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Since Supertund's incepuon 1n 1980. th» remedial and reroval programs have found that certain categones of sites have
simular charactenstcs. such as types of contamunants present. types of disposal practices. or how environmental media
are affected. Based on informanon acquired from evaluaung cod cleaning up these sites, the Superfund program 1s
undertaking an initiative to develop presumpuve remedies to accelerate future cleanups at these types of sites. The
presumptive remedy approach is one tool of acceleration within the Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model (SACM).

Presumpuve remedies are preferred technologies for common categories of sites. based on historical patterns of remedy
velecuon and EPA's scientific and engineenng evaluauon of performance data on technology implemeatagon. The
objectve of the presumpuve remedies inutiative 1s (0 use the program's past expernence to streamiine site invesugation
and speed up selection of cleanup actions. Overume presumpuve remedies are expected to ensure consistency in remedy
selection and reduce the cost and time required to clean up similar types of sites. Presumpuave remedies are expected to
be used at all appropriate sites except under unusual site-specific circumstances.

This directive establishes containment as the presumpt ve remedy foc CERCLA municipal landfills. The framework for
the presumptive remedy for these sites is presented in a streamlining manual entitled Conducting Remedial Invesniga-
tions/Feaswbility Studies for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites. February 1991 (OSWER Directive 9355. 3-11). This
directive highlights and emphasizes the importance of ceitain streamlining principles reiated to the scoping (pianning)
stages of the remedial invesugation/feasibility study (RUFS) that were ideatified in the manual. The directive aiso
provides clarification of and additional guidance in the followiag aress: (1) the level of detsil appropriate for risk
assessment of source areas at municipal landfills ana (2) the characterization of hot spots.

Since the manual's development, the expectation to
coatain wastes at municipal landfills has evolved into a
presumptive remedy for these sites.? Implementation of

BACKGROUND

Superfuad has conducted pilot projects at four municipal

landfill sites’ on the National Priorities List (NPL) to
evaluate the effectiveness of the manual Conducting
Remedial Invesrtigarions/Feasibility Studies for CERCLA
Municipal Landfill Sites (hereafter referred to as “the
manuai™) as a scresmlining tool and as the framework for
the municipal landfill presumptive remedy. Consistent
with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Coatingency Plan (or NCP), EPA’s expectation was that
containment ie-hnolcgies generally wodld be sppropriate
for municipal landfill wasee because the volume and
beserogeneity of the wasse generaily make treaument
impeacticable. The resuits of the pilots support this
expectation and demonstrate that the manual is an
effective tool for streamlining the RUFS process for
runicipal landfills.

'Municipal landfill sites typicaily contzin a combination of principally
mamcipal and 10 3 legser exacne harardous wastes.

the streamiining principies outlined in the manual at the
four pilot sites helped to highlight issues requiring
further clarification, such as the degree to which risk
assessments can be streamiined for source areas and the
characterization and remediation of hot spots. The
pilots aiso demonstrated the value of focusing
streamlining efforts at the scoping stage, recognizing
that the biggest savings in time and money can be
realized if streamlining is incorporated at the beginning
of the RI/FS process. Accordingly, this direcuve
addresses those issues identified during the pilots and

Mghhghusnumlmgoppaunmmbemed
during the scoping component of the RIFS.

'See EPA Publicaon 9203.1-021, SACM Bulletins, Prenenpave

Remedies for Municipal Landfill Sies. Apeid 1992, Yol. |, No. ], and
February 1993, Vol. 2, No.l. and SACM Bulhn Presumxive
Remedies. August 1992, Vol.1. No. 3.



Finally, while the pnmary tocus ot the myrucipu anaiw
manual 15 on streamumung tne RYFS, Supertuna s zoal
under SACM 1s 10 acceierate the enure ciean-up process.
Other gudance 1ssued under the municipat Landfill
presumpave remedy imitauve idenafies design data that
may be collected dunng the RUFS 10 sueamine lthe
overail response process for these sites (see Publicauon
No. 9355.3-18FS. Presumpave Remeaies: CERCLA
Landfill Caps Data Collection Guade. 10 be published in
October 1993).

CONTAINMENT AS A PRESUMPTIVE
REMEDY

Section 300.430(a)(iii)(B) of the NCP contans the
expectation that engineering controls, such as
containment, will be used for waste that poses arelatively
low long-term threator where reament isimpracucable.
The preamble to the NCP ideatifies runicipal landfills
as a type of sitc where treatment of the waste may be
impeacticable because of the size and heterogeneity of
the contents (55 FR 8704). Waste in CERCLA landfills
usually is present in large volumes and is a heterogencous
mixture of municipal waste frequentdy co-disposed
with industnal and/or hazardous waste.  Because
reatment usually is impracticable. EPA generally
considers containment to be the appropriate response
action, or the “presumptive remedy,” for the source
_areas of municipal landfill sites.

The presumptive remedy for CERCLA municipal
landfill sites relates primarily 10 containment of the
landfill mass and collection and/or treagment of landfill
gas. In addition. measures o control landfilf leachate,
affected ground water a1 the perimeter of the landfill,
and/or upgradient ground- wmttm:smmgsamnon
of the landfill mass may be implemented as part of the
presumptive remedy.

The presumptive remedy does not address exposure
pathways outside the source area (landfill), nor does it
include the long-term ground-water response action.
Additional RIFS activities, including arisk assessment.
will need to be performed, as appropriate, to address
those exposure pathways outside the source area. It is
expected that RUFS acuvities addressing exposure
pathways outside the source generally will be conducted
concurrently with the streamlined RI/FS forthe landfill
souce prestruptive remedy. A response fction foc
expusure pathways outside the source (if any) may be
sclected together with the presumptive remedy (thereby
developing a comprehensive site response), or as an
operabie unit separate from the presumptive remedy.

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

Highlight 1: Components ot
the Presumptive Remedy:
Source Containment

. Lanatill cap:

. Source area grouna-water control
lo contain ptume:

Leachate collection andtreatment:;

tanatill gas collection and
{reatment; and/or

. Institutional controls to suppiememnt
engineenng controts.
|

[ ——

The EPA (or State) site manager will make the initial
decision of whether a particular municipal landfill site
is suitable for the presumpuve remedy or whether 2
more comprehensive RI/FS is required. Generally, ths
determinason will depend on whether the site is suitable
for a sreamlined risk evaluaton. as descnibed on page
4. The community, state, and potentiaily responsible
partes (PRPs) should be notified that a presumpuve
remedy is being considered for the site before work on
the RI/FS work plan is initisted. The noufication may
ks the form of a fact sheet, a notice in a local newspaper,

and/or a public meeting.

Use of the presumptive remedy eliminates the need for
during the feasibility study (FS). Section 300.430(e)(1)
of the NCP states that, ... the lead agency shall include
an alternatives screening step, when needed, (emphasis
added) to select a reasonable number of alternatives for
detailed analysis.”

EPA conducted an analysis of potenually available
technologies for municipal landfills and found that
cermain technologies are routinely and appropriately
screened out on the basis of effectiveness, feasibility, or
cast (NCP Section 300.430(eX7)). (See Appendix A o
this directive and “Feasibility Study Analysis for
CERCLA Municipal Landfills,” September 1993
avuhbleaEPA WMRMOM)
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o aliemitives are diat
mnhﬁlﬂyﬁs mpsmm
together with this directive, st be inclided in the
adminiswrative record for each municipal landfill

presumptive remedy site to mmelimnnnof the
initial identification and screening of site-specific
alternatives. Further detsiled and comprehensive



»upporung matenals ¢.2., £S rcports included 1n
Jnalysis. ccnmical reports) can be provided by
Headquaners. as needed.

While the unuverse of allemauves 10 address the tandtill
source wiil be lmuted to those components 1denuficd tn
Highlight I. potential alternauves that may exist for exch
component or combinanons of components may. be
evaluated 1n the detailed analysis. For example, one
component of the presumpuve remedy is source area
ground-water control. [f appropriate, this component
may be accomplished in a number of ways, including
pump and treat, slwry walls, etc. These potential
alicrnatives may thenbe combined with other components
of the presumptive remedy to develop a range of
coninment alternatives suitable for site-specific
conditions. Response altematives must then be evaluated
in detail against the nine criteria identified in Section
300.430(e)g) of the NCP. The detailed analysis will
idennfy site-specific ARARs and develop casts on the
basis of the parucular size and volume of the landfill.

EARLY ACTION AT MUNICIPAL
LANDFILLS

EPA hasiacntfied the presumptive remedy site categories
as good candidates for early action under SACM. At
municipai landfills, the upfront knowledge that the source

ares will be contained may facilitate such early actions as

instaiation of a landfill cap or a ground-watercontainment
system. Depending on the circumseances, earty actions
may be accomplished using either removal authority
(e.g., non-time-critical removal actions) or remedial
authonty. Ln some cases, it may be appropriase for an

Evalustion/Cost Analysis 10 repiace part or
all of the RUFS if the source control component wiil be a
non-time-critical removal action. Some factorsmay affect
whether a specific response action wouid be better
accomplished as a removal or remedial action including
the size of the action, the associated state cost share, and/
or the scape of O&M. A discussion of these factors is
contained in Early Action and Long-term Action Under
SACM - Interim Guidance, Publication No. 9203.1-051,
December 1992. :

SCOPING A STREAMLINED RIFS
UNDER THE PRESUMPTIVE REMEDY
FRAMEWORK

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

areas snowtd be deveioped earty 1 €. Sunng the scoping
ohase ot the RUFS).

{. Characterizing the Site

The use of exisung data 1s especually important in
conducung a streamlined RIFS for municipai landfills
Characterizanion of a landfill’s contents 1s not necessary
or appropnate for sclecting a response acuon for these
silesexcept in imised cases: rather, existing data are used
0 deterune whether the containment presumpton is
approprizie. Subsequent sampling efforts should focus

‘ on charactenzing areas where contaminant migration is

suspected, such as jeachate discharge arcas or areas
where surface water nnoff has caused erosion. It is
important 10 note that the decision to characterize hot
spots should also be based on existing information, such
asreliable anecdotal information, documenztion, and/or
physical evidence (see page 6).

In those limited cases where no information is available
for & site, it may not be advisable to initiate use of the
presumpuive remedy until some data are cotlected. For
exampie, if there is extensive migration of contaminants
from a site Jocased in an ares with several sources, it will
be necessary to have some information about the Landfill
sowrce in order t0 make an association between on-site
and off-site contamination.

Sowrves of information of particular interest during
scoping include recards of previous ownership, stss
files, closure plans, etc., which may help (o desermine
types and sources of hazardous maseriais present. In
addition, a site visit is appropriase for several reasons,
inchuding the verificationof existing data, the identification-
of existing site remediation syseems, and to visually
charscterize wasies (e.g., leachate seeps). Specific
information o be collected is provided in Sections 2.1
through 2.4 of the municipai landfill manual.

. 2. Defining Site Dynamics

mwuawddmmmdntvdopamlu
model, which is the key component of a streamlined
RIFS. The concepuual site model is an effective tool for
defining the sitc dynamics, swreamlining the risk
cvahmtion and developing the response action. Highlight
2 presenes 3 generic concepumi sise moded for municipal
landfills. The model is develaped before any RI ficld
activities are conducted, and its purpose is © sid in
understanding and describing the site and 10 present
hypudmlem

. mnmdmandtypaof
contaminants present;

» Conaminant release and transpon
mechanisms;



Highlight 2: Genenc Conceptuai Site Model

CONTRSEANT CONTANSANT aMPCTRS L AFOBURE < rosund >RV 3ICOONSANY
SOUNCE AP D TRANSFOR T weina ST aOUTR WPCEFTOR SeCRYTOR
ve——
———————— --
l Douml 1
———— P — Comnny e Gan vase
| Shtmaemd pyspmivngall

*  Raeof comaminam release and wansport
(whese possibie):

*  Allciod media
*  Kaowasad powncial souscs of sigeation:
=d

e  Kaows aad poscntial hamen and
caveomncatal secepiors. -

muhmuaavﬁyw

heconmmunntsticnse and wasspontmechanismsseicvan
© the sits should be determined. The key clemens m
developing the concepasal sise moded is © idontify those
aapecss of e model thet sogese mose informesion ©
oaks 3 decision sbowt response messwen. Becamse
comtainment of the landfill’s consaes is the pressmed
sespomse action. the conocepinad site moded willl be of mont
s in idemtifying aseas beyond the handfill sowsce eself
chazscacrizasion away (som she sousce ssea and on arems
of potenial contaminant migration (¢ g grouad waer or
contasmmased sedisments).

3. Defning Risks

Themunicipal landfill manual states shat 3 streamiined or
mised besoline risk assessmest will be sufficient ©
Inisinge SeSpONSS ACHion on the most chviows problesas at
amnicipel landfill (¢ g . grownd waser, leachase, landfill
rdhﬂp}.mm_ﬁuﬁc
sk wsing a3 streamlined appsoach is 0 compere
contasminsss conccaxation levels (if availabie) o standards
thatare poweatial - - - Pt
and spproprime vequiscmenss (ARARS) aCHioR.
The manual stascs thas wheye esablished standasds for
ORSOF MO COMMNRSSES i & given modism are Clearly
excesded, semedial action gencxallly is wasranted.?

liisw-ln-n.hml-uq'n;-
qaﬂuﬁmaﬁnmisu_amﬁlf
chomical-specific sandasds but the sits risk is within the
Agency's accepubls risk tange (10 o 109). For
example, if it is desermimod thag the relesse of

Ses sles OSWER Disacuive 9335.0-30, Rols of she Saseline Risk
Amsemman & Saperfind Sumdy Sclaction Decisisns, Agnl 22,
1991, which stases tha if MCLs arasa-esre MCLGs sss excowded. (a
respunee} action genaslly is wersamsed. -
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conamunants {rom a parucular landfil is deciiing, ana
concentrauons of one Or more ground- wates ConamINAMS
are at or barely exceed chemical-speafic standards. the
Agency may decide not to impiement an active response.
Such a decision might be based on the understanding that
the landfill is no longer acung as a source of ground-water
contaminauon, and that the landfill does not present an
unacceptable nisk from any other exposure pathway.

A site generally will not be eligible for a streamlined nisk
cvaluation if ground-water contaminant concentranons
do not clearly exceed chemical-specific standards or the
Agency's accepted level of risk, or other conditions do
not exist that provide a clear justification for action (e.g.,
direct contact with landfill contents resuiting from unstable
slopes). Under these circumstances. a quantitasive risk
assessment that addresses all exposure pathways will be
necessary to determine whether action is needed.

Ultimasely, it is necessary 10 demonstrate that the final
remedy addresses all pathways and contaminants of
concern, not just those that triggered the remedial action.
As described in the following sections. the concepaal
site model is an effective ool for identifying those
pathways and illustrating that they have been addressed
by thie containment remedy.

Shu-liudkkkEul:minf‘l‘heLudﬂl
Source
Ewmﬁnmdtmnmndyp:bum
the usefuiness of a sucamlined risk evaluation to initiate
an early response action under CErtain circumstances. As
a matier of policy. [or the source area of municipal
landfills, a quanritative risk assessment that considers all
chemicals, their potential additive effects, etc., is not
necessary 0 establish a basis for action if ground-water
damasreavailablewodemonstrage thatcontaminsntsclearly
exceed established standards or if other conditions exist
that provide a clear justification for action.

A quantitative risk assessment also is not necessary w0
evaluste whether the containment remedy addresses all
and contaminants of concern associated with

pathways
themm. Ralha allpoumle:poanwhwnysanbe

Highlight3: Source Contaminant
Exposure Pathways Addressed
by Presumptive Remedy

1. Direct comtact with soit and/or
debns prevented by landtill cap;

2. Exposuretocontaminated ground

water within the landfill area

! prevented by ground-water
‘ controk;

[ 3. Exposure (o contaminated

|

leachate prevented by leachate
coliection and treatment: and

I

' 4. Exposure to landfill gas ‘
| addressed by gas collection and ;
L treatment, as appropnate. !

remedy, since such contamination will require a
convenuonal invesugation and a rnisk assessment.

Streamlining the risk assessment of the source area
climinates the need for sampling and analysis 10 support
thecaiculationof current or potential fisture risk associated
with directcontact. [t is important 10 note that because the
continned cffectiveness of the contsinment remedy
depends on the imegrity of the containment syssem, it is
likely that mnstimtional controls will be necessary 0
restrict futire activities at 8 CERCLA municipal landfill
after construction of the cap and associgted systems. EPA
has thus desermined that it iS ROt apPIOPriase Or nECESENy
to estimmse the risk assocised with foture residential use
of the landfill source, 4s such uss wonid be incompatible
with the need to maintain the inegrity of the contsinment
syseem. (Long-term wasee management sreas, such as
municipal landfills, may be spproprise, however, for
recreational or other limited uses on & site-specific basis.)
The gvailahility and M of inwimtional controls
shouid be evaluased in the FS. Decision documents
should include measures such as institutional controls ©
wdemW

whenever possible.

Fuﬂy.amr&wuumadn

desermine ciéiin-up levels bécause the type of cap will be
defermined by closure ARARS, and ground waser that is
exmracted as acomponent of the presumpeive remedy will
be required to meet discharge limits, or other standards for
its disposal. cm«mmram
waser contamination that has migrated away from the
source will not be sccomplished under the presumptive

caused by drsinage problems. Thess migration pathways,
as well as ground-water contamination that has migrased
away from the source, gemerally will require
characterization and s more niskassesament
10 determine whether action is warranted beyond the
suurce aresand, if 50, the type of action that is appropriaze.

While funse residential use of the landfill source area
itself is not considered appropriate, the land adjacent o



Lndfills « frequently used for rendentil purposes.
Theresose. tased 08 Se-Specafic CUTIMSIINCES. M3V 0C
appropnae 10 consder future resudeagal use for ground
waer and other exposwe pathways when 25SesSing nsk
from areas of costamnant mgranon.

4. Developiag the Response Action

As 2 first siep m developing contmnment aliemauves.
respomse acoon objecuves should be deveioped on the
bams of the pahrways wdenufied for acuon in the
concepeual sue model. Typecally. the pnmary response
action obsecuves for mumcipel landfill sies include:

Prewmnpsive Remedy
*  Preveasag direct comeact with bandfill
consemts:
*  Minimizing mfiiwation and ressiung
contaminant leaching 10 ground waser,
. Cmnli.uﬁ:emn—ﬂnd
*  Colleceng and yeating contmminssed
oound wemr sad leachasé 10 contain
the contaminant plame and prevent

fusther migration from sowsce arex
ad

*  Comsoliing and tresting landfill gas.

Joa cumncive Remedy
*  Remediming ground weser:
*  Remedisting contaminmsed swiace
wamer and sediments: and
. I“-'-'M wetland

As discassed im Section 3, “Defining Risks.” the

puhways : the
focns of the RUFS can be shified ©©0 chamacerizing the
media addscssed in the last theree objectives
{ccatamingsed ground wessr, surface wawr snd
sodismenss, and wedlend ascas) sad on collecting data ©
sappont desiga of the containmens remedy.

Treatmens of Het Spets

The decision 1 characerize and/or weat hot sposs is a

siw-epecific dgement that shouid be based on the
considersaion of 3 standard set of faceors. Highlight 4
lists questions shat should be answered before making

¢ GCCISION 10 CRAMCIEN IS ANWOr UC RCT SDOLS. . he
IVEITIIING QUESLION 1S whether the comnauon of the
~asie s physical and chemacal characiensucs and volume
13 SUCH that the iegnty of e dew coManment System
will be threatened if the wasie ts left m place. This
quesuon shouid be answered on the basis of what 1s
known about a site (¢.g.. from operatng records or other
relssble informaton). An answer m the affirmauve w all
of the quesuons lissed i Highlight 4 would indicage that
118 hikely that the maegnty of the contanment sysiem
would be threatened, or that excavation and treatmentg of
hot spots would be pracocable. and that a significant
reducoon 30 nsk a8 the e would occur as a resuit of
uemting hot spots.  EPA expeces that few CERCLA
mumicipal landfills will fall im0 this casegory; rather.
based on the Agency's expenience. the Wm

-wu&ﬁﬁgﬂ%
information comcerming disposal hiswory, ad the
probiems sssociacd with excavating dhrough refuse.

The volume of industrial and/or hazardous wasae co-
disposed with mumscipsl wane &t CERCLA mmmicipal
(andifilly vanes from swe 30 site, as does the amount of
Mmﬂhmwm Itis

Muhﬁlmkm Uscerminty by

n'm-lﬂ-nhhmu
wqwmmm

preventmigration of contassineaes. Thisisaccomplished
by a combination of measmres. such as a landfill cap
combined witha icachase collecsion sysiem. Monitoring
ﬂmmummam
remody

making and show how these faciors affiect the decision
whether 10 chacscacriae and/or treat bot spots.

Examuples of Site-Specific Decision Making
Cencerning Het Spet Characeerization/
Treatment

SimA

There is anccdomi information that approximascly 200
drums of hezandoss wases wesc disposed of 2t this 70-
acse formes mumicipal landfGll, but their location and
comeats ase wakaowa. The scmedy includesa tandfill cap
and grownd-waser snd landfill gas wessment.

A scasch for and characeerizasion of hot spots is not
suppored 2t Site A based on the quessions lisid in



Highlight 4: Characterization
of Hot Spots

If all of the following questions can be
answered in the affirmative, 11s likely
thatcharactenzation and/or treatmem
ot hot spots 1s warranted:

1. Does evidence exist to indicate
the presence and approxlmate
location of waste?

2. Is the hot spot known to be
pnncipal threat waste?*

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

4. Isthe hot spot known to be large
enough that its remediation will
reauce the threat posed by the
overali site but smail enoughthat
it is reasonable to consider
removai (e.g., 100,000 cubic
yards or less)?

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

Highlight4: (1) no re..... .2 2iormation exists w indicate
the location of the waste: (2) the determination of whether
the wasie is principal threat waste cannot be made since
the physical/chemical charactenstics of the wastes are
unkmm:(3)sncemeloanmotd\cwmsmhmm.

the dewermination of whether the wasie is in a discrete
accessitie location cannot be made; (4) in this case, the
presence of 200 drums in 3 70-acye tandfill is not considered
1o significantly affect the threat posed by the overall site,
Rather, the containment system will include measures oo
ensure its continued effectiveness (e.g., monitoring and/or
leachate collection) given the uncerainty associated with
the iandfill contents and suspected drums.

Site B

Approximately 35 000 drums. many containing hazardous
wastes, were disposed of in two drum disposal units &t this
privately owned 80-acre inacuve landfill, which was
licensed to0 receive general refuse. The site is divided into
two operable units. The remedy for Operable Unit 1 (OU

1) is incineration of drummed wasies in the two drum

disposal ynits. The remedy for OU 2 consists of treamment
of contaminated ground water and leachate and
contxinment of treatmemt residuals (from QU 1) and

—- ——— .

remaining iandfill contents. including passive gas
collecuon and flanng.

Treaunent of ‘andfill conents 1s supporied at Site B
because all of the quesuons in Highlight4 can be answered
1n the affimanve: (1) existing evidence from previous
investigations and sampling conducted by the state (prior
o the RI) indicated the presence and approximate jocasnion
of wastes: (2) the wastes were considered principal threat
wastes because they were liquids and (based on sampling)
were believed to contain contaminants of concern: (3) the
waste is located in discrete accessible parts of the Landfill:
and (4) the waste voiume is large enough that its
remediation will significanudy reduce the threat posed

" by the overall site.

CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS

Subtitle D

[n the absence of Federai Subtitie D closure regulations,
State Subtitie D closuwre requirements generaly have

approprise requirements
(ARARs). Nwwsmochuewpa
closure care will be in effect on Ocwober 9,
1993 (56 FR S0978 and 40 CFR 258).* State closure
requirements that are ARARS and that are mare stringent
than the Federal requirements must be attained or waived.

to construction and mainsensnce of the final cover, and
monisoring syssems. The fucl cover regulations will be
applicable requirements for landfills that received
household waste after October 9, 1991. EPA expecisthat
the final cover requirements will be spplicable o few, if
any, CERCLA municipal landfills, since the receipt of
houschold waswies ceased at most CERCLA landfills
befare October 1991. Rather., the substantive requigements
of the new Subtitie D regulations generally will be

considered reicyant_and spomorise requisements for
Wumm

Subtitle C

Rmsmcmwmyuw
or relevant and appIUTIise in CESIEMR CirCUMSIMCES.
RQASubthuMdnhndﬁan
waste that is a listed or chancwnsuc wasie under
RCRA, and:

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

‘umduammmu-mum
finalined ot this tane.



2. The new response XCuON consunues QISPasal unacr
RCRA (1.c.. dusposas back 110 the ongmnal Landiill).’

The decision abowt whether a Subute C closure
requaement s Ticvant and Z0MOPOSK: s based on 2
vanety of facors, mclading the nature of the wasie and us
hazardous propernes. the dae on winch & was disposed.
and the nanme of the requurement uself. For more
mforssanon o RCRA Subutie C closure requarements.
see RCRA ARARs: Focws on Closure Requrements.
Disecuve No. 9234.2-04FS. Ocwober 1989.

Nom st dupeni of only smell quanisty hezasdons wesns and
housaheld hasasdnus wess ¢ots met shake Sebuis C applceble.

Notice:

The poiicies set out in this document are ntended solsly as guidance 10 the U.S. Environmental
" Protection Agency (EPA) personnel: they are not final EPA actions and do not constilute rulemaking.
Mw&nwmwmmuwmbmmmmw“m
in Rigation with the United States. EPA officials may decide 10 follow the guidance provided in
docuanent, or 1o act at vanance wdh ihe guidance. b&dmmmummm
EPA aiso reserves the right 10 change the guidance at any time wishout public notice.




APPENDIX A
TECHNICAL BASIS FOR PRESUMPTIVE REMEDIES

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

The methodology for this analysis entailed reviewing the technology identification and screening
components of the remedy Selection process for a representative sampie of municipal landfill sites. The
number of times each technology was either screened out or selected in each remedy was compiled.
A detailed discussion of the methodology used is provided below.

METHODOLOGY

\dentication of Si Feasihility S ,

Ot the 230 municipal landfill sites on the NPL, 149 sites have had a remedy selected for at least
one operable unit. Of the 149 sites, 30 were selected for this study an a random basis, or slightly greater
than 20 percent. The sites range in size from 8.5 acres to over 200 acres and are located primarily in
Regions 1, 2,3, and 5. This geographical distribution approximates the distribution of municipal landfills
on the NPL.

- Technology Screening and Bz—a~i~f Akamative Analysis

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

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

Forthe detailed analysis and comparative analysis, information on the relative performance ot
each technology/altemative with respect to the seven NCP criteria was documented onthe site-specific
data collection forms. The advantages and disadvantages associated with each clean-up option were
hightighted. In some cases. atechnology was combined with one or more technologies into one of more
attematives. The disadvantages of a technology/altemative were then compiled into a detailed
analysis/comparative analysis summary table, under the assumption that these disadvantages
contributed 10 non-selection. All summary tables are available for review as part of the Administrative
Record. _




APPENDIX A
TECHNICAL BASIS FOR PRESUMPTIVE REMEDIES (continued)

RESULTS

The miormanson from the 1BChNoIOgy screeming and remedial akernatve analyses 1s provided
| n Table 1. It demonstrates that contamment (the préesumptive remedy), was chosen as a component

of the seiectad remedy at all thirty of the sites analyzed. No other technologes Of Yeatnents were
conssstently selectsd as a remedy or retamed for conssderation in a remedial akemative. However, at
eght of the thirty siies, there were circumstances where technologies were included in the selected
remedy 10 address a sus-specific concem. such as principal threat wastes. These wechnologies are
inchuded in the column entiied “Tech. Naot Primary Comoonent of Allemative™ in Table 1 and include
MNCHEration af two siles. wasie removal and off-site dis 20sal at two sites, soil vapor extraction at two
silss. and bicreciamasion at one sie.

Leachate collecsion and gas collection systems were aiso racioed as pan of the detailed
amalymss and companson of remedial aitemanves. These types of sysiems generally were not
' conggdered as remedation echnoioges ounng the screening phases. At fifoen siles, ieachate
+ collection was sslected as past of the overall containment remedy. At seventsen siles. gas collection
SYSIsms were seiecied as part of the overall contai wnent remedy.

This ansiysis supports the decision 1 eliminate the iniisl technology identification and
screening step for municipal landill sites. On a site-specific basis, consideration of remediation
tochnoitgies may be retained as nesded.

' This column tiie is used Or recONI-KEepMY DUTPOSes Only and is NOt Meant 10 Enply thet 1heses Vesiment
1OchNOIOgNS M NOt CONSIISIed TOoNart components of the selecisd remedies.
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TABLE 1° SUMMARY OF SCREENING AND DETAILED ANALYSIS FOR LANDFILLS '
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TABLE 1 - SUMMARY OF SCREENING AND DBTA!I.ED ANALYSIS FOR LANDFILLS (Conllnﬁed) ‘

# RODs Wrene Cnlmd Commauneo 10 Now-SeLecTion
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TABLE 1 * SUMMARY OF SCREENING AND DETAILED ANALYSIS FOR LANDFILLS (Continued)'
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TABLE 1 » SUMMARY OF SCREENING AND DETAILED ANALYSIS FOR LANVDVPILL;T(?omri-l_\ued)'

P

# RODs Wnena Cmiuou Commeureo 10 Now-Sececian
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This study wes condusied on 30 RQODe and thelr correspending FBa.
This dees nat e insiude the ao-asten of instatienal eonvel enly allematves. No RODS selectad either o] hese as remedies.
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