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NTC LANDFILL

QUESTION AND ANSWER/PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
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ENVIRONMENTAL OFFICE
NAVAL TRAINING CENTER
33502 DECATUR ROAD, SUITE 120
SAN DIEGO, CA 92133-1449

Subject: RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING MINUTES

The eighth Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) meeting was held on Tuesday, June 28,
1994, at the Naval Training Center (NTC), PAO Auditorium #201 from 6:33 until 8:30 PM.

Mr. Phill Dyck, RAB Navy Co-Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:33 PM. The RAB
members, Navy project team, and regulators introduced themselves. The evening’s agenda
included minutes approval, discussion of the RAB Charter and procedures for comment of
documents, and a technical presentation.

Business Items

e Approval of Minutes - It was moved and seconded to approve the minutes from the
meeting of May 24, 1994; the motion was carried. It was moved and seconded to
approve the minutes of the June 14, 1994, meeting. The motion was carried with one
member abstaining.

RAB Charter - The revised RAB Charter was provided as a handout. Mr. Jim Durbin,
RAB Community Co-Chair, asked that it be looked over and approved for signing, as all
the RAB comments had been taken and final changes made. After some time for review,
a motion was made to approve the Charter as it appeared; it was seconded and carried.
Mr. Durbin thanked his fellow members of the Charter subcommittee, Louie Guassac,
Laura Hunter, and Dave Tocki, for their time and effort.

e Procedures for comment on documents - Mr. Durbin indicated that as many people
should be involved in the process of document review as possible and recommended
subcommittees in order to effectively review documents. The RAB has stabilized at
about twenty diligent members who regularly attend meetings. Following some
discussion and uncertainty about expectations for review comments, Mr. Faiq Aljabi,
Environmental Engineer for Southwest Division, gave a brief overview of what
constitutes a work plan under the CERCLA process.

A project begins with a draft work plan, a document which guides the work as it
proceeds and which is forwarded to regulators for review. After comments are received
and approval is given, the draft is finalized. The final work plan is followed and
findings of completed work and compiled data are presented in a draft Preliminary
Assessment (PA) report. The draft report is forwarded to regulators, and in this case also



to the RAB, for review and comment. A report becomes final when all comments are
considered and regulators approve the findings and recommendations. If contamination
has been found, work ultimately proceeds to Remedial Action, which follows the same
format (draft and final). He also explained that the PA information that was presented
to the RAB on June 14, 1994, followed this format and when the RAB receives the
document, it will be in the form of a draft PA report.

Procedures for comments and the 30-day review period were revisited. Since the RAB
wants the regulators to have RAB comments to review when the regulators receive the
documents, it was apparent that the RAB would have only 2 weeks for review. Mr.
Durbin reminded the RAB that it may have to spend additional evenings reading
documents or in subcommittees.

Mr. Durbin proposed that since the first document for RAB review would be available
on July 26, 1994, the next meeting should be a training seminar for document review.
Following discussion, the RAB decided that because some RAB members are
knowledgeable of such documents and their contents, they should provide the training
themselves. RAB member Mr. John Walton agreed to present information at the July 12
RAB meeting addressing contents of a Preliminary Assessment, which is the document
the RAB will receive first.

PRESENTATION ON PROPOSED SITE CLEANUP TASKS AT NTC LANDFILL v’
SITE

Mr. Dyck introduced the speaker for the evening, Dr. Bong Kown, Technical Manager for
Bechtel’s CLEAN II Program. Dr. Kown’s role is as technical reviewer on all contract task
orders that Bechtel receives from the Navy on the CLEAN II project. Dr. Kown’s
presentation began with a history of CERCLA and Superfund and was supplemented with
overheads and handouts.

In the 1950s environmental problems were not an major public issue. In the late 1960s and
early 1970s, discharge of untreated wastewater and air pollution became a nationwide
concern; people used to burn their trash in incinerators. In the late 1970s a new
environmental concern surfaced in the form of past hazardous waste. During the 1940s,
1950s, and 1960s, hazardous wastes were typically put in the ground and covered over.
Love Canal was a prime example of buried hazardous waste problems, as hazardous
materials were disposed of in a landfill, covered up, and a housing development was built on
top. The inhabitants of this development became very sick. Much of this area is still
uninhabited.

In Hackensack, New Jersey, thousands of hazardous waste-filled drums were stored in one
area for lack of a better place to put them. These drums caught fire and burned for three
days. Had the wind blown toward Manhattan instead of the ocean, a large population would



have been affected. Hundreds of these hazardous storage sites were discovered throughout
the country. As a result of this, in 1980 Congress enacted a law to address this problem: the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). It
was to take five years to identify and cleanup all hazardous waste sites in the United States.
A fund of $1.6 billion was set up for the project and was thus nicknamed “Superfund”.
Unfortunately, by the time the five years were up, it was evident that the problem was much
bigger than anyone realized. In 1986 Congress enacted the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA).

As one of the Superfund requirements, the USEPA promulgated the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, or the National Contingency Plan
(NCP). The NCP is intended to provide organizational structure and procedures for cleanup
of hazardous waste sites. The NCP has 11 subparts. Within those, subpart E: Hazardous
Substance Response is the most relevant to tonight’s presentation. Subpart E includes
$300.410: Removal Site Evaluation, §300.420: Remedial Site Evaluation, $300.430:
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and Selection of Remedy, and §300.435:
Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA).

Under the NCP process there are two ways to clean up hazardous waste sites: removal
action response and remedial action response. Remedial action was the common approach
during the last 14 years. This remedial action process is complex and long-term.

For remedial action, the NCP requires that it go through PA/SI, RI/FS, ROD, and RD/RA.
A Preliminary Assessment (PA) reviews all existing data on a site to determine whether or
not a release or suspected release of hazardous materials has occurred. If a release has
occurred, a Site Inspection (SI) is conducted and field sampling is done. If the samples
show hazardous material contamination, an RI/FS is conducted. This is the phase that is the
most time consuming. A hazardous waste site may include threats to health through air
emissions, soil contamination, surface water contamination, ground water contamination,
etc. An RUFS requires that all health threats be determined and that a range of remedies for
each health threat be addressed. The RI/FS phase can take seven years or more. The RI/FS
is followed by a Record of Decision (ROD), RD/RA, and Operation and Maintenance
(O&M). O&M may include perpetual monitoring.

In summary, remedial action must address all threats, provide permanent and complete
remedy, and review comprehensive technology and alternative evaluation. It also requires
that a Baseline Risk Assessment and Treatability Study be conducted, and a Field Study
Plan (FSP), Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP), Investigation-Derived Waste
Management Plan (IDWMP), and Health and Safety Plan (H&SP) be developed for the SI
and RI. A remedy must be selected by ROD and all health threats must be addressed. This
process is extremely in-depth, expensive, and time consuming.



On the other hand, removal action is a new approach which can shorten cleanup time and
save money while reducing risks to health. Removal Site Evaluation involves three steps:
Extended Site Inspection (ESI), Baseline Risk Assessment (BRA), and Engineering
Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA). The NCP requires that this response also begin with the
PA/S]. After that, the process continues with the ESI, followed by the BRA, EE/CA,
removal design, and removal action.

As opposed to remedial action, removal action may address part or all of the threats,
allowing for a minimization of health risks more or less immediately. Focused alternative
evaluation replaces studying all types of technologies. If a similar site uses a remedy that
has proved efficient, it can be employed directly. Where remedial action requires BRA and
Treatability Study, removal action may include them. Though this may seem like a way to
avoid completing cleanup, it really speeds it up. Removing what can be removed
immediately and leaving some for later eliminates most of the health risks right away.
Overall, removal action is a faster, more efficient form of cleanup.

What the Navy/Bechtel team is proposing is very similar to USEPA’s Superfund
Accelerated Cleanup Model (SACM) Program for expediting cleanup of hazardous waste
sites. The SACM Program divides cleanup response into early and long-term actions. Early
actions can last between three to five years, while long-term actions may take over 5 years.

The removal action at the NTC landfill site will involve three major tasks: ESI, BRA, and
EE/CA. The ESI collects all information to define the source, nature, and extent of
contamination, and will identify the pathways of exposure. The BRA identifies the
chemicals of concern (COCs), toxicity levels, exposure levels, and risk characterization.
The EE/CA determines the removal objectives and removal alternatives (identification and
analysis), e.g., capping the site, removing the contaminants, etc. It includes a comparative
analysis of alternatives as well as the recommended and selected removal method.

Dr. Kown provided articles to supplement his presentation: Early Action and Long-Term
Action Under the Superfund Accelerated Model (SACM), USEPA, September 1993;
Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites, a Quick Reference Fact Sheet
(Draft) EPA, September 1992; and the cover page of a large document entitled, Guidance
on Conducting Non-Time Critical Removal Actions Under CERCLA (Final Revised Draft),
Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, USEPA, 26 May 1993. Mr. Dyck said that he
would provide this last document for the Information Repository in the near future.

Mr. Dyck thanked Dr. Kown for an informative presentation and adjourned the meeting at
8:30.
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PRESENTATION TO
NTC RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD

PROPOSED SITE CLEANUP TASKS
AT |
NTC LANDFILL SITE

EXTENDED SITE INSPECTION (ESI)
BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT (BRA)

ENGINEERING EVALUATION/
COST ANALYSIS (EE/CA)



ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS

AM Action Memorandum
BRA Baseline Risk Assessment

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
COoC Chemical of Concern ‘ _

EE/CA Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis
ESI Extended Site Inspection

FSP Field Study Plan

H&SP Health and Safety Plan

IDWMP Investigation-Derived Waste Management Plan

NCP National Contingency Plan

NTC Naval Training Center

O&M Operation & Maintenance

PA/SI Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection
PRP Potentially Responsible Party

QAPP Quality Assurance Project Plan

RAB Restoration Advisory Board

RD/RA Remedial Design/Remedial Action
RI/FS Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
ROD Record of Decision

SACM Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model
SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986
SI Site Inspection

TS Treatability Study
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NTC—-RAB PRESENTATION

LAW: CERCLA/SARA
REGULATION: NCP

RESPONSE TYPES: REMEDIAL & REMOVAL

PROBLEM/
DIFFICULTY: REMEDIAL ACTION

NEW APPROACH: REMOVAL ACTION

- REMOVAL ACTION: ESI, BRA, EE/CA



COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE,
- COMPENSATION, AND LIABILITY ACT
OF 1980 (CERCLA)

SUPERFUND AMENDMENTS AND
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1986 (SARA)

“TO IDENTIFY AND CLEANUP
HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES”
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CERCLA/SARA

RELEASE REPORTING REQUIREMENT

RESPONSE AUTHORITIES

NATIONAL OIL AND HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES
POLLUTION CONTINGENCY PLAN (NCP)

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND
PROCEDURES FOR SITE CLEANUP UNDER
CERCLA/SARA REQUIREMENTS

LIABILITY
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

CLEANUP STANDARDS
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NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN (NCP)

e PROVIDE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND

PROCEDURES FOR CLEANUP OF HAZARDOUS WASTE
SITES

e SUBPART E: HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE RESPONSE

300.410: REMOVAL SITE EVALUATION
300.420: REMEDIAL SITE EVALUATION

300.430: REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY
STUDY (RI/FS) AND SELECTION OF REMEDY

300.435: REMEDIAL DESIGN/REMEDIAL ACTION
(RD/RA)
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NCP REQUIREMENTS FOR
SITE CLEANUP UNDER CERCLA/SARA

RESPONSE TYPES: REMOVAL ACTION &
REMEDIAL ACTION
REMEDIAL ACTION:
PA/SI [ RI/FS |—»| ROD —{RD/RA || 0aM |
REMOVAL ACTION:
PA/SI > AM - RD/RA
L ESI A, EE/CA L




NCP REQUIREMENTS FOR
REMEDIAL & REMOVAL ACTION

REMEDIAL ACTION

ADDRESS ALL THREATS

PROVIDE PERMANENT/ COMPLETE
REMEDY

COMPREHENSIVE TECHNOLOGY &
ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION

REQUIRE BASELINE RISK
ASSESSMENT & TREATABILITY
STUDY

REMOVAL ACTION

ADDRESS PART OR ALL OF
THREATS

MAY MINIMIZE OR
ELIMINATE RISK

FOCUSED ALTERNATIVE
EVALUATION

MAY INCLUDE BRA & TS



NCP REQUIREMENTS FOR
REMEDIAL & REMOVAL ACTION
(continued)
REMEDIAL ACTION REMOVAL ACTION
e ESP, QAPP, IDWMP, H&SP e FSP, QAPP, IDWMP, H&SP
REQUIRED FOR SI AND RI REQUIRED FOR SI AND ESI

e REMEDY SELECTION BY ROD e REMOVAL METHOD
RECOMMENDED

e PA/SI ADDRESS ALL THREATS e PA/SIMAY ADDRESS PART
OR ALL OF THREAT



Remedlal Actlon Process

"PA |-»| sI || RUFS [—» ROD |—»| RD [—»| RA
Removal Action Process
PA |~ SVESI (> EE/CA > AM [—»| RD | RA
SACM (Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model)
Removal Action (Non-Time Critical Removal)
- Early Action EE/CA >__AM
: - RD ™ RA
Interim Remed. Action Process [~
PA ] sl > Remedlal Action
w1 RUVFS [ ROD [~ RD RA
Long Term Actlon

10
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EPA SUPERFUND ACCELERATED
CLEANUP MODEL (SACM) PROGRAM

TO CLEANUP MORE TIMELY AND EFFECTIVELY

TO EXPEDITE CLEANUP BY DIVIDING RESPONSE
INTO EARLY AND LONG-TERM ACTIONS

EARLY ACTION (3-5 YEARS):

~ TIME-CRITICAL & NON-TIME CRITICAL
REMOVAL ACTION

— INTERIM REMEDIAL ACTION

LONG-TERM ACTION (OVER 5 YEARS):
~ REMEDIAL ACTION

11



NTC LANDFILL CLEANUP WORK TASKS

ESI

BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT

EE/CA

ESI

e SITE BACKGROUND

¢ SOURCE, NATURE, AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION
e PATHWAYS
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NTC LANDFILL CLEANUP WORK TASKS
(continued)

RISK ASSESSMENT

o CHEMICALS OF CONCERN
e TOXICITY

e EXPOSURE

e RISK CHARACTERIZATION

EE/CA

e REMOVAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

e REMOVAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES
(IDENTIFICATION AND ANALYSIS)

e COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
o ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION

13



NTC LANDFILL CLEANUP WORK FLOW

ESI

BRA

EE/CA
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Unlted States

Environmental Protection
Agency

Oftfice of
Solid Waste and
Emergency Response

Publication 9203.1-06¢
September 1992

Early Action and Long-Term Action
Under the Superfund Accelerated
Cleanup Model (SACM)

-

Wuﬂ Revitalization Activity intermittent Butietin
ice of and Remedial

mmdmncy Response Volume 1 Number 2
The of the Accelerated Cleanup Model (SACM) is to make hazardous waste more timely and

Superfund
t This will be accomplished through more focus on the front end of the process and better integration of all Superfund

program components. The approach involves:

e A oontinuous process for assessing site-specific conditions and the need for action.

¢ Cross-program coordination of response planning.

o Prompt risk reduction through early action (removal or remedial). :

¢ Appropriate cléanup of long-term environmental problems.

tory structure. Overall
m%wmmmnmmo‘u

SACM will operate within the existing statutory and

* t

ties remain the same: deal

Early Actions and Long-Term Actions

of actions within current re-
grvalund'mnedialauﬂwdﬁs,sammofexyediﬁng

perfund cleanups. These actions are classified as “early
actions”and actions.” Earlyactions may achieve
prompt risk reduction conducted either under removal
authority (emergendies, time-critical and no-time critical

. mueﬁecdwmvdpmoaiwmnﬂbeimpeded.)h

less compelling situations, non-time-critical removal ac-
tions or early remedial actions may be used to accomplish

risk reduction. Long-term actions using remedial
authority should be retained for sites requiring extensive
source control surface or ter remediation or -
operationand maintenanceactivities. SACM is expected to
mﬂtinmh\uaseofaﬂﬁﬁskndmdomcﬁviﬁaatbod\

or under remedial authority (early or interim National Priorities List and non-NPL sites.

remedial actions). actionsareintended toachieve -

risk reduction more extensive site remediation

activities that fall outside the more limited scope of early Early Actions

actions such as restoration of surface and ground-water -

resources. : Enﬂyacﬂommreﬁm under removal or
- remedial authori t te or reduce public health

The site strategy should take into consideration all of the or environmental threats from the release, or potential

response authorities and enforcement tools avail- release, of hazardous substances. These risk reduction

able to devise an overall that ensures eler activities can be conducted

community and state frv and d p.cc ated sponses, time-critical or tical re-

achieves m goals consistent  (\' : O/ mova'lm%u Ofinterim reme-

with the Q. dial actions. In some cases, inore than

mprehensive Environ- 6\)
mental Response, Com tion, @
and Liability Act (CER and Q

the National Contingency Plan y
(NCP). In situations where an ¢z)
emergency or time-critical re-
sponseis warranted, established

@, one action, performed under
9‘ mmoav’t.{mdlorumedwauﬂnﬂty. :
€ maybeconductedduringthecourse
“C of mitigating the threat at a site. Site
circumstances will dictate

most appropriate response ac-

: : ) tion to take. Exemptions from time
raster.. cleaner..sarer

and dollar limits for Fund-financed
removal actions must be justified.

removal mechanisms will con-
./ tinue to be used. (A fundamen-
wal tenet of SACM is that the
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Issues such as contract ceiling capacities, applicable or
relevant and appropriate P‘dts (Al‘lAp'ih), intra-
mural resources, future actions and state or con-
munity involvement should be considered in deciding on
gi\:lha\eﬁtsorpmoeedingudﬂumvdmam

ms:n?"mgf; “anphtsisis ghve early
as greater ven to

tiom’iNCP ts for non-time critical removal
actions (versus time-critical) prior to initiation of on-site
activities are:

1. develop and evaluate removal alternatives in an en-
gineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA),

2. publish a notice of availability of the administrative
record with a brief description of the EE/CA,

3. Providenotless thana 30-day periodof the
Administrative Record file (with n optional 15-day

g:’a\sionuponnquest)aﬂeroompleﬁonom\esﬁl

4. respond to significant comments, and

5. develop a sampling and analysis plan (if applicable).

mddimwm actions will include
ana te ana ve priority con-
siderm u'eam\enyﬁ: alternatives. (G%idam.. ‘o? con-
ducting non-time-critical removals will be pubiic..ed inthe
fall of 1992.) The public participation and removal alterna-

tives analysis for non-time-critical removals
willse:vetohighaﬂuheSACM ves of accelerating
risk reduction while ensuring ant public involve-
ment.

The alternatives evalustion of non-time-critical removal

actions, while not as detailed as one in a remedial Feasibil-
Study, is to result in similar remedies and
up Fgals. evaluation in both EE/CAs

and RI/FSs may beenhanced by the presumptive remedy/
technology-based standard initiative now being pilot-

In certain circumstances it may be more appropriate to
conduct early actions at NPL sites using remedial rather
than removal authority via actions or early remedial ac-
tions. This may be true for sites already far down the

remedial pipeline, sites outside the scope (technical and/

or financial) or authority of removal actions, or sites where
state cost share and O requirements are
Mupedﬂedmwdﬁhcﬂaumbeeuﬂmﬂudm
several contractual which include site

contracts, rapid _ w%«udﬂ\e

(ARCS) or accelerated

theUS.Arm of
Burecs of Recarmation. T
uﬁ‘axﬁau&btbmﬁaﬁondd\al{uﬁmdhw
gation may not require listing on as a result of
those cleanup activities. It is critical that removal actions
£0 ensure consistent
achieved, ARARscom-

(USACE) or the

. are Tve practicable. A
Rave histoicaly difencd beesen removal and e

where
ta
Reconciling these differences when cond
early actionsisan stephe!imimﬁngtlnw
sity for future response actions after NPL listing.

W/
Long-Term Actions

Long-term response actions are ones that have high costs
and are expected to take more than 3-5 years to &

Theamountof time it takes to aremedy maybe
impacted by the need to do extensive site characterization,
ot the nature of the remedy required to address the con-
tamination. Such long-term response actions will address
risk reduction that may still exist at a site, once immediate
threats have been addressed (e.g., through removal ac-
tions, early or interim remedial actions, etc.). .

The majority of current NPL sites involve some long-term
response actions. Most -water remediation efforts,
many surface water remediation efforts, and most large-
scale 90il remediation efforts would be to take in
excess of 3-5 years to complete or be outside the financial
scope of a removal action. In addition, remedies that re-
'mexmﬁve.ongokgoglnﬁmsu\dnuinmd-
would be expected to fall into the -tem\:?ome
category, even though they may have an integrated early
action component. . :

Identification of a remedial activity as long-term respons

action does not mean that action can or will be deferred.
This work canbe conducted as aninterimorearlyrer ~ "1
action using various contracting vehicles. In many ¢\..” 2
quick start to the long-term response action will be neces-
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to prevent site conditions from deteriorating (e.g.,
;.ornyhinmmtof aground-water plume).‘l'heiniﬁ?ﬁ%n a
long-term response action, as an early action, to achieve
mmmmﬁéiimmnkakqmbmﬂm

Response Selection Factors

The Decision Teams (RDT) are responsible for
ways 10 respond 0 a site. The RDT
ity and :fmy l?ng-umac'ﬁwgﬁeof
scope versus
those factors to be considered are:

¢ Timing — Early actions should generally address

may, however, have both an early action and a long-
term action component.

¢ Cost— There is no maximum dollar cap on the cost
of early actions, although Fund-financed removal
actions will have to meet applicable 12-month and/
or §2 million statutory exemption criteria. Regions
must consult with Headquarters prior to taking an
early action using removal authority, which is esti-
mated to cost more than $10 million, or for any early
mkeg:on s will‘no Regions also‘:lt:-‘otréy‘e

ionhasinitsallowance. are

Wiieh present partiularly diliclt isuceor may be
which present t or may
controversial with state or other interested parties.

. sﬁsfmement—m "Enfomb\:m Brst"‘;pg;icyh
perfund should continue o be aggressi pur-
sued under SACM. The Regions should take a
priate enforcement measures consistent with
removal and remedial policy and guidance. This
includes, but s not limited to, conducting potentially
responsible party (PRP) searches, issuing notice let-
ters, and negotiating with PRPs to conduct an action
through the use of administrative orders (unilateral
or consent) or consent decrees. The minimum 6-
months planning time available prior to initiation of
non-time-critical removal actions may allow time for

more vePRPaeﬂrd\esmd

Wymm%&umhu

State Involvement — To the extent that time allows,
an early action should be coordinated with the state.
Early actions, using removal action authorities, are
notintended asameanstoavoid state ARARs
or remedial cost share a state
MMMAMnmwmm
sive Fund-lead non-time-critical removal action, the

RDT must determine the of the situation
before suchanaction. actions taken
under action au will with

gb&hedpmc:!umfoum;“ volvement
securing state assurances for Fund-financed re-

ARARs Compliance — The NCP requires ARARs ©0
bemetd removal actions to the extent

may have a direct effect on the extent of and need for
future remedial actions. SR

e Public Involvement — Early and

frequent involve-
ment with the public will be pivotal to the success of

expediting cleanups under SACM. All
mmqumuhhm
bem:tfatmmovalandremedmacﬁqmlnhpm-
cess of expedi site managers should
make sure the public has em opportunity for mears
input and that their concerns are considered.
As community interest and awareness increases, it
may be priate to conduct additional commu-
al&mh activities beyond those required in the

Risk Management — When making risk mnm'ﬁ;
ment decisions for early actions it is important
potential nse actions be considered. Cleanup
goals often differ between removal and remedial
pro ?li;im ntuutf‘}emwmd
tential for listing and su t reme-
dial‘;ocﬁons in order to ad‘\?egve consistent risk goals,
where practical. For example, when performing a
source removal to mitigate a direct contact threat ata
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site that also has a ground-water threat, it may be
prudent to removal additional soil contaminants con-
sistent with -water cleanup goals.
‘l'hisu&m:lcdﬁ r teﬁ;euneedfouddi oog:
oon ons during future response actions.

thermore, it could reduce the Mmﬂ:
contaminants to ground water, thereby reducing

time required for ground-water pump‘and treat ac-

Con Mechanism — Available con

conducting early <term actions. Con-
tract mechanisms m‘;“gvanable are ERRS,
ARGCS, Technical Services(TES), USACE,

Bureau of Reclamation, site specific contracts (in-
cluding Pre-Qualified Offerors Procurement Strat-
egy (PQOPS) contracts

for incineration and so-

formed d removal actions should be coordi-
nated such that the data generated will also sup-
port NPL listing and remedial actions, as appro-

A

Selecting a Response

A primary function of the RDT is
known about a site and determine those
address the threatsina timely

lidification). Thetimeand
resources to ;
m‘nmg: Early Action |
thge o209 B¢ [ duss Restictina. | Souce Remedaton | ExtonsveSource
pacities, where appli- = | Source Removals/ Remediation
cable, are factors to con- Containment Permanent/Temporary | Restoration:
sider when evaluating | Surface Structures and Relocation Groundwater
response options. Debris NAPL Source Surface Water
DataQualityObjectives | 1420 Ground Water Plume R
Wﬁﬁ&m Containment/Cle
. tedata ty:,t Alternate Water Supply '

ves should be used Property Acquisition
for decisions in support
gﬁlemovdand/ormm—

actions. Historically,
there have been differences in QA /QC ruquirements
and targeted media (e, wastes, ground water, soil, Notice .
etc) of sampling investigations performed in sup-

of removal actions and remedial actions. As an The policies set out in this fact sheet are not final agency
element of SACM tation, the RDT should acﬂon,btuminta\dedwwasegddmmeymm
ensure that sampling activities are not intended, nor can they be upon, to create and
duplicated in support of removal and remedial ac- rights enforceable by any fin tion with the
tions. Site assessors may take advantage of lower United States. EPA officials may decide to follow this

eostsandluickertummundtimofdau with
reduced QA/QC if an adequate mimber of samples
are also collected that will meet all antidpated ata

uses. Sample collection and analysis activities per-

guidance provided in this fact sheet, or fo act in variance
with the guidance based on an analysis of site-specific
circumstances. The Agency also reserves the right to
change this guidance at any time without public notice,

w“
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T ' Directive No. 9355.0-49FS

Uaited States Otftice of EPA 540-F-93-035
Environmental Protection Solid Waste and B8 93-963339
Agency Emergency Response September 1993

>cPA Presumptive Remedy for
CERCLA Municipal:Eandfill
Sites

Quick Reference Fact Sheet

Since Superfund’s inception in 1980, the remedial and removal programs have found that certain categories of sites have
similtar characteristics, such as types of contaminaats preseat, types of disposal practices, or how eavironmental media
are affected. Based on information acquired from evaluating and cleaning up these sites, the Superfund program is
undertaking an initiative to develop presumptive remedies to accelerate future cleanups at these types of sites. The
presumptive remedy approach is one tool of acceleration within the Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model (SACM).

Presumptive remedies are preferred technologies for common categories of sites, based on historical patterns of remedy
selection and EPA's scientific and engineering evaluation of performance data on technology implementation. The
objective of the presumptive remedies initiative is to use the program’s past experience to streamline site investigation

and speed up selection of cleanup actions, Overtime presumptive remedies are expected to casure coasistency inremedy
selection and reduce the cost and time required to clean up similar types of sites. Presumptive remedies are expected to
be used at all approgriate sites except under unusual site-specific circumstances. -

mmmmbamummwsmmmmmyf«cmcmmwwmmmmw

the presumptive remedy for these sites is presen

ted in a streamlining manual eatitied Conducting Remedial Investiga-

‘- tions/Feasibility Sudies for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites, February 1991 (OSWER Directive 9355. 3-11). This

directive highlights and emphasizes the importance of certain streamlining
investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) that were identified in the manual. The directive also
in the following areas: (1) the level of detail appropriate for risk

stages of the remedial i
provides clarification of and additional guidance

principles related to the scoping (planning)

assessment of source areas at municipal landfills and (2) the characterization of hot spots. -

BACKGROUND

Superfundhas conducted pilot projects at four municipal

landfill sites' on the National Priorities List (NPL) to
evaluate the effectiveness of the manual Conducting
Remedial Investigations/F easibility Studiesfor CERCLA
Municipal Landfill Sites (hereafter referred to as “the
manual™) as a streamlining tool and as the framework for
the municipal landfill presumptive remedy. Consistent
with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (or NCP), EPA’sexpectation was that
containment technologies generally would be appropriate
for municipal landfill waste because the volume and
heterogeneity of the waste generally make treatment
impracticable. The results of the pilots support this
expectation and demonstrate that the manual is an
effective tool for streamlining the RI/FS process for
municipal landfills.

"Municipal fandfill sits typicalty coatain a combination of principally
municipal and (0 a lesser extent hazardous wasies.

Since the manual’s development, the expectation to
contain wastes at municipal landfills has evolved ifito a
presumptive remedy for these sites.? Implemeatation of
the streamlining principles outlined in the manual at the
four pilot sites helped to highlight issues requiring
further clarification, such as the degree to which risk
assessments can be streamlined for source areas and the
charactesization and remediation of hiot spots. The
pilots also demonstrated the value of focusing
streamlining efforts at the scoping stage, recognizing
that the biggest savings in time and money can be
realized if streamlining is incorporated at the beginning
of the RI/FS process. Accordingly, this directive
addresses those issues ideatified during the pilots and
highlights streamlining opportuaities to be coasidered
during the scoping component of the RI/FS.

3Sce EPA Pubtication 9203.1-021, SACM Bulletins, -Presumprive
Remedies for Municipal Landfill Sites, Apxil 1992, Vol. 1, No. 1, and
February 1993, Vol. 2, No.l, and SACM Bulletin Presumprive
Remedies, August 1992, Vol.1, No. 3. -



Finally, while the primary focus of the municipal landfill
manual is oa streamlining the RI/FS, Superfund's goal
under SACM is to accelerate the entire clean-up process.
Other guidance issued under the municipal landfill
presumptive remedy initiative ideatifies design data that
may be collected during the RI/FS to streamline the
overall process for these sites (sce Publication
. .No. 9355.3-18FS, Presumpiive Remedies: CERCLA

" Landfill Caps Data Collection Guide, to be published in-

. October 1993).

CONTAINMENT AS A PRESUMPTIVE
REMEDY

Section 300.430(a)(iii)(B) of the NCP contains the
expectation that engineering controls, such as
containmeat, will be used for waste thatposesarelatively
lowlong-team threator where treatment isimpracticable.
The preamble to the NCP identifies municipal landfills
‘as a type of site where treatiment of the waste may be
impracticable because of the size and heterogeneity of
the contents (S5 FR 8704). Waste in CERCLA landfills
usuallyispresentinlarge volumesand isaheterogeneous
mixture of municipal waste frequently co-disposed
with industrial andfor hazardous waste.  Because
treatment usually is impracticable, EPA generally
coasiders containment to be the ap i

response
action, or the “presumptive remedy,” for the source

areas of municipal landfill sites.

The presumptive remedy for CERCLA municipal
landfill sites relates primarily to containment of the
landfill mass and collection and/or treatmentof landfill
gas. In addition, measures to control landfill leachate,
affected ground water at the perimeter of the landfill,
and/forupgradientground-waterthatis causing saturation
of the landfill mass may be implemented as part of the
presumptive remedy.

.- The pmumpm remedy does not address exposure
pathways outside-the source area (landfill), nor does it
include the long-term ground-water response action.

Additional RI/FS activities, including arisk assessment,
will need to be performed, as appropriate, to address
those exposure pathways outside the source area. It is
expected that RIFS activities addressing exposure
pathwaysoutside the source generally will beconducted
concurrently with the streamlined RI/FS for the landfill
source presumptive remedy. A response action for
exposure pathways outside the source (if any) may be
selected together with the presumptive remedy (thereby
developing a comprehensive site response), or as an
operable unit separate from the presumptive remedy.

Highlight 1 identifies the components of the presumptive
remedy. Response actions selected for individual sites
will include only those components that are necessary,
based on site-specific conditions.

Highlight 1: Components of
the Presumptive Remedy:
Source Containment

«  Landfill cap;
«  Source area ground-water control
to contain plume;

. L eachate collection andtreatment;

.« Landfili gas collection and
treatment; and/or

« [nstitutionalcontrols to supplement
- engineering controls.

TheEPA(orSm)suemanagawmmakc(heimual
decision of whether a particular municipal landfill site
is suitable for the presumptive remedy or whether a
more comprehensive RI/FS is required. Generally, this

determination will depend on whether the site is suitable
for a streamlined risk evaluation, as described on page
4, The community, state, and potentially respoasible

parties (PRPs) should be notified that a presumptive

remedy is being considered for the site before work on
the RI/FS work plan is initiated. The notification may
take the form of afactsheet, anoticeinalocal newspaper,
and/or a public mecting. :

Use of the presumptive remedy eliminates the need for
the initial identification and screening of alternatives
during the feasibility study (FS). Section300.430(c)(1)
of the NCP states that, “... the lead agency shall include
an alternatives screening step, when needed, ( i
added) to select a reasonable number of alternatives for
detailed analysis."

EPA conducted an analysis of potentially available
technologies for municipal landfills and fourtd that
certain technologies are routinely and appropriately
screened out on the basis of effectiveness, feasibility, or
cost (NCP Section 300.430(c)(7)). (See Appendix A to
this directive and “Feasibility Study Analysis for
CERCLA Municipal Landfills,” September 1993
available at EPA Headquarters and Regional Offices.)
Based on this analysis, the universe of altematives that
will be analyzed in detail may be limited to the
components of the containment remedy identified in
Highlight 1, unless site-specific conditions dictate
otherwise or alternatives are considered that were not
addressed in the FS analysis. TheFS analysisdocument,
together with this directive, must be included in the
administrative record for each municipal landfill
presumptive remedy site to support climination of the
initial identification and screening of site-specific
alternatives. Further detailed and comprehensive



supporting materials (e.g., FS répons included in
analysis, technical reports) can be provided by
Headquarters, as needed.

While the universe of altematives to address the landfill
source will be limited to those components identified in
Highlight 1, potential alternatives that may exist for each
component or combinations of components may be
evaluated in the detailed analysis. For example, one
component of the presumptive remedy is source area
ground-water coatrol. If appropriate, this componeat
may be accomplished in & number of ways, including
pump and treat, slurry walls, etc. These potential
alternativesmay thenbe combined with othercomponents
of the presumptive remedy to develop a range of
containment alternatives suitable for site-specific
conditions, Respomealmanvummuwnbeevalumd
in detail against the nine criteria identified in Section
300430(c)g) of the NCP. The detailed analysis will

identify site-specific ARARs and develop costs on the
basis of the particular size and volume of the landfill.

EARLY ACTION AT MUNICIPAL
LANDFILLS

EPA hasidentified the presumptive remedy site categocics
as good candidates for early action under SACM. At
municipal landfills, the upfront knowledge that the source
area will be contained may facilitate such early actions as
insullauonofahndﬁllapcragmmd-wwconwmnuu
system. Depeading on the circumstances, early actions

may be accomplished using either removal authority
(e.g.. non-time-critical removal actions) or remedial
. In some cases, it may
EvalmuonICostAmlysistoreplacepanor
allof(heRIIFS if the source coatrol component will be a
non-time-critical removal action. Some factorsmay affect

.whedwraspecxﬁc.mponseacnonwoqldbcbcgwr

or the scope of O&M. A discussion of these factors is
contained in Early Action and Long-term Action Under
SACM - Interim Guidance, Publication No. 9203.1-051,

. December 1992,

SCOPING A STREAMLINED RUFS
UNDER THE PRESUMPTIVE REMEDY
FRAMEWORK

The goal of an RIFS is w provide the information
necessary to: (1) adequately characterize the site;. (2)
define site dynamics; (3) define risks; and (4) develop the
response action. As discussed in the following sections,
the process for achieving each of these goals can be
streamlined for CERCLA municipal landfill sites because
of the upfront presumption that landfill contents will be
contained. The strategy for streamlining each of these

areas should be developed early (i.e., during the scoping
phase of the RI/FS).

1. Characterizing the Site

The use of existing data is especially important in
conducting a streamiined RI/FS for municipal fandfills.
Characterization of a landfill’s contents is not necessary
or appropriate for sclecting a respoase action for these
sitesexceptin limited cases; rather, existing dataare used
to determine whether the containment presumption is
appropriate. Subscquent sampling efforts should focus
on characterizing areas where contaminant migration is
suspected, such as Jeachate discharge areas or areas
where surface water runoff has caused erosion, It is
important to note that the decision to characterize hot
spots should also be based on existing information, such
asreliableanecdotal information, documentation, and/or
physical evidence (see page 6).

In those limited cases where no information is available -
for a site, it may not be advisable to initiate use-of the
presumptive remedy until some data are collected. For
example, if there is extensive migration of contaminants
from a site located in an area with several sources, it will
be necessary to have some information about the landfill
source in order to make an association between on-site

Smofmfomauonofpmnaﬂaxinmdming

scoping include records of previous ownership, state
ﬁws.domplans.em.,whwhmayhdpmdeumhw
types and sources of hazardous materials prescat. In

addition, a site visit is appropriate for several reasons,
including the verificationof existing data, theidentification
of existing site remediation systems, and to visuaily
characterize wastes (e.g., leachate seeps). Specific
information to be collected is provided in Sections 2.1
through 24 of the municipal landfill manual.  #

2. Defining Site Dynamics

‘meoonecteddammusedmdevdopacomepamlmc
model, which is the key component of a streamlined
RI/FS. The conceptual site model is an effective tool for
defining the site dynamics, streamlining the risk
evaluation, and developing the response action. Highlight
2 presents a generic conceptual site model for municipal
landfills,. The model is developed before any RI field
activities are conducted, and its purpose is to aid in
understanding and describing the site and to present
hypotheses regarding:

«  The suspected sources and types of
contaminants present;

+ 'Contaminant release and transport .
mechanisms;



Highlight 2: Generic Conceptual Site Model

i

CONTAMINANT CONTAMINANT AFFECTED
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‘
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«  Raeofcontaminant release and transport .
(where possible);

«  Affected media;
* Knownand potential routes of migration;
and

.+ Knovwn and potential human and
environmental receptors.

After the data are evaluated and a site visit is completed,
thecontaminantreleaseand transportmechanismsrelevant
to the site should be determined. The key element in
developing the conceptual site model is to identify those
aspects of the model that require more information o
make a decision about response measures. Because
containment of the landfill's contents is the presumed
responseaction, the conceptual site model will be of most
use in identifying areas beyond the landfill source itself
that will require further study, thereby focusing site
characterization away from the source area and on areas
of potential contaminant migration (¢.g., ground water or
contaminated sediments).

3. Defining Risks

‘The municipal landfill manual states thata streamlined or
limited baseline risk assessment will be sufficient to
initiate response action on the most obvious problems at
amunicipal landfill (¢.g., ground water, leachate, landfill
contents, and landfill gas). One method for establishing
risk using a streamlined approach is to cqmpare
contaminantconcentration levels (if available) to standards
thatare potential chemical-specific applicable orrelevant
and appropriate requirements (ARARs) for the action.
The manual states that where established standards for
one or faore contaminants in a given medium are clearly
exceeded, remedial action generally is warranted.?

It is important 10 note, however, that based on site-
specific conditions, an active response is not required if
ground-water contaminant concentrations exceed
chemical-specific standards but the site risk is within the
Agency's acceptable risk range (10* to 10€). For
example, if it is determined that the release of

1See also OSWER Directive 9355.0-30, Role of the Baseline Risk
Assessment in Superfund Remedy Selection Decisions, Apal 22,
1991, which states thatif MCLs ornon-zero MCLGs are exceeded, [a
tesponse] action generally is warmanted. -



contaminants from a particular landfill is declining, and
concentrations of one or more ground-water contaminants
are at or barely exceed chemical-specific standards, the
Agency may decide not to implement an active response.

"~ Such adecision might be based on the understanding that

iv

b
y .

the landfill is no longeracting as a source of ground-water
contamination, and that the landfill does not present an

unacceptable risk from any other exposure pathway.

A site generally will not be eligible for a streamlined risk
evaluation if ground-water contaminant concentrations
do not clearly exceed chemical-specific standards or the
Agency's accepted level of risk, or other conditions do
notexist that provide a clear justification for action (¢.g.,
directcontact with landfill contentsresulting from unstable
slopes). Under these circumstances, a quantitative risk
assessment that addresses all exposure pathways will be
necessary to determine whetheracuomsnwded.

Ultimately, it is necessary 10 demoastrate that the final
remedy addresses all pathways and contaminants of
concern, not just those that triggered the remedial action.
Asdescxibedmdxefollomngsecuons,memepml
site model is an-effective tool for i g those
pathways and illustrating that they have been addressed
by the containment remedy.

Streamlined Risk Evaluation Of The Landfill
Source

Experience from the presumptive remedy supports
tlxet:safnlnmot'as:tmmhuetlxiskwalua,}mi{‘{'s

an early response action mdermmcucnmmml&s ,

a magter of , fot_the source area of municipal
laudﬁﬂs.aqmﬁnnvenskassmaudutw&dmau
chemicals, their potential additive effects, etc., is not
necessary 10 establish a basis for action if ground-water
dataareavailable todemonstrate thatcontaminantsclearly
exceed established standards or if other conditions exist
_ "that provide a clear justification for action.

A quantitative risk assessment also is not necessary (o
evaluate Mmmeco:mmnemmedyaddmaﬂ
pathways and contaminants of concemn associated with
ghesocmoe. Ra&a.aﬂpowmmlexpomm&waysmbc

mgdx.l{ighhghadhmmﬂmdwconmmmwdy
addresses all exposure pathways associated with the
source at municipal landfill sites,

Finally, a quantitative risk assessment is not required to
determine clean-up levels because the type of cap will be
determined by closure ARARs, and ground water that is
extracted as acomponent of the presumptive remedy will
be required to meet discharge limits, or other standards for
its disposal. Calculation of clean-up levels for ground-
water contamination that has migrated away from the
source will not be accomplished under the presumptive

Highlight3: Source Contaminant
Exposure Pathways Addressed
by Presumptive Remedy

1. Direct contact with soil and/or
debris prevented by {andfill cap;

2. Exposuretocontaminatedground
water within the landfill area
prevented by ground-water
control;

3. Exposure to contaminated
leachate prevented by leachate
collection and treatment; and

4. Exposure to landfill gas
addressed by gas collection and
treatment, as appropriate.

" remedy, since such contamination will require a

conventional investigation and a risk assessment.

Streamlining the risk assessmeat of the source area
eliminates the need for sampling and analysis to support
thecalculationof current orpotential future risk associated
with direct contact. Itis important to note that because the
continued effectiveness of the containment remedy
depends on the integrity of the containment system, it is
likely that institutional controls will be necessary to
restrict future activities at a CERCLA municipal landfill
aftcroonsuuenonofmecapandmwdsyswms. EPA
has thus determined that it is not appropriate or necessary
to estimate the risk associated with future residential use
of the landfill source, as such use would be incompatible
with the need to maintain the integrity of the containment
system. (Long-term waste management areas, such as
municipal landfills, may be appropriate, however, for
recreational or other limited uses on a site-specific bgsis.)
The availability and efficacy of institutional controls
should be evaluated in the FS. Decision documents
should include measures such as institutional coatrols to
ensurethe continued integrity of suchcontainmentsystems
whenever possible.

Areas of Contaminant Migration

Almostevery municipal landfill site has some characteristic
that may requirc additional study, such as leachate
discharge toa wetland or significant surface water nn-off
causedbydminagcproblcms.‘l‘heseuﬁgmﬁonpamways.
as well as ground-water contamination dmhasm:gmed
away from the source, generally will require
characterizationandamorecomprehensiverisk assessment
to determine whether action is warranted beyond the
source areaand, if so, the type of action that isappropriate.

While future residential use of the landfill source area
itself is not considered appropriate, the land adjacent 1o
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landfills is frequeatdy used for residential purposes.

Therefore, based on site-specific circumstances, itmay be ..

appropriate 1o consider future residential use for ground
water and other exposure pzuhways when assessing risk
from aréas of contaminant migration.

4. Developing the Response Action

As a first step in developing containment alternatives,
response action objectives should be developed on the
- basis of the pathways identified for action in the
conceptual site model. Typically, the primary response
action objectives for municipal landfill sites include:

Bresumptive Remedy

«  Preventing direct contact with landfill
contents;

«  Minimizing infiltration and resulting
contaminant leaching to ground water;

+  Controlling surface water runoff and
erosion;

¢ Collecting and treating contaminated
ground water and leachate to contain

‘the contaminant plume and prevent
further migration from source area;
and :

¢ Controlling and treating landfill gas.

. : Remediating ground water;

+  Remediating contaminated surface
water and sediments; and

«  Remediating contaminated wetland
areas, . ..

As discussed in Section 3, “Defining Risks,” the
containment presumptive remedy accomplishes all but
the last three of these objectives by addressing all
pathways associated with the source. Therefore, the
focus of the RI/FS can be shifted to characterizing the
media addressed in the last three objectives
(contaminated ground water, surface water and
sediments, and wetland areas) and on collecting data to
support design of the containment remedy.

Treatment of Hot Spots

The decision to characterize and/or treat hot spots is a
site-specific judgement that should be based on the
consideration of a standard set of factors. Highlight4
lists questions that should be answered before making

the decision 1o characterize and/or ucat hot spots. The
overriding queston is whether the combination of the
waste's physical and chemical characteristics and volume
is such that the integrity of the new containment sysiem
will be threatened if the waste is left in place. This
question should be answered on the basis of what is
knownaboutasite (e.g., from operating records or other
reliable information). An answerin theaffirmative toall
of the questions listed in Highlight4 would indicate that
it is likely that the integrity of the containment system
would be threatened, or thatexcavation and treatment of
hot spots would be practicable, and that a significant
reduction in risk at the site would occur as a resuit of
treating hot spots. EPA expects that few CERCLA
municipal landfills will fall into this category; rather,
based on the Agency's experience, the majority of sitcs
are expected to be suitable for containment only, based
on the heterogeneity of the waste, the lack of reliable
information conceming disposal history, and the
problems associated with excavating through refuse.

The volume of industrial and/or hazardous waste co-
disposed with municipal waste at CERCLA municipal
landfills varies from site to site, as does the amount of
information available conceming disposal history. Itis
impossible to fully characterize, excavate, and/orc treat
the source area of municipal landfills, so uncertainty
about the landfill contents is expected. Uncertainty by
itself does not call into question the containment
approach. However, containment remedies must be
designed to take into account the possibility that hot
spots are present in addition to those that have been
ideatified and characterized. The presumptive remedy
must be relied upon to contain landfill contents and
preventmigrationof contaminants, Thisisaccomplished
by a combination of measures, such as a landfill cap
combined witha leachate collectionsystem. Monitoring
will further ensure the continued effectiveness of the
remedy.

The following examplesillustrate site-specificdecision

making and show how these factors affect the defision
whether to characterize and/or treat hot spots.

Examples of Site-Specific Decision Making
Concerning Hot Spot Charactematnonl
Treatment

Sitc A
‘There is anecdotal information that approximately 200

- drums of hazardous waste were disposed of at this 70-

acre former municipal landfill, but their location and
conteatsare unknown. The remedy includesa landfill cap
and ground-water and landfiil gas treatment.

A search for and characterization of hot spots is not
supported at Site A based on the quwdgns listed in



Highlight 4: Characterization
of Hot Spots

if all of the following questions can be
answered in the affirmative, it is likely
that characterization and/or treatment
of hot spots is warranted:

1.  Does evidence exist to indicate

the presence and approximate
location of waste?

2. s the hot spot known to be
principal threat waste?*

3. Is the waste In a discrete,
accessible part of the landfill?

4. Isthe hotspotknowntobelarge
enough that its remediation will
reduce the threat posed by the
overallsite but small enoughthat
it Is reasonable to consider
removal {e.g., 100,000 cubic

yards or less)?

*See A Guide to Principal Threat and Low
Lovel Threat Wastes, November 1991,
Superfund Publication No. 9380.3-06FS.

Highlight4: (1) no reliable information exists to indicate
the location of the waste; (2) the determination of whether
the waste is principal threat waste cannot be made since
.ihe physical/chemical characteristics of the wastes are
. unknown; (3) since the location of the waste is unknown,
the determination of whether the waste is in a discrete
accessible location cannot be made; (4) in this case, the
presenceof 200 drumsina 70-acre landfillisnotconsidered
to significantly affect the threat posed by the overall site,
Rather, the containment system will include measures to
ensureitscontinuedeffectiveness (e.g., monitoring and/or
leachate collection) given the uncertainty associated with
- the landfill contents and suspected drums.

SiteB

Approximately 35,000drums, many containing hazardous
wastes, were disposed of in two drum disposal units at this
privately owned 80-acre inactive landfill, which was
licensed to receive genieral refuse. The site is divided into
two operable units. The remedy for Operable Uit 1 (OU
1} is incineration of drummed wastes in the two drum
disposal units. The remedy for OU 2 consists of treatment

. of contaminated ground water and leachate and
containment of treatment residuals (from OU 1) and

remaining landfill contents, including passive gas
collection and flaring.

" Treatment of landfill contents is supported at Site B

becauseallof mcqucstxonsmmghhghzttmnbeanswaed
in the affirmative: (1) existing evidence from previous
investigations and sampling conducted by the state (prior
todxcRI)mdxmdﬁwp:wuandappmnmawlocamn
of wastes; (2) the wastes were considered principal threat
wastes because they were liquids and (based on sampling)
were believed to contain contaminants of concern; (3) the
wastcnslowedmdnscxueaccwsx‘blepartsofmclarldﬁn.
and (4) the waste volume is large enough that its

remediation will significantly reduce the threat posed
by the overall site.

CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS
Subtitle D

mﬂwabmocofFedaalSubuﬂeDclosm'excgmanons.
State Subtitle D closure requirements generally have
govanedCERClAmpmmacumsatmm:cxpal

asapphableormlevmtandappmpmtc requirements
(ARARs). NchedaalSubmleDclosmeandpost-
closure care regulations will be in effect on October 9,
1993 (56 FR 50978 and 40 CFR 258).¢ State closure
than the Federal requirements must be attained or waived.

mmmnﬁongndmainwnmof the ﬁnglcover.and

applicable reqmremmts for landfills that received
household waste after October 9, 1991. EPA expects that
the final cover requirements will be applicable to few, if
any, CERCLA municipal landfills, since the receipt of
household wastes ceased at most CERCLA landfills
before October 1991. Rather, the substantive requirements
of the new Subtitle D regulations generally will be
considered pelevant and appropriate requirements for
CERCLA response actions that occur after the effective date,

Subtitle C

RCRA SubtitleC closure requirements may beapplicable
or relevant and appropriate in certain circumstances.
RCRA Subtitle C is applicable if the landfill received
waste that is a listed or characteristic waste under
RCRA, ang:

1. The waste was disposed of after November 19, 1980
(effective date of RCRA), or

‘An extension of the cffective date has been pmposcd but not

finalized at this time.



2. The new response action constitutes disposal under
RCRA (i.e., disposal back into the original landfill).?

The decision about whether a Subtitle C closure
requirement is relevant and appropriate is based on a
variety of factors, including the nature of the waste and its
hazardous properties, the date on which it was disposed,
and the natre of the requirement itself. For more
information on RCRA Subtide C closure requirements,
see RCRA ARARs: Focus on Closure Requirements,
Directive No. 9234.2-04FS, October 1989.

’Nowdmdispouldoulymdlqumityhmwmmd
houschold hazerdous waste docs nat make Subtitle C applicable.

Notice:

The policles set out in this document are intended solely as guidance to the U.S. Environmental

* Protection Agency (EPA) personnel; they are not final EPA actions and do not constitute rulemaking.
These palicies are notintended, nor canthey be refied upon, to create any rights enforceable by any party
in Rigation with the United States. EPA officials may decide to follow the guidance provided in this
document, or to act at variance with the guidance, based on an analysis of specific site circumstances.
EPA also reserves the right to change the.guidance at any time without public notice.




APPENDIX A
TECHNICAL BASIS FOR PRESUMPTIVE REMEDIES

This Appendix summarizes the analysis that EPA conducted of feasibility study (FS) and Record
of Decision (ROD) data from CERCLA municipal landfill sites which led to the establishment of
containment as the presumptive remedy forthese sites. The objective of the study was to identify those
technologies that are consistently included in the remedies selected, those that. are-consistently
screened out, and to identify the basis for their elimination. Results of this analysis support the decision
to eliminate the initial technology identification and screening steps on a site-specific basis for this site
type. The technical review found that certain technologies are appropriately screened out based on
effectiveness, implementability, or excessive costs.

The methodology for this analysis entailed reviewing the technology identification and screening
components of the remedy selection processfor arepresentative sample of municipal landfilisites. The
number of times each technology was either screened out or selected in each remedy was compiled.
A detailed discussion of the methodology used is provided below. -

METHODOLOGY
Identification of Sites for Feasibility Study Analvsi

Of the 230 municipal tandfill sites on the NPL, 149 sites have had a remedy selected for at least
oneoperable unit. Ofthe 149 sites, 30 were selected for this study an a randombasis, or slightly greater
than 20 percent. The sites range in size from 8.5 acres to over 200 acres and are located primarily in
Regions 1,2,3, and 5. This geographical distribution approximates the distribution of municipat landfifls
on the NPL. '

The FS analysis involved a review of the technology identification and screening phase,
including any pre-screening steps, followed by a review of the detailed analysis and comparative
analysis phases. Information derived from each review was documented on site-specificdata collection
forms, which ‘dre available for evaluation as part of the Administrative Record for this presumptive
‘remedy directive. The review focused on the landfill source contamination only; ground-water
technologies and alternatives were not included in the analysis.

: For the screening phase, the full range of technologies considered was listed on the data
collection forms, along with the key reasons given for eliminating technologies from further consider-
ation. These reasons were categorized according to the screening criteria: cost, effectiveness, or
implementability. The frequency with which specific reasons were given for eliminating a technology
from further consideration was then tallied and compiled into a screening phase summary table.

Forthe detailed analysis and comparative analysis, information on the relative performance of
eachtechnology/alternative with respect to the seven NCP criteria was documented onthe site-specific
data collection forms. The advantages and disadvantages associated with each clean-up option were
highlighted. In some cases, atechnology was combined with one or more technologies into one or more
altematives. The disadvantages of a technology/alternative were then compiled into a detailed
analysis/comparative analysis summary table, under the assumption that these disadvantages
contributed to non-selection. All summary tables are available for review as part of the Administrative
Record. .




APPENDIX A
TECHNICAL BASIS FOR PRESUMPTIVE REMEDIES (continued)

RESULTS

The information from the technology screening and remedial alternative analyses is provided
in Table 1. {t demonstrates that containment (the presumptive remedy), was chosen as a component
of the selected remedy at all thirty of the sites anafyzed. No other technologies or treatments were
consistently selected as a remedy or retained for consideration in a remedial alternative. However, at
eight of the thirty sites, there were circumstances where technologies were included in the selected
remedy to address a site-specific concern, such as principal threat wastes. These technologies are
included in the column entitied “Tech. Not Primary Component of Alternative™ in Table 1 and include
incineration at two sites, waste removal and off-site disposal at two sites, soil vapor extraction at two
sites, and bioreclamation at one site. :

Leachate collection and gas collection systems were also tracked as part of the detailed
analysis and comparison of remedial aitematives. These types of systems generally were not
considered as remediation technologies during the screening phases. At fifteen sites, leachate
collection was selected as part of the overall containment remedy. At seventeen sites, gas collection
systems were selected as part of the overall containment remedy.

This analysis supports the decision to eliminate the initial technology identification and
screening step for municipal landfilf sites. On a site-specific basis, consideration of remediation
.technologies may be retained as needed. -

1 This column title is used for record-keeping purposes only and is not meant to imply that these treatment
technologies are not considered important components of the selected remedies.
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TABLE 1 « SUMMARY OF SCREENING AND DETAILED ANALYSIS FOR LANDFILLS (Continued)’
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Washing 12 2 8 1 R 8 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soil Vapor :
Etraction {SVE) 14 1 11 2 2 9 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -
Fixation 7 1 5 1 (1} 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -
Stabilizationy
Aeration ? 0 7 0 0 ] 3'l o 0 0 0 ] 0 0 (] 0 -

! This study was conducted on 30 RODs and thelr corrasponding FSs.

2 This does not the include the no-acton or insttutional control only atematives. No RODs selected either of these as remedies.

3 FSs and RODs may contain more than one criterlon for screening or non-selection of technology. Also, some FSs did not fully explain the esiteria for screening out a technology. Thus, the totals for
screening and non-salection crinria are not equal b the number of FSs and RODs considered. '

4 Information on State and community concerns was not included in this analysis because FSs do not contain this information and RODs genaratly only
reference supporting documentaton (Le., State concurrence leRer and responsivensss summary).
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