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REPLY TO THE ATTENTI ON CF:

R 19J

George E. Meyer

Secretary

W sconsin Departnent of Natural Resources

101 South Webster

P. O Box 7921

Madi son, W 53707

Dear M. Meyer:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U S. EPA) hereby concurs with the remedy identified in the
encl osed Record of Decision (ROD) conpleted by the Wsconsin Departnment of Natural Resources (VWDNR) for the
Ri pon Landfill Site. Qur concurrence is in accordance with 40 CFR 300.515(e) (2) (i) and (ii) and is based

upon our review of the docunents contained on the first enclosure to this letter. W were briefed on the ROD
by a WDNR representative.

W | ook forward to our continuing involverment on the Ripon Landfill Site.
Sincerely yours,
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Val das V. Adankus

Regi onal Admi ni strat or

Encl osur es

Docunents reviewed for the Ripon Landfill Site

1) Record of Decision

2) Responsi veness Sunmary

3) Renedial Investigation Report

4) Feasibility Study

SUMVARY OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES SELECTI ON

RECORD CF DECI SI ON ( ROD)

Rl PON FF/ NN LANDFI LL

Fi ndi ngs of Fact

The followi ng findings of fact summari zes the information contained in the admnistrative record for the

Ri pon FF/NN landfill site. The selected source control and groundwater renedial actions are based upon
information contained in the admnistrative record.



The Wsconsin Departrment of Natural Resources (WDNR) finds that:
l. SI TE NAMVE, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Ripon FF/NN landfill was listed on the National Priorities list (NPL) by the U S. Environmnental

Protection Agency (EPA) in May, 1994. The landfill is |ocated in western Fond du Lac County, about two mles
northwest of the Gty of Ripon, W. Mre specifically, the site is |located at the intersection of H ghways
FF and NN in the SE % of the SE % of Section 7, T16N, R14E. The landfill is 7.3 acres in size and has a

vol ume of approximately 180,000 cubic yards of waste. The location is shown on Map 1.

Landfilling occurred between 1967 and 1983. Various entities operated the site over the years, although the
Cty of Ripon and the Town of R pon were responsible for operations during much of the life of the landfill.
The property is owned by Ms. Arline Sauer. The landfill accepted commercial, industrial and residential

waste, including approximately 3 mllion gallons of municipal wastewater treatnent plant sludge.

Bet ween 1985 and 1992 the site was used to grow hay. Since 1992 the |and has been planted in a grass cover.
Agricultural crops are still grown on a property just east of the site. The site is fenced, but vehicle
access is possible at two locations fromCTH NN into the landfill. Across Hghway NNto the west of the site
is a sand & gravel quarry.

I'l. SITE H STORY AND ENFOCRCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

In 1967, Speed Queen Corporation |eased the property for disposal of industrial wastes fromit's facility in
Ripon. In 1968, the Gty of R pon |eased the property. 1In 1978, the Cty and the Town of R pon were
signatory to the lease. A license to operate the landfill was issued by WONRto the Cty of R pon in 1969.
The site accepted wastes between 1967 and 1983. The site was capped in 1985 with a clay cap. Vegetation was
established to nminimze erosion. A gas venting system (trench with gooseneck vents) was placed in a
north-south orientation along the western edge of the landfill.

A private residence is |located approxinmately 350 feet south of the landfill. The water supply well to this
home was nonitored for VOCs in 1984 and a couple of VOCs were detected, including vinyl chloride. Subsequent
sanpling of the well by WDNR confirmed the presence of vinyl chloride. A replacenent well was drilled for
this household. Sanpling of the replacenent well also confirned the presence of vinyl chloride. This well
was abandoned in 1990. No water supply well exists on the property and nobody is currently living in the
hone.

<I MG SRC 0596296B>

In the early 1980's the WDNR began eval uating nunicipal landfills for possible inclusion on the federal
National Priorities List (NPL). A hazard assessnent was conpleted by WONR utilizing the EPA Hazard Ranking
System The site scored 51.9 and was recomended by WDNR to EPA for inclusion on the NPL. The site was
listed on the NPL in May, 1994.

In response to the WDNR recommendi ng the site to EPA for inclusion on the NPL, several Potentially

Responsi ble Parties (PRPs) formed a group to investigate the degree and extent of the environnmental problens
related to the site. This group of PRPs entered into a contract with WODNR on August 14, 1992 to conplete the
fol l owi ng:

1. Conduct a renedial investigation (RI) which will adequately characterize the site.

2. Performa feasibility study (FS) to identify and eval uate potential renedial options for the site.

3. Prepare plans and specifications for a landfill cap, and landfill gas extraction system as determ ned
necessary by WONR.  These plans and specifications are considered a source control operable unit.

4. | mpl erent the source control operable unit.

Since the contract was signed, the PRP group has conmpleted the Rl and FS. Data contained in these docunents,
and others in the adm nistrative record are used as the basis for this ROD.



I1l. Comunity Participation

The WDNR has established the adm nistrative record for the site at the Ripon Public Library. Since the
library is a centralized and easily accessible facility, the information at the library acts both as the
adm nistrative record and the information repository. Al information related to the site is housed there.
The library is located at 120 Jefferson Street in the Gty of Ri pon.

In April, 1993 WDNR i ssued a fact sheet announcing the start of the RI. This fact sheet provi ded background
and historical information about the site, as well as details about how the investigation into the

envi ronnental contam nation woul d proceed. The fact sheet was followed by a public neeting held at the Ri pon
Cty Hall on April 20, 1993. Approximately 40 people attended the neeting. During the nmeeting, staff from
WONR and the Wsconsin Division of Health (DOH) presented a summary of the Rl and al so answered people's
questions about how the site, or the investigation may affect them

In June and July, 1993 WDNR and DCH i ntervi ewed 23 peopl e who expressed interest in the site. These persons
ranged fromlocal politicians and |ocal press, to residents who lived near the site. The persons interviewed
expressed a good wor ki ng knowl edge of the site and it's history. The prinmary concern by al nost all
interviewed was groundwater quality. Everyone expressed interest in knowing how far the contanination had
spread and whet her the contami nation would affect any private wells.

Local nedia also played a role in dissemnating information about the site. Articles about the landfill and
Rl occurred in the Gshkosh Northwestern (local newspaper) on July 13 & 14, 1993. Aso in July, 1993 WN\R
staff took part in a call in radio show on R pon radio stati on WOWC.

In May, 1994 WDNR rel eased anot her fact sheet providing a summary of the Rl up to that point in time. Most
of the nonitoring wells had been placed and results of sanpling were available. This fact sheet generated
about 5-6 calls to the WDNR proj ect nanager from persons requesting additional information about the site.

Also in May, 1994 VWDNR prepared a Community Relations plan for the site. This plan provides background
information about the Gty of R pon, the landfill and other points of interest in western Fond du Lac County.
The Community Rel ations Plan al so summari zes infornation gathered frominterested residents during the VWDNR
interviews held in June and July, 1993.

V. Scope of the Renedy
This Record of Decision enconpasses both source control and groundwater operable units. A source control

remedy is designed to control (stop or reduce) the migration of contam nation to the environnent, including
groundwater. For landfills the choice of source control options is rather limted. Essentially it involves

pl acing a cover or cap over the landfill to reduce the amount of precipitation that can enter the waste. By
reducing or elinmnating precipitation fromentering the waste, the potential for that Iliquid to extract
contam nants fromwaste in the landfill is mnimzed.

For this situation, a conposite landfill cap is the nost effective way to minimze the amount of

precipitation that can enter the waste. A conposite cap has both soil and plastic conponents to it. The

pl astic nenbrane essentially elimnates the ability of precipitation to enter the waste. The soil conponents
provide a stable surface on which the plastic nmenbrane is applied, covers the nmenbrane to protect it from
damage, and provides a rooting and growi ng | ayer for vegetation to becone established on the cap.

Constructed within the conposite cap will be a gas venting system As organi c wastes deconpose, they forma
gas which is predom nantly nethane and carbon di oxi de. The gas venting layer will allow this gas to escape
fromthe landfill wi thout danmgi ng the cap.

The groundwat er contanmination fromthe site is fairly localized. Wile there are el evated concentrations of
certain VOCs present in groundwater near the site, concentrations dimnish greatly with distance away from
the site. Data indicate that the wetland | ocated southwest of the site is the discharge point for nuch of
the groundwater. At the point of discharge into the wetland, VOC concentrations are so |ow as to not cause a
problemto the biota of the wetland. To keep track of contam nant concentrations with time, a groundwater



nonitoring plan will be developed. The goals of the plan are to

1 effectively nonitor contam nant concentrations with tine
1 determine that contaminants fromthe landfill don't affect any of the private residences |ocated near
the site.
V. Summary of Site Characteristics

A Topogr aphy

The landfill is located in a glaciated area of south central Wsconsin. The area near the site consists of
poorly sorted ground and end norai ne deposits. Qutwash deposits of sand and gravel are evident in the quarry
located just west of the site. The | andscape slopes gently eastward. The landfill rises to an approxi nate

el evation of CTH NN on the west (872 ft MSL) and sl opes approxinately 20 feet |ower (850 ft MSL) on the east.
B. Geol ogy/ Hydr ogeol ogy

The geol ogy of the site consists of approxinmately 180 feet of unconsolidated gl acial deposits, prinarily sand
with some silty and clayey | enses and gravel overlying bedrock. The bedrock is a Canbrian sandstone unit
which is approxi mately 150 feet thick near the site. The glacial unconsolidated deposits and the Canbrian
sandstone are the two principal aquifers in this area. The nunicipal wells and nmany private wells use the
sandstone as their water source. The lower limt of the Canbrian sandstone aquifer is delineated by the
granite of the Precanbrian at approximately 330 foot depth.

Depth to groundwater is variable and dependent upon topography. Goundwater is present at depths ranging
fromapproximately 5 to 50 feet bel ow ground surface with the water table occurring between 820 and 830 feet
MBL. Shall ow groundwater at or near the water table flows to the southwest towards a wetland. This flow
system has an average horizontal gradient of approximately 0.01 ft/ft. Shall ow piezoneters screened between
30 and 40 feet below the water table were used to confirma southwesterly flow direction in deeper
unconsol i dat ed deposits. The nmean hydraulic gradient of the shallow potentionmetric surface is approxinmately
0.005 ft/ft. Goundwater flow within the sandstone is believed to be westerly based on regional information

C. G oundwat er Cont am nati on

A total of eight VOCs were detected in groundwater nmonitoring wells. Vinyl chloride, cis 1,2-DCE, benzene,
TCE and PCE were present at concentrati ons exceeding NR 140 preventive action limts (PALs). Two of these
conpounds, vinyl chloride and cis 1,2-DCE exceeded NR 140, Ws. Adm Code enforcenent standards (ES). Three
VQOCs, vinyl chloride, cis 1,2-DCE and TCE, were detected in sanples fromnore than one | ocation

Two netals, iron and nanganese, were detected in sanples at concentrations which exceed NR 140 ESs. Arsenic

and cadm um were detected at concentrations exceeding NR 140 PALs. These netal concentrations are |likely due
to the natural geology of the glacial deposits and the landfill doesn't appear to be contributing significant
quantities of netals to the groundwater

Fol I owi ng the groundwater flow paths, contam nated groundwater exists fromunder the landfill and extends to
the south, and southwest of the landfill. The discharge point for this contaninated groundwater is the
wet | and | ocat ed sout hwest of the site. The highest concentrations of VOCs are present along the southern
edge of the landfill. Concentrations decrease substantially with distance away fromthe |andfill
Concentrations of VOCs in groundwater entering the wetland are | ow enough so as to not cause a problemto the
wet | and

D. Landfill Gas

The landfill does produce small volumes of landfill gas. Landfill gas is predoninantly nethane and carbon
di oxi de. Concentrations of methane have been detected in nmonitoring wells and gas vents at concentrations
whi ch exceed 25% of the |lower explosive limt. Methane is a conbustible gas which can cause an expl osi on
under certain conditions. However, the risk of explosion is extremely low at this site. There aren't any



bui | di ngs or confined spaces which would allow the gas to collect. The gas is vented to the atnosphere as
it leaves the site.

A/ SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

The Wsconsin Division of Health conmpleted a Public Health Assessment on the R pon FF/NN landfill. This
docunent qualitatively identifies past, present and future potential human health risks associated with
envi ronnental contamination at the site.

The Public Health Assessnent concludes that groundwater beneath and next to the site is contam nated with
VQCs at concentrations that could pose a health hazard if this water were used for donestic purposes such as
drinking. |In addition, |eachate seeps along the eastern edge of the landfill could also represent health

ri sks were people to cone in contact with the seeps.

No one is currently using the contami nated groundwater. A house |ocated approxi mately 350 feet south of the

landfill is no |onger occupied. The water supply well at this location has been abandoned and the house is
vacant. Ws. Adm Code NR 812 forbids construction of a public water supply well within 1200 feet of a
landfill. Therefore, no well will ever be installed at this house in the future. Because the groundwater at

this location is not being used, and exposure to the | eachate seeps is restricted, the site doesn't currently
pose a threat to human health.

The Public Health Assessment concludes that if use of the contam nated groundwater for donestic purposes is
restricted, and exposure to the | eachate seeps is elinnated, that the site will not pose a threat to human
health in the future.

VI1. ENVI RONMENTAL STANDARDS NOT MET AT THE SI TE
The Ripon FF/ NN landfill does not meet the followi ng applicable State environnental standards:

NR 504.05(7), Ws. Adm Code

Adm ni strative code that requires facilities accepting waste which nay generate expl osive gases nust
effectively prevent the nigration of the gas. The landfill has a gas venting system However, the gas data
fromnonitoring wells MM103 and MW¥ 104 indicate that gas migration is taking place.

NR 506. 08(3), Ws. Adm Code
Adm ni strative code which states the Departnment nay require the concentrati on of expl osive gases not exceed
the lower detection linit for that gas at the facility property boundary.

NR 445, Ws. Adm Code
Adm ni strative code that regul ates the di scharge of hazardous air contam nants.

NR 140, Ws. Adm Code

Adm ni strative code which regul ates groundwater quality and actions which nmust be taken to restore
groundwater quality. Tables 5 and 6 within NR 140 |list potential actions to be taken when preventive action
limts and enforcement standards are exceeded. Response actions listed in both Tables include a change in
the design or construction of a facility, and a renedial action to prevent or ninimze the further discharge
or rel ease of substances to groundwater. Changes to the landfill cover or gas renmoval systens woul d
constitute a change in the design of a facility.

The installation of a properly designed gas venting systemw |l help the landfill achieve conpliance with the
NR 500 series gas migration codes and NR 445 air discharge code. The new |landfill cap and proper venting of
the landfill gas will help to achieve conpliance with NR 140 by renoving volatile contam nants fromthe
landfill before they are able to dissolve into the water within the waste.

VI, DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

A Remedi al Action bjectives



Renmedi al action objectives were devel oped for this site to address the source of contami nation, to provide
short termand long termprotection of human health and the environment, and to nmeet applicable or rel evant
and appropriate requirenents. The site specific renedial objectives developed for this site i ncl ude:

prevent direct contact with landfill contents
reduce contam nant |eaching to groundwater

control surface water runon, runoff and erosion

1 prevent off-site mgration of landfill gas

1 restore groundwater quality to NR 140 standards

1 noni tor groundwater quality, landfill gas and | eachate for environnental control.
B. Devel opnent of Al ternatives

The remedi al action objectives for this site involve limting the potential for exposure to contam nants via
inhal ation, ingestion, and dernal absorption pathways, and controlling landfill gas em ssion and m gration.

The remedi al alternatives were assenbl ed from applicable renedial technol ogy options. The alternatives
surviving the initial screening were eval uated and conpared with respect to the nine criteria set forth in
the National Contingency Plan ("NCP'). |In addition to the renmedial action alternatives, the NCP requires
that a no-action alternative also be considered for the site. The no action alternative serves prinarily as
a point of conparison for the other alternatives.

C. Renedi al Alternatives

Al ternative
Al ternative
Al ternative
Al ternative

- Groundwater Extraction, Treatment and D scharge to Surface Waters

- Groundwater Extraction, Treatnment and Discharge to an Infiltration Gallery
- Groundwater Extraction, Treatnment at R pon POTW

Construction of a Conposite Landfill Cap and Passive Gas Venting

Alternative A - No Action
Alternative B - Regrade Existing Landfill Surface
Alternative C - Construction of a Cover Layer on the Landfill
Alternative D - Reconstruct the Cay Cap
Alternative E - Construction of a Conposite Cap on the Landfill
Alternative H - Passive Landfill Gas Venting
Alternative | - Active Landfill Gas Collection and Treat nent
J
K
M
(0]

A conpl ete description of the various alternatives is provided in the Feasibility Study. A brief description
is listed bel ow

Alternative A - No Action Alternative

The No Action alternative is used as a baseline in which to conpare other alternatives against. Under this
alternative essentially little to no renedial actions are taken and the site is basically left as it
currently is. This represents the No Action alternative for both the source control and groundwater operable
units.

The only actions taken under this alternative would be general maintenance of the site such as nmowi ng and
fixing erosion. A deed restriction prohibiting excavation and other intrusive uses of the property would be
recorded in the Register of Deeds office. Mnitoring of the groundwater, |eachate and landfill gas is al so
part of this alternative.

Capping Alternatives

The deed restriction, nmaintenance and nonitoring activities listed in Alternative A are also included with
these alternatives.

Alternative B - Regrade the Existing Landfill Surface



This alternative would regrade the existing landfill surface to elimnate the | ow areas and provide for
proper drai nage.

Alternative C - Construction of a Cover Layer

The existing landfill cover was constructed without a protective soil |ayer above the clay. The purpose of
the cover layer is to protect the clay fromfreeze/thaw action, and to provide a rooting zone for surface
vegetation. This alternative would renove the topsoil and place a soil |ayer above the clay. The topsoil

woul d then be replaced and re-veget at ed.

Alternative D - Reconstruct the Cay Cap

The existing cover has approximately 2 feet of clay beneath approximately 6 inches of topsoil. This
alternative would strip off the topsoil and as much clay as possible. A 2 foot clay |ayer would then be
constructed in accordance with NR 504.07, Ws. Adm Code. The other conponents of the soil cap listed in NR
504. 07 woul d al so be placed as the cap is reconstructed.

Alternative E - Construction of a Geosynthetic Cap over the Landfill

Under this alternative, a conposite cap woul d be placed over the landfill. The cap would consist of (from
top to botton):

6 inches of topsoil with vegetation
18 to 30 inches of cover |ayer

a drai nage | ayer

a plastic menbrane
2 feet of conpacted clay.

Gas Renoval Alternatives

Alternative H - Passive LFG Venting

This alternative is designed to deal with LFG generated within the waste. This alternative would construct
vents through the waste. The gas would enter the vent and then be discharged to the atnosphere. No
treatnent or destruction of the gas woul d occur.

Alternative | - Active LFG Col |l ection and Treat nent

Under this alternative the LFG generated within the waste woul d be actively collected through a series of gas
extraction wells connected to a blower. The gas collected by the systemwoul d be destroyed via a flare.

G oundwater Treatnent Alternatives

These alternatives are designed to renediate the contam nated groundwater. They could be inplenmented with
both a capping and a gas control alternative.

Alternative J - Goundwater Extraction, Treatnment and Di scharge to a Surface Water

Under this alternative, contam nated groundwater downgradi ent of the site would be captured, treated and then
di scharged to a surface water body. The nost |ikely discharge points would be one of the wetlands | ocated
nort heast and southwest of the landfill.

Alternative K - Goundwater Extraction, Treatment and D scharge to an Infiltration Gallery

This alternative proposes extracting groundwater, treating it, and then discharging it to an infiltration
gal l ery.



Alternative M- Goundwater Extraction, Treatnment at the R pon POTW

Under this alternative, groundwater would be extracted through punping wells. Water treatnment and di scharge
woul d take place at the R pon POTW

Alternative O - Construction of a Conposite Landfill Cap and Passive Gas Venting

This alternative essentially conbines conponents of Alternative E and Alternative H A conposite landfill
cap woul d be placed over the landfill surface. A gas venting systemwould be incorporated into the conposite
cap to allow for the effective venting of gas to the atnosphere.

I X SUMVARY OF COMPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

A I ntroduction

U S. EPA has established in the NCP nine criteria that bal ance health, technical, and cost considerations to
determ ne the nost appropriate renedial alternative. The criteria are designed to select a renedy that will
be protective of human health and the environment, attain ARARs, utilize permanent solutions and treatment
technol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable, and to be cost effective. The relative performance of each
of the renedial alternatives |isted above has been evaluated using the nine criteria set forth in the NCP at
40 CFR 300.430(e)(9)(iii) as the basis of comparison. These nine criteria are summarized as fol |l ows:
THRESHOLD CRI TERI A - The sel ected renmedy nust neet the threshold criteria.

1. Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

A remedy nust provide adequate protection and describe how risks are elimnated, reduced or controlled

t hrough treatnent, engineering controls or institutional controls.

2. Conpliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)

A renmedy nust neet all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents of federal/state laws. |If not, a
wai ver may apply.

PRI MARY BALANCI NG CRI TERI A are used to conpare the effectiveness of the renedies.
3. Long-term Ef fectiveness and Per manence

Once clean up goal s have been net, this refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a renmedy to
maintain reliable protection of human health and the environnment over tine.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volune Through Treat ment

The purpose of this criteria is to anticipate the performance of the treatnent technol ogies that may be
enpl oyed.

5. Short-term Effectiveness

This refers to how fast a renmedy achi eves protection. Also, it weighs potential adverse inpacts on hunan
health and the environnment during the construction and inplenentation period.

6. Inplenentability

This criteria requires consideration of the technical and adnministrative feasibility of a renedy, including
whet her needed services and naterials are avail abl e.



7. Cost

Capital, operation and mai ntenance, and 30 year present worth costs are addressed.

MODI FYI NG CRI TERI A deal wi th support agency and community response to the alternatives.
8. State Acceptance

After review of the Focused Feasibility Study and the Proposed Pl an, support agency's concurrence or
obj ections are taken into consideration.

9. Community Acceptance

This criteria summari zes the public's response to the alternative remedies after the public comrent period.
The comrents fromthe public are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary attached to this ROD.

B. Eval uation of the Renedial Alternatives
1. Threshold Criteria
a. Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Al of the capping alternatives provide a soil barrier which elimnates the direct exposure to waste within

the landfill. Fencing of the landfill will also mnimze potential exposure pathways by restricting access
to the landfill surface. The venting of landfill gas within the fenced circunference of the site will reduce
the exposure to landfill gas.

Alternative A - This alternative fails to control the mgration of landfill gas. A so, the landfill cover

systemcurrently on the site is allowing precipitation to enter the waste, collect contanination, and then
enter groundwater. The existing cap fails to stop this additional |oading of contam nants to groundwater.
This alternative is not protective of human health and the environment and will not be considered further for
the source control operable unit.

Alternative B - This alternative only slightly inproves upon the existing cap. Regrading the |andfill
surface will have mninal inmpact on reducing the anount of precipitation entering waste and thus be avail abl e
to affect groundwater quality. This alternative is not protective of the environment and will not be

consi dered further.

Capping Alternatives (Alternatives C D & E) - All of the capping alternatives provide a barrier to the
waste, preventing the direct contact exposure pathway and reduce the amount of water entering the waste.
Over the long term limting the anount of water entering the waste will have beneficial effects on
groundwater quality. However, a capping alternative nust be inplenmented with a nmeasure to renove gas from
the landfill. By itself the landfill cap doesn't provide all the necessary aspects to be a protective
remedy. |If inplenented with a gas renoval system then all of the capping alternatives would provi de source
control that is protective of human health and the environment.

Gas Renoval Alternatives (Alternatives H& |I) - Renoving the gas fromthe landfill and venting it or
destroying it are effective measures for controlling landfill gas mgration. However, these alternatives
nmust be inplenented with one of the capping alternatives (Alternatives C through E). If inplenented with a
landfill capping system then either of these gas renoval alternatives would provide source control that is
protective of human health and the environnent.

G oundwater Treatnent Alternatives (Alternatives J, K& M - These alternatives involve renoval and treatnment
of groundwater. From a groundwater perspective, these alternatives are protective of human health and the
environnent. However, Alternative A the No Action Alternative for groundwater would al so be protective of
human health and the environnent since adequate source control will greatly decrease nigration of additional
contami nants to groundwater. Active groundwater restoration is then not necessary at this site.



Alternative O- This alternative conbines a capping alternative with a venting alternative. This alternative
is protective of human health and the environnent.

b. Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARS)

Capping Alternatives ( Alternative C D & E) - These alternatives all held to reduce the amount of water
entering the waste. Mnimzing the anmount of water entering the waste will inprove groundwater quality.
However, the effectiveness in reducing the percolation of water varies with the design of these three capping
alternatives. These capping alternatives conply with all relevant and appropriate requirenents related to
cappi ng and groundwater quality.

Gas Renoval Alternatives (Alternatives H& ) - These alternatives will ninimze the uncontrolled nigration
of landfill gas. The venting or nmechanical extraction of gas will conply with all relevant and appropriate
requirenents related to gas mgration.

G oundwater Treatnent Alternatives (Alternatives J, K&M - Al of these alternatives conply with all
rel evant and appropriate requirenents related to groundwater.

Alternative O- This alternative conplies with all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents for
cappi ng, gas venting and groundwater quality. This alternative is very effective at reducing infiltration,
and will help to achieve conpliance with NR 140 groundwater standards within the shortest possible tine of
any of the capping alternatives.

2. Primary Bal ancing Oriteria

Al ternatives which satisfy the two threshold criteria are then evaluated according to the five primry
bal ancing criteria.

A Long-term ef f ecti veness and pernanence

Capping Alternatives (Alternatives C D & E) - Capping a landfill is the nost effective method to reduce the
amount of contamination potentially |eaching fromthe site. Al of the capping alternatives will provide
sone neasure of long-termeffectiveness and pernanence. However, the nenbrane capping alternative
(Alternative E) is much nore effective at reducing infiltration into the waste when conpared to the soil
cappi ng alternatives.

Gas Renoval Alternatives (Alternatives H& I) - Both of these alternatives offer long-termeffectiveness and
permanence. The passive system (Alternative H will be easier to maintain over the | ong termwhen conpared
to an active gas extraction system Al so, the passive systemwoul d have greater effectiveness over the

| ong-term because once designed, it will operate in perpetuity with very little annual naintenance required.
An active gas systemis only effective as long as it is operated.

G oundwater Treatnent Alternatives (Alternatives J, K& M - The groundwater alternatives all offer long-term
ef fectiveness and permanence assuning that the active remedi ati on systens would be run until they are no

I onger effective at renoving contam nation fromthe groundwater. Assuning inplenentation of an effective
source control, mnimal |oading of contaninants to groundwater will take place.

Alternative O- This alternative offers long-termeffectiveness and permanence. A nenbrane cap is very
effective at limting the amount of infiltration entering the waste. A passive gas venting system once
designed and installed, will effectively vent the gas as long as is necessary. A nenbrane cap and gas
venting systemwoul d be the nost effective remedy to reduce the over all inmpact to the groundwater fromthe
landfill and, will only require sinple, routine maintenance to keep acting as designed into the future.

b. Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility or Volune Through Treat ment

Capping Alternatives (Alternatives C D & E) - Capping a landfill mnimzes the anount of infiltration that
can enter the waste. This will reduce the nobility and vol ume of contanination | eaving the waste. However,



this reduction is not due to treatnent.

Gas Renoval Alternatives (Alternatives H& ) - Proper venting or physical extraction of landfill gas wll
reduce it's nmobility and keep the gas fromnigrating offsite. However, this reduction is not due to
treatment. Alternative |, the active gas extraction alternative also involves destruction of the captured

gas in a flare. Conbustion of the gas in a flare constitutes treatment.

G oundwater Treatnent Alternatives (Alternatives J, K& M - An active groundwater capture systemw || reduce
the nobility and volune of contami nants in groundwater. The captured water would be treated prior to
di schar ge.

Alternative O- This alternative will greatly mnimze the anount of water entering the waste. This wll
reduce the nmobility and volume of potential contam nation that nmay affect groundwater. The gas venting
systemw || reduce the nobility of landfill gas and keep it frommgrating. offsite. However, the
inmprovenents as a result of this renedy are not due to treatnent.

C. Short-term Ef fecti veness

Capping Alternatives (Alternatives C, D & E) - These alternatives will reduce the anpbunt of contam nation

coming fromthe landfill by reducing infiltration into the waste. These benefits will occur immediately
after the landfill caps are in place. Al of the alternatives could be inplenmented in a single construction
season.

Gas Renoval /Venting Alternatives (Alternatives H& I) - These alternatives will limt the mgration of
landfill gas. This benefit will occur after the gas system whether it be venting or active extraction, is

in place. A gas venting or extraction systemcan be inplenented within a single construction season.

G oundwat er Treatment Alternatives (Alternatives J, K& M - An effective groundwater renoval systemwill
stop the spread of contam nated water. Any of these alternatives can be inplenented within a single
constructi on season.

Alternative O- This alternative will reduce the anmbunt of contam nation coming fromthe landfill by
mnimzing infiltration and by properly venting landfill gas to keep it frommgrating offsite. These
benefits can be realized within a single constructi on season.

Al of the alternatives |isted above have short term adverse inpacts related to construction. Al of the
remedi es include construction involving heavy machi nery, nmovenent of |arge quantities of soil, and disturbing
the existing landfill cap. Wile using experienced contractors and proven construction techni ques can
mnimze these risks, any activity involving | arge equi pnent can present potential hazards.

Anot her short-adverse i npact due to these alternatives is increased truck traffic during construction. The
capping alternatives will involve bringing soil and other materials to the site. This will increase truck
traffic al ong H ghways FF and NN creating the potential for traffic accidents with residents |iving near the
site, or with trucks fromthe active sand & gravel quarry across the street fromthe site.

d. | npl ementability

Capping Alternatives (Alternatives C D & E) - All of the capping alternatives are readily inplenmentable
usi ng established construction techniques and nmateri al s.

Gas Renoval /Venting Alternatives (Alternatives H& |) - The gas renoval alternatives are all readily
i npl enent ed usi ng established construction techniques and materi al s.

G oundwat er Treatment Alternatives (Alternatives J, K& M - Al of the groundwater renoval and treatment
alternatives are readily inplenmentable using established construction techniques and materi al s.

Alternative O- This alternative can be readily inplenmented using established construction techniques and



mat eri al s.

Al of these renedies wll

require sone | eve

of oversight by WNR

Because of the common nature of these

remedi es, the renedi es can be inplenented w thout excessive adninistrative burdens.

e. Cost s

Alternative C

Capital Costs - $631, 000
Annual Costs - $33, 000
Present Wrth - $1, 085, 000

Al ternative D

Capital Costs - $850, 000
Annual Costs - $33, 000
Present Wrth - $1, 304, 000

Alternative E

Capital Costs - $1, 171, 000
Annual Costs - $33, 000
Present Wrth - $1, 625, 000

Al ternative H

Capital Costs - $161, 000
Annual Costs - $33, 000
Present Worth - $202, 000

Al ternative

Capital Costs - $165, 000
Annual Costs - $19, 000
Present Wrth - $427, 000

Alternative J

Capital Costs - $167,000 to $219, 000 dependi ng upon di scharge | ocation

Annual Costs - $50, 000

Present Worth - $855,000 to $907, 000 dependi ng upon di scharge | ocation

Al ternative K

Capital Costs - $170, 000
Annual Costs - $51, 000
Present Worth - $872, 000

Alternative M

Capital Costs - $269, 000
Annual Costs - $46, 000
Present Wrth - $898, 000

Alternative O

Capital Costs - $1, 220, 000
Annual Costs - $34, 000
Present Wrth - $1, 688, 000
3. Modi fying Criteria

a. St at e Accept ance

The WDNR is the | ead agency on this case and authors this ROD.



b. Communi ty Accept ance

The VWDNR recei ved one comrent during the public comment period. This comrent urged WONR to consider the cost
of the remedy and the burden to pay for this remedy on the responsible parties. A formal response to this
comrent is provided in the Responsiveness Summary attached to this ROD. However, the WINR believes this
remedy is cost effective and represents a bal anced, practical solution to the environnental problens posed by
this site.

C. Summar y
The landfill cap that currently exists on the site is not very effective at liniting the amunt of

infiltration entering the wastes. O the capping alternatives proposed, the conposite cap will be nost
effective at minimzing precipitation into the waste. Over the long term limting the amount of water

entering the waste will have beneficial effects on groundwater quality.

The waste does produce a small volunme of landfill gas. Gas generation rates are not hi gh enough to warrant
an active landfill gas renoval system A properly designed gas venting systemwll [imt the mgration of
landfill gas and greatly di mnish any expl osi on hazard associated with the gas. Al so, because of the small

vol ume of gas generated by the site, the gas can be safely vented to the atnosphere w thout causing any
exceedances of air em ssion standards.

Alternative O along with an effective groundwater monitoring program provides all of the factors necessary
for a source control remedy which is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with ARARs and
is cost effective. The conposite cap will greatly reduce infiltrati on when conpared to a soil cap. This

wi Il have beneficial effects over tinme and warrants the additional cost of a conposite cap relative to a soil
cap. A proper gas venting systemwill limt landfill gas mgration and renove contam nants present in the
gas neking themunavail able to dissolve into the | eachate. The |ow gas generation rates don't warrant
construction of an active gas extraction and treatnment system

G oundwat er contam nati on does exists at the site. However, it's inpacts are fairly limted. Contam nated
groundwater is present between the site and the wetland to the sout hwest of the site. Concentrations of
VQOCs, nanely vinyl chloride and cis 1,2-DCE are high near the waste boundary, but dimnish greatly with

di stance fromthe site. VOC concentrations in the groundwater discharging to the wetland are | ow enough so
as not to cause an adverse inpact to the wetland. Active groundwater restoration efforts are not necessary
for this site. A groundwater nonitoring programthat detects changes in groundwater quality, and is part of
the source control renedy, provides protection to nearby residential wells and al so works to make this renedy
protective of human health and the environnent. Therefore, the WONR has determined that it is not necessary
to supplement Alternative Owi th a groundwater renoval and treatment alternative in order to conply with
ARARs and achi eve protection of human health and the environment. Therefore, Alternative A the No Action
Alternative for groundwater is the best solution for the groundwater operable unit at this site.

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

The source control renedy, Alternative O will protect human health and the environment, conplies with all
legally rel evant and appropriate requirenments for this site, and is cost effective. Alternative Outilizes
alternative technol ogies to the maxi mum extent practicable, but does not satisfy the statutory preference for
treatnment as a principal elenent.

Alternative A, the No Action alternative for the groundwater operable unit, is protective of human health and
the environnent, conplies with all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents for this site, and is
cost effective. The extent of groundwater contamination fromthis landfill is mninmal and doesn't warrant
active groundwater remredial neasures.

A Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

The sel ected remedi es provi des protection of human health and the environment through capping to contain the
wastes, which will alleviate threats fromdirect contact and mnimze | eachate generation. Proper venting of



the gas will limt the mgration of gas offsite. An effective groundwater nonitoring programw || detect
changes in groundwater quality, and nake certain that contamnation fromthe landfill doesn't affect nearby
private wells.

B. Attai nment of ARARs

The selected renmedies will be designed to neet all applicable, or relevant and appropriate requirenents under
federal and state environnental laws. Since the Ripon FF/NN landfill is a state |ead cleanup, no CERCLA on
site permt exenption is available. Al permts and approvals required to i npl enent the renedi es nust be
obtai ned and strictly conplied with. The prinmary ARARS that will be achieved by the selected renmedi es are:

1. Action Specific ARARs
Wsconsin Statutes, section 114.43 to 144. 47

Ws. Adm Codes, ss NR 504.05(7), NR 504.07(3), and NR 508.04 - landfill gas control. Standards for landfill
gas control and nonitoring practices. These requirenents are applicable to the landfill gas venting system
at the site.

Ws. Adm Code, ss NR 514.07 and NR 516 - Landfill closure requirements. Substantive requirenents for the
desi gn, construction, upgradi ng, naintenance and docunentation of landfill caps. Cap design, construction,
mai nt enance and docunentati on nmust conply with these applicabl e requirenents.

Ws. Adm Codes, ss NR 508.04 and NR 140 - G oundwater nonitoring requirenents. Substantive requirenents for
groundwat er nmonitoring plans nust neet these applicable requirenents.

Ws. Adm Code, NR 600 series - Hazardous waste requirenents. This code was enacted to regul ate the
transportati on, storage and di sposal of hazardous waste. This code is neither applicable, nor relevant and
appropriate for this site.

RCRA, Subtitle D - Solid waste requirenents. Subtitle D are federal regul ations enacted for solid waste
di sposal. The regul ations are applicable to facilities which accepted waste after Cctober 9, 1991. The
Ripon FF/NN landfill closed in 1983. The Subtitle D regulations are neither applicable, nor relevant and
appropriate for this site.

2. Chem cal Specific ARARs
Clean Air Act [42 U S. C. 7401 et seq.] ; Wsconsin Statutes, sections 144.30 to 144. 426

40 CFR 50; Ws. Adm Code, chs. NR 404, NR 415 to NR 449 - Em ssion Standards. Standards for em ssion of
pollutants into anbient air and procedures for measuring specific air pollutants. Cap construction could
cause air em ssions of VOCs, particulate, fugitive dust or other contam nants which coul d adversely affect
human health and the environnent. The design of the renedy nust reduce air em ssions to acceptable |evels or
provide treatnment to satisfy these applicable standards.

Ws. Adm Code, NR 140 - G oundwater Quality Standards. The renedy is designed to reduce the anount of
contanination entering groundwater and achi eve conpliance with standards found in NR 140.

C. Cost Effectiveness

The selected renmedies call for overall cost effectiveness. Wile the conposite landfill cap costs nore than
a soil cap, it is also nmuch nore effective inlimting infiltration into the waste. Less infiltration
translates into | ess | eachate production and this will have beneficial effects on groundwater quality. The
addi tional cost of the conposite landfill cap will significantly increase the renedy's effectiveness by
reducing infiltration.

The site isn't producing enough landfill gas to warrant an active gas extraction system A properly designed



gas venting systemw |l effectively renove gas fromthe waste, and prevent it frommgrating offsite or
collecting in an area where it may pose an expl osi on hazard.

G oundwat er contam nation near the landfill is not severe enough to warrant an active groundwater renedial
system VOC concentrations decrease rapidly with distance fromthe waste boundary. An effective nonitoring
plan will track the changes in VOC concentrations with time, and nmake sure that contam nants don't affect
residential water supply wells near the site.

D. Utilization of Pernanent Solutions and Alternative treatnent Technol ogi es

The selected alternatives represent the best balance of the alternatives with respect to the nine criteria.

The cap elimnates the direct exposure pathway and reduces the amount of |eachate that will be generated by
the waste. The gas venting systemw ||l vent the gas to the atnosphere at |evels | ow enough not to cause any
probl ens. Capping and venting are both pernmanent solutions for a landfill.

E. Preference for Treatnent
The sel ected renedies don't satisfy the preference for treatment. However, capping the landfill, venting the
landfill gas and nonitoring the groundwater quality represents a practical solution for this site

DECI SI ON: THE SELECTED REMEDI ES

Based on an evaluation of the alternatives, the Wsconsin Department of Natural Resources believes that
Alternative O the selected source control operable unit renedy, and Alternative A the sel ected groundwater
operable unit renedy, are protective of human health and the environnent, conply with ARARs, are cost
effective and use permanent renedies to the nmaxi nrum extent practicable

The sel ected source control operable remedy includes:

1 constructing a conposite landfill cover (i.e. a landfill cap nade with both a plastic nmenbrane and
soil materials) over the entire landfil

1 installing a passive landfill gas venting systemas part of the conposite cap to effectively vent
landfill gas fromthe waste

1 noni toring of the groundwater quality to deternmine the effectiveness of the landfill cap towards
i mproving groundwater quality

1 nonitoring the landfill gas probes around the landfill to nake sure that landfill gas is not nigrating
away fromthe site in an uncontrolled manner.

1 mai nt enance of the landfill cap to repair erosion that nay devel op

1 a restriction on the property deed prohibiting disturbing the landfill cap except for maintenance
pur poses

1 fencing of the landfill perineter to restrict access

At the 5 year evaluation of the remedies, a report docunenting the following itens shall be prepared and
submitted to VWDNR

1. A summary of all groundwater quality data. Special mention should be made of changes in water quality
and a conparison of the data to groundwater quality standards in NR 140

2. A sunmary of all gas nonitoring data.

3. A summary of all naintenance which has occurred to the cap or gas extraction system

4. An eval uation as to whether the selected renedies are helping to inprove groundwater quality, naintain

a barrier to the waste, and properly vent gas fromthe site.
This report shall be submtted to WONR by January 15, 2001.
The WDNR has determ ned that the sel ected source control operable unit remedy. Alternative O and

Alternative A the selected groundwater operable unit remedy, will achieve the remedial action objectives for
this site



RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

The public comment period for the R pon FF/ NN Landfill Superfund site ran between August 31, and Septenber
29, 1995. The WDNR received one conmment during the conment period. A copy of the comrent is attached to
t hi s Responsi veness Sunmary.

The main point of the comrent is that the WDNR consi der whether the proposed renedy is too costly in |ight of
the identified need. The comment points out that the Public Health Assessnent recommends that the site have
a nonitoring plan, that leachate in the site be controlled to prevent seepage, and that site access be
restricted. The comrentor believes that these goals can be achieved in a | ess costly manner than that
proposed by WNR

The WDNR bel i eves that the sel ected remedies for source control and groundwater are not excessive neasures to
achi eve the reconmendati ons made in the Public Health Assessment. WDNR believes that control of |eachate
within the site will be nost effectively maintained with the conposite cap. The conposite cap will
essentially elimnate novenent of water into the waste, sonething that a soil only cap is unable to do. This
will in turn essentially elimnate | eachate generation. Leachate is the source of contam nation to

groundwat er. Stopping the creation of additional |eachate will stop the novement of contamination into the
groundwater. Even though it is limted init's extent, groundwater contami nation is present at the site.

El i minating further |eachate generation will have beneficial effects on groundwater quality. |nproving
groundwater quality is clearly one of the renedial objectives for this site. The WDNR believes that the
increased effectiveness of a menbrane cap nake it worth the additional cost when conpared to the cost of a
soil only cap.

Sept enber 13, 1995
Meno for Steve Al es, Project Manager or "To Wiom It May Concern":

This is a witten response to your public hearing tonight which | cannot attend because of a prior
engagenent .

Witing both as a nenber of the common council and as head of one of the participating PRPs, | wish to urge
that the DNR think kindly about Ripon and that a prescribed "cleanup action" be reasonabl e.

It would be very inportant to those of us who nust pay the bill for "capping" this site to insist on an
appropriate "cost benefit" program One that none of us will be able to | abel as "overkill.

A predicted cost of $1.2 million (plus annual maintenance or other costs of $34,000) as now recomrended by
the DNR seens excessive to this witer.

This is stated keeping in mnd the recently released "Health Assessment” report filed with the city by the
W sconsin Departnment of Health and Social Services working with the U S. Departnent of Health and Human
Services (Agency for Toxic Substances and D sease Registry).

This report recommends action, of course. However, it states that "No community health concerns related to
the site have been reported" (page 16). "CQurrent information about the site indicates that existing private
wells are not likely to be threatened by groundwater contamination fromthe site.” Nevertheless, it
recommends that a nonitoring plan be established (Page 17).

Init's recommendations, it states 1. the need for a nmonitoring plan, (certainly a reasonabl e suggesti on) 2.

that | eachate in the landfill should be controlled to prevent possible seepage and 3. that site access shoul d
be l'imted.

This would be fulfilled with your Alternative O | appreciate. However, | would like to urge that the DNR
consider a | ess expensive nethod for achi eving Nunmber 2 above (controlling the material s--leachite-- in the

site.)



No doubt you will be discussing these alternatives at the nmeeting tonight. | certainly hope so, and | hope
local PRPs are on hand to offer input.

I would just like to urge consideration for the public and corporate pocketbook and that the renedy be sinply
appropriate to the identified need and not excessive and heavy handed.

Si ncerely,
Doug Lyke,

Al derperson Gty of Ripon
Chai rman of Ripon Comrunity Printers



RECORD OF DECI SI ON

REMEDI AL ACTI ON FOR THE SOURCE CONTROL AND GROUNDWATER OPERABLE UNI TS
Rl PON FF/ NN LANDFI LL, RIPON, W

Site Nane and Location

The Ripon FF/ NN landfill Superfund site is located at the intersection of H ghways FF and NN in the Town of
Ri pon, Fond du Lac County, Wsconsin. It is approxinmately two mles northwest of the Gty of R pon, W. The
site is located in the SE “4of the SE % of Section 7, T16N, RL4E

St at enent and Basi s of Purpose

Thi s deci si on docunent represents the sel ected source control and groundwater renedial action for the Ri pon
FF/ NN | andfill, devel oped in accordance with CERCLA, as anended by SARA, and to the extent practicable, the
Nati onal Contingency Plan. The attached summary of renedial alternatives identifies the infornation
contained in the adm nistrative record for this site upon which the selection of the renedial action is
based

Assessnment of the Site

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe site, if not addressed by inplenmenting the
renmedi al action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an inmmnent and substantial danger to
public health, welfare or the environnent.

Description of the Sel ected Renedi al Actions

The Department of Natural Resources has evaluated renedial alternatives for two operable units at the site:
a source control operable unit and a groundwater operable unit. The selected source control renedy is
Alternative O Conposite Landfill Cap and Passive Gas Venting in conjunction with a groundwater nonitoring
plan. Details of the selected source control operable unit renedy can be found in the Feasibility Study.
The specific conponents of the source control operable unit renedy include:

1 constructing a conposite landfill cover (i.e. a landfill cap nade with both a plastic nenbrane and
soil materials) over the entire landfil

1 installing a passive landfill gas venting systemas part of the conposite cap to effectively vent
landfill gas fromthe waste

1 nmoni toring of the groundwater quality to determine the effectiveness of the landfill cap towards
i mproving groundwater quality

1 nonitoring the landfill gas probes around the landfill to nake sure that landfill gas is not nigrating
away fromthe site in an uncontrolled manner.

1 mai nt enance of the landfill cap to repair erosion that nmay devel op

1 a deed restriction prohibiting disturbing the landfill cap except for maintenance purposes

1 fencing of the landfill perineter to restrict access

For the groundwater operable unit, the Departnment has selected Alternative A, the No Action alternative. The

groundwat er contam nation that has migrated fromthis landfill is not severe enough to warrant active
groundwat er renedi al neasures to restore groundwater quality. The inplenentation of the source contro
operable unit renedy will result in decreased mgration of contamnants fromthe landfill to the groundwater.

Statutory Determnation

These remedi es are protective of human health and the environment, conply with Federal and State requirenents
that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenments (ARARs) for this action, and are cost
effective. These renedies utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment to the maxi num extent
practicable for this site. However, because treatment of the principal threats of the site was not found to



be practicable, these renedies do not satisfy the statutory preference for treatnent as a principal elenent.
Because these renmedies will result in hazardous substances being left on site, a review of the renedies wll
be conducted to ensure that the renedi es continue to provide adequate protection of human health and the
environnent. That review of the renedies will take place within 5 years after the remedi al actions have been
i mpl enent ed.
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