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The 1ll-acre Onalaska Municipal Landfill site includes a 7-acre landfill owned by the
Township of Onalaska, which 1is located in central-western Wisconsin. The Black River
and its associated wetlands are 400 feet west of the site and lie within a wildlife anc j
fish refuge. The site was operated as a sand and gravel quarry until the late 1960s, ’
when it was converted and used as a municipal landfill until 1980. Although the site Q
was primarily used to dispose of municipal wastes, solvent wastes were also disposed <
onsite until 1976. Approximately 320,000 gallons of liquid solvent waste and
approximately 1,000 drums of solvent waste were either burned with other trash onsite
or poured directly into holes for burial in the southwestern portion of the landfill.
The Township capped the landfill in 1982, but subsequent onsite investigations revealed
ground water contamination within and around the site. Ground water flows beneath the
landfill, where it comes into contact with solvents leaking from the solvent disposal
area. The ground water flows in a southwesterly direction and a ground water
contaminant plume has migrated from the southwestern edge of the landfill and appears
to be discharging into the wetlands. This Record of Decision addresses two operable
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units, the ground water plume and the contaminated soil adjacent to the southwestern
portion of the landfill, which is a major source of ground water contamination. The
primary contaminants of concern affecting the soil and ground water are VOCs, including
benzene, toluene, xylenes, and TCE; other organics including PAHs; and metals including
arsenic and lead.

The selected remedial action for this site includes in-situ bioremediation of the
solvent-contaminated soil and, if feasible, a portion of the landfill debris; pumping
and treatment of the ground water plume using aeration, clarification, and filtration,
followed by discharge of the treated ground water into the Black River and onsite
disposal of the sludge generated during the treatment process; reconstruction of the
landfill cap and installation of a passive methane gas venting system to control the gas
buildup under the cap:; ground water monitoring; and implementation of institutional
controls including deed restrictions limiting ground water and surface water use. The
estimated present worth cost for this remedial action is $8,000,000, which includes an
annual O&M cost of $164,000 for 30 years.

Chemical-specific soil cleanup standards were not
provided but will be established once the reduction rate for bioremediaiton has been
determined during the pilot-scale test. Currently, the estimated cleanup goal is an
80-95 percent reduction of the organic contaminant mass in the soil. Ground water at
the landfill waste boundary will meet SDWA MCLs or non-zero MCLGs. Chemical~specific
cleanup standards for the ground water beyond the site boundary are based on State

‘eanup levels and include benzene 0. 067 ug/1, toluene 68.6 ug/l, xylenes 124 ug/1l, TCE

.18 ug/1, arsenic 5 ug/1l, and lead 5 ug/l. The reconstructed cap is projected to
reduce the rate of precipitation infiltration by 80 percent, thereby minimizing
contaminant migration toward the ground water.



RECORD OF DECISION

SEIECTED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
FOR THE

ONAIASKA MUNICIPAL IANDFILI, SITE
IACROSSE COUNTY, WISCONSIN

Statement of Basis and Pupose

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the
Onalaska Mmicipal Landfill Site, LaCrosse County, Wisconsin, which was
chosen in accordance with the Camprehensive Environmental Response,
Campensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (CERCIA), and, to the extent
practicable, the Natiocnal Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based
on the administrative record for this site. (The attached index
ida'mifiesthaitasﬂ:atcmpriseﬂnadministmtivemcozdmmidl
the selection of the remedial action is based.)

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if
mtaddressedbyinplenentin_;themspaseactiminthiskcordof

=Reconstruction of the landfill cover (cap) incmpliancewimcuaptér
NR 504.07, Wisconsin Administrative Code (WAC) landfill closure
requirements;

~Implementation of enhanced, ip sity blou:enadiaticn in the naphtha-



2

cantaminated soils and, if feasible, within a portion of the landfill
debris. The estimated target cleamip goal for bioremediation is 80-95
percent reduction of the mass of organic contaminants. A treatability
study and a pilot-scale test will be performed to determine the Soil
Cleamp Standard for bioremediation; :

-Periodic monitoring of the ground-water contaminant plume;

-Imposition of deed restrictions limiting surface and ground-water use at
the site; ard,

-Contimied reliance on State institutional controls governing ground-
water use within the proximity of landfills and the development of
landfills.

Statu Determinati

The selected remedy is protective of hman health and the envirorment,
camplies with Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable
or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, and is cost-
effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technology, to the maximum extent practicable, and satisfies
the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that reduces
todeity, mobility, or volume as a principal element.

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

State Conaugrence

The State of Wisconsin concurs with the selected remedy. The Letter of
Concurrence is attached to this Record of Decision.
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7k ’h State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
gidf Carroll D. Besadny
WLSF Secretary
Box 7921
Madison, Wisconsin 53707

May 31, 1990 IN REPLY REFER TO: 4440
0: WMD~
CC: RF

Mr. Valdas Adamkus, Regional Administrator FREEMAN

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region V

230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, IL 60604

SUBJECT: Selected Superfund Remedy
Onalaska Landfill Superfund Site
Onalaska, Wisconsin

Dear Mr. Adamkus:

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that our Agency concurs with the
proposed final remedy for the Onalaska Landfill Superfund site. The proposed
final remedy, identified as Alternatives 3LF and 5GW, as described in the
Record of Decision includes:

1) Bioremediation of naptha contaminated vadose zone soils in the
southwest portion of the site;

2) Groundwater remediation via pump and treat for the purposes of
groundwater restoration and discharge of the treated groundwater to the
Black River; and

3) Capping the landfill site with a multimedia cap and gas venting
system, in accordance with current State specifications.

The costs of the selected remedy are estimated to be

Capitol Costs - 1) and 2): $3,600,000
3): $1,500,000

Operation Costs - 1) and 2): $150,000
3): $14,000

We understand that your staff and contractors, or the potentially responsible
parties will develop the major design elements of the bioremediation and

RECEIVED

\ | JUN 06 1850

U.S. EPA REGION §
OFFICE OF REG:0iink ADIINICTRATOR



groundwater pump and treat system in close consultation with my staff during
the predesign and design phases of the project. We also understand that if
the potentially responsible parties do not agree to fund the remedy, the State
of Wisconsin will contribute 50% of the remedial action costs. In addition to
cost sharing on the remedy, we acknowledge our responsibility for operation
and maintenance of this system after the initial 10 year operation and
maintenance period, as required by the Superfund law. We note that at the
conclusion of the bioremediation, the State wishes to enter into a cooperative
agreement with your Agency to implement the cap design and construction for
this site as a State-lead action.

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

Sincerely,

il

C. Q. Besadny
Secretary

CDB:RS

cc: Lyman Wible - AD/S
Paul Didier - SW/3
Mark Giesfeldt - SW/3
Sue Bangert - SW/3 T
Don Winter - WD
Dave Lundberg - WD
Rene Sanford - FN/1
Norm Niedergang - EPA Region V
Kevin Adler - EPA Region V
Mary Pat Tyson - EPA Region V
Jon Dikinis - EPA Region V
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SUMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

ONALASKA MUNICIPAL IANDFILL SITE
' TACROSSE COUNTY, WISOONSIN

I. Site location and Description

The Onalaska Municipal Iandfill ("Onalaska") site is located in the
Township of Onalaska ("Town'), approximately 10 miles north of the City
of LaCrosse, Wisconsin. The ll-acre site, which includes the 7-acre
landfill, is situated 400 feet east of the Black River, near the
confluence of the Mississippi and Black Rivers (see Figure la). The
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Black River is located within the Upper Mississippi River Wildlife and
Fish Refuge, a wetlands area which supports mmerous migrating species of
birds and is also used for hiking, fishing, hunting, and other - .
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recreational purposes by area residents amd visitors.

Although the surrounding area is generally rural, several residences are
located to the north and to the south within 500 feet of the landfill. A
subdivision of about 50 hames is located about 1.25 miles southeast of
the site. The sand and gravel aquifer is the source of drinking water
for the local residences. Several private wells were sampled as a part
of the Remedial Investigation (Figure 1b). Agricultural lands are
located south of the landfill, amd intermittent woods and grasslards
border the site to the east.

The landfill was covered ("capped") with a 2-foot, clayey soil layer amd
was revegetated after it was closed in 1980. Although evidence of frost
damage has been found, no wastes have yet been exposed. As a part of the
closure requirements, four monitor wells were installed in the sand and

gravel aquifer beneath the landfill (Figure 1b). The monitor wells have
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been sampled pericdically since 1982. A storage shed maintained by the
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II. site History

'meOnalaskasitewasminedasasandandgravelquarryintheearly
1960’s. After quarry cierations ceased in the mid-1960’s, the Town began
to use the site as a landfill. Once the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resomrces (WDNR) received authority to regulate landfills in 1969, the
Town was granted a license to use the former quarry as a mumicipal
landfill. However, both municipal and chemical wastes were disposed of
in the landfill. In 1978, after determining that the landfill operation
did not meet State solid waste codes, the WINR ordered the Town to close
the landfill by September 1979. Subsequently, the closure order was
modified to extend the deadline to September 1980, at which time di
operations ceased. The final landfill cap was placed on the landfill in
June 1982.

In September 1982, the WINR sampled the four landfill monitor wells, and
nearby residential wells, for campliance with drinking-water standards.
The investigation documented that ground-water contamination had occurred
within and around the site. One residential well, located southwest of
the landfill, was found to exceed the Federal drinking water standard for
barium (1.0 my/L). The water sample also contained five organic
campounds at concentrations above background levels. A landfill monitor-
well sample was found to be contaminated with toluene at a concentration
of 14.7 my/L, which is well above the State ground-water quality
enforcement standard (0.343 mg/L) and the Federal drinking-water (2.0
mg/L) standard. The Town replaced the contaminated residential well with
a deep, uncontaminated well in Jamuary 1983.

Pursuant to the Camprehensive Envirormental Response, Campensation, and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCIA), the United States Envirormental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) inspected the site in 1983. Subsequent to
the sutmittal of the Site Inspection report in May 1983, the U.S. EPA
placed the site an the National Priorities List (NPL) in September 1984.

III. Enforcement History

In 1987, the U.S. EPA and the WDNR proceeded with negotiatiens with
several potentially responsible parties (PRPs) regarding the conduct of
the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS). Negotiations
were unsuccessful, and the U.S. EPA, in consultation with the WINR,
camenced the RI/FS in April 1988. In October 1989, the U.S. EPA sent -
General Notice Letters regarding potential liability to the first four
PRPS listed below. In August 1990, Special Notice Letters regarding
negotiations for the conduct of the proposed remedy were sent to all five
of the PRPs:

-The Town of Onalaska (Owner/operator)

-Metallics, Inc. (Solvent waste generator)

=Outers lLaboratories, Inc. (Solvent waste generator)

=Omark Industries, the successor corporation to Outers Laboratories, Inc.
-State of Wisconsin: Department of Agriculture \



-

1v. ity Participati

Pursuant to Sections 113(k) (2) (b) (i-v) and 117 of CERCIA, the Onalaska
cammnity has participated in the remedy selection process, in that:

~-Prior to any public meeting, apressreleasewassentaxttomeloal
media and an advertisement amnouncing the meeting was placed in the
LaCrosse Trilame, a local paper of general circulation;

-A public meeting ("kick-off") was held in Octcber 1988, amnouncing the
scope of the RI/FS;

-A letter was sent aut to the public and press, updating them an the
progress of the project as of October 1989;

-A public meeting was held in Jamary 1990, announcing the findings of
the RI/FS;

~The two site information repositories have been kept up to date with
site doaments. An administrative record containing the RTI and FS

reports and cother documents was placed in a site repository. Several
site documents were also kept at the Onalaska Town Hall, pursuant to

citizen requests;

-A Proposed Plan for remedial action was released for public comment and
placed into the Administrative Record on March 5, 1990, with the 30-day
cament pericd scheduled to end on April 4, 1990. A Notice of
Availability of the Proposed Plan was published in the lLaCrosse Tribune
prior to the release of the Proposed Plan;

-A public meeting was held on March 14, 1990, in the site proximity, at
which the U.S. EPA and the WINR presented the Proposed Plan to the
cammmity and received oral caments (which are addressed in the
attached Responsiveness Summary). A transcript was kept of the public
meeting and placed in the administrative record and site repositories;

-Inrsporsetoatimlqu\mtbycitlzmsoftm'mwnofaalasla,
the camment period was extended to May 4, 1990. An advertisement was
placed in the laCrosse Trilune amouncing the cament period
extension; ard,

~The U.S. EPA has received written camnents regarding the Proposed Plan
which are addressed in the Responsiveness summary.

V. Scope of the Selected Remedy

The selected remedy is the final remedial alternative to be implemented
at the Onalaska site, encampassing all areas of concern at the landfill.
The principal threats at the site are considered to be the ground-water
contaminant plume and a contaminated soil zone adjacent to the
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sauthwestern portion of the landfill, whldalsamajorsmrceofgmnﬁ
water contamination. The landfill itself is considered to be a low-

level, lang-term threat to human health and the envirorment, primarily
asaftn'tlxersazrceofgmm-mterccrrtamimtim.

VI. § £ Site @ teristi
A. Background

The Onalaska site was primarily used for disposal of mmicipal waste.
Accaording to landfill records kept by the Town, several industrial
generators used the landfill to dispose of waste solvents consisting of
residuals fram the cleaning of paint spray equipment, quns and metal, and
machine shop equipment. Lesser quantities of waste products containing
hazardous substances, including chlorinated hydrocarbons, were also
disposed of. Other waste types brought to the site include can washings
(consisting of water and an amine soap believed to be biodegradable)
derived from alumimum can marufacturing, small amoamnts of pesticides,
solid wastes, and paint and ink residues.

A major portion of the solvent wastes brought to the site were naphtha-
based, consisting primarily of a high-flash (point) naphtha and
"Stoddard" solvent, a naphtha-based solvent with a lower flash point.
‘These solvents terd to consist of aramatic and "straight-chain"
hydrocarbons plus a small percentage of the "BEXT" campounds (benzene,
ethylbenzene, xylene, and toluene). The naphtha campaurds are less dense
than water and are slightly soluble, therefore they terd to float on top
of the ground-water table, rather than sinking, a.ndterﬂtod.issolve in
water fairly slowly.

Solvent wastes were burned along with cother trash on—site for a short
period of time. After the WINR bamnmed open burning in 1971, the Town was
directed to pour the liquid wastes into pre-excavated holes for
immediate burial. Generally, waste solvents were placed in the south-
western portion of the landfill.

Initially, the industrial generators transported the solvent wastes in
SS-gallan drums which were either emptied for reuse, or buried if damaged
or leaking. Iater, the solvents were hauled in 500-gallon tank trucks.
By April 1976, however, naphtha-based solvents were no longer being
disposed of at the landfill as the generators had bequn reclaiming the -
solvent for reuse. By this time, though, an estimated 320,000 gallons of
waste solvent had been taken to the site for disposal.

B. Remedjal Investigation

Based upon previous investigations by the WINR and the U.S. EPA ard upon
available site records, the Remedial Investigation (RI) was directed at
the following:




-De.linaatirqtheare;lextent, direction and rate of flow, and the
chemical camposition of the ground-water contaminant plume emanating
fram the landfill;

-Determining the location(s), mmber, and condition of buried drums;

-Determining levels of soil contamination within and around the
landfill;

-Determining the candition of the current cap; ard,

-Determining the impact of the ground water and soil cantamination on
human health and the Black River envirorment.

The RI goals were met through a program of monitor-well installations
and sampling, soil borings and sampling, gecphysical investigations
(electroconductivity and magnetameter surveys), trench excavation in the
landfill (test pits), cap investigations, and surface water and sediment
sampling in the wetlands enviromment.

The following conditions were abserved at the Onalaska site:

1. Most of the time during the year the ground water at the site is
moving in a south-southwesterly direction, towards the wetlands and the
Black River, at an average rate of flow of 69 feet per year, with a range
of 55 feet per year to 110 feet per year. For a few months during the

year, during high ground-water table canditions, the ground-water flow is
towards the south-southeast.

2. The landfill has been, and contimies to be, a source of ground-water
contamination. A ground-water contaminant plume consisting of both
crganic and inorganic campounds has migrated at least 800 feet from the
southwestern edge of the landfill. The leading edge of the contaminant
plume apparently is discharging into the wetlands (see Figure 2a). The
highest concentration of contaminants is located in the southwestern
portion of the site, which correlates with the industrial solvent
disposal area in the landfill. The upper 10 feet to 20 feet of the
aquifer contains the highest levels of contaminants, with lower
concentrations found at depths of 50 feet to 70 feet (see Figure 2b).

a. Inorganic Contaminants

The primary inorganic campounds of concern, in relation to human health
and enviromental concerns, are barium and arsenic. Iron may also be a
problem in that it may exceed discharge criteria in the extracted water
2unless treatment is tailored to iron removal. Barium concentrations
ranged from 11 ug/L to 2760 ug/L in site monitor wells. Arsenic

concentrations ranged from non-detection to 68 ug/L. At the Onalaska
site, natuwrally ocanring levels of barium and arsenic were found to be
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approximately 340 ug/L and 10 ug/L, respectively. Figure 2c displays the
extent of the inorganic ground-water contaminant plume.

LI
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Figure 2a. Extent of ground-water and sub-
surface soil contamination.

b. Organic Contaminants

The predaminant organic campounds of concern include toluene, xylene,
1,1-dichloroethane (1,1-DCA), and trichlorcethene (TCE), based upon
potential impacts to human health and the envirorment. Concentrations of
these chemicals are noted in Figures 2d and 2e. :

3. Site soils located above the water table and adjacent to the
southwestern edge of the landfill are contaminated with naphtha solvents
(hereinafter referred to as "naphtha-contaminated soils" or "contaminated
soils" ). The contaminated soil zone occurs from 11 feet to 15 feet
below ground surface and up to 150 feet from the landfill (Figures 2a and
2b). The contaminants, consisting of (in part) the BEXT campounds,
ariginate in the landfill and are floating on the ground water. Ground
water flows beneath the landfill, where it cames in contact with the
naphtha solvents which are leaking from the disposal area, and leaves the
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site in a southwesterly direction. The grourd water carries the floating
hydrocarbon layer with it as it moves off-site.

Natural seasonal fluctuations of the ground-water table are reflected by
the l1-foot to 15-foot zone. Normal ground-water depth is 15 feet below
the surface, during the spring the water table rises to 11 feet below the
surface. As the water table rises and falls, the oily contaminants
floating on top of the water table also rise and fall arnd terd to sorb
onto the soil and remain behind as a contimal ground-water contaminant
source. Soil samples abtained fram soil borings placed close to the
landfill indicated that naphtha-contaminant‘levels of up to 550,000 ug/kg
are present in the soil. The highest level of BEXT campounds detected in
the soil in this area was 41,000 ug/kgy.

' 4. The landfill cap has deteriorated and does not meet the landfill
closure regulations in effect at the time the site closed. The cap was
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orlgimllytobecmposedofzfeetofcmpactedclaytoccnfmnth
Chapter NR 180, Wisconsin Administrative Code (WAC). The cap
investigations have shown that the cap is camposed of sandy soils in
oertamportmnsanithatit:smlyl-footﬂuckinotherportias The
area of the landfill containing the floating naphtha layer is overlain by
the most permeable layer of cap soils, thereby allowing water to
infiltrate through the contaminant mass and leach contaminants into the
graund water. As menticned above, evidence of frost damage has been
detected by the cap investigations. Animal burrows and erosion due to
surface water run—-off have damaged the cap perimeter (see Figure 3).

MATERALS.
Figure 3. General cap classification and areas of visible damage.
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5. Severalcmshedar!ianptyss-gallmdnmmfanﬂinmelamﬁll
during the test pit task. Magnetameter anamalies, as well as site
records, suggest that up to 1000 drums are likely to be in the landfill.
As mentioned above, the solvent wastes were transported in 55-gallon
drums which were either emptied for reuse, or buried if damaged or
leaking. However, this RI could not ascertain that the drums are
concentrated in any cne area, and it may be likely that many of the drums
are in the same condition as the drums which were found in the test pits.

6.'B13avemgedepﬂ1toﬂxewatertablearﬂﬂwedepﬂ10fwastedisposal
is 15 feet. As a result, it is likely that refuse is periodically in
direct contact with ground water. Soil below the water table does not
appeartobegreatlyaffectedbylardfillcontaminants,inmatme
hazardous substances found in the ground water are soluble. The soluble
contaminants would tend to remain dissolved in the ground water rather
than sorbing anto the sandy soil deposits.

7. 1andfill refuse contains pesticide residuals, based on sampling data
and site records. While pesticides are not expected to be very mcbile,
theyarecmsideredtobealwg—temﬂmreatgiventhattheyarereadily
bicaccumilated by aquatic life, and that the ground-water cantaminant
plume is discharging into the wetlands.

VII. Summary of Site Risks

Pursuant to the NCP, a baseline risk assessment was performed based on
unaltered conditions at the site, as contemplated by the no-action
alternative (see Section 4 of the RI report). The no-action altermative
assumes that no corrective action will take place and that no site use
restrictions, such as fencing, zoning, and drinking water restrictiaons,
will be imposed. The risk assessment then determines actual or potential
risks or toxic effects the chemical contaminants at the site pose under
axrent and feasible future land-use assumptions. As detailed in the RI

report, the following assumptions were made:
-No remedial actions will be taken;

~Ground-water use restrictions off-site provided for in Ch. NR 112, WAC
will not be effective over the long-term (since variances provided for
in section NR 112.04, WAC have been granted in the past, and may be

in the future, to the existing State restriction (section NR
112.07(2) (q)) on the installation of drinking water supply wells within
1200 feetofa],am.fill,arﬂatleastaiewellexistswiminthelzoo-
foot zane);

-No development of the landfill itself will occur due to State
restrictions (section NR 506.08(5), WAC) and geotechnical limitations;

-Adjacent off-site development may occur in the future; and,
Wmmmmumwmmmmum, due |
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to the presence of the contaminants in the vadose zane.
A. Chemicals of Concern and Toxicity Assessment

Forty-nine chemicals on the U.S. EPA Target Campound List (TCL) were
detected in water or soil samples at the site. In addition, 29
tentatively identified campounds (TIC’s) were also detected. As
discussed in the RI report, the risk assessment process allows for this
massive list of campourds to be pared down to a more manageable list of
Chemicals of Concern (see Table 1). The inclusion of each indicator
chemical in Table 1 was based on its relative concentration, frequency of
detection, ard toxic effects, as well as whether an envirormental
standard or criteria (such as a Federal drinking-water standard) exists
for the chemical. Inclusion of a campound on the list of Chemicals of
Concern indicates that remedial controls that may be applied to a site
should mitigate exposure to the campound in ground water, soils, surface
water, or in the wetlands.

Six of the chemicals of concern are non~carcinogens, and the remainder
are potential or known human carcinogens (cancer—causing agents). Acute
(short-term at high concentrations) or chronic (lang-term at low
cancentrations) exposure to each of the chemicals of concern leads to
various toxic effects (documented in Table 4-5 of the RI report).

Table 1

~ Chemicals of Concern
" Onalaska Mumnicipal Landfill

Non—-Carcinogens Carcinogens

Toluene Benzene

Xylene Arsenic

Barium Trichloroethene (TCE)
Ethylbenzene 1,1-Dichlorcethane (1,1-DCA)
Lead 1,1-Dichloroethene (1,1-DCE)

1,1,1-Trichlorcethane (1,1,1-1CA)

B. Human Health Exposure Pathways

The following exposure pathways have been identified as being

or actual exposure pathways of primary concern for protection of human
health at the Onalaska site:

-Potential caxrent and future use of contaminated ground water for
drinking, bathing, and cother household uses;

-Potential future ingestion of and/or dermal contact with on-site soils
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cantaining chemicals of concermn; ard,

-Potential future direct contact with contaminated surface waters or
sediments due to recreational use of the Black River wetlands area.

The only exposure pathway determined to be of significance to the
ernviramental risk analysis was the ground-water discharge of
contaminants to the Black River wetlands. Both aquatic life, and any
consumers of the affected aquatic life including humans, could be
exposed to site chemicals.

1. Groupd-Water Use

'memlyuelldrawirgccrmaminatedwaterfmmesardardgravelaquifer
at this time is a garden well (MW 21-5) located to the southwest of the
landfill. This well is used occasionally by the hame-owners to water the
garden, and intermittently by hikers as a drinking water source. No well
used primarily as a drinking-water source is currently contaminated by
site chemicals.

The Town has replaced the contaminated residential well with a well
installed in the sandstone aquifer to a depth of 207 feet. The sandstone
aquifer, encountered at an average depth of 140 feet, lies beneath, and
is most likely-in direct cammmication with, the sand and gravel aquifer.
It is unlikely that it would be adversely affected by landfill
contaminants (Figure 2b); very slight to no measurable dowrward vertical
gradients in the sand and gravel aquifer were seen during the RI,
consequently, as seen in Figure 2b, the majority of site contaminants
have tended to migrate horizontally rather than vertically.

However, the sand ard gravel aquifer, including the portion that lies
beneath the landfill, is a Class IIA water source, as defined in U.S.
EPA’s Guidelines for Ground-Water Classificatjon Under the EPA Ground
Water Protection Strateqy (December 1986). A Class aquifer is an
aquiferthatiscnrrerrtlyinuse,hztdosnotmeetthecriteriato
categorize it as a Class I aquifer (e.g., an irreplaceable source). The
sand and gravel aquifer is currently being utilized as a drinking water
source upgradient of the landfill and could be used as a drinking-water
source downgradient of the landfill.

2. Iandfill Waste Materjalg

The cap has been subjected to ercsion and contains rumerous animal
boreholes which, along with the nature of the cap materials (as
constructed), aids in ground-water contamination by providing conduits
for precipitation infiltration. The conduits allow a large amount of
water to infiltrate through the landfill waste materials and leach
contaminants out of the waste towards the ground water. The potential
for animal population exposure to waste materials and/cr contaminants
exists, as evidenced by the boreholes in the cap.
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detected. State regulations (Ch. NR 506, WAC) which limit development of
former landfills and practical issues, such as land subsidence and
methane gas migration, reduce the potential for the cap or the site to be
disturbed. While there is evidence that the current cap has undergone
significant erosion since its construction, there are no detectable
levels of contaminants being exposed at this time. However, given the
current rate of erosion and recognizing the limitations to sampling all
surface areas of the site, it is possible that waste materials and/or
contaminants could be exposed in the future. In particular, inorganic
cmtaminantsmeavynetals)ardpesticidswmldbeofpotentialconcem
given the direct contact possibilities to human and animal populations in
the future.

3. Surface Conditions

Under future conditions, any surface water runoff carrying contaminants
fram the landfill would not be expected to reach the Black River
wetlands. Although the surrourding areas are lower in elevaticn than the
laxﬂfill,theqane:allwslopeofﬂaesarﬂyanduell-vegetatedsoils
adjacent to the landfill suggest that runoff from the landfill would not
carry contaminants very far from the site nor to the Black River.

Using data generated during the RI,. the U.S. EPA conducts a site-specific
threats to luman health and the envirorment posed by site contaminants.
ground water, air, soils, surface water, or bicaccumilating in the food
chain are evaluated in the risk assessment. The results of the risk
assessment establish acceptable exposure levels faor the Chemicals of
Concern, which are then used to develop remedial altermatives in the FS.

Mcmbstarmsmyposecertaintypaofhazazﬂstommnard/oranimal
populations. Typically, hazards to human health are expressed as
carcinogenic risks and non-carcinogenic toxic effects. Carcinogenic
risk, mmerically presented as an exponential factor (e.g., 1 x 1079), is
the increased chance a person may have in contracting cancer in his or
her lifetime due to exposure to a Chemical of Concern over his ar her
lifetime. For example, a 1 x 107 risk due to a lifetime of drinking
water with a Chemical of Concern in it means that the a person’s chance
of comtracting cancer due to drinking the water over his/her lifetime is
increased by 1 in 1 million. The U.S. EPA attempts to reduce risks at
&perﬁnﬂsitstoararqeoflxlf‘tolxlo's(linlgéoooto

1 in 1 million), with an emphasis on the lower end (1 x 10 ) of the
scale.

The Hazard Index, an expression of non—carcinogenic taxic effects,
measures whether a person is being exposed to adverse levels of non-
carcinogens. Any hazard index value greater than 1.0 suggests that a
non-carcinogen potentially presents an unacceptable toxic effect.
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1. Ground Water

Each Chemical of Concern exceeds either State ground-water quality
standards or Federal drinking-water standards, except far 1,l-dichloro-
ethane (1,1-DCA), which has no Federal drinking-water standard. Table 2
lists selected site monitor wells and the associated risks due to the
pcwmialirqstimofcataminatedgmmdmterﬁmﬁmemlls. The
standard risk assessment assumption that an individual, weighing 70
kilograms (154pan'ds)ardingestimccntaminatedwater(inthatwell) at
the rate of 2 liters per day for his or her 70-year lifetime, was used to:
individual monitor wells represent a range of potential risks due to
ingestimaxﬂdermalabsorptimofcartamhnntsinthegznxﬂwater. The
highest chemical concentrations in individual wells represent a "worst-
case" scenario risk due to potential ground-water use.

Table 2

Summary of Ground-Water Use Risks: Selected Monitor Wells
Onalaska Municipal Landfill

Monitor Well Excess Carcinogenic Risk Hazard Index
M4 02-S* - 6x10°° 0.8
MA 02-M* —_— 1.1
M4 03-5 8 x 1074 2.5
M4 03-M 3 x 1073 1.8
MW 04-S 3 x 106 0.7
MW 05-S 1 x 103 3.8
MA 06-M 9 x 107 1.5
M4 21-S 1 x 103 2.1

#Iandfill wells

i

'rablez,atthemalaskasitetheta:getcami:ngmicrisk
in three monitor wells and the target hazard index is
six monitor wells. Thus, the ground-water contaminant plume
is a principal threat, since the potential carcinogenic risk at the site
(maximm of 3 x 10~3) exceeds the target carcinogenic risk range that the
NCP considers to adequately protective (1 x 107™¢ to 1 x 1076), and the
pcr;entialhazardixw (maximm of 3.8) exceeds the target level (1.0).

X
|
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2. Soils apd Iandfil]l Waste Materials

The risks posed by exposure to the naphtha-contaminated soils or the
landfill waste materials were calculated based on standard ingestion
rates for soils: over a S-year time period a 70-kg individual may visit
thesiteonoepe.rweekandaccidentallyingmto.lgransofsoilper
visit. Dermal absorption of contaminants from soils was assumed to
present a much lower risk in camparison to ingestion and, therefore, no
quantitative calculations were made.

Simemcmtanﬁmtedsoilsorlardfillwastemterialsareexposedat
thistime,theydonotposeadirect—ccntactthreatatprsent.
Moreover, iftheocntamjnatedsoilsweretobeexposedinthemtnre,due
to site development or to cap ercsion, the associated potential risks are
very slight. Under the erovsion scenario, periodic trespass on-site was
assumed, which resulted in a negligible carcinogenic risk of 7 x 10-10
and a hazard index of less than 1. Residential development of the site,
although implausible, would yield an estimated carcinogenic risk of

7 x 1078 and a hazard index of less than 1.

However, the naphtha-contaminated soil is considered to be a principal
threat at the site. The naphtha is mobile and is not easily contained,
plus it is a contimal source of contamination for the ground water.
Uncertainties associated with the landfill investigation have determined
that the landfill is a low-level, long-term threat. The RI cannct
possibly investigate the entire landfill with test pits or surface
sampling points. Also, future cap ercsion could expose waste materials
which would pose unacceptable hazards to human health or the envircrment.

3. Surface Water and Sediments

The ground-water contaminant plume is apparently discharging into the
Black River wetlands, although no site-derived organic chemicals had been
detected in the limited mmber of surface water and sediment samples
taken during the RI. The present human health risks associated with this
pathway apparently are at protective levels. Future contaminant
discharge levels may increase, but the volume of flow in the Black River
is such that dilution is projected to greatly decrease probable
concentrations, as would volatilization of the arganic coampounds. Very
lcwriskstommrsmetoexposzrearapmjected,axﬂaquantitative
value was not calculated. Impacts of organic chemicals on aquatic life -
were evaluated in the envirormental assessment section of the risk
assessment (see below).

The inorganic sampling data for surface water and sediment samples taken
during the RI were urusable due to analytical labaratory difficulties,
rendering the risk assessment inconclusive. Although it is generally
diftiaﬂttodetemimaacuyahemagranﬂ-vatercmtamjxantplmneis
discharging into surface water bodies, based on the results of the
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Black River and the wetlands at this time.

Inorganic campourds (e.g., heavy metals such as barium), however, would
terd to accaamulate in sediments once they have reached surface waters.
Changes in pH and axidation potential would tend to precipitate metals as
insoluble hydroxides or carbonates, making them available for
bicaccumilation by plant or aquatic species. Inorganic campourds are
apparently discharging to the wetlands at this time. Over the long-term,
adverse human exposure may be a likely scenario due to cansumption of
affected species.

D. Envirommental Analysis
1. Upper Mississippi River Wildlife and Fish Refuge

The Onalaska site is adjacent to the Upper Mississippi River Wildlife and
Fish Refuge (Figure 1la). The refuge, designated by the Fish and Wildlife
Service (U.S. Department of the Interior), cantains a wide variety of
wildlife, including mmerous species of migrating birds. The area is
used for fishing, hiking, and other recreational purposes by local
residents and visitors.

2. Natural Areas

The WINR has identified five critical habitat, or "natural areas," near
the site (see Figure 4-6 of the RI). Each area contains significant
natural cammities including emergent aquatics, flood plain forest, and
cattail-bulrush, to name a few. One area to the north of the site is
known as the Black River Bottams Natural Area. This area contains two
fish species (the pugnose minnow and the weed shiner) listed as special
concern species, for which same problem of abundance or distribution is
suspected hut not yet proven. The Bullet Chute of the Black River is
hame to the pirate perch, mud darter, and the pugnose minnow, all of
which are special concern species, and the starhead topminnow, a state-

fish species. These species occur downstream or near the area
affected by site activity. The Black River Bottams Natural Area supports
a wide variety of native and migratory species. In addition, the Black
River, Mississippi River, and lake Onalaska all support abundant
populations of game fish.

3. Surface Water and Wetlands

Inorganic campounds, which tend to migrate in the ground-water
contaminant plume more rapidly than organic campourds, are contained in
the leading edge of the plume. These campourds are of principal concern
in relation to the surface water and wetlands. Bicaccumilation of -
certain chemicals associated with the landfill, such as DOT and/or heavy
metals, may present a concern for terrestrial and aquatic life over the
long-term. This site, as noted above, is adjacent to an area set aside
(the Upper Mississippi River wildlife and Fish Refuge) for migratory
birds, which are known to be negatively impacted by pesticides and heavy
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metals. In addition, humans could became secondary receptors of
cantaminants as a result of bicaccumilation, if they were to consume
affected game species. Short-term inorganic chemical impacts cannct be
projected at this time, since the inorganic data collected during the RI
were unusable.

limited mmber of surface water and sediment samples taken in the -
wetlands area. It is very difficult to locate where ground water is
discharging into surface water, therefore, organic chemical impact on
aquatic life cannot be discerned at this time.

Under future conditions, the concentrations of chemicals of concern, as
well as pesticides derived from the landfill, are expected to increase
ard have exceedances of acute toxicity water quality criteria for the
surface water and wetlands according to Wisconsin Water Quality Criteria
(WWQC) . Chronic water quality criteria are expected to be exceeded in the
wetlands, but due to dilution, chronic criteria are not expected to be
exceeded in the Black River. In addition, Federal Ambient Water Quality
Criteria (AWQC) for Protection of Aquatic Life may be exceeded for
several chemicals (cadmium, chramium(+6], and zinc). Although, under
modelled conditions, dilution by the Black River flow could drop the
projected concentrations below the Federal criteria, the major concerns
‘at this site include bicacaimulation of site-derived chemical

over the long-term and the uncertainties associated with both the present
and future levels of contaminants discharging into an envirarmentally
sensitive area.

VIII. Rationale for Action

The U.S. EPA considers several sources of information in determining
whether or not to take action at a site. Based on the data gathered in
the RI, the U.S. EPA performs a risk assessment to determine if adverse
canditions currently or potentially threaten mman health and/or the
envirament. The U.S. EPA also evaluates site conditions in relation to
Federal and State enviramental statutes and policies, in additiaon to the
statutory mandates promilgated in CERCIA and the goals and expectations
identified in the NCP. The primary criteria with respect to the Onalaska
site are presented below.

A. Risk Summary

Additive excess lifetime carcinogenic risks calculated for ingestion of
contaminated ground water ranged from 3 x 10™3 in monitor well M#~3M and
1 % 1073 in monitor wells M#-05S and M#-21S (the garden well), to

6 x 1076 in MW-02S, which was installed throuch the landfill.
calaulations do not include arsenic, as the naturally ocaurring
(background) levels of arsenic are camparable to the risk values derived
from landfill chemical campounds. Only MW-03M appears to have arsenic
significantly (at 68 ug/L) above naturally ocaurring values (10 ug/L).
If the chemical concentrations from each of the monitor wells within the
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ground-water contaminant plume were averaged, ane may derive the "most-
probable” risk due to ingestion of contaminated ground water. The mean
carcinogenic risk for contaminated ground-water use was calculated to be
3 x 10™* (excluding arsenic) based primarily on benzene and 1,1-DCA
concentrations. The potential risk posed by ingestion of the ground-
water cantaminan.;, under both the worst-case and most-probable
scenarios, exceed the target acceptable risk range of 1 x 1074 to

1 x 10”6, and thus present unacceptable potential risks to human health.

Additive hazard indices exceed 1.0 in six monitoring wells, although few
individual chemicals’ hazard indices exceed 1.0. The most notable
exceedances are in MW-05S and in MW-21S, in which the additive hazard
indices were calculated to be 3.8 and 2.1, respectively (primarily due to
1,1-DCA). Hazard indices above 1.0 are unacceptable.

B. Environmental Standards Not Met at the Site

In addition to posing unacceptable risks to receptors, the Onalaska site
does not meet certain applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal or
State enviramental standards at this time.

1. Cap

The existing landfill cap does not meet section NR 504.07, WAC, the
current State landfill closure requirements, which have been determined
to be relevant and appropriate for this site. In part, section NR
504.07, WAC requires that the cap be camposed of a 2-foot layer of
campacted clay overlain by a frost-protective soil layer (see section
XII(b) (3) - ARARs).

2. Ground Water

Table 3A lists the Chemicals of Concern and their corresponding federal
drinking-water standards (Maximm Contaminant Levels (MCLs) or Maximm
Contaminant Level Goals (MCIGs)) and the State ground-water quality
standards, both enforcement standards (ES) and preventive action limits
(PALs),, which are discussed in section XII(b) (1). These values entail
the Preliminary Ground-Water Cleamup Standards for the Onalaska site.

C. Ground-Water Protection Goals

1. The National contingency Plan

The U.S. EPA’s ground-water protection goal has been set forth in the
NCP: .
"The national goal of the remedy selection process is to select
remedies that are protective of human health and the envirorment,
that maintain protection over time, and that minimize untrea
waste" (Section 300.430(a) (1) (1)). -
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Table 3A

Preliminary Ground-Water Cleanup Standards
Onalaska Municipal Landfill

Maximm State State Federal
Compound Concentration  Standardl  Stapdard? Standarg3
Benzene 13 ppb 0.67 ppb 0.067 ppb 5 ppb
Toluene 20,000 ppb 343 ppb 68.6 ppb 2,000 ppb
Xylene 2,300 ppb 620 ppb 124 ppb 10,000 ppb?
TCE 14 b 1.8 ppb 0.18 ppb 5 pob
1,1-DCA 800 ppb 850 ppb 85 ppb 0.04
Lead 207 ppb 50 ppb S ppb 50 ppb
Arsenic 68 ppb 50 ppb 5 ppb 50 ppb
Barium 2,760 ppb 1000 ppb 200 ppb 1000 ppb
Ethylbenzene 230 ppb 1360 ppb 272 ppb 680 ppb
1,1,1-TCA 450 ppb 200 ppb 40 ppb 200 ppb
1,1-DCE 15 ppb 0.24 ppb 0.024 ppb 7 ppb

Notes: ppb: "parts per billion" or ug/L
1: Enforcement standards (ESs) under Ch. NR 140, WAC

2: Preventive action limits (PALs) under Ch. NR 140, WAC

3: Maximm Contaminant Levels (MCLs) mlde.rtheSafeurin)d:gWaterAct
4: Maximm Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGs) (Proposed)

5: Health-based Cleamp Standard caonsistent with cleamup abjectives

'meNCPdeta;J.smatﬂer.s. EPA

"expects to return usable graurd waters to their beneficial uses
wherever practicable, within a time frame that is reasonable given
the particular ciramstances of the site. Whenever restoration of
ground waters is not practicable, (the U.S.) EPA expects to prevent
further migration of the plume, prevent exposure to the contaminated

water, ard evaluate further risk reduction" (Section
300.430(a) (1) (iii) (M) .

Also, the NCP considers the use of institutional controls to limit
exposures to hazardous substances in the ground water:

"(The U.S.) EPA expects to use institutional controls such as water
use and deed restrictions to supplement engineering controls as
appropriate for short- and long-term management to prevent or limit
exposure to hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants....The
use of institutional controls shall. not substitute for active
respanse measures as the sole remedy unless such response measures
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are determined not to be practicable..." (Secticn
300.430(a) (1) (iii) (D)) .

2. State of Wisoconsin

The State’s ground-water protection goals are set forth in Chapter 160,
Wiscansin Statutes (Wis. Stats.), which applies to all ground waters in
the State. (The State’s ground-water quality standards are set forth in
Ch. NR 140, WAC.) Chapter 160, Wis. Stats., and Ch. NR 140, WAC, are
utilized by all State agencies which regulate facilities, practices, or
activities that may affect ground-water quality. Consistent with these
statutes, the remedial alternatives evaluated in the FS must achieve
adequateprcbectimofmmanhealthardtheenvimment (when
implemented), and protect the ground-water resources of the State.

3. Cleamp Stanpdards

mblenpz'sentsﬂ:ekelimimrycranﬂ-mtermeampstmﬁardsfortme
Onalaska Mmicipal landfill, based an the consideration of the potential
rislstocasmnersofcmtaminatedgmnﬂwaterarﬂmtheccrsideraticn
of Federal and State ground-water protection goals and ground-water
quality standards. Table 3B, Graurd-Water Cleamup Stardards, lists the
mststzin;entqruxﬂ-vatercleamplevelsfmhblemarﬂcmtairsthe
ranediatimgoalsmbemtmeninplarentingmegrmﬁ%terranedyat
the Onalaska site. BExcept for 1,1-DCA, as discussed below, Table 3B
contains the preventive action limits (FALs) for the Chemicals of Concern
at the site. :

As previously noted, 1,1-DCA has no Federal drinking-water standard.
Irgestimofgraxﬂwaterwimacawmtim of 1,1-DCA at the State
ground-water preventive action limit (PAL) would present a potential
excess lifetime carcinogenic risk of 2 x 1074, which is an unacceptable
risk according to the NCP. Since most of the PALs (for carcinogens) in
Ch. NR 140, WAC, would present an excess lifetime carcinogenic risk of

technically or econcmically feasible to achieve t.halx%, the cumilative
risk due to ingestion would be approximately 1 x 10 , which is an
acceptable risk according to the NCP.

(Ifitbecamapparentthatitismttedmicallycrecamically
feasible to achieve a (State) PAL, then a (Wisconsin) alternative
concentration limit (WACL) may be considered consistent with the
exemption criteria of section NR 140.28, WAC. Except where the
concentration of a campourd exceeds the (State) enforcement

standard (ES), the WACL established may not exceed the ES for that

. If WACIs are established for all Chemicals of Concern, the
maximm levels established would be enforcement standards, and the
mdmmamﬂ.ativemxcimgexﬂcriskwaﬂdbeappu:mdmtelylxloé,
which is an acceptable risk according to the NCP. See section
XII(b) (1) (B) (1), below.) '
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Table 3B

Grourd-Water Clearup Standards
Onalaska Municipal landfill

Campound

Benzene

Toluene

Xylene
Ethylbenzene
Arsenicl

Barium!

Lead
Trichloroethene

1, 1-Dichlorcethane
1,1,1-Trichlorocethane
1,1-Dichloroethene

E

BEERBEREERY

o
L]
O
N A
& O

Notes: 1 = Naturally occurring levels for these campounds found at
the Onalaska site may be higher than these standards.

Section NR 140.28, WAC, provides for establishing a (Wisconsin)
alternative concentration limit (WACL) if (1) background concentrations
exceed preventive action limits (PALs) and/or enforcement standards
(ESs) or (2) if it is determined that it is not technically or
econamically feasible to achieve PALs (see section XII(b) (1) (B) (ii)).

D. Summary

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances fram this site, if
mtaddrssedbymplenentatlmofthenspaseactlmselectedbytms
Record of Decision, may present an imminent and substantial endangerment
to public health, welfare, or the envirarment. Therefore, based on the
findings in the RI repart and the discussion above, a Feasibility Study
(FS) was performed to focus the develcpment alternatives to address the-
principal and low-level threats at the site. The FS report documents the
evaluation of the magnitude of site risks, site-specific applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs), and the requirements of
CERCIA ard the NCP, especially the ground-water protection policy, i.nthe
derivation of ranedial alternatives for the Onalaska site.

IX. Description of Altemmatives
The Onalaska site was divided into two parts, ar "operable units," to
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effectively evaluate the site problems in the FS. The first operable
unit deals with the landfill, and the secord operable unit deals with the
ground-water contaminant plume and the contaminated soil. The two
operable units are addressed separately but are intended to be addressed
in conjunction with each other. Different remedial altermatives were
evaluated to address the principal and low-level threats posed by each
operable unit. The altermatives passing initial screening and considered
for detailed analysis in the FS are presented below.

A. Landfill Operable Unit

Although the NCP reaffirms U.S. EPA’s preference for permanent solutions
to Superfund site problems through the use of treatment technologies, the
preamble to the NCP contemplates that many remedial alternatives may be
impractical for certain sites due to severe implementability problems or
prohibitive costs (e.g., treatment of the content of an entire large
mmicipal landfill). The Feasibility Study (FS) was thus directed at
contaimment rather than treatment of the landfill contents, due to the
size of the landfill and because no "hot spots" within the landfill could
be discerned during the RI. The altermatives analyzed were as follows:

1LF: No-Action

2LF: Cap Repair and Upgrade

3LF: Multilayer Cap (Larndfill Only)

4LF: Multilayer Cap (Landfill and Contaminated Soil Zone)

1. Alterpative 1IF: No-Action

Under the No-Action alternative, no active response would occur, other
than inspection and grass cutting. The current rate of precipitation
infiltration, through the cap and landfill waste towards the ground
water, is projected to increase in the future as frost damage, animal
burrowing, and ercsion contimues. No reduction of the rate of leaching
of contaminants to the ground water would be provided by this
alternative, thus no risk reduction would result fram this action. An
institutional control, which regulates the development of landfills,
under section NR 506.08, WAC would be relied upon to augment cap
effectiveness. WINR approval must be given to any activities which
would disturb the landfill.

The grass cutting and cap inspection program under Alternmative 1IF would
cost $1000 per year.

Under Alternative 2IF, the areas of the existing cap that are damaged
and/or do not camply with the original closure specifications under

Ch. NR 180, WAC (a minimm of 2 feet of campacted clay) would be repaired
and upgraded to meet the original design plans. The currently minimal
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risks associated with exposure to landfill contaminants would be further
projected to reduce the rate of precipitation infiltration by 30 per-
cent, reducing the rate of ground-water contamination as campared to
Alternative 1IF,

Site operation and maintenance would consist of periodic inspections and
repair of the cap as well as grass cutting. A drawback to this
altenntive,arrltotheanrentmpsincemithercontairsafmst
protection layer, is that damage due to freeze/thaw cycles would not tend
to be apparent during the visual inspections and, therefore, would
prabably not be repaired. Thus, precipitation would contimie to degrade
the cap as well as contimue the migration of contaminants to the ground
water. The institutional control described under Alternative 1LF would
also apply.

Alternative 2IF would take 2 months to construct. The capital cost is
$390000(torepa1rarﬂmgradeﬂ1e<zp)anithe°pemt1mard
Maintenance cost is $3,200 per year. 'meprsem:mrm is projected at
$440,000.

3. Alternative 3LF; Multilaver Cap (Landfill Only)

Under Alternative 3LF, a new multilayer cap which meets the

of section NR 504.07, WAC would be constructed over the 7-acre landfill.
The miltilayer cap would cansist of (fram bottam to top) a grading layer,
a minimm 2-foot campacted clay barrier layer, and a frost-protective
layer consisting of a gravel drainage layer, a soil layer, and a minimm
6-inch topsoil layer with surface vegetation. A minimm of 3.5 feet of
frost-protection layer is required in the laCrosse area, as the maximm
recorded frost depth is seen to be approximately this thickness. A
passive methane gas venting system would also be installed to control gas
huild-up under the miltilayer cap. As above, the currently minimal risks
associated with landfill contaminant exposure would be further reduced
relative to 1IF. The multilayer cap is projected to reduce the rate of
precipitation infiltration by 80 percent in camparison to Altermative
1IF, minimizing the migration of contaminants towards the ground water.

Site operation and maintenance would consist of grass cutting, regular
inspections, flushing of drainage lines, and repair of damaged areas.
Freeze/thaw damage to the clay barrier layer would not be expected to
occaxr due to the minimm 3.5 feet of frost protection. The institutional
control described under Alternative 1IF would also apply.

Alternative 3LF would take up to 6 months to construct. The capital cost
is $1,500,000 (to canstruct the cap) and the Operation and Maintenance
cost is $14,000 per year. The present worth is projected at $1,700,000.

*Present worth calculations are based on a 5 percent discount rate ard a
30~year Operations and Maintenance periocd.
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4. Alternative 4LF: ‘mltilaLe; Cap (Landfill and Contaminated Soil)

Under Alternative 4IF, a new multilayer cap meeting section NR 504.07,
WAC requirements, would be constructed over the landfill and the adjacent
contaminated soil. The cap, constructed of the same camponents as in
3LF, would also cover approximately 4 acres adjacent to the southwest
portion of the site. As above, the rate of precipitation infiltration
would be reduced in the landfill by 80 percent, in camparison to
Alternative 1IF, minimizing the migration of contaminants ocut of the
landfill towards the ground water. The rate of infiltration through the
naphtha-contaminated soil would be reduced by 40 percent, which would
help to reduce the rate of contaminant locading into the ground water, but
would also terd to increase the length of time for contaminant loading
into the ground water by a principal threat.

Alternative 4IF would take up to 9 months to construct. Using the same
maintenance program as in Alternative 3LF, the capital cost is $2,300,000
(to construct the cap) and the Operation and Maintenance cost is $23,000
per year. The present worth is projected to be $2,600,000. The
institutional control described urder Altermative 1IF would also apply.

B. Ground-Water Operable Unit

The cbjective of the ground-water operable unit is to achieve Federal
drinking-water standards under the Safe Drinking Water Act and State
ground-water quality standards under Ch. NR 140, WAC ("Ground-Water
Cleamp Standards"). Ground-water operable unit alternatives analyzed to
address the principal threats at the site ranged from No-Action to ground
water extraction and treatment with treatment of the naphtha-cantaminated
soil. The alternatives analyzed were as follows:

1GW: No-Action
2GW: Slurry Wall and Cap
: Ground Water Extraction/Passive Treatment
4GW: Ground Water Extraction/Active Treatment
: Altermmative 4GW Plus Bioremediation of Soils
: Altermative 4GW Plus Thermal Treatment of Soils

1. Altemative 1GW: No-Action

Under Altermative 1GW, no action would be taken to control the ground-
water contaminant plume emanating from the site nor would the
contaminated soils be addressed. The institutional controls pramilgated
under Ch. NR 112, WAC (see ARARS - Section XII) would be relied upon for
prevention of ingestion of contaminated ground water, even though
variances could be granted which would allow the installation of a well
within 1200 feet of the landfill. Monitoring of the groud-water
contaminant plume would be implemented to guard against potentially
significant discharges of contaminants to the surface water and sediments
of the BRlack River. Impacts to the Black River and the wetlands would \
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not be controlled or mitigated with this alternative and future remedial
action may be necessary if adverse levels of contaminants are detected in
the surface water or sediments.

Risks due to the potential ingestion of contaminated water are not
projected to decrease as contimual contaminant loading to the ground
water wauld occur. Grourd-Water Cleamup Standards are not expected to be
met within 100 years or more. The ground-water contaminant plume would
also be expected to spread further towards the southeast over time, due
to the seasonal southeasterly ground-water flow camponent.

Three new monitor wells would be added to the current monitor well
network requiring a capital cost of $100,000. Installation would take 3
months, and the ground-water contaminant plume would be monitored for 30
years with an Operation and Maintenance cost of $63,000 per year. The
present worth is projected at $1,100,000.

2. Altermative 2GW: Sluxyy Wall and Cap

Under Alternative 2GW, the contaminant sources contributing to the
ground-water plume would be contained by a slurry wall and a multilayer
cap. The slurry wall would encircle the landfill and the naphtha-
contaminated soil. Contaminated ground water outside of the slurry wall,
which is apparertly discharging to the wetlarnds at present, would be
allowed to contimie to discharge at acceptable levels (i.e., below Water
Quality Criteria (WQC) - see Section XII(b)(1l)(C)). As in Altermative
1GW, if adverse levels of site contaminants are found to be discharging
to the wetlands, additional remedial work may need to be performed. The
cap would be constructed as described in Alternative 4IF. Ground-water
monitoring would be performed to assess the degree to which contamination
attemuation is proceeding. The institutional controls cutlined for
Alternative 1GW would also be applied.

After the contaminant source is contained, the ground-water quality is
projected to improve over time, by natural attemuation (discharge of
contaminants at adequately protective levels to the wetlands and dilution
by ground water), to eventually meet Federal drinking-water standards.
'miswmldnsultinanstmatedterrfoldreducnmmpotermlnsks
(fram 1 x 1073 to 1 x 10™%). However, even though it may take about

30 years to meet Federal drinking-water standards, it is unlikely that
State ground-water quality standards could be achieved during this time -
frame.

The capital cost for Alternative 2GW is $3,900,000. The Operation ard
Maintenance cost is $80,000 per year (to maintain the slurry wall and cap
as well as to monitor the ground-water contaminant plume for 30 years).
The present worth is projected at $5,100,000. The slurry wall and cap
would take 1 year to construct.
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3. tive 3GW: Ground Water Extraction/Passive Trea

Under Alternative 3GW, a series of extraction wells would be constructed
toranovecmtaminatedgmndwaterfmtheleadingedgeofthephm.

'meextractlmmllretmrkmﬂdbedeslgredtobecmstnxctednaarthe
poutwherethegruxﬂwaterapparentlydlsdaargsmtomewetlaxﬂs in
ordertocapturethecmtamnantplmnepnortoltsdlsdua:gemtothe

wetlands.

The extraction wells would extract approximately 170 gallons per mimite
(Gl-'M) The contaminated water would be treated by cascading it over a
series of small rock or concrete apron waterfalls (a form of 'passnre"
air stripping) to pramote volatilization of organic campounds prior to
discharge to the Black River. Discharge of the treated water shall meet
thesubstant.wereqmrate:rtsofaWPDESpemJ.t. It is possible to use
this type of treatment system at this time, since the concentrations of
contaminants in the leading edge of the ground-water contaminant plume
are less than the ground water closer to the landfill.

It may be possible that a more "active" method of treatment would be
needed in the future. Higherconoentratmnsofcmtammntswﬂlmgrate
towards the extraction well network, perhaps causing discharge criteria
to be exceeded. Chapter NR 140, WAC requirements of preventing a
eartimximreleaseofcontammamsabcvestandardsatthepomtof
standards application would thus not be met by this altermative.

The ground-water extraction/treatment network would be operated until
Ground-Water Cleamp Standards are met in 30 years or more. The
institutional controls described under Alternative 1GW would be applied
as well. 'misvmldrwzltinariskreductlmfmtheamtly :

mucceptable level of 1 x 103 to an acceptable level of approximately
1 x 10~6 in 30 years or mcre.

Altermative 3GW would take much longer to reach Ground-Water Cleamip
Standards than Alternative 2GW, if at all, since the soil contaminants
will not be addressed (either contained as in Alternative 2GW, or treated
as in Alternatives SGW and 6GW, below) and contaminants would contime to
leach into the ground water.

Ground-water moenitoring would be performed to assess the degree to which
contaminant cleamp is occcawrring. Alternative 3GW would take 6 months to
construct and would be operated for 30 years or more. The capital cost-
is $520,000 (to construct the extraction well network and treatment
system) and the Operation and Maintenance cost is $80,000 per year. The
present\nrmisprojected at $1,700,000.

Under Alternative 4GW, a series of extraction wells would be constructed
to remove contaminated ground water at an approximate rate of 170 GPM
fram beneath the contaminated soil near the southwest portion of the
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landfill. Treatment of the contaminated water would consist of

aeration, clarlflcatmn, and filtration prior to discharge to the Black
-hvermcmphamemﬂqthembstan&vemq\nrememsofaWPuESpemlt.
The extraction well network would intercept the ground-water contaminant
plmnenearthenajorsmrceofcontammtlon, but the leading edge of the
ground-water contaminant plume would contimue to apparently discharge
acceptable levels of contaminants into the wetlands. If the discharge
levels exceed WQC, then additional ground-water extraction may need to be
performed in the area targeted for ground-water extraction in Alternative
3GW. Sludge produced (primarily iron) from the treatment process would
be disposed of in an appropriate facility.

The extraction and treatment system would be operated until Ground-Water
Cleamip Standards are met in an estimated 5 years to 30 years or more.
This would provide a risk reduction from the current unacceptable level
of 1 x 1073 to the acceptable level of approximately 1 x 10°6. Ground-
water monitoring would be performed to assess the degree of contaminant
cleamp and to ensure that contaminant levels apparently discharging from
the leading edge of the plume to the wetlands remain below unacceptable
levels. The institutional controls described under Alternative 1GW would
be applied.

Alternative 4GW would take 6 months to construct. The capital cost is
$1,800,000 and the Operation and Maintenance cost is $150,000 per year.
The present worth is projected at $4,200,000.

Under Alternative 5GW, the grourd-water extraction and treatment system
described in Altermative 4GW would be implemented and the institutional
controls autlined under Alternative 1GW would be applied. An innovative
technology, ip situ, enhanced biological remediation, would be applied to
the naphtha-contaminated soils. Bioremediation is implemented by
injecting oxygen into the contaminated soil zone and applying water amd
mitrients to the surface soil. The treatment accelerates the natural
biodegradation of the organic campounds in the contaminant mass and would
be performed primarily to reduce the principal threat posed by organic
contaminants which are leaching into the ground water.

The FS estimated that biocremediation would destroy a minimm of

80 percent of the naphtha campounds (i.e., organics) in the soils up to-
a maximm of 95 percent of the naphtha campournds. The estimated Cleamp
Goal for the soils, if implementing the bioremediation camponent of
Alternative 5GW, would therefore be 80-95 percent reduction of the
solvent mass. A laboratory bench-scale treatability study, and a pilot-
scale test, would be conducted to determine the most efficient parameters
(e.g., oxygen demand, nutrient levels) for the conduct of bioremediation.
The treatability study would also establish the maximm percentage
reduction of the arganic campourds in the soils that the remedy may be
capablg of achieving. The pilot-scale test would establish the Best
Technologically Achievable ("BTA") reduction rate for the organic
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campounds. Once the BTA reduction rate is established, it shall became
the Cleamp Standard for the soil contaminants in lieu of the estimated
Clearmup Goal of 80-95 percent reduction.

'meranovaloftheprucmalmreatposedbyﬂxecmrtamnatedsollsvmld
help the ground-water extraction and treatment system achieve Federal
drinking-water standards in less time than Alternative 4GW. As in
Altemativem,cxnecranﬁ-WaterCleamxpStaxﬁardsammet the
potentulnskofgrunﬁ-wateromsmptlmwmldfallfrmmeamxt
unacceptable level of 1 X 10~3 to an acceptable level of approximately
1 x 107 in 5 years to 30 years.

It is anticipated that, after five years of cperation of the ground-water
extraction and treatment system, 95 percent of the graumnd-water
cmmammantswlllhavebeenrezmvedfrunthegrwﬁ-watercmttmninant
plume intercepted by the extraction wells. It is also anticipated that
bioremediation and contairment will prevent the spread of unacceptable
levels of contaminants off-site. The ground-water quality will be
evaluated in increments of 5 years to determine if the remedial action
acbjectives have been met. Groud-water quality will be evaluated to
determine whether or not it is technically or econamically feasible to
achieve (State) PAlLs. In addition, the ground-water quality will be
evaluated to determine if the anticipated reduction in contaminants has
been sufficient to modify the "active" aeration treatment system (e.q.,
air stripper) to a "passive" aeration treatment system (e.g., a cascade
system). Such a determination will be based upon WPDES discharge
requirements and the chemical characteristics of the ground water to be
treated.

Following up to 6 mamths of treatability and pilot-scale testing, the
bioremediation camponent of Altermative SGW wauld be constructed in

6 months and is expected to be implemented for two 200—day treatment
seasons. The capital cost for the entire remedy is $3,600,000 and the
Operatian and Maintenance cost is $150,000 per year. The present worth
is projected at $6,000,000.

Since the naphtha layer is within the landfill as well, the treatability
study would be aimed at determining if bicremediation could be
implemented within a portion of the landfill at the same time. If
implemented, the capital cost for entire remedy is $4,200,000 and the
Operation and Maintenance cost is $164,000 per year. ‘mepresentworm
is projected at $6,800,000.

Under Altermative 6GW, the graud-water extraction and treatment system
of Alternative 4GW would be implemented and the institutional controls
described under Alternative 1GW would be applied. An estimated 17,000
wbicya:dsoftheramtha-cmtamnatadsousvmldbee)mvatedarﬂ

thermally treated off-site. No comtaminated refuse within the landfill
would be excavated and treated. Two thermal treatment alternatives were
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considered - asphalt, incorporation and roasting. In either case, the
cantaminated soils are excavated and transported to a local asphalt plant
for treatment.

The soil could be incorporated into a hot asphalt mixture and used faor
paving, ar the soil could be placed into asphalt production ovens and
roasted. If incorporated into asphalt, same organic campourds may
evaporate while the less volatile organic campourds are solidified or
incorporated into the asphalt mixture. Incorporation of the contaminated
soil into asphalt constitutes recycling and therefore Land Disposal
Restrictions (see Section XII(b) (3)(i)) would not apply.

The roasting process would heat the soils to separate the volatile
organic campounds (VOCs) from the soils and discharge them to the
atmosphere. The less volatile hydrocarbons would not be entirely
removed. The Target Cleamup Goal for roasting would be 99 percent
removal of VOCs, and a reduction of Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) to
10 mg/kg. The treated soils would be replaced on-site. However,
roasting may not constitute Best Demonstrated Available Technology
("BDAT") under the land Disposal Restriction rules. Replacement of the
soils on-site would not be allowed until BDAT is applied or a waiver is
granted.

As with Alternative 5GW, the implementation of either thermal soil
treatment is intended to reduce the amount of contaminants leaching into
the ground water. This would help the ground-water extraction and
treatment system to reach Ground-Water Cleamup Standards in less time
than Alternative 4GW (in an estimated 5 years to 30 years). Once Grourd-
Water Cleamup Standards are met, the current unacceptable risk level of
1x10:gvmldberedwedtoanacceptablelevelofammnmtely
1x10

Once local demand for asphalt is identified, Alternmative 6GW would take
2 months to 3 months to excavate and treat the soils. As in Altermatives
4GW and 5GW, ground-water extraction and treatment would be implemented
for 5 years to 30 years. The capital cost for Alternative 6GW is
$3,700,000 and the Operation and Maintenance cost is $150,000 per year.
The present worth is projected to be $6,100,000.

C. Application of Alternatives

Although the remedial alternatives are discussed separately for each
operable unit, in same instances the implementation of any cne remedy for
the grourd-water operable unit may directly influence the selection of a
remedy for the landfill operable unit. For example, Altermative 2GW,
which contains the landfill and contaminated soils with a slurry wall,.
would require a cap which covers the entire area enclosed by the slurry
wall. 'mamlylandfillremedymidxpmvﬁsmisoptimwmldbe
Altermative 4IF. Similarly, Alternative 4IF would tend not to be
implemented with either Altermative SGW or Altermative 6GW, as the latter

alternatives address the principal threat posed by the naphtha-
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cantaminated soils. It may not be necessary to cap the naphtha-
contaminated soils area once the soils have been treated.

X. Camarative Analysis of Alternatives: The Nine Criteria

In accordance with the NCP, the relative performance of each alternative
is evaluated using the nine criteria (Section 300.430(e) (9) (iii) as a
basis for comparison. An alternmative providing the "best balance" of
tradeoffs with respect to the nine criteria is determined fram this
evaluation.

A. Threshold Criteria
1. Ov i o) ea d the

Overall protection of human health and the enviromment addresses whether
a remedy eliminates, reduces, or controls threats to hman health and to
the envirorment. The major exposure pathways of concern at the Onalaska
site are the potential ingestion of contaminated ground water, and the
exposure to or ingestion of contaminated surface water and/or sediments
in the Black River and the wetlands adjacent to the site. Based upan
these pathways of cancern, the landfill alternatives were evaluated an
their ability to reduce precipitation infiltration through the landfill,
which reduces the levels of contaminants leaching into the ground water.
The ground-water altermatives were evaluated on the basis of their
ability to remove contaminants from the aquifer to reach acceptable risk
levels and to reduce the levels of hazardous substances discharging into
the wetlarnds. Increased rates of precipitation infiltration through the
landfill do not contribute to returning the aquifer to its beneficial
uses within a reasonable time frame.

a. lLandfill Altematijves

Over the long-term, Alternatives 1IF (No Action) and 2LF (Cap Upgrade)
do not provide adequate protection of human health and the envirorment
since freeze/thaw, erovsion, and animal burrowing would contimie to damage
the cap. The condition of the present cap demonstrates that a frost
protection layer is necessary to maintain cap integrity over time. The
maintenance of cap integrity over time is critical with respect to both
direct contact exposure of wastes by human and enviramental receptors,
aswellasprotectimofthegraxﬂwaﬁerthm:ghmmmizatlmof
precipitation infiltratlm through the landfill. With diminished cap
integrity, organic, metallic, and pesticide contaminants detected in the
landfill wastes would contimie to be carried to the ground water at
unacceptable rates. In addition, more toxic or concentrated wastes in
areas of the landfill not investigated could either be exposed or carried
to the groumd water.

while Altermative 2IF may provide an initial reduction in precipitation
infiltration over ‘the short-term, and thus decreasing the amount of .
contaminants leaching into the ground water, its effectiveness will
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decrease over time. 'me\.pgradedmpvmldbesubjecttothesame
degradational forces the current cap is subjected to and precipitation
infiltration would be expected to increase in the future. Impacts an
surface water and the wetlands due to ground-water degradation would be

expected to cantime.

Since Altermatives 3LF and 4LF (section NR 504.07, WAC cap) provide for a
cap with a frost protection layer, not only would they tend to provide a
superior barrier to direct contact, but they would decrease the rate of
precipitation infiltration through the landfill wastes by approximately
80 percent. Frost, ercsional, and animal burrow damage to the clay
barrier layer would be minimized, decreasing the direct conduits for
precipitation infiltration through the landfill and decreasing the rate
of contaminant leaching fram the waste mass into the ground water. Thus,
Alternatives 3LF ard 4LF are protective of human health and the
envirarment over the lang term.

The difference between Alternmative 3LF and Alternative 4LF is that
Alternative 3LF would not reduce the amount of precipitation infiltration
through the naphtha-contaminated soils. Alternative 4LF would reduce
precipitation infiltration through the contaminated soils by
approximately 40 percent, reducing the rate of loading of contaminants
into the ground water.

b. Graund-Water Alternatives

Alternatives 1GW (No Action) amd 2GW (Contairment) are not protective of
nman health and the enviroment over the long term. Altermatives 3GW
through 6GW provide adequate protection of human health and the
envirament and use treatment to remove hazardous substances from the
ground water and/or naphtha-contaminated soils. The use of treatment
remedies where practicable is anticipated by the NCP (Section
300.430(a) (1) (iii) (a)).

Alternative 1GW is not protective of the enviromment, since it does not
limit the release of contaminants at levels exceeding water quality
criteria in the surface water or wetlards. In addition Alternmative 1GW
is not protective of mman health, for it would rely solely upon
potentially ineffective institutional controls to prevent the mgastion
of contaminated ground water. The NCP (Section 300.510(c) (1) recognizes
that the U.S. EPA may not have the authority to implement institutional
controls and requires that the State assure that any institutional
controls implemented as part of a remedial action are reliable and in
place after operation and maintenance has bequn. The State does not have
the authority to prevent the installation of drinking-water wells, as a
variance procedure axrrently exists under Ch. NR 112, WAC. This is
evidenced by the existence of two wells within 1200 feet of the landfill
that have received such a variance and by the garden well which is
located within the ground-water contaminant plume.

Altermative 2GW would also rely on institutional controls to prevent the
ingestion of contaminated ground water, and would act to contain the
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samceofcontammantsardallowthegmmd—waterqualltyto mprovevxa
natural atteruation. Alternative 2GW is not protective at this site in
that the contairment will likely be breached over the lang term. Since
natural attemation, instead of treatment, is employed to cleamp the
aquifer, Ground-Water Cleamip Standards would not be met within a
reasonable time frame.

Altenativeﬂpzwﬁsforueamenttoaddmsthegmnﬂwateratthe
perimeterofﬂxecmtmnmantphme,hxtltdosmtaddmssthenaphtha—
cantaminated soils adjacenttoﬂxesoutlmtporum of the landfill.
This alternative would be protective in that ground-water contaminant
discharge to the surface water and wetlands would be minimized due to
extraction and treatment of the ground water. However, it would also
terd to draw more highly contaminated ground water from the site towards
the extraction wells, increasing the likelihood that a more active
ground-water treatment system may be necessary to replace the passive
ground-water treatment system in the future.

Altermatives 4GW through 6GW provide for the lang term protection of
human health and the envirorment, while meeting the goals and
expectations of the Superfund program. As detailed above, the stated
pmogzmaticgoalofﬂleus. EPA, as expressed in the NCP, is to select
remedies that are protective over time and "minimize untreated waste"
(Section 300.430(a) (1) (i). The NCP contemplates that the U.S. EPA will
use "treatment to address the principal threats at a site, wherever
practicable” (Section 300.430(a) (1) (iii) (A). Altermatives 3GW and 4GW,
while providing treatment to address the ground water, do not address the
w%mntmssinﬂnsoﬂsadjacenttoﬂmsaﬂmtportimofﬂ)e
landfill.

This criterion evaluates whether an alternative meets applicable or
relevantardappropriatareqmmrentssetforﬂminFedeml or more
strirqentstate,enviromentalstarﬂardspertamngtomesmecr
proposed actions. (The selected remedy section (Section XI) discusses
ARARs for the site.) This section only notes those ARARS not addressed
(if any) by an altermative.

a. landfill Alterpatives

Altamativanrandzwdomtneetthemrrentsecﬁmmsm.m,mc
landfill requirements for landfill cl , which has been determined to
berelevantardapprcpriatef thJ.ss:Lte. Alternatives 3LF and 4LF
would meet section NR 504.07, WAC requirements and would also meet the
recquirements of 40 Code of Federal Requlations (CFR) Part 264.310(a) (1-5),
midzaremsmtitlecnndfmclosneregula
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b. Ground-Water Altermatives

Alternmatives 1GW through 3GW would not camply with Ch. NR 140, WAC, in
thattheydomtpmventthecontumedreleaseofcmtamnantsatlevels
exneedmg standards at *he point of standards appllcat:.on. In addition,
it is unlikely that these alternatives would result in campliance with
acute water quality criteria in surface water or the wetlards, or chrunic
water quality criteria in the wetlands. Altermatives 4GW through 6GW
would camply with Grourd-Water Cleamp Standards within a reasonable
time frame, as well as with water quality criteria in surface water and
the wetlards.

Urder Alternative 6GW, the roasting method of thermal treatment of the
naphtha-contaminated soils would not meet the RCRA criterion for the
permanent destruction of contaminants, known as the destruction removal
efficiency (DRE). A DRE of 99.99 percent is required for treatment
technologies (incinerators) if the waste is removed and treated (40 CFR
264.343). Incorporation of the soil into asphalt is considered to be
recycling and IRE requirements would not apply.

B. Primary Balancing Criteria
3. Long-Term Effectiveness/Permanence

This criterion evaluates the ability of an alternative to maintain
protection of human health and the envircmment along with the degree of
certainty that the altermative will prove successful.

a. Landfill Alternatives

Alternatives 1IF and 2LF do not provide long-term effectiveness or
permanence since no frost protection layer is provided for the cap.
Rapid cap deterioration, which leads to an increased rate of
precipitation infiltration, will occur without such a barrier, as seen in
the axrent cap. Altermatives 3LF and 4LF provide the best long-term
effectiveness of the lardfill altermatives as they relate to the cleamp,
since the cap design includes a frost-protective layer which prevents
freeze/thaw cap damage and reduces the likelihood of animal burrowing
through the clay barrier liner. This would allow the groaud-water
treatment system to successfully meet Ground-Water Cleamip Standards due
to the reduction of precipitation infiltration through the landfill
waste.

b. Ground-Water Altermatives

Alternatives 1GW and 2GW do not provide adequate protection from
ingestion of contaminated ground water over the lang-term. In addition,
Altamtiveslmardzc;vdomtmamtainpmtectimoverthelaqtemof
the surface water and wetlands enviromment. Alternatives 3GW through 6GW
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would provide adequate lang-term effectiveness as each would continue to
extract contaminated ground water until Ground-Water Cleamup Standards
are met.

The FS projected that the ground-water extraction and treatment system
under Alternative 5GW may attain the Ground-Water Cleanup Standards in
the ground water within 5 years to 30 years. However, ground-water:
qualitywillbeevaltntedinircramntSOfSYearstodetermineifﬂ'xe
remedial action cbjectives have been met. 1If, after the grourd-water
operable unit has been operating for a minimm of 5 years, it becames
apparent that it is not technically or econcmically feasible to achieve
a preventive action limit (PAL), then a (Wisconsin) altermative
cancentration limit (WACL) may be established. (A WACL may be
established for a campound prior to the S-year review where the
backgrunﬂcornermratimofthatcmpandexceedsmePALard/orESfor
that campourd.) Except where the background concentration of a campound
exceeds the enforcement standard (ES), the WACL established may not
exceed the ES for that compound (see sectian XII(b) (1) (B) (ii)).

If, during the implementation of the remedy, it becames apparent that it
is technically impracticable to achieve the Ground-Water Cleamup
Standards, including any WACL established as discussed above, then the
U.S. EPA, in consultation with the State, may then consider the use of
alternate methods of controlling the ground-water contaminant plume ar
source to achieve the standards. If those altermate methods are found
not to attain Ground-Water Cleamup Standards (including any WACL
established), then a CERCIA waiver may be considered.

This criterion evaluates treatment technology performance in the
reduction of chemical toxicity, mobility, or volume.

a. Lapdfill Alternatives

Iandfill operable unit alternatives do not contemplate treatment to
reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume of wastes, since the landfill is a
low-level, lang-term threat to human health and the envirurment.

b. Ground-Water Altermativeg

As detailed above, the stated programmatic goal of the U.S. EFA, as

in the NCP, is to select remedies that are protective over time
and "minimize untreated waste" (Section 300.430(a) (1) (1). The NCP
cantemplates that the U.S. EPA will use "treatment to address the
principal threats at a site, wherever practicable" (Section
300.430(a) (1) (1ii) (A). Altermatives 3GW and 4GW, while providing
treatment to address the ground water, do not address the contaminant
mass in the soils adjacent to the southwest portion of the landfill.
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Alternative 5GW is the only alternative that will result in the reduction
in the toxicity, mobility, or volume of a contaminant through treatment.
Bioremediation would destroy organic campounds in the naphtha-
contaminated soils adjacent to the landfill. Treatment of the ground
water anly transfers contaminants to the atmosphere where they can be
photo—axidized. Soil roasting (Alternative 6GW) also emits chemicals to
the atmosphere without destruction.

5. short-Term Effectiveness

Short-term effectiveness considers the time to reach cleamp objectlv&s,
and the risks an alternative may pose to site workers, the cammmity, and
the enviromment during remedy implementation. This criterion also
considers the reliability and effectiveness of any mitigative measures
taken during remedy implementation to control those short-term risks.

a. Iandfill Alternatives

Alternatives 3LF and 4LF provide the most significant short-term effects
to the commnity during cap canstruction, due to the projected level of
constructiaon activity. Altermative 2LF would provide a less significant
impact in camparisen, duetothereducedlevelofmprecm'xstmctlm.
Noise, dust, VOC-emission, and construction and vehicular accident rates
may pose short-te.m threats to site workers and/or the community during
cap construction. Capping is a standard engineering process and standard
safety precautions would be urdertaken to reduce the likelihood of
accidents. Dust and VOC-emission controls would reduce short-term
impacts to site workers and local residents. The use of erosion controls
will mitigate any short-term effects posed by potential siltation
problems to the Black River during cap construction.

b. -Wa t

Altemativezmnaypzwldemegmatstmpactonthecammtydueto
the greatly increased truck traffic projected during construction of the
cap and slurry wall. Alternatlvesmnaytaxporanlyeqaosethe
camunity to low levels of contaminants during implementation of the
bioremediation camponent, in that the air injection blowers may cause
VOCs to be exhausted to the atmosphere. Alternmatives 3GW through 6GW
wauld discharge contaminants to the atmosphere via aeration during the
water treatment process. No alternative would be allowed to proceed if -
air emissions exceed State or Federal air quality standards. Emission
controls may be added to the treatment system(s) to ensure that chemical
emissions are at protective levels. Standard health and safety
requirements would protect site workers and the conmmnity from short-term
exposure to hazardous substances. The discharge of treated water to the
Blachiverwillbeinaccordamemthwmdlsdxa:gemteriawhidl
are set at protective levels.

Altermatives 1GW and 2GW would discharge contaminants to the wetlands for
over 30 years. Although no altermative is projected to meet Ground-Water
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Clearup Standards within 30 years, Alternatives 4GW through 6GW are
projected to remove the majority (approximately 95 percent) of
contaminants in 5 years. Alternative 3GW would take 15 years to remove
the majority of the contaminants.

The estimated rat: of ground-water extraction for Altermatives 3GW
through 6GW would not be expected to adversely affect the Black River
wetlands. Camater modelling of the ground-water regime indicates that,
during low river flow conditians, the ground-water table may be expected
to be lowered by 1.2 inches to 3.6 inches at most, with no drawdown
expected during flood corditions. The natural water table fluctuation at
the site is 4 feet, which is very high in relation to the projected
drawdown due to ground-water extraction.

6. Implementability

This criterion considers the technical and administrative feasibility of
implementing an alternative.

a. ILandfill Altemmatives

No significant implementation problems are projected for Alternatives 1LF
through 4LF. Cap materials are expected to be cbtainable fram nearby
sources and construction methods are rather straightforward.

b. Ground-Water Alternatives

Implementation of the slurry wall (Alternative 2GW) is dependent upon the
campatibility of construction materials with the naphtha. Implementation
of Altermative 6GW (asphalt incorporation) depends upan local demand for
asphalt. Ground-water discharge after treatment would need to meet the
substantive requirements of a WPDES permit (see Section XII(b)(3) (ii)).

Bicremediation, an innovative technology, is expected to be practicable
in the vadose zone soil, but treatability testing would be needed to
evaluate its effectiveness in the landfill portion. The NCP and CERCIA
contain an expectation that innovative technologies be used at site
cleamups when such technology offers the potential for camparable or
superior treatment or implementability, less adverse impacts than other
approaches, or lower costs for similar levels of performance for
demonstrated technologies. At this site, in situ bioremediation offers a
low-cost, camparable treatment altermative which provides less adverse
impacts in comparison to excavation and incineration of the soils.

Institutional controls are considered to be effective over the short-
term, but not over the long-term. The ground-water institutional
controls to prevent the installation of drinking-water wells within
1200 feet of a landfill are not enforceable by the State.
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7. Cost

Table 4 campares the capital, Operation and Maintenance, and present
worth costs of implementing the various alternatives at the site.

Table 4

Estimated Costs of Remedial Action
Onalaska Municipal ILandfill

Alternative Capital osM Present Worth
1ILF (No Action) $ 0 $ 1,000 $ 16,000
2LF (Upgrade Cap) $ 390,000 $ 3,200 $ 440,000
3LF (Multilayer) $1,500,000 $ 14,000 $1,700,000
4LF (Multilayer) $2,300,000 $ 23,000 $2,600,000
1GW (No Action) $ 100,000 $ 63,000 $1,100,000
2GW (Slurry wall) $3,900,000 $ 80,000 $5,100, 000
3GW (Perimeter) $ 520,000 $ 80,000 $1,700,000
4GW (On-Site) $1,800,000 $150,000 $4,200,000
5GW (Biocremediate) $3,600,000 $150,000 $6,000, 000
5GW* (Landfill) $3,900,000 $150,000 $6,300,000
6GW (Thermal) $3,700,000 $150,000 $6,100,000

Note: O&M = Operation and Maintenance
5GW#* = Bioremediation in Landfill

C. Modifying Criteria

8. State Acceptance

The State of Wisconsin is in agreement with the U.S. EPA’s analyses and
recam\erdatimsprsentedintheRI/PSammerposedPlan 'mestate
concurs with the selected alternative (presented in Section XTI, below).

9. Cammmity Acceptance

Cammmnity reaction to the Proposed Plan is mixed. Since the Town is a .
potentially responsible party, most of the dissenting cammentors regard
cost as a higher priority than actual or potential protection of human
health or the envirament. Generally, those who think that same form of
remedial action should be implemented believe that either lesser

altermatives (e.q., 3GW rather than 5GW) should be implemented ar that
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the proposed plan be implemented solely under the sponsorship of the WINR
and the U.S. EPA. These concerns are addressed in the Responsiveness
Summary (Section XIII). .

XI. SELECTED REMEDY

As provided in CERCIA and the NCP, and based upon the evaluation of the
RI/FS ard the nine criteria, the U.S. EPA has selected Altermatives 3LF
and 5GW as the method providing overall effectiveness proporticnal to its
costs to adequately protect human health and the envirorment against

exposures at the site.

Under Altermative 3LF, the cap shall be placed on the landfill (see
Figure 4) in campliance with the current requirements of section NR
504.07, WAC for closure of solid waste disposal facilities. The cap
shall consist of a grading layer, a minimm 2-foot clay layer (campacted
to a permeability of 1 x 10™/ aw/s or less), a gravel drainage layer, a

- Q

Figure 4. landfill cap locatiop (Alternative 3LF).
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frost protective soil layer, and a minimm 6-inch topsoil layer. A
passive, methane gas venting system shall be constructed within the cap
as well (see Figure 5). It is projected that the cap would be
constructed after the bicremediation camponent of the remedy has been
campleted, unless bioremediation within the southwestern partion of the
landfill is impracticable. If 50, the cap may be installed concurrently
with bioremediation.
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Figure 5. Multilayer cap schematic, NE to SW cross section.

Under Alternative 5GW, ground water shall be extracted (see Figure 6 for
locations of extraction wells) until (1) Federal Maximm Contaminant
Contaminant ILevel Goals (MCIGs),
promilgated under the Safe Drinking Water Act are met in the ground-water
contaminant plume at the landfill waste boundary and (2) the more

stringent State standards pramilgated in Ch. NR 140, WAC, are met at any -

point beyond the property boundary or beyond the 3-dimensional design
management zone, whichever is closer to the waste boundary.

The extracted ground water shall be treated on-site and discharged to the
Black River in campliance with the substantive requirements of a WPDES

pexmit.

It is projected that the ground-water extraction and treatment system may
attain the Ground-Water Cleamp Standards in the ground water within 5
years to 30 years. However, ground-water quality will be evaluated in
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Figure 6. Ground water extraction and treat-
. ment system location, area of
subsurface soil and landfill debris
to be biocremediated.

irmmsofSyearstodetexmimifthezunedialactimobjectivahave
been met. If,afterthegrunﬂ-waterope.rabletmithasbeenoperating
for a minimm of S years, it becames apparent that it is not technically
or econamically feasible to achieve a preventive action limit (PAL), then
a (Wisconsin) alternative concentration limit (WACL) may be established.
(A WACL may be established for a campound prior to the 5-year review
where the background concentration of that compound exceeds the PAL
and/or enforcement standard (ES) for that campauard.) Bacept where the
background concentration of a campound exceeds the ES, the WACL
stablishedmaymtexceedthemforthatcatpomﬂ (see section

XII(b) (1) (B) (ii)).

If, during the implementation of the remedy, it becomes apparent that it
is technically impracticable to achieve the Ground-Water Cleamup :
Standards, including any WACL established as discussed above, then the
U.S. EPA, in consultation with the State, may then consider the use of
alternate methods of controlling the ground-water contaminant plume or
source to achieve the standards. If those alternate methods are found
not to attain Ground-Water Cleamup Standards (including any WACL
established), then a CERCIA waiver may be considered.

1,1-DCA has no Federal drinking-water standard. Ingestion of ground
water with a concentration of 1,1-DCA at the State ground-water
preventive action limit (PAL) would present a potential excess lifetime
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carcinogenic risk of.2 x 1074, which is an unacceptable risk according to
the NCP. Since most of the PALs (for carcinogens) in ch. NR 140, .WAC,
would present an excess lifetime carcinogenic risk of 1 x 1077, a
Ground-Water Cleamup Standard for 1,1-DCA has been derived to present the
same risk to ground-water consumers. Thus, once the Ground-Water Cleanup
Standards have been met (assuming that it is technically or econcmically
feasible to achieve them), the residual potential carcinogenic risk due
to ground-water ingestion is estimated to be approximately 1 x 10~6
(excluding the naturally ocanrrring arsenic levels), and the cumilative
Hazard Index is estimated to be less than 1.0.

Bicremediation, an imnovative technology, shall be implemented in the
naphtha-contaminated soils (and in the southwestern portion of the
landfill, if viable) for a minimm of two 200-day treatment seasons until
the Cleanup Standard is met (see Figure 6). Qurently, the estimated
Clearup Goal is 80-95 percent reduction of the organic contaminant mass
in the soils. The treatability study shall determine the maximm
degradation rate expected for the technology and the pilot-scale test
shall determine the Cleampp Standard which shall be met by this
technology. CERCIA and the NCP both favor the use of innovative
technologies if they are potentially able to provide for comparable risk
reduction, at a lower cost, and at less adverse impact than proven
technologies in treating the wastes. Accordingly, bioremediation is
favored over thermal roasting (Alternative 6GW) due to the potential
benefits of bicremediation (no excavation needed, permanent destruction
of waste) versus roasting or asphalt incorporation (excavation with air
emissions, transportation of wastes, no permanent destruction).

mecapisbej:ginplenentedincmjm'ctimwiﬂxmegznm-waterzmdy.
A main purpose of the cap is to reduce the rate of precipitation
infiltration through the landfilled-wastes towards the ground water,
reducing the amount of contaminants leaching from the landfill. The
grourd-water remedy will address the both the present ground water and
soil contamination, plus any future contamination estimated to emanate
fram the landfill.

Institutional controls would be relied upon to provide additional
effectiveness to the remedy. Chapter NR 506, WAC regulates the
development of landfills. Chapter NR 112, WAC helps to prevent the
ingestion of contaminated ground water in the proximity of landfills.

XIT. Statutory Determinations

The selected remedy must éatisfy the requirements of Section 121(a-e) of
CERCIA to: .

a. Protect human health and the enviromment;

b. Conply with ARARS;

C. Be cost-effective;

d. Utilize permanent solutions and alternate treatment technologies to
the maximum extent practicable; and,
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e. Satisfy a preference for treatment as a principle element of the
remedy.

The implementation of Alternatives 3LF and 5GW at the Onalaska site
satisfies the requirements of CERCIA as detailed below:

a. Protection of Human Health and the Enviromment

Implementation of the selected alternmatives will reduce and control
potmtialriskstommnhealthposedbyatposmetocontaminatedgrumd
water. Extraction and treatment of contaminated ground water to meet
Ground-Water Clearup Standards will reduce the potential excess cancer
nsktoa;prmumatelylxlo'GarﬂreducetheHazardIrriextolessthan
1.0. Institutional controls will provide short-term effectiveness for
the prevention of drinking contaminated ground water until Ground-Water
Clearmmp Standards are met. The selected remedy also protects the
enviramment by reducing the potential risks posed by site chemicals
discharging to surface water (the Black River) arnd the wetlands.

Capping the landfill, in addition to reducing the any potential further
risk posed by exposure to landfill contaminants, will reduce
precipitation infiltration through the cap by an estimated 80 percent,
and maintain that rate of reduction over time. Ground-water cantaminant
loading will thus be reduced.- Biocremediation of the naphtha-caontaminated
soils will also reduce ground-water contaminant loading.

No unacceptable short-term risks will be caused by implementation of the
remedy. The commmity, and site workers, may be exposed to noise and
dust miisances during construction of the cap. Vehicular accident
occurrences may rise due to the projected increase in volume of truck
traffic in hauling capping materials to the landfill. Bioremediation and
air stripping should not present short-term risks due to VOC air
emissions if not properly designed and monitored. Standard safety
programs should manage any short-term risks. Dust control measures and
VoC-emission controls would mitigate those risks as well.

The permanent solutions to the principal threats to human health and the
envirament at the site outweigh the minimal short-term impacts of the
remedial campanents. The risks due to ingestion of contaminated ground
water would be reduced to acceptable levels ance the principal threats
have been addressed. Chcetheczpismstalledtlm'e\mldbemraedto
replace ar upgrade it as Altermative 2LF would likely require.

b. compliance With ARARS
The selected remedy will camply with the Federal and/or State, where more

stringent, applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs)
listed below:

1. themical-specific ARARS .
Chemical-specific ARARsS requlate the release to the enviroment of
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specific substances having certain chemical characteristics. Chemical-
specific ARARs typically determine the extent of cleamup at a site.

A. Soils/Sediments

No chemical-specific standards exist for soils and sediments. However,
the State may calculate organic contaminant concentrations for soils

based an surface water quality criteria (under Ch. NR 105, WAC) to ensure

protectiveness of the enviroment. The results of the calculations would
yield chemical-specific clearup goals for the soils and sediments that
are factors "to be considered" in designing a protective remedy at this
site.

B. Ground Water
i. Federal ARARs

Maximm Contaminant Levels (MCls), and to a certain extent, Maximm
Cantaminant Level Goals (MCIGs), the Federal drinking water standards
pramilgated under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), are applicable to
mmicipal water supplies servicing 25 or more peocple. At the Onalaska
site, MCIs and MCIGs are not applicable, but are relevant ard
appropriate, since the sand and gravel aquifer is a Class IIA source
‘which could potentially be used for drinking (see Table 3A) in the area
of cancern (the contaminant plume). MCIGs are relevant and appropriate
when the standard is set at a level greater than zero (for non—
carcinogens), otherwise, MCIs are relevant and appropriate. The point of
campliance for Federal drinking water standards is at the boundary of the
landfilled-wastes.

ii. state ARARs

The State of Wisconsin is authorized to administer the implementation of
the Federal SDWA. The State has also pramilgated ground-water quality
standards in Ch. NR 140, WAC, which the WINR is consistently applying to
all facilities, practices, and activities which are regulated by the WINR
and which may affect ground-water quality in the State. Chapter 160,
Wis. Stats., directs the WINR to take action to prevent the contiming
release of contaminants at levels exceeding standards at the point of
standards application. Ground-water quality standards established
pursuant to Ch. NR 140, WAC, may be preventive action limits (PALs),
enforcement standards (ESs), and/or (Wisconsin) alternative concentration
limits (WACIs). Preventive action limits (PALs) and enforcement
standards (ESs) contained in section NR 140.10, WAC, for the Chemicals of
Concern are listed in Table 3A. PAIs (and ESs) are generally more
stringent than corresponding Federal standards and, therefore, are
relevant and appropriate to the Onalaska site.

Consistent with the exemption criteria of section NR 140.28, WAC, a
(Wisconsin) alternmative concentration limit (WACL) may be established to
modify the preventive action limit (PAL) if it is determined that it is
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not technically and econamically** feasible to achieve the PAL for a
specific substance. Except where the background concentration of a
campound exceeds the enforcement standard (ES) and consistent with the
criteria in section NR 140.28(4) (B), the WACL that is established may not
exceed the ES for that campourd.

The point of standards application for PALs and ESs (or WACIs) consistent
with section NR 140.22, WAC, is any point beyond the property boundary
or any point beyond the design management zane, whichever is closer to
the waste bourdary, or any point of present ground water use.

The implementation of the selected remedy at the Onalaska site will be in
campliance with ¢Ch. NR 140, WAC, in that preventive action limits (PAlLs)
will be met unless (Wisconsin) alternative concentration limits (WACLs)
are established pursuant to the criteria in section NR 140.28, WAC, in
which case the WACIs will be met.

C. Surface Water
i. Federal ARARS

Surface water quality standards for human health and aquatic life
protection were developed under the Clean Water Act (CWA) Sectian 304.
The Federal Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWQC) are nomenforceable
guidelines that set pollutant concentration limits to protect surface
waters that are applicable to point source discharges, such as from
industrial or mmicipal wastewater streams. At a Superfurd site, the
Federal AQWC would not be applicable except for pretreatment requirements
for discharge of treated water to a Publicly Operated Treatment Works
(POIW) . CERCIA (Section 121(d) (1)) requires the U.S. EPA to consider
whether AWQC would be relevant and appropriate under the ciraumstances of
a release or threatened release, depending an the designated or potential
use of ground water or surface water, the enviromental media affected by
the releases or potential releases, and upon the latest information
available. Since the aquifer is a axrrent (upgradient of the landfill)
and potential (downgradient of the landfill) socurce of drinking water,
ard treated water will be discharged to the Black River, AQWC adopted for
drinking water and AWQC for protection of freshwater aquatic organisms
are relevant and appropriate to the point source discharge of the treated
water .into the Black River.

**A determination of technical or economic infeasibility may be made
after five years of operation of the ground water extraction system if it
becames apparent that the contaminant level has ceased to decline over
time and is remaining constant at a statistically significant level above
the PAL (or any WACL established due to high background concentrations)
in a discrete partion of the area of attairment, as verified by miltiple
monitor wells.
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ii. State ARARs .

Section 303 of the WA requires the State to promilgate state water
quality standards for surface water bodies, based on the designated uses
of the surface water bodies. CERCIA remedial actions involving surface
water bodies must ensure that applicable or relevant and appropriate
state water quality standards are met. The State has
pramilgatedWisconsin Water Quality Criteria (WWQC) under Ch. NR 105, WAC,
based on the Federal AWQC developed by U.S. EPA. The Black River is
designated as a warm water sport fish cammmity under ch. NR 105, WAC.
The warm water sport fish WWQC are therefore applicable to the
maintenance of surface water quality impacted by the discharge of treated
ground water from the site.

In addition, Ch. NR 102, WAC establishes an antidegradation policy for
all waters of the State and it establishes water quality standards for
use classifications. Chapter NR 102, WAC would be applicable to actions
that involve discharges to the Black River in that discharges must meet
water quality standards.

2. Location-specific ARARs

Location-specific ARARs are those requirements that relate to the
geographical position of a site. These include:

i. Federal ARARs

Both RCRA (40 CFR 264.18(b) - hazardous waste storage - flood plain) and
Executive Order 11988 - Protection of Flood Plains, are applicable to the
site due to its location within the mapped 100-year flood plain (648.5
feet above mean sea level) of the Black River. These regulations would
require that the ground-water treatment system be located above this
elevation and be protected from erosicnal damage.

Executive Order 11990 - Proutection of Wetlands is an applicable
requirement to protect against the loss or degradation of wetlands. As
presented above, grourd-water modelling has shown that the estimated
extraction rate for Alternative SGW will not be expected to have an
adverse effect an the Black River wetlands.

The Scenic Rivers Act (16 USC 1271, Section 7(a)) is applicable to the
site. Since the Black River is designated for recreational use, this
provision requires that the selected remedy should avoid taking or
assisting in any action that will have an adverse effect an the scenic
river.

ii. state ARARs

Chapter NR 112, WAC, which requires that no drinking water wells be
located within 1200 feet of a landfill, unless a variance is cbtained
fram the WINR, is applicable to the site.  Chapters NR 506 and NR 540,
WAC, which regulate the development of landfills also are applicable to
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this site. . _

Chapter NR 27, WAC, the State Endangered and Threatened Species Act, and
ch. NR 29, WAC, the State Fish and Game Act, are State endangered
resource laws which protect against the "taking" or hamming of endangered
or threatened wildlife resources in the area. These would be applicable
to the remedial actian, in that the poisoning of endangered or threatened
species by site contaminants could be considered by the WINR to be a
"“taking."

3. Action-specific ARARs

Action-specific ARARs are requirements that define acceptable treatment
ard disposal procedures for hazardous substances.

i. Federal ARARs

Since the Onalaska lLandfill was closed prior to November 1980 (in
September 1980), RCRA requirements are not applicable unless RCRA-listed
or characteristic hazardous wastes are excavated and managed (treated,
disposed, or stored), as defined by RCRA, during the clearup. In its
pure form, waste naphtha is a characteristic waste (ignitibility) and
therefore certain RCRA Subtitle C requirements would be relevant ard
appropriate if the naphtha waste was excavated and managed. In its
present form (mixed with soil and debris), the waste naphtha would not be
expected to exhibit this characteristic. RCRA lLand Disposal Restrictions
("ILDR" or "land Ban") would, therefare, not be applicable since no
"placement” would be occurring at this site. Although IIR would be
relevant, they would not be appropriate since the waste does not
axrently exhibit the characteristic of ignitibility.

The only mammer in which the selected remedy may store or dispose of
hazardous waste is when, or if, the ground-water treatment system
requires emission control units to capture or contain volatile organics
derived fram aeration of the contaminated ground water. The RCRA waste
generation ard temporary storage regulations under 40 CFR Part 262 would
then be applicable to that action. For example, activated carbon
canisters utilized as emission controls would be managed, when spent, as
a listed (F005) waste.

For landfill closure, RCRA Subtitle C requirements are not applicable
since the hazardous wastes of concern were disposed of prior to November
1980, but would be relevant and appropriate as considered by the NCP
(Section 300.400(g) (2) . At the Onalaska site, the hazardous substances
in the landfill are sufficiently similar to listed and/or characteristic
RCRA wastes and therefore Subtitle C is relevant. A Subtitle C cover is
well suited to the site since this type of cap would aid in the reduction
of precipitation infiltration through the landfill contents, which would
be protective of the ground water. Thus, a Subtitle C cover is

appropriate.
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The landfill closure requirements are listed in 40 CFR 264.310(a) (1-5).
In part, (40 CFR) 264.310(a) (1) requires the final cover must be designed
and constructed to minimize the migration of liquids through the
landfill. Also, 264.310(a)(5) requires that the cover must have a
permeability less than or equal to the permeability of any bottom liner
system or natural subsocils present. However, in satisfying
264.310(a) (5), a cover as required by the regulations might not be
sufficiently impermeable to minimize the migration of liquids as required
in 264.310(a) (1). Therefore, the policy of the Office of RCRA is to
follow, whenever possible, the design standards in Final Covers on

W ills a » EPA/530~-SW=-89-047,
July 1989, a RCRA technical guidance document for the design of landfill
caps. A flexible membrane liner (FML) is an integral camponent of such a
RCRA Subtitle C cap. However, this guidance is not an ARAR; rather a
factor "to be considered" in designing a protective remedy.

The cap proposed for the Onalaska site consists of a grading layer, a
minimm 2-foot campacted clay layer, a gravel drainage layer, a frost
protective soil layer, and a minimm 6-inch topsoil layer. These
campanents satisfy the requirements of RCRA Subtitle C and also

section NR 504.07, WAC (see below). In designing the Onalaska cap, the
Hydrologic Evaluation of ILandfill Performance (HEIP) model was run to
determine the estimated reducticn of precipitation infiltration through
the landfill. The estimated reduction of water infiltration with the
Alternative 3IF (section NR 504.07, WAC) cap is 80 percent: the RCRA
Subtitle C guidance cap is estimated to show a 99.9 percent reduction of
infiltration. Each cap design, therefore, satisfies 264.310(a)(1).

Since the landfill waste is pericdically in contact with the ground water
at the site, and, since ground water is to be extracted from an area
adjacent to the landfill and treated, the U.S. EPA has determined that it
is not technically advantageous and, therefore, not appropriate to
install a FML at this site.

Additional Federal action-specific ARARs are fourd in the FS.
ii. state ARARs

The State of Wisconsin is authorized to implement the requirements of
RCRA. Chapter NR 504, WAC is applicable to the closure of (currently)
permitted solid waste landfills in the State. Since the Ch. NR 504, WAC
closure requirements are sufficiently similar to the requirements for
closure of current landfills in the State, Ch. NR 504, WAC requirements -
are relevant for the Onalaska site. Chapter NR 504, WAC requirements
are well-suited for the Onalaska site due to the reduction of
precipitation infiltration and the long-term effectiveness offered by the
frost protection layer. Thus, (h. NR 504, WAC, the current solid waste
landfill closure requirements, are also appropriate for this site.
Section NR 504.07, WAC calls for the landfill cover to be camposed of a
grading_layer, a minimm 2-foot clay layer with a permeability of

1 x 10°7 /s, a frost-protective soil layer, and a minimm 6-inch
topsoil layer.
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In addition to the cgp design requirements of Ch. NR 504, WAC, the State
is authorized to implement the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPCES) program. For discharge of treated water, the applicable
or relevant and appropriate requirements are dependent an the point of
discharge. The substantive requirements of a Wisconsin Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (WPDES) permit, under Ch. NR 220, WAC, would
be applied to the discharge of the treated water into the Black River,
since the discharge point is considered to be an-site. Subject to the
approval of the U.S. EPA, effluent limits for surface water discharge
will be established by the WINR. Ch. NR 220, WAC requires that the
effluent limits be based on the application of best available treatment

technology (BAT) prior to discharge.

Chapter 147, Wisconsin Statutes, is also applicable to treated water to
be discharged to the Black River. These regulations state that no
discharge shall contain quantities of listed pollutants greater than that
would remain after subjecting the water to best available technology
econcmically achievable (BATERA).

Chapter NR 445, WAC regulates air emissions from treatment technologies
ard is applicable to point source emissions from industrial facilities.
Since air strippers may emit hazardous substances in the form of VOCs,
section NR 445.04, WAC is relevant and appropriate for the remedy. The
need for emission control technology shall be evaluated based on
requirements of Ch. NR 445, WAC. If air stripper emissions are projected
to exceed standards at the landfill property boundary, the point of
canpliance, then vapor cantrol technology such as vapor phase activated
carbon will be included in the treatment system to bring air emissions
into capliance.

Chapter NR 102, WAC, may also be considered an action—specific ARAR (see
discussion above). Additional State action—-specific ARARs are fourd in
the FS.

c. Sost-effectiveness

Cost-effectiveness campares the effectiveness of an alternative in
proportion to its cost of providing its envirommental benefits. Table 4
lists the costs associated with the implementation of the remedies.

1. Iandfill Alterpatjves

Alternative 1IF is the least expensive alternmative, but it does not
provide adequate protection or effectiveness over the long-term and it
also does not meet State landfill closure requirements. Altermatives 3LF
and 4LF are initially more expensive than Altermative 2IF, due to the cap
design, but they provide better precipitation infiltration reduction
rates than Alternative 2ILF, and they meet axrent landfill closure
requirements. Alternative 2LF would provide same reduction of
precipitation infiltration over the short- , but it would be subjected

to the same damage already experienced by the present cap and, thus,
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costly repairs are more likely. Additionally, Altermative 2IF does not
meet current landfill closure requirements.

2. Ground-Water Alternatives

Alternative 1GW is the least expensiv: of the ground-water remedies, but
it does not provide adequate protection of human health and the
envirament. Alternative 2GW provides only contaimment of the landfill
and contaminated soils at nearly the same cost as the permanent treatment
provided by bicremediation in Alternative S5GW. Alternative 3GW provides
relatively inexpensive ground-water extraction and treatment, but over a
long period of time. Alternatives 4GW through 6GW provide more expensive
ground-water treatment than Alternative 3GW, but operating times may be
much shorter than in Alternmative 3GW and are therefore more cost-
effective. :

Thus, the selected remedy is the most cost-effective remedy, in that the
permanent treatment offered by Alternative SGW (bioremediation), alang
with ground-water treatment, costs nearly the same as the contairment
option offered by Alternative 2GW. Since permanent treatment of the
naphtha-contaminated soils is being implemented under Altermative 5GW,
Alternative 3LF is the only cost-effective option that camplies with
Federal and State landfill-closure ARARS. The extra cap area afforded by
Alternative 4LF is not needed since the naphtha-contaminants will be
addressed by bioremediation.

Implementation of Alternative 5GW would be cost-effective, in camparison
to implementation of Altermative 4GW, since Altermative SGW attacks both
principal threats at the site (the ground-water contaminant plume ard a
main source of contamination, the naphtha-contaminated soils).
Altermative 4GW only adkiresses the ground water, consequently, it would
be expected to take mxch langer to reach Ground-Water Cleamup Standards
than Alternative 5GW. And, the less expensive "passive" aeration
treatment method may be employed much sooner during implementation of the
ground-water camponent of Alternative SGW than in Alternmative 4GW.

Implementation of Alternatives 3GW and 4LF, instead of Altermatives S5GW
and 3LF, while being less expensive in terms of present worth, does not
provide for the statutary preference of treatment as a principal element
nor the same level of protection of human health and the envirorment as
Alternmatives 5GW and 3LF. Altermatives 5GW and 3LF would restore the
beneficial uses of the aquifer mich sooner than Altermatives 3GW and 4LF.
Thus, the implementation of Alternatives 3GW and 4LF would not be cost
effective.

The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technologies to the maximm extent practicable ("MEP"). This
finding was made after evaluation of the protective and ARAR-campliant
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alternatives for the Onalaska site remedial action and camparison of the
"trade-offs" (advantages vs. disadvantages) among the remedial
alternatives with respect to the five balancing criteria (see above).

Once the threshold criteria of protection of human health and the
enviroament and ARARs-campliance were satisfied, the key criteria used in
remedy selection for the Onalaska site were lang-term effectiveness;
reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume ("TMV") through treatment;
short-term effectiveness; and cost). The pricority given to long-term
effectiveness and to reduction of TMV at the site is consistent with
U.S. EPA policy established in the NCP. This policy states that long-
term effectiveness and reduction of ™MV through treatment are generally
the key decision factors to be considered at Superfurd sites.

The selected remedy’s long-term effectiveness and its ability to reduce
the ™V of hazardous substances was weighed against its short-term
effectiveness aspects in relation to the remaining alternatives. In
general, the selected remedy does involve a small degree of risk to site
workers and to the cammnity in that there would be movement and
treatment of hazardous substances during implementation in order to
minimize the long-term effects those substances would have on human
health and the envirorment.

There may be minimal risks associated with the hauling of materials for
cap construction. Any risks posed by such action will be mitigated by
attempting to secure local materials to construct the cap and to employ
standard dust control measures during construction. With respect to VoCc-
emissions during treatment of the ground water and soils, effective air
monitoring would ensure that air standards established to protect human
health and the enviroment are met. Emission controls may be utilized,
if necessary, to meet those standards. Short-term risks due to the
discharge of treated ground water to the Black River would be minimized
by ensuring that the treated water meets discharge criteria, which are
established to protect umman health and the enviromment as well.

1. Landfill Altemmatjves

The FS report indicates that it is not practicable to utilize a permanent
treatment technology on the low-level, lang-term threat posed by the
landfill contents. Although a cap is not a permanent solution to the
low-level threat, it does provide adequate protection fram exposure to
the wastes. More importantly it provides adequate protection to the '
ground water by using a barrier to precipitation infiltration through the
landfill, which reduces the rate of contaminant loading into the ground
vater.

The State has concurred with the selection of Alternative 3LF as the
preferred contaimment remedy for the landfill operable unit.

2. Ground-Water Alternatives
umﬂwwvmvidaagreaterdegreeoflameffecuvémsam
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permanence than the qther ground-water alternatives considered for the
site. Ground-water extraction and treatment and bioremediation will
utilize treatment to permanently address the principal threats posed by
the groud-water contaminant plume and the organic wastes in the
cantaminated soils. By canducting bicremediation on the naphtha-
contaminated soils, amjorgramd—watercormamjxthscxncewillbe

si iudficantly reduced It is estimated that bicremediation treatment
will destroy an estimated 80-95 percent of the organic contaminants in
the soils, thus reducing the amount of contaminant loading to the ground
water and to surface water and the wetlands. The lang-term goal of the
graurd-water treatment system will be to reduce the levels of
caontaminants in the ground water to meet Ground-Water Clearmup Standards.
The short-term goal of the treatment system is to control the source of
cantamination in order to mitigate the actual or potential impacts of the
grourd-water contaminants on the surface waters and wetlands.

The remaining ground-water alternatives either do not permanently address
the principal threats or do provide the same relative performance as
Alternative 5GW (Altermative 6GW) but without reduction of ™V through
treatment:

-Alternative 1GW does not provide adequate protection to human health and
the enviroment, as considered by the NCP. Alternative 1GW does not
treat the principal threats.

-Alternative 2GW does not treat the principal threats. It merely
contains the contaminated soils and allows the ground-water contaminant
plume to naturally atteruate, for the same cost as the treatment
options offered by Altermative 5GW or 6GW.

-Alternatives 3GW and 4GW address anly the ground-water contaminant plume
without permanently addressing or treating the principal threat posed by
the naphtha-contaminated soils. Thus, rising groud-water levels and
precipitation infiltration through the soils would contimie to leach
contaminants into the ground water.

" =Alternative 6GW addresses the principal threats to the same degree as
Alternative 5GW, but the treatment does not destroy the organic wastes
in the soils, it merely transfers them to the atmosphere. Excavation
and transportation of the contaminated soils may also present

unacceptable short-term effects to site workers and/or the cammmity.

The State has concrred with selection of Alternative SGW as the
preferred ground-water operable unit alternative.

3. Summnary

The cambination of treatment and engineering and institutional controls
willmhimizethezesidnlthreatsraminmgar—slteasvnuasmhﬁmize
the reliance on lang-term controls (such as capping) to achieve
protectiveness. Negative shart-term impacts during implementation of the
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ranedymllbemmmmedbyhealtharﬂsafetymeas&m The State has
concurred with the selection of the preferred remedy. Cammunity
acceptance is addressed in the responsiveness summary.

e. Preference for Treatment as a Principal Flement

'meprunlpalthmatsatthemalaskasmearethegxnxﬂ-water
contaminant plume, due to the potential use of the contaminated water as
a drinking water source, and the naphtha-contaminated soils, since the
naphtha-contaminants are highly concentrated and mobile wastes which
camnot be reliably contained. Alternative 5GW is the only alternative to
satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element of
the remedy - through bioremediation of the ground-water contaminant
source (permanent treatment) and through extraction (and treatment) of
the ground-water contaminant plume to achieve Grourd-Water Clearup
Standards. Since the landfill does not appear to contain "hot spots",
satisfaction of the preference for treatment as a principal element of
the landfill portion of the remedy is not applicable.



This Responsiveness Summary has been prepared to meet the requirements of
Sections 113(k) (2) (B) (iv) and 117(b) of the Camprehensive Ervirommental
Respaonse, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended by the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (CERCIA), which
requires the United States Envirommental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) to
respord "...to each of the significant camments, criticisms, and new data
submitted in written or oral presentations" an a proposed plan for
remedial: action. The Respansiveness Summary addresses concerns expressed
by the public, potentially responsible parties (PRPs), and goverrmental
bodies in the written and oral camments received by the U.S. EPA and the
State regarding the proposed remedy for the Onalaska site.

A. Overview
1. Background/Proposed Plan

The Onalaska site is located in the Township of Onalaska ("Town"),
approximately 10 miles north of the City of laCrusse, Wisconsin. The 11-
acre site, which includes the 7-acre landfill, is situated 400 feet east
of the Black River, near the confluence of the Mississippi and Black
Rivers. The Black River is located within the Upper Mississippi River
Wildlife and Fish Refuge, a wetlands area which supports mmerocus
migrating species of birds and is also used for hiking, fishing, hnting,
ard other recreational purposes by area residents and visitors.

The Remedial Investigation (RI)_ identified several areas of concern at

thesite:unpzimipalﬂmtslumidmamﬂmegzunﬂmtercmtmninant
plume and the naphtha-contaminated soils, a major contaminant source, and
the landfill which is considered to be a low-level, long-term thr:wexaté to
hunan health and the enviromment. The Feasibility Study (FS) evaluated
ten cleamp altermatives in order to address the areas of concern. The

proposed plan for remedial action included:

~Extraction and treatment of the ground water contaminant plume, with
discharge of the treated water to the adjacent Black River in accordance
with the substantive requirements of the Wisconsin Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (WPDES) program;

1Primipalﬂnaatsamdancterizedbywasbeﬂ1atcamtbemliably
cantrolled in place, such as liquids, highly mobile materiales (e.q.,
solvents), and high concentrations of taxic compounds (e.g., several
orders of magnitude above levels that allow for unrestricted use and
unlimited exposure) (55 Fed. Reg. 8703).

zmesitacmtaimlazqevolmesof low concentrations of material (55
Fed. Reg. 8703).




-Reconstruction of the landfill cap to meet current State landfill
closure requirements (under Chapter NR 504, Wisconsin Administrative
Code (WAC)): and,

-Bioremediation of the naphtha-contaminated soils adjacent to the
landfill.

Contimied reliance on institutional controls (e.g., deed restrictions amd
State regulations), in conjunction with engineering controls (e.q.,
fencing), would aid in the prevention of the ingestion of contaminated
ground water and the contact with landfill contents.

2. Public Comment Period

A public camment period was held fram March 5, 1990 to May 4, 1990 to
allow interested parties to camment on the Proposed Plan, in accordance
with Section 117 of CERCIA. On March 19, 1990 a public hearing was held
in Holmen, Wisconsin, at which the U.S. EPA and the Wisconsin Department
of Natural Resources (WINR) presented the Proposed Plan, answered
questions, and accepted camments from the public. During the comment
period, the U.S. EPA received approximately 35 written and several verbal
caments concerning the Proposed Plan.

B. coammunity Involvement

Public interest regarding the site has intensified since March 5, 1990,
when local officials and residents learned of the scope of the preferred
remedy. Several key areas of cammmity concern are as follows:

ISSUE §1: while most local officials and residents believe that the
gramnd-water aquifer in the proximity of the landfill is contaminated,
they do not believe that a axrent health risk exists, since no one is
drinking the contaminated water at this time. Many residents have
expressed the belief that institutional controls alone would be adequate
to protect human health at this site.

ISSUE #2: Based an ground-water monitoring results, the groud water
contaminant plume is apparently discharging into the wetlands adjacent to
the Black River, which flows along the western and northern edges of the
site. Qurrently, no levels of arganic contaminants have been measured in
the wetlands and the Black River. Many local residents and officials
believe that ground-water monitoring is sufficient to maintain adequate

protectiveness.

ISSUE #3: The projected cost of the remedial action is seen to be too
high in light of the perceived low risks the site may currently pose.
The Town is a PRP (owner-operator) and does not maintain a sufficient tax
base to fund the cleamup.

ISSUE #4: local officials are concerned about the effect the cost of the .
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proposed clearup of the Onalaska site might have an the econcmic well-
being of both the Town and several local businesses which were identified
as PRPs. Specifically, the concerns are that the Town tax base is
shrinking partially due to recent amnexations by adjacent mmicipalities.
The cost of the clearmp may be too great to be borme by the affected
businesses, which could impact local employment opportunities in the
m. .

Based on discussions with local officials and residents during the public
hearing on March 19, 1990, questions regarding Issues #1 and #3 seemed to
receive the greatest emphasis, followed by Issue #4 and then Issue #2.
In addition, there is a concern regarding the Town’s role as a PRP, which
stems from its owner/operator status of the landfill. (The Town owns the
landfill and operated it from 1969 until 1980 when the State determined
that use of the landfill should be discontimied.) The landfill was
operated in accordance with a license granted by the WINR, and the Town
feels that the WINR should be liable for the cleamup, rather than its
citizens.

The above concerns have been addressed in the following section:

C. Summary of Significant Camments

The public camments regarding the Onalaska site are organized into the
following categories:

1. Sumnary of comments from the local cammmity, including camments
concerning the FS and Proposed Plan, and camments that address the

Superfurnd program in general;
2. Summary of caments from PRPS; ard,

3. Summary of camments from goverrmental bodies, including a U.S.
Congressman, a State Senator, the LaCrosse County Health

Department, the LaCrosse County Board, and the U.S. Fish and
wildlife Sexvice. ‘

Many of the camnents below have been paraphrased in order to effectively
sumarize them in this document. The reader is referred to the public
meeting transcript and written caments which are available at the two .
public information repositories at the public libraries in Holmen and the
City of Onalaska.

Two local residents submitted written comments in support of the cleamp
alternatives preferred by the U.S. EPA and the WINR. One indicated that
the cleanup alternatives "are necessary so our clean water or wetlands
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do not get contaminated" and the other expressed a concern for the
potentially harmful effects that bicaccumilation may pose to wildlife and
humans. Both camenters felt that the Superfund and the WINR, rather
than residents of the Town, should have to pay for the cleamp.

Response
The support for the proposed plan is acknowledged. However, it should
also be noted that Congress (CERCIA, Section 107(a)) has determined that

those entities who owned and/or operated a Superfurd site, as in the
case of the Town, are potentially liable for repayment of site response
has incurred or will incur in the futire. The Town
aniotherPRPsattlussmewlllbemvmfheqporumltytovol\mtanly
conduct the remedial action(s) selected.

:
:
1!

In light of this, me'l\wnmypo'thiallybeheldmspmsmleforthe

sites at which PRPs are unable to pay ar no longer exist. At the
Gnalaska site, if there is no agreement with the PRPs to perform the

Two written camments were sulmitted in support of a modified proposed
plan. The camnenters indeperdently recammended that Alternatives 4LF
(miltilayer cap over the landfill and naphtha-contaminated soils) and 3GW
(perimeter grourd water extraction and treatment) be implemented rather
than Alternatives 3LF and 5GW. They recammended that the landfill be
campletely fenced as well.

Response

The support for a landfill cap which greatly precipitatim
infiltration through the landfill and which meets State and Federal
landfill closure recquirements is noted mmmmﬂnrityof

mmmmﬂmmwmﬁmm (NCP), the

U.S. EPA is charged with the task of implementing a cleamup remedy which,
in addition to protecting mmman health and the enviroment and meeting
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs), uses
mamnﬂmuammum&ﬂnmm
practicable, ard is cost effective (CERCIA, Section 121(d)). The U.S.
E;Aarﬂmhelievatmtthepreterredrmdysatisﬁesmesecriteria



1. Capping the naphtha-contaminated soils does not permanently treat
the principal threat of contimual ground-water contamination. Capping
merely reduces the rate of precipitation infiltration through the
cantaminated soils, which slows down the rate of ground-water
contamination, but does not stop it. According to the FS report, the
graund-water flow beneath the landfill is projected to contime to
leach contaminants fram the contaminated soils towards the ground water
for a long pericd of time (greater than 30 years) if the contaminants
are not removed.

2. The use of bioremediation in the contaminated soils provides for
permanent cleamp, through treatment, of a large source of ground-water
contamination. In addition, operation of the anr-site ground-water
extraction and treatment system is expected to address a major porticn
of the second principal threat, the contamination in the ground water,
within a relatively short period of time (less than 5 years when
canbined with bicremediation). Once the major contaminant source is
addressed, it may be possible to meet Federal drinking water standards
and perhaps most State ground-water quality standards much sooner in
camparison to the use of the perimeter grourd-water extraction and
treatment system of Alternative 3GW. It would be more cost effective
to run the on-site extraction and treatment system for a short period

of time versus rumning the perimeter system over a long period of time.

3. The use of the perimeter extraction well network may tend to pull
the more highly contaminated ground-water plume towards the wells. The
higher concentrations of contaminants may then require a more expensive
treatment system to remove the chemicals to reach discharge criteria.

The U.S. EPA and the WINR consider the use of a fence (to prevent further
dumping at the former landfill and to also prevent vehicular traffic
upon the cap surface) to be a practical suggestion. The Agencies will
evaluate the use of cne of several types of fences to deter these harmful
uses of the site, but not prevent beneficial uses (e.g., hiking, wildlife
grazing) of the land.

One written camment was received which seemed to favor a "new cap."
Otherwise, the camenter believes that while Alternative 5GW may "“take 5
to 30 years to clean the contaminated aquifer.... It has been said that
nature can do the same thing in the same amount of time."” The commentor,
therefore, favors the use of institutional controls, stating that ground-
water treatment is not ™necessary and practical.”

Response
mneﬂumismmtmmﬁatﬂum's”mczp"ismam :
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to be support for the multi-layer cap presented in Alternmatives 3LF or
ALF, we must disagree with the commentor’s assessment of the need for

ground-water treatment at the site. The goal of the Superfund program is
detailed in the NCP:

*The national goal of the remedy selection process is to select
remedies that are protective of hman health and the envirorment,
that maintain protection over time, and that minimize untreated
waste" (Section 300.430(a) (1) (i)).

In addition, the U.S. EPA’s grourd-water protection goal has been set
forth in the NCP, in which the Agency has determined that it

"expacts to return usable grourd waters to their beneficial uses
wherever practicable, within a time frame that is reasonable given
the particular ciramstances of the site. Whenever restoration of
grourd waters is not practicable, (the U.S.) EPA expects to prevent
further migration of the plume, prevent exposure to the contaminated
ground water, and evaluate further risk reduction" (Section
300.430(a) (1) (iii) (F)).

The NCP also considers the use of institutional controls to limit
exposures to hazardous substances in the ground water:

"(The U.S.) EPA expects to use institutional controls such as water .
use and deed restrictions to supplement engineering controls as
appropriate for short- and lang-term management to prevent or limit
exposure to hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants....
The use of institutional controls shall not substitute for active
respanse measures as the sole remedy unless such response measures
are determined not to be practicable...™ (Section

300.430(a) (1) (1i1) (D)).

Finally, State ground-water protection requlations, under ¢h. NR 140,
WAC, require that actions be taken to prevent the continual releases of
cantaminants above applicable standards to the ground water at the point
of standards application.

Therefore, the following points must be made in response to the camment:

1. As stated in the RI report, the potential lifetime carcinogenic risk
of ground-water use at the site is as high as 3 in 1,000 (3 X 1073). The
risk range of 1 in 10,000 to 1 in 1,000,000 (1 x 10~4 to 1 x 10~5) has
been set forth in the NCP to be adequately protective of mman health;

2. As detailed above, the U.S. EPA is expected to restore drinking water
aquifers to their beneficial uses where practicable;

3. State laws are ARARs at this site as well as Federal laws; and,

4. Institutional and engineering controls are to be used in comjunction
with active response measures where practicable (such as ground-water
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treatment) to maintain adequate protectiveness of human health.

Ttms,sincethereisapotentialrisktocas&mezsofthegzumdwater,
ground-water standards have been exceeded, and ground-water treatment is
practicable in this area, ground-water treatment is necessary and
practical for this site. It cannot be said that natural attermuation
will achjeve clearup goals in the same amount of time as the ground-water
remedy. If the source of ground-water contamination is eliminated, the
U.S. EPA estimates that the present contaminant plume may be expected to
atteruate in about 50 years. Otherwise, it is estimated that ground-
water standards would be exceeded for well over 50 years if nothing is
dane at this site. The Agencies believe that 50 years or more is an
unacceptably long time to pose potential risks to receptors, when the NCP
provides an expectation that usable ground waters will be returned to
their "beneficial uses wherever practicable, within a time frame that is
reasonable given the particular circumstances of the site" (55 Fed. Reg.
8702) .

Many written camments were received which suppart Alternatives 2IF (cap
upgrade) and 1GW (no action), one suggesting that the Agencies contirue
to only monitar rather than distwrb the site. The commentors’

the Town to cbtain the water rights to the affected properties and hold
the rights in perpetuity. Several different reasons were given by same
of the camenters, ranging from no perceived human health threat to an
econcmic threat to the PRPs if the Proposed Plan is implemented. Scme
of the more detailed comments are excerpted below.

A. "As I understand it, the EPA solution to the problem is to dig up or
pump the tainted water out and clean it. The process is to last 30
years. I also understand that by natural cleaning the process will take
care of itsel . I also urderstand that the cleaning of the
sitebyEPAcmldhemhazaxdmstotheelwixunentardcleanup
workers than to leave the site clean itself.™

re
5
3
¢

goals set forth in , the NCP, and State law. The ground-water
extractimarﬂtreamxtpmgmmisestjmtedtonmforSyeamtom‘
years. As detailed above, in response to a previous coment, the
national goal of the Superfund program is to achieve protection of human

preferred method of attaining protectiveness, wherever practicable (55
Fa{l. Reg. 8703). The NCP, Ch. NR 140, WAC, and Ch. 160, Wisconsin



strategies and goals. As above, the NCP provides the expectation that
cmtaminatedgrun‘dmterswndbem\edtoﬂmrbeneﬁcmluss
wherever practicable, within a time frame that is reasonable given the
particular ciraumstances of a site.

"Natural cleaning" is not expected to occcur in only 50 years. If there
were no further sources of ground-water contamination, natural
attenuation may be expected to reduce the level of contaminants in the
present plume to protective levels (in terms of Federal drinking-water
standards) within that time period, but State ground-water quality
standards still would not be met. However, there are several sources of
further ground-water contaminants (e.g., the naphtha-contaminated soil,
the landfill contents), and natural attemuation would not be expected to
reduce ground-water contaminant levels to adequately protect human health
ard the envirament for much greater than 50 years. Thus, "matural
cleaning" does not meet the intent of State and Federal ground-water
protection policies amd law, nor does it meet Superfund program
requirements

Although the determination as to whether a remedy is protective of human
health and the envirament requires consideration of the acceptability of
any short-term or cross-media impacts that may be posed during
implementation of a remedial action (55 Fed. Reg. 8701), the Agencies
must disagree with the assessment that this cleamup would be more harmful
to the envirament and cleamup workers. Removing the chemicals of
cancern from the ground water and soils enhances the wetlands rather
than degrades them. Camparing risk calaulations for construction
activities to groaund-water consumption risks carmot be done.
Construction work entails voluntary risks of on-the-job injuries when
working with heavy equipment. Even so, standard safety precautions will
be taken, both as a matter of cammon sense and as a matter of law, to
protect workers and the caomumnity during construction. Consumption of
contaminated ground water is an involuntary risk assumed by humans and
wildlife, as is the potential destruction of wetland habitats.

B. One group of camentors cited the Health Assessment (February 1990)
prepared by the Wisconsin Department of Health, which stated "The site
does not pose a axrent significant risk to Public Health,” and "The
Division of Health concludes that this site is not of Public Health
cancern, since under axrent conditions hmans are not being exposed to
significant levels of hazardous substances.” The group is concerned with
the "enormous burden" which may be placed on the Town’s taxpayers and
local PRPs if the Proposed Plan is carried aut.

Response

The purpose of the Health Assessment (HA) is to evaluate present health
threats to gauge the need for immediate action at Superfund sites (such
as emergency removal of contamination, evacuation of residents, etc.).

mmmamummmwmw which
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examines current and potential health effects and future potential health
effects at Superfund sites. The Onalaska HA also states (see HA, page 7)
that the site "could be of potential concern”™ due to the existence of
contaminated ground water and buried drnums. Future exposures would in
fact be a concern if "remedies for the site were not carried aut." Thus,
while no ane is currently using the contaminated water, the potential use
of the water is a concern, which U.S. EPA, the WINR, and the Wisconsin
Division of Health believe warrants clean-up action.

The U.S. EPA and the WINR understand the problems the Town and other
local PRPs face in regard to the cleamup cost burden. Envirormental
Clearups can be costly, but if the cleamup ocaurs today rather than in
the future, both enviramental and cost benefits would be realized.

C. One camenter addressed many different concerns ard concluded that:

1. The upgrading of the landfill cap (NRS04) "is not warranted and is
not mandated by the Wisconsin INR...," since greater control of leachate
production would be achieved with the cap upgrade (Altemmative 2LF) for a
lower cost than a NRS04 cap. Also, since the landfill was previously
closed under NR180, there is no statute requiring NRS04 to be met at the
site as well.

2. Bioremediation should not be implemented since it is an emerging
technology and it should be more thoroughly tested before being used at
the Onalaska site. '

3. The Health Assessment shows the site not to be a Public Health
cancern, and ground-water treatment as proposed is not warranted.
Volatilization of contaminants into the air during treatment may pose a
risk.

4. The contaminants should be allowed to remain in the landfill site
and naturally degrade over time unless they became a significant risk.
At that time, a suitable, thoroughly tested technology could be employed
at the Onalaska site.

Another cament was received which supported the above cammentor’s
position.

Response

1. The FS does state that Alternative 2IF would achieve good leachate
control rates at a lower cost than Altemative 3IF. However, the FS
further states that Alternmative 2IF would still be subject to
freeze/thaw damage and animal burrowing, which would render the upgraded
cap as porous as the axrent cap. Therefore, Alternative 3IF, which
provides 80 percent water infiltration reduction over the life of the
cap versus an initial high of 30 percent for Altemative 2IF after
construction, is the cost-effective altermative. Freeze/thaw and animal
burrowing would not be expected to damage the clay barrier layer in
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Alternative 3LF due tp the presence of the frost protection layer.

tln:ghthempwastohavemetm.mmo,MClarﬂfmaosue
standards, it clearly does not meet these requirements.

2. Section 121(b) (1) of CERCIA mandates the U.S. EPA to use "alternative
treatment technologies...to the maximm extent practicable."” The U.S.
EPA expects biocremediation, an innovative technology, to be practicable
in the naphtha-contaminated soils, since the RI report has assessed that
madaoftheczganicdmcalmssmthenaﬂrtba-omtamumrtlayerls
biodegradable and that site caxditions are favorable for implementation.
The U.S. EPA does recammend that a labaratory treatability study be
performed to determine the extent that bioremediation would reduce the
organic chemical mass at the site.

The NCP and CERCIA contain an expectation that imnovative technologies be
used for site clearups when such technology offers the potential for
camparable or superior treatment or implementability, less adverse
impacts than other approaches, or lower costs for similar levels of
performance of demonstrated technologies. Bicremediation would :
yaddmssﬂaeozgamccmtammantsinﬁaesoils providing less
impact to site workers and the cammmity than excavation, transportation,
ard thermal treatment of the soils, at nearly the same cost as thermal

roasting.

3. As stated above, the HA does recognize the potential risk due to
contaminated ground-water consunmption. The U.S. EPA and the WINR have
also shown an unacceptable risk is posed by consumption of contaminated
ground water. Discharge of contaminated ground water to the Black River
wetlands may cause enviromental damage in addition to human health
risks. The Agencies believe that gramd-water treatment as proposed
would be adecquately protective by reducing risks to acceptable levels
once Grourd Water Cleamup Standards are met. The treatment system air
emissions will be monitored to ensure that any air emissions camply with
Federal and State standards and that adequate protection is achieved.

4. The site contaminants present a significant potential risk to ground-
water consumers at this time. As set forth in CERCIA ard the NCP, the
intent of the Superfund program to actively clean up sites where
significant actual or potential risks exist, not to merely monitor until
a bad situation beccmes worse. As discussed above, suitable technology
exists to address the site problems. In addition, State groud-water
laws require that action be taken to prevent the contimued release of
contaminants above standards at the point of standards application.
Since the ground-water table is high at this site, graund-water
extraction and treatment is found to be the most practicable method to
camply with this requirement. Thus, ground-water cleamup action is
necessary ard warranted at the site.

D. One camenter was concerned with the expense of the cleamup and stated
that the "Town should just fence the place forever.” The camenter felt
t;hattheclemupwillamsemdamgethanifmesiteisleftalm,
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the final design of the remedy, but it
fram the contaminants that are leaching
out of the landfill nor will a fence protect the wetlands or surface
water where contaminated ground water is discharging. Clearly, the
ground-water protection goals stated in the NCP and in State law require
action to alleviate the potential problems presented by the site. As
stated earlier, the cleanup will enhance the enviromment rather than
degrade it.

E. One cament was received which indicated that little movement of

;
g
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Therefore, the cammenter felt that only ground-water monitoring is
warranted at the site. Also, bicremediation was implied to be
"experimental,” and opposition was expressed to the implementation of
both ground-water extraction and treatment and bioremediation.

Response

The U.S. EPA agrees that little migration of same of the arganic
contaminants has yet occurred; however, the naphtha contaminants have
migrated as far in the sand and gravel aquifer as they would be expected
to migrate in the amount of time since the landfill closed. This is one
reason why natural atteruation is not favored at this site. Inorganic
cantaminants, such as chloride and barium, tend to move much faster than
organic contaminants. The limited extent of sampling in the wetlands did
not reveal any site-related organic contamination, and incrganic data

plausible consideration. Bicremediation was discussed above (C.2). The
U.S. EPA believes that ground-water treatment and bioremediation of the
naphtha-contaminated soils are both necessary and practicable at this

gsite.

F. One cament was received from the laCrosse County Conservation
Alliance in support of an "adequate cap," institutional comtrols, and
ground-water monitoring. 'memianceseesﬂ)e"pmposedbimanediatim

and ground-water pumping projects...as potentially undermining the
public’s confidence in federal and state envirommental programs."

Response

The U.S. EPA and the WINR believe that the proposed remedy is the cost-
effective method to protect human health and the envirorment at the
Onalaska site. To ignore the NCP, CERCIA, and State law in implementing
a cleamup remedy would tend to undermine the public’s confidence in
Federal and State envirormental programs. .
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ii. Oral Campents

The only cral camments given at the public hearing were in support of
Altermatives 2IF (cap upgrade) and 1GW (ground-water monitoring,
institutional controls), also known as the ™Town proposal."” The Town
prepared a technical discussion of the canclusions of the FS. These
cacerns are addressed in the PRP camment section. Again, the focus was
on high cost to the Town and other PRPs, rather than protection of
ground-water and surface-water quality and the wetlands. These concerns
have been previocusly addressed.

e. Miscellanecus camments.
i. written Caments

A. Two camentors indicated that they believe the WINR should pay for the
clearnup since the WINR licensed the landfill. One indicated that the
U.S. EPA and "“those who put the waste there" should help pay as well.
While ane of the cammentors did not offer an alternmate cleamip
suggestion, the other did recammend that the site be fenced and that the
Town purchase the surrounding acreage and, presumably, the accampanying
water rights.

Response

The WINR notes-that the Onalaska landfill was licensed when the State’s
landfill requlatory program was in its infancy. There were very few
restrictions on the disposal of industrial wastes at landfills at that
point in time. The Onalaska landfill was licensed to operate using
technologies and under conditions considered to be acceptable at that
time. The operating license that was issued for the landfill did pot
cnstitute a guarantee by WINR that the landfill would not cause
enviramental contamination. The issuance of an operating license only
meant that the licensing requirements in effect at that time had been
camplied with. WINR’s issuance of an operating license does not make the
WINR liable for the cost of remedial action at the Onalaska site nor at
any other site under similar circumstances.

The question of U.S. EPA's&ligatimtotalppayﬂncleampbillhas .

previocusly been addressed. We also note that those parties who brought
the hazardous substances to the site are potentially liable for the
clearup of the site, as CERCIA intended. Again, NCP calls for

mmtiaalcattmlsbobeusedincmjmtctimwiﬂxactiverespmse
measures in regard to site cleamps and protection of lman health and
the enviroment.

B. Two camentors irdicated that they did not think that they should pay
for a cleamp since they were not living in the Town when the dump was
open and that they did not bring any waste to the amp. In addition,
they recammended that only ground-water monitoring be performed, since no .

\
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ane is drinking the water, and that the Agencies should take action in
the future if need be.

Response

The Agencies understand the situation the Town residents find themselves
in. The Town is a PRP since CERCIA considers the owner/operator of a

site to be a PRP. As discussed above, there is a significant potential
risk posed by site conditiaons, and monitoring of the situation will not

be adequately protective.

C. One cammenter thought that the cost of the cleamup was high in
relation to the size of the landfill and its short operating lifetime.
The camenter cited other area landfills which were used over a langer
period of time by industrial waste generators. If these other landfills,
ane of which apparently cdumped trash into "the river," do not pose a
prablem, the cammenter wondered how this ane could.

Respanse
The WINR notes that there are mmerous mmnicipally owned landfills across
the State that accepted industrial waste (e.g., Algama, Janesville,

Tamah) . These landfills are being addressed through ane of three
programs: the Federal Superfund, the State Enviramental Response ard
Repair Program, or the State solid waste authorities. Several other
lardﬂllsinthemalas)aamaambej:qhwestigatedaspotemial
Superfund sites.

The cost of a clearup does not generally correlate to the size or .
operating life of a facility. Typically, costs are derived from the
cancentration amd types of contaminants present at a site, and from the
risks posed to actual or potential receptors by the contamination.

D. One camenter questioned "how can the WINR enforce laws without any
liabjlity or guarantee to the public? They can make a contract but do
not have to hanor it." Also, the cammenter feels that under
bicremediation, any "air-borne pollution" caused by operation of the
technology would cause acid rain.

Response

The question of WINR liability has been previcusly addressed. The
limited amount of volatile chemicals released under the bioremediation
altermative would not tend to cause acid rain. Rather, acid rain is

autamobile exhaust and fram coal-burning power plant emissions. If air
emissions at the site are a problem, then emission controls may be placed

on the systen.

E. One camenter wrote twice. The first comment cbjected to the high
cost of the clearup since the Town and the PRPs could not bear the cost.
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'mecmmxtermtimedmataltemateptcposalsenst but did not
elaborate. 'meseoaﬂcmnmtmteratedprenwscmnentsregarmmm

The U.S. EPA and the WINR understand the problem facing the Town in
regard to potential liability for clearup. The Town’s ability to pay
will be gauged and considered during cleamip discussions with all the
PRPs ocusly mentioned, there are mmerous municipal landfills in
the State that are Superfund sites that have mmicipalities as PRPs. If
the PRPs are unwilling or unable to implement the remedy, then the U.S.
EPAanithestatehavethecptimofperfozmugtherenedyatwmmtme

The U.S. EPA and the State are grateful for the help they have received
from the Town during the remedial investigation, and are hopeful that
coq:eratimbetwea\themwthehgapiewﬂlcaminxe.

F. one camenter believes that the aumpsite need not be disturbed and
that soil makes a great filter, so "why not let nature takes it course"
and filter the contaminants cut naturally. The cammenter thinks that

Again, the NCP policy of graund-water restoration and protection, as well
as Federal and State law, would require the U.S. EPA to examine a
practicable way of cleaning up the sard and gravel aquifer at Onalaska.
The sard and gravel in the aquifer contain little "filtering
capability," as seen by the length of the contaminant plume and by the
concentrations of contaminants in the plume. Thus, ground-water
extraction would be protective and would enhance the wetlands rather than
contribute to their degradation. (Please refer to previous responses for

G. One camenter believes that the list of PRPs should be expanded to all
users of the dump. Additionally, the commenter states that, although the
Town constructed an inadequate cap, the WINR approved the cap:; however,
the camenter did not draw any conclusions from the line of reasoning.
The camenter was also concerned about the release of volatile arganic
campounds  (VOCs) into the atmosphere from the air stripper, wondering
whether the concentrations of pollutants in the gramd-water table are in
excess of discharge limits at this time. :




Response

The arrent list of PRPs includes all entities that, to the best of the
U.S. EPA’s knowledge, are respansible for the hazardous substances which
were dumped at the site. The U.S. EPA will contimue to investigate to

determine if other PRPs exist. Both the Town, as owner/cperator of the
landfill, and a few private firms, as generators of the hazardous

substances, are represented.

Air stripping releases WOCs into the atmosphere, where they are subject
to photo—degradation. However, the U.S. EPA ard the WINR will monitor
the emission levels to ensure that no standards are exceeded. Qurrently,
levels of pollutants in the ground water are higher than surface-water
discharge standards, which is ane reason why treatment of the
contaminated ground water is needed prior to discharge.

H. One camrentor, in addition to the camment discussed in section (c) (i)
above, expressed a desire to campare the problem or risks at Onalaska to
problems posed by failing septic systems or runoff from area farm lards.
The camenter thought area residents should focus clearup efforts in
those areas instead if they are as potentially dangerous as the "toxins
that are escaping from the landfill."™

Response

As the camenter acknowledged in the letter, the Superfund program has no
jurisdiction to address the cther two categories listed above. However,

the Agencies are actively involved in envirommental protection from all

sources of pallution, not just from Superfund sites. The risks posed by
the contamination at the Onalaska Iandfill warrant the action proposed by
the Agencies under the jurisdiction of CERCIA.

1. One camenter expressed concern with the high cost of the proposed
clearmip, as it would be a financial burden on the population of the Town.
The camenter also expressed concern with the health risks posed by the
proposed VOC-emissions fram the air stripper and bioremediation, in
respect to implementing Altermatives 2IF and 1GW. lastly, the commenter
expressed an interest in having the "perpetrators" assume the major
financial burden but did not wish to see them go out of business,
inquiring as to the time frame for payment of the costs.

Response

The U.S. EPA and the State are aware of the potential burden the cost of
the clearup may pose an the Town residents and the other PRPs. The
Agencies will be evaluating the fiscal viability of the Town and the PRPs
in relation to potential response costs, and the U.S. EPA will take the
evaluation into account during discussions with the PRPs regarding remedy
implementation. ItﬁnMaxﬂPRPsmwnbletoimdiatelyfmﬂt}n
remedial action at this site, U.S. EPA mmicipal settlement policy
provides for a consideration of repayment of Federal costs over time.
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As previously discussed, posszbleVDCanlss1a'xsfranthea1rst:npper

and/or bicremediation would be monitored during the clearup. Emission
cantrols wauld be placed on the equipment if a problem was detected and
cauld not be corrected.

g a'lecmmmteraq:rssed"mmeqmvoczldlsamwal"wiﬂltln

implementation of Alternmative SGW. Disapproval was based on cost of the
rawdyaxﬂthepe.meptimthatranediatlmnsksmldbemg:er the

risks posed by the site: The cammenter stated that citizens who
live in the Town now would be bearing the cost of the cleamp of wastes
due to "the lack of proper technology" during disposal operations and
that bicremediation may emit VOCs, jeopardizing the health of the 40,000
users of the nearby bike trail. Finally, the cammenter noted that the
proposed plan allowed, under Alternative 4GW, the leading edge of the
plume to safely discharge to the wetlands, and questioned "why is a
milti-million dollar action plan being proposed?"

Response
The U.S. EPA and the WINR proposed that Altermatives 3LF and S5GW be

The U.S. EFPA and the WINR will evaluate the bicremediation system for VOC
emissions so that there are no unacceptable risks. BEmission control

The Proposed Plan noted that the levels of contaminants in the leading
edge of the plume were not seen to exceed Surface Water Quality Criteria
at this time. This is due, in part, to the limited mumber of sampling
points in wetlands and to umsable inorganic data. 'Bms,ﬂ‘:eemt.xre
plume did

LT

As discussed above, CERCIA and the NCP direct the U.S. EPA to protect
human health and the enviroment. Ground-water monitoring proved the



17

ground-water contaminant plume is spreading. The potential risk due to
ingestion of the most-contaminated water is 3 in 1,000 (3 x 1073), an
unacceptable risk. Additionally, the contaminant plume threatens the -
quality of the Black River wetlands. Treatment can reduce the risks to
a protective level.

L. One camenter expressed the belief that both Altermatives 1IF and 1GW
should be adopted, writing that "there is probably more contamination
caning down the Black River fram upstream than will ever get into the
river fram the landfill.”

Response

As discussed earlier, Alternative 1GW is not protective of mman health
or the envirament. The NCP recognizes that institutional controls
should be implemented in conjunction with active response measures where
practicable, as at Onalaska. Alternative 1IF does little to prevent the
leaching of contaminants from the landfill into the ground water, which
has been shown to be a principal threat.

Alternatives 1IF and 1GW also do not meet ARARS, as discussed in the FS
and the Proposed Plan.

M. Gne camenter did not agree with the implementation of Alternative
5GW since "the public health risk is not that significant to warrant the
cleamup process recamended™ by the Agencies. Concern was expressed for
the risks posed by the cleamup process to the site workers, nearby
residents, and users of the bike trail. Also, the cammenter felt that no
guarantee of effectiveness was given by the Agencies for Altermative SGW
and that the U.S. EPA would free the Town fram future liability if sGw
was not effective. The cammenter proposed that Alternatives 2IF and 1GW,
the Town’s proposal, be implemented.

Response

The NCP details that the Superfund program shall achieve an adequate
level of protectiveness at Superfund sites. This adequate level has been
defined as a lifetime carcinogenic risk range of 1 in 10,000 to

1 in 1,000,000 (1 X 10™% to 1'X 1076). The potential risk associated
with the ingestion of contaminated water from the contaminant plume is
estimated to be 3 in 1000 (3 X 1073), which is an unacceptable risk. In
addition, the U.S. EPA must protect the enviramment, which the cammenter
has not addressed. The Agencies are concerned with the long-term effects
of contaminants on enviromental species in the Black River and the
wetlands.

The Agencies feel that the altermatives proposed are the best to apply to
achieve protection of human health and the envirament. The Agencies
have evaluated the potential effectiveness of biocremediation and believe
that benefits of contaminant destruction would be gained from its
implementation. The overall effectiveness of bioremediation will be
evaluated on a small scale first and then at the site if successful on a



18

small scale. Again, air emissions will be monitored; controls will be
used if emissions are a problem.

N. Three cammentors asked that "the taxpayers’ money™ not be wasted by

cleaning up the site. Onesa.x;;stedthatthehganls"keepaneyem
the site and if it starts causing a problem then do samething.”

Response

Although the Superfurd is generally not funded by the public, as
discussed above, the Agencies disagree that implementation of
Alternatives 5GW and 3LF would be a waste of the taxpayers’ money. In
addition to the potential risks identified at the site, the Agencies must
point out that it would be a good investment to handle the problem now,
rather than in the future. It would be more expensive to mitigate the
problem once left to cause wider-spread or more substantial harm to the
area than if the contamination was addressed at this time. We note the
extremely high cost of wetland restoration should contamination contimue
to be released.

ii. oral caments

One camenter requested that the "poli
present to answer to the public in
However, the cammenter did not present an
plan.

Response

The Agencies note that CERCIA was developed and debated by mmercus

politicians, who heard from many industries, envirormental groups, and
citizens. The Superfund law is intended to make those respansible for
enviramental problems pay for enviramental remediation. We also '
acknowledge the high cost of remediation and that prevention of pollution
is always more cost effective.

;
é

the law" be
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i. Written caments
A. Metallics, Incorporated ("™Metallics"), expressed its belief that:

a. The cost of the proposed cleamp is excessive and would be a burden
to the campany:;

b. Other entities, such as the Wisconsin Department of Agriculture,
should be liable as well;
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c. The cleamip woyld be less protective of human health than the
Town’s proposal (to purchase the affected property and upgrade the
cap):; ard,

d. The WINR should waive ARARs if it is going to be consistent with
its landfill ground-water standards policy.

Response

The Agencies understand the burden that Metallics faces in regards to its
potential liability at the site. The U.S. EPA and the WINR also
acknowledge the steps Metallics has taken to mitigate its own
envirommental problems, especially when Metallics began recycling its
spent solvents on a voluntary basis. CERCIA, however, has determined
that generators of hazardous substances at a Superfund site are
potentially liable for response costs at the site. Thus, the Wisconsin
Department of Agriculture is being investigated in regards to its
potential liability at the Onalaska site. Other entities, such as nearby
Towns, have brought only non-hazardous substances (i.e., municipal trash)
to the landfill and therefore are not PRPs.

The WINR has consistently applied Ch. NR 140, WAC, which requires that
the Department take action to prevent the contimiocus releases of
contaminants that exceed standards at the point of standards application.
As discussed above, the action necessary at the Onalaska site includes
ground-water extraction and treatment and covering the landfill with a
multilayer cap. In addition, the U.S. EPA has the final authority to
determine ARARS at a site. B

B. Gmark Industries ("Omark") expressed a concern that the

costs of clearup do not yield adequate benefits in light of the "limited
risk the site poses.® Omark recommended that the Town’s proposal be
implemented instead, since it would protect uman health and the
awimmtatammasmablecostﬁmﬂxemferredrenedy.

Response

As discussed above, the site poses a risk of 3 in 1,000 (3 x 1073) to
potential consumers of the contaminated graud water, which is not a
*limited risk,® but an unacceptable risk. Simply monitoring the ground-
water plume would not be protective of human health and the envirorment
nor wound it comply with Federal and State ARARs or the Superfund _
mandates and expectations. Altermative 3LF provides better precipitati
infiltration protection with a cap not subject to damage from frost and
meets landfill closure regulations. Thus, the multilayer cap provides
better long-term effectiveness than the cap upgrade proposed by the Town.

C. The Town of Onalaska submitted two sets of caments. One set,
submitted directly by the Town, summarized the points made by Warzyn
Engineering Inc. ("wWarzyn"), its consultant, and recammended that the
Town’s proposed remedy be implemented instead. The second set, which
was technical in nature, was submitted directly by Warzyn on behalf of
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the Town, Metallics, and Qmark.

Town of Onalaska

The Town discussed the history of the landfill, emphasizing that the Town
has camplied with all WINR directives as to the operation of the
landfill. Specific camments in support of its belief that the Proposed
Plan is too costly and is unnecessary to protect human health and the
enviroment include:

1. The miltilayer cap is technically umnecessary and may prolong clearup
efforts at the site. The repair and maintenance of the existing cap will
direct contact at less cost. The axrent cap aids in the natural

prevent :
flushing and degradation of wastes.

. Ground-water treatment ard bicremediation is inappropriate,
unreasonable, and technically deficient. Natural attermation and
bioclogical degradation is occurring at the site. No threat of public
exposure to existing contamination in the ground water or soils exists.
Bicremediation is not a proven technology.

3. Institutional controls coupled with groaund-water monitoring are more
reasonable and cost effective.

4. The Town proposes to develop a ground-water monitoring program to
ensure the safety of mman health and the enviroment and to allow the
U.S. EPA and WINR to institute further action, if warranted.

5. The Town’s proposal is consistent with the NCP, and is tailared to
site considerations and should be adopted. No unacceptable risks are
posed by natural atteruation. No public/private wells are impacted by

the site. Future impacts would be prevented by the purchase of the
affected properties south of the landfill.

6. The contamination has been present in the landfill for 20 years and
is not adversely impacting the Black River, confirming that no long-term
threat exists.

7. The Town’s proposal is in campliance with ARARs in that Ch. NR 140,
WAC shauld not be applied to abandoned landfills. The Point of
Standards for measurement of contamination would be the entire area if

the Town purchased the property.

8. It is technically impractical to meet NR 140 requirements, and the
US.EPAslmldgzantamiver Twenty years of natural attemuation has
proven successful in treating wastes. Ground-water treatment would

d.:plimtathisatgmatm

9. If the proposed plan is implemented, there would be an inconsistent
amlicatimofmnsatﬂﬂslaniﬁnincmparismwiththemstofthe
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lo.merenedycosta{dcammityacceptam:ewezemtfullycasidered.
Econamic realities have been ignored by the U.S. EPA and the WINR in

pursuit of a clearup remedy.

11. The Town has run the landfill according to the directives from WINR.
The WINR is at fault for the deficiencies identified with the cap.

12. The U.S. EPA and WINR agree that an approved RCRA cap is unnecessary
at this site, but they insist on one anyway. Hundreds of landfills exist
in the State, and none is subjected to the same level of remediation as

at Onalaska.

Responses

(Note: Many of the above cammemnts have been previously addressed in
greater detail. Please refer to those responses as well as to what is
provided below.)

1. Direct cantact with the landfill waste is not the major issue driving
the need for the multilayer cap. The multilayer cap has been determined
by the U.S. EPA to be relevant and appropriate’ in that it is needed to
reduce the rate of infiltration through the waste to reduce the rate of
leaching of contaminants into the ground water. In addition, the
preferred cap provides better long-term effectiveness. Freeze/thaw
cycles damage caps not provided with frost protection, as evidenced in
the cap installed at Onalaska. The reason for using landfills for waste
disposal is not to let nature "flush away" contaminants but to cantain:
them. .

2. Since biocremediation is an emerging technology, a laboratory-scale
and possibly a pilot-scale test to assure its effectiveness will be
perfarmed prior to full-scale implementation at the site. Superfund law
does not preclude the use of innovative technology at Superfurd sites,
rather it encourages the use of innovative technologies where
practicable. The NCP specifically addresses this (55 Federal Register
8702, March 8, 1990) by favoring the use of immovative technologies where
they may provide camparable or superior treatment or implementability,
less adverse impacts than other approaches, or lower costs for similar
levels of performance than for demonstrated technologies, as discussed
above.

3The relevancy and appropriateness of RCRA requirements is based on the
ciramstances of the release, including properties of the waste, its
camposition and matrix, the characteristics of the site, the nmature of
the release or threatened release from the site, and the nature and
purpose of the requirements themselves. For example, the mobility of
ﬁnm,modmfwm,mybealeyminevaluaﬁm
whether the RCRA requirement that the cap used in closing a landfill
be less permeable than the bottam liner (40 CFR 264.310(a) (5)) is

relevant and appropriate (55 Fed. Reg. 8763).
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while the soil contaminants pose little direct comtact threat to mman
health ard the envirament, they do pose a lang-term threat to the
ground-water quality, which in turn poses a risk of 3 in 1,000 (3 X 1073)
to potential consumers. This is evidence that insufficient natural
attermation is occurring at the site.

3. As previously discussed, the NCP anticipates that the U.S. EPA will
implement institutional controls in conjunction with active

measures where practicable. Ground-water treatment and bioremediation
are practicable at the Onalaska site.

4. Ground-water extraction and treatment is a proven method to reduce
unacceptable risks to consumers and is warranted at this site to restore
the aquifer to its beneficial uses. A monitoring program will be
developed to ensure that ground-water contamination is adequately
addressed.

5. Institutional controls could be used to prevent exposures to releases
of hazardous substances and to supplement engineering controls, but shall
not be substituted for active response measures as the sole remedy unless
active response measures are determined to be not practicable. Cecil
Miller’s well was impacted by site contaminants, as is the Ackerman’s
dgarden well. The fact that these wells exist proves that institutional
controls alane are not protective over the long term.

6. According to the RI repart, the contaminants have migrated about as
far as they would be expected to in 20 years. Impacts in the Black River
that have not been adbserved after only 20 years offers no proof of
adequate protectiveness. High concentrations of contaminants are found
close to the landfill and are migrating away from it towards the
wetlands. The limited rumber of sampling points in the wetlands and the
unusable inorganic data contribute to the uncertainty of adecuate
protectiveness of ground-water monitoring.

7. If the Town were to cbtain the properties south of the landfill, the
point of standards application for Enforcement Standards under

ch. NR 140, WAC wauld then be 300 feet fram the landfill waste. Ground-
water quality standards would still be exceeded at that point, in
violation of Ch. NR 140, WAC. '

8. The Agencies do not agree that it is impossible to meet ground-water
standards by the extraction and treatment method. The U.S. EPA fully
expects that the preferred remedy will achieve Federal ARARs campliance.
However, the effectiveness of the treatment system will be evaluated

9. The WINR is consistently applying Ch. NR 140, WAC at Superfund sites
in Wisconsin. As stated above, the WINR is required to take action to
prevent the contimual releases of contaminants at levels above standards
at the point of standards application. At the Onalaska Iandfill, the
miltilayer cap and ground-water extraction and treatment are necessary to
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camply with Ch. NR 140, WAC. There are many other landfill sites in
wiscasinmidiaresxperﬁndsites‘tmsimilaractimistakirqplace
or will take place to camply with this requlation (e.g., Janesville,
Tamah, Algama).

10.'Iheacpenseofthezanedyarxicmmmityacceptarnehasbea1
considered by the Agencies. The U.S. EPA and the State believe that the

ptefmedrenedyismtactiveoflnmnhealﬂuarﬂﬂ)eemrimmt, is
costeffective,neetsARARs,axﬂtsespemarenttmamentremdiestome
maximm extent practicable. The Town’s proposal does not meet all the
necessary criteria for remedy selection at Superfund sites.

11. The Agencies acknowledge and appreciate the cooperative efforts of
the Town in the operation of the landfill. However, as discussed
previously, the WINR is not liable for cleamp costs at this site, as
neither Federal nor State law imposes liability on regulatory agencies
that license landfills.

12. Alﬂnx;hthecx.msm,mccapmeetsallthestaummyreanmrts
of a RCRA Subtitle C cap, itisprefermdbecansethemltilayerapis

sufficiently similar to those placed on current State solid-waste
laxﬂtﬂlswﬂerammtstatelamﬂllcloanarequiranerms, ard it is
well suited to reduce precipitation infiltration throuxgh the landfill.

As discussed previously, there are many other landfills in the State
bein;add:essedinasimilartashimtoﬂxemalaslasite,orarebeirg
evaluatadtorﬁnlusimmmeaxpemnﬂljstforfumimestigatim
and remediation.

Warzyn Engineering, Inc. ("™warzvm®)

Wa:zynaxbnittedcammtsmidlmitazatedﬂnlbwn'spositimbut in
greater detail. Specifically:

a. Landfill cap
1. The RI/FS percolation estimates may be consexrvatively low.

z.nnrargaotpexcolatjmestimtesfareadxcamin;altenativewm
mta:bstantiallyaffecttluoverallwabarbalamofmesite, since
thegrunﬂ-waterﬂcwthru.ghﬂnmmsemyhesooomlas/day.

3.'n:em§o4capreq.xixm:tsammtrelevantmﬂappmpriateto
existing closed landfills.

4. To further reduce risk potential, the site should be fenced to
restrict public access.

5. The use of an NRS04 cap would limit infiltration, which would slow
&vmtlnﬂushj:qotthewasteardextaﬂthedmtimofagranﬂ
. water treatment program.
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'Iheadhtmnalcostsofupgnd;n;orreplacmgthecaparemt
justified given that increased protection has not been quantified.

b. Ground Water

7. The Ackerman well is an illegal construction. New well construction
is impossible due to existing Wisconsin regulations which prohibit
construction of a well within 1,200 feet of a landfill.

8. A measurable impact on surface-water quality is unlikely to emerge in
the future. Given the rate of ground-water flow and the long period
of time that the waste has been in place, a detrimental impact should
have became evident by now. This supports Alternative 1GW.

9. Natural atteruation is a more cost-effective method of grourd-water
cleamup and should be the preferred alternative.

10. Bioremediation has not been sufficiently evaluated to determine
effectiveness.

11. By placing the title of the affected property in public hands, the
institutional controls will be permanent.

12. The proposed monitoring program is excessive.
c. Remedy selection

13. The direct contact with waste pathway is the only doamented risk at
the site.

14. Pump and treat systems do not reach health-based levels. It makes no
sense to expend large sums of money to treat contaminated ground
water mechanically, when the same process has been ocaurring
naturally.

15. The remedy selection seems to be based merely on the fact that
contamination is present. The remedy selection should be based on
the mitigation of unacceptable risks in a cost-effective manner.

16. The risks presented by cap construction are greater than the risks
t.hexuxedyismitigatin;

17. The selection of the cap and ground-water remedies are mainly driven
by State ARARs, for which the U.S. EPA can and should grant a waiver.

In summary, the Proposed Plan is less protective of mman health,
needlessly protective of the envirament, and excessively costly. The
Town’s proposal is the proper altermative.

Responses

1. The assumptions and method of analysis of the cap percolation rates
| N
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are discussed in the RI/FS (see Appendix C of the RI). The U.S. EPA and
the WINR stand by the work.

2. The maximm ground-water flow through refuse is calculated to be 9500
gallons per day, based on maximum water table canditions (during spring
run off). The average flow would be much lower, estimated to be 4800
qallons per day. However, the ground water flows through a maximm of 2
feet of refuse, whereas the infiltration (percolation) rate of the
existing cap (860 gallans per day) flows through the entire thickness of
the refuse (15 to 20 feet). This effectively raises the amount of
contaminants the infiltration reaches to nearly equal that of the ground-
water flow, which means that reduction of infiltration is an important
cansideration at this site.

3. The existing cap was to have met Ch. NR 180, WAC landfill closure
requirements. The RI has shown that the cap does not meet these
requirements and, therefore, was either not closed properly or not
properly maintained. As stated previocusly, multilayer caps are typically
required at closed landfills with Ch. NR 140, WAC exceedances. Mmicipal
landfills are capped by a low permeability cover provided with frost
protection. Thus, the Ch. NR 504, WAC cap is relevant. The Ch. NR 504,
WAC cap is technically justified since it would reduce the rate of
infiltration through the landfill debris, which would enable the ground
water to be cleaned-up to protective levels. Thus, the Ch. NR 504, WAC

cap is appropriate for this site.

4. Risks due to potential contact with surface contaminants by site users
were calculated to be below action levels, thus a site fence is not

site users from remedial equipment and also to prevent further dumping,
vehicular traffic on the cap, or vandalism at the site.

5. The minimization of infiltration is an important cbjective, since
reduction of infiltration rates reduces contaminant loading to the ground
water. Relating the rate of infiltration reduction to graund-water
treatment time is not entirely possible since the amount of contaminant
mass in the landfill is unknown. Generally, the less contaminant mass
loading into the ground water, the shorter the time frame for ground-
water cleamup to reach protective levels.

6. The increased protection to human health and the enviroment due to
cap construction cammot be quantified as alluded to above (response 5).
On a qualitative basis, the lower the infiltration rate, the less
cantaminant mass loading into the graund water.

7. The fact that the Ackermans’ garden well exists is a good argument
that institutional controls can not be the sole measure of protection at
this site. The Ackermans’ drinking-water well was installed in
accordance with Ch. NR 112, WAC urder a WINR variance (October 12, 1980).

8."nnelapaedtimsimdis§osalottlnhammisabwt
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20 years. Given grpund-water velocity (70 feet/year) and retardation
coefficients (1.12 to 5.54) for same of the principal organic
pollutants, these pollutants should have migrated fram 1,250 feet to 250
feet fram the landfill. These distances correspand well to cbserved
caditions at the site. Since the Dodge Chute of the Black River is
about 1000 feet from the landfill, many of the organic contaminants would
not be expected to have reached the river in 20 years. It is possible
that the contimued contaminant migration could result in increased
cantaminant levels discharging to the river.

9. The existence of 1,1-dichlarcethane (1,1-DCA) in the Ackermans’ garden
well, 20 years after disposal, at a concentration presenting a potential
risk of 3 in 1,000 (3 X 10~3) suggests that natural attemation alone has
not met ground-water protection goals.

10. Bioremediation has been evaluated by the U.S. EPA and is considered
to be effective for certain applications. Its specific applicability to
conditions at the site will require treatability testing pricr to any
full-scale implementation.

11. As previously discussed, the NCP anticipates that the U.S. EPA will
restore usable aquifers to their beneficial uses within the shortest time
pericd practicable and also implement institutional controls in
canjunction with active response measures where technically practicable.
Institutional controls (e.g., deed restrictions) are not enforceable and,
thus, are not protective.

D.Misiasmﬂa‘granﬂ-mtermitorin;pmgram,deperﬂirgm
earliermsults,willhemidetadafterthainitials-yearmﬁmnn;
period. If found to be excessive or inadequate, it is likely that the

nmber of analytes and/or the frequency of monitoring could be changed at
that time.

13. Direct contact with waste has been shown to be a low risk at the
site. The RI/FS has also documented the unacceptable risks due to

cantaminated ground-water ingestion.

14. As previously discussed, pump and treat methods are more reliable to
attempt to reach health-based levels than natural attemiation. Although
natural biological degradation is likely to be ccaxrring (in particular,
to toluene ard xylene), the existence of adverse levels of contaminants
in the ground water 20 years after disposal indicates that it camnot be
the sole method of cleamp.

15. The selection of the remedy is based upon the unacceptable risks
borme by potential consumption of the contaminated ground water, not
merely because contamination is present. That is why the entire landfill
is not being treated. The proposed remedy does mitigate unacceptable
risks in a cost-effective mamner which is also protective of human health
and the enviroment, as required by CERCIA. :

16.\701mtuyrdsksdmtoapmtmctimmiutdirectlycmparable
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to the involuntary risks presented by contaminated ground-water
consumption. Air emissions may be mitigated by emission controls, if
necessary. Thus, the remedy is protective over the long-term.

17. Selection of the cap remedy was influenced by the need to reduce
infiltration through the landfill in a cost-effective mammer and to meet
Federal and State ARARs. Both Federal drinking-water standards and State
ground-water quality standards are exceeded at this site. State ground-
water quality law requires that action be taken to prevent the contimual
release of contaminants above standards into the graund water at the
point of standards application. The miltilayer cap and qround-water
extraction and treatment are necessary to bring the site into campliance
with not only State law but Federal law.

18. The Town’s proposal does not meet all the criteria called for by
CERCIA, the NCP, ard State law. It supplies no treatment alternmative.
Institutional controls are not protective. Restoration of the beneficial
uses of the aquifer is not provided for in the shortest time practicable.
Thus, the Proposed Plan is the preferred remedy for this site.

ii. Oral camments.

(Representatives of the Town, including Warzyn, gave the above comments
crally at the public meeting as well.)

3.
a.
i.
A. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The U.S. Fish amd Wildlife Service cammented on behalf of the U.S.
Department of the Interior (U.S. DOI). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service, upon receipt of the RI report, recammended that, at a minimm,
ground-water extraction and treatment be implemented at the site.

Response

Alternative 5GW includes ground-water extraction and treatment as a
principal part of the remedy. '

A. LaCrosse County Health Department/laCrosse County Board
° The Director of the LaCrosse County Health Department indicated that,
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based on the Health Assessment prepared by the Wisconsin Department of

Health, he thought "more contamination or health problems would ooccur if
the existing site was disturbed" and recommended that "the site be left
as a sleeping dog." The County Board Chairman agreed.

Response

Presuming that "a sleeping dog" means No Action, the Agencies must
disagree with the opinion that nothing should be done at this site. In
fact, the Health Assessment (HA) confirmed the findings of the RI/FS Risk
Assessment, in that the HA recognized that a potential health threat
exists if the contaminated ground water were used for drinking. The
Agencies’ ground-water protection strategies, which have been discussed
above, clearly anticipate that active response measures are necessary and
practicable at this site.

Senator Rude expressed concern over the scope of the Proposed Plan in
light of two of the nine criteria - cost and commmity acceptance. He
requested that the Proposed Plan altered after taking into the
"financial and enviromental concerns of the Town."

Response

Comnmnity acceptance of the remedy seems to be based on the cost, since
(thus its residents) is a PRP. The NCP directs the U.S. EPA to
cost only when deciding between different remedies which

the same level of protection or risk reduction (55 Fed. Reg.

E

1

8728).
C. U.S. Congressman Steve Gunderson

expressed
Proposed Plan, in that it goes "much further than necessary to protect
human health and the enviroment.® Specifically:

1. The RI/FS report clearly shows that an expenditure of $6 million does
not improve the ground water to the point where it is usable for mman
consumption

2. The extent of gromd-water contamination is small in camparison to

the ground-water problems (apparently) being experienced by the City of

4.mmmpisamiveuﬂmagmaterdegmeofriskto
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workers and to the camunity, based an the RI/FS report.

5. Superfurd allows for no action. Corrective actions are not
when the following conditions ocaur (Section 121(d) (2) (B) (ii)):

a. There are known ard projected points of entry of ground water imto
surface water; : .

b. There is or will be no statistically significant increase in
cantaminant concentrations measurable or predicted to be
measurable in the receiving surface water; and,

c. The remedial action includes enforceable measures that preclude
human exposure.

The above conditions appear to be met at the Onalaska site, thus,
Alternative 1GW may meet federal chemical-specific ARARS according to the
RI/FS report.

6. In summary, the Town’s proposal seems to be the best alternative.
Presently the contaminants are isolated from human contact, and, with the
above precautions, they would remain isolated and keep the level of risk
low. The RI/FS report shows that little or no action is justified in
this case. .

Response
In keeping with CERCIA, the NCP, and State statutes, the U.S. EPA and
WINR Plan protects human health and the envirarment, meets

1. According to the RI/FS report, treatment of the ground water and
naphtha-contaminated soils may enable the site to meet Federal drinking-
water standards and State ground-water quality standards in the shortest
period of time practicable, while no action would not.

2. The size of the contaminant plume is not the issue. The issue is
whether the Proposed Plan meets the intent of CERCIA, the NCP, ard
Federal ard State law. Oomparison of the grourd-water situation at the
City of IaCrosse to that at the Onalaska site is, therefore, not directly
possible. However, if additional areas in the City of LaCrosse warrant
action through the Superfund program, any remedial action implemented in
those areas will have to meet the same criteria as the Onalaska site.

3. As stated earlier, air emissions will be monitored, and controlled if
necessary.

4. Construction risks to workers are of a voluntary nature and camnot be
campared to the involuntary risks of ingestion of contaminated ground
water. Construction of the multilayer cap is to reduce infiltration and
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to meet State ARARs. If the risk was unacceptable, no State landfill
would be capped in this manmner.

5. As mentioned previcusly, the fact that a drinking-water well was
placed within the exclusion zane is an irdication that institutional
controls can not be relied upon over the long term. With respect to the
Section 121(d) (2) (B) (ii) criteria, it must be noted that:

a.'mebqa'lciegdomthavecmpleteasszrameastomeregrunﬂmter
is discharging;

b. The Agencies cannot prove that no statistically significant increase
of contaminant concentrations will occcur due to natural attermuation:
ard,

c. The institutional controls proposed above are not sufficiently
protective, as discussed above.

Additionally, Section 121 does not call for "No Action®™ if these criteria
were met. Instead, the U.S. EPA may develop Altermate Concentration
limits (ACIs) for ground-water clearup. Moreover, the NCP also expects
that if the Section 121 criteria were met, the U.S. EPA must also
determine whether ground water treatment is practicable (55 Fed. Reg.
8754) to reach MCIs or other protective levels. The Agencies have
determined that. ground water treatment is practicable at this site.

Both Federal drinking-water standards and State ground-water quality
standards, having been determined to be ARARS, must be met upon
campletion of the remedial action. CERCIA considers more stringent State
standards to be ARARS in addition to Federal standards.

6. The RI/FS, in fact, shows that little or no action is not justified in
light of the circmstances. Envirormental receptors have been ignored by
the Town’s proposal, as well as potential human receptors.

Summary

Although several written camments were received in suppart of the

proposed plan, the majority of camments have been in support of limited
or no action. These caments seem to be based on econamic

water or of contamination impacting the Black River wetlands, but rather
focused on actual risk. The U.S. EPA must focus on actual and potential
uses of resources when determining whether a remedy is adequately
protective of human health and the envirorment.

The Town and the rest of the PRPs find themselves in a difficult
position, trying to be both enviranmentally and fiscally responsible.
The Town’s limited tax base affects both sides of the equation, however.
Notwithstanding, the Agencies believe that, based on Federal and State
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enviramental law, regulations, policies, and goals, it is prudent to
meet the challenges head on rather than waiting for the situation to
worsen before acting.

The U.S. EPA and the State will need to comtinue to work closely with the
Town during remedy implementation.



