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"16. Abstract (Continued)

refuse dump, accepting unknown types of waste. This site does not significantly
contaminate the JDF area. The primary contaminants of concern affecting the ground
water and air are VOCs including benzene, PCE, and TCE; and metals including arsenic.

Remedial activities at the JDF site will be implemented at three of the sites and
include upgrading the landfill cap, and providing site drainage as needed, at the JAB
site; treating the landfill gas by extraction and flaring, upgrading the landfill cap,
and air monitoring at the Old Landfill site; and treating the landfill gas by .
extraction and flaring, upgrading the landfill cap, improving the leachate collection
system, and air monitoring at the New Landfill site. No further action will be
implemented at the Janesville Old Dump site. Overall, contaminated ground water at the
JDF site will be pumped and treated onsite by air stripping, with discharge to Rock
River, in conjunction with ground water monitoring. Ground water and land use and
deed restrictions will be implemented at each site. The estimated present worth cost
for this remedial action is $12,328,000, which includes an annual O&M cost ranging
from $163,600 to $408,100.



REOORD OF DECTISTON
SETECTED REMEDTAL ALTERNATIVE

Site Names and Iocations:

Janesville Ashbeds (JAB)
Janesville 0ld lLandfill ("1978")
Janesville 0ld Dump (™1963")
Janesville New landfill ("1985")

(Collectively referred to as the Janesville Disposal Facility (JDF),
located in Janesville, Wisconsin)

Statement of Basis and Purpose:

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the
Janesville Ashbeds and the Janesville 0ld Landfill Sites (both sites are on
the Natianal Priorities List (NPL), and the cantiguous sites, Janesville
Old Doz ard the Janesville New Landfill Sites (collectively referred to as
the Janesville Disposal Facilities or JOF), located in Janesville,
Wisconsin. The decision has been developed in accordance with CERCIA, as
amended by SARA, and in accordance with RCRA. This decision is based an
the Administrative Record far this site. The attached index identifies the
items that camprise the Administrative Record, upon which the selection of
the remedial action is based. . .

'Ihestateofwiscmsinhasccrnxrmdwimtheselecbedranedy. The
letter of concurrence is attached to the Record of Decision (ROD) package.

Description of the Selected Remedy:

The selected remedy addresses the final remedy for all four sites
individually; but this ROD treats the four sites as one site, the
Janesville Disposal Facility (JDF). The selected remedies for the JDF are
as follows:

Janesville Ashbeds or JAB: Access/lard use restrictions, contairment
of subsurface soils by maintaining the present cap and upgrading the
present cap and site drainage as needed. RCRA requirements, such as
groundwater monitoring, will contimue. The ash pile to the south of the
JAB will be removed.

Janesville Old landfill or "1978" site: Access/land use restrictions,
reccveryandtzeaﬂnentoflarﬂfillgasbymarsofactractimardﬂarirg
(the PRPs have the option to test aut of the landfill gas extraction and
treatment by following Wisconsin’s hazardous air contamination test out
procedures and by demonstrating that the migration of explosive gases has
been prevented), the upgrading of the landfill cap to meet the standards
set by Wisconsin Administrative Code (WAC) NR 504.07, and the contimued
monitoring of the groundwater and air. :



Janesville New lamdfill or "1985" site: Access/land use restrictions,
recovery ard tyeatment of landfill gas by means of extraction amd flaring
(the ”mas"systmstmldbeccrmectedtothesystan.i:staned at the
n1978" sita, if the PRPs do not test out of the system at the "1978" site,
and both should be able to be possibly upgraded to an energy conversion
systan),theupgmdin;otthecaptomeetﬁnstamazdssetbymcm
504.07 (the PRPsS were able to show that the WAC NR 504.07 cap, alang with
the repairs/improvements to the leachate oollection system and the
i:stalmtimotﬂxelardfillgasmtimammaammtsystan,vm
meetoreceedﬂmepexfomamestarﬁar&ofmsmtitleqmmml.u
(13)). and the continued monitoring of the groundwater ard air, alang with
the improving of the leachate collection system. The cap of the "1985"
site shall be tied into the cap of the "1978" gitae.

Janesville 01d Dump or "1963" site: The no action altermative was
chosen for this portion of the JUF, but access/lard use restrictions (tied
in with the restrictions selected far the JAB site) and groundwater
monitoring will need to be continued, alang with the other sites within
JOF.

Overall JOF groundwater contamination: Groundwater use restrictions
for the entire JOF area and the extraction and an-site treatment of the

ater with the extractich wells placed between the JDF and the Rock
River. 'megro.n'dwatarwmmmbemctadaxﬂtmated,aslagas
ﬂeqmmmaterdwrgzadientotmmimmmimntsuatemedﬂn
WAC NR 140 standards. The grounduater extraction amd treatment system may
be combined with the system that may be implemented by Parker Pen Oo.,
located immediately downgradient of JOF, to address groundwater
contamination problems at their facility. The treated groundwater would be
disdmaxgedtothenockkiver,arﬂmzstmeetanbientwrfaoemterqmlity
standards prior to discharge.

Declaration:

The selected remedies are protective of human health and the
envirarment, attain Federal and State requirements' that are applicable, or
relevant and appropriate, to the remedial action. These remedies utilize

st solutions and altermative treatment technologies to the maximum
extent practicable far this site. The remedies for the JOF do utilize
treatment as a principal element of the remedy, as per statutory
preference. 4

&amusemiszanedywillmltinhazardmss;bstarnesrenaini:qar
site above health-based levels, a review will be conducted within
SyearsaftarcaumrcawtotrmdiAlactim,toerﬁmthatﬂerenedy
contimes to provide adequate protection of human health and the
envirament. ’




—— S -- T et o (m =
SRCMISCLID W,ETE - LZgevess 82 27 .=s¢ L2 33Fm 5 22

State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOUQS.E‘?

0 84p0dtay
S sy

Bo. tb;v
Madlson, Wieconsin s3707

N

- File Coda: 4430
DEC 2 71989

Mr. Valdus Adamkus, Regional Administrator
U.S. EPA, Region V

230 S. Dearborn Strest
Chicago, [11inois 60604 .

SUBJECT: Selected Superfund Remedy
Janesville Disposal Facility
Janesville, Wisconsin

Dear Mr. Adamkus:

The Department 1s providing you with this letter to document our position on
the pro?osed final remedy for the Janesville Disposal Facility (JOF). The
proposal as fdentified in the draft Record of Decision includes the following:

1985 Site A landfill gas and flaring system,
upgrading the cap to NR 500 standards, and

repairing and/or improving the leachate collection system.

Estimated Costs Construction - $2,949,000
Operation and Maintenance - $39,500 to $142,000
30 Year Present Net Worth - $4,521,000

1978 Site A landfill gas and flaring system (or to test out of the need to
install the landf{1l gas system) and -
upgrading the cap to NR 500 standards,

Estimated Costs Construction - $3,993,000

Operation and Maintenance - $52,500 to $135,000
30 Year Present Net Worth - $5,331,000

1963 Sita No action other than groundwater extraction (see JDF Groundwater)

and continued monitoring.

Estimated Costs “Monitoring Costs (not quantified)
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My  Adamkus 2.

JAB Cap Maintenance

Estimated Costs tonstruction - $75,000
Operation and Maintenance - $14,100
30-Year Present Net wWorth - $ 292,000

)DF_Ground Water Ground water extraction and treatment to address the
contaminated ground water.

fstimated Costs Construction - $504,000
Operation and Maintenance - $57,000 to $117,000
30-Year Present Net Wworth - $2,184,000

The total 30-year present net worth for the JOF remedial action is
approximately $12,000,000. We understand that if the potentially responsible
parties do not agree to fund the remedy, the State of Wisconsin will
contribute S0% of the remedial action costs associated with the Janesvilie
National Priority List (NPL) sites.

We also understand that our staff will continue to work in close consyltation
with your staff during the pre-design, design, and construction phases of this

project.

Thank you for your support and cooperation in addressing the contamination
problem at JOF. 1f you have any questions regarding this matter, please
contact Mr. Paul Oidier, Oirector of the Bureau of Solid and Hazardous Waste
Management, at (608) 266-1327.

Sincerely,

C.0

C. D. Besadny, Secretd
COB:HT)j

cc: Lyman Wible - AD/S
Linda Wymore - LC/S
Paul Didier - SW/3
Mark Giesfeldt/Sue Bangert - SW/3
Joe Brusca/Mike Schmoller - S00
Dan Cozza - EPA, Region v




ACRONYM LIST FOR JANESVILLE DISPOSAL FACILITIES
JANESVILLE, WISCONSIN

AR Adminisctracive Record
ARAR Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Standards
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response,
- Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
coJ City of Janesville
Frs Feasibirlity Scudy .
Jor Janesville Disposal Facilities
PPC Parker Pen Company
RI Remedial Investigation
RI/FS Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
ROD Record of Decision
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
voc Volatile Organic Compounds

iYOMNR Wi1sconsin Department of Natural Resources



SOMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

JANESVILIE ASHEFIS (“JAB®)
JANESVILIE QLD IANDFILL (®1978%)
JANESVILIE OID DOMP (®1963%)
JANESVILIE NEW LANDFILL (®1S85%)

OQMBINED TO FORM THE JANESVILIE DISPOSAL FACILITY (“JDF™)
LOCATED IN JANESVILIE, WISONSIN

DECEMEER 1989
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JANESVILIE ASHEFIS (JAB)
JANESVILIE OLD IANDFILL (“1978%)
JANESVILLE OID DOMP ("1963")
JANESVILIE NEW IANDFILL (®1985")

COMBINED TO FORM THE JANESVILLIE DISPOSAL FACILITY (JOF)
IOCATED IN JANESVILLIE, WISCONSIN

1. SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTICN

Two sites included an the National Pricrities List (NPL), the Janesville
Ashbads ("JAB") and the Janesville 01d Landfill (the "1978 site", closed in
1978), have been cambined in this Record of Decision (ROD) along with two
non-NPL sites, the Janesville Old Durp (the "1963 site", closed in 1963) ad
the Janesville New Landfill (the "1985 site", closed in 1985). Together,
these four sites camprise the Janesville Disposal Facility (“JDF"). The JOF
is located in the north west cormer of Janesville, Wisconsin (see Figure 1)

approximately 1200 feet to the west of JDF. The Janesville Qurrently
Operating landfill is located immediately north of JOF was not addressed in
the JDF study and is not addressed in this ROD. Individual site locatians
(see Figure 2) and descriptions are as follows:

A) The Janesville Old Dump Site ("1963 site") operated from 1950 until
1963, occupies approximately 15 acres ard is located at the western portion
of the JDF. The "1963" site operated as general refuse durp accepting
unknown types of wastes. The "1963" site was an abandoned sand and gravel
pit. The Janesville Ashbeds are located atop the northwest cormer of the
11963" site and a recycling firm now occupies the northeast portion of the
site. The "1963" site is not on the NPL, but is included in this ROD
because of its proximity to the JAB and because it is a solid waste
management unit under the Camprehensive Envirormental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended (CERCIA)/Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Consent Order. The Remedial
Investigation (RI) has shown that the "1963" site may be contributing to the
groundwater contamination downgradient of the JDF.

B) The Janesville 0ld Landfill ( "1978 site") operated from 1963
until 1978, occupies approximately 18 acres and is located in the central’
portion of the JOF. The n1978" site accepted both municipal and industrial
wastes, including dried sludges from the Janesville Ashbeds and was licensed
by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WINR) . ‘The "1978" site
was an abandoned sand and gravel pit. The "1978" site does not have any
bottan or side liners, but was capped with variable soils, including silty
sard, sandy clay, and sand and gravel, at the time of its closure in 1978.
The "1978" site was listed on the NPL on Septermber 21, 1984 after it was

m that the groundwater around the site was contaminated with inorganic
organic campounds. :
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C) The Janesville New Landfill (™1585 site™) operated from 1978 until
1985, occupies approximately 16 acres and is located on the eastern side of
the JOF. The "1385" site accepted municipal and industrial wastes including
dried sludges fram the Janesville Ashbeds ard was licensad to accept solid
wastes by the WINR. The "1985" site is not on the NPL, but is included in
this ROD because of its proximity to the "1978" site and because it is a
RCRA regulated unit under the CERCIA/RCRA Consent Order. The "1985" site is
reqgulated under the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) as
a facility that closed under interim status. The "1985" site is located in
an extension of the same abandoned sand ard gravel pit as is the "1978"
site. The "1985" site has clay liners and siding and was capped with clay
when it closed in 1985. The site also has a leachate oollection system. -
The "1985" site has had a history of poor cap maintenance and high levels of
gas emissions. The RI has shown that the "1985" site may be contributing
to the graundwater contamination at the JOF, is cantributing to the
contamination of the air around the JDF, and has excessively high leachate
head levels within the leachate collection wells.

D) The Janesville Ashbeds or "JAB", operated  fram 1974 to 1985 and are
located on top of the northwest corner of the "1963" site. JAB consisted of
five (5) ashbeds in which industrial liquids and sludges were deposited and -
allowed to evaporate or dry. The resultant dried sludge was then disposed
of in the "1978" site, and upon its closure, the dried sludge was disposed
of in the "1985" site. The WINR issued a plan approval for the JAB in 1974
and it was licensed to accept hazardous wastes by the WINR in 1983. The
site has been RCRA regulated since November 1980. The JAB site was listed
on the NPL on September 21, 1984 after it was shown that the groundwater
around the site was contaminated with inorganic and organic campaunds.
Beginning in 1983, portions of the JAB were closed, with the whole site
closing in 1985. Closure of the JAB consisted of excavating most of the
contaminated soils, backfilling, and capping with clay. Presently, an
abandoned ash pile remains on site.

The Rock River (see Figures 1 and 2) is the primary surface water body in
the JDF area, flowing fraom north to south in the vicinity of JDF. The Rock
River is considered an effluent stream with groundwater discharge supplying
base flow corditiaons. Other water bodies located near the JDF are the
excavations created by the sand ard gravel mining. One pond is located
immediately south of the "1978" and "1985" sites. These excavation pords
are.thought to be in direct contact with the groundwater.

The JDF area is underlain by sand and gravel outwash deposits and
grouwdwater is present under water table conditions. .The thickness of the
sand and gravel deposits varies from approximately 80 to 350 feet in the
immediate vicinity of the JDF. The depth to groundwater varies with
topographic elevation, but generally is 80 to 100 feet below ground surface
in the uypland areas and within 10 feet in the low lying flood plain areas
directly adjacent to the river. - The groundwater discharges into the Rock
River. Groundwater flow direction in the JDF is toward the southwest;
toward the Rock River. There are no municipal supply wells in the immediate
proximity of the JOF and no private wells exist in the line of the plume
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between the JOF amd the Rock River. The closest downgradient private well
isahigh@pacityhellanemsedforirdstrialmrposasatmeparkerkn
Ompany,hztpr&sently?arkerpequmwism\ecbadtocity\aterardm
lorger uses the well. Approximately 47 private water supply wells are
located north of Black Bridge Road and west of U.S. HWY S1. These wells are
considered to be uypgradient or samewhat sidegradient of the JUF.

II. SITE HISTORY, ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIE: AND SITE STUDIES
A. Site Histary ‘

1. The "1963" site was closed in 1963 after reaching capacity. The,
site was an unengineered disposal area with no liner, leachate collectian
System or cap. Based on information provided by the City of Janesville,
Closure of the "1963" site consisted of the placement of a final cover over
the site. The material used for the ocover was cbtained from a borrow source
near the site and the nature of the materials was not documented.

2. The "1978" site was closed in 1978 after reaching its capacity. It
also was constructed withaut a liner or leachate collection system, but was
capped with a 2 foot layer of clayey material.

3. The "1985" site was also closed after reaching its design capacity.
The "1985" site was constructed with a 5 foot thick clay liner and leachate
collection system. The leachate is collected and discharged to a City of
Janesville sanitary sewer. The landfill was capped with 2 feet of clay
installed in two 1 foot lifts campacted in place. Final closure activities,
in campliance with Wisconsin Administrative Code interim status Chapter NR
181.44(12), were carpleted by Octcber 19, 1985. Following the final shaping
of the site and placement of the clay cover, 6 inches of topsoil, seed,
fertilizer and mulch were applied. Facility Closure Documentation Approval
was received from the WINR on November 11, 1986 and the City of Janesville
responded to the conditions in the WINR Closure Approval Letter on April 8,
1987.

4. JAB beds 1 and 2 were closed in 1983 and 1984. Bed 1 was excavated
in Jamuary 1983 by the City of Janesville and 1,175 tons of the excavated
material was placed in the "1985" site.  Bed 2 was excavated to a depth
approximately 3 feet below the bottam of the waste, in April of 1984.
Approximately 3,175 tons of material was loaded into licensed hazardous
waste hauling trucks and disposed of at Browning Ferris Inc. (BFT) facility
in Winthrop Harbor, Illinois. Miscellanecus rubble material was encountered
at the base of the excavations in beds 1 and 2 and the excavated areas were
backfilled with sand and gravel to campliment the surrounding grade. Beds 3,
4 and 5 were closed campletely in 1985 following a request by the U.S. EPA
and the WINR that no more waste be accepted after the summer of 1985. The
remaining wastes in Beds 3, 4 and 5 were removed by backhoe, lcaded onto
trucks, and disposed of at an off-site licensed hazardous waste disposal
'site. After analysis of the underlying clay liners, the remaining
contaminated material in the three beds were removed. Following this
cleanup, each bed was backfilled with on-site sard and gravel to a height
consistent with the swrrounding contours and capped with 2 feet of clay.
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The clay cover was graded, sloped, and covered with 6 inches of top soil and
seedaed. Final Facility Closure Documentation Approval was received from the
WINR aon November 10, 1586 and the City of Janesville responded to the
carditions in the closure approval letter on December 9, 1986.

B. Enfarcement

Preliminary assessments, site inspection reports and Hazard Ranking System
(Y*HRS") scoring packaqs all conducted in 1983, for the JAB and the "1978"
sites indicated that there exists actual ar poterrt1al for releases of
hazardous substances into the enviromment which may pose a risk to humans
and/or the enviromment. The sites’ HRS scores were high enough (above the
28.5 cut off) so that both sites were included on the NPL in September
1983.

Notice letters informing 24 potentially responsible parties ("PRPs")
(including the sites’ owner/cperator, waste generators and transporters) of
their potential CERCIA liability for the JAB and "1978" sites, and offering
them the opportunity to perform the Remedial I:westigatlav}'easiblhty Study
("RI/FS"), were mailed via certified mail an November 27, 1985. During the
course of the RI/FS negotl.atlons, it was agreed by all partl&s to cambine
the four sites that carprise JDF into a single RI/FS under the joint
authority of CERCIA and RCRA. The U.S. EPA, WI}RarﬂISPRPSSJ.gneda
Consent Order under the joint authority of CERCIA and RCRA in the fall of
1986, with the effective date of December 8, 1986. The Consent Order sets
forth the agreement that the PRPs will conduct an RI/FS at the JDF under the
direct guidance of the U.S. EPA and the WINR. The PRPs hired Warzyn
Engineering, Inc. to conduct the RI/FS.

Negotiations for the remedial design/remedial action (RD/RA) with the PRPs
will proceed aooord_mg to U.S. EPA general guidances and policies. The
participants in the negotiations will likely mclude the PRPs, WINR and
CERCIA and RCRA offices of U.S. EPA.

C. Site stidies

The JDF area has been the subject of many irdependent studies to determine
specifics for each of the individual sites. Some of these studies/reports
deal with the RCRA requirements of the JAB and the "1985" site. The past
studla/reports can be found within the Administrative Record as referenced
in the Administrative Record Index attached to this ROD. The RI Report,
the FS Report and the Prelmlnary Health Assessments for JAB and the "1978"
sites are also included in the Administrative Record and the:Lr results are
surmarized in this ROD as follows:

1. Preliminary Bealth Assessments for JAB and "1978" sites:

Preliminary Health Assessments for JAB and the "1978" site were conducted by
the Wisconsin Division of Health and prepared for the Agency for Toxic
Substance and Disease Registry (ATSIR) as per Section 104(i)(7) (A) of
CERICA. The reports are dated April 14, 1989, but utilized data gathered
only through the first round of the RI. The Healt'h Assessments’ conclusions
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and recamerdations state that contaminated groundwater is the main concern
at this time, and recamends that the residential wells located to the
northwest of JDOF be tested. The Assessments also recammended that more work
be dane to evaluate the potential of air contanination and that more
information be cbtained regarding the municipal wells. Most, if not all, of
ATSIR’s concerns were addressed in subsequent RI phases, including the
sampling of the residential wells located to the northwest of JDF. The
health assessment also recammended that air sanmples for volatile organics be
conducted in residences that lie over the contaminated groundwater plume.
'Dussanplirgneedstobeoaﬁuctedbeforeordurmgthed&ngnofthe
groundwater remediation.

2. Remedial Investigation (RI) Report

The RI field work began in September, 1987 amd was campleted in March, 1989.
The RI at the JDF consisted of the installation of graudwater monitoring
wells, leachate headwells and gas prubes to be cambined with the existing
wells and probes to enable extensive sampling of the leachate, groundwater
ard gas at and aroud the JDF. Surface water ard sediments from the pond
located immediately south of the "1978" ard "1985" site were sampled as well
as surface water and sediments fram the Rock River. The RI Report, with an
Erdangerment Assessment ("EA") included, was campleted on July 20, 198S.

The RI Report as well as the RI work plan and Quality Assurance Project
Plan, are part of the Administrative Record.

The RI consisted of five rourds of sampling with the following medla and
parameters involved: (Sample locations are labeled in Figure 3)

Raund I -~ Sarpled select grourdwater monitoring wells (14) and leachate
wells (7) for the full scan of Target Carpound List parameters and
indicator parameters to determine if parameters could be deleted fram future
rounds of sanpling. RCRA Appendix IX parameters were also sampled for
during Rourd I. (Decerber 1-5, 1987)

Rourd IT - 44 groundwater monitoring wells and 10 surface water locations
within the Rock River and the Pond south of the 1985 and 1978 sites were
sampled for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs), Semi-volatiles, metals,
cyanide and indicator parameters. (April 18-21, 1988)

Round III - 44 groundwater monitoring wells and 10 surface water and six
sediment locations within the Rock River and the Pord south of the 1985 ard
1978 sites were sampled for VOCs, metals, cyanide and indicator parameters.
(July 11-15, 1988)

Rourd 1V - first round of air sampling for VOCs. and particnlat&s from
leachate wells, gas vents, sewer blower and the ambient air. (September 26
and 27, 1988) .

Round V - second round of air sampling for VOCs and particulates from
leachate wells, gas vents, sewer blower and the ambient air. (December 8
and 9, 1988) :
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Six residential drinking water wells, located to the northwest of the JDF,
were sampled for VOCs only by the U.S. EFA an March 27, 1989. The purpose
of these samples was to screen the residential wells to determine if the
conclusions fram the draft RI were correct, and to determine if more
investigation may be warranted. No VOCs were detected in these wells that
cauld be attributed to the JDF, but the residential area shall cantinue to
be monitored.

3. Feasibility Study (FS) Report

'IheFSRepoftwassuhnittedindraftfombytheRespaﬂentstotheU.S. EPA
on August 7, 1989. Caments were made by the U.S. EPA ard the WOR and the
Report was released for public cament on August 21, 1989.

ITI. XMMUNTTY RETATIONS

An RI/FS public meeting was held on August 13, 1987 to inform the local
residents of the Superfund process and about the work to be conducted under
the RI. Many of the issues raised by the cammnity involved the currently
operating landfill north of Black Bridge Road, general health related topics
and concern abaut odors caused by current and past landfill activities.

Two information repositories have been established: at the Janesville
Public Library, 316 Scuth Main Street, Janesville, Wisconsin and at the
Janesville Municipal Building, 18 North Jacksan Street, Janesville,
Wisconsin. According to Section 113(k) (1) of CERCIA, the Administrative
Record has been made available to the public at the Janesville Public
Library.

A public meeting, attended by nearly 40 residents, was held an May 31, 1989
to discuss the findings of the RI. The Wisconsin Department of Health was
also present at the meeting and discussed health related issues and the
Preliminary Health Assessment.

The draft FS and the Proposed Plan were available for public comment from
August 21, through September 15, 1989. A public meeting was held on August
30, 1989 to present the Proposed Plan and the FS Report. Camments received
during the public camment period and the U.S. EPA’s responses to those
comments are included in the attached Responsiveness Summary. The
provisions of Sections 113(k) (2) (B) (i) - (v) and 117 of CERCIA have been
satisfied.

IV. SQOPE AND ROLE OF THE RESPONSE ACTION

The scope of this response action is to provide a final remedy to address .
the contamination and potential contamination caused by the waste disposed -
of in each of the JDF sites. The response actiaon will address the principal
threats caused by the sites, such as the groundwater contamination between
the JDF and the Rock River and the air contamination at and near the "1978"
and "1985" sites. The final remedy will also include cap repair or
enhancement for each of the four units within the JDF and since wastes will -
remain on-site, periodic monitoring will need to be maintained, as well as a



review of carditions after 5 years.

V.

SIMARY OF CURRENT STTE CONDITIONS AND STTE RISKS

The RI/FS Reports have adequately described the current conditions of the
four sites within the JOF. Contaminants detected at JDF, their
concentrations and the affected media are summarized in Table 1.
Contaminants found that can be associated with specific sources or sites ard
specific media within those sites are listed in Tables 2 through 5.

The RI Report and the EA make the following conclusions:

*

*

*

Groud water in the area of JDF flows towards the southwest and
discharges into the Rock River.

There are no residential or municipal drinking water wells in the
direct line of groundwater flow between the JDF and the Rock River.
The JAB is contributing to groundwater contamination which exceeds the
Federal Maximm Contaimment levels ("MCIs") and Wisconsin Enforcement
Standards. This contaminant plume is heading away from the site toward
the southwest with a small camponent heading northwest prior to turning
towards the southwest. JAB is not believed to be contributing to air
contamination in the area of JDF or to the contamination of the Pond
but may be contributing to the contamination of the Rock River due to
local groundwater discharge into the River.

The JAB is contributing to the groundwater contamination of the area.
The 1963 site is believed to be contributing little or no contamination
to the groundwater. The 1963 site is not believed to be contributing
to the air contamination of the JDF area except for low concentrations
of methane emanating fram the site.

The 1978 site is contributing to groundwater contamination in the

area. Concentrations of VOCs and inorganics in the groundwater
downgradient from the 1978 site have been found to exceed the State’s
Enforcement Standards.

The 1985 site and/or the 1978 site are contributing to the
contamination of the groundwater as detected in the monitoring wells
located between the two sites.

Groundwater monitoring wells located in upgradient positions to the JDF
have shown same cantamination, but this is most likely, especially in
the case of the wells nearer to the JAB, caused by mounding effects of
the groundwater due to the volume of wastes put into the sites.

Samples fram the gas vents within the 1978 site and the 1985 site and
of the ambient air at the sites’ borders indicate that these sites are
emitting VOCs and methane into the air. Potential cancer risks due to
air quality on-site is high but risks off-site are not known since
factors to account for atmospheric dispersion were not incarporated
into the site’s risk potential. Concentrations for methane in gas
probes in and near the "1978" and "1985" sites were found to be in the
explosive hazard range. The JAB and the "1363" sites have not been
shown to be contributing to the air contamination in the JDF area.

The 1978 site is contributing low levels of organic and inorganic
contaminatiaon to the pond’s (located just southeast of the site)

surface water and sediment. The 1985 site may also be the cause of



Environmental

TABLE !

CONTAMINANTS DETECTED AT THE JOF

Medium Chemical
GROUNDWATER
Volatile
Chloromethane
vinyl chloride
Chloroethane

Methylene chloride
Acetone
1,1-Dichloroethene
1,1-Dichloroethane
1,2-Dichloroethene
(Total)
Chloroform
2-Butanone
1,1,1-Trichloroethane
Trichloroethene
Benzene
Tetrachloroethene
Toluene
Chlorobenzene
Ethylbenzene
Styrene
Xylenes (total)

Semivolatile

1,4-Dichlorobenzene
Isophorone
2-Methylnaphthalene
Diethylphthalate
Di-n-butylphthalate
Butylbenzylphthalate
bis (2-Ethylhexyl)
phthalate
Di-n-octylphthalate

Pesticide/PCB

None detected

Chemical Concentration

Number Locations
Sampled for Analysis

Geometric Positive
Minimum Maximum Mean Total Detection
ug/L ug/L ug/L 42
- 50 - 1
1 15 5 7
1 4 2 3
2 720 10 7
12 2400 73 23
1 6 3 3
2 6 4 8
2 420 20 14
1 32 3 8
2 8 4 3
9 36 16 6
1 1300 44 16
0.5 3 1.4 7
0.7 4000 45 14
1 16 4 2
- 5 - 1
- 6 - 1
- 7 - 1
6 8 7 2
ug/L ug/L ug/L 42
- 2 - 1
0.3 0.8 0.5 2
- 0.6 - 1
0.3 3 0.5 15
- 0.7 - 1
0.4 43 3 4
1 14 5 6
- 0.9 - 1
14



TABLE
(Continued)

Number Locati

Chemical Concentration .- Sampled for Analvss
Environmental Geometric Positive
Medium Chemical Minimum Maximum Mean Total Detection -
Metal/CND ug/L ug/L ug/L 42
Arsenic 2.3 33.5 15.1 9
Barium 232 529 298 6
Cadmium 5.4 7.0 6.1 3
Chromium (total) - 5.1 - .1
Lead 5.0 13.3 7.5 11
Manganese 26 1790 206 23
SURFACE WATER
Landfill Pond Volatile ug/L ugq/L ug/L 6
1,1-Dichlorcethane - 2 1
1,2-Dichoroethene - 2 - 1
(total)
Trichlorcethene - 1 - 1
Toluene 0.8 1 0.9 2
Semivolatile 6
None Detected
Pesticide/PCB
Not Analyzed
Meta1[CNb ug/L ug/L ug/L -6
Manganese 42 458 92 4
Rock River Volatile ug/L ug/L ug/L 4
1,2-Dichloroethene - 2 - 1
(total)
Chloroform - 1 . - 1
Trichloroethene 4 4 4 2
Tetrachloroethene - 0.8 - 1
Toluene - 0.8 - 1
_Semivolatile ugq/L ug/L ugq/L 4
Diethylphthalate - 0.3 - 1



TABLE

(Continued)
Number Locations
Chemical Concentration Sampled for Analvs®cs
Environmental Geometric Positive
Medium Chemical Minimum Maximum Mean Total Detectinn
Pesticide/PCB
Not Analyzed ,
Metal/CND ug/L ug/L ug/L 4
Mangenese 57 135 - 85 <4
SEDIMENT
Landfi)) Pond Volatile ug/kq uq/kq ud/kq 2
Acetone 61 180 105 2
2-Butanone - 4 - 1
Benzene - 0.9 - 1
Semfvolatile
Not Analyzed
Pesticide/PCB
Not Analyzed
Metal/CNC 2
None Detected
Rock River Volatile ug/ kg ugq/kq uq/kq 4
Acetone - 87 - 1
1,2-Dichloroethene 0.9 3 1.6 2
(total) '
Chioroform - 7 - 1
Trichloroethene - 5 - 1
Benzene - 0.5 - 1
Tetrachloroethene - 5 - 1
Semivolatile

Not Analyzed

Pesticide/PCB

Not Analyzed



Environmental
Med{uym

‘Chemical

SUBSURFACE
SOIL

AMBIENT AIR

Metal/cNC

Cadmium

Volatile

Chloroform
Benzene
Tetrachloroethene
Ethylbenzene

Semivolatile

4-Methylpheno!
Naphthalene
Acenaphthene
Phenanthrene
Anthracene
Fluoranthene

Pyrene
Butylbenzylphthalate
Chrysene
Di-n-octylphthalate
Benzo(b) fluoranthene

Pesticide/PCB

None Detected

Metal/CNC

~Cadmium

Volatile

o-Xylene

m,p-Xylene
Isopropylbenzene
Hexane

Heptane
p-Oichlorobenzene
Acetone

Benzene

2-Butanone

Carbon tetrachlor1de
Chlorodibromomethane

~ Chloroform

Chloromethane

'1,1-Dichloroethane .

TABLE
(Continued)

Chemical Concentration

Number Locatio
Sampled for Ana,

N
o

1 S

Geometric Positive
Minimum Maximum Mean Total Oetection
mg/kq  mg/kg mg/kg 4
- 1.3 - 1
ug/kq ug/kq ugq/kq 7
6 8 7 2
- 1 - 1
- 12 - o1
- 17 - 1
uq/kq ug/kq ug/kq 7
- 78 - 1
- 44 - 1
- 18 - 1
- 270 - 1
- 40 - 1
- 290 - 1
- 220 - 1
160 680 330 2
- 100 - 1
- 69 - 1
- 140 - 1
7
my/kg  ma/kg  mg/kg 7
- 1.7 - 1
mg/m3 mq/m3 mg/m3 6
9.1E-04 2.1E-03 1.4E-03 3
3.2E-04 4.8E-03 2.2E-03 6
9.8€E-05 2.8E-04 1.4E-04 4
4,9E-04 3.3E-03 1.7E-03 6
4,5E-04 2.3E-03 1.1E-03 5
4.1E-04 6.6E-04 5,.5E-04 3
2.9e-03 9.0E-03 4.8E-03 3
7.0E-04 8.6E-03 2.9€-03 6
2.0E-03 2.9E-03  2.4£-03 3
6.3E-04 1.5€-03 9.4E-04 6
- 6.0E-04 - , 1
2.1E-04 3.2E-04 2.7E-04 6
1.2E-05 5.4E-03 5.8E-04 - 6
1.1E-04 8.1E-04 3 0E-04 2



TABLE &

(Continued)
Number Locations
Chemical Concentration Sampled for Analvsic
Environmental Geometric Positive
Mecium Chemical Minimum Maximum Mean Total Detecticn
1,2-Dichloroethane -- 1.1E-04 -- 1
1,1-Oichloroethene 3.9E-04 4.4E-04 4.0E-04 2
Ethylbenzene 6.36-04 4.8E-03 1.3E-03 5
Methylene chloride 1.4£-02 1.3E+00 7.3E-02 6
Styrene 2.1E-04 4,1E-04 3.1E-04 3
Tetrachloroethene 2.4E-04 1.2E-03 7.5E-04 6
Toluene 1.0E-03 2.0E-02 4.1E-03 6
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1.9€-03 9.8£-02 1.1E-02 6
Trichloroethene 4.3e-04 2.0E-02 2.3E-03 6
Trichlorofluoromethane 6.28-03 3.0E-02 1.5E-02 3
Vinyl chloride -- 1.2€-03 -- 1

Semivolatile

Not Analyzed

Pesticide/PCB

Not Analyzed

Metal/CN

Not Analyzed

a Refer to Section 8.3 for data sources and criterfa for site contamination
characterization. Also, refer to appropriate appendices to determine total
chemicals. included in each analysis.

b Elements considered as positive detections for groundwater and surface water
samples exceeded available State of Wisconsin Groundwater Standards,
Preventive Action Limits as described in Chapter NR 140 of the Wisconsin
Administrative Code (Table 53). '

C Elements considered as positive detections in subsurface soils and sediments
exceeded the upper limit of the common concentration range for soils as
described by Lindsay, 1979 (Table 53).

13076.50
BJC/J1v/HWK
(j1v-400-39e]



Compound

Benzene

Toluene

Xylenes

Ethylbenzene

Vinyl Chloride

Total 1,2-dichloroethene
1,1-dichloroethene
Chloroethane

Acetone

2-Butanone

First Column is Round 2 data:

TABLE ¢

SUMMARY OF VOCs DETECTED IN GROUNDWATER

"1985 Site"

Upgradient Wells

W-14 W-29 W29-A

12169

Second column {s Round 3 data.

Downgradient Wells

IR 2 3
—7— < 3
N
8|2
614
113 1
10}4 4110
416 213
4
17
2 10

Concentrations in ug/L; If no value is reported, compound was not detected at contract

lab required detection 1limit.

AJS/sss/NG
[ip1-602-20d)
13091.80




TABLE 2

ROUNDS 2 AND 3 TCL METALS AND CYAMIOE CONCENTRATIONS
“1985" S17¢€

Upgradient Vells Downgradient Vells

V-14 v-29 V-29A IR 2 ) 4
ursenic 7.4 6.4 15.7 15.1
Barium 60.6 | 69.1 64 12 6.2 |47.8 529 299 18) 15.7 9.8 35.1 | 8.9
Lead 3.4 3.5 4.8
[ron 52.3 0.5 20,100 | 12,500 15,300 | 7,910 3.4 26.0
Manganese 35 21.3 51.7 6.0 ;.goo Hso 210 247 8.4 32.4 5.9
_obalt . ’ . .
Wagnes fum 36,400/41,000 44,600| 60.600  40,200|40, 000 67,900 | 56,900 83,700 | 72,300 42,400)48, 300 36,600 40 900
volassium 1,060 |1,100 1,880 | 1110 1,460 |1,920 88.800 | “si,000 17,400 | 8.300 1,660 | 1.670 1,460 [1,%60
Sadius 4,050 {3,930 16,500| 25,800  5.980 6,800 98.900 | 56.500 34100 | 9,900 5190 | 5 610 4,450 |4.580
2nc 220 |66.4 10} 99.1 7.6 |184 TR 23.4 112 45.4 29.8 | 3.5 e |32
Auminum 41.4 [40.0 32.1 55.3 3l.4 30.2
calclum 11,200(76, 400 96,600 168,000  85,300| 83,500 116,000/ 104, 000 114,000 96,600 74,200{77, 400 71,400{72,600
Copper 20.) 8.1 n.l 5.3 8.8 8.3 18.3
Cyenide (mg/L) 0.049 | 0.020 0.038 0.038 0.308 [0.334 0.012

“oncentrations are in ug/L unless otherwise noted; {1f no concentration reported, compound
Ras not detected at contract laboratory required quantitation limits.

1091.60
IS/sss/NG
ptemp-400-63)



TABLE ?

ROUNDS 2 AND 3 TCL HETALS AND CYANIOE CONCENTRATIONS
“1985" Stig

Upgradient VWells Downgradlcnl Wells

"RY) v-29 . V-29A IR 2 ) .
rsenic 7.4 6.4 15.7 15.1
arium 60.6 69.1 64 124 46.2 [47.8 529 299 18) 5. 49.8 35.1 | 18.9
ead 3.4 : 3.5 4“8
ron £2.3 0.5 20,100 | 12,500 15,300 | 7,910 3.4 26.0
anganese 35 2.3 51.7 6.0 ;.290 “60 216 24 48.4 32.4 -. 5.9
obalt : . .
sgnes fum 36,400(41,000 44,600 60,600 40,200/40 000 67,900 | 56.900 83,700 | 72,300 42,400(48.300 36,600{40 900
lasstum 1,060 |1, 100 1480 [ 1 110 1,460 {1,620 88,800 | “si.000 17400 | 8.300 1,660 | 1,620 1,460 1,460
»dlus 4,050 {3,930 18,500] 25,800 5,980 |6'800 98,900 | %6.500 34100 | 9900 5.190 | 5610 4,450 |4 580
nc - 200 |66.4 30} 99.1 7.6 |184 8.4 234 112 5.4 29.8 | 3.5 6 [3)2
uninua a.4 le0.0 32.1 55.) 3.4 30.2
clum 17,200]76,400 96,600{ 168,000 85,300 83 500 116,000} 104,000 114,000] 96600 74,200)77 400 71,400(72. 600
pper 20.) 8.1 .| 5.3 8.8 8.3 18.3
/anide (mg/L) 0.049 | 0.020 0.038 0.0)8 0.308 {0.)34 0.012

oncentrations are in ug/L unless otherwise noted; 1f no concentration reported, compound
as not detected at contract laboratory required quantitation limits,

1091.60
)S/sss /NG
ptemp-400-6))



TABLE 2

ROUNDS 2 AND 3 INDICATOR CONCENTRATIONS
"1985" SITE

Upgradient Weils

Upgradient Wells Downgradient Wells
W-14 W-29 W-29A IR 2 3 4
BOD 4.0 4.0 20 16.0 40 4.0 1.0{2.0
Alkalinity 302 353|529 299281 909{668 496 3231343 2931267
Chloride 16 42 ‘|78 37 |39 130{82 28 21 {24 18 |18
cop 23 107 |64
Total Kjeldahl 0.68 1.12 |0.70 0.13{0.78 50.0§31.2 2.62 0.44 0.280.29
Nitrogen
Ammonia 0.14 0.18 45.5124.9 1.40 0.36 0.21]0.46
Nitrogen
Sulfate 31 36 |47 33 {37 30 |20 18 32 |32 31 |34
T0C ' 8.3 4.8|3.3 6.5 68 |37 3.4 1.5
Total Suspended 132 346166 180 1380|2000 52 76 1422 53 |108
Solids
Nitrate 4.02 6.42{4.90 6.17|6.54 0.28|0.38 0.34 2.49{2.56 4.03|4.52
Nitrogen
Total Phosphorus 0.11 0.34{0.18 0.01|0.20 1.22|1.80 0.22 0.05{0.08 _0.05]|0.07
Total Dissolved 0.02 0.02 0.01}0.01 0.02]0.04 0.0?
Phosphorus -
Total Sulfide

First column 1s Round 2 data, second column {s Round 3 data
Concentrations are in mg/L, 1f no concentration is reported, compound was not detected at CRQL except for
Wells W-14 and 2 for Round 2 data in which no samples were collected for indicator parameters

SGW2/sss/TIM : :
[wptemp-412-90] ' . .



TABLE 2
SUMMARY OF NR140 EXCEEDANCES
Monitoring Wells - *1685° Site(l)

Preventive Enforcement Concentration

Parameter Sample ID Action Limit Standard in Sample (2)
Arsenic 1r-02(3) 5 50 7.4

2 -02 14.3

1R-03 6.4

2 -03 15.1
Barfum 1R-02 200 1000 529

2 -02 299
Iron 1R-02 150 300 20100

2 -92 15900

1R-03 12500

2 -03 7910
Manganese 1R-02 25 S0 1790

3 -01 55

2 -02 270

3 =02 48.4

1R-03 1160

2 =03 247

3 -03 , 32
Trichloroethene 2 -92 0.18 1.8 1.0
Vinyl Chloride 1R-02 0.0015 0.015 1.0

2 =02 1.0

1R-03 | 13.0
1,2-0Oichloroethene 1R-02 10 100 10

2 -03 . 10

(1) Downgradient Wells - ®1985° Site: 1R, 2, 3, 30, 4

(2) Units 1n ug/L unless otherwise noted.

(3) w25-01 indicates Well W-25 Round 1 data; -02 indicates Round 2;
03 indicates Round 3; 92 indicates Round 2 duplicate.

AJS/ndj/TI0
[ndj-401-68P]



W-10

W-

16

Benzene

Vinyl Chloride

Total 1,2-dichloroethene
Trichloroethene
1,1-dichloroethane
Chloroethane

Acetone 400
Methylene chloride 5
2-butanone

First column Is Round 2 data; second column fs Round 3 data.

Concentrations in ug/L; 1f no value {s re

required quantitation limit,

AJS/sss/NG
[4p1-602-20f)

16

TABLE 2
SUMMARY OF VOCs DETECTED IN GROUNDWATER
"1978" Stte

280

3A 4A
T 0.5

514

3|2

ported, compound was not detected at contract 1ab

¥-264

NN~

16

10



Arsenic
Barium
Lead

Iron
Hanganese
‘Cobalt

- Magnesium
potassium
Sodium
linc
Nickel
Aluainua
Calcium

Copper
Cyanide (mg/L)

Upgradient Wells

ROUNDS 2 AND 3 TCL METALS AND CYANIDE CONCENTRATIONS
"1978* SITE

TABLE 3

Downgradient Wells

First column is Round 2 data; second column s Round 3 data.
if no concentration reported, compounds was not detected at contract

Concentrations g
laboratory requ

13091.60
AJS/sss/NG
(wptemp-400-64]

resented in ug/L unless otherwise noted;
red quantitation limit.

v-10 M-16 I an v-22 N-26 W-26A
26.9 31.5 23.6 28.8 10.6 18.0 20.3
79.9 86.5 41.9 5.5 1 190 152 153 171 260 97.2 189 3.6 [18.8
5.2 3.2 3.2 2.9
83.5 36.5 6420 | 7,430 8,030 | 8,550 3,410 | 6,300 4,410 | 10,500 18.3
1.5 15.2 16.8 1.5 81.5 245 262 51140 gs= Y3 a5} 26.2 6.6
.9 )
32.300 | 32,400 31,400 | 32,600 49,200 | 51,400 44,300| 50,000 45,000 | 49,500 34,500 | 48,800 35,000 |38, 200
988 1,190 1,450 1,450 230100 | 230200 17.800] 16.100  19.400 | 18,400 6,600 | 11,900 1,800 |1.810
9,550 11900 6,900 7,010 64.600 | 59,800 25.900] 23.000 66,600 | 86,600 13,700 { 35000 5 420 |5 350
58,6 9.3 l.2 4.9 13.2 9.2 18.3 245 226 2;.; 25.0 150 1R ila
16. 13.9
a4 2.1 . 4. 29.3
139,000 | 132,000 66,000 | 64,200 68,400 | 69,500 77,800 80.200 109,000 107,000 85,000 | 114,000 74,400 |74,100
13.9 i3.1 19.2 15.8 15. | 16.3
0.010 0.025 0.035 0.014 | 0.014 0.082 | 0.076  0.018 | 0.024 0.020 [0.007




BOD

Alkalinity
Chloride

CcoD

Total Kjeldah)
Nitrogen

Ammonia
Nitrogen

" Sulfate

T0C

Total Suspended
Solids

Nitrate
Nitrogen _
Total Phosphorus
Total Dissolved
Phosphorus
Total Sulfide

TABLE 3

ROUNDS 2 AND 3 INDICATOR CONCENTRATIONS

Upgradient Wells

W-16

225
34

0.92

"1978" SITt

Downgradient Wells

3A 4A W-22 W-26 W-26A
2.0 1.0 24 |17 1.0{4.0 2.0]1.0
423 164 4921539 372|447 2881270
115 57 94 1123 40 |60 21 |22
36 27 |26 3o |.

22.5 8.85 8.2114.1 4.918.94 0.37(0.48
21 8.55 6.0112.8 4.717.95 0.22}0.36
26 54 20 {12 40 |36 33 |30
8.7 6.1 18 |9.6 1.8|7.8 6.8
36 36 616]428 1050|372 332]143
0.31 0.30 0.88{0.40 0.04]0.41 2.73}2.97
0.04 0.03 1.0/0.48 0.80(0.40 0.04]0.05
0.04 0.01|0.02 0.03]0.01 0.0l

“First column is Round 2 data, second column {f Round 3 data

Concentrations are in mg/L, 1f no concentration ts reported, compound was not detected at CRQL, except no samples

‘collected for Indicator parameter data. Wells W-10 Rounds 2 and 3; W-16, 3A and 4A Round 2.

SGWZ2/skb/TIM
{wptemp-412-90]




Parameter

Arsenic

Barium

Lead

Iron

Manganese

Trichloroethene

Vinyl Chlortde

- Benzene

TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF NR140 EXCEEDANCES

Monitoring Wells - *1978° site(l)

Sample ID

Preventive
Action Limit

34-02(3)
4A-02
W-22-02
3A-03
4A-03
W-22-03
W-26-03.

w-22-01
w-22-03

W-10-2

3A-02
4A-02
w-22-02
W-26-02
3A-03
4A-03
W-22-03
W-26-03

3A-02
4A-02
W-22-02
3A-03
4A-03
W-22-03
W-26-03

W-26-02
W-26A-02

w-26-02

3A-03
4A-03
w-22-03
Ww-26-03

1,2-Dichloroethene W-26A

(1) Downgradient Wells - °1578" Site:

5

200

150

25

0.18

0.0015

0.067

10

(2) Units in ug/L unless otherwise noted.
(3) W-25-01 indicates Well W-25 Round 1 data; -02 indicates Round 2;

-03 indicates Round 3; 92 indicates Round 2 duplicate.

AJS/sss/TID
[d1k-400-48a)

Enforcement
Standard

50

1000

30
300

50

1.8

0.015

0.67

100

Concentration
in Sample (2)

26.9
23.6
10.6
33.5
28.8
18.0
20.3

223
260

5.2

6420
8030
3410
4410
7430
8550
6340
10500

W-26, W-26A, 3A, 4A, W-22



TABLE 4

SUMMARY OF VOCS DETECTED IN GROUNDWATER
' "1963 Site*

Compound ~ Upgradient Wells Wells Located in or Downgradient of Site
/4 . W-10 W-26 H-26A B-105 8-109 W-21 W-25 W-27
Benzene ’ 1
Vinyl Chloride . 1 |7 7115 414 . 1 8
1,1-dichloroethene 6 3 3 2
Total 1,2-dichloroethene 3 7110 120 {100 8|7 23 | 37
Trichloroethene 2 2 180] 100 49 (120 50 |29 96 (110
Tetrachloroethene 20 | 20
1,1-dichloroethane 516 2 414
~ Chloroethane 1
Methylene Chloride .5
Acetone 400 76 32 19 15

First column is Round 2 data; second column is Round 3 data.
Concentrations in ug/L; if no value is reported, compound was not detected at contract lab required
quantitation limit.

AJS/sss/NEG
[p1-602-20i)
13091.80



rsenic
arium
ead

ron
anganese
bbalt
agnes {un
ytassium
dium
inc

1t imony
ickel
uminun
1cium

pper
rggide (mg/L)

TABLE 4

SUHMARY OF METAL AND CYANIDE DETECTED IN GROUNDWATER
"1963" SITE

rst colﬁmn is Round 2 data; second column ts Round 3 data.

ncentrations in ug/L unless stated otherwise: if no value is reported, compound was

091.60
S/sss/NG
p1-602-20c)

not detected at contract lab required quantitation limit.

Upgradient Wells Wells Located In or Downgradient of Site
¥-10 ¥-26 W-26A 8-105 B-109 W-21 W-25 e
20.3 : 2.3
.§959 86.5 97.2 | 189 34.6 8.8  54.4 £3.3 123 94.1 3334 84 234 260 186 191
X ) 3.6 7
83.5 4,410 | 10,500 78.3 26 4,230 |2,790 1720 1 1,420 | 2 180 70.4
7.5 427 | 45} 26.2 6.6 20.4 | 8.6 1,100 792 797 1,540 1i590 991 1,310
9.3 1.9 7.4 8.1
32,300 | 32,400 34,500 f 48,800 35,000 | 38,200 40,400 40,000 56,400 |55.300 43,900 | 51,400 61,100 | 66,600 48,000 | 51 000.
984 1,190 6,000 | 11,900 1,890 | 1,810 1,440 | 1,450 6,000 [3.730 1.%80 1,860 13,800 | 13,500 13400 |13, 300
9,550 | 11,900 13,700 | 35/000 5’420 5,350 5,850 | 5.870 45,400 (18,900 33 100 9,810 48,700 | 47,700 18.000 |15 800
566 | 4903 25 | 150 13 114 151 2;32 53.6 [37.4 16.1 9.3 101 25 n.s |3
13.9 ) .1 1.2 158 14 |15
a1.4 29.3 30.7
139,000(132,000 85,000 | 114,000 74,400 | 74,100 93,700| 88,200 144,000 142,000 145,000(148,000 128,000| 130,000 128,000]131.000
13.9 15.1 16.3 7.5 5.4 13.2 14.5 8.8
0.010  0.018 | 0.024 0.020 | 0.007 0.014 0.030 |0.028 0.043 0.083 | 0.065  0.02?



80D

Alkalinity

Chloride

cob

Total Kjeldahl
Nitrogen

Ammon{ a
Nitrogen
Sulfate

T0C

Total Suspended
Solids

Nitrate
Nitrogen

Total Phosphorus
Total Dissolved
Phosphorus
Total Sulfide

ROUNDS 2 AND 3 INDICATOR CONCENTRATIONS

Upgradient Wells

Ww-10 W-26 W-26A
4.0 1.0
447 270
60 22
8.94 0.48
71.95 0.36
36 30
1.8 6.8
372 143
0.41 2.97
0.40 0.05
0.01

TABLL 3

"1963" SITE

Wells located In or Downgradient of site

8-105 B-109 Ww-21 W-25 W-
J.0j2.0 4.0(2.0 3.0

335 487|454 574|552 545
29 40 |41 88 92 35

32 39

0.61 2.68]1.78 11 {10.2 12.4
0.52 0.28(0.63 8.719.81 10.8
31 58 |50 44 |38 418
1.5118.1 51 14.4 1.6

400 54 |1000 42801550 908
5.66 1.5212.83 0.05/0.44 0.31
0.31 0.05/0.36 5.44]1.81 0.74
0.03 0.06]0.03 0.03

First column #s Round 2 data, second column {s Round 3 data.
Concentrations are in mg/L, if no value is reported, compound was not detected at CRQL

no samples were collected for indicator parameter analysis.

Rounds 2 and 3: nd Wells W-26, W-26A and B-105, - Round 2.

SGW2/skb/TIM
[wptemp-412-90]

Wells W-10 and B-109

except

2]

533
32
36
10.9

9.94
46
3.6
70
0.73

0.08



TABLE 4

SUMMARY OF NR140 EXCEEDANCES
Downgradient Wells - "1963* Site(1)

Preventive Enforcement Concentration
Parameter Sample ID Action Limit Standard in Sample (2)
Barfum: w-25-01(3) 200 1000 236
W-27-01 232
W-25-02 . 234
W-25-03 260
Lead W-25-01 5 50 5
W-27-03 7.1
Iron W-25-01 150 300 767
W-25-02 1420
W-25-03 2180
Manganese W-25-01 25 50 1640
W-27-01 1130
W-27-02 991
W-25-03 - 1590
W-27-03 1310
Trichloroethene W-25-02 0.18 1.8 ' .96
W-25-03 110
Vinyl Chloride W-25-02 0.0015 0.015 1.0
W-25-03 8
W-27-03 8
Tetrachloroethene W-25-02 0.10 1.0 R 20
' W-25-03 20
1,1-Dichloroethene W-25-02 0.024 0.24 3
W-25-03 2
1,2-Dichloroethene W-25-02 10 100 .23
W-25-03 37

(1) Downgradient Wells - ®1963° Site: W-25 and w-27

(2) Units in ug/L unless otherwise noted.

(3) w-25-01 Indicates Well W-25 Round 1 data; -02 fndicates Round 2;
=03 {ndicates Round 3; 92 Indicates Round 2 duplicate.

AJS/sss/TJD
[d1k-400-48b)



Compound

Vinyl Chloride
1,1-dichloroethene

Total 1,2-dichloroethene
Trichloroethene
Tetrachloroethene
1,1,1-trichloroethane
Methylene Chloride
Acetone

Upgradient Wells

TABLE

5

SUMMARY OF VOCS DETECTED IN GROUNDWATER

JAB

Downgradient Wells

" First column is Round 2 data; second column {s Round 3 data.

Concentrations in ug/L; if no value is reported, compound was not detected at contract lab required quantitation limit.

. AJS/d1k/NEG
[d1k-400-36)

W-21 8-105 8-109 W-5 W-5A v-28 W-28A
Af 4 71 15
6] 3
8{ 7 120]100 871160 4201280 191 1
50]29 1807100 49120 1901180 j10§210 10] 6
480{330 0.7 8401480 410}30
5 7 10 147 2
400 19 32 33 370

W-23

130
46
24

32

140
28
15



Upgradient Vells

v-10 9-10% v-2| )

Arsenic 2.}
bartua 9.9 [86.5  Se.¢ | 533 734 |ae 1)
Iron "n.s % L0 s 4200
Ranganese 20.4 8.6 192 |1 1,100
Cobalt

Ragnestua)2, 300[32,400 40,400{40,000 43,900 {51,400 36,400
Petarstem 1,190]985 1,500 | 1,450 1,700 1,95 6,000
Sodive  9,350/11,900 3,850 | 5,870 35,100 [9.010 43,400
e ss|ee 151 et [i1s2 sy
Ant {mony 1.8

Niche) 11.1

Aluatnve 4.4

Calciua 139,000/132,000 93,700{48,200 145,000]148,000 344000
Copper 13.9 1.9 13.2

Cysntde (mg/1) |0.01 0.004 0.00
First colum 13 Round 2 dats, second coluan 15 round ) data

Concentrations in ug/L wnless otherwise noted;
laboratory required quantitation llalts.

13091.60
AJS/seh/ug
(wpteng-400-63)

9%.1
2,740

$%.300
.10
18,900
1.4

0.7

e

5

ROUNDS 2 AND 3 1(L MLTALS AND CYANIDE CONCENIRATIONS
JAD

142,000 14%,000

5.4
0.028

S ... S | I LI L 2
% 2.4 1.2 16.4
0 206 62.9 | 69.4 5.4 9.1 6.9
6,990 | 7.650 94 1 0150 | 5,000
168 10¢ 98 | 592 0.6 1,320
8.6 8.1
70,600| 63,100 36,900{42,000 38,200 [35.300 40,900
16,900f 17,700 2,370 | 2,320 3,760 | 3,230 2,3%0
92,100] 62,500 24,0001 4,520 25,700 |18.900 " 35 400
12) 19 82.4 $9.6 3.7 .4 99
32.)
30.) 2.3 12.1
)o.7
125,000 92,100/94.600 88,800]142,000 1)8.000
W) 1.y 6.9
0.069 0.016 0.02¢6

11 no concentration reported, compound was not detected sl contract

Downgradient Wells

L
-

62.9 2.2

9.7

43,400
2,160
40,700
.6

7,000
2.8%
9,500
4.0

115,000 §0,$00
11.9
0.008 0.09

88 vy
2.y 19.0 |92 32.9
1.1 1.3

41,600 54,400164,400 )9, 400
1.800 -3,%0] 1.600 1 5%
4,380 45, 400| 68.300 ), 920
9.6 4).) 8 1.3
10,800 141,000]152,000 74,500
2.0 1 e

0.02 0.00)

S LI ]
13.) 4.7
0.8

19.1

41,700 40,800
1,480 2,120
3,310 4720

10 22.)

73,300 11,200
6.7

98w
2.2 193

3.}
12 15.7
41,200 45,200
1,960 1,510
4,290 32,800
6.9 2.}
12,50 115,000

1.9
0.008

3 .

18.9
a.1
8.7

81,700
1.)%0

4,090
289

118,000

o0.on




300
ilkalinity
chloride

(oo

Total Kjeldahl
Nitrogen

Amnon | a
Nitrogen
Sulfate

10C

Total Suspended
Solids

Nitrate
Nitrogen

Tota) Phosphorus
Tota) Dissolved
Phosphorus
Tota) Sulfide

TABLE 5

ROUNDS 2 AND 3 INDICATOR CONCENTRATIONS

JAB
Upgradient Wells Downgradient Wells
v-10 8-105 w-21 8-109 __6ov 68 _B-104 v-28 _W-28A u-5 W-5B
J.0j1.0 18 1.0 6.0 1.011.0 3.042.0 6.0]2.0
355 487|454 601 323 325 560|487 259]284 524]52) 2991281
29 40 41 100 24 20 30 |51 16 |21 86 |176 14 116
32 65 23
0.61 2.68]1.1 14.2 0.3} 1.82  5.24/0.91 0.15]0.41 0.24/0.22 t.19f0.14
0.52 0.28|0.6) 1.715 0.1 1.47  0.2110.23 0.13}0.30 0.25{0.18
i} 58 |50 - 4] 40 4q) 25 |22 29 |32 29 |30 35 |11
1.5]18.1 15.9 17 6.1 64
400 54 1000 3540 89 148 1730596 74 125 180|116 9380150
5.66 1.5212.8) 0.45 2.6 1.64]11.76 6.06[6.92 2.04]2.2) 6.1616.92
0.31 0.05]0.29 1.28 0.04 0.14 1.7410.33 0.03]0.05 0.07(/0.07 0.81(0.02
0.0 0.02 0.04]0.05 .

flr{{'Colu-n’is Round 2 data, second column {s ﬁound 3 data.

Concentrations are in mg/L, 16 no value is reported, compound
Wells U-10, B-109 and M-23, R

SGW2/skb/TIN
[wptemp-412-90)

ounds 2 and J; and vells

v

was not detected at CRQL except no samples were collected for indicator parameter analysis.
B-105, 60W, 68, B8-104; Round 2.



Parameter

Iron

Lead

Manganese

Trichloroethene

Vinyl Chloride

1,1-Dichioroethene

1,2-Dichloroethene

(1) Upgradient Wel

TABLE g
SUMMARY OF NR140 EXCEEDANCES
Upgradient Wells - Jag(l)

Preventive Enforcement

Sample ID Action Limit

W-21-02(3) 150 300
B-109-02
W-21-93

W-10-02 5 S0

W-21-02 25 50
8-109-02
W-21-03

W-21-02 0.18 1.8
B-105-02
8-109-02
w-21-03
B-105-03
8-109-03
W-21-02 0.0015 0.015
8-109-02
w-21-03
8-109-03
8-109-02 0.024 0.24
8-109-03

B-109-02 10 100
8-109-03

1s-JAB: W-10, W-21, B-105, B-109

(2) Units are in ug/L unless otherwise noted.
(3) W-25-01 indicates Well W-25 Round 1 data; -02 indicates Round 2;

=03 indicates

AJS/sss/TJD
(d1k-400-48c]

Round 3; 92 indfcates Round 2 duplicate.

Standard

Concentration
in Sample (2)

1720
4230
892

120
100



TABLE 3§

SUMMARY OF NR140 EXCEEDAN%ES
Downgradient wells - Jas(l)

Preventive Enforcement Cconcentration
Parameter Sample ID Action Limit Standard in Sample (2)
Arsenic ' 60w-02(3) 5 50 25.7
8-104-02 14.2
60w-03 26.6
B-104-03 16.4
Barium 60wW-02 200 1000 270
60wW-03 284
Iron W-5A-01 ‘ 150 300 226
60wW-02 63990
68-02° 494
B-104-02 4150 - )
60W-03 7650 .
B-104-03 5000
Manganese 60W-02 25 50 168
68-02 498
B-104-02 80.6
60W-03 104
68-03 592
B-104-03 1320
W-23-03
Trichloroethene wW-5-02 0.18 1.8 190
W-28-02 © 310
W-28A-02 70
W-5-03 180
W-28-03 210
W-28A-93 7
W-23-02 130
W-23-03 . 140
Tetrachloroethene W-5-02 0.10 1.0 480
W-5A-02 0.7
W-28-02 840
W-28A-02 410
W-5-03 330
W-28-03 480
W-28A-03 : 30
W-23-02 46
1,2-Dichloroethene W-28-02 10 ‘ 100 420
W-28A-02 - 19
W-5-02 87
W-28-03 280
W-5-03 160
Chloride . W-5-03 125 mg/L 250 mg/L 176 mg/L

(1) Downgradient Wells-JAB: W-5, W-5A, W-5B, W-23, W-28, W-28A, B-104, 60-W, 6-8
(2) Units in ug/L unless otherwise noted.
(3) W-25-01 indicates Well W-25 Round 1 data; -02 indicates Round 2:

-03 indicates Round 3; 92 indicates Round 2 duplicate.

AJS/sss/TID  [J1v-400-39¢]



cantamination fard in the pad.

* The contamination of the groudwater at and near the JOF may be
influenced and/or cambined with contamination fram saurces outside of
the JOF area. Other potential or actual sources of contamination
includes the Parker Pen Facility, located just west of the JOF, the
axrently operating landfill just north of the JIF, and other potential
sources which may be located upstream from JOF, an the Rock River.

* Dowu;radletmnockniveralrfacebaterandsedimawthassrmnsane
contamination with volatile organic and inorganic capaurds. The exact
source of the contamination can not be determined but the campounds
found are similar to those faud at the JOF and at the Parker Pen site
(located between JOF ard the Rock River).

* Parker Pen Co. lies between the JOF and the Rock River. High levels of
VOC and chramium contamination were found immediately down gradient
fram Parker Pen. The high levels are attributed to past releases at
the plant including a 1985 spill of TCE and a possible rupture or leak
of a sewer line leading from Parker’s old plating facility (source of
the chramium). The WINR is conducting a separate investigation of the
contamination caused by Parker Pen.

The RI Report cantains an Erdangerment Assessment which characterizes the
mmmardestinatesthemgniuﬁeofpatmtialriskstopxblichealmarﬁ
the enviroment caused by the contaminants identified at the JDF. The EA,
utilizing data obtained from the RI, has identified the following pathways
or routes of actual or potential contamination that may reach the
population and/or the enviromment and which need or may need to be
addressed through same type of remedial action:

a. Individuals breatlung contaminated air, assuming they are exposed
to concentrations measured in ambient air on-site;

b. Hypothetical users of private well water, assuming a private well
is installed within the contaminated aquifer in the future;

C. Children which may swim in the pord immediately south of the "1985"
and "1978" sites; and

d. Envirormental damage to the organisms within the Rock River and/or
the pond located south of the "1985" and "1978" landfills.

The following indicator chemicals were considered to be representative of
site contamination and to pose greatest potential health risk:

vinyl chloride methylene chloride

* *

* acetone & 1,1-dichloroethane

* 1,2-dichloroethene * trichlorocethene

* 1,1,1-trichlorcethane * benzene

* tetrachlorcethene * bis(2-ethylhexyl)prthalate
*

arsenic



9

'Dwnsksassocmtedwiﬂueaduofﬁmepota&ialpaﬂuaysxsmgttehd;mtor
chemicals for the JOF are as follows:

e. Under current site corditions, a potential health risk was
identified for individuals exposed to contaminants identified in ambient air
an-site via inhalation of volatile contaminants. A calculated carcinogenic
risk, using the contaminants methylene ckrloride, benzene and vinyl chloride,
of 7.0E-04 (or seven pecple aut of 10,000) Ywas identified with the
assxmptlmﬂnttrmehﬁlvmtalssmldbeatposedtoaveragecartammant
concentrations measured on the landfill property. A higher risk (1.2E-02)
would result if it is assumed that the individuals are exposed to only
maximm contaminant concentrations. These risk estimates, however, did not
incorporate factors which would account for atmospheric
dispersion/degradation of the contaminants off-site. Risks to subchronic
non—carcinogenic health hazards associated with air contamination at JDF are
listed in the FS as low, with a total exposure pathway hazard index of less
than a value 0.05 for maximm exposures to both children and adults.
Chronic non-carcinogenic health hazards are also low, with a total exposure
pathway hazard index of 0.23 with an average concentration of 0.025 (Hazard
Index values of over 1 indicate there may be potential health risks
associated with exposure to the chemicals evaluated).

f. For groundwater consumption, potential carcinogenic risks ranged
fram approximately 1.4E-03 from exposure to average site contaminant
concentrations to 1.2E-02 from exposure to maximm site contaminant
concentrations. Potential risk to the adverse non—carcinocgenic ‘effects
which may result from a subchronic exposure pericd for both children and
adults, assuming exposure to maximm contaminant concentrations, have been
calculated as having the hazard index value of 18 for children ard 12 for
adults. Average concentration exposures would give subchronic hazard index
values of 0.8 for children ard 0.57 for adults. Potential risk to non-
carcinogenic effects which may result from chronic exposure were calculated
for the non-carcinogenic carmpourds, acetone ard 1,1, 1-trichlorcethane and
the total pathway nskuascalaxlatedtohaveamamnmtazard index of 0.82
and an average value of 0.034.

g. Health risks for children which may swim in the landfill pond were

determined to be 1.5E-08 (total cancer risk from dermal absorption of

contaminants and incidental ingestion of water). The FS states that the
landfill pond does not present risks significantly higher than what would be
expected fram other surface water bodies. Potential risk to non—carcino-
genic health effects were estimated only for incidental ingestion of water
contaminated with 1,1-dichlorcethane and was determined to be very low with
a hazard index of 1.2E-07.

h. The EA within the RI Report concludes that the exposure of
envirommental organisms to contaminants identified fram the JDF
J'nvestigation is very low due to the low concentrations of chemicals
identified in the Rock River and in the landfill pond’s surface water amd
sediments. According to the EA, it appears that there is little potent1a1
for adverse effects to the aquatic organisms in the Rock River or in the
landfill pond ecosystems because the lowest reported toxic concentrations
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(Ambient Water Quality Criteria) in any freshwater apganism are more than
1000 times greater than what is present in the surface water or sediments
near JOF.

The analytical methods used in making the risk calculations are described
within the EA portion of the RI Report. '

The potential exposure pathways are listed in Figure 4 and in Table 6.
Summaries of the cancer and non~carcinogenic (chronic and subchronic) risks
associated with the overall JIF are listed in Tables 7 and 8. Table 9
shows state and federal enforcement standards that apply to the indicator
chemicals for the JOF site.

VI. FEASTIBI H N

Within the FS Report, several technologies and process options were
presented for the sites camwprising the JDF. Criteria used to evaluate the
alternatives for applicability at these sites and to conduct the initial
screening of the altermatives for each of the sites are explained within the
FS Report. Summaries of the alternatives retained for final consideration
at the four sites camprising JDF and the altermatives to address the overall
site problems are listed below. More detailed descriptions can be fourd
within the FS Report.

THE "1985" STT®

ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION

Under this alternative, the public health, public welfare and enviirormental
consequences of taking no further action at the "1985" site will be
evaluated. ARARs concerning landfill gas ("LFG"). emissions and landfill
capping will not be met with this altemative.

ALTERNATIVE 2 - ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, CONTATIMENT OF WASTE, RECOVERY OF
IANDFTIL GAS AND MINITCRING

This alternative will involve the use of deed and lard use restrictions to
assure that future use of this site does not increase the release or
potential release of hazardous substances to the envirormment or became
dangerous to the life or health of the pecple. A fence will be installed
either around the entire site or only around the gas vents, to restrict
access. This alternative also calls for the extraction and treatment of
landfill gas at and near the 1985 site. Gas extraction wells would be
installed at various locations within the landfill to recover IFG. The
various LFG extraction wells would be connected by a gas header pipe system
to a mechanical blower, which will create zones of low pressure within the
landfill and induce gas flow into the wells. The landfill gas that is
extracted would then be flared off. The landfill gas system may be built to
be corverted at a later date to an energy conversion system.

The waste contairment portion of this altermative calls for the present cap
to be evaluated and improved either by cap repair or cap enhancement. Cap
repair could consist of site regrading and placement of additional
campacted clay to improve drainage and repair cracks. Enhanced capping
mﬂdcorsistofeiﬂmerupgmdhg&nexistingcaptometthereqﬁramnts
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VABLE 6

POTENTIAL EXPOSURE PATHWAYS - JOF
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“HAZARD INDICES FOR NON-CARCINOGENIC EFFECTS FROM SUBCHRONIC EXPOSURE
70 MAXTMUM AND AVERAGE CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS

Surface
Groundwater Water Ambient Alr
Child AduTt T Child Child Adult

Tngestion Inhalation  Tngestfon Inhalaflon  Ingestion TnhaTatlon Tnhalation

Methylebe chloride

Max{imum 4.8E-01 -- 3.5€-01 -- -- -- -
Average 6.76-03 -- 4.8E-0) -- -- -- -
Acetone
Maximum 9.6E-02 1.2€-02 6.9E-02 4.0€-03 -- 4.0E-04 1.4€-04
Average 2.9E-03 3.7€-04 2.1E-03 1.2€-04 -- 2.1E-04 7.1E-05
1,1-Dichloroethane
- Maximum 2.0L-04 6.4E-04 1.4E-04 2.1E-04 1.2€-07 8.1E-04 2.6E-04
Average 1.3€-04 4.3E-04 9.2t-05 1.4E-04 -- 2.9E-04 9.7€-05
1,1,1-Trichloroethane
Maximum 1.6E-03 1.8£-03 1.1£-03 5.76-04 -- 4.4€-02 1.56-02
Average 7.1E-04 1.7E-04 5.1E-04 2.6E-04 -- 4.9£-03 1.6£-03
- Tetrachloroethene
Maximum 1.6E+01 -- 1.1€+40] -- -- -- --
Average 1.8E-01 -- 1.3€-01 -- -- o -- --
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
. Maximum 2.8E-02 -- 2.0E-02 -- -- -- _
Average 1.0E-02 -- 7.0£-03 -- -- -- --
Arsenic .
Max{imum 1.3€400 -- 9.6E-01 -- -- - -
Average - 6.0E-01 -- 4.3E-01 -- -- - --



HAZAPD INTICES FOR NONCARCINCGENIC EFFECTS FROM CHIONTS
EAPCSURL TO MAXIMUM AND AVERAGE CINTAMINANT CONCENTRATICNS
Grouncwater Ambient Ain-
Lifetime Average Lifetime Average
Ingestion Inhalaticn Inhalation
Acetone
Maximum 7.4E-01 S.7E-02 : 1.9€-02
Average 2.3E-02 1.7E-03 1.0E8-33
1,1,1-Trichlcroethane
Maximum 1.2£-02 8.3E-C3 2.12-C1
Average 5.6£-03 3.3E-03 2.42-02
Intake Route Total
Maximum 7.5€-01 6.5£E-02 2.3E-01
Average 2.9E-02 5.0E-03 2.58-02
Exposure Pathway Total
Maximum 8.28-01 2.32-01
Average 3.48-02 2.5¢-C2

Since potential cancer effects were considered the most severe health threas
frem chronic exposure, hazard indices (HI), were calculated for exposure to
only non-carcinogens. HIs were calculated from lifetime average
concentrations.

U.S. EPA verified reference doses for 1,2-dichloroethene were not availaktle
and thus, non-carcinogenic hazard was not quantified,. :

Since exposure to surface water was defined as a subchronic exposure,
calculation of risk to noncarcinogenic effects from chronic exposure was not
applicable. '

13076.50
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IABLE 7 (con  Lued)

Surface
GroundwalC(_ﬁ Water Amblent Ais
Child Y 11 [T § G T Child— “ChT1d rdult

TogestTon IohaTatlon  Yagestion lihalation  Tagesilon  Tohalalfon  Tahalation

ntake Route To;al

Maximum ' 1.8£+01 1.4€-02 . 1.20401 4.81-03 1.26-07 4.5L-02 1.5€-02
Average 8.0€-01 1.6€£-03 5.7L-01 5.2L-04 -- $.4€-03 1.8£-03
xposure Pathway Total '

Max {imum v 1.8£+01 1.2€+01 1.2€-07 4.5E-02 1.5€-02
Average 8.0t-01 5.7¢-01 -- 5.4€-03 1.8£-03

azard Indices were calculated only when Critical Toxicity Values were avallable (Table 8.6). Therefore, only indicator
hemicals with U.S. EPA verified reference doses are shown in this table. AIC values were used as health-protective
stimates for AIS values when AlS values were not avaflable.

subchronic exposure is an indefinite period of time often considered to be in the range of 10X of an individual's
ifespan.

--) indicates that either no reference dose for the exposure route was avallable (inhalation), or that the compound was
ot detected in the medium (surface water - fngestion).

JC/J1v/MWK
J1v-400-39n]
3076.50



TABLE 3
CANCER RISK FRCM EXPCSURE TC

MAXIMUM AND AVERASE
CONTAMINANT CONCENT

.
RATICONS

Greuncwater Surface VWater Ambient Air
Dermal Qermal
In-egsign Absc=aticn Inhalaticn [nieg2icn Absgration Inhalation
vinyl chioride
Max. 1.1£-03 L3E-06 3.0€-04 - - 2.3E-C4
Ave, 3.7E-C4 4.4¢-07 1.0€-04 - - -
Methylene chlorid '
Max. - 1.78-04 3.8€-07 7.CE-04 - - 1.2¢€-02
Ave, 2.3E-C5 5.38-09 9.8£-C6 - - 6.3E-04
1,1-Dichioroethane
Max, 1.78-C8 2.1t-08 3.8€-08 1.3e-C8 1.CE-09 4.9¢-08
Ave. 1.1E-05 1.4€-C8 2.58-0% - - 2.5E-0§
Trichloroethene
Max. 4.4€-04 5.4£.07 1.88.07 7.8£-1C £.GE-11 1.4€-04
Ave, 1.5¢8-05 1.9£-08 5.3E-09 - - 2.5E-09
Benzene .
Max. 4.8E-06 5.7€-09 £.5£-06 - - 1.4€-04
Ave, 2.28-06 2.8E-09 2.5¢-06 - - 4.8E-CS
Tetrachicroetnene
Max, 6.1£-03 7.7£-06 §.28.C4 - - 2.4€-06
Ave. 7.1E-08 8.7t-08 1.0£-0% - - 1.6c-06
Bis (2-Zthylhexyl) Phthalate ‘
Max. J.6E-076 9.2¢£-09 NA - - -
Ave. 1.3E-06 3.7e-09 NA - - -
‘Arsenic .
Max. 1.8£-03 NA NA . - -
Ave, 8.5€-04 NA NA - - .
(ntake Reute Total . .
Max. 9.6E-03 1.0£-C5 2.03E-03 1.4€-08 1.13-09 1.28-02
Ave. 1.3€-03 5.7e-07 1.5£-04 - - 7.0E-04
Exposure Pathway Total
Max. 1.2€-02 1.8£-08 1.2€-02
Ave, 1.4€-03 - 7.0E-04

Cancer risks were calculated from lifetime average intake for the groundwater and ambient air
Fathways.,

To provide a health-protective assessment, risks via the dermal apscrption route were estimated using
the highest available cancer potency factor derived for either the oral or inhalation exposure
POut?S. Aiso, the oral cancer potency factor for 1,l-dichlorcethane was used to estimate risk from
inhalation. .

Cancer risks calculated from surface water exposure (assumed to be a subchronic exposure) are likely
conservative estimates since cancer potency factors are based on chronic exposure conditions.

NA - Not applicable to exposure route
(-) Indicates that the compound was not detected in the environmenta) medium,

13076.50
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TABLE -
AFPPLICABLE QR RELEVANT AND APORCPRIATE REQUIREMENTS
FOR PRCTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH

Safe Drinking? Wisconsin GroundwarzerS
water Act Stancar<s
£7A Orinking waterd Enforcement Preveniive
incicazsr MCL MCLG Kealth Advisory Standard Action Limse
Cremical feg/L) (ua/L} [nc/L) {ug/L) (ug/}
vinyl chlorice 2.0 0 1-day/child: 2.6 0.015 0.0ci2

10-day/child: 2.6

Lenger term/child: 0.013
Longer term/adult: 0.046
Methylene Chioride - . 1-day/child: 13.3 150 i
10-¢ay/chiid: 1.5
Acetcre - - - - -
,l.Oichicrcetnane - - - 8s? 85
Trichioroetnene s.¢ 0 - 1.8 0.18
1,1,1 Trichleroethane 200 - 200 l-day/child: 140 200 40

10-day/child: 3§
Lenger term/child: 35
Longer term/adult: 125
Lifetime: 1.0

Eenzene £.0 0 l-day/child: 233 0.67 c.0¢7

1C-cay/cnild: 0.233
etrachlorcetnens - 0 10-day/chiltg: 34 1.0 0.1

Lenger term/child: 1.94
Lenger term/acult: 6.8C

brs (2-Ethylthexyl) - - - - ) -

pritalacze

1,2-0ichlcroethene 70 - 1-day/child: 4.0 100 20
10-day/child: 1.0
Longer tera/child: 1.0
Longer term/acult: 3.5
Lifetime: 0,35

Arsenic 50 50 1-day/child: 0.05 - SC 5

10-¢ay/child: 0.0%
Longer term/child: 0.0%5
Longer term/adult: 0.05

Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL) are enforceable standards defined under the Safe Drinking wWater
Act, to determine safe levels of a given contaminant in the pudlic drinking water supply. The
MCL is defined as the allowable lifetime (70 yr) exposure (2 L/d) to a given contaminant for an
average acult (70 kg) not to be exceeded without risk to health, Faciors involved in its
determination include gastrointestinal absorption, a safety factor to protect potentially
sensitive populations and the economic and. technical feasi%ility of clean-up.

Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLG) are the non-enforceable health guidelines for a
contaminant level in drinking water which would cause no known or potential adverse effect.
MCLG, which are always less than or equal to MCLs, do not consider factors related to clean-up.

Health Advisories (HA) are non-enforceable standards provided by the EPA Office of Drinking Water
which represent concentrations of contaminants in drinking water which are not anticipated to
cause adverse health effects. The HAS were determined from toxicity data describing non-
carcinogenic endpoints only and are calculated for acute (1 day), subchronic 510 dAya and longer
term (months to years) exposure scenarios. In their derivation, it is assumed a 10 kg child
(infant) consumes cne liter of water per day and that a 70 kg adult consumes 2 }iters of water
ger dqy.océince the cis isomer of DCE usua\‘y prodominates in environmental samu'~y, values are
or cis-DCE.

Chagter NR 140 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code defines standards for state y-oundwater

quality. “Enforcement Standards" and “"Preventative Action Limits" are health-besed concentration
of contaminants which when attained cr exceeded require appropriate mitigative actions.

13076.50

BC/j1v/AJS

(31v-400-39q) N

~



1
of a Wisconsin Administrative Code (WAC) NR 504.07 cap or upgrading the
existing cap to meet the requirements of a RCRA Subtitle C/WAC NR 181.44(12)
cap for RCRA interim status facilities or RCRA Subtitle C/WAC NR 181.44(13)
cap for RCRA licensed facilities (see Figures S ard 6 for typical cap
designs). The WAC NR 504.07 cap is more stringent than the cap that is
applicable to this site, the RCRA Subtitle C/WAC NR 181.44(12) cap for
interim status facilities, since the WAC NR 504.07 cap requires an extra
soil layer to account for frost line protection.

The monitoring portion of this altermative calls for the contimed
monitoring of the groundwater and air, and the long-term maintenance of the
cap in acocordance with the appropriate Wisconsin Administrative Codes. :
ARARs regarding LFG emissiaons and landfill capping will be addressed by this
altermative. Estimated costs are based an ranges depending on what type of
capping is selected.

Estimated Construction Cost: $1,141,000 - $5,278,000
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: $39,000 - $142,000
Estimated 30 Year Present Net Worth: $2,713,000 - $6,850,000

THE "1978" SITE

ALTERNATIVE 3 - NO ACTIN

Under this alternative, the public health, public welfare and ernvirormental
consequences of taking no further action at the "1978" site will be
evaluated. ARARS concerning LFG emissions and landfill capping will not be,
met with this alternative.

ALTERNATIVE 4 - ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, CONTAINMENT OF WASTES AND SUBSURFACE
SOILS, AND THE RECOVERY OF LANDFILL GAS

The access restrictions and landfill gas recovery/treatment portions of this
alternative are the same as within Alternative 2 for the "1985" site. The
contaimment of wastes and subsurface soils includes evaluating the present
cap, and upgrading it to meet either the requirements of WAC NR 504.07 or
meet the requirements of RCRA Subtitle G/WAC NR 181.44(13). Groundwater and
air monitoring will contirme as well as the long-term maintenance of the
cap. ARARs regarding LFG emissions and landfill capping will be addressed
by this altermative. Estimated costs are based on ranges depending on what
type of capping is selected.

Estimated Construction Cost: $3,993,000 - $6,617,000
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: $52,500 - $135,000
Estimated 30 Year Present Net worth: $5,331,000 - $7,956,000

THE "1963" SITE

ALTERNATIVE 5 - NO ACTION :

Under this alternative, the public health, public welfare and envirommental
consequences of taking no further action at the '"1963" site will be
evaluated. There are no ARARs that need to be complied with regarding the
capping of the "1963" site. o -



1110V POSE

TOPSOIL ) L 6 -

LAYER —_— ~. —_—— MM TADTH
-w =
- - - [t
COVER LAYES — COMMON EARTH &
H
CLAY CAPPING -
- - <
LAYER —— CCMPACZTED CLAY ~'
|

v THD CCVIR LAWIZ WAS SPITIFTID AT 30 IN. AS A WCEST CASET fIzniziz
TGO ASZREISS THE CONCZEIRNS COF NR 504.07 (35)

WARZ N |SIRUGIURE OF SUBTITLE 0 CAP (NR 500)

' - SCALE: 1" = 4! " REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND
31-39 FEASIBILITY: STUDY E
owN I apo 0 ATJ oarte 82113091 A43 JANESVILLE DISPOSAL FACILITY




Al
[
)

i
VEGITATED 2|
TOPLAYER —— CCMMCN EARTH ~
. R — e GEOTEXTILE
SR INAGE SAND & GRAVEL DRAINAGE <
LA{Z; _ ' = ALRAGL 6"\(\‘; —/'SAND SE:DI“:‘J
g — —— . -
PERMEASILITY | : ‘\MEMBRA:"E
= LCWER
COMPINENT
— UPFLI=R
COMFINENT
* THE JRAINAGI LAYER WAS S“ECIFIED AT 24 IN. TC MECT THE REIQUIRIMENT
THAT THE UPSIX COMPCONENT OF THE LOW PERMEASILITY LAYER BE LOCATED AT LEAST
12 IN. BELOW THE P‘AXWU RECCORDED DEPTH OF FROST WHICH WAS ESTIMATED
TO 82 36 IN.

£
1
~
- STRUCTURE OF SUBTITLE C CAP (AR 16, ]
: WARZYN pep ke 181 48 (13] - T
H SCALE: 1" = &' ” REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND
g . IS 3-9-39 - |FEASIBILITY STUDY
lownge  areod OATE 13091 A42 JANESVILLE DISPOSAL FACILITY

= e e e ot — e - - -



12

ALTERNATIVE 6 — ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, AND CONTATNRMENT OF WASTES AND
SUBSURFACE SOILS ‘

Access restrictions will include deed and land use restrictions for the
property carprising the 1963 site far the purpose of assuring that future
use of the site does not increase the release or potential release of
hazardous substances to the enviroment or became a threat to public health.
The cantainment of wastes and subsurface soils is to be accamplished by
first evaluating the present cap, and by upgrading the landfill cap to
cbtain a cansistent two feet of fine—grained soil cover over the entire
ladfill or to meet the standards set by RCRA Subtitle D/WAC NR 500
requlations. Continmued groundwater monitoring will be part of this
altermative to evaluate the effectiveness of the landfill cap and lang-term
maintenance of the cap will contirmue. Estimate costs are based on rarges
depending an what type of capping is selected.

Estimated Construction Cost: $1,%02,000 - $2,840,000
Estimated Anrmial O&M Cost: $27,200
Estimated 30 Year Present Net Worth: $2,321,000 - $3,259,000

THE JAB STTE

ALTERNATIVE 7 - NO ACTION

Under this alternative, the public health, public welfare and envirommental
consequences of taking no further action at the JAB will be evaluated.
ARARsS regarding this site will not be addressed.

ALTERNATIVE 8 - ACCESS RESIRICTIONS, OONTATNMENT OF SUBSURFACE SOILS .AND
MONTTORING

The access restrictions will be similar to those applied by Alternative 6
for the 1963 site. This altermative also calls for the contairment of the
wastes (which have already been substantially removed) and the subsurface
soils. Contairment options include evaluating the present cap, ard
upgrading it to meet either WAC NR 504.07 standards or RCRA Subtitle C/WAC
NR 181 standards. The monitoring of the groundwater and air emissions, ard
the maintenance of the cap will contime. Estimated costs are based on

ranges depending an what type of capping is selected.

Estimated Construction Cost: $75,000 - $1,160,000
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: $14,100
Estimated 30 Year Present Net Worth: $292,000 - $1,377,000

THE JDF GROUNDWATFR, ADDRESSING OFFP-SITE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATICN
ALTERNATIVE 9 - NO ACTION

Under this alternative, the public health, public welfare and environmental
consequences of taking no further action at the overall JDF site pertaining
to groundwater will be evaluated. ARARS regarding groundwater contamination
will not be addressed by this altermative.

ALTERNATIVE 10 - GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS

This alternative will prumcte the use of deed and groundwater use
restrictions for the area within the groundwater plume, and between the JDF
and the Rock River. Groundwater monitoring will need to be continued.
ARARs regarding groundwater contamination will not be addressed by this
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altermative. Costs associated with this Altermative are related to the
costs of contimued graudwater monitoring utilizing the monitoring wells
already in place.

Estimated Construction Cost: May be same repair costs associated with
the monitoring wells, such as re-development costs.

Estimated Anmual O&M Cost: $55,000

Estimated 30 Year Present Net Worth: No Estimate Available

ALTFRNATIVE 11 - GROONDWATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT

This alternative calls far the installation of groundwater extraction wells
to intercept the groudwater contamination plume. The grourdwater would.
then be sent through a groundvater treatment system cansisting of an air
stripper designed to reduce the concentration of VOCs prior to discharge to
the Rock River. If appreciable amounts of chromium or other inorganics are
detected in the recovered graumdwater, additional treatment for the removal
of these inorganics will be required prior to discharge. Oonsideration will
nead to be given to the contamination being caused by the Parker Pen Site
located immediately downgradient of JDF, whereby if Parker Pen agrees to
carbmemwlthﬂmeml-‘rme&alaction, then the graundwater
extraction wells can be placed down gradient fram Parker Pen and ARARs will
be cbtained. If Parker Pen decides not to cambine resources with the JDF
remedial action, then the groundwater extraction wells called for by this
alternative may be placed downgradient of JDF but upgradient of Parker Pen.
ARARs will be addressed downgradient of JDF with regard to groundwater

Estimated Construction Cost: $504,000
Estimated Anmual O&M Cost: $71,900 - $146,000
Estimated 30 Year Present Net Worth: $2,184,000

ALTERNATIVE 12 - GROONDWATER IN-SITU TREATMENT
This alternative involves the in-situ treatment of the gro.xrﬁwater by means -
of extracting the grourdwater, supplementing it with mutrients and oxygen
and recharging it back into the aquifer to enhance biodegradation of the
groundwater contaminants in place or in-situ. A portion of the extracted
groundwater would still need to be treated by air stripping, as in
Alternative 11, and discharged to the Rock River, to enable the in-situ
treatment to maintain a "closed-loop" injection-recapture system.

Estimated Construction Cost: $1,426,000

Estimated Annual O&M Cost: $69,400 - $240,000

Estimated 30 Year Present Net Worth: $4,797,000

VII. PROPOSED PLAN

The U.S. EPA’s Proposed Plan was released for public comment from August 21
through September 15, 1989 and the PRPs, through their Steering Camnittee,

requested and received an extension to the camment period giving them until
September 20, 1989 to submit their camments. In the Proposed Plan the U.S.

EPA stated that the preferred alternatives were as follows:
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®1985" Site: Preferred Alternative: Campliance with the applicable
requirements of RCRA which will include the corpanents of Alternative 2;
access restrictians, recovery and treatment of landfill gas, and RCRA
Subtitle C/current state capping requirements which may be met by WAC NR
181.44(13) closure, alang with the enhancement of the leachate collection
system. Groudwater and air monitoring will also be contimued, (all
applicable RCRA requirements will still apply to this site. The remedy
proposed for the "1985" site does not conflict with the applicable RCRA
requirements) ;

"1978" Site: Preferred Alternative: Alternative 4; access restrictions,
recovery and treatment of lamdfill gas, and the containment of wastes and
subsurface soils camplying with the standards of WAC NR 504.07;°

"1963" Site: Preferred Alternative: Campliance with the applicable
requirements of RCRA which will include the camponents of Altermative 6;
access restrictions, and the cantairment of wastes and subsurface soils by
maintaining and upgrading the present cap ard site drainage as needed;

“JAB": Preferred Altermative: Altermative 8; access restrictions,
contairment of subsurface soils by maintaining and upgrading the present cap
and site drainage as needed, and contimued groundwater monitoring. (All
applicable RCRA requirements will still apply to this site. The

proposed for the JAB does not conflict with the applicable RCRA
requirements). The ash pile remaining onsite will also be removed; and

JDF GROUNDWATER: Preferred Altermatives: Altermatives 10 amd 11;
groundwater use restrictions and gqroundwater extraction with on-site
treatment with discharge to the Rock River.

VIII. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES TO _THE PROPOSED PIAN

After the public camment period and camments fram the Camumnity and the PRPs
were received, a 60 day technical negotiation was conducted between the U.S.
EPA, WINR and the PRPs, pursuant to Section XXVI of the RI/FS Consent Order.
The following significant changes were warranted after all caments and the
results of the technical negotiation were evaluated. Specific responses to
camments frcmt)‘xepubhcardmePRPsamaddressedmmeattadmed

Responsiveness Summary.

The "1985" Site: The preferred remedy will still cawply with the
applicable requirements of RCRA, which include the camponents of Alternative
2, as previously stated, but the capping requirements for the "1985" site
may be met by WAC NR 504.07. This cap, alorng with the improvements to the
leachate oollection system and the extraction and treatment of landfill gas,
can meet or exceed the performance standards adbtained by a RCRA Subtitle
C/WAC NR 181.44 (12) or (13) cap. The WAC NR 504.07 cap is more stringent
than the cap that is applicable for this site, the RCRA Subtitle C/WAC NR
181. 44(12) cap for interim status facilities, since the WAC NR S04.07 cap
requires an extra soil layer to account for frost line protection. The NR
504.07 cap in conjunction with the improvements to the leachate collection
system, will be able to maintain a leachate head level of one foot or less



15

above the site liner. All applicable RCRA requirements will still apply to
this site and to the remedy selected.

The "1978" Site: The preferred remedy will still consist of the
elements within Alternative 4, except that the PRPs have the option to
either implement the landfill gas extraction and treatment portion of the
altermative or to test out of the need to jmplement the landfill qas
extraction and treatment by 1) installing additional gas probes to verify
that the requirements of WAC NR 506.07(3) are met, and (2) following the
hazardasairomtaminanttasta:tprooedumspecifiedbythem, as
allowed by WAC NR 506.08(6).

The "1963" Site: Based on caments and further review of the data, the
no action alternative was proposed, alang with the deed and 1
restrictions and contimued monitoring. Altemative 5 is now
alternative for the "1963" site.

f
;
:

The "JAB" Site: No changes. Altermative 8 is still the preferred
altermative.

JOF Grourdwater: No significant changes. Alternatives 10 and 11 are
still the preferred altermatives. The PRPs raised the issue of utilizing
alternative concentration limits ("ACIs") instead of using the federal
maximum concentratian limits ('"™CLs)/Wisconsin Enforcement Standards as
guidelines an when groundwater extraction and treatment is necessary. The
U.S. EPA, in consultation with the WONR denied this request because of RCRA
requirements for corrective action and due to WAC NR 181 and WAC NR 140
standards

Another issue regarding the groundwater extraction and treatment is that the
system be cambined, therefore avoiding unnecessary duplication of efforts
with the extraction and treatment system that may be installed by Parker
Pen, immediately downgradient of JDF. The U.S. EPA and the WONR agree that
duplication should be avoided and will agree to this request as lang as the
performance standards are met between JDF and the Rock River ard if
assurances can be given that once Parker Pen has met its cleanup goals, the
system will still be operated as long as is needed to meet the performance
standards for the JDF as stated in this ROD.

Caments received during the public camment period are presented along with
the U.S. EPA response to each, in the attached Responsivencss Summary.

IX. SUMMARY OF QOMPARATIVE ANAIYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives for the "1978" site, JAB, the "1985" site, the "1963" site
and the overall JDF groundwater remedy have been evaluated within the FS
using nine criteria. The nine criteria are summarized as follows:

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT addresses whether or
not a remedy provides adequate protection and describes how risks posed
through each pathway are eliminated, reduced or controlled through
treatment, engineering controls, or institutional controls.
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relevant and appropriate requirements of other Federal and State
ervirommental statutes and/or provide grounds for invaking a waiver.

WWMMmf&smﬂnabilitycfaramdyto
maintain reliable protection of human health and the enviromment over time
once clearup goals have been met.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, CR VOIIME is the anticipated performance of
the treatment technologies a remedy may employ.

smurm(mmaddr%s&stheperiodoftimemededtoadﬁeve
protection, and any adverse i_upactsonh\manhealmardtheexwirormertthat
may be posed during the construction and implementation period until cleamp
goals are achieved.

IMPLEMENTABILITY is the technical and administrative feasibility of a
remedy, including the availability of materials and services needed to
implement a particular option.

OOST includes estimated capital and operation and maintenance costs, and net
present worth costs.

STATE ACCEPIANCE indicates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS ard
Proposed Plan, the State concurs in, opposes, or has no ocamment ‘on the
preferred alternmatives at the present time. The State’s acceptance is
addressed later within this ROD.

OOMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE will be addressed later within this ROD.

Scven of the nine evaluation criteria (excluding state acceptance ard
commnity acceptance) are summarized in Table 10. State and cammunity
acceptance will be discussed later in this ROD.

The following briefly describes how the proposed alternatives for the 1985,
1978, 1963 and JAB sites and the JDF Groundwater carmpare to the other
alternatives and how they stand up to six of the eight criteria (commnity
and state acceptance criteria are discussed later within this ROD).

WLWWOFW}M{WMW: The proposed
alternatives will provide significant protection of human health and the
erviromment. This cambination of alternatives will eliminate the potential
ardfuturethreatscausedbytheoontamimtimtothegrmrdwawrardtome
air by restricting access to the sites or portions of the sites, by
extracting and treating the groundwater and by extracting and flaring the
contaminated landfill gas prior to its migration off-site. Proper closure
of the sites, including improvements or upgrading of the caps such as; a
landfill cap at the "1985" site meeting the standards of WAC NR 504.07 in
conjunction with leachate ocollection repairs and/or improvements for the
1985 site, which will then meet or exceed the standards of a RCRA Subtitle C
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None identified

Kone Identified.

Kot appropriate.

Riskt to human
health fron expo.
sure (o contaam-
inated groundwater
13 cureently low,
However, potentia)
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the future coylg
result in sybstan.
tially increaseq
risks to human
health,

*ot 2rsticable.  we
tngineering controly
1rcienented.

Generally
aTinistratively
feasible. However,

Gbtaining deed
restrictions on
Privately.owned
froperty may be
Gifficu)t and tive-
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State and Federal
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treatment procesy
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Mot required.
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would be sudstan.
tially reduced since
§roundwater extrac-
tion and treatment
would be provided.
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treatment of greund -
water is scmeltay
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than cirect treatment
®ethods,
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feasible, However,
Citaining rermity {or
njectcn wells ang
edsements for off.
$1te censtryucton cay
present ycre
difficulties,
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eaterials are readily
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State and Federal
3tandards pertaining
to surface water
groundwater and air
quality should be
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¥o probiesy
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location-specific
ARARS .

State and federal
requiresents
pertaining to surface
watler discharge, ang
handling and isposal
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treatment process
residuals should be
set,

A waiver may be re-
Quired to a{lo- use
of injection wells
for in-sity
bioreclamation of
groundwater,

Risk to human health
and the environment
would be substan-
tistly reduced since
groundwater extrac-
tion and {n-sity
bioreclamation would
be impiemented.
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cap, meeting WAC NR 504.07 standards far the 1978 site, and the upgrading of
the JAB cap to assure proper maintenance and drainage, will help to reduce
the amourt of contaminants by reducing leachate generation and causing a
reduction in the movement of contamination from the site area Into off-site
locations. Capping improvements were not deemed necessary at this time for
the "1963" site since the site is contributing little or no contamination to
the groudwater. The no action altematives, (Altermatives 1, 3, 7 amd 9),
will not provide any additional protection to human health or the
enviromment as will the proposed altermatives since the contamination
(groundwater and air) will not be treated and access to the sites would
remain unrestricted. Groundwater extraction with on-site treatment,
Alternative 11, is camparable with regard to overall protection with the
groundwater in-situ treatment altermative, Alternative 12, but Alternative
11 is more feasible and econamical than is Altermative 12. The landfill
caps not proposed do not cbtain ARARs for the particular landfill, are not
as protective as the capping alternmative chosen, or are overly protective
and therefore deemed impractical and infeasible for the particular landfill.

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS: The cambination of proposed altermatives will meet
all State and Federal ARARs including the carpliance with RCRA interim
status and corrective action requirements for the 1985 site, the upgrading
and/or enhancement of the caps at the JAB arnd "1978" sites, and the
treatment of contaminated air and groundwater throughout the JDF. By
extracting and treating the contaminated groundwater downgradient of the
JDOF, but prior to its discharge into the Rock River, the groundwater
contamination exceeding the Federal MCLs/Wisconsin Enforcement Standards
will be addressed and will meet ARARs. The no action alternatives
(Alternatives 1, 3, 7, and 9), will not meet ARARS for site closure nor
will they properly address the ARARs for contamination in the air and/or
groundwater. The in-situ groundwater treatment alternative, Altermative 12,
would address the ARARs for the contamination found in the groundwater but
the proposed alternmative utilizing on-site treatment is more practicable and
feasible because of site conditions. For the groundwater treatment
alternatives, any discharges to the Rock River will need to caply with
ARARS.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE: The cambination of proposed
alternatives will provide reliable protection of huran health and the
ervirorment over time. The capping options afforded by the proposed
alternatives, including the actions to be taken to comply with RCRA
corrective action at the "1985" site, and the upgrading of the cap at the
"1978" site, will maintain or improve the protectiveness with regard to
direct contact with onsite contaminants in soil and landfill contents ard
will roduce the amount of contamination reaching the groundwater by reducing
leachate generation. The caps, including the present cap at the JAB, will
need to be maintained to ensure their effectiveness. Groundwater ard
landfill gas extraction and treatment options afforded by the proposed
alternatives will effectively prevent the spread of contamination and will
contime to reduce the levels of contamination. Groundwater and landfill
gas extraction and treatment will require monitoring and inspection to -
ensure effectiveness. With proper maintenance, both the capping

. altermatives and the extraction and treatment altermatives (groundwater and
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landfill gas) will be reliable. The no action alternatives (Altematives 1,
3, 7 amd 9) wauld not offer any long-term effectiveness at all since
contaminants would continue to be released to the envirorment. Capping ad
gramndwater extraction and treatment options not chosen would provide
varying degrees of long-term effectiveness and permanence (in same instances
the capping altermatives may provide more permanence) but the proposed
altermatives are deemed more practicable and feasible to address site
corditions. Altermatives to address site contamination, such as
solidification, incineration or other more permanent measures, were not
evaluated for the JOF since no "hot spots™ of contamination were found
within the JDF area, and to remove all the waste from the JIF would be
deemed extremely impractical and infeasible.

REDUCTICN OF TQXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME: Pmposed Alternative 2 far the
"1985" site ard Albematlve 4 for the "1978" site including LFG recovery ard
flar:Lng, will reduce the toxicity and the mobility of the contamination in
the air at and around the site. The LFG extraction and flaring altermatives
will effectively reduce the toxicity of the contaminants that are or may be
migrating off-site and will also severely restrict the mobility of the
contaminants by collecting and treating them. The groundwater extraction
and treatment alternative chosen, Altermative 11, will not reduce the
taxicity, mobility or volume of the contaminants since the contaminants are
simply being transferred from the water to the air. However, if deemed
necessary, a treatment system such as an air scrubber may be installed.
Altermatives not proposed either do not reduce the toxicity, mebility or
volume of the contaminants at the site or are not as practicable or feasible
for the site conditions as are the proposed altermatives. None of:-the
landfill cap alternatives, selected or not selected, will reduce the
toxicity, mobility or volume of the contaminants at the JDF. However, the
capping altermatives selected will aid in restricting releases fram
ocauring fram the sites.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS: The proposed alternatives will provide same
degree of short-term effectivencss. The access restriction portions of the
proposed alternatives will offer immediate protection to the nearby
population with little or no implementation time required. The capping and
collection and treatment portions of the proposed alternatives will require
more time to be implemented and became effective. No adverse impacts to the
neighboring community or enviromment are anticipated during the
implementation of any of the proposed altermatives. The alternmatives not
proposed for this site either do not afford any protection and therefore
have no short-term effectiveness (no action altematives) or have similar
implementation times and effectiveness as the proposed altermatives.

IMPLEMENTABILITY: The alternatives within the proposed altermatives
include differing degrees of implementability. The access restrictions
portions of the proposed altermatives; will be easily implemented since the
City of Janesville owns the JDF Site and governs the area impacted by the
contamination. Same coordination between local agencies will be requ:.red to
implement the deed restrictions on and near the JDF Sites. The capping
portions of the proposed altermatives will be samewhat more difficult to
implenent than same of the capping optiaons not chosen, such as the no action
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alternatives (except for the "1963" site), but the proposed alternatives
offer greater reduction in leachate generation ard attain ARARS. The
portions of the proposed altermatives regarding landfill gas and grourdwater
extraction and treatment may require more studies to aid in design. The
technology is available and proven for the extraction and treatment of
landfill gas and the groundwater called for by the proposed altermatives.
The groundwater in-situ treatment alternative, Alternative 12, would be more
difficult to implement than the proposed alternative, Alternmative 11, since
in-situ treatment requires the introduction of mutrients and oxygen into the
groundwater and its results would not be as definite as those produced by
the proposed alternative.

COST: The proposed alternatives are campared to each other with regard to
the criteria listed above and then when two or more remedies achieve the
same goal (ie., achieve ARARS), cost can became a determining factor.
However, because the remedy(ies) at the JDF are to satisfy RCRA as well as
CERCIA, cost as an evaluation factor has been given less emphasis with
respect to sites which will be addressed using RCRA authorities.
Construction costs arnd operation and maintenance (O&M) costs for each
alternative are summarized in Table 10 ard within the FS. The alternatives
proposed are believed to be the most cost—effective remedies to meet the
cbjectives of CERCIA and RCRA.

X. THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based on the findings of the RI/FS and the documents within the -
Administrative Record and the results of the publlc cament period, the
selected remedy for each of the JDF camponents is as follows:

THE "1985" SITE: Compliance with the applicable requirements of RCRA which
will include the campanents of Altermative 2. Since the "1985" site is not
an NPL site, campliance with this remedial decision will be achieved through
RCRA authorities. Alternative 2 camponents to be implemented include the
following:

* Access restrictions which will pramote the use of deed and land
use restrictions to assure that future use of this site does not
increase the release or potential release of hazardous substances
to the envirament or became dangerous to the life ar health of
people; a fence will need to be installed around the machinery
used to gather the landfill gas, both for the protection of the
people and of the machinery. A fence may need to be installed
around the landfill gas collection wells, but this can not be
determined until after the system is designed.

* An IFG extraction and flaring system that may later be caverted
into an energy canverting system will be installed. The landfill
gas extraction and flaring system will be designed during the
Remedial Design stage, but may involve a mmber of LFG extraction
wells which will be camected by a gas header pipe system to a
mechanical blower, which in tarm will create zanes of low pressure
within the landfill and induce gas flow into the wells.
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tle G/WAC NR 181.44 (13) cap.) The cap for the 1985 site
d be tied into the cap far the 1978 site.

mmmmtamn;imltﬁugﬁxenmitorin;ofthegxund.ater
and air, according to RCRA, and the lag-term maintenance of the
landfill cap.

‘The repairing and/ar the improving of the leachate collection
system, as required by RCRA/WAC to assure that no more than one
(1) foot of leachate exists above the bottam liner.

*1985" site cleanup goals ar standards:

- meet the closure perfarmance standards as stated within
WAC NR 504.07,

- meet RCRA requirements far post—-closure and corrective
action,

- eliminate the risk caused by an—site and off-site
breathing of contaminated air caused by the emissions of
landfill gas, meeting the requirements of WAC NR 400
stardards; amd

- repauaxﬂ/ormprovethelead\atecollectimsystmto
eliminate excessive head levels, (head levels will be no
mrethanlfootabovethebcttanlm)

Estimated Costs: -
Estimated Construction Cost: $2,949,000
Estimated Arrual O&M Cost: $39,500 - $142,000
Estimated 30 Year Present Nct Worth: $4,521, 000

THE "1978" SITE: The selected remedy will include campanents of Alternative
4, including the following:

E

Access restrictions which will pramote the use of deed ard lamd
use restrictions to assure that future use of this site does not
increase the release or potential release of hazardous substances
to the envirament or became dangerous to the life or health of
people; a fence will need to be installed around the machinery
used to gather the landfill gas, both for the protection of the .
people and of the machinery. A fence may.need to be installed
around the landfill gas ocollection wells, but this can not be
determined until after the system is designed or until after the
PRPs exercise their option to test aut of the requirement to
m(tractarﬂtmatthelmasallaaedbymmsoeosw)ard

address the potential for explosive gas migration.
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An LFG extraction and flaring system that may later be converted
jnto.anamqyazwe.rtimeystm. The lamdfill gas extraction amd

connected by a gas bheader pipe system to a

vhich in tum will create zones of low pressure wi

lamdfill and induce gas flow bito the wells. The

the "1978% site may be tied into the being

the "1985" site and may also eventually be tied into a system

which may be developed for the aurrentl
i amd

%
;
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E
a

1lamdfill cover to camply with the standards of WAC NR 504.07. The
landfillcapfarthelmssitestmldbetiedintoﬂweapfarthe
1985 site.

"1978" clean-p goals or standards:

- meet WAC NR 504.07 capping/cover requirements,

- eliminate the risks caused by the an-site and off-site
breathing of contaminated air caused by the emissians of
lardfillgasbyiuplmﬂ;irqﬂmelmextxactimarﬂ
t:reamentsystanorsxnceedingwimﬂuehazardmsair
cantaminant test out procedures.

Estimated Costs:

Estimated Construction Cost: $3,993,000

Estimated Anmaal O&M Cost: $52,500 - $135,000

Estimated 30 Year Present Net Worth: $5,331,000
(Estimtedoostsareassmimﬂatﬂxemactractimarﬂ
treatment system will be implemented. The cost of the hazardous
air contaminant test out procedures has not been estimated)

3" SITE: The selected remedy will include components of Alternmative

5, the no action altermative. However, the following will still need to be
implemented: (Since the "1963" site is not an the NPL, these requirements
and any others which may arise in the future, are expected to be achieved
.through RCRA authorities.)

Amrwtrictiasmid)winpxmntethetseofdeedanilarﬂ
use restrictions to assure that future use of this site does not
1rmuaseﬂme.mleaseorpcta1tialmleaseoftazard:ssxbstam
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to the ervirament or become dangerous to the life ar health of
pecple.

* Cantinued groundwater monitoring.
* "1963" cleanyp goals ar standards:

- None

* Estimated Costs:
Estimated Construction Cost: Will have same costs
Estimted Arrual OM Cost: associated with the

Estimted 30 Year Present Ret Worth: antnruedmtan:g

THE JAB STTE: The selected remedy will include camponents of Altermative 8,
including the following:

* Access restrictions which will pramote the use of deed and lard
use restrictions to assure that future use of this site does not
increase the release ar potential release of hazardous substances
to the envirament or beccme dangerous to the life or health of

pecple.

* The contairment of wastes and subsurface soils by maintaining the
present cap and upgrading the presemt cap and site drainage, as
needed.

. Cantinue graumndwater monitoring.
* Camply with all applicable RCRA requirements.

* Remove and properly dispose of the remining ash pile located to
the south of the JAB as per WAC NR 500 - 520. The ash is
requlated as a solid waste as defined by Wis. Stats. 144.01(15)

* JAB clecanp goals or standards:
- camply with RCRA post—closure and corrective action
requirements,
- a&st_xrempisprwerlymjntairﬁdardaswmprtpersite
drainage.

* Estimated Costs:
Estimated OConstruction Cost: $75,000
Estimated Anrmual O&M Cost: $14,100
" Pstimated 30 Year Proesent Net Worth: $292,000

JDF GROUNIWATER: The sclected remedy will include the camponents of
Altermative 10 and cagponents of Alternative 11, including the following:

* The provisions of Altermative 10 will promote the use of deed and
gmmimter\sexustrictiorsfortheareabetxeenthaJDFardthe
Rock River.
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'meirstanatimofgru.nbaterenctractimvellstointaroeptthe
gxunﬂuateroataminatimpricx‘toitxeadﬁn;themdcniver.
Thegrunﬂuaterp.mparﬂtreatsystalmallbeomstmx:tedto
allowaxfficientp.npa;etointerceptgrunﬂ-aterﬁmasfzr
sa:ﬁxmmeilallzsazeaandasfarrnﬂiIasu:eWeuwQAama.

dn'in;thenamdialnesignstaqeardvﬂltahaintoaommtﬁme
systanmatmybeixstanedimndjatelyd:.n;radientofthem,
at the Parker Pen site. The gramdwater may need to be treated
for inarganics as well, ifsanplirgdetemhmﬁatirnrganix:s
wittﬁnthep.mpedgrumﬁ-ateraceenhfederalarstatestarﬂanh.
'metreated\aterwﬁlﬂmbedisd\axgedhmothemdckiver.
Thegro.mterwnlneedtoheadrwtedardtreatedaslagas
the groundwater within, at,arﬂdcut;raxﬁartofﬂwemmaim
contaminants that exceed the WAC NR 140 standards. The treated

terwillberequiredtometthewaterqxalitysta:ﬁaxﬂs
OIWACNRIOZ,}RIM,MQIOS,NRIOG,NR207,arﬂﬂxawm
pemitrequjnamantsofNRzooardrRZZOprinrtodisdmargeinto
the Rock River.

Oontimued groundwater monitaring.

JOF Groundwater clean—up goals ar standards:

- Provideagxmrd&aterextractimsystanﬂmatiss
effective or more effective than the system proposed in
the August 1989 Feasibility study:;

- pmpardtreattheqxuxrrbaterthilmfedemlncrs/mc
NR140exocxadarDSesdstbetwee1Ju’amu1eRockRiver:

- prevmtoontamimtedgranﬂuatexﬁ'cnreadﬁmthemck
River,

- eliminate the health risks associated with the
cantaminated groundwater, ie. contaminants over the
federal MCLs/Wisconsin Enfarcement Standards;

- cazplywit;hR(RApost—dosurearﬂcorrectiveactim

requirements;

- meetsm'fwewaberq.xalitystardanbaspermcmmz,m
104, NR 105, NR 106, NR 200, NR 208, and NR 220, with
regaxdstoﬂmedisdmgeofuuetmatedgran'dwaberhmo
the Rock River; amd _

- nnetairqnlitystardardsasperchR4oo-499with
regaxdstotheenissioxsassociatedwiﬂ\thetxnatingof
the contaminated groundwater.

Estimated Costs:
Estimated Construction Cost: $504,000
Estimted Anmial O&M Cost: $57,000 - $117,000
Estimated 30 Year Present Net Worth: $2,184,000
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XI. CCMMUNTTY ACCEPTANCE

No significant issues were raised during the public meeting to alter the
campanents of the Preferred Alternatives. Changes to the preferred
alternatives as stated in the Proposed Plan presented to the public, based
on caments received frmﬂuepblicmﬁﬂme%darimﬂwcmmﬁperiod
arrlduringﬂmewdaytedmicalnegctiatimamdjsassedinSectimVInof
this document. Individual caments and letters are sumarized within
Attachment 1, the Responsiveness Summary, attached to this document.

XI11. STATE ACCEPTANCE

The letter stating the WINR’s acceptance of the U.S. EPA’s Selected Remedial
Action Alternmatives is found as Attachment 2 to this document.

XIII. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected altermatives for the Janesville Disposal Facility, as listed in
Section VIII of this ROD, meet the statutory requirements in that they are
protective of human health ard the envirorment, attain ARARs, utilize
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource
recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable and have a
preference for treatment as a principal element, as described below:

Protection of Human Health and the Bvirament;

The selected remedy, a cambination of altermatives addressing each
individual site within the JDF, will be protective of human health and the
envirorment through the use of land and groundwater use restrictions,
contairmment of wastes and subsurface soils, and by the extraction and
treatment of contaminated landfill gas and the extraction and treatment of
. the contaminated grourdwater.

Protectiveness will be achieved by the upgrading of the caps for the "1985"
and "1978" sites and by assuring the proper maintenance and drainage
control for the JAB. (Based on the findings of the RI, a cap upgrade was
not deemed necessary at this time for the "1963" site). Cap upgrades 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 groundwater. Since untreated wastes will remain within the sites, the

ter will continmue to be monitored to ensure the protectiveness of
the selected remcdies.

Protectiveness will also be achieved by the extraction and treatment of the
contaminated landfill gas at the "1985" and "1978" sites (the PRPs may
exercise their option and elect to try to test out of the need to inmplement
the 1FG extraction and treatment at the "1978" site by following the
hazardous air contaminant procedures as allowed by WAC NR 506.08(6) and by
demonstrating that the migration of explosive gases has been prevented) ard
_ of extraction and treatment of the contaminated groundwater downgradient of
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JDFbetweenJDFandtheRoclever By treating the landfill gas and the
groudwater, the risks associated with the respective contamination will be
greatly reduced, if not eliminated. The extraction and treatment remedies
are reliable methods to assure the protectiveness of human health ard the
envirorment.

The access/land use restrictions and the graundwater use restrictions
implemented by the selected altermatives will aid in achieving the
protectiveness of human health and the envirament. The restrictions will
reduce the likelihood of activities occurring an-site that may damage the
sites’ caps and will prohibit the installation of water supply wells in the
area occupied by the JOF and between the JOF and the Rock River.

There will be no unacceptable short-term risks ar cross-media impacts caused
by the implementatian of the selected remedies.

Attairment of ARARS:

The selected remedies will be designed to meet all the applicable, or

relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) of Federal and more strmgent
State envirommental laws. A list of the probable ARARs for the JDF sites
is listed within the FS. The primary ARARs that will be achieved by each
of the selected altermatives for the individual sites are as follows. Each
ARAR is designated as either applicable or relevant and appropriate.

Closure Requirements:

"1985" Site;

* capping requirements as stated in WAC NR 504.07. (U.S. EPA,
in consultation with the WINR, determined that the WAC NR
504.07 cap in conjunction with the improvements to the
leachate collection system and the extraction and treatment of
LFG, the ARARs of RCRA Subtitle C will be acbtained.)

* monitoring, laong-term care ard closure requirements as
required under RCRA/WAC NR 181,

* are all applicable to the '"1985" site.

"1978" Site;
* capping requirements as stated WAC NR 504.07,
* monitoring and proper cap maintenance will follow standards
stated in WAC NR 508 and WAC NR 514,
* are applicable to the "1978" site.

"1963" Site;

* there are no capping ARARs for the "1963" site, but cap
improvements as called for by RCRA corrective action for
solid waste management units as determined by 40 CFR 264 may
be applicable.

JAB Site; '
* capping requirements with proper cap maintenance as stated in
WAC NR 181 are applicable.
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Contaminated Air Concerns:

"n1385" Site;

* National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards
as referred to by 40 CFR 50, regarding the particulate
standards that apply to dust generating canstruction
activities,

* WAC NR 400 series regulations covering the range of Wisconsin
air quality requirements,

* Performance standards regarding the control of landfill gas
emissions as stated in WAC NR 504.04(4) (e) amd (f) and the
design criteria as outlined in WAC NR 504.05(7) ard (8),

* landfill closure requirements as stated in WAC NR 506.08(6)
requiring landfill gas control/treatment system in landfills
with more that 500,000 cu yds of waste, ard

b thegasmtormrequumxtsasstatedinmcmsoa 04(2),
requiring landfill gas monitoring to assess gas migration and

: the effectiveness of any landfill gas control system,

* are applicable.

"1978" Site;
* same as for the "1985" site.

JDF Groundwater;

* Control of hazardous pollutants as stated in WAC NR 445, which
establishes hourly or anmual emission rate limits for
specific substances.

* is applicable

Contamirated Groundwater concerns:

JDF Groumdwater;

* MCLs as called for by the Safe Drinking Water Act, to be
met within and at the JDF and between the JDF sites and the
Rock River,

* Enforceable limits for substances in groundwater released from
a solid waste management unit permitted under RCRA, as stated
in 40 CFR 264.94,

* Groundwvater quality standards as stated in WAC NR 140, and

* Groundwater monitoring to be conducted at all the sites as
per RCRA closure and corrective action requirements, as stated
in 40 CFR 264 requirements and within WAC NR 140/141 and NR
508, are applicable to the groundwater contamination found at
the JOF.

Surface Water Concerns:
JDF';

* Surface water quality standards set forth in WAC NR 102 for
the discharged treated groundwater,
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* WAC NR 104, 105 ard 106 standards regarding criteria for
acceptable discharge limits as well as the limits set forth in
WAC NR 217/220, ad .

* FedaralNPlISRegulatiorsasstatedianFRDZ, 125 ard
131,

* amapplicabletoﬂwedisdxargeofmetreatedgmnﬂuaner
fran the JDF sites. .

Cost Effectiveness; .
Since the JDF contains two RCRA regulated facilities, and the other two sites
within the JDF are RCRA solid waste management units, cost effectiveness is
not of major concern in choosing remedial actions for portions of the JDF
covered under RCRA authorities. However, the selected remedies for the JOF
are considered cost effective when campared to alternatives not chosen, which
may have had a similar or greater degree of protectiveness to the envirarment
and to public health. For instance, Alternative 12, in-situ groundwater
treatment, yields results similar to Alternative 11, groundwater extraction
and treatment, but Alternmative 11 was chosen because it is estimated to be
half as costly as Altermative 12. Also, the maximum cap upgrades were not
chosen for any of the JDF units, while the performance standards will still
be achieved, so the selected altermatives are certainly more cost effective
than same of the capping altermatives not selected. The total cost for the
selected remcdies at the JDF are estimated for a 30 year present net worth at
nearly $12 million dollars. The costs, however, will cover the remedies for
all foursit&swithintheJDFandwilladdmssthegramdwaterandair
contamination problems caused by the JDF site.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Altermative Treatment
Technologies or Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximm Extent
Practicable;

The alternatives chosen represent the best balance of altermatives evaluated
to address the contamination problems found at the JDF. By extracting ard
treating the landfill gas at the "1978" and the "1985" sites, the potential
health threats to neighboring residents will be drastically reduced, if not
totally eliminated, and the extraction and treatment of the groundwater
between JDF and the Rock River will offer added protection to public health
and the enviromment. The capping alternatives chosen are not permanent
remedies, and will require appropriate amounts of monitoring and maintenance
to assure the effectiveness of the cap. The larnd use and groundwater use
restrictions implemented by the selected remedies will further assure added
protection to the public health and the envirorment. The selected remedies
represent the maximum extent to which permanent solutions and treatment can
be practicably utilized for this action. Due to the large quantities of
waste within the JDF units, (except for the JAB, in which most of the wastes
have been removed), and the discovery of no "hot spots" within the landfills,
alternatives involving the treatment or removal of the wastes were deemed . -
impracticable and were not carried forward.
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Preference faor Treatment as a Principal Element;

'meomtami:atimoftheairbythelarﬂfulgasammeomtamimtimofthe

sater were identified in the Remedial Investigation as being the
principal threats posed by the JOF sita. The selected altermatives give
preferercetotreaureminﬂatboﬂ\thegxwﬂdaterardthelarﬂfmgas
contamination problems will be addressed via treatment techrologies. The

ter will be extracted and treated by air stripping (Altermative 11)

and the landfill gas will be extracted and treated by flaring (Altermatives 2
and 4).

XIv. SUMMARY

The presence of groudwater contamination and the emission of contaminants
via landfill gas at and aroud the Janesville Disposal Facilities, requires
that remedial actions be implemented to reduce the risk to public health arnd
the enviromment. The U.S. EPA believes, based on the RI/FS ard the
Administrative Record, that the selected altematives provide 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 the selected remedy will be protective of mman health
and the envirormment, will attain ARARs and will utilize permanent solutiaons
and altermative treatment technologies of resource recovery technologies to
the maximm extent practicable.

The total estimated costs for the Remedial Action at the four sites that
corprise the JDF are as follows:

v1985" costs, Alternative 2:
Estimated Construction Cost: $2,949,000
Estimated Anrmal O&M Cost: $39,500 - $142,000
Estimated 30 Year Present Net wWorth: $4,521,000

11978" costs, Altermative 4:
Estimated Construction Cost: $3,993,000
Estimated Anmual O&M Cost: $52,500 - $135,000

Estimated 30 Year Present Net Worth: $5,331,000

11963" costs, Altermative 5: Will have same costs
Estimated Construction Cost: associated with the
Estimated Anmial O&M Cost: contimed groundwater

Estimated 30 Year Present Net Worth: monitoring.

JAB costs, Alternative 8:
Estimated Construction Cost: $75,000
Estimated Anrmal O&M Cost: $14,100
Estimated 30 Year Present 'Net worth: $292,000

JDF Groundwater, Alternatives 10 and 11:
Estimated Construction Cost: $504,000
Estimated Anrual O&M Cost: $57,000 - $117,000
Estimated 30 Year Present Net Worth: $2,184,000
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'Ibtali‘stimtedoostsoftheSelectedAltenatives:

Total Estimated Cost for RCRA (Non—CERCIA/NPL) selected altermatives
(Includes Alternative 2 for the "1985" site, and Altermative 5 for the
"1963" site):

Estimated Construction Cost: $2,949,000
Estimated Anmial O&M Cost: $39,500 - $142,000
Estimated 30 Year Present Net Worth: $4,521,000

Total for CERCIA/NPL selected altermatives
(Includes Alternative 4 for the "1978" site, Altermative 8 for the JAB,
ard Alternatives 10 and 11 for the JOF groundwater cantamination):

Estimated Construction Cost: $4,572,000
Estimated Anrmial O&M Cost: $124,100 - $266,100
Estimated 30 Year Present Net Worth: $7,807,000

Total for all JDF selected altermatives (including Altermative 4 for
the "1978" site, Altermative 8 for the JAB, Altermatives 10 and 11 for
the JOF Groundwater and Alternative 2 for the "1985" site ard
Alternative 5 for the "1963" site): .

Total Estimated Construction Costs: $7,521,000
Total Estirated Anrmual O&M Costs: $163,600 - $408,100
Total Estimated 30 Year Present Net Worth: $12,328,000



ATTACHMENT 1
RESEONSIVENESS SUMMARY

JANESVILIE DISPOSAL FACILITY .
(mmmmmmmmmm
JANESVILIE, WISOONSIN

The U.S. BEnviramental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has gathered information
on the types and extent of contamination foud, evaluated remedial measures,
and has recamended remedial actions to address the contamination found at
and near the Janesville Disposal Facility. The Janesville Disposal Facility
oconsists of two sites included on the Naticnal Pricrities List (NPL), the
Janesville Ash Beds and the 01d Janesville Landfill and two contingent
sites, the Janesville 0l1d Dump and the New Janesville landfill. The
Janesville Ash Beds site and the New Janesville Landfill are also regulated
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). As part of the
remedial action selection process, a public meeting was held on August 30,
1989 to explain the intent of the project, to describe the results of the
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study, and to receive camments from
the public. .

Public participation in Superfurd projects is required by the Superfurd
Amerdments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA). Camments received from
the public are considered in the selection of the remedial action for the
site. The Responsiveness Summary serves two purposes: to provide the U.S.
EPA with information about cammunity preferences and concerns regarding the
remedial altermatives and to show members of the cammunity how their
camments were incorporated into the decision-making process. Comments
regarding information specifically contained in the Remedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) are not addressed in this Responsiveness Summary
as this information is contained in the reports available in the Janesville
Library and at the Janesville Municipal Building. Also, camments not
directly related to the selection of the remedial altermatives have not been
addressed within the Responsiveness Summary.

This document summarizes the oral camments received at the public meeting
held on August 30, 1989, and the written comments received during the public
cament period running from August 21 through September 15, 1989. The
Steering Cammittee, representing the concerns of the Potentially Responsible-
Parties (PRPs), requested an additional 5 days to canplete ard review its
caments and concerns, and the extension was granted. Please refer to
Appendix A for a complete list of commentors.

The caments have been sumarized and are as follows:

Camment 1: The Rock County Health Department did a risk assessment
regarding groundwater protection in the county and this [the Janesville
Sites] is one of the higher risks, in the top five, but undergrourd storage
tanks was the highest risk in the county. I believe that if money is to be
spent, it should be spent to eliminate the highest risk, to prevent more of
these problems fram oocurring in the future.
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Response 1: The U.S. EPA agrees that preventing further contamination,
such as that which is caused by leaking underground storage tanks, is a
priority and the U.S. EFA ard many states, including the State of Wisconsin,
have set up programs to deal with these issues. Syperfurd was created to
address contamination fraom mach larger scurces, such as the JDF, that can
have a greater impact an public health and the ervircment than the impact
that may result from a smaller source such as underground storage tanks.
Superfurd is set up in such a way that those who are responsible for the
contamination are those that pay for the remedial action to address the
contamination.. Only when no respansible parties are available, are
goverrment funds expended on the remedial action. The money used for
Superfund actions is derived fram a separate taxing revenue than the furds
that are used to address non-Superfund issues such as leaking undergroud
storage tanks.

Carment 2: I would like to cament that given the things that have been
dumped into these facilities over the years, I think it’s a given that we
were going to ernd up with polluted groundwater and air now. We’ve got to
clean it up. I live up here, ard I’m concerned about it. I’m glad I’'m not
a responsible party, but maybe I am in my own little way. I think we all
are and we should clean it up. I strongly recamend the altermatives your
office is recaormending namely; "1985 site" Alt. 2, “1978 site" Alt. 4,
"1963 site" Alt. 6, “JAB site" Alt. 8 and "JDF Grourd Water" Alt. 10 & 11.
We cannot pick less than the best method when we are trying to clean up our
water, soil and air. Alternative 11 of the "JDF Groud Water" bothers me
concerning the air contamination from the water treatment process. We don’t
need any added contamination to the air in our neighborhood. .

Response 2: Thank you for your support. On the issue of air
contamination, Alternmative 11 will involve the extraction and treatment of
the contaminated groundwater between the JDF and the Rock River. By
treating the grourdwater, the organic contaminants are transferred from the
groundwater to the air. The emissions are expected to be low, but will be
monitored. If the levels emitted are causing a risk to the public health or
the envirorment, additional control measures will be taken such as adding an
air scrubber or other source of adsorption to the treatment system. As a
note, the alternative chosen for the "1963" site was changed to Alternative
5, the no action altermative for reasons described within the ROD document.

Comment 3: One of the things that bothered me when I was reading through
all the literature on this is that I didn’t see much emphasis on costs or
risk benefit analysis. I don’t think we should squander our resources,
whether they be natural resources, human resources or financial resources.
We need to make the best of these resources and I’m not sure that what has
been proposed is the best use. I’m not condemning it. I don’t know enough
about it yet. The groundwater clean—up should be done in a cost-effective
manner, and it ocught to be monitored, and not done when it is unnecessary.
I question as to whether the landfill gas flare or recovery is necessary in
order to meet air quality for the surrounding area. I believe more air
quality monitoring be done before any decision is made either to go ahead
with the proposal for recovery/flaring or to not go ahead. And with regard
to the proposals to replace substantially and at great expense, the caps at
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the various sites, I think it might be money better spent in monitoring to
see if, in fact, any problem is being generated and to only maintain the
existing caps. If there is a problem, do sarething about it but sperd the
money wisely and if there is no problem, don’t fix it.

Response 3: See Respanse for Cament #4

Camment 4: .

A) We believe that the air ard water hazards as a result of the sites
have not been proven at this point, and further investigative work remains
to be done before considering actions as drastic and expensive as those in
the fact sheet and discussed at the August 30 meeting. We recammend getting
the most effective treatment of the problem, without investing money on -
minimal return areas which are not a significant problem or threat to the
public health. While it is recognized that the EPA quidelines for
alternative selection does not place emphasis on cost, any rational analysis
must weigh cost versus benefit prior to making final choices. We recammend
to base treatment on actual monitoring of concentration of contaminants
migrating off site, while allowing natural processes to degrade the material
on site.

B) With regards to the treatment of groundwater, decisions should be
based on the results of on—going tests, and taking into account the actual
and likely uses of the water, the grourdwater should be treated when and if
required, such as when the contamination is reaching the Rock River in
sufficient volume to exceed surface water quality standards. If the
concentration of the contaminants in the groundwater shows a steady increase
with time, then we should start with the treatment of the groundwater.
Likewise, when the time trends show a dowrnward trend, treatment should
cease, thereby treating only when needed. Since we are dealing with natural
processes of decay ard dissipation of a large volume of material, the time
periods in which we can dbserve any trends or changes of significance are
long. Monitoring should be done quarterly, but the data needs to be viewed
in terms of 1 to 5 year intervals to adbserve trends, ard to accurately
predict when natural processes have slowed to a normal or background level,
ard no further precautions are needed. A panel made up of representatives
fram industry, residential, county and state groups can all participate to
view the data that is collected.

C) With regard to the air quality issues, more work needs to be done,
such as determining ™what is the volume or mass of material being emitted
versus time?" and "what is the concentration offsite?." If this further
work shows no significant health hazard is likely to occur offsite, and the
access to the site itself is properly restricted, there would appear to be
no immediate justification for any action beyond periodic monitoring. If it
is shown that a significant health quality issue is at hand for persons
offsite, and that access restrictions will not provide adequate safety
measures, then the gas vents should be evaluated in order of their severity,
ard be flared or burned at a raised vent cap or burmer site. If it can be
shown that there is a real amd significant hazard to populated areas beyond
the JUF site boundaries from the landfill gas in the near term, then further
action on gas recovery or flaring would be initiated. In reviewing the



4

varicus reports, we were not able to establish a correlation between the
data and any significant health risks fram landfill gas beyond the overall
site boudaries. Cbviously, it is important that the actual measurements be
taken prior to any decisions on txeatment.:

D) Unless the off-site landfill gas hazard can be proven immediately,
we strongly urge that the recamendations within this letter be adopted,
establishing monitoring stations prior to any action on flaring of landfill
gases, and providing a gramdwater monitoring-driven approach to groundwater
treatment.

E) Specifically, for each of the sites within JIF, we recamend the
following: '

OVERALL STTE: Restrict access through use of a cambination of physical
barriers and "no trespassing - hazardous area™ signs at all points of
convenient entry, as well as enforcement as required by local law
enforcement. Groundwater—-use restrictions should be continued as discussed
in the EPA’s Preferred Alternative. These restrictions should remain in
force as long as water quality does not meet the applicable standards.

1963 Site - No action beyond that already proposed urder "overall site".
this area is already becaming a less active site through natural processes.
Monitoring conditian, restricting access, and maintaining the cap as
required to prevent serious deterioration are the main camponents of this
actian.

JAB SITE: - No action beyond that already proposed uder "overall site".
The existing business at this site must continue to camply with regulations
and not take any actions which would worsen the situation. Need to monitor
cordition and restrict access.

1978 STTE: - No action beyond that already proposed including monitoring
condition and restrict access.

1985 STITE: - No action beyond that already proposed under "overall site'.
Maintain existing devices for controlling pollution in working order, and
monitor condition and restrict access.

Response 4:

A) The U.S. EPA believes that the Remedial Investigation (RI)
conducted at the site over the last several years along with the other
documents comprising the Administrative Record, provides the necessary data
to initiate the remedial actions called for in the Proposed Plan and
subsequently in the Record of Decision. Some changes have been made to the
alternatives as presented within the Proposed Plan as @ result of the
cament period. These changes are documented within the ROD.

Cost is an evaluation factor, even though it was given somewhat less
emphasis in this case with respect to units being addressed through RCRA .
authorities, throughout the Remedial Altermative selection process. Cost is
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a factor only when two or more altermatives provide similar results, then
the more cost-effective approach is chosen. With regards to weighing costs
carparedboﬂmebenefitsﬂmatareadxievedwimaoertainzmdm
altermative; this is not considered an evaluation criteria as' to whether or
not to address a contamination problem that exceeds state and/or federal
standards. In the case of the Janesville Disposal Facility, state amd
federal standards are exceeded with regards to groundwater contamination
and landfill gas emissions. Therefore, these problems must be addressed, as
they are addressed at all landfills, reqardless of cost/benefit ratics.
CERCIA expresses a preference for remedies that employ treatment that ,
permanently and significantly reduces the mobility, toxicity, ar volume of
hazardous substances as a principal element. Emphasis is placed an
destruction or detoxification of hazardous materials rather than on
protection strictly through prevention of exposure or monitoring.

B) Based on the results of the RI Report, the U.S. EPA has concluded
that the contamination in the groundwater must be addressed. Even though
the affected groundwater is not currently being utilized for drinking water,
the aquifer is designated as an aquifer potentially available for supplying
drinking water, and therefore, contamination must be addressed in order to
meet ARARS (Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requlations). If
several remedial alternatives achieve the standards set by the ARARs, then
the most cost-effective approach, while still achieving ARARs, will be
selected. With regard to the contimued monitoring of the groundwater, it is
required that if waste materials remain onsite, with or without groundwater
extraction and treatment, monitoring must contimue to keep track of the
contamination emanating fram the site. .

C) Based on the results of the RI Report, the U.S. EPA has concluded
that the contamination caused by the release of contaminated landfill gas
fram the "1985" site and the "1978" site, needs to be addressed by recovery
and treatment methods. The Endangerment Assessment within the RI Report has
stated that the health risks associated with the release of contaminants
along with the landfill gas are above levels considered safe for humans to
breathe if onsite near the source. The PRPs do have the option available
to them to try to test out of the landfill gas extraction and treatment
requirements at the "1978" site, after the new landfill cap is in place, by
following Wisconsin’s hazardous air contamination test-out procedures. As
stated above in part A of this response, CERCIA expresses a preference for
remedies which employ treatment that permanently and significantly reduces
the mcbility, toxicity, or volume of hazardous substances as a principal
element. BErphasis is placed on destruction or detoxification of hazardous
materials rather than on protection strictly through prevention of exposure.
More work is required prior to the actual implementation of the landfill
gas extraction and flaring system, but this work will be conducted during
the design phase of the system and will determine aspects such as the flow
rates of gas and contaminants out of the vents, percentage of methane, and
if additional fuel sources will be required. With regard to determining the
actual risk to people breathing the air immediately offsite or in the
adjacent neighborhoods, continued monitoring is still required since the
‘source of the contamination is remaining onsite. Also, by eliminating the
high risks associated with the on-site air contamination, any risks offsite
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will also be eliminated. Sampling the air away from the source area and
determining an accurate health risk is difficult, since air never travels in
a straight path, so additional sampling offsits at the present time may not
provide any significant additional data to support or refute the decision to
recover and treat the landfill gas at the source.

D) Refer to responses in parts A, B, and C of this response.

E) Overall Site: U.S. EPA agrees that access/land use and groudwater
use restrictions are needed for the protection of human health and welfare.
U.S. EPA also believes that groaundwater extraction and treatment is
warranted for the reasons stated above.

1963 Site: U.S. EPA’s selected remedy is similar to the one
mentioned in this cament. After the camment period, the preferred
altermative for the "1963" site was changed fram Alternative 6 to
Alternative 5, the no action alternmative, for reasons as stated within the
ROD. Continued monitoring and access/land use restrictions will still apply
- to this site as with the entire JDF site.

JAB Site: U.S. EPA’s preferred remedy is similar to the one
mentioned in this cament. Carbining site restrictions with the
continued compliance with the applicable RCRA requirements. 1In addition,
the preferred remedy calls for the removal of the existing ash pile located
to the south of the JAB along with the continued maintenance of the JAB

cap.

1978 Site: Based on the results of the RI, the U.S. EPA still
insists that the present cap on the 1978 Site nceds to be upgraded to
meet the relevant and appropriate requirements of Wisconsin Administrative
Code (WAC) NR 504.07 (the regulations governing the capping and closing of
landfills). .

1985 Site: Based on camments received during the camment period
and the ability of the potentially responsible parties (PRPs) to show that
the WAC NR 504.07 cap, along with the repairs and improvements to the
leachate collection system and the installatian of the landfill gas
extraction and treatment system, can meet or exceed the standards called for
by RCRA Subtitle C/WAC NR 181.44 (13) (the requlations governing the capping
and closing of landfills, but more strict than the WAC NR 504.07
requlations), the selected altermative has changed from the alternative
presented within the Proposed Plan. The WAC NR 504.07 cap, however, is more
strirgent than the RCRA Subtitle C/WAC NR 181.44(12) cap for interim status
facilities, in that it provides for a frost protection soil layer. Refer to
the ROD, Section VIII for an explanation of these changes.

Coment 5: Many letters (sce Appendix A) contained concerns relating to
the amount of money to be spent to either satisfy same regulation or to be
spent without a proper cost/benefit ratio. They asked how can EPA enforce
these regulations, costing up to $17 million, even when the sites were
legally operated and closed under the regulations existing at that time?
Why not monitor the situation and implement a remedy later if it is shown to
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beexﬂargerin;)nmanhealmortheerwixumt?

Respanse 5: Aspectsofthisoamentareooveredwiminﬂmerespase
abovefarOmmrm4,dealirgvimﬁxemasmmgbemmmeselectimofﬂe
preferred remedies irvolving treatment of wastes and the addressing of the
cost/benefit issue. wiﬂ\regardstoﬂreoveralloostarﬂthehmaat
may be felt by the citizens of Janesville, the U.S. EPA feels that the cost
estinabeisjustﬂat,anwtimate,axﬂms’tlﬂcalytheacunlccstwillbe
sanewhat lower. Afterﬂxepmposedalten\ativa\arerevisedbasedm
caments received and discussians with the PRPs, the implementation of the
selected remedies will cost an estimated $12 million. In addition, the
estimatedoostisoarriedovertheeﬁtimatedtimeperiodofmyears,

.«'aterissxecanevenbeconsideredasafifﬂ\site. while it is true
that the City of Janesville is considered a PRP in this matter, (under the
CERCIA statute, owners/cperators alaong with generators and transporters of
hazardous substances are held liable for the release or potential release of
hazardaxssa.bstaro%inbothee:wiroment) the total financial burden of the
remedial action will not fall solely on the citizens of Janesville. It is
mnextainastohwthe?k?swi’llplanondividirqtheoosts, but as with
the RI/FS, there were 15 parties cooperating in financing the investigation.

Due in part to the mumber of letterswimtheoonoerrsofoverspe:ﬁingwith
little benefit and to-a provision in an agreement between the U.S. EPA, WORR
ard the PRPs, these issmweredisaassedwimﬂxempsmrirgcmmittee
during a 60-day period prior to the signing to the ROD. The remedies as
stated in the ROD have been revised samewhat to reflect these concermns.
Please refer to Section VIII of the ROD for further details.

Camment 6@ We agree with the preferred altermatives selected for the JOF
except for the altermative presented for the 1985 landfill, a RCRA-regulated
unit which is subject to RCRA corrective action. Specifically, we do not
agree that a 40 CFR Part 264 cap (RCRA Subtitle C requirements as mentioned
in the Code of Federal Regulations) is appropriate or required for this
site. We believe that the groundwater monitoring and corrective actian
requirerments of Part 264 apply to this facility, but we do not agree that
the Part 264 capping requirements should be required for this site. Under
Part 264 corrective action, we believe that upqrading the cap to meet WAC NR
504 requirements, enhanced leachate collection and possibly groundwater
extraction, will remedy the problem of high leachate levels in the landfill
and mitigate potential groundwater impacts from this unit.

Response 6: As a result of the 60-day periocd used to discuss the remedial
action options between the U.S. EPA, WINR and the PRP Steering Committee,
this issue was addressed. U.S. EPA stated that the Part 264 cap is not an

. ARAR but may still be required as part of RCRA corrective action. It was
determined that if it can be shown, by the FRPs, that the WAC NR 504 cap and
the leachate collection system irprovements cambined will achieve similar or
better results than the cap as per Part 264, then the U.S. EPA will agree
with your cament.



Cament 7: For the reasons cited below, the EPA’s preferred remedies. for
the 1985 site, the 1963 site, ard the groaundwater remediation are
inappropriate, impractical and overprotective. In addition, the EFPA has
lede—erﬁmasizedcostasafactortobeoasideredmitsselectim
of preferred alternatives. For these reasons, the Camittee disagrees with
the Agency’s selectian of preferred remedies for these sites and requests
that the Agency modify its altermative selections in light of the following
caments. In connection with each of its camments, the Steering Camittee
will propose an altermative remedial action which is appropriate, practical,
cost effective and protective of human health and the envirorment.

A) "1985" SITE: The EPA’s preferred remedy of a new cap for the 1985
site is inappropriate, impracticable, not required by law and not cost
effective. The preferred remedy identified in the Proposed Plan for the
1985 Site is the installation of a new cap conforming to Wisconsin WAC NR
181.44(13). This proposed remedy is not required to protect human health
and the ernviromment, is not practicable, is not an applicable requirement
under RCRA or CERCIA, and is not cost effective for the site corditions.
For the following reasons the EPA‘s preferred remedy is not justified and
shauld be modified.

1) There is no evidence that the 1985 site is a source of
contamination sufficient to justify a corrective action consisting of a
totally new RCRA closure cap on the site. There are three bodies of
evidence in the RI/FS which indicate that the 1985 site is not the source of
the contamination. First, there is evidence that wastes are mixed with the
soils between the 1978 and the 1985 sites. The valley between the 1978 and
1985 sites received clean fill during site operations. However, waste may
have blown or eroded from the sites and mixed with £ill in the valley. Soil
sampling while installing well 1R has indicated this. Groundwater quality
at well 1R could be affected by infiltration of rainfall through the waste
present in the soils or by the unlined 1978 site. Therefore, well 1R is
likely not monitoring the effectiveness of existing engineering controls at
the 1985 site. A new NR 181.44(13) cap over the 1985 site would not have
any effect on minimizing contamination from waste which is outside the
limits of the 1985 site. A more appropriate remedy for this condition would
be to tie the 1978 site cap into the 1985 cap to cover the area between the
two sites.

2) A camparison of VOCs detected at well 1R and VOCs detected in
leachate from the 1985 site indicates the 1985 site is probably not the
source of the well 1R contaminants. Benzene, ethylbenzene, xylene, toluene
ard 1,2,-Dichloroethene were detected in well 1R and in leachate fram the
1978 site. They were not detected in leachate from the 1985 site. This is
strong evidence that any contamination in well 1R is due to the 1978 site
and not the 1985 site. A new cap on the 1985 site would not help to
remediate these contaminants. - :

3) Groundwater quality at wells 3 and 4, located sauth and _
downgradient of the 1985 site was similar to groundwater quality upgradient
of the site at wells W14, W29 and W29A. This indicates that groundwater
quality problems between the 1978 and 1985 sites are localized and not
related to the 1985 site. The extent and source of any groumdwater
contamination between the two sites should be established before a decision
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is made that a new cap on the 1985 site is necessary. Again, tying the 1978
captothalQBScapaspartofﬂwerepairvmldranediatethislocalized
problem.

The evidence fram the RI/FS leads to the conclusion that the well 1R
contamination was most likely due to the unlined 1978 site which is adjacent
to well 1R. While the proximity of the 1978 and 1985 sites makes it
virtually impossible to confirm that a particular contaminant originated
fram a specific disposal area, camon sense as well as the expert opinion of
Warzyn Engineering clearly indicates that the 1978 site or the waste mixed
with the soils between the two sites is the most likely source of the well
1R contaminants. Thus, the available evidence does not support the _
selection of an NR 181.44(13) cap as the appropriate corrective action for
the 1985 site. The appropriate action for the 1985 site is the inspection
and maintenance of the existing NR 181.44(12) cap.

4) The EPA’s preferred remedy is not practicable and would not be
a reliable long term remedy for the 1895 site because of the site
corditions. NR 181.44(13) requires that the vegetated top cover have slopes
no steeper than 25%. Slopes on the southern sides of the site are greater
than 33%. Slopes on the western side of the site are greater than 25% ard
range to greater than 33%. As a result, cover soils are likely to slide off
of or ercde fram the synthetic liner. Regrading is impractical. Again, the
appropriate and practical remedy would be to repair the existing cap and
extend the cap to cover the arca between the 1978 and 1985 sites.

5) The existing cap meets or exceeds State and Federal landfill
closure regulations as set out in 40 CFR 265.10 and WAC NR 181.44(12). The
federal regulations for a cap on a RCRA facility require that the ‘cap have a
permeability equal to or less than the permeability of the liner of the
facility. The existing cap meets these requirements. WAC NR 181.44(12)
requires a cap for interim status RCRA facilities to be at least 2 feet of
compacted clay with a vegetative cover. The existing cap also meets or
exceeds these requirements. The site was closed as a waste disposal
facility in 1985 under an approved closure plan, approved by the WINR in
1986. Therefore, neither the EPA nor the WINR can require a new closure at
this time in the absence of a showing of non—campliance with the existing
closure plan or further use of the site as a placement or disposal
facility. A new cap on the site is neither appropriate nor required.

6) The EPA improperly failed to consider cost in the selection of
its preferred remedy. As EPA states in the Proposed Plan, cost will became
a determining factor for RCRA remedial actions when two or more altermatives
achieve the same goal. Neither the EPA nor the WINR cite any evidence that
the existing cap after repair would not achieve the same goal as an NR
181.44(13) cap. The EPA’s choice of the NR 181.44(13) cap seems to be based
on the "more is better” theory rather than on any technical justification.
In the absence of a demonstrated difference in the ability of one cap over
another to achieve the required goals, cost must be considered.

7) Caissons are not needed to remediate the leachate collection
system. The RI suggested that more than one foot of leachate is present on
the liner at the 1985 site. The Proposed Plan therefore recammerds leachate
be removed using caissons. Leachate withdrawal could be accamplished
without installing caissons. Thirteen landfill gas extraction wells are
included in the conceptual design for the landfill gas extraction system and
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these wells could be utilized as wells to withdraw leachate in conjunction
with the already-present leachate collection system. Both leachate ard
lamdfill gas could be removed using this system. This would effectively
reduce the potential far envirormental degradation by: 1) reducing leachate
head on the liner and therefore, the potential far leakage through the
liner; 2) reducing the volume of landfill gas contaminants released to
ambient air; and 3) reducing the concentratians of VOCs in waste ard
leachate by withdrawing VOCs along with the landfill gas.

B. ™1963" SITE: The EPA’s preferred remedy for the 1963 site is
impractical and inappropriate for the site conditians. Although it is
mnclearfrunthelanguageofthe?rtposed?lane:actlymttypeofcap
upgrade the EPA prefers for the site, it would appear from the cost ‘
estimates in the Proposed Plan that the EPA prefers upgrading the cover to
NR 500 landfill closure standards. The proposed remedies are not
appropriate and impractical for the following reasons:

1) An upgraded cap at the 1963 site is inappropriate because of
the nature of the wastes remaining at the site. Primarily municipal wastes
were disposed of at the site and canbustible wastes were burned before
burial. The wastes have been buried at the site for over 25 years. There
is no documentation that hazardous wastes were ever disposed of at the site,
and for the reasons stated above, it is concluded that the concentrations of
any contaminants in the remaining waste are very low. leachate was not
present in either leachate well onsite. Soil samples collected beneath the
site at both locations did not show detectable TCL (Target Campourd List)
organics. This demonstrates that the potential for groundwater
contamination from the site is negligible. ‘

The JAB occupies approximately 4 acres of the 1963 site and is already
capped under WINR approved closure plan. The available evidence indicates
that any contamination caming fram the 1963 site area is due to the
operation of the JAB, which ceased in 1985. Adding a new cap over the 1963
site would have no effect on this residual contamination. Since a new or
enhanced cap would destroy current site usage, and since there is no
evidence that the 1963 site is the source of on—going contamination, the
EPA’s preferred remedy is inappropriate for the site and would not be an
effective remedy.

2) An upgraded cap on the 1963 site is impractical due to current
site conditions. JAB occupies approximately 4 acres of the 1963 site and is
already capped. The remainder of the site is privately owned by a
cammercial recycling facility with approximately 4.5 acres of the facility’s
property being heavily wooded and approximately 6 acres being used for
recycling operations. Another 2 acres of the site is covered with
recyclable asphalt. Upgrading the cap would require the destruction of the
woocded area and demolition of the recycling facility which would inflict
financial costs on the present owner. The nature of the existing conditions
at the site make construction of an upgraded cap over the entire site
inpracticable. '

The appropriate remedial action for the 1963 site would be careful
evaluation of the existing cover and improvement of drainage conditions as
needed. A drainage system for the area could be designed which would
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improve surface water drainage without destroying the existing land uses. A
requirement that a full new cap be added to the site is impractical amd
inappropriate.

- C.  GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION: The proposed pump and treat system is
urwarranted given the lack of risk associated with the groundwater. The
Agency’s proposed plan for addressing groundwater contamination at the JDF
calls for both institutional controls on the use of groundwater downgradient
of the JOF and groundwater extraction and treatment. We find the use of a
pup and treat solution at this site is unnecessary given the absence of
riskassociatedwimﬂnpotmtialtseofthisgrunmberarﬂﬂ\edataupm
which this proposed remedy is based. We list the following reasons why the .
Agency’s proposed remedy is umwarranted: .

1) CERCIA ard RCRA require that a site remedy be based on the
risk presented to luman health and the environment. This is the principal
reason for performing the detailed endangerment assessment within the RI/FS.
By knowing what risks need to be reduced, a remedy can be crafted that
appropriately addresses these risks, if any. Failure to tailar the remedy
to the risks presented at a site can result in remedies that are either
underprotective or, as in this case, remedies that are clearly
overprotective,

The requirement that the Agency use a risk-based remedy selection process is
Clearly set forth in the 1986 amendments to CERCIA. The statutory language
repeatedly refers to the selection of a remedy that is based an the "short-
and long-term potential for adverse health effects fram human exposure” and
is "protective of human health and the enviromment."” Moreover, in selecting
a remedy, the statute again incorporates a risk-based standard by
specifically requiring that the cleamup shall "assure [] protection of human
health and the envirorment" and that the remedial actions be "relevant and
appropriate under the ciramstances.” Indeed, in selecting applicable or
relevant and appropriate cleanup requirements, the proposed NCP (National
Contingency Plan) recognizes that several criteria must be weighed,
including the characteristics of the site and ciraumstances of the release.
Finally, EPA’s draft guidance documents state that, in selecting a remedy
that is "protective® of the envirorment under CERCIA Section 121, EPA’s
approach involves a "risk assessment™ that "includes consideration of site-
specific factors such as ....potential for exposure..."

With respect to groundwater remediation, the Agency, under CERCIA, is
specifically allowed to develop alternate groundwater concentration limits
where, inter alia, institutional controls prchibit the use of grourndwater
for drinking-water purposes, and the discharge of the groundwater has an
insignificant effect on a nearby water body. By incorporating this concept
into the cleanup standard section of the statute, Congress clearly intended
groudwater remedies to be particularly sensitive to risk or lack thereof
associated with the contamination. The proposed NCP recognizes this intent
by setting forth (i) a groundwater classification scheme, (ii) restoration
time pericds amd (iii) technologies to achieve groundwater clearmp based,
inter alia, on the use of the groundwater, the potential-for human exposure
and the effectiveness of institutional controls. In addition, in the
Interim Final Guidance on Remedial Actions for Contaminated Groundwater at
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Superfund Sites, the Agency recognizes that natural atteruation "may be the
most practicable response” where the contamination will attemuate to health-
based levels within a relatively short distance.

Similarly, the corrective action standards under RCRA also require a risk-
based remedy. The statute requires corrective action where it is "necessary
to protect human health or the envirorment.® with respect to groudwater
protection, the regulations applicable to the owners and operators of
hazardous waste treatment, storage and disposal facilities allow EFA to
exclude a hazardous constituent "is not capable of posing a substantial
pmentorpotentialhazaxdbornmnhealthortheewimnnent." This
determination is to be based, in part, on the proodmity and withdrawal rates
of users, current and future uses of the groundwater, and the potential for
health risks caused by human exposure.

2) 'Dmeproposedranedyiswmeo%sarybemusethegrwrﬂmter
migmti:gfmtreJﬁ‘pr&sentsmriskmhmanhealthardtheawmm.
In the present case, the data and the endangerment assessment for the JDF do
notwarrmtﬂ\euseofapmpardtreatsystanforramvingthelevelcf

ter contamination found at the JDF. As described in the RI, the
horizontal and vertical extent of contaminant migration is limited because
groundwater discharges to the Rock River, located approximately 1000-1200
feet downgradient of the JDF. Thus, the existing information suggests that
there is no potential for the contaminated groudwater to flow under the
Rock River or deeper into the aquifer. In addition, groumdwater quality is
expected to improve with time because the primary source of contamination,
JAB, no longer contains waste. Comparison of water-quality data collected
during May, 1989 by Parker Pen suggests same improvements have already
occurred since the RI data was collected in July, 1988. There also are no
present or future users of growxiwater, since the City provides drinking
water to all facilities downgradient of the JDF and prohibits the future
installation of private drinking-water wells in this area. Therefore, there
is no present or future risk associated with the groundwater. Not only is
the risk to human health and the envirorment negligible, but the
contamination which was found will naturally dissipate as it discharges into
the nearby Rock River. The additional loading to the Rock River will be
minimal, at most. The concentrations detected at the river did not exceed
WAC NR 105 (Wisconsin’s surface water regulations) Human Threshold Criteria
and Human Cancer Criteria for surface water quality. Contaminant
concentrations in the river were much lower than ambient water quality
criteria for fresh water organisms. With the proposed remedial work
undertaken on the remaining portions of the JDF, no new contamination will
be introduced into the groundwater. As such, the groundwater will be
naturally cleaned without the need to undertake an expensive purp and treat
system.

Finally, in the camments made at the public meeting, reference was made to
combining the JDF groundwater plan with that designed for the contaminant
plume associated with Parker Pen. However, we have been informed by Parker
Pen that based on its separate hydrogeological study, it will recammend to
the Agency that it undertake a groundwater remediation program separate and
distinct from the Superfund program. Given that decision by Parker Pen,
installing a purp and treat system for the groundwater contaminatiaon
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associated with the JIF becames even more questionable. Not anly is the
system unnecessary in arder to remove any risk to human health and the
envirament — no risk presently exists — but will make what is already a
cost-intensive program even less cost effective.

3) The Wisconsin groumdwater protection law does not require
graundwater pump and treat. The WINR adopted WAC NR 140 (Wisconsin’s
groundwater quality regulation) to enable the state agency to respard in a
flexible and appropriate manner to grordwater contamination situations. In
the purpcse section of the regulation, it specifically states that NR 140 is
to be used to develop a "range of responses the Department may require if a
groundwater standard is attained or exceeded. Given this intent, NR 140 is
aimed at developing cost-effective remedies that appropriately minimize the
risk to human health and the envirament. While NR 140 establishes certain
nunerical groundwater standards (known as "enfarcement standards"), it does
not mardate a particular respaonse to a gromndwater problem nor does it
mandate immediate cleamup actian. Rather, the rule establishes a rarnge of
responses which may include a relatively simple change in operatiaons, the
closure of a facility or active remedial action. In mumerous cases, WINR
has pot required immediate remedial action but has been willing to allow
natural attemuation to occur amd resolve the contamination. For this site,
the Agency has proposed appropriate remedial action through capping
activities at the JDF. This work will prevent any further additiaon of
contaminants to the groundwater. When this work is cambined with the
natural attermuation of the groundwater (which is recognized will occur), the
groundwater will achieve the appropriate graundwater levels withaut the need
to urdertake an expensive pump and treat program.

4) The Proposed purp ard treat system is not cost effective.
CERCIA requires the Agency to consider the "cost effectiveness" of the
selected remedy. Thus, the proposed NCP states that EPA is required "to
evaluate closely the costs required to implement and maintain a remedy and
to select protective remedies whose costs are proportionate to their overall
effectiveness". In the present circumstances, if the Agency proceeds with a
groundwater remediation plan, which is not necessary to protect human health
or the erviromment, and is not mandated by state law, the Agency must select
the most cost-effective remedial action. The proposed pump and treat system
does not take into acocount the characteristics of the JDF site amd,
therefore, does not meet this standard. In contrast, the ROD for the City
of Wausau Superfund site allowed for a site-—specific analysis of the
appropriate pump and treat system. This flexibility allowed a system to be
developed which did not require the use of a stripping tower in order to
meet all applicable requirements, including the applicable discharge
standard. A similar approach could be used in this case in order to
maximize the cost effectiveness associated with any extraction well system.

In conclusion, the Steering Committee believes that the preferred remedies
for the 1985 site, the 1963 site and the groundwater remediation as .
published in the EPA’s Proposed Plan are inappropriate and impractical for
the site. Altermative remedies exist which are equally protective of human
health and the enviromment, which meet all federal and state remediation
standards, and which are more cost effective. The Camittee requests that
the EPA carefully evaluate its preferred remedies in light of the above
caments and revise its preferred remedies accordingly. Pursuant to Section
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XXVI (Selection of Remedial Action Altermative) of the Consent Order for the
JOF sites, the Camittee is ready to enter into good faith negotiations with
the Agency regarding the implementation of remedial action altermatives for
the sites. The Camittee will work with the Agency to design carrective
actions for the site which better address the actual canditions of each site
and which will meet all applicable requirements.

Response 7: In respanse to this camment and pursuant to Section XXVI of
the JDOF Consent Order, the U.S. EPA held a 60day (fram September 29, 1989
through November 29, 1989) technical negotiation pericd with the WINR and
the PRP Steering Cammittee (camprised of representatives from the City of
Janesville, General Motors Corporation, Parker Pen Co. and Teamseh Co.). .
The points addressed in this letter were discussed and same changes were
made to the U.S. EPA’s Proposed Plan, as noted within this response and
within Sectian VIII of the ROD. In regard to your camment stating that the
U.S. EPA has improperly de-amphasized cost as a factor to be considered in
its selection of preferred alternatives, the U.S. EPA disagrees. RCRA is a
party to this project and RCRA does not consider cost to be an issue in
remediation unless there are two equal processes ard if one is less costly
than the other, then cost may be considered in the selection of a preferred
altermative. In response to the individual points of this cament the
following responses are made:

A) "1985" SITE: After evaluation of public caments and additicnal
technical information received from the PRP Steering Camittee, the U.S.
EPA’s preferred remedy as stated in the Proposed Plan has been changed, for
reasons as stated within the ROD, fram requiring a cap campliant with WAC NR
181.44(13) to a cap campliant with WAC NR 504.07. The U.S. EPA and the
WINR, strongly believe that this remedy is both practical and cost effective
for reasons as stated below.

A-1) The U.S. EPA (CERCIA and RCRA), in consultation with the WINR,
believe that the fimdings of the RI are not conclusive as to which site, the
1978 or the 1985 site, or both, is responsible for the contamination found
within well 1R. As stated within the RI Report, well 1R is located
downgradient of the 1985 site, and therefore, is capable of detecting any
contaminants that may be leaking fram that site. Also, the RI Report states
that the source of the contamination in well 1R is not clear; the
contamination may be from the 1978 site, the 1985 site, or both.
Furthermore, the impacted well is part of the RCRA monitoring system for the
1985 site. While it is entirely possible that the contamination is fram
sources other than the 1985 site, the U.S. EPA and WINR believe that the
high leachate head levels within the 1985 site and the camparison of
contaminants found within the leachate and in the groundwater (as noted in
response 7A-2 below), the 1985 site cannot be ruled out as a likely source
of the well 1R contamination. Under the hazardous waste regulations, the
City of Jancsville has the responsibility of demonstrating that a source
other than the 1985 site is responsible for the contamination. This has not

A-2) The U.S. EPA and the WINR do not agree with this camment.
According to Table 16 of the RI Report (Summary of Organic Campounds In
Leachate - Rourd 1) results of samples from the leachate wells at the 1978
site and the leachate manhole at the 1985 site, were campared. Both sites
showed detections of benzene, ethylbenzene, xylenes, and toluene. In fact,
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the level of toluene was faund at higher concentrations within the 1985 site
than within the 1978 site. This fact, along with the high leachate head
levels fourd within the 1985 site (as mentioned later in part A-7 of this
respanse) implies that it is a strong possibility that the contamination
found in wedl 1R may be attributed to the 1985 site. Therefare, it is the
opinion of the U.S. EPA and the WINR that cap improvements are needed for
the 1985 site.

A-3) As stated in the RI Report, well 1R is located downgradient of
the 1985 site. Even though groundwater quality in wells 3 and 4, also
downgradient of the 1985 site, is found to be similar to background
groundwater quality, as your cament mentions, the contamination may be
localized. Usually, not all wells within a monitoring system pickup a
release from a site, but if a system is working correctly, at least one well
in the system will detect a release if a release is ocaurring. As indicated
above in part A-2 of this response, the 1985 site is a likely source of the
contaminants found within well 1R.

A-4) The issue regarding the side slopes and the sliding of materials
off of the landfill slopes is no longer a major issue. The capping remedy
for the 1985 site has been changed from the NR 181.44(13) cap, as mentioned
within the U.S. EPA’s Proposed Plan and in this cament, to a WAC NR 504.07
cap as further described within the ROD. RCRA feels that it would be
justified to require an NR 181.44(13) cap through its corrective action
authorities, but since the WAC NR 504.07 cap, alang with the landfill gas
extraction and treatment, and the improvements to the leachate collection
system will achieve the performance standards, they have concurred on the
less stringent cap. The WAC NR 504.07 cap of the 1985 site shall be tied in
with the NR 504.07 cap selected for the 1978 site. .

A-5) The existing cap did meet the original closure requirements set
out in WAC NR 181.44(12), but due to the findings of the RI (see respanse to
A-2 above) and the fact that this landfill has had maintenance problems in
the past, the U.S. EPA and the WINR feel justified in selecting/requiring
cap improvements for the 1985 site. Your citation to 40 CFR 265.10 is
incorrect and if the correct citation is 40 CFR.265.310, then RCRA states
that the closure standards and post-closure care standards for the
landfill’s cap have clearly not been met. The present cap has settled.
sluped ard has deep cracks in the surface. Post-closure care amd
maintenance have not been performed an the cap.

A-6) The U.S. EPA and the WINR believe that the revised selected
capping alternative, meeting the requirements of WAC NR 504.07, is the most
cost-effective capping alternative to address the frost line protection,
reduction of the leachate head levels (in cambination with the leachate
collection system improvements) and the reduction of infiltration of
precipitation through the landfill cover. Within Warzyn’s letter, dated
November 30, 1989, to Dan Cozza of the U.S. EPA, Warzyn states ' .
believes the upgraded leachate collection system in cambination with the WAC
NR 504 cap will substantially reduce the potential for release of
contaminants fram the "1985" site to groundwater." _

A-7) The Proposed Plan did not state that caissons must be installed
to address the excessive levels of leachate within the 1985 site, but merely
stated that a system such as caissons may be considered. The selected
remedy within the ROD is consistent with the Proposed Plan in that it states
that the leachate ocollection system will be improved so that ane foot or
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less of leachate head will be present above the landfill liner. The method
may be what was suggested within this comment, but the exact system will be
determined within the Remedial Design stage of the project.

B) During the 60~day technical negotiation pericd with the PRP
Steering Comnittee, the U.S. EFA and the WINR determined that there are no
ARARs for site closure far the 1963 site, However, if contamination was
shown to be attributed to the 1963 site, RCRA carrective action may require
cap improvements since the 1963 site is considered a solid waste management
unit, being contiguous with the JAB, a RCRA-regulated unit. The ROD,
Section VIII, indicates the changes to the Proposed Plan, stating that only
access/land use restrictions and contimued groundwater monitoring will be
the selected remedy for the 1963 site.

C) The selected remedy regarding the graundwater remediation has not
changed fram the preferred remedy as stated within the U.S. EPA’s Proposed
Plan. Responses to the caments are as follows:

C-1) Due to contamination exceeding Federal Maximm Contaminant Levels
MCLs) and the State’s Enforcement Standards for several contaminants, the
U.S. EPA (CERCIA and RCRA) and the WINR are requiring groundwater purp and
treat as their selected remedy for grourdwater remediation. Under RCRA,
remediation is based on standards, such as MCIs, which may be based on risk
levels. Altermative Concentration Limits (ACIs) were determined by U.S. EPA
(CERCIA and RCRA) and the WINR to be inappropriate in this case since MCls
have been exceeded for several contaminants and the site border is over
1,000 feet .fram the point of discharge, the Rock River, with private
property located between the two. The aquifer that is contaminated by the
JOF may be classified, as per the proposed NCP, as a Class II-B aquifer -
groundwaters that are potential drinking water sources. The proposed NCP
contimies to state "For groundwater that is or may be used for drinking
water (Class I or II) the MCIs set under the Safe Drinking Water Act or more
stringent pramilgated State standards, are generally the applicable or
relevant and appropriate standard." The proposed NCP later states "These
provisions offer the choice of establishing cleamyp standards at backgrourd,
MCls or altermative concentration limits (ACIs). In setting remediation
levels, the Superfurd program generally uses the MCL or other health-based
standards, criteria, or advisories which are equivalent of a health-based
ACL under RCRA." Since there are contaminants in groundwater that exceed
Federal MCIs ard State Enforcement Standards, and even though there are no
present. uses of the portions of the aquifer located between the JDF and the
Rock River, the U.S. EPA and the WINR are requiring groundwater pump and
treat to protect the enviromment (groundwater discharges to the Rock River
ard VOCs have been detected in the River) ard to protect human health and
welfare by addressing the groundwater contamination through treatment which
will quicken the time frame in which the aquifer may become safe for human
consumption. Also, CERCIA Section 121 (d) (2) (B) (ii) states that ACls may
not be used to establish applicable standards if the process assumes a point
of human exposure beyond the boundary of the facility and if there is or may
be a statistically significant increase of contaminants at that point of
entry. Since contaminants have been detected within the Rock River,
originating from either Parker Pen or fram JDF, and since the RI concludes
that groundwater fram the JDF area discharges into the Rock River, it can be
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concluded that there i3 ar may be a statistically significant increase (a
detection) of contaminants fram the JOF and therefore, ACIs may not be used.

C-2) This cament may be answered in part by the respanse to C-1. In
addition, the JAB still contains wastes, or the residuals thereof, as shown
by the RI Report. So, groumdwater cantamination may indeed contime over
time, even though the present cap at the JAB is believed to be sufficient to
prevent ar lessen the amount of cantamination reaching the groundwater
beneath the JAB. Also, it is difficult to state that the camparison of
&aterqalitydatacollectadbyparkerpenmggestst)ntsa:einprweuents
have already ooccurred since RI data was collected ane year earlier, since
different labs ard possibly different field and lab procedures were used
than with the RI investigation.

With regards to cambining the JOF grourdwater remediation with that to be
designed for the contamination associated with Parker Pen, the U.S. EPA ard
WINR still believe the most ecanamical approach is to cambine the two
groundwater pup and treat systems into one. If the systems are cambined,
ﬂwﬂ?kspadentsmstpmxdeﬂnmﬂatﬂwgmﬂwaterm
and treat system will address the MClL/State Enforcement Standard exceedances
found downgradient of the JOF, even after Parker Pen has achieved its
Cclearmp goals as set by the WINR. If the two systems are not cambined for
one reason or ancther, then as stated within the ROD, the JDF Respondents
will implement their own groundwater pump and treat system to address the
MCly/State Enforcement Standard exceedances.

C-3) WAC NR 140 does not require a groundwater pump and treat system
or any other particular technology. NR 140 does, however, require that
enforcement standards are addressed by taking one or more actions as
ocutlined in Table 6 of NR 140. The NR 140 requirements are imposed
the NR 181 corrective action requirements which are applicable to the JAB
and the 1985 sites. NR 181 requires that a facility remove or treat in
place those hazardous constituents that have migrated from the hazardous
waste unit. So, since State Enforcement Standards are exceeded, as stated
within NR 140, treatment options are preferred to address these exceedances.
Also, even though the 1985 and 1978 sites will receive cap improvements,
the area that is believed to be contributing to the major portion of the
present contamination fram the JDF, the JAB, will not receive capping
improvements (as discussed in the response for C-2).

C-4) Of the treatment altermatives presented within the FS, addressing
the groudwater contamination, the groudwater pump and treat altermative
selected is the most cost effective. The groundwater pump and treat
altermative selected (Alternative 11), as described within the ROD, is cost
effective when campared to the other groundwater treatment option presented
within the FS Report, Altermative 12, Groundwater In-Situ Treatment. Both
alternatives will achieve basically t’he same clearuup goals. Also, the
methoad in which Alternative 11 is described in the ROD, the f'lexJ.bJ.lity of
the development of the system is similar in nature to that mentioned in the
camment, in that air stripping or other air treatment technologies will be
lmplemenbed if needed, aswellasanytmatme.rrtthatmaybemededto
address inorganic parameters in the groundwater to enable any discharge to
meet the Ambient Surface Water Quality Standards as set by the State.
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In conclusian, the U.S. EPA and the WINR do not believe that the remedies,

as stated withi ﬂmemo,areimppmpriabeorinpmctjml,butamccst-
effectiveardamnecssaryboassureprctactim of human health, welfare
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APPENDIX A

DAVID HOMAN

JIM APPEL, RESIDENT

YAHR AND PELSUE, D.D.s, s.c.
ROBERT G. YAHR, D.D.S.

WISC!NS]NPGVERAN’DLIG-H‘CD.

JACK GRAWE, DISTRICT MANAGER

S.P.I1.
RUSSELL AND RUTH FREND

2URCE OF QUMMENT

8/30/89 MEETING

8/27/89 LETTER
8/30/89 MEETING

8/30/89 MEETING
9/6/89 LETTER

9/12/89 LETTER
9/14/89 LETTER"

9/14/89 LETTER

9/5/89 LETTER
9/14/89 LETTER
9/13/89 LETTER |
$/13/89 LETTER
9/14/89 LETTER
9/13/89 LETTER

9/15/89 LETTER
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COMMENT S5 CONTINUED:

QOMMENT 6:

COMMENT 7:

LAW OFFICES OF BRENNEN, STETIL,
BASTING & MACDOUGALL, S.C.
GBO. K. STEIL, SR.

CENTRAL VENDING
ROBERT F. YECMANS

ROBERT C. STONECLIFFE, RESIDENT
ROY MARKHAM, RESIDENT

BRUCE H. HAMILTON, O

H.E. ROBB, RESITENT

RICGHARD L. MONALL, RESIDENT
TED WALTON, RESIDENT

HUFCCOR, INC./RESIDENT
FRANK R. SQOTT

J.P. CULLEN AND SONS, INC.
MARK A. CQULLEN

SEDCR & HOAG, S.C.,
ATTORNEYS AT 1AW
GILEERT D. SEDCR

VICTOR D. LITTLE, RESIDENT
WISOCONSIN DEPARIMENT OF
NATURAL RESCURCES

MARK GIESFEIDT FOR PAUL DIDIER

JANESVILIE DISFOSAL FACILITIES
STEERING COMMITTEE INCLUDING:

CITY OF JANESVILLIE, GENERAL MOTORS

QORP., PARKER PEN OD. AND

9/14/89

9/16/89

9/15/89

9/18/89

9/18/89

9/15/89
9/18/89
9/20/89

9/19/89
9/20/89

9/19/89

9/19/89
9/15/89

9/18/89

TEQUMSEH PRODUCTS Q0. WITH ASSISTANCE

FRCM WARZYN ENGINEERING, INC.

LETTER

LETTER
LETTER

LETTER
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State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOUFLCES

rroli D. Besacny
Secretary

Box 7921
Madison, Wisconasin 83707

‘ . File Code: 4430
DEC 2 7 1989

Mr. Valdus Adamkus, Regfonal Administrator
U.S. EPA, Region V

230 S. Dearborn Street

Chicago, Il1linois 60604

SUBJECT: Selected Superfund Remedy
Janesville Disposal Facility
Janesville, Wisconsin

Dear Mr. Adamkus:

The Department is providing you with this letter to document our pdsition on
the proposed final remedy for the Janesville Disposal Facility (JDF). The
proposal as fdentiffed in the draft Record of Decision includes the following:

1985 Site A landfil gas and flaring system,
upgrading the cap to NR 500 standards, and
repairing and/or improving the leachate collection system.

Estimated Costs Construction - $2,949,000
Operation and Maintenance - $39,500 to $142,000
30 Year Present Net Worth -°$4,521,000 .

1978 Site A landfill gas and flaring system (or to test out of the need to
install the landfil gas system) and
upgrading the cap to NR 500 standards,

Estimated Costs Construction - $3,993,000

Operation and Mafntenance - $52,500 to $135,000
30 Year Present Net Worth - $5,331,000

1963 Site No actfon other than groundwater extraction (see JDF ndwater)
and continued monitoring,

Estimated Costs Monitoring Costs (not quantified)
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JAB Cap Maintenance

Estimated Costs Construction - $75,000
Operation and Maintenance - $14,100
30 Year Present Net Worth - $2592,000

JDF Groundwater Groundwater extraction and treatment to address the
contaminated groundwater.

Estimated Costs Construction - $504,000
Operation and Maintenance - $57,000 to $117,000
30 Year Present Net Worth - $2,184,000

The total 30 year present net worth for the JDF remedial action is
approximately $12,000,000. We understand that {f the potentially responsible
parties do not agree to fund the remedy, the State of Wisconsin will
contribute 10% of the remedial action costs.

We. also understand that our staff will continue to work in close consultation
with your staff during the predesign, design and construction phases of this
project. '

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

Sincerely,

C.0.

C. D. Besadny, Secretary
COB:MT 9

cc: Lyman Wible - AD/S
Linda Wymore - LC/5
Paul Didier - SW/3
Mark Giesfeldt/Sue Bangert --SW/3
Joe Brusca/Mike Schmoller - SOD
Dan Cozza - EPA, Region V
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