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_ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Syosset Landfill Superfund Site located in Syosset, Nassau County, New York includes a

landfill area and on- and off-property ground water monitoring wells.  The remedy includes
landfill closure pursuant to the New York State requlrements ground water monitoring, and
institutional controls. The trigger for this five-year review was the previous five-year review
conducted in January 2007.

"Based upon reviews of the two Records of Decision, Annual Ground Water Sampling Results,
and Site Inspection Reports as prepared by the Town of Oyster Bay since the last five-year
review, as well as a Site visit conducted by United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) personnel on November 2, 2011, it was concluded that the remedy is functioning as
‘intended by the decision documents, and i_s protective of human health and the environment.

K

" This is the third Five-Year Review for the Syosset Landﬁll'Super»fund Site.



Five-Year Review Summary Form

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site Name: Syosset Landfill |

EPA ID: NYDO000511360

1 State: NY

Region: 2 City/County: Syosset/Nasssau

NPL Status: Deleted

Multiple OUs? o Has the site ‘éChieved'construction completion?
Yes ' o ' Yes ' o ' Co S

. REVIEW STATUS

Lead agency: EPA :
If “Other Federal Agency” was selected above, enter Agency hame: Click here to enter
fext. ‘ : ' . '

sAuthor name (Federal or State Pi'oject Managérj): Sherrel Henry

Author affiliation: EPA

Review period: 01/19/2007 — 01/19/2012

Date of site inspection: 11/02/2011

Type of review: Statutory

Review number: 3

Triggering action date: 1/1,9/2007

Due date (five years aﬂei.triggering action date): 1/19/2012




~Five-Year Review Summary Form (continued)

The table below is for the purpose of the Summéry form énd associated data entry and does not
replace the two tables required in Section VIl and IX by the FYR guidance. Instead, data entry
_in this sect/on should match lnformatlon in Sect/on Vil and IX of the FYR report

N Issues/_Recomm,,endatiohs

OU(s): Click

Issue Category: Choose an item.
here 10 enter text. -

Issue: Click here to enter text.

| Recommendation: Click here to enter text.

Affect Current | Affect Future | Implementing Oversight Milestone
Protectiveness | Protectiveness | Party Party Date
Choose an Choose an Choose an Choose an Enter date.
item. item. item. item. '

To add additional issueé/recommehdations here, copy and paste the above table as many times
as necessary to document all issues/recommendations identified in the FYR report..

Protectuveness Statement(s)

Include each individual OU protectiveness determination and statement.. If you need
to add more protectiveness determinations and statements for additional OUs, copy
and paste the table below as many times as necessary to complete for each OU
evaluated in the F YR report. ‘ . . .

~ Protectiveness Determination:

Operable Un/t Addendum Due Date
01 Protective . (if applicable):
' ‘ ' ’ Click here to enter
date.

Protectiveness Statement:

The 1mplemented remedy for the Syosset Landfill Superfund Site protects human health and
the environment. There are no exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks and
none are expected, as long as the Site use does not change and the implemented engineered

3



and institutional controls-are properly operated, monitored, and maintained. R |

| Sitewide Protectiveness Statement (if applicable) .

For sites that have achieved construction completion, enter a sitewide protectiveness
determination and statement. -

Protectiveness Determlnatlon - | Addenddm Due Date (if
Protective R ' applicable): o
T ' . Click here to ehtef date. .

Protectiveness Statement: : ' '

The implemented remedy for the Syosset Landﬁll Superfund Site protects human health and
the environment. There are no exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks and
none are expected, as long as the Site use does not change and the 1mplemented englneered
and institutional controls are properly operated, monitored, and maintained. ’




1. Introduction

Thrs thrrd five-year review for the Syosset Landfill Superfund Site (the Site), located in Syosset,
Nassau County, New York was conducted by the EPA Remedial Project Manager (RPM)
- Sherrel ‘Henry. It was conducted- pursuant to Section 121(c) of the Comprehensive

- . Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C.

~ . 8§9601 ef seq. and 40 CFR 300.430(f)(4)(ii), and done in accordance with the Comprehensive
Five-Year Review Guidance, OSWER Directive 9355.7-03B-P (June 2001). ‘- The purpose of
five-year reviews is to ensure that implemented remedies protect public health and the
environment and that they function as intended by the Site decision documents This report will
become part of the Slte file. : :

In accordance with Section 1.3.3 of the five-year review guidance, this third five-year review is
triggered by the signing date of the previous five-year review report. The five-year review is
required due to the fact that hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants remain at the Site
above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. The previous five-year
review report was signed on January-19, 2007. EPA addressed the Site using two separate
components called operable units. (OUs). The first operable unit addresses the identification and -
- abatement of the source of Site contamination at the landfill property. The second operable unit
addresses the nature and extent of migration of contaminants from the landfill property into
‘nearby . ground water. ’

'Thrs five-year review will review the remedy implemented at OUl OU2. will not be reviewed
because a no action remedy was selected. ' '

| Il. Site C"hrOnoIogy»

T»able 1, which is attached, summarizes the site-related events running from the disposal of
hazardous wastes at the Site to the present.

III ~ Site Background

. S/te Locat/on

The Site is located at 150 Miller Place in Syosset, in the Town of Oyster Bay (the Town), Nassau
County, New York. The Site is rectangular in shape and covers approximately 38 acres. The
offices and facilities for the Town’s Department of Public Works are located adjacent to the

landfill to the east and occupy 15 acres. The Town controls access to the Site, and the entire
landfill area is enclosed by a six-foot high chain-link fence. The Site is bounded by the Long
Island Expressway and Miller Place to the southeast, property. formerly occupied by Cerro
Conduit Company to the southwest, and the Long Island Railroad to the northwest. A residential



area and the South Grove Elementary Schiool border the Site to the northeast F igure 1 provi_des S
a location of the S1te ' R -

Land and Resource Use .

The landfill is owned by the Town and is located in a densely populated residential and industrial
area. The total population of Syosset is estimated to be 10,400 people. All the residents around
the Syosset Landfill obtain drinking water from public supply wells. The Site is relatively flat
and at a similar elevation to the surrounding area. There are two recharge basins owned by
Nassau County which border the landfill to the north and northeast. Both basins collect storm
water runoff from the neighboring residential area for recharge to the underlying ground water
aquifers. These or similar uses are expected to continue well 1nto the future

H/stOIy of Contamlnat/on

The Town operated the landfill from approximately 1933 to 1975. Between 1933 and about
1967, no restrictions were imposed on the types of wastes accepted at the landfill. Categories
and types of wastes included: commercial, industrial, residential, demolition, agrrcultural sludge .
material and ash. Aftér about 1967, waste disposal at the landfill became restricted,. though
disposal of wastes (including" industrial ‘wastes) continued.- Several ‘large companies have been
identified as generators .of large quantities of waste that were disposed at the landﬁll over a
period of ‘years. Types of" Waste dlsposed mcluded heavy metals solvents orgamcs orls L
'plast1c1zers and polychlormated b1phenyls o ' v o o

Initial Response

The landfill was closed on January 27, 1975 because of a suspected ground water pollution
problem. In 1981, the Town installed a passive gas venting system along the property line
shared by the landfill and the South Grove Elementary School to prevent off-site gas migration.

The system consisted of a gravel filled gas. venting trench and a series of polyvinyl chloride
(PVC) gas vent riser pipes on both sides of the gas venting trench. The effectiveness of the

trench was verified by comparing the levels of gas contaminants within the riser pipes on both- .

sides of the trench. - - Typically, contaminant levels on the school side of the trench were low, :
while levels on the landfill side of the trench were higher. - A Combustible Gas Indicator was -
used to monitor for methane. The data were submitted to New York State Department of

Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), New . York State Departmient of Health (NYSDOH) S

Nassau County Department of Health (NCDOH) and the Syosset Central School Drstnct on a
monthly basis. : , :

Basis for Taking Action_

In January 1983, Environmental RéSourees Management-Northeast (ERM) prepared a report
summarizing the results of a -ground water study performed for the NCDOH. The. report
concluded that the ground water quahty was bemg 1mpacted by landfill leachate. Elevated heavy .
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metal concentrations including arsenic, cadmium, chromium and lead were detected at levels
-exceeding New York State Primary Drinking Water Standards. One public drinking water well
~located down gradient of the Site was closed due to taste and odor problems. The Site was
placed on the Superfund National Priorities List (NPL) in September 1983.

On June 19, 1986, EPA and the Town entered into an Administrative Order on Consent [(AOC)
Index No. II CERCLA-60203]. The AOC required the Town to conduct a Remedial
Investigation (RI) and Feasibility Study (FS) at the Site with provisions for performing an off-
site supplemental remedial investigation.to study the potential for off-site impacts of the landfill.

 The first operable unit addresses the identification and abatement of the source of Site
contamination at the landfill property. From April 1987 until September 1989, the field
investigation for the OU1 RI was performed, which included drilling and installing ground water
monitoring wells, collecting ground water and soil samples for laboratory analyses, a landfill
dimension study, and a sub-surface gas study. Based on the results of the RI report, which
measured the levels of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds’
(SVOCs), pestlc1des and metals in various Site media, EPA performed a risk assessment for the
~Site.

The risk assessment determined that the subchronic HI for children was greater than one (2.61)
due to ingestion of ground water contaminated with arsemc The risks for carcinogens at the
landfill fell within the acceptable EPA risk range of 10™ to 10°. EPA determined that the target
risk for the landfill should be on the order of 1 x 10, given the size and proximity of potentially
- exposed ,nerghbormg populations to the landfill and the likelihood of exposures.

The second operable unit addresses the nature and extent of migration of contaminants from the
landfill property into nearby ground water. Between October 1992 and March 1994, the OU2 RI.
. was conducted by the, Town and included . installation of monitoring wells and soil borings;
- ground water monitoring well and subsurface gas monitoring well sampling, collection of water
level measurements and ambient air sampling. The purpose of the off-site ground water study
was to determine the extent and thickness of a leachate plume emanating from the landfill. The
purpose of the off-site gas study was'to determine the extent of off-site subsurface gas migration
from the landfill. The results of the-RI found the following contaminants of concern in ground’
water: . 1,1-dichloroethene, tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, vinyl chloride, arsenic and
selenium. Based on discussions with the NCDOH, it was determined that residents obtain their
drinking water from a municipal water supply and that private residential wells are not being
used for potable purposes. Therefore, present-use scenarios for ground water were not evaluated
in this assessment. In addition, the use of ground water in the vicinity of the landfill was
unlikely because Nassau County controls ground water withdrawal. As a result, the baseline risk
assessment concluded .that the contaminants of. concern found in on-site and off-site ‘ground
water did not pose a significant threat to human health or the environment and, therefore, further
remed1at10n was not necessary.



IV. Remedial Actions

Remedy Selection OU1

On September 27, 1990, EPA issued a Record of Decision (ROD) for OU1 selecting a remedial
action for the Site. The goal of the remedial action is to contain the source area and to prevent,
reduce, or control further migration of contaminants to the ground water to the extent practicable.

Thé major components of the selected remedy include the following:
. Implementing New York State landfill closure requirements as specified in 6

NYCRR Part 360, solid waste management facilities regulations, which included
construction of a geosynthetic membrane cap on the top surface of the landfill;

. Providing long-term air and ground water quality monitoring;
. Monitoring and maintaining the passive gas venting system installed under a
previous implemented response action, including routine inspection and repairs;
o Establishing institutional controls in the form of deed restr1ct1ons on future uses of
the landfill; ~ _
J Installing an additional passive gas venting system, designed so that it can easily
be converted to an active system should conversion become necessary; and
K Maintaining the existing boundary fence around the perimeter of the landfill

property to continue to restrict access to the landfill.

In addition, because leachate indicator chemicals were identified in ground water beneath and .
down gradient of the landfill, the ROD also specified that a supplemental remedial investigation
be conducted to study the potential off-site impacts of the landfill, designated as OU?2. ‘

Remedy Implementation OU1

The OU1 ROD was implemented pursuant to a Consent Decree entered into by EPA and the
Town. This Consent Decree was entered by the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of
New York on February 20, 1991. The Town hired Lockwood, Kessler & Bartlett, Inc. (LKB) to
perform the Remedial Design (RD) and Remedial Action (RA). '

Landfill Cover

. In accordance with the requirements of the Consent Decree, the Town prepared an OU1 RD
Work Plan which was approved by EPA on December 11, 1991. The Work Plan outlined the
following tasks: Field studies (soil boring investigation, settlement plate program, surface
leachate and vector investigation), a Settlement Study, a Conceptual Gradmg De51gn Study and
Contractor Procurement.



The Soil boring program was conducted in September 1992. The program identified on-site soil
properties for settlement analysis and further delineated the depth and extent of the landfill. The
-settlement plate program was conducted between October 1992 and January 1993. The program
-monitored settlement properties at four on-site locations. Other field studles conducted included
a surface leachate and vector (rodent) 1nvest1gat10n

A Conceptu'al Gradlng Design Study was prepared and submitted. to EPA on March 26, 1992.
. The Grading Study evaluated several cap grading schemes and recommended the best grading
alternative in the Preliminary Design. - A Settlement Study for the Site’ was also prepared using
* data obtained during the soil borlng and settlement plate studies. The purpose of the Settlement
Study was to-determine if primary settlement at the Site could be achieved, prior to cap
- construction, by performing a Preload Program. The Preload Program involved placing clean fill
‘material on portions of the landfill to heights of four feet in excess of the final capping subgrade
(bottom elevations).: Ach1ev1ng primary settlement of the landfill prior to cap construction was _
found to be beneficial in protecting the integrity of the geosynthetlc (plastic) membrane cap.
The: Settlement Study and - 'the Grading Study were approved by the EPA and NYSDEC on
September 21, 1993. Following approval of the various studies, the preparatlon of the plans and
specifications began for the Preload Program. . :

In Nover_nber 1994, the Town initiated the first of two construction contracts. The first contract
consisted of a Preload Program. The Preload material remained on-site for a period of three
months until primary settlement was achieved. Following primary settlement, the excess clean
fill material was removed. The Preload Program also involved construction of approximately
35% of the remediation program including the following: Site preparation activities, reshaping
landfill material, and installing drainage and gas venting systems. The Preload Program was
completed in August 1996. »

" The second construction contract con’siste:d of a Capping and Closure Program that immediately
followed the completion of the Preload program.. The landfill cap and gas venting sand layer

. were placed on top of the cap subgrade which was constructed urider the Preload program. Other

elements of the .-Capping and Closure Program involved. the installation of the remaining
perimeter gas control system, the construction of the ridge landfill gas vent wells, the
construction of a vegetated perimeter buffér zone along the northern property line, and the
completion of the perimeter drainage ditch system. The Capping and Closure Program was
completed in November 1997. EPA conducted a final inspection with NYSDEC and the Town
on November 5, 1997. In October 1999, EPA issued its approval of the RA Report, signifying
that the remedial action had been completed in accordance with the ROD and RD, and the:
" project entered the operation, maintenance, and monitoring phase. ‘

The landfill cover system was constructed in accordance with 6 NYCRR Part 360 prov1510ns to
minimize stormwater infiltration, vent landfill gases passively, provide a permanent. barrier
between the fill material and the land surface and provide surface cover material compatible with
future Site uses. ' ,



The capping system consists of three type_s of cap surface cover over a 60 mil High Density
Polyethylene (HDPE) geomembrane and gas venting layer. Specifically, the cap cover system
contains the following layers (from top to bottom) . . -

e 24-inch barrier protection layer consisting of :
-2-inch asphalt concrete top course
-5-inch asphalt concrete base. course o
~ -17-inch clean fill I
or
-6-inch recycled concrete
-18-inch clean fill
or :
-6-inch top soil with a vegetative cover
-18-inch clean fill

¢ 60-mil HDPE geomembrane:
‘e 12- inch gas venting layer

. geotextile filter fabric

The three different surface covers were placed over the cap for use in particular areas of the Site:

based on the anticipated future Site uses. The Site was divided into five different facilities as -

. shown in Figure 1, Syosset Landfill Cover System Location Plan. The asphalt surface cover
was utilized in the Highway Division’s Salt Storage Facility and Vehicle Parking Facility as well
as the Sanitation Division Vehicle Parking Facility (areas designated as C, D, and E,
respectively, on Figure 1). . The recycled conctete surface was utilized in both the Highway
Divisions’ Storage Facility and the Miscellaneous Equipment Storage Facility (areas designated
as A and B, respectively, on Figure 1). The vegetative cover surface was utilized in a buffer
area along the northern property line in Areas A Band C. ' :

Passive Gas Venting

To address potential post-closure issues associated with the presence of landfill gases, including
the possibility of migration, a passive gas collection and venting system was installed at the Site.-
The landfill gas venting system consists of 38 property line gas vent wells, 16 perimeter gas vent
wells and 26 landfill ridge gas wells. In addition, four six-inch diameter PVC gas vents wells . -
were installed over a gas venting trench durmg the Preload Program wrthrn the landﬁll limits in

an area northeast of the Salt Storage Sheds o :

- Landfill gases are being vented to the atmosphere followmg collection by passwe gas vents -
distributed throughout the landfill at a minimum frequency of one per acre. The perimeter gas
vent wells are six-inch diameter PVC wells extendlng 52 feet below grade with a screen length
.0f 40 feet. The landfill ridge gas vents wells are six- -inch diameter PVC wells, extending 32 feet:
below the landfill gas surface with a screen length of 30 feet. This system was,supplemented by
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the 1nstallat10n of six-inch diameter gas wells, approxrmately 40 feet deep located every 75 feet
along the South Grove Elementary School property boundary, along the property boundary in the
vicinity of the residences and near the Town Facilities adjacent to the landfill perimeter.

An existing passive gas venting system, consisting of eight gas monitoring cluster wells, a gas
" 'venting trench and a series of vertical venting pipes, parallels the fence separating the landfill
from the South Grove Elementary School. The remedy was implemented in a manner consistent
with the 1990 ROD and in accordance with the plans and specifications. of the RD. The gas
‘monitoring results indicate that the passive gas venting system is operatmg successfully to
. prevent off—sne gas migration and, therefore an actrve gas monrtormg system is not requrred

o Long—T erm Monitoring

The Post-Closure Monitoring and Maintenance Manual (O&M Manual) was approved by EPA in

May 2003. The O&M Manual provides for long-term maintenance of the landfill cap and gas

_venting system. The post-closure monitoring and maintenance requirements also include on-site
and off-site ground water monitoring, leachate monitoring and landfill gas monitoring.’

Remedy Selection OU2

OU?2 addresses the nature and extent of migration of contaminants from the landfill property into
nearby ground water. EPA in consultation with the State of New York determined that ground
water contamination is limited and did not pose a significant threat to human health or the
environment and, therefore, further remediation was not necessary. This determination was
based on the OU2 RI and the successful implementation of the OU1 remedy. On March 28,
1996, a No Further Action OU2 ROD was signed by EPA. The OU1 remedy required that an
envrronmental monitoring program must be implemented. The environmental monitoring
~ program performed as part of the QU1 remedy takes into account sampling for both on-site and
off-site ground water, ambient air, and landfill gas which further ensures that the OU1 and OU2
. remedles remaln protectlve of human health- and the environment. :

.

- Site Completzon

The Site achieved construction completion status with the signing of the Preliminary Close-Out
Report on September 18, 1998. The Site was removed from the NPL on April 28, 2005.

Systems Operation/Operation and Maintenance (O&M)

The O&M Manual prepared by LKB, dated April 2003, requires the inspection, monitoring and
maintenance of the various components of the capping and closure system on a regular basis
* throughout the post-closure period. The frequency and scope of the monitoring and maintenance
tasks are generally based on the post-closure monitoring and maintenance requirements
stipulated under 6 NYCRR Part 360. Specifically, the activities currently include the following:

11



e Annual ground water quality monitoring at 11 monitoring wells to ensure that the
landfill continues to be protective to public health and the environment;

e Annual ground water elevation monitoring at 20 momtormg wells to determine if

- changes occur in the direction of ground water flow; " '
e Quarterly 1nspect10n of the landﬁll cover system to insure that no erosion damage
“has occurred; : o -

e  Quarterly 1nspect10n of the landﬁll dramage system w1th one 1nspectron after a

 significant rainfall event (i.e.; 5-year frequency); . -

e Quarterly 1nspect10n and momtormg of the landfill gas ventrng system dramage '
system, : '
Inspection of the landfill to insure that no erosion damage has occurred; and

e Submittal of annual reports summarizing the results of the O&M activities.

Landfill gas is being monitored for methane levels. Ground water samples are analyzed for
organics and i 1norgamcs identified in samples durmg the OU1 and OU2 RI.

Table 2 provides an estlmate of annual momtorlng costs.

Instztutlonal Controls Implementatzon

Institutional controls were 1mplemented under a restrictive covenant placed on'the Slte Counsel :
for the Town provided EPA with a copy of the cover page of the Consent Decree bearing the
stamp of the Nassau County Clerk’s Office, showing that the Consent Decree was recorded in
that office on December.6,.1990. The Town’s Counsel also provided EPA with a copy of
restrictive covenants placed on the real property at the Site by the Town of Oyster Bay. The

Covenants were filed with the land records on March 23, 2004 These items complete the o

1nst1tut10nal controls requrrement of the 1990 Ooul ROD IR

. V Progress Smce Last Flve-Year Rewew

The second five-year review for this Site was signed on January 19, 2007. The five-year review
concluded that the remedies selected in the two RODs continue to be protective of human health
and the environment. There were no relevant issues and recommendations in the 2007 five-year
review that required follow-up. However, three suggestions were made pertamlng to abandoning

monitoring wells, SY-6D and SY-9S and locating and repairing SY-7. As per the suggest1ons 1n .

. the second five- "year review, the following activities were performed

e Momtormg well SY-6D which contalned an obstruction was abandoned
e Monitoring Well SY-9 which prev1ously had no standing water ‘was scheduled to be
abandoned. ‘However, during the past five momtorrng rounds, the well contamed water
and therefore, the well is being maintained. - : ' : o
o Monrtormg well SY- 7, a flush mounted well that had been paved over, was located and a
new flush- mounted curb box was installed. ' : : - :
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‘Since the second five-year review was completed, the activities that have occurred include long-
. term monitoring of ground water, operation and mamtenance of the landﬁll cap, and construction
- ofa compressed natural gas (CNG) fuehng facﬂlty -

* The Town recewed funds under the Amerlcan Recovery and Remvestment Act of 2009 through

“the U.S. Department of Energy Clean. Cities Alternative Fuel and Advanced Technology
Vehicles Pilot Program to construct a CNG fueling facility station and to convert 44 heavy-duty
sanitation trucks from diesel fuel to CNG. The constructed facility include six fast-fill and 50
time-fill CNG fueling station dlspensers at the Town’ s Samtatlon Vehlcle Parkmg Facility
located at the Site.

' The design for the CNG fueling facility was submitted to EPA and indicated that no work would
penetrate the geomembrane landfill cap or interfere with the Site’s capping and closure systems.
A CNG fueling facility was constructed by the Town at the Site in 2011.

The Town estimates that the trucks that operate on CNG will reduce the Town’s petroleum usage
~ by an estimated 264,000 gallons per year, or 22,000 -gallons a.month, thereby reducing
dépendence on imported fuel. The clean-burning-CNG vehicles are estimated to produce an
average of 27 percent fewer greenhouse emissions than comparable gasoline or diesel models.
Additionally, it is estimated that a total of 67,130 pounds of identifiable pollutants w111 be
reduced annually as a result of this program :

' Addrtronal monitoring, Wthh has occurred since the second F1ve Year Review, is discussed in
Sectlon VI Five-Year Review Process, below.

VI F|ve-Year Revnew Process

Adm/n/stratlve Components

The five-year review team consisted of: Sherrel Henry (Remedial Project’ Manager), Peter
Mannino (Western New York Remediation. Section Chief), Dr. Marian Olsen (Human Health
Risk Assessor), Kathryn Flynn.(Hydrogeologist), Leilani Davis (Attorney) and Cecilia Echols
(Commumty Involvement Coordinator).

Commun/ty In volvement

On December 2, 2011, the EPA Community Involvement Coordinator for the Site, Cecilia
Echols, published a notice in the Syosset-Jericho Tribune. The notice indicated that EPA would
be conducting a five-year review to ensure that the remedies implemented at the Site remain
protective of public-health and are functioning as designed. It also indicated that once the five-
year review document'is completed, it will be made avallable in the local Slte rep051tory The
local Site repository is available at:
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- Syosset Public Library
225 South Oyster Bay Road
Syosset, New York 11791
" Tel. (516) 921-7161 -

In addition, the notice included the RPM’s mailing addresses and telephone number in the event
the public had any comments or questions. No comments were received.

The Site remedy was. drscussed with representatives for the Town There were no 1nterv1ews ‘
with local officials or commumty representatlves ' - B

Document Rewew

This five- -year review consrsted of a review of relevant documents mcludmg O&M records and -
monitoring data 1dent1ﬁed in Table 3. o - : i

Data Rewew

- The primary objectives of the implemented remedy are to control the source of contamination at.
the Site, to reduce and minimize the migration of contaminants into the ground water and to’
minimize any potential human health and environmental impacts resulting from exposure to
contamination at the Site.: These objectives were: accomplished by the installation of a -
containment system. - ‘A’ long-term' monitoring program ‘was desrgned to ensure that the
implemented remedy remams effective. : : T

The. long-term momtormg ‘program, which - is being: conducted by the - Town, mcludes the
quarterly inspection of ‘the landfill cover system; monitoring of the gas venting system for
methane gas; an annual 1nspect10n of ground water level momtormg, and collection of ground :
water samples from selected wells. '

Caver System Inspectibn‘

The ‘landfill cover system is inspected for asphalt pavement cracks, surface material erosion,
insufficient vegetative cover growth, erosion of vegetative cover, and areas of surface settlement.
The results of the inspections are reported in the Post-Closure Checklist Reports which are
generated by the Town quarterly. The Towns most recent quarterly checklist, dated November:
2010, indicated that several of the paved, recycled concrete and vegetatlve cover areas of the -

landfill cap have developed surface cracks. Furthermore, two areas were . 1dent1ﬁed where

poolmg of water occurs after rainfall. The pooling does not currently indicate a concern for the 3
cap, but should be monitored. During the Site inspection on November 2, 2011, it was observed
that all surface cracks had been sealed and poolmg of water was not observed.
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Drainage System Inspection _

The storm water. drainage ‘system' consists of perlmeter dramage ditches which collect storm

water runoff from the landfill and transmits it to storm drains which dlscharge into three Nassau
- County recharge basins. ‘The perimeter drainage ditches ‘consist of rip-rap lined and asphalt-.
- lined perimeter collectlon ditches that mtercept ‘runoff at the foot of the landfill.

The Town’s most Tecent quarterly checklist, dated November .19, 2010 indicated that the
majority of the rip-rap lined drainage ditches have been filled with silt and are over vegetated. -
However, during the Site inspection on November 2, 2011, it was observed that the drainage
ditches had been cleared of all vegetation and silt material.

‘Gas Venting System Inspection and Methane Monitoring

' The landfill gas venting system consists of 38 property line gas vent wells, 16 perimeter gas vent

wells, and 26 landfill ridge gas vent wells. Inspection of the gas vents revealed that the upper
-portion of one of the property line gas vents was detached from the well casing pipe. The
- Town’s most recent quarterly checklist, dated November 2010, indicated that two of the 54
property line and perimeter gas vent wells 1nspectcd were damaged. The upper sections of the
- gas vent wells were detached from the well casing p1pe below grade and the upper portlon was
lying on the ground. : :

" Each rldge vent well is protected by a si-x-foot diameter concrete ring. Seven of the 26 ridge vent
- wells inspected had a broken well casing. Two of the ridge vent wells also had significantly

damaged protective concrete rings. In addition, one ring contained trash that could attract

vectors and two of the ridge wells abut stockpiled materials which could cause future damage to

- the ring. - However, during the Site inspection on November 2, 2011 all of the reported damage
‘to the ridge and property line vents had been reparred o

The gas vents are monitored for methane gas on -a quarterly ba51s in accordance with the
requirements of the O&M Manual to determine compliance with 6 NYCRR Part 360 provisions
for levels of combustible gas. The O&M Manual stipulates that if monitoring indicates the
existence of combustible gas in excess of the lower explosive limit (i.e., 5% gas-in-air) within
the property line gas vent, subsurface borehole monitoring for methane gas must be conducted at
the property line.. As noted in the November 2010 quarterly report, no methane gas was -

~detected in any of the vents. The gas monitoring conducted in 2010 compared to the results in

2009 indicates that the Site is continuing to meet the regulatory requirements for levels of gas at
the property line. Therefore, the passive gas venting system is operatmg successfully to prevent
off-site gas mlgratlon :

Ground Water Elevation Level Monitoring

The ou2 ROD stlpulates that ground ‘water elevation monltorlng continue to determine if
changes occur in the direction of ground water flow. The 2010 monitoring showed that water
level elevations were 1.27 to 2.68 feet higher relative to the levels measured from 2006 to 2009,
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which is related to natural variation in recharge to the aquifer from precipitation. The ground
water flow direction in the shallow and intermediate aquifers is consistently from the south to the
north and converges down gradient of the landfill near the PK-10 well cluster. The ground water
flow direction measured in the deep aquifer was generally slightly west of north untrl 2010, when
there was a minor shlft toward the north down grad1ent of the Slte i

Based on the results of the ground water elevation momtormg performed from 2006 to 2010
there are no significant changes to the direction of ground water flow and the monitoring well
network is adequate for determ1n1ng the ground water grad1ent

Ground Water Qualrty Momtormg

The Town 1s required to perform annual ground water. sampllng at the Slte to monltor ground
water flow and quality conditions to ensure.that the selected remedy fot the landfill continues to
be protective. of human health and the environment.- The- ‘post- closure ground water monltorlng i
~ well network consists of the. followmg 11 wells (see F1gure 2) : ‘
e SY-6 (up gradient); '
e SY-2R, SY-2D, SY- 3 SY-3D and SY 3DD (on -site down grad1ent wells); and .
e PK-10S,PK-10I PK-10D, RW-12I and RW- l2D (off-site down gradient wells)

All samples taken were analyzed for VOCS inorganic parameters and NYSDEC Part 360
leachate indicator parameters.

Results of VOC Analyses o

Results from the 2010 annual ground water samplmg revealed detectlon of VOCs in three on-site
down gradrent wells. The detections were limited to low concentrations of trichloroethene (TCE) -
in well SY-3, methyl tertiary-butyl ether (MTBE) in well SY-3D, and chloroform in well SY-
3DD, at concentrations lower than their respective ground water quality regulations or guidance

value. The two RODs identified federal Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) and the New - ‘

York State Water Quality Regulations (WQRs) as the ground water standards for the Site.. The
use of MTBE, a gasoline additive, began long after the landfill ceased operations. Therefore its

detection in well SY-3D is attributed to reglonal ground water quality conditions. The TCE B o

detected in well SY-3 and chloroform detected in. well- SY-3DD may also be attr1butable to -
regional ground water quality condltrons All other VOCs in the on-site-wells were not measured
“above the detectron lrmrts : :

Low, estimated concentrat1ons of a number of aromatrc hydrocarbon related tentat1vely ‘
identified compounds (TICs) were detected in on-site down gradrent monitoring wells SY-3, SY- -
3D and SY-3DD for the 2010 monitoring round. However, these TICs were not detected in the -
three previous annual ground water sampling events. The source of these parameters is not
known, however, they are not attributed to the landfill since these parameters were not detected R
during previous monitoring rounds '
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Durlng the 2009 monitoring round bromoform was detected in six wells including up gradient
well SY-6. Bromoform was not detected in any wells during the 2010 monitoring round,
. verifying the conclusion in the 2009 data report that the landﬁll was not the source of the
bromoform detectrons

In 2010, VOCs were not detected in off—srte down gradlent well PK-10S. In wells PK-101 and
PK-10D, a small number.of chlorinated. solvents and aromatic hydrocarbons were detected at
concentrations lower thai the MCLs or' WQRSs. The rnaJorlty of the VOCs detected at well’
cluster PK-10 were not detected in the on-site down gradient wells. Therefore, their presence at
well cluster PK-10 is not attributed to the landfill. No TICs were detected in these three wells.

In 2010, VOCs were reported in two off-site down gradient wells (RW-12I and RW-12D). A
- summary of these data is provided in Table 4. Approximately one-half of the VOCs detected in

wells RW-121 and RW-12D were lower than their MCLs or WQRs, and most of the exceedances
_ were relatively low in magnitude. Contaminants exceeding their respective standards include
- 1,1-dichloroethane, cis-1,2-dichloroethene, benzene, 1,2-dichloroethane, chlorobenzene, 1,4-
drchlorobenzene 1,2-dichlorobenzene and vinyl chloride.” For the most part, the same VOCs

" were detected in each well. However these concentrations were generally higher in well RW-

121. Total VOC concentrations in wells RW-12I and RW-12D were 66.43 ug/l and 41.32 ug/l,

respectively.- Low, estimated concentrations of five aromatic hydrocarbon-related TICs were

also detected in well RW-12I, but are not the same TICs detected at on-site well cluster SY-3.

Historically, the total concentrations of VOCs detected in well RW-121 have been several times

~ higher than any total VOC concentration found on-site or off-site during either the OU1 or OU2

~ investigations or subsequent monitoring events. This well is adjacent to an industrial area
“located west of the Long Island Railroad tracks, and therefore the VOCs detected in this well
~ may not be attributable to the landfill.

"The 2010 total VOC results are compared to previous results in Table 5. Review of Table 5 ,
indicates that, in general, total VOC concentrations in all monitoring wells except wells SY-3D
and SY-3DD were similar or lower relative to the 2009 results, and the other wells in which-

: . VOCs are detected continue to exhibit overall downward trends. The increases in total vVOC

concentrations in wells SY-3D and SY-3DD are due to the TICs detected in these wells. These

"TICs were not detected in 2009. Moreover, except for the spurious detection of carbon disulfide
in well SY-3 in 2008, which was slightly higher than the MCL for this VOC, no exceedances of
the MCLs or WQRS have occurred in the on-site wells since 2003. .

- The VOC results from the 2007 through the 2010 annual sampling events continue to indicate
that the landfill is not a significant source of VOCs. VOC: detections in the on-site down
gradient wells were generally limited to low, estimated concentratidns of three target VOCs and

- some aromatic hydrocarbon-related TICs in well cluster SY-3, at concentrations lower than their
respective ground water quality standard or guidance value. The contamination observed at the
off-site well cluster RW-12 is localized and has con51stently been contaminated with higher
levels of VOCs since the RI. As a result; this contammatlon is not attributed to the Site. The
1996 OU2 ROD stated that NYSDEC would further investigate the probable source(s) of the
VOCs detected in well RW-12 and take action, as appropriate. - EPA will continue to coordinate
with NYSDEC to determine the source of the VOCs'in well cluster RW-12. ‘
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Results of Inorganic (Metal) Analyses .

Results from the 2010 sampling event indicated detection of 20 inorganic parameters. Eleven
contaminants (alummum barium, cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, cyanide, lead, nickel,

silver and vanadium) were only detected sporadlcally and/or at concentrations lower than MCLs:
and WQRs. Zinc was detected above WQRs in up gradient well SY-6. The remaining eight
inorganic parameters were arsenic, mercury, calcium, iron, magnesium, manganese, potassium

and sodium. A summary of the compounds detected above MCLs and/or WQRs is prov1ded in .

Table 6.

“Arsenic was detected in on-site down gradlent wells SY-3 and SY-3D at total and dlssolved

concentrations higher than the MCL of 10 ug/l. Comparison of the total and dissolved results for -
these wells indicates that the arsenic is in dissolved form. . Arsenic was not detected in. the off- '
site down gradrent wells. Landﬁll related off—srte 1mpacts are m1n1mal :

Mercury was detected at a. concentrat1on approx1mately four times higher t than the ground ‘water
quality standard i 1n both the unfiltered and filtered samples from off-site down gradient well PK-
10D. Its presence is attributed to ground water quality conditions at this location rather than the
landfill because mercury has not been detected in any of the on—srte wells. :

Calcium, iron, magnesium, manganese ‘potassium and sodium were each detected in one or more.
down gradient well at concentrations more than two times higher than in up gradient well SY-6.
Except for sodium, which had a more widespread occurrence, the highest concentrations of these
parameters occurred in wells SY-3, SY-3D, PK-10I and RW-121. Comparison of the unfiltered
sample results for these six parameters to the ground water quality standards and gu1dance values
indicates exceedances for iron in wells SY-3, SY-3D and RW-12I; magnesmm in well RW-12I;:
manganese in wells SY-2D, SY 3, SY- 3D and PK-10I; and sodlum in every. well except wells L
SY-3DD and PK-10S. ,

The only landfill-related exceedances for metals in 2010 were for arsenic in on- 51te wells SY 3 _
and SY-3D. These exceedances appear to be limited to the down gradient landfill boundary as.
arsenic was not detected in the deeper on-site down gradient well or the off-site down gradient
wells. In addition, calcium, iron, magnesium, manganese, potass1um and sodium were detected
above WQRs in both on-site and off-site wells. These contaminants do not have primary MCLs )
and therefore are not considered Contammants of Concern (COCS) for the Site. :

The results from the 2007 through 2010 annual samplmg' event reVealed similar detections of -

metals/inorganic contaminants. One notable difference between the 2010, results and the previous©

2009 monitoring event is that thalllum although detected in 2009 was not detected i in’ any of the =
wells in 2010. . - : : 4 . .

Results of Leachate Indzcator Parameters Analyses -

The leachate indicator ‘parameters included alkalinity, ammonia, biological oXygen demand
(BOD), bromide, chloride, chemical oxygen demand (COD), color, total hardness, nitrate,
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phenols,. sulfate total dlssolved SOlldS (TDS) total kJeldahl nitrogen (TKN) and total orgamc
carbon (TOC).

Results from the 2010 leachate samplmg event revealed that when compared to up gradient well
SY-6, the concentrations of every leachate indicator parameter (except bromide, nitrate and
. phenols) were noticeably higher in on-site down gradient wells SY-3 and SY-3D. These two
wells monitor the shallow and intermediate zones of the Magothy Aquifer, respectively, at the
down gradient landfill boundary. Elevated-levels of leachate-related contaminants were not
detected in Well SY-3DD, which monitors the deep zone of the Magothy Aquifer at the down
gradient landfill boundary. At well cluster SY-2, only chloride and TDS were noticeably higher
~than in the up gradient well. These results are consistent with the leachate parameter trends since
1993, which have been stable or declining.

: Companson of the leachate parameter results for the up gradient and on-site down gradient wells
to ground water quality standards and guidelines indicates that down gradient well exceedances
were limited to TDS in well SY-2D, ammonia, color and TDS in well SY-3, and ammonia,

~ chloride, color and TDS in well SY- 3D No landfill-related exceedances occurred in wells SY-

2R and SY-3DD.

.Based on comparison of the leachate indicator parameter results for the on-site and off-site wells,
the majority of the parameters detected at elevated concentrations in-the on-site down gradient
wells are detected at similar concentrations in off-s1te down gradient well PK-101, indicating
landﬁll related impacts in this well. : :

‘Phenol concentrations in up gradient well SY- 6 and down gradlent wells SY-2R, SY-3, SY- 3DD,
'PK-10S and PK-10D also exceeded the ground water quality standard. However, this standard is
not health-based; therefore, these exceedances are not a concern with respect to public health.
- Taken as a whole, the 2010 leachate indicator parameter results indicate that the landfill
_-continues to generate part 360 leachate- related contaminants, but at low concentrations.

The results. from the 2007 through 2010 annual sampling events indicate that contaminants for
- which exceedances are detected have been stable or decreasing over time in every well, which
- indicates ground water-quality conditions down gradient-of the landfill are improving.

Site lhspection

* The Site was inspected by the RPM, the hydrogeologist, and the risk assessor on November 2,
.- 2011. The inspection team also included representatives from the Town and LKB.

“Interviews
No interviews were conducted for this review.
Institutional Controls Verification and Effectiveness

The Site is owned and used by the Town and the Town restricts access to the Site. The Town
provided EPA with a copy of Institutional Controls in the form of restrictive covenants placed on
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the real property at the Site by the Town which was filed with the land records on March 23,
2004. The Town still owns the . property, therefore "a review of institutional controls
documentation was not necessary The “current IC documentatron rs consistent W1th the
redevelopment discussed in Section VI; above : .

VIl. Technical Assessment

Question A: [s the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documehts?

The primary objective of the implemented remedy is to control the source of contamination at
the Site, to minimize the migration of contaminants into the ground water, and to minimize any"
potential human health risks resulting from the exposure to contamination at the Site. This’
objective was accomplished by the installation of the landfill cap (OU1) and the implementation
of a ground water mon1tor1ng program (OU2) and 1mplementat1on of 1nst1tut1onal controls-

(OU1). - S '

~In general, the landﬁll‘cap is vvell¥rnaintained and operating as designed.- On-site data continUe fo.
indicate no or low detections of VOCs below the applicable or relevant -and appropriate -

requirements (ARARs). The ground water at the Site is not currently used.as a potable drinking ~ .

water source. Off-site data indicate detection of several VOCs .above their respective ARARs
including: vinyl chloride, 1,1-dichloroethane; benzene, chlorobenzene, 1,4-dichlorobenzene and
1,2-dichlorobenzene in well RW 121 However this well has historically revealed elevated VOC

concentrations and the contamination is believed to be localized. As aresult, these contaminants - L

are not attributable to the landfill. Although on-site concentrations of arsenic exceed the ARAR;
off-site. wells do not contain arsenic above the ARARs. The Town continues to maintain the

restrictive covenant on the property and recent redevelopment is consrstent with planned future " -

land use and restrictions.

Question B: Are the exposure assumpt/ons foxicity data cleanup Ieve/s and
remedial action object/ves used at the t/me of the remedy stlll val/d’? '

The 1990 risk assessment assumed a Site industr’ial land use that is anticipated to eontinue in the C
future under the deed restrictions implemented on the property.  The 1990 risk assessment
evaluated potential exposures to- VOCs and metals . from ingestion of  or contact - -with-
contaminated ground water in the vrcrnrty of the Site; inhalation exposures to VOCs emitted

from contaminated soils; and inhalation exposures to VOCs released from contaminated ground -

water while showering 1r1 the residences- adjacent to the Site. Receptors of concern included:

public workers at the Site, children.and . faculty at the nearby school, off-site community

residents, and trespassers. The assessment identified the following ground water contaminants:
arsenic, benzene, chloroform, methylene chloride, bis-2- ethylhexyl phthalate ‘trichloroethylene,
tetrachloroethylene, and vinyl chloride above the goal of protection of a cancer risk of 1 x.107 6

(onein a mrlhon) The calculated total cancer risks for adults exposed to the landfill was 4 x 10° s

and was 3 X 10 for the child and the total risks did not exceed the upper bounds of the risk
range of 107 (l in ten thousand) estabhshed under the National Contrngency Plan (NCP) The _
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risk assessment }conchided that vthevnOn-cellnéer Hazard Index (HI) for children was 2.6 due to
ingestion of arsenic in ground water. This HI exceeds EPA’s goal of protection of an HI = 1.

‘Under current and future conditions, soil and ground water uses at the Site are not expected to
change during the next five years, the period of time considered in this review. Currently, the
Site. ground water is not used as a potable drinking water supply as the drinking water is
provided by the municipality. The risk assessment identified arsenic as a COC based on future

- ground water. ingestion as. discussed above. The ROD established the MCLs and the WQRs as

the cleanup criteria for the ground water COCs. The 2010- Annual Post-Closure Sampling

Report (Volume 2 of 2) indicates arsenic detections in on-site well SY-3 at 39.9 ug/l; well SY-

- 3D at 12.5 ug/l; and well SY-5 at 12.8 ug/l. .These detected concentrations exceed the MCL of

10 ug/l in these three wells and the WQR of 25 ug/l'in Well SY-5. The off-site concentrations

. of arsenic were all below the detection limit of 10 ug/l and below the MCL of 10 ug/l and the
_ WQR of 25 ug/l. .

- The arsenic toxicity data were updated in 1998 after the Risk Assessment was conducted and the
- Records of Decision were signed. Comparison of the maximum concentration of arsenic found in
Site gfound_water with the EPA Regional Screening Levels, assuming future ground water use
- under residential exposures for children and adults over a 30-year period, indicates that the

maximum concentration of 39.9 ug/l found in ground water monitoring”well SY-5 exceeds the

acceptable risk range. The changes in toxicity values do not impact the protectiveness of the
‘remedy because the ground water is not used as a potable drinking water supply since residents

in the community receive drinking water from municipal supplies. At the current time, arsenic is

being reassessed through the Agency's Integrated Risk Information System, the Agency's

consensus database for toxicity information. It is recommended that arsenic toxicity be
- evaluated at the next five-year review. ’

Soil vapor intrusion was not further evaluated based on the recommendation in the 2002
OSWER Draft Guidance for Evaluating the Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Pathway from Ground
water and Soil (EPA530-D-02-004) that states “where contaminants are found in ground water at

- depths greater than 100 feet, evaluation of soil vapor intrusion is not appropriate”. Vapor

intrusion was not further evaluated since-the on-site wells are at depths of 100 feet or greater and

-consistent with guidance further evaluation is not appropriate. In addition, the main COC was
arsenic, which is not volatile, and the cap design includes a gas venting layer with one vent per
acre. _ \

Questlon C: Has any other information come to //ght that could call /nto quest/on
the protect/veness of the remedy7

There is no information that calls into question the protectiveness of the remedy.

Technical Assessment Summary

Overall, the remedy remains protective based on the past remedial actions, ongoing monitoring,
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and maintenance of the landfill Part 360 cap that provides a barrier that interrupts potential
ingestion and direct contact with contaminated soil. Access to the Site and potential exposures
are limited by the current on-going use of the facility for sanitation and highway activities that.
prevent trespassing including the fencing of the landfill including a locked gate and guards to
prevent entry onto the Site by unauthorized personnel. Institutional controls, in the form of deed
restrictions through a restrictive covenant, have been implemented to further restrict
development of the Site and maintain the cap and industrial land use designation. - Potential
exposures to methane gas have also been addressed through the establishment of a passive gas
system on the landfill. There have been no other changes in the physmal condltlons of the Site
over the past five years that would change the protectlveness of the remedy

VIII. Issues, Recommendatlons and FoIIow -up’ Actlons

The selected remedy has been fully 1mplemented There are ongomg operatron maintenance,

and monitoring activities included in'the selected remedy. As was anticipated by the decision . °

documents, these activities are subject to routine modification and adjustment. New York State;
requires annual certifications that institutional controls are in place and that remedy-related
O&M is berng performed, The PRPs are respon51b1e for these certlﬁcatrons

IX. Protectlveness Statement'

The 1mplemented remedy for the Syosset Landﬁll Superfund Slte protects human health and the
environment. There are no exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks and none
are expected, as long as the Site use does not change and the. 1mplemented engmeered and '
institutional controls are properly operated monitored, and maintained. :

X. Next Réview.

Since hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants remain at the Syosset Landfill Superfund -
Site, the next five-year review for the Site should be completed wrthm ﬁve years of the srgnature
date of this review. :
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| Table 1: Chronology of-Site Evénts '

- EVENTS

'DATES |
| | . OUI-Landfill
1975-January Landfill closed by NCDOH -

R _ 1 983-‘Septemberl

-Site liSfed on the National Priorities List

1986-March

. Admlmstratlve Order s1gned for RI/FS

1 987:Sépt'ember |

| oU1 ROD signed by EPA

1991 -Februafy

| Consent Decree signed with EPA and the PRPs

1996-July

Final Remedial Design Approved by EPA

- 1997-November

RA completed by the Town

1999-October

| EPA approved the Remedial Action Report

1 998’-Septefnber

EPA signed Preliminary Close-Out Report

| 2005-February

Notice of Intent to Delete Pubhshed in Federal
Register

2005-April Site deleted from the NPL

- OU2-0Off-Site Ground Water Study
1994-March | Town Completed Field work for the OU2 RI
1996-Méfch_._ ‘ OU2 ROD signed by EPA -

200 1 -NoVember

First Five-Year Review Report 1ssued by EPA ,

2007-January

Second Flve Year Rev1ew Report 1ssued by EPA
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Table 2: Estimated Annual Mon_iitoring Costs

Sampling and Analysis..,...;.........; .................. RO ........ R $50;OOO
Site Inspection and Maintenance........... et S . ............... e $75,000 S
Total Estimated Annual Monitoring Costs.......... ..... ..... ........ s v._.$125,00_0 .



Table 3: List of Documents Reviewed

The following documents were reviewed in completiﬁg the third Five-Year Review:

~ Interim Remedial Investigation Report, August 1989; -
- Record of Decision for OU1 (Landfill), September 1990;
‘Record of Decision for OU2 (Ground water Study), March 1996;

2007 Annual Post-Closure Sampling Report (Volumes 1 and 2), August 2008; ‘
2008 Annual Post-Closure Sampling Report (Volumes 1 and 2), June 2009;
2009 Annual Post-Closure Sampling Report (Volumes 1 and 2), June 2010;
2010 Annual Post-Closure Sampling Report (Volumes 1 and 2) June 2011 and-
EPA Guldance for conductmg F ive-Year Rev1ews :
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Table 4: Exceedences of VOCs detected in ,ojf-site monitoring wells compared to Primary
Drinking Water Standards (Maximum Contaminant Level) and New York Department of

Environmental Conservation Ambient Water Quality . Standards (NYSDEC WQRs)and
Guidance Values Regulations.

vocs | - MCL. . 'N_Y‘SDEC:-AAWQR RW-121 .| RW-12D |

- - . (ugh) 1 (ughy (ug/l) (ug/l)
chlorobenzene =~ | 100 - oo S5 190 |99
1,1-dichloroethane 5 5 62 | 53
Cis-1,2- ’ 70 - ' 5 ‘ 54 6.1
dichloroethene _ : 1 L , o
Benzene ' 5 B 1.5 | ND
1,2-dichloroethane v 5 - 0.6 - ND 0.84
1,4-dichlorobenzene 75 3 1t 42
1,2-dichlorobenzene | . 600 . .3 83 |- 52
Vinyl chloride 2 2. 19 25

Footnotes:

Contammants detected in the RW 12I and RW—12D were found not to be from the Iandﬁll
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T able 5: Comparzson of 201 0 Ground Water Monztortng T otal ryocC Results 10 Previous Years
(1993, 2003, 2005-2009) T otal VOC Results

Well

| Dec.

July 2003

Dec.

Dec.-

Nov.

Dec.

Results are in units of ug/l
Totals include estimated concentrations and TICs
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Dec. Dec. - ‘
Number | 1993 | Total 1993 2005 2006 2007 2008 2010
' Total vOC Total Total Total Total Total Total
VOC | Results | VOC voc  |voc VOC voc | voc
.Up'Gradient Ground Water Monitoring Wells '
sy [0 [36 12 14 0 0 065 05
"Ori—Site Down Gradient Ground Water‘Monitdring Wells -
SY2R | 060 [3.60 |0 020 0 420 |0 0
SY2D | 790 | 2.80 4.90 390 . | 2.10 1.50 0 To
SY3 | 1070 | 2390 |0.70 160 - | 5.0 74 130 1.77
SY3D |1140 2090 |6 3.80 3.90 220 1.90 7.98
sYy- |0 0 |0 170,60 0 o 1.90 1115
3DD g - . 1 , ,
' kOff Site Down Gradlent Ground Water Momtormg Wells’
PK-10S | 1390 [218  ]030 0.50 0 102 0.50 0
PK-10I | 15.60 | 33.40 17 15 I 13.60 | 7.70 5.25
PK-10D | 650 | 21.8 1.80 2 300 | 1020 5.10 541
RW-121 | 260 | 154 | 134 |88 .~ |7260 [7220 |6240 | 6643
RW- | 3190|200 11 7 6580 | 87.60 | 60.80 . |4132
12D | |
Notes:




Table 6: - Inorganic results from the 2010 Annual Monitoring Report detected in monitoring wells above Primary Drmkmg Water Standards (Maximum

Contaminant Level) and/or New York Department of Environmental Conservation Ambient Water Quality Standards (N YSDEC WQOR)and Guidance Values

*Values are Natlonal Secondary Drlnklng water regulatlons which are non- enforceable gu1de11nes regulating contaminants that may cause cosmetic or aesthetlc
effects in drmkmg water : . :

28

Regulations. -~
On-Site Wells - Off-Site Wells
Primary .
: . Drinking | NYSDEC o : _ _ . . .
VOCs (ug/h) Water WQR SY-6 | 'SY-2R | SY-2D SY-3 SY-3D SY-5 PK-10I -| PK-10D | RW-121 RW-
~ (ug/l) : -
Arsenic - - 10 25 S 39.9 12.5 12.8
| Iron 1300+ 300 1,750 1938 1 25,100. | 12,700 12,500 818
| Magnesium o 35,000 N D 45,000
'| Manganese 50 * 300 1,970 3,580 1,520, |-1,490 . | 2,190 - A |
Mercury 2 1 o : - . _ Lo ]1320 090 |
| Sodium -1 20,000 ©|'147,000 | 130,000 | 105,000 | 471,000 | 465,000 | 237,000 -| 461,000 | 178,000 | 122,000 |-
Zinc 2,000 3,4205 ' ' — ‘
Footnotes:
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EXPLANATION

PK=10ley  OFF—STE MONITORING WELL INSTALLED BY
GERAGHTY & MILLER INC. FOR THE OU-2
FORMER REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
R e GORDON_DRY ST=3®  ON-SITE SHALLOW MONITORING WELL

& CABLE COMPANY SITE

(DEMOLISHED IN 2005) INSTALLED UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF

ERN ‘NORTHEAST

@  ON-SITE SHALLOW MONITORING WELL
INSTALLED UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF
GERAGHTY_ & MILLER, INC.

SY-3D5  ON-SITE DEEP MONITORING WELL INSTALLED
UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF GERAGHTY &
MILLER, INC.

@  EXPLORATORY BORING/DEEP MONITORING
WELL INSTALLED UNDER THE SUPERVISION
OF GERAGHTY & MILLER, INC, FOR THE
OU-2 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
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