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BRIEF OVERVIEW - Agenda and Meetings Objectives

MINUTES APPROVAL - May 24 and June 14

RAB CHARTER

PROCEDURES FOR COMMENT ON DOCUMENTS

rJ

7:00 -8:15 PROPOSED SITE CLEANUP TASKS AT

NTC LANDFILL

8:15- 8:30 QUESTION AND ANSWER/PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD



_ ENVIRONMENTAL OFFICE
1NAVAL 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 fi201 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

· 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.

· 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 fmdings 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 RAIl 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 fa'st.

PRESENTATION ON PROPOSED SITE CLEANUP TASKS AT NTC LANDFILL -._J
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 bum 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 Cont'mgency 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/R31.
A Preliminary Assessment (PA) review s 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 RI/FS 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 aH health threats must be addressed. This
process is extremely in-depth, expensive, and time consuming.

k_,a_ae_



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/SI. 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 Remedyfor CERCLAMunicipal 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.



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)
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ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS

AM Action Memorandum

BRA Baseline Risk Assessment

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
COC Chemical of Concern

R!_/CA Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis
ESI Extended Site Inspection

FSP Field Study Plan

H&SP Health and Safety Plan

IDWMP Investigation-Dexived 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 Re.authorization Act of 1986
SI SiteInspection

TS TreatabilityStudy

2



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
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COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE,
COMPENSATION, AND LIABILITY ACT

O F 1980 (CERCLA)

SUPERFUND AMENDMENTS AND
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1986 (SARA)

"TO IDENTIFY AND CLEANUP
HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES"



CERCLMSARA

· 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)

· PROVIDE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND
PROCEDURES FOR CLEANUP OF HAZARDOUS WASTE
SITES

· 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:

iPA S,,R,,FSROD,,,RD,
REMOVAL ACTION:

I I
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NCP REQUIREMENTS FOR
REMEDIAL & REMOVAL ACTION

REMEDIAL ACTION REMOVAL ACTION

* ADDRESS ALL THREATS * ADDRESS PART OR ALL OF
THREATS

· PROVIDE PERMANENT/COMPLETE · MAY MINIMIZE OR
REMEDY ELIMINATERISK

· COMPREHENSIVE TECHNOLOGY & · FOCUSED ALTERNATIVE
ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION EVALUATION

· REQUIRE BASELINE RISK · MAY INCLUDE BRA & TS
ASSESSMENT & TREATABILITY
STUDY
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NCP REQUIREMENTS FOR
REMEDIAL & REMOVAL ACTION

(continued)

REMEDIAL ACTION REMOVAL ACTION

* FSP, QAPP, IDWMP, H&SP * FSP, QAPP, IDWMP, H&SP
REQUIRED FOR SI AND RI REQUIRED FOR SI AND ESI

· REMEDY SELECTION BY ROD · REMOVAL METHOD
RECOMMENDED

· PA/SI ADDRESS ALL THREATS · PA/SI MAY ADDRESS PART
OR ALL OF THREAT
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RemedialActionProcess

RemovalActionProcess

I:: 'PA. "'t_ ' $ '!/ESi...._ EF./CA. _'i : AM . :t'_ RD ........i_l_ '"A _' I

SACM(SuperfundAcceleratedCleanupMode_

Removal Aotion (Non-TimeCritical Removal)
ul i :

RD RA

I._ inter!m..R,emed,A_on .ProCess

Long Term AO,Io'_n ' RI/F8 "_'l: ,ROD, _'_, RD ....._-_ RA I
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EPA SUPERFU_ ACCELERATED

CLEANUP MODEL (SACM) PROGRAM

· TO CLEANUP MORE TIMELY AND EFFECTIVELY

· TO EXPEDITE CLEANUP BY DIVID_G 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
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NTC LANDFILL CLEANUP WORK TASKS

ESI

BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT

EE/CA
I II Ill

ESI
I

· SITE BACKGROUND

· SOURCE, NATURE, AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION

· PATHWAYS
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NTC LANDFILL CLEANUP WORK TASKS

(continued)

RISK ASSESSMENT
i ii i,

· CHEMICALS OF CONCERN

· TOXICITY

· EXPOSURE

, RISK CHARACTERIZATION

EE/CA
i

· REMOVAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

· REMOVAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

(IDENTIFICATION AND ANALYSIS)

· COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

· ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION
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NTC LANDFILL CLEANUP WORK FLOW

ESl I

i _,I II._._ BRA
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lncludes,butisnotHmitedto,conducUngpohtfi_,ttaUY.l_' po_ttal responseactionsbe considered.responsibleparty (PRP)searches,issue8noticelet goals often_differbetween removaland remedbl
ters, and negotiating with PRPs to conduct an action _ It fs Important. that the RDT be aware d
through the use of administrative orders (un]lateral the potential for NPL listm_ and subsequent reme-
or consent} or consent decrees. The minimum 6- dial actions in order to achieve consistent risk goals,

_:i!:/_m" months planning time available prior to initiation of where practical. For example, when performing a
non-time-critical removal actions may allow time for source removal to mitigate a direct contact threat at ·



prudenttonemovadaddRioml9oil.cmm_tmnuam-._ mud ,--..-_the data_sramtedwin.bo nap-
.btent wtth profead Sround-wter che,nup SOUk po_tNPL _ md _ _ n app[o.
Tids_ _te the needfor additiomd.mn'ce [mme. . ,._
amtrol acti_ during futureresixxw at,ttom. Par- . :.._ ..
thefinme, it eould reduce the mqtoing udeue et ?._
_oatandMn_tosmmdwa_,_ miudnS_ seadinsaZemme
erie repined ___pun_'end Ueatat,- A pdmny _nctloa M the styr is to welsh wh_ ii "'ttviMs.

kn6wnabouta d_ and demndne thoeeactim_wN_

AX(::S,Tafudcai_Savicu _,_ Uble_wsthet2_eo_mivitiesseerdlyaxuidered to
Bureauof Rechnudoa, rite _ contraS_On- beeither_y -actionsend/or_ .a:tiOm.
dud_ Pte-Qm]tMd CX_m Prommnent sim- ..._.
t_ (F(_PS) contracts ,,
for incinerationamdso* * '
lidificatioe_Thednuamd

individual eonuact ca* Aeeen _ Source _ F.xt,ns_ Source _
pacifies, where appli- ' _oroO RMnova_ _opln_._filak'dne_ IMmedfa_fi
adde,arehctors toeon. CQntalnment PMmmwnVTmnpocmy I:l_tonfllon:
sider when evaluating Surfaco Structures and Relocation Gr_
_Sl:)oMeoptio_ DMxts NAPL,Source ,SurfaceWater

TresmbilttySOJdies _ *- :. ·
· DataQuaUtyObjectlves C_oundWaiSt Phane

--wi_p_o__e ConUd__
pna_a_data_/o_- )_nM_ WitterStqa:e/

ofremovadaud/on_me-

d_ac_o_tbut, ny,th_ _ve Ix__ inq)J(_ _.qu _
end _ uudh O.e.,_ _ water,eon, Notice .

dementor'SX_d tmple._ta_ u_ g_rrst_.. act_on,l_ am_ sole_asl_e' _"Ya'_ n_.
,,_re_t ___v,_es,_ _ _'c_?uy._. _te_e_norcan_theybere_..u ..L_/_crea._..,_
duplicatedh sup]aofiof removldand remedutlao rights_e_roM__ bY _Y Par_ h__li_tipti°-n-Min.?e,_
tions.Site asses_ns may take,advantageof !o??. UnitedStrifes.EPAOWtchlsmty decideto fotiowmu

costsamdquickerturn Lmwnd(Jmeso_data_1_ _Pr°Hdedhthisfact_eek°rk)actinvafian_'-reducedQA/QC ifan adequaten '_nnberofsa.m[,, with the guidmn_basedon on analydso__te-_,.._
arealsocoUectedt_..twillmeetanantt?'pa,teddata circums_ The A&ettT also _reft'yesu_..ngl_.!to
uses.Sample collectionand analysisactivitiesper- changethiso-ruklanceatany timewithoutputmcnonce.



Oirectrve No. 9355.0-49FS

4J_ted Stales Office oi EPA 540-F-93-035
Environmental PrOtection Solid Waste and PB 93-963339

Agency Emergency Response September 1993

Presumptive Remedy for-
CERCLA M'oiipal:.l=dfill
Sites

Officeof Emergencyand RemedialResponse QuickReferenceFactSheet
Hn_rdous Site ControlDivision52_G

t

Siam Super'fund'siacepdoaia 1980.theremea!_-!amiremoval program- havefoundthatesfmincateg._ of siteshave
sight chmcedsdcs, such astypesofcon_ present, types ofdistx_ Wacli_ er how eavkcameaud media

undemddagaa _ive to..d_op Ira:sun.ye remediesm accelem_ fucm_cl_mu_ at thesetypesof si_
ixesum_ve n_nedyq]proacb mone toot ofaccde_on wid_in e_e_ Accelem_ Cleuup M_ __

Pmsum_ve n_edies aret_fen_ techaotol_es for common ca,odes of sites, based on historical patte_ of remedy
selection and Ea'A's scientific and enSiaeed_ evaluation of pcrf_ dam on tc=haolosy _uuion. The
objec_ of the pmn,np_e remedies iniliaive is to use the t_o_mn's past ext_eace m mmmline si_ inv_on
aadspeedup_.lectioaofdem_ ac_oo_Overtin_presnrnntive _ arcexpected m eusu_ _cy intmedy
selec(toa sM redac_ th_cost and time nglukM to clem up simfiar _ ofsites. Pres._ve remediesare_ m

usedat all lppmpria_ sitesexceptunder_ si(e-specific circumstances.

'Faisdimcthreemblishes coamhmeatas the__ remedyfocCERCr.,Amm_ipal't_lalb. Thefaunewo_ for
the _ remedy foc these sitesb pa_;eaa_din a _ a3_md ea_decI _ Ke_/nmMga-

._,_,__$mdi_forCER_M__$tw, z, Febmary 1991 (OSWER Direclive 93_5. 3-11). This
_ _ ill]CE_ Ih8 _ of c_tnin st[__ mlln;ng _ IP.illt_ 1tOth_ _ (,[_1_..)
stagesof'A_ mnedial inv_ study'(Rl/FS) that_ _Jn themm.l. Tbe _v_ also
Movldes clarification of andadditional _ tn the following amarc (1) the levd of detail appmpda_ for dst
assesmw_ or,mm*cemeasarmunicipal landfi_ aad(2) the _on of hot spots. -

·.BACKGROUND Since the manual's ci_velopment,the _o 9 to
- - contain wastesatmunicipallandfills hasevolved _ a

Supeffundhas conducted pilot projects at four municipal _ve remedy for these sites.: ln_.lementaliou of
landfill sim t on the National Priorities List (NIL) to themeamHningpdnciples outlinedintbemnnualatthe
evaluate the effectiveness of the manual Conducting four pilot sites helped to highlight issues requiring
Remedialhwe_gations/FeafibilityStudiesforCF_.RCLA further clad_cation, such as the degree.towhich risk
MunlclpalLand_!Sltes(beroafterrefermdtoas"tbe _ can be_ceamlin_ for source areas_ the
manuar')asasa_enliningtoolandastheframeworkfor _on and remedialion of hot spots. The
the municipal landfill presumptive remedy. Comistent pilots also demonstrated the value of focusing
wtththeNa_ionalOilandH_dousSu__H_ Stl?..nmlln;ng efforts at the scoping Stage, recogniz_g

ConlingencyPlan(orNCP),EPA'sexpectationwnsthat that the biggest savings in lin;= and money can be
comainment_ogies generallywould be appro_ realized if _eamlining is incorporatedat the bo_nning
for municipal landfill waste becausethe volume and of the RI/FS process. Accordingly. this directive
heterogeneity of the waste generally make tre_tmem addressesthoseissues identified during the pilots and
impracticable. The results of the pilots support this highlights strcamiining opportunities to be considered
expectation and demon$_ate that the manual is an during the scoping component of the RI/FS.
effective tool for streamlining the RI/FS process for
municipal landfills.

:Scc EPA Publicatioa 9203.1-02[. SACAMBulletins. Presuntlxive
%_' Remedies/or Mun/c/pa//.,andfi/l$/te_. Ap_ 1992. Vol. I. NO.1, and

IMunicipallandfiUsitcstypicallyccotainacombinationofptincipally Fcbtuafy 1993. VoL 2, No.l. and SACM Bulletin Presumptive
mtmicipal and to a lcascf cxteat hazarck_ wastca. Remedie_, August 1992,Vol. I. No. 3. -
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Fimdly,while thc_ focusof thcmumcip_ tandfiU
manualison streamliningthc RI/FS. Supcrftmd'sgoal Highlight 1: Components of
und_SACM isto accclc_ttcthccnti_ clean-upprocess, the Presumptive Remedy:
Other guidance issued under the municyal tannin Source Containment
presuml_ive remedy initiative identifies design d_f__that ,_
maybe cotlectedduring the _ to sn'eamlinethe · Landfill cap; :_--_
ova_ll respoas_processfor __tl_'___sites(secPublication

: .No. 93553'18FS, PresumptiveRem_: C£RCLA · Source area ground-water control
·/._u_l_lC_s Do,_CollectionGuide.to bepublishedin' to contain plume;

: October1993). · Leachateco!lectionandtreatment;

CONTAINMENT ASA PRESUMPTIVE · Landfill gas collection and
REMEDY treatment: and/or

· Institutionalcontrots to supplement
Section 300.430(aXih_(B) of the NCP contaEgs,the engineering controls.
expectation that engineering controls, such as
conminme_willbeused ferv_e thatposesamlati_y
lowlong-cerm _erwhore u'eaancmisimlncticeble.
The Mmmble to thcNCP klenfifies municipal hndfilis Thc EPA (or State) sim mmutscr, will maim the initial
as a type of site where Irentment of the waste may be decision of_ a _ m_ land_ site
impracticable because of the size ami heterogeneity of is suitable (or _ _ve remedy er whether a
thea_tents($SfiRS'/04). WasteinCERCLAla_mt_ momcom 'pmhensi___ Gena'ally._
nsuallyisixesentin !nrgovolmnes and is almetogeneom determination wiHdependon whether the skeis suitable
mixnn_ of municipal waste frequently co-disposed forasarmnUneddskevaluation, as_onpnge
with industrial and/or hazardous waste. Because 4. The community, state.,and pot___a_!!y responsible
treatment usually is impracticable, EPA generally parties (PRPs) should be notified ant a presumptive
considers containment to be the appropriate respoase remedy is being considered for the site before work on
action, er the "presumptive remedy," for the source the RI/FS wlxk plan is' 'uutiated.The notification may
areas of municlpal hndf'dl sites, talnet!_fonnofafactsbeet, anoticeinalocalnewspaper,

and/er a public meeting.
Tho lXeSum_vo remedy for CERCLA municipal
landfill sites relates primarily to conlalnment of the Useof the presum_ remedy 'dtmina_ theneed for
iandfiHmassandeoHectionand/ermmanentoflamtfill the inhial identifimtion and _-oening of alternatives _-_
gas. In addidoa, measures m control landfill _ during the feasibility stody (FS). Section 300.430(eX1)
affect_iFomM wat_ atthel_.dm_ of_ _ ofll_NCP statesgrot,'..,the!endaSeac7strohinc[_[e
and/or_t_-_t_thatiscausingmmtlon analternatives _ s_, w_ needed.(emptmis
of the landfill mass may be'implemented as part of the added) to select areasonable number of alternatives for
presumptive remedy, detailed analysis."

. ._The presum_v.o nemedy does not address exposure EPA conducted an analysis of potentially av_i!,hle
' ' . pa_waysoutside_hesource area (landfill), nordoesit technologies for municipal landfills and fmmti that

include the long-term gronnd-wa_ response action, certain technologies are routinely and appropriately
Addilional RI/FS activities, including arisk assessment, screened out on the basis of effectiveness, feasibility, or
will need m be peEormed, as appropriate, to address cost (NCPSection 300.430(e)(7)). (See Appendix A to
those exposure pathways outside the source area. It is this directive and "Feasibility Study Analysis for
expected that RI/FS activities addressing exposure CERCLA Municipal Landfills," September 1993
pathwaysontsidetbe sore-cegenerallywiilbeconducted a_ilnhle at EPA Headq_ and Regional Offices.)
concmXmdywith the g_unlined RI/FS for the landfill Based on this analysis, the unive,_ of alternatives that
source presumptive remedy. A mslxxtse action for will be analyzed in detail may be limited to the
exposure pathways outside the source (if any) may be comlxments of the comsinment remedy idemtified in
selectedtogetherwiththepresumptiveremedy(thereby Highlight 1, unless site-specific conditions dictate
developing a comprehensive site respond), or as an otherwise or alternatives arc considered that were not
operable unit separate from the presumptive remedy. ___.dressedin the F_analysis. TheFS analysis document,

together with this directive, must be included in the
Highlightlidentifiesthecomponentsofthepresumlxiv e administrative record for each municipal iandf'dl
remedy. Response actions selected for individual sites presumptive remedy site to support elimination of the
will include only those components that are necessary, initial identification and sa'eening of site-specific
based on site-specific conditions, alternatives. Further detailed and com.prchensive

2



supporting materials (c.g., FS reports included in arcasshouldbcdevclopcdearly(i.e.,duringthcscoping
analysis, technical repons) can be provided by phase oftheRI/FS).
Headquarters, as needed.

L Characterizing the Site
'_ While the universe of ahemadve,s toaddress the landfdl

source will be limited to those components identified in The use of existing data is especiaBy important in
Highlight 1,potential alternatives that may exist for each conducting a streamlined RI/FS for municipal landfills.
component or combinations of components may be C'hatacuw_*rionora landfill's contents is not _ry
evaluated in the detailed analysis. Tor example, one or appmpdate for selecting a response actioa for these
componentof the presumptiveremedy is somcearea sitescxceptinlimitedcas_rather, exisdngdataaxeused
8round-water control ff ailmapda_ this component to determine whether the containment prestanption is
may be a:complished in a number of ways. including apprewia_ SuL_n__uentsampling e,ffotts should focus
pump and ueat. slurry walls, etc. 'lltese potential oncletactedzingatenswtetecoataminantmigzafioais
altmmiv_maythenbecembhedwithothercompenents suspected, such as lea:lete discharge atlas er areas
of the _ mnedy to develop a range of where lface water mnoE has caused erosion. It is
containment alternatives suitable for site-specific impemnt to note that the decision to chata:tedze hot
conditions. Respense_must deabeevalua_ spots _ slso bebased ea_ iafeanafioa, such
in detailesalnstthenineaitaia _ in Section as_liabkancato_iof_documenu_and/or
S00A30(eX_of ee l_C:P.The de=irede_tysis wiU per, catevida_ (seepage6).
iden_ sle.-svecinc.ARARsanddevelopco_ on thc
basisof the Imtk:ular dze and volume of the bndfilL In those __ _ _ _ is av_i_hle '

for a site, k may not bo advisable to iniliate uso-of tbe
EARLY ACTION AT MUNICIPAL ixeamqxiveremedyuntilsome__-,arccollected.For
LANDFILLS example,ffeereisexumsivemigraimofomumimnts

f_onaa site iocaxedin m area with aevetalaxuce____jtwill

EPAhas idendfiedt_ _ve remedysitc categories be n___ to havesoate infcamadon about the landfill
as goodcandidatesforearlyactionunderSACM.At somccineakr tomal_ anasmciadmbetweenon-site
mmici_ landfdis,theupeo_knowledgethatthesource andoff-s__
mca will bocamained may facilitatomch eady actioos as
insallafionofalandfillcaperaground-watermmainmentSomcesof infomuuioaof par__cularinterestduring

_.._ t_tem. Oepeat_ oa_ cl_amuaee_ eady_ scopinginde_ recads oe p_'viousownaship,state
may be _ usingeid_' removatauthority nks, dona_ ptens,ew..,_ may hdp to de_mnine
(e.g., _ _ _) er remedial typesand mincesof _ mtedals _ In
atataxity. In somecas_, ttmay boappmpdamfer an addition,a shevisitis appmtxia_Ra's_vcndmasoas,
Engineer_Eval_Amlysis m_ paner in:hJdingtte_ofexisdug_.the'a:kndfa:atm
alloftheR//_ifthesoutcecOa_lcomponentwillbea of existing site temedJneko__ and to visually
non-dne-ctidcaltemo_action. Somefacm_mayaEcct characterizewastes (e.g., leachate seeps). S_p_Zfic

._whcaer.a .__:x:x_c actionwouldbc tr.,uer inform_onm becollccuxtis providedin Sections2.I
.accanplidedasaremovaler_ _ _g through2.4ofthomtmicipal!and_ manmL _
theslze_ee anion,theassocia__ _ _ _
or the scope of O&M. A '&_cussionof theso facto_ is 2. Defining Site Dynamics
containedin EartyAct/onandLone-termAct/onUnder
SACM- laterimOuidance,_ No.9203.1-051, Thecollecteddamareusedtod_velopaconcqxualsite

· __D,','em_1_. modelwhichisdtel_-ycompmcnt_ a _
RVFS.Theamecpu_sitemoddisaneffecdvcmdfor

SCOPING A STREAMUNED R!/FS defudng the site dyeamics, streamlining the risk
UNDER THE PRESUMPTIVE REMEDY ev_t,,,,ha,anddevdopingthe___

2 presmtsa gmericconceptualskemoddfermuaicipat
FRAMEWORK tandr_ The model is dcvclopcdbefercany RI field

activities arc conducted,and its _ is to aid in
Thc goal of an RVFS is m provide the information mtdcrs_andingand describing the site and to preset
necessary to: (]) adequately c_'actea_ the s/tcL (2) h_ regarding:
define sitedynamics: (3) define risks; and (4)develop the

action. As discussed in the following sections, · Thc suspected sources and types of
the process for achieving each of these goals can be contaminantspresent:
smmmlinedforCERCLA municipal landf'dlsites because
of the upfiont presmnpdon that landf'dlcontents will be · 'Contaminant release and transport.

_.._ contained. Thc slrategy for sueamlining each of these mechanisms; .



Highlight 2: Generic Conceptual Site Model - ·

_NTAUhqAt(1F _ONTA&JeNAf(T Aplll_4_rll_ o _y_u, lc _R, , f!JuAJqY SEt_C)NIDAI_r

S04,)._ , LI_.A S_j'TIq A N= pOA T M_t)IA POINT ,oulrlE., . Ec_lrfo. ,_(_,TQ,

-----! -: .. ,....

m _ _ __

· Rn_ofcontnminnntrcleaseand_. 3. Definins Risks

(where.lx_lc); Themumcipallandfiihmnualstates_a_ of _"'/
· Affec_med'__- limited _ risk _*__-_ will be sulY_ to

· Knownandpotemialroutesof migraion: iai_fe mpons_ acfioaonthe mc_ obvious Mobtcmse_
and amunicip_!,lndfi]!(e.g.,groundwater,!enclm_!andg_

._ com_ a.,_!ta,,d_ gas).O_ me._ fQr_g
· *Kn0_'_lpotenfialhumanand risk using a su'camlincd approach is to cqmp_e

environmentalreceptors, cmtminantcoarmtn_onlevels(ifavaila_) _ostazhrds
thatarcpo_.ntinlc_emical-specEicapplicableorrelevant

After thedatamecvaltmted_d a._tevisit is completed, and np[x_ requirements(ARARs)fcc the action.
thecun_uninmRmleases.qd_medmnismszelcwant The numualstatesthatwhereestablishedstnndnntsfor
to the site _ be determined.The.key element in oncormomcomaminnntsinagivcnmediumarccleady
developingIbcconcq___I sitemodel isto identifythose exceeded,_.medhl actiongeucrallyis __
aspecusof d_ model that requiremore informadm to
make a decision about respotw: measures. Because
containmentof the landfill's contents is the presumed It is imp(xtnntto note, however, that bascclon site-
[eslxxtsgaction,theCOnceptualsitemodelwillbeof most speci_ conditions,anncdveresponseis not _ if
use in identifyingareasbeyondthe lanclf"_sotuceitself ground-watercontaminant concentrations exceed

ch_ica[-_zc standardsbutthesimriskis,withinthc
that will rcquh-efu_d_r study, thereby focusing site Agency's acceptablerisk range (104 to lO_. Forclmracted_adonawayfromthe somcc nt_t andouarens
ofpotential__tmi_(c.g.__ example, if it is determined that the rcleasc of

COnHUTIiI_T_sediments). 'Sm alsoOSWER Dim_ 9355.0-30,Role of d2 i_a_eli_ Risk
_rcu_/_ $_.-_d R_medyS_/,_c_m Dec/z/or.z,Apdl 22,
199I,whichstatestheir MCLso_non-zeroMCLOsam e.xeee--ded,Ia
tcsponsci action gmcmHy is wan'anted.
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contaminantsfrom a particular lan(Il'djisdeclining,and Highlight 3: Source Contaminant
coaccntradoas ofoneor mom ground-wate_contaminants

atorbatty exceedcheaic_-spcc_c_ U_ Exposure Pathways Addressed
Agencymaydecid_nottoimplemcatanacdvere.%ma_. by Presumptive Remedy :

_'_'_ Suehadecision mightbobasedon _und_tandingdmt
thelandhllisnolongexacdngasasoutceofground-_ 1. Direct contact with soil and/or
contamination,and that the landfdl doesnotpresentan debris prevented by landfill cap;

unacccpmblcrisk_romanyother__way. 2. Exposure to contaminated ground

Asitogenerallywillnotbeeligibloforasmmmlinedt_k water within the landfill area
evaluation ifgmmd-wat_ contaminant _ prevented by ground-water
donotclearly ex__,-_d_chemical, specific standardsor the control:
Ag,_cys _L'wdoffid_orQ_ha----_do 3. Exposure to contaminated
notexistthntpmvkSeaelear'_foracdm(e_ leachate prevented by leachate
(rarcct_______ collection and treatment; and
slopes). Under eese _ a q__
_lhat_allCa_(numl_egnva_willbe 4. Exposure to landfill gas

todeterminewhetheractionisneeded, addressedbygascollectionand
treatment,asappropriate.

Ultimately. it is mccssay to dcmalsua_ thatglefinal
nmtedy addmss_ all pathways and e0ntaminants of remedy, since such contamination will require a ::
conoem,:etjustthosedmtdgse_ t_ temedisla:tioa, coavea_audiavestiSat_andariskassemne_
_ (k_b_ h ae tonowiag_:ao_ _ _
si_ model is an-eff_ mol for identifying those Sm:amlini_ the risk assessment of the source area
paawaysmdmmsa_ asreeyhve beeneddress_ 'eanae_ d=na_ _ sampansendanatysistosupma
bythecceudmnentremedy, thecalo,l_*'_-mofcutrentorlxxentialfimn_tiskass:cia_

with directcoamct. Iris important tonote that becausethe
Seream!lnedRisk Evalutlon Of TheLandf'dl continued effectiveness of the o0ntainment remedy
STm'ce depcnds on the _ of the cQnmhunent sysmn, it is

_--_Emeria_i--___dee_'"""k_'oeo_a__ m_y thatinsdmdo_ conuniswill benecessarytorestrict future _ at a CERCLA municipal _

'_-_ aneadynn!xmseacdon underSeAs afterconsuucdonofthecapandassocis_l_ EPA
a matter et' ix_T, for the mfea men et municigal ' hasthusdetenninedl_!t it isnotaMxolxiateor ___t_'_ty
!andrdls,a_____ _ toesdmatetheriskassoc_ _ _ _ use
chemicals, their _tial additive cffa:ts, etc., is not of thc landfill source, as such usowould be incompan'blc
___ m ostablish a basis f_ acdon if groend-wat_' with the need tomaintain tho integrityof the containment
dataareavailabletodemonswatet!_coutamimntsclearly system. (Long-tann waste managemont areas, such as
exceed _ standards or if other condidons exist municipal landfills, may bc sppn_x,ia_ however, for

' ilm provide a c/_"'*'justificadenfor action, recreationalorother limited.us_ on a sit_-speci_c basis.)
- The availability and effu:acy of institutional controls

A quantilllgi_ risk assemmentalsois not ___,ry to shofid be eval-_ted in tho P'S. Decision docauneats
evab__te vdtegtet the cenlaJnment remedy addmss_ all should include measures such as institutional controls to
pathwaysandcontaminantsof concern---_ with enmrethecondnuedintegrkyofsuchcontainmetusysmus
thesourc_Rather,allpotentialexposurepa_wayscant_ wheneverpossible.
identified ttdn_ the concemu__ site model andcommred
to themthwa_ addressedby fi_econtninmentoresum__ve Areas of Contaminant Migration
iI2E_ ff_hlight3 illustratesthatthecontainmen_y _!most_m_____
addresses all exposure pathways associated with thc that may require additional study, such as lcachatc
sourceat municipal landfill sites, dischargctoawetlandorsignificantsurfa_wat_nm-off

caused by drainage problems. _ migration pathways,

Finally, a quantitative risk assessmentis not required to aswell asground-waterconcaminatioathathasmigra_
determi_cleanmplevelsbecause_hevA_eofcapwil!be away from thc source, generally will requirc
determined by cloture ARARs, nnd groundwaterthat is _ionandamo[o_fiskass_smeat
extractedasacomponentofthepresumptive_nnedywill to detannine whether acdon is warranted beyoud thc
berequLredtomeetdischargelimits,or othersandardsfor source areaand, ifso, the typeofaction that is appmp_.
its disposal C.ala,!adon of clean-up levels for ground-
water contamination that has migrated away from the While future residential use of the landfill source area

'_..,,_ sour_ will not be acxomplishedunderthc prcstunpdvc itself is r_xconsideredappropriate, thc landadjacentto



landfills is frequentlyused for residentialpurposes, thc decision tocharacterizeand/ortreathotspots. The
Thercforc,basedonsite-specificcircumstances,itmaybe ,. overridingquestionis whetherthecombinationof the ' '
a_ to considerfutureresidentialusoforgr.0und wast_'sphysicalandchemicalcharacteristicsandvolume
walexandotherexposurePaihw_yswhenasse_ing risk issuch thattheintegrityof the newcontainmentsystem
fromar6asofe_ntaminantmigration, will be threatenedif the waste is left in place. This

question should be answeredon the basisof what is
4. Developingthe ResponseAction know_aboutasite(e.g.,fromoperatingrecordsorother

reliableinformation).Ananswerin theaffumafivetoall '--_
As a firststep indevelopingcontalnmcmalternatives, of thequestionslistedin Highlight4wouldindicatethat
responseactionobjectivesshouldbe developedon the it is likely thatthe integrityof thecontainmentsystem
ba_$ of the pathways identified for action in the wouldbe_orthatexcavationandtreatmentof
conceptualsitemodeLTypically, theprimaryre.slxmse hot spots would be practicable,and that a significant
actionobjectives for municipallamifdlsitesinclude: reductionin risk at ti_ sitewouldoccurasa result of

ucafing hot spots. EPA expects that few CERCLA
PresumotiveRemedy municipallandfllBwill fall into thiscategory;rather.

basedon thoAgency'sexperience,themajorityof sites

· PrevemingdirectcontactwithinndfiH are extx-O_._,'__to be suitableforcontainmentunly,based
on the .heterogeneityof the waste,the lack of reliable

contents; ' information concerning disposal history, and the
· Minimizinginfiltrationand resulting problemsassociatedwith excavatingthroughrefuse.

eontsminantleachingtogroundwater.

· Controllingstcffacewaterrunoffand The volume of industrialand/orb_?_rdonswasteco-disposedwith municipalwasteat CER_ municipal
erosion; landfillsvariesfromsiteto site,asdoesthoamoontof

· Collectingand treatingcontaminated informationavailableconcerningdisposalhisto_, h is
groundwaterand leachatoto contain im_po___'bleto fully dmractefi_ excavate,and/ortreat

tie contaminantplume and prevent the source areaof municipallandfdls,so unceminty
furthermigrationfrom source area: about the landfillcontentsisexpecte_ Unceanintyby
and itself does not call into question the containment

approach. However, con_ent remedies must be
· Controllingand treating!and_dlgas. designed to take into accountthe possib'dkythat hot

spotsarepreamt in additionto thosethathavebees
i_tifi_nd_ Tl___y

Non.Presum_ive Rem_iv must lacreli{xiupon to contain landfillcontentsand
preventmigrationofcontaminant_Thisisaccomplished

· Remediatinggroundwater, by a combination of measures,such asa landfillcap
' ' ' combinedwithaleaclmecollectieasystem.Monitoring
· Remediating contaminated surface will furtherensure the continuedeffectivenessof the

waterand sediments;and remedy.

· R: ._g contaminated wetland.... The followingexamplesillustratesite-specificdecision
_ -' ' making andshow howthesefactorsaffectthe deLqsion

As discussed in Section 3, "Defining Risks," the whetherto characterizeand/ortreathotspots.
containmentpresumptiveremedyaccomplishesall but
the last three of these objectives by addressingall Examples of Site-SpecificDecisionMaking
pathways associatedwith the source. Therefore,the Concerning Hot Spot Characterization/ -

.. focus of the RI/FScan be shifted to chamcteaizingthe Treatment
media addressed in the last three objectives
(contaminated ground water, surface water and Site A
sediments,andwetlandareas)andoncollectingdata.to
supportdesignof the containmentremedy. There is anecdotalinformationthatapproximately200

drums of h_7_rdouswasteweredisposedof atthis70-
Treatment of Hot Spots acre former municipallandfill,but their location and

contentsareunknowmTheremedyincludesalandf'dlcap
Thedecisiontocharacterizeand/ortreathot spots is a andground-waterandlandf'dlgasm._ttmenc
site-specificjudgement that should be based on the
considerationofa standardset of factors. Highlight4 A seaw,h for and charac_on of hot spo_ is not
listsquestionsthatshouldbe answered before making supportedat Site A based on the questions listed in

6



[ remaining landfill contents, including passive gas
I Highlight 4: Characterization coUecdo,andflaring.
I

_ ! of Hot Spots Treatmentof !andfdl contentsis supportedat Site B
becau_all oftbeque_'ons inHighUght4can beanswct_

If all of the following questions can be in theaffn_,five: (1) existing ¢vide_c from !xevie_
answered in the affirmative, it is likely investigationsandsamplingconductedby thesmte(txior
that characterization and/or treatment totheRI) indicatedthelxesenmandaplxoximamkx:ation
of hot spots is warranted: of wames;(2) thewasteswemceesi_prind!_ _

wastesbecausetheywereliquidsand(basedonsampling)
1. Does evidence exist to indicate wembelievedtocontaincontamimm_ofconcern;(3)th¢

the presence and approximate was_islocat_indiscre___'blepansofthelandffil;
location of waste? and (4) the waste volume is large enough that its

2. Is the hot spot known to be remedhfion wiH significantlyreducetltethren__tposed
principal threat waste?* by theoverall site.

3. Is the waste in a discrete, CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS
accessible part of the landfill?

4. Is the hot spot known to be large Subtitle D
enough that its remediation will
reducethe threatposedby the h d_absem__S_D__
overagsltebutsmallenoughthat StateSubtitle D clmm_ ._tu[rmnmusgen_alty have
it is reasonable to consider govcmcdCERO.A_pcmcacdouatmunicipal_
removal (e.g., 100,000 cubic as applicableor relevant and aplxopdate rectuixements

(ARARs). New Federal Subtitle D closureand !xm-
yardsor less)? doam care_ willbeincffeaoaOctober9,

1_3 (56FR50r/8 and40 C:FR258): Sta__
·s_ a _ m_ _and_ _matmAi_,l_a.d dmrmmm_mdneear
Let_ TJ_lmt W4_t, November 1901, lih_l__'_mu._lx_,._,_;-,_or'w"ai'.'_L

to _ andmahmmance_ d_eEmi corm',and
collection,_cuBd-_t_ _ mi ps

monitoring systems. The _nal cover regulations will be
BJghUght4: (l) no reUableinformation exists to indicate aDolieable requirements for landfills that received
the iccadon ofthe waste; (2) the _ ofwhether honsehold waste afierOctobcr9,1991. EPA expec__s_sthat
the waste is prindpai threatwaste cannot be made since the £malcover requirements will be applicable to few, if

.file physical/cb.cmical characteristics of the wastes are any,C_C_ m_cip__.dfms, sinc_ _._._m of
tmk!xrwn;O)_th¢l_of___ household wastes ceased at most CERCLA
the dexmminadon of whether the waste is in a discrete beforeOctobet 1991. Ratha',thembstanfiverequ/rements
accessible location cannot be made; (4) in this case,the of the new Subdfle D regL_hfionsgenerally will be
pmsealm_dnansinaT0-acreisndfiHisnotconsidered considered pflevant and at_ooriatc req_ for
to signir_andyaffectthelJu_gposedby _e ovcraJlsite. CEE______ved._/_
Rather,the containmentsystemwill includemeasuresto
ensure itscontinuedeffecti_ (e.g., morfi_ring and/or Subtitle C
!eacha_collection)giventheuncertaintyassociatedwith

· the landf_!contents and suspected drums. RCRASubddeC closure requirements maybeappUcable
or relevant and appropriate in ca'rain circumstances.

Site B RCRA Subfide C is aovlicable if the landfill received
waste that is a listed or characteristic waste under

Appm_y 35,000drams, manycontaining hazaxtkais RCRA, and:
wastes, were disposed of in two drum disposaltraitsatthis
privately owned 80-acre inactive landfill, which was I. The waste was disposed of after November 19, 1980
li_ toreceive general refuse. The sim is divided into (effective dam of RCR_), or
two operableunits.Theremedy for Operable Unit 1(OU
1) is incinemdon of drummed wastea in the two drum

· disposal units.The remedy for OU 2 consists of treatment
· _..._ of contaminated gl'OUnd water arid !eachate and _Ancxtcn_ionoftheeffecuvcdateh_slx:eaproposexibutnot

containment of treatment residnal_ (from OU 1) and fmalized,tthi,dme-



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 aovro_riate is basexl on a
variety of factors,including the_nn-e of the wasteand its
_-_ntous pm_ _c date on which it was disposed. _
and ute nattnc of thc rcq_t itself. For more
infom_ion on RCRA Subfido C closure mquimnems,
see RCRAARAR.v:Focus on Closure Requirements,
Dire_vc No. 9234.2-04F5,Octobex1989,

· l'moflintdispo_otonlym_l qamityhaza_a wastomd
_ hav._-&ms_docs hoemako._taifloCapplicable-

I II II I II ' I I I I II

Notice:
o

Th9 policies 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 poUde?,are not Intended, norcan they be relied upon, to create any fights enforceable by any party
In litigation with the United States. EPA off. als may decide to follow the guidance provided in this
document, otto act at variance with the guidance, based on an analysis of specific site circumstances.
EPA also msentes the right to change fieguidance at any time Without public notice. _.._

mi mre,ii m
III I i i i, I II



APPENDIX A
TECHNICAL BASIS FOR PRESUMPTIVE REMEDIES

ThisAppendixsummarizesthe analysisthat EPAconductedoffeasibilitystudy(FS)and Record
of Decision (ROD) data from CERCLA municipal landfill sites which led to the establishmentof
containmentasthe presumptiveremedyfor thesesites. Theobjectiveofthestudywas toidentifythose
technologies that are consistently included in the remedies selected, those that.are*consistently
saresnedout,andto identifythebasis fortheirelimination. Resuitsofthis analysissupportthe decision
to eliminatethe initial technologyidentificationand screeningstepson a site-specificbasisfor this site
type. The technical reviewfound that certaintechnologiesare appropriatelyscreenedout basedon
effectiveness,implementabUity,or excessive costs.

The methodologyfor this analysisentailedreviewingthe technologyidentificationand screening
componentsofthe remedyselectionprocessfor arepresentativesampleof municipaliandfillsites. The
nun'a_r of times each technologywas eitherscreenedout or selectedineachremedywascompiled.
A detaileddiscussionof the methodologyusedisprovidedbelow.

METHODOLOGY

Identificationof Sites for FeasibilffvStudyAnalysis

Of the230 municipallandfifisitesontheNPL, 149siteshavehada remedyselectedfor at least
oneoperableunit. Of the 149sites,30wereselectedfor thisstudyQna randombasis,orslightlygreater
than 20 percent. The sites rangein size from8.5 acresto over 200acresand arelocatedprimarily in
Regions1,2, 3,and5. Thisgeographicaldistributionapproximatesthedistributionof municipallandfills
on the NPL.

TechnoloovScreenir_ and RemedialAitemafive Analysis

The FS analysis involved a review of the technology identificationand screening phase,
including any pre-screeningsteps, followed by a review of the detailedanalysis and comparative
analysisphases.Informationderivedfromeachreviewwasdocumentedonsite-specificdatacollection

'" forms,which.'lr_eavailable for evaluationas part of the AdministrativeRecordfor this presumptive
·' 'remedy directive. The review focused on the landfill source contaminationonly; ground-water

technologiesand aitemativeswere not includedin the analysis,

For the screening phase, the furl range of technologiesconsideredwas listed on the data
collectionformS,along with the key masonsgiven for eliminatingtechnologiesfrom furtherconsider-
ation. These reasons were categorized accordingto the screeningcriteria:cost, effectiveness, or
implementability.The frequencywithwhich specificreasonswere givenfor eliminatinga technology
from furtherconsiderationwas then tallied and compiled into a screeningphasesummarytable.

Forthe detailedanalysisand comparativeanalysis,informationon the relativepedormanceo!
eachtechnology/alternativewith respecttotheseven NCPcriteriawasdocumentedonthesite-specific
datacollectionforms. The advantagesand disadvantagesassociatedwitheachclean-upoption were
highlighted.Insomecases,atechnologywascombinedwithoneormoretechnologiesintoone or more
alternatives. The disadvantages of a technology/alternativewere then compiled into a detailed
analysis/comparativeanalysis summary table, under the assumptionthat these disadvantages
contributedto non-selection. All summarytables areavailablefor reviewaspartof the Administrative
Record.



APPENDIX A

TECHNICAL BASIS FOR PRESUMPTIVE REMEDIES (continued)

RESULTS _---'

The informationfrom the technologyscreeningandremedialalternativeanalysesis provided
in Table1. It demonstratesthat containment(thepresumptiveremedy),waschosen asa component
of the selectedremedyat all thirtyof the sitesanalyzed. No other technologiesor treatmentswere
consistentlyselectedas a remedyor retainedforconsiderationin a remedialalternative.However,at
eight of the thirty sites, there werecircumstanceswheretechnok_gieswere Includedin the selected
remedyto address a site-specificconcern,such as pdnolpal threat wastes. These technologiesare
Includedin the column entitled 'Tech. NotPrimaryComponentof Alternative'_ in Table1and include
incinerationat two sees, waste removalandoff-sEedisposalat two sees, soil vaporextractionat two
sites,and bioreclamationat one site.

Leachate collection and gas collectionsystems were also tracked as part of the detailed
analysis and companson of remedial altemalNes. These types of systems generally were not
consideredas remediation technologiescluing the screening phases. At fifteen sites, leachate
collectionwas selectedas partof the overallcontainmentremedy. At seventeensees,gas collection
systemswere selectedas part of the overallcontainmentremedy.

This analysis supports the decisionto eliminate the initial technology identificationand
screeningstep for municipal landfill sites. On a site-specificbasis, considerationof remediation

.tech.nologiesmay be retained as needed.

Thiecolumntitie isusedfor record-keep_pmp_esonlyandisnotmeanttoImplythatthesetreatment
technologiesarenotconsideredimportantcomponentsoftheselectedremedies.
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TABLE 1o SUMMAI_Y OF $CI_EENIN G AND DETAI LED ANALYSIS FOR LANDFILLS _
· I I III I I II I I IIIIIII I Ill l IL _iv I iiii Ii II II i · i ii il i ii i ii i l

b_ _ ceet_cembma / #RODsW.nuCm_mmCo.'r.m_oToNO.-Sa.ECT_Ca......
' mil II II I

Wuld-lay_ 28 26 3 O 2 t 2 0 18 7 1 0 O 1' 3 5 3Cap ....
....... i iiii i i , ,

Clay ·
Cap 16 8 8 0 1 8 0 4 4 2 2 I 2 1 0 1 - --

i

Asphalt 17 0 17 O 2 14 6 0 0 O O 0 0 O O 0 - --Cap
II I I I II I II III mllll

Concrete'
Cap 17 0 17 0 3 14 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - --

II II I I III I I I

Soil
,.."" Cover 16 7 6 4 0 6 1 6, 2 1 0 O 0 O 0 0 - .-

Synthetic
Cap 13 3 10 0 0 10 1 2 1 1 I I 1 1 1 1 .:. -.

......... mill Il m

Chemical
Seal S 0 6 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 O 0 0 ....

III I I IIIII II IIII I mi

Slurry
Wall 22 6 14 3 2 8 6 2 3 3 2 2 I 2 0 2 - --

i , , , , , ........................ -

Gem
Curtain 18 0 18 0 3 15 9 0 O 0 0 0 0 O O 0 ....

i i lmmI Il I I

Sheet
Piling 17 I 16 O 0 13 6 0 I 0 O O 0 0 0 0 - --

I I I I II L I I I II I II Ill II III

Glout
Injection e o 8 o o 8 2 0 o o o 0 o 0 o o - ..

I iim I mill I tm Il

, Block
Displacement 5 0 S 0 0 3 3 O O 0 0 O O 0 O 0 ....

i ltl I I Il I Il Illlll I Il lmm

Bomm 6 0 6 0 0 '" 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - -.
_Ing .

i i Il Illm I I I Ill tm I II'm
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TABLE 1 · SUMMARY OF SCREENING AND DETAILED ANALYSIS FOR LANDFILLS (Continued)

i i i i lU i i i iiiii iai i. iiiiii ii i ii Ul i ii i Jill S iii iii i lUU ii i iiii, i i iii. i/ / ,/ /
_/_': Ob_C_m_d / #RODsWHEn_Cra'EmroCommm'L_ToNO,-SELEC'nm

·rE 4

· II III I II I III I III i i i i I I
?

Beam 5 0 S 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ....
...... i sim , I I i ii i ii i u. i ,

Liners 2 0 2 0 0 I 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - -

Off. io..............................
Nonhazardous 3 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 - -
Landfill , ,,

OffsiteRCRA 17 0 13 4 8 a 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 .. -I.nMfin
i u i iii i im i iiiii i i Bill III III

,, OffsiteLandfill 9 ! 8 0 5 3 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - -
(unspecified)
Onsite
Nonhazardous 2 O 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -- -
Landfill .....

OnsiteRCRA 14 1 '11 2 3 2 10 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 ..LaMlin

OnsiteLandtill 7 0 6 I 3 3 S 0 0 · 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0 ..
(unspecified)

Bioremedia6on 13 0 13 0 0 13 1 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 ....
{unspecified)

· i , iii i

Bioremedla_n 10 0 10 0 0 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ....
F.x.sltu

....... i ii iii...... ii

8foremed*mlSon15 1 14 O I 13 7 t 0 0 0 0 O O 0 0 ....
IMilu ....

iiiii

, Oechlorlnizallon/6 0 S 1 1 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ....
APEG ** ,,i iiii

Oxidation/ 12 O 12 0 1 8 S 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ....
Am_e_n

L

(_
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/ . // ............... '............../, .................

Neutmlizadon 4 0 3 1 0 _ _, I 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -

Therrr_]
Des_cdon G 0 6 0 0 3 4 O 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 ....
(unspecified)
Office - '.......................

I_neradon 10 2 14 3 9 5 10 I 1 0 0 O 0 I 1 0 ....
{unspeci,ed) . _ , .................
Onslte
Imlneradon 12 0 8 3 5 $ 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 ....

,(uns.pedfied).......... .....................

Flukfized 9 0 O 0 5 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ....
_, eed '1

Irf;ared 8 0 7 1 6 3 3 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 ....

..... .. it lilt ,m, i itl

Pyro_/sis 5 2 3 1 2 2 1 0 . 1 0 I 0 0 I 1 I ....
i u,, ,,i ,. , , ,,i i i i ,N i i I, ,.,.,,,, ,, .,, i i ,i ,, ,,,

Multiple 4 0 4 0 2 2 I 0 O . 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 ....
Hearth

Rotar/ 10 0 9 1 6 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ....
Kiln

.... i i i mi ii i ii i i

Vitrification 21 0 21 0 8 15 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ....

LowTemperate
ThermalOesoqY 13 1 11 1 2 9 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 O 1 0 ....
s_p_n,g.... ,

, In-situSteam
Sb.Ipping S O 6 0 1 4 2 O O O O 0 0 0 0 0 - --

....... iii i - ,.

So_ 16 2 14 0 , 2 '_O 10 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 -- -
Flushing ,I .........
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TECHNOLOGY2 /_ _"/___'_//_/__ _ b_'_ _C___ iSe'S_,<t_/_/°l'''''a oomh_ #RODsWHERE..........CRt'lEmONCONTRIBUTEOTONON-SELECTIm

[[ [ ] [[[ [ [ [ [[[[[ I

Sol %
Washing 12 2 9 1 ._ 8 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ....

ik i ,, i.i i i , i

SoilVapor
Ewactbn(SVE} 14 1 11 2 2 g $ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 - ..

- · iiii .....................

Rxa_on 7 I 5 1 0 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -- -
i _ i i .... iii i i iii i i i iii

Solidification 20 0 19 2 1 13 S 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 ..
i i i i iii iii

Aeration 7 0 7 0 0 6 3 ' 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 - --
d_ tiii .................

ii : i iiii. i1.111 ii i ii i i .... i u .11 . i,

............... ? _ .... i i ii ii i

iiii

ii i i

! Thisstudywasconductedon30RODiand_ett c_aspondlngFas.
2 Thisdoesnot_ indudeth. no-actionor InsttudonalcoM'olonlyalternatives.Nc)ROOIselectedtltd_erof d_eseasremedies.
3 FSaandRODsmaycontainmorothanonecdWlonforscreeningor_n-seklctlmtof teclmobgy.Also,someFSsdidnotfullyexplainthecrjte_ forscreeningoutatechnoloaY.Thus,thetotalsfor

, smeenlr_andmn-selectioncriteriaarenotequallotherwmbefofFSsamiRC}Osconsidered.
4 In_mmdononStateandcommunityconcernswasnotIncludedinthisanalydsbecauseFSIdonotcontat_thisinformationandRODsgenerallyonly

referencesupportingdoctmm_tation_e.,Stateconcun,_celettm'amiresponsivenesssummary).
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