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Quick Reference hact sneei

Since Supertund's incepaon in 1980. UK remedial and removal programs have found chat certain categories of sites have
similar characteristics, such as types of contaminants present, types of disposal practices, or bow environmental media
are affected. Based on mformaaon acquired from evaluating Lnd cleaning up these sites, the Superfund ptugiaiu is
undertaking an initiative to develop presumptive remedies to accelerate future cleanups at these types of sites. The
presumptive remedy approach is one tool of acceleration within the Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model (SACM).

Presumptive remedies are preferred technologies for common categories of sites, based on historical patterns of remedy
^election and EPA's scientific and engineering evaluation of performance data on technology implementation. The
objective of the presumptive remedies initiative is to use the program's past experience to streamline site investigation
and speed up selection of cleanup actions. Over tune presumptive remedies are expected to ensure consistency in remedy
selection and reduce the cost and time required to clean up similar types of sites. Presumptive remedies are expected to
be used at all appropriate sites except under unusual site-specific circumstances.

This directive establishes coatafcuneatas me presumptive remedy for CERCLA mw"'iptl landfill*. The framework for
the presumptive remedy for these sites is presented in a streamlining manual entitled Conducting Remedial Investiga-
tions/Feasibility Studies for CERCLA. Municipal Landfill Sites, February 1991 (OSWER Directive 9355. 3-11). This
directive highlights and gmpha«TM the importance of certain streamlining principles related to the scoping (planning)
stages of the remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) that wen identified in the manual The directive also
provides clarification of and additional guidance in the following areas: (I) the level of detail appropriate for risk

t of source areas at municipal landfills ana (2) the characterization of hot spots.

BACKGROUND

Superfund has conducted pilot projects at four municipal
landfill sites' on the National Priorities List (NPL) to
evaluate the effectiveness of the manual Conducting
Remediallnvestigarions/FeasibtiityStudiesfbrCERCLA
Municipal Landfill Sites (hereafter referred to as "the
manual") as a streamlining tool and as the framework for
the nwmfipd landfill presumptive remedy. Consistent
witfateNationalOfl and Hazardous Substances Pollution

y MM (nr MTP), PPA '« <*Tpgrt«fir»n mimA rim

for "ttmifT'ra> Imriffll waste brrautf the volume and
heterogeneity, of the waste generally uuk£ treatment
invcKticaofe The results of the pilots support this
expectation and demonstrate that the manual is an
effective tool for streamlining the RI/FS process for
municipal i

Since the manual's development, the expectation to
contain wastes at municipal ia««<fiil« has evolved into a
presumptive remedy for these sites.1 Implementation of
the streamlining principles outlined in the manual at the
four pilot sites helped to highlight issues requiring
further clarification, such as the degree to which risk

v»rinQ and remediation of hot spots. The
pilots also demonstrated the value of focusing
streamlining efforts at the scoping stage, recognizing
dm the biggest savings in *»«"* and money can be

Mtedatme hegmning
of the RI/FS process. Accordingly, this directive
«<iifrfijjfi those iynifi "^fnti*"^ <hir*ng the pilots and
highlights streamlining opportunities to be considered
during the scoping component of the RI/FS.

'See EPA Pubttaun 9203.1-02L SACM Bulletin. Pmwnpavt

ndioa
Fetewiy 1993. Vol. 2. No.l. and SACM Buiktm
Ktmtdta. Aupm 1992. Vol.1. No. J.



r inallv. wmle the primary tocus ot ine municipal uncuul
manual is on streamlining ine Rl^S. Supenuna s goal
•.inder S ACM is to accelerate the enure clean-up process.
Oiher guidance issued under the municipal Landfill
presumptive remedy initiative identifies design data tnat
may be collected during the RJ/FS to streamline the
overall response process for these sites (see Publication
No. 9355.3-18FS. Presumptive Remedies: CERCLA
Landfill Caps Data Collection Guide, to be published in
October 1993).

CONTAINMENT AS A PRESUMPTIVE
REMEDY

Section 300.430(a)(iii)(B) of (he NCP contains the
expectation that engineering controls, such as
containment, will be used for waste thatposesa relatively
low long-term threat or where treatment is impracticable.
The preamble to the NCP identifies municipal landfills
as a type of site where treatment erf the waste may be
impracticable because of the size and heterogeneity of
(hecontents(55FR8704). Waste in CERCLA landfills
usually is present in large volumes and is a heterogeneous
mixture of municipal waste frequently co-disposed
with industrial and/or hazardous waste. Because
treatment usually is impracticable, EPA generally
considers containment to be the appropriate response
action, or the "presumptive remedy," Tor the source
areas of municipal landfill sites.

The presumptive remedy for CERCLA municipal
landfill sites relates primarily to containment of the
landfill tnfiff and mll^fKm jpd/Qf trffrpHfTH r)f landfill

gas. In addition, measures to control landfill teacfaate.
affected ground water at the perimeter of the landfill.
and/orupgradient ground-water that is causing saturation
of the landfill mass may be implemented as pan 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 RI/FS activities, induduigarisicassessmem,
will need to be performed, as appropriate, to address
those exposure pathways outside die source area. It is
expected that RI/FS activities addressing exposure
pathways outside the source geueully will becoDducied
concurrently with the stream HnedRl/FS for the landfill
sooise presumptive remedy. A response action for
exposure pathways outside the source (if any) may be
selected together with the presumptive remedy (thereby
developing a comprehensive site response), or as an
operable unit separate from the presumptive remedy.

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

Highlight 1: Comoonents ot
the Presumptive Remedy:
Source Containment

landtil! cap;

Source area ground-water control
to contain piume:

Leacnate collection and treatment:

Landfill gas collection and
treatment: and/or

Institutional controls to supplement
engineering controls.

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 a
more comprehensive RI/FS is required. Generally, this
determination will depend on whether the site is suitable
for a streamlined risk evaluation, as described on page
4. The community, state, and potentially responsible
parties (PRPs) should be notified that a presumpuve
remedy is being considered for die site before work on
the RI/FS workplao is initiated. The notification may
take the fc«mofifiKtsheet,anoticeinalocal newspaper,
and/or a public meeting.

Use of die presumptive remedy eliminates the need for
the initial identification and screening of alternatives
during me feasibility study (FS). Section 300.430feXD
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 potentially available
technologies for municipal landfills and found that
certain technologies are routinely and appropriately
screened out on the basis of effectiveness, feasibility, or
cosKNCP Section 300.430(c)C7)). (See Appendix A to
this directive and "Feasibility Study Analysis for
CERCLA Municipal Landfills." September 1993
available at EPA HeadquatKH and Regional Offices.)

ofabemativesthat
to die

together with this directive, must be tndoSod in the
administrative record for each municipal landfill
presumptive remedy site to support eunrinarinnof the
initial identification and screening of rite-specific

itives. Former detailed and comprehensive



iupporune matenajs ic.a. . FS rcpons included in
analysis. :ccnmcaJ reports) can be provided tw
Headquarters, as needed.

While the universe of alternatives to address the landfill
source wiil be limited to those components identified in
Highlight I. potential alternatives that may exist for each
component or combinations of components may be
evaluated in the detailed analysis. For example, one
component of the presumptive remedy is source area
ground-water control If appropriate, this component
may be accomplished in a number of ways, including
pump and treat, slurry walls, etc. These potential
alternatives may then be combined with other components
of the presumptive remedy to develop a range of
containment alternatives suitable for site-specific
conditions. ResponseaJtematives must then be evaluated
in detail against the nine criteria identified in Section
300.430(eXg) of the NCP. The detailed analysis will
identify site-specific ARARs and develop costs on the
basis of the particular size and volume of the landfill.

EARLY ACTION AT MUNICIPAL
LANDFILLS

EPAnasraennfied the presumptive remedy site categories
as good ranriiriatrs for early action under SACM. At
municipal landfifcufeupfattlmowledgeih^
area will be contained may facilitate such early actions as
insailatic«o/alandfiUcapcfagiound-watercontainnient
system. rvpMiHiiij m th» ^•rm^.t.tix^ ^^ icaem
may be accomplished using either removal authority
Ce.g, non-dme-cridcal removal actions) or remedial
authority. In some cases, it may be appropriate for an
Engineermg Evaluation/Cog Analysis to replace pan or
all of the RI/FS if the source control component will be a
riorhdme-critkalremoval action. Some actorsmay affect
whether a specific response action would be better
accomplished as a removal or remedial action including
the size of the action, the associated state cost share, and/
or the scope of O4M. 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 RI/FS
UNDER THE PRESUMPTIVE REMEDY
FRAME-WORK

The goat of an RI/FS is to provide the information
necessary toe (1) adequately characterize die site; (2)

sponse action. As discussed in the following sections,
the process for achieving each of these grab can be

areas snouid be developed eariv u c.. aunne tnc scoping
priase ot the RL/FS).

1. Characterizing the Site

The use of existing data is especially important in
conducting a streamlined RI/FS for municipal landfills.
Characterization of a landfill's contents is not necessary
or appropriate for selecting a response action for these
sites except in limited cases; rather, existing data are used
to determine wnether the containment presumption is
appropriate. Subsequent sampling efforts snouid focus
on characterizing areas where contaminant migration is
suspected, such as leachate discharge areas or areas
where surface water runoff has caused erosion. It is
important to note that the decision to characterize hot
spots should also be based on existing information, such
as reliable anecdotal information. documentabon,and/ar
physical evidence (see page 6).

In those limited cases where no information is available
for a sue. it may not be advisable to initiate use of die
presumptive remedy until some data are collected. For
CXmfllDlC If thft? B ffrTt̂ fffilV^ HttflTmtiQtl Off ̂ HtmUMMam

from a site tocatrd in an area withseveralsourcea.it will
be necessary to have some infonnation about the landfill
source in order to make an •*****•*** between on-sue
and off-siteTonrtmiiuinon.

Sources of information of particular interest during
scoping include trcoidi of previous ownership, SOBB .
rues, closure plans, etc., which may help 10 < If > mime
types and souues of hautdoos matenals present. In

, a site visit is appropnate nor Jtvuji reasons,
isangdaattnekfcnrinranna

of existing site remediation systems, and to visually
characterize wanes (04, leachate seeps). Specific
information to be collected is provided in Sections 11
through 2.4 of the municipal landfill manual.

2. Defining Site Dynamics

Ine collected data are used to develop a conceptual site
model which is the key component of a soeamfaned
RMFS. The conceptnal site model is an effective tool far
defining the site dynamics, sucaanlhring the risk

«fc«"««Hel fa

This model b deidaped before any M Bdd
are conductnd, and its purpose is to aid in
IQiQff flDfl dCflCnbtfaff Iu6 SuC 9Ott JO HVBafCBC

TCT and types rf
contAUUHaBuU

of the upfraat presumption that bndful contents will be
contained. The strategy for streamlining each of these

Gonommam release and transport
mechanisms:



Highlight 2: Generic Conceptual Site Model

ri* W (1O* «» 10̂ . For



contaminants trom a particular landfill is declining, ara
concentrations of one or more ground-water contaminants
ore at or barely exceed chemical-specific standards, the
Agency may decide not to implement an active response.
Such a decision might be based on the understanding that
(he landfill is no longer acung as a source of ground- water
contamination, and that the landfill does not present an
unacceptable risk from any other exposure pathway.

A site generally will not be eligible for a streamlined risk
evaluation if ground-water contaminant concentrations
do not clearly exceed chemical-specific standards or the
Agency's accepted level of risk, or other conditions do
not exist that provide a clear justification for action (e.g..
direararuaawimlandfiU contents resulting firom unstable
slopes). Under these circumstances, a quantitative risk
assessment mat addresses all exposure pathways will be
necessary to determine whether action is needed

Ultimately, it is
remedy es

ry to demonstrate that the final
all pathways and contaminants of

concern, not just those that triggered the remedi ac tn .
As described in the following sections, the conceptual
site model is an effective tool for identifying those
pathways and illustrating mat they have been addressed
by ttie containment remedy.

Streamlined Risk Evaluatioa Of The LawtfU

• from ne presumptive remedy pilots supports
the usefiilnea of a streamlined risk evaluation 0 mitiaie
an eari aakaunog certain cn . As

oc nsuoiciDiU
landfills, a quantitative risk assessment that considers all
chemicals, their potential additive effects, etc, is not
necessary to establish a basis for action if ground-water
daomeavau^todemonsoittinatcomsflitnanBckariy
exceed established standards or if other conditions exist
that provide a dear justification for action.

A quantitative risk aMMimeiit also is not necessvy to
evaluate whether the containment remedy addresses all
pathways and contaminants of concaii associated with
ihesource. Rather.aUrjc^eno^exposarerjatnwayscanbe

eMice
(niter

Boot required to
tnetypeofcapwillbe

ARARs, and ground water that is

berequnedto
itsdisposaL

dachargeumits,ccothgstaridarisf^

tbat has migrated away from the
source win not be imiJBplBhed under the prcsompiive

Highlight 3: Source Contaminant
Exposure Pathways Addressed
by Presumptive Remedy

1 Direct contact with soil and/or
debns prevented by landfill cap:

2. Exposure to corttamnated ground
water within the landfill area
prevented by ground-water
control;

3. Exposure to contaminated
i Ieacnate prevented by ieacnate
i collection and treatment: and
' 4. Exposure to landfill gas |
I addressed by gas collection and
j treatment, as appropriate. i

remedy, since such contamination will require a
conventional investigation and a risk assessment.

Streamlining the risk assessment of the source area
eliminates the need Cor sampling and analysis toflippnu
ThfrticulatiOTirf^iniMy'rFT^^hffiffMT'iifriii*nr']'">*
wimdireacontaaltu important to note that because the
continued eflecovepen of the nKMaiii"tfiPt remedy
<if UEitds on the integnty of the containment syiif nil ttis
likely that msotnuonal controls will be necessary 10

•HWy"*WWJM'lttn^t*iag*P«iitl«i«ni' iaipH «yitfnn EPA
•Hi CDOS ottsuuooo OeH tt tf pocucprooniiiiff Of II
to .̂̂ ^•^ .̂̂ ^—^ ^k^ K^^ d

esomtB QIC nsc i

antanthenNegnyofinec
(Long-term

landfiuSt may be <
fedeaDonal or ooicr uoujtBu IBCSC
The anitability and efficacy of iiminitimil conoois

Imwevcf* tot

be evanMBo ID the F5. DBCISIOB dtxiiinenu
snotiio> locoide meamres suco as mmojoooat coooott 10
ensttemecondnaedmk^ruyofsudicaaaminemsysKms

^ *•>• • ^ -̂̂ ^ •- _^JHJUUiUUeU ADOr • SUCfl eB

I IBMas well as ground-'
away from the source, generally will require

to demilune whether action is warranted beyond the
source anaand. if so, the typeof action thatBappropriate.

Whfle future residential use of the hrndfiU jource area
itself is not considered appropriate, the land adjacent to



o freoiBBBily used for icsidenoai purposes. _TC aocision 10 ciuracicr.;= anOjor ircai net soots. The
jvanamc question is wneiner ine comnnauon ot the

•«. Or»c4opwf the Redone Actioa

is suca ttui ine uuegray 01 ihe new conuaunent system
will be thrcaeced if ine waste is left n place. This
question snouU be answered on ine basis of what is

ooeiaoM records or other

As a fast gtp • dCTttopiag ttfii •nmrnt aiienuuves.
response aeon objectives should be developed on UK
ban of ike pMfcways Mkaufied far ICHOR in rte

lenadeL TypttaUy.itoepnaanrresponse
lobjecovesfbr mnaiapBl bndfdl sites include

wMfcbadfiU

reliable infonnauon). An answer n ineaffkmacne to ail
of die quesuons lisrd n Highlight4 would indicau that
n is likely that the maegmy of ibe conaamem system

not spots would be pncn
inskatdKsu

EPA

cable, and that a significant
e voold occar as a resnit of

; that few CERCLA
lanrtfiBt will &B MO

OB the Ageac/i

Ite

the

eo-

Al

•at spoo is a
^ 1̂ *̂̂ ^ «^_ -«- -

D^DHD OH D16

set of CKKO. Hithlifni4
te _ f̂c^^^^

•Bvc

far ari< i of bm tftn n not
bsKdin



Highlight 4: Characterization
of Hot Spots

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

i . Does evidence exist to indicate
the presence and approximate
location of waste?

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

3. is the waste in a discrete.
accessible pan 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 (e.g.. 100,000 cubic
yards or less)?

Ltvtl Thnut Wastes. November 1991.
Supwfund Publication No. 9380.3-O6FS.

Highlight4: (1) no rcu_*. .s ^formation exists to indicate
the location of the waste; (2) (he determination of whether
the wase a principal threat waste cannot be made since
the phvacal/chcmical characteristics of the wastes are
unknown; (3) since the location ol the waste is unknown,
(he determination of whether the waste is in a discrete
arnrniblr location cannot be made; (4) in this case, the
presenceof200druimina7n.acreiandfiOanotconsideRd
to ngnifkantlyaffea the threat posed by the overall site.
Rather, the containment system will include measures ID

effecaveness(e.g^manttonng and/or
) given die uncertainty associated widi

the landfill < i and suspected drum

SiusB

Apuiuxnnatdy 35 juOOdrurns,many i
wanes, were disposed of in two drum disposal units at this
privately owned 80-acre inactive landfill, which was
licensed to receive general refuse. The site is divided into
two operable units. The remedy for Operable Unit 1 (OU
1) is uniiCTitinn of drammed wasus in the two drum
disposal units. The remedy for OU 2 consBB of treatment
of contaminated ground water and leachate and
containment of treatment, residuals (from OU 1) and

remaining landfill contents, including passive gas
collection and flanng.

Treatment of landfill contents is supported at Site B
because all ofthequesuonsui Hi ghlight4can be answered
in the affirmative: (1) existing evidence from previous
investigations and sampling conducted by the state (prior
to the RD indicated the presenceand approximate location
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 pans of the landfill:
and (4) the waste voiurae is large enough that its
remediation will significantly reduce the threat posed
by the overall site.

CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS

Subtitle D

In the absence of Federal Subtitle D closure regulations.
State Subtitle O closure requirements generally have
govenTedCTRCLJVresponseacdomatrnimrir^taodfins
asapplicabie«relevamandappropnattre^iiremeots
(ARARs). New Federal Subtitle D closure and pcm-
closure care regulations will be in effect on October 9.
1993 (56 FR 50978 and 40 CFR 2S8).4 Stale dome

ThenewFedealrega
K> abstraction and ! of the final cover, and

ThefiicJccvtrrggnlationiwillbe
applicable' requirements for landfills that received
housenoM was* after October 9,1991. EPAexpectsthat
the final cover requirements will be applicable ID few. if
any. CERCLA jp^i tatiHfiiu ^inff tne receipt of

atmostCEROA landfills
befonsOenoer 1991. Rjrtw.tesqb«antn
of the new Subtitle D «*f"»«*fr"« geneaUy will be

Subtitle C

RCRASubmieC done leqiuremenci may beappttcaUe
or idevaot and apurapnate n I.CIUMI ciiwuitkilJjVVii
RCRA Subtitk C is |DDjj£|bJeJf the landffll received
wane that is a listed or characteristic waste under
RCRA.iat

1. The waste was disposed of after November 19.1980
(effective date of RCRA), or

i of the effective d*K hit beeDpropOOTd (MOM



1. The new f^ntff xuon coosuues ft*̂ *** unocr
RCRA (it. disposal bock uiio we onttnai landfill).'

wnetber a Subude C closure
is based on a

tte nave oi (be wane and us
die date on wncfaK was disposed,

of the requoemeot usetf. For more
oaRCRASubMteCi

see AOM XAMs; Fora* OM Chare Reqtunmaus.
Diiecmc No. 92J4 -̂04F3. Omber 1989.

Ths- poiciM sst out in this document are rtsndsd soJsly as gwdancs to lha U .̂ DwiunmsnlBl
»Agsncy(EPA)psoMnnsl:thsyarenotsiialgPAactioManJoTanotiMiiiiiis^«î

ibyanypany
inHBBiim««hffwUnlisd9*M. EPA oiiciali may decid» to tote* 9m guidance providedI
docuoMflt. of IP set M vjMBtw wtfi tfw QURttncs1. based on ayi andystt of spsofic sjto cncunnstsnoM.
EPA akjo msfvw HM nQht to ctunojv Ifiv ojwdanos at any cnw vMhoul puMc noses'.



APPENDIX A
TECHNICAL BASIS FOR PRESUMPTIVE REMEDIES

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

The methodology for this analysis entailed reviewing the technology identification and screening
components of the remedy selection process for a representative sample 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

Identification of Sites for Feasibility Study Analysis

Of the 230 municipal landfill sites on the NPL, 1 49 sites have had a remedy selected for at least
one operable unit. Of the i49sites,30wereselectedforthisstucVonaranctomrjasis,orslio^ttyaTeater
than 20 percent. The sites range in size from 8.5 acres to over 200 acres and an located primarily in
Regions 1. 2, 3. and 5. This geographical distribution approximates the distributionof municipal landfflls
on the NPL

Technolo Screenino and P^""* '̂"!. Analysis

The FS analysis involved a review of the technology identification and screening phase,
including any ore-screening steps, followed by a review of the detailed analysis and comparative
analysis phases. 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 included in the analysis.

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

For the detailed analysis and comparative analysis, information on the relative performance of
each technology/alternative with respect to the seven NCP criteria was documented on the site-specific
data collection forms. The advantages and disadvantages associated with each clean-up option were
highlighted. Insomecases.atechnolOCTwascornbirtedwithoneorinoretechro
alternatives. The disadvantages of a technology/alternative were then compiled into a detailed
analysis/comparative analysis summary table, under the assumption that these disadvantages
contributed 10 non-selection. AH summary tables are available tor review as part of the Administrative
Record.



APPENDIX A

TECHNICAL BASIS FOR PRESUMPTIVE REMEDIES (continued)

RESULTS ;
t

The mtormaaon from me ecnnoiogy screening and remedial aftemaove analyses is provided !
n Tablet, it oemomiraiMtnatoontaewnent (the presumptive remedy), was chosen as a component [
of fie seiecMJremdy at ala^rftwsrte* analyzed. No other technologies or »ea.nem5 were
ttnmtmny MUI !• las a remedy or «a«ed tor conMie>»>on« a remedial altemanve. However, at
c<)Ht of the Mriy srtse. <iere weie orcumaances where lechnoloyes were nuJoded in the seleclBd j
remedy 10 address a srte-speoric concern, sucti as pnnĉ jal throat wastes. These tochnoto^es are
inc»jdeJin»ecoajnineniae<l̂ ech.NotPriman/ComD^̂  in Table 1 and include

t aro eHee, westa remove! and off-site OK oosel at two sites, soi vapor extraction at two

j and gas coaecoon systems went also tiacfced as pan of the detailed
analysis and compejaun of remade* alternatives. These types of systems generaiy were not

' id as remecttmn •chnotogns ounng tne screerang phases. At fJleen sees, (eechata
i eesevei e^evAsMieaBMA ^^B V^^MA f& ejjt̂ h ^^^^M^^al «MMM^̂ MMB̂ ^M B̂> m^^ *̂̂ ^^ *̂ a\a> ^^^m^^ t̂̂ ^m•̂v aa^aao as pan of ne ovenai conuanrnant remeov. AI sevenai

^ ^ _ ^ m

as part of the overall containment remedy. At seventeen seas, gas coaection
as part of the overs* comai imant remedy.

10 ekmineie tne •MieJ leuMulQQy tdanaecaBon and

1 This cofcm MM is uMd lor nooMl kaopng purpoMt only and it not
(are not oonsKMnMi moomni eomponens of ttw

10



TABLE !• SUMMARY OF SCREENING AND DETAILED ANALYSIS FOR LANDFILLS



TABLE 1 • SUMMARYOF SCREENING AND DETAILED ANALYSIS FOR LANDFILLS (Continued) *
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TABLE 1 • SUMMARY OF SCREENING AND DETAILED ANALYSIS FOR LANDFILLS (Continued)'
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TABLE 1 • SUMMARY OF 8CRBBNING AND DETAILED ANALYSIS FOR LANDFILLS (Continued)'
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