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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION 

SITE NAME AND LOCATION 

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

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE 

This Record of Decision (ROD) documents the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency's (EPA8s) 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 Oil 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 contains the documents that 
form the basis for EPAts of the remedial action (see 
Appendix 111). 

ASSESSMElsT OF THE 

Actual or threatened releases of from the 
site, if not addressed by implement action selected 
in this ROD, may present an immine endangerment 
to public health, welfare, or the 

This operable unit is the first only operable unit for the 
site. The primary objectives of action are to control the 
source of contamination at the reduce and minimize the 
migration of contaminants into 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 perimever barrier wall; 

Construction of a gas venting system beneath the cap; 

Construction of a leachate collection system: 

' Removal of the field tile dradns located to the west of the 



landfill; 

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

Compliance with federal and state regulations, including a 
I cultural resources survey, a coastal zone consistency 

determination, and an impa@t determination for adjacent 
farmland ; 

Implementation of deed and aqcess restrictions; 

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

Implementation of long-term a$r and water quality monitoring; 
and 

An evaluation of site conditi ns at least once every 5 years 
to determine if any modificat ons to the selected alternative 
are necessary. 

P 

The selected remedy is protectjve of human health and the 
environment, complies with 
legally applicable or to the remedial 
action, and is cost permanent 
solutions and maximum 
extent 

A review of the remedial action wi be conducted five years after 
the commencement of the remedial to ensure that the remedy 
continues to provide adequate to human health and the 
environment, because this result in hazardous 
substances remaining on-site levels. 
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BITE #AWE. LOCATION AND D 

The Niagara County Refuse Site "Sitew) is a former municipal 
landfill, comprised of 20 acres, located along the 
eastern border of the New York and the western 

The southern edge of the 
Site lies the Niagara River. 

7 

The Site is generally surrounded west by active farmland; to 
the north by 
Mohawk Power Corporation 
owned by the New York 
to the east by 
1000 feet from 
roads, railroad 
Figure 1). 

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

In 1973, the NCRDD reportedly constkucted a compacted clay barrier. 
seal around the perimeter of th: 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 NCqDD until October -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 
of the Site from the NCRDD in June 1977. 

Beginning in=, the Site became e focus of several investiga- 
tions by the EPA, NYSDEC, and States Geological Survey 
(USGS). The investigations were of limited sampling of 
on-site soils, ground water, surface water and 
sediments (drainage swales are that separate 
each landfill cell and as well as 
some off-site soil, Volatile 
organic compounds 
volatile organic 
phthalates, and 
cides, and 



media. Based on the results of th se investigations, the Site was 
placed on the National Priorities (NPL) in September 1983. 

- 
and completed in August 1991. ( These activities included: a 
topographic and property surve the Site; a biota survey; 
ambient air sampling; collection nalysis of 26 subsurface soil 
samples, nine leachate seep samp even liquid and two soil) , 18 
drainage swale sediment samples drainage swale surface water 
samples, and two sets of ground samples from each monitoring 
well; the excavation of three ts; permeability testing of 
the hydrogeologic units bene e; and completion of a field 
tile investigation in the fie1 f the Site (field tiles are 
placed in agricultural areas itate drainage). Figure 2 
indicates soil boringfmonitor locations at the Site. The 
draft RI Report was completed nd finalized in 1993. The 
draft FS Report for the S mpleted in May 1993 and 
finalized in July 1993. 

UGHLIGXTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPAT~ON 

The RI report, FS report, and e Site were 
released to the public for 93. These 
documents were made availabl information 
repositories maintained at the No 
North Tonawanda, New York an 
York City. The notice of ava e-referenced 
documents was published in 
1993. The public comment pe 
July 24, 1993 to August 22, 1993. 

On August 5, 1993, EPA conducted ic meeting at the Wheatf ield 
Town Hall, to inform local offic d interested citizens about 
the Superfund process, to prese roposed Plan for the Site, 
including the preferred altern remediation of the Site, 
and to respond to any ques area residents and other 
attendees. The comments race public meeting generally. 
focused on the project schedu egotiation process which 
follows the completion of this R There were also suggestions 
provided to facilitate the action; e.g., using clay 
currently mined in the vicini e for the landfill cap. 

Responses to the comments at the public meeting and in 
writing during the public period are included in the 
Responsiveness Summary (see 



This is the first and only ed action for the Site. The 
primary objectives of this a are to control the source of 
contamination at the Site and and minimize the migration 
of contaminants into Site mad minimizing any health and 
ecological impacts. 

In addition to the impacts ured and reported in the RI 
concerning traditional Site m . ground water, surface 
water, sediments, etc.), the ed sensitive wetland areas 
at the Site, particularly immediately north of the 
landfill. The ecological ri performed as part of the 
Site risk assessment indic e potential for chronic 
impacts to occur in residen he northern wetland area 
had been established. Addi ssed vegetation has been 
observed in the northern we ch may have been induced 
by the Site. It is therefore for the selected remedial 
alternative to include the f steps with regard to the 
wetlands : 

Performa pre-designphasewet delineation and assessment 
and federal 

guidance which will surface water and 
sediment samples to chemical impacts 
on the wetlands that sampling results, 
perform a 

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

SUMMARY OF BITE CHARACTERIBTIC@ 1 
This section summarizes the of the RI. A statistical 
summary of the analytical for the Site, listed by 
chemical and f of Appendix 11. The 
results of the RI 

* Commingled industrial andmunicip solid wastes were disposed of 
throughout the landfill cells. The cells are completed in. 
the clay/upper till unit - , I  

Jo t  I 
* The following four were identified at 
Site: silt unit; till unit; and bedrock 
unit. The silt outside the limits 



of the landfill cells, varying in 
(8) feet, and exhibits a relative 
which, along with the clay seal tha 
landfill perimeter, has minimized 
migration of contaminants from the 
unit is present beneath the silt ul 
30 feet; this ,unit is characteri 
hydraulic conductivities measured 
minimized the potential for vertica 
the landfill. The lower till 
clay/upper till unit with an avera 
bedrock unit beneath the lower ti 
water-bearing unit characterized as 

Ground-water flow beneath the Si 
unit. The lower till unit and bed1 
bearing formations. Ground-water 1 
southwest in the southern half 
north/northwest in the northern ha1 
flow in the upper bedrock is gent 
southern two-thirds of the Site an 
northern one-third of the Site. 
recharged by the Niagara River. 

Surface water runoff drains f~ 
swales. The drainage pattern for 
Site channels into an underground 
Niagara River and the northern one 
wetland area to the north of the ! 
tile drains to the west of the landj 
to the surface drainage pattern of 

* Leachate mounding occurs wit 
Leachate seeps, in the form of toe 
of the landfill, have developed. 
leachate indicate the presence oi 
metals. Toluene and ethylbenzene w 
VOCs (five samples out of se 
concentration of 350 parts per 
respectively. Phenols and phthala 
leachate samples; Bis (2-Ethylhc 
frequently detected SVOC (present 
with an estimated maximum concentri 
4,4'-DDT and delta-BHC were presc 
leachate samples and the metals a] 
lead, magnesium, manganese, and z 
leachate samples. The maximum con 
maximum contaminant level (MCL) es 
Ambient Water Quality Standard (A 
drinking water. 

Subsurface soil samples, taken d 

ickness from one (1) to eight 
low hydraulic conductivity, 

may have been placed along the 
the potential for horizontal 
andfill. The clay/upper till 
: with an average thickness of 
d as an aquitard due to low 
n the unit and similarly has 
migration of contaminants from 
nit is present beneath the 
thickness of 15.7 feet. The 

L unit is a highly fractured 
usable aquifer by the NYSDEC. 

varies in each hydrogeologic 
:k unit are the primary water- 
>w in the lower till is to the 
I the Site and towards the 
of the Site. The ground-water 
slly towards the west in the 
to the north/northwest in the 
:he upper bedrock aquifer is 

a the Site via the drainage 
le southern two-thirds of the 
ulvert that empties into the 
:hird of Site drains into the 
:e (see Figure 2). The field 
11 are hydraulically connected 
he Site. 

n the landfilled material. 
scharges from the side slopes 
Samples taken of the liquid 
VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, and 
e the most frequently detected 
n total), with a maximum 
>illion (ppb) and 680 ppb, 
s were prevalent SVOCs in the 
11) phthalate was the most 
all seven leachate samples), 

Lon of 10 ppb. The pesticides 
: in three out of the seven 
mic, barium, chromium, iron, 
c were detected in all seven 
ntration of each exceeded the 
blished by the EPA and/or the 
S) established by NYSDEC for 

ing monitoring well installa- 



tion from depths of less than foot to more than 50 feet, 
indicate a limited presence of SVOCs. Methylene chloride 
was the VOC detected with (ten samples out of 28 
total), with a maximum Bis (2-Ethylhexyl) 
phthalate was the 
total samples), 

* Samples taken of Si from the drainage swales 
traversing the Site in e presence of VOCs, SVOCs, 
pesticides, and metals. chloride and acetone were the 
most frequently detected mples out of 18 total), with a 
maximum concentration of 73 and an estimated maximum 
concentration of 89 ppb, respecti ; bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 
was the most frequently detected (11 samples out of 18 total), 
with a maximum concentration o ppb. The pesticide delta-BHC 
was present in seven out of 18 s with a maximum concentration 
of 5.4 ppb. Metals occur nat in soils and sediments (most' 
metals were consiste all 18 samples); however, 
mercury, which is att ercury cell process waste 
sludges deposited in t detected in 12 out of 18 
samples, at a maximum concent (1.1 parts per million (ppm)) 
slightly higher than r ound. Cadmium, magnesium, and 
nickel were other meta diments at maximum concen- 
trations in excess of 

* Surface-water samples, also fromthe drainage swales at 
the Site, indicate a limited VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, 
and metals. Carbon disulfide frequently detected VOC 
(three of ten samples), with 
(2-Ethylhexyl) phthalate was SVOC (six 
out of ten samples) with a 
pesticides 4-4'DDT and 
sample out of ten at 
and/or the NYS AWQS for 
manganese were metals 
samples at levels 

* Ground-water samples were taken from three water-bearing zones 
identified at the Site: shallow ov rburden zone (corresponding to. 
the silt unit described above); dee overburden zone (corresponding 
to the clay/upper till and Lower t 11 units described above); and 
upper bedrock zone (corresponding to the bedrock unit described 
above). Analysis of the shallow o rburden zone samples indicated 
maximum concentration exceedance of the EPA MCL or maximum 
contaminant level goal (MCLG) and/ r New York State Department of 
Health (NYSDOH) MCL for the metals chromium, iron, manganese, and 
sodium (although iron and sodium evels in regional ground water 
typically exceed MCLs). Deep over 1 urden 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 zone 
indicated maximum concentration exceedances of the EPA and/or 



NYSDOH MCL or MCLG for iron and s dim. All three water-bearing 

pesticides or no impact at all. 
T' zones showed either a negligible impact from VOCs, SVOCs, and 

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

* The compound was not confirmed in any of 
the Site and, therefore, a 

EPA conducted a baseline risk asse sment to evaluate the potential 
risks to human health and the e vironment associated with the 
Niagara County Refuse Site in ts current state. i The Risk 
Assessment focused on contaminantslin the surface soil, subsurface 
soil, ground water, surface water, sediments, and leachate which 
are likely to pose significant isks to human health and the 
environment. The summary of the co taminants of concern in sampled 
matrices is listed in Table a and ", e contaminant levels used for 
the human health risk calculationsare listed in Table f. 

exposure pathways by 
releases at the Site 

pathways are listed in Table b. 

Under current e likelihood of carcinogenic 
(cancer-causing) and effects due to exposure to 
Site chemicals are It was assumed that the 
toxic effects of would be additive. 



Thus, carcinogenic and ogenic risks associated with 
exposures to individual of concern were summed to 
indicate the potential with mixtures of potential 
carcinogens and 

Noncarcinogenic risks were hazard index (HI) 
approach, based on a intakes and 
safe levels of (RfDs). 

population. 

An HI greater than 1.0 the potential exists for 
noncarcinogenic health 
exposures. The HI 
the potential 
a single doses for the 

Table c. A 

in Table 
d. 

It can be seen from Table d that for noncarcinogenic effects' 
from the future potential Site ground water by area 
residents is 5, therefore, effects may occur under 
this risk is attributable 
to several arsenic, iron, 
and manganese. 

Potential carcinogenic risks were using the cancer slope 
factors developed by EPA for the of concern. Cancer 
slope factors (SFs) have been Carcinogenic Risk 
Assessment Verification excess lifetime 
cancer risks associated carcinogenic 

are 
multiplied by the 
mg/kg-day, to 
lifetime cancer 
that intake level. 
conservative 
this 

Table c. 



For known or suspected carcinog EPA considers excess upper- 
bound individual lifetime cancer ks of between 10" to lo4 to be 
acceptable. that an individual has 
approximately a one in a million chance of 

site-related exposure to a 
pecific exposure conditions 
e, an incremental risk was 
exposure pathways from Table 

b. This incl the future potential risk 
associated wi perimeter ground water by 
area residen future potential risk 
associated wi water beneath the northern 
landfill cel 

risk for the present 
e ingestion of Site 

lated risks were 
from the ingestion of 

subsurface soils by an 10" for the future 
ents by an excavation 

The greatest to the Site is the 
potential ingestion of site 
perimeter groundwater generated a risk of 
2x104, which is at the risk range. 
This risk is primarily although 
the levels detected in 
and New York State 
contaminant level (Ma) . 

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

environmental chemistry ng and analysis 
environmental parameter 
fate and transport modeling 
exposure parameter estimation 
toxicological data. 

levels error can stem 
in the 



Uncertainties in the exposure ass ssment are related to estimates 
of how often an individual would a % tually come in contact with the 
chemicals of concern, the period f time over which such exposure 
would occur, and in the models use 3 to estimate the concentrations 
of the chemicals of concern at thei point of exposure. 

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both 
from animals to humans and from h i ~ h  to low doses of exposure, as 
well as from the difficulties ilb assessing the toxicity of a 
mixture of chemicals. These uncertiainties are addressed by making 
conservative assumptions concerni g risk and exposure parameters 
throughout the assessment. -4 result, the ~ i s k  Assessment 
provides upper-bound estimates of e risks to populations near the 
S'ite, and is highly unlikely to un erestimate actual risks related 
to the Site. 

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

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

More specific information concernin public health risks, including 
a quantitative evaluation of the ! egree of risk associated with 
various exposure pathways, is preisented in the Risk Assessment 
Report. 

The greatest carcinogenic risk attributable to the Site is 
associated with the ingestion of gqound water. The cancer risk is 
based on current levels of ground-w ter contaminants. If no action 
is taken with respect to the land ill, the continued release of 
contaminants into Site ground wa er could result in a greater 
cancer risk at some point in the fu i re. Additionally, significant 
noncarcinogenic effects from the i estion of Site ground water by 
area residents has also been estab ished in the Risk Assessment. 
Therefore, based on the results of '$ he Risk Assessment, the EPA has 
determined that actual or threqtened 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. 

Ecoloaical B&k Assessmenf, 

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



+ .  

I 

impact local species and sensitive environments. Surface water and 
sediment samples collected from k he northern wetland area, the 
northern drainage swales, and the drainage swales as well 
as samples from leachate se 
representative of potential Surface-water and 
sediment concentrations of aluminum, lead, and 
zinc) and pesticides result in adverse 
acute and/or chronic within the 
drainage swales and or in close 
proximity. Acute organisms 
within the, 
tions 

Based upon the computed risk in ices for the northern wetland 
stream and the northern and souther drainage swales, quantified by 
using exposure and toxicity data t estimate the potential impact 
on the ecosystem, the potential f r chronic impacts to occur in 
resident species has been establis ed (i.e., the risk indices were 
greater than one). Acute effect 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. 1 
Remedial action objectives are 
health and the environment. 

and 

to reduce and 
media thereby 

The following remedial action obje tives were established for the 
Site: t 

Preventing direct contact wit4 landfill contents; 

Controlling surface water run 

Collecting and treating landf 

* Controlling landfill gas; 

Preventingthe infiltration ground water; 
and 

Remediating contaminated 

However, this action does not 



as the greatest carcinogenic ris to the Site is the 
future potential risk ingestion of Site 
perimeter Currently, area 
residents water supply. 

further 

remediation is 

CERCLA mandates that a remed must be protective of human 
health and the environment, tive, and utilize permanent 
solutions and alternative technologies or resource 
recovery technologies ant practicable. It also 
establishes a preference fo actions which employ, as a 
principal element, treatment ntly and significantly 
reduce the volume, toxic obility of the hazardous 
substances, pollutants and conta ts at a site. CERCLA further 
specifies that a remedial action attain a level or standard of 
control of the hazardous s llutants, and contaminants, 
which at least attains ral and state laws, unless 
a waiver can be justified. 

This ROD evaluates in detail, remedial alternatives for 
addressing the contamination ass with the Niagara County 
Refuse Site. The time to alternative reflects 
only the time required 
does not include the negotiate 
with the responsible design and 
construction, or at the 
Site. 

The remedial alternatives are: ~ 
Capital Cost: $ 0 
O&M Cost: $ 2200/yr (for 5 y 

for a 30-year peri 
Present Worth Cost: $ 30,500 
Implementation Time: None 

CERCLA alternative be considered as 
alternatives. Under this 

alternative, no to contain wastes, reduce 
infiltration areas of exposed waste, 
or control landfill. 
Because this remaining on- 

the remedial 



action be reviewed at least once very five years. i 
ALTERNATIVE 2: INSTITUTIONAL CONT OL8 t 
Capital cost: $ 267,400 
0 & M Cost: $ 130,300fyr (moni oring program) 
Present Worth Cost: $ 2,501,900 , 
Implementation Time: 6 months 

i 
~ 

This alternative would consist of eed and access restrictions and 
an environmental monitoring progr . The deed restrictions would 
be designed to prevent direct co tact with the subsurface waste 
material in the landfill by limiti g future Site use. Access would 
be restricted by the construction f 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 remedial action would be taken 
with regard to the leachate seeps Five-year Site reviews would 
again be required. 1 1 

ALTERNATIVE 3: RCRA "C" STANDARD Q 
Capital Cost: $ 21,196,050 (avg.)l 
0 & M Cost: $ 150,300fyr 
Present Worth Cost: $ 23,774,550 l(avg.) 
Implementation Time: 2 years ~ 
This alternative would include the restrictions and 
monitoring program described in 2, above, with the 
addition of the following remedia 

Grading of the landfill (ei minimal grading for capping 
each distinct cell, extensi ading for capping all cells 
under one contiguous cap, o nfiguration between the two 
extremes). The final configuration would be 
determined during the reme sign phase of the project, 
largely based on cost and ilability of fill material 
to achieve proper drainage; 

* Construction of a Resource and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) Subtitle C comprised of 24 inches of 
compacted clay liner, (BDPE) liner, 
12-inch sand drainage six inches of 
topsoil, and grass a typical' 
section for a RCRA 

Construction of a clay perime er barrier wall; 

A gas venting is anticipated that 
a system of gas would be installed beneath 
the cap instead of a layer, due to the 
current low volume by the landfill 



(approximately 126 cubic per minute (cfm)). The final 
gas venting configuration be determined in the remedial 
design phase; and 

Removal of the landfill 
which have been Site drainage. 
patterns and to closure. 

The EPA1s Hydrogeologic Evaluation of Landfill Performance (HELP) 
Model was utilized to evaluate perc lation rates under the RCRA wC'l 
Cap configuration and yielded a 25 allon per day (gpd) estimate of 
leachate generation. Based on t is relatively small amount of 
leachate for a 50-acre Site, a var ance from the RCRA "Col Standard 
Cap design would be sought to omit e leachate collection system. 
Five-year Site reviews would again be required. i. 
LILTERESATIVE 4: lOfS STANDARD CAP CO SIBTENT WITH 6NYCRR PART 360 w 

Standard Cap, standards for municipal solid 
waste 6 NYCRR Part 360, has the. 

Capital Cost: $ 15,779,200 (avg.) 
0 & M cost: $ 150,30o/yr 
Present Worth Cost: $ 18,357,550 
Implementation Time: 2 years 

A minimum of eighteen inches compacted clay liner (or 40 
mil geomembrane), 24 inches low permeability drainage 
material, six inches of and grass cover. This 
differs from the RCRA nCn Cap configuration in that 
18 inches of clay liner is as opposed to 24 inches, 
the 40 mil geomembrane the clay liner under the 
NYS configuration as 
the clay liner a 24-inch 
drainage layer is layer, and 
six inches of 24 inches. 
Figure 4 Cap. 

:avg.) 

No remedial action would be taken w h regard to the leachate seeps 
under this alternative. Five-yea $ Site reviews would again be 
required. 



ALTERUATIVE b: NYS STANDARD CAP, L 
TREATMENT 

Capital Cost: $ 17,459,400 (avg.) 
0 & M Cost: $ 360,3OO/yr 
Present Worth Cost: $ 23,650,900 
Implementation Time: 3 years 

This alternative would be identi1 
addition of leachate collection a 
Alternative 4, this option include 
a monitoring program, re-grading, a 
field tile drain removal, and cons 
Again, the EPAgs HELP Model was ui 
rates under the NYS Standard Cap c 
gpd estimate of leachate generati1 
leachate collection system would c 

* Eight-inch diameter perforate1 
perimeter of the Site abo 
approximate length of 10,000 

* 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 

* In order to meet the require 
leachate collection and remo 
installation of extraction w 
actively extract leachate frc 
collector system for treatmi 
leachate collection system i 
system described above will 
design phase of the project; 

* Leachate would be discharged t 

Figure 5 illustrates the leachate 
gas collection system. 

Based on the representative leal 
following is an outline of t h e  
treatment system: 

* Physical and/or chemical 1 
concentrations and minimize sc 

!HATE COLLECTION WITH ON-SITE 

to Alternative 4 with the 
on-site treatment. As with 
leed and access restrictions, 
ay barrier wall, gas venting,. 
iction of a NYS Standard Cap. 
ized to evaluate percolation 
'iguration and yielded a 6600 

Based on this figure, the 
dst of the following: 

DPE pipe installed around the 
the water table with an 

!t; 

a granular trench with a 
E claylgranular interface and 
to the cap's gas collection 

.ions to properly convey the 
~nfiguration to be determined 
! of the project) ; 

~ts of 6NYCRR Part 360 for a 
system, the option for the 

s with submersible pumps to 
the landfill and through the . The need for an active 
:onjunction with the passive 
determined in the remedial 

I 

n on-site treatment facility. 

bsurface perimeter drain and 

te data for the Site, the 
y components of an on-site 

treatment to reduce metal 
Iformation. This may involve 



aeration and/or pH adjustment) followed by flocculation; 

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

* Activated granular carbon tre which may be required for 
final polishing depending on ARARs. 

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

Five-year Site reviews would againbe required. 

ALTEIWATIVE 6: MtS STANDARD CAP, L*CBATE COLLECTION WITH OFF-SITE 
TREATMENT 

Capital Cost: $ 16,740,200 (avg.) 
0 & M Cost: $ 198,70O/yr 
Present Worth cost: $ 20,151,300 {avg.) 
Implementation Time: 2 years 

This alternative would be ide to Alternative 5 with the 
exception of off-site treatmen lected leachate instead of 
on-site. As with Alternative option includes deed and 
access restrictions, a monit gram, re-grading, a clay 
barrier wall, gas venting, field drain removal, and construc- 
tion of a NYS Standard Cap. T thod of leachate collection 
would also be identical to d in Alternative 5. For 
Alternative 6, however, col chate would be treated at an 
off-site facility. The Cit awanda's publically owned 
treatment works (POW) has or costing purposes to be 
the off-site treatment facility. e ultimate off-site facility 
chosen will be determined during remedial design phase of the 
project. Under this alternative achate collected from the Site 
would be pumped via direct disc by forcemain to the City of 
North Tonawandals sanitary sewer m to be treated at the City's 
P O W  (if the North ined in the design phase. 
to be a suitable . The physical point of 
connection to the sanitary sewer em will also be determined 
during the remedial desi project based on an 
investigation of the s sed to transport the 
leachate, which will eva f the sewer system to 
transport the leachate t overflows from the 
system or backup into adjacent vices. Based on preliminary 
data, it is not expected the leachate will be 
necessary; however, unde ischarge Elimination 
System (SPDES) permit f POW, the P O W  alone 



pretreatment. A 
including the 
will be 

the Site 
leachate without pretreatment. 

Five-year Site reviews would again be required under this alterna- 
t ive . 

Y OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 0d 
I 

In accordance with the NCP, a detai ed analysis of each alternative 
is required. The detailed analysis consisted of an assessment of 
the individual alternatives aga nst each of nine evaluation 
criteria and a comparative analy is focusing upon the relative 
performance of each alternative ag inst those criteria. i 
The following nthresholdll must be satisfied by any 
alternative in order to be selection: 

1. Overall protection of huma 
addresses whether or not a remc 
and describes how risks posec 
(based on a reasonable ma 
eliminated, reduced, or c 
engineering controls, or inst 

2. CompliancewithA~~Rsaddressc 
meet all of the applicable (1s 
and appropriate (requirement 
sufficiently similar to those 
such that their use is well s 
of federal and state environm 
or provide grounds for invoki 

The following "primary balancing 
comparisons and to identify t 
alternatives: 

3. Long-term effect1 veness and p 
of a remedy to maintain relir 
and the environment over time 
met. It also addresses the mat 
measures that may be require 
treatment residuals and/or un 

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobi. 
refers to a remedial technolo 
the toxicity, mobility, or v 
pollutants or contaminants at 
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health and the environment 
ly provides adequate protection 
through each exposure pathway 
imum exposure scenario) are 
ntrolled through treatment,. 
tutional controls. 

i whether or not a remedy would 
ally enforceable), or relevant 
that pertain to situations 

Incountered at a Superfund site 
ited to the Site) requirements 
ntal statutes and requirements 
g a waiver. 

criteria are used to make 
e major trade-offs between 

rmanence refers to the ability 
11e protection of human health 
once cleanup goals have been 

~itude and effectiveness of the 
to manage the risk posed by 

reated wastes. 

[ty, or volume via treatment. 
y's expected ability to reduce 
lume of 'hazardous substances, 
the Site. 



5. Short-term effectiveness add: 
to achieve protection and any 
and the environment that may 
and implementation periods ui 

6. Implementability refers to t 
feasibility of a remedy, 
materials and services needel 

7. Cost includes estimated capit 
costs, and the present-worth 

The following nmodifyingn criteria 
formal public comment period on tl 

8. State acceptance indicates wh 
RI/PS and the Proposed Plan 
and/or has identified any I 
alternative. 

9. Community acceptance refers 1 
to the alternatives describe 
FU/FS reports. Factors o 
discussed include support, re 
community. 

A comparative analysis of the reme 
evaluation criteria noted above fc 

Pverall Protection of Human I 

Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 wc 
protection of human health and the 
with a landfill cap, controlling 1 
preventing potential contaminant m 
a clay barrier wall. Alternati' 
amount of leachate generated by th 
and 6 control and treat the general 
and 6 are, therefore, more ef fec 
objectives for the Site. 

Alternative 4 eliminates contact I 
not address leachate seeps that wo 
alternative. Alternative 1 ( I  
(Institutional Controls) are not p~ 
environment because they do not e 
landfilled wastes and do not mini 
the landfill, thereby preventing 1 
into the environment. In additic 
control the leachate seeps. Therc 
eliminated from consideration and 

sses the period of time needed 
.dverse impacts on human health 
posed during the construction 

il cleanup goals are achieved. 

I technical and administrative 
cluding the availability of 

, and operation and maintenance 
wts. 

ire considered fully after the 
Proposed Plan is complete: 

her, based on its review of the 
the State supports, opposes, 
iervations with the preferred 

the public's general response 
in the Proposed Plan and the 
community acceptance to be 

!rvation, and opposition by the 

a1 alternatives based upon the 
Lows. 

d t h  and the ~nvironment 

Ld provide permanent overall 
nvironment by containing waste. 
dfill gas through venting, and 
ration with the construction of 
3 effectively minimizes the 

landfill, while Alternatives 5 
1 leachate. Alternatives 3, 5, 
.ve in achieving the remedial 

:h landfilled wastes, but does 
d continue to occur under this 
Action) and Alternative 2 

tective of human health and the 
.minate potential contact with 
.ze rainfall infiltration into 
rther leaching of contaminants 
, Alternatives 1 and 2 do not 
me, Alternatives 1 and 2 were 
ill not be discussed further. 



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 Standard 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 regulation. Alternatives 3 and 4 would be in compliance 
with action-specific ARARs with the exception of the RCRA and NYS 
Part 360 regulations requiring 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-3pecific 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 P O W  (40 CFR Part 403) and the City 
of North Tonawanda's Sewer Use ordinance (if the North Tonawanda 
P O W  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-. 
regulated 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 purpqise of some of the RCRA closure 
requirements is similar to the purpese of this CERCLA action. For 
these and other reasons, certain of the RCRA Subtitle C closure 
requirements, 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 landfill closure regulations which are 
relevant and appropriate to the Site; specifically, 40 CFR Part 



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 CERCIA 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. 

A landfill cap is considered a reliable remedial measure that, when 
properly designed and installed, provides a high level 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 landfill contents would be eliminated, leachate 
generation andmigration would be significantly reduced, minimizing 
the potential for surface water and sediment contamination, and 
lateral landfill 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. 



tion in Toxicitv. Mobilitv. 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 leachate 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. 

rn Short - Term Effectivm esg 

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 length of time needed for construction.. 
Alternatives 3, 4, and 6 would each be completed within a two-year 
period to allow for compaction and settlement of fill material over 
the winter season. Alternative 5 would likely require an 
additional year for construction to allow for building an on-site 
leachate treatment system. 

All of the alternatives are implementable, from an engineering 
standpoint. Each alternative utilizes commercially available 
products and accessible technology. 



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 . 

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 
0 C M costs, $150,300, since they do not require leachate 
collection/treatment and Alternative 5 has the highest O&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. 

State Acceotance 

The State of New York concurs with the selected remedy. 

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

EPA has determined after reviewing the alternatives and public 
comments, that Alternative 6 is trhe 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-compaction maximum 
remolded coefficient of permeability of 1x105 cm/sec throughout its 



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 horieental landfill gas migration; 

4) Removal of the field tile drabs 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) Construction 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 @lay/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 wiUh 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 duringthe 
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 



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 POW 
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 quantify any chemical impacts on the wetlands that may 
exist. Based on sampling results, a supplemental ecological 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 surve , a coastal zone consistency 
determination, and a determinat on of impacts on adjacent 
agricultural lands. 

X 
8) Implementation of deed restrictions designed to prevent direct 
contact with the subsurface waste material i n t h e  landfill by 
limiting future Site use. Access to the Site will be restricted by 
the construction of a perimeter fence with lockedgates; 

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 quality monitoring;. 
and 

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

As previously noted, CERCLA mandates that a remedial action must be 
protective of humanhealth and the environment, cost effective, and 
utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies 
or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent 



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. 

Heal- the E n v i r o e  

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment. Contact with landfilled wastes would be eliminated 
through capping, landfill 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. 

Eomoliance with BBBBS 

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 regulations for the control of surface- 
water runoff, federal and state air ARARs (40 CFR 50 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). Landfill 
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. 

ative Treatment 

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 vith respect to the evaluation'criteria. 



Deference for Treatment as a Princi~al Element 

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 Uhe 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 adequate protlection to human health and the 
environment, because this reme* will result in hazardous 
substances remaining on-site above health-based levels. 

There are no significant changes from the preferred alternative 
presented in the Proposed Plan. 
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from Mr. Steven M. Project Engineer, 
Bureau of Western Division of 
Hazardous Waste NYSDEC and 
NYSDOH review Study (FS), 
June 22, 1993. 

Letter to Mr. M. Frankoski, Manager, 
Environmental ies, BP America Incorporated, 
from Ms. New York/ 

11, re: comments on 
June 14, 1993. 
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ies, BP America Incorporated, 
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March 2, 1993. 
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re: Proposed ~emeddal Action Plan (PRAP), July 
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New York State Department of Envlronmental Conservation 
SO Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233 

Thomas C. Jorllng 
Commlrsionrr 

SEP 1 7  1993 

Mr. George Pavlou, P.E. 
Acting Director 
Emagency & Remedial Response Division 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region Il 
26 Federal Plaza - Rm 737 
New York. New York 10278 

Dear Mr. Pavlou: 

Re: Ningra County Refuse Site, WhePltfieId O, Niagam County, 
New York, Site No. 9-32-026 

TheRecord of Decision (ROD) for the Niagara Counqy Refuse (NCR) site has been reviewed by the New 
York State Department of Environmental Conservatiqn (NYSDEC) and the New York State Department 
of Health (NYsDoH). Xis ROD concerns the NCR landfill closure, the only currently identified 
operable unit for this site. 

The NYSDEC and NYSDOH concur with the seleated remedy listed in the ROD. This Alternative 
includes a standard Title6 NYCRR Part 360 Solid waste Landfill caD with a clay barrier wall, leachate 
collection, gas venting, field tile drain removal, long term monitorini and erosi& control. 1n-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 51814574343. 

Sincerely, 

Ann Hill DeBarbieri 
Depudy Commissioner 
Office of Environmental Remediation 

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





RESPONBIVENE$S BVMMARY 

Niagara county Refu*e Buperfund Bite 

This Responsiveness Summary proyides a summary of citizen's 
comments and concerns and the U.S. Environmental Protection 

the Remedial 
Plan 

All comments 
the EPA8s final 
for the Niagara 

County Refuse Site. 

The EPA held the public comment from July 24, 1993 through 
August 22, 1993 to provide 
to comment 
meeting was held to 
the FS and to for 
remediation 
Town Hall, 

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 L ndfill Cap, with a leachate 
collection system and off-site leac ate treatment. Public reaction 

the preferred alternative. 

1 
to the preferred alternative was favorable; no comments were 
received during the public comment period which were contrarp to 

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

Threshold Criteria, including: 
0 overall protection of human health and the 

environment; and 
compliance with Federal, State, and local 
environmental and h#alth laws. 

Balancing Criteria, including:~ 
long-term effective 
short-term 

or volume; 
0 

cost. 0 

0 Modifying Criteria, including: 
0 State acceptance; anid 



community acceptance. 

acceptance of the remedy prior 
arding the selected remedy for 
ides the best balance of trade- 

offs from th respect to the nine criteria 
that the EPA uses for evaluation. 

BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEM- 

The public generally appears to that there is a low 
threat of contaminant migration a public water supply, 
will not be impacted. Therefore, regarding the 
site-related contamination is not gerceived as high. 

The EPA1s community relati s included the following: a 
Community Relations Plan ( lated, including an outline 
of community concerns, re gested community relations 
activities, and a compreh federal, state, and local 
contacts; and Site information sitories were established, one 
located at the EPA Region I1 of in New York City and the other 
located at the North Tona ibrary in North Tonawanda, 
New York. The information , which contain the RI/FS 
Report and other relevant ere updated periodically. 
Revising and updating the CRP was initiated in August 1993. A 
final CRP, including an updated oukline 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 pr action for the 
Site, was sent to the information and distributed to 
citizens and officials noted on the Site mailing list for review at 
the opening of the public comment Beriod. 

To obtain public input on the R I / ~ S  and the proposed remedy, the 
EPA held a public comment period fkom July 24, 1993 to August 22,' 
1993. A public meeting notice ppeared in the July 24, 1993 
edition of the Niagara Gazette, a I 3  a public meeting was held on 
August 5, 1993. Approximately 25 p ople attended the meeting. The 
audience consisted of local busine smen, residents, and state and 
local government officials. The qu 1 stion and answer session lasted 
approximately 15 minutes, during which time the EPA was asked 
questions concerning the Site's r sponsible parties, scheduling 
issues, wetland concerns, and the t xtent of landscaping following 
remediation. A summary of the que tions posed during the meeting 
is included in the following secti 

COWPREHENSIVE SDWMARY OF COMMENTS RESPONSES 

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



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

8 .  Comments Received at Public Meetinq 

A summary of the comments provided by the public at the August 5, 
1993 public meeting, as well as the EPA1s response to those 
comments, follows. The comments ate characterized by topic. 

A representative from a State Senator's office asked why the 
proposed remedy would not be mplemented until the summer of 
1996 as the Site has been on t he Superfund list since 1973. 
EPA Response: The schedule resented at the public meeting 
is fairly conservative. The "t ime frames presented represent 
an average which the EPA hopes to improve on, but 
realistically the design phase( is a two-year process which is . 
anticipated to start in the s)ummer of 1994 and construction' 
of the design is expected to take two years as well. Prior 
to the design start date, the e is a negotiation period with 
the Responsible Parties whi a h may take approximately six 
months. The negotiation peri d is an important part of the 
Superfund program in that it g'ves the Responsible Parties the 
opportunityto perform the wor +l at the Site themselves, which 
often saves time in the long rlun. There are also a number of 
pre-design studies required p ior to the start of the design 
phase, such as a wetlands del 1 neation and assessment, design 
treatability studies, a cultu$al resources survey, a coastal 
zone consistency determinatioq, and agricultural lands impact 
determination. These pre-desiign studies are discussed in the 
Compliance with ARARs section of the ROD. Finally, the Site 
has been on the Superfund Natiqnal Priorities List since 1983, 
not 1973. Negotiations, wofk plan review and approval, 
remedial investigation samp;ling, data validation, the 
development, review, and approbal of the RI and FS reports are 
all activities that have precetled the Proposed Plan presented 
in 1993. 

Landscaping 

The Wheatfield Town Supervison 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 restricqed by the construction of a 
perimeter fence with locked gaqes. The addition of a berm and 
plantings around the fence is an option to be considered in 



the design phase of the project. 

Implementation of the Remedial Alternative 

0 The Wheatfield Town Supervisor suggested that a clay mining 
operation located nearby shoqld be used to supply the clay 
required to implement the prefkrred alternative. Stockpiling 
available clay at the Site would maintain reasonable costs as 
opposed to having the clay transported from further away 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  negotiation^ pertaining to the potentially 
responsible parties (PRPs) involvement in Site cleanup will 
commence following the signin of the ROD and sending Special 
Notice letters to the PRPs inv 'i ting them to negotiate with the 

a 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 inaluded in the overall cleanup 
schedule for the Site. At the end of the negotiation period, 
three scenarios exist: the MRps 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 ckeanup strategy. Although each 
scenario involves a slightly different time frame, the overall 
Site cleanup schedule would not be widely affected. 

0 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 Superviso asked if the EPA has authority 
under the law to compel the esponsible parties to "come on 
line. 

f 
EPAResponse: TheEPA has aut to administratively order 
PRPs to implement also, through the courts, 
seek to enforce and seek to recover 
costs. 

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

EPA Response: who have signed an agreement 
with the EPA eir commitment to carry out the 
terms of who satisfy their obligations 

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 Supervis r suggested that new enhanced 
wetlands could be constructed n the area west of the Site and 
east of the haul road. Thi area would have the natural 
barrier of the haul road itse f and the created wetlands to 

cap. 

1 
prevent migration to the west. Creating the enhanced wetlands 
would also create an additiondl availability of clay for the 

EPA Response: As stated in th Proposed Plan and in this ROD, 
a wetlands delineation and asslesment will be required for the 
existing wetlands at the Site. A supplemental ecological risk' 
analysis will be performed 
contaminated wetland 
wetlands or the cap itself may 

Any significant 
will require 

wetlands. 
area west 
considered 

Construction of an Acoess ~ o a d  

The Wheatfield Town Supervisorstated that there is no longer 
a direct access road or right-4f-way to the Site as there had 
once been. The current the property around Forest 
City Enterprises have to this land for future 
development; the Town of eatfield has no access for 



emergency vehicles. The Supkrvisor requested that the EPA 
address this issue with the kesponsible parties during the 
negotiations. 

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

Transaript of the Publia Xeeting 

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

EPA Response: A copy of the t anscript of the public meeting 
has been provided to the Wheat E ield Town Supervisor directly. 
A copy of the transcript is also available in the 
Administrative Record for the $ite, located in the information 
respositories. 

ents Received in Written Co*resaondence 

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

Letter to Mr. Mike USEPA Region 11, from R. M. 
Frankoski by J. & Associates Limited, 
re: Comments on Plan, Niagara County Refuse 
Superfund Site, 

A summary of the comments contained in the above letter as well as 
the EPA8s response to those comment/s, follows. 

On page 3 of the Proposed Plan, th fourth sentence of the third 
full paragraph should read as foll ws: "Toluene and ethylbenzene 
were the most frequently detected OCs (five samples out of seven 

and 680 ppb, respe~tively.~~ 

d 
total), with maximum concentrations of 350 parts per billion (ppb) 

Response 

The EPA agrees with this comment an has incorporated the comment 
as written in the 18Summary of Site haracteristics" section of the 
ROD. 

k 
Comment 2 

On page 3 of the Proposed Plan, fifth sentence of the third 
full paragraph should read as "... Bis (2-Ethylhexyl) 
phthalate was the most SVOC (present in all 
seven leachate samples) with an estflmated maximum concentration of 



Response 

The EPA agrees with this comment ahd has incorporated the comment 
as written in the "Summary of Site Characteristics8' section of the 
ROD. 

Comment 3 

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

Response 

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

On page 4 of the Proposed Plan, the1 first paragraph of the section 
entitled "Summary of Site Riskw ehquld be revised to reflect that 
CRA on behalf of the PRP Committeealso conducted a Baseline Risk 
Assessment as part of the RI Rep It is requested that the. 
first paragraph be replaced with wording from pages 
2 and 3 of the Streamlined FS: 

"A Baseline Risk Assessment was onducted by TRC Environmental 
Corporation (TRC) for the EPA. The 7 results of the Risk Assessment 
are presented in the report ent tled "Final Risk Assessment, 
Niagara County Refuse Site, Wheatfi Id, New York, Work Assignment: 
C02089 (Ref. No. 1-635-259)81 dated anuary 21, 1993 (BRA-TRC) . The 
BRA-TRC characterized the current nd potential threats to human I health and the environment that may be posed by the presence and/or 
release of hazardous substances an /or pollutants or contaminants 
from the Site. A Baseline Risk Assessment was also conducted by 
CRA (BRA-CRA) and was included as p rt of the RI Report. However, 
the BRA-TRC is, according to the E A, the correct risk assessment 
for the Site. Therefore, all re erences to the Baseline Risk 
Assessment in this Proposed Plan ar i specifically to the BRA-TRC." 
Response 

The EPA has provided an addendum o the RI Report for the Site, 
which includes the following s atement: "The baseline risk 
assessment performed by Conestoga-R vers & Associates (CRA), which \ is presented in Section 7.0 of theRI Report, is not the official' 
baseline risk assessment for the siI$e. Readers should refer to the 
EPA baseline risk assessment in [th ] information repository under 
separate cover, entitled "Final R !! sk Assessment, Niagara County 



Refuse Site, Wheatfield, New Yorkw (July, 1993), prepared for the 
EPA by TRC Environmental Corporati . References throughout the RI 
Report to the CRA risk assessment s 4: ould be substituted for the EPA 
risk assessment." This provides a distinction between the EPA 
Baseline Risk Assessment for the and the report prepared by 
CRA and is included in the Adminis Record for the Site. As 
such, and by virtue of being in this Responsiveness 
Summary, the EPA does not reference to both risk 
assessments is appropriate 

Comment 5 

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

Response 

The EPA agrees with this comment aad 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 Plap, under Alternative 5, the 
description of the leachate cbllection system should be 
generalized. The references to khe minimum elevation of the 
leachate collection system at 566.100 feet AMSL and four pumping 
stations should either be deleted or preceded by the qualifier 
"appr~ximately.~ The exact leachate collection system 
elevation and number of be determined as part of the. 
Remedial Design. 

Response 

The EPA agrees with this comment nd under the lgDescription of 
Remedial Alternativesu section of t e ROD, Alternative 5 has been 
revised by the deletion of the refe ence to the minimum elevation 
of the leachate collection system a d the reference to the pyping 
stations has been revised to rea lgApproximately four pumping 
stations to properly convey the eachate in the system (final 

section of the ROD. 

i 
configuration to be determined duri the remedial design phase of 
the project)." The same revisions to the goselected Remedygg 

Comment 7 

On page 7 of the Proposed Plan, final grading configuration 
described in the first paragraph also include a reference 
that the "fill materialu may "clean demolition and 



construction debris." 

Response 

Although the fill material may include clean demolition and 
construction debris, the EPA does ot concur with the necessity of 
defining the fill constituents in 1 he ROD. 
Comment 8 

On page 8 of the Proposed Plan, e off-site leachate treatment 
discussed for Alternative 6 specifi s the North Tonawanda POTW. It 
is recommended that Alternative 6 g nerally state that the leachate 4 treatment will be performed at an off-site POTW to be determined 
during the RD and not specifically state North Tonawanda. 

Response 

The EPA agrees with this but since the cost figures 
provided for Alternative 6 on leachate treatment at the 
North Tonawanda Alternative 6 in the ROD 
as follows: *#For collected leachate would 
be treated at an off-site facility. The City of North Tonawandags 
publically owned treatment works (POTW) has been assumed for 
costing purposes to be the off-dite treatment facility. The 
ultimate off-site facility chosen will be determined during the 
remedial design phase of the proje t.I8 The same revision applies 
to the "Selected Remedyn1 section o f the ROD. 
Comment 9 

Regarding Figures 1 and 2 of the Pr posed Plan, the figure (Figure 
2) used to present the soil bo ing and groundwater sampling 
locations is not representative of f' current Site conditions. The 
figure identifies three active excgvation areas which were active 
in October 1973, prior to Site closbre in 1976. Also, Figure 1 is 
of poor quality and difficult to read. It is suggested that 
Figures 1.1 and 4.2 from the RI ~edort be used and issued as part 
of the ROD. 

Response 

Figure 1 and Figure 2 have both bekn revised in the ROD based on 
the corresponding Figures from t h e ~ 1  Report. 



RESPONSIVENEQS SUMMARY 
ATTACHM~NT A 

LETTERS SUBMITTED DURING TBE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 



CRA 

Mr. Mike Negrelli 
Project Officer, Niagara County Refuse - Wheatfield Site 
Emergency and Remedial Response Division 
US. EPA Region I1 
26 Federal Plaza 
Room 747 
New York, New York 10278 

CONESTOGA-ROVERS 6 ASSOCIATES LIMITED 
851 Colby Driw 
Waterloo. Ontario, Clnldl  N2V 1C2 
(510) 884.os~1 Colby Office Fax: ( 5 1 ~ )  884.0525 
(518) 725.3313 Bathunt mice (519) 725.1394 

August 18,1993 

Dear Mr. Negrelli: 

Re: Comments on Superfund Proposed Plbn 
Niagara County Refuse Superfund Site 
Town of Wheaffield 
Niaeara C o w  New York 

This letter prepared on behalf of the Niagara County Refuse Site PRP 
Committee (PRP Committee) serves to provikie mmments 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 a d the Remedial Investigation (RI) 
Report and Streamlined Feasibility Study (FS f . These clarifications should be 
incorporated into the ROD, where applicable. 

The fourth sentence of the thhd full paragraph should read as follows: 
Toluene and rthylbenune were the most fre ently detected VOCs (five samples 
out of seven total), with maximum concentra 'om of 350 parts per billion (ppb) and 
680 ppb, respectively." 

t 
Somment 2 - Pe. - Q 

The fifth sentence of the third full paragraph should read rs follows: "... Bis 
0-Ethyhexyl) phthalate was the most frequently detected SVOC ( m t  in d seven 
h tha te  samples) with an estimated maximurti concentration of i 0  ppb." 



Comment 3 - Pe. 3 

August 18,1993 
Page 2 of 3 

The second sentence of the fifth full pwagraph should be revised to indicate 
that acetone was detected at an estimated makimum amcentration of 89 ppb. 

The first paragraph of the section enti Fummary of Site Risk" should be 
revised to reflect that CRA on behalf of PRP "6" ommittee also conducted a Baseline 
Risk Assessment as part of the RI Report. It idrequested that the first paragraph be 
replaced with the following wording from Pa& 2 and 3 of the streamlined FS: 

"A Baseline Risk Assessment was condbcied by TRC Environmental 
Corporation (l"RC) for the EPA. The results the Risk Assessment are presented in 1 the report entitled "Final Risk Assessment, N agara County Refuse Site, Wheatfield, 
New York, Work Assignment: C02089 (Ref. Ida. 1-635259)" dated January 21,1993 
(BRA-TRC). The BRA-TRC characterized the icurrent and potential threats to 
human health and the environment that may be posed by the presence and/or 
release of hazardous substances and/or pollu nts or contaminants from the Site. A 
Baseline Risk Assessment was also conducted y CRA (BRA- and was included 
as part of the RI Report. However, the BRA- d C is, according to the EPA, the 
rorrea risk assessment for the Site. Thereforel all references to the Baseline Risk 
Assessment in this proposed plan are specifidlly to the BRA-TRC." 

,Comments- Pe. 6 to 10 

The costs presented for Alternatives 2 *ough 6 represent those presented in 
the draft Streamlined FS submitted to the EPA in May 1993. The costs should be 
revised to rdect those costs presented in the h l  Streamlimed IS submitted to the 
EF'A in July 1993. 

Comment 6 - Pn - 7 

Under Alternative 5, the description of the leachbte collection system should 
be generalized. The references to the elevation of the leachate collection 
system at 566.00 feet AMSL and four should either be deleted or 
preceded by the qualifier leachate collection 

Remedial Design. 
system elevation and 



comment 7 - p ~ .  7 

CONESTOGA-ROVERS 6 ASSOCIATES LIMITED 
Consulting Engineers 

August 18,1993 
Page 3 of 3 

The final grading configuration desail)ed in the first paragraph on Page 7 
should also include a reference that the "fill lmaterial" may include "dean 
demolition and construction debris". 

The off-Site leachate treatment dis-d for Alternative 6 spedfies the North 
Tcmawanda POTW. It is recommended that Alternative 6 genaally state that 
leachate treatment will be performed at an odf-site PoTW to be determined during 
the RD and not specifically state North Tonawanda. 

The figure (Figure 2) used to present q e  soil boring and groundwater 
sampling locations is not representative of C$rrent 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. It is 
suggested that Figures 1.1 and 4.2 from the RIreport be used and issued as part of the 
ROD. 

Sincerely, 

R M. Rankoski by J. Kay 
Mahager, Environmental Properties 
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