendment.

An approach where KPS remains in its current condition (Alternative 3) and KPN is returned to tidal wetlands (Alternative 5) was considered and
presented at the Leadership Council meeting on December 10, 2020 where this question was posed. As noted in the response to Comment 3, the
approximate cost of this hybrid concept was projected to be approximately $320 million, compared with approximately $6.4 million for the Selected
Remedy. From the perspective of addressing risk associated with the release of hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants, the alternatives
are equally effective at addressing the unacceptable risks posed by contaminants in surface soil to recreational users involved in higher-frequency
and intensity activities such as playing sports on athletic fields. Both alternatives also comply with ARARs. Therefore, NPS chose not to consider a
hybrid alternative further as the increased cost would not yield a more effective remedy. To be selected among equally effective and legally
compliant alternatives as the final remedy, the selected remedy must be cost effective, which means that its costs are proportional to its overall
effectiveness (see Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D) of the NCP).

The alignment of the ART was selected after completion of an environmental assessment (EA) (December 2011), prepared in accordance with NEPA
and after consideration of public comments received during the public scoping for the EA (February 3 - March 4, 2011) and on the EA document
(December 20, 2011 - January 31, 2012). The alignment of the ART was included to show the reasonably anticipated future land use at KPS; the
alignment was not determined as a part of the CERCLA response action.

NPS selected the Preferred Alternative in accordance with the criteria described in CERCLA’s implementing regulations, the NCP. Installing wetlands is
not required to address risks associated with the release of hazardous substances at the Site or to comply with ARARs. Restoration of wetlands may
occur in response to a Natural Resources Damage Assessment (authorized under CERCLA), or through other programs. Selection of the Preferred
Alternative has no bearing on how future restoration of wetlands could be funded.

The criterion of short-term effectiveness is related to risks posed to workers, members of the surrounding community, and the environment during
remedy implementation. In general, remedial alternatives that take longer to implement will rank lower on this criterion than alternatives that can be
implemented over a shorter period. The term is unrelated to the period of time between the landfill closure and the present.

Sampling in Watts Branch and the Unnamed Tributary to Watts Branch was performed as part of the preliminary assessment/site investigation
(PA/SI) for KPS and the remedial investigation (RI) for KPN. An analysis of sediment data was summarized in the 2012 Feasibility Study Report and at
that time NPS concluded, “the data do not indicate an overall impact from the Site on surface water or sediment in the adjacent surface water bodies
(Anacostia River, Watts Branch, and Kenilworth Marsh).” Nevertheless, contaminants that are present in the landfill are also present in Watts Branch
and the Unnamed Tributary. Although there are multiple sources of contaminants in these surface water features, including stormwater discharges,
the potential for contaminants at the Site to have migrated into these surface water bodies in the past cannot be ruled out. NPS is considering, in
consultation with other regulatory agencies, establishing a site that encompasses the Unnamed Tributary and the downstream portion of Watts
Branch. These areas are currently under NPS jurisdiction and subject to NPS CERCLA authority. NPS has initiated a remedial investigation (Rl to assess
sediment contamination in these water bodies.

See response to Comment 64.
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No. Commenter Comment NPS Response
66 Trey Sherard, | am happy to wait for a written response, but | do remain curious about how DOEE, DPR, | Itis NPS’s understanding that following transfer to the District, the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) will have primary responsibility for
Anacostia Riverkeeper | and any other District agencies will interact in the cleanup, transition, and then ongoing managing KPN. It is anticipated that DPR would consult with DOEE regarding natural resource issues such as the shoreline. Actual management roles
management and responsibilities for KPN will be determined by the District, not NPS. NPS expects that DOEE will be responsible for remedial design and remedial

action, subject to NPS oversight, but that is the subject of ongoing discussions between the United States and the District.

67 Trey Sherard, Is NPS prohibited from considering efforts beyond the bare minimum? "Not authorized" NPS undertakes response actions at contaminated sites under Section 104(a) of CERCLA to protect the public health or welfare or the environment.
Anacostia Riverkeeper | left me a bit unclear on the actual bounds on the agency Once NPS determines that a response action is warranted, it develops a range of remedial alternatives that must be evaluated in accordance with the
nine criteria described in Section 300.430(e)(9)(iii) of the NCP. Most importantly, a remedial alternative must be protective of human health and the
environment and must comply with all ARARs. In addition, to be selected as the final remedy, an alternative must be cost effective, which means that
its costs are proportional to its overall effectiveness (see Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D) of the NCP). NPS must follow this process in selecting a remedy
and must base its selection decision on the criteria described in CERCLA and the NCP.

68 Trey Sherard, We need to do everything we can to eliminate the inefficiencies inherent in keeping NPS agrees with the need to limit inefficiencies to the extent practical. In some instances, restoration may occur through implementation of a remedy
Anacostia Riverkeeper | these stages of this project heavily silo'd. Not only that the District only begins that is designed to address unacceptable risk to human health and the environment. As a practical matter, the NRDA process almost always comes
management after the cleanup, but also that CERCLA and NRDA are held apart. That is after a remedy because an NRD claim is limited to residual damages to natural resources that remain after the remedy is implemented. For that
not required, and we should fix it now while we can benefit by doing so. reason, attempts to conduct a NRDA before a remedy is selected can create its own inefficiencies. Multiple comments have been focused on the

restoration of tidal wetlands along Watts Branch and the Anacostia River. Although tidal wetlands restoration is not required to address risks
associated with the release of hazardous substances at the Site or to comply with ARARs, NPS updated the Selected Remedy in response to the
Proposed Plan comments provided by DOEE. DOEE’s comments identified areas intended for future tidal wetlands restoration and preservation of
meadow habitat. This change reduces the chance that measures taken during the response action will cause inefficiencies in a potential future
restoration effort.

69 Stacia Turner Can public be involved in talks between DPR and NPS for future use of Site? Congress directed NPS to transfer administrative jurisdiction over KPN to the District; once the transfer occurs, NPS will not be directly involved in the
planning process for future land use of KPN. The District notified NPS that it intends to start the community engagement process to determine future
use of KPN in 2022. NPS suggests community members provide input on the specific plans for KPN by participating in the District’s community
engagement activities and provide their input through that process.
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Comment
The comment below is text extracted from a letter submitted to NPS on behalf of DC
Audubon Society, Anacostia Riverkeeper, City Wildlife, DC Environmental Network,
Friends of Kenilworth Aquatic Gardens, Friends of Lower Beaverdam Creek, Friends of
Quincy Run Watershed, and the DC Chapter of Surfrider Foundation.

The entire letter is included as Attachment 1 to this memorandum.

We are writing to request that the National Park Service (NPS) provide a sixth alternative
for remediation at the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site. We have reviewed the September
2020 Feasibility Study Addendum Report, and while we appreciate the considerable
effort and analysis that went into preparation of this document, we find that the
alternatives do not adequately cover the full range of reasonable remediation options.
Below we provide a recommendation for a sixth option.

Excavation of contaminants and restoring wetlands is the most effective, permanent
solution at this property, and wetlands provide many valuable ecosystem services. For
this reason, we expect some stakeholders to support Alternative 5. However, excavation
and restoration is only considered in that alternative, and presents an all-or-nothing
scenario, which we believe leaves the options incomplete.

We request that a sixth alternative be added that (1) excavates contaminants and
restores wetlands in the western portion of KPN, west of the running track; (2) caps
lands in KPN east of the track, and (3) leaves Kenilworth Park South as is. We are
confident that this will strike the appropriate balance required by the applicable decision
criteria.

Ultimately, we wish to see the highest and best use of Kenilworth Park, and are grateful
that NPS is prioritizing remediation of this important property. Thank you for considering
our request.

Did the feasibility study and proposed plan consider the impacts on the river?

Was Watts Branch considered its own receiving body of water for contaminants or was it
considered only as a vehicle for contaminants entering the Anacostia River?

As | was reviewing the memorandum to the administrative record, | had two questions
about the response to the following question found on page five:

Q: Alternative five's cost includes the return of both North and South to the original
state, what would be the cost to do so only for North?

A: In response to this question, NPS developed a preliminary estimate of cost for a hybrid
alternative where Kenilworth Park South would be addressed as described under
Alternative 3 and KPN would be addressed as described under Alternative 5. The hybrid
considered full removal of the KPN landfill and revegetation as wetlands. This cost would
be approximately $320 million.

Based on this response, it would seem that the $320,000,000 estimate is based off of the
area outlined in alternative 5, which is larger than the footprint of alternative 3.

2) | was wondering how much it would cost and approximately how long it would take to
excavate the contaminated soil of the area that matched the footprint of alternative 3
(while leaving Kenilworth Park South untouched as proposed in alternative 3)?

3) Is it possible for an additional alternative (similar to the one proposed above) to
become a part of the public record so that it could be considered along with alternatives
1-5?

NPS Response
In response to Comment 3, NPS developed a preliminary estimate of cost for a scenario where KPS would be addressed as described under
Alternative 3 and KPN would be addressed as described under Alternative 5. This approach considered full removal of KPN landfill and revegetation
as wetlands. This cost would be approximately $320 million. The alternate approach suggested in this comment would involve removal and
revegetation of approximately 75% of KPN and would result in a cost of about $240 million. These costs are very high-level and are not intended for
construction estimating purposes. See Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4.4.

NPS included Alternative 5 in the Feasibility Study because it would eliminate risk posed to recreational users and future workers by completely
removing the landfill (and complete removal is a standard alternative to evaluate for landfill sites); however, it would do so at significantly greater
cost than the other alternatives and would also limit the District’s intended future use of the Site. NPS is required to evaluate remedial alternatives in
accordance with the nine criteria described in Section 300.430(e)(9)(iii) of the NCP). To be selected as the final remedy, an alternative must also be
cost effective, which means that its costs are proportional to its overall effectiveness (see Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D) of the NCP).

The approaches suggested in many comments where only portions of KPN are removed would add significant costs without improving the overall
effectiveness of the remedy. With respect to the NCP criteria for long-term effectiveness and permanence, partial landfill removal would be less
effective than full removal as it would require maintaining institutional controls similar to the Selected Remedy.

The Selected Remedy can be adapted in the remedial design phase to accommodate a different configuration of land use. The clean soil cap is only
required in high-frequency, high-intensity land use areas such as athletic fields. As noted in prior comments, the District provided a preliminary future
land-use plan in its Proposed Plan comments (see Attachment 24) that includes areas preserved for future tidal wetlands restoration and meadow
habitat. The District would impose land use restrictions to disallow high-frequency, high-intensity use of areas intended for future tidal wetland
restoration; therefore, the Selected Remedy described in the ROD modified the limits of the clean soil fill accordingly.

NPS cannot indirectly — and unilaterally — impose a specific future use of KPN on the District through the CERCLA process. To provide input on the
specific plans for KPN, members of the public are encouraged to participate in the District’s planning process, which the District intends to begin in
2022, and provide their input through that process.

Impacts to the River are being addressed as part of the Anacostia River Sediment Project, which is separate from the KPL Site.

Yes, Watts Branch was considered a receiving body when considering the surface water migration pathway, and sediment samples were collected
from Watts Branch during early investigation activities at Kenilworth Park Landfill.

The area designated for a potential soil barrier in Alternative 3 was based on an estimate of the largest area within KPN that could be developed for
higher-frequency and intensity uses such as athletic fields, which is less than the entire landfill footprint. The area selected assumes that a portion of
KPN would be reserved as natural buffer and would not be developed. Therefore, the area within KPN to be remediated in Alternative 3 is smaller
than the area that would be completely removed under Alternative 5. The removal scenario that was suggested during the public meeting included
full removal of the landfill at KPN.

Other commenters have requested NPS estimate costs of a partial landfill removal at KPN. NPS provided a high-level cost estimate for these scenarios
in the Interim Response to Comments. However, for the reasons explained in Section 3.4.4 of the Responsiveness Summary, NPS did not consider a
sixth alternative.
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July 2022

Commenter
Thomas Olmstead

Trey Sherard,
Anacostia Riverkeeper

Marian Dombroski,
Anacostia Watershed
Community Advisory
Committee

TABLE 2

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
Public Comment - NPS Response Summary

Comment
| have a question about the "FEASIBILITY STUDY ADDENDUM REPORT *FINAL*
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site Anacostia Park Washington, D.C.". In the last pages of this
document, cost estimates are provided. In TABLE B.5 Cost Estimate for Alternative 5:
Landfill Removal Shoreline Stabilization, two estimates are provided for the disposal of
2,906,428 tons of waste. The first estimate as ADC at Subtitle D facility at $32 a ton is
$93,005,693 based on engineers estimate, based on experience; assumes 50% of
material excavated. The second estimate as non-hazardous waste at Subtitle D facility at
$80 a ton is $232,514,232 based on engineers estimate, based on experience; assumes
50% of material excavated. The second estimate is used in the subtotals and totals for
the overall cost of Alternative 5. Why isn't the first estimate of $32 a ton used in the
subtotals and totals for the overall cost of Alternative 5?

| have a question about the hybrid plan you presented at the Leadership Council. Has it
been brought over to the official NPS documents site yet? | checked last week and only
found it referenced in the table of interim responses. | greatly appreciated your
attention to that request of mine but if it's not being presented to the general public, I'm
not sure how helpful it is for the comment process. Whether or not it has been
presented more effectively on the NPS website, | am also interested in seeing your
response to Audubon's letter sent to you by Joel, as his request refined that idea further
to something closer to my original intention from the public meeting.

Ms. Marian Dombroski submitted a letter from Anacostia Watershed Community
Advisory Committee providing a suggested land use configuration for KPN that would
include landfill removal in the western portion of KPN, establishment of tidal wetlands
along the Anacostia River and a portion of Watts Branch, undisturbed natural resources
areas (KPS and western portions of KPN), and eastern areas reserved for community
activities and special events/organized sports and recreation. A copy of the letter is
included as Attachment 2.

NPS Response
As part of Alternative 5, NPS estimated that 4,305,819 cubic yards (or 5,812,856 tons) of soil and waste will need to be excavated, loaded onto trucks,
and transported for off-Site disposal (i.e., landfill). To estimate fees associated with final disposal, NPS assumed that 50% (or 2,906,428 tons) of the
material would be disposed as waste at a non-hazardous landfill (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act [RCRA] Subtitle D facility). This material
may include the historical ash and other debris in the north and south landfills. The disposal cost (tipping fee) for this material was estimated to be
$80 per ton, based on comparisons with similar excavation and removal activities.

Considering that much of the material to be removed is soil with low concentrations of chemical contaminants, NPS assumed that the rest of the
excavated material (an additional 2,906,428 tons) could be reused at another landfill as “alternate daily cover” (ADC) material. Because of its
beneficial reuse, disposal fees associated with ADC material are usually less than standard tipping fees. In this case, NPS assumed a unit cost of $32
per ton for material to be used as ADC at another landfill. There is no way to definitively estimate the volume of soil vs the volume of waste, so these
volume estimates are inherently uncertain.

The total cost estimate for Alternative 5 included disposal fees for 2,906,428 tons of material consisting of waste that has no potential beneficial
reuse at $80/ton, as well as 2,906,428 tons of material consisting of mostly soil that has a potential beneficial reuse as daily cover in a landfill at
$32/ton. Both line items are included in the total estimated cost for this alternative.

Note that the total cost estimated for Alternative 5 assumed that none of the soil or waste material would be considered “hazardous waste.” If any of
the excavated material requires disposal in a facility permitted to handle hazardous waste (i.e., RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste facility), the
estimated hauling and disposal costs would significantly increase.

The hybrid alternative NPS presented at the December 10, 2020 Leadership Council meeting was developed to help make the point that adding a
sixth alternative to the Feasibility Study would not change NPS’s decision to select the Preferred Alternative. Variations of this hybrid alternative that
involve partial landfill removal would not score as highly as the Selected Remedy because the cost would be significantly higher without increasing
the effectiveness of protecting public health or welfare or the environment or complying with ARARs. A formal response to the Audubon’s comment
letter is included as Attachment 16.

As noted in prior comments, Congress directed NPS to transfer administrative jurisdiction over KPN to the District; therefore, the District will
determine the configuration of future park land use and facilities (refer to Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4.2). NPS relied on input from the
District to identify the intended future land use of KPN. Through the process of reviewing the Proposed Plan, the District’s vision for land use at KPN
evolved, reducing the area previously identified for organized sports and recreation, and reserving areas for future tidal wetland restoration and
preservation of meadow habitat. The Selected Remedy was adapted from the recommended Alternative 3 to account for the updated land use
configuration the District identified in its comment letter (Attachment 24). NPS did not include tidal wetlands restoration as a component of the
response action because it is not required to protect the public health or welfare or the environment or to meet ARARs. Instead, NPS reduced the
area recommended for a clean soil barrier, removing the potential that the clean soil barrier would need to be removed later to accommodate the
District’s restoration activities. The remedial design will provide the final boundaries for the clean soil barrier. To provide input on the specific plans
for KPN, members of the public are encouraged to participate in the District’s planning process that will begin in 2022 and provide their input through
that process.
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John Wilson

Jenn Hatch

Jermie Cozart

TABLE 2

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
Public Comment - NPS Response Summary

Comment

I and my family have often enjoyed walking in the Kenilworth Aquatic Gardens and
kayaking on the Anacostia River. It is distressing how dirty it can be, and that we are
warned about the risks of swimming. It is very distressing to learn of the severe pollution
in the landfill. While it concerns me that my occasional recreation is at risk, | am more
concerned about the residents of nearby communities.

I am told that those residents may not have had enough voice in how the park will be
used after remediation. | am also concerned about the extent of excavation, as I'm
aware sometimes problems can emerge when excavation occurs that could have been
avoided through covering and maintaining the site properly. | hope the NPS will work
harder to engage the community, District government, and other relevant agencies to
come up with the best possible solution.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed remediation plan for the
Kenilworth Landfill Site.

As a resident of Eastland Gardens, in the neighborhood surrounding the park, | believe
this opportunity is a turning point, to repair previous environmental damage done to the
park and the surrounding community. | believe the goal of this remediation should be to
deliver a safe, healthy, vibrant community space that provides recreational
opportunities, access to nature, wildlife habitat and natural system benefits, particularly
in resilience to flooding and rising tides. To get there, | support a more full presentation
and discussion of the hybrid alternative noted in the NPS response to previous
comments -- where KPS is remediated as per Alt. 3 and KPN follows Alt. 5 -- but do feel
that more details regarding this hybrid alternative are crucial in order to further
discussion, before any final alternative is selected.

Additionally, while NPS' purview is limited to CERCLA, it is crucial that NPS + District
Government develop a collaborative and connected community planning effort, given
the planned transfer of KPN to DC Government. This process should begin with the
community's vision for this space, with decisions as to remediation plans, future
recreational build-out, park services, etc., flowing from that vision. With a clearer goal in
mind, | believe both community & government actors would be more able to evaluate
the remediation proposals based on current state of the park + plans for future
use/recreational build-out. Instead, the two-track process we see now is hard to navigate
for residents, whose lives are and will continue to be impacted directly by these
decisions. Surely one cohesive planning effort between government actors would yield a
more cohesive product, maximize efficiency of planning efforts and project dollars, and
demonstrate a community-centered planning process, which we all hope this is meant to
be.

My vote is for alternative #5 plan to be selected to cleanup Kenilworth Park Landfill.

NPS Response
NPS has conducted extensive investigations of the Site to determine the substances that are present and the risk they may pose to human health and
the environment following the process outlined in CERCLA and CERCLA's implementing regulations, the NCP. Based on these investigations, NPS
determined that the only unacceptable risk to human health or the environment posed by the KPL Site is the presence of certain contaminants in
surface soil and a risk to workers exposed to subsurface soil and waste. The risk posed by surface soil is based on the potential to ingest (hand to
mouth) contaminated soil when involved with activities at a relatively high frequency and intensity for an extended period (e.g., a visitor participating
in organized sports such as soccer or football three or more times per week for several years). The risk of ingesting contaminated soil while
participating in activities other than organized sports, such as walking on the trails, is considered negligible. To learn more about how NPS assessed
risks associated with hazardous substances at this site, you can review the poster available at the following link:
https://www.nps.gov/anac/learn/management/upload/04-Poster RA Final-508compliant.pdf

The low levels of contaminants at the landfill should not interfere with enjoyment of the park. Although the risks are low, NPS has determined
reduction of these risks is necessary for areas of KPN to be developed for active recreational uses or public gatherings.

One common misconception reflected in public comments about NPS’s Proposed Cleanup Plan was that the plan is being used to establish the future
use of the park. The future use of KPS is defined in NPS’s Anacostia Park Management Plan that was adopted in 2017. The future use of KPN will be
determined by the District. To provide input on the specific plans for KPN, members of the public are encouraged to participate in the District’s
planning process, which will be initiated in 2022, and to provide their input through that process.

All future activities completed at the Site, such as excavation, will be completed in accordance with specific plans that will be developed during the
remedial design phase of the CERCLA process (this phase follows the issuance of the ROD). These specific, detailed plans will determine possible risk

associated with each planned activity and outline specific mitigation steps required during completion of the activity to ensure workers, visitors, and
the environment are fully protected.

Please see NPS response to Comment 5 and Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4.5.

To provide input on the specific plans for KPN, members of the public are encouraged to participate in the District’s planning process, which will
begin in 2022, and provide their input through that process.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4.
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Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
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Comment
| am writing to express my opinions for land use at the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site. |
have been a resident of DC for 12 years and for the last 3 years have lived right down the
way from the site, in River Terrace just by the Benning Road Bridge. | use the Anacostia
River Trail often, wandering into Kenilworth Park via foot with my family and dog, or via
bike.

First let me say that | am VERY excited that NPS is taking on this project! It is so needed
and the community is really excited about it. Northeast DC gets so little attention but has
so many hidden gems that could be better maintained for community use, this being one
of them. The amount of open space there is unbelievable and holds so much potential!

| reviewed the alternatives in the proposal and wish to express my support for
Alternative 5, Landfill Removal & Revegetation. Though this is of course the most costly
of options in the short term, | believe it will reap the most benefits in the long run,
including but not limited to:

¢ Anacostia River cleanup efforts

¢ advancing health equity in ward 7 — both in terms of eliminating chronic health
conditions caused by the landfill toxicity, but also providing a clean safe green space for
residents to exercise and enjoy

e increasing desire to buy or rent property in the area

¢ making way for future developments in the area

e attracting more attention and visitorship to Kenilworth Aquatic Gardens

Thank you for the time you have spent and continue to spend reviewing community
comments. | look forward to watching this project unfold and hope that the ultimate
plan will best represent the community-wide pulse.

I am a resident nearby in Deanwood in Ward 7. | have two recommendations for the
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site.

1) | agree that we should keep KPS as naturalistic as possible and complete the Anacostia
River Trail cut through trail through this section.

2) My preference is that the KPN section should undergo complete landfill removal and
shoreline restoration. All contaminants should be removed. The land should also be
transferred into a community land trust as part of the transfer to the DC government.
The Community Land Trust should consist of a board of residents in the immediate
impact area who should be able to prioritize future land use to their needs, given the
history of environmental injustice they have been subjected to.

| am writing to comment on the Proposed Plan for Cleanup of the Kenilworth Park
Landfill Site. | live near the site. My daughter is five months old and we like to go on
walks through the affected area. | want a plan that can be finished in a reasonable
timeframe and keep my daughter and me safe. After a review of the available options, |
firmly support Alternative 3. It has the best combination of protection of public health,
feasibility, and short timeframe. After dealing with a polluted former landfill for so long,
the idea that the program goals could be achieved in two years sounds amazing.

NPS Response
Thank you for your comment. NPS included Alternative 5 in the FS because it would eliminate risk posed to recreational users and future workers by
completely removing the landfill (and complete removal is a standard alternative to evaluate for landfill sites). However, it would do so at significantly
greater cost than the other alternatives and would also limit the District’s future use of the Site. NPS is required to evaluate remedial alternatives in
accordance with the nine criteria described in Section 300.430(e)(9)(iii) of the NCP. To be selected as the final remedy, an alternative must also be
cost effective, which means that its costs are proportional to its overall effectiveness (see Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D) of the NCP). Alternative 5 does
not meet this criterion.

Thank you for your comment/suggestion. Please review Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4.5, for a response to questions related to partial landfill
removal.

Congress directed NPS to transfer administrative jurisdiction of KPN to the District; therefore, the District will manage KPN in the future and will be
responsible for establishing the future land use.

NPS suggests community members provide input on the specific plans for KPN by participating in the District’s planning process, which will begin in
2022, and provide their input through that process.

Thank you for your comment. Please note the one-to-two-year timeline was an estimate to complete the implementation of Alternative 3. The
implementation begins after the remedial design phase, which is the CERCLA phase when the detailed engineering drawings and plans are prepared.
The remedial design phase will begin after issuance of the ROD. The timeline to fully implement the remedy is uncertain but for the Selected Remedy
(modified version of Alternative 3) could reasonably fall within the range of five to ten years. This would include preparing the remedial design
(engineering drawings and plans) and conducting the Site work (i.e., actual placement of the clean soil barrier).

July 2022
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TABLE 2

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
Public Comment - NPS Response Summary

Comment

Below text has been extracted from a letter received by NPS from Mr. Dennis Chestnut.
Refer to Attachment 3 for entire letter.

| recommend that the National Park Service read, adhere to, and implement the Leave
No Trace principles. These principles are flushed out in more detail and should be read in
its entirety. These principles, if followed, can be the guiding principles we use going
forwarded.

| support the total removal of contaminated soil from Kenilworth Park-North, and
replacing it with a cap of clean soil that is adequate for any future use including
excavation that may be required related to that use, without the DC government being
required to perform additional remediation. | also support the improvement of the
natural resources of Kenilworth Park-North and Kenilworth Park-South, including
restoring the natural edge of the river, installation of wetlands and other storm water
management improvements, restoration and creation of natural habitat areas that
respects wildlife, and improve that land to be able to serve the local residents, and
accept and receive the many visitors that will come to this area. | support an additional
option and support the AWCAC position.

| just wanted to ask if there has been an assessment of contamination leaching or
running off from the landfill into the river? | haven't been able to find anything in the
paperwork. Could you please point me to it?

I am a resident of DC. As someone who exercises on the Anacostia River Trail and spends
time at the Kenilworth Aquatic Gardens and the Anacostia River more generally, | am so
glad that this site is being cleaned up. However, | am also concerned that

the communities most immediately affected--in and around Kenilworth Park--have not
had enough voice in how the park will be used and how it will get there through
remediation of the damage from its days as a landfill. This is a major environmental
justice issue for DC, and | would ask that you prioritize public input from the people
most affected. Thank you!

I am a Ward 5 resident commenting on the proposed cleanup plan for Kenilworth Park
Landfill Site in Ward 7. This is an environmental justice issue for DC and | am asking for a
clean up that will give DC a swimmable and fishable Anacostia River.

NPS Response
Thank you for your comment. NPS did not develop or evaluate an alternative involving the removal of contaminated surface soil and placement with
a cap of clean soil because the cost would be significantly higher than the Selected Alternative (placement of a clean soil barrier over high-frequency,
high-intensity land use areas as shown on Figure 2 of the Responsiveness Summary) but would not significantly improve the effectiveness of the
remedy.

The United States and the District are in discussions regarding how to share the costs of the CERCLA response action.

The 2019 Remedial Investigation Addendum concluded that there is currently no unacceptable risk from contaminants is currently present at the
landfill migrating to the Anacostia River via groundwater; therefore, consideration of measures to prevent impacts to the river were not necessary. If
contaminated river sediments adjacent to the Site need to be remediated, remediation will be performed as part of the Anacostia River Sediment
Project.

The types of contaminants present at the Site (PCBs, PAHs, metals) bind to soil and are not carried with stormwater in dissolved form. If these
contaminants were being washed into the nearby surface water, it would be in the form of soil erosion. There is limited evidence of soil erosion at
the Site; however, DOEE’s comments on the Proposed Plan recommended additional sampling and analysis to be performed during the remedial
design phase to confirm this is not a pathway of concern. NPS has agreed to this recommendation. The findings of these additional investigations
would not affect the selection of modified version of Alternative 3 as the Selected Remedy.

Thank you for your comment. NPS agrees that engaging the local community and receiving their input was critical to the evaluation and selection of a
remedy to clean up the Site. Therefore, as summarized in Section 2.2 of the Responsiveness Summary, NPS participated in multiple community and
neighborhood meetings and outreach efforts. NPS also extended the public comment period well beyond the requirements under CERCLA and the
NCP with the goal of engaging the local community and other interested members of the public in a meaningful way. In addition to extending the
required public comment period, NPS’s outreach was enhanced by providing the public interim responses to comments before the end of the
comment period, allowing the community to consider NPS’s responses and ask follow-up questions within the public comment period.

The District, not NPS, will be determining the future use of KPN. The District has notified NPS that community engagement activities to gather public
input on the future use of KPN will begin in 2022. Local community members will be given opportunities to participate in the District’s planning
process and are encouraged to provide their input through that process.

With the transfer of administrative jurisdiction over KPN, the District is expected to implement the remedial design/remedial action phases subject to
NPS oversight. NPS will be updating the Community Involvement Plan to identify opportunities for the community to understand and provide input

on the remedial design and construction activities. Please also refer to the Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.1 - Environmental Justice.

Thank you for your comment.
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Nikka Demesa

Becca Schendel

TABLE 2

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
Public Comment - NPS Response Summary

Comment

| am a resident nearby in Benning and just read up all the history and proposed
alternatives regarding KPS. | am glad to learn there has been much due diligence and
careful consideration.

This is honestly my first time doing something of this nature so | apologize in advance for
informality. After reviewing the plans | would like to express my strong favor and support
for alternative 4. | believe the difference in cost is marginal when considering the scale
and added benefit to the surrounding citizens, wildlife, and ecosystem. It will also
provide a more long lasting solution as the entire site would be receiving the same care...
no stone left unturned. The East side of the Anacostia has long been the “dumping”
ground for the Nation’s capital. In its revival, it should receive nothing less than
complete, thorough, and comprehensive solutions.

1. How does Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) relate to CERCLA?
2. what improvements to the site, in terms of facilities (bathrooms, pavilions, paved
areas, planting, depth of foundation) are possible on fill as specified in Alt 3?

As someone who cares about ensuring safe recreational spaces in and around the
district, | urge you to pick option number 5 for the clean-up of the Kenilworth Park
Landfill Site. Removing waste materials and previously placed cover soils to restore
wetland habitat will help ensure public safety while providing natural habitat for people
and wildlife to enjoy. Wetlands along rivers absorb flood waters and will help protect the
nearby communities from flooding. In tandem with restoration, recreational structures
such as docks, trails, bridges, and more will also help provide local communities with
access to nature. Additionally, the National Parks System must listen to the voices of
local communities that live near the park - for too long they have suffered the impacts of
air pollution and should be front and center when developing the restoration plans.
Local communities have also expressed concern about gentrification of the area if new
parks and nature areas are built. This is just another reason to support local voices when
developing this restoration project. Please take into serious consideration their
comments.

Good morning, | write in support of NPS’s plan to proceed with “Option 3” for the
cleanup of the Kenilworth Park former landfill site. The addition of a 1ft soil barrier will
provide added protection from contaminants for site visitors, at a reasonable cost and
with minimal disruption to the surrounding community (compared to proposed
alternatives). | have enjoyed Kenilworth Park as a nearby Ward 6 neighbor for over a
decade - my regular use of the facilities include runs and bike rides on the Anacostia
River trail, visiting Kenilworth Gardens, elementary school track club practices at the
public track facilities, and some memorable sightings of river birds, turtles, wild turkey,
and deer. | can’t wait for the trail connector to be erected between the park and the
Arboretum! | hope NPS continues to preserve and maintain this site for me and others to
enjoy.

NPS Response
Thank you for your comment. Alternative 4 was not ranked as highly as the Selected Remedy (Alternative 3) for multiple reasons, including a
significantly higher cost for a similar level of protection. While Alternative 4 would involve covering a larger area than the Selected Remedy (shown
on Figure 2 of the Responsiveness Summary), it would require clearing all existing vegetation in the areas to be covered, significantly impacting the
current natural habitat and making it less effective in the short term. Please refer to the Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4, for additional
information regarding how the alternatives were evaluated and the selection of the chosen remedy.

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) creates the framework for the proper management of hazardous and non-hazardous solid
waste, including regulating the transport of hazardous waste. CERCLA provides a framework for the Federal Government to assess and respond to
hazardous substances that have been released or have the potential to be released into the environment. The main difference between the two laws
is that RCRA manages hazardous substances at facilities that are currently in use while CERCLA provides a framework for the federal government to
respond to releases of hazardous substances from abandoned or non-operating Sites.

At the KPL Site, aspects of RCRA have been identified as ARARs. Activities completed as part of the cleanup of the KPL Site must meet the applicable
substantive requirements of RCRA, such as transportation of waste. Table 7 in the ROD provides a list of all ARARs identified for the Site, including
details on the RCRA ARAR.

The District will develop the final plans for KPN, and clean soil cover will not be required in areas where the District plans to build structures as the
building will remove the risk posed by visitor contact with contaminated soil. Plans developed during the remedial design will include assessment of
hazards and development of mitigation steps that must be taken to address hazards during future work at the Site including construction of
structures.

Thank you for your comment, Alternative 5 was deemed to be relatively ineffective (compared with other alternatives) on the non-cost balancing
criterion of short-term effectiveness. In addition, that alternative failed to meet the additional requirement of cost effectiveness set forth in Section
300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D) of the NCP. In other words, its costs were not proportional to its overall effectiveness at protecting human health and the

environment, complying with ARARs (i.e., laws and regulations), and long-term effectiveness and permanence.

Please refer to the Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.1 — Environmental Justice, for additional information.

Thank you for your comment.
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Comment

Can you short answer explain why the football field inside the track is not included in the

"active recreational use" category along with the soccer fields?
Thank you.

Kenilworth Park is a rare oasis in the urban desert for birds of all kinds. | hope that the
meadow and wetlands are preserved for wildlife.

I am a resident of the District of Columbia (DC) and frequent visitor to Kenilworth
Park. My primary purpose for visiting the park is birding (also known as bird-watching)
as the park is a unique space in DC for this recreational activity. The area is important
bird habitat and many species can be found here that are found nowhere else in the
District. Just in the last year, I've observed American pipits, bobolinks, and American
tree sparrows in the fields of Kenilworth Park North.

The dump at Kenilworth Park North was originally groomed as sports fields, and |
understand the intention is to cap the fields with clean fill and regroom them for the
same purpose. Consider this: in the short period of time that longer grass has been
allowed to grow along just the edges of these fields, a diversity of native bird species
have returned. Can you imagine what wildlife might return if the entire area was
restored to long grass and ephemeral pools?

| am writing to strongly encourage NPS to protect and/or ensure the restoration of the
meadows, fields, and shallow pools of Kenilworth Park North and South and also to
emphasize that the concerns of the birdwatching community be taken into account as
part of the planning process. Birding is a cherished activity for many in DC as a free,
accessible, and fulfilling pastime, and | hope that NPS will consider the important

ramifications for birds and the birding community as it proceeds in this planning process.

Below text has been extracted from a letter received by NPS from Mr. Andy McGeoch.
Refer to Attachment 4 for entire letter.

The dump at Kenilworth Park North was originally groomed as sports fields, and |
understand the intention is to cap the fields with clean fill and regroom them for the
same purpose. Consider this: in the short period of time that longer grass has been
allowed to grow along just the edges of these fields, a diversity of native bird species
have returned. Can you imagine what wildlife might return if the entire area was
restored to long grass and ephemeral pools?

| am writing to strongly encourage NPS to protect and/or ensure the restoration of the
meadows, fields, and shallow pools of Kenilworth Park North and South and also to
emphasize that the concerns of the birdwatching community be taken into account as
part of the planning process. Birding is a cherished activity for many in DC as a free,
accessible, and fulfilling pastime, and | hope that NPS will consider the important

ramifications for birds and the birding community as it proceeds in this planning process.

NPS Response
The football field inside the track is considered an area of active recreational use that includes organized league play and other recreational activities.
This area is shaded with a different color on Figure 2 of the Responsiveness Summary to highlight the fact that it is an area of more recently-imported
soil fill. The surface soil in this area is assumed not to contain contaminants similar to the soil used to cover the landfill just after closure. Additional
assessment of soil quality in this area will be performed during the remedial design phase to confirm the assumption that it is not contaminated.

Thank you for your comment. Under the Selected Remedy, KPS habitat will remain undisturbed. The District will determine future land use for KPN.
The District provided NPS a preliminary land-use plan for KPN (see Attachment 24) that sets land aside for future tidal wetlands restoration and
meadow habitat. In addition, there are natural resource buffer areas that will remain as part of KPN.

Thank you for your comment. One of the benefits NPS considered for Alternative 3 is the fact that this alternative would require no destruction of the
current habitat located on KPS. There are also areas of KPN that will remain as natural resource buffer areas. Please note, however, that the District
will determine the future use of KPN. In its comments on the Proposed Plan (see Attachment 24), DOEE identified areas to be reserved for meadow
habitat.

Thank you for your comment. One of the benefits NPS considered for Alternative 3 is the fact that this alternative would require no destruction of the
current habitat located on KPS. There are also areas of KPN that will remain as natural resource buffer areas. Please note, however, that the District
will determine the future use of KPN. In its comments on the Proposed Plan (see Attachment 24), DOEE identified areas to be reserved for meadow
habitat.
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My comments are in specific regard to managed meadow (or grassland) habitat at the
site. I'm hoping that final site design in Alternative 3 incorporates the
replacement/restoration of, at least the size of the existing meadow, and perhaps
expanding meadows on south side of the center road (Deane Avenue). Recognizing my
comment is somewhat a detail for the final design, | mention it now because it may be
useful or necessary for proposed meadow zones to be identified in advance to allow for
more, or different fill... or a modified fill mix, as opposed to other fill areas to ensure
successful meadow establishment.

Further, I'm hopeful that serious consideration be given to the actual timing of the
massive fill operations such that it avoids critical bird nesting periods. It would be good
to coordinate with your partners at DC DDOE--specifically, Dan Roush in the Wildlife
Division--to determine critical ground-nesting bird nesting times. Mr. Roush will likely be
current in knowing what, if any, species about which you need to be concerned (FYI: In
years past, grasshopper sparrows were one of the ground-nesting species that utilized
the Kenilworth Park meadows. Unusual for an inner city park!).

Hi It would be great if this could be a multi purpose use for a couple of restaurants,
grocery store, parking area, an activity center for youth 6-17, a day care center where a
program could be implemented where elderly residents can volunteer.

A drop in shelter one for youth and for adults and families, and a training center for
youth 17 and up program.

This site could be used for multi purpose use where it benefits the community vs.
Another liquor store.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on behalf of myself and my
community of river users and enthusiasts.

We are a community of youth and adult boaters who use the Anacostia River on a daily
basis for recreation, relaxation, education, and fitness. The health benefits of a clean and
healthy river accrue to not only us but also all communities along the river, residents
who travel to enjoy the river and all creatures who make the river their home.

Thank you for managing this important task of cleaning up our waterway.

Our members are very interested in the future of Kenilworth Park Landfill. It impacts
significantly the surrounding communities and the Anacostia River. All work should be
done with the utmost care for the cleanliness and health of the river. This includes the
water quality, water flow, and natural shorelines.

We wholeheartedly support the decision to preserve the quality habitat in Kenilworth
Park South and hope that the adjacent PEPCO Lagoon will be included in future
restoration. Any work conducted in Kenilworth Park South must be undertaken with the
lightest hand focusing on enhancement of existing habitat and without removal or
further site disturbance.

We support eventual removal of all landfill and overlying material in Kenilworth Park
North as described in Alternative 5. Accomplishing complete removal of landfill material
in phases over time will reduce disruption of Park functions and nuisance to the
neighborhood. Including remediation with other phased site improvements will reduce
cost.

Employing institutional controls, as described in Alternative 2, in areas to be included in

NPS Response
Thank you for your comment. One of the benefits NPS considered for Alternative 3 is the fact that this alternative would require no destruction of the
current habitat located on KPS. There are also areas of KPN that will remain as natural resource buffer areas. Please note, however, that the District
will determine the future use of KPN. In its comments on the Proposed Plan (see Attachment 24), DOEE identified areas to be reserved for meadow
habitat. NPS will coordinate with DOEE to ensure that any impacts to nesting birds will be minimized during implementation of the remedy.

Thank you for your comment. The District, not NPS, will determine the future land use of KPN. Congress passed a law requiring the transfer of KPN to
the District. This legislation indicated the land is to be used for the provision of “public recreational facilities, open space, or public outdoor
recreational opportunities.” The future use of KPS is dictated by the Anacostia Park Management Plan, which requires that KPS be maintained in its
current, natural condition. Please refer to the Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4, for additional information.

Thank you for your comment. An approach where KPS remains in its current condition (Alternative 3) and KPN is returned to tidal wetlands
(Alternative 5) was considered and presented at the Leadership Council meeting on December 10, 2020. As noted in the NPS response to Comment 3,
the approximate cost of this hybrid concept was projected to be approximately $320 million, compared with approximately $6.4 million for the
Selected Remedy. From the perspective of addressing risk associated with the release of hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants, the
alternatives are equally effective. Therefore, NPS chose not to consider this alternative further as the increased cost would not yield a more effective
remedy.
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Comment
later phases of work will keep visitors safe and allow Park use to continue until all phases
of work are complete.

We need to do what is needed to ensure that the river is clean and healthy for all users
in the future. Investment now in removal of all toxic material is our best choice to have a
clean and healthy river and park.

I am a relatively new visitor to Kenilworth Park during this past year. The park is only 11
minutes from my house and | have introduced the paths, ponds and meadows to many
friends. My primary purpose for visiting the park is to see and count birds, as the park is
a unique space in the District of Columbia for this recreational activity. The area is
important bird habitat, and many species can be found here that are found nowhere else
in the District. Just in the last year, | observed a rare American Bittern and also rare
Short-earned Owl near the fields of Kenilworth Park North.

| am writing to strongly encourage NPS to protect and/or ensure the restoration of the
meadows, fields, and shallow pools of Kenilworth Park North and South and to
emphasize that the concerns of the birdwatching community be taken into account as
part of the planning process. Birding is a cherished activity for many in DC as a free,
accessible, and fulfilling pastime, and | hope that NPS will consider the important
ramifications for birds and the birding community as it proceeds in this planning process.

The dump at Kenilworth Park North was originally groomed as sports fields, and |
understand the intention is to cap the fields with clean fill and regroom them for the
same purpose. Consider this: in the short period of time that longer grass has been
allowed to grow along just the edges of these fields, a diversity of native bird species
have returned. Can you imagine what wildlife might return if the entire area was
restored to long grass and ephemeral pools?

Ms. Davies, Thank you very much for the information. | support your

team’s recommendation of option three and the continued use of the area for sports
and recreational use.

| am writing to request a 30-day extension on the public comment period for the
Kenilworth Park Landfill proposed plan. Please confirm this is possible.

In the clean up and restoration of Kenilworth Park landfill, a significant buffer of
managed natural meadow should be included between existing wooded areas and
recreational space, in the northern portion of Kenilworth North. Significant habitat
(ground nesting birds, amphibians, etc.) exists there and should be retained as a natural
buffer, in an area not ideal for recreational fields or construction.

It’s just that capping material may likely be different in active recreation areas like
ballfields, than in landscaped/planted areas (including meadows). Drainage will likely
differ too.

No need to respond to this. Just want fill and drainage specs for the various areas of
landfill to not be overlooked, or an afterthought.

NPS Response

Thank you for your comment. One of the benefits NPS considered for Alternative 3 is the fact that this alternative would require no destruction of the
current habitat located on KPS. There are also areas of KPN that will remain as natural resource buffer areas. Please note, however, that the District
will determine the future use of KPN. In its comments on the Proposed Plan (see Attachment 24), DOEE identified areas to be reserved for meadow
habitat.

Thank you for your comment.

NPS initially provided a 90-day public comment period that began the day the Proposed Plan was released (November 12, 2020) and ended on
February 10, 2021. A 30-day extension was granted and the public comment period end date became March 12, 2021.

Thank you for your comment. Implementation of the Selected Remedy will preserve the existing natural resource areas that will act as a buffer to
protect wildlife habitats from the recreational fields or construction activity. In its comments on the Proposed Plan (see Attachment 24), DOEE
identified additional areas to be reserved for meadow habitat. Please note that the District will determine the future use of KPN.

Thank you for your comment. The impacts of importing fill soils will be considered as part of the remedial design, and specific plans will be developed
to ensure drainage and water resources will be properly maintained following remedy implementation.

Page 22 of 33



No.
101

102

103

July 2022

Commenter
Molly Herman

Anne Lewis,
City Wildlife, Inc.

Kirby Vining,
Committee of 100 on
the Federal City

TABLE 2

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
Public Comment - NPS Response Summary

Comment
I would like to submit a comment for consideration regarding the proposed plan for
Kenilworth Park (KP). As a birder, | frequent the park year-round. It offers wonderful
wildlife viewing opportunities, particularly rare birds. The habitat as it is (meadow)
attracts many bird species that you cannot find elsewhere in DC; thus KP is an important
birding destination.
| urge The National Park Service to protect and/or ensure the restoration of the
meadows, fields, and shallow pools of Kenilworth Park North and South. This would
protect the wildlife that relies on it for nesting or for migratory stops. KP is a treasure for
birders from DC and further afield, and | hope you consider that sector of the population
during your planning.

Below text has been extracted from a letter received by NPS from the City Wildlife
Organization. Refer to Attachment 5 for the entire letter.

We have reviewed NPS’s Proposed Plan for Cleanup of the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
and we support NPS’s recommendation to remediate and restore areas contaminated
with landfill in Kenilworth Park North (KPN) while not disturbing the valuable wildlife
habitat that now exists in Kenilworth Park South (KPS).

In planning for this work, we urge NPS to be mindful of the potential for enhanced
wildlife habitat throughout the study area, but particularly in areas of KPN close to Watts
Branch, the river, and the marsh. Concentrating recreational activities in the eastern area
of KPN, adjacent to Anacostia Road, will provide safe and easy access to these facilities
for the community and allow restoration of habitat in the most environmentally sensitive
areas. In these areas, permanent construction features, utility infrastructure,
easements, institutional controls, and other components of the remediation project
should not preclude the possibility of habitat restoration, including wetlands and
possible grade changes.

In KPS, preservation and enhancement of the existing wildlife habitat can and should be
achieved with minimal disruption and with efforts to improve conditions in Watts
Branch. All new or upgraded trail surfaces should be pervious to reduce runoff and
sedimentation.

Refer to Attachment 6 from The Committee of 100 on the Federal City.

NPS Response
Thank you for your comment. One of the benefits NPS considered for Alternative 3 is the fact that this alternative would require no destruction of the
current habitat located on KPS. There are also areas of KPN that will remain as natural resource buffer areas. Please note, however, that the District
will determine the future use of KPN. In its comments on the Proposed Plan (see Attachment 24), DOEE identified areas to be reserved for meadow
habitat.

Thank you for your comment. As indicated in the Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4.2, future land use will be the responsibility of the District
once administrative jurisdiction is transferred from NPS. In the conceptual land-use plan DOEE provided with its comments on the Proposed Plan (see
Attachment 24), DOEE identified areas along Watts Branch and the Anacostia River that should not receive the clean soil barrier because the District
intends to restore tidal wetlands in those areas. The DOEE land-use plan is generally consistent with your recommendations, keeping recreational
activities in the upland areas and allowing the lower lying areas to serve as additional natural buffer. NPS used DOEE’s updated input on future land
use to modify the prior preferred alternative to the current Selected Remedy (see Figure 2 of the Responsiveness Summary).

NPS prepared and sent a response letter to the Committee of 100 on the Federal City; the response letter is included in Attachment 6.
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Comment
I live in the District, Ward 3. As a stakeholder who cares about ensuring safe recreational
spaces in and around the district, | urge you to pick option number 4 for the clean-up of
the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site.

Option 4 appears to ensure public safety by preventing waste materials from entering
the Anacostia and creating the path to revitalize natural habitats and recreation
potential for people and wildlife in which to live and flourish.

In addition, Option 4 seems to provide latitude to create methods or plans that enable
the District of Columbia to further implement use of the restored or renovated lands and
convert them to specific community purposes. Some of that use must include:

*Class A recreation human water contact. (swimming)

*Recreation structures such as docks, trails, bridges and more for the local communities.
*Sports fields, centers and other uses that specifically support the immediate community
that has endured the harmful consequences of the neglect and destruction of this land
over the decades. The National Parks System must listen to the voices of local
communities that live near the park.

Since 2009, we created healthy organized open water swims for more than 16,000
athletes in the Potomac River immediately south of the Wilson Bridge. Now we have the
opportunity to restore and ensure similar conditions in the Anacostia River. Residents of
the District of Columbia deserve the same safe opportunities to enjoy these natural
resources.

I'm writing concerning the proposed plan for Kenilworth Park. Observing birds is my
most cherished hobby. | cannot believe the number species of native birds that I've
observed at Kenilworth Park, particularly in the areas around the sports fields where the
grass has been allowed to grow tall. It is a sparrow paradise. The reason I'm writing is
this: | beg of you and anyone working on this project to emphasize the importance of this
tall-grass habitat in the process of restoring the area (both Kenilworth North and South).
At the very least, | would like to see as much as there is now, but even more would be
such a gift to birds - both the ones that choose to build their nests here and the
migratory birds for which such habitat is critical as they stop in DC during their long
journeys, especially since that sort of habitat is so rare in the entire DMV area. The
inclusion of ephemeral pools (big puddles) would add even more incentive for birds. This
would also be a gift to birdwatchers. In particular, many of us are making a big push to
encourage and foster birding among people of color who have historically felt
unwelcome. The proximity of Kenilworth Park to predominantly Black neighborhoods
makes it an ideal spot for such community-building, since far-flung field trips are a major
barrier for many people. Even a car trip to Rock Creek Park on a good day is forty
minutes or more.

I've seen two species of birds (American tree sparrows and vesper sparrows) at
Kenilworth that were a first for me in DC, as well as others that are rare, and | know that
other birders have seen even more (I myself am not an early riser and miss some of the
ones that are active in the morning). Birds need all the help they can get. You've
probably seen the studies showing that since 1970, North America has lost a quarter of
its birds (this is one link: https://abcbirds.org/3-billion-birds/ ). That is basically my
lifetime, and it keeps me up at night to think what is to come, with climate change and
continued habitat destruction (which is often called "development" or "progress," but
the birds don't care about that spin).

NPS Response
Thank you for your comment. Alternative 4 was not ranked as highly as the Selected Remedy (Alternative 3) for multiple reasons, including a
significantly higher cost for a similar level of protection. It also ranked lower in short-term effectiveness. Note that the purpose of the clean soil
barrier is to protect visitors who frequently engage in high-intensity activities such as contact sports leagues; it is not required to “prevent waste
materials from entering the Anacostia River.”

In its comments on the Proposed Plan, DOEE recommended the collection of additional surface soil samples in areas adjacent to water bodies to
confirm there is no significant overland runoff pathway for contaminant migration. Given the lack of significant erosion, NPS considers this pathway
unlikely to cause an unacceptable exposure risk; however, NPS agreed that additional sampling during the remedial design phase of the CERCLA
response would provide additional data to reduce uncertainty regarding the potential for surface soil contaminants to be impacting adjacent surface
waters. The findings of the additional investigation would not change the configuration of the clean soil barrier (Selected Remedy). If the planned
sampling were to indicate that additional measures are needed, those measures would be in addition to the proposed clean soil barrier. To the
extent additional remedial measures are necessary, they would be selected through an explanation of significant differences (ESD) or a ROD
amendment.

Thank you for your comment. Under the Selected Remedy, KPS habitat will remain undisturbed. The District will determine future land use for KPN.
The District provided NPS a preliminary land-use plan for KPN (see Attachment 24) that sets land aside for future tidal wetlands restoration and
meadow habitat. In addition, there are natural resource buffer areas that will remain as part of KPN.
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| write you today to provide comment on the National Park Service’s (‘NPS’) Proposed
Plan for Cleanup of the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site. | am a resident of the River Terrace
neighborhood, adjacent to the south of the proposed remediation area and a regular
user of the amazing Anacostia Park.

On Page three of the plan it states:

KPN currently contains athletic fields, which are actively used for recreation. KPS is
currently undeveloped and not used for active recreation.

While it may be true that the Kenilworth Park Landfill South geographic area may be
undeveloped, it is absolutely a false statement to say that it is not actively used. As a
member of the biking and jogging community in DC | can assure you people utilize the
unofficial trail that connects the two areas. | have also on occasion seen people
birdwatching along the paved trail. Page 7 of the report acknowledges these passive
uses, should there not be some consistency in these references to KPS.

It is also disappointing to see the NPS kick the proverbial can down the road. Rather than
removing the contaminated waste, NPS is choosing a short-term solution to simply cap
the soil. This so called solution will eventually require replacement. By the federal
government’s own acknowledgment by the Federal Remediation Technologies
Roundtable.

| read the remediation plan and watched the video presentation. | cycle through the park
along the Anacostia River Trail often, and | am a regular visitor to parkland along the
river under NPS and other agencies’ control. | had not been aware that Congress
directed NPS to transfer control over the north end of the park to DC DPR, and | am
anxious for my local government to make the area a great destination for residents.

| was not aware of the environmental issues until | read the plan and watched the video
presentation. | fully support remediating Kenilworth Park in a manner that allows the
District to use the north end for active recreational purposes. Alternative 5 would be
great in principle, but would be costly, may never be funded, and would have
detrimental effects on the neighbors and users of the park for many years. Waiting for
Alternative 5 to be funded would basically be the same as doing nothing. The kids who
play football and soccer in the park deserve a field that won’t increase their chances of
having cancer.

Alternative 3 is better than no action, but | would like NPS to consider all the benefits of
Alternative 4. | understand that NPS wants it to be a refuge for animals and that NPS
believes lighter use of the south end does not require the same level of remediation as
the rougher uses of the north. If we want people to enjoy hiking and walking throughout
the site, please remediate the south as well. We should remediate the south end
eventually. Wouldn't it be more efficient to remediate both at the same time rather than
doing them separately? | am not a biologist, but has NPS studied the effects of the
polluted soil on animal and plant health? If NPS wants the south end to be a nature
preserve, perhaps remediation of the south end would make it a more healthy
environment for plant life and wildlife?

NPS Response
Thank you for your comments. Although KPS is administratively closed to the public, NPS is aware the extension of Deane Avenue is a common route
for walkers, runners, and cyclists. NPS is also aware of the birding community’s use of this area. For the Feasibility Study Addendum, NPS considered
“active recreation” as those high-intensity, high-frequency activities such as contact sports where visitors have more opportunity to come into direct
contact with contaminants in surface soil.

The clean soil barriers and institutional controls included in the Selected Remedy are not short-term solutions. As part of the long-term monitoring
for this Site, periodic inspections (minimum of every five years) will be required to ensure the clean soil barrier remains stable, is not eroding into
adjacent surface waters, and is continuing to protect visitors, park staff, and construction contractors as intended.

While Alternative 4 is a suitable option for Site-wide remediation, the response action would require the temporary destruction of wildlife habitat at
KPS that is highly valued by NPS and the members of the community, such as bird-watchers. Alternative 3 involves clean soil barriers in areas of the
Site reserved for higher-frequency and intensity uses such as athletic fields because of the higher-exposure risk in these areas. The Management Plan
for Anacostia Park designated KPS for natural resource recreation, which envisions passive recreational activities that would not pose an
unacceptable exposure risk to visitors involved with these activities. That designation does not allow the development of more active recreational
facilities in KPS (e.g., sports fields, playgrounds, picnic areas, etc.). Therefore, placement of a clean soil barrier at KPS would not be necessary to
accomplish overall protection of human health and the environment. Ecological risk assessments were performed as part of the remedial
investigation, and the finding was that there is no unacceptable ecological risk.
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Below text has been extracted from a letter received by NPS from Capitol Riverside Youth
Sports Park (CRYSP) DC Board of Directors. Refer to Attachment 7 for the entire letter.

CRYSP DC supports any alternative for remedial action at the KPN that achieves the
Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) for the site, meets the required threshold criteria,
and achieves the best balance between environmental protection, public health, and
cost. And, most importantly, we support an alternative that can achieve these objectives
and begin to have the KPN site available for sports and recreational use within 1 to 2
years.

While the Preferred Alternative proposed meets these objectives, in our opinion, other
options can and should also be considered that also meet these objectives and best
address the concerns of the multiple stakeholders in this process. In particular, we
believe an alternative should be considered that: (1) excavates contaminants and
restores wetlands in the western portion of KPN, west of the running track; (2) caps
lands in Kenilworth Park North east of the track, and (3) leaves Kenilworth Park South as
is. Most importantly, we strongly promote a plan for remedial action that does not leave
any additional obligations for the District government to address after the transfer of the
site from the federal to the district government.

And since Congress has directed NPS to transfer administrative jurisdiction over the
Kenilworth to DC “for the provision of public recreational facilities, open space, or public
outdoor recreational opportunities” (PL 108-335 § 334), we anxiously await, and
encourage the rapid pursuit of, the development of formal plans by the DC Department
of Parks and Recreation (DPR) for the future use of the KPN site. We sincerely hope that
CRYSP DC is considered a relevant stakeholder and is consulted in the development of
these plans.

Below text has been extracted from a letter received by NPS from Mrs. Patricia Jackman.
Refer to Attachment 8 for the entire letter.

| support the eventual removal of all landfill and overlying material in Kenilworth Park
North only, as described in Alternative 5. This work can be phased as part of projects
undertaken by the District to accommodate future park use. It is critical that
remediation, restoration, recreation and access must be features of all this work.
Planning and execution of the work along the eastern border of the Park adjacent to
Anacostia Avenue should begin as soon as possible to meet community expectations.
Kenilworth Park should be reestablished as a positive presence in the neighborhood as
soon as possible. Removal of landfill material will contribute to reestablishment of
grades which will allow reconnection of Watts Branch and the Anacostia River with their
flood plain. Conducting the complete removal of landfill material in phases over time
will reduce disruption of Park functions and impacts to the neighborhood. By
concentrating work in discrete areas of the park this will allow material to be removed
from the site at various locations.

| support the decision to preserve the quality habitat in Kenilworth Park South which
resulted from past remediation efforts. The removal of the PEPCO power plant was a
huge accomplishment. | hope that the adjacent PEPCO Lagoon will be included in future
restoration efforts reclaiming and reconnecting valuable habitat. Any work conducted in
Kenilworth Park South should include stabilization of the existing trail and bridge in order
to minimize the impact of human interaction on the natural environment while
protecting the safety of park visitors.

NPS Response
Thank you for your comments. As noted in prior responses, since the Proposed Plan was released, the District has outlined a preliminary land-use
plan for KPN (see Attachment 24) that includes areas set aside for tidal wetlands restoration and meadow habitat, as well as the previously identified
active recreational uses. NPS updated the limits of the proposed clean soil barrier as part of the Selected Remedy consistent with the District’s input
on its intended future restoration and preservation activities. Restoration of tidal wetlands is not required to address risks associated with the release
of hazardous substances at the Site or to comply with ARARs; however, NPS updated the Selected Remedy (Figure 2 of the Responsiveness Summary)
to remove the proposed clean soil barrier from areas the District intends to restore. This revision will avoid the need for removal of the barrier prior
to restoration.

Please note the one-to-two-year timeline was an estimate to complete the implementation of Alternative 3. The implementation begins after the
remedial design phase, which is the CERCLA phase when the detailed engineering drawings and plans are prepared. The remedial design phase will
begin after issuance of the ROD. The timeline to fully implement the remedy is uncertain but for the Selected Remedy (modified version of
Alternative 3) could reasonably fall within the range of five to ten years. This would include preparing the remedial design (engineering drawings and
plans) and conducting the Site work (i.e., actual placement of the clean soil barrier).

Thank you for your comment. An approach where KPS remains in its current condition (Alternative 3) and KPN is returned to tidal wetlands
(Alternative 5) was considered and presented at the Leadership Council meeting on December 10, 2020. As noted in the response to Comment 3, the
approximate cost of this hybrid concept was projected to be approximately $320 million, compared with approximately $6.4 million for the Selected
Remedy. From the perspective of addressing risk associated with the release of hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants, the alternatives
are equally effective. Therefore, NPS chose not to consider this alternative further as the increased cost would not yield a more effective remedy.
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments on the Feasibility Study
Addendum Report for the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site. | appreciate the tremendous
amount of time, data collection, and analysis that went into the preparation of this
document. | believe the Kenilworth Park site to be of outsized importance in the District
due to its ecological and social value. | appreciate that NPS is investing the time and
resources necessary to eliminate risks to human health and the environment on this
property, and to put it on a path toward its highest and best use. | conditionally support
Alternative 3. My support for Alternative 3 is premised on the hope and understanding
that the current ecological value of the property can be enhanced and maintained in
perpetuity. The Park currently supports one of the largest contiguous areas of meadow
in the District, a habitat that is considered a local priority, per the 2015 District of
Columbia Wildlife Action Plan. Given this NPS property’s historical setting as an extensive
tidal wetland, | believe it is imperative that natural character be retained in its western
portion (i.e., Kenilworth Park South and Kenilworth Park North roughly west of the
running track), and recreational amenities be limited to the eastern portion. | would
specifically envision a setting in which: (1) a minimum 300-foot-width native forested
buffer would be created, as needed, and maintained along the Anacostia River and
Kenilworth Marsh, (2) a native forest or meadow would be restored and maintained in
the western portion of Kenilworth Park North, roughly west of the running track,
allowing sufficient space for community recreational amenities in the eastern portion of
this area, and (3) Kenilworth Park South would be maintained as a natural area. In order
to maintain the above option, | request that no native trees be removed as part of the
ultimate remediation action, and where trees are removed, they be replaced with native
trees on an equal inch-to-inch calculation, on the site. Where soil is used to cap the site,
a and that a clean soil medium matching or approximating the natural Anacostia
floodplain soil should be used for any capping that is implemented. This will have the
highest likelihood of restoring the ecosystem in the long run. Reforestation can be
accomplished through reducing mowing and implementing invasive plant control,
though some planting and seeding will likely be needed, beyond replacement, to recover
the ecosystem. | wish to see the highest and best use of Kenilworth Park, and are
grateful that NPS is prioritizing remediation of this important property. Thank you for
considering my comments.

Text below has been extracted from an email received by NPS from Dana McCoskey.
Refer to Attachment 9 for the entire email.

Kenilworth Park provides immense ecological value in both birds and habitats along the
river and has provided me with a wealth of recreation opportunities (e.g., bike riding,
walking, bird watching) and spectacular views of nature.

I did not see an alternative in the options presented that was truly visionary or would
address the particular nuances of the site's current opportunities or longer-term
potential to increase the ecological value and ensure equity.

| urge NPS to consider a hybrid of parts of options 3 and 5 to provide the most benefits
and consider the site-specific characteristics of the property. Ultimately | think working
towards removing the contaminants and restoring wetlands in the riparian corridor
would provide the longest term benefits to the people of DC.

I think NPS should focus their efforts on removing as much of the contamination as
possible in Kenilworth Park North and creating new wetlands west of the track, capping
lands in Kenilworth Park North east of the track and beginning a gradual restoration of
Kenilworth Park South habitat as meadows and edge woodlands that support woodcocks
and other important birds.” Without a hybrid solution, Alternative 3 appears to be the
least worst option if agreements can be made between DC and NPS to improve the

NPS Response
Thank you for your comments. As indicated in the Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4.2 - Future Land Use, the District (not NPS) will determine the
final configuration of land use at KPN. The District identified areas of future tidal wetland restoration and meadow habitat preservation in its
Proposed Plan comments (see Attachment 24) that are similar to your recommendations. The limits of the clean soil barrier for the Selected Remedy,
shown on Figure 2 of the Responsiveness Summary, are still conceptual in nature and further modifications can be integrated into the CERCLA
remedial design phase, which begins after issuance of the ROD. The District has notified NPS that community engagement activities will begin in 2022
to gather public input on the future use of KPN. Local community members will be given opportunities to participate in the District’s planning process
and are encouraged to provide their input through that process.

Thank you for your comments. Please refer to the Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4.1 - Purpose of CERCLA Response Action, and Section 3.4.5 -
Partial Landfill Removal. NPS undertakes response actions at contaminated sites under Section 104(a) of CERCLA to protect the public health or
welfare or the environment. Partial landfill removal, as suggested in this comment and others, would provide the same level of risk mitigation as the
Selected Remedy but at a significantly higher cost. Therefore, partial landfill removal was not considered a viable alternative.

NPS understands the value in restoring wetlands along the Anacostia River and Watts Branch; however, the restoration of wetlands is not required to
address the risk posed by the release of hazardous substances at the Site or to meet ARARs. Restoration may occur as part of a Natural Resources
Damage Assessment (authorized under CERCLA), or through other programs, such as those proposed by the District (see below).

In its comments on the Proposed Plan (see Responsiveness Summary, Attachment 24), DOEE indicated that the District intends to restore tidal
wetlands in an approximate 18-acre area of KPN along the Anacostia River and Watts Branch and preserve meadow habitat in approximately 3 acres.
To accommodate the District’s preliminary plans, NPS modified the preferred Alternative 3 to eliminate the clean soil barrier in areas where the
District intends to restore wetlands and maintain meadow habitat (see Figure 2 of the Responsiveness Summary).

One of the benefits NPS considered for Alternative 3 is the fact that this alternative would require no destruction of the current habitat located on
KPS. There are also areas of KPN that will remain as natural resource buffer areas.
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current ecological value of the property for nature and limit recreational facilities to the
eastern parcels.

It would be fitting to have a memorial for the lives lost and impacted by the pollution at
this site.

Refer to Attachment 10 for comments submitted from Maryland Ornithological Society/
Montgomery Bird Club.

Text below has been extracted from a letter received by NPS from Mr. Nate Graham.
Refer to Attachment 11 for the entire letter.

Of the proposed alternatives, the NPS selection of Alternative 3 seems to provide the
best balance of protecting park users and the environment, without a massive (and
expensive) engineering project. There are however, some areas of concern to the birding
community:

* KPN has a number of well-established, "no-mow" meadows that contain a mix of
native and non-native grasses, forbs, and shrubs. Meadow habitat is a rarity in DC, and in
summer, these meadows support uncommon DC species such as American kestrel,
grasshopper sparrow, and blue grosbeak. American woodcocks also display here in early
spring, one of only a few places that they do so in the District, and may stay to breed. In
addition, these meadows provide important winter habitat for other uncommon bird
species, including merlin, Eastern meadowlark, savannah sparrow, and American tree
sparrow. In migration, they are filled with American pipits, palm warblers, Wilson's snipe,
and the occasional rarity like Nelson's sparrow. Regenerating “old field," scrub, and the
park’s fringing marsh are also extremely important for birds.

¢ Will the existing no-mow meadow areas be uprooted, with all vegetation removed, in
order to cap with fill? This will cause a great deal of temporary (and probable
permanent) loss of critical bird habitat. Even replanted, it will take years to recover. Or
can the public areas, playing fields, etc. be remediated without disturbing these
meadows?

* How will the remediation affect the existing fringing shrub/vine habitat and the marsh?
Ideally, this important habitat should not be disturbed.

¢ KPN also has several small but important wetland/pools that attract shorebirds during
migration. We feel these should be left undisturbed as much as possible

eFinally, although KPS is not included in Alternative 3, this is also an important area for
birds. Willow flycatcher, yellow-breasted chat, and yellow warbler all have bred here in
the past. Are there any plans for modest improvements to this area (e.g., a paved path)
that would allow safe access for birders?

See Attachment 12 for letter from the Friends of Kenilworth Aquatic Gardens.

NPS Response

See Attachment 10 for NPS response.

The Selected Remedy does not dictate future land use of the Site. Future land use for KPS is controlled by the Anacostia Park Management Plan. The
Management Plan requires KPS be managed for natural resources recreation (i.e., maintained in a natural state for passive recreational uses such as
bird-watching). A key consideration for NPS selecting Alternative 3 over the other alternatives was that valued habitat within KPS will be preserved
under this alternative. NPS assessed possible risk posed by “passive” recreational uses, such as bird-watching, during the Remedial Investigation (RI)
phase of the CERCLA response action (documented in the 2019 Rl Addendum Report). This assessment determined there was no unacceptable risk
posed to visitors engaged in these activities within KPS; therefore, the development of paved trails is not necessary to protect visitors. The only future
trail to be developed within KPS will be the continuation of the Anacostia Riverwalk Trail (ART) (see Figure 2 of the Responsiveness Summary for the
future ART alignment).

Congress directed NPS to transfer administrative jurisdiction of KPN to the District; therefore, the District will manage KPN in the future and will
determine future land use. The District’'s comments on NPS’s Proposed Plan for the KPL Site included a preliminary land-use plan for KPN (see
Attachment 24). The District’s preliminary plan sets land aside for future tidal wetlands restoration along Watts Branch and the Anacostia River and
meadow habitat. To accommodate the District’s preliminary plans, NPS modified the preferred Alternative 3 to eliminate the clean soil barrier in
areas where the District intends to restore wetlands and maintain meadow habitat (see Figure 2 of the Responsiveness Summary).

Because the District’s plans for KPN have not been finalized, the clean soil barrier boundaries NPS included for KPN in the Selected Remedy are
conceptual in nature and will be adjusted based on the District’s final plans for KPN during the remedial design phase (the next phase of the CERCLA
response process after issuance of the ROD). These adjustments could include changes or improvements to bird habitat and visitor access to allow
participation in bird-watching activities at KPN.

The District informed NPS that it plans to conduct public engagement activities in 2022 to obtain public input on the future uses of KPN; therefore,
members of the public are encouraged to participate in the District’s planning process and provide their input through that process.

See Attachment 12 for NPS response.
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Mr. Handsfield’s comments are related to future development and management of
Kenilworth Park. Entire comment submitted via email provided in Attachment 13.

I'd like to offer a comment on the NPS plans to remediate the Kenilworth Park landfill. |
think it's great that NPS is taking steps towards addressing the pollution. However, |
want to urge NPS to keep in consideration the vital bird habitat in Kenilworth Park. The
"no-mow" meadows, for example, are a vital habitat for birds, both common and rare for
the area. If the remediation were to include removing the vegetation to add clean soil on
top, the recovery would take years, and in the meantime the damage to the breeding
bird populations may well be permanent. And similarly for the shrubby/woody
vegetation along the banks of the Anacostia.

I hope this email finds you well. | am submitting a comment in support of option

number 5 for the Kenilworth Park Landfill restoration project. | am urging the National
Park Service to remove contaminated waste and soil and restore wetlands that can help
keep the Anacostia River clean and habitable long term, and to also act on the needs and
desires of adjacent residents and the broader D.C. community. The people who have
been and continued to be harmed the most by the injustices of the Kenilworth Park
Landfill should be centered in its restoration.

Option 3, which the NPS has indicated interest in, is not sufficient or acceptable. Myself
and many other D.C. residents want to see that the former landfill is excavated as much
as possible near Watts Branch, Kenilworth Marsh, and the riverfront, with excavation of
the land to the north, south, and west of the landfill as much as possible. We would like
to see functioning wetlands restored along the river and inland, which will have many
benefits directly tied to the restoration of the landfill site as well as contributing to long-
term adaptation and resilience against flooding. We also want to ensure that
recreational infrastructure is incorporated into this plan, especially with employment
opportunities for people in surrounding neighborhoods, and with a plan to prevent any
gentrification that may stem from these improvements.

NPS Response
Thank you for your input on future land use and park management. The future use of KPS is controlled by NPS’s Anacostia Park Management Plan.
This plan requires KPS to be managed for natural resources recreation (i.e., maintained in a natural state for passive recreational uses such as
birdwatching, and walking on the ART). The only development planned for KPS is construction of the ART extension.

As noted in the Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4.2 - Future Land Use, the District (not NPS) will be determining the future land use of KPN. DOEE
provided NPS a preliminary future land-use plan as part of its comments on the Proposed Plan (see Attachment 24). This plan includes areas reserved
for future tidal wetlands restoration and meadow habitat. The District has notified NPS that community engagement activities to gather public input
on the future use of KPN will begin in 2022. Local community members will be given opportunities to participate in the District’s planning process and
are encouraged to provide their input through that process.

Thank you for your comment. Because Congress directed NPS to transfer administrative jurisdiction over KPN to the District, future plans for KPN will
be determined by the District. Since releasing the Proposed Plan, the District provided NPS a preliminary future land-use plan for KPN (see
Attachment 24). This plan reserves areas for future tidal wetland restoration and meadow habitat. The District will be conducting future community
engagement activities in 2022 to gather public input on the future use of KPN, and NPS recommends participating in those activities to ensure your
desires for KPN are considered. Consistent with its designation in the Anacostia Park Management Plan, KPS will be maintained in its natural state.

Thank you for your comment. Please see response to Comment 5 and Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4.
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I would like to provide comment on the redevelopment alternatives for the Kenilworth
Park Landfill site. | am an active user of the park. Until the pandemic, | was at the park
every weekend, and even now | average multiple trips per month. | use the park for
birdwatching, looking for mushrooms, and generally to enjoy the river walk. Kenilworth
Park is unique habitat in the District of Columbia. 246 different species of birds have
been seen there, according to eBird, a site developed by the Cornell Lab of Ornithology
to record the observations of bird watchers. The only spot with more species recorded is
East Potomac Park/Haines Point where people benefit from seeing species that follow
the Potomac River during migration. | suspect many people would be surprised to know
that more species have been seen at this park than in Rock Creek Park.

An important contributor is the variety of habitats and particularly the grassland areas in
the park. In the western part of the Kenilworth Park Tract there is a dirt path between
the road and the Anacostia River Trail, it is demarked at both ends by concrete

barriers. On both sides there is meadow that is unmowed and then trees and shrubs as
you move closer to the river This area is well-known to local birders for the variety of
sparrows and grassland birds. You can also see them in the part of the river trail that
goes from the track to the hook to follow the river on the trail. It’s a very unique area
and there are only a few other places like it in the city. The National Arboretum comes
to mind and the dog run at Rock Creek Park.

Of course, it will also be important to balance the needs and desires of the residents of
the surrounding neighborhoods. |imagine there will be a desire for playing fields since
the city is always short of them. | hope during the placement and distribution of fields
that the uniqueness of the habitat in Kenilworth will be kept in mind. | hope that there
will be strategies so that the park can serve a variety of recreational needs.

Comments submitted on behalf of PEPCO provided in Attachment 14.

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) comments provided in
Attachment 15

DC Audubon Society comments provided in Attachment 16.

Sierra Club comments provided in Attachment 17.

Clean Water Action (CWA) and Clean Water Fund (CWF) comments provided in
Attachment 18.

I'm a DC birder and a very regular visitor to Kenilworth Park. My primary purpose for
visiting the park is for bird-watching, because the park is a unique space in the District of
Columbia for this recreational activity. The area contains a combination of native and
introduced grassland plants, and is the only open, grassy area of this size in DC. As such,
it is very important bird habitat for migratory grassland birds that cannot be found
anywhere else in the District. Just in the last year, I've observed the following uncommon

NPS Response

Thank you for your comment. One of the benefits NPS considered for Alternative 3 is the fact that this alternative would require no destruction of the
current habitat located on KPS. There are also areas of KPN that will remain as natural resource buffer areas. Please note, however, that the District
will determine the future use of KPN. In its comments on the Proposed Plan (see Attachment 24), DOEE identified areas to be reserved for meadow

habitat.

NPS response to Pepco comments provided in Attachment 14.

Refer to Attachment 15 for NPS Response.

Refer to Attachment 16 for NPS Response.

Refer to Attachment 17 for NPS Response.

Refer to Attachment 18 for NPS Response.

Thank you for your comment. One of the benefits NPS considered for Alternative 3 is the fact that this alternative would require no destruction of the
current habitat located on KPS. There are also areas of KPN that will remain as natural resource buffer areas. Please note, however, that the District
will determine the future use of KPN. In its comments on the Proposed Plan (see Attachment 24), DOEE identified areas to be reserved for meadow

habitat.
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birds: American pipits, Bobolinks, Horned Larks, American tree sparrows, Nelson's
Sparrow, Vesper Sparrow, Meadowlarks, Woodcocks and Wilson Snipes in the fields of
Kenilworth Park North.

The dump at Kenilworth Park North was originally groomed as sports fields, and |
understand the intention is to cap the fields with clean fill and regroom them for the
same purpose. In the short period of time that longer grass has been allowed to grow
along just the edges of these fields, a diversity of native bird species have returned. I'd
urge the final plan to maintain or increase the amount of meadow habitat, no matter
what option is chosen.

| am writing to strongly encourage NPS to protect and/or ensure the restoration of the

meadows, fields, and shallow pools and no-mow of Kenilworth Park North and South and

also to emphasize that the concerns of the birdwatching community be taken into
account as part of the planning process. Birding is a cherished activity for many in DC as
a free, accessible, and fulfilling pastime, and | hope that NPS will consider the important
ramifications for birds and the birding community as it proceeds in this planning process.

I'm concerned that the preferred solution for the Kenilworth Park Landfill site protects
land visitors and workers but does not protect the Anacostia River. | understand this is
the position of Anacostia Riverkeeper, and it appears to be correct to me reviewing the
alternatives as a lay person. | live near the Anacostia River, am an avid kayaker and
volunteer watershed steward. | care deeply about the goal to make it fishable &
swimmable by 2025, and feel if you're spending $9 million or more dollars, we should
expect it to protect aquatic life and humans using the river. Before the Record of
Decision is written, I'd like to see an alternative that clearly protects the river, potentially
combining excavation of portions of Kenilworth Park North with clean fill cover of other
portions.

Thanks very much for all of the contact you've had and information NPS has shared with
the community about the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site Plan over the last several years
and most recently since the November update.

| feel that Alternative 4 is best for a number of environmental and usage reasons that
will beat serve the community using the park.

Anacostia Watershed Community Advisory Committee (AWCAC) comments provided in
Attachment 19.

Below text has been extracted from a letter received by NPS from Anacostia Riverkeeper.
Refer to Attachment 20 for full text.

Anacostia Riverkeeper supports a hybrid plan for Kenilworth Park North combining
excavation of certain areas with clean fill cover of others. Specifically, we would like to
see excavation and removal of landfill material and cover along the southern boundary
along Watts Branch, the western boundary along the Anacostia River, and potentially
portions of the northern boundary where wetland habitat connections could be made in
the future to Kenilworth Marsh and the Kenilworth Aquatic Gardens. In this vein, we
whole-heartedly support similar aspects of the plan presented to you by DOEE and
shown in the March 5th APACC meeting. To that end, we support alternative 5 if
restricted to only the alternatives presented in this proposed plan, but would happily
support a hybrid alternative of 5 and 3 if it were provided. We certainly do not wish to

NPS Response

As indicated in the 2019 Remedial Investigation Addendum report, NPS identified no evidence that contaminants are currently migrating from the
landfill to surface water. However, in its comments on the Proposed Plan, DOEE recommended additional sampling of surface soil near surface water
bodies to confirm there is no contaminant migration to surface water with stormwater runoff. NPS agreed that additional sampling would be helpful
during the remedial design phase. If a pathway for contaminant migration to surface water is identified, further response activities will be considered.

See Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.2 for additional information.

Thank you for your comment. Alternative 4 was not ranked as highly as the Selected Remedy (Alternative 3) for multiple reasons, including a
significantly higher cost for a similar level of protection.

Please refer to the Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4 for additional information regarding how the alternatives were evaluated and the selection
of the chosen remedy.

Refer to Attachment 19 for NPS response.

Thank you for your comments. Please refer to the Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.4.1 - Purpose of CERCLA Response Action, and Section 3.4.5 -
Partial Landfill Removal. NPS undertakes response actions at contaminated sites under Section 104(a) of CERCLA to protect the public health or
welfare or the environment. Once NPS determines that a response action is warranted, it develops a range of remedial alternatives that must be
evaluated in accordance with the nine criteria described in Section 300.430(e)(9)(iii) of the NCP. Most importantly, a remedial alternative must be
protective of human health and the environment and must comply with all ARARs. In addition, to be selected as the final remedy, an alternative must
be cost effective, which means that its costs are proportional to its overall effectiveness (see Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D) of the NCP). NPS must follow
this process in selecting a remedy and must base its selection decision on the criteria described in CERCLA and the NCP.

Partial landfill removal, as suggested in this comment and others, would provide the same level of risk mitigation as the Selected Remedy but at a
significantly higher cost. Therefore, partial landfill removal was not considered a viable alternative. In its comments on the Proposed Plan (see
Attachment 24), and as referenced in this comment, DOEE identified areas within the 500-year floodplain at KPN where the District intends to
conduct tidal wetlands restoration outside of the CERCLA response action process. Following DOEE’s recommendation, NPS revised the Selected
Remedy (shown on Figure 2 of the Responsiveness Summary) to eliminate the proposed clean soil barrier in areas proposed for future tidal wetland
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see the entirety of Kenilworth Park North excavated as that will be unnecessary for many
recreational amenities, particularly if they are located at the eastern end closest to the
neighborhoods. We trust that NPS, DOEE, and DPR will continue to work together as
closely as promised on the remedial design and look forward to the important
information about the various agencies’ roles that will be laid out in the transfer
agreement still pending.

The remediation of the Kenilworth Landfill is shining opportunity to restore a site mired
in environmental racism, and create a public amenity that meaningfully improves both
the Anacostia River and the lives of the communities living, working, and playing there.

Below are excerpts from an email received from Radha Neelakantan. Refer to
Attachment 21 for entire email.

KP has a number of well-established, "no-mow" meadows that contain a mix of native
and non-native grasses, forbs and shrubs, a rarity in DC. In season, these meadows
support uncommon DC species...For this reason, Kenilworth Park is one of the most
birded areas of DC, with many birders visiting almost daily...

Will the existing no-mow meadow areas be uprooted, with all vegetation removed, in
order to cap with fill? This will cause a great deal of likely permanent loss of critical bird
habitat. Even replanted, it will take years to recover. Can the remediation be done
without disturbing the meadows?

Ideally, the remediation will not disturb the existing fringing shrub/vine habitat and the
marsh.

KP North also has several small but important wetland/pools that attract shorebirds
during migration. We feel these should be left undisturbed as much as possible.

Below text has been extracted from a letter received from Frances Raskin. Refer to
Attachment 22 for entire letter.

| understand that NPS intends to pursue alternative 3. While this is the best alternative in
terms of cost and long-term benefits, one of my concerns about this alternative is that
this plan appears to prioritize sports recreation over all other uses. There are many,
many sports fields in Washington, DC and the surrounding areas. Conversely, there are
very few natural areas for wildlife, birds, and people to enjoy. The other two natural
areas are Rock Creek Park and Theodore Roosevelt Island, both of which are in
northwest Washington. The citizens of northeast Washington also deserve a place to
spend time in nature.

Last year, many birders enjoyed watching two pairs of American Kestrels hunting in the
fields in the southwestern section of Kenilworth Park North (where a large parking lot
shows on the Alternative 3 map). In this area, the trees along the river are filled with
migrating warblers and other neotropical migrants in the spring and early summer. This
would be an excellent area to create a native meadow to support these Kestrels and the
other birds that rely on the habitat that Kenilworth Park provides. This parking lot and
“existing sports fields “are never used by anyone other than birders, and thus it would be
an excellent area to restore to native plant species.

Extending the riverwalk32 trail through the southwestern section of Kenilworth Park
North would be detrimental to the migrating warblers and the American Kestrels.
American Kestrel populations have declined 50 percent in 50 years. The installation of
the paved bike trail through the northern corner of Kenilworth Park (the wooded area
between the track and Kenilworth Aquatic Gardens) transformed an area that provided

NPS Response
restoration. The clean soil barrier boundaries will be further refined based on the District’s final plans for KPN during the remedial design phase of the
CERCLA response.

The District has notified NPS that community engagement activities to gather public input on the future use of KPN will begin in 2022. Local
community members will be given opportunities to participate in the District’s planning process and are encouraged to provide their input through
that process.

Thank you for your comment. One of the benefits NPS considered for Alternative 3 is the fact that this alternative would require no destruction of the
current habitat located on KPS. There are also areas of KPN that will remain as natural resource buffer areas. In its comments on the Proposed Plan
(see Attachment 24), DOEE identified areas to be reserved for meadow habitat. As shown on Figure 2, NPS modified the area of proposed clean soil
fill to exclude it from the meadow habitat area and from areas where the District intends to restore tidal wetlands. As indicated in the
Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.5, the District will ultimately decide the distribution of land use, and it is anticipated that the District will
complete the remedial design (subject to NPS oversight). The District has notified NPS that community engagement activities to gather public input
on the future use of KPN will begin in 2022. Local community members will be given opportunities to participate in the District’s planning process and
are encouraged to provide their input through that process. The remedial design process will consider management (preservation or mitigation) of
several small emergent wetlands identified across KPN as required by ARARs (i.e., laws and regulations).

Thank you for your comments. One of the benefits NPS considered for Alternative 3 is the fact that this alternative would require no destruction of
the current habitat located on KPS. There are also areas of KPN that will remain as natural resource buffer areas. Please note, however, that the
District will determine the future use of KPN. In its comments on the Proposed Plan (see Attachment 24), DOEE identified areas to be reserved for
meadow habitat. As shown on Figure 2, NPS modified the area of proposed clean soil fill to exclude it from the meadow habitat area and from areas
where the District intends to restore tidal wetlands. As indicated in the Responsiveness Summary, Section 3.5, the District will ultimately decide the
distribution of land use, and it is anticipated the District will complete the remedial design (subject to NPS oversight). The District has notified NPS
that community engagement activities to gather public input on the future use of KPN will begin in 2022. Local community members will be given
opportunities to participate in the District’s planning process and are encouraged to provide their input through that process. Please also note that
the Anacostia River Trail (ART) is not a component of the remediation. The alignment is as shown in the 2011 ART Environmental Assessment and on
conceptual design plans prepared by the District Department of Transportation.
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No.

131

132

133

134

July 2022

Commenter

Kirsten Gresk

Tommy Wells, District
Department of Energy
and Environment
(DOEE)

Ray Montero, DOEE

Stacia Turner,
Anacostia Park and
Community
Collaborative

TABLE 2
Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
Public Comment - NPS Response Summary

Comment
excellent habitat for neotropical migrants to a zone with few bird species due to the
disturbances from the many bicyclists who speed through on the path. It would be a
shame to see NPS again destroy a refuge for migrating birds in the southwestern area of
Kenilworth Park North (along the Anacostia River) by extending the Anacostia Riverwalk
Trail without limiting bicycle access. Many bicyclists fly by so fast (often riding two or
three abreast) that they pose a hazard to birders and pedestrians.

Refer to Attachment 23 for comments submitted via email from Kirsten Gresk. Refer to Attachment 23 for NPS response.

Refer to Attachment 24 for comments submitted by DOEE. Refer to Attachment 24 for NPS response.

Refer to Attachment 25 for DOEE comments submitted on the Feasibility Study Refer to Attachment 25 for NPS response.
Addendum.

Refer to Attachment 26 for comments submitted by APACC. Refer to Attachment 26 for NPS response.

NPS Response
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FIGURE 1

Kenilworth
Park North (KPN)

Kenilworth

Park South(KPS)

Record of Decision

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site Washington, D.C.

Site Area Map



-t
=vhb uy 27,2022 " FIGURE 2

i
¥ .3

f"v‘ ¥

KENILW@TH it

N \\\
\\l\:\\,\ Rroposcd?Arboretum
.Y y

\\\\‘
<<
N

. 4

‘ﬂ_..
R

5

| L e

b . e : F ”.v e '.Ivl
i |/ o LBy
MR

\

/‘—\\

x
&
S
©
3]
2
©
°
ot
o
o
2
=
o
g
[a)
[e]
<4
<
€
[<}
2
c
9]
¥4
=
Q
3
©
°
a
=)
e
=
)
2
o
[e]
&
<
e
=
<]
2
c
]
~
=
Q
2
o]
@
<)
a
=
€
=
°
=
<
kel
<
<
v
o
=
2
)
=]
=
°
=
<
4
<
€
<]
2
c
]
~
v
a
z
=
I
<
o0
©
")
<
2
©
a
=
=
o
=
=
<)
2
a
=
2
)
=
o
B
=

e Record of Decision Washington, D.C.

Key Elements Of Remedial Alternative 3 Kenilworth Park Landfill Site

Future Alignment of Anacostia Stream Channel 0.2% Annual Chance Flood . . ) . 1. The approximate future alignments of the Source Info: Aerial imagery from ESRI and DC GIS (2017);
Riverwalk Trail === KPN and KPS Landfill Boundaries Hazard (FEMA) Confirmatory Soil Sampling (Recent Fill Area) ART were copied from the December 2011 DOEE - Department of Energy and the Environment (2022); Selected Remedy

=== Resource Management Boundary é::::- Water Access/Boat Launch Regulatory Floodway (FEMA) Access Road/TraiI Resurfacing Environmental Assessment, Anacostia Riverwalk NPS - National Park Service (2022);

= Transfer Boundary Proposed Wetland Restoration . . A lood H dA 2010
1% Annual Chance Flood Hazard % 3 : [P : Trail, Section 3 Realignment. FEMA Flood Hazard Areas ( )-
—— 5 ft Contour (USACE 2000) (FEMA) (DOEE) Confirmatory Soil Vapor Monitoring Location 9

1 ft Contour (USACE 2000) (actual locations may differ)

—

Boundaries are approximate and subject to change.
Proposed Clean Soil Barrier
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From: Joel Merriman <jmerr@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 5, 2021 8:52 PM

To: Davies, Donna L <Donna Davies@nps.gov>

Cc: Adam Kron <amkron@gmail.com>; Murray, Christopher <christopher.murray@marquette.edu>; Trey Sherard
<trey@anacostiariverkeeper.org>; Anne Lewis <annelewisdc@gmail.com>; Chris Weiss
<cweiss@dcenvironmentalnetwork.org>; Elizabeth Curwen <elizabeth.curwen@gmail.com>; Tina O'Connell
<tina@fokag.org>; Justin Lini <jljlini@gmail.com>; Dan Smith <smithdc@comcast.net>; marian dombroski
<mdombros@gmail.com>; Chair, D.C. Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation <chair@dc.surfrider.org>; Surfrider DC

Secretary <secretary@dc.surfrider.org>; gretchen.mikeska <gretchen.mikeska@dc.gov>; Nick Kushner
<Nick.Kushner@dc.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Kenilworth Landfill Site Remediation Options

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.

Dear Ms. Davies,

On behalf of DC Audubon Society, Anacostia Riverkeeper, City Wildlife, DC Environmental Network, Friends of
Kenilworth Aquatic Gardens, Friends of Lower Beaverdam Creek, Friends of Quincy Run Watershed, and the
DC Chapter of Surfrider Foundation, | am writing to formally request the addition of a sixth remediation
alternative at the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site for public consideration.

We appreciate the considerable time and effort that went into development of the five alternatives that have
been presented. However, we find that the alternatives do not adequately cover the full range of reasonable
remediation options. In the attached letter, we recommend a sixth alternative that we are confident will
strike the appropriate balance required by the applicable decision criteria.

Ultimately, we wish to see the highest and best use of Kenilworth Park, and are grateful that NPS is prioritizing
remediation of this important property. Thank you for considering our request. We look forward to hearing
from you soon.

Best wishes,

Joel Merriman

Vice Chair, Conservation & Advocacy Committee
DC Audubon Society

703-883-7985
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5 January 2021

Ms. Donna Davies
CERCLA Project Manager
National Park Service
1900 Anacostia Drive, SE
Washington, D.C. 20020

Re: Kenilworth Park Landfill Site Remediation Alternatives
Dear Ms. Davies,

We are writing to request that the National Park Service (NPS) provide a sixth alternative for
remediation at the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site. We have reviewed the September 2020 Feasibility
Study Addendum Report, and while we appreciate the considerable effort and analysis that went into
preparation of this document, we find that the alternatives do not adequately cover the full range of
reasonable remediation options. Below we provide a recommendation for a sixth option.

Excavation of contaminants and restoring wetlands is the most effective, permanent solution at this
property, and wetlands provide many valuable ecosystem services. For this reason, we expect some
stakeholders to support Alternative 5. However, excavation and restoration is only considered in that
alternative, and presents an all-or-nothing scenario, which we believe leaves the options incomplete.

We request that a sixth alternative be added that (1) excavates contaminants and restores wetlands in
the western portion of Kenilworth Park North, west of the running track; (2) caps lands in Kenilworth
Park North east of the track, and (3) leaves Kenilworth Park South as is. We are confident that this will
strike the appropriate balance required by the applicable decision criteria.

Ultimately, we wish to see the highest and best use of Kenilworth Park, and are grateful that NPS is
prioritizing remediation of this important property. Thank you for considering our request.

Sincerely,

Adam Kron / Joel Merriman Trey Sherard

Chair / Vice Chair, Conservation & Advocacy Committee Riverkeeper

DC Audubon Society Anacostia Riverkeeper

Anne Lewis Chris Weiss

President Executive Director

City Wildlife DC Environmental Network
Elizabeth Curwen Dan Smith

Board Chair President

Friends of Kenilworth Aquatic Gardens Friends of Lower Beaverdam Creek
Marian Dombroski Charlotte Runzel

Director Board Chair

Friends of Quincy Run Watershed Surfrider Foundation, DC Chapter

Cc: Gretchen Mikeska (DOEE), Nick Kushner (DPR)
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From: marian dombroski <mdombros@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 5:20 PM

To: Davies, Donna L <Donna_Davies@nps.gov>; Mcginty, Sean P <sean_mcginty@nps.gov>

Cc: Trey Sherard <trey@anacostiariverkeeper.org>; Dennis Chestnut <dchestnut.chestnut@gmail.com>; Anna LaCombe
<annalacombe2 @gmail.com>; David Paglin <dpaglin@aol.com>; Erin Castelli AWS <ecastelli@anacostiaws.org>; Joel
Merriman <jmerr@hotmail.com>; Larry Martin <Imartindc@gmail.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Kenilworth Park Landfill Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan Request for Additional Alternatives

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.

Good afternoon Donna,

Attached please find our letter requesting additional alternative(s) for the Proposed Plan for Remediation of the
Landfill at Kenilworth Park.

We thank you for all your help as we work through the extensive documentation and related information and look
forward to your response.

Sincerely,
Marian Dombroski
(for the AWCAC Chairs)

Marian Dombroski, RA, LEED AP
301.775.1191
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January 26, 2021

Donna Davies, CERCLA Project Manager
National Capital Parks - EAST

1900 Anacostia Drive, SE

Washington, DC 20020

RE: Kenilworth Park Landfill Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan: Request for Additional

Alternative

Dear Ms. Davies,

On behalf of the Anacostia Watershed Community Advisory Committee (AWCAC) we thank you for your
ongoing efforts to inform the public about this important undertaking. While we applaud the thorough
site investigations and analysis representing work across almost two decades, we find the proposed
alternatives do not align with the parameters set out in the two documents under review. In addition, the
future use of the park has not been adequately defined or accommodated. Therefore we request that
additional alternatives be developed in coordination with DOEE and DPR. In particular, a hybrid
alternative between Alternative 3 and Alternative 5 should be developed, further refined from the first
“Hybrid Alternative” we were very pleased to see presented at the December 2020 meeting of the
Leadership Council for a Cleaner Anacostia River (LCCAR). Then these can be presented so that the public
can provide meaningful review and comment. For instance, despite being presented to the LCCAR on
December 10th, a map or otherwise engaging visual of that preliminary Hybrid Alternative is still nowhere
to be found on the NPS website, the alternative is referred to only briefly in text in the initial interim
response to comments. As a member of the public who had not attended the LCCAR meeting, | would have
no idea how to visualize the hybrid alternative, nor how it compares to the others per the criteria.

We would like to offer an adapted scenario for management zones for future use of the parkland. This
aspect of the investigation is frustrated by the lack of a masterplan for the site which will not be
developed until the District assumes responsibility for Kenilworth Park North. However, even before a
master plan is developed, the site can be organized into zones based on physical characteristics,
proximity to the neighborhood and to the Anacostia River. On the following page is a diagram illustrating
the three land use management zones defined in the report, here modified to reflect input from the
community and the natural assets of the Park. It also recognizes the special character and status of
Kenilworth Park-South. (see attached Kenilworth Park Management Zones, adapted from Figure 3 in

the Feasibility Study Addendum Report.
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Community Activities and Special Events: like in other parks, special events tend to inhabit all available
space, therefore, this zone can be expected to overlap the others. Trails and walking paths should serve
and be coordinated with this zone and designed with surfaces appropriate to the use.

Organized Sports and Recreation: this zone should be the most accessible to the adjacent
neighborhoods. Locating facilities across from residential areas will give the community ownership and
enhance safety. Trails and walking paths must be designed to serve this zone. This area must be compact
and well defined - not spread across the site.

Natural Resources Area: KPS must remain undisturbed allowing only natural surface trails and
use/maintenance of existing bridges. It can be expected that naturalization of Watts Branch may cause
some disturbance. Meadow and wildlife areas in KPN must also be preserved or re-established as
appropriate.

Remediation will be straight forward within this framework with methods appropriate to future use and
physical characteristics of the site. Both selective extensive removal of landfill material will likely be
required. This must accommodate shoreline stabilization and wetland restoration of the Aquatic
Resources Area. Kenilworth Park South would remain outside the scope of remediation work. The future
naturalization of Watts Branch must also be accommodated. We understand that the National Park
Service prioritizes maximum use and enjoyment of parks as well as stewardship of natural resources
within the CERCLA requirements. We request that an alternative be offered that will support park
managers in achieving these goals. Thank you very much for your consideration. We look forward to
hearing from you.

Sincerely,

AWCAC Chairs

Trey Sherard, Chair trey@anacostiariverkeeper.org
David Paglin, Vice Chair dpaglin@aol.com

Marian Dombroski, Vice Chair mdombros@gmail.com

and

Dennis Chestnut, Watt Branch Alliance dchestnut.chestnut@gmail.com

Anacostia Riverkeeper
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From: Davies, Donna L <Donna_Davies@nps.gov>

Sent: Friday, February 12, 2021 12:57 PM

To: Dennis Chestnut

Cc: Ordway, Jonathan; Rodriguez, Emily

Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Comments for Remediation of Kenilworth Landfill
Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Good Afternoon Mr. Chestnut,

Thank you for your interest in the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site and taking the time to provide
your input on NPS’s Proposed Plan for remediation. Your comments have been recorded and will
be considered during NPS’s final selection of an alternative. The selection will be based on which
alternative best meets the evaluation criteria outlined in the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) implementing regulations outlined in the
National Contingency Plan (NCP). These evaluation criteria are described in NPS’s Feasibility
Study Addendum report and include community acceptance. NPS’s chosen alternative will be
explained and recorded in the Site’s Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD is the next step in the
CERCLA process and is expected to be issued in 2021.

The Proposed Plan public comment period began the day the plan was released (November 12,
2020) and will end on March 12, 2021. NPS prepared interim responses to comments and
questions received from the public through January 2021. NPS prepared the comment responses to
assist the public in understanding information NPS considered which led to selection of the
preferred alternative 3, which is described in the Proposed Plan. These responses and additional
information and documents related to the Site are available for download from the Kenilworth Park
Landfill Site webpage. NPS will be accepting comments on the Proposed Plan or any other
documents included in the Site’s Administrative Record through March 12, 2021. A summary of
NPS’s final responses to all relevant public comments received during the comment period will be
included with the Site’s ROD.

I have also ensured your email is on the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site email notification list;
therefore, you will receive future updates on the Site’s status, including issuance of the ROD. These
announcements will be sent from National Capital Parks — East (NACE) (not from my personal
email). NACE is the unit of NPS that manages this area of Anacostia Park.

Please contact me or Sean P. McGinty, NACE’s Public Information Officer with any additional
questions or concerns.

Donna Davies
CERCLA Project Manager



484-663-1043

From: Dennis Chestnut <dchestnut.chestnut@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, February 5, 2021 8:59 AM

To: Davies, Donna L <Donna_Davies@nps.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments for Remediation of Kenilworth Landfill

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.

Ms. Davies,
Attached are comments for the remediation of Kenilworth Landfill.

Dennis Chestnut
dchestnut.chestnut@gmail.com
(202) 286-4970
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Comments for Remediation of Kenilworth Landfill

Leave No Trace
Comments by Dennis Chestnut

| am alife-long resident of Ward 7, and more specifically the far-northeast section of
Ward 7, which iswithin amile of Kenilworth Park and the AnacostiaRiver. | have lived
and in this community for over 70 years and have seen this area transform in many ways
over thistime.

The Kenilworth Landfill was a major factor in this community in so many ways. For
some, it was a source of needed resources that were acquired from the discarded items
scavenged through by local residents. Y ou see, the Kenilworth Landfill bordered the
neighborhoods of Kenilworth Courts (public housing), Eastland Gardens, Mayfair
Mansions, and Parkside (public housing). The residents of these communities were
predominately Black and poor.

For all of these neighborhoods, including most neighborhoods that were within airflow of
the landfill, the landfill delivered polluted air, and deposited soot from ash from the open
burning of trash that occurred regularly at the landfill. For many of the youth and
children, it was a place of discovery and recreation. Children navigated their way into
the depths of the landfill and to the Anacostia River by way of Watts Branch, the largest
tributary to the Anacostia River in DC that runs into and through the Kenilworth Landfill.
Asdangerous asit was, it was our playground! Y ou see, east of the river neighborhoods
in the 1950’ s and 60’ s did not receive the municipal investments such as recreation
centers and swimming pools. They simply didn’t exist. Please keep in mind,
Washington, DC was under full federal control until December 24, 1973 when Congress
enacted The District of Columbia Home Rule Act. The federal government, through the
National Park Service (NPS), decided to totally disregard al of its principles regarding
land use and water protection, “ Preserve and Protect” and “Leave No Trace”.

After many years of local advocacy and action to make changes at the landfill, it took the
death of ayoung boy caused by the open burning that finally led to the closing of the
landfill. The landfill was capped, and areas that would eventually become three nodes
were created. The area closest to the Eastland Garden and Kenilworth Courts
neighborhoods became the primary recreation area. Ball fields, arecreation center and
swimming pool were built. Thisareais also close to the Kenilworth Aquatic Gardens, a
NPS site. The southernmost area of the landfill remained the most open and more natural
area, and has the easiest access to Watts Branch and the river.



The 1970’ s era cap of the landfill proved to be inadequate and not substantial for much
use beyond open fields that were minimally wooded or landscaped. Toxins that leached
into the waterways negatively impacted aquatic life and birds, and the minimal natural
habitat negatively impacted local wildlife. We are now confronted with deciding what
thisvast areawill be for the residents of the communities that border the site, the many
visitors from throughout the region, wildlife that inhabit the area and are a major part of
the ecology of this area, and the aquatic life are beginning to thrive again in what was one
of the most polluted riversin the country. Looking at what was done in the past and how
it was done has led us to the place where we are, remediating alandfill that will be
transferred to the government of the District of Columbia. This remediation must be
adequate for all future use and not create a situation that would require the DC
government to spend additional taxpayer dollars to do what should be done in this
remediation of the Kenilworth Landfill.

The Groundwork Anacostia River DC Green Teams operated in east of the river
neighborhoods and communities, and introduced hundreds of young people to the
outdoors and building stewardship of their natural environment. Camping, natural
resource management, water protection, and environmental stewardship were key parts of
the Green Team program. The green team program was in partnership with the National
Park Service and National Capital Parks-East in particular. The program participants
worked with the Junior Ranger programs, Y outh Conservation Corp program, and Urban
Archeology Corp to name afew. They visited the maor iconic national parks and
conducted maintenance and stewardship in their local parks, including Kenilworth Park.
These young people, our future generation, were taught the principles of LEAVE NO
TRACE and PRESERVE AND PROTECT.

Each of us playsavital rolein protecting our national parks. As we spend time outdoors,
in the natural world and in wilderness, it’s important to be conscious of the effects our
actions may have on plants, animals, other people, and even entire ecosystems. Following
the Leave No Trace Seven Principles, summarized below, can help us minimize those
impacts. They can be applied anywhere, at any time, while taking part in recreational
activities.

* Plan Ahead and Prepare
* Travel and Camp on Durable Surfaces

* Dispose of Waste Properly

* Leave What You Find

* Minimize Campfire Impacts

* Respect Wildlife

* Be Considerate of Other Visitors



These principles were established by the Leave No Trace Center for Outdoor Ethics, and
built on work by the US Forest Service, Nationa Park Service, and Bureau of Land
Management in the mid 1980s. This relationship continues today. The principles are
based on and informed by scientific research in the fields of recreation ecology and
human dimensions of natural resources.

| recommend that the National Park Service read, adhere to, and implement the Leave No
Trace principles. These principles are flushed out in more detail and should beread in its
entirety. These principles, if followed, can be the guiding principles we use going
forwarded.

| support the total removal of contaminated soil from Kenilworth Park-North, and
replacing it with a cap of clean soil that is adequate for any future use including
excavation that may be required related to that use, without the DC government being
required to perform additional remediation. | also support the improvement of the natural
resources of Kenilworth Park-North and Kenilworth Park-South, including restoring the
natural edge of theriver, installation of wetlands and other storm water management
improvements, restoration and creation of natural habitat areas that respects wildlife, and
improve that land to be able to serve the local residents, and accept and receive the many
visitors that will cometo thisarea. | support an additional option and support the
AWCAC position.

Respectfully,
Dennis Chestnut

dchestnut.chestnut@gmail.com
(202) 286-4970
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From: Davies, Donna L <Donna_Davies@nps.gov>

Sent: Friday, February 12, 2021 2:26 PM

To: Andrew McGeoch

Cc: Mcginty, Sean P; Ordway, Jonathan; Rodriguez, Emily
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Attn: KPL Proposed Plan Public Comments
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Good Afternoon Mr. McGeoch,

Thank you for your interest in the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site and taking the time to provide
your input on NPS’s Proposed Plan for remediation. Your comments have been recorded and will
be considered during NPS’s final selection of an alternative. The selection will be based on which
alternative best meets the evaluation criteria outlined in the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) implementing regulations outlined in the
National Contingency Plan (NCP). These evaluation criteria are described in NPS’s Feasibility
Study Addendum report and include community acceptance. NPS’s chosen alternative will be
explained and recorded in the Site’s Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD is the next step in the
CERCLA process and is expected to be issued in 2021.

The Proposed Plan public comment period began the day the plan was released (November 12,
2020) and will end on March 12, 2021. NPS prepared interim responses to comments and
questions received from the public through January 2021. NPS prepared the comment responses to
assist the public in understanding information NPS considered which led to selection of the
preferred alternative 3, which is described in the Proposed Plan. These responses and additional
information and documents related to the Site are available for download from the Kenilworth Park
Landfill Site webpage. NPS will be accepting comments on the Proposed Plan or any other
documents included in the Site’s Administrative Record through March 12, 2021. A summary of
NPS’s final responses to all relevant public comments received during the comment period will be
included with the Site’s ROD.

I have also ensured your email is on the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site email notification list;
therefore, you will receive future updates on the Site’s status, including issuance of the ROD. These
announcements will be sent from National Capital Parks — East (NACE) (not from my personal
email). NACE is the unit of NPS that manages this area of Anacostia Park.

Please contact me or Sean P. McGinty, NACE’s Public Information Officer with any additional
questions or concerns.

Donna Davies
CERCLA Project Manager



484-663-1043

From: Andrew McGeoch <andrewlmcgeoch@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 9, 2021 9:33 PM

To: Davies, Donna L <Donna_Davies@nps.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Attn: KPL Proposed Plan Public Comments

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.

Dear Ms. Davies,

Please find the attached comments related to the KPL Proposed Plan. If you need any further information, please don't
hesitate to let me know.

Best,

Andy

Andy McGeoch

Pronouns: he/him/his

(614) 582-7995
andrewlmcgeoch@gmail.com
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February 9, 2021

Donna Davies

VHB Metro DC, LLC

1001 G Street NW, Suite 1125

Washington, DC 20001

Attn: KPL Proposed Plan Public Comments

Dear Ms. Davies,

My name is Andy McGeoch and I am a resident of the District of Columbia (DC) and frequent
visitor to Kenilworth Park. My primary purpose for visiting the park is birding (also known as
bird-watching) as the park is a unique space in DC for this recreational activity. The area is
important bird habitat and many species can be found here that are found nowhere else in the
District. Just in the last year, I’ve observed American pipits, bobolinks, and American tree
sparrows in the fields of Kenilworth Park North.

The dump at Kenilworth Park North was originally groomed as sports fields, and I understand
the intention is to cap the fields with clean fill and regroom them for the same purpose. Consider
this: in the short period of time that longer grass has been allowed to grow along just the edges of
these fields, a diversity of native bird species have returned. Can you imagine what wildlife
might return if the entire area was restored to long grass and ephemeral pools?

I am writing to strongly encourage NPS to protect and/or ensure the restoration of the meadows,
fields, and shallow pools of Kenilworth Park North and South and also to emphasize that the
concerns of the birdwatching community be taken into account as part of the planning process.
Birding is a cherished activity for many in DC as a free, accessible, and fulfilling pastime, and I
hope that NPS will consider the important ramifications for birds and the birding community as
it proceeds in this planning process.

Sincerely,

Andy McGeoch
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From: Davies, Donna L <Donna_Davies@nps.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2021 1:01 PM

To: Anne Lewis

Cc: Mcginty, Sean P; Ordway, Jonathan; Rodriguez, Emily

Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] City Wildlife Comments on Kenilworth Park Remediation Plan
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Good Afternoon Ms. Lewis,

Thank you for your interest in the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site and taking the time to provide
your input on NPS’s Proposed Plan for remediation and insightful recommendations that the future
use of Kenilworth Park should balance habitat preservation with the community's needs for
recreational amenities. As described in NPS Proposed Plan, Congress directed NPS transfer
administration jurisdiction of Kenilworth Park North (KPN) to the District; therefore, I also
encourage you to check the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) website for upcoming
virtual meetings regarding future use of KPN. Participation in these meetings will provide a venue
for your recommendations to be heard and considered by DPR.

Y our comments have been recorded and will be considered during NPS’s final selection of an
alternative. The selection will be based on which alternative best meets the evaluation criteria
outlined in the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) implementing regulations outlined in the National Contingency Plan (NCP). These
evaluation criteria are described in NPS’s Feasibility Study Addendum report and include
community acceptance. NPS’s chosen alternative will be explained and recorded in the Site’s
Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD is the next step in the CERCLA process and is expected to
be issued in 2021.

The Proposed Plan public comment period began the day the plan was released (November 12,
2020) and will end on March 12, 2021. NPS prepared interim responses to comments and
questions received from the public through January 2021. NPS prepared the comment responses to
assist the public in understanding information NPS considered which led to selection of the
preferred alternative 3, which is described in the Proposed Plan. These responses and additional
information and documents related to the Site are available for download from the Kenilworth Park
Landfill Site webpage. NPS will be accepting comments on the Proposed Plan or any other
documents included in the Site’s Administrative Record through March 12, 2021. A summary of
NPS’s final responses to all relevant public comments received during the comment period will be
included with the Site’s ROD.

I have also ensured your email is on the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site email notification list;
therefore, you will receive future updates on the Site’s status, including issuance of the ROD. These



announcements will be sent from National Capital Parks — East (NACE) (not from my personal
email). NACE is the unit of NPS that manages this area of Anacostia Park.

Please contact me or Sean P. McGinty, NACE’s Public Information Officer with any additional
questions or concerns.

Donna Davies
CERCLA Project Manager
484-663-1043

From: Anne Lewis <anne.lewis@citywildlife.org>

Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2021 5:10 PM

To: Davies, Donna L <Donna_Davies@nps.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] City Wildlife Comments on Kenilworth Park Remediation Plan

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.

Dear Ms. Davies,

Attached are City Wildlife's comments on NPS's proposed Kenilworth Park Remediation Plan. Thank you for the opportunity to
provide comments on this important project.

Best wishes,

Anne Lewis

Anne Lewis, FAIA, President

City Wildlife, Inc.

www.citywildlife.org

(202) 333-4388
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City Wildlife 15 Oglethorpe Street NW Washington DC 20011

February 16, 2021

Donna Davies, CERCLA Project Manager
National Capital Parks - EAST

1900 Anacostia Drive SE

Washington, DC 20020

Dear Ms. Davies,

City Wildlife is a non-profit organization whose goals are to protect native wildlife and to
preserve and enhance wildlife habitat in the District of Columbia. Access to nature has been
shown to be beneficial to the health and well-being of humans, and seeing an animal in the wild
is one of the most rewarding experiences that nature offers to adults and children alike.

We also believe in balancing habitat preservation with the community’s important needs for
recreational amenities. Because Kenilworth Park is so large, we believe it is possible to achieve
this balance even in this environmentally sensitive area, and we support these efforts.

We have reviewed NPS’s Proposed Plan for Cleanup of the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site and we
support NPS’s recommendation to remediate and restore areas contaminated with landfill in
Kenilworth Park North (KPN) while not disturbing the valuable wildlife habitat that now exists in
Kenilworth Park South (KPS).

In planning for this work, we urge NPS to be mindful of the potential for enhanced wildlife
habitat throughout the study area, but particularly in areas of KPN close to Watts Branch, the
river, and the marsh. Concentrating recreational activities in the eastern area of KPN, adjacent
to Anacostia Road, will provide safe and easy access to these facilities for the community and
allow restoration of habitat in the most environmentally sensitive areas. In these areas,
permanent construction features, utility infrastructure, easements, institutional controls, and
other components of the remediation project should not preclude the possibility of habitat
restoration, including wetlands and possible grade changes.

In KPS, preservation and enhancement of the existing wildlife habitat can and should be
achieved with minimal disruption and with efforts to improve conditions in Watts Branch. All
new or upgraded trail surfaces should be pervious to reduce runoff and sedimentation.

The remediation project in Kenilworth Park is an opportunity to provide not only valuable
recreational amenities for the community, but also a foundation for habitat restoration that



could contribute substantially toward the District’s sustainability goals. We appreciate the
opportunity to comment on the Kenilworth Park remediation plans and look forward to
working with NPS as these plans move forward.

Respectfully submitted,

Anne Lewis, FAIA

President
anne.lewis@citywildlife.org
www.citywildlife.org
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Kenilworth Park Landfill Site National Park Service

NACE, National Capital Area U.S. Department of the Interior
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From: Kirby Vining <chair@committeeof100.net>

Sent: Monday, February 8, 2021 5:24 PM

To: Davies, Donna L <Donna_Davies@nps.gov>

Cc: Gray, Vincent (Council) <vgray@dccouncil.us>; tommy.wells@dc.gov <tommy.wells@dc.gov>; Trueblood, Andrew
(OP) <andrew.trueblood@dc.gov>; Morrison, Tara D <Tara_Morrison@nps.gov>; dpr@dc.gov <dpr@dc.gov>; May,
Peter <Peter_May@nps.gov>; Stidham, Tammy <Tammy_Stidham@nps.gov>; nick.kushner@dc.gov
<nick.kushner@dc.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] C100 Comments Concerning Proposed Plan for Environmental Clean Up of Kenilworth Park -Kirby
Vining

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.

Donna Davies, Capital Parks-East,
CERCLA Project Manager
Kenilworth Park Proposed Plan

Dear Ms. Davies,

Attached are the commments of the Committee of 100 on the Federal City supporting the National Park Service
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3) for the environmental clean up of Kenilworth Park, subject to clarification
about the extent of the containment proposed for Kenilworth Park North. Additionally, these comments
propose two projects that should be undertaken but will not be funded by CERCLA.

If you have any questions about these comments, please contact Monte Edwards at
monte.edwards@verizon.net.

Thank you, -Kirby Vining, Chair, Committee of 100 on the Federal City.

PS Attached please find a signed copy of this transmittal letter as well as
our comments and an NPS July, 2020 response to our earlier comments.

http://committeeof100.net/
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on the Federal City

February 8, 2021

Donna Davies, Capital Parks-East,
CERCLA Project Manager

Kenilworth Park Proposed Plan

Dear Ms. Davies,

Attached are the commments of the Committee of 100 on the Federal City
supporting the National Park Service Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3) for
the environmental clean up of Kenilworth Park, subject to clarification about
the extent of the containment proposed for Kenilworth Park North.
Additionally, these comments propose two projects that should be undertaken
but will not be funded by CERCLA.

If you have any questions about these comments, please coontact Monte
Edwards at monte.edwards@verizon.net.

Sincerely,

Kirby Vining, Chair

Cc:

Vincent C. Gray vgray@dccouncil.us

Tommy Wells tommy.wells@dc.gov

Andrew Trueblood andrew.trueblood@dc.gov
Tara Morrison@nps.gov

Delano Hunter dpr@dc.gov

Peter May@nps.gov
Tammy_Stidham@nps.gov
nick.kushner@dc.gov

A beautiful and livable Washington, DC for all.
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Comments Concerning
Proposed Plan for Environmental Clean Up of
Kenilworth Park

February 8 2021

The Committee of 100 on the Federal City submits these comments supporting the
Proposed Plan for cleanup at the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, located within Anacostia
Park, a unit of National Capital Parks-East (NACE). The Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
consists of Kenilworth Park North (KPN) and Kenilworth Park South (KPS):

KPN. In 2004 Congress authorized transferring administrative jurisdiction over the
80-acre northern part of Kenilworth Park Landfill located north of Watts Branch to
the District of Columbia to be “used only for the provision of public recreational
facilities, open space, or public outdoor recreational opportunities”.! However,
because of concerns about contamination of the soil, the site is being evaluated under
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA), also referred to as a Superfund Site. 2
KPS. The 50-acre southern part of Kenilworth Park will remain under NPS
jurisdiction and will be maintained as undeveloped open space/conservation land.
This would protect the existing wildlife habitat at KPS that is highly valued by NPS
and the community. This would require no environmental clean-up treatment.

The Proposed Plan explains that the Preferred Alternative for remedial action at
Kenilworth Park North will consist of covering existing surface soils with 12 inches of
clean soil in areas reserved for organized sport, recreation and community activities. The
Preferred Alternative is intended to be protective of human health and the environment,
meet applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS)?, be cost effective,
and be effective in the long term.

' Public Law 108—335—OQctober18, 2004, 118 STAT. 1351 SEC. 344. Transfer to the District of
Columbia. Section 344(b).

2 Surficial Soil Quality Assessment - Report 3, Appendix E, pages 2-3. June 2019
“Beginning in 1998 there were multiple, increasingly more detailed, investigations of the Site,
which culminated in RI reports for KPN (E&E, 2007) and KPS (E&E, 2008).”



The Committee of 100 supports the Preferred Alternative.

It is Essential to Clean Up This Contamination

What is now the Kenilworth Park was once a dump - the former municipal solid waste
landfill operated by the District of Columbia from 1942 until 1970. Trucks dumped
garbage onto the banks of the Anacostia River, filling in the marshes and wetlands. The
Kenilworth Park area was used for open burning of trash until 1968 when Kelvin Tyrone
Mock, a seven-year old boy, was trapped and killed by the flames. NPS capped the
landfill in the 1970s. Initially, soccer fields, football fields, and tennis courts were built
on the 80-acre plot, Kenilworth Park North. The parkland and athletic facilities were
needed to serve the communities of Mayfair and Parkside, economically disadvantaged
areas largely isolated from the city by the river to the west, the now-abandoned Pepco
generating station to the south and the six-lane Kenilworth Avenue to the east.

Kenilworth Park North continues to be used because there is no other parkland to serve
children and families in this isolated east-of-the-river community.* In 2018, the District
Department of Transportation regarded the contamination to be so significant that DDOT
re-routed the Anacostia Riverwalk Trail around the site to avoid the contamination.® This
proposed environmental remediation of Kenilworth Park will allow the Anacostia
Riverwalk Trail to be relocated, adjacent to the river, and thereby enable the relocated
Riverwalk Trail to be used for educational, and recreational purposes.®

Restoration of Kenilworth Park North will allow that area to be used for parkland and
outdoor recreational activities as well as appropriate completion to the Anacostia
Riverwalk Trail and will significantly benefit the local environment and the residents in

3 The 2004 transfer legislation would appear to be an applicable requirement, and thus a threshold
ARAR; however, the Congressional legislation is not listed in Table 1 “Location-Specific
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)” or in Table 3 “Action-Specific
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)” of the September 2020 final
Feasibility Addendum Report.

* Anacostia Riverwalk Section 3-Realignment Env Ass 2011, NPS, page 37: “Four of the five
neighborhoods in the project area — Kenilworth, Mayfair, Eastland Gardens, and River Terrace
— abut Kenilworth Park and have direct access to the park via local roads and Anacostia
Avenue.”

5 The Anacostia Riverwalk Trail is generally located along the banks of the Anacostia except in
order to avoid the contamination of Kenilworth Park North, it had to be re-routed through the
residential areas of Mayfair/Parkside. /d. page 16.

8 NPS 77-1, §5.7 states: Compliance with the Executive Order 11990 Directive to "Enhance the
Natural and Beneficial Values of Wetlands"

Under most circumstances, NPS Management Policies do not support "enhancement" of wetland
resources beyond natural levels. Therefore, for purposes of implementing E.O. 11990, the term
"enhancement” refers to enhancing wetland values, where appropriate and practicable, by using
wetlands for educational, recreational, scientific, and similar purposes that do not disrupt natural
ecological functions.



this chronically underserved, isolated and largely forsaken area of the city:
In 1942 Kenilworth Park became the City dump.
Public housing was built here to accommodate families displaced by the Alley
Dwelling authority in 1943, and again in the mid-1950s to house families displaced
by urban renewal programs such as the “slum clearance” project in Southwest.
The area was then largely isolated from the rest of Anacostia with the construction of
the six-lane Anacostia Avenue (now known as Kenilworth Avenue) that began in
1954.
The neighborhood Safeway was looted during the 1968 riots and did not reopen.’

Kenilworth Park is located in a community that has had to bear the negative effects of
decades of bad environmental practices and continuing contamination issues. This
community has been promised and deserves improved recreational amenities. It’s time to
clean up the contamination and allow Kenilworth Park North to be safely used for
organized sports, recreation and community activities.

Being able to add KPN’s 80 acres to DC’s 931 acres of parkland® will result in an
important and significant increase in DC’s parkland.

" In 1895 a real estate developer began a new suburb and wanted an elegant name for his
development. His wife had just read Sir Walter Scott’s Kenilworth set at Kenilworth Castle in
England. Kenilworth development was built and the horse-drawn trolley line extended out H
Street and Benning road and up what became Kenilworth Avenue to the new development. But
the neighborhood deteriorated. In 1942 Kenilworth Park became the City dump and later an open
burning site. In 1943, the Alley Dwelling Authority built public housing for the displaced families
at Kenilworth. The neighborhoods adjacent to Kenilworth Park were built over what was a local
horse-racing track after a Congressional anti-betting law effectively shut the race track down. The
outline of its oval course still survives in the shape of the streets that surround the Mayfair Manor
and Paradise-At-Parkside neighborhoods. In the mid-1950’s, housing for families displaced by
urban renewal programs such as the “slum clearance” project in Southwest were built here. The
Kenilworth area was effectively isolated from the rest of Anacostia by the construction of the six-
lane Kenilworth Avenue that began in 1954. The area deteriorated further and when the 1968
riots extended to Kenilworth, looters ransacked the neighborhood Safeway on Kenilworth
Avenue, and it did not reopen. In 1971, a mayoral aide called the once-proud Kenilworth Courts
“hell on earth.” The landmark Congressional “Housing and Community Development Act of
1987 was applied to Kenilworth and on October 25, 1988, and with much political and media
fanfare, a ceremony was held in Kenilworth and renovations began.

The above description is a summary from A DC Neighborhood by the Anacostia River —
Kenilworth. A 2006 booklet, funded by the Humanities Council of Washington, DC, with the
sponsorship of Cultural Tourism DC, and in part by U.S. Department of the Interior, National
Park Service Historic Preservation Fund grant funds, administered by the District of Columbia’s
Historic Preservation Office.

“From forest to farmland, white suburb to urban African-American community, rural road to
commuter highway, city dump to riverside park, this is the story of the past of Kenilworth, full of
life and change.” (/d, page 29.)

8 DC Parks and Recreation Master Plan Vision Framework, March 2014, page 28.



Identifying the Contamination

In late 1998, NPS began conducting environmental investigations at Kenilworth Park
North (KPN) and Kenilworth Park South (KPS) to determine what risks the landfill might
pose to human health or the environment. The preliminary assessments showed that
buried waste contained hazardous substances, the 1970s soil-cap used to cover the
landfill contains low-level harmful contaminants and the ground water contained low-
level contaminants. Remedial Investigations were initiated in early 2006. The 2007/2008
Remedial Investigations identified potential visitor and site-worker exposure risks
associated with contamination in surface soil and subsurface soil/buried waste. No
exposure risks were identified in the ground water. ® The 2013 plan proposed installation
of a 24-inch thick soil cap over most of the area within KPN and KPS as the preferred
remedial alternative, that would permit “active” recreational use (e.g., playing fields for
organized sports where visitors have a higher likelihood of disturbing and coming into
contact with site soils). Subsequently, NPS reevaluated future use of KPS and designated
KPS as a “Natural Resources Recreation” area, designed to protect natural areas and
provide passive recreational opportunities that result in relatively little likelihood of
disturbing and coming into contact with soils (i.e., walking, jogging, cycling, and bird
watching). The only recreational development currently envisioned for KPS is the
planned extension of the Anacostia Riverwalk Trail, a paved walking and cycling trail
that currently passes over the northern area of KPN.!?

The 2019 Remedial Investigation - Addendum Report provided additional assessment to
reduce uncertainty about the groundwater migration pathways and concluded that ground
water discharge did not present a problem.'! Having addressed the contamination
problems in the soil and the fact that ground water migration did not present an
environmental problem, NPS was able to prepare a Feasibility Study focused solely on
addressing risks identified with KPN.

How to Clean Up the Contamination
The Feasibility Study Addendum Report (issued September 2020) included a risk
management analysis, an updated assessment of ARARs/Criteria!? to be considered and

® Proposed Plan for Cleanup of the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, November, 2020, Figure 2.

10 Remedial Investigation - Addendum Report, June 2019, page 1. In 2016, DC Department of
Transportation (DDOT) completed an extension of the asphalt-paved ART over a portion of
KPN.

' Id, page 39: Chemicals in the groundwater discharge to the Anacostia River; however, with the
exception of iron, the levels have not been shown to have the potential for causing unacceptable
human or ecological risks in the River.

12 ARARSs/Criteria would appear to include the 2004 Congressional legislation, but the legislation
is not included in Table 1 (Location-Specific) or Table 3 (Action-Specific) listing of Applicable
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development of Remedial Action Objectives. The information in that Report formed the
basis for the Proposed Cleanup Plan for the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site (issued
November 12, 2020) that explains the preferred alternative proposed by NPS. The
Preferred Alternative will achieve substantial risk reduction focused on areas with
greatest potential exposure risk and allow Kenilworth Park to be used as intended for
both active and passive recreational uses. The Committee of 100 generally agrees with
the Preferred Alternative, but seeks certain clarification and proposes two next steps
related to the environmental clean up, as explained in these comments.

To protect park users from the hazardous materials contained in the soil, the final
Feasibility Addendum Report evaluated five general alternatives to address the
contaminated soil and landfill waste:

1. No action;

2. Limited action;

3. Containment for KPN

4. Containment for KPN and KPS, and

5. Removal with off-site disposal

Under the No Action and the Limited Action alternatives, the contaminated soils and
landfill waste would be left in place. The Limited Action alternative would impose
prohibitions on recreational activities and other activities that might disturb the soil,
together with a routine maintenance and monitoring program and other institutional
controls that would not allow the park to serve its intended use.

The Containment Alternative for KPN would involve the placement of clean soil barriers
in areas of the Site reserved for organized sport and recreation and community activities
and special events. Containment Alternative involving KPN and KPS would include
installation of a soil barrier to prevent human exposure to contaminated surface soils
extending across the majority of both KPN and KPS.

Removal with off-site disposal Alternative involves removal and off-site disposal of all
land fill waste materials and previously placed cover soils and re-establishment of the
original grades and mudflats and wetlands habitat that existed before the development of
the landfills trash site.'3

or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements that were taken into account in evaluating remedial
alternatives. Feasibility Study Addendum Report (issued September 2020) .

13 This alternative would require the removal of an estimated 4.3 million cubic yards (6.5 million
tons) of waste, cover, and fill materials from the Site. Despite the documented presence of
hazardous materials, “for feasibility-level cost estimating purposes, NPS assumes that the
excavated material is non-hazardous and, therefore, could be disposed in a RCRA Subtitle D
facility as either waste or alternate daily cover material. “ Feasibility Study Addendum Report,
page 21. Because the excavated soil contains hazardous material the actual cost of removal and
finding a place to dispose of the contaminated soil would likely be much higher than estimated in
the Feasibility Study Addendum Report.



Selection of Preferred Alternative

The Committee of 100 agrees that Alternatives 1 and 2 would not accomplish the needed
environmental clean up and require no consideration.
In evaluating Alternatives 3, 4 and 5, we need to keep in mind the two very different uses
proposed for KPN and KPS:
» For KPN, active recreational use with playing fields and community activities,
which may disturb the soil and expose park users to the underlying hazardous
materials.
* For KPS, passive recreational activities such as walking, cycling and bird watching
that will result in little likelihood of disturbing and park users coming into contact
with soil.

Alternative 3 To safely accommodate these two different uses, containment of
contaminated soil is necessary to permit active recreational use of KPN and the passive
use of KPS would not pose a risk of exposing the contaminated soil with no containment.
Thus, NPS proposes Alternative 3 as the Preferred Alternative that accomplished these
two different clean up approaches.

The Committee of 100 agrees, but seeks clarification about the extent of the containment
proposed for KPN. KPN consists of 80 acres. Alternative 3 proposes to provide a soil
cap that would cover and thereby contain the underlying contamination for only 60
acres.'* What is the reason that 20 acres will not have the new soil cap? Does part of the
20 acres that will not receive the new soil cap soil consist of the 11 acres of “new fill”
that was placed in 2006 and 2007?'5 The Proposed Alternative explains that clean soil
barrier would be placed only in the areas where athletic fields are projected to be built!S,
but over time, those will likely be rearranged, and years from now, athletic events or
other activities are likely to occur on untreated portions of the park. At the November 18
Public Meeting, NPS explained that the unprotected 20 acres are floodplains and area that
are unsuitable for recreation and are reserved for possible future development as
wetlands. If, on the other hand, there is a possibility that any part of the untreated 20

4 Figure 10 of the. Feasibility Study Addendum Report, September 2020 shows where the new
soil barrier will be placed, but the limits are not explained.

15" Approximately 11 acres of “new fill” was imported to the Site in 2006 and 2007 and placed in
the area of the track and tennis courts. The fill was placed after NPS had completed the surface
soil sampling in that area as part of the RI activities; no sampling or laboratory analysis of the
new fill was completed. For feasibility-level cost estimating, NPS assumes the new fill is clean;
and therefore, no engineered control/barrier is required in that area. Confirmatory soil sampling
of the new fill area is recommended to inform the remedial design. Feasibility Study Addendum
Report, September 2020, page 20.

6 1d.
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might be used for recreation or community activities which may disturb the soil, those
areas should receive the soil containment cap. With that reservation, the Committee of
100 endorses Alternative 3.

Alernative 4 A soil cap over most of both KPN and KPS would contain the contaminants
at both locations, but the low level of contamination would not pose a risk to passive
recreation that did not disturb the soil as is proposed for KPS. Alternative 4 would
destroy most of the existing wildlife habitat at KPS. Thus providing a soil cap for
containment at KPS would be disruptive and an unnecessary expense.

Alternative 5 This would require the complete removal of the former landfill and re-
creation of the pre-landfill conditions. At the November 18 virtual public meeting there
were comments strongly in favor of adopting Alternative 5: removal of all of the
contaminated soil and restoration of the mud flats and marshes that existed before any
dumping or trash burning occurred. Page 25 of the September 2020 Feasibility Study
Addendum Report states that “Alternative 5 would comply with ARARs.” The
Committee of 100 disagrees. The 2004 transfer legislation is an applicable requirement,
and thus should have been considered as a threshold ARAR.!7 Alternative 5 would
preclude the use of KPN required under the Congressional transfer legislation “for the
provision of public recreational facilities, open space, or public outdoor recreational
opportunities.” (PL 108-335 § 334). Further, while Alternative 5 would remove the
environmental contamination, it would jeopardize the transfer to DC because the site
could not be used for “public recreational facilities” and “outdoor recreational
opportunities" as required under the congressional legislation. If the NPS had treated the
congressional legislation as a threshold ARAR, Alternative 5 would not have been
presented as an option.

Next Steps

The purpose of this Plan is to provide overall protection of human health and the
environment. The Committee of 100 agrees that the Proposed Alternative will accomplish
that objective. However, related to the environmental clean up there are significant
projects that should be undertaken but likely will not be funded by CERCLA.
Reconfiguring the Anacostia Riverwalk is a project closely related to the environmental
clean up that will likely be funded by DDOT. Other projects related to the environmental
clean are the Anacostia Riverwalk bridge and the shoreline of Kenilworth Park. Both of
these projects can be coordinated with on-going projects. To the extent additional funding
is required, the recent Monsanto settlement will provide $30 million for these
environmental clean up related projects and should be used for shoreline in

17 The Congressional legislation is not listed in Table 1 “Location-Specific Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)” or in Table 3 “Action-Specific Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)” of the September 2020 final Feasibility
Addendum Rep



mprovements. '8

Anacostia Riverwalk Bridge.

Following the environmental clean up of Kenilworth Park, the Anacostia Riverwalk will
be extended within KPN, adjacent to the Anacostia shoreline, and a new bridge will be
constructed that will cross the River and tie into the trail network within the National
Arboretum.!” Consistent with encouraging active recreation both at KPN and on the
river, the C100 recommends that the bridge be constructed with a dock or landing at
water level to provide access for canoes, kayaks and other watercraft, as is provided at
the bridge from Heritage Island to Kingman Island.

Shoreline Improvements.

The seawall along the Kenilworth Park shoreline is missing in places and in poor
condition. The Committee of 100 wrote to NPS and recommended that the wetlands
mitigation requirement (determined in the Long Bridge EIS proceeding) be applied to
restoring the wetlands along the coastline of Kenilworth Park as part of the planned larger
environmental restoration at Kenilworth Park. The NPS rejected the proposal in part,
because:?°

Restoring the shoreline would require breaching the historic seawall in some places, which
would constitute an adverse effect under the National Historic Preservation Act (Section
106). 21

18 In section 3082 of Bill 23-760, the FY21 Budget Support Act, the Council directed the
Monsanto settlement be applied as follows:

(1) $7,339,659.91 to pay attorney’s fees and costs to for legal services provided in the

lawsuit;

(2) $4,700,000 to OAG’s Litigation Support Fund for use by the OAG;

(3) $30,000,000 to DOEE’s Clean Land Fund; and

(4) $9,960,340.09 to the District’s General Fund to be used in the approved Fiscal Year

2021 Budget and Financial Plan.
The $30M that goes to DOEE is to be used for the Clean Land Fund, D.C. Official Code § 8-
633.08, and thus can be used for contaminated property cleanup assistance pursuant to § 8-
637.04, other brownfield revitalization incentives established by this chapter, and other activities
associated with the Mayor’s cleanup of contaminated property. DC Code § 8-637.04.
Contaminated property cleanup assistance sets out criteria that apply to both the Anacostia
Sediments Program and the clean-up of Kenilworth Park

19 “Current plans call for the Anacostia Riverwalk Trail to be extended within KPN with
construction of a new bridge that will cross the River and tie into the trail network within the
National Arboretum. DDOT and DOEE continue to work with NPS to address any potential
environmental concerns related to this project”. Feasibility Study Addendum Report,
September 2020, pages 12-13.

20 July 21, 2020 NPS letter, copy attached.
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But, in that same letter, the NPS explained:
Removing portions of the seawall to provide a more natural habitat can still be considered,
however, it needs to be incorporated into the overall planning effort underway to remediate
the area.
That is where we are now: “the overall planning effort ... to remediate the area.” DOEE’s
September 2018 Living Shoreline Opportunities was prepared to “Lower the reliance on
bulkheads, seawalls, and other engineered flooding solutions, many of which are
antiquated and in disrepair”. That describes the shoreline of Kenilworth Park and needs
to be a part of the planning effort. NPS has restored three wetland areas along the
Anacostia ?? and all three projects required the placement of dredged sediment materials
to increase elevations enough to support emergent vegetation. DOEE dredging operation
along the Anacostia are planned for the near future and need to be coordinated with a
plan to reestablish the wetlands along the Kenilworth Park shoreline.?

Conclusion

The Committee of 100 supports Alternative 3 and urges that the environmental clean up
be accomplished and that Kenilworth Park North be transferred to DC as soon as possible
and that thereafter, the National Park Service advise DOEE, DDOT and the DC
Department of Parks and Recreation about the next steps that would restore the shoreline
and provide for aquatic access at the new Riverwalk bridge

Respectfully submitted,

Monte Edwards, on behalf of
The Committee of 100 on the Federal City

21 The seawall is not a listed historic structure and why breaching the seawall would constitute an
adverse effect is not understood.

22 The three wetlands restoration projects were Kenilworth Marsh, reconstructed in 1993,
Kingman Marsh, reconstructed in 2000, and the Fringe Wetlands. Living Shoreline Opportunities,
September 2018, page 22.

23 DOEE recently issued Anacostia River Sediment Project -Interim Record of Decision,
September 30, 2020. Page 24 of that ROD identified 6 locations of environmental contamination,
designated as early action areas (EAAs), within the Anacostia River for containment with
selective dredging and disposal and three additional EAAs in the Kingman Lake area.
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From: Davies, Donna L <Donna_Davies@nps.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 2:53 PM

To: Kirby Vining <chair@committeeof100.net>

Cc: Gray, Vincent (Council) <vgray@dccouncil.us>; tommy.wells@dc.gov <tommy.wells@dc.gov>; Trueblood, Andrew
(OP) <andrew.trueblood@dc.gov>; Morrison, Tara D <Tara_Morrison@nps.gov>; dpr@dc.gov <dpr@dc.gov>; May,
Peter <Peter_May@nps.gov>; Stidham, Tammy <Tammy_Stidham@nps.gov>; nick.kushner@dc.gov
<nick.kushner@dc.gov>; Monte <monte.edwards@verizon.net>

Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] C100 Comments Concerning Proposed Plan for Environmental Clean Up of Kenilworth Park -
Kirby Vining

Good Afternoon Mr. Vining,

Attached are NPS's responses to the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site Proposed Plan comments you submitted
February 8, 2021 on behalf of the Committee of 100.

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thank you

Donna Davies
CERCLA Project Manager
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United States Department of the Interior

National Capital Parks-East
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Interior Region 1- National Capital Area
1900 Anacostia Drive, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20020

IN REPLY REFER TO:

1.1.B (NCA-NACE)

March 30, 2021
VIA E-Mail

Mr. Kirby Vining

Chair, Committee of 100
945 G Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001

Dear Mr. Vining,

Thank you for the comments related to the National Park Service’s (NPS) Proposed Plan for
cleanup of the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site the Committee of 100 submitted on February 8§,
2021. NPS especially appreciates the Committee’s detailed study of the plan and supporting
documents.

The letter posed a question to NPS requesting clarification for why NPS did not include 20 acres
of Kenilworth Park North (KPN) in the Alternative 3 cost estimate. Prior to answering this
specific question, it is important to reiterate the context within which NPS developed our cost
estimates for the different alternatives evaluated to clean up the Site. As you are aware, Congress
directed NPS to transfer administrative jurisdiction over KPN to the District of Columbia. The
transfer legislation, which has been identified as an applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirement (ARAR) for the Site, imposes some broad constraints on the future use of KPN.!
Specifically, the property must be “used only for the provision of public recreational facilities,
open space, or public outdoor recreational opportunities.” Within those broad constraints,
however, the future use of KPN will be determined by the District, not NPS.

Prior to NPS’s evaluation of possible alternatives, the District informed NPS that it planned to
use KPN to provide active recreational opportunities (e.g., sports fields). Although those plans
were conceptual in nature, they provided sufficient information to allow NPS to develop high-
level cost estimates for the different possible alternatives. These costs were based on

! Footnotes 3, 12, and 17 of your February 8, 2021 letter state that the transfer legislation was not identified as an
ARAR for the Site, but the statute is included on page 3 of Table 1 (location-specific ARARs) in the FS Addendum
report.



conservative estimates and assumed the District would develop all areas of KPN where this type
of development would be possible.

NPS assumed 20 of the total 80 acres would not be developed by the District for active
recreational uses and therefore would not require a clean soil cover. This assumption was based
on physical characteristics of the Site, such as presence of steep slopes and other considerations
that would make development of these 20 acres difficult. NPS also assumed that there would be
buffer areas preserved in a natural state between developed and undeveloped areas of KPN. The
estimated buffer areas account for part of the 20 acres. Additionally, as you noted in your
February 8, 2021 comments letter, approximately 11 acres of clean fill was placed on the Site in
2006 and 2007. NPS assumed for cost estimating purposes that this fill is “clean” and, therefore,
the 11 acres covered in 2006 and 2007 will not require an additional clean soil barrier.

It is important to understand that if NPS selects Alternative 3 as the final remedy for the Site, the
assumptions made for cost estimating purposes are in no way intended to define areas that will
actually be covered with clean soil during implementation of the remedy. The actual areas to be
covered will be based on the District’s final plans for the Site and results of sampling to further
define areas requiring the cover and also to ensure the fill placed on the Site in 2006 and 2007
meet specifications to be considered “clean.” The actual areas to be covered with a clean soil
barrier will be defined in the engineering drawings prepared as part of the remedial design phase
of the CERCLA process. This phase will begin after issuance of the Site’s Record of Decision
(ROD).

Also related to the question regarding the 20 acres you raised the following concern in your
letter:
“If, on the other hand, there is a possibility that any part of the untreated 20 might be
used for recreation or community activities which may disturb the soil, those areas
should receive the soil containment cap.”

The Site’s ROD is the legally binding and enforceable document that describes the final cleanup
remedy chosen for the Site. If, after consideration of public comments received, NPS selects
Alternative 3 as the final remedy, the components of the remedy, including technical parameters
and institutional controls, will be defined in the ROD. In the case of Alternative 3, the technical
parameters will specify that any areas to be developed for active recreation or community
activities must be covered with a 12-inch clean soil barrier. The institutional controls included as
part of Alternative 3 provide the mechanism to ensure any future development also adheres to
the technical components of the selected remedy and achieves the remedial action objectives
(RAO) including reduction in risk posed to active recreational users and participants of
community activities. In other words, the ROD addresses the concern raised in your letter that
areas the District would like to develop in the future for active recreation or community activities
that were not part of the initial design will not be covered by a clean soil barrier. The institutional
controls included as part of Alternative 3 will prohibit future development of any area of the Site
unless the RAO of reducing risk is achieved. Under Alternative 3, this RAO is met through
placement of a 12-inch soil barrier. Along with the technical parameters, the institutional
controls will be fully defined in the Site’s legally binding and enforceable ROD.
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NPS would also like to provide a few clarifications and thoughts regarding points noted in the
“Next Steps” portion of your letter:

Anacostia Riverwalk Trail and Bridge

You note that the Anacostia Riverwalk Trail (ART) extension and Anacostia Riverwalk Bridge
construction will be completed “Following the environmental clean up of Kenilworth Park.”
NPS would like to clarify that both District Department of Transportation (DDOT) managed
projects have been and will continue to move forward independent of the cleanup of Kenilworth
Park. NPS regularly consults with DDOT to ensure both projects are completed in a manner that
fully considers possible hazards associated with the work and outlines steps to be taken to
mitigate these hazards to protect human health and the environment.

Shoreline Improvements

On June 18, 2020, the Committee of 100 provided comments on the May 21, 2020 Wetlands
Statement of Findings (SOF) NPS prepared for the Long Bridge Project. These comments
included recommendation that the wetlands mitigation requirement (determined in the Long
Bridge EIS) be applied to restoring wetlands along the shoreline of Kenilworth Park as part of
the planned larger environmental restoration of Kenilworth Park. As noted in NPS’s July 21,
2020 response to these comments,

“restoring the shoreline in this area would require breaching the historic seawall in
some places, which would constitute an adverse effect under the National Historic
Preservation Act (Section 106). This would also require the NPS to provide some sort of
mitigation for those adverse effects and would necessitate a fairly robust NEPA and
Section 106 compliance. Areas where breaching the seawall would not be required are
already fairly well vegetated and the amount of ecological lift you would receive in these
areas would not be sufficient to count towards mitigation. Furthermore, any breaching of
the seawall in these locations would likely penetrate the landfill cap. Removing portions
of the seawall to provide a more natural habitat can still be considered, however, it needs
to be incorporated into the overall planning effort underway to remediate the area.”

NPS further noted in the July 21, 2020 response letter that there were “inherent difficulties of
shoreline restoration in some areas adjacent to Kenilworth Park” and that “The funds being
provided for these mitigations from the Long Bridge Project are best suited for Kenilworth Park
and Aquatic Gardens. It would provide sufficient funding for over 10 acres of invasive plant
species removal twice a year for the duration of the construction of the project. This is an
efficient use of these funds with a high rate of success.”

As noted in the February 1, 2021, memorandum prepared by NPS to provide interim responses to
comments on the Proposed Plan and posted on the Kenilworth Park Landfill webpage, NPS
cannot take a response action at a contaminated site under section 104(a) of CERCLA unless
there is an unacceptable risk to human health or the environment. At the Kenilworth Park
Landfill Site, NPS determined Site soils pose an unacceptable long-term risk to visitors involved
in active recreation or community activities. The remedy NPS selects for the Site will be chosen

Page 3 of 4



based on the nine evaluation criteria described in section 300.430(e)(9)(iii) of the National Oil
and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (CERCLA’s implementing regulations,
commonly referred to as the NCP). Although development of a living shoreline cannot be
specifically considered as part of a CERCLA response action, NPS remains committed to
working with DOEE to consider living shoreline opportunities as part of an overall planning
effort for the Anacostia River including Kenilworth Park and Kenilworth Park North.

Thank you again for the thoughtful comments and please contact me with any additional
questions.

Respectfully,

Donna Davies
Project Manager

cc: Vincent C. Gray
Tommy Wells
Andrew Trueblood
Tara Morrison
Monte Edwards
Peter May
Tammy Stidham
Nick Kushner
Jeffrey T. Johnson
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From: Davies, Donna L <Donna_Davies@nps.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, March 2, 2021 10:36 AM

To: Anne Corbett

Cc: Mike Godec; Dennis Chestnut; Julie Serfass; Kushner, Nick (DPR); Ordway, Jonathan;
Rodriguez, Emily

Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] KPL Proposed Plan Public Comments

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Good Morning Ms. Corbett,

Thank you for your interest in the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site and taking the time to provide
your input on NPS’s Proposed Plan for remediation. Your comments have been recorded and will
be considered during NPS’s final selection of an alternative. The selection will be based on which
alternative best meets the evaluation criteria outlined in the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) implementing regulations outlined in the
National Contingency Plan (NCP). These evaluation criteria are described in NPS’s Feasibility
Study Addendum report and include community acceptance. NPS’s chosen alternative will be
explained and recorded in the Site’s Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD is the next step in the
CERCLA process and is expected to be issued in 2021.

The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) and Department of Energy and Environment
(DOEE) are working together to host a virtual meeting in March to discuss future use of
Kenilworth Park North with the community. Nick Kushner from DPR is cc'd on this email and will
send you a flyer that will provide details on this meeting.

The Proposed Plan public comment period began the day the plan was released (November 12,
2020) and will end on March 12, 2021. NPS prepared interim responses to comments and
questions received from the public through January 2021. NPS prepared the comment responses to
assist the public in understanding information NPS considered which led to selection of the
preferred alternative 3, which is described in the Proposed Plan. These responses and additional
information and documents related to the Site are available for download from the Kenilworth Park
Landfill Site webpage. NPS will be accepting comments on the Proposed Plan or any other
documents included in the Site’s Administrative Record through March 12, 2021. A summary of
NPS’s final responses to all relevant public comments received during the comment period will be
included with the Site’s ROD.

I have also ensured your email is on the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site email notification list;
therefore, you will receive future updates on the Site’s status, including issuance of the ROD. These
announcements will be sent from National Capital Parks — East (NACE) (not from my personal
email). NACE is the unit of NPS that manages this area of Anacostia Park.



Please contact me or Sean P. McGinty, NACE’s Public Information Officer with any additional
questions or concerns.

Donna Davies
CERCLA Project Manager
484-663-1043

From: Anne Corbett <anne@cryspdc.org>

Sent: Monday, March 1, 2021 11:07 AM

To: Davies, Donna L <Donna_Davies@nps.gov>

Cc: Mike Godec <mgodec@adv-res.com>; Dennis Chestnut <dchestnut.chestnut@gmail.com>; Julie Serfass
<jgserf@gmail.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] KPL Proposed Plan Public Comments

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.

Ms. Davies,

| have attached a statement of comments on the KPL Proposed Plan on behalf the Board of Directors of CRYSP DC.
Can you confirm receipt?

Thanks in advance.

Stay well,
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March 1, 2021

Donna Davies, CERCLA Project Manager
National Capital Parks - EAST

1900 Anacostia Drive, SE

Washington, DC 20020

Re: Comments of Capitol Riverside Youth Sports Park (“CRYSP DC”) on behalf of
the CRYSP DC Board of Directors

Dear Ms. Davies:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this statement on the Proposed Plan of the
National Park Service (NPS) for the cleanup at the Kenilworth Park North (KPN)
Landfill Site in Washington, D.C.

My name is Michael Godec. I am President of CRYSP DC, a parent of two children, and
have been a resident of Ward 6 in the District of Columbia since 1985. The mission of
CRYSP DC is to provide sports and recreation opportunities that bridge communities,
especially for underserved youth. We are especially focused on encouraging connections
between residents of Capitol Hill and Wards 7 and 8, making the benefits of sports and
team participation available to as many residents as possible.

CRYSP DC began as a neighborhood-inspired vision for playing fields, walking/biking
trails, an outdoor farmer’s market pavilion, river access and other amenities in the north
lots of the RFK Stadium complex. This vision addressed a key lack of field space for
youth and adult sports programs in the nearby neighborhood. Based largely on our
advocacy, The Fields at RFK Campus opened in May 2019. CRYSP DC made a bid to be

the field operator and was awarded the contract.

CRYSP DC supports any alternative for remedial action at the KPN that achieves the
Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) for the site, meets the required threshold criteria,
and achieves the best balance between environmental protection, public health, and cost.
And, most importantly, we support an alternative that can achieve these objectives and
begin to have the KPN site available for sports and recreational use within 1 to 2 years.


http://www.cryspdc.org/
http://www.rfkfields.com/

CRYSP DC Kenilworth Plan North
March 1, 2021

While the Preferred Alternative proposed meets these objectives, in our opinion, other
options can and should also be considered that also meet these objectives and best
address the concerns of the multiple stakeholders in this process. In particular, we believe
an alternative should be considered that: (1) excavates contaminants and restores
wetlands in the western portion of KPN, west of the running track; (2) caps lands in
Kenilworth Park North east of the track, and (3) leaves Kenilworth Park South as is.
Most importantly, we strongly promote a plan for remedial action that does not leave any
additional obligations for the District government to address after the transfer of the site
from the federal to the district government.

And since Congress has directed NPS to transfer administrative jurisdiction over the
Kenilworth to DC “for the provision of public recreational facilities, open space, or
public outdoor recreational opportunities” (PL 108-335 § 334), we anxiously await, and
encourage the rapid pursuit of, the development of formal plans by the DC Department of
Parks and Recreation (DPR) for the future use of the KPN site. We sincerely hope that
CRYSP DC is considered a relevant stakeholder and is consulted in the development of
these plans.

The number of DC children engaging in organized sports has exploded over the past
decade, with the need for athletic fields that can accommodate the surging demand.
Citywide, 10,000 kids are registered to play soccer; 3,400 are registered to play football;
and thousands more are playing baseball, softball, lacrosse, ultimate Frisbee, field hockey
and other outdoor sports. Yet many youth and families are still underserved. This is
especially true for youth in the neighborhoods adjacent to the KPN site.

This lack of safe space for youth sports and recreation in DC, while becoming more
acute, is not new. In 2010, The CapitalSpace initiative, a partnership of the National
Capital Planning Commission, NPS, and the Districtl, identified a particular lack of ball
fields, recreational facilities, and open space in the Northeast quadrant of the city, leading
to its recommendation, among other things, that DC “develop multi-use sports complexes
that can accommodate a range of sports uses, but also include new athletic fields.”

Our collective capacity to develop and operate sustainable facilities that are
geographically and financially accessible to youth of all socio-economic backgrounds is
critical to our mission of public service. Unfortunately, DC is still confronted with a lack
of sufficient, safe. accessible, high-quality sports fields in DC, especially in the eastern

! https://www.ncpc.gov/plans/capitalspace/
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CRYSP DC Kenilworth Plan North
March 1, 2021

and southern portions of our city. Addressing this issue is more important than ever given

the crises over the past year. Outdoor sports and recreation can plan a key role in healing
our country both socially and physically.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this statement. Please feel free to reach out to
our executive director, Anne Corbett (anne@cryspdc.org or (202) 494-7523) or me

(mikeg@cryspdc.org or (703) 577-2083).

Sincerely,

Michael Godec
President

enclosure: CRYSP DC Board of Directors
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Board of Directors

Michael Godec President
Advanced Resources International

Julie Serfass Vice President
American Federation of Teachers

Charles Barnett Secretary
DC State Little League

Thu Pham Treasurer
Defenders of Wildlife

Anne Corbett Executive Director
CRYSP DC

Sanju Misra General Counsel
Misra Law PLLC

Alex Bearman
District Sports

Carlos Bronner
Jair Lynch Development Partners

Lisa Brooks
DC Public Schools

Dennis Chestnut
IDEA Public Charter School
Groundwork Anacostia River DC (retired)

Robert Coomber
US Environmental Protection Agency

Matt Doherty
The Trailhead Group

Spencer Dormitzer
Brentwood Arts Exchange

Claude Elliot
Quest-Act
National Football League (retired)

Anthony Francavilla
DC SCORES

Aiden Herron Youth Member
DC International PCS, Class of 2023

Larry Kaufer
Sports on the Hill

Elizabeth Patel
Federal Highway Administration

Amalia Proper Youth Member
BASIS DC, Class of 2021

Miranda Selover

National Association of Independent Schools

Jade Stone
National Real Estate Advisors

Ram Uppuluri

Committee on Housing and Neighborhood

Revitalization
DC Council
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From: Pat & Stephen <jjshare@verizon.net>

Sent: Saturday, March 6, 2021 2:18 PM

To: Davies, Donna L <Donna_Davies@nps.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments - Remediation of Kenilworth Park Landfill: Feasibility Study Addendum Report and
Proposed Plan

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.

Donna_Davies@nps.gov

Donna Davies, CERCLA Project Manager
National Capital Parks - EAST

1900 Anacostia Drive, SE

Washington, DC 20020

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Remediation of the Kenilworth Park Landfill
Feasibility Study, Report and Proposed Plan. As a rower with the Washington Rowing School located at
Bladensburg Waterfront Park, I see the areas north of the Benning Road Bridge from a different perspective and
have a strong and unique appreciation for the Anacostia River. I experience the unfortunate silt impacts from
tributary and stormwater runoff causing sandbars and shoals. However, I also see the natural beauty and the
exciting potential for recreational access to a scenic, urban, waterway. The remediation of the Kenilworth Park
Landfill will be a positive next step in the restoration and reclamation of the Anacostia River.

The NPS’ vision to restore and protect the quality and resiliency of the ecosystem while providing high quality
naturalized spaces, is outlined in the Foundation Document Overview for Anacostia Park and Kenilworth Park
and Aquatic Gardens. This will require re-establishment of the Kenilworth Marsh System and living shoreline,
an effort which requires the collaboration among District Agencies, the National Park Service, the
Environmental Protection Agency, and the Council of Governments. The National Park Service, along with
these partners, has a unique opportunity to create a Riverfront Park beside the 2-mile free-flowing Kenilworth
arm of the Anacostia River.
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For Kenilworth Park, the coordination of remediation with restoration, recreation and access goals will
determine how well and at what cost this work can be accomplished. The uplands should be prepared for
recreational use for the adjacent communities while the riverfront must be returned to a thriving natural area
where fishing, boating, wading and swimming can all be enjoyed. The necessary wetlands must be reestablished
to support wildlife, clean the air and water, sequester carbon and enhance resiliency.

Specifically, I support the eventual removal of all landfill and overlying material in Kenilworth Park North
only, as described in Alternative 5. This work can be phased as part of projects undertaken by the District to
accommodate future park use. It is critical that remediation, restoration, recreation and access must be features
of all this work. Planning and execution of the work along the eastern border of the Park adjacent to Anacostia
Avenue should begin as soon as possible to meet community expectations. Kenilworth Park should be
reestablished as a positive presence in the neighborhood as soon as possible. Removal of landfill material will
contribute to reestablishment of grades which will allow reconnection of Watts Branch and the Anacostia River
with their flood plain. Conducting the complete removal of landfill material in phases over time will reduce
disruption of Park functions and impacts to the neighborhood. By concentrating work in discrete areas of the
park this will allow material to be removed from the site at various locations.

I support the decision to preserve the quality habitat in Kenilworth Park South which resulted from past
remediation efforts. The removal of the PEPCO power plant was a huge accomplishment. I hope that the
adjacent PEPCO Lagoon will be included in future restoration efforts reclaiming and reconnecting valuable
habitat. Any work conducted in Kenilworth Park South should include stabilization of the existing trail and
bridge in order to minimize the impact of human interaction on the natural environment while protecting the
safety of park visitors.

Thank you for your work and the careful remediation efforts to ensure the Anacostia River will have improved
water quality while providing a scenic and ecofriendly experience for neighbors, naturalists and recreationists
alike.

/s/

Patricia Jackman

5813 Lamont Drive

New Carrollton, MD 20784
jjshare@verizon.net

From: National Capital Parks - East <nace_superintendent@nps.gov>

To: jjshare@verizon.net

Sent: Tue, Feb 9, 2021 8:25 am

Subject: Kenilworth Park Landfill Cleanup Stakeholder Update: 30-Day Extension to the Proposed Plan Public Comment
Period
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National Capital Parks-East

Greetings,

The National Park Service (NPS) is sending you this email to announce a 30-day
extension to the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site Proposed Plan public comment period.

NPS initially provided a 90-day public comment period that began the day the
Proposed Plan was released (November 12, 2020) and ended on February 10, 2021. On
February 8, 2021, NPS received a request to extend the public comment period by 30
days. As required by the National Contingency Plan, NPS is extending the initial 90-
day public comment period by 30 days; therefore, the new public comment period will
end on March 12, 2021.

NPS will review comments received on the Proposed Plan and supporting documents
(e.g., Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study) as part of the cleanup selection
process. As noted in our February 5, 2021 announcement, NPS prepared interim
responses to comments received through January 2021 and posted the Interim
Response to Public Comments on the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site webpage. If you
are having issues accessing the documents linked above, please clear your web
browser's cache and try again.

Extended Public Comment Period: The initial 90-day public comment period has
been extended by 30 days and will end on March 12, 2021. A summary of NPS's
responses to all significant public comments received during the comment period will
be included with the Record of Decision.

Providing Your Comments: Comments on the proposed plan and the other documents
contained in the Administrative Record File can still be submit to NPS in three ways:

Mail: VHB Metro DC, LLC
Attn: KPL Proposed Plan Public Comments
1001 G Street, N.W., Suite 1125
Washington, DC 20001

Donna_Davies@nps.gov

(202) 359-3234 (leave a recorded voicemail message)
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From: no-reply@nps.gov <no-reply@nps.gov>

Sent: Saturday, March 6, 2021 9:55 PM

To: Davies, Donna L <Donna_Davies@nps.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] From NPS.gov: Kenilworth Remediation

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.

Email submitted from: dana.mccoskey@gmail.com at /anac/learn/management/kpls.htm
Use dana.mccoskey@gmail.com to reply to this message
Category: Other

Mailing Address:

Dana

138 Thomas St NW
Washington, DC 20001
United States

March 6, 2021 Ms. Donna Davies CERCLA Project Manager National Park Service 1900 Anacostia Drive SE Washington,
D.C. 20020 Re: Kenilworth Park Landfill Site Feasibility Study Addendum Report Dear Ms. Davies, | am writing to provide
comments on the Feasibility Study Addendum Report for the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site. Kenilworth Park provides
immense ecological value in both birds and habitats along the river and has provided me with a wealth of recreation
opportunities (e.g., bike riding, walking, bird watching) and spectacular views of nature. | think it is great that NPS is
working to reduce the risks to human health and the environment on this property left from the legacy pollution of the
landfill. However, | did not see an alternative in the options presented that was truly visionary or would address the
particular nuances of the site's current opportunities or longer-term potential to increase the ecological value and
ensure equity. | urge NPS to consider a hybrid of parts of options 3 and 5 to provide the most benefits and consider the
site-

wetlands in the riparian corridor would provide the longest term benefits to the people of DC. Therefore, | think NPS
should focus their efforts on removing as much of the contamination as possible in Kenilworth Park North and creating
new wetlands west of the track, capping lands in Kenilworth Park North east of the track, and beginning a gradual
restoration of Kenilworth Park South habitat as meadows and edge woodlands that support woodcocks and other
important birds. Without a hybrid solution, Alternative 3 appears to be the least worst option if agreements can be
made between DC and NPS to improve the current ecological value of the property for nature and limit recreational
facilities to the eastern parcels. Additionally, it would be fitting to have a memorial for the lives lost and impacted by the
pollution at this site. Nearby, we already have an extensive amount of land designated for recreational use in the form
of playing fields at the RFK property and in Anacostia Park. What we need more of and we cannot get back when it is
gone, is nature. What | would like to see is a healthy forest or meadow filled with native plants and wildlife in the
western portion of Kenilworth Park North, with a few small recreational amenities in the eastern portion of this area so
that people have places to put boats in the water, take a break, play with kids, or fill up their bike tires. | would also like
Kenilworth Park South to be maintained as a natural area. | think this area along the Anacostia from Kingman Island to
the Arboretum is one of the most spectacular in the city for nature. | have entered data for the past three years into the
Cornell Lab of Ornithology’s eBird database, that show locations of woodcocks displaying in Kenilworth South as a
volunteer bird walk trip leader with the DC Audubon Society. Seeing woodcocks flying up into the air at dusk is truly a
sight to behold, especially in an urban setting that is also bike accessible. Further, restoration of the wetlands is an
investment in our future, as it will provide us with protection from some of the worst impacts of climate change and
enable DC to do it’s part to provide a safeguard for species of conservation concern. On my first river trip into this area
with the Anacostia River Keeper by boat, | was so impressed by the views from the water where without any built
infrastructure | was inspired to take up local kayaking. In summary, this area is an absolute breath of fresh air and
escape from a sometimes busy city life. It presents a major opportunity for people and nature, beyond what has been
envisioned in the alternatives as written for the CERCLA feasibility study. Thank you in advance for your consideration of
my comments and all the work you do for NPS. Sincerely, Dana McCoskey
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United States Department of the Interior

National Capital Parks-East
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Interior Region 1- National Capital Area
1900 Anacostia Drive, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20020

MEMORANDUM

TO: Administrative Record for the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site

FROM: Kenilworth Park Landfill Contaminated Site Team (CST):
Donna Davies, National Park Service (NPS) Project Manager
Jonathan Ordway, VHB (NPS Contractor)
Jeffrey Johnson, Department of the Interior (DOI) Legal Lead

DATE:  July 15,2022
CC: Shawn Mulligan, Lead, NPS Environmental Compliance and Cleanup Division

RE: Maryland Ornithological Society (MOS)/Montgomery Bird Club (MBC)
Comments on the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site Proposed Plan

The purpose of this memorandum is to convey responses to comments on the Kenilworth Park Landfill
(KPL) Proposed Plan. This memo addresses the attached letter from the Maryland Ornithological Society
(MOS) and its local chapter, the Montgomery Bird Club (MBC), submitted on March 7, 2021.

NPS notes the comments and recommendations made by MOS and MBC revolve around concerns
regarding the potential impact that future remedial action may have on bird habitats currently located at
Kenilworth Park. Specific comments and questions included:

o “Will the existing no-mow meadow areas be uprooted, with all vegetation removed, in order to
cap with fill? This will cause a great deal of temporary (and probable permanent) loss of critical
bird habitat. Even replanted, it will take years to recover. Or can the public areas, playing fields
etc. be remediated without disturbing these meadows?”’

e “How will the remediation affect the existing fringing shrub/vine habitat and the marsh? Ideally,
this important habitat should not be disturbed.”

o “KPN [Kenilworth Park North] also has several small but important wetland/pools that attract
shorebirds during migration. We feel these should be left undisturbed as much as possible.”

e “Are there any plans for modest improvements to this area (e.g., a paved path) that would allow
safe access for birders?”
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NPS Response:

The Selected Remedy does not dictate future land use of the Site. Future land use for Kenilworth Park
South (KPS) is controlled by the Management Plan for Anacostia Park. The Management Plan requires
KPS to be managed for natural resources recreation (i.e., maintained in a natural state for passive
recreational uses, such as bird watching). A key consideration for NPS selecting Alternative 3 over the
other proposed alternatives was that valued habitat within KPS will be preserved under this alternative.

NPS assessed the possible risk posed by “passive” recreational uses—such as bird watching—during the
development of preliminary remedial goals as part of the feasibility study (FS) phase of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) response action
(documented in the 2020 FS Addendum Report). No remediation is required at KPS for low-frequency
(approximately one, 1-hour visit per week, 10 months of the year over 26 years), low-intensity activities,
such as bird watching. To address the frequency of visitation expected from residents of the
neighborhoods who live near the park (approximately four, 2-hour visits per week, 10 months per year for
26 years), the Selected Remedy included a recommendation for either pavement or clean soil surfacing on
formal trails. Off-trail exploration by birders is not expected to pose a health risk that would require
mitigation, such as placement of a clean soil barrier or trail surfacing. According to the Management Plan,
the only future trail to be developed within KPS will be the continuation of the Anacostia Riverwalk Trail
(ART) (see Figure 2 of the Responsiveness Summary for the future ART alignment).

Congress directed NPS to transfer administrative jurisdiction of Kenilworth Park North (KPN) to the
District of Columbia (District); therefore, the District will manage KPN in the future and will determine
future land use. The District’s comments on NPS’s Proposed Plan for the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site
included a preliminary land-use plan for KPN (see Attachment 24 to the Responsiveness Summary). The
District’s preliminary plan sets aside land for meadow habitat and for future tidal wetlands restoration
along Watts Branch and the Anacostia River. To accommodate the District’s preliminary plans, NPS
modified the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3) to eliminate the clean soil barrier in areas where the
District intends to restore wetlands and maintain meadow habitat (see Figure 2 of the Responsiveness
Summary).

Because the District’s plans for KPN have not be finalized, the clean soil barrier boundaries that NPS
included for KPN in the Selected Remedy are conceptual in nature and will be adjusted based on the
District’s final plans for KPN. These final plans for KPN will be developed during the remedial design
phase (the next phase) of the CERCLA response process after issuance of the Record of Decision (ROD).
These adjustments could include changes or improvements to birding habitat and visitor access to allow
visitors to participate in bird-watching activities at KPN.

The District has indicated to NPS that it plans on conducting public engagement activities in 2022 to
obtain public input on the future uses of KPN; therefore, members of the public are encouraged to
participate in the District’s planning process and provide their input through that process.

Attachment: March 7, 2021 MOS Letter
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From: Gail B. Mackiernan <katahdinss@comcast.net>

Sent: Saturday, March 6, 2021 9:30 AM

To: Davies, Donna L <Donna_Davies@nps.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] MPS/MBC Comments on Kenilworth Park remediation

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.

Dear Ms. Davies,

| am submitting comments, attached as a PDF, on behalf of the Maryland Ornithological Society and
its local chapter, the Montgomery Bird Club. | am a member of the MOS Conservation Committee and
Chair of the MBC Conservation Committee.

The birding community is concerned that some of the remediation actions proposed could negatively
impact this important and unique area, one of the two top birding sites in DC. Our concerns are laid
out in the attached letter.

Personally, as a marine ecologist formerly with the Chesapeake Bay Program and Maryland Sea
Grant, | also understand the issues of toxic exposure and leachate from the landfill site.

We hope that this environmental issue can be resolved with minimum impact on bird habitat, birds
and the birding community.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me or Kurt Schwarz, our contact information is
in the letter.

Best,
(Dr.) Gail Mackiernan
MOS/MBC



mailto:Donna_Davies@nps.gov
mailto:katahdinss@comcast.net

MARYLAND ORNITHOLOGICAL

SOCIETY
&

MONTGOMERY BIRD CLUB
March 7,2021
To: Donna Davies, NPS CERCLA Project Manager

Re: Comments on Proposed Plan for the Cleanup of the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site,
National Park Service, November 2020.

Dear Ms. Davies,

The Maryland Ornithological Society and its local Chapter, the Montgomery Bird Club,
appreciate the opportunity to comment on the November 2020 Plan to address
contamination at Kenilworth Park. MOS members are regular visitors to Kenilworth Park
for birding, as it is a unique area in the region.

First, we agree that for public safety exposure to the various toxins in the former landfill
site must be addressed. Further, leachate from the site contaminates groundwater, thus
impacting the Anacostia River. Anything that reduces this non-point source of toxic
pollution is a step in the right direction.

Second, of the proposed alternatives, the NPS selection of Alternative 3 seems to provide
the best balance of protecting park users and the environment, without a massive (and
expensive) engineering project.

There are however, some areas of concern to the birding community:

e KPN has a number of well-established, "no-mow" meadows that contain a mix of native
and non-native grasses, forbs and shrubs. Meadow habitat is obviously a rarity in heavily
developed DC. In season, these meadows support uncommon DC species such as American
Kestrel, Grasshopper Sparrow and Blue Grosbeak. American Woodcocks also display here
in early spring, and may stay to breed. In addition, these meadows provide important
winter habitat for other uncommon bird species, including Merlin, Eastern Meadowlark,
Savannah Sparrow and American Tree Sparrow. In migration, they are filled with American
Pipits, Palm Warblers and the occasional rarity like Nelson's Sparrow. Regenerating “old
field”, scrub and the Park’s fringing marsh are also extremely important for birds.

For this reason, Kenilworth Park is visited almost daily by birders from DC and adjacent
Maryland and Virginia areas. In fact, Kenilworth Park and the adjacent Aquatic Gardens are
the second most-visited eBird Hotspot in the District. [eBird hotspots are birding sites of
special importance.] To date, almost 7000 eBird Checklists have been submitted for
KP/KAG, and 246 species have been recorded there.



The ongoing Maryland/DC Breeding Bird Atlas Project (now in its second year) is also
identifying species that breed in this important natural area. Data from just the Atlas
Project’s first year lists over 25 species confirmed or probable breeders in KP/KAG,
including Wood Duck, Killdeer, Green Heron, Cliff Swallow, Marsh Wren and Swamp
Sparrow.

Because KP is such a unique area, the birding community is naturally concerned with
actions that could harm or even eliminate vital bird habitat. For example:

e Will the existing no-mow meadow areas be uprooted, with all vegetation removed, in
order to cap with fill? This will cause a great deal of temporary (and probable permanent)
loss of critical bird habitat. Even replanted, it will take years to recover. Or can the public
areas, playing fields etc. be remediated without disturbing these meadows?

» How will the remediation affect the existing fringing shrub/vine habitat and the marsh?
Ideally, this important habitat should not be disturbed.

* KPN also has several small but important wetland/pools that attract shorebirds during
migration. We feel these should be left undisturbed as much as possible.

Finally, although KPS is not included in Alternative 3, this is also an important area for
birds. Willow Flycatcher, Yellow-breasted Chat and Yellow Warbler all have bred here in
the past and the ongoing Atlas project will provide more recent data on species occurrence.
Are there any plans for modest improvements to this area (e.g. a paved path) that would
allow safe access for birders?

In closing, because of the importance of KPN to birds as well as to birders, MOS would like
to remain involved in review of plans as they go forward, to ensure the protection of
Kenilworth Park’s important living resources.

Sincerely,

Kurt R. Schwarz

Conservation Chair

Maryland Ornithological Society, www.mdbirds.org
410-461-1643

krschwal@verizon.net

Gail Mackiernan

Conservation Chair.

Montgomery Bird Club, www.montgomerybirdclub.org
301-989-1828

katahdinss@comcast.net


https://katahdinss@comcast.net	
https://Montgomery	Bird	Club,	www.montgomerybirdclub.org	
mailto:krschwa1@verizon.net
www.mdbirds.org

Kenilworth Park Landfill Site National Park Service

NACE, National Capital Area U.S. Department of the Interior

ATTACHMENT 11




From: Nate Graham <nathanield.graham@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 7, 2021 5:48 PM

To: Davies, Donna L <Donna_Davies@nps.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments on Proposed Plan for the Cleanup of the Kenilworth Park Landfill Site, National Park
Service, November 2020

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.

Dear Ms. Davies,

I hope this email finds you well. As a resident of DC and an active birder, | appreciate the chance to comment
on the plans regarding the cleanup at Kenilworth Park. Given that the park presents a unique habitat not found
anywhere else in the city, it is difficult to overstate the importance of Kenilworth Park to the birds that breed
and winter in DC as well as those that migrate through, and to the area's birding community -- particularly to
the hundreds of birders that live in the District itself.

Of the proposed alternatives, the NPS selection of Alternative 3 seems to provide the best balance of
protecting park users and the environment, without a massive (and expensive) engineering project.

There are however, some areas of concern to the birding community:

* KPN has a number of well-established, "no-mow" meadows that contain a mix of native and non-native
grasses, forbs, and shrubs. Meadow habitat is a rarity in DC, and in summer, these meadows support
uncommon DC species such as American kestrel, grasshopper sparrow, and blue grosbeak. American
woodcocks also display here in early spring, one of only a few places that they do so in the District, and may
stay to breed. In addition, these meadows provide important winter habitat for other uncommon bird species,
including merlin, Eastern meadowlark, savannah sparrow, and American tree sparrow. In migration, they are
filled with American pipits, palm warblers, Wilson's snipe, and the occasional rarity like Nelson's sparrow.
Regenerating “old field," scrub, and the park’s fringing marsh are also extremely important for birds.

For this reason, Kenilworth Park is visited daily by DC birders like myself. In fact, Kenilworth Park and the
adjacent Aquatic Gardens are the second most-visited eBird* hotspot in the District (eBird hotspots are birding
sites of special importance). To date, almost 7,000 eBird Checklists have been submitted for KP/KAG, and 246
species have been recorded there, more than at any other site in the District save one. Due to KP's unique
habitat, many of these species are found only at KP or a couple other sites in the District.

Because KP is such a unique area, the birding community is naturally concerned with actions that could harm
or even eliminate vital bird habitat. For example:

» Will the existing no-mow meadow areas be uprooted, with all vegetation removed, in order to cap with fill?
This will cause