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SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Niagara County Refuse Site
Town of Wheatfield
Niagara County, New York

F oS

This Record of Decision (ROD) documents the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency's (EPA's) selection of the remedial action for
the Niagara County Refuse site in accordance with the requirements
of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act of 1980, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (CERCLA), and the National 0il and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This
decision document summarizes the factual and legal basis for
selecting the remedy for this site.

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

An administrative record for the site contains the documents that
form the basis for EPA's selectign of the remedial action (see
Appendix III). .

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

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

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This operable unit is the first and only operable unit for the
site. The primary objectives of this action are to control the
source of contamination at the site and to reduce and minimize the

migration of contaminants into site media thereby minimizing any
health and ecological impacts.

The major components of the selecteb remedy include the following:

° Construction of a NYS Part 360 Standard Cap;

° Construction of a clay perimeter barrier wall;
° Construction of a gas venting system beneath the cap;
° Construction of a leachate collection system:

e Removal of the field tile dralins located to the west of the
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landfill;

° Performance of a wetlands; delineation and assessment,
including a supplemental ecolegical risk analysis;

° Compliance with federal and |state regulations, including a
cultural resources survey, a coastal 2zone consistency
determination, and an impa¢t determination for adjacent

farmland;

° Implementation of deed and aqcess restrictions;

° Implementation of a long-term operation & maintenance program
for the cap, gas venting, and leachate system;

® Imglementation of long-term air and water quality monitoring;
an

® An evaluation of site conditions at least once every 5 years

to determine if any modifications to the selected alternative

are necessary. '
DEQLABAIIQE_QE_§2AIHIQBX.DEIEBMIHA¢IQH§
The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State reguirements that are
legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial
action, and is cost effective. his remedy utilizes permanent
sclutions and alternative treatment technologies to the maximum
extent practicable, given the scope of the action. However, the
remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for remedies that
employ treatment to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of the
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants at a site. It is
not practicable (or within the limited scope of this action) to.
treat the hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants at the
site, because the contaminant source, the site itself, can not be
effectively excavated and treated due to its large size and the
absence of hot spots representing major sources of contamination.
A review of the remedial action will be conducted five years after
the commencement of the remedial action. to ensure that the remedy
continues to provide adeguate protection to human health and the
environment, because this remedy will result in hazardous
substances remaining on-site above health-based levels.
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The Niagara County Refuse Site (the "Site") is a former municipal
landfill, comprised of approximately S0 acres, located along the
eastern border of the Town of Wheatifield, New York and the western
border of the City of North Tonawanda. The southern edge of the
Site lies approximately 500 feet north of the Niagara River.

The Site is generally surrounded to the west by active farmland; to
the north by wooded wetlands, a clay mining operation, a Niagara-
Mohawk Power Corporation transmission line, and a right-of-way’
owned by the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT);
to the east by woodlands and low-density housing (approximately
1000 feet from the Site boundary); and to the south by access
roads, railroad tracks, River Road, and the Niagara River. (See
Figure 1).

Refuse disposal operations commenced at the Site in 1969 by the
Niagara County Refuse Disposal District (NCRDD). The landfill was
operated by completing a series [of six excavations into the
clay/upper till layer underlying the Site. The excavations were
each filled with compacted solid waste, creating the six distinct
cells vhich comprise the landfill.| Wastes reported to have been
disposed of at the Site include hpusehold, yard, institutional,
commercial, industrial, demolition and construction, agricultural,
sewage treatment plant sludges, street sweepings, and tires.
Municipal refuse and industrial wastes were commingled throughout
the landfill.

In 1973, the NCRDD reportedly constructed a compacted clay barrier-
seal around the perimeter of the Site, thereby reducing the
potential for contaminants to migrate off-site. In addition, two
feet of clay were reported to have been placed on the side slopes
and one foot of clay placed over the top of the landfill. The Site
continued to be operated by the NCRDD until October 1976 at which
time it was officially closed. Any exposed refuse at that time was
reported to have been covered with about 20 inches of dirt and
clay, and then graded. The Town of Wheatfield acquired ownership
_g;_the Site from the NCRDD in June 1977.

_Beginning in 1980, the Site became the focus of several investiga-

tions by the EPA, NYSDEC, and United States Geological Survey
(USGS). The investigations were comprised of limited sampling of

on-site soils, ground water, drainage swale surface water and

sediments (drainage swales are surfa
each landfill cell and surround t
some off-site soil, surface water, a
organic compounds (VOCs), primari
volatile organic compounds (SVOCs),
phthalates, and polycyclic aromati
cides, and metals were detected at

e runoff ditches that separate

Site perimeter), as well as
nd sediment sampling. Volatile
ly methylene chloride, semi-
primarily phenolic compounds,
c hydrocarbons (PAHs), pesti-
varying concentrations in Site




media. Based on the results of these investigations, the Site was

"placed on the National Priorities \List (NPL) in September 1983.

In March 1989, fou

entially Responsible
B nto. an ao i l heEPA
The RI field a.tlvitles were initiated in 1990

“and completed in BAugust 19%91. These activities included: a
. topographic and property survey of the Site; a biota survey;

ambient air sampling; collection and analysis of 26 subsurface soil
samples, nine leachate seep samples (seven liguid and two soil), 18
drainage swale sediment samples, ten drainage swale surface water
samples, and two sets of ground-water samples from each monitoring
well; the excavation of three test pits; permeability testing of
the hydrogeologic units beneath the Site; and completion of a field
tile investigation in the field west of the Site (field tiles are
placed in agricultural areas to facilitate drainage). Figure 2
indicates soil boring/monitoring well locations at the Site. The
draft RI Report was completed in 1992 and finalized in 1993. The’
draft FS Report for the Site *w 8 completed in May 1993 and
finalized in July 1993.

EIQHLIQH1§_QI_QQMHEHIII_ZABEIQIRAI#QH

The RI report, FS report, and the Proposed Plan for the Site were
released to the public for comment on July 24, 1993. These
documents were made available to [the public at two information
repositories maintained at the North Tonawanda Public Library in
North Tonawanda, New York and at e EPA Region II Office in New
York City. The notice of avallab'lity for the above-referenced
documents was published in the c a te on July 24,
1993. The public comment period on these documents was held from
July 24, 1993 to Augqust 22, 1893.

On August 5, 1993, EPA conducted a public meeting at the Wheatfield
Town Hall, to inform local officials and interested citizens about
the Superfund process, to present the Proposed Plan for the Site,
including the preferred alternative for remediation of the Site,
and to respond to any questions from area residents and other
attendees. The comments received at the public meeting generally:
focused on the project schedule and the negotiation process which
follows the completion of this ROD. There were also suggestions
provided to facilitate the remedial action; e.g., using clay
currently mined in the vicinity of |[the Site for the landfill cap.

Responses to the comments received at the public meeting and in
writing during the public comment period are included in the

Responsiveness Summary (see Append_x V).

o0 _conduct am—
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ecological impacts.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION

This is the first and only planned action for the Site. The
primary objectives of this action are to control the source of
contamination at the Site and to reduce and minimize the migration
of contaminants into Site media thereby minimizing any health and

In addition to the impacts measured and reported in the RI
concerning traditional Site media (e.¢g., ground water, surface
water, sediments, etc.), the RI identified sensitive wetland areas
at the Site, particularly in the |area immediately north of the
landfill. The ecological risk assessment performed as part of the
Site risk assessment indicated that the potential for chronic
impacts to occur in resident species in the northern wetland area
had been established. Additionally, stressed vegetation has been
observed in the northern wetland area which may have been induced
by the Site. It is therefore necessary for the selected remedial
alternative to include the following steps with regard to the
wetlands:

) Perform a pre-design phase wetlands delineation and assessment
of the delineated area in accordance with state and federal
guidance which will include |additional surface water and’
sediment samples to adequately gquantify any chemical impacts
on the wetlands that may exist |and, based on sampling results,
perform a supplemental ecological risk analysis;

° If the supplemental ecological risk analysis indicates adverse
impacts on the wetlands, the contaminated areas of the
affected wetlands may be removed, placed under the cap prior
to closure, and the excavated areas restored or the cap itself
may be extended over the area ¢of contamination. Any signifi-
cant net loss of wetlands or wetland function will require

mitigation.
SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

This section summarizes the findings of the RI. A statistical
summary of the analytical data collected for the Site, listed by
chemical and medium, can be found in Table f of Appendix II. The
results of the RI indicated the following:

* Commingled industrial and municipal solid wastes were disposed of
throughout the landfill cells. The landfill cells are completed in-
the clay/upper till unit (discussed below). Sl

o

* The following four hydrogeoclogic| units were identified at the
Site: silt unit; clay/upper till unit; lower till unit; and bedrock
unit. The silt unit is present across the Site outside the limits

3
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of the landfill cells, varying in thickness from one (1) to eight
(8) feet, and exhibits a relatively low hydraulic conductivity,

which, along with the clay seal that

landfill perimeter, has minimized
migration of contaminants from the

may have been placed along the
the potential for horizontal
landfill. The clay/upper till

unit is present beneath the silt unit with an average thickness of

30 feet; this unit is characteriz
hydraulic conductivities measured
minimized the potential for vertical
the landfill.

ed as an aguitard due to low
in the unit and similarly has
migration of contaminants from

The 1lower till munit is present beneath the’

clay/upper till unit with an average thickness of 15.7 feet. The
bedrock unit beneath the lower till unit is a highly fractured

water-bearing unit characterized as

® Ground-water flow beneath the Sit

a usable agquifer by the NYSDEC.

e varies in each hydrogeologic

unit. The lower till unit and bedrock unit are the primary water-
bearing formations. Ground-water flow in the lower till is to the
southwest in the southern half of the Site and towards the

north/northwest in the northern half

of the Site. The ground-water

flow in the upper bedrock is generally towards the west in the

gouthern two-thirds of the Site and
northern one-third of the Site.
recharged by the Niagara River.

¢ Surface water runoff drains fr¢
swales. The drainage pattern for 1
Site channels into an underground
Niagara River and the northern one:
wetland area to the north of the S;
tile drains to the west of the landf

to the north/northwest in the
The upper bedrock aguifer is

om the Site wvia the drainage
the southern two-thirds of the
culvert that empties into the
~third of Site drains into the
ite (see Figure 2). The field
ill are hydraulically connected

- with an estimated maximum concentration of 10 ppb.

drinking water.

to the surface drainage pattern of the Site. '

* Leachate mounding occurs within the 1landfilled material.
Leachate seeps, in the form of toe discharges from the side slopes
of the landfill, have developed. Samples taken of the liguid
leachate indicate the presence of VOCs, 8VOCs, pesticides, and
metals. Toluene and ethylbenzene were the most frequently detected
VOCs (five samples out of seven total), with a maximunm
concentration of 350 parts per |billion (ppb) and 680 ppb,
respectively. Phenols and phthalates were prevalent SVOCs in the
leachate samples; Bis (2-Ethylhexyl) phthalate was the most
frequently detected SVOC (present in all seven leachate samples),
The pesticides
4,4'-DDT and delta-BHC were present in three out of the seven
leachate samples and the metals arsenic, barium, chromium, iron,
lead, magnesium, manganese, and zinc were detected in all seven
leachate samples. The maximum concentration of each exceeded the
maximum contaminant level (MCL) established by the EPA and/or the
Ambient Water Quality Standard (AWQS) established by NYSDEC for

® Subsurface soil samples, taken during monitoring well installa-

4
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tion from depths of less than one foot to more than 50 feet,
indicate a limited presence of VOCs and SVOCs. Methylene chloride
was the VOC detected with greatest freguency (ten samples out of 28
total), with a maximum concentration of 49 ppb. Bis (2-Ethylhexyl)
phthalate was the most freguently| detected SVOC (four out of 28
total samples), with a maximum congentration of 1500 ppb.

* Samples taken of Site sediments from the drainage swales
traversing the Site indicate the presence of VOCs, SVOCs,
pesticides, and metals. Methylene chloride and acetone were the
most frequently detected VOCs (11 samples out of 18 total), with a
maximum concentration of 73 ppb and an estimated maximum
concentration of 89 ppb, respectively; bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate
was the most frequently detected SVPC (11 samples out of 18 total),
with a maximum concentration of 3900 ppb. The pesticide delta-BHC
was present in seven out of 18 samples with a maximum concentration
of 5.4 ppb. Metals occur naturally in soils and sediments (most’
metals were consistently detected in all 18 samples); however,
mercury, which is attributable to mercury cell process waste
sludges deposited in the landfill| was detected in 12 out of 18
samples, at a maximum concentration (1.1 parts per million (ppm))
slightly higher than regional background. Cadmium, magnesium, and
nickel were other metals detected in sediments at maximum concen-
trations in excess of regional background levels.

* Surface-water samples, also collected from the drainage swales at
the Site, indicate a limited presence of VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides,
and metals. Carbon disulfide was the most frequently detected VOC
{three of ten samples), with a maximum concentration of 8 ppb. Bis
{2-Ethylhexyl) phthalate was the most frequently detected SVOC (six
out of ten samples) with a maximum concentration of 1000 ppb. The
pesticides 4-4'DDT and heptachlor| epoxide were detected in one
sample out of ten at levels that slightly exceeded the EPA MCL
and/or the NYS AWQS for drinking water. Iron, lead, magnesium, and
manganese were metals that were detected in all surface water
samples at levels above the EPA MCL and/or the NYS AWQS.

* Ground-water samples were taken from three water-bearing zones
identified at the Site: shallow overburden zone (corresponding to-
the silt unit described above); deep overburden zone (corresponding
to the clay/upper till and lower till units described above); and
upper bedrock zone {corresponding|to the bedrock unit described
above). Analysis of the shallow overburden zone samples indicated
maximum concentration exceedances of the EPA MCL or maximum
contaminant level goal (MCLG) and/or New York State Department of
Health (NYSDOH) MCL for the metals| chromium, iron, manganese, and
sodium (although iron and sodium levels in regional ground water
typically exceed MCLs). Deep overburden zone samples also showed
maximum concentration exceedances of the EPA MCL or MCLG and/or
NYSDOH MCL for chromium, iron, manganese, and sodium and addition-
ally for lead. Ground-water samples taken in the bedrock 2zone
indicated maximum concentration exceedances of the EPA and/or

5
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NYSDOH MCL or MCLG for iron and sédium. All three water-bearing.
zones showed either a negligible' impact from VOCs, SVOCs, and
pesticides or no impact at all. :

* The ambient air quality measurediacross the Site did not exceed
NYS acceptable ambient air levels.

+ The compound 2,4,5-trichlorophe!ol was not confirmed in any of
the chemical samples analyzed f the Site and, therefore, a
dioxin-screening program was not required. :

BUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

EPA conducted a baseline risk assegsment to evaluate the potential
risks to human health and the environment associated with the
Niagara County Refuse Site in its current state. The Risk
Assessment focused on contaminants |in the surface soil, subsurface
s0il, ground water, surface water, sediments, and leachate which
are likely to pose significant risks to human health and the
environment. The summary of the contaminants of concern in sampled
matrices is listed in Table a and the contaminant levels used for
the human health risk calculations|are listed in Table f.

u S

EPA's baseline risk assessment adfiressed the potential risks to
human health by identifying several potential exposure pathways by
which the public may be exposed to ¢contaminant releases at the Site
under current and future land-us¢ conditions. Exposures were
assessed for both potential present and future land use scenarios.
A total of 21 exposure pathways were evaluated under possible on-
site current and future land-use conditions. These exposure
pathways are listed in Table b. s illustrated in Table b, the
future potential risk associated with the in ) 4

by area resjdents was calculated. The present and future potential
risk associated with incidenta tion of on-gite surface soils
and drainage s thful trespasser and the

uture potential risk associlated with incidenta ngestion of on-
site subsurface soils and drainage swale sediments by excavation

Workeérs were also quantified pathwdys. Similarly, the present and

futufe potential risk associated with dermal contact with drainage
swale sediments and dermal contagt and incidental ingestion of
‘ goils by a you uture potentia
risk associated w drainage swale sediflents
by excavation workers were also cplculated. Reasonable maximum:
exposures were evaluated for all scenarios.

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic
(cancer-causing) and noncarcinogenic effects due to exposure to
Site chemicals are considered sepanately. It was assumed that the
toxic effects of the site-related chemicals would be additive.

6
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Thus, carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks associated with
exposures to individual compounds of concern were summed ¢to
indicate the potential risks associated with mixtures of potential
carcinogens and noncarcinogens, respectively.

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

An HI greater than 1.0 indicates| that the potential exists for
noncarcinogenic health effects to gccur as a result of site-related
exposures. The HI provides a useful reference point for gauging
the potential significance of multiple contaminant exposures within
a single medium or across media. The reference doses for the
compounds of concern at the Sitel are presented in Table c. A
summary of the noncarcinogenic risks associated with exposure to
these chemicals across various expesure pathways is found in Table
d‘

It can be seen from Table d that the HI for noncarcinogenic effects’
from the future potential ingestion of Site ground water by area
residents is 5, therefore, noncarcinogenic effects may occur under
this scenario. The potential noncarcinogenic risk is attributable
to several inorganics, including aluminum, antimony, arsenic, iron,
and manganese.

Potential carcinogenic risks were evaluated using the cancer slope
factors developed by EPA for the contaminants of concern. Cancer
slope factors (SFs) have been developed by EPA's Carcinogenic Risk
Assessment Verification Endeavor [for estimating excess lifetime
cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic
chemicals. SFs, which are expressed in units of (mg/kg-day)?, are
multiplied by the estimated intake of a potential carcinogen, in
ng/kg-day, to generate an upper+bound estimate of the excess
lifetime cancer risk associated with exposure to the compound at
that intake level. The term| "upper bound" reflects the
conservative estimate of the risks| calculated from the SF. Use of
this approach makes the underestimation of the risk highly
uniikely. The SF for the compounds of concern are presented in
Table c.
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For known or suspected carcinogens, EPA considers excess upper-
bound individual lifetime cancer risks of between 10* to 109 to be
acceptable. This 1level indicates that an individual has
approximately a one in ten thousand to one in a million chance of
developing cancer -as a result o©f site-related exposure to a
carcinogen over a 70-year period under specific exposure conditions
at the Site. As indicated in Table e, an incremental risk was
calculated for each of the quantified exposure pathways from Table

" b. This includes a risk of 2x107 for the future potential risk

associated with the ingestion of Site perimeter ground water by
area residents, a 1x10* risk for the future potential risk
associated with the ingestion of ground water beneath the northern
landfill cell by area residents, a 4x10* risk for the present and
future potential risk associated with the ingestion of Site surface
soils by a youthful trespasser, a a 5x10° risk for the present
and future potential risk associated with the ingestion of Site
sediments by a youthful trespasser. Other calculated risks were
7x107 for the future potential| risk from the ingestion of
subsurface soils by an excavation worker, 9x10’ for the future
potential risk from the ingestion of sediments by an excavation
worker, and 9x10* for the present and future potential risk from
the ingestion of leachate soils by a youthful trespasser.

The greatest carcinogenic risk attributable to the Site is the
potential future risk associated with the ingestion of Site
perimeter ground water by area residents. This generated a risk of
2x10*, which is at the margin of the NCP's acceptable risk range.
This risk is primarily attributable to the metal arsenic, although
the levels detected in Site ground-water wells were below the EPA

and New ' York State Department| of Health (NYSDOH) maximum
contaminant level (MCL).

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation,
as in all such assessments, are subject to a wide variety of

uncertainties. In general, the main sources of uncertainty
include:

environmental chemistry sampling and analysis
environmental parameter measurement '

fate and transport modeling
exposure parameter estimation
toxicological data.

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the
potentially uneven distribution of chemicals in the media sampled.
Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to the actual

.levels present. Environmental chemistry-analysis error can stem

from several sources including the errors. inherent in the

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

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

An estimate of central tendengy risk can be obtained by
substituting average or median values for upper bound values. This
is most useful for the exposure pathway which results in the
highest estimated carcinogenic orl non carcinogenic risk, i.e.,
ground-water ingestion. Applying these lower values to risk
calculations results in the followling changes in risk values:

® carcinogenic risk decreases by a factor of 4.8, and
® noncarcinogenic risk decreakes by a factor of 1.4.

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

The greatest carcinogenic risk attributable to the Site is
associated with the ingestion of ground water. The cancer risk is
based on current levels of ground-water contaminants. If no action
is taken with respect to the landfill, the continued release of
contaminants into Site ground watler could result in a greater
cancer risk at some point in the future. Additionally, significant
noncarcinogenic effects from the ingestion of Site ground water by
area residents has also been established in the Risk Assessment.
Therefore, based on the results of the Risk Assessment, the EPA has
determined that actual or threatened releases of hazardous
substances from this Site, if not addressed by implementing the
response action selected in this :ROD, may present a potential
threat to public health, welfare, or the environment. )

Ecological Risk Assessment

Potential risks to the environmental receptors associated with the
Niagara County Refuse Site were identified in the ecological risk
assessment. The ecological risk assessment identified surface
water and sediments as the primary media pathways that potentially

9




impact local species and sensitive environments. Surface water and
sediment samples collected from the northern wetland area, the
northern drainage swales, and the southern drainage swales as well

as samples from leachate
representative of potential expo
sediment concentrations of metals
zinc) and pesticides (primarily
acute and/or chronic effects in
drainage swales and streams pre

seeps

and surface s0ils were
ure media. Surface-water and
(primarily aluminum, lead, and
,4-DDT) may result in adverse.
agquatic organisms within the
ent on the Site or in close

proximity. Acute toxic effects may also occur in aquatic organisms

within the southern drainage swale due to elevated metal concentra-
tions detected in the swale surface water.

Based upon the computed risk indices for the northern wetland
stream and the northern and southern drainage swales, quantified by
using exposure and toxicity data to estimate the potential impact
on the ecosystem, the potential fpor chronic impacts to occur in
resident species has been established (i.e., the risk indices were
greater than one). Acute effects are also likely to occur to

" organisms in the southern drainage swale. Additionally, stressed

vegetation has been observed in the northern wetland area which may
have been induced by the Site.

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Remedial action objectives are specific goals to protect human
health and the environment. These objectives are based on
available information and standard; such as applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements (ARARs) and risk-based levels
established in the risk assessment.| The primary objectives of this
action are to control the source of contamination at the Site and
to reduce and minimize the migratlion of contaminants into Site
media thereby minimizing any health and ecological impacts.

The following remedial action objectives were established for the
Site:

® Preventing direct contact with landfill contents;
b Controlling surface water runcff and erosion;
bd Collecting and treating landfill leachate;

* Controlling landfill gas;

bd Preventing the infiltration of contaminants into ground water;
and :
® Remediating contaminated wetland areas, if necessary.

However, this action does not proposF o remediate the ground water-

10
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as the greatest carcinogenic risk attributable to the Site is the
future potential risk associated with the ingestion of Site
perimeter ground water by area residents. Currently, area
residents are provided with water through a municipal water supply.
Implementation of the selected remedy will prevent further
degradation of the ground water. Long-term ground-water and
surface-water monitoring will be| implemented to ensure that the
remediation is effective.

CERCLA mandates that a remedial action must be protective of human
health and the environment, cost effective, and utilize permanent
solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource
recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable. It also
establishes a preference for remedial actions which employ, as a
principal element, treatment to| permanently and significantly
reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous
substances, pollutants and contaminants at a site. CERCLA further
specifies that a remedial action must attain a level or standard of
control of the hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants,
which at least attains ARARs under federal and state laws, unless
a waiver can be justified.

This ROD evaluates in detail, six remedial alternatives for
addressing the contamination associated with the Niagara County
Refuse Site. The time to implement a remedial alternative reflects
only the time required to construct or implement the remedy and
does not include the time required to design the remedy, negotiate
with the responsible parties, or procure contracts for design and
construction, or conduct operation and maintenance (0&M) at the
Site.

The remedial alternatives are:
ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION

Capital Cost: $ O :

O&M Cost: $ 2200/yr (for 5 yedar revieus
for a 30-year period)

Present Worth Cost: $ 30,500

Implementation Time: None

CERCLA requires that the "no~-action" alternative be considered as
a baseline for comparison with other alternatives. Under this
alternative, no action would be taken to contain wastes, reduce
infiltration into the landfill, eliminate areas of exposed waste,
or control and treat leachate discharging from the landfill.
Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-
site above health-based levels, CLA requires that the remedial’

11
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action be reviewed at least once every five years.

ALTERNATIVE 2: INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

Capital Cost: §$ 267,400

O & M Cost: $ 130,300/yr (monitoring program)

Present Worth Cost: § 2,501,900
Implementation Time: 6 months

This alternative would consist of fleed and access restrictions and
an environmental monitoring program. The deed restrictions would
be designed to prevent direct contact with the subsurface waste
material in the landfill by limiting future Site use. Access would
be restricted by the construction pof a perimeter fence with locked
gates. Ground-water and surface~water monitoring, designed to
track any contaminant migration! from the landfill, would be
conducted on a quarterly basis. N¢o remedial action would be taken

- with regard to the leachate seeps, Five-year Site reviews would
again be required.

ALTERNATIVE 3: RCRA “C" STANDARD CAP

Capital Cost: $ 21,196,050 (avg.)
O & M Cost: $ 150,300/yr

Present Worth Cost: $ 23,774,550 |(avg.)

Implementation Time: 2 years

This alternative would include the deed and access restrictions and

monitoring program described in
addition of the following remedia

lternative 2, above, with the
measures:

Grading of the landfill (either minimal grading for capping
each distinct cell, extensive grading for capping all cells
under one contiguous cap, or a configuration between the two
extremes). The final grading configuration would be
determined during the remedial design phase of the proiject,
largely based on cost and the availability of fill material
to achieve proper drainage;

g B

Construction of a Resource |Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) Subtitle € Standard Cap, comprised of 24 inches of
compacted clay liner, high-density polyethylene (HDPE) liner,
12-inch sand drainage layer, 24 inches of fill, six inches of

topsoil, and grass cover. igure 3 illustrates a typical’
section for a RCRA Standard Cap;

17#}~4#£L_;

Construction of a clay perimeter barrier wall;

A gas venting system beneath the cap. It is anticipated that
a system of gas venting trenches would be installed beneath
the cap instead of a 12-inchi gas venting layer, due to the
current low volume of ga generated by the landfill

12 |
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(approximately 126 cubic feet per minute (cfm)). The final

gas venting configuration will be determined in the remedial
design phase; and

ins to the west of the landfill
connected with Site drainage-:
patterns and their placement under the cap prior to closure.

The EPA's Hydrogeologic Evaluation of Landfill Performance (HELP)
Model was utilized to evaluate percplation rates under the RCRA "C"
Cap configuration and yielded a 25 gallon per day (gpd) estimate of
leachate generation. Based on this relatively small amount of
leachate for a 50-acre Site, a variance from the RCRA "C" Standard
Cap design would be sought to omit e leachate collection system.
Five-year Site reviews would again| be required.

ALTERNATIVE 4: NYS BTANDARD CAP CONSISTENT WITH 6NYCRR PART 360

Capital Cost: $ 15,779,200 (avg.)
O & M Cost: $ 150,300/yr .
Present Worth Cost: $ 18,357,550 (avyg.)

Implementation Time: 2 years

This alternative would include the deed and access restrictions,
monitoring program, re-grading, clay barrier wall, gas venting, and
field tile drain removal described in Alternative 3 above. The NYS
Standard Cap, constructed to meet the standards for municipal solid
waste facilities in accordance with 6 NYCRR Part 360, has the,
following configuration:

e A nminimum of eighteen inches pf compacted clay liner (or 40
mil geomembrane), 24 inches |of low permeability drainage
material, six inches of topsoil, and grass cover. This
differs from the RCRA "C" Standard Cap configuration in that
18 inches of clay liner is redquired as opposed to 24 inches,
the 40 mil geomembrane can replace the clay liner under the
NYS configuration as opposed tb being required in addition to
the clay 1liner under the RCRA configuration, a 24-inch
drainage layer is required as ppposed to a 12-inch layer, and
six inches of topsoil is called for as opposed to 24 inches.
Figure 4 illustrates a typical |section for a NYS Standard Cap.

No remedial action would be taken with regard to the leachate seeps

under this alternative. Five-year Site reviews would again be
reguired.

13
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-Implementation Time: 3 years

treatment system:

ALTERNATIVE S: NYS STANDARD CAP, LEACHATE COLLECTION WITH ON-SITE
TREATMENT

capital Cost: $ 17,459,400 (avg.)
O & M Cost: $ 360,300/yr
Present Worth Cost: $ 23,650,900 (avg.)

This alternative would be identical to Alternative 4 with the
addition of leachate collection and on-site treatment. As with
Alternative 4, this option includes deed and access restrictions,
a monitoring program, re-grading, a clay barrier wall, gas venting,.
field tile drain removal, and construction of a NYS Standard Cap.
Again, the EPA's HELP Model was utilized to evaluate percolation
rates under the NYS Standard Cap configuration and yielded a 6600
gpd estimate of leachate generation. Based on this figure, the
leachate collection system would consist of the following:

* Eight-inch diameter perforate
perimeter of the Site abo
approximate length of 10,000

HDPE pipe installed around the
e the water table with an
eet;

in a granular trench with a
he clay/granular interface and
to the cap's gas collection

* Installation of the system
geotextile liner installed at
the granular. trench connecte
trenches;

* Approximately four pumping s
leachate in the system (final
during the remedial design ph

ations to properly convey the
configuration to be determined
se of the project);

* In order to meet the regquirements of 6NYCRR Part 360 for a
leachate collection and removal system, the option for the
installation of extraction wells with submersible pumps to,
actively extract leachate from the landfill and through the
collector system for treatment. The need for an active
leachate collection system in conjunction with the passive
system described above will be determined in the remedial

nd :

design phase of the project;
* Leachate would be discharged to an on-site treatment facility.

Figure 5 illustrates the leachate subsurface perimeter drain and
gas collection system.

Bagsed on the representative leachate data for the Site, the
following is an outline of  the key components of an on-site
* Physical and/or chemical pretreatment to reduce metal

concentrations and minimize solid formation. This may involve

14




aeration and/or pH adjustment} followed by flocculation;

* Aerobic biological treatmenf, using a suitable system for
dealing with high strength and variable effluents; and

* Activated granular carbon treltment, which may be required for
final polishing depending on action-specific ARARs.

The on-site treatment plant would |be located on a parcel of land
adjacent to the southwest corner df the Site. The effluent from
this treatment plant would be discharged in accordance with NYSDEC
discharge criteria into the ditch that runs along the southern
portion of the Site which connects to the underground culvert that
drains to the Niagara River.

Five~year Site reviews would againjbe required.

ALTERNATIVE 6: NYS STANDARD CAP, LEhCHATE COLLECTION WITH OFF-BITE
TREATMENT :

Capital Cost: §$ 16,740,200 (avyg. )
O & M Cost: $ 198 700/yr
Present Worth Cost: §$ 20,151,300 (avg.)
Implementation Time: 2 years :

|
This alternative would be identical to Alternative 5 with the
exception of off-site treatment of collected leachate instead of
on-site. As with Alternative 5, this option includes deed and
access restrictions, a monitoring program, re-grading, a clay
barrier wall, gas venting, field tile drain removal, and construc-
tion of a NYS Standard Cap. The method of leachate collection
would also be identical to that proposed in Alternative 5. For
Alternative 6, however, collected leachate would be treated at an
off-site facility. The City of North Tonawanda's publically owned
treatment works (POTW) has been assumed for costing purposes to be
the off-site treatment facility. he ultimate off-site facility
chosen will be determined during the remedial design phase of the
project. Under this alternative, leachate collected from the Site
would be pumped via direct discharge by forcemain to the City of
North Tonawanda's sanitary sewer system to be treated at the City's
POTW (if the North Tonawanda POTW is determined in the design phase_
to be a suitable treatment facility). The physical point of
connection to the sanitary sewer stem will also be determined
during the remedial design phase| of the project based on an
investigation of the sewer system proposed to transport the
leachate, which will evaluate the ability of the sewer system to
transport the leachate to the PO without overflows from the
system or backup into adjacent services. Based on preliminary
data, it is not expected that pretreatment of the leachate will be
necessary; however, under the State Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (SPDES) permit for the North [Tonawanda POTW, the POTW alone
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must determine if the 1leachate from the Site will require
pretreatnent. A leachate characterization treatability study,
including the Toxicity Characteriftic Leaching Procedure (TCLP),

will be required during the design phase of the preoject to confirm
that the selected facility will
leachate without pretreatment.

e able to accommodate the Site-

Five-year Site reviews would again be required under this alterna-
tive. '

F_ALTERNATIVES

In accordance with the NCP, a detailled analysis of each alternative
is reguired. The detailed analysis consisted of an assessment of
the individual alternatives against each of nine evaluation
criteria and a comparative analysis focusing upon the relative
performance of each alternative against those criteria.

The following "threshold" criteria must be satisfied by any
alternative in order to be eligible for selection: '

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

2. Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy would
meet all of the applicable (legally enforceable), or relevant
and appropriate (requirements that pertain to situations
sufficiently similar to those encountered at a Superfund site
such that their use is well suited to the Site) requirements
of federal and state environmental statutes and reguirements
or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

The following "primary balancing" criteria are used to make
comparisons and to identify the major trade-offs between
alternatives: ’

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

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume via treatment
refers to a remedial technology's expected ability to reduce
the toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances,
pellutants or contaminants at ) the Site.

16
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5. Short-term effectiveness addresses the period ¢f time needea
to achieve protection and any adverse impacts on human health
and the environment that may be posed during the construction
and implementation periods until cleanup goals are achieved.

6. Implementability refers to the technical and administrative
feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of
materials and services needed.

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

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

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

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

A comparative analysis of the remedial alternatives based upon the
evaluation criteria noted above follows.

* - overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 would provide permanent overall
protection of human health and the environment by containing waste.
with a landfill cap, controlling landfill gas through venting, and
preventing potential contaminant migration with the construction of
a clay barrier wall. Alternative 3 effectively minimizes the
amount of leachate generated by the landfill, while Alternatives 5
and 6 control and treat the generated leachate, Alternatives 3, §,
and 6 are, therefore, more effective in achieving the remedial
objectives for the Site.

Alternative 4 eliminates contact with landfilled wastes, but does
not address leachate seeps that would continue to occur under this
alternative. Alternative 1 (No Action) and Alternative 2
(Institutional Controls) are not protective of human health and the
environment because they do not eliminate potential contact with
landfilled wastes and do not minimize rainfall infiltration into
the landfill, thereby preventing further leaching of contaminants
into the environment. 1In addition, Alternatives 1 and 2 do not
control the leachate seeps. Therefore, Alternatives 1 and 2 were
eliminated from consideration and will not be discussed further.

17
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. Compliance with ARARs

The principal action-specific ARARs for the Site include RCRA
Subtitle C and 6NYCRR Part 360 requirements, the NYSDEC State
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) for the discharge of
treatment system effluent, federal Guidelines and Standards for
effluent discharge to a POTW (including the Clean Water Act and
RCRA permits by rule for a POTW), and state regulations for the
control of surface water runoff. The main purpose of a NYCRR Part
360 Sstandard Cap is to construct a landfill cover with a
permeability less than or equal to the existing liner, which in
this case is the natural low permeability clay on which the
landfill is sited. Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 will require the clay
cover to have a post-compaction maximum remolded coefficient of
permeability of 1x10-7 cm/sec throughout its thickness to comply
with the requlation. Alternatives 3 and 4 would be in compliance
with action-specific ARARs with the exception of the RCRA and NYS
Part 360 regulations regquiring a leachate collection system.-
Alternative 3 would reduce the leachate generation to approximately
25 gpd, a quantity for which a variance from the regulation would
be requested. Under Alternative 4, however, approximately 6600 gpd
would be generated and a leachate collection system would be
warranted. Alternative 4, therefore, does not meet the
requirements for action-specific ARARs. Alternatives 5 and 6 would
be in compliance with all action-specific ARARs. Alternative 5
would also require compliance with the substantive requirements of
state air and discharge permits in its implementation. The
implementation of Alternative 6 would also have to meet the federal
requirements for discharge to a POTW (40 CFR Part 403) and the City
of North Tonawanda's Sewer Use Ordinance (if the North Tonawanda
POTW is determined in the design phase to be a suitable treatment
facility). Federal and state action-specific air ARARs which would
have to be met in the implementation of Alternative 6 include 40
CFR 50 (federal air quality standards for particulate matter and
lead) and 6NYCRR Part 373 (control of wind dispersal of particulate
matter).

Since the landfill ceased operations in October 1976, prior to the
effective date of the RCRA Subtitle C regulations (November 19,
1980), and the remedy does not involve the disposal of RCRA-.
requlated waste, the RCRA Subtitle C closure standards are not
applicable. However, available information indicates that
hazardous substances disposed of at the landfill may be similar to
RCRA wastes. In addition, the purpose of some of the RCRA closure
requirements is similar to the purpose of this CERCLA action. For

these and other reasons, certain of the RCRA Subtitle C closure

regquirements, although not applicable, are relevant and appropriate
for the remedial action at this landfill. Accordingly,
Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 will comply with all provisions of the
RCRA hazardous waste 1landfill closure regulations which are
relevant and appropriate to the Site; specifically, 40 CFR Part
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264, Subpart N, Sections 264.303 and 264.310, as well as the NYS
Part 360 regulations for closure.

RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) preclude the placement of
restricted hazardous waste into a land disposal unit. For the LDRs:
to be applicable to a CERCLA response, the action must constitute
placement of a restricted RCRA hazardous waste. Because the waste
is being capped in place, LDRs do not apply except for Alternative
6, which involves transferring the leachate off-site for treatment.
Therefore, Alternative 6 will include a leachate characterization
treatability study, including the TCLP, to confirm that the off-
site facility will be able to accommodate the Site leachate without
pretreatment.

Principal location-specific ARARs for the Site include Section 404
of the Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended (CWA), New York Code of
Rules and Regulations Wetlands Permit (6NYCRR Part 663), the
National Historic Preservation Act, the Coastal Zone Management
Act, and the Farmland Protection Policy Act. Construction of a cap
and leachate collection system may result in some net loss of
wetlands that will require mitigation; any action taken at the Site
in the wetlands area will require compliance with Section 404 of
the CWA and 6NYCRR Part 663. The National Historic Preservation
Act will require the performance of a Stage IA cultural resources
survey. The Coastal Zone Management Act will require that a
coastal zone consistency determination be performed. The Farmland
Protection Policy Act will require a determination of impacts on.
adjacent agricultural lands. Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 would
each be in compliance with all location-specific ARARs.

. WW

A landfill cap is considered a reliable remedial measure that, when
properly designed and installed, provides a high 1level of
protection. Provided that the cap is maintained, Alternatives 3,
5, and 6 are each effective and permanent in the long-term. Direct
contact with 1landfill contents would be eliminated, 1leachate
generation and migration would be significantly reduced, minimizing
the potential for surface water and sediment contamination, and
lateral 1landfill gas migration would also be effectively
controlled. Alternative 4 would likely result in the continued
occurrence of leachate seeps and is therefore less effective in the
long-term. '

Post-closure operation and maintenance requirements would ensure

the continued effectiveness of the landfill cap, landfill gas
ventilation system, and any of the leachate system options.
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d Reduction in Toxicity, Mobiljity, or Volume via Treatment

None of the proposed alternatives reduces the toxicity, mobility,

or volume of landfill waste through treatment. The mobility of
contaminants would, however, be significantly reduced by the
installation of a cap. Alternative 3 is the most effective in

"reducing the volume of leachate generated as it is the most

restrictive cap configuration with respect ¢to infiltration.
However, without leachate collection and treatment, the toxicity
and mobility of contaminants in the leachate would not be
effectively reduced. Alternative 4 is effective in reducing the
volume of 1leachate generated, but also has no effect on the
toxicity and mobility of contaminants in the leachate since there
is no collection and treatment.

Only Alternatives 5 and 6 effectively reduce the volume of leachate
generated and the toxicity and mobility of the contaminants in the.
leachate through collection and treatment.

*  short-Term Effectiveness

The installation of a cap for Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 would not
result in any short-term impacts which can not be readily mitigated
and controlled. Alternative 3 would result in a greater increase
in traffic flow along local roads because the RCRA Cap requires
more materials than the NYS Standard Cap. This traffic would raise
dust and increase noise levels locally. However, this activity is
expected to be of short duration and measures can be taken to
minimize these impacts.

Short-term risks to workers could be increased to the extent that
surficial wastes are encountered during landfill capping
activities. However, these risks will be properly mitigated
through the implementation of a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan for all on-site workers.

Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 have high short-term effectiveness,
when considering the 1length of time needed for construction..
Alternatives 3, 4, and 6 would each be completed within a two-year
pericd to allow for compaction and settlement of £ill material over
the winter season. Alternative 5 would 1likely regquire an
additional year for construction to allow for building an on-site
leachate treatment systen.

. Implementability

All of the alternatives are implementable from an engineering
standpoint. Each alternative utilizes commercially available
products and accessible technology.
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Alternatives 5 and 6 also involve common construction practices in
the installation of the perimeter subsurface leachate collection
system. The on-site leachate treatment facility for Alternative 5
would require treatability studies to determine the appropriate
technology components prior to final design.

The implementation of off-site treatment for Alternative 6 is
contingent upon acceptance and approval by the off-site treatment
facility,.

* Cost

The capital costs for Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 range from $15.8
million for Alternative 4, which does not include leachate
collection/treatment, to $21.2 million for Alternative 3, which
uses the most cap materials. Alternatives 3 and 4 have the lowest
O & M costs, $150,300, since they do not require 1leachate
collection/treatment and Alternative 5 has the highest 0&M cost,
$360,000, due to maintenance of an on-site treatment facility. The
range in net present worth costs runs from $18.4 million for
Alternative 4, the least material and O&M intensive alternative to
$23.8 million for Alternative 3, the most material intensive
alternative.

¢ sState Acceptance

The State of New York concurs with the selected remedy.

¢ Community Acceptance

All comments submitted during the public comment pericd were
evaluated and are addressed in the attached Responsiveness Summary
(Appendix V).

BELECTED REMEDY

EPA has determined after reviewing the alternatives and public
comments, that Alternative 6 is the appropriate remedy for the
Site, because it best satisfies the requirements of CERCLA and the
NCP's nine evaluation criteria for remedial alternatives.

The major components of the selected remedy are as follows:
1) Capping of the landfill with a NYS Solid Waste Standard Cap,'
meeting 6NYCRR Part 360 requirements, including a minimum of 18

inches of compacted clay liner with a post—compactlon maximum
remolded coefficlent of permeability of 1x107 cm/sec throughout its
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thickness, 24 inches of low permeable fill, six inches of topsoil,
and a grass cover (see Figure 4). Grading of the landfill will be
based on the final capping configuration (either minimal grading
for capping each distinct cell, extensive grading for capping all
cells under one contiguous cap, or a configuration between the two

~ extremes) to be determined during the remedial design phase of the

project, largely based on cost and the availability of fill
material to achieve proper drainage. Clean fill will be necessary
to properly grade the Site. The low permeability soil cover will
be placed on a minimum four (4) percent slope along the upper:
portions of the landfill to promote positive surface-water drainage
and a maximum 33 percent slope along the lower portions of the
landfill to minimize erosion;

2) construction of a clay barrier wall around the perimeter of the
landfill. The barrier wall will extend from the cap to the
clay/upper till unit underlying the Site and will minimize the
potential for leachate and gas migration from the landfill to the
surrounding shallow silt unit;

3) Construction of a gas venting system consisting of a gas venting
layer or trenches underlying the low permeability cap material,
connected to perimeter trench vents surrounding the landfill and/or
vertical vent pipes along the cap of the landfill. The gas venting
system will be located within the clay barrier wall to increase its
effectiveness in controlling horizontal landfill gas migration;

4) Removal of the field tile drains to the west of the landfill
which have been hydraulically connected with Site drainage patterns
and their placement under the cap prior to closure.

5) cConstruction of a leachate collection system, consisting of.
approximately 10,000 feet of eight-inch diameter perforated HDPE
pipe installed around the perimeter of the Site above the water
table. The system will be installed in a granular trench with a
geotextile liner installed at the clay/granular interface and the
granular trench connected to the cap's gas collection trenches (see
Figure 5). Approximately four pumping stations will be installed
to properly convey the leachate in the system; an option for the
installation of extraction wells with submersible pumps to actively
extract leachate from the landfill and through the collector system
will be determined in the remedial design phase of the project.
Treatment of the collected leachate will be done at an off-site
treatment facility. The City of North Tonawanda's POTW has been
assumed for costing purposes to be the off-site treatment facility.
The ultimate off-site facility chosen will be determined during the
remedial design phase of the project. Although it is unlikely that
the leachate will require pretreatment prior to its release from
the Site, the treatment facility alone must determine if any
pretreatment is necessary. A leachate characterization
treatability study, including the TCLP, will be performed during
the remedial design phase to allow the treatment facility to make
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this determination. Collected leachate will be pumped by forcemain
to the City of North Tonawanda's sanitary sewer system (if the
North Tonawanda POTW is determined in the design phase to be a
suitable treatment facility). The physical point of connection to
the sanitary sewer system will be determined during the remedial
design phase of the project based on an investigation of the sewer
system proposed to transport the leachate, which will evaluate the
ability of the sewer system to transport the leachate to the POTW
without overflows from the system or backup into adjacent services.
The leachate will then be treated at the off-site facility;

6) Performance of a pre-design phase wetlands delineation and
assessment in accordance with state and federal guidance. This
includes taking additional surface water and sediment samples to
adequately guantify any chemical impacts on the wetlands that may
exist. Based on sampling results, a supplemental ecclogical risk
analysis will be performed. If the supplemental ecological risk-
analysis indicates adverse impacts on the wetlands, the
contaminated areas of the affected wetlands may be removed, placed
under the cap prior to closure, and restored or the cap itself may
be extended over the area of contamination. Any significant net
loss of wetlands or wetland function will require mitigation.

7) Compliance with all ARARs, including the location-specific ARARs
identified in this ROD. This will include the performance of a
Stage IA cultural resources survei, a coastal zone consistency
determination, and a determination of impacts on adjacent
agricultural lands.

8) Implementation of deed restrictions designed to prevent direct
contact with the subsurface waste material in  the landfill by
limiting future Site use. Access to the Site will be restricted by
the construction of a perimeter fence with locked gates;

9) Implementation of long-term maintenance and operation of the
landfill cap, gas venting, and leachate systems to provide for
inspections and repairs;

10) Implementation of long-term air and water guality monitoring;.
and -

11) An evaluation of Site conéitions at least once every five years
to determine if a modification to the selected alternative is
necessary.

ETATUTORY DETERMINATIONE
As previously noted, CERCLA mandates that a remedial action must be
protective of human health and the environment, cost effective, and

utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies
or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent
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practicable. CERCLA also establishes a preference for remedial
actions which employ treatment to permanently and significantly
reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants at a site. CERCLA further
specifies that a remedial action must attain a degree of cleanup
that satisfies ARARs under federal and state laws, unless a waiver
can be justified.

For the reasons discussed below, EPA has determined that the
selected remedy meets the requirements of CERCLA.

Protection of Human Health apd the Environment

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
enviromment. Contact with landfilled wastes would be eliminated.
through capping, 1landfill gases would be controlled through
venting, and potential contaminant migration through surface water
and ground water to the surrounding environment would be prevented

through the construction of the clay barrier wall and the
collection and treatment of leachate.

Compliance with ARARs

The selected remedy will be in compliance with all ARARs. Action-
specific ARARs for the selected remedy include 6NYCRR Part 360
requirements, federal requirements for effluent discharge to a POTW
(40 CFR Part 403), state requlations for the control of surface-
water runoff, federal and state air ARARs (40 CFR S50 and 6NYCRR
Part 373, respectively), and the City of North Tonawanda's Sewer
Use Ordinance (if the North Tonawanda POTW is determined in the
design phase to be a suitable treatment facility). Landfil}
closure will also comply with all provisions of RCRA hazardous
waste landfill closure regulations which are relevant and
appropriate to the Site. Location-specific ARARs for the selected
remedy include Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, as amended, New
York Code of Rules and Regulations Wetlands Permit (6NYCRR Part
663), the National Historic Preservation Act, the Coastal Zone
Management Act, and the Farmland Protection Policy Act.

Cost-Effectiveness

The selected remedy is the least costly remedy that achieves all
the goals of the response action.

Utilijzation of Permanent Solutions and Alternatjve Treatment
Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicabl

The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. The selected
remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs among the
alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria. '
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The selected remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for
remedies that employ treatment to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or
volume of the hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants at

.a site. It is not practicable (or within the limited scope of this

action) to treat the hazardous substances, pollutants or
contaminants at the Site, because the contaminant source, the Site
itself, can not be effectively extavated and treated due to its’
large size and the absence of hot spots representing major sources
of contamination.

A review of the remedial action will be conducted five years after
the commencement of the remedial action to ensure that the remedy
continues to provide adequate protection to human health and the
environment, because this remedy will result in hazardous
substances remaining on-site above health-based levels.

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes from the preferred alternative
presented in the Proposed Plan.
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NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE
Wheatfield, N.Y.
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_ figure 2
~ SOIL BORING/MONITORING

WELL LOCATIONS
NIAGARA -COUNTY REFUSE SITE

Wheatfield, N. Y.
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| figure 3
TYPICAL SECTION RCRA LANDFILL CAP

NIAGARA € FUSE SITE
OUN%saEtﬂcld NY




figure 4

TYPICAL SECTION NEW YORK
STATE SANITARY LANDFILL CAP

NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE
Wheatfield N.Y.
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iy kbt Ly Ly tptyty SCHEMATIC OF LEACHATE SUBSURFACE PERIMETER
----------------- . DRAIN AND GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM

NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE
' Wheotfiold NMN.Y. j
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NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE ST

JE: CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN

Submurface
Solls

Landfill
Porimeter
Groved
Water

Dralpage
Swale

Surface
Water

AL AL AL AL AL LA L]

® P T(XN)(R”!%N




25
s .S o o XLxxxx » ") » x5 »
3
mmf
»” » x <l x| x| x| x| x »] x| x x| »
&2
£
mwxxx o [N (V! [V [V [YV) (V. [V [V, IV, I [V [PV (50! JF0) IV o >
byt
~1 SPr .
mn.nu L » » LxxLxxxx »® L >l x| »
gadi
- .
.N L xﬁxeTxﬁinﬁx x| Px = [ % .
- Sv,
owm.um
5 m.ww
._.u [ 4 o) | >l »f ¢ o] »e] x| x| xf x| ] »¢ *® » ] x *
| 5
: . » x| 2] o » x o] = »| »| > x| x| 2
8
i
x x| o = x| = » » P ”®
y 2
Bl b g = X g
EER R EEEEEEEEEPREERREL
u.u.w hmum-— g ol & MMM.MV.



‘ b Nl UNTY SITE: SUMMARY OF EXPOSURE PATHWAYS ]

Incidental logemion of Ousite  Tovopaseey A ) Yes X Ousite wespmsuss havs bosn AR saafoce soils @-3) ¢

Swiace Soile shoerved.
+ Surfecs Seils* shosrved. Hapomwes sagested s e

caional
Iehalation of VOC Emissions  Tevapasses No Ne . Coaconsstions is suslecs saile sse
aad Fasticulsies from Surface low,

. Sails
L
E Y
[ ]




Table b  (CONTINUED)

Exspasurs to subsuriace seils (' 0
15") may ocour dwing excavalions
for wiliy aad lasdfill msistonsnce.

Exposuss te subsuiace soils (2’
15°) may eccur duning escavations
for wiliay and lesdiill mei

Esposusss capecsed o by minisal.

g

Incidestal Ingestion of Ticapesser Ne Ne Amicipated activity i

Surface Waies ' negligible tapnouss vie the aval soute.
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Table ¢ TOXICPTY YALUES FOR THE NCR STTE COT:AWANTS OF CONCERN,
§ CHEMICAL . |CARCINOGENIC CHRONIC SUBCHRONIC §
| Weight Oral Slope Chronic Subchremic |
of Evidence F. Oral RfD Oral RID
Clagsification |(m day)-1 (m da (mg/kg/day)
Volatiles .
Acetone 1) 8 1.00E-01 &» 1.OOE+00 b |
Benzene A a 290E-02 a
2-Butanone (MEK) D a S.00E-02 b S.00E0!] b
14 Dichlorobenzene (para) C. b 240E-2 b 1.00E-0] d LOOED] i
Methylene chloride B2 __a 750E03 8 | 6O00E02 s | 600E02 b
Styrene B2 b S.00E-02 b 200E-0f a 2.00E«00 b
Trichloroethvlene B2 b LIE02_ b | 600E-03 4 6.00E-03 i
12.4 Trimethvibenzene D | 6.00E-04 d 6.00E-04 1}
Vinvl chioride (¢hioroethylene) A b 1.90E«00 b
BNAs
Benzoalanthracene B2 a SSHEDl e
Benzo(ajpyrene B2 a S.HE«00 8
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phihalate B2 s 140E-02 a | 200E-02 a | 200602 b
4-Chjoroaniline - : 400E-03 400E03 b
24-Dimethyipheno) 200E-02 b 200801 b
2.6-Dingomiuens B2 b 680E01 b.k | .
2-Methvipheno! (o-cresol) - b S.00E-02 a SO00E-01 b
|__4-Methyiphenol (pcresol) C a SO0E-02 b S.00E-01 b
Naphthalene .- D __a 400E-03 b | 400E2 b
Phenanthrene D |
Fheno! D [ 6.00E-01 & 6.00E-01 b
Pesticides
!_Aldrin B2 3 LNE«0l a 3.00E0S a 100EDS b
delta-BHC -
44°DDE B2 _a 340EQ1 8
44'DDT B2 S40ED1 s | SOOE04 o | SOBEDI b
Dieldrin B2 __a L60E+0! o SO0E-05 a SO0E0S b
Heprachior B2 a2 4S0E+00 & S.O0E-04 S.OED b
l Heprachior epoxide B2 9.10E+«00 8 1.30E-05 a 130608 i
{Inor anics
Alumingm p__¢ 100E+00 4 1.00E+00 i |
Antimony - a 400E-04 s 400E04 b
Arsenic A 2 LISE«00 { 3.00ED4 a2 LOED3 b
1 Barium - 8 SO0E2 b SOEM »
§  Benyllium 32 s 430E+00 a | SOOE03 a | SOELI b
Cadmium () Bl ] SO0E-04 ag 1 SOE-O4 ll
- {_Cobalt - . 4
Copper D ¢ 4E02 d | 400E02 i}
Cyanide D a 200E-02 o | 200E02 |
Tron o) d SO0E01 ¢ SOOEOT §
Lead 2
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t’l'lbl! ¢ TOXICITY VALUES FOR THENCR SITE CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN. (coot.).

I {CHEMICAL TCARCINOGENIC CHRONIC SUBCHRONIC |

- Weight Oral Slope Chronic Sabchronic

1 of Evidence Factor On! RID OnlRMD

" Classification | (mp'kg/day)-1 (-ﬂ%dq) 'day)

' D 2 J.OE01 @& 100ED1 b
Mercary D A S.00E04 ® 3.00E04 b

i Nickel A ) 2.00E-02 a.h 200E02 b
Silver D 2 S.O00E03 SO00E-03 b
‘Thallium - 7.00E-05 b JO0ED4 b
Vanadiom D c TO00E-03 ® 9.00E-03_® |
Zinc D " a | T 2.00E-01 b

Lo. From Imegraied Risk Informarion System (IRIS) 5/152.

5. From Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST) FY 1991,
;. From Drinking Water Regulations and Health Advisories, Apri) 1992,

Interim value from ECAQ. See text for specific reference.
¢. Oral slope factor for B(a)P used for B(3)A (classified as a B2 carcinogen) with a TEF of 0.1 applied
'L Arseic ora sioge facior deived from it sk i IRS.
4 Cadmium RID is for water; 1.0E-03 mg/kg/day is RID for food.

k. Valve is for nicke! solubie salts.

& Chuonic RID used as Subchronic RID if no Subchronic value inva:hb

j. ‘Dermal 1oxicity values for cadmium have been derived from oral toxicity values applying an
absorpdion factor of 0.01 (10%) per EPA guidance (see tex: for specific
seference). The RID for both chronic and subchronic dermal exposure

Valve used applies 10 mixnure of 2.4- and 2.6-dinirrotoluene.
L Carcinogenic Weight of Evidence Classification obuained from Health Effects Assessment document, not IRIS

Luuw-r

| A

per RAGS.

5.00E-0f mg/kg/day.




W_

% o

Tebled SUMMARY OF NONCARCINOGENIC HAZARD INDICES (HI) FOR
THE NCR SITE

Scenario Receptor t/Future Chronic HI

Ground Water « Perimeter
Ingestion Resident F ' SE+00*

Ground Water « Northern Landfill Cell

Ingestion Resident F 4E+00*
Surface Solil
Ingestion Youth Tre;passer P/F 9E-02
Subsurface Soil
Ingestion Excavation Worker F 7E-0la
Sediments
Ingestion Youth Trespasser P/F 1E-01
Dermal Contact Youth Trespasser P/F 2E:03
Total 1E-0)
Ingestion Excavation Worker F 7E-0la
Dermal Contact Excavation Worker F . JE-03a
Total 7E-0la
Leachate Soils
Ingestion Youth Trespasser LI:IF 3E-03
Dermal Contact Youth Trespasser /F 9E-05
"~ Total 3E-03

—_—
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Tablee SUMMARY OF CARCINOG]

ENIC RISK ESTIMATES FOR THE

NCR SITE
— e eee—eeee e ——ee e ——————
Seenario Receptor Present/Future | Incremental Risk
Ground Water - Perimeter
Ingestion Resident F 2E.(42¢
Ground Water - Northern Landfill Cell
Ingestion Resident F 1E-04%
Surface Soil
Ingestion Youth Trespasser P/F 4E-06*
Subsurface Soil |
Ingestion .. Excavation Worker F 7E-07
Sediments
Ingestion Youth Trespasser P/F " SE-06*
Ingestion Excavation Worker F SE-07
Leachate Soils
Ingestion Youth Trespasser P/F OE-08

SEx

ceeds 10° nisk
®sExceeds 10 sisk
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Table t
'SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE.

. . {

E

Viayl Chlogids
Methylens Chlocide

1,1.3-Trichioroethane

i
i

S B EE AR AR EEE R EEE A EEE I

Sam.
Tisse Semples

EE B EEEREEEEEEEEEEEREREREEE

Loweat
Betected
Cong .

2340.00
.50

.30

3.00

20.00

3.40
440.90
J08.00
1490.00
4550000. 0
3700.00
10680.00
360.00
31600099, 80
400,00
¥008. 00
T480.0¢
10395006 .08
4900.00
3050080. 00
$3008.00
2000.00
varess. 08
89000.90
43400.09
30760.08

TIvEeburface Soils

mmmm.uc—;;mmm
all ia wnits of parts per billicm, eavept pesticides/IChe which are in waite of parts per trillica

Bighest Nighest
Betected Cono.
Cong. Locet.

2340.00 NCR-13(0-0.8%)
22.90 BA-3
37.00 Ba-)
6.10 NCR-8(0.8-2.07)
33.600 NCR=13(0-0.0")
31.40 NCR-13{0-0.8)
440.00 BCR-13{0-0.07)
1835.90 WA-9
1400.00 Ma-§
26000000.80 NCU-B{9.0-2.07)
20000.00 NCR-11A(8-3.37)
135000.00 NCR-11B(0-3.3°)
1104.00 NCR-0(0.8-3.0")
S8P0000S. 00 BA-14
31000.00 WCR-0{9.0-2.0")
14000.08 NCR-8(0.8-3.8°)
22000.80 NCR-13{9-0.8°)
31000000.00 NCR-8(0.0-3.8)
175000.08 NCR-110{0-3.2¢)
235500080.00 BA-14
S75000.080 BA-S
26000.00 NCR-1)B(8-3.2°)
9300000.80 NCR-0({0.8-2.0")
690000, 90 IR~V {0.8-2.0")
37000.00 NCB-H (9. 0-3.0*)
105000.00 WCR-118{0-).3*

(L]

.83

.40

7.42

3.10

4.34

3.7

4.50

338.3¢
3865.99
30575370 4
10570.04
50758.91
407.23
14830170.28

14190.58

8505.08
13944.18
34895314.03
15330.38
7362940.39
259798.98
15095.73
1404302.99
301992.48
10905.04
40734.98

008.78
T3547700.00
20385.04
2044.28
19922.89
19370304.43
143434.43
15744000.92
493375.43
Arss.e¢
a3

455715.80 100000.00 100000.0

25047.00
S8400.54
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SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE. (continued).

S\RMARY STATISTICS FOR SITE, BY CEEMICAL AMD MEDIUM/AREA A
ell ia wnits of parts peor billion, sncept pesticides/ICBe which are i waite of parta per trillies

TYristubousface Solls -

. Yun, Lowest Nighsst Righest Oocm, 8 at. ia. Hax,
Tiase Semples  Detected Detected Cons. © Meem Wy, Conf. Detest. Detest.
viayl Chloride 3 T 210.00 210.00 NCR-13(3.5-2.5}) 0. 70 57.50 13.00 5.0
Nethylens Chloxide . 3 3.5 17.00 NCR~33(2.5~).6) 6.0 4.5 5.60 150.0
Acstone 3 T $0.00 50.00 WCR-6(2.0-6.0°) s.00 30.48 23.00 “.0
3.3.3-Frichlorcethane ] 28 3.60 5.70 NCR-10{3-4') 3.37 6.23 5.80 7.6
Trichlovosthylens 4 T s.00 15.00 NCR-6(3.0-6.0') 5.2 1.5 B.40 .
3,2-Bichlorostiyisns {total) 3 » 168.00 320.00 MCR-34(2.0-6.0) 7.04 790.93 5.6 7.8
S-Methyiphenol 3 » .00 60.00 YREVPIVIR 187.36 ML.60  350.00 0600
Beasolc Acid 3 » 230.00 220.00 TESTIIYIR 2.7 731,08 1700.080 4200.0
Maphthalene 3 » 43.00 61.00 THSTIITIR 177.96 386,10  350.00  060.0
2,4.5-Trichlovophenc) 3 » 50.00 50.06 YRSTPIYIA 748.69, 6513.08 1700.00  4300.0
Phessnthrens 3 » 6. 00 69.00 TESTIITIA 304.67 213.7¢  350.00  048.0
. Fiuorsathens Py » es.00 06.00 TRETTITIA 193.31 303.04 350.00 060.0
* pyrene 3 » 61.00 €7.90 TEOTIITIA 108.98 205,63  350.00  060.0
Chrysens : » 46.9% 46.00 TRITPITIR 179.98 346.18 350.00 860.0
bis{3-Bthylhexyl)phthalate Y ’ 140.08 160.00 TESTFITIA 208.9% 263.00 250.00 40,0
bM-n-cotylphthalate  § » $2.00 53.00 NCR-6(32.0-6.0°) 104.5%4 34 .64 258.98 9450.0
, Miphe-sac 3 T 360.08 260.00 NCR-9M(3.0-6.8) 3623.03 3605068  1000.00 31900.0
Beptachlor sposide 1 s s80.00 580.90 NCR-$(5.4-7.0°) 2744.94 a7961.32  3000.00 21000.0
Aluninum » » 5000000.00 25000000.08 NCR-3M{4-6')  31270846.03 19395607.03 . .
Ant inony 3 b L J 33000.00 13000.00 NCEB~5{5.4-T7.0°) 4323.13 7818.93 3000.00 312000.0
Azsenlie 19 i 3108.08 26006.00 NCR-{4-6°) 9392.00 30213.47 . [
Barius e 13000.00 160000.00 NCR-JN{4~6’) 37497. 99 3777248.28 2200.00 3300.9
Sesylliiue ® e 200,00 §60.08 NCER~-Ju{4-8°) 300.853 3318.8) 340.08 340.8
Caleiun 20 20 2600000.00 DO000000.00 UCH-JN{4-6')  DIVEESIS.40  DNNEITTIV.0 . .
Chrenium, Sotal " 0 000,90 20000.00 NOB-MN{4~6*) 33701.02 A5V88. 48 . .
Osbals V) " 2300.00 25000.00 WOB-30(8~8°) 930,77 23078.42 | . .
coreev a0 1 A000.00 BENOL.00 YROUTIVED __ __ __MSTeR.20  _AeTV4.0 > A
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SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE. (continued).

SUMALY STATISTICS FOR SIS, DY CRRGCAL AND MEDIUM/AREA
all 4a ualts of parts per billion, wmllﬂo“mhmndmnm

TErSstubourfove Solls
foont inued)
Bighest Bighest

Detected Cous.
Cono, Looet.

31000000.80 MCR-(4-8°) 14322629.60

20500.00 VROTITTIR 11009.403
39000000.0¢ NCR-5(5.4-7.0°) 13372993.45
1300000.00 WCR-204(4-6°) $70.0
230.90 vasTIITIA 35.09
30000.00 NCR-2(4-6°) 12420.00
6000000.00 NCR-204(4-6°) 1570699.33
. 930.00 YRSEPITIR
$30000.60 WCK-30(4-6°)
619,00 NCR-30(4-6°)
36000.00 NCR-3(4-8')
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SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE.

mmmln:un. ncunncu.;muuun
all ia waits of pazte per hillica, oxcept pesticides/FChe which are in walts of parts per trillios

T¥PEubosp Subsusrface Solls

. . Lovest Bighest Righest Geom. 25 det. uis, ez,

¥imes Seples Detested  Detected Cona. | Neem .  Wyp. Couf. Detect. Detect.
Analyte Betested Analysed Coma. Cona. Loost. Cons, bimit  Msdt  Limic
Viayl Chloride 2 n 190.00 390.00 WCR-5(44-477) .77 0.0 .08 130
Methyleae Chloride 3 2 © 20.00 49.00 WCR-3({24-24.7) .9 20.33 5.00 5.8
Asstone a n 50.00 $0.00 MCR-13(23-36°) 2.20 41.83  31.00 15.8
2-Butancee (MRX) 3 »w 0.0 20.00 NCR-2(34-26¢) 5.9 686 33.00 12.0
Trichlorostiylens Y » 36.00 34.00 WCR-10(36-207) FYETY 5.0 .38 - 8.9
Toluene 2 Ty 3.60 51.00 NCR-13(32-26°) 3 13.64 5.38 ()
Miyibeasens a2 3 s.00 65.00 MCR-5(44-47°) 3.90 4.0 5.38 8.9
Styreas 2 u P 39.00 NCR-5(44-477) .72 998 8.8 8.9
Totel Ryleses 3 n 26.00 26.00 NCR-13(22-26°) 3.4 7.39 .38 ' 8.8
3,2-Blehlotusthylens (total) 3 PTY 8.0 390.00 NCR-8(08-67¢) P 7Y 7.0 5.38 5.
Phensd . 3 0 4550.00 4550.00 NCR-12(23-36¢) 253,27 3225.00  340.00  300.0
3-Methylphena) 3 Y 230.00 220.00 NCR-12(23-36°) 106.40 230,06 340,00 300.0
Gritathyiphanal Y 2 298.00 290.00 NCR-12(23-36°) 398.00 2312.68  340.00 300.0
Bensoic Aatd 'y » a9e.00 2190.00 WCR-12(23-36%} 2008.99 2300.25  3700.00 ' 1900.0
Pl-a-butyiphthalste s 20 430.00 430,00 MCR-13(22-267) 190.47 206.33  240.00  360.0
Beasylbutylphthalate 3 30 3200.00 2000.00 NCR-121{22-267) 349.88 1903.34 340.00 300.8
his{3-Sthylhexyl jphthalate ) 10 3600.00 2900.00 MCW-23(22-26°) 263.58 2464.68  340.00 300.0
Bi-s-cotylphthelate 3 20 1s0.00 150,00 NCR-3{24-26¢) 206.03 2305.93  340.00 B4e.0
Delta-pac 3 a1 35000.00  35090.08 NCR-13(33-26°) €533.73 PTTE.7D  9000.00 13000.0
Arcelor-1354 3 1Y 67000.00  ¢7000.00 WCR-13(33-36°)  184763.00 330696.72 200000.00 200000.0
Aluml pan  §9 s 2200008 .098 PES0SM0. 80 NCR-10(26-238") §078744.89 8729973.07 » .
At imoay ] 3 33000 .00 30000.08 NCR-T7 (44-46°) e0n.4? 330464.03 5990.00 ’780.0
Axeenils S A ¥ Y 1000.00 13000.800 NOR-2({34-24.7°) S834.04 33 076.48 . .
Seriem n ey 33000.00  200000.00 NCA-1(44-08°) $6706.23 318588.78 ' .
Berylliun . Y 330.00 000,00 NCR-30(44-48°) 204.08 623.38  330.00  340.0
Catndwn s Ty 3000.00 3600.00 NCE-13(23-26%) 0.4 015.08  300.00 ¢00.0
Calelws 3

-89 180088008 .00 M- &4-48° pREs8] . 91 29848193, 70
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SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE. (continucd),

—_—— e

SMGUSY STATISTICS FOR GITE, DY CHEMICAL AMD MEOIOM/AREA
all ia wnite of pazte por Milios, exoept pesticides/FCue which are in waits of pasts per trillien

. TIPE=Boap Subsurface Soile

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
:
|
|
I

(coat Lamed)

hem, am. Lowest Righest Nighest Qasom. 28 Yot

Timse Semples Detected  Betected Cono. Mesn "o, Cont.
Chremiwm, totel n 1Y 3500.00  12000.00 MCR-10(44-06') 7908.36 11200.50
Cobalt u n 3300.00 6050.00 NCR-200(24-26*) 3833.03 $436.63
Copper PYY n | 4306.80  16700.00 NCR-33(32-28¢) 2631.73 16040.39
Irea Ty 3L B300000.00 14100000.00 NCR-3M{34-367)  9INNNNT.40  333IEIVL.VE
Lead n 1 4900.00  14730.00 WCR-12(23-36°) s 11871.89
Meguesins 1 31 16000000.00 03000000.00 NCH-T(64-46°) 3I9700000.98  §7483410.33
Mangensee n u 23000000  $20000.00 MCR-2(24-36.7°) 607034 496364.54
Mesoury 3 n 150.00 138.00 WCR-12123-36°) e.n 53.38
Miokel 13 n 2300.00 13050.00 NCR-2(34-26") 7945.00 ‘20990.08
Potaseiun Ty V) 660000.00  2600000.00 NCR-7(44-46')  1064177.97 a1397.72
sodtwn n 1 210000.00  350000.00 WCE-13(22-36°)  305033.33 301993.18
Vesadiwm 1 1 V400.00  17000.00 NCR-10(84-85°) 31948.53 15207.93
Siao | B " = 330000.90 WCR-3{24-24.77)  42721.41 _ 138247.99
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SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE. (continued).
all in waite of parts per billics, excegt Pesticides/ICBe whish are in uaits of perts pes triliies

Y¥rSalandfil) Leachate ~ Soil

. . Lowest Nigheot Bighast Geca, ” Pok. M. max,
Times Seples  Potected Betevted Cona. Nesn Wy, Cent. Potest. Detest.
Betented Maslyned Cono. Coas. Jooek. Cone, Limic Linis Linit

7.08 “o“ "'". ﬂ-“ .’-“ “.“ . ut.

3 3
| '3 1200.00 1300.00 SERP-3-R 040.5) 1300.00  1300.00 1200.0
13 3 4.0 440.00 suEP-2-2 s1.0 040.00  2200.00 1200.0
3 2 240.00 200.00 mEP-3-2 39,07 260.00  2200.00 21300.98°
3 ) 130.00 220.00 sEEF-3-2 2603 £30.00 © 1300.00 3200.0
3 3 100.0¢ 100.00 SEEy-3-2 244.98 200.60  3300.00  1300.8
: 2 a70.00 470.00 SEB0-3-2 51.04 670.00  3200.00 1200.0
3 a 190.90 199.00 SEEF-3-2 37,64 190.00  1300.00 1208.0
3 3 .00 350.00 SEEP-3-0 360.37 sse.00 .
3 3 450.00 408.00 BERR-3-R $¥s. 04 458,00 1200.00 31304.0
3 2 040.00 940.00 suEF-3-B 709.93 . 840,00  3300.00 1300.0
) 3 3 1200.00 1200.00 sEEF-3-a 0.9 3300.00  1300.00  1200.0
* Beaso(slenthressns | 3 3 210.00 210.00 suEP-3-8 354.96 310.00  1300.00 2200.9
Chrysese : 3 | 200.00 200.00 SuUBE-3-8 se6.02 200.00  3200.00 1300.0
bis (2-Nxhylheryl )phthel 3 2 750.00 750.00 SERF-3-R ¢1.02 150.00  1200.00  1300.0
Pelte-a00 3 3 3100.00 3100.00 suRr-1-8 3694.39 3100.00 13000.00 33000.0
Alarin 3 ) 2100.00 3100.00 sEEr-1-a 3654.99 2100.00 313000.08 13000.0
Pleldrisn 3 3 3208.08 3308.08 suEF~1-B 4560.70 3200.00 13000.00 13000.0
4.4-008 : 2 60.00 §90.00 suEr-1-B 2117.70 650.00 13000.00 13000.0
geame-chlordane 'Y » 1200.00 1300.00 sEap-3-8 a183.08 3200.00 23000.00 33000.¢
Aluninusn 3 3 T7610008.00 11700000.80 MEEF-3-R .859013%.7¢ 31700000.00 . .
Axsenis 3 3 Tood .00 23000.00 BERP-3-R P148.18 12000.00 . »
Darius ) (] 3130000.09 230000 .00 SEEF~1-B 330000.90 120000.08 . LI
Berylliiwm a 3 a%e.00 $00.00 SORF-3-8 ari 600.00 . .
Catutun 3 » v10.00 920.00 Cuav-3-8 206,20 730,00 430,00  ¢30.0
Celeten » B V0000000.00 $1606000.00 SURP-1-8 TINETI40.06  1000000.00 . .
—— E—



SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE. (continued).

SNMARY STATISTICS FOR JITE, MY CERMICAL ; .Dl;lllll '
all ia waite of parte per billica, except pesticides/ICBe which are im usits of parts per trillica

TIPBslandiil]l Leachsts - Soll

{coat iaued)

[ ass. Lowest Righest Nigheet Geon. ” et nia. Wax.

Tiaes Senples Detected  Detected Coma. : Nean Upp. Conf. Detect. Detest.

* Mmalyte Detested Analyned Cone, Cone. Lowst. Cone. Limis Msds  Limis
Cobalt 3 3 4700.00 €800.00 SuEP-3-n 4653.32 en.00 .. .
Coppex 3 3 29600.00  47000.00 SERF-3-B 37487.60 47000.00 . .
Iren 3 2 23600000.00 35700000.00 SENP-)-B 26533030.56  25700000.0¢ . -
Losd 3 3 | 49090.00  110000.90 SERP-1-A $6332.50 310000.00 ' .
Megassiua 3 3 29700000.00 31300000.00 SWEF-3-R 30409506.39  31300000.00 . .
Manganese 3 3 641000.00  $11000.00 SEEF-3-3 74711.48 511000.00 . .
Nezoury 3 3 390.00 1200.00 sxEF-3-8 68¢.32 1300.00 . .

" mickel 3 3 26100.90  19700.90 SEEF-3-A 17383.97 W00 ., .
Potassium F ) 1390000.00  1099000.00 SUNF-3-A 2004370. 44 3090000.00 . .
Sodium ) 3 265000.00  394000.00 SUEP-1-R 379212.09 296900.00 . .
Venodium 3 2 16300.00  33100.00 SERY-3-B 19404.30 23100.00 o e

|
J
|

"

g




SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE. (continucd).

SWMBAAY STATISTICS FPOR SITE, BY CREMICAL AND MEDIUM/AREA
all ia waics of parts por billion, sxcept pesticides/PCRs whish sre ia wnits of parte per trillicm

TYRisbrainage Swnle Sedimcats
Loweat Righeat Nighest [ ™
Detascted Betacted Coma, Mean

Cont. Looat. Cone,

]
i

73.00 SED-13-R
09.00 B9-11-8
19.00 S8D-14-B
3.00 5ED-7-R
.00 B-14-0
146.80 SER-10-R . 43138
140,00 BED=130 743.58
336.80 SEP-30-B 481,56
310.00 SED-20-B 475.23
210.00 S8D-30-8 67.53
276.00 SEB-8-R 545.96
3900.608 SED-18-R 581.04
200.00 SED-13-8 772.54
330.00 SED-0-B 18.20
250.00 Bup-8-R eSh.18°
250.00 ED-8-B 99.43
230.00 SED-8-3 1661.853
5400.89 258-4-B 36548.39
3500.00 8ED-17-R a702.10
2000.90 suR-30-2 2603.08
3100.08 SED-17-R 3633.38
2230.00 SED-13-2 3099.58
20000.99 SEB-17-B 5385.00
20000.00 ME-18-8 3528.38
7000.08 SUB-4-8 ve01.04

Benso{a) abthracens

Chrysens .

. bis{2-Bthylhexyl)phithalate

+* Bi-meoctylphthalate

" Besso(b)flucrenthens
Benso{k) fluorastheas

+ Beascia)pyrens
Deane(g.h.1)pexylens

** Delta-pac

R R NS T P E E E Y EEEE &
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SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE. (continued).

——
—_—

SAARY STATISTICS FOR SITS, BY CREMICAL AND MEDIUN/AREA
all in uaits of parts psr billice, mntulmtm“mhﬂcodmﬂm

TIPScbrainage Swale Sedimeats
(ocoat insed)

[ Wem,  Lowest Bigheot Nighest Geom. ” dot. s, Max,

Times Seaples  Detected Detected Come. Nean Wo. Cout. Detest, Betect.

Amalyte Betested Analysed Cons. Cons. Loocat. Cono, Matt  Lait  Malt

Methoxyolor 3 20 16000.00 16000.00 SmD-7-2 14474.54 63047.50  7300.00 370000.0
Alwnlvms ' 20 G450000.00 27000000.00 SED-16-R 16790176.31 2060377834 . .

At Amoay 3 20 35300.90 15200.00 229-1200 6300.07 T363.190  5600.00 13800.0
Arseale 20 20 710.00 27600.00 S5-10-8 1477%0.00 24174.39 . .
Barium ‘30 20 64500.00  310000.00 SED-9-R 100553.56 336267.5 . .
Bexylliwm 20 20 490,00 1300.00 SED-16-R 763.37 077.54 . .

Cadnius » 20 840,00 2100.00 883-30-2 616,42 90.36  400.00 1300.0
Calciem » 20 $170000.90 115090000.00 AUR-10-R 3137549003 74761993.64 . .
Chronium, total » 2 33400.00 . .34000.00 F-16-B 32303.54 29824.49 . '
Cobalt 20 20 000,08 37700.00 mD-18-3 9190.2) 21383.33 . .
Copper 2 2 10000.00 41950.00 SuD-480 20678.08 260689.57 . .
tros 20 30 0590000.00 ' 65000000.00 SED-9-R 23410606.62 W60 . .
Leed 20 20 31000.00  100000.00 SED-S-R 43413.9) 56342.47 . '
! *  Magnesium 20 36 4210000.00 ¢5700000.00 SEB-18-R 11974230.00 19965754.78 . .
Mangehese » a0 117006.08 $93000.00 MB-8-A 367373.04 539944 .99 [ .

Nerocury » 2 0e.00 3650.00 SED-457 133.2¢ .01 0.0 2080
mickeld 20 20 v400.00 35400.00 SEB-16-R 31627.89 260683 , . .
Potesetun 2 ae 1320000.60  $340080.00 SED-16-R 2126462.7) €331200.48 . .

Selealum : 3 710.00 710.00 .suD-1209 333.33 304.77  500.00  920.0
Sodium a0 30 240000. 00 2260000.00 EED-1200 $50348.0) 915004.00 . .
Vansdium 20 a0 12000.00 49000.00 SED-16-R 29698.68 3$634.33 . .

_ 1) 38 66800.00 __ 353000.08 SED-11-B _320834.78 $5387.0




LN

Kyreas .
1. 6-Bichloschensens (pars

3.3 ’ C-hl-twlm
1+3, 5~trimsthylbonsens
Yotal Ryleaws

Fhsaold

3-Methyiphenol
4-Methwripheand

3, 4-Binsthylphennl
B-a-utylphthalate
S4er3-mavidenvi iphthalese

|
|
l
|

uuuuo.up-uhu-uuvupnvuu{uuou.-

I R R N L N A R SR S R I Y TR VR T

1.00
3.00
.50
2.00
.50
0.3
.80
e.9%
e.38
.9
775.00
‘a6.50
21.80
2.00
3.00

T¥PE=lorthern Landiil) Cell Ground Weter

SAUAY STATISTICE FOR SITH., BY CEEMICAL AMD MEDINM/ARRA
sll ia walte of parta per billion, szoept pestielides/PChe which ase ia wnits of pazté pes triliian

GSeon. 2”4 Pet.
Mean o, Conf.
Cons. Limit
5.00 312.98
$4.00 P0T7825350238601
.8 5.38
.. 8 3.9
.44 .
as.0 SY08.9%
3.39 2340049355840.)
1.20 4100054 . 80
3.68 8.3
5.3 5.00
.63 .0

5.30 7.1270412017817
3.33 3241049355440.3
7.38 3,820509311488148

3.15  MOINTL.EP
.38 8.0
o.00 .80
.08 .98
.30 .30
3.67 30503507313 047
- 3350.7% S8830.74
40.78 $0724087 .94
00.9¢ ' 269616245.99
B.76  COTIILINT.TD

p—

3.00
3.80

3.0
3.00
5.09
$5.00
3.9

2.00

- L J L 2 - [ J -

* & @ o ® & © =& s
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SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE. (continued).

__-_-'——_.‘-I-——-—_—‘_’-
SRMARY STATISTICS FOA BITH, nc-uml.-nxllum
all i waite of parts per billics, sxoept pesticides/ICBe which are ia uaite of parts per triliice

TYPE=dorthers Landfill Cell Guound Water

fooatianad)
. um, Lowest Bighest Bigheat N [ ] lﬁ_. wa. MWaR.
Tisee Buples  Betected Betscted Cona. Mean Y. Conf. Betect, Petect.
aAnalyte Betected Analyned Cono. Como. Looek. Coma. Linds sinit  Liads
Gesme-puc s ’ 0.4 .41 NCR-130-1X 3.70 5.2075026387818 10.80  30.0
Neptechlior 3 ] .59 6.70 NCA-120-1 4.63 §.0535120067018 $0.00° 50.0
Badosulfen sulfate 3 3 0.6 0.60 NCR-139-3T T.01 4.4996957302530 .00 1800
Alwniaus 3 ) .20 233.50 NCR-13D8P 10.48 1075.46 . 200.00  100.0
Ant: imouy 3 3. 26.60 44.78 NCR-13089 8.54 493.99 20.00 0.0
Azsenio 3 3 2.50 2.50 ECR-13082 .70 4.5 3.00 2.0
Sariwm » 3 9.es 97.40 ucB-12009 33.96  170036746.27 ' .
) . b RulSE—— Y ] 3.0 NCR-12000 404 0.8 .99 3.00 1.8
Caleiun 3 3 379000.00  §11000.00 MCH-129-1X 45874094 60144897 ' .
Chareniue, total 3 3 32.88 32.88 ucE-13000 ' $.90 11314306083.30 .00 3.0
Cobale 1 3 8.49 9.40 NCR-12D8P 4.9 T 108,96 .00 7.9
Copper 3 ] .00 31.00 NCR-128a¢ 4.5 300314054379¢.9 3.00 .0
Irom 3 3 631.8¢ 655,50 NCR-22000 L. 5.5 . ’
. \Magmesinn ? 3 61500.00 97150.08 NCR-1ID-T 83172.82 172388.50 . .
Maagansee b ] ] a.» 34.29% NCR-129-11 .0 34.28% . .
Miockel | 3 21.80 23.00 NCR-12089 7.60 03333.0¢ 7.00 a1.e
Fotessiea ) ’ 9990.00  117500.00 NCR-13D8P 25997.53 €SIT734088476.78 - . e
Selenium 3 » 3.00 3.00 NCR-1200F .03  3132078340.20 25.00 2.0
s v Bilver  § b ] 4.2% 4.2% NCR~12DSP .17 11.98 4.9 5.
Sodiwa | 3 $6050.00 93059,00 NCR~12D8P T2833.7% 922842.7%0 . .
Venadium 1 » 2s.28 45.38 NCa-1308p 3.9¢ 257074188 400 4"
S TE— 13.23 15.70 woa-1I0-X2 __ _12.44 e 33:31  30.00 L 30.9 |




SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE. (continued).

SUSIARY STATISTICH FOR 2IYS, umn—-mnn
all i» waite of paxte per billica, eZoept pesticides/ICRe whioh axe in unite of parte por trillien

~FiPislandiill Peximeter Ssvund Water

owest = Nighest Bighest

an. Wl Gean. o Pet.

Times Samples Betested Batactaed Conw. Mean Wpp. Oad,

Anslyte Patested Mmalysed coang, Cono. Losat. Cone. Linis

Nethylene Chlovide 3 2 4.0 4.00 WCR-33-11 1.50 1.97

Acstone 3 4 5.50 27.00 NCR-11009 2.08 .90

Chlorofosm 3 s .00 .08 WCR-11D00 5 .63

Bensens t 4 3.00 3.00 NCR-2-X .5 .52

Yoluens 3 . 5.00 5.00 WCR-30-3 .53 .0
Bthylhensens : o 3.00 3.00 WCB-200-% .5 8 300

Fhencl e . .08 4.88 NCR-48-2 a.40 3.67

Blethylphthalste 3 45 1.00 2.00 NCR-308-I8 3.48 2.68

Pentachlogephascl 3 o 3.00 2.00 NCR-138-3 .54 18.03

Di-a-butylphthelets 3 a8 3.00 3.00 NCR-44-5 3.49 2.04

Beasylbutylphthalate ] o8 2.00 4.00 NCR-S0-3 2.49  2.60

«is(3-Bthylhexyl)phthalate 9 ] 0.80 25.00 MCR-58-X 2.3 2.48

3 « .8 0.65 NCR-208-% 63 6.0

3 1 30.00 - 49.00 NCR-38-% 5.08 2.7

» " e.51 3.39 WCR-28-3 4.9 6.5¢

¢ e .85 3.00 MCR-31D-IX 2.0 s.08

30 1 0.7 00.00 WCR-138-IX .69 e.00

3 ] 0.89 0.89 WCR-300-F 4.57 S.08 -

! 4 .06 9.08 NCR-12D-X .8 6.57

: - 0.5 .50 wca-3em-X .. 33.9

Y [ ] .03 $76.88 WA~3310-I2 .50 2.2%

3 e 340.00 248,08 NCB-120-XX 9.63 35.34

3 T ..00 -58.00 NOR~339-313 L 8.8 34.23

3 48 340,00 70.00 IE~110-X3 10.67 3i.08

] o« 3.00 .00 NB-40-3 27.04 59.4%

S IR SN T - - ALt - NL ... 2.4 321
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SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE. (continued).

= - o S— i —— B B ESS TR e T

SWOAY STATISTICS FOR SITE, BY CHIMICAL AMD MEDIUN/AREA
all in uaite of pacts por billios, sicept peeticides/ICEe vhicvh are in waits of perte pes trillisn

“TYSalandiill Forimster Ground Weter

{ocatinved)
eam, | N howeet Righset Bighest Qecn, 5 Peot, Min. MaR.
Tiaes Sarples Betected Metested Cone, Moah . Conl. Deltest. Detest.
Mmalyte Detected Analysed Cona. Consts Looat, Cond, bimis Mmis simic
Saizin aldelurde ] o 2.50 7.868 MCR-31D-3X . .54 2.8 3.79 100.0
alpha-chlosdens 4 ] .6 3.38 NCR-48-1X 4.56 (8 ;] .08 500.0
paama-chlordane 3 a8 _3.08 " 35.88 MCR-31D-XZ 2.0 .38 . .1 300.0
Aluninun b} ] Y] 7.0 98000.98 NCR-21-I 843.04 19128, .08  330.0
Ankimony 4 " 33.20 €9.09 NCR-11009 13.04 M. 23.00 0.0
Azsenis 20 ] 3.00 16.40 NCH-1N-3T 2.08 . X .00 3.0 .
Barive " o 3.40 431.96 NCR-2%-X 36.5¢ 0.7  2300.00 200.0
__ Besylliwm e et e 71 S 13 T . = & S &6t e 3w 5.0
Coduiva ? [} ] 4.40 $.00 NCR-IN-X 2,13 2.0 (W 6.
Caleiwm “ o INE00.00  SITON0.80 WCR-IE-IX 308649,.98 490385.03 . . .
Chromjwn - 2 o .50 334,00 NCR-38-% 7.2 %.26 - 5.00 5.0
Cabale » ] .. 43,98 NCR-21-3 48 (N .00 7.9
Copper 2 o ».18 137.80 NCR-21-3X S.83 3.9 2.00 4.0
Ixem a s $5.50  308008.9¢ NCR-21-1 1307.7 30420, 79 42.00 2307.0
Lead 1 ] 2.40 77.90 NCR-21-X 3.97 33.808 1.08 v.e
Negnesiun 4 o 29500.00 340000.00 NCR-11N-X 86075.61 $A7065.00 . .

' Mangensse 3] e 37.38 3930.00 NCR-31-11 395.43 3073.28 23.70 57.9
Meroury 3 . 1.38 3.88 WCR-3I-3 e.11 0.8 0.0 0.3
Mickel 18 " ».50 155.00 NCR-38-3 13.22 .44 7.00 ..
Potassiue [ 1] [ 7} 1370.00 34300.08 NCR-2I-3 714.23 10034.02 [} »
Shlver ] [ }] $.00 6.58 NCR-3108P 3.3¢ 2.6) 4.00 5.0
Sadivn 43 43 15300.00 3510000,00 NCR-1E-1X 23018 .44 3193169.5) . N
Vasadive ¥ ] [ 1] &.7® 150,00 NCR-31-% 4.93 14.7¢ 4.08 §.0
Slae — L] . 3.7 9000 wce-3i-3: o A%.04  _lei.ds  0.30  0¢.8
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SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE. (continucd).

mmxmmuu.umumwm
ouhuuodummbuum osuept pesticides/FChe which are in uwaite of parte per trillion

~¥¥¢BeDeainage Swale Surface Weter

. Wam, Loweest Bigheet Righest

Gedl. 28 Peot. uia. Mag,
tinse Swples Detected Detected Cons. Nean We. Conf. Detast. DBetest.
Cazbon Disultide ) n 0.¢5 0.00 Su-30-8 2.26 6.37 5.00 5.0
3.1.3-Frichloresthens 3 T 2.00 2.00 BU-4-R 2.48 2.00 5.00 5.0
4=-tothyl-3-Peatancas 3 n 3.08 1.96 su-11-R $.80 .48 30.00 0.8
Tetrochlorosthylens 3 n 4.0 4.00 -18-2 2.6 2.08 5.00 5.0
Toluese 3 n 3.0 3.00 Sw-31-R 2.40 © 2,00 5.00 8.0
Sthylbsasens ) VY 1.08 1.00 su-13 .38 2.08 5.00 5.8
3 13 3.08 3.00 sw-1180 3.4 3.00 5.00 5.0
Phansl 3 T 11.00 11.00 SW-4-R 5.3 6.34 9.00 10.0
3. 4-Bimsthylphenc) 3 1n 3.00 6.50 aw-11-8 6.0 8.47 9.00 n..
Bensoic Acid : 1 5.0 5.00 aw-33 .00 2.0 7,00 51.0
Diethylphthalate 3 b 8 2.53 .58 -13-R 4.08 .34 .00 30.9
Bi-n-butylphtbalete Py 1 0.0 .40 Su-13-R ' .08 ‘15.90 .00  30.8
« Ble{3~Bthylhexyliphthalate [ b § .70 1000.00 Su-10-8 2.1 . 7.3 10.00 0.0
Delte-8acC 2 n 34.00 31.00 su-4-a ».39 24.88 9.60 8.0
Garme-SuC 3 n 5.2 5.10 aw-2-8 _ 7.47 30.26 0.0 s1.0
Beptachlor spoxlde Y a 14.00 14.00 Sw-0- e.19 3.0 p.80 51.0
4., 4-D0%F 8 33 40.00 40.00 SW-4-0 17.08 44,83 30.00 l....~
» Aluaiaun 1Y TY 436.08  35200.06 gw-13 1563.02 20000.50 . .
Arseale & 3 3.0 30.60 SW-1) 3.63 17.03 4.00 4.0
Barius Y 3 33 $5.00 456.80 sw-1) 323.07 304.03 . .
Deryllivm 3 ¥ Y a.10 3.9 aw-0-0 .00 1.29 .00 3.0
Cadmius 3 u 5.70 5.70 ow-13 3.6¢ 3.3 W 5.0
Calotun u Ty 6900.00  306000.00 BW-1) 130300.48 23762128 . .
Chremiun, Sotal ] 5 3 6.0 38.00 SN=0-R .37 34.08 40.080 .“..
Cabals ] » 10.00 25.00 oN-23 6.20 31.97 1.00 20.0
Cappeg 4 3 233.989 94.00 -39 16.08 7.07 20.00 80.6

A-H'*M
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SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE. (continued).

SMMAAY STATISTICS FOR SITH, nc_xam-umnn
sll in waits of peste pur Milifom, wmmm:m-uam_u-tuumum

TIPSsBrainage Swale Surtace Weter =--« e
e, Bem. Lowest . m Highest Sean. 95 Pot, [ T Max.
Timss Samples Betected Detected Coac. Nean Ppp. Cont. Betest. Betect.
Betacted Aaslysed Cong. Cono. Looet. Cong

-
-

1 1n .10 352.00 Su-8-a 24.95 587.3¢ . .
Y 1n 30500.00  211000.00 SW-118p 52307.68 313435.60 «
a n " 37,00 1690.00 su-a-n 229.58 3236.38 . .
. n 27.00 61.00 Sw-0-n 17.07 G 3000 0.0
n n $050.00  311000.00 Sw-11s0 : 21577.3¢ 135453.48 . .
n 1 29000.00  203500.00 SW-11-R 93526.53 a63707.2¢ . .
3 n 4.0 4.00 Su-1109 2.0 2.98 5.00 5.0
a n .10 61.00 sw-13 1.6 20.68  20.00 2.0
s 2 24.90 2360.00 B9-13 es.20 3607.80  20.00  30.8
4

49.60 s9-7-2
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SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE SITE. (coatinued).
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——— e ————————

SRUARY STATISYICS FOR SITE, DY CEEMICAL AND MEDIIN/ANLA
all in wnits of parte pex hilliom, oXoept pesticides/IChs which ere ia waits of parts per trillles

TIPE=landiill Leachats -~ Watex

L Wum, Lowest Sighost Bighest Geam, 5 bor, [T Max.
Tiase Smples Petected Petascted Coas. MHean . Cont. Datest. Detect.
Mmalyte Betested Imalysed Coma. Come. Looat. oong. Limis Lisls Limis
Nethylens Chloride 3 ] 470.00 470.00 sREP-23-R 1.0 556,40 5.00  200.0
Adetone 3 (] 490,00 2300.00 SEAP-13-B 42.00 147384.90 10,00 2.0
3-Butancae (MEK) e [} 26.00 3400.00 SEEP-13-R 77.3 36900.03 30,80 0.0
Beazens 3 8 . ¥M.0 : $0.00 SERP-16-R 1%.80 . 635.38 $.00 100.0
4-Methyl-2-Peatancas ] ] .0 31,00 SuEP-14-2 5.04 423.00 10.00 300.0
3-Nazancas _. 3 [ ] 13.00 A70.00 SNEP-589 31.54 87.00 .00 300.0
Tolueas ¢ e 3.60 410.00 suuy-Sov 21.48 20015.90 .00 8.0
Chlorocbeaseas » [} 26.00 $6.08 smav-16-R 2.8 393.00 5.00 300.0
Bthylheasens ¢ [ ] 2.00 600.00 SEEF-16-B 22.33 148234.44 5.00 8.0
Total Xylemes ] [ ] 313.00 3400.00 mmur-S89 51.13 3342528.48 .00 8.0
Phencl [ [} 45.00 1000.00 suEP-7-B 120.80 3300393.06 10.00 1.0
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#-Risresedighenyionine s o a.00 V.00 sunr-26-8 ) 50,00 30.00 3600
Shsanathsene » ® 3.00 8,00 SEEP-18-8 $.80 8.7 30.00 280.0




SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE NIAGARA QOUNTY REFUSE SITE. (continued).
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NIAGARA CO REFUSE
ADMINISTRATIVE CORD PILE
INPEX OF DOCUMENTS
S8ITE IDENTIFICATION : '
Background = RCRA and other information

100001 -
100260

prapared by EA Science and chhnology, Novenber

1987. Attached ares Appendix 1.4.3-2 report:

F YRRT-P AL - il & L] " - veRepay- =1y -
QUNCwa AN The Nlags =) A=
aste Disposa 2S, prepared by the U. s.

Geological Survey cocpearation with NYSDEC,

August 12, 1985, Appendix 1.4.3-4 report:

Inspection Report NCSWD~Wheatfield Site, prepared

by Niagara County Health Department, May 13, 1583,

Appendix 1.4.4-1 report: Draft Remedial Action

ot -0y - ACQA - LV Rertyuse D1SsSDOsSa
Hazardous Waste, pre pared by Camp Dresser & McKee
Inc., CH2M Hill, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates
Limited, C.C. Johnson and Associates, September 9,
1882, Appendix 1.4.4-2 memorandum to Mr. Robert J.
Mitrey from Mr. Yavuz Erk, re: EPA Testing
Results for the Niagara County Refuse Disposal
Site, December 29, 3980, and Appendix 1.4.4-3
report: Eva ,e' on of Analvt hemical Da

om Niag ' Refuse, prepared by NUS
CQrporation, Decemb o 2, 1983.

L
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

garpling and Analysis Data/ch*in of dustody Forms

300001 - Report: Bsmgdi;1_I?xes:iga:ign__SAnnle_summarz
300280 Report, prepared by | Conestoga-Rovers & Associates,

August 16, 1991.

Work Plans

300281 ~ Report.
300627 m - -
Rovers & Associates May, 1990.

300628 ~ Report:
300677 Investigation, prepared by Conestoga-Rovers &
Associates, April, 1990. )
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300678 -
300818

300819 -
300930

300931 -
301117

Remedial Invostiqation Report

Report: ;
Investigation, prepared by Conestoga~Rovers &
Associates, April 1%%0.

Report: nal Work Plan Remedls: Ve gation

and _Fe bj dy, prepared by EBASCO
Servzcos, Inc., March 1988.

Report: E1lnsg In=InpR- on X -be
prepared by CHZM Hi 1, January 5, 1983.

-

301118 - REPOI't. "~ RISK AnSesSmern ACMAT A oun

301771 e _Whea Bl d ? 3 pseEnent,
prepared by TRC Env onmental corporation, July
22, 1983.

301772- Report. K !!'—'.— L} - =)y I REepor

302252 Yolume I -~ Text, pre pared by Conestoga-aovars &
Associates, July i%8%2.

302253 - Report: Renmedia nvestigation (R RepoT

303198 Yeolur ~ Appendices A-P, proparod by Conestoga-
Rovers & Associates July 1992.

303199 - Report: Remedial Investigation (RI) Report

304242 Yolume = _Form »}- aboratory REDOrts,
prepared by Conesteog a-Rovars & Associates, July
1992.

304243 - Report:

304385 v Wheatfield, New York, prepared
by Conestoga-Rovers| & Associates, December 20,
1891,

Correspondence

304386 - Letter to Mr. Richard M. Frankoski, Manager,

304390 Environmental Properties, BP America Incorporated,
from Ms. Carole Petersen, Chief, New York/
Caribbean Superfund|Branch II, re: ccmments on
EPA Baseline Risk Assessment, June 9, 1993.

304391 = Letter to Mr. Michael Negrelli, USEPA Region II,

304396 from Mr. R. M. Frankoski, Manager, Environmental

Properties, BP America Incorporated, re: baseline
risk assessment, April 15, 1993. Attached is memo .
to NCR Technical Committee from Mr. Ed Roberts,
Conestoga-Rovers Associates, re: NCR Site, EPA's
Risk Assessment, March 12, 1993.
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304397 =~
304398

304399

304400 -
304405

304406 -
304409

304410 -
304411

304412 -
304473

304474

_ USEPA Region II fro

Letter to Mr. Richard M. Frankoski, Manager,
Environmental Properties, BP America Incorporated,
from Ms. Carcle Petersen, Chief, New York/
Carikbean Superfund Branch IX, re: Niagara County
Refuse Site, Wheatfield, New York Remedial
Investigation (RI) Eeport - Risk Assessment,
January 28, 1593,

Letter to Mr. Micha
II, from Mr. Steven
Bureau of Western R
Hazardous Waste Ren
Risk Assessment Rep

1l walters, ERRD, USEPA Region
M. Scharf, Project Engineer,
edial Action, Division of
diation, re: NYSDOH review of
rt, August 27, 1992.

Letter re: Respons
25, 1892 Technical
Remedial Investigat
Refuse Site (NCR),

s to USEPA Comments of June
Review of the Revised Draft

on (RI) Report Niagara County
uly 24, 19%2.

Letter to Mr. Rich
Environmental Prope
from Ms. Carole Pet
Caribbean Superfund
Review of the Revis
Superfund Site, Rem
Report, June 25, 1%

d Frankeski, Manager,

ies, BP America Incorporated,
rsen, Chief, New York/

Branch II, re: Technical

d Draft Niagara County Refuse
dial Investigation (RI)

2.

Letter to Mr. Micha
from Mr. Steven M,

Bureau of Western R
Hazardous Waste Rem
Investigation (RI)

1 Walters, USEPA Region II
charf, Project Engineer,

edial Action, Division of
diation, re: revised Remedial
eport, June 25, 1992.

Letter to Mr, Mike

alters, Project Officer,
Niagara County Refu

e - Wheatfield Site, ERRD,
Mr. R.M. Frankoski (by E.
vironmental Properties, BP
ons to Remedial Investigation
1992, Attached are Responses
March 23, 1992 Technical

al Investigation (RI) Repeort
e (NCR).

Roberts), Manager,

America, re: revis
(RI) Report, May 1,
to USEPA Comments o
Review of the Remed
Niagara County Refu

letter to Mr, Michael Walters, USEPA Region II,
from Mr. Steven M. Scharf, Project Engineer,
Remedial Section A, Bureau of Western Remedial
Action, Division of Bazardous Waste Remediatien,
re: meeting with PRPs to discuss deficiencies in
the Remedial Investigation (RI) Report and
commencement ¢of the Feasibility Study (¥S), March
26, 199%92.
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304475 -
304485

304486 -

304487

304488 -
304489

304490 -
304483

304494 -~
304504

' 304505

Letter (fax) to Mr. |Mike Walters, USEPA, from
Mr. R.M. Frankoski, HSEQ Department, BP America,
re: Responses to USEPA Comments of January 10,
1952 Technical Review of the Remedial
Investigation (RI) Report Niagara County Refuse
Site (NCR), Febru 27, 19952,

Letter to Mr. Michael Walters, ERRD, USEPA Region
II, from Mr. Steven M. Scharf, Prcject Engineer,
Bureau of Western Remedial Action, Division of
Hazardous Waste Remediation, re: review of
technical memorandum by NYSDEC Division of Water
(DOW), February 10, (1992. Attached is memorandum
te Mr. Robert Schick, Chief, Remedial Action
Section A, BWRA, from Mr. Robert Wither, Chenmical
Systems Section, B , DOW, re: review of
December 20, 1991, addendum to the remedial
investigation report, January 31, 1%%2.

Letter to Mr. Micha
from Mr. Steven M.

Bureau of Western R
Hazardous Waste Rem

1 Walters, USEPA Region II,
charf, Project Engineer,
edial Action, Division of
diation, re: PRP technical
the resampling of monitoring
further investigation of the
field tile, Janumary 24, 19%2.
Letter to Mr. Micha
II, from Mr. Steven
Burean of Western R
Hazardous Waste Remn
NYSDOH review of dér
report, December 12

1 wWalters, ERRD, USEPA Region
M. Scharf, Project Engineer,
edial Action, Division of
diation, re: NYSDEC and

£t Remedial Investigation (RI)
1991.

Peterson, Chief, New York/
Branch, ERRD, USEPA, from Mr.
Conestoga-Rovers & Associates
se to Novenmber 13, 1991,
during preparation of Risk

22, 1991. Attached is

¢ Analysis Data Sheet.

Letter to Ms. Carol
Caribbean Complianc
Ed Roberts, P. Eng.
Linited, re: Tespo
letter and comments
Assessment, Novemb
USEPA - CLP Inorgan

Letter to Mr. Rich
Environmental Prop
Ms. Carole Patersen
Superfuné Branch II
Refuse Remedial Inv
1s51.

d Frankeski, Manager,

ies, BP America Inc., from
Chief, New York/Caribbean

re: The Draft Niagara County
stigation Report, November 13,
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304506 -
304507

304508 -
304511

304512 -
304813

304814 -
304525

304526

304527 -
304832

Coordinator, B/P America Inc., JoAnn E. Gould,

Letter to Mr. Richagd Frankoski, Facility

Esg., Saperston & D

Y, P.C. and David Bell, Esq.,

B/P America Inc., from Ms. Carcle Petersen, Chief,
New York/Caribbaancguperfund Branch II, re:

proposed revised s
activities, 2april 1

Letter to Ms. Carol
Caribbean Complianc
Mintzer, Esg., Offi
Region II, and Mr.

Management, Divisio
Management, NYSDEC,
Saperston & Day, P.
laboratory for anal

Letter to Mr. Rich
Coordinator, B/P Am
Esg., Saperston & D
B/P Anmerica Inc., f
Ms. Carole Petersen
Superfund Branch II
laboratory for anal

letter to Carocle Pe
Caribbean Complianc
JoAnn E. Gould, Sap
Niagara County Refu
New York Administy
No. II CERCLA-90209
is memo to Mr. Dick
and Mr. Jim Kay, re
site, installation

November 20, 1990C.

Letter to Mr. Mike
Branch, ERRD, USEPA
Misercola, Project
Associates, Inc., r
of work, October 4,

Letter to Chief, si
USEPA Region 1I, Ch
Branch, ORC, USEPA
Management, Divisioc
Management, NYSDEC,
Saperston & Day, P.
remedjal contractor
1%90.

Attached are

edule for completion of RI
¢ 1991.

Peterson, Chief, New York/
Branch, ERRD, USEPA, Michael
e of Regional Counsel, USEPA
teven Scharf, Bureau cof Case
of Bazardous Waste

from JoAnn E. Gould, Esq.,

., re: procurement of

ical work, March 11, 1951.

d Frankeski, Facility

ica Inc., JoAnn E. Gould,

Yy, P.C. and David Bell, Esg.,
om (Mr. Melvin Hauptman for)
Chief, New York/Caribbean
re: procurenent of

ical work, February 21, 1991.

ersen, Chief, New York/
Branch, ERRD, USEPA, from Ms.
rston & Day, P.C., re:
e Superfund Site, Wheatfield,
tive Order on Consent, Index
November 21, 1990. Attached
Frankoski from Mr. E4d Roberts
USEPA comments for the NCR
f additional monitoring wells,

alters, Chief, Site Compliance

Region II, from Mr. Tony
emist, Conestoga-Rovers &

: modifications to the scope
1890. )

e Compliance Branch, ERRD,
ef, New York Super Fund
egion II, Bureau of Case

of Hazardous Waste
from Ms. JoAnn E. Gould,

., re: insurance coverage of
and subcontractors, July 24,
Certificates of Insurance.
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304533
304534

304535
304538

304539
304548

304549
304554

304555
304617

304618
304622

Letter to Ms. Suzanne Jacquett, Environmental
Engineer, USEPA Regfion II, from Mr. Anthony J.
Misercola, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re: Air
Sazple Volumes Niagara County Refuse (NCR) Site
Remedial Investigation, May 11, 1990.

Letter to Mr. Ralph| Delecnardis, Manager,
Environmental Properties, BP America Inc., from
Ms. Carole Petersen, Chief, New York Compliance
Branch, ERRD, re: inalization of the Quality
Rsst-ance Project Plan and the Air Monitoring
Reguirements for the Remedial Investigation of the
Niacara County Site, May 7, 1950.

Letter to Mr,. Ralph
Environmental Prop
Ms. Zarocle Petersen
Cecarliance Branch,

Investigation Plans
Site, Wheatfield, N
Ats ached are respon
Quality Assurance P
Reguirements.

Delecnardis, Manager,

ies, BP America Inc., from
Chief, New York/Caribbean

. T@: Review of Remedial
for the Niagara County Refuse
w York, March 26, 19%50.

es to comments regarding the
oject Plan and Air Monitoring

Letter to Mr. Kevin| lLynch, USEPA Region II,
Western New York/Niagara Area Compliance Secticn,
frem Mr, Paul Dicky, Assistant Public Health
Engineer, Niagara County Health Department, re:
£isk kill investigation, March 8, 1950. Attached
are memorandum to . John McMahon (Attention: Mr.

Paul Foersch) from . James J. Devald, re: <£fish
i3:

iil investigation,| and report: Niagara Countv

Letzer to Mr. Ralph|Delecnardis, Manager,
Environmental Properties, BP Anerica Inc., from
Mr. 24 Roberts, P. Eng., Conestoga-Rovers &
Associates, re: Response to Final EPA Comments on
NCR POP, OAPP and HASP, November 13, 1989,
Attached are report
in CAPP, report:
ané report: pica
Dasa Sheets.

' prépar:
Associates, (undated).
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400366
400368

4003689
400382

400383
400385

400386
400387

400388
400389

Letter to Mr. Michael Negrelli, USEPA Region 1I,
from Mr. Steven M. Scharf P.E., Project Engineer,
Bureau of Western Remedial Action, Division of
Hazardous Waste Remadiation, re: NYSDEC and
NYSDOH review of the draft Feasibility Study (Fs),
June 22, 1993.

Letter to Mr. Richa
Environmental Prop
fronm Ms. Carole Pet
Caribbean Superfund
Streamlined Feasibi
Attached are commen

d M. Frankoski, Manager,

ies, BP America Incorporated,
sen, Chief, New York/

Branch II, re: comments on
ity study, June 14, 158%3.

s.

Lettear to Mr. Rich
Environmental Prope
from Ms. Carole Pet
Caribbean Superfund
Refuse Site, Wheatf
for Streamlined Fea

d M. Frankoski, Manager,

ies, BP America Incorporated,
sen, Chief, New York/

Branch II, re: Niagara County
eld, New York Scoping Plan
ibility Study, March 2, 1993.

Letter to Mr. Kevin

. Lynch, Section Chief, ERRD,
USEPA Region II, fr

Mr. Robert W. Schick, P.E.,
Chief, Remedial Section A, Bursau of Western
Remedial Action, Division of Hazardous Waste
Remediation, re: FS scoping document, March 1,
1993,

Letter to Mr. Steven Scharf, Bureau of Western
Remedial Acticn, Division of Hazardous Waste
Rermediation, NYSDEC, from Ms. Dawn E. Hettrick,
Assistant Sanitary Engineer, Bureau of
Environmental Exposure Investigation, NYSDOH, re:
review of draft final Risk Assessment (RA), July
31, 1992.

|
|
STATE COORDINATION }
|

Correspondence

6p0001

Letter to Mr. Gecrge Pavlou, Director, ERRD, USEPA
Region IT from Ms, ﬂnn Eill De Barbieri, Deputy
Conmissioner, Office of Environmental Remediation,
re: Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP), July
26, 1983.
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New York State Department of Environmental Consenatibn
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233

|
4

Thomas C. Jorling
Commissioner

SEP 17 1993

Mr. George Paviou, P.E.

Acting Director

Emergency & Remedial Response Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region I

26 Federal Plaza - Rm 737

New York, New York 10278

Dear Mr, Paviou:

Re:  Niagara County Refuse Site, Wheatfield (T), Niagara County,
New York, Site No. 9-32-026

The Record of Decision (ROD) for the Niagara County Refuse (NCR) site has been reviewed by the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and the New York State Department
of Health (NYSDOH). This ROD concerns the NCR landfill closure, the only currently identified
operable unit for this site.

The NYSDEC and NYSDOH concur with the selected remedy listed in the ROD. This Alternative
includes a standard Title 6 NYCRR Part 360 Solid Waste Landfill cap with a clay barrier wall, leachate
collection, gas venting, field tile drain removal, long term monitoring and erosion control. In addition,
a wetlands assessment will be performed as part of the remedial design.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Robert W. Schick, P.E., of my staff, at 518/457-4343.

Sincerely,
Ann Hill DeBarbieri
Deputy Commissioner

Office of Environmental Remediation

cc: C. Petersen, USEPA
K. Lynch, USEPA
M. Negrelli, USEPA
D. Hettrick, NYSDOH

& prinsad on recycied paper
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RESPONSIVENESS BUMMARY

Niagara County Refuse Superfund Site

UCTION

This Responsiveness Summary proyides a summary of citizen's
comments and concerns and the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency's (EPA's) responses to those comments regarding the Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Reports and Proposed Plan
for the Niagara County Refuse Site ("the Site"). All comments
summarized in this document have been considered in the EPA's final

decision for selection of a remedial alternative for the Niagara
County Refuse Site,

OVERVIEW

The EPA held the public comment period from July 24, 1993 through
August 22, 1993 to provide interested parties with the opportunity
to comment on the RI/FS and Proposed Plan for the Site. A public
meeting was held to discuss the remedial alternatives described in
the FS and to present the EPA's preferred remedial alternative for
remediation of the Site. The meeting was held at the Wheatfield
Town Hall, Wheatfield, New York on August 5, 1993 at 7:00 p.m.

At the time of the public comment period, the EPA published its’
preferred alternative for the Site, specifically construction of a
New York State (NYS) Standard Landfill Cap, with a leachate
collection system and off-site leachate treatment. Public reaction
to the preferred alternative was| favorable; no comments were

received during the public comment period which were contrary to
the preferred alternative. ‘

The EPA screened possible alternatives, giving consideration to the
following nine key criteria: '

L Threshold Criteria, including:

. overall protection of human health and the
environment; and ‘
e compliance with Federal, state, and 1local

environmental and health laws.

o Balancing Criteria, including:
L long-term effectiveness;
short-term effectiveness;
reduction of mobility, toxicity, or volume;
ability to implement; and
cost.

° Modifying Criteria, including:
®

State acceptance; and




-

° community acceptancé.

The EPA weighed State and community acceptance of the remedy prior
to reaching the final decision regarding the selected remedy for
the Site. The selected remedy provides the best balance of trade-
offs from among the alternatives with respect to the nine criteria

_that the EPA uses for evaluation.

CEGR 0

threat of contaminant migration and that the public water supply
will not be impacted. Therefore, community concern regarding the
site-related contamination is not perceived as high.

The public generally éppears to %?derstand that there is a low

The EPA's community relations efforts included the following: a
Community Relations Plan (CRP) was formulated, including an outline

- of community concerns, required and suggested community relations

activities, and a comprehensive list of federal, state, and local
contacts; and Site information repositories were established, one
located at the EPA Region II office in New York City and the other
located at the North Tonawanda Public Library in North Tonawanda,
New York. The information repositiories, which contain the RI/FS
Report and other relevant documents, were updated periodically.
Revising and updating the CRP was initiated in August 1993. A
final CRP, including an updated outline of community concerns and
an updated contact list, was submitted in August 1993 for inclusion
in the information repositories. Additionally, the EPA Proposed
Plan, describing the Agency's prdposed remedial action for the
Site, was sent to the information repositories and distributed to
citizens and officials noted on the Site mailing list for review at
the opening of the public comment period.

To obtain public input on the RI/FS and the proposed remedy, the
EPA held a public comment period from July 24, 1993 to August 22,°
1993. A public meeting notice gppeared in the July 24, 1993
edition of the Niagara Gazette, and a public meeting was held on
August 5, 1993. Approximately 25 people attended the meeting. The
audience consisted of local businessmen, residents, and state and
local government officials. The question and answer session lasted
approximately 15 minutes, during which time the EPA was asked
questions concerning the Site's repsponsible parties, scheduling
issues, wetland concerns, and the extent of landscaping following
remediation. A summary of the questions posed during the meeting
is included in the following section.

o) HENS UMMAR : g

Public comments on the Proposed PI:E submitted between July 24 and
August 22, 1993 are summarized a addressed below., Section A

2
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sunmarizes those comments received at the public meeting held on
August 5, 1993. Section B summarizes the written comments received
during the public comment period.

n Recej

A summary of the comments provided by the public at the August 5,
1993 public meeting, as well as the EPA's response to those
comments, follows. The comments are characterized by topic.

S8chedule

° A representative from a State Senator's office'asked why the
proposed remedy would not be implemented until the summer of
1996 as the Site has been on the Superfund list since 1973.

EPA Response: The schedule presented at the public meeting
is fairly conservative. The time frames presented represent
an average which the EPA hopes to improve on, but
realistically the design phasq is a two~year process which is
anticipated to start in the summer of 1994 and construction
of the design is expected to take two years as well. Prior
to the design start date, there is a negotiation period with
the Responsible Parties which may take approximately six
months. The negotiation period is an important part of the
Superfund program in that it g%}es the Responsible Parties the
opportunity to perform the work at the Site themselves, which
often saves time in the long run. There are also a number of
pre-design studies required p rior to the start of the design
phase, such as a wetlands delineation and assessment, design
treatability studies, a cultural resocurces survey, a coastal
zohe consistency determination, and agricultural lands impact
determination. These pre-design studies are discussed in the
Compliance with ARARs section of the ROD. Finally, the Site
has been on the Superfund Natidnal Priorities List since 1983,
not 1973. Negotiations, work plan review and approval,
remedial investigation sampling, data validation, the
development, review, and approval of the RI and FS reports are
all activities that have preceded the Proposed Plan presented
in 1993.

Landscaping

° The Wheatfield Town Supervisor stated for the record that he
would like to see a berm and planting around the standard
fence after it is installed around the Site so there is a
natural screening to the area.

EPA Response: As stated in the Proposed Plan and in the ROD,
Site access will be restricted by the construction of a
perimeter fence with locked gates. The addition of a berm and
plantings around the fence is an option to be considered in
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the design phase of the project.

Implementation of the Remedial Alternative

The Wheatfield Town Supervisor suggested that a clay mining.
operation located nearby should be used to supply the clay
required to implement the preferred alternative. Stockpiling
available clay at the Site would maintain reasonable costs as
opposed to having the clay transported from further awvay at
a later time,

EPA Response: The EPA agrees that it is worthwhile to consider
cost-saving measures such as stockpiling available clay at the
Site. This is an option to be considered during the design
phase of the project.

Responsible Parties

A representative from a State Senator's office asked how the
negotiations with the responsible parties were progressing.

EPA Response: The negotiations pertaining to the potentially
responsible parties (PRPs) involvement in Site cleanup will
commence following the signing of the ROD and sending Special
Notice letters to the PRPs inviting them to negotiate with the
EPA for implementation of the remedy. The statutory time
period for negotiations is one hundred and twenty days.

A representative from a State Senator's office asked if the
negotiations with the responsible parties could potentially
affect the cleanup schedule.

EPA Response: The EPA has been very successful at adhering
to the statutory one hundred and twenty day negotiation period
schedule, which has been included in the overall cleanup
schedule for the Site. At the end of the negotiation period,
three scenarios exist: the PRPs can enter into a consent
decree with the EPA to carry out the Site remedy; the EPA can
unilaterally administratively order the PRPs to carry out the
Site remedy; or the EPA can use the Superfund and assign
contractors to implement the cleanup strategy. Although each
scenario involves a slightly different time frame, the overall
Site cleanup schedule would not be widely affected.

The Wheatfield Town Supervisor asked if all of the responsible
municipalities have been identified as responsible parties.

EPA Response: Not all municipalities that the EPA believes
to be liable with respect to the Site signed the consent order
to perform the RI/FS. ) '




The Wheatfield Town Supervisoi asked if the EPA has authority

under the law to compel the responsible parties to "come on
line." |

PRPs to implement a remedy and may also, through the courts,

seek to enforce administrative orders and seek to recover
costs,

EPA Response: The EPA has autl%ority to administratively orger

The Wheatfield Town Supervisor asked if the municipalities who
have already recognized theiﬁ responsibility as responsible.
parties have the right to withdraw from their previous
commitment.

EPA Response: Municipalities who have signed an agreement
with the EPA cannot withdraw their commitment to carry out the
terms of that agreement. PRPs who satisfy their obligations
with respect to a Consent Decree will have statutory
protection against contribution lawsuits., The law allows
parties who have signed on to!sue recalcitrant parties.

Construction of Wetlands

The Wheatfield Town Supervisdr suggested that new enhanced
wetlands could be constructed in the area west of the Site and
east of the haul road. This area would have the natural
barrier of the haul road itself and the created wetlands to
prevent migration to the west. Creating the enhanced wetlands
would also create an additional availability of clay for the
cap.

a wetlands delineation and assessment will be required for the
existing wetlands at the Site. A supplemental ecological risk’
analysis will be performed which may require the removal of
contaminated wetland areas and placement of the removed
wetlands under the cap prior to closure, or the cap itself may
be extended over the areas of contamination. Any significant
net loss of wetlands or wetland function will require
mitigation which may include the creation of additional
wetlands. Therefore, the construction of new wetlands in the
area west of the Site may be a suitable option to be
considered in the design phase of the project.

EPA Response: As stated in th: Proposed Plan and in this ROD,

Construction of an Accaess Road

The Wheatfield Town Supervisor stated that there is no longer
a direct access road or right-éf-way to the Site as there had
once been. The current owners| of the property around Forest
City Enterprises have no a:;%ss to this land for future
development; the Town of eatfield has no access for
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emergency vehicles. The Supervisor reguested that the EPA
address this issue with the responsible parties during the
negotiations.

EPA Response: The need for maintaining access to surrounding
lands for future development is also open for consideration
during the design phase of the project.

Transcript of the Public Meeting

e  The Wheatfield Town Supervisor requested that he be sent a
copy of the transcript of the public meeting.

EPA Response: A copy of the transcript of the public meeting
has been provided to the Wheatfield Town Supervisor directly.
A copy of the transcript: is also available in the
Adninistrative Record for the Site, located in the information
respositories.

B, Comments Recejved jin Written Correspondence

The following correspondence (see Aﬁtachment‘A) was received during
the public comment period:

° Letter to Mr. Mike Negrelli, USEPA Region II, from R. M.
Frankoski by J. Kay, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates Limited,
re: Comments on Superfund Proposed Plan, Niagara County Refuse
Superfund Site, August 18, 1993.

A summary of the comments contained in the above letter as well as
the EPA's response to those comments, follows.

Comment 1

full paragraph should read as follpws: "Toluene and ethylbenzene
were the most freguently detected VOCs (five samples out of seven
total), with maximum concentrations of 350 parts per billion (ppb)
and 680 ppb, respectively."

On page 3 of the Proposed Plan, tt; fourth sentence of the third

Response

The EPA agrees with this comment and has incorporated the comment

as written in the YSummary of Site Characteristics" section of the
ROD. '

Comrent 2

On page 3 of the Proposed Plan, ¢ f£ifth sentence of the thirad
full paragraph should read as f;lglows: "...Bis (2~Ethylhexyl)
phthalate was the most freguently detected SVOC (present in all
seven leachate samples) with an estimated maximum concentration of

6
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10 ppb."
Response

The EPA agrees with this comment and has incorporated the comment
as written in the "Summary of Site Characteristics" section of the
ROD. '

Comment 3

On page 3 of the Proposed Plan, the second sentence of the fifth
full paragraph should be revised to indicate that acetone was
detected at an estimated maximum concentration of 89 ppb.

Rasponse

The EPA agrees with this comment at? has incorporated the comment
as written in the "Summary of Site Characteristics" section of the
ROD.

Comment 4

On page 4 of the Proposed Plan, the first paragraph of the section
entitled "Summary of Site Risk" sh?uld be revised to reflect that
CRA on behalf of the PRP Committee also conducted a Baseline Risk
Assessment as part of the RI Report. It is requested that the,
first paragraph be replaced with the following wording from pages
2 and 3 of the Streamlined FS:

"A Baseline Risk Assessment was conducted by TRC Environmental
Corporation (TRC) for the EPA. The results of the Risk Assessment
are presented in the report entitled "Final Risk Assessment,
Niagara County Refuse Site, Wheatfield, New York, Work Assignment:
C02089 (Ref. No. 1-635-259)" dated January 21, 1993 (BRA-TRC). The
BRA-TRC characterized the current and potential threats to human
health and the environment that may be posed by the presence and/or
release of hazardous substances and/or pollutants or contaminants
from the Site. A Baseline Risk Assessment was also conducted by
CRA (BRA-CRA) and was included as part of the RI Report. However,
the BRA-TRC is, according to the EPA, the correct risk assessment
for the Site. Therefore, all references to the Baseline Risk
Assessment in this Proposed Plan are specifically to the BRA-TRC."

Response

The EPA has provided an addendum to the RI Report for the Site,
which includes the following statement: "“The baseline risk
assessment performed by Conestoga~Rpvers & Associates (CRA), which
is presented in Section 7.0 of the [RI Report, is not the official’
baseline risk assessment for the Site. Readers should refer to the
EPA baseline risk assessment in [the) information repository under
separate cover, entitled "Final Risk Assessment, Niagara County
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Refuse Site, Wheatfield, New York" (July, 1993), prepared for the
EPA by TRC Environmental Corporation. References throughout the RI
Report to the CRA risk assessment should be substituted for the EPA
risk assessment." This provides a distinction between the EPA
Baseline Risk Assessment for the Site and the report prepared by
CRA and is included in the Administrative Record for the Site. As
such, and by virtue of being reiterated in this Responsiveness

~ Summary, the EPA does not agree that the reference to both risk

assessments is appropriate in the ROD text.

Comnment S

On pages 6 through 10 of the Proposed Plan, the costs presented for
Alternatives 2 through é represent those presented in the draft
Streamlined FS submitted to the EPA in May 1993. The costs should
be revised to reflect those costs presented in the £final
Streamlined FS submitted to the EPA in July 1993,

Response

The EPA agrees with this comment and has revised the cost figures

in the ROD in accordance with the cbsts presented in the July 1993
Streamlined FS.

Comment 6

On page 7 of the Proposed Plan, under Alternative 5, the
description of +the 1leachate <collection system should be
generalized. The references to the minimum elevation of the
leachate collection system at 566.00 feet AMSL and four pumping
stations should either be deleted or preceded by the gualifier
"approximately." The exact minimum leachate collection system
elevation and number of manholes will be determined as part of the
Remedial Design.

Response

The EPA agrees with this comment and under the "Description of
Remedial Alternatives" section of the ROD, Alternative 5 has been
revised by the deletion of the reference to the minimum elevation
of the leachate collection system and the reference to the pumping
stations has been revised to read "Approximately four pumping
stations to properly convey the leachate in the system (final
configuration to be determined duri?g the remedial design phase of

the project).® The same revisions apply to the "Selected Remedy"
section of the ROD.

Comnment 7

described in the first paragraph should also include a reference
that the "fill material® may include "“clean demolition and

On page 7 of the Proposed Plan, tﬁe final grading configuration
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construction debris."
Response

Although the fill material may include clean demolition and
construction debris, the EPA does not concur with the necessity of
defining the fill constituents in the ROD.

Comment 8

On page 8 of the Proposed Plan, the off-site leachate treatment
discussed for Alternative 6 specifies the North Tonawanda POTW. It
is recommended that Alternative 6 generally state that the leachate
treatment will be performed at an loff-site POTW to be determined
during the RD and not specifically state North Tonawanda.

Response

The EPA agrees with this comment but since the cost figures
provided for Alternative 6 were based on leachate treatment at the
North Tonawanda POTW, the EPA has revised Alternative 6 in the ROD
as follows: “For Alternative 6, however, collected leachate would
be treated at an off-site facility. The City of North Tonawanda's
publically owned treatment works (POTW) has been assumed for
costing purposes to be the off-site treatment facility. The
ultimate off-site facility chosen will be determined during the
remedial design phase of the project." The same revision applies
to the "Selected Remedy" section of the ROD.

Comment 9

2) used to present the soil boring and groundwater sampling
locations is not representative of current Site conditions. The
figure identifies three active excavation areas which were active
in october 1973, prior to Site closure in 1976. Also, Figure 1 is
of poor guality and difficult to read. It is suggested that
Figures 1.1 and 4.2 from the RI Report be used and issued as part
of the ROD.

Regarding Figures 1 and 2 of the Pf$posed Plan, the figure (Figure

Response

Figure 1 and Figure 2 have both been revised in the ROD based on
the corresponding Figures from the RI Report.
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c R A v . CONESTOGA-ROVERS & ASSOCIATES LIMITED
851 Colby Drive
Consulting Enginsers Waterloo, Ontario, Canada N2V 1C2
(518) 884-0510 Colby Office Fax: (519) B884-0525
(519) 725-3313  Bathurst Otlice {519) 725.1394
August 18, 1993
Mr. Mike Negrelli
Project Officer, Niagara County Refuse i .
- Wheatfield Site OPiG '.mel'l-’f‘eviously
Emergency and Remedial Response Division This DQCL‘;\ By Telecopiet
US. EPA Region II TransminteC BY
26 Federal Plaza
Room 747

New York, New York 10278
Dear Mr. Negrelli:

Re: Comments on Superfund Proposed Plan
Niagara County Refuse Superfund Site
Town of Wheatfield

~—Niagara County, New York

This letter prepared on behalf of the Niagara County Refuse Site PRP
Committee (PRP Committee) serves to provide comments on the proposed plan for
the Niagara County Refuse (NCR) Site. |

The PRP Committee has reviewed the proposed plan and is supportive of the
preferred alternative; however, the following comments are provided to clarify
inconsistencies between the proposed plan and the Remedial Investigation (RI)
Report and Streamlined Feasibility Study (FS). These clarifications should be
incorporated into the ROD, where applicable.

Comment1-Pg.3

The fourth sentence of the third full paragraph should read as follows:
"Toluene and ethylbenzene were the most fre%uently detected VOCs (five samples
out of seven total), with maximum concentrations of 350 parts per billion (ppb) and
680 ppb, respectively.”

Comment2 -Pg. 3

The fifth sentence of the third full paragraph should read as follows: "... Bis
(2-Ethyhexyl) phthalate was the most frequently detected SVOC (present in all seven
leachate samples) with en estimated maximum concentration of 10 ppb.”
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August 18, 1993
Page 2 of 3

Comment3-Pg. 3

The second sentence of the fifth full paragraph should be revised to indicate
that acetone was detected at an estimated maXimum concentration of 89 ppb.

Comment4 - Pg. 4

The first paragraph of the section entitled "Summary of Site Risk" should be
revised to reflect that CRA on behalf of PRP Committee also conducted a Baseline
Risk Assessment as part of the RI Report. It isirequested that the first paragraph be
replaced with the following wording from Pages 2 and 3 of the streamlined FS:

"A Baseline Risk Assessment was conducted by TRC Environmental
Corporation (TRC) for the EPA. The results of the Risk Assessment are presented in
the report entitled "Final Risk Assessment, Niagara County Refuse Site, Wheatfield,
New York, Work Assignment: C02089 (Ref. No. 1-635-259)" dated January 21, 1993
(BRA-TRC). The BRA-TRC characterized the current and potential threats to
human health and the environment that may be posed by the presence and/or
release of hazardous substances and/or pollutants or contaminants from the Site. A
Baseline Risk Assessment was also conductec_llEy CRA (BRA-CRA) and was induded
as part of the RI Report. However, the BRA-TRC is, according to the EPA, the
correct risk assessment for the Site. Therefore, all references to the Baseline Risk
Assessment in this proposed plan are spedifically to the BRA-TRC."

Comment3-Pg. 6 to 10

The costs presented for Alternatives 2 through 6 represent those presented in
the draft Streamlined FS submitted to the EPA in May 1993. The costs should be
revised to reflect those costs presented in the final Streamlined FS submitted to the
EPA in July 1993. ' '

m -Pe7

Under Alternative 5, the description of ithe leachate collection system should
be generalized. The references to the minimum elevation of the leachate collection
system at 566.00 feet AMSL and four pumphﬁ‘staﬁons should either be deleted or
preceded by the qualifier "approximately”. The exact minimum leachate collection
system elevation and number of manholes will be determined as part of the
Remedial Design.

*




Consuiting Engineers

CONESTOGA-ROVERS & ASSOCIATES LIMITED

August 18, 1993
Page 30f 3

The final grading configuration descnbed in the first paragraph on Page 7
should also include a reference that the “fill material” may include "clean
demolition and construction debris".

Comment 8 - pg. 8

The off-Site leachate treatment discussed for Alternative 6 specifies the North
Tonawanda POTW. It is recommended that Alternative 6 generally state that
leachate treatment will be performed at an off-Site POTW to be determined during
the RD and not specifically state North Tonawanda.

Comment9 - Figures1.and 2

The figure (Figure 2) used to present the soil boring and groundwater
sampling locations is not representative of Current Site conditions. The figure
identifies three active excavation areas which were active in October 1973, prior to
Site closure in 1976. Also, Figure 1 is of poor quality and difficult to read. Itis

suggested that Figures 1.1 and 4.2 from the Rlireport be used and issued as part of the
ROD.

Sincerely,

Jomm Kyt

R. M. Frankoski by J. Kay :
Manager, Environmental Properties

DF/csm/3
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