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16. ABSTRACT (continued)

The selected remedial action for this site includes: installation of a security
fence; capping with a final cover system consisting of a gas control layer, a barrier
layer of low permeable material or a flexible membrane and a drainage layer; topsoil
cover and vegetation; deed restrictions; consideration of treatment options for air
emissions from gas vents after construction of the final cover; consideration during
design of the need for extra protection for frost damage without significantly
increasing cost or likelihood of failure; and air and ground water monitoring. The
second remedial action will address the ground water contamination and possible
remediation of the downgradient plume. The estimated present worth cost for this
remedial action is $6,300,000 to $11,100,000 if a clay barrier is installed, or
$5,500,000 to 29,300,000 if a synthetic membrane barrier is installed, with annual O&M
of $42,000 or $40,000.

T emrmamm s e e LA AT S AR S VT AT T S S DR (e A T, Yk 3 A e o M RITARS ; LR AR e D
£ e e TSI AR T, 2T v PRI SR AL s RS KO SR D et |




97>

RECORD OF DECISION
SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Oak Grove Sanitary Landfill Site
Oak Grove Township, Anoka County, Minnesota

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected source control operable unit
remedial action for the 0ak Grove Sanitary Landfill Site, in Oak Grove
Township, Anoka County, Minnesota, developed in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of
1986 (SARA), and to the extent practicable, consistent with the National 011
and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (40 CFR Part 300). This
decision is based upon the contents of the administrative record for the Qak

. Grove Sanitary Landfill site. The attached index identifies the items which
comprise the administrative record. The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency's

decision is based in accordance with the Minnesota Environmental Response and
Liabflity Act of 1983.

The State of Minnesota and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA),
each and independently, concur and adopt the selected remedy.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This operable unit is the first of two operable units for the site. The first
operable unit addresses the source of the contamination by containing the on-
site wastes and contaminated soil. The function of this operable unit is to
provide a final cover for the Oak Grove Sanitary Landfill which will prevent - ¢
or minimize ground water contamination and Tisks associated with exposure to
the contaminated materials. The remedy does not fully address the principal
threats at the site because it is not appropriate to address the ground water
contamination at this time. The second operable unit will address the ground
water contamination and possible remediation of the downgradient plume.

The major components of the selected remedy include:
* Installing a security fence around the landfill site;

* Capping with a final cover system consisting of a gas control layer, a
barrier layer of low permeable material or a flexible membrane, and a
drazinage layer;

* Topsoil cover and vegetation;

* Sit2 deed restriciicns limiting further use of the site;
* Treatment options for air omissions from gas vents will be considered
af<ar constructicn of the final cover;

~ Consideration during design, o7 the nsed for z:ira protzction from frost
damagz without significantly increzsing c2:t or the likalincod of
fzilur2; and
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action will be implemented after construction of the final cover.

The barrier layer camponent of the final cover system will be evaluated during
the remedial design to determmine whether low permeability material (clay) or a
flexible synthetic liner is best suited for use.

This action will requi.reoperationaxﬁmintamxceactivitieé to ensure
continued effectiveness of the remedial alternative. The action being taken is
consistent with Section 121 of CERCIA as amended by SARA, 42 U.S.C. § 9621.

DECLARATION

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the enviromment, attains
Federal and State requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate,
and is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternmative
treatment technologies to the maximm extent practicable for this site. The
size of the landfill plus the fact that there are no on-site hot spots that
represent the major sources of contamination preclude a remedy in which
contaminants could effectively be excavated and treated.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above
health-based levels, a review will be conducted within five years after
camencement of remedial action to ensure that the remedy continues to provide

adequate protection of human health and the envi
20 /2% eaes /mwzﬂlnéx -

Date i . Valdas V. Adamkus
Regional Adnumstrator
U.S. EPA, Region V

Date ; rald L. w:.llet i

Ccmmsszoner
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
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SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

.' OakaveSamtaryI.ardﬁll
Oak Grove Township, Anoka County, Mi.mesota

SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

Location

The Cak Gruve Sanitary Landfill (OGSLF)is located in Oak Grove Township,
Ancka County, Minnesota (figure 1) near the intersection of Eidelweiss
Street and County Road 22 (Viking Boulevard) as shown in Figure 2. The
OGSLF is approximately 38 miles northwest of St. Paul, the state capital.

Site Description

The OGSLF is located in the eastern portion of the Small Lake Section of
the Central Lowland Physiographic Province. The Small Lake Section is a
plain of hummocky moraines of Wisconsin till with the eastern portion
divided into a mmmber of areas. The OGSLF is located in the Ancka
Sandplain Area, which is characterized as a broad sandplain formed largely
fram glacial drainage. The topography of the area consists of low regions
of uplands and sand dunes interspersed among mumerous lakes and wetlands.
Elevations vary fram approximately 900 feet above mean sea level (MSL) to
approximataly 870 MSL. The site is located on an east—wat trending
upland.

The nearby developed land consists of agricultural and residential uses.
The western and northern edges of the OGSLF border single family -
residences. An estimated 249 people reside within one mile of the
landfill and 6,786 people reside within four miles of the landfill. These
population estimates were taken from the 1980 population census. It is
estimated that the majority of houses in the vicinity of the OGSLF Draw
their water fram wells or surface water sources.

A wetland is located adjacent to and south of the landfill and receives
surface runoff from the landfill. Cedar Creek flows through the wetland
and discharges to the Rum River which is about two to three miles
southwest of the site.

The site hydrogeology consists of two shallow ground water units beneath
the landfill. The upper unit is ccmposed of surficial outwash sand while
the lower unit is a confined aquifer ccmposed of valley train deposits. A
till deposit is preseant Lstween the two aquifer units and may function as
an aquitard. The tili unit is ccnposed of three facies, a gray till
fecies, a red fi ﬂe-frra:_\':f-:f.z acxcs and a red ccarse-grained facies. Ground

is predcxmnate.Ly sout.h :rf-m th° landflll Resxdentz.al wells around the
site genora1ly do nct use the surficial aquifer for drinking water. Most
wells in the area draw from the lower aqu;.fer
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SITE HISTORY ool

A solid waste landfill permit was issued to the owner of the site in 1971
by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA). In 1976, landfill
operations were assumed by a consortium of refuse haulers. The landfill
reached its permitted capacity in late 1983 and was not allowed to receive
additional waste. The MPCA tried unsuccessfully to enforce the pemmit
requirement that final cover be installed at the site.- The MPCA allowed
lime sludge to be applied as a base material for final cover in an attempt
to obtain proper closure of the site under conditions of the permit.
Initially, lime sludge was being spread over the landfill by the operator.
However, subsequent inspections by the MPCA and Anoka County staff
discovered that the lime sludge was being stockpiled on top of the
landfill and near the borrow pit. Also, the lime sludge spread over the
landfill was not properly applied and was causing ponding of water instead
of ‘allowing it to run off over the sides. Therefore, in order to halt the
improper application and stockpiling of lime sludge at the OGSLF, the MPCA
issued a Cease and Desist Order in 1985. —

Ground water contamination was discovered in the monitoring wells at the
OGSLF in 1984 and the MPCA issued a Request for Response Action (RFRA) to
the owners and operators of the OGSLF on August 28, 1984. The RFRA was
issued for the purpose of campleting closure activities and initiating a
Reamedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) at the site to determine
the extent and magnitude of ground water contamination. Wwhen the owners
and operators of the OGSLF failed to respond to the RFRA, a Detemmination
of Inadequate Response was issued and the MPCA entered into a Multi-Site .
Cooperative Agreement (MSCA) with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) for implementing a RI/FS at the site. The OGSLF was listed on the
National Priorities List in October 1984, with a Hazard Ranking System
score of 43. USEPA is the lead agency for the enforcement portion of the
project. : :

The landfill received an estimated 200,000 to 300,000 cubic yards of waste
per year. The fill area of the site covers approximately 45-50 acres.
Most of the waste present in the landfill is municipal trash and garbage.
However, a small documented quantity of industrial, chemical and hazardous
wastes are believed to be buried in the landfill. These wastes are
reported to have been placed near the center of the fill area but their
exact location is unkncwn. The wastes included oil sludge from an oil
recycling precess, paint and solwvent _wastes, foundry wastes, metal
sludges, chlerinatad and sther crganic compecunds from pesticide
manufacturing, cutting oils and lubricants, cleaning solvents, and inks.

‘Currently, thers is ar sstimated 2.5 milliop cubic yards of waste in the

landfill. )

MPCA and Anoka Count vzcords show a number of violations and operational
proolaﬂs that oc*ur::-ﬂ sver che rvr:«s»r';\t:mna1 'nv'story of the site. The

L__l.nc took olac. ;; i rznitm f:sn;-':n ins-zzd ~f in thases as the permit




B T N L e LT R P S T

. ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES (CONFIDENTIAL) .

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

RI activities were initiated at the OGSLF in 1986 and are currently
ongoing. The activities and results obtained to date will be briefly
summarized in this section. However, it should be noted that the data and
hydrogeological results presented here are preliminary and will be
subjectid to further refinement during the migration management operable
unit RI/FS.

Throughout: various phases of field work, 19 monitoring wells were
installed at various depths at twelve locations (figure 3), and water
samples were collected twice fram each well for chemical analysis.
analytical results are presented in Table la. Surface water and sediment
samples were collected fram seven locations as shown in Figure 4. Sample
results are listed in Tables 1b and lc. Figure 5 shows the location of
the five leachate sample collection points and Table 1d presents. the
analytical result from these samples. In addition, slug tests were
performed and 48 subsurface soil samples were taken for geotechnical
analysis to help assist in the hydrogeological investigation.

Residential wells near the OGSLF were sampled by MPCA staff on seven
separate occasions. The samples were analyzed for volatile organic
campounds (VOCs) by the Minnesota Department of Health. None of the .
residential wells sampled are known to be contaminated. R 4

Hydrogeology

The geology can be generally divided into three unconsolidated layers in
descending order: a surficial outwash sand, a till layer, and a deeper
sand and gravel layer A peat layer exists in the wetland area south of
the site (see Figure 2).

The surficial sand agquifer is thought to be continuous throughout the site
and ranges in thickness fram five to 60 feet. The minimum thickness
occurs the wetland area, Hydraulic conductivities range from

1 x 107° em/sec to 4 x 10° am/sec and ground water flows in a southerly
direction (see Figure 6).

The till unit raznges in zzlor and ccrposition from gray fine-grained
facies with traces orf szand and gravel, to red fine-grained facies and red
coarse-grained €faciss. Th=2 thickness of the till unit ranges fram 40 to

70 feet. The gray Izcizs Is <discontinucus,ynd occurs mainly in the
eastern and southern portions or the site. The red till facies (fine- and
coarse~-grained) eriz= thrcughout the site in varying thicknesses, relative
pcsitions, and J.ate::'; axtent. Through the interfingering and wedging of
these red till facis: zach couls axtand verzically £r-m the overlying

cutwash to the undsr’.-ia7 7271z train dercsics. v




The till unit may act as an aquitard since hydraulic condictivities of the
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gray till facies are extremely low and range from 2 x 10™ ' to 4 x 10~

an/sec. Hydraulic conductivities in the red till facies were uncbtainable

due to difficulties in acquiring an adequate sample. However, based on iy
the grain size distribution curves of each facies, the red fine- and

coarse-grained facies are assumed to have higher hydraulic conductivities

than the gray till facies.

The deep sand and gravel layer is located within a bedrock valley that
transects the site in a north to south direction (see Figure 7). The
thickness of this layer is approximately 175 feet as_ﬁhown in Fiqures 8_2
and 9 and hydraulic conductivities range from 4 x 10 © cm/sec to 5 x 10
an/sec. Ground water in this aquifer also flows in a southerly direction

(Figure 6).

Depth to water table ranges fram zero feet in the wetland to about 20-40
feet throughout the rest of the site. Vertical gradients indicate that
the surficial and deeper aquifers tend to discharge into the wetland area
at the southern portion of the site. Vertical gradients also indicate
that a downward gradient may exist throughout a portion of the fill area
from the surficial to the deeper aquifer. '

Runoff generated fram the southern one-half of the site drains directly to
the wetland by overland flow and ercsional gqullies created on the side
slopes. Runoff from the northern one-half of the OGSLF flows to low lying
drainage ditches that partially discharge into the wetland or into a
borrow £ill area located off the northeast corner of the site. The rest.¢
of the site drains directly to the wetland which lies approximately twenty
feet from the southern edge of the fill area. The wetland discharges into
a small unnamed stream located approximately 1,000 feet from the landfill
which then flows into Cedar Creek.

Extent of Contamination

Results from the analyses of samples collected during the RI document the

presence of a variety of compounds. The most common of these campounds

are acetone, methylene chloride, toluene, ethyl benzene, and total

xylenes. Further investigation is ongoing and is required in order to S
characterize the extent and magnitude of the ground water contamination at
the OGSLF site, espscially in the desper aquifer. As described in section
VI, the migraticn managsment cperable unit will address this portion of
the project. A drarit &I rsport has been prepared and will be put into
final form upon ccmpletion of additional ground water sampling and
hydrogeolegical studiss.

cuy ¢
Many organic and inorganic compounds were detected in ground water,
surface water, scil znz leachate samples collected during the RI conducted
at the OGSLF. 'Tre traztning zone was monitorad during drilling activities
using a photoicnizz:zi:n meter. This instrorent was also used to detect
pessibie hot spots z: -re lardilll., Tabl2 I.:zrssents on-site contaminant
inficrmation and th= [ lowino ciragraphs oooide a brief summary of the
results of sampiing = ata

T T PP TRR P . BT R T T T T T T T T P e B —



Ground Water ' o

Ground water contamination was detected in three monitoring well nests
screened in the surficial ocutwash sand unit immediately south
(downgradient) of the landfill. There were 63 occurrences of Hazardous
Substance List (HSL) organic campounds in these wells compared to one
occurrence in all other surficial aquifer wells and four occurrences in
confined aquifer wells. Total xylenes were detected at 108 ug/l and
arsenic was detected at 141 ug/l and was the highest level of ground water
contamination found. Results from downgradient wells in the wetland area
presently indicate that the extent of lateral movement of contamination in
the shallow ground water is less than 1,000 feet.

Four organic campounds were reported in ground water samples from two
downgradient wells screened within the lower confined aquifer. These
results indicate possible vertical migration of the contaminants into the

lower confined aquifer.

.

Surface Water : -

Surface water samples were collected from the wetland immediately south of
the landfill and fram Cedar Creek. Seven organic campounds were detected
in samples of the standing water in the wetland adjacent to the landfill:
chloroethane, methylene chloride, acetone, 1,l-dichloroethane,
4-methyl-2-pentanone, 4-methylphenol, and benzoic acid. Acetone was the
campound with the highest level of contamination (3500 ug/l). Chromitm,
barium, vanadium, and cyamde (among others) were among the

constituents detected in these samples. Of the constituents found in the
wetland surface water samples, chlorocethane, methylene chloride, and
1,1-dichloroethane were detected in downstream surface water samples.
Trichloroethene and trans,l-2-dichlorcethene were found in downstream
samples but not in wetland samples. Inorganic constituents detected in
downstream samples were ccmpa.nable to levels detected in the upstream .

background sample.
Soil

Subsurface soil samples were collected from beneath landfill leachate
seeps. The samples taken frem south of the landfill contained methylene
chloride, acetone, chlcrofom, and xylene. The highest level of
centamination detectzd was 16,000 ug/l for the campound 2-butanone.
Samples taken frem ncrth of the landfill were not measurably contaminated.
Because of methylene chioride and acetcne occurrence in most of the
laboratory blanks for th=2 soil samples, the RI, at this stage, has not

been able tc conclods whether these contamfdants were site related.
Leachate

As weuld ke evpecter. lzzchats samples collscted from erosional qullies on
the sides cf the lanizlll =:initizsd the hichest concentrations and number




of HSL organic campounds. The most ptevalentcmpoums,'in terms of.

distribution, were acetone, methylene chloride, and toluene. The highest
level of contamination detected was acetone at 19,000 ug/l. Other
organics found at high concentrations were 2-butanone (methyl ethyl
ketone), 4-methyl-2-pentanone, 4-methylphenol, and benzoic acid. DOT was
also reported at low concentration in one sample. One leachate sampling
location exhibited inorganic contamination at levels significantly higher
than the background surface water sample. The netals detected included
aluminum, chramium, iron, mercury and zinc.

Residential Wells

Residential wells near the OGSLF were sampled for 53 VOCs on seven
occasions as follows:

10 residential wells May 1985

8 residential wells June 1985

5 residential wells July 1985 e
7 residential wells February 1986 .
9 residential wells September 1986

10 residential wells June 1987

10 residential wells June 1988

During the June 1985 sampling event, low levels of VOCs were detected in
samples taken from three of the eight residential wells sampled. These
wells were resampled during the July 1985 sampling event and showed no
contamination. Subsequent sampling events have not confirmed the presence
of contamination in these residential wells.

Air

Readings taken from the breathing zone during drilling activities at the
site with a photoionization méter did not indicate the presence of organic
vapors. A soil gas survey did, however, detect organic vapors beneath the
existing lime sludge cover. Most of these readings also taken with a
photoionization meter are apparently the result of methane accumulations,
although three points beneath the lime sludge cover did indicate the
pr=sence of normethane organic compounds. Cover soil samples taken from
these locations indicated the presence of methylene chloride, acetone, and
toluene at concentraticns less than 40 ug/kg. There was little indication
of organic varcr accumulation beneath the vegetative cover on the western
cne-third of the lancdfiil,

Scurce of Contamination

N
There is no discret=z scurzce of contamination other than mixed mumc;pal
waste at the CGZLr. iost of the waste present at the landfill is
hcusehold trash anc ;a:‘::age. A small quant..ty of industrial, chemical,
and hazardous wests. ~cwever, i1: believed tc ke buried near the center of
the landfill 'Ihc westas irclude o1l sludse Zrom an oil recycling

Yy
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process, pamt and solvmt wastes, foundry wastes, metal sludges

chlorinated and other organic campounds from pesticide manufacturing,
cutting oils and lubricants, cleaning solvents, and inks. As mentioned
earlier, the former active landfill area covers about 45-50 acres. Most
of the waste was placed above grade, to a maximm height of approximately
50 feet. 'The waste does not appear to be in contact with the water table.

SUMMARY OF RISKS

A preliminary endangerment assessment (EA) was prepared and was
information presently available from the RI. Since the RI will be
campleted after further site characterization is performed, the EA will
also be completed at that time. These activities will be perfonmed during

the second cperable unit portion of the project.

The preliminary EA identified potential exposure pathways wh:.ch will be
mitigated by the source control cperable unit. The potential exposure
pathways are: exposure to air emissions from the landfill, exposure to
contaminated soils, exposure to contaminated surface water, and exposure
to contaminated ground water.

Current exposure to air emissions fram the site appears to be minimal, and
not 51gruf1cant from a public health viewpoint. However, a short-term
increase in emissions would be expected during construction of any
remedial action which disturbs the existing cover. There are
approximately 35 single family residences located within 10,000 feet of
the site. Based on meteorological data cited in the prel.imina:y EA, these
areas would be exposed to airborne contaminants approximately 17 percent: e
of the time. The duration of exposure would depend on the duration and
type of construction activities.

Contaminated soils are not expected to pose a public health ccncern.
Contamination of cropland and ingestion of contaminated food is un.h.kely,
since the identified volatile gonstituents are present at low .
concentration and do not tend to bioconcentrate in the food chain.

Contaminated surface water is a potential pathway for exposure. Surface
water in the wetland area immediately south of the landfill receives
surface runoff frcm the landfill. This runoff carries contaminated
leachate from surface _se=ps and potentially contaminated particulate
material frcm the surface of the landfill. This runoff could be
respensible for plant damage which is evident in the wetland along the

.scuth edge of the landfill. The wetland provides a pathway for

contaminants tc enter Cedar Creek. The preliminary EA report indicated
that ther= are nc su=fac2 water withdrawal points on Cedar Creek for
potable, agriculitural, cr industrial use déwmstream of the site.

Grocund water repressnts another potential exposure patiway for
contaminants. Ground w/ater is an important scurce of water in the area,
and there;are a numter >f Zomestic wells in :-lose proximity to the site.

~ ~
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However, these wells are all upgradient or crossgradient, of the landfill

and are campleted to depths of 150 to 200 feet. The nearest downgradiemt
well identified in the EA is approximately 5,000 feet from the landfill
and is located on the south side of Cedar Creek. The RI data, to date,
indicates there may be a potential for interconnections between the
surficial aquifer and the deeper aquifer. This poses the greatest concern
as a pathway of exposure. Further investigation will more clearly
delineate the magnitude of the threat posed by contaminants reaching or
presently existing in the deeper aquifer.

Implementation of the selected remedy as presented by this operable unit
for source control, will eliminate exposure to contaminated soils, contmml
air emissions, minimize rodent burrowing and prevent further contaminaticn
of surface water by controlling runoff from the landfill and minimize or
prevent contamination to the deeper aquifer. Subsurface migration of gas
has not been detected and appears to be an unlikely pathway for migratiom
of ‘contaminants.

.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERAELE UNIT -

Since further work is needed to camplete the RI/FS for the ground water
contamination, which was started in October 1986, the USEPA and MPCA
agreed to divide the project into two operable units in order to

‘facilitate progress toward remedial action at this site. The two

units are for source control and migration management. The first operaiul‘e
unit will address the source of the contamination by containing the _
on-site wastes and contaminated soils. The second operable unit will
involve further study of the ground water contamination and will addrese®
remediation of the downgradient contaminant plume. The role of each
operable unit will be further explained below.

Source Control Operable Unit

The MPCA in conjunction with the USEPA decided to proceed with a FS-to
detemine what type of final cover would be suitable for the site. The
OGSLF never received final cover when the landfill was closed. Therefam,
an operable unit which will address the contaimment of wastes and
contaminated soil at the site, can occur prior to the completion of the
ground water remediation because ¢onstruction of a suitable final cover
will prevent further infiltration of precipitation which will reduce
resulting leachate croduction.

Migration Manacament Jperable Unit

‘This operable uni: will 2z a continuation Qf the RI/FS which began in
1986. The prolmunal ~ results of the RI ihdicate the presence of
contamination in the upper agquifer, but further work is necessary to
cetermine the ccarernancy of the confining laver that lies between the

. urrer and lower acuifzr, and to detemmine iZ the lower 2quifer is being




cont:anumtedbythemr St:reoftheranammgmkstobeperfomed -
include installation of additional monitoring wells, -performance of a

series of slug tests, collection and analysis of additional water samples,

and preparation of the final RI report. The FS will be initiated after

campletion of these RI activities.

ViI. QOOMMUNITY RELATIONS

The source control alternatives evaluated in the FS were presented in the
interested cammunity in a manner consistent with the Superfund law and EPA
guidelines on camunity relations at the conclusion of a FS.

A public comment period on the alternatives began on September 2, 1988,
and ended on September 23, 1988. The MPCA published a notice in the
September 2, 1988 edition of the Anoka County Union, the local newspaper,
and also provided a news release to the paper. The notice included
information on the availability of the FS and proposed plan at the Oak
Grove Township Hall, the dates of the public camment period and _publ.i.c
meeting, and a description of the alternatives and the

alternatives. In addition, on August 30, 1988, the MPCA mailed a copy of
the notice and news release, which explained in more detail the proposed
alternative, to the Oak Grove site mailing list. This mailing list
includes interested residents, township and county officials, elected
officials, and site owners and operators. The Oak Grove Township Hall
served as the information repository for the Administrative Record, the FS
and the proposed plan.

A public meeting was held on September 14, 1988, in the QOak Grove Township
Hall. The attached Responsiveness Summary lists the camments received at
the meeting and during the camment period, as well as the MPCA’'s response
to those comments.

VIII. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT ;CHANGES

No significant changes have beon made since the publication of the Fs and
proposed plan.

IX. DESCRIPTICN OF ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives under consideraticn for source control were developed by
examining a number of possible remedial technolcgies, and campliance of
these alternatives with arplicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs) of f=deral and state environmental statutes.
excavation of the landfil® (with destruction of the wastes by
ircineration, dispszal ~-fZ-site in 2 secure c'*nm*'clal landfill, or
redisposal on-site in a iired landfill) wad'tliminated in the initial
screening procsss. The criteria used for elimination of excavation were
short-temm impacts cn human hezith due to air amissicns and excessive
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cost. In-place closm:e of the landf.xlled waste, conszstmg of a.ltemauve
cover systems, consistent with the state and federal regulations,
including the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) for landfill
closure and Minnesota proposed rules pts. 7035.2525 and speciﬁ.cally pt.
7035.2815 were developed for detailed evaluation. -

The source control alternatives are:

* Alternative 1: No Action

* Alternative 2a: Cover system satisfying interim minnescta rules for
manicipal landfill closure with clay barrier layer.

* Alternative 2b: Cover system satisfying interim minnesota rules for
municipal landfill closure with synthetic membrane barrier layer.

* Alternative 3da: Cover system satisfying minnesota rules for municipal
landfill closure with clay barrier layer.

.

* Alternative 3b: Cover system satisfying minnesota rules for numcipal
landfill closure with synthetic membrane barrier layer.

* Alternative 4a: RCRA equivalent cover system for hazardous waste
facility closure. ~

* Alternative 4b: RCRA cover system for hazardous waste facility
closure. - .

All alternatives except "no action" would include capping the former
disposal area with varying layers and thicknesses of soil and/or synthetic
materials which in cambination wculd camprise a cover system for the
landfill. Each alternative cover system described below includes a
foundation layer overlying existing materials to support the cover system
and a continuous coarse-grained soil layer in conjunction with gas vents
which will be utilized to control gas migration. The differences in the
alternative cover systems consist of varying thicknesses of cover soil,
the presence and thickness of a lateral drainage layer and the type of
barrier layer utilized to minimize percolation of surface water. The
cover systems would provide varying degrees of control of contaminant
migration into grcund water and surface water by minimizing percolation of
rainfall and snow melt thrcugh the landfill contents.

Altermative 1: No Acticn

Construction Cost: 220,700-511C0,000 ..,
Annual Operation and aintenance (O&if) Co$Sts: None
Months to Impiement: 1

Ccmershensive Envirormental Resconse, Compensaticn, and Liability Act of
1980 {(CERCLA) requires :igt ths "nc action" zlizrmative be considered at

S aemy
2
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every SltP Unde.r tlu.s alternative, MPCA would feme the si.te t.o pzevem:
direct human contact with landfilled wastes, buttakemfurt.heract.:mto
control the ability of contaminants to migrate.

Alternative 2A: Interim Minnesota rules for municipal land.f:.ll-clay
barrier. ;

Construction Cost: $3,900,000-$7,300,000
-Anmual O&M Costs: $38,000
Months to Implement: 18-24

This remedy would include the installation of a minimm 42-inch cover
system (Figure 10) over the landfill area. The barrier to downward
percolation of infiltrating surface water is provided by a 24-inch
campacted clay layer. Additional quantities of soil fill are required to
construct a minimum two percent slope to facilitate surface water runoff.
The Alternative 2A soil cap camplies with state requlations for a landfill
which will no longer receive waste and will be closed within 18 months of
the effective date of Pts. 7035.2525 to 7035.2815 of the Minnescta

proposed rules.

Alternative 2B: Interim Minnesota rules for municipal landfill-synthetic
membrane barrier. )

Construction Cost: $3,100,000-$5,400,000
Anmial OsM Costs: $37,000

Months to Implement: 18-24 e
This alternative is similar to Alternative 2A, except a high density
polyethylene (HDPE) membrane is substituted for the 24-inch clay barrier
(Figure 10). The 30-mil thick HDPE membrane camplies with state
requlations for closure of a municipal landfill.

13

Alternative 3A: Minnesota rules for municipal landfill-clay barrier::

Construction Cost: $5,900,000-$10,700,000
Annual O&M Costs: $42,000
Months to Implement: 18-24

Under this alternative, the landfill area is capped by a minimum 60-inch
cover system (Figurs 10). A 24-inch compacted clay layer provides the
parrier to downward micraiticn to contaminants due to percolation of
surface precipitation. In campariscn to Alternatives 2A and 2B,
Alternative 3A provides si: inches of additional cover material for
promotion of vegetaticn, Zrainage and protggtion of the barrier layer.
The minimum percent sicpe is increased to 'threo percent and a 12-inch
thick lateral drainags isver is zdded to intercept surface water
percolating into the czv=< system. This alternative camplies with state

reqgulaticns for a landiill -vhich '.-:'.';l receive westes 18 months after the
effective date of Pts. 7CIZE.ZEZZ iz 7035.281it <f the Minnesota proposed
rules.

h Oy SO ST AN I . .. Tt PRI R - LPE S E CT AO T e “,-t—’:?-?m.:‘-'""‘u'.‘"'—-ﬂ
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Alternativé 3B: M:mmota rules fdr ' 'Cipal- m- P
barrier. Tun landf' : synt.hetic' natbrare‘

Construction Cost: $5,100,000-$8,900,000
Annual OsM Costs: $40,000
Months to Implement: 18-24

This alternative is similar to Alternative 3A, except an HDPE i
membrane is substituted for the 24-inch clay barrier layer (Figure 10).
The 30-mil thick HDPE liner system also camplies with state regulations
for closure of a municipal landfill.

Alternative 4A: RCRA equivalent for hazardous waste facility.

Construction Cost: $7,400,000-$13,400,000
Annual O&M Costs: $45,000 '
Months to Implement: 18-24

A minimum 78-inch soil cap is included with this alternative (Figure 10).
A camposite barrier to downward percolation is provided by an HDPE liner
overlying a 12-inch clay layer. The cover soil is 30 inches thicker than
in Alternatives 3A and 3B. This alternatjve is in substantive campliance
with RCRA regulations for closure of a hazardous waste facility, but
varies fram federal design guidance in the thickness of the clay layer.

Alternative 4B: RCRA closure for hazardous waste facility.

Construction Cost: $8,000,000-$14,600,000
Annual Os&M Costs: $46,000 '
Months to Implement: 18-24

Alternative 4B differs from alternative 4A in that the thickness of the
clay layer is increased from:12 inches to 24 inches (Figure 10). This

alternative is in campliance with RCRA hazardous waste regulations and

federal design guidance.

X. SUMMARY OF CCOMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

g The National Contingency Plan and Section 121 of Superfund Amendments and J
Reauthcrization Act of 1986 (SARA) form the regulatory basis for the nine
evaluation criteria to t= utilized in determmining the appropriate remedial
action at a CZRCLA sit2. Specifically, Section 121 of SARA requires that
the selected remedy is tc e protective of human health and the
envirorment, cost-effectiz, and use permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technologiss or szzourcs recovenﬁzt.technologies to the maximum
extent practicabie.

Alternatives wers evaiuizt=l using current USEPA guidance, including
"Interim Guidance on S.zzriuncd 3=iscticn of Remedy" dated December 24,




o

' 1986, and Add:.t:.onal Interun Guidance for FY 87 kco:ds Df Decxsmn"
dated July 24, 1987. 1In the July 24, 1987, quidance; the following nine
evaluation criteria are referenced:

* long-Tem Effectiveness - This criterion evaluates the long-temm
protection of human health and the enviromment at the campletion of
remedial action. It is assessed in the magnitude of residual risks,
adequacy of controls in achieving cleanup criteria, -and reliability
of controls against possible failure.

* Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, amd Volume - This criterion evaluates
the anticipated performance of treatment altermatives. It is not
applicable to the contairment alternatives evaluated for the OGSLF
site.

* Short-Term Effectiveness - The effectiveness of alternatives in
protecting human health and the enviromment during implementation of
remedial action is evaluated by this criterion. Short-temm
effectiveness is assessed by protection of the cammnity, protecuon of
workers, envirommental impacts, and time until protection is achieved.

*+ Implementability - This assessment evaluates the technical and
administrative feasibility of alternatives and the ava.l.labz.lz.ty of
services and materials.

* Cost - The estimated capital, annual maintenance and monitoring, and
present worth value costs are evaluated by this criterion. Present
worth costs are calculated using a ten percent discount rate over a
50-year period of operatmn Cost estimate summaries of alternative
cover systems are given in Appendix B.

- %
-®

* Overall Protection of Human Health and the Envirorment - This
assessment draws on the results of the above evaluations to describe
whether, and how, each alternative provides protection of human health
and the enviromment.

* Compliance with ARARs - The assessment against this criterion describes
how the alternative camwplies with ARARs, or if a waiver is required and
how it is justified.

* Cermmunity Acceptance - Cocmmunity acceptance to the alternatives is
presented in the rssponsiveness summary, included in this Record of
Decision (RCD) as an actachment.

* Stata Accsptarcs - Tiv
the site.

W

Stzta of ﬂm.rosota (MPCA) is the lead agency for

This secticn provides a simmary of r.he relative performance of the
alternztives with respec: <> each =f the nine criteria. Tables 2 through
8 present a ccoopariscn ¢ tne nine ::;terla for zach altermative..
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Overall Pmtecta.on of l-mman Health and theEmrz.roment All 'of'—t.he |
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alternatives, with the exception of the no action alternative, would ‘
provide, with varying degrees of efficiency, an increased protection of i
human health and the enviromment with respect to existing conditions. The
increased protection is achieved by reducing percolation of surface

precipitation through the landfilled wastes and thereby controlling

leachate production and contaminant migration into ground water and

surface water. The cover systems would also reduce the risk of direct

contact with the contaminants remaining at the site.

Campliance with ARARs. Alternatives 4A and 4B meet or exceed all ARARs of
federal and state municipal landfill and hazardous waste facility closure
regulations. Alternatives 3A and 3B meet state and federal ARARs for
municipal landfill closure. Alternatives 2A and 2B cawply only with
interim state ARARs for municipal landfill closure and the no action
alternative does not camply with state or federal regulations for landfill
closure. .

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence. Long-term effectiveness for this
operable unit is evaluated in terms of the reduction of leachate
generation with respect to present conditions, and potential for failure
of the cover system. A ground water monitoring system will be included in
the migration management operable unit work phase for control of movement
of contamination through ground water. The future ground water monitoring
system will be used to verify the effectiveness of the contaimment unit.

Leachate generation was estimated using the HELP camputer model developed.
by the U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers and average weather data for nearby
St. Cloud, Minnesocta. The simulated percolation reaching the base of the
landfill, expressed as a percentage of total precipitation falling on the
landfill surface, is as follows:

Alternative Percentage
1 39.0
2a 11.5
2B 12.0
3A 6.5
3B 5.7
4A 0.0
4B 0.0

The above values ars estimates only and represent conditions assumed to

‘exist immediately follcwing construction of,‘the cover system. It is

important to note that aithcugh the actual-percentage of precipitation
which will percolate frcm the base of the landfill under Alternatives 4A
and 4B can potentially b= quite lcw, it will never achieve the zero
percent indicated by the HZLP mcdel simulation. The simulation does not
take intc account the decrzase in 2Ifectiveness “Zue to poor installation,
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mtenal defects, and phys:.cal abrasmn and degradation Alta:mtiv&s ZA,
2B and no action do not camply with the State of Minnesota requirement
that a cover system be able to reject or contain at least 90 percent of
the surface precipitation. Alternatives 3aA, 3B, 4A and 4B do, however,
exceed this requirement.

Possible failure modes for cover systems include differential settling of

landfill contents and subsequent breaching of the barrier layer,

penetration of the barrier layer by erosion, burrowing animals, vegetative —
growth, damage to the barrier layer by freezing/thawing, and improper

construction and installation. Insufficient information concerning the

potential for differential settlement at the landfill makes it difficult

to adequately evaluate whether a clay or a synthetic membrane barrier is

more apprupriate for the site. Alternative 2A and 2B, which include only

12 inches of cover soil and no lateral drainage layer, have the greatest

potential for failure due to penetration or freeze/thaw damage of the

barrier layer. Alternatives 4A and 4B provide the greatest long-term

protection against failure. o

-

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume of the Contaminants. This
evaluation criterion is not applicable to the OGSLF site because none of
the altematives includes treatment of the contaminants.

Short-Term Effectiveness. All cover system alternatives will have minimal
potential impact on human health because construction activities will not
disturb in-place wastes. The major impact on the nearby residents will be
temporarily increased truck traffic required to transport the large e -
quantities of soil camprising the cover system camponents. The cover ~°
system will require 18 to 24 months to design and construct, depending on
seasonal weather conditions. Alternatives 4A and 4B will probably require

a slightly longer construction period than Alternatives 2A, 2B, 3A and 3B.

Implementability. The equiptent, materials, and skilled workers needed to
construct the cover system alternatives are readily available in the Twin
Cities area. The plans and specifications for the alternative cover
system are likely to attract construction bids from local and regional
contractors. The manufacturers and suppliers of the synthetic membrane
are likely to be companies operating nationally.

Cost. Alternative 1 has minimal estimated construction costs. The
estimated construction ccsts for each of the remaining alternatives are as
fcilows:

Alternative 2a - 83 °00,000 - $7,300,000
Altermative 2E - \.,, 100,000 - s$5,40Q,000
Alternative 3a - $%,900,000 - $10,700,000
Alternative 2B - 35,100,000 - $8,900,000
Alternative 4a - 37,400,000 - $13,400,000
Alternative 4B - 2&,000,0C: - $14,600,000

* 4+ *+ * * %
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soils and/or synthetic membrane camprising the cover system alternatives.
The availability of the various soil types camprising the cover systems
cannot be determined with respect to quantity, quality or unit cost until
further detailed engineering investigations are initiated.

The annual operation and maintenance costs for each cover system
{Alternatives 2A through 4B) are estimated as follows:-

Alternative 2A - $38,000
Alternative 2B - $37,000
Alternative 3A - $42,000
Alternative 3B - $40,000
Alternative 4A - $45,000
Alternative 4B - $46,000

* * % ¥ %

State Acceptance. The State of Minnesota supports the preferred
alternative.

4

Camunity Acceptance. Cammnity acceptance of the prefer.red alternat:.ves
will be evaluated after the public cament period has ended and is
described in the Responsiveness Summary.

SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

Based on current information, the USEPA and MPCA select Alternative 3
(Figure 11) as the most appropriate alternative for the final cover at the
OGSLF site. This alternative provides the best balance among the nine
criteria that USEPA uses to evaluate the remedial alternatives.
Alternative 3 contains two variations of barrier layer materials. At the
present time, there is insufficient information rega::dmg the available
quantity, quality and cost of the materials camprising the barrier layer.
Therefore, the final selection will be made during the early stages of the
remedial design. During the remedial design, an evaluation will be -
cenducted to determine:

1. wWhether low permeability soil (compacted clay) or a synthetic membrane
will withstand settlement of the refuse and freeze/thaw damage; and

2. Cost and availability of both barrier layer materials.

Bcth veriations of Alternative 3 use containment techniques and will
minimize future contaminant migration by reducing the volume of
precipitation which percclatzss through the landfilled wastes. Altermative
3 was alsc selected beczuze it meets ARARs..{onsistent with the State of
Minnesota proposed rules for closure of a municipal landfill and is cost
effective. The efisctiveness of the selected cover system in protecting
ground water quality will z= verified by a monitoring network mstalled as
part of the migration marzgsment operaple unit phase of work.

S e min te e e et L mmemememb e Tt L e e saevag e, . i L tn e er et Yt Am e et % e e e mm——
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the design stages of theproject Az.rquahtymtormgwﬂ.lalsobe
considered.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

A.

Protecttion of Human Health and the Enviromment

The selected remedy will reduce the generation of leachate by
infiltration, thereby reducing the release and subsequent harm or
potential harm to public health, welfare and the enviromment. A
release of contaminants has been documented in the surficial aquifer
at toxicologically significant concentrations. Although the surficial
aquifer is unlikely to be used as a drinking water source, migration
of contaminants fram the surficial aquifer into the deeper aquifer is
possible. The selected remedy will decrease the likelihood for
degradation of the deeper aquifer which is currently used for
individual potable water supplies in the vicinity of the site and is
capable of yielding larger quantities of water for ccnmen:.ml and
public uses where necessary.

Additional RI activities are necessary to determine if the deeper.
aquifer is contaminated or if it is vulnerable to comtamination. The
selected remedy will not address the release of contaminants via
lateral movement of ground water through source material at the
southwest corner of the fill area nor the continued production of
leachate through infiltration subsequent to placement of the cover. -«
This release as well as an appropriate remedy for the deeper aquifer
will be addressed through another FS and ROD after the RI activities
are campleted. -

Attaimment of Appl:.cable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARS) .

Compliance with ARARs

SARA requires that remedial actions meet legally applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements of other environmental laws.
These laws may include: the Toxic Substances Control Act, the Safe
Drinking Water Act, the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, the Solid
Waste Disposal Act (RCRA), and any state law which has stricter
requir=ments than the corresponding federal law.

Arplicable requirements are cleanur standards, standards of control,
and cther substantive envircrmental profsction requirsments, criteria
or limitations promulgated under federdl or state law that
specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant, centaminant,
remedial action, location or other circumstanc= at a site. A
rnqu.mment is "applicable" if the remediali action or circumstances at
the a...u= satisfy all of the jurisdicticnzl rrerequisiizs of the
requirzment.

B g Rl R R R R
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Relevant and app:opnate requu:exents are cleanup standards, standards
of control, and other environmental protection requirements, criteria

. or limitations promlgated under federal or state law that, while not

legally "applicable" to a hazardous substance, pollutam:, contaminant,
remedial action, location or other circumstance at a site, address
problems or situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at
the site that their use is well suited to that site. .

"A requirement that is judged to be relevant and appropriate must be
camplied with to the same degree as if it were applicable. However,
there is more discretion in this determination: it is possible for
only part of a requirement to be considered relevant and appropriate,
the rest being dismissed if judged not to be relevant and appropriate
in a given case" (Interim Guidance on Campliance with Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements, 52 FR 32496, August 27, 1987).

Landfill Closure Requim;exxts

The RCRA requlations which govern Hazardous Waste Treatment,. Storage
and Disposal facilities (40 CFR Parts 264 and 265) apply to landfill
facilities that received hazardous waste after November 19, 1980. The
USEPA has not documented, at present, that any hazardous waste was
d.l.sposed of at OGSLF following November 19, 1980. The RCRA, Subtitle
C requirements for hazardous waste landfill closure are not known to
be "applicable" at this site.

The USEPA has documented the disposal of a small quantity of hazardoug
waste at OGSLF; therefore, Subtitle C is a "relevant” requirement.

The USEP arrived at its conclusion that a Subtitle C cap/cover was not
appropridte at OGSLF based on the following analysis.

OGSLF was a sanitary landfill which received a small documented

quantity of hazardous waste. The presently documented proportion of

hazardous waste is based dn records received from Ancka County files.

The USEFPA does not believe it appropriate to use a Subtitle C

cap/cover to remediate a large sanitary landfill where we have such

small documented quantities of hazardous waste known to have been

disposed. Approximately point-one percent (0.1%) of the more than two o
millicn cubic yards of waste estimated to be in this landfill has been T
presently documented by the USEPA to be hazardous waste. Though the

known quantity of hazardous wastz is believed to be near the center of

the landfill, no hot spot has been identified. The USEFA has :
consequently concluded that the hazardous waste, though perhaps near

the center, may be dispersed over a nuch wide area. The dispersion

believed to exist decreases the r=semblgnce of the OGSLF site to the

discrete RCRA units that ordinarily lend themselves to being closed

with a RCRA Subtitle C cover/cap. In fact, to apply an effective RCRA
Subtitle C cap or cover over the presumed arsa of concern would

dictate covering a large sanitary landfill u..h the Suptitle C

cover/cap. :
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RCRA Subutle D regulauons have been delegated to the State of
Minnesocta. The Minnesota requlations incorporating RCRA’s Subtitle D
requirements are applicable, relevant, and appropriate. While
recognizing that Subtitle D is an "applicable, relevant and
appropriate requirement” for OGSLF, it is not deemed protective. As
discussed earlier, this alternative is highly susceptible to frost and
structural damage. Moreover, same hazardous waste, albeit a small
quantity, has been documented to exist in the landfill. Thus, the
USEPA is campelled to increase the protectiveness afforded by a
Subtitle D cover, and believes it is obtained by Alternative 3.

In view of the small documented quantity of hazardous waste and the
potential wide dispersion of the waste in a 45-acre sanitary landfill,
there does not seem to be sufficient similarity between the OGSLF site
and the type of circumstances Subtitle C requirements are intended to
address. Thus Subtitle C, though "relevant” is not "appropriate”.

Cost Effectiveness

-

The selected remedy will be consistent with the overall site strategy
for restoring the ground water and soils to acceptable cleanup levels.
The selected remedy is the least expensive of the alternatives which
meet site clearup goals.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment
Technologies or Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent
Practicable/Preference for Treatment

Since the purpose of this source control coperable unit was to provide
a suitable final cover for the OGSLF which would satisfy all ARARs
while minimizing the potential risk to human health, welfare and the
enviromment, no treatment of any kind has been addressed as part of
this operable unit. Another operable unit, for the migration
management portion of this project, will address possible remediation
of the ground water and will consider treatment as a principal element
of the overall site strategy.
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Figure 1. Location map.
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TABLE 2
OAK GROVE SANITARY LANDFILL

ALTERNATIVE 1 ANALYSIS __ : S

ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION

Description: The No Action alternative consists of leaving the present cover
in place and fencing the site to minimize future access.

Assessment:

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment .
0 Not protective of the environment. Contaminants will continue to
leach into ground water and surface water.
0 Unknown impact on human health. Future contaminant concentrations
in ground water and surface water may or may not exceed drinking
water and other health-based standards.

Complijance with ARARS:
) Does not comply with State or Federal landfill closure regu]at1ons.

Long-Term Effectiveness:
) o Wastes remain on-site.
' 0 Present landfill cover is 1inadequate to prevent contaminant
transport to ground water. '
] Future impacts on ground water quality are likely.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume: - e
) Not applicable because no treatment is involved.

Short-Term Effectiveness: .
0 Not applicable because no remedial construction is included.

Implementability: Sy : .
0 Technical feasibility 'not applicable because no remedial - con-
struction is included.
0 Net administratively feasibie. No action inconsistent. with State
and federal landfill closure guidelines.
0 Availebility of services and meteriais not applicable because no
remedial construction is inciuded.

Cosz:

0 capital (Cosi: $8 ,:CG - $..5,%00

) Annual Ma1ntenancn egnd Mcni<cring Cost: SO

0 tctimeted Presant Wiril: ZE‘,VOO °...-u,000
State Aczestance: e

o) Not apoiicabis becazuzz iz i3 a Sizte-lead site
lommunity Aczaectangs:

0 No acticn $3 l1inety T o2z ol
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0AK caovs SANITARY LANGF 1% ~' ey m““"é‘—-—~ SErEiaEs
LT SN "‘57 u—-%l-ﬂ.—.ﬂ— " A ey ,~ -.‘____.E‘-“. ‘.,':

Wae's
-ﬂescr1pt1on. The-ATternat1ve;2A ‘cover. system-consists*of;g d
=fill to - construct :a_foundation ‘*layer ‘With ‘mmmum'j.z spercent” s'lope. K
*contro'l —'Iayer of 5 mﬁ'\es ﬁf\sand;«a barner‘ﬂayer‘bf‘ 4 4nches *:of
ited cover layer : '

'Overa11 Protec "Health and ‘thé “Environment :
‘Lowest protect1on Zof “alternatives.= Allows “about 1, 5 percent.of
e isur1ace prec1p1tat1on to infiltrate ‘the’ 1andf111 < Some 1eaching of

:f'; ’con1aminants 1nto ground water'and surface water.: _ =

uComp11ance wifh_ARARs )
; -gom311es w1th

e -~ .
» M%-nl‘ ,?,,‘ >

Long-Term Effpct1vene55° z
.0 T -wastes remain on : ’ - .
= - Cover system a1lows percolat1on of- 11 5 percent of. surface precipik_

.w.. (Y

‘51te. .' -

r—— S ST R,

Ltation i I T I AT HeSE T
" The~ 1ong-term adequacy ‘of land d1sposa1 s unknown.::f SR
Minimal potential “for barrier -layer fai]ure ~due to -differentlal

settling of landfill contents. I SR
.. The minimal thickness {12") of the cover, 5011 makes the clay barrier )
susceptible to damage by burrowing animals, sha!!ow to ‘deep - rooted °

é;-%"fiiff vegetation and erosion, with a subsequent decrease in effectiveness.
I - Very susceptible to frost damage and significant decrease in effec-
e T T tiveness, T ST e st -

. 0 Future increases in the water table elevation may bring ground water
into contact with landfill contents.
0 Lack of drainage can destroy vegetation increasing percolation and
leachate production (1ower effectiveness).
] Lack of drainage can increase sTope jnstability of the cover soil.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, Or Volume:

0 Not applicable because no treatment. js involved.
Short-Term Effectiveness:

0 Minimal risk to the community during cover system construction.



3a X . : ¥ :

0 Potential risk to workers during construction due to emissions of
volatile organic compounds or methane. Requ1res air monxtor1ng and'
possible ‘respiratory protection. : -

0 Possible environmental impacts due to part1cu]ate em1ss1ons. Re- '
quires dust control during remedial construction. ' '

0 Engineering and construction will require 1 to 2 years. AProtection
against infiltration will be achieved immediately, -although the
effect on ground water quality will not be observed until a later
time when percolation of previous infiltration is complete.

Implementability: ’ _
o] Technically feasible. Minimal technical problems during design and
construction. "

0 Administratively feasible. Requires agency coordination to assess
the appropriateness of a municipal waste closure action.
0 Services and materials are availabie.

‘o Capital Cost: §3,900,000 - $7,300,000 .
0 Annual Maintenance and Monitoring Cost: $38,000
] Estimated Present Worth: $4,300,000 - $7,700,000 - -

State Acceptance:
0 Not applicable because this is a State-lead site.

Community Acceptance:
0 A1l containment alternatives may be opposed.

[
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TABLE 4
OAK GROVE SANITARY LANDFILL

ALTERNATIVE 2B ANALYSIS

ALTERNATIVE 28 - MINNESOTA RULES FOR INTERIM MUNICIPAL LANDFILL WITH SYNTHETIC
MEMBRANE BARRIER

Description: The Alternative 2B cover system consists of grading and soil
fill to construct a foundation layer with minimum 2 pércent slope, a gas
control layer of 6 inches of sand, a synthetic flexible membrane, and a 12
inch vegetated cover layer.

Assessment:

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment \

0 Lowest protection of the alternatives. Allows about 12.0 percent of
surface precipitation to infiltrate landfill. Some 1leaching of
contaminants into ground water and surface water.

Compliance with ARARs:

] Complies with State closure regu1at1ons for an ex1st1ng municipal
solid waste facility which will not receive additional wastes within
18 months of the enactment of the Minnesota proposed rules.

0 Does not comply with ARAR of at least 90% containment oF rejection
of surface precipitation.

Long-Term Effectiveness:

] Wastes remain on-site.

0 Cover system allows percolation of 12.0 percent of surface precipd-
tation.

0 The long-term adequacy of land dispesal is unknown.

0 Minimal potential for barrier layer failure due to differential
settling of landfill contents.

0 The thickness of cover soil (12") provides the synthetic membrane
with only minimal protection from phys1cal damage from burrowing
arimals, vegetation, erosion and surtace traffic, thereby rosult:ng
in a decreased effectiveness.

] Damace to singie synthetic membrane could result in significant
decrease in effectiveness.

0 ruture increases in tne water tabis elevation may bring ground water
ir<o ccrtact with landfil! ccrntents.

S Lack of drainage can destroy vagetation, increasing parcolation and
Teicnete produc ion. :

0 Lack of drzinage mey increzsz siope faiiure of the cover soil.

Tox*::ty, Mcbiiity, O~ Vailme:

reduction o el
Not appiicadbie beCauce no trzztment s invelved.

o]

Zheri-Term z7fectiveness:
c Minimzl risk tc the commu~®<Ty guring ZOVEr systam ZOnsTruciion.

® vemem e e a =
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Potential risk to workers during construction due to emissions of

0
volatile organic compounds or methane. Requires air monitoring and
possible respiratory protection. B T e e .
0 Possible environmental impacts due to particulaté emissions. Re-
quires dust control during remedial construction. '
0 Engineering and construction will require 1 to 2 years. Protection
against infiltration will be achieved immediately, although the
effect on ground water quality will not be observed until a later
time when percolation of previous infiltration is complete.
Implementability: ) . ’
0 Technically feasible. Minimal technical problems during design and
construction.,
0 Administratively feasible. Requires agency coordination to assess
the appropriateness of a municipal waste closure action.
(] Services and materials are available.
Cost:
0 Capital Cost: $3,100,000 - $5,400,000
) Annual Maintenance and Monitoring Cost: $37,000
0 Estimated Present Worth: $3,500,000 - $5,800,000 Co-

State Acceptance:

0

Not applicable because this is a State-lead site.

-

Community Acceptance:

0

A1l containment alternatives may be opposed.




TABLE 5 :
- .OAK GROVE SANITARY LANLFILL

 ALTERNATIVE 3A ANALYSIS - -

ALTERNATIVE 3A - MINNESOTA RULES FOR ACTIVE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL, CLAY BARRIER
LAYER

Description: The Alternative 3A cover system consists of grading and soil
fill to construct a foundation layer with minimum 3 percent slope, a gas
control layer of 6 inches of sand, a barrier layer of 24 inches of clay, a 12
inch sand lateral drainage layer, and an 18 inch vegetated cover layer.

Assessment:

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
0 Intermediate protection. Allows about 6.5 percent of surface pre-
cipitation to infiltrate landfill. Some leaching of contaminants
into ground water and surface water. .
Compliance with ARARs: -
0 Complies with State c¢losure regulations for an a:t1ve municipal
solid waste facility which will not close within 1B months of the
enactment of the Minnesota proposed rules.

Long-Term Effectiveness:

0 Wastes remain on-site. '

(] Cover system allows percolation of 6.5 percent of surface precipita-
tion.

] The long-term adequacy of land disposal is unknown.

0 Minimal potential for -barrier layer failure due to differential
settling of landfill contents.

0 Burrowing animals and vegetation can disturb upper thickness of
barrier without s1gn1f.can' reducticn in effectiveness.

0 Lateral drainage 1ayer minimizes potential frost damage.

0 Future increases in the water tzbie elevation mey br1ng ground water
into contact with landfill conternts.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume:
0 Not appiicable because no treatment is involved.

Short-Term Iffectiveness:
] %1n:ma1 risk to the communsiy curing 2over system consiruction.
) Patential risk to werkers curing cenetruciion due T0 emissions oOT

vsiatile organic compounds or methane. Recuires air monitoring and
;cssib1e respiratory prot gcsian.

) Fossibie environmentai imgaczis due. 1o jarticulate emissions.  Re-
quires dust control during remedial censtruction.
] _nc1ne=r.rg and consiruction wiil recuire 1 to 2 years. Protection
aszinst infiltration wil® :& azh'zved immediztaly, aizhough the
- '

ef’eft on crcung water cua:ily ACL & obsa~vad nt tii-a later
ime wnen 2cerzolation oF s-zvicus nY T sTrzzion Gr ozomdliet

(f
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Implementability: . .
0 Technically feasible. Minimal technical problems dur1ng design and :
" - - construction. "7 T

0 Adm1n1strat1ve1y-feasxble Requires agency coord1nation to assess -
the appropriateness of a municipal waste closure action. -
0 Services and materials are available. .

o Capital Cost: $5,900,000 - $10,700,000 .
) Annual Maintenance and Monitoring Cost: $42,000
0 .4Est1mated Present Worth: $6,300,000 - $11,100,000

State Acceptance:
o  Not applicable because this is a State-lead site.

Community Acceptance:
] A1l containment alternatives may be opposed



- TABLE 6
.. - OAK GROVE SANITARY LANDFILL

e . ALTERNATIVE 38 ANALYSIS -: :

. ALTERNATIVE 3B - MINNESOTA RULES FOR ACTIVE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL, MEMBRANE LINER
BARRIER LAYER

Description: The Alternative 3B cover system consists of grading and soil
fill to construct a foundation layer with minimum 3 percent slope, a gas
control layer of 6 inches of sand, a barrier layer of 30 mil thickness high
density polyethylene liner, a 12 inch sand lateral drainage layer, and an 18
inch vegetated cover layer.

Assessment:

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
o Intermediate protection. Adequate short-term barrier to leachate
generation with about 5.7 percent of precipitation infiltrating
landfill. However, failure may occur due to differential settling
or penetration by burrowing animals and/or vegetation. -

Compliance with ARARs:
0 Complies with“State closure regulations for an existing mun1c1pa1
solid waste facility which will not close within 18 months of the
enactment of the Minnesota proposed rules.

Long-Term Effectiveness:

0 Wastes remain on-site.

) Cover system allows percolation of 5. 7 percent of surface prec1p1ﬁa-
tion.

0 Tne long-term adequacy of land disposal is unknown.

0 Increased potential for memprane failure due to differential set-
tling of landfill contents.

) Potentia) for membrane failure due to abrasion or other disturbances
if cover thickness is 'decreased by ercsion.

o) Potential for membrane faiiure due to inadequate quality control
during installation.

o} 1f penetrated, the effectiveness of the synthetic membrane may be
significantiy reduced.

o Burrowing animals or vegezz<icn may penstrate entire thickness cf
barrier thus reducing the gffaciiveness oF the barrier.
0 Future increases in the watsr z3cie elevation may bring ground water
into contact with iandfii’ gzonianis,
Recuction of Toxicity, Motiiity, or /2iums
) Not applicable beczussz ne ::sa::;a;k:s invclved

Short-Term cffectiveness:
c Minimal risk 9 %the 2ommusi=y Iurming cougr system bcns:*uc*.on.
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) Potential risk to workers during construction due to emissions of
volatile organic compounds or methane. Requ1res air mon1tor1ng and
"possible respiratory protection. el T

) Possible environmental impacts due to part1cu1ate em1ss1ons. Re-
quires dust control during remedial construction. '

] Engineering and construction will require 1 to 2 years. Protection
against infiltration will be achieved immediately, although the
effect on ground water quality will not be observed until a later
time when percolation of previous infiltration is complete.

Implementab1]1ty i “ o7
‘ o  Technically feasible. Minimal technical problems during design and

construction.

0 Administratively feasible. Requires agency coordination to assess
the appropriateness of a municipal waste closure act1on.

o,  Services and materxals are avaijlable.

o Capita1 Cost: $5,100,000 - $8,900,000
] Annual Maintenance and Monitoring Cost: $40,000
0 Estimated Present Worth: $5,500,000 - $9,300,000 .-

State Acceptance:
0 Not applicable because this 1s a State-lead site.

Community Acceptance:
0 A1l containment alternatives may be opposed.

-
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-t ALTERNATIVE 4A ANALYSIS

TABLE 7
.. DAK GROVE SANITARY LANDFILL

ALTERNATIVE 4A - RCRA EQUIVALENT COVER SYSTEM FOR HAZARDOUS WASTE CLOSURE

Description: The Alternative 4A cover system consists of grading and soil
fi1l to construct a foundation layer with minimum 3 percent slope, a gas
control layer of 6 inches of sand, a barrier layer of 30 mil thickness high
density polyethylene liner and 12 inches of clay, a 12 inch sand lateral
drainage layer, and a 48 inch vegetated cover layer.

Assessment:

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
0 Protective. Virtually eliminates leachate generation due to infil-
tration of precipitation.

Compliance with ARARs:

(s May achieve compliance with RCRA closure regulations for a hazardous
waste cover system. Achieves desired barrier performance criteria
with 12 inches of clay rather than the 24 inches recommended .in
guidance documents.

Long-Term Effactiveness:
] Wastes remain on-site.
] Covar system essent1a11y eliminates percolation of surface prec1p1-
tation, initial efficiency of 100 percent.
) The long-term adequacy of land disposal is unknown. - &
) Synthetic membrane and lateral drainage ‘layer minimizes frost damage
to the clay barrier.
0 Minimal potential for cover system failure.
o Future increases in the water tabie elevation may bring ground water
into contact with Iandfill contents.
Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume:
] Not applicable because no treatment is involved.

Short-Term E¥fsctiveness:
0 Minimai risk to the community during cover systiem construction.
0 Fouantial risk to worke*s euring construczion due to emissions of
vn::;;.e oruar1c ccmﬁoun or metnane. Reauires air monitoring and

0 °c;:'ble environmental 1w:;:hs cue to particulate emissions. Re-
CL'f:s dust control during remedia: cons.ruc~1on.

] Engineering and construclicn Wi Sequire 1oto 2 years. Protection
asainst infiitration will =2 224 iBved 1nmed1 tely, although the
eivact on ground water quziivy wiil nst be observed until a later
time when percoiation of pravizus inviliration to the ground water

(il
ts

2 ig compiete.
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Implementability:
) Technically feasible. M1n1ma1 techn1ca1 prob]ems dur1ng des1gn and

construction. - - C
] Administratively feasible. Requires agency approva1 of interpreta- .
tion of RCRA performance criteria.
] Services and materials are available. High costs for clay transport
may cause bentonite/soil mixture to be a cost-effective alternative.

o Capital Cost: $7,400,000 - $13,400,000
0 Annual Maintenance and Monitoring Cost: $45,000
o] Estimated Present Worth: $7,900,000 - $13,900,000

State Acceptance:
0 Not applicable because this is a State-lead site.

Community Acceptance:

0 A1l containment alternatives may be opposed, but possible lesser
opposition due to the second barrier layer provided.

TV, PN AR CWRARELP, TS TS RN S T T



TABLE 8
0AK GROVE SANITARY LANDFILL

ALTERNATIVE 4B ANALYSIS

ALTERNATIVE 4B - RCRA COVER SYSTEM FOR HAZARDQUS WASTE CLOSURE

Description: The Alternative 4B cover system consists of grading and soil
fill to construct a foundation layer with minimum 3 percent slope, a gas
control layer of 6 inches of sand, a barrier layer of 30 mil thickness high
density polyethylene liner and 24 inches of clay, a 12 inch sand lateral
drainage layer, and a 48 inch vegetated cover layer.

Assessment:

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
° Protective. Virtually eliminates leachate generation due to infil-
tration of precipitation. 4

Compliance with ARARs:
0 Compliance with RCRA closure regulations and design guidance docu-
ments for a hazardous waste cover system.

Long-Term Effectiveness:

0- Wastes remain on-site.

0 Cover system virtually eliminates percolation of surface prec1p1ta-
tion, initial efficiency of 100 percent.

] The long-term adequacy of land disposal is unknown.

o Synthetic membrane and lateral drainage layer minimizes frost danﬂge
to the clay barrier. o

0 Minimal potential for cover system fa11ur=

0 Future increases in the water table elevation may bring ground. water
into contact with landfill contents.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mcbility, or Volume:
0 Not applicable because: npo treatment is involved.

Short-Term Effectiveness:

] Minimal risk to the community during cover system construction.

0 Potential risk to workers during construction due to emissions of
volatile organic compounds or methane. Requires air monitoring and
pessible respiratory protection.

0 Possibie environmental impacts due 0 particuiate emissions. Re-

guires Zust control during remecizi <onstruction.

tngines-“ng and construction wiio r2guire 1 to 2 years. Protection
against infiltration will be achisved immediately, althcugh the
efvect on ground water quality will not be observed until a later
time wnha2n percoiation of przvicus inflltration is compiete.

(@]
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Implementability: :
. 0 Technically feasible. Minimal technical problems during design and
construction. - - .o
° Administratively feasible. Requires agency coordination to assess
the appropriateness of a hazardous waste closure action. ‘
0 Services and materials are available. High costs for clay transport
may cause bentonite/soil mixture to be a cost-effective alternative.
‘Cost:
o Capital Cost: $8,000,000 - $14,600,000
] Annual Maintenance and Monitoring Cost: $46,000
) Estimated Present Worth: $8,500,000 - $15,100,000

State Acceptance:

o]

Not applicable because this is a State-lead site.

Community Acceptance:

0

A1l containment alternatives may be opposed, but possible lesser
opposition due to the second barrier layer provided.

., 'b., .




ENFORCEMENT

Prior to implementation of the RI/FS U.S. EPA issued notice letters to the
owners and operators of the Qak Grove Sanitary Landfill, KA

Durin? the RI/FS, numerous information request letters pdrsuént to CERCLA
104(e) were sent in an effort to identify additional PRPs. Consequently,
five generators and one transporter were identified as PRPs.

Section 122(a) of SARA give the President the authority to enter into
agreements with PRPs to perform response actions if he determines the
actions will be done properly. If the President determines that it is
inappropriate to enter into an agreement or to initiate negotiations, the
responsible parties will be notified of this decision and the reasons
behind it. Nine PRPs were sent a letter in September 1988 notifying them
of the decision not to enter into negotiation with them consistent with
this requirement of Section 122(a).

PRPs identified to date were generally not considered viable candidates to
implement remedial action. U.S. EPA is also planning to issue
approximately 50 additional information requests. Should U.S. EPA identify
viable PRPs as a result, U.S. EPA will initiate the special notice_ _
moratorium under SARA 122(e) )
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0AK GROVE LANDFILL, OAK GROVE TOWNSHIP, MINNESOTA '
" SOURCE CONTROL FEASIBILITY STUDY -
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

- ..~ -

This community responsiveness summary has been developed to document community
involvement and concerns durin? the source control operable unit phase of the
project, and to respond to public comments received during the public comment _
period. Also included, as Attachment A, is a summary of the community relations
activities conducted by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) since the
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study was funded, under a cooperative
agreemaent with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agenc; (EPA). EPA hereby
adopts the MPCA responses for the purpose of Section 1l of CERCLA.

A, OVERVIEW

The recommended alternative for a landfill cover at the Oak Grove site was
announced to the community through an advertisement in the local newspaper and a
news release. These items were also mailed to names on the Oak Grove site
mailing list. The recommended alternative 1s a landfill cover which {ncludes a
3 to 20 percent slope, a gas control layer, a barriar layer of either two feet
of clay or a 30-mil high density polyethylene membrane, a drainage layer, cover
soil and vegetated topsoil.

Anoka County and several residents living near the site supported the MPCA's
_recommendation for a landfill cover. Comments were also received from a few
residents and the landfill owners and operators (the potentially responsible
parties) adamantly opposing the MPCA's alternative and supporting the no-actiom
alternative.
This responsiveness summary contains-the following sections:

o Background on Community Involvement

o Summary of Comments Received and Agency Responses

o Remaining Issues

0 Attachment: Community Re1$tions Activities at Oak Grove Landfil)

B. BACKGRCUND CN COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

A high level of ccmmunity interest in the Ozk Grzve Landfill site had existed
during the time that the landfill was operating and has continued at relatively
the same level following closure of the land¥ill 2n¢ throughout the Superfund
project to this point. The primary focus of residants' concerns since the land-
fill closed has been the ground water contamination from the site and its poten-
tial effect on rearby recidential wells,



The MPCA conducted the community relations activities for the Superfund project.
In November 1985, residents were provided with information on plans for the pro-
ject through a news release, fact sheet and public meeting. : A second public
meeting was held and fact sheet provided in December 1986, following approval of
the work plan and start of the field work. Letters to update interested persons
on the progress of the ground water investigations were mailed to names on the
Oak Grove site mailing list in February and June 1988. These letters also
included information on the MPCA's decision to conduct a source control
feasibility study and the purpose of the study.

The MPCA announced a 21-day public comment period (September 2 - September 23,
1988) on the alternatives for the landfill cover through an advertisement in the
Anoka County paper and a news release. Copies of the advertisement and news
release were also mailed to persons on the mailing list. A public meeting was
held midway in the public comment period, on September 14, and fact sheets were
distributed at the meeting and made available at the township hall.

C. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND
MPCA RESPONSES

-

Comments received during the public comment period on the Source Control
Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan are summarized below:

Comment: Residents 1iving near the site expressed support for the MPCA's
recommendation for a landfill cover.

MPCA Response: The MPCA agrees that a landfill cover is needed and is the best
source control alternative for the site. The MPCA proposed - e
alternative 3 because it is appropriate for a solid waste land- *
fill and is the most cost-effective alternative. 4

Comment: Anoka County supporféd the propos2d altsrnative, noted it was
long-overdue and recommended it be undertaken quickly. The
County also:

- requested that the existing Time sludge be graded before the
fill is placed

- questioned wnether gas venting would be provided

- questicned how surfece runof? il de controlled

- requastad that the quality 2f t~s uprer 18 inches of soil
meet county requiremants

- questioned whether the usz 37 ifae zynthetic barrier is
r23listic becausa of tne Zi<“iiw = of rapair after cover
soils are placad *

- requestad that considerziicn 3z ziven to additional cover
soils for frcet orotzction

ry
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MPCA Response:

Comment:

MPCA Comment:

(g

-3- .

Gas venting will be provided as part of the landfill cover. The
existing lime sludge will be graded before the fill is placed.

During the remedial design phase, specific plans for syrface
water runoff control will be developed and specifications for
the topsoil and cover soils determined. Throughout the design
phase, the MPCA will periodically meet with and update county
staff to keep them informed of the plans for the landfill cover.
County concerns about runoff control and topsoil and cover soil
quality will be considered as design spec1f1cat10ns are
developed.

The MPCA considers either barrier layer material -- clay or
synthetic membrane -- equivalent and appropriate for the cover.
The MPCA also recognizes, however, the difficulties in repairing
the synthetic membrane after placement of cover soils. The
choice of barrier material will be made early in the design
stage, after the MPCA receives more site-specific information on
the availability and cost of the materials.

Frost control is not required for cover under Minnesota's pro-
posed solid waste rules. The MPCA believes that the drainage
layer in the cover system will remove a sufficient amount of
moisture from the cover to prevent frost damage.

One resident objected to "big government spending” and indicated

interest in bidding on the project. The resident also objected. g
to the landfill owner's loss of development rights for the land-

fi11 property.

The proposed alternative was evaluated on how well it met the
nine criteria developed by EPA for evaluation of remedial action
alternatives under the federal Superfund program. The nine
criteria are: protection of human health and the environment;
compliance with health and environmental regulations; reduction
of toxicity, mobility or volume of the contaminants; short-term
effectiveness; long-term effectiveness; implementability; public
acceptability; state acceptability; and cost. The proposed
alternative represents the best balancz among the nine criteria.

While the zstimated cost is higher than the MPCA axpected, the
agency believes that through the coimpztitive bidding process,
the cover will be constructed at th2 louest cost possible.

‘o s
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Comment:

MPCA Response:

Under state competitive bidding procedures, any qualified
contractor has an opportunity to bid on state contra;ts.'

Relative to the property development issue, the reason that the
property cannot be developed in the future is the need to keep
the cover intact, and added weight placed on the cover could
result in additional settling of the landfill. In addition,
future use of the property in some manner could restrict
operation of the gas venting system. Although the construction
of the cover will prevent future use of the property, the pro-
perty owners should realize that, even without the use restric-
tions of the cover, it is unlikely that the landfill property
would be of interest to potential developers.

Another resident supported the no-action alternative, citing the
high cost to taxpayers as the primary objection. The resident
also noted that two nearby landfills, Anoka Municipal and Waste
Disposal Engineering, are not being covered and that, given the
information available on the ground water contamination-at the
Oak Grove site, the existing lime sludge cover would be ade-
quate.

The MPCA's response to the cost issue is contained in the
response to the previous commenter. In addition, the MPCA notes
that little if any Superfund monies would probably have been
required for the cover had the owners and operators agreed to -
participate in timely design and construction of an appropriate
final cover for the landfill, as was requested by the MPCA. .
Both the Anoka County Landfill in Ramsey and the Waste Disposal
Engineering Landfill in Andover will have covers that are equal
to or more stringent than the proposed cover for Oak Grove.

Landfill covers are designed not only to reduce the generation
and movement of leachate into the ground water. They are also
designed to: control the release of methane and other gases
forming in the buried wastes, prevent erosion and control runoff
from the surface of the landfill, provide adequate drainage,
prevent rodents from burrowing into the landfill and prevent
direct contact with the wastes. The 2xisting lime sludge on the
landfill is not designed to accomplish this, and is, therefore,
not an adejuate cover.

‘e
.



Comment:

MPCA Response:

Comment:

MPCA Recsponse:

The attorney for the owners and operators of the landfill, who
are responsible parties, and several of the landfill owners
objected to the proposed alternative, supported:the no-action
alternative, and provided the specific comments (1 - 5) listed
below.

For clarity, the MPCA‘'s response follows each comment.

1. The landfill should be left uncovered -- the no-action
alternative -- because of the lack of demonstrated harm. The
MPCA's draft report on the extent of contamination, has not
shown the landfill poses a problem, a potential threat to the
public or an effect on drinking water. Ground water con-
tamination detected in the study is not severe and is being
treated as it is discharged to the wetland.

The MPCA's study of the contamination at the landfill is not
compliete and it is too early to characterize the sever1ty of
contamination at the landfill. . -

Under Minnesota Proposed Rules 7035.2815, Subpart 6, every sani-
tary landfill in Minnesota will be required to have a final
cover that meets new specitications, whether or not there is
ground water contamination present. All covers are required to
control and prevent a variety of potential problems, besides
reducing production of leachate and movement of leachate into
the ground water. Landfill covers are also required to control
erosion, runoff from the surface, and access to the site, ¥
control the release of methane and other gases from the buried
waste, provide adequate drainage, and prevent rodents from
burrowing into the landfill, and prevent direct contact with the
waste.

2. The landfill hds been uncovered for many years without
causing a problem. The MPCA is moving too quickly in making
this decision ahead of completing its investigation.

The MPCA is continuing its remedial investigation at the land-
fill. Sincz the cover will be reguired “or the landfill no
matter what the investigation finds 2nc it will not interfere
Aith 2y 37 sund water remedies that w3 2 needed, the MPCA  has
cnosan ¢ Iracaed 4ith the cover alzzrnative prisr fo the
compl2ticn Of the investigation.



Comment:

MPCA Response:

Comment:

MPCA Response:

Comment:

MPCA Response:

LY I

Y -

3. The cost of the a]ternat1ve is excess1ye compared to the
seriousness of the threat from the landfill. and respons1b1e par-
ties will face legal action and potential economic¢. ruin. EPA
has indicated they have suspended negotiations with the respon-
sible parties and the responsible part1es do not understand this
and need more facts. .

The MPCA's response to the cost issue is contained in the
response to a commenter above. .The federal and state Superfund
laws, enacted by Congress and the Minnesota Legislature, give
the EPA and MPCA the authority to recover costs for remedial
actions from responsible parties, in this case the owners and
operators of the landfill.

At this site, EPA is the lead agency for enforcement actions and
will negotiate with responsible parties for cost recovery.

Under EPA procedures, a moratorium is placed on these nego-
tiations until after the Record of Decision is signed.

Following this action, EPA re-opens the negotiation process for
a specified period of time. -

4. Public officials and area residents were not in attendance
at the meeting and should have been.

The MPCA sent a notice of the meeting to all persons on the

O0ak Grove mailing Tist, which includes residents and government
and elected officials. The MPCA also published the meeting
announcement in the Anoka County Union.

o
tTn

5. Some of the background information in the Feasibi]fty

'Study relating to the estimated amount of hazardous waste in the

landfill is inaccurate.

The estimated amount .of hazardous waste disposed of in the .
landfill was provided primarily for background purposes and was
an amount inciuded in the draft report on the ground water
investigation pnrepared by the MPCA's previous consultant. The
amount listed is the documented amount of hazardous waste
disposed of at the landfill. The MPCA and EPA believe that
additional amounts of hazardous waste may have been disposed of
at the site.

Relative Lo the questicned percenzags 5° hazardous waste to
total wastz volume, the MPCA's consuliant agrzes that the figure
shoulc nave been .12 percant, and zhe P72 nas notad this .08

-~ - - “
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D. REMAINING ISSUES

The MPCA was unable to specify which barrier layer for the cover -- clay or a
high density polyethylene membrane -- would be the final choice. This decision
will be made during the early stages of remedial design, after the MPCA receives
more site-specific information on the availability and cost of both barrier
materials. The MPCA considers either barrier layer material equivalent and
appropriate for the cover as both have been designed to divert water from
entering the fill material and infiltrating through the buried wastes.

In addition, some of the comments received from Anoka County will be addressed
during the remedial design. County concerns relating to the quality of the top-
soil and cover so0ils and questions about surface water runoff will be considered
during this phase of the project. Through periodic meetings and updates, the
MPCA will work with the county on these issues and keep them informed on the
progress of the design.



N ‘ ATTACHMENT A
COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED AT THE OAK GROVE LANDFILL SITE

e

The MPCA has conducted the following community relations activities for the
O0ak Grove Landfill to date:

November 6, 1985 - Public meeting held to discuss future federal Superfund
project at the landfill. Fact sheet provided to meeting
o attendegs_aqd_townsh1p.. )
December 1985 . Commun1ty re1at1ons interviews conducted and informétion
repository established at the Oak Grove Township Hall.

Spring 1985 - Community relations plan written and approved by EPA.

News release announcing meeting in Oak Grove Township on
beginning of Superfund project field work.

November 17, 1986

December 3, 1986 Meeting held in Qak Grove Township; fact sheet previded to
residents and township; project work plan placed in infor-

mation repository.

February and - Letters sent to persons on mailing list to provide updated
June 1988 information on the status of the ground water investigation
and indicating that the MPCA was proceeding with a source
control feasibility study while continuing investigation . at
the landfill,

August 30, 1988
: cover; announcing public comment period and date of public

meeting.

September 2, 1988 Ad published in Anoka County Union announcing same infor-

mation as news:release. Feasibility Study and Proposed

- Plan placed in information repository.

September 14, 1988 - Public meeting held, fact sheet provided and comments

accepted from public.

Public comment period ended; responsiveness summary written
and attached to Record of Decision.

v ~ September 23, 1988

News release announcing completion of feasibility study for
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" Dear Mr. Sarappo: . 1 | L e

- Reference 1s made to the Source Control Operable Unit Proposed Plan for the s
" Oak Grove Sanitary Landfi11 which was submitted to us on September 2, “1988. 2o
= ... ... The work proposed in this plan is long overdue and needs to be undertaken as =
i ... SOON as possible. . o _ ... e e n e
Our review of the proposed plan has .identified saveral 1items -needing -
- clarification which wa’d like to bring to your attention. - These items are as -
follows: - v o il o e e T e e
1. The quality of the upper 18 inches of soil has not been specified. :'Ne = .. -
would request that the quality of the upper 18 {inches of final cover - - o
TR soil meet the criteria specified in the County’s Solid Waste Ordinance : "
T for such enile, T have ancloced 2 cany af the dafinition of final ecover
LT wh}gh indicates the soil quality requirements for the upper 18 inches of
e - s$01t1lsS. "'-’A‘."_.‘a.-._"“‘.j-'«'. e ‘*:':‘_A. " - . ) N
2. It was not clear in the plan whether or not the existing 1ime sludge on
' the top Phase Il area would be graded before fill placement. Care
should be taken to grade the existing 1ime sludge so that there are no -
pockets to pond water after placement of the fill soils necessary for
establishing the final grade. :
3. Both cover plans, 3A and 3B, provide for 2} feet of cover over the
impervious mater{al (low permeable soils or flexible membrane). Two and
a half feet of cover may not provide sufficient protection of these
materials from damage caused by freeze/thaw cycles. Consideration
should be given to additional protective civer soils.
4. 1s the use of a membrane cap a realistic alternative? Membrane caps
are, at best, extremely difficult to repair if damaged after cover soil
placement. .
5. Will gas venting be provided?
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S. Wi1l gas venting be provided?

6. How will surface run off water be controlled and managed to get it off

B of the f1l1 without damaging the cover? ___. .. e .

I Iook forward to your favorable considaration of the foregoing comments.
you hava any quostfons concorning this matter, pleasa feel free to call me.,

Yours very trml/

/

Robert M. Hutchison
Director, Environmental Services

RMH : kk
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o .. Subsection 13, "Transfer Statior” is defined ss en intermediate solld weste disposal -~
L facility In which solid waste collected from any source I8 tempararily depoaitad te awaeit
o T treneportation to the final disposal site ¢r fasllity. ' A
S Subsection 14, "Incineration® la defined se the process by which salld wastes are ":
. burned for the purpose of volums end welght reduction in facilities designed for such uss, - =
| 7T Subsection 13, "Site” and *Fecility® are defined ss all real and parsonal property which =S5

is or may be used for the intermediate diapcss! or final disposal of eclld wasts and ;'
which requires a licenes under the provisions of this cdll)am: . et .

Subsection 16 “Shoreland” is defired as land located within the following distences %
from the ordinary high watsr slevation of public weters: (a) land within 1,000 feat from the ‘
normel high watermark of ¢ lake, pond, reserveir, impoundment, or flowsge; end () land :
within 300 feet of a river or stream aor the landward side of flood plain deilneatad by -
crdinance on auch e river or atresem, whichever is grester.

Subsection 17, "Waste Tire" is defingd as s0lld waste which consists of the rubber or e
other resilient materlal product which Is used on s vehicle or other squipment whesl to L=
provide tread which ls dlscardsd or which cannat be used for its origingl intended purposs
becsuse it s used, damaged or defective.

T e Subsection 18. “Intarmediate Disposal® s dafined as the preliminary or incomplete
TR L T . T disposal of solld waste including, dut not limited to, trsnsfer station operstions, cpen
e bumning, Incomplete land dlsposal, Incineration, composting, reduction, shredding,

) o ecompression, recycling, procsssing, resource recovery, and sny other managemant or L
— handling of waste short of finsl disposal. ‘

L Subsection 19. "Finel Disposel” is defined as the complete and uitimets disposal of .
AT nalid wests by placement in or on the lend. ' ~ :
Subsection 20. "Terminstion™ is defined as all of thoss sctivities end duties relating to T
s the closing of & wasts aite ar facility whether performed pricr to or after operation of the
ST L olte or facllity has cessed, and the maintenance, monitering snd long-term care of ths sits
N ' or facility after the site or facility has cessed to accept wastes.  -° - .

Subesction 21. “"Clasure” is defined es thst phase of alte ar facility termination in
(o, which the site or fecllity Is prepared for post-closure care. - S

BT . Subsection 22. "Post.closure” is defined as that phese of site or facllity terminstion T
. during which the lang-term care, maintensnce end monitoring of the aite or facility tpkes
NICI. .. ’ S

- . =

- . Subsection 23. "Gate Yard of Waste" is defined as s cubdic yard of waste measured In
. the hauling vehicie as received at the site or facility before It ls pracesssd or prepared for
cispoeal.

Subsection 24. "Adequste Turf* ia defined as a live ground cover mat of native
peronnial grasses or other suitsble vegetation free of noxious weeds which. provides
sufficient ground cover to e¥fectively prevent loss of finel caver by wing or water erosion,
The edequacy of the tur! may not be determined until gt lgsst one year aftsr seeding,

4 Subsection 23. "Final Cover” {s definad as the cover placed on a finished area of a sita
o ' ~&. ur focllity after the araa hes reached the spproved development slavetion or operations in
' the area have ceqred, and shell cansiat of three harizons: a lawer impervious csp, & middle
v *  earthen cover matariel, and an uppar topsoil. The lowsr impervious cap shall consist of at
lsast twelve (12) inches of a soil or other appraved material having a parmesbility no
groster than 10-6 cm/sec. The middle earthern cover material shall consist of st Jesst
twelve (12) inches of soll classified as sondy clay lcam, sandy loam, clay loam, loam, silty
¢ley loam, loamy sand, or allt loam. The upper top soil shall consist of at least six (6) inchas
of soil clamsified ss loam, sandy loam, silt loam, silty cley loem, clay loam, or sendy clay
loam. For sites or facilities inltially llcensed prior to Octobar 1, 1983, the middle and upper
scil horizons may consist of ¢ soll manufacturqd on site which Is uniformly mixad, contalne
between flva (3%) end ten (10%) per cent organit matsrial, Joss than oighty (80%) per coent
_ 8ilt, less than fifty (S0%) per cant clay, Jess than seventy (70%) per cent sand, snd hes e

"+ moisture retention capacity of at leost 0.2 inchas molsture per ineh of soll,

Subsaction 26. "Mixed municipal salid waste” is defined as garbege, refuse, and other

. #o0lld waste from residential, commercial, Industrial, and community activities which ls
~ generated and collactad In eggregate, but does not include suto hulks, street aweepings, ash,
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