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PECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION 

Site Name and Location 

Hertel Landfill, Town of Plattekill, Ulster County, New York 

Statement of Basis and Pumose 

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for 
the Hertel Landfill site (the Site), located in the Town of 
Plattek.11, Ulster County, New York, which was chosen in 
accordance with the requirements of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, 42 
U.S.C. 5 5  9601-9675, as amended, and to the extent practicable, 
the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency 
Plan, 40 CFR Part 300. This decision document explains the 
factual and legal basis for selecting the remedy for the Site. 
The information supporting this remedial action decision is 
contained in the administrative record for the Site. The 
administrative record index is attached (Appendix 111). 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
("NYSDEC") concurs with the selected remedy (Appendix IV). 

assessment of the Site 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the 
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action 
selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an 
imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, 
or the environment. 

pescri~tion of the Selected Remedy 

This operable unit represents the entire remedial action planned 
for the Site. It addresses the principal threats posed by the 
Site through controlling the source of contamination and the 
migration of contaminated leachate, as well as providing for the 
capture and treatment of contaminated groundwater. 

The major components of the selected remedy include: 

* Capping of the landfill in accordance with 6 NYCRR Part 
360 closure requirements for New York State solid waste 
landfills; the areal extent of the cap is expected to 
be approximately 13 acres although the exact extent of 
the cap will not be determined until the design phase 
of the project; 

Additional soil sampling along the western portion of 
the disposal area to determine the need to extend the 
cap or to consolidate these soils under the cap: 



t Installation and monitoring of landfill gas vents 
throughout the landfill mound; 

Development and implementation of an on-site 
groundwater extraction and treatment system utilizing 
innovative treatment via membrane microfiltration and 
an ultraviolet light and hydrogen peroxide oxidation 
system: 

Performance of a treatability study to demonstrate that 
the in-ovative groundwater treatment system is 
effect~ve. If the study demonstrates that this 
technology is not effective, then a contingency remedy 
which utilizes precipitation, filtration, and carbon 
adsorption for groundwater treatment will be 
implemented. The contingency remedy is identical to 
the selected remedy in all other aspects: 

Development and implementation of a groundwater 
monitoring program including additional sampling and 
analysis of residential wells and subsequent follow up 
actions as necessary: 

Construction of fencing around the perimeter of the 
approximately 13-acre landfill area part of the Site, 
as well as the Site area: 

Recommendations that ordinances be established or 
restrictions imposed on the deed to ensure that future 
use of the Site property will maintain the integrity of 
the cap: and 

Measures to mitigate potential disturbance of adjacent 
wetland. 

The selected remedy and contingency remedy are protective of 
human health and the environment, comply with federal and state 
requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and 
appropriate to the remedial action, and are cost effective. 
However, because treatment of the principal threats of the Site 
was not found to be practicable, this remedy and contingency 
remedy do not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a 
principal element of the source control portion of the remedy. 
The size of the landfill, and the fact that the remedial 
investigation did not identify on-site hot spots that represent 
the major sources of contamination, preclude a remedy in which 
contaminants could be excavated and treated effectively. 
However, the selected remedy and cpntingency remedy do call for 
the treatment of contaminated groundwater at the Site and hence 
satisfy the preference for treatment for this portion of the 
remedy. 



The selected remedy and contingency remedy include a groundwater 
extraction and treatment system which reduces the toxicity and 
mobility of contaminated groundwater. The permanence of 
reduction in contaminated groundwater toxicity would be monitored 
upon discontinuation of the pump and treat system. 

Since this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining 
on-site above health-based levels, a review will be conducted no 
later than five years after commencement of the remedial action, 
and every five years thereafter, to ensure that the remedy 
continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the 
environment. 



BITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The Hertel Landfill (the Site) is located in the town of 
Plattekill, Ulster County, New York, just south of U.S. Route 
44/NY Route 55 and approximately midway between Bedell Avenue and 
Tuckers Corner Road (see Figure 1). The property occupies 
approximately 80 acres and is oriented in a north-south 
direction; the entire 80-acre property is herein considered the 
Site. The landfill area occupies approximately 13 a res of the 
property. mhe 80-acre property is zoned for residential use. 

A locked gate exists across the main access road near Route 
44/55; however, there is no perimeter fence. There are no 
buildings on the Site. Private residences are located north of 
the Site on Route 44/55 (approximately 1200 feet from the 
landfill), and also east of the Site on Tuckers Corner Road 
(approximately 3000 feet from the landfill).' 

The topography of the Site is generally flat with a gentle 
overall slope descending to the east. Abundant vegetation covers 
most of the property with the exception of limited portions of 
the landfill. This landfill is located roughly at the center of 
the Site and is covered with vegetation, rocky soil, wastes and 
patches of grass and small shrubs. Previous investigations 
identified a number of waste disposal areas which comprise the 
landfill (see Figure 2). 

Wetlands border the Site to the north, south, and east. Based on 
the Tentative freshwater Wetlands Map of Ulster County (New York 
State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), 1986), 
areas identified as potential wetlands also cover approximately 
13 percent of the total area of the Site. A small unnamed stream 
crosses the southern and eastern area of the Site and flows in a 
northeasterly direction, bordering the east side of the fill 
area. 

A total of five ecological community types have been identified 
on-site, including old field, forested upland, forested wetland, 
stream and open water (pond). The forested wetland is located in 
a basin in the southwest area of the Site: vegetation species 
that have been observed include tussock sedge, sphagnum moss and 
various hydrophytic perennials and annuals. Hydrophytic shrubs 
and herbaceous species were found in the stream area. The ponded 
wetland area in the northern section of the Site contains 
floating, submergent and emergent vegetation. Thirteen plant 
species, which are on the NYSDEC protected status list, exist on 
the Site. 

There are ,no federally listed threatened or endangered species 
identified at the Site. One threatened speciesprotected under 
the New York State Environmental Conservation Law, the red 
shouldered hawk, was identified on the Site. 



Two aquifers exist beneath the Site. The bedrock materialis the 
Austin Glen formation and described as a greywacke and shale; 
variegated light blue to blue-grey fine to medium grained 
sandstone (greywacke) with occasional seams of shale have been 
observed. The rock has well defined bedding planes and the upper 
few feet are slightly weathered. The overburden is a glacial 
till deposit consisting of an unsorted mixture of material (clay, 
silt, sand, gravel, and boulders) which widely range in size, 
shape, and permeability. Overlying the till deposit is a laytr 
of light brown fine .and or fine sand and silt. 

A review of existing flood insurance maps indicated that no 
portions of the Site are located in either the 100- or 500-year 
flood zone. 

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITY 

The Hertel Landfill was established in 1963 as a municipal waste 
landfill. Based upon an analysis of aerial photos it is believed 
that about 10 acres of the Site were used when the landfill was 
operating. Until 1975 the landfill was owned and operated by 
Carlo Hertel and later by his family (Hertel Enterprises). 
Around 1970, Dutchess Sanitation Services, Inc. began hauling 
refuse from Dutchess County to the Hertel Landfill and in 1975, 
Dutchess Sanitation Services, Inc. purchased the landfill. 

In April 1976, the Ulster County Department of Health (UCDOH) 
revoked the landfill permit for a variety of violations, among 
which were allegations of illegal industrial dumping.' The UCDOH 
action and a Town of Plattekill ordinance prohibiting the dumping 
of out-of-town garbage resulted in the permanent closing of the 
Site in March of 1977. 

Ownership of the Site then passed from Dutchess Sanitation 
Services, Inc. through two subsequent parties [a partnership 
known as F.I.C.A. and then to Hudson Valley Environmental 
Services, Inc. (HVES)] to its current owner, Paul V. Winters and 
his corporation, Environmental Landfills, Inc. (ELI), based in 
New Windsor, New York. No landfilling operations or other 
activities are currently performed at the Site under the present 
proprietor, ELI. 

During this time, the New York State Departments of Environmental 
Conservation, Health (NYSDOH), and Law (NYSDOL) had filed suit 
against F.I.C.A. and HVES for cleanup of the landfill Site; this 
action was subsequently discontinued following the placement of 
the Site on the National Priorities List (NPL) and the 
Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) assumption of the lead 
role for Site activities. However, the State did reserve the 
right to activate the case in the future. Previous 
investigations included the installation of five groundwater 



monitoring wells in 1981, under the supervision of Wehran 
Engineering, Inc. and at the direction of the State of New York. 
In 1981, NYSDEC directed HVES to conduct groundwater monitoring. 
Sampling and analysis of groundwater in 1980 and 1982 revealed 
measurable amounts of various organic compounds and a number of 
metals. Three surface water samples, described as leachate, were 
collected in Harch and Hay of 1981 by the NYSDEC. Analyses 
indicated phenols, organic compounds and a number of metals. 
Based on these results, the NYSDEC placed the Hertel Landfill 
Site on the New York State L'st of Hazardous Waste Disposal 
Sites. In 1983, the Site was recommended for inclusion on the 
NPL by the NYSDEC and in October 1984, the EPA proposed the 
Hertel Landfill Site for inclusion on the NPL. In June 1986, the 
Hertel Landfill Site was placed on the final list of federal 
Superfund sites. 

In 1987, Dynamac Corporation, on behalf of the current owner, 
ELI, initiated the preparation of a "Remedial Investigation/ 
Feasibility Study Work Plan/Scoping Documentw under the guidance 
of the NYSDOL. ELI had intended to implement this Work Plan, but 
subsequently declined to do so. Therefore, the completion of the 
Work Plan and the necessary field work was performed by the EPA 
contractor, TAMS Consultants, Inc., beginning in April 1989. 
Field work began in September 1989 and was completed in August 
1990. 

The landfill is currently mainly covered with vegetative growth. 
However, previously buried materials are starting to become 
exposed; also, there is exposed rubbish, debris, etc. 

On August 14, 1991, general notice letters were sent to sixteen . 
entities who were determined at that time to be potentially 
responsible parties (PRPs) at the Site. The general notice 
letters informed these parties of their potential liability at 
the Site. It is anticipated that special notice letters will be 
sent to some or all of the PRPs with a copy of this ROD, in order 
to ascertain their interest in conducting the remedial design and 
remedial action. 

EIGELIGETB OF COIMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

On November 16, 1989, the EPA conducted the first public meeting 
concerning the Hertel Landfill Superfund Site at the Town of 
Plattekill Town Hall, Xodena, New York. The meeting was designed 
to inform local officials and interested citizens about the 
Superfund process, to review current and planned remedial 
activities at the Site and to respond to any questions from area 
residents and other attendees. 

The remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) reports and 
the Proposed Plan for the Site were released for public comment 
on July 25, 1991 and July 26, 1991 respectively. These documents 



were made available to the public in the administrative record 
file at the EPA Docket Room in Region 11, New York and the 
information repositories at the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation, Albany, New York, the Plattekill Town 
Hall, Modena, New York and Plattekill Public Library, Modena, New 
York. A press release announcing the availability of these 
documents was issued on July 31, 1991. The public comment period 
was set by EPA to end on August 26, 1991: however, at the request 
of a PRP, the comment period was extended to September 25, 1991. 

During this comment period, EPA held a public meeting to present 
the RI/FS reports and the Proposed Plan, answer questions, and 
accept both oral and written comments. The public meeting was 
held in the Plattekill Town Hall, Modena, New York on August 14, 
1991. At this meeting, representatives from the EPA, NYSDEC and 
NYSDOH answered questions about problems at the Site and,the 
remedial alternatives under consideration. Responses to the 
comments received during the public comment period are included 
in the Responsiveness Summary (see Appendix V). 

SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT 

EPA has planned to implement the remedial work in a single phase. 
The major objective of this work is to control the source of 
contamination at the Site. Concurrently, it is intended to 
minimize the further contamination of the wetlands in the area 
and the downgradient migration of contaminants in groundwater. 

Specifically, the purpose of the response action is to: 1) 
minimize the infiltration of rainfall or snow melt into the 
landfill, thus reducing the quantity of water percolating through 
the landfill materials and leaching out contaminants; 2) minimize 
any further contamination of the wetlands; and 3) reduce the 
movement and toxicity of the contaminated landfill leachate into 
groundwater and subsequent downgradient migration of 
contaminants. 

This response action will utilize permanent solutions and 
alternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent 
practicable. However, because the treatment of the principal 
threats at the Site is not practicable, this response action does 
not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal 
element of the source control portion of the remedy. The size of 
the landfill, and the fact that the RI did not identify on-site 
hot spots in the soil that represent the major sources of 
contamination, preclude a remedy in which contaminants could be 
excavated and treated effectively. 

It is noted that the listing of a release or threat of release on 
the NPL merely represents EPA's initial determination that a 
certain area may need to be addressed under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). 



However, as explained in 54 Federal Register 41002-3, 1989, the 
RI/FS and ROD for a CERCLA action may offer a useful indication 
to the public of contaminated areas at which the Agency is 
considering taking response action (based on information present 
at that time). To that extent this ROD does not identify a 
problem at, or seek to address, the 67 acres of the Site lying 
outside the actual 13 acre landfill area which is the only area 
intended for remedial action under CERCLA. The outlying area may 
therefore be used for purposes best determined by the local 
authorities given the close proximity to the Superfund site. 
However, it has not yet been determined whether adjoining areas 
may need to be utilized for treatment facilities or other 
ancillary facilities necessary to support remedial actions 
selected for the Site. The precise extent of such areas will be 
determined during the remedial design and remedial action phases 
of the project. In addition, since wastes will remain on-site 
above health-based levels, the protectiveness of the remedy will 
have to be evaluated every five years. These evaluations could 
result in a modification of the selected remedy resulting in the 
need to utilize additional land area to ensure that the remedy is 
protective of human health and the environment. 

B m R Y  OF B I T E  CHAIARACTERISTICS 

The Hertel Landfill was used for the disposal of municipal solid 
waste from 1963 until its closure in 1977. During the early 
1970s, there were reports of industrial waste dumping as well as 
reports of improper operations relative to landfill operations 
and permits. Analyses of environmental samples taken from the 
Site demonstrate that hazardous substances were disposed of at 
the Site. 

Sixteen feet or more of landfill material exists in some areas of 
the Site. It is estimated that a total of 240,000 cubic yards of 
refuse were disposed of at the Site. 

The study area for the RI/FS was divided into environmental areas 
representing landfill as well as background, upgradient, and 
downgradient locations, with background conditions not considered 
to be within the groundwater flow path from the landfill. The 
locations of sampling stations are indicated in Piqure 3. 

A geophysical investigation, which included electromagnetic 
conductivity, magnetometry and metal detection, was conducted at 
the Site to identify areas within the landfill where buried 
metallic wastes might be present. Based on the results of this 
investigation, twenty-five test pits were excavated to observe 
the landfill material. Nothing other than debris typical of 
municipal landfills was observed in the fill material excavated. 
No buried drums were located. 



The potential for direct human exposure as well as the potential 
for further contaminant migration to groundwater and surface 
water exists at the Site. There are no permanent controls in 
place to prevent contaminant migration. 

moundwater 

As part of the groundwater investigation, a total of nineteen 
eanitoring wells were installed. Fifteen wells were installed in 
the overburden aquifer and four in the bedrock aquifer. Two 
rounds of groundwater sampling were conducted. The groundwater 
samples were analyzed for volatile organics (VOC's), semi- 
volatile organics, pesticides and PCBs, inorganics and standard 
water quality parameters. A summary of the analytical results is 
given in Table 1A. Contaminants in the groundwater are listed 
and compared to Federal and/or State maximum contaminant levels 
in Table 2A. Several VOCs, BNAs and metals and other inorganics 
exceeded one or more standards. The following are some 
contaminants of concern and the highest concentrations detected: 
chlorobenzene (24 ppb) , ethylbenzene (64 ppb) , xylenes (240 ppb) , 
benzoic acid (200 ppb), diethylphthalate (900 ppb), arsenic (44 
ppb), barium (1980 ppb), and manganese (121,000 ppb). 

Groundwater in the overburden aquifer appears to flow eastward 
toward the landfill base and the wetland which borders the 
landfilled area to the east. The direction of the groundwater 
gradient in the bedrock aquifer (based on very limited data) is 
generally toward the northeast or east. 

Residential Wells 

A total of nine area residential wells were sampled by EPA (see 
Table 1P) and NYSDOH. The results from initial and follow-up 
sampling indicated that the water supply was of satisfactory. 
quality (i.e., State and Federal primary standards) for the 
analytical tests that were performed. 

Surface Water 

Surface water samples were collected to determine if the Site is 
impacting surface water or sediment quality and if components of 
on-site waste are being transported off-site. A summary of 
analytical results is given in Table 1B. Contaminants in surface 
water are listed and compared to standards in Table 28.  

Trace concentrations of VOCs, phenols, naphthalene and/or 
polyaromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) compounds were detected in several 
leachate seep samples. Many of the inorganic compounds and 

. landfill leachate indicator parameters were present at elevated 
concentrations. 



In on-site stream samples, inorganic compounds and leachate 
parameters (chlorides and bicarbonates) were present at levels 
approximately 2 to 35 times above background levels. Analogous 
results were obtained in samples collected from the pond/wetland 
area north of the fill and west of the Site access road. Surface 
water downgradient of the Site exhibited similar elevated 
results, but with decreased effects with increasing distance from 
the landfill. 

Sediments 

To evaluate the potential impact of on-site wastes being 
transported off-site by erosion and redeposition of sediment, 
samples were taken from seep locations along the eastern toe of 
the landfill, from the stream along the eastern side of the Site, 
from the northern wetland, and from the stream downgradient of 
the Site. A summary of analytical results is presented in Table 
1C and a comparison to standards is given in Table 2C. 

At the seep locations results were highly variable. In general, 
organic compounds were not detected at significantly elevated 
levels. The only inorganic analyte elevated significantly over 
background was cadmium. With respect to the sediment samples 
taken in the on-site stream and the northern wetland, the results 
were similar to these at the seep locations, i.e., cadmium 
appeared at significantly elevated levels. Sediments 
downgradient of the Site did exhibit the presence of several PAHs 
and BNA compounds, but these could readily be attributable to 
roadway (Route 44/55) runoff. 

During the RI/FS field investigation, seven disposal areas were 
identified in the main fill area and an eighth disposal area was 
tentatively identified south of the main fill area. Surface 
and/or subsurface soil samples were collected from the waste 
disposal areas and from other areas of the fill to characterize 
contaminants in the fill and to provide some indication if the 
wastes are Resource conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
"characteristicw wastes, i.e. hazardous by RCRA definition. 
Subsurface soil samples were collected at selected boring 
locations to provide additional background data for subsurface 
soils. 

Summaries of surface soil data and subsurface soil data are 
presented in Tables 1D and 1E respectively. Comparison of 
surface soil contaminant concentrations with RCRA facility 
investigation guidance values is presented in Table 20. No 
Federal or State of New York standards exist for assessing 
contamination in surface or subsurface soils. 



The range of compounds detected and their concentration levels 
were highly variable yet typical of what might be expected at a 
landfill. Further, none of the samples obtained yielded analyses 
which would indicate the presence of v8hot spotsvv. Samples were 
submitted for the EP toxicity test which prior to the 
promulgation of the Toxicity Characteristic (TC) rule (effective 
September 25, 1990), had been used to determine if a waste is 
hazard us by characteristic. Results were less than the limits 
previously used to chararterize wastes as hazardous. These 
results and other knowleaje of waste characteristics do not 
indicate that RCRA TC wastes are present. 

Ecoloaical Investiaation 

The scope of field investigations included the sampling/surveying 
of the following components: wetlands, macroinvertebrates, 
birds, fish, mammals, herpetofauna, and general vegetation. 

There were no federal threatened or endangered species located on 
the Site. Thirteen species of plants were identified on-site 
which are protected by New York State. The red-shouldered hawk 
is the only New York State threatened species which was 
identified on-site. The benthic macroinvertebrate study 
conducted on-site was inconclusive; the potential exists for Site 
contaminants to produce adverse effects to aquatic organisms. 
Additionally, there is some indication that the potential exists 
for elevated inorganics (selenium, cadmium and mercury) in soil 
to produce adverse environmental effects. 

EPA conducted a baseline Risk Assessment to evaluate the 
potential risks to human health and the environment associated 
with the Hertel Landfill Site in its current state. The Risk 
Assessment focused on contaminants in the groundwater, surface 
water, sediment and soil which are likely to pose significant 
risks to human health and the environment. A summary of the 
contaminants present in each matrix, along with their frequency- 
of-detection, range, and 95% Upper Confidence Limit, are 
presented in Tables 1A-1E. The summary of the contaminants of 
concern (COC) in sampled matrices is listed in Table 3. 

Nine exposure pathways were evaluated under possible on-site 
present and future land use conditions and are summarized in 
Table 4 .  These exposure pathways were evaluated separately for 
adults and children. In addition, exposure of workers, in the 
event of future construction activities on the landfill, was 
evaluated. The exposure pathways considered under both current 
and future uses are: ingestion of groundwater from the 
overburden aquifers: inhalation of airborne chemicals adsorbed to 
dust; inhalation of volatiles in groundwater while showering: 
incidental ingestion of surface water; dermal absorption of 



contaminants in surface water; ingestion of soils; ingestion of 
contaminants in soil and home dust (future use only); dermal 
absorption of contaminants in soils, and inhalation of 
contaminants in soils. 

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic 
(cancer causing) and non-carcinogenic effects due to exposure to 
Site chemicals are considered separately. It was assumed that 
the toxic effec:s of the site-related chemicals would be 
additive. Thus, carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks 
associated with exposures to individual compounds of concern 
were summed to indicate the potential risks associated with 
mixtures of potential carcinogens and non-carcinogens, 
respectively. 

 on-carcinogenic' risks were assessed using a hazard index (HI) 
approach, based on a comparison of expected contaminant intakes 
and safe levels of intake (Reference Doses). Reference doses 
(RfDs) have been developed by EPA for indicating the potential 
Ior adverse health effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units 
of mg/kg-day, are estimates of daily exposure levels for humans 
which are thought to be safe over a lifetime (including sensitive 
individuals). Estimated intakes of chemicals from environmental 
media e.s., the amount of a chemical ingested from contaminated 
drinking water are compared with the RfD to derive the hazard 
quotient for the contaminant in the particular medium. The 
hazard index is obtained by adding the hazard quotients for all 
compounds across all media. 

A hazard index greater than 1 indicates that the potential exists 
for non-carcinogenic health effects to occur as a result of site- 
related exposures. The HI provides a useful reference point for 
gauging the potential significance of multiple contaminant 
exposures within a single medium or across media. A summary of 
the parameter values used to estimate exposure is provided in 
Table 5 .  The reference doses for the compounds of concern at the 
Hertel Landfill Site are presented in Tables 6A-6D. 

A summary of the non-carcinogenic risks associated with these 
chemicals across various exposure pathways are found in Tables 
BC,D,G,H,& J. It can be seen that non-carcinogenic risks to 
children in a future residential use scenario, such as the 
potential for damage to vital organs, are possible from exposure 
to Site contamination based on the calculated HI of 100. The 
estimated total non-carcinogenic hazard index is primarily due to 
ingestion of metals in Site groundwater including manganese 
(HI=80) and arsenic (HI=10). These calculations are based on the 
assumed future residential use of this Site using the contaminant 
levels detected in on-site monitoring wells and soil samples. 
The potential future risks posed via ingestion of Site 
groundwater, and the fact that contaminants were present in on- 
site groundwater samples above State and Federal drinking water 



standards, make the groundwater contamination a primary concern 
at the Site. 

Potential carcinogenic risks were evaluated using the cancer 
potency factors developed by EPA for the compounds of concern. 
Cancer slope factors (SFs) have been developed by EPA1s 
Carcinogenic Risk Assessment Verification Endeavor for estimating 
excess lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure to 
potentially carcinogenic chemicals. SFs, which are expressed in 
units of (mg/kg-day)", are multiplied by the estimated intake of 
a potential carcinogen, in mg/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound 
estimate of the excess lifetime cancer risk associated with 
exposure to the compound at that intake level. The term lfupper 
boundtf reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated 
from the SF. Use of this approach makes the underestimation of 
the risk highly unlikely. The SFs for the compounds of concern 
are presented in Tables 7A & 7B. 

For known or suspected carcinogens, EPA considers excess upper 
bound individual lifetime cancer risks of between 10'' to 10' to 
be acceptable. This level indicates that an individualhas not 
greater than a one in ten thousand to one in a million chance of 
developing cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a 
carcinogen over a 70-year period under specific exposure 
conditions at the Site. 

A summary of the carcinogenic risks associated with the compounds 
of concern across various exposure pathways under the reasonable 
maximum exposure scenario are found in Tables BA,B,E,P,& I. 

Under possible future land-use conditions, adults exposed to 
contamination from residing on the Site are at a potential total 
excess lifetime cancer risk of 7x10". This suggests that an 
individual has a seven in one thousand increased chance of 
developing cancer as a result of exposure to the Site. The 
estimated total carcinogenic risk is primarily due to dermal 
contact with arsenic in soil. Another exposure scenario which 
also presented a significant risk, and which is more likely to 
occur in the disposal areas than the establishment of residences, 
is the current/recreational use of the Site. Under this use, it 
was estimated that children and adults trespassing on the Site 
would be subject to carcinogenic risks of 5x10" and 4x10" 
respectively, due to dermal contact with arsenic in the soil. 

The calculations were based on the contaminants detected in the 
soil and on-site monitoring wells. It was assumed that in the 
future these wells would be used for residential purposes. 
Calculations were developed by taking into account various 
conservative assumptions about the likelihood of residents being 
exposed to the various contaminated media. 



The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this 
evaluation, as. in all such assessments, are subject to a wide 
variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sources of 
uncertainty include: 

- environmental chemistry samplin~ and analysis - environmental parameter measurement - fate and transport modeling - exposure parameter estimation - toxicological data 
Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the 
potentially uneven distribution of chemicals in the media 
sampled. Environmental chemistry analysis errors can stem from 
several sources including the errors inherent in the analytical 
methods and characteristics of the matrix being sampled. 

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estimates 
of how often an individual would actually come in contact with 
the chemicals of concern, the period of time over which such 
exposure would occur, and in the models used to estimate the 
concentrations of the chemicals of concern at the point of 
exposure. 

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both 
from animals to humans and from high to low doses of exposure, as 
well as from the difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a 
mixture of chemicals. These uncertainties are addressed by 
making conservative assumptions concerning risk and exposure 
parameters throughout the assessment. As a result, the Risk 
Assessment provides upper bound estimates of the risks to 
populations near the Landfill, and is highly unlikely to 
underestimate actual risks related to the Site. 

More specific information concerning public health risks, 
including a quantitative evaluation of the degree of risk 
associated with various exposure pathways, is presented in the RI 
Report. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

The environmental assessment evaluated potential exposure routes 
of the.Site contamination to terrestrial and aquatic wildlife. 
An ecological survey was performed to identify any threatened or 
endangered species. 

One threatened species protected under the NYS Environmental 
Conservation Law, the red-shouldered hawk, was identified on the 
Site. Thirteen plant species, which are on the NYSDEC protected 
status list, exist on the ,Site. 



A general trend of elevated concentrations of organic and 
inorganic contaminants exists in one or more environmental media 
at the Site. Of the identified inorganics of concern in soils, 
selenium, cadmium and mercury present a potential for ecological 
effects. Similar conclusions were not drawn for organic 
compounds due to a paucity of ecotoxicological data on these 
compounds. 

The wetlands in the vicinity of the Site were delineated 
preliminarily. The need to minimize the disturbance of these 
wetland habitats via migration of contaminants from the landfill, 
as well as via any future remediation activities, was identified 
as an important factor to be considered in the design of the Site 
remedy. Of particular concern were the leachate seeps located at 
the toe of the landfill. These seeps discharge to the surface 
and to an adjacent wetland. A definitive delineation of the 
wetlands and an evaluation of their functional value will be 
performed before the commencement of design activities for the 
Site. 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this 
Site, if not addressed by the selected alternative or one of the 
other remedial measures considered, may present a current or 
potential threat to the public health, welfare, and the 
environment through the continued leaching and migration of 
contaminants from the landfill and human exposure to contaminated 
soils. 

DESCRIPTION OP ALTERNATIVES 

Following a screening of remedial technologies in accordance with 
the National Contingency Plan (NCP), the following remedial 
alternatives were developed for the Site. The alternatives were 
further screened based on technical considerations such as 
effectiveness, implementability, and cost. Time to implement 
reflects the period following the ROD necessary to develop work 
plans, complete remedial designs, conduct construction 
activities, and also the time necessary to obtain 
coments/approvals, conduct negotiations with PRPs, issue 
inquiries, evaluate and select contractors, etc. as required by 
Federal and State regulations and procedures. 

These alternatives are: 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Capital Cost: $58,100 
0 6 M Cost: $132,20O/yr. 
Present Worth Cost: $2,509,000 
Tjme to Implement: 9 months 
Duration: 30 years 



The NCP requires that the no-action alternative be considered as 
a baseline for comparison with the other alternatives. The no- 
action alternative does not include any physical remedial 
measures that address the contamination at the Site. 

This alternative would consist of a long-term groundwater 
monitoring program that would provide data for the assessment of 
the impact on the underlying groundwater of leaving contaminated 
materials on-site. This program would utilize well& installed 
during the RI at the Site and six additional wells. Groundwater 
samples would be taken on a quarterly basis. 

In addition, the no-action alternative would include the 
development and implementation of a public awareness and . 
education program to enhance the community's knowledge of the 
conditions existing at the Site. This program would require the 
involvement of the local government, various'health departments 
and environmental agencies. 

Under this alternative, the Site would be reviewed every five 
years pursuant to CERCLA requirements. Using data from the 
groundwater sampling program, these five year reviews would 
include the reassessment of health and environmental risks due to 
the contaminated material left on-site. If justified by the 
review, remedial actions might be implemented. 

Alternative 2: site Use Restrictions and Capping 

Capital Cost: $3,482,000 
0 & M Cost: $162,80O/yr. 
Present Worth Cost: $7,182,000 
Time to Implement: 30 months 
Duration: 30 years cap maintenance 

As with Alternative 1, this alternative would include a 
groundwater monitoring program and public awareness program. 
However, this alternative would also provide for restricted Site 
access and capping of the landfill area. 

A chain link fence would surround the perimeter of the capped 
area, thereby restricting access. Along the fence, at 
appropriate intervals, warning signs would be placed that would 
caution the public as to the Superfund status of the Site. One 
access gate would be provided, which would be kept locked, to 
allowaccess for groundwater sampling and review purposes. 
Institutional controls in the form of local ordinances, and/or 
deed restrictions would be recommended in an attempt to restrict 
future use of the land because of the threats posed by 
contamination. 



The major feature of Alternative 2 would be the construction of a 
multi-layer closure cap over the Landfill mound. This would 
minimize the infiltration o f  rainfall or snow melt into the 
landfill and reduce the movement of the contaminated leachate to 
the groundwater. 

The design of the cap would comply with the standards of Title 6, 
New York State Compilation of Rules and Regulations (NYCRR), Part 
360, which addresses New York State Solid Waste Management 
Facilities and landfill closure requirements. This facility 
would comply with all applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements (ARARs). Prior to construction of the cap, the 
landfill mound would have to be regraded and compacted to provide 
a stable foundation for placement of the various layers of the 
cap. The Part 360 standards include minimum liquid migration 
through the wastes, low cover maintenance requirements, efficient 
site drainage, high resistance to damage by settling or 
subsidence, and a low permeability cap. In addition to the 
various layers, the cap would include allowances for the 
installation of gas vents necessary for the escape of methane 
generated by the decomposition of landfill materials, and also 
provide for groundwater monitoring wells within the landfill 
mound. The cap would consist of a four layered system: an upper 
vegetative layer, a soil protective layer over a low permeability 
layer, and a gas vent/collection layer. The landfill mound 
surface area, including the side slopes, is estimated to be 13 
acres. 

Contaminated groundwater would be left to attenuate without any 
treatment, and groundwater monitoring wells would be installed 
within the landfill mound. Groundwater samples would be 
collected for analyses to evaluate the effect of the cap on the 
groundwater flow through the saturated portion of the landfill 
materials and on the surrounding aquifer. Emissions from 
landfill gas vents would also be monitored. 

EPA believes that this alternative would result in achieving risk 
reduction to levels below 10' and a hazard index below 1 for 
carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks respectively. However, 
the potential for contaminants to migrate off-site, although 
lessened due to the landfill cap, Would continue to exist and 
could impact nearby residential wells. 

As with Alternative 1, a review of the Site's status would be 
conducted every five years. 

Alternative 2A: Bite Use Restrictions, Capping and 
Blurry Wall 

. capital cost: $8,406,000 
0 & M Cost: $170,80O/yr. 
Present Worth Cost: $13,238,000 



Time to Implement: 36 months 
Duration: 30 years cap maintenance 

The scope of this alternative is the same as Alternative 2, 
except for the addition of a slurry wall. The purpose of the 
slurry wall would be to act as a barrier to groundwater flow and 
to lower the water table such that leachate breakout at the toe 
of the landfill would be eliminated. 

The slurry wal, design would be based on the use of a 
cement/bentonite construction rather than soil/bentonite due to 
slope. The wall would be located upgradient of the landfill 
area, approximately 1800 feet long, 3 feet in width and keyed 
into the underlying bedrock with an average depth of 40 feet. 

EPA believes that this alternative'would result in achieving risk 
reduction.to levels below 10' and a hazard index below 1 for 
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks, respectively. However, 
the potential for contaminants to migrate off-site, although 
lessened due to the landfill cap, would continue to exist and 
could impact nearby residential wells. 

In order to monitor the effectiveness of this system 8 
observation wells would be installed. These wells in addition to 
the existing monitoring wells in the fill area, would facilitate 
confirmation of the effectiveness of the slurry wall 
in maintaining the groundwater table at a level below the base of 
the fill material. In addition, a review of the Site's status 
would be conducted every 5 years. 

Alternative 4: Site Use Restrictions, Capping, Ground- 
water Extraction with On-Site Treatment 

Capital Cost: $3,989,000 
0 & M Cost: $316,40O/yr. years 0-12 

$162,80O/yr. years 13-17 
$31,00O/yr. years 18-30 

Present Worth Cost: $8,774,000 
Time to Implement: 36 months 
Duration: 12 years groundwater extraction and treatment; 

30 years cap maintenance 

This alternative is identical to Alternative 2, with the addition 
of a groundwater pumping system within the landfill mound to 
control leachate migration. 

The groundwater extraction system would consist of a series of 
pumping wells installed around the inside of the landfill. The 
groundwater pumping wells would extend through the landfill 
material and end at bedrock. They would be screened through.the 
entire saturated length. It is estimated that approximately 22 
extraction wells would be required to provide capture of the 



contaminated groundwater beneath the landfill. These wells would 
produce an estimated total removal rate of approximately 10 
gallons per minute or 14,000 gallons per day. These estimates, 
presented in detail in the FS report, would be field verified via 
performance of an aquifer pumping test during the remedial 
design. Also, further studies may be conducted during that phase 
to optimize the number and location of extraction wells. Pulsed 
pumping may also be considered. 

The extracted groundwater would be prefiltered to remove gross 
solids and then pumped nto an equalization tank. This tank 
would be utilized to equalize the groundwater flow and 
contaminant concentrations, which may be variable. 

The collected groundwater would be treated in an on-site 
treatment system. This treatment system would use chemical 
precipitation and clarification followed by filtration to remove 
metals and suspended solids. A carbon adsorption system would be 
utilized to remove organic compounds from the filtration 
effluent. 

The organic compounds and metals present in the extracted 
groundwater would be reduced to concentrations which are below 
the site-specific surface water discharge standards which would 
be determined in accordance with the New York State Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (SPDES). It is expected that the 
effluent groundwater would be discharged to the adjacent wetlands 
unless detrimental impacts would result from such an action. 
Other discharge options, such as reinjection, would be evaluated 
during the design of the remedy. Groundwater remediation would 
result in the attainment of State and Federal ARARs for ground- 
water and drinking water at the Site boundary. 

EPA believes that this alternative would result in achieving risk 
reduction to levels below lo4 and a hazard index below 1 for 
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks, respectively. 

Under Alternative 4, solids are expected to accumulate at a rate 
of approximately 24 pounds per day, for a total annual 
accumulation of 4 tons. Treatment residues generated would be 
disposed of in accordance with RCRA Land Disposal Restriction 
requirements. In addition, a review of the Site's status would 
be conducted every five years. 

Alternative I A :  Bite use Restrictions, Capping, Groundvator 
Extraction with On-Bite Innovative Treatment 

Capital Cost: $3,995,000 
0 & M Cost: $267,00O/yr. years 0-12 

$162,80O/yr. years 13-17 
$3l,OOO/yr. years 18-30 

Present Worth Cost: $8,207,000 



Time to Implement: 36 months 
Duration: 12 years groundwater extraction & treatment; 

30 years cap maintenance 

This alternative is similar to Alternative 4. However, the 
treatment system to be employed would consist of a membrane 
microfiltration unit for inorganics removal and ultraviolet (W) 
oxidation for organics removal. 

The microfiltration system is an innovative treatment system 
being developed and is currently included in EPA1s Superfund 
Innovative Technology Evaluation (SITE) program. Prior to the 
microfiltration stage, the groundwater is pretreated with lime to 
precipitate metals. Microfiltration is designed to remove solid 
particles from liquid wastes and consists of an automatic 
pressure filter combined with special filter material, and 
operates in a cyclical manner. Solids greater than one ten- 
millionth of a meter are retained as a filter cake. Pilot tests 
at the Palmerton Zinc Superfund site produced a filtrate with 
non-detectable levels of heavy metals. 

W oxidation would follow the membrane microfiltration unit. W 
oxidation is a process in which W light and hydrogen peroxide 
chemically oxidize organic contaminants dissolved in water. The 
combined W light and hydroxy radicals (strong oxidizers formed 
from hydrogen peroxide) promote rapid breakdown of organics into 
carbon dioxide and water without the creation of air emissions or 
residual waste streams. The oxidation unit would be operated to 
reduce the contaminant levels in groundwater to Federal or State 
discharge requirements. Operation and maintenance of the unit 
consists of W lamp replacement every four months and occasional 
replenishment of the hydrogen peroxide supply. As with 
Alternative 4 the groundwater would be remediated until ARARs are 
met. 

EPA believes that this alternative would result in achieving risk 
reduction to levels below 10% and a hazard index below 1 for 
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks respectively. 

Treatment residues would be disposed of in accordance with RCRA 
Land Disposal Restriction requirements. 

In addition, a review of the Site's status would be cbnducted 
every five years. 

SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

All remedial alternatives were evaluated in detail utilizing nine 
criteria as set forth in the NCP and OSWER Directive 9355.3-01. 
These criteria were developed to address the requirements of 
Section 121 of CERCLA to ensure all important considerations are 
factored into remedy selection decisions. 
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The following qrthreshold*q criteria are the most important and 
must be satisfied by any alternative in order to be eligible for 
selection: 

Threshold Criteria o Overall protection of human health and 
the environment; and 

o Compliance with applicable or relevant 
and appropriate requirements. 

The following "primary balancingw criteria are used to make 
comparisons and to identify the major tra~e-offs between 
alternatives: 

Primary Balancing o Long-term effectiveness and permanence; 
Criteria o Reduction in toxicity, mobility, or 

volume through treatment; 
o Short-term effectiveness; 
o Implementability; and 
0 cost. 

The following "modifying" criteria are considered fully after the 
formal public comment period on the Proposed Plan is complete: 

Modifying Criteria o State/support agency acceptance: and 
o Community acceptance. 

The nine criteria are summarized below: 

Overall ~rotection of human health and the environment 
addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate 
protection and describes how risks posed through each 
exposure pathway (based on a reasonable maximum exposure 
scenario) are eliminated, reduced, or controlled through 
treatment, engineering controls, or institutional controls. 

Com~liance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy 
would meet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements of Federal and State environmental statutes'and 
requirements or provide grounds for invoking a waiver. 

bna-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the ability 
of a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health 
and the environment over time, once cleanup goals have been 
met. It also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of 
the measures that may be required to manage the risk posed 
by treatment residuals and/or untreated wastes. 

Reduction of toxicitv. rnobilitv. or volume through treatment 
is the anticipated performance of a remedial technology, 
with respect to these parameters, that a remedy may employ. 



Short-term addresses the period of time needed 
to achieve protection and any adverse impacts on human 
health and the environment that may be posed during the 
construction and implementation periods until cleanup goals 
are achieved. 

I-v is the technical and administrative 
feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of 
materials and services needed. 

Cost includes estimated capital and operation and - 
maintenance costs, and the present worth costs. 

State acce~tance indicates whether, based on its review of 
the RI/FS and the Proposed Plan, the State supports, 
opposes, and/or has any identified reservations with the 
preferred alternative. 

Communitv acce~tance refers to the public's general response 
to the alternatives described in the Proposed Plan and the 
RI/FS reports. Factors of community acceptance to be' 
discussed include support, reservation, and opposition by 
the community. 

A comparative analysis of these alternatives based upon the 
evaluation criteria noted above, are as follows: 

Alternatives 4 and 4A provide the best approach to protection of 
human health and the environment. Alternative 4 relies on proven 
technologies, at a small cost increase, as compared to 
Alternative 4A which is based on innovative technologies. 

All alternatives, except Alternative 1 are protective. However, 
Alternatives 2 and 2A rely on natural attenuation of 
contamination in groundwater and land use restrictions. In 
comparison Alternatives 4 and 4A provide additional protection by 
the active means of pumping and treating groundwater, thus 
reducing migration of contaminants from the Site. Although 
ultimate resumption of contact between the soil/waste and ground- 
water table is anticipated, the existence of the pump and treat 
system does provide means for resumed operation of treatment 
should it be deemed necessary at the completion of the extraction 
period. 

Alternatives 2, ZA, 4 and 4A are all designed, via the cap, to 
prevent leachate seeps, thereby reducing surface water 
contamination levels. 

Alternative 1, the no action alternative, is the least protective 
of human health and the environment. This alternative does not 



limit site access or future site development and, therefore, does 
not address the principle threats posed by the Site. 

Com~liance with ARARs 

Alternatives 4 and 4A are expected to meet chemical-specific 
ARARs for the groundwater. However, once pump and treat 
operations are discontinued, the resumption of contact between 
the soil/waste matrix and the groundwater may cause chemical 
specir'ic groundwater ARARs to be exceeded. If this is the case, 
continued pumping and treatment of the groundwater may 
be necessary. The technologies employed under Alternative 4A may 
not be as effective in reaching ARAR-based cleanup levels for 
effluent discharge. However, based on the information available 
it is anticipated that ARARs will be achieved under this 
alternative. 

Alternatives 2 and 2A rely on natural attenuation to attain 
chemical-specific ARARs for contaminants detected in the ground- 
water and are not expected to achieve ARARs for a significant 
amount of time. For Alternative 2A, the elimination of ground- 
water flow through the in-place waste materials may eventually 
result in reduced groundwater contaminant levels, but treatment 
of the currently detected contaminant levels would not be 
provided. Alternative 2 would take significantly longer to reach 
ARARs in groundwater than the other alternatives. 

Alternatives 2, 2A, 4 and 4A would meet the action specific 
sanitary landfill closure ARARs as the final cap and surface 
drainage features would be constructed in accordance with New 
York Solid Waste Management Facility landfill closure 
regulations. 

Hazardous treatment residues that may be generated in 
Alternatives 4 and 4A would be disposed of in accordance with 
RCRA Land Disposal Restriction requirements. 

Alternative 1, the no action alternative, is not expected to 
attain chemical-specific ARARs for the groundwater in a 
reasonable time frame. No location-specific or action-specific 
ARARs would be applicable under the no action alternative. 

Location-specific ARARs may potentially be triggered for wetlands 
which cover some portions of the Site. It appears as though all 
of the action alternatives could impact the wetlands to a similar 
degree. However, based on preliminary identification, most of the 
wetlands will not be impacted by the remediation activities 
evaluated herein. The extent of the impact to the wetlands will 
be determined during the design phase of the project. Wetlands 
that might be impacted by the remediation activities would be 
restored to the maximum extent practicable in compliance with the 
appropriate wetlands and discharge regulations. 



Una-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

None of the alternatives actively address remediation of 
contaminants currently detected in surface water or sediment 
(other than contamination associated with leachate seeps). 
Therefore, all alternatives could present some residual risk 
based on incidental ingestion and dermal contact with sediments 
under a recreational use scenario. These calculated risks, 
however, are within the acceptable risk ranges and are not 
considered to seriously impact the long-term effectiveness of the 
alternatives, especially with respect to those alternatives for 
which site access will be limited for an extended period based on 
the long-term operation of on-site remedial systems. 

Alternative 2A would result in minimal residual risk through the 
containment rather than treatment of on-site contaminants. The 
combination of the cap and slurry wall minimize contact with soil 
contaminants and potential exposure pathways associated with on- 
site groundwater contamination, although potential exposure to 
surface water/sediment would exist if access to the Site is not 
fully controlled e.g., if the Site is used as a recreational area 
following capping. The slurry wall would minimize contact of the 
groundwater table with in-place waste materials, thereby 
minimizing future contamination of groundwater. These 
containment features are expected to be highly reliable with 
minor maintenance or monitoring; if they should fail, replacement 
or repair would not be exceptionally difficult. 

Alternatives 4 and 4A provide comparable levels of long-term 
protectiveness. While treating the groundwater and reducing 
dermal exposure risks through containment features, these 
alternatives do not provide for treatment of the source of 
contamination. Therefore, the long-term effectiveness of these 
alternatives in maintaining reduced groundwater contaminant 
levels following discontinuation of the pump and treat system 
operation is not guaranteed. The water table can be expected to 
return to a level within the waste materials when pumping is 
discontinued, thereby potentially allowing for future ground- 
water contamination. If this is determined to be the case, 
pulsed pumping of the system might be warranted. These 
alternatives also require long-term management in the form of cap 
maintenance and groundwater treatment system monitoring and 
operation. Because of the ongoing operation of the groundwater 
treatment system, use of the Site for recreation and the 
associated potential exposures are not considered to apply to 
these alternatives. 

Alternative 2 would not treat the source of contamination or the 
contaminated groundwater on-site, although it would provide 
protection against dermal exposures to soil contaminants through 
its capping containment feature. This alternative requires 
minimal long-term management in the form of cap maintenance and 



monitoring. Potential exposure to surface water/sediment 
contaminants will exist under this alternative if access to the 
site is not fully controlled e.g., if the Site is used as a 
recreation area following capping. 

Alternative 1, the no action alternative, offers no long-term 
effectiveness in terms of protection against current risks 
associated with dermal contact with soil contaminants or future 
groundwater ingestion srenarios. 

Reduction in Toxicitv. Mobilitv. or Volume 

Alternative ZA provides a reduction of contaminant mobility, 
without treatment, through its containment features. The 
alternative utilizes a cap and slurry wall to isolate in-place 
waste materials from exposure via direct contact and from 
precipitation, infiltration and consequent groundwater migration. 
While the waste materials are not treated, their isolation limits 
the potential risks they pose. 

Alternatives 4 and 4A reduce the toxicity of groundwater through 
treatment and reduce the mobility of soil contaminants through 
containment. The reduction in groundwater toxicity may not be 
permanent, however, due to the lack of treatment of the 
soil/waste matrix and the ability of the groundwater table to 
return to a level within the waste materials upon discontinuation 
of operation of the pump and treat system. Subsequently, a pulse 
pumping system may be considered. 

Alternative 2 only reduces the mobility of the soil contaminants 
through containment measures. It does not address groundwater 
contamination or limit additional contamination of groundwater 
due to continued contact of waste materials with the water table. 
Alternative 1 provides no reduction in toxicity, mobility or 
volume of contaminants of any media through treatment. Residual 
risks are identical to those identified by the baseline risk 
assessment. Future risks posed by the Site will depend on future 
Site usage. 

sort-Term Effectiveness 

In general, all alternatives except the no action alternative 
require clearing of vegetation from the landfill area, road 
improvements or other activities involving disturbance of 
contaminated soils. These alternatives pose, at a minimum, non- 
cancer risks which exceed acceptable risk ranges to on-site 
remedial workers due to inhalation of contaminants adsorbed to 
fugitive dust. This pathway of exposure can be minimized through 
the use of personal protection equipment. Once remedial 
activities are completed, this exposure pathway ceases to exist 
for these alternatives. 



The no action alternative can be considered to be the most 
effective alternative with respect to short-term risks. Because 
no remediation is proposed under this alternative, no disturbance 
of existing contamination.occurs and no short-term risks are 
realized. It should be emphasized, however, that while no 
increases in risks result in the short-term, no protection 
against the principle site threats is achieved. 

For alternatives that involve site remediation, Alternatives 2 
and 2A pcovide the greatest short-term effectiveness. They pose 
the least amount of risk to on-site remedial workers and achieve 
protection against dermal contact risks within the shortest time 
frame. Alternative 2, however, does not provide the same degree 
of .protection against groundwater contaminant migration. 

Alternatives 4 and 4A also provide good short-term effectiireness. 
They pose additional risk to on-site workers due to the 
installation of groundwater extraction wells within contaminated 
areas, but they also meet remedial response objectives within a 
limited time frame, with exposures to groundwater contamination 
reduced.through groundwater pumping and on-site treatment. The 
additional handling of contaminated groundwater and required 
discharge to surface water increases the potential risks and 
environmental impacts associated with remediation, and makes 
these alternatives less effective in the short-term than 
~lternative 2A. These alternatives also have longer remedial 
time frames associated with achievement of cleanup goals. 

Technical Feasibility 

Wetlands regulations will impact the implementation of all 
alternatives except the no action alternative to varying degrees. 
Alternatives involving groundwater extraction and discharge to 
wetlands/surface water (Alternatives 4, 4A) will require 
compliance with regulatory requirements for surface water 
discharges. Alternatives 2, ZA, 4, and 4A would require site use 
and groundwater use restrictions. The responsibility for the 
implementation of such restrictions would be left to State and 
local authorities. 

Alternative 1, the no action alternative, is the most 
implementable because it requires only the installation of 
additional monitoring wells. 

Alternatives 2 and 2A follow Alternative 1 in implementability, 
respectively. Capping construction methods are well developed 
and easily implemented. The construction of a slurry wall under 
Alternative 2A would also be relatively easy to implement, 
although existing Site conditions could hamper construction. 



Alternatives 4 and 4A are similar to Alternative 2, involving the 
construction of a cap, but also include the construction of a 
groundwater extraction and treatment system. The construction of 
such a system would be relatively easy. Minimal technical 
problems would be expected in the implementation of Alternative 
4. The innovative groundwater treatment technologies included in 
Alternative 4A could pose additional technical problems; a 
treatability study would be necessary to ensure that these 
problems were not significant. The lack of general availability 
of the innovativ- treatment technologies could also limit the 
availability of treatment systems and experienced operational 
personnel relative to the other alternatives. 

administrative Feasibility 

All of these alternatives would involve some degree of 
institutional management. Alternative 1 would require 
administrative coordination of the groundwater monitoring program 
and the five year site status reviews, along with the development 
of the public education program. 

The administrative requirements for Alternatives 2 and 2A include 
the groundwater monitoring program, and the security fence 
inspection. In addition to these activities, the structural 
integrity and impermeability of the closure cap and subsurface 
barrier must be maintained through a program of periodic 
surveillance and necessary repairs. Because of the large land 
area of the landfill, this item could be fairly substantial. 

In addition to the above, Alternatives 4 and 4A require an 
extensive monitoring program, as well as the operation and 
maintenance of the groundwater treatment facility. Their 
administrative elements are extensive because they include 
equipment maintenance schedules, system effluent' 
monitoring to comply with the SPDES requirements and to adjust 
operating parameters, and transportation and disposal of 
hazardous process residuals in compliance with regulations. 

Availability of Services and Materials 

Most services and materials required for implementation of any of 
these potential remedial alternatives are readily available. 
Standard construction equipment and practices can be employed for 
equipment installation and site work activities for all 
alternatives. Most of the materials and equipment required for 
these alternatives may be obtained in the locality of the Site. 
However, excavations necessary for the installation of the 
subsurface barrier (Alternative 2A) may require that specialized 
operations and equipment be obtained from non-local sources. 



Because the work would be taking place on a Superfund site, all 
on-site personnel must have approved health and safety training. 
Many companies are available to provide this training to 
contractors. The engineering and design services required for 
implementation of Alternatives 2, 2A, 4 and 4A may be obtained 
from many vendors. Hazardous waste transportation and disposal 
is also commercially available. 

Cost 

Cost est.mates were developed for each of the five alternatives. 

Present worth cost estimates consider a 5% discount rate and 
operational periods as noted herein. The costs are as follows: 

Cauital Cost Annual O&M Total Present Worth 

1. $ 58,000 5132,200 $ '2,509,000 
2. $ 3,482,000 $162,800 $ 7,182,000 
2A. $ 8,406,000 $170,800 $13,238,000 
4. $ 3,989,000 Refer to Text $ 8,774,000 
4A. $ 3,995,000 Refer to Text $ 8,207,000 

State AcceDtance 

The State of New York, through the NYSDEC, concurs with EPAts 
selected remedy. See Appendix IV. 

Communitv Acceutance 

EPA believes that the selected remedy has the support of the 
affected community. Community comments can be reviewed in the 
public meeting transcript which is included in the administrative 
record. A Responsiveness Summary which summarizes all comments 
received during the public comment period and answers the 
questions and concerns raised at the public meeting on August 14, 
1991 is attached as Appendix V to this document. 

SELECTED REMEDY 

Based upon consideration of the requirements of CERCLA, the 
detailed analysis of the alternatives, public comments, and 
NYSDECts comments, EPA has determined that Alternative 4A, 
Capping and Groundwater Treatment (via microfiltration and W 
oxidation) System, is the appropriate remedy for the Hertel 
Landfill Site. A treatability study will be performed to 
demonstrate that the innovative groundwater treatment remedy is 
effective. If the study demonstrates that the innovative 
treatment is not effective, then Alternative 4 will be 
implemented as a contingency remedy. 



The selected alternative will achieve substantial risk reduction 
through source control and a groundwater treatment system. 

The major components of the selected remedy are as follows: 

Construction of a multi-layer cap consistent with New 
York State Part 360 solid waste landfill closure 
requirements; the areal extent of the cap is expected 
to be approximately 13 acres, although the exact extent 
of the Pap will not be determined until the design 
phase; 

Additional soil sampling along the western portion of 
the disposal area in the vicinity of soil sample "SS- 
22"  to determine the need to extend the cap or 
consolidate soils from the area beneath the cap; 

* Regrading and compaction of landfil'l mound to provide a 
stable foundation for the placement of the cap prior to 
its construction; 

* Construction of a gas venting system; 

* Performance of air monitoring prior to, during, and 
following construction at the Site, to ensure that air 
emissions resulting from the cap construction meet 
ARARs ; 

Quarterly groundwater monitoring program using existing 
groundwater monitoring wells, and six additional wells 
to be installed beyond the capped area, to observe the 
effects of groundwater flow patterns through the 
saturated portion of the landfill and to monitor the 
movement of contaminants beneath the landfill. The 
monitoring program will include sampling of selected 
residential wells with subsequent follow-up actions as 
necessary; 

* Construction of fencing around the perimeter of the 
capped area; 

* Recommendations that ordinances be established or 
restrictions imposed on the deed to ensure that future 
use of the Site property will maintain the integrity of 
the cap; 

* Installation of a groundwater extraction and treatment 
system to control leachate migration. A series of 
wells would extract approximately 14,000 gallons per 
day of groundwater from the overburden aquifer. The 
treatment system would comprise two innovative steps. 
Metals and suspended solids would be chemically 



precipitated and removed by membrane microfiltration in 
a unique, automatic, cyclically operated pressure 
filter. Organics would then be removed in a W 
oxidation system utilizing W light and hydrogen 
peroxide to chemically oxidize organic contaminants. 

Definitive delineation and evaluation of the wetlands 
and the drainage channels flowing through these 
wetlands adjacent to the landfill. 

t In addition, a full evaluation of the wetlands prior to 
remediation activities to determine any measures which 
may be necessary to mitigate potential negative impacts 
to the wetlands. 

Performance of a treatability study to demonstrate the 
effectiveness of the innovative technology. 

Disposition of treatment residuals in accordance with 
RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions. 

* Implementation of Alternative 4 as a contingency remedy 
should the treatability study indicate that the 
innovative groundwater treatment technology is not 
effective. Alternative 4 is identical to Alternative 
4A with the exception that the groundwater treatment 
system would consist of precipitation and 
clarification, followed by filtration to remove metals 
and suspended solids and carbon adsorption to remove 
organic compounds. 

REMEDIATION GOALS 

The purpose of this response action is to reduce the present risk 
to human health and the environment due to contaminants leaching 
from the landfill mound. The capping of the landfill will 
minimize the infiltration of rainfall and snow melt into the 
landfill, thereby reducing the potential for contaminants 
leaching from the landfill and negatively impacting the wetlands 
habitat and groundwater quality. Capping will prevent direct 
contact exposure to contaminated soils, and as such will result 
in risks which are less than EPA's target levels of 10" and 1 for 
carcinogenic risks and the non-carcinogenic hazard index, 
respectively. 

Pumping and treating the groundwater will contain the ground- 
water contamination within the Site boundary and will ensure that 
groundwater beyond the Site boundary meets applicable or relevant 
and appropriate requirements of the Safe Drinking Water Act 
(maximum contaminant levels) and State laws and regulations (10 
NYCRR Part 5 ,  6 NYCRR Part 703). The extracted groundwater will 
be treated to meet SPDES discharge standards if discharged to 



nearby surface water; or will meet appropriate reinjection 
standards if reinjection is selected as the means of discharge. 

An example of some of the ARARs for groundwater remediation at 
this Site are: 

aEMICAL REQUIREMENT PEFERENCE 

Ethylbenzene 5 Ug/l 
Total xylenes 5 Ug/l 
Dichlorobenzene 5 Ug/l 

10 NYCRFI Part 5 
10 NYCRFI Part 5 
10 NYCRR Part 5 

The goal of the groundwater portion of the selected remedy is to 
restore groundwater at the perimeter of the waste disposal area 
of the Site to its most beneficial use, which is as a supply of 
potable water. Based on information obtained during the RI and 
on a careful analysis of remedial alternatives, EPA believes that 
the selected remedy will achieve this goal. It may become 
apparent, during implementation or operation of the groundwater 
extraction system, that contaminant levels have ceased to decline 
and are remaining constant at levels higher than the remediation 
goal over some portion of the contaminated plume. In such a 
case, the system performance standards and/or the remedy may be 
reevaluated. 

The selected remedy will include groundwater extraction for an 
estimated period of 12 years, during which the system's 
performance will be carefully monitored on a regular basis and 
adjusted as warranted by the performance data collected during 
operation. Modifications may include any or all of the 
following: 

- Discontinuing pumping at individual wells where cleanup 
goals have been attained 

- Alternating pumping at wells to eliminate stagnation 
- Pulse pumping to allow aquifer equilibration and to allow 
adsorbed contaminants to partition into groundwater 

- Installing additional extraction wells to facilitate or 
accelerate cleanup of the contaminant plume 

During the performance of long-term monitoring, EPA may determine 
that a remedial action objective has been met. For the long-term 
groundwater monitoring program, EPA will continue to monitor on a 
semi-annual basis for at least 2 years after cleanup levels are 
achieved and groundwater extraction/treatment has ceased in order 
to ensure that cleanup levels are maintained. Upon meeting all 
remedial objectives, or determining that the Site has been 



sufficiently purged of contaminants so that public health is no 
longer threatened by exposure to the Site, EPA will initiate 
proceedings to delete the Site from the National Priorities List. 

The response action also reduces the movement and toxicity of the 
contaminated landfill leachate into groundwater, and subsequent 
downgradient migration of contaminants. 

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

Under its legal authorities, EPA's primary rLsponsibility at 
Superfund sites is to undertake remedial actions that achieve 
protection of human health and the environment. In addition, 
Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other statutory 
requirements and preferences. These specify that when complete, 
the selected remedial action for this Site must comply with 
applicable or relevant and appropriate environmental standards 
established under Federal and State environmental laws unless a 
statutory waiver is justified. The selected remedy also must be 
cost-effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative 
treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the 
maximum extent practicable. Finally, the statute includes a 
preference for remedies that employ treatment that permanently 
and significantly reduces the volume, toxicity, or mobility of 
hazardous wastes, as available. The following sections discuss 
how the selected remedy meets these statutory requirements. The 
contingency remedy would meet these requirements in the same 
fashion, the only difference being the means of groundwater 
treatment. 

Protection of Human Health and the ~nvironment 

Alternative 4 A  and the contingency remedy are considered to be 
fully responsive to this criterion and to the identified remedial 
response objectives. Capping the landfill protects human health 
and the environment by reducing the mobility of contaminated 
materials off-site. The leaching of contaminants into the 
wetlands and aquifers will be significantly reduced. In 
addition, capping the landfill will eliminate threats posed to 
trespassers utilizing the Site. The extraction and treatment of 
contaminants in groundwater will prevent the off-site ground- 
water from being contaminated above drinking water standards, 
thereby ensuring that the community continues to have a potable 
supply of drinking water. 

fom~liance with W R s  

Attainment of chemical-specific ARARs for groundwater will be 
hastened due to reduced leaching followins construction of the 
cap and the extraction and treafment of g;ound water. The source 
of surface vater contamination (leachate seeps) will be 



eliminated. Action-chemical-and location-specific ARARs will be 
complied with during implementation. 

Action-specific ARARs: 

New York State Solid Waste Management Facilities 6 
NYCRR Part 360 

National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (NESHAP) 

6 NYCRR Part 257 Air Quality Standards 

6 NYCRR Parts 750-758 - State Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System 

RCRA 40 CFR Part 261 - Identification of Hazardous 
Wastes 

RCRA 40 CFR Part 262 - Standards Applicable to 
Generators of Hazardous Waste 

RCRA 40 CFR Part 263 - Standards Applicable to 
Transporters of Hazardous Waste 

.RCRA 40 CFR Part 264 - Subpart F Applicable to Ground- 
water Monitoring at Hazardous Waste Facilities - Subpart J Applicable to Tank 

Systems at Hazardous Waste Facilities 

RCRA 40 CFR Part 268 - Land Disposal Restrictions on 
Regulated Hazardous Waste 

6 NYCRR Part 372 - Hazardous Waste Manifest System and 
Related Standards for Generators, Transporters and 
Facilities 

6 NYCRR Part 373-2 - Final State Standards for Owners 
and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, 
and Disposal Facilities 

The selected remedy will enable drinking water maximum 
contaminant levels (MCLs) to be met off-site and will ensure that 
the landfill does not negatively impact the nearby residential 
wells. 

* Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs 

6 NYCRR Part 703.5 Groundwater Quality Regulations 



* 6 NYCRR Part 7 0 3 . 6  Effluent standards and/or 
Limitations for Discharges to Class GA Waters. 

* 6 NYCRR Part 702  Surface Water Standards 

* 1 0  NYCRR Part 5 State Sanitary Code 

* Clean Water Act Section 404,  33 USC 1344 

* Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 1 6  USC 6 6 1  

* National Historic Preservation Act 1 6  USC 4 7 0  

* New York State Freshwater Wetlands Law ECL Article 2 4 ,  
7 1  in Title 23 

i New York State Freshwater Wetlands Permit Requirements 
and Classification 6 NYCRR 663 and 664 

* New York State Endangered and Threatened Species of 
Fish and Wildlife Requirements 6 NYCRR 182 

Other Criteria, Advisories, or Guidance To Be Considered: 

New York Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment 
Control 

* New York State Sediment Criteria December 1989  

* New York State Air Cleanup Criteria January 1 9 9 0  

Cost Effectiveness 

The selected remedy provides overall effectiveness proportional 
to its cost. The total capital and present worth costs for the 
remedy are estimated to be $3 ,955 ,000  and $8 ,207 ,000 ,  
respectively. For the contingency remedy the corresponding costs 
are $3 ,989 ,000  and $8 ,774 ,000 .  A detailed breakdown of the 
estimated costs of the selected remedy is provided in Table 9. 

ytilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment 
Technoloaies to the Maximum Extent Practicable 

The selected remedy and contingency remedy utilize permanent 
solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the maximum 
extent practicable. Note that Alternative 4A groundwater 
treatment is considered to be innovative. The selected remedy 
represents the best balance of trade-offs among the alternatives 
with respect to the evaluation criteria. The State and the 
community also support the selected remedy. 



The extraction and subsequent treatment of groundwater will 
permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility, and 
volume of contaminants in the groundwater. A treatability study 
will be performed to demonstrate that the innovative technology 
selected for treating the groundwater is effective. If the 
treatability study indicates that this technology is not 
effective, then the contingency remedy, Alternative 4 ,  shall be 
implemented. 

With the construction of the landfill cap, the direct contact 
risk to the soils will be eliminated. No technological problems 
should arise since the technologies for capping the landfill are 
readily available. 

p f ference 

The statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a 
principal element cannot be satisfied for the source area i.e. 
the landfill itself. Treatment of the landfill material is not 
practicable. The size of the landfill and the fact that there 
are no identified on-site hot spots that represent the major 
sources of contamination preclude a remedy in which contaminants 
could be excavated and treated effectively. However, the 
selected remedy and contingency remedy do call for the treatment 
of contaminated groundwater at the Site and hence do satisfy the 
preference for treatment for this portion of the remedy. 

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 

There are no significant changes from the preferred alternative 
presented in the Proposed Plan. 
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Table  LA 

l l lK lLL  LANUrl lL REMEDIAL INVCSl lWl lON 

CIWPAKISON 01 GKOllND WAltY CUNCINIYAI IONS 10 ARARS 

I ron1  inupd l  

Parameter 

Max imum 

Cosren l ra t  i on  . .. . - _  : federill.bRARs.-- NewAkeRAR-- 

O l ~ s e r v ~ d  I n  Amhien1 ~ a l e r '  Ground water4 
Ground Wal r r  M r l l  HCLG? Q u a l i l y  C r i t e r i a  Q u a l i t y  C r i t e r i a  N Y M C C ~  

IPPI-I (pplol ( ~ 1 ~ 1 ~ 1  I P P ~ )  IPP~I ( p v b l  

l e a d  l t o t a l / d i s s o l v e d )  
Maqws i tm  l n l a l / d i ~ ~ n l v ~ d )  
Manqaww ( I o t a l l d i s s o l v e d )  
Mercury ( l o t a l / d i s s o l r e d l  
N i c k e l  ( L u l d l l d i ~ s u l u r d l  
Yoldsslum ( t o t a l l d i s s o l v e d l  
S i l v e r  I l o l a l l d i ~ s o l v e d )  
5ndium ( t n l a l l d i s ~ n l v v d l  
Vanadium I l o l a l / d i s s o l v e d l  
Z inc ( l o l a l / d i s s o l r e d l  
C h l o r i d e  

31315.9 See Note 0 50 
l31.000/55.500 
l 7 l . nn0 /77 .~00  50 

0 .90/0. .I 2 2 10 
1'J0/4J. Z (1001 I IOU1 15.4 

41.OOU/38.YJU 
7bhlllO 100 50 

115.000/17?.~00 
319/NO 

Z.RRO/')I .I, 5.000 
I'BO .on0 zso .nno 

I d 1  Bdsed on s landard l o r  t o t a l  l r i h a l m e l h a n e s  o l  100 pph. 

NO - Nnl d e t e r l e d ,  

I MCL - Haximum Contaminanl Level .  Na t i ona l  Pr imary D r i n k i n g  Waler Reqtt lal ions. F i n a l  Rule Amendments l o  SDWA. U.S. [PA, l I30191. 40 CFR I41 - 
I Proposed K L )  

K l G  - Ma#imum Conlaminant Level  Goals, based on h e n l l h  cons ide ra l i ons  on l y ,  amendaenls t o  SDWA. U.S. €PA. 1/30/91; C i t es  50 T R  46936. 
11/13/85 - Proposed K L G ) .  

Der ived  iron pub l i shed FPA Ambient Water Q u a l i t y  C r i t e r i a  ( d r i n k i n q  wa le r  on l y )  45 TR 79.118-79'179. 11/28/90. (Augur1 8 .  1988 d r a l l  - r e t p n l  
updale i s  be ing  sen( l o  SWAI. 

NVSOFC hNVCRR Par t  703. Regulat ions l o r  ground water  (1/9/R91. 

NYSOOII IONYCRR Pa r t  5. Regulat ions l o r  d r i n k i n q  water  supp l i es  (1/9/89) and NYSOOll IONYCRR Pd r t  170. Regula l ions l o r  source o f  d r i n k i n g  waler .  

June I l h  - l i n a l  Rule on Lead and Copper I r ea lmen l  l e c h n i q u ~  a c t i o n  l e v e l s  have been i d e n l i l  i ed  in  l i e u  o f  K L  l e v e l s :  Lead 15 ppb; C o w e r  
1.300 ppb. l e s t  ing would he dune d l  t l w  <nwunwr '% l a p  water and d a y  I imp 10% 0 1  t he  samples exceed these l i m i l s .  then a c l i o n  w u l d  
he requ i red .  



Parameter 

i n  

Surface Water 
I w h l  

Acelone 
Carbon O i w l  f i d e  
fh lnrohmzene 
Chloroclhane 
1.1- l l icbloror lhane 

C t ly l  benze##e 
Helhylene Chlor ide 
lo luene 
l r i ch lo roe lhene  
Xylenes 
l ~ n z o i c  Acid 
H r n l y l  Alcohol 
I l i s  (7-ethylhewyl)  Phlhalale 
l l i -n -Ouly lph lha la le  
r luorsnlhene 
4-Helhylpl,enol 
Naphlhdlene 
Phenanthrene 
Phenol 
Pyrene 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Rarium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Copper - Not Primary 
l rnn 
lead 
Hdynrs iun 
HdtlydItese 

Table 28 

IIIWILL LANUI I l l  ULHLUIAL II4VLSll(rAllUII 

~OMPAQIWN or w r n r l  WAIIR r o t u w r a n r l n w  l o  IARARSI 

Har inm 
Col l r rn l rdt  i o n  

Hcl 1  
l r r h l  

. . . ~  

100 

700 

1  .on0 
5 

10.000 

50 
?.an0 

5 

100 
See Note 

See Note 

-- 

- r e d  e r r l A L L ! ~  N~~LPLL_RA_RL 
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Ambient wdler3 Water and I i %It and r is), 
HCIG~ Q u a l i t y  C r i l e r i a  Supply4 ~ r o ~ a ~ a l  ion4 ~ u r v i v a l ~  
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Table 2C 

HERTEL LANDFILL RETLDIAI. INVESTIGATION 

COMPARISON OF SEDIMENT CONCENTRATIONS TO ARARS 

p~ 

Parameter 

Maximum New York ARARs 

Concentration Aquatic Human 
Detected In Toxicity Health 
Sediment ~asisl 8asis1 

( PPb ) (ug/gOC) (ug/gOC) 

2-Butanone 86 
Carbon Disulfide 64 
Chlorobenzene 430 700 
Chloroform 19 
Ethylbenzene 13 
Methylene Chloride 860 
Toluene 4 9 
Xylenrs 970 
Acenaphthene 160 146.000 
Acenaphthylene 280 
Benzo(A)Anthracene 1.500 
Benzo(3)Fluoranthene 770 
Benzo(K)Fluoranthene 1,200 
Benzo(A)Pyrene 870 
Benzoic Acid 5.600 
Bis(2 ethyihexy1)phthala:e 2,900 
Chrysene 1.700 
Dibenzo(A.H)Anthracene 960 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 120 
Di-n-butylphthalate 610 
Fluorene 370 
Fluoranthene 3,100 
Indeno(l.2.3-CD)Pyrene 390 
2-Methylnaphthalene 300 
4-Methylphenol 59 
Naphthalene 1,000 
Phenanthrene 2,500 
Pyrene 2.900 
Aluminum 32.500.000 
Arsenic 30,000 
Barium 6.230.000 
Cadmium 17.400 
Calcium 23,700 



Table 2C 

HERTEL LANDFILL RPZEDIAL INVESTIGATION 

COHPARISON OF SEDIMENT CONCENTRATIONS TO llRARS 

(Continued) 

Maximum New York ClRARs 
Concentration Aquatic Human 
Detected In Toxicity Health 
Sediment Basis1 Basis1 

Parameter (PPb? (ug/gOC) (uglgCC) 

Chromium : 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Uagnesim 
Mangazese 
Mercury 
Nicke: 
Potassiu~ 
Sclenirzn 
Silver 
VanaLum 
Zinc 
Cyanide 

(85.000 ppb 

Ail New York ARARs values were based on a representative site organic 
carbon value of 201 by weight. 

NYSDEZ 1987: Sediment Criteria. Bureau of Environmental Protection, 
Division of Fish and Wildlife. 



Table 20 

HEWEL W F I L L  RPIEDIAL INVESTIGATION 

COKPARISON OF SURFACE SOIL CONCENTRATIONS TO RCRA 

FACILITY INVESTIGATION GUIDANCE VALUES 

Parameter 

Maximum 
Concentration 
In Surface Soil 

( PP~) 
ERA* 
( PPm) 

Total Volatile Organics 
(with Benzene <1 ppm) 

Benzene 

Total Carcinogenic PAHs 

Total PlrHs (if total carcinogenic 
(PAHs <10 ppm) 

Total Base Neutrals 

Anthracene 
Benzo(A)Anthracene 
Benzo(B)Fluoranthene 
Benzo(K)Fluoranthene 
Benzo(G.H.I)Perylene 
Benzo(A)Pyrene 
Bis(2-Ethylhexy1)Phthalate 
Chrysene 
Dlethylphthalate 
Di-n-butylphthalate 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
Indeno(l,2,3<D)Pyrene 
Naphthalene 
Phenanthrene 
Pyrene 
4.4'-DDE 
4.4'-DDT 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 

RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) guidance, Office of Solid Waste. Volume 
I, Section 8. Table 8-7. 



Table 2D 

HERTEL LANDFILL RPIEDIAL INVESTIGATION 

COMPARISON OF SURFACE SOIL CONCENTRATIONS TO RCRA 
FACILITY INVESTIGATION GUIDANCE VALUES 

(CONTINUATION) 

Maximum 
Concent rat ion 
In Surface Soil RCRA* 

Parameter ( PPb ) ( PPm) 

Chromium 2.880 80.000~ 
Coba 1 t 34.7 
Copper 319 
Iron 278.000 
Lead 1,170 
Magnesium 14,200 
Manganese 6.040 
Mercury . 1.6 
Nickel 347 
Potassium 2,320 
Sodium 1,460 
Vanadium 51.1 
Zinc 615 

1 This is the value for cr3+, value for cr6+ is 400 ppm. 
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Table 4 

0 ,  , . Com:ru:llor Wtr.! 1w:ion of urfcct uter on site 
., ,. Ecm:.u::ior Wit:: kru! tonu:! rith o i l s  

Potential roihnl i t l  w of site 
llpstion of mils Jura:Lcriza a111 or p u t t '  r ist  
tonucl rwtr udikelr; r w d  uln.wti lb5r  for ilprtior 
Polrnlitl ra ihnl i t l  s t  of rile 
R r u l  mu:t rith a i l s  Ju tu l t r i za  a: or p u t r r  risl 
Poltntid raidrntitl me of rile ur o r b r  crur hvcid of Ewer 
Polenlit1 ra ibnl i t l  me of silt ;  uoltlilc mornis in p w d  mtn 

r l l r  mt dml& bri* wrstruction 
I ~ i d r U l  inprtion t w t d  
Ecnucl rwtr udiirlr: iwstior. of roils chtr::r:izr colt! or 
r u t r :  r i d  
tonLact rwtr unlikrlr 
Coahct rich o i l s  t w t d  &rim mm:rtx:ior 







Table 6 A  

I "' ct* ( LW ( m i t y  ~ I O J ~  01" 

I Ed3 ( M 
hl*roPO)L Ird 

Korttoris ad piptntl t ion ) x-02 hdim I I l c r d b  mwrt  
s-03 La I I 1E-03 I nigh 

Iba c b r d  
hottiwrit 

' lt-01 ' hdiu i 015 effccts 
I I-01; M K i d w  effects 

2-02 Wiu ( krud bcbr td orpn right I Y 

I 1  W.PTI:!! I i I I 

(l:cvbr 01n!'i& ( 1f-01 1 Wiu f itbl toricitr, dforution I I  I I J ~ I I ~ ~ ~ V I R I S  I W1W:K:: 
I I C h h & ~ t ~  I Z-02 Wiu I nistopctblogiul chws I I QrdllR1S W:1005;ff:1 

In tk liver 
Iffthr1kc:ra~ ) lt-01 f Lw I Liver tjdnr toxicity &tln~ls I Wr100C:ff :: I I  
llTclutn! I E 0 1  I WIUI Qunge~  i n  liver trd hdnr ( SNlgcflRS I f f  

X r : e r  X + X ,  Wiuc ! nrpcrtct~ntr,drru&bod, right , bvtgerlR1! , W=lCC;ff:: --------. I______________-_.__ -------.-----------------------------------.---------- 
I) xn:i?U::2 I I I  

I I I I I t  

I I I ( 81 -0: L a .  ( krbw wath rate fed f OittlIRIS ( I f : :  
I I I e0'8llp:lon rttr td dkrd I I I I amn r i @ k  I I IE-01 I LW I ~ r t u x ~  ~ U i t r  I I  I DietnRIS I LT=IW;IC:I 
( Zt-02 I M I Clw@ kidnr trd linr ( DictWT W#K: 
I I I r~Ohts,rriud WT trd SSPT I I I I  



. . . 
)'I1 

1,; 
' , I ,  
' I '  
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

( $ 4  
'I' 

' I '  
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ' 
I 
I 
I 

8 8  IIChio:&r:fnt~~ 1 -- k;oj ; W. I I 
Liver and t idnr  effects II 

Ilfthrlkniene I If*: r I ) &AS1 I LTs10,01C. l l  

l l lolurn ] 6t-O! Y I OK dfr.ts,'crcr 1i-d au jrrjtrtjo: 1 SIS? I w:1w II 
X r 1 e ~ 1  - 3  , Y , 015 effects, erts rd msr i r r l t r t~on  , HAS; ! W:lW 

1 1  ------ - ----------------.--.- 1 -----------.------------------------------------..---------------.-------lI 11 Yn:w:I,Ei I 
I I 

Live: aid kidney r f f t i i s  



1 1 1  

'I' 

D1:Dete i r+p  fo r  w a n t i t c ! i ~  r i s k  -8: 
M:k! c v e i l a t ~ c  tlivt r i s l  meme!:. 
K:m! f w d  

I SrvcgtMIS: ( W o x  ) S rv t  MIS? I IFOX 
I R I ? ~ ?  ) S rvcg tMIST  I IFw 

I I 



l l t h r n i u  Ill I Y - W  I I 
, . . ! I t h r a j u ~  V: , , gd6 - - - . . - - l ro~l t . .  . .  .. n .f;. .: 

;Iw: 1 e m  I m  
l lLUe 

. 1 rn l -  
I . . .- I I , ~ n s f .  . . . . . ., . - .x-t 

. . hjiu 
II ' 

; I:. 
I 

Lir: trd kidmt t f f ~ t s  

,, 
' I  
I 
I 

118 
'I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.--. 

'I' 
I I 
Ill 

11,  

'I1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ;. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 

IRIS.WS1 I II 
I IRIS WS: I I1 

Liwr lniox dhS1 II ~ ~ ~ ~ + ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I I , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , I , , , , , , , , , , # , , , # , , I I  
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ' ~ ~ ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I I Q # ~ ~ I I I I , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , O , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ,  





. . 
I 2.a-01 82 I MIIRIS,EAY ( f  

3.C-01 j 82 ( WIRIS,lEhST 
3.a-01 , 82 ! Liver WRIS WT I' ,~I~,~#~I~#,I~II~IIII~~~I~I~IIIIIIIIII~~II~~III,,,I,#,,,,,,,I,,~,,,,,II 

1111111111111141111lII~~IIIIIIIIiII4~lllllllll~~~,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 



Table 8A 



Table 8B 

SJ#W Cf LWR RIY( ESTIMRS - =I0 1: WDUTS 

" " " " ' 1 " " " " 1 " ~ " " " ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ l ~ l l ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ l 1 l l l l l l l l l l l l l l , o l l l l l , , o , ~ , , , , , o l , , , , , , l , , , , , ~ l , ~ # , , , , , , l , , , l , , , , , , , , l , l ~ ,  
' 11 ' 1""1""""11"""" '~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ l l~ l l ~~~~ l~ l l l l l l l l l l l l l ~ l l l l l l l l l l l l l l o l l l l l , , , , , , l , ~ , l , , , , , , l , , , , , l , l , , , l , , , , , , , , , , l l ,  
I ,  I, :mlc wnr 1 .@I I I I I 

I : m I W  : MlK IOTK :I :: o~n~cn I ~m#rr(a~) I ~ ~ I U S ~ E D  F(RI Y : wyn ~f i :.m II: . 19 .:sCmC MMy I I 
I ,  
I 8 : ( W W 4  I@wTIow I(s/blb~kl: EVIOM;f : C#ER : DQRCC : uy; : R !  II% :I 
' 1 1 " " ' ~ " " " " " " " ' ~ ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ l l l l l l l l l l s l l ~ l l , l l l , , , , , , , , , , * , , , , , , l l , , , , , , , ~ , , l l , , , , , l l l l ~ , l l # l l , , , , , , l , , ,  
; ~ ' 1 " " 1 ' 1 ' 1 " " " " ~ " ~ ~ " ~ ' ~ l ~ " " ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l l l l l ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ : l l l l l l l 1 l ~ l l ~ l ~ ~ l ~ , ~ l 4 ~ ~ ' l ~ l ~ ~ ~ , l , l l l l l l , l , o o l l , l l t ~ ~ l l l l l ~ l o l l l o l t l ~ o l ~ ' o  

00- PllWl: R3N. tO(lKT YIlW WKC WTER - WIS l.X.07 I 3.lr.oC I: I I I I I I 1 1 1 " ' 1 I l l l l l l l l l l I I I I I I I I I I I 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1  ~ 1 + 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 , , , , , , , , , , , 1 ,  , , , l l l l , l ~ ~ ~ l l ~ t l L l l l ~ l l , , , , . l l l l o l ~ , , l , l , , t , ,  
~ ~ 1 l l l l l l l l l l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 l 1 1 1 ~ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 i I I I I I I I t I I I I ( . l 1 I I t I I I t I l l l l ~ l ~ o , l ~ , , , , l , l i " , , l l , ~ , ~ , , , , , l l , , l , , l , l ~ , , , , l l l ~ . * . l t t l ~ l l # , , , 8  

,, lY3KtHltS I I - 
I , I I 

I 
I 1. 

- I I 
- 

I -r I l h t n i c  : ?.a-09 : 0.10 : 1.7s I r il)l*r, Liver, ~uw:wnl l~~s:  1.147 I 
1 t ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I I I I ~ l l I l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l 4 ~ ~ l ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , , t , , # # , , , 4 , , 4 , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ,  
l l l l l l l t l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l I ~ l ~ ~ 8 1 I , ~ l ~ l I I l l ~ l ~ r ~ ~ ~ l l l ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ , t , , ~ , , ~ l ~ , ~ , t , , , , , , , , , l , , , l , , ' , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , l , , , , , , , ,  

I:frPSR PAIHld": KRIVC th7KT YllH $OILS - Wl 3.Y-01 1 
~ 1 ~ ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 4 ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ L ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 8 4 ~ ~ ~ , , , , ~ , , , , , , , l , t , , , , , , , , , , l , l , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ,  

:: 1 ~ : : s  : I I : . I I 
I 8 



. . . - ... . . . Table 8C 





Table 8E 



Table 8F 

m y  ff waR na f s n m  - seolwuo 3: aul 





Table 8H 



Table 81 





T a b l e  9 - D e t a i l e d  Costs 

' Altern8tt.~ 4Ar 

Stte ilse hs t r l c t lons .  Multi-Layer Cap. 

Cround Yater Estractlm. On-Sfte Innovmtlrc Treatment and Olscharpe t o  Surface Yater 

I11 
1991 1991 Tears Present 

ltm Ouantlty Unlts Unit Prlce 9asis year Reference fscalatlon Unlt co l ts  Costs IOLMI Value IOkMI 
--.---------------------*.---...---.-..---.---.--..-.-----..---.---.--...---.--.------.---------------.---..---.---------.--.-.--------------.----------..-----.-.------*-- 
CAPITAL COSTS - DIRECT 
.-..-.-.--..-------... 

Monitorlnp Yell lnsta l la t fon 

14 C O - f t .  bcdrock re111 - 2' dial.. 

2 30-ft .  deep overburden ve l l s  - 2 'I 
-Yell  Construction 8 I*t ls. 300 f t  l1Z5.00 ' 1991 I 1.00 1125.00 l37.W.00 

ITuberI 

-Health b Safety 11711 B 16.375.00 

-Moblllzatton 1 tlme lB.OOO.00 1991 I 1.00 lB.OO0.W lB.OO0.00 

Total Monltorlnp Yell Cost 151.976.00 

Securtty 

-Pen. Chain Link Fence 

-Yarning Stgns 

Total Security Cost 173.652.60 

Si te Preperatlon 

Clearfng 12.2 acres 13.675.00 1991 6 1.00 13.675.00 UI.0S.W 

bradlng BO.000 cu.yd. 13.53 1987 6 l .OW 13.92 1305.U9.20 

F l l l  Materlal BD.WO cu.yd. 111.03 1991 5 1.00 111.03 l002.4W.00 

~ccess  Road Reconstruction 7.200 sa.ft. $15.20 1991 5 1.00 115.20 lL09.UO.00 

Total Si te Preprratlon $1.342.614.20 

111 - Calculated based on an a s r d  51 fnterest rmte. 
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APPENDIX I11 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 



Index Chronological Order 

HERTEL LANDFILL. SITE Docunents 

Page: 1 

Docunent Nvnbcr: HTL-001-190L To 1904 Date: / / 

Ti t le :  (Notice of the a v a i l a b i l i t y  of the Hertel  Land f i l l  s i t e  data, Chain of  Custody Form, and 

PuaL i t y  Assurance/OuaLity Control information) 

Type: CORRESPONDENCE 
Author: Kaplan, Richard: US EPA 

Recipient: none: none 

Oocunent Nunbcr: HTL-001-0189 To 0214 Date: 06/06/83 

Ti t le :  (Hazardous Ranking System Package fo r  the Herre1 Land f i l l  s i t e )  

Type: DATA 
Author: m: US EPA 

Recipient: none: none 

T i t l e :  Potent ia l  Hazardous Yaste Site. S i te  Inspection Repcrt (Hertel  L a n d f i l l  s i t e )  

Type: REPORT 

Author: Baunncr, J. Charles Jr.: Ecological Analysts 

Recipient: none: US EPA 

Docunent Nunbcr: HTL-001-0001 To 0172 Date: 11/01/83 

T i t l e :  Prel iminary Invest igat ion of the Hertel  Property. Tom of P l a t t e k i l l ,  U ls te r  canty,  N w  York, 

Phase I, Sumurry Report 

Type: PLAN 

Author: nom: Ecological Analysts 

Recipient: none: NY Oept of E n v i r o m n t a l  Conservation 

T i t le :  P r e l i m i ~ r y  Health Assessment for Hertel  Land f i l l ,  Inc., CERCLIS No. WY0980780779. U l s t e r  
County, P l a t t e k i l l ,  NY 

Type: PLAN 

Author: none: Agency f o r  Toxic Substances t Disease Registry (ATSDR) 
Recipient: none: US EPA 



Index Chronologicat Order 

HERTEL LANDFILL SITE D o c m n t s  

Page: 2 

D o c m n t  N h r :  HTL-001-1670 To 1670 Date: 07/12/89 

T i t l e :  (Memorandun forwarding the enclosed Prel iminary Health Assessment f o r  the ner te l  Landf i 11 

s i t e )  

Type: CORRESPONDENCE 

Author: Nelson, Wi l l iam P.: Agency fo r  Toxic Substances 6 Disease Remil try (ATSDR) 
Recipient: Cam, Vinh: US EPA 

Attached: HTL-001-1671 

D o c m n t  Nlmber: HTL-001-0441 To 0545 Date: 09/01/89 - 
Ti t le :  Final RIIFS Work Plan fo r  Her te l  L a n d f i l l  S i re  - P l a t t e k i l l ,  New York 

Type: PLAN 

Author: none: TAUS Consultants 
Recipienr: Mne: US EPA 

......................................................................................................................... 
D o c m n t  Nrmber: HTL-001-0215 To W40 Date: 10101189 

T i t l e :  Final RllFS F i e l d  Operations Plan f o r  Hertel  i . a d f i l 1  S i te  - PLa t tek l l l ,  New York 

Type: PLAN 

Author: m e :  TAUS Consultants 

Recipient: none: US EPA 

........................................................................................................................ 
D o c m n t  N h r :  HTL-001-1682 To 1733 Date: 11/01/89 

T i t le :  F ina l  Comnunity Relat ions Plan f o r  Hertel  L a n d f i l l  S i te  - P l a t t e k i l l .  New York 

Type: PLAN 

Author: none: TAMS Consultants 

Recipient: none: US EPA 

D o c m n t  Nuher :  HTL-001-1905 To 1926 Date: 04/01/90 

T i t l e :  S i t e  Analysis, Her te l  L a n d f i l l ,  Clintondale, New York 

Type: PLAN 

Author: McDonald, Bruce D. : B i o m t  i c s  Corporation 

Recipient: Osberg, T h m s  R.: E n v i r o m n t a l  Photographic In te rp re ta t ion  Center (US EPA) 



index Chronological Order 

HERTEL LANOflLL SITE Docmnts  

Page: 3 

Docmn t  N h r :  HTL.001-1927 To 1934 Date: 01/29/91 

T i t le :  (Transmittr l  cover sheet forwarding attached proposed applicable or relevant and awropr ia te  

requirements for the Hertel Landf i l l  s i t e )  

irw: CORRESPONDENCE 

Condition: DRAFT 

Author: P~M, B i l l :  TRC Env i romn ta l  Consultants, Inc. 

Recipient: Kaplan, Richard: US EPA 

T i t le :  Renedial Investigation Report for Hertel Landf i l l  Site. P la t t ek i l l .  New York, V o l m  1 

Type: REPORT 

Author: none: TAMS Consultants 

Recipient: none: US EPA 

Oocmnt Nur&r: HTL-001-0756 To 0890 Date: 07/01/91 

T i t le :  Remedial Investigation Report f o r  Hertel Landf i l l  Site, P la t t ek i l l ,  Neu York, Volum 2 

Type: REPORT 

Author: none: TAMS Consultants 
Recipient: none: US EPA 

....--.-----.---.....--.-.--.-.-.--.-..--------.-----....----...----..--*-------..------..-----....--.-.-.-...-.*-.---.- 
Docmnt  Nu rk r :  HTL-001-0891 To 1290 Dnte: 07/01/91 

Ti t le :  Remedial Investipation Report fo r  Hertel Landf i l l  Site. P la t t ek i l l .  Neu York, V o l u n  3 

Type: REPORT 

Author: none: TAUS Consultants 

Recipient: none: US EPA 

-------*-...-..____.-.-.----...----~~~.-*--..-.-...*----.*-----.-.-.-.-.--------...---..-.----*-..---.....---....-.-...- 
Docmnt  N h r :  HTL-001-1231 To 15B8 Date: 07/01/91 

T i t le :  Feas ib i l i t y  Study Report for Hertel Landf i l l  Site, P la t t ek i l l ,  Neu York. V o l m  1 

Type: REPORT 

Author: none: TAMS Consultants 

Recipient: none: US EPA 



09/26/91 Index Chronological Order Page: 4 
HERTEL LANDFILL SITE DoCUments 

D o c m n t  Nurber: HTL-001-1589 To 1600 Date: 07/01/91 

T i t l e :  Superfund Proposed Plan (Revised) Hertel  L a n d f i l l  S i t e  

Type: PLAN 

Author: none: US EPA 

Recipient: cane: none 

- 
Ti t le :  (Let ter  o f f e r i n g  concurrence with the selected remedy fo r  the Hertel  Landfi ' l l  s i r e )  

T y p :  CORRESPONDENCE 

Author: O'Toole. Michael J. Jr.: WY Dept o f  E n v i r o m n t a l  Conservation 

Recipient: Callahan, Kathleen C.: US €PA 

........................................................................................................................ 
D o c m n t  W a r :  HTL-001-1i3L To 1736 Date: 07/31191 

T i t l e :  (Press Release:) EPA t o  Hold Meeting on Proposed Clean Up of the Hertel  L a n d f i l l  Super fvd  

S i t e  in  P l a t t e k i l l .  New York 

T y p :  CORRESPONDENCE 
Author: none: US EPA 

Recipient: none: none 

T i t l e :  G m r a l  Notice of  Potent ia l  L i a b i l i t y  and Request for  Information u d e r  42 U.S.C. Sec t ims  

9604 and 9607 Concerning the Hertel  L a n d f i l l  Si te, P l a t t e k i l l ,  New Tork 

Type: CORRESPONDENCE 

Author: Callahan. Kathleen C.: US €PA 

Recipient: none: varicus PRPs 

-----.*--~~-~..-~..-~~~~.~.....~~-~~~~...-..~...-......----..--------.----.---.----..-.----.--~~~.---.-----*---------... 
D o c m n t  Umber: HTL-001.1617 To 1628 Date: 08/14/91 

T i t l e :  General Notice o f  Potent ia l  L i a b i l i t y  and Request for  I n f o r m t i o n  under 42 U.S.C. Sections 

9604 and 9607 Concerning the ner te l  L a n d f i l l  Site, P l a t t e k i l l .  New York (Version sent t o  generators) 

Type: CORRESPONDENCE 

Author: Callahan, Kathleen C.: US EPA 
iec ip ient :  none: various PRPs 



Index Chronological Order 

HERTEL LANDFILL SITE DocMents 

Page: 5 

. ~ l l i i . i . = = l i E S i i i = = ~ = ~ ~ = = = ~ = = = = = = = = = ~ = ~ = ~ = = ~ = = = = = = = = = * = = = ~ = . ~ s ~ = = = = * = = ~ ~ ~ = ~ = ~ ~ ~ = = = = . = = = = = ~ * * ~ = ~ . = = = ~ = = = = . . = = ~ = = ~ = ~ ~ = = = =  

Docrnrnt Munber: HTL-001-1629 To 1613 Date: 08/14/91 

T i t le :  General Notice of  Potent ia l  L i a b i l i t y  and Request for  In fornut ion under 42 U.S.C. fect ionr  

9604 and 9607 Concerning the  Hertel  L a n d f i l l  Site, P l a t t e k i l l ,  New York (Version sent t o  corporations) 

lype: CORRESPONDENCE 

Author: Callahan, Kathleen C.: US EPA 

Recipient: none: various PRPs 

........................................................................................................................ 
Docunnt Hurber: HTL-001-16LL To 1654 Date: 08/14/91 - 
l i t l e :  Request fo r  Information u d e r  L2 U.S.C. Section 96W. Concerning the Hertel  L a n d f i l l  Si te, 

P l a t t e k i l l .  Neu l o r k  

Type: CORRESPONDENCE 

Author: Callahan. Kathleen C.: US EPA 

Recipient: none: various par t ies  associated wi th  the s i t e  

T i t l e :  Request for  Information under 42 U.S.C. Section 9604, Concerning the Hertel  L a n d f i l l  Site, 

P l a t t e k i l l ,  Mew York (Version sent t o  transporters) 

Type: CORRESPONDENCE 

Author: Callahan, Kathleen C.: US EPA 

Recipieni:. none: various par t ies  associated wi th  the s i t e  

.----+*.....-.------------.......--....------.---.-------*------.---..*--..--.-..-..---......-.-..-...--.--.---..--.-.-- 
Docunnt Nunber: HTL.001-1666 To 1669 Date: 08/14/91 

T i t l e :  Hertel  L a n d f i l l  Addresses ( fo r  10Ra) and 104te) l e t t e r s  sent August 14, 1991) 

Type: CORRESPONDENCE 

Author: none: US EPA 

Recipient: none: none 



Index Chronological Order 

HEPTEL LANDFILL SITE DocMents 
Page: 6 

D o c m n t  Umber: HTL-001-1TJ7 To 1903 Date: 08/14/91 

T i t l e :  (Public Hearing Transcript: Tom of P l a t f e k i l l  Town Court, August 14, 1991, concerning the 

Hertel  L a n d f i l l  s i t e )  ' 

Type: LEGAL DOWENT 

Author: D'Lorenzo, Katherine: shorthand r e p r t e r  
Reclvient: none: none 

-...--.-...---...---..------..--*-------...-------.---...-*-..------.----.*.---.----....--.---.*------....----.--..-.... 
D o c m n t  Umber: HTL.001-1679 To 1681 Date: 08/27/91 - 
Ti t le :  (Let ter  on behalf of Western Publishing Cmpany ("Western") requesting that  EPA extend the 
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ADDENDUM TO ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX--HERTEL LANDFILL 
SUPERFUND SITE 

1. September 24, 1991--Comments on behalf of Western Publishing 
Company on the Proposed Plan for the Hertel Landfill Site, 
Plattekill, New York, submitted by Beveridge & Diamond, P.C. 
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NYSDEC LETTER OF CONCURRENCE 



SEP-213-1931 14:21 FROM NYS.EN~JIR.CONSERURTION TO 8-5926E7-2122E.46607 P,Qi 

$ 4 -  

New York State Department of Environmental Conservati 
50 Wolf Road, Albany, Hew Yo* 12293 ?a10 d 

1 II 
mom&. Jorling 

SEP 2 0 1991 Commlsrloner 

r .  Constantine Sidamon-Er.istoff . - 
Regional Administrator 
U.S. Enviro-ntal protection Agency ' .: 
Region I1 
26 Federal Plaza 
New York, NY 10278 

b a r  Mr.  ida am on-~ristof f : 

Re: Record of Decision 
Hertel Landfill Site (ID No. 356006) 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation has reviewed the 
Draft Record of Decision for the Hertel Landfill site located in the Town of 
Plattekill, Ulster County, New York and finds it to be acceptable with the 
condition that appropriate remedial action will be incorporated into the 
selected Remedial Action Pla? if sampling of the residential wells shows 
contaminant levels of concern. 

Please contact Mr. Jamos Lister at (518) 457-3976 if you should have any 
questions regarding this matter. 

Edward 0 .  Sullivan 
Deputy CoIlmrFssioner 



APPENDIX V 
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 



RESPONSNENESS S U M M Y  

The Remedial Inves@bI/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) reports and the Reposed Phn fw the Site 
were made mihble for public review on July 27,1991. The doaments were placed in 
nformation repositories bcated at the Town of-~aaekill Town Hall, Rwtes 44/55, Modena, NY, 
and the Plattekii Public Library, ROL& 32, Modena, NY. A public rneetjng was held at the Town 
o f P M t ~ I T ~ H a l l ~ A L l g U s t 1 4 , 1 9 9 1 , f o r ~ o f t h e U n i t ~ d ~ ~  
Pratection Agemj (EPA) RegHxl 2 to present the results of "le RI/FS and the Reposed Phn 
for remechabon . . of the Site. A period for public review and comment on these doarments was 
inwliy eswkhed frm Juty 27,1991, to August 26,1991. 

Public rwtices appeared on or abwt JUty 29,1991, in 'The New Palh News," "The Poughkeepsie 
Journal," "The D ~ I I  Freeman," and "The T m  Herald Record." These mbs announced the 
availability of the Plan at the Information Repositbries, provided' a summary of the Phn, and 
provided the dates for the public meeting and the public comment period. 

During the public m e n t  penod, Western Publishing Company of Radne, W-h, a 
potentialty res-ble party (PRP), petiboned EPA for an extension of the comment period. EPA 
granted an extension unbl September 19, 1991. A second request for extemim was granted 
to another PRP, Delaval, which resulted in a axnment period totalling sixly days, w h i  ended 
on September 25, 1991. 

The following seoim is a summary of comments and quesths received trM the publc, with 
EPA's responses. The section is divided into two parts. Part A indudes questions and 
mrnents raised at the W h g .  The responses provided below are a summary of statements 
made at the public meeting; however, in several cases, the responses provided at the meeting 
have been supplemented vdh additional information. Part B indudes resp-ses to written 
questions and comments which were sent to EPA during the comment period. 

PART A 

Question: What is the timetable for implementing the sdeded alternative? When 
wouM EPA begin? 

Response: The tkneWe for irnplemerldng the remedy is dependent on the alternative 
ullimately selected. The proposed alternative, Alternative 4 q  WDUM take 
approxirnatety 33 months to implement After the Record of Dedsion 
(ROD) is signed, measures would be taken to attempt to have the PRPs 
rnplement the rermdkth. These a d m i n i  steps could invdve 
negotiab:mswithseveralPRPswhicficwklbstseveralmonths.TheacbJal 
design of the remedy is expcted to take 12-18 months. Ths a%al 
period of ambudon is also e e  to take approximety 12 to 18 
mwlths, resulting in a total &mate on the order of 33 months. 



Response: 

duestion: 

Response: 

Thecappingofthediareaswciddbemndudadina=cordancewith 
the New York State Code of Rules and Reguhtions Part 350 s&dYds fur 
dosure of sanitary waste landfills. Numerous bndfills aaoss the State 
have been capped in accordance with these requirements. Standard 
axstmth p r a m  and equipment would be utilized for the cap 

all workers wcidd 

The proposed miacdJbation and W oxidakm gr Jndwater mzdmmt 
techndogii pcpcsed under Alternative 4A are Lnwative treabmH 
systems which are cwerltly induded in PA'S Superfund 1- 
Teztmbgy €vaI& :.(SITE) program. There is aarently a great 
incentive to introduce innaative technology in remedial activib;es. The 
miaofiltratjon techndogy has been jointly developed by El. du Pont de 
Nernoun 8 Company, Inc. and Oberlin Filter Company. The special type 
dfilter u t l h e d i n t h e ~ m u n i t  has been used SUCCeSSfLlllyinother 
indusbiesaswellasatthePalmertonZincSupeifundsitefortheremoval 
of metals from the waste stream. Treatability W i  wll be perfwmed to 
ensuretheeffechenessoftheprocessforthetypeofgrwndwaterand 
metals at Hertel. 

The elimidon of organics using ozone and ulbavidet light is a pilot 
process developed by Ubox International and evaluated by EPA under the 
SITE program. This parbwlar process has been m e d  
succsssfulty with certain organic compounds. Again, treatability d i e s  
would be performed invdving the organics speafic to Heftel. 

Is the process proposed for Hertel typical of procedures used for other 
W l l  dosures? Is the cost per acre of capping generalizable? 

As noted above, the proposed cap is not unique and will be anslmtd 
in accordance with State requirements for sanitary bndfill dosure. This 
type of cap has been amsbucted at numerous other sanitary landfills, 
someofwhichareindudedonSWeorFederalr~ofharardwswaste 
sites. The process proposed for groundwater teatrrh?nt is different from 
processes generalty used at other landfills. 

Capping cost per acre is very much a fwcbn of the size, side skpes and 
other~ngphysidcharadensbcs . . 

of the landfill. Generalty speaking 
economies of d e  can be realied in capping a landfill, i.e., as the size of 
the landfill inaeases, the cost per acre would decrease. 



OLleskn: 

Response: 

cbeswl: 

Response: 

Question: 

Response: 

Question: 

Response: 

Question: 

Response: 

A~etheretobeanymonitoringsystemsforventedgasestoseeif~ng 
other than methane is axing from the landlilt? 

Theproposedremedycal lsforthecaptobe~withgasvents.  
ihessventswillbemanitoredformethane,aswellasothercontaminants. 
Athtitime,otfiermntaminantsarenot~tobeofconcsm.Iftis 
determined that other contaminants are of uxlcem, meawres can 
subsequenUy be taken to treat such contaminants to ensure prdection of 
human heatth and the environment This possibility wll be given a d d i i  
consideration during the design phase. 

What happens to the groundwater after t has been treated? 

The proposed remedy calls for the treated grwndwater to be d i i  
to surface water unless detrimental impacts would result from such xiion. 
Other discharge options, such as reinjedh into the aquifer, will be 
evaluated during the remedial design. 

How many gallons of contaminated water will the proposed pbnt treat per 
day? 

The current estimate is 14,IXKI gallons per day. 

Why would treated water be discharged into the stream rather than back 
into the landfill to be conb'nuwsty reveated? 

Water d i i  into surface water would have to meet New York State 
dkcbrge limits. It is ankipated that the lreated ground water warld be 
digedtothesurfacewaterwksRisdetemhdthatthesurface 
water d i p  option has a debimental impad on the wetlands, w is not 
effectiveformotherreasm. Inanyeventreinjecbwlwillbefurther 
evaluated as a discharge option during the remedial dwign phase. This 
evaluation will m i d e r  reinjedm of the treated water induding reinjection 
u~rad i in t  ofthe bndfill. Apprlcable w releMnt and appropriate standards 
fordischargeofthetreatedwaterknotheaquiferwwkf bemet 



Rathec than merely tdng the dy byer and the lesser contaminated Quesb;on: 
groundwater tqe+her, can the aiy layer be treated separately and in a 
more tapid fashion? 

Response: Evidence of a floating produd byer was found in one sample from one 
well. However, it is dAcuL to determine the extent of this hyer both 
laterally and mtbky .  Additional sampling will be pfomed during the 
design phase to determine if this byer is present if it is prssent and if it 
is significant enough to warrant handling separately from the contaminated 
gTOUndw-dter, measures will taken to do so. 

QJestim: 

Response: 

Question: 

Response: 

EPAisurrrenUyassumingU-atthefi]tercakewillbeaxlsideredhazardous 
and will be cfkpsd &.at a l k w d  hazardcus waste fadky in 
accordance with State and Federal requirements fa transport, stwage and 
disposal of hazardous wastes. 

What was the determining factor in choosing Alternative 4A over 4? 

The alterdves were evaluated against 9 eMkration uiteiia namely: 
Overall ~df2cti0n of human health and the environment: -term 
effectivek and permanence; Reduction of toxkity, rnobiii, or &me; 
Short-term effectiveness; Implernentabili; Cost; State acceptance; and 
Community acceptance. The .Superfur;d legislation aiso e k a b l i i  a 
preference for remedies Mich utilize i n n w e  technologies to the 
greatest extent practicable. EPA feels that overall Alternative 4A is the 
alternative that best sa!kties the 9 criteria. Althcugh Alternative 4 is very 
similar to Alternative 4A in terms of satisfying the 9 criteria, Alternative 4A 
also sakfies the statutory preference for utilii'on of innaative 
technologies. EPA realizes that there are some questions regarding the 
innwdtive nature of Alternative 4 4  and therefore has identified the need 
for treatability studies to evaluate the ability of this innoMtive bwb-mt 
system to effectively teat the groundwater at the Site. The t r e .  
system wwld not be operated on a fulCscale bask at the Site unless it is 
showntobeeffecbLeinthetreatabTityshrdies. ifthestudiiindiithat 
the remedy is not effective or implementable, then Altemative 4 shall be 
implemented as a cmhgency remedy. 

Related Comment: One audience member objected to the use of unproven bchmbgy and 
expessed the prefer- fa the proven ted7ndogy as represented by 
Alternative 4. The member did not want to be a test case. 

Response: Since Alternative 4A is protective of human health over the bngterm, as 
well as during short-term amtu t jon  activities, the operat& of the 
teatment svstem would not imcact the residents. The unceRaintv is soletv 
related to the effectiveness & the treabnent system. As not& abck, 



Question: 

Response: 

Question: 

Response: 

Question:. 

treatabcliity shxlii will confirm the viability of Alternative 4A; End the 
treatment scheme MWM not be tinplemented unless tmatatdity sb4, 
resutts were posrhve. 

Regarding the grou- Walnmt and who ronitors the 
progress and is the tmbwnt time frame (12 years) kxjbk? Who wiU test 
and how often? 

ThetwelveyearsisanesbinatemtyoftheafMpabdperioddtime 
required to reach re rmbth  objectives. EPA in amjunction with the 
stateofNewYorl:DepammofEnvironmental willbe 
responsli operating the groundwater treatment s k  the fvst 
ten years of its operation. Thereafter, the State wii be responsble for 
cQemi0nandrnaintenanceactivib;es. The~of the tes t ingprocess  
willbe Wledaspartdthedesignphasedtheprojed lheproposed 
remedy calls for sampling of monitoring wells on a qwrterfy basis. 
Samphg of treated water is epxied to be conducted on a more 
frequent basis, espedalty during the start-up phase of the process. The 
public will be kept informed of the outcome of the remedial design e m ,  
indudmg the development of the monitoring program, through meetings 
and the distribution of fact sheets. 

When will cardnogens and other dangerous substances "be gone?" 

Rather than bying to predict when all contaminants are gone, it is more 
appropriate to foaJs on the point h time at vhkh pot* of human 
kalth and the environment is in pbce. As noted above, it is estimated that 
the proposed remedy will be functional and in operatkx (the pump and 
treat system) in approxhatety 36 ronths. Atthough the remedy will be 
functional at this point in time, contaminants will still remah beneath the 
cap. The time required before the contaminant amemabm are 
significantfy reduced, is highiy dependent upon the specific contaminants 
present and the speck conditions within the hndfill round. Some 
organic contamiMnts auld remain for an extended period of tkne, 
perhaps 50 years. Inorganic contaminants cwld remain for even longer 
periods of the. Again, it is important to remember that the seleded 
remedy will be protedjve d human health and the environment Since 
axtarninants will remain msite, the efbdhms ofthe remedy wiU be 
evaluated on a periodic basis, at least once every he years, to ensure that 
the prote3i.m of human health and tt7e environment is nxintained. 

What about protecti'ng the community from risk in the period before the 
site remedam 

. . is complete? What mn you do &out keeping 
trespassers off the S i ?  What about fences and posling? Why hasn't the 
Site been fenced? 



Question: 

Response: 

One of ths first measures taken by EPA during the fiekl 'yNesbsabon 
. . 

phase 
of the projed was to limit vehicular trafk. This was dare by putting a 
locked gate at the beginning a f  the long enham road to the Site. In 
addih, a fence was phced at the end of the emmm road to hrther 
prevent access to the disposal area A sign has been posted on ihe 
fencewhiistatesthattheareaisaSuperfundharardouswaste . . 
nvesbgabon Site. 

Oneoftheprimsuymeansofprotecti~thecwnmunitypriwtococTlpietion 
of site remediation will be to site searrity. Maintenance of site 
secahtyvdlresbictthepotential?xtmpaswstotoGzethesiteptiortoor 

recentlybeenusedaspathwaysbyarearesidents,~Wthesiteis 
a Superfund site. The proposed remedy indudes fendng the perimeter 
of the area to be capped. Ether a temporary or pem\anent fence wJI be 
erded prior to the onset of axmuclion at the site and will lid site 
access. Once the contractor is on site, the contractor conbok site searrity 
and access to the site. The amactci wiH ako be resDonsible for 
implementing a health and safety plan for site remediation & well as for 
preparing contingency plans in the event any unusual emergencies should 
arise dunng the course of the rernedatim. As noted in the p q c e d  
remedy, periodic grwndwatec samphg will also be conducted to monitor 
the nature and extent of contaminants in the groundwater. The monitoring 
program will indude the sampling of a number of reSdenW wells. 

The Chief of the Clintondale Fire Deparbnent wanted to know what was 
in the Mil; Mat hazards he and his men may face if they have to fight 
a fire, induding subternanem fires, on the bndfill; and what those 
hazardous materials may do to human life and the equipment Can the 
fire Department have a copy of the reports or other information on what 
was found at the landfill? 

Extensive sampling and t ench i  of the WU was performed during the 
fieM investigation. The investigation did rot reveal any evidence of krried 
drums or 'hot spots" at the site. The risk assessment showed no 
signkant risk under a reasonable maximum expsure scenario, to 
amsbuch workers theoreticalty on site for Sbc rnmhs, eight hours a day, 
building houses. However, the risk of working with combustibles goes 
beyond this scenario. Awlable data does not indicate that fire fighters 
wld be placed at incremental risks by going onto the site [to fight a fre], 
above and beyond those that they might be subject to at anather 
munidpal landfill. 

The standard procedures foc lighting chwniml fires of an unknown nabre 
wid be suggested as a pnrdent measure e.g., selfcontained beathing 
w s ,  maximum feasible d e r d  pot-, etc. tt mxlld also be 



pnrdent for local emergency services to have a tire response 
plan, 'nduding an emcuath pbn, for such a sibration. Chemicals that 
have teen identified at the Site in soil, subswface soil, and gmmchaier 
are tabulated in the Remedial lnvesbgation Repoct; a q cf this 
doawnentwasrecentfytmmit tedtothePlat tek iUFue~ 

As a general guideline, the frequency of subsu- hndFU fves should 
ckease with time after cessation of rehm deposition. The Hertel Lyldfiil 
hasbeen&eedfor14years. ThePMteMlFueCommsswxler . . hasnoted 
thatthebstundergroundfvewasarrwnd1977. 

Response(s): Addiional monitoring wells called for under the proposed remedy will 
indude a combination of overtxlrden and bedrock aquifer wells. In 
addiion, residential wells will also be sampled as part of the monitoring 
program. EPA sampled eleven residential wells during the RI/FS. These 
11 wells were sampled due to the fact that they were induded in a 
prAlioUs sampling event conducted by the Ukter County Health 
tbqmmnt (UCHD) and as such, the resuits of the two sampling events 
could be compared over time. There was nd an intent to sample wells 
for the sde purpose of testing drinking water qualty. These welk were 
also intended to provide information similar to that provided by monitoring 
wells. Now that the diredon of the groundwdter t b v  is is, there may 
be a new grouping of residential wells sampled as part of the monitoring 
program. The same 11 houses may be resampled as part of that shrdy, 
although this determination will be made during the planning stages for the 
monitoring program. There is no apparent need to test wells in the tailer 
park nmh of the site because the direction of groundwater Row is away 
from the park. 

NYSDOH sampled residential wells at nine homes along Route 44/55. As 
stated by a NYSDOH representative at the public meeting, NYSDOH is 
willing to consider requests from residents for additional ddenkl well 
samplmg. In fact, based on recent disarssim he!d between EP4 
NYSDEC, NYSWH and UCHD it was agreed that the UCHD m i d  
obtajn samples from homes on Tuckers Comer Road and send them to 
NYSDOH for anatysis. This program has been initiated. 

The anatyW resub for the samples dleded in the wethnQ did indkxte 
that contaminants had migrated to the wetlands and that the continued 
migration of contaminants to the wetlands may have potential adverse 
environmental impacts. The proposed remedy does not call for the 
excavation of wetland sediments. In fact, during the m r s e  of the 
remediation, efforts will be made to minimize tke impacts to the wethnds. 



It is possibk that some contaminated wetiands sediment will be partially 
m~eredbytheproposedcap. Theextentoftheimpactstowethndsand 
the means of restoration will be addFessed during the design 
phaseoftheproied 

Were any samples taken to determine if any of the area Rora end fama 
werecontaminated,orweretheysimpLcwned? 

Arimd samples were taken for mnting only. No study was done to see 
if pbnts had taken any cmtamhm up thrwgh theiP root systems. 
eMluation d the types and numbers of animals and plan& present 
prwidesi~ononthetypeofhabitatpresenfitsfundicdvalueand 
health. Samplescollectedfromthelead7ateseepsandthewetbnd 
sediindicatethi3thewethndsarebeingimpadedbythebndfill. All 
ofthisinformationindicates~thepotential~forthehndfi l to 
adversely impad the wetlands, and b r a  and fauna utibng the wetbnds, 
if the bndM is not property contained. 

Ouestion: At different areas W i n  the Site, could there be a different bedrock aquifer 
h' diredon? 

Reyx~lse: Vasiation in Row direction is more likely to occur within the shallow aquifer 
than within the deeper aquifer. Flow nearer the surface is typically m e  
topographidly oriented, whereas fiow in the bedrodc aquaqulfer is more 
regionally oriented. In this instance, based on available data, the bedrock 
groundwater is believed to be flowing in an east, rimhem d i i  
towards the Hudson R'~er. 

Question: 

Response: 

Question: 

Response: 

Concerning a "gas odol" emanating from some residential faucets in the 
Tuckers m e r s  area @ast 2-3 years), is there an independent aquifer that 
would carry any kind of d i i g e  (e.g., gas) to resideniial wells? 

The geology and condi~ns at the speafic locations in qc&m woukl 
govern the cause fcf the gas odor which some residents e q e r b c d .  
The gedogical condions at the Site could be very d i m  from the 
mndions at those SF locations. Based upon the geologid 
d i m  aidflwvofgroundwater atthe Site, it is unlikeiythatthegas 
d i m  were caused by the Site conditions. 

Has EPA determined W the potentially responsible parks are? 

EPA has provided written notice to several @es informing them of their 
siabs as poteniialty resporsible parties. EPA is continuing to evaluate 
other sources of information to determine if a d d ' i  parties may be 
-ble for the Site contamination. 



Superfund will rot nscs&ly pay. The Superfund program has a strong 
emphastionenforcementandrequireseveryeffortbemadetoidentify 
andmangeforpotent ial tyresponsiblepart iesto~thesite 
themsdves under EPA d i w h .  It is afWpabd that upon s k p d m  d 
the ROD, 

. . will be initiated with p3enMly reyxksi paflies in 
an attempt to have them undertake the remedial design and remedi 
action. Superfund itself is authomed by Congress and several Merent 
avenuesoffundsarechanneledintotheoverallfundingappropnabon. 

. . 
- The maiority of the funds come from a c h n i d  feedstodc tax, a 
pebdeum taw, and a broad based mporate tax ConbZbutions are also 

Response: 

Quesb'on(s): . Several audience members raised quesths and comments m i n g  
the Mhrre and extent of any deed restrictions, or restmkm 

. . on fuhrre 
development of the Site that might be recommended. In &ilim 
concerns were raised about the potential effects of any such restckm 

. . 
on the tax base of the community. One person raised a concern that if 
use of the site were significantty resbicW, the ownership of the land warld 
eventually revert to the County as a result of tax delinquency and the 
County might become responsible for deanup of the bndfill. 

The proposed ROD indudes the recommendation that insbhhwd . . 
controls 

s x h  as ordinances OF deed restricbons be imposed on the Site property 
to ensure that any future use of lhe site property will maintain the integrity 
of the cap. EPA regulations mate a slrong preference for twbnenl to 
destroy the hazards presented by the wastes. However, as typical in 
municipal bndfill remediatim, the &stmckm of the wastes at the Hertel 
Landfill is impracbmble bemuse of the high volume and rdatively low 
to~ofthewastesandtheabsenceof"hotsp0ts"ofcontamulabon. 

. . 
ThissituablnecessRat . . estheuseofengineeringconbolssucfiasthe cap. lnsbtubonalconbdsarenecessarytoensurethatiheintegrityof 
these engineering conbols is majntained wer time. 

The instihrtional controls should be applied to the area of the Site that is 
necessary for maintenam of the engineering controls. In the case of the 
Hestel Landill, it is antidpated that the pimy instihnid conbols be 
resbictedtothe landillareathat isto be capped (approrjmatety 13acres) 
and the adjoining areas that may be necessary to maintain that cap. In 
a d d i ,  useof any areawheretreatmentfadlii, oroherandlbry 
facl'i, are needed to support the rsmed'i adions will also have to be 
mb-izted. The predse m r e  and extent of these mtridhs will be 
debmined during the rernedii design and remed'~al action stages d h e  
project. 



(appmhately 67 acres) will require instiMional ardrok as a result d the 
SuDerfund remedi action. However, since wastes will remain omite, the 

Wthrespeutothepotentjalfor~reversianof~propertytothe 
CountyasaresuLoftaxdefaultandmnsequentCountyr~Was 
an owner of the Site, the provisions of the Superfund law are complex As 
a general rule, the involuntary acquisition of property by a unit of State or 
kxal government through tax delinquency will not by itself subjed the bcal 
government to Superfund Wi. However, certain ather x h n s  taken by 
such govemment, other than the invduntary acquisition itself, might 
independentty subject the loml government to Wliity. 

This issue and related liability 'sues have been the subject of su&mW 
recent liigab'on. EPA published proposed regulatbns on June 5, 1991 in 
an attempt to dairfy these liability issues. In light of these recent changes, 
it is not possible to povide definitive guidance axlceming these issues. 
It would be the County's responsibility to keep apprised of its potential 
legal liability axlceming the Site I it were to acquire the property as a 
result of tax delinquency. 

Written comments were received from the Westem Publishing Company, a PRP at the Site, 
mnceming the Wi for the selection of an innovative treatment scheme for contaminated 
groundwater at the Site and the duration of groundwater treatment. A summary of the written 
axnments and responses to those comments is provided below. 

ccmnent(s): Alternative 4Adoes rot haveanestablii&&record and may not be 
effective in providing protecbon of human health and the em4ronmenL 

m: EPA be!km that hphwWkn of bdknahe 4A wll &$eve full 
protecbon of human health and the environment at the Site. EPA 
recognizes that there are some axKzrns rebtive to the innoMtive &re 
oftheAltematiVe4Atreabnentscheme, andtherefwe hasidentifiedthe 
need for treatability studies to demonstrate the effectiveness of the 
process. As nded above, if the teatability st~~dy results indicate that the 
remedy is not effective w implementable, then the ahematie with the more 



The reference on page 8 was a typographical smx. The Referred 
Altemative~cbtheRopwedPhn~dtlystateswAltemabLe4A 
is the proposed remedy for the Site. EPA always selects as ils preferred 
alternative, the alternative that best satisfies'the nine evaluEmbn aitetia and 
the preferences of the Statute, which in this case is Alternative 4A In 
a d d i ,  the public notice, press releases, and the pr- at the 
August 14 public meeting, deariy identified Memative 4A as the preferred 
alternative. Memative 4A is identical to Alternative 4 with the excepbn of 
the proposed method of b a n g  extfacted groundwater. Although 
Alternative 4 is very similar to Alternative 4A in terms of sattifying the nine 
criteria, Memafive 4A also satisfies the statutory preference fw u b T i  
of innovative technologies. 

As the PRP noted, Alternative 4 is a "more standard treatmnt". However, 
consistent with statutory preferences, an innoMtive alternative should not 
be eliminated tom sel- sdety because of uncsrtair&s assodated 
with performance. It is undeniable that vendors and e x p e k x d  
personnel are more readily available for conventional treatment alternatives 
than for i W e  alternatives. If relative avaiilii were the only 
cwldusive aiterion, innoMtive technologies w!d never be seleded and 
the statutory preference for innoMtive treatment would never be satisfied. 
EPA belii that vendors and services will be a d a M  to implement the 
imomhe Memafive 4A 

In a d d i ,  although Alternative 4A requires the condud of a treatabiii 
sbJdy,itisMpatedthatthetreatabiliitystudywMCOStleSSthan 
$150,MX3. As such, Alternative 4A is less costly than Alternative 4 and 
providesoveralleffectiveness~etoitscost 

cOmment(s): Page 10 of the Proposed Phn notes that the innavative tecfvlobgies 
employed under Alternative 4A may rot be as effective in reaching ARAR 

' based deanup levels for fluent d i g e  as the standard treatrent 
proposed under Alternative 4. 



...* 

Response: 

Memhes 4 and 4A have different p~xzsses for bwtment d the 
~ g ~ , a n d ~ e w o u l d d R e r i n t h s i r a b i i t o r e m o ~ e  

rate of extraction br gtwncker.  T'hese design &ria are the same for 
bath Alternative 4A and Alternative 4 and therefore, both alternatives would 
be similar in their ability to meet chemical specjhc ARARs in the 
grcunctwater and their pratection of human health and the environment 

comment(s): The Proposed Plan does nat darify the d m h  of lime that grovldw;ter 
must continue to meet ARARs and does not quantify the duration of any 
a d d i  "pulsed pumping" that may be necessary. In the absence of a 
final an off for groundwater t m n t  or a waiver for technid 
impackabTi, groundwater treatment at the Site could cnntinue 
indefinitely. The ROD shoukl 'dude s w c  aiteria to trigger the 
mplebon of grwndKmer treatment and should provide for the aXtainment 
of a waiver for technical impwbBTny. 

Response: Both groundwater pwnp and treat alternatives, as described in the 
Proposed Plan, induded provisions for monitoring the grouncEKater after 
rernediigoalsareadiitoensurethatARARscontinuetobemet 
i t i s the in ten to f tb remdy to~meet iden t i f i edARARs,and  
measures such as pulssd pumping may be necessary to meet this 
OQectk. 

Thegoal~thegrOUPdWaterportionoftheselectedremedyistorestore 
groundwater at the perimeter of the waste d i  area of the Site to its 
most benefidal use, whi& is as a supply of potable water. Based on 
nformab;on obtained during the RI and on a analysis d remdii 
a l t m  EPAbdievesthattheselectedremedywSachievethisgoal. 
it may be;xxne apparent, during i m w  or operation of the 
groundwater em13rn  system, that contaminant levels have ceased to 
Wine and are remaining constant at levels higher than the r s m e d i  
goal over x ~ n e  pation of the contaminated plume. In sud.l a case, the 



system performance standards and/or the remedy may be reevaluated. 

T h e s d e d e d r e m e d y w i l l i n d u d e g r w r d w a t e r ~ f o r a n ~  
period of 12 years, during which the system's perhmm will be carefully 
monitored on a regular basis and adjusted as warmiW by the 
perfwmance data collected during qmatkn. M c d k a h m  may indude 
anyorallofthetdlowing: 

- Alternating pumping at wells to dimlate stagnation 

- Installing add'iwml extraction wells to faal te  or accelerate deanup of 
the contaminant plume 

During the performance of longterm monitoring, EPA may determine that 
the remecFal action objectives have been met For the long-term 
gmndwater monitoring program, EPA will continue to m i t o r  on a semi- 
annual basis for at least 2 years after deanup levels are achieved, and 
groundwater extradon/treatment has ceased, in order to ensure that 
deanup levels are maintained. 
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