Edward Allen Landfill
- Site No. 851001

RECORD OF DECISION
March 1992

Prepared by:
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation




ILE

Declaration Statement - Record of Decision

Edward Allen Landfill
Corning, New York
Site No. 851001

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE:

This Record of Decision (ROD) sets forth the selected Remedial Action
Plan (RAP) for the Edward Allen Landfill site. This RAP was developed in
accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986, and the New York State Environmental
Conservation Law (ECL). The selected remedial plan complies to the maximum
extent practicable with the Naticnal 0il and Hazardous Substance Pollution
Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300, of 1985 as revised in 1990.

STATEMENT OF BASIS:

This decision is based upon the Record of the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) for the Edward Allen
Landfill Site and upon public input to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan
(PRAP) presented by the NYSDEC. A copy of all the pertinent documents is
on file at the Corning Public Library, Denison Parkway East (Rt. 17),
Corning, New York and at the offices of the NYSDEC, 6274 East Avon-Lima
Road, Avon, New York and 50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York. A bibliography of
the documents included as part of the record is attached in the Executive
Summary. :

DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED REMEDY:

The selected RAP will control the off-site migration of contaminants
from the site and will provide for the protection of public health and the
environment. It is technically feasible and it complies with statutory
requirements. Briefly, the selected RAP includes the following:

- Implementation of a landfill closure in accordance with Part 360
regulations. This will include installation of an impermeable
cap, leachate collection and management, a gas venting layer,
grading to engineer minimum and maximum slopes, site fencing and
long-term monitoring to evaluate closure effectiveness.

- An area of arsenic contamination in a wetland near the site,
which is above Division of Fish and Wildlife (DFW) sediment
criteria, will be excavated and placed under the cap.

- An area of elevated radiation consisting of glass makers waste '
will be incorporated under the cap.

- Exempted Construction and Demolition {(C&D) material will be
utilized to develop minimum and maximum slopes.

~  Administrative controls will include deed restrictions, site




fencing and a long-term monitoring and maintenance program.
DECLARATION:

The selected RAP is protective of human health and the environment.
The remedy selected will meet the substantive requirements of the Federal
and State laws, regulations and standards that are applicable or relevant
and appropriate to the remedial action. The remedy will satisfy the
statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that reduce
toxicity, mobility or volume as a principal element. This statutory
preference will be met by eliminating the mobility of contaminants with a
direct pathway of migration tc Bailey creek; and by treating contaminated
leachate to reduce the toxicity. The long term health risk associated with
contact with the surface soils will be eliminated by the installation of
the 360 closure. NYSDOH is in concurrence with the RAP.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY/REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN

Statement of Purpose: This document describes the remedial alternatives
considered for the Edward Allen Landfill and identifies the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation's (NYSDEC) remedial alternative,
developed in accordance with the New York State Environmental Conservation
Law (ECL), and consistent with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), 42 USC Section 9601,
etec., seq., as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
of 1986 (SARA). The documents that comprise the Administrative Record for
the site and includes the final Remedial Investigation and Feasibility
Study (RI/FS) reports, the Proposed Remedial Action Plan and the
Responsiveness Summary. The documents in the Administrative Record are the
basis for the remedial action.

This document provides some background information on the Edward Allen
Landfill, briefly describes the alternatives which were considered to
remediate the site and presents the Department's Remedial Action Plan (RAP)
For a detailed description and evaluation of the alternatives considered,
the RI/FS report mentioned above should be consulted.

Site Name and location:

Edward Allen Landfill

Town of South Corning

Steuben County, New York

Site Code: B51001

Funding Source: Responsible Parties

Assessment of the Site: Actual or threatened releases of hazardous
substances from this site, if not addressed by implementing the response
action described in this Remedial Action Plan {(RAP), present a current or
potential threat to public health, welfare, and the environment.

Statement of Basis: This proposal is based upon the administrative record
for the Edward Allen Landfill. & copy of the record is available for
public review and/or copying at the following locations:

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation: David A. Crosby
50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12233-7010

Hours: 8:30 a.m. - 4:45 p.m. Monday-Friday 518 -457-3373

Corning Public Library: Reference Library
Denison Parkway East (Rt. 17)
Corning, New York 14830

Hours: Monday - Thursday 9:30 - 9:00
Friday 9:30 - 6:00
Saturday 9:30 - 5:00
Sunday 2:00 - 5:00
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Documents are also available for public review at the NYSDEC Regional
Office at 6274 East Avon-Lima Road, Avon, NY. The office is open from 8:30
to 4:30 Monday through Friday, contact Andy Norton at 716/226-2466.

The following documents are the primary components of the
administrative record:

NYSDEC, "“Proposed Remedial Action Plan - Edward Allen Landfill,”
January 1992

NYSDEC, "Regponsiveness Summary - Edward Allen Landfill," February
1992.

O'Brien & Gere Engineers, Inc. "Allen Landfill Feasibility Study."
October 19%S1.

O'Brien & Gere Engineers, Iinc. “"Allen Landfill Remedial
Investigation." November 1990.

O'Brien & Gere Engineers, Inc. "Bdward Bllen Landfill Site; aAddendum
to the Revised Remedial Investigation Report." April 29, 1991.

O'Brien & Gere Engineers, Inc. "Ouality Assurance Project Plan;
Edward Allen Landfill; Corning, New York." November 1987(b).

O'Brien & Gere Engineers, 1Inc. "Work Plan; Additional Field
Investigation; Edward Allen Landfill; Corning, WNew York." January
1991,

O'Brien & Gere Engineers, Inc. "Work Plan; Remedial

Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/PS) for the Edward Allen Landfill;
Corning, New York." July 1987

Recra Research, Inc. "Edward Allen Landfill; New York State Superfund
Phase I Summary Report; FINAL." November 18, 1983.

Recra Research, Inc. "Engineering Investigation at Inactive Hazardous
Waste Sites; Phase 1I Investigation; Edward Allen Landfill; Town of
Corning; County of Steuben; Site No. B-51-001." August 1385,

Summary of Govermment's RAP: The remedy for the Edward Allen Landfill,
Alternative 2, consists of a landfill cap and closure in accordance with 6
NYCRR Part 360, New York State's Solid Waste Management Facility
regulations, effective December 31, 1988, as well as institutional
‘controls. The landfill cap will cover the area where waste is known to
have been disposed, approximately 25 acres. The landfill cap will consist
of a properly graded multi-layered cover system including a. gas venting
layer, a low permeability soil layer or impermeable geosynetic membrane, a
protective barrier layer, and topscil to be seeded, fertilized, and
maintained. A leachate collection system will be installed with the cap.
Any leachate collected will be properly stored in a tank on-site, and
either periodically trucked off-site for treatment at a local
Publicly-Owned Treatment Works (POTW) or treated on-site by a system which
meets applicable state regulations. It is anticipated that the collection
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of leachate would be short-term, as the 1landfill cap will eliminate
infiltration through the landfill, thereby greatly reducing or eliminating
leachate generation.

The site will be fenced and will have deed restrictions to prevent
future uses of the site that would interfere with the remedial measures.
Exempt construction and demolition debris will be utilized to develop
minimum and maximum slopes to allow for proper drainage and slope
stability. Groundwater and surface water in the vicinity of the site will
be monitored for 30 years. If the long term monitoring program indicates

increases in site specific contamination at levels of concern, then

additional investigation will be initiated and, if warranted, corrective
actions will be undertaken. The total present worth cost of the proposed
remedy, including 30 years of operation and maintenance is estimated to be
between §8,770,000 to $10,510,000 depending on the method of leachate
management.

Page iii




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Edward Allen Landfill

Scuth Corning, Steuben County, New York

Site No.
Section
Executive Summary
1. Site Location and Description

2. Site History . . . . . . .
3. Current Status . . . . . . .
4. Enforcement Status . . . . .

S. Goals for the Remedial Actions

6. Description and Evaluation of Alternatives

7. Summary of the Govermment's Decision -

Conceptual Design . . .

8. Figures and Tables Documenting the
RI/FS Process . . . . « ..

9. Responsiveness Summary . . .

*

08-51-001

Page
i

N |

.1

.4
.

. 8

. 10

.17

Attachment 1

Attachment 2




Section 1: SITE LOCATIOR AND DESCRIPTION

‘ The Edward Allen Landfill is located in a sparsely populated rural
area in the Town of Corning, Steuben County, New York (Figure 1). The site
was named after Mr. Edward Allen, operator of the site during its active
years from 1953 to 1979. During those years, municipal and industrial
waste were received from several generators.

Site Topography: As mentioned, the site is in a sparsely populated area
about 3 miles southeast of the City of Corning. The land surrounding the
site is heavily wooded and hilly with an average slope of 4 degrees. The
landfill area is about 25 acres of about 89 acres reportedly owned by Mr.
Edward Allen. The landfill is generally flat and level in a hilly area and
is U-shaped like a horseshoe with the open end facing northwest (Figure 2).
The outside perimeter of the landfill area is mounded with steep side
slopes ranging from about 15 to 50 degrees. The central part of the
horseshoe is a depression dug into native soil. It appears to have been
formed when scil was excavated and moved outward, probkably to cover
landfill material. This depression usually contains ponded water.

The limits of the landfill are shown in Figure 2. The depth of
fill is estimated between 10 tc 35 feet. The surface area of the fill is
about 25 acres. About 25 percent of the landfill surface is covered by
exposed wastes such as broken glass, scrap metal, construction debris, and
empty drums. About 50 percent of the 1landfill surface is covered with
grasses up to 2 feet tall with some sparse growth of shrubs and small trees
while the remainder is unvegetated. Slopes on the northwest and western
side of the 1landfill are excessive with slope between 35-50°. The
surrounding area 1is characterized ecologically by hemlock - northern
hardwood forest, emergent marsh, successional old field, and fill material.

Surface Water: Two small, unnamed creeks drain surface water from the
site. One of these creeks is on the western side of the site between
Bailey Creek Road to the west and the steep slope of the western side of
the landfill. The other begins in the northeastern side of the site in a
swampy area. Ultimately, surface water from the site drains to the
northwest towards Bailey Creek, about 1500 feet from the landfill. Bailey
Creek flows into the Chemung River, about 4 miles from the site. Bailey
Creek is a Class D water resource. There are no designated wetlands,
critical habitats of endangered species, or wildlife refuges in the
vicinity.

Local Ground Water Use: Within a 3 mile radius of the landfill,
approximately 16,000 pecple use ground water from private and public wells.
The closest is the Allen residence, about 600 feet northwest of the fill
area. Several private residents in the vicinity of the landfill utilize
groundwater for drinking purposes.

Section 2: Site History

The Edward &llen Landfill received industrizl wastes from Westincghouse
Electric Corporation and Corning Glass Works. Municipal generators
included the City of Corning.
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Westinghouse reportedly disposed of about 100,000 gallons/year of
industrial liquid, sludge, slurry, and powder waste between 1973 and 1979.
These wastes included calcium fluoride sludge, copper hydroxide sludge,
zinc sulfide, phosphors, graphite, insoluble hydrated lime, liquid epoxy
resin, liquid emilsions of acrylic resins, phosphor powder, and barium,

calcium, and strontium carbonate. Although Westinghouse &id generate

listed and characteristic hazardous waste, it could not be determined how
much of these wastes were disposed of at the Edward Allen Landfill by
Westinghouse.

Materials that were reportedly disposed by Corning included wastes
containing lead, arsenic, cadmium, bariom, cobalt, selenium, antimony, and
strontium from off-specification glass batches, tank clehning wastes, floor
sweepings, and possibly calcium fluoride sludge from television glass
manufacturing processes. The quantities of waste that were disposed and
the year that Corning began hauling to the site are' unknown. Corning
ceased using the site in 1972. Although Corning did generate listed and
characteristic hazardous waste, it could not be determined how much of
these wastes were disposed of at the Edward Allen Landfill by Corning.

Between 1954 and 1969, the City of Corning operated a municipal waste
incinerator and during that period incinerator ash was 'taken to the Allen
Landfill. After 1969, the City closed their incinerator and placed
municipal waste in the Allen Landfill. The City reportedly 4id not collect
industrial waste.

The United States Army Corps of Engineers dumped various debris at the
site after the 1972 flood of the Chemung River. It was reported that
approximately 320 trucks working 24 hours a day brought in more material in
one month than had been received in the previous year. Reportedly,
included in this debris was an unspecified number of propane tanks.

The NYS Department of Health initiated closure of the Allen Landfill
in 1968, however, the disposal facility continued operation until 1979.
Final closure of the landfill was not performed, although some of the waste
was covered with a layer of soil.

Subsequently, NYSDEC conducted a Phase I and Phase II investigation of
the site in 1983 and 1985 respectively. Based on these studies and Hazard
Ranking Scores, it was decided that a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (RI/FS) was to be done. Corning and Westinghouse took the
opportunity to sponsor the RI/FS. Consequently, NYSDEC, Corning, and
Westinghouse signed & Consent Order for performance of an RI/FS. The
Consent Order was signed by NYSDEC, Corning, and Westinghouse on September
24, Rugust 6, and August 25, 1987, respectively.

Some previous investigation of the Allen Landfill was done before this
RI/FS. The earliest investigations on record include sampling and analysis
of surface water, leachate, and soil in 1978, 1980, and 1981. This
sampling and anhalysis was followed by Phase I and II investigations done
for NYSDEC by Recra Research. These previous investigations are discussed
in more detail below.

Investigations Prior to the Phase I Investigation: According to the NYSDEC
Phase I Report, surface water was sampled on three occasions: 9/17/78 by
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the engineering firm Gowdy and Hunt, 5/7/80 by NYSDEC, and 2/24/81 by
NYSDEC and Corning. During the September 17, 1978 sampling, only surface
water in Bailey Creek was tested. It was found to have ammonia in excess
of surface water standards. Bowever, the 1location and ammonia

concentration were not specified.

Surface water and leachate samples were collected from the roadside
ditch on the western side of the landfill on May 7, 1980, both upstream and
downstream of the point where leachate was entering the ditch. These
samples were collected by NYSDEC. Calcium, magnesium, and ammonia
concentrations were found in excess of surface water standards.

Surface water and leachate samples were collected from the southern
ditch and split between NYSDEC and Corning on February 24, 1981.
Apparently, 3 samples {collectively) were found to exceed surface water
standards for fluoride, arsenic, iron, lead, and =zinc. Lindane,
alpha-endosulfan, chlorcethene, ethylbenzene, and methylene chloride were
also found. ‘

In February 1983, 3 soil samples were collected by NYSDEC for a
radicactivity analysis. Two samples were found to have activities higher
than a background sample. However, it was concluded at that time that the
radioactive material in its present form and location d&id not pose an
imminent  health  hazard. A discussion of additional radiation
investigations is presented later in section three.

Phase I Investigation

A Phase 1 Investigation report was prepared by Recra Research, Inc.
The final report was dated November 1B, 1983. As part of the Phase I
investigation, a preliminary Hazard Ranking Score (HRS) was calculated.
The preliminary HRS was 31.4 and indicated that further investigation was
necessary.

Phase 11 Investigation

Phase II investigations were conducted for NYSDEC in June, 1984 by
Recra Research, 1Inc, Phase II activities included air sampling,
determination of lateral and vertical extents of the landfill, locating
possible contaminant plumes, and investigation of the area geology. The
study also included determination of the overall site topography,
investigation of soil, groundwater, and surface water quality and revision
of the preliminary HRS done in the Phase I investigation.

Following are some of the significant findings of the Phase 1II
investigation.

Air Sampling: Prior to starting Phase II field work, overall air quality
at the site was monitored with an HENU photoionizer. A grid system was used
for selecting sampling locations. 1In addition, areas of concern, such as
leachate seeps, were also screened with the HNU. Readings recorded during
air monitoring were within acceptable limits.

Geophysical Investigation: Results of the geophysical investigation are
shown in the Phase II report. Estimated fill/base soil thickness may
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exceed 35 feet in the western part of the landfill and may range from 10 to
15 feet in much of the remainder of the area except for a high conductivity
zone in the northeast where fill may be as thick as 25 feet,

Groundwater Investigation: Four meonitoring wells were installed as part of
the Phase II investigation: MWl to MW4. They are shown on Figure 2 and
are essentially at the north, south, east, and west corners of the landfill
area. Wells were placed near the fill but not through it. MWl is
upgradient and on the eastern corner of the landfill.

Analytical results from sampling of the 4 groundwater wells in June
1984 indicated that MW2 (northern corner of landfill, near OBG-785 and
OBG-7D) had elevated concentrations of chloride and total organic carbon.
MW4 {western corner of landfill, near OBG-4S and OBG-4D) had an elevated
level of arsenic.

Surface Water Investigation: Eight surface water samples were collected in
June 1984, including a background sample. Barium was present in six of the
samples,. including the background sample SW7. Elevated concentrations of
barium, as compared to the background value, were found at the pond in
center of landfill.

RI/FS ¥Work Plan and Support Documents

Subsequent to the findings of the Phase 1 and 2 investigations,
Corning and Westinghouse contracted the services of O'Brien & Gere to
conduct an Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS). O'Brien &
Gere prepared an RI/FS Work Plan consistent with current State and Federal
guidance. After discussion, negotiation, and revision, the Work Plan was
approved by NYSDEC.

In addition, a detailed Health and Safety Plan (HASP) and Quality
Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) were prepared according to existing guidance.
The QAPP was approved by NYSDEC on December 4, 1987 while the HASP was
accepted by NYSDEC on March 25, 1988,

During the Remedial Investigation (R1), some minor changes were made
to the approved RI/FS Work Plan and HASP as & result of data collected and
analyzed before the completion of the RI. Changes to the Work Plan and
HASP were discussed with and approved by NYSDEC. These changes had a
positive effect in that they resulted in better characterization of the
site. )

Section 3: Current Status

Repedial Investigation

The field work for the Remedial Investigation was initiated in the
Spring of 198B. Field work was performed by O'Brien & Gere following the
1987 work plan. The study included radiation survey, magnetometer survey,
sampling of surface water and sampling of sediments. The investigation
also included a groundwater investigation, private well sampling and
leachate sampling.
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The varicus matrices were analyzed for different parameters, according
.to the suspected constituents. Parameters analyzed for at the site
included gross alpha radiation, gross beta radiation, element-specific
gamma radiation, inorganics, volatile organics, semi-volatile organics,
pesticides, and PCBs. A detailed summary of the RI is contained in the
November 1990 RI Report and the April 1991 2Addendum t¢ the Revised RI

Report.

The groundwater investigation revealed the presence of antimony, iron,
manganese and sodium in shallow wells and arsenic, manganese and scdium in
intermediate well at concentrations in excess of groundwater standards.
Chlorinated organic contamination (trichloroethylene and chloroform) was
detected in one well cluster {OGB7-S &D) to the east of the landfill in
excess of groundwater standards. The extent of this groundwater
contamination was further evaluated in the additional investigation.

I

The RI also noted an area of arsenic contamination in surface
sediments in a wetland to the east of the landfill at location L-4 (see
Figure 2). The bulk concentration of arsenic of 45 mg/kg exceeded the NYS
sediment criteria of 33 mg/kg.

Surface water indicated the presence of aluminuam, barivm, iron,
manganese which are elevated above background concentrations and appear .to
be related to leachate outbreaks. Of these inorganic constituents only
iron was above surface water standards.

In conclusion, the RI investigation revealed the presence of
inorganics (metals) in landfill leachate, surface water and groundwater.
It is the position of the NYSDEC that the landfill is influencing the local
groundwater and surface water with regards to manganese, barium, arsenic,
and iron. However, the contamination appears to be associated with
leachate seeps and is localized to the area immediately adjacent to the
landfill. Additionally, there is an area of chlorinated organic
contamination in excess of State groundwater standards in the wetland east
of the site. This area also appears to be associated with a leachate seep
and appears to be localized to the immediate landfill area.

Radiation Investigation: Because radiation had been found at the site; it
was decided that a radiation survey of the entire site surface be done as
part of the RI. One area of the site was found to be above background
levels. This area is at the end of the site access road. It is labeled on
Figure 2 as the "Radiation Area"”. At the time of this discovery, the
highest readings from the Geiger counter were 2 to 3 mR/hr. :

In February 1988, a more detailed investigation of the radiation area
was carried out using 4 different radiation meters. The highest radiation
was found to be 7.5 to 8.0 mR/hr. This area, indicated as "RAD-1" on
Figure 2. With the exception of the radiation area, no areas or material
above 2 mR/hour were encountered anywhere on-site or near the site during
well installation, groundwater surface water, sediment, or leachate

sampling.

During the RI, water, soil, sediment and groundwater samples were
submitted for a gross alpha and gross beta scan. One soil sample was
collected at the location of the highest radiation level. This location is
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plotted on Figure 2 as RAD-1. After sample RAD-1 was collected, a 1-ft
layer of clean scil was placed on the radiation area. This reduced the
surface radiation readings at the location of the highest radiation to 0.2
- 0.3 mR/hr on the Geiger counter.

0f the samples collected, only one sample was found to be
significantly above background levels for radicactivity: the scil sample
collected on March 18, 1988 at the point of the highest radiation {RAD-1).
Isotopes identified included thorium-234, actinium-228, lead-212,
thallium-208, and potassium-40.

It is concluded that the Allen Landfill has been adegquately surveyed
with respect to radiation concerns. Results indicate that:

1. There is only one radicactive area on the site.
1 .
2. Radiation from this area is not migrating.

3. A one foot layer of clean soil over the radicactive area reduced
the radiation by over an order of magnitude. This resulted in a
level that approached background radiation levels.

Additional Investigation: At a meeting on September 11, 1990 between
representatives of Corning, Westinghouse, O'Brien & Gere, NYSDEC, and
NYSDOH, it was agreed that additional field activities would be conducted
. at the site. The additional activities were conducted in April and May
1991 and included groundwater monitoring well installation, sampling of
groundwater both upgradient and downgradient of the landfill, and a source
investigation in the vicinity of the existing monitoring well nest OBG-7.
The additional work also included an ecological evaluation, collection of
two sediment samples for total organic carbon analysis, and a methane gas
investigation.

At this meeting, it was also agreed that evaluation of the no action
alternative would not be actively pursued as a preferred alternative and
that the alternatives to be evaluated in this Feasibility Study (FS)} would
include, at a minimum, a cap which meets the technical requirements of &
NYCRR Part 360, the New York State Regulations for Solid Waste Facility
Management. Other requirements of the Part 360 regulations would be
evaluated as necessary, based on the technical issues specific to the site.
Because of the agreement to conduct additional investigatory activities and
evaluate capping as the minimal remedial alternative, NYSDEC agreed to not
require a Health Based Risk Assessment for the site.

The additional investigation concluded that the area of chlorinated
organic contamination had no definable source which could be mitigated.
Further, a well placed downgradient of the contaminated well show no
contamination. Therefore, the source of the contamination may be from
leachate entering the 1landfill and the contamination appears to be
localized to the area immediately adjacent to the landfill.

The ecological investigation concluded that no rare, threatened, or
endangered plant or animal species or significant habitats were identified
by the Natural Heritage Program of NYSDEC as being present on the study
site. The study site consists of a mosaic of several different ecological
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communities which provide the 1life requirements of many species of
wildlife., Individually, the highest quality terrestrial wildlife habitat is
found in the second growth hardwood and conifer stand communities
surrounding the 1landfill. The agquatic communities of the site support a
variety of amphibians, reptiles, and birds, but because of low flows,
shallow depths, and lack of fish, the aquatic communities are considered to
be poor agquatic habitats for shore birds and mammals. However, the
presence of the communities as water sources to wildlife is important to
the overall habitat gquality of the site. Collectively, the interspersion
of the different ecological communities enhances the habitat value of the
site and increases the ability of the site to support a more diversified
wildlife community. The mosaic of mast producing trees, open fields, water
sources, and coniferocus woods provides food, cover, roosting, and breeding
habitats for a variety of terrestrial wildlife including important game
species such as white-tailed dear, wild turkey, ruffed grouse, and American
woodcock.

Section 4: Enforcement Status

The following is a chronology of enforcement action at the Edward
Allen Landfill site:

1953-1978 Landfill in operaticn.

1972 Disposal of flood debris.

1981 NYSDEC initial sampling of landfill leachate.

1982 Site listed on the NYS Registry of Inactive Hazardous
Waste Bites.

1983 NYSDEC complete Phase I Study. )

1985 NYSDEC complete Phase II Study.

1985 NYSDEC referred the site to the USEPA for inclusion of

the Federal National Priority List but the site was
denied listing.

1987 DEC negotiated with PRPs identified for the site,
Corning Glass and Westinghouse Electric to conduct a
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study.

September 1987 The PRPs signs a Consent Order with the Department to
conduct a RI/FS.

1987-88 RI Field Investigation.

August 1989  PRP submits RI Report.

July 1990 Due to discrepancies in the RI report the Department
requests additional investigation of groundwater, a
possible source area and an ecclogical study. An

agreement is reached with the PRP to conduct the
additional work. As part of the agreement, the PRP
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would, at a minimum, close the landfill utilizing NYS
Solid Waste Regulations (Part 360) and the DEC would
not require a health based risk assessment would not be

required.
March 1991 The PRPs consultant conducts the Additicnal Pield Work.
June 1891 The PRP consultant revised the RI report which is

approved by the Department.
Bugust 1991 The PRP submits the Feasibility Study.

January 1992 The Depariment presents the Proposed Remedial Bction
Plan

February 3, 1992 The Department holds a public meeting on the PRAP.

Section 5: GOALS FOR THE REMEDIAL ACTIONS

The remedial alternative chosen for the site by the Department was
developed in accordance with the Rew York State Environmental Conservation
Law (ECL) and is consistent with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability BAct of 1980 (CERCLA), 42 USC Section 9601,
etc., seq., as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
of 1986 (SARA). The criteria used in evaluating the potential remedial
alternatives can be summarized as follows:

1. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate New York State

Standards, Criteria and Guidelines {SCGs) -- SCGs are divided into the
categories of chemical-specific (e.g., groundwater standards),
action-specific (e.g., design of a landfill), and location-specific
{e.g., protection of wetlands). A listing of ARARs is presented in
Table 11.

2. Protection of Human Health and the Environment -~~This criterion is an
overall and final evaluation of the health and environmental impacts
to assess whether each alternative is protective. This is based upon
& composite of factors assessed under other criteria, especially
short/long-term effectiveness and compliance with ARARs.

3. Short-term Impacts and Effectiveness =-- The potential short-~term
adverse impacts of the remedial action upon the community, the
workers, and the enviromment is evaluated. The length of time needed
to achieve the remedial objectives is estimated and compared with
other alternatives.

4. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence -- If wastes or residuals will
remain at the site after the selected remedy has been implemented, the
following ‘items are evaluated: 1) the magnitude and nature of the
risk presented by the remaining wastes; 2) the adequacy of the
controls intended to limit the risk to protective levels; and 3) the
reliability of these controls.
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5. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobkility, and Volume ~-~ Department policy is to
give preference to alternatives that permanently and significantly
reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the wastes at the site.
This includes assessing the fate of the residues generated from
treating the wastes at the site.

6. Implementability -- The technical and administrative feasibility of
implementing the alternative is evaluated. Technically, this includes
the difficulties associated with the construction and operation of the
alternative, the reliability of the technology, and the ability to
effectively monitor the effectiveness of the remedy.
Administratively, the availability of the necessary persconnel and
material is evaluated along with potential difficulties in obtaining
special permits, rights-of-way for construction, etc.

7. Cost -- Capital and operation and maintenance costs are estimated for
the alternatives and compared on a present worth basis. Although cost
is the last criterion evaluated, where two or more alternatives have
met the reguirements of the remaining criteria, lower costs can be
used as the basis for final selection.

The overall objective of the remediation is to reduce the
concentrations of contaminants and the routes of exposure to levels which
are protective of human health and the environment. The site-specific
goals for remediating the site can be summarized in general as follows:

© Reduce, control, or eliminate the contamination present in the
shallow saturated zone (leachate water) within the f£ill mass.

o Reduce or eliminate the mobility of the organic contamination in
the fill area and in the leachate collection area east of the
fill mass.

o Reduce or eliminate the threat to surface waters and the

associated wetlands by containing any future leaching from the
fill mass.

o Eliminate the potential for direct human or animal contact with
the waste mass, leachate seeps, and sediments in the wetland
area.

The following site-specific remedial action objectives were
established for the FS:

1) Minimize the migration of constituents in the landfill materials
to ground water and surface water such that excursions above
ARARs would not result.

2) Minimize the potential for ingestion of ground water containing
TCE at concentrations exceeding Class GA standards and manganese
at concentrations exceeding Class GA standards and background
concentrations.

3) Restore concentrations of TCE in ground water to Class GA
standards and concentrations of manganese in ground water to
background levels.
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4) Remediate sediments containing arsenic in the vicinity of SED-3
to a concentration of 12 mg/kg. This represents the background
concentration of arsenic in New York State soils as determined by
NYSDEC Division of Fish and Wildlife. If the exposed sediments
exceed this concentration, 12 inches of clean fill soil will be
placed over the newly excavated area.

Section 6: DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATIOR OF THE ALTERNATIVES

This step starts with identification of potentially applicable
remedial technolegy types and process options for each general response
action. Process options were screened on the basis of technical
implementability. The technical implementability of each identified
process option was evaluated with respect to site contaminant informaticn,
site physical characteristics, and areas and volumes of affected media.
Technologies and process options identified for the site were described and
screened for technical implementability in Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4. Process
options which were viewed as lacking feasibility were not considered
further. A discussion of the results of the screening and descriptions of
process options which remained after the screening follows.

Landfill Materials: A summary of the screening of technologies and process
options relative to the landfill material is presented in Table 1. Each of
the remedial technologies associated with the institutional general
response action passed the preliminary screening. These technologies
included access restrictions and monitoring.

The remedial technology associated with the removal general response
action was excavation. Excavation was considered infeasible due to the
potential hazards associated with buried gas cylinders and propane tanks.
The feasibility of removing the radiocactive materials was alsc considered
infeasible due to the possibility of encountering buried gas cylinders.
This, combined with the dangers of over-the-rocad transportation of such
material, represents an unnecessary risk to the public and environment.
Extensive sampling and analysis efforts at the site have shown that
radiation has not migrated from the one area where it was detected. These
considerations, coupled with the fact that there is an extreme shortage of
mixed waste TSD capacity nation-wide, indicate that removal of the material
is inappropriate. Containment of the material, coupled with fencing of the
area, will prevent both migration and disturbance of the material.

Two remedial technologies associated with the containment general
response action, capping and land disposal, were considered. Process
options for capping included clay and vegetated soil cap and multimedia
cap; these were considered to be potentially applicable for the site. Both
of the land disposal process options, on-site 1landfill and commercial
landfill, were considered to not be applicable for the site due to the
excessive volume and nature of waste at the site and the potential
excavation and transportation hazards.

The remedial technologies associated with treatment of the landfill
material included@ thermal treatment, chemical/physical treatment, and
biological treatment. Examination of the wvarious process options for the
treatment technclogies for the landfill material led to the conclusion that
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none were applicable for the site. This conclusion was primarily due to
the physical characteristics and content of the landfill material and the
potential hezards associated with excavation. Landfill material includes a
mixture of industrial and municipal wastes, as well as buried propane tanks
and gas c¢ylinders, as discussed previously. A 1list of the remedial
technology process options for ¢the landfill material which passed the
technology screening phase follows.

Deed Restrictions

Fencing

Groundwater Monitoring
Surface Water Monitoring
Clay and Vegetated Soil cap
Multimedia Cap

Leachate Management

OC QO 0CO0O0

Leachate Management: The remedial technologies associated with leachate
management are presented in Table 2 and included physical treatment,
chemical treatment, Dbioleogical treatment, and thermal treatment.
Examination of the various process opticns for the physical and chemical
treatment technologies for leachate led to the conclusion that each was
applicable for certain ccnstituents at the site. Process options for the
bioclogical and thermal treatment technologies were found to be not
applicable for site leachate due to the low concentrations of organic
constituents in leachate relative to typical concentrations treated by
these process options.

Remedial technology process options for the leachate discharge general
response action included one which was to follow treatmwent and those which
did not involve treatment. Each of the discharge process options was found
to be potentially applicable for leachate at the site.

Interceptor Trenches

Reverse Osmosis

Stripping

Carbon Adsorption

Icon Exchange

Oxidation

Precipitation

Surface Water Discharge - Must meet water quality limits
Publicly Owned Treatment Works

Commercial Treatment Facility

CO0O000C00COO0

Ground Water: A summary of the screening of technologies and process
options relative to ground water is presented in Table 3. Remedial
technologies identified for institutional general response action relative
to ground water were access restrictions, alternate water supply, and
monitoring. As a result of this screening step, development of an
alternate water supply was eliminated from consideration since the most
recent ground water sampling event indicated there are no constituents of
concern above current MCL's in downgradient private wells with the
exception of Dbarium. Further, with proper landfill closure and
administrative controls, it is expected that off-site groundwater will
remain below standards with the possible exception of barium. Bowever,
karium levels are below the revised federal MCL of 2,000 ppb, effective
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January 1, 1993 (Federal Register, July 1, 19%1). Barium concentrations
detected in the groundwater appear to be due to natural conditions because,
1) barium concentrations at the landfill perimeter are well below the WCL
(90-129 ppb), 2) upgradient wells not impacted by the landfill show barium
at similar levels (65 ppb) and 3) an upgradient and deep bedrock well shows
barium as high as 2,200 ppb indicative of a naturally elevated barium level
in wells placed in the bedrock. The only other area of concern is =z
detection of chlorinated organics above the MCL in the wetland to the east
of the landfill. However, a series of wells placed downgradient of this
location show no contamination indicating that the chlorinated organics are
not migrating. Also the levels of contamination have decreased with time
possibly indicating natural degradation. Therefore, the ground water
institutional general response remedial technoclogies remaining after this
screening step were access restrictions and monitoring. The remedial
technology process options which passed the technology screening phase were
deed restrictions and ground water monitoring.

Sediment: A summary of the screening of technologies and process coptions
relative to sediment is presented in Table 4. Each of the remedial
technologies associated with the institutional genersl response action
passed the preliminary screening. These technologies included access
restrictions and monitoring.

The remedial technology asscociated with the removal general response
~action was excavation. Excavation was considered potentially applicable
for the sediment. Two remedial technologies associated with the
containment general response action, capping and land disposal, were
considered. Process options for capping included@ clay and vegetated soil
cap and multimedia cap; these were considered to be potentially applicable
for the sediment. Both of the land disposal process options, on-site
landfill and commercial landfill, were considered to be potentially
applicable for the sediment.

The remedial technologies associated with the general response action
for treatment of the sediment included thermal treatment and chemi-
cal/physical treatment. Examination of the various process options for the
treatment technologies for the sediment led to the conclusion that, rotary
kiln incineration and fluidized bed incineration are inappropriate for
treatment of metal constituents. A discussion of the remedial technology

process options for the sediment which passed the technology screening
phase follows.

Excavation

On-site Landfill

Off-site Commercial Landfill
In-Situ Vitrification
Stabilization

Soil Washing

o000 0

Evaluation of Process Options

The process options remaining after the initial screening were
evaluated further according to the criteria of effectiveness,
implementability, and cost. Based on the evaluation, the most favorable
process options of each technology type were chosen as representative
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process options. A summary of the evaluation of process options and
selected representative process options are presented on Tables 5, 6, 7,
and B.

Representative process options selected for the landfill material
were: deed restrictions, fencing, grouﬁd water and surface water
monitoring, and rmultimedia cap. The multimedia cap was chosen as the
representative capping process option because it iz the least susceptible
to cracking and because clay does not appear to be readily available
locally based on ©preliminary inquiries into its availability.
Representative process options selected for leachate were: interceptor
trenches, precipitation, carbon adsorption, surface water discharge, and
POTW discharge. Discharge to a POTW was preferred as the representative
discharge without treatment process option due to its availability,
implementability, and lower cost. If, however, discharge to POTW proves
not to be possible, the leachate would be treated on-site and discharged to
surface water. Deed restrictions and ground water monitoring were selected
as representative process options for ground water. Representative process
options chosen for sediment were: excavation and on-site landfill. These
process options were selected for the sediment due to the ease of
implementability with capping of the landfill.

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIvES

Assembly of Remedizl Alternatives

Three alternatives were developed for the site. A summary of the
alternatives and their components is presented in Table 9. A description
of each alternative follows:

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 is the no action alternative. The no action alternative
is required by the NCP and serves as a benchmark for the evaluation of
action alternatives. This alternative would provide for an assessment of
the environmental conditions if no remedial actions are implemented. The
no action alternative would reguire implementation of ground water and
surface water monitoring. This would be used to provide a data base for
future remedial actions should they be required. Five-year reviews would
be conducted as reguired by the National Contingency Plan (NCP) due to the
fact that the landfilled material would remain on-site. The purpose of the
five~year review is to evaluate the site in regards to the protection of
human health and the environment. '

Ground water monitoring would consist of quarterly sampling for the
first year and semiannual thereafter of well nests OBG-4, 7, 10, 11, 12,
13, 14, and 15 and analysis for wvolatile organic compounds and NYS
Hazardous Substance List (BSL) metals. “The Allen, Rarrick and Farnham
residential wells would alsoc be included in the monitoring program.
Surface water monitoring would be performed to observe the water quality of
the surface water on-site. Surface water monitoring would consist of
semiannual sampling at one upgradient location and two downgradient
location and analysis for wvolatlle organic compounds and NYS HSL metals.
Selected parameters to evaluate radiation migration will be monitored at
appropriate locations.
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Alternative 2

Alternative 2 includes deed restrictions, fencing, ground water

monitoring, surface water monitoring, placement of a multimedia cap over

the landfill in its present horseshoe configuration, leachate collection
utilizing an interceptor trench, discharge of collected leachate to a POTW,
and excavation and placement of contaminated sediment on top of the
landfill material for inclusion under the c¢ap. If treatment of leachate at
a POTW proves infeasible, leachate would be treated on-site utilizing
precipitation and carbon adsorption. Five-year reviews would be conducted
as required by the NCP due to the fact that the landfill material would
remain on-site. The purpose of the five-year review is to evaluate whether
adequate protection of human health and the environment is maintained.

Deed restrictions would include land use restrictions which would
preclude the conduct of activities which would expose contaminated
materials or impair the integrity of the cap. Deed restrictions would also
include restrictions prohibiting the installation of potable wells at the
site until Class GA standards for TCE and manganese are attained. A fence
would be installed around the cap to discourage trespassing and minimize
disturbance of the cap.

Monitoring of ground water would be performed to evaluate the
effectiveness of the cap and to monitor for degradation and potential
migration of current ground water constituents. Natural degradation
processes which may be currently active in the aquifers would be expected
to continue to reduce the concentrations of the organic censtituents in the
ground water. A ground water monitoring program would consist of quarterly
sampling for the first year and semiannually thereafter of well nests
0BG-4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15 and analysis for volatile organic
compounds and NYS HSL metals. The Allen, Rarrick and Farnham residential
wells would also be included in the monitoring program. Monitoring of
surface water would be performed to evaluate the effectiveness of the cap
and to observe the water quality of the surface water on-site. A surface
water monitoring program would consist of semiannual sampling at one
upgradient location and two downgradient location and analysis for volatile
organic compounds and NYS HSL metals. Selected parameters to evaluate
radiation migration will be monitored at appropriate locations.

Sediment with concentrations of arsenic exceeding 12 mg/kg in the
vicinity of sample SED-3 in the wetland area northeast of the landfill
would be excavated and placed on top of the landfill material for inclusion
under the cap. A multimedia cap would be installed over the landfill
material in its present horseshoe configquration. The landfill material
would be regraded as necessary prior to installation of the cap to
establish slopes which would encourage runoff and minimize erosion. If
additional fill material is required to achieve final grades, either fill
s0il or exempt construction and demolition (C&D) material as defined in
suppart 360-7.2{b){1)(1) would be used. If possible, these C&D materials
would be generated from sources within Steuben County. The cap would
contain the landfill material and minimize infiltration of precipitation
into the landfill materjial. Gas wvents would be installed at a rate of one
per acre of cap. These vents would prevent the possidble build-up of
landfill gasses under the cap. These vents would be sampled following
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completion of the cap so as to determine if any control measures are
required.

A leachate collection system would be installed in conjunction with
the cap. An interceptor trench consisting of installation of a perforated
pipe with crushed gravel backfilled around the pipe would be constructed
along the toe of the landfill. The bottom of the trench would be located
above the ground water table. Collected leachate would be transported to
the City of Corning or other POTW for treatment. If treatment of leachate
at the POTW proves infeasible, leachate would be treated on-site through
precipitation and carbon adsorption. Treated effluent would be discharged
to Bailey Creek.

It is not anticipated at this time that wupgradient ground water
diversion is required. However, in the event that leachate generation
rates do not decrease subsegquent to capping, upgradient ground water
diversion may be implemented. This would force ground water to flow around
the landfill, thereby isolating the landfill material and preventing
possible interaction between the landfill material and ground water.

Improvements to surface water drainage at the site would include the
construction of surface water diversion berms upgradient of the landfill,
prevention of Bailey Creek Road run-off from entering West Creek, and
deepening of West Creek. The latter, in addition to improving surface
water management at the site would serve to lower the ground water in the
vicinity of OBG~4, thereby allowing proper placement of the leachate
collection pipes in that area. Surface water run-off in the vicinity of
SED~3 would be managed so as to maintain the adequate flow of water to the
wetland area near SED-3.

Operation and maintenance activities for Alternative 2 would include
pericdic mowing and inspections of the cap and leachate collection system.
Transportation of leachate to the POTW would also be a periodic activity.
If leachate is treated on-site, disposal of precipitation sludge and
replacement of regenerating of carbon would need to be performed
periodically, as well as effluent discharge sampling.

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 is similar to Alternative 2 except the capping would be
in a mound configuration. Capping in this configuration would involve the
development of a cell in the interjor of the "horseshoe" of the landfill
for placement o©of standard construction and demolition (C&D) material.
Development of a C&D cell in the interior of the landfill would involve
installation of a bottom liner qusisting of 2 ft of soil with a
permeability no greater than 1 x 10 cm/sec or other materials which are
designed to be protective of groundwater quality and a leachate collection
system consisting of 1 ft of sand and perforated piping. Leachate
collected in the C&D cell's leachate collection system would be treated by
the same processes discussed in alternative #2. The landfill material and
C&D material would be regraded as necessary prior to installation of the
cap to establish slopes which would encourage runcoff and minimize erosiocn.
If additional fill is required to achieve final grades on the south, east,
or west sides of the landfill, either fill scil or exempt C&D materials (as

Page 15




defined in subpart 360-7.1(b){1){i}) would be nused. If possible, these
C&D materials would be generated from sources within Steuben County.

DETATLED ARALYSIS OF ALTERHB?;VES

The objective of the detailed analysis of alternatives was to analyze
and present sufficient information to allow the alternatives to be compared
and a remedy selected. The analysis consisted of an assessment of the
alternatives with respect to nine evaluation criteria that encompass
statutory requirements and include other gauges of the overall feasibility
and acceptability of remedial alternatives. The detailed analysis of
alternatives also included a comparative evaluation designed to determine
the relative performance of the alternatives and identify major trade-offs
among them. The nine evaluation criteria are:

-Overall protection of human health and the environment
-Compliance with ARARs

~-Long-term effectiveness and permanence

-Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment
-Short~term effectiveness

-Implementability

-State acceptance

~Community acceptance, and

-Cost

The results of the analysis of alternatives is presented in Table 10.
A detail summary of the analysis is available in the feasibility study.
The following is a brief discussion of the criteria.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment: Both Alternative 2
and 3 include capping and containment of landfill constituents and
therefore meeting the criteria. However, alternative 3 would result in an
11 month delay in implementation of the remedy. Alternative 1 does not
meet the criteria because leachate would continue to impact on local
groundwater.

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement (ARARs):

Alternative 2 and 3 would meet the site specific ARARs identified on Table
11 and therefore meet the criteria. Alternative 1 would likely not meet
ambient water quality standards or groundwater standards because leachate
would continue to be released fram the site.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence: Alternative 2 and 3 with capping,
leachate management and administrative controls would comply with the
criteria. - Alternative 1 would provide no active remediation. Therefore,
without capping and controlling leachate generation, alternative 1 fails
this criteria.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment: Alternative
2 and 3 would include management of leachate. Complete reduction in
toxicity of the leachate would be expected. B cap and leachate collection
system would reduce mobility of contaminants from the landfill. Therefore,
alternative 2 and 3 meets the criteria. Alternative 1, with no active
remedial program would not meet the criteria.
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chorterm Effectiveness: Alternative 2 has some effects on the local
comminity and the enviromment when implemented, however, engineering
controls can minimize the effects. Alternative 3 would involve the
placement 170,000 cubic yards of C&D material and would take approximately
10 months to complete. This would delay the construction of the leachate
collection system. Alternative 1 would have little impact on present site
conditions and it is unlikely the criteria would be met.

Implementability: All three alternatives are implementable.

State Acceptance: The state accepts alternative 2 and 3 because it

fulfills the criteria evaluate. However, the 8tate has concerns with
alternative 3 hecause of the 11 month delay implementation of the remedy
and concerns with the use of non-exempt C&D material. Further, the impact
on local residents due to the operation of a landfill accepting 170,000
tons of waste in only 10 months is likely to be significant. The State
does not accept Alternative 1 as it includes no active remediation. This
would allow for uncontrolled release of leachate to surface waters and
groundwater.

Community Acceptance: Overall, the community responded favorably to the
proposed remedial action plan. Attachment Number 2 is the Responsiveness
Surmary. .

Cost: Alternative 2 has the highest present worth of §8,770,000 to
$10,510,000 depending on the method of leachate management. Alternative 3
iz slightly less ranging from $8,000,000 +to %9,870,000, however, this
estimate is sensitive to incoming rate of C&D material and the market rate.
Alternative 1 with a present worth of $470,000 is the least expensive.

Section 7: SUMMARY OF GOVERNMENT'S DECISION - Conceptual Design

Three remedial alternatives are assembled in this Remedial Action Plan
(RAP). An individual detailed analysis and a comparative analysis were
performed on the three alternatives. The detailed analysis of alternatives
ipdicated favorable evaluations with respect to the evaluation criteria for
Alternatives 2 and 3. Alternative 2 is the alternative which provides the
best balance of the evaluation criteria. Although Alternative 2 is the
most expensive alternative, it meets the remedial objectives in the most
efficient manner.

Alternative 2 is that alternative which provides the best balance of
the evaluation criteria. This alternative includes capping the landfill in
its "existing configuration utilizing fill soil or exempt C&D material to
achieve final grades, leachate collection, transportation of leachate to
the City of Corning or other POTW for treatment, excavation of contaminated
sediments in the vicinity of sample SED-3 in the wetland area northeast of
the landfill and consolidation under the cap, deed restrictions, fencing,
ground water monitoring, and surface water monitoring. If leachate
treatment at a POTW was infeasible, leachate would be treated on-site
utilizing precipitation and carbon adsorption. :

Construction activities would be initiated by clearing the site and
installing site fencing, which would consist of six foot high chain link
industrial fencing which would be installed around the entire site.
Sediment with concentrations of arsenic exceeding 12 mg/kg in the vicinity
of sample location SED-3 in the wetland area northeast of the site would be
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excavated and placed on top of the landfill material. Common fill or
exempt C&D material would be brought on-site to achieve proper grades on
the landfill. Side slopes would be no greater than 33 percent and top
surface slopes would be no less than 4 percent. The West Creek drainage
channel would be deepened to improve surface water runoff and lower the
ground water table in that area. Upgradient surface water diversion berms
would be constructed to prevent surface water run-on to the cap. During
these construction activities, either landfill materials would be moved off
the location of the Texas Eastern Petroleum Pipeline Company's propane line
on the southeastern side of the site, or the propane line would be
redirected around the landfill material. The determination as to which
action would be performed relative to the propane line would be made during
the design phase.

Construction of the multimedia cap will then begin on the perimeter of
the landfill. The cap will include the radiation area identified in the
remedial investigation. Gas vents would be installed first; the gravel gas
venting layer would be placed next; and a filter fabric layer would be
placed over the gravel, The FML would be placed over the filter fabric;
_drainage laterals would be placed on top of the FML; and ancther layer of
filter fabric would then be placed. The edge of the FML would be keyed
into the leachate collection trench to prevent surface water runoff from
entering the leachate collecticn system. The soil protective layer would
be placed next, followed by the topsoil layer. The topsoil layer will be
seeded and mulched to prevent erosion and provide for rapid growth of
vegetation.

The leachate collection system around the perimeter of the cap will be
~ installed during construction of the cap. The trench would be constructed
of gravel, piping, and filter fabric. Leachate would be pumped to a
storage tank, to be stored until pickup and transport to the City of
Corning or other POTW. If leachate treatment at a POTW is infeasible,
leachate will be freated oh-site wutilizing precipitation and carbon
adsorption.

The impact to site surface waters from increased runoff would be
evaluated during the remedizl design phase, and as necessary, drainage
control measures such as the construction of retention basins would be
implemented during construction activities. Precipitation runoff and
surface water management design considerations would include maintenance of
water flow into the wetland area located on the northern portion of the
site. Rodents or other potential vectors were not observed during the
ecological investigation performed as part of the additional investigatory
activities. The need for control of vectors would be further evaluated
during the remedial design phase, and if it was determined to be necessary,
control measures would be implemented during construction activities.
Evaluation of air control requirements would include sampling of gas vents
following construction of the cap and compare these results to appropriate
air guidances to determine if gas mitigation measures are necessary.

Deed restrictions may be imposed at any point during implementation of
the remedy. The deed restrictions would include measures to prevent the
installation of potable wells in the immediate vicinity of the landfill and
to restrict activities which could damage the integrity of the cap. The
monitoring program would be initiated upon completion of closure
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activities. The meonitoring program would provide data to evaluate the
effectiveness of the remedial effort over time. If the 1long term
monitoring programs indicates increases in site specific contamination at
levels of concern, then additional investigation will be initiated and, if
warranted, corrective actions will be undertaken. Five-year reviews would
be conducted in accordance with the NCP. '

The estimated cost for implementation is present on Page 8 of Table
10. The present worth of the preferred alternative is $8,770,000 with
leachate treatment at a local POTW or $10,510,000 utilizing on-site
treatment. The ultimate determination of the leachate management method
will be determined in the design phase of the project.
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TABLE 1 tPoge 1 of 2)

SCREENING OF TECHNOLOGIES AND PROCESS OPTIONS
LANDFILL MATERIAL

. feasibility Study
Edward Allen Landfitl Site

General - Remed{al Process
Response Action Technotogy Options Description Screening Corments
—-—Deed Restrictions Land use restrictions for Potentially applicabte.
fitl area,
ccess
Restrictions
L—rFencing Installation of a fence Potentially spplicable.
INSTITUTIONAL surrounding the fill ares.
ACTIONS

Ground Yater Monitoring Honitoring of site ground water Required by HYSDEC for Site.
quality, . (NYSDEC, 1990}
onitor { ng——. .

L——-Surface MWater Honitoring Monftoring of site surface uster

Patentially applicable..
quality.
!

REMOVAL  (———-—Removal Action—-—.— Excavation

Removal of fill material using Hot applicable due to
ACTION spplicable construction equipment excessive volume of fill
such as: backhoes, cranes, front- material and potential
erd loaders. excavation hazerds associated
uith burted gas cytinders snd
and propane tanks.
——Clay and Vegetated Compacted clay snd vegetated soit Potentially applicable,
Sofl © covering tandfill area.
ap-
L— Hultimedia A synthetic membrane covered with Potentially applicable.
a protective layer of soil.
CONTAINMENT
ACTIONS —0On-Site Landfill Placement of fill materiat in sn Not applicable due to
on-site \andfill or consolidation excessive volume of fill
and Disposal : of fill on site. material and potential
excavation hazards.
L—l:t-urmel-o::hnl Landfitl Placement of fill material in . Not applicable due to
an off-site landfill. '

excessive volume of fill
materisl and porential
excavation hazards.




TABLE 1

SCREENING OF TECHNOLOGIES AND PROCESS OPTIONS
LANDFILL MATERIAL

" Fessibility study
Edward Alien Landfitl Site

(Page 2 of 2)

Screening Comments

General Remedial Process ’
Response Action - Technalogy Options Description
——Rotary Kiln Combustion of fill material in
o rotating horizontal cylinder,
—Thermal Treatment———Fluidized Bed tombustion of fill material in
' a hot sand bed.
In Situ Vitrification ’ Vitrification of #ill material
in place.
TREATMENT
ACTIONS ——Stahi[{zation Solidification of fil|
wmaterial,
—Chemical /Physical —
Treatment ‘
L—Mater/Solvent Wash Extraction of constituents
from the #itl material.
r——Aercbic Degradation of organic
) . constituents by eerobic
L_Biological microorganisms.
Treatment
L-—Amerobic

e B
e e e e

Degradation of organic
constituents by anaerobic
microorganisms,

Infeasible for the site due to
the nature of the il material.

Infeas{ble for the site due to
the nature of the fill material.

Infeasible due to the presence
of wmetal objects In the fill
material which would short-
tircuit the process.

Infeasible for the site due to the
sfze of much of the fill material
ond infeasibility of excavation.

Infeasible for the site due to
the nature of the fill material,

Infeasible for typical contents of
sanitary landfills,

Infeasible for typical contents of
senitary landfills.




TABLE 2

SCREENING OF TECHNOLOGIES AND PROCESS OPTIONS

LEACHATE

Feasibility Study

Edward Allen Landfill Site

(Page 1 of

2)

General Remedial Process
Response Action Technology Options Description Screenfng Comments
COLLECTION f—————Extraction———————Interceptor Trenches Perforated pipes in trenches Potentially appliceble.
ACTIONS . backfilled with porous media to
cotlect leachate,
r——~Reverse Osmosis Use of high pressure to force ’ Potentially applicable for
water through a membrane, some site constituents.
filtering cut constituents.
hysicel Stripping Contact of large volumes of air or Potentialiy appticable for
Treatment steem with water to promote the voCs although metals
transfer of volatile organics. pretrestment may be required,
'——Carbon Adsarption Adsorption of organic con- Potentially sppliceble for
stituents onto activated carbon, orgenics although metals
pretreatment may be required.
r—1"1on Exchange Exchange of fons between fon Only appiicable to some
exchange resin ond leachate, inorganic constituents.
t——Chemicat ——Ox{dation Destruction of erganic con- Potentislly npplicni'sle for
Treatment constituents by oxidstion- organicg although metals
reduction reactions. pretreatment may be required.
TREATMENT
ACTIONS L..—precipitation Alterstion of chemical equilibria teo Potentially sppliceble to
reduce metal constituent solubllity, inorganic constituents.
——~Aerobic Degradation of- organic - — Infeasible for |eachate due ta
constituents by aerobic dilute organic levels.
—Biological microorganfsms.
Treatment
L —Anaerobic Degradation of orgsnic Infeasible for teachate due to
constituents by anaerobic dilute orgenic levels.
organisms.
——~Rotary Kiln Combustion of leachate in rotating

L ~Thermal Treatment—%

L———Fluidi zed Bed

horizontal cylinder.

Combustion of leschate in & hot
sand bed.

e ——————— i — e

Infeagible for leachate due to
dilute organic levels,

Infeasible for leachate due to
ditute organic levels.
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TABLE 2 (Page 2 of 2)

SCREENING OF TECHNOLOGIES AND PROCESS OPTIONS
LEACHATE

Feasibility Study

General
Response Action

Remedial
Technolegy

Edward Allen Landfill Site

Process
Options

Description

Screening Comments

DISCHARGE

ACTIONS

L—Hi thoc_:t

r—Uith Yreatment

Surface Yater

———Publicly Owned
1reatmens Works

Treatment—

~——Commercisl Facility

Pischarge of treated effiuent
to & nearby body of water,

Discharge of untreated leachate
to en off-site POTYW.

Discharge to » commercisl facility
for treatment end/or disposal.

.

Potentially applicable,

Potentially spplicable.

Potentially applicable.




General
Response Action

TABLE 3

SCREENING OF TECHHOLOGIES AND PROCESS OPTIONS
GROUND WATER

Feasibility Study
Edward Allen Landfill Site

Remedial Process '
Technology Options Peseription

Screening Comments

INSTITUT TONAL

—Access Restrictions——Deed Restrictions Vell restrictions for localized

ground water contamination.

—HMunicipal Water Extension of municipal water

ACTIONS

Alternate Water Supply supply to area of influence.
Supply

\—-New Community Well Hew uncontaminated well in
’ area of influence,

~—Honi toring——————Ground Water Monitoring Monitoring of wells,

Potentially spplicable.
Not epplicable at this time.
Not applicahle at this time,

Required by NYSDEC for Site.
— (NYSDEC, 1990)
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Generak

Response Action
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TABLE 4

SCREENING OF TECHNOLOGEES AND PROCESS OPTIONS

SEDIMENTS - - -

. Feasibility Study
Edward Allen Landfill Site

Description

(Page 2 of 2)

Screening Comments

TREATMENT
ACTIONS

Remedial Process
Technology Options
——Rotery Kiln
—Thermal Treatment—}—Fluidized Bed
———1n Situ Vitrification
——S$tabilization
\—Chemiéal /Physical —
Treatment

Soil Vashing

Combustion of sediment in
a rotating horizontal cylinder.

Combustion of sediment in a
hot sand bed. X

vitrification of sediment in
place,

solidificetion of sediment.

Extraction of constituents
from the sediments.

Not spplicable for metals.
Hot sppliceble for metals.

Potentially sppliceble.

Potentially spplicable,-

Potentielly applicable.




General

TABLE §

EVALUATION OF PR.CESS OPTJONS

LANDFILL MATER([AL

Feasibility Study
Edward Allen Landfill Site

Remedisl Process
Response Action Technology Options Effectiveness Implementability Cost
* 0
——Deed Effectiveness depends on continued Readily implementable. Low copital
: Restrictions® implementation. Does not reduce Ho O & M
CCegt————— contamination or prevent migration.
Restriction
: Fencing® Limits damage to any waste Readily implementable. Low capitat
containment system by discouraging Very low G & M
INSTITUTIONAL tresspassing.
ACTIONS
—Ground Water Usefut for documenting conditions. Readily implementable, Low capital -
Monitoring* Does not eliminate contamination. Hedium D L W
oni tor ing——m— .
—Surface Wnter Useful for documenting conditions. Readily implementable. No capital.
Monitoring® Does not eliminate contemipation. ' Hedium O L W
H
——Clay and Vegetated Prevents migration of contaminants. Implementability Medium capitat
Soit Does not eliminate contemination. dependent on availability Low G L W
CONTATMMENT Cap- Hay crack, but can self heal. of clay.
ACTIONS
——Hultimedia*

® Representative Process Option

tffectively prevents migration of
contaminants., I8 least susceptible
to crecking and weathering.

Readily implementable.

Hedium capital
Lo O L M




TABLE 6

EVALUATION OF PROCESS OPTIONS

LEACHATE

Feasibility Study

Edward Allen Landfill Site

{Page 1 of 2)

General Remedial Process
Response Action Technology Options Effectiveness Imptementability Cost
COLLECT JON f—————Extract | on——————Interceptor® Effective for Interception of Readily implementable. Hedium cepital
ACTIONS Trenches leachate flow end maintenance of Low O L M
cap integrity.
—Reverse Osmosis Effective treatment for large Readily implementable. Hedium capital
organic molectiles and some Hedium O & K
metals., Ineffective for smaller
molecules. .
-—Physical -—Carbon Adsorption® Effective treatment for most Readily {mplementable. Hedium capital
Treatment organic constituents. Carbon Hedium O L N
regeneration or disposal required.
Lstr-n:aping Effective treatment for volatile Readily implementable; Hedium capital
TREATMENT organic constituents, Air attainment of air low O L M
ACTIONS potlution control moy be required. quality limits required.
——lon Exchange - Effective removal for jonic species Readily implementable. Medium capital
including metals and inorganic anions. : Hedium C & M
Regenerant requires disposal.
—Oxidation Research indicates variable Readily implementable. Medium capital
—Chemical effectiveness in organic reduction. Low 0 L M
Trestment Treatability study required to
determine effectiveness. Uv/Orone
oxidation considered to be
an innovetive technology.
L-t»"reclpitatit.'m"' Effective for removal of metals;

* fRepresentative Process Options

sludge disposst required.

Readily implementable,

Hedium capitat
Hedium 0 & M




TABLE h

EVALUATION OF PROCESS OPTIONS

(Page 2 of 2)

LEACHATE
Feasibility Study t
. Edward Allen Landfill Site
General - Remedftal Process
Response Action Technology Options Effectiveness Implementebility Cost
—With Treatment Surface Yater® Effective discharge method. Attairment of discharge Low capital

DISCHARGE

ACTIONS

4§ thout.
Treatment
i

® pepresentative Process Option

——Commercial Facility Effective dischscge method for

treatment and/or disposal.

———POTW Effective discharge method
for treatment end disposal.

timits required.

Implementability depends
upon svafilability of
facitity services.
Transportation required.

Dependent on availability
of capacity. Attainment

of pretreatment standards
required. Transportstion

Very lowu O L M

No eapital
Righ OL K

Low capitat
Hedium G L M

or piping to sewer required.
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TABLE 7

EVALUATION OF PRL.ESS OPTIONS
_GROUKD MWAYER

Feasibility Study
Edward Allen Landfill Site

General Remedial Process
Response Action Technology Options Effectiveness Implementsbility Cost
—Access——— —__Deed Effectiveness depends on continued Readily implementable, Low capital
Restrictions Restrictions* implementation. Does not reduce Ho O & N
constituent concentrations or
INSTITUTIONAL prevent migration.
ACTIONS L"
onf tori round Water Useful for documenting corditions. _Readily implementable. Low capital
Honfitoring* Does not reduce constituent Hedium O & N
concentrations.

t

" Representative Process Options




TABLE 8

EVALUATION OF PROCESS OPTIONS
SEDIMENT

Feasibility Study
Echard At{en Lendfitl Site

(Page 1 of 2)

General - Remedial Process
Response Action Technology Options Effectiveness Implementabl L ity Cost
——Deed v Effectiveness depends on continued Readily implementable. Low copital
Restrictions implementation, Does not reduce Ho DL M
INSTITUTIONAL Ace - contamination,
ACTIONS Restriction
: fencing bDiscourages trespassing. Readily {wplementable. Low cepital
Very tow Q L N
REMOVAL Excavat jon———-——Excavation® Effective removal method. Readily implementable, Medium capital.
ACTIONS Ho G L M
——Clay snd Vegetated Effectively prevents constituent * Implementability . Medium cepital
soil migration., May crack but can self dependent o availability Ltow oL M
~Lop— | heal. of ctlay. :
—Huttimedia Effectively prevents migration of Readily implementable. Medium cepital
constituents, Is least susceptible Llom O L K
to cracking snd weathering.
CONTAINMENT
ACTIONS
r——0n-Site Landfill* Effectively prevents constituent Readily implementable. Low capitel
migration. Low O L M

L—Land Disposat—

\———Commercial Landfill Effectively prevents constituent
migration.

® Representative Process Option

Readity {mplementable,

High capital
Ho OL M




TABLE @ (Page 2 of 2)

EVALUATION OF PROCESS OPTIONS
SEDIMENT .

Feasibility Study
Edward Allen Landfill Site

Genersl Remedial Process
Response Action Technoleogy Options Effectiveness Implementability Cost
Thermal in Situ Effective for reducing mobility Readily implementeble. Hedium capitel
Treatment vitrification of inorganics, Wetness of soil HoO L M
may limit efficiency of process.
TREATHENT
ACTEIONS
—-Stabitization Effective for reducing mobility Readity implementable. Medium cepital
of inorganics. Ho O LM
L——Physical/
Chemicat
Treatment . .
Sofl Washing Effective for treatment of Snorganics. Readily implementable. Medium capital
i Disposal of wash water " Wo O LM
required,

* Representative Process Option

Il




. TABLE 9
REMEDIAL"ALTERNATIVES:

Feasibility Study
Edward Allen Landfill Site

Monitoring
Institutional (Ground Water and Swface Water)
Actions
Access Restrictions X X
(Deed Restrictions & Fencing)
Capping - Existing Configuration X
Institutional (Multimedia)
Acti
cions Capping - Mound Configuration
(Multimedia)
Leachate Extraction X x
Removal (Interceptor Trenches)
Action
Physical Treatment x* | x* L
Leachate (Carbon Adsorption) |
Treatment
Ax(':ﬁo:;en Chemical Treatment x* | x*
(Precipiration)
With Treatment x* 1 x*
Leachate (Surface Water)
Discharge ]
Actions Without Treatment x X
(POTW)
Sediment '
Removal Excavation X X
Actions
Sediment Land Disposal
Contaimment (On-Site Landfill) x x
Actio
ns

® To be implemented only if discharge to POTW is infeasible.
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TABLE 10

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY

Feasibility Study
Bdward Alten Landfill Site

—— -

Page 3

ALTERNATIVE 1
Ground water and surface water monitoring.

— —

ALTERNATIVE 21
Deed restrictions, fencing, ground water and
surface water monitoring, multimedia cap ~
cxisting configuration, leachate collection,
discharge to POTW, and sediment excavation
and placement on top of landfill under cap. If
treatment of Jeachate at POTW infeasible,
treatment of leachate on-site,

ALTERNATIVE 3
Deed restrictions, fencing, ground water and
surface water monitoring, multimedia cap -
mound configuration, leachate collection,
discharge to POTW, and sediment excavation
and placement on top of landfilt under cap.
If treatment of leachate at POTW infeasible,
treatment of Jeachate en-sile,

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Magnitude of Residual Risk

Unknown risk. Landfill materia! and sediment
would not be contained, Ground water quality
improvements uncertain without management
of Jeachate.

Minimal residual risk. Landfill material and
sediment would be contained. Ground water
quality would improve through management of
leachate and natural attenuation,

Minimal residual risk. Landfill material and

sediment would be contained. Ground waler

quality would improve through management
of leachate and natural attenuation.

Adequacy and Reliability of
Controls

Ground water and surface water monitoring
would be adequate and reliable methods of
evaluating long-term ground water and surface
water quality.

Capping, with maintenance, and leachate
collection would be sdequate and reliable in
minimizing migration of constituents from fill

material to other environmental media.
Fencing and deed restrictions wouid be
adequate and reliable methods of minimizing
access 1o the site, disturbance of the cap, and
potable use of ground water. Discharge to a
POTW would be an adequate and reliable
control for leachate. Ground water and
surface water monitoring would be adequate
and reliable methods of evajuating the tong-
term effectiveness and permanence. Il on-site
leachate treatment is required, precipitation

. and carbon adsorption would be adequate and

reliable treatment methods for leachate,

Capping, with maintenance, -and lfeachate
collection would be adequate and reliatle in
minimizing migration of constituents from fill

material to other environmental media.

Fencing and deed restrictions would be
adequate and reliable methods of mininizing
access to the site, disturbance of the cap, and
potable use of ground water. Discharge to a
FOTW would be an adequate and reliible
control for leachate. Geound water and
surface water monitering would be sdcausate
and reliable methods of cvaluating the bng-
term effectiveness and permanence. 1T oe-site
leachate treatment is required, precipitaion
and carbon adsorption would be adequate and
reliable treatment methods for leachats.




TABLE 10

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY

Feasibility Study
Edward Allen Landfill Site

r—

ALTERNATIVE 1
Ground water and surface water monitoring.

ALTERNATIVE 2
Deed restrictions, fencing, ground water and
surface water monitoring, multimedia cap -
existing conliguration, leachate collection,
discharge to POTW, and sediment excavation
and placement on top of landfilt under cap. If
treatment of leachate at POTW inleasibic,
trcatment of leachate on-site,

Page 4

ALTERNATIVE 3
Deed restrictions, fencing, ground water and
surface water monitoring, multimedia cap -
mound configusation, leachate colledtion,
discharge te POTW, and sediment excavation
and placement on top of landfill under cap.
If treatment of leachate at POTW infeasible,
treatment of lcachate on-site.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBI

LITY, AND VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Treated

No treatment process used.

Leachate treatment at the City of Corning or
other POTW with ptimary and secondary
biological treatment. If this is infeasible,

leachate treatment would be by precipitation

and carbon adsorption.

Leachate treatment at the City of Coming or

1 other POTW with primasy and secondary

biological treatment. If this is infeasble,
leachate treatment would be by precipilation
and carbon adsorption.

Amount of Hazardous Materijals

None.

Neacly complete removal of constituents from

Nearly complete removal of constituents from

i
|
|

Destroyed or Treated leachate through either treatment method. leachate through cither treatment metod,

Degree of Expected Reductions in No reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume Nearly complete reduction in toxicity of Nearly complete reduction in toxicity of

Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume of leachate. Reduction in toxicity of ground leachate with ireatment. Reduction of toxicity | leachate with treatment. Reduction of vwxicity
water uncertain without proper Jeachate and mobility of ground water constituents with and mobility of ground water constituents
management. . natural attenuation. Nearly complete with natural attenuation. MNearly complete
reduction in mobility of fill materiat reduction in mobility of fill materid
constituents with capping and leachate constituents with capping and leachge
coliection. collection.
Degree to Which Treatment is Not applicable. POTW treatment is irreversible, If on-site POTW treatment is irreversible. If onsite
Hrreversible treatment of leachate is required, precipitation treatment of leachate is required,
and carbon adsorption are irreversible, precipitation and carbon adsorption wre
' irreversible,
Type and Quantity of Residuals Not applicable. Sludge resulting [rom biological treatment Studge resulting from biological treatnent
Remaining After Treatment

would likely be minimal relative to that which
is regularly managed at the POTW., If

leachate is treated on-site, precipitation sludge

and spent carbon would require management.

would likely be minimat relative 1o that which
is regularly managed at the POTW. ¥f

leachate is treated on-site, precipitation gudge

and spent carbon would require management.
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TABLE 10

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY

Feasibility Study

= e

Edward Allen Landfill Site
—— —— ———— —
ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2

Ground water and surface water monitoring,

Deed restrictions, fencing, ground water and
surface water monitoting, multimedia cap -
existing configuration, leachate collection,
discharge to POTW, and sediment excavation
and placement on top of landfill under cap. If
treatment of leachate at POTW infeasible,
treatment of leachate on-site,

v

Page 8

ALTERNATIVE 3
Deed restrictions, fencing, ground water and
surface water monitoring, multimedia cap -
mound configuration, jcachate collection,
discharge to POTW, and sediment excavation

- and placement on top of landfill under cap.

If treatment of leachate at POTW infeasible,
treatment of lcachate on-site.

COsT \
Leachate Leachate | Leachate Leachate
Treatment Treatment | Treatment Trestment
at POTW On-site | at POTW On-site
Capital Costs , 30 35,820,000 36,710,000 | $4,920,000 33,600,000
Annual Operation and 539,000 $440,000 $330,000 | $470,000 $130,000
Maintenance Costs
Present Worth Cost $470,000 $8,770,000 $10,510,000 | $3,000,000 $9,670,000
STATE ACCEPTANCE To be assessed in Record of Decision following comment period. I
COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE To be assessed in Record of Decision following comment period. u
— =
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TABLE 11 Page 1
POTENTIAL ARARS

Feasibility Study
Edward Allen Landfill Site; Corning, NY

POTENTIAL LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS

LOCATION

REQUIREMENTS ' CITATION

Wetlands

Activities must be conducted to avoid, to the extent possible, long-term and short-term adverse impacts associated with the 40 CFR Part 6,
destruction or modifications of wetlands. Subpart A

e ——— e — — —
n POTENTIAL CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS
MEDIUM REQUIREMENTS CITATION
Ground water must meet NYS Class GA ground water standards, These standards are the most smngcm ol' 6 NYCRR Part 703
- Standards for Class GA Ground Water - 6 NYCRR Part 703}
Ground Water - NYS MCLs for Public Water Supplics 10 NYCRR Subpart 5-1
- MCLs promulgated under the Safe Drinking Water Act 40 CFR Part 141
= NYS Standards of Raw Water Quality 10 NYCRR Part 17
Surface Water Surface water at the Site must meet NYS Ambient Water Quality Standards for Class D water bodies. ; ' ‘6 NYCRR Part 701.14




TABLE 11
POTENTIAL ARARS

Feasihility Study
Edward Allen Landfill Site; Coming, NY

Page 2

-

POTENTIAL ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS

ACTION

REQUIREMENTS

CITATION

Capping

At a minimum, a cap must consist of a laycred system with;

- The boitom layer being a barrier soil layer with a compacted thickness of 18 inches and a maximum permeability of
1 x 107 ecm/sec. Alternatively, a fiexible membrane tiner (FML) 40 mil thick and having 8 maximum permeability of
1 x 10™ em/sec may be used. -

~ A 24 inch barrier protection layer consisting of soil.

- A 6 inch topsoil layer.

6 NYCRR Pant 360-2.15

Excavation or Capping .

Site air quality during remedial activities must mect the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for particulate 40 CFR Part 50
matter,
C&D Cell Construction Requirements for Construction and Demolition Debris Landfills 6 NYCRR TPart 360-7
Discharge of Treated Effluent from the on-site Jeachate treatment system must meet the standards outlined in the State Pollutant Discharge & NYCRR Parts 750-758
Leachate Elimination System (SPDES) program.
Ground Water and Guidelines establishing 1est procedures for the analysis of pollutants. 40 CFR Part 136

Surface Water Monitorin

P
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Department of Environmental Conservation
Responsiveness Summary
for
Proposed Remedial Action Plan
Edward Allen Landfill
Site No. 851001
Corning, New York

A public meeting was held by the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) on February 3, 1992 at Corning Town
Hall to discuss the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (FRAP) for the Edward
Allen Landfill inactive hazardous waste site located on Bailey Creek Road
of the property owned by Mr. Edward Allen. The purpose of this attachment
is to summarize the meeting and provide a response to the questions posed
by the public.

The Feasibility Study (FS) Report of the Edward Allen Landfill site
was prepared by O'Brien and Gere Engineers, consultant for Corning Inc. and
Westinghouse Electric who are Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) for
this site. At the meeting representatives of the NYSDEC and NYSDOH made a
presentation of the activities mentioned below:

1. Discussed the PRAP procedure, public comment period, Record of
Decision {ROD) procedure, tentative schedule.

2. Provided a brief description of the site, history of the site,
description of past investigations conducted at the site, brief

description of the Remedial Investigation (RI} conducted during
1988-90.

3. Discussed the Health Risk Assessment of the site.

4. Discussed the various remedial alternatives evaluated for the
remediation of the site.

5. Discussed the recommended remedial action alternative of the
site.

Written comments on the PRAP were received during the public comment
period which ended on February 21, 1992. The following is a review and
further response to the comments received during the comment period:




Mentioned treatment of leachate could be on-site or off-site. 1Is
there any plan as to where off-site it would be taken? Does Steuben
County have a facility to treat it?

At this time, it hasn't been determined which of the options described
in the Feasibility Study the PRPs wish to take. The method of
leachate treatment will be determined in design phase. ©One of the
options is to use a POTW in the area.

I live right by Bailey Creek (on Caton Road). The last meeting you
said the (contamination) doesn't come down Bailey Creek as far as
Caton Road. Your material said you don't know how deep the dump is.

That's true. We think the landfill ranges in depth from about 10 feet
at the top of the hill to about 35-40 feet at the bottom of the
landfill. There are monitoring wells installed, much deeper than the
fill. They go down into the bedrock. They would pick up
contamination coming from the f£ill.

I'm directly down from the landfill. Every time we dig, even four or
five feet, there's always water there. I'm concerned that that water
is coming down from the landfill. I have a cistern in my cellar. I

though maybe I should have that tested. It was explained tc me that

the cistern works on underground streams. When you have a torrential
rain all this water comes into my cellar.

You probably have a very shallow groundwater table there. Just a few
feet below your basement. A heavy rain elevates the groundwater. The
data from the RI/FS indicates that site contamination has not migrated
far from the site. I would not expect any impacts to the water in
your basement.

Have you've done sampling of Bailey Creek down near where I live?
I've been telling kids not to swim in the creek because of PCBs.

We have not tested down near the bridge because we did not find enough
contamination near the landfill to justify testing that far down.

Would you say the kids could go wading in the creek. Do you think
that's safe?

Yes. As far as what's coming from the landfill, yes.

You mentioned that it was 40,000 gallons a week of leachate. Does the
dryness or wetness of the summer (precipitation) affect the amount of
leachate?

The amount of rainfall will definitely affect the amount of leachate.
It's very common for leachate seeps at landfills to dry up over the
summer. This hasn't happened at this site. Not even in 1988, a very
dry year. This landfill is like having a layer of concrete with a




pile of sand on it. Water goes down through and is expressed out of
the sides. Also, the landfill holds a lot of water because of its 25
acres in size. The PRPs consultant has estimated leachate seeps will
dry up in one to two years after constructicn of the cap.

I live on Caton Road near Bailey Creek. When it rains up at the
landfill, pieces of rock & sediment are washed down Bailey Creek.
Shouldn't you test down by our house, because you don't really know
(what might have washed down)?

Some of these metals, such as barium found in private wells, are
naturally occurring. BAs for surface water and sediment, it's true some
sediments will be washed down. But our sampling downstream from the
landfill showed levels lower than the landfill area and at or below
background levels..

Are you going to dig this landfill up? You don't know how deep this
landfill is. Are you going to keep digging until you decide to stop?

Only sediments with high level of arsenic will be excavated and placed
on top of the landfill and sealed off with the cap. We will not dig
the landfill out, it would be too expensive and impractical.

Jf you did find contamination in Bailey Creek, would you still proceed
with the same (proposed plan)? This plan, once it's in place, should
stop (contamination from entering Bailey Creek). Will you just try to . ;
do it {cap the landfill) faster if there were a serious problem of i
contamination in Bailey Creek? Next week, if you found a problem in
Bailey Creek, would the plan be changed or would that be all the more
reason to get this cap on there?

It would depend on what was found. If the site was a health threat,
the DOH can pressure DEC to do an Interim Remedial Measure or speed up
the design and construction of the landfill. However, even if serious
problem were encountered, it would not have changed the landfill
closure.

Are you still testing Bailey Creek?

The Department tested the creek last summer. We will also do a full
round of testing prior to closure, which would make it 1993. There
will alsoc be monitoring of Bailey Creek as part of the long-term
monitoring program.

How often?

Proposal is twice a year.




Part of the purpose of this process is to solicit, comment from the
public. Not being an engineer or a chemist, I'm not qualified to
comment on the technical aspects, what kind of input would you expect
to get from the public that might change the way something like this
is done? ’

We're giving you the opportunity to voice questions, concerns,
comments that don't necessarily have to be directed at the proposed
plan. Maybe you have concerns about things that you'd like to see
done that we didn't look at. Also, maybe there are some subjects
we've considered internally, but have not written down in the formal
document for your review. Your questions make us think of things we
may have overlooked.

It seems like there's enough question in people's minds that it would

pay to test Bailey Creek a little more frequently. And maybe in a few
additional spots a little further down. As far down as the bridge.

It seems to me that would be money well spent. How much does it cost

to do a sample of water from Bailey Creek?

Depends on what you're looking for, but at this site we are looking
for mostly inorganics, probably $200. There's also a different layer
of analytical work that we need to do that backs up the numbers called
Quality Control/Quality Assurance.. That can scmetimes bump up the
numbers to $400 or so. :

Still, we're talking about millions of dollars to fix this whole
thing. It seems like a few extra tests at a few hundred dollars each
would be reasoning to me, my peace of mind.

Right now, we don't think testing the entire length of Bailey Creek is
warranted. If you reach a point where there's no contamination
downstream, there's little likelihood that contamination could be
below that point. But we could definitely consider doing some more
analytical work on Bailey Creek.

What time of year are you testing the wells and Bailey Creek? When
the water table is high or low?

During the Remedial Investigation, we sampled wells at various times
of the year.

How far down Bailey Creek did you sample?

I believe it was below the Farnham residence. That was the last
sampling point.

It was my understénding that a cap was suppose to be good for 30
years.

That is correct.




L

Is there a plan to manage the landfill after those 30 years are up?
Will this stuff still be leaking out?

Administratively, my task is to look at this closure for 30 years.
Intuitively, since the landfill contains hazardous and industrial
wastes, I can see the Department never letting this landfill cap be
disturbed and I can see the closure going well beyond 30 years.

I'm Edward Allen. At what point will we be able to segregate our home
and a few acres from this site. Is there a point down the road when
we can get an answer to that?

There are three steps to the design: (1) Preliminary Design Report,
(2) S50-Percent Design & Specification Documents, and (3) a final
design. By that time, the fence line and structures will be pretty
well delineated. The determination on the site boundaries may be 6-9

mos into the design phase. At the present schedule, sometime the end
of this year.

You said the land was 25 acres?

Approximately.

In 1988 in one of your study reports, you said it was 35 acres. 1In
October of 1991 it was 27 acres. Now it's 25 acres. Where do all
these acres disappear to?

The 35 acres was contained in a very preliminary report. The RI then
outlined an area of approximately 27 acres. Since that time, we've
found out the center of the horseshoe doesn't contain wastes. As the

investigations progressed, the estimates of the size of the landfill
got a little better.

T paid close attention to everything that was said during the

February 3, 1992 meetings in the Corning Town Hall about the matter
concerning the Allen Landfill. It seems to me that the answers to the
questions about draining off its leachate were evasive. I also agree
with the other people that brought it up during the meeting, that more
and complete tests should be done further down along the Bailey Creek,
if nothing else to reassure the several people that remained

unconvinced about the effectiveness of the tests that have already
taken place.

The Department will conduct additional sampling of Baliley Creek in the
Summer of 1992 and extend the sampling further downstream from the

original locations. The data will be presented to the public in the
next fact sheet.
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