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The 13-acre Algoma Municipal Landfill site is an inactive municipal landfill in Algoma,
Kewaunee County, Wisconsin. Surrounding land use is primarily agricultural/rural
residential with wetlands adjacent to the site. The site overlies an aquifer that
currently supplies water to private wells. From 1969 to 1983, the site was operated as
a municipal landfill comprised of 3 distinct landfill areas. Solvents, thinners,
lacquers, as well as municipal wastes were reportedly disposed of in the main landfill
area known as the Landfill Disposal Area (LDA). Two smaller areas, the North Disposal
Area (NDA) and the South Disposal Area (SDA) were reportedly used for the disposal of
construction debris and asbestos-contaminated sludge. Approximately 400, 000 cubic yards
of municipal wastes were disposed of at the site. In 1983, the landfill was closed and
the wastes were covered. However, over time, the cap has deteriorated due to weather
and lack of protection from freezing and thawing. Therefore, the current cover has not
been impermeable and landfill contaminants have been released into the ground water.
EPA site investigations conducted in 1984 and 1989 revealed onsite ground water
contamination caused by sources leaching from the LDA. This Record of Decision (ROD)
addresses the remediation of contaminated source and ground water. "The primary
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Abstract (Continued)

contaminants of concern affecting the ground water, soil, and debris are VOCs including
benzene; other organics; and metals including arsenic and cadmium.

The selected remedial action for this site includes capping the LDA with a soil/clay
cover and installing a gas venting system to remove off-gases; covering the SDA and NDA
with a soil cover, if further waste characterization determines these areas to be sources
of asbestos contamination; monitoring ground water onsite, offsite, and in nearby private
wells to determine the effectiveness of the landfill cap in controlling the migration of
contaminants into ground water; monitoring landfill gases; and implementing institutional
controls including deed restrictions, and site access restrictions such as fencing. The
estimated present worth cost for this remedial action is $1,298,000, which includes a
total O&M cost of $11,000 for 30 years.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OR GOALS: The State has determined that contaminant migration from
the landfill to ground water must not exceed State Prevention Action Limits (PALs),

including benzene 0.067 ug/l (PAL).



[DECTARATION
mcrms:nl
mmm
siteNameaxﬂmtim:

Algara Mmnicipal 1andfill (AMLF)
Algoma, wWisconsin

Statement of Basis and Purpose:

This decision the selected remedial action for the
Algama Municipal Landfill located in Algama, Wisconsin. The decision has
been developed with the Carprehensive Respanse,

in
Capensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) , asmﬂedbythes.xperfm'd
and Reauthorization Act (SARA) , and in accordance with the
National oilarﬂuaza:dmssubstmvea:mingacyl’m (NCP) . This decision
isbasedmﬂmeminjstntivenecordfotﬂﬁssite. The attached index
identifies the items that comprise the Administrative Record, upan which the
selectimofﬂmemadialactimisbased.

'mestateofWiscas'mcanxrswimtheselectadzmsdy. The letter of
concarrence isattadxedtotheﬁecord of Decision (ROD) package.

Assessment of the Site:

Act:nlorﬂu'eatenedreleassofhazaxdmssabstamsrmthissite,
ifmtadirssedbyinplmﬁmﬂaeraspaseactimselectadinmisnecord
of Decision (ROD), myprea'rtapctentialmreattop:bnc health, we.lfa.re.,\
or the envirorment.

nesz:d;x.imofthesdectedm:

soil cmtanimtimbyrmh'gtherislcspcsedbythesite, through
engineering and institutional controls. The remedy is described as follows:

e A soil/clay cover in carpliance with the Wisconsin Administrative Code

NR 504 .07 performance standards for the Landfill Disposal Area (LDA).

. ExtensimofasoﬂcwerovermeﬁormmsposalAmM)ardswth
Disposal Area (SDA) ifmnwrgedbygurﬁxerdancteriutimofﬂe

* Installation of additional ground water mponitaring wells adjacent to
and downgradient of the site.

* Fencing the site, cbtaining access rights to the areas adjacent to the



site, and placing deed restrictions on all fill areas.
State Concurrence:

The State of Wisoonsin concurs with the selected remedy. The Letter of
Concurrence is attached to this Record of Decision in Attaciment 2.

Declaration:

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the envirorment,
attains Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable or
relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, amd is cost-effective.
This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technology to the maximm extent practicable faor this site. However,
because treatment of the principal threats of the site was not found to be
practicable, this remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for
treatment as a principal element. Because this remedy will result in
hazardous substances remaining on-site above health-based levels, a review
will be conducted within 5 years after cammencement of remedial action, to
ensure that the remedy contimues to provide adequate protection of human.
health and the enviromment.
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SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

ALGOMA MUNICTPAL IANDFILL
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SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SEIECTION

c ALGOMA MUNICIFAL LANDFILL

I. SITE IOCATION AND DESCRTPTICON

The Algama Municipal Landfill (AMLF) is located in the center of Section 32,
T25N, R2SE in Kewaunee County, approximately three miles west-southwest of
the City of Algama, Wisconsin (Figure 1). The site is south of Wiscansin
State Route 54 and west of Birch Drive in a predaminantly rural area. The
surrounding terrain consists of rolling hills amd is primarily used for
agricultural purposes. Directly west and adjacent to the site is a quarry
that currently is operational. Wetlands are situated south-southeast of the
main portion of the site. There is no indication that the wetlands receive
ground water from the site.

AMIF is situated between Silver Creek, 3,500 feet northwest of the site, and
Threemile Creek, 3,000 feet east-southeast of the site. Silver Creek drains
east and north away fram the site into the Ahnapee River. Threenile Creek
flwsmlyafewmonthsoftheyearswtharﬂwsttol(rduslake, 4,500
feet south of the AMIF. The site sits atop saturated and unsaturated,
unconsolidated deposits of silt, sand and gravel, and silty clay averaging
135 feet in depth. This aquifer is used for private water supply wells in
this area to the east of the site or downgradient. There is no designated
Wisconsin Significant Habitat, agricultural land, nor historic or landmark
sites directly or potentially affected.

The population within a three mile radius of the site is estimated at five
thousand pecple. The population within a ane-mile radius of the site is
estimated at one hundred and eighty pecple, all utilizing private water
supplies. The distance from the site to the nearest residence (private
water supply) is approximately eleven hundred feet. Other nearby residents
arelccatedammimtelylﬂmileeastarﬂsmthofthesibealagﬁrm
Drive.

lhemmlpiesatotalofapprwimtelynacresofdisposalama, seven
of which were licensed, and was operated by the City of Algama as a
mmicipal landfill. Seven acres of this land, referenced as the landfill
Disposal Area (LDA), were leased by the City from Dumman Realty, Inc., of
Algama, Wisconsin. Approximately 400,000 aubic yards of municipal waste is
contained within the waste boundary. The landfill expanded over an
additional three acres of land during its period of operation which is
included in the total estimated volume. Fill areas were identified outside
the licensed tract. These fill areas are also considered part of the AMLF

1
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axl are described as follows:

] Aa\eacredeptssimuestofu\ehaulwaduﬂtoﬂ'e
mru\ofthelardfmcnnedmeuormbj.sposalnm (NDA) .

. Apitwstoftheluﬂfillcalledﬂmek\imlbispcsaluea(M).

. Aaeardatalfmvalleygo.:ﬂblestofmewﬂfmanedthe

* AdepraSimmﬂmeaastem@eofmelarﬂﬁilimhﬂedinthe
1andfill Disposal Area (1DA) . Pigu:ezstwssiteareaindetail.

was proposed for the inclusion on the National Priorities List based on 2

c ard mn;amcompcm'ds in vater monitoring wells
'meszteuasplacedmtheﬁ:almin:mly 1987. The AMLF remains closed
ardrasmtxecalvedanyuastessnnemsl. The Sauth Disposal

Areasmreportedlyusedformedispasalofcasmmmdebris. Upan
disposal, these itmswe.reallegedly ocovered with sludge containing

yeazsuﬂthecwermterialdoamtcmfomwmrmtmmsoo
codes. The geological enviromment of the AMLF consists of sand and gravel
i marﬂuumdﬂ\elarﬂfill. wgstgisstimatedtoread\a

few areas. Basedmﬁeverypom:senvixuuent, cgntami.nanfscanreadily
off-site unless a more impermeable cover is constructed to prevent
pexmlatimofmterﬂmx;hmewastetoﬂegmm“tzr.



Algoma Landfill Superfund Site

Ahnapee, Wisconsin
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site is a former municipal landfill
located about three miles west of Algoma, Wisconsin, in unincorporated
Ahnapee Township. The site includes three former disposal areas: the

Landfill Disposal Area (LDA); the North Disposal Area (NDA), and the



theenvimentwhidxmayposearisktommarsard/ortheenvirument.
The HRS score at 39.99 was high encugh (above the 28.5 U.S. EPA art off) so
that the site was included on the NPL in July 1987.

Special Notice letters informing 10 potentially respansible parties (PRPS)
(including the site’s owner/operator, waste generators and transporters) of
their potential CERCIA liability for the AMLF site and offering them the
opportunity to perform the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility study
(RI/FS), were sent via certified mail on September 24, 1987. The U.S. EPA,
WINR and 8 PRPs signed a Consent Order, with an effective date of Jarmmary
28, 1988.

'mecusentometsetsformrheagreaertﬂutthemwillcorductan
RI/FSatﬂweWmﬂerthedirectguidameoftheU.s. EPA and the WIXR.
The PRPs hired RMT, Irmxporatedtoca'ductthemﬁs.

Negotiations for the Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA) with the PRPs
will proceed according to U.S. EPA general guidance ard policies. The
participants in the negotiations will likely include the PRPs, and WIR.

C. Site Investigation

The Remedial Investigation (RI) field work began in Septenber 1988 ard was
campleted in April 1989. The RI at the AMLF consisted of the installation
of ground water ponitoring wells at and around the AMLF, soil/sediment
sampling, surface water sampling, gecphysical monitoring, and a landfill
cover evaluation. The RI Report, with an Endangerment Assessment (EA)
included, was campleted on June 29, 1990. The RI Report, as well as the RI
work plan and Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAFP), are part of the
Administrative Record. The Remedial Investigation conducted during 1988 and
1989 included the following major work campanents:

A land survey to verify the existing on-site vertical control,
establish a horizomtal control grid, ard set elevations and locations
forthemmﬂe:dsti:qmnitoringwellsarﬂmenewsurfacewatar
staff gage.

Ag@ysicalwrveyofﬂmela:ﬂfilltodelimateﬂ:eamalextemm
to help estimate the volume of disposal areas, provide information for
locating the new monitoring wells, attempt to identify the location of
concentrated areas of buried ferrous materials that may represent drums,
arﬂidentifyiftheaccssroadisermoadﬁmmwmelaxﬂfin.

Oollection of 15 soil and sediment samples near the landfill for
chemical analysis and physical analysis.

Collection of surface water samples at three locations and water staff

3



at two locations adjacent to the site, with laboratory analysis
of the samples.

Installation of six new cbservation wells around the lamdfill.
In-situ permeability tests at the new wells.

'I\aoru‘n'ds.ofgtu.nﬂwatersanplim fram the six new wells, and four of
the existing wells, with laboratory analysis of the samples.

Two rounds of sampling fram existing potable water wells at five
private residences upgradient and downgradient of the landfill.

Measurement of ground water elevations at the six new wells and all of
the existing wells, and the surface water elevation.

Collection of 11 samples of cover materials on the lamifill and at 2
additional suspected disposal areas adjacent to the landfill, ard
physical tests of the samples to determine the cover material
properties.

3. Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) Report

‘meﬁsneportwdsmhnittedindmftfombythenspaﬂentstcthems.
EPA on March 29, 1990. Comments were made by the U.S. EPA ard the WINR, ard
the report was released for public cament fram July 23, 1990 throuch August
22, 1990.

III. COMMUNTTY RETATIONS

The draft FFS and the Proposed Plan were available for public camment fram
July 23, through August 22, 1990. A public meeting was held during this
public camment period, on August 13, 1990 to inform the local residents of
the&xperfm‘dpmcssarﬂabwtﬂmeworkcaﬂuctedmﬂertheﬂ. Many of
the issues raised by the camunity irvolved the general health-related
topics, cost, and concern over past landfill activities. The U.S. EPA has
responded to all significant camments received during the public camment
period pursuant to Sections 113 (k) (2) (B) (1 - v) and 117 of CERCIA. U.S.
EPA’s responses to said caments are included in the Responsiveness Summary
which is attached to this ROD.

Two information repositories have been established: at the Algama Public
Library, 406 Freemont Street, Algama, Wisconsin and at the Algama City Hall,
416 Freemont Street, Algama, Wisconsin. According to Sectian 113(Kk) (1) of
CERCIA, whidmreqxixsﬂmattheministrativenecordbeavailabletoﬂw
public at or near the facility at issue, the Administrative Record file has
been made available to the public at the Algama Public Library.

IV. SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE RESFONSE ACTTON
'mescopeoftmsrsporseactimistoprwideaﬁnalramdytoaddres

4



ﬁecamimtimardpotmmlmﬁmtim@medbymeuastedisposed
at the AMLF. l?eriodicnmitori:gwillreedtobemirttair\ed,aswellasa
review of conditions after five years.

Basedmﬂxefirdhgsofﬂ'emandmthebasisofrisksidentifiedint.he
EA, and the Administrative Record, it was cancluded that the AMLF is
contributing to the contamination of ground water near the site. Therefore,
the U.S. EPAhasdevelopedanappmadmtoraediatimthatred\nsthe
leadxi:gofccntaminantsintomegranﬂ\aterbymemmwdrsss
possible contamination associated with asbestos in the NDA and SDA.

v. SIMMARY OF CURRENT STTE CONDITIONS AND STTE RISKS

The RI/FFS Reports have adequately described the current conditions of the
AMLF site. OContaminants found associated with ground water are listed in
Table 1.

AsxmmaryoftheoonclusicrsoftheRIReportarﬂtherAisasfollows:
Soil/Sediment
* Basedmﬂxeres:ltsofthesoil/sedimmtanalyss,thereism

evidenceofthetmrsportofhazardwsazbstancsfmthe
Jandfill imto the wetlands, swales, and valleys in the vicinity.

* Pesticides were found in low concentrations in soil/sediments at
the site, h:tbasedmpastusestheyarebelievedtoberaiduals
from agricultural application.

the site. However, due to limited backgrourd data, it was
difficult to determine if these naturally occurring metals are
site-related. After an evaluation process by data review,
arsenic, beryllium, chromium, copper, magnesium, selenium,
silver, and zinc remained as constituents of potential concern.
These imrganiccmtamirmrtswereevaluatedwitlﬁntheEA.

) Sample Maximm Range of
Semivolatile .
- Di-n-butyl 460-9,200 8,900R7 200J-2,600B

phthalate

- Benzoic Acid 2,600~12,000 1,70Q7 2807
Inorganics :
- Arsenic 3,200~-3,800 52,300NS 1,400~1, 900BmNW
- Beryllium 260-1,900 350 Not Detected
- Chromium 3,300-19,000 30,900 5,200
- Copper 1,600 31,500 5,800B
- Magnesium Not reported 168,000,000 84,000-1,790,000
- Selenium 260~-1,000 7,400 440B
- Silver 1,600-9,500 10,600 Not detected



- Zinc Not reported 339,000 20,600-37,100
- All concentrations are in ug/kg.
= B = Analyte was found in associated blank as well as sample.
= J = Estimated value.
- N = Spike recovery not within comtrol limit.
- W = Post-digestion spike out of conmtrol limits.
- S = Value reported was determined by method Jf additions.
Surface Water
* Surface water sampling results indicate that there has not been
anyappamtraleaseofhazardmsszbstarmsfmmewmany
surface water body. Although surface water samples had measurable
concentrations of constituents such as calcium, magnesium,
potassium, and sodium, they are naturally occurring and are not
believed to have been released from the landfill. Surface water
samples were collected south-southeast of the landfill in the
wetlands area. No Federal or Wiscomsin (NR 105) Water Quality
Criteria were exceeded or equalled in the surface water samples.
No Maximm Contaminant levels were exceeded or equalled in the
surface water samples. The AMLF is located at the headwaters of a
small creek, and therefore no background surface water samples
could be taken.
Sarple Maximm Range of
- Bis(2-ethylhexyl) 10 J Nane
phthalate
Inorganics
- Cobalt 30 37.2 .9
= Nickel . 25 48.7 5.5
- Selenium 1 3.1 Not available
- All concentrations in ug/L.
Groundwatex

*

The AMIF, situated on a sand and _gnvel aquifer with moderate
permeability (2 x 107% to 3 x 107° cny/sec), flows with a velocity
of approximately S50 feet per year. The ground water, which is
ClassIIA,mwsbotheeast—wtheastacmssmﬁuofme
site,exceptinmeamaofthem,wlmmeﬂowdhectim
appears to be to the north. Class II A is described as ground
water that is suitable for human consumption and is currently used
as a source of drinking water.

The results of the RI indicate that localized releases of

6



frequency

Chemicat of Detection
A. Volatile Organics
Chloroethane

(Round 1) bTAL}
(Round 2) N
methytene Chioride

(ELE/1984) (Y1)
(Round 1) mwn
(Round 2) mwm
1,1-Dichloroethene

(Round 1) wn
(Round 2) b7AR
Chlorodi fluorometheane

(Round 1) o/
(Round 2) F7AL
Acetone

(Round V) bTAR
(Round 2) oM
Benzene

(ERE/1984) 176

(Round 1) L TAN)

(Round 2) [7A))
t1 (1,1-onybis ethene)

(Round 1) wn

(Round 2) [ TAL]
Chioroform

(Round 1) (YA

(Round 2) o/711

Saple
Guantitation
Limits

—Ang/L)

- A -

ALl footnotes ere at the end of this teble.

1493.50 101 :RTF:algo0119. 7t

TABLE 1

CNENICALS DETECTED N EGROMD VATER OBSERVATION VELLS

Raximm Reported
Concentrat ions

N 1719 .

3
3

5.2
684
0.88J

23
0.4J

Not detected
1.44

168
2

1"
Mot detected

™
Mot detected

ALGOMA LANDFILL

Rsnge of
Background
Concemr:g ions

—Smasr)

Not detected
Not detected

4.5
38)
0.58J

Mot detected
Not detected

Not detected
Not detected

Not detected
Not detected

Not detected
Not detected
0.44

Not detected
Not detected

Mot detected
Not detected

Concentration
of Simiﬂg-nce

N/A
40
10

35

Included in
Endangerment

Assessment

g

Rationale for Exclusion

present in method bilsnks/cosmon
{aborstory contaminent.

Mot detected by repest snalysis.

Present in method blenks/common
{sboratory contaminant in blenk
(for snalyses of sawple from
ALON-5R) .

Not detected by repest snalysis.

Present in method blank; not
repeated.



VARLE | (OONT*D)
CHENICALS DETECTED 1N GROUMD VATER OBSERVATION VELLS
ALGOMA LANDFILL

Sample Range of
Quantitation  Meximum Reported Background Concentration
Frequency Limits _ Concentrations Concentrations of Significance Retionele
Chemical of Detection (sa/l) ’ (wa/1)* e/ (ua/L)" for_Exclugion
2-butsnone
(ERE/1984) 174 1 5.4 Not detected -.-
(Round 1) o/ .-- Mot detected Not detected --- ‘Present in method
(Round 2) 1AL F 0.5J 0.4 ... blenks/common
taboretory contaminent.
1,1,1-tricholoroethene
(Round 1) amm b 18 Not detected -.-
(Round 2) bTAR) 1 4 Mot detected ---
11C: propanol )
(Round 1) wn ... 8J) Not detected ... Mot detected by repeat
(Round 2) on Not detected Not detected .- snalysis.
Total Xylene
(ELE 1984) 1/4 1 15 Not detected -- Present only in ALOM-9/
first sempling round, not
cont irmed by subsequent
Rl senpling.
8. Semivolatile Organics
bis(2-ethyhexyl)phthalate
(ELE, 1984) 474 7 &7 7 - Common | sboretory
(Round 1) [ 7AR} 10 Not detected Not detected m-. contaminent.
Sutylbenzyl phthelate
(Round 1) wn 10 22 Not detected .--
Di-n-butyl phthalate
(ERE, 1984) 474 2 3.6 2.3 --- Present In beckground
end soil (cross media
trenafer); not confirmed
by R1 sespling of ground
weter.
Diethyl phthalate
(Round V) i 10 u Not detected ---

ALl footnotes are at the end of this teble.

1493.50 101:RTF:algo0119.7¢t



TABLE ! (OONT*D)
CHENICALS DETECTED 1N GROUMD WATER OBSERVATION VELLS
ALGOMA LANDF ILL

Sample Renge of
Guentitation Maximm Reported Background Concentration Included in
Frequency Limits Concentrations Concentrations of Significance Endsngerment Rationele
Chemical e (29/4) (ug/L)® . (ug/L)° Assessment for Enclugion
di-n-octyl phthealate
(ERE, 1984) 274 4 4 Not detected .- L] Common aboratory
‘conteminent; not repeasted
in RI sempling.
TIC: Dibutyoxy methenol
(Rourd 1) r7A)] -e- 8J) Not detected --- [ ] Not detected by repeat
snalysis.
11C: Dodecsnoic Acid
(Round 1) wn .- 12 Not detected .- ] Not detected by repeat
enalysis.
€. (Inorgenics
Alumimm’
(Round 1) - 559 332 1218 ] Present in beckground welils.
(Round 2) YA} 557 99.38 748
Ant imony®
(Round 1) 6/11 559 206 62.1 ... N Present in beckground wells;
(Round 2) [ 72} ] 4 Not detected Not detected not confirmed by second
round.
Arsenic’
(Round 1) 2/ 2 4.28m Not detected 24 N Present in blenk first
(Round 2) b 7AR! 2 4. 88m0N 2.280 .-- round; present in beckground
second round.
Borium’
(Round 1) 6/ 35 1668m Not detected .- Y
(Round 2) I7AL} 35 1508m Not detected .-
Berytlium®
(Round 1) 8/11 1 1.98m Not detected --- N Not confirmed by second
(Round 2) o/n 1 ot detected Not detected .-- round of Ri enalysis.
Cadmium’
(Round 1) 8/11 4 1221 Not detected .- L] Not confirmed by second
(Round 2) o/ 1 Not detected Not detected .- round of Rl snelysis.

footnotes are at the end of this tsble.
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Chemical

Colciwn’
(Round 1)
(Round 2)

Chromium®
(Round 1)
(Round 2)

Cobalt®
(Round 1)
(Round 2)

Copper®
(Round 1)
(Round 2)

tron®
(Round V)
(Round 2)

Leod’
(Round 1)
(Round 2)

llognesiun'
(Round 1)
(Round 2)

Menganese’
(Round 1)
(Round 2)

footnotes sre at the end of this table.

F requency
of Detection

AATAL]
ARVAL

m7n
o/

VAL
o/11

RTA})
/N

"uwm
1o/1

/N
i

LAVAR
"um

mwmn
911

Semple

Quantitation”

Limits

7718 SR (7779 wi.

10
10

30
30

25

1493 .50 101:RTF:algo0119.7¢t

Maximum Reported
Concentrations

141,000
134,000

31.9
Not detected

31.38m
Wot detected

313
12.18m

12,200
13, 100€m

3om
3.48

92,000
98,500

393
400E

TABLE 1 (CONT*D)
CHENICALS DETECTED 1N GROUMD UATER OBSERVATION VELLS
ALGOMA LANDFILL

Range of
Background Concentration Included in
Concemr-glom of Significance Endsngerment Rationsle
(ug/L)" (wa/L)° Assessment tor Exclugion
69,500 467 N Present in background.
67,800 1,665
Not detected 80.5 L] Detected in fleld
Not detected .- blenk snelysis. No 2nd round
: confirmation.
Not detected .- N Mot confirmed by second
Not detected .- round enalysis.
24.18 40 [ ] Present in blenks end
9.48 25.5 beckground semples.
164 .-- Y
73.88Em -
Not detected 10 [ ] Present in blenk first
Not detected round; detected ot 3 gg/L
in Kewaunee County well in
USGS ground water data bese
(background).
35,100 .- N Present in beckground
39,000 355 samples.
18.2 .- |
79.4Em ---



VABLE 1 (COMT*0)

CNENICALS DETECTED 18 GROUMD VATER OBSERVATION VELLS

ALGOMA LAMDFILL

Semple Renge of
Quantitation Max imum Reported Background Concentration Included in .
Frequency Limits s Concentretions Concentrngiom of Significence Endangerment Rationale
Chemical of Detection N (pasL)" M Assessment tor_Exciusion
Mercury®
(Round V) " 0.2-0.4 1.2 Not detected 3.5 L} Present in field blank.
(Round 2) o/n 0.2 Not detected Not detected
Potessium’ ‘
(Round 1) ARVAL] .e- 25,300 1,1608 -.- Y
(Round 2) 137AL .- 26,100 8228 .--
sitver®
(Round 1) Y7AL 5 1m”7a 88 .-- L] Present in beckground well.
(Round 2) /11 b 11.54 Not detected
sodium’
(Roud 1) mm/n .-- 66,200Em 2,3208¢ 1,645 Y
(Round 2) ARVAL] .. 89,300Em 2,84L08E 2,260
Venadium®
(Round 1) L YAL 15 25.78m Mot detected [ ] Mot confirmed by second
(Round 2) o1 15 Not detected Not detected .-- round semples.
2inc’
(Round V) o/ 15 47.8 16.68 97 L] Detected in field blanks.
(Round 2) (RVAL) .- 17.18-82 17.28 19
Cyonide'
. .(lou\d 1 2/ 10 28.7 38.7 .ee [ ] Detected in beckground.
(Round 2) [ 7A)] 10 Mot detected Mot detected

¢ gualifiers denote the following:

J = Estimated value,

B = Analyte was found in associsted blenk as well 8s sample.

8m = Reported velue below Contrect Required petection Limit (CROL).
% = Spike recovery not within control (imits.

W » Post-digestion spike out of control timits.

s = Value reported wes deternined by the method of additions.

® packground observetion well for Ri ts ALOW-14. Ssckground well for ELE/1984 sempling s ALOM-2.
€ glenk date used to determine concentrations of significence as discussed in text.

9 Semples not anslyzed for semivolatile orgenics during second Rl sempl ing round.

* metels concentrations represent dissolved frection detected {n filtered somples.

! unfiltered sample used for cysnide analysis.
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constituents of concern have occurred fram the IDA to the grourd
water. Table 1 includes a list of all ground water contaminants
detected in cbservation wells. Benzene, iron, cadmium and
manganese concentrations exceeded the Wisconsin NR 140 ground
water quality enforcement standards (ESs). Benzene was in
exceedance during a 1984 sampling. The ESs and Preventive Action
Limits (PAls) for these cantaminants are listed in tablular form
below. Chramium and Mercury were found in exceedance of FALS but
not ESs. .The following VOCs in the ground water were found above
quantitation limits, which are greater than detection limits, but
below NR 140 enforcement standards and preventive action limits
(PALs): Chloroethane, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, and total xylene.

NR 140
Constituent  Actual level Federal MCIs ESs PALs
Benzene 3.9 5 .67 .067
Iron 12,200 300* 300 150
Manganese 393 so* 50 25
Cadmium 12.1 10 10 1
Chromium 31.9 S0 S0 5
Mercury 1.2 2 2 .2

- * Indicates Secondary MCIs which are not enforceable.
- All concentrations are in uy/l.

Background concentrations for iron (164 ug/l) ard manganese (18.2
ug/1) were not significant campared to the actual concentrations
found of 12,200 ug/1 for iron and 393 uy/l1 for manganese
downgradient of the site. Federal MCLs were not exceeded in both
sampling rounds. Cadmium did exceed the MCL with a level of 12.1
uy/l only in the first round.

* 'mereweremorganicoontaminantsofconoemornetalsreported
in concentrations significantly above background or blank
concentrations in the private water supply wells near the AMLF.
No samples of ground water were taken between residential wells
and monitoring wells with contamination. These results indicate
that the AMIF has not had a measurable impact on water quality in
private residence wells east-sautheast of the site to date.
However, the potential to affect these wells in the future still
exists.

* The IDA has a 0.5 to 1.0 foot-thick layer of topsoil over a 1.0 to
1.5 foot-thick campacted silty clay to clay-like sand cover. The
laboratory permeability of the cover averaged 7 x 10~6 cm/sec.

The range of permeability was from 1.7 x 107 to 7.9 x 10°8. The
NDA and SDA do not have a cover over the waste.

* The gecphysical survey identified approximately 10 acres of
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. area within the ILDA, less than 1 acre in the NDA, and
approximately 1.5 acres in the SDA. The survey did not identify
any areas of concentrated metal, irdicating drum disposal areas,

utilizing data obtained from the RI, has identified the following pathways
or routes of actual or potential contamination that may reach the population
ard/ortree:wimmentardwhidmreedormayreedtobeaddmssedmra)gh
same type of remedial action:

A. Selection of Indicator Chemicals

The following indicator chemicals were considered to be representative of
sitecataminatimardtoposethegreatstpotentialhealmrisk:

L Chloroethane gw * Benzene qw
* 1,1-dichlorcethane qw * 1,1,1-trichlorcethane gw
* Butylbenzyl phthalate sw * Diethyl phthalate sW
* Cadmium gw * Iron qw
* Manganese gw * Sodium sw
* Potassium sw * Arsenic s
*#  Barium agw * Beryllium s
gw - grood water

'meobjectiveofanexposueasssstentistostmmﬂxetypearﬂ
nagnitnﬂeofecpoazmtooastituentsofmtertialcmoamthatare .
present at or migrating fram a gite. The following exposure scenarios for
bcmmrrmtlardusearﬂmmrelandusemevaluatedbasedman
estimate of the reasonable maximally exposed individual (RMEI) and the
maximally exposed individual (MEI) for future land-use scenarios:

* Human consunption of nearby private wells that use the shallow
aquifer. Human consurption includes dermal contact while bathing
and inhalation of VOCs while showering.

* Ingestion of soil by casual visitors, nearby gravel pit workers



ard recreational users such as hnters.

+ Inhalation of VOC gases by casual visitors and nearby gravel pit

. Ingestion of fish and surface water fram recreational users.
Dermal contact while swimming is also included.

* Ingestion of surface water and sediments for livestock, aquatic
biota, and terrestrial biota.

C. Taxicity Assessment

The Toxicity Assessment explains contamination levels, risk levels and
potential carcmcgemc effects for contaminants of concern. Risk levels

exposum(70years)ofﬂ1econtamimnts)cwntocausecmner. An
acceptable risk range for the U.S. EPA according to the NCP is 1074 to 107,
'mismearsanin:reasedcamerfrequercyofmeadditiaalpersmmtof
10,000 to 1 out of 1,000,000 people. Risks to non—carcinogenic health -
hazards are based an a Hazard Index value. The Hazard Index value is
calmlatedmﬂmee)q:csuremmtcmparedtoaneferexvencsage. Reference
Dcsageguidelinsarestablishedbytheu.s. EPA. Hazard Index values over
lixﬁiateummayhepctmialmalﬂmrisksassociatedwithacpo&mto
the chemicals evaluated.

Table 2 lists the potential carcinogenic effects for the contaminants of
concern.

D. Risk Characterization

The risks associated with each of the potential pathways using the
indicator chemicals for the AMLF are as follows:

1. Under current site conditions, a potential health risk was
identified for individuals exposed to contaminants identified by incidental
ingestion of surface soil by casual site visitors ard workers at the
adjacent gravel pit. A calaulated carcinogenic risk, using the contaminants
arsenic and beryllium, of 1 x 107 ( ar ane person out of 1,000,000) was
identified with the assumption that this individual is exposed to reasonable
mﬁmmstinatsmasnedﬂmghdimctsoilcmtactmthe
landfill property. A higher risk (2 x 10-9) would result if it is assumed
that the individuals are exposed to only worst case scenarics. Risks from
non—carcinogenic health hazards associated with soil ingestion at AMLF are
listed in the RI as low, with a total exposure pathway Hazard Index Value of
less than a value of .02 for worst case scenario and .004 for reasaonable
scenarios. '

2. For ground water consumption, future land use was evaluated
because there is no current contamination in drinking water supplies.
Potential carcinogenic risks, using contaminants benzene, 1,1-
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TABLE 2
ALCOMA LAMDFILL: CONSTITUENTS Of CONCERN
TAXICITY VALUES: POTENTIAL CARCINOGENIC EFFECTS

- $lope
Fector (SF) woe® Type of

Chemic (ma/kg-day)” Class Cancer SF Basig $F Source®
Oral Route
1,1-dichloroethane 0.091 82 Hemangiosarcoms Gavage NEAST
Benzene 0.029 A Leukemia Inhalation IRIS
Butylbenzyl phthalate NAS c -- -- IR1S
Argenic 1.75¢ A skin cancer Water . IRIS
Seryllium NAS 82 .- vater RIS
trhalation Route
Senzene 0.029 A Leukenmia Inhalstion iR1S

s Weight of evidence class
A = Human carcinogen
g1 = Probably human carcinogen; Limited human data availsble.
82 = Probable human carcinogen; animal date only.
C = Possible human carcinogen.
D = Not classifiable as to human carcinogenicity
£ = Evidence of noncarcinogenicity for humans

® WEAST = Health Effects Assessment Sumary Table, USEPA, July 1989
IR1S = Integrated Risk Information System, USEPA, October, 1989

~

€ XA = Not available

9 The slope factor was calculated from the unit risk reported in IRIS as 0.00005 xg/L assuming
2 L/day ine_csticn by a 70 kg edult. .
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dichlorvethane, and butylbenzyl phthalate, ranged fram 3 x 10~7 for

reasonable maximally exposed individual (RMEI) to 3 x 1076 for a maximally

exposed individual (MEI) under a worst case scenario. FPotential risk from

the adverse non—carcinogenic effects which may result frum a subchronic

aq:osueperiodhayebeencalmlatedashavirgmehazard index value of .02

f;:;ir?asa'able maximally exposed individual and .2 for a maximally exposed
vidual.

3. Air emissions for contaminants of concern were considered in the
RI work plan to be of historical interest only. Air emissions of VOCs fram
the AMLF were not evaluated quantitatively for the following reasons:

* No vinyl chloride was detected by gas chramatographic analysis of
soils using headspace volatile analysis during the RI.

* Volatile campounds were not detectad by air monitoring with a Hm
meter while drilling during the RI.

* Vinyl chloride, the constituent of most concern in landfill gas, was
not expected to occur in high concentrations in the soil gas or air at
the AMLF.

Inhalation of Volatile Organic Campounds (VOCs) by nearby workers and
residents while showering was evaluated and quantified. A calculated
carcinogenic risk, using the contaminant benzene, for VOC inhalation under a
worst case scenario, was 1 x 10~/ for RMEI and 1 x 10~® for MEI. Risks
associated with subchronic non—carcinogenic health hazards due to air
contamination at AMLF have a Hazard Index value of .0003 (RMEI) and .002

(MET) .

Exposure of environmental organisms to contaminants of concern identified at
ﬂueMFisexpectedtobelwduetothesmllnmberofcontandnantsmﬂ
their generally low concentrations at the site. No contaminants of concern
exceeded water quality criteria for surface water. The potential
detrimental effects on livestock and wildlife are expected to be small
because of low concentrations of contaminants and the existing cover which
prevents direct contact with contamination sources.

The analytical methods used in making the risk calculations are described
within the EA portion of the RI Report. The summary of the risk
characterization for the AMIF is listed in Table 3.

E. Uncertainties

In addition to the chemicals considered in the endangerment assessment,
there are several other contaminants present in the waste and ground water
which were not included as indicator chemicals. These contaminants were
below PALs, Quantitation Limits, or removed fram the EA for statistical

reasons.

Waste characterization was not campleted for the AMLF so as not to disturb
the present landfill cover. Historical records provide a base for waste
estimation and characterization, but not a detailed description.
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TABLE 3 -

SOMARY OF RISK CMARACTERIZATION

ALGOWM LAMDFILL

CARCINOCENIC R1SK ESTIMTES

Eaposure Scenario vorst Case™ Ressoradle™
Route- tante
Totel specitic Total tpecific
tiex™ Notu rovtes™ aisk™ nuu tostes™
Gurrent Land Use 2x10° | 2x10° | soft ingestion | 11 w0® | 1210 | sott trgestion
Future Lend Use/DXE] 2x10° 2 x10° soil {ngestion 1z 0°* 12 10° | soll {rgestion
3x 10”7 o ingestion $x 107 o fngestion
1 x 107 vOC inhalstion 4 s 07 vt irhaletion
future Lond Use/mEl 25 0* 2 s v0° sofl (ngestion s g 10* 3 z 10* ov ingestion
41 sz’ o (ngestion 1 x10° | sefl irgestion
1 x 10¢ voC {mhelation 1 x 10° voC imhaletion
WONCARCINOGENIC MAZARD I1MOEX (n1) ESTIMATE
Exposure Scererio vorst tase™ luoulo.
Route- Rouste-
specific specitic
Tots!l NI [} foutes™ Total NI ul lunn.’
Current Lend Use 0.02 0.02 sofl ingestion 0.004 0.006 gofl ingestion
future Land Use/RIE( 0.04 0.02 o/ ingestion 0.02 0.02 G ingestion
0.02 soil ingestion 0.0004 goil {ngestion
0.0003 vOC irhalation 0.0003 vOC {nhatation
future Land Use/ME!] 0.2 0.2 G/ ingestion 0.2 0.2 o {ngestion
0.02 goil ingestion 0.02 soil ingestion
0.002 VvOC inrhatation 0.002 vOC inhalation

for each exposure scerario.

ROUTES sre the exposure rouvtes thet contribute to the risk.
G - ground water
vOC - wvolstile erpanic compourd
] - maximelly exposed irdividual

O] - reasonsble maxiselly exposed individus!

WORST-CASE estimates include same dats that may not be representstive of the site; e.9., orsenic.

REASONABLE estimstes include redction of totsl risk by removing contritutions from questionable
coratitusnts or concentrations (see discussion in Sections 7.5.1 through 7.5.3).

= TOTAL RISK fs the tots! excess pper bosd Lifetime cancer risk suxmed scroes sil wgpropr {ate routes

ROJTE-SPECIFIC RISK {8 the risk contributed by the {rdividus! exposure routes.

1493.50 101:RTF:algo0119.7¢3



The FFS, based an the findings of the RI and the EA, has identified and
evaluated an array of remedial alternatives that could be used to mitigate
or correct the contamination problems at the site. According to the

idelines within the National Conmtingency Plan (NCP), the groundwater at
and near the site may be classified as a Class II-A aquifer, groundwater
that is aurrently being used as a drinking water sole source, ard therefore
treatment is preferred where practicable. Applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARs), such as Federal and State requlations
governing proper landfill closure, must be considered in evaluating each of
the alternatives. The altermatives considered for the site are presented
within the FFS and are sumarized below. For a more detailed description of
the altermatives, please refer to the FFS Report.

AILTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION
Under this altermative, the public health, welfare and envirommental
oftak.i:gmfurmeractimatmemsitewillbe
evaluated. This alternative would not carply with State requirements that
are relevant and appropriate to ground water remediation (WAC NR 140) ard
landfill closure (WAC NR 504.07). The requirement of these regulations are
discussed in more detail inﬂedmiptimofutenativesbelwardin
the camparative analysis section below. There are no costs associated with
this action.

mz-mmm-mnﬁsmmas,aumm
MONITORING PROGRAM
This alternative will involve the implementation of a long-temm grourd
uatermitoringpmgram,arﬂtheuseofdeedmﬂlmﬂusemstrictiasto
ass.xrematfuuueuseofmissitedosmtincmaseﬂ\emleaseor

i re.leaseofhazardmsazbstancstotlwemimmentorbecme

to the life or health of the people. A fence will be installed

arcurﬂthesitetorastrictaccssaxﬂpteventdamgetothesite.

The ground water monitoring program would supplement the ongoing quarterly
ground water monitoring that is currently being conducted. This
supplemental program includes sample collection from eight wells amd
analysis for selected VOCS anmually. Nearby private wells would also be
contimually analyzed for indicator parameters and VOCs anmually.

The fencing, deed restrictions, and/or lard acquisition included with this
altermative would be partially effective in preventing direct contact with

Fence and monitoring well installation are the only construction aspects of
this alternative, which are readily implementable. Implementation time
would be within one year.
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Capital costs associated with the Limited-Action Alternative include
monitoring well installation and fencing. Operation and maintenance costs
include ground water monitoring described above for 30 years. Estimatad
costs are listed below:

Capital costs: $37,000
Anmual O&M costs: 64,000
Present Worth: $98,000

Agasvmtin;systanwuldbeirsballedwerthesitealagvithagas
migntimuaﬂmmﬂ\emrtrmt side of the IDA. Gas monitoring
ard wells would be constructed with pericdic ponitoring of the probes.
'megaswellsvmldalsoprwideamaanstoﬂareoffthegassoair

ﬂregmnﬁvaterammpotamialfor 'mofgrumdwatercmtai.rﬁm
constituents of concern. This alternative would also reduce the ercsion on
ﬁrelarﬂfillarﬂtheuaamun'ﬂi:qit. The cover improvements, fercing,
arﬂdeednstrictiasuwldfur&ﬁrmduoemepotmtialfordixectcmtact



Contaminant Levels (MCLs) and non-zero MCL goals (MCIGs) pramlgated under
fher‘edemlSafem'inkin;Vhterhctormrestrin;entstatestarﬂaxﬂs. The
State of Wisconsin has pramilgated ground water quality standards at WAC Ch.
NR 140. Chapter 160, Wis. Stats.ardm140dimtﬂiemtotakeactim
toprevattrecmtﬁui:greleaseofmimntsemeedjngﬂmestardazds
(PALs and ESs). These standards are relevant and appropriate to all grourd
water in the state. Since WAC NR 140 ground water quality standards are
mrestrixgentmanﬂxemdenlnsarﬂm-zemncsforﬁn
oontaminants of concern at the AMIF site, carpliance with WAC NR 140
groundwater quality standards is required under CERCIA.

'meexistingcoverdosmtprcvidesemrecmtajmentofthewaste.
Infiltration, and consequently leaching, may not be controlled due to the
poor condition of the clay layer. This cover, therefore, would not be as
protective of human health and the enviromment since contaminants could
still reach the ground water. This conclusion is based on the landfill
cover stidy carpleted in the RI Report. A large percentage (14%) of
grarular material was found in the existing clay layer with hydraulic
conductivity greater than the 1.0 x 10~/ amn/sec for miltiple samples. This
altermative does not meet the existing WAC NR 504.07 requirement of two feet
of campacted clay, and therefore does not carply with this ARAR for the
site.

The construction of this altermative is readily implementable with standard
jandfill cover technologies, materials, and construction techniques. This
action would be implementable within a one year periocd.

Capital costs associated with this alternative are based on the estimate
that 6 acre-feet of fill would be needed for the local depressions, and 3
acre-feet of clay would be needed for the cover. The clay fill volume
approximation is 9,680 cubic yards and the general £ill volume is 24,200
cubic yards. These estimates would be further refined with data fram the
topographic survey, included with this alternmative. The estimated costs
which include monitoring are as follows:

Capital Costs: $480,000
- Anmal O&M Costs: $7,000
. Present Worth: $590, 000

ALTERNATIVE 4 — ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, CONSTRUCTION OF NEW SOIL, COVER, AND
LANDFTIL GAS VENTIIATION SYSTEM -
a) This altermative consists of constructing a soil/clay cover over the
entire IDA site (approximately 10 acres), installing a gas vent system,
rerouting of a portion of the access road, fencing the 1DA, implementing a
long-term ground water monitoring program; and cbtaining deed restrictions
and/or purchasing additional property.

Specifically, the alternative includes the removal and stockpiling of the
existing topsoil, placement of the clean £i11 consistent with design grading
contours, and placement_and campaction of a 2-foot clay cover layer with a
ility of 1 x 10~7 anys. 'meeoverlayernusthaveamiru’mmofa
1.5-foot layer of fill and .5-foot layer of topsoil over the clay layer to
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primarily serve as a frost protection layer. The general fill layer shaould
bedeq:erux;htoelsuretheclaylayerismtennsedwmefmstlayer.
The clean fill layer will also protect the clay layer fram penetratian by

rocted plants and burrowing animals and provides lateral drainage for
precipitation. The approximate amount of select clay fill necessary is
32,272;111bic yards. General £i11 would consist of 24,200 cubic yards of
mater .

'misaltemativewundomfomtomcmw.mﬁprequimrentsmu
tomxltinreductimofoontaminantsmmegmnﬂwatersoasto
achieve the WAC NR 140 groudwater quality standards.

A gas ventilation system similar to Altermative 3 will be installed, as

well as construction of fencing, implementation of deed restrictions to

preserve the cover, arﬂrelocatimofﬂmeaccssroadtomewstofﬂne
ADA. The NDA and SDA will be characterized for waste contamination and

include an appropriate soil cover if determined necessary.

The construction of this altermative is readily implementable with standard
landfill cover technologies, materials, and construction techniques. This
action would be implementable within a one year periocd. Resolution of
pmpertyame.rshipiss.mismcssarytodetemﬂeifa\aiverfm
required setbacks fram property boundaries is needed.
Capitalccstsarebasedmthefacttmttheclayvolxmeusedforthe

estimate does not include the existing clay. The implementation time for
this alternative would be 1 year. The probable costs are as follows:

Capital Costs: $1,100,000
Anrual O&M Costs: $7,000
Present Worth: $1,200,000

b) This alternative consists of the construction of a soil/clay cover
over the IDA site, as in alternative #4a, and also includes the South
Disposal Area (SDA). An additional 4,840 cubic yards of clay and 3,630
cubic yards of cover soil would be necessary. The implementation time for
this alternative would be 1 year. The costs are segmented below.

_LDA_ _SDA_ _Total
Capital Costs: $1,100,000 $210,000  $1,310,000
Anrual O&M Costs: $7,000 $3,500 $10,500
Present Worth: $1,200,000 $240,000  $1,440,000

The SDA primarily received construction debris and white goods. Sludge
containing asbestos was believed to be incorporated with the debris.
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Additional waste characterization for asbestos would occur during the
reraiialdeSIQDtodetemimifasbstOSiSexposedtotheair. A
soil/clay cover would eliminate the potential release of asbestos to the
air. Ground water contamination is not attributable to the SDA and
therefore the focus of asbestos contairment is for air pathway migration. A
soil layer over the area would be effective in preventing direct conmtact and
areleaseofasbastqsardmldbemoosteffectivemanasoil/clay
cover.

c) This altermative consists of the construction of a soil/clay cover
over the IDA site, as in altermative #4a, and also includes the North
Disposal Area (NDA). An additional 3,230 cubic yards of clay material and
2,420 cubic yards of cover soil would be necessary. The implementation time
for this alternative would be 1 year. The costs are segmented below.

_1DA _NDA_
Capital Costs: $1,100,000 $150, 000 $1,250,000
Anrual O&M Costs: $7,000 $3,500 $10,500
Present Worth: $1,200,000 $190,000 $1,390,000

The NDA primarily received construction debris during operation. Sludge
containing asbestos was believed to be incorporated with the debris.
Asbestos isa(IRCIAhazardmswasteacoordi:qtoﬂmeCleanWaterAct (OR),
Section 307(a) and the Clean Air Act (CAA), Section 112.

Additional waste characterization for asbestos would occur during the
remedial design to determine if asbestos is exposed to the air. A
soil/clay cover would eliminate the potential release of asbestos to the
air. Ground water contamination is not attributable to the SDA and
therefore the focus of asbestos contairment is for air pathway migration. A
soil layer over the area would be effective in preventing direct contact and
a release of asbestos and would be more cost effective than a soil/clay
cover.

ALTERNATIVE 5 - ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, CONSTRUCTION OF NEW COMPOSTTE COVER,
AND LANDFTIL GAS VENTIIATION SYSTEM

a) The camposite cover is identical to the soil/clay cover alternative
(#4), except that a 60-mil geamembrane and a sand drainage layer is placed
on top of the clay layer. In addition, a geotextile fabric would then be
placed on the gramular fill. This cover would provide additional reduction
of infiltration because a large portion of the water infiltration is
diverted by the flexible membrane liner and drains through the sand layer

" off-site.

This alternative would exceed the WAC NR 504.07 requirements and address the
NR 140 groundwater quality standards.

Similar to Altermative 4, the construction of this alternative is readily
implementable with standard larndfill cover technologies, materials, and
construction techniques. This action would be implementable within a one
year period. This alternmative would satisfy the substantive requirements of
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wisconsin NR 500-520.

Costs are similar to Alternative #4a, except for additional expenses

for the 60-mil flexible pembrane, the sand drainage layer, ard the
geotextile fabric. The implementation time for this alternative would be 1
year. The costs are shown below.

Capital Costs: $1,800,000
Armual O&M Costs: $7,500
Present Worth: $1,900,000
b) This alternative consists of the jon of a camposite cover

over the entire IDA, as in Alternative #5a, with a similar design over the
Sauth Disposal Area (SDA). An additional 4,840 abic yards of clay
material, 2,420 cubic yards of gramular fill, ard 3,630 cubic yards of
cover soil would be necessary. The implementation time for this
altermative would be 1 year. 'n'ueccstsaresegmentaiass}mbelw.

, _LDA_ _sp __Total

Capital Costs: $1,800,000 $330,000 $2,130,000
Anmual O&M Costs: $7,500 $2,500 $10,000
Present Worth: $1,900,000 $370,000 $2,270,000

The description of waste characterization for asbestos in Alternative 5b is
the same as Alternative 4b.

c) This alternative consists of the construction of a caposite cover
over the entire 1DA, as in Alternative #5a, wiﬂ\asimilardsignoverme
North Disposal Area (NDA). An additional 3,230 cubic yards of clay
material, 1,160 aubic yards of gramilar fill, and 2,420 cubic yards of
cover soil would be necessary. The implementation time for this

alternative would be 1 year. The costs are as shown below.
DA _NDA_ _Total
Capital Costs: $1,800,000 $240,000 $2,040,000
» Arrual O&M Costs: $7,500 $2,000 $9,500
N Present Worth: $1,900,000 $270,000 $2,170,000

The description of waste characterization for asbestos in Alternative 5¢ is
the same as Alternative 4c.

and/or the SDA, ﬂmentnxsponﬁgmﬂplacim it on the 1DA. Alternative 6
{s an add-on alterma 'wmtdjxectlyaddxassﬂtmmmled
pe used in conjunction with cne of the previous altermatives. It does not
gpecifically address the auxrert groudwater contamination at the site. Ay
amvatadmwmmamedwbetsbadformtaxicitydmmtics
using Todcity c-mcl:ansf-ict_eadxmpmcaduns (TCLP) . Any material



umtbelievadﬁntwhammmdeposita&int}mem
with the exception of sludge cantaining asbestos.

This alternative would not by itself satisfy any ARARs for this site that
have been previcusly listed. Specifically, campliance with WAC NR 140 and
NR 500-520 would not be achieved.

Similar to the previous alternmatives, the construction of this altermative
is readily implementable with standard excavation and landfill cover
technologies, materials, and construction techniques. This action would be
implementable within a one year pericd.

Costs for this Alternative are as follows:

, _SDA_ _NDA_ _Total
Capital Costs: $450,000 $250,000 $700,000
Anmal O&M Costs: 0 o o
Present Worth: $450,000 $250,000 $700,000
v OoF ANAIYSIS OF

The alternatives forﬂmemsitelnvebaenmluatedusin;thenim
criteria set forth by the U.S. EPA under NCP 300.430(e) (9) (iii). These
nine criteria are summarized as follows:

through each patlway are eliminated, reduced or controlled through
treatment, engineering controls, or institational controls.

envirormental statutes and/or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

MWWWmfmwﬁ\e&niﬁofamw
maintain reliable protection of human health and the enviromment over time
ance cleanup goals have been met.

mmmmmxmﬂoftmmmaaﬁm
protectim,ardwadverseinpactsmmmanhealthardtheemixuwrt
ﬂntmyb.posedduringﬂncu'stmctimarﬂinplmantatim period until
clearnup goals are achieved.

REDUCTION OF TOXICTTY, MOBILITY, GR VOLIME through treatment is the
anticipated performance of the treatment technologies a remedy may employ.

IMPLEMENTARTLITY is the technical and administrative feasibility of a
remedy, including the availability of materials and services needed to

implement a particular option.
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asrucl\nsestimtedcupim, cpe_raticnardmhmme,uﬂmtpxwt
warth costs.

MMMMmtsﬂeﬂm,basedmitsmiaofﬂeu/ﬁsm
Proposed Plan, U.S. EPAardmeagreemtheselectedranedy.

The following briefly describes how the selected alternmative for the site
omparvﬁtotheotheralbenativswimnspecttomeninecriterh.

1) WMLWWOFWMMDWW:

(Altermative 2) alternatives are not protective over the long-term. Fence
construction and deed restrictions (as per Alternative 2) would catrilste
to the cover preservatian, non-disturbance, and would further limit direct
human contact to the wastes.

If, after waste characterization, a soil cover is warranted for the NDA
and/cr SDA, that portion of the remedy will also provide overall protection
of human health and the envirormert.

2) cummcswrmm: 'n'\eselectaim (#4a & $2) will meet ARARS,
including WAC NR 504.07, which altermatives #1, #2, and #3 do not meet. The
current Wiscansin NR 140 Enforcement Standards (ESs) of .67 ug/1 for

i are exceeded

. Maximum
(MC1Ls) ardNRMOI-Ssoflo\x;/ld\xhgﬂntirstmnﬂofsanplngatme

The selected remedy, jnstallation of a NR 504.07 cover to prevent migration
ofcmtaminamstoﬁregrax'dwater, isanapprq:riatersporseboism
FAL exceedances, . to NR 140.24 and NR 140.26. Pursuant to §40 CFR
300.430(f) (5) (iii) (M) of the NCP and consistent with Section NR 140.22, U.S.
EPA is setting a point of standards application for groand water
fcrﬂ\emratmeuastebarﬂanj. According to Ch. NR 140, FAL’s are the
stardaxdsmtmstbemetatﬂ\euastemrﬂaxy. The upgrade in the
goil/clay cover over the IDA will substantially reduce the flux of
contaminants out of the 1andfill by reducing leachate generatiom. This
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reduct.@misexpectedtoremltinamdmtiminﬂlegrunﬂwater
a:ntamlratid:l levels to the PAls for benzene, iron, manganese, and cadmium,
thereby meeting this State ARAR.

Although the RCRA Subtitle C landfill closure requirements are relevant to
the AMIF because it did receive RCRA type wastes, in the form of paints and
solvents, 11;\asdetermismedtrattrme1~equirme:msaremtapvapriate
under the ciramstances at this site. Specifically, with the low
concentrations of contamination being released from the site, the NR 504.07
cap will effectively reduce infiltration and consequent leachate generation
and migration to the grourd water. The greater impermeability of the RCRA
subtitle € cap is not necessary under these site-specific circumstances to
achieve these remediation goals.

Alternatives involving the treatment of ground water were not carried

the evaluating process within the FSS due to the relatively low
levels of contaminants found and the assumption that a proper landfill cap
will directly reduce the levels of contaminants within the groundwater.

WAC NR 504 requirements for capping landfills were identified as ARARs for
the AMLF. The State and Federal regulations that have been identified and
thatwillbemtbytheSelectedAltermtivearelistedwithintheHSuﬂ
the ROD. -

3) LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE: The Selected Remedy (#4a & #2)
will provide long-term effectiveness and permanence. Alternatives 1 and 2
do not provide long-term effectiveness, mainly because of the lack of a
frost line protection layer and the inadequacy of the present clay layer.
The Selected Remedy (#4a & #2) will provide more substantial long-term
effectiveness and permanence than Alternative 3 since the clay layer will be
thicker and less permeable. Alternmative 5 would provide better long-term
effectiveness than the Selected Remedy, but the extra degree of
effectiveness offered by Alternative 5 is not warranted at this site. 1If,
after minimal further waste characterization for asbestos, a soil cover is
warranted for the NDA and/or SDA, long-term effectiveness will be achieved
byelimi:atin;thepotamialforanyairbomwminatiminﬂmeamas.
l-urther\astedmcterizatimumldbeairmitoti:g for asbestos to
detect a release. Alternmative 6 would provide the greatest degree of long-
term effectiveness and permanence for the NDA and SDA.

4) SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS: The Selected Remedy (#4a & #2) will provide
same degres of short-term risk. Since the Selected Remedy would take
approximately 1 year to canstruct, some exposure to contaminants by workers
could ocaur, but should be minimal if proper installation procedures are
followed. The limited action portion of the Selected Remedy (#2) will
produce immediate short-term effectiveness, by providing access restrictions
to waste areas, while the contairment portions of the Selected Remedy (#4a)
will not provide short-term effectiveness since portions of the present
caverwillneedtobedisun‘bedpriortoﬂxeplacarentofﬂxemcap. The
short-term effectiveness of Alternative 4 is camparable to Alternative 3.
Alternative 6 will not provide short-term effectiveness because of the
poteﬂtialrisksﬂmatmldbecausedbyﬂeamvatimoftheﬂh\ardsm.
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5) MWWWHM,WGWMWW: The
se.lectadaanaiynllmtredmemetmdcity, mobility or volume of the
mzardwswastemmx;htmamem:attmdte. None of the altermatives

preferred cover will reduce infiltration and consequently, reduce the
leaching of cortamination into the ground water.

6) DMPLEMENTABILITY: The Selected Remedy (#4a & #2) is readily
implementable and would satisfy the substantive requirements of the actiomr
specific ARAR of WAC NR 500-520. Capping Altermatives #3 and #5 pose
similar implementation tasks as will Alternatives #4 a,b, and C.
Altermative 6 would be the most difficult to implemernt since the waste
within the NDA and SDA would be excavated and consolidated. The Limited
Action Altermative (#2) would be easily implemented but may have similar
access problems as the cappirg alternatives.

7) ©OST: The costs, prsemedinmemneport, jmdicate that the
Preferred Alternative (#4) is the least costly with respect to total
praentworﬂiardis'sim'}lgrintotal(o&m costs campared to other

Alte.mativé 1 (No Action) and Alternmative 2 (Limited Action) are lower in
ocsttrantheappin;altenativs,wttheydomtaddreﬁspmta:timof
tnmanhealmaxﬂthemvixummtmrdotheyadﬁevemms.

The total estimated costs for the Selected Remedy is as follows:

Total Total Total

Alternative  Capital Cost _osM, 30yr,  Present Worth
44 Soil/Clay Cover $1,100,000 $ 7,000 $ 1,200,000
42 Limited Action  § 37.000 4,000 98,000

Total 1,137,000 11,000 1,298,000

A soil cover, if necessary after further waste characterization, over the
NDA and/cr SDA (Alt. 4b & c) would be cost effective when carpared with
Altermative 6, which calls for the excavation of these areas, particularly
with respect to short ard long-term effectiveness. The cost for a soil
coveroverthemhardsmismtincludedinthecostsmmaryforme
alternatives, butvmldbeminorcmparedtototalcosts. The costs
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associated with Alternative 2, the Limited Action portion of the preferred
remedy, may Auplicate fencing and institutional control costs already
included within estimates for Alternmative 4a.

8) COMMINITY ACCEPTANCE: No significant issues were raised during the
public meeting to alter the camponents of the Preferred Altermative, which
was identified in the Proposed Plan. The overall respanse by the commmnity
was negative based on the cost and low levels of contamination. Individual
caments and letters are summarized within the Responsiveness Summary
(Attacment 1) located at the back of this document.

9) STATE ACCEPTANCE: The letter stating the WINR’s concurrence of the
U.S. EPA’s Selected Remedial Action Alternative is found as Attacdment 2 to
this document.

VIII. THE SEIFCT¥D REMEDY

Based on the findings of the RI/FFS and the documents within the
Administrative Record file and the results of the public camment period, the
selected remedy for the AMLF is as follows:

* A soil/clay cover meeting the performance standards of WAC NR 504.07
over the LDA.

* The NDA and SDA will be covered with a soil cover unless, upon
further characterization of wastes deposited within these disposal
areas, they show no potential for contributing to the contamination of
the site. .

* Agra.xrﬂuatermnitori:gpmgramumldcafti:metomeasurearﬂ
detect increases or decreases in ground water contamination.

* A landfill gas venting system would be installed with a gas migration
trench along the northwest side of the LDA. Gas monitoring probes and
wells would be constructed with periodic monitoring of the probes. The
landfill gas extraction system will be designed during the Remedial
Design stage, but may involve extraction wells connected by a pipe
system to a mechanical blower.

* Institutional controls would be implemented to supplement
engineering controls. The institutional controls include: access
restrictions to assure that future use of this site does not increase
the release or potential release of hazardous substances to the
enviroment or became dangercus to the life or health of people; and
installation a fence to protect the public from direct contact and to
prevent disturbance of the cover.

IX. STATUTORY DETFRMINATIONS

The selected remedy for the Algama Municipal Landfill, as listed in Section
VIII of this ROD, meets the statutory requirements in that it is protective
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of uman health and the envirorment, attains ARARs, and provides lang term
effectiveness through contairment.

pmtectimofmmannealmardtheﬁrviram:

The selected remedy, a cambination of altermatives (#4a and #2) addressing
the AMLF, willbepmbectiveofmmanhealma:ﬂtheerwiruwrtmrux;h
jard use restrictions, contairmment of wastes and subsurface soils, and by
the extraction of landfill gas.

Protectiveness will be achieved by the installation of the a soil/clay cap
ambyassurirgmepmpermaintenamearddminagecmtml for the AMLF.
Cover installation and proper maintenance practices are reliable methods to
alleviate the direct contact threat from the site’s contents and will also
help in reducing leachate generation, thereby reducing the amount of
contamination reaching the graund water. Since untreated wastes will remain
within the site, the ground water will continue to be monitored to ensure
ﬂ\epmtectivermsofﬂ'xese.lectedramdy. Ground water may be restored to
the State’s PALs via natural attenuation, over a reasonable pericd of time.
The point of campliance for measuring attairment of the ground water
standards is the waste management boundary.

Protectiveness will also be achieved by the ventilation of the landfill gas
at the AMLF site preventing gas migration and/or buildup beneath the
landfill cap. A passive gas venting system could be installed since the
amountt of waste material is less than 500,000 cubic yards. By venting off
the landfill gas no build-up of potentially explosive and contaminant gas
would ocaur.

The access/land use restrictions implemented by the selected alternative
will aid in achieving the protectiveness of human health and the
erviroment. The restrictions will reduce the likelihood of activities
ocaurring on—sitethatmaydamgemeccverardallwdirectexposureof
contaminants to humans and the enviromment.

Attairment of ARARS;

The selected remedy will be designed to meet all the applicable, or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) of Federal and more stringent
State envirommental laws. A list of the probable ARARs for the AMLF site is
listed within the FFS. As discussed earlier, ﬂmeprinarymmtwillbe
achieved by the selected alternative are as follows:

Action-specific

* a;pi.mmqairatemeasstatédinchRm.m.
Chemical-specific

* WAC NR 140 groundwater quality standards.
Location—-specific

* there are no location-specific ARARS.
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Cost effectiveness;

The selectad remedy for the AMIF is considered cost effective, particularly
when campared to the other altermatives that achieve both protectiveness of
human health and ARARS. The added protection by installing a RCRA facility
cover (Alternmative #5) would be minimal in camparison to the chosen remedy
at a significantly higher cost. The cover upgrade (Altermative 3) does not
conform to ARARs and therefore would not be effective in performance
although the cost is less than the chosen remedy.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions to the Maximm Extent Practicable;

The alternmative chosen represents the best balance of alternatives
evaluated to address the contamination problems found at the AMLF. Although
the cover alternative chosen does not provide a treatment solution, it does
retard the movement of contaminants to the groud water by reducing the
generation of leachate. The U.S. EPA and WINR feel this remedy is
sufficient to provide the necessary protection at AMLF due to the levels of
contamination and site-specific conditions. The land use restrictions
implemented by the selected remedy will further assure added protection to
the public health and enviromment. Due to the moderate size of the landfill
and the discovery of no "hot spots" within the landfill during the RI,
altermatives involving the treatment of removal of wastes were deemed
impracticable and were not carried forward. The selected remedy represents
the maximm extent to which a permanent solution can be practicably utilized
for this action.

The WINR has concurred with the selected remedy. A majority of the local
cmmmitydosmtfeelthecostoftheselectedreradyiswamntadbased
on the low contamination levels.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element;

The principal threat posed by the Algama Municipal Landfill is the presence

of contaminants in the ground water in concentrations that exceed WAC NR 140
groundwater quality standards. Cadmium was also fourd to exceed MCls during
ane of the sampling rounds. The selected remedy does not utilize treatment

because it was deemed impractical.

X. DOCUMENTATION OF STIGNIFICANT CHANGEDS
The selected remedy has not changed significantly fram the preferred remedy

that was presented within the Proposed Plan ard which was available for
public review and cament fram July 23, 1990 through August 22, 1990.

XI. SOMMARY
'mepnsexneofgmn'dwatercamimtimatarﬂamdthengm
Mmnicipal Iandfill requires that remedial actions be implemented to reduce
ﬂ\eacnalmﬂ/orpotentialrisktommanhealmanitheenvimmnt. The
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U.S. EPA and WIRR believes, basedmtheRI/FSardﬂmeAdministrativeRecoxﬂ
£ile, that the selected remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs among
alternatives with respect to the criteria used to evaluate the remedies.
Based on the information available at this time, the U.S. EPA believes that
meselectednamdywnlbepmtactiveofmmanhaalthardﬂeemirawm,
will attain ARARs and will utilize treatment to the maximm extent practical
and is cost-effective.
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ATTACHMENT 1

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
OOMMENT 1: RMT Comments on Proposed Plan for the PRPs

RMT has reviewed U.S. EPA’s Proposed Plan dated July 20, 1950, for the
Algoma Municipal landfill (AMLF) site and hereby submits these camments on
behalfofthensponientstotheministmtiveomerbycusem.

1.1 Based on the information contained in the Remedial Investigation (RI)
and Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) reports, the most appropriate response
for this site is Alternative 2 - Limited Action. Alternative 2 includes
additional monitoring wells, lang-term ground water monitoring, acquisition
of property rights for the disposal area, fenced disposal areas, and deed
restrictions to prevent future use of the disposal areas. Alternmative 2 is
protective of human health and the envirorment and, after balancing the
criteria set forth in the NCP, should be the preferred alternative for .

- addressing conditions at the site.

1.2 The AMLF exhibits no present threat to human health or the
enviromment. The landfill has had a minimal inpactmgmﬂwate.rquality,
arﬂeventhenmlyinmeimediatevicinityofﬂ:elarﬂﬁll. The final RI
reportcmfirnsﬁmatthemhasmthadamasurable impact on water
quality in private residential wells east-southeast of the site to date.
The RI also addressed possible impacts on surface water and soil/sediment
near the landfill. These investigations also showed " ..there is no
evidence of the transport of hazardous substances from the landfill into the
wetlands, swales, and valleys in the vicinity;" ard "...there has not been
anyappaxv:treleaseofhazaxdasgubstarmsfrmthemtoanysxface
water body."

It is clear that, in its present conditian, the AMIF does not pose a
threat to human health. In evaluating site risks, U.S.EPA concluded: "The
effectsoftbeccntanﬁmtimmtheerwiramentareexpectedtobelwme
to the small mmber of constituents...and their generally low concentrations
at the site." A reasonable estimate for excess cancer risks under current
conditions was one in a million (10'6). U.S. EPA considers this level to be

of concern for these conditions. This was to be expected since private
potable wells have not been affected by the site. Moreover, the area of
impact is highly localized ard is not used for drinking water purposes.
Risks associated with future uses were calculated assuming placement of
a potable well directly within the affected area. Even under these highly
unlikely circumstances, the excess future cancer risk had an upper bourd
lifetime risk of 5 x 10~6, only slightly above the 1 X 10~6 point of
departure.

1.3 All organic and inorganic constituents in ground water sarples
collectedduringmeRIwerefauﬂtobebelwmeFedemlDrinkimWater
Standard MCIs. Inadditim,benzemuasﬂxemlyorganictoacoeedthe
Wisconsin NR 140 ground water quality Enforcement Standards (ES). Benzene
was detected in only one of fmrgmﬂwatersanplscollectedbyﬂxeu.s.



EPA’s contractor in 1984; this one sample had the highest benzene
concentration detected to date (3.9 ppb, which is below the MCL of 5 pgb).
In addition, benzene was found above the Wisconsin NR 140 Enforcement
Standard (currently .67 ppb) in only 3 of 32 samples during the RI, with all
concentrations below the quantitation limit. As a practical matter, :
concentrations below the quantitation limit should not even be reported
because they have no statistical validity.

With regards to benzene, a revision to the Wisconsin NR 140 ground
uatermfomamtstmﬂardsforbenzerehasbeenprcposedbyﬂ'emm
hmeaseﬂxemforoamstardardfrmtr:epr&sertvalmof .67 ppb to §
peb, which is the same as the Federal Drinking Water Standards MCL. when
this revision is made effective, the AMLF will be in campliance with all
Federal and State public health-related ground water standards. The WINR
BxeauoflegalServicswasmctedmm:stn, 1990, regarding the
schedule for finalizing the NR 140 revisions. The WINR indicated that the
revisions are final, and are presently awaiting publication, which has been

Afterthebenzeneenforcatentsta:ﬂardmﬁerwscasinmuoisraised
toSppb,themlygramiwaterqualityARARsthatwillmtbenetmﬂer
prasentcaﬂitiasamenfomentstarﬂardsforimarﬂmargan&ewdar
WiscusinNRuoinanamawheregzundwaterismtevenpmsenuyused.
The ARARs for iron and manganese are public welfare-related standards (NR
140.12) rather than public health-related standards (NR 140.10). Iron ard

are both essential mutrients. The iron standard is based on the
aasﬂxeticeffectsoftastea:ﬂstainingoffimmarﬂclotm:q. The
standard is based on taste and color.

'memlyeffectcausedbymi:braxmtsofirmardmmanseisa

manganese concentratians detected during the RI, is only approximately 24
milligrams per liter (as CaCD;). Waters are cammonly classified as "hard"
mlywhentatalhaxdrssisintherargeofLSOtoSOOmilligransperliter
(as Catds).

Moreover, these naturally ocaurring inorganics were within the
oonoentratimramsfanﬂinthecon'spaﬂin;sardardgzavel aquifer in
Wisconsin. Thus, the concentrations found do not necessarily reflect a
release from the landfill.

The presence of certain metals might also be attrilutable to localized
"reducing conditions.” Organic matter in the waste materials provides a
source of food for microorganisms. Aercbic degradation of organic matter
consumes axygen, which is taken from water percolating through the area.
These axygen~depleted conditions in the ground water are called "reducing
corditions.” 'meeffectmgmmdwaterdmdst:yistomme
solubility of certain multivalent inorganic parameters such as iron, and to
scme extent manganese, present in natural soils. As background conditions
return downgradient, however, the solubilized metals are again precipitated
out of solution and became generally jmmobile in the ground water. For
example, under reducing corditions, iron exists in one of its hydroxide (or
soluble) states as ferrous iron (Fe**). As oxidizing conditions return

jent, the iron is precipitated cut of solution.

Finally, compliance with NR 140 standards, to the extent existing
concentrations are a concern at all, might be addressed in an altermate

2



fashion. The City of Algama may acquire properties adjacent to the AMLF
site. If such properties were purchased, the point of standards application
for prposes of NR 140 culd be extended by an additional 300 to 450 feet
fram the present edge of waste at certain locations around the IDA (see NR
140.22 and NR 140.26). As provided under NR 140.22(5) (d), construction of
an additional monitoring well may be necessary at the new property line to
demonstrate campliance at that location. If this were done, however, the
monitoring wells where Enforcement Standard exceedances have occanred would
£all well within thé property boundaries. Before implementing an expensive
alternative to address "hardness" or aesthetic ground water quality, the
option of extending the point of standards application should be
incorporated into any final remedial alternmative.

1.4 The WINR issued permits, monitored operations, and approved the closure
of the AMLF. The Proposed Plan indicates that the U.S. EPA intends to "re-
open" the AMLF, and will require the Algama camumnity to bear the high cost
of additional construction at the landfill simply to meet new state landfill
requlations which were promilgated after the landfill closure was approved
by the WINR. It is unreasonable to require re-construction of the final
cover at the AMLF simply to meet ever-changing state design standards for
new and active landfills, especially considering the lack of existing
threats and the fact that the AMLF was closed according to all state

Chapter NR 504 establishes closure requirements for new solid waste
landfills. The WINR has routinely acted on a case-by-case basis in
determining whether sites closed under prior regulatory standards should be
subject to newer standards set forth in NR 504. Section NR 506.08(3) allows
the WINR to impose NR 504 requirements if the department makes a
determination that such requirements are necessary to attain, or abate
exceedances of, NR 140 ground water standards. As discussed above, growd
water corditions at the AMIF are already consistent with NR 140 standards.
Moreover, no measures cother than those set forth in Alternative 2 are
required to prevent or abate exceedances of the standards.

1.5 The discussion in items 2-4 above establishes that Alternative 2 meets
both threshold requirements for alternatives under the NCP (protection of
hunan health and the enviromment and ARARs campliance). To the extent there
is any remaining concern about campliance with NR 140 or KR 504, an

ion under NR 140.28 and/or an ARARs waiver under 40 C.F.R.
300.430(f) (1) (ii) (C) would be appropriate and are hereby requested since
aurrent and future conditions under Alternative 2 would not pose a threat to
public health or welfare.

The remaining criteria for the evaluation of alternatives are
characterized as "balancing® criteria and "modifying™ criteria, under 40
CFR 300.430(f) (1) (1). No single criterion governs remedy selection.

, each criterion should be considered and balanced in the process of
selecting an appropriate response.

For Altermative 2, implementability and reduction through treatment are
not really an issue. With respect to short- and long-term effectiveness,
there is every reason to believe that effectiveness will be assured by the
selection of Alternative 2. Wastes have been in place for almost a decade.
The passage of time has helped stabilize the waste. The fact that
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aceinpactsamnimrarﬂlocalizedirﬂiatstrntthee)dstimcover
is and will remain effective. This is especially true since Alternative 2
winassurethatﬂxesitewulmtbedjsmrbedinthemne. Moreover,
the selection of Altermative 2 will eliminate risks associated with exposure
towastecatsedbyccnstn)ctimactivitiesmtheexistmgap.

1.6 'nueestinatedprmerxtwrﬂ\costofﬂmeranedial action proposed by
U.S. EPA may be as much as $1.6 million. The City of Algama’s Treasurer has
estimated that financing of the City’s share of this cost will cause the
averagetaxpayer'smnlpexsaalpmpextytaxtonmeasebyappmxinBtdy
$2.50 per $1,000 assessed value over the next 10 years. Camments made at
the public hearing in Algama an Angust 13, 1990, reflect the seriocus
concerns felt by local taxpayers.

In recent years, the City has struggled to retain its population,
businesses and tax base. As for other Wisconsin camunities, there have
been ever-increasing demands for public-funded facilities and services. An

i oftheWastewaterTreau:entPlantisestimatedbocost
$3.5 million. 'miSexpeJﬂimrewillbefmﬂedmrux;hthesaaruse
charge, which is expected to double when the project is camplete in 1992.
The average sewer use charge will go fram $10.00 monthly to $19.75 monthly.
A $2.1 million harbor irprovement project will be campleted in 1991; this
pmjectisf\miedwithSOpementcitymneyardSOpercentstatemmey.
The $1.0 million city share of the harbor project will aiso be funded

theworkatthelarﬂfillthmx;hin:reasedlocaltaxs. This amounts to a
double tax. These additional costs, with other tax pressures on the
Respondent campanies, will have a cumulative, detrimental effect on the
local business labor situation.
Other potentially ﬁr:sporsible parties (PRPs), not currently Respondents
% . .

RESFONSE

1.1 Alternative 2 - Limited Action - provides monitoring for the site and
institutional controls, but does not satisfy ARAR threshold criteria.
Exceedances have occurred of Wisconsin NR 140 public welfare ES for iron
and manganese and public health PAL for benzene, cadmium, chromium, and
silver. According to Wisconsin NR 140, specific actions can occur based on
these exceedances. Alte.native4-capaccordirgmﬂxeviis. NR 504.07 -

midahasbeendeteminedtobeanARARarﬂxsmeofsevmlq:ticrs



listed in Table 6 NR 140, will satisfy the ARAR requirements according to
WINR interpretation.

In addition, there are other factors which have contriluted to the
decision for a NR 504.07 cover. First, the site has a history of accepting
hazardous waste. ‘mepotermine;dstsforfub.uemleaseofomtaminants
and action to prevent this occurrence is warranted. Secard, the current
condition of the present cover reflects weathering of the cover therefore
increasing infiltration into the landfill. Third, the landfill exists in a
sarﬂysonerwimwtinvhidmrapidwvenentofcmtamimtimocansin
the surrounding enviroment via ground water. These factors were considered
in the final remedy selection for the site.

1.2 'memalrrentlymmibitsmrisktohm\anhealﬂnorme
e:wixunent,hxtpotmtialriskexistsasshaminthenﬂangerment
Assessment. Based on the factors of site history and present carditions,
the possibility of future release and transport of contamination must be
addressed. Actions can be based on risk or ARARs. This action is based an
ARARS.

Although only the immediate vicinity was shown to have groud water
contamination present, future development of this area could cccur. The
lﬁelﬁnodofﬂ\ismismtaniss:einmeu.s.mhevaluatim
process, rather the.possibility ofanoomrrernenzst.be considered.

Benze:evasthemlyo:ganictoamedﬂxeam:twmcasinmuo
water public health ES of .67 ug/1 with a level of 3.9 ug/1 which was found
by the U.S. EPA’s contractor in 1984. The Federal MCL for benzene is 5 ug/1
ard is not exceeded as of the sampling conducted 2 years ago.

'DwRIshowsaﬂy3ofzzsanplscmtainimbenzenewhidmwereall
below quantitation limits. However, the U.S. EPA recognizes these
concentrations as presented in the RI and are statistically valid even
though they were below quantitation 1imits. In addition, the concentrations
were included in the RI as usable data, which was prepared by the PRPs.

ArevisimtotteWiscasinNRMOgruniwate.risforbenzenemybe
published in Octcber 1990. At that time the ES will change from .67 uy/1 to
5\:;/1axﬂﬂ\equlbeincmpliamewimﬂmeNRMOpablichealth-
related ES. However, benzene will still exceed the PALs.

Under present conditions, the Wisconsin NR 140.12 public welfare ES for
iron and manganese are exceeded. Public welfare groundwater quality .
starﬂaxdsmbasedmasmeticeffectsforirmarﬂtastearﬂcolorfor
manganese. Alttnxght.heeffectsofi:masedhardnssmaymtappearas
significant as public health-related standards, the State interprets them
nonetheless as enforoement standards. As such, the State requires that they
be addressed in the same manner regardless of the effects.

The State of Wisconsin is authorized to administer the implementation
of the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). The State has also
prmngatedgran'dwaterqmlitystarﬂardsinm.muo, WAC, which the
WINR is consistently applying to all facilities, practices, ard activities
midxuera;ulatedbythewmmmimmayaffecthQNHaberqmlityin
the State. Chapter 160, Wis. Stats., directs the WINR to take action to
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ﬂ\ewtti:nin;releaseofamtamiraﬂtsatlwelse)weedirqstardards
at the point of standards applicatiaon. Grourd water quality standards
to Ch. NR 140, WAC, may be PALs, ESs, and/or alternative
concentration li..mts (AC1s). PALs (and ESs) are generally more stringent
than corresponding Federal standards. These state standards apply to all
ground water in Wisconsin regardless of use.
Ixmandman;amsearerat\n'allyoomrring inorganics but not within

iron. Manganese was found at lwﬂstasfivetinsgreaterﬂnnms
and three times the backgroud levels. The presence of inorganic
concentrations significantly different fram background would not be
attributable to localized "reducing conditions.”

Pursuant to 40 CFR 300.430(f) (5) (1ii) (A) of the NCP, U.S. EPA is
setting a point of standards application for ground water standards for the

that point. Inmismse,thestated'x.tRMO,Wis.Adm.&ﬂe,PAlsare
ﬂmestardardsmatmnstbemtatﬂmewastebandaxy. Acquiring propexty
' ﬂwewastebaxﬁaryvillmtd\arqemepointof
application for the AMLF, nor bring the AMLF into carpliance with the groad
water standards at that point of standards application.
1.4 'memeappmredoftheWclosxeaccordirgtostatelmﬂfill
requlations in 1983. This action is separate fram any U.S. EPA actions
relating to Superfund. SincetheWwasin:hﬂedmﬂneNPLinDM,the
decision for actions at the site do not consider previous state actions.
'meU.s.EPAmvposedPlandosmtrequimtheamtlarﬂfilltobe"re-
". Ratherammeffectivecwerwillbeplacedmﬁuemrmxtccver.
prsoilwﬂlbermedatﬂstodcpnedforrmse,mmwastewinmtbe
exposed. Section 506.08(3) allwsﬂemwinposemsmrequirenemsu
ﬂ\edeparmmsadetemi:atimﬂntmmquimamsmnecssaxyto
attainorabat.eexoeedamsofMQMOgmnﬂwaterstardards. Since there

authority to require an action to camply with new State landfill
requlations in order to effect reductions in ground water contaminants to
PALs. The selected remedy includes a cover that carplies with NR 504.07 for
the action at AMLF, since the NR 504.07 is an ARAR.
1.5 The previous arguments in items 2-4 do not establish that Altémative 2
mtsﬂemra!wldr@irmaﬁmﬂerﬂxem. Protection of human health
is currently not violated, but ARARS campliance would not be achieved.
Consistent with the exemption criteria of NR 140.28 and 40 CFR 300.430
(£) (1) (1) (C) a waiver from the PALs may be granted under specified
ciraumstances. No showing has been made that such a waiver is justified.
The remaining "balancing® and *modi fying™ criteria are evaluated ard
considered for the decision process by the U.S. EPA. No single criteria is
being selected in the evaluation without consideration of all criteria.
Alternative 2, if chosen, would have only been an interim action that
Hundmttaveaddrwsedthemnentpntlenofani:adequatecaveratthe
AMIF. Implementability would not be difficult for Altermative 2, but
mductimmxux;hueamentwaﬂdmtbeaddrssedsincemisaltenative
does not provide any treatment remedy. Short and long-term effectiveness
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will not necessarily be assured through Alternative 2. Wastes that are
placedinﬂlelarﬂfillmaymtbemleasedsomﬂamafw. The passage of
time does not stabilize all wastes. In same cases the deterioration of
cantainers storing waste such as drums might not ocour for several years.
Thepassageoftimalsocmtrih:tstothedeteriontimofmelarﬂﬁn
cover. This is especially true for the cover at AMLF because it does not
have a freeze-thaw protective layer. Alternative 2 will not reduce the
risks associated with exposure to waste caused by construction activities an
the existing cap. This is one reason why Alternmative 2 is incorporated in
the ROD. Pbdever,Altemativezuoneismtacwptableforafmalxaedy
based on all nine criteria set forth by the NCP.

1.6 The estimated present worth of the remedial action is $1.2 million not
$1.6 million as stated in the comment. As a PRP the City of Algama is only
one of seven entities and proportionate costs can be allocated at the FRP
steering camittee’s discretion. The concerns of the local taxpayers are
inportanttoﬂmeU.S.EPAaﬂthecmmentsmgaxdimcostsofﬂmeramdyare
duly noted. costcmtmlardcptiorstamdmethecostduingmedial
design and action will be pursued. One such option is the use of the
current clay material as a borrow source if it carplies with standards for
claysamaccordirgto?ederalandstate regqulations. Caments relating
toothercityexperﬂib.marﬂtaxbassmalsomlymbed.

The U.S. EPA understands and appreciates the participation of all the
Rspaﬂentstoﬂ:emsemo:derforthemﬁsmmfactﬂntsmeof
these are employers in Algama. The cament that these
additional costs will have a cumilative, detrimental effect on the local
business labor situation is duly noted.

The U.S. EPA responsibilities under CERCIA includes investigation of
PRPs related to the AMIF. Based on EPA’s contimuing investigation, EPA has
not identified additional PRPs, transporters or defunct corporations. The
pmpertymmeratﬂmeswmg’dofthemismrmnuyviaaedasa
innocent landowner under CERCIA because of overfilling of the landfill.
Since the AMIF was extended beyond the property boundaries that were
established for the landfill and no evi exists that illegal dumping
occurred, the property owner is not viewed as a PRP. The State of Wisconsin
disposedofanimalarcasssatthem,butanimlcannsssdomt
oastimtehazardwswastsmﬂﬂmforetheStateismtrecognizedasa
PRP. 'meU.S.EPAermnagsarﬂreqximmedisclosmofinfomtim
regardh'gﬂedisposalofhazardmsmstsbyanygenemtorortmrsporter
relating to the AMLF. Qmﬂy,cﬂ:ermpsarestillbeinginvestigated
and information is still being collected. This would distribute costs among
the aurent responsible parties and lessen their financial burden.

COMMENT 2: Tony Vogel (attorney for the PRPs) letter fram August 22, 1990

2.1 Asmtadmﬂmecammtletterpreparedbynu‘ardwbnittedmmust
22, 1990, the ES for benzene will be revised to 5.0 ug/1l in the very near
future. Even if the PAL for benzene remains the same (0.067 ug/1), there
villbemreoozﬂede:ceedam&sofﬂmeﬁforbenzmoranyotharp:blic
health-related standard attributable to the site. Altermatives for
responding to a PAL exceedance are set forth in Table 5, Section NR 140.24,
Wis. Adm. Code. Three of the available options are: (1) mo action, (2) well
sampling and (3) changes in ground water monitoring, any of which are
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apprcpriatemﬂercimmstamsm, as in this case, contamination is
highly localized and private wells have not been adversely affected. Thus,
Alternative 2 in the Proposed Plan (as well as Altermative 3) assure

canpl iance with NR 140 for all public health-related standards.

2.2 The Respondents advocate the acquisition of property as a means of
demonstrating campliance with NR 140 under Alternative 2. There is no need
nor basis to consider active restoration of ground water in the ROD. The
final RI reflects a thorouch subsurface investigation and the absence of
significant threats to human health or the environment. Any further
irvestigation of the north and south disposal areas, for example, (while not

under Altermative 2), can be accamplished during remedial design.
An additional focused feasibility study simply is not required.

2.3 It would be inappropriate to dismiss Altermative 3 based on the caxrent
condition of the existing cover. The approaches described in Alternatives 2
& 3 are consistent with NR 504 and NR 506. (NR 506.08(3) (a)=(d) identifies
a cover design that is sufficient for landfills like the AMLF where an NR
504 cover is not required).

2.4 Feasibility studies in general frequently discuss alternatives that are
“more" protective, "more" effective and provide a "more" permanent solution.
Such alternatives are frequently rejected, however, because of other factors
such as cost and camunity acceptance. when cost and camunity acceptance
suggest, as here, that an alternate response is more appropriate, the focus
should shift to whether such altermatives are sufficiently protective,
effective and permanent under the ciraumstances. We believe that
Alternative 2 (and Alternative 3) are sufficiently protective, effective and
permanent to justify their selection as the preferred alternmative for this
site.

RESPONSE
2.1 A revision to the Wisconsin NR 140 ground water ES for benzene is
projected to be published in Octcber 1990. At that time, the ES will change
from .67 u;/ltoSu;/landtheAMIFwillbeincmpliancewithmeNRuo
public health-related ESs. However, the benzene PAL will still be exceeded.
Under present conditioms, the Wisconsin NR 140.12 public welfare ES for
iron and manganese are exceeded. These ESs are not treated differently by
the State because they are public wel fare-related rather than health-related
standards. The WINR has indicated to the U.S. EPA that if PAL exceedances
were the only violated requlations at the AMLF that the basis for selecting
appmpriatexmdialactimthexuady, would not change, because the ch. NR
140, Wis. Adm. Code has authority to require such an action based solely on
FAL exceedances. 'meﬂu'eeopticnsmentimedinthecmnentbasedmpu
exceedances are only a few of several altermatives available. Therefare
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 do not assure campliance with the NR 140

that point. In this case, the State ch. NR 140, Wis. Adm. Code, PAls are
thestamardsthatmstbemtatmewastebcwﬂary. Acquiring property



beyaﬂthebastebanﬂuywillmtdnrqethepointofstardardsappli@tim
for the AMLF, nor bring the AMLF into campliance with the ground water
standards at that point of standards application. Active restoration of
grourd water will not be included in the ROD. The final RI reflects a
thorough investigation and the absences of significant threats to human
health at the present time, however, potential threats to luman health and
the enviromment exist considering the history of AMIF accepting hazardous
waste, aurent physical conditians of the landfill cover and surrounding
enviroment. With regards to the NDA and SDA, any further investigation can
be accarplished during the remedial design. No additional FFSs will be
and this ROD is for a final remedy.
2.3 Altermative 3 was rejected based on the current condition of the
existing cover. However, the clay material may be used as a borrow source
if it camplies with the specifications for use in a clay oover. The
appmadmdsa‘ibedinhltenatist&Bammistex&withNRSNandNR
506. The present cover, althouch required to meet the same specifications
as in NR 506.08, currently does not. In addition, NR 506.08(3) provides for
aNRSM.O?mpifitisdeteminedthatsxxha@pisrecssarytoattain
NR 140 ground water standards.
2.4 Alternatives 2 and 3 were rejected because they did not meet cne
of the threshold criteria, campliance with ARARs. Also, Altermatives 2 & 3
are not sufficiently protective of human health and the enviromment based
on the history, caﬂiticrsofﬂaelardfillcweraniemirummtinmidm
the landfill is situated.

'Befollwingmcmwrtsfrmﬂxecantreporter'srecordimoffhehgust
13, 1990 public hearing in Algama.

COMMENT 3: Pp. 44 line 12, Mr. Terry Fulwiler

3.1 Ithinkwehaveasimatimwhemweareseeirgsmedmgasinthe
water level but it certainly appears to be very minor. We aren’t even
exoeedingdrhﬂdngwaterstarﬂardsmmstofﬂxecatanmnnts,arﬂmemly

3.2 Iwuildliketomqustthatﬂxeagemytakeintocasideratimthe
greatdiffemnceinoustbetwempmti:qﬂmeapmarﬂthecmti:med
monitoring, because itwmldappeartlntweco.ﬂdcmti:uetonmitor
withaut any significant increase based on previous monitoring. As a matter
offact,Iﬁﬁnkifweuwlddaecktheanumtﬂatgotﬂﬁssitemthefwﬂ
anyway, I think this Remedial Investigation actually showed that there was
a lessening of contamination.

RESPFCNSE

3.1 'me'duargesinwaterlevel"oam\mtisjnterpmtedasﬂxe
contamination level ingmn'dsratarfanﬂatﬂxemw!ﬁdmhasmt
increased over the years. mileﬂ'xeRIsanpli:gmnﬂsofgro.nﬂwaterin
Jaruary and April of 1989 did not show significant variations, it should be
noted that these were taken during drought conditionms.
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m-irodxgwaterstardamaomthavetobeeweededbymny
i in order to justify action at a particular site. Irom,

Cadmium, Benzeneardnangaxweareine)weedameofl-SsarﬂPAIs. FAlS are
enforceable levels and action is justifiable according to WINR.

3.2 Fbramredetaileddisaxssimccnceznirl;costpleaseseeaspa’se
1.6. The U.S. EPA evaluates all nine criteria set forth by the NCP before a
decision on actian is chosen. Monitoring as an action would not be a final
remedy and if contamination worsens, the cost of a cover would be necessary
under future action. ,

The contamination level for benzene was lower for the RI sampling
rounds in 1989 campared to the initial investigation when the site was
placed on the NPL in 1984. The potential exists for increased contamination
basedmthevaatherin;ofmepraentowerarﬂsanplmgmnﬂscmpletad
during drought conditions.

COMMENT 4: p. 51 line 1, Mr. Keith Haasch

4.1 The option of mounding and tiling the top portion of the landfill could
be considered. mmirqarﬂtilingumldtakemewatermysoitdoesn’t
go down into the waste. misoptimmldprwided\esammntsas-
cxweringthelardfillbyprEVentirg\aterfrmmdﬁn;thewaste. If you
keeptheuatermyfrunthewastearﬂthesolutimismmpemarentas
well as less expensive it would be a better solution.

RESECONSE

4.1 m.carymelsteinmprojectmamger, prwidedarsporsetomis
camentdtximmepabhcrmrimammereportofpmceedirgsmbe
reviewed for a detailed answer. 'mereasmwhydramtilesaremtusedfor
larﬂfillczpsisthatdmintilsaremly effective where saturated ground
water conditions exist. A landfill cover attempts to prevent saturated
grunﬂwatarcaﬂitia'ssomwatermadmthewastetoproduceleamate.

OOMMENT 5: p. 55 line 8, Mr. Norbert Dier

5.1 The Algama Landfill was closed and covered according to the Wiscansin
of Natural Resources guidelines in 1983. At that time, the state
and engineering contractor oversaw the construction of the cover. However,
within fiveyearsﬁmismwadanardforanadditimalap. The
and effectiveness of this new cover is questionable based on
previous experience.

RESPONSE

5.1 naspmsemcamentlAdisaxssa&emeclomreofmepresentW
cover. The permanence and effectiveness of the new cover according to NR
504.07 regulations has been stidied at the Omega Hills landfill in
Germantown, Wisconsin, according to Mr. BEdelstein. A cap that meets the
rewstardardsmldbemreeffectiveﬂanaxeﬂmatmtﬂ\eoldstaxﬂard&
The increased effectiveness is mainly attributable to the extra protection
from the freeze-thaw cycle. Further discussion on this topic is provided in
the report of proceedings.

COMMENT 6: p. 65 line 12, Mr. Mike Dovichi
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6.1 The Remedial Investigation does not indicate at all conclusively that
there is, in fact, less than two feet of clay material on that site.

The document reads that the soil is fractured and the Shelby Tube
pushed stones through the clay. Therefore, it was very difficult to cbtain
good samples because of these corditions. Befare a definitive statement
regarding the unsuitableness of the clay cap is presented, actual soil
borings and or back hoe pits should be dug and the results documented.
Pushing Shelby Tubes is not an acceptable method. Chapter six of the RI
describes the purpose of the Shelby Tube was to determine soil type and
permeability.

The soil type meets or exceeds all of the current state standards.
Specifically, the permeability, liquid limits, plasticity and clay
percentage are appropriate. The average permeability of the cover at 6.9 x
10~® centimeters per secord is definitively restrictive of filtration.

RESPCNSE

6.1 The RI report provides information to satisfy cbjectives as set farth
by the U.S. EPA. The abjective for the cover evaluation was to evaluate the
physical characteristics of the cover material. Based on this cbjective,
‘the cover thickness was estimated at 1 to 1.5 fram the interval depths when
using the Shelby Tube. Soil borings or back hoe pits would have more
conclusively determined the cover thickness but would have also disturbed
the cover more than the Shelby Tube method. Since the abjective of this
portimofﬂ'ereportwastodetemineﬂmemysicaldmcteristisofthe
cover material, the Shelby Tube method is an acceptable practice. The depth
of the present cover is informative, but not the most vital information
necessary. The soil type and characteristics provide the most useful
information as well as aurent condition of the structure due to
weathering.

Since anly four of the 10 samples opened were appropriate because they
were undisturbed, the average permeability cames fram a limited group. The
jnpactofweatherirgarﬂagealsodegmdesﬂueaumtcoversi:cemexeis
no freeze-thaw protection layer.

COMMENT 7: p. 69 line 3, Mr. Mike Dovichi

7.1 CQurently, the monitoring wells are right at the edge of the landfill
where contamination would be expected to be found. However, if the city was
toobtainprcpertylSOfeetamnﬂﬂ;eexisti:glimitsoftillarﬂirstall
additional monitoring wells further away, then the possibility of little or
no contamination could cccur. At that time, the need for any enforcement
action may not be justifiable.

RESPONSE
7.1 Please see the final paragraph of the response to cament 1.3 for an
in-depth answer to this camment.

COMMENT 8: p. 75 line 2, Mr. David Groessl
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8.1 Sircethemrmtaweruasa;prweibythestateardaxrmntlydoa
mtperfctmtOStatexv;ulatias,thereismguaranteethatacwer;utm
mawillomfomtomefuunereg\natias. Based on that scenario, a
gramd water monitoring program would be most effective because of changes
in future regulations that would require additional work.

beuarrantedbyaaxrrentorpotentialtlmeatatthattime. The proper
installation and maintenance of the NR 504 cover would, according to the
stxﬂywmmedataneganills Iandfill, provide significant protection and
prevmtuueﬁ:m:ereleaseofou—rtami:antsmmeemircrment.

COMMENT 9: p. 78 line 10, Mr. Norbert Dier

9.1 The clay material used for the cover is a significant portion of the

cost and would be difficult to £ind in the Algoma area to the specifications
:red. The cost of the cover at $1.2 million may not include adequate

transportation costs of the material.

RESPONSE

the state. Si:mﬂiestinatedmstsirmrpomtearargeof

-30 percent to +50 ' as allowed by CERCIA, the difference in
transportation costs would not exceed this range. The soil characteristics
of the region Algama may indicate transportation costs are

urﬂenstimabedbecauseanadditianldistamemayberequiredto find clay
soils of the characteristics specified by the WINR.

QOMMENT 10: p. 89 line 20, Mayor Orville DeMeuse

10.1 At this time, Altermative 2 which is monitoring of the ground water
along with contirmous checking of surface water and residential wells, would
pe sufficient to ensure no problem. The negative ramifications and
potential tumrepmble:sofdisun'bimu:epresentapomldworsenﬂwe
current conditions.

RESFONSE

10.1 AltenntiveZuwldmtcmfomtotheARAchriteriausedtoevaluate
an action. 'nxedisuxbarveofﬁxeprmtapmdermwrnative4 should
not significantly worsen the problem if done with proper construction
procedumarﬂinammersoasmttoacposewasteorﬂmeamxtcwer
forexwﬁedpericdsoftim.

COMMENT 11: p. 90 line 14, Mr. Terry Fulwiler
12



11.1 In lieu of the very low levels of contamination at the site, where most
ofﬂnlmlsmmﬂerﬂﬁ&mmtaMmmnasmfom
starﬂaztb,ardthefactﬁatthemismgmmnteeﬂattheprq:csedm
will solve the problem of groud water cantamination, the grourd water
monitoring altermative would be the most appropriate solution.

11.2 Since cost is a major factor for the Algama landfill site, the cost-
effective solution would be to monitor ground water for a rumber of years
and if a problem presents itself at a future time, then implementation of a

cover or water purification system would be appropriate.

RESPONSE
11.1 Please see response to camments 5.1 and 1.4 for an in-depth answer to
the effectiveness of the present cover.

11.2 Cost is only one of five balancing criteria used in the U.S. EPA
evaluation process. One of the two threshold criteria which is not
currently satisfied is ARARs. Specifically, NR 140 regulations are
currently not being met. Monitoring for a number of years to wait and see
ifaprcblenmagnifisardﬂxentakeactimmldmtbeascosteffective
as implementing an action now. Since WINR interpretation of NR 140
regulatiorsdara:ﬂsthataNRSMcwerisnecssarywﬂeram'ent
exceedances, a cover must be constructed.

COMMENT 12: p. 92 line 7, Mr. Lawrence Schmitz

12.1 At this time, AltermtiveZmldbemstfeasibletommitorgrum
water and then identify any weak areas in the current cover. Construction
mﬂinprwarentofﬂxeam'entcovercmldbeaccmplishedlikeaquntim
pattemormdifiedstqsmavolmtarybasismmxghccrstnactim
carpanisintheamaarﬂﬂmecityofugma. This process would accamplish
both cbjectives.

RESFONSE

12.1 Construction and improvement of the current cover was evaluated in
the ROD and rejected because it still would not meet WINR NR 504.07
requirements. As stated above, under State law, remedial action must be
takentoaddrssaweedamsofgranﬂwaterq\nlitystarﬂards. Monitoring
alone insufficient.

COMMENT 13: p. 93 line 3, Mr. Mike Dovichi

13.1 Throuwgh the reading of the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility
Stidy, there is no scientific justification for the cost that is going to
beirmrredardthealtenativethatismcmnerﬂedbyﬂ'emmm.
n'xetmryea:smatmissitatasbeen@ppedhastobe\eighedagahstthe
14 or 16 years that the site was open, exposed to precipitation and
infiltration, and any ground water contamination that might have ooccurred
during this pericd.

The limited amount of contamination, as indicated by EPA records, does
not justify spending $1.2 million. In addition, the cost of monitoring
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uensformmred:servatimistoomdxofaﬁmncmbxdenmthis
camumnity. mismldbeabetterczphmmismjxstifiatimforit
at this point.

13.2 As an altermative, the tion is to cap the north and south
areaswimm—sitesoilssotheyareabaxﬂmedardmlcrr;er
exposed, potentiallypxtinafen:earom'dtheareaardhavefhecityeither

obtaineasarentsor_p:rdmasethepmpextyamnﬂmeexistixgsite.

RESFONSE
13.1 CERCIA requires tht the selected remedy for a site be cost effective,
{.e. that the effectiveness of the remedy proporticnal to its cost. The
upgradirgofmecapwasdetemi:edtobeﬁ'nemstcosteffectivemearsof
l.‘alremeclyi.ng the existing ground water contamination and preventing further

eases.

'megro.nﬂwatercmtami.rBtimwas found during the RI sampling in

1989. This was eight years after the Jandfill stopped allowing the di
of refuse and six years after the Jandfill was closed. Contamination was
still found in these samples during drought corditions indicating that
13.2 'mereoamlerﬂatimto@ptheNDAardSDAwiﬂ\m-sitesoilsis
paxtofﬂueamrentpreferredaltenativebasedmtsti:gdaedurirgthe
remedial design. A fence is also included as part of the preferred
alternative. 'meobtaim\mtofeasenemsorw:daseofprwertywill not
be necessary and further information on this topic is available in the
respanse to cament mumber 1.3.

CCMMENT 14: p. 95 line 2, Mr. Jerry Guth

14.1'mepeop1eofthecityofhlgataarﬂthes\.mxﬂimama, if they knew
merewasamaldisasterorrealpmblen, wouldn’t be afraid to back ir
mwymarﬂpayforasolutim,mtithasmtbeenprwenthatthereisa
serious problem.

waste, the current cover and lack of protection from weathering, naturally
ocalrrin;sankardgmelsintheregim, and the exceedance of ARARs, the
pmblanatmemwamntsmeactimofappirgaccordin;tomsm
guidance.
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down the tubes because they are paying the taxes here. The PRPs and the
camunity are the same except for Champion Intermational.

RESFONSE

15.1 The cament regarding the interpretation is duly noted. The U.S. EPA
did not intend to diminish the severity of the cost consequences to the
citizens of Algama. The intention of the U.S. EPA project manager was to
mtet}atﬂ'xecityqasmtrspasibleforthetctalcost,hxtnﬁxera
portion of that cost. ‘

COMMENT 16: p. 100 line 21, Mr. Warren Maddke

16.1 Judging fram the canversation at the public meeting and the different
camments ard questions, it appears that the report to same extent may be
creating a mountain out of a mole hill. The $90,000 additional monitoring
will take care of the mole hill and that’s it.

RESFONSE
16.1 Please see the responses to camments 10.1 and 12.1.

COMMENT 17: p. 102 line 9, Mr. Keith Haasch

17.1'mecmtamimtimthatwasfarﬂcmldhaveheenfrmﬂ1egmdwater
10yeazsago,mtfrmanygmnﬂwate.rthatminlately. No one knows,
somtilthi:gsgetworse,mmattervhopaysforit, it is wasting money.
You have got to keep on watching it. But now you only have five years or
less than five years of really watching. These wells are not that old.

RESFONSE

17.1 Please see response to camment 13.1 for a description on the
possibility of ground water contamination fram the AMLF original
construction stages.

COMMENT 18: p. 106 line 12, Mr. Mike Dovichi

18.1 Through reading the RI report, it indicated that the garbage may, in
fact, be in the ground water table, so that may want to be looked at again.
If that is the case, then same of the statements made tonight at the public
meeting are a little shaky.

RESPONSE
18.1'memsteinspotsisinﬂ\egmﬂwatermtmtmea¢ire1amfin.
'misisbasadmhistorimlmcordse)aminedduirqtmmprepamtim.

'n\efollwimcaune:tsweremittedatﬂepblicnaetimormmx;hme
mail as written camments.

Comment 19: . Letter to Susan Pastor, Office of Public Affairs, from
Mr. and Mrs. Carl Novak
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19.1 Algama is a camumnity of 4,000 mostly retired pecple who cannot afford
the preferred altermative cost of a million dollars.
19.2 Review of the RI/FS imdicates no evidence of extensive contamination.

RESFONSE
19.1'mepmentfinamia1mashipmthecmmmityofmwaismly
rnoted. 'mecityofngmaismlya\eofsevmmpsatthemsiteand
therefore willmtb.earthe.mtixeccstdirectly.

19.2 Contamination presently exceeds levels mandated by Federal and State
requlations and, by law, must be addressed. Therefore, by law, an action
nzstbetakan,arﬂacoordirqtommtexpretatimtheNRSMcwermstbe
implemented.

Cament 20: Terry Fulwiler, Camnent Sheet

20.1 Results fram the RI indicate less contamination than the original
sampling which placed the site on the NPL list.

20.2 ‘meaxn'entPALforbenzeneis.Sppbardtheenfommtlimitiss
,p;b.ameoflawllsras3.9g:bofbenzeneprsentl ,however,thewnmis
nisin;thePALforbenzenetos.Oppbinmemarfum.

20.3 Water samples indicate the water is still fit to drink.
Additionally, the water quality at other Superfurd sites after clean—\p is
worsemantrewate.rq.alityatthissite if no action would be taken.

20.4 The $1.2 million cost would place a great burden on the citizens axd
small businesses of Algama.

20.5 OContimued monitoring of existing monitoring wells ard the
installation of a new monitoring well dowrgradient of the landfill would
give ample warning of any increased contamination.

20.1 less contamination was found for benzene and could be attributable to
the drought conditions which existed during the 1989 RI sampling rounds.

20.2’memforbenzeneisammly .M?p;barﬂismtqoin;tod'arqe.
'meenforoa:antstaxﬂardforbenzeneis.mgbarﬂwilllikelybe

to 5.0 ppb on October 1, 1990. PALs will still be exceeded for benzene at
th.i.stimﬁ, accordi:qtowmkinte:pretatimofPALexceedams,ﬂreNR

'meapprmdmatetath'easecnstof$350perpersminthecityis
basedmthecityi:nnrrin;ﬂxeentixeccstoftherenedialactim. Since
thereamsevenmps,meoostsrnﬂdbedistrimtedana'gunseotmr
parties. 'meU.s.EPAiScmcen\edoverthecammityawarerssofthis
issue. The U.S. EPA is willing to lock at cost-effective ways to implement
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thepmefernadaltermtivemduasusirgthepmtchymteriAlasa
borrow saurce if it camplies with WINR specifications.
20.5Arwmitaringue11atafurmexdistamefmthelarﬂfillvn:ldmt
benecssarybasedmthedjsanssimprwidedinnspasetocmnmtl.s.

Camment 21: Letter to Susan Pastor, Office of Public Affairs, from
James L. Evans

21.1 The citizens of Algama cannot afford to pay for the cleanp.
21.2 'melarﬂﬁlldoemtappeartobeaﬂu’eatbowme’smalth.

21.3 Contimued monitoring of wells appears to be the most appropriate course
of action at this time.

RESPONSE
21.1'nmecityof4\.lganaismtﬂmeaﬂyrspcnsiblepartyinmisactimarﬂ
i of the action.
21.2 At the present time, AMLF is not a threat to anyone’s health.
Pmbectimofrnmanhealthardawixunentisﬂxeﬁrstofwothnﬂbld
criteria the U.S. EPA uses to determine if an action is warranted. The
seccrﬂiscmpliancewithmmidiueredemlarﬂstatelaws. This
secaﬂcriteriaismtmtuﬂﬂarefomacticniswamnted. In addition,
the U.S. EPA considers future threat to public health in the evaluation of
alternatives. Basedmtrehistoxyofmrampti:qhazardaswaste,ﬂw
pexmabilityofsunandingsoil,arﬂthepoorcaﬂitimofthem
cove.r,apoteﬂtialt.hreatadststommanraalm.
21.3 Based on the criteria evaluated by the U.S. EPA, the preferred
alterrativeisforacwerincmpliancewithmsmmquirarmts. See
rspa‘setocmmentl.lfcrfurmerdetails.

5
g
E
g
8
;

34

22.1 Mzardqtss;bstamshavemtbeenreleasedintoeimerofmewo
nearby creeks. 'meRIccnchﬁedthatﬂ:elarﬂfmhashadmneas:rable
impact on water quality in private drinking water wells near the site.
Therefore, no action should be considered for the site.

RESPFONSE
22.1'n'emtnscachﬂedﬂmereismmasmbleinpactmtreprivate
drinking wells or the nearby creeks. The U.S. EPA considered no action for
tremruquimdbymwidametoprwideabaselineagai:stmidm
other alternatives can be campared. The No- ion Alternative would not
provide additional effectiveness in reducing water percolation flow through
the landfill waste. This alternmative also would not camply with WINR ARARS.
Mdnsenzaedysatisfismaccordi:qtomimexpretatim.

Cament 23: JIone Van Price, Comment Sheet

23.1 Check old farms and machinery southeast of the landfill for possible
sources of conmtamination.
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23.2 Contirued monitoring of existing wells is the appropriate course of
action.

RESFONSE

23.1 Based on the initial investigation and angoing monitoring of the AMIF
thereismmasmmbelieveanaltemativesanueofcawtaminatime)dsts.
23.2 Please see response to cameent 1.1.

Caoment 24: Carol Nimmer, Comment Sheet

24.1 A $1.2 million cap is too expensive. Consider option B as the most
feasible.

RESFONSE
24.1 Pleaseseemspa’sewmeml.sregardin;ccstardl.Lregardirq
Altermative 2.

Cament 25: Amnille DeMeuse, Camment Sheet

25.1 1f continued monitoring of existing and additional wells mdn.czts

increasing contamination then alternative 3 could be justified.
25.2 'melarﬂfillprasentSmmreattornmnhealthortheenvimrmnt.

25.3 Disturbing the cap would increase the possibility of contanination,
especially disturbing the asbestos.

25.4 BasaimmeinfomatimintheRI, Alternative 2 is the best
solution.

RESPONSE

25.1 Alternative 3 could not be justified according to WINR interpretation

of NR 500 & 140 ccodes. Altermative 3 also would not prevent contimuing

releases of contaminants to the aquifer. Alternative 4 is the preferred

remedy based -an the nine criteria used to evaluate the alternatives.

25.2 Please see response to cament 21.2.

25.3 Pleaseseerspasetocmnentlo.lregadeﬂedismrbameofthe
cap. 'measbstosismtbe.lievedtobewiﬂxinthel.mmidx is the

area that is proposed to be covered. Previous investigation of the site

sugges\'.smiswaﬂdmtbeapmblan.

26.1 The citizens of Algama cannot afford a $1.2 million cap. Limited
action (Alternative 2) appears to be all that is necessary.

RESPONSE
26.1 Pleaseseerespcnsetocamentsl.Sardl.l for details regarding cost
andute.rmtive2asadmosenranedy.
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Cament 27: Jachn DeKeyser, Camment Sheet

27.1 Widespread future contamination could cost more, keep it from becaming
a problem for future generations.

RESPORSE

27.1 The preferred alternative would address the future release of
contamination by providing .a more secure cover to prevent the percolation of
water through the waste. For future protection of human health and the
envirorment, campliance with ARARs, and lang-term effectiveness the chosen
altermative is most appropriate.

Cament 28: David G. Hudson, Comment Sheet

28.1 Alternmative 4 is too expensive until a different health hazard can be
proven. Therefore, Alternative 2 is the best recammendation.

RESFONSE
28.1P1easeseemspa'setocament1.1arﬂ1.5regardimcostard
Alternative 2 as the preferred remedy.

Cament 29: Gerald LeGreve, Camment Sheet

29.1 Monitoring the wells and waiting for samething to happen is foolish.
Prevent further contamination by using a clay cap and implementing
Altermatives 2 ard 4.

RESPONSE
29.1 The cament is duly noted and appreciated. Please see response to
cament 27 for further information.

Camment 30: Reiny Howrse, Cament Sheet

30.1 The results of the tests show no significant hazardous material in the
water. at this time. Therefore, it appears that no further action is

necessary-Alternative 1. Alternative 2 would certainly be adequate at this

time. '

RESPONSE

30.1 The results of the RI show that benzene, manganese and iron exceed of

NR 140 ESs and PALs. Contamination is prsem:.in wells off site and the

information regarding no action or Altermative 2 as an option, please see
responses to caments 22.1 am 1.1.

Coment 31: Earl B. Krueger, Camment Sheet

31.1 Sampling results from the site indicate contaminants are under
acceptable limits by U.S. EPA standards.
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31.2 Altermative 2 is the most feasible for the site since Altermative 4
wundbeanmlcblwtongmixﬂusterﬂtrecitizersofAlqma.

iate Federal or State standards, whichever are more stringent. State
requlation NR 140 ismmstrirgatﬁunfederalstardammitis
applicable to the ground water at this site. By law, the U.S. EPA must
recognize this law and act accordingly even if U.S. EPA standards are not

Cament 32: 'manasJ.Rmdenne,cam'ttsxeet

32.1 To this point, mﬂﬁmﬂntwmldbeadargertommanhealtharﬂ
safety has been found. Therefore, ocontinued monitoring of existing wells
arﬂlimiti:x;accsstomesitetoseeifmvﬂﬁrq;;rfacsintheyearsto

came is the appropriate action.

liability and the pecple of Algama feel that no more money should be spent
at the site. The agencies jrvolved should lock at the overall impact of
their suggested plan an Algama.

32.3 'mesitewasclosedard@ppedinmszi acoording to WINR
specifications. The closure planwasapprovedarﬂwpe:visedbymem.
miswassevenyeaxsaqom'dsh'ceﬂattimmpmblanhasbeendetectedat
the site. Astinegosbymesitewwldaﬂyappeartogetbetter,mt

RESFONSE
32.1P1easeseervs_pa'setocament1.1regaxdrqutemative2asthe
32.2 The preferred alternative would cost only $1.2 million and would

provide better protection agqainst infiltration of water into the waste and
thenthegraxﬂwat;er. Pleaseseemspa'setocamentl.s gor additional

tion of NR 140. The prediction of the site improving over time is
alsoimalidhasedmthepastdmx;htoaﬂitiasmatmldminimize
contamination detection and the poor condition of the current cover.
Comment 33: Alfred vandertre, Camment Sheet
33.1 NohazardmssubstamsmzeleasedtoueMrearbYcreekSor
detected in drinking water wells, therefore, mfurmeractimisreeded at
the site.
RESFONSE
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33.1 Please see respanse to comment 22.1 for information.
Cament 34: Lyrmn H. Busch, Cament Sheet

34.1. The landfill has a cap that was approved by the WINR when it was
constructed. Additionally, the landfill will be restricted by a fence to
prevent contact with waste an site. Therefore, Altermative 2 is the
appropriate course of action.

RESFONSE :
34.1 Please see response to caments 1.3 for WINR closure approval and 1.1
for Alternative 2 as appropriate course of action.

Cament 35: letter to Susan Pastor, Office of Public Affairs,
fram Harold Nell

35.1 The public meeting for the Algama landfill indicates no further action
is needed other than contirued monitoring of existing wells. This case
would not hold up in a court of law.

35.2 There is no justification for spending $1.2 million on a cap, it would
only put an extra burden on Algoma taxpayers.

35.3 The landfill presently has five feet of required clay and dirt over
mstofﬂwammﬂatmﬁmwasitmﬂerﬂerequixedmmtordepth.

35.1 Pleaseseerespasetocmwttl.lregaxdirqmitnri:gasﬂn
recamended course of action. Comments directly relating to the
alternatives are addressed in this responsiveness summary. This comment
does not directly relate to the alternmatives and therefore will not respond
to caments regarding legal enforcement.

Cament 36: Letter to Susan Pastor, Office of Public Affairs,
fram Michael D. Dovichi

OpPpo:.
Investigation campleted as defined in NR 140 Grourd water Quality. This
type of investigation could have been ocanpleted for a tenth of the cost
to dats.

36.2 There is a lack of meaningful data in the RI/FS. The topographic map
a USGS 10 foot contour map instead of an up-to-date two foot contour map.
Meamalsommsectiasinmereportwshwthatanevaluaﬁm
mmdeofthemban‘facemterm,granﬂwateranface,ardamsof
contamination. Additionally, there has not been an investigation of

altermative sources of contamination in the area. This is critical since
the contaminant is benzene, a highly volatile campound.

1
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36.3 This landfill was canstructed in highly permeable soil, daily cover
wasspottywra\existent, theareaupgrad.ie:tofthecmtaminatedwelluas
filled in the late 1970s, and no cother volatiles were foud in this well.
This possibly indicates another source of contamination.

16.4 Given the opportunity to apply the design management zane criteria to

the lamdfill, the City would be in carpliance with the State of Wisconsin
water standards. A 300 footmz‘amldapplytomissitesince it is

ra;\..llatai mﬂe.r sS."144.43 to 144.47 Stats. This statute and associated

ized that landfills leak, especially non-engineered landfills. The
fact that this landfill has jeaked so little justifies the oconservative
distance of 300 feet.

36.5 The position that the final er is inadequate is not justified based
uponthedataprsemted in the RI/FS. The only value of collecting Shelby
Tube samples in gravelly soil istotrytod:tainanmﬂjsmrbedsanple.
The fact that undisturbed samples could not be collected does not justify
the U.S. EPA and WINR positions that the present cap is unacceptable.
Therefore, before spending $1.2 million to recap the landfill, additional
documentation is required.

36.6 The cleamup plan proposed by the U.S. EPA is not justified considering
the lack of seriocus contamination, insufficient data regarding the quality
of the final cover, arﬂtl'xeactraneinpactmtheemrmyofthecity.

36.7 By the U.S. EPA’s own staterent, the site has.had minimal impact to

theerwizumenttodatea:ﬂsi:cetrmismmedlatg@mreattohman

water sampling before it will permit a new landfill to be opened.
Why not have the city take an additional four rounds? Additionally, a 300
foot DMZ should be created around the landfill and if appropriate,
additional wells could be installed to monitor the ground water quality.
Only after the scientific data shows that the landfill is actually having an
increasing impact on water quality should remediation begin.

36.8Iwishtovoicemyd)jectimtothemarmerinwhidithewblicueetin;
was held on August 13, 1990. 'memderatoraxtoffparticipantsarﬂdidmt
allowasmanyqutionstobeaskadasmeded. Considering this was the
mlyopporumityformepablictodisassmeklsuﬂy, FS, and Proposed

36.2'mecunnemsfmmissectimpertaintothemarﬂvnlbemly
noted. oummapswiﬂxwotootimervalsardaosssectimelevatias
unldhavebeenhelpfulbutmtnecssaryinthedeteminatimam
evaluation of the AMLF. There was no reason to believe altermative sources
existed at the AMLF because of the background data and field cbservation.
36.3'miscmnentwascmfusi1garﬂwillbearsaemdbasedmme
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interpretation of the meaning. The soil in this area is highly permeable
mid-xismereasmmyanmmcwerwﬂlprotectfmmnlu

future releases fram occurring. The fact that the area upgradient
of the contaminated well was filled during the operation of the landfill and
@ottydailycoverwasprwideddosmtptweﬂatthevolatilsmld
}avealmadybeencmplebelymleasedcrttatmvﬂnrmisrspasible.
36.4mmtasprwidedince:pretatimmqardimthemzmﬂiu
amlicatz:.matm. Please see the response to cament 1.3 for further

i percent

conductivity of 1 x 10-7 centimeters per second, and six inch lifts

to 90 percent modified or 95 percent standard proctor density.
mxrofthelOsanplesdidmtpassﬁue#ZOOsievetest,an‘lcnlylofthe4
samples capable of being tested for hydraulic conductivity passed, with an
geanetricave.rageof6.9x10'6. The six inch campacted lifts could not be
verified. ,
36.6 Oontamination of ground water was foud at levels above State NR 140
ESs ard PAls. AFede.nlu:Lwasalsoecceededforcadmimdurirgmemm
of sampling of the RI. 'nnsee:a:eedamwanantﬂmeactimtakmbasedm
the interpretation by the WINR of NR 140 regulations. For information
regazdirl;ﬁeimdeq\ncyoftheprsentcwer,pleaseseerspaseto
cameent 36.5. 'mecostinpactfou:ﬂ:ecitizersofugmaisaddrssedin
response to camment 1.5.
36.7'mesitehashadminimlinpacttotheetwimrwrtarﬂmereism
{mmediate threat to mman health or welfare. However, there is exceedance
of ARARs, specifically State NR 140 ESs and PALs. According to WINR
interpretation, Alternative 4 is warranted. The current data validates the
prefen'edactimania:lditimalmﬁtori:gismtmq\ﬁred. Please see the
raspa’setocamaltlJforiss.\srega:dinﬂnm. Scientific data
shcasﬂxatthemrisacnnllyhavixganinpactmwaterqmlity.
Therefore, actimisjustifiablearﬂtowaitandseeif it beccomes an
in:reasingi.npactofwaterqmlityismtmwssary. The highly permeable
soils,histozyofaocq:tirqhazaxdaswaste,andpoormrrentcover
cordition are all considerations for this action.
36.8 This camment is duly noted. The incorporation of questignsard

(312) 353-6261.

Cament 37: Dean R. Bygert, Camment Sheet

37.1 The AMLF was closed and capped in 1983. Over the years it has been
monitored and in the U.S. EPA’s own words, "the site has actually gotten
better." 'Beshﬂyarﬂﬁrdirqsslwmdmami:uteammtofcmtamimtim
at the site that Alternative 4 would not be needed.

23



37.2 The financial burden of $1.2 million would really hurt the citizens of
Algama. Please don’t burden the citizens of Algama with this additional
cost. Implement Altermative 2 for monitoring instead of Altermative 4.

RESPONSE
37.1 Please see response to cament 1.2 regarding contamination at the AMLF.

37.2Pleaseseemspa'sestocament1.1regardirQA1bermtive4asa
pmfmadranedyardl.sregardirqcostsirmnedbymecitiwsofugana.
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COMMENT #

APPENDIX A

FOR THE ALGOMA MUNICIPAL LANDFILL

CCOMMENT 13

COMMENT 2:

COMMENT 3:

CCMMENT 4:

COMMENT 5:

COMMENT 6 & 7:

alMENT‘S:
OCOMMENT 9:
COMMENT 10:
COMMENT 11:

COMMENT 12:

TERRY FULWILER, PUBLIC

MEETING, REFORT OF PROCEEDINGS

KETTH HAASCH, PUBLIC MEETING,
REFORT OF PROCEEDINGS

.}mm DIER, PUBLIC MEETING,
REFORT OF PROCEEDINGS

MIKE DOVICHI, FUBLIC MEETING,
REFORT OF PROCEEDINGS

DAVID GROESSL, PUBLIC MEETING,
REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS

MR. DIER, PUBLIC MEETING,
REFORT OF PROCEEDINGS

ORVILIE DEMEUSE, MAYCR, FUBLIC
MEETING, REFORT OF PROCEEDINGS

MR. FUIWILER, PFUBLIC MEETING,

REFORT OF PROCEEDINGS

LAWRENCE SCHMITZ, PUBLIC
MEETING, REFORT OF PROCEEDINGS

FROM JULY 23, 1990 TO AUGUST 22, 1990

-mmmm____;smw

LETTER, DATED
AUGUST 22, 1990

LETTER, DATED
AUGUST 22,1990

STATEMENT MADE AT
THE AUGUST 13, 1990
PUBLIC HEARING

STATEMENT MALE AT
THE AUGUST 13, 1990
PUBLIC HEARING

STATEMENT MALE AT
THE AUGUST 13, 1990
PUBLIC HEARING

STATEMENT MACE AT THE
AUGUST 13, 1990 PUBLIC

STATEMENT MADE AT THE
AUGUST 13, 1950 FUBLIC

STATEMENT MALE AT THE
ADGUST 13, 1990 FUBLIC

STATEMENT MALE AT THE
AUGUST 13, 1990 PUBLIC

STATEMENT MADE AT THE
ADGUST 13, 1990 FUBLIC

STATEMENT MALE AT THE
ADGUST 13, 1990 FUBLIC



COMMENT 13:

COMMENT 14:

COMMENT 15:

COMMENT 16:

CCMMENT 17:

OOMMENT 18:

COMMENT 19:

COMMENT 20:

COMMENT 21:

COMMENT 22:

COMMENT 23:

COMMENT 24:

COMMENT 25:

CCMMENT 26:

MR. DOVICHI, PUBLIC MEETING,
REFORT OF PROCEEDINGS

JERRY GUTH, PUBLIC MEETING,
REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS

DAN FULWILER, PUBLIC MEETING,
REFORT OF PROCEEDINGS

WARREN MADDKE, PUBLIC MEETING,
REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS

KETTH HAASCH, PUBLIC MEETING,
REFORT OF PROCEEDINGS

MR DOVICHI, FUBLIC MEETING,
REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS

MR. AND MRS. CARL NOVAK,
RESIDENTS

MARION MOSS, RESIDENT

MADE AT THE
AUGUST 13, 1990 PUBLIC
HEARING

MALE AT THE
AUGUST 13, 1990 FUBLIC
HEARING ‘

MADE AT THE
AUGUST 13, 1990 PUBLIC
HEARING
STATEMENT MADE AT THE
AUGUST 13, 1990
HEARING

1ETTER TO SUE PASTOR
DATED AUGUST 15, 1990

COMMENT SHEET
DATED AUGUST 16, 1990

1ETTER TO SUE PASTOR
DATED AUGUST 16, 1990

COMMENT SHEET
DATED AUGUST 14, 1990

DATED AUGUST 14, 1990

DATED AUGUST 16, 1990

DATED AUGUST 15, 1990

DATED AUGUST 15, 1990



COMMENT 27:
OCOMMENT 28:
COMMENT 29:
COMMENT 30:
COMMENT 31:
COMMENT 32:
COMMENT 33:
COMMENT 34:
COMMENT 35:
COMMENT 36:

COMMENT 37:

JCHN DEKEYSER, RESIDENT

DAVID G. HUDSON, RESIDENT

GERALD LEGREVE, RESIDENT
REINY HOWRSE, PRESIDENT,
ALGOMA LIMBER COMPANY

EARL B. KRUBGAR, RESIDENT
THOMAS J. ROMDENNE, RESIDENT
ALFRED VANDERTRE, ALDERMAN,
ALGOMA WISCONSIN

LYNN H. BUSCH, RESIDENT
HAROLD NELL, RESIDENT

MICHAEL D. DOVICHI, RESTDENT

DEAN R. BGGERT, RESIDENT

COMMENT SHEET
DATED AUGUST 15,

DATED AUGUST 15,

COMMENT SHEET
DATED AUGUST 15,

COMMENT SHEET
DATED AUGUST 15,

COMMENT SHEET
DATED AUGUST 19,

COMMENT SHEET
DATED AUGUST 13,

COMMENT SHEET
DATED ADGUST 13,

COMMENT SHEET
DATED AUGUST 10,

1990

1990

1990

1990

1990

1990

1990

1990

1ETTER TO SUE PASTOR

DATED AUGUST 14,

COMMENT SHEET
DATED AUGUST 19,

COMMENT SHEET
DATED AUGUST 22,

1990

1990

1990



State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Carroll D. Besadny, Secretary

Box 7921

Madleon, Wisconain 83707

TELEFAX NO. 6008-267-3579

TDD NO. 808-267-8867

SOLD WASTE TELEFAX NO. $08-267-2748

Septenber 25, 1990 IN REPLY REFER TO: "4440

Mr. Valdas V. Adamkus, Administrator
U. S. EPA Region V

230 S. Dearborn St.

Chicago, 111 60604 '

SUBJECT: Selected Remedy, Algoma Landfi11 Superfund Site
Town of Ahnapee, Wl

Dear Mr. Adamkus:

The Department is providing you with this letter to document our position on
the proposed final remedy for the Algoma Landfill Site. The proposal, s
identified in the July 20, 1990 Proposed Plan, includes the following:

. Construction of a new soil/clay cover over the landfill disposal area
(LDA) meeting the requirements of . NR §04.07, Wis. Adm. Code.

. Construction of the same soil/clay cover over the north and south
disposal areas (NDA and SDA), unless pre-design {nvestigations find that
the areas show no potential for contributing to the contamination at the

site.

. Installation of 2 Tandfi11 gas venting system at the LDA.
. Groundwater and gas monitoring, fnstallation of addittonal monitoring

wells, a site fence, obtaining access rights and obtaining deed
restrictions for property the disposal areas are located on.

Capital Cost: $1,100,000
Annual O&M Cost: $ 11,000

Total Present Worth Cost : $1,300,000

Basad on 30 years of O&M

The Cepartment concurs with the selection of this remedy, as der
and in the Record of Decision for the site.



Mr. Valdas V. Adamkus - September 25, 1990

The S-ate of Wisconsin will contribute 50% of the remedial action costs
associated with this action and 50% of the O&M costs for the first year and
provide for all OM after that, if the potentially responsible parties (PRP’s)
do not agree to fund the remedy and the O&M, We provide this assurance on the
assumption that U. S. EPA will pursue all actions with the PRP’s prior to
expending the fund at the site.

we also understand that our staff will continue to work in close consultation
with your staff during the pre-design, design and construction phases of the
remedy.

Thank you for your support and cooperation in addressing this contamination
problem at the Algoma Landfi11 Site. If you have any questions regarding this
matter, please contact Mr. Paul Didier, Director of the Bursau of Solid and
Hazardous Waste Management, at (608) 266-1327. .

Sincerely,

¢. 0! Besadyy, Secret1ry
CDB:GAE

cc: Lyman Wible - AD/S
Linda Meyer - LC/S
Paul Didier - SW/3
Doug Rossberg - LMD
Bi11 Maubold - U. S. EPA Re81on v, SHS/11
Mar&\G1Esfe1dt/Sue Bangert/Gary Edelstein - SW/3



