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SITE NAME AND LOCATION
 

Old Southington Landfill
 
Old Turnpike and Rejean Road
 
Southington Connecticut
 

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE
 

This decision document presents the selected interim remedial
 
action for limited source control for the Old Southington
 
Landfill Superfund Sire (Site), in Southington Connecticut. This
 
decision document was developed in accordance with the
 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability
 
Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) and with the National Oil and
 
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). The
 
remedy selected in this document will prevent or reduce the
 
threat to human health and the environment posed by the presence
 
of the landfill through the implementation of a limited source
 
control action. This decision is based upon the contents of the
 
Administrative Record for this Site. A copy of the
 
Administrative Record is available at the Southington Library, in
 
Southington, Connecticut and at the United States Environmental
 
Protection Agency's Office in Boston, MA.
 

The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection concurs
 
with the selected remedial action.
 

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITS
 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substance from this
 
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
 
selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present a current
 
or potential threat to human health and the environment.
 

DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED REMEDY
 

The selected remedy addresses in part remediation of the source
 
of contamination at the Old Southington Landfill by eliminating
 
or reducing the risks posed by he presence of the landfill at the
 
Site. Subsequently, additional groundwater studies will be
 
performed and a final remedy will be selected that will address
 
groundwater contamination at and off-site. A Record Of Decision
 
will be issued for the final groundwater remedy.
 

The major components of the selected remedy include:
 

Removing all residential and commercial structures from
 
the landfill and off-site relocation of all affected
 
residents and businesses;
 

Excavating and consolidating discrete seni-solid
 
materials from seiai-solid disposal area 1 (SSDA1)
 
(including a two-foot buffer zone around these
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materials) to prevent wastes below the water table from
 
further contaminating the groundwater;
 

Constructing a low permeability cap over all of the
 
landfill area to reduce the amount of water entering
 
the site waste and implementing engineering controls to
 
minimize erosion and manage surface water run-on and
 
run-off.
 

Installing a gas collection and, if necessary,
 
treatment system to prevent landfill gas build-up under
 
the cap and to collect the landfill gases;
 

Implementing a monitoring plan to determine the long
term effectiveness of the cap on groundwater, surface
 
water and sediment quality, and the effectiveness of
 
the soil gas collection system;
 

Developing and implementing institutional controls,
 
which could include fencing, to ensure the integrity of
 
the remedy by controlling future site use and access;
 

Performing five year reviews.
 

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS
 

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
 
environment, complies with Federal and State requirements that
 
are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the interim
 
remedial action, and is cost-effective. This limited source
 
control interim remedial action utilizes permanent solutions and
 
alternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent
 
practicable. The selected remedy does not satisfy the statutory
 
preference for remedies that employ treatment that reduces
 
toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element because
 
treatment of the entire landfill area is impracticable. The
 
selected remedy will reduce mobility of contaminants through its
 
containment features. Because this remedy will result in
 
contaminants remaining at the Site above levels that allow for
 
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, the interim remedial
 
action will be reviewed to the extent required by law to assure
 
that it continues to protect human health and the environment.
 

In addition, pursuant to this interim ROD, additional groundwater
 
studies will be required and shall proceed concurrently with the
 
implementation of this remedy. The purpose of these studies will
 
be to define the boundary of the plume and determine if the plume
 
is impacting any natural resource areas. Groundwater monitoring
 
data collected from the interim remedy will be reviewed by the
 
Agencies. This data, in conjunction with the results of the
 
additional groundwater studies, will be used to evaluate
 
groundwater remedial alternatives so that EPA, in consultation
 
with CTDEP, will be able to determine an appropriate final
 
remedy.
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The following represents the selection of a remedial action by 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region I, with 
concurrence of the Connecticut Department of Environmental 
Protection-. 

Date: By:. 

Title: John P. DeVillars
 
Regional Administrator
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RECORD OF DECISION'
 
INTERIM REMEDIAL ACTION FOR
 

LIMITED SOURCE CONTROL
 

OLD SCUTHINGTCN LANDFILL SUPERF'JND SITE
 

I. SITE NAME, LOCATION, A-N2 DESCRIPTION
 

The Old Southingtor. Landfill Superfund Site (Site) is
 
approximately 11 acres and is located in Scuthington,
 
Connecticut, (see Figure 1) . The Site abuts Old Turnpike Road to
 
the west, Rejean Read to the north, Black Pond with associated
 
wetlands to the east and northeast, and industries to the south
 
(see Figure 2) . The Site is located in a r.ixed industrial,
 
commercial, and residential area. There are currently seven
 
commercial and industrial buildings, and two residential hones on
 
the Site. Two other hones were demolished and removed from the
 
Site, one in July 1SS3 and the other in January 1594. An
 
intermittent, unnamed stream flows westerly fron Black Pond
 
through a culvert, under the landfill and Old Turnpike Road and
 
eventually discharges to a wetland west of the Site.
 

A more complete description of the Site can be 'found in the
 
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Report Section
 
1.0. These documents are part of the Administrative Record which
 
is available at the Scuthington Library site repository, and at
 
the Environmental Protection Agency's Boston office.
 

II. SITE HISTORY & ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES
 

A. Land Use and Response History
 

There are currently two private residences located on the
 
northern part of the Site. The Southern portion of the Site has
 
five commercial businesses and one town facility. Four of these
 
businesses have buildings located within the footprint of the
 
landfill. They are: R.V. & Sons Welding, Northeast Machine,
 
Southington Metal Fabricating Company (three structures), and
 
Solomon Casket Company. The landfill encompasses part of the
 
fifth business property, namely, Meriden Box, but the building is
 
not located on the landfill. The Town of Southington owns and
 
operates the Parks and Recreation Building. It too is located on
 
the landfill.
 

The Old Southington Landfill operated as a municipal and
 
industrial landfill between 1920 and 1967. During that pericd,
 
mixed residential, co.-.-.ercial and industrial solid and liquid
 
wastes were disposed of at the landfill. The northern, now
 
residential, area c: tr.e landfill was used primarily for disposal
 
and burning of r.unicipal waste consisting prinarily of wood and
 
construction debris. 7'r.e southern, now industrial, area received
 
municipal, cc—.erria 1 and industrial wastes. Two areas in the
 
southern portion cf the landfill are known to have been used for
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the disposal of aqueous, semi-solid and semi-liquid wastes.
 
These areas, namely Semi-Solid Disposal Area 1 (SSDAl) and Semi-

Solid Disposal Area 2 (SSDA2), are located just east of old
 
Turnpike Road as shown on Figure 2.
 

In 1967, the Town of Southington (Town) closed the landfill and
 
placed an approximately 2 foot thick soil cover over the Site.
 
In 1971, municipal Well No. 5 was installed approximately 700
 
feet northwest of the Site. From the early 1970s to the 1980s,
 
the landfill property was subdivided, and developed into
 
residential, industrial and commercial properties. In 1979, Well
 
No. 5 was deactivated due to exceedence of water supply
 
guidelines, including 1,1,l-trichloroethane by the Connecticut
 
Department of Public Health and Addiction Services (CT DPHAS),
 
(formerly called the Connecticut Department of Health Services).
 
Well No. 5 was decommissioned and municipal water was supplied to
 
the local community from another source.
 

Several preliminary investigations were performed by the U.S.
 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Connecticut
 
Department of Environmental Protection (CT DEP) in 1980.
 
Groundwater samples from two monitoring wells installed between
 
the Site and Well No. 5 contained chlorinated volatile organic
 
compounds (VOCs). Soil samples from a manhole excavation on land
 
that had once been part of the landfill showed the presence of
 
chlorinated and non-chlorinated VOCs. In 1984, the Site was
 
formally listed on the National Priorities Lists (NPL).
 

A. more detailed description of the Site history and previous
 
investigations can be found in the Remedial Investigation Report
 
Section 1.3.3.
 

B. Enforcement History
 

State Enforcement Activities
 

The Connecticut Health Department sampled Southington Production
 
Well No. 5 on several occasions between December of 1978 and
 
March of 1979. Sampling indicated that Well No. 5 was
 
contaminated with hazardous chlorinated organic compounds,
 
including trichloroethylene and 1,1,l-trichloroethane. As a
 
result of this contamination, Well No. 5 was closed in August of
 
1979.
 

On November 12, 1980, the Connecticut Department of Environmental
 
Protection collected soil samples of materials from a manhole
 
excavation in the industrial park which was built on the Site.
 
Contaminants detected include the hazardous substances
 
chlorobenzene, carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, toluene, and
 
xylene.
 

On September 21, 1984, the Connecticut Department of
 
Environmental Protection (CT DEP) signed a Consent Order with the
 
Town of Southington. Under that Order, as modified on December
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16, 1985, the Town was required to investigate a portion of the
 
contamination at the Landfill. Subsequently, Goldberg-Zoino &
 
Associates -(GZA) was retained by the Town to conduct a
 
hydrogeologic study pursuant to that Order.
 

In August 1992, an agreement was signed by the Connecticut
 
Department of Environmental Protection and the Town of
 
Southington to implement a landfill gas monitoring and mitigation
 
plan at the Site. The plan is being administered by the
 
Southington Fire Department and Potentially Responsible Parties.
 
The plan consists of monitoring all homes and businesses on site
 
for methane and other landfill gases. If such gases are detected
 
inside the buildings, appropriate mitigating measures are taken
 
to prevent further gas migration.
 

Federal Enforcement Activities
 

On September 29, 1987, three Potentially Responsible Parties
 
(PRPs), the Town of Southington, United Technologies Corporation,
 
Pratt & Whitney Division and Solvents Recovery Service of New
 
England, Inc. (SRSNE) signed an Administrative Order by Consent
 
to perform the RI/FS. At some time after 1987, SRSNE stopped
 
participating after it became insolvent. In 1989, General
 
Electric also agreed to participate in the performance of the
 
RI/FS. The RI/FS was completed in December 1993. In May 1994,
 
EPA issued an Addendum to the RI/FS. Both documents are part of
 
the Administrative Record.
 

In January 1993, EPA notified approximately 320 parties of their
 
potential liability with respect to the Site. The liability of
 
these parties was premised on evidence which suggested that these
 
PRPs either owned or operated the facility, generated wastes that
 
were shipped to the facility, arranged for the disposal of wastes
 
at the facility, or transported wastes to the facility.
 

III. COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
 

Throughout the Site's history/ community concern and involvement
 
has been high. EPA has kept the community and other interested
 
parties apprised of the Site activities through informational
 
meetings, fact sheets, press releases and public meetings.
 

In October 1988, EPA released a community relations plan which
 
outlined a program to address community concerns and keep
 
citizens informed and involved in remedial activities. On
 
December 14, 1988, EPA held an informational meeting in the
 
Southington Public Library in Southington, Connecticut to
 
describe the plans for the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility
 
Study. On August 26, 1992, EPA held an informational meeting in
 
Southington, Connecticut to discuss the methane gas problem at
 
the Site.
 

On May 23, 1994, EPA completed the administrative record which
 
includes documents that were used by EPA to propose the remedy
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for the Site. These documents are available for public review at
 
EPA's offices in Boston, Massachusetts and at the site repository
 
at the Southington Public Library in Southington, Connecticut.
 
EPA published a notice and brief description of the Proposed Plan
 
on June 1, 1994 in the Meridian Record Journal and on June 2,
 
1994 in the Southinqton Observer. The proposed plan was made
 
available to the public on May 23, 1994 at the Southington Public
 
Library.
 

On June 14, 1994, EPA held a public meeting to discuss the
 
results of the Remedial Investigation, the cleanup activities
 
presented in the Feasibility Study and to present the Agency's
 
Proposed Plan. Also during this meeting, the Agency answered
 
questions from the public. From June 15, 1994 to July 14, 1994,
 
the Agency held a 30-day public comment period to accept written
 
comments on the alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study,
 
the Proposed Plan, and on any other documents previously released
 
to the public. On June 29, 1994, residents of the Southington
 
community requested a 30-day extension of the public consent
 
period to August 13, 1994, which was granted by EPA.
 

On July 12, 1994, the Agency held a public hearing to discuss the
 
Proposed Plan and to accept oral comments. A transcript of this
 
hearing and comments, along with the Agency's response to
 
comments are included in the Responsiveness Summary found in
 
Appendix A of this Record of Decision (ROD).
 

IV. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION
 

The selected remedy is an interim remedy which will address, in
 
part, the source of contamination at the Site. Source control
 
remedies prevent or minimize the continued release of hazardous
 
substances to the environment and rely on the prevention of
 
exposure for the protection of human health and the environment.
 

Subsequent groundwater studies will be required that will define
 
the extent of the plume and determine if the plume is impacting
 
any downgradient natural resource areas. Monitoring data
 
collected from the interim remedy will also be used to evaluate
 
improvements in groundwater quality resulting from construction
 
of an impermeable cap and excavation and consolidation of
 
discrete materials found in SSDA1. EPA will determine when and
 
if a meaningful trend in groundwater quality has been
 
established. This information will be useful in developing
 
groundwater remedial alternatives that address groundwater
 
remediation at and off-site. The selection of any necessary
 
groundwater remediation will be addressed in a final remedy.
 

In summary, EPA's selected interim remedy includes: 1)
 
permanently relocating the affected businesses and residences and
 
removing all buildings from the landfill, 2) excavating and
 
consolidating discrete, highly contaminated materials currently
 
located in semi-solid disposal area 1 (SSDA1) into a lined
 
disposal cell to be constructed elsewhere within the lar.dfill,
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3) constructing a low permeability cap over all of the landfill
 
area to reduce the amount of precipitation from contacting the
 
Site waste,, 4) placing waste from Black Pond underneath the cap,
 
5) installing a. gas collection system (and potential treatment
 
system) to control landfill gas build-up under the cap and
 
migration off-site, 6) implementing a monitoring plan at and near
 
the Site to monitor the effectiveness of the limited source
 
control remedy by monitoring soil gas, groundwater, surface
 
water, and sediment, and, 7) implementing institutional controls
 
to restrict future use of the Site. Five year reviews of this
 
limited source control plan will also be included as part of this
 
selected remedy.
 

Potential future exposure to contaminated subsurface soils will
 
be minimized by capping the landfill with a low permeability
 
cover. Potential exposure to landfill gases will be minimized
 
through the installation of a gas collection system (and

potential treatment system) that will also control potential

migration of gases. The required long-term monitoring will
 
ensure that the selected source control remedy remains protective
 
of human health and the environment.
 

V. SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS
 

Investigations were conducted at the Site to determine the nature
 
and extent of contamination resulting from landfilling
 
activities. Actions undertaken to meet this objective included:
 
conducting interviews with former landfill and town employees;
 
reviewing Town and State records; reviewing historical aerial
 
photographs of the Site; installing test borings to determine the
 
landfill boundary; installing monitoring wells; and sampling
 
groundwater, surface water, sediment, soil gas, and surface and
 
subsurface soils.
 

The PRPs who signed the Administrative Order on Consent to
 
perform the RI/FS (RI/FS PRP Group), under EPA direction and
 
oversight, initiated the first phase of field investigations to
 
determine the extent of landfill contamination in the fall of
 
1988, and completed them in November 1991. The RI/FS PRP Group
 
conducted the second phase of field investigations in May 1992;
 
this phase was completed in January 1993. Additional subsurface
 
soil investigations were conducted in October 1993 at a location
 
referred to as Semi-Solid Disposal Area 1 (SSDA1), where disposal
 
of liquid and semi-solid wastes had occurred (see Figure 2 for
 
SSDA1 location).
 

The information gathered in all phases was used to prepare the
 
RI/FS for all aspects of the Site. However, during the
 
evaluation of the RI/FS documents, EPA and CT DEP determined that
 
insufficient information on the extent and nature of the
 
groundwater contamination had been compiled. Additional
 
groundwater studies will be necessary in order to determine an
 
appropriate final remedy at the Site. Therefore, the RI/FS dated
 
December 1993, along with an addendum to the Feasibility Study
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(FS) that was prepared by the EPA and issued in May 1994, is
 
being used by EPA to select an interim remedy. The major
 
conclusions and results of this RI are summarized below. These
 
results are presented in detail in the RI Report (Volunes IA
 
through IE).
 

Contaninant concentrations discussed below are compared to levels
 
in sanples taken from areas not affected by the landfill, known
 
as background samples, or, in the case of groundwater samples, to
 
existing federal and state drinking water standards, known as
 
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs).
 

Subsurface Soil/Landfill Wastes
 

A total of 108 soil borings were drilled to determine the
 
boundaries of the landfill, the thickness of the landfill wastes,
 
and the types of contamination present in the subsurface soils
 
and landfill wastes. The borings were drilled to depths ranging
 
from 9 to 60 feet below ground surface. The approximate boundary
 
of the landfill is shown in Figure 2.
 

The test results indicated that different types of waste disposal
 
activities were conducted in specific areas of the landfill. The
 
landfill area can generally be divided into the following areas
 
as shown on Figure 2: the northern area (currently residential),
 
the southern area (currently commercial/industrial) and two
 
Semi-Solid Waste Disposal Areas (SSDAs) known as SSDA1 and SSDA2.
 

The northern area of the landfill was primarily used for disposal
 
of wood stumps and construction-type debris such as glass, bricks
 
and asphalt. Some or all of the debris in this area was burned,
 
resulting in the formation of polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons
 
(PAHs), a type of semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs).
 
Subsurface soils contain varying levels of PAHs.
 

The southern area of the landfill was used for the disposal of
 
both municipal, commercial, and industrial wastes. Soil samples
 
collected from borings in this area contained primarily metal,
 
paper, plastic, and glass. Chemical analysis of this area's
 
subsurface soils indicates a wide variety of contaminants
 
including volatile organic compounds (VOCs), SVOCs and metals.
 
Pesticides were also detected in a few of the samples.
 

SSDA1 and SSDA2 were excavations located in the southern area of
 
the landfill that were used for a period of time for the disposal
 
of liquid and semi-solid industrial wastes. Samples collected
 
from SSDA1 and SSDA2 contained high levels of VOCs such as
 
toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes, 1,2-dichlorethene,
 
tetrachloroethene, and trichloroethene. Two visually distinct
 
industrial-type wastes designated as "discrete materials A and
 
B", were found in SSDAl. Discrete material A is a white,
 
putty-like material, and discrete material B is a thick, brown,
 
grease-like material. Samples of these industrial-type materials
 
contained very high levels of VOCs and SVOCs. The high levels cf
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contamination found in SSDA1 make this area a "hot spot" of
 
contamination in the landfill. Borings in SSDA2 did not
 
encounter the discrete industrial-type wastes found in SSDA1.
 

Surface Soil
 

Forty surface soil samples were collected from the landfill area
 
and three background locations. Sixteen of these were collected
 
from the northern area of the Site. No VOCs were found in
 
surface soil samples collected in the northern area. However,
 
VOCs were found in several areas of the southern portion of the
 
landfill.
 

The major contaminants of concern found in surface soils were
 
SVOCs, which were detected in a large number of samples collected
 
across the Site. The majority of these SVOCs were PAHs which
 
were detected above background levels in both the northern and
 
the southern areas. Low levels of pesticides were detected in
 
soil samples collected from the landfill surface in both the
 
northern and southern areas of the landfill.
 

Background levels of metals were detected in many of the surface
 
soil samples. Several samples collected in the southern
 
industrial area of the landfill were found to have contained
 
metals (arsenic, lead and mercury) that were above background
 
levels.
 

Landfill Gases
 

Methane and other landfill gases have been measured in soils at
 
the Old Southington Landfill since 1985. In November 1991, EPA
 
was notified by CT DPHAS that gases were detected in floor cracks
 
of the Parks & Recreation Building, and that two employees from
 
the Southington Metal Fabricating Company had complained of
 
illness (See Figure 2 for building locations). A landfill gas
 
monitoring and mitigation program is in place at the landfill.
 
It is being administered by the RI/FS PRP Group and the
 
Southington Fire Department (SFD) through an agreement with CT
 
DEP and in consultation with the EPA, CT DPHAS, and the Agency
 
For Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR). The program
 
consists of on-site alarms in every home and business with
 
regular monitoring by the SFD and Environmental Services and
 
Engineering Inc.(ESE) (RI/FS PRP Group consultant). If landfill
 
gases are detected migrating inside any of the homes or
 
businesses, appropriate measures are taken to mitigate the
 
problem. To date, methane has not been detected in any of the
 
homes on the landfill, but has been detected inside some of the
 
commercial buildings from time to time. This monitoring and
 
mitigation program is only a temporary one until the interim
 
remedy is implemented and the gas migration is permanently
 
controlled.
 

Soil gases from the landfill have also been sampled for
 
combustible gases and VOCs as part of the RI. These samples were
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collected from two to eight feet below ground surface depending
 
on the elevation of the water table. Combustible gases were
 
measured at 110 locations. High levels of these gases were
 
recorded at a~bout 55 test locations. Most of the high readings
 
were detected in the southern area of the landfill.
 

Soil gases were also measured for the presence of specific VOCs
 
at 23 of the locations. The highest levels of VOCs detected in
 
soil gas were found in the southern area of the landfill that
 
received municipal and industrial wastes. Of the sixteen soil
 
gas samples collected in the northern residential area of the
 
Site, seven were found to have detectible levels of VOCs. Some
 
of the VOCs detected include benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene,
 
vinyl chloride and xylenes.
 

Groundwater
 

Groundwater samples from 57 monitoring wells installed in the
 
landfill study area (see Figure 2) were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs,
 
Pesticides/PCBs, and Metals. Sampling results indicated that
 
several VOCs, including vinyl chloride, trichloroethene,
 
1,2-dichloroethene, ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylenes were
 
present in the groundwater both at the landfill and to the west
 
of the landfill (downgradient). Most of the VOCs were present at
 
levels many times higher than MCLs.
 

SVOCs in groundwater were detected at only two locations and were
 
generally found at much lower concentrations than the VOCs.
 
Some of the SVOCs found include dichlorobenzenes and various
 
types of phenol and phthalate compounds. Groundwater collected
 
from two locations just west of the landfill contained traces of
 
pesticides at concentrations below MCLs. Polychlorinated
 
Biphenyls (PCBs) were detected in one well at concentrations
 
above the MCL.
 

The groundwater sampling results indicated that metal
 
concentrations exceeded background levels in wells both at and
 
west of the landfill (downgradient). Many of these metals were
 
also found in several wells at levels that exceeded MCLs. These
 
included antimony, barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, copper,
 
lead, mercury, nickel, silver and thallium. Although an extensive
 
groundwater investigation has been performed in the vicinity of
 
the Site, additional groundwater studies are necessary before a
 
final remedy can be determined.
 

Surface Water
 

VOCs and SVOCs were found at levels below or near MCLs in surface
 
water samples collected from Black Pond and its outlet stream.
 
Most metals occurred at or below background levels and MCLs.
 
Antimony, cadmium, lead and thallium MCLs were each exceeded at
 
least once.
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Levels of metals detected in surface water samples were also
 
compared to federal ambient water quality criteria (AWQC),
 
standards established to be protective of aquatic life. Copper,
 
lead and zinc exceeded these standards in some of the surface
 
water samples that were collected.
 

Sediments
 

Sediment samples collected from Black Pond and its outlet stream
 
were found to contain VOCs such as carbon disulfide,
 
1,2-dichloroethene, toluene and trichloroethene. SVOC analysis
 
indicates the presence of PAHs at levels above background
 
concentrations. PC3s were also found in three of the sediment
 
samples collected. Concentrations of metals, including lead,
 
mercury, and vanadium were higher than background levels.
 

Hvdroqeoloqv
 

The water table at the landfill varies from about 2 feet to 34
 
feet below the ground surface. It is shallower near the pond to
 
the north and deeper to the south of the site. Landfill wastes
 
are located both above and below the water table depending upon
 
the specific area of the Site. Based on the data collected
 
during the RI, it is estimated that approximately two-thirds of
 
the landfill waste is located above the water table. A portion
 
of the material in SSDA1 is located at or below the water table
 
(depending on seasonal water table fluctuations). All of the
 
material in SSDA2 is located above the water table. Waste
 
located below the water table acts as a continuing source of
 
contamination to the groundwater. Contaminated soils located
 
above the water table also act as a source of contamination to
 
groundwater as precipitation and snow melt infiltrate down
 
through the waste transporting contamination to it.
 

The regional groundwater flow is westerly toward the Quinnipiac
 
River. Studies undertaken thus far show that contaminated
 
groundwater in the unconsolidated aquifer migrates in a westerly
 
direction from the landfill. The majority of the unconsolidated
 
groundwater aquifer is comprised of sand which allows groundwater
 
to flow through the sand easily. The plume of contaminated
 
groundwater is known to have migrated to monitoring well clusters
 
B-308 and B-309 at the western edge of Chuck & Eddie's Used Auto
 
Parts, the property located directly west of the landfill (see
 
Figure 2).
 

VI. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS
 

A human health baseline risk assessment was performed to estimate
 
the probability and magnitude of potential adverse human health
 
and environmental effects from exposure to contaminants
 
associated with .the Site. The public health risk assessment
 
followed a four step process: 1) contaminant identification,
 
which identified those hazardous substances which, given the
 
specifics of the site were of significant concern; 2) exposure
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assessment, which identified actual or potential exposure
 
pathways, characterized the potentially exposed populations, and
 
determined the extent of possible exposure; 3) toxicity
 
assessment, which considered the types and magnitude of adverse
 
health effects associated with exposure to hazardous substances;
 
and 4) risk characterization, which integrated the three earlier
 
steps to summarize the potential and actual risks posed by
 
hazardous substances at the Site, including carcinogenic and non-

carcinogenic risks. The results of the public health risk
 
assessment for the Old Southington Landfill Superfund Site are
 
discussed below followed by the conclusions of the ecological
 
risk assessment.
 

Thirty-two chemicals in groundwater, 21 chemicals in northern
 
surface soils, 21 chemicals in southern surface soils, 20
 
chemicals in on-site sediments, 17 chemicals in off-site
 
sediments, 9 chemicals in surface water and 12 chemicals in air
 
were selected as contaminants of concern for evaluation in the
 
risk assessment. Table 1 below presents the contaminants of
 
concern for groundwater. Tables 2 through 10 in Appendix B of
 
this Record of Decision presents the contaminants of concern for
 
all other media.
 

These contaminants constitute a representative subset of the 42
 
chemicals in groundwater, 42 chemicals in northern surface soils,
 
36 chemicals in southern surface soil, 49 chemicals in on-site
 
sediment, 41 chemicals in off-site sediment, 23 chemicals in
 
surface water and 12 chemicals in air identified at the Site
 
during the Remedial Investigation. The contaminants of concern
 
were selected to represent potential Site related hazards based
 
on toxicity, concentration, frequency of detection, and mobility
 
and persistence in the environment. A summary of the health
 
effects of each of the contaminants of concern can be found in
 
Appendix D of the Human Health Risk Assessment Report (HHRA).
 

Potential human health effects associated with exposure to the
 
contaminants of concern were estimated quantitatively or
 
qualitatively through the development of several hypothetical
 
exposure pathways. These pathways were developed to reflect the
 
potential for exposure to hazardous substances based on the
 
present uses, potential future uses, and location of the Site.
 

Currently, the Site consists of residential, commercial and
 
industrial properties. Two residences are located in the
 
northern portion of the Site and seven commercial/industrial
 
buildings are located on the southern portion of the Site. In
 
the future, the landfill will be capped so that industrial,
 
commercial, or residential use of the Site will not occur.
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TABLE l; SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS
 
OF CONCERN IN GROUNDWATER
 

Contaminants
 
of concern
 

antimony
 
aroclor 1248
 
aroclor 1254
 
aroclor 1260
 
arsenic
 
barium
 
benzene
 
beryllium

bis(2-ethylhexyl)


phthalate
 
butylbenzylphthalate
 
cadmium
 
carbon disulfide
 
chloroform
 
chromium, hexavalent(l)
 
chlordane (gamma)
 
1, 2 -dichloroethene
 

(total)

ethylbenzene
 
lead
 
manganese
 
mercury

methylene chloride
 
nickel
 
silver
 
tetrachloroethene
 
thallium
 
toluene
 
1,1, 1-trichloroethane
 
trichloroethene
 
vanadium
 
vinyl chloride

xylenes (total)
 
zinc
 

Average

Concentration
 

(ma/1)
 

0.06
 
0.0004
 
0.001
 
0.001
 
0.005
 
1.24
 
0.005
 
0.003
 

0.03
 
0.008
 
0.03
 
0.008
 
0.009 '
 
0.11
 
0.00003
 

1.08
 
0.31
 
0.45
 
4.79
 
0.0004
 
0.007
 
0.21
 
0.03
 
0.006
 
0.002
 
0.57
 
0.06
 
0.15
 
0.17
 
0.075
 
0.34
 
1.25
 

Maximum
 
Concentration
 

(mg/1)
 

0.84
 
0.001
 
0.014
 
0.008
 
0.05
 
19.4
 
0.066
 
0.04
 

0.7
 
0.13
 
0.95
 
0.13
 
0.11
 
1.17
 
0.0001
 

33
 
10
 
15.4
 
116
 
0.006
 
0.13
 
4.39
 
0.9
 
0.062
 
0.017
 
23
 
1.8
 
5.4
 
2.29
 
3.45
 
13
 
38.2
 

Frequency
 
of Detection
 

12/58
 
1/34
 
2/34
 
1/34
 
22/58
 
58/58
 
16/112
 
24/58
 

6/42
 
3/42
 
13/58
 
13/112
 
21/112
 
31/58
 
2/34
 

34/112
 
15/112
 
46/58
 
54/58
 
18/58
 
2/112
 
32/58
 
13/58
 
10/112
 
2/58
 
27/112
 
8/112
 
26/112
 
36/58
 
20/112
 
21/112
 
58/58
 

(1) Based on total chromium analyses, assumed to be 100%
 
hexavalent chromium.
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Passive recreation might be allowed on the northern part of the
 
Site, so long as the integrity of the cap and its' associated
 
components are not compromised. Currently, the land use north of
 
the Site is residential, west of the Site is mainly commercial
 
and industrial, south of the Site is a mixture of residential and
 
light industrial, and east of the Site are wetlands, some
 
industries and residences. In the future the land use in the
 
areas surrounding the Site is expected to stay essentially the
 
same with perhaps a small increase in residential development.
 

The following is a brief summary of the exposure pathways
 
evaluated. A more thorough description can be found in Section
 
4.0 of Volume 2A of the HHRA Report. To evaluate exposure to
 
contaminated groundwater, a young child (1-6 years), older child
 
(6-18 years) and an adult (18-30 years) were assumed to ingest 2
 
liters of water per day for a total of 30 years. Dermal contact
 
and incidental ingestion of northern surface soils was evaluated
 
for a young child, an older child and an adult who would be
 
exposed 150 days per year for a total of 30 years. Dermal
 
contact and incidental ingestion of southern surface soils was
 
evaluated for an adult worker who would be exposed 250 days per
 
year for 25 years. Subsurface soils were not evaluated because
 
the presumptive remedy was used. Under the presumptive remedy
 
the Site will be capped and will prevent future exposure to
 
subsurface soils. There is no current exposure to subsurface
 
soils. For the inhalation pathway a model was used to predict
 
indoor and outdoor air concentrations of VOCs measured in
 
northern soils. For the northern part of the site, exposure was
 
evaluated for a young child, an older child and an adult who
 
would spend 16 hours per day indoors and 8 hours per day outdoors
 
for 350 days per year for a total of 30 years. A model was used
 
to predict indoor and outdoor air concentrations of volatile
 
compounds measured in southern soils and exposure was evaluated
 
for an adult worker who would spend 8 hours outdoors or 8 hours
 
indoors, depending on the job, for 250 days per year for 25
 
years.
 

Incidental ingestion and dermal contact with surface water while
 
swimming in Black Pond was evaluated for an older child and an
 
adult who would swim in the pond 36 days per year for a total of
 
24 years. Dermal contact with surface water while wading in
 
Black Pond and off-site wetlands was evaluated for a young child,
 
an older child and an adult who would wade 75 days per year for a
 
total of 30 years. Dermal contact with sediments in Black Pond
 
while swimming was evaluated for an older child and an adult who
 
would swim 36 days per year for a total of 24 years. Incidental
 
ingestion and dermal contact with sediments while wading was
 
evaluated for a young child, older child, and adult who would
 
wade in Black Pond on off-site wetlands for 75 days per year for
 
a total of 30 years. For each pathway evaluated, an average and
 
a reasonable maximum exposure estimate was generated •
 
corresponding to exposure to the average and the maximum
 
concentration detected in that particular medium.
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Excess lifetime cancer risks were determined for each exposure
 
pathway by multiplying the exposure level with the chemical
 
specific c.ancer factor. Cancer potency factors have been
 
developed by EPA from epidemiological or animal studies to
 
reflect a conservative "upper bound" of the risk posed by
 
potentially carcinogenic compounds. That is, the true risk is
 
unlikely to be greater than the risk predicted. The resulting
 
risk estimates are expressed in scientific notation as a
 
probability (e.g. 1 x lO"6 or 1/1,000,000) and indicate (using
 
this example), that an average individual is not likely to have
 
greater than a one in a million chance of developing cancer over
 
70 years as a result of site-related exposure as defined by the
 
compound at the stated concentration. Current EPA practice
 
considers carcinogenic risks to be additive when assessing
 
exposure to a mixture of hazardous substances.
 

The hazard index was also calculated for each pathway as EPA's
 
measure of the potential for non-carcinogenic health effects. A
 
hazard quotient is calculated by dividing the exposure level by
 
the reference dose (RfD) or other suitable benchmark for non-

carcinogenic health effects for an individual compound.
 
Reference doses have been developed by EPA to protect sensitive
 
individuals over the course of a lifetime and they reflect a
 
daily exposure level that is likely to be without an appreciable
 
risk of an adverse health effect. RfDs are derived from
 
epidemiological or animal studies and incorporate uncertainty
 
factors to help ensure that adverse health effects will not
 
occur. The hazard quotient is often expressed as a single value
 
(e.g. 0.3) indicating the ratio of the stated exposure as defined
 
to the reference dose value (in this example, the exposure as
 
characterized is approximately one third of an acceptable
 
exposure level for the given compound). The hazard quotient is
 
only considered additive for compounds that have the same or
 
similar toxic endpoint and the sum is referred to as the hazard
 
index (HI). (For example: the hazard quotient for a compound
 
known to produce liver damage should not be added to a second
 
whose toxic endpoint is kidney damage).
 

Although to date, there has been no measurable inhalation or
 
explosion risk due to landfill gases or methane respectively,
 
such gases have been detected migrating into some of the
 
industrial buildings on the landfill. In addition, two soil gas
 
monitoring wells located on two residential properties have shown
 
significant concentrations of methane during monitoring. Because
 
groundwater was the only pathway evaluated which exceeded EPA's
 
target risk range, this is the only pathway for which detailed
 
risks are presented below. Table 11 and 12 depict the
 
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk summary for the
 
contaminants of concern in groundwater evaluated to reflect
 
present and potential future exposures from ingestion. These
 
risks correspond to the average and the reasonable maximum
 
exposure (RME) scenarios. 'Risks from all other pathways are
 
summarized in Table 13. For a more detailed analysis of the
 
risks frora other pathways see Tables 4-2 through 4-6 in Volume 2A
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TABLE 13 
SUMMARY OF RISK ESTIMATES FOR EXPOSURE 
PATHWAYS NOT EXCEEDING EPA'S TARGET RISK RANGE 

Exposure Total Risk Total Hazard Index 
Pathway ave RME ave RME 

On-site Resident 
(Surface soil north) 
Soil 3.7E-05 1.4E-04 5.2E-01 6.9E-01 
Indoor air 2.6E-07 1.6E-07 2.2E-03 4.1E-03 
Outdoor air 8.6E-09 5.0E-08 7.0E-05 4.5E-04 
Total 3.7E-05 1.4E-04 5.3E-01 7.0E-01 

Outdoor worker 
(Surface soil south) 
soil 1.6E-05 5.9E-05 2.8E-02 5.2E-02 
outdoor air 3.5E-06 1.3E-05 1.4E-04 6.3E-Q4 
total 2.0E-05 7.2E-05 2.8E-02 5.3E-02 

Indoor worker 
(Southern area) 
indoor air 6.4E-06 2.3E-05 2.5E-04 1.2E-03 

Swimmer 
Sediment 1.8E-06 4.9E-06 1.5E-04 3.0E-04 
Surface water 1.5E-08 1.8E-08 4.0E-02 1.5E-01 
total 1.8E-06 4.9E-06 4.0E-02 1.6E-01 

On -site wader 
sediment 4.2E-05 1.1E-04 3.1E-02 1.0E-01 
surface water 4.2E-09 5.1E-09 2.9E-03 1.1E-02 
total 4.2E-05 1.1E-04 3.4E-02 1.1E-01 

Off-site wader 
sediment 1.1E-05 2.7E-05 5.9E-03 1.3E-02 
surface water 4.2E-09 5.1E-09 2.9E-03 1.1E-02 

1.1E-05 2.7E-05 8.8E-03 2.4E-02 



of the HHRA Report.
 

The only exposure pathway exceeding EPA's target risk range of
 
10"* to 10"* Is the ingestion of groundwater. The major
 
contributors to carcinogenic risk in groundwater are beryllium,
 
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, trichloroethene, vinyl chloride,
 
arsenic and aroclors. The major contributors to noncarcinogenic
 
risk estimates are; antimony, barium, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate,
 
cadmium, chromium, 1,2-dichloroethene, ethylbenzene, nickel,
 
silver, thallium, toluene, vanadium, arsenic, manganese, zinc and
 
aroclors. MCLs were exceeded for antimony, barium, beryllium,
 
cadmium, chromium, mercury, nickel, thallium, 1,1,1
trichloroethane, 1,2-dichloroethane, benzene, chloroform,
 
ethylbenzene, methylene chloride, tetrachloroethene, toluene,
 
trichloroethene, vinyl chloride, xylenes and aroclors. The
 
action level for lead was also exceeded.
 

Version 0.5 of the EPA's Integrated Uptake Biokinetic Model
 
(IUBK) was used to assess the health risks from potential
 
exposures to lead in groundwater and soil at the Site. The IUBK
 
model predicts blood lead levels in children 0-6 years of age due
 
to exposures to lead in air, water, soil/dusts, and diet as well
 
as contributions from maternal sources. For this risk
 
assessment, average concentrations of lead in surface soils and
 
groundwater at the study site were used. The daily intakes of
 
lead from air and diet were the default values provided in the
 
model. The lead concentration in household dust was assumed to
 
be the same as that of outdoor soil. Exposure variations are
 
specifically accounted for within the model by its application of
 
the geometric standard deviation (GSD) to calculate a
 
distribution of lead levels for an exposed population. The
 
default GSD value was used to define exposure distributions.
 

The results of the IUBK model predict that 99.93% of children
 
drinking groundwater containing an average of 448ug of lead/L
 
would have blood lead levels greater than lOug/dL. (Ten
 
micrograms per dL is the blood lead level below which the
 
occurrence of adverse health effects in children has not yet been
 
confirmed.) This exceeds EPA's target for blood lead in children
 
which states that no greater than 5% of the blood lead levels of
 
the population exposed shall exceed lOug/dL.
 

Ecological Risk Assessment
 

The focus of the ecological risk assessment was to determine the
 
Site's potential impact on environmental receptors such as birds,
 
small mammals, reptiles, amphibians and fish. The ecological risk
 
assessment included a delineation of wetlands, a qualitative
 
animal survey and an ecological hazard assessment of the study
 
area of the Old Southington Landfill. The initial step of the
 
ecological risk assessment involved identification and
 
preliminary characterization of potential physical and chemical
 
stressors, the ecosystems potentially at risk and ecological
 
effects.
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The physical stressors in the study area include the landfill and
 
residential and commercial/industrial properties. Chemical
 
stressors include volatile organic, semivolatile organic and
 
inorganic compounds, polychlorinated biphenyl compound (PCBs) and
 
pesticides. The primary ecosystem considered in the risk
 
assessment was the aquatic system,(i.e., plants and animals
 
supported by Black Pond and the associated wetlands).
 

The potential ecological effects were evaluated seini
quantitatively by comparing surface water concentrations of
 
chemical stressors that were Constituents of Potential Concern
 
(CPC) to Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWQC). Sediment
 
concentrations of CPC were compared to National Oceanic and
 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) sediment quality values or by
 
using the Equilibrium Partitioning Approach.
 

The risk assessment indicates that the potential risks to animals
 
are generally low and are associated with specific areas,
 
including an isolated wetland area south of Black Pond, and
 
portions of the northern area of the Site. Overall, the study
 
area is affected by typical residential/urban activities in
 
addition to potential landfill impacts. Residential and urban
 
impacts could include street runoff containing oil, PAHs and
 
metals that drain into Black Pond. Residential usage of paints,
 
solvents, oil, gasoline, pesticides and other chemicals may also
 
impact Black Pond through surface runoff from areas where these
 
chemicals may have been spilled.
 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the
 
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
 
selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial
 
endangerment to the public health or welfare or the environment.
 
The proposed remedy once implemented would: immediately prevent
 
contact with the landfill waste; would effectively and
 
permanently control landfill gases, .including methane; would
 
improve the quality of surface water in Black Pond, and would
 
improve the quality of groundwater until a final remedy for
 
groundwater can be selected.
 

VII. DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES
 

A. Statutory Requirements/Response Objectives
 

Under its legal authorities, EPA's primary responsibility at
 
Superfund sites is to undertake remedial actions that are
 
protective of human health and the environment. In addition,
 
Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other statutory
 
requirements and preferences, including: a requirement that
 
EPA's remedial action, when complete, must comply with all
 
federal and more stringent state environmental standards,
 
requirements, criteria or limitations, unless a waiver is
 
invoked; a requirement that EPA select a remedial action that is
 
cost-effective and that utilizes permanent solutions and
 
alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery
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technologies to the maximum extent practicable; and a preference
 
for remedies in which treatment which permanently and
 
significantly reduces the volume, toxicity or mobility of the
 
hazardous substances is a principal element over remedies not
 
involving such treatment. Response alternatives were developed
 
to be consistent with these congressional mandates.
 

Using the information gathered from the Rl and HHRA, and other
 
technical documents, EPA identified several source control
 
response objectives to use in developing alternatives to prevent
 
or minimize the release of contaminants from the Site. The
 
limited source control objectives are:
 

1.	 Minimize the current and future effects of landfill
 
contaminants on groundwater quality; specifically,
 
reduce to a minimum the amount of precipitation allowed
 
to infiltrate through the unsaturated waste column and
 
contaminate the groundwater;
 

2.	 Eliminate potential future risks to human health
 
through direct contact with landfill contaminants by
 
maintaining a physical barrier;
 

3.	 Control surface water run-on, run-off and erosion at
 
the Site;
 

4.	 Prevent risks from uncontrolled landfill gas migration
 
and emissions;
 

5.	 Comply with state and federal applicable or relevant
 
and appropriate requirements (ARARs); and
 

6.	 Minimize potential impacts of implementing the selecte
 
limited source control alternative on adjacent surface
 
waters and wetlands.
 

A comprehensive evaluation of containment and management of
 
contaminated groundwater migrating from the landfill will be
 
addressed by the final response action. As part of this interim
 
remedy, subsequent groundwater studies will be necessary to
 
define the extent and nature of the plume and determine if the
 
plume is impacting any natural resource areas downgradient of the
 
Site. Monitoring data collected from the interim remedy will be
 
used to evaluate improvements in groundwater quality resulting
 
from construction of the impermeable cap and excavation and
 
consolidation of discrete materials A and B found in SSDA1. This
 
information will be useful in developing groundwater remedial
 
alternatives that address groundwater remediation at and off-

site. The selection of any necessary groundwater remediation
 
will be addressed in a final remedy.
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B.	 Technology and Alternative Development and Screening
 

CERCLA and the NCP set forth the process by which remedial
 
actions are evaluated and selected. Because many CERCLA
 
municipal landfill sites share similar characteristics, they lend
 
themselves to remediation by similar technologies. EPA has
 
established a number of expectations as to the types of
 
technologies that should be considered and alternatives that
 
should be developed; they are listed in the National Contingency
 
Plan (40 CFR 300.430(a)(1)). For CERCLA municipal landfill
 
sites, it is expected that;
 

1.	 The principal threats posed by a site will be treated
 
wherever practical, such as in the case of remediation
 
of a hot spot.
 

2	 Engineering controls such as containment will be used
 
for waste that poses a relatively low long-term threat
 
or where treatment is impractical.
 

3.	 A combination of methods will be used as appropriate to
 
achieve protection of human health and the environment.
 
An example of combined methods for municipal landfill
 
sites would be treatment of hot spot in conjunction
 
with containment (capping) of the landfill contents.
 

4.	 Institutional controls such as deed restrictions will
 
be used to supplement engineering controls, as
 
appropriate, to prevent exposure to hazardous wastes.
 

5.	 Innovative technologies will be considered when such
 
technologies offer the potential for superior treatment
 
performance or lower costs for performance similar to
 
that of demonstrated technologies.
 

6.	 Groundwater will be returned to beneficial uses
 
whenever practical, within a reasonable time, given the
 
particular circumstances of the site.
 

The presumptive remedy for CERCLA municipal landfills was used at
 
this Site which relates primarily to containment (capping) of the
 
landfill waste and collection and, if necessary, treatment of
 
landfill gas. EPA has determined that such containment measures
 
are appropriate at municipal landfills that contain wastes that
 
pose a relatively low long-term threat or where treatment of the
 
entire waste mass is impracticable due to the volume and mixture
 
of wastes disposed of az the landfill.
 

Capping of the landfill waste along with collection and, if
 
necessary, treatment of landfill gases is the presumptive
 
containment remedy selected in the FS for this Site. In the FS,
 
this remedy is combined with other remedial actions that address
 
source control of the landfill wastes. The presumptive remedy
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does not address exposure pathways outside of the source area
 
(landfill) such as groundwater.
 

Groundwater alternatives were included in the FS Report. These
 
alternatives were based on insufficient data. Additional
 
groundwater studies must be performed as part of this interim
 
remedy before EPA, in consultation with CT DEP, will make a
 
determination on any necessary groundwater remediation.
 

VIII. DESCRIPTION OF SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATIVES
 

This section provides a narrative summary of each alternative
 
evaluated. There are several other activities which are common
 
to all the limited source control alternatives considered, except
 
the no action alternative, SCI. These common activities include:
 
1) permanent relocation of the residences and businesses; 2)
 
institutional controls which could include fencing to limit
 
future Site activities; 3) groundwater monitoring; and 4)
 
five-year reviews of the remedial alternative.
 

Alternative SCI; No Action
 

The FS evaluated the No Action Alternative to serve as a baseline
 
for comparison with other remedial alternatives under
 
consideration. The RI/FS Addendum dated May 1994 makes a
 
correction to the No Action Alternative in the FS to point out
 
the following. Under the No Action Alternative, no treatment or
 
containment of solid waste would occur and no effort would be
 
made to contain gas migration or restrict potential exposure to
 
Site contaminants. The landfill waste would continue to leach
 
contaminants to groundwater. The objectives of this alternative
 
are to merely maintain the Site as it currently exists and
 
conduct long-term monitoring of the groundwater with existing and
 
new monitoring wells.
 

Estimated Time for Well Installation 1 month
 
Estimated Time of Operation: Not applicable
 
Estimated Capital Cost: $203,000
 
Estimated Operation and Maintenance Cost (net present worth):
 

$2,377,000
 
Estimated Total Cost (net present worth): $2,580,000
 

Alternative SC2A: Cap Northern Landfill Area with a Soil Cap and
 
Southern Area with a RCRA Subtitle C Composite Cap
 

This alternative involves only capping the landfill area. The
 
northern part of the Site would be capped with a soil cap and the
 
southern part would be capped with a RCRA Subtitle C composite
 
cap. The soil cap would consist of a minimum of two feet of
 
granular soil which would be overlain by eight inches of topsoil
 
and vegetative cover. No soil gas collection/treatment system is
 
proposed on the northern part of the landfill in this
 
alternative.
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A RCRA Subtitle C composite cap, consisting of several low
 
permeability layers to prevent further leaching of contaminants
 
and to prevent direct contact with the wastes, would be
 
implemented in this area. A RCRA Subtitle C composite cap is
 
typically four to five feet thick and typically consists of six
 
layers of materials: a sandy fill layer placed on top of the
 
existing ground surface, a low permeability geocomposite layer
 
overlain by a second low permeability layer consisting of a
 
flexible membrane liner (FML), a geosynthetic drainage layer, a
 
layer of sand, and a layer of topsoil for a vegetative cover.
 
The cap would be approximately 10 acres in areal extent. This
 
alternative would also incorporate institutional controls which
 
could include fencing, long-term groundwater, monitoring, and
 
Five-Year Reviews.
 

The soil cap and RCRA Subtitle C composite cap would prevent
 
human contact with contaminated soils. However, rain and snow
 
melt would penetrate the soil cap, and eventually contact buried
 
wastes potentially causing contaminants to leach to the
 
groundwater. The RCRA Subtitle C composite cap in the southern
 
area of the Site would be constructed with two low permeable
 
liners that would prevent the infiltration of rain and snow melt
 
into waste located above the water table. Thus, contaminants
 
would be prevented from leaching into the groundwater. However,
 
because groundwater would not be contained or treated, waste that
 
is located below the water table would continue to leach
 
contaminants that would migrate off-site to the west of Old
 
Turnpike Road.
 

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 30 months
 
Estimated Time of Operation: 30 years
 
Estimated Cost of Permanent Relocation: $1,760,000
 
Estimated Capital Cost: $7,514,000
 
Estimated Operation and Maintenance Cost (net present worth):
 

$3,893,000
 
Estimated Total Cost (net present worth): $13,170,000
 

Alternative SC2B; Cap Northern Landfill Area with a Single-

Barrier Cap and Southern Area with a RCRA Subtitle C Composite
 
Cap
 

This alternative involves only capping the landfill area. This
 
capping would consist of two different types of low permeability
 
caps over specific areas. A single-barrier low permeability cap
 
would be constructed over the northern landfill area providing a
 
low permeability barrier. This cap would also prevent soluble
 
contaminants that may be present above the water table in this
 
area from contacting precipitation and in turn leaching into the
 
groundwater. Typically, a single-barrier cap consists of: a
 
bottom layer of sandy fill, a low permeable flexible membrane
 
liner (FML) which is a plastic-like material, then a geosynthetic
 
drainage layer, followed by another layer of sand, and finally, a
 
layer of topsoil for vegetative growth. The cap would cover an
 
area of approximately 2.5 acres.
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The southern area of the Site would be covered with a RCRA
 
Subtitle C composite cap as described for Alternative SC2A.
 
This alternative would include a soil gas collection/treatment
 
system throughout the entire landfill and incorporate the
 
institutional controls, which could include fencing, long-term
 
groundwater monitoring and Five-Year Reviews.
 

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 30 months
 
Estimated Time of Operation: 30 Years
 
Estimated Cost of Permanent Relocation: $1,760,000
 
Estimated Capital Cost: $8,138,000
 
Estimated Operation and Maintenance Cost
 
(net present worth): $3,893,000
 
Estimated Total Cost (net present worth): $13,791,000
 

Alternative SC6; Cap Northern Landfill Area with a Single-Barrier
 
Cap and Southern Area with a RCRA Subtitle C composite
 
cap/Excavate Discrete Material in SSDA1 and Consolidate in a
 
lined cell within the Southern Landfill Area
 

This alternative would include capping as described for
 
Alternative SC2B, and soil gas collection/treatment, excavation
 
of the SSDA1 discrete materials A and B (estimated volume is 500
 
to 1,100 cubic yards) along with a two-foot buffer zone around
 
these materials and consolidation of these materials in a low
 
permeability lined cell within the southern portion of the
 
landfill area. Institutional controls which could include
 
fencing, long-term groundwater, surface water, sediment and soil
 
gas monitoring, and Five-Year Reviews would also be a part of
 
this alternative.
 

Excavating the SSOA1 discrete materials would serve to reduce the
 
potential migration of high levels of contaminants from these
 
wastes into the groundwater.
 

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 37 months
 
Estimated Time of Operation: 30 years
 
Estimated Cost of Permanent Relocation: $1,760,000
 
Estimated Capital Cost: $ 9,738,000
 
Estimated Operation and Maintenance Cost
 
(net present worth): $4,537,000
 
Estimated Total Cost (net present worth): $16,035,000
 

Alternative SC7: Cap Northern Landfill with a Single-Barrier Cap
 
and Southern Area with a RCRA Subtitle C Composite Cap/Excavate
 
Discrete Material in SSDA1 and Incinerate Off-Site
 

This alternative would include capping and soil gas
 
collection/treatment as described in SC2B, and excavation and
 
off-site treatment (incineration) of the SSDA1 discrete materials
 
A and B (estimated volume is 500 to 1,100 cubic yards).
 
Institutional controls which could include fencing, long-tern
 
groundwater monitoring, and Five-Year Reviews would also be a
 
part of this alternative.
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In the FS, it was determined that off-site incineration would be
 
the most effective means of treating the discrete materials which
 
are high in volatile and semi-volatile organic compounds.
 
However, there are a limited number of incinerators that accept
 
this type of waste, and incineration can be a costly
 
treatment/disposal method, in addition, there are a limited
 
number of facilities that can perform incineration.
 
By excavating the SSDA1 discrete materials, especially those
 
located below the water table, the potential for migration of
 
high levels of VOCs from SSDA1 into groundwater would be
 
eliminated. Treatment of this material would result in a
 
permanent destruction of the VOC and SVOC contaminants. However,
 
metals would remain in the incinerator ash and may be considered
 
a hazardous waste that would need special handling and disposal.
 

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 37 months
 
Estimated Time of Operation: 30 years
 
Estimated Cost of Permanent Relocation: $1,760,000
 
Estimated Capital Cost:	 $15,144,000
 
Estimated Operation and Maintenance Cost
 
(net present worth): $3,893,500
 
Estimated Total Cost (net present worth): $20,797,000
 

IX.	 SUMMARY OF THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
 

Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA presents several factors that, at a
 
minimum, EPA is required to consider in its assessment of
 
alternatives. Building upon these specific statutory mandates,
 
the National Contingency Plan articulates nine evaluation
 
criteria to be used in assessing the individual remedial
 
alternatives.
 

A detailed analysis was performed on the alternatives using the
 
nine evaluation criteria in order to select a site remedy. The
 
following is a summary of the comparison of each alternative's
 
strength and weakness with respect to the nine evaluation
 
criteria. These criteria are summarized as follows:
 

Threshold Criteria
 

The two threshold criteria described below must be met in order
 
for the alternatives to be eligible for selection in accordance
 
with the NCP.
 

1.	 Overall protection of human health and the environment
 
addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate
 
protection and describes how risks posed through each
 
pathway are eliminated, reduced or controlled through
 
treatment, engineering controls, or institutional
 
controls.
 

2.	 Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate
 
requirements (ARARS) addresses whether or not a remedy
 
will meet all the ARARs of other Federal and State
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environmental laws and/or provides grounds for invoking
 
a waiver.
 

Primary Balancing Criteria
 

The following five criteria are utilized to compare and evaluate
 
the elements of one alternative to another that meet the
 
threshold criteria.
 

3.	 Long-term effectiveness and permanence addresses the
 
criteria that are utilized to assess alternatives for
 
the long-term effectiveness and permanence they afford,
 
along with the degree of certainty that they will prove
 
successful.
 

4.	 Reduction of toxicity/ mobility/ or volume (TMv)
 
through treatment addresses the degree to which
 
alternatives employ recycling or treatment that reduces
 
toxicity, mobility, or volume, including how treatment
 
is used to address the principal threats posed by the
 
site.
 

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

6.	 Implementability addresses the technical and
 
administrative feasibility of a remedy, including the
 
availability of materials and services needed to
 
implement a particular option.
 

7.	 Cost includes estimated capital and Operation
 
maintenance (O&M) costs, as well as present-worth
 
costs.
 

Modifying Criteria
 

The modifying criteria are used on the final evaluation of
 
remedial alternatives generally after EPA has received public
 
comment on the RI/FS and Proposed Plan.
 

8.	 State acceptance addresses the State's position and key
 
concerns related to the preferred alternative and other
 
alternatives, and the State's comments on ARARs or the
 
proposed use of waivers.	 '
 

9.	 Community acceptance addresses the public's general
 
response to the alternatives described in the Proposed
 
Plan and RI/FS report.
 

A detailed tabular assessment of each alternative according to
 
the nine criteria can be found in The Table entitled "EPA
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Addendum to RI/FS - Old Southington Landfill Superfund Site
 
Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives Operable Unit 1 
Limited Source Control" of the RI/FS Addendum dated May 1994.
 

Following the detailed analysis of each individual alternative, a
 
comparative analysis was conducted focusing on the relative
 
performance of each alternative against the nine criteria.
 

The section below presents the nine criteria and a brief
 
narrative summary of the alternatives and the strengths and
 
weaknesses according to the detailed and comparative analysis.
 

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
 

The preamble to the National Contingency Plan (NCP) identifies
 
municipal landfills as a type of site where treatment of the
 
waste may be impracticable because of the size and heterogeneity
 
of the contents. EPA generally considers containment to be an
 
appropriate response action for large municipal landfills.
 
Because the Old Southington Landfill Site is a large municipal
 
landfill, the alternatives evaluated consider containment to be
 
the appropriate response action for source control.
 

Alternative SCI, No Action, will not meet this criterion because
 
no measures would be taken to prevent potential exposure to Site
 
contaminants.
 

Alternatives SC6 and SC7 address source control by capping the
 
landfill and excavation and consolidation of SSDA1 discrete
 
materials and providing overall protection of human health and
 
the environment by preventing direct contact with contaminated
 
subsurface soils and controlling landfill gas migration and
 
emissions. The discrete industrial wastes found above and below
 
the water table in SSDA1 are removed and isolated in a low
 
permeability lined cell (SC6), or incinerated off-site (SC7),
 
preventing the potential for future migration of contaminants
 
from-these wastes into groundwater. Alternatives SC2A and SC2B,
 
are similar to Alternatives SC6 and SC7 in that they have the
 
same level of protection for the capping component. However,
 
alternatives SC2A and SC2B do not provide for the excavation and
 
consolidation of SSDA1 contaminants, and thus, do not prevent the
 
potential future migration of these contaminants into
 
groundwater.
 

2.	 Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
 
Requirements (ARARs)
 

The No Action Alternative SCI, does not comply with the ARARs
 
identified because it will not satisfy the RCRA requirement to
 
minimize the potential for releases of hazardous contaminants to
 
the environment and it does not fully satisfy design, operating,
 
or closure and post-closure requirements for hazardous waste
 
landfills.
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Alternatives SC2A, SC2B, SC6 and SCI will meet the closure
 
requirements for hazardous waste landfills in the southern area
 
of the landfill where a RCRA Subtitle C composite cap will be
 
installed and will meet the closure requirements in the northern
 
part of the Landfill for RCRA Subtitle D Solid Waste landfills.
 
All other ARARs would be net by the alternatives. Groundwater
 
ARARs (e.g., Federal and State MCLs) will be addressed under the
 
final remedy.
 

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence
 

With the exception of the No Action Alternative, SCI, all of the
 
alternatives would provide long-term effectiveness. SCI would
 
not provide direct engineering controls to prevent direct contact
 
with contaminated soils and debris, nor control soil gas
 
migration, and would provide no additional protection of
 
groundwater from continued leaching of waste from the landfill.
 

The long-term effectiveness of landfill caps has been proven to
 
be excellent. The potential risks from exposure to contaminated
 
soils and debris are eliminated by a combination of the cap and
 
institutional controls. All of the alternatives except the No
 
Action Alternative significantly reduce infiltration of rain and
 
snow melt into the unsaturated wastes, resulting in an improve
ment in groundwater quality over time. Alternatives SC2B, SC6
 
and SC7 are more effective than Alternative SC2A because they
 
include a single-barrier low permeable cap on the northern area
 
of the landfill rather than a soil cap. The soil cap does not
 
include a soil gas collection system and allows more infiltration
 
of rain and snow melt than does the single-barrier low
 
permeability cap. Groundwater will be addressed under the final
 
remedy.
 

Alternative SC6 is more effective in reducing potential risks
 
from the SSDA1 industrial wastes by excavating and placing them
 
in a lined cell than all other alternatives except SC7.
 
Alternative SC7 involves incineration of the SSDAl wastes which
 
eliminates the risks associated with these materials by
 
destroying the organic contaminants.
 

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment
 

Alternatives SC2A, SC6 and SC2B (capping only) and Alternative
 
SCI (No Action) provide no treatment of landfill derived wastes
 
and consequently, no reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume
 
through treatment because treatment of the entire landfill area
 
is impracticable. However, Alternative SC6 does reduce the
 
mobility of contaminants in SSDAl wastes by excavation/placement
 
in a low permeable lined cell, eliminating direct contact of
 
these materials with groundwater. Of all of the source control
 
alternatives, Alternative SC7, which includes incineration of
 
SSDAl materials, would provide the most reduction in toxicity,
 
mobility or volume through treatment.
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5. Short-term Effectiveness
 

Alternative SCI, No Action, would pose the least short-tera risk
 
of adverse impacts on human health and the environment because it
 
does not include any disturbance of contaminated areas.
 

The short-term risks of Alternative SCS and the other
 
alternatives that include capping are equivalent. The short-term
 
risks relate to airborne dust and volatilization of contaminants
 
during construction of the landfill cap. Excavation of
 
potentially contaminated wastes would occur primarily along Old
 
Turnpike Road and along the shore of Black Pond. Contaminants
 
may be released to Black Pond and the outlet streams during
 
excavation activities. Impacts to Black Pond and associated
 
wetlands due to the construction of Alternatives SC2A, SC2B, SCS,
 
and SC7 would be minimized to the extent possible by the design
 
and engineering controls.
 

Risks to construction workers and the area residents can be
 
controlled and minimized through the use of engineering controls
 
such as dust suppression techniques, access limitations during
 
specific activities, control of traffic on Old Turnpike Road, air
 
monitoring and compliance with a health and safety plan.
 
Standard construction practices and controls would be implemented
 
to minimize site soil erosion and siltation to Black Pond and the
 
outlet stream.
 

Alternatives SC6 and SC7 involve excavation of the SSDA1 discrete
 
materials. The potential risk of exposure to workers and off-

site populations would be highest for Alternative SC7 due to the
 
potential release hazards associated with the excavation and
 
transportation of SSDAl materials to an off-site incineration
 
facility. Alternatives SC6 and SC7 would pose roughly the same
 
short-term risks from excavation of the SSDAl materials. Worker
 
exposure to contaminated soils and both worker and community
 
exposure to hazardous volatile emissions is greater for these
 
actions than for the other alternatives. Consequently, the risk
 
of exposure to workers and off-site populations are worse under
 
Alternatives SC6 and SC7 than Alternatives SC2A and SC2B. The
 
risk can be controlled through the following. SSDAl
 
excavation/consolidation activities can be completed in a
 
relatively short period of time (approximately one week).
 
Furthermore, the risks associated with SC6 and SC7 would be
 
minimized through the implementation of: special engineering
 
precautions which can include dust suppression, access
 
limitations and control of traffic on Old Turnpike Road; air
 
monitoring and contingency planning for potential emergencies;
 
and compliance with a health and safety plan and federal and
 
state regulations.
 

All alternatives would result in similar increased traffic on Old
 
Turnpike Road from construction-related vehicular traffic, except
 
SC7, which would cause additional traffic due to the off-site
 
transportation of SSD.-.l waste for incineration.
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6. Implementability
 

Alternative SCI, No Action, is the most easily implemented since
 
it requires" no construction and minimal administrative approvals,
 
including institutional controls.
 

The various components of all of the alternatives for limited
 
source control are common elements of remedial projects that
 
could be readily implemented. Excavation and consolidation or
 
treatment of SSDA1 materials, which are components of
 
Alternatives SC6 and SC7, are easily implemented through the use
 
of standard construction techniques and special procedures to
 
minimize release of contaminants. Excavation and consolidation
 
components require additional precautions due to the hazardous
 
constituents present in the waste.
 

Alternative SC7 requires long distance transport of SSDA1
 
materials to an off-site incineration facility. The availability
 
of such facilities is dependent upon the facility's capacity and
 
r^ulatory status at the time of disposal.
 

7. Cost
 

The least costly of the alternatives would be the No Action
 
Alternative, SCI, which includes no active efforts to contain the
 
contamination at the Site. The difference in the total net
 
present worth of the least and most costly limited source 'control
 
alternatives is approximately $7.6 million (SC2A = $13,170,000;
 
SC2B » $13,791,000; SC6 = $16,035,000; and SC7 = $20,797,000).
 

The total cost of Alternative SC6 is $2.2 to $2.9 million greater
 
than Alternatives SC2B and SC2A, respectively. EPA believes that
 
the added cost for Alternative SC6 provides a greater overall
 
level of protection through the single barrier low permeability
 
cap and soil gas collection/treatment system in the northern
 
area, and through excavation/consolidation of SSDA1 discrete
 
materials. The single barrier cap would be more effective in
 
preventing direct contact with contaminated soils and the gas
 
collection system would prevent landfill gases from migrating
 
off-site. Excavating SSDA1 materials and isolating them within a
 
lined cell within the landfill will effectively isolate these
 
materials and prevent them from contributing to future
 
groundwater contamination.
 

SC7 includes all of the components of Alternative SC6 and also
 
includes off-site incineration of the SSDA1 materials. The total
 
cost of this alternative is approximately $4.8 million greater
 
than Alternative SC6. EPA believes that the additional cost of
 
incineration does not provide a significant additional benefit
 
for protection of hur?.an health in comparison to Alternative SC6.
 
In addition, other factors associated with incineration of the
 
waste such as the availability of treatment facilities, increased
 
truck traffic through town and the potential for the release of
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contaninan-cs during off-site transportation make this option less
 
favorable.
 

The operation* and maintenance cost of all of the source control
 
alternatives is approximately $3.9 to $4.5 million.
 

8.	 State Acceptance
 

The State's comments on the Proposed Plan are provided in the
 
Responsiveness Summary included in Appendix A. The State concurs
 
with the Selected Remedy. Their letter of concurrence,
 
documenting the State's position on the Selected Remedy is
 
provided in Appendix C of this ROD.
 

9.	 Community Acceptance
 

The comments received from the community on the RI/FS and the
 
Proposed Plan during the public comment period and EPA's
 
responses to these comments are summarized in the Responsiveness
 
Summary in Appendix A.
 

Based on written and oral comments received during the comment
 
period, there are opposing views with respect to the limited
 
source control remedy. Responses to all public comments are
 
summarized in the Responsiveness Summary in Appendix A.
 

X.	 THE SELECTED REMEDY FOR LIMITED SOURCE CONTROL
 

The selected remedy is Alternative SC6. The components of this
 
remedy are summarized in Section VIII of this ROD. In summary,
 
the selected remedy for limited source control consists of the
 
following components:
 

1.	 Removing all residential and commercial structures from
 
the landfill and off-site relocation of all affected
 
residents and businesses;
 

2.	 Excavating and consolidating discrete semi-solid
 
materials A and B from SSDA1 including a two-foot
 
buffer zone around these materials to prevent wastes
 
below the water table from further contaminating the
 
groundwater;
 

3.	 Constructing a low permeability cap over all of the
 
landfill area to reduce the amount of water entering
 
the Site waste;
 

4.	 Installing a gas collection and, if necessary,
 
treatment system to prevent landfill gas build up under
 
the cap and to collect the landfill gases;
 

5.	 Implementing a monitoring plan to determine the lone-

term effectiveness of the cap on groundwater, surface
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water, sediment quality, and the effectiveness of the
 
soil gas collection/treatment system;
 

6.	 Developing and implementing institutional controls,
 
which could include fencing, to ensure the integrity of
 
the remedy by controlling future site use and access;
 
and
 

7.	 Performing Five Year Reviews.
 

The costs of the selected remedy are summarized below.
 

Estimated Cost of Permanent Relocation: $1,760,000
 
Estimated Capital Cost: $9,738,000 (exclusive of relocation
 

costs)
 
Estimated Operation & Maintenance Costs (net present worth):
 

$4,537,000
 
Estimated Total Cost (net present worth): $16,035,000
 

The EPA and CT DEP have carefully reviewed the remedial data and
 
evaluations relating to this Site, and have considered all public
 
comments received during the comment period. The agencies agree
 
that there is sufficient information available to proceed with a
 
limited source control remedy for the Old Southington Landfill.
 
These components are described below and are required to be
 
implemented under this interim ROD.
 

In addition, pursuant to this interim ROD, additional groundwater
 
studies will be required and shall proceed concurrently with the
 
implementation of this remedy. The purpose of these future
 
studies will be to define the boundary of the plume and determine
 
if the plume is impacting any natural resource areas. Ground
water monitoring data collected from the interim remedy will be
 
reviewed by the Agencies. EPA will make a determination as to
 
when this data shows a meaningful- reading of the effects of the
 
cap on groundwater. This data, in conjunction with the results
 
of the groundwater studies, will be used to evaluate groundvater
 
remedial alternatives so that EPA, in consultation with CTDEP,
 
will be able to determine an appropriate final remedy.
 

Removal of all Residential and Commercial Structures From th«
 
Landfill
 

Removing all of the residential and commercial structures frcn
 
the landfill and the off-site relocation of the affected
 
businesses and residences will be necessary prior to construction
 
of the cap at the Site. The permanent relocation of businesses
 
and residences will ensure the long-term integrity of the cap
 
which is necessary to prevent future releases of contaminants and
 
to protect public health by eliminating the potential for future
 
exposure of residents and commercial workers to the landfill
 
contaminants. The permanent relocation of the businesses ar.d
 
residences is environmentally preferable and more cost-effective
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than excavation of landfill wastes which would be necessary to
 
allow residences and businesses to remain on the Site.
 

Excavation and Consolidation of Discrete Semi-Solid Materials in
 
SSDA1 into a Lined Cell On Site
 

Semi-solid discrete materials A and B (estimated to be 500 to
 
1,100 cubic yards) found in SSDA1 along with a two-foot buffer
 
zone around these materials will be excavated and consolidated
 
into a lined cell. This cell would be placed above the water
 
table and located somewhere in the southern part of the landfill
 
beneath the RCRA Subtitle C composite cap. The cell will be
 
constructed to prevent infiltration of rainwater and snow melt to
 
these materials to prevent leaching into the groundwater.
 
Detailed criteria for handling these materials and construction
 
of the cell will be developed during remedial design to allow for
 
the use of the most current materials and procedures appropriate
 
for the specific Site conditions.
 

Because SSDA1 is located next to Old Turnpike Road, the road
 
would be closed off during excavation to allow sufficient space
 
for construction equipment and to prevent potential exposure to
 
VOC emissions. Controls to be implemented to minimize potential
 
worker and off-site population exposure to contaminated dust and
 
VOC emissions may include watering of the excavation, covering
 
spoil piles with plastic sheeting, access limitations, complete
 
or partial encapsulation of work area, adjusting the size of work
 
area, and compliance with a health and safety plan. An air
 
monitoring program will be required and incorporated into the
 
health and safety plan.
 

The water table at the Site may have to be temporarily lowered to
 
facilitate the implementation of construction activities, such as
 
SSDA1 excavation. Consistent with expectations in the FS, the
 
effluent from this dewatering process will be removed to an off-

site disposal facility. If other disposal alternatives which
 
have environmental implications become warranted, further
 
analysis will be required.
 

Capping the Landfill
 

The northern, residential part of the landfill was used primarily
 
for disposal and burning of municipal waste consisting mainly of
 
wood and construction debris. The primary contaminants of
 
concern found in this area are PAHs. EPA has selected a single-

barrier low permeability cap for this part of the landfill. This
 
cap is puncture resistant and will effectively and reliably
 
prevent direct contact with the landfill waste. The cap will
 
also minimize infiltration of rainwater and snow melt into the
 
landfill waste.
 

The southern portion of the landfill received mixed municipal,
 
commercial, and industrial waste. Approximately two-thirds of
 
this waste is located above the water table. In general, these
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materials are more soluble and more hazardous in nature than
 
those found in the northern part of the landfill. EPA has
 
selected a cap for this area that complies with the Resource
 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle C landfill closure
 
regulations. This cap will prevent direct contact with landfill
 
wastes and will minimize infiltration into the landfill waste;
 
significant improvement in the quality of groundwater is
 
expected.
 

Detailed design criteria for both caps will be developed during
 
remedial design to allow for the use of the most current
 
materials and procedures appropriate for the specific conditions
 
at this site. Both caps will include provisions for a gas
 
collection and, if necessary, treatment system. This component
 
of the cap will prevent unsafe exposure to landfill gases and
 
threats from potential methane explosion. Construction of
 
surface water run-on and run-off control measures will be
 
implemented to prevent erosion of the cap and on-site and off-

site flooding problems.
 

Additional testing of Black Pond is required during pre-design
and possibly during the construction phase to better define the
 
extent of waste in Black Pond that resulted from landfill
 
disposal practices. That waste will be excavated and placed
 
underneath the landfill cap. Landfill waste close to Old
 
Turnpike Road may need to be excavated and placed underneath the
 
cap. Provisions for this work will be included in the design
 
report.
 

A comprehensive evaluation of rainfall data and Site parameters
 
is required to determine what changes construction of the cap may
 
have on surface water elevations of Black Pond. Based on this
 
evaluation, engineering measures may be necessary to ensure that
 
surface water elevations do not adversely impact neighboring
 
properties or wetlands associated with Black Pond due to
 
construction activity. Furthermore, the culvert that connects
 
Black Pond to the wetlands to the west is currently crushed and
 
is not functioning properly. Thus, based on the results of this
 
evaluation, this culvert may need to be redesigned and
 
reconstructed or a comparable conduit(s) may be necessary to meet
 
the objectives set forth in the rainfall and site parameter
 
evaluation.
 

Gas Collection System
 

A gas collection system will be installed throughout the entire
 
area of the landfill as a component of both caps. During pre
design, a pilot study will be performed to determine whether
 
venting is appropriate or if treatment of landfill gases is
 
necessary. The pilot study will be performed on the southern
 
part of the landfill where higher concentrations of VOCs and
 
methane have been found. If venting is selected and later proves
 
not to be protective of human health or the environment, a gas
 
treatment system will be required.
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Long-term Monitoring Plan
 

A long-term monitoring plan is required to monitor the
 
effectiveness of the selected remedy. This plan will consist of
 
an appropriate number of groundwater monitoring wells and soil
 
gas monitoring wells around the entire landfill area. The number
 
and location of wells, sampling frequency, and sampling
 
parameters will be determined during design. Periodic surface
 
water and sediment sampling is also required in Black Pond and at
 
the outlet of the culvert or comparable conduit(s) that connects
 
Black Pond to the wetland area to the west of the site. The
 
frequency, locations, and parameters of this sampling will also
 
be determined during design. The objective of the surface water
 
and sediment sampling is to ensure that site related construction
 
work does not adversely impact Black Pond or downgradient wetland
 
areas. This information will also be used to determine the long
term effectiveness of the cap.
 

Institutional Controls
 

Institutional controls will be implemented at the Site to prevent
 
current or future use of contaminated groundwater and assure the
 
integrity of the cap and associated systems by limiting future
 
activities on the landfill. A Site security plan will be
 
developed and implemented to control future site use and access
 
to the Site.
 

Five Year Reviews
 

As provided in the NCP, EPA will review the Site at least once
 
every five years after the initiation of remedial action since
 
hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants remain at the
 
Site. This will ensure that the remedial action continues to
 
protect human health and the environment.
 

XI. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS
 

The remedial action selected for implementation at the Old
 
Southington Landfill Site is consistent with CERCLA and the NCP.
 
The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
 
environment, attains ARARs and is cost-effective. This limited
 
source control remedial action utilizes permanent solutions and
 
alternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent
 
practicable. The selected remedy does not satisfy the statutory
 
preference for remedies that employ treatment that reduces

toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element because
 
treatment of the entire landfill area is impracticable. The
 
selected remedy will reduce mobility of contaminants through its
 
containment features.
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A.	 The Selected Remedy is Protective of Human Health and the
 
Environment
 

The remedy*at this Site will permanently reduce the risks posed
 
to human health and the environment through engineering controls
 
and institutional controls.
 

Capping of the landfill will provide protection of human health
 
and the environment by preventing direct contact with wastes that
 
contain VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides/PCBs and metals. Landfill gases
 
at the Site will be collected to prevent off-site migration and
 
eliminate potential explosion hazards. The cap will also prevent
 
erosion and potential transport of contaminated wastes into Black
 
Pond and the wetland areas. Excavation and consolidation of the
 
SSDA1 discrete wastes prevents these wastes from acting as
 
potential long-term contributors to groundwater contamination.
 

Capping the landfill with a low permeability cover minimizes
 
infiltration of precipitation through the cap and significantly
 
reduces further leaching of contaminants from wastes located
 
above the water table to the aquifer. A significant improvement
 
in groundwater quality over the long-term is anticipated due to
 
the isolation of approximately two-thirds of the waste currently
 
above the water table under a low permeability cap. The aquifer
 
at the Site is very permeable and water flows through it very
 
quickly. This is a positive characteristic because the ability
 
of the aquifer to naturally flush contaminants is high. This
 
flushing ability, combined with the landfill cap, is expected to
 
create a significant improvement in groundwater quality over
 
time.
 

B.	 The Selected Remedy Attains ARARs
 

This remedy will attain all applicable or relevant and
 
appropriate federal and state requirements that apply to the
 
Site. Environmental laws from which ARARs for the selected
 
remedial action are derived, and the specific ARARs include:
 

Action Specific
 

Federal Requirements
 

*	 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) - Closure and
 
Post-Closure of Municipal Solid Waste Landfills, 40 CFR Part
 
258, Subpart F.
 

*	 RCRA - Emergency Preparedness and Prevention, 40 CFR Part
 
264, Subparts C, D.
 

*	 RCRA - Closure and Post-Closure Requirements, 40 CFR Part
 
264, Subpart G.
 

*	 Clean Air Act - National Emission Standards for Hazardous
 
Air Pollutants (NESHAPs), 40 CFR Part 61.
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State Requirements
 

*	 Solid Waste Management Regulations, RCSA 22a-209-l-i5.
 
*	 Hazardous Waste Management Regulations, RCSA 22a-449(c)-100

110.
 
*	 Air Pollution Regulations, stationary Sources, CGS 22a-l74

3.
 
*	 Air Pollution Regulations, Fugitive Dust Emissions, CGS 22a

174-18[b].
 
*	 Air Pollution Regulations, Control of Odors, CGS 22a-l74-23.
 
*	 Air Pollution Control Regulations, Incineration Regulations,
 

CGS 22a-174-18(c).
 
*	 Air Pollution Regulations, Hazardous Air Pollutants, CGS
 

22a-174-29.
 
*	 Water Quality Standards, CGS 22a-426.
 
*	 Water Pollutant Control Act, Permitting Requirements, CGS
 

22a-430-430(b).
 
*	 Water Pollution Control Regulations, Permitting Regulations,
 

CGS 22a-430 1-8.
 

Chemical Specific
 

Federal Requirements
 

*	 None identified for this limited source control interim
 
remedy.
 

State Requirements
 

*	 None identified for this limited source control interim
 
remedy.
 

Location Specific
 

Federal Requirements
 

*	 Protection of Wetlands, Executive Order No. 11990, 40 CFR
 
Part 6, Appendix A.
 

*	 Clean Water Act §404 Dredge and Fill Activities, 40 CFR Part
 
230; 33 CFR Parts 320-328
 

*	 Fish And Wildlife Coordination Act, 40 CFR Part 6
 

State Requirements
 

*	 Connecticut Inland Wetlands Regulations, RCSA 22a-39-l
 
through 15.
 

The following policies, criteria, and guidance will also be
 
considered (TBC) during the implementation of the remedial
 
action:
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Action Specific
 

*	 USEPA Technical Guidance for Final Covers on Hazardous Waste
 
Landfills and Surface Impoundments, EPA/530-SW-89-047.
 

*	 Clean Air Act - Non-methane organic compounds
 
(NMOCs) (Proposed Rule - 56 FR 24468, to be codified at 40
 
CFR Part 60, Subpart WWW).
 

Chemical Specific
 

*	 USEPA Human Health Assessment Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs).
 
*	 USEPA Reference Doses (RfDs).
 

All the listed ARARs can be found in the tables included in
 
Appendix D of this Record of Decision. These tables provide a
 
brief synopsis of the ARARs and an explanation of the actions
 
necessary to meet the ARARs. These tables also indicate whether
 
the ARARs are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
 
actions to be taken at the Site. In addition to ARARs, the
 
tables describe the standards that are To-Be-Considered (TBC)
 
with respect to remedial actions.
 

The purpose of the remedy selected in this interim ROD is to
 
control, in part, the source of contamination. No groundwater
 
clean-up levels are established in this interim ROD. After
 
additional studies, as required under this interim remedy, have
 
been undertaken, a decision on the appropriate remedial action
 
with respect to groundwater will be set forth in the final
 
remedy.
 

This ROD establishes certain action-specific requirements for
 
groundwater including compliance with the Connecticut State Water
 
Quality Standards, which sets forth the antidegradation policy of
 
the state, as well as the Connecticut Water Pollution Control Act
 
and the Connecticut Water Pollution Control Regulations which are
 
described more completely in the tables in Appendix D. These
 
action-specific requirements shall apply to remedial activities
 
that result in discharges to groundwater and surface water, if
 
any should occur.
 

C.	 The Selected Remedial Action is Cost-Effective
 

In EPA's judgment, the selected remedy is cost-effective, i.e.,
 
the remedy affords overall effectiveness proportional to its
 
costs. In selecting this remedy, once EPA identified
 
alternatives that are protective of human health and the
 
environment and that attain, or, as appropriate, waive ARARs, EPA
 
evaluated the overall effectiveness of each alternative by
 
assessing the relevant three criteria - long-term effectiveness
 
and permanence; reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume
 
through treatment; and short-term effectiveness. The
 
relationship of the overall effectiveness of this remedial
 
alternative was determined to be proportional to its costs. The
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estimated costs of this remedial alternative are summarized
 
below.
 

Capital Costs: $9,738,000
 
Cost	 of Permanent Relocation: $1,760,000
 
Operation & Maintenance Costs: $4,537,000 (net present worth)
 
Total Cost: $16,035,000 (net present worth)
 

The total cost of the selected remedy is $2.2 to $2.9 million
 
greater than Alternatives SC2B and SC2A, respectively. EPA
 
believes that the added cost for the selected remedy SC6,
 
provides a greater overall level of protection through the
 
single-barrier low permeability cap and soil gas
 
collection/treatment system in the northern area, and by
 
excavation and consolidation of SSDA1 discrete materials. The
 
single-barrier cap will be more effective in preventing direct
 
contact with contaminated soils and the gas collection system
 
will prevent landfill gases from migrating off-site. Excavating
 
SSDA1 materials and isolating them within a lined cell within the
 
landfill will effectively isolate these materials and prevent
 
them from contributing to future groundwater contamination.
 

Alternative SC7 includes all the components of the selected
 
remedy plus off-site incineration of the SSDA1 materials. The
 
total cost of SC7 is about $4.8 million greater than the selected
 
remedy. EPA believes the additional cost of incineration does
 
not provide a significant additional benefit for protection of
 
human health in comparison to the selected remedy. In addition,
 
other factors associated with off-site waste incineration, such
 
as availability of treatment facilities and the potential for
 
release of contaminants during transportation make this option
 
less favorable.
 

D.	 The Selected Remedy Utilizes Permanent Solutions and
 
Alternative Treatment or Resource Recovery Technologies to
 
the Maximum Extent Practicable
 

Once the Agency identified those alternatives that attain or, as
 
appropriate, waive ARARs and that are protective of human health
 
and the environment, EPA identified which alternative utilizes
 
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or
 
resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable.
 
This determination was made by deciding which one of the
 
identified alternatives provides the best balance of trade-offs
 
among alternatives in terms of: 1) long-term effectiveness and
 
permanence; 2) reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through
 
treatment; 3) short-term effectiveness; 4) implementability; and
 
5) cost. The balancing test emphasized long-term effectiveness
 
and permanence and the reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume
 
through treatment; and considered the preference for treatment as
 
a. principal element, the bias against off-site land disposal of
 
untreated waste, and community and state acceptance. The
 
selected remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs among the
 
various alternatives.
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The No Action alternative, SCI, is not protective of human health
 
and the environment. EPA evaluated alternatives SC2A, SC2B, SC6
 
and SC7 to determine which one provided the best balance in
 
terms of the criteria presented above. Alternative SC6 was
 
selected as the limited source control renedy because of its
 
long-term effectiveness and it provides the most significant
 
benefits for the cost. The EPA has determined that it is not
 
practical to treat SSDA1 "hot spot" materials because of the
 
relatively small volume of waste and the complexity of
 
contaminants which rules out most treatment processes with the
 
exception of incineration. Of all of the limited source control
 
alternatives only SC7 provides for treatment of waste to provide
 
a reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants.
 
Metals contamination in the waste would not be addressed through
 
incineration. Due to the heterogeneity of the hot spot waste,
 
other treatment methods are relatively unsuitable. Incineration
 
is significantly more costly than SC6. Alternative SC7 also has
 
additional problems associated with it which include: off-site
 
transportation of highly contaminated materials onto public
 
roads, which could result in a traffic accident which could lead
 
to an uncontrolled exposure to these contaminants for some period
 
of time; increased truck traffic through Town; and limited
 
availability of treatment facilities. Overall, SC6 provides the
 
best balance of protectiveness to human health and the
 
environment for the cost.
 

During predesign, studies of landfill soil gases will determine
 
if natural venting or treatment of these gases is appropriate.
 
If treatment is selected, this would provide a small reduction in
 
TMV for this selected remedy.
 

E.	 The Selected Remedy does not satisfy the Preference for
 
Treatment which Permanently and Significantly Reduces the
 
Toxicity, Mobility or Volume of the Hazardous Substances as
 
a Principal Element because treatment of the entire landfill
 
area is impracticable.
 

CERCLA and the NCP set forth the process by which remedial
 
actions are evaluated and selected. Because many CERCLA
 
municipal landfill sites share similar characteristics, they lend
 
themselves to remediation by similar technologies. EPA has
 
established a number of expectations as to the types of
 
technologies that should be considered and alternatives that
 
should be developed; they are listed in the National Contingency
 
Plan (40 CFR 300.430(a)(1)) and EPA Guidance Document "Conducting
 
Remedial Investigations/Feasibility Studies for CERCLA Municipal
 
Landfill Sites" EPA/540/P-91/001.
 

The selected remedy includes capping of the landfill waste. The
 
large volume and heterogeneity of waste of the Site makes
 
treatment impractical. Excavation and treatment of such a large
 
volume would also involve unacceptable risk to human health and
 
the environment and would not be cost effective.
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The selected alternative does utilize a combination of methods to
 
achieve protection of human health and the environment.
 
Excavation of the SSDA1 discrete "hot spot" materials in
 
combination tfith capping and soil gas collection will address
 
principal threats posed by potential exposure to contaminated
 
subsurface soils, groundwater below the Site and landfill soil
 
gases. Predesign studies will determine if landfill soil gas
 
will require treatment or could be vented to the atmosphere.
 

Groundwater will be further studied and the necessary response
 
action will be addressed in a final ROD. It is expected that
 
installation of the impermeable landfill cap will result in a
 
significant gradual improvement of the groundwater quality down
 
gradient of the landfill site.
 

XII. DOCUMENTATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
 

EPA presented a Proposed Plan (preferred Alternative) for
 
remediation of the Site in May 1994. As described in the
 
Proposed Plan (and previously in Section X of this ROD), the
 
limited source control alternative includes, among other things,
 
construction of a single-barrier low permeability cap over the
 
northern part of the landfill and a RCRA Subtitle C composite
 
barrier low permeability cap on the southern portion of the
 
landfill; excavation and consolidation of the SSDA1 discrete'
 
materials and placing these materials within a lined cell in the
 
southern part of the site; and installation of a gas collection
 
and, if necessary, treatment system; and a long-term monitoring
 
plan.
 

This interim remedy includes the following change from the
 
Proposed Plan. Under the Proposed Plan, EPA proposed to proceed
 
with two operable units. Under the first operable unit, EPA
 
proposed to implement limited source control by capping the Site.
 
EPA then proposed that groundwater studies be conducted and that
 
groundwater be addressed under a second operable unit.
 

Rather than proceed with two operable units, EPA has decided to
 
implement an interim remedy to address, in part, the source of
 
Site contamination by capping the Site. This interim remedy
 
requires that additional groundwater studies will be undertaken
 
concurrent with the implementation of the cap and will be
 
followed by a final remedy after the necessary additional studies
 
have been completed. This approach does not modify the scope,
 
performance or cost of the remedy. Further, EPA believes that
 
this approach is more consistent with the implementation of a
 
limited source control alternative and effectively addresses
 
concerns expressed by the public about the necessity of taking
 
final action based on the groundwater studies that are required
 
under this interim remedy.
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XIII. STATE ROLE
 

The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection has
 
reviewed the various alternatives and has indicated its support
 
for the selected remedy. The State has also reviewed the RI/FS
 
Report and Risk Assessment to determine if the selected remedy is
 
in compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate State
 
environmental laws and regulations. The State of Connecticut
 
concurs with the selected remedy for the Old Southington Landr ill
 
Site. A copy of the declaration of concurrence is attached as.
 
Appendix C.
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PREFACE
 

Tha U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a 60-day public
 
cement period, frcm June 15, 1994 to August 13, 1994, to provide
 
an opportunity for interested parties to comment on EPA's Preferred
 
Alternative for a limited source control remedy at the Old
 
Southington Landfill Superfund Site (Site) in Southington,
 
Connecticut. A final Remedial Investigation (RI), Risk Assessment
 
(RA) , and Feasibility Study (FS) report was prepared by the
 
Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) in December 1993. An RI/FS
 
addendum, dated May 1994 was prepared by EPA that addresses areas
 
that were not completely addressed in the RI/FS and RA. Based on
 
all of these documents, EPA identified its preliminary
 
recommendation of a Preferred Alternative for limited source
 
control in a Proposed Plan, issued in May 1994. On the evening of
 
June 14, 1994, EPA conducted a public meeting to discuss the
 
Proposed Plan and answer questions. On July 12, 1994, EPA held a
 
public hearing at wnicn 21 commenters spoke. Thirty-one comjr.ent.ers
 
responded during the public comment period, seven of whom responded
 
both in writing and at the public hearing.
 

The purpose of the Responsiveness Summary is to document EPA's
 
responses to the comments and questions raised during the public
 
comment period. EPA considered all of the comments summarized in
 
this document before selecting a remedial action to address the
 
source of contamination at the Old Southington Landfill Site.
 

The Responsiveness Summary is divided into the following sections:
 

Section I: Overview. This section outlines the objective cf the
 
Feasibility Study (FS), identifies the limited source control
 
alternatives evaluated in the FS and identifies EPA's selected
 
remedy for the Site.
 

Section II. Background on Community Involvement and Concerns.
 
This section contains a summary of the Site history and the history
 
of community interest and concerns regarding the Old Southington
 
Landfill Site.
 

Section III. Summary of Maior Comments Received During the Public
 
Comment Period and SPA's Response to those Comments. Each written
 
and oral comment from the public and interested parties on the FS
 
and Proposed Plan are summarized and responded to directly.
 

ATTACHMENT A - This attachment provides a list of the community
 
relations activities that EPA has conducted for the Old Southingtcn
 
Landfill Superfuni Site.
 

ATTACHMENT B - Tn: 3 '"arhrent is the transcript of the July 12,
 
1994 public heari" 7 .-.:-.- _n Southington, Connecticut.
 

ATTACHMENT C  T-.LS '. ttfj chrent includes the written ccrrents 
received during ~ z-z.-.z :~~~er.~ period. 
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1.0	 OVERVIEW OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE
 
FEASIBILITY STUDY AS PRESENTED IN THE PROPOSED PLAN
 

Using the information gathered during the Remedial Investigation
 
(RI), including the human health baseline risk assessment and the
 
ecological risk assessment, EPA identified several source control
 
response objectives for the Old Southington Landfill Superfund
 
Site. The limited source control objectives seek to:
 

1.	 Minimize the current and future effects of landfill
 
contaminants on groundwater quality; specifically, reduce
 
to a rainir.un the amount of precipitation allowed to
 
infiltrate through the unsaturated waste column and
 
contaminate the groundwater;
 

2.	 Eliminate potential future risks to human health through
 
direct contact with landfill contaminants by maintaining
 
a physical barrier;
 

3.	 Control surface water run-on, run-off and erosion at the
 
S ite ;
 

4.	 Prevent risks from uncontrolled landfill gas migration
 
and emissions;
 

5.	 Comply with state and federal applicable or relevant and
 
appropriate requirements (ARARs); and
 

6.	 Minimize potential impacts of implementing the selected
 
limited source control alternative on adjacent surface
 
waters and wetlands.
 

Consistent with the above response objectives, this interim source
 
control remedy addresses the landfill waste, contaminated soils and
 
associated soil gases. Containment and management of contaminated
 
groundwater migrating from the landfill will be addressed in a
 
final remedy. As a part of this interim remedy, groundwater
 
studies will be necessary to define the extent and nature of the
 
plume and to determine if the plume is affecting any natural
 
resource areas downgradient of the Site. Monitoring data collected
 
from the interim remedy will be used to evaluate improvements in
 
groundwater quality resulting from construction of this interim
 
source control remedy.
 

Based on the above objectives, four alternatives were developed and
 
evaluated to address limited source control which were presented in
 
the Proposed Plan ar.d are described briefly below. Groundwater
 
alternatives were included in the FS Report. However, these
 
alternatives were cased on insufficient data and did not
 
comprehensively a.J. iress groundwater contamination both at and
 
downgradient of tr.e 3-te. As noted above, additional groundvater
 
studies must be p-=r:;rrez as a part of this interim remedy before
 
EPA, in consult'.1:13 r. with the Connecticut Department of
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Environmental Protection ( CT DE?), will r.ake a determination on a
 
final grour.dv.-a~ar remedy.
 

Feasibility Study Alternatives
 

The five alternatives evaluated in the FS and presented in the
 
Proposed Plan have several activities in common except the No
 
Action Alternative, SC-1. These cordon activities include: 1)
 
permanent relocation of the residences and businesses on site; 2)
 
Capping of the landfill area; 3) institutional controls which nay
 
include fencing to limit future Site activities; 4) grcur.dvater
 
monitoring; and 5) Five-Year Reviews of the remedial alternative.
 

Alternative SCI No Action; The RI/FS Addendum dated May 15=4 -akes
 
a correction to the No Action Alternative in the FS to pcir.t out
 
the following. Under the No Action Alternative, no treatment or
 
containment of solid waste would occur and no effort would be r.ade
 
to contain gas migration or restrict potential exposure to Site
 
contaminants. The objectives of this alternative are to -eraly
 
maintain the Site as it currently exists and conduct Irr.^-tem
 
monitoring of the groundv/ater with existing and new men it; ring
 
wells.
 

Alternative SC2A Cap Northern Landfill Area with a Soil Cao and
 
Southern Area with a RCRA Subtitle C Composite Cap : This
 
alternative involves only capping the landfill area. The ncrthsrn
 
part of the Site would be capped with a soil cap (minimum cf two
 
feet of granular soil overlain by eight inches of topsoil) and the
 
southern part would be capped with a RCRA Subtitle C composite cap.
 
Soil gas collection/treatment system is proposed only en the
 
southern part of the landfill in this alternative. The RCRA
 
Subtitle C composite cap would consist of several low perr.eaoility
 
layers to prevent further leaching of contaminants and to prevent
 
direct contact with the wastes.
 

Alternative SC2B Cap Northern Landfill Area with a Single-garner
 
Cap and Southern Area with a RCRA Subtitle C Composite Cap: Tn i s
 
alternative involves only capping the landfill area. A single-

barrier low permeability cap would be constructed over the r.crtr.ern
 
landfill area providing a low permeability barrier. The southern
 
area of the Site would be covered with a RCRA Subtitle C composite
 
cap as described for Alternative SC2A. This alternative would
 
include a soil gas collection and, if necessary, treatment system
 
throughout both the northern and southern landfill areas.
 

Alternative SC6 Cap Northern Landfill Area with a Single-garner
 
Cap and Southern Area with a RCRA Subtitle, C composite cas/Ix r -iv.tq
 
Discrete Material in SSDA1 and Consolidate in a lined cell w.tn.n
 
the Southern Landfill Area: This alternative would include c i p p i n g
 
as described for Alternative SC2B, and soil gas collection a-.d. i:
 
necessary, treatrent. Alternative SC6 also includes excav at ;:;.-: c :
 
the semi-solid disposal area 1 (SSDA1) discrete materials A i - J 3
 
(estimated vol.:" 13 5:: ~.z 1,1 ?0 cubic yards) along wit-. 2. ". : 
foot buffer zrn-3 3r:_r.d tr.^se materials and consolidation :: -- -.: :•
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materials in a lew permeability lined cell witnin the southern
 
portion of the landfill area. Additional institutional controls
 
for this alternative include long-tern surface water, sediment, and
 
soil gas monitoring.
 

Alterr.&tive SC7 Can Northern Landfill with a Single-Bar?
 
and Southern Area with a RCRA Subtitle C Composite Cap/!
 
Dlscre-e Material in SSDA1 and Incinerate Off-Site: This
 
alternative would include capping and soil gas collection and, if
 
necessary, treatment as described in SC2B, and excavation and
 
off-size treatment (incineration) of the SSDA1 discrete materials
 
A and 3 (estimated volume is 500 to 1,100 cubic yards).
 

Based on the results of the FS EPA has selected Alternative SCS
 
for this limited source control remedy. The selected remedy is an
 
interin remedy which will address, in part, the source of
 
contamination at the Site. Source control remedies prevent or
 
minimize the continued release of hazardous substances to the
 
environment and rely on the prevention of exposure for the
 
protection of human health and the environment.
 

Subsequent groundwater studies will be required that will zefir.e
 
the extent of the plume and determine if the plume is impacting any
 
downgradient natural resource areas. Monitoring data collected
 
from the interim remedy will also be used to evaluate improvements
 
in groundwater quality resulting from construction of an
 
imperasable cap and excavation and consolidation of discrete
 
materials found in SSDA1. EPA will determine when and if a
 
meaningful trend in groundwater quality has been established. This
 
information will be utilized in developing groundwater re.-edial
 
alternatives that address groundwater remediation at and off-site.
 
The selection of any necessary groundwater remediation will fce
 
addressed in a final remedy.
 

In sumnary, EPA's selected interim remedy includes: l) perr.ar.entl/
 
relocating the affected businesses and residences and removing all
 
buildings from the landfill, 2) excavating and consolidating
 
discrete, highly contaminated materials currently locate! in
 
semi-solid disposal area 1 (SSOA1) into a lined disposal cell to be
 
constructed elsewhere within the landfill, 3) constructing a lev
 
permeability cap over all of the landfill area to reduce the ar.ount
 
of precipitation from contacting the Site waste, 4) placing waste
 
from Black Pond underneath the cap, 5) installing a gas collection
 
systen (and potentially treatment system) to control landfill gas
 
build-up under the cap and migration off-site, 6) implementing a
 
monitoring plan at and near the Site to monitor the effectiveness
 
of the limited source control remedy by monitoring soil gas,
 
groundwater, surface water, and sediment, and, 7) implerentmg
 
institutional controls to restrict future use of the Site. Fi-. e-

year reviews of this limited source control plan will also ba
 
included as part of tnis interim rer.edy.
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2.3	 SITS HISTORY AND BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND
 
CONCERNS
 

The following sections provide a brief summary of the Site history
 
of tr.e Old Southington Landfill Superfund Site and a chronology of
 
community relations activities conducted at the Site and general
 

y concerns.
 

2.1	 SITE HISTORY
 

The Old Southington Landfill Superfund Site (Site) is' approximately
 
11 acres and is located in Southington, Connecticut, (see Figure
 
2-1) . The Site abuts Old Turnpike Road to the west, Rejean Road to
 
the north, Black Pond with associated wetlands to the east and
 
northeast, and industries to the south (see Figure 2-2). The Site
 
is located in a mixed industrial, commercial/residential area.
 
There are currently seven commercial and industrial buildings, and
 
two residential homes on the Site. Two other homes were demolished
 
and removed from the Site, one in July 1993 and the other in
 
January 1994. An intermittent, unnamed stream flows westerly from
 
Black Pond through a culvert, under the landfill and Old Turnpike
 
Road and eventually discharges to a wetland west of the Site.
 

The Old Southington Landfill Superfund Site operated as a municipal
 
and industrial landfill between 1920 and 1967. During that period,
 
nixed residential, commercial and industrial solid and liquid
 
wastes were disposed of at the landfill. The northern, now
 
residential, area of the landfill was used primarily for disposal
 
and burning of municipal waste consisting primarily of wood and
 
construction debris. The southern, now industrial, area received
 
municipal, commercial and industrial wastes. Two areas in the
 
southern portion of the landfill are known to have been used for
 
the disposal of aqueous, semi-solid and semi-liquid wastes. These
 
areas, namely Semi-Solid Disposal Area 1 (SSDAl) and Semi-Solid
 
Disposal Area 2 (SSDA2) , are located just east of Old Turnpike Road
 
as shown on Figure 2.
 

In 1967, the Town of Southington (Town) closed the landfill and
 
placed an approximately 2 foot thick soil cover over the Site. In
 
1971, municipal Well No. 5 was installed approximately 700 feet
 
northwest of the Site. From the early 1970s to the 1930s, the
 
landfill property was subdivided, and developed into residential,
 
industrial and commercial properties. In 1979, Well No. 5 was
 
deactivated due to exceedence of water supply guidelines of
 
contaminants including 1, 1, 1-trichloroethane. Well No. 5 was
 
decommissioned and municipal water was supplied to the Local
 
community from anotr.er source.
 

Several preliminary investigations were performed by the U.S.
 
Environmental Promotion Agency (EPA) and the. Connecticut
 
Department of Er . .ronrer.tal Protection (CT DE?) in 1930.
 
Groundwater sar.ples fro- t . o ronitoring wells installed between the
 
Si-e and -,"ell .'.o. --. cor.tair.eo. chlorinated volatile organic
 
compounds (VOCs) . Soil sa-ples from a manhole excavation en lar.d
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tr.at had once been parr cf the landfill shewed the presence of
 
chlorinated and non-chlorinated YOCs . in 1534, the site was
 
formally listed on the National Priorities List (NPL).
 

A more detailed description of the Site history and previous
 
investigations can be found in the Remedial Investigation Report
 
Section 1.3.3.
 

2.2	 CHRONOLOGY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED AT THE
 
OLD SOUTHINGTON LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE
 

Throughout the Site's history, community concern and involvement
 
has been high. EPA has kept the community and other interested
 
parties apprised of the Site activities through informational
 
meetings, fact sheets, press releases and public meetings.
 
Attachment A presents a summary of the community relations
 
activities conducted at the Site.
 

In October 1938, EPA released a community relations plan which
 
outlined a program to address community concerns and keep citizens
 
informed and involved in remedial activities. On December 14,
 
1988, EPA held an informational meeting in the Southington Public
 
Library in Southington, Connecticut to describe the plans for the
 
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study. On August 26, 1992,
 
EPA held an informational meeting in Southington, Connecticut to
 
discuss issues associated with methane gas production at the Site.
 

On May 24, 1994, EPA completed the administrative record which
 
includes documents that were used by EPA to propose the remedy for
 
the Site. These documents are available for public review at EPA's
 
offices in Boston, Massachusetts and at the site repository at the
 
Southington Public Library in Southington, Connecticut. EPA
 
published a notice and brief description of the Proposed Plan on
 
June 1, 1994 in the Meridian Record Journal and on June 2, 1994 in
 
the Southington Observer. The Proposed Plan was made available to
 
the public on May 24, 1994 at the Southington Public Library.
 

On June 14, 1994, EPA held a public meeting to discuss the results
 
of the Remedial Investigation, the cleanup activities presented in
 
the Feasibility Study and to present the Agency's Proposed Plan.
 
During this meeting, the Agency answered questions from the public.
 
From June 15, 1994 to July 14, 1994, the Agency held a 30-day
 
public comment period to accept written comments on the
 
alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study, the Proposed Plan,
 
and on any other documents previously released to the public. On
 
June 29, 1994, residents of the Southington community requested a
 
30-day extension cf the public comment period to August 13, 1994,
 
which was granted by EPA.
 

On July 12, 1994, tr.e Agency held a public hearing to discuss the
 
Proposed Plan ar.d to accept oral comments. A transcript of tr.is
 
hearing is incluiei in Attachment 8 and written comments are
 
included in Attacr-ert 2 cf this Responsiveness Summary.
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3.0	 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
 
AND EPA RESPONSES
 

This Responsiveness Summary addresses the comments received by EPA
 
concerning the Proposed Plan, RI/FS and Addendum for the^ Old
 
Southing-con Landfill Superfund Site in Southington, Connecticut.
 
Seventeen sets of written consents from citizens, local government
 
officials, the State of Connecticut and ?RPs were received during
 
the 60 day public comment period. Oral comments were also received
 
during the July 12, 1992 informal public hearing held at the
 
DePaolo Junior High School in Southington, Connecticut. A copy of
 
the public hearing transcript is included as Attachment 3 and can
 
also be found in the Site Repository and Administrative Record.
 
Several of the public hearing conmenters also submitted their
 
comments in writing. These written comments are included as
 
Attachment C.
 

The comments and responses are organized below by document control
 
number (DCN). The comments are either excerpted directly or
 
summarized to indicate what EPA believes to be the substance of
 
each comment. EPA's response to each comment follows the
 
excerpted/summarized comment. Section 3.1 addresses the public
 
hearing comments; Section 3.2, addresses the Citizen Comments;
 
Section 3.3 presents the comments made by local government
 
officials; Section 3.4 includes comments received from the State of
 
Connecticut; and Section 3.5 presents tne comments received from
 
the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs).
 

3.1	 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS
 

The oral comments received during the hearing are listed below.
 
Seven of the hearing commenters also submitted their oral hearing
 
comments to EPA in writing. The comments made by these individuals
 
are not included in this section but are addressed in the
 
appropriate Sections 3.2, 3.3 or 3.5 below. Many of the oral
 
comments made by individuals concerned the same issues. These
 
issues were summarized by topic. A total of 13 oral comments were
 
excerpted from the hearing transcript and are summarized in
 
Table 3-1 by comment number, commenter and comment description.
 
The DCN number for the hearing transcript is 19 and a copy of the
 
transcript is included in Attachment B.
 

3.1.1 DCN 19-1
 

DCN 19-1 COMMENT
 

Many comnenters stated that EPA should address groundwater
 
contamination at the Site under this proposed remedy, rather than
 
in the future in a second Operable Unit, after the cap 13
 
installed. Several commenters stated that it would be more
 
difficult or impossible to remediate groundwater after a cap is
 
installed.
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Consent Tracking Sheer
 
Public Hearing Transcript
 
Document Ccn~rol Number 19
 

Ccmmer.':
 
No. Ccmmenters
 

19-1 Tarry Delahunty
 
Jeffrey Otis
 
Mary Ann O'Brien
 
Marie Tuccitto
 
Judy Lange
 
Sccert Seibel
 
laslie DeLeo
 

19-2 terry Selahur.ty
 
Mary A.-.n O'Brien
 
Judy Lar.ge
 
Robert Seibel
 
Leslie OeLeo
 

19-3 Jeffrey Oti3
 
Mary Ann O'Brien
 
Marie Tuccitto
 
Judy Lange
 
Rooert Seibel
 
Laslie DeLao
 

19-4 Jeffrey Otis
 
Judy Lange
 
Robert Seibel
 
Leslie CeLeo
 
Henry Qickenson
 

19-5 Sean Egar
 
Gary Wilson
 
Victoria Triano
 
Ed Malczy'/c
 
Jim Vergerman
 

19-6 Mary Ann O'Brien
 

19-7 Judy Lange
 

19-8 Judy Lange
 

19-9 Robert Seibel
 

19-10 & Ke.-.ry Dickenson
 
19-11
 

19-12 Jonas Gil Us
 

19-13 Car.
 

General Sescncticn of Comment
 

Groundwater contamination should be
 
acdressed in tnis ramedy not in a
 
separate ocerable unit.
 

SS3A1 excavation will result in the
 
creation of .rany hazards; material
 
should be treated off-site rather
 
t.-.an consolidated in a cell on-sica.
 

E?A should investigate remedial
 
alternatives tnat involve treatment
 
of the landfill waste. Waste should
 
not be laft in place.
 

Residents are hurt financially by
 
the Site. A buffer area free of
 
rentes is needed around the landfill.
 

EPA's remedy is appropriate for the
 
Site and is protective of human
 
health and the environment.
 

The Proposed Plan must address off-

site migration of methane.
 

Black Pond waste needs to be
 
completely delineated.
 

Community involvement in future
 
remedial decisions is needed.
 

Relocation of landfill
 
residents/businesses should occur as
 
soon as possible.
 

Excavation of waste could create
 
odors and emissions. The cap will
 
trap gas underneath it.
 

PRPs should be linked to
 
contamination through chemical
 
tracing.
 

Town and residents should meet to
 
discuss most appropriate long-ter:?.
 
re-edy for tr.e Site.
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DCN 19-1 RESPONSE
 

This comment was received frcn many of the citizen and PRO
 
ccr.menters._ EPA has reviewed these public comments and has decided
 
tc select an interim rerr.ady that will be followed by a future final
 
remedy instead of a two operable unit approach to the site.
 
Because insufficient data was gathered during the RI/FS to
 
adequately evaluate comprehensive groundwater remedial
 
alternatives, additional groundwater studies must be performed
 
prior to issuing a final Record of Decision (ROD). As noted in the
 
Record of Decision, additional data is needed to evaluate
 
groundwater contamination at and downgradient of the Site. As
 
discussed in the respcr.se to comment DCN 5-1 in section 3.2.3,
 
additional data collection will proceed concurrently with
 
implementation of the limited source control remedy for the site.
 
When this data is gathered, EPA will make a determination en the
 
final remedy for tne Site. The public will have the opportunity to
 
review and comment on tr.e Community Relations Plan and Health and
 
Safety Plan. The community will be kept apprised of all work
 
leading to the final remedy.
 

The presence of the landfill, cap will not preclude the
 
inplementation of an active groundwater remedy for the Site.
 
Groundwater extraction wells can still be placed around the
 
perimeter of the cap and even through the- cap if special
 
construction and engineering precautions are taken. Many of these
 
precautions are commonly implemented construction techniques.
 

3.1.2 DCN 19-2
 

DCN 19-2 COMMENT
 

Five commenters expressed concern for the potential health and
 
safety hazards to the conmunity that may exist during excavation of
 
the SSDA1 discrete materials. They would like to know how exactly
 
these hazards will be addressed through sampling and monitoring,
 
excavation plans, etc. They also want the materials taken off-site
 
for treatment and/or disposal/ rather than placed in a cell within
 
the landfill cap. One commenter requested that EPA investigate
 
treatment of the SSDA1 waste in place.
 

DCN 19-2 RESPONSE
 

The actual methods and Health and Safety Plan that will be used
 
during excavation of SSDA1 materials will be determined during
 
remedial design. All of the SSDAl-related remedial activities will
 
take the needs of the surrounding conmunity into account. A Health
 
and Safety Plan will be developed to address potential exposure
 
hazards and ernergerry situations. The community will ba given the
 
opportunity to cz-~~~~ en the Health and Safety Plan. The details
 
of the design 2-: :: cr.e Health and Safety Plan can r.ot be
 
determined until - "".:;ri cf Cecisicr. is signed and the design
 
phase is underwi_..
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EPA plans to develop a community relations plan for all future
 
design, construction, and operation and maintenance activities.
 
The coimuriity relations plan will ce developed to ensure that
 
connunity concerns are addressed.
 

In order to identify community concerns, EPA may hold informal
 
meetings with residents and/or conduct interviews with individuals
 
in the community. Communication of site activities and community
 
concerns may occur through a variety of means, such as public
 
meetings, fact sheets, and informal discussions. If appropriate,
 
meetings will be held with residents that may be affected by site
 
construction activities to discuss activities that will be
 
conducted, exposure pathways, monitoring and control of releases,
 
and health and safety measures that workers and residents must
 
follow.
 

EPA has evaluated the alternative of removing the SSDA1 materials
 
and incinerating them at an off-site facility. EPA has determined
 
that off-site incineration, which would be significantly more
 
expensive, does not provide more protection to human health and the
 
environment over consolidation o.f the materials on-site within a
 
cell located underneath the cap, but above the water table.
 
Furthermore, transportation of the waste off-site could result in
 
an unexpected release of contaminants. Finally, although
 
incineration is the most suitable means of destroying most organic
 
contaminants, metals are not destroyed during incineration and the
 
remaining ash may require special disposal. Consequently, the
 
availability of incineration facilities is usually dependent upon
 
the facility's capacity and regulatory status.
 

3.1.3 DCN 19-3
 

DON 19-3 COMMENT
 

Seven people commented that EPA should look at other alternatives
 
for addressing the contamination at the Site besides capping.
 
Specifically, the commenters indicated that treatment technologies
 
that would permanently eliminate the contaminants were preferable
 
to leaving the waste in place. Some of the technologies mentioned
 
included air sparging/ soil vapor extraction and bioremediation.
 

OCN 19-3 RESPONSE
 

EPA did evaluate potential technologies for treating waste in
 
conjunction with installation of a low permeability cap. EPA
 
believes that a cap is necessary to prevent direct contact with
 
waste and to control the migration of landfill soil gases. Please
 
reference EPA's r-eac—.se to comment DCN 5-2 in Section 5.2.3 which
 
addresses this iss-e. See also response to comment DCN' 5-5 in
 
Section 3.2.3.
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3.1.4 DCN 19-4
 

DCN 19-4 COMMENT
 

Eight conmenters including home owners adjacent to the site
 
expressed concern about the detrimental financial impact of the
 
Site on nearby and adjacent property values. Five of those
 
conmenters requested that a "buffer strip" be set up around the
 
landfill, to eliminate potential risks to residents during
 
remediation and over the long-term.
 

DCN 19-4 RESPONSE
 

EPA has no control over property value nor does it have the
 
authority to require permanent relocation based en a decline in
 
property value. During the implementation of the interim rereiy,
 
a health and safety plan will be developed and citizen input will
 
be solicited. During construction activities, every precaution
 
will be taken to ensure the health and safety of the cc-.--r.it/ as
 
well as that of the remedial workers. Under certain cor.i it i ens,
 
temporary relocation of some residents could take place while scr.e
 
aspects of the remedy are implemented. The logistics c:' t.-.is
 
temporary relocation would be discussed and worked out with such
 
residents before such remedial activity would take place. The
 
selected interim remedy will provide long-term protection cf human
 
health and the environment.
 

3.1.5 DCN 19-5
 

DCN 19-5 COMMENT
 

Five commenters stated that they support EPA's proposed remedy of
 
capping and soil gas collection. Several commenters noted that
 
groundwater remediation is expensive, that groundwater is not being
 
used in the Site vicinity and poses no current risk to residents.
 
They support EPA's decision to evaluate groundwater remediation
 
under a separate plan.
 

DCN 19-5 RESPONSE
 

EPA's selected interim remedy of capping, soil gas collection and
 
treatment (if necessary), and excavation and consolidation of SS2A1
 
materials is the first important step to achieve protection of
 
human health and the environment at the landfill Site. EPA points
 
out that a final decision on groundwater remediation can r. ot be
 
made at this time because data is lacking on the full nature *ni
 
extent of contamination downgradient from the Site and on ~r.-3tr.er
 
downgradient natural resources are being affected. EPA also r:t-?s
 
that once the cap is installed, monitoring of groundwater q u a l i t y
 
will provide addit ;r.2l information that will be incorporate- i .-to
 
the decision-r.akir ,• process for the final remedy for the S.t-.
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3.1.6 DCN 19-6
 

DCN 19-6 COMMENT
 

One commenter requested that the remedy 'for the Site address off-

site migration of methane.
 

DCN 19-6 RESPONSE
 

The selected interim remedy does include off-site long-term
 
monitoring of ir.ethane and other gases. Additional information on
 
the proposed monitoring program can be found in the responses to
 
comments DCN 6-5 (section 3.2.4) and DCN 7-2 (section 3.2.5) of
 
this Responsiveness Summary.
 

3.1.7 DCN 19-7
 

DCN 19-7 COMMENT
 

A commenter expressed concern that the waste in Black Pond had not
 
been fully delineated.
 

DCN 19-7 RESPONSE
 

Additional testing will be performed in Black Pond to better define
 
the extent of waste associated with landfilling activities. This
 
testing will be conducted during pre-design activities and possibly
 
during construction of the cap as well.
 

3.1.8 DCN 19-8
 

DCN 19-8 COMMENT
 

One commenter requested that the community have the opportunity to
 
become involved in the decisional process during remedial design
 
and construction. It was suggested that regular meetings be held
 
so that residents could provide direct input into the health and
 
safety plan/ site restoration and construction management.
 

DCN 19-8 RESPONSE
 

As noted in the responses to comments DCN 5-7" (section 3.2.3) ar.d
 
DCN 16-8 (section 3.2.7), the Old Southington Landfill Cor.-.ur.ity
 
Relations Plan will be revised for the upcoming remedial
 
activities. Community input will be solicited in developing this
 
plan to ensure that community concerns are addressed. Potential
 
means for dispersing information and concerns regarding the
 
remedial action include meetings, fact sheets and infcml
 
discussions.
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3.1.9 DCN 19-9
 

DCN 19-9 COMMENT
 

Two coanenters requested that the residents and businesses
 
currently located on the landfill be relocated as quickly as
 
possible to ensure their safety.
 

DCN 19-9 RESPONSE
 

The selected renedy includes the relocation of the hoses and
 
businesses located on the landfill. EPA agrees that the residents
 
and businesses will need to be relocated in order to construct the
 
cap. There is a landfill gas monitoring and mitigation program
 
currently in effect at the Site to control potential gas migration
 
into horses and buildings. To date, landfill gases have not been
 
found inside any of the homes on the landfill.
 

3.1.10 DCN 19-10
 

DCN 19-10 COMMENT
 

One comnenter stated that excavating any waste could potentially
 
cause more serious contamination problems if drums were ruptured
 
and wastes were released into groundwater.
 

DCN 19-10 RESPONSE
 

EPA agrees that excavation of large portions of the landfill waste
 
could create a variety of nuisances and hazards including
 
undesirable odors, emissions of volatile organic compounds and
 
possible contaninated dust releases. However, appropriate
 
engineering controls will be used to minimize any nuisances and
 
hazards from remedial activities.
 

3.1.11 DCN 19-11
 

DCN 19-11 COMMENT
 

Concern for the buildup of methane under the cap and the potential
 
explosion hazard was expressed by one commenter.
 

DCN 19-11 RESPONSE
 

Methane and other gases will continue to be produced within the
 
landfill waste and would build up under a cap if measures were not
 
taken to control and vent the gases. However, EPA's selected
 
remedy for the Site includes the construction of an extensive gas
 
collection and venting system underneath the cap to prevent
 
migration and accumulation of these gases. During pre-design, a
 
soil gas pilot study will be performed to determine if treatment is
 
necessary, and if so, what type of treatment is most appropriate.
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The effectiveness cf the system will be monitored closelv after
 
construction of the cap by gas monitoring wells that will be
 
installed'outside the entire boundary of the landfill.
 

3.1.12 DCN 19-12
 

DCN 19-12 COMMENT
 

one commenter stated that the chemical contamination at the
 
landfill should be scientifically linked to the PRPs responsible
 
for disposal. He noted that the town and taxpayers should not bear
 
the cost of remediation.
 

DCN 19-12 RESPONSE
 

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
 
Liability Act (CERCLA) imposes liability on any person or entity
 
that owns or operates a facility at which hazardous substances were
 
disposed or who owned or operated the facility at the time of
 
disposal. The Town of Southington owned and operated the Old
 
Southington Landfill, and thus, has been named as one of
 
approximately 320 Potentially Responsible Parties, often referred
 
to as "PRPs".
 

3.1.13 DCN 19-13
 

DCN 19-13 COMMENT
 

One commenter indicated that based on the hearing comments made
 
there are clearly two positions regarding the best plan for
 
remediation of the landfill. The Town supports EPA's plan for
 
limited source control while the residents that live adjacent to
 
the landfill feel that other alternatives, specifically involving
 
treatment or removal of the waste, should seriously be evaluated.
 
The commenter suggested that the Town officials and residents meet
 
to discuss the best long-term solutions for the Site.
 

DCN 19-13 RESPONSE
 

After analyzing several possible remedial alternatives, EPA has
 
selected a limited source control interim remedy which includes
 
capping to contain approximately two thirds, or the majority of the
 
landfill waste above the water table. This partial containment is
 
expected to significantly improve the quality of the groundwater.
 
There are also other benefits to capping the Site such as:
 
preventing future contact with landfill waste; controlling gas
 
migration on and off-site; and improving the quality of surface
 
water and sediment in Black Pond and associated wetlands.
 

The remedy utilises permanent solutions and alternative treatment
 
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Due to the
 
heterogeneity ar.d extent of the waste at Superfund Landfill Sites,
 
treatment of the er.tire landfill or large portions thereof is not
 
practicable. Feroval of the er.tire volume of landfill waste or
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large portions thereof would be cost prohibitive and would pose
 
greater_risk to the community and remedial worker associated with
 
excavation and transportation of such large quantities of waste.
 
The selected remedy complies with all State and Federal
 
requirements, is cost-effective, and is protective of hunan health
 
and the environment.
 

3.2 CITIZEN COMMENTS
 

This section of the Responsiveness Summary presents the comments
 
submitted to EPA by citizens of the Town of Southington and the
 
corresponding EPA responses. The comments include written comments
 
that were presented at the July 12, 1994 informal public hearing.
 
Table 3-2 identifies the document control number (DCN) for each set
 
of comments and the commenter.
 

Table 3-2
 

Comment Tracking Summary of Written Citizen Comments
 

Document
 
Control No. Source Date
 

3 Cohen & Channin representing Mr. and 6/27/94
 
Mrs. Bar- as and Mr. and Mrs. Simone
 

4 Mr. James A. Wallace, Sr. 7/10/94
 

5 Mr. Robert McPeak 7/12/94
 

6 Mr . Jair.es Delahunty 7/12/94
 

7 Mr . and Mrs. Thomas Kavan 7/12/94
 

14 Mr. and Mrs. Janes Delahunty 8/3/94
 

15 Mr. Robert McPeak for ISS, TAG 8/11/94
 
consultant representing SOLV.
 

3.2.1 COHEN & CHANNIN
 

DCN 3-1 COMMENT
 

Cohen & Channin/ representatives of the Barnes and Simones
 
(residents that currently reside on the landfill) and of the
 
Pallatos (residents that have been relocated from the landfill),
 
request that a medical monitoring and surveillance program be
 
conducted on the landfill residents as part of the remedial plan.
 
The purpose of the oonitoring would be early detections of "latent
 
disease".
 

DCN 3-1 RESPONSE 

Under the Superf-j.-.d 1 •-; (CERCLA) , established in 1930, EPA is 
required to p e r f o r m a Hur.an Health Baseline Risk Assessment to 
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estimate the probability and magnitude of potential adverse human
 
health and environmental effects from exposure to contaminants
 
associated" with the Superfund sites. The results of this risk
 
assessment aids EPA in selecting remedies that are protective of
 
human health and the environment. CERCLA does not authorize EPA to
 
perform or enforce medical monitoring or surveillance programs on
 
people that could be affected by a Superfund Site and at EPA's
 
Boston Office.
 

However, Superfund legislation in 1980 authorized the Agency for
 
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) to prevent or
 
mitigate adverse human health effects and diminished quality of
 
life resulting from exposure to hazardous substances in the
 
environment. ATSDR has been working closely with EPA at this Site
 
and has prepared a Health Assessment Report on the Old Southington
 
Landfill Site. This report is available to the public at the
 
Southington Library.
 

A copy of this Record of Decision with public comments is being
 
forwarded to ASTDR. If the commenter wishes to contact ASTDR
 
directly, he may call Ted Bazenas, Regional Representative, at
 
(617)860-4619. For the commenter's information, ATSDR carries out
 
its mission by conducting actives in the following areas:
 

Public Health Assessments
 

Evaluate data and information on the release of hazardous
 
substances into the environment to assess any current r
 
future impact on public health, develop health advisories
 
other health recommendations, and identify studies or actic:
 
needed to evaluate and mitigate or prevent human heal;.
 
effects. Conduct health assessments for all Superfund Sites
 
on the National Priorities List and respond to petitions from
 
concerned individuals and organizations.
 

Health Investigations
 

Increase our understanding of the relationship between
 
exposure to hazardous substances and adverse human health
 
effects, through epidemiologic, surveillance, and other
 
studies to toxic substances and their effects.
 

Exposure and Disease Registry
 

Establish and maintain a registry of persons exposed to
 
hazardous substances and a registry of serious diseases and
 
illnesses in persons exposed to hazardous substances in the
 
environment.
 

Emergency Pespcns-e
 

Provide healtr.-ra Lated support to states, local agencies, and
 
health care providers in public health emergencies involving
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exposure to hazardous substances, ir.cludir.g health
 
consultations on request and training for first responciers.
 

Toxicological Profiles
 

Surr:narize and make available to the public data on the health
 
effects of hazardous substances, identify significant gaps in
 
knowledge, and initiate research in toxicology and health
 
effects where needed.
 

Health Education
 

Develop and disseminate to physicians and other health care
 
providers materials on the health effects of toxic substances,
 
establish and maintain a publicly accessible inventory of
 
hazardous substances, and maintain a list of sites closed or
 
restricted to the public because of hazardous substance
 
contamination.
 

Aoolied Research
 

Conduct or sponsor research to increase scientific knowledge
 
about the effects on human health of hazardous substances
 
released from waste sites or of other releases into the
 
environment.
 

DCN 3-2 COMMENT
 

Cohen & Channin comment that the operable unit two (2) groundwater
 
investigation be implemented immediately as "the health of the
 
individuals exposed should be determined as soon a possible11. They
 
also believe that a subsequent plan to remediate groundvater may
 
disturb the cap and delay final cleanup. They recommend that
 
measures to control expansion of the plume be undertaken during
 
capping of the landfill.
 

DCN 3-2 RESPONSE
 

Capping the Site will contain approximately two-thirds, or the
 
majority, of landfill waste above the water table. Removing SSDA1
 
from the water table also contributes to the improvement of the
 
groundwater quality.
 

Additional groundwater studies are necessary to define the nature
 
and extent of the plume and determine if it is impacting any
 
downgradient natural resource areas. The results of these studies
 
are necessary before EPA, in consultation with CTDEP, is in a
 
position to select any final groundwater remedy. These studies
 
will not be delayed by the selection of this interim remedy, but
 
rather will be performed concurrently with its implementation.
 

Regarding potential exposure to contaminated groundwater, there is
 
currently no kncvr: household use of groundwater at or downgradient
 
of the landfill. Cappir.g of the landfill will not delay the final
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remedial action since capping will net preclude future collection
 
and treatment of contaminated groundwater at the landfill.
 
Grcund'.vater recovery wells can te installed adjacent to the edge of
 
the cap and also through the cap. Special construction and
 
engineering precautions would need to be taken when installing
 
wells through the cap; however, these precautions are commonly
 
implemented construction techniques.
 

3.2.2 MR. JAMES WALLACE, SR.
 

DCN 4-1 COMMENT
 

Mr. Wallace states: "The Old Turnpike dump ... was run in
 
accordance with then accepted rules and practices; wastes were
 
separated, compacted and covered daily with the view towards
 
reclaiming the land for park or industrial purposes. The more than
 
300 people who have been cited for violations and are being forced
 
to bear the burden of the clean-up {along with the taxpayers of the
 
Town) broke no laws. It is quite obvious that these people are now
 
being involved because the government chose to punish them by
 
instituting "retroactive laws". In a sense/ the EPA and others are
 
making a declaration that something which was legal at the time has
 
now been retroactively declared illegal. Could the government now
 
pass a law saying that those who failed to utilize current auto
 
anti-pollution measures at a time when none existed be punished
 
because what was then legal has suddenly become illegal? I think
 
not."
 

DCN 4-1 RESPONSE
 

The Comprehensive, Environmental Response, Compensation and
 
Liability Act (CERCLA) imposes liability when there has been a
 
release or threat of a release of a hazardous substance at a
 
facility which causes the incurrence of response costs. This
 
liability attaches to owners and operators of the facility, to
 
owners and operators at the time of disposal of hazardous
 
substances, and to generators and transporters of the hazardous
 
substances. EPA issued general notice letters to those potentially
 
liable parties believed to fall within this liability scheme. The
 
courts have repeatedly upheld the retroactive liability scheme in
 
CERCLA.
 

DCN 4-2 COMMENT
 

Mr. Wallace believes that removing all of the waste/ as proposed by
 
some members of the community/ would be an unbearable process due
 
to the odors that would be released during excavation. He also
 
feels that capping would not be very effective because the
 
materials would continue to migrate downward "because of their very
 
liquid nature".
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DCN 4-2 RESPONSE
 

EPA agrees-that the overall size and depth of the landfill make
 
excavation of all landfill contaminants impracticable and might
 
cause odor problems. EPA does, however, believe that very limited
 
excavation in the SSDA1 area can be accomplished relatively
 
efficiently. During this limited excavation, organic vapor and
 
odor problems will be closely monitored and, if necessary,
 
corrective measures to minimize problems will be rapidly
 
implemented.
 

EPA notes that there are several reasons for capping the landfill.
 
First, capping the landfill is necessary to minimize the potential
 
for exposure to contaminants in the landfill throug'h direct
 
contact. Second, capping the landfill will help to minimize the
 
migration of organic contaminants from the unsaturated zone to the
 
underlying aquifer. Many of these contaminants are likely adsorbed
 
onto unsaturated zcr.e soils and are not necessarily in a free
standing liquid state. These contaminants will continue to leach
 
into rainwater passing downward through the unsaturated zone if the
 
landfill is not capped.
 

DCN 4-3 COMMENT
 

Mr. Wallace believes that because there has been "no evidence of
 
any surface bubbling or any indication of the release of toxic
 
materials" the landfill should be left alone and extensive
 
monitoring should be conducted to identify any health hazards. He
 
notes that the aquifer is not being used and that monies that would
 
be spent on remediation could be used instead to provide "free city
 
water supplies to those who might be adversely affected by any
 
leachate in the future".
 

DCN 4-3 RESPONSE
 

EPA does not agree that the landfill can or should "be left alone".
 
The results of the remedial investigation program clearly document
 
the presence of toxic materials and hazardous substances in the
 
landfill, including volatile organic, semi-volatile organic, PCBs
 
and inorganic chemical contaminants. These contaminants pose a
 
potential exposure hazard to humans.
 

The results of the remedial investigation clearly indicate that
 
chemical contaminants from the landfill have migrated downward to
 
the underlying aquifer and are migrating off-site. Furthermore, in
 
the absence of any corrective actions, the potential remains for
 
additional contamin^r.t migration off-site through processes such as
 
erosion and leach IT:: frc-. the soil and/or volatilization into the
 
air.
 

In accordance wi~~ -.-.2 Comprehensive Environmental Response,
 
Compensation and L i i c . L i t y Act of 1930 (CERCLA), as amended by the
 
Superfund Ar.endr-2.-~3 ;~i -.^authorization Act of 1986 (5ARA) and
 
with the Naticrj. :.l 2-.1 Hazardous Substances ?cll_ticn
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Contingency Plan (NC?) , EPA, the lead agency at this Site, is
 
entrusted to protect human health and tr.e environment through
 
timely and effective remediation at Superfund sites. The selected
 
remedy achieves this goal by eliminating potential future risks to
 
human health through direct contact with landfill contaminants by
 
maintaining a physical barrier; preventing risks from uncontrolled
 
landfill gas migration and emissions; and minimizing the current
 
and future effects of landfill contaminants on groundwater quality.
 

3.2.3 MR. ROBERT MCPEAK, TAG CONSULTANT
 

The following written comments were presented during the July 12,
 
1994 public hearing by Mr. Robert McPeak, representing Integrated
 
Environmental Sen/ices (IES). IES is the Technical Assistance
 
Grant (TAG) consultant for the Southington Old Landfill Victims
 
(SOLV) organization.
 

DCN 5-1 COMMENT
 

Mr. Robert McPeak commented that the project should not be divided
 
into two operable units and that groundwater should be addressed as
 
a part of this remedy. He noted that EPA's proposed remedy leaves
 
approximately 100,000 cubic yards of waste below the water table
 
and that data collected during the RI/FS clearly indicates the
 
presence of significant groundwater contamination at and down-

gradient of the Site.
 

DCN 5-1 RESPONSE
 

EPA has decided not to proceed with the remedy for the Old
 
Southington Landfill Site as two operable units. Instead, the
 
selected remedy is an interim remedy that will be followed by a
 
final remedy. Subsequent groundwater studies will be required as
 
part of the interim remedy that will define the extent of the plume
 
and determine if the plume is impacting any downgradient natural
 
resource areas. Monitoring data collected from the interim remedy
 
will also be used to evaluate improvements in groundwater quality
 
resulting from construction of an impermeable cap and excavation
 
and consolidation of discrete materials found in SSDA1. EPA will
 
determine, when, and if, a meaningful trend in groundwater quality
 
has been established. This information will be useful in
 
developing groundwater remedial alternatives that address
 
groundwater renediation at and off-site. The selection of any
 
necessary groundwater remediation will be addressed in a final
 
remedy.
 

DCN 5-2 COMMENT
 

Mr. McPeak concents that, EPA should employ treatment of landfill
 
wastes in its cleanup plan. Mr. McPeak believes that treatment
 
technologies such as air sparging, soil vapor extraction or other
 
treatment technologies in combination with off-site disposal would
 
be more appropriate than capping.
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DCN 5-2 RESPONSE
 

It has been.EPA's experience that er.plcyir.g treatment techr.clevies
 
or removing the entire landfill, or large portion thereof, 15'not
 
practicable or cost effective due to the heterogeneous nature and
 
large volumes of waste present at landfills. EPA believes that on-

site capping, including the consolidation of the SSDA1 wastes in a
 
separate cell, is a protective remedy. While EPA has evaluated the
 
possibility of air sparging and soil vapor extraction in
 
combination with the cap, EPA believes the additional effectiveness
 
of these technologies will be minimal in light of the gas
 
collection system (active or passive) that will be installed as
 
part of the landfill cap. The gas venting system that will be
 
installed with the cap will, if necessary, have air pollution
 
controls to treat the landfill gases and can be designed to ccerata
 
in either an active or passive manner. Under active operations,
 
vacuum pumps will draw the gases through a system of pipes to a
 
centralized treatment unit(s).
 

With regard to potentially treating the SSDA1 material, EPA
 
believes that a separate on-site landfill cell for this material
 
will be protective. However, EPA has evaluated potentially
 
treating this material. This evaluation was completed dun." the
 
FS and was based on EPA's detailed evaluation criteria ar.d the
 
following considerations: the incremental difference in
 
effectiveness between off-site incineration and securing the wastes
 
in an on-site landfill cell, the assumed volume of waste, the
 
number and locations of off-site incinerators permitted to treat
 
this material, and the costs associated with treatment. Based or.
 
these factors and EPA's detailed evaluation criteria, EPA believes
 
on-site containment is protective and is cost-effective as required
 
by the Superfund law.
 

DCN 5-3 COMMENT
 

Mr. McPeafc commented that the RI did not satisfactorily address
 
SSDA2 and the potential high contaminant concentrations there. He
 
pointed out the high levels of contaminants at Well B-304 in
 
comparison to B302 (downgradient from SSDA1) and the known
 
presences of volatile gases in the parks and recreation buildir.g.
 

DCN 5-3 RESPONSE
 

EPA acknowledges that elevated levels of several volatile crgar. :c
 
contaminants were identified in the area of SSDA2 during t.-.e
 
remedial investigation (RI). The Agency carefully reviewed tr.:3
 
information as part of its overall evaluation of the RI res-It^.
 
However, based upon a detailed data comparison, EPA concluded t.->. t
 
given the variety and concentrations of organic contar:- -.-1 s
 
detected throughout tr.a rest of the landfill, the natur-j ;• :
 
concentrations of ccr.ta~inar.ts in S5DA2 did not warrant thi- ::• ;
 
to be regarded as a hot sect area.
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DCN 5-4 CQMMENT
 

Mr. McPeak requested that the reclassification process for the
 
aquifer (from GA to GB) be reviewed to verify that it was
 
"justified and was performed in accordance with all state
 
regulations and requirements". He noted the EPA policy indicates
 
that "institutional controls shall not substitute for active
 
response".
 

DCN 5-4 RESPONSE
 

The CT DEP informed EPA that the Town of Southington requested
 
reclassification of the groundwater aquifer at this Site frcn class
 
GA to GB. One of CT DEP's main concerns with this request was
 
the re-use of the well field in the future. As a condition of the
 
reclassification, the Southington Water District agree! to
 
relinquish all future water diversion rights for the entire
 
aquifer. The Town also successfully argued that for sccul and
 
economic reasons the reclassification of the groundwater was
 
appropriate. The reclassification was part of an extensive public
 
hearing process on reclassification of the Quinnipiac River Basin.
 
The public hearing process was conducted in accordance witn all
 
State requirements. The reclassification request was granted.
 
According to CT DEP, reclassification of the aquifer fron GA to G3
 
does not necessarily preclude the need for remediation of the
 
aquifer.
 

As stated in this Record of Decision, additional groundwater
 
studies will be performed to define the extent of the clurr.e,
 
determine what impacts it may have on natural resource areas,
 
evaluate the effect of the cap on groundwater, and determine the
 
specific need for groundwater remediation at and off-site.
 

DCN 5-5 COMMENT
 

Mr. McPeak had the following comments regarding Black Pond.
 

a) There is no information to demonstrate that contaminants
 
will not leak back into the pond after the cap is
 
installed.
 

b) The waste materials beneath the pond were not
 
sufficiently delineated.
 

c) Measures must be taken to minimize the spread of
 
contamination during excavation of waste along the pond
 
shoreline.
 

d) Testing should be continued in the pond after remediation
 
to ensure the unrestricted access is acceptable ar.d
 
protective of human health and the environment.
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DCN 5-5 RESPONSE
 

a) The hydraulic levels in Black Pond and the lev
 
permeability sediments along the bottoa of the pond
 
create a hydraulic condition such that reversal of flow
 
from groundwater into the pond is not likely to occur.
 

b) During pre-design and possibly during construction of the
 
cap, additional testing will be performed to delineate
 
the extent of waste within the pond due to landfilling
 
activity. This waste will be consolidated under the cap.
 

c) Appropriate engineering controls will be implemented
 
during construction activities to minimize landfill waste
 
release and erosion into the pond. Typical controls that:
 
may be used include silt fences and/or curtains, hay
 
bales, etc. The appropriate controls will be determined
 
during remedial design.
 

d) As a part of EPA's selected remedy, long-term monitoring
 
of surface water, sediment and groundwater quality will
 
be conducted. Surface water and sediment samples will be
 
periodically collected in Black Pond and at the culvert
 
outlet during and after construction of the remedy. The
 
actual sample locations, numbers and frequency of
 
sampling will be determined during design.
 

DCN 5-6 COMMENT
 

Mr. McPeak requests that future investigations address the
 
potential impact of off-site migration of groundwater contamination
 
on the Quinnipiac River.
 

DCN 5-6 RESPONSE
 

The details of the additional studies that will be conducted as a
 
part of this interim remedy will be determined in close
 
consultation with the CT DEP. These studies will collect data to
 
better define the nature and extent of contamination that is
 
migrating from the landfill. This information will be used to
 
evaluate the impacts of any contaminated groundwater on ar.y
 
wetlands or surface waters that exist in these areas. Based on the
 
results of these studies, along with the results of the groundwater
 
monitoring that will be implemented, remedial alternatives will be
 
developed to address groundwater contamination at and downgradient
 
of the landfill. The selection of any necessary groundwater
 
remediation will be addressed in a final remedy.
 

DCN 5-7 COMMENT
 

The commenter requests that public meetings be held-on a quarterly
 
basis and that a Community Advisory Council be established to allow
 
the community to participate in report preparation and remedial
 
action planning activities.
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DCN 5-7 RESPONSE
 

Following the issuance of this Record of Decision, EPA and CT DEP
 
will commence negotiations for Remedial Design and Remedial Action
 
(RD/RA) with the PRP group. This process typically ranges from six
 
tenths to a year, but could take longer depending on the dynamics
 
of site related issues. Following the negotiation process, EPA
 
will develop a community relations plan for future work. EPA plans
 
to work with the community in developing a Community Relations Plan
 
to ensure that community concerns are addressed. It has been EPA's
 
experience that maintaining flexibility with respect to the type
 
and frequency of communication works best. There may be periods
 
where a larger number of meetings may be necessary and there nay be
 
tines where fewer meetings or fact sheets may be more appropriate.
 
Some examples of methods of involving the community include public
 
meetings, informal discussion, and fact sheets. The community nay
 
have other ideas that will contribute to the success of this
 
project.
 

3.2.4 MR. JAMES DELAHTOTY
 

DCN 6-1 COMMENT
 

Mr. Delahunty comments that removal of SSDA1 is a very hazardous
 
activity and requests that residents living near the site be
 
relocated during this activity.
 

DCN 6-1 RESPONSE
 

EPA recognizes the potential health and safety hazards involved
 
with removal of these materials. Prior to the excavation of SSDAl,
 
a plan for excavation/removal of the SSDAl material will be
 
developed so that potential emissions of contaminants and other
 
hazards are prevented from adversely impacting the community
 
through engineering controls (see also response to comment DCN
 
7-5) . A Health and Safety Plan will also be developed to address
 
potential exposure hazards to site workers and to the immediate
 
surrounding community. The community will be given the opportunity
 
to provide input into the development of the Health and Safety
 
Plan. The Health and Safety Plan will evaluate the potential
 
exposure pathways that may occur and will determine appropriate
 
action levels for the implementation of health and safety measures
 
for workers and area residents. The Health and Safety Plan will
 
also identify potential emergency situations and will address
 
measures to be taken during such incidents. Depending upon the
 
emergency situation, evacuation and temporary relocation of
 
specific area residents may be appropriate. Area residents and
 
workers that may he affected by remedial activities at the landfill
 
will be involved in health and safety meetings that will provide
 
information on potential exposure situations and actions that must
 
be undertaken to cro/ide adequate protection to human health ar.d
 
the environment.
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DCN 6-2 COMMENT 

The commenter believes that the SSDA1 material should be reaoved 
from the Site rather than moving it to another location of the 
Site. 

DCN 6-2 RESPONSE 

EPA has considered the alternative of renoving SSDA1 materials to 
an of f -s i te treatment and disposal facility. There are several 
reasons why EPA chose to consolidate these materials ir. a cell 
within the landfil l instead of renoving the materials to an o f f 
sice treatment facili ty. The most suitable treatment process for 
the SSDA1 materials is incineration due to the heterogeneous nature 
of the waste. The availability of incineration facilities is 
dependent upon the facili ty 's capacity and regulatory status. The 
residues that remain after incineration may contain metals at 
concentrations that would require special disposal procedures. In 
addition, the off-site transport of these materials increases the 
potential for a release of hazardous substances in the event of a 
t raff ic accident. Transportation off-site would also cause a 
temporary increase in truck t raf f ic through suburban/residential 
areas of the Town until all of the SSDA1 discrete waste is removed 
from the Site. EPA believes that all of these factors as well as 
the additional cost of incineration of the SSDA1 materials does not 
provide a significant additional benefit for protection of human 
health in comparison to consolidation on-site. 

Disposal of SSDA1 wastes in an off-site RCRA landfill facility is 
not desirable for many of the same reasons listed above. In 
addition, land disposal regulations would likely require some type 
of treatment of
option is most
incineration. 
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DCN 6-3 COMMENT 

Mr. Delahunty comments that once the cap is on the landfill, it
 
would be almost impossible to treat contaminated soil and
 
groundwater in the future.
 

DCN 6-3 RESPONSE
 

Based on the presumptive remedy selected for this Site, it is not
 
EPA's intent to treat the soils that will be covered by the cap.
 
The cap serves to isolate the soils from contact with precipitation
 
that would generate additional leachate. The capping of the Sice
 
does not preclude addressing the groundwater contamination at the
 
Site. There is still the potential to place wells at the edge and
 
through the cap to collect and treat groundwater. Special
 
construction and engineering precautions would need to be ta/:en
 
when installing wells through the cap; however, these precautions
 
are commonly implemented construction techniques.
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DCN 6-4 COMMENT
 

Mr. Delahilnty believes that reconstructing the culvert does have
 
benefits but is concerned that residents near the site may be
 
exposed to "toxic contamination uncovered by the lowering of the
 
pond level". He is also concerned that areas west of the site
 
could become contaminated by this action.
 

DCN 6-4 RESPONSE
 

Some areas currently covered by the pond may become exposed when
 
the pond level is lowered due to culvert reconstruction.
 
Appropriate nonitoring and engineering controls will be usad to
 
ensure that r.o one is exposed to waste or landfill gas emissions.
 
The Health and Safety Plan, which will be developed and undergo
 
public review, will provide all appropriate and necessary
 
provisions to ensure the health and safety of the community as well
 
as that of the renedial workers. Appropriate engineering controls
 
will also be implemented to minimize erosion or temporary
 
degradation of the wetland area west of the Site.
 

DCN 6-5 COMMENT
 

Mr. Delahunty comments that EPA's remedial plan does not include
 
testing for migration of methane off-site.
 

DCN 6-5 RESPONSE
 

EPA's selected remedy does include testing for off-site migration
 
of landfill soil gases such as methane. Soil gas monitoring wells
 
will be installed outside the entire boundary of the landfill to
 
monitor the effectiveness of the soil gas collection system and to
 
ensure that no gases are migrating off-site. The actual locations
 
and numbers of soil gas monitoring wells will be determined during
 
the design phase of the project.
 

In addition, soil gas testing is planned to start over the next few
 
months within the residential area to the north and east of the
 
landfill. For more information, reference the response to comment
 
number DCN 7-2 (Section 3.2.5).
 

DCN 6-6 COMMENT
 

The commenter states that the people most affected by the site
 
should have the most input into the final cleanup plan. He
 
suggests meetings between EPA and the residents to facilitate this
 
exchange. He believes the ROD should be delayed until a cleanup
 
plan that both the community and EPA accepts is agreed upon.
 

DCN 6-6 RESPONSE
 

EPA recognizes that people that live and work on and near the
 
landfill have ur. isue i-terests and concerns relating to the Site.
 
EPA always has beer., a— continues to be, in favor of providing
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ir.f3rr.at.icn to the public ar.d receiving community input in whatever
 
manner proves most helpful. EPA plans ~o work with the community
 
in developing a Community Relations Plan to ensure that corjr.unity
 
concerns are addressed. Very serious consideration has been given
 
by EPA to all comments received during rhe coument period. Based
 
on EPA's evaluation of all the consents received, results of the
 
risk assessment, and technical evaluations performed, EPA has
 
determined that proceeding now with the selected remedy is
 
appropriate. By moving forward now, EPA can begin to prevent or
 
reduce risk to human health and the environment.
 

3.2.5 MR. AND MRS. THOMAS KAVAN
 

DCN 7-1 COMMENT
 

The commenters believe that more testing for solid wastes/ metals
 
and chemicals is needed along the northeast section of the pond
 
shoreline and in the Site wetlands.
 

DCN 7-1 RESPONSE
 

Additional testing will be conducted in Black Pond to better define
 
the extent of waste that may have been disposed of during
 
landfilling activities. This waste will be consolidated under the
 
cap. This testing will occur during pre-design and possibly during
 
construction of the cap as well.
 

DCN 7-2 COMMENT
 

The commenter requests that methane testing be conducted in all
 
homes surrounding the Site.
 

DCN 7-2 RESPONSE
 

Off-site soil gas testing is planned to start over the next few
 
months within the residential area to the north and east of the
 
landfill. The testing program will consist of testing utility
 
lines with temporary sampling probes to determine if methane or
 
other landfill gases are migrating along these utility lines which
 
in turn could act as conduits to homes near the landfill. The
 
testing program will also include placing sampling probes north of
 
Rejean Road and northeast of the landfill. These latter sampling
 
probes will be monitored once a month for a year to obtain a
 
complete seasonal cycle of data. At the end of the year, a
 
determination will be made whether an extension of the program is
 
necessary. Eventually, soil gas monitoring wells will be placed
 
around the entire perimeter of the landfill to ensure that the gas
 
collection syster. is effective.
 

DCN 7-3 COMMENT
 

The commenter believes that further investigations of potential
 
cleanup methods used at similar sites needs to be done (before
 
deciding on a remedy for the Southington Site).
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DCN 7-3 RESPONSE
 

Through the Feasibility Study and remedy selection process, E?A has
 
reviewed technologies that may be appropriate for the Old
 
Southington Landfill Site. In addition, EPA has reviewed the
 
remedies selected for source control at all of the Superfund
 
landfill sites in the New England region. This review indicates
 
that capping has been selected as the preferred remedy for twelve
 
of the fourteen landfill sites. EPA has determined that the
 
characteristics of the Old Southington Landfill make it a suitable
 
candidate for installation of a low permeability cap. Treatment of
 
such a large volume of heterogeneous waste is not practicable or
 
technically feasible and is cost prohibitive. Further, EPA
 
believes that capping the landfill is the most effective means of
 
preventing potential future exposures to the landfill contaminants
 
through direct contact.
 

DCN 7-4 COMMENT
 

The conuuenter believes that Operable Units 1 and 2 should be
 
conducted simultaneously.
 

DCN 7-4 RESPONSE
 

See response to coment DCN 5-1 in Section 3.2.3.
 

DCN 7-5 COMMENT
 

The comnenter feels that capping the landfill with
 
excavation/consolidation of SSDA1 presents a greater health risk to
 
residents that remain near the Site because the SSDA1 contaminants
 
will remain within the landfill.
 

DCN 7-5 RESPONSE
 

EPA believes that consolidation of the SSDA1 material into a lined
 
cell located above the groundwater table in the southern area of
 
the landfill is the most effective way to control and isolate this
 
waste. The potential risk to residents posed by the waste cell
 
would be minimal because access to the southern landfill area will
 
be restricted. In addition, the waste cell would be located
 
beneath the RCRA Subtitle C landfill cap, which further reduces the
 
potential for release. EPA believes that the short-term exposure
 
risks associated with the potential release of the contaminants
 
during the construction of the cap and the excavation of SSDA1 can
 
be controlled and minimized through
construction activities and through the
comprehensive health and safety plan. 
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DCN 7-6 COMMENT 

The coiumenter believes it would be better to delay the ROD for a
 
year to look for a better cleanup plan.
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DCN 7-6 RESPONSE
 

Expensive "studies have been per famed to date to detemir.e the
 
nature and extent of contamination at and, to sone degree, off the
 
Site. A risk assessment has been performed to identify potential
 
risks to human health and the environment. The Feasibility Study
 
evaluated a wide range of viable remedial alternatives to
 
appropriately address site remediation. Based on the results of
 
these studies, as well as the evaluation of all public ccrjr.ants,
 
EPA has determined that actual or threatened releases of hazardous
 
substances from this Site, if not addressed by implementing the
 
interim response acticr. selected in this Record of Decision, may
 
present a current or potential threat to human health and the
 
environment. The selected interim remedy will eliminate potential
 
future risks to human health through direct contact with landfill
 
contaminants by maintaining a physical barrier; will prevent risks
 
from uncontrolled landfill gas migration and emissions; and will
 
minimize the current and future effects of landfill contaminants on
 
groundwater quality.
 

3.2.6 MR. AND MRS. JAMES DELAHUNTY
 

DCN 14-1 COMMENT
 

The Delahunty's state: "Exactly what additional data is needed and
 
how much longer will it take? Studies have been conducted to
 
determine the nature of contamination for 11 years/ why hasn't the
 
correct data been obtained? Is the primary reason for not treating
 
the groundwater at this time due to PRP threatened withdrawal? if
 
groundwater contamination poses significant risk to human health
 
(page 13), why isn't the EPA insisting on groundwater clean up
 
NOW?"
 

DCN 14-1 RESPONSE
 

The remedial investigation (RI) field activities that were
 
performed to characterize the nature and extent of contamination at
 
this Site started in 1938 and were completed in 1993, totalling 5
 
years. The RI was used by EPA to select a remedy that is
 
protective of human health and the environment. The selected
 
remedy addresses groundwater in part and all other r.edia
 
completely. EPA is requiring additional groundwater studies in
 
order to obtain data that is necessary for EPA to determine the
 
nature and extent of the groundwater contamination. Once this data
 
is collected, a determination about the final remedial action will
 
be made.
 

The additional gro-r.;:-.* ater studies will proceed concurrently with
 
the implementation c: the selected interim remedy. In addition, to
 
this work, EPA ar.d :? IE? will also evaluate the performance of the
 
cap through the I:— -term monitoring program to deterrr.ir.e its
 
effect on grcundwiter ar.i local geologic conditions. EPA will
 
determine when £•_::: uier.t groundwater r.onitoring data his been
 
obtained to show a --5 i- ;r.z: -1 trer.d in the quality of ground'., ater.
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The decision co forego r.aking a final decision on grcundvater at
 
this time was based on the fact that although enough information
 
has been obtained to select most components of a remedy (i.e., cap,
 
soil gas collection/treatment, excavation and consolidation of
 
SSDA1, long-term monitoring) not enough data was collected during
 
the RI to determine the appropriate groundwater remedial action
 
both on and off-site. However, EPA has determined that waiting for
 
that additional information before implementing the other
 
components of the remedy is not protective of human health and the
 
environment. In addition, going forward with an interim remedy and
 
installing a cap on the landfill will result in modified
 
groundwater and geologic conditions. The changes in these
 
conditions will be monitored through the long-term groundwater
 
monitoring program that shall be implemented as part of the interim
 
remedy. This information will be very useful in developing the
 
necessary groundwater remedial alternatives. The selection of any
 
necessary groundwater remediation will be addressed in a final
 
remedy. The final remedy will ensure that over the long term,
 
human health and the environment are being protected.
 

DCN 14-2 COMMENT
 

The following comment was made in reference to the Proposed Plan,
 
Pg. 2, Par. 2, which is quoted as "The presumptive remedy for
 
CERCLA municipal landfill sites relates primarily to containment
 
(capping)."
 

"We feel this is the wrong remedy for this site. No mention of
 
toxic industrial waste is made in this statement. Additionally,
 
waste will not be contained at this site, due to continued
 
groundwater contamination and spread of the contaminated plume."
 

DCN 14-2 RESPONSE
 

In reference to the statement "the presumptive remedy for CERCLA
 
municipal landfill sites relates primarily to containment
 
(capping)", it is EPA's experience with other municipal landfills
 
throughout the country that containment through capping is the
 
appropriate remedy. This same presumption applies to this Site.
 
The Old Southington Landfill, as explained in the Proposed Plan in
 
several places (i.e., pg. 5, para. 2; pg. 8, para. 3; pg. 9, para.
 
2&3; and pg. 12, para. 1), received a mixture of municipal,
 
commercial and "industrial waste in the southern part of the
 
landfill". It also identifies two areas, SSDA1 and SSDA2, which
 
received semi-solid and liquid "industrial waste".
 

Containment and how it relates to the presumptive remedy can r.ean
 
complete containr.er.t or, in our case, partial containment. The cap
 
to be constructed nt -.-.is Site will contain approximately two
 
thirds, or the r-2;;ricy, of the landfill waste" from further
 
contaminating the aq-i:er. This is why the Proposed Plan proposes
 
a limited source c^r~rcl rar.edy and not a "complete" source control
 
remedy at this ti-a. Tr.e additional groundwater information that
 
will be gathered cr-rurrently with the implementation of this
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interim remedy will be used to support a complete source control
 
remedy.
 

DCN 14-3a COMMENT
 

The Delahuntys state: "We urge the EPA to delay the ROD until a
 
complete clean up package is selected."
 

DCN 14-3a RESPONSE
 

EPA has given careful consideration to all cf the public ccmr.ents
 
received and has closely evaluated all of the technical data
 
collected and evaluations performed for the Old Soutnir.cton
 
Landfill Site. Based on this evaluation, EPA has determined that
 
actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from t.iis
 
Site, if not addressed by implementing the interim response action
 
selected in this Record of Decision nay present a currer.t cr
 
potential threat to human health and the environment. The selected
 
interim remedy will eliminate potential future risks to .-.-.-.an
 
health through direct contact with landfill contaminants by
 
maintaining a physical barrier; prevent risks from uncontrolled
 
landfill gas migration and emissions; improve the quality cf
 
surface water and sediment in Black Pond and associated wetlands;
 
and minimize the current and future effects of landfill
 
contaminants on groundwater quality.
 

DCN 14-3b COMMENT
 

The commenters state: "We are requesting additional meetings with
 
the EPA to inform residents of progress made."
 

DCN 14-3b RESPONSE
 

See response to comment DCN 5-7 in Section 3.2.3.
 

DCN 14-4 COMMENT
 

The commenters question the conclusion that the northern area of
 
the landfill was primarily used for disposal of construction type
 
debris rather than municipal waste. The conmenters note that
 
contaminants such as VOCs, metals and pesticides were detected in
 
certain borings in this area.
 

DCN 14-4 RESPONSE
 

EPA acknowledges that certain borings within the area which his
 
been defined as the northern area of the landfill contains certain
 
waste materials and/or contaminants which -ay not necessarily ce
 
associated with ccnstruction debris. However, EPA has carer-11/
 
reviewed the overall data from the significant nunber of bcrir.-js
 
and substantial data which was collected across the nor-~?rr.
 
portion of the landfill. .-Based on this review, the Ager.c. r. is
 
concluded that tr.e overall character of the \.aste in the r.cr~~ -r~.
 
portion of the li.-.dfill sucsta.-itively differs frcn that :- -..-?
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southern portion. The northern portion appears to be aore 
characteristic of construction debris, although isolated r.on-
ccnstruction debris disposal may have occurred. 

DCN 14-5a COMMENT 

The commenters note that varying levels of PAHs were detected in
 
the northern portion of the landfill. The commenters are concerned
 
about the health risks posed by these contaminants. The concenters
 
are also concerned about the health risks to the public that nay
 
occur during remediation.
 

DCN 14-5a RESPONSE
 

EPA recognizes that certain subsurface soils in the northern area
 
of the Site possess varying and/or elevated PAH levels. As a
 
result of this data, EPA is proposing to cap the northern portion
 
of the landfill in order to minimize the possibility of urect
 
contact exposure to the PAHs which have been detected. --ring
 
remediation activities and installation of the proposed cap, EPA
 
plans to have monitoring of ambient air emissions as p.art -: its
 
overall site health and safety plan. The details of the design of
 
the Health and Safety Plan can not be determined until the Record
 
of Decision is signed and the design phase is .underway. See also
 
the response to comment DCN 6-1 in Section 3.2.4.
 

DCN 14-5b COMMENT
 

The commenters are concerned about the health risks posed by the
 
levels of VOCs, SVOCs, metals and pesticides detected in the
 
southern portion of the landfill. The comaenters are also
 
concerned about health risks to the public that nay occur during
 
remediation of this portion of the Site.
 

DCN 14-5b RESPONSE
 

EPA agrees that the southern portion of the Site cc.-.tair.s
 
contaminants that are generally more hazardous in nature than dees
 
the northern portion of the Site. EPA also agrees that the variety
 
and concentrations of contaminants in the southern portion of the
 
Site are indicative of industrial rather than only municipal
 
wastes. For this reason, EPA proposes to construct a RCRA cap in
 
the southern portion of the Site. The cap will help to r.ininize
 
the possibility for direct contact exposure to site contaminants as
 
well as airborne transport of contaminants on soil/dust particles.
 
In addition, the cap will also reduce the leaching of subsurface
 
soil contaminants into the underlying groundwater. Durir.g cap
 
construction activities, air monitoring will be conducted as p^rt
 
of the overall site health and safety plan. The details of the
 
design of the Health ar.d Safety Plan can not be determined until
 
the Record of Decision is signed and the design phase is under-i/.
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DCN 14-5c COMMENT
 

The cocnenters are concerned about the levels of vocs and svocs in
 
SSDAl and SSDA2 and the health risk they may pose. The comnenters
 
are also concerned about health risks to the public that aay occur
 
during remediation.
 

DCN 14-Sc RESPONSE
 

The nature and concentration of contaminants found in SSDA2 is
 
similar to those found throughout the rest of the southern pcrrion
 
of the landfill. Thus, EPA does not consider SSDA2 a hct spot
 
area. However, materials found in SSDAl had contamination levels
 
that were much higher than those found throughout the southern part
 
of the landfill, with a portion of these highly contaminated
 
materials located within the water table. EPA considers SS2A1 a
 
hot spot area.
 

The remedy requires that SSDAl be excavated and consolidated in a
 
lined cell underneath the cap in the southern part of the site.
 
Protective measures will be taken to ensure the health and safety
 
of local residents and remedial workers. The specifics of these
 
measures will be addressed in the health and safety plan. EPA
 
plans to seek public comment in developing this plan.
 

DCN 14-6 COMMENT
 

The commenters note that some site surface soils are contaminated
 
with SVOCs, vocs/ PAHs, pesticides and metals. The commenters are
 
concerned that these contaminants in surface soils may cause an air
 
health risk from volatilization or migration as dust particles.
 

DCN 14-6 RESPONSE
 

The remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and Risk
 
Assessment (RA) concluded that exposure to these soils does not
 
pose a threat to human health or the environment. EPA believes
 
that the construction of a cap across the northern and southern
 
portions of the Site, along with institutional controls, will
 
eliminate the potential for any direct contact exposure to
 
contaminated subsurface soils as well as airborne transport on
 
contaminated dust from the subsurface soils.
 

EPA also notes that the results of air sampling and analysis for
 
VOCs during the remedial investigations did not indicate the
 
presence of significant concentrations of volatile organics in the
 
air at Site boundaries.
 

DCN 14-7 COMMENT
 

The commenters war.t to know what compounds in addition to methane
 
and carbon dioxide may be present in landfill gas.
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DCN 14-7 RESPONSE
 

SPA notas'that the exact composition of landfill gases, is to scne
 
exrent, dependent upon the waste materials present in the landfill.
 
Methane and carbon dioxide are typically dominant gases which may
 
be present in municipal landfills. in addition, small amounts of
 
certain other gases such as nitrogen or possibly nitrogen-

containing gases and water vapor nay be emitted. Trace levels of
 
certain volatile organics nay be present in landfills such as
 
alkanes (for exanple hexane) , chlorinated alkanes (trichloroethane)
 
or volatile aromatics (ethyl benzene). The possible presence of
 
these trace volatile organics depends upon the nature of the waste
 
materials which were deposited into the landfill, the age of the
 
landfill, and the amount of microbiological degradation which has
 
taken place. Tables 4-5 through 4-9 in the RI report present the
 
gases detected at this landfill.
 

During pre-design, a soil gas pilot study will be performed to
 
further characterize the gases present: and better define the
 
concentrations at which they are being emitted. The results of
 
this study will allow EPA to determine if natural venting is
 
appropriate or treatment of the gases is necessary. Ultimately,
 
the soil gas collection/treatment system will control and/or treat
 
all landfill gases including methane.
 

DCN 14-8a COMMENT
 

The Proposed Plan makes the following statements: "Testing to
 
detect combustible gases was conducted at 110 locations. High
 
levels of these gases were recorded at about 55 locations." The
 
commenters want to know the exact number of locations.
 

DCN 14-Sa RESPONSE
 

The intent of the Proposed Plan is to provide a summary level
 
description of the results of the RI/FS. Detailed information can
 
be found in the December 1993 RI/FS Report, as noted on page 8 of
 
the Proposed Plan. In general, combustible gases were detected at
 
levels greater than 25 % LEL at approximately half of the locations
 
tested as shown on Figure 4-1 and in Table 4-2 of the RI Report.
 

DCN 14-8b COMMENT
 

The Proposed Plan makes the following statement: "Most of the high
 
readings were detected in the southern portion of the landfill."
 
The commenters want to know the exact numbers in the north and
 
south landfill areas.
 

DCN 14-8b RESPONSE
 

Please refer to tr.e response to comment DCN 14-8a above. Detailed
 
information on tr.e icraticr.s of readings recorded in both areas of
 
the landfill car. ce fc-r.d ir. the RI Report Section 4.1.3, Table 4-2
 
and Figure 4-1.
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DCN 14-9 COMMENT
 

The Delahunjtys state: "VOCs were detected at 7 locations in the
 
northern area and an undisclosed amount in the southern area of the
 
site. Two of the VOCs detected are benzene and vinyl chloride.
 
Both are carcinogens and are "dissipating into the atmosphere" we
 
breath. What measures are being taken to protect residents?"
 

DCN 14-9 RESPONSE
 

VOCs were detected in the northern and southern portion of the
 
Site. These samples were collected fron approximately two to sight
 
feet, depending on the water table elevation, below the surface of
 
the landfill to obtain the highest VOC concentrations. Table 2-7
 
of the Human Health Risk Assessment Report presents the compounds
 
of potential concern which includes benzene and vinyl chloride.
 
The risk assessment report evaluated the inhalation pathway for
 
indoor and outdoor residents, including children, and workers from
 
VOC concentrations measured in the soils. Section IV of the ROD as
 
well as the Human Health Risk Assessment report provide more detail
 
on how the risk assessment for inhalation was performed. No
 
measurable inhalation risk was found at this Site due to VOCs.
 

The selected remedy will include a soil gas collection, and if
 
necessary, treatment system which will collect and control all
 
landfill gases. In addition, the long-term monitoring plan will
 
consist of soil gas monitoring wells around the entire perimeter of
 
the landfill to ensure that the remedy is working properly a.-.d no
 
threats are being posed to the community.
 

DCN 14-10 COMMENT
 

"Metals exceeding MCLs include: 

Barium poisonous metal 
Beryllium cancer-causing metal 
Chromium cancer-causing metal 
Mercury highly toxic 
Nickel carcinogen 
Thallium highly toxic 

The results of the metals alone should be enough to warrant 
immediate remediation of the groundwater." 

DCN 14-10 RESPONSE 

See the response to Comment DCN 14-1 in this section. 

DCN 14-11 COMMENT 

The cormenters are concerned that the concentrations of certain 
VOC, SVOC and netal contaminants in surface water samples exceed 
MCLs. The conuaenters are concerned that MCL exceedences represent 
a health concern. 
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DCN 14-11 RESPONSE
 

EPA recognizes tr.at contaminants in surface water can be a
 
potential public health concern. For this, and ecological reasons,
 
EPA included surface water and sediment sampling of Black Pond in
 
the remedial investigation. The "MCL" or "Maximum Contaminant
 
Level" is the maxizium permissible level of a contaminant in water
 
which is delivered to any user of a public water supply. MCLs are
 
developed to be protective of individuals ingesting two liters of
 
water per day fro- a drinking water source. Black Pond is not a
 
drinking water scurce and thus a comparison of surface water
 
concentrations of contaminants in Black Pond and nearby wetlands to
 
MCLs does not provide a meaningful evaluation of potential human
 
health risks. A cere accurate method of evaluating potential human
 
health risks from swimming and wading in these areas is to conduct
 
a risk assessment for these exposure routes. This was accomplished
 
in the human health risk assessment for this Site. Results of the
 
human health risk assessment indicated that adverse health effects
 
fron exposure to surface water while swimming and wading in Black
 
Pond and nearby wetlands were unlikely. In addition, no MCLs were
 
exceeded in surface water in Black Pond or nearby wetlands.
 

DCN 14-12 COMMENT
 

The commenters noted: "For some unknown reason/ people fish in the
 
pond. Adequate precautions should be taken to protect residents
 
from the hazards of eating fish contaminated with toxic metals."
 

DCN 14-12 RESPONSE
 

In September 1992, the CT DPHAS collected 25 fish from a sample of
 
approximately 200 specimens from Black Pond. The specimens
 
collected for testing included catfish, yellow perch, bass, and
 
white suckers fron Black Pond. The fish were tested for metals and
 
PCBs. The results of the testing showed that the fish were not
 
contaminated. A copy of these test results is available in the
 
Administrative Record under section 3.4.32. In addition, the
 
selected remedy whan implemented will include further delineation
 
of waste found in Black Pond due to landfilling activity and
 
placement of it under the cap. This response action is expected to
 
improve the quality of water and aquatic life of Black Pond.
 

DCN 14-13 COMMENT
 

The commenters observe that: "Exposure to sediment is probably a
 
frequent occurrence. People fishing in Black Pond or the stream
 
stand in the water. Anyone, especially children, can step into or
 
play in the water and sediment of the pond and stream. VOCs,
 
SVOCs, PAHs, PCBs, lead, mercury and other metals are detected in
 
an easily accessible area. Who is protecting residents? This area
 
is not being addressed in the "Preferred Alternative11."
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DCN 14-13 RESPONSE
 

The human health baseline risk assessment (HKBRA) analyzed exposure
 
to an older child (5-18 years of age) and an adult (13 to 70 years
 
of age) who would swim in Black Pond 36 days per year for 2.6 hours
 
per swirling event. While swinging it was assumed that these
 
individuals would accidentally ingest surface water, deraally
 
contact surface water, and dermally contact sediment. The HHBRA
 
also assumed that a younger child (ages 1 to 6), an older child,
 
and an adult would spend 2 hours wading in Black Pond and in
 
associated wetland areas west of the site for 3 days per week for
 
6 months of the year. While individuals wade, it was assumed that
 
they would come into dermal contact with Site contaminants in
 
surface water and sediment and accidentally ingest sediments.
 

The results of the KH3RA indicated that adverse health effects were
 
not expected to occur to adults and children who might swim or wade
 
in Black Pond or the werland areas to the west of the Site. A more
 
detailed discussion of these findings can be found in the "Old
 
Southington Landfill Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study;
 
Volume 2A Human Health/Ecological Risk Assessment." In order to
 
minimize the chance of underestimating human health risk at the
 
Site, the HHBRA used several health protective assumptions which
 
are more likely to result in an overestimate rather than an
 
underestimate of the actual risk at the Old Southington Landfill
 
Site.
 

Furthermore, during construction of the selected remedy, waste
 
found within the pond due to landfill disposal activities will be
 
placed under the cap. This is expected to improve the quality of
 
surface water and sediment of Black Pond and associated wetlands to
 
the west of the Site.
 

DCN 14-14 COMMENT
 

The Proposed Plan states on page 11, para. 5, "The water table at
 
the landfill varies from about 2 to 34 feet below the ground
 
surface . . . All material in SSDA2 is located above the water
 
table."
 

The commanters note that "The data indicates that a significant
 
concentration source is below the water table at SSDA2. Based on
 
Plate 3-5, the water table is approximately 16 feet below land
 
surface at TB-114. Table 4-17 states that subsurface soil was
 
collected at TB-114 at a depth of 20 to 23.8 feet below land
 
surface. Also boring logs from TB-101/ TB-103 and TB-112 refer to
 
"solvent odor/ petroleun smell and oily soil."
 

DCN 14-14 RESPONSE
 

Contamination fc-r.i celow the landfill waste and the water table in
 
the SSDA2 area is lively the result of precipitation infiltrating
 
downward through tr.e --aste, resulting in contamination of the lower
 
unsaturated zone soils and underlying groundwater. The remedial
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investigation data shews that volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
 
exist in the unsaturated soil samples from SSDA2 area test borings
 
TB-101, -f02, -103, -105 and -112. Two soil samples collected from
 
the water table zone in test borings TB-103 and T3-114 were also
 
contaminated with VOCs. As discussed in Section 3.2.3 response to
 
comne: - DCN 5-3, soil samples from test borings completed in SSDA2,
 
while containing appreciable levels of contaminants, do not
 
indicate SSDA2 as significant a source of contamination as the
 
materials sampled in SSDA1.
 

The test boring logs from T3-103, -105, and 114 indicate that the
 
water table is 23 to 24 feet below ground surface. These logs also
 
show that landfill waste/refuse is not located below 5 feet in TB
102, 10 feet in TB-103, 21 feet in TB-105, 10 feet in TB-112 and 25
 
feet in TB-114. Because the water table in these borings was found
 
at 23 to 24 feet, clearly the majority of waste is above the water
 
table. It should be noted that physically distinct industrial-type
 
wastes were not observed in any of the borings located in SSDA2.
 

Placement of a low pemeability cap over the landfill will act to
 
minimize the downward migration of contaminants from the
 
unsaturated soils to the saturated soils and groundwater in this
 
area.
 

DCN 14-15 COMMENT
 

The conmenters expressed concern that information on groundwater
 
flow to the north is limited and thus/ migration of contamination
 
is unknown in this area.
 

DCN 14-15 RESPONSE
 

Information on groundwater flow to the north is not as extensive as
 
the data collected along the western edge of the Site. However,
 
sufficient data does exist to show that this northerly component of
 
flow is a result of the radial discharge from Black Pond and that
 
this flow is directed to the west by the regional groundwater
 
gradient. EPA's plan for additional monitoring wells in this area
 
will provide more data to corroborate these initial findings.
 

DCN 14-16 COMMENT
 

In the Proposed Plan page 13, par. 2/ it states the following:
 

'•An evaluation of the risks associated with potential exposure
 
to subsurface soil was not conducted because EPA is selecting
 
the presumptive remedy of containment for this municipal
 
landfill. Consequently, direct exposure to subsurface soils
 
will be prevented."
 

"The presumptive remedy chosen by the EPA will be the cause of
 
exposure to subsurface soils, not the prevention. No sane
 
person would dig in the landfill/ however EPA's remedy will do
 
just that. Exposing residents to toxic contaminants by dermal
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contact and inhalation. Additionally not all of the
 
contaminated areas surrounding the site wills be capped.
 
Therefore, anyone wishing to dig a hole (for any reason) will
 
be exposed to the contaminated subsurface soil.'1
 

DCN 14-16 RESPONSE
 

All of the landfill wastes will be covered by the landfill cap
 
including wastes found in Black Pond due to landfilling activity.
 
These wastes will be placed under the cap. EPA recognizes the
 
potential risks to workers and residents that are present during
 
the remedial activities. However, as noted in the response to
 
comment DCN 6-1 (Section 3.2.4), 7-5 (Section 3.2.5), and 19-2
 
(Section 3.1.2) potential exposures can be minimized through
 
careful design considerations and development and implementation of
 
a health and safety plan that identifies potential exposures and
 
provides a means to address them.
 

DCN 14-17 COMMENT
 

In reference to the Proposed Plan discussion of ecological risk,
 
the commenter notes that "although residential impact may
 
contribute to the contamination of Black Pond, it is hardly worth
 
mentioning considering the millions of gallons of toxic industrial
 
waste and other substances that are being left on site.11
 

DCN 14-17 RESPONSE
 

The purpose of the ecological risk assessment is, in part, to
 
identify the potential chemical sensors in the ecosystem being
 
evaluated. There may be stressors present in the ecosystem that
 
did not originate from the hazardous waste site. Although wastes
 
will be "left on site" under this selected remedy, the wastes will
 
be contained by a low permeability cap that will prevent future
 
migration of contaminants via transport by air and surface water
 
runoff and will reduce leaching into groundwater. Further, the cap
 
will prevent direct contact with hazardous substances present in
 
the landfill waste.
 

DCN 14-18 COMMENT
 

The Proposed Plan states that excavation and consolidation of
 
discrete semi-solid materials from SSDA1 and placement back into
 
the southern part of the landfill within a lined cell will prevent
 
wastes below the water table from further contaminating
 
groundwater. The Delahunty's indicate that boring logs from TB-134
 
show the waste to be 31 feet deep and the water level to be at 11
 
feet. They want to know how excavation will be conducted at 22
 
feet below the water level and how the two-foot buffer zone will be
 
determined. The are also concerned about the RI/FS determination
 
of the estimated volume of SSDA1 (500' to 1,100 cubic yards) and are
 
worried that the final volume may be much greater.
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DCN 14-18 RESPONSE
 

The estimated depth of excavation in the SSDA1 area is 17 feet
 
including a two-foot "buffer" zone (i.e. the area that will be
 
excavated around the SSDA1 waste to ensure that the majority of the
 
waste has been removed). Approximately four feet of the SSDA1
 
material plus the buffer zone material is located below the water
 
table. Since the water table changes on a seasonal basis, the
 
bottom of the excavation may or may not have to be dewatered to
 
support removal of the SSDA1 material. The two-foot buffer zone
 
will be excavated adjacent and below the limit of the area
 
designated for removal by the remedial design criteria. The RI/FS
 
estimated the discrete materials A and B in SSDA1 to be between 500
 
- 1100 cubic yards. This estimate does not include the additional
 
two-foot buffer zone.
 

DCN 14-19 COMMENT
 

The Proposed Plan states "after excavation/ these materials would
 
be consolidated and placed in a lined cell beneath the cap. The
 
lined cell would be located above the water table and would have an
 
impermeable liner and a leachate collection system.11 The
 
Delahunty's would like to know why a leachate collection system is
 
needed if the cell is impermeable. They are concerned that the
 
cell would not be 100 % effective and would crack or tear from
 
ground movement.
 

DCN 14-19 RESPONSE
 

EPA notes that no landfill cell is guaranteed to be 100% effective.
 
However, EPA believes that a properly designed, constructed and
 
maintained landfill cell will effectively contain the SSDA1 wastes.
 
The design efforts would include selecting a chemically resistant
 
liner material based on the analytical chemistry results from the
 
RI/FS studies. During construction, the materials would be tested
 
in accordance with the applicable American Society of Material
 
Testing (ASTM) standards. These standards include a comparison of
 
the materials with their design specifications and standards for
 
construction operations such as seaming. It is important to note
 
that the cell would be constructed in an area of the Site where the
 
potential for settling of the soils under the cell would be
 
minimal. This, in combination with the appropriate engineering
 
design, construction and monitoring will prevent the cell from
 
cracking.
 

A leachate collection system may be placed above the liner within
 
the cell and may be used to collect any leachate that may seep out
 
of the waste. The .̂eecl for a leachate collection system will be
 
evaluated and deterr ir.ed during design.
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DCN 14-20 COMMENT
 

The Delahunty's express concern for the impact of construction on
 
the residential neighborhood. Specifically/ they note that the
 
equipment is loud, noisy and smelly/ and they are concerned about
 
heavy truck traffic through the neighborhood. They are also
 
concerned that vibrations from the operating equipment may
 
"unsettle landfill material and gases" and want to know how
 
residents will be protected. They state that the logical solution
 
is relocation.
 

DON 14-20 RESPONSE
 

EPA shares the commenters concerns7 regarding potential
 
construction-related impacts including traffic, noise and air
 
emissions. EPA is committed to community involvement and will work
 
directly with area residents and the local community to minimize
 
construction-related impacts. EPA's plans for development and
 
implementation of a Community Relations Plan is detailed ir. the
 
response to Comment DCN 19-2 in Section 3.1.1. The design
 
documents will address routing of construction traffic, allcvable
 
hours and days for construction activities, health and safety
 
concerns, air monitoring activities, and emissions criteria.
 
Temporary relocation of residents during certain remedial
 
activities will be evaluated as the Health and Safety Plan is
 
developed.
 

DCN 14-21 COMMENT
 

The Proposed Plan states that: "Controls to be implemented to
 
minimize potential worker and off-site population exposure to
 
contaminated dust and VOC emission include watering of the
 
excavation, covering spoil piles with plastic sheeting, access
 
limitations and compliance with a health and safety plan.*' The
 
Delahunty's do not believe that these controls are adequate to
 
protect residents and that EPA should relocate residents. They
 
believe that SSDA1 excavation should be conducted within a fully-

contained air tight container to prevent exposure to contaminated
 
dust and VOC emissions. They request that continuous air
 
monitoring be conducted. The commenters also believe that the
 
waste should be removed from the Site, not placed in a cell.
 

DCN 14-21 RESPONSE
 

EPA will monitor air emissions during remediation of SSDA1 and w i l l
 
evaluate appropriate options to protect human health and the
 
environment. See also response to DCN 19-4 in Section 3.1.4.
 

DCN 14-22 COMMENT
 

The Delahunty's are concerned that any excavation of landfill
 
material during construction of the cap will present a public
 
health risk. They are specifically concerned with the wastes alcr.g
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the edge of Black Pond and "what will prevent more material from
 
leaching out, if this volume of debris is removed."
 

DON 14-22 RESPONSE
 

EPA believes that the landfill cap will greatly reduce the leaching
 
of any wastes including those that will be excavated from Black
 
Pond and SSDA1. EPA will minimize the amount of wastes to be
 
excavated and will also conduct air monitoring to provide
 
protection for both the site workers and the surrounding residents.
 
During the design process, the long-term stability of the cap and
 
potential impacts to Black Pond will be considered. The analysis
 
of the long-term stability of the cap shall include ensuri.-.g the
 
soil will support a cap, and making sure the cap will not settle
 
beyond its design limits.
 

DCN 14-23 COMMENT
 

The Delahunty's state: "Toxic landfill debris and industrial waste
 
are located on all borders of the landfill. The minimum height
 
added due to cap construction is 4-5 feet. The cap requires
 
sloping for surface water run-off. How can an additional height of
 
4-5 feet be added to the very edge of the landfill (to cover all of
 
the contaminants) and still be sloped? How will a cap have the
 
desired result on this site?"
 

DCN 14-23 RESPONSE
 

The landfill cap will be designed at the appropriate side slopes to
 
facilitate drainage while preventing erosion. Some of the wastes
 
along the edge of the landfill may need to be moved to
 
appropriately grade the landfill. However, EPA will utilize
 
appropriate engineering controls during the construction process
 
and will conduct on-site and perimeter air monitoring to provide
 
protection for the site workers and the area residents.
 

DCN 14-24 COMMENT
 

The Delahunty's question the effectiveness of capping stating that:
 
"People living near a landfill that has been capped have stated
 
that capping does not work. The cap has cracked and is the cause
 
of pollution to a nearby lake. The sole purpose of a cap is to
 
prevent infiltration of surface water through contaminated soil.
 
The effectiveness of the cap is greatly diminished, or nade
 
useless, when it cracks."
 

DCN 14-24 RESPONSE
 

The effectiveness of a cap is dependent in part upon the materials
 
used to construct it and on the inspection and maintenance cf tr.e
 
cap. Some caps nay have structural problems because the cap -~is
 
poorly engineered, inappropriate materials were utilized ar. d, or
 
inspection and raair.-er.ar.ee activities were not conducted frequently
 

9/23/94 3-36
 
054-170 

http:raair.-er.ar.ee


enough to identify problems and repair them before they become
 
significant.
 

The EPA and the CT DEP will ensure that a technically sound cap is
 
constructed that meets all federal and state requirements. in
 
addition, the operation and maintenance plan for the landfill will
 
be reviewed by EPA and CTDEP to ensure that sufficiently frequent
 
inspections are conducted to identify potential erosion and
 
cracking problems before they become significant so that
 
appropriate repair measures can be taken to ensure the integrity of
 
the cap. EPA is confident that a sound, effective cap can be
 
constructed for the Southington landfill. Capping is a cordon
 
technology that has been implemented for many years. The cap will
 
not only prevent infiltration of precipitation, but will also
 
prevent direct contact with hazardous substances present in the
 
wastes and soils of the Site.
 

DCN 14-25 COMMENT
 

We are adamantly opposed to any venting of gas into the atmosphere.
 
There are children living a few feet from the site/ emitting toxic
 
gases is not permissible to the local residents. Mo treatment is
 
100% safe. What would this type of system look like, smell like or
 
would it be noisy? We are concerned about the health and safety of
 
our families and friends. Any emission from the landfill can be
 
toxic. Even small amount of some toxins can be deadly.
 

DCN 14-25 RESPONSE
 

During the design phase, EPA will conduct a vigorous evaluation of
 
the volume and nature of the gas that is produced and will analyze
 
the appropriate options. One option that will be considered is to
 
route the gas through a series of underground pipes to a
 
centralized treatment facility. Specifically, during the design
 
process, the appropriate treatment technologies will be selected
 
based on the gas characterization results.
 

In addition, the landfill and the gas treatment system would be
 
monitored for potential emissions following construction to ensure
 
they are functioning properly.
 

DCN 14-269, COMMENT
 

The commenters state: "Neighbors near the site would like to have
 
an input into this plan. We feel that our health/ safety and
 
welfare are at risk. Workers on site have the protection of "space
 
suits'1/ while we and our children remain unprotected."
 

DCN 14-26a RESPONSE
 

EPA plans to seek irput from the community on the Health and Safety
 
Plan that will be developed to ensure the health and safety of the
 
community, on-site renedial workers, and future maintenance
 
workers. See also response to comment DCN 19-2.
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DCN 14-26b COMMENT
 

The commenfers state: "We also feel that local doctors and health
 
institutions should be advised that extensive and hazardous
 
construction is being undertaken in the area and the types of
 
contaminants that will be exposed."
 

DCN 14-26b RESPONSE
 

The CT Department of Public Health and Addiction Services (DPHAS)
 
has a program in place to inform physicians and health
 
professionals about the Old Southington Landfill and other
 
Superfund Sites in the State. These programs include:
 

1) Conducting seminars on environmental health issues and hazards
 
to increase health professionals' ability to respond to
 
patient needs.
 

2) Distributing resource materials to health practitioners.
 

3) Encouraging health professionals to become involved in
 
community environmental health education programs.
 

Information has been mailed to Primary Care Physicians and other
 
health professionals. Materials that are available to these health
 
professionals include:
 

1) Videotape: "The Exposure History: A key to Better Care for
 
Your Patients" with accompanying handbook.
 

2) Environmental and Occupational Health Reference Guide
 
providing a detailed list of resources.
 

3) CADA (Computer Assisted Diagnostic Aid), a computer program to
 
assist health professionals in evaluating potential health
 
effects of exposure to CT National Priorities List of toxic
 
waste site.
 

4) Fact Sheets on the 15 CT Superfund sites (including Old
 
Southington Landfill) and various environmental hazards.
 

5) Case Studies in Environmental Medicine: self-instructional
 
monographs for physicians on specific environmental hazards.
 

Further information on the Connecticut Environmental Health
 
Education Project for Health Professionals can be obtained by
 
contacting Kenny Foscue at (203) 240-9022.
 

DCN 14-27 COMMENT
 

A question was raised about what would happen if the culvert from
 
the pond was to leak under the proposed cap.
 

DCN 14-27 RESPONSE
 

In the event that the culvert were to leak, the pond water would
 
likely infiltrate to the groundwater below. The combined surface
 
water - groundwater mixture would be evaluated in the data
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collected within the groundwater monitoring system installed at the
 
cap perimeter. Given that the available sampling data indicate
 
that surface water contamination is minimal, no adverse impact on
 
groundwater is anticipated.
 

DCN 14-28 COMMENT
 

Regarding the issue of fencing at the Site/ the commenter is
 
opposed to "a barbed wire fence with orange day-glow signs posted
 
all over it." However, the commenters believe that if the Site is
 
made into a recreational area/ vandalism and digging will occur/
 
compromising the integrity of the cap and the health and safety of
 
people walking in the area.
 

DCN 14-28 RESPONSE
 

The southern part of the landfill received municipal, commercial,
 
and industrial waste. The waste in this part of the landfill is
 
more hazardous in nature than that disposed in the northern parr of
 
the Site which received primarily municipal waste. EPA has
 
selected a composite multi-layer RCRA Subtitle C cap for the
 
southern part of the landfill and a single low permeability layer
 
cap for the northern part of the Site. Because of the nature of
 
the waste found in the southern part of the Site and the high cost
 
associated with a RCRA Subtitle C cap, future use of this part of
 
the Site is not appropriate. Access restrictions to the southern
 
part of the landfill is warranted and can be accomplished in a
 
number of ways which may include fencing with or without signs.
 

The northern part of the landfill is conducive to passive
 
recreation, such as a park with flowers and benches. As part of
 
the selected remedy, a Site Security Plan will be developed to
 
control access to the Site to ensure the integrity of both caps and
 
their associated components. The specifics of these controls will
 
be developed into the Site Security Plan (Plan) . EPA is cognizant
 
of the residents' concerns regarding the aesthetics of the Site and
 
will encourage the Potentially Responsible Parties to solicit input
 
from the community in developing the Plan. The Plan will need to
 
meet EPA approval. Ultimately, the goal of this Plan is to protect
 
human health and the environment and to accomplish this objective,
 
the integrity of the cap and its associated components must not be
 
compromised.
 

DCN 14-29 COMMENT
 

The Proposed Plan states "waste that is located below the water
 
table will continue to leach contaminants". The comaenter
 
criticizes the decision to spend $16,035/000 on a remedy that will
 
"allow continued leaching of toxic materials."
 

DCN 14-29 RESPONSE
 

It is estimated tr. at approximately two-thirds of the waste r.atenai
 
in the landfill :s located above the water table (unsaturated
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waste) and one-third is below (saturated waste). Although
 
contaminants will continue to leach from the saturated waste into
 
the groundwater, capping will prevent continued downward migration
 
of contaminants present in the unsaturated waste. With this
 
potential future source of groundwater contamination eliminated,
 
the overall quality of groundwater downgradient from the landfill
 
is expected to improve with time.
 

The purpose of the cap is to not only prevent infiltration of
 
precipitation into landfill waste, but also to prevent direct
 
contact with waste and to control the migration of landfill gases
 
from the Site. Capping will prevent potential future exposures to
 
landfill contaminants by controlling these exposure pathways.
 

DCN 14-30 & 31 COMMENT
 

The commenters question the results of the investigation in the
 
northern portion of the landfill. They note that test borings TB
13, TB-14 and TB-15 show high PID readings and the presence of wood
 
or refuse and questions the delineation of the landfill boundary on
 
the existing data.
 

OCN 14-30 & 31 RESPONSE
 

The boring log for TB-15 shows that only a trace of wood was found
 
in the sample collected from 5 to 7 feet and from 10 to 12 feet.
 
There was no visual observation of refuse such as plastic, metal,
 
or paper reported in this boring or in test boring TB-14. Based on
 
the historical aerial photographs of landfill activities and the
 
absence of landfill materials in TB-18 (northeast of TB-15) and TB
110, the landfill boundary was delineated as shown.
 

Plate 1-1 in Volume IB of the RI Report shows that a total of 10
 
test borings were placed north of TB-13 for the purpose of
 
delineating the landfill boundary. These borings included BP-7,
 
TB-120, TB-117, TB-115, TB-113, TB-111, TB-107, TB-17, TB-16 and
 
TB-119. Several of these borings were located in the front and side
 
yards of the residential homes. EPA believes that sufficient data
 
has been gathered to determine the extent of landfilling
 
activities. The photoionization detection (PID) readings observed
 
in northern area borings were typically one to two orders of
 
magnitude lower than many of the soil samples that were screened
 
from southern area test borings.
 

DCN 14-32 COMMENT
 

The commenters question: "When deciding that 2/3 of this solid
 
waste is above ground water, what boring information did you use?"
 

DCN 14-32 RESPONSE
 

In determining the volume of waste above and below the water table
 
in the southern portion of the landfill, the entire southern area
 
landfill surface was subdivided into a total of 37 distinct areas.
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Data from test borings located in each distinct area were used to
 
develop an average waste depth above and fcelcw the water table.
 
This average depth was then multiplied by the area of that distinct
 
portion of the landfill to calculate the volume in cubic yards
 
above and below the water table. These were then added to
 
calculate the estimated total volume of landfill waste in the
 
southern area.
 

DCN 14-33 COMMENT
 

The Delahunty's note that elevated levels of certain PAHS were
 
detected in test boring TBG-20 north of the Rejean Road. The
 
commenter indicates that this may reflect past dumping by the town.
 

DCN 14-33 RESPONSE
 

EPA agrees that several PAHs were detected in soil boring T3G-20
 
north of Rejean Road. However, EPA notes that the location of soil
 
boring TBG-20 is considerably removed (north of) what is believed
 
to be the northern boundary of the landfill. In fact, boring TBG
20 was originally intended to be a background location for the off-

site sampling program.
 

During the sampling program, the owner of the property at which
 
sample TBG-20 was collected noted that some off-site fill material
 
obtained from some other area in Town had been deposited in areas
 
of the property in which boring TBG-20 was located.
 

It should also be noted that organic chemical contaminants
 
(including PAHs) are relatively absent from soil borings closer to
 
and between boring TBG-20 and the delineated northern boundary of
 
the landfill. This leads EPA to conclude that the results for TBG
20 are not indicative of area-wide conditions north of Rejean Road.
 

DCN 14-34 COMMENT
 

The Delahunty's contend that historical indicates the presence of
 
plastic-lined pits in the landfill that were used by Solvents
 
Recovery for disposal purposes. They want to know if these pits
 
have been located or that plans were to treat the waste in the pits
 
and if they haven't been found, what plans are there to find them?
 

DCN 14-34 RESPONSE
 

Extensive investigations were conducted to learn about the
 
landfilling disposal activities that occurred at the Old
 
Southington Landfill Site: interviews were conducted with forr.er
 
landfill operators and Town employees who had knowledge of the
 
Site's operations; historical areal photographs were analyzed; and
 
extensive field investigations were performed at the Site. Two
 
areas, located in the southern part of the landfill (see Figure 2
 
in this Responsiveness Suninary for location), received liquid ar.d
 
semi-solid wastes, r.ar.ely- SSDA1 and SSDA2. These areas are
 
addressed in inore detail in the RI/FS reports and EPA RI/FS
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Addendum (located at the Southington Library). The waste found in
 
SSDA2 is similar in concentration and in nature to that found
 
throughout the rest of the southern portion of the landfill and
 
does not warrant consideration as a hot spot area. Discrete
 
semi-solid materials A and B found in SSDA1, have considerably
 
higher contarainant concentrations than what is found throughout the
 
rest of the southern part of the landfill. In addition, part of
 
this waste sits in the water table. EPA considers this area a hot
 
spot area and has selected as part of the interim remedy,
 
excavation of Materials A and B with a two foot buffer zone around
 
these materials. These materials will be placed in a lined cell
 
some where in the southern part of the landfill underneath the RCRA
 
Subtitle C cap.
 

DCN 14-35 COMMENT
 

The Delahunty's wish to know why certain samples from the north and
 
east of the Site were held for 7 days or more prior to laboratory
 
analysis.
 

DCN 14-35 RESPONSE
 

EPA notes that the EPA Contract Laboratory Program through which
 
these samples were analyzed has established guidelines for sample
 
analysis including guidelines which were complied with for holding
 
times for samples prior to analysis. These guidelines vary
 
depending upon the chemical constituent being analyzed. For the
 
semi-volatile organics and PAHs of particular concern in the
 
northern portions of the landfill, the guidelines for soil samples
 
indicate that they should be extracted within 7 days of sample
 
receipt by the laboratory and analyzed within 40 days of sample
 
receipt.
 

DCN 14-36 COMMENT
 

The Delahuntys wish to know why acetone and methylene chloride
 
were reported in certain GZA soil boring samples, but not reported
 
in subsequent ESE reports including this same data.
 

DCN 14-36 RESPONSE
 

EPA notes that acetone and methylene chloride are common laboratory
 
contaminants which are often introduced in samples during
 
laboratory analysis. As a result, they may not always be reported
 
with environmental data or may be deleted during QA/QC review if
 
there is reason to believe they may be laboratory artifacts.
 

DCN 14-37 COMMENT
 

The commenters note that "Table 3-1 shows test boring TB-137 and
 
TB-137A as a solid waste cell. What does this mean'and why isn't
 
it listed in any other report?"
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DCN 14-37 RESPONSE
 

Tab~e 3-1 lists TB-137 and TB-137A as being located in the southern
 
area of the landfill. They are not listed as a "solid waste cell".
 
However, TB-127 and TB-127A were located within the semi-solid
 
disposal area number 1 (SSDA1) where industrial wastes were known
 
to be disposed.
 

DCN 14-38 COMMENT
 

Th« D«lahunty's question: "Test boring TB-7SA shows waste was
 
located 15 feet below surface soil. Yet, in test borings TB-8, TB
9 and TB-12 the end of the boring was at 14 feet. Why did you stop
 
before waste material depth?"
 

DCN 14-38 RESPONSE
 

The criteria for maximum boring depth for the Phase 1A boring
 
program that included the above referenced test borings was as
 
follows: "The maximum depth of each boring will be 10 feet below
 
ground or 5 feet beyond the base of refuse or fill materials, which
 
ever is deeper". Consequently, in borings where refuse was
 
encountered within the first 10 feet, the boring was continued
 
until refuse/fill was no longer apparent, such as in TB-7SA. Test
 
borings TB-9 and TB-12, were terminated at 12 feet when no refuse
 
was found and it appeared that natural soil materials were present
 
in the bottom of the boring. No refuse or fill was encountered in
 
TB-8 after 3 feet although a trace of wood was seen between 10 and
 
12 feet. This boring was terminated at 14 feet to confirm the
 
absence of landfill type materials. TB-8 was determined to be
 
within the landfill boundary while TB-9 and TB-12 were deternined
 
to be outside of the boundary.
 

DCN 14-39 COMMENT
 

The Delahunty's state: "Removal of all residential and commercial
 
structures from the site** will be required for capping of the
 
landfill. Nowhere in the EPA alternative is it stated that all
 
vegetation (including every tree/ shrub and bush on site> must also
 
be removed. How will this be accomplished? Will the roots be
 
removed? Will this pull up contaminated soil? Will the area by
 
enclosed to prevent contaminated dirt from disbursing? The
 
procedure must be fully explained to residents before any removal
 
is don*. The very thought of living less than 40 feet from the
 
site when this work is done terrifies us.
 

DCN 14-39 RESPONSE
 

The clearing and gr-ccir.g activities needed to construct the cap
 
will be described in derail in the landfill cap design documents
 
that will be made ava:1aole to the public.
 

In general, the ve^-stat: ;n r.ay be cut at the base leaving the roots
 
in place or be rercverl i-. a manner that minimizes dust. While the
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landfill is currently covered by a layer of generally clean fill,
 
the loose dirt from the roots would be removed. EPA anticipates
 
that the first activity would be the construction of a temporary
 
fence to prevent access to the Site and the placement of green wind
 
screens along the fence. Air monitoring would be conducted to
 
protect both the site workers and the surrounding residents. in
 
addition, hay bales would also be placed along the inside of the
 
fence to prevent off-site erosion of soils.
 

DCN 14-40 COMMENT
 

The Delahuntys state: "As all structures must be removed, what
 
will happen to the existing utility and sewer hook-ups? Landfill
 
gases follow the route of least resistance. The abandoned utility
 
liens would be a perfect avenue for gas migration. Landfill gases
 
could enter cracks in the services and migrate to homes off site.
 
The sewer and utility lines must be removed and not just
 
disconnected and capped."
 

DCN 14-40 RESPONSE
 

EPA agrees with the Delahunty's concern and will appropriately
 
decommission the utility connections. However, EPA believes that
 
in some cases, it may be prudent to cap both ends of the pipe
 
instead of removing the entire length of pipe. At a minimum, the
 
connection will be capped at the service connection at the street
 
(outside of the landfill cap area) and both ends of the abandoned
 
lines. During the design process, decisions regarding utility
 
abandonment procedures for each property will be made on a property
 
specific basis. The public will have the opportunity to provide
 
input to the design process.
 

3.2.7 MR. ROBERT MCPEAK, TAG CONSULTANT
 

The following comments were submitted by Mr. Robert McPeak,
 
representing Integrated Environmental Services (IES) . IES is the
 
Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) consultant for the Southington Old
 
Landfill Victims (SOLV) organization.
 

DCN 16-la COMMENT
 

If groundwater remediation is included in the preferred remedy, the
 
FS will require revision. The public should be provided an
 
opportunity to comment on the this new FS.
 

DCN 16-la RESPONSE
 

The selected interim remedy does not address groundwater
 
remediation at this tine. Additional groundwater studies are
 
necessary to defir.e tr.e extent of the plume and determine whether
 
the plume has any adverse impact on downgradient natural resource
 
areas. These studies will proceed concurrently with the
 
implementation of the interim remedy. In addition, EPA will review
 
groundwater monitoring data obtained after the cap is installed to
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determine what impacts the cap has on the quality of groundwater,
 
and surrounding geologic conditions. All of this information will
 
be used in developing remedial alternatives to address groundwater
 
remediation on and off site. See also the response to comment
 
DCN 15-4C in Section 3.5.4.
 

DCN 16-lb COMMENT
 

The RI/FS documents and the Proposed Plan do not appear to be
 
consistent. The FS indicates that the groundvater objective is to
 
prevent ingestion (pg. 1-22); where the Proposed Plan indicates the
 
objective is to minimize the effects of contaminants on groundwater
 
quality. "The FS objectives should be revised to be more
 
consistent with those specified in the Proposed Plan prepared by
 
EPA/ because current EPA policy indicates that groundwater
 
objectives should not be achieved solely by institutional controls
 
(i.e. just prevention of ingestion)."
 

DON 16-lb RESPONSE
 

There is no need to revise the FS. EPA prepared an Addendum to' tha
 
RI/FS, dated, May 1994 (available in the Administrative Record)
 
which addresses areas that had not been fully addressed in the
 
RI/FS and which explains why complete source control remedies were
 
not appropriate at this time.
 

DON 16-1C COMMENT
 

The FS establishes a series of five year reviews which will be
 
utilized to assess the success of the cap in reducing leaching of
 
contaminants from the landfill. If the final plan does include a
 
second operable unit for groundwater/ action levels should be
 
established and compared with the containment concentrations in the
 
groundwater during each five year review. If during these reviews
 
it is discovered that the cap has not been successful in reducing
 
contaminant concentration to below established action levels, 
additional groundwater
without delay. 

 remedial action should be implemented 

DCN 16-1C RESPONSE 

The selected interim remedy will not proceed under two operable
 
units. Additional studies will be performed concurrently with the
 
implementation of the interim remedy and groundwater monitoring
 
data will be collected after the cap is in place. All of this data
 
will be used to develop groundwater remedial alternatives.
 
Appropriate action levels will be established in the final rer.edy.
 

DCN 16-2 COMMENT
 

The conunenter does not believe the Proposed Plan adequately
 
addresses treatment of the landfill wastes in contact with the
 
groundwater and believes that by treating the wastes, the tiaa
 
frame for restoration of the groundwater would be reduced.
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Although the commenter recognizes the potential limitations
 
associated with implementing in-place technologies at the Old
 
Southington Landfill/ they believe additional consideration should
 
be given t<3 their application.
 

DCN 16-2 RESPONSE
 

EPA believes that capping the landfill and the removal and
 
containment of SSDA1 are the necessary first steps in the cleanup
 
remedy at the Old Southington Landfill Site. In addition to
 
protecting against potential risks associated with the landfill
 
gases and direct contact with the landfill soils, these containment
 
actions will also improve groundwater quality at the Site. EPA's
 
experience in evaluating cleanup alternatives for landfills similar
 
to the Old Southington Site has demonstrated that it is generally
 
impracticable to attempt to treat the entire landfill. However,
 
EPA does believe that it often makes sense to actively cleanup
 
individual areas within the landfill that are highly contaminated
 
such as SSDA1. Accordingly, EPA believes the approach of capping
 
the entire landfill and removing the SSDA1 wastes from direct
 
contact with the water table and isolating them in a separate cell
 
is the appropriate first steps in the cleanup of the landfill.
 

Regarding treatment of the wastes in place and treatment of the
 
SSDA1 wastes, see EPA's response to comment DCN 5-2 in
 
Section 3.2.3.
 

DCN 16-3 COMMENT
 

The commenter is concerned about EPA's conclusions regarding SSDA1
 
and SSDA2. In particular/ the commenter is concerned that no
 
specific remediation is proposed for SSOA2 other than capping
 
despite evidence that SSDA2 may be contributing to dovngradient
 
groundwater contamination. Finally/ the commenter is also
 
concerned that estimates should be made concerning the amounts of
 
waste and associated chemical contaminants in the saturated zone of
 
the landfill particularly at SSDA2.
 

DCN 16-3 RESPONSE
 

See response to comment CN 14-5c in Section 3.2.6.
 

DCN 16-4 COMMENT
 

The commenter questions the aquifer reclassification process that
 
was recently conducted and recommends that the process be reviewed
 
to verify that the reclassification is justified and that it was
 
performed in accordance with state regulations and requirements.
 

DCN 16-4 RESPONSE
 

Please reference the resconse to comment DCN 5-4 in section 3.2.3.
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DCN 16-5 COMMENT
 

The commenter notes that "No information has been provided which
 
demonstrates that contaminants will not leach from the landfill
 
back into Black Pond if the additional soil pressure of capping
 
material is added to the top of the landfill.11 The commenter
 
requests that sediment samples in Black Fond be analyzed for
 
contaminants during operation and maintenance of the cap to
 
determine whether a release of material is occurring.
 

The commenter also states that the waste material beneath Black
 
Pond has not been sufficiently delineated and that existing waste
 
may not be properly addressed during site cleanup.
 

DCN 16-5 RESPONSE
 

The selected interim remedy includes long-term monitoring of not
 
only groundwater but also surface water, sediments and soil gas.
 

See the response to comment DCN 5-5 in section 3.2.3 for EPA's
 
response to the last part of the above comment concerning waste
 
delineation in Black Pond.
 

DCN 16-6 COMMENT
 

The RI report indicates that the human health risk assessment was
 
conducted using only the 1992 data because the "1992 data set
 
provides a more current and complete database..." Therefore/ the
 
sediment data collected by ESE in 1990 and the earlier data
 
collected by GZA were not used to evaluate potential exposure point
 
concentrations. As a result, samples with elevated levels of
 
contamination were not included in the analysis. For example/
 
sample SED-5, collected by ESE on 7/3/93, contained a concentration
 
of total SVOCs of 128.09 ppm; this sample represented the .highest
 
detection of SVOCs of any sediment sample collected at the Site/
 
and should have been included in the calculation of exposure point
 
concentrations. In addition, the data collected by GZA indicated
 
total PAH concentrations in sediment of up to 125.84 ppm. By using
 
only the 1992 sediment data, the risk assessment does not consider
 
samples which contained significant contamination and which
 
therefore may present a human health risk. Just because these data
 
are not the most current does not provide sufficient justification
 
to exclude them from the analysis.
 

DCN 16-6 RESPONSE
 

Surface water and sedi-ent samples were collected by GZA in 1990
 
and by ESE in 1992. ESI did not collect any sediment data in 1993.
 
The 1990 data set did not include an analysis of- all of the
 
chemicals of concern fcr which EPA typically monitors. The 1992
 
data set included an analysis of all of the chemicals of concern,
 
sampled all of the sa.-e locations included in the 1990 data set and
 
had a greater nur.ber c: total sa-ple locations than the 1990 data
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set. Thus the 1992 data set was considered to be acre
 
representative of exposure.
 

In addition, estimates of "total SVOCs" or "total PAHs" are not
 
good indicators of human health risk since individual PAHs and
 
other SVOCs have varying degrees of toxicity. For an accurate
 
assessment of the affects of these compounds on risk, individual
 
compounds must be evaluated separately.
 

DCN 16-7 COMMENT
 

The commenter states "the coat estimates appear to be high in
 
several cases, thus influencing the perception of the s"cope of work
 
and selection of alternatives. For example, calculations for the
 
transportation and disposal of the SSDA1 (Appendix B, Alternative
 
SC7, pg. 8&9) have several overly conservative assumptions and
 
quotes." The commenter specifically believes that the following
 
assumptions used in preparing the cost estimate for SC7 were overly
 
conservative:
 

The unit weight of the SSDA1 material at 1.5 tons per cubic
 
yard.
 

The assumption that each truckload of material that would
 
leave the site for off-site treatment would require an
 
analytical chemistry profile.
 

The unit cost for incineration of $1,600 per ton.
 

Indirect capital costs at 20% for engineering, 25% for health
 
and safety, and 25% for contingencies.
 

The commenter states that "it is possible that the material in the
 
SSDA1 area could be disposed of off-site for approximately 30 to
 
40% less than originally estimated." The commenter further states:
 
"Additional review of cost estimates for this alternative should be
 
performed and the decision to keep that material on should be re
evaluated."
 

DCN 16-7 RESPONSE
 

EPA disagrees with the comnenter that the estimated costs for
 
alternative SC7 need to be re-evaluated at this time. EPA believes
 
the cost estimate to be within the +50%, -30% range of accuracy
 
required for Feasibility Study cost estimates. EPA notes that this
 
range is consistent with the commenter's estimated level of
 
accuracy.
 

With regard to the individual technical comments, EPA believes:
 

The inconsistency in the assumed unit weight (1.5 tors/cy
 
versus 1.35 tcns/cy) was a clerical error. However, the use
 
of either val^e would be within the range of unit weight
 
anticipated ::r rr.is rare-rial.
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The assumption that each truckload of material that
 
transported off-site would require characterization is
 
realistic, especially since the landfill wastes include heavy
 
metal contamination that can dramatically influence
 
incineration and ash costs.
 

The estimated cost for off-site incineration at $l,600/ton is
 
representative. Although the coirunenter reportedly received
 
quote of $l,300/ton from a vendor, it is not clear that the
 
waste profile given to the vendor included the facts that the
 
material would be from a Superfund site and that is likely
 
contained heavy metals. Also, the commenter did not specify
 
what the environmental compliance record was for the facility
 
that provided the quote to the commenter. This is an
 
important consideration for the Agency and does not always
 
coincide with the lowest cost. Notwithstanding this, the
 
commenter's estimate was only 20% less than EPA's and thus
 
still within the Feasibility Study range of accuracy.
 

The estimated indirect costs for engineering (20%); health and
 
safety (actually 45% as opposed to 20% mentioned by the
 
commenter); and an additional 25% in contingencies (for direct
 
and indirect costs) are appropriate for the SSDA1 components
 
of SC6. While this brings the multiplier to over two times
 
the estimated direct costs, EPA believes this estimate is
 
appropriate given the level of planning required to conduct
 
these operations, the much lower work related efficiencies due
 
to the health and safety constraints, and experience with
 
similar sites.
 

DCN 16-8 COMMENT
 

The commenter notes that following the ROD, engineering designs
 
will be performed and various reports will be prepared including:
 
a plan for the soil gas pilot study, health and safety plan, and
 
others. The commenter states that: "After the ROD is signed,
 
there are no requirements for the EPA to hold public hearings or to
 
solicit public comments. It's up to EPA to provide information to
 
the public however and whenever they feel it is appropriate."
 

"A schedule should be established for quarterly public meetings,
 
regardless of what has or has not occurred during that quarter, so
 
that the community is kept well informed about the project
 
activities. In addition, it is recommended that the PRPs and EPA
 
solicit the input of the community during preparation of the health
 
and safety plan, the site restoration plan and the construction
 
management plan (regarding traffic, site security, etc.) and other
 
appropriate documents. The solicitation of community input during
 
preparation of these documents, rather than providing them to the
 
community after they have been prepared, will be more effective in
 
keeping the community informed and ensuring that community concerns
 
are addressed.1'
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DCN 16-8 RESPONSE
 

EPA plans to revise the community relations plan for the Remedial
 
Design and Remedial Action (RD/RA) phase of the project. This
 
phase also includes the performance of additional groundwater
 
studies that will occur concurrently with the implementation of the
 
interim remedy. EPA will solicit input from the community in
 
developing the community relations plan.
 

DCN 16-9 COMMENT
 

The commenter states: "The Ecological Risk Assessment addressed
 
only the site itself, Black Pond and the adjoining wetlands. No
 
evaluation was conducted regarding the impact of groundwater which
 
has and will continue to migrate off-site into downstream
 
environmental receptors such as the Quinnipiac River. Future
 
investigations should include as an objective the identification of
 
off-site environmental receptors and the potential impact of
 
contaminated groundwater on those receptors."
 

DCN 16-9 RESPONSE
 

As a part of this interim source control remedy, additional studies
 
will be conducted to determine the full nature and extent of the
 
groundwater contamination emanating from the Site and the potential
 
impact of any contamination or downgradient natural resources. See
 
also the response to comment DCN 5-6 in Section 3.2.3.
 

DCN 16-10 COMMENT
 

The commenter states: "Numerous project documents refer to the
 
Site as a municipal landfill. Based upon this classification, the
 
use of the presumptive remedy for municipal landfills (containment)
 
has been adopted as the preferred remedy. The Feasibility Study
 
(date: 12-10-93, page: 1-5) states that "CERCLA municipal landfills
 
are primarily composed of municipal, and to a lesser extent
 
hazardous wastes..." This statement does not accurately describe
 
the Site because the southern portion of the Site, which is the
 
major area of concern, may not be primarily composed of municipal
 
waste. Therefore, it should not be presumed that containment is
 
the appropriate remedy, and other remedial technologies should have
 
been more fully evaluated in the FS."
 

DCN 16-10 RESPONSE
 

Based on the Site characterization results presented in the RI
 
Report, EPA believes that selection of a presumptive remedy of
 
containment (capping) is protective of human health and the
 
environment. The presumptive remedy approach provides for the
 
treatment of hot spot areas that may exist within the landfill
 
mass. EPA has chosen to address one hot spot area (SSDA1) by
 
excavation and consolidation of the SSDA1 materials in a low
 
permeability cell within the landfill. EPA also evaluated
 
treatment of this *aste, but determined that consolidation en-site
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provided the most cost-effective means of providing the same level
 
of protection to human health and the environment.
 

EPA notes that the soil gas collection system that will be
 
installed underneath the cap may be an active or passive system
 
that will result in removal of volatile organic contaminants from
 
the unsaturated waste below the cap. A pilot soil gas study that
 
will be conducted during the pre-design phase will determine
 
whether an active or passive collection system is most appropriate
 
and whether treatment of the soil gases is necessary.
 

3.3 LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMENTS
 

EPA received comments from the various Town of Southington Council
 
members. The comments and responses are organized by the Document
 
Control Number (DCN) with the comment portion shown in bold text.
 
Table 3-3 summarizes the local government comments by DCN and the
 
commenter.
 

Table 3-3
 

Comment Tracking Summary of Written
 
Town of Southington Comments
 

Document 
Control No. Source Date 

8 
9 

10 

Mr . 

Mr. 

Ms. 

Thomas Langdon, Town Council 

Andrew J. Meade, Town Council 

Maureen Temchin, Town Council 

7/12/94 

7/11/94 

7/12/94 

3.3.1 MR. THOMAS P. LANGDON, TOWN COUNCIL
 

OCN 8-1 COMMENT
 

Mr. Langdon requests that EPA consider not only the benefits of
 
remediation but the costs and their burden to the residents and
 
businesses in the town.
 

DCN 8-1 RESPONSE
 

In accordance with the requirements of the National Contingency
 
Plan (NCP) , 40 CFR 300.430, EPA has considered the cost of
 
construction of the selected remedy (capital costs), the estimated
 
long-term costs for operation and maintenance (O&M) of the renedy
 
and the net present value of capital and O&M. Cost is one of the
 
nine criteria that EPA evaluates when analyzing proposed
 
alternatives for rereciiation of a hazardous waste site. Thus, EPA
 
cannot, when selecting an alternative, consider only the "burden"
 
of costs to the potentially responsible parties when evaluating
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alternatives with respect to the NCP criteria. However, EPA does
 
consider the comments of the state and community during it's final
 
decision that is documented in the Record of Decision (ROD).
 

DCN 8-2 COMMENT
 

Mr. Langdon believes it is better from a public health perspective
 
to leave the SSDA1 materials in the ground and to cap that area.
 

DCN 8-2 RESPONSE
 

EPA does not agree that the SSDA1 material should be left in place
 
and capped. The most important factors considered in EPA's
 
decision to remove the SSDA1 materials are: 1) the high levels of
 
contaminants found in the waste; 2) the potential for such
 
contaminants to continue to migrate downward even after cap
 
installation; and, 3) the fact that a portion of the SSDA1 waste is
 
currently located within the water table. The actual amount of
 
waste in the water table varies depending upon seasonal
 
fluctuations. This highly contaminated waste, if not removed, will
 
continue to adversely impact the quality of groundwater.
 

EPA recognizes the potential health and safety hazards that may be
 
encountered during excavation of SSDA1. However, EPA believes that
 
these hazards can be adequately controlled and minimized through
 
the implementation of a health and safety plan and specific
 
construction and engineering precautions (See the response to
 
Comment DCN 6-1 in Section 3.2.4).
 

3.3.2 MR. ANDREW MEADE, TOWN COUNCIL
 

DCN 9-1 COMMENT
 

Mr. Meade concurs with EPA's decision to conduct additional
 
investigations of groundwater and believes that expenditures for
 
groundwater remediation at this time would provide little benefit
 
to the community and environment.
 

DCN 9-1 RESPONSE
 

EPA notes this comment. No response is necessary.
 

3.3.3 MS. MAUREEN TEMCHIN, TOWN COUNCIL
 

DCN 10-1 COMMENT
 

Ms. Temchin comments that the remediation process should be
 
implemented as quickly as possible. She notes that further
 
prolongation of the process will only increase the cost to the
 
town.
 

DCN 10-1 RESPONSE
 

EPA notes this ccr.--2.-t. N'o response is necessary.
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3.4 STATE OP CONNECTICUT COMMENTS
 

This section includes comments submitted by the State of
 
Connecticut and EPA's responses. The comments were submitted by
 
the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CT DEP)
 
Bureau of Water Management and the Connecticut General Assembly
 
members. The comments are organized below by document control
 
number (DCN) with the comment portion shown in bold text. The
 
State comments are summarized by DCN and commenter in Table 3-4.
 

Table 3-4
 

Comment Tracking Summary of 
State of Connecticut Comments 

Document 
Control No. Source	 Date 

12 Ann ?. Dandrow, Dennis H. Cleary, 6 / 2 0 / 9 4 
Angelo M. Fusco; General Assembly 

18 Christine Lacas; Bureau of Water • 8/12/94 
Management 

3 .4 .1 ANN DANDROW, DENNIS CLEARY, ANGELO FUSCO; STATE OF 
CONNECTICUT GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

DCN 12-1 COMMENT 

State of Connecticut representatives Ann P. Dandrow, Dennis H.
 
Cleary and Angelo M. Fusco provided their approval of the EPA's
 
Proposed Plan for remediation of the site.
 

DCN 12-1	 RESPONSE
 

EPA notes	 this comment. No response is necessary.
 

3.4.2	 MS. CHRISTINE LACAS, CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF
 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
 

DCN 18-1 COMMENT
 

The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection indicates
 
that it believes that the Connecticut Water Quality Standards are
 
an action-specific ARAR, even if a groundwater remedy is not being
 
pursued as part of this interim remedy.
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DCN 18-1 RESPONSE
 

EPA agrees that if remedial activities occur that result in
 
discharges*regulated under the Connecticut Water Quality Standards
 
(WQS), the WQS are considered action-specific ARARs. NO
 
groundwater clean-up levels, however, are established in this
 
interim ROD.
 

3.5 POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES COMMENTS
 

EPA received five documents containing comments from Potential
 
Responsible Parties (PRPs) during the public comment period. These
 
comments are organized by Document Control Number (DCN) with the
 
comment portion shown in bold text. Table 3-5 summarizes the DCN
 
and commenters.
 

Table 3-5
 

Comment Tracking Summary of
 
Potentially Responsible Party Comments
 

Document
 
Control No. Source Date
 

2 Mr. Joseph E. Tuttle 6/20/94
 

11 J.S. Needham; The Pike Realty Company 7/14/94
 

13 Mr. and Mrs. Harold L. Charette 8/1/94
 

15 Ad Hoc Old Southington Landfill PRP Group 8/12/94
 

17 John C. Bullock; Handy & Harman 8/13/94
 

3.5.1 MR. JOSEPH TUTTLE
 

DCN 2 - la COMMENT
 

Mr. Tuttle suggests a method to lower the level of the water table
 
within the landfill by:
 

1) installing a barrier along the east edge of Old Turnpike
 
Road, then eastward 400 feet. The barrier bottom should
 
be at 145 feet mean sea level (msl); and,
 

2) dredging the outflow stream from Black Pond to maintain
 
a surface water elevation of 145 feet msl.
 

The commenter indicates that these actions would reverse the
 
gradient of the contaminated plume so that it would no longer flow
 
westward. The concenter also suggests that municipal Well No. 5 be
 
reactivated to control the level of water in the wetlands. The
 
pumped water could be discharged to the wetlands northeast of Well
 
No. 5.
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DCN 2-la RESPONSE
 

Regional grtjundwater flow is to the west at this Site. Groundwater
 
migrates from the highlands area near Meriden Box. Dredging of the
 
stream channel and culvert would divert some flow and help lower
 
water levels in the immediate vicinity of the channel. However, if
 
the principal purpose is to lower the groundwater below the solid
 
waste, further depression of the water table is required (see
 
cross-section AA' and K-K1 in the RI) .
 

Creation of a barrier along Old Turnpike Road would cause a backup
 
of groundwater behind the barrier. This groundwater will still
 
have passed through the contain! ••.ted landfill waste. Some of this
 
waste-contaminated water would ek hydraulic relief around the
 
edge of the barrier. Depending the head build up and the depth
 
of the barrier, contaminated flc, could also be under the barrier.
 
Thus, the barrier would not prevent migration of contaminated water
 
off-site.
 

The use of municipal Well No. 5 is also impractical because the
 
well has been abandoned. Even if it was operational, discharge of
 
the water so close to the well's zone of influence would create a
 
directed recharge to the well and minimize flow from the targeted
 
capture area.
 

DCN 2-lb COMMENT
 

The commenter suggests placing genetically engineered bacteria into
 
Black Pond/ the wetlands and outlet stream to digest organic
 
compounds in these areas.
 

DCN 2-lb RESPONSE
 

EPA notes that the potential public health and environmental risks
 
in Black Pond, the wetland areas and the outlet stream are
 
currently within EPA's acceptable range. However, additional
 
testing will be performed in Black Pond to further delineate waste
 
associated with landfilling activities. This waste will be placed
 
under the cap and is expected to improve the quality of surface
 
water and sediment in the pond and associated wetlands.
 

EPA has evaluated the potential use of biodegradation at the Old
 
Southington Landfill and believes it would not be effective in
 
.treating the wastes at the Site. The primary limitation of this
 
technology is the toxicity of the heavy metals and the chlorinated
 
organic compounds on micro-organisms.
 

With regard to genetically engineered bacteria, EPA notes that
 
while efforts to overcome technology limitations are being
 
conducted in private research and academic settings, the technology
 
has not been developed to a point where EPA is confident that
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bicremediation would be successful in treating the wastes at the
 
Old Southington Site.
 

DCN 2-2 COMMENT
 

Mr. Tuttle believes that the landfill should not be capped; that
 
natural process should be allowed to flush away the contaminants
 
slowly. He advocates the introduction of woody vegetation at the
 
site to encourage natural degradation processes and to slow
 
percolation of rainwater into the Site.
 

DCN 2-2 RESPONSE
 

EPA does not believe that natural flushing and attenuation is an
 
appropriate remedy for the Site for several reasons.
 

First, in the absence of a cap, the potential exists for
 
individuals to be exposed to site contaminants through direct
 
contact with subsurface soils and/or contact with liquid phase
 
contaminants which may leach out of these soils. EPA believes that
 
fencing alone may not provide an adequate barrier to exposure.
 

EPA also believes that in the absence of a cap, contaminants will
 
continue to migrate downward into the groundwater for unacceptably
 
long time periods. The results of the remedial investigations
 
conducted at the site indicate that substantial quantities of
 
chemical contaminants may remain in landfill unsaturated zone soils
 
above the water table. In the absence of a cap, many of the
 
contaminants are likely to continue to migrate into underlying
 
groundwater and then off-site for time periods of tens to possibly
 
more than one hundred years. EPA believes that continuing the long
 
term contamination of the area groundwater aquifer in this r.anner
 
is unacceptable.
 

Finally, EPA disagrees that the introduction of woody vegetation
 
would provide an effective barrier to infiltration. Rainwater
 
would continue to infiltrate through the landfill since roots are
 
not an effective barrier.
 

DCN 2-3 COMMENT
 

The commenter suggests the installation of radon gas mitigation
 
systems in the existing buildings to remove potential radon gas and
 
methane on a continuous basis at a cost of only $1 to $2 per square
 
foot of building. The commenter notes that these systems are very
 
inexpensive to operate.
 

DCN 2-3 RESPONSE
 

With regard to the installation of radon gas mitigation syster.s,
 
EPA believes that as part, of the cap, a gas collection syster, is
 
necessary and that this system should be employed to prevent gases
 
from leaving the landfill area, not to remove the gases frcr. tr.e
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building once they are within the basement areas as would be
 
accomplished by a typical radon mitigation system.
 

DCN 2-4 COMMENT
 

The commenter notes that the cell lining for the hot spot material
 
can not be obtained in one piece. He questions whether welding can
 
be performed effectively during construction of the liner to
 
eliminate the possibility of voids and spaces where water can enter
 
the waste. The commenter also expressed concern regarding the
 
potential for frost to penetrate the cell.
 

DCN 2-4 RESPONSE
 

EPA acknowledges that the cell lining would be delivered from the
 
manufacturer in long rolls that are typically 20 to 35 feet in
 
width. When placing the lining material, these sections or sheets
 
are overlapped and then welded together. The welding process
 
includes heat, pressure and dynamic action which results in the
 
joints being as strong as the High Density Polyethylene (HOPE)
 
sheet itself. In addition, the American Society for Testing and
 
Materials (ASTM) has developed specific test protocols for the
 
liner materials and the seams which will be used to document the
 
integrity of the liner prior to the placement of the SSDA1
 
material.
 

With regard to potential frost damage, EPA notes the HOPE liner
 
material is designed to be flexible such that it will not rip under
 
freeze-thaw conditions.
 

DCN 2-5 COMMENT
 

The commenter contends that landfill caps and cells have not been
 
implemented long enough to be proven to be truly effective on a
 
long term basis.
 

DCN 2-5 RESPONSE
 

EPA notes that low permeability landfill caps of various types have
 
been constructed for over 20 years. The Resources Conservation and
 
Recovery Act (RCRA) sets forth rigorous requirements for landfills
 
that contain hazardous wastes. EPA has determined that containment
 
of wastes by capping is the most effective means of preventing
 
further migration of landfill contaminants by soil erosion and
 
infiltration of precipitation. Landfills typically contain large
 
volumes of heterogeneous wastes having varying levels and types of
 
contamination. EPA has determined that it is not practicable or
 
cost-effective to treat such wastes. Capping provides an effective
 
m:ans of adequately containing the wastes and preventing potential
 
exposures and minimizing impacts to groundwater. A typical
 
impermeable cap that is well maintained will provide long-term
 
protection.
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3.5.2 J.S. NEEDHAM, THE PIKE REALTY COMPANY
 

DCN 11-1 COMMENT
 

'•Please consider the current commercial property owners especially
 
unique in the Old Southington Landfill Superfund Site that they be
 
afforded the same rights and privileges given to the current
 
residential landowners. The properties were sold to the general
 
public after the landfill was closed and soil capped. The current
 
residential owners were not cited as Potential Responsible Parties
 
(PRPs) due to an Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) policy, in
 
this special case the current commercial landowners, who were cited
 
as PRPs solely on the basis of current land ownership and not for
 
their contribution to the landfill, should be treated in the same
 
way as home owners."
 

"The burden, be it psychological or financial, of your citing the
 
current commercial property owners as PRPs because they purchased
 
their property through "dumb luck" is not morally fair. A small
 
business owner can not sustain such a burden in todays market
 
place. There are approximately, 45 jobs within the old landfill
 
area that can easily be lost to the town of Southington and state
 
of Connecticut. A policy decision relieving the current commercial
 
property owners as PRPs would go a long way in reducing the anxiety
 
this superfund site is causing."
 

DCN 11-1 RESPONSE
 

Current landowners of facilities at which there has been a release
 
or a threat of a release of hazardous substances are among the
 
types of potentially responsible parties who are liable under
 
CERCLA. On this basis, the current owners of land on the Site were
 
noticed as PRPs.
 

On a national policy level EPA has determined that in the exercise
 
of its enforcement discretion, it will not take enforcement actions
 
against an owner of residential property to require such an owner
 
to undertake response actions or pay response costs, unless the
 
residential homeowner's activities lead to a release or threat of
 
release of hazardous substances that results in the taking of a
 
response action at the Site, or unless the owner of residential
 
property fails to cooperate with the response action at the Site.
 
The decisions taken at the OSL Site are consistent with this
 
policy. Consequently, neither the businesses or the residents at
 
this Site were singled out for treatnent inconsistent with other
 
Sites throughout the country.
 

EPA is sensitive, however, to the unique position that the current
 
owners are in botn as PRPs and as owners c." land and businesses
 
that will require relocation prior to the implementation of
 
response action ar the Site. As the remedial process r.oves
 
forward, EPA will rerr.ain involved with the issues that confront
 
these land/business owners.
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3.5.3 MR. AND MRS. HAROLD CHARETTE
 

DCN 13-la COMMENT
 

in their comment letter/ Mr. and Mrs. charette oppose the remedy in
 
the Proposed Plan. They say they have heard remarks about
 
contaminated water/ contaminated land/ methane gas, but to date/
 
nobody has been able to document any harm that has occurred from
 
this landfill. They also say that the EPA proposal will not bring
 
any satisfaction to the immediate neighborhood.
 

DCN 13-la RESPONSE
 

See the response to comment DCN 14-3a in Section 3.2.6.
 

Extensive studies have been performed on and off-site to determine
 
the nature and extent of contamination from the Old Southington
 
Landfill Superfund Site. A human health and environmental risk
 
assessment has also been conducted. The results of these
 
investigations and evaluations are documented in the Remedial
 
Investigation Feasibility Study and Risk Assessment reports and the
 
EPA Addendum to these reports. These reports are available at the
 
Southington Library in Southington, CT and at the EPA Record
 
Center, in Boston, MA.
 

EPA is cognizant that nearby citizens have concerns relating to the
 
limited source control remedy. EPA plans to solicit public input
 
in developing the Health and Safety Plan and the Conraunity
 
Relations Plan. It is also EPA's intent to keep citizens apprised
 
of future investigations and remedial activities, as well as be
 
available to answer questions throughout the remediation process.
 

DCN 13-Ib COMMENT
 

Mr. and Mrs. charette state: "As a taxpayer in the Town of
 
Southington/ I believe that the expenditure that will be mandated
 
by the Town of Southington should be brought to a referendum to see
 
how the people feel about the senseless dollars that will be
 
reguired to clean up this abandoned landfill."
 

DCN 13-lb RESPONSE
 

The Town of Southington which has been named as a Potentially
 
Responsible Party (PRP) is the appropriate body to address this
 
issue.
 

DCN 13-lc COMMENT
 

Mr. and Mrs. Charette state: "Please accept this letter as a
 
formal notice that there shall be no more monitoring/ testing, or
 
trespassing on this site located at 477 Old Turnpike Road until an
 
agreement between the property owner and the three known polluters
 
is reached regarding the possible liability of the clean up on this
 
site."
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DCN 13-lc RESPONSE
 

Access issues will be addressed as necessary during the
 
construction phase of the remedial action.
 

3.5.4 AD HOC OLD SOUTHINGTON LANDFILL PRP GROUP
 

DCN 15-la COMMENT
 

The PRP Group states that EPA's plan for addressing the health and
 
environmental concerns at the Old Southington Landfill is
 
comprehensive and is based on sound technical data compiled during
 
the RI/FS process in communication with the EPA and CT DEP.
 

DCN 15-la RESPONSE
 

EPA notes this comment. No response is necessary.
 

DCN 15-lb COMMENT
 

The PRP Group states that EPA's selected remedy of a cap and gas
 
collection system "are consistent with the policy set forth in
 
EPA's Municipal Solid Waste Landfill Presumptive Remedy Guidance".
 
They note that the selected remedy components are protective of
 
human health and the environment. The PRPs agree that removal of
 
residential and commercial structures is necessary for construction
 
of the cap and for maintaining long-term integrity. The PRPs state
 
that it is not necessary to remove or relocate structures not
 
located on the Site because 1) they will not interfere in the
 
design or construction of the remedy; 2) the cap and gas collection
 
system will eliminate potential exposures to Site contaminants;
 
and, 3) the cost of such an action would be unnecessary and
 
arbitrary because there are no identifiable risks to human health
 
or the environment.
 

DCN 15-lb RESPONSE
 

EPA notes this comment. No response is necessary.
 

DCN 15-2a COMMENT
 

The commenters indicate that SSDA1 materials do not constitute a
 
"hot spot" as defined by the EPA guidance, and should not be
 
excavated. The commenters argue that most of the guidance criteria
 
which may be used to identify a landfill "hot spot" are not met in
 
the case of SSDA1. In reaching this conclusion; the commenters
 
specifically identify the four areas of general EPA guidance
 
criteria which they believe are not met when considering SSDA1 a
 
"hot spot". They are as follows:
 

1) Does evidence exist to indicate the presence and
 
approximate location of waste?
 

2) Is the hot spot known to be a principal threat waste?
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3) Is the waste in a discrete, accessible part of the
 
landfill?
 

4) Is the hot spot known to be large enough that its
 
remediation will reduce the threat posed by the overall
 
site but small enough that it is reasonable to consider
 
removal?
 

DCM 15-2a RESPONSE
 

EPA disagrees with the commenters overall conclusions that SSDAl is
 
not a "hot spot".
 

1) Does evidence exist to indicate the presence and approximate
 
location of waste?
 

Response: Yes, the area containing the serai-solid discrete
 
materials in SSDAl has been fairly well defined by the Ri
 
boring program. The RI estimates the volume of this
 
material to be 500 to 1100 cubic yards.
 

2) Is the hot spot known to be principal threat waste?
 

Response: EPA believes it is. The average concentrations of many
 
of the nonchlorinated and chlorinated Volatile Organic
 
Compounds (VOCs) found in the semi-solid discrete
 
materials in SSDAl (hot spot) were found to be at least
 
6 times greater than those found elsewhere in the
 
landfill. In addition, the highest concentrations of
 
some chemicals of concern such as TCE, were also found
 
here. The discrete materials found in SSDAl are clearly
 
industrial waste and are different in chemical nature
 
from the rest of the landfill waste. In addition, these
 
materials are in a localized area at the western edge of
 
the Site. The regional groundwater also flows in a
 
westerly direction. If these discrete materials are not
 
removed under the interim remedy, difficult and/or
 
costly groundwater remediation may be inevitable in the
 
final remedy. All in all, EPA believes that removing the
 
discrete materials found in SSDAl from the water table,
 
will result in the reduction of a principal threat to
 
human health and the environment.
 

3) Is the waste in a discrete accessible part of the landfill?
 

Response: The waste is in a discrete accessible part of the
 
landfill. The r.ain reason the SSDAs were located at the
 
edge of Old Turnpike Road was because it provided easy
 
access to vehicles transporting liquid and semi-solid
 
industrial vastes for disposal. Furthermore, when it
 
comes ti.-.e to excavate the waste from SSDAl, the building
 
that currently infringes over this area will be removed
 
and traffic en Old Turnpike Road will be restored.
 

094-170
 
9/23/94 3-61
 



4) Is the hot spot known to be large enough that its remediation
 
will reduce the threat posed by the overall Site but small
 
enough that it is reasonable to consider removal (e.g.,
 
100,000 cubic yards or less)?
 

Response: The semi-solid discrete materials in SSDA1 have been
 
estimated in the RI to consist of 500 - 1100 cubic yards
 
of material. This quantity is less than 100,000 cubic
 
yards, yet large enough to be of concern.
 

DCN 15-2b COMMENT
 

The PRP Group recommends that EPA follow the 1994 legislative
 
proposal in determining whether or not SSDA1 should be considered
 
a hot spot. In their comments, the PRP Group expresses differences
 
and similarities between the 1994 legislative proposal and the
 
currently used EPA guidance. The PRP Group also adds/ "that
 
Congress is working with EPA to make Superfund more workable,
 
efficient, and cost and time effective. The proposed statutory
 
language was drafted in this spirit and should be looked to for
 
guidance in regard to the remedy for this site."
 

DCN 15-2b RESPONSE
 

EPA has determined that the area containing semi-solid discrete
 
materials found in SSDA1 constitutes a hot spot area and needs to
 
be addressed as one. EPA made this decision based on guidance that
 
is currently in place (Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal
 
Landfill Sites (OSWER Directive No. 9355.0-49FS, September 1993).
 
It is not appropriate for EPA to use legislative proposals that
 
have not yet been accepted or enacted. See also response to
 
comment DCN 15-2a.
 

DCN 15-2c COMMENT
 

The PRPs state that "Excavation of SSDAl would be difficult
 
logistically, could potentially be very costly, and could pose
 
significant and unwarranted risks to workers." The PRPs contend
 
that the $1.6 million SSDAl cost may be underestimated and note
 
worker health and safety and logistical problems as potential cost
 
items that may have been underestimated. The PRPs point to the
 
McColl Superfund Site as an example where unanticipated logistical
 
problems and exorbitant cost where associated with a hot spot
 
removal. The PRPs note that the cost for excavation activities at
 
McColl were $526 per ton in comparison to $26 per ton in the RI/F3
 
for this Site.
 

DCN 15-2C RESPONSE
 

Excavation and consolidation of SSDAl materials can be preferred in
 
a number of viaole ways. This Record of Decision provides
 
flexibility of per: err. ing this work to allow for technically
 
feasible, cost effective, and health protective ways of
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implementing this work. Detailed planning will be required to
 
conduct the.se activities in a safe and efficient manner. AS for
 
the costs associated with implementing these activities in a safe
 
manner, EPA questions the back-up for the PRPs revised $8 million
 
estimate to conduct this work included with their comments. Since
 
the $1.6 million estimate within the Proposed Plan was developed by
 
the PRPs, it is unclear why their estimate of cost has changed so
 
dramatically.
 

DCM 15-2(1 COMMENT
 

The commenter believes if excavation of material in SSDAl is
 
ultimately deemed appropriate/ then EPA's plan should anticipate
 
and address other issues and factors. The PRPs are particularly
 
concerned that:
 

a) The PRPs state that the delineation of material to be removed
 
from SSDAl must be based on visual rather than chemical
 
differentiation of the material. They are concerned that
 
excessively large volumes of waste will need to be excavated
 
if chemical criteria are used due to the variable and
 
unpredictable spatial distribution of contaminants of concern.
 

b) "EPA should retain flexibility in the ROD to allow for other
 
methods of handling and isolating these materials. For
 
example, EPA should encourage employment of value engineering

in the design of any excavation and relocation program, the
 
location, design, and construction of any waste cell liner or
 
cap, and the management of waste leachate. Final decisions on
 
the disposition of this material should be made during the
 
design phase, based on the technologies available at that
 
time."
 

DON 15-2d RESPONSE
 

a) EPA agrees that the method of establishing the limits of any
 
excavation of waste materials in SSDAl requires careful
 
consideration. EPA also agrees that the approach must be
 
sufficiently well defined and restrictive such that
 
unacceptably large volumes of materials are not excavated or
 
that excavations do not go beyond the general area of SSDAl
 
and across the landfill. For this reason, EPA is requiring
 
that discrete materials A and B be excavated along with a
 
two-foot buffer zone around these materials. EPA does not,
 
however, agree that these goals necessarily prohibit the
 
utilization of chemical specific guidelines to help define the
 
extent of the se^i-solid discrete materials A and B in SSDAl.
 
Therefore, ir. -e.elcping the guidelines for any excavation in
 
SSDAl, EPA wil. jarefully evaluate the possible use of visual
 
soil character-s _ ics (as proposed by the commenter) as well as
 
chemical-spec.: .c guidelines for SSDAl.
 

b) EPA agrees tr.^t -t ;s appropriate and beneficial to maintain
 
flexibility in tr.e ?3D to allow for various viable engineering
 

 —̂' '
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methods as well as health protective measures in implementing
 
the various components of the remedy. Section X of the ROD
 
articu-lates
components
implementati

 the
 whi
on. 

 required
le pro

 objectives
viding fl
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DCN 15-3 COMMENT 

The FRPs state that: "EPA's selected remedy should contain
 
performance standards, not specific design requirements, to allow
 
for design flexibility and to encourage value engineering."
 

"The PRPs recommend that EPA identify and mandate the remedy for
 
the Site through the identification of performance standard goals,
 
instead of specifying design details. The specification of
 
performance standards allows for the use of lower cost, but
 
equivalent or better, performing technologies as they become
 
available. This "value engineering11 approach is the best way to
 
avoid overly specific directives that might result in the
 
inadvertent and inappropriate exclusion of effective and efficient
 
remedial design and implementation methods." The PRPs specifically
 
note that the performance standards approach should be used for
 
specific cap design, handling of waste along the Black Pond
 
shoreline, culvert outlet design and reconstruction and the gas
 
collection/control system.
 

DCN 15-3 RESPONSE
 

The action-specific ARARs pertinent to the cleanup remedy and any
 
other pertinent ARARs will define many of the performance
 
standards. Consistent with the PRPs request, EPA believes the
 
remedial design activities should focus on accomplishing the
 
objectives and intent of the Record of Decision while complying
 
with ARARs and utilizing cost-effective engineering solutions. As
 
highlighted below, the PRPs have misinterpreted representative
 
technologies taken from their own RI/FS document as declarative
 
specifications by EPA for the only engineering solutions to achieve
 
the performance standards set forth by the ARARs for this Record of
 
Decision. It is clearly EPA's intent to include prudent
 
engineering practice and flexibility during the remedial design
 
process.
 

With respect to the waste found in Black Pond due to landfill ing
 
activities, the action-specific ARARs, in this case, Section 404 of
 
the Clean Water Act states that wetland areas may only be filled
 
when no other practicable alternative exists. To that end, the
 
PRPs should recognize that the design of the project will have to
 
evaluate the available engineering approaches and recoinr.er.i cr.e
 
that isolates the wastes from the pond and is consistent with
 
ARARs.
 

With regard to reconstruction of the culvert, EPA believes the
 
activities to re-establish an adequate hydraulic connection between
 
Block Pond and the dovngradient wetlands should be guided cy the
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relevant wetlands regulations and environmentally prudent
 
engineering .practices.
 

It is not EPA's intent to specify the design details of the gas
 
collection system at this time. Rather, EPA believes the gas
 
collection system for the cap should be designed to adequately
 
prevent the buildup of gas beneath the cap and that this should
 
occur as a part of the design process. However, EPA notes that in
 
many cases, it may not be clear during the design process whether
 
an active or passive collection system will best fit the needs of
 
a particular project. As such, it may be important to incorporate
 
flexibility into the completed collection system such that it can
 
be operated in either mode as appropriate.
 

DCN 15-4a COMMENT
 

"The	 PRPs agree that groundwater remediation is not necessary.11
 

"The PRPs concur with the EPA in its decision that groundwater
 
remediation is not warranted at this time." The PRPs provide the
 
following reasons in support of their concurrence.
 

l)	 "Groundwater is not used as a drinking water supply." ...
 
•'Institutional controls already in existence, including
 
stringent controls at both the State and local levels, prevent
 
the use of groundwater ...".
 

EPA RESPONSE TO NO. 1:
 

EPA has not, in this interim remedy, decided that groundwater
 
remediation is not necessary. Currently, insufficient data exists
 
to determine the complete nature and extent of the contaminated
 
plume emanating from the Site and whether there are any adverse
 
affects on downgradient natural resources. EPA also notes that the
 
installation of the low permeability cap is expected to improve
 
groundwater quality over time and that monitoring data documenting
 
changes in quality will be used to develop a final remedy for the
 
Site.
 

Institutional Controls do not prevent the continued leaching of
 
contaminants from wastes located below the water table. The NCP
 
and current EPA policy provide that the use of Institutional
 
Controls shall not substitute for active response measures that r.ay
 
be appropriate for a site, unless active measures are determined
 
not to be protective.
 

2) "Groundwater is not adversely affecting surface waters." The
 
PRPs present the following to support this statement:
 

a.	 "Black Pond is upgradient of the Site ... and acts as a
 
major recharge to groundwater." ... "Therefore,
 
contaminants in groundwater ... do not impact Blacfc Pond.
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Surface water sampling performed during the RI confirms
 
this fact."
 

b.	 "Wetlands are present only in areas that are either
 
upgradient or significantly downgradient of the site."
 
RI data show that the upgradient wetlands are not
 
affected by the landfill. Because downgradient
 
groundwater contamination is present in the deep rather
 
than shallow aquifer/ downgradient wetlands potentially
 
affected by shallow groundwater discharge are not likely
 
to be affected by contaminated groundwater emanating from
 
the Site.
 

c.	 "Direct groundwater discharge to the [Quinnipiac] River/
 
is not likely to occur." The PRPs note that the levels
 
of contaminants likely to discharge to the River and
 
downgradient wetlands are at levels below those
 
"typically expected to affect aquatic plants or aninals".
 

EPA RESPONSE TO NO. 2a-c:
 

EPA agrees that Black Pond and the associated wetlands are not
 
significantly affected by the landfill as demonstrated in the RI/FS
 
and risk assessment reports. However, in the absence of actual
 
data, EPA can not agree with the PRPs that downgradient wetlands
 
and the Quinnipiac River are not affected by the Site. The NCP
 
requires that the extent of the contamination caused by the Sice be
 
identified during investigation activities.
 

3) "Groundwater remediation would not be effective at this site,
 
and could in fact have detrimental effects." The PRPs note
 
specifically the uncertainties involved with remediating
 
groundwater/ production of wastes from the treatment process/
 
and the potential affects of discharge of a large volume of
 
treated effluent to the Quinnipiac River.
 

EPA RESPONSE TO NO. 3:
 

EPA recognizes the uncertainties associated with the effectiveness
 
of groundwater remediation systems in meeting cleanup goals for the
 
aquifer. These and the other concerns noted by the PRPs will be
 
evaluated as part of the process for determining a final remedy for
 
the Site. The additional groundwater data collected during
 
implementation of the interim remedy will supplement existing data
 
and reduce some of the uncertainties noted by the PRPs. The NCP
 
requires that the selected remedy provide overall protection of
 
human health and the environment. EPA will weigh this and other
 
criteria such as long-term effectiveness, reduction in toxicity,
 
mobility and volune of waste, and implenentability, when evaluating.
 
the potential re.-.edial alternatives for addressing groundwater
 
contamination at and dcwngradient of the Site.
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DCN 15-4b COMMENT
 

The PRPs state that "A remedy that does not involve treatment of
 
groundwater at the site is consistent with other EPA RODS and
 
policies, and with the mandates of CERCLA." "Under circumstances
 
similar to those at this Site/ where contaminated groundwater does
 
not pose a threat to either human health or the environment, Region
 
I has selected remedies at CERCLA sites on a case-by-case basis
 
which required no action with respect to groundwater.'1 The PRPs
 
note that EPA may under appropriate circumstances, select a
 
remedial action that does not meet applicable or relevant and
 
appropriate requirements (ARARs). ARARs may be waived if
 
compliance with the requirement will result in a greater risk to
 
human health and the environment or if compliance is technically
 
impracticable. The PRPs state that risks associated with extraction
 
and treatment of groundwater and handling of treatment residuals
 
may outweigh the benefits of treatment. The PRPs also indicate
 
that the extraction, treatment and disposal of large volumes of
 
groundwater that would be necessary to realize "significant and
 
permanent improvements in groundwater quality are enormously
 
complex, and probably cost prohibitive. Treatment of these volumes
 
of groundwater, when compared to the tenuous value of benefits
 
resulting from such treatment, may be illogical/ infeasible and
 
indefensible from a health and environmental standpoint."
 

DCN 15-4b RESPONSE
 

In some cases, groundwater remediation may not be appropriate for
 
a number of reasons. However, EPA is not prepared to make a
 
decision on groundwater remediation at this Site until additional
 
data is obtained to determine the nature and extent of
 
contamination emanating from the landfill, the potential affects of
 
any contamination on downgradient natural resources, and the impact
 
of the cap on groundwater quality.
 

DCN 15-4c COMMENT
 

A new, separate RI/FS is not necessary for OU 2.
 

DCN 15-4C RESPONSE
 

As set forth in the ROD, EPA has decided that it is appropriate to
 
proceed with an Interim Record of Decision designed to provide
 
limited source control for the Site. This limited action will be
 
followed by a final response action at the Site.
 

EPA agrees with the commenter that data generated by the existing
 
RI/FS should be utilized in generating the approach for the final
 
remedy at the Site. Because insufficient data was gathered during
 
the RI/FS, additional groundwater studies must be performed prior
 
to issuing a final ROD for the Site.
 

These additional studies will undergo an RI/FS process similar to
 
that for the inter in reredy. This process can proceed in a nur.ber
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of ways, such as a supplemental or focused RI/FS. The type and
 
scope of this RI/FS will be determined during the negotiation
 
process with the CT DEP and Potentially Responsible Parties. The
 
public will again have the opportunity to review and comment on the
 
Proposed Plan and related documents for the final remedy.
 

3.5.5 MR. JOHN BULLOCK, HANDY & HARMAN
 

DON 17-1 COMMENT
 

Mr. John Bullock, from Handy & Harman objects to the selection of
 
a remedy involving excavating and surface re-engineering, and
 
supports selection of a less intrusive and less expensive remedy.
 
He adds that excavating hazardous materials and moving them to
 
another part of the Site to place under a RCRA cap will not
 
terminate the long term danger of excavating through the cap and
 
coming in contact with the materials. This action alone will not
 
work without administrative controls. He also adds that the site
 
is suitable for a modified no action remedy, with appropriate
 
administrative restrictions and a permanent commitment by the local
 
government, who is a PRP, to police and monitor the area.
 
Groundwater use can be prevented through land use restrictions,
 
excavation on the Site can be prevented through deed restrictions,
 
and gas migration into buildings can be monitored and adequately
 
vented to prevent exposure to the gas.
 

DCN 17-1 RESPONSE
 

A no action alternative or one involving only administrative
 
controls for the Old Southington Landfill Site would not be
 
protective of human health and the environment. Discrete
 
industrial materials found in SSDA1 are highly contaminated and are
 
located in a localized accessible area in the landfill. Removal of
 
these materials from the aquifer will improve the quality of
 
groundwater and possibly reduce future groundwater remediation
 
costs.
 

It is difficult for an individual to dig through the material of a
 
RCRA cap. However, the cap can be damaged by improper use of the
 
Site such as the use of dirt bikes, heavy equipment, or foul play.
 
Therefore, EPA agrees institutional controls are also required in
 
the selected remedy to ensure the integrity of the cap and its
 
associated components.
 

Capping the landfill will not only prevent the risk of future
 
contact with the landfill waste but also contain approximately two
 
thirds, or the majority, of the landfill waste above the water
 
table. This is expected to have a significant improvement on
 
groundwater quality. Groundwater contamination is a concern not
 
only to human health, but also, to the environment. Downgradient
 
environmental impacts from the Site's groundwater plume have not
 
yet been determined. Although administrative controls could be
 
used to prevent hu.-an ingestion of groundwater, these controls do
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nothing to stop contaminated groundwater from impacting natural
 
resource ar_eas.
 

For the short term, the soil gas monitoring program has been
 
effective. However, the selected remedy will permanently addresses
 
any risks by relocating all residents and businesses from the
 
landfill in order to cap it. This action will also eliminate the
 
possibility of future gas migration into these homes and buildings.
 
The soil gas collection/treatment system will also control gas
 
buildup under the cap and will prevent future potential off-site
 
gas migration which could impact homes and buildings near the
 
landfill.
 

DON 17-2 COMMENT
 

The CT DPHAS Health Assessment shows that no one is at risk from
 
the Site. There are three exposure pathways which could present a
 
risk, but all are currently blocked. The first exposure pathway is
 
to contaminated groundwater. However/ this exposure ended when the
 
Town well was deactivated in 1979. The second exposure is to
 
buried hazardous chemicals. However/ it is clear to the observer
 
that no such excavations are taxing place. In addition/ the areas
 
of concern have been identified in the RI. The third exposure is
 
to methane gas from the decomposition of landfill waste which could
 
migrate into buildings located over the waste. However/ the on
going monitoring program by the Southington Fire Department will
 
detect and prevent that exposure. Therefore/ there does not appear
 
to be any circumstance at the Site which is actually threatening to
 
human health and the environment.
 

DCN 17-2 RESPONSE
 

The Health Assessment prepared by ATSDR and the CT DPHAS states
 
that the Old Southington Landfill Superfund Site is a public health
 
hazard. Landfill gas exposure has and continues to occur on a
 
continual basis in several industrial buildings on the landfill.
 
Although to date the levels detected have not presented an
 
appreciable risk, there is no remedy in place to permanently abate
 
the problem.
 

See responses to DCN 4-3a in Section 3.2.6 and DCN 17-3 below which
 
explains why the selected interim remedy is protective of human
 
health and the environment.
 

DCN 17-3 COMMENT
 

The commenter suggests that continued infiltration of rain through
 
the landfill wastes with subsequent leaching into groundwater
 
promotes breakdown of the landfill wastes. The commenter opposes
 
the cap because it preserves the present hazards and costs money to
 
maintain. The concenter notes that the cap "increases protection
 
of human health only if there is an exposure to groundwater, and
 
such exposure has been stopped by administrative steps."
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DCN 17-3 RESPONSE
 

The commenter should be aware that the cap not only limits
 
rainwater from infiltrating through the waste and generating
 
leachate, but also serves to minimize a second exposure pathway 
direct contact with the wastes on the Site. This contact can be
 
either through excavation or through direct contact with materials
 
that rise to the surface and become wind borne or carried off by
 
surface runoff. The cap will also reduce the amount of leachate
 
produced until the appropriate groundwater cleanup measures are
 
identified in the final remedy decision. In addition, part of the
 
cap includes a gas collection/treatment system which will control
 
gas migration.
 

DCN 17-4 COMMENT
 

The commenter believes that capping off the landfill will make
 
control of methane more difficult and will cause methane to migrate
 
laterally. The commenter believes that methane can discharge
 
harmlessly to the surface in the absence of a cap and recommends
 
monitoring of buildings on and near the Site in place of an
 
expensive gas collection system.
 

DCN 17-4 RESPONSE
 

EPA disagrees with the commenter's recommendation that the landfill
 
not be capped and methane gas be allowed to vent naturally.
 
Methane gases have been found in buildings on the landfill and
 
future settling of these structures may create additional pathways
 
for migration of gases. The removal of all buildings from the
 
landfill and the construction of a soil gas collection system will
 
eliminate the possibility of future exposures to occupants of these
 
buildings and will control the potential migration of soil gases
 
into off-site areas. Soil gas testing is planned to start over the
 
next few months to determine whether gases from the landfill are
 
migrating from the Site, along utility lines to adjacent
 
properties.
 

DCN 17-5 COMMENT
 

The proposed remedy will cause direct contact exposure to hazardous
 
materials and dust in the course of excavation and other
 
engineering actions, not only to workers on the Site but also to
 
the surrounding community. This may pose a psychological stress
 
upon nearby residents. At the July 12, 1994 public hearing, a
 
number of residents in the area expressed sincere concern with
 
their health and safety during the excavation and waste relocation
 
process. That concern, and the actual exposure to hazardous
 
materials to which it relates, can be eliminated by reliance upon
 
administrative steps to ensure continuation, and enhancement, of
 
the present status of the Site.
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DCN 17-5 RESPONSE
 

Excavation of SSDA1 is protective of human health and the
 
environment because it removes highly contaminated industrial waste
 
from the water table and places it in a lined cell underneath the
 
landfill cap where it will no longer further degrade the
 
groundwater. Once this work is complete, individuals will not come
 
into contact with this waste because institutional controls will be
 
in place to prevent improper actions or Site use.
 

During excavation and consolidation of SSDA1 underneath the cap,
 
all appropriate engineering controls and health and safety measures
 
will be taken to ensure the health and safety of the community,
 
remedial workers, and future maintenance workers. Furthermore, EPA
 
will look for community input in developing the Health and Safety
 
Plan for the remedial work to ensure that their concerns are
 
addressed.
 

DCN 17-6 COMMENT
 

Mr. John Bullock requests that EPA consider cost effectiveness not
 
only in relation to other remedies proposed in the FS, but also
 
from a broader economic context. The preferred remedy involves an
 
enormous expenditure of truly scarce societal resources. There are
 
other ways in which those same resources could be spent which would
 
provide greater protection of public health and safety, although
 
not in the context of Super fund. The Town of Southington, which is
 
not a wealthy town/ could greatly enhance the protection and well
being of its citizens, beyond any incremental benefit which c •
 
actually be derived from the proposed remedy, through judicious u
 
of only a fraction of the money which would be spent upon tha.
 
remedy.
 

DCN 17-6 RESPONSE
 

See the response to Comment DCN 4-3 in Section 3.2.2.
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ATTACHMENT A
 

Community Relations Activities Conducted
 
at the Old Southington Landfill Site
 

in Southington Connecticut
 



COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED AT THE
 
OLD SOBTHINGTON LANDFILL SITE IN SOUTHINGTON, CONNECTICUT
 

Community relations activities conducted at the Old Southington
 
Landfill Superfund Site include:
 

EPA published a Community Relations Plan in October 1988
 
detailing community relations activities to be
 
implemented, to address concerns raised by the community
 
and to ensure that information is factual and applicable.
 

EPA conducted a public meeting on December 14, 1988 to
 
discuss the Remedial Investigation (RI) and cleanup
 
process at the Old Southington Landfill site.
 

EPA issued a fact sheet describing the RI/ Feasibility
 
Study (FS) process in December 1988.
 

EPA issued a fact sheet update describing the completed
 
and ongoing RI activities and the cleanup process in June
 
1990.
 

EPA issued an information update in July 1991 describing
 
the completed RI activities conducted at the site.
 

EPA conducted interviews with residents on or near the
 
landfill on August 7, 1991.
 

EPA issued a fact sheet update in August 1992 addressing
 
methane gas concerns at the landfill.
 

EPA conducted a public meeting on August 26, 1992 to
 
discuss methane gas concerns at the landfill.
 

EPA issued a public notice on September 20, 1992 in the
 
Meriden Record Journal announcing that a Technical
 
Assistance Grant (TAG) application had been filed.
 
Others interested in applying for a TAG were encouraged
 
to do so, or to work with the applicants.
 

EPA issued a fact sheet summarizing the results of the RI
 
and additional sampling conducted to determine the
 
landfill boundary in April 1993.
 

EPA released a Proposed Plan for Limited Source Control
 
(OUI) dated May 1994 to discuss the FS and the preferred
 
alternative.
 

EPA issued a public notice on June 1, 1994 in the Meriden
 
Record Journal and on June 2, 1994 in the Southington
 
Observer announcing the Proposed Plan for Limited Source
 



Control (OUI) at the site.
 

EPA conducted a public meeting on June 14, 1994 to
 
discuss the Preferred Alternative for Source Control
 
(OUI). EPA also conducted a public hearing on July 12,
 
1994 to solicit public comment on the Preferred
 
Alternative. Forty-two people signed the sign-in sheet
 
for the public meeting; twenty-one people testified
 
during the public hearing. A copy of the hearing
 
transcript is included in the Administrative Record at
 
the Information Repositories at the Southington Public
 
Library and at the EPA Record Center.
 

EPA accepted public comments on the Proposed Plan for
 
Limited Source Control (OUI) from June 15, 1994 through
 
August 13, 1994. Seventeen people submitted written
 
comments. Seven of these comment letter were presented
 
orally at the public hearing. The comments are addressed
 
in the Responsiveness Summary which is included in the
 
Administrative Record.
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INTRODUCTION 

This fact sheet contains a summary of com
pleted Remedial Investigation (RI)* activities 
and preliminary results of sampling from May 
1992 through January 1993 at the Old Southing-
ton Landfill site. In addition, this fact sheet 
provides a description of upcoming activities and 
explains how and where to obtain more detailed 
information. 

COMPLETED ACTIVITIES 

The potentially responsible parties' (PRPs) 
conducted various RJ activities in 1989, 1990, 
and 1991 including test borings to determine the 
landfill boundary, installation of monitoring 
wells, and sampling of groundwater, surface 
water, sediment, soil gas, and surface and 
subsurface soils. The results from these investi
gations were summarized by the PRPs' consult
ant, Environmental Science &. Engineering, Inc. 
(ESE) in a May 1992 report ntled. "Post-Screen
ing Investigation Report ar.d W^rk Plan". The 
report found that addition^] i::rmanon was 
necessary to provide a bt::er understanding of 
the extent of contaminaarr. o that \ar.ous 

cleanup options for the site could be .Appropri
ately developed and evaluated. The Aork plan 
section of the report presented the additional 
field sampling activities that the PRPs conducted 
in the summer and fall of 1992. These activities 
are briefly outlined below: 

Subsurface Soil/Refuse - Soil bonngs v-ere 
taken to determine the limits of che southern 
landfill area and further characterize the landfill 
refuse. Subsurface soils were collected and 
analyzed to determine the extent of c^marru na
tion in selected areas. 

Surface Soil - Surface soil samples 
collected from locations across the landfill 
including the residential area and vis.biv sained 
areas around the industries. 

Groundwater - Activities associated 
groundwater included installation of 22 
monitoring wells (primarily west of :he ^Tvifu 
measurement of water levels, and co.lecson of 
groundwater samples. The samples were jj-.a
lyzed to determine the type and extent of con
tamination and to investigate potennaJ 
migration of contamination in 

* Words appearing in sold :LI ."•.e .;lossar. on page 8 Old Southington Landfill 

prMtd on recycled papt' 



Surface Water - Surface water and sediment 
samples were collected from Black Pond and its 
outlet stream to determine the presence and 
extent of contamination. 

Soil Gas - Soil gas sampling was conducted to 
determine the potential presence and impact of 
chemicals that could migrate from the soil into 
the atmosphere and into buildings on and near 
the site. 

Wetlands - Studies were conducted to define 
the wetland boundaries in the landfill area and to 
identify plant and animal species that could be 
affected by potential contamination. 

In September 1992, based on preliminary 
results of the field sampling and well installation 
activities, EPA and the PRPs agreed that addi
tional groundwater wells were needed to the 
west of the landfill to provide information on the 
potential westward migration of groundwater 
contamination through Chuck & Eddie's 
junkyard (see Figure 1). The PRPs installed the 
wells in the early fall and conducted sampling in 
November 1992 and January 1993. 

PRELIMINARY RESULTS OF SITE 
ACTIVITIES 

Preliminary test results from the 1992 field 
program are summarized below. The data is 
being evaluated and will be presented in a 
Remedial Investigation report as described under 
Upcoming Activities on page 5 

Contaminant concentrations ^c^ssed below 
are compared to levels in samples taken from 
areas not affected by the lancfJL known as 
background samples, or to e\;s:ing federal ar.d 

2 EPA Superfund Fact Sheet 

state drinking water standards, known as maxi
mum contaminant levels (MCLs). 

Subsurface Soil/Refuse - Seventeen soil 
borings were drilled to determine southern 
boundaries of the landfill and the thickness of 
the refuse. The borings were drilled to depths 
ranging from 22 to 60 feet below ground surface. 
Landfill boundaries were determined by analyz
ing the content of the borings for landfill refuse 
(see figure 1 on page 3). [Chemical analysis 
results from subsurface soil are not yet avail
able.] 

Surface Soil - Forty surface soil samples were 
collected from the landfill area and three back
ground locations. Sixteen of these were col
lected from the northern (residential) area of the 
site. No volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
were found in soil samples collected in the 
northern area. Pesticides were detected at 
generally low levels in soil samples collected 
from the landfill surface. 

The major contaminants of concern found in 
surface soils are known as semi-volatile organic 
compounds (SVOCs) and were detected in a 
large number of samples collected across the 
site. The majority of these SVOCs were poly-nu
clear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) which 
were detected above background levels in both 
the northern (residential) end of the landfill and 
the industrial area. 

Surface soil samples collected on the landfill 
were generally found to contain background 
levels of metals. Many metals are naturally 
present in soils and are essential to plant growth. 
Several samples collected in the industrial area 
of the landfill were found to 'have a few metals 
(arsenic, lead and mercury) that were above 
typical background levels. 
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FIGURE 1 LOCATIONS OF NEW MONITORING WELLS AT THE OLD SOUTHINGTON
 
LANDFILL IN SOUTHINGTON, CONNECTICUT
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Soil Gas_- VOCs_ were detected in soil gas 
samples collected throughout the landfill area. 
The highest levels of VOCs were detected in 
samples collected in the industrial area and 
included: benzene, ethyl benzene, toluene, vinyl 
chloride and xylenes. 

Groundwater - Groundwater samples collected 
from the 22 newly installed wells were analyzed 
for VOCs, SVOCs, Pesticides/PCBs, and Metals. 
Six of these wells are located on the landfill, and 
the other 16 are located to the west of the landfill 
(see Figure 1). In addition, samples were also 
collected from existing wells both on and off the 
landfill. These wells were analyzed for VOCs 
which were the primary contaminants of concern 
identified in previous sampling rounds. Sam
pling results indicated that several VOCs, includ
ing vinyl chloride, trichloroethene, IJ-dichlo
roethene, ethyl benzene, toluene, and xylenes 
were present in the groundwater both at the 
landfill and to the west of the landfill. Most of 
the VOCs were at levels higher than MCLs. 

SVOCs in groundwater were present at only 
two locations and were generally found at much 
lower levels than the VOCs. Some of die 
SVOCs found include dichlorobenzenes and 
various types of phenolic and phthalate com
pounds. Groundwater collected from two 
locations just west of the landfill contained 
traces of pesticides at levels below MCLs. 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) were de
tected in one well at a level above the MCL. 

Metals, which occur naturally in groundwater, 
are present in various concentrations depending 
upon the type of rock or soil the groundwater 
flows through. A limited number of metals were 
found in the new monitoring v^e l l  s at levels 
above MCLs. These included beryllium, chro
mium, lead, and nickel. 
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Homes locate., .icar the landfill, including 
those to the north of Rejean Road, are on mu
nicipal water which is not drawn from the con
taminated aquifer at the Old Southington 
Landfill. 

Surface Water - VOCs and SVOCs were 
found at levels below or near MCLs in surface 
water samples collected from Black Pond and its 
outlet stream. Metals were generally found to 
occur at background levels. Lead was found in 
only one sample at a level above the MCL. 

Sediments - Sediment samples collected from 
Black Pond and it's outlet stream were found to 
contain VOCs such as carbon disulflde, 12
dichloroethene, toluene and trichloroethene in 
isolated areas. The SVOC analysis indicated the 
presence of PAHs at levels above background 
concentrations. PCBs were also found in three 
of the sediment samples collected. Metals 
concentrations that were found to be higher than 
background include lead, mercury, and vana
dium. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In summary, extensive work has been performed 
at the site to define the nature and extent of 
landfill contamination. The southern pan of the 
landfill, where the businesses now exist, contains 
municipal and hazardous waste. The northern 
end, where four houses are located south of 
Rejean Road, contains mostly construction 
debris, wood material, and stumps. 

Studies show that groundwater migrates in a 
westerly direction towards the Quinnipiac River. 
A plume of contaminated ground water is also 
migrating in this direction. Based on monitoring 
well data, the northern boundary of this plume 
appears to be south of the landfill residents. .Ml 
residents in the site area use municipal water. 



Feasibility Study (FS) 

including a drill rig, sampling equipment, 
decontamination materials, and safety 
equipment to perform Geld work. Once the 
activities are complete, the contractor will 
decontaminate and remove the equipment and 
will analyze and summarize the data that have 
been collected After EPA's review of the data, 
the information will be available to the public in 
the Remedial Investigation Report. 

Once the RI has established the nature and 
extent of the contamination at the site, EPA 
evaluates a number of different cleanup 
alternatives to determine which is appropriate. 
This review process is called the Feasibility 
Study (FS). The FS uses information obtained 
in the RI to develop, screen, and thoroughly 
evaluate available remedial alternatives. The 
main objective of the FS is to determine the 
suitability of various remedial technologies for 
achieving the cleanup objectives set for the site 
and provide sufficient information for EPA to 
select a preferred remedial alternative. 

SITE LOCATION AND LAND USE HISTORY 

The Old Southington Landfill consists of approximately 10 acres of land located adjacent to 
Old Turnpike Road in the Ptantsville section of the Tows of Southington, Connecticut (see 
Exhibit 2). From approximately 1920 to 1967, the landfill was used as a municipal disposal 
area. Liquid and solid refuse were accepted from residential, commercial, and industrial 
users, 

In 1967, the Town of Southington closed the landfill Closure procedures included compacting 
loose refuse, covering the landfill with at least two feet of clean material, and seeding with 
grasses*. 

Between 1973 and 1980 parts of the landfill were subdivided and sold for commercial 
development. Several residential and commercial/industrial structures presently occupy the 
closed landfill and adjacent areas. 

The former landfill is located approximately 700 feet southeast of the former municipal Well 
No. 5. Well No. 5 was installed in 1971 by the Town of Southington Water Department as 
a public water supply. In 1979, the municipal well was deactivated because groundwater 
analyses indicated the presence of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), including 1,1,1
trichkmwtfcn* (TCA), at levels that exceeded the Connecticut Department of Health Water 
Quality ̂ "^TIP^ The well was never reactivated and was abandoned by the Town in August 
1987. 

In 1984, the Old Southington formerly known as the Old Turnpike Landfill, was 
placed on EPA's National Priorities List (NPL) of hazardous waste sites due to groundwater 
contamination found in municipal Well No. 5. The placement of the site on the NPL made 
it eligible for federal funding for investigation and cleanup, 



OPPORTUNITIES FOR PUBLIC
 
INVOLVEMENT
 

Following completion of the RI field studies, 
the RI report will be prepared. After release of 
the RI report, a public meeting will be held, at 
which time the public may comment on or ask 
questions about the report EPA welcomes 
public comment at any time during the 
Superfund process at the site. Other public 
meetings will be scheduled throughout the site 
remedial activities. The public will be kept 
informed of progress at the site through 
informational mailings such as this fact sheet 

Superfund Technical Assistance Grant 
(TAG) Program 

The Superfund Technical Assistance Grant 
(TAG) program was established under the 
Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1966. 
These grants of up to $50,000 per 
Superfund site are designed to enable 
community groups to hire a t*c*)nir»\ 
advisor or consultant to assist them in 
interpreting and commenting on site 
findings and proposed cleanup actions. 
Further information on the TAG Program 
is available from: 

Mary Grealish 
U.S. EPA Region I 

JFK Federal Building (HDA-CAN4) 
Boston, MA 02203 

(617) 573-5701 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Additional information about the Old 
Southington Landfill Superfund site is available 
at the following information repository: 

Southington Public Library 
225 Main Street 
Southington, CT 06489 
(203)628-0947 

Contact: Audrey Brown, Director 
» 

Hours: Mon - Thun 9:15 am - 9:00 prn 
Fri & Sat 9:15 am - 5:00 pm 

or contact: 

Margaret Velie 
Remedial Project Manager 
LLS. Environmental Protection Agency 
JFK Federal Building (HEC-CAN3) 
Boston, MA 02203 
(617) 573-9660 

or 

Susan Frank 
Community Relations Coordinator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
JFK Federal Building (RPA-2203) _ 
Boston, MA 02203 
(617) 565-3419 

Information regarding Southington's other NPL 
site, the Solvents Recovery Services Superfund 
site, may also be obtained from Susan Frank at 
the address above. 

GLOSSARY 

Adnrnutmtfoe Order on Consent. A legal and 
enforceable agreement signed between EPA 
and potentially responsible parties (PRPs) 
whereby PRPs agree to perform or pay the cost 
of site cleanup. The agreement describes 
actions to be taken at a site and may be subject 
to a public comment period. An Administrative 
Order on Consent does not have to be 
approved by a judge. 



Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA): A 
Federal law passed in 1980 and modified in 
1986 by the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act (SARA). The Act created 
a special tax that goes into a trust fund, 
commonly known as Superfund, to investigate 
and clean up abandoned or uncontrolled 
hazardous waste sites. Under the program, 
EPA can either (1) pay for site cleanup when 
parties responsible for the contamination 
cannot be located or are unwilling or unable to 
perform the work; or (2) take legal action to 
force parties responsible for site contamination 
to clean up the site or pay back the Federal 
government for the cost of the cleanup. 

Emeryncy Removal Action: An immediate 
action taken over the short term to address a 
release or threatened release of hazardous 
substances. 

Enforcement EPA's efforts, through legal 
action if necessary, to force potentially 
responsible parties to perform or pay for the 
site cleanup. 

FtaabiSty Study (FS) Report. A report that 
summarises the development and analysis of 
remedial alternatives that EPA considers for 
the cleanup of Superfund sites. 

Geophysical: Pertaining to the science that 
deals with physical properties of the earth and 
its soil and rock materials, including electrical, 
magnetic and gravitational properties. 

Groundwater Water found beneath the earth's 
surface that fills pores between media such as 
sand, soil, and gravel, and often serves as a 
principal source of drinking water. 

National Priorities Lot (NPL): EPA's list of the 
most serious hazardous waste sites identified 
for possible long-term remedial action under 
Superfund. 

Potentially Responsible Party (PRP): An 
individuals) or company(s) (such as owners, 
operators, transporters, or generators) 
potentially responsible for, or contributing to, 
the contamination problems at a Superfund site. 
Whenever possible, EPA requires PRPs, 
through administrative and legal actions, to 
clean up hazardous waste sites they have 
contaminated. 

Proposed Plan: A brief summary of EPA's 
preferred approach to the method of cleanup at 
a site and other alternatives that have been 
considered for use at the site. 

Record of Decision (ROD): A public document 
that describes the cleanup altemative(s) to be 
used at an NPL site. The Record of Decision is 
based on information and technical analysis 
generated during the Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study and 
consideration of public comments and 
community concerns. 

Remedial Action (RA): The actual construction 
or implementation phase that follows the 
remedial design of the selected cleanup 
alternative at a site on the NPL. 

Remedial Alternative: An option evaluated by 
EPA to address the source and/or migration of 
contamination at a Superfund site to meet 
health-based cleanup goals. 

Remedial Design (RD): An engineering phase 
that follows the record of decision when 
technical drawings and specifications are 
developed for the subsequent remedial action at 
a site on the NPL. 

Remedial Investigation (RI) Repoff. A summary 
report of the information collected on the 
nature and extent of contamination found at a 
Superfund site and the problems that the 
contamin* .ion causes. It directs the types of 
cleanup options that are developed in the 
Feasibility Study. 



Responsiveness Summary. A summary of oral 
and/or written public comments received by 
EPA during a comment period for key EPA 
documents, and EPA's responses to those 
comments. The responsiveness summary 
highlights community concerns considered by 
EPA decision-makers prior to selecting a 
remedial action at a site. 

Sediment. Material that settles to the bottom of 
a stream, lake, or wetland area, or other body 
of water. 

Superfiuut The common name for the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). 

Surface Water. Bodies of water on the earth's 
surface that are exposed to the air, such as 
streams, rivers, lakes, and oceans, 

Soil Gar Gas contained within the porous and 
void spaces of soils. 

1,1,1•Trichlomethane (TCA): A non-flaraable 
liquid chemical used in cold-type metal cleaning: 
also in cleaning plastic molds. This chemical is 
irritating to eyes, mucous membranes, and in 
high concentrations, becomes narcotic. 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs): A group 
of chemical compounds composed primarily of 
carbon and hydrogen that are charcterized by 
their tendency to evaporate (or Volatilize") into 
the air from water or soil VOCs include 
substance* that are contained in common 
solvents and cleaning Quids. Some VOCs are 
known to cause cancer. 

Wetland: An area that is regularly saturated by 
surface or groundwatcr and subsequently is 
characterized by a prevalence of vegetation that 
is adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. 
Examples include: swamps, bogs, marshes, fens, 
and estuaries. Wetlands are federally protected 
because they purify water, prevent floods, feed 
and shelter fish and wildlife, and offer 
recreational opportunities. 
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TESTING AT THE
 
OLD SOUTHINGTON LANDFILL
 
SUPERFUND SITE CONTINUES
 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) a continuing to oversee testing of 
groundwater, surface water, and soil conditions 
at the Old Southington Landfill hazardous waste 
site in Southington, Connecticut These tests 
are intended to identify the nature and extent 
of contamination at the site. This fact sheet 
focuses on activities at the Old Southington 
Landfill site including a review of completed 
tasks, ongoing sampling and testing activities, 
future investigation and cleanup activities, as 
well as a brief overview of the site location and 
land use history. Means for obtaining more 
detailed information about the Old Southington 
Landfill site and opportunities for public 
involvement are also provided. 

There are two National Priorities List (NPL) 
hazardous waste sites located in Southington, 
Connecticut This site, the Old Southington 
Landfill, is located adjacent to Old Turnpike 
Road in the Plantsville section of Southington. 
The second NPL site, Solvents Recovery 
Services of New England, is located on Lazy 
Lane. 

THE SUPERFUND PROCESS 

Exhibit 1 provides a general overview of the 
Superfund process at the Old Soutbington Site, 
from site discovery through cleanup. As shown 
in Exhibit 1, the Remedial Investigation (RI)* at 
the Old Southington Landfill site is now in 
progress. 

STATUS OF ACTIVITIES 

Remedial Investigation 

Before EPA cleans up a hazardous waste site, 
the nature and extent of the contamination at 
the site must be determined. The process 
established by EPA to do this is the Remedial 
Investigation (RI). RI field studies at the Old 
Southington Landfill site began in the spring of 
1989. The field investigations are ongoing and 
results of the studies will be included in the RI 
report, expected to be available by the fall of 
1991. 

Enforcement 

The 1980 Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), otherwise known as "Superfund." 
calls for parties responsible for the disposal of 
hazardous waste to perform or pay for the 
cleanup process. Under Superfund, EPA may 
negotiate with or take legal action to have the 
PRPs clean up the site. Based on a 1987 legal 
agreement, the investigative studies at the Old 
Southington Landfill Superfund site are being 
conducted by three PRPs. These PRPs are the 
Town of Southington; S^1- .nts Recovery 
Services of New England, Inc.; and United 
Technologies Corporation, Pratt & Whitney 
Division. Goldberg-Zoino and Associates 
(GZA), a geohydrological/geotechnicai 
consulting firm, has been retained by the PRPs 

* Word* appearing in boU «afc prat ire defined 
in the |kaaaiy on pa|e 6. 



Exhibit 1
 
The Superfund Process
 

•	 1980: Site discovery and Investigation by the State of Connecticut. 

•	 EPA's evaluation of hazards posed by site contamination resulted 
In the 1984 addition of the site to the NPL 

•	 Negotiations with three potentially responsible parties (PRPs) 
resulted In a 1987 Administrative Order on Consent. The Order 
requires the PRPs to conduct the site Remedial Investigation (Rl) 
and Feasibility Study (FS) with EPA oversight The Rl, which 
assesses the seriousness of the contamination; the kinds of 
contaminants present; and characterizes potential risks to the 
community, Is currently ongoing at the Old Southlngton Landfill 
Superfund site. The FS examines the practicability of various 
cleanup alternatives. 

•	 Upon completion of the Rl and FS reports. EPA will issue a 
document called the Proposed Plan that briefly summarizes EPA's 
preferred site cleanup alternative. At that time, EPA will conduct a 
public comment period for a minimum of 30 days to receive input 
concerning the preferred alternative. After the dose of the 
comment period EPA wtt issue a Record of Decision (ROD) 
detaiing the selected remedy to address site contamination. The 
ROD will Include a fleaponsrVeriaM Summary to respond to oral 
and written comments received. 

•	 The Remedial Deafen (RD) define* the precise methods and 
technical specifications for subsequent cleanup action. 

•	 Remedial Action (RAJ Is the actual cleanup of the site. 

•	 Operation & Maintenance (O&M) activities are conducted after 
Implementation of the RA O&M ensures that the cleanup and/or 
containment systems continue to function effectively. 

Ongoing activities throughout the Superfund process at the Old 
Southington Landfill site Include community relations, emergency 
removed action (if necessary), and enforcement. 

•	 Community relations activities scheduled during the remedial 
cleanup process are intended to keep residents informed and to 
encourage public Input EPA's community relations plan for the 
Old Southington Landfill Superfund Site Is available at the 
Information repository listed on page 5 of this fact sheet 

•	 If at any time during the investigation and cleanup process at the 
site, a release or threatened release of hazardous substances 
occurs, EPA conducts an emergency removal action. This has not 
been an Issue at the Old Southington Landfill site, but should such 
a problem occur, EPA will take Immediate action. 

•	 During the Superfund process, EPA's enforcement efforts include 
actions to Identify PRPs who may be legally obligated to perform 
or pay for site cleanup. At the Old Southington Landfill site EPA 
has entered into a settlement agreement with three PRPs to 
conduct investigative studies at the site and Is investigating other 
PRPs. 



to conduct the RI/FS for the site. EPA, with 
assistance from Ebasco Services, Inc. (EPA's 
technical contractor), is overseeing the site 
studies. Margaret Yelie is the EPA Project 
Manager responsible for overseeing site 
activities. Coordination of day to day activities 
in the Geld is being conducted by Chris Kopley, 
GZA's field representative in charge of on-site 
field investigations. Ms. Velie can be contacted 
at the address listed on page 6 of this fact 
sheet 

Completed Field Activities 

Several activities have been completed at the 
site. These activities include: 

•	 Evaluation of Existing Information - This 
task involved the examination and 
summarization of previous studies 
conducted in the landfill area to provide 
background information for current and 
future studies of the Old Southington 
T.andfill site. 

•	 Site Survey • The area of the Old 
Southington Landfill site has been mapped. 
This base map provides a resource for 
current and future site investigations. 

•	 Soil Gas Survey • Samples of gases were 
collected from soils to help assess the 
distribution of contaminant* throughout the 
site. Preliminary results indicate that 
volatile organic compound* (VOCt) are 
present in soil gas in certain areas beneath 
the site. 

•	 Geophysical Investigations • Geophysical 
studies of the Old Southington Landfill site 
indicate that waste disposal was restricted 
to areas east of Old Turnpike Road, west 
of Black Pond and Meriden Box Company, 
south of Rejean Road and north of 
Solomon Casket Company. 

•	 Wetlands • Wetland studies show that the 
site appears to contain diverse wildlife 
species typically found within suburban 
areas, and species of birds that may 

frequent the site during periods of migration. 
No rare or endangered species were 
identified. 

Ongoing Field Activities 

A number of field activities are currently 
underway and will be continuing thrc- gh the 
summer of 1990. Exhibit 2 shows the location 
of new wells being installed and areas currently 
being tested. Ongoing field activities include: 

•	 Monitoring Well Installation • Wells are being 
installed at eight locations on or near the site 
to establish permanent groundwater collection 
points. Test borings taken during monitoring 
well installation also enables field technicians 
to study the soils on or near the site in order 
to characterize subsurface conditions. The 
wells are up to 225 feet deep which is the 
depth to bedrock in some areas. 

•	 Groundwater Sampling • Samples are being 
collected to characterize the quality of 
groundwater in the area. 

•	 Test Borings - A drill rig is being used to 
collect soil samples from up to 45 feet in 
depth to determine the vertical and 
horizontal extent of the landfill and physical 
soil properties. 

• Air Quality Monitoring • Field technicians 
continue to monitor the air quality 
surrounding the site before, during, and after 
subsurface investigations in order to 
determine possible changes in air quality as a 
result of the ongoing field investigations. 

•	 Surface Water and Sediment Wetlands 
Sampling - Samples of surface water and 
sediment in wetland areas are being collected 
to characterize the quality of the surface 
water and underlying sediments. The samples 
will also provide information on the 
interrelationship of the surface water system 
and the groundwater system. 

GZA, the contractor performing the site studies 
has temporarily located equipment on the site 
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EPA Completes Phase I Cleanup Activities
 

at the Old Southington Landfill Site
 
Phase I of a Remedial Investigation (RJ) has 
recently been completed at the Old Southington 
Landfill Superfund Site in Southington, Connecti
cut (see Figure 1). With the oversight of the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), the Town of Southington, Pratt & Whitney 
Division of United Technologies Corporannn 
(Pratt & Whitney), and Solvents Recovery Serv
ices of New England, Inc. (SRSNE), have been 
conducting tests of groundwater, surface water, 
and soil to determine the nature and extent of con
tamination at the Old Southington Landfill site. 
The site is located at the comer of Old Turnpike 
Road and Rejean Road, in Southington, Connecti
cut. Phase I activities included collecting and 
analyzing existing data, as well as conducting soil, 
water, air, and sediment sampling at the site. 

This fact sheet contains a brief description of the 
site location and site history, an explanation of the 
Superfund process, and a summary of recently 
completed and ongoing site activities. This fact 
sheet also explains how to get more detailed infor
mation about the Old Southington Landfill site 
and how the public can become involved. 

SITE LOCATION AND HISTORY 

The Old Southington Landfill bi;e is one .of wo 
National Priorities List (.\PL> Superfund sites in 
Southington, Connecticut, which is approximately 
25 miles southwest of Hartford. The Old 

Southington Landfill Superfund Site consists of 
approximately 10 acres of land. The site abuts 
Old Turnpike Road to the west and Rejean Road 
to the north in the Plantsville sccnon of the Town 
of Southington. The second NPL site. Solvents 
Recovery Services of New England, Inc.. is 
located on Lazy Lane and is approximately five 
miles north of the Old Southington Landfill sue. 

From approximately 1920 to 1967, the Old 
Southington Landfill, formerly known as the Old 
Turnpike Landfill, was used as a mimic pal 
disposal area. Liquid and solid wastes were 
accepted from residential, commera.il. and 
industrial users. 

In 1967, the Town of Southington closed the 
landfill Closure procedures included compacting 
loose refuse, covering the landfill with at least two 
feet of soil cover, and seeding the cover with 
grass. 

Between 1973 and 1980. the landfill was subdi
vided and sold. Several residences ar.d businesses 
presently occupy the area over the c.e-<d 'ar.dfill 
and adjacent areas. 

The former landfill is located appro^rraitr.) "00 
feet southeast of the former municipal V v ? . l N'o. 5. 
Well No. 5 was installed in 1971 by ihe T^wn of 
Southington Water Department as a -~r . :c water 
supply. In 1979, the municipal well 
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because groundwater analyses indicated the 
presence of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), 
including lj,l-trichloroethane (TCA), at levels 
that exceeded the Connecticut Department of 
Health Water Quality Standards. The well was 
never used again and was closed formally by the 
Town in August 1987. 

In 1984, the Old Southington Landfill was placed 
on EPA's National Priorities List (NPL) of haz
ardous waste sites due to groundwater contamina
tion found in municipal Well No. 5. Placement of 
the site on the NPL made it eligible for federal 
funding from Superfund for investigation and 
cleanup. 

THE SUPERFUND PROCESS 

The diagram below illustrates, in a simplified 
manner, the many aspects of the process for 
investigating and cleaning up a Superfund site. 
After a site is discovered, EPA investigates and 
ranks the site using a system that takes into 
account: 

o Potential health risks to the human population, 

o Potential hazards (for example, from direct 

contact, inhalation, fire, and/or explosion) of 
substances at the site. 

o Potential for substances at the site to contami
nate drinking water supplies. 

o Potential for substances at the site to pollute or 
harm the environment. 

If the site's problems are serious enough, it is 
placed on the EPA*s NPL, a roster of the nation's 
worst hazardous waste sites. Sites on the NPL are 
eligible for federal Superfund cleanup money. 
EPA negotiates with potentially responsible 
parlies (PRPs) to pay for and conduct site studies. 

Next, EPA or the PRPs conduct an RI to assess 
the extent of the contamination, the type of con
taminants present, and the potential risks to the 
environment and the public health at the site. At 
the Old Southington Landfill site, three PRPs (the 
Town of Southington, Pratt & Whitney, and 
SRSNE) are conducting the studies with EPA 
oversight. The RI is followed by a Feasibility 
Study (FS), which examines the feasibility of 
various clean-up alternatives. Following public 
comment on the FS, a specific cleanup plan is 
then chosen by EPA from these alternatives. 

THE SUPERFUND PROCESS
 

Emergency Removal (as needed) 

Enforcement 

Community Relations 



EPA's choice of a cleanup plan is documented in 
the Record of Decision (ROD). After the details 
of the cleanup plan are designed, the actual 
cleanup can begin. 

The time required to complete an RI/FS, hold ne
gotiations between EPA and the PRPs, complete 
the design of the selected remedy, and implement 
the remedy may take many years. If groundwater 
is contaminated, the final cleanup can take dec
ades. Obtaining legal access to the Old Southing-
ton Landfill site and analyzing field investigation 
results have delayed the RI process at the Old 
Southington Landfill site. 

Ongoing activities during the Superfund process 
include monitoring, community relations, and 
enforcement: 

o Periodic monitoring of the site conditions. If 
a site becomes an imminent threat to public 
health or to the environment during the nor
mal course of an RI/FS, EPA may conduct an 
emergency cleanup, known as an emergency 
removal. No emergency cleanup activities are 
anticipated at the Old Southington Landfill 
site. 

o Community relations activities. To keep 
citizens and officials informed and to encour
age public input, public meetings and other 
community relations activities are conducted 
throughout the cleanup process. Specific 
activities vary from site to site, depending on 
the level and nature of community concern. 
In 1988, EPA interviewed local officials and 
citizens to develop a community relations plan 
(CRP). The CRP assists the EPA in develop
ing a program to address community con
cerns. As pan of the community relations 
program at the Old Southington Landfill site, 
EPA has published several fact sheets, similar 
to this, to update the public on the cleanup 
progress. EPA will continue to provide the 
public with information updates throughout 
the cleanup process. Further information 
about community relations activities and 
opportunities for public involvement at the 

 ,r,, 

Old Southington site is provided on pages 6 
and 7 of this fact sheet. ^ 

o	 Enforcement. The Superfund law, passed by 
Congress in 1980, officially entitled Compre
hensive Environmental Response, Compen
sation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) calls for 
parries responsible for the contamination at 
the site to perform or pay for the cleanup 
process. Parties may be responsible if they 
owned or own the property, operated the site, 
transported materials with hazardous sub
stances to the site, or generated material 
containing hazardous substances that were 
transported to the site. Under CERCLA, EPA 
may negotiate with Potentially Responsible 
Parties (PRPs) or take legal action to have 
PRPs clean up the site. This pan of the 
Superfund process is called enforcement, and 
goes on throughout EPA's involvement at the 
site. The Town of Southington, SRSNE, and 
Pratt & Whitney have been identified as PRPs 
at the Old Southington Landfill site. These 
three PRPs entered into a legal agreement ^ 
with EPA in 1987 to do the RI/FS and have 
been planning and conducting the investiga
tive studies at the Old Southington Landfill 
since then. The PRPs hired GZA GeoEnvi
ronmcntal, Inc. (GZA), a geohydrological and 
geotechnical consulting firm, to conduct the 
RI/FS studies at the site. EPA is overseeing 
the site activities. 

RESULTS OF SITE ACTIVITIES 

A work plan for a RI and FS, prepared by GZA 
for the PRPs and approved by EPA, is available 
for public review at the EPA Records Center and 
the Southington Public Library. The addresses 
and business hours of these locations are listed on 
page?. 

Field activities and analyses for Phase I of the RI 
were completed in July 1991. The Phase I itudy 
included evaluating existing informaaon, mapp
the site and surrounding areas, collecting sompa^ 
and analyzing data. Samples were taken and tests 
were performed to analyze and characterize the air 
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quality, soil and soif gas contamination, geology 
and hydrogeology in the site area. Tests were also 
performed to determine the boundaries of the 
landfill, groundwaier, surface water, and sediment 
quality at and surrounding the Old Southington 
Landfill site. The test results have been compiled 
in a 1991 report called the "Revised Draft Reme
dial Investigation Site Characterization Analysis." 
The completion of this report concluded Phase I 
of the Old Southington Landfill site RI. The site 
characterization report along with EPA comments 
on this report and GZA's responses to EPA 
comments are available for public review at the 
information repositories listed on page 7. 

A human health risk assessment and an ecological 
risk assessment will also be completed and pro
vided in the final RI/FS report 

Test results addressed in the site characterization 
analysis for each environmental medium are 
summarized below. Levels of contaminant 
concentrations in the test samples discussed below 
are compared with background levels in samples 
taken in areas not affected by the landfill. 

o Air/Soil Gas - Preliminary screening of 
ambient air for organic vapors, oxygen, and 
combustible gases indicate no immediate 
threat to the public or to the environment 

A soil gas survey was conducted to help 
identify potential areas of high concentrations 
of VOCs in soils. The soil gas survey of the 
study area located two areas of VOCs within 
the landfill mass, one in the central area of the 
site and the other along the southern pan of 
the site. Subsequently, soil borings were 
conducted in those areas to further investigate 
this contamination. 

o Soil/Refuse - Numerous soil borings and soil 
samples so far have shown chat the thickness 
of refuse in the landfill ranges from three to 
31 feet The estimated volume of refuse is 
230,000 cubic yards of mixed solid waste 
consisting of wood, paper, plasnc, metal, and 
rubber in a mixture of sand and gravel. Much 
of the refuse is to the west and south of Black 

Pond and is located within the groundwater. 

Low levels of VOCs were found at many of 
the locations sampled in the landfill area. 
However, in the areas of the landfill where 
contaminated soil gas was found, high levels 
of VOCs were found. The primary VOCs 
detected in soil/refuse and soil gas were 
benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene, xylene, 
tetrachloroethene, and trichloroethene. 
These compounds are the contaminants most 
likely to migrate from the site due to their 
chemical and physical properties. 

Soil and refuse samples from within and
 
immediately below the refuse indicate that
 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB)s, pesticides, 
and cyanide are present at low levels at some 
of the locations sampled Pesticides and PCB 
compounds typically do not migrate easily 
due to their chemical and physical properties. 

Semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) 
found in the study area were mostly pofynu
clear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and 
phthalatts. SVOCs were detected above 
background concentrations in soil/refuse 
samples at several locations throughout the 
landfill area. 

Many metals are naturally present in soils and 
are essential to plant growth. However, soil 
samples collected within the landfill area were 
found to contain several metals at concentra
tions above background levels including anti
mony, cadmium, chromium, and lead. 

o Groundwater - Groundwater tests show that 
groundwater generally flows west-north west 
from the site toward the Quinnipiac River. 

Groundwater samples collected from the 
landfill area and west of the landfill indicate 
the presence of several VOCs including 12
dichloroethene, vinyl chloride, tnchlo
roethene, tetrachloroethene, benzene, toluene, 
and xylene. Several of these compounds *erc 
detected at levels above existing federal and 
state drinking water standards known as 



maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). As 
noted previously, VOCs easily migrate from 
the site. 

Groundwater samples from the landfill also 
indicate the presence of SVOCs, PCBs, 
pesticides, and cyanide in a limited number of 
locations beneath the landfill. 

Groundwater is also contaminated by metals. 
A limited number of metal concentrations 
exceed MCLs including antimony, cadmium, 
beryllium, and lead. 

o	 Surface Water/Wetlands - Black Pond and its 
outlet stream are the major surface water 
bodies in the study area that collect runoff 
from surrounding roadways and industrial, 
residential, and commercial properties. South 
of Black Pond and the Meriden Box Company 
access roadway is a small wetland area. This 
area is connected to Black Pond by a culvert 

Surface water and sediments from the wetland 
area contain low levels of VOCs and elevated 
levels of metals. VOCs and metals were also 
detected in surface water and sediment 
samples collected from Black Pond and the 
outlet stream, but at lower levels than in the 
wetland area. SVOCs were detected at rela
tively high levels in sediments in the outlet 
stream and in the wetland. 

CURRENT SITE ACTTVTnES 

EPA and the three PRPs have begun Phase n of 
the RL The PRPs are now preparing a work plan, 
for EPA approval, that describes additional field 
work necessary to answer questions raised during 
the Phase I studies and to provide information 
essential for developing potential cleanup alterna
tives for the site. This includes further defining 
the full extent of the groundwater contamination 
and the quantity and extent of soil and refuse 
contaminants. Once the work plan has been 
approved by EPA, the field work for Phase n of 
the RI will begin. This work is expected to sun 
in the fall of 1991. 

Currently, EPA is also reviewing evidence and 
conducting investigations to find additional 
parties that may be potentially responsible for """ 
contamination at the site under Superfund. 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR PUBLIC 
COMMENT 

Following completion of the Phase n RI studies, 
the RI report will be prepared After release of 
the report, anticipated in early 1992, EPA will 
hold a public meeting to present results obtained 
in the RI and invite the public to comment on the 
studies. EPA welcomes public comment at any 
time during the Superfund process. 

Preliminary work on the FS has begun. The FS 
uses information obtained in the field investiga
tions to develop, screen, and evaluate the best 
possible cleanup methods available. 

When both the RI and FS are completed, the EPA 
will publish, for public comment, a proposed plan 
that presents EPA's preferred alternative for 
addressing the site contamination. An informa 
tional public meeting will be held by EPA to """ 
present and explain its proposed cleanup plan and 
for the public to ask questions about the plan. A 
30-day public comment period will follow, during 
which time the public is encouraged to comment 
on the proposed plan, and the Rl/FS. During this 
formal public comment period, an informal public 
hearing will be held so that the public may com
ment orally on the proposed plan. EPA will 
respond in writing to all public comments re
ceived during the 30-day public comment period. 
A Record of Decision (ROD) that describes the 
remedy EPA has selected to clean the site and 
includes EPA's responses to the public's com
ments will be issued following the comment 
period. 

SUPERFUND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 
GRANT (TAG) PROGRAM 

i The Superfund Technical Assistance Grant (TArO 
program was established under the Superfund ^ 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 
1986. These grants of up to S50.000 per Super-
fund site are designed to enable community 
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groups to hire a technical advisor or consultant to 
assist them in interpreting and commenting on site 
findings and proposed cleanup actions. Further 
information on the TAG program is available 
from: 

Michael J. McGagh 
U.S. EPA Region I 
JFK Federal Building (HPC-CAN3) 
Boston, MA 02203 
(617) 223-5534 

A TAG was awarded in the beginning of July 
1991 to a local group called the Southington As
sociation for the Environment (SAFE) to assist the 
public at the Solvents Recovery Services of New 
England Superfund Site in Southington. A second 
$50,000 grant is still available to a group inter
ested in the Old Southington Landfill site. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Additional information about the Old Southington 
Landfill Superfund Site is available at the follow
ing locr ns: 

Southington Public Library 
255 Main Street 
Southington, CT 06489 
(203) 628-0947 

Contact: Audrey Brown, Director 

Hours: 

Monday through Thursday, 9:15 am to 9:00 pm 
Friday and Saturday, 9:15 am to 5:00 pm 
Gosed Saturdays in July and August 

and 

EPA Records Center 
90 Canal Street 
Boston, MA 02114 
(617) 573-5729 

Contact: Evo Cunha 

Hours: 

Monday through Friday. S 5o am :o 1 00 pm 
2:00 pm to 5 00 pm 

or contact: 

Almerinda Silva 
Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
JFK Federal Building (HEC-CAN6) 
Boston, MA 02203 
(617) 573-9627 

or: 

Susan Frank 
Community Relations Coordinator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
JFK Federal Building (RPS) 
Boston, MA 02203 
(617) 565-3419 

Information regarding Southington's other NPL 
site, the Solvents Recovery Services Superfund 
Site, may also be obtained from Susan Frank at 
the above address. 

GLOSSARY 

Ambient Air • Any unconfired portion of the 
atmosphere: open air, surrounding air. 

Antimony - A metal used in the manufacture of 
alloys used to make tableware, bullets, and bear
ings; in fireworks; for blackening iron and coating 
metals. Antimony and its compounds have been 
reported to cause eye and skin inflammation, and 
nasal passage sores through direct contact, fumes, 
or dust 

Background Level - The concentration of a given 
contaminant resulting from non-site related. 
natural, and/or man made sources. 

Benzene • A highly flammable liquid with a 
distinct odor used in the manufacture of medicinal 
chemicals, dyes, artificial leather, linoleum, oil 
cloth, airplane fuel, gasoline, varnishes and 
lacquers, and as a solvent for waxes, resins, and 
oils. Benzene has been listed as a cancer<ausing 
substance by the EPA. 

Beryllium • .\ toxic metal used in aerospace 
structures, radio tube pans, and in nuclear reac-
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tors. EPA has listed beryllium as a cancer-caus
ing substance. 

Cadmium - A toxic metal that accumulates in the 
environment and is'used to make alloys for batter
ies, dental ariialgams, and electroplating. Cad
mium and certain cadmium compounds have been 
listed as cancer-causing by the EPA. 

Chromium • A metal used in the manufacture of 
stainless steel Chromium has been listed as a 
cancer-causing substance by the EPA. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Com
pensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) - A 
federal law passed in 1980 and modified in 1986 
by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthoriza
tion Act (SARA). The Act created a tax on the 
chemical industry that goes into a trust fund, com
monly known as Superfund, to investigate and 
clean up abandoned or uncontrolled hazardous 
waste sites. Under Superfund, EPA can either 
(1) pay for site cleanup when parties responsible 
for the contamination cannot be located or are 
unwillinc or unable to perform the work; or (2) 
take legal action to force parties responsible for 
site contamination to clean up the site or reim
burse the Superfund for the cost of the cleanup. 

Cyanide • A toxic compound used in the extrac
tion of gold and silver from ores, dye manufactur
ing, electroplating, photography, and as a fumi
gant and insecticide. Exposure to low concentra
tions of cyanide may cause headaches, nausea, 
and vomiting, and in high concentrations can be 
fatal. 

IJ-Dichloroethene - A liquid with an ether-like 
odor used as a solvent for fats, in rubber manufac
turing, as a refrigerant, and as an additive to dye 
and lacquer solutions. 

Ethyl Benzene - A flammable bqiud used as an 
intermediate in the production of other chemical 
compounds. Exposure to e thvl benzene causes 
irritation to eyes, skin, mucous memoranes, and in 
high concentrations causes jrr' 

Feasibility Study (FS) Report • A report that 
summarizes the development and analysis of 
remedial alternatives that EPA considers for the ~ 
cleanup of Superfund sites. 

Groundwater - Water found beneath the earth's 
surface that fills pores between media such as 
sand, soil, and gravel, and often serves as a princi
pal source of drinking water. 

Hydrogeology - The study of groundwater proper
ties and groundwater movement through the 
earth's subsurface. 

Lead - A metal that is hazardous to health if 
breathed or swallowed. Its use in gasoline, paints, 
and plumbing compounds has been sharply 
restricted or eliminated by federal laws and 
regulations. 

Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) - A 
federal regulatory standard that sets the maximum 
permissible level of a contaminant in water 
delivered to any user of a public water system. 

Metals (or Inorganic Compounds) - Chemical ̂  
substances of mineral origin, not carbon struc
tured such as antimony, cadmium, and lead. 

National Priorities List (NPL) • EPA s list of the 
most serious uncontrolled or abandoned hazard
ous waste sites identified for possible long-term 
remedial action under Superfund. A site must be 
on the NPL to receive money from the Superfund 
for remedial action. EPA is required to update the 
NPL at least once a year. 

Organic • Referring to or derived from living 
organisms. In chemistry, any compound contain
ing carbon such as benzene, toluene, xylene, and 
trichloroethene. 

Pesticide • A substance intended for preventing, 
destroying, repelling, or mitigating any pest. 
.Also, any substance intended to regulate, defoliate 
or dry plants. Pesncides can contarranate the 
environment if misused. 
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Phthalates • An organic compound used in the 
manufacture of dyes, resins, plasticizers, and 
insecticides. 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) - A group of 
toxic persistent chemicals used to insulate trans
formers, and in gas pipe systems as a lubricant. 
Sale and new use of PCBS has been banned by 
federal law. 

Pofynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) - A 
group of organic chemicals present in substances 
such as coal tar, dyes, steroids, and cigarette 
smoke. These compounds are typically solids and 
do not dissolve in water. Some PAHs are known 
or suspected to cause cancer in humans and/or 
laboratory animals. 

Potentially Responsible Parlies (PRPs) - Indi
viduals or companies who are potentially respon
sible under CERCLA for contributing to contami
nation at a Superfund site. Whenever possible, 
EPA requires PRPs (such as owners, operators, 
transporters, or generators) through administrative 
and judicial legal act s to pay for or conduct the 
cleanup of hazardous waste sites with which they 
may have source connection. 

Record of Decision (ROD) • An EPA document 
released to the pubb'c that describes EPA's se
lected cleanup alternative or combination of alter
natives to be used at an NPL site. The Record of 
Decision is based on information and technical 
analysis generated during the Remedial Investiga
tion/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and on considera
tion of public comments and community con
cerns. 

Remedial Investigation (RI) Report • A summary 
report of the information collected on the nature 
and extent of contamination found at a Superfund 
site and the risks that the contamination may pose. 
This information is used to Je\elop types of 
cleanup options that are e%ai-^:ec ..? LMC Feasibil
ity Study. 

Sediment • Material that -e-".. 
stream, lake, or wetland ^rea. 
water. 
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Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs) - A 
type of volatile organic compound that is heavier 
in weight and has as higher vapor pressure such 
that it does not volatize (or evaporate) as readily 
as other VOCs. Man-made SVOCs include such 
substances as pesticides and PCBs. Some SVOCs 
are known to cause cancer. 

Soil Gas • Gas contained within the spaces in 
soils. 

Tetrachloroethene - A non-flammable liquid 
chemical used in dry cleaning, for degreasing 
metals, and as a solvent TetrachJoroethene can 
cause skin inflammation and in high concentra
tions causes drowsiness. 

IJtl-TricMoroethane - A non-flammable liquid 
chemical used in cold-type metal cleaning and in 
cleaning plastic molds. This chemical is irritating 
to eyes, mucous membranes, and in high concen
trations causes drowsiness. 

Trichloroeihene - A nonflammable liquid with an 
odor resembling chloroform, used as a solvent for 
fats, waxes, resins, oils, rubbers, points, o^d 
varnishes. Moderate exposures can cause symp
toms similar to drowsiness. Higher concentra
tions can have a narcotic effect 

Toluene • A flammable liquid used in the manu
facture of dyes and explosives; as a solvent for 
paints, lacquers, gums, and resins; and as a gaso
line additive. Toluene may cause mild anemia 
and in high concentrations causes drov^mess. 

Vinyl Chloride • A chemical compound used in 
producing some plastics that is believed to cause 
cancer. 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) • Chemical 
compounds composed primarily of carbon and 
hydrogen, including materials such as oils, pesti
cides, and solvents, which are characterized by 
their tendency to evaporate to the air from water 
or soil. 

Xylene - \ flammable liquid used as a soKenc to 
manufacture dyes and polyester fibers; and as a 
cleaning agent. Xylene may cause drowsiness in 
high concentrations. 

Old Soulkinvinn 1,1- ~ 



Mailing List Additions
 
If you or someone you know would like to be placed on the Old Southington
 
Landfill site mailing list, please fill out and mail this form to:
 

Susan Frank 
U.S. EPA, Region I
 
Office of External Affairs, RPS
 
John F. Kennedy Federal Building
 
Boston, Massachusetts 02203
 
(617) 565-3419 

Name: 

Address: 

Affiliation: Phone: 

Region IUnited States 
Office of External .A/furs - RPS Environmental Protection Agency 

John F. Kennedy Federal Budding 
Forwarding and Address Correction Requested 

Official Business
 
Penalty for Ptivau Use Rr* G»s*
 
$300 Postage ind Fees Pud
 

EPA 
Penrm So G )5 

Inside: Old Souihingion 
Superfund Update 



Mailing List Additions 

If you or someone you know would like to be placed on the Old Southington 
Landfill site mailing list, please fill out and mail this form to: 

Jim Sebastian 
Community Relations Coordinator 
U.S. EPA, Region I 
JFK Federal Building 
Boston, MA 02203 

Name: 

Address: 
Affiliation: . __^_ 

Please remove my name from the Old Southington Landfill Superfund site 
mailing list 

United States 
Environmental Protection Agency 

Region I 
John F. Kennedy Federal Building 

Boston, Massachusetts 02203 
ira AOOrmf Ca 

Official Business 
Penalty tor Private Use 
$300 

Region I 
Office of External Programs 

John F. Kennedy Federal Building 
Boston, Massachusetts 02203 

First Class Mail 
Postage and Fees Paid 
EPA 
Permit No. G-35 

Inside: Old Souifnngton Landfill Superfund Information Update 
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Superfund Program
 
Information Update
 

Region I 

Old Southington Landfill Site 
Southington, Connecticut August, 1992 

Methane Gas Concerns at the
 
Old Southington Landfill
 

Superfund Site
 
INTRODUCTION 

The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) has recognized, for some time, the poten
tial for landfill gas migration at the Old Sothing
ton Landfill site, located in Southington, Con
necticut However, it wasn't until November 
1991, that EPA was informed by the Connecticut 
Department of Health Services (CT DHS) that 
methane, and possibly other landfill gases, were 
migrating into commercial buildings on-sitc. 
Since that time, EPA has consulted with the CT 
DHS, the Connecticut Department of Environ
mental Protection (CT DEP), the Agency for 
Toxic Substance and Disease Registry 
(ATSDR), the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA), the Town of Southing-
ton Fire Department (SFD) and EPA's Environ
mental Services Division. Emergency Planning 
and Response Branch (EPRBi :o CNtablish a 
program to monitor potential migration of 
landfill gases into buildings "ear or on-site (see 
Figure I on page 2). The purpose of the moni
toring program is to ensure the safety of resi
dents and personnel working in :he commercial 

buildings. Residents and workers should be 
aware and should understand the potential 
hazardous situations (fire/explosion) asvxiated 
with methane and participate in the methane 
monitoring program. 

This Information Update was prepared ••>> EPA 
to provide residents and workers wi th .xv_juie 
information regarding the nature and NLI:L..-> of 
combustible landfill gas investigations at the Old 
Southington Landfill site. The focus or this 
information update is on methane due :o the fact 
that methane typically makes up the largest 
volume of landfill gas, it has explosive proper
ties, and the ability to carry other ga.ses m;o '.he 
atmosphere. Specifically, this Inforrrur.on Up
date provides a brief site history, a devrpcon of 
the properties of these gases, its sources, a num
mary of on-site monitoring activities, and a 
discussion of upcoming activities to o^ev ;ate and 
address gas migration. Recommendacons :o 
alleviate the gas problem, and references or.d 
contacts for further information about the Old 
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Southington Landfill site are identified. 

SOURCES OF METHANE 

Landfills commonly generate methane gas as a 
result of the natural decomposition of organic 
materials present in landfill refuse. Typically, 
landfill materials through their decomposition 
process, break down into approximately 50% 
methane, 40% carbon dioxide, with the remain
ing percentage consisting of nitrogen, with some 
traces of ammonia, hydrogen sulfide and other 
gases. As the decomposition process reaches 
completion, the generation of methane gas 
ceases, but methane gas may remain trapped in 
the subsurface. Over time, as the wastes become 
compacted and compressed, pressure may build 
up in the landfill The amount of gas pressure 
depends largely on whether gas is trapped or still 
being generated This pressure can cause gases 
to migrate through the soil and potentially escape 
to the surface. Gases that do escape can dissipate 
into the atmosphere or seep into buildings and 
collect in confined spaces. 

Methane gas and other combustible landfill 
gases are routinely measured with a combustible 
gas indicator (CGI), an instrument that measures 
the percentage of combustible gases (gases that 
can be ignited and burned) in the atmosphere. 
Results are presented as percentages of the lower 
explosive limit (LEL) of methane. The T FT. is 
the minimum amount of gas required in air, by 
volume, to sustain combustion (5% for meth
ane). 

x 

PROPERTIES OF METHANE 

Methane is a flammable, colorless, tasteless and 
odorless gas. Methane gas. in the presence of a 
sufficient concentration of oxygen and an igni
tion source (such as a cigare:re or static electric
ity spark), can be ignited and burned. When a 
sufficient amount of methane gas (approximately 
5-15% methane mixed with air) is confined in a 
small enough space (such as a cloven, an explo

sion may occur. In rare cases, significant vol
umes of methane can displace available oxygen 
inside of a building, causing possible asphyxi
ation of the building occupants. Because of the 
characteristics described above, methane gas 
must be monitored to prevent hazardous situ
ations. To date, methane levels that have been 
recorded have not been great enough to cause 
explosion or asphyxiation. 

CHRONOLOGY OF METHANE GAS
 
RELATED ISSUES
 

Prior to November 1991, several studies were 
conducted to investigate landfill combustible gas 
levels at the Old Southington Landfill. These 
studies involved the measurement of gases, both 
inside and outside selected landfill buildings. In 
addition, a pilot gas venting system study was 
conducted by a consultant to the Town of 
Southington in 1990 - 1991. 

Table 1 on page 7, provides a chronological 
history of the activities to date that concern the 
methane gas issue. In November 1991, EPA was 
notified by the CT DHS that there were reports 
of methane gas being ignited in the floor cracks, 
during welding operations, at a Southington 
Metal Fabricator building. In addition, town em
ployees reportedly complained of feeling ill 
when inside the Parks and Recreation Building. 
Subsequently, the Southington Fire Department 
(SFD) was asked to monitor for explosive 
conditions in the on-site buildings. As a result of 
that investigation, the potentially responsible 
parties (PRPs) provided combustible gas alarms 
to the SFD for distribution to the on-sitc com
mercial buildings and residences. The PRPs are 
companies who are potentially responsible under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response. 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) for 
contributing to contamination at the Superfund 
site and include the Town of Southington. Pratt 
and Whitney-United Technologies, Inc.. and 
Solvent Recovery Service of New England. 
EPA notified each business and residence that 
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alarms were available and encouraged everyone 
to obtain one from the SFD. Commercial build
ing owners and the residences have been pro
vided with instructions to follow in the event of 
an alarm sounding. 

On several occasions, monitoring activities have 
indicated the presence of low to high levels of 
landfill gases in the floor cracks of the Parks and 
Recreation Building and the northern and south
ernmost Southington Metal Fabricator Buildings 
(see Table 1 on page 7 and Figure 1 on page 2). 
ATS^R, in its July 1, 1992, Health Consultation 
repc xiicated that due to the ceiling height, 
floor .ce, and adequate daily ventilation of the 
structures, it is unlikely that enough methane 
could accumulate in these buildings to cause an 
explosion or health hazard. However, the report 
notes that accumulation of methane gases in a 
small, confined space, such as a closet, is pos
sible and could create a dangerous situation. 

Several measures have been taken to address 
landfill combustible gas migration in these 
buildings. In addition to the monitoring alarms 
mentioned above, the SFD has been conducting 
monitoring regularly for combustible gases in 
the on-site buildings. 

CURRENT STATUS 

A Remedial Investigation (RI) of the landfill is 
being conducted by the PRPs under an EPA 
Consent Order. This work is being done pursu
ant to CERCLA because the site is ranked on the 
National Priority List The RI is an intensive 
investigation of the potential impacts of the 
landfill on human health and the environment. 
This includes investigations of contamination of 
soil, groundwater, surface water, and air on or 
migrating from the site. The investigation of 
potential impacts of landfill gases is pan of the 
RI process. 

On July 15, 1992, in response to recent reports of 
combustible gases entering the buildings at die 
site, the CT DEP issued an administranve order 
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to the Town of Southington. The CT DEP with
drew the Order on August 14, 1992 based upon a 
written commitment by the Town of Southington 
to perform and implement the activities outlined 
in a letter dated August 14, 1992 by the Director 
of the Permitting, Enforcement and Remediation 
Division of CT DEP. Under this commitment, 
the PRPs have conducted or will conduct the 
activities that arc listed below. EPA and CT 
DEP feel that the recent discovery of combus
tible gases in buildings warrants immediate 
investigation and action. This work does not 
interface with or duplicate the more extensive 
remedial investigation underway for the entire 
site. Information gathered during performance 
of these measures will be used in determining a 
final clean-up plan for the site. 

Short-Term Measures (2 weeks - 1 month) 

The PRPs have completed the following: 

o	 Inspect and monitor all buildings which are 
potentially impacted by landfill gases both 
on-site and off-site for floor cracks; actual 
or potential settling; actual or potential entry 
points for landfill gases; and for the presence 
of landfill gases. This activity is ongoing. 

o	 Provide combustible gas alarms to be 
installed at appropriate interior locations to 
detect the intrusion of landfill gases at ail 
buildings on-site, and all buildings off-Mte 
where the presence of landfill gases emanat
ing from the site is detected or may reasona
bly be expected to be found. 

o	 Monitor and immediately seal all known or 
potential entry points for landfill gases in 
each building where landfill gases have been 
detected. 

o	 Where entry points are detected that indicate 
combustible gases are collecting beneath or 
entering the buildings, use of passive venala
aon is acceptable as a short-term measure. 
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Intermediate Measures (\ month - 6 months) 

The PRPs will: 

o	 Assess those buildings where remedial action 
such as passive ventilation was instituted, for 
the action's effectiveness and to evaluate the 
need for any additional measures. Submit a 
report to the CT DEP at the conclusion of the 
six month period regarding the effectiveness 
of all remedial actions performed as of that 
date. Include recommendations for addi
tional or alternative actions to be performed. 

o	 Continuously evaluate the passive ventilation 
program proposed for the northern- and 
southern-most Southington Metal Fabricators 
buildings and the Parks and Recreation 
building. 

o	 If off-site migration of landfill gases is 
detected, propose a plan for appropriate 
screening and engineering measures to 
eliminate this condition. 

o	 Provide for an ongoing inspection and moni
toring program of all potentially effected 
buildings every two weeks. At the conclu
sion of the six month period submit any rec
ommendations for alteration of the inspection 
and monitoring frequency. 

o	 Include within the inspection program a log 
to be maintained of all inspections. 

o	 Provide a copy of the log on a monthly basis 
to CT DEP and EPA project managers. The 
log shall be accompanied by a cover letter 
which acknowledges that the Town Manager 
has reviewed and is familiar with the infor
mation contained therein. 

Lon Term Measures (6 months • 1 vear) 

The PRPs will: 

o	 Commit to implement remedial 

measures as determined necessary, including, 
but not limited to active ventilation systems 
to prevent landfill gases from entering 
buildings and landfill gas migration off-site. 
A permanent solution to the problem of 
landfill gases potentially endangering human 
health is required. 

o	 Provide a specific, detailed time schedule for 
the performance of monitoring or remedial 
actions to address the long term problems of 
settling, current and future floor slab cracks, 
intrusion of gases into on-site or off-site 
affected or potentially affected buildings, and 
lateral migration of gases. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Additional information about the Old Southing-
ton Landfill Superfund Site is available at the 
following locations: 

Director's Office at the Southington Public 
Library 
255 Main Street 
Southington, CT 06489 
(203) 628-0947 
Contact: Audrey Brown, Director's Office 
Hours: Monday - Thursday, 9:15 am to 9:00 pm 
Friday and Saturday, 9:15 am to 5:00 pm 
Closed Saturdays in July and August 

AND 

EPA Records Center 
90 Canal Street 

Boston, MA 02114 
(617) 573-5729 
Contact: Ellen Culhane 
Hours: Monday - Friday, 8:30 am to 1.00 pm, 
and 2:00 pm to 5:00 pm 

Old Southington Landfill Site 5 



OR CONTACT: OR: 

Almerinda Silva Jim Sebastian 
Project Manager Community Relations Coordinator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
JFK Federal Building (HEC-CAN6) JFK Federal Building (RPS) 
Boston, MA 02203 Boston, MA 02203 
(617) 573-9627 (617) 565-3423 

SITE BACKGROUND AND HISTORY 

The Old Southington Landfill Superfund site was operated as a municipal and industrial 
landfill between 1920 and 1967. Liquid, solid and hazardous wastes were disposed of at the 
landfill. In 1967, the landfill was closed. Later, the property was sold, subdivided and devel
oped into residential, industrial and commercial properties. In 1984, the site was placed on 
EPA's National Priorities. List of hazardous waste sites due to groundwater contamination in 
the vicinity of the landfill. Currently, Remedial Investigation (RI) activities are underway to 
assess the extent of groundwater, surface water and soil contamination. Potential risks to the 
environment and the pubb'c, including those risks associated with landfill combustible gases 
are also being investigated. Figure 1 on page 2, provides a layout of the landfill site. 

Initial field investigations of the extent of landfill contamination and potential health and envi
ronmental effects were initiated by the potentially responsible parties (PRPs) in fall 1988 as a 
part of the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (Rl/FS) for addressing site contamina
tion. The second phase of field investigations was initiated by the PRPS in May 1992 and is 
currently ongoing. 

FPA Sinwfiinri Pmffram Tnformannn I *rvi.ir<» 
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Mailing List Additions/Deletions/Changes 

If you or someone you know would like to be added to (or deleted from) 
the Old Southington Landfill Super-fund site mailing list, please fill out and 
mail this form to: 

Jim Sebastian 
Community Involvement Coordinator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
JFK Federal Building (RPS) 
Boston, MA 02203 

Name 
Address 
Affiliation (optional). 

ADO DELETE CHANGE D
 

UNITED STATES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY Old Southington Landfill Site 

REGION I • REA 
JOHN F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING 

BOSTON, MA 02203 
Forwarding and Addrtss Correction Requested 

Official Business 
Penalty for Private Use 
$300 

First Class Mail 
Postage and Fees Paid 
EPA 
Permit No. G-35 



UPCOMING ACTIVITIES 

The upcoming 1993 activities for this project potential cleanup alternatives which will be 
include: evaluated against specific criteria to determine 

their effectiveness in meeting the cleanup objec-
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/ tives for the landfill. 

FS) Report: The major function of RI/FS report 
is to present the results of the RI and the poten- Risk Assessment Report: The risk assessment 
tial cleanup options for the Old Southington will evaluate the potential health and environ-
Landfill. The RI sections will summarize and mental risks that the landfill may pose to humans 
discuss the information collected on the type and and ecological receptors that may be exposed to 
extent of contamination found at the site. The contamination. 
FS sections will present the development of 

Ongoing Gas Monitoring 

The potential for landfill gas migration exists at the Old Southington Landfill (OSL). As 
a general rule, methane makes up the largest volume of gas at landfills. Methane is not a 
toxic gas. Methane, however, has properties which under very specific conditions could 
pose a health threat There are two specific conditions: 1) when approximately 5-15% of 
methane is confined in a small enough space (such as a closet), and an ignition source is 
introduced, such as a Ut match, an explosion could occur, 2) in rare cases, if sufficient vol
umes of methane displace available oxygen, in a confined space, asphyxiation could occur. 
To date methane levels recorded have not been high enough to cause explosion or asphyxi
ation. 

As a safety measure and temporary control, combustible gas alarms have been installed in 
all of the businesses and homes located on the landfill. If the alarms should sound, the fire 
department is immediately called to investigate the situation and take all appropriate actions. 
In addition, the fire department monitors the buildings on the landfill on a regular basis for 
elevated combustible gas levels, such a methane. To date, no methane or other landfill 
gases have been detected inside any of the homes located on the northern part of the landfill 
On occasion, elevated methane levels have been detected migrating through floor cracks in 
some of the businesses located on the southern pan of the site. These cracks are sealed as 
soon as methane is detected. To further control the threat of landfill gas migration, venting 
systems have been installed in the industries where methane has been detected on a contin
ual basis. 

As pan of the permanent remedy, landfill gases will be controlled and/or treated at the 
landfill itself to protect the public from all possible adverse health effects. 

Old Southington Landfill Sue 5 



UPCOMING ACTIVITIES (continued) 

PPA's Proposed Plan: The Proposed Plan will 
present EPA's preferred cleanup alternative 
along with the other alternatives that were 
developed and evaluated in the Feasibility Study. 
The Proposed Plan will be mailed to the public 
and will be presented at a public meeting to be 
held in early summer. 

Public Comment Period: Following the Pro
posed Plan public meeting, the public will have 
the opportunity to comment on EPA's preferred 
alternative for cleanup. These comments will be 
considered by EPA prior to the Record of Deci
sion (ROD) for the site. 

Record of Decision fRQDV A ROD will be 
issued following the public comment period and 
will document EPA's rationale and selection of 
the preferred remedial alternative for cleanup of 
the Old Southington Landfill The ROD will 
include a Responsiveness Summary which will 
address the public's comments on the preferred 
alternative. 

Landfill Residents' Relocation: The PRPs 
have made offers to buy four home located on 
the landfill and relocate those residents. Nego
tiations between the PRPs and the homeowners 
are ongoing. 

SUPERFUND TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE GRANT 

The Superfund Technical Assistance Grant 
(TAG) program was established under the 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization 
Act (SARA) of 1986. These grants of up to 
$50,000 per Superfund site are designed to 
enable community groups co hire a technical 
advisor or consultant to assist them in interpret
ing and commenting on site findings and pro
posed cleanup actions. 

6 EPA Superfund Fact Sheet 

In January 1993, EPA awarded a TAG to a 
local citizens group, known as Southington Old 
Landfill Victims (SOLV). This group has 
received 550,000 to interpret site related infor
mation and to represent the community through
out the cleanup process. SOLV plans to use the 
services of a technical advisor to complete a 
detailed analysts of investigation results and 
proposed remedies, brief SOLV, and prepare 
written comments on behalf of SOLV. The long 
term TAG activity will involve the monitoring 
and analysis of data obtained during the remedial 
design and construction of the remedy. Ms. 
Laurie Barnes, president of SOLV, is the com
munity contact for concerns of the locally af
fected citizens. She can be reached at (203) 686
8905. 

Further informanon on the TAG program is 
available from: 

Michael J. McGagh 
U.S. EPA Region I
 
JFK Federal Building (HPC-CAN3)
 
Boston, MA 02203
 
(617) 223-5534 

FOR MORE INFORMATION 

All EPA reports on the Old Southington Landfill 
Superfund site, along with general Superfund in
formation, are available for public review at the 
information repositories established at the 
following locations: 

Southington Public Library 
255 Main Street 
Southington, CT 06489 
Contact: Audrey Brown, Director 



SITE BACKGROUND AND HISTORY 

The Old Southington Landfill Superfund site was operated as a municipal and industrial 
landfill between 1920 and 1967. Liquid, solid and hazardous wastes were disposed of at the 
landfill. In 1967, the landfill was closed. Later, the property was sold, subdivided and de
veloped into residential, industrial and commercial properties. In 1984, the site was placed on 
EPA's National Priorities List of hazardous waste sites due to groundwater contamination in 
the vicinity of the landfill. Currently, Remedial Investigation (RI) results are being evaluated 
to assess the extent of groundwater, surface water sediment and soil contamination. Potential 
risks to the environment and the public, including those risks associated with landfill combus
tible gases are also being investigated. Figure 1 on page 3 provides a layout of the landfill 
site. 

Initial field investigations of the extent of landfill contamination and potential health and 
environmental effects were initiated by the potentially responsible parties (PRPs) in fall 1988 
as a part of the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for addressing site con
tamination. The second phase of field investigations was initiated by the PRPs in May 1992 
and was completed in January 1993. An RI/FS report and Risk Assessment are currently 
being prepared and are expected to be completed in early summer 1993. 

Hours: Monday-Thursday 
9:15 a.m. - 9:00 p.m. 
Friday and Saturday 
9:15 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. 
Closed Saturdays in July and August. 

OR 

EPA Records Center 
90 Canal Street, 1st Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
(617) 573-5729 
Contact Jim Kyed 
Hours: Monday-Friday 1000 a.m - 1:00 p.m. 
and 2:00 p.m. - 5:00 p m 

If you have any questions about this site or 
would like additional information, you may call 
or write: 

Almerinda Silva 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. EPA, Region I 
JFK Federal Building (HEC-CAN6) 
Boston, MA 02203 
(617) 573-9627 

OR 

Jim Sebastian 
Community Relations Coordinator 
U.S. EPA, Region I 
JFK Federal Building (RPS) 
Boston, MA 02203 
(617) 565-3423 

Old Southington Landfill Site 7 



GLOSSARY
 

Aquifer • A layer of rock or soil that can 
supply usable quantities of groundwater to 
wells and springs. Aquifers can be a source 
of drinking water and provide water for other 
uses as well 

Asphyxiation - Unconsciousness caused by 
lack of oxygen. Prolonged occurrences can 
result in death. 

Background Level - The concentration of a 
given contaminant resulting from non-site 
related, natural, and/or man made sources. 

Benzene • A highly flammable liquid with 
a distinct odor used in the manufacture of me
dicinal chemicals, dyes, artificial leather, 
linoleum, oil cloth, airplane fuel, gasoline, 
varnishes and lacquers, and as a solvent for 
waxes, resins, and oils. Benzene has been 
listed as a cancer-causing substance by the 
EPA. 

Beryllium - A toxic metal used in aerospace 
structures, radio tube parts, and in nuclear 
reactors. EPA has listed beryllium as a 
cancer-causing substance. 

Carbon Disulfide - A poisonous, foul
 
smelling, very flammable liquid used in the
 
manufacturing of rayon, electronic vacuum
 
tubes, and soil disinfectants, and as a solvent
 
for fats, resins, and rubbers.
 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liabilir\ \ct iCERCLA) 
- A federal law passed in 1"*- r-.d modified
 
in 1986 by the Superfund Xr.sndmer.cs and
 
Reauthorization Act (SARA r-e Act
 
created a tax on the chemuaJ .rcuiTy that
 
goes into a trust fund. :o—.:-n , . .- . kr.,v.\,n as
 
Superfund, to investigate .irj ..;^n i.p aban

8 EPA Superfund Fact Sheet 

doned or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. 
Under Superfund, EPA can either (1) pay for 
site cleanup when parries responsible for the 
contamination cannot be located or are un
willing or unable to perform the work: or (2) 
take legal action to force parties responsible 
for site contamination to clean up the site or 
reimburse the Superfund for the cost of the 
Cleanup. 

Chromium - A metal used in the manufac
ture of stainless steel Chromium has been 
listed as a cancer-causing substance by the 
EPA. 

12-Dichloroethene - A liquid with an 
ether-like odor used as a solvent for fats, in 
rubber manufacturing, as a refrigerant, and as 
an additive to dye and lacquer solutions. 

Ethyl Benzene - A flammable liquid used 
as an intermediate in the production of other 
chemical compounds. Exposure to ethyl 
benzene causes irritation to eyes, skin, mu
cous membranes, and in high concentrations 
causes drowsiness. 

Feasibility Study (FS) Report - A report 
that summarizes the development and analysis 
of remedial alternatives that EPA considers 
for the cleanup of Superfund sites. 

Groundwater - Water found beneath the 
earth's surface that fills pores between media 
such as sand, soil, and gravel, and often 
serves as a principal source of drinking water 

Lead - A metal that is hazardous to health if 
breathed or swallowed. Its use in gasoline, 
paints, and plumbing compounds. Its use has 
been sharply restricted or eliminated by 
federal laws and regulations. 
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GLOSSARY (continued)
 

Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) 
A federal regulatory standard that sets the 
maximum permissible level of a contami
nant in water delivered to any user of a 
public water system. 

Mercury - A liquid metal that can accu
mulate in the environment and is highly 
toxic if breathed or swallowed. It is used in 
barometers, thermometers, fluorescent 
lamps and dentistry. 

Metals (or Inorganic Compounds) 
Chemical substances of mineral origin, not 
carbon structured, such as antimony, cadi- ' 
muim, and lead 

Nickel • A silvery-white metal used ex
tensively for making stainless steel and 
coinage. Listed as a carcinogen by EPA. 

Organic • Referring to or derived from 
living organisms. In chemistry , any com
pound containing carbon such as benzene, 
toluene, xylene, and trichloroethene. 

Pesticide - A substance intended for pre
venting, destroying, repelling, or mitigating 
any pest Also, any substance intended to 
regulate, defoliate or dry plants. Pesticides 
can contaminate the environment if mis
used. 

Phthalates - An organic compound used 
in the manufacture of dyes, resins, plasnciz
ers, and insecticides. 

Pofychlorinated Bipfamls iPCBs) - A 
group of toxic persistent cr.errjcals used to 
insulate transformers. JT.J :.- _;as pipe 
systems as a lubricant EP\ bor.ned the use 

of PCBs in 1979 and has classified PCBs as a 
probable carcinogen. 

Poly nuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons 
(PAHs) - A group of organic chemicals 
present in substances such as coal tar, dyes, 
steroids, wood ash, and cigarette smoke. 
These compounds are typically solids and do 
not dissolve in water. Some PAHs are known 
or suspected to cause cancer in humans and/or 
laboratory animals. 

Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) 
Individuals or companies who are potentially 
responsible under CERCLA for contributing 
to contamination at a Superfund site. When
ever possible, EPA requires PRPs (such as 
owners, operators, transporters, or generators) 
through administrative and judicial legal 
actions to pay for or conduct the cleanup of 
hazardous waste sites with which they may 
have source connection. 

Record of Decision (ROD) - An EPA docu
ment released to the public that describes 
EPA's selected cleanup alternative or combi
nation of alternatives to be used at an NPL 
site. The Record of Decision is based on 
information and technical analysis generated 
during the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility 
Study (RI/FS) and on consideration of public 
comments and community concerns. 

Remedial Investigation (RI) Report - .\ 
summary report of the information collected' 
on the nature and extent of contamination 
found at a Superfund site and the risks that the 
contamination may pose. This information is 
used to develop types of cleanup options that 
are evaluated in the Feasibility Study. 
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GLOSSARY (continued)
 

Sediment - Material thai settles to the bottom 
of a stream, lake, or wetland area, or other 
body of water. 

Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds 
(SVOCs) - A type of volatile organic com
pound that is heavier in weight and has a 
higher vapor pressure such that it does not 
volatize (or evaporate) as readily as other 
VOCs. Man-made SVOCs include such 
substances as pesticides and PCBs. Some 
SVOCs are known to cause cancer. 

Soil Gas - Gas contained within the spaces in 
soils. 

Subsurface Soils - Generally refers to those 
soils greater than one to two feet below the 
ground surface. 

Surface Soils • Generally refers to those 
soils located at the ground surface, to a depth 
of twelve inches. 

Trichloroethene - A nonflammable liquid 
with an odor resembling chloroform, used as a 
solvent for fats, waxes, resins, oils, rubbers, 
paints, andvamishes. Moderate exposures can 
cause symptoms similar to drowsiness. Higher 
concentrations can have a narcotic effect 

Toluene - A flammable liquid used in the 
manufacture of dyes and explosives; as a 
solvent for paints, lacquers, gums, and resins; 
and as a gasoline additive. Toluene may cause j 
mild anemia and in high concentrations causes I 
drowsiness. 

Vanadium - A toxic, light gray or white 
lustrous powder used mainly as a steel addi
tive. 

Vinyl Chloride - A chemical compound 
used in producing some plastics that is be
lieved to cause cancer. 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 
Chemical compounds composed primarily of 
10 EPA Superfund Fa:t Sheetcarbon and 
hydrogen, including materials such as oils. 
pesticides, and solvents, which are character
ized by their tendency to evaporate to the air 
from water or soil. 

Xylene - A flammable liquid used as a sol
vent; to manufacture dyes and polyester fibers. 
and as a cleaning agent Xylene may cause 
drowsiness in high concentrations. 
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1 MR. GAGNE: Good evening. Can everybody 

2 hear me back there? I guess so. I'm Dennis Gagne, of 

3 the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and I'm 

4 chief of its Connecticut Superfund Section, and I'm 

5 also the hearing officer for tonight's public hearing. 

6 Almerinda Silva, to my left, a remedial project 

7 officer for the Old Southington Landfill Site. The 

8 purpose of the hearing is to formally receive oral 

9 comments on the proposed plan for the Old Southington 

10 Landfill Superfund Site. We will be responding in 

11 writing to the comments received tonight and to any 

12 written comments that we receive during the comment 

13 period. 

14 This hearing is intended to receive your 

15 comments. We will not be responding to any comments 

16 or questions during the hearing. Our responses will 

17 be contained in a document called a Responsiveness 

18 Summary which is part of the record of decision. The 

19 comment period for the Old Southington Landfill 

20 Proposed Plan has been extended an additional thirty 

21 days co August 13th, 1994. 

22 Now let me describe the format for the 

23 meeting First, Almerinda will be giving a quick 

24 over-vi-e v cf the proposed plan for the Old Southingtcr.^, 

25 Lar.d:: 11 Site. Following her presentation, we will 
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1 accept oral comments for the record. As you can see, 

2 we have a court reporter here to record all the 

3 comments that we receive. Those of you wishing to 

4 comment hopefully have already filled out a card; if 

5 not, please fill out one of these cards, they're on 

6 the back table, and, I guess, Donna, can you go 

7 around and pick up any cards? Just hold your hand up 

8 if you've got a card or wish to comment. I'm going to 

9 call the cards in the order in which we receive them. 

10 And when called, please come up to one of the two 

11 microphones and speak clearly so your comments can be 

12 heard and properly recorded. 

13 Are there any questions on how we plan on 

14 conducting the hearing? 

15 I'd like to ask Almerinda, then, to give a 

16 quick overview of the proposed plan. 

17 MS. 5IL.VA: Good evening, everybody. The 

18 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has proposed a 

19 clean-up plan referred to as the preferred alternative 

20 to address contamination at the Old Southington 

21 Landfill Site in Southington, Connecticut. The 

22 proposed alternative is EPA's preliminary selection of 

23 a rerr.edy and may be changed if public comment cr new 

24 infer—.at ion is presented to EPA during the public 

25 corient period that significantly affects EPA's 
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1 evaluation of Che alternatives. 

2 The EPA and Connecticut Department of 

3 Environmental Protection have closely reviewed the 

4 data in the remedial investigation and feasibility 

5 study, and agree that additional data needs to be 

6 collected and an evaluation performed in order to be 

• 7 able to select a complete ground water remedy at and 

8 down-gradient of the site. The agencies also agree 

9 enough information is available to proceed with all 

10 other aspects of the remedy. Therefore, the decision 

11 process has been divided into two phases or operable 

12 units. The remedy for operable unit one is what we 

13 currently -- excuse me -- the remedy for operable unit 

14 one is what is currently being proposed in the 

15 proposed planned and consists of all components of the 

16 remedy except ground water. The second operable ur.it 

17 will follow the record of decision for operable ur.it * 

18 one and will further study and evaluate a complete 

19 ground water remedy at and down-gradient of the site. 

20 The following are the components of the 

21 preferred alternative, SC6, where SC stands for source 

22 control: Relocate all homes and businesses frcn ;!-.e 

23 landfill, excavate and consolidate discrete materials 

24 frcT 33IA1, which we refer to as the hot spot area, .̂ 

25 and place it in a lined cell within the southerr. cart 
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1 of the landfill, above the ground water table,

2 install a soil gas collection system throughout the 

3 entire landfill area to prevent gas build-up under the 

4 cap and to select the landfill -- excuse me - and to 

5 collect the landfill gasses. Pre-design studies would 

6 determine if treatment of the gasses is necessary. 

7 Construct a single barrier low-permeability cap on the 

8 northern part of the landfill and a RCRA subtitle c 

9 composite low permeability cap on the southern part of 

10 the landfill to reduce the amount .of water entering 

11 the site waste. Reconstruct.the culvert that lies 

12 underneath Old Turnpike Road. Perform long-term 

13 monitoring of ground water, surface water, sediment, 

14 and soil gas. Implement regulatory controls on site 

15 use. Perform five-year reviews to evaluate remedy's 

16 performance. And perform long-term operation and 

17 maintenance of the remedy. 

18 If public comment and further information 

19 change EPA's evaluation of this or any other 

20 alternative, EPA may decide on another alternative for 

21 its final selection. 

22 I'd like to quickly run through the ccl-.er 

23 alternatives that were presented in the proposed plan. 

24 Alternative SCI is the no-action 

25 alternative, under which no further work at the site 
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1 would cake place, except ground water monitoring. 

2 Alternative SC2A involves capping the 

3 northern part of the landfill with a soil cap and the 

4 southern part of the land will with a RCRA subtitle C 

5 composite cap. A gas collection system is not 

6 proposed in the northern part of the landfill, or.ly m 

7 the southern part of the landfill. SC2A also proposes 

8 permanent relocation of homes an businesses frcm tb

9 landfill, regulatory controls on site use, long-tern 

10 monitoring and five-year reviews as discussed in the 

11 preferred alternative SC6. 

12 Alternative SC2B includes capping the 

13 landfill area as described in alternative SC6 with one 

14 major difference: SC2B would not include the removal 

15 of a hot spot area. All other components of SCS are 

16 the same for this alternative. 

17 Alternative SC7. All of the components in 

18 this alternative are the same as those proposed in 

19 SC6, with the exception of one. Instead of 

20 excavating the hot spot area and placing it in a lined 

21 cell back into the landfill, SC7 proposes to excavate 

22 the hot spot area and take it off site for 

23 incir.era-ion. 

24 MR. GAGNE: Thanks Al. A number of people 

25 have indicated they would like to comment tonight In 

SMITH & ROGERS REPORTING SERVICE 



1 the interests of allowing all those interested an 

2 opportunity, please try and keep your oral comments 

3 brief and to the point. If you have lengthy comments, 

4 please consider submitting them to us in writing. YOU 

5 can do that tonight or you can submit them to us 

6 through the mails at the address indicated en page 

7 four of the proposed plan. We've brought extra copies 

8 of the proposed plan if you don't have yours, and 

9 they're up in the back of the room. Try to focus on 

10 the major points for the record. Remember, everything 

11 you say tonight is being recorded. Speak clearly into 

12 the microphone so the reporter can correctly 

13 transcribe your comments. With that, I'd like to 

14 begin with Andrew J. Meade. Is that microphone on? 

15 MR. MEADE: I think it is. 

16 MR. GAGNE: Okay. Great. 

17 MR. MEADE: Can you hear me all right? 

18 Excuse my back here; somebody's always going to have 

19 the back, I guess. 

20 MR. GAGNE: You can turn around put your 

21 back to -

22 MR. MEADE: I'm chairman of the 

23 5outr.ir.gton Town Council, and I wish to address the 

24 grc-c Benight. I have a letter prepared that I have 

25 written, and also, I have passed it in to the record, 
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1 but I would like to read ic. It's addressed to Ms. 

2 Silva. "Dear Ms. Silva: In my capacity as chairman 

3 of the Southington Town Council, I would like to 

4 express my appreciation for the opportunity to submit 

5 these comments on the proposed remedial action plan, 

6 "the plan," for this Southington Landfill Superfund 

7 Site, referred to as "the site," on behalf of the 

8 town. The parties which have performed the 

9 investigation at the site have expended more than five 

10 million dollars over the last seven years. To date, 

11 very little of that money has been spent for 

12 remediation. It is appropriate that the focus and 

13 funding shift now to containing the site. The RI/FS 

14 process has been a lengthy, frustrating and expensive 

15 one for the town, its citizens and all parties 

16 involved, and we are glad that it is finally over and • 

17 that a remedy has been identified that will protect 

18 the health of Southington residents and the 

19 environment. As the town's governing body, the 

20 council must represent the interests of all of its 

21 citizens: A task which carries with it the mandate to 

22 protect their health and safety. This is not a task 

23 whicr. the town takes lightly. Our willingness to work 

24 with tr.e EPA to investigate the site and to expend 

25 large sums of money to do so is evidence of our 
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1 commitment. EPA developed and designed the plan 

2 specifically to protect our citizens. The proposed 

3 cover for the landfill and the collection system for 

4 the gases being generated by decomposition of landfill 

5 waste will ensure that people do not come in contact 

6 with the waste materials. People living on this site 

7 or owning businesses there will be relocated. The 

8 price tag for these measures and the ground water 

9 monitoring that accompanies them is high. We estimate 

10 it to be in excess of twenty-five million, once all of 

11 the costs are calculated. Nevertheless, it is 

12 important that these steps be taken. We also applaud 

13 EPA's decision not to require ground water treatment 

14 or containment but to first undertake further 

15 investigations regarding the efficacy of the cap. 

16 Fortunately, local and state regulations bar use of 

17 the ground water in this area as drinking water 

18 source. Requiring expenditures of at least an 

19 additional twenty-five million to contain the water in 

20 this aquifer would provide little benefit to the 

21 community or the environment, and would not be 

22 prudent. The prudent course of action to properly 

23 cover and vent the site, install the necessary 

24 additional monitoring equipment and evaluate this 

25 under EPA's auspices. The success of the work. The 
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1 Town of Southington has been and will continue to 

2 ensure that issues of concern to its residents are 

3 considered as remediation goes forward. While the 

4 town must work to protect our citizens' health, we 

5 must also be aware of the enormous burden remediation 

6 required by this plan will have on our tax payers and 

7 on the business members of our community targeted as 

8 potential responsible parties. Those businesses face 

9 not only paying a share of the remediation costs, but 

10 also having their taxes raised. Especially in these 

11 recessionary times, these impacts on our business ^_

12 community could be far-reaching. We may not agree 

13 with the lack of fairness inherent in Superfund. The 

14 administrative red tape greatly inflates the cost of 

15 the process or the staggering enormity of the remedial 

16 costs, but we must work to further the goal of 

17 protecting our citizens' health. The town believes 

18 that the proposed plan provides appropriate safeguards 

19 for our community. Thank you for your consideration. 

20 MR. GAGNE: Thank you, Mr. Meade. Jim 

21 Wallace. 

22 MR. WALLACE: Thank you. My name is Jim 

23 Wallace, and I too am a member of the town council at 

24 present I would like to briefly paraphrase a letter 

25 frcT. -- that was written by my father, Jim Wallace, 
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1 Sr., who could not be here tonight: to read it, and it 

2 will be brief. In the mid-1960s my father served on 

3 the Southington Board of Selectman, the then 

4 administrative body for the town, and as a part-time 

5 official, assisted in maintaining a dump site. The 

6 Old Turnpike Dump was run in accordance with 

7 then-accepted rules and practices. Wastes were 

8 separated, compacted and covered daily with a view 

9 towards reclaiming the land for park or industrial 

10 purposes. Back in the mid-1960s, because of 

11 restricted space, and prior to the availability of 

12 additional land, the town was forced to raise the 

13 level of the dump by several feet in some areas. It 

14 was decided then to bring the old dump down to the 

15 proper grade by bulldozing the excess and moving it to 

16 a new area. This procedure is something I would never

17 again advocate. The area involved was comparatively 

18 small, but the problem was large. The entire 

19 neighborhood became overwhelmed with noxious fumes,

20 the odors were unbearable and lasting. The highway 

21 department workers had to wear masks while working, 

22 but the masks did not even help. The neighbors were 

23 upset, and the town offered to house them in area 

24 motels until the trash moving process was completed, 

25 but rr.cst went to stay with friends and relatives. I 
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1 truly can't imagine what the situation would be like 

2 if the decision were ever made to opt for a complete 

3 removal of waste from this site. At least, it would 

4 be lengthy and unbearable. And this hits on, 

5 essentially, what my comment would be. I support the 

6 proposed alternative with one exception, and that is: 

7 Removing the waste from the named hot spot, the SSDAi. 

8 There's no evidence -- the dump has been closed for 

9 nearly thirty years. There's no evidence that there's 

10 any of these contaminants from this particular area 

11 that have leached into the aquifers. I don't see a "~"" 

12 reason for disturbing that waste. I think it would be 

13 a mistake. Other than that, I do support the plan. 

14 Thank you. 

15 MR. GAGNE: Thank you, Mr. Wallace. Mr. 

16 Langdon, Tom Langdon. 

17 MR. LANGDON: Mr. Gagne, Ms. Silva, I come 

18 to you tonight in three capacities, really: One, as a 

19 resident; one, as a member of the town council; and 

20 also as Secretary of the State's Superfund Reform 

21 Commission. And I'd just like to address a few issues 

22 with regard to the landfill. 

23 I think it's fair to say'that the 

24 cour.c:. s efforts in this regard have been motivated 

25 by two primary concerns, and those are: Protecting 
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1 the health of the citizens of Southington, and 

2 implementing, as quickly as possible, a plan for 

3 remediation of this site. 

4 As a member of the council I view my role 

5 as representing the entire community, all aspects of 

6 the community. And I believe the remediation plan 

7 currently proposed, with one exception, strikes an 

8 appropriate balance between protecting the public 

9 health and implementing a workable, cost-effective and 

10 immediate plan for remediation of the site. 

11 While I think it is of the utmost 

12 importance to move forward with the remediation 

13 efforts, I don't want to trivialize the costs of 

14 remediation to the citizens of Southington. 

15 The cost of this project impacts 

16 Southington in two primary ways: First, the town's 

17 percentage share in the remediation costs, which will 

18 be reflected in our tax rate; and secondly, by 

19 impacting businesses in town which are PRPs. These 

20 businesses will get hit twice: Once from their 

21 percentage share of the remediation,- secondly, from 

22 the increase in tasks the town must levy to pay for 

23 its snare And even possibly a third time. If they 

2'4 are ???5 in the solvents recovery site, they may be 

25 liacle ^r.der both - - a t both solvents recovery and at 
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1 the Landfill. So there are some financial impacts 

2 that I think need to be taken into consideration. And 

3 I ask that you do take these into consideration, 

4 not - when you look at the remediation efforts and 

5 weigh the costs and benefits, but not sacrificing 

6 public health issues. 

7 The final issue I'd like to address 

8 involves particularly the SSDA site. And there seems 

9 to be a debate as to whether it would be more 

10 beneficial to dig this material up and place it in 

11 lined cells, or to leave it where it is and monitor ̂  

12 the ground water contamination levels to ensure t.u.at 

13 these materials are not acting as a perforential 

14 (phonetic) source. The RI/FS has indicated chat tr.ese 

15 sources are not a major cause of the ground water 

16 contamination at this point. And from public - frcm . 

17 a public health perspective it seems it might be 

18 better to leave these items in the ground, if there's 

19 no risk to the public in leaving them in place, and if 

20 we can bate the problem by capping the area and 

21 preventing any seepage into the ground water, wnile 

22 posting no risk to the public by digging then up. -.r.is 

23 approach appears to be sound from a public healc

24 perspective. • ^ 

25 I'd just like to say that I'm encouraged 
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1 co see that after seven years of study and the 

2 expenditure of millions of dollars of tax payers' 

3 money, we're finally moving with the remediation. And 

4 I hope that your agency will take steps to allow this 

5 process to begin quickly. 

6 I'd also like to read just a quick 

7 statement from Maureen Tempkin (phonetic), who was not 

8 able to be here this evening, but she sent this over 

9 to my office this afternoon and asked that I read it. 

10 "Dear Ms. Silva: As a resident of 

11 Southington and current member of the Southington Town 

12 Council, I am deeply concerned about the safety and 

13 welfare of our community. I have always taken a 

14 rather active role in issues facing our town ar.d have 

15 carefully monitored Southington1 s involvement in our 

16 two Superfund sites. Although our town has spent 

17 millions of dollars on legal fees and studies, r.o 

18 money has yet been spent on any clean-up or 

19 containment of the Old Turnpike site. After seven 

20 years, EPA has finally presented the proposed plan to 

21 begin the containment of pollution at the old 

22 landfill. This plan is the result of millions of 

23 dollars cf tax payer money, numerous studies and 

24 consultations. Certainly, no plan is perfect in every 

25 regard We will never achieve a plan with universal 
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1 approval. However, the time for inaction and further 

2 study has come to an end. The proposed plan must be 

3 adopted an implemented as soon as possible. We must 

4 finish this process of endless debate and discussion 

5 and begin to address the containment of on-sine 

6 pollutants. We owe our community nothing less. 

7 Further prolongation of this extensive procedure will 

8 serve only to add to our already exorbitant legal 

9 rates. It is my hope that with your agency's help 

10 Southington can begin to - can begin the road toward 

11 finally dealing with the contaminates at the Old 

12 Turnpike site." And that's signed by Maureen TempJcin 

13 who's also a member of the council. 

14 MR. GAGNE: Thank you, Mr. Langdon. Ms. 

15 Triano. 

16 MS. TRIANO: Mr. Gagne, Ms. Silva, I' r. 

17 Victoria Triano. I'm on the town council, but r-.ore 

18 importantly, I'm a resident of Southington. This 

19 letter has been forwarded to you, Ms. Silva, but, for 

20 the record, I'd like to read it in very quickly ar.d 

21 then just make a few comments on my own. It's 

22 concerning the remedial action for the Old South ing-on 

23 Landfill. 

24 "Dearest Silva: We are pleased that che ̂  

25 investigation of the conditions at the Old Souihir.gion 
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1 Landfill Superfund Site has been completed and that 

2 the Environmental Protection Agency has issued a 

3 proposed clean-up plan that addresses potential health 

4 concerns related to the site. The removal of the 

5 buildings, capping of the entire site, and placement 

6 of a gas collection system are prudent measures to 

7 implement despite their cost. The Town of 

8 Southington, the other PRPs, EPA and the Connecticut 

9 DEP have worked diligently and cooperatively with this 

10 project for many years. Throughout this time their 

11 highest priority has been to protect the health of 

12 Southington residents and workers on the site. Their 

13 efforts have led to the EPA plan presented at this 

14 hearing: A reasonable plan which considers the 

15 extensive data which has been generated. We wish too 

16 personally, and in our capacity as state 

17 representatives, take this opportunity to commend the 

18 parties on having completed the very complex and 

19 difficult task of identifying appropriate remedies for 

20 this site. It is our hope that additional suggestions 

21 presented at this public hearing will be considered. 

22 Sincerely, Ann Diandro (phonetic), Dennis Cleary 

23 (phcr.e.ic', and Angela Fusco (phonetic)," our state 

24 represer.catives. And, as I said, you will be getting 

25 a copy cf this. I did want to keep it in the -- at 
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1 che -- formally in the hearing. 

2 I would just like to add something. We 

3 have spent a great deal of money, as you know and as 

4 my colleagues have mentioned, five million dollars so 

5 far, and not a stone has been taken away, not one bit 

6 of water has been cleaned. It's time for action. And 

7 my personal feeling, after I've read the material and 

8 looked at it, is that a cap would suffice on the SSDA1 

9 spot. 

10 You know, my concern - and whenever we 

11 talk about -- one of the things that the residents x—•• 

12 have said over and over to me, not out of concern for 

13 themselves, but of concern for their children and 

14 their concern for their health, and - and certainly 

15 that is a fear. But after I've considered the data, I 

16 feel that if -- that if we cap this with a lining, the-, 
f 

17 liner as has been indicated, we could move on from 

18 this point comfortably, knowing that our children are 

19 safe, and that our town can move on and start the 

20 remediation process. Thank you very much. 

21 MR. GAGNE: Thank you Ms. Triano. Ed 

22 Maiczyk Did I pronounce that right, Ed? 

23 MR. MALCZYK: Yes. I'm also a member of 

24 the town council, and I've got a letter that I'd like'' 

25 to read in or. behalf of Jim Bergeram (phonetic) , who 
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1 was another member of the town council, and was two 

2 years ago. It's a letter to Ms. Silva. 

3 "Though I cannot attend tonight's hearing 

4 on the proposed remedial action plan, the plan for the 

5 Old Southington Landfill Superfund Site, I have asked 

6 that this statement be read into the record. re is 

7 being provided in my capacity as current town council 

8 member and a past chairman. Because of my years of 

9 involvement on the council, I have had considerable 

10 familiarity with the investigatory work which has 

11 taken place at this site over the past seven years at 

12 a cost of more than five million dollars to the town 

13 and its tax payers as well as other parties. The town 

14 must attend to the safety and health of its citizens 

15 and its environment. Over the last seven years, the 

16 town and parties undertaking these investigations have. 

17 worked cooperatively with the EPA and the state to 

18 assess what, if any, problems exist at the site. The 

19 town's interests in protection its community is 

20 clearly evidenced by its involvement in these 

21 investigations. However, we, as others, have 

22 experienced enormous frustration with the complexity 

23 of the administrative process and the large 

24 expenditures money and time that accompany it. And we 

25 are very frustrated that little of the five million 
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1 dollars has actually been spent to remediate the site. 

2 While we realize the remedial alternative proposed by 

3 the EPA's plan will result in expenditures of even 

4 larger sums of money, the development of the plan 

5 moves us" to that much -- "moves us that much closer 

6 to actually addressing potential risks to our 

7 community. The cap, the gas collection system and the 

8 ground water monitoring are important steps to 

9 safeguard our community. At the same time, however, 

10 the extensive studies demonstrated-that ground water 

11 treatment is not necessary to protect our residents.^ 

12 State and local programs put in place before the 

13 landfill was ever a Superfund site will keep people 

14 from drinking ground water from this aquifer. 

15 Residents in the area are on municipal water, none of 

16 which is drawn from this aquifer. Municipal well 

17 number five has been concreted and the diversion 

18 rights given back to the state. These are just a few 

19 of the reasons that the huge costs of ground water 

20 treatment is not warranted without further study. The 

21 town recognizes the enormous financial burden placed 

22 on its tax payers by the RI/FS that will" continue to 

23 remediate -- that can - "that will continue as 

24 remediation goes forward. Many of our local 

25 businesses will be impacted because of their 
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1 involvement as potentially responsible parties. The 

2 town knows that its people must be protected, but it 

3 also knows" that alternatives that provide little if 

4 any protection -- I'm sorry, that -- that cannot risk 

5 - - I ' m sorry, let me read that again. "The town knows 

6 that its people must be protected, but it also knows 

7 that it cannot ask its residents and tax payers to 

8 support remedial alternatives that provide little, if 

9 any, protection. When all of the costs associated 

10 with the remedy the EPA has suggested are added up, 

11 they will be in excess of twenty-five million dollars. 

12 In addition, we have another Superfund site within our 

13 boarders, for which many members of our business 

14 community have responsibility as well. The continued 

15 viability of our businesses" and an ongoing concern 

16 for -- "is an ongoing concern of the council" and is 

17 - "as is protecting the health of our community. The 

18 plan which EPA developed incorporated an extensive 

19 " evaluation of potential risks and technologies to 

20 address them. The whole Superfund process is centered 

21 around this analysis which is designed to be very 

22 conservative. That analysis shows that the elements 

23 of the clan I have just discussed adequately protect 

24 cur ::err-.unity. On behalf of the town I appreciate the 

25 opportunity to present these comments. Sincerely, Jim 
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1 Bergeram (phonetic)." 

2 I've also been on the town council now for 

3 twelve years and during the last eight years. I'm 

4 sure you must be aware of the fact that every time we 

5 make a budget decision this is -- this has been 

6 something that has been hanging over our head. We 

7 haven't spent any money on education, on police and 

8 fire protection,- on anything that -- that hasn't had 

9 the consideration of what the enormous costs of 

10 cleaning up this site are. We're'also concerned, 

11 obviously, with the health and safety of our citizens^

12 And now that we are at a point to remediate the site, 

13 we are most anxious to have this money go into 

14 remediation. It's time that we do -- we -- we have 

15 reviewed the site -- this -- we've reviewed the plan 

16 for remediation -- remediation, we support the plan 

17 that the EPA has proposed for remediation, and now we 
) 

18 want to see the remediation done so that we can get on 

19 the with process of doing all of our budgets with a 

20 knowledge of exactly what the costs are going to be 

21 for the next generation. Thanks. I'm, again, Ed 

22 Malczy'-c, town council. 

23 MR. GAGNE: Thank you, Mr. Malczyk. Mr, 

24 McP-ea-- ' 

25 MR MCPEAK: Good evening. I have 
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1 comments that relate to several different areas of the 

2 project, which include treatment of ground water from 

3 waste from the landfill, ground water classification, 

4 Black Pond, off-site migration and future, public 

5 involvement. I'll read questions from each of those 

6 areas in succession, comments rather. 

7 "Comment number one" -

8 A VOICE: Speak into the microphone, 

9 please. 

10 MR. MCPEAK: "The project should not be 

11 divided into two operable units designed to address 

12 waste material within a landfill and ground water 

13 separately. Both the waste material and the ground 

14 water should be addressed simultaneously as soon as 

15 possible. There is no reason to conduct an entire new 

16 RI/FS for ground water. Although there are some 

17 factors about ground water contamination that have not 

18 been fully answered, such as how far off the site the 

19 contamination extends, the existing data clearly 

20 indicates that significant ground water contamination 

21 exists at" the downgrade -- "at and down-gradient of 

22 the site. In addition, the preferred remedy includes 

23 leaving a significant volume, about one hundred 

24 thousand cubic yards, of highly contaminated material 

25 in ground water beneath the cap. Therefore, ground 
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1 wacer should be addressed as pare of the current: 

2 remedy and should not be delayed while another RI/FS 

3 is conducted. The ground water migrating from the 

4 site should be collected and treated." 

5 "Comment number two. The proposed remedy 

6 will leave approximately thirty percent of the waste 

7 in contact with the local ground water. The proposed 

8 approach will allow a continued leaching of 

9 contaminates into the ground water. This is not 

10 acceptable with a plan thac thus far calls for no 

11 treatment of that migrating, contaminated ground 
*-—• 

12 water. Neither does this plan directly address the 

13 treatment of the majority of the source of material 

14 creating the problems" in -- "which is in contact: with 

15 the ground water. A plan which would treat the waste 

16 directly by using combined, off-site disposal and 

17 possible air sparging (phonetic) and soil vapor 

18 extraction or other soil treatment technologies would 

19 be more appropriate. The EPA has stated in their ?.r 

20 comments that the natural flushing approach will take 

21 even longer than the estimated in the RI/FS. This 

22 approach would render the local aquifer useless for an 

23 almost indefinite period. It would be more effective 

24 to treat the waste material directly using the 

25 alternate direct techniques, rather than indirect!/ in 
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1 che ground water. This approach would make ground 

2 water treatment more effective and successful." 

3 "Comment number three. The remedial 

4 investigation did not satisfactorily address the 

5 possibility of high contaminate concentrations 

6 adjacent to area SSDA2 beneath the parks and 

7 recreation building. Contamination in this area may 

8 be in contact with the ground water. This possibility 

9 is strengthened by the fact that contaminate 

10 concentrations in well B304 immediately down-gradient 

11 from SSDA2 are higher than those in well B302 which is 

12 immediately down-gradient from SSDA number l. The 

13 possibility is further strengthened by the consistent 

14 presence of volatile gases in the parks and recreation 

15 building." 

16 "Second category: Ground water 

17 classification. Insufficient research has been 

18 conducted by the Connecticut DEP and EPA regarding the 

19 classification of ground water at the site. The Local 

20 aquifer was reclassified from a GA area to a GB area 

21 in the recent past. This reclassification process 

22 should be reviewed to verify that the GB 

23 classification is justified and was performed in 

24 accordance with all state regulations and 

25 requirements. Current EPA policies indicates that, 

SMITH & ROGERS REPORTING SERVICE 



1 quote, "'Institutional controls shall not substitute 

2 for active response. Active response would include 

3 restoration of ground water to beneficial use.'" 

4 Based on these criteria, it appears most appropriate 

5 for the local aquifer to be classified as a GB  - GA 

6 area to insure, quote, "'restoration to beneficial 

7 use.'" 

8 "Black Pond. No information has been 

9 provided which demonstrates that contaminates will not 

10 leach from the landfill back into Black Pond if the 

11 additional soil pressure of capping material is addec^_ 

12 to the top of the landfill. The extent of waste 

13 material beneath Black Pond has not been sufficiently 

14 delineated. This must be done to insure that all of 

15 it is removed from the pond prior to capping the 

16 landfill, if this is the selected alternative, waste . 

17 and potentially contaminated sediment will be snrred 

IS up during excavation of waste along the shore of 3lack 

19 Pond. The plan must address measures which will" take 

20 - "which will minimize this threat of contamination." 

21 Final question on the Black Pond. "After 

22 completion of the remediation additional testing of 

23 Black Pcr.d should be connected to ensure unrestricted 

24 access is acceptable and protective of human healrn _/ 

25 and "he environment." 
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1 "Off-site migration. An ecological risk 

2 assessment was conducted; however, it only concerned" 

3 itself -- "concerned the site itself, Black Pond and 

4 the adjoining wetlands. No evaluation has been 

5 conducted regarding the impact of the ground water 

6 contamination which has and will continue to migrate 

7 off-site on down stream areas, such as the river. 

8 Future investigations should specifically address the 

9 potential impact of ground water contamination on the 

10 Quinnipiac River." 

11 And the final category, "Future public 

12 involvement. The EPA should establish its schedule 

13 for having public meetings on a quarterly basis, 

14 regardless of what has or has not happened during that 

15 quarter, so that the public is kept informed. In 

16 addition, a community advisory council should be 

17 created so that the community can participate in the * 

18 preparation of some reports, rather than just being 

19 able to review them after they're prepared, so chat 

20 the community concerns are addressed. For example, 

21 the community should be given the opportunity to 

22 provide direct input into the community health and 

23 safety plan, the site restoration plan, and planning 

24 for its sice security, and traffic." Thank you. 

25 MR. GAGNE: Thank you, Mr. McPeak. Ten 
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1 Kavan. 

2

3 Dennis. 

4

5

 MR. KAVAN: Good evening, Aimerinda,
 

 MR. GAGNE: Is Chat on?
 

 MR. KAVAN: Can you hear me; is this on;
 

6 now is it on? 

7 MR. GAGNE: Can you hear him back there. 

8 Okay. Sorry about that. 

9 MR. KAVAN: I'm going over to the other 

10 one. 

11 MR. KAVAN: Ms.'Silva, Mr. Gagne, my 
••—• 

12 name's Tom Kavan. I live on Regine Road, next to the 

13 site. And I have some comments that I would like to 

14 make in regards to your remediation plan. 

15 I'd like to preface it by referring to the 

16 Old -- in my comments I'm going to refer to the old 

17 landfill, Southington Landfill, as "the site." 

18 We need more testing of solid wastes, 

19 metals and chemicals in the northeast section of the 

20 pond, shore line and the wetlands of the site, we 

21 need more methane testing in all homes surrounding the 

22 site, including all means that methane can travel, not 

23 ]ust ri-.ose homes and businesses located on the site. 

24 We need further investigating of clean-up methods us _, 

25 at sir.ilar sites so that we can pursue all our 
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1 options, not just the ones that have been proposed, i 

2 don't want OU1 to be done without OU2 being done at 

3 the same time. The cap alone without addressing the 

4 surface and the ground water would only be a cover-UD 

5 not a clean-up. Furthermore, I feel as though the cap 

6 alone would create a greater health risk of exposure 

7 from contaminants to those residents that remain near 

8 the site, since EPA's plan is to bury contaminates 

9 from SSDA1 under the cap. I'm very upset that so many 

10 good families are seeing their properties values 

11 decline as a result of this'site. I feel we are being 

12 forced to accept the proposed method of clean-up that 

13 is not a true clean-up, and that not enough research 

14 has been done to investigate other methods at similar 

15 sites. Why is this site referred to as a landfill 

16 when it is a hazardous waste site? The EPA, che DS? 

17 and the PRPs should stop minimizing the seriousness of * 

18 this site. Do they do this to hold down the costs on 

19 the clean-up? The contaminates have been there for 

20 fifty-plus years. Another year for a better solution 

21 can't hurt. Fifteen million dollars is a lot of money 

22 to spend for a partial solution. Put the money to 

23 better use to insure our safety and our health and to 

24 create a larger buffer zone between the residents ar.d 

25 the contamination. Don't rush into this until there's 
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1 a total agreeable solution. We need continuous 

2 communication efforts to get access to information 

3 from the EPA to better understand the problems that 

4 exist at the site and to guarantee public input into 

5 the agency's remediation and future use decisions. 

6 Thank you. 

7 MR. GAGNE: Thank you, Mr. Kavan. James 

8 Delahunty. 

9 MR. DELAHUNTY: Hi, Dennis. I'm James 

10 Delahunty, and I live on Old Turnpike Road about forty 

11 feet from the site. And I'm not a public speaker. 

12 On June 14th, 1994, the EPA proposed a 

13 clean-up plan for the Old Southington Superfund Site. 

14 Although I don't agree with this plan, because it's 

15 cover-up, not a clean-up, I do agree with the EPA chat 

16 all residents and businesses should be removed and 

17 relocated from this site. 

18 A few of my concerns are. One. 

19 ' Excavating hazardous waste from SSDA1, and relocating 

20 it to a different area of. the Superfund Site is 

21 extremely health hazardous to the community. If this 

22 hazardous material must be excavated, it must be 

23 removed from the site, for obvious health reasons 

24 People living.near the site must be relocated during 

25 this very hazardous operation. 
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1 Two. After capping a Superfund site 

2 treatment of the contamination -- contaminated soil 

3 and ground water on this site is almost impossible. 

4 If the contaminated ground water is not treated now, 

5 capping this toxic waste site will come back to haunt 

6 us in the future. 

7 Three. Restructuring the culvert has 

8 advantages and disadvantages. One of the 

9 advantages -- one of the benefits of opening the 

10 culvert would be to allow water from Black Pond to 

11 flow through the open culvert and lower the level of 

12 Black Pond. This will help determine the eastern and 

13 northern boundaries of the Superfund site. The 

14 disadvantages of this will also expose citizens that 

15 live around the Superfund site to the toxic 

16 contamination that is uncovered by -- the water, the 

17 pond water. Also, the pond water coming through the 

18 open culvert could bring toxic contamination to areas 

19 west of the site. 

20 Four. The proposed plan does not include 

21 testing for methane migration off-site of the -

22 off-site of the site. By capping this site, methane 

23 and ether gas could be pushed outside of the current 

24 bour.dar.es endangering residents. The EPA stated that 

25 the ccr-unity influence of this proposal must play a 
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1 crucial role in coming up wich a plan that everybody 

2 can live with. I believe the people most affected by 

3 this toxic waste Superfund site should have the most 

4 input into the type of clean-up plan that's selected. 

5 The community's opinion should be considered in making 

6 a final plan. Meetings between the EPA and the 

7 citizens living near the site should enable the 

8 community to have more say into what type of clean-up

9 plan is selected. -I encourage the EPA to delay the 

10 decision until a clean-up plan that we all can live 

11 with is agreed on. ' _̂ 

12 In closing, I know it costs a lot of 

13 money, but I know if the town council lived where I 

14 live, they wouldn't accept this plan. 

15 MR. GAGNE: Thank you, Mr. Delahunty. 

16 Terry Delahunty. 

17 THE COURT REPORTER: Could you get chat 

18 from him, because I definitely need a copy of that to 

19 transcribe it? 

20 MR. GAGNE: Okay. 

21 THE COURT REPORTER: If it's written, if 

22 you could get that. 

23 MR. GAGNE: Mr. Delahunty., could we have a 

24 copy -r ycur statement. Thanks a lot. 

25 MS. DSLAHUNTY-. Hi, I'm Terry Delahunty. 
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1 Old Turnpike Road in Southington. 

2 "The Old Southingcon Landfill operated 

3 from 1920 to 1967, accepting millions of gallons of 

4 industrial waste and municipal trash, include 

5 household chemicals, lead paint, oil, plastics, 

6 pesticides, varnish, and a variety of other 

7 cancer-causing substances." 

8 "In 1984 the EPA placed the site on its 

9 national priority list, qualifying it for the 

10 Superfund program." 

11 "Today the EPA and the PRPs are trying to 

12 minimize the hazards at the Old Southington Landfill 

13 by chopping the site to pieces. There are the 

14 northern and southern areas, and two semi-solid areas 

15 known as SSDAl and 2." 

16 "Now, if this isn't bad enough, the 

17 treatment for the contamination is also -- operaole 

18 units one and two. Enough is enough. This is ore 

19 Superfund site that's treated that way." 

20 "To spend sixteen million dollars capping 

21 the sice without treating the contaminated ground 

22 water is not acceptable to the community. Treat-eric 

23 of ĉ .e "-.ca-ninated ground water must be addressed ac 

24 this c.~-e Once the cap is in place, on-site 

25 treac~e~c cf contaminated ground water will be al^csc 
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1 impossible." 

2 "It is estimated that there are over one 

3 hundred thousand cubic yards of waste located below 

4 the water table. This contamination will continue to 

5 leach into the ground water unless the plan to -reat 

6 the contamination is implemented now." 

. 7 "The contaminated plume will only gee 

8 larger, costing more, and taking longer to clean-up. 

9 Risks to human health and ecology risk will be 

10 extensive." 

11 "To prevent waste from below the water ^

12 table from further contaminating the ground wacer, che 

13 EPA's proposed plan calls for SSDA1 to be dug up from 

14 one spot only to be buried at another. We are 

15 adamantly opposed to this plan." 

16 "First, excavating this highly hazardous 

17 waste will place residents in extreme health danger. 

18 Exposure to the contaminated the - and VOCs is a very 

19 real hazard. One hundred percent safety cannot be 

20 guaranteed." 

21 "Second, bearing this toxic mess back into 

22 the site will not eliminate the health hazard, bu

23 place residents at further risk by not removing t.-.is 

24 extre-rely contaminated material from the site. Any ̂ 

25 nurrier of things can go wrong with the cell, n;w and 
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1 in the future, jeopardizing the lives ar.d health cf 

2 the community." 

3 "The proposed plan dees not require any 

4 special treatment of SSDA2; however, the data 

5 indicates that a significant amount of contamination 

6 is below the water table. Won't this contamination 

7 further pollute the ground water? Alternatives 

8 methods of treatment for both semi-solid disposal 

9 areas should be considered. Digging up highly toxic 

10 waste from below the water table only to bury it again 

11 above the water table, yet leaving highly toxic waste 

12 below the water table in a different area, capping the 

13 site to slow down continuous ground water 

14 contamination, but not treating the contaminated 

15 ground water." 

16 To the local community EPA's proposed ?lan_ 

17 doesn't make much sense the health and safety cf cur 

18 families and our neighbors are at stake. We need ~o 

19 ' be to better informed. We want to participate in 

20 decision making and not just review reports after -hey 

21 are prepared. The concerns of the community rust ce 

22 answered. We need to proceed with caution before a 

23 sixteen-~illion-dollar disaster is made. Thar.< :~^ 

24 MR. GAGNE: Thank you, Ms. Delahunty "r 

25 Jeffrey :tis." 

SMITH & ROGERS REPORTING SERVICE 



1 MR. OTIS: My name is Jeffrey Ocis. I 

2 live on Regine Road, a couple hundred yards from the 

3 Old Southington Landfill Site. 

4 Most of my comments would reflect much of 

5 what's already been said, but I think the first thing 

6 I would like to say is that the record reflect that 

7 all of the town officials who have spoken, have spoken 

8 as PRPs, and really do not reflect the community in 

9 and around the landfill site. And I think that should 

10 be taken into account when you're reviewing their 

11 comments. They spoke frequently of financial burden.̂ , 

12 and hardships. The residents within that area are 

13 suffering that as well in lost property values. If 

14 they tell is the health issues are fine, and we are to 

15 accept that, which we don't, but if it were, we are 

16 still being harmed in a financial way. There's no 

17 consideration being given to us for that. The plan 

18 calls for a process that will not clean-up that site 

19 for hundreds of years. If you bury that SSDAl, which 

20 we have been told contains four hundred and thirty 

21 thousand parts per million, that's forty-three 

22 percent, off highly toxic waste, that is not going to 

23 breakdown in a, self-contained lined pit. Twenty, 

24 thirty, fifty, a hundred years from now, when that pi ^ > -

25 deteriorates and all of that leaches out, you're going 
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1 co have Che same problem all over again. This plan i 

2 starts out by calling for a proposed clean-up and a 

3 limited source control at the Old Southington landfill 

4 Superfund Site. And when you read this, they refer 

5 frequently to "clean-up," and yet, not one bit of 

6 waste or water is cleaned, treated, disposed cf, 

7 nothing. They talk about, in the end, "cost benefit." 

8 There is no cost benefit to what they are doir.g We 

9 look at the sixteen million and what we're left wich 

10 is nothing. To treat the plan in two parts makes no 

11 sense. The fact is it's probably never going to be 

12 revisited in any serious way. There will be so~e 

13 monitoring. In time, if you remove a little bit of 

14 this, nature will clean up that water and we will be 

15 left with a -- a mess. And that's all I have to say. 

16 Thank you. 

17 MR. GAGNE: Thank you, Mr. Otis. :-'r Sear. 

18 Egan. 

19 MR. EGAN: My name is Sean Egan. I' T, a 

20 resident of the Town of Southington, and I'm also a 

21 former chairman of the board of finance of 

22 Southington, having served on the board from 1532 to 

23 1991 Ar.d I, during the course of that time, saw r.o.v 

24 cost cuilt up in investigating and reviewing the 

25 alternatives that were being proposed. And certainly, 
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1 I and other members of the board at that time, were 

2 continually frustrated by the costs of those - - o f 

3 those investigations and reviews. But it seems now we 

4 have an alternative --an alternative which I 

5 support -- which, although extremely costly -

6 somewhere between fifteen and twenty-five million 

7 dollars, whatever number you want to believe -- is a 

8 way to at least cap the site, monitor the site, and 

9 also have the assurance that the ground water will not 

10 be utilized. So therefore, once again, I support this 

11 alternative, and I support it on behalf of a sense of 
-~-

12 .fairness to all the citizens. Given the fact that 

13 this will be a budget item that will be suffered by 

14 all the citizens of Southington, we need to get zo an 

15 alternative that hopefully is fair to those who live 

16 around the site, but also fair to all the citizens 

17 that will have to bear the cost of this. Thank you 

18 very much. 

19 MR. GAGNE: Thank you, Mr. Egan. Mary Ann 

20 O'Brien. 

21 MS. O'BRIEN: Good evening, Mr. Gagne and 

22 Ms. Silva. My name is Mary Ann O'Brien. I live at 

23 106 Regine Road. 

24 My comments tonight are: A suggested 

25 remedy for clean-up at the Old Southington Landfill, 
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1 which has been proposed by che EFA is what is commonly 

2 referred to as -- as proven technologies. These 

3 proven technologies are only proven failures that will 

4 create a bigger mess than they are meant to clean-up. 

5 We are requesting the use of new, innovative 

6 technologies at the Old Southington Landfill Toxic 

7 Waste Site. We are asking that the EPA consider new 

8 technologies and allow the community full 

9 participation in clean-up decisions. 

10 Secondly, ground water must be included in 

11 the remedy now. We do not want to spend another eight 

12 to ten years studying ground water. This is not only 

13 cost prohibitive, but could and should be incorporated 

14 into the suggested remedy now. 

15 In addition, digging up and consolidating 

16 a highly contaminated hot spot and placing this coxic 

17 waste in a lined cell within the landfill is been 

13 unacceptable and unreasonable. 

19 This chemical waste must be removed and 

20 transported off site. The proposed plan does not 

21 address off-site migration of the methane gases. This 

22 is absolutely despicable, considering the proximity of 

23 the surrounding residents. 

24. We ask that the EPA delay the record of 

25 decision until a complete and long-term solution can 
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1 be mutually agreed upon amongst all the interested 

2 residents; after all, it's our health and safety that 

3 is being compromised; not the money being spent. 

4 Communication between all parties is 

5 critical if we are to focus on the primary issue. 

6 And that is the solution. Thank you. 

.7 MR. GAGNE: Thank you, Ms. O'Brien. Marie 

8 Tuccitto. 

9 MS. TUCCITTO: Good evening. Marie 

10 Tuccitto, resident. 

11 Let's see. There will be no benefit to ^_^ 

12 the environment or public health if we just cover up 

13 our problem. The ground water muse be addressed now. 

14 Sixteen million dollars could easily mean thirty-two 

15 million or even sixty-four million. A landfill 

16 clean-up in region two recently went from twenty 

17 million to fifty million to seventy-five million, in 

18 addition to the original fifty million, so the twenty 

19 ' million ended up costing a hundred and twenty-five 

20 million dollars. Don't let that happen here. Pratt 

21 will write-off their losses and benefit from that,- GE 

22 will write-off their losses and benefit from that. 

23 The pecpie can't write-off their losses. Everything 

24 that we've every worked for is tied up in our ^̂  

25 property. with the stigma of living next to two 
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1 Superfund sites, we've lost more than half of the
 

2 equity in our homes. That's gone. We'll never get it
 

3 back. It's a ripple effect also. No one wants to
 

4 bring kids knowingly to a hazardous waste area, and
 

5 that is as it should be. No businesses will come.
 

6 We're going to pay forever in taxes, in lost property
 

7 value, in diminished health and quality of life.
 

8 Since we are stuck here, please listen to us and help
 

9 us, and work with us, rethink what you are doing, lock
 

10 for other options, they have to be put there. We
 

11 don't want you to waste our money for a cover-up. We
 

12 want a safe clean-up. We want a larger buffer zone.
 

13 Spend the money where it belongs, on the people, the
 

14 victims; compensate them, please. Do the right thing.
 

15 Thank you.
 

16 MR. GAGNE: Thank you, Ms. Tuccitto. Judy .
 
»
 

17 Lange.
 

18 MS. LANGE: Good evening.
 

19 "My name is Judy Lange, and I live just
 

20 three houses to the east of the designated Old
 

21 Southington Landfill Superfund Site. A sizable
 

22 portion of my own backyard property consists of
 

23 wetlands associated with Black Pond. Is it any
 

24 wonder, ir.eri, that I have considerable fears about the
 

25 risk re ~y health and safety, currently, during
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1 remediation, and in Che future? Is it any wonder that 

2 I feel helpless and hopeless in my ability to move 

3 away from this toxic waste dump without incurring 

4 great financial losses to myself and my other half. I 

5 realize that my fate is to remain stuck here, with the 

6 stigma of living near a much-publicized Superfund 

7 site, along with my health fears and financial losses, • 

8 while I watch a once beautiful view of the landscape 

9 from my darkened sun. porch being devastated into ugly, 

10 unnatural mounds of dirt, complete with gas vents and 

11 chain-link fences. Because of this, I feel it 
—̂-

12 necessary to speak out on some of the issues that so. 

13 directly concern me. My first issue of concern is the 

14 EPA's decision to divide up the so-called clean-up 

15 activities into two separate, operable units,- that 13, 

16 capping up of the landfill, Superfund site OU1; and 

17 addressing the ground water remediation, OU2. I feel 

18 that both issues should be addressed together in this 

19 RI/FS. According to Ann Marie Burke, at the 

20 informational hearing on June 14th, 1994, the biggest 

21 health risk for both carcinogens and non-carcinogens 

22 is from the ground water. So how can you propose a 

23 remediat icr. plan without addressing the ground water? 

24 The current: data clearly indicates that significant ._ 

25 ground water contamination exists at and down-gradient 
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1 of the sice. The preferred remedy would also leave a 

2 large volume of contaminated material in contact: with 

3 ground water under the cap. Once the cap 13 

4 constructed it would be much more difficult to 

5 implement any remedial technologies for the ground 

6 water, why should you just construct a cover-up, or 

7 containment, as you call it, now, when you could 

8 include more investigation and data collection on the 

9 ground water, as well as looking into other 

10 technologies, to clean-up and not just cover-up, so 

11 that both operational units could be incorporated into 

12 one RI/FS? What about pump and treat, air sparging, 

13 bio-remediation and soil vacuuming extraction? It 

14 seems that you, the EPA, threw out consideration of 

15 these technologies early-on without fully evaluating 

16 then. Once that cap is constructed without addressing. 
> 

17 the ground water, our neighbor is doomed to have chat 

18 toxic waste here forever. Our neighborhood will 

19 always have this stigma that with possible spread of 

20 contamination through ground water to the Quinnipiac 

21 River You yourselves don't know for sure how ruch 

22 cone a-ir.ac ion is present above and below the water 

23 table

24 mil-

25 iss_-es

 _-_ *.-.•/ should you spend thirteen or fourteen
 

• cellars on a remedy that does not address both
 

• --. you could spend a little more ti~e, do a
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1 few more studies and come up with other options that 

2 could combine both operational units into one RI/FS? 

3 I, for one, would like to see more investigation into 

4 a real, long-term clean-up, rather than a cap cover-up 

5 to ensure future generations of a cleaner environment. 

6 The PRPs have already spent seven years on an RI/FS 

• 7 for this site, so why not spend a little more time and 

8 do it right? Combine OU1 and OU2 to have a T.ore 

9 comprehensive RI/FS. 

10 Another matter of concern to me is the 

11 health and safety of the people who are directly 

12 living on or working on this site. Their emotional 

13 stress and anxiety must be horrendous. I know, and I 

14 only live near the site. I feel that you should T.ake 

15 every effort to get the PRPs to settle with these 

16 people and move them off the site as soon as possible 

17 to end their nightmares. For that matter, EPA should 

18 consider providing a larger buffer zone by buying out 

19 a few more residents living close to the site. A 

20 larger buffer zone would help eliminate even more 

21 risks during final remediation. 

22 Still another issue is the excavation of 

23 SSCA1 and the removal of the contaminated materials to 

24 an irr.cerr.eable lined cell under the cap. Why r.o~ ;u 

25 remove and incinerate the contaminants to ensure a 
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1 real clean-up? What if the lined cell ruptures or 

2 cracks in years to come? Why not solve the problem 

3 now and not just pass it on to future generations? 

4 The risks to those of us living here during excavation 

5 are very real. I would also like to read about -ore 

6 concrete precautions which will be taken during tr.is 

7 time frame, such as monitoring of vapors, evacuation 

8 precautions, et cetera. Sampling and monitorir.g 

9 should be done during excavation, not only on the 

10 western side of the site, but also on the eastern and 

11 northern sides to ensure the.safety of remaining 

12 residents. 

13 Still another area of concern is SLac< 

14 Pond itself. Quote, "Landfill material, including 

15 petroleum-like and sludge-like waste was detected 

16 under two feet of sediment between Black Pond." 

17 That's from the Connecticut DEP, 593. In the Z?\ 

18 Environmental News, 594, it is stated that "Waste 

19 found along the shore of Black Pond will be excavated 

20 and placed under the cap." It is my understanding 

21 that Black Pond, on the west side, used to be lo-er 

22 So that, in actuality, the extent of waste triater.i. 

23 benea-r. the pond is not even actually known. "_::-..-.r 

24 at figure two in the RI/FS report, "The eastern -...-.-ir.

25 of waste into the pond has never been establisre: 
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1 This directly concerns me and others who live on the 

2 eastern side of the pond. Maybe the pond could be 

3 drained down somewhat so that additional investigation 

4 could be done before coming up with a design for 

5 remediation of the site. In fact, many of the 

6 boundaries should be more accurately delineated around 

7 and within the site. 

8 * As far as future use of the site, I find 

9 it hard to really comment yet, until I can see what, 

10 if any, changes are made to the preferred alternative 

11 due to comments made during this public comment 

12 period. Future use should be determined by how much 

13 clean-up rather than just plain cover-up is 

14 undertaken. Surplus stresses reduction of toxicity, 
• 

15 mobility or value through treatment wherever possible. 

16 And I think more could be done along these lines. 

17 In closing, it is my -- in conclusion, it 

18 is my understanding that the EPA has no requirements 

19 to hold public hearings or to solicit public comment 

20 after the ROD is signed, that means that we, the 

21 community, most directly effected by this ROD, will be 

22 in the dark about what is happening or will happen. I 

23 therefore request that we be kept informed about suc'n 

24 things as health as safety plans, traffic plans, and 

25 explanation when we feel it necessary. The EPA shc^Ld 



1 establish meetings that set times, perhaps quarterly, 

2 to keep us informed. I would also like to request 

3 that we be able to provide direct input into the 

4 community health and safety plan, site restoration and 

5 construction management. We are the people wr.o have 

6 to live here and endure all this, so we should te 

7 allowed input in this area. 

8 Thank you for your time. 

9 MR. GAGNE: Thank you. Robert Seicel. 

10 MR. SIEBEL: Good evening. Boy, she is a 

11 tough act to follow. My name is Robert Seibel. I 

12 live on Regine Road, three houses to the east and en 

13 the same side as Black Pond. The wetlands associated 

14 with the pond are right in our backyard. I have ~ueh 

15 at stake health-wise and financially with the rlear. --p 

16 proposed by the EPA. Therefore, I would like te r.ave . 

17 my comments added to the site administrative reccrd 

18 First of all, I think the relocating cf 

19 the two residents and the five businesses currently on 

20 the site should be carried out as soon as possible 

21 This will serve to protect the health and safety ef 

22 the people on top of the now defunct Superfund site 

23 Next, I think the EPA should pause, ta-:e a 

24 deep creatn, and put on their thinking caps, not reree 

25 one en us They have given us five choices-. 2c 
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1 nothing/ or four variations of caps, all of which do 

2 nothing to address ground water contamination. This 

3 sound like a great generic fix for a normal landfill, 

4 but not for a Superfund site where thousands of 

5 gallons of toxic industrial waste were dumped. 

6 It seems to me that with all the time 

7 spent on testing and planning, you could have arrived 

8 at a solution that would help alleviate the problem, 

9 not just sweep is'under the rug. 

10 I think of any form .of remediation should 

11 address the ground water contamination. Isn't this 

12 important issue, the one that put this location on the 

13 Superfund list to begin with? How can you put off the 

14 ground water problem where a site abuts a pond and the 

15 run-off drains into a nearby river. If you succeed in 

16 getting one of these caps, is it wise to start 

17 punching holes in the impermeable geo-composite layer 

18 to implant some half-baked afterthought? 

19 Since some boundaries are not defined and 

20 others are loosely defined, I think a larger buffer 

21 zone should be established. This could be done by 

22 . purchasing more homes which would make more sense chan 

23 temporarily relocating residents for their health and 

24 safety during excavation. ^^ 

25 The idea of excavating SSDA1 and placing 
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1 the contents in a lined ceil on-site seems to make our 

2 neighborhood the tomb of the unknown toxic fcrever. 

3 If you're going to dig this area up, couldn't this be 

4 incinerated off-site in an effort towards cleaning 

5 this mess up? Once this cap is in place our fate is 

6 sealed forever. 

7 Wouldn't it make more sense and serve the 

8 PRPs and the citizens of Southington better to spend 

9 fifteen million dollars on us by waiting? Scaled-down 

10 forms of remediation could be experimented with until 

11 the most cost effective plan becomes evident. In this 

12 way all the parties could benefit by cost savings en 

13 clean-up, having a cleaner area in which to live, and 

14 maybe some day see our homes gain back their value. 

15 I invite anyone skeptical of my 

16 assessments to come stand on my back deck any time of . 

17 day and observe the serene view of nature then i-r.agine 

18 what it will be like to look at a bald mound with a 

19 chain-link fence around it with a junkyard on the 

20 other side. 

21 In closing, I urge you to please relocate 

22 all buildings on the site as soon as possible, please 

23 address ground water contamination in all plans of 

24 remediation, please define boundaries more clearly and 

25 set up cuffer zones, please take the contents cf SSZAI 
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1 off site, and please rethink the cap idea, so we might 

2 clean this area up, not entomb it forever. Thank you. 

3 MR. GAGNE: Thank you, Mr. Seibel. MS. 

4 Leslie DeLeo. 

5 MS. DELEO: My name is Leslie DeLeo. I'm 

6 a home owner living at 49 Amanda Lane, within several 

7 hundred yards of the Superfund site. I would like 

8 express my concerns over the recent EPA proposal 

9 regarding the Old Southington Landfill Superfund Site. 

10 I'm not convinced that spending fifteen point four 

11 million dollars on clay capping is the solution, we N 

12 should explore other options to see what makes the 

13 most sense and might work the best, and then we should 

14 test these options to make sure they work before we 

15 implement anything. We need to treat the 

16 contaminants, not cover them up. In addition, ground . 

17 water treatment should be considered part of the first 

18 phase of the clean-up plan. And I use this word 

19 "clean-up" very lightly, as no clean-up is being done 

20 and to my knowledge will not be done. Ground water 

21 contamination should be addressed now, not in a 

22 separate plan. 

23 As part of the of the EPA's proposed plan 

24 an area cf approximately five hundred to a thousand -—

25 cubic yards of highly toxic industrial waste, kr.cvn as 
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1 the SSDAl, is co be removed from its current location 

2 on this site and placed in a lined cell in another 

3 location on the site. This makes no sense to me 

4 whatsoever. If these contaminants are going to be 

5 removed from their existing location, then take them 

6 off the site altogether, don't put them back. And 

7 during the removal of these highly toxic contaminates 

8 who will guaranty the safety of the surrounding 

9 residents? What kind of health risks will we all be 

10 taking while these contaminants are- being removed from 

11 the soil? Those working at the site will be 

12 protected; what about us? Can anyone honestly expect 

13 the houses in the area to sell? We all thought we 

14 were making investments into ours 1 and our childrens' 

15 future. After all, that's what buying real estate is 

16 all about. We are now asking ourselves how much money
> 

17 will we lose, rather than anticipating any kind of 

18 gain on your real estate investment. 

19 In closing, I would just like to say, why 

20 not spend the fifteen point four million dollars 

21 wisely, look at viable alternatives, reach agreements 

22 with all interested parties and work on a complete 

23 solution together? Thank you. 

24 MR. GAGNE: Gary Wilson. My name is Gary 

25 Wilscr., I work for Environmental Science & 
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1 Engineering. We are the consultant that prepared the 

2 RI/FS, and I was the project manager for the 

3 development of the RI/FS. I just have some very quick 

4 and general comments. 

5 In general, the PRPs support the remedy 

6 that the EPA is recommending. We have some concerns 

7 which we're putting into written comments. We've 

8 heard some things here tonight that we'd like to 

9 respond to fairly quickly. 

10 The PRPs have always been willing, and,I 

11 hope, have spent a great deal of 'time speaking with 

12 the residents, and we're hearing some concerns about 

13 technical questions, PRPs. I want to make it clear 

14 that we'll be willing to sit down and talk with people 

15 further on what we feel the technical issues are and 

16 how we view them compared to how they view them. We 

17 just want to make that clear. 

18 . A few general comments. The idea of a cap 

19 on the site is an appropriate remedy for a couple of 

20 reasons. Number one, this is a landfill, it may be a 

21 mixed-waste landfill, but it is a landfill; by such 

22 nature, ic has to -- heterogeneous. The idea of 

23 excavatir.g the whole landfill or trying to treat the 

24 whole .-.as ceen demonstrated to be imprudent and 

25 impractical because of the size. Basically what's led 
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1 to the presumed -- presumptive remedy that SPA's come 

2 out with. The backup on that is -- is demonstrated 
t 

3 the problem seen at other sites. For that reason we 

4 feel that a cap is reasonable. And a cap will not 

5 prevent ground water remediation in the future. It's 

6 been demonstrated in other sites. We can't go back 

7 in. We support the OU1, OU2 because the impact of the 

8 cap will do a couple of things. Number one, it will 

9 reduce infiltration and will change the hydraulics of 

10 the aquifer. Number two, it will allow us time to 

11 study what those impacts are and to do a more 

12 efficient design should a treatment system be 

13 necessary. Why is that important? Because ground 

14 water treatment on this site would be enormously 

15 expensive. Anything you can do to make that design 

16 the most efficient•design possible benefits everyone 

17 because it creates a lower cost of the treatment. 

18 Therefore we support OU1, OU2. OUl will get part of 

19 the problem situated by dealing with the human health 

20 issues, by getting a cap on the site and dealing with 

21 the methane issue. 

22 Again, we welcome any comments frcm the 

23 puc 1: : =.r.d we will sit down with you at any time and 

24 dis:.:_ _ r.e technical merits. 

25 7r.ar.ks for the opportunity. 
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1 MR. GAGNE: That's Che end of the people 

2 who gave me cards wishing to comment. Is there 

3 anything else that would like to comment? Yes, sir. 

4 Come over to this microphone over here. That one 

5 doesn't appear to be working. State your name and 

6 spell your name too, please? 

7 MR. DICKENSON: I'm Henry Dickenson from 

8 687 Old Turnpike Road. I've been there since 1951. I 

9 saw this dump about half as big as this room at that 

10 time. And, of course, then in a few years it got real 

11 big. Well, I'm going to tell you that I saw fifty _. 

12 gallon drums dumped there and they disappeared in the 

13 mud. Now, they went down forty or fifty feet. So 

14 those things are encased in solid mud, and I don't 

15 think you're going to find a led-lined casing any 

16 where that's any better than what they're in right 

17 now. 

18 And another thing is: Black Pond ar.d the 

19 old swamp hole over on Meriden Water Bay Road and 

20 Meadow Wood are all connected underground by the same 

21 underground water. You drain one and the other cr.e 

22 goes down. Everybody that's been in this neighborhood 

23 any length of time knows that. Now, if they stare co 

24 dig ~r. 13 scuff up, they're going to have to dig that — 

25 by hand because if they run into a barrel and bust ic, 

SMITH i ROGERS REPORTING SERVICE 



1 it's going to go into all the ground water and you're 

2 going to pollute every one of those streams around 

3 there. So I think the best thing to do is to leave it 

4 right where it is. 

5 And as far as capping that thing, that's 

6 just like putting something on a bomb shell You're 

7 going to cap all that gas in there, after a wmle it's 

8 going to build up and it's going to blow that tr.ing 

9 wide open because of all that heat you're going to 

10 generate by putting a cap on there. That don't T.ake 

11 no sense either. 

12 I think the best way is to make a buffer 

13 strip so that the people living in the area will ce 

14 safe. Thank you. 

15 MR. GAGNE: Thank you. Jonas - .5 ;

16 Gillis? 

17 MR. GILLIS: That's right. I'm livir.g 

18 farther away from the site. And I'd like to express, 

19 in general terms, how I feel about what you're 

20 proposing to do. 

21 I'm a retired scientist. I worked f;r 

22 twenty-five plus years in a laboratory, and I --~cw r.̂ w 

23 you are learning by experiments, by mistakes ar.i 

24 successes No doubt EPA has -

25 A VOICE: Speak into the microphcre 
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1 MR. GILLIS: No doubt EPA has failed in 

2 their corrective measures, no doubt they have 

3 successes or neutral results. No doubt you have 

4 failed in your efforts in other Superfund sices, which 

5 are - may be closed, of various history and various 

6 types. 

7 One of which comes to my mind immediately 

8 is Love Canal in Buffalo. I lived not far away from 

9 that area, about a hundred miles, but it was quite an 

10 interest for us living in Syracuse. And it was a very 

11 heavy contamination by chemicals', occidental 

12 chemicals. There's no doubt you learned about ic. 

13 You learned about ground water over there, you found 

14 out about gas formations over there, you learned about 

15 health effects, too, because that tragedy occurred 

16 about twenty-five years ago. No doubt data exists on. 

17 these aspects. 

18 Therefore, I urge EPA, just look to the -

19 what you did; your successes and your failures, and 

20 what you can apply intelligently to our site, 

21 specifically, specifically and intelligently. You can 

22 use any techniques you want, but I think - you can 

23 use computer modeling and everything. But I feel chat 

24 the cesc modeling is learning from mistakes and „_ 

25 successes. Therefore, I urge you to go to your eerier 

SMITH & ROGERS REPORTING SERVICE 



57 

1 sites where you so-called did work, and do ir, apply 

2 everything directly as possible and most - - t o fashion 

3 our site in Southington. So that's one comment I 

4 have. 

5 The other comment I'd like to address is 

6 the assessment of the cost in a most economical and 

7 most rational fashion because whatever we have ever 

8 there we know what we have and we can say that this is 

9 the source, this is the culprit who did it. I'm using 

10 wrong word. Party that did it. This means that if 

11 you have chemical contamination it means that we have 

12 certain parties responsible for that. Therefore, any 

13 cost assessment which is done finally, probably using 

14 various legal entanglements and so on, should be done 

15 on scientific factual basis because I don't think we 

16 can assess Town of Southington for chemical 

17 contamination which became specifically from General 

18 Electric or Pratt & Whitney. Therefore, any borings, 

19 any estimations of these chemicals, any cost which 

20 specifically deals with the removal and isolation of 

21 these sites should be specifically expressed in terms 

22 of cost, and that cost should be directly sent to the 

23 responsible parties, thus removing the Southingcor. tax 

24 payers frcrr. unnecessary burden from which they are 

25 -usr ~r.e victims. Like what we are doing in the 
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1 traditional system. We find who did the crime, we 

2 charge that individual with the crime, and he pays for 

3 that crime. 

4 MR. GAGNE: Thank you. Is there anyone 

5 else. Sir. 

6 MR. TUTTLE: My name is Joseph Tuttie. 

7 MR. GAGNE: Tuttie? 

8 MR. TUTTLE: T-U-T-T-L-E. I brought 

9 copies of what I -

10 MR. GAGNE: Step a little closer to the 

11 microphone. _^

12 MR. TUTTLE: Copies of what I have to go 

13 over tonight have been sent to Ms. Silva and Mr. Ralvo 

14 (phonetic), so it won't probably be necessary to copy 

15 them. 

16 If you will bear with me, if you were here. 

17 last week or at the last meeting, I brought forth 

18 three pages of an alternate plan of remediation. I'm 

19 going to have to go over that for the benefit of those 

2Q who were not here. And I have expanded it 

21 considerably from that point. 

22 First and foremost, let me say what r.y 

23 credentials are, if you will. I'm a professional 

2\ mecnar.icai engineer. My college majors were chenis 

25 and biology. The first three pages of this following 
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1 article constitute the suggested alternate plan for 

2 treatment of the contamination at the site, and were 

3 presented at the June 14th, 1994 public meeting for 

4 the consideration of the concerned public and the EPA 

5 by myself. 

6 The purpose of that meeting, so stated, < 

7 was to solicit public proposals, to solicit public i 

8 input on the EPA's proposal. A second public hearing j 

9 was scheduled, that which is taking place tonight. ' 

10 According to the EPA Environmental News, 

11 as released to the general public on May 23rd, 1994, 

12 the EPA intends to discuss their approach, not as a 
i 

13 total plan, but in phases. This is to be the first i 

14 phase. 

15 In other excerpts from the same 

16 publication, they say the EPA plans to spend fifteen 

17 point four million dollars to, quote, "Place a 

18 synthetic cap over the landfill to prevent rain water 

19 from filtering through the soil and further 

20 contaminating the ground water. Digging up and 

21 consolidating a highly contaminated hot spot of soil 

22 eight to ten feet below the surface and placing it in 

23 a lined cell within the landfill." What is not stated 

24. is that che base of the so-called hot spot is 

25 approxir.a-ely two feet below the surface of the wa-er 
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1 table. Can you visualize what would happen? What 

2 kind of a soup would be released in that open 

3 excavation during the work? 

4 In the next paragraph, number four, we see 

5 that, in quote, "The EPA will address the ground water 

6 contamination in a separate plan sometime after the 

7 current plan has been finalized." They do not have a 

8 plan ready to address the ground water contamination 

9 as a part of the project. Perhaps they are afraid of 

10 that soup that they will stir up. Good sensible 

11 planning should address the whole, not just the part. 

12 On page twelve to thirteen of their 

13 newsletter they outline the risks we would be exposed 

14 to and re-exposed to while their project is ongoing. 

15 And on page twenty they tell us that they 

16 will spend nearly three years designing and 

17 constructing the project; will monitor the whole mess * 

18 for thirty years,- and expect to relocate the 

19 • businesses and homes for one point seven, six million 

20 dollars, a figure, like the others that is very likely 

21 to be far underestimated. 

22 Is there another way that will address the 

23 ground water quality and offer site remediation as 

24 well as a new and better approach to sites such as ^ 

25 this? I think so. We have several unique assets in 
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1 che sice area chac car. be used for an alternace 

2 approach. 

3 We know che ground water level to be a 

4 hundred and fifty feet above sea level at the surface 

5 of Black Pond gradually moving downward to the wesc 

6 under Old Turnpike Road, toward the Quinnipiac River 

7 Basin. We know that the hot spot, so-called, is eight 

8 to ten feet below the surface of the landfill. At 

9 well site B4 the base level of possible hazardous 

10 material is placed at one hundred, forty-seven point 

11 ninety-nine feet above sea level. From the GZA 

12 studies in volume one of the revised draft of remedial 

13 investigation. These studies are in the Southington 

14 Library for anyone to see. The EPA supervised these 

15 studies. GZA map figure four sets the ground water 

16 level here at a hundred and forty-six feet above sea 

17 level; slightly below the hot spot base. But let's 

18 assume that it can climb to a hundred and fifty feet 

19 in times of heavy soil saturation. How can we keep 

20 the ground water level and prevent the ground water 

21 plume from carrying contaminants westward? If we 

22 could lower the ground water level five feet and 

23 reverse che westward migration of the ground water 

24 plurr.e ir. a controlled manner, we would be on che way 

25 Co a differenc solucion. But how? Let us look ac che 
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1 map provided by the EPA on page seven  - and anyone 

2 who wanes to see it, I'll show it to them after - - o f 

3 their newsletter while I outline a different approach. 

4 If we could install a barrier along the east edge of 

5 Old Turnpike Road from the out-flow stream to just 

6 south of Solomon Casket and then eastward for 

7 approximately four hundred feet down to a level ]ust 

8 under a hundred and forty-five feet above sea level, 

9 then dredge the out-flow stream to maintain a surface 

10 water level of one hundred, forty-five feet to the 

11 wetlands southwest of Lori-Kaba, "this would lower the*' 

12 level of Black Pond to a hundred and forty-five feet, 

13 the plume would be reversed, and the hydraulic 

14 pressures of Black Pond and its sources would no 

15 longer move westward under the landfill. 

16 Genetically engineered bacteria designed 

17 to digest the volatile and semi-volatile organic 7 

18 compounds should be introduced into the pond, the 

19 out-flow stream and the wetland destination. Since 

20 the wetland has been shown to have a surface level of 

21 a hundred and forty-two point six feet, there will be 

22 a gradient of approximately three and a half feet, 

23 makir.7 tr.is a practical approach. The approach usina 

24 genet: rail/ engineered bacteria to digest hydrocarbon's' 

25 was sr.cvr. _o be a practical reality in the wake of the 
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1 Exxon Valdez spill in Alaska. 

2 Let us go further. To prevent the wetland 

3 from filling to a level that would frustrate the plan 

4 it might be necessary to reactivate old town well 

5 number five to the rear of Lori Lock and pump at 

6 controlled levels to sustain the result of what we 

7 have done so far. 

8 Where to pump the water. Certainly not 

9 into the town sewer. But to the north and east of 

10 well number five is another wetland into which we must 

11 introduce further supplies of engineered bacteria 

12 ' along with the flow of water from well number five. 

13 The eventual out-flow of our bio-remediated water 

14 would be through Dickerman's pond, so-called, on Maple 

15 Street in Plantsville which is probably already 

16 receiving part of the present plume. By the time the 

17 remediated water reaches the dam at Maple Street and ' 

18 travels under Plantsville to the Quinnipiac in 

19 existing conduits it should be pretty clean. In times 

20 of heavy precipitation, if the level of vocs and 

21 semi-vocs should rise slightly, it will be 

22 counteracted by the heavy flows of the Quinnipiac and 

23 sparge ~~e vocs and svocs in the cataracts of the 

24 river I ccpose the capping of the site since the 

25 only ~ay 10 assure its eventual decontamination is to 
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1 let nature flush the contaminants away slowly. if we 

2 look at the site and its flora it is evident from the 

3 exuberant growth of the trees and other vegetation 

4 that nature and photosynthesis are already in the 

5 process of converting the carbonaceous building blocks 

6 of life into innocuous forms. We should introduce as 

7 much woody vegetation as possible into all areas of 

8 the site to slow the rain water permeation and 

9 encourage conversion of the carbonaceous compounds in 

10 the soil. 

11 As to soil gas remediation. All landfil^*^

12 create soil gases as a product of the breakdown of the 

13 material therein. Chief among these is methane gas. 

14 It is possible to install Radon mitigation systems or 

15 other passive ventilation systems in the existing 

16 buildings which will not only remove Radon 

17 contamination - not addressed by the EPA but prccaoly* 

18 should have been - but will remove methane 

19 contamination on a continuous basis from the 

20 industrial buildings as a bonus. This could be done 

21 at a cost between one and two dollars per square fcot 

22 of building. Automatic gas monitors can be installed 

23 in the exhausts at very reasonable figures. This 

24 could provide the EPA with an ongoing test data T.-.e—' 

25 cost to operate such systems is very small being cn.y 
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1 Che cost of power to operate small fans. 

2 Let's assume that there should be some 

3 scepticism in regard to the approach of providing 

4 digestion of the vocs and svocs via bio-remediation. 

5 The idea of lowering the ground water level by way of 

6 dredging the out-flow stream should be pursued to 

'7 remove the hydraulic pressure on the ground wacer 

8 under the landfill site. The water in Black Pcr.d is 

9 generally agreed to as not being polluted. There are 

10 no three-eyed fish or two-headed fish in there. They 

11 seem to be in good order. The water, instead of going 

12 into Black Pond, is coming from Black Pond and going 

13 under the site. Therefore, movement of the upper 

14 levels of source water should not pose any 

15 environmental problem. Since sources of landfill 

16 pollution there will be -- pardon me  - since tr.e 

17 ground water table will then fall out of the ~a:cr 

18 sources of landfill pollution, there will be 

19 additional time to test the results of this procedure, 

20 to assess its value, and then judge the feasibility of 

21 other features of the new proposal that I have ~ade 

22 MR. GAGNE: How much longer is your 

23 statement, Mr. Tuttle? 

24 MR. TUTTLE: Much longer? 

25 MR. GAGNE: Yes. 
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1

2 pages. 

3

4

5 not? 

6

7

 MR. TUTTLE:


 MR. GAGNE:


 MR. TUTTLE:


 Well, I have a few more
 

 Okay.
 

 Do you want to hear it or
 

A VOICE: Yes.
 

 MR. TUTTLE: At this point, before we
 

8 discuss the characteristics of the so-called 

9 pollutants it is important that we consider the 

10 overall subsurface geological character of the and the 

11 surrounding area. -— 

12 Volume one, page twenty-three of the cited 

13 studies states, in paragraph four, "Ground water flow 

14 is noted by Warzyn to be generally west toward the 

15 Quinnipiac River at a hydraulic gradient of about 

16 .004. Black Pond does not appear to be a significant 

17 ground water discharge point but rather a depression 

18 which intersects the water table. It is easy to 

19 misinterpret this data. It does not mean that Black 

20 Pond is not a ground water source; it means that Black 

21 Pond is not a significant recipient of possible 

22 contaminant discharge. Indeed, Black Pond and its 

23 sources are the major sources of hydraulic pressure en 

24 the westward-moving ground water. 

25 Volume two of the cited studies by GZA 
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1 show a possible depth of thirty feet below the surface 

2 of refuse and fill. Maybe not all of this is hot 

3 spot, but there is a enough material if it is all dug 

4 up to create a small mountain atop the landfill. 

5 Underlying all this is peat down to bedrock. There is 

6 a large glacial kettle, as it has been referred to, 

7 underlining the area. This is, in effect, a deep hole 

8 scoured into the bedrock to a depth of twenty or more 

9 feet below sea level, two hundred feet or more below 

10 the surface of Black Pond and some of the surrounding 

11 area to the north. A million years from now it will 

12 possibly be a pocket of coal. There are a number of 

13 these kettles in the area. Black Pond, Lily Por.d, 

14 Kettle Pond and the former Cartwheel Pond, now only a 

15 memory due to development. 

16 It is generally agreed that the local area. 

17 is at the southern end of the last Ice Age glacier. 

18 As the Ice Age came to an end and the glacier 

19 retreated northward, the melting process released the 

20 cobbles and boulders carried along the ice. If you 

21 look at the ridge to our west and consider West Peak, 

22 a still active volcano at that time, remembering tr.at 

23 South ir.gton, Plainville and points north were in the 

24 bed cf an enormous river, it is possible to 

25 reconstruct: the formation of the kettle holes. 
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1 Whirlpools created in this river by eddy currents from 

2 water flowing around the volcano-carried boulders and 

3 cobbles, round and round, scouring what we know today 

4 as kettles holes. Bowls cut into the bedrock. Some 

5 disappeared, covered by sediments; others remained to 

6 the end of the era becoming peat bogs. In 

7 pre-revolutionary times a major source of iron was 

8 cobbles of ore dredged from peat bogs. The ore was 

9 what remained from some of those cobbles responsible 

10 for scouring the kettles. Black Pond, in my memory 

11 and that of other long-time residents, was much deept^ 

12 than present studies indicate. Siltation from storm 

13 water discharge and area development are probably 

14 responsible and may need to be addressed in the 

15 future. 

16 peat bogs are ultimately reservoirs of 

17 carbonaceous materials. Primordial pits would be a 

18 good description for them. Much of what we are 

19 dealing with in terms of pollutants are carbon 

20 compounds. They are, in reality, probably the most 

21 significant of those contaminants named by the studies 

22 done at the site and constitute the reason for the 

23 shutdown of well number five. 

24 Volume one, page twenty-nine of the cite^_^ 

25 GZA studies lists some of the elements and compounds 
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1 as well as alkalinity/acidity characteristics of 

2 samples from the landfill and area immediately 

3 adjacent to it. 

4 Before we deal with the list mentioned, 

5 let us look at the glossary beginning on page thirty 

6 of the EPA Newsletter of May 23rd. 

7 Arsenic is listed as a toxic metal used to 

8 make insecticides, as it once commonly was, also to 

9 make medicines. Wow. Is it possible that there may 

10 be some beneficial uses for this horrible element? A 

11 component of semi-conductor's, such as gallium 

12 arsenide, without which today's computers would not be 

13 possible. And for hardening other metals. Its unique 

14 ability to enhance the surface tension of other metals 

15 can impart desirable qualities to its alloys. The EPA 

16 lists it as a carcinogen. Indeed, some arsenic 

17 compounds carelessly misused could be dangerous, so 

18 can automobiles. Would you be willing to give up your 

19 automobile because more people die each year because 

20 of their misuse of some arsenicals? Used properly, as 

21 is the case with the compounds of many other elements, 

22 there are benefits. Just how toxic is it? It is a 

23 known fact that in areas around Mount Etna in Italy 

24. some of the principal water supplies contain 

25 sufficiently dissolved arsenicals to kill or sicken 
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1 people not indigenous to the area, and yet the local 

2 people are able to survive and become tolerant of it. 

3 Barium is listed as a poisonous, 

4 yellow-white earth metal, and so forth. Yet Barium 

5 compounds are indispensable in medical x-ray 

6 technology as an essential element of gastrointestinal 

7 diagnosis. One of the problems of the people 

8 connected with these studies is that they think they 

9 are the only ones on earth competent to determine what 

10 can be used for the benefits of mankind. In a panic 

11 they are willing to ban whole categories of things 

12 beneficial to mankind because it might, if exposed to 

13 doses beyond the imagined probability, develop a tumor 

14 [sic.]. They do not give us credit for common sense. 

15 Benzene is and has been known to be a 

16 dangerous hydrocarbon, an item not occurring naturally. 

17 but synthesized in a laboratory. Those who study 

18 organic chemistry, as I did in class nearly fifty 

19 years ago, were told of its potential dangers, we 

20 also knew the difference between Benzene and Benzine, 

21 a flammable cleaning fluid and Naphtha-like fuel in 

22 its own right, as well as an additive to other fuels. 

23 Ser.zrer.e is not a lab-synthesized product, but a 

24 product of the distillation or cracking of petroleum. 

25 The £?A saens to confuse the two or at least ignore 



1 the one. Benzene can also be used as a fuel additive, 

2 and though its ether-like fumes can be toxic its very 

3 high energy potential can be beneficial as a fuel 

4 additive. Because it is composed of only carbon and 

5 hydrogen, it can totally oxidize in combustion, 

6 yielding water vapor as a result. Any improperly 

7. burned fuel insufficiently oxidized can result in 

8 toxic monoxides. Gasoline is an example, as is coal 

9 and some other commonly used fuels. 

10 Beryllium is one of the items cited. It's 

11 an elemental metal. While toxic in its pure form, if 

12 found in a landfill, can almost certainly be found to 

13 be alloyed with copper, and in this form is relatively 

14 stable. Beryllium imparts to copper the ability to 

15 become hard enough to be used as corrosion resistant 

16 springs easily hardened at temperatures lower than 

17 needed to cook some foods. It has many uses in 

18 aerospace and other strategic defense fields. It is 

19 true that finely divided Beryllium copper is hazardous 

20 to breathe, but the fact is well known in industry and 

21 protection to the worker is routinely provided where 

22 needed. 

23 Chromium is listed by the EPA as a 

24 carcinogen. Even those people nearly totally ignorant 

25 of chemistry will be perplexed by this. Does this 
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1 mean that we can no longer polish the chrome-placed 

2 surfaces of our automobiles or kitchen appliances? 

3 Chromium, because of its nobility in the electromotive 

4 series has long been used to protect against 

5 corrosion. Because it can form a very hard protective 

6 surface on other metals, it has other beneficial uses. 

7 Chromic acid dips are used to enhance the corrosion 

8 resistance of other plated metals. Perhaps there are 

9 some salts of Chromium which are toxic, and which, if 

10 fed to a cancer-prone rat might give it a tumor, but 

11 call me a skeptic. ' "— 

12 Vanadium -

13 MR. GAGNE: Excuse me, sir. Are you going 

14 to go through every contaminate that is listed? 

15 MR. TUTTLE: Excuse me. 

16 MR. GAGNE: Are you going to go through 

17 every contaminate that was listed in the study? 

18 MR. TUTTLE: I have to lay the ground 

19 work. There's only just a little bit more. You 

20 know -

21 MR. GAGNE: We have other people here who 

22 are waiting to comment. 

23 MR. TUTTLE: I understand' you do. 

24 MR. GAGNE: And it's getting late. 

25 MR TUTTLE: Do you want me to stop? 

CMTTU r. 



1 VOICES: Yes. 

2 MR. TUTTLE: All right. I'll get to -

3 well, all right. Let me get to something a little 

4 hotter than this. 

5 I would rate the chlorinated hydrocarbons 

6 number six, seven, eighteen and nineteen, as the most 

7 serious of all the pollutants. All the molecules -

8 let me come up with the items that they have here. 

9 There are four chlorinated hydrocarbons. Basically 

10 just to short things down -- these people have already 

11 read this thing. They don't really seem to care what 

12 we do. Three of the four chlorinated hydrocarbons,. 

13 which are the most serious pollutants in there, are, 

14 of a specific gravity, heavier than water. One is 

15 lighter than water. If you lower the ground water 

16 level, what will happen is that those hydrocarbons or . 

17 chlorinated hydrocarbons which are heavier than water 

18 will settle down into the peat bog and become coal a 

19 million years from now. The one, ethylchloride, that 

20 is lighter than water, if it comes out in this stream, 

21 will be evaporated, for the most part, and that which 

22 is not evaporated and which is dissolved in the 

23 water  - it's an infinitesimal amount -- will be 

24 degraded by ultraviolet light. 

25 Let me say this in short. They don't want 
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1 to hear what I want to say. They've seen it already. 

2 But the important thing to me is that you're better 

3 off to leave it alone. You're really better off to 

4 leave it alone. Lower the ground water and stop 

5 pushing the water through the pollutants. Let it 

6 settle into the peat bog, and let the water go cut by 

7 opening up the stream. You'd be far better off in the 

8 long run and you won't create a lot more pollutant, 

9 and save yourself a lot of money. 

10 MR. GAGNE: Thank you, Mr. Tuttie. I want 

11 to assure everybody that Mr. Tuttle has submitted his~" 

12 comments in writing and they will be thoroughly 

13 addressed by the agency. 

14 We had one other person up back. 

15 MR. KOGUT: Dan Kogut, resident. These 

16 comments will be brief. 

17 MR. GAGNE: How do you spell your last 

18 name, please? 

19 MR. KOGUT: K-0-G-U-T. 

20 I'm not clear; it's really not clear to me 

21 what the long -- the best long-term option is for the 

22 Old Southington Landfill. But what is clear to ~e is 

23 that: there are two sides out here: There's a side 

24 that is definitely for the cap, and there's a side ~ 

25 that is saying let's slow things down. And this 



1 saddens me because I know the citizens from both 

2 sides. And unless we can get the citizens that are 

3 saying, Go ahead with the cap, to possibly swap their 

4 homes with the citizens that are saying, Let's slew 

S down and take a look at the options, I'm not sure what 

6 we can do. If I can get John and Ed and Vicki and Ann 

7 to possibly swap their homes with Tom and Jim and 

8 Terry and Leslie and Bob, Mary Ann, maybe something 

9 could be worked out. But barring that, if that cannot 

10 be done, which I don't think it can be - and if 

11 anybody wants to, we can talk about it - but if that 

12 can't be done, it would seem prudent to me that the 

13 best solution would be to possibly slow it down, get 

14 the two sides together to talk, they're both local, 

15 maybe we can get the town and the citizens to actually 

16 sit down, and over the course of the next six months, . 

17 possibly get a dialogue together, and probably ccrr.e up 

IS with some long-term solution, so we don't have an 

19 us-against-them, we can have just, you know, an "us" 

20 here. Thank you. 

21 MR. GAGNE: Thank you, Mr. Kogut. Is 

22 there anyone else that would like to comment? well, 

23 as I stated earlier, the comment period has been 

24 extended until August 13th, and we'll continue to 

25 accept written comments until that time. The nailing 
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1 address is in the proposed plan, page four, which
 

2 there are extra copies up at the back of the room.
 

3 And if you have any comments or questions about
 

4 commenting, please contact Almerinda Silva or Leo Kaye
 

5 (phonetic), who's the community relations specialist,
 

6 their phone numbers are also listed in the back of the
 

7 proposed plan.
 

8 I want to thank everybody for taking the
 

9 time to come here and comment tonight. And I declare
 

10 this hearing closed. Thank you.
 

11 (Hearing adjourned at 8:50 p.m.
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7
 

8 IN WITNESS THEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this
 

9 27th day of July, 1994.
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ATTACHMENT C
 

Written comments Received During the
 
Public Comment Period
 



?
 
ALTERNATE PLAN OF REMEDIATION, OLD SOUTHINGTON LANDFILL
 

The first three pages of the following article constitute a
 
suggested alternate plan for treatment of the contamination
 
at the site and were presented at the June 14th, 1994 P u b l i c
 
Meeting for the consideration of the concerned p u b l i c and the
 
EPA by Joseph E. Tuttle, a Southington resident.
 

The purpose of the meeting, so stated, is to solicit p u b l i c
 
input on the EPA proposal. A second p u b l i c hearing w i l l take
 
place on July 12, 1994 at the same location, (De Paolo Junior
 
High School.)
 

According to EPA Environmental News as released to the
 
general public May 23, 1994 the EPA intends to discuss their
 
approach not as a total plan but in phases, this to be the
 
first phase. (See paragraph one, page one.)
 

Other excerpts from the same publ cation:
 
Paragraph 3, page one: The EPA plans to spend $15.4 m i l l i o n
 
dollars to: "Place a synthetic cap over the landfill to
 
prevent rainwater from fi l t e r i n g through the soil and further
 
contaminating the groundwater."Digging up and consolidating a
 
h ighly contaminated Hot Spot1 of soil 8 to 10' below the
 
surface and placing it in a lined cell within the l a n d f i l l . "
 

What is not stated is that the base of the so called Hot
 
Spot1 is approximately 2.01 feet below the surface of the
 
water table. Can you visualize what would happen? What kind
 
of a soup would be released in that open excavation during
 
the work?
 

In the next paragraph (#4) we see that " The EPA w i l l address
 
the groundwater contamination in a separate plan sometime
 
after the current plan has been finalized!"
 
They do not have a plan ready to address the groundwater
 
contamination as a part of the project! Perhaps they are
 
afraid of that soup they w i l l stir up. Good sensible planning
 
should address the whole, not just the parts.
 

On page 12-13 of their newsletter they outline the risks *e
 
would be would be exposed and re-exposed to while their
 
project is ongoing.
 

On page 20 they tell us they w i l l spend nearly three years
 
designing and constructing the project: w i l l monitor the
 
whole mess for thirty years and expect to relocate the
 
businesses and homes for 1.76 m i l l i o n dollars, a figure, l i k e
 
the others that is very l i k e l y far underestimated.
 

Is there another -;ay that w i l l address the groundwater
 
quality and offer site remediation as well as a new and
 
better approach to sites such as this? I think so. We have
 
several unique assets - n the site area that can be used for
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an alternate approach.
 
We know the groundwater "level to be 150' above sea level at
 
Black Pond gradually moving downward to the West under Old
 
Turnpike Road toward the Quinnipiac River Basin. We know
 
that the 'Hot Spot', so called, is 8 to 10 feet below the
 
surface of the l a n d f i l l . At w e l l s i t e B4' the base level of
 
possible hazardous material is placed at 147.99 feet above
 
sea level (From the GZA studies in Volume 1 of the Revised
 
Draft of Remedial Investigation. These studies are in the
 
Southington Library for anyone to see. The EPA supervised the
 
studies.) GZA map Figure 4 sets the qroundwater level here at
 
146 feet (approx) above sea level; s l i g h t l y below the Hot
 
Spot1 base. But let's assume that it can climb to 150 ' i n
 
times of heavy soil saturation. How can we keep the
 
groundwater level and prevent the groundwater plume from
 
carrying contaminants westward? If we could lower the ground
 
water level 5' and reverse the westward migration of the
 
ground water plume in a controlled manner we would be on the
 
way to a different solution. But how? Let us look at the map
 
provided by the EPA on page 7 of their newsletter while I
 
outline a different approach. If we could install a barrier
 
along the East edge of Old Turnpike Road from the outflow
 
stream to just South of Solomon Casket and then eastward for
 
approximately 400* down to a level just under 145' above sea
 
level, dredge the outflow stream to maintain a surface water
 
level of 145' to the wetland southwest of Lori-Kaba, lowering
 
the level of Black Pond to 145' the plume would be reversed
 
and the hydraulic pressures of Black Pond and its sources
 
would no longer move westward under the landfill..
 
Genetically engineered bacteria designed to digest the
 
volatile and semi volatile organic compounds should be
 
introduced into the pond, the outflow stream and the wetland
 
destination. Since the wetland has been shown to have a
 
surface level of 142.6' there w i l l be a gradient of
 
approximately 3 1/2' making this a practical approach. (The
 
approach of using genetically engineered bacteria to digest
 
hydrocarbons was shown to be a practical reality in the wa*
 
of the Exxon Valdez spill in Alaska.) Let us go further TO
 
prevent the wetland from f i l l i n g to a level that would
 
frustrate this plan it w i l l be necessary to re-activate the
 
old Town well #5 to the rear of Lori Lock and pump at
 
controlled levels to sustain the results of what we have done
 
so far. Where to pump the water? Certainly not into the Town
 
sewers. To the North and East of well #5 is another wetland
 
into which we must introduce furthersupplies of engineered
 
bacteria along w i t h the flow of water from well #5. The
 
eventual outflow of our bio-remediated water would be through
 
Dickerman's Pond, so called, on Maple Street i n P l a n t s v i l l e ,
 
which is probab1, a'-eady receiving part of the present
 
plume. By the t -. me tne remediated water reaches the dam at
 
Maple street and t - a v e l s under Plantsville to the.Quinmpiac
 
in existing cona^-ts 't should be pretty clean. In Times of
 
heavy precipitat•j° f the level of vocs and semi-vocs shouid
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nse s l i g h t l y it w i l l be counteracted by the heavy flows of
 
the Quinnipiac and sparge the vocs and svocs in the cataracts
 
of the river. I oppose the capping of the site since the on l y
 
way to assure its eventual decontamination is to let Nature
 
flush "the contaminants away slowly If k;e look at the s i t e
 
and its Flora it is evident from the exuberant growth of the
 
trees and other vegetation that Nature and Photosynthesis are
 
already in the process of converting the carbonaceous
 
building blocks of life into innocuous forms. We should
 
introduce as much woody vegetation as possible into a l l areas
 
of the site to slow rainwater permeation and encourage
 
conversion of the carbonaceous compounds in the soil
 
SOIL GAS REMEDIATION: A l l l a n d f i l l s create soil gases as a
 
product of the breakdown of the materials therein. Chief
 
among these is methane gas. It is possible to install Radon
 
mitigation systems in the existing b u i l d i n g s which w i l l not
 
only remove possible Radon contamination (not addressed by
 
the EPA, but probably should have been) but w i l l remove
 
methane contamination on a continuous basis from the
 
industrial buildings as a bonus. This can be done at a cost
 
of between one and two dollars per square foot of building.
 
Automatic gas monitors can be installed in the exhausts at a
 
very reasonable figure. This could provide the EPA with
 
ongoing test data The cost to operate such systems is very
 
small being only the cost of power to operate small fans
 

Addenda: Let's assume there should be scepticism in regard to
 
the approach of providing digestion of the vocs and svocs v i a
 
bio-remediation. The idea of lowering the groundwater level
 
via dredging the outflow stream should be pursued to remove
 
the hydraulic pressure on the groundwater under the l a n d f i l l
 
site. The water in Black Pond is generally agreed to as not
 
being polluted. Therefore movement of the upper levels of
 
source water should not pose any environmental problem. Since
 
the ground water table w i l l then fall out of the major
 
sources of landfill pollution there w i l l be additional time
 
to test the results of this procedure to assess its value and
 
then judge the feasibility of other features of the new
 
proposal I have made.
 
Attached is a copy of the EPA site map with overmarkmgs of
 
water table heights.
 
Also to be attached to this letter at a later date is
 
additional data to support my proposal as well as a l i s t of
 
authoritative sources.
 

Joseph E. Tuttle,
 
Southington Resident.
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At this pcwnt, before we discuss the characteristics of the
 
socalled pollutants it is important that we consider the
 
overall subsurface geological character of the site and the
 
surrounding area.
 

Volume 1, page 23 of the cited studies states in paragraph 4
 
" Groundwater flow was noted by Warzyn to be generally west
 
toward the Quinnipiac River at a hydraulic gradient of about
 
•004. Black Pond does not appear to be a significant
 
groundwater discharge point but rather a depression which
 
intersects the water table." It is easy to misinterpret this
 
data. It does NOT mean that Black Pond is not a groundwater
 
source. It means that Black Pond is not a significant
 
recipient of possible contaminant discharge. Indeed Black
 
pond and its sources are the major source of hydraulic
 
pressure on the westward moving groundwater.
 

Volume 2 of the cited studies by GZA: Maps, Figure 20 and 2^
 
Cross section AA' through point N5 shows a possible depth of
 
30 feet below the surface of refuse and f i l l . Maybe not a l l
 
this is the Hot Spot but there is enough material if it 15
 
all dug up to create a small mountain atop the l a n d f i l l .
 
Underlying all this is peat down to bedrock. There is a large
 
glacial "Kettle" as it has been referred to underlying the
 
area. This is, in effect, a deep hole scoured into the
 
bedrock to a depth of 20 or more feet below sea level (200
 
feet or more below the surface of Black Pond and some of the
 
surrounding area to the north. A m i l l i o n years from now it
 
w i l l possibly be a pocket of coal. There are a number of
 
these kettles in the area. Black Pond, Li l y Pond, Kettle Pona
 
and the former Cartwheel Pond now only a memory due to
 
development.
 
It is generally agreed that the local area is at the southern
 
end of the last Ice Age glacier. As the Ice Age came to an
 
end and the glacier retreated northward the melting process
 
released the cobbles and boulders earned along in the ice
 
If you look at the ridge to our west and consider West Peak,
 
a still active volcano at that time, remembering that
 
Southington, P l a i n v i l l e and points north were in the bed of
 
an enormous river it is possible to reconstruct the formatio"
 
of the kettle holes, whirlpools created in this river by eddy
 
currents from water flowing around the volcano carried
 
boulders and cobbles round and round scouring what we know
 
today as kettle holes. Bowls cut into the bedrock. Some
 
disappeared covered by sediments others remained to the end
 
of the era becoming peat bogs. In pre revolutionary times a
 
ma3or source of iron ,^as cobbles of ore dredged from peat
 
bogs. The ore was ..nat ̂ emained of some of those cobbles
 
responsible for s c c ^ - - ^g the kettles. Black Pond, in my
 
memory and that c~ ^t"-=" 'cng time residents was much deeper
 
than present studi-s -aicate. Siltation from stormwater
 
discharge and area ;- - -pment are probably responsible and
 
may need to be aaar~0_,~a 'n the future.
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Peat Bogs are ultimately reservoirs of carbonaceous materials
 
(Primordial pits would be a good descriptive for them.) Much
 
of what we are dealing with in terms of pollutants are carbon
 
compounds. They are, in reality probably the most significant
 
of those contaminants named by the studies done at the site
 
and constitute the reason for the shutdown of well #5.
 

Volume 1 , page 29 of the cited GZA studies lists some of the
 
elements and compounds as well as alkalinity/acidity
 
characteristics of samples from the l a n d f i l l and area
 
immediately adjacent to it.
 

Before we deal with the li s t mentioned let us look at the
 
glosary beginning on page 30 of the EPA Newsletter of May
 
23rd and consider some of the items listed therein.
 

Arsenic is listed as a toxic metal used to make insecticides
 
(as it once commonly was.), MEDICINES!(Wow! is it possible
 
that there may be some beneficial uses for this horrible
 
element?), a component of semi-conductors (such as g a l l i u m
 
arsenide, without which today's computers would not be
 
possible) and for hardening other metals (Its unique a b i l i t y
 
to enhance the surface tensions of other metals can impart
 
desirable qualities to its alloys.) The EPA lists it as a
 
carcinogen. Indeed, some Arsenic compounds, carelessly
 
misused can be dangerous. So can automobiles. Would you be
 
w i l l i n g to give up your automobile because more people die
 
each year because of their misuse than from the misuse of
 
some arsenicals? Used properly (as is the case with the
 
compounds of many other elements there are benefits.) Just
 
how toxic is it? It is a known fact that in areas around
 
Mount Etna in Italy some of the principal water supplies
 
contain sufficient dissolved arsenicals to k i l l or sicken
 
people not indigenous to the area and yet the local people
 
are able to survive and become tolerant of it.
 

Barium is listed as a poisonous yellowish-white earth meta*
 
etc. Yet Barium compounds are indispensible in medical x-ra,
 
technology as an essential element of Gastro-intestinal
 
diagnosis. One of the problems of the people connected w i t h
 
these studies is that they think they are the only ones on
 
earth competent to determine what can be used for the benefit
 
of mankind. In a panic they are w i l l i n g to ban whole
 
categories of things oeneficial to mankind because it is
 
possiblethat a rat bred to be cancer-prone in the first p^^e
 
might,if exposed to doses beyond the imagined probability,
 
develop a tumor They do not give us credit for common sense
 

Benzene is and nas oeen known to be a dangerous hydrocarbon
 
an item not occy-^g n a t u r a l l y but synthesized in a
 
laboratory. Those ..ro study organic chemistry as I did i n
 
class nearly f i f t . .^3^5 ago were told of its potential
 
dangers. vVe also - c.. tne' difference between Benzene and
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Benzine, a flammable cleaning fluid and Naphtha l i k e fuel -1 n
 
its own rite as well as an aditive to other fuels. Benzine is
 
not a lab-synthesized compound but a product of the
 
distillation or cracking of petroleum. The EPA seems to
 
confuse the two or at least ignore the one. Benzene can also
 
be used as a fuel additive and though its ether-like fumes
 
can be toxic its very high energy potential can be b e n e f i c i a l
 
as a fuel additive. Because it is composed of only carbon and
 
hydrogen it can totally oxidize in combustion, y i e l d i n g water
 
vapor as a result. Any improperly burned fuel, insufficiently
 
oxidized can result in toxic monoxides. Gasoline is an
 
example, as is coal and some other commonly used fuels.
 

Beryllium, an elemental metal, w h i l e toxic in its pure form,
 
if found in a landfill can almost certainly be found alloyed
 
with copper and in this form is relatively stable. B e r y l l i u m
 
imparts to copper the a b i l i t y to become hard enough to be
 
used as corrosion resistant springs easily hardened at
 
temperatures lower than needed to cook some foods. It has
 
many uses in the aerospace and other strategic defense
 
fields. It is true that finely divided beryllium copper i s
 
hazardous to breathe but the fact is well known in industry
 
and protection to the worker is routinely provided where
 
needed.
 

Chromium is listed by the EPA as a carcinogen. Even those
 
people nearly totally ignorant of chemistry w i l l be perplexed
 
by this. Does this mean we can no longer polish the chrome
 
plated surfaces of our automobiles or kitchen appliances0
 

Chromium, because of its nobility in the electromotive series
 
has long been used to protect against corrosion. Because i t
 
can form a very hard protective surface when plated on other
 
metals it has other beneficial uses. Chromic acid dips are
 
used to enhance the corrosion resistance of other plated
 
metals. Perhaps there are some salts of chromium which are
 
toxic and which, if fed to a cancer-prone rat might give i t a
 
tumor but call me a sceptic.
 

Vanadium is a light grey metal of the phosphorous group,
 
malleable, soft and ductile without whose properties steel
 
would be little more than iron. It has the unique propert/ - r
 

being both basic and acid like a buffer compound. One look at
 
the alloying elements of all commonly used steels finds the
 
use of vanadium in various amounts almost universal. Perhaps
 
in its pure form it is or can be toxic but as found in a
 
landfill it will almost surely be from the rusting and
 
breakdown of steel and in impure and compounded form in the
 
process of again becoming ore.
 

Nickle is also listed as a carcinogen by the EPA. This b
 
almost li k e l i s t i n g the very act of l i v i n g as being a
 
carcinogen. It i s ^sea as a protective plating because of ' >
 
resistance to corrcs'on and breakdown It is a p r i n c i p a l
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component of stainless steel which is relatively inert except
 
when exposed to strong hot acids in the lab. EPA calls it a
 
carcinogen. Throw away all your coins above a penny! They
 
might give you cancer!
 
The point of some of these admittedly sarcastic comments is
 
to show how the EPA makes use of the general public's
 
ignorance of complex chemistry to create an element of panic.
 
Most of those substances which are dangerous have been known
 
to be so for many years and competent chemists have long
 
since devised means of protection in their use. In truth the
 
use of some of the chlorinated hydrocarbons had come about
 
through the prohibition of the less noxious but flammable
 
cleaning agents through the means of government promotion in
 
its usual interfering manner of protecting us from ourselves.
 
Like many of the things foisted upon us by the government
 
bureau cracy the cure is worse than the problem they saved us
 
trom and infinitely more expensive.
 
If the EPA would really wish to involve themselves in
 
something of long term benefits to society they might promote
 
grants to foster activity in research to further develop the
 
group of plactics we once depended upon which were derived
 
from cellulose , a vegetable product. Intensive research in
 
this field could result in biodegradeable, readily
 
incinerated plastics made from renewable resources. We once
 
depended on products like rayon, cellophane, cellulose
 
acetate and other such plastic products. Instead we now
 
concentrate on plastics made from petroleum which make
 
instant trash that is proving to be beyond our means to
 
recycle and or degrade. Our oceans are becoming garbage dumps
 
full of floating pieces of discarded plastics. Concentrating
 
efforts to return to some of the old plastics and improve
 
them would provide American jobs and stretch the use of non-

replaceable petroleum resources until we find a way to use
 
Hydrogen as a fuel or develop light, powerful batteries for
 
our vehicles. EPA should be devoting its efforts in these
 
fields instead of crucifying American business with its ex-

post facto laws in defiance of the Constitution.
 

On page 6, paragraph 2 I mentioned some of the elements and
 
compounds as well as the alkalinity/ acidity characteristics
 
of samples from the landfill and area immediately adjacent to
 
it. Volume 1, page 29 of the GZA studies shows a summary l i s t
 
of the chemistry of samples taken from the landfill as found
 
in concentrations greater than might be expected in the
 
surrounding soil.
 
In order to cover what I consider characteristics of those
 
items I consider important to the alternate plan I have
 
outlined I have assigned numbers to them:
 
1 )A1 kal i ni ty , 2 ) An-mon - a , 3)Banum, 4)Benzene, 5)Chlonde
 
6)Chlorobenzene, " CVi oroethane, 8)Color, odors, MBAs,
 
9)Cyanide, 10)Diethy' shthalate, I1)0issolved solids,
 
12)Ethyl benzene, '3 I - o n , 14)Magnesium, 15)Sodium,
 
16)Specific conductance 17)Sulfate,
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l8)Trans 1 , 2-di chl oroethyl ene . 1 9)Tn chl oroethy 1 ene,
 
20)Toluene, 21)Viny1 chloride, 22)Xylene, 23)Zinc.
 

Some of these we have already discussed, some are vague
 
inconsequential items. Here we are going to condider certain
 
of the characteristics of the more serious items and develop
 
a scenario of what w i l l happen if the alternate plan proposed
 
by me is pursued and the pollutants allowed to move in
 
reverse along the water table as outlined.
 
Important to what I w i l l outline are two things: First 's tne
 
weight of a potential pollutant in relation to water (Whether
 
it is light enough to float on water, or whether it is nea//
 
enough to settle out or to have water float on i t . ) Secona 5
 
the relative s o l u b i l i t y of the potential pollutant in water
 
A third factor of some limited importance here is a
 
phenomenon called capillary attraction. Its importance
 
disappears as pollutants move out of the landfill into the
 
current of the outflow stream but become important again .<nen
 
we consider the EPA's proposed remedial action.
 

Let us discuss the vocs and semivocs first. They fall i n t o
 
two categories: 1) the hydrocarbons and 2) The chlorinated
 
hydrocarbons. The terms voc and semivoc refer to the
 
volatility of the compounds. V o l a t i l i t y is a measure of t n e i r
 
vapor pressure or relative a b i l i t y to evaporate into and ce
 
carried away by the air.
 

I would rate the chlorinated hydrocarbons #'s 6, 7, 18 and '9
 
as the most serious of the pollutants.
 
All molecules have weight. The weight of the molecules of a 1 !
 
compounds are benchmarked to the weight of water which has i
 
specific gravity of 1. The specific gravities of all the
 
compounds we are considering are either greater or less t<-jn
 
that of water. If a compound has a specific gravity les^t^i
 
that of water and is not soluble or only m i l d l y soluble
 
water it w i l l float on water. Conversely i f the same
 
characteristics are true of a compound whose specific g r a . > ' ,
 
is heavier than water, then water can float on it or i t .. i
 
settle out dropping through the water table because of tie
 
effects of gravity. The effects of capillary attraction can
 
slow this fallout when in sand or gravel
 
Pollutant #6, Chlorobenzene is 1 . 1 times as heavy as water
 
and is only slightly soluble in water. Freed from the effects
 
of capillary attraction in open water it w i l l settle out i •: •:
 
the peat of the kettle hole to eventually become coal
 
Pollutant #18, Trans 1-2dich1oroethy1ene weighs 1.5 times 15
 
much as water and though s l i g h t l y more soluble than its
 
predecessor a l l that i s not already dissolved w i l l also •• a
 
out into the peat _ ' t
 
Pollutant #19, Tr':~ioroethane weighs 1.5 times as much as
 
water, and is on 1 , ^ I ' d l y soluble in water. The undisolved
 
material w i l l go :-e same .-/ay.
 
Pollutant #7 Ch1c -cetnane is only .9 times as heavy as water
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is mi Idly.soluble in water, w i l l float atop water, can be
 
considered volatile and w i l l evaporate from the surface of
 
the stream to be earned away, except for the small amount
 
remaining in solution.
 
Those vocs and semi-vocs remaining i n solution are to be
 
digested by bio-remedial action in the open water of the
 
pond, the stream and the wetland.
 

Now let's discuss some of the other pollutants , considering
 
some of their chemical characteristics.
 
Pollutant #10 Diethyl Phthalate can be discounted pretty
 
easily since it is insoluble in water, weighs 1.12 times as
 
much as water and w i l l settle out of the water easily and
 
cof-oletely via gravity.
 
Po utant #21 Vinyl Chloride, freed from the sand of the
 
landfill w i l l dissipate into the air rapidly since its
 
natural form is that of a gas, only slightly soluble in
 
water.
 
Pollutant #22 Xylene is a colorless l i q u i d , insoluble in
 
water, weighs less than .9 times as much as water, w i l l float
 
on the surface of the stream and rapidly evaporate to the
 
atmosphere.
 
Pollutant #4 Benzene weighs 5.5 times as much as water, //hat
 
is not already in solution w i l l settle out of the stream into
 
the underlying peat. The balance is subject to digestion.
 
Pollutant #12 Ethyl Benzene is only m i l d l y soluble in water,
 
weighs only .87 times as much, w i l l float out on the water
 
and evaporate at first opportunity. As with the others, what
 
little is in solution w i l l be subject to digestion.
 
Pollutant #20 Toluene is only m i l d l y soluble and lighter than
 
water (.87). It too w i l l float out with the water to
 
evaporate at the first opportunity.
 
#13 Iron, #14 Magnesium and #23 Zinc all of which are metals
 
do not pose any real threat. #3 Banum and #15 Sodium have
 
probably already reacted with other items to become
 
relatively benign salts. #9 Cyanide, if i t has not already
 
done so has already reacted with some of the metals to p u r i f /
 
them and in the process become inactive. The same is true of
 
the sulfates (#17) which also w i l l react with the metals to
 
produce relatively benign salts or ores.
 
You can readily see why I am opposed to capping the l a n d f i l l
 
area to prevent the penetration of precipitation. Having
 
freed the landfill of the hydrological pressure from the pond
 
the only other source to gradually flush contaminants out for
 
natures treatment .nil be precipitation.
 

Let us now consider the effects of the EPA's proposed,
 
preferred method cf "emedy If it were even possible to
 
successfully raise t-e components of the Hot Spot' and then
 
lay down a rubber .e ^neet of gigantic proportions on ^hicn
 
to base their so * -j - e l l i t i s not possible to obtain 
such a sheet i n „^ „ ece It would have to be joined in 
sections. Each  -  -j ^ oe subject to being cemented i n a 
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i n a dirty, gravelly environment. There w i l l almost c e r t a i n l y
 
be voids and open areas to allow the entry of water /ia
 
capillary attraction even i f the c e l l is above the water
 
table. Once water is admitted to the so called impermeable
 
cell it w i l l become subject to reaction from the forces of
 
nature even i f capped with bentonite intended to form a cover
 
of "hardpan". Each time the level of frost in the ground
 
penetrates to a depth into the cell the integrity of sucn a
 
cell is subject to being compromised further. Consider, if
 
you w i l l what happens when salted water penetrates a concrete
 
highway to the level of the steel reinforcements. Oxides are
 
formed which are of so much greater volume than the steel
 
they expand with such force that they spall the concrete and
 
create potholes in our bridges. Water in freezing is capable
 
of cracking the strongest rock. It is my belief that the same
 
things will gradually take place in the lined cell. They must
 
think so too or they would not be providing vents to exhaust
 
gases that would not be formed in a dry c e l l . The only sure
 
way to bury something and have it not invaded by groundwater
 
is to use a soldered lead coffin.
 
The idea of capped and l i n e d c e l l s has not been in use long
 
enough to be proven to be truly effective on a long term
 
basis and most certainly would" not be effective in a
 
situation with a continuing variable water table and its
 
accompanying variable hydraulic pressure. The cell would be
 
subject to bloating l i k e a dead body lying in the sun.
 

I have some definite ideas as to the construction method of
 
the barrier I proposed to be installed along the eastern edge
 
of Old Turnpike Road that I believe w i l l provide the desired
 
results at a r e l a t i v e l y reasonable figure and w i l l present
 
them upon request with a design if necessary.
 

Bibliography: Volumes 1 and 2 of the Revised Draft of
 
Remedial Investigation (The GZA Studies and their maps) as
 
found in the Southington Public Library.
 

Chemical Engineers' Handbook, Third edition. Me Graw H i l '
 
Book Co. Inc.
 

Webster's Collegiate Dictionary, Fifth Edition. G&C Mem am
 
Publi shers.
 

The EPA Environmental News of May 23, 1994
 

This summary has delib e r a t e l y tned not to be so technical
 
that it cannot be understood by the general public and has i - i
 
it some areas of o v e r s i m p l i f i c a t i o n but in general is based
 
on sound laws of cnemistry and nature and i f earned out c,
 
competent prof ess' cn a i s .-nth the a i d of able chemists and
 
biologists could •_-• - . • 3e a new and better approach to
 
remedial action ,- - -e >'d Southington L a n d f i l l . Admittedl.
 
not all sites ^.a.- •- •? .-, i que characteristics of ours and
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therefore the approach is not universal. Hopefully it w i l l
 
stimulate the EPA to adopt the attitude of considering each
 
site as unique and designing i n d i v i d u a l and innovative
 
solutions instead of trying to treat all sites with a s i n g l e
 
"formletter" style of treatment.
 

Respectfully submitted,
 
Joseph E. Tuttle
 
June 20, 1994
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Ms. Aimerinda Silva '— " -:,:-•«-•..,.-
Remedial Project Manager - !i--«••.•!-.'
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, • :;:--*• v^ r:
 
Region I
 
Waste Management Division (HEC-CAN 6)
 
JFK Federal Building
 
Boston, MA 02203
 

RE: Proposed Cleanup on Old Southington Landfill
 

Dear Ms. Silva:
 

Pursuant to the comprehensive Environmental Response,
 
Compensation and Liability Act and regulations pertaining
 
thereto, these comments are directed to the limited source
 
control plan proposed by the EPA on May 23, 1994, and which was
 
the subject of a public hearing on June 16, 1994 in the Town of ̂ 
 
Southington. This office represents the residents of the Town of
 
Southington whose properties are on the landfill superfund site:
 
Mr. Morrill Barnes, Mrs. Laurie Barnes, Mr. Mark Simone and Mrs.
 
Nancy Simone. In addition, this office represents Mr. and Mrs.
 
William Pallatto who were formerly residents on the site but
 
whose property has been acquired by the PRPs.
 

Medical Monitoring
 

As part of the remediation of the site, it is requested that
 
medical monitoring be undertaken of the present and past
 
residents who have been in contact with potentially contaminated
 
soil, air and water. We request that the cost of past and future
 
medical monitoring be imposed upon the PRPs in accordance with
 
recent court decisions, in view of findings concerning the
 
landfill wastes, surface soil, landfill gases, surface water and
 
sediment composition of Black Pond.
 

The above-mentioned parties have lived on the site for.over eight
 
years. Our clients' houses are bordered by Black Pond and are
 
located in the Northern portion of the site which preliminary
 
information indicates was for the disposal of various solid
 
wastes which were sue:act to burning, producing PAHs, a type of
 
semi-volatile organic compound. According to surface soil
 
samples, SVOCs were Detected in a large number of samples
 
collected across the site. These were allegedly mostly PAHs.
 
These residents r.ave established gardens on their property and
 
have eaten vegetables ar.d fruits grown on their property. In
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addition, their children have played in the soil and they have
 
actively taken part in gardening and other activities around
 
their homes.
 

As to the landfill gases, it is known that there was methane
 
which has been detected on their properties but not in their
 
homes. The forces that bring the methane to the surface, will
 
most likely also bring with the gases other contaminates which
 
have not been as yet measured. The effect of these contaminates
 
upon the bodies of the residents is not known.
 

The ground water analysis is to take place in the second phase.
 
Since these residents have been exposed to the contaminates in
 
the landfill and the pipes leading to the water supply have been
 
in the soils, there has been no adequate testing with regard to
 
the effects of any contamination in the soil upon the drinking
 
water and there have been no tests as to whether ground water has
 
evaded the drinking supply, either through openings in the pipes
 
or at the source which is the deep wells of the Town of
 
Southington. Since adequate studies have not been made as to the
 
size of the ground water plumes and the direction of flow, it is
 
possible that the contaminates located throughout the landfill
 
site could have affected these residents as well as other
 
residents of the town of Southington.
 

Although other preliminary studies indicated that the surface
 
water at Black Pond was completely safe and there was no aquatic
 
damage, the Plan admits that the voc and SVOC levels have been
 
above the MCLs in surface water samples collected from Black Pond
 
and from its outlet streams. In addition, the levels of certain
 
metals have exceeded the state and federal standards. Our
 
clients, their children and grandchildren have played, fished and
 
used Black Pond as a recreational facility over the years. They
 
have eaten fish caught in the pond and have swam and boated on
 
the water, which necessarily gave rise to contact with the
 
contaminated water and in some cases ingestion. Likewise, the
 
sediment samples collected from Black Pond show the VOCs and PAHs
 
at levels above background concentration. PCBs from the
 
contaminated landfill site were found in the sediments even
 
though the PCBs may not be under the property of our clients.
 
Concentrations of ~etals were found to be above the background
 
safe levels. Based upon the above reports and the State of
 
Connecticut haalth investigation of the site, which showed
 
preliminary but inconclusive higher levels of bladder cancer in
 
the area and a great psychological fear in the residents of the
 
town, it is submitted that a medical monitoring plan be
 
instituted iirjr.ediataly, especially for those residents who have
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been in contact with the contaminants on the site as mentioned
 
above.
 

Medical surveillance is an effort to achieve early detection of a
 
latent disease, which detection could lead to a more successful
 
treatment and better chances for survival and less pain and
 
suffering. The residents have shown the requisite factors that
 
would give rise to the need for medical surveillance: i) they
 
have been exposed to a hazardous substance; 2) the potential for
 
injury has been shown both by reports of the EPA and the state of
 
Connecticut health department; and 3) medical literature and
 
medical examinations have shown a need for early detection and
 
treatment. Since the extent of the exposure is significant and
 
the encompasses all aspects of the contamination of the sita, the
 
PRP's should include as part of the remedial plan, a
 
comprehensive medical surveillance program for such length of
 
time and in such detail as would be established by reputable
 
occupational medicine centers such as the University of
 
Connecticut Medical School and/or the Yale School of Medicine. s
 

Ground Water Remediation
 

While the Ground Water investigation and remediation is scheduled
 
for a Phase II approach to the site. It is recommended that that
 
phase be undertaken immediately as the effects of the groundwater
 
upon the health of the individuals exposed should be determined
 
as soon as possible. In addition, the completion of the site ar.d
 
the subsequent groundwater remediation may disturb or alter the
 
capping and delay the final cleanup. Although we agree that the
 
capping of the site to prevent additional rainwater from
 
permeating the landfill is necessary/ this action can be taken
 
along with necessary containment procedures for groundwater so as
 
to prevent continuation of the contaminates from entering the
 
groundwater and expanding the plume.
 

A reply to these comments would be appreciated when all comments
 
are received and the EPA makes its finding. This office would be
 
willing to present evidence concerning the need or desirability
 
of medical monitoring.
 

Very truly yours,
 

COHEN & CHANNIN
 

Robert B. Cor 
RBC.2275/tec 
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 '--, 6 Village Road 
 Southington. CT 06489 

10 July 1994 

Almcrinda Silva 
Project Manger 
Mailcode HECCAN6 
JFK Federal Building 
Boston, MA 02203 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Respecrufully request that the following comments relative to clean-up of the former landfill 
Superfund Site on Old Turnpike Road in Southington, Connecticut be made a matter of 
record. 

First, I strongly object to the fact that the government has seen fit to treat those people who 
used the landfill, in the yean when it was available for dumping purposes, as "law breakers". 
In the mid 1960's I served on the Southington Board of Selectmen, the then administrative 
body for the Town, and, as a part-time official, assisted in maintaining the dump site. The 
Old Turnpike dump (or landfiD reclamation area as it was later called - guess that sounded 
better) was run in accordance with then-accepted rules and practices; wastes were separated, 
compacted and covered daily with the view towards reclaiming the land for park or industrial 
purposes. The more than 300 people who have been ched for violations and are being 
forced to bear the burden of the clean-up (along with the taxpayers of the Town) broke no 
laws. It is quite obvious that these people are now being involved because die government 
chose to punish them by instituting "retroactive laws". In a sense, the EPA and others are 
making a declaration thai something which was legal at the time has now been retroactively 
declared illegal Could the government now pass a law saying that those who failed to utilize 
current auto anti-pollution measures at a time when none existed be punished because what 
was then legal has suddenly become illegal? I think not 

Many clean up options are, apparently, being considered. The EPA seems to advocate that 
some type of cap be used to cover the she. Apparently it is felt that the cap would prevent 
surface waters from penetrating the surface and creating further leachate which could 
damage the underground drinking water supply. This would involve removing existing 
buildings from the site. There are also proposals by neighbors of the site to remove homes 
and also spend many millions of dollars to completely remove aQ hazardous materials from 
the site. I disagree with an of these proposals. The "cap" isn't going to have any affect on 
the existing underground materials which would, because of their very liquid nature, tend to 
leach in a downward direction - and attempting to thoroughly remove the dump in it's 
entirety would, I believe, create more problems than it would solve. Were hazardous 
materials confined to just one area of the site it might be possible. Such is not the case. 

Back in the mid-1960,s - about 1964, I believe - the landfill had reached capacity and we 
(the Board of Selectmen) secured a lease from an adjoining landowner so that we might 
extend the dump site as a temporary measure while attempting to find another site. Because 
of the restricted space and prior to the availablility of additional land, we were forced to raise 



the level of the dump by several feet in some areas. It was then decided to bring the old 
dump down to the proper grade by bulldozing the excess and moving it to the new area. 
This procedure is something I would never again advocate The area involved was 
comparatively small but the problem was large. The entire neighborhood became 
overwhelmed with noxious fumes - the odors were unbearable. The highway department 
workers had to wear masks while working and even the masks didn't help that much. 
Neighbors were naturally upset and we offered to house them in area motels until the trash 
moving process was completed. Most went to stay with friends or relatives. I truly can't 
imagine what the situation would be like if the decision were ever made to opt for a complete 
removal of waste from this site. At the least it would be lengthy and unbearable. 

There has been reference made to a "hot spot" within the confines of the dump. This ^ 
spot" is, I believe, an isolated accumulation of toxic residue which was put there by the now 
defunct Solvents Recovery Service. Mr. Harry Bock, our highway superintendent at the 
time, (about 1963 or 1964, I believe) came to a meeting of the Board of Selectmen one 
Wednesday afternoon and said that SRC was dumping sludge in the area and he wanted 
them to discontinue this dumping immediately. He said that the type of residue bang 
dumped would not -break down" in a hundred years and would be harmful, I really didn't 
know whether we could legally keep them from dumping this sludge but we called in a Mr. 
Ball, who was in charge of SRC and told them to stop. They did. Mr. Bock had bulldozed a 
pit on the dump site so as to isolate and contain the sludge and this, I believe, is the area of 
the "hot spot" 

The dump has been closed for almost thirty yean and, other than a naturally occurring 
methane gas which can be controlled, there has been no evidence of any surface "bubbling71 

or any indication of the release of toxic materials. Any use of affected aquifers has been 
discontinued and no one is, apparently, in any immediate danger of being affected by the 
contents of the landfill. Naturally, we can and should maintain constant vigilance through 
extensive monitoring to maintain awareness of any possible health hazards. 

Monies spent in attempting to remove the contents of the landfill might be better spent on 
providing free city water supplies to those who might be adversely affected by any leachaie 
in the future. We could probably supply water to all of the surrounding towns for a smaH 
portion of the monies being contemplated for the cleanup. 

We all realize that the problem is there and even though it is covered up, it's not going to go 
away. However, any massive and/or untried or unproven methods of resolving the problem 
may simply create even greater problems to be passed along to our children. 

Truly yours. 

^—7"<2«-» ^• 

James A. Wallace, Sr. 



Oral Public Comments
 
for
 

Old Southington Landfill
 
"To be presented orally to EPA on July 12, 1994
 

Treatment of grroundVater and wastes in the landfill
 

The project should not be divided into two operable units
 
designed to address waste material within the landfill and
 
groundwater separately. Both the waste material and the
 
groundwater should be addressed simultaneously as soon as
 
possible. There is no reason to conduct an entire new RI/FS
 
for groundwater. Although there are some factors about
 
groundwater contamination that have not been fully answered,
 
such as how far off-site the contamination extends, the
 
existing data clearly indicates that significant groundwater
 
contamination exists at and downgradient of the site. In
 
addition, the preferred remedy includes leaving a
 
significant volume (about 100,000 cubic yards) of highly
 
contaminated material in groundwater beneath the cap.
 
Therefore, groundwater should be addressed as part of the
 
current remedy and should not be delayed while another RI/FS
 
is conducted. The groundwater migrating from the site
 
should be collected and treated.
 

The proposed remedy will also leave approximately 30% of the
 
waste in contact with the local groundwater. The proposed
 
approach will allow the continued leaching of contaminants
 
into the groundwater. This is not acceptable with a plan
 
that, thus far, calls for no treatment of that migrating
 
contaminated groundwater. Neither does this plan directly
 
address the treatment of the majority of the source material
 
in contact with the groundwater creating the problem. A
 
plan which would treat the waste directly by using combined
 
off-site disposal and possible air sparging with soil vapor
 
extraction or other soil treatment technologies would be
 
more appropriate. The EPA has stated in their RI
 
comments that the natural flushing approach will taken even
 
longer than estimated in the RI/FS. This approach would
 
render the local aquifer useless for an indefinite period.
 
It would be more efficient to treat the waste material
 
directly using the alternate direct techniques rather than
 
indirectly in the groundwater. This approach would make
 
groundwater treatment more effective and successful.
 

The remedial investigation did not satisfactorily address
 
the possibility cr hign contaminant concentrations adjacent
 
to SSDA-2 beneav. t-.e Parks and Recreation Building.
 
Contamination .r. c-.is area nay be in contact with
 
groundwater. "-.3 ccssibility is strengthened by the fact
 
that contani-3--: concentrations in well B304 (immediately
 
downgradiann :rc- 232\2) are higher than those in well B302
 
(immediate!. : ; ~-^r3^ .a-t :ron 5SDA-L). The possibility is
 



further strengthened by the consistent presence of volatile
 
gasses in the Parks and Recreation Building.
 

GrounoVater Classification
 

Insufficient research has been conducted by the CT DEP and
 
the EPA regarding the classification of groundwater at the
 
site. The local aquifer was reclassified from a GA area to
 
a GB area in the recent past. This reclassification process
 
should be reviewed to verify that the GB classification is
 
justified and was performed in accordance with all state
 
regulations and requirements. Current EPA policy indicates
 
that "institutional controls shall not substitute for active
 
response" which includes restoration of groundwater to
 
beneficial use. Based on these criteria it appears most
 
appropriate for the local aquifer to be classified as a
 
GB/GA area to "ensure restoration to beneficial use."
 

Black Pond
 

No information has been provided which demonstrates that
 
contaminants will not leach from the landfill back into
 
Black Pond if the additional soil pressure of capping
 
material is added to the top of the landfill.
 

The extent of waste material beneath Black Pond has not been
 
sufficiently delineated. This must be done to ensure alll
 
of it is removed from the pond prior to capping the
 
landfill.
 

Waste and potentially contaminated sediment will be stirred
 
up during excavation of waste along the shore of Black Pond.
 
The Plan must address measures which will be taken to
 
Iminimize this spread of contamination.
 

After completion of the remediation, additional testing of
 
Black Pond should be conducted to ensure unrestricted access
 
is acceptable and protective of human health and the
 
environment.
 

Oft Sit0 Migration
 

An Ecological Risk Assessment was conducted. However, it
 
only concerned the site itself, Black Pond and the adjoining
 
wetlands. No evaluation has been conducted regarding the
 
impact of groundwater contamination which has and will
 
continue to migrate off-site on downstream areas such as the
 
river. Future investigations should specifically address
 
the potential i.r.pact of groundwater contamination on the
 
river.
 

Future Public 'r.volver.sr.z
 



The EPA should establish a schedule for having public
 
meetings on a quarterly basis, regardless of what has or has
 
not happened during that quarter, so that the public is kept
 
informed. In addition, a Community Advisory Council should
 
be created so that the community can participate in the
 
preparation of some reports, rather than just being able to
 
review them after they are prepared, so that community
 
concerns are addressed. For example, the community should
 
be given the opportunity to provide direct input into the
 
community health and safety plan, the site restoration plan
 
and planning regarding site security and traffic.
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ALMERINDA SILVA, REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER ~> -V 

US ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION *
 

WASTE-MANAGEMENT DIVISION (HEC-CAN 6)
 

JFK FEDERAL BUILDING
 

BOSTON, MASS. 02203
 

JULY 12, 1994
 

ON JUNE 14, 1994, THE EPA PROPOSED A CLEAN-UP PLAN FOR THE OLD
 

SOUTHINGTON LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE.
 

ALTHOUGH I DON'T AGREE WITH THIS PLAN, BECAUSE IT'S A COVER-UP
 

AND NOT A CLEAN-UP, I DO AGREE WITH THE EPA THAT ALL OF THE
 

RESIDENTS AND BUSINESSES SHOULD BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED FROM THS
 

SUPERFUND SITE.
 

A FEW OF MY' CONCERNS ARE:
 

1. EXCAVATING HAZARDOUS WASTE FROM SSDA1 AND RELOCATING IT TO
 

A DIFFERENT AREA OF THE SUPERFUND SITE IS AN EXTREME HEALTH
 

HAZARD TO THE COMMUNITY. IF THIS HAZARDOUS MATERIAL MUST 3E
 

EXCAVATED, IT MUST BE REMOVED FROM THE SITE. FOR OBVIOUS HEALTH
 

REASONS, PEOPLE LIVING NEAR THE SITE MUST BE RELOCATED DURING
 

THIS VERY HAZARDOUS OPERATION.
 

2. AFTER CAPPING A SUPERFUND SITE, TREATEMENT OF THE CONTAMINATED
 

SOIL AND GRGUNr.-.'ATER ON SITE IS ALMOST IMPOSSIBLE. IF THE
 

CONTAMINATED ]? :'j::~v;ATER IS NOT TREATED NOW, CAPPING THIS TOXIC
 

WASTE SITE .-.'ILL '."E HACK TO HAUNT US IN THE FUTURE.
 

3. RESTRUCT'J?:-: : :'-'E JL'LYERT HAS ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES.
 

ONE OF THE BENEFITS IF OPENING THE CULVERT WILL BE TO ALLOW
 

WATER FROM BLACK ?ON3 T" "W THRU THE OPENED CULVERT AND LOWER
 



THE LEVEL CF BLACK POND. THIS WILL HELP DETERMINE THE EASTERN ANL_
 

NORTHERN BOUNDRIES OF THE SUPERFUND SITE. THE DISADVANTAGE IS THIS
 

WILL ALSO EXPOSE CITIZENS LIVING AROUND THE SUPERFUND SITE TO THE
 

TOXIC CONTAMINATION UNCOVERED BY LOWERING THE POND LEVEL. ALSO
 

THE POND WATER COMING THRU THE OPENED CULVERT COULD BRING TOXIC
 

CONTAMINATION TO AREAS WEST OF THE SITE. .
 

4. THE PROPOSED PLAN DOES NOT INCLUDE MOMUJfctlilG FOR METHANE
 

MIGRATION OUT-SIDE OF THE SITE. BY CAPPING THE SITE, METHANE
 

AND OTHER GASES COULD BE PUSHED OUTSIDE OF THE CURRENT 30U:;CR IES,
 

ENDANGERING RESIDENTS.
 

THE EPA STATED THAT COMMUNITY IMPUT ON THIS PROPOSAL WILL PLAY A
 

CRUCIAL ROLE IN COMING UP WITH A PLAN EVERYONE CAN LIVE WITH. I
 

BELIEVE THE PEOPLE MOST AFFECTED BY THIS TOXIC WASTE SUPERFUND
 

SHOULD HAVE THE MOST IMPUT INTO WHAT TYPE OF CLEAN-UP PLAN IS
 

SELECTED. COMMUNITY OPINION SHOULD BE CONSIDERED WHEN MAKING A
 

FINAL PLAN. MEETINGS BETWEEN THE EPA AND CITIZENS LIVING NEAR THE
 

SITE SHOULD ENABLE THE COMMUNITY TO HAVE MORE SAY INTO '.-.'HAT TYPE
 

OF A CLEAN-UP PLAN IS SELECTED.
 

I ENCOURAGE THE EPA TO DELAY THE ROD UNTILL A CLEAN-UP PLAN " . £
 

CAN ALL LIVE WITH" IS AGREED ON.
 

THANK YOU,
 

JAMES DELAHUNTY
 

393 OLD TURNPIKE ?:.-!
 

PLANTSVILLLE, CT . '--."•
 



1.
 

Preface: I am going to refer to the Cld Southingtcn Landfill as
 

the "site". ,̂ //î  /"- /̂ -•—'
 

WE N'EED: More testing of solid wastes, metals, and
 

chemicals in the NORTHEAST section of the pond shoreline
 

and the wetlands of the site.
 

WE NEED: More METHANE testing in all homes surrounding the
 

SITE INCLUDING ALL MEANS THAT METHANE CAN TRAVEL, not just those
 

homes and businesses located on the SITE.
 

WE NEED: Further investigating of CLEAN UP methods used
 

at similar sites so that we can pursue all our options, not
 

just the ones that have been proposed.
 

I DON'T WANT: Ou 1 to be done without Ou 2 being done at the
 

same time. The cap alone without addressing the surface water
 

and the ground water would only be a COVERUP not .a CLEANUP.
 

Furthermore, I feel as though the cap alone would create
 

a greater health risk exposure from contaminants to those
 

residents that remain near the SITE, since EPA 's plan is to
 

bury contaminants from SSDA1 under the cap.
 

I am very upset that so
 

many good families are seeing th*2ir property values decline
 

as a result of tr. -• '. -1.
 

I feel we ^r - -: forced to accept a proposed method of
 

cleanup that iS - ~ -.r..-r cleanup and that not enough researcn
 

has been done 10 . .: 3-, i:: i te other methods at similar sites.
 



Why is this SITE referred to as a landfill .v-r.-en it 15 a
 

HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE? EPA, DEP and the PRP's should step min

imizing the seriousness of tnis SITE. Do they do this to r.old
 

down costs on the cleanup?
 

The contaminants have been there for fifty plus years,
 

another year for a better solution can't hurt.
 

Fifteen million dollars is a lot of money to spend for a
 

partial solution. Put the money to better use to insure our
 

safety and our health and to create a larger buffer zone be

tween the residents and the contamination. Don't rush into
 

this until there is a total agreeable solution!
 

We need continous communication efforts to get access to
 

information from the EPA to better understand the problems that
 

exist at the SITE and to guarantee public input into the
 

agency's remediation and future use decisions.
 

Thomas and Cara Kavan
 

61 Re jean Road
 

Southington,Ct. 06489
 



4C9 Hitchcock Road
 
Southington, CT 06439
 
L2 July 1994
 

Alnerinda Silva
 
Project Manager
 
United States Environmental Protection Agency
 
JFK Federal Building
 
Mail Code HEC-CAN'S
 
Boston, MA 02203
 

RE: Old Southington Landfill Proposed Remedial Action Plan
 

Dear Ms. Silva:
 

As a resident of Southington, and a member of the Town
 
Council I have been intimately 'involved with the issue facing us
 
this evening - the Old Southington Landfill Superfund site. I
 
think it is fair to say that the Town Council's involvement in
 
this project is motivated by 2 primary concerns - protecting the
 
Health of the citizens of Southington, and implementing as
 
quickly as possible a plan for remediation of the Superfund
 
site. As a member of the Town Council, I view my role as one
 
which involves looking after all aspects of the community. I
 
believe the remediation plan currently proposed, with one
 
exception, strikes an appropriate balance between protecting the
 
public health and implementing a workable, cost-effective, and
 
immediate plan for remediation of this site.
 

While I think it is of the u-tmost importance to move forward
 
with remediation efforts, I do not mean to trivialize the cost
 
of remediation to the citizens of tne Town of Southington. The
 
cost of this project impacts Southington in two ways, first, by
 
the Town's percentage share in the remediation costs, which will
 
be reflected in our tax rate, and secondly, by impacting
 
businesses in town which are PRPs. These businesses will get
 
hit twice - once for their percentage share of remediation, and
 
secondly through the higher taxes the Town must levy to pay its
 
share (and, possibly, a third time if they are a PRP in the
 
Solvents Recovery site). I ask that you take into consideration
 
not only the benefits of prccosed remediation efforts, but also
 
the costs involve:!, r 3 _ w e i g h these two factors before
 
additional burder.3 on the citizens of Southington.
 



Al-erir.da Silva
 
12 July 1994
 
Page 2.
 

One final issue I would like to address involves the SSDA
 
material. There seens to be a debate as to whether it would be
 
more beneficial to dig this material up and place it in lined
 
cells, or to leave it where it is and monitor groundwater
 
contamination levels to ensure these materials are not acting as
 
a perferential source to groundwater contamination (the RIFS
 
indicates they are not a rr.ajor cause of groundwater
 
contamination) . Frora a Public Health perspective, it seems it
 
might be better to leave these materials in the ground, since
 
there is no risk to the public in leaving them in place. if we
 
can abate the problem by capping this area, thereby preventing
 
seepage into the groundwater, while posing no risk to the
 
public, this approach appears more sound from a public health
 
perspective.
 

I am encouraged to see that after seven years of study and
 
the expenditure of nillions of dollars of taxpayers money, we
 
are finally moving forward with remediation. I hope that your
 
agency will take the steps to allow this process to begin
 
quickly.
 

Very Truly yours,
 

THOMAS P. LANGDON
 

TPLres
 

http:Al-erir.da
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Ms. Almerinda Silva
 
Regional Project Manager
 
Region I
 
Environmental Protection Agency
 
JFK Federal Building
 
Mail Code HECCAN6
 
Boston, MA 02203
 

Re: Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the 
Old Southington Landfill Suoerfund Site 

Dear Ms. Silva: 

In my capacity as Chairman of the Southington Town Council, I would like to 
express my appreciation for the opportunity to submit these comments on the 
Proposed Remedial Action Plan (the Plan) for the Old Southington Landfill Superfund 
Site (the Site) on behalf of the Town. The parties which have performed the 
investigations at this Site have expended more than $5 million over the >ast seven 
years. To date very little of that money has been spent on remediation it is 
appropriate that the focus and funding shift now to cleaning up the Site "he Ri/FS 
process has been a lengthy, frustrating, and expensive one for the Town its Citizens, 
and ail parties involved and we are glad that it is finally over and that a remedy has 
been identified that will protect the health of Southington residents and the 
environment. 

As the Town's governing body, the Council must represent the interests of ail its 
citizens, a task which carries with it the mandate to protect their health and safety T^.s is 
not a task which the Town -anes lightly Our willingness to work with EPA to mvesi'gate :ne 
Site and to expend large S^T-S of money to do so is evidence of our commt-ert EPA 
developed and designed *.^9 P an specifically to protect our citizens. The proposed cc <er for 
the landfill and the collec: c~ s/s:em for gases being generated by decomposit'cn c* ara" 
waste will ensure that pecc e 20 ret ecme in contact with waste materials Pecp.e < , ~g Orr 
the Site or owning businesses :~ere Mil se relocated 

of 



The price tag for these measures ana tne grcundwater monitoring that accompanies 
them is hign We estimate it to oe in excess of $25 million once an of ;re costs are 
calculated Nevertheless it is important that tnese steps be undertaken 

We also applaud EPA's decision not to require groundwater treatment or containment 
but to first undertake further investigations regarding the efficacy of the cap Fortunately, 
local and State regulations bar use of the groundwater in this area as a drinking water 
source Requiring expenditures of at least an additional $25 million to contain the water in 
this aquifer would provide little benefit to the community or tne environment and wcu a not be 
prudent 

The prudent course of action is to properly cover and vent the s> te nstail the 
necessary additional monitoring equipment and evaluate, under EPA's auscices the 
success of this work. The Town of Southington has been and will continue to ensure that 
issues of concern to its residents are considered as remediation goes forward 

While the Town must work to protect our citizens' health, we must also ce aware of 
the enormous burden remediation required by this Plan will have on our taxpayers and on 
the business members of our community targeted as potentially responsible carties Those 
businesses face not only paying a share of the remediation costs, but also having treir -axes 
raised. Especially in these recessionary times, these impacts on our business cc~~onity 
could be far-reaching 

We may not agree with the lack of fairness inherent in Superfund the acr 
red tape that greatly inflates the costs of the process, or the staggering ercrr- ty ;: tne 
remedial costs, but we must work to further the goal of protecting our citizens ^eaur The 
Town believes that the Proposed Plan provides appropriate safeguards for our ccr-n~Lr\;y 

Thank you for your attention 

Sincerely 

AndrewJ-'lvje'ade 
Chairman / 
Town Council 
Town or Southington 



SCHETTLNO AND TEMCHIN -^ 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW " "" 

""' \ 76 North Mam Street 
Southuigion, CT 06489 

'' (203)620-9850 
FAX (203) 628-0019 

PLEASE REPLY TO SouChmgton 

United States Environmental Protection Agency
 

J u l y 12, 1994 So^HavenOffiw 
JOSEPH E. SCHETTINO. JR. Sturtndge Common* - Brighton Houa, 
EAJU.M TEMCHIN
MAUREEN PLATT TEMCHIN •

 250 Suic Street. B-l 
 sonh Haven. CT 0*473 

Nonh Haven (203) 288-8200 
• RSStDENT ATTORNEY - SOUTHINGTON FAX (203) 28»-OI93 

Almerinda Silva 
Project Manager 

JFK Federal Building
 
Mail Code HEC-CAN6
 
Boston, MA 02203
 

Re: The Old Southington Landfill Superfund Site Proposed Remedial Action Plan
 

Dear Ms. Silva:
 

As a resident of Southington and current member of the Southington Town
 
Council, I am deeply concerned about the safety and welfare of our community.
 
I have always taken a rather active role in issues facing our town and have
 
carefully monitored Southington's involvement in our two Superfund sites.
 

Although our town has spent millions of dollars on legal fees and studies,
 
no money has yet been spent on any clean up or containment on the Old Turnpike
 
site. After seven years, EPA has finally presented a proposed plan to begin the
 
containment of pollution at the old landfill. This plan is the result of
 
millions of dollars of taxpayer money and numerous studies and consultations.
 

Certainly no plan is perfect in every regard. We will never achieve a plan
 
with universal approval. However, the time for inaction and further study has
 
come to an end. The proposed plan must be adopted and implemented as soon as
 
possible. We must finish this process of endless debate and discussion and
 
begin to address the containment of on-site pollutants. We owe our community
 
nothing less. Further prolongation of this extensive procedure will serve only
 
to add to our already exorbitant legal bills.
 

It is my hope that with your agency's help, Southington can begin the road
 
toward finally dealing with the containments at the Old Turnpike site.
 

Sincerely,
 

Maureen P. Temchin
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Almennda Silva, Per.ezial ?r:
 
U.S. Environmental. Prctec cn A'CTs
 
Waste Management HEC-Ca
 
JFK Federal Bull.
 
Boston, MA 02203
 

Dear Ms. Silva,
 

Please consider the urrent commercial property owners
 
especially unique in the Old Southington Landfill Superfund ..
 
that they be afforded the same rights and privileges given to the
 
current residential iandowners. The properties were sold to t
 
general public after the landfill was closed and soil capped,
 
The current residenti al owners were not cited as Potential
 
Responsible Parties (?RPs) due to an Environmental Protection
 
Agency (EPA) policy, In this special case the current commerc ial
 
landowners, who were cited as ?RPs solely on the basis of curr
 
land ownership and no t for their contribution to the iandfi.l,
 
should be treated in tr.e same way as home owners.
 

The burden, be it psychological or financial, ou
 
current commercial property owners as ?R?s because they purrr.asea
 
their property through "dumb luck" is not morally fair. A sr.a-~
 
business owner can not sustain such a burden in today's r.ar.-:et
 
place. There are approximately 45 3003 v;ithin the old lancfill
 
area that can easily be lost to the town of Southington ar.d stats
 
of Connecticut. A policy decision relieving the current
 
commercial property owners as PRPs would go a long way in
 
reducing the anxiety this superfund site is causing.
 

Very truly yours,
 
/̂ .
 

THE PIKE REALTY COMPANY
 

JSN/hf (S (§ E 0 *] d 
- • .->:£?A
 1 9cc: Senator Oodd
 

JUl 2 0 994 LJ Senator leiderr-a
 
Representative J
 1 1 
Governor Weicker : CT1- •".
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of (Connecticut 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

STATE CAPITOL 
CONNECTICUT C6106 

June 2 0 , 1994 

Ms. Almerinda Silva, Remedial Project Manager
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
 
Waste Management Division
 
J.F.K. Federal Building
 
Boston, MA 022023
 

Re: Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the Old Southington Landfill
 
Superfund site
 

Dear Ms. Silva:
 

We are pleased that the investigation of the conditions at the
 
Old Southington Landfill Superfund Site has been completed and that
 
the Environmental Protection agency has issued a proposed cleanup
 
plan that addresses potential health concerns related to the site.
 
The removal of the buildings, capping of the entire site, and
 
placement of a gas collection system are prudent measures to 
implement despite their cost. 

The Town of Southington, the other PRPs, EPA and the 
Connecticut DEP have worked diligently and cooperatively en tr. is
 
project for many years. Throughout this time, their hi Driest
 
priority has been to protect the health of Southington residents
 
and workers on the site. Their efforts have led to the EPA plan
 
presented at this hearing, a reasonable plan which considers the
 
extensive data that has been generated. We wish to personally, and
 
in our capacity as State Representatives, take this opportunity to
 
commend the parties on having completed the very complex and
 
difficult task of identifying appropriate remedies for this site.
 

It is our hope that additional suggestions presented at this
 
public hearing will be considered.
 

Sincerely,
 

Ann P. Dandrow er.nis H. Cleary Angelo M. Fuscc
 

APD:DHC:AMF/mlb
 



August 1, 1994 AUG  3 1994 

Ms. Almerinda Silva 
CTV.vvf . ' • - • - ' : •  . 

r; : <  i . 

United Slates Environmental Protection Agenrv 
Region I 
Jolin F. Kennedy Federal Building 
One Congress Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02203-2211 

Deai- Ms. Silva 

Reference: Old Turnpike Road/Southington Landfill Superfund Site 

Alter reviewing the EPA remediation proposal for the above landfill, and having attended 
the Iwo public hearings that were held at Depaolo Jr. High School, Southington, I strongly 
oppose the remediation proposal and believe thai it is far outreaching any possible 
contamination that exists on this site today. I have heard remarks of contaminated water, 
contaminated land, methane gas, but to date nobody has been able to document any harm 
that has occurred from this abandoned landfill. 

As a property owner on this site, I would strongly recommend thai the site be left alon<? M 
I believe your proposal will not bring any satisfaction to the immediate neighborhood, in 
particularly Rejean Drive and its close proximity. 

As a taxpayer in the Town of Southington, I believe that a the expenditure that will be 
mandated by the Town of Southington should be brought to a referendum to see how the 
people feel about die senseless dollars thai will be required to clean up this abandoned 
landfill. 

Please accept this letter as a formal notice thai there shall be no more monitoring, testing, 
or trespassing on this bite located at 477 Old Turnpike Road until an agreement between 
the property owner and the three known polluters is reached regarding die possible 
liability of the clean up on this site 

Sincerely 

y 

H'arold L Charette 
Jo Ann M. Charette 
87 Melisa Court 



Alrr.erinda Sllva, Remedial preset Manager
 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1
 

Waste Management Division (HEC-CAN 6)
 

JFK Federal Building
 

Boston, Mass. 02203
 

Dear Aimerinda,
 

We are writing to provide our comments on EPA Region 1, Superfund
 

Program, Old Southington Landfill site, Southington, ct.r Propospd
 

Plan, dated May 1994.
 

As you may be aware, our concerns are numeroua and varied. Onr
 

comments will be both general and specific, concerning the Proposed
 

Plan and other issues we feel are relevant to Site cleanup.
 

CONCERNS AND COMMENTS
 

Page 1, Par. 6;
 
EPA and CT DEP "additional data must bo collected and
 

Studies performed to properly evaluate and select a
 

complete groundwater remedy."
 

comment Exactly what additional data is needed and how much
 

longer will It take? studies have been conducted
 

to determine the nature of contamination for 11 years,
 

why hasn't the correct data been obtained? I» th«
 

primary reason for not treating the groundwater at this
 

time due to PRP threatened withdrawal? If groundwatar
 

contamination poses significant risk to human health
 

(page '3), why isn't the EPA insisting on groundwater
 

clean ^n NOW?
 



page '2.
 

Page 2, Par. 2?
 
"The presumtive remedy for CERCLA municipal landfill
 
sites relates primarily to containment (capping)_"
 

comment We feel this is the wrunq remedy for this site. No
 

mention of toxic industrial waste is made in this
 

statement. Additionally, waste will not be contained
 

at this Site, due to continued groundwater contaminaM on
 

and spread, of the contaminated plume.
 

Page 4, Par. 2;
 

"EPA's choice of a limited source control remedy for
 

this operable unit will be issued in a Record of
 

Decision tor the site in September 1994."
 

comment We urge the EPA to delay the ROD untill a complete
 

clean up package is selected. We are also requesting
 

additional meetings with the EPA to inform residents
 

of progress made.
 

Page 9, Par. 1?
 

"The northern area of the landfill was primarily used
 

for disposal of wood, and construction-type debris
 

such as glass, bricks and asphalt."
 

comment Test boring TB14U has mixed sanitary and bulky waste
 

with cable and wire. Test boring TB131 has material
 

listed as landfill with a petroleum sheen and slight
 

Odor. Test borings TB122 and TB133 have refuse. It
 

seems that the above reports indicate waste othar
 

than -construction debris is located in the northern
 

area.
 

Elevated .evels of VOC's, metals, and pesticides vere
 

found in sore of the test borings in the northern area
 

of the site. Drillings with high PID readings (T3i3i,
 

TB14Cf T3140A) were not tested. Please explain this
 

to us.
 



page 3
 

9, Par. 1 ;
 
.The northern area "subsurface soils Contain varying
 

levels of PAHs."
 

comment As we live less than 40 feet fcom the site, this i <* a
 

major concern for us. All of the identified contaminant:
 

pose a risk to human health or the environment. Many
 

are carcinogens. On site work will disrupt and expose
 

subsurface soils. Dermal contact and inhalation of
 

toxins could occur.
 

Page 9, Par. 2;
 

The southern area's subsurface soil has "a wide
 

variety of contaminants including voCs, SVOCa, *nd
 

metals. Pesticides were also detected."
 

comment See page 9, par. 1 comment
 

•>—.
 

Page 9, Par. 3;
 

SSDA1 and SSDA2 "contain high levels of vocs and svocs."
 

comment See page 9, par. 1 comment
 

Page 9, Par. 4,5 and 6
 

Surface soils at the site are contaminated with " <"••,
 

SVOCS, PAHs, Pesticides and metals.
 

comment AS VOCs "evaponte to the air" (page 34), we ar«»
 

concerned about the quality of air we arc and will .-»
 

breathing. Another concern we hove is that fugi---.'^
 

dust is contaminated with any or all of the toxtro
 

found in :-e surface soil. This is a constant wcrr/
 

Every 'l~e the wind blows, *-e wonder what it is -1 r r /.:•;.
 

Page 9, Par. 7; _ 
" lanaf i . .S omrcn ly -jenerate yas ( a p p r o x i m a t e l y - ' * 

methane, 4 0 % carbon d ioxide) ." 

comment What is the other ' 0 % ? 



page 4
 

10, Par. 1;
 

"Pressure build up may cause gases to ragrate
 

sCils and potentially escape to tha surface."
 

comment On May 5, 1994 residents living near Old Southington
 

Landfill met with personnel from the CT DPHAS and ATSDR
 

to receive answers on questions about landfill gas
 

migration. In an undated document titled "Proposed
 

additions to OSL PAH in bold" the section titled
 

"conclusions" par. 2 stated "Explosive gaees may ho
 

migrating into storm sewers or buried utility lines -hat
 

lie on or adjacent to the landfill. The northern extant
 

of landfill gases has not been completely characterized.
 

Sufficient data does not exist to eliminate the pcssioii
 

of landfill gases migrating into the homes on the north
 

side of Re jean Road./' When does the EPA plan to chock
 

this? As the complete analysis of landfill gases remain
 

unclear (50% methane, 40% carbon dioxide, 10% ??) we
 

are more than a little concerned about this hazard. IP.
 

addition to the fact that our homes could "explode"
 

at any moment, we have the worry of toxic gases "~iiorar i
 

through soils and potentially escaping to the surface"
 

for us and our children to breath, when will the FPA
 

do something, after someonea home explodes or after
 

a Child is diagnosed "i cancer? Additionally f-.-.e
 

ATSDR recommended additional in home monitors for t i e
 

homes without them. Has anything been done about --:.;;
 

Page 10, Par. 2;
 
"Testing to detect combustible gases were conducted at
 

110 locations. High levels of these gases were rec^r-.e-.i
 

at about 55 tast locations."
 

Comment At about. .? .ocationsi' WhaL is the exact number'
 



page 5
 

Page 10, Par. 2;
 
"Most of the hign readings were detected in the south

ern of the landfill."
 

comment What are the exact numbers in the north and south areas?
 

Page 10, Par. 4;
 
"Soil gases were measured for the presence of specific
 

vocs at. 23 locations."
 

comment VOCs were detected at 7 locations in the northern area
 

and an undisclosed amount in the southern area of the
 

Site. Two ot the VOCs detected are Benzene and vinyl
 

chloride. Both are carcinoytms and are "diasipat i r.g
 

into the atmosphere" wa breath, what measures arc
 

being taken to protect residents?
 

page 11, Par. 1;
 

"The groundwater sampling results Indicated that metal
 

concentrations exceeding background levels. Many of
 

these metals were also found Lo exceed MCLs in several
 

wells."
 

comment Metals exceeding MCLs include:
 

Barium poisonous metal
 

Beryllium cancer-causing metal
 

Chromium cancer-causing metal
 

Mercury highly toxic
 

Nickel carcinogen
 

Thallium highly toxic
 

The results of the metals* alone should be enough
 

to warrent immediate remediation of the groundwater.
 

Page 11, Par. 2;
 
"VOC and SVOC -evels ranged from below to slightly
 

above .'-'.CLs j.n surface water samples collected from
 

Black Pond and it's outlet stream. Antimony, cad I--,
 

lead and thallium levels were each exceeded.
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comment Any amount exceeding Maxium Exposure Levclc is not
 
acceptable. Residents lives and health arc at stake,
 

not just some insignificant numbers and words on paper.
 

Exposure to surface water can and probably docs occur
 

every day.
 

page 1 1 , Par. 3;
 

"Levels of metals detected in surface water samples were
 

also compared to federal AWQC standards that are set to
 

be protective of aquatic life. Copper, lead and zinc
 

concentrations exceed these standards."
 

comment For some unknown reason, people fish in the pond.
 

Adequate precautions should be taken to protect residents
 
from the hazards of eating fish contaminated with toxic
 

metals.
 

Page 1 1 , Par. 4;
 
"Sediment samples collected from Black Pond and it's
 

outlet stream contain VOCs. SVOC analysis indicates
 

the presence of PAHs at levels exceeding background
 

concentrations. PCBs were also found. Concentrations
 

of metals, including lead, mercury and vanadium wore
 

higher than background levels."
 

comment Exposure to sediment is probably a frequent occurance.
 

People fishing in Black Pond ur the stream stand in
 

the water. Anyone, especially children, can step into
 

or play in the water and sediment of the pond and stream .
 

VOCs, SVOCs, PAHS, PCBS, lead, mercury and other metals
 

are detected in an easily accessable area. who is
 

protecting residents? This area is not being addrccccd
 

in the "Preferred Alternative".
 

Page 1 1 , Par. 5;
 
"The water table at the landfill varies from about 2
 

to 34 feec below the ground surf ace... .All material
 

in SSDA2 is located above the water table."
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comment The data indicates that i significant concentration
 

source is below the water table at SSDA2. Based on
 

Plate 3-5/ the water table a.s> approximately 15 feet
 

below land surface at TB-114. Table 4-17 states that
 

subsurface soil was collected at TB-114 at a depth of
 

20 to 23.a feet below land surface. Also boring loqs 

from TB-101, TB-103 and TB-112 refer to "solvent odor, 

petioleum smell and oily soil." 

Page 1 1 , Par. 6;
 

"Groundwater contaminates migrating from the landfill
 

flow westerly under Old Turnpike Road."
 

comment Groundwater tlow is to the west and north. AS information
 

on groundwater tlow to.the north is limited, contaminated
 

yroundwater migration ia unknown.
 

Page 12, Par. 1 ;
 
"The northern area was primarily used for disposal of ""
 

wood and construction type debris."
 

comment See page 9, par. 1 comment
 

Page 13, Par. 2;
 

"An evaluation of the risks associated with potential
 

exposure to subsurface soil was not conducted because
 

EPA is selecting the presumptive remedy of contaniment
 

for this municipal landfill. Consequently, direct
 

exposure to subsurface soils will be prevented."
 

comment The presumptive remedy chosen by the EPA will be the
 

cause of exposure to subsurface soils, not the preventun.
 

No sar.e _ ̂ rscn v.ould dig in Lhe landfill, however TTAo
 

remedy ~:-. 10 ~::st that. Exposing residents to toxic
 

contarr:- ir. - s ^y Vernal contact and inhalation. Additic \
 

not all -' *" -« "ontaninated areas surrounding the cito
 

will oe japrsd. Therefore, anyone wishing to dig j hole
 

(for any reason) -'ill be exposed to the contaminated
 

subsurface soil.
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Page 13, Par. 3;
 
"Residents and urban impacts could include, street
 

runoff containing oil, PAHs and metals that drain into
 

Black Pond. Residential use of paints, solvents, oil,
 

gasoline/ pesticides and other chemicals may also
 

impact Dlack Pond if surface runoff occurs from areas
 

where these chemicals may have been spilled."
 

comment Although residential impact may contribute to the
 

contamination of Black Pond, it is hardly worth mentioning
 

considering the millions of gallons of toxic industrial
 

waste and other toxic substances that are beincj left on
 

site.
 

Page 14, Preferred Alternative SC6: Limited Source control #2
 
"Excavating and consolidating discrete semi-solid materials
 

from SSDA1 and placing it back into the southern part of
 

the landfill within a lined cell to prevent wastes below
 

the water table from further contaminating the groundwater.'
 

comment Page 20 analysis of this procedure states that all
 

discrete materials as well as a two foot buffer _one
 

around and below the zone will be excavated. Boring
 

from TB-134 indicate that landfill debris is 31 feet
 

below the surface soil. Records also state that '„ :.e
 

water level in this area is at 11 feet. If my math .3
 

correct, this means excavation of material from 22 leet
 

below the water table (including 2 foot buffer zone).
 

TB-134 is Just slightly north of SSDA1 has petroleun
 

sheen at a depth of 10 feet. As there isn't a c-lear
 

definition of this "hot sopt" boundry, how will the
 

two fuot : . ::Vr none be determined? How will excava*:1 :
 

22 feet :e._~ water level be done safely?
 

"The esti-3t= , . , lui.ie uf the SSDA1 discrete material
 

is 500 to ','00 cabic.- yards1.' Definite delineation
 

of the area is unclear. How was this figure arrived it
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"After excavation, these materials would be consolidated
 

and placed in a lined cell beneath the cap. The linor)
 

cell would be located above the water Labie and would have
 

an impermeable liner and a leachate collection system."
 

It is my understanding that the purpose of the "imp

ermeable cell" is to prevent leachate. Why do you need
 

a "leachate collection system"? Is any cell 100%
 

guaranteed? What will prevent the. cell from crackjng
 

or tearing from ground movement?
 

"Because SSDA1 is located next to old Turnpike Road,
 

the road would be closed off during excavation to allow
 

sufficient space tor construction equipment and to
 

prevent exposure to VOC emission."
 

Rejean Road is in a residential neighborhood with
 

children and pets. We do not want heavy traffic
 

tractor trailers on this street, where will the t
 

be routed?
 

Construction equipment is lond; noisy and smelly. .'h
 

measures will be taken to minimize the nuisance? .Me
 

the vibrations from this equipment nay unsettle '. .̂-,.it
 
;^v
 material and gases. HOW will this be monitored?


will residents be protected?
 

Exposure to VOCs is a very real possibility. EPA :3
 

protecting motorists whose exposure time would ba mr.
 

by rerouting the traffic, what will be done to prote
 

the residents, who spend the majority of thiar iire> i:
 

the area. The logical solution would be relocation.
 

** "Controls '.o be implemented to minimize potential wor
 

and c f t - T i t e copulation exposure to contaminated .-lust
 

and Y'wC omission include watering of the excavation,
 

covering jpoil piles with plastic sheeting, access
 

limitations and compliance with a health and saftey u
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Watering the excavation!! covering spoil piles with
 

plastic Sheetmgl! We're not talking about a piJe of
 

Wood chips. This is highly toxic material. TO treat
 

residents with such little legard is criminal, if this
 

toxic mess must be excavated, the local residents should
 
be relocated. Further measures to protect the population
 
must be taken. The excavated toxic material must  _ e fully
 
contained in an air tight container, to prevent "exposure*
 
to contaminated dust and voc emission". This toxic
 

material must then be removed from the sita in an *ir
 

tight sealed container, not buried back on site in a cell
 

that may or may not bo impermeable.
 

Since this area is an extreme danger to tha health and
 
saftey of the population, access limitation must, be
 

more than a yellow exclusionary tape around the work
 

Air monitoring during this entire operation must, be
 

continual. Monitoring must be done while work is ir
 

progress and during shut-down. Every precaution that
 
can be taken, should be taken to assure residents th
 
VOC emission is not a danger to human health.
 

Page 15, Preferred Alternative SC6: Limited Source control «M
 
Constructing a single-barrier cap over the northern -.
 
of the landfill and a RCRA Subtitle C cap on the southern
 

part of the landfill "to reduce the amount of wat^r
 

entering the Sita waste."
 

comment Page 15 *2 "waste iound alony the shore of Black Pond
 
woulcl Le excavated and placed underneath the cap."
 

We are •cr.cerned about excavating any area of the iaidfil
 

As statea earlier, this will be the cause of exposure *-o
 

toxic ^a.^rval, not 01 preventive measure.
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Boring logs for TB-135 and ra-i32 indicate that m
 

sanitary waste, bulky waste and landfill dybris is in
 

excess of 25 feet deep on the western side of Black
 

Pond. How will this toxic waste be excavated and
 

placed underneath a cap? Won't disruption of this
 

toxic material be a hazard to human health? what will
 

prevent more material from leaching out, if this volume
 

of debris is removed?
 

Toxic landfill debris and industrial waste are located
 

on all borders of the landfill. The minimum height
 

added due to cap construction is 4-5 feet. The cap
 

requires sloping for surface water run-off. HOW can
 

an additional height of 4-5 feet be added to the ^ery
 

edge of the landfill (to cover all of the contaminants)
 

and Still be sloped? How will a cap have the desired
 

result on this site?
 

People living near a landfill that has been capped have
 

stated that capping does not work. The cap has cracked
 

and is the cause of pollution to a near by lake. The
 

sole purpose of a cap is to prevent infiltration of
 

surface water through contaminated soil. The effect

iveness of the cap is greatly diminished, or made
 

useless, whan it rracks.
 

Page 15, Preferred Alternative SC6: Limited Source control #4
 

"Installing a gas collection and treatemcnt system to
 

prevent gas build up under the cap and to collect the
 

landfill gases (and treat them if necessary)."
 

comment A3 stated earlier, ATSDR and Ct DHAS are concerned tr^at
 

landfill aascs rr.ay have migrated off-site. This plan
 

only addresses landfill gases that are on site.
 

Page '5 "3 "T^e system may consist ol either passive <-^~'
 

active var.-inq and subsequent tteatement of landfill ,-jas,
 

as necessary."
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We are adamantly opposed to any venting cf gas into
 

the atmosphere. There are children living a few feet
 

from the Site, emitting toxiu gases is not permissable
 

to the local residents. Ho iieatement is 100% s*fe.
 

What would this type of system look like, small likp or
 

would it be noisy? We are concerned about the health
 

and saftey of our families and friends. Any emission
 

from the landfill can be toxic. Even small amounts of
 

some toxms can be deadly.
 

Page 15, Preferred Alternative SC6: Limited Source Control #s
 

"Developing a health and Saftay plan"
 

comment Neighbors near the site would like to have an imput into
 

this plan, we feel that our health, aaftey and welfare
 

are at risk. Workers on site have the protection of
 

"apace suits", while we and our children remain unprotected.
 

We also feel that local doctors and health institutions
 

should be advised that extensive and hazardous construction
 

is being undertaken in the area and the types of
 

contaminants that will be exposed.
 

Page 15, Par. 1 1 ;
 

"Reconstruction Of the culvert that currently acts .̂ s
 

the outlet from Black Pond."
 

comment As the culvert will essentially bring pond water -'TOUT:T
 

the contaminated landfill, underneath the cap, what" vould
 

happen if the culvert were to leak?
 

Page 16, Par. 1 -,
 

"The northern portion of the site could be developed
 

into 3 ,."\ssive recreational area, such as a park vith
 

benches."
 

comment As cur ere r.aa a birds-eye view of tha site, we are
 

Opposed tc i oarbed wire fence with orange day-glow
 

signa posted all jver it. However, access to th*> site,
 

by non-authorized personnel should be prevented at all
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just because they have been told not tro. ""he site
 

Will be exposed to vandalism. The integrity of -hp
 

will be compromised. The health and saftey of a
 

walking in this recreational area will be in dangpr.
 

Page 17, Par. 4;
 

"Waste that is located below the water table * 11 i continue
 

Lo leach contaminants "
 

comment This speaks for its self. For a total cost of S i fi, ~) }=;, COO
 

we Still have continial leaching of toxic material .
 

Additional concerns we have ar«»:
 

1.	 Why did you stop at TB-15 when determining the landfill bounHry:
 

Test borings TB-14 and TB-15 show high PID readings and ~ood.
 

2.	 How was the north-western boundry determined? No testir,7 .-a«:
 

done north of T3-13 in front of residential houses. Tost -- > r 1:1-3
 

TB-13 has high FID Leadings and refuse.
 

3.	 When deciding that 2/3 of solid waste is above ground A-.M
 

what boring information did you use?
 

4.	 When testing north of Rejean Road TBG-20 shows high PA.K. ;
 

and other organics. Information that I have shows that --.»
 

town may have used that area for part of the Hump.
 

5.	 When testing on the landfill, were any plastic lined m'-i •'.ind:
 

Information irJuates that Solvents Recovery nay hava \±*^ -"em
 

for disposal ' =l_sn. If they have been located, ,-hat • i-s
 

are there .; r '•- it them? If not, what what plans are "'-ere * j
 

locate the-r
 

6.	 When testing .~.-t~^ i.«a east of Lhe Superfund site, wny
 

were samples J e ^ J rcr 7 01 nore days befor testing?
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7.	 GZA lab. sample reports show Acetone and Meihyl&nc chloride
 

in test boring T3-13, TB-15 and TB-18. They do not show on
 

ESE reports, why is that?
 

8.	 Table 3-1 shows test borings TB-137 and TB-137A as a solid
 

waste cell. What does this mean <and why isn't it listed in
 

any other report?
 

9.	 Test boring TB-7SA shows waste was located 15 feet below
 

Surface SOil. Yet, in test borings TD-8, TB-9 and TB-1?
 

the end of the boring was at 14 feet. Why did you stop
 

before waste material depth?
 

10.	 "Removal of all residential and commercial structures frbm
 

the Site" will be required for capping of the landfill. No
 

where in the EPA alternative is it stated that all vegetation
 

(including every tree, shrub and bush on site) must also
 

be removed. How will this be accomplished? will the
 
be removed? Will this pull up contaminated soil? Will
 
area be enclosed to prevent contaminated dirt from d
 

The procedure must be fully explained to residents before
 
any removal is done. The very thought ut living less t-han
 

40 feet from the site when this work is done terrifies us.
 

11.	 As all structures must be removed, what will happen fo <"r.o
 

existing utility and sewer hooK-upa? Landfill gases roilTV
 
the route of least resistance. The abandoned utility lines
 
would be a perfect avenue for gas migration. Landfill aases
 

could enter cracks in the services and migrate to homes off
 
site. The sewer and utility lines must be removed and r.ot
 

jUbt disconectcd and capped.
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RE: Comments on Proposed Cleanup Plan
 

Old Southinaton Landfill Superfund Site
 

Dear	 Ms. Silva:
 

These comments are submitted by the ad hoc Potentially
 
Responsible Party ("PRP") Group for the Old Southington Landfill
 
("OSL") Superfund Site (the "Site"). These comments address the
 
Environmental Protection Agency's ("EPA") Proposed Cleanup Plan
 
(the "Plan") for the referenced project, issued by EPA on May 23,
 
1994.
 

I.	 EPA'S PROPOSED REMEDY FOR OSL OPERABLE UNIT 1 ("OU 1") IS
 
PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT
 

A. EPA's proposed remedy is founded on sound technical data
 
that	 were presented in the Remedial Investigation and
 

tibilitv Study rRI/FSl.
 

The PRPs commend the EPA for its efforts in producing a
 
comprehensive Plan that appropriately addresses all potential
 
health and environmental concerns presented by the contaminants at
 
the Site. EPA's proposed remedy for OU 1 includes fencing,
 
relocation of residences and businesses located on the Site,
 
excavation/relocation of discrete materials from semi-solid
 
disposal area one ("SSDA l"), installation of a gas collection
 
system, and capping. The PRPs support the majority of the proposed
 
remedy. However, as discussed below, the PRPs question the
 
technical feasibility and benefit to human health or the
 
environment of disturbing materials in SSDA 1.
 

The Plan represents the culmination of an extensive
 
investigation and ^election process, a process which is described
 
in detail in the ?. I FS. In turn, the RI/FS is the result of over
 
six years of field . :r.-:. data collection and analysis, and report
 
preparation. The ?: FS , -..r.ich cost more than 54 million, involved
 
the installation r: nearl/ -5: grcundwater monitoring wells and over
 
100 soil borings, extensive grrr-indwater hydraulic measurements, and
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comparison of numerous remedial options, including the use of
 
computer simulations. Throughout the investigations, the PRPs,
 
EPA, and Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection
 
("CTDEP") have maintained regular communications concerning
 
investigations of the Site. These included discussing and
 
developing the Scope of Work prior to initiation, reviewing data
 
gathered from investigations, interpreting the technical data, and
 
preparing interim deliverables. As a result of this technical
 
effort, the Plan, which forms the framework for the next two phases
 
of work (i.e., the remedial design and remedial action), is based
 
on a thorough understanding of Site conditions.
 

B.	 The cap and gas collection proposed bv EPA are consistent
 
with the policy sec forth in EPA's Municipal Solid Waste
 
Landfill Presumptive Pemedy Guidance.,
 

The remedial actions described by EPA in its gui_
 
document, Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites,
 
are primarily designed to contain a landfill mass and collect
 
and/or treat landfill gases. The remedial alternatives proposed by
 
EPA for Operable Unit l ("OU l") (capping and collection and
 
venting of landfill gases) are EPA's prototypic approaches to meet
 
these design goals. EPA's prototype was developed after a close
 
examination of the remedial goals and appropriate strategies to
 
address those goals at numerous CERCLA municipal landfill sites
 
across the country.
 

CERCLA landfills typically contain large volumes of
 
heterogeneous municipal waste co-disposed with commercial waste, as
 
is the case at the Site. Based on its evaluation of anaicgous
 
municipal mixed waste sites throughout the United States, EPA nas
 
determined that containment through capping is the appropriate
 
response action at these sites to address human health and
 
environmental concerns. EPA's findings are grounded in part on the
 
fact that large volumes of heterogenous wastes spread over acres of
 
landfill area rarely are conducive to massive excavation projects
 
to relocate such wastes. Such excavation projects, which
 
frequently involve very large volumes of potentially hazardous
 
solid, semi-solid and liquid materials, not only are cost
 
prohibitive, but also do not make sense from a health and
 
environmental protection standpoint. Activities involved in the
 
excavation, moverer.t ^rd ranagerent of excavated materials, and the
 
subsequent dispose. :r incineration of such materials, almost
 
always present rucr. :r-eater environmental and health risks than the
 
original landfil-s --;-se .ves.
 

The remedia. : _-.-:-at. .es of capping and gas collection are
 
containment strat-a.-s ^esianea to eliminate the potential for
 
exposure to conta-.- -13 i j3.-s ar.d to minimize or prevent build up
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of landfill gases under tr.e cap, whicn r.ight impair its
 
performance. As is the case at r.any ether CERCLA landfill sites,
 
EPA has determined that capping and gas collection system
 
alternatives are protective of human health and the environment for
 
the Site after evaluating data from all media of concern and
 
assessing the potential risks posed by contaminants characterized
 
during the RI/FS process. In addition, the gas collection svstem
 
may have ancillary beneficial effects. Changes in concentration
 
gradients created by this system will translate into diminished vcc
 
mass within the body of the waste, especially in the vadose zzr.z.
 
This in turn could create a concentration gradient between soil and
 
groundwater which would cause groundwater contaminants to d.rr^se
 
into unsaturated pore spaces, ..nere tne gases would be collert^a cv
 
the venting system .
 

The removal of residential and commercial structures currently
 
located on the Site is appropriate and necessary -:~r -.he
 
installation and long-term integrity of the cap. A proper :ip and
 
gas collection system for the Site simply cannot be desigrei ana
 
installed around the existing structures.
 

Notwithstanding a number of comments by area property r-.-.ers
 
during the public comment period on this matter, it .3 -ot
 
necessary or appropriate from an environmental or health protect::n
 
standpoint to remove or relocate structures that are not locate! :.-,
 
the Site. First, the existence of any residential or cor-err.a.
 
structures in the area around the Site will not affect the ^es;-r.
 
and installation of the cap for the Site. Second, the cap ars -.13
 
collection system will eliminate any potential risks that -.^-t
 
exist to occupants of such buildings by eliminating the pcss.c...
of contacts with landfill wastes cr gases. The "buffer -•• '
 
suggested by area residents during the comment period . i -.:
 
relevant to any factors inherent in the RI/FS evaluation pr:-'-?jj
 
Third, the cost of any such removal or relocation efforts ^-.^.: :•»
 
high, and would be unnecessary and arbitrary because there ire ~:
 
identifiable risks to human health or the enviro.-.ro-t.
 
Accordingly, there is no basis or, to our knowledge, precede-t :;r
 
the removal or relocation of structures located adjacent to .r . 
the vicinity of the Site.
 

II.	 THE PORTIONS CF THE SITE REFERRED TO AS THE DISCRETE AFEAJ 7
 
SEMI-SOLID DISPOSAL AREA DUMBER ONE ("SSDA 1") DO NOT '••'-.- .= .- '• 7
 
SPECIAL CONSITJEPATi::;, AND SHOULD NOT 3E EXCAVATED
 

The PRPs disagr-3-? . .tn tne EPA's proposal to excavate di3cr-?te
 
materials from SS2A '. -^ cart of CU I. The materials tr.at
 
proposes to excav^t-i ;: -.ct rcnstitute a "hot spot" under
 
guidance documents r -..c'c~se^ Superfund reform legislate
 
Moreover, these -it--:-.;.j :r.o^ld not be excavated cer
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excavation presents numerous logistical and worker health and
 
safety problems, and could potentially be prohibitively expensive.
 
Each of these issues is discussed below.
 

A.	 SSDA 1 materials do not constitute a_ "hot snoy *<=
 
defined by EPA guidance, and should not be
 

The remedy suggested by EPA treats certain discrete materials
 
in SSDA 1 as areas that should be excavated. Guidance issued by
 
the EPA in 1991 and 1993 addresses the presumptive remedy for
 
landfills, a remedy which involves leaving all landfill wastes in
 
place under an impermeable cap. This EPA guidance also describes
 
less common situations where additional remedial alternatives
 
should be evaluated to address certain areas of waste at a
 
landfill, even though a cap is to be installed, in order to protect
 
against actual or potential threats that they pose to human health
 
or the environment. EPA guidance refers to these areas that may
 
require special attention as "hot spots."
 

EPA's guidance regarding these "hot spots" provides as
 
follows:
 

Hot spots that are appropriate for excavation and removal
 
should be in discrete, accessible locations of a landfill
 
where a waste type or mixture of wastes presents a principal
 
threat to human health and the environment. The area should
 
be large enough so that remediation will significantly reduce
 
the risk posed by the overall site and small enough to be
 
reasonably practicable for removal and/or treatment.
 

In its guidance, EPA states that if certain questions can be
 
answered in the affirmative, it is likely that special treatment of
 
hot spots is warranted. The questions framed in EPA guidance are
 
as follows:
 

1.	 Does evidence exist to indicate the presence and
 
approximate location of waste?
 

2.	 Is the hot spot known to be a principal threat waste?
 
3.	 Is the waste in a discrete, accessible part of the
 

landfill?
 
4.	 Is the hot spot known to be large enough that its
 

remediation will reduce the threat posed by the overall
 
site but snail enough that it is reasonable to consider
 
removal?
 

The application zt this guidance, and the above-referenced
 
criteria, to the Site de-cnstrates that the discrete materials in
 
SSDA 1 do not qualify 23 a "hot spot." Extensive investigatory
 
work was performed d^rir.a t!-.e RI/FS to assess the significance of
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the materials in SSDA 1. For example, thirty-eight soil samples
 
were collected from SSDA 1. The levels of constituents that were
 
detected in all but two of the 33 samples collected from SSDA 1
 
were similar to the quantitative levels detected throughout the
 
southern portion of the Site. Moreover, with the exception of two
 
areas of discrete materials, the materials in SSDA 1 are not
 
significantly different in type or appearance from the rest of the
 
southern portion of the Site.
 

One area of visually discrete material ("Material B") consists
 
of a milky white substance which averages eight feet in thickness
 
and extends approximately 80-90 feet in a north-south direction,
 
and approximately 20-25 feet in the east-west direction. Evidence
 
of Material B was discovered in only three borings. The other area
 
of discrete material, "Material A", is brown in appearance and
 
contains some volatile organic compounds ("VOCs"), and is much
 
smaller and more localized. Evidence of Material A was discovered
 
in only one boring (B402) at a thickness of about 8 inches.
 
Material A was not encountered in any of the other 14 borings
 
within SSDA 1. Based on locations of borings around B402, Material
 
A extends no more than a fifteen foot diameter around B402.
 
Material A is located well above the water table. Similarly,
 
Discrete Material B is located almost entirely in the unsaturated
 
zone.
 

Downgradient groundwater quality data clearly indicate that
 
the discrete materials from within SSDA 1 are not acting as -a^or,
 
preferential sources of contamination to groundwater. Constituents
 
of the type found in Material B do not show up in any downgradient
 
groundwater samples. In addition, although constituents of the
 
type found in Material A have been detected in groundwater
 
downgradient of the southern portion of the Site, these
 
constituents have not been found in groundwater immediately
 
downgradient of SSDA 1, or in a sample from just below the water
 
table in the single boring in which Material A was detected. In
 
sun, th«r« is no reliable evidence of vertical leaching of Material
 
A to th« groundwater.
 

Accordingly, the discrete materials in SSDA 1 do not pose
 
principal threats to groundwater. The removal of these materials
 
would not significantly reduce the overall risk posed by the Site
 
and would provide minimal benefit with respect to EPA's evaluation
 
criteria as set forth in its guidance concerning the identification
 
and handling of hot spots.
 

An analysis cf the discrete materials in SSDA 1 under EPA
 
guidance also shows that such areas do not constitute a hot spot.^
 
Only question one fron the EPA guidance materials quoted above can
 
be answered in the arfirrative. Questions two, three and four,
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based on the data presented in the RI, cannot be answered in the
 
affirmative for the OSL Site. First, the discrete materials in
 
SSDA 1 are not a "principal threat" when considered with the Site
 
as a whole. Second, they also are not readily accessible due to
 
their depth below the surface of the landfill, and their location
 
proximate to Old Turnpike Road. Finally, these materials do not
 
act as preferential or larger sources of contaminants to
 
groundwater than the contaminants in the rest of the southern
 
portion of the landfill. Accordingly, removal of the discrete
 
material from SSDA 1 would not reduce the potential threats posed
 
by the overall Site.
 

In addition to the fact that the discrete materials in SSDA l
 
do not constitute a principal threat, and thus need not be
 
excavated, these materials also v:ould be very costly to address in
 
the fashion prescribed by the EPA's Plan. The costs of excavating
 
the SSDA 1 areas are excessive in view of the absence of benefit to
 
human health or the environment from such excavation. As a result,
 
the excavation remedy suggested by EPA is arbitrary and
 
unreasonable.
 

Finally, evaluations performed during the FS demonstrated that
 
the composite-barrier cap that would be placed over the entire
 
southern portion of the Site would further isolate the discrete
 
materials within SSDA 1. It also would eliminate or significantly
 
reduce any leaching of contaminants that might occur not only from
 
the discrete materials but also from the remainder of SSDA 1.
 

B.	 SSDA 1 would not require excavation under proposed 1994
 
legislative changes to Superfund codifying EPA "hot spot"
 
guidance.
 

Legislation proposed for the reauthorization of Superfund
 
would statutorily recognize "hot spots" and would codify approaches
 
to their remediation. Currently, as discussed above, hot spots are
 
dealt with by EPA exclusively in guidance documents. For the most
 
part, the proposed legislation parallels EPA's existing guidance.
 
However, certain aspects of the proposed legislation go beyond the
 
hot spot guidance discussed earlier in these comments. For
 
example, the proposed legislation recognizes additional situations
 
in which a final containment remedy may be preferable to a remedy
 
requiring treatment. This is specifically identified to be the
 
case at landfills. A final containment remedy may be chosen in one
 
of two scenarios, (l) for small hot spots and (2) for high volume
 
or large area hot spots. Although the latter scenario is not.
 
relevant, the first scenario is directly applicable to the Site.
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The 1994 legislative proposal envisions that a final
 
containment remedy that does not include excavation of a hot spot
 
is appropriate under circumstances where the hot spot is:
 

small relative to the overall volume of waste or
 
contamination being addressed, and the hot spot is not
 
readily identifiable and accessible, and without the
 
presence of the hot spot containment would have been
 
selected as the appropriate remedy... for the larger body
 
of waste or area of contamination in which the hot spot
 
is located.
 

Applying these criteria to conditions at the Site, SSDA 1
 
itself is small relative to the overall Site volume. The discrete
 
materials identified by the EPA within the SSDA 1 for excavation
 
represent a subset of SSDA l and are estimated to total 600 to
 
1,500 cubic yards. EPA estimates total Site volume in excess of
 
300,000 cubic yards. Accordingly, this criterion is clearly met.
 

The second criterion is that the hot spot not be readily
 
identifiable or accessible. At the Site, based on soil boring
 
information, discrete materials within SSDA 1 appear to be
 
identifiable based on visual characteristics, but are not readily
 
distinguishable by chemical characteristics. Moreover,
 
accessibility is problematic for SSDA 1. The materials are located
 
fairly deep in the landfill (up to 13 feet deep), with a small
 
volume of the discrete material occurring below groundwater level.
 
This fact alone makes access to these materials more difficult. In
 
addition, SSDA l lies in close proximity to Old Turnpike Road.
 
Excavation of the discrete material and EPA's suggested surrounding
 
buffer zone could be technically complex because of the necessity
 
to ensure the structural stability of the road. The analysis of
 
accessibility should take into consideration not only the ability
 
to physically come in contact with the materials in question but
 
also the relative ease of doing so and the problems encountered in
 
the process.
 

As discussed above, the third criterion is satisfied for this
 
Site because of the presumptive remedy that has been adopted and
 
employed by EPA for CERCLA municipal landfill sites. Capping of
 
the Site and collection of landfill gases would have been selected
 
even if SSDA 1 materials did not exist.
 

Though the criteria discussed for small hot spots are
 
currently not the law, the proposed language clearly indicates
 
Congress' and the EPA's latest thinking on these important
 
subjects, and therefore .should be taken into account in the
 
generation of an appropriate Plan for this Site. Congress clearly
 
is working with EPA to naxe Superfund more workable, efficient, and
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cost and time effective. The proposed statutory language was
 
drafted in this spirit and should be looked to for guidance in
 
regard to the remedy for this Site.
 

C.	 Excavation of SSDA 1 would be difficult locrisf ira n yf
 

could potentially be very costly; and, could pn*t*
 
significant and unwarranted risks to workers.
 

As discussed above, because SSDA 1 is not a hot spot, the
 
special treatment proposed by EPA is not appropriate. However,
 
even if SSDA 1 is deemed to be a hot spot, EPA should recognize the
 
significant worker safety and cost issues presented by the
 
excavation proposal for SSDA 1. Notwithstanding the description of
 
excavation plans for SSDA 1 in the EPA Plan, and the $1.6 million
 
estimate for completing such '.;ork, experiences with extensive
 
excavation projects from other analogous Superfund sites point to
 
the likelihood of worker safety and logistical problems with the
 
excavation proposal for SSDA 1 that could be considerably
 
underestimated by the Plan.
 

The McColl Superfund Site ("McColl") in Fullerton, California
 
is a case in point. McColl provides an illustrative case history
 
of the unanticipated logistical problems and exorbitant costs which
 
can be associated with undertaking a "hot spot" removal. In June
 
1990, EPA performed a trial excavation of approximately 137 cubic
 
yards of waste at McColl. As at this Site, VOCs were present at
 
McColl. The approach taken by EPA at the McColl site has ceen
 
detailed and evaluated in a government report, "Demonstration of a
 
Trial Excavation at the McColl Superfund Site", a copy of wni.cn :s
 
included as Appendix A.
 

The cost bases for the excavation alternatives in the SI,F5
 
report for the Site was an estimate of $26 per ton for excavation
 
activities. At McColl, the cost of excavation was $526 per tan.
 
This differential at McColl appears to have resulted in large part
 
from measures taken to address the potential excavation-related
 
risks, e.g., building a ventilated enclosure over the area to te
 
excavated, and the inherent logistical problems arising from such
 
measures. The differential also is attributable in part to the
 
fact that project efficiencies, including but not necessarily
 
limited to worker productivity, were greatly reduced at McColl. To
 
this point, the report notes that the excavation of soil at McColl
 
required double and triple handling.
 

The hazards to workers wearing protective gear, including
 
reduced mobility jnder often slippery conditions, also are
 
significantly higher for vhese types of projects. This hazard
 
potential is further ragnified by the necessity for use of heavy
 
equipment in a relatively srall, confined area.
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If EPA were to require the same protocols and procedures
 
during the excavation of SSDA 1 that it did at the McColl site, the
 
hazards associated with the project could be increased very
 
significantly, and the costs of addressing the Material A and
 
Material B in SSDA 1 likely could exceed $8 million.
 

D.	 If excavation of Material A or Material B in sgna i
 
ultimately is required. EPA's Plap should anticipate and
 
address other issues and factory
 

As indicated above, excavation of SSDA 1 is neither necessary
 
nor appropriate. However, should the Plan ultimately require such
 
excavation to occur, the following other issues and factors should
 
be addressed or taken into account by EPA in its final remediation
 
plan:
 

Delineation of Discrete Material - The precise
 
delineation of material .to be removed from SSDA 1 nust be
 
based on visual differentiation of the material. This
 
delineation should include a well-defined, discrete
 
buffer zone around visually distinct materials. Due to
 
the spatial distribution of various contaminants in SSDA
 
1 specifically, and the southern portion of the Site
 
generally, differentiation of discrete SSDA 1 materials
 
on the basis of constituent levels is not technically
 
possible. The spatial distribution of Constituents of
 
Potential Concern is extremely variable and unpredictable
 
and the levels of constituents in most samples from
 
within SSDA 1 are similar to those detected elsewhere
 
throughout the southern portion of the Site. In effect,
 
delineation based on any method other than visual
 
characteristics would result in the unintended i.-.ci
 
inappropriate requirement that the entire southern
 
portion of the Site be excavated. In addition to tr.e
 
prohibitively exorbitant costs of such a rassive
 
excavation project, such an undertaking would te
 
completely inconsistent with EPA guidance on remediation
 
of municipal landfills.
 

Flexibility in Implementation of Remedy - EPA's
 
preference at this time appears to be to relocate any
 
materials excavated from SSDA 1 into a lined cell under
 
the cap somewhere in the southern portion of the Site.
 
The EPA should retain flexibility in the ROD to allow for
 
other methods _f handling and isolating these materials.
 
For example. I?A should encourage employment of value
 
engineering _n the design of any excavation and
 
relocation ;:rcgran, the location, design, and
 
constructic.-. ;: any waste cell liner or cap, and the
 
management :: .-. ista Leachate. Final decisions on the
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disposition of this material should be made during the
 
design phase, based on the technologies available at that
 
time.
 

III.	 EPA'S SELECTED REMEDY SHOULD CONTAIN PERFORMANCE STANDARDS
 
NOT SPECIFIC DESIGN REQUIREMENTS, TO ALLOW FOR DESIGN
 
FLEXIBILITY AND TO ENCOURAGE VALUE ENGINEERING
 

The PRPs recommend that EPA identify and mandate the remedy
 
for the Site through the identification of performance standard
 
goals, instead of specifying design details. The specification of
 
performance standards allows for the use of lower cost, but
 
equivalent or better, performing technologies as they become
 
available. This "value engineering" approach is the best way to
 
avoid overly specific directives that might result in the
 
inadvertent and inappropriate exclusion of effective and efficient
 
remedial design and implementation methods.
 

Several important examples of parts of the proposed remedy
 
which would benefit from this performance standard approach are
 
described below:
 

Cap Details - The Plan describes specific cap designs, setting
 
specifications for particular details of the design. The
 
remedy should focus on performance standards, such as
 
permeability requirements for given layers of the cap, or for
 
the cap system as a whole. This will allow for flexibility
 
during the design to use those materials which ray se
 
available near the Site (i.e., clays) in place of geoner.crar.es
 
or to use newly-developed products which are not now on tne
 
market (i.e., new geosynthetics or membranes).
 

Waste Along Black Pond Shoreline - The Plan requires
 
excavating wastes from along the Black Pond shoreline and
 
consolidating them under the cap. The objective is to assure
 
that, following installation of the cap, these wastes are
 
isolated from Black Pond. Although excavation and
 
consolidation may prove the most efficient means to achieve
 
the objective, it should not be the only remedy considered
 
during design. For example, it may be more feasible and
 
effective to -. a-, e tr.e oap extend over the shoreline, thus
 
isolating tr.e . iste -ass from the Pond. Other alternatives
 
may also be feas.cle and the final Plan should remain flexible
 
enough to allow jor.s. deration of all alternatives that would
 
meet the Plar. '3 oc-ect ives .
 

http:geoner.crar.es
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Outlet Culvert From SlacK Pond - The Plan specifies
 
reconstruction of the existing culvert beneath Old Turnpike
 
Road. Reconstruction of the culvert now appears to be the
 
most feasible method of re-establishing an adequate connection
 
between Black Pond and the downgradient wetlands. However,
 
the final Plan should maintain the flexibility to achieve this
 
objective by an equally effective method which might be
 
developed during the design phase. For example, other
 
potential discharge mechanisms could include a pump system or
 
siphon flow system. The optiral location for the discharge
 
point may not be the existing culvert. Early aerial
 
photographs show that prior to the development of the northern
 
portion of the landfill, the discharge point from Black Pond
 
was not in the current location. Alternatively, depending on
 
the final design of the remedy, an enhanced connection between
 
Black Pond and the wetlands r.ay not be as vital and desirable
 
as it appears at this time.
 

Gas Collectzon/Control System - In addition to advances in
 
materials, advances in landfill gas management and control
 
techniques may allow engineers to provide innovative solutions
 
once empirical data, such as landfill gas volume and quality,
 
become available. The Plan purports to prescribe a specific
 
gas control technology. Flexibility in the final Plan would
 
allow for consideration of the most innovative technologies
 
available at the time of design. An example of the lack of
 
flexibility in the Plan is the specification of individual gas
 
collection wells with surface hook vents. A subsurface
 
collection system connecting rr.uch, if not all, of the systen
 
to a single discharge point night be much more efficient. The
 
most effective and efficient final design for the systa
cannot be determined, and thus should not be specified, at
 
this time. Rather, these decisions snould be made durir.g tr.a
 
design phase.
 

The vagaries of a Superfund site like the Site, which involves
 
substantial volumes of commingled wastes, make necessary a flexIDie
 
final remediation plan. Such a plan will encourage efficient and
 
effective decision-making, and will assist in the design and
 
implementation of a remedy that is as protective as possible frcm
 
the standpoint of both human health and the environment.
 

IV. OPERABLE UNIT I " TJ 2") 

EPA has the resccrs icility to consider all comments regarding 
its Plan, and tr.e ;ppcrt-mty to amend the Plan in light of 
significant comnert3. :~.e cf the portions of the Plan that could
 
be affected by sucr. —--er.ts .3 the administrative process by which
 
EPA will inplerert tr.e r-^-eaial alternatives selected. For
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example, as indicated in Section IV(C) of these comments, EPA nay
 
determine that a focused feasibility study or interim record of
 
decision approach is more appropriate than the two operable unit
 
approach proposed in the Plan. Accordingly, the PRPs are providing
 
comments on the scope and implementation of OU 2.
 

A.	 The PRPs agree that aroundwater remediation is not
 
necessary.
 

The PRPs concur with the EPA in its decision that groundwater
 
remediation is not warranted at this time. The reasons for the
 
PRPs' concurrence are detailed in the three sections below.
 
As indicated in the RI/FS Report, the groundwater beneath and
 
emanating from the Site -as ceen extensively studied and
 
characterized. Based en the RI/FS work, there is no current or
 
future risk to human health or the environment from constituents in
 
groundwater. Due to local and state institutional controls, the
 
groundwater from the Site is not and cannot be used for drinking
 
water purposes. Moreover, the groundwater from the Site is not
 
adversely affecting area surface water bodies, including wetlands
 
in the vicinity of the site and the Quinnipiac River basin.
 
Because there are no such human health or environmental risks, the
 
benefits of groundwater remediation at this Site are far outweighed
 
by the complications and potential impacts of operating a treatment
 
system, and the exorbitant costs of such a system.
 

Another reason that the FRPs agree with a current remedy that
 
does not include a groundwater remedy relates to the cap proposed
 
as part of OU 1. The installation of the cap will dramatically
 
affect the hydraulic conditions _n the aquifer beneath the Site.
 
These effects should be studied and taken into account in analyzing
 
groundwater conditions and alternatives as part of the preparation
 
of a report for OU 2.
 

Groundwater is not used for a drinking water supply. Human
 
health is- not impacted by constituents in groundwater because
 
groundwater is not currently used and may not be used in the future
 
for drinking. Institutional controls already in existence,
 
including stringent controls at both the State and local levels,
 
prevent the use of groundwater from the aquifer below and
 
downgradient of the Site. The PRPs have previously provided the
 
EPA with substantial documentation regarding each of these issues.
 
Please refer to the -ttacr.ed letter from Carol Lear, Respondents'
 
Project Coordinat-r -3 Al.-erinda Silva and Julie Taylor dated
 
March 8, 1991 for ~:re ;cr.plete ..".formation and a more detailed
 
discussion of tr.ese .-pcrtar.t issues. This letter appears in
 
Appendix B to this .---=r.
 

http:ttacr.ed
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Groundwater is not adversely affecting surface waters.
 
Surface water bodies, including area wetlands and the Quinnipiac
 
River basin, also are not being adversely impacted by ground-water
 
from the Site. Surface water bodies which, based on their
 
proximity to the Site, could potentially be impacted by
 
contaminants in the groundwater include Black Pond, various
 
wetlands within the Study Area, and the Quinnipiac River. Black
 
Pond is upgradient of the Site and, as demonstrated in the Ri, acts
 
as a major recharge to groundwater. Therefore, contaminants in
 
groundwater beneath and downgradient of the Site do not impact
 
Black Pond. Surface water sampling performed during the RI
 
confirms this fact.
 

Wetlands are present only in areas that are either upgradient
 
of the Site, or significantly dcwngradient of the Site. As
 
demonstrated by data collected during the RI and the subsequent
 
ecological risk assessment, the upgradient wetlands, whicn are
 
present primarily in the vicinity of Black Pond, have not ceen
 
affected by the landfill. Contaminants in groundwater downgradient
 
of the Site are present only in the deeper portions of the aquifer.
 
Shallow groundwater, which might under certain circumstances
 
discharge to such wetlands, is free of significant contaminants.
 
This is consistent with the downward gradients in groundwater as it
 
moves west, as measured during the RI. Likewise, even at deeper
 
portions of the aquifer, the levels of contaminants are generally
 
below levels typically expected to impact aquatic plants cr
 
animals. Therefore, data developed during the RI do not indicate
 
the likelihood of adverse impacts to wetlands, resulting ~ror.
 
groundwater from the Site.
 

The Quinnipiac River is located approximately one-half -:.e
 
downgradient (west) of the Site. Groundwater flow, Coving -es..
 
ultimately either intersects the iuinnipiac River or the regi-.-a.
 
southward basin flow beneath the River. The 7Q10 flow within t.-.e
 
Quinnipiac River is approximately 1000 gallons per minute , gpr.j.
 
Groundwater flow within the aquifer moving west from the Site nas
 
been estimated, based on data presented in the RI, to flow at
 
approximately 500 gpm. The Quinnipiac River is the surface
 
manifestation of the Quinnipiac River Basin aquifer; the River
 
actually is in contact with the aquifer below it. The River Basin
 
flows in a general southerly direction, while the River meanders
 
above it. Groundwater from the Study Area aquifer moves west until
 
it becomes influenced by the River Basin and slowly turns
 
southerly. At that tire, tne Study Area aquifer becomes mixed and
 
diluted by the River Basin aquifer. Direct groundwater discharge
 
to the River, there::re, :s net likely to occur.
 

It is import^-- ~: rote t.-.at, even if groundwater discharged
 
directly to the ?...-.- .t.-.:-1: - rion, the levels of contaminants
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migrating from the Site would not adversely affect the river
 
ecosystem. Only relatively lev; levels of chlorinated VOCs have
 
been observed at monitoring wells 3303 and B309, the most westerly
 
monitoring wells downgradient of the Site. Because the Site closed
 
in 1967, and because such wells are downgradient and under the
 
influence of regional groundwater flow (e.g. nixing and dilution
 
have occurred), concentrations measured at these downgradient wells
 
are indicative of the steady state condition in the aquifer,
 
Assuming that groundwater from the Site does directly discharge to
 
the River, and that the levels of VOCs in wells B308 and 3309 do
 
not decrease before reaching the River (an extremely conservative
 
assumption), the concentrations of those constituents would
 
nevertheless not be detectable in the River. This absence of
 
detectable constituents would be a function of the low levels of
 
contaminants migrating fron the Site and the relatively large
 
volume of river water with whicn such constituents would mix.
 

The River is classified C/B, indicating a degraded condition
 
upgradient as well as downgradient of the Study Area. The impact
 
of groundwater contaminants on the Rive.r or its basin, if any,
 
would be minor because, as stated above, the concentrations in the
 
groundwater downgradient of the Site are low and considerable
 
additional dilution and mixing occur at the River basin.
 

Groundwater remediation v.-ould not be effective at this site.
 
and could in fact have detrimental effects. As explained aoove,
 
because groundwater from the Site is not adversely affecting nuran
 
health or the environment, treatment of that groundwater is not
 
necessary or appropriate. For a number of reasons, any treatment
 
system employed at the Site also would be problematic fron an
 
operational and effectiveness standpoint. Moreover, a treatrent
 
system could actually increase health and environmental ris/.s.
 

First, as described in more detail in the RI/FS and
 
previous PRP technical comments to the EPA, pumping and treating
 
groundwater from the aquifer beneath and downgradient of the Site
 
would not be particularly effective. As demonstrated by the SI
 
activities, migration of contaminants from the Site likely nas
 
reached steady state conditions. Commonly specified remedial
 
design objectives such as pumping and treatment for the purpose of
 
containment, contaminant mass reduction, or aquifer restoration
 
will at best will yield inefficient and mixed results. The
 
underlying aquifer :s a high yielding aquifer of glacial ice-

contact and outwasn :onsisting cf a mixture of sand, silt and
 
gravel) deposits. :.-.e complex fabric of these deposits and
 
sorptive nature cr -r.e contaminants in the dissolved phase of the
 
plume, combined, :-^3_l-- -n little likelihood of successful
 
remediation as ie:.--:-^ c. -r.s oo]ectives noted below.
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EPA recognizes that factors sucn as the characteristics of the
 
Site make any pump and treat remedy designed to achieve contaminant
 
mass reduction or aquifer restoration unlikely to succeed. EPA
 
notes that, in general, older contaminant plumes are more difficult
 
to remedy and that chances for success diminish greatly if the
 
aquifer is not hydrological homogenous and if the contaminants are
 
relatively insoluble with a nigh affinity for sorbing to aquifer
 
material (USEPA, RS Kerr Laboratory). While substantial
 
groundwater modeling has been performed, the real timefrane for
 
remediation are not easily predicted by modeling. This is
 
particularly of concern at this Site due to recently understood
 
phenomena. Simplifying assumptions used in groundwater -odels
 
often lead to underestimates of timeframes and tend to over
estimate the efficacy of pump and treat remedies. common
 
groundwater models such 33 advection/dispersion contaminant
 
transport models use as a retardation co-efficient, a laboratory-

derived value, to describe sorption process. This approach assumes
 
that local equilibrium of the contaminant mixture occurs between
 
the aquifer skeleton and the pore water. However, by making these
 
implications, the enormously important rate-limiting
 
sorption/desorption effects are not considered (Goltz and Oxley,
 
1990). Gilliham in 1982 showed that common linear retardation and
 
advective dispersion models seriously underestimate the volume of
 
water that would be removed from an aquifer in order to reduce the
 
contaminant to low levels.
 

Another simplifying assumption which leads to underestimated
 
cleanup times is that almost every site has erratic and imperfectly
 
known contaminant sources; at this scale of observation, these
 
factors combine with poorly defir.ea dissolution kinetics and lead
 
to restoration uncertainty far greater than predicted zy
 
groundwater models. (Sudicky, 1339; Sudicky and Huyakorn, 1"91,.
 
Other phenomena, such as intragranular diffusion, that -ave
 
particular importance at this Site occur at the said grain sca.e
 
and within the granular material of aquifers and have only recently
 
been studied. Understanding these phenomena may explain why pump
 
and treat data deviate from that predicted by simple models.
 
(Brusseau and Rao, 1939, 1991).
 

Second, as discussed in the FS, a groundwater treatment system
 
for the Site would merely exchange one waste for another zy
 
removing very small arour.ts of contaminants from a contaminated
 
groundwater medium a-d creating significant quantities of hazardous
 
wastes in the for~ :: treatment residuals that must be stored,
 
managed, transporter i.-. 2 disposed of. A large quantity of wastes
 
would be produced >. t tr.e Site due to the very large volume of
 
groundwater that - ;-.-i r.ave to ee treated, and the sequential
 
treatment system t.-.at . :^_d ce -eoessary to remove constituents of
 
concern from the -.r-~-: i t r r .
 

http:arour.ts
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Table 1 in Appendix C of this letter presents a comparison of
 
the volume of wastes that would be removed from the groundwater,
 
and the volume of wastes that would be generated in the form of
 
treatment residuals, for each of the groundwater alternatives
 
analyzed in the FS. This analysis demonstrates that the operation
 
of a groundwater extraction treatment system at the Site would
 
result in the generation of as much as 4450 pounds of hazardous
 
waste per day, while removing only 5.29 pounds per day of vocs and
 
semi-volatile organic compounds ("SVOCs") from the groundwater.
 
Each of the groundwater treatment alternatives evaluated in the FS
 
would generate significantly more waste than would be removed from
 
the groundwater which, as discussed above, is not and cannot be
 
used for drinking water purposes. This waste would have to be
 
transported through the communities around the Site to disposal
 
facilities that may be significant distances from the Site.
 

Third, a treatment system at the Site would likely result in
 
the contamination of large quantities of clean groundwater that
 
would be drawn into areas affected by the Site. Moreover, the
 
treatment process could cause contaminants to spread into
 
previously unaffected areas. These factors would further diminish
 
the effectiveness and appropriateness of any groundwater treatment
 
system.
 

Fourth, discharge into the Quinnipiac River of the large
 
volumes of groundwater that would be removed from the Site aquifer
 
and treated could alter the physical and biological profile of the
 
River. No other suitable discharge alternative exists locally to
 
handle the volume of groundwater that would require disposal. This
 
volume is estimated to be up to half of the flow of the Quinnipiac
 
River.
 

Post-Cap Monitoring - The installation of the cap over the
 
Site will prevent further infiltration of precipitation through the
 
landfill waste mass and will have significant impacts en
 
groundwater hydraulics. Post-cap monitoring will provide data
 
useful to determine the impacts of the cap on groundwater quality
 
and the effects on groundwater hydraulics, including flow rates and
 
water levels beneath and downgradient of the Site. This monitoring
 
will provide empirical data relative to the effect of natural
 
flushing of existing constituents in groundwater, the reduced
 
contribution of constituents to groundwater due to the installation
 
of the cap, and the effect on downgradient groundwater quality.
 

B. A remedy tr.at does not involve treatment of groundwater 
at the S.te 13 consistent with other EPA RODs and 
policies. -."d .. :tr. the randates of CERCLA 
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Prior Records of Decisions ("RODs") from Region I demonstrate
 
that groundwater treatment is not appropriate for all Superfund
 
sites where groundwater contamination has been identified. Under
 
circumstances similar to those at this Site, where contaminated
 
groundwater does not pose a threat to either human health or the
 
environment, Region I has selected remedies at CERCLA sites on a
 
case-by-case basis which required no action with respect to
 
groundwater. A brief summary of some of these RODS, including RODS
 
from the Darling Hill, Shaffer Landfill, Western Sand and Gravel,
 
and Mottolo Pig Farm Superfund sites, appears in previous
 
correspondence from the PRPs to EPA.
 

In addition, the selection by EPA of a remedial alternative
 
for OU 2 that does not involve extraction and treatment of
 
groundwater beneath the Site would be consistent with CERCLA. t.-.e
 
cleanup requirements of the :;ational Contingency Plan, and other
 
EPA policies and guidance under CERCLA. For example, CERCLA
 
provides that, under appropriate circumstances,- EPA may select a
 
remedial action that does not attain applicable or relevant and
 
appropriate requirements ("ARARs"), e.g., maximum contaminant
 
levels that might be considered ARARs. 42 U.S.C. § 9621(d)(4)(C).
 
This provision also appears in the NCP. 40 CFR 5
 
300.430(f)(1)(ii) (C). Moreover, the NCP explicitly contemplates
 
that EPA's program goals, under appropriate circumstances, may ce
 
met without the implementation of active response measures
 
involving the restoration of groundwater. 40 CFR 5
 
300.430(a)(1)(iii).
 

The NCP details a number of situations under which it is
 
appropriate to waive ARARs. For example, an ARAR may be waived .:
 
compliance with the requirerent -./ill result in greater risk to
 
human health or the environment than other alternatives. 40 CFR 5
 
300.430 (f) (1) (ii) (C) (2) . As indicated in these comments, the
 
potential benefits of groundwater extraction and treatment at t.K.e
 
Site may be significantly outweighed by the potential environmental
 
and health concerns associated with the extraction and treatment of
 
groundwater and handling of treatment residuals. Due to the
 
particular characteristics of the Site and its environs, potential
 
adverse impacts may be best minimized through the selection of a
 
remedy that avoids these potential hazards.
 

ARARs also r.ay ce -..aived sy the EPA if compliance with t;-.e
 
requirement is tecr..-. ically impracticable from an engineer ir.g
 
perspective, or if an alternative remedy will achieve a standard of
 
performance that is equivalent to that required under the otherwise
 
applicable ARAR. 4: :FR § 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(C) (3) and (4). These
 
waiver criteria are particularly relevant to the Site. The
 
technical issues associated with extracting, treating, ind
 
disposing of the .ir^e cljres zt groundwater that would ce
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necessary in order to possibly realize significant and permanent
 
improvements in groundwater quality are enormously complex, and
 
probably cost prohibitive. Treatment of these volur.es of
 
groundwater, when compared to the tenuous value of benefits
 
resulting from such treatment, r.ay be illogical, infeasicle and
 
indefensible from a health and environmental standpoint.
 

Moreover, as explained in previous sections of these comments,
 
a remedy that does not involve treatment of groundwater that 15 not
 
being used for drinking water purposes, and that is not creati.-.g cr
 
contributing to environmental or health hazards, would provide an
 
alternative that is equally or r.ore effective from a perfcr-arre
 
standard standpoint as a groundwater treatment alternative.
 

C. A new, separate RI/FS is rot r.ecessarv for OU :.
 

EPA's Plan suggests that a new, separate RI/FS ~ i . . ce
 
necessary for OU 2. In response to comments regarding its .-Lan,
 
EPA may determine that an alternative administrative apprcacn .3
 
more appropriate than the two operable unit approach proposed in
 
the Plan. For example, such an approach might consist of a focused
 
feasibility study ("FFS"), interim record of decision ("ROD"', _r
 
other similar process. The PRPs agree with a number of ccr-er.ts
 
from Southington residents made during the public hearing regarsir.:;
 
the Plan to the effect that a separate RI/FS is not necessar.. :r
 
appropriate for OU 2. The substantial information collected i-r:-^
 
the RI/FS, together with any supplemental data collected i r t e r
 
installation of the cap, render the costs and delays asscc:. 11-2::
 
with a new RI/FS unnecessary. As an alternative, a r::^:e^
 
feasibility study ("FFS") or interim ROD approach would ce --.--•
 
efficient and appropriate for this Site.
 

Either an FFS or interim ROD approach '..-Quid take into accc^r- -- •?
 
existing RI/FS data and any supplemental data gathered during ~-i~
cap monitoring to evaluate remedial alternatives basei
 
conditions following installation of the cap. While there ire
 
areas of the groundwater contaminant plume that have not z-ser.
 
defined to the fullest extent possible, there is a substar.t.a.
 
amount of data and other information available for the Site ~r.:_.-.
 
can be used to determine the potential impacts of vari:-s
 
contaminants on the groundwater from the Site.
 

Data collected d-rir.g the RI has been used to clearly ia:.--?
 
the aquifer beneatr. ir.d adjacent to the Site, both as ~z
 
groundwater quality ±ri r.ydraulics. Likewise, the RI has :-!..
 
evaluated the hydra-..:: .nteraction and impact of Black ?;r.i
 
relative to grour.dvat2r. I-rcundvater flow patterns in the aquifer
 
have been dete'rrire^ ~rzr an analysis and synthesis ;:' i
 
significant body :,: i i t a :;.l-;cted ever a six year period. rise.:
 

http:ccr-er.ts
http:volur.es
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on an analysis of the hydraulics of the aquifer, generation of
 
groundwater quality data, and evaluation of the properties of the
 
constituents of primary concern at the Site, constituent transport
 
mechanisms have been evaluated to determine the groundwater
 
migration patterns for those constituents. These evaluations have
 
been fully presented in the RI/FS.
 

The data collected during the RI also has been used to fully
 
define the north-south boundaries of the deep groundwater plume,
 
which contains low levels of chlorinated VOC, moving west from the
 
Site. Concentrations decrease significantly over the 300-500 feet
 
between wells B304, 3305, and B307, and the most westerly wells
 
(B308 and B309) . The westerly path of the plume will carry it
 
ultimately to the Quinnipiac River casin (-3500 feet west of 33C3)
 
and the Quinnipiac River acca as a natural westerly boundary. It
 
is noteworthy that, for the area vest of wells B308 and B309, there
 
is increasing potential for -ir.pacts from other sources of
 
contamination. Numerous documented upstream sources of
 
contaminants contribute to the degraded condition of the River
 
The complexity of that system is such that definition of a plume
 
would be infeasible.
 

Finally, extensive studies of the Site and its environs nave
 
confirmed that, because there are no groundwater receptors present,
 
adverse impacts to human health in the area between the Site and
 
the Quinnipiac River are extremely unlikely. Additional studies
 
concerning these issues thus are not necessary.
 

The post-cap monitoring will provide the data needed ~3
 
proceed under an FFS or intenr. ROD approach in deter-:.-.-
appropriate remedial r.easures for C'J 2. Therefore, the neea ::r
 
further investigation in groundvater aowngradient of the S.te . j
 
not warranted.
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Once again, the PRPS corn-end EPA for its work in producing a
 
proposed remediation plan for the Site that r.eets the human health
 
and environmental protection objectives of the Superfund program.
 
Thank you for your consideration to our comments concerning this
 
important plan.
 

Respectfully submitted,
 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
 
AD HOC OSL PRP GROUP
 

Carol L. Lear, Esq.
 

David Platt, Esq.
 

Robert S. Sanoif, Esq.
 
On behalf of Ad Hoc Committee of OSL/SRS
 

Generators
 

Leslie Hulse, Esq.
 

Irv Freilich, Esq.
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Section 1
 

Executive Summary
 

Introduction 
Region IX of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA), in cooperation with EPA' s Air and Energy Engineering 
Research Laboratory (AEERL) and EPA's Superfund Innova
tive Technology Evaluation (SITE) Program, and with assis
tance from the California Department of Health Services (DHS). 
conducted a tnaJ waste excavation project at the McColl Su
perfund site in Fullenon. California 

In the early to mid-1940s, the McColl site was used for 
disposal of acidic refinery sludge, and in 1982. it was placed on 
the Nauonal Pnonues Lisi(NPLA The McColl waste is known 
to release volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and sulfur 
dioxide (SOj) whenever disturbed. Since 1984, the enure site 
has been covered with soil in an attempt to minimize atmo
sphere emissions of VOCs and S0:. 

In February 1989. EPA and DHS issued a proposed plan for 
the McColl project that named thermal destruction, either on or 
off site, as the preferred remedy. Important components of this 
remedy are the excavation and waste -handling activities that 
must occur as a precursor to thermal destruction or any other 
remedy that would involve ex-situ treatment of the waste. 
Region IX determined that the trial excavation was necessary to 
ascertain if the McColl waste could be excavated with conven
tional equipment without releasing significant amounts of 
VOCs and SO. into the surrounding community. The tnai 
excavaoon was'also necessary to define the treatment needed. 
it any. to improve the handling characteristics of the waste as a 
precursor to thermal destruction. A summary of the SITE 
demonstration at the McColl site is presented in Appendix B. 

Objectives 
The objectives of the trial excavation at the McColl Super-

fund site were as follows: 

. 1. To excavate approximately 100 >.ards of waste to
 
assess waste-handling characteristics and to deter
mine if any treatment is required to improve handling
 
characteristics as a precursor to inermaJ destruction.
 

2.	 To determine the atmospheric emissions rssu.unz 
from the excavation activities. 

3.	 To assess the degree of SO. and total h\drocaroons 
(THC) emissions control achieved through the use of 
an enclosure and an enclosure exhaust -.reaur.ent 
system. 

4 To determine the emission levels for SO ir.d 
at the fenceline of the McColl site as in indicator ot 
impacts on the local community 

5.	 To assess the effectiveness of vapor-suppressm? 
foam. 

6. To assess potential problems that might occur dunn.^ 
excavation. 

Conclusions 
Based on the goal and objectives of the protect. E? ̂  beueves 

that the oral excavation was successful and LMI > crui'icjni 
information was obtained that will be useful in Lhe des.zn prose 
of the full-scale remediation. The conclusions rucneu * ere as 
follows: 

•	 Excavauon under an enclosure is trcruncjjiv :-jj.r,j 

•	 Excavauon and waste-handling acuviues JLT: not 
feasible without an enclosure equipped -nin an z\ 
hausi treatment system. 

•	 Existing technologies can be used to treat SO ind 
THC emissions generated by excavation icu> iues 

•	 Waste material was successfully treated to unpro\ e 
its handling characteristics so it could be tisiu 
processed into a thermal destruction uni t  i f Jss 

Workers were able to perform excavauon and treat
ment of the waste material at McColl *hde *eanng 
Level B or Level A personal protective eqmpme' 
(PPE) within the enclosure. 



The trial excavation had no significant adverse im
pacts on the surrounding community 

The vapor-suppressing foam did not perform as well 
as expected in controlling SO, and THC emissions 
within the enclosure and therefore cannot be relied 
upon exclusively to control emissions during acuv
ity-relaied disturbances of waste. 

Design of Air Emission Control Technologies 
System designs prepared for full remediation of the 12 

sumps at the McColl Superfund Site call for the use of the 
excavation and fugitive emission control systems evaluated 
during the McColl tnal excavauon. The general workflow for 
the scenario evaluated calls for waste to be excavated from one 
sump under an enclosure (with dimensions of 120 ft wide by 
300 ft long by 60 ft high) and loaded into rolloff bins for 
transport by truck to the storage facility. Backfill operations 
take place simultaneously ai a second sump under a second 
enclosure. At the same nine, a third enclosure is erected on the 
next sump to be excavated. In this manner, excavation and 
backfill operations proceed conunuously to provide feed mate
rial to the final treatment system Storage operations take place 
under a fourth enclosure (with dimensions of 120 ft wide by 240 
ft long by 57 ft high). 

The use of an enclosure for excavauon and backfill opera
tions requires that the larger sumps be excavated in two or more 
steps, which results in re-excavation of a portion of these 
sumps. Overall, approximately 25% more material must be 
excavated when the enclosure is used than would be required 
without the enclosure. Assuming the final treatment operations 
process a nominal 100 tons/day of contaminated material plus 
addiuves, the ume required to excavate the enure volume of 
material at the McColl site is estimated to be approximately 6.4 
yrs. based on 300 operating days/yr. Evaluation of waste-
specific excavauon rates indicates that excavauon operauons 
are not the rate-limiting step under this treatment scenario. 
Under the requirement that workers inside the enclosures 
operate in Level B PPE. calculations indicate that excavauon 
operations could produce an average of about 160 tons/day of 
contaminated material over an 8-hr operating period and about 
235 tons/day over a 12-hr period. 

For waste excavation at the McColl site, SO, will be the 
primary contaminant of concern and the basis for the air 
ventilation system design. A system has been designed to 
mamuio SO, exposure for Levd B-equipped workers at or 
below SO ppm. This SO. level was selected as a reasonable 
compromise between the Immediately Dangerous to Life and 
Health (TDLH) level of 100 ppm and the Permissible Exposure 
Limn (PEL) level of 2 ppm. This level was selected by EPA for 
conceptualdesignpurposesonly his recognized that the actual 
acceptable level of emissions within the enclosure will be 
dictated by OSHA regulations and any applicable or relevant 
appropriate requirements (ARARs) The 50-ppm concentra
tion limit, together with projections for 'upper reasonable" SO, 

emission flux rates and extent of waste surface areas exnoscd 
result in the specification of a 130,000 acim ventilation airfto 
rate for the excavation enclosure. 27 000 acfm for the backfiL 
enclosure; and 32.000 acfm for the storage enclosure 

Air polluuon control devices (APCDs) have been designer 
to remove contaminants from the venulauon air before this au 
is released to ihe atmosphere. Each APCD train consists of 2 
35.000-acfm wet scrubber for SO.and paniculate matter iPM", 
emissions control, three 12.000'acfm modular GAC units 
operating in parallel for THC/organics emissions control, and 
associated fan. blower, and ducting systems For full-scale 
remediauon, the air delivery system will be arranged to provide 
a connnuous flow of fresh air past workers in high-emission 
areas. In addition, the exhaust system will be designed to 
capture emissionsclose to their sources to minimize the amount 
of contaminants that escape into the general enclosure volume 
This approach will require that flexible, movable exhaust and 
air-supply ducting be extended from the enclosure walls to 
areas within the enclosures. In addiuon. the ducting should be 
fitted with hoods to maximize emissions capture Based on the 
air venulauon requirements and (he APCD sue limitation, four 
APCD trains will be required for the excavauon enclosure and 
one APCD tram each will be required for the backfill and 
storage enclosures. 

Economic Analysis 
The cost for full excavation of ail contaminated material at 

the McColl site with the systems described in the preceding 
paragraphs was estimated to be $692 million, which translates 
toa cost of $593Aon of in-place waste. This cost assumes that 
equipment is purchased at the start of remediation: the esu
mated cost to lease equipment over the 6 4-yr remediauon 
period would be approximately 7% higher. The break-even 
ume penod between the purchase equipment opuon and the 
lease equipment opuon is about 3 yrs. These estimated costs 
include waste excavauon. waste storage, and fugitive emissions 
controls: however, they do not include the final waste treatment 
and disposal systems or pretreatment systems 

The largest components of the estimated costs arc labor 
(22%). supplies/consumables (21%), equipment (I2ac). and 
utilities (11%). Most of the cost items are directly influenced 
by the amount of time required for remediaoon. These cost 
estimates reflect a 6.4-yr remediauon penod. based on a final 
treatment processing rate of 100 tons/day. Excavauon rate 
calculations indicate that excavation operauons are not the rate-
limiting step tmder this scenario and that remediauon acavmes 
could be accomplished in less tune, which would reduce overall 
costs. 

Specificauon of the SO, limit within the enclosure dictates 
the size, and hence the cost, of the air venulaaon system and 
APCD equipment. For the design examined, the marginal costs 
for fugitive emission control are slightly more than twice the 
costs for excavauon without such control. 



Section 2
 

Introduction
 

This section presents information about the Superfund In
novative Technology Evaluation (SITE) Program, discusses 
the purpose of this Application Analysis Report, and provides 
a list of key personnel who may be contacted for additional 
information. 

Purpose. History, and Goals of the SITE Pro
gram 

In response to the Superfund Amendments and 
Reamhonzauon Act of 1986 (SARA), ihe EPA's Office of 
Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OS WER) and Office of 
Research and Development (ORD) established a formal program 
called the SITE Program to promote the development and use 
of innovative technologies to clean up Superfund sites across 
the country. The primary purpose of the SITE Program is to 
enhance the development and demonstration of innovative 
technologies applicable to Superfund sites so as 10 establish 
their commercial availability. 

The SITE Program compnses four major elements: 

•	 Demonstration Program 
•	 Emerging Technologies Program 
•	 Measurement and Monitoring Technologies Pro

gram 
•	 Technology Transfer Program 

The objective of the SITE Demonstration Program is to 
develop reliable engineering performance and cost data on 
selected technologies so that potential users can evaluate each 
technology's applicability to a specific site compared with the 
applicability of other alternatives. Demonstration data are used 
to assess the performance and reliability of the technology, the 
potential operabni problems, and approximate capital and 
operating costs. 

Technologies are selected for the SITE Demonstration 
Program through annual requests for proposal fRPPs). Propos
als are reviewed by EPA to determine the technologies with the 
most promise for use at Superfund sites. To qualify for the 
program, a new technology must have been developed to pilot 
or full scale and must offer some advantage over existing 
technologies. Mobile technologies are of particular interest. 

Once EPA has accepted a proposal, the Agency and the 
developer work with the EPA Regional Offices and State 
agencies to identify a site containing wastes suitable for testing 
the capabilities of the technology. The developer is responsible 
for demonstrating the technology at the selected site, and is 
expected to pay (he costs to transport, operate, and remove the 
equipment. The EPA is responsible for project plan?
sampling and analysis, quality assurance and qualus 
preparing reports, and disseminating information. 

The Emerging Technology Program of the SITE Program 
fosters further investigation and development of treatment 
technologies that are still at the laboratory scale. The -K<rd 
component of the SITE Program, the Measurement and 
tonng Technologies Program, provides assistance in the deTe'l
opmeru and demonstration of innovative measurement and 
monitoring technologies. 

In the Technology Transfer Program, technical information 
on technologies is exchanged through various activities that 
support (he SITE Program. Data from the Demonstration 
Program and existing hazardous waste remediation data are 
disseminated in an effort to increase awareness of alternative 
technologies available for use at Superfund Sues 

SITE Program Reports 
The results of each SITE demonstration are incorporated in 

two documents: the Technology Evaluauon Report and the 
Applications Analysis Report. The Technology Evaluau 
Report providesa comprehensive description of the dem on 
lion and its results. This report is intended for engineer, 
performing a detailed evaluation of the technology fora specific 
site and waste situation. The purpose of these technical 
evaluations is to obtain a detailed understanding of ihe per
formance of the technology during the demonstration and to 
ascertain the advantages, risks, and costs of the technology for 
the given application. This information is used to produce 
conceptual designs in sufficient detail to enable the preparation 
of preliminary costs estimates for the demonstrated technology. 

The purpose of the Applications Analysis Report isTb 
esumate the Superfund applications and costs of a technology 
based on all available data. The report compiles and summa



design and test data, and oiher laboratory and field applica
tions of the technology. U discusses ihe advantages, disadvan
tages, and limitations of the technology. Estimated costs of the 
technology for different applications are based on available 
data on pilot- and full-scale applications. The report discusses 
the factors, such as site and waste characteristics, that have a 
major impact on costs and performance. 

The amount of available data for the evaluation of an 
innovative technology vanes widely. Data may be limited to 
laboratory tests on synthetic wastes or may include perfor
mance data on actual wastes treated at the pilot or full scale. The 
conclusions regarding Superfund applications that can be drawn 
from a single field demonstration are also limited. A successful 
field demonstration does not necessarily ensure that a tech
nology will be widely applicable or fully developed to the 
commercial scale The Applications Analysis attempts to 
synthesize whatever information is available and draw reason
able conclusions. This document will be very useful to those 
considering the technology for Superfund cleanups, and it 
represents a cnncal step in the development and commercial
ization of the treatment technology. 

Key Contacts 
Additional information on the demonstrauon of trial exca

vation at the McColl Site or the SITE Program can be obtained 
from the following sources: 

McColl Sit* Dtmonstratlon 

Richard GersUe. PJE. 
IT Project Manager 
IT Corporation 
11499 Chester Road 
Cincinnati. OH 45246 
(513)782^700 

Edward F .Aul , J r . PE. 
Vice President 
Ed\vard Aul i Associates. In: 
115 Cedar Hi Us Dnve 
Chapel Hill. NCI'S 14 
,919)942-1411 

The SITE Program 

Jack Hubbard 
SITE Project Manager. McColt Site Demonstrauon 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Office of Research and Development 
Risk Reduction Engineering Laboratory 
26 West Martin Luther King Dnve 
Cincinnati. OH 45268 
(513)569-7507 

Rtgion IX 

Pam Weiman 
McColl Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Southern California Section 
Superfund Remedial Branch 
Hazardous Waste Management Division 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco. CA 94 105 
(415)744-2242 

John Blevins 
Section Chief 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Southern California Section 
Superfund Remedial Branch 
Hazardous Waste Management Division 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco. CA 94 105 
(415)744-2241 



Section 3
 

Technology Applications Analysis
 

This section addresses the appbcabiht v ot ihe waste excava
tion/processing and emission control ischnologies 10 remediate 
various sues contaminated with wastes similar to those of the 
McColl Superfund Sue in Fullenon. California. The evaluation 
of the technology's effectiveness and its applicability to other 
potenoal cleanup operations is based pnmanlv on the results of 
ihe SITE demonstration, which are presented m ihe Technology 
Evaluation Report ("EPA 1990) Thedau generated during this 
SITE demonstrauon will be used 10 ajd in the design of an 
effective air emission control svsirm to potentially be used 
during the full-scale remediauon of McCcU and other similar 
Superfund sites. 

Technology Description 
Excavation at the McColl site presented unique problems 

because of the high potential for the release of sulfur dioxide 
and volatile odorous compounds contained in the waste. As a 
means of avoiding the potential impact of air emissions on the 
nearby community, the following measures were implemented 
during trial excavation: 

•	 Use of an enclosure operated under negative pressure 
•	 Use of vapor-suppressing foam 
•	 Operation of an SO. scrubber 
•	 Operation of an acuvated-carbon-bed adsorber 

The tnal excavation was conducted within a temporary 
enclosure from which air was exhausted through a sodium
hydroxide-based wet scrubber and an acuvated-carbon-bed 
adsorber to reduce air emissions of sulfur dioxide and organic 
compounds. Foam was used in an auempt to suppress atmo
spheric releases from the raw waste during excavation, storage, 
and processing. The air exhaust was monitored for total 
hydrocarbons (THC) and sulfur dioxide (SO.) before and after 
the air emission control system. The air was also monitored for 

• THC and SO, along the site perimeter u dexrmine the potential 
impact of air emissions on the nearov :orr.muutv A detailed 
description of the technology is present .n Appendix A. 

Conclusions Reached During SITE Demonstra
tion at the McColl Site 

The overall goal of ihe tnal excavation at tf e McColl site 
was 10 obtain information on excavauon and *aste-handlmg 
acuviues to support the selection of thermal d? -.coon or any 
other remedy that would involve excavanc .uviues as a 
portion of the preferred remedial action and tc .. m the design 
of this remedy after us selection ma Record of Incision iRODV 
Of particular interest was whether the McColl *as->£ could be 
excavated with conventional equipment without navmz sizruri
cam adverse impacts on the surrounding communrv 

Based on the goal and objectives of the projecu 
believes that the tnal excavauon was success: ul and ina. 
nificam informanon was obtained thai will be usetul in ie 
design phase of the McColl remediation process The rest 
the tnal excavauon. which are discussed m ihe Technology 
Evaluation Report (EPA 1990). are summarized in Appendix 
B. Conclusions and observauons pertaining to the tnai exca
vauon are presented below: 

•	 More than 1 30 solid yd1 of waste matsrui t rom 
Sump L-4 was excavated with conventional e.xca% aaon 
equipment without significant adverse impacts en ins 
community. 

•	 Excavauon under an enclosure is tacnmci- • 'to^r j 

The enclosure used during the tnal e 
successfully operated at or near neeau\e rrts:,_-: 
which allowed for emissions, generated d-nr.a -".e 
excavauon acuviues to be processed -jirouzn on 
enclosure exhaust treatment system consisting 01 a 
sodium-hydroxide wet scrubber and an acu'-aied
carbon-bed adsorber. 

Although unexpected problems during the cnaiexca
vauon impeded the ability to excavate under •-".; 
enclosure. EPA believes that these problems con be 
resolved by engineering pracuces during ihe design 
of the final remediauon. The most important impedi
ment to the tnal excavation was the higher-ihan
expected THC and SO, emissions within the enclo
sure. These higher-than-expected emissions nee: 
sitated upgrading the personal proiecuve eqiupment



for the workers within the enclosure from Level B 10 
Level A protection icompletely enclosed chemical-
resistant suit with supplied airi 

The SOj emissions generated during the excavation 
activities* can be effecavely created mp to 99% re
moval efficiency) with existing technologies. The 
high SO. emissions entering the sodium-hydroxide 
wet scrubber were efficiently treated to less than 1 
ppm throughout the tnal excavation. The removal 
efficiencies were greaterthan 95^ during most of the 
tnal excavation and actually reached as high as 99*t. 

The THC emissions generated during the excavation 
activities can be effectively treated ^up to 90.7% 
removal efficiency) with exisung technologies. Al
though the THC emissions were not controlled as 
effectively as expected (greater than 90%) with ac
tivated carbon, the removal efficiency ranged from 
4010 90.7% throughout the inal excavauon. The 
EPA believes that the less-than-expected removal 
efficiencies can be corrected during the design phase 
of the final remediation. Based on other experiences 
with activated carbon, this is considered an appropriate 
technology for removal of orgamcs. 

The waste material was successfully treated to improve 
its handling characteristics so it could be easily pro
cessed into a thermal destruction unit if desired. 

Lower airflow rates through the activated carbon unit 
increased the THC removal efficiencies. This result 
supports the theory that residence time is a critical 
factor in the ability of activated carbon to remove 
organic compounds in an airs cream. 

The vapor-suppressing foam did not perform as 
anticipated in controlling SO. and THC emissions 
within the enclosure, and its use cannot be relied 
upon exclusively to control emissions during activ
ity-related waste disturbances. 

Visual observations and dynamic-condition calcula
tions indicate that the vapor-suppressing foam was not 
as efficient as expected in controlling emissions from 
acuviues related to excavating and processing the waste. 

Visual observations indicated that the foam chemi
cally reacted with the McColl waste, which inhibited 
its ability ID form a vapor-suppressing seal on the 
wane. This reaction caused the foam to change color 
(from yellow to red and orange) and to disintegrate 
before forming a seal on the waste. 

Dynamic-condition calculations indicated that the ef
fecovenessof the vapor-suppressing foam ranges from 
50to80%,depending on theacuvirv and the compound 
of concern. 

Excess water introduced into the enclosure ihrouah the 
foaming aoiviaes had a significant impact on operations 
Mthin the enclosure The excess v-aier made the ground 
surface supper- lor both workers and equipment/ 

The tnal excavaaon had no significant adverse im
pacts d e.. exceedance of health-based levels estab
lished in the McColl Conungency Plan) on the sur
rounding community 

Based on observations by personnel dunng the trial 
excavauon. the noise level related to the excavauon 
and treatment acuviues was minimal. At no ume 
dunng the tnal excavauon were the health-based 
levels (established in the McColl conungency plan 
for SO, and THC) exceeded at the fence -line moni
toring stations. Although a small number of odor 
complaints were received dunng the tnal excavauon 
penod, they were not excessive. Most of the com
plaints were received after the tnal excavation/treat
ment acuviues were completed for the dav, and may 
not have been related to the excavauon/ireatmem 
acuviues. 

Applicability of Air Emission Control Tech
nologies 

Many Superfund sites in the United States have problem 
similar to those at the McColl site-i.e.. the generation of toxu 
air emissions during waste excavauon and transportation iha 
may affect both site workers and residents of adjacent commu
nities. Appendix C presents a list of current CERCLA site: 
where the emission control technologies used at McColl siu 
may be applicable. This section discusses the general applica 
biliry and performance of air emission control lecnnoiogies 
which were used dunng the tnal excavauon at ine McCoU site 

Wet Scrubber 
A wet scrubber system is based on the principle Ot mas; 

transfer (called diffusion) in which the gaseous e f f l uen t strearr 
containing the contaminant to be removed is brought mtc 
contact with a liquid in which the contaminant wiU dissolve 
The concentration gradient between the two phases is estab
lished and diffusion occurs. The mass transfer rate at whict 
absorption occurs depends on the amount of Lquid suriaci 
exposed. It is a function of the liquid recirculauon rate, thi 
packing size and shape, and dtstnbuuon of the liquid over thi 
packing support plates. 

Packed scrubbers are designed with either croisflow o 
countercurrem flow. In the crossflow packed scrubber. th< 
airstream moves horizontally through the packed bed and i 
irrigated by scrubbing liquor flowing vertically down wan 
through the packing. This scrubber is efficient in removmj 
noxious gases, entrained liquid panicles, and dusis. The gai 



stream m the coumercurrent-flow packed scrubber moves up
ward indirect opposition to the scrubbing liquid stream. which 
moves downward through the packing 

Couniereurrent flow is advantageous in thai the gas stream 
with higher concentrations of contaminants contacts the spent 
liquor at the inlet of the packing, and the fresh liquor coming in 
at the outlet of the packing contacts with the least contaminated 
gas. This process drives the gaseous contaminant into the 
scrubbing liquid When absorption is accompanied by chemical 
reaction, this advantage no longer exists because the gas phase 
equilibrium becomes zero. 

A large mterfaciai area is required for the liquid to absorb 
gas contaminants effectively Providing a packing medium 
over which the liquid is spread allowsa greater area of contact 
to be achieved. Not only is a large area required, but continued 
liquid surface renewal is essential for efficient absorption. These 
charactensucs are provided by commercially available packings. 

An important feature of the scrubber unit is the design of the 
recirculauon tank. Acting as a basin this tank catches the 
effluent from the scrubber and provides additional time for the 
reactions to occur. The rate of recirculauon is based on the 
chemical kinetics or treatment ume required for each of the gas 
contaminants to react with the provided reagents in their re
spective stotchiomemc quantities. 

» 
Reagent usage and concentrations are based on the contami • 

nants in the effluent gas. The gas contaminant treatment ume 
or residence ame must be considered to determine adequate 
column capacity and the optimal uquid-to-gas flow ratio. 

One of the advantages of an absorption system is a removal 
efficiency in excess of 99%. This not only results in low 
emission rates, but also allows recovery of the material for reuse 
in the process. Wet scrubbers have relatively small space 
requirements and are low in capital cost and energy consump
tion. The reagent-handling system, however, can substantially 
increase the maintenance cost of the system. There are also 
some disadvantages. For example, paniculate matter in the gas 
stream may cause fouling and ptuggage of the packing, and the 
blowdown stream must be treated and disposed of in an envi
ronmentally acceptable manner. 

Wet Scrubber Performance During Trial 
Excavation at McCott Site 

Dunng the trial excavation, a coumercurrem-flow, packed-
bed, wet scrubber thai used a mixture of sodium hydroxide 
(NaOH) in water was used to control SO, emissions. This 
scrubber was designed to achieve an oudei'SO. concentration 
of 2 ppm on a continuous basis, assuming that the average inlet 
SO, concentration would be about 10 ppm and the maximum 
inlet SO, concentration would be 200 ppm The data gathered 
during excavation show that the 2 ppm outlet SO2 concentra
tion limn was met with few exceptions One exception was a 
50-mm period on June 13 when the scrubbing liquor pH was 

inadvertently aUowed to drop to 2 9 well below < 
control range ot 10 to 13 Dunng this period the ouuei SO 
concentration rose to a 5-mm average maximum 01 :; -,-,m 

The achievement ot the outlet SO. design criterion A as espe
cially impressive in light of the high in le t S0_ concentrations 
experienced during a large portion of the operation 

As a result of these high inlet and low outlet concentrations 
the SO. removal efficiency of the scrubber was higher than 
expected. For the operating days on which daily average SO, 
inlet concentrations were above 10 ppm. the dail v average SO! 
removal efficiencies were always above 95"c On manv of 
these days. SO. removal efficiencies exceeded 99^ 

The normal operaung range for the scrubber liquor pH was 
established at 10 to 13 by the scrubber manufacturer pnor to the 
tnal excavation. It was noted, however, that operation near the 
high end of this range often caused excessive foaming of the 
scrubber liquor near the bottom of the packed tower, which 
subsequently resulted in an overflow of liquor out through the 
inlet duct and into the filter box. In light of the high SO. removal 
levels demonstrated by the scrubber, the decision was made 10 
reduce the pH operating range to 7 to 10 This change elimi
nated the liquor foaming and overflow problem while consis
tently low outlet SO. concentrations were maintained. 

The only other operational problem encountered with the 
SO, scrubber was occasional restrictions m the iow— that 
caused low ventilation airflow. The first episode oca an 
June 15 and was diagnosed asexcessive solids passing through 
the filter (upstream of the scrubber) and building up in the 
scrubber packing. The low airflow conditions were relieved by 
blowing down the scrubber liquor, washing down the packing, 
and increasing the frequency of filter inspections and changes. 
The filler system used during the tnal excavauon was a low-
efficiency, field-fabncated system thai relied on residential 
furnace filters as the filter medium 

ThesecondepisodeoflowairflowoccurredonJuJs l l The 
solids content of the scrubber liquor at this ume wasmucn lower 
than during the first episode. Inspection ot the pactang bails 
through the lower access port showed that manv contained a 
buildup of black, soot-like material that appeared to be composed 
of very fine paniculate matter. Experiments revealed that the 
airflow could be returned to normal levels by decreasing the 
liquor recirculauon flow rate from its normal range of 15 to 20 
gal/mui to near 5 gal/nun. The outlet SO, concentration re
mained low even at the lower liquor recirculauon flow rate: 
therefore, this rate was maintained for the duration of the 
program. 

At the conclusion of operauons. the scrubber was shut down 
and opened at the top cone and the bottom access port for 
mspecuon. At the top of the scrubber, the mist eliminator pad 
was clean and free of any buildup. The packing balls ai the top 
of the scrubber were in a similar condi Don At the bottom ~(the 
scrubber, packing balls near the access pon were four be 
partially obstructed with the previously descn bed b Lack buildup 
plus a white crystalline material speculated to be crvstailized 



sodium hydroxide Together, the combined solids filled ap
proximately -5~c of ihe volume of these packing balls. After 
ihe first 6 in. of balls were removed from Lhe lower access port. 
however, a was clear that (he packing balls in the center of Lhe 
tower were free of sjgnificambuildup. The air-distnbuuon gnd 
at the booom of the packed tower was also free of solids 
buildup. Thus, the cause of the second incident of low venu
lauon airflow could not be identified. All other portions of the 
scrubber were in good working order at ihe completion of 
program operations. 

With respect to a final remediation scrubber, one change 
recommended as a result of mat excavaaon operations would 
be the installation of a high-efficiency, industrial, paniculate
collection device upstream of the scrubber. This device should 
be designed to capture both large and fine panicles (e.g.. diesel 
engine emissions) to a high degree and thereby prevent the 
buildup of solids in the scrubber liquor and packing material. In 
addition, an automatic pH control system should be added that 
will maintain the desired pH range by the addition of caustic soda. 
as opposed to the manual system used dunng the mal excavauon. 

Carbon Adsorption 
Adsorption is a phenomenon that occurs when a gas or vapor 

is brought into contact with a solid substance, which results in 
the gas or vapor (called adsorbaies) being collected on the 
surface of the solid. This is a result of surface forces acting on 
solids, gases, vapors, and dispersed material. The magnitude of 
these forces depends on the nature of the solid surface and the 
type of molecules in the fluid. The adsorbing solid (or adsor
bent) is generally an extremely porous material with large 
internal surfaces. Adsorption may occur on the solid surface 
alone. It may also be accompanied by chemical reacuon (so-
called chemisorpaon). In the chemisorpuon process, gases or 
vapors form actual chemical bonds with the adsorbent surface 
groups. 

In a typical full-scale adsorption system, before entenng the 
adsorber, the gas stream from the emission source is passed 
through a filter to remove entrained moisture droplets. Multiple 
adsorber vessels are generally provided for on-line regener
ation of the bed material. Gas will (low through one vessel, 
where VOCs are removed, while the other vessel is regenerated 
or on standby. Regeneration of the bed is achieved by passing 
a hot men gas such at low-pressure steam through the unit in 
reverse direction. The bed is then dned and cooled by passing 
air through it. Dissolved VOCs are generally condensed in a 
shell and lube heat exchanger. The VOCs can be recovered by 
simple decantaoon (in the case of water-insoluble materials) or by 
distillation (in this case of WMTT-soluble VOCs). 

Activated carbon is one of the most versatile of the solid 
adsorbents. For a physical adsorption, activated carbon is 
limited to high-molecular-weight and nonpolar adsorbates. 
Activated carbon can be specially created with compounds of 
cransiuonal elements or chemicals in ennance the adsorption 
capability for polar and low- molecular-weight gases or vapors. 

The performance of a carbon adsorpuon system depends nn 
the following conditions' 

• Type of activated carbon 
• Concentration ot the adsorbates 
• Temperature 
• Humidity 
• Gas flow rate and velocity. 

The various sources and manufacturing processes used in 
making activated carbon produce different grades of activated 
carbons. An acuvated carbon with many pores big enough foi 
gas molecules to enter is very important for effective ad
sorption. A steeper slope in the adsorpoon isotherm creates a 
higher rate of adsorpuon. A higher rate of adsorption utilizes 
the adsorbent more efficiently. 

Carbon has an affinity for nonpolar molecules because of 
the differences in their ionic structure. Compounds such as 
hydrocarbons and most organic sulfur compounds < except H.S) 
are adsorbed by carbon. This attraction makes carbon beds 
excel lent adsorbers of VOCs. Carbon's affuury for water vapor 
in rugh-relauve-humidity gas streams and sulfur compounds, 
however, will reduce the life of the bed. which results in higher 
operaung costs for regeneration of the carbon. 

Although the relauve humidity of an emission stream may 
be high, there are methods thai can reduce these effects and 
extend the life of the carbon bed. One such method is to mix the 
gas streams with lower-relauve-humidiry ambient air. This 
process will lower the cost of carbon regeneration by extending 
the life of the beds, but it will result in an increased expenditure 
for capital equipment and higher power consumption due to the 
larger gas volume through the system. An alternative method 
of reducing the relative humidity in the emission stream involves 
cooling and condensing the water. This can be accomplished in 
a shell and tube heat exchanger. The gas stream would then be 
reheated to a temperature corresponding to the desired relative 
humidity. 

Carbon adsorbers are available in packaged uniis containing 
all the necessary equipment. They are available m many 
different sues and configurations up to 100.000 scfm and can 
be custom-designed for any application. 

Fuel and power costs are m inimal. and a h i gh VOC removal 
efficiency (99%) can be attained with low inlet concentrations. 
Wastewater produced from regeneration of the carbon bed may 
contain organic compounds that will require treatment prior to 
disposal 

Carbon Adsorber Performance During Trial 
Excavation At McColl Site 

Dunng the tnal excavaoon. a granular acuvated-carbon bed 
was installed after the wet scrubber. Two types of granular 
activated carbons were used in the carbon adsorber to remove 
hydrocarbon pollutants from the venulaoon airscrcam The first 



* as a coal-based carbon that was used during the first 9 days of 
excavation operaaons between June 7 and 15. The coal-based 
;aroon was replaced with a coconut- based carbon that was used 
Junng the remaining operation penod unuJ system shutdown 
on July 18. for a total of 32 operanng days. 

For an assessment of the performance of these carbons, the 
hydrocarbon removal efficiencies associated with the maxi
mum 5-min average inlet THC concentrations were calculated 
and compared over time for the two carbon types. These data 
show that the average daily hydrocarbon removal efficiency for 
the coal-based carbon ranged from 61.8% (fresh carbon) to 
49.4% over a 9-day penod. For the coconut-based carbon. 
average hydrocarbon removal efficiency ranged from 90.7OT

C 
(firstfulldayofoperanon on newcarboni to 58.4% overthe first 
nine days of operation. By comparison, the performance of the 
coconut-based carbon was slightly superior to thai of the coal-
based carbon with respect to both initial activity and activity over 
a 9-day penod. 

For the remainder operanng penod with the coconut-based 
carbon, average hydrocarbon removal efficiency declined from 
78.1% on June 26 to 24.2% on July 18. The exception to this 
trend was an increase in average removal efficiency from 
55.9% on July 10 to 7 1.6% on July 1 1. During other short-term 
penods on those days, hydrocarbon removal efficiencies reached 
93% on July 10 and 92% on July 11. The high removal 
efficiencies on July 11 corresponded closely to the penods of 
low airflow rates measured on this day: after the airflow rate 
was returned to normal levels (by adjustment of the scrubber 
recirculanon rate), the hydrocarbon removal efficiencies de
creased. Although no airflow rate data are available for July 10, 
the hydrocarbon removal efficiency data suggest that the flow rate 
was also low on this day. 

Post-operative inspection of the activated carbon unit showed 
no visible damage to or buildup on the spent carbon panicles. 
Water corrosion was evident on the steel rollers at the bottom 
of the accumulator cabinet, however. It is unlikely that this 
water came in the form of carryover water droplets from the wet 
scrubber because the scrubber mist eliminator packing was in 
good condition at the end of operations and the knock-out pot 
(installed between the scrubber and the carbon unit) showed 
very little water accumulation when checked regularly. A more 
likely source of water was air moisture condensation on the 
inside of the accumulator cabinet during the cool nighttime and 
early morning boon. The air entering the cabinet was no doubt 
saturated after patting through the packed-bed scrubber. Contact 
of this saturated gat with cold cabinet walls would be sufficient to 
cause water conderaaooo and accumulaoon. Such condensation 
and accumulation were noted on the top inside panel of the 
accumulator cabinet dijuigpenodicfidd inspections. The presence 
of water mine carbon unit was also supported by the hard black 
powdery deposits found on the fan vanes and housing after 
operations were completed. These deposits were hkely formed by 
the combination of moisture and aonted fine pieces of carbon 
from the activated carbon unit. 

The presence of moisture in the caroon unit helps to ex-i 
the lower-than-expected hydrocaroon removal penormanceo'f 
ITJS system dunng the mal excavation. The design specifics 
uons tor this system were 95^ THC removal. The inlet THC 
concentration, however. was mucn mgner than expected be
cause of the low vapor-suppression effectiveness of the foam' 
Nevertheless, the manufacturer of the carbon unit sull expected 
performance levels to be above 90% removal. Moisture 
condensation onto carbon particles with subsequent reduction 
in acuve surface area sull appears to be the most likely expla
nation for less than design performance. This explanation is 
consistent with the gradual loss of carbon THC removal effi
ciency observed over ume. as well as the increase m removal 
efficiency that occurred when the airflow rate was sizruficaniiy 
reduced on July 10 and 11. 

Several options would be available to eliminate moisture 
condensation problems for a final remediation acuvaied-carbon 
unit These include installation of an air dryer upstream of the 
carbon unit to lower scrubbed venulaoon air mot scure content, use 
of a dry scrubber in place of the w« scrubber used for the trial 
excavauon. adding insulation/heaters to the accumulator cabinet. 
and operating a duct heater upstream of the car t»n un 11 to m aintain 
venulauon air temperature above the stream s dewpouu. 

Vapor-Suppressing Foam 
Aqueous, nondraining, air foams, i.e.. stabilized ts 

(developed by 3M Company) are useful for control of uru^r
able vapors and paruculates such as those found at some 
industrial sites (cement factories, mines, etcj. at waste sites 
accepung hazardous materials (e.g.. California Class 1 or H 
sites), or National Priority List sites during remediation acuvi
ties. The products work by forming a protective barrier over a 
source of vapor orparuculate emissions. They are sprayedomo 
an area and form a tough, continuous, foam iaverasune\ cure" 
m place. For ume penods of at least several da vs Lie se foams 
provide nearly total elimination of emissions o! organic chemi
cal vapors such as benzene, tnchloroethylene .•• c.onexane. 
etc.. and complete control of paruculates and -->t 

Vapor-suppressing foams are made by c o m f i r u n z i foam
ing agent (FX-9162) and a "stabilizer" iTX-9161 *nn water 
and air. using an eductor system, and spraying trus solution 
through an air-aspirating nozzle. Each agent is proportioned 
into the water line at a concentration of 6% The foam 'sets up" 
(makes the transiuon from a fluid to a flexible solid foam) in 
about 2 minutes. 

It is also possible to use the foaming agent wi tnou  t the 
stabilizer for temporary vapor suppression For example. 
during the remediation of a volaules-containing *asie site. 
temporary foam could be used to cover the hazardous *aste as 
it is being excavated. Stabilized foam could be used vo cover 
trucks after they are loaded, excavation surfaces that are •--»• 
poranly inacuve, and the enure work/ace ovemignt or •--.
weekends. "^ 

 i 



Depending on the nozzle type chosen and the products used, 
foams of various expansions can be made. (Expansion = 
Volume of foam «• Volume of unfoamed liquid). Foams of low 
expansion (4:1 to8:1) provide the best control of many VOCs. 
In cases of extremely toxic emissions, low-expansion foams are 
recommended. A'fog nozzle, such as those used by many fire 
departments, produces foam in this expansion range when FX
9161 and FX-9I62 are used, each at 6% in water. 

In some field situations, highly irregular surfaces make a 
somewhat higher foam expansion a more practical choice. The 
Boots and Coots medium-expansion nozzle or a foam tube such 
as that made by Elkhancan be used to produce foams in the 8:1 
to 20:1 expansion range when FX-9161/FX-9162 are used. 

A new 3M product. FX-9164 Penetranu was developed 
specifically to control dust and paniculate matter. When FX
9164 is combined in water with FX-9161 Stabilizer, the liquid 
sprayed from the nozzle thoroughly wets essentially any type of 
dust or paniculate and then gels to form a solid, flexible mass 
not easily disturbed by wind. FX-9164 is proportioned at a 1 % 
concentration and FX-9161 at a 6% concentration into the water 
line. Theseproducisworkbesiwithafognozzleandareappued 
as a liquid (not as a foam). 

The effectiveness of stabilized foam as a vapor-suppressing 
medium is influenced by foam variables such as formulation, 
foam depth, expansion ratio, and age, as well as the nature of the 
particular hazard. Laboratory and field tests were conducted 
with aqueous stabilized foam to investigate the effects of foam 
variables and the nature of the hazard on vapor suppression 
performance (Aim et aL, 1987). The following trends were 
noted: 

•	 For a period of days, the percentage suppression of 
hydrocarbons did not change significantly. In a 12
day laboratory experiment with cyclohexane and a 7
day field trial with JP-5 fuel, the suppression was 
greater than 97%, even after the foam had dehydrated 
to form a membrane. 

•	 With high-polarity VOCs such as acetone and MEK. 
suppression was in the 90 to 100% range for the first 
several hours, decreased to the 80 to 90% range after 
10 hours for foam application wei gnu of at least 0,62 
g/cm2. The higher polarity allows these VOCs to 
diffuse Cuter that other hydrocarbons through the 
aqueous mvix of the foam. 

•	 In general vapor-oppression properties of stabi
lized foams were not greatly affected by variation in 
concentration of the FX-9162 foamer and FX-9161 
foam stabilizer components. Some improvement in 
suppressing acetone vapors was noted when FX
9161 stabilizer concentration was doubled from 6% 
to 12%, whereas a slight decrease in suppression of 
cyclohexane vapor was noted when the FX-9162 
foamer concentration was increased. 

TheappUcaucmweightofsubiuzedfoamusedshouM
be determined by the nature of the hazard. U*ennz 
the application weight of 4:1 expanded foam from 
0.62 to 0.31 g/cm: did not significantly hun perfor
mance on cyclohexane: however, doubling the apph
cation weight of stabilized foam from 0.62 to 1.24 gj 
cnr on acetone cut emissions by more than 50<7c. 

Both laboratory and field tests showed that vapor 
suppression performance was affected by the foam 
expansion rauo, particularly wuh nonpolar VOCs 
such as cyclohexane. Thus, increasing the air content 
of	 foam to improve coverage should be practiced 
only after careful consideration. 

Foam Efficiency Evaluation During Trial 
Excavation At McCoIl Site 

During trial excavation, two types of water-based foan 
supplied by 3M Corporation were selected: a temporary foan 
that is effective for up to about an hour, and a stabilized foan 
that is effective for at least a day. The earlier reported foan 
effectiveness values were based on measurements of emission: 
from stauonary samples of waste (i.e.. stauc conditions! will 
and without foam application. No data were available on Uu 
ability of the foam to control emissions during actual excava 
uon operauons (i.e., under dynamic conditions). 

Field Use of Foam During Excavation 

During excavation, temporary foam was sprayed manually 
on freshly excavated waste material or initially cm stored 
material. Stabilized foam was then sprayed on all waste sun ace 
areas at the end of each work day. The overall qualitauve 
assessment of the foam vapor suppressants used dunng ih is trial 
wasthattheywerenotaseffecuveasexpected. Thisassessmeni 
was based on visual observauon of the foam. •* rnch disinherited 
and neither adhered well to the raw wastes nor formed 3 
cohesive film. The foam appeared to react *ith me mghiy 
acidic waste and sometimes turned from greenish >el low to 
deep red. Moreover, total hydrocarbon and sulfur dioxide 
concentrations of the airstream in the enclosure exhaust control 
system were higher than expected, primarily because the foam 
failed to control them. When stabilized foam was placed on the 
waste at the end of a period of activity, air concenirauons slowly 
decreased. This decrease, however, was partially due to no 
fresh waste being excavated and exposed and partially due to a 
constant flow of ambient ventilation air sweeping across the 
enclosure, which had the effect of reducing concentrations. 10 
an equilibrium level. In an effort to increase the effectiveness 
of die stabilized foam, the concentration of stabilizer was 
increased. The intent was to double the stabilizer concentration 
Analytical data from 3M indicated the concentration increased 
from 9.6 to 10.3%. Although the increase in the foaming 
strength increased the foam's effectiveness, it did not solve the 
existing problems. 
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Foam Lse C jnng Mud Excavation and Movement 

NO sipi! cant SO. emissions were observed for either mud 
excavation < r movement; small increases in THC concentra
uons were r corded during these operations. The latter were 
likely due t Jth to THC emissions from operating equipment 
Aithdieseli .igines and to emissions from mud waste. Because 
of the lirni ;d number of comparison periods and the low 
emission ie els recorded forexcavation with and withouifoam, 
nosubstant JJ conclusions can be drawn regarding foam-control 
effecuvene 4. 

Foam L'se During Tar Excavation and Movement 

For tar excavation, the use of low-strength (9 6%) foam 
resulted in a 73% reduction in the average SO, change rate* and 
a 65% redi :cuon in the average THC change rate. Other factors 
being equil. the concentration change rate is directly propor
tional to i ie waste emission rate. Dunng the tar movement 
periods, loth low- and high-strength (10.5%) foams were 
applied. ( se of low-strength foam during tar movement opera
uonsresu ted in a 50% reduction in the average SO} change rate 
anda55r -eduction in the average THCchange rate. Increasing 
the foa.- ncentrauon to higher strength (10.5%) resulted in a 
79% . Dn in the average SO. change rate and a 73% re
duct.' : average THC change rate. No data are available 
for i oion with high-strength foam. 

For ring Char Excavation and Movement 

lehighemtssionsexpectedandobserveddunng 
c - -. and movement, these operations were always 
c.. . .1 foam being applied. As a result, no data are 
a> : aar operations without foam and. hence, no levels 
of; j .uol effectiveness can be established. The data do 
sho . .ever, that foam-controlled avenge SO, and THC 
conci juonchangerateswerehigherforcharexcavationthan 
for tar xcavauon. 

W< h respect to char movement, average SO. concentraoon 
.hang; rates were 23% lower with high-s:.- --•_-•-;_- ,,. -••%) 
than "ah low-strength foam (9.6%). -. ---• . >._" :~onge 
rates ^ere 35% lower with high-strength foam than with low-
siren; thfoam. 

Pro* leas Related to FQM Applkatioo 

T «traction difficulties encountered by the wheel-mounted 
load • on the muddy floor of the enclosure were due to the 
cher cai breakdown of temporary and stabilized foam caused 
byt char and tar wastes and the accumulation of purge water 

from stabilized foam applications. At the completion ot 
lued-foam applications, foam and water had to be pvirgedfroni 
the delivery lines to prevent the foam from setting up m ihe 
system, purging *as not required ater temporary foam appli
cations. The foam breakdown and purge water accumulation 
resulted in a layer of mud and foam 6 to 12 in. deep on the floor 
Besides making traction difficult for the loader, the mud also 
prevented the free movement of tar and *aste buis about the 
enclosure (because of sinking) and made personnel footing 
quite uncertain. 

For the trial excavation, the problem was addressed by 
substituting a track-mounted Bobcat for the wheel-mounted 
loader. Because of the Bobcat's smaller bucket size, this 
change reduced the waste-moving productivity of operating 
personnel. In addition, personnel took more care in directing 
the stabilized-foam purge water into 5 5-gal drums rather than 
onto the enclosure floor. 

If foam application is retained for a full-scale remediauon. 
it may be necessary to devise a drainage system around waste-
handling areas to drain off accumulated *aier. In addition, 
portable biowdown tanks should be located near foaming 
operations to catch purge water and to remove it periodically 
from the enclosure. Depending on the success of these systems, 
track-mounted equipment may be required for material-handling 
operations. 

A more effective vapor-control system would be des i 
to address these concerns in the full-scale remediauon. Alter
native formulations for foam should be investigated, especially 
those that contain chemical bases and have the potential for 
chemically bonding with the surface of the acidic McColl 
waste. Alternatively, other vapor-suppression svsiems should 
be evaluated, including the use of lime or limestone slurry such 
as that applied to suppress dust in coal mines 

Even with improvements, however, the vapor-suppression 
system cannot be expected to provide complete control 01 *aste 
emissions becauseofthedynamiccondmonsotwasieexcivauon 
and movement Maintaining pollutant concentrations inside 
the enclosure between the Immediately Dangerous to Life and 
Health (IDLH) and Permissible Exposure Limit iPELi levels 
will require a larger air-ventilation system. This meansa larger 
fan, air pollution control devices (APCDsi. and associated 
ducting. By generating a higher airflow rate, the larger venu
lauon system would provide more frequent turnover of the air 
inside the enclosure and hence lower pollutant concentrations. 

Enclosure Structure 
For Superfund sites, where a fugitive air emission problem 

exists, an enclosure structure can be very effective junng the 
excavation and transportation of waste. The enclosure venula 

' -3 r ai* tf Uw nw M which SO, conccninoon incrcaia over tune. 

Q —.T m Cane, of SO, it end of icoviiv 'ppm } - Cane ai SO, u tun of icovny (ppii) 
Tjne eiipted inun) 
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uon air * iLI be routed through an emission-control system to 
prevent the escape of significant air emissions into the area 
surrounding the excavation zone. 

Dunng the mal excavation at the McCoU site, a ngid-frame. 
PVC -covered enclosure structure was erected over pan of the 
L -4 Sump pnor to the start of excavation. The enc losure proved 
to be effective in preventing the escape of air emissions dunng 
excavation. 

Problems Related to Enclosure Structure 

The enclosure created a confined work space in which tempera
tures were approximately 20°F above the outdoor temperature. 
Dunng the mai excavaoon. diesei engines were opened on the 
nckhae.backhoe/)oader. Bobcat and pug rrulL The emissions made 
the enclosure resutarig from treseerigiresdjn»lycorimbuad«owcik 
stoppages due to low visibility, and high THC levels, The exhaust 
gases from diesei engines add heat, paniculate maner. and hydrocar
bon species to the enclosure air (SO, contnbuaora were no doubt 
small because of the tow sulfur content tn djesel fuel). 

The high emission levelsof SO. and THC measured for the tar and 
char waste maienals dunng the trial excavaoon caused work stop
pages. Theae were due U5 health and safety corcems. aid iniaference 
with equipment steering and braking sysums. Since the venolaoon 
air flow rate was fixed, this system was not able 10 provide enough 
fresh air to keep pollutant concentrations below design levels. 

Other Equipment 
For the full-scale remediation, one approach would bet 

eiectnc engines instead of diesel engines. The pug m i l  l c 

have been equipped with an eiectnc engine for the trial exc 
uon had the electrical demand requirements not exceeds 
available supply on site. Further work should be conducte 
the size of the pug mill required for full-scale remediation 
the associated power requirements. It also may be possib 
use an electrically powered gantry crane system inside 
enclosure to move the material and to excavate some or allo 
waste maienals. 

If diesei engines on some of the operating equipment can 
feasibly be eliminated for the full-scale remediauon, a sysi 
for directly venong the engine exhaust to the APCDs should 
investigated. It may be possible to suspend movable duct; 
from the enclosure ceiling and to connect it to engine exhauj 
Such ducting would directly transport exhaust gases to i 
APCD system without their entering the enclosure air. T 
approach would be easiest to accomplish on equipment ti 
does not move about much within the enclosure (e.g., a pug it 
or mckhoe). For more mobile equipment, it might be me 
feasible to direct exhaust gases through a niter, a carb 
canister, and a water cooler system mounted directly on t 
machine. This approach would probably require frequ« 
changing of the filter media, carbon, and watrr to maintain 
effectiveness. 
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Section 4
 

Design Analysis
 

The excavation and fugitive emission control systems 
evaluated during the McColl thai excavation have been used in 
system designs prepared for the excavation operations, air 
ventilation system, and air pollution control devices (APCDs) 
associated with a commercial-sue site remediation effort . 
These designs illustrate how these systems could be applied to 
a site where the excavation or handling of wastes would result 
tn the release of significant fugitive emissions that could pose 
a potential health risk to nearby communities. In the example 
scenario, system designs are developed for full remediation of 
the 12 sumps at the McColl Superfund site in Fullerton. Cali
fornia. 

The scope of the remediation activities evaluated in this 
analysis includes excavation of waste and associated material 
under a rigid-frame enclosure, backfilling of the excavated 
sump under a second enclosure, erecting a third enclosure on the 
next sump to be excavated, and transport of the waste material 
to an onsite storage facility consisting of a fourth stationary 
enclosure erected over a concrete pad. The fugitive emission 
control systems include vapor-suppressing foam application 
units, air ventilation systems for each enclosure, the APCDs 
required to reduce emissions of SO, and THC in the ventilation 
air to acceptable levels, an APCD emissions monitoring network, 
and a perimeter ambient air monitoring network. The scope 
does not include the final waste treatment and disposal systems 
or preireaunent systems. 

The general workflow calls for waste to be excavated from 
one sump under an enclosure and loaded into rolloff bins for 
transport by truck toa storage facility consisting of a stationary 
enclosure. RackfiUiag operations will take place simuba
neouslyata second lump undu an enclosure. While excavation 
and backfilling 'jtffirtmt are proceeding under the first two 
enclosures, a third enclosure will be erected on a third sump. 
After excavation operationi are completed on the first sump, the 
excavation equipment and crew will be moved to the durd sump 
to begin its excavation. Backfill equipment and crews will 
move to the second sump to complete its backfill. Following 
completion of backfill operations, the backfill enclosure will be 
disassembled and reassembled on the next sump (or sump 
section) to be excavated. This sequence will be repeated until 
all sumps on the site are completely excavated and backfilled. 

This arrangement has the advantage of allowing continuous 
excavation operations to provide feed material to the final 
treatment system. It is. however, only one of several feasible 
scenarios for the excavation of waste at the McColl site. 

Design of Excavation Operations 

Overall Excavation Rat* 

The maximum digging depth required to remove all waste 
and potentially contaminated soil at the McColl site is 55 feet 
The sump requiring this depth of digging, identified as R-2, is 
approximately 144 ft wide and 144 ft long. The widest er-1
sure routinely available from Sprung Instant Structures 
130 feet The use of such a structure on large jumps sue. "~" 
2 requires the performance of the excavation in two or mo. 
steps, which necessitates re-excavauon of some of the sumps. 
The use of a larger, specially engineered enclosure that would 
allow excavation of the entire sump under one enclosure was 
also examined: however, the high cost of the larger enclosure 
and APCD system exceeded the excavation cost savings that 
would result 

The general excavation procedure for a standard-sued enclo
sure is illustrated in Figures 4-1 through 4-3. The norm half of 
Sump R-2 will be excavated in the first step. As shown in Figure 
4-1, equipment and personnel will descend 10 a depth of 1* feet in 
the first excavation pass: the remaining material will be removed 
in the second pass. Because of the potential for cave-ins, the sides 
of the sump above the 24-ft levdmust be sloped in accordance 
with OS HA requirements in 29 CFR. Chapter XVII. SubpartP !t 
is assumed that the soil and mud at the sue will fall into ihe Type 
C category and require the maximum slope of 1.5 foot horizontal
to-1.0footveracal(lJH/1.0V). Because the lower portion of the 
wane material will be hard char, which formed stable vertical 
walls during the trial excavation, it is assumed that this material 
can be excavated during full remediation and that the vertical sides 
will remain intact while exposed. A slope of 0.5H/1 0V is 
specified for the contaminated soil below the waste to provide a 
stack support base for the unexcavaied waste above the waste. 
Figure 4-1 shows that a 120-ft wide enclosure is required to 
perform this excavation, which allows for at least 10 f> ' 
clearance on both sides of the pit for personnel movement ~— 
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EMUVitton of North H»U of Sump R-3. 

SUMP 
R-2 

»» M—I 

Ejte*v»fon of Contor Column In Sump H-2. 
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After the north half of ihe sumo has been excavated, the pit 
be backfilled and the enclosure moved to allow similar 

excavation of the south half during the second step. As shown 
m Figure 4-2. however, a column of unexcavated material wil l 
be left in the center of the sump after Step 2 is completed. For 
this center column to be excavated with the same size enc losure. 
it will be necessary to backfill the north and south halves of the 
sump with Type A soil (cohesive soils such as clay) as defined 
by OSHA. This will allow the center column to be excavated 
with sides sloping at 0.75H/1.0V (above the 24-ft leven instead 
of 1.5H/1.0V. After excavauon of the center column material 
m the third step, the sump will be backfilled with clean soil for 
the final ome. The three placements of the enclosure structure 
on Sump R-2 corresponding to the three excavauon steps are 
diagrammed in Figure 4-3. 

This excavation approach requires double- or triple-han
dling of a significant amount of material. Excavauon of Sump 
R-2 will require the most rehandling of material of any of the 
sumps because of its depth. The number of enclosure place
ments and the amount of material that would have to be re-
excavated for the remaining sumps at McColl being remediated 
by this technique have been evaluated: the results are summa
rized in Table 4-1. As shown, the smaller and shallower sumps 
require only one enclosure placement, whereas the larger and 
deeper sumps may require as many as seven placements for 
complete remediation. The esnmated total amount of material 

MOUTH 

to be handled with this approach is 13 l .~00vd ' wh icms l f _> -• 
greater than the m-place volume of *asie. contaminated 50.1 
and sump cover 

A major assumption ui this analysis is that excavauon 
operations will proceed at a pace consistent with feeding 
approximately 100 tons of material per day to a pretreaunent or 
final treatment system. About 90% of this feed material» ould 
be contaminated, and the balance would consist of add;:' -
such as Lime or cement. The final treatment devic
operate 6 days/week. Excavation operations would _ 
place 6 days/wk. 50 wk/yr. which allows 2 wk/yr for ovc 
maintenance/downtime. A second assumption is that the onsue 
storage facility will accommodate up to 1 week's supply of 
contaminated materials. 

The overall time required for complete excavauon of all 12 
waste'sumps at McColl is based on the assumed final treatment 
feed rate of 90 tons of waste per day, the bulk density of 
excavated waste, and the total amount cr :ontaminated material 
("both m-piace material and material thai Becomes contaminated 
during re-excavation operations). As snown ui Figure 4-1. the 
total excavation volume expected at McColl is 151.700 cubic 
yards bank measurement (cybm) versus an m-place volume of 
121200 cybm. which resul is inare-excavauon volume of 30.500 
cybm. Based on materials handling experience at the cnal 
excavauon. it is estimated that as much as one-third of this 

R-2. 144 it. E/V» X 14? fl N/S WEST 
(AT WIDEST POINT) SOOTH 

ENO-OSl/dE. '20 It. X 300 It 

Flgun 4-JL Petitioning of Endo»ur» on Sump a-3. 
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T»t>l» *•' nuHt for Eje»v»0on 

"Sumo 
Los Coyotes Area 

L-1 
L-2 
L-3 
L-4 
L-5 
L-6 

Ramparts Area 
R-1 
R-2 
R-3 
R-4 
R-5 
R-6 

TOTALS 

' Depth of contaminated material 

£ne/OM/rt ft McCott. 

Totai 
Number of 
Enclosure length x 

In-Piace 
Volume' 

Excava;oi 
Volume3 

£xcava:or 
^Oiuma 

Positions Deoth* ft Width" ft vcP % vd3 

4 31 272 x 151 13.300 184 16300 
2 35 163x125 10.500 184 12400 
2 37 142x118 12.500 132 14 100 
1 33 128x76 6200 0  7 6600 
1 45 97x66 5.700 6  7 6 100 
1 35 118x65 8400 2  2 8 600 

4 28 144x132 8.800 72 9400 
3 55 144 x 142 9.800 1449 21 100 
2 31 161 x 142 6.800 5  9 7200 
2 
2 

30 
35 

146x 116 
170x87 

7,300 
11,800 

100 
233 

3000 
14500 

7 45 234 x 148 1 9.600 398 27 400 
31 

— — 
121 200 — 151 700 

0 Length and width of sumo at grade level. 
c Based on CH2M-H>II( 1989) 
a Volume to be excavated m excess of m-oiace volume (including covers) as a results of material ra-nanatmg 

T»bl» 4-3. Tool e*e*v»0on OusnOHm *n4 U»t»rtmi Type* (eybm) 

Material Tyoe In-Place Volume* 
Waste 72.600 
Desgnated 2,000 
Question able 22.500 
Clean 24,100 
TOTALS 121.200 

• Based on CH2M-Hill (1989) 

overexcavated material could become contaminated asa result of 
contact with other contaminated wase dunng backfilling and re-
excavation. Table 4-2 summarizes the estimated quantities of the 
various materials to be excavated on the basis of this assumption 
and the SROA estimate* of in-place materials. 

The waste material in Table 4-2 was further segregated into 
mud. tar. and char based on the relative quantities of these 
materials encountered in the tnal excavation- These quantities 
are shown in Table 4-3. in which bank measurement volumes 
(equivalent to in-plac* volumes) are convened to loose 
measurement volume* based on the material bulking factors 
measured dunng the mat excavation. The iota! estimated loose 
measurement excavate volume of 209.690 yd* consists of 
143,690 yd1 of contaminated material and 66.000 yd1 of clean 
material. 

As discussed, the overall objective of (he waste excavation 
operations will be to supply 90 ions/day of contaminated 
material to final treatment operations. An overall bulk denary 
of 89 Ib/ft' was estimated for the composite stream of McColl 
contaminated material by using the methodology illustrated in 
Table 4-4. Thus. 90 tons/ day of contaminated material corre-

Reexcavation Volume Total voujmt 
72600 
2.000 

10.200 32.700 
20,300 44400 
30.500 151 700 

sponds to 75 cubic yards loose measurement t cv lmi .day of 
excavated material. Based on the rauo of clean-io-conumi
nated material shown in Table 4-3. 35 cylm 01 clean material 
must be excavated for every 75 cylm of contaminated material. 
on average. Thus the overall excavation raie required to supply 
90 tons/day of contaminated material to final treatment * ill be 
(75 cylm «• 35 cylm ») 110 cylm/day. 

At an average excavation rate of 110 cylm/day. t/ie ome 
required to excavate the enure volume of material at the McColl 
site (i.e.. 209.690cylm) is estimated to be 1906 operating days. 
Total site excavation operations would be completed m 
approximately 6.4 years for the 300 days/year operating scenar
io discussed earlier. 

Wostt-Sptcific Excavation Rates 

The feasibility of operating at an overall excavation rate of 
110 cylm/day was evaluated by calculating waste-specific 
excavaoon rates and applying a factor to reflect the use of Level 
B personal protective equipment (PPE) for personnel working 
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Ttblf t-3. Conv«r»io« of B**^ O*Mu>«m*nf Vo4um«e le LOOM IfMewement Volume* 

Material ft • 

Wastt • TV 
Wast* • Char 
Designated 
Questionable 
Clean 
TOTALS 

* Ratio ot clean-to-* ontammateo material is 66.600/143,090 

Material " e Volume* dton 
Mud 13.7 
Tar •-S 
Char 41.4 
Designated 2.1 
Questionable 34.3 
TOTALS 100 

* dim . cubic te oose measurement. 
6 Based on tna • ivation measurements. 
c 8863 Ib/i 00 f 9Mt3 composite stream bulk density. 

within the enclosur 
required for thisc 
(Church 1981): 

• Dragspt . 
• Hoist st
• Swing-re;. 
• Loading _ 

Based on the c: ••_ 
SROA.theaverag u 
is near 37 feet This 
one-half this value, i 
IS feet was assumet 
length. An average 
assumed for the nc 
on these estimates, 
was calculated by t 
cycle time would* 

cvbm Factor 
13.070 1.5 
10.160 1.2 
49.370 1.2 
2.000 1.5 

32.700 1.5 
44400 1 5 

151.700 
— 

and tar. Acyctot ;.- of 1.60 minutes was assumed for char 
excavadofl more one will be required for milling out 
of this harder ma* rial by using the bucket (Church 1981). 

Based on trial excavation results and recommendations in 
Church (1981), the dipper factors* (i.e., cubic yards bank 
measurcmeni/cui>ic yards bucket capacity) assumed were 0.46 
for overburden at >d mud and 0.66 for char and tar. The backhoe 
bucket capacity for full-scale remediation operations is ex
pected to be nea 3yd1. 

P«rcem of ^«rcent ot ~~ 
Volume, Bulking Volume. Total Conianninat»o 

beckhoe of the type expected to be 
ne following average speeds apply 

? • 91 ft/min 
n 
i.Orevolutions/min 

i constant -0.13 min. 

contaminated material reported in the 
. excavation depth of the McColl sumps 

erage effective excavation depth will be 
18 feet. A* average dumping height of 

for the excavaooB sports pile and bucket 
swiaf-reaan amffe of 120 degrees was 

Srte» HtffPMleY *9f*vmuiM /MW^aTHtAeY Q Awfc 

i excavation cyde one of ISO. minimi 
methodology shown in Table 4-5. This 
y 10 the excavation of overburden, mod. 

CYim Material Mat»nai 
19,610 9 4 13.7 
12,190 5.8 35 
59,240 29.3 41 4 
3,000 1 4 2.1 

49.050 234 34.3 
66.600* 31.8 NA 

209.690" 100 '00 

 0.465. 

100 te 9l OWilMMkMMtf /»«•*•/. /MM 

Bulk Density*, to/dim Weight. ID 
94 1,151 
33 281 
74 3.064 

120 252 
120	 4116 

3 863= 
— 

For typical excavations of rock or soil. operations proce* 
for an average of approximately 50 min/hr rOif-
The anticipated use of Level B personal protects- _, 
(PPE) for the McColl excavation is expected to re,. 
overall production efficiency as tow as 23% of (ypic*. 
ciencies, or an average of 12.5 minutes of excavation r, 
operating hour. This information, plus the factors cited in the 
preceding paragraph, were used to estimate excavation rate: 
for individual waste types, as follows: 

115mnfep»r. h i 0.46 eytov>* budwt ap«aiy » 3 0 

I 02nun/k»4 

Applying the trial excavation bulking factor of 1 5 y telds ar 
excavation rate of 25.4 cylm per operating hour. Thisexcava 

i rate applies to overburden and mud excavaaon. The*- .• 
re. but with different values for the dipper fa 

tine, and bulking factor, was used to calculate excav: 
of 29.1 cylm/h and 18.6 cylnvh for tar and char exca.. 
respectively. 

A typical day will likely involve the excavation of only one 
type of waste. Based on the preceding waste-specific excava 
tion rates (which incorporate Level B PPE effects), the folio* 
ing operatisf times can be estimated directly for the five majo 
types of contaminated materials to achieve the target average 
daily excavation volume of 110 cylm: 

' Dipper ficvx u a vcncly prapora<v«J to bulkini fiaor fauUani ftcujr for ovcrburde* ead mad ii U md Uui for dur md ur u 121 
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Tiblt 4-S. Cycfe Tim* 

loaong ano flumping Constant 
Ho«t*g withirtprt 60 ft/mm 
Swinging 3.0 rpm 
Hoisting above grade 60 ft/mm 
Returning and lowving to grao« 3.0 rpm 
Lowcnra wrthm on 190 ft/mm 

TOTALS 

Mud • 4.3 operating houn 
Tar • 3.8 operating houn 
Char - 5.9 operating houn 
Designated or questionable 4.3 operating houn 

For a composite daily waste stream, the calculations in 
Table 4-6 indicate an average of 4.8 hr of excavation operations 
would be required to meet (he target volume of 110 cylm/day. 

These system design considerations indicate that excava
uon of contaminated materials at the McColl sue can be readily 
accomplished at rates sufficient to supply a final treatment 
system operating at 100 tons/day. Calculations indicate thai 
excavation operations could produce an avenge of nearly 160 
ions/day of contaminated material over an 8-hr operating 
period and nearly 235 ions/day over a 12-hr operating period 
(the maximum period for daylight operations). 

Air Ventilation System Design 
The design of the air ventilation system for the enclosure is 

predicated on the emission rate of contaminants within the 
enclosure and the specified limit for contaminant air concentra
tions. For the waste at the McColl Superfund Site. SO, will be 
the primary contaminant of concern in light of the high emission 
rates noted during the trial excavation and the concentration 
levels required to protect worker health. The ventilation air 
system has been designed to maintain worker SO, exposure (on 
an 8-hr uroe-weighted average) at or below SO ppm. This level 
is chosen as a reasonable compromise between the IDLH level 
of 100 ppm and the PEL level of 2 ppm because workers inside 
the enclosure wiO be weermf Levd B PPE. This level was 
selected by EPA to M^*p"fl' design purposes only. It is 
recognized that the scul acceptable level of emissions within 

UmrMTvD* Volume. % 
Mud 9.4 
Tar 58 
Char 28.3 
DnqnaMd 1.4 
Questionable 23.4 
Clean 31.7 
TOTALS 100.0 

D'Stance CvC 9 ~S — 
Constant 0 13 

19ft 03  2 
120« 0 11 
15ft 025 
120' 0 11 
19ft 0 1 

1 02 

the enclosure will be dictated by OS HA regulations and any 
applicable ARARs. This 50-ppm maximum SO. concentration. 
together with the SO, emission rate, defines the venulauon air 
requirements within the enclosure. For this discussion, design 
of the ventilation system for the excavation enclosure will be 
considered first, followed by the designs for the backfill and 
storage enclosures. 

Excavation Enclosure Ventilation System 

At the McColl site, waste is expected to be excavated via a 
backhoeoperanng withm thepnat the working face. Excavated 
waste will be loaded onto a spoils pile near the working face to 
allow the backhoeto work at maximum efficiency. A front-end 
loader will pick up waste from the spoils pile and carry it to the 
truck-staging area near one end of the enclosure. The loader 
will load the waste directly in to a truck's waste container i most 
likely a 40-yd* rolloff bin). After the rolloff bin is full, a layer 
of stabilized foam will be applied to the top surface and a tarp 
will be placed over the container to control emissions during 
transport and storage. The truck will then leave the excavation 
enclosure via a vehicle air lock and transport its load to the 
storage area. 

Emissions of SO, within the excavation enc losure will come 
from two major source types: dynamic waste surface areas and 
static waste surface areas. Dynamic surface areas are Uiose 
where the waste is being actively moved or disturbed. Suuc 
areas are those where the waste is exposed but is not being 
movedorsubjecutdioregulardisurbances. The dynamic waste 
areas will include the moving/disturbed areas associated wiUi 
the working face, spoils pile, rolloff bin. backhoe. and loader 
buckets. Basedon the trial excavation expenence.no foam will 
be applied to these areas for vapor suppression because tne 
effectiveness of foam is limited under dynamic conditions and 

: 110 cy*w of M 

Excavation Rate. A*quirM 
Volume, cvtm cvlm/oor. hr Oo«ntinq Hourj 

10.3 25.4 0*1 
6.4 29.1 022 

31.1 18.8 1 67 
1.5 25.4 006 

25.7 25.4 1 01 
34.9 25.4 1 37 

110.0 — 47  5 
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because of other problems (such as slippery surfaces) related to 
us use Siauc areas within the enclosure will consist of all other 
areas ot exposed contaminated materials that are not actively 
involved in theexcavaoon operations. Stabilized foam will be 
applied to these areas to suppress emissions. Based on the trial 
excavanon experience, an average suppression efficiency of 
70CTc is assumed to be achievable for these stanc areas by 
reapphing stabilized foam every 3 days. 

Previous invesugauonsat the McColl sue indicated that SO. 
< and THQemissions from contaminated materials occur in rwo 
forms: 1) as higher-level "puff" emissions generated immedi
ately fol lowing waste disturbances, and 2)as tower- level steady-
state emissions generated after puff emissions have subsided 
(Radian 1982). The duration of the puff emissions is on the 
order of 30 seconds to 1 minute, whereas measurements indi
cate that steady-state emissions may continue indefinitely. 
Based on data from the previously cited field investigations, 
"upper reasonable" SO, emission flux rates at McColl were 
estimated to be 47,000 mg/m'-mm for puff emissions and 1000 
mg/nv-mm for steady-state emissions. These rates are char
acteristic of the upper range of the rates measured, but they do 
not include rates that were significant "outliers." 

There will be four sources of puff emissions within the 
excavation enclosure, all associated with waste disturbance or 
movement operations. The first source will be at the excavation 
working face. The greatest source of puff emissions will be the 
char waste at the site because it accounts for the greatest volume 
of vapor-releasing material and has been associated with very 
hi gh SO. emission levels (as measured during the trial excavation 
and previous field-study flux chamber measurements). Based 
on the preceding excavation operations discussions, the cycle 
time for char excavation is expected to be near 1.6 minutes. This 
implies an average of nearly 38 buckets per operating hour, 
assuming that operations continue uninterrupted for an hour. 
Based on bucket dimensions, the exposed surface area of the 
working face is estimated to be near 2 m*. 

The second source of puff emissions will be the deposit of 
excavated material by the backhoe onto the spoils pile near the 
working face. The frequency and the exposed area for puff 
emissions will be the same for this operation as for excavation 
because the same equipment will be involved. 

The third puff emission area will be the pickup of waste 
material off the spoils pile by toe loader. The frequency of 
disturbances by the toadsr it expected to be about 23 buckets/ 
hour for a 5-ytf loader working in conjunction with a 3-yd' 
backhoe. The sorface am of disturbed waae will be approxi
maiely 3.5 m*. bated on typical loader bucket dimensions. 

The fourth area of puff emissions wdl be the deposit of wasK 
by the loader tntoa rolloff bin. Because the same equipment will 
be used for this operation as for wasv pickup from the spoils pile, 
the disturbance frequencies and areas will also be the same. 

For design purposes, the maximum SO. emissions likely to 
be emioed at any time during planned operations must be 

considered. Therefore, puff emissions are assumed to 
for a full minute and to occur simultaneously withm the enclo
sure. Overall SO. puff emissions from dynamic j-asie areas 
*ere estimated by'summing the disturbance areas and frequen
cies just discussed and applying the upper reasonable emission 
flux rate: 

£^= 47.000mg SO/nin-m1 (31 buckeu* t I rrun/buckei x 2 m: i Z 

» 23 buckat/ti x 1 muv*uck« x 3 5 m' x :> v l ^ lOQO mj \ I h«0 mm 

» 2461 SOjAiun 

Steady-state SO. emissions will be generated from both 
foam-controlled surfaces and uncontrolled surfaces. The un
controlled surfaces correspond to the dynamic operations for 
which foam will not be used: after puff emissions have sub
sided, these areas will continue to emit SO, at the lower steady-
state rate. These dynamic waste areas will include the following: 

•	 Bin Area - The surface area of a 40-yd1 rolloff bin 
(with dimensions of 21.8 ft by 7.4 ft) will be approxi
mately 22 m2 after allowing for a 1.5 bulking factor. 

•	 Excavation Spoils Pile - The spoils pile is assumed to 
have a working volume of 40 yd1 arranged in a cone 
with a diameter of 20 ft and a height of 10 ft corre
sponding to an exposed area of 62 ml after bo llorig. 

•	 Loader and Backhoe Buckets -The loader and back- ^~^ 
hoe buckets are estimated to contribute4 ml and 2 mj. 
respectively, to the uncontrolled steady-state emis
sion area (in addition to their roles in generating puff 
emissions). 

The total uncontrolled steady-state emission area is esu
mated to be 90 m*. Steady-state SO: emissions from these areas 
will be generated at the following rate: 

E^ » 1.000 mg SOj/mm-m: x 90 mz » 1 j, 100O-? 

* 901 SOj/mui 

Controlled steady-state SO, emissions will be generated 
from staoc waste surfaces to which vapor-suppressing foam has 
been applied. The maximum estimated stanc area corresponds 
to the contaminated area that will be exposed at the completion 
of the first excavation piss in Sump R-2. For this sump. 
material will be excavated to the 24-ft level during the first 
excavation pass. The contaminated area exposed at this point 
will consist of a 14-ft vertical wall and the floor of the pit. *ruch 
will be in the shape of a semicircle with a 40-ft radius. The 
vertical wall will havea width of approximately 122 ft at u* top 
and 91 fiat the bottom. The combined area of these two surfaces 
will be near 372 m*. The steady-state SO. emissions from these 
surfaces will be reduced by approximately 70% by the applica
tion of stabilized foam, which yields net static area sieady su 
emissions of: ~~ 
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=.- = I °00m| SO,Trun-m2* 372  m 2 x d 0 • 0 7U 1 g/lOOOmj 

The overall maximum SO. emission rate within the enclo
sure. £,. will be the. sum of the individual rates esumaied in the 
preceding three equations. Thus the overall emission rate is 
esnmatcd as 246 + 90 ••• 1 1 2» M8 g SO2/mm. or 7.4 g SO2/sec. 
This will be a maximum emission rate because it assumes that 
all component emissions occur at the same a me and at maxi
mum levels, which is not likely to occur in actual practice. The 
air ventilation system design should be based on this maximum 
potential SO. emission rate, however. 

* 

The air ventilation flow rue will be a function of the overall 
SO, emission rate, defined earlier, and the maximum allowable 
SOjConcentrauon within theenclosure. For the purposes of this 
design, a maximum allowable SO, concentration of SO ppm 
within the enclosure has been selected as a reasonable compro
mise between the IDLH level of 100 ppm and the PEL of 2 ppm. 
This level was selected by EPA for conceptual design purposes 
only. It is recognized that the actual acceptable level of 
emissions within the enclosure will be dictated by OS HA 
regulations and any applicable ARARs. 

Under steady-state conditions, the mass of SO: leaving the 
enclosure with the ventilation air will be equal to the mass of 
SO. being emitted within the enclosure: 

Et» 50 ppm x F 

or 

F » E, / 50 ppm 

where F is the ventilation air flow rate. Where the total SO, 
generation rate is 448 g/mia, the required vemilanon air flow 
rate to maintain enclosure air concentration at 50 ppm or below 
is given by: 

30 Ib-molt StylQ*l»-iaoto«* IM » Stytb-aote SO) * Ib-mo* «r/359 tet 

' 110.700 icnn 

* 110,700 scfm x (460* * U5*F)/(460e <• 32SF) 

« 129.400 acfm at 115T 

The calculated air ventilation flow rate was rounded up to 
130,000 acfin, which will be sufficient to maintain SO, con
cennoons within the excavation enclosure below 50 ppm, 
even during penods of maximum SO, generation rates. During 

periods of lower SO. generation rates, the concsntrauons 
the enclosure will be below 50 ppm if ihe ••enulaaon 
maintained at the specified an flow rate 

Backfill Enclosure Ventilation System 

During backfill operations, clean soil will be trucked into 
the backfill enclosure and moved into position by a front-end 
loader. A vibrating roller will be used to pack the backfilled 
soil. Backfill operations are expected to cause negligible 
disturbance of waste surfaces: therefore. puff emissions are also 
expected to be negligible. A wall of contaminated material. 
however, will be fully exposed at the start of backfill operations. 
which will emit SO, at the steady-state rate reduced by the 
application of foam. 

For design purposes, the largest wall of contaminated ma
terial will be exposed ai the start of backfilling of Sump R-2. 
This wall will be approximately 124 ft at the top. 26 ft at the 
booom. and 45 ft high, with a total surface area of 3 u m: The 
estimated static area steady-state SO, emission rate * as calcu
lated in the same manner as used for the excavauon enclosure: 

EIJt* 1000 mg SOjAnin-m1 x 314  m z x ( l 0 - 0 ' v : j/ lOOOmg 

Since therewill be no puff emissions or uncontrolled steady-
state emissions in the backfill enclosure, total S0; emissions wiil 
be equal u the fifr'nlm**** static area steady-state emissions. 

The maximum allowable SO, concentration within the 
backfill enclosure will also be set equal to 50 ppm The air 
ventilation requirement for this enclosure was caJcuLatsd >n the 
same manner as for the excavation enclosure: 

94 | SCyrrun » 1 Ib SCy*M j SO; 

50lb-mol«SO^l<rMh.moie«iri64 IbSO^b-meit SO; i 

» 23.300 <cftn 

or 

23.300 scfm x (460* * 1 IS8F)/(*«00 * 32T> 

» 27.200 acfm at 115'F 

As with the excavation enclosure, if the air venalauon 
system operates at the same rate. SO, concentrations inside the 
backfill enclosure will decline as the sump is backfil led and the 
exposed waste area is reduced. TheSO,concentranons wulalso 
be lower in smaller sumps, where the exposed waste surface 
area will be less than that estimated for Sump R-2. 
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Waste Storage Enclosure Ventilation System 

Like backfill operations, waste storage operations *iD be 
characterized by steady-state emissions from controlled stanc 
waste areas (with* negligible puff or uncontrolled steady-state 
emissions). The requirement to maintain 1 week's supply of 
contaminated material for feed to final treatment can be accom
modated by 17 rolloff bins with approximate 40-yd5 capacities. 
The surface area of the contaminated material m these bins will 
be covered wiih foam and a tarp. 

The total waste-emitting surface area of the bins in the 
storage are*at full capacity will be near 374 m2. based on the bin 
dimensions and bulking factor cited earlier. Based on the same 
estimating procedures shown earlier, the total SO, emission 
generation rate within the storage enclosure was estimated to be 
112 g SO/min. This emission rate translates to air ventilation 
requirements of 32,400 acfm to maintain SO, concentrations 
within the enclosure below 50 ppm. 

Design of Air Pollution Control Devices 
This section considers the design of major components of 

the ventilation air pollution control trains. Each tram will 
consist of a wet scrubber for control of SO, and paniculate maner 
(PM) emissions, a granular activated carbon (GAQ unit for 
control of hydrocarbon/organics emissions, and an associated 
fan. blower, and ducting system. The equipment designs for 
each train will be identical. For illustration purposes, the 
discussions that follow focus on the APCD trains for the 
excavation enclosure. 

Wet Scrubber System 

The wet scrubber system design will be comparable to the 
NaOH-based scrubber system used during the trial excava
tion. An NaOH-based scrubber sy stem ts advantageous in this 
application because its considerable buffering capacity allow$ 
it to accommodate wide swings in SO, inlet concentrations 
while maintaining high SO, removal rates and low outlet 
concentrations. The largest NaOH- based wet scrubber manu
factured by Interel Corporation, the supplier of the trial exca
vation scrubber, is rated at 33.000 acfm.* This unit. Interel 
Model GW 300. include* 10 feet of pecking, a 950-gal sump, 
an automatic pH control, an automatic sump level control, an 
automatic Mowdowa system, a mist eliminator, and 300 gal/ 
min reciiculatioa paeip. The unit is constructed of high* 
density polyeihefeav, M was the trial excavation scrubber. 
The Model GW 300 is designed to achieve greater than 95% 
SO, removal and greater than 90% PM removal w hen operated 
according to specifications. 

The scrubber tower will be filled with 2-in -diameter ̂ ^uc. 
packing balls, which provide a high mass transfer coefficient 
and yet operate at a pressure drop in the range of 2 to 5mches 
of water across the bed. The high-void-space design of the 
packing material allows the scrubber to accomplish PM re
moval at air loadings of up to 2000 mg/m1 without plugging. 
The highest PM loading expected among the excavation, backfill. 
and storage enclosures will be less than approximately 120 mg/ 

For accommodation of the specified total air ventilation 
How rate of 130.000 acfm, four Interel Model GW-300 scrub
ben will be required for the excavation enclosure, each operat
ing at an average of 32.500 acfm. One scrubber unit will be 
required for each of the backfill and storage enclosures operat
ing at the average air ventilation flow rates specified. Racn 
APCD train will have one wet scrubber unit. 

Granular Activated Carbon System 

The THC adsorption performance of the GAC unit used 
during the trial excavation was less than the level expected 
based on other similar applications. This lower-than-expected 
performance was believed to be due primarily to moisture 
condensation within the carbon bed, which reduced the effec
tive acuvaasd carbon surface area. For avoidance of such 
problems during full-scale remediation, it is recommend"* 'hat 
a small gas burner be installed in the ducnng between wt 
scrubber and the GAC units that is capable to raising the 
temperature of the air stream by 20* F. This is a common 
saturation approach tempentm difference used in industrial 
applications to avoid condensation while allowing for the 
natural variability of industrial operations. 

For operation in the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District, the burner should be designed to fire natural gas. Heat 
balance cakulations indicate that a burner finng approximately 
700 ftVh (or 700.000 Biu/h) of natural gas will be sufficient to 
raise the temperature of the scrubber effluent air by 20°F. 
Downstream of the natural gas burner, the total gas flow rate 
will be increased from 32.500 acfm auhe inlet to the scrubber 
to about 35.200 acfm as a result of natural gas combusuon and 
saturation of the air sutavn with water in the scrubber. Assuming 
that the wet scrubber operates near 100*F during the summer 
months, the temperature of the gas entering the GAC unit will 
bel20*F. 

The largest GAC modules available from TIGG Corpora
tion, the supplier of the mai excavation GAC unit, are rated at 
12.000 acmr"• Three such units (TIGG Model N-l 2000) wul 
be required to operate in parallel for each scrubber 10 match the 

' PmoMl commumciiMB fan f Brucat intcnl Cofponuon. 10 E. Aul E4«int Aui vd AJMCMU*. tec.. Apnl 10.1991. 
'• PmoMl caiMMMcanoa trm } Shcrtxnty TIGG Carponuan. 10 E Aui. Edwtrt Aui «4 AMMMIM. inc.. MM* 22.1991. 
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scrubber How rates. A fourth module will be added to allow 
change-out of spent carbon without shutting down the entire 
cram. Each unit will be a radial-flow module simitar in design 
to the unit used during the tnal excavation, inlet gases How 
downward through- a vertical cylindrical distributor in the 
center of the unit and then flow outward through an annular 
carbon bed to an accumulator cabinet that collects the gases and 
directs them to a downstream fan. The pressure drop across the 
three parallel GAC modules is expected to be in the range of 5 
10 8 inches of water. Each canmster will hold approximately 
5100 Ib of activated carbon, fora total of 15.300 Ibof carbon on-
stream per train. At 12.000 acfm. the gas residence time in the 
carbon beds will be near 0.8 second. This design, in connection 
with the previously discussed gas burner, should consistently 
provide at least 90% removal of THC in the inlet gas stream. 

One of the key parameters affecting the operation of carbon 
adsorbers is the amount of adsorbate (THC emissions in this 
case) captured on the carbon beds. This factor determines the 
makeup rate for fresh carbon and the spent carbon generation 
rate, both important economic parameters. For a given set of 
operating conditions, the maximum (or equilibrium) amount of 
adsorbaie captured on ihe bed is a function of the inlet con
centration and can be calculated from an adsorpuon isotherm of 
the form (Vatavuk 1990): 

m.-ap* 

where m( * Ib adsorbate/lb adsorbent at equilibrium 

p * partial pressure of adsorbate in gas stream (psia) 

a, b * isotherm parameters. 

The isotherm parameters are particular to the adsorbate, 
type of carbon, and adsorpuon temperature and are best deter
mined in the laboratory under representative conditions. For 
design purposes, however, the adsorption isotherm parameters 
for the mixture of hydrocarbons expected from excavation 
operations can be estimated by using a representative organic 
species such as toluene. Toluene was selected because it has 
nearly the same molecular weight as the avenge molecular 
weight of the THC mixture. For toluene adsorption on 4x10 
mesh carbon at 77 *F, the values of a and b are OJ51 and 0.110. 
respectively. The inlet concentration of THC during excava
uon operations is estimated to be 142 ppm, which < 
to 2.08 xlCr* psia, Sutanaong this value into the preceding 
equation with the appropriaie isotherm parameters yields: 

m. « 0531(108 xlO-4)0-110 

* 0.217 Ib adsorbaie/lb carbon 

In actual practice, the amount of adsorbed carbon is not 
allowed to reach the equilibrium level because the bed's ad
sorpoon capacity would be exhausted at this point and the outlet 
concentration would quickly nse to the inlet level. For avoidance 
of this type of adsorbaie breakthrough, carbon beds are typically 
allowed to operate until they reach 50 to 75% of equilibrium 

loading. Using the 75% level for design purposes implies thai 
the maximum loading of carbon for the excavaoon ventilation 
air system will be 0 2 1 7 x 0 75=0 163 Ib adsorbaic/lb caroon 

During nonoperaung hours, the THC concentration of the 
ventilation air is projected to fall quicldv to less than 1 ppm \\ 
this low level, only minimal THC adsorpuon \vould be expected 
in the carbon-beds even if the enclosure is venalated continu
ously. Thus, the useful life of carbon-bed modules wdl depend 
primarily on the duration of excavation operations. 

Based on the calculated maximum loading rate, the useful 
life of the carbon-bed adsorbers for the four excavation enclo
sure APCD trains (each with 15JOO Ib of carbon in three 
parallel N-12000 adsorbers) is about 435 operating hours. The 
previously discussed operating scenario for excavation calls for 
approximately 5 noun of excavation per day. or 30 hours per 
week. On this basis,a fresh charge of 15.300 Ibof carbon would 
provide design-level THC adsorpuon for approximately 100 
days, which implies that one spent GAC module should be 
changed out for a fresh carbon module every 33 days. Annual 
requirements for fresh carbon and for the disposal of spent 
carbon will be slightly more than 53.000 Ib/year. 

Ducting System, Blower, and Fan 

A ducting system will be provided to exhaust ventilation an 
from the enclosure and to supply fresh makeup air. An induced 
draft (ID) fan will be located at the end of the exhaust ducunj 
to draw air from the enclosure and through the wet scrubber and 
GAC modules. A forced-draft (FD) blower at the end of the 
inlet ducting will push fresh air from outside the enclosure to 
points inside. Exhaust ducting must carry venulauon au 
containing dust from excavation operations. For medium- u 
high-density dust, a gas velocity of about 4.000 a/mm is 
recommended (Vatavuk 1990). At this velocity, a duct dianv 
eter of approximately 3 ft is required to accommodate 32.50C 
acfm of airflow. The diameter of the inlet ducung will also tx 
specified as 3 ft to provide portability within the enclosure. 

To increase the effectiveness of the air venuJauon system 
the air delivery system will be arranged to providea continuous 
flow of fresh air past workers in high emission areas (e.g.. the 
working face). The exhaust system will also be designed tc 
capture emissions close to their source to minimize the amount 
qf £lymfpinpnft qhf^ jfy^fff jin«> the general enclosure volume 
This requires that exhaust and air supply ducung be extended 
from the enclosure wall to areas within the enclosure, as 
illustrated in Figure 4-4. On the supply side, air will be drawn 
from the atmosphere by a blower operating outside the enclo 
sure and directed into the enclosure through fixed ducun] 
(outside the enclosure) and movable ducang (inside the enclo 
sure). The movable ducting inside the enclosure will b 
positioned near the high-emission working areas so that fresl 
air will flow past workers, preferably in the workers' breathini 
zone. The ducting inside the enclosure will be made of light 
weight plastic or similar material that will allow the ducung u 
be flexible and easily moved for optimum positioning. 
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Air V»ntil»tton Sv* 

In a similar manner, exhaust ducting 1 extend within the 
enclosure to allow placement near ma emission sources. 
This ducting will also be made of fle> «a and light-weight 
material to facilitate movement and plac nent near sources. A 
hood will be required at the end c e h duct to maximize 
emissions capture. Based on ACCir recommendations, aworking face, the spoils pde, sad tetrode-staging area. The 
capture velocity of 500 ft/min at the face jf the hood is specified 
for this operation (McDermott 1985). This corresponds to a 
square hood with dfanensiaas of 8 ft b> 8ftfornevemiiaooo 
flow rate of 32JOOadin per train. A amilar hood, equipped 
wiA baffles, is recoaisnended for the ai -supply ducting so that 
air velocities near workers are not hi i enough to cause sig
nificant dnsting or unsubie workinf renditions. The tool 
length of exhaust ducting is esomau j to be 300 ft for each 
train, which includes ISO ft of fixet. stainless steel ducting 
outside the enclosure (to connect the scrubber,G AC unit, and 
fan) and up to ISO ft of flexible due ing inside the enclosure. 
Air-supply ducting would also requ re up to 1 SO ft of flexible 
ducting inside the enclosure but o ily about SO ft of fixed, 
carbon-steel ducting outside the en losure to reach blowers. 

APCO 

The air ventilation system for the excavation enclosure calls 
for four trains of 32.500 acfm airflow each. It is recommended 
that three of these vans be positioned in the manner described 
in the preceding i^igi^ so that fresh air is supplied and 
contaminated air is nrtiaMrrf locally near (J« excavation 

fourth system would i ihtan air tan *e general enclosure 
volume and maiaaii a stiff* •efHhc pressure wiUun the 
enclosure to minimixe/eli««aBe air kdoft from inside the 
enclosure to theomside. ThisfeMnlamnfeaenus illustrated 
inRgnre*-*. 

In the design of the FD blower. constdenooBm ust be given 
to the voiiune of air to be deltvered and the pressve drop in the 
ductingtobeovercome. The maximum volumeme flow rate for 
fresh air is specified as 35.000 acfm for each na. Fora3-ft
diameter duct mis flow rate corresponds \o aa m velocity of 
about 4950 ft/min. The pressure drop through tfie ducting can 
be estimated as follows (Vatavuk 1990): 
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AP = 1.38 x 10-:(Q-°sxV--> 

*here AP = static pressure loss (inches water/100-ft duct) 

Q a Volumetric flow rate of gas (acfm) 

V = Gas velocity (ft/mm) 

For the air supply system, 

AP « 1.38 x 10-7(35.000-°5)(4.950") 

= 1.3 in. water/100-fi duct 

The pressure drop across 200 ft of air supply ducting would 
be about 2.6 in. water. An additional pressure drop of 1 in. water 
is allowed for ducting finings, elbows, baffles, and related 
obstructions, which bnngs the total estimated pressure drop in 
the air supply ducting to 3.6 in. water. 

A motor specified for the blower must nave sufficient 
horsepower to turn the blower at required speeds. Horsepower 
requirements for motors of this type are determined by the 
following equation: 

BMP » 0.0001575 x Q x AP/n 

where BHP » motor brake horsepower (HP) 

n a motor efficiency 

A blower developing a static head of 3.6 in. of *atcr and 
supplying 35.000 acfm of air wdl reqmre approximately -ir, HP 
when operating at a typical efficiency of 5 

BHP » 0.0001575 x 35.000 x 3.6/0.5 

»40 HP 

For the exhaust ducting of each APCD train, a fan must be 
able to draw a maximum of 35.000 acfm from inside the 
enclosure and through the scrubber. GAC unit, and associated 
ducting. The maximum pressure drop in this tram is estimated 
to be 20 in. of water, based on specifications for individual 
equipment pieces and the trial excavation experience. Avail
able fan curves for an ID radial-blade centrifugal fan indicate 
that a fan with a wheel diameter of about 60 in. will be required 
(Vauvuk. 1990). 

The horsepower requirement for a motor of this tvpe is 
calculated in the same manner as discussed for the blower. For 
a fan drawing 33.000 acfm of air and overcoming 20 in. of water 
pressure drop, a motor of approximately 220 HP wil l be 
required. 
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Section 5
 

Economic Analysis
 

Introduction 
The objective of this economic analysis is to estimate the 

cost of a commercial-sue site remediation effort using the 
excavation and fugitive emission control systems evaluated 
during the McColl trial excavation. This evaluation iUusntes 
how these systems could be applied to a site where excavation 
or handling of wastes would result in the release of significant 
fugitive emissions that could pose a potential health risk to 
nearby communities. In the example scenario, costs are esti
mated for roll remediation of the 12 sumps at the McColl 
Superfund site in Fullenon. California. 

Costs have been estimated for the full excavation of all 
contaminated material at the McColl site, which consists of an 
estimated 72.600 yd* of waste(consi$ting of mud. tar, and char, 
as discussed in Section 3), 2000yd1 of designated material, and 
22.500 yd1 of questionable material (CH2M-HBLL 1989). 
Designated nau—•>.!- ire soils directly adjacent to the wastea 
--_—. : ; the Federal or State hazardous waste 
criteria, based on an analysis of soil borings. Questionable 
materials are soils exceeding the background chemical concen
tration levels, but not qualifying as designated. An additional 
22.500 yd' of clean soil forming sump coven also must be 
excavated. This makes a total of 121.200 yd1 of in-place ma
terial to be excavated during full remediation. 

The scope of the remediation activities examined in this 
analysis includes excavation of waste and associated material 
under a rigid-frame enclosure, backfilling of the excavated 
sump underasecondeadoson, erectinga third enclosure on the 
next sump to be excavstsdl sad transport of the waste material 

erected over • concresi pasV Tte fugitive emission control 

ventilation systtss* Car esck enclosure, the APCD used to 
reduce emiesioM of S<Xand THC in the ventilation aw to 
acceptable levels, an APCD emissions monitoring network. 
and a perimeter ambient air monitoring network. 

This scop* does not include the final waste treatment and 
disposal system or pretreaunent systems. Such systems as 
offsne disposal in a RCRA landfill, onsiie thermal treatment 
(e.g^ uKuention), or offia'te thermal treatment, among others, 
have been considered for this site; however, are not included in 
the scope oft: economic analysis. The costs of such systems. 

as well as die costs of integrating such systems with the 
excavation and storage approaches considered, would have to 
be added to die costs developed in this analysis to amve at an 
estimate for full remediation and disposal 

Depending on the final waste treatment option selected, the 
specification of one week of storage capacity may or may not 
be appropriate. For onsiie treatment options such as incinera
tion, the one-week storage capacity would be desirable to allow 
treatment operations to continue if excavation operations wen 
temporarily slowed or halted. For offsite treatment options, if— 
capacity probably would not be needed. 

r<rt*f*iiii designs have been developed for the excavr 
twnybscicfill/stcnfe operations, air ventilation systems, and a.^ 
pollution control systems, as discussed in Section 4. Based on 
these designs, cosu for major equipment items such as the 
enclosures, foam delivery trailers.SO} scrubbers, andG AC units 
were provided by their respective manufacturers/supplien. 
Two costing options were evaluated for acquisition of equip
ment for excavation, backfilling, storage, and enclosure 
movement: l)tea*ingoftheequipment(costsbasedon literature 
data) and 2) purchase of equipment (costs provided by equip
ment suppliers). Cost estimates for minor equipment were 
based on literature cost data. All cosu have been adjusted 10 a 
July 1990 basis and to an Orange County. California, location 
by using historical cost indices. This design and costing 
methodology is consistent with an order-of-magnitude estimate 
as defined by the American Association ofCost Engineers, which 
has an accuracy of plus 50 to mmus 30%. 

Results of the economic analysis and apparent trends are as 
follows: 

•	 The estimated cosu of waste excavation and storage 
at the McColl site range from S69.2 million (for the 
purchase option) to S74.3 million (for the lease 
option), or from SS93Aon to S637Aon. The marginal 
cosu for fugitive emission control are nearly twice 
the cosu of excavation without such control. 

•	 These cosu reflect a remediation duration of 6.4 
yean, based on a specified final treatment processing 
rate of 90 tons/day of contaminated material. Exca
vation rate calculations indicate that excavation op
erations are not the rate-limiting step under this 



scenario but thai remediation acuvioes could be 
accomplished in less ome. which would reduce overall 
costs. 

Specification of the SO, concentration limit within 
the enclosure dictates the size and cost of the air 
ventilation system and APCD equipment. 

Basis for Process Design, Sizing, and Costing 
The basts for system process designs, equipment sizing, and 

cost estimates are provrded in the following subsections, arranged 
according to the 12 cost categories specified by the SITE 
program. As discussed earlier, these costs encompass the waste 
excavation, backfilling, storage, and fugitive emission control 
systems, but they do not include systems for final treatment of 
excavated wastes. Detailed discussions of design analysis for 
excavaaon/backfill/storage operations, air ventilation systems, 
and air polluoon control systems are presented in Section 4. 
Relevant design information that impacts cost estimates is 
summarized in (he following subsections. 

Sitt Preparation Costs 

Based on the trial excavation experience, the enclosures will 
be placed on approximately level surfaces to ensure a good seal 
at the bottom: this minimizes oudeakage of contaminated air 
during excavation/backfill operations. Although the supplier. 
Sprung Instant Structures. Inc.. has indicated that legs can be 
added to accommodate slopes, level surfaces are preferred from 
the standpoint of worker safety and equipment performance. 
Because the McColl sue terrain is characterized as gently 
rolling, a limited amount of clearing and grading will be 
required to provide level surfaces above and around the 12 
sumps. In addition, connections must be installed for electric 
power, water, and natural gas from a point near the entrance of 
the site to the three major sump areas (i.e.. Upper Ramparts, 
Lower Ramparts, and Los Coyotes) as required for operation of 
the APCD systems. Costs of these site preparation activities 
have been extrapolated to full scale from the costs incurred 
during the trial excavaoon (EPA 1990). Costs have also been 
added for providinga new equipment decontamination station, 
a personnel decontamination trailer, an office nikr. and a 
security check station. These costs are based on csomatM from 
equipment suppliers. 

Permitting onARtfulatory Costs 

Because McCoO is a Superfund site, it is assumed that no 
Federal or State permits will be required. Nevertheless, it is 
recommended that project officials coordinate their activities 

' closely with Federal OSHA. State OSHA. and other State and 
local regulatory groups. 

Equipment Costs 

Equipment required for this project can be divided into five 
general areas' excavaoon. backfiU. storage, aor venulauon 
system, and foam application. For excavaaon operations, a 
Caterpillar 245, or equivalent, track-mounted hydraulic back
hoe with a 14 5-ft suck and a 3-yd3 bucket is expected to be 
used. This backhoe would have a 31-ft maximum depth of cut 
for an 8-ft level bottom and a maximum reach of 46 ft at ground 
level (Caterpillar Tractor 1985) 

In addition to the track-mounted backhoe. other major 
equipment pieces required for excavation operations are a 6-yd1 

track-mounted, front-end loader and two off-highway trucks 
capable of hauling 40-yd'rolloff bins. Backfilling of clean soil 
is accomplished with a 5-yd* wheel-mounted loader operating 
at the borrow area and a 5-yd1 track-mounted loader, a 10-ton 
tandem roller, and two off-highway 50-ton capacity dump 
trucks operating inside the enclosure. A total of 24 rolloff bins 
are included in the storage equipment costs (EPA 1990) Other 
supporting equipment required for excavation and backfill 
operations include a fuel and lube truck, a mechanics and 
welding truck, a water wagon, a crew truck, a pickup truck, a 
forkuft, and compressors to provide an for the Level B sup
pbed-atr respirators. Costs for this supporting equipment are 
included in the excavation equipment category Information 
regarding estimated lease and purchase costs for these equip
ment items is summarized in Table 5-1. 

The air venulauon system consists of several equipment 
components. A blower provides fresh air to selected areas 
inside the enclosure to minimize worker exposure to air con
taminants and 10 promote air mixing wiihm the enclosure. A 
packed-bed scrubber operating on exhaust venulauon air from 
the enclosure is designed to remove 95% of the incoming SO, 
by reaction with sodium hydroxide. A small gas burner is 
specified in the ducting between the scrubber and G AC unit to 
raise the temperature of the air stream by 20°F to avoid potential 
moisture condensation on theG AC. After the gas burner, three 
modular G AC units operating in parallel are used to reduce total 
hydrocarbon emissions by 90% before the air is vented to the 
atmosphere. Ventilation air is drawn from the enclosure and 
through the scrubber and GAC units by an induced-draft fan 
capable of overcoming an estimated 20 in of water pressure 
drop. A summary of specifications and costs for the APCD 
equipment is provided in Table 5-2. 

The largest sodium-hydroxide-based scrubber module 
available from Inierel is rated at 35.000 acfm capacity,' Thus, 
four such modules will be required for the excavation enclo
sure, whereas only one module would be required for the 
backfill and sungeenclosures. Although the use of four APCD 
wimfortheexcavanonerekaurecomplicaiaoperaaonsfrorn 
the standpoint of the operation and movement of the systems, 
the smaller size is desirable to maintain portability around the 

i fra P Brine Uoerel Corpenaon. to E. AuL Edwvd Aul Md A: Inc.. July 17.1990 
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•"*Purttiue Co«to lor £ie»v»don. fl«c«?«,	 £nc<o*ur* Movwnwu* T»t>l» 5

Quantity 

1 
1 
2 
i 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
i 
1 
2 

24 

1 
1 
2 

Eauior i\ 
Excavation operations 

Trsck-moumad backhoa, 3-yd3 

Track-mounted loader. 3-y<r 
-	 Off-highway trucks, 40-yd3
 

Fual and tub* truck
 
Mechanics and w«lding truck
 
Watar wagon
 
Craw truck
 
Pickup truck
 
ForkWt, 10-ton
 
Air oomorassor
 

BacktM operations 
Track-mounted loadar. 5-yd1 

Wh««l-mountad load«r, 5-yd3 

Tandem roller. 10-ton 
Off-hiohway trucks. 40-yd3 

Storage operations 
Roltoff bins. 40-yd3 

Ehctof ur» movement 
Articulatad boom lift. 500-lb 
Truck-mounted crana. 1 0-ton 
Rollinq towat scaffoldmo. 20-tt 

S/month 
rurcnasa Costc j 

23,600 571 300 
10.500 301.400 
26.100 818600 
3.900 170.400 
3.900 1 70.400 
3,900 1 70.400 
1.700 

560 
19,100 
16.900 

3.600 35.200 
1,010 32.300 

10.500 301.400 
10.500 230.200 
2.100 

26.100 
86,500 

918600 

280 210200 

11,400 32.200 
7.500 192.600 

600 2600 

» AK costs arc adiustad to July 1990 and Orange County, California. SIM. 
9 Source: Maws (1990). 
e Sourcas: Paraonai communcatons from E. Hooks. Catatpillar - Gragory PoH Equipmant Co.. August 23. 1991: 

W Wifcwson. D&J Trucks. Inc. August 23.1991: B. Bargstrom, Hystar Co.. June 19. 1991; and M. Naison, 
Prima Equipment Co.. Juna 12.1991, to E. Aul. Edward Aul & Associate*. Inc. 

site as the enclosures are moved. In addition to the six operating 
APCD trains, a seventh ma will be purchased as an onsite 
backup uniL 

The largest GAC modules available from TIGG are rated at 
1 2.000 acfm.* Three such umu will be required to operate in 
parallel for each scrubber to match the scrubber flow rates. A 
fourth module will be added to allow change-out of spent 
carbon without shutting down the enure train. 

A nilcr-mounied foam application system supplied by 
BootsA Coots will be used 10 apply vapor-suppressing foam to 
exposed static waste surfaces in the three enclosures. This 
system includes a water tank, a stabilizer tank, a foam tank, a 
proportioning system, and a diesel -powered boostgr pump 
sized to provide up» 500 ft* of double-strength stabilized foam 
per minute. A nmojaa cap syuere is also incorporated to 

opera POO and recaw|iB£ A ftywn* foam trailer will be 
required for cadi of atesaclnaBNat, plusa spare trailer asonsite 
backnp. As si the aiaicacawBiloav the trailers will be operated 
outside the enclosure to soppfy foam via hoses for application 
t> '»ste surfaces msidB the enclosure. The cost of purchasing 
each trailer is approximately S35.000.** Another $5,000 per 
unit has been added for hosing and nozzles. 

A final category of equipment is the equipment required to 
erect and then teardown the rigid-frame enclosures to be posi
tioned over sumps during excavation and backfilling opera
tions. Based on the trial excavation experience and discussions 
wiu^represeniaovesofSprunglnstantStruciurcs, this equipment 
will include two 20-ftrolling scaffolding towers, a gas-powered 
lift with an articulated boon capable of reaching 10 60 fi. and a 
10-ton truck-mounted crane. 

Startup and Fixtd Costs 

The major cost items included in this category are ine three 
excavation and backfill enclosures, the APCD monitoring 
network, and the perimeter monitoring network. Theexcava
uon and backfill enclosures are each 120 ft wide by 300 ft long 
by 60 ft high. These width and length requirements are based 
on detailed excavation planning for the 12 sumps at McColl. As 
in the trial excavation, the endosure structures consist of 
aluminum support members covered by a PVC skin. Each 
enclosure includes two 60-ft-long air lock tunnels ihat will 
allow vehicle entry and exit with a minimum of ouUeakage of 
air from inside the enclosure. Two additional smaller air locks 
are provided for personnel entry and exit. 

i fan 1. Swbendy. TIGG Coroonuon. to £. Aul. Edwwd Aul «4 AHOOMM. tec. Mut* 22,1991. 
i from B. South. Boou A Coou. to E. Aul, Edwwd Aul «nd Aiinrnni. Int. Apnl 2,1991. 
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-2. Air VmtHstton Sy»l»m Spfclflettiont tnd Celt* 

Component'Soecffications 

Air supoiy otowar
 
35.000-cfm throughput
 
4 inches water pressure droo
 
40-ho motor
 

Air supply ducting 
3-ft diameter
 
50 ft of carbon steal (exterior)
 
150 ft of FRP with nood (interior)
 

SO2 scruooar
 
35,000<fm throughput
 
2 to 5 inches water pressure drop 
10-ft packed bed 
300-gpm racueulation pump 
Automatic controls for pH and sump laval 
Slowdown pump 
Reagent maianng pump 
Mist alimmator 
HOPE construction . 

Inducao-draft fan 
35.000-cfm throughput 
20 inchas watar suction prassura 
220-ho motor 

Reagent storage tank 
550-galton capacity 
FRP construction 

Slowdown wastawatar sioraga tarn pump 
2000-galton caoacity 
FRP construction 
220-oom transfer oumo 

Duct burner 
20*F temperature rise 
1 miHion Btum heat input 

GAC adsorber modules 
3 operating modules. 1 spare 
12.000-dm throughput each 
5 to 8 inches water pressure drop 
5100-lb carbon each 
0.8-second gas residence time 

Air exhaust ducting 
3-ft diameter 
150 ft of 316 SS (exterior) 
150 ft of FRP with hood (interior) 

TOTAL EQUIPMENT COSTS 

_Estimatao Cost* 

$18.00<T 

$24 7CO 

S120.0QO 

S20.900 

$1.800 

$6.700 

$5.000 

$80.000 

$136.600 

$413.700 

• Costs are for equipment only and do not include freight and installation costs. 

The found endojora for storage is smaller it measures 120 
ft wide by 240 ft long by 57 ft high. Became of the heavy 
vehicular nflk and pontial requirement to move rolloff bins 
inside, the enclosure is erected over a 6-in. pad of 3500-psi 
reinforced confTpiB. Irmallrrl costs for (he pad are estimated 
to be S6.24/ft* (Means 1990). The estimated costs for the three 
excavation and backfill enclosures are $1.242.500 each, as 
supplied by Sprung Instant Structures: costs for the storage 
enclosure are estimated to be $510,250." Delivery costs to the 
site would be negligible because McColl is only 40 miles from 
Spnmg's Fpntana, California, operations office. Startup costs 

also include costs for four closed-circuit television systems to 
monitor operations within the enclosures, as was done during 
the trial excavation. 

A perimeter monitoring network is called for in the McColl 
Community Safety/Contingency Response Plan for continu
ous monitoring of SO, and THC in the ambient air around the 
site during remediation. The network consists of seven sta
tions on the perimeter of the site and three stations at interior 
locations, each equipped with an SO, analyzer, a THC ana
lyzer, calibration equipment, and strip chart recorders. Each of 

•Penomi ccmmunicauan from C Spiuki. Spring Iniun Suuautw. Inc. to E. AuL Edwtrt Aid tnd AUOOMM, Inc^ July 17. 1990. 
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these stations will be housed in a climate-controlled 8 ft by 2^ 
ft office nailer. A meteorological station is also specified u 
measure and record data for windspeed, wind direction, ami 
temperature. Four data acquisition systems are required for daia 
storage and manipulation. Total costs for the system, includir g 
retaliation, are estimated to be $864.500 (Radian 1983). 

A similar network wUl be operated to monitor and record ihe 
emissions reduction performance and outlet emissions for Jie 
six APCD trains operating on the site. For each train, an .SO: 
analyzer will determine SO, concentrations in the venula jon 
air entering the scrubber and exiting the stack; a THC anal /zer 
will determine THC concentrations entering theG AC unit- and 
exiting the stack. System support hardware and hoi ang 
analogous to that for the perimeter network will be requin If or 
the APCD network. Both networks will be connectec to a 
central control station via buried communication cables. Total 
installed costs for the APCD network are estimated a be 
S471.400 (Radian 1983). 

Labor Costs 

As discussed in Section 4. remediation activities w old be 
conducted on a schedule of 6 days/wk and 50 wk/yr. '> -aung 
labor would include equipment operators for the : J»e, 
track-mounted loader, two wheel-mounted loade- . Jem 
roller, four tracks, and a fuel/lube truck. Five other1 > ind 
a mechanic would be required for excavation. --• "<d 
storage operations. Tear-down, movement, air .-. j
the excavauon and backfill enclosures will reqi ..; : 
!aboren.acraneopentor.andaSprungtechiuc r 
approximately 30 days per move. In addiucr ? .1
agemem personnel would include a sue mana:.- i .-»
uons supervisors, and s safety officer. 

One team of rwo laborers would be required tc IB the 
excavation foam application trailer a second MS. jf two 
laborers would operate the backfill and storage trailt oecause 
of their more intermittent operaooa A pan-ume .pervisor 
would also be required io oversee the foam trailer perauons 
and maintenance. 

Combined labor requirements for the perimeter .nd APCD 
monitoring networks consist of three technicians, data ana
lyst, a quality assurance techjikian. a pin-time me xxologist, 
and a pan-time supervisor. 

Supplies and Ct 

A major for excavation, backfill. Murage 
i would be Level B safety gear. Costs for igear 

for 15 persons are estimated to be SiSO/person pt oased 
on the trial excavation experience (EPA 1990). .xiillclay 
(Le., Type A soil) for Sump R-2 is expected to hav a delivered 
cost of around S4/ton (Means 1990). 

A second major consumable for the* operations will be 
vapor-suppressing foam. Based on experience from Jie tr 
excavation and discussions with the foam trailer supplier 5 
of foamer and 10 gal of stabilizer are expected to be required to" 
cover 1200 ft1 of static waste surface with a foam layer of 3/4. 
to 1 -in. thickness.* It is assumed that the foam will have to be 
reapplied every 3 days to undisturbed surfaces so as to maintain 
an overall average vapor-suppression effectiveness of 70%. 
The costs for 3M-brand foamer and stabilizer solutions are 
approximately 52 tfgal and $42/gal, respecnvely (3M Compar • 
1990). 

The air ventilation system will require makeup sodium 
hydroxide, which is available as a 50 weight percent solution in 
water atacosiof around S0.20/Ib.** andrepiacememacuvated
carbonaucostofaroundSl.OO/Ib.*" As discussed in Section 
4. it was assumed that the carbon is allowed to reach 75% of 
equilibrium loading before being replaced with new virgin 
carbon. 

If excavation and backfill equ ~inem pieces are purchased, 
it will be necessary to provide fuel and lubricants on a regular 
basis for this machinery. Total costs for these items are based 
on a diesel fuel price of S1 JO/gal and typical hourly consump
tion rates for equipment operated under expected conditions 
(Caterpillar 1985). Fuel and lubricant costs are not included 
under the lease option because these costs are rypically included 
in the monthly lease nue. 

UtiUtits Costs 

The only significant utilities required for waste excavation 
and storage are airr"**1* with the air ventilation 
These are electricity for the blower, an tnduced-drau 
scrubber circulation pump, and natural gas to be burned:. 
irKluctburnerlocatedbetweenthescnibberandGACuniL l 
costs of SO. 10 per kilowatt-hour for electricity and S4 00 
million Btu for natural gas are used in the analysis. 

Effluent Treatment and Disposal Costs 

A wastewater effluent stream will be generated by ihe SO, 
scrubbers because of the need for periodic purging of collected 
sulfur and dust. This wasBwater will be disposed of as a 
hazardous wane, as the ventilation air may contain hazardous 
consooiena. Calculations indicate that SO, generation rates 
and the desire to maintain ootkt SO, gas concentnuons at or 
below 2 ppn will be controlling factors in determining the 
was»water purge frequency and amount. These factors dictate 
that the blowdown nae for each excavaocs APCD train will be 

storage APCD trains will be lower because of lower SO. 
generation rates. At these blowdown rates, the solids conient of 
the wistewater will be nearer below 3 weight percent which is 
acceptable from the standpoints of pumpability and disposal 

notion from 8. Smith. Boou i Casts. u> Aul. Edward AuJ md A) tot. April, 1991. 
i from HddMB be.. &•««, CA. JUM 1.1 X). 

i from J. Shcrtentfy. T7GG Corp iacn. to L Aul. Ed*«rt Aul 4 Auocuus, Inc.. March 22.1991. 

29 



,5 -turned that wastewaier will be collected from individual 
\PCD trains and held in a central storage tank on site. Waste
water wi l l be picked up at the site on a weekly basis and 
transported to a RCRA-cerufied disposal facility. In 1990, 
costs per shipment for this service were SO 55/galplusS350for 
transportation and S200 for analytical services, which are 
included in tlie Analytical Costs category • 

Residual and Waste Shipping, Handling, and 
Treatment Costs 

Disposal costs wdl also be incurred for spent activated 
carbon. Like scrubber wastewaier. spent carbon must be 
disposed of ataRCRA-permioed facility. Because of land-ban 
restrictions, it is expected that the spent carbon w«U be disposed 
of by incineration at a cost of about SI.20/1 b (Ensco 1991). 
Analytical costs are estimated at 5500/sample and are included 
in the Analytical Costs category. 

Analytical Costs 

Analytical costs for wasiewater and spent carbon were 
discussed previously. In addition, waste water analysis costs of 
S200/sample have been allowed for two water- runoff events 
per year. Finally, general analytical costs of SSOO/day are 
allowed for waste, soil, and groundwaier samples in the absence 
of a site sampling and analysis plan. 

Facility Modification, Repair, and Replacement 
Costs 

Equipment maintenance costs have been esumated for the 
air ventilation systems and foam-applicauon traders. In both 
cases, annual costs for maintenance labor and matenals were 
esumaied to be 4% of the purchase cost of operaung eqoip
mem(spareuniisexcluded). No maintenance costs are included 
for excavauon. backfill, storage, and enclosure movement 
equipment under the lease opuon. as these costs are reflected 
in their lease rates. Under the purchase opuon. annual main
tenance costs are esumated as 4% of purchase costs. 

Decontamination/Demobilization Costs 

Based on the trial excavation expert .decontamination 
costs are etumaud to bt approxiinairly S1700 per major 
equipment piece (EPA 1990). Uisassumed that equipment will 
rir rhrnnmnmnrfl an mrufi of 17 trnin rli inng i hr rrmrrliif irm 
effort for maintenance or change-out In addition, costs to 
reconnur the site (after excavauon/backfill) to prevent water 
accumulation and erosion are included at a rate of S4.50/yd1 

yard (Radian 1983). It is assumed that a soil volume equivalent 
to 20% of the total contaminated sue volume will require 
recontounng. Demobilization costs are included in equipment 
mobilization I*n*ff 

Results of Economic Analysis 
Itemized costs estimated for waste excavation, 

age, and fugitive emission controls for the McColl 
sitearesummarized in Tabu 5-3 Thequanurvotcontarmnai 
material to be removed at L-JS site totals 9~ !00>d!or 116 "TO 
tons. As shown in trie laole total esumaied costs for ih 
purchase equipment ODUon. including project conungencv and 
management, are S69 1 muLion. which translates to a cost of 
S593/ton removed. The pta^nase equipment opuon has lo*er 
overall esumated costs Lfian the lease equipment opuon - S7-J 3 
million, or S637/ton The higher costs of fuels/lubricants and 
maintenance under the purchase opuon are more than offset by 
the lower costs for equipment over the projected 76-mo reme
diation penod. Based on these factors alone, the break-even 
time penod for the lease opaon and purchase opuon is slightly 
over 3 years. The largest components of the esumaied purchase 
option costs are labor (22%), supplies/ consumables 121*0). 
equipment (12%). and uulmes (11%). All other categories 
account for less than 10% of overall costs. 

The impact of fugitive emission controls on overall costs 
can be esumated b> adding the costs for sue preparation 
(without uulny hookups;, costs for site decontaminauorvdemo
bilizauon. and those costs (i.e.. equipment, labor, supplies/ 
consumables, analyucal. and maintenance) specifically associ
ated with waste excavauon. backfill, and storage. For the 
purchase opuon. costs for these items total approximately S23 
million, based on the informauon in Table 5-3 Thus, the 
addiuon of fugitive emission control systems raises overall 
costs by nearly $46 million, or a factor of 2.0. 

Most of the cost items in the Table 5-3 are directly influ
enced by the amount of time allowed for remediauon Setting 
the overall excavauon rate at 90 tons/day of contaminated 
material for feed to final processing results in a projec uon of 6 4 
years for complete remediauon of the site Calculations of 
excavauon rates based on equipment cycle umes and the 
assumption of 25% overall work efficiency due to Level B 
protecuve equipment indicate that excavauon and backfill 
operauons are not limiting in this case (see Sacuon 4 tor 
details). The overall ume required for remediauon and nence 
costs, would be reduced if the final treatment processing nue 
were increased. 

The specification of the SO. limit within the enclosures 
dictates the size and cost of air venolauon systems. At me 50
ppm SO, limit, equipment costs for the ventilation systems are 
esumated to be S3.9 million, or 5.6% of total costs. Costs for 
equipment of this type often follow the "0.6 power rule" as 
throughput or capacity is increased (i.e., costs increase in 
proportion to the rauo of capaciues raised to the 0 6 powerj 
Using this relationship, ventilation system costs are projec ted to 
increase to approximately S10 million for an SO. limit of 10 
ppm and to S27 million for an SO, limit at the 2 ppm PEL level. 
At the latter limit, nearly all the costs for Level B sa/ery 
equipment (S5.1 million) could be deleted. The increase m size 
and/or number of APCD trains, however, would significantly 

i from S. Browruri. Aiburv Ervurxvmcmil Service*, to E. Aul. Edwtri Aul ind Atiocuiei. Inc.. July 23. 1990 
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T»W« S-J- £•""»••*c««« ter w'"*£*e*wton. Wtito Stortg*. tnd Fugitive Emluton Central.' 

i Sim Preparation 

2 Permmma arxl fteoutatorv 
3 Equipment 

4 Sian-up/Fixed Coed 

S. Laoor Co*» 

6. SuppMe and Consummate*. 

7. UttDM 

6 Effluent TreaananvOisooaaJ 
9 Re*duaVWaa*> Disposal 

10. Anaiyacal Coca 

11 Element Mamananoa 

12. Sue OeconamjOemoo. 

13 Conangency(lO%) 
14 Protect Management (5%) 
TOTAL ESTlMAi £0 COSTS 

• Ouantty o( Mraata excavated .

i8600 "" 
293900
 

22300
 
70000
 
21 100
 

466400
 

2 356X0
 
1 436600
 

210.200
 
160000
 

3651500
 
277400
 

8 291 700
 

1 .878. 100
 
686800
 
508 600
 
864500
 

3938000
 
3852.400
 
1 968600
 
1 051 600
 

412500
 
2 278.000
 
1 461 100
 
2540800
 
1 579800
 
i S 1 44 800
 
5.154300
 
1 249.300
 

38.000
 
2925.200
 

751.400
 
2.699900
 

348000
 
1 112400
 

14 278 500
 
7400800
 

122.300
 
147800
 

7 750 900
 
3801 000
 
2626 900
 

63700
 
88200
 
5200
 

954500
 
i m 600
 

26800
 
841 100
 
600300
 
307400
 

53500
 
724200
 

2553300
 
160000
 
85600
 

245600
 
6020900
 
3010400
 

69.240.200 

El«coicA*at»r/ga» hoonuo*0 

Eguipmsnt dtoon station 
P«rsonn« dccon iraiwr 
Offiea/sacumy trailers 

Subtotal 

Excavation •quipmcnt 
Backfill •quipmcm 
Storage •quipmtnt 
Foam trailers* 
Air venolation systam* 
Endosurt •recBon/war-down* 

Subtotal 
Three E«eavaBonyoaekM enoaaurea* 

APCO monnonng necwotM* 
P»nrn»«er momionrg neNMrti* 

Eicavauon 
BackM 
Storage 
Endocurea* 
Poam application* 
Air venttfaoon system* 
APCO monitoring network* 
P»nmeter monitoring network* 

Subtotal 
Saleiy equipment 
Fuel/kibnean* 
BaefcMday 
Foam cnemcala* 
Sodium hydronds1* 

APCO monnomg nenworM* 
Penmeter monnormo network* 

Subtotal 
Air ventilation system* 

Penmeter momtonng network* 
Subtotal 

Scruooer waatawasw* 
Soent acBveted carton* 

Waatowajar* 
Spent carbofr* 

General site samples 
Subtotal 

Foam appkeaaon tyasMn* 
Affvenataoansyssxn* 
Excavaoon equ«ment 
BacMI equipment 
Storage equipment 
Endoaurae* 

Subtotal 
Oeoomairunaw I»W equipment 
He contour site 

Subtotal 

293900
 
22.800
 
70000
 
21 100
 

0 
S 964,000 
3.735.200 

510.700 
160.000 

3.851.500
 
747500
 

14 989 900
 

1.871,100
 
648.800 
508.600
 
864500
 

3.852.400 
1964.800 
1,051.600 

412.500 
2.278.000 
1.461,100 
2.540.800 
1 579.800
 

15 144800
 
5.154.300 

0 
38.000 

2.925.200 
751.400 

2.899,900 
348,000 

1,112.400 
13.029.200 
7.480,800 

122.300
 
147800
 

7750900
 

3801000
 

2 626 900
 
63.700 
88.200 
5.200 

954500
 
1 111.600
 

26.800 
841.100 

0 
0 
0 

653,500 
1 521.400 

160.000
 
88,800
 

245 800
 
6462.500 
3231.200 

74.318.880 

 H6700ton» Volume ol waste excavated-97.100 eupcyarda. 
* A marginal cost mm associated wnn rugirve •mission control 
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complicate the logisi.. of moving the enclosures and associ
ated venuJauon equipment around the site 

The operating costs associated with the use of activated 
carton for THC control are estimated as S2.7 million for 
replacement virgin carbon and $2 6 million for spent carbon 
disposal. Given these significant costs, it may prove less 
expensive overall to regenerate the spent carbon thermally on 
site Such a system would have higher initial equipment costs 
but lower operating costs. Other emissions associated with the 
regeneration process, such as nitrogen oxides and particulars, 
should also be evaluated, however. As an altemaave to activated 
carbon systems for THC control, some sites may also consider 
thermal or catalytic incineration. 

Foam chemicals also represent a significant fraction of the 
costs of supplies/consumables. In the full remediation plan, foam 
usage has been reduced over the oral excavation experience by 
specifying that only «ahthMsd foam be used on static waste am 
anc .hat temporary foam not be used on dynamic areas. Officials 
oSM Company have indicated that unproved foam performance 
might be achieved by further experimentation with application 
lechniquesand foam formulations. For the final remediation plan, 
other vapor-suppressing systems may also mem consideration. 
such as a ume slurry that dries on contact or the "shotcrete" system 
used in mining operations for wall stability and dust control. Any 
increase in the degree of vapor suppression will directly reduce the 
sue and cost of required ventilation systems. 

In the hill itmediaaan plan, u has been assumed that the excava-
DOD and backfill enclosures will have to be tern down and reereoed 
each one theenclosuns are moved. For smaller enclosures, Sprung 
InaaraSmrnnofTioais have indicated that smjcoits can be mowed 
vawheeb or a oanewuhoui tearing them down. Thefeasaateyof 
moving larger structures in this manner will be determined during me 
faD of 1991 at a sue m the Southwest wherea sunibr large structure 
wifl be used farremediaoon of a hazardous was* sue." 

Several site-specific factors that have influenced the esti
mation of costs for excavation and fugitive emission controls 
for the McCoil site should be considered when extrapolating 
designs and costs to other sites. First, the depth, width, and 
length of contaminated sumps largely determine 1 ) the sue of 
(he enclosure required for excavation. 2) the number of enclo
sure movements, and 3) the amount of material that must be re-
excavated. For other sites, a detailed excavation plan should be 
developed that takes theae factors mo consideration. 

Second. SO, from the McCoil waste are higher 
than those for hydrocarbon or other species and. combined with 

the loxicity characteristics of SO., determme the 
rate required for the enclosure to protect worker health 
emissions are not significant, emissions of specific hy 
bon species (e g . benzene) would dictate the size of the ' 
lauon equipment and the associated capital and operating costs" 

Finally, because this site is located in Southern California 
no provisions have been added for freeze protection of equip! 
mem such as the scrubber and foam application systems In 
colder climates, such provisions will add to the cost of equip
ment and to operational complexity 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Conclusions 

The design and economic analyses performed for the Me-
CoU Superfund site indicate that excavation of waste under an 
enclosure for control of fugitive emissions is technically fea
sible and is expected to coil around S69 million( 1 990), or S593/ 
ton. The addition of the enclosures and other fugitive emission 
control systems increases the cost of excavaoon. backfill, and 
storage by an estimated factor of 2.0. 

Total remediation costs are most sensitive to the overall 
processing me of the final treatment system This rate effec
tively determines the tune required in the field for remediation 
and. hence, the costs of remediation. Excavation and backfill 
costs are also sensitive to the geology of the contamination. 
especially the depth, length, and width of areas 10 be remediated. 
Venulanon/APCD system cons are sensitive to the emission 
limits set for hazardous species within the enclosure. 

Rtcommtndations 

It is recommended that EPA use the excavaoon rate as the 
limiting factor for remediation ume instead of the final process
ing me when investigating the costs for waste excavauon and 
storage. Also, the feasibility and costs of using thermal regen
eration of activated carbon instead of replacement/disposal 
should be investigated as a means of reducing operating costs 
for THC control. In the same vein, the use of thermal or 
catalytic incineration should be evaluated for THC con unl as an 
alternative to activated carbon adsorption. Finally, research 
should be co"duw4 on altemaave foam formulations and on 
the use of lime slurry and snocrete systems for the suppression 
of vapors from acidic refinery sludge wastes such as those 
present at the McCoil site. 

icaion from J Filter iniunt Suuoura Inc. to E- Aui Edwvd Aul wd AMOCUIM. Inc.. Apnl 25. 1991 
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Appendix A
 

Description of Technologies
 

Several measures were implemented during excavation 
operations to ensure that these operations did not create a public 
health impact. These measures were aimed at controlling air 
emission releases from the operations, which represented the 
only potential source of impact expected. The measures 
implemented for this purpose were as follows: 

• Use of enclosure structure 
• SO, scrubber 
• Activated carbon unit 
• Use of vapor-suppressing foam 

Waste processing technologies planned during this program 
consisted of size reduction by crushing the char and mud wastes 
and tar solidification by using cement and fly ash mixtures. 

Enclosure and Exhaust Air Control System 

Excavation Enclosure 

A rigid-frame.PVC-covered enclosure structure was erected 
over pan of the L-4 sump and adjoining land pnor 10 the start 
of excavation. Before its erection, the sue was graded to 
provide a smooth, level area. The enclosure, supplied by 
Sprang Instant Structures and shown in Figures A-1 and A-2. 
was nominally 60 ft wide by 157 ft long and 26 ft high at the 
center. The white opaque PVC cover was 26 mils truck and 
impervious to gaseous emissions. The lower edge was covered 
by 12 to 18 in. of soil along the ground level to prevent air 
leakage. Tranalucent panels located along the roof peakallowed 
light to enter. Personnel entry was through an airlock door, 
which minimized fugitive emissions during entry. Equipment 
was moved inside trie enclosure through a sliding door that was 
14 ft high and 9 ft 5 in. wide. 

IMft. 11-1/4 in. 

60ft 

3 ft i • n. 6 h. Sid. VMttute Enrtnc* 
PUN 

26 fl. 2 in. 

-60ft 

SECTION 

FlgunA-1. Entlotun Htn and Section. 
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The volume of the enclosure was approximately 192.000 ft1, and 
airwas drawn through the bujjdingaiaiaieofapppoxunaidy lOOOftV 
mm. This an enjeral the building through five small. adjusable.sJoi
tvpe air veras and was rxraiistfri through three tampered openings 
along ihe west adecf the building. Th« exhaust system provided an 
air turnover rate of about 7 air changes per day and maintained a sught 
negative pressut of about 0.005 inch of water made the enclosure. 
This ventilation air rate was based on maintaining the SO. level in the 
enclosure below IQOpprn. This was in am based on an estimated SO, 
release Horn the exposed wase and a 95% reduction in these releases 
by use of foam suppressants. 

sulfur dioxide emissions The system was designed for a 
nominal gas flow rate of 1000 ft'/mm at 1008F and a maximum 
outlet SO2 concentration of 2 ppm The maximum uilet SO 
concentration was esumated to be 200 ppm. therefore ihe 
required control efficiency was 99^ A maximum pressure 
drop of 10 inches of water was specified The scrubber selected 
based on Figure A-3 these specificauons was supplied bv 
Interel Corp in Englewood. Colorado The specifications to'r 
the actual scrubber and fan are shown m Table A-1 . and ihe 
scrubber cross-section is shown m Figure A-5 

The enclosure proved to be very effective in preventing the 
escape of any air emissions and was quite satisfactory even 
though it created a confined work space in which temperatures 
were approximately 20°F above the outdoor temperature. 

Air Emission Control System 

The enclosure ventilation air was routed through an emission 
control system conasung of a we scrubber and an activated carbon 
bed in series, followed by a fan and vent sack, as shown m Figures A
3 and A-i. The basis for the design of the air control syaem is 
discussed in detail in the Technology Evaluation Report 

Wet Scrubber 

A counierflow. packed-bed, wet scrubber that used a mix
ture of sodium hydroxide (NaOH) m water was used to control 

In operation, scrubber liquid was iniuaJIv maintained at a 
pH of 10 to 13. When considerable scrubber Uquor foaming 
was encountered at this pH level, the pH was reduced to the 7 
to 10 range after operation showed that the rugh SO. removal 
could be maintained in this range without foaming The 
nominal liquor recuculaoon rate of 20 gpm provided a liquor
u>gas rano (UG) of 20 gal/1000 ftVmm. 

Activated-Carbon Bed 

For the reduction of VOC emissions, a granular acuvated 
carbon bed was installed after the wet scrubber \ knockout 
chamber was inserted between the scrubber and carbon bed to 
trap any liquid carryover from the scrubber S pecificauons for 
this adsorber called for a 95% minimum removal of iota! 
organics at a flow rate of 1000 ft'/min at 100°F and a pressure 
drop not to exceed 5 in. of water. 

Oamp«r*d 
, Openings 

Fan (w/Stacfc) 

Activated Carbon 
Cabinvt 

Knock Out Pot 

Inw 
Vent A V«nt6 
Inlet 

Inlet
 
VentO
 

Flgur* A-3. I ot V»ntU»aon Air OM/I*)? E^wpvrtartl 
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Ducting
From 

Openings
1 and 2 

Activated 
Carbon 
Cabin* 

FlgunA-i. V»mttMl4n Mr Omntng Equipment un* Dueling Layout 

The radial-flow, packed-bed, cartoon adsorber selected was 
NTXTOX Model 1500 from TTGG Corp. in Pittsburgh. PA. 
Specifications for this unit are shown in Table A-2. 

Foam Vapor Suppressants 
Two types of water-based, commercially available foam 

supplied by 3-M Corporation were selected for this study, a 
temporary foam that is effective for up to about 1 hr. and a 
stabilized, more permanent foam that is effective for at least 1 
day. These foam reagents are mixed with water and sprayed 
onto the waste through a hand-held nozzle. The temporary 
foam is a mixture of 6% concentrate and 94% water, and the 
more permanent foam is produced by adding a 6% cunt en moon 
of stabilizer to the teaapoagy foam mixture. The foam was 
generated in a setf-cotttsMaXtnakr-mounied system (BootsA 
Coots Model 100) outsidtoflfce enclosure and pumped through 
a hose that passed under the enclosure's edge to an air-aspn 
rating nozzle. The temporary foam was spayed on freshly 
excavated waste surfaces in the excavation pit and on waste in 
storage areas. Stabilized foan was sprayed on all exposed 
waste after each day's work was completed. According to 3M, 
200 gal of foam concentrate (FX 9162) and 200 gal of foam 
stabilizer(FX9!61)arerequired to forma l-m.-ihick layer over 
1 acre of surface, or about 0.9 gal/100 ft1 The properties of the 
two types of foam used in this work are shown in Table A-3. 

Waste Treatment Techniques 

Tar Treatment 

Because of its viscous nature and size (as excavated), the tar 
was expected to require some type of solidification and size 
reduction before it could be fed toa thermal destruc oon system. 
The two solidification agents most widely used w i ih hazardous 
waste are poniand cement and lime-based pozzoUna (Amelia 
1990). In addition to providing stabilization, these agents were 
expected to reduce the acidity of the low-pH tar to mitigate SO, 
emissions during processing. Both of these agents were eval
uated during the McColl tar treatment operations. 

Pozzotana is a material that contains aluminum and silica and 
that hardens at ambient temper attics in the pit mice of lime and 
wa*r (by itsctf.however.it displays no cenwmng reactions). The 
two moat common poooianc materials are fly ash and cement 
kiln dust. Fly ash from a nearby powerpuw was used for (he 
McCoU tests because it was readily available (cement bin dust is 
itself considereda hazardous material in California and therefore 
nxreoifncuuio transport and use). The chemical and physical 
properties of die fly ash and poniand cement delivered to the 
McColl Site are summarized in Table A-*. 

Excavated tar was combined with poniand cement, fly as 
and water in a pug mill, bodi to mix these materials and 10 reducfe 
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Ttbl* A-1. ScruMw tod Fun S0*ctf/fe«(ton*« 

Milt
 
Eliminator
 

Electrical
 
Panel
 

R •circulation
 
Pump
 

ReMrvor 

Not to Scale 

F70un>4-5. Scrueaw C/OM 

the sue of the tar lumps. The puf mill used for this project 
(Figure A-6) was a Barber Green Mixer (Model 848) that 
reportedly wasboiltdnriif dhtlftO*. At one end of the mill, 
tar, cement, and fly ask wan darted into a small feed hopper 
with a capacity of apprerimjstty 1.2 yd*. The material moved 
down through the hopper and flowed onto a moving belt The 
clearance between the booom of the hopper and the belt was 
almost 8 in. The belt nnsponed the material to (he bead of the 
pug mill, where water was added manually. The mill consisted 
of two shafts fitted with shot heavy paddles that rotated in the 
opposite mwaid direction (from the bottom to the top) in an 
open half cylinder. The mixing/conveying acoon of the paddks 
pushed the material from the head of the mill to its tail where 
the mixed material fell into a small product hopper (approxi
mately 2-yd* capacity). The hopper, in turn, emptied directly 
onto the ground. The feed belt and paddle shafts were powered 
by a 175-honepower diesel engine. 

ScrubOef 
Scrubber size 
Dasqn (low rate 
Diameter 
Sump capacrty 
Circulaton rat* 
Pump motor 
Type of packing 
Packing height 
Scrubber overall height 
Type of mist eliminator 
Empty weight 
Operating weght 
Purchase prce 

Fan 
Material of construction 
Corresion-res«tam coating 
Gaa flow rata (standard air 

density) 
State pressure (Neg./Pos.) 
Motor rating 
Punch ai 

•Supplied by Inure* Corp. 5/14/90. 

f«Me A-i d»eoMe>0ane for Cwtwn fee* 4rf«ort>«r-

GWX 1200 
1200 tt 3<min 
24 mcnes 
190 gallons 
25 gal/mm 
I 5hp 
2-inch hollow soheras 
I1 feet 
17 feet 
Chevron 
650 Ib 
2350 to 
S22.600 

Steel 
Poryurethane 
1200 ft/mm 

20 inches WG 
7.5 hp 
$2.200 

Flow rata. max. 
Temperature, max. 
Connections 
Diameter/heght 
Adsorbent f* 

Shipping weight 
Materials of construction 

Purchase once 

Lease payment par month 
Virgin T1GG SC 0410. oerfrH 

1500fP/mm 
350»F 
7-in. duel 

300-bvirgmTIGG 
5C 0410 (coal-based) 

0.4 second 
475 b 
Coated mild steel with 

31 6 stainless steel 
screen 

$2450 FOB plant 
(including initial carbon 
fid) 

$700 
$600 _ 

•From TIQG Corporation. 3/3/90. 

The pug mill cylinder was approximately 10 ft long. 45 in. 
wide, and 27 in. deep, which corresponds to an overall volume 
of 5.1 yd*. The paddles were 7 in. king and 4 in. wide aiihe op. 
Two paddles (set at 180 degrees from each other) were set every 
6m. along the two tapered shafts; this resulted in a clearance of 
2 in. between paddle sets. As shown in Figure A-7. each set was 
offset 90 degrees from adjoining sets. The throughput capacity 
of the mill was reported to be almost 100 tons/hr. 

Char and Mud Trtataunt 

The objective of the char and mud processing operaooru 
planned for this project was 10 reduce the size of these materials 
10 less than 2 in. so they would be suiiabk for feed to a thermal 
destruction system. The crusher brought on sue for this purpose 
wasa Mastenkreen Explorer, manufactured by M AKK Quarry 
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TtbiiA-3. 

FX-9161 toam 
P-OOartlOS stabilizer 

Appaaranca Yellow, ciaar 
Inquifl solution 

Density. Ib/gal 8.99 
Viscosity at 77«F (25» C). cp 1500 
Speertic gravity at 77'F (25'C) 1 OS 
pH at 77'F (25*C) 
Flash point. *F 200 
Fraeze point. *F 
Minimum-usa tamperatura, °F 
Storage t«mp«ratur«. *F 40 to 100 
Nonoorrosiva YM 
Moist ur«-»«nsrtiv« Y«* 
Pnea. $«> 465 

•from 3M Corp.. St. Paul. MN. 

Fly ash 
Silicon dexiaa, % 61.04 
Aluminum oxida. % 18.59 
Iron oxid*. % 5.16 
Sulfur tnoxid*. % 1.07 
Calcium oxri*.% 5.97 
Loss on ignition. % 0.29 
Bufcdansityo. Kama M 
Classrfieation Class F 

•From Amcal Minerals Corporation. 1990. 
^From fiaU maasuramams 

FX-9162'oam 
conc»mrat» 

Amo«r IIQUIO 
solution 

851 
2300 
1 02 
78 
-

28 
32 

35 to 120 
Yas 
No 

255 

Portland 
c»m«m 
22.61 
3.78 
3.25 
1.84 

65.15 
O.U 
7i 

Tvo«V 
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Plant Ltd. in 1989 Wuh this system, material is dumped into 
a 4-yd' tray feed hopper fined with 6-in. staoonary bars. From 
the hopper, material is transported by a feed belt into the jaws 
of the crusher. After passing through ihe crusher, material is 
picked up by a product conveyor and transported to a vibranng 
screen wiih 2-in.-square openings. Undersize material passes 
through the screen to the ground, whereas oversize maienal 
rolls off the screen to another pile on the ground. The conveyor 

belts, crusher, and hydraulic control svstem were 00*,.,.̂  ,. 
a diesel engine. ' t«*«e<l by 

The crusher was expected to operate on both char alone and 
on a mixture of char and mud. -\ scnemauc of tne crusner is 
shown in Figure A-8. The overall dimensions of the un i t ^Tf 

51 ft long. 7 ft wide, and 17 ft deep. 

FlgvnA-7. Pug Mm PMM* Owing Tit 

BvScrMn 

FtgunA-t. CtorMi* Cnith* 3c**m*oe. 
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Appendix B
 

Summary of SITE Demonstration at McColl Superfund Site
 

Introduction 
The McColl hazardous waste sice is an inactive waste 

disposal facility located at 2650 Rosecrans Avenue in the city 
of Fullenon. Orange County. CA The site w« used in the early 
and mid- 1940s for the disposal <n acidic refinery sludge, a by
product of the production of a> iauon fuel. A series of pits or 
sumps were excavated on the srx 10 receive Uie refinery sludge 
at that tune. Onsite disposal of refinery sludge erased in 1946. 
From 1951 through 1962. fill material (sod) and drilling mud 
from oil exploration activities near the Coyote Hills were 
deposited m some of ihe pits in an attempt to make the site 
suitable for future development. 

By 1962. the Upper Ramparts area had been covered with 
soil and has existed since that time as unoccupied open space. 
In the early 1980s,aclaycapwasplaced on ihe Lower Ramparu 
area to reduce odors. The Los Coyotes area was covered with 
4 u>5 ft of soi land developed as pan of the Los Coyotes Country 
Club golf course. 

Areas east of the McColl site were subdivided and devel
oped for residential housing in ihe late 1970s and the early 
1980s. Recreational facilities were constructed west of the site 
aline Ralph B. Clark (formerly Los Coyotes) Regional Park. As 
the population increased and development continued, residents 
began complaining of odors emanating from the site. Odor 
complaints were first received by ihe Orange County Health 
Department in 1978. Subsequent environmental investigations 
at the site identified extensive contamination. In 1982. the 
McColl ate was placed on the National Frances Los (NPL). 

In February 1989. EPA and DHS issued a proposed plan for 
the McColi project that named thermal destruction, either on or 
off site, as the preferred remedy. Important components of this 
remedy are the excavation and wane-handling activities that 
mug occur as a precursor othermal desmcoon. The overall 
goal of the thai excavation was to obtain information pertaining 
10 theseactmues to support the selection of thermal desoucuon 
is the preferred remedy and to aid in the design of a thermal 
iestrucuon remedy or any other remedy involving excavation 
>f the waste material after its selection in t Record of Decision 
(ROD) 

Reg of the EPA determined that the cnal excavation 
wai necc^ry to ascertain if McColl waste could be excavated 
with conventional equipment without releasing significant 

amounts of VOCs and SOt into the surrounding community 
The trial excavation was also necessary to define the treatment 
needed, if any. to improve the handling characteristics of the 
waste asa precunor to thermal destruction, or any other remedy 
which would involve treatment of the waste. 

Site Characteristics 
The McColl site coven approximately 20 acres, and appro iu

matelySacresofihesnecomainwasteuipitsorjumps AS shown 
in Figure B-I, the site is divided into two distinct areas, the 
Ramparts area and the Los Coynes area. The Ramparu area 
comprises the eastern portion of the site and contains su bi 
wane pits or sumps (R-l through R-6). The Los Coyotes
kxatediinmediately»utf«w«stof'theRamparnarea.a^ 
tains six pits (L-l though L-6). The six pits in this area were 
covered with sod dirint me construction of the golf course. The 
site is bordered by the West Coyote Hills Oil Field to the north. 
riousmgdevetopinentt ID the east and south of the Ramparts area. 
LosCoyoasCountryaubgolf course to the south, and the Ralph 
B.Gaik Regional Park to the west. All pits are covered with soil. 
and the site is secured widi a chain-link fence and 12-tv guard. 

Objectives 
The tnai excavation was conducted on a portion of Los 

Coyotes Sump L-4 (see Figure B-1). The objectives of me arul 
excavaoon are as follows. 

I.	 To excavate approximately 100 yd of waste to assess 
waste-handling charactensacsand to determine a any 
treatment is required to improve handling characteris
tics as a rxecursor to thennal desaucnon. 

More than 130 solid yd1 of waste material (mud. tar. 
and char) was excavated under the enclosure by 
conventional excavation methods. 

During the trial excavation, it was determined that 
the mud and char material did not need further 
treatment. For the mud. it was apparent thai the waste 
could be easily sized to the nominal 2-in.-diameter 
thermal destruction requirement. For the char, u was 
determined that more dun 50% of the excavated char 
was under 2 in. in diameter and that the remaining 
material could easily be sized by convenoonal meth
ods (i.e., pug mill, shredder). 

43
 



Rosecrans Avenue 

Ralph B. Clark
 
Regional Park
 

Los Coyotes 
Golf Course 

Flgt**8-1. HcColiSlt*. 

The tar material was determined to require addi
tional treatment \o allow for future processing into a 
thermal destruction unit. This was accomplished by 
mixing the tar with cement or fly ash and water in a 
pug milL The result of this treatment process was 
pellets that were lea than 2 in. in diameter. 

2.	 To determine the atmospheric emissions resulting 
from the excavation acavmes. 

This objective was only partially achieved during 
the trial excavation. Data for SO. and total hydro
carbons (THC) are reported: however, no data for 
organic species or reduced sulfur species art reported. 

High-quality dan were obtained for SO. and THC 
emissions exiting the enclosure exhaust treatment 

system. Five-minute averages for SO. emissions 
were maintained at less than 1 ppm throughout the 
project. The highest 5-min average for THC emis
sions was 98.1 ppm. Samples for organic and re
duced sulfur compounds were collected from the 
stack and analyzed, but the data were determined to 
be invalid by an EPA audit. 

Benzene (a known carcinogen), toluene, ethyl benzene. 
and xyknes are known to be the major constituents of 
the THC concentrations reported, but no quanouable 
concentrations of these compounds can be reported for 
the itataijA given in the preceding paragraph. 

3.	 Toasses«ihedegreeofSO,andTHCernLssjoncontrol 
achieved through the use of an enclosure and an 
enclosure exhaust treatment system. 
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This obiecuve was achieved by erecang an enclosure 
around the excav au on area and exhausting ihe venula
uon air tnrough an enclosure exhaust treatment system 
consisting of a sccLum-rivd/oxide scrubber and an 

carbon unit 

The daily average-removal efficiency for SO. ranged 
from 71.8 to 99.9%, with greater than 90% "removal 
being achieved on most days. 

The daily average removal efficiency for THC ranged 
from 15'S to 90~.7<rc, with greater than 50% removal 
being achieved on most days. 

-» To determine ihe emission levels for SO, and VOCs at 
the fenoEline of the McColl site as an indicator of 
impacts on the local community. 

This objective was pamally achieved for the reasons 
outlined in Objective 2. Reliable data for SO, and THC 
emissions were collected at four perimeter monitoring 
stations, with no levels being detected that would ad
versely affect the surrounding community. 

 To assess the effectiveness of vapor-suppressing foam. 

This objective was partially achieved. Reducnon 
efficiency rates have been calculated for dynamic 
conditions. Reduction efficiency rates could not be 
calculated for static conditions because analytical data 
were determined to be invalid by an EPA audit 

Under dynamic conditions, u has been estimated that 
the vapor-suppression foam can be up to 80% effective 
for SO, control and 60% effective for THC control. 

6.	 To assess potential problems that might occur during 
excavanon. 

Assessments were made regarding problems that oc
curred because of the following: higher-than-expected 
emissions of SO. and THC from the tar and char high 
paniculate diesel emissions: heat gain: working in 
Level B and Level A personal protection equipment: 
excess water in a confined space: and seepage of tar 
material. 

Excavation and Waste Processing 
Removal of overburden and excavation of the underlying 

waste were readily performed widi a trackhoe equipped with an 
extended boom and a 1-yd* backet. The waste, which was 
foond ID be fiorty well segregated into layers, was placed in 
rolloff bins or piles for subsequent use. Removal of the 
overburden proceeded routinely and was followed by excava
tion of a 3-ft-thick mud layer. A 4-ft-thick tar layer was 
excavated next After the tar was removed, a trench shield was 
placed in the excavated area to reduce seepage of addiuonal tar 
into the opening. After the tar layer was excavated, a hard, coal-
like, char layer was encountered. This material was broken up 
and excavated. 

During the tar excav anon. SO. and total hydrocarbons (THC 
levels within the enclosure increased dramatically and reached 
5-min average values 01" 1000 and 492 ppm. respectively, 7^ 
enclosure exhaust treatment system removed up to 99 9C7coftv 
SO. and 60% of the THC -unng this excavauonpenod. The use 
of tiie enclosure and enclosure sxhaus: treatment system pr». 
vented any sign uicant amounts of these pollutants from reaching 
the site perimeter, as evidenced by the low concentrations 
measured there. The higher-than -expected concentrations * nhm 
the enclosure required an upgrading of personal protection 
equipment from Level B (coated tyvek overalls with supplied 
air) to Level A (completely encapsulating suit with supplied 
air). 

Char excavation was also accompanied by high concentra
tions of SO, and THC. which reached 5- mm average values of 
755 and 350 ppm, respectively. The enclosure exhaust treat
ment system operated efficiently during the enare study wi ih up 
to 99% removal of the S02 and up to 90.7% removal of the THC. 

Higher-than-expected levels of SO2 and THC within the 
enclosure were caused by the failure of vapor-suppressing foams 
to form an impermeable membrane over the exposed Bastes The 
foams rrififA with the extremely acidic waste. wmcn severely 
impacted the foam's ability to suppress emissions 

This ability was improved somewhat, however when me 
concentration of foam reagents in water was increased. Though 
difficult to estimate, ihe overall reduction achieved by applying 
foam was estimated at up to 80% for SO. and 60% for THC. 
based on concentrations measured at ihe enclosure exhaust 
treatment system inlet during excavation activities with and 
without foam. 

In all. 137 yd5 of waste and 101 yd' of overburden were 
excavated. Maximum and average trial excavation raus arc 
summarized in Table B-l . 

The average excavation rates achieved during -jus :rai 
excavation will be increased considerably during t j i i - ^ a j  e 
excavauon, as fewer observations and measurements o-ou;a oe 
needed. Average excavauon rates that could be expected to oe 
achieved during full-scale excavauon are estimated at »9 ?2 ±.z 
25 yd'/h for overburden and mud. tar, and char, respecuveiv 

The tar waste was further processed to reduce us size and 10 
form a solid and easier-to-handle pellet. This was accom
plished by mixing the tar with cement, fly ash. and water in a 
pug mill. Ten test runs were made within the enclosure at 
various ratios of tar. cement, fly ash. and water. A ratio of 1 can 
tar to between 2.3 and 7 pans cement and fly ash and from 0 16 
to 1 pan water formed a solid, easy-uvhandk pellet. ~x 
processing rates of approximately 3 tons/h were achieved 
dunng the inal excavauon. and it is estimated that this raie cou.d 

Ttbt» 8-1. liulmvm ** 4«tr»9* Trill Cjtetv»0on *»!•• (yrf *) 

Comooncnt Maximum Av«raa« 
Ov«rouro«n 51 7  6 
Mud 66 4 1 
Tar 58 4  3 
Char 9 2  6 
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be in reasec by u-K >:• .- -.ctor of 2 with a more continuous 
operauon. Indications were thai tar processing with alkaline 
materials such as cement and fly ash reduced the amount of SO. 
released by the tar. The mud and char waste fractions did not 
require further processing, but could have been fed through the 
pug mill if necessary. 

Previous investigations at the McColl site indicated that the 
waste has the potential to emu significant amounts of VOCs. 
organic sulfur compounds, and SO,. For the tnaJ excavation, 
this potential air emission impact was mitigated by the erection 
of a temporary enclosure 60 ft wide. 160 ft long, and 26 ft high 
in the center of the excavation ana. Air from the enclosure was 
vented through an enclosure exhaust treatment system consist
ing of a sodium-hydroxide-based wet scrubber and an acti
vated-carbon adsorber in series before being released to the 
ambient air. 

For the trial excavation, this potential air emission impact 
resulted in having workers wear Level B or Level A protection 
at all times while inside the enclosure. Concentrations of SO, 
and THC were continuously monitored before and after the 
enclosure exhaust treatment system. 

Waste Characteristics 
Three major waste types are present at the McColl site: 1) 

hard, black, char-like asphaltic wastes: 2) viscous, black, tar-
like wastes: and 3) mud. The predominant waste type found at 
the site is a black asphaltic waste that is apparently the result of 
chemical and physical changes in acidic refinery sludge that 
have occurred over the last 40 years. This asphaltic waste has 
a low pH (acidic) and contains elevated levels of organic 
compounds. When disturbed, the waste emits sulfur dioxide 
(SO,) and hydrocarbon vapors. Because of its acidic nature, the 
McColl waste is characterized as RCRA corrosive waste ac
cording to CFR 261.22. 

Borings previously made in the L-4 Sump snowed that both 
tar and char were present in fairly segregated layers under a 
layer of mom soil or mud. which was in turn under approxi
mately 8 ft of overburden soil During previous studies at this 
site, two types of air emissions were observed when the waste 
was disturbed. The initial disturbance generally caused a high 
level or "puff" release of contaminants, followed by a rapid 
decline to lower levels (Radian 1983). These steady-state 
emission levels were then obaerved for longer periods of time 
and gradually decreased over several hoars. The emission 
potential in the Rampraaraannged from 130 to 130.000 mg/ 
of per mm for SO, and 10 to 3600 mg/nr1 per nun for THC for 
all disurbed wane type* Avenge steady-state emissions from 
asphakk waste were 5200 •§/•» per min for SO.and 190 mg/ 
m» per nun for THC. Hydrocarbon analysis of air samples 
snowed an avenge compoudoa of 60% aliphatic and oxygen
ated species, 30% aromatic specie*, and 10% organic sulfur 
species. The waste composition did vary from sump to sump, 
however, and even with depth within a sump (Schmidt 1989). 

Samples ofexcavavd was* were analyzed »o determine heat 
value and the concentrations of selected consotuents. Thenfor
manon obaned by these analyses is summarizedm Table B-l 

The mud fraction of this waste consisted largely of mor. 
ganic. noncombusoble material wiih an ash content of 82 9% 
and a heating value of less than 500 Btu/lb. The raw tar sample 
contained a high percentage of combustible maienal and had a 
heanng value of more than 9000 Btu/lb. an ash content of less 
than 2%, and a high sulfur content 110 6%). The treated tar 
sample contained cement dust and fly ash ( low-sulfor. high-ash 
components), and the addition of this material decreased all of 
the combustible parameters and increased the ash value. Raw 
char has a fairly high ash level (about 55%). a sulfur content of 
4.5%, and a heating value of 5200 Btu/lb. 

Common indicators for petroleum waste are the concentra
tions of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene. and xylene fBTEX). 
The McColl samples data show that the tar fraction of th u waste 
contains the highest levels of these compounds and that the mud 
layer contains only a relatively small portion of these com
pounds. 

Toxicity characteristics of the raw tar and char were deter
mined by the Toxicity Characteristics Leaching Procedure 
(TCLP) and California Wet Test. No metal constituents exceeded 
the regulatory limit in either case. Benzene v\ ihe tar and char 
waste extract exceeded the EPA TCLP limit of 500u&literby 
greater than a factor of 2. 

Community Impact 
Perimeter air monitoring for SO. and THC was conducted 

continually during this study. Windspeed and wind direction 
were also recorded continually at the site. This information w? 
obtained to comply with the Community Contingency Plan.̂ . 
which mandates that all site work be stopped if SOj level$ at the 
perimeter exceed 0.5 ppm for 5 min or ifTHC levels exceed 70 
ppm for 30 sec. These levels were never reached dunng this 
study. The maximum 1 -hr readings obtained at any perimeter 
station in June, which was the period of highest emissions from 
thewaste,were0.08ppmforSO1and21.9ppmforTHC Specific 
compounds in the air at the perimeter of the site and m the 
neighborhood were sampled and analyzed. 

Health and Safety Issues 
Both health and safety and commun icy exposure issues 

were assessedpnor to the tnal excavation demonstration These 
issues are discussed in the following subsections: 

*••*• 

Treat ad 
Mud Tar tar Char 

Mo«ture. % 13.2 11.8 3.1 21 2 
Sulfur. % 0.8 10.6 3  6 4  5 

Fixed carbon, % 0.2 16.9 2.0 4  0 
Aah.% 32.9 1.6 75.9 547 
B«nz*n*. ppm «0.7 240 NA« 97 
Tokj«n«, ppm 1.5 580 NA '50 
Xytonc, ppm 8.6 910 NA 220 
Ethybertzene, ppm 0.9 140 NA 35 
H«at value. Btu/lb <soo 9160 2200 5200 

•NA . Not analyzed. DM of oam*nt additiv* would 
r*duc« cnnoantratens found in raw tar tamp*. 



Worker Safety 

Excavation work inside the enclosure was conducted either 
m Level B or Level A personal protective equipment Level B 
equipment consisted of supplied-air respirators, coated Tyvek 
overalls, steel-toed boots, mner and outer gloves, and a hard hat. 
Air bottles were mounted on the trackhoe, loader/backhoe. and 
B obcat for operaior air supply; other mem bers of the erew used 
air bnes supplied from air cylinders located outside the enclo
sure. Level A requirements included the addition of a totally 
encapsulating chemical proteca ve (TECP) suit to the preceding 
equipment list. Air supplies to these suits were either from air 
lines (as previously discussed) or from a self-contained breath
ing apparatus inside the suits. 

The observation camera used was an invaluable tool for 
observing/recording activities that occurred within the enclo
sure. The camera also allowed all workers to be observed from 
a health and safety standpoint. The camera also assisted in a 
reduction of the number of employees necessary within the 
enclosure, which allowed for more efficient operations and 
reduced the risk of employee accidents. 

Community Exposure 

Because of the nature of the contamination at the McColl 
site, community exposure was determined to be a significant 
concern. Perimeter air monitoring for SO, and THC was con
ducted continually during this study. Windspeed and wind 
direction were also recorded continually. This information was 
obtained to comply with the Community Contingency Plan, 
which mandates that all site work be stopped if SO, levels at the 
perimeter exceed 0.5 ppm for 5 mm or if THC levels exceed 70 
ppm for 30 sec. These levels were never reached during this 
study. 

Based on observations by personnel during the tnal excava 
tion, the noise level related to the excavanon and treatment 
activities was minimal. At no ume during the tnal excavanon 
were the health-based levels established in the McColl Conun
gency Plan for SO. and THC exceeded ai the fencelme mom
tonng staoons. Although odor complaints were received dur
ing the tnaJ excavation period, they were not excessive Most 
of the complaints were received after the tnaJ excavanorv 
treatment acuvioes were completed for the day, and may not 
have been related to the excavaoonAreatment activities 

Costs of Excavation and Tar Processing 
The costs for the field aspects of this trial excavaaon work 

consisted of those involved with the enclosure and the enclo
sure exhaust treatment system, actual excavauon Labor and 
equipment, foam application, tar processing, and air monitor
ing. Much of the equipment for this project (e g , enclosure 
framework, scrubber, and excavation mach inery) was rented on 
a monthly basis: therefore, total costs consisted of the monthly 
machinery charges, labor, and fixed costs required to mobilize 
and demobilize. These costs are summarized in Table B -3 for 
the 2-month duration of the field work. 

TibtoB-3. Suinmtrr of On*H» Co** 

Hem Totai CCJT $ 
Enclosure 7C976 
Air exhaust control system 40*15 
Foam vapor suppressants 89591 
Excavation* 82.512 
Tar processing 173«7 
Air montonrtg 1QQ,!6Q 
Total 401 021 

•Based on 16 days of excavation. 
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Appendix C
 

Applicability of the McColl Enclosure and Excavation
 
Technologies to Current CERCLA Sites
 

Many CERCLA sites share the problem of soil contaminated with volatile orgarucs. volatile metals, and 
metal-laden dust that can result in toxic airemtssionsdunng waste excavation, processing, and treatment. Table 
C-1 presents a list of current CERCLA sites where the McColl enclosure and excavation techniques may be 
applicable. These sites were selected based on the existence of airborne contaminants and the site's-proximity 
to areas threatened by the release of these contaminants. Other site-specific conditions may preclude the use 
of some or all of the McColl techniques at certain sites. 
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Ttblt C-1 Current CEHCLA Sittf IVbare tfl» UcColl Enciotui* »nd £rcj»»0on T»chnoiogi»» tt»y B* Applictbit 

Sita "am locanan 

Silresim Cnemeal Corp. 
Loweil MA 
Region II 
Comoa Fni Nortn Lanofiti 
Mount Oiive Townsnio NJ 
Pried !naustr<as. East BrunswiCK Townsnio. 
NJ 
Glen Riaae Radium Site G<en R'Oqe NJ 
Montciair/West Orange Radium. 
Montciair/Wesl Oranqe. NJ 
Woodland Townsnip, Route 532 and 
Route 72 Sites Woodland Townsnio NJ 
Richardson Hill Road Lanolill. Sidney 
Center NY 
Port Washington Landfill. Port 
Washington, NY 

Region III 
Abex Core Portsmouth VA 
Greenwood Chemical Co . Newton VA 

Rhinenan Tire Fire Dump. Freoencx 
County VA 
Kan* & Lonoard Street Drums. Baltimore. 
MO 

Amoier Asbestos Piles, Amoier, PA 

Brown s Battery Breaning, 
Shoemakersvilie. PA 
McAdoo Associates. McAooo, PA 

Tayor Borougn Dump. Tayor. PA 

Region IV 
Interstate Lead Co.. Leeds AL 
Brantiey Landfill. Island, KY 

Fort Hartford Coal Co.. Inc.. Olaton. KY 

Maxey Flats Nuclear Dmwiai Hmooro KY 
Caroiawn. Fort Lawn, SC 

Air contaminants 

Pesticides. vOCs 

Bis (2-ethyinexyi) pntnaiate. 
chiorooenzenes. onenoi VOCs 
VOCs 

Radon 
Radon 

Organic solvents 

VOCs 

Methane 
Benzene 
Toluene 
Xylene 
Vmvl cnioride 

H«aw metals 
VOCs 

VOCs 

Acroiem 
Benzene 
Ethyl benzene 
Xylene 
Chromium 
Asbestos 

Lead 

Heavy metals 
PAHs 
Pnthalate esters 
VOCs 
Heavy metais. VOCs 

Lead 
Ammonia 
Dust 
Heavy metais 
Ammonia 

Tritium 
Heavy metals 
Phenols 
VOCs 

Threatened areas 

Business distra 
Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 
Residential 

Residential 
Agncuttura! 
Residential 

Residential 
Golf Course 
School 

Residential 
Resrtenual 
Aqncuftural 
Agricultural 

Resrtenual 

Resrtential 
Playground 
Residential 

ResrientiaJ 

Residential 
Communrtv Park 

Residential 
Res«ent«l 

ResrtenuaJ 
Recreational 
Residential 
Residential 
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7*t>/#C-'. (continued) 

Site name/location
Reqlon V 
Taracoro Lead Sm»it«r Granite City IL 
Berhn A Farro, Swaru Green Ml 
Feed Materials Production Center, 
Femald. OH 
Reqlon VI' 
Bayou Sorrel Sit*. Bayou Sorr*i, LA 

Combustion Inc . Dennam Springs, LA 

Outchtown nontreatment Plant, Ascension 
Pansh. LA 
Lee Acre Landfill, Farmington. NM 

Caj West Metals, icmnar. NM 

Rtaton VII 
A.Y. McDonald Industncs, Inc., Oubuqu*, 
LA 
P»opi«s Natural Qaa Co . Dubuqu*. IA 

Whit* Farm Equipment Co . Cftarivs City, 
IA 
Missouri Elccincat Works. Cap« Girard*au, 
MO 
W*ldon Spnng Quarry, St. Chari*s County. 
MO 
R*aton VIII 
Uravan Uranium Protect. Uravin. CO 
Richardson Flat Tailings. Summit County. 
UT 
Silver Cr**k Tailinos. Park City. UT 
R*o. ton IX
 
Montras* Ch«mcal Corp.
 
Torrano*, CA 
South Bay Asbestos Ar*a, AJviso, CA 

Unn*d H*ckathorn Co Richmond CA 
Region X 
T«i*dyn* Wan Chang Albany, Albany. OR 
S*ani* Municipal Landfill. Kent. WA 

 Aif contaminants 

Lead 
Pestooe Dyo'oojtns 
Radon 

Volatile organic ana inorganic 
oollutams 
VOCs 

VOCs 

VOCs 

Lead 

Lead 

Cyan id* 
PAHs 
Phenols 
Heavy metals, dust 

Arocior 1260, Arocur 1260. dust 

Radtoaorve dust 

Uranium 
H*avy metals 

Heavy metaJs 

DOT 

Asbestos-laden oust 

DDT 

Metals, VOCs. raaoaarve dust 
1 ,2-Dchioroethane. 
t*traehloro*ihyiene 

'nreatsnea areas 

Res as^t a' 
Res.oert a 
fl«s<38r'iai 
Aart cultural 

inaustr ai 

Residential 
Aqncuiturai 
Residential 

Residential 
Recreational 
Residential 
Recreational 

Residential 

Business o<s:ro 
ResKlentiai 

ResKientiai 
Wetlands 
Residential 
Wetlands 
Industrial 

Wildlife naoitat 
Residential. 
Recreational 
Residential 

Industrial. 
Residential 
Resrienttai. 
WiWIrte Re'uae 
Residential 

Residential 
Residential 
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Of f ice of Research and Development 
U.S.	 Environmental Protection Agency EPA/600/14 

incinnati. OH 45268 
5	 SUPPLEMENTAL Y NOTES 

Project Manager: S. Jackson Hubbard (513) 569-7507
 

J8STSACT
 

A trial excavation of approximately 137 cubic yards of waste was Der'or-ned at
 
the McColl Superfund Site in Fullerton,-CA, to better determine the nature of this
 
waste, any treatment needed to improve its handling characteristics, and the extent
 
of air emissions that might occur during excavation. This t.ypa of information is
 
necessary to plan full-scale remediation of this highly acidic petroleum refinery
 
waste buried at this site. The trial excavation was conducted within a temporary
 
enclosure with air exhausted from the enclosure through a sodium hydroxide-Dased wet
 
scrubber and activated-carbon bed adsorber to reduce air emissions of sulfur aioxide
 
and organic compounds. Foam was used in an attempt to suppress atmnspnenc releases
 
from the raw waste during excavation, storage, and processing. The air exhaust was
 
monitored for total hydrocarbons and sulfur dioxide before and after ihc a'.r e-nis'ion
 
control system. In addition, total hydrocarbons and sulfur dioxide were -on'torert
 
along the site perimeter to determine potential impact of air emissions -̂  »-e nearby
 
community.
 

This report presents an evaluation of the equipment used to control e - < : - , - - - s and
 
measure the resulting emissions before and after the air control s/ste~ :•>
 

assessment of the foam vapor suppressants and information on the f u l l - s ; a ' - » ---ediatic
 
costs of the technology are also provided.
 

K f  V WOMOS AND OOCUMINT ANALYSIS 

b.lOCNTiFiCMS'OPiN ENOEO DESCRIPTORS 

Pollution Hydrocarbons
"camion Sulfur Dioxide 

Petroleum Wastes
 

?r "'•VJTIQM S T A T E M E S  ' 19 S£CU«lfv CLASS ( r/ui 

UNCLASSIFIED 
TO PUBLIC 20 S tCURlTY CLASS , Tint 

UNCLASSIFIED 
'»"-n»...4.77; ^77"~T7~~~7T 
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GOODWIN SGUAPE 
HARTFORD. CONNECTICUT Gc'33-43C2 

203/522-51 75 FACSIMILE 2C3 522-2'96 

Marc.u. 3, 1991
 

Almerinaa Silva
 
Regional Prcnecr Manager
 
U.S. EPA - Region I
 
J.F.K. Federal Building
 
Boston, MA 02203~221l'
 

Julie Taylor, Esq.
 
Office of Regional Counsel
 
U.S. EPA - Region I
 
J.F.K. Federal Building
 
Boston, MA C2203-2211
 

RE: Old South ir.Ttor. Landfill - .'nava liability :f Ground*3.er '::
 
Use as a Potacle Water Supply
 

3ear Alir.erinda i Julie:
 

I am providing tne following information as we aiscusse- .:
 
our February 27, 1991 meeting to address concerns expresses =
 
several memoers of EPA's staff regarding availanility of
 
groundwater underneath the landfill mass, and in the Study Area
 
for consumption as a potable water supply. This information r.as
 
significant bearing upon criteria considered in the assessment ;:
 
risk posed by the former landfill. As Respondent's presented at
 
that meeting, state and local regulations prohibit the use c:
 
groundwater for drin.<ing water supplies not only in the Study 3.:
 
but also in the Study Area. In addition, existing institutic.-a
controls apply to tr.a undeveloped land west of the Study Area
 
restrict tne deve^ccrerz cf private drinking wells. For the
 
reasons presented ,.- _r..s .etter, tne use of groundwater in tr.es?
 
areas is precluded a.-:: r-.-.sequer.tly poses no risk to residents ar
 
potential future res.re—s. Briefly, ry conclusions are:
 

• Land in --^ ~-^~. £^te ar.d Studv Area currentlv not
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developed as residential is zoned for industria. use. 
Residential development in these areas - eitr.er tr.r-^-
new construction or conversion - is pror.icitso. 

• -Even if residences were to be located within tr.e stuay 
Site and Area, no wells could be drilled due to state 
Public Health Code restrictions. Drilling of wells or. 
industrial properties is likewise precluded. 

• The area immediately west of the Study Area is zoned for 
residential use of medium to high density. However, tr.e 
Public Health Code precludes groundwater wells for tr.e 
area and zoning regulations offer additional protection. 

• The power of the Southington Department of Health to 
determine and enforce Public Health Code provisions 
provides a stop gap mechanism in the unlikely event that 
a well is illegally drilled within the Study Site or 
within or west of the Study Area.
 

Before discussing the institutional controls that are ir.
 
place, a brief description of the zoning classifications and status
 
of the properties of concern is in order. The zoning map for tr.e
 
Town of Southington depicts the Study Area and surrounding .and.
 
See Attachment A. The Study Area lies mostly within the ligr.t
 
industrial (1-1) zone. That zone's permitted uses include
 
manufacturing, sales of building materials, farm and constructior.
 
equipment, greenhouses, research laboratories, warehouses, and
 
gymnasiums. Section 5-01.1 of the Town of Southington Zoning
 
Regulations (hereinafter "Zoning Regulations"). The northernmost
 
portion of the Study Area is zoned for rather dense residential -se
 
on lots of 22,500 square feet or more (R-20/25). The resident.a.
 
zone is fully developed.
 

West of the 1-1 zone lies another R-20/25 zone. The zzr.rz
 
map, last amended in October 1988, does not provide the r.ost
 
current view of lot development in the zone. Although tr.e area
 
west of Chuck and Eddie's is shown as undeveloped on the rr.ap, t-.e
 
Southington Water Department maps show the open-ended road 'Nu.-.z.z
 
Drive) has been extended to a cul-de-sac terminating immediate.,.
 
west of Chuck and Eddie's. The frontage along the extended Nur.zio
 
Drive has been fully subdivided into housing lots.
 

l) New residential development, or conversion from industrial ~~
 
residential. is Drohz_bi£ed_ within the Study Site and Study
 

As discussed above, except for the residences on the
 
northernmost portion of tr.e Study Site, the Study Site and Stuay
 
Area are zoned 1-1 for light industry. The northern residential
 
area is fully developed and served by municipal water.
 



Pursuant to § 5.21 et s_eo. or tr.s .own of Scutr.i.-.oto- I;-..re
 
Refutations, residential uses are not permittee in ar. :-. .zore.
 
Development of housing or conversion of existing c-i.ii.-.ga -z
 
housing is -therefore pronibited cy tne Zoning Regulations.
 
Although zoning law permits a zoning commission to aacpt o.-.anges ir.
 
its regulations, the commission must consider a number of factors.
 
including public health, the cnaracter of a district, and tr.s
 
suitable and appropriate use of land. Here a zoning comnssion
 
decision to change tne I-l zone to residential is improcac.e ±je to
 
the predominant industrial uses already established witr.ir. tne zone
 
and also due to the area's well-documented environmental condition.
 
These factors not only have a profound negative effect or. tr.s
 
zone's suitability for residential development, out also provide
 
ample bases for the commission to reject any amendment petitions to
 
allow residential use.
 

2) The Public Health Code would prohibit well drillins t.-.rcuoro;
 
the I-l zone.
 

The Connecticut General Statutes direct the local Cireotor
 
Health to enforce tne Public Healtn Code, a body of regu.ati;-3
 
adopted by the Connecticut Commissioner of Health Services. :
 
§§ 19a-36, I9a-20?; Regs, of Conn. State Agencies § 19-12-51 et
 
seq. Pursuant to nis statutory authority and the Code previsions
 
the Southington director of Health has direct authority over tne
 
location of wells, well drilling permits, and well water testing.
 

Before starting a well, a well driller must obtain a pemt
 
from the Director of Health. C.G.S. § 25-130. A proposed well
 
must conform to the Public Health Code before a permit is issuer
 
Section lS-13-B51d of the Public Health Code requires that all
 
wells be located in a direction away from groundwater flow "fro-;
 
existing or probable source cf pollution." In addition, a.. ~e
 
must meet definite minimum distance requirements wnen a sourr^ t:
 
pollution is nearoy. .-. well must 02 located no closer tr.ar  " " ~:
 
150 feet from a source of pollution. o.epenaing upon the -5.. z
 
craving capacity. The cistance must ce greater wnere ar. area ::
 
industrial waste is involved. Thrcugn tnese state regu.ati:.-^
 
affecting the siting of wells, the Soutningtcn director of -ea.'.r
 
r.ust prohibit wells cited downgradient from tne Stuay Area ii -^-.
 
as tne Study Site.
 

In addition to the location requirements listed above, tne
 
Code sets out two key criteria whicn must ce met in order for a
 
permit to be issued: 1; either a public sewer is available or a
 
private sewage disposal system can be installed; and 2\ tne
 
proposed well must oa for property wnose boundaries are r.crs tr.ar
 
200 feet from a comr.unitv water supply system. Public Hea.tr. ~zz-.
 
§ 19-13-B51m.
 

This last ?ubl.j -ea.th Code provision prohibits insta,
 
of new wells in t.-.e -. _j_ -rea. No well drilling could ce
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permitted for that portion cf the Study Area located vithir. :;;• 
"t.-.e municipal water supply. That supply syster. runs thro us.-, cut t.-.
 
length of Old Turnpike Road. No parcel ir. tr.e Study Area is
 
further than 200' from the public water system.
 

3) nri,nkina water veils are effectively foreclosed fcr --= ^*-&,
 
t cf the Study Area.
 

Immediately west of the 1-1 zone and beyond the cor.f iguraticr
 
of the Study Area is an R-20/25 zone allowing residences or. lets z:
 
22,500 square feet or more. §§ 3-02 and 7-00 of the Zoning
 
Regulations. However, for lots where both on-site water ar.d septic
 
systems are proposed, Southing con imposes an additional let area
 
requirement. Such lots must contain a full acre (43,560 square
 
feet) . § 7-00 of the Zoning Regulations. Consistent with tr.at
 
regulation, the Southington Director of Health has typically
 
required municipal water and/or sewer to lots in an R-20/23 ccr.e.
 

Most of the undeveloped land west of the Study Area lies
 
within 200 feet from the nearest water supply system, so nccr.--p 
the system will be required by Public Health Code § 19-12-51-.
 
Water mains are located throughout the lengths of Bucklar.d Street
 
and Nunzio Drive. The Water Department has received a pre. ..-i.-.ary
 
proposal for lots and a new street which would connect the r. crt.-.er
 
end of Nunzio Drive to Buckland Street. Public water is already
 
available at both termini of this proposed road. Since the ter-i.-.
 
are already within 200 feet of the public water supply, the Tcwr.
 
will require the developer to lay water lines along the entire
 
length of the proposed road.
 

Finally, an undeveloped parcel west of the Lori Corporatir
has frontage on Marboy Street, which is served by the Soutr.i-~tt-

Water Department throughout its length. The 200' Code prcr.icit.c
would therefore apply to this parcel, too.
 

4 ) The Director of Health is authorized tc crohibit t.u.e ~se -:
 
anv non-public wellj -- — -• wells whicr. violate provis i : - : -.
 
the Public Health Coce.
 

In the unlikely event that all the above fail, the Director :
 
Health still has recourse to prohibit use of a well. The Puciic
 
Health Code requires the owner of a non-public water supply well t
 
sample for bacteriological, physical and sanitary chemical
 
parameters. The Director of Health must approve the samples cefcr
 
the well water may be used. Because the Code empowers the Directo
 
to determine potability, if a well does not furnish healthful
 
drinking water, the Director may use the enforcement powers qrar.te
 
by the Connecticut legislature. These powers include the power tc
 
examine nuisances and sources of possible injury to the public
 
health; to abate or craer the abatement of any such nuisance; ar.::
 
to bring an action fcr ir.^unctive relief. The Director may cttair
 
an ex parte injunctic- fcr ir-jr.ediate hazards to health. Conr.. 3e

-4
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c-at. •; i5a-2C5. These sar.e enfcrcer.er.t powers extend cevc-d
 
- c
issues -- potability, r.owever. -- a we-- 13 -_-ega--y ar.l.e^. ;:r
 

example, the Director -ay er.;=ir. its use for vie-at ir.c; t.-.s
 
provisions of the Public Heal-" Cede. Id.
 

In summary, the Southir.gtcr. Zoning Regulations pror.icit
 
residential uses in an I-i zone. Although zoning regulations may
 
be amended or a variance sougr.t therefrom, the likelihood of 2
 
residential use being allowed in this I-l zone is limited cy tr.e
 
regulations themselves and the unsuitability of the area for
 
residences.
 

The Public Health Code provisions on minimum distances from a
 
pollution source, and the requirement that a well not be located i-

the direction of groundwater flow from a pollution source, give tr.a
 
Southington Director of Health explicit power to prohibit wells
 
within the Study Site and within and to the west of the Study Area.
 
The Code provides a clear-cut requirement for hook up to a pud.;
 
water system located within 2CO feet of a property's boundary lir.e.
 
All the undeveloped property in the area of EPA's concern t.-.at -a
 
could identify from town maps would be required to hooK up to
 
municipal water because of this provision.
 

The Director of Health determines whether well water .3
 
potable, and has a full array of enforcement powers to assure t.-.at
 
a well meets all Public Health Code provisions, from potability -z
 
installation. These powers include abatement orders, and actions
 
for in3unctive relief.
 

Consequently, water from beneath the landfill or the Stucv
 
Area cannot be used as a potable drinking water supply. There - - - !
 
thus be no risk to human health associated with ingestion cf
 
groundwater from beneath the landfill. As you know this .-.as
 
important ramifications for assessment of the human health ris-:
 
required as part of the Remedial Investigation. Criteria -se- .
assessing sucn risk snould reflect tr.e fact that this water zirrz
be used as a potable drinking water supply. If you r.ave a.-.y
 
questions or comments, please ao not r.esitate to call me at r-r
 
convenience.
 

3est reaards.
 

Carol iear
 

L:\cll\19S94\2-19G.Itr
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Hondy&Harman 
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3u / '3r / 35 Srotf'oiO Sireet. vVaiaroury CT '6704 '
 
-•:_ ;:3i 757-9231 •* PAX or 3ATA f2031574-739C ,
 

August 13, 1994
 

Almerinda Silva
 
Remedial Project Manager
 
USEPA, Region I
 
JFK federal Building (HEC-CAN6)
 
SOSton, MA 02203
 

Re: Old Southington Landfill
 
Southington, Connecticut
 

Dear Ms. Silva:
 

This letter comments upon remedial action for the Old
 
Southington Landfill. Handy & Harman ia the parent of the
 
successor of the former Consolidated Tube Company, which apparently
 
sent 495 gallons of spent solvent to the Solvents Recovery Service
 
site during the 1960's, the period SRS was using OSL for some
 
disposal. Our connection and potential liability, at OSL is thus
 
indirect and small, and we do not see the selection of any remedy
 
as having a significant economic impact upon Handy & Harman. Out
 
we also see the expenditure of societal resources, taken from
 
anyone's pocket, as requiring wise application and administration,
 
to achieve the maximum benefit to society. w« object to the
 
selection of a remedy involving excavation and surface re-

engineering, and support selection of a much less intrusive and
 
much less expensive remedy. The site is suitable for a modifj.au no
 
action remedy, with appropriate administrative restrictions and •»
 
permanent commitment by the local government to police and nonitor
 
the area.
 

A striking fact aoout the site is its outward appearance to i
 
passer-by. It would be impossible to know that it is a former
 
waste disposal site, much less a National Priorities List Hazard
 
Waste Disposal Site. The site looks like any other somewhat older
 
mixed business and industrial area in a small New England
 
community. The businesses operating on the site itself and in the
 
surrounding area do not raise concern, or even attention. The site
 
is open to visitors day and night, and a casual walk around the
 
site presents no observable evidence of a threat to human health,
 
short term or chronic, or to the environment. Black's Pond,
 
immediately to the east of the site, appears to be a very
 
attractive body of vater, supporting a variety of flowers and other
 
vegetation along Its snores. The nearby residential area on Reiear.
 
Koad is well-kept a;iJ ..tractive.
 

A more detailed : r.spection of the record indicates that the
 
outward appearance is very nuch the reality of the site. It is
 
apparent from the health assessment performed by the Connecticut
 
Department of Health that no one is really at any risk because of
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the site. There are three pathways of exposure which might bring
 
about actual risk, but all are adequately blocked. The first ^3
 
the possibility of exposure to contaminated ground water beneath
 
the site and migrating off-site to the west, beneath the autonobii
 
junkyard. But the single public water supply well found to be
 
contaminated, which operated from 1972 to 1979, was closed m 1977
 
ending that exposure. For the past fifteen years no one has
 
consumed any ground water associated with the site. The second
 
exposure is to buried hazardous chemicals if there were to be
 
excavation in particular areas, but it is clear to the casual
 
observer that no such excavation is taking place, and the areas o:
 
concern have now been identified in the remedial investigation.
 
The third exposure is to methane gas generated in the decomposit: -,
 
of buried organic waste, which may migrate into buildings located
 
over areas of waste disposal. But there is an ongoing monitorina
 
program by the Southington Fire Department which will detect and
 
prevent exposure. Therefore there does not appear to be any
 
circumstance at the site which is actually threatening to human
 
ealth and the environment.
 

Remediation must address and ensure the continuation of that
 
no-risk status permanently. That can be done by administrative
 
rather than engineering action. Use uf ground water as a source
 
potable drinking water can be prevented through community land -3e
 
restrictions. Excavation in areas of concern, or any part of tho
 
site, can be prevented through deed restrictions, as well as
 
community land use restrictions. Migration of methane gas can bo
 
monitored, and buildings at the landfill can be adequately vented
 
to prevent exposure to the gas.
 

All of these administrative steps are particularly protective
 
at this site because a major PRP, the owner and operator, is tho
 
governmental authority with local jurisdiction and police power
 
over the site and its immediate surroundings. The Town of
 
Southington has extensive authority under the Connecticut General
 
Statutes to enact laws which govern the us« of land for protection
 
of human health. For example, Title 8 of the Connecticut General
 
Statutes gives each municipality to regulate land use through a
 
zoning commission:
 

"The zoning commission of each .. town .. is authorized to
 
regulate, within the Units of such municipality .. the
 
location and usa of buildings, structures and land for trade.
 
industry, residence or other purposes, including water
dependant uses.." (c.G.3. Section 8-2)
 

And the Town of Southington nas police power, and an established
 
police force, with which to enforce its legal authority, of
 
particular importance to selection of a CERCLA remedy, the Town o:
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Soutnington, unlike a private party, .vili have a permanent
 
existence. It can not declare bankrupccy, or avoid site
 
administration.
 

If areas at the site are excavated, hazardous materials ire
 
moved to another area of the site, and an impermeable RCRA cap 12
 
created over that area, there will continue to be a long tsrn
 
danger of excavation through the cap and into the hazardous
 
materials. Therefore there will need to be administrative measures
 
taken to ensure the integrity at the area. These administrative
 
steps will ultimately rely upon the Tuwn of Southington for
 
observation, policing and land use regulation. Thug tho
 
excavation, movement and RCRA capping will not remove the need for
 
permanent administration by the Town of Southington to protect
 
public health.
 

And the proposed remedy will make the administrative burden
 
upon the town greater. Because the cap will prevent infiltration
 
of rain water, it will preserve the buried hazardous materials for
 
a much longer period ot time than would be the case if the
 
materials were exposed to rain water infiltration. Rain water
 
infiltration promotes both the degradation of organic; substances
 
and their migration, with associated attenuation and dilution. /.e
 
recognize that the intent of the proposed capping remedy is -xact.y
 
the opposite - excavation and capping of hazardous materials ire
 
intended to lessen their migration into ground water. Out thit
 
increases protection ot human health only if there is exposure *~
 
ground water, and sucn exposure has been stopped here by
 
administrative steps. So the preservation of the hazardous
 
materials at the site, in a hazardous condition, will only =erv« - :>
 
greatly extend the length of time for which the Town of South ir.qton
 
will have to administer the site, over what would be necessary  - t
 
the hazardous materials were not capped.
 

The capping of the hazardous materials will also make -.-or.troi
 
Of the third pathway of exposure, to methane, more difficult,
 
perhaps causing methane to spread laterally, and in any cace
 
requiring the creation of a complex methane collection systen. " i
 
the absence of a cap, the nethane generated at a sanitary iindf...
 
can infiltrate and Discharge harmlessly at the ground surface. ~t
 
course, buildings zr. i-.a near the site will require periodic
 
monitoring for re-r.j.-e, ind may require venting measures, hut *.r.c
 
will be much more _~st -jificient than the collection systen
 
necessitated by ::jppir.a.
 

The proposed remedy also causes an exposure cited in the
 
health assessment which would otherwise not exist at all, tha
 
exposure to direct contact to hazardous material and dust in tr.ci
 
course of excavation ^nd other engineering actions, not only ~.~j
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workers at the site but to the surrounding community. That
 
exposure dramatically increases still another health concern cited
 
by the Connecticut Department of Health, the psychological stress
 
upon nearby residents. At the public hearing in Southington on
 
July 12, 1994, a number of residents in the area expressed sincere
 
concern with their safety during the excavation and waste
 
relocation process. That concern, and the actual exposure to
 
hazardous materials to which it relates, can be eliminated by
 
reliance upon administrative steps to ensure continuation, and
 
enhancement, of the present status of the site.
 

Finally, with regard to the overall cost of the selected
 
remedy, we want to request that EPA consider cost effectiveness not
 
only in relation to other remedies proposed in the feasibility
 
study, but also in a broader economic context. While the proposed
 
remedy may seem relatively modest in terms of an average National
 
Priorities List site, it involves an enormous expenditure of truly
 
scarce societal resources, it is not subject to question that
 
there are other ways in which those same resources could be spent .
 
which would provide greater protection of public health and safety
 
although not within the context of the superfund program. The Towr
 
of Southington, which is not a wealthy town, could greatly enhance
 
the protection and well-being of its citizens, beyond any
 
incremental benefit which may actually be derived from the proposed
 
remedy, through judicious use of only a fraction of the money which
 
would be spent upon that remedy.
 

We recognize that EPA must follow the mandate of Congress ro
 
ensure that a high priority is given to the risk of exposure ro
 
industrial chemicals. But EPA has authority to interpret and apply
 
that mandate. You can determine that administrative control by the
 
Town of Southington is effective, protective of human health and
 
the environment, and permanent. You therefore can select a remedy
 
which relies primarily upon administrative steps taken by the Town
 
of Southington, at substantially less cost than what you have
 
proposed. The reality of the Old Southington Landfill site is that
 
it presently exposes no one to actual harm, and has not done so Cor
 
a long period of time. That status can be continued permanently at
 
low cost, if you will concur in the creation, with the Town and
 
other PRPS, of a cost effective administrative remedy.
 

Please call ir ^uu i.ave any questions.
 

Vary
 

JohA C. Bullock
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Refer to ESG-796 
August 11. 1994 

Ms. Almennda Silva 
Remedial Project Manager 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
 
Waste Management Divis ion iHEC-CAN 6)
 
JFK Federal Building
 
Boston. MA 02203
 

Re: Old Southington Landfill Superfund Site
 
Southington. CT
 

Dear Ms. Silva: 

As you are aware. Integrated Environmental Services lIES). a division of NES. Inc.. is :he 
Technical Assistance Grant < TAG) consultant for Southington Old Landfill Victims < SOLV) 
Attached please find comments prepared by IES regarding the above-referenced site. Should 
you have any questions regarding this matter, please call me at 203-796-5229. 

Very truly yours, 

RobertE. McPeak. Jr. . P EV-

Senior Department Manager
 
Environmental Engineering and Remediation
 

cc: L. Barnes 



Written Comments Submitted During the Public Comment Period
 
Old Southington Landfill Super-fund Site
 

Southington. CT
 

/. Treatment of Ground Water 

The project should not be divided into two operable units designed to address waste material 
within the landfill and ground water separately. Both the waste material and the around water 
should be addressed simultaneously as soon as possible. There is no reason to conduct an 
entire new RI/FS for ground water. Although there are some factors about ground water 
contamination that have not been fully answered, such as how far off-site the contamination 
extends, the existing data clearly indicates that significant ground water contamination exists at 
and down gradient of the site. In addition, the preferred remedy includes leaving a significant 
volume (about 100.000 cubic yards) of highly contaminated material in ground water'beneath 
the cap. The proposed approach will allow the continued leaching of contaminants into the 
ground water. Therefore, ground water remediation should be included as pan of the current 
remedy and should not be delayed while anodier RI/FS is conducted. 

[f ground water remediation is included in the preferred remedy, the FS will require re- :sion 
The public should be provided an opportunity to comment on this new feasibility studs 

There appear to be conflicting ground water objectives in the RI/FS documents jr.d the 
Proposed Plan prepared by the EPA (May 23. 1994). The FS indicates that the ground *ater 
objective is to prevent ingesnon (pg. 1-22); however, the EPA's proposed plan indicates the 
objective is to minimize the effects of contaminants on ground water quality (pg. 13> The FS 
objectives should be revised to be more consistent with those specified in the proposed plan 
prepared by the EPA because current EPA policy indicates that ground water objectives ^r.ould 
not be achieved solely by institutional controls (i.e.. just prevention of ingesnon). 

The FS (pg. 3-1) establishes a series of 5 year reviews which will be utilized to assess Lhe 
success of the cap in reducing leaching of contaminants from die landfill. If the final pian Joes 
include a second operable unit for ground water, action levels should be established arm 
compared with contaminant concentrations in the ground water during each 5 >ear rs\ .e^. I: 
during these reviews it is discovered that the cap has not been successful :n rej-cr.^ 
contaminant concentrations to below established action levels, additional ground water :?rr.eo:ai 
action should be implemented without delay. 

2. Evaluation of Treatment Technologies 

The plan does not directly address the treatment of the majority of the source mater.ai :n 
contact with the ground water. A plan which would treat the waste directly by using comoined 
off-site disposal and/or in situ soil treatment technologies would be more desirable. The EP \ 
has stated in their Rl comments that the natural flushing approach will probably take e v e n 
longer than estimated in the Rl FS due to the overly optimistic assumptions utilized in the 
flushing calculations This natural flushing approach would render the local aquifer useless r o r 
an indefinite period I: - v . ^ u l d be more efficient to treat the waste material directly using '-he 
alternate direct technio'-es rr.r.er :han indirectly in the ground water. This approach would also 
make ground water tre^rr.er.: ~ :re effective and likely to succeed in a shorter period of tune 

.VEMES Initialed Envtronmerjat ^f.tcts \ Jivu:on or >£5. .Vic . •« Shelter Rock Road. Danhun. CT 06810 
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A variety of in siru technologies ( i . e . sod vapor extraction, vi t r i f icat ion, bioremeaiancn. soil 
flushing, sparging, etc.) have been eliminated from the feasibility study by the use of a binele 
line (pg. 2-10) which indicates that they would be ineffective due to the heterogeneous nature 
of the material in the landfill. This factor may limit the efficiency of these methods, however. 
it appears inappropriate to eliminate them completely due to less than perfect efficiency This 
is especially true in light of the local community's desire to treat and/or remove the waste 
rather than leave it in place indefinitely 

Consideration should be given to possible uses of in situ technologies. For example, with 
limited additional expenditure and effort, an active soil vapor extraction system could be tied 
into the gas collection system and provide supplemental treatment of the matenal within the 
landfill. Although a system of this type would probably not provide complete remediation, i t 
would certainly assist in reducing the concentrations of VOCs within the landfill More 
consideration should be given to the incorporation of technologies and approaches of this type 
before the installation of the cap After the cap has been installed, they become more difficult 
to implement. 

3.	 Treatment of "Hotspots" 

It is inappropriate to excavate matenal from SSDA-1 solely on the basis of visual observations. 
Cleanup levels should be established for several of the main constituents known to be present in 
the material. Excavation limits would then be extended until analysis of confirmation samples 
(collected at the excavation face) indicate the concentrations of selected constituents are below 
the cleanup levels. Cleanup level concentrations could be representative of the majority of the 
material in the landfill. 

The remedial alternative selected by USEPA does not require that SSDA-2 be treated 05 a 
unique "hot spot" like SSDA-1. Pan of the rationale for requiring the excavation of SSDA-1 ,s 
"to prevent wastes below the water table from further contaminating ground wate r ' (USEPA. 
5/94). However, the RI results discussed below indicate that a significant contaminant icur;; 
below the water table is located at SSDA-2. also. 

•	 The highest concentration of VOCs detected in shallow off-site ground water v^urs 
directly downgradient of SSDA-2 (Plate 4-8). Well B304A shows a level of close to M) 
ppm total dissolved VOCs. Six of trte VOCs detected in Well B304A were above the 
Federal MCLs or the proposed state action levels. Ground-water contamination 
downgradient of SSDA-1 can be considered comparatively less severe because benzene at a 
concentration of 2 ppb is the only VOC detected above these standards. 

•	 The results of the soil gas survey show a relatively high anomaly of aromatic hydrocarbons 
just to the southwest or the area designated as SSDA-2 (Plate 4-2). A similar anomaly was 
not detected at SSDA-1 This information would suggest that a significant pocket ot V OC 
contamination is oreient ".ear SSDA-2. 

iVES/fES Inttyated Environmental ier.i;ts 4 2,-u.jn of VES Inc . *» StitUer Roc* Road. Dantury. CT068/0 



. Boring logs from TB-101. TB-IC3 and TB-112 re$pecc ; \ e i \ contained rererer.ces to 
'solvent T5dor' , 'petroleum smell and '::!> sou ' Each j r these cormas .b >. trim or 
adjacent to SSDA-2. These references suggest l iquid residue :s present in :ne ananll at 
tr.ese locations 

•	 The concentration of total \OCs in a soil sample collected from Boring TB-114 -*as 
approximately 25 ppm iTable 4-1"") \ comparison of the sampling data for TB-114 and 
water-level data presented m Plate 3-5 indicates that the sampled interval is below trie water 
table. As shown in Plate 3-5. the water table is approximately 16 feet below land iunace at 
TB-114. while Table 4-17 indicates that che suosuriace soil sample was collected at a oeoth 
interval of 20 ft to 23 S ft below land sunace. 

•	 It is also evident from Plate 3-5 that the bottom of the landfill slopes downward to ±t east, 
away from Turnpike Road and that landfill material intersects the water table just to the 
west of the Parks and Recreation Building. The ground penetrating radar scudy A as not 
able to determine the extent of SSDA-2 beneath the building, so it is possible 'Jut -Jus 
'hotspot' is in contact with ground water 

The proposed cap will only address contamination above tne water table. Contaminant sources 
below the water table w i l l continue to leach compounds into ground water unless additional 
treatment or controls are implemented. It is estimated that there are over 100.000 > d ^ jt j.aste 
below the water table <ESE. 3/94); however, there is no estimate provided in the RJ FS 
concerning the amount of time required to nacurally flush contamination from the saturated 
waste or the mass of contamination mat could potentially be released to ground water over 
time. At present, there are no plans to treat or control contamination in the area ot SSDA-2 
other than by capping. 

An estimate should be made concerning the mass of contaminant that will remain below the 
water table and how long it will take to naturally flush contaminants from the waste ar.d the 
aquifer. This information should be used to evaluate whether active treatment ancLor additional 
engineering controls are warranted for SSDA-2 and other identified 'hot spots ' Controli.r.g :r 
treating such 'hot spots' will remove or reduce the continuing source of gr:urd A a i e r 
contamination at the site This issue should be addressee now since the continued J e j r a ^ a t . o n 
of ground water will increase the scope of any future aquifer clean-up etforts 

4. Ground Water Classification 

The local aquifer was reciassified from a GA area to a GB area in the recent past This 
reclassification process should be reviewed to verify that the GB classification is just if ied a.-.j 
was performed in accordance with all state regulations and requirements. Current EPA pouc'. 
indicates that institutional controls shall not substitute for active response wmch .rx.udes 
restoration of ground >.ater to beneficial use. Based on these criteria, it appears Test 
appropriate for the !^a. a^L.rer ro be classified as a GB/GA area to ensure rebtorai .cn 
beneficial use 

"^ES/fESIwcqrzrta f/nirc'vnr-t.'j. ^t-.  tc j H _? . „•  _ i t "-cS '11 -u shelter Soc< Road. Dantiun. CT0631Q 

http:rebtorai.cn
http:Jejra^at.on


5. Black Pond 

No information has been provided which demonstrates that contaminants '-Mil not .eacn from 
the landfill back into Black Pond if the additional soil pressure of capping material ;s added to 
the top of the landfill. Annual analysis of the sediments in Black Pond should be performed as 
a pan of the O&M process in order to determine whether release of material is occurring due 
to the weight of the cap. 

Waste material beneath Black Pond has not been sufficiently delineated and. consequently, mav 
not be properly addressed during clean up of the sue. Durine the remedial investigation. ESE 
performed a number of hand-auger borings along the southwest shore of the pond to delineate 
the waste in that area (ESE . :2 93) Specific information and data concerning the placement 
and results of the borings were not presented as pan of RI repon. However, based upon 
Figure 2-4 in the RI repon. :he eastern extent of waste into the pond was not completely 
established by ESE. 

Also, additional investigation work along the nonhem shore of Black Pond is needed to 
determine if waste is present in this area. A review by IES of aerial photographs dated 1965. 
1966. 1967 and 1970 indicate that past landfilling activiry occurred beneath the nonh-nortnwest 
shore of Black Pond which was not included as pan of ESE's investigation. 

Although it is USEPA's o 94) intention that, 'waste found along the-shore of Black Pond wil l 
be excavated and placed underneath the cap.' there is a potential to miss buried waste material 
unless additional, investigation work is performed. Any additional investigative work could 
easily be performed concurrently with remedial activities. Also, deep test pits into Black Pond 
should be conducted following the excavation of the waste material to confirm that clean up is 
complete, and post-excavation sampling should be conducted to ensure that sediments stirred up 
during digging have not spread contamination. To ensure public safety, the degree of public 
access to the pond should be assessed based upon sampling results after the completion of the 
remedy. 

6. Risk Assessment Calculations for Exposure to Sediment in Black Pond 

The Remedial Investigation repon (Volume IA. date: 12-10-93. page: 4-4.7) indicates chat T.e 
human health risk assessment was conducted using only the 1992 data because the '1992 data 
set provides a more current and complete database...' Therefore, the sediment data collected 
by ESE in 1990 and the earlier data collected by GZA were not used to evaluate potential 
exposure point concentrations. As a result, samples with elevated levels of contamination ̂ ere 
not included in the analysis For example, sample SED-5. collected by ESE on 7 3 93. 
contained a concentration or total SVOCs of 123.09 ppm: this sample represented the highest 
detection of SVOCs of am seaunent sample collected at the site, and should have been included 
in the calculation of exposure point concentrations. In addition, the data collected bv GZA 
indicated total PAH . ̂ .c;r.::jt:ons in sediment of up to 125.34 ppm. By using only the 1992 
sediment data, the : v\ . -j-.rr.int does not consider samples which contained signif icant 
contamination and wr. .r. .-.-:;: -re ma> present a human health risk. Just because these data are 
not the most current j .- - - ?- -. .de sufficient justification to exclude them from the analysis 
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7. Cost Estimates 

Cost estimates appear to be high in several cases, tr.us influencing the perception jr :he scope 
of work and the selection of alternatives For examcie. calculations for the transportation and 
disposal of the material in SSDA-1 (Appendix B. Alternate SC7. pg S&.9) have several o\erly 
conservative assumptions and quotes 

•	 Weight of the material within SSDA-1 '.vas appropriately estimated at 100 Ib cf . 
however, the factor used to convert trom cubic vards to tons is incorrect The 
conversion ractor should be 1 35 tons per cubic >ard. not 1 5 tons per cuctc •, ard 
(100 Ib/cf x :" cf cvi 2000 Ib/ton = 1 35 tons/cy) 

•	 The FS estimate assumes that each individual truck load sent for disposal 'Aould 
require an individual lab analysis costing aproximately SI200 Vendors contacted by 
IES representatives indicated that analyses would not be required for each trucitload 
of material sent to the incinerator It was actually suggested that one composite 
sample mignt be sufficient to generate a single profile/waste stream for ai l ot the 
material. Based on these reduced requirements, the potential cost savings ror the 
high cost scenario could be significant. 

•	 The FS estimate utilized a unit price or S1600 per ton for disposal of the material 
from SSDA-1 These disposal costs also appear to be too high. One facility 
contacted by 1ES personnel quoted a price of S900 per ton. and a second facility 
quoted a price of S1300 per ton with a BTU rating of 2500 to 5000. Disposal facility-
representatives clearly indicated that these prices are "negotiable" It is also possiole 
for disposal facilities to reduce the final actual cost lower than urut prices quoted over 
the telephone 

If the present cost estimate were revised to incorporate these comments, it is possible that the 
material in die SSDA-l area could be disposed of orf sue for approximately 30 to -iO " !;ss 
than originally estimated. Additional review ot cost estimates for this alternative -r.outd ^e 
performed and the decision to keep that material on-sue snouid be re-evaiuaced. 

In general, substantial additional cost has been aaded to the cost estimates or ea>.n : ±e 
alternatives evaluated through the use of percentage increases ror health and safety <2j"<:< 
engineering design (20 "c). and contingencies (25%) These three categories have aaded t>5 ~ 
to the cost of each of the alternatives evaluated. These increases are excessive and once again 
are influencing the perception of the scope of work and the selection of alternatives C :st 
estimates should be re-evalua ted using more reasonable percentage increases 

8. Future Communm Review and Comment Opportunities 

If the preferred :."~._ - .Detect and the ROD :s signed, engineering desigra •<• .1 ~e 
performed. It is ? r e - _ - _ • . . _••. .vu l be performed bv cne PRPs. During the design prct-sss 
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•, arious reports will be prepared; :hese will include a \vork plan describing tr.e C : > . H -^t tor 
determmingjiow to treat landfill gases, a health and safety plan, and others 

After the ROD is signed, there are no requirements for the EPA to hold puoiic hiar-.r.es :r :o 
solicit public comment on those documents, ft is up to the EPA to provide information :o the 
public, either in writing or through public meetings, whenever they feel appropriate 

A schedule should be established for quarterly public meetings, regardless or y-hat rus :r has 
not occurred during that quarter, so that the community ts kept well informed about rroiect 
activities. In addition, it is recommended that the PRPs and the EPA solicit the incut n the 
communiry during preparation of the health and safety plan, the site restoration pian and -Jie 
construction management plan (regarding traffic, site security, etc.) and other a p p r o p r i a t e 
documents. The solictation of input from the community during preparation n inese 
documents, radier than providing them to the community after they have been prepared >. - , i -<e 
more effective in keeping the communiry informed and ensuring that community concern are 
addressed. 

9. Ecological Risk Assessment 

The Ecological Risk Assessment addressed only the site itself. Black Pond and the a- -.ng 
wetlands. No evaluation was conducted regarding die impact of groundwater •*men -^ md 
will continue to migrate off-site into downstream environmental receptors sucn ji :ne 
Quinmpiac River. Future investigations should include as an objective the identification . t rf
site environmental receptors and the potential impact of contaminated groundwater -i ." :se 
receptors. 

10. Classification of the Site as a Municipal Landfill 

Numerous project documents refer to the site as a municipal landfill. Based ^ -i .-. ,̂ 
classification, the use of the presumptive remedy for municipal landfills (containment] -_u -?;n 
adopted as the preferred remedy. The Feasibility Study (date: 12-10-93. page : - 5  i - -̂  - j t 
'CERCLA municipal landfills are primarily composed of municipal, and to a .e^e:  • • _•-: 
hazardous wastes..." This statement does not accurately describe the site because u~.s . .-;—. 
poraon of the site, which is the major area of concern, may not be primarm . rr.r - - j • 
municipal waste. Therefore, it should not be presumed that containment is T.e J r r  r  r - r.
remedy, and other remedial technologies should have been more fully evaluated in the F > 

SESJIES Integrated Environmental Se^.^es 4 J.vu.on jr N£5. !nc , •« Stutter Rock Road. Danbun. CT 06310 <i 1 

http:hiar-.r.es


STATE OF CONNECTICUT
 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
 

Auauat 12, i
 

Ma. Almerinda Silva
 
US Environmental Protection Agency
 
Waste Management Division (HEC-CAN 6)
 
JFK Federal Building
 
Boston, MA 02203
 

RE i Old Southington Landfill Proposed Plan
 

Dear M«. Silva,
 

The Connecticut Department of Environmencal Protection has reviewed tho
 
Proposed Plan for the Old Southington Landfill NPL Site. In. & letter dated Hay
 
26, 1994, the Department expressed support for the remedial approach presented
 
in the Proposed Plan dated nay, 1994. DCP's letter waa based on our
 
understanding of EPA's approach prior to the formal release of the Proposed
 
Plan, EPA's Addendum to the Feasibility Study, and EPA'a Revised ARARs Tablu
 
(Table EPA 1-A). In & letter dated April 13, 1994. DEP commented to EPA that
 
the revised ARAR Table should include Connecticut's Water Quality Standard* and
 
Criteria (the VQS) as an ARAR tor OU1. A reference to the Groundvatar portion
 
of the VQS appear* on page 2 of 6 on Table EPA 1-A, with the status listed as
 
"not an ARAR for OU1".
 

DEP 'a position is that all of Connecticut's Water Quality Standards
 
Criteria are action specific requirements vhich must b« recognized as ARARs -.n
 
this decision making process, even though a specific groundvater remedy may no-

be decided at this time. The narrative portions of the Water Quality Standard
 
and Criteria contain antidegradation policies and requirements for both
 
vater and ground water, vhich oust be considered and satisfied in the
 
of a remedial approach for the site, and in the actual impiemen- at : :-.
 
(construction) of the selected remedy (whatever it may entail). EPA'» ippacer.-.
 
position that the groundvater standards and criteria portion of the VQS are r.ct
 
an ARAR could result in there being no mechanism during construction cf •-.;
 
proposed cap to address the State's stated goal for GB areas. These gca^s
 
vould, in part, prevent any additional discharges which would -ause
 
irreversible contamination. There vould also be no mechanism to require tnat
 
Best Management Practices be used, or to 1 squire a demonstration That
 
reasonable controls will or are being used. (See #41 of the Gtoundwatar
 
Standards section of the WQS.) " The VQS for surface water would prevent
 
degradation of the surface water quality to a leval thau would be inconsistcr.?
 
with the assigned classification. EPA's failure to acknowledge the -QS ..s
 
ARARB for both surface and groundwater could be interpreted as permission -:
 
impact the waters of the State without any regulation. This is unacceptable -3
 
DEP.
 

The recognition or the *QS aa an ARAR is consistent with i:ecent guidance r.
 
the evaluation of state ^ntidegradation laws as ARARs. It is also important '^
 
note that the VQS have been identified as an ARAR for every Record of DacLi^n
 
issued for NPL sites in Connecticut.
 

( Pr imed on Recycled Piper ) 



OSL comments
 
page 2
 

It is not DEP'S intent to delay or prevent the timely selection and
 
implementation of even a partial remedy at this site. It I. very important.
 
however that the authority to require chat the implementation of the 9elccted
 
remedy '(whether partial. interim or final remedy) is done properly and in a
 
manner that is consistent with all of Connecticut's Water Quality Standards. i8
 
recognized.
 

As part of our continuing discussion* to resolve this iasue, I will be
 
providing some suggested language to b« incorporated into Table IB to identify
 
the vqS aa an ARAR. If you have any questions, please call me at 1203) 

566-5486. 

Sincerely, 

Christine Lac as 
Supurvising Environmental Analyst 
Bureau of Vatar Management 

CA
 



APPENDIX B
 

RISK ASSESSMENT TABLES 2 THROUGH 10
 

D94-173 
9/15/94 



TABLE 2 
SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN 

IN NORTHERN AREA SURFACE__SOILS.
 
Contaminants of
 
Concern
 

acenaphthene 
acenaphthylene 
anthracene 
arsenic 
benzo(a) anthracene 
benzo(a)pyrene 
benzo(b)fluoranthene 
benzo(g,h,i)perylene 
benzo(k)fluoranthene 
beryllium 
cadmium 
chrysene 
diben,2o(a,h)anthracene 
fluoranthene 
fluorene 
incieno(1 ,2,3-cd)pyrene 
lead 
manganese 
naphthalene 
phenanthrene 
pyrene 

Average 
Concentration 
(mg/kg) 

0.27 
0.27 
0.33 
1 42 
1.16 
0.71 
1.1
 

0,32
 
0.8 

0.46 
0.33 
1 1
 

033
 
1.96
 
026
 
0.57 
32.9
 
324
 
0.21
 
1,46
 
1 99
 

Maximum 
Concentration 
(mg/kg) 

1 
1.3 
1.1 
2.6 
4.6 
3.5 
5.7 
1.2 
3 

0.66
 
1 1
 
4 1
 
1 3
 
7.6 

0.79 
2.8
 
177
 
408
 
0.46 
5.5 
8.2 

Frequency o 
Detection 

12/17 
8/17 
12/17 
5/8 
16/17 
15/17 
16/17 
13/17 
16/17 
8/8 
2/8 
16/17 
11/17 
17/17 
10/17 
15/17 
8/8 
8/8 
7/17 
16/17 
16/16 



TABLE 3 
SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN 

IN SOUTHERN AREA SURFACE SOILS
 
Contaminants of
 
Concern
 

acenaphthene 
acenaphthyiene 
anthracene 
aroclor 1254 
aroclor 12SO 
arsenic 
benzo(a)anthracene 
benzo(a)pyrene 
benzo(b)fluoranthene 
benzo(g,h,i)perylene 
benzo(k)fluoranthene 
beryllium 
chrysene 
dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 
fluoranthene 
fluorene 
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
lead 
manganese 
naphthalene 
phenanthrene 
pyrene 

Average 
Concentration 
(mg/kg) 

0.05 
0.19 
0.21 
0.06 
0.05 
1.54 
0.38 
0.24 
0.58 
0.32 
0.36
 
0,62
 
0.54 
0.19 
0.59 
0.18 
0.29 
57.5
 
324
 
0.06 
0.49 
0.67 

Maximum 
Concentration 
(mg/kg) 

0.07 
0.42 
0.41
 
044
 
0.16 

2.7 
1.6 
1 

2.1 
1.2 
1.2 
2.9 
1.8 

0.39 
2.8 

0.24 
1.2
 
372
 
418
 
0.09 

2
 
4 5
 

Frequency of
 
Detection
 

2/21 •"' 
5/21 
4/21 
2/21 
3/21 
15/21 
10/21 
10/21 
10/21 
7/21 
10/21 
13/21 
10/21 
5/21 
13/21 
2/21 
9/21 -" 
21/21 
8/8 
4/21 
11/21 
16/21 



TABLE 4 
SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN 

IN ON-SITE SEDIMENTS
 
Contaminants of
 
Concern
 

acenaohthene 
acenaphthylene 
anthracene 
aroclor 1260 
arsenic 
benzo(a)anthracene 
benzo(a)pyrene 
benzo(b)fluoranthene 
benzo(g,h,i)perylene 
benzo(k)fluoranthene 
beryllium 
chrysene 
dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 
fluoranthene 
fluorene 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
manganese 
naphthalene 
phenanthrene 
pyrene 

Average 
Concentration 

0.31 
0.31 
0.54 
0.18 
4.73 
2.27 
2.29 
2.97 
0.98 
2.29 
0.47 
2.07
 
0.6S
 
3.82 
0.38 
1.75
 
2793
 
0.23 
2.02 
3.02 

Maximum 
Concentration 
(mq/kg) 

0 54 
0.61 
1.3 

0.35 
10.4 
6.1
 
5 6
 
8.8 
1.7 
5.4 

0.89 
7.8 
1.5 
18
 

0,36
 
3.2 

11900
 
023
 
9.8
 
14
 

Frequency of 
Detection 

2/7 
3/7 
3/7 
2/7 
7/7 
4/7 
3/7 
4/7 
3/7 
3/7 
3/7 
6/7 
3/7 
7/7 
3/7 
3/7 
7/7 
1/7 
111 
in 



TABLE 9 
SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN 
IN OUTDOOR AIR IN THE SOUTHERN AREA
 

Contaminants of 
Concern 

benzene 
cis- 1,2-dichloroethene 
trans- 1,2-dichloroethene 
ethylbenzene 
methylene chloride 
styrene 
toluene 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 
trichloroethene 
vinyl chloride 
xylenes 

Average 
Concentration 
(mg/m3) 

3 9E-05 
3 4E-06 
94E-07 
32E-05 
2.8E-05 
34E-05 
4.3E-05 
7.4E-06 
43E-06 
1 6E-04 
1 1E-04 

Maximum 
Concentration 
(mg/m3) 

2 15-04 
1 6E-05 
2.CE-06 
3 2E-04 
1 15-04 
3 5E-05 
2.CE-04 
3.3E-05 
8.5E-06 
5 3E-04 
1 3E-03 

rrequency of 
Detection 

13/21 
8/21 
3/21 
19/21 
9/21 
2/21 
21/21 
9/21 
2/21 
-/21 
19/21 

TABLE 10 
SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN 
IN INDOOR AIR IN THE SOUTHERN AREA
 

Contaminants of 
Concern 

benzene 
cis- 1,2-dichloroethene 
trans- 1,2-dichloro9thene 
ethylbenzene 
methylene chloride 
styrene 
toluene 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 
trichloroethene 
vinyl chloride 
xylenes 

Average 
Concentration 
(mg/m3) 

2.2E-04 
1 8E-05 
5 2E-Q5 
1 8E-04 
1 5E-04 
1 9E-04 
2.7E-04 
4 1E-05 
24E-05 
90E-04 
53E-04 

Maximum 
Concentration 
(mg/m3J 

1 2E-03 
9 CE-05 
1 '5-05 
1 5E-03 
5 9E-04 
1 9E-04 
1 15-03 
2 15-04 
4 7E-05 
3 2E-03 
73E-03 

Frequency cf 
Detection 

13/21 
3,21 
3 21 
19 21 
3 21 
2 21 
21,21 
9/21 
2,21 
4/21 
19/21 
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
 

September 15, 1994 

RECEIVED 

John P. DeVillars $£P 2 I 10 
Regional Administrator 
U.S. EPA Region I cf=c£ OF TWE S 
J.F.K. Federal Building 
Boston, MA 02203 

Dear Mr. DeVillars: 

The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CT DEP) concurs with the interim 
remedial action for limited source control selected by EPA for the Old Southington Landfill 
Superfund Site in Southington, Connecticut. The interim remedial action is described in detail 
in the Proposed Plan dated May, 1994 and in the Record of Decision dated September 1994. 

Concurrence with EPA's selected interim remedial action for limited source control at the Old 
Southington Landfill Site shall in no way affect the Commissioner's authority to institute any 
proceeding to prevent or abate violations of law, prevent or abate pollution, recover costs and 
natural resource damages, and to impose penalties for violations of law, including but not limited 
to violations of any permit issued by the Commissioner. 

Sinccerely, 

Timothy R.E. Keeney 
Commissioner 

TREK:CAL:cl 

Pr ; : - :d on Recyc led P i p e r ) 

") E in S i r e s i • H a r t f o r d . CT 06106-512* 
A-\ £quz! Opportunity Employer 
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