














in wells G20D, GO9M, and G09D appear to show a decreasing concentration.)

The contractor has also performed the Mann-Kendall test for dissolved ammonia, boron, and
chloride in the other wells that are being monitored. In a July 2002 draft document assessing the
performance of the remedial measures, the contractor's conclusion, based on the results of the
statistical analysis, is that ". . .the facility is still affecting the groundwater quality at wells im-
mediately downgradient to the North Unit (R03S and GO3M), although concentrations in wells
closer to the plume boundaries appear to be decreasing.” In wells R0O3S and GO3M, the plots of
the three indicator parameters do show increases since the first quarter of 1997 but the plots
appear to show the concentrations to be essentially steady since the first quarter of 2001 (through
the second quarter of 2002).

It is too soon after the final closure of the landfill to expect definite results from the source con-
trol measures taken, especially in light of the problems that have been encountered with getting
the leachate levels under control.

Site Inspection

An inspection of the site was conducted on July 18, 2002 by the RPM and a representative of the
landfill operator. The purpose of the inspection was to check the site and look over those things
that are not generally reported on. Except for some minor items noted, mainly related to the
short time since the last of the cover was installed, the site appeared to be in very good condition.
There were a few spots where the cover is being repaired or needs repair.

While at the site for the inspection, the RPM visited for an hour or two with a few neighbors that
live south and a little east of the site; a couple of them had called the RPM before the site visit.
The RPM also met with a business owner who is located east of the site and north of the Acme
Solvent site who expressed some of his opinions about the site. The RPM and the landfill
representative met with a reporter with the major local newspaper and explained why the five-
year review was being done.

Response to Comments

Comments were received from two residents who live about 1/2 mile south-southeast of the
landfill, a resident and landowner who lives about 1 1/4 miles east-northeast of the landfill, the
manager of a residential park located about 1 mile north-northwest of the landfill, and the owner
of a quarry located across the road from the landfill.

The comments from the first four parties primarily dealt with issues associated with a landfill
accepting wastes such as odors, claims that equipment with back-up alarms are operating late at
night, lack of proper cover in the area of the working face, and litter blown around; some pictures
of the litter were submitted. There was a claim that gas was purposely being released at night
rather than during the day when there were workers around the landfill. It was claimed that
leachate was running out from the cover. In addition, concerns were raised by the two residents
south-southeast of the site about their well water and why they were not offered connections to
the water supply line that was installed along Lindenwood Road. It was also mentioned that two
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residents in the area had died of cancer and a concern was raised about the operator doing its own
sampling.

Although there is a claim that complaints reported to IEPA concerning the operations of the land-
fill are not checked out, IEPA is the proper party to contact when there are concerns about the
operation. This five-year review is looking at the adequacy of the remedies that have been select-
ed for the Superfund site and it is not intended to address the ordinary operations of a permitted
landfill. The operating landfill's hours for accepting wastes are restricted by its permit; it is not
known what vehicles are operating late at night, for the landfill only operates long enough after
the gates are closed to apply the cover for the day. There are other operations in the area using
vehicles. The litter pictures were identified by the operator's representative as pictures of an
event that took place some time ago when there were very high winds, and the area was reported-
ly cleaned up as quickly as possible. During the site visit, litter and gas odors did not appear to
be problems.

There apparently have been some stains seen on the cover placed on the Northern Unit and these
have been interpreted as leachate seeping from the cover. The operator's representative said that
some compost was used in the topsoil layer of the cover and that this was the source of the stains.
The cover contains a flexible membrane that extends down the sides and this will prevent both
moisture from entering the landfill and leachate from leaving it through the sides that are above

_the surrounding ground surface. USEPA will monitor any occurrences of stained areas to ensure
that leachate is not seeping from the landfill. Eventually the leachate levels in the landfill will be
below the surrounding ground surface, and this will further reduce the likelihood of seeps.

Regarding the concern about possibly contaminated well water to the south-southeast of the land-
fill and the belief that other residents in the area should be provided access to the water supply
line that was installed along Lindenwood Road, it needs to be noted that this line was installed by
the PRP Group for the Acme Solvent site. Consequently, those who believe that they should
have been offered an opportunity to connect to the line need to contact the Acme Solvent PRP
Group. Contaminated groundwater leaving the Pagel's Pit site does not flow to the south or
southeast, and that is the reason that residents in that area have not had their water checked by the
Pagel's Pit operator. The Winnebago County Health Department is looking at the groundwater
data for the area, and the RPM intends to keep in touch with them about this. Reportedly, some
of the people south-southeast of the landfill have had their water analyzed over the past few
years, sometimes by the State, and nothing that might be attributed to the landfill has been found;
there is some contamination in the water that is not unusual in areas containing farms.

Regarding the concern about cancer deaths in the area, it is very difficult to connect cancer di-
rectly to environmental exposures, especially in an area that has a small population. Whether
there is a connection here will probably never be known. It is to be noted that exposure to
groundwater was found to have the greatest estimated risk at the site. Regarding the concern that
the operator is doing the monitoring, the Superfund and State landfill programs, like many regu-
latory programs, allow operators to collect samples and utilize approved laboratories under strict
quality assurance programs. In addition, USEPA can split samples with the operator for inde-
pendent laboratory analysis at any time if there are concerns about the quality of the operator’s
data.
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The quarry owner voiced his concerns about the decisions made with the 1999 ROD and the
change in the remedy for the groundwater that was made then.. He does not believe the monitor-
ing program is properly designed; in particular, he does not believe the lower part of the sand and
gravel aquifer and the bedrock aquifer are being adequately monitored to the west. He does not
believe the operator should be doing the monitoring. He claimed that the material for the cover
on the Northern Unit was improper, including a claim that "cyanide contaminated soil from Par-
son's Casket Superfund site in Belvidere" was used as the final cover, and that leachate is dis-
chargir.g into the intermittent streams north and south of the landfill that flow into Killbuck
Creek; these releases are claimed to occur at night. He claimed, "EPA has also documented dis-
charge directly into the Kilbuck Creek with the use of portable hoses." This may have been in
1986, but he claims it is still happening. He also claims that there are leachate springs on the east
slopes of the landfill. He stated, "As I am sure you are aware, residents along Lindenwood Road
were evacuated from their homes this past spring due to high level of landfill gases detected in
their basements." He claims that there is or was "surface venting" of gases and he mentioned gas
odors. He claimed that there is a ". . .high percentage of cancer and other diseases rampant in the
area. ..".

The quarry owner voiced some of these concerns during the public comment period for the 1999
Proposed Plan, and these concerns were addressed in the responsiveness summary for the 1999
ROD:; this document should be consulted for responses. Some of his concerns have also been
addressed above in the response to the comments made by others.

No proof has been provided that the monitoring program has been improperly designed; USEPA
stated in the responsiveness summary that specifics would be necessary in order for us to re-
spond. The program meets the requirements of the State and USEPA and is periodically evalu-
ated to determine if any changes are needed as new data is obtained. The monitoring program
does include wells within the lower part of the sand and gravel aquifer and the bedrock aquifer
that it was claimed were missed.

The documentation (dated July 1999) for the contaminated soil that was brought from the Par-
sons Casket Hardware Co. site shows that the analyses indicated there were no problems with the
material and it could be placed in the landfill. The February 2002 fact sheet for the Parsons Cas-
ket site says that the remedial action for the soil operable unit was completed in August 2000,
about the time cover construction for the eastern portion at Pagel's Pit began. Reportedly, com-
post is an acceptable material for a landfill cover. The construction of the cover for the Northern
Unit was observed and documented by a third party Construction Quality Assurance Office
whose report was filed with the State, as the regulations require.

There has been no evidence presented that leachate is being discharged into streams that lead to
Killbuck Creek, and no leachate "springs" on the cover were seen during the site visit.

No evacuations of homes along Lindenwood Road this past spring because of high levels of
landfill gas in basements were reported to USEPA. Based on information from the landfill, no
individuals, resident(s), or other people have been evacuated in the previous 10 years because of
high levels of landfill gas being detected. The home across the road from the landfill (8554 Lin-
denwood Road), which had been the occupied residence closest to the landfill, had continuous
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monitoring devices with alarms installed in the basement. Buildings on the landfill property and
the Rockford Skeet Club building also have continuous monitoring devices. The alarms are set
to trigger an audible alert at 20% of the lower explosive limit (LEL) for methane; the LEL for
methane is about 5000 ppm by volume and is the minimum concentration needed for an explo-
sion. Also, below-ground gas probes were installed in the front yard of the 8554 residence, be-
tween the home and the landfill. On several occasions during the fall of 2001 one or more alarms
at the 8554 residence were triggered. However, checks of the basement with a portable methane
monitoring device did not show detectable levels of methane within the basement. Subsequent
investigation found that the only alarm being triggered was the one located by a covered sump in
the basement, in which low levels of methane were detected. Additional investigations did not
detect methane in the gas probes in the front yard. It is unknown whether the methane in the
sump came from the landfill or from the septic field, which was adjacent to the corner of the
house where the sump was located.

The landfill's representative has reported that Winnebago Reclamation Service (WRS) had ac-
quired an option to purchase the 8554 residence in 1990. In the fall of 2001, prior to the alarms
being triggered, the owners of the residence approached WRS about purchasing the home at that
time, and WRS agreed to do so. The closing on the purchase took place in July 2002, 8 months
later; the delay had nothing to do with landfill operations.

A soil methane vacuum system in the southeast corner has been operated to help control the gas
problem (see the section on remedy implementation) and the increase in the size of the landfill
gas extraction equipment will greatly reduce any problems. The goal of the landfill gas control
system is to control the pressures within the waste disposal area and direct the gas to the flare.
The operation of the system will be followed closely to determine that it is performing adequate-

ly.
VII. Technical Assessment

Question A. Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

The review of the available information indicates that the remedy is functioning as it was intend-
ed. The early indications are that the contaminant levels near the boundaries of the downgradient
plume may be decreasing even at this early date and the concentrations of the three indicator
parameters in the wells immediately downgradient of the waste disposal area may be holding
steady. It is expected that after the leachate levels are brought to their required low levels the
downgradient concentrations will further improve.

USEPA has no information on the costs of operation and maintenance at this time. The activities
being conducted by the operator are required by the State under the landfill permit, so it is unlike-
ly that scrutiny of the operation and maintenance costs could show significant savings.

The additional institutional controls required under the 1999 ROD have not yet been put into
place. It is expected that this will be done soon after USEPA and the site operator agree on the
changes in the 1993 Consent Decree necessary to incorporate the requirements of the 1999 ROD.
USEPA expects this to occur in 2003.
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Question B. Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, clean-up levels, and remedial
action objectives used at the time of the remedy selection still valid?

There have been no major changes in the physical conditions of the site that would affect the
protectiveness of the remedy. The site is being used as anticipated (that is, the waste disposal
area is not being used and no new buildings have been erected or proposed for the areas beside
the waste disposal area, but one of the existing buildings has been leased to a different company).
Therefore, the exposure assumptions that were made do not need to be changed.

The primary applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) that the site has to
meet fall into three general categories of regulations: landfill; air; and groundwater. Because this
is a facility permitted by the State, the operator is aware of the requirements that apply. Arsenic is
a substance of concern at this site, and its MCL has recently been reduced from 50 pg/l to 10
ug/l. However, the AGQS for dissolved arsenic that the landfill has to meet under the State's
landfill regulations is 2 pg/l, so this change should have no effect.

Question C. Has any other information come to light that could call into question the pro-
tectiveness of the remedy?

There has been no new information that would suggest that the selected remedy is not protective.

Technical Assessment Summary

According to the data reviewed, the site inspection, and discussions with the operator's represen-
tatives, the remedy is functioning as intended by the two RODs. There have been no changes in
the physical conditions at the site that would affect the protectiveness of the remedy. The regula-
tions that the operator must be in compliance with are straightforward. The concentrations of the
three indicator parameters in the two wells directly downgradient of the waste disposal area have
been holding steady; the leachate levels still need to be lowered to the desired elevations and so
source control has not been optimized yet. The fact that the concentrations are not yet decreasing
does not call into question the protectiveness of the remedy.

VIIIL. Issues
The issues identified during this review were:

»* The institutional controls that were added with the 1999 ROD have not yet been implement-
ed. This does not affect the current protectiveness but it does impact future protective-
ness of the remedy.

» Landfill gas has not been brought under the control desired at the waste boundary. This does
not affect current protectiveness since no occupied structures are close enough to be im-
pacted by the gas but it does impact future protectiveness of the remedy.

» Evaluation of the groundwater contamination results is an ongoing project that is necessary
in order to evaluate the progress of the natural attenuation for the restoration of the
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groundwater to a beneficial use. Although strictly not an issue, it is included here as a
reminder that it is a very important part of the project. This does not affect the current
protectiveness but it does impact future protectiveness of the remedy.

« Small areas of the landfill cover still require some work (proper vegetation and water runoff
repair) in order to protect the integrity of the cover. This does not affect the current pro-
tectiveness but it does impact future protectiveness of the remedy.

» The desired leachate levels in the landfill have not yet been achieved. This does not affect
the current protectiveness but it does impact future protectiveness of the remedy.

IX. Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions

Institutional controls. The additional institutional controls in the form of groundwater use re-
strictions will have to be enacted. It is expected that this will be done shortly after agreement is
reached on some changes in the 1993 Consent Decree. USEPA will oversee the placement of the
controls by the land owner(s). It is expected that this will be accomplished during 2003.

Landfill gas. The migration of landfill gas from the waste disposal area must be brought under
control. It is expected that this will be accomplished with the installation of the larger flare sys-
tem for the gas. If this larger flare does not fully fix the problem, then other measures will have
to be considered. USEPA will oversee the implementation of this added capacity to the control
system by the landfill operator. It is expected that this will be accomplished by December 2002.

Evaluation of natural attenuation. This is an ongoing part of the remedy. The evaluation is nec-
essary not only to determine that adequate progress towards restoration of the groundwater is oc-
curring but also to determine that the monitoring well network is adequate to know the extent of
the plume. USEPA will oversee the ongoing evaluation. There is no time estimate at this point
for when this may end.

Maintenance of the cover. The cover must contain sufficient vegetation to protect it from wind
and rain and the cover must allow proper runoff of water. There are some small areas of the
cover that need some repair. USEPA will oversee this work. Since winter is approaching, it is
expected that this will be completed by October 2003.

Leachate elevations. The leachate levels must be brought to the lowest levels possible in order to
minimize the amount of leachate passing through the bottom of the landfill. It appears that
pumps that are adequate for the job have now been obtained. USEPA will oversee this work by
the landfill operator. It is expected that the levels will be brought near the final levels within
about six months, but it may take one to two years to bring them to the lowest possible points.

X. Protectiveness Statement
The remedy is protective of human health and the environment in the short term. Exposure path-
ways that could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled and monitored. The remedy is

not protective of human health and the environment in the long term since not all of the institu-
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tional controls that are needed to prevent exposure to, or ingestion of, contaminated groundwater
have been implemented. Threats at the site have been addressed through capping, operation of
landfill gas and leachate extraction equipment, maintenance of the site, and monitoring of the

groundwater and surface water.

Long-term protectiveness of the remedial action will be possible once the institutional controls
are fully implemented and will be verified by continuing to monitor the groundwater. Current
monito.'ng data indicate that the remedy is functioning as required to achieve the clean-up goals.

XI. Next Review

The next five-year review for the Pagel's Pit site is required in September 2007, five years from
the date of this review.
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