
HUNTINGTON/EAST NORTHPORT LANDFILL 

NYSDEC I . D .  NO. 1 5 2 0 4 0  

INTERIM REMEDIAL PROGRAM ( " I R P " )  

DECISION DOCUMENT 
JANUARY 1 9 ,  1 9 9 4  

January 1994 



January 19, 1994 

? 

Lawrence Cregan, Esq. 
Town Attorney 
Town of Huntington 
100 Main Street 
Huntington, NY 11743-6990 

Re: ' Application for Amendment to Order on Consent (executed 3/26/91), 
Huntingtonfiast North Port Landfill 
Index # W-1-254-88-06 
Site # 1-52-040 

Dear Mr. SWSzqas: 

This is in response to the Town of Huntington's ("the Town") Application for 
Amendment (the "Application") to the above referenced Order on Consent dated 
August 30, 1993. The Application was formally submitted to the Depamnent by 
Mr. Periconi; however, on November 1, 1993, Mr. Periconi withdrew as counsel for the 
Toun. As a result of the withdrawal by counsel and no subsequent contact by the T o m ,  
the Department now finds it necessary to review the Application and make a 
determination. 

U I J  

Pursuant to the Application, the Town seeks to amend the Consent Order to allou 
:: :o postpone construction of a cap required under the Interim Remedial P i o g : ~ ~  ("!RP' 1 
for the landfill until the Town can complete the evaluation of remedial alternatives 
currently underway in a Remedial InvestigationFeasibility Study ("RI,FSm) approved b:. 
staff of tbe Department of Environmental Conservation ("Department"). According to 
Paiagiaph XXXT'I of the consent order, i f  the Toun desires tc modify any provision of tk: 
Order, "it shall make timely written application to the Department for the Commissione:'~ 
consideration, setting forth reasonable grounds for the relief sought." This project has  
been subject to continual and extensive delays in the implementation of the IRP. In ligh! 



of this history, it is not appropriate to grant a further extension of time to analyze more 
IRP alternatives and waivers to Part 360 as an Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate 
Requirement ("ARAR"). 

The appropriate time to have sought such an action was during the development of 
the approved IRP workplan and design and before the Town was in violation of the 
Consent order.' Under the current consent order, the Town was obligated to start 
capping the landfill in November of 1992 and to date has failed to do so. Hence, the 
Town is currently violating the consent order and by its Application seeks to have the 
Department forgive this violation. The Town had the chance to raise the alternative 
designs it seeks under the Application during the IRP workplan review process and in fact 
availed itself of the opportunity by obtaining permission to construct drainage terraces with 
vertical intervals that did not conform to Part 360. The Town also had the chance during 
consent order negotiations to allow for consideration of design alternatives to the 
specifications set forth in 6 NYCRR 360-2.13 but freely consented to the issuance of a 
consent order that required a cover system satisfying specification, not performance, 
requirements set forth in regulation. a result, the T o w  accepted the IRP workplan as 
the mechanism by which the capping of the landfill was to be undertaken. 

'4 

This is not the first consent order requiring IanXi  closure that the Town has 
violated. The Town previously entered into an Order on Consent with the Department on 
November 27, 1984, in which the Town agreed that the landfill would be completely 
capped by January 1, 1989. This did not happen. Also, the existing Order on Consent 
schedule called for the construction of the final cap to begin in November 1992 and to be 
completed in August 1993. This was re&ed with permission of the Department to a 
construction start date of June 1993. Obviously, this too has not happened. 

Under these circumstances a further extension is not warranted. Accordingly, the 
Department considers this Application by the Town to be untimely. The Town is 
obligated to proceed with constructing the approved IRP as required under the Consent 
Order. 

CK OF MERIT 

The Town proposed five grounds upon which to base the relief i t  sought. A point 
by point response by the Department to those grounds follows: 

Ground 1; The construction of a final cap outside of and prior to the completion of the 
RI,/FS process is inconsistent with the established regulations, policies and practices of the 
Department and the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA"). 

' As the Town already has done during this project d e n  it rquestcd and reccivcd a conditional Part 
360 variance on January 15, 1991 for terrace intervals at purported savings of five million dollars. Scc lettcr 
from Edward 0. Sullivan to Supenisor Fcrraro as Exhibit A. . 



-nsc The consistency of the IRP workplan with established State and Federal 
regulations and policies, such as the NCP, is not applicable to the Town Application and 
does not merit consideration by the Department. The Consent Order and subsequent IRP 
workplan, establishing the process now being challenged, were freely consented to by the 
Town. The Town cannot now be heard to question this process. Notwithstanding that 
point, however, the IRP workplan and process mandated by the Consent Order are 
consistent with all State and EPA regulations and policies. 

Accordingly, the first issue raised in Ground 1 of the Town application is the 
distinction between Interim Remedial Measures ("IRM), or in this case an IRP, and an 
accelerated remedial action. We agree with the analysis that the IRP is, in fact, an early 
remedial action intended to be part of a final and complete response. However, the Town 
is mistaken in its contention that the construction of a final cap prior to the completion of 

' the ongoing RI/FS process is inconsistent with . . established State and Federal regulations, 
policies, and practices. 

It is apparent from USEPA's discussion in the Preamble of the NCP that it 
considers a landfill cap to be a remedial action, not a removal action, & 55 F.Reg. 
8818 (8 March 1990), wherein USEPA notes that the term "remedial actionn includes such 
actions as installation of a clay cover.2 Hence, the Department subscribes to the 
requirements described in the NCP that are applicable to this type of less-than-complete 
remedial action to preserve the State's legal ability to sustain CERCLA cost recovery 

I 

action. 

The USEPA clearly articulates a "bias for early site action" throughout the preface 
to the 8 March 1990 version of the NCP and as specifically set forth at 55 EReg. 8704. 
Consistent with that philosophy, USEPA declares its intentions to take early actions at 
sites where appropriate and to remediate sites in phases using operable units as early 
actions to eliminate, reduce, or control the hazards posed by a site or to expedite the 
completion of the total site cleanup. 

Since the HuntingtonlEast Northport Landfill has been classified a Class 2 inactive 
hazardous waste disposal site, at a minimum, the landfill must be capped in full 
compliance with 6 NYCRR Part 360 regulations. These regulations were finalized after an 
extensive public input and comment period where compliance with Part 360 regulations 
was demonstrated to be the most cost effective and environmentally sound solution to 
minimizing the impact from landfill leachate migration. As the Town knows, 
6 NYCRR Pan 360 also qualifies as the controlling ARAR in the IRP Workplan and as 
b u t h ,  ju j t i f ie~ i h ~  sireaiiiiiiig of the RI/FS process. 

2 
I-J:.,:--,:~L ?& from USEPA'S cxcmplification of a rcmoval action as i n d u d q  'capping OC 

contaminated soils or sludges--where needed to reduce migration of hazardous substances or poii~ltanrs oi 
ant am in an!^ into soil, ground or surfacc warcr, or air' [a CFR 300.415(d)(4)]. 



Although a more streamlined analysis during an interim action such as the fi is 
consistent'with the NCP, both the Department and the Town have ensured that public 
participation activities have been maintained. Consistent 'with both the NCP and State 
guidelines, there has been extensive opportunity for public input throughout the 
development of the IRP Workplan. A chronology supporting this finding is attached as 
Exhibit B. Accordingly, the Department has more than substantially complied with both 
the Federal and State requirements for citizen participation during the development of a 
proposed plan in an accelerated RI/FS process. 

-! 

In addition, 6 NYCRR Part 360 provides the primary basis relied upon for the IRP 
cost analysis. The capping requirements pursuant to 6 NYCRR Part 360 were originally 
promulgated on December 31, 1988. During the 1988 promulgation of 6 NYCRR 
Part 360, the draft environmental impact statement ("DEIS") contained a thorough cost 
analysis of the capping standards proposed in that regulation and extensive comments were j 

received in regard to those standards. In addition, Part 360 has just recently undergone 
repromulgation and became effehive on October 9, 1993. Again, there was an extensive 
comment period provided to the public during repromulgation? It was determined during 
the cost-benefit analysis of the regulatory process that the capping standards of Part 360 
were justified and cost effective when compared to the cost of,implementing remedial 
actions to address contamination adversely affecting the public health, environment and 
State natural resources. Furthermore, evaluations comparing the costs associated with 
"more conservative" and "less conservative" approaches to Part 360, presented in the 
Discussion of Proposed Changes in the 1988 DEIS, found Part 360 to be the most 
"environmentally responsible option". Because 6 NYCRR Part 360 is the controlling 
ARAR of the IRP workplan and the cost analyses regarding Part 360 had already been 
performed during the promulgation process of that regulation, additional cost analysis 
beyond what was performed by CDM is unnecessary. The cost-benefit analysis performed 
during the promulgation process of 6 NYCRR Part 360 in conjunction with that performed 
by CDM substantially complies with both the NCP and State requirements. 

The Department did not receive any information during the development of the IRP 
workplan that would require changing the capping alternative that was proposed as the 
preferred cleanup approach and approved by the Department. Accordingly, there is no 
additional information beyond that already made available to the public regarding the IRP 
workplan. 

Ground 2: Although this was unknown to the parties in 1990-1991 when they signed the 
consent order, the first Phase I RI results demonstrate that the Landfill now poses no 
immediate threat to human health and the environment; moreover, the nuisance problem 
f r ~ m  the Lzndfill has been eliminated by several interim measures taken by the Tow. 

3 According to Department records no comments were ever received from the Touc  of Huntington 
regarding ei~her Part 360 promulgations. 



There is no public health or environmental emergency to justij' immediate cap 
construction and departure from State and Federal policies. 

DEC R e s ~ o n s ~  The contention that "the first phase RI results demonstrate that the 
landfill poses no immediate threat to human health and the environment" is without merit 
since it fails to account for the effects from landfill gas migration and for leachate 
generation and migration. 

A. Landfill Gas Mieration; 

The draft RI report completed in November, 1992 by the Town's consultant Dvirka 
and Bartilucci Consulting Engineers concluded that, based upon the analytical data, the 
discharge from the landfill gas system from the blower stations (as well as emissions from 
the landfill surface) could be affecting ambient air quality in the surrounding area. 
Clearly, based on the results of the Phase I RI and the fact the IRP has not been 
completed, the potential threat to public health still exists and must be addressed 
immediately. In addition, the methane extraction system at the landfill is not operating 
and the additional effect this may be having on off-site ambient air quality has not been 
addressed by the Town. (a May 13, 1993 letter from the New York State Department of 
Health [DOH] to M. Komoroske as Exhibit C and the October 14, 1993 letter from DOH 
to M. O'Toole as Exhibit D.) 

J3. Landfill Leachate Migration: 

1. Pesidential Water Supply 

After reviewing the agencies' comments regarding the draft Phase I RI report and 
the Suffolk County Department of Health Senices private well sampling data, the Toun's 
consultant, Camp Dresser and McKee (CDM) has 1) concluded "that it is likely that the 
northern boundary of the landfill leachate plume extends beyond the northern monitoring 
well cluster EN-6 and may be as far as Sunken Meadow Creek, north of State Route 25.4" 
[ That is approximately two miles from the site - CDM letter dated June 2, 1993 as 
Exhibit El; and 2) recommended providing public water to 57 homes (see CDM letter 
dated August 16, 1993 as Exhibit F). CDM is now implementing the Phase 11 R1 to identify 
further impacts from the landfill leachate plume. 

Pursuant to a New York State Department of Health investigation and 
recn.mrnendatian, the Department has requested that the Town proceed with providing 
pubiic u.ater to the 57 homes identified by their consultant as having private wzlls bzin: 
inpacted or potentially impacted by tbe landfill leachate plume. (&g August 23, 1992 Ken 
York State Department of Health letter to M. Komoroske as Exhibit G Aug~s? 30. 
1993 letter from S. Ervolina to S. Kearing as Exhibit H.) Although this work is well 
undernay, i t  has not yet been compieted. In  addition, the Town's consuitant has recenri) 
identified another impacted arez to the North-West of the landfill that may require publi: 



water as well. To say that "all private wells that might be effected bythe leachate Sume 
.... have been hooked up to public water or a e  about to be hooked UQ" [p.8 of Town 
Application] is not supported by the record. 

2. Sole Source Aquifer ImDacts 

Upper Glacial Aquifer Impacts 

Regardless of the above discussion, it is not the Department's policy to sacrifice 
aquifer segments, and certainly not aquifer segments which contribute to providing the sole 
source of water for a large portion of Suffolk County, h n g  Island. The groundwater data 
collected to date clearly documents, not a threat to the upper glacial aquifer, but rather, 
an actual impact upon the aquifer. As stated in the LRP Workplan, the purpose of &I 
impermeable cap is to prevent percolation of precipitation into the landfill and mitigate 
the generation of leachate and contamination of ground water. Providing public water will 
in no way eliminate or diminish the documented impact to the upper glacial portion of the 
sole source aquifer. The Town's consultant has estimated that 10 to 20 millionigallons per 
year of landfill generated leachate reaches the groundwater table, with 45 percent of that 
from the side slopes. Until the landfill is completely covered with a properly engineered 
impermeable barrier (cap), this impact (or insult) will continue unabated (m M. O'Toole 
to S. Kearing letter dated March 18, 1993 as Exhibit I). 

Magothy Aquifer Impacts 

The low permeability zone in the Magothy Aquifer impede downgradient 
migration of groundwater from the upper glacial aquifer, but does not prevent it. As stated 
on page 2-27 (m Exhibit J) of the CDM RI report: 'The aquifers within the study area 
are hydraulically interconnected. Layers of clay and silt within an aquifer .... confine the 
groundwater, but these units do not completely prevent the vertical movement of water 
between them." 

Again, until the landfill is capped, the threat to the Magothy aquifer will continue. 

Ground 3: The FS now underway will examine alternatives to the IRP cap; Part 375 
permits the Town to substitute for the IRP cap an alternative program if i t  can attain a 
level of performance that is equivalent to that required by Pan 360 standards, that the  
Tow= and its consultants believe is likely. 

PEC Res~onse;  Pursuant to Department guidelines, all remedial alternatives in regard to 
the LRP as an early remedy (k: leachate collection and conditional f ind cove: syste: fz: 
.he ,,., Izndfi!!) zre to be performed during the development of the IRP worhplan and before 



completion of the final RI/FS.' As guidance, the Preamble of the NCP states, "[dlata 
sufficient to support the interim action decision is extracted from the oneoine RI/FS that 
is underway for the site. . ." & 55 EReg. 8704. In addition, the Department's TAGM 
HWR-92-4044 also states that "certain remedial measures should be evaluated very early in 
the RI/FS process for possible accelerated implementation. . ." It is clear that an early 
remedial action is not to be delayed by the final RI/FS process. By continuing not to 
undertake its already approved IRP and to insist on examining yet more alternatives to the 
IRP cap in the final RI/FS process now underway, the Town is in direct violation of the 
Consent Order and Department guidelines. 

Part 360 allows a permit applicant to design a cover system not conforming to the 
specifications for same set forth in 6NYCRR 360-2.13 if the applicant can show tbat "any 
equivalent design of individual components of a landfill liner and final cover system 
through the submission and the application of documentation substantiating the alternative 
component's ability to perform in the same manner as the component specified in [Part 
3601." Sgg 6 NYCRR 360-2.13(v). However, the Department's Order, to the issuance of 
which the Town freely and voluntarily consented, specified the exact provisions of Part 360 
that control conformance of the IRP Workplan (h, 6 NYCRR 360-2.15(g), (b) and (i)): 
this precision in drafting evinces the Department's intent to disallow any design not 
conforming to those specifications. 

Accordingly, the Town is currently under an obligation pursuant to the Consent 
Order and its requirements to which it freely and voluntarily subjected itself, to design and 
construct the IRP cap using very strict regulatory specifications. The Consent Order is 
very specific in its description of the Part 360 provisions that will dictate the IRP cap 
design. 

Ground 4: A potentially dramatically less expensive alternative cap would conserve scarce 
EQBA funds, scarce Town resources, and be consistent with the EPA and DEC remedy 
selection criterion of cost effectiveness. 

DEC Res~onse: As the Town points out in its application, the State has a strong interest 
in keeping the remedial costs for the Landfill at a minimum, in fact, it has a duty to 
consenre State funds. However, the Department also has an obligation to protect the 
public health, the environment and the State's natural resources. Part 360's closure design 
specifications reflect an effective undertaking of that obligation by satisfactorily addressing 
'all th-ose'conceins: "The environmental impact studies along with the regulatory impact 
studies performed during Part 360's major revisions in 1988 and 1993 demonstrated the 
cnst benefit clf the Part 36? capping standards to the public as compared to the cost of 
eiiminating contamination once i t  has  entered the environment. 

! - 
I oesc ai lcrnari~~es wcr: adcquatciy revicwcd by rhc Town's own c o a s u l t a n ~ ~  during ~ h c  dcvclup=~r;: 

of thc IRP Workplar, 

7 



Notwithstanding the proven cost-effectiveness of Part 360, the Town has nevm 
submitted, during the IRP process or otherwise, one engineering report for the proposed 
cap alternatives that ensured the protection of the public health, environment and State 
natural resources in compliance with Part 360. The Town had the opportunity to do so 
and it  was the obligation of the Town to avail itself of that opportunity during 
development of the IRP Workplan. As a result, the IRP only considered those alternatives 
submitted by the Town's consultant as the viable alternatives that were both compliant 
with the Consent Order and Part 360.' 

Ground 5: Because construction of the IRP cap would be inconsistent with the EPA's 
National Contingency Plan, it compromises the Town's ability to compel other responsible 
persons to bear all or part of the cost of the remedial action. 

PEC Res~onse:  For reasons discussed above, the NCP is Mt applicable to the dispute in 
this matter. The Town has agreed to cap the landfill according to the requirements of the 
Consent Order. These requirements now dictate the implementation of the IRP as 
proposed by the Town and approved by the Department. Notwithstanding that point, 
however, the Department believes that the IRP process, as mandated and implemented 
pursuant to the consent Order, is consistent with the NCP and therefore would not 
compromise the Town's 'cost recove j efforts against other responsible persons. 

In addition, a Federal cost recovery action for a remedial cleanup pursuant to . 
CERCLA 5 107 and 9 113 is not the only recourse available to the Town: State cost 
recovery theories, which do not depend upon NCP consistency, can stiU be asserted. 
Hence, the Town's ability to cost recover as a result of NCP inconsistency is irrelevant. In 
fact, had the Department never issued an Order directing the Town to close the landfill, 
the Town still would have had the right to force other responsible parties at the site to 
undertake or contribute to the landfill's remediation. 

DISCUSSION: 

Assessment of the Site 

Actual or threatened release of hazardous waste constituents from this site, if not 
addressed by implementing the IRP response action selected in this decision document, 
present a current and/or potential threat to public health and the environment. 

BACKGROLbTD: The Huntington Landfill was listed as an Class 2 Inactive Hazardous 
Waste Disposal Site in December 1986. A Class 2 designation indicates that the disposal 

The Toun's current request to be granted an extension of time to review additional alternatives that 
were not considered during the IRP process is in direct violation with the Cor~ent  Order and with EPA and 
Department remcdy selection criterion for an early remedial action. 



of hazardous waste has been confirmed and that waste is resulting in a significant threat to 
public health and/or the environment. 

Initial groundwater studies that were performed for the Town at and around the Site 
documented a significant plume of landfill leachate in the upper glacial aquifer 
downgradient of the Site. Sampling of private residential wells since 1979 by the SCDHS 
also documented significant volatile organic compound (voc) and landfill leachate 
parameter contamination of private wells downgradient of the landfill. 

Pescri~tion of the Selected Remedy 

In order to reduce the off-site migration of landfill gas and minimize the generation 
of leachate and odors from within the landfill, the Town agreed to the regrading, capping 
and closure of the landfffl as an Interim Remedial Program (DIP) as part of the Order on 
Consent with the Department. The Town hired consulting engineers to determine the 
optimum way to regrade the landfill and design a cost-effective capping plan which would 
meet required State regulations and requirements. The Town's regrading plan called for 
landfill side slopes which would be steeper than state regulations would normally allow. 
The Town's argument was that this would significantly reduce the amount of regrading 
necessary and of course result in a significant cost savings to the Town. The Town applied . 
for and received a conditibnalwaiver in January 1991 from the Department which would 
allow them to regrade to these steeper slopes. It was also determined at that time that to 
stabilize the landfill cap on the side slopes a high friction geogrid layer would be required. 
Construction of the landfill cap was originally scheduled to begin in the Fall of 1992. 

The regrading of the landfill was completed in the Fall of 1992. This allowed the 
Town's consultants to complete tbe draft design of the landfill cap and gas control systems. 
The draft designs were submitted to the Town and the Department in December of 1992. 
The Department issued comments on the draft designs in January 1993. Final design 
documents were submitted on June 21, 1993 and were approved by the Department on 
July 9, 1993. 

The Department has worked with the Town and their consultants over the last t\vo 
years to obtaG a landfill capping design that is cost effective and is protective of human 
health and the environment. Major design changes which the Department recommended 
or supported were made by the design consultant and have resulted in a significant 
reduction in the estimated cost to construct the cap. These changes, combined with the 
savings to the Town in regrading costs due to the waiver granted by the Department, total 
approxima:ely $8.8 Millior? dollars in project cost reduction. The landfill's estinate:! 
capping costs on a per acre basis is within the range of actual per acre capping costs of 
other Long Island hazardous waste landfills that have been funded by the depart me^:. 
The Toun's consulting professional engineers have certified the design which is now 
complete. 



* 
r co-ts of the r-de t h e :  

o A minimum 12-inch thick g& venting layer soil layer (smd) will be placed above the 
compacted sub-grade and below the bamer layer of the final cover system. Six-inch 
diameter PVC gas vents will be installed into the refuse at high points on the 

reshaped landfill to prevent the buildup of gas pressure which could lift the 
geomembrane (impermeable barrier layer). 

o The bamer layer will consist of either 45-mil geomembrane with an 8 ounce per 
square yard non-woven/geotextile laminated on both sides (for steeper slopes) or a 
45-mil membrane (for flatter slopes). 

o The barrier protection layer will be 24-inch select fill placed over the barrier layer. 
To enhance the stability of the side slopes steeper than 3 to 1, a high-friction 
geogrid will be interbedded in the select fill layer. - 

o A 6-inch thick topsoil layer will be placed over the select fill layer to maintain 
vegetative growth over the landfill. ! I  _ 

o The drainage control system will consist of a series of drainage terraces cut into and 
encircling the landfill. The drainage terraces would convey runoff to down drains 
that will run down the slopes of the landfill. Two recharge basins will receive the 
runoff from the drainage control system. 

o A rebuilt perimeter landfill gas migration control system will be installed which will 
consist of a series of gas collection wells, gas header pipe and a gas collection 
station consisting of two blower units which will exhaust the gas through a stack tc 
the atmosphere. The need for treatment of the gases prior to exhausting to the 
atmosphere uill be evaluated after construction of the landfill cap and gas collection 
systems. 

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, compliei 
uith State and Federal requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and 
appropriate to the remedial action to the extent practicable, and is cost-effective. This 
remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the 
nzximurn extent practicable. However, because of the size of the landfill and becicst 
there are no identified on-site "hot spots" that represent the major sources of 
contamination, the landfill material w a o t  be excavated and treated effecrively. 

Because the Department did not receive any information during the IRP process 
that justifies changing the alternative that has been submitted by the Town and appro\.ed 



by the Department, the Department hereby con£irms the capping method specified in the 
approved TRP Workplan. 

The Town continues to be obligated under the Consent Order to proceed with the 
construction of the Landfill cap as described in the approved IRP Workplan. Threats to 
the State's natural resources, public health and the environment continue to exist unabated 
and unaddressed by the Town of Huntington. We expect that upon receipt of this 
application denial, the Town will move forward to comply with the requirements of the 
Consent Order by going to bid on the construction immediately. 

Sincerely, 

Marc S. Gerstman 
Deputy Commissioner and 
General Counsel 

cc: Commissioner Jorling 
Ann H. DeBarbieri 
Frank P. Petrone, Supervisor " 

Ann Hurley, Town Board 
Steve Israel, Town Board 
Donald Musgnug, Town Board 
Susan Scarpati-Reilly, Town Board 



bcc: Jeffrey T. Lacey 
Michael J.  O'Toole '. 
Jack Willson 
Charles E. Sullivan, Jr. 
Robert K. Davies 
Mike Komoroske 
Andy Carlson 



r ' ~ o r k  State Department of Envlronmrntrl Con~ematlon 
J Wolf, Road, Albay,  Now York 12233 - 7010 

F;r, r t e p h e n  F e r r a r o  
S u p e r v i s o r  
T m  of Hun t ing ton  
100 Main S t r e e t  
H u n t i n g t o n , .  Hew York 11743-6990 

Dear Mr. F e r r a r o :  

R E :  Hun t ing ton /Eas t  Nor thpor t  Landf I ' l l  
S i t e  Regrading Proposal  

The D e p a r t a e n t  of  Environmental  Conserva t ion  has reviewed t h e  Town of  
H u n t i n g t o n ' s  p r o p o s a l  i 3 r  r e g r a d i n g  t h e  Eas t  Nor thpor t  L a n d f i l l ,  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  y o u r  r e q u e s t  f o r  a  v a r i a n c e  from t h e  20 - foo t  v e r t i c a l  
i n t e r v a l  f o r  run -o f f  d i v e r s i o n  t e r r a c e s .  Because t h e  l a n d f i l l  i s  a  
C l a s s  2 i n a c t i v e  h a z a r d o u s  was te  d i s p o s a l  s i t e ,  c l o s u r e  of t h e  l a n d f i l l  
wi 11 be d c n e  under  t h o  j u r i s d i c t i o n  of t h e  s i t e  remedia l  program. As a  
r e s u l t ,  any r e a u e s t  f.3r a  v a r i a n c e  fram 6 N Y C R R  P a r t  360 i s  t r e a t e d  a s  a  
r e q u e s t  f o r  a  n a i v e r  from a  New York S t a t e  App l i cab l e  o r  R e l e v a n t  and  
A p p r o p r i a t e  Requi rement  (ARAR). ( . . c , ~ :  a.t  

The Ozpartrnent  h a s  a  s t r o n g  t e c h n i c a l  ; r e f e r ence  f o r  t h e  20 f o o t  t e r r a c e  
f n t z r v a l  . T h i s  . p r e f e r e n c e  is based cn an a c c e p t a b l e  d e g r e e  o f  s o i l  
e r o s i o n  and c o r r e s p o n d i n g  l e v e l  o f  cover  main tenance  and s l o p s  s t a b i l i t y  
s a f e t y  f a c t o r .  The G e ~ a r t m e n t  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  Town's r e g r a d i n g  , 

? r o p o s a l  wi 11 r e s u l t  i n  s l o p e s  t h a t  w i l l  have a h i g h e r  d e g r e e  o f  s o i l  
e r o s i o n ,  n i l  1 r e q u i r e  g r e a t e r  and more d i f f i c u l t  ma in t enance ,  and  n i  11 
have zn i n c r e a s e d  r i s k  o f  s l o p e  f a i l u r e .  . 

The 2 e p a r L n e n t  a l s ?  acknowledges t h a t  t h e  s e v e r e  r e g r a d i n g  n e c e s s a r y  :a 
a c h i e v e  a  20 f a o t  t e r r a c e  i n t e r v a l  would i n c r e a s e  t h e  r i s k  of 
e n v i r o n m e n t a l  d e g r a d a t i o n  from exposu re  t o  l a n d f i  11 gas and o d o r s .  In 
3 r d e r  t 3  a v o i d  p ro longed  p u b l i c  exposure  t o  odors  and p o t e n t i a l  
h a z z r e a ~ s  c : r s t i t2en:s ,  :2e O e p a r t m e ~ t  w i l l  c a r s i c i e r  :he Town's r e q u e s t  
'3r 3 w a i v e r .  

The Town o f  H u n t i n g t o n  w i l l  be a l l owed ,  a t  i t s  own r i s k ,  t o  r e g r a d e  t h e  
l a n d f i l l  a c c o i a i n g  t o  i t s  p r o p o s a l .  Upon comple t ion  of  t h e  r e g r a d i n g  
and  p l acemen t  o f  i n t e r m e d ' a t e  c s v e r ,  the Department w i l l  o b s a r u o  t h e  
g e r f o r m a n c e  of t h e  cove r  and t h e  ab i  1  i  t y  of t h e  Tswn t o  m a i ~ t a i n  t h e  
c o v e r  d u r \ n g  t b e  czp  sys:em d e s i g n  p e r i o d .  I f  e x c e s s i v e  e r o s i o n  o c c u r s  



nhich t h e  Town i s  unabl2  t a  mi t i g a t e ,  t h e  O e p a r t n e n t  w i l l  n o t  a p p r o v e  
t h e  f i n a l  c a p  d e s i g n  u n t l l  m i t i g a t i n g  measu re s ,  i n c l u d i n g  r e g r a d i n g ,  a r e  
implemented .  A f i n a l  d e c i s i o n  on t h e  T o m ' s  r e q u e s t  f o r  a waiver ~j I ]  
be made a t  t h a t  t i n e .  

r Jons!de ta t fon  o f  t h e  Tomr's a r i v r r  r e q u e s t  IS c o n t i n g e n t  upon n c r j v i n g  
an a c c r p t a b l  e c s r t l f  lc3t lcrn s t a t a r n t  from t h e  Tom's  consultant^ t h a t  
:he c o v e r  s y s t e m  w i l l  perform a c c e p t a b l y  and upon t h e  Town's w r i t t e n  
co rmi tmen t  t o  r n a i n t i l n  t h ~  f n t e r m e d i a t e  and f i n a l  c o v e r s  I n  a  c o n d j t i o n  
.-icceptabl e t o  t h e  3 e g a r t n e n t .  S t a f f  c m e n t s  r e g a r d f n g  the  p r o p o s e d  CCM 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  s t a t e m e n t  have been forwarded under s e p a r a t e  covBr. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  ' 

C ,  . ,. . d C "  . :-:, 
Ednard 0. S u l  1 i van 
Deputy Comnissi o n e r  

G'dH : m 
b c r :  E .  S u l l i v a n  ( 2 )  

M .  O ' T o o l 2  ( 2 )  
H .  R e r g e r ,  R e g i c r  ! . 
A .  P ~ C a r t k y ,  E E - ,  W h i t 2  ; i ~ i c s  
S .  S r e z n e r ,  Eogi:n 1 
5 .  i ; m o r \ C  
a .  CXZY 
? .  H e i t m a n  ,. - -.. : : anc3~ t  



SEPT. - 

FALL 

1991 Jan. 11 - 

Sep. 9 - 

Oct. - 

1992 April - 

Mar.16 - 

Aug. - 

Overall Site Regrading Plan completed by the Town's consultant. 
Contains a section on public relations, calling for public information 
meetings, fact sheets, and a on-site community relations specialist 
during project start-up. 

Public meeting conducted by the Town to present the overall site 
regrading plan and to discuss plans for final landfill closure (capping). 

Final Regrading Plan received by the Department. Contains the 
revised section on public relations (CP) based on the Department 
comments. 

A letter (second in series) is sent by the Town to the public contact list 
to provide a status report on the regrading and closure of the landfill. 
Locations of project documents for review was given as well as a 
contact number. 

Public meeting conducted to discuss the landfill regrading progress and 
to listen to'citizen'complaints on odors from the landfill. ' Decision was 
made to stop work on May 1st for the summer to eliminate odors. 

Citizen Participation Plan for the Lnterim Remedial Program (IRP) and 
RI/FS completed by the Town's consultant per the terms of the CO. 

Fact Sheet No. 1 issued. Site status, future activities planned, RI 
workplan discussed. Document repositories listed. Contacts for written 
or verbal comments were provided. 

Public Information meeting conducted. The landfill regrading, IRP, RI 
workplan and the New York State Department of Health cancer cluster 
study plans were discussed. 

Fact Sheet No. 2 issued. Site status, IRP workplan discussed. Contacts 
for written or verbal comments were provided. 

Public meeting conducted by the New York State Department of 
Health to explain the cancer study results. Department personnel were 
present. 

Fact Sheet No. 3 issued. Site status, IRP workplan discussed. Contacts 
for written or verbal comments were provided. 



1993 June - Fact Sheet No. 4 issued, Same as G :  fact sheets. 

June 30 - Public meeting conducted by the Dep;itment. Status of the IRP and 
the results of the Phase I RI  were discussed. A detailed information 
sheet was distributed. 

July - Written responses were provided to groups and individuals who 
j submitted written comments on the IRP/RI for landfill after the public 

meeting. 

Aug. 5 - A public meeting hosted by Suffolk County legislator D'Andre was 
conducted. Providing public water to impacted residences was 
discussed as well as the status of the IRP. 



STATE OF NEW YOHK c v 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH &2+f18 /7  C 

Centrr far Enviranmen~al Heahh 2 Universrly P'nco Aibany, Now York 12203-3399 

May 13, 1993 

OFrXE OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
Sue KbUy 
Eavcclrw Dopuy Oh-r 

W~UJam N. S~uiuk. P.E.. Ph. 0. 
Contar Dirscm 

Mr. Michael Kornoroske 
Div is ion of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
NYS Dept. qf Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf  Road 
Albany,  N Y  12233 

RE: Phase I RI-RA 
Huntington Landfi l l  
Site ID ?I52040 
Huntington. Suffolk County 

Dear Mr .  Komoroske: 

I have reviewed the  Phase I Remedial lnvestigiltion Heaith RIsk'ks~essrnent fo r  
the Hcnt ington Landfi l l  and have the following comments: 

The healtn risk associated with the air pathway of  exposure a: this site was not 
evaluated i n  the firs: phase o f  the Remedial lnvestigztion fRI). Due to the historical 
odo r  prob lem at this site and based upon the results of the Phase I RI lendfi l l  gas 
vent monj!sring, 2nd the on-sit2 a1nbier.t air  sample rasulis. $:Is conclude that the 
possibi l i ty exists l o r  the cff-site exposure to site-rela!?d ccnta~ninants in  air. and that 
t h ~  poten!!al he3!!h risks cssocizted ~.vi!h !his type ci expcsi!re must be 
characler ize3. 

- 
- I 9 evaluate the pstential for oif-site exposure ts air con,:aminan!s oricina!in B 

i r c m  the landfi l l .  slf-si!e ambient s i r  sampling \,&/ill he nzcessary. li: addition. !I/e 
recommend that appropriate air m o d e l i r . ~  is cocdi lc i? i  to veri fy t h e  arnSiani air  
sample resul:s. A s  yo3 are aware. vje have agrser! :? :*lait for the air sampling uriril 
!hs pr9p55ed a6di!ion to the lafidfi l l  gas c o l l e c i i ? ~  systerr !  i.s  complete^, provided 
that the collection system is  functional by the end of August 1993. If by the end o f  
August 19S3, the landf i l l  gas collection system is not funciion31, off-si:e anibient a7r 
sampl ing  and the model ing of potential off-site ambieni z i r  impacts shcuid 

' 

commence immediately thereafter. 

The consultant excluded thz data f rom five monitoring wells (CW-ls,'CW-1 M, 
C'JJ-1 C ,  EN-5td, ar,d VM-1) i o  their r isk analysis b ~ c s u s e  the wells "are located 
adjacent to the landfi l l  and are not likely to be used as a drinking water source." The 
omiss ion  of this aaia when evaluating the potential health risks associated with t:,e 
ingest ion o f  contaminated groundwater is  unacceptzhlz. Due to the presence of 
pr ivate wells in  the area downgradient from the land!ill, the potential exists for the 
ingest ion of groundwater contaminants in  concentrations equal those detected i n  

,monitoring wells. 



There!ore, al l  monitor ing well and private well data must be used when 
evaluating the risks associated with exposure to contaminated dr inking water. The 
durat ion of exposure to contaminated groundwater is assumed to be seventy years 
(lifetime). 

r : n u r i c .  
When calculating hazard indices it is appropriate to add Ihe ncn-car- 

r isks for compounds with the same target organ. For  example: the hazard indices 
calculated for 1,2-dichloroethene (31 ppb), tetrachloroethene (48 ppb) and 
trichloroethene (10 ppb) ill drinking water should be totaled. 

Should you have ail). questions, please call me a! 518-458-6305. 

Sincerely, 

I' ,.'. 
~1. Joseph Crua 

Program Research Specialist I1 . 
Bureau of Environmental Exposure 
Investigation 

cc: Dr. Car lson 
Mr. Eates/Mr. VanValkenburg 
Mr.  Trent/hlr. FcnteroiMr. Eobbins - SCDHS 
Mr .  En/olina/Ms. r4cCorn1ick - DEC 
Mr .  Shah - DEC R ~ g i o n  1 
hlr. Slock - ATS.38 



STA{, E OF NEW YoA~< EkHz~1 T a 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
Center for Environmental Health 2 University Place Albany, New York 12203-3399 

Mark A. Chassin. h4.D:. M.P.P.. M.P.H. 
Commissioner 

Paula Wilson 
Execurive Deouw Commissioner 

October 14, 1993 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC HEALTH 

Lloyd F. Novick. M.D.. M.P.H. 
Direcror 

D i a ~  Jones Riner 
&ecurive Depu!y Direcror 

William N. Slasiuk. P.E.. Ph.D. 
Cenrer Direcror 

Mr.  Michael O'Toole, P.E., Director 
Division of Hazardous Wastp Remediation 
NYS Dept. of Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road, Room 212 
Albany, New York 12233 

RE: Ambient Air Sampling 
Huntington Landfill 
Site ID f: 152040 
Huntington, Suffolk County 

Dear Mr .  O'Toole: 

In our  May 13, 1993 comment letter (enclosed) regarding the Phase I Remedial 
InvestigationIHealth Risk Assessment, we agreed to wait for ambient air  sampling 
and a i r  exposure assessment model ing until the proposed landfill gas collection 
system (incorporated in the landf i l l  cap) was completed, provided that said gas 
collection system was functional by the end of August 1993. Based o n  the 
i n fo r~na t i on  provided by your  staff, it appears that the Town of Hunl inglon does riot 
intend to cap the landf i l l ' in  the near future. - 

The deiay i n  capping the landfill, and thus controll ing the release of generated 
Zases, known to include volatile organic compounds. raises c ~ ~ ~ l c e r n s  about Ihe 
continued potential f o r  community exposure to site related contaminants migrat ing 
f rom the landfi l l  through the air .  The best solution to reduce this exposure wi l l  be to 
complete the cap as soon as possible. 

'Nithout the cap in  place. the ambient air  monitoring that was discvssed in  the 
May 73, 1992 letter musl  be i~nplernenled i m m ~ d i a t e i y .  The monitor ing is intended 
to evaluate the potential fo r  off-site exposure to air contaminants originating from the 
landfi l l .  The delay i n  construction of the cap now means that the Town of Huntington 
must now proceed with off-site ambient a i r  monitoring and the model ing of potential 
of f-s i te ambient a i r  impacts. 



If y o u  want  to discuss this, please contact Steve Bates at 518-458-6305 

Sincerely, 

G. Anders Carlson, Ph.D. 
Director 
Bu reau  of Environmental  Exposure 
Invest igat ion , 

Enc losure 
" 

cc: Dr .  N. K i m  
Mr .  S. Bates 
M r .  M .  VanValkenburgIMr.  J. Crua 
M r .  P. PonteroIMr.  A .  Repiejko, SCDHS 
M r .  S. Ervol ina, DEC 
Ms.  S. McCormicWMr.  M .  KomoroskE, DEC 
M r .  A. Shah, DEC Reg. l l l  
M r .  A. B lock /Mr .  S. Jones, ATSDR 

Page 2 



envrronmenlalengineers. screnfrsts. 
planners. & managemenlconsullants 

CAMP DRESSEa & McKEE 

100 Cross.uays Park West 
WooC3ur?. New York 1 I797 
496-8400 P a x :  496-8862 

June 2, 1993 

Mr. Michael Ko~noroske 
Senior E n v i r o ~ l e n t a l  En,' ~ l n e e r  
Bureau o i  Central Remedial Action 
Di~rision of Hazardous CVaste Remediation 
W S D E C  

,50 Wolf Road 
Albany, W 12233-7010 

Subject: East Korthport Landfill RI/FS 
Provision of Public LL'ater to Residential Homes . 

Dear Mr. Komoroske: 

Camp Dresser & McKee (CDh4) has re-evaluated the Phase I Remedial In\.estigation 
(Phase I RI) data in conjunction rvith the Suffolk County Health Services (SCDHS) data 
for private wells PW-13 and PW-52. Based on the re-evaluation, C D i i  hhas concluded 
$at it is likely that the northern boundary of the landfill leachathplume extends beyond 
the northern monitoring well cluster EN-6 and  may be as  far as  Sunken h,leado\v Creek, 

- h 5  '. - -*.-.-..- 2. . ...- 
north of State Route 25A. Enclosed is a figure of the study area illustrating the plume 
extent pro\lided in the Draft Phasc I RI report and the potential plume exient based on 
present data. 

S x e d  on the potential p1un.r~ extent, CDb! h2s cstimatccl th2t 15 ;esiden:ial ~ O X C C  

i\.hich rely on \\.ell water for potable uses are \\.ikhn or potentiallv ivithin the landfill 
Iezchate plunle as  defined in the sc!csed figure. Of the 16 residmtial ho,ncs, CCL.1 !~;,j 

identified four, P\V-1.0, P\.V-31, Pitv'-Zi, and PW-31 t!-uough the completed Phase I RI  
private well survev. The remaining 12 homes are beliet.ed to be using \\-ell water given 
Fhe tact that rcvie& of Su!iolk County Water . 4 ~ t h o r i t ! ~  (SC\,V.ri! r\,atcr distribution 1-172~5 
. ..  incllcares tile s m c r  i r7  ~ ~ i ~ i c i l  tho i?~nie:  ?re 1~\c?feci d5os !?r\! scrt:?ir! 2 !*.c;er 1113:~. 

CDbl has concluded that I ? \ \ ' - ? ?  11,is been impacted b!- la~~ciiill icac!?ate gi\.en the . - . . . - a d ~ i i i i ~ ~ ~ . a l  SCDHS dzi:. !c*r t>.ic ;:!I:,? :e \.:e;l. >e?:ern: inn;grl~ic r?r?mc:cr: :c7r :,!l:-Hl: 

~ ~ n d  I)\*,'-51 appear to I..;- ;k,c..\. !-,:,rl:srgu!7.-! cnr:rrnt:.atiol:s a : . d  ,:re eithcr i?c!jaccct t t ~  :>r 

\:.itfun the boundary c?cfi;.i~~s >,rcss th.7: could be potentiall!. impacted by landiil! 
:c;ihate. T11e 1.7 other s~i.~lciir \ i  21.ir.ate r\.t.lls i \ . h c i ~  no ciata is ?resent!!. a v a i l ~ ~ i t .  ?re  
immediately downgradient <)i the Ie'~chate plume as  cleiined in :ile Drait Fhasc 181. 
-,.. 
i;,crcfarc, i; is rc,;sonabic :.) .--.;ilnIe t ! ~ ~ t  tiles? pri\.a!i- i x ? i ; >  Are ~ r p a c t e c ;  cr 1lal.e 2 :.~':ll 
t . h 2 t  of bcing impac:cc? b.: !.:;:iii!! Icac!~::~. 

Due to the State ancl COLI~! , :  ?~c',?lth ci t 'p~rtn~ell t 's  p a t  concern o\.cr potential hezlth 
issues r c l ~ t c d  to the usc c,: <roi~nd;\.atc!. cont~rninztcci by  landi!ll leachate as a potable 
t\.ater source, CDM reconuncnd.: pro\riding public \\rate; to the identified residential 
homes as an hterinl  IZerncd~>! ..\ctisn fII<A). 



Mr. Michael Komoroske 
June 2, 1993 
Page 2 ' 

As part of the IRA, CDM would conduct a door to door sun7ey along Sunken &leado\\- 
Road which does not contain a SCWA water main, in order to identifv the exact nun~ber 
of homes using private wells wi thn  t h s  area. This effort could be iniluded under the 
private well survey to be conducted as part of the Phase II RI. After identifying the 
additional wells, the Town can request SCDHS to collect samples for analysis to help 
determine if the wells are presently impacted. This work can be completed in a 
relatively short time. 

Gpon written authorization and approval of the Phase I1 RI scope of work by the Toivn 
and AWSDEC, CDM will immediately undertake the door to door sunley along Sunken 
Meadow Road. 

- 

As part of an IRA, the Town ~ \ ~ o u l d  llke to proceed as quickly as possible with 
connecting the identified homes to public water. Once an agreement between the 
hWSDEC, CDM and the Town regarding the location and number of homes requiring 
public water has been made, CDhl can provide the information to SCWA who in turn 
~vill provide a cost estimate to the Town for work related to extending water mains 
where necessary. Additional costs would include the engineering and installation of 
service lines connecting the homes to the water mains. All xvork related to this proposed 
LRA should be 75 percent state reimbursable. 

If you would like to discuss t h s  or other issues related to this project, feel free to contact 
me. 

Very truly yours, 

w 
CC: S. Kehrifig. TQH 

C.  :<ooy;;-,;n, TO:-! 
11. :miits, TOH 
J. Cruz, ITSDOH 
L.1. blemoii, CDh.1 -.. r!!e -).i.l/.3.3.l 





environmenlal engineers. scientisfs, 
planners. 6 managemenl consullants 

August 16, 1993 

FXHIB/T F - 
CAMP DRESSER & McKEE 

100 Crossways Park West 
Woodbury. New York 11797 
496-8400. Far: 496-8864 

Mr. Samuel Kearing 
Director 
Department of Environmental Control 
Huntinston Town Hall 
100 Main Street 
Huntington, NY 11743 

Subject: East Northport Landfill RI/FS, Phase II Private Well Sunrey 
Proposed List of Residential Homes Requiri~lg Public Water 

Dear Mr. Kearing: 

Enclosed for your review is a summary table listing a total of 57 residential homes with 
a private well used as a potable water source which are candidates for connection to . 

public weter as part of an Interim Remedial Measure (IRV) under the East Northport 
Landfill N /FS  program. The summary table is divided into hvo groups of residential 
homes requiring public water. Group A includes those residents located within the area 
potentially impacted by the landfill leachate plume, as defined in Camp Dresser dr 
McKee's June 2, 1993 letter addressed to you; while Group B contains those homes 
located immediately west of the area which is presently considered potentially impacted. 

The listed residents were identified through the completed Phzse I Private Well Suwe!., 
conducted during the S p r i n ~  of 1992 and the presenkly ongoing Phase I1 Private Well 
Survey lvhich is beiag completed as part of the Phase I1 Remedial Investigation. CDM 
has identified a total of 43 residents which are considered candidates for connection to 
public water based on  information from returned questionnaire forms and numerous 
follow-up visits to the Prit-ate Mfell Sunrey target arezs. 

I:] addition, there ?re a :?:a1 of 1: residezts :h2f 2re 13:ct?C': i\-itSn the xcas  that r.:a;' 
rqi l i re  public ~ ~ a t e r ,  but i\.l~o ha\.e not compieted a ques5onn?.ire form w h c h  C5L.I has 
mailed or hand deli\.ered. CDM hes iaciuded tnese "unkno~vn" residents in the 
p r o ~ e s e d  list due  to tb.eir potential of -sing a p:i\-a!? i.:e!I as J, potable \\.a:?r SoUrce. k 
nugber  of these unkno:\.n ~ r i \ . ~ ~ t e  t\.elis nlav already ha~.e  public b-ater resulting in the 
total number of required connections bzing less thzn t!:~ present estimate of 57 residenks. 
i t  should be noted that a<  ;,art of the Phacc 11 ~r i i . a te  ~t-eli surIvey 3 r 0 5 ~ 2 ~ 7 ,  CDk! 
delii.crea, in soIne cases more thzn once, additional qucskionnaire forms to targeted 
residenks :v..o failed to return the first questionnaire form initially mailed or deli~ecred tv 
them. CDXl is presentlv attempting to resolve these unknoivns by 0btainir.g Suffolk 
County \\:ater ~ u t h o r i h ,  (C\l1.Aj data on residents presently being ser\.iceJ with ~~tL>!ic 
~ t - s  ter rt-i tlun the areas bf concern. 

Srinken kleadow State IJ,lrk is included in the lis: df residents requiring public water due 

s 
to the fact that s'C\,cral zrcas !\.ithi? :he par!: use !\.?I1 v;att.r for potable uses. Aciording 



CAMP DRESSER 8 McKEE 

Mr. Samuel Kearing 
August 16, 1993 
Pagc 2 

to park personnel, modifications \ t r i l l  have to be made to onsite water mains in order to 
supply public water to all bui ldin~b rvithin the park. Furthermore, as stated by park 
personnel, engineering related to onsite water mains will be undertaken by park ser\*ice 
engineering staff. 

Attached is a composite tax map of the residential areas bounded by Bread and Cheese 
Hollow Road to the west, Sunken hdeadow park to the north and Sunken h4eadow 
Parkway to the east, kvluch shorcs the locations of each known and unknown resident 
requiring public water. Li addition, the map identifies the locat io~~s in ~vhich SCWA 
proposes to extend water mains itlittun the impacted or potentially irnpactzd areas. ' Based on the review of the A u ~ u s :  9,1993 SCWA design dra~rings,  the water main 

k4&5 ' 'extensions listed as projects 1.2.3 j and 6 are within the areas which CDM recommends 
ST providing public water to. Project number 4 is the extension of 439 f e k t  of water main 

on K o h  Road. Kohr Road ivhich is located east of Sunken h4eadorv Parkway is not 
within the area that is considered impacted or potentially impacted by the landfill 
leachate plume at this time. 

If you would like to discuss this or other issues related to this project, feel free to contact 
me. 

Very truly yours, 

C-44dP DRESSER 6- McKEE 

#N&//fl5#- 
/.' 

Curtis F. I'clsor, Jr. 

ic: k I .  I<omoroske 
O. Koopmsn 
iM. Ln-ing 

\?. Ciun 
bf. Memoli 
File 2.1.1/5.3.1 



STA1 t OF NEW YORri EX+/IB/T $ 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
Center for Environmental Health 2 University Place Albany, New York 12203-3399 

Ma& R. Chassin. M.D.. M.P.P.. M.P.H. 
. Commissioner 

Paula Wjls0fl 
Executive Deputy Commissioner 

Augus t  23,  1993 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC HEALTH 

Lloyd F. Novick. M.D.. M.P.H. 
Director 

Diana Jones Riner 
Executive Deputy Director 

William N. Slasiuk. P.E.. Ph.0. 
Center Director 

Mr.  M i c h a e l  Komoroske 
D i v i s i o n  o f  Hazardous  Waste R e m e d i a t i o n  
NYS D e p t .  o f  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  C o n s e r v a t i o n  
5@ W o l f  Rd.,  Room 218 . 
A l b a n y .  NY 12233 

RE:.  P r i v a t e  We l l  Su rvey  
H u n t i n g t o n  L a n d f i l l  
S! t e  I D  # I52040  
H u n t i n g t o n ,  S u f f o l  k Cour~ t y  

Gear  M r .  K ~ m c r o s k e :  

T h i s  ccrre;pondence s e r v e s  t o  r e i t . e r a t e  t he  New York  S t a t e  Depzrtment.  o f  
H e a l t h ' s  (NYSDOH) c o n c e r n  o v e r  t h e  p resence  o f  p r i v a t e  we1 1  s  l o c a t e d  h y d r a u l  i c a l  l y  
d o w n g r a d i e n t  f r om  t h e  Hun t  i n g t c n  Land f  i 11. 

A l l  homes w i t h  p r i v a t e  w e l l ;  l o c a t e d  w i t h i n  t h e  r e g i o n  o f  t h e  l a n d f i l l  
c o n t a m i n a n t  p l  u~ne mus t  be  i d e n t i  f i c d  and sampled f o r  v o l a t  i l e  o r g a n i c  cnnpounds 
(VOCs), and  i n o r g a n i c  parameLers ,  i n c l u d i n g  m e t a l s .  The komes l o c a t e d  c n  B r e e z y  
W i l l  D r i v e  and  C h r i s  C o u r t  must  bo i n c l u d e d  i n  t h i s  i n v e s t l g a t i o n  s i n c e  t h e  
o p e r a t i o n  07  t h e  Gunn C l u b  Road p u b l  i c  w a t e r  supp l y  w e l l s  may be d r a w i n g  t h e  p lume 
f u r t h e r  t o  the n o r t h w e s t  o f  t h e  a rea  w h i c h  t h e  Town o f  H u v t i v g t o n  p r e s e n t l y  
d e l i n e a t e s  a s  t h e  "a rea  p o t e n t i a l l y  impac ted  b y  t h e  p lume. "  

Homes i d e n t i f i e d  s,n t h e  s u b j e c t  a r e a  w i t h  w e l l s  contaminated a t  o r  above NYSDOH 
p u b l i c  d r i n k i n g  w a t e r  s u p p l y  s t a n d a r d s  must  be s u p p l i e d  w i t h  b o t t l e d  w a t e r .  I-lomes 
l o c a t e d  w i t h i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  a r e a  w i t h  p r i v a t - e  w e l l s  t e s t i n g  b e l o w  NYSDOli s t a n d a r d s  
mus t  be sampled on a  q u a r t e r l y  b a s i s .  

To e l i m i n a t e  any  p o s s i b l e  e x i s t i n g  and /o r  f u t u r e  exposu re  t o  s i t e - r e l a t e d  
cor l taminar r t s  i n  d r i n k i n g  w a t 2 r  w e l l s  we r e q u e s t  t h a t  a1 1  homes w i t h  p r i v a t e  w e l l s  
p o t e n t i a l l y  i m p a c t e d  b y  t h e  p lume m i g r a t i n g  f r om  t h e  l a n d f i  11 be  connec ted  t o  p u b l  i c  
w a t e r .  

. S h o u l d  y o u  have  any q u e s t i o n s ,  p l e a s e  c a l l  me a t  (518)  458-6305. 

~ n v i r o n m e n t a l  H e a l t h  Spec ia1 i ; t  I1  
Bureau  o f  Env i r onmen ta l  Exposure  
I n v e s t i g a t i c n  
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233 

AUG 3 0 1993 
Thomas C. Jorllng 
Commlssloner 

Mr. Samuel J. Kearing 
Director 
Department oE Environmental Control 
Town of Huntington 
1 0 0  Main Street 
Huntington, N.Y. 1 1 7 4 3 - 6 9 9 0  

Dear Mr. Kearing: 

RE: HUNTIKC-TON/EAST NORTHPORT-LANDFILL 
SITE NO. 1 5 2 0 4 0  

I am writing in regards to the need to provide an alternative water supply 
to residences which still utilize private wells as their primary drinking water 
supply and which are impacted or potentially impacted by the Huntington/East 
Northport Landfill leachate plume. You have stated that the Town of Huntington 
is ready to act on this matter and the Department would like to see this issue . 
resolved. 

In a letter to  yo^ dated October 9, 1992 I requested that the Town of 
Hunzington provide public water to three residences (identifiers $20, 4 1  and 4 3 )  
and b~ttled water to two others (identifiers :: 1 9  an2 35). I also requested that 
the Town arraz-je for the sar,?lir.g of any additio2al residences which utilize 
privare weiis iocated hydraulicall:: cai;r.sradient frcn; =he h'-;-.tir.g:=r: Lan2f ill ar.2 
had not been previacsly sarn?let. 
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Based on the above, it is requested that the Town of Huntington proceed 
with the task of providing public water to the 57 homes identified by your 
consultant. You have indicated that the Town would like to proceed with this 
work. The Suffolk County Water Authority (SCWA) has identified which water mains 
will require extension to accomplish the above request. They have indicated that 
they can not only arrange for the necessary engineering and construction for the 
main lines, but also for the service lines into the residential homes themselves. 
The NYSDEC feels this would be the most cost-effective approach. The Town is also 
requested to comply with NYSDOH requests to provide bottled water and quarterly 
sampling of impacted homes. 

As indicated in the October 9, 1992 letter, sir.ce,this request is the 
result of actual or potential impacts from the Hur.tingtor,/East Northportlandfill 
leachate plume, the reasonable costs incurred by the To,? to complete this work 
are eligible for 75% grant reimbursement under the Tosn's State Assistance 
Contract (SAC). Actual reimbursemen: will be dependent on the Town's full 
compliance with the Order on Consent. 

A copy of the resolution b;; the Town Board authorizic; this w ~ r k  must be 
forwarded to this office by Septeder 17, 1993 with a written request to modify 
your SAC to include these grant eligible costs. 

Sincepely, 



T'LE C O P Y  (91 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

: 50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233 -7010 

Mr. Samuel J. Kearing 
Director 
Department of Envirornental Control 
Tovn of Hunticgton 
100 Main Street 
Zuntington, N.Y. 11743-6990 

Thomas C. Jorilng 
Commlssloner 

Dear Mr. Kearing: 

RE: HUNTINGTON/EAST NORTHPORT LANDFILL 
SITE NO. 152040 

I am responding to your letter of February 1, 1993, in which you requested 
to postpone further work on the Interim Remedial Program (IRP) bid documents 
until after the completion of the Feasibility Study (FS) process. To justify this 
request you have made a number of statements and conclusions which are based on 
your interpretations of the draft Remedial Investigation (RI) report. In 
addition, you have brought up a number of subjects which this Department has 
previously responded to. 

As I stated in our meeting of November 23,1992 here in Albany, since the 
Huntington/East Northport Landfill has been classified a class 2 inactive 
hazardous waste site, at a minimum, the landfill must be capped in full 
compliance with ccrrant 6 NYCRR Part 360 regulations. These regulations were 
finalized after an extensive public input and comment period. Compliance with 
Part 360 regulations has demonstrated to be the most cost-effective and 
environmentally sound solution to minimizing the impact from landfill leachate 
migration. Strict and timely compliance with Part 360 becomes even more important 
when the fact that the Huntington/East Northport ~ahdfill is located within the 
deep recharge zone of the Long Island sole source aquifer is considered. 

Your consultant has estimated that approximately 10 to 20 million gallons 
per year of landfill generated leachate reaches the groundwater table. Only 
approximately 55 percen.t of this amount is estimated by your consultant to be 
generate-d from the flat portion of the landfill. The landfill leachate plume has 
been documented by your consultant to extend at least one mile downgradient of 
the landfill to the north northeast. This plume will continue to be supplied by 
landfill leachate and continue to deteriorate the upper glacial aquifer 
downgradient of the landfill until the landfill is completely covered with a 
properly engineered impermeable barrier. 

Contrary to the statement in your letter, no where in the draft RI report 
does it say that the groundwater contamination associated with the landfill does 
not have the potential to significantly impact the public health. Based on the 
opinions of both the Suffolk County and New York State Health Departments, just ' 

the.opposite is true. In addition and contrary to your statement, the regraded 
landfill is a continuing source of odors and visual problems and does generate 
local concerns as witnessed in the public meeting held in March, 1992. 
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Based on the above, I must deny ycur request to delay the completion of the 
Interim Remedial Program bid documents. My staff has and will continue to wcrk 
with you to conetruct the most coot-effective Part 360 compliant closure system 
for the Huntington Landfill. We are very eeneitive to the need to contain costs 
whenever legally and technically poseible. To that end, the DepartEent did allcx 
the Town a conditional waiver from the 20 foot terrace interval requirement in 
Part 360. This allowed the Town to coneiderably modify the landfill regrading 

" plan (see.enclosed copy of E. Sullivan to S. Ferraro letter dated January 15, 
1991). The Department18 review of the draft IRP srorkplan resulted in t.he 
elimiaation of a costly stormwater runoff pump station to be replaced by a lesa 
costly recharge basin. The Department has also allowed the use of 200-mil gecnet 
gas venting element for slopes ,of 25% or flatter in the cap design. The 
Departnent's review of the Landfill Gas IRP preliminary cost estimate resulted 
in ycur consxltant swic-hing frcm two landfill gas blower stations to one station 
in the design. The Department is also supportive of the use of only one geogrid 
layer in the landfill cap barrier protection layer rather than two if a fcctor 
of safety of 1.5 or greater can be maintained in the slope stability malysis. 

In consideration of t he  above, please direct l/our"cor.sultants to submit the 
approved Icterim Remedial Program final bid documents to this of £ice by April 2, 
1993. 

If you have any questions on the above, feel free to call me at (518) 457- 
5861. 

Sincerely, 

Michael J. ~ " ~ o o l e ,  Jr. / 

Director 
Div. of Hazardous Waste Remediation 

Enclosure 

c: Stephen Ferraro, Supervisor, TOH 
Ann Hurley, Deputy Supervisor and Councilwoman, TOH 
Kenneth Christensen, Councilman, TOH 
Steven Hackeling, Councilman, TOH 
William Rebolini, Councilman, TOH 
G. Anders Carlson, NYSDOH 
Sy Robbins, SCDOH 
Alice McCarthy, NYSDEC 

bc: A. ~eBarbieri 
M. Gerstman 
M. O'Toole (2) 
C. Goddard 
S. Ervolina 
S.  Hccormick 
R. cowen 
B. Nitrey 
A.  Candela 
S. Parkas 
M. Komoroske - 



glaciofluvial deposits are generally moderately to highly permeable with 

porosities of 30 to 40 percent being common (Veatch et al, 1906). Wells 

screened within the aquifer have recorded specific' capacities ranging from 

10 to more than 200 gpm per foot of drawdown (McClymonds and Franke, 1972). 

Hydraulic conductivity for the Upper Glacial aquifer within northwestern 

Suffolk County has been estimated to be 1,500 gpd per square foot (200 

ft/day) (McClymonds and Franke 1972). 

The.aquifers within the study area are hxdraulically interconnected. 

Layers of clay and silt within an aquifer, or clayey and silty units 

between aquifers, confine the groundwater, but these units do not 

completely prevent the vertical movement gf water through them. 

Getzen, 1977, estimated that the ratio of vertical hydraulic conductivity 

to horizontal conductivity in the Upper Glacial aquifer ranges from 1:10 to 

1:24 and that in the Magothy aquifer, the ratio ranges from.l:30 to 1:60. 

2.7.5 GROUNDWATER FLOW 

"he movement of groundwater in the study area is initiated as the Upper 

Llacial aquifer receives recharge over its entire surface. Precipitation . 

is the sole source of fresh water recharge to all aquifers within Suffolk 

County. Groundwater flow lines shown in figure 2-9 show that the water 

moves vertically downward within the central portion of Long Island to 

recharge the underlying hago thy and Lloyd aquifers. Further north, the 
- 

flow lines in all three aquifers are nearly horizontal. Finally, flow near 

the shoreline is upward from the deeper zones and discharge to the Long 

Island Sound occurs. Thus, in the study area, both vertical and horizontal 

flov conponents can be expected. 

On the ayerage, the vertical hydraulic conductivity and rates of vertical 

flow through the Upper Glacial aquifer are greater than those of the other 

hydrogeologic units in Suffolk County. The vertical movement of water 

through the Magothy aquifer is impeded by intercalated lenses and beds of 
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Figure 2-9 
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