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RECORD COF DECI SI ON AMENDIVENT
SELECTED REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VE
DECLARATI ON
SI TE NAVE AND LOCATI ON
Wyodst ock Muni ci pal Landfill Superfund Site (the Site); Wodstock, MHenry County, Illinois
STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docurment represents the United States Environnental Protection Agency's (U. S. EPA) sel ected
final renedial action for the Site located in Wodstock, Illinois. This decision docunent was Devel oped in
accordance with the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as
anended by the Superfund Anendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA), and to the extent practicabl e,
with the National O and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP). The decisions contained herein are
based on information contained in the Adninistrative Record for this Site. The Illinois Environnental
Protection Agency (I EPA) is expected to concur with the sel ected renedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe site, if not addressed by inplenmenting the
response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD) Arendnent, nmay present an inminent and substantia
endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY

The U S. EPA, in consultation with the | EPA, is nodifying the landfill cap profile, and the requirement to
construct a groundwat er punp-and-treat systemto address residual vinyl chloride contam nation in the upper
wat er - bearing unit, downgradient of the landfill. This renedy is intended to be the final action for the
site, and addresses all contam nated nedia, including: contam nated soil, sedinent, and groundwater,
landfilled wastes, |eachate generation and em ssion of landfill gases. The major conponents of the sel ected
remedy i ncl ude

. Excavati on and consol i dation of contami nated sediments and sl udges under the landfill cap;

. Instal |l ati on and nai ntenance of a geosynthetic landfill cap in conpliance with the
specifications set forth in this ROD Arendnent;

. Instal |l ati on and nai ntenance of a landfill gas venting systemthat is conpatible with the
type of cap specified in this ROD Arendnent;

. Install ation and operation of a groundwater extraction, treatnment, and di scharge system as
a contingent conponent of the remedy, required only if natural attenuation of the vinyl
chloride plume does not occur at a rate and to the degree acceptabl e under state and
federal |aw,

. Devel opnent and i npl enmentati on of a conprehensive nonitoring programto ensure the
ef fectiveness of the renedy;

. Mtigation of wetland areas where contam nated sedi nent renoval occurs;

. Mtigation of wetland damage or loss during or after renedial activities are conplete,;
. Devel opnent and inpl ementation of a surface water and sedi nentati on control system

. I mpl ementation of institutional controls to limt |and and groundwater use.

The follow ng renedial actions fromthe June 30, 1993, ROD rermain in fall force and effect: Fencing;
Cont am nat ed soil /sedi ment excavation and consolidation; Landfill gas collection system WII nonitoring and
remedy nonitoring prograns; Institutional controls; Correction of work deficiencies; and Wtland mtigation.



STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The final selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with Federal and State
requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is
cost-effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnment technol ogies to the
maxi mum extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference for remedi es which enploy treatment that
reduce toxicity, nobility, or volune as a principal elenent. Because this remedy may result in hazardous
subst ances renai ning on site above health-based levels, a revieww ||l be conducted at |east every five years
after commencenent of the remedial action to ensure that the renedy continues to provi de adequate protection
of human heal th and the environnent.



<I M5 SRC 98155A>

SUMMVARY OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VE SELECTI ON
WOCDSTOCK MUNI I PAL - LANDFI LL
WOODSTOCK, | LLINO S

l. SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Wbodst ock Municipal Landfill Superfund Site (the Site) is located on the south side of the city of

Wyodst ock (the Gty), MHenry County, Illinois, a nunicipality with a popul ati on of approxi mately 16, 179
residents. The Site is |ocated south of Davis Road, southwest of the intersection of U S Route 14 and
II'linois Route 47 and is shown on Figure 1. The coordinates for the Site are northeast quarter of Section 17,
Townshi p 44 North, Range 7 East (NE 1/4, Se 17, T44N, RVE).

The land surrounding the Site is a mxture of residential, agricultural, wetlands, comrercial, and |ight
industrial use. Land use immediately north of the Site is prinmarily residential and agricultural. Land use
west of the Site is sem-agricultural with much of the land currently classified as a wetland. Wtlands are
al so located adjacent to the Site on the east. The Kishwaukee River runs al ong the southwestern perineter of
the Site. The Gty's wastewater treatment plant and additional wetlands are |ocated south of the Site.

The Site geol ogy consists of a conpl ex sequence of unconsolidated gl acial deposits which are approximately
200 feet thick. These deposits have been divided into four units; an upper sand and gravel aquifer, an
internediate clay till nmenber, a lower clay till menber, and a sand unit which overlies bedrock conprised of
dol om te and shal e.

It is inportant to note that the State of Illinois has designated the glacial and bedrock aquifers underlying
the Site as dass | aquifers. A Cass | designation signifies that the groundwater is either currently being
used or has the potential to be used as a drinking water source, regardl ess of nunicipal |and use or zoning
restrictions.

Surface water runoff at the Site is generally to the west and south and is confined by drainage to the
wet | ands and subsequent infiltration or overland flow into the K shwaukee R ver.

The nearest residents to the Site are | ocated approxi mately 500 feet north of the Site. The principal threat
at the Site is a plunme of vinyl chloride contam nation, which originates at the landfill and mgrates to

adj acent wetl| ands associated with the Ki shwaukee R ver. The nearest existing residential well which nay
potentially be inpacted by the contami nated groundwater if further migration occurs is |ocated approxinately
2500 feet southwest of the Site. Based on data collected during the renedial investigation (R) , the
Predesi gn Investigation (PD), and subsequent groundwater and surface water nonitoring at the

Site, groundwater contamnmination has not mgrated to the |local residential wells used for drinking water. The
majority of the residents in the Gty are provided water through a mnunicipal drinking water supply system
This systemis not considered to be threatened by the Site.

I1. SITE H STCRY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

The landfill had a nunber of different owners between 1935, when it was first used as a trash dunp and open
burning area, and when it was covered and classified as closed by the Illinois Environmental Protection
Agency (I EPA) in Cctober 1980. The current owner of the landfill property is the Gty.

Bet ween approxi mately 1940 and 1958, WIIliam Gaul ke operated the Site as a | ocal trash dunp and open burning
area. Beginning in 1958, the Site was used by the Gty under a | ease agreenent with M. Gaul ke as a househol d
garbage and municipal landfill. The Gty purchased the property in 1968, and comenced using it for the

di sposal of househol d and municipal solid waste and various industrial solid wastes, including waste paint
and coating materials, plating wastes, solvents, waste netals, inks and drumred naterial including

pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyls (PCBs). In addition, the Gty allowed Wodstock Die Casting Inc., an Allied Signal
subsidiary, to dispose of approximately 7200 cubic yards of waste sludge at the landfill.

The 1 EPA filed a conplaint against the Gty in 1972 regardi ng operation of the landfill. The Illinois

Pol I ution Control Board (IPCB) issued an opinion finding that open dunping, |iquid deposition without
approval, failure to follow set guidelines, and operating without a pernit. The Gty was ordered to cease

and desist all violations, and to obtain the necessary permts. During this same tinme period, the |EPA
requested the installation of a |l eachate collection systemto address rel eases fromthe |landfill. However, no
systemwas installed and a wai ver was granted by the I PCB based on the Gty's stated intent to cl ose



the landfill in the near future and because the | eachate did not violate surface water standards at the tine.

The City discontinued disposal activities at the Site in 1975 and closed the landfill by covering it with
fill material. Numerous inspections were conducted at the Site by the | EPA from 1975-1980. The | EPA
continually notified the City during this time that, although the landfill was no | onger accepting waste and

was considered closed, the final cover was deficient. In 1980, the |EPA classified the Site as cl osed and
covered. In 1983, the Gty was granted a pernit fromthe | EPA to | andfarm nunici pal sewage sl udge at the
Site. A second permt was issued by the EPA in July 1988, but sludge application was discontinued prior to
that date, so the later permt was not used.

During a July 1988 sanpling investigation by the United States Environnmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA or
Agency), residential wells |ocated downgradient of the landfill were sanpled and found to contain arsenic,
selenium and thalliumin excess of the Safe Drinking Water Act maxi numdrinking water |evels. A subsequent
sanpling investigation in Decenber 1988 again detected these substances in the sane wells, but the
concentrations did not exceed the regulatory criteria.

National Priorities List

Based on the results of the U S. EPA and the | EPA investigations and taking into account such factors as
popul ations at risk, the potential of hazardous substances being present, the potential for contam nation of
drinking water supplies and the potential destruction of sensitive ecosystens, the Site was proposed to be
pl aced on the National Priorities List (NPL) in June 1988. The Site was placed final on the NPL in Cctober
1989.

June 30, 1993, Record of Decision

In 1989, the U S. EPA identified several potentially responsible parties for the Site. In 1989, three of the
potentially responsible parties agreed, pursuant to an Administrative Order on Consent (ACC), to investigate
the nature and extent of contamination at the Site and to evaluate the nost effective

nethods to clean up the Site. Two of the potentially responsible parties (hereinafter the PRP Group) actually
perforned the work required by the ACC. By June 1993, the PRP G oup had conpl eted the renedial investigation
(RI) and feasibility study (FS). However, the U S. EPA never approved the FS. On June 30, 1993, a Record of
Deci sion (ROD) was signed for the Site that addressed all contam nated nedi a, including contaninated soil,

sedi nent, and groundwater; landfilled wastes; |eachate generation; and em ssion of landfill gases. The two
maj or conponents of the selected remedy required: (1) the installation and nai ntenance of a geosynthetic
landfill cap in conpliance with Title 35 Illinois Adm nistrative Code (1 AC), Subtitle G Chapter 1,

Subchapter I: Solid Waste and Special WAaste Hauling, Part 811.314; and (2) installation and operation of a
groundwat er extraction, treatment, and di scharge (punp-and-treat) systemto renedi ate a groundwater
contanmi nant plune containing vinyl chloride. Because negotiations for a Renedi al Design/ Renedi al Action
(RD/RA) Consent Decree were unsuccessful, the U S. EPA issued a Unilateral, Admnistrative order (UAOQ for
RDY RA on Septenber 2, 1994.

Institutional Controls

The UAOQ, Section M|, Paragraph 35 required | and use restrictions to ensure that the physical and structural
integrity of the cap and its conponents were not conpromi sed. According to the information submtted by the
PRPs, the followi ng actions have been taken:

. On Septenber 17, 1991, the City passed Resolution No. 635
whi ch prohibits location of wells of any kind, other than
wel |'s approved by the U S. EPA and the | EPA as part of the
site renedi ation and nonitoring, and provides that no
residential use or structure of any kind shall be |located or
bui 't upon or constructed in or on the property which was
fornmerly used as the Gty of Wodstock landfill. This
restriction has been recorded in the Ofice of the Recorder
of Deeds and is specified to be pernmanent.

. On January 7, 1997, the Gty passed Ordinance No. 2659 which
reclassifies the property which was fornerly used as the
Cty of Wodstock landfill, froma RIS residential district

to a M General Manufacturing District.

By letter dated April 27, 1997, the U S. EPA queried whet her Resolution No. 635 prohibited the construction



of only residential structures or structures of any kind. This issue has not yet been fully resol ved.
Predesi gn I nvestigation

Pursuant to the terns of the UAQ the PRP Group perfornmed a PDI and InterimMnitoring Program (I MP). The
report of the findings for the PDI, entitled Predesign Investigation Report Wodstock Minicipal Landfill
Site, Wodstock, Illinois (August 1996), was approved by the U S. EPA on August 1, 1996.

Addi tional tasks performed during the PDI to further characterize the Site included: performng a full

t opogr aphi ¢ survey of the Site; advanci ng numerous soil borings to determ ne the extent and thi ckness of the
wast e deposits and cover soils; evaluation of landfill gas; and further hydrogeol ogi c characterizati on which
included installation of additional nmonitoring wells, piezometers and an extraction well, performance of an
aqui fer punping test and collection of additional rounds of groundwater, surface water

and sedi ment sanples at the Site. Collectively, these post-ROD studies resulted in the PRP G oup, the U S
EPA and the | EPA obtaining a significantly nore thorough understanding of site-specific conditions.

One of the nore inportant findings of the PDI is that the landfill's inpact on groundwater appears to be |ess
than the RI/FS data would have indicated. R sanpling results established that contam nation in the landfill
had no significant inpact on the deeper aquifer zones at the Site. Goundwater in the upper

unit, however, was found to contain contanination. The contam nant of concern in the upper water-bearing unit
downgradi ent of the landfill is vinyl chloride. Receptors of groundwater discharge fromthe upper

wat er-bearing unit include the Kishwaukee River and the wetlands areas present imredi ately west and south of
the landfill.

The PDI denonstrated that the vinyl chloride contamination in groundwater is restricted to a limted area,
smal ler than the area estimated during the RI. In aadition, groundwater nonitoring activities perforned since
the RI have suggested that the concentrations of vinyl chloride appear to be declining, and that the vinyl
chloride plume appears to be stagnant (not noving). It is inmportant to note, however, that although the
concentrations of vinyl chloride present at the Site are |lower than those detected during the R, the levels
of vinyl chloride present at the Site still remain above the federal maxi num contam nant |evel (M).
Moreover, it has not yet been denonstrated to the satisfaction of the U S. EPA that the trend

in vinyl chloride concentrations will continue to decrease over time in a predictable manner.

Petition for an ESD and ROD Anendnent
In October 1996, the PRP Group petitioned the U S. EPA for an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) to

del ay the design and inplenentati on of the groundwater punp-and-treat system based on data obtai ned during
the PDI and the quarterly monitoring events. However, the U S. EPA could not grant the ESD for the

del ay of the groundwater punp-and-treat system w thout an adequate landfill cap in place.
In addition to reducing the potential risk posed by exposure to landfill contam nants, capping the landfill
woul d reduce precipitation infiltration through the landfill, thereby reducing | eachate generation. G ound

wat er contam nant | oadi ng, | eachate generation, and see page into the wetlands woul d then be reduced or
elimnated. The U S. EPA also had determ ned that construction of a drainage |ayer above the barrier |ayer
was necessary to ensure long-term protection of human health and the environnent.

An efficient drainage |ayer with a hydraulic conductivity greater than 1 X 10 -1 cmisec, would virtually
elimnate standing water in the protective layer, thus elimnating infiltration through the barrier |ayer.
Al so, the Agency felt that a gas venting systemwoul d reduce potential risks due to the landfill gases. For
all of the above reasons, the U S. EPA denied the ESD Petition unless and until it appeared likely that the
PRP Group would conply with the landfill cap construction requirenents of the UAQ

In a docunent dated August 1, 1997, the PRP Group petitioned the U S. EPA Region 5 for a RCD Anendnent
seeking the follow ng nodifications to the original ROD for the Site: (1) the identification of 35 | AC 807 as
the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenent (ARAR) for the landfill cap; and (2) deletion of the
requirenent for an active punp-and-treat groundwater collection and treatnent system In other words, the PRP
Goup renewed its efforts to have the punp-and-treat systemdel eted as a requirenent of the selected remedy
for the Site, and further sought to construct a landfill cap that conplied with the landfill cap standard in
effect at the tine the landfill was closed, rather than the standard in effect at the tinme of signature of
the original ROD

The U.S. EPA, in consultation with the | EPA, began to eval uate whether, in light of the PD data, the
landfill cap conponent of the originally-selected remedy could be nodified in a way that resulted in
significant cost savings for the PRP Group, but renumined protective of human health and the environnent. The



U S. EPA and the | EPA technical and legal representatives net on several occasions to discuss potential new
paraneters for a nodified landfill cap.

I11. REASON FCR RCD AMENDIVENT

The June 30, 1993, ROD renedy included the follow ng el ements: A) Fencing; B) Contam nated soil/sedi nent
excavation and consolidation; C Capping; D Goundwater renediation and treatnment system E) Landfill gas
collection system F) Well nonitoring and renedy nonitoring prograns; G Institutional controls; H)

Predesi gn, additional and suppl enental investigations and studies; 1) Correction of work deficiencies;

and J) Wetland nitigation. The two nost significant conponents of the original remedy required the
construction of a cap that met or exceeded the requirenents of Title 35 of the | AC Section 811.314 and the
construction of a groundwater punp-and-treat system

Based upon the results of the PDI, it appears that the landfill's inpact on groundwater is |less than the

Rl /FS data woul d have indicated. The PD denonstrated that the vinyl chloride contami nation in groundwater is
restricted to alimted area, smaller than the area estimated during the RI. In addition, groundwater
nonitoring activities perforned since the Rl have suggested that the concentrations of vinyl chloride appear
to be declining, and that the vinyl chloride plunme appears to be stagnant (not noving). It is inportant to
note, however, that although the concentrations of vinyl chloride present at the Site are | ower than those
detected during the R, the levels of vinyl chloride present at the Site still renain above the federal

maxi mum cont am nant | evel (MCL). Moreover, it has not yet been denonstrated to the satisfaction of the U S
EPA, that the trend in vinyl chloride concentrations will continue to decrease over tine in a predictable
manner .

As a result of the PDI, coments received frominterested persons, and the U S. EPA's growi ng expertise with
regard to landfills and contam nated groundwater, the Agency decided to anend the original ROD. The U S. EPA
i ssued a Proposed Plan for an Arendnent to the 1993 ROD, which identified the U S. EPA's

proposed revisions to the original ROD and described the proposed new cl eanup renmedy for renediating the
Site. The Proposed Plan was avail able for public review and comment from February 23, 1998, through April 8,
1998. The Proposed Plan was required by Section 117 (a) of the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA or Superfund), as anmended by the Superfund Amendnents and

Reaut hori zati on Act (SARA) of 1986. The U S. EPA held a public nmeeting on March 4, 1998, to accept coments
fromresidents and other individuals interested in the Site.

Previ ous investigations and design reports, as well as any other pertinent documents in the Adninistrative
Record and Information Repositories, should be consulted for in-depth details on the U S. EPA s devel opnent
and eval uation of the proposed revisions to the cl eanup remedy.

I'V. H GHLI GHTS OF COVWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

Conpliance with the public participation requirenments of Section 113 (k)(2)(B)(l-v) of the CERCLA, as anended
by SARA, have been achieved for the Site by:

. A Site information repository was established at the Wodstock Public Library to allow | ocal
access to Site-rel ated docunents;

. The Site Adninistrative Record has been updated to include the Proposed Plan for a RCD
Amendnent and ot her docurnents relied upon for this ROD Anendnent, and has been placed in
the Site information repository;

. A fornal advertisenent announcing the comrencenent of the public comment period, the
avail ability of the proposed plan, and the tine and place of the public neeting was
pl aced in the Northwest Herald and the Wodst ock | ndependent on February 25, 1998, | ocal
papers of general circul ation;

. The Proposed Plan for a ROD Arendnent was rel eased for public comrent and placed into the
Adm ni strative Record on February 23, 1998;

. Athirty (30) day comment period was established and scheduled to end on March 24, 1998;
. A public nmeeting was held on March 4, 1998, at the Wodstock Public Library at which the U S.

EPA presented the Proposed Plan to the comunity and received verbal comments. A transcript was
kept of the public meeting and was nade available to the public and placed in the



Adm ni strative Record and Site repositories;

. The U.S. EPA granted a fifteen (15) day extension of the public comrent period on March 4,
1998, extending the closing date to April 8, 1998;

. An advertisenment was placed in the Northwest Herald on March 20, 1998, and in the Wodst ock
I ndependent on March 25, 1998, announcing the extension of the public coment period to April
8, 1998;

. The U. S. EPA has received oral and witten comments regarding the Proposed Plan for a RCD

Amendrrent . Conmment s have been addressed in the attached Responsiveness Summary (Appendix A).

This ROD Arendnent will become part of the Administrative Record pursuant to the National G| and Hazardous
Subst ances Contingency Plan (NCP), Section 300.825(a)(2). The Adm nistrative Record can
be found at the Site repositories |ocated at:

1) Wodstock Public Library
414 West Judd Street
Wbodst ock, |llinois 60098

2) U S. EPA Region 5 Records Center
Ral ph H Metcal fe Building, 7th Floor
77 st Jackson Boul evard
Chi cago, Illinois 60604-3590
V. SCCOPE AND ROLE OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This ROD Arendnent nodifies only two conmponents of the original ROD: the landfill cap and punp-and-treat

requirenents. A landfill cap still nust be constructed at the Site, but the conponents of that cap have been
revised in a way that results in significant costs savings. It is possible that the punp-and-
treat systemrequired by the original ROD may still need to be constructed in order to renediate the

contami nated groundwater at the Site, but this ROD Amendnent makes this conponent of the original renedy
contingent on future data results.

The U.S. EPA estimates the cost of a landfill cap constructed in accordance with this RCD Anendnent to be
approximately $4.5-mllion, a significant savings over the estimated cost of the landfill cap required by the
origional ROD (~$6.2-mllion, adjusted for 1998 costs and doliars). If groundwater data to be collected at
the Site during the next several years establishes that no punp-and-treat systemis necessary, additional
cost savings of approxi mately $800,000 will be realized. The U S. EPA s decision regarding the necessity for
a punp-and-treat systemwi |l depend on whether the groundwater plume is naturally attenuating at a rate and
to the degree acceptabl e under state and federal |aw.

The follow ng renedial actions fromthe June 30, 1993, RCD remain part of the final renmedy for the Site: (A
fencing; (B) contaninated soil/sedi ment excavati on and consolidation; (E) landfill gas collection system (F)
wel | monitoring and renedy nonitoring progranms; (G institutional controls; (1) correction

of work deficiencies; and (J) wetland mitigation.

VI.  SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The RI was conducted by the PRP's contractor, Warzyn, and was initiated in July 1990. The investigation was
conpleted in June 1992, when the Final R Report was issued. The R identified the types of contam nants that
are migrating fromthe landfill, and assessed the potential inpact of contam nant mgrati on on human heal th
and the environnent. The key concl usions which may be surmised fromthis data are as follows:

. G oundwat er contam nati on was detected in the upper aquifer imediately sout hwest and
downgr adi ent of the landfill. The contam nant of concern, vinyl chloride was detected at
concentrations that exceed the MCL of 2 ppb for this conpound.

. Contami nation was detected in | eachate gas sanples and in | eachate groundwater sanples
collected fromwells on the landfill. The contam nants included volatile organics such
as benzene, ethyl benzene, toluene and xylene. In addition, inorganic contam nants such as
arsenic, barium chromum |ead and nercury were al so detected in excess of regulatory
criteria. The |l eachate was also identified as the source of contam nation that is adversely



affecting the groundwater, surface water and sedinents at the Site.

. Contami nation was detected in surface soils, surface water, and sedinents at the Site. These
three media were contanminated with a wi de range of volatile organi c conpounds (VOCs),
seni-vol atil e organi c conpounds, (SVOCs), and inorganic compounds.

. Leachate generation, if not controlled, will continue to cause further releases to the inpacted
nmedi a and surroundi ng wetlands and result in further adverse environnental inpacts. Wile the
wetl ands are currently limting the full inpact of the landfill releases to the environnent
t hrough attenuation, the capacity and capability of the wetlands to function in such a manner
is limted.

As not ed above, follow ng the ROD, the PRPs performed an extensive PD and | MP under the UAQ Consequently, a
nore extensive database was devel oped to supplenent the existing Rl data. The PD and | MP data suggests that
the vinyl chloride contam nation in groundwater is restricted to a linted area and

that concentration levels may be declining. However, concentration levels of vinyl chloride still exceed
federal and state cleanup |levels. Mreover, it has not yet been denonstrated to the satisfaction of the U S
EPA, that the trend in vinyl chloride concentrations will continue to decrease over tine in a

predi ct abl e manner.

During the R, sanpling results indicated no inpact to the deeper groundwater zones at the Site. G oundwater
in the upper unit was the only groundwater found to contain contam nation. Further groundwater sanpling
perforned during the PDI indicated the following with respect to groundwater quality in the upper

wat er-bearing unit:

. Benzene and vinyl chloride were the only VOCs to exceed the primary MCLs or the Illinois O ass
I Standard. Benzene exceeded the MCL sporadically at only one nonitoring well location. Only
vinyl chloride was found to consistently exceed the applicable MCL or dass | Standards. Viny
chl ori de exceedences occurred at two nonitoring wells |ocated downgradi ent of the Site. The
vinyl chloride concentrations downgradient of the landfill appear to have decreased by
approxi mately one-third since the R.

. SVQCs, pesticides and PCBs were not contam nants of concern in groundwater.

. Six target analyte list (TAL) netals were found to exceed applicable groundwater quality
criteria. Five of the six exceedences were found to occur rarely and were not indicative of
landfill-related inmpacts to groundwater. Only one of these six TAL netals, namely iron, was

found to regul arly exceed applicable groundwater quality criteria.

However, iron is not considered a health risk and since these exceedences occurred at both
upgr adi ent and downgradi ent locations, it may be attributable, at least in part, to natura
groundwat er chem stry.

. As a result, vinyl chloride appears to be the only contam nant of concern in the upper
wat er - bearing unit downgradi ent of the landfill. The Ki shwaukee Ri ver and associ ated wet| ands
located i mredi ately west and south of the landfill, are ecol ogical receptors of groundwater

di scharged fromthe upper water-bearing unit.

Surmmary of Existing Hydrogeol ogi ¢ Data

During the R, groundwater under the Site was observed within an upper water table aquifer and within sand
seans in the lower till units. Goundwater flow in the upper water-bearing zone was generally observed to be
t owards the sout h/ sout hwest and cal cul ated hydraulic gradients in the upper water-bearing zone ranged from
0.0034 to 0.0167 feet per foot across the Site. Receptors for groundwater di scharge fromthe upper water
bearing unit include the Ki shwaukee River and the wetl ands areas present to the west and south of the Site.
Downgr adi ent of the landfill, the upper water-bearing zone is overlain by peat deposited in the

wet | and area. These groundwater flow patterns were confirned and refined during the PD .

G oundwat er Flux and Surface Water Infiltration

During the R, the water balance for the landfill was evaluated to derive an estimate of groundwater
contribution to surface water discharge of the Kishwaukee R ver and surroundi ng wetlands. The results of this



eval uation indicated that total groundwater discharge to surface water downgradi ent of the Site was
approxi mately 30,000 gal | ons per day.

The HELP Model sinulation was used during the R to obtain an estimate of surface water infiltration through
the existing landfill cover. The HELP nodel predicted that surface water infiltration over the |andfil
anmounts to approxi mately seven inches per year. During the PDI, detailed field studies nore

accurately defined the thickness and areal extent of the upper water-bearing unit and hydrogeol ogi c
paraneters such as hydraulic conductivity. The groundwater nmass flux al ong the downgradi ent portion (western
and sout hwest ern boundaries) of the landfill was cal cul ated using borehol e and hydrogeol ogi c data devel oped
during the PDI. The cross-sectional area of the upper aquifer was deternined through borehole | ogs, and

hydr ogeol ogi cal paraneters such as hydraulic conductivity were obtained from punping test

dat a devel oped during the PDI. Based upon the data devel oped during the PDI and I MP, the U S. EPA has

concl uded that the total groundwater flux appears to be |l ess than was cal cul ated during the RI. The
groundwat er punping test conducted during the PDl also confirmed that the groundwater flux to the wetl ands
south and west of the Site is considerably less than projected during the RI. It was determ ned that the
nmaxi mum sust ai nabl e punping rate was approximately five gallons per mnute. This punping rate is one-tenth
the rate projected during the RI/FS when the groundwater punp-and-treat renmedy was eval uated. During the
72-hour punp test conducted during the PDI, groundwater was extracted fromthe upper water-bearing unit at an
average rate of 5 gallons per mnute (approximately 7,200 gallons per day). Punping the upper water-bearing
unit at this rate over a 72-hour period resulted in drawdown along the entire southern and

sout hwest ern boundary of the landfill, confirm ng that the groundwater flux of the vinyl chloride plume was
much | ess than the average punping rate

In summary, based upon the data devel oped during the PDI and | MP, the post-ROD data denonstrates that the
groundwater flux in the shallow aquifer beneath the Site to the Ki shwaukee River, and associated wetlands to
the south and west, is less than the volune projected during the RI. The rate of surface water infiltration
al so appears to be less than deternmined during the RI. This finding is inportant because infiltration is

directly related to | eachate generation. The | eachate generation rate of the landfill, based upon the PD and
the revi sed HELP nodel runs, may be much lower than originally believed. Since contam nants may be
transported fromthe landfill through the migration of |eachate, the anount of contami nation potentially
flushed fromthe landfill also may be | ess than originally believed. G ven

the revised | eachate generation rates and the conconmtant reduction in the potential for contam nant
nobi |l i zation, an active groundwater punp-and-treat systemnmay no |onger be warranted, and a natura
attenuation renedy may be nore appropriate.

Exi sting Landfill Cover

During the PDI, 64 soil borings were advanced on the landfill to determ ne the thickness of the cover. Boring
I ogs conpiled fromthis nuch nmore plentiful database indicates that the cover material consists primarily of
silty clay. The average cover thickness encountered during the PDI was 2.7 feet, but ranged

fromO.4 feet to 6.0 feet.

HELP Model Estinmates of Surface Water Infiltration

The surface water infiltration estimate produced during the R (7 inches per year) was obtained using a
hydraul i ¢ conductivity (k) value of 1.5 x 10 -3 centineter per second (cms) for the cover soil, a value nore
than four orders of magnitude higher than the |aboratory-determ ned k val ues of two cover soil sanples, and
(2) an average annual precipitation of 36 inches instead of the 32 inches reported in a soil survey report
for McHenry County published in 1965. Use of the greater k val ue and average annual precipitation rate val ues
probably inflated the surface water infiltration estinmates produced by the HELP nodel during the RI.

Al t hough the HELP nodel estinate obtained during the RI can be chal | enged because the rationale for using a k
value of 1.5 X 10 -3 CMS is not clear, the HELP nodel estimate obtained by the PRP Goup using the

| aborat ory-determ ned k values is questionable for two reasons. First, a k value obtained fromtwo soi
sanpl es cannot be considered representative of the k value of the soil cover spanning an area of over 43
acres. Second, a |aboratory-deternined k value can represent the k value of small soil sanples tested in the
| aboratory, but it cannot represent the k value of the landfill cover as a whole.

Moreover, it nust be noted that the existing cover contains nurmerous nmacropores such as shrinkage and
freeze-thaw cracks, root holes, and worm holes that can significantly increase infiltration through the cover
but that are not represented in snall soil sanples collected for |aboratory testing. As reveal ed

by a prelimnary investigation of nacropores visible on the surface of the existing cover at the Site
conducted by the U.S. EPA on April 23, 1997, various types of nacropores exist in the cover soil, but their



impact on surface water infiltration through the existing cover cannot be estimated using the HELP
nodel or any other existing nodel. The U. S. EPA s observations, however, |ed the Agency to conclude that the
current cap has deteriorated so significantly that it is ineffective in preventing infiltration

Considering (1) the lack of information regarding the degree of conpaction of existing cover soils; (2) the
absence of specifications regarding conpaction of cover soils in 35 | AC 807, the standard under which the
exi sting cap was constructed; and (3) that the existing landfill cap has been subject to repeated

wet/dry and freeze/thaw cycles since its initial installation in 1980, it is reasonable to assune that the
exi sting cover consists of relatively unconpacted soils.

In the HELP nodel, the default k value for unconpacted silty clay is 4.2 X 10 -5 CM'S, use of which produces
a surface water infiltration estimate of 4.46 inches per year. This infiltration estimate is based on the
HELP nodel ' s assunption that |eakage through cover soil occurs because of |eakage through soil m cropores
only. However, this assunption is probably not valid because surface-connected macropores are known to
conduct large quantities of water through soil. Considering the HELP nodel infiltration estinate of 4.46
inches per year. In light of the potential inpact of the nmacropores existing in the 2.7-foot-thick soil cover
at the Site, the actual infiltration through the existing cover, although inpossible to estinmate accurately
using any existing nodel, is likely to be closer to the R estimate of

7 inches per year than the 1.9 inches

Extent of Vinyl Chloride Contam nation

During the R, vinyl chloride was detected at concentrations exceeding the primry MILs in groundwater

sanpl es collected fromtwo nonitoring wells (M¥4d and M¥8) | ocated downgradient of the landfill. The
concentration of vinyl chloride in sanples collected fromthese nonitoring wells ranged from16 to 21
mcrograns per Liter (lg/L). An elliptically shaped vinyl chloride plune of approxinmately 1,000 feet in
length and 400 feet in width along the southern and sout hwestern (downgradient) landfill boundary was
identified during the RI. The vinyl chloride plume presented in the R was defined on the basis of

vinyl chloride data fromnonitoring wells MM3s, MM4d, MM5s, MW8, MN9 and MM10. Mnitoring wells MM3s
and MM¥5s were | ocated a considerable distance fromthe two nmonitoring wells where vinyl chloride was
actual |y detected. For exanple, MM¥3s and MV¥5s are | ocated approximately 700 feet fromthe nearest
monitoring well where vinyl chloride was detected. The total volune of water within this plune was cal cul ated
to be approxinmately 6.6 mllion gallons.

Three additional nonitoring wells (MM12, MAM13, and MVW14) were installed in the vicinity of the viny
chloride plune during the PDI to further delineate its limts. Two of these nmonitoring wells (MV¥12 and
MN 13) were | ocated closer to the two Rl nonitoring wells where vinyl chloride was detected. The remaining
well, MW14, was also located in closer proximty to M¥4d and M¥ 8 but was al so pl aced between MM 9 and
MM 10 to determ ne whether the vinyl chloride plume extended further towards the southwest. The data

devel oped during and since the PDI denobnstrate that vinyl chloride was not detected at concentrations
exceeding the MCL at any of the new nonitoring wells installed during the PDI. On the basis of the new
nonitoring wells installed in closer proximty to the center of the plunme, the vinyl chloride plune is
approxi nately one-third snaller than the plune defined during the RI. The groundwater sanpling conducted
during and since the Rl show that the vinyl chloride plume is limted to the landfill wetland area to the
south of the landfill. Additionally, the vinyl chloride concentrations at M¥4d and MW8, in the center of
the plume, have decreased over tine. Using the post-ROD data, the volune of inmpacted groundwater w thin the
plume is now estimated at 4.4 mllion gallons

The post-ROD studies indicate that the areal extent of the vinyl chloride plune is limted and the plune is
not expanding. Additionally, the post-ROD studies have shown that the upper water-bearing unit pinches out
downgradi ent of the landfill, thus, inhibiting the downgradi ent mgration of vinyl chloride. Goundwater in
the upper aquifer slowy mgrates through the overlying clay and peat as it discharges to the wetlands and
the Ki shwaukee River. In addition, vinyl chloride has not been detected in surface water sanples collected
fromthe Ki shwaukee River or surrounding wetlands. This data suggests that natura

attenuation may be effectively renoving vinyl chloride as the groundwater mgrates through the overlying clay
and peat deposits, as described bel ow

Vi, EFFECT OF PDI DATA ON REMEDY SELECTI ON

At the request of the PRP Group, the U S. EPA in consultation with the | EPA, eval uated whether, in |ight of
the PDI data, the punp-and-treat conponent of the renedy was necessary. The PRP G oup al so requested that the
U S. EPA eval uate whether, given the PDl data, a less-costly landfill cap could be constructed

Accordingly, the U S. EPA conpared what had been required in the original ROD with potential alternative



remedi al actions.
A Punp- and- Treat vs Natural Attenuation
Post - ROD Dat a

The post - ROD dat abase shows the concentrations of vinyl chloride at nonitoring well MW 4d range from9 to 14
Ig/L and at nonitoring well MWM8 have ranged from7 to 12 Ig/L. These vinyl chloride concentrations are
approximately one-third | ower than the concentrati ons observed during the Rl (16 to 21 Ig/L at MM4d and from
20 to 21 1g/L at MM8). This trend of decreasing vinyl chloride concentrations is significant since it
denonstrates that there appears to no |longer be a significant influx of vinyl chloride fromthe landfill and
that natural attenuation of vinyl chloride nay have occurred even during the relatively short

nmoni toring period since the conpletion of the R.

Usi ng the anal ytical data devel oped during the Rl and the PDI, and the first order decay formula, the length
of tinme required for the vinyl chloride concentrations to reach the MCL was cal cul ated. Assum ng that the
vinyl chloride concentrations will continue to decline at this rate, vinyl chloride concentrations in the
center of the plume will reach the MCL of 2 Ig/L in approximately 20 to 25 years. Therefore, natural
attenuation may |ower the vinyl chloride concentrations in groundwater to the MCL in about 25 years. This
25-year estimate assunmes that (1) the coefficient of first-order decay of vinyl chloride concentrations will
remai n constant throughout the duration of the groundwater renediation, and (2) the source of vinyl chloride
in the landfill has been removed

Nat ural Attenuati on Renedy

The natural attenuation renedy is described in the Preanble to the NCP as a process that will effectively
reduce contam nants in groundwater to concentrations which are protective of human health and sensitive
ecol ogi cal environments in a reasonable tineframe. The natural attenuation remedy is not a no-action
alternative. Rather, contam nant reduction is acconplished by any or all of the foll ow ng nechani sns;
dilution, adsorption, dispersion, and bi odegradati on. The circunstances under which the natural attenuation
remedy shoul d be considered include those situations where active restoration is not practicabl e,
cost-effective, or warranted because of site-specific conditions and those situations where physical and
chem cal attenuation nechanisns will effectively reduce contaminants in groundwater to

concentrations protective of human health in a tinmefrane that is conparable to that which coul d be achi eved
t hrough active restoration

Recent gui dance dissem nated by the U S. EPA has clarified the circunstances under which a natura
attenuation renedy should be used. These circunstances include the follow ng:

. there is no demand for the resource while the natural attenuation renedy is in progress;

. | ong-term exposure controls are in effect to prevent exposure to contam nated groundwat er and
ensure protectiveness

. the potential for further contam nant mgration is |ow and
the natural attenuation remedy is enployed in conbination with other renedial nmeasures

The Site neets each of the criteria stated above. Vinyl chloride degradati on behavi or and the degradation
rate i s dependent upon a nunber of environnental factors including the availability of electron donors (such
as natural or anthropogenic organic carbon) and the concentration of acceptors (such as dissol ved oxygen
nitrate, iron(lll) and sulfate) in groundwater. Natural carbon can be expected to be plentiful in the wetland
areas where the presence of peat is well docunented. Vinyl chloride degrades in a reduci ng environnment, which
shoul d be present in a wetland. The nmost recent data devel oped for the Site appears to indicate that the
natural attenuation process has been reduci ng the concentrations of contam nants downgradi ent of the
landfill. In addition, the time-franes for inplenmentation of the active punp-and-treat and the natura
attenuation renedi es appear to be simlar. Currently, there is no demand for the groundwater either on-site,
or off-site in the vicinity of the vinyl chloride plune. Furthernore, institutional controls, current

regul ations, and practical |and-use considerations will effectively prevent exposure to groundwater. The

hydr ogeol ogi cal and contam nant distribution data devel oped denonstrate that the vinyl chloride plume is
stagnant and t he maxi num concentrations within this plunme appear to be decreasing. Also, the footprint of the
vinyl chloride plune determned during the PDI is smaller than that reported during the R, and the upper

wat er - bearing unit pinches out downgradient of the landfill. In addition, this ROD Arendnent requires that



ot her renedi al neasures be enployed at the Site, nost significantly, capping of the landfill. Finally, the
natural attenuation renmedy does not carry the potential for deleterious effects to the wetlands that are
present with the active punp-and-treat remedy. Danmage to the wetlands under a groundwater punp-and-treat
scenari o include physical damage resulting fromsystemconstruction and the potential dewatering of wetland
areas during | ong-term system operati on.

On the basis of the above evaluation, it is clear that this Site neets each of the U S. EPA s criteria for
inpl enentation of a natural attenuation renedy.

Punmp- and- Treat System

The active groundwat er punp-and-treat systemrequired by the original ROD woul d have reduced the vinyl
chloride concentrations in the plune to the MCL within approxinmately 16 to 22 years. This estimate is Wsed
upon the foll owi ng assunptions:

. there is approximately 4.4 mllion gallons of contam nated groundwater present in the vinyl
chloride plune;

. a sustained punping rate of between 4 and 5 gallons per mnute will be achieved during the
remedi ation; and

. ten aquifer pore volunes will need to be flushed fromthe plune area to achieve the MCL for
vinyl chlori de.

Sunmmary

Eval uati on of the above information denonstrates that there does not appear to be a significant difference in
the length of tine required to effect cleanup between the active punp-and-treat remedy and the natural
attenuation renedy. The vinyl chloride plume is located entirely within the wetland area downgradi ent of

the Site. The vinyl chloride present within this plune appears to be undergoing natural attenuation. G ven
the additional concerns regarding the potential deleterious effects to the wetlands which nay result during

i npl enentati on of the punp-and-treat renedy (which were nentioned in the original ROD), this

renmedi al technology nay not be warranted and a natural attenuation remedy nay be nore environnental ly
appropri ate.

Post - ROD Anendnent Sanpl i ng Program

The U.S. EPA is not yet prepared, however, to elimnate the punp-and-treat conponent of the original remedy
entirely. Al though the post-ROD vinyl chloride concentrations in MM4d and MM 8 are | ower than those observed
during the R, the post-ROD data nay al so show a trend of increasing vinyl chloride concentrations in both
well's. The vinyl chloride concentration in M¥4d rose from9 mcrograns per liter (ug/L) in Cctober 1995 and
March 1996, to 14 ug/L in April. 1997. Simlarly, the concentration in MV¥8

increased from7 ug/L in June 1996, to 12 ug/L in Septenber 1996 and April 1997. In light of the reduction in
vinyl chloride concentrations between the Rl and the post-ROD period, the recent trend of increasing vinyl
chloride concentrations nay indicate the presence of a source of vinyl chloride whose strength varies over
time. The decrease in vinyl chloride concentrati ons between the R and the post-ROD period may be the result
of the varying strength of the vinyl chloride source rather than natural attenuation, or changes in water
chem stry that interrupted the natural attenuation process. Therefore, the actual timefrane for renediation
of the vinyl chloride plune via natural attenuation cannot be estinmated with reasonabl e accuracy until
additional information is devel oped froma post-ROD Arendnent sanpling program

B. Landfill Cap Modifications
The original ROD for the Site required construction of a landfill cap that included the foll ow ng paramneters:
. pl acenent of a geosynthetic liner with a bentonite clay layer, with a 1 x 10 -7 cnml's

perneability;
. three feet of final cover |ayer;

. pl acenent of a drainage |ayer, rooting zone |ayer and topsoil;



. installation of a surface water control system

As noted above, the PD data indicated that the rate of surface water infiltration appears to be less than
the rate determined during the Rl. As a result, the landfill nmay be generating |l ess | eachate than the U S.
EPA believed at the time of the original ROD.

The U. S. EPA also evaluated the PDI data in |ight of recent guidance generated by Region 5 s Wrking G oup
Revi ewi ng Landfill Cover Requirenents. (See April 14, 1998, Region 5 Quidance, contained in the

Adm ni strative Record for the Site.) The Region 5 Wrkgroup concl uded, anong other things, that frost
protection and drai nage |ayers were two critical landfill cap conponents, and that often these conponents can
nmake for a nmore effective renedy at a conpetitive cost. The Workgroup concl uded that drainage |ayers are
particularly inportant at Sites where a | eachate collection or a groundwater containnent system has not been
required.

In light of the new data and increased technical expertise on landfill cap designs, the U S EPA in
consultation with the EPA, reviewed the landfill cap conponents of the original ROD. The U S. EPA sought to
determ ne whether an alternative landfill cap could be constructed that remained conpliant with 35 | AC 811,
the ARAR for the laLndfill cap, did not need to include a frost-protective layer, but did include a drainage

layer as a consideration in lieu of not having a | eachate collection system The U S. EPA in consultation
with the | EPA, concluded that 35 | AC 811 woul d be satisfied, and frost protection of the |ow

permeability |ayer woul d not be necessary, if a geomenbrane was used and the landfill cap included the
foll owi ng conponents:

. reconpacting the top 12 inches of the existing cover to achieve a 95 percent conpaction by
Standard Proctor Density (SPD) tests, in order to provide a firmsoil foundation suitable for
installing the landfill cover (if 95 percent conpaction is not achievable, conpaction will be

to the highest achi evabl e percentage, but not |ess than the conpacti on achi evable by a m ni num
of three (3) passes over the regraded area with a vibratory conpactor of at |east 10-
tons total weight);

. installation of a 40-m| linear |ow density polyethylene |liner;
. installation of a drainage |ayer;
. installation of a geofabric to protect the integrity of the drai nage |ayer;
. Install ation of 24 inches of soil cover above the drainage |ayer, 6 inches of which nust be
t opsoi | ;
. final grading of the total cover to no | ess than 2.0% sl ope.
Sunmmary

The June 30, 1993, ROD required the design and inpl ementati on of a groundwater punp-and-treat systemto
remedi ate the vinyl chloride plume. It appears fromthe PDI and I MP that this remedial conponent may not be
needed, since groundwater renediation may be effectively acconplished through natural attenuation.

G oundwat er m gration through natural clays and organic peat material appears to be providing natural
attenuation of residual contam nation prior to discharge to the Ki shwaukee River.

Therefore, through this-ROD Arendnent, the U.S. EPA (in consultation with the IEPA) is naking the

i npl enentati on of a groundwater punp-and-treat renmedy a contingent part of the final renedial action for the
Site. After installation of the landfill cap, ground water and surface water quality will be eval uated

t hrough the performance of regular nmonitoring events, which will be detailed in the final ROORA Wrrk Plan. If
the data fromthe nonitoring program denonstrates that natural attenuation is renediating the vinyl chloride
in the groundwater plume to a degree and at a rate acceptable to the U S. EPA (in consultation

with the I EPA), then the design, construction, and inplenentation of the groundwater punp-and-treat wll not
be required as part of the Site's final renedy. If, however, the U S EPA in consultation with the |EPA,
determi nes that the nonitoring data indicates that natural attenuation is not occurring to an acceptable
degree or at an acceptable rate, then the punp-and-treat systemrequired in the original RODwll renmain a
part of the final renedial action for the Site.

The U.S. EPA will evaluate the effectiveness of natural attenuation as part of the 5-year review process



required for sites where wastes are left on site. If the data available at the first such reviewis
insufficient for a reliable trend analysis, evaluation of remedy perfornmance will be conpleted in the
subsequent review or at some earlier time to be established during the initial 5-year review

Finally, the landfill cap specified in this ROD Arendrment will significantly reduce | eachate generation
whi ch shoul d further inprove the groundwater quality. Furthernmore, the cap will conmply with the landfill cap
ARAR, and will generally not be subject to damage fromfreeze/thaw or wet/dry cycles. The landfill cap

specified in this ROD Anendnent al so requires an efficient drainage layer that will virtually elimnate
standing water fromthe protective layer, thus elimnating infiltration through the barrier |ayer, thereby
i ncreasing the operational effectiveness of the landfill cap in limting surface water infiltration

These nmodifications to the original ROD, based primarily upon the PDI data and increased technical expertise
with landfills, will result in a reduction in the cost of the remedy of approxi mately
$2.5 nillion.

VI, SUWARY OF SI TE RI SKS
Ri sks to Human Heal th

The assessnment of inpacts to human health is called the Baseline R sk Assessnent (BLRA). Using information
about what contaminants are present at the Site, as well as the concentrations, quantities, |ocations and
ability of the contam nants to mgrate, a BLRA was devel oped to determ ne what, if any, human health risks
are posed by the Site

Separate cal cul ati ons were made for those conpounds that can cause cancer and for those that can have other
health effects. For the conpounds that can cause cancer (carcinogens), risks were estinmated as the additiona
possi bility of devel opi ng cancer due to exposure to the conpounds. For the non-cancer causing

conmpounds (noncarci nogens), a risk nunber called the hazard index (H) was calculated so that, if the risk is
less than or equal to 1, no adverse health effects would be expected. If the risk is greater than 1, adverse
health effects are possible.

The BLRA indicated that the Site, as it now exists, may pose an unacceptabl e cancer risk of (CR) of 5 x 10 -5
or CR=5 x 10 -5) to trespassers (children/adol escents playing on-Site) through exposure to surface soils.
This exposure nmay occur through ingestion or dermal contact with pol ynucl ear aronati ¢ hydrocarbons (PAHs)
which are present in the contam nated surface soil. An additional physical hazard is currently posed to
children by the debris piles and m scell aneous debris |located on the Site

The BLRA al so identified unacceptabl e cancer and non-cancer risks posed by the Site under future |and-use
scenarios. As nentioned above, under the current |and use conditions, exposure to PAHs in the surface soi
poses an unacceptabl e | evel of cancer risk to trespassers. In addition, under the potential future use
scenario of the Site being used as a park or recycling center, consunption of |eachate froman on-Site well
was estimated to pose a potential non-cancer (hazard index of 10 or H = 10) and cancer (CR =4 x 10 -4) risk
to these park users. The primarychem cals that posed a non-cancer risk due to | eachate consunpti on were
cadmi um cobalt, copper, lead, nickel and zinc. The primary chem cals that posed a cancer risk were arsenic
and beryllium Another potential health risk would also exist if a well was placed in or near the area
contaminated with vinyl chloride. In this scenario, an unacceptable cancer risk (CR=1 x 10 -3) exists if
groundwat er contam nated with vinyl chloride was consuned over a | ong exposure period by the resident(s)
drinking froma contam nated wel | .

Envi ronnment al R sks

The ecol ogi cal assessnent conducted for the Site has determ ned that copper, nmercury, and zinc concentrations
in the surface soils at the Site nay adversely affect snall terrestrial nammal popul ati ons. Exposure of
aquatic species to iron which was detected in exceedance of regulatory criteria al so poses a

potential risk. No conclusions could be reached as to whether past ecol ogical effects have occurred due to
the presence of other inorganic contam nants in surface water and sedinents at the Site due to the | ack of

bi ota sanpling or biological assays.

It is inportant to understand that the U S. EPA has been directed by Congress to restore groundwater to its
beneficial uses, whenever practicable. 1 The aquifers underlying the Site have been designated by the State
of Illinois as Jass |, i.e. a potential drinking water source. Federal MCLs, or nore stringent

state groundwater standards, are therefore ARARs for the groundwater at the Site. An exceedence of a federa
MCL signifies that groundwater is unacceptably contam nated. Because of the threat to an inportant natural
resource, an exceedence of an MCL, alone, can justify renedial action at a Site. 2



Overal|l Protection of Human Heal th and Environnent

The BLRA indicated that there is no current exposure to groundwater contam nation present in the upper

wat er - bearing unit downgradient of the landfill. However, the BLRA concluded that there is the potential for
future excess risk to human health as a result of the presence of vinyl chloride. The considerable

post - ROD dat abase devel oped during the PDI and the I MP indicates

1 NCP, Part 300.430(a)(ii)(F) - EPA expects to return usable
ground waters to their beneficial uses wherever practicable
within a tineframe that is reasonabl e given the particul ar
circumstances of the site. Wen restoration of ground water to
beneficial uses is not practicable, EPA expects to prevent
further mgration of the plume, prevent exposure to the
contam nated ground water, and evaluate further risk reduction

2 Role of the Baseline R sk Assessnent in Superfund Renedy
Sel ection Decisions, OSVWER Directive 9355.0-30, April 22, 1991

that the area of vinyl chloride contam nation in the upper water-bearing unit is limted. Mreover, the areal
extent of the upper water-bearing unit downgradient of the Site is limted. The vinyl chloride plunme is
located entirely within a wetland area, which is likely to renain open space for the foreseeable

future. The vinyl chloride plune is not mgrating any further in a downgradi ent direction

The ROD Amendnent renedy will be protective of human health and the environnment. The risks associated with a
hypot heti cal future exposure of a resident using drinking water on the landfill or within the wetland area
are not likely to occur since the PDI confirmed that contamnants lie conpletely within the

landfill/wetland area where residential use is prohibited. Establishment of a groundwater nanagenent zone
(GvZ) consistent with Illinois regulations (35 | AC Section 620) and existing restrictions on issuance of a
wel |l construction permt under the current Illinois Water Wl|l Regul ations (77 1 AC Section 920) will
effectively restrict the use of groundwater downgradient of the Site, thus, ensuring protection of hunan
health while natural attenuation is occurring

Sunmmary

Actual and threatened rel eases of hazardous substances are occurring at and fromthis Site. The source of the
risks originate fromthe contam nants within and emanating fromthe landfill through rel eases to groundwater,
surface water, sedinments, soils, and air. If not addressed, these rel eases may present an inm nent and
substantial endangernment to public health, welfare or the environment. Thus, it is necessary that corrective
and nmtigative action be taken to address the threats posed by the actual or threatened rel eases.

I X DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

Based on the results of the RI, PDI, quarterly nonitoring, the Petition for an ESD, and the Petition for a
ROD Arendnent, a list of alternatives was assenbled to address the Site renmedial action objectives and ensure
conpliance with the requirenments of the NCP. These alternatives were presented in detail in the

Feasibility Study prepared for this Site. Alternatives 1 and 7 (bel ow) have been selected fromthe origina
FS and are briefly described below Aternative 12 was first presented in the Proposed Plan for this ROD
Anendnent. Al alternatives have been updated to reflect 1998 dollars and costs.

ALTERNATI VE 1 (FROM JUNE 30, 1993, ROD) - NO ACTI ON
CERCLA requires that the No Action alternative be evaluated at every site to establish a baseline against

which all other alternatives are conpared. Under this alternative, no remedial actions would take place and
the Site would remain in its present condition

Capital cost: 0
Mai nt enance and nonitoring cost: $10, 000
Estimated present net worth: $22, 000
Estimated time to inplenent: None

Not e: The $10, 000 mai nt enance and nonitoring cost is not an



annual cost, but reflects the cost of reviewing Site conditions
on a five year basis.

ALTERNATI VE 7 - | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTRCLS, CONSTRUCT GEOSYNTHETI C CLAY CAP, GROUNDWATER EXTRACTI ON SYSTEM AND
MONI TORI NG (ORI G NAL REMEDY SELECTED IN THE JUNE 30, 1993, ROD)

The purpose of Alternative 7 is to minimze infiltration, pronote surface water runoff, elimnate |eachate
seeps, isolate the contam nants of concern, and renedi ate the contam nated groundwater. These nmjor el enents
of Alternative 7 include:

. Institutional controls

. Moni t ori ng

. Geosynthetic clay cap

. G oundwat er extraction, treatnment, and di scharge

Institutional controls would include | and use restrictions and deed restrictions to preclude groundwater
usage. The prinary objectives of nonitoring would be to nonitor sedi nentation basin and wetl ands water
quality, groundwater quality, and the condition of the landfill cap. Periodic groundwater sanpling and

anal ysis woul d be perforned. Regul ar visual inspections would be conducted to evaluate the integrity of the
landfill cap, and to check for erosion and differential settlenent.

The landfill cap woul d be constructed as specified in 35 | AC 811.314. Cenerally, this includes renmoving the
existing trees and brush, regrading the surface, sealing the | eachate seeps, placenent of a geosynthetic
liner with a bentonite conponent, placenent of a drainage |layer, a rooting zone |layer, and topsoil. The cap
woul d then be revegetated. The geosynthetic clay |ayer would have a perneability conparable to 3 ft. of
conpacted clay (1 X 10 -7 cnis). The geosynthetic clay cap would extend to the

edge of the landfill and would avoid the adjacent wetlands. The trees and brush renoved fromthe |andfill
woul d be appropriately disposed of. Erosion control measures woul d be taken to protect the perineter

wet | ands. A surface water control systemwoul d be designed appropriate to the final grade such that it would
limt erosion of the landfill cover from sheet flow would not cause degradation of adjacent wetlands, neet
local stormvater retention requirenents, and allow for the nmonitoring of surface water

runof f at distinct discharge points.

The groundwater extraction systemwoul d consist of installing groundwater extraction wells in the area of
vinyl chloride contam nati on. G oundwater woul d then be punped fromthe extraction systemto the POTW
On-Site treatment would be required only if pretreatnent standards were exceeded during this action.

Capital cost: $7, 054, 000
Annual rmai nt enance and nonitoring cost: $129, 000
Esti mated present net worth: $8, 655, 000
Estimated tinme to inplenent: 6 nont hs

ALTERNATI VE 12 - | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTRCLS, CONSTRUCT MODI FI ED ( GECSYNTHETI C) CAP, MONI TORING AND NATURAL
ATTENUATI ON GROUNDWATER REMEDY, W TH CONDI TI ONAL ACTI VE PUMP- AND- TREAT SYSTEM

The purpose of Alternative 12 is to mininize infiltration, pronote surface water runoff, elimnate | eachate
seeps, isolate the contam nants of concern, and renedi ate the contam nated groundwater. The foll ow ng
renmedi al actions fromthe June 30, 1993, ROD will not be nodified by this ROD Arendnent, and are

included as part of this Alternative: fencing; contam nated soil/sedi ment excavation and consolidation;
landfill gas collection system well nmonitoring and renedy nonitoring prograns; institutional controls;
correction of work deficiencies; and wetland mtigation. The major elements of Alternative 12 include:

. Institutional Controls

. Moni t ori ng

. Modi fi ed Geosynthetic Cap

. Nat ural Attenuati on G oundwater Rermedy, with conditional requirenent for installation of the

active pump-and-treat systemrequired by the June 30, 1993, ROD in the event that natural
attenuation was not successful in renediating groundwat er

Institutional controls would include | and use restrictions and deed restrictions to preclude groundwater
usage.

The primary objectives of monitoring would be to nonitor sedinentati on basin and wetl ands water quality,



groundwater quality, and the condition of the landfill cap. G oundwater sanpling and analysis would likely be
done on a periodic basis. Periodic visual inspection of the landfill cap and nonitoring for differentia
settlement would al so be perforned.

Landfill Cap: As nodified, the landfill cap paraneters woul d conprise

. Recont ouring and regradi ng of existing cover;

. Reconpacting the top 12 inches of the existing cover to achieve a 95 percent conpacti on by
Standard Proctor Density (SPD) tests, in order to provide a firmsoil foundation suitable for
installing the landfill cover (if 95 percent conpaction is not achievable, conpaction will be
to the highest achievabl e percentage, but not |ess than the conpaction achievabl e by a m ni mum
of three (3) passes over regraded area with a vibratory conmpactor of at |east 10- tons

total weight)

. Installation of a 40-m| linear |ow density pol yethyl ene |iner

. Installation of a drainage |ayer of either 12 inches of sand/gravel or a geonet;

. Install ation of a geofabric between the drainage | ayer and the soil cover above

. Install ation of 24 inches of soil cover above the drainage |ayer, of which 6 inches nust be

topsoil (if 12 inches of sand or gravel is used for a drainage |ayer, the total cover above the
| ow perneability | ayer would be 36 inches); and

. Final grading of the total cover to no less than 2.0 percent slope, after accounting for
antici pated settlenent.

The U.S. EPA estimates the cost of a landfill cap constructed in accordance with these parameters to be
approximately $4.5 mllion

Nat ural Attenuation with Contingent Punp-and-Treat System Long-term nonitoring of groundwater would be
conducted to nonitor and ensure the effectiveness of natural attenuation. Mounitoring results will be

eval uated annually to aid in predicting contam nant trends. A nonitoring programwould be devel oped

during the renedial design phase and woul d include the devel opnment of a continuous nonitoring record;
identification of select locations to nmonitor changes in both the horizontal and vertical extent of

contami nation; sanpling frequency; and identification and nonitoring of areas containi ng higher contani nant
concentrations. The approxi mate cost of the long-termnonitoring is estimated at $10, 000 per year.

The U. S. EPA woul d evaluate the effectiveness of natural attenuation as part of the 5-year revi ew process
required for sites where wastes are left on site. If the data available at the first such reviewis
insufficient for a reliable trend analysis, evaluation of renmedy performance will be conpleted in the
subsequent review or at some earlier time to be established during the initial 5-year review

In the event that the trend anal yses indicated that natural attenuation was not renediating the groundwater
at arate and to a degree acceptable to the U S. EPA in cgnsultation with the | EPA, then the active
punp-and-treat systemrequired by the June 30, 1993 ROD would be a required part of this Alternative

Capital cost: $4, 500, 000

Annual nai ntenance and nonitoring cost: $129, 000

Estimated present net worth: $6, 101, 000

Estinmated time to inplenent: 6 nont hs
X COMPARATI YE EVALUATI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

The NCP requires that the alternatives be eval uated agai nst nine evaluation criteria. This section sunmarizes
the relative performance of the alternatives by highlighting the key differences anong the alternatives in
relation to these criteria. The nine evaluation criteria are categorized as: (1) Threshold Citeria; (2)
Primary Balancing Oriteria; and (3) Mdifying Criteria. Each of these ternms is described as foll ows:

THRESHOLD CRI TERI A

1) Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether a remedy provi des adequate



protection of human health and the environnment and describes how risks posed through each exposure pat hway
are elimnated, reduced or controlled through treatnment and engi neering controls. The sel ected renedy
nust neet this criteria

2) Conpliance with ARARs addresses whether a remedy will meet federal and state environmental |aws or
justifies a waiver fromsuch requirenents. The selected remedy nmust meet this criteria or waiver of the ARAR
nmust be obt ai ned.

PRI VARY BALANCI NG CRI TERI A

3) Long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a renedy to
maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over tinme, once cl eanup goal s have been net.

4) Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatnent is the anticipated perfornmance of the
treatment technol ogi es a remedy nay enpl oy.

5) Short-termeffectiveness signifies: (1) short-termrisks to a comunity during inplenentation of an
alternative; (2) potential affects on workers engaged in inplenentation of the renedy; (3) potential
environnental effects of the remedial action and effectiveness of nitigative nmeasures; and (4) tine until
protection is achieved.

6) Inplementability is the technical and adnministrative feasibility of a remedy, including the availability
of materials and services needed to inplenment a particular option

7) Cost includes estimated capital and O8&M costs, al so expressed
as net present-worth cost.

MODI FYI NG CRI TERI A

8) Support Agency (| EPA) acceptance reflects aspects of the preferred alternative and other alternatives the
| EPA favors or objects to, and any specific comments regardi ng federal and state ARARs or the proposed use of
wai vers.

9) Community acceptance sumarizes the public's general response to the alternatives described in the
proposed plan and in the RI/FS, based on public comrents received

Overall|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnment: The U.S. EPA in consulation with the | EPA, has
concluded that Alternative 1 would not satisfy the criterion of ensuring the overall protection of hunan
health and the environment. The baseline risk assessment has docunent ed unacceptabl e risks present at the
Site and groundwat er contam nant concentration | evels exceed the federal MCLs. Alternative 1 does not neet
the criterion because no renedial action would be taken and consequently, the present and future risks posed
by the Site would not be adequately addressed, and further |eachate generation and rel eases of contam nants
to the environnent woul d not be prevented

Alternatives 7 and 12 woul d be protective of hunman health and the environment with regard to exposure to
surface soils. The differences in cap design between these two alternatives is a function of their

conpl exity: each would result in increased protectiveness fromsurface soil exposure. The surface water
seeps which are a result of |eachate generation are expected to be elininated through placenent of a cap on
the landfill. The caps proposed nay have the undesirable effect of trapping gas inside the landfill,
resulting in a potential increase in lateral mgration of landfill gas. This will be renedied through

pl acenent of a venting systemin the landfill.

The Baseline Ri sk Assessnent indicated that there is no current exposure to the groundwater contanination
present in the upper water-bearing unit downgradient of the landfill. However, the Baseline Ri sk Assessment
concluded that there is the potential for future excess risk to human health as a result of the

presence of vinyl chloride. The consi derabl e post-ROD dat abase devel oped during the PDI and the | MP indicates
that the area of vinyl chloride contam nation in the upper water-bearing unit is limted. Mreover, the areal
extent of the upper water-bearingunit downgradient of the Site is limted. The vinyl chlorideplume is |ocated
entirely within a wetland area, which is likely to renmain open space for the foreseeable future. The vinyl
chloride plune is not mgrating any further in a downgradi ent direction

Both the June 30, 1993, ROD renedy and Al ternative 12 woul d be protective of human health and the
environnent. The risks associated with a hypothetical future exposure of a resident using drinking water on



the landfill or within the wetland area are not likely to occur since the PDI confirnmed that contam nants lie
completely within the landfill/wetland area where residential use is prohibited. Establishment of a Gw
consistent with Illinois regulations (35 | AC Section 620) and existing restrictions on issuance of a well
construction permt under the current Illinois Water Well Regul ations (77 I AC Section 920) will effectively
restrict the use of groundwater downgradient of the Site, thus ensuring protection of human health while
natural attenuation is occurring.

Conpl i ance Wth ARARs: A listing of all ARARs associated with each alternative can be found in Table 11 of
the FS. The ARARs for the new Alternative 12 are the sanme as the ones for Alternative 7. The U S. EPA
concurred with the I EPA's recomrendation that, although the Site was cl osed pursuant to 35 | AC 807, certain

requirenents of 35 | AC 811 are relevant and appropriate to the landfill cap conmponent of the remedy. Mre
particularly, the U S EPA has deternmined that the follow ng requirenents of 35 | AC 811.314 are rel evant and
appropriate to the landfill cap to be constructed as part of the final renedy for the Site: (1) alternative

specifications for the low perneability |ayer provided that performance is equal to or superior to the
performance of a layer neeting the requirenents of subsections (b)(3)(A) (i) and (b)(3)(A)(ii) [35 IAC
813.314(b)(3)(A)(iii) a 35 IAC 811.314 (b)(3)(O]; and (2) preparation and conpaction requirenment (35 I AC
811.314(b)(3)(B) (iii)].

Only Alternatives 7 and 12 would conply with all chenical, action, and | ocation specific ARARS associate with
the Site. Other renedial alternatives exist which would not require nitigating the |oss of these wetl ands.
(As a general natter, when the U S. EPA selects a renmedy that results in a loss of wetlands, nitigating the

| oss of those wetlands requires replacenent on a 2 to 1 ratio.)

The U.S. EPA in consultation with the | EPA has determined that Alternative 12 would al so conply with ARARs,
including relevant and appropriate landfill cap requirenents of 35 | AC 811, and would elimnate the Agency's
concern about adverse inpacts to the wetlands due to the construction and operati on of a groundwater
punp-and-treat system |Inplenmentation of a natural attenuation remedy would require the establishment of a

GWZ consistent with Illinois regulations (35 | AC Section 620).
Long-term Ef fecti veness and Permanence: Capping the landfill would contain the surface soils, sedinents,
sl udges and wastes effectively. A cap would perrmanently reduce infiltration into the landfill, thereby

reduci ng | eachate generation to the maxi num extent practicable. Both capping alternatives would elininate
human exposure to the contam nated surface soils and would al so minimze the ecol ogical risks posed by this
nedia, with Alternative 11 being nost protective due to the thickness of the cap. Alternatives 7 and 12 both
provide for a drainage |ayer, which should contribute to |long-termeffectiveness of the renmedy by ensuring
that the cap is not danaged by standi ng water.

Alternative 7, which requires groundwater extraction, would be effective in preventing further nmigration of
the vinyl chloride and would ultimately elimnate the threat posed by this nmedia through extraction and
treatment. Alternative 12, which requires natural attenuation of contami nated groundwater, would al so be
effective in preventing further mgration of the vinyl chloride, would ultimately elimnate the threat posed
by this nmedia, and would elimnate the concern with potential adverse inpacts to the wetlands due to the
construction and operati on of a groundwater punp-and-treat system

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volume: None of the alternatives would reduce the toxicity or vol une of
the in-situ landfill wastes. Alternative 1 would only require nonitoring and institutional controls.
Alternatives 7 and 12 are containment alternatives. Both capping alternatives woul d reduce the vol une

of | eachate being produced by mnimzing infiltration. Each capping alternative would al so reduce the
nobility of the contam nants.

Usi ng the maxi mum concentration noted in the plune during the PDI (14 Ig/L) and an estimated volunme of 4.4
mllion gallons of groundwater, there appears to be |ess than 0.5 pounds of vinyl chloride present in the
plune. The vinyl chloride plume is not expanding any further in a downgradient direction, and the

post-ROD data indicate the plume is smaller than defined during the RI. Alternative 7 (June 30, 1993, ROD
remedy) woul d reduce the toxicity, nobility and volume of contaninants in the groundwater through an active
groundwat er extraction system Aternative 12 would reduce the toxicity, nobility and vol une of

vinyl chloride contam nation in the groundwater through natural attenuation. Each of these renedies would be
equal | y effective in reducing the volume of vinyl chloride.

Short-term Ef fecti veness:

(1) Short-termcommunity risks: Renediation activities under any but the no-action alternative would result



in sone risk of injury to comunity residents, due prinmarily to increased truck traffic on other related
construction activities. Construction activities would, also result in dust generation. The U S. EPA
bel i eves, however, that traffic and dust control neasures could be inplenented so that any risk posed to the
community coul d be m ninzed.

(2) Worker protection: During inplenentation of any but the no-action alterative, workers nay be exposed to
contanmi nated soils and other wastes. The U S. EPA believes, however, that well-established protective
neasures woul d sufficiently ensure worker safety during inplenentation of any of the alternatives.

(3) Environmental effects and mitigative actions: Natural attenuation of the vinyl chloride plume under
Alternative 12, would involve no inpact to the wetlands. Alternative 7 (the originally-selected renedy) would
invol ve extraction of the contam nated groundwater, which could result in dewatering of the wetlands. This
dewatering is a potential short-termeffect of each of these alternatives. (The U S. EPA believes, however,
that proper design of an extraction systemcould prevent or nitigate the threat.)

(4) Tine to protection: It is expected that the duration of capping activities specified in Alternatives 7
and 12 woul d not exceed one year. Active renediation of the contam nated groundwater, as provided by
Alternative 7 is not expected to exceed 22 years. Natural attenuation of groundwater, as provided

by Alternative 12, woul d require approxinately 25 years

Inplerentability: Al the alternatives are readily inplenentable. Capping and groundwater extraction have
been proven to be an effective technology in remediating simlar threats at other sites. Constructing a
groundwat er extracti on systemwould involve the construction and operati on of remedial conponents which use
standard engi neering and construction practices. It is considered relatively easy to inplenent, well

devel oped, and reliable. If treatnent is required before discharge, the technol ogies for treatnent are proven
and readily inplenentable.

The groundwat er punp-and-treat renedy is nore difficult to inplement due to the construction of a groundwater
collection and treatnment systemwithin the wetland area. It is inportant to note that the U S. EPA woul d not
select an alternative that required construction within a wetland w thout making a

deternmination that no practical alternative existed. A U S EPA policy nenorandum on fl oodpl ai ns and wet| ands
assessnent for CERCLA actions states:

Al possible alternatives nmust be considered, including
the no action alternative. If one or nore of the
alternatives will be located in a wetland, those
alternatives nay not be selected unless a determ nation
is made that no practicable alternatives exists outside
the wetlands. 3

During the PDI field program great difficulty was encountered in accessing the wetland areas for
installation of nonitoring wells and soil borings. It is expected that further difficulties would be
encountered during the construction of a groundwater collection and treatnent systemin the wetland areas,
due to the spongy nature of the soils. Further, encroachment into the wetlands during construction of the
groundwat er punp-and-treat system woul d have a del eterious effect on the wetlands environment. Operation of
the systemwoul d |ikely have the same effect.

3 US EPA Ofice of Solid Waste and Emergency Response Policy on Fl oodpl ains and Wetl and Assessnents
for Cercla Actions. August 1985

The natural attenuation renmedy in Alternative 12 would require no construction and, as such, is quite
impl enentable. In addition, inplenmenting the natural attenuation renedy would elimnate the concern with
adverse inpacts to the wetlands due to the construction and operation of a groundwater punp-and-treat
system

Cost: The costs for the identified alternatives range from $22,000 (A ternative 1) up to $8, 655, 000
(Alternative 7) in terns of present net worth. The capital costs range from$0 (Alternative 1) up to
$7,054,000 (Alternative 7). It would cost approxinately $800,000 in capital cost and |ong-term O8M costs to
i npl enent the punp-and-treat conponent of the June 30, 1993, ROD. By contrast, the alternate renedy woul d
require no capital expenditures and the costs for long-termnonitoring are approxi mately $10, 000 per year

The following summary table |lists each alternative and the associated costs:



ALTERNATI VE COSTS

Capi t al M PNW
1. No Action $0 $10, 000 $22, 000
7. Access Restrictions,
Construct Geosynthetic d ay
Cover, G oundwat er
Extraction System and
Moni t ori ng $7, 054, 000 $129, 000 $8, 655, 000

12. Access Restrictions,
Modi fi ed Landfill Cover,
Nat ural Attenuation,
Cont i ngent Punp- and- Treat, $4, 500, 000 $129, 000 $6, 101, 000
and Monitoring

Support Agency Acceptance: The | EPA has assisted in the devel opnent and review of naterials in the
Adm ni strative Record. The | EPA has concurred with the originally selected renedy, as well as Aternative
12.

Community Acceptance: The residents of Wodstock, Illinois have been active participants in the renedy

sel ection process at this Site. The affected community has expressed its desire for a protective renedy,
but one that takes costs into account. The U. S. EPA has been sensitive to the fact that the nunicipality of
Wyodstock is a potentially responsible party for the Site. The concerns of the residents of Wodstock, as
wel | as the Agency's responses thereto, are set forth in the Responsiveness Summaries of this Amendnent and
the original ROD

Xl . DESCRI PTI ON OF SELECTED REMEDY

Based on its conplete evaluation of the PDI data, the alternatives di scussed above, and recent U S. EPA

gui dance on landfill caps, the U S. EPA in consultation with the | EPA, has selected Alternative 12 as the
Amendnent to the original Site remedy. Alternative 12, together with those conponents of the original renedy
that remai n unchanged (fencing; contam nated soil/sedi ment excavation and consolidation; landfill gas

collection system well nonitoring and remedy nonitoring prograns; institutional controls; correction of work
deficiencies; and wetland nmitigation), will be protective of hunman health and the environment, conply with
ARARs, be cost-effective, and will utilize permanent solutions to the maxi num extent practicabl e.

The major, elenents of this alternative include revising the landfill cap component and the groundwater
punp-and-treat requirement of the renedy selected in the June 30, 1993 ROD.

Landfill Cap: As nodified, the landfill cap paraneters conprise:

. Recont ouri ng and regradi ng of existing cover;

. Reconpacting the top 12 inches of the existing cover to achieve a 95 percent conpaction by
Standard Proctor Density (SPD) tests, in order to provide a firmsoil foundation suitable for
installing the landfill cover (if 95 percent conpaction is not achievable, compaction will be

to the highest achi evabl e percentage, but not |ess than the conpacti on achi evable by a m ni mum
of three (3) passes over the regraded area with a vibratory conpactor of at
| east 10-tons total weight);

. Installation of a 4.0-m | linear |ow density polyethylene |iner;

. Install ation of a drainage |ayer of either 12 inches of sand/gravel or a geonet;

. Install ation of a geofabric between the drainage | ayer and the soil cover above;

. Install ation of 24 inches of soil cover above the drainage |ayer, of which 6 inches nust be

topsoil (if 12 inches of sand or gravel is used for a drainage |ayer, the total cover above the
| ow perneability |ayer would be 36 inches); and

. Final grading of the total cover to no less than 2.0 percent slope, after accounting for
antici pated settl ement.



The U.S. EPA estimates the cost of a landfill cap constructed in accordance with these paranmeters to be
approximately $4.5 mllion, a significant savings over the estimated cost of the landfill cap required by the
original ROD ($6.2-mllion). Mst inportantly, after careful consideration, the U S. EPA and the IEPA jointly
believe that such a cap will be as protective of human health and the environment as the cap required by the
origi nal ROD.

G oundwat er Punp-and-treat: The other conponent of the June 30, 1993, ROD renmedy that the U S. EPAis

nodi fying is the requirenment to construct a groundwater punp-and-treat systemto address residual viny
chloride contanmination in the upper water-bearing unit, downgradient of the landfill. This ROD Arendnent
nmakes the punp-and-treat systema contingent conponent of the landfill remedy, required only if natura
attenuation of the vinyl chloride plune does not occur at a rate and to the degree acceptabl e under state and
federal |aw

The U.S. EPA will evaluate the effectiveness of natural attenuation as part of the 5-year review process
required for sites where wastes are left on site. If the data available at the first such reviewis
insufficient for a reliable trend analysis, evaluation of renmedy performance will be conpleted in the
subsequent review or at some earlier tinme to be established during the initial 5-year review |f natura
attenuation sufficiently renedi ates the contam nated groundwater, the renedy for the Site will cost
approxi mat el y $800, 000 | ess than calculated in the original ROD

G oundwat er cl eanup standards nust be achieved within a reasonable period of time for the contam nants of
concern. The determ nation of whether additional neasures will be required for groundwater will be based on
conpliance with the cleanup levels within a reasonable period of time. For this type of situation, a
reasonabl e period of tine for neeting the MCLs can be defined as | ess than 30 years.

Long-term Monitoring: Long-termnonitoring of groundwater will be conducted to nonitor and ensure the
effectiveness of the remedy. Monitoring results will be evaluated annually to aid in predicting contam nant
trends. The nonitoring programw || be devel oped during the design phase and will include the devel opnent of
a continuous nmonitoring record; identification of select |ocations to nonitor changes in both the horizonta
and vertical extent of contam nation; sanpling frequency; and identification and nonitoring of areas
cont ai ni ng hi gher contami nant concentrati ons.

5-Year Review At each 5-year review or earlier, as necessary, the U S EPA in consultation with the |EPA
will evaluate the following criteria in order to determne the need for inplenentati on of the contingent
punp-and-treat renedy:

. Conpari son of existing contam nant |evels throughout the plume to MCLs
. Trends in contam nant concentrations, if any;
. Ef fecti veness of the source control neasures at cutting-off the source of contam nation at the

Site fromthe down gradi ent boundary;

. Potential reduction in restoration tine-frames to |less than 30 years;
. Potential for the contam nants in the ground water to reach appropriate |evels throughout the
pl une

Pump-and-treat may be necessary if an evaluation of the above criteria indicates: (1) concentrations have not
decreased; (2) concentrations do not show the potential to decrease below MCLs in less than 30 years; or (3)
source control neasures do not neet their renedial objectives of preventing off-site contam nant mgration

X, STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS
The sel ected remedy nust satisfy the requirements of Section 121 of CERCLA to

Protect human health and the environnent;

Conmply with ARARs;

Be cost-effective

Wilize permanent solutions and alternate treatment technol ogi es

to the maxi num extent practicable; and

5. Satisfy the preference for treatnment as a principal elenent of the remedy.

PR



The selected renmedy for the Site, as nodified by this ROD Anendnent, satisfies the requirenents of CERCLA as
det ai | ed bel ow

1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment: |nplenmentation of the selected remedy will reduce and
control potential risks to human health posed by exposure to contam nated ground water, soil, landfill waste,
surface water, and sedinents. The selected remedy will reduce potential exposure to contam nated groundwat er

and surface soils to within an acceptable risk range. The contam nated groundwater will be renmediated until
the MCL of 2 ppb is reached. The sel ected renmedy al so protects the environment fromthe potential risks posed
by contam nants discharging to ground water, the Kishwaukee R ver, surrounding soils, sedinents, and
wet | ands.

Institutional controls:

Institutional controls have been inplenented to protect against drinking of contam nated ground water at the
Site, and to prohibit construction which could be detrinental to the renedy.

Capping the landfill:

In addition to reducing the potential risk posed by exposure to |andfill contam nants, capping the landfill
will reduce precipitation infiltration through the landfill, thereby reducing | eachate generati on. G ound
wat er contam nant | oadi ng, | eachate generation, and seepage into the wetlands will then be reduced or

el i m nat ed.

Construction of a drainage |ayer:

The U. S. EPA has deternined that construction of a drainage |ayer above the barrier |ayer is necessary to
ensure long-termprotection of human health and the environment. Such a drainage layer will allow water to
drain to the perineter drains of the landfill cover, mnimzing the saturated thickness of standing water
(the head) in the soil over the barrier layer. In the absence of | ateral drainage, water nust either go up
(evaporate) or down (infiltrate). The thickness and persistence of the head has a direct effect on
infiltration through the barrier. Even synthetic barriers have inperfections from nanufacturing and
installation through which water can be transmtted. An efficient drainage layer with a hydraulic
conductivity greater than 1 X 10 -1 cnisec, will virtually elimnate standing water in the protective |ayer
thus elimnating infiltration through the barrier |ayer

Qutput results fromthe HELP nodel, for various landfill cover profiles with and w thout drainage |ayers
shows a decrease in infiltration of two-plus orders of magnitude when a good drainage | ayer is added. For
exanmpl e, model i ng, denonstrates that a final cover of 36 inches of conpacted clay (hydraulic conductivity =1
X 10 -7 cmisec), with a mninmm36-inch protective/vegetated |ayer, even when frost damage i s not considered,
will allow over two inches per year of infiltration. A cover with a geonenbrane and a drai nage layer with a
hydraul i ¢ conductivity of 10 cnisec, however, will allow less than 0.01 inches of infiltration annually. This
denmonstrates that inclusion of a drainage |ayer can have a significant effect on generation and mgration of

| eachate in an unlined landfill.

An effective drainage | ayer design should maintain the saturated zone within the drai nage | ayer under a peak
stormevent and ensure less than E-inch annual infiltration through the barrier layer (shown respectively as
the peak daily head and average annual head outputs in the HELP nodel ). A geonet is an excellent synthetic
alternative, and may be nore cost-effective than gravel, depending on |local cost and availability of both
materi al s.

Most landfill closure ARARs assune that a certain degree of engineering control already exists (e.g., bottom
liners, |eachate collection systens, etc.). No such engineering controls exist at the Site. In cases where
the ROD requires installation of a | eachate collection and/or ground water containment system the inportance
of a drainage | ayer woul d be reduced, except in cases where it nay be needed for slope-stability. However,
since this Site is unlined, has no effective | eachate collection system the

punp-and-treat portion of the June 30, 1993, ROD is being retained only as a contingent conponent of the
remedy, and one of the renedial action objectives is to prevent further generation of |eachate, the addition
of the drainage layer to the remedy is necessary to conpensate for the |ack of these engi neering

controls, and to ensure long-termeffectiveness of the overall renedy.

Gas venting:



A gas venting systemwi Il reduce potential risks due to the landfill gases.
Excavation and consol i dati on of contani nated sedi nments:

The U.S. EPA has required excavation and consolidation of wastes under the landfill cap to ensure that all
wastes are | ocated conpletely under the cap and to reduce settlenent after capping.

Concl usi on: No unacceptable short-termrisks will be caused by inplenentation of the renedy. However, the
nearby comunity, and Site workers, nay be exposed to noise and dust nui sances during construction. Standard
saf ety neasures shoul d nanage any short-termrisks Dust control neasures will nitigate risks as well.
Mtigative measures, as specified during design, will be taken to prevent and address adverse environnental

i mpact s.

2. Conpl i ance with ARARs: Wth respect to any hazardous substances, pollutants or contam nants that wll
remain on-Site, CERLCA (° 121(d)(2)(A)) requires the U S. EPA to select a remedy which, at the conpletion of
the remedial action, at |least attains such legally applicable or relevant and appropri ate standard,
requirenent, criteria, or limtation. The renedy selected in the original ROD, as nodified by this ROD
Amendnent, will conply with all federal and state applicable or relevant and appropriate standards,
requirenents, criteria or limtations (ARARs). The renedy will be inplenented in conpliance with applicable
provi sions of CERCLA and the NCP.

A Cheni cal - Speci fic ARARs: Chemical -specific ARARsS regul ate the release to the environnent of specific
subst ances having certain chem cal characteristics. Chemcal -specific ARARs typically define the extent of
cleanup at a site.

(1) Soils/Sedinments: There are no chenical -specific standards established for soils and sedi nents.

(2) Gound Water: As noted above, the aquifers underlying the Site have been designated as d ass |
aquifers, i.e. a potential drinking water source, by the State of Illinois. The U S. EPAis
aware that a Wodst ock nuni ci pal ordinance currently in effect prohibits the sinking of any
groundwater wells at the Site. Nevertheless, as a Cass | aquifer, state and/or federal
drinking water standards are ARARs for this renedy:

a. Federal ARARs: The Safe Drinking Water Act's MCLs
(40 CF.R ©° 141), Maxi mum Contam nant Level Goals
(MCLGs) that are greater than zero, and Secondary
Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels (SMCLs) are ARARs for the Site.

b. State ARARs: The State of Illinois is authorized
to admnister the inplenmentation of the federal
Safe Drinking water Act (SDWY). The State al so
has ground water quality standards pronul gated
under Title 35, Subtitle F, Chapter |, Part 620.
To the extent that these state ground water
quality standards |isted under 620.410 are nore
stringent that the federal MCLs, MCLGs greater
than zero, and the SMCLs, the state standards are
ARARs for the ground water at the Site.

In the event that natural attenuation does not
renedi ate the groundwater at a rate and to an
extent acceptable to the U.S. EPA in consultation
with the | EPA, and a punp-and-treat system becomnes
a part of the remedy for the Site, then 35 | AC
Part 218 will becone an ARAR for the renedy.

(3) Surface Water:

a. Federal ARARs: Section 304 of the Oean Water. Act (CW)
establ i shes Anbient Water Quality Criteria (AWX)
for protection of hunman health and aquatic life.
The AWCQ are considered rel evant and appropriate



at Superfund sites where a release or threat of a
rel ease is present or when remedial actions
require point source discharges to surface water
bodies. In the event that a punp-and-treat system
is necessary at the Site, the federal AWCQ wi || be
rel evant and appropriate for the di scharge.

b. State ARARs: The State of Illinois has been
aut hori zed to inplenent the National Poll utant
Di scharge El i m nation System (NPDES) established
under the CWA, as specified in | AC 35 Part 309.
In the event that natural attenuation does not
remedi ate the groundwater at a rate and to an
extent acceptable to the U.S. EPA, in consultation
with the | EPA, and a punp-and-treat system becones
a part of the renmedy for the Site, then any
di scharge to waters of the State of Illinois, the
chem cal specific standards of Title 35, Subtitle
C, Subpart B, Section 302.208 and toxi c substances
standards of Section 302.210 of the |AC
establ i shing General Use Water Quality Standards
wi Il becone ARARs for the Site.

B. Locati on Specific ARARs: Location-specific ARARs are those requirenents that relate to the geographical
position of a site. These include:

(1) Protection of Wtl ands:

a. Federal ARARs: In the event that punp-and-treat is
required, 40 CFR Part 6 is applicable to any
remedi al action taken within wetlands. This ARAR
requires that activities required in a wetl and
nmust mnimze the destruction, |oss, or
degradation of the wetland. In addition, any
affected wetl ands nmay be restored, as appropriate.
The substantive requirenents of any U S Arny
Corps of Engineers pernit may need to be
fulfilled, due to the potential that activities
during construction may inpact the wetl ands.

(2) Endangered Species Act: Both the federal Endangered
Species Act (16 U.S.C. ©° 1531) and the Illinois
Endangered Species Protection Act, Title 17
Conservative Chapter 1, Subchapter C, Part 1075
Illinois Adm nistrative Rules, require that actions
nmust be performed to conserve the endangered or
t hreat ened species located in and around the Site.
Remedi al activities should not destroy or adversely
nodi fy the critical habitat upon which endangered
speci es depend. Prior to conducting renedial
activities, a survey of the Site will be conducted to
det erm ne whet her or not endangered or threatened
species may be affected by renedial activities. If such
a threat exists, then the federal and/or state statute
will be relevant and appropriate to the sel ected
remedy, and therefore an ARAR

C Action-Specific ARARs: Action-specific ARARs are requirenents that define acceptable treatnent and
di sposal procedures for hazardous substances.

(1) Federal ARARs:

a. Pretreatnent Standards: In the event that a punp-



and-treat systemis required, 40 CF. R 403 is
applicable to its operation.

Surface Water Runoff: 40 CFR 122 is applicable to
any surface water runoff fromthe Site, including
st ormwat er runof f.

Cccupational Safety and Health Act (CsSHA)
Requirenents: 29 CFR 1910 and 1926 are OSHA
requi renents which are applicable to the Site.
Threshol d Linmt Values as established by the
Anerican Council of CGovernnental Industrial

Hygi enists (ACA H) are rel evant and appropri ate?
during construction of the remedy.

(2) State ARARs:

a.

Closure of Solid Waste Landfills: The sel ected
remedy will conmply with certain substantive
requirenents of Title 35, Illinois Solid and

Speci al Waste Managenent Regul ations, Section 811,
Subpart C for closure of solid wastes landfills,
specifically relating to final cover, air

pol lution, and closure requirenments. The U. S.

EPA, in consultation with the | EPA, has determ ned
that these selected standards are rel evant and
appropriate to the landfill cap to be constructed
at the Site.

Rationale for Selection of Landfill Cap ARARs: As
reflected in the Responsiveness Summary to the
original RCD and el sewhere in the Adm nistrative
Record, the U S. EPA' s selection of 35 | AC 811 as
the rel evant and appropriate standard for the
landfill cap to be constructed at the Site has not
been wi t hout controversy.

At the time of the original ROD, the U S. EPA and
the | EPA were aware that the landfill cap and
closure requirenents in effect at the tine the
Site was cl osed (1980) had been superseded by the
nore stringent requirenents of 35 | AC 810- 815,
effective on Septenber 18, 1990. The new Il linois
landfill regulations were passed, in large part,
to address landfill cap failures under the old 807
standards. In general, the new Illinois

regul ati ons were nore extensive and nore stringent
than the federal RCRA Subtitle D landfill
standards (which were effective Cctober 9, 1991).
The Illinois regulations were revised to

i ncorporate the aspects of RCRA Subtitle D that
were not already covered by Illinois |aw, and
allowed Illinois to inplenent Subtitle D

The new | andfill standards had certain grandfather
provisions. In particular, Part 814, Subpart E of
the 1990 regul ations allowed existing facilities
to close under the old regulations (35 I AC 807) if
closure was initiated by Septenber 18, 1992.

Because the Wodstock landfill (i.e. the Site)
initiated closure earlier than Septenber 18, 1992,
it was entitled under state law to cl ose under the



ol d 807 closure standards. Federal Superfund | aw
provi des, however, that when hazardous wastes will
be left at a site, state and federal requirenents
that may not be directly applicable may still be
rel evant and appropiate to the circunstances of
the release. If U S. EPA makes the deternination
that a standard, or a portion of a standard, is
rel evant and appropriate, then that standard (or
portion thereof) nust be attained by the renedy
just as if the standard were directly applicable

At the time of the original ROD, both the U 'S EPA
and the | EPA believed that the new 811 | andfil

cap standards, even if not directly applicable
under state lawto the Site, were rel evant and
appropriate to the circunstances of the rel ease.

The |1 EPA and the U S. EPA believed (and continue
to believe today) that the public interest woul d
be ill-served by designating 35 | AC 807 as the
landfill cap standard. The Site was cl osed under
the requirenents of 807, and yet presented a
sufficient hazard to human health and the
environnent to be placed on Superfund's |ist of
national priorities. 35 AC 807 did not require a
bottom|liner, control of gas rel eases, any

signi ficant |ong-term mai ntenance, capping
materi al s i npernmeabl e enough to protect
groundwat er, or protection of the cap from
freeze/thaw or wet/dry cycles (which would
ultimately inmpact cap integrity). Despite
construction in conpliance with 807, groundwater
at the Site becane contam nated at |evels
exceeding federal and state action limts

The U.S. EPA, in consultation with the | EPA, has
determ ned that many of the requirenents of 35 | AC
811 continue to be rel evant and appropriate, and
must be attained by the renedial action at the
Site. The Site will never have a bottom|liner or

a |l eachate collection system standard conponents
of all landfills constructed today. The existing
cover is predominantly clay, has been subjected to
repeated wet/dry and freeze/thaw cycl es since
installation in 1980, and has failed. Sinply
repairing the existing cover under 35 | AC 807
woul d not solve the problemlong-term nor
sufficiently reduce the surface water

infiltration. The existing cover, once re-
contoured and regraded, would continue to be
subject to formation of nacropores fromrepeated
wet/dry and freeze/thaw cycl es.

Rational e for Thickness of Final Cover: As noted
above, in nmaking a rel evant and appropi ate
determination, the U S. EPA has a fair degree of

di scretion in determning which specific
requirenents of a promul gated standard are,

i ndeed, relevant and appropriate. The Agency has
determned that the three-foot soil cover (over
the barrier layer) requirenent is not relevant and
appropriate, and need not be attained by this
remedy.



This remedy will require the installation of a
geonenbrane barrier layer. (The Agency has
determ ned that a geormenbrane will mnimze the
encroachment of the landfill's footprint on

adj acent wetlands.) Illinois regulations found at
35 I AC 811. 314(b) (3) provide three options for a
| ow perneability |ayer

A A conpacted earth |ayer constructed in
accordance with the fol |l owi ng standards

i) The m ni mum al | owabl e t hi ckness shall be
0.91 neter (3 feet);

ii) The layer shall be conpacted to achieve
a perneability of 1 X 10 -7 centineters
per second and mnimze void spaces.

iii) Alternative Specifications nay be
utilized provided that the performance
of the low perneability |ayer is equa
to or superior to the performance of a
| ayer neeting the requirenments of
subsections (b)(3)(A) (i) and

(b) () (A (ii).

B) A geonenbrane constructed in accordance with
the foll owi ng standards:

i) The geonenbrane shal |l provide
performance equal or superior to the
conpacted earth | ayer described in
subsection (b)(3)(A).

ii) The geonmenbrone shall have strength to
wi thstand the nornmal stresses inposed by
the waste stabilization process

iii) The geonenbrane shall be placed over a
prepared base free fromsharp objects
and other materials which may cause
damage

(@) Any other |ow perneability |ayer construction
techni ques or materials, provided that they
provi de equival ent or superior performance to
the requirenents of this subsection

In addition, the Illinois regulations at 35 | AC
811.314(c) al so provide standards for the fina
protective layer as foll ows:

1) The final protective |ayer shall cover the
entire low perneability |ayer.

2) The thickness of the final protective |ayer
shal|l be sufficient to protect the | ow
perneability layer fromfreezing and mnim ze
root penetration of the |ow perneability
| ayer, but shall not be less than 0.91 neter
(3 feet).



3) The final protective |ayer shall consist of
soi| material capable of supporting
veget ati on

4) The final protective |ayer shall be placed as
soon as possible after placenent of the | ow
perneability layer to prevent desiccation
cracking, freezing or other damage to the | ow
perneability |ayer

Si nce geonenbrane materials used for the | ow
perneability |layer are not subject to damage from
freeze/thaw or wet/dry cycles, as clay barrier

| ayers, the U S. EPA has determned that a final
protective cover of three feet of soil is not
necessary to ensure protectiveness of the cap

The geonenbrane barrier will require only
sufficient cover to protect it fromother fornms of
damage, such as heavy equi prment, root penetration
or intrusive activities (human or aninmal). A 24-
inch protective cover, as recomended by the U S
EPA gui dance, is fully adequate for this landfill.
In addition, the conbination of 18 inches of
rooting zone and 6 inches of top soil is nore than
adequate to support vegetative cover

Sl ope: The renedy includes, Final grading of the
total cover to no less than 2.0 percent sl ope,
after accounting for anticipated settlenent. The
requi renent for establishing a mninum sl ope after
accounting for the anticipated settlenment of the
surface and subgrade of the landfill cover is
intended to provide for rapid renoval of water on
the landfill cover and in the drainage |ayer of
the cover. The U S. EPA' s gui dance for
constructing landfill covers recommends a nini mum
3 percent slope after accounting for anticipated
settlenent. In the case of this Site, the U S.
EPA has al ready reduced the m ni mum sl ope
requirenent fromthree (3) to two (2) percent.
The rationale for doing so in the case of this
Site is: (1) the average waste thickness is
approximately 7 feet, and is, generally uniform
(2) the landfill stopped accepting waste in 1975
and much of the anticipated settlenment has al ready
occurred; and (3) localized differentia
settlement is expected to occur, but will be
repaired as necessary during the operation &

mai nt enance (8&\) phase, once the renedial action
i's conpl et ed.

G oundwater: In the event that the punp-and-treat
systemis installed (i.e. natural attenuation is
not successful), any groundwater extracted shal
comply with 35 IAC, Part 307 as well as 35 | AC
Part 310 which are ARARs for this Site since
pretreatnent standards, pernitting, and reporting
requi renents nust be met for POTWdi scharge

G oundwat er Managenent Zone: 35 | AC, Part 620. 250
whi ch provides for the establishnent of a
groundwat er managenent zone is an ARAR for the
Site.



3. Cost-Effectiveness: Cost effectiveness is determ ned by evaluating the followi ng three of the five
bal ancing criteria to determne overall effectiveness: (1) long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence; (2)
reduction of toxicity, nmobility or volunme through treatnent; and (3) short-term effectiveness. Overall
effectiveness is then conpared to cost to ensure that the remedy is cost effective.

The sel ected remedy provides overall cost-effectiveness because it provides adequate | ong-term effectiveness
and pernmanence. Secondary reduction in toxicity, nobility, and volunme is acconplished through natural
attenuation of the ground water and the mtigation of surface water infiltration through the landfill cap. No
unaccept abl e short-termrisks will be caused by inplenentati on of the renedy.

4. Wilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es or Resource Recovery

Technol ogi es to the Maxi mum Extent Practicable: The selected renmedy utilizes pernanent sol utions and
alternative treatnment technol ogies to the maxi mum extent practicable. This finding was nmade after eval uation
of the protective and ARAR-conpliant alternatives for the Site renedial action and conparison of the
trade-of fs (advantage versus di sadvantages) anong the renedial alternatives with respect to the five

bal ancing criteria (see discussion above).

5. Preference for Treatnent as a Principal El enment: The principal threats at the Site are the contam nated
ground water and contami nated soil and | eachate. The sel ected renedy uses treatnment as a secondary el enent of
the remedy through the natural attenuation of contam nated ground water. Due to the

I arge vol ume and het erogeneous distribution of waste throughout the landfill, treatnent of the landfill
material itself is not practicable at this Site.

SUMVARY

The remedy selected in the ROD of June 30, 1993, as nodified by this ROD Anendnent, is protective of hunan
heal th and the environment, conplies with federal and state ARARs and is cost-effective. The sel ected

remedi al action utilizes permanent solutions and considered the use of alternative treatment technol ogies to
t he maxi mum extent practicable. The original renmedy, as nodified by Alternative 12 of this ROD Arendnent,
protects human health and the environment, is cost-effective and addresses the CERCLA statutory preference
for treatnent. Since wastes will be left in place on-site, a review will be conducted to ensure that the
remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the environnent within five years after
commrencenent of the renedial action, in accordance with CERCLA and the NCP (40 C.F.R Part 300). As stated at
various points earlier in this RO Arendnent, the U S. EPAwill determne, in connection with the five-year
revi ew process, whether the contingent punmp-and-treat systemof this renedy will need to be inpl enented.
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APPENDI X A
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
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Thi s Responsi veness Summary addresses concerns expressed by the public and governnental bodies in witten and
oral conments received by the United States Environnental Protection Agency (the U S. EPA or the Agency)
regarding the Proposed Plan for a Record of Decision (ROD) Arendnent for the Wodstock Minicipal Landfill
Superfund Site (the Site), Wodstock, MHenry County, Illinois; CERCLIS ID # |ILD 980 605 943; Site Spill ID #
05DB.

Communi ty Rel ations Background

The U. S. EPA rel eased the Proposed Plan for a ROD Anendnent for public review on February 23, 1998. A copy of
the Proposed Plan was nailed to all residents in the Site area. The 30-day public comment peried on the
Proposed Pl an was opened on February 23, 1998, and originally was to close on March 24, 1998. A public
neeting was held at the Wodstock Public Library, 414 Wst Judd Street, Wodstock, Illinois, 60098, on March
4, 1998, to explain the alternatives evaluated in the Proposed Plan, to explain potential health risks, and
to discuss the proposed alternative. An advertisenent was placed in the February 25, 1998, editions of the
Nort hwest Heral d and the Wodst ock | ndependent, to announce the public coment period and nmeeting. A
question and answer period was included in the nmeeting, along with the fornal coment period. During the
public neeting, the U S. EPA announced that the public comrent period would be extended for an additional 15
days, to April 8, 1998. A second ad was placed in the March 20, 1998, edition of the Northwest Herald and the
March 25, 1998, edition of the Wodstock | ndependent, to announce the extension of the public comment period.

Summary of Significant Comments
Comment s Received During the March 4, 1998, Public Meeting

Comment #1: The residents of Wodstock have been inforned often by the Gty of Wodstock

that the landfill project was going to cost approximately $11 mllion, and that the cost would be
shared equal |y between AlliedSignal and the Gty, since no other party has come forward to

admt responsibility. The nunbers we're now seeing do not add up to $11 nmillion. It appears,
instead, that the nodified project will cost approximately $4.5-nillion. Can you explain the

di screpancy?

U S. EPA's Response: The Gty of Wodstock, Illinois (the Gty) would probably be the best

place to go for a further explanation of these nunbers, and how they were derived. However, it
appears that the $11-mllion figure is a result of adding up the ~$3-million costs of the Renedi al
Investigation (RI) and Feasibility Study (FS), plus the estimated ~$8-mllion costs for the
original remedy fromthe June 30, 1993, ROD. The original RCOD renedy estinated costs were

based on the RI/FS estimates, which are generally considered to be within a 70 percent to 150
percent range of the actual costs. In addition, the cost of landfill capping materials have gone
down in the last 4-5 years due to conpetition in the narket place. Gven the facts that the ROD
Anmendnent changes have reduced the cost of the renedial action by altering the profile of the
landfill cap, and the groundwater punp-and-treat portion is a contingent part of the renmedy, and
that the cost-estinmates for this ROD Arendnent are nore precise than those provided in the
RI/FS, the current cost is nore in the range of $7.5-million ($3-million for RI/FS, plus $4.5-
mllion for the RA), rather than the $11-nmillion figure provided by the Gty ($3-mllion for
RI/FS, plus approximately $8-mllion for the RA); and estinated savings to the PRPs of

approxi mately $3.5-ml1ion.

Comment #2: The City has proposed a waste transfer station to be built on the Site.

The Gty has passed | egislation suggested by the U S. EPA that prevents building on the Site for
99 years. Wiy should the Gty be allowed to build a waste transfer station now? If this Site is
hazar dous because of waste that was placed in the landfill, why would we want to put nore

waste on the sane site, even as part of a transfer station? W are concerned about wet and

| eaking material migrating fromtrucks carrying wastes to and fromthe transfer station. Local



residents are al so concerned about the odor problens associated with waste transfer stations.

U S. EPA's Response: The U S. EPAis aware that the Gty has passed certain legislation to
ensure that the physical and structural integrity of the cap and its conponents are not
conprom sed after construction. The Gty was required to take such nmeasures pursuant to the
terns of the Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO for Renedial Design and Renedi al Action
i ssued by the U S. EPA on Septenber 2, 1994.

The U.S. EPA supports the reuse of Superfund Sites, particularly where a governnental body

may be in a position to generate incone fromsuch reuse, thereby recouping the costs of

construction. This position is consistent with the US. EPA's Browmnfields initiative. The U S

EPA, therefore, would not object to the Gty building a waste transfer station or naking use of

the Site in some other way, provided that when the landfill cap is being designed, the waste
transfer station or other facility that is being contenplated is taken into account, so that the U S
EPA can review the renedi al design and ensure that appropriate engineering concerns are taken

into consideration prior to the initiation of any construction.

A waste transfer station is a facility where smaller garbage trucks hauling principally municipal
waste dunmp their waste |oads, to be gathered and put on larger trucks prior to transfer to a

landfill. Like the comrenter, the U S. EPA would particularly be concerned with any reuse of
the Site where | eachate, run-off, or other liquid wastes might have the potential to be discharged
onto the Site and percolate into the landfill. Any such waste water would need to be properly

handl ed and di sposed of in accordance with applicable Federal, State, and |ocal regul ations.

The U.S. EPA does not regulate odors. | would recommend that you take up your concerns

regarding odor directly with the Gty. In addition, please be advised that the Illinois Pollution
Control Board (IPCB) has regulations in place with which the Cty would need to conply prior

to inplementing a waste transfer station, and the I PCB nay al so be of assistance to you in this
matter.

Comment #3: WII the change in the landfill design require sone kind of variance fromthe state,
fromstate standards or fromfederal landfill standards; or is this all just done as part of the
Record of Deci sion?

U S. EPA's Response: The U S. EPA and the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (| EPA),

along with AlliedSignal and the Gty, the potentially responsible parties (PRPs) for this Site,
have worked very closely together to cone up with a design that is environmental |y acceptabl e,
that protects human health and the environment, and truly addresses the technical requirenents

for alandfill cap at this Site, based on the additional studies that have been done. No waivers
fromstate or federal standards are necessary, since all applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirenents will be net. The reason that this particular landfill cap profile was not proposed in

the original RODis that the additional information and data that supports this ROD Anendnent
was not available at the time the original ROD was signed on June 30, 1993. The I EPA has
concurred with this RCD Arendrent .

Comment #4: So there is no further action needed other than anendi ng the ROD?

U S. EPA's Response: Since the studies supporting this ROD Arendnent have been conpl et ed
and submtted by the PRPs, and approved by the U S. EPA no any additional studies will be
required prior to the initiation of the renedial design.

Comment #5: Do you have studies docunmenting how natural attenuation is addressing the vinyl
chl ori de?

U S. EPA's Response: The Predesign Investigation (PDI) Report, along with the quarterly

groundwat er nonitoring results provided by the PRPs, indicate that there has been a reduction in
the concentration of vinyl chloride since the U S. EPA first began investigating the Site. As part
of the PDI Report, the extent of the vinyl chloride plume has been better delineated. It appears
that the plune is much smaller than was originally believed. The purpose of making the

groundwat er punp-and-treat a contingent part of this ROD Arendnent is to allow for additional
monitoring to verify that natural attenuation is indeed occurring.

Comment #6: What is the nechanismthat has resulted in the reduction in the vinyl chloride



concentration? Is it dilution? Is it biorenediation? Wiat is it?

U S. EPA's Response: The U.S. EPA cannot give a definitive answer regardi ng the exact

mechani smthat is causing the apparent reduction in the concentrations of vinyl chloride. It is
generally believed that the wetlands provide a (biochem cal) 'reducing’ environment, due to the
presence of peat. It is thought that the vinyl chloride is passing through the peat layer and, in the
process, is being attenuated. One of the potential breakdown pathways for vinyl chloride is a

m crobi al dehal ogenation to ethyl ene, and subsequent breakdown to carbon dioxi de and water.

The long-termnonitoring programthat will be conducted will provide anal ytical answers and

will provide the necessary verification that the vinyl chloride concentrations are indeed

decreasi ng at an acceptable rate.

Comment #7: |s the U. S. EPA s new gui dance on natural attenuation the reason that you can
now sel ect natural attenuation as the renmedy for the contam nated groundwater, making the
punp-and-treat systema contingent part of the remedy, whereas in 1993 you coul d not?

U S. EPA's Response: Yes. Based upon the experience of the Superfund Program new
gui dance was issued by the U S. EPA in Decenber 1997 that allows the Agency to pursue this
course of action.

Comment #8: Who will pay for the long-termnonitoring, the Gty or the agencies?

U S. EPA's Response: The PRPs will pay the costs of the remedial action, including the |ong-
termnonitoring programfor natural attenuation, which is estimated at approximately $10, 000 per year.

Comment #9: In 1993 the McHenry County Defenders recomended that the U S. EPA consi der
using a native prairie as part of the landfill cap cover. |'mwondering what has happened with
that proposal.

U S. EPA' s Response: The Agency has taken up your suggestion on native prairie grasses, and
establ i shed an interagency agreenent with the Natural Resource Conservation Service, formerly
known as the Soil Conservation Service. The |local district office is assisting us in looking into
all of the variables that woul d be conducive to growing natural prairie grass at the Site. One of
the concerns the Agency has with respect to natural prairie grass is that it generally has a very
deep rooting zone, which explains in part why this type of grass is able to survive drought
periods. The U.S. EPA woul d be concerned about any vegetation that could penetrate the landfill
cap with its root system As work on the new | andfill cap design proceeds, the U S. EPA wlI

need to take a second | ook at the natural prairie grass issue and nake a deci si on on whether or
not it is viable. If it is viable, the US. EPAwII pursue it. If it is not viable, then it won't be
further considered.

Comment #10: Once the ROD Anendnent is signed, how soon woul d construction begin on the
landfill cap?

U S. EPA's Response: The U S. EPA the IEPA, and the PRPs have worked through the ROD
Anmendrent process in a very cooperative fashion. The PRPs are currently subject to a UAO
under Section 106 of the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation and Liability
Act (CERCLA or Superfund). It is anticipated that all of these same parties will continue to
wor k together cooperatively to revise the UAO and the Scope of W rk as necessary.
Alternatively, the United States may seek to negotiate a Consent Decree for Renedi al Design
and Renedi al Action.

It is hoped that the remedial design will be rather straightforward and will |ead quickly to
renedi al action. The U S. EPA would like to see renedial action commence by no later than the
Spring or Surmmer of 1999.

Comment #11: What other type of use can the landfill be put to once it is covered? Wuld it be
possible that the property could be put to sone use, other than a waste transfer station, such as a
gol f course or a school bus parking lot? O course these uses present sone of the sane probl ens

as those presented by a waste transfer station, i.e. the need for constructing a building (footings,
etc.).

U S. EPA's Response: As stated above, the U S. EPA supports reuse of this Site consistent with



the ROD Anendnent, provided that any proposed use is planned and designed into the overall

renmedy. One of the options that the PRPs have in designing the overall renedy is to consolidate
waste, i.e., perhaps there are sone areas of the Site where the waste is not as deep as in other
areas, and the waste fromthose areas of the Site may be renmoved and placed in another area to
reduce the areal extent of the cap. This approach may free up a part of the property for
construction of a building. The U 'S. EPA does not dictate how a | andowner should reuse a Site,
once remedi ated. However, any reuse of the Site would be subject to approval to ensure that it is
in conpliance with the ROD Anendnent and environnental | y accept abl e.

Comment #12: | amaware that the Gty has allowed nany hundreds of dunp trucks to dunp soil
right in the area you have pointed out. Is this soil now considered contam nated? O, can it be
used as part of the new landfill cap?

U S. EPA's Response: The soil that has been stockpiled on the Site was tested before it was
bought on-site. The soil conplied with all applicable federal and state requirenments. In addition,
to ensure that the soil would not becone contam nated, a barrier |ayer was placed underneath that

soil. That soil was brought on-site principally as additional fill nmaterial to be placed when the
landfill cap is constructed.
Commrent #13: | amaware that there is groundwater contamination on the site. Is there also

groundwat er contami nation off-site, and if so where? Are there nonitoring wells off-site? Is it
true that there is no restriction on the use of wells surrounding the site [for potable water]?

U S. EPA's Response: There are nonitoring wells off-site, and the U S. EPA has observed no
contamnation in the off-site nmonitoring wells. Groundwater in the area flows generally toward

the Ki shwaukee River (the River), which acts as a hydrogeol ogic barrier. The groundwater does

not flow fromnorth of the River, underneath the River, and then south of the Rver (i.e., it does
not pass underneath the R ver). Based on the additional nonitoring that has been done, the U S
EPA believes that the vinyl chloride contam nated groundwater is essentially a stagnant pool,
which is actually one of the reasons why the Agency is in favor of |ooking further into natural
attenuation. If this were a nmoving plume, or if the river were not where it is, the U S EPAs
deci sion m ght have been ot herw se.

Comment #14: So there aren't any restrictions for the use of wells off the site? Wuld the U S
EPA all ow new residential wells, to be |ocated sone distance fromthe Site, to be constructed?

U S. EPA's Response: There are no restrictions on existinig residential wells for potable water.
Regardi ng additional off-site residential wells, it would depend on where they woul d be pl aced.
No residential nmonitoring wells may be placed on the Site. In addition, since the vinyl chloride
pl ume has not been fully delineated, the U S. EPA would not allow the placenent of residential
wells in close proximty to the Site.

Comment #15: | amvery concerned about the proposal to put a waste transfer station at the

Site. | understand that approximately 400 garbage trucks a day would be going to the facility. If
that is the case, won't you need a good-sized parking lot; with a retention pond and a retention
area (to hold the water fromthe retention pond) so that the water does not mgrate to the creek?

I amal so very concerned about the fact that garbage trucks often appear to be dripping

chenicals, brake fluid, antifreeze, and gasoline. Al of these naterials are likely to drip onto any
parking lot at the transfer facility, and then mgrate into a retention pond and again into the
ground there.

U S. EPA's Response: |If and when the Gty does submt the plans for either a waste transfer

station or other facility that would reuse all or a portion of the Site, the U S EPAwII| ensure that
any | eachate, run-off, or waste waters generated will be taken into account and dealt wth
appropriately in accordance with all relevant state and federal laws. At this point, however, the

U S. EPA has not been fornally notified of any final decision by the City to reuse the Site as a
waste transfer facility. In the event that any reuse of the property is proposed as part of the

Renedi al Design, the U S. EPA will ensure that such reuse will not contribute new hazardous

materials to the Site, will fully conply with the RCD Anendnent, and will not jeopardize the
integrity of the remnedy.

Comment #16: | have lived adjacent to the Site for over fifty years, on the same highway. | am
very concerned about the odor that woul d acconpany any waste transfer station. The prevailing



winds in the sumer cone fromthe southwest. If all those trucks were to go to the Site dripping
and changi ng their wastes fromone |load to another, the entire area will stink horribly. Wen
the dunp was active no one could open a wi ndow because the snell was so bad. W now have

two notels. W have all those businesses, restaurants and everything out near the Site, and nore
are coming. | amconcerned that if the waste transfer facility is built, the odor will have a
serious effect on those businesses. | hope you take that into consideration

U S. EPA's Response: The U. S. EPA understands your concern about potential odors froma

waste transfer facility but, as stated above, the U S. EPA does not regul ate odors. However, as

al so noted above, the U S. EPA has not been fornmally notified of any final decision by the Gty

to construct a waste transfer facility at the Site. If the PRPs eventually devel op such a plan, the
U. S. EPA recomrends that you take up your concerns regarding odor directly with the CGty. In

addi tion, please be advised that the I PCB has regulations in place with which the Gty would

need to conply, and the IPCB may al so be of assistance to you in this matter.

Comment #17. The McHenry County Defenders support the proposed anmendnents to the Record

of Decision for the Wodstock landfill. W hope it will be done quickly and that the cap will be
constructed as soon as possible. W would like to renew our request that the agency | ook into an
enhanced natural attenuation process or experimental bioremediation programat this Site.
Because of the nature of the vinyl chloride contam nation and the location it is in, i.e. the
wetlands, it lends itself very well, we think, to sone experinental program where you can
actually speed up this natural attenuation that's going on. W'd rather see it speeded up than
just nonitored for 100 years. And, finally, we urge you to take a second | ook at using native
plants, prairie plants, on the landfill cover

U S. EPA's Response: The U S. EPA anticipates that the natural attenuation of the vinyl

chloride plune shoul d take approxinately 20 to 25 years, which is conparable to the antici pated
tine-frame for a punp-and-treat renmedy. In the event that it becomes apparent that the natura
attenuation will take |longer than the 20 to 25 years, the U S. EPA will consider other alternatives
for remediating the vinyl chloride plume, including inplementing the design and construction of

the pump-and-treat renedy. The U S. EPA is working with the Natural Resource Conservation

Service, fornerly known as the Soil Conservation Service, to investigate the viability of the use
of growing natural prairie grass at the Site. The U S. EPA's position with regard to natura

prairie grass is stated in the response to Comment 9.

Comment #18: How long after this public hearing process is conplete can we expect to see work
(other than well construction) started at the Site?

U S. EPA's Response: The U. S. EPA cannot definitely state on what date construction of the
landfill cap will comrence but, as stated above, the Agency hopes to see construction start no
later than the Spring or Summer of 1999. Wth the issuance of the ROD Arendnent and this

Responsi veness Summary, the renedy sel ection process is conplete. Now, either the United

States will negotiate a Consent Decree or the U S. EPAw Il revise the UAO as necessary. Since

a significant anount of discussion has already taken place anongst the U S. EPA | EPA and the
PRPs, Renedi al Design should be quick. As soon as Renedial Design is finished, Renedial

Action can conmence. Dependi ng on weat her conditions, anmong other things, it nmay be

possi bl e that sone Remedi al Action could occur before the end of the construction season in 1998.

Comment #19: What is vinyl chloride?

U S. EPA's Response: Vinyl chloride is an organic conpound that is lighter than water. It is a
colorless gas with a mld, sweet odor. The odor threshold for vinyl chloride is 3,000 parts per
milion (ppm. It is slightly soluble in water and quite flammable at |evels of 30,000 ppm and

hi gher. The chemi cal formula for vinyl chloride is C 2H 3CL and the nol ecul ar weight is 62.5

g/ mol . Trade nanes and synonyms for vinyl chloride include: Chlorethene; Chlorethylene;
Monochl or oet hene; Mnovi nyl chloride (M/C); and Trovidur. At this Site, vinyl chloride is

nmost |ikely a breakdown product fromtrichl oroethyl ene or perhaps even perchl oroet hyl ene (aka
tetrachl oroet hyl ene), a solvent that was placed in the landfill years back. Vinyl chloride is one of
the last steps in the degradation pathway. One of the reasons why the U S. EPA feels that natural
attenuation is a viable alternative is the fact that the precursors of vinyl chloride are not being
detected in the | eachate produced by the landfill. So we suspect that we are at the very tail end of
thi s whol e breakdown process.



Comment #20: Once the cap has been put on the landfill, howlong will it be before it is safe?
How many years approxi natel y?

U S. EPA's Response: There will be a 30-year period under the UAO (or Consent Decree)

where the cap woul d need to be annually inspected and repaired if necessary, and some form of
nmonitoring would be required. Initially, nonitoring will probably be required quarterly, and then
it would be reduced appropriately based on the analytical results. Once the landfill cap is in

pl ace, the pathways (inhalation, ingestion, dermal, etc.) causing the immnent and substantia
endangerment to hunman health and the environnent, will have been elimnated

Comment #21: If prairie grasses are used to cover the cap, | hope that the grass would not have
to be nmowed, fertilized or treated with herbicides to control weeds. My fear is that all of these
products woul d wash into the Ki shwaukee R ver, causing nore contam nation

U S. EPA's Response: This is an issue that the PRPs need to discuss further with the U S EPA
The U.S. EPA will evaluate the use of natural prairie grasses fromthe standpoint of
the environment, as well as cost-effectiveness.

Comment #22: What distance away fromthe landfill would you recommend for construction of a
park? | do not nean to suggest that the park would be built directly on the landfill, but rather it
woul d abut very near the southwest corner where the Ki shwaukee cuts that corner off

U S. EPA's Response: As stated above, there will be a 30-year period under the UAO (or
Consent Decree) where the cap would need to be annually inspected and repaired if necessary,
and sone formof nonitoring would be required. But once the landfill cap is in place, the
pat hways (i nhal ation, ingestion, dernal, etc.) causing the i mmnent and substantia
endangernent to human health and the environnent will have been elim nated

If the Gty proposed placing a park on the Site, the U S. EPA woul d need to assess the potentia
risks to children in the event that they, for exanple, were to dig up the landfill cap and be
exposed to the landfill waste. If a park were placed anywhere outside the Site boundaries, the
U S. EPA would need to evaluate any potential risks froma "trespasser" scenario.

Comment #23: What are the problens with vinyl chloride? How does it affect hunans?

U S. EPA's Response: Vinyl chloride is a colorless gas with a nild, sweet odor. It is does not
occur naturally in the environment. Vinyl chloride that enters drinking water comes from
factories that rel ease wastes containing it into rivers and | akes or from seepage into underground
water in areas where chem cal wastes containing it are stored or have been di sposed, such as at
this Site. Wth respect to the vinyl chloride contamnation at this Site, it appears to be a
degradati on product of trichloroethylene in groundwater. Vinyl chloride rapidly evaporates from
water, but generally does not degrade there, unless there are conditions present in the area of
contam nation that woul d favor natural attenuation. Vinyl chloride will not accurmulate in

aquatic life. Vinyl chloride has been found in at |east 133 of 1177 hazardous waste sites on the
National Priorities List.

Exposur e Pat hways

Humans are exposed to vinyl chloride fromenvironnental and occupational sources. The nost

likely way that vinyl chloride can enter your body is frombreathing air containing it. This
exposure pathway is of concern for persons enployed in vinyl chloride manufacturing or

processing, for people living in comunities where vinyl chloride plants are |ocated, and for

i ndi vidual s |iving near hazardous waste disposal sites. Vinyl chloride can al so enter your body if
you eat food or drink water containing it. Passage of vinyl chloride through the skin (dermal
absorption) is not likely to be an inportant pathway.

Short-term Exposure Effects

Acute (short-term) exposure to high levels of vinyl chloride in air has resulted in central nervous
systemeffects (CNS), such as dizzi ness, headaches, and gi ddi ness in humans. Short-term

exposures to very high levels of vinyl chloride in air can cause di zzi ness, stunbling and | ack of
muscl e coordi nati on, headache, unconsci ousness, and death. Vinyl chloride is reported to be
slightly irritating to the eyes and respiratory tract in humans.

Long-term Exposure Effects



Li ver danage may result fromlong-term (chronic) exposure to vinyl chloride in hunmans, through

both inhal ation and oral exposure. Inhaled vinyl chloride in humans has been shown to increase

the risk of a rare formof |iver cancer (angi osarcoma of the liver). Vinyl chloride exposure
through inhal ati on, has al so been associated with cancer of the brain, lung, and digestive tract in
humans. The U. S. EPA has not assessed the reproductive/devel opnental toxicity data for viny
chloride. There are positive human and ani nal studi es showi ng adverse effects which raise a

concern about potential reproductive and devel oprental hazards to humans from environnenta
exposures. Based upon avail abl e studies and data, it would be prudent to consider vinyl chloride

as posing both reproductive and devel opnental hazards.

Regul at ed Level s

In 1974, Congress passed the Safe Drinking Water Act. This lawrequires the U S. EPAto
determ ne safe levels of chemicals in drinking water which do or may cause heal th probl ens.
These non-enforceabl e | evel s, based solely on possible health risks and exposure, are called
Maxi mum Cont am nant Level CGoals (MCLGs). The MCLG for vinyl chloride has been set at

zero because the U S. EPA believes this |level of protection would not cause any of the potentia
heal th probl ens descri bed above. Based on this MCLG the U S. EPA has set an enforceabl e
standard call ed a Maxi num Cont am nant Level (MCL). MCLs are set as close to the MCLGs as
possi bl e, considering the ability of public water systens to detect and renove contam nants
using suitable treatment technol ogies. The MCL has been set at 2 parts per billion (ppb) because
the U S. EPA believes, given present technol ogy and resources, this is the | owest |evel to which
wat er systens can reasonably be required to renove this contam nant should it occur in drinking
water. The U S. EPA stated that community drinking water systenms that regularly serve the

sane 25 persons for at least 8 nmonths of the year nust limt vinyl chloride in the drinking water
to 2 ug/L (2 ppb), starting January 9, 1989

Comment #24: RECOMPACTI ON OF THE EXI STI NG LAYER

The proposed remedy includes "Reconpacting the top 12 inches of the existing cover to within
95 percent conpaction."” Conestoga-Rovers & Associates (CRA), consultant to the PRPs, agrees
that reconpaction of the regraded |ayer will be necessary prior to placement of additiona
capping materials, however, conpaction of this material to within 95 percent conpaction
(assuned to be Standard Proctor Density ("SPD')) may not be antainable due to the

het er ogeneous nature of the existing cover

A nore realistic goal would be to reconpact the regraded existing cover material to the greatest
extent practical. Conpaction of the existing cover is intended to provide a working base which
to construct the landfill cover.

As such, CRA recommends that the | anguage of the proposed plan be revised to state
"Reconpacting the top 12 inches of the existing cover to the greatest extent practical or by
passi ng over the regraded area a mininumof three times with a vibratory conpactor of at |east
10 tons total weight

U S. EPA's Response: The U S. EPA has nodified the conpaction requirenment |anguage of the

ROD Amendnent to read, "...reconpacting the top 12 inches of the existing cover to within 95

percent conpaction, if practical, but at least to a degree equal to or greater than that provided by
passi ng over the regraded area at |east three times with a vibratory conpactor of at |east 10 tons
total weight." The requirenent for reconpaction of the top 12 inches of the existing cover is

intended to provide a firmsoil foundation for installing the landfill cover. The U S. EPA concurs
with CRA's recommendation that three passes of a vibratory roller, of at |east 10-ton tota

wei ght, over the existing cover soil is likely to provide a soil foundation firmenough for
installing the landfill cover in nost areas of the landfill. Mre particularly, the U S. EPA agrees
that the conpaction requirement of this remedy can be qualified by "practicality," and further
agrees that a good neasure of "to the extent practical" is the extent to which the regraded

material s can be conpacted after three passes with a vibratory conpactor of at |east 10-tons tota
wei ght .

Comment #25: SLOPE OF THE FI NAL LANDFI LL COVER GRADE

The proposed renmedy includes "Final grading of the total cover to no less than 2.0 percent
sl ope, after accounting for anticipated settlement."



The qualifier "...after accounting for anticipated settlenment" suggests that the m ni nrum sl ope
shoul d be greater than 2.0 percent after cap construction in order to allow for sone settlenent.

CRA believes that a 2.0 percent mninumslope after cap construction will account for any future
settlement.

CRA has prepared a technical menmorandum (attached) which di scusses the anount of |andfil

cap settlenent to be expected for the new landfill cap. Through our cal cul ations, we [CRA]

anticipate that the maxi numcap settlenent should be no greater than 0.44 feet which woul d be
general ly uniformacross the landfill surface since the waste thickness is generally uniform As
such, it is anticipated that the final average slope would still be 2 percent. Localized differential
settlenment of approximately half of 0.44 feet (0.22 feet) is expected and these areas woul d be
repaired as part of the landfill cap operation and nai ntenance (G&\) program if ponding

areas are created. Differential settlenment woul d be expected regardl ess of the slope and the

amount of settlenment and would require repair under any slope specification

As such, CRA recommends that the proposed plan be revised to state "Final grading of the cover
to be designed to no less than 2.0 percent slope."

U S. EPA's Response: The requirenent for establishing a mninumslope after accounting for

the anticipated settlenent of the surface and subgrade of the landfill cover is intended to provide
for rapid renoval of water on the landfill cover and in the drainage | ayer of the cover. The U S
EPA' s gui dance for constructing |landfill covers recomrends a mnimumthree (3) percent slope

after accounting for anticipated settlenment. In the case of this Site, the U S. EPA has already
reduced the m ni num sl ope requirement fromthree (3) to two (2) percent. Any settlenent of
landfilled waste will further reduce the slope, resulting in excessive retention of water on the
landfill cover and in the drainage |ayer of the cover. Therefore, in this case, the U S. EPA cannot
accept the | anguage change recommended by CRA
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Amendnent to the Enforcenent Multi
Site Cooperative Agreenent

Response to 104(e) Inforsation Request,
Request Forwarded to Previ ous Oaner

PAGES

17

83

15

24

45

35

41

10



25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

DATE

08/ 16/ 89

08/ 31/ 89

09/ 01/ 89

09/ 19/ 89

09/ 19/ 89

09/ 26/ 89

09/ 29/ 89

09/ 29/ 89

10/ 02/ 89

10/ 02/ 89

12/ 05/ 89

12/ 06/ 89

12/ 27/ 89

03/ 06/ 90

AUTHOR

Straw, A, Waste
Managenent of
Illinois, Inc.
Caldwell, M, Gty
of Wbodst ock

Maher, K., Croner,
Eagl esfield & Maher

UusS. EPA

MQuire, M

U S EPA

US EPA
U S EPA
Garry, R, John J.

Horel ed Law O fice

U S EPA

Nel son, R, U S. DA

day, D, US. EPA

VWar zyn, Inc.

Swale, R, US. EPA

RECI PI ENT
Ful ghum M, U S
EPA

Swal e, R and

Ful ghum M, U S
EPA

Swal e, R and

Ful ghum M, U S
EPA

Respondent s

usS. EPA

Respondent s

Respondent s

Ful ghum M, U S
EPA

Swale, R, US. EPA
U S EPA

U S EPA

Vagt, P., Warzyn

I nc.

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

FO A Requesti ng Li nki ng Docunentati on
Regar di ng Wast e Managenent

Letter re: Recommendation That Cient Approve
8/ 28/ 89 Draft Consent Order

Letter re: Recommendation That Cient Sign
8/ 28/ 89 Draft Consent Order

Adm ni strative Order By Consent,
Pages

Si gnature

Rei chert Chevrolet & A dsnmobile Sales, Inc.'s
Signature Agreeing to the Consent Order

Adm ni strative Order By Consent, Amendnent #1

Adm ni strative Order By Consent for RI/FS,
Fi nal

News Rel ease: "EPA ldentifies 9 New M dwest
Sites for Superfund C eanup"

Letter Requesting That Arrow Al um num
Castings, Inc. Be Released FromLiability

News Rel ease: "Gty of Wodstock, Alied
Chemi cal Corp. and Others Agree to
I nvestigate the Wodst ock Mini ci pal
Site"

Landfill

Response to Request for Infornation on
Wet | ands

Qui dance: "InterimPolicy on CERCLA
Settlenents I nvol ving Municipalities or
Muni ci pal Wastes," OSVER Directive #9834. 13

Map: RI/FS-Site Base Map with 100 Foot Surve-
y Gid

U S. EPA' s Review Comments Concerning the
R/ FS Pl anni ng Docunents

PAGES

49

33

10

37



39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

a7

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

DATE

04/ 00/ 90

04/ 00/ 90

04/ 00/ 90

04/ 09/ 90

04/ 20/ 90

06/ 00/ 90

06/ 03/ 90

06/ 18/ 90

07/ 24/ 90

07/ 24/ 90

08/ 08/ 90

08/ 13/ 90

08/ 15/ 90

08/ 22/ 90

10/ 17/ 90

10/ 30/ 90

11/ 00/ 90

AUTHCR
Var zyn I nc.
War zyn | nc.

Var zyn I nc.

Versar, Inc.

VWar zyn, Inc.
U S EPA
Angst mann, J.,

Versar, Inc.

La Faire, M, US.
EPA

VWar zyn, Inc.

Conmpuchem rtp

VWar zyn, Inc.

Bosse, M, Versar

I nc.

Var zyn, Inc.

Cay, D, US EPA
Maher, K., Croner,

Eagl esfield & Maher

Swale, R, US. EPA

Var zyn I nc.

RECI PI ENT
usS. EPA
UuS. EPA

usS. EPA

usS. EPA

U S EPA

usS. EPA

Lesser, T., U S EPA

U S EPA
usS. EPA

U S EPA

Swale, R, US. EPA

U S EPA

Swale, R, US. EPA
and Washburn, S.,

| EPA

Resi dent s

usS. EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON PAGES

QAPP, Vol. 1 of 3, Wth Appendices A, B and C 360
QAPP, Vol. 2 of 3, Appendices D, E and F 445
QPP, Vol. 3 of 3, Appendices G H I, J, K 330
and L

Techni cal Oversight Data Quality Cbjectives 1
Map: RI/FS-Site Base Map Showi ng Coordi nat es- 10
& Sanpling Locations

Fact Sheet: "Superfund Study Begins at 8
Wyodst ock Muni ci pal Landfill™

Community Relations Plan, Final Plan 27
Report on Public Meeting Held 6/13/90 4
I norgani c Analysis Data Sheets 3
Vol atil e Organi cs Anal ysis Data Sheets 2
I norgani ¢ Anal ysis Data Sheet Marked 8
"Leachat e Data"

Fax Cover with Boring Logs From 7
8/ 1/ 90- 8/ 13/ 90

Drawi ng of X-Sections 2
OSVER Directive No. 9835.15: "Perfornance of 4

R sk Assessnent |In Renedial
I nvestigation/Feasibility Studies Conducted
by PRPs"

Notice of Force Majeure 3
Cover Letter with Well Sanpling Results 5

Techni cal Menorandum Wetl ands Del i neation 99



56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

DATE

11/ 15/ 90

12/ 00/ 90

12/ 00/ 90

12/ 00/ 90

12/ 00/ 90

12/ 18/ 90

12/ 18/ 90

01/16/91

02/ 00/ 91

02/ 00/ 91

02/01/91

02/01/91

02/ 04/ 91

03/ 00/ 91

03/ 14/91

04/ 03/ 91

AUTHOR

War zyn, Inc.

War zyn | nc.

War zyn | nc.

War zyn | nc.

Var zyn | nc.

War zyn, Inc.

VWar zyn, Inc.

Bosse, M, Versar,
I nc.

Var zyn | nc.

Wdman, J., Warzyn
I nc.

VWar zyn, Inc.

Var zyn, Inc.

Vagt, P., Marzyn,

I nc

UsS. EPA

Anderson, D., Gty

of Wbodst ock

RECI PI ENT

usS. EPA

usS. EPA

UuS. EPA

U S EPA

usS. EPA

UuS. EPA

U S EPA

usS. EPA

usS. EPA

Swale, R, US

Swale, R, US.

Swale, R, US.
Swale, R, US,
Bacon,

County Dept. of
Heal t h

EPA

EPA

EPA

EPA

J.M, MHenry

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Map: RI/FS-Vater Table Contour Map (Sept. 20-
, 1990)

Techni cal Menorandum Hydr ogeol ogi cal
I nvestigation, Phase 1

Techni cal Menorandum Prelimnary Baseline
R sk Assessnent
Techni cal Menorandum Source Characterization

Techni cal Menorandum Surface Wat er/ Sedi nent

Eval uati on

Map: R/ FS-Surface Water & Sedinent Sanple L-
ocati on Map

Map: RI/FS-VWater Table Contour Map (Nov. 5, -
1990)

QAPP:  Qversi ght Acceptance of Coll ocated
Sanpl es

Techni cal Menorandum Hydr ogeol ogi cal
I nvestigation, Phase 1

Techni cal Menorandum Surface Wat er/ Sedi nment

Eval uati on
Fax Cover with Field Boring Logs (1/91)
Fax Cover with Field Boring Logs (1/91)

G oundwat er Sanpling Paraneters (Phase I:
Round 2; Phase |l: Round 1)

Fact Sheet: "Woodtock Minici pal
Superfund Site"

Landfill

Invitation to I nformational
the R

Meet i ng Regar di ng

Statistical Summary of Sedi ment
Data for RI/FS

Backgr ound

PAGES

10

160

32

132

47

10

10

140

148

50



72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

87

DATE

04/ 15/ 91

04/ 18/ 91

04/ 22/ 91

04/ 23/ 91

05/ 10/ 91

06/ 18/ 91

07/ 00/ 91

07/ 02/ 91

08/ 06/ 91

06/ 08/ 91

10/ 00/ 91

10/ 04/ 91

02/ 12/ 92

05/ 05/ 92

05/ 15/ 92

05/ 20/ 92

AUTHCR

Bosse, M, Versar

Maher, K, and

Ellis, M

Vagt, P., Warzyn,
I nc

Vagt, P., Warzyn,
I nc

N edergang, N., U S.
EPA

Hudak, D., U S DA
War zyn | nc.
Nel son, R, U S DA

Swale, R, US. EPA

War zyn, Inc.

Bollo, N, US EPA

vaher, K., Croner,
Eagl esfi el d & Maher

Bolen, B., U S EPA

Bolen, W, U S EPA

Vagt, P., Warzyn
I nc.
Vagt, P., Warzyn
I nc.

RECI Pl ENT

Swale, R, US. EPA
U S EPA

Swale, R, US. EPA
Swale, R, US. EPA
Maher, K., Croner,

Eagl esfieid & Maher

Swale, R, US EPA
UsS EPA

Swale, R, US EPA
Vaqt, P., Warzyn

I nc.

U S EPA

Maher, K., Croner,
Eagl esfiel d & Maher
Bollo, N, US EPA
Vagt, P., Warzyn
Engi neering I nc.

W dman, Warzyn Inc.
Bolen, B., U S EPA
Bolen, W, U S EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Transmttal Letter with List of Solid Waste
Di sposal Sites in Northeastern Illinois

Respondents' Reply to U S. EPA' s Response to
Noti ce of Dispute

Phase |: Round 2; Phase |l: Round 1 Sanpling
Results with Map & Laboratory Qualifiers

Correction for Data of 4/3/91

Fi nal Decision and Resol ution of D spute

US DA's Comrents on the Draft FS
QAPP Addendum Wth Attachnents
US DA's Comrents on the R Report

U S EPA's Conmments an the Draft R Report

I norgani c and Organic Anal ysis Data Sheets

Response to Letter of COctober 4, 1991

Letter Discussing Status of RI/FS and the ACC
Respondent s’ (PRPs) Performance

U S EPA's Cooments on the 2nd Draft Rl
Report

U S. EPA' s Review and Conments on the March
1992 R Report/Ecol ogi cal Assessmnent

Request for Clarification on U S. EPA
Comrents Dated May 5, 1992

| EPA's Comments on the Baseline R sk
Assessment, Final R Report and Warzyn's
Response to | EPA's Comment s

PAGES

11

25

28

40

40

52

10

31



88

89

90

91

92

93

94

95

96

97

98

99

100

101

102

103

DATE

05/ 21/ 92

06/ 00/ 92

06/ 00/ 92

06/ 04/ 92

06/ 11/ 92

06/ 12/ 92

07/ 16/ 92

07/ 31/ 92

08/ 04/ 92

09/ 09/ 92

10/ 00/ 92

10/ 30/ 92

12/ 08/ 92

12/ 14/ 92

12/ 22/ 92

02/ 24/ 93

AUTHOR

| DPH & ATSDR

War zyn | nc.

War zyn | nc.

Wdman, J., Warzyn

I nc.

Vagt, P., Warzyn

I nc.

Wdman, J., Warzyn

I nc.

Bolen, W, U S. EPA
Vagt, P., Varzyn

I nc.

Bolen, W, U S. EPA
Bolen, W, U S. EPA
U S EPA

Maher, K., Croner,

Eagl esfi el d & Maher

Bol en, W, U S. EPA
Vagt, P., Warzyn

I nc.

Vagt, P., Warzyn

I nc.

Falco, C., IEPA

RECI PI ENT
usS. EPA

Wyodst ock PRP Group
Steering Conmmittee

Wyodst ock PRP Group
Steering Conmittee

Bol en, W, U S. EPA
Bol en, W, U S. EPA
Bol en, W, U S. EPA
Wdman, J., Warzyn

I nc.

Bolen, W, U S. EPA
Falco, C., |IEPA
Vagt. P., Warzyn

I nc.

Bollo, N, US EPA
Vagt, P., Warzyn

I nc.

Bol en, W, U S. EPA
Bolen, W, U S. EPA
Bolen, W, U S. EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON
InterimPrelimnary Health Assessment

Fi nal Remedi al |nvestigation Report, Vol. |

Fi nal Renedi al |nvestioation Report, Vol. Il

Response to U S. EPA's Comments on the R
Report Dated May 20, 1972 re:
Arseni ¢/ Al um num Met hods

Response to Final U S EPA' s Comrents re: R

Repor t

Response to U S. EPA's Comments on the Final
Draft R Report Dated May 20, 1992

U S. EPA's Response to 7/10/92 FS Schedul e

Schedul e for the FS

Request for IEPA's Review of the Aternatives
Array

Letter re: U S. EPA' s Coomments on the Draft
Alternatives Array

Fact Sheet: "Renedial |nvestigation Conplete"
Letter re: RPMs Directions to Renove
Porti ons of Text Discussing Institutional

Controls in the FS

Letter re: U S. EPA s Second Di sapproval
Notice for the Draft FS

Request for Meeting to Discuss U S. EPA's
12/ 8/ 92 Commrents on the First Draft FS Report

Letter re: Submtting Second Draft of FS in
Accordance Wth the Schedul e

| EPA's Commrents on the ARAR s and the FS

PAGES

18

301

798

10



104

105

106

107

108

109

DATE

03/ 04/ 93

03/ 15/ 93

03/17/ 93

03/ 22/ 93

04/ 00/ 93

4/ 00/ 93

AUTHCR
Bollo, N, US EPA
Bolen, W, U S EPA

Bolen, W, U S EPA

Vagt, P., Warzyn

Bolen, W, U S EPA

RECI PI ENT

Maher, K., Croner,
Eagl esfi el d & Maher

Vagt, P., Warzyn
I nc.

Vagt, P., Warzyn
I nc.

Bolen, W, U S EPA

U S EPA

usS. EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re: Reasons For Believing that MCLs
Are Not ARARs

Letter re: Third D sapproval Notice for the

FS Report

Letter re: Third D sapproval Notice for the
FS Report, Followup to 3/15/93 Letter

Request for Carification on U S. EPA
Comrents Dated 3/15/93 re: the Draft FS
Repor t

Feasibility Study

Proposed Pl an

PAGES



U. S. EPA GUI DANCE ADDENDUM TO THE ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD

DATE

10/ 02/ 85

10/ 01/ 86

12/ 01/ 87

08/ 08/ 88

10/ 01/ 88

02/ 00/ 91

07/ 00/ 91

07/ 00/ 91

WOODSTOCK MUNI CI PAL  LANDFI LL

WOODSTOCK, | LLINO S
(These gui dance docunents are available for review at
U S. EPA Region V)

AUTHCR

Porter, J.W, OSWER

CERR/ CSVEER

CERR/ ONPE

UusS. EPA

UusS. EPA

04/ 07/ 93

RECI PI ENT

usS. EPA

UuS. EPA

U S EPA

usS. EPA

usS. EPA

usS. EPA

U S EPA

usS. EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

CERCLA Conpliance Wth O her Environnent al
Statutes, Final, OSVER #9234 0-2

Superfund Public Health Eval uati on Manual ,
Final , OSWER #9285 4-1

A Conpendi um of Superfund Field Operations
Met hods, Final, OSWER #9355 0-14

CERCLA Conpliance Wth Ot her Laws Mnual,
Draft, OSWER #9234 1-01

Qui dance for Conducting Renedi al
Investigations and Feasibility Studi es Under
CERCLA, Final, OSWER #9355 3-01

Conducti ng Renedi al |nvestigations/Feasibili-
ty Studies for CERCLA Minicipal Landfill
Sites, OSVER #9355. 3-11

Qui dance on Oversite of Potentially

Responsi bl e Party Renedi al Investigations and
Feasibility Studies, Vol. 1, Final, OSVER
#9835. 1 (d)

Qui dance on Oversite of Potentially

Responsi bl e Party Renedi al Investigations and
Feasibilily Studies, Final, Vol. 2, OSVER
#9835.1 (c¢)

PACES

19

500

550

245

390

301

124

193



10

DATE

10/ 09/ 92

00/ 00/ 93

04/ 07/ 93

04/ 12/ 93

05/ 12/ 93

05/ 26/ 93

05/ 26/ 93

06/ 04/ 93

06/ 04/ 93

06/ 17/ 93

U S. EPA ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD

WOODSTOCK MUNI CI PAL  LANDFI LL

WOCODSTCCK, |[LLINO S
UPDATE #1
06/ 30/ 93
AUTHOR RECI Pl ENT
Bolen, W, U S. EPA Vagt, P., Warzyn
I nc.
CGtizens U S EPA
U S. EPA Publ i c
Bol en, W, U S EPA Vagt, P., Warzyn
I nc.
U S. EPA Publ i c
U S. EPA Publ i c
U S EPA Public
Aifton, T., Gty of Bol en, W, U S EPA
Whodst ock
Wyodst ock Muni ci pal U S EPA
Landfill Steering
Comittee
Lawson, D., U S. EPA Cowgill, D, US.

EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re: U S EPA s Commrents on the Draft
FS
Ctizens' Signatures Requesting a 30 Day

Extension to the Public Comment Period

Public Notice: Announcenent of the Public
Comment Period re: the Renmedial Alternatives,
Whi ch Ends May 6, 1993

Letter re: U S EPA s Receipt of the Draft FS

Public Notice: Public Coment Period Extended
Until June 5, 1993

News Rel ease: "EPA To Hol d Wrkshops on
Wyodst ock Superfund Site June 2"

Public Notice: U S EPA To Hold Wrkshops on
t he Whodst ock Superfund Site on June 2, 1993.

Gty of Wodstock's Public Comment to the
Proposed Pl an

Public Comments on the Proposed Plan (Certain
Appendi ces Omtted, See List of Appendices)

Field Trip Report

PACES

206



U. S. EPA GUI DANCE ADDENDUM TO THE ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD
WOODSTOCK MUNI Cl PAL LANDFI LL
WOODSTOCK, | LLINO S

UPDATE #1
(These gui dance docunents are available at U S. EPA Region V)
06/ 30/ 93
DOCH DATE AUTHOR RECI Pl ENT TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON PAGES
1 08/ 00/ 90 U S EPA U S EPA CERCLA Site D scharges to POV, 226

EPA/ 540/ 6- 90/ 005



U S. EPA ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD
WOODSTOCK MUNI CI PAL  LANDFI LL

WOCDSTCOCK, | LLINO S AR
UPDATE #2
07/ 08/ 93
DATE AUTHOR RECI Pl ENT TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON PAGES
06/ 30/ 93 Adankus, V., U.S. Reci pi ents Record of Deci sion 202

EPA



DATE

04/ 00/ 93

04/ 28/ 93

06/ 00/ 93

06/ 04/ 93

08/ /93

03/ 00/ 95

05/ 01/ 95

U. S. ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REMEDI AL ACTI ON

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD

FOR

WOODSTOCK MUNI CI PAL LANDFI LL SI TE

WOODSTCOCK,

UPDATE #3

MARCH 18, 1998

ILLINO S

AUTHOR RECI Pl ENT TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

War zyn | nc. U S EPA Feasibility Study for
t he Wbodst ock Muni ci pal
Landfill Site

U S EPA Transcript of the
April 28, 1993 Public
Meeting re: the Wod-
st ock Muni ci pal
Landfill Site

PRC U 'S EPA Report: Analysis

Envi r onrent al Alternatives 4 & 7

Management , fromthe April 1993

I nc. Feasibility Study for
t he Whodst ock Mini -
cipal Landfill Site

Vagt, P., Bol en, W, Letter Forwarding

Warzyn I nc. U S EPA Attached June 4, 1993
Affidavit of Peter J.
Vagt re: the Wodst ock
Mini ci pal Landfill Site

Gade, M, U S. EPA | EPA' s Decl aration for

| EPA the Record of Decision
for the Wodstock Mini -
cipal Landfill Site w
Attached Cover Letter

Conest oga- U S EPA Predesi gn Wrk Pl an

Rovers & for the Wodstock

Associ at es Muni ci pal Landfill
Site

M shra, M, O G ady, J., Letter Forwarding

PRC U S. EPA Attached Field Over-

Envi r onnent al sight Summary No. 1:

Managerent , Renedi al Design Field

I nc. Oversight for the

Wodst ock Muni ci pal
Landfill Site

PAGES

423

146

78

107

47



10

11

12

13

14

DATE

09/ 01/ 95

10/ 21/ 95

12/ 29/ 95

02/ 19/ 96

03/ 01/ 96

03/ 07/ 96

03/ 11/ 96

AUTHOR

Ratliff, G,
| EPA

Isbell, J.,
Gty of
Whodst ock

M shra, M,
PRC

Envi ronnent al
Managenent ,

I nc.

Wanner, S.,
Conest oga-
Rovers &

Associ at es

O G ady, J.,
U S EPA

Pochron, W,
Conest oga-
Rovers &
Associ at es

M shra, M,
PRC

Envi ronnent al
Managenent ,

I nc.

RECI Pl ENT

O G ady,
U S EPA

O G ady,
U S EPA

O G ady,
U S EPA

O G ady,
U S EPA

Wanner, S.,

J.

J.

J.

J.

Conest oga-

Rovers &

Associ at es

O G ady,
U S EPA

O G ady,
U S EPA

J.

J

Wyodst ock Muni ci pal Landfill AR
Updat e #3

Page 2

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON PAGES
FAX Transmi ssi on 2

Forwar di ng Attached
Information re: Title
35 | AC Part 811. 314

Letter re: Alternatives
for Future Use of the
Whodst ock Landfill

Upon Conpl etion of

the Renedi al Action

Letter Forwardi ng
Attached Field Over-
sight Summary No. 2:
Remedi al Design Field
Oversight for the
Wyodst ock Muni ci pal
Landfill Site

Letter re: Wodstock
PRP Goup's Request to
Have the G oundwater
Anal ytical Paraneter

Li st Reduced for the
March 1996 Quarterly
Moni t ori ng Event

Letter re: U S EPA's
Reply to Wodst ock PRP
G oup's Request to Have
the G oundwater Paraneter
Li st Reduced for the
March 1996 Quarterly

Moni t ori ng Event

Letter re: Second

Quarterly Sanpling
Event for the Wodstock

Muni ci pal Landfill
Site
Letter re: PRC s

Revi ew of Anal yti cal
Data for Investigative
Split Sanples Col |l ected
in Qctober 1995 for the
Wodst ock Muni ci pal
Landfill site

154

20



15

16

17

18

19

20

DATE

03/ 13/ 96

03/ 14/ 96

03/ 25/ 96

03/ 25/ 96

03/ 26/ 96

03/ 27/ 96

AUTHOR

Ratliff,
| EPA

Ratliff,
| EPA

O G ady,
U S. EPA

O @ ady,
U S. EPA

O G ady,

U S. EPA

Ratliff,
| EPA

G,

G,

J.,

J.,

J.,

G,

RECI Pl ENT

O G ady, J.,
U S EPA

O G ady, J.,
U S. EPA

Ratliff, G,
| EPA

Wanner, S.,
Conest oga-
Rovers &

Associ at es

VWanner, S.,
Conest oga-
Rovers &

Associ at es

O G ady, J.,
U S EPA

Wyodst ock Muni ci pal Landfill AR
Updat e #3
Page 3

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON PAGES

FAX Transmi ssi on 2
Forwar di ng Attached

Information re: Title

35 | AC Part 807. 305

Cover Requirenents

FAX Transm ssi on 2
Forwar di ng Attached

Information re: Title

35 I AC Part 814.501

and Part 814.502

Concerni ng the Two

Year W ndows for
