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A. Introduction and Authority / Purpose and Need for Action

This Final Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment (RP/EA) has been developed by the
natural resc urce trustees to identify and evaluate a ternatives to restore natural resources injured
at the Land 11l and Resource Recovery Superfund 3ite (Site). This document describes proposed
restoration. ictions and incorporates public input received during the restoration planning

process.

Natural rescurce trustees representing the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, a part of the
Departmeni of the Interior (DOI), and the State of :Rhode Island have prepared this Final
Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment (RP/EA). Executive Order 12580 designated
federal and state trustees for natural resources, as desctibed in Subpart G of the National
Contingenc s Plan, 40 C.F,R. Section 300,600. The Stcretary of the Department of the Interior
is a designa ed federal trustee for natural resources including migratory birds, some marine
mammals, #nadromous fish, endangered species and their respective habitats, and federal lands
managed by the Department. The Northeast Regior al Llirector of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service has been designated as Authorized Official to act on behalf of the Secretary as trustee
for this Sup:rfund Site. The states are designated trustees for all natural resources within their -
jurisdictior.. Under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended, natural resource trustees are authorized to assess and
recover compengsation for injury to or loss of natural resources resulting from a release of a
hazardous sibstance.

The U.8. Fich and Wildlife Service and the State of Rhode Island are the natural resource
Trustees for the Landfill and Resource Recovery Si perfund Site (Site). In 1994, the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service determined that erosion and remeclial activities at the Site resulted in the
destruction «f one acre of palustrine emergent and s crat-shrub wetland habitat. In tumn, the loss
of this wetla1d habitat adversely affected wetland-dependent wildlife, primarily migratory birds,
utilizing the: ¢ wetlands. DOI sought to compensate the loss of wetland habitat by requiring the
Responsible Party to create 2.5 acres of similar wetland habitat. In a 1997 settlement with the
Responsible Party, the DOI received $200,000 to inplement wetland habitat restoration,
including all costs associated with planning, restora ion, and monitoring.

Prior to expending funds for restoration, CERCLA requires the Trustees to develop a publicly
reviewed res oration plan (42 U.S.C. Section 9611(1)). The DOI Natural Resource Damage
Assessment Regulations require that the plan list a r sascnable number of possible alternatives
for restoratin n, rehabilitation, replacement, and/or a::quisition of equivalent resources and the
services lost o the public associated with each injur 2d resource (43 CFR, Sections 11.93 and
11.81, DOI Matural Resource Damage Assessment kegrulations). In addition, this document
constitutes the environmental assessment as defined under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA} 40 CFR Part 1502.10), and addresses 1he potential impact of proposed restoration
actions on the: quality of the physical, biological, and cultural environment.

BT A POt ©Cr CT B . SIOFIS ™OIY0T003 6E:87 chpe-21-Nr



B. Backgirund

The Landiill and Resource Recovery, Inc. Superfund Site is situated in North Smithfield, Rhode
Island. The Site is up gradient of Trout Brook and Slatersville Reservoir; these then drain into
the Branch River which drains into the Blackstone River. Adjacent wetlands to the south,
sontheast, ¢nd east of the Site provide important habitet for numerous migratory bird species,
including 1m\allards, wood ducks, great blue herons, several species of raptors and numerous
passerine species.

The Site iz 128-acre former landfill facility which received domestic, commercial, and industrial
wastes sinc: the 1920s. In 1979, after approximate'y 1 million gallons of waste, including
hazardous substances, had been accepted for dispo.ial, 1he State of Rhode Island ordered the

Site to stop accepting hazardous waste. In 1986, th: lardfill was closed and approximately
three-fourths of the Site was covered with a synthe ic ¢ap. Pursuant to the September 1997
Remedial Action Report, in 1994 and 1995, the set ling defendants upgraded the landfill cover
and surface water management systcms and constracted the landfill gas collection and
treatment 5) stem.

There has b:en little impact to trust resources due t) the migration of hazardous waste out of

the landfill . However, indirect injuries to migratory bircls have occurred due 1o erosion and
remedial activitics impacting wetland habitat adjacent to the Site. Specifically, one acre of
palustrine exnergent and scrub-shrub wetland habitat was destroyed in perpetuity due to
erosion/accr :tior, re-grading and capping of the landfill, The U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EP.A) had originally intended to mitigate v-etland injuries by restoring impacted areas;
however, o1 March 8, 1991, EPA issued an explanstion of sighificant difference (ESD) in which
they summ:uized their intention to eliminate the pre posed restoration.

C. Public I‘(|)ﬁﬁc:ation and Review

CERCLA revuires the Trustees to notify the public :md any federal, state, or local agencies with
special intere ts or expertise relating to the RP/EA., |1 purtial fulfillment of this requirement, the
Trustees pubiished a public notice of the availability ofthe Draft RP/BA in the Federal Register
and The Providence Journal Bulletin, The docummeni wag available for review at the North

. Smithfield Municipal Annex Building, 85 Smithfielil Fload, North Smlthﬁeld, RI 02895,

In addition, copies of the Draft RP/EA were available ftom the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service at
the followinp address:

1.8, Fish and Wildlife Service

70 Commercial Street, Suite 300

Con¢crd, New Hampshire 03301

Conta :ts: Molly Sperduto or Kenneth C. Can
Phone: 603-223-2541, Fax: 603-223-0104
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Interested par ies were asked to comment on the Drift RP/EA by May, 31 2002. Very few
comments we e received. One written comment is r:produced as Appendix A.

D. Proposed . Restoration

The Trustees’ primary goal is to implement a restor: tior. project that compensates for impacts
to wetlands th it provide habitat for migratory birds. The concept of restoration in this context
may include roturning a resource to its prior conditicn, rzhabilitating or replacing a resource,
and acquiring, >ther resources to compensate for tho:'e which were lost,

1. Specific Restoration Projects Considered

The Trustees riust consider a “reasonable number” ¢ f essible restoration alternatives (43 CFR,
Section 11.81, DO Natural Resource Damage Assessment Regulations). In our initial review,
we identified t1e following as desirable characteristics for potential projects: the restored habitat
should be simi lar in type to the habitat impacted to provide similar services; the project should
be in the same watershed as the impacted wetland; and the project should provide long-term or
perpetual bene fts to fish and wildlife resources. Basi:d on these characteristics, and on National
Environmentz Policy Act guidance we identified the following specific potential projects:

a, Alteinative A: No Action Alternative

Federal regulations require the consideration of this option. Under the No Action
Altern.a ive, no restoration, rehabilitation, replacement, or acquisition actions would
occur (¢ cornpensate for resources injured due to remediation of contamination from the

Site. . c

b. Alte1native B: On-Site Wetland Restoration
A narro ¥ band of wetlands at the toe of the 1a adfill on the south and southeast sides was

filled ¢h ring the remedial process, likely from scils associated with the landfill cap.
Restoruiion of on-site wetlands would entail removing the non-contaminated fill and re-
grading and planting the restored wetlands,

¢, Alternative C: Wetland Restoration in the Vicinity of the Site

Off-site: wetland restoration projects were soughi: in the Blackstone River watershed in
Rhode [:land. As a basis for the RP/EA, we ccnsulted an inventory of potential projects
that was prepared by the U.S, Army Corps of Enjgineers (Cofps) in 1997 (Blackstone
River Watershed Reconnaissance Investigatior, August 1997). In the Corps’ report,
approxirately 50 habitat restoration projects veere identified through coordination with
local, state, and federal agencies, and persons {amiliar with the watershed. Of these
projects, only three were located in Rhode Islaind and they are described in more detail
below. I addition to consulting the Corps’ pla1, we also sought addjtional restoration
ideas fro n individuals familiar with the waters red.
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L. Cumberland Wilderness Area Wetland Ri:storation, Cumberland, Rhode Island

The - 10-acre Cumberland Wilderness Area is in the northeast cormner of the Valley Falls
Maurth, a large Blackstone River floodplain wetiand. Approximately 1.5 acres of wetland
wers filled with solid waste and debris, with an additional 0.5 acres contaminated with
hazi dous concentrations of PCBs and lead in the soil. To date, the State has removed

" mucl. of the solid waste and sediments cont iining hazardous levels of contaminants from

the site, as well as restored the topography znd lydrology of the site. Additional
resto;ation would entail removing small, isclared areas of solid waste and debris from
the wea.

. Tcwn Line Swamp Restoration, Lincoln, Riicde Island

A marsh situated north of Washington High #ay in Lincoln, Rhode Island contains a
large: stand (approximately 15 acres) of Phreigmites. Restoration would consist of
eradication of Phragmites and construction of potholes to improve habitat diversity.

111 I s nsdale Drive-In Site. Lincoln, Rhode 1sland

As described in the Corps Investigation, “The L.onsdale Drive-In is a 41-acre site located
alongz the Blackstone River in Lincoln, Rhode I'siand, The site is a broad floodplain

terraz : that was developed as a drive-in thea er in the early 1950s. Prior to construction
of thz theater, the site provided wet meadow ard grassland habitat and, for many years,
was 115ed as a pasture. During construction of the: dnve-in, about 20 acres of the site was
clears 1 and paved with conerete. Deteriorate 1 paved areas of the drive-in are cummﬂy
spars¢ly vegetated with grasses, shrubs, and :imall trees, and provide little wildlife habitat

value.”’

Resto ation of the Lonsdale Drive-In Site “would. consist of construction of a 7-acre
wetlar d and restoration of 13.4 acres of upland riparian habitat. Constructed wetlands
would include 3.6 acres of emergent and ope 1 waiter habitat and 3.4 acres of scrub/shmb
and fi>rested wetlands.... The plan includes es atlishment of a continuous wooded
riparian buffer along the Blackstone River. Based on results of wildlife monitoring,
uplanc s would be either maintained as grasslind or allowed to develop into forest
throu:g h natural succession.”

Partne 's in the restoration effort will construct facilities to promote educational and
recrextional value at the site, These include tv/0 sinall parkirig areas, hiking trails, an
educat onal kiosk, and possibly a wildlife observation platform.

IV. Bj: ckstone River “Island” Restoration Sitz

Locat:z 3 on the Blackstone River on the bounlary between the Towns of Lincoln and
Cumberland, and north of the Pratt dam is an 2rea locally referred to as the “island”.
This 2! -acre piece of land is situated in the center of an oxbow, The island was created
in the 19705 when a channel was dredged to s raighten the river and create landfill space
in the ¢ xbow. The oxbow was never filled, but a Lorrow pit was constructed on the
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newly created island and heavy equipment was left behind. At a minimum, restoration of
the island would include removal of dilapidated equipment and improvement of habitat
quali iy at the pond which has formed in the abandoned borrow pit. Further investigation
may 1eveal that extensive trash or possibly liazardous waste may need to be removed as
well.

d. Al:ernative D: Acquisition of Equivale at Resources

Acqguisition of equivalent resources entails the purchase and protection in perpetuity of
wetlaad or upland habitats that provide reso arces similar to those injured by the

conta nination. Potential protection areas include those lands which provide habitat for
endar gered, threatened or rare species, migr story birds or other important natural
resouces. Upland areas that may be threater ed by development, and that help maintain
the integrity of existing aquatic areas will be considered a priority.

While acquisition of equivalent resources is ofien the least-preferred alternative because
it rest Its in preservation of existing resource values rather than replacement of lost
resow ces values in areas with imminent threats of development, protection can be a
goocl nechanism to secure and promote resource viability by decreasing future direct
and in dmu =t impacts.

The T >wn of North Smithfield and the Black store River Valley National Heritage
Corricor Commission provided the followiny; potential land protection sites.

1. Bufiers Along Um Slatersville Reservoi:
Much of Upper Slatersville Reservoir is surrowncied by a SO-foot buffer owned by a local

develc pment corporation. Currently undeveloped, the buffer, which is primarily red
mapli swamp, covers mote than a mile of frentage along the Reservoir. Protection of
the bu Yer in perpetuity would help maintain ‘¥ildlife habitat associated with the wetland
and the Reservoir. Further, protection would ssist the Town and the Commission W1th
develo pmg access and interpretation of these landls,

II. Pan @_l‘_s;_]\lear Public Library/Route 5
A smu | parcel of land (0.25-acre) borders the River to the south and town-owned park

lands zssociated with the Public Library to th:: north. An additional, Jarger (2.5- acre)
piece ¢ f the same parcel lies just across the B anch River. Protection of these properties
would! improve public access to the town parl: lands and help maintain lands adjacent to
the river in an undisturbed state.

III. Sard and Gravel Extraction Site South of [Jpper Slatergville Reservoir
Approz imately 65 acres of land south of Uppur Slatersville Reservoir is currently an

active: +and and gravel extraction site. Protection of this location may promote future
habitat creation efforts.
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2. Evaluation of Impacts and Comparison of Projects

The natural resource trustees are required to evaluate each of the possible restoration projects
based on i1 | relevant considerations, including the following factors: technical feasibility; the
relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits; cost-
effectivencss; the results of any actual or planned :esponse actions; the potential for additional
injury resu ting from the proposed actions, including lang-term and indirect impacts; the natural
recovery peaiod of the injured resources; the ability of the resources to recover with or without
alternative actions; the potential effects of the action on human health and safety; consistency
with relevaat Federal, State, and tribal policies; and compliance with applicable Federal, State,
and tribal livws. The following is our evaluation of the specific projects described above:

a. Alternative A: No Action Alternative

Uncer the no action altemative, injuries to migratory birds and their habitats would be

uncompensated. Wetland habitat lost durin 2 construction of the landfill cap would not

be mstored and associated services lost to tae public in the past and future would not be

cora pensated. Further, no benefits would br: realized from the settlement with the
responsible parties at the Landfill and Resoorce Recovery, Inc. Superﬁmd Site and the

obli;zations of the Consent Decree would not be met.

b. Alternative B: On-Site Wetland Restoration

Re:toration of on-site wetlands was conside red; however, this is impractical and

unel¢ sarable for the following reasons, Removing fill from the wetland would risk
undermining the landfill and would require, at a minimum, rip rap reinforcement to help
assw e the stability of the landfill. Jt is possi sl¢ that a narrow band of wetland may be
recor réredd; however, a stéep wall of rip rap 1would also be necessary. The total acreage
of re itored wetland would be unlikely to exieed 1/3 of an acre. Additional erosion into
the nzwly restored wetlands would also be g roblematic due to the sandy soils on the cap
and surrounding the landfill. A portion of tle filled wetland lies in a power line right-of-
way 'which receives frequent use by off-road vehicles, Fill removal and wetland

resto ation may be seriously compromised by continued off-road vehicle use. Restored
areas would also be susceptible to contaminiints that might seep from the landfill. One
neart y se=p at the toe of the landfill had elevatzcl levels of contaminants in recent

moni oring. Finally, restoration of wetlands iidjacent to the landfill would provide Jess
benedit to the public since the area is remote and not fiequently visited. For all of these
reasn.1s this option is not considered a viable, pructical altemative.
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c. Alternative C: Wetland Restoration in the Vicinity of the Site
Four t otential wetland restoration projects viere identified in the vicinity of the Site. An
evaluation of each of these follows.

1. Cunx berland Wilderness Area Wetland Re storation, Cumberland, Rhode Island

The Ciimberland Wildemess Area wetland r:storation project has been nearly completed
by th:: State of Rhode Island. To date, the Stte has spent nearly $800,000 to remove
solid vuaste from the wetland and restore topagraphy to improve wetland water quality
functic ns. Little restoration, other than remo /al of several isolated pockets of solid
waste 11nd debris, remain to be done at the Ciunberland Wilderness Area,

II. Toan Ling Swamp Restoration, Lincoln, 1thoide Island

Restontion of Town Line Swamp would consist of eradication of non-native, invasive
Phragriites and construction of potholes to iinprove habitat diversity. However, the
parcel’; Jocation between an interstate and a state highway jeopardizes the future

benefit; of restoration at this location. Future road-related contamination could

negatively impact the restored area and prom e the recolonization of Phragniites.

- Further more, recent bird surveys of the area I ave located nesting sora rails. Disturbance ™
- from L bitat restoration activities would likely negatively affect existing nesting bird
habitar,

While this alternative would restore wetland liabi‘at, some of which is similar to that
which vias affected near the Landfill and Resource Recovery Superfund Site, the habitat
is partielly degraded due to its proximity to ths road and future degradation is likely.
Furthe: nore efforts to improve habitat diversity inay negatively affect existing habxtat
for a bitd species of concem. For these reasons this alternative is not proposed.

nidale: Drive-In Site, Lincoln, Rhode Island
This prc j@ct is being undertaken by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. It is fully
evaluated in the Corps’ NEPA assessment of the rroject (Ecological Restoration
Report/1: mm -onmental Assessment: Lonsdale Drive-In Environmental Restoration
Project - bmcoln Rhode Island June, 2001), which is incorporated into this RF/EA by
referenc:, |

Restorat .on of the Lonsdale Drive-In Site wou d result in the restoration of
approxirately 20 acres of riverside habitat: 7 t.cres of wetland (3.6 acres of emergent
and oper waier habitat and 3.4 acres of scrub-shrub and forested wetlands) and 13.4
acres of 1pland riparian habitat. Facilities, incl iding hiking trails and an interpretive
kiosk, vmuld be constructed to promote educational and recreational value at the site.

This proj ect offers a unique opportunity to restore: a large block of riparian and wetland

habitat 4l ong the lower Blackstone River, approximately 17 river- miles downstream of
the Land: 3]l and Resource Recovery Superfund Site. In addition to restoration of the
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imm :diate site, the success of this restorati >n project will also complement the nearby
Valic:v Fells Marshes, one of the most highly vilued freshwater marsh systems in Rhode
Islani. The project also benefits public use by providing opportunities for wildlife
educiition and observation, as well as limited recreation along the Blackstone River.

Five: alternative restoration proposals for th: project were evaluated by an
interclisciplinary team, including representa ives from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
R.1. Diepartment of Environmental Manageinenr, the R.I. Natural Heritage Program, the
1).5. *ish and Wildlife Service, the University ¢f Rhode Island, and the National Marine
Fishe des Service.

In the Corps’ NEPA assessment of the proje ot (IScological Restoration
Repmt/Environmental Assessment: Lonsdal e 12rive-In Environmental Restoration
Project = Lincoln, Rhode Island June, 2001) numerous endorsements for the restoration
were 1eceived, including statements of suppori from the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agenwy, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, R.I Diepartment of Environmental
Manu;zement, and the R ], Historical Preseryation and Heritage Cornmission.
Organizations such as the Blackstone River Velley National Heritage Cotridor
Comiission and the Sierra Club also praisei] the project, citing it as a top priority, Local
citizer s also commended the Corps’ proposed restoration, and a nearby boy scout troop
volunteered to build birdhouses and interpre ive signs, :

The Corps’ recommended plan is cost effecti ve, and is within the avaﬂable budget of the
partne:s. The total cost of the recommended re.'mratxon plan for the Lonsdale Drive-In
is estir 1ated to be $1,830,000..The Corps will provide 65% of the total cost, leaving the
State and other partners to raise $640,500. Cf1his amount, $450,000 is expected to be
the cre ited real estate costs for the value of 1he: project lands. The natural resource
trustec s would provide the remainder, nearly $200,000, from the Superfund Site

settlew ent,

This p1oject meets and exceeds the goals of the Landfill and Resource Recovery
Superfind Sife settlement by restoring well over ;2.5 acres of wetland habitat similar to
that which was injured at the Superfund Site :ind providing public opportunities for
wildlifi: observation and education. Restoring the Lonsdale Drive-In is of further interest
to the Trustees because the Drive-In was initially purchased ‘with supplemental
environmental project funds derived from the Lundfill and Resource Recovery

Superfi nd Site settlement, Restoring this site wovld fulfill a goal held by many during
the settiement negotiations. A

IV. Biackstone River “Island” Restoration Sit:

Restora jon of the Island would remove debris from wetlands and seek to improve
habitar (uality in a pond that has formed from ar abandoned borrow pit. At this time,
restoration is not favored because too little is 1novwn about the site. The State is

— d Y a —— —_—r e B b T W



cur ently reviewing ownership informatior: for the Jocation. Furthermore, little is known
about the history of dumping in the area, including whether or not contaminated material
has been disposed at the site. This would necassitate a detailed investigation of

pres ence/extent of contamination that wou d further delay potential restoration and

colr promise restoration funds. Cost and extent of any restoration are highly uncertain as
wel .

d. Alternative D: Acquisition of Equival:nt Resources

Sewral parcels with limited potential for d:vilopment and that provide some wildlife
habitat were considered for protection. Pennanent protection would prevent

deve Joprnent and related threats to associat:d wetlands, including erosion, physical
distarbance, contaminant runoff, and septic leachate.

1. B ffers Along Upper Slatersville Reserveir
Prot:ction of the buffer strips surrounding the mservoir would provide an opportunity to

create walking trails along the reservoir and ircrease public access to existing park
land:.. However, it would provide little compensation for wetland resources lost at the
Lanc fill and Resource Recovery Superfimd Site. The potential for development of the
bufi r parcels is minimal due to the narrow width of the parcels, limited road frontage,
prox 'mity to the reservoir, and prevalence of veetlands.

IL Pe rce] Near Public Library/Route 5 o
The: (h25 acre patcel adjacent to the public library cmrently contains a small structure

and a disintegrated parking area interspersec. with'grass. Future development may be
poszible in this location. Protection of such i small parcel, however, would have little
bens it to wildlife. Greater benefits would be: achieved by including the 2.5-acre parcel
acros; the Branch River in any protection efiort. Protection of these parcels would

grcaxll Y 1mprove public access to town park 11nds and help maintain lands adjacent to the
river nan undisturbed state. While land proi ection may be pursued, restoration options
bettcr meet the goal of the settlement: to creite or restore 2.5 acres of wetland habitat.

|
11, ¢ nd and Gravel Extraction Site South of 'Upper Slatersville Reservoir
As an active sand and gravel extraction site, his location does not currently meet our
restor stion: goals. In the future it may provide: patential habltat restoration or creation

oppor unities.

3. Commen:: Regarding the Restoration Plan

Several oral ¢ccmments regarding typographical errors were received and these errors were
corrected. On : written comment was received (see Appendix A). The commenter agreed with
the findings i1 the plan and requested that any surplus funds be applied to Alternative CIV.,
specifically to remove the excavator from the island (lescribed in the Blackstone River “Island™
Restoration fite alternative. Based on current cost prjections, the Trustees estimate that the
entire $200,0( 0, pius interest will be needed to complete the restoration of the Lonsdale Drive-
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In Site, the preferred alternative, Should any excess funds remain, the Trustees will consider the
commente1’s request. The Trustees believe that public support for the Lonsdale Drive-In Site
Restoratior , as evidenced by the Corps” Environmental Assessment for the project, is the reason
that there » ere 50 few written comments on the Draft RP/EA.

4. Propos:1 Restoration Action
Based on an evaluation of the potential benefits and impacts of the various restoration
alternatives, restoration of the Lonsdale Drive-In Site is proposed. This alternative maximizes
the benefit 10 wetland-dependent wildlife. While several other options provide for restoration of
wetlands, t} ey involve wetlands of poorer quality t1an the Lonsdale Drive-In Site. Another
option cons ders a wetland restoration site where o wniership is unclear and contamination may
be present. ‘urthermore, these projects benefit smeller areas (up to approximately 15 acres) of
wetland hat itat, whereas the Lonsdale Drive-In Sit: project would directly benefit 20 acres of
riparian habitat and indirectly benefit 20 acres of arjaccnt upland. In cooperation with partners,
facilities bu 1t at the site would promote educationa] and limited recreational value to the public.
The Trustees also favor this alternative because it builds on the protection that was achieved at
the Lonsdal:: Drive-In Site as a tesult of the Landfill and Resource Recovery Settlement. Finally,
there is over whelming public support for this projent us evidenced by the Corps’ Environmental -
Assessment for the project. For all of these reasons, we believe that the Lonsdale Drive-In Site
project prov des the best opportunity to restore services lost to the environment and to the
publicasar 3'sull of acfivities at the Landfill and Resomce Recovery, Inc, Superfund Site.

E Listof & umu&s, Organizations, and Partlw Consulted for Information

Mark Barast, 'Ofﬁce of the Solicitor, Department ol the Interior

Nancy Britiain, John H. Chafee, Blackstonc River Valley National Heritage Corridor

Commission '-,

Rick Enser, RIDEM, Natural Heritage Program

Anna Kraske, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Shelley Duclatme, RIDEM, Office of Waste Manag exnent

Leo Helleste], }UDEM, Chief, Office of Waste Mar agement
James McGin in, ERIDEM, Division of Planning and De'velopment
Duban Montoya, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Robert W. Saitton, RIDEM, Division of Planning anii I ve]opment
Town of Nor h Smithfield
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFI CANT IMPACT

FINAL RESTORATION PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT:
L¢ NDFILL AND RESOURCE RECOVERY, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

The U.8. Dep:atment of the Interior and the State of Rhde {sland have completed a Final
Restoration Pl and Environmental Assessment (RP/E A, cited below) that will restore, replace,
and/or acquire 1 1€ equivalent of the natural resources injurec|, destroyed or lost as a result of
contamination from the Landfill and Resource Recovery;, Inc. Superfund Site in North Smithfield,
Rhode Island, I'lan activities include restoration of appr >ximately 20 acres of riverside habitat,
including 7 acres of wetland at the former Lonsdale Drive-In in Lincoln, Rhode Island.

The public was . otified of the availability of the draft RI'/EA. for review aud cormment on April 24,
2002, by public: fion in the Federal Register and The Pro vidence Journal Bulletin. After a public

comment period of 30 days, several comments in favor ¢ fth: project were received. These
comments, ancl :ny corrections or additions have been ar'drersed in the Final RP/EA.,

‘Based on a review and evaluation of the mformahon con ained in the Final RP/EA Emd inthe U S.
Army Cotps of Engineers environmental assessment of the proposed restoration (cited below), I
have determine that the proposed actions do not constihde a major Federal action which would
significantly affect the quality of the human enviromment within the meaning of Section 102 (2) (c)
of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. Accordingly, the preparation of an
environmental inipact staternent on the proposed action it: not required.

TR0

» Regional Directo

7 -0
Date
Supporting Refennce;

Final Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment; Lz nclfill and Resource Recovery, Inc.
Superfund Site Ajnil, 2002. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servic::,

Ecological Restor ition Report/Environmental Assessment: Loasdale Drive-In Environmental
Restoration Projex t — Lincoln, Rhode Island June, 2001. U S, Army Coips of Engineets.
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UNITED STATES FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE
ENVIRONMENTAL AC [TON STATEMENT

Within the sy irit and intent of the Council of Environm :nval’ Quality’s regulations for implementing the
National Eniv ronraental Policy Act (NEPA) and other statutes, orders, and policies that protect fish and
wildlife reson rces, I have established the following adm inistrative record and have determined that the
action of the 7inal Restoration Plan and Environmental Asisessment for the Landfill and Resource
Recovery, Iru., Superfund Site, North Smithfield, Rhod: Island:

is a ¢:regorical exclusion as provided by 516.DM 5 Appendix 1 and 516 DM 6, Appendix 1. No
furtl:e r documentation will therefore be made.

XX_  is fourd not to have significant environmental e ffects as determined by the attached Environmental
Asses sment and Finding of No Significant Impact.

is fowd to have significant effects, and therefon: further consideration of this action will require a
notice of irtent to be published in the Federal Re.gister announcing the decision to prepare an EIS,

is not. wpproved because of unacceptable environ mental damage, or violation of Fish and Wildlife
Servic z mandates, policy, regulations, or procediires.

is an = nergency action within the context of 40 CFR 1506.11. Only those actions necessary to
contro_ the immediate impacts of the emergency w:ll be taken Other related actions remain subject
to NEI A review.

Other supporti 13  documents (list):
Final R es‘;toratim Plan and Environmental Assessment, including public comments,
!

Ecolo;z cal Restoration Repon/l':‘nvironmentai As:essinent: Lonsdale Drive-In Environmental
Rém oration Project - Lincoln, Rhode Island (11.5. Army Corps of Engineers)

Region 5 NR]‘) m Coordinator . — - m‘%
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(4) Region 5 NEPA Loordmator
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Regional Dir sctor / DO1 desngnated Authorized Officia’ Date




