Cooper Industries, LLC
P.O. Box 4446
Houston, Texas 77210

600 Travis, Suite S600
Houston, Texas 77002
Phone: (713) 209-8850
Fax: (713) 209-8990

Via E-mail and Second Day Air Mail

January 18,2012

Mr. Gary Edelstein, P.E.

Waste Management Engineer

Remediation & Redevelopment Program
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
101 S. Webster Street

Madison, W1 53707-7921

RE: January 18, 2012 Revised Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) Report with Redline Version,
Response to December 22, 2011 EPA and WDNR Comments on the Draft Focused
Feasibility Study (FS) Report and WPDES Wastewater Discharge Pre-Permit
Application for Contaminated Groundwater Ripon HWY FF/NN Landfill
License #467, Ripon, WI
WDNR BRRTS #02-20-000915

Dear Mr. Edelstein:

On behalf of the Ripon FF/NN Landfill Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) Group, attached are the
following documents:

1. January 18,2012 Revised FFS Report from Tetra Tech with a Redline copy of the FFS report
is provided to highlight for your review the changes made within the document.

2. Tetra Tech’s response to the December 22, 2012 WDNR and EPA comment letter on the draft
FFS report for the landfill. The final FFS Report has been updated with these changes.

3. Request for Initial Coverage under the Wisconsin Discharge Elimination System (WPDES)
Wastewater Discharge Permit completed application form.

If you have any questions regarding the enclosed information please call me at (713) 209-8850, or feel
free to speak directly with Mike Noel at Tetra Tech GEO at 262-792-1282. Thank you for your
continued assistance in moving this project.

Sincerely,

CP T

Nelson M. Olavarria
Director Environmental Assessment & Remediation and FF/NN PRP Committee Chairman
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Enclosures to All Receiving Copies

cc: Christine Lilek, WDNR
Bemard Schorle, EPA
Mike Noel, Tetra Tech
Lori Rich, City of Ripon
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January 18, 2012

Mr. Gary Edelstein, P.E.

Waste Management Engineer

Remediation & Redevelopment Program
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
101 S. Webster Street

Madison, WI 53707-7921

RE:

Response to December 22, 2011 Comments on the Focused Feasibility Study (FS)
Ripon HWY FF/NN Landfill

License #467, Ripon, WI

WDNR BRRTS #02-20-000915

Dear Mr. Edelstein:

On behalf of the Ripon FF/NN Landfill Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) Group, the
following is a response to the December 22, 2012 WDNR and EPA comment letter on the FS
report for the landfill. Each of the comments are reiterated below, followed by a response in

italics.

WDNR Comments:

1.

Maps and figures showing, in sufficient conceptual detail, the features and layouts of the
alternatives that have construction of additional items must be provided. Alternatives B3,
B4, C3 and C4 all have such features. Drawings and maps showing the layout and
locations of extraction and treatment wells, all in-ground piping, including piping
between wells and the treatment building and the discharge pipe for pump and treat and
treatment system is especially important so the public can perceive where construction
may take place. Also, please be sure the hard copy of the next version contains all the
figures; this submittal hard copy was missing figure 5-4.

Response: Updated maps with the requested information have been prepared and are
included in the attached revised FS.

Section 2.3, second paragraph. Guidance and interpretation documents are not Applicable
or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs), they may be To Be Considered
factors (TBCs). Technical guidance outlining use of monitored natural attenuation
(MNA) and engineered barriers do not change any of the ARARs that may apply at this
site. We request that this second paragraph be removed. [Note: EPA commented on the
third paragraph in this section, below]

Response: Paragraph has been removed as requested.
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3. Sections 4.4.3, 53.4 and 5.3.8 - These sections involving the description of and
evaluation of groundwater extraction, treatment and discharge must account for the
following regarding WPDES Permit requirements.

To determine if the design and cost estimates for these alternatives are generally correct,
it will be necessary to obtain preliminary discharge limits for a discharge to Silver Creek.
Mr. Dick Sachs - WDNR Watershed Management (WM) staff person in the Green Bay
Office, indicated that a pre-permit application should be completed and submitted. They
would enter the data into their WPDES permit program and print out a detailed permit
application. Then you would fill in the parameters of concerns, levels of contaminants,
volume of discharge, levels of chlorides, nitrogen ammonia and phosphorus levels, etc.,
and submit it to them.

The WM Program staff can then run their program to determine the discharge limits for
Silver Creek and provide them to you. Because a formal permit application isn't required
at this time, they would not keep the information in their program.

Our WM staff has indicated it is more likely that the effluent limits would be more
stringent for a wetland discharge option, so we agree that alternative need not be pursued
at this time.

Response: A pre-permit application has been prepared and submitted as requested. A
copy of the submittal is attached.

4. Section 4.4.5 Alternate Water Supply and Section 5 descriptions of Municipal Water
Contingency - These sections should be revised to clarify that if a currently used private
well becomes contaminated, that an attempt will be made to connect the user to the
municipal water supply voluntarily; the municipal water will be offered. If the well owner
refuses, then the next option is to offer to replace the well. If that is refused then the next
option is to offer a home treatment unit that the RPs would maintain.

Response: The text has been revised to provide the suggested clarification.

5. Section 5 Descriptions and evaluations of alternatives with groundwater pump and treat
and in-situ groundwater treatment (alternatives B3, B4, C3 and C4) All of these 4
alternatives include MNA, yet there is very little information provided as to why they do.
EPA has indicated in their comments to us on the document that they have an expectation
that such alternatives would actively treat the entire area of the contaminated aquifer and
not rely on MNA for some of it. We don't necessarily agree with them, but the areas that
will be left to MNA have to be justified. The descriptions and evaluations must be revised
to show what portion of the aquifer will be contained/affected/treated by the pump and
treat and in-situ treatment activities and what portions will be left to be managed by
MNA. These assumptions should be confirmed as acceptable with Christine Lilek
WDNR Hydrogeologist before the next revision to the document is submitted. We
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suggest you send us a letter or document with the information and proposed language
changes to section 5 to address this as soon as possible.

Response: The descriptions and evaluations were revised as requested. For Alternatives
Bl, B2, Cl and C2, the text has been revised to make clear that MNA applies to the entire
groundwater plume as these alternatives do not include an active groundwater
remediation component. For Alternatives B3 and C3 the reference to MNA has been
removed as the evaluated pump and treat system is capable of capturing the entire
groundwater plume. For Alternatives B4 and C4 the text has been revised to make clear
that MNA would apply to that portion of the groundwater plume downgradient of the
zone of influence of the in-situ remediation wells. These changes were discussed with
Christine Lilek and she believed the proposed changes were responsive to the comment.

Sections 4.4.3, 5.3.4 and 5.3.8 - The evaluation of the groundwater extraction, treatment
and discharge alternatives should discuss the potential impact such an action may have on
the groundwater quality in the nearby private and municipal wells. It might have a
positive affect, by increasing oxidizers (Fe, Mn & S04) into the aquifer, but there's also
the slight possibility that arsenic or chloride could be released. The latter possibility
should be addressed through a discussion in the detailed evaluation. Reference: WGNHS
Report 2003-01 "St Peter Sandstone Aquifer Study, Ripon, Wisconsin & Fond du Lac
Groundwater Summary"-
http://www4.uwsp.edu/cnr/watersheds/Reports_Publications/Reports/fdl_gw.pdf

Response: The text has been revised to include a discussion as requested. Based on
review of the referenced document and available site data there would be no negative
impact to water quantity or quality in nearby private and municipal wells as a result of
groundwater extraction, treatment and discharge.

Christine Lilek forwarded copies of the draft FS to two WinFlow Groundwater Modeling
experts: Randy Hunt - USGS and Jeffery Helmuth - WDNR to check on the input and
output values for the Groundwater Pump & Treat Alternative.

Both of these groundwater modelers thought the use of the WinFlow Model was
acceptable for predicting groundwater pump wells.

They did suggest that the input values for the model could be run a bit differently: 1) Run
the model as a "leaky-confined" aquifer instead of a totally "confined" aquifer and 2)
Include irregular groundwater flow features (surface water sinks, recharge areas, etc...)
into the model instead of just using uniform flow inputs.

This makes sense, because the St Peter Sandstone aquifer is receiving oxygen mixing
(flow) from the upper aquifers and the gradient changes in Layer 3 when Municipal Well
#9 is pumping.

The rate of flow and volume generated from the pump and treat system would change
TETRA TECH GEO
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some if they altered the input values, but we don't believe it would be a big change.
WDNR has used similar models to run Wellhead Protection drawdown areas for
municipal water utilities, and minor changes in the model do not result in major changes
to the groundwater flow system.

Response: As previously noted, the St. Peter Sandstone is not present in the vicinity of the
Site. There is also no observable change in the flow direction or gradient in Layer 3
water level elevations related to the pumping of Municipal Well #9. The change that is
observed occurs in the deeper sandstone unit, Layer 4.

The model was run as a leaky-confined aquifer using a range of reasonable leakage
factors and no significant change in the capture zone was noted. As noted by the
groundwater modeling experts that commented, the changes to include irregular flow
Sfeatures would not result in major changes to the flow system. Because a much greater
level of effort is required to include irregular groundwater flow features and the expected
resultant change is minor we did not rerun WinFlow with these added features. If the
groundwater extraction alternative is selected, more detailed and advanced modeling
would be performed as part of the remedial design effort. We believe the current level of
design is sufficient for the evaluation of the F'S alternatives.

USEPA Comments:

8.

10.

11.

Regarding the cover letter, one evaluates alternatives using the nine criteria. One screens
alternatives using the short- and long-term aspects of these three criteria: effectiveness,
implementability, and cost. This comment also applies to the report. For example, see the
Executive Summary.

Response: The text has been revised to reflect the suggested language change.

Executive Summary, second paragraph. Did the City extend municipal water to the
affected residences or did the FF/NN Landfill PRP Group do this? In other words, did the
City alone pay for the extension or did the Group?

Response: The FF/NN Landfill PRP Group paid for the extension but it was implemented
by the City. The text has been revised accordingly.

Subsection 2.1, second paragraph. It should be mentioned here that an alternative water
supply was provided for these residences.

Response: The text has been revised to reflect the suggested language change.

Subsection 2.2.3. Regarding "The lateral extent of shallow groundwater contamination
was approximately 500 feet ... ", it needs to be clarified that the "500 feet" refers to the
downgradient direction.

Response: The text has been revised to reflect the suggested language change.
TETRA TECH GEO
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Subsection 2.2,5. The ROD was issued when USEPA issued its letter of concurrence,
which was March 27, 1996. You can also include the date when the state signed the
ROD.

The quotation needs quotation marks at the beginning of the second paragraph. It would
make the extent of the quote clearer if, instead of quotation marks, the quote was
indented and set in smaller type.

Response: The text has been revised to reflect the March 27, 1996 date. The quotation
has been indented and italicized.

Subsection 2.2.7. It says, "...routine sampling detected low concentrations of vinyl
chloride (VC) in a residential water supply well....". Was this well sampled more than
once in October 2001? If not, then it should say "detected a low concentration", Lilek
information: Altnau private well VC detect found in October 2001, then Ehster private
well was sampled later in October 2011 (sic). The VC detect was also found in the Ehster
well.

Response: Only one sample was collected from the Altnau well so the text has been
revised to reflect the suggested language change.

Subsection 2.2.11, first paragraph. In 2.2.10 it says, "Methane measurements at the
probes and monitoring wells indicated concentrations that exceeded 25% of the lower
explosive limit (LEL) at several locations outside the limits of the landfill" The first
sentence in section 2.2.11 uses the term LEL, not 25% of the LEL to describe the eh. NR
504, Wis. Adm, Code regulation. This should be corrected to read 25% of the LEL.

Response: The text has been revised to reflect the suggested language change.

Subsection 2.2.12. The IC Plan was conditionally approved in April 2011. Institutional
Controls (ICs) are non-engineered instruments, such as administrative and legal controls.
Things like a landfill cap and a fence are not ICs and should not be listed here.

Response: Reference to the landfill cap and fencing has been removed.

Subsection 2.3, third paragraph. It isn't really an ARAR that necessitated further remedial
actions at the site since the ROD. It is the fact that in the five-year review one can no
longer say that the original remedy is protective. Note that in October 1993 and afterword
the concentrations of vinyl chloride in well P-I07D were exceeding the ES and, generally,
the MCL.

Response: The third paragraph has been removed.
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17. Subsection 3,2. The first paragraph is essentially the paragraph of subsection 3.1. Second

18.

19

20.

paragraph. The term "Layer 3" is used here, but the definition of layers has not yet been
given. Lilek information: The Layers have not been described in the FS and should be.
Layer # 1 are wells 25 - 65 feet below ground surface as measured from the top of each
well (BGS), Layer #2 wells are 62 - 95 feet BGS, Layer #3 wells are 152 - 199 feet BGS
and Layer #4 wells are 281- 328 feet BGS. A reference to table 3-1 could be added as
well.

Response: The text has been revised so that the first and second paragraphs are not
redundant. A definition of the stratigraphic layers (Layers 1 to 4) has been added as
suggested.

Subsection 3.3.3, fourth paragraph. I would be more inclined to say that the travel time
estimated from the groundwater velocities suggests that the release which impacted the
private wells in 2001 occurred prior to capping of the landfill in 1985 rather than that it
confirms it.

Response: The text has been revised to reflect the suggested language change.

Subsection 4,2. The alternative water supply is not another operable unit. Source control
and groundwater operable units are. If the site had not been divided into operable units
for the initial remedial action, it would not have been necessary to divide it even at this
stage. The residential water supply is a remedial alternative for the groundwater, just as a
landfill cap is a remedial alternative for the waste area. There is no remediation needed
for the alternative water supply. The document should be revised wherever there is a
statement that the residential water supply is an operable unit.

Response: The text has been revised to reflect the suggested language change.

Subsection 4.4.2. First paragraph. This has, "However, as noted in Section 3.6, landfill
gas at levels greater than 25% of the LEL were present more than 135 feet outside the
limits of fill...". Subsection 3.6 really does not say this. From what is in subsection 3.6,
the reader does not know which gas probes this refers to and how much above 25% of the
LEL the concentration reached.

Response: The text has been revised to remove the reference to Section 3.6.

Second paragraph. This states, "Active landfill gas recovery will be selected under the
amended ROD for gas control but it also serves as a remedy for groundwater because of
its demonstrated ability to reduce the source of vinyl chloride groundwater
contamination." The phrase "... will be selected under the amended ROD ..." must be
removed. It is pretty much obvious that the changes that have been implemented will be
part of the remedy that will be selected in the ROD Amendment, but the document should
not say so.

TETRA TECH GEO

Tel Fax



Tb TETRATECH

21.

22.

Response: The text has been revised to reflect the suggested language change.

Subsection 4.4.4. Fifth paragraph. This has, "Chemical oxidation involves the injection
into the subsurface of chemicals which have a high oxidizing potential to degrade the
organic contamination to carbon dioxide and water." Of course with vinyl chloride, the
chlorine has to go somewhere. Lilek information: The oxidizing zone in the St Peter
Sandstone would provide the mechanism to degrade the vinyl chloride to water, carbon
dioxide and chloride.

Response: The text has been revised to add chlorine as a byproduct of chemical
oxidation.

The St. Peter Sandstone is not present in the vicinity of the Site. The Site is situated within
the boundaries of a pre-glacial erosional valley that is 175-200 feet deep. The St. Peter
Sandstone has been eroded away and the upper most bedrock is Cambrian-age Lone
Rock and Wonewoc Formation.

Eighth paragraph. This has "... plume is known to be relatively stable ...”. It would seem
that if it has been found that this plume is relatively stable, monitored natural attenuation
is not a good process. With MNA, one wants change. But after using the word "stable", it
is said that there has been a significant change in contaminant concentration. Lilek
information: The plume has stable characteristics, e.g.: natural degradation of ¢cVOC is
occurring at a stable rate; and dispersion of prior contaminates are moving through the
aquifer at a stable rate (no additional contaminant loadings are leaching from the landfill).
Significant change is occurring as sample results have shown VC degradation in the
lower aquifer layers.

Response: The text has been revised to remove the reference to plume stability
Second-last paragraph. This has "...flows out of the anaerobic zone into an aerobic
environment." What is the source of the oxygen that would have to come in to increase
the oxygen concentration? Is there some mixing there with water that contains higher
concentrations of oxygen? Lilek information: Yes, the St Peter Sandstone in this area is
an aerobic aquifer, which has more naturally occurring oxidizers (Fe, Mn, S04) due to the
draw down occurring by water supply and high capacity wells in this area. WGNHS
Report 2003-01 "St Peter Sandstone Aquifer Study, Ripon, Wisconsin".

Response: The anaerobic conditions are believed caused by reducing conditions within
the lardfill plume. The aerobic environment referred to would be from naturally
occurring “background” oxygen in the groundwater. As noted above, the St. Peter
Sandstone is not present in the vicinity of the Site.

Subsection 5.2.8. The support agency comments could be available by the time of the
proposed plan, so the sentence should state that EPA comments may be addressed in the
Proposed Plan and will be addressed in the ROD Amendment.
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Response: The text has been revised to reflect the suggested language change.
23. Subsection 5.3.1.1. This says "Alternative I ". Should this be "Alternative A"?
Response: Yes. The text has been revised to reflect the suggested language change.

Included with this response to comments is a revised FS report reflecting the changes as
indicated. A tracked-change version is also included to show the revisions that were made. If you
have any questions or if you would like to discuss the response to comments please feel free to
connect me.

Sincerely,
Tetra Tech GEO

Michael R. Noel, P.G.
Vice President, Principal Hydrogeologist

Encl.

cc: Christine Lilek, WDNR
Bemard Schorle, EPA
Nelson Olavarria, Cooper Industries
Lori Rich, City of Ripon

TETRATECH GEO

Tel Fax



FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT
FF/NN LANDFILL NPL SITE
Ripon, Wisconsin

Prepared for:

FF/NN LANDFILL PRP GROUP

Prepared by:

"t TETRATECH

Tetra Tech GEO
175 N. Corporate Drive, Suite 100
Brookfield, WI 53045

//,//A’{M/(JM \/_)(J.w.[ . é,;jﬂ '?/‘«\—f

Michael R. Noel, P.G. Daniel L. Morgan, P.E.
Principal Hydrogeologist, Project Manager Associate, Sr. Engineer, Project Engineer



TABLE OF CONTENTS

SECTION NO. AND TITLE PAGE NO.
LIST OF TABLES ccuuuu.cocoutusssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssans I
LIST OF FIGURES .........ooovvmsennsesssssmsssssssssssssmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss IVIV
LIST OF APPENDICES ...ooceoseeneseeuussssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsssssssss v ssssrassens

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY..... T I T e 1

2.0 INTRODUCTION..... OO0 o O O X GO O X O O A X SO oo e, 22

2.1 PURPOSE ...ttt ettt e e ettt e e e et e e eeeeeate e aatesate e e eeeeseeb b aattbaeeesennnsnteeennnnees
2.2 BACKGROUND ...ttt ettt ete e et ee st s e ee e e e e abeeeaeeasattbbaee e e satebabeesaeeeaasaaeeeassesseeeesnssees
2.2.1  LaRAfTll HISIOTY .............ccocoeieieiiiieii ettt ettt ettt ettt enenee
2.2.2 NPLIRCIUSION...................ccoooiieeiiaiieeiiiie ettt ettt ettt e
2.2.3  Remedial INVESHGALION. ...............c..cocoouiuiiiiiiiiieiiesieeset ettt et ettt et st e
2.2.4  Feasibility Study..............ccccooooeiiiiuimiiiiiiiieiiieiiet ettt e e
2.2.5  ReCOPA Of DECISION ..................ooue ettt et ettt st et te e e senenaan
2.2.6  RemediQl ACHON ...................c...ocoveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt ettt st
2.2.7 Post Remediation MORITOFING................c...ccooeiimiiiiiaiieiieiese ettt s,
2.2.8 Private Water Supply ReSpONSE ACLIONS....................cccccooviimmieiieiininiiniieeiaie et
2.2.9 Supplemental Groundwater Investigation and Monitoring ......................cccocoeevieneneenenne.
2.2.10 Landfill Gas EVAlUGLION.........................c.c..cccooeeiiiiiiaiaisieeiiaeaeeeiieaieeseeeiaeeesaee et seeeannee e
2.2.11  Active Landfill Gas Extraction Interim ACHON.................c.cccocecoceiniiinenciinienieiieeeenn,
2.2.12  Institutional Control PIan............................ccocoevuiiiviiiiiiniieiicie ettt
23 APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS ......cccccoovuuiiiiiniiiiiieeeninnnns
2.4 REPORT ORGANIZATION ........ooiiiiiiiiiieiieectieeeetie e e e e eete bt et e e e e setae et e e e e saeasteessaneaeaeansssessesensananes

3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS OO T T R S A (o W S 88

3.1 TOPOGRAPHY ......ooooiinniniiiieiiee ettt e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e s e e aa e e e e e eaeeeessesarbbaaeaaeeaeaaans
3.2 L@ 00 ) 50 1 @ 20N PP
33 8 8701 270 1@ 070 B0 L e
3.3.1 Groundwater FIow Direction.......................c.ccoouvoiiioiimiiiiiiiiiieii ettt
3.3.2 Vertical Hydraulic Gradient ...........................cocccocciioiieiiiniiniiiieiiieiieeeie ittt en
3.3.3 Hydraulic Conductivity and Groundwater Velocity Calculations....................................
3.4  GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION. ......c..ouiiimuiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee et ee et ee e ee e 10
35 LANDFILL LEACHATE. ..ottt ettt et e
3.6 LANDFILL GAS ....ooiiitiiie ettt ettt ettt e e et e e e e e e e e e ete e e e eaaeeeeeeseeaantneeseeennes
3.7 CONTINUING SOURCE OF GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION. ........coovieiiiiiieieeceiiinnevrenns
3.7.1 Groundwater Contact with Waste Pathway ..................c...cccoccueecueeceeeciieieieesiresieeeenenenns
3.7.2 LeacRate PAtRWay .................c..cccccoeieieiiiiciiiiiesiiierie e aeetiiieere st st e e s aneessaeantaeanneenneaens
3.7.3 Landfill Gas PAthWay......................cccocooieiiiiiiieiiiiie sttt

4.0 IDENTIFICATION AND SCREENING OF REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES.................. 1515

4.1 OVERVIEW ...ttt et ettt ettt e e et et e et et e n et e ee et et stee e tteeantenteeanesaaneenasnenesaentens
4.2 REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES. ... .oooitiiiiiiiitieeieeeiie ettt ettt s



TABLE OF CONTENTS

4.2.2 Groundwater RAOS..........................cocouueuiiieeeeeeeceeeeeee e ettt 15
4.2.3 Residential Water Supply RAOS ....................ccocoemviiviimiiiiiiieiiieiiite et
4.3 GENERAL RESPONSE ACTIONS .....oiiieiiiitiieiiiitteestiites e eeseieseteeessstaaes s snsaeesssaasesaesaeessnsnssnes
4.3.1  SoUFce CORIFOL GRAS. ..................oooooeeeeeeeeeeieeeeeeeeee e eeeeiee e eeeee e 16
4.3.2  GFOURAWALIEY GRAS..................oooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e s s e e e aaaaaaaees 1646
4.3.3 Residential Water SUpply GRAS .................ccccocuviiiniiviiiiiiiieiietsteet e
4.4  IDENTIFICATION AND SCREENING OF PROCESS TYPES AND OPTIONS .........ccocovvvverenne.n. 1646
Bedid INOACHON. ... ettt ettt e e e e s e e e e s e e see s e 16
4.4.2 Landfill Gas RECOVEry................cccoocoueiiieiiiaiieiieee ettt ettt eneesane s 16
4.4.3 Groundwater Extraction, Treatment and Discharge........................cccccocvvvvinivnvininenncn.
4.4.4  In-Situ Groundwater TreQIMERL..........................ooueeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 18
4.4.5 Alternative Water SUPPLY ..............cccoccovoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiese e
5.0 DEVELOPMENT AND ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES ...........c.cceueu.... 2222
5.0 INTRODUGCTION ....oooimiimiieioseee oottt et 22
5.2 EVALUATION CRITERIA ....ooooooiieeeeeeeeeeeeee et eee et e ee s ee s ee et ee e eseetaen et eeeeeeeeseeeeeaeeneans 2’
5.2.1 Compliance With ARARS..................ccccoooouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiet ettt 22
5.2.2 Overall Protection of Human Health and Environment ........................c.cccccocvevcneanncnn.
5.2.3  SHOFt-Term EffeCtiVEness..................cccceviiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiisieeestesie sttt 23
5.2.4 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence........................ccccccocueveevinceenvenencueneenennnes
5.2.5 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume of Material..........................ccccccecuveeueen...
5.2.6 Implementability......................cocccoriiviimiiniiiiniiiiisieeieeeee s
5,207 COSE ..ottt e e e r e e e ettt te e et ennnneaaee 23
5.2.8 State (Support AZency) ACCEPLANCE......................cc.ccuvevveseeecieeiiesieeeiieenaesireeneesaeensee s 24
5.2.9  Community ACCEPIANCE ....................cc.coouevuiriisiiniiinieeiesieee sttt ettt 2424
53 DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES .......coooeiviiiiiiaeeiieeeinens 24
5.3.1 Alternative A - No Further ACHORN........................ccccccoouiveeeeeeiiiaiiiiieeeeeiieeseeeiiseiseee e e 25
5.3.2 Alternative Bl — Existing Gas Control with MINA................ccccoooevinviiniinieeniineenineenenn, 26
5.3.3 Alternative B2 — Existing Gas Control with MNA and Municipal Water Contingency..27
5.3.4 Alternative B3 — Existing Gas Control with Groundwater Pump & Treat and-MNA ..... 20
5.3.5 Alternative B4 — Existing Gas Control with In-Situ Groundwater Treatment and MNA32
5.3.6 Alternative C1 — Expanded Gas Control with MINA.................cccccovveiiiiiiniiineianeannennn,

5.3.7 Alternative C2 — Expanded Gas Control with MNA and Municipal Water Contingency3 /36
5.3.8 Alternative C3 — Expanded Gas Control with Groundwater Pump & Treat and-MNA4 . 35
5.3.9 Alternative C4 — Expanded Gas Control with In-Situ Groundwater Treatment and MNA

6.0 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES......eincrnenccnenessnsnnassenensnns 4443
TA0T R R R R N O S i o iieeseossvossassossosns s e eose et sNesRaeiaessvostassssnessesssvores s isisesassasssoesesesssonassasesass 4746



LIST OF TABLES

LIST OF TABLES

Table 2-1 Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
Table 3-1 Stratigraphic Grouping of Monitoring Wells

Table 4-1 Screening of General Response Actions and Technologies
Table 5-1 Cost Estimate Alternative Bl

Table 5-2 Cost Estimate Alternative B2

Table 5-3 Cost Estimate Alternative B3

Table 5-4 Cost Estimate Alternative B4

Table 5-5 Cost Estimate Alternative C1

Table 5-6 Cost Estimate Alternative C2

Table 5-7 Cost Estimate Alternative C3

Table 5-8 Cost Estimate Alternative C4

Table 6-1 Summary Comparison of Alternatives



LIST OF FIGURES

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 3-1  Site Location Map

Figure 3-2  South to North Cross-Section AA’

Figure 3-3  West to East Cross-Section BB’

Figure 3-4  West to East Cross-Section CC’

Figure 3-5  Layer 1 Groundwater Flow Direction and Vinyl Chloride Detections
Figure 3-6  Layer 2 Groundwater Flow Direction and Vinyl Chloride Detections
Figure 3-7  Layer 3 Groundwater Flow Direction and Vinyl Chloride Detections
Figure 3-8  Layer 4 Groundwater Flow Direction and Vinyl Chloride Detections
Figure 3-9  Former Passive Landfill Gas Venting System

Figure 5-1  Active Gas Extraction via Existing Vents and Leachate Wells Expanded
Figure 5-2  Expanded Connection to Municipal Water Gas-Reeevery-viaExistingVents
andeachate Wels

Figure 5-3  Groundwater Pump and Treat Piping Location Plan GasReeevery-viaNew
Figure 5-4  Groundwater Pump and Treat System Location Plan and Details Fypieal
Figure 5-5 ART In-Well Technology Diagram

Figure 5-6 _ ART In-Well Location Plan and Details

Figure 5-7  Active Gas Extraction via New Gas Extraction Wells




LIST OF APPENDICES

LIST OF APPENDICES

Appendix A. Alternative B3 and C3 Groundwater Extraction Simulations
Appendix B. Vinyl Chloride Mass in Deep Aquifer Calculation



SECTION 1

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 1994, a Feasibility Study (FS) was prepared for the FF/NN Landfill in Ripon, Wisconsin,
which was based on the results of a Remedial Investigation (RI) that had been performed at the
site. That FS examined landfill capping, leachate and gas extraction alternatives. It also looked
at several groundwater pumping and treatment alternatives for shallow groundwater. The
Record of Decision (ROD) issued by the WDNR in 1994 required the construction of a
composite landfill cap and passive gas collection system; this work was completed in 1996. The
ROD did not require the active remediation of groundwater because groundwater contamination
that had migrated from the landfill was not a significant enough risk to warrant active
groundwater remedial measures.

During routine groundwater monitoring in the fall of 2001, vinyl chloride was detected in two
private drinking water wells located in the sandstone aquifer and approximately 1,500 feet down
gradient of the FF/NN Landfill. Immediately, the residents were provided with safe drinking
water and interim point of entry treamment systems were installed and operated until the City
(with FE/NN Landfill PRP group funding) extended municipal water to the affected residences.
As a result of the vinyl chloride detections, the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
(WDNR) requested that the PRP group evaluate alternatives to remediate groundwater at the site.

In October, 2005, a Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) was prepared to evaluate actions for
remediating groundwater at the site using CERCLA guidelines. These guidelines emphasize the
use of treatment technologies that permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility, or
volume of waste. Appropriate technologies were initially screened based on short- and long-
term effectiveness, implementability and cost. ead—aAlternatives were developed from the
screened technologiesidentified and evaluatedsereened using the nine criteria specified in the
CERCLA guidelines. Alternatives that were evaluated included municipal water supply, source
control and deep aquifer remediation technologies. A source control alternative that included
active gas extraction from the existing passive vents and leachate collection wells was
implemented as an interim action in March, 2006. Based on the amount of time that has passed
since preparation of the October 2005 FFS the WDNR requested that the FFS be updated again.

The alternatives evaluated under this updated FFS include:

e Alternative A — No Action

e Alternative B1 — Existing Gas Control with MNA

e Alternative B2 — Existing Gas Control with MNA and Municipal Water Contingency

e Alternative B3 — Existing Gas Control with Groundwater Pump & Treatment and-MMNA:
e Alternative B4 — Existing Gas Control with In-Situ Groundwater Treatment and MNA

# Alternative C1 — Expanded Gas Control with MNA

e Alternative C2 — Expanded Gas Control with MNA and Municipal Water Contingency

e Alternative C3 — Expanded Gas Control with Groundwater Pump & Treatment ane-MMNA:
e Alternative C4 — Expanded Gas Control with In-Situ Groundwater Treatment and MNA
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2.0 INTRODUCTION

2.1 Purpose

In 1994, a Feasibility Study (FS) was prepared for the FF/NN Landfill in Ripon, Wisconsin,
which was based on the results of a Remedial Investigation (RI) that had been performed at the
site. That FS examined landfill capping, leachate and gas extraction alternatives. It also looked
at several groundwater pumping and treatment alternatives for shallow groundwater. The
Record of Decision (ROD) issued by the WDNR in 1994 required the construction of a
composite landfill cap and passive gas collection system; this work was completed in 1996. The
ROD did not require the active remediation of groundwater because groundwater contamination
that had migrated from the landfill did not present a significant enough risk to warrant active
groundwater remedial measures.

During routine groundwater monitoring in the fall of 2001, a low concentration of vinyl chloride
was detected in one private drinking water supply well located in the sandstone aquifer and
approximately 1,500 feet down gradient of the FF/NN Landfill. Additional monitoring at a new
home adjacent to this well indicated that its water supply well was also impacted. Immediately,
the residents were provided with safe drinking water and interim point of entry treatment systems
were installed and operated until the City extended municipal water to the affected residences.
As a result of the vinyl chloride detections, the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
(WDNR) requested that the PRP group evaluate alternatives to remediate groundwater at the site.
Aspresnlte i the—snekelionde—dotestops—rho W seensn—Beparimentot Dlatgeal Resopse
AV B DNRY-reguested-that-the-PRP-wroup-provade—sale-dembang H&%—RFH%—{%H%H—HAHH—aﬂd
evaluate-ahematies—to—address-the-groundwater-plame-that-vwas—{ound-since—the - REb—was
Psstieds

In October, 2005, a Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) was prepared to evaluate actions for
remediating groundwater at the site using CERCLA guidelines. These guidelines emphasize the
use of treatment technologies that permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility, or
volume of waste. Appropriate technologies were initially screened and alternatives were
identified and screened using the nine criteria specified in the CERCLA guidelines. Alternatives
that were evaluated included municipal water supply, source control and deep aquifer
remediation technologies. A source control alternative that included active gas extraction from
the existing passive vents and leachate collection wells was implemented as an interim action in
March, 2006. Based on the amount of time that has passed since preparation of the October 2005
FFS the WDNR requested that the FFS be updated again.

An FS is the mechanism for developing, screening, and evaluating in detail alternatives for
remedial actions. The primary objective of this Focused FS for the FF/NN Landfill is to develop
and evaluate remedial action alternatives that are capable of mitigating unacceptable
environmental risks from impacted groundwater. The approach and structure of the Focused FS
are in accordance with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Guidance for
Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA (1988) and
Conducting Remedial Investigations/Feasibility Studies for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites
(1991).
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2.2 Background

2.2.1 Landfill History

Landfilling activities occurred at the site from 1967 to 1983. The land was leased from the
property owner, Mr. Lyle Sauer, and subsequently, Mrs. Arlene Sauer. In 1967, Speed Queen
leased the property for disposal of wastes from its facility in Ripon, Wisconsin. In 1968, the City
of Ripon (City) leased the property. In 1978, the City and Town of Ripon (Town) were
signatory to the lease. A license to operate the landfill (#467) was issued by the WDNR to the
City in 1969. In 1970, the City and Town contracted to share the costs of operating the landfill.
The landfill was operated by the City and Town from 1970 to 1983. Throughout its 16-year
history, the landfill accepted municipal, commercial, and industrial solid waste. After landfill
operations ceased, the site was capped with a clay cap in 1985. The City of Ripon is the current
owner of the site.

2.2.2 NPL Inclusion
In 1982, the WDNR began evaluating the landfill for possible inclusion on the federal National
Priorities List (NPL). In 1993, the FF/NN Landfill was proposed for listing on the NPL by the
USEPA and was officially listed on May 31, 1994.

2.2.3 Remedial Investigation

A Remedial Investigation (RI) was conducted at the site by the PRP group and the final RI
Report was completed in August, 1994. The RI found that five VOCs exceeded NR 140
Preventive Action Limits (PALs) and two, vinyl chloride and cis-1,2-dichloroethene, were
present at concentrations which exceeded NR 140 Enforcement Standards (ESs). The lateral
extent of shallow groundwater contamination was approximately 500 feet downgradient of the
landfill and was limited to wells located immediately adjacent to or downgradient of the landfill.
Contaminants present in the deeper groundwater were not shown to extend more than 1000 feet
to the south of the landfill. No VOCs were present in any private water supply wells except at the
former Bosveld residential well, which was located about 200 feet south of the landfill.
Subsequently, this property was purchased by the City of Ripon and the well was properly
abandoned.

2.24 Feasibility Study
In December, 1994, a Feasibility Study (FS) was completed for the site based on the results of
the RI. The FS examined alternatives for landfill capping, leachate and gas extraction, and
shallow groundwater extraction and treatment.

2.2.5 Record of Decision
A ROD was issued for this site on March 27February-26, 1996. Specifically, the ROD describes
the selected remedy as follows:

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

3
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e constructing a composite landfill cover (i.e. a landfill cap made with both a plastic
membrane and soil materials) over the entire landfill;

e installing a passive landfill gas venting system as part of the composite cap to effectively
vent landfill gas from the waste;

e monitoring of the groundwater quality to determine the effectiveness of the landfill cap
towards improving groundwater quality;

e monitoring the landfill gas probes around the landfill to make sure that landfill gas is not
migrating away from the site in an uncontrolled manner;

e maintenance of the landfill cap to repair erosion that may develop;

e a deed restriction prohibiting disturbing the landfill cap except for maintenance purposes;
and

e fencing of the landfill perimeter to restrict access.

For the groundwater operable unit, the Department has selected Alternative A, the No Action
Alternative. The groundwater contamination that has migrated from this landfill is not
severe enough to warrant active groundwater remedial measures to restore groundwater
quality. The implementation of the source control operable unit remedy will result in
decreased migration of contaminants from the landfill to the groundwater.~

2.2.6 Remedial Action
In 1996, in compliance with the ROD for this site, a composite membrane/clay cap was
constructed on top of the existing clay cap. In addition, a passive gas collection system was
installed within the landfill. The passive gas collection system includes a network of
interconnected horizontal perforated pipes installed below the cap connected to 12 vertical gas
venting pipes.

2.2.7 Post Remediation Monitoring

From 1996 to 2001, semi-annual groundwater monitoring with annual monitoring of private
water supply wells was conducted. In October 2001, routine sampling detected a low
concentrations of vinyl chloride in a residential water supply well (Altnau, N8798 S. Koro Rd.).
Follow-up sampling detected vinyl chloride in the water supply well of a recently built home
(Ehster, W14271 Charles St.). Subsequent groundwater sampling events have confirmed that no
detectable VOCs are present in any other private water supply wells located immediately down
gradient of the landfill.

2.2.8 Private Water Supply Response Actions
The FF/NN Landfill PRP Group cooperated fully with the WDNR in responding to the 2001
vinyl chloride detections in the two residential wells. Initially, bottled water was provided to the
two residences. Subsequently, air strippers with granular activated carbon treatment systems
were installed at the two residences as an interim measure until the homes were hooked up to the
municipal water supply.

In November 2002, a municipal water supply pipeline was extended from the City of Ripon
along South Koro Road up to and along Charles Street by Alliant Energy (former owner/operator
of Ripon water utility). The two homes with impacted wells (Altnau and Ehster) were connected
to this municipal water supply, as well as a third home with a non-impacted water supply well
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(Miller, N8756 S. Koro Rd.). Municipal water was also offered to the other residents on Charles
Street. In 2004, the Hadel (W14292 Charles St) and Wiese (N8778 S. Koro Rd) homes were
voluntarily connected to municipal water supply and their private wells were converted to
piezometers for further monitoring purposes.

2.2.9 Supplemental Groundwater Investigation and Monitoring

A supplemental groundwater investigation was conducted to better define the horizontal and
vertical extent of vinyl chloride impacts. Three deep piezometers were installed in 2002 at two
locations downgradient of the landfill. P-111D was installed approximately 900 feet
downgradient of the landfill to a depth of 148 feet and P-113A/P-113B were installed
approximately 2,300 feet downgradient of the landfill to depths of 322 and 195 feet, respectively.
In December 2003, a fourth deep piezometer (P-103D) was installed to a depth of 190 feet
directly downgradient of the landfill and adjacent to the existing 103 well nest.

2.2.10 Landfill Gas Evaluation

In 2003, the WDNR requested that gas probes be installed outside the limits of waste to better
observe any off-site migration of landfill gas. In 2004, 11 gas probes were installed around the
landfill. Methane measurements at the probes and monitoring wells indicated concentrations that
exceeded 25% of the lower explosive limit (LEL) at several locations outside the limits of the
landfill. In addition, analysis of landfill gas samples indicated that vinyl chloride was present in
several landfill gas samples, which was believed to serve as the source of vinyl chloride detected
in groundwater.

2.2.11 Active Landfill Gas Extraction Interim Action

The presence of methane at concentrations greater than 25% of the LEL in gas probes located
outside of the limits of filling within 200 feet of the landfill property boundary or beyond the
landfill property boundary exceeds an ARAR for the site, section NR504.04(4)(e) of the
Wisconsin Administrative Code (WAC). In response to the elevated methane levels, pilot testing
of active gas extraction was performed in June of 2005. The pilot test demonstrated that
conversion of the passive gas control system into an active gas extraction system was feasible.
Based upon the results of the pilot test the FF/NN Landfill PRP Group performed an Interim
Action by installing an active gas removal system which utilizes the existing passive gas
collection system in the landfill. The design for this remedial system was submitted to the
WDNR for review and was conditionally approved in October, 2005.

The interim active gas extraction system was installed and started up at the site in March, 2006
using temporary above ground piping to connect the existing gas vents and leachate head wells
to a blower. In January, 2007 the piping was buried to prevent condensate freezing and facilitate
year-round operation. A performance evaluation report was submitted in July, 2007 indicating
that the system was performing well and achieving the following desired affects:
e System operation had reduced the landfill methane gas concentrations outside the limits
of fill to below 25% of the LEL,
e Methane concentrations measured within the landfill had been reduced from an average
of approximately 52% methane in 2006 down to 11.4% in June 2007,
e Vinyl chloride concentrations within the landfill gas had been reduced to non-detectable
levels in nearly all gas extraction vents and leachate wells, and

5
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e Vinyl chloride concentrations in groundwater indicated decreasing or stable trends in
nearly all of the groundwater monitoring wells.

Based on the results of the performance evaluation it was recommended by the FF/NN Landfill
PRP Group that the interim gas extraction system be selected as the final remedy for source
control for the FF/NN Landfill (Alternative C1 of the Focused Feasibility Study modified to
include the leachate head wells as part of the gas extraction system). The WDNR corresponded
in October, 2007 that the landfill gases have been contained within the landfill boundary and are
no longer escaping from the sides of the landfill in compliance with NR507. Regarding the
groundwater, the WDNR recommended that additional groundwater sampling be collected
through the April 2008 sampling event. An updated performance evaluation was submitted in
July, 2008 demonstrating that since the start-up of the interim gas extraction system, vinyl
chloride concentrations in groundwater had decreased in all wells where it was detected except
for only one well.

2.2.12 Institutional Control Plan

An Institutional Control Plan (February 24, 2011) was prepared for the site and conditionally
approved by WDNR on April 13, 2011. The plan provides a comprehensive approach to limiting
human exposure to contaminants from the FF/NN Landfill NPL Site through implementation of
institutional controls (ICs) until the potential for exposure has been eliminated. Fhe-tCs-inehade
WHW—MMHMM H—ﬁiﬂﬂ%ﬁ—(—é—“—lﬂ%ﬁ%ﬂ—%m
peﬁm—tﬁ-)—eeﬁweis.—The monitoring of ICs is de31gned to determlne: 1) whether the IC mechamsm
remains in place and 2) whether the ICs are providing the protection required by the remedy. The
components of monitoring include site groundwater monitoring, landfill gas monitoring, O&M
monitoring and ICs monitoring.

2.3 Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
A comprehensive listing of Potential Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARs) for the FF/NN Landfill site was identified in the 1994 FS. That listing was updated as
part of the 2011 FFS, and is provided as Table 2-1.
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2.4 Report Organization

The remainder of the Revised Focused FS consists of four sections. Section 3 summarizes
existing conditions, including the geology, hydrogeology and contaminant characterization.
Section 4 includes general response actions and technologies to meet the Remedial Action
Objectives (RAOs). A screening evaluation of remedial technologies based on their applicability
to the FF/NN Landfill is performed in Section 4 to identify the technologies retained for further
evaluation. In Section 5, the appropriate remedial technologies are combined to form remedial
alternatives, and these alternatives are evaluated further using the nine criteria in the NCP.
Section 6 provides a comparison of the alternatives based on the NCP criteria.
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3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

3.1 Topography
The Slte is located in a—ulae&ted—&e&el—south central Wlsconsm (F1gure 3- 1) I—the&—aeai—the

sraseeh- a%—c—Hdeﬂt—m—the M%Hele— %%dﬂmkw%otthe—sﬂe—aﬁd—the—ko&heaﬁt
Asphalt-quarry-east-of the-site-The landscape slopes gently eastward. The landfill rises to thean
approximate elevation of County Trunk Highway (CTH) NN on the west {[872 ft above mean
sea level (msl)] and slopes downward to the east where it is approximately 20 feet lower (850 ft
msl)-en-the-east.

3.2 Geology
The Site is located in a glaciated area of south central Wisconsin. The area near the Site consists
of poorly sorted ground and end moraine deposits. Outwash deposits of sand and gravel are
evident in the Washkovick quarry located _]ust west of the Site_and the Northeast Asplmlt quarry

east of the s1te Mﬁé—#&d‘[—}e—
p——

The geology in the vicinity of the site consists of approximately 150 to 220 feet of
unconsolidated glacial deposits_underlain by sandstone bedrock to a depth of 330 feet.. Geologic
cross-sections are provided in Figures 3-2, 3-3 and 3-4. Site monitoring wells have been grouped
into_stratigraphic layers as follows: Layer 1 includes water table wells completed in the
unconsolidated deposits and approximately 25 to 65 feet deep (821-812 ft msl); Layer 2 includes
piezometers completed in the unconsolidated deposits and approximately 60 to 95 feet deep
(791-774 ft msl); Laver 3 includes piezometers completed mostly in the upper sandstone bedrock
and approximately 150 to 200 feet deep (704-681 ft msl); and Layer 4 includes piezometers
completed in the sandstone bedrock and approximately 280 to 330 feet deep (570-508 ft msl).

The geology beneath the landfill is primarily sand with some silty and clayey lenses and gravel
overlying bedrock. To the south of the landfill is a relatively thick clay deposit beginning near
the P-103D well nest and increasing to a thickness of 100 to 130 feet to the south. The clay unit
appears to restrict downgradient plume migration in the upper two layers but force plume
migration deeper into Layer 3.

The bedrock is—the Cambrian-age sandstones of the Lone Rock and Wonewoc Formations
EranconianFormation—a (medium-grained sandstones approximately 150 feet thick at the site).
The bedrock surface beneath the landfill occurs at an elevation of approximately 690 feet msl
(175 feet deep). Approximately 1000 feet south of the landfill, the bedrock surface begins—te
slopes to the south-southwest as part of a regional northeast-southwest trending bedrock valley.
Beneath the sandstone is Precambrian-age granite and quartzite at a depth of 330 feet.

The glacial unconsolidated deposits and the Cambrian sandstone are the two principal aquifers
present in the area surrounding the FF/NN Landfill area. The municipal wells and most private
water supply wells use the sandstone as their water source. The lower limit of the Cambrian
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sandstone aquifer is delineated by the granite Precambrian basement at a depth of approximately
330 feet.

3.3 Hydrogeology
Depth to ground water is variable and dependeant on topography and precipitation. Groundwater
is present at depths ranging from approximately S to 50 feet below ground surface. The water
table is located approximately 20 feet below the base of the landfill.

3.3.1 Groundwater Flow Direction

Site monitoring wells have been organized into four stratigraphic units based on well screen
elevation and are labeled Layers 1 through 4. Table 3-1 provides the groupings for all wells.
Figures 3-5, 3-6, 3-7 and 3-8 show the groundwater flow direction determined from groundwater
elevations measured in July 2011. In Layers 1 and 2, the flow is generally to the southwest with
average horizontal hydraulic gradients of 0.004 ft/ft and 0.005 ft/ft, respectively. In Layer 3,
there is a southwesterly flow that turns westerly based on the potentiometric surfaces measured
in P-113B and P-116. The average horizontal hydraulic gradient in Layer 3 is 0.002 ft/ft. Green
Lake lies to the southwest and the lake may influence groundwater flow even at these depths. In
Layer 4, flow was historically to the southeast when City of Ripon municipal water supply Well
#9 was operating. When pumping at Well # 9 was terminated in May 2007, the flow direction
reverted back to the west. The City brought Well # 9 back on line with a treatment system in
April 2010 and as a result the groundwater flow direction has shifted to the south-southeast. The
average horizontal hydraulic gradient in Layer 4 is 0.0006 ft/ft.

3.3.2 Vertical Hydraulic Gradient
There are 13 pairs of wells at ten locations that can provide vertical gradient information across
the site. Of these 13 pairs, eight include a water table well. The average vertical gradients for
each well pair are noted below based on measurements collected over the past five years. Near
the landfill, there is generally an upward gradient in the shallow unconsolidated materials and a
downward gradient in the deeper unconsolidated deposits and bedrock formations. Vertical
gradients in deeper bedrock wells have become more downward in response to pumping at
Municipal Well #9 that started back up in April 2010.

Well Pairs Five Year Average Direction
Layer 1to Layer 2
MW-101, P-101 0.001 Downward
MW-102, P-102 -0.002 Upward
MW-103, P-103 -0.056 Upward
MW-104, P-104 -0.005 Upward
MW-106, P-106 0.002 Downward
MW-107, P-107 0.001 Downward
MW-108, P-108 -0.097 Upward
MW-111,P-111 0.012 Downward
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Layer 2 to Layer 3

P-103, P-103D 0.006 Downward
P-111,P-111D -0.035 Upward
Layer 2 to Layer 4

P-107, P-107D -0.002 Upward
Layer 3 to Layer 4

P-113B, P-113A -0.002 Upward
MW-3B, MW-3A 0.004 Downward

3.3.3 Hydraulic Conductivity and Groundwater Velocity Calculations
Slug test data from the 1994 investigation indicated an average hydraulic conductivity of 2.5 x
107 ft/min (1.3 x 107 cm/sec) for sand and gravel deposits, and 2.9 x 10 ft/min (1.5 x 10°
cm/sec) for sand and silt deposits.

In 2003 and 2004, slug testing was conducted in nine Layer 3 and 4 wells (four new wells, three
converted private wells and two existing wells). Hydraulic conductivity values for Layers 3 and
4 ranged from 2.6 x 107 fmin to 9.4 x 10™* ft/min (1.3 x 10 cm/sec to 4.8 x 10 cm/sec) with a
geometric mean of 3.7 x 107 ft/min (1.9 x 107 cm/sec).

The linear groundwater flow velocity was calculated for each layer using the range and
geometric mean value for hydraulic conductivity and horizontal gradient. An average porosity of
20% and 10% was assumed for the unconsolidated deposits and sandstone bedrock, respectively.
The resulting velocities are summarized below:

Groundwater Flow Velocity (feet/year)
‘ Low High Arithmetic Mean
Layer 1 Wells 0.02 708 99
Layer 2 Wells 0.24 1639 113
Layer 3 Wells 247 211 37
Layer 4 Wells 41.6 276 117
Arithmetic Mean 91
Arithmetic Mean without Layer 4 83

Note that the private water supply wells are located in Layer 3. The distance from the southern
edge of the landfill to the impacted wells on Charles Street is approximately 1,500 feet. Dividing
this distance by the arithmetic mean groundwater velocity of layers 1 through 3 (83 feet per

| year), results in an estimated travel time of 18 years. This would place the contaminant release
in about 1983, which is prior to the capping of the landfill. The travel time estimated from the
groundwater velocities suggestseenfisss that the release which impacted the private wells in
2001 occurred prior to capping of the landfill in 1985.

3.4 Groundwater Contamination
The contaminants of concern (COC) at the site have been primarily chlorinated volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) including tetrachloroethene (PCE) and trichloroethene (TCE) and their

10
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reductive dechlorination byproducts 1,2-dichloroethene (1,2-DCE) and vinyl chloride (VC).
Benzene has also been detected historically at concentrations exceeding the NR140 Preventive
Action Limit (PAL); but never above the NR140 Enforcement Standard (ES) of 5 ug/L.

Historical groundwater monitoring results date back to 1993. The highest contaminant
concentrations have been detected in Layer 1 water tables wells adjacent to the downgradient
edge of the landfill (MW-103, MW-104 and MW-112). The maximum concentrations of COCs
ever detected in these wells were 11 ug/L TCE, 1100 ug/L 1,2-DCE and 440 ug/L VC. The
NR140 ESs for TCE and 1,2-DCE have never been exceeded in any well other than these three
water table wells. Historically, VC has been detected in 13 site monitoring wells at
concentrations above the NR140 ES including four Layer 1 wells (MW-103, MW-104, MW-108
and MW-112); three Layer 2 wells (P-102, P-103 and P-106); five Layer 3 wells (P-103D,
P-111D, P-114, P-115 and MW-3B) and one Layer 4 well (P-107D). The downgradient extent of
the VC plume is approximately 1500 feet south-southwest of the landfill in Layer 3.

With the implementation of source control measures including the composite cap in 1996 and the
interim action active gas extraction system in 2006, concentrations of COCs have shown a steady

| decline in concentration. The most recent monitoring data (Fu=2041Oct 2011) is presented on
Figures 3-5, 3-6, 3-7 and 3-8 and indicates the following:

l
|1 TCE 1.2-DCE VC
| [ Layer 1 | MW-103; 3.0 ug/L. | MW-103: 4.3 ug/L _
B MW-112: 1.4 ug/L g

Laver 2 ) ) 5
| ] P-111D; 1.4 ug/L P-111D; 4.5 ug/L
| ] P-114; 1.2 ug/L P-114; 5.6 ug/L
I Layer 3 . . P-115; 1.0 ug/L
| [ Layer 4 i A P-107D; 1.8 ug/L
IE TCE 12 DCE Ve
| - - o 2415+ 0000 ueit
| [Bayerd [- P107D: 2 us/ P-107D4 53 ug/h

Boid indicates PAL exceedances
Bold and shaded indicates ES exceedance

The vertical and horizontal extent of the vinyl chloride plume has been delineated with the
existing monitoring well network. Vinyl chloride has been detected 1500 feet downgradient of
the landfill (well P-114). There are two monitoring locations downgradient of this well (P-116
and P-113 nest) and neither location has ever had a detection of vinyl chloride in groundwater
samples. In addition, there are two private wells downgradient of P-116 (Baneck and Gaastra)

11
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and one private well sidegradient (Rhode) and routine sampling since 2001 has never detected
VC in any of these wells.

The quantity of contaminated groundwater is estimated to be about 27 million gallons (600 feet
wide by 1500 feet long by 40 feet thick, with matrix porosity of 0.10). The total mass of vinyl
chloride in the deep aquifer dissolved phase plume is estimated to be approximately one pound,
assuming an average concentration of less than 5.0 ug/1.

3.5 Landfill Leachate

In the 1994 Feasibility Study, it was noted that leachate generation at the site was minimal and
that attempts in 1994 to perform a pump test on the leachate wells were not successful. This lack
of leachate generation continues at the site. Wells LC-1 and LC-3 routinely have no leachate in
them. In July 2005, well LC-2 bailed dry after 1.5 gallons were removed. Historical sampling of
LC-2 has never contained detectable concentrations of VC. In 2009, 2010 and 2011 leachate
samples were able to be obtained from LC-3 which contained VC concentrations of 11.3 ug/L,
14.5 ug/L and 25.8 ug/L, respectively. Given these low concentrations and low leachate volumes,
management of leachate as a source control alternative is not warranted.

3.6 Landfill Gas
Section NR 506.07(4), WAC requires that methane concentrations greater than the lower
explosive limit (LEL), or 5%, should not occur outside the limits of the wastes. MW-101, MW-
102 and MW-103 are the three monitoring points located outside of the limits of the wastes that
have historically been used to sample for landfill gas at this site. MW-112, also outside the
waste limits, was added to the monitoring program in 2002. For these four locations, the only
one where the concentration of methane has ever exceeded the LEL is at MW-103 (Figure 3-9).

In 2004, 11 gas probes (GP-1 through GP-8 and GP-10 through GP-12) were installed within 150
feet of the perimeter of the waste on all four sides of the landfill (Figure 3-9). In 2004 and 2005
the LEL for methane was exceeded in four of these 11 probes (GP-1, GP-2, GP-3 and GP-7).
GP-1 is located east of the landfill, GP-2 is located west of the landfill and GP-3 and GP-7 are
located south of the landfill.

In May 2005, a pilot study was conducted to determine the effectiveness of using the existing
passive gas vent piping as the collection system for an active landfill gas extraction system. The
purpose of this system was to address the off-site migration of landfill gas and the transport of
vinyl chloride. The pilot study demonstrated that off-site concentrations of methane could be
controlled by converting the passive gas vents to an active gas extraction system. As an interim
action the existing passive gas vents and leachate wells were connected to an air blower to create
an active landfill gas extraction system that has been operating effectively since March, 2006.

Prior to active gas extraction beginning in 2006, the landfill gas composition as measured in the
three leachate wells was approximately 62% methane and 36% carbon dioxide. Subsequent to
active gas extraction the methane concentrations have decreased to a level ranging between
5-25% for LC-1 and LC-3 and 20-50% for LC-2. Annual increases in methane at the leachate
wells are seen in the late summer to early fall months. The operation of the gas extraction
system is seasonally adjusted to maximize landfill methane gas extraction while minimizing the
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introduction of atmospheric oxygen in order to maintain O; levels <5%.

Further monitoring of the gas probes and wells outside the limits of fill indicates that the gas
extraction system has controlled methane gas migration from the fill area since startup in March
2006. Gas concentrations in all exterior wells and gas probes have been consistently below the
methane LEL (5%), except at GP-1 (typically late summer to early fall). The methane
concentration in GP-1 has been lowered below the LEL with increased operation of the gas
extraction system. The WDNR corresponded in October, 2007 that the landfill gases have been
contained within the landfill boundary and are no longer escaping from the sides of the landfill
meaning the landfill is in compliance with NR507.

3.7 Continuing Source of Groundwater Contamination
Assuming the FF/NN Landfill is the continuing source of vinyl chloride in groundwater, then
one or more of these pathways must be operating;:
1. Direct contact of wastes with groundwater (i.e., the depth of wastes extends below the
water table).
2. Leachate migration from the landfill to groundwater,
3. Transfer of VOCs contained in landfill gas to groundwater,
Each of these pathways is discussed in more detail below.

3.7.1 Groundwater Contact with Waste Pathway
The base of the landfill is located approximately 20 feet above the water table. As a result, there
is not now, nor has there ever been in the past, direct contact between the contents of the landfill
and groundwater at the site. Therefore, the first pathway does not appear to be the cause of
continued contamination from this site.

3.7.2 Leachate Pathway

During the years 1967 to 1983, when the landfill was accepting waste materials, there was no cap
over the existing wastes, therefore leachate generation was at its greatest and the potential for
leachate entering groundwater was also at its highest. In 1985 the landfill was capped with clay
material. A composite cap was constructed over the landfill in 1996 and the levels of leachate in
the leachate wells have fallen by 3 to 8 feet since then. This is consistent with the fact that the
composite cap allows a negligible quantity of precipitation to enter the top of the landfill to
produce leachate. LC-1 and LC-3 in the thickest portion of the landfill have generally been dry
or have only had a few inches of water. LC-2 has had a few feet of water but was found to bail
dry after removing 1.5 gallons. The construction logs for these wells indicate that they actually
extend beneath the bottom of the wastes in the landfill, which indicates that there is negligible
leachate in the landfill at these locations.

Grab samples of water in LC-2 and LC-3 were collected in April 2011. At LC-2, the only site
COC detected was benzene at 17 ug/L. At LC-3, the site COCs detected included TCE at 19.6
ug/L, 1,2-DCE at 373 ug/L and VC at 25.8 ug/L, but the amount of water in LC-3 was evacuated
dry during grab sampling. The low quantity and COC concentrations of the leachate indicate that
leachate is not significant contributor of contaminants to the groundwater. This is supported by
groundwater monitoring results from MW-103, MW-104 and MW-112 at the perimeter of the
landfill and downgradient of LC-2 and LC-3 that show site COCs have decreased to
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concentrations below NR140 ES. While leachate generation may have been a source of
groundwater contaminants in the past it does not appear to be an ongoing transport mechanism.

3.7.3 Landfill Gas Pathway

Gas samples collected from gas probe GP-3 located adjacent to groundwater monitoring well
MW-112 at the southwest corner of the landfill showed very high levels of VC in samples
collected in September, 2004 (25,400 ppbv) and January, 2005 (12,600 ppbv). Because there
were high levels of VC in landfill gas being generated by the landfill, the transfer of VOCs from
the landfill gas to groundwater appeared to be the most likely ongoing transport mechanism of
groundwater contamination. The transfer of VOCs from landfill gas to groundwater can occur
through direct contact of the gas with groundwater and/or through VOCs in gas condensing out
and leaching to groundwater.

Subsequent to implementation of the interim action active gas extraction system in March, 2006,
additional gas sampling has been conducted. Landfill gas VC concentrations have dropped as
follows:
¢ from 25,400 ppbv to non-detectable levels in GP-3
from 3,590 ppbv to 4.2 ppbv in gas vent GV-6
from 130 ppbv to non-detectable levels in LC-1
from 166 ppbv to non-detectable levels in LC-2
from 172,000 ppbv to 11,000 ppbv in LC-3

Coincident with the extraction and reduction of VC in the landfill gas, VC concentrations in
groundwater monitoring wells near the source have been reduced to non-detectable levels
indicating that VC in landfill gas was the source of continuing groundwater contamination after
the landfill cap was upgraded in 1996. These results confirm that the interim action active gas
extraction system is performing as an effective groundwater source control and remedial measure
for the site.
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4.0 IDENTIFICATION AND SCREENING OF REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES

4.1 Overview

The purpose of this section is to identify site-specific Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs),
General Response Actions (GRAs), and specific technologies which may be appropriate for the
identified RAOs and GRAs for the site. After development of the RAOs and GRAs, the
identified remedial technologies are screened to eliminate those which are inappropriate for
inclusion in specific integrated alternatives. CERCLA guidelines emphasize the use of treatment
technologies that permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of
waste. The technologies identified which satisfy the criteria and appear acceptable as
components of final remedial actions will be retained for further evaluation and potential
inclusion in remedial alteratives developed for the site.

4.2 Remedial Action Objectives
Based upon the conditions at the time of the 2011 FFS preparation, RAOs were developed for
threetwo operable units at the site. The threetwo operable units include source control -
sroundwaterand groundwater.-and-residential-water-supply.

4.2.1 Source Control RAOs

The existing composite landfill cap addresses and satisfies many of the RAOs associated with
source control including preventing direct contact with the waste, minimizing infiltration and
resulting contaminant leaching to groundwater, and controlling surface water run-off and
erosion. While collecting and treating leachate is a presumptive remedy for landfills, historic
and current conditions at the site indicate the lack of leachate makes this RAO inapplicable. The
RAO of controlling landfill methane and vinyl chloride gas was not being achieved with the
passive gas control system but with the implementation of interim active gas extraction
beginning in 2006, landfill gas is now being actively controlled at the site. The interim system
has achieved both a reduction of landfill methane gas inside and outside the limits of fill bringing
the landfill into compliance with NR 507 and the removal of landfill gas containing VC which
has resulted in a subsequent reduction of VC concentrations in groundwater adjacent to and
downgradient of the landfill. Because active gas extraction is operating as an interim action and
has not yet been selected as a final remedy, maintaining active gas control was established as an
RAO for the site in the 2011 FFS.

4.2.2 Groundwater RAOs
Groundwater RAOs are driven by NR 140 groundwater quality requirements and standards. The
NR 140 standards are, by definition, protective of human health and the environment. Therefore
the RAO for groundwater is to restore contaminated groundwater to below NR 140 Preventive
Action Limits within a reasonable period of time.

423 —Prestdentisl-Vonter-Supph A Os
The-RAO—forresidential-watersupplies—is—to-ensure—safe;reliable,potable-drinkingwater for
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4.3 General Response Actions
GRAs have been developed for each operable unit in order to satisty the RAOs.
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4.3.1 Source Control GRAs
In order to meet the RAOs for the source control operable unit the following is the proposed
GRA:
e Landfill Methane and VOC Gas Recovery

4.3.2 Groundwater GRAs
In order to meet the RAOs for the groundwater operable unit the following are the proposed
GRAs:
e Groundwater Extraction, Treatment and Discharge
e In-Situ Treatment of Groundwater
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4.4 Identification and Screening of Process Types and Options
Process types and options for each of these general response actions are described briefly below.
Table 4-1 lists the general response actions and provides an initial screening of the technologies
that should be considered further for this site.

4.4.1 No Action
The No Further Action alternative provides a baseline against which other alternatives are
compared. Under this alternative, no action would be taken to alter current conditions at the
FF/NN which entails no cost. No construction, operation, maintenance or monitoring of remedial
measures would be required. Under the No Further Action alternative, groundwater
contamination and landfill gas at the FF/NN Landfill is assumed to remain in its current
condition.

4.4.2 Landfill Gas Recovery
Passive Landfill Gas Venting
Landfill gas control was evaluated under the 1994 FS and passive gas control without treatment
was selected as part of the remedy. However, as—noted-in-Section3-6,-landfill gas at levels
greater than 25% of the LEL were present more than 135 feet outside the limits of fill, indicating
that the passive gas collection system was not sufficient to control the migration of landfill gas.
Therefore, passive landfill gas control will not be carried forward.

Active Landfill Gas Extraction

This general response action is used to control the movement of landfill gas and prevent its
migration beyond the boundaries of the waste in excess of standards. Because the landfill gas
contains vinyl chloride which is a source of groundwater contamination, a gas control system
also serves as a VOC source control remedy by reducing the flux of vinyl chloride into the
groundwater. Active landfill gas recovery was implemented as an interim action in 2006 because
the passive gas venting system was not preventing the migration of methane beyond the
boundaries of waste. Active landfill gas recovery will-be-selected-under-the-amended ROD-for
provides gas control but it also serves as a remedy for groundwater because of its demonstrated
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ability to reduce the source of vinyl chloride groundwater contamination. Therefore, active
landfill gas recovery will be carried forward.

Landfill Gas Treatment

Section NR 419.07 WAC requires air emission controls for a landfill gas extraction system if
VOC emissions exceed 216 pounds per day or if a source emits more than 300 pounds per year
of vinyl chloride (see ch. NR 445, Table 3, Hazardous Air Contaminants without Acceptable
Ambient Concentrations Requiring Application of LAER or BACT). During the active gas
extraction pilot study, off gases from the extraction system were analyzed for VOCs, including
vinyl chloride. Total VOCs (total hydrocarbons as gas) were approximately 11.5 ppmv, and
vinyl chloride was found to be between 1.0 and 3.0 ppmv. Based on the pilot test results, at an
extraction rate of about 170 cubic feet per minute and an average VOC emission rate of 11.5
ppmv, the estimated average emission rate for VOCs is 0.025 1b/hr, 0.61 1b/day, or 223 1b/year
(well below the 216 1b/day limit). For vinyl chloride at a worst case maximum concentration of
3.0 ppmv, the estimated average emission rate would be 0.0045 Ib/hr, 0.11 Ib/day or 40 1b/year
(well below the 300 lb/year limit). During the past five years of interim gas extraction system
operation an average of approximately 28 pounds of vinyl chloride have been removed per year.
At this rate air emission controls for VOCs or vinyl chloride are not required for long-term
operation of an active gas extraction system. Therefore, landfill gas treatment is not carried
forward.

4.4.3 Groundwater Extraction, Treatment and Discharge
This general response action is used to reduce contaminant mass and the migration of impacted
groundwater by hydraulic control. This general response action combines groundwater extraction
with ex-situ treatment and discharge of the treated groundwater, but does not address the source
of vinyl chloride within the landfill.

Groundwater Extraction

Groundwater extraction process options include extraction wells and horizontal trenches or
drains. Groundwater extraction uses one or more pumps to draw contaminated groundwater to
the surface for subsequent treatment. The extraction of groundwater forms a cone of depression
in the water table or potentiometric surface providing hydraulic control of the contaminant
plume. Because of the depth of vinyl chloride contamination (150 to 300 feet deep), horizontal
interceptor trenches and drains are impractical to construct and not cost effective, and were
therefore not carried forward.

Groundwater Treatment

The types of processes for treatment of groundwater containing VOCs include physical/chemical
and biological treatment. Physical/chemical treatment options include air stripping and carbon
adsorption. Air stripping involves blowing a stream of ambient air through impacted
groundwater which volatilizes the organic compounds, transferring the VOCs from the dissolved
phase to the vapor phase. Carbon adsorption involves pumping extracted groundwater through a
series of canisters containing granular activated carbon which adsorbs the dissolved organic
contaminants. The primary contaminant of concern at the Site is vinyl chloride which is more
effectively treated with air stripping than absorption, therefore carbon adsorption will not be
carried forward.
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Biological treatment includes both aerobic and anaerobic processes. In ex-situ biological
treatment processes, impacted groundwater is put into contact with microorganisms in biological
reactors in which the microorganisms are either suspended or are attached to the reactor. In
suspended systems, such as activated sludge, the groundwater is circulated in an aeration basin.
In attached systems, such as trickling filters, microorganisms are established on an inert support
matrix. This is a well-developed technology that has been used for many decades in the treatment
of municipal wastewater. However, only in the last decade have bioreactors been used to clean
up sites impacted with VOCs, typically only those that can be destroyed by aerobic processes.
This technology would be relatively difficult to implement at this Site because of the low
concentration of VOCs that would not support an adequate microbial population density. In
addition, the large quantity of impacted groundwater at this Site would require the construction
of large bioreactors that would not be cost effective to construct or operate. Therefore, ex-situ
biological treatment will not be carried forward.

Treated Groundwater Discharge

The process options for discharge of treated groundwater include direct discharge to surface
waters, indirect discharge to surface water through the City of Ripon POTW, or discharge to
groundwater through an infiltration gallery. The City of Ripon POTW is not able to handle the
increased volume; therefore this option is not carried forward. Discharge to an infiltration gallery
allows treated water to percolate through the soil and recharge to the underlying aquifer. Due to
potential problems with clogging, cold weather maintenance, permitting and unsuitable surficial
soils, this option will not be carried forward. Options for direct surface water discharge include
the wetlands (300 feet southwest of the landfill) or Silver Creek (1500 feet southwest of the
landfill). These options are carried forward for further consideration, but are feasible only if
access to those off-site properties can be obtained to install and maintain discharge lines.

4.4.4 In-Situ Groundwater Treatment
The types of processes for in-situ treatment of groundwater containing VOCs include
physical/chemical, biological and natural attenuation.

Physical/Chemical Treatment
Physical/chemical in-situ treatment options include in-well air stripping, permeable reactive
barriers and chemical oxidation.

In-well vapor stripping, also known as in situ vapor or in situ air stripping, is a technology for the
in situ remediation of ground-water contaminated by VOCs. The in-well stripping process, an
extension of air sparging technology, involves the creation of a ground-water circulation cell
around a well through which contaminated ground-water is cycled. The air stripping well is a
double-cased well (“well-within-a-well”’) with hydraulically separated upper and lower screened
intervals within the same saturated zone (aquifer). The lower screen, through which ground-
water enters, is placed at or near the bottom of the contaminated aquifer and the upper screen,
through which ground-water is discharged, is installed across or above the water table. A related
technology is ART in-well air stripping that combines in-situ air stripping, air sparging, soil
vapor extraction and enhanced bioremediation/oxidation plus subsurface circulation. Cooper has
had success with the ART in-well systems at other sites and therefore this technology will be
carried forward.
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A permeable reactive barrier (PRB) is a wall built below the surface to allow impacted
groundwater to flow through it. Reactive materials are built into the wall to trap VOCs or to
convert VOCs to harmless chemicals. Treated groundwater then flows through to the other side
of the wall. Reactive treatment walls work best at sites with loose, sandy soil and a steady flow
of groundwater. This is a proven technology and has the benefits of no above ground equipment
to maintain. Reactive treatment walls need to span the width and depth of the plume unless a
funnel and gate is installed: an impermeable wall funnels water to the PRB through a narrow
opening). This technology would be very difficult and expensive to implement at the Site due to
the depth of the plume and geologic conditions, therefore it is not carried forward.

Chemical oxidation involves the injection into the subsurface of chemicals which have a high

| oxidizing potential to degrade the organic contamination to carbon dioxide. chlorine and water.
The technology has been used to treat chlorinated solvent constituents. The technology is
typically applied for the treatment of a source area, and has only been applied to large-scale sites
on a limited basis. Chemical oxidants include hydrogen peroxide, Fenton’s reagent and
permanganate. These oxidants are injected in a tight grid pattern throughout the area requiring
treatment. Because of the very dilute concentrations of vinyl chloride, and the depth and size of
the contaminant plume, chemical oxidation is not appropriate for this Site and is therefore not
carried forward.

Biological Treatment

In-situ biological treatment options include enhanced bioremediation or bioaugmentation.
Bioremediation is a process in which indigenous or inoculated microorganisms (i.e., fungi,
bacteria, and other microbes) transform organic materials in groundwater.  Enhanced
bioremediation is a process that attempts to accelerate the natural biodegradation process by
providing nutrients and electron donors (such as lactate, molasses or vegetable oil) whose
absence or limited availability may otherwise be limiting the rate of conversion of organics to
non-toxic end products. Bioaugmentation goes a step further and adds microorganisms that will
degrade site contaminants to augment the indigenous bacteria.  Enhanced/augmented
bioremediation would be difficult and expensive to implement for the contaminants in the
sandstone aquifer because of the depth and width of the plume, therefore this alternative will not
be carried forward.

Natural Attenuation

Under the monitored natural attenuation (MNA) treatment option, natural subsurface processes
such as dilution, volatilization, biodegradation, absorption, adsorption, and other chemical
reactions with subsurface materials, degrade contaminants or limit their movement in the
subsurface. Natural attenuation is not the same as "no action," although some perceive it as such.
MNA requires an adequate, long-term monitoring program that confirms the natural attenuation
processes are protecting public health, welfare and the environment until cleanup standards are
ultimately met.

The primary line of evidence that natural attenuation of an organic contaminant is occurring is
indicated by a significant decrease in contaminant concentrations over time, or by a significant
decrease in chemical concentrations along a groundwater flow path down-gradient from a source
| area—when—-the-plame—islmownto-berelativelystable. As demonstrated by routine quarterly
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groundwater monitoring at the Site, there has been a significant decrease in contaminant
concentrations in groundwater over time.

The current condition at the Site is that the parent product trichloroethene has totally degraded to
non-detectable levels in 5 of 7 wells and in the 2 wells where it is still present (MW-103 and
MW-112) it is at a concentration below the ES. The trichloroethene daughter product cis-1,2-
dichloroethene has totally degraded to non-detectable levels in 6 of 11 wells and in the 5 wells
where it is still present it is at a concentration below the PAL. The remaining daughter product
vinyl chloride has totally degraded to non-detectable levels in 6 of 13 wells and in the 7 wells
that it is still present the highest concentration is 5.8 ug/L (P-114).

Indirect (i.e., secondary) lines of evidence that support MNA typically include trends in
geochemical or redox indicators which demonstrate biodegradation is occurring down-gradient
from a source area, or an increase in daughter product concentrations down-gradient from a
source area. Under anaerobic conditions, chlorinated VOC's can be biodegraded by reductive
dechlorination which entails the sequential replacement of chlorine atoms by hydrogen to
produce more reduced, less-chlorinated products. Rates of reduction are highest for the more
chlorinated compounds like trichloroethene and decrease with the degree of chlorination to a
point when oxidation rates become faster. While the reductive dechlorination of trichloroethene
and cis-1,2-dichloroethene are dominated by anaerobic processes, the reduction of vinyl chloride
is typically an aerobic process, although anaerobic microbial vinyl chloride oxidation can occur
under iron-reducing conditions.

At the Site the parent and first-order daughter product, trichloroethene and cis-1,2-
dichloroethene, respectively, have been nearly totally degraded and the only daughter product
remaining above the ES is vinyl chloride. The vinyl chloride is only present in the deepest
(Layers 3 and 4) and furthest wells from the Site. Sequential anaerobic/aerobic biodegradation of
trichloroethene can take place as reductive dechlorination proceeds under anaerobic conditions
and then the dechlorination by-product (vinyl chloride) flows out of the anaerobic zone (possibly
created by the landfill plume) and into ar more aerobic background environment. In the Layer 3
and 4 groundwater units the dissolved oxygen has historically been >0.5 mg/L but <2.0 mg/L.
Dissolved oxygen greater than 0.5 mg/L is considered an aerobic state (EPA, 1998), which
would not promote reductive dechlorination but could oxidize vinyl chloride aerobically.

Showing that MNA will adequately address the remaining vinyl chloride requires that conditions
for attenuation of vinyl chloride are present, and that the vinyl chloride plume is either stable or
receding. The fact that vinyl chloride migrated to the location of the private homes on Charles
Street in 2001 indicates that natural attenuation was not sufficient by itself to prevent the
migration of vinyl chloride from the Site. However, with the implementation of active gas
extraction, the source of vinyl chloride has been significantly reduced and/or eliminated and
groundwater quality has substantially improved making it appropriate to consider MNA as a
viable remedy for the site. Therefore MNA will be carried forward for further consideration.

4.4.5 Alternative Water Supply

Process options for alternative water supply include municipal water, residential point-of-entry
(POE) treatment systems, bottled water and relocating/deepening wells. In November 2002, a
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municipal water supply pipeline was extended from the City of Ripon along South Koro Road up
to and along Charles Street by Alliant Energy (former owner/operator of Ripon water utility).
The two homes with impacted wells (Altnau and Ehster) were connected to this municipal water
supply, as well as a third home with a non-impacted water supply (Miller, N8756 S. Koro Rd.).
Municipal water was also offered to the other residents on Charles Street. In 2004, the Hadel
(W14292 Charles St) and Wiese (N8778 S. Koro Rd) homes were voluntarily connected to
municipal water supply. The responsible parties paid for the initial capital costs of the extension
and hook-up and the home owners are responsible for any ongoing operation and maintenance
costs. Additional homes could be readily connected to the municipal water supply system if
thiertheir wells became impacted.; therefore-this-option—is—earriedforward—If a currently used
private well becomes contaminated, municipal water will be offered and an attempt will be made
to_connect the user to the municipal water supply voluntarily. If the well owner refuses, then the
next option would be to offer to replace the well if that option could provide safe reliable water.
If that is refused then the next option would be to offer a home POE treatment unit that the
responsible parties would maintain. Bottled water would also be viable as a short-term
immediate measure for a residence until a permanent alternative water supply is provided.
Therefore, municipal water supply. well replacement, POE treatment systems and bottled water

are carrled forward. W&h—ﬂ*&e*te&si&n—e@mume&pe&ave{eﬂe%ﬁdeﬂee&m—ﬂmwe&eﬁmﬂ&efw&
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5.0 DEVELOPMENT AND ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES

5.1 Introduction

This section presents a more detailed description and analysis of the remedial options selected
for further evaluation as part of the initial screening presented in Section 4.0 of this FFS. The
analysis assesses each remedial alternative against a set of evaluation criteria outlined in the
National Contingency Plan (NCP). This approach provides information to the WDNR and U.S.
EPA sufficient to compare the alternatives and select an appropriate remedy for the Site. Criteria
for evaluating remedial alternatives and the description and screening of the alternatives are
discussed below.

5.2 Evaluation Criteria
In accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA, nine criteria are used as the basis for analysis and
evaluation of each of the remedial alternatives during the FFS. The first two criteria are
threshold criteria:
e Compliance with ARARs
e Overall protection of human health and environment

A potential remedy must meet these criteria in order to undergo further consideration.

The next five criteria are primary balancing criteria and include the following:
Short-term effectiveness

Long-term effectiveness and performance

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume of materials
Implementability

Cost

These are the primary criteria used to analyze and compare the alternatives.

The remaining two criteria are modifying considerations and include the following:
e State (support agency) acceptance
e Community acceptance

The following describe the nine evaluation criteria used in the analysis of alternatives.

5.2.1 Compliance with ARARSs
This criterion is used to determine how each alternative complies with applicable regulations.
Potential ARARSs for the FF/NN Landfill are listed on Table 2-1.

5.2.2 Overall Protection of Human Health and Environment
This evaluation criterion provides a final check to assess whether each alternative provides
adequate protection of human health and the environment. The overall assessment of protection
draws on the assessments conducted under other criteria, especially the primary criteria of long-
term effectiveness and permanence and short-term effects, and compliance with ARARSs.
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Evaluation of the overall effectiveness of an alternative will focus on whether a specific
alternative achieves adequate protection and will describe how site risks posed through each
pathway addressed by the FFS are eliminated, reduced, or controlled through treatment,
engineering or institutional controls.

5.2.3 Short-Term Effectiveness
This evaluation criterion involves assessment of the effects of the alternative during construction
and implementation. Items of concern are the protection of the community and the workers
during implementation of remedial measures, potential adverse environmental impacts, and the
time required to achieve RAOs.

5.2.4 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence
This evaluation criterion involves consideration of the risks that remain after the Site has been
cleaned up to acceptable levels as indicated in the RAOs. Items of concemn are the presence of
any receptors near the Site, magnitude of the remaining risk from untreated waste or treatment
residuals, adequacy of controls that are used to manage treatment residuals or untreated waste,
and reliability of these controls.

5.2.5 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume of Material
Consideration of this evaluation criterion is a result of statutory preference for selecting remedial
actions that permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the
materials and associated media.

The following factors are considered in this evaluation:

The treatment process and materials they will treat.

The amount of materials that will be treated.

The degree of reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume expected.
The degree to which treatment will be irreversible.

The type and quantity of materials that remain after remediation.

5.2.6 Implementability

This criterion considers the technical and administrative feasibility of implementing an
alternative. Technical aspects evaluated for each alternative include construction and operation
activities, reliability of the technologies involved, ease of undertaking additional remedial action,
and monitoring after completion of activities. Administrative concemns include the need to
obtain approvals from appropriate agencies to implement remedial actions (e.g., obtaining
pemmits for construction and operation of a treatment unit). Other factors that must be considered
when evaluating implementability of an alternative include availability of materials and
equipment needed.

5.2.7 Cost
A remedial cleanup program must be implemented and operated in a cost-effective manner. In
considering the cost-effectiveness of the various alternatives, the following categories are
evaluated:

23



SECTION 5

e Capital Costs. These costs include direct (construction) and indirect (non-construction
and overhead) costs. Direct costs include expenditures for equipment, labor, and
materials necessary to install remedial actions. Indirect costs are those that may be
incurred for engineering, permitting, financial, or other services and that are necessary for
completion of the activity but are not directly the result of the installation of remedial
systems.

e Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Costs. These are post-construction costs incurred
to ensure effective implementation of the alternative. Such costs may include, but are not
limited to charges for maintenance materials, labor for operating and maintenance,
energy, disposal of residues, administration, insurance, and licensing. The O&M costs
include system and groundwater monitoring associated with measuring the effectiveness
of remedial activities. Cost items may include sampling labor, laboratory analyses, and
report preparation.

The capital and O&M costs for each alternative are prepared to provide an accuracy of -50 to
+30%. The present-worth value method (2011 dollars basis) is utilized to evaluate the total cost
of implementing a remedial alternative. The present-worth was calculated based on a project life
of 30 years and a 5 percent discount rate.

5.2.8 State (Support Agency) Acceptance
This assessment evaluates the technical and administrative issues and concemns the state (or
support agency in the case of State-lead sites) may have regarding each of the alternatives. [f the
support agency comments on the FFS are available by the time of the proposed plan they may be
addressed in the Proposed Plan and Fhis-esiterion-will be addressed in the ROD amendment-esnce
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5.2.9 Community Acceptance
This assessment evaluates the issues and concerns the public may have regarding each of the
alternatives. As with state acceptance, this criterion will be addressed in the ROD amendment
once comments on the FFS report and proposed plan have been received.

5.3 Description and Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives
Based on the retained process options, nine remedial alternatives have been selected as
appropriate for the Site:

Alternative A — No Further Action

Alternative B1 — Existing Gas Control with MNA

Alternative B2 — Existing Gas Control with MNA and Municipal Water Contingency
Alternative B3 — Existing Gas Control with Groundwater Pump & Treatment and-MAA:
Alternative B4 — Existing Gas Control with In-Situ Groundwater Treatment and MNA
Alternative Cl — Expanded Gas Control with MNA

Alternative C2 — Expanded Gas Control with MNA and Municipal Water Contingency
Alternative C3 — Expanded Gas Control with Groundwater Pump & Treatment and-MbA
Alternative C4 — Expanded Gas Control with In-Situ Groundwater Treatment and MNA
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5.3.1 Alternative A - No Further Action

5.3.1.1 Description
I Alternative A+ consists of No Further Action. The No Further Action alternative is required by
the NCP. The No Further Action alternative provides a baseline against which other alternatives
are compared. Under this alternative, no action would be taken to alter current conditions at the
FF/NN. No construction, operation, maintenance or monitoring of remedial measures would be
required. Under the No Further Action alternative, groundwater contamination and landfill gas at
the FF/NN Landfill is assumed to remain in its current condition.

5.3.1.2 Detailed Evaluation
Compliance with ARARs: Chemical-specific ARARs have been identified for groundwater and
landfill gas. Under the No Further Action alternative, these chemical-specific ARARs would
continue to be exceeded in many areas of the site, including areas considered for groundwater
and landfill gas remediation. No location- or action-specific ARARs exist for the No Further
Action alternative because, as part of the alternative, no actions would be taken to address the
contamination at the site.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment: The No Further Action alternative
does not eliminate, reduce, or control exposure to contaminated groundwater and landfill gas.
The No Further Action alternative does not attain the RAOs and is not protective of human
health.

Short-Term Effectiveness: The No Further Action alternative would not result in additional
short-term risks to the community, remediation workers, or environment above baseline
conditions because no actions would be conducted. However, RAOs would not be met at the
source, landfill gas or groundwater under this alternative.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence: Existing residual groundwater contamination at the
site poses potential human health risks under current and likely future land use scenarios. Under
the No Further Action alternative, these potential risks would remain over the long term for
expected land uses. Additional risks would occur if incompatible land uses and unanticipated
groundwater use as a drinking water supply were allowed.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume: The No Further Action alternative would not result
in a reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants through the use of treatment

options. No contaminant treatment is proposed as part of the alternative.

Implementability: The No Further Action alternative is readily implemented because no actions
would need to be taken.

Cost: There are no costs associated with the No Further Action alternative.
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5.3.2 Alternative Bl — Existing Gas Control with MNA

5.3.2.1 Description
Alternative B1 includes the existing interim action active landfill gas recovery system for source
control and MNA for the remaining VOCs above groundwater standards throughout the entire

the migration of explosive gases generated by the waste fill and to serve as a VOC source control
remedy by reducing the flux of vinyl chloride from landfill gas into the groundwater. The
existing active gas extraction system includes a trailer-mounted blower unit which is connected
to the former passive gas venting system and the three existing leachate wells. The passive gas
venting system includes a series of vertical gas vents connected to a network of horizontal
collection lines installed in a gas venting layer beneath the geomembrane cap (Figure 3-9). The
leachate wells extend through the entire thickness of the waste and are completed as 4-inch
diameter wells installed within 10-inch diameter boreholes. The layout for the interim action gas
control system is provided on Figure 5-12.

This alternative would also include the current monitoring program for the FF/NN Landfill that
has been modified over the years and required under the existing ROD. The required monitoring
includes inspection of the landfill cap and sampling and analysis of groundwater monitoring
wells, private water supply wells and leachate wells. Landfill gas monitoring was not part of the
ROD but was incorporated into the monitoring plan with implementation of the interim action
gas extraction system. In addition, monitoring of institutional controls was added as part of the
February, 2011 ICP. Continuation of these monitoring tasks is included as a component of all of
the alternatives except the No Action alternative.

5.3.2.2 Detailed Evaluation

Compliance with ARARs: The interim action active gas recovery system component of
Alternative B1, meets the landfill methane gas control requirements of ch. NR506. This
alternative has also already demonstrated a reduction in the transport of vinyl chloride into the
groundwater. With the source of vinyl chloride reduced, the remaining groundwater that has
already been impacted with vinyl chloride has also begun to show a reduction due to natural
attenuation. Continued monitoring will show whether the vinyl chloride plume will continue to
contract or remain stable. Under this alternative, contaminant concentrations in the sandstone
aquifer may remain above the NR140 PAL for vinyl chloride for some period of time (15 to 30
years).

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment: An active gas extraction system is
expected to be protective of human health and the environment over the long term as it will
reduce or eliminate the source of vinyl chloride impacts in the groundwater. Because it
apparently took 18 to 30 years for the vinyl chloride plume in the sandstone aquifer to reach its
current extent, the NR140 PAL for vinyl chloride is not expected to be met for at least 15 years.

Short Term Effectiveness: There would be no significant exposure of construction workers or the
public to contaminants because the system has already been constructed and operated since 2006.
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Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence: The long term effectiveness of an active gas
extraction system is that it prevents the migration of methane beyond the boundaries of the
landfill and reduces the potential for groundwater to be impacted with VOCs, especially vinyl
chloride. Active gas extraction will be required until the landfill is no longer generating an
amount of methane that could potentially migrate beyond the property boundary and vinyl
chloride gas that could potentially impact groundwater.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume through Treatment: The active landfill gas extraction
system would remove landfill methane gas from the landfill and reduce the introduction of
VOCs, particularly vinyl chloride in groundwater. Treatment of the extracted gases is not
required because the emissions are below the NR445 threshold for vinyl chloride. As indicated in
section 4.4.2, a landfill gas extraction system will remove about 28 pounds of vinyl chloride
annually from the subsurface, well below the 300 pounds per year emission limit. The methane
concentrations in the extracted gas are too low to support flaring.

Implementability: This alternative has already been implemented.

Cost: Because Alternative Bl has already been implemented there are no additional capital costs,
just ongoing operation and maintenance costs which are shown on Table 5-3. The present worth
of the project (2011 dollars basis) was calculated based on a project life of 30 years and a 5
percent discount rate. In summary, capital costs were estimated to be $0 and annual operation,
maintenance and monitoring (OM&M) costs were estimated to be $67,000 per year, for a total
net present value (NPV) of $1,029,924.

5.3.3 Alternative B2 — Existing Gas Control with MNA and Municipal
Water Contingency

5.3.3.1 Description
Alternative B2 is the same as Alternative Bl (Existing Gas Control with MNA_for the entire
groundwater plume) with the added component of expanding the connection of municipal water
to downgradient private water supply wells as a contingency in the event private water supply
wells become impacted.

Extension of the municipal water supply for affected private wells was completed in November
2002. The FF/NN Landfill PRP Group paid for the extension of the Alliant public water service
from the intersection of Highway 23 and South Koro Road to the western end of Charles Street.
The PRP Group has since connected five residences (Altnau, Ehster, Hadel, Miller and Wiese) to
the public water supply. The cost of these activities, borne entirely by the PRP group, was
approximately $250,000. At that time, the water utility was owned by Alliant Energy Company;
subsequently the water utility was purchased by the City of Ripon in July 2005. This alternative
would include a contingency for an additional extension and/or connections to residences if
private wells became impacted by site contaminants.

The municipal water supply elements of this alternative include:

e Connection of all remaining homes on Charles Street (Banek, Gaastra) to the existing
water main,
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o Extending the water main 800 feet along the east-west portion of South Koro Road (old
Highway 23) for six residential wells;
Connection of all remaining homes on South Koro Road to the new water main; and

e Abandonment of existing private drinking water wells, or conversion of a select number
of wells into monitoring wells.

The layout of the municipal water supply extension and connections of homes is shown on
Figure 5-21.

5.3.3.2 Detailed Evaluation

Compliance with ARARs: The interim action active gas recovery system component of
Alternative B2, meets the landfill gas control requirements of ch. NR506. The active gas
recovery has also already demonstrated a reduction in the transport of vinyl chloride into the
groundwater. With the source of vinyl chloride reduced, the remaining groundwater that has
already been impacted with vinyl chloride has also begun to show a reduction due to natural
attenuation. Continued MNA monitoring will show whether the vinyl chloride plume will
continue to contract or remain stable. Under this alternative, contaminant concentrations in the
sandstone aquifer may remain above the NR140 PAL for vinyl chloride for some period of time
(15 to 30 years).

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment: An active gas extraction system is
expected to be protective of human health and the environment over the long term as it will
reduce or eliminate the source of vinyl chloride impacts in the groundwater. The extension of the
public water supply to all residents on Charles Street and South Koro Road provides overall
protection of human health and the environment by preventing the use of impacted groundwater.
Because it apparently took 18 to 30 years for the vinyl chloride plume in the sandstone aquifer to
reach its current extent, the NR140 PAL for vinyl chloride is not expected to be met for at least
15 years. Groundwater monitoring would continue in order to demonstrate that vinyl chloride is
not continuing to migrate in groundwater.

Short Term Effectiveness: There would be no significant exposure of construction workers or the
public to contaminants related to the gas extraction system because the system has already been
constructed and operated since 2006. The extension of municipal water can be completed quickly
by the City of Ripon, as evidenced by the extension of the water main that was completed in
November 2002. Because vinyl chloride impacts are located at least 150 feet below the depth of
any public water system, construction would not expose workers during construction activities.

Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence. The long term effectiveness of an active gas
extraction system is that it prevents the migration of methane beyond the boundaries of the
landfill and reduces the potential for groundwater to be impacted with VOCs, especially vinyl
chloride. Active gas extraction will be required until the landfill is no longer generating an
amount of methane that could potentially migrate beyond the property boundary and vinyl
chloride gas that could potentially impact groundwater. Providing public water is considered a
permanent remedy as noted in the March 8, 1990 Federal Register.
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Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume through Treatment: The active landfill gas extraction
system would remove landfill methane gas from the landfill and reduce the introduction of
VOCs, particularly vinyl chloride in groundwater. Treatment of the extracted gases is not
required because the emissions will be below the NR445 threshold for vinyl chloride. As
indicated in section 4.4.2, a landfill gas extraction system will remove about 28 pounds of vinyl
chloride annually from the subsurface, well below the 300 pounds per year emission limit. The
methane concentrations in the extracted gas are too low to support flaring. Extension of the
public water supply provides no active treatment process for groundwater.

Implementability: This gas extraction component of this alternative has already been
implemented. The contingent municipal water supply extension component involves standard
construction and plumbing activities, and is readily implementable by the City of Ripon.

Cost: Table 5-2 presents a detailed cost analysis for Alternative B2. The present worth of the
project (2011 dollars basis) was calculated based on a project life of 30 years and a 5 percent
discount rate. In summary, capital costs were estimated to be $178,480 and annual OM&M costs
were estimated to be $67,000 per year, for a total NPV of $1,208,404.

5.3.4 Alternative B3 - Existing Gas Control with Groundwater Pump &
Treat and MNA

5.3.4.1 Description
Alternative B3 includes #s-the same existing gas control as Alternative B1 (Existing-Gas-Centrol
with-MNA9 with the added component of groundwater extraction and treatment for the deep
aquifer.

Groundwater extraction wells would be installed in the contaminant plume, upgradient of the
homes on Charles Street and near the downgradient extent of the deep aquifer plume. The
purpose of these wells would be to remove contaminants from the deep aquifer and to prevent
continued migration of the plume front.

Two groundwater extraction wells would be installed in the vicinity of Charles Street as shown
on Figures 5-3 and 5-4. and screened in Layer 3, which is the layer in which the vinyl chloride is
primarily traveling and in which private drinking water wells are screened. In the proposed
pumping location near Charles Street, Layer 3 is a confined aquifer that is overlain by a wedge of
clay that thickens to the south. In order to withdraw water from the portion of the aquifer used
for drinking water supply, the extraction wells would be screened from approximately 160 feet to
200 feet bgs. The extraction rate would be 20 gpm for each well. Because of the high discharge
rate of 40 gpm, it is unlikely that the water could be discharged to the nearby wetland.
Therefore, for the purposes of evaluating this alternative it is assumed that the pumped
groundwater would be treated by air stripping and discharged to Silver Creek under a WPDES
permit.

A two-dimensional groundwater modeling program, WinFlow™, was used to determine the
pumping rate, radius of influence and depth and spacing of well(s) required to capture the plume
at this location. This program assumes that groundwater flow is horizontal and occurs in an
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infinite aquifer, and hydraulic conductivity is isotropic and homogeneous. Further discussion of
the model and its assumptions is found in Appendix A. The input variables of hydraulic
conductivity and horizontal gradient for Layer 3 wells were used for this model. Appendix A
contains the input variables and an output map showing the extraction wells and radius of
influence. The results of the modeling indicate that the extraction wells are capable of creating a
capture zone sufficient to capture the entire plume. remove contaminant mass from the deep
aquifer and prevent contaminant plume migration.

5.3.4.2 Detailed Evaluation
Compliance with ARARs: The interim action active gas recovery system component of
Alternative B3, meets the landfill gas control requirements of ch. NR506. The active gas
recovery has also already demonstrated a reduction in the transport of vinyl chloride into the
groundwater.

Pumping and treating groundwater will hydraulically control the plume in the deep aquifer and
prevent any further contaminant migration and eventually meet the RAO of complying with the
groundwater standards of NR 140 through contaminant mass reduction. This alternative will
require at least 15 years for groundwater in the sandstone aquifer that is already impacted to
achieve NR140 PALS. Additional time beyond that will depend on the amount of contaminant
mass diffused into and residing in the lower permeability rock matrix blocks between fractures.

o grounduater-that-has-alreads-beon
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Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment: An active gas extraction system is
expected to be protective of human health and the environment over the long term as it will
reduce or eliminate the source of vinyl chloride impacts in the groundwater. The groundwater
extraction and treatment component provides overall protection of human health and the
environment by preventing the migration of vinyl chloride past the extraction well network that
might otherwise impact private drinking water wells.

The extraction of groundwater at a rate of up to 40 gpm is expected to have no negative impact
on the groundwater quantity or quality in nearby private and municipal wells. The private and
municipal water supply wells in the area are completed in the deep Cambrian sandstone. The
saturated thickmness of the aquifer is greater than 125 feet and the maximum drawdown in the
vicinity of the extraction wells is on the order of 10 feet which would have little effect on the
nearest private wells (500 feet away) and no effect on the nearest municipal well (more than a
mile away). There is also no adverse water quality effect expected due to drawing in or releasing
natural and/or anthropogenic inorganic contaminants. Site water quality sampling and findings of
a Fond du Lac County groundwater study (UWSP. July 2010) show this area of Fond du Lac
County has very low levels of inorganics such as arsenic, chloride, sulfate, nitrate, iron and
manganese.
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Short Term Effectiveness: There would be no significant exposure of construction workers or the
public to contaminants related to the gas extraction system because the system has already been
constructed and operated since 2006. There is a limited potential for exposure of construction
workers to VOCs during construction of the groundwater extraction and treatment system. This
potential can be adequately addressed through the use of personal protective equipment. The
installation of wells and the treatment system would not release a significant amount of vinyl
chloride to the environment. Disposal of all wastes will follow proper handling practices and
therefore would not have adverse impacts to the environment. Monitoring during start-up and
operation of the treatment system will ensure that the remedial activities are effective in meeting
all air and water discharge criteria.

Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence: The long term effectiveness of an active gas
extraction system is that it prevents the migration of methane beyond the boundaries of the
landfill and reduces the potential for groundwater to be impacted with VOCs, especially vinyl
chloride. Active gas extraction will be required until the landfill is no longer generating an
amount of methane that could potentially migrate beyond the property boundary and vinyl
chloride gas that could potentially impact groundwater.

Groundwater extraction and treatment provides a permanent method for treating the
contaminants of concern in the groundwater. The plume of groundwater already impacted with
vinyl chloride is expected to eventually be remediated to meet the NR140 standards. The
duration of the cleanup will depend largely on the “tailing” effect of removing low levels of
vinyl chloride that diffuse out of the bedrock matrix into the fractures.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume through Treatment: The active landfill gas extraction
system would remove landfill methane gas from the landfill and reduce the introduction of
VOCs, particularly vinyl chloride in groundwater. Treatment of the extracted gases is not
required because the emissions will be below the NR445 threshold for vinyl chloride. As
indicated in section 4.4.2, a landfill gas extraction system will remove about 28 pounds of vinyl
chloride annually from the subsurface, well below the 300 pounds per year emission limit. The
methane concentrations in the extracted gas are too low to support flaring. The groundwater
extraction and treatment component provides a system designed to remove and treat
contaminants of concern in groundwater at the Site which reduces the mobility and volume of
contaminated groundwater.

Implementability: The gas extraction component of this alternative has already been
implemented. The installation of groundwater extraction wells and an air stripper treatment
system are relatively routine construction tasks and readily implementable. The discharge of the
treated water may be a bigger challenge. At the minimum, further environmental studies would
be needed for discharge to the wetland or Silver Creek.

Cost: Table 5-3 presents costs for Alternative B3, assuming discharge to Silver Creek. The
present worth was calculated based on a project life of 30 years and a S percent discount rate.
Capital costs were estimated to be $561,798 and annual OM&M costs were estimated to be
$188,800 per year, for a total NPV of $3,464,032.
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5.3.5 Alternative B4 — Existing Gas Control with In-Situ Groundwater
Treatment and MNA

5.3.5.1 Description
Alternative B4 includes is the same existing gas control as Alternative B1 (Existing-Gas-Centrol
with-MNAS with the added component of in-situ groundwater treatment for the deep aquifer and
MNA for groundwater downgradient of the in-situ treatment system.

The active groundwater treatment component of this alternative includes contaminant
remediation and migration control through in-situ treatment using the ART in well stripping
technology. The ART in well technology combines in situ air stripping, air sparging, soil vapor
extraction (SVE), and enhanced bioremediation/oxidation—plus subsurface groundwater
circulation. A line of ART wells (Figure 5-6) would act as a permeable reactive wall that treats
vinyl chloride as it migrates through the zone of influence. MNA would be applied to existing
contaminants already downgradient and beyond the zone of influence of the proposed line of
ART wells (i.e., in the vicinity of MW-114 and MW-115).

The air-sparging component of the ART wells results in reduced water density and lifting
(mounding) of the water table in the vicinity of the well. This in turn causes a net negative
gradient to the well, resulting in water flowing back toward the well. This upwelling force
created by the sparging results in an in-well “packer” concept, resulting in pressure and density
gradient from the lower screened interval to the upper screened interval that assists in driving the
dynamic subsurface circulation forces.

Vacuum pressure (the vapor extraction component) is applied at the top of the well point to
extract vapor from the subsurface. The negative pressure from vacuum extraction creates
additional water mounding and boosts the net gradient back toward the well; it also removes
vapors from the unsaturated zone and well annulus. The SVE and sparging combined in the same
well further enlarges the radius of influence and boosts circulation.

A submersible pump is placed at the bottom of the well to recirculate water to the top for
downward discharge through a spray head. The water cascades down the interior of the well and
system piping, providing multiple wetted surfaces for mass transfer, similar to what occurs in a
packed-column air-stripping tower. Enhanced stripping via air sparging near the bottom of the
well occurs simultaneously. In essence, the well acts as a subsurface air-stripping tower, in
which the pumped and stripped, dissolved-oxygen-rich water flows down the well annulus and
over the mounded water back into the aquifer and vadose zone. This action hydraulically
enhances the radius of influence and flushes contamination from this zone. When these are
combined, the synergistic technology effects create a circulation zone surrounding the well that
further enhances cleanup.

In summary, contaminants are stripped from the water as a result of the combined effects of in-
well air stripping and in-well air sparging. The “radius of results,” or dynamic subsurface
circulation cleaning zone, is created by a combination of negative gradient from air sparging, the
application of vacuum extraction, and subsurface water circulation induced by a submersible
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pump. All of these different components are integrated in the ART Technology and can be
installed in a six-inch groundwater well.

According to publications of US EPA’s Superfund Innovative Technology Program,
groundwater circulation wells have shown an effective radius of influence of 30 to 100 feet.
ART Technology claims a radius of influence of up to ten times the water column in the ART
remediation wells has been achieved at sites where the technology was implemented. For
purposes of this evaluation, a conservative radius of influence of 40 feet was assumed.
Therefore, eight ART wells, located along the bike path north of Charles Street (approximately
1,250 feet downgradient of the landfill) would be necessary to intercept and treat impacted
groundwater across the width of the plume. For estimation purposes, each well will be
constructed of 6-inch diameter schedule 80 PVC casing to a depth of 200 feet. The top of the
screen will intersect the water table which is located approximately 30 feet below ground
surface. A diagram of a typical ART Technology well is shown in Figure 5-54. The air
compressor and blower will be housed in an equipment building along the bike path_as shown on
Figure 5-6. Because of the low levels of vinyl chloride, no treatment will be needed for vapors.

5.3.5.2 Detailed Evaluation
Compliance with ARARs: The interim action active gas recovery system component of
Alternative B4, meets the landfill gas control requirements of ch. NR506. The active gas
recovery has also already demonstrated a reduction in the transport of vinyl chloride into the
groundwater.

With the in-situ treatment component of this alternative, impacted groundwater that passes
through the groundwater circulation well network is expected to comply with ARARs and
achieve NR140 PALs. This alternative will require at least 15 years for groundwater in the
sandstone aquifer that is already impacted to migrate through the treatment zone. Additional
time beyond that will depend on the amount of contaminant mass diffused into and residing in
the lower permeability rock matrix blocks between fractures.

The line of ART wells would intercept and remediate vinyl chloride migrating to the southwest
in the groundwater plume. With the source of vinyl chloride reduced_at the landfill; and the
plume cut off by the ART wells. the existing contaminants already downgradient and beyond the
zone of influence of the active remedy would naturally attenuate. remaining The groundwater
that has-already been impacted with vinyl chloride has alreadyalse begun to show a reduction
due to source control and natural attenuation. Continued MNA monitoring will show whether
the vinyl chloride plume beyond the influence of the in-situ treatment system will continue to
contract or remain stable.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment. An active gas extraction system is
expected to be protective of human health and the environment over the long term as it will
reduce or eliminate the source of vinyl chloride impacts in the groundwater. The ART in well
alternative provides overall protection of human health and the environment by preventing the
migration of vinyl chloride past the circulation well network that might otherwise impact private
drinking water wells.
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Short Term Effectiveness: There would be no significant exposure of construction workers or the
public to contaminants related to the gas extraction system because the system has already been
constructed and operated since 2006. There is a limited potential for exposure of construction
workers to VOCs during construction of the ART system. This potential can be adequately
addressed through the use of personal protective equipment. The installation of wells and
equipment building should not release a significant amount of vinyl chloride to the environment.
Disposal of all wastes will follow proper handling practices and therefore should not have
adverse impacts to the environment.

Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence: The long term effectiveness of an active gas
extraction system is that it prevents the migration of methane beyond the boundaries of the
landfill and reduces the potential for groundwater to be impacted with VOCs, especially vinyl
chloride. Active gas extraction will be required until the landfill is no longer generating an
amount of methane that could potentially migrate beyond the property boundary and vinyl
chloride gas that could potentially impact groundwater.

The ART Technology provides a method for treating the contaminants of concern in the
groundwater. The plume of groundwater already impacted with vinyl chloride is expected to
eventually be remediated to meet the NR140 PAL. The duration of the cleanup will depend
largely on the “tailing” effect of removing low levels of vinyl chloride that diffuse out of the
bedrock matrix and into fractures. The effectiveness of this in-situ treatment method may be
compromised by the presence of zones of lower permeability within the unconsolidated deposits
which could disrupt the effectiveness of the circulation system and hence radius of influence.
High dissolved iron and manganese concentrations that are present in the aquifer may cause
frequent and costly maintenance of these systems.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume through Treatment: The active landfill gas extraction
system would remove landfill gas from the landfill and reduce the introduction of VOCs,
particularly vinyl chloride in groundwater. Treatment of the extracted gases is not required
because the emissions will be below the NR445 threshold for vinyl chloride. As indicated in
section 4.4.2, a landfill gas extraction system will remove about 28 pounds of vinyl chloride
annually from the subsurface, well below the 300 pounds per year emission limit. The methane
concentrations in the extracted gas are too low to support flaring.

The in-situ treatment system is designed to remove contaminants of concern from groundwater at
the Site. The zone of capture created along the line of wells will contain the plume and reduce
the mobility of vinyl chloride in the groundwater medium. The total mass of vinyl chloride in
the deep aquifer is estimated to be less than one pound (see section 3.4). This alternative would
be expected to remove some fraction of this on an annual basis. Treating the groundwater should
reduce the concentrations of vinyl chloride in the extracted water (and therefore, its toxicity) to
levels that are protective of human health and the environment.

Implementability: The gas extraction component of this alternative has already been
implemented. The installation of groundwater circulation wells, ART in well equipment and an
air delivery/vacuum extraction system are routine to complicated construction tasks and the
equipment could be readily available.
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Cost: Table 5-4 presents a detailed cost analysis for Alternative B4. The present worth was
calculated based on a project life of 30 years and a 5 percent discount rate. Capital costs were
estimated to be $755,544 and annual OM&M costs were estimated to be $195,332 per year, for a
total NPV of $3,758,180.

5.3.6 Alternative C1 — Expanded Gas Control with MNA

5.3.6.1 Description
Alternative C1 is the same as Alternative B1 (Existing Gas Control with MNA_for the entire
groundwater plume) except that rather than just using existing vents and leachate wells for gas
extraction, four new gas extraction wells would be installed. Gas extraction would primarily be
from the new extraction wells and supplemented as needed by extraction from the existing vents
and leachate wells.

Alternative Cl, active landfill gas recovery using new gas extraction wells, would be an
enhancement over the interim system (Alternative B1) in that the gas extraction system would
include gas extraction wells designed and spaced in accordance with NR 508 requirements. Like
Alternative B1, this alternative would be used to prevent the migration of explosive gases
generated by the waste fill beyond the landfill property boundary and to serve as a VOC source
control remedy by reducing the flux of vinyl chloride from landfill gas into the groundwater. For
Alternative C1 the present blower capacity would need to be increased, either by adding an
additional blower unit or replacement with a larger blower. A new piping header system,
upgrading the test vault for the two new piping runs, modifying the treatment trailer, upgrading
the single phase power to the trailer, and modifying/upgrading the existing EOS electronic site
data manager would be required. The four new gas extraction wells would extend through the
thickness of the landfill waste and be completed as 6-inch diameter wells installed within 36-inch
diameter boreholes. The layout for Alternative C1 is provided on Figure 5-73.

5.3.6.2 Detailed Evaluation

Compliance with ARARs: The existing active gas recovery system meets the landfill gas control
requirements of ch. NR506 and has also already demonstrated a reduction in the transport of
vinyl chloride into the groundwater. Adding gas extraction from four new deeper gas extraction
wells would only enhance the gas control capability. With the source of vinyl chloride reduced,
the remaining groundwater that has already been impacted with vinyl chloride has also begun to
show a reduction due to natural attenuation. Continued monitoring will show whether the vinyl
chloride plume will continue to contract or remain stable. Under this alternative, contaminant
concentrations in the sandstone aquifer may remain above the NR140 PAL for vinyl chloride for
some period of time (15 to 30 years).

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment: An active gas extraction system is
expected to be protective of human health and the environment over the long term as it will
reduce or eliminate the source of vinyl chloride impacts in the groundwater. Because it
apparently took 18 to 30 years for the vinyl chloride plume in the sandstone aquifer to reach its
current extent, NR140 PALs are not expected to be met for at least 15 years.
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Short Term Effectiveness: The construction of vertical gas extraction wells for Alternative C1
would have a potential to expose workers to contaminants and the public to odors. This potential
exposure would be for a limited period of time (a few days), and workers exposure would be
limited by the use of personal protective equipment. The installation of extraction wells should
not release a significant amount of vinyl chloride to the environment. Disposal of all generated
wastes will follow proper handling practices and therefore should not have adverse impacts to
the environment.

Alternative C1 will require that four new gas extraction wells will penetrate the existing
composite cap on the landfill. This will require excavating to the membrane liner and cutting a
hole in it to drill the well. Precipitation during well construction could enter the landfill,
resulting in possible leachate generation if stormwater management controls are not implemented
during construction.

Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence: The long term effectiveness of an active gas
extraction system is that it prevents the migration of methane beyond the boundaries of the
landfill and reduces the potential for groundwater to be impacted with VOCs, especially vinyl
chloride. Active gas extraction will be required until the landfill is no longer generating an
amount of methane that could potentially migrate beyond the property boundary and vinyl
chloride gas that could potentially impact groundwater.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume through Treatment: The active landfill gas extraction
system would remove landfill methane gas from the landfill and reduce the introduction of
VOCs, particularly vinyl chloride in groundwater. Treatment of the extracted gases is not
required because the emissions will be below the NR445 threshold for vinyl chloride. As
indicated in section 4.4.2, the existing landfill gas extraction system will remove about 28
pounds of vinyl chloride annually from the subsurface, well below the 300 pounds per year
emission limit. With new extraction wells pulling deeper from within the landfill the amount of
vinyl chloride removal could possibly be higher than that being achieved by the interim system,
but would still be below the 300 pounds per year emission limit. The methane concentrations in
the extracted gas are too low to support flaring.

Implementability: A new blower unit would be purchased and installed. The installation of gas
extraction wells and associated piping is somewhat challenging having to go through the existing
cap and drill through landfill waste. Care would be needed to prevent precipitation from entering
the wastes during construction and in repairing the cap. This alternative is implementable.

Cost: Table 5-5 presents a detailed cost analysis for Alternative C1. The present worth was
calculated based on a project life of 30 years and a 5 percent discount rate. Capital costs were
estimated to be $295,260 and annual OM&M costs were estimated to be $83,000 per year, for a
total NPV of $1,571,136.
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5.3.7 Alternative C2 — Expanded Gas Control with MNA and Municipal
Water Contingency

5.3.7.1 Description
Alternative C2 is the same as Alternative B2 (Existing Gas Control with MNA for the entire
groundwater plume and Municipal Water Contingency) except four new gas extraction wells and
associated piping and a new blower (as described under Alternative C1) will be installed to
replace/supplement using the existing vents and leachate wells for gas recovery.

5.3.7.2 Detailed Evaluation

Compliance with ARARs: The existing active gas recovery system meets the landfill gas control
requirements of ch. NR506 and has also already demonstrated a reduction in the transport of
vinyl chloride into the groundwater. Adding gas extraction from four new deeper gas extraction
wells would only enhance the gas control capability. With the source of vinyl chloride reduced,
the remaining groundwater that has already been impacted with vinyl chloride has also begun to
show a reduction due to natural attenuation. Continued monitoring will show whether the vinyl
chloride plume will continue to contract or remain stable. Under this alternative, contaminant
concentrations in the sandstone aquifer may remain above the NR140 PAL for vinyl chloride for
some period of time (15 to 30 years).

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment. An active gas extraction system is
expected to be protective of human health and the environment over the long term as it will
reduce or eliminate the source of vinyl chloride impacts in the groundwater. The extension of the
public water supply to all residents on Charles Street and South Koro Road provides overall
protection of human health and the environment by preventing the use of impacted groundwater.
Because it apparently took 18 to 30 years for the vinyl chloride plume in the sandstone aquifer to
reach its current extent, NR140 PALs are not expected to be met for at least 15 years.
Groundwater monitoring would continue in order to demonstrate that vinyl chloride is not
continuing to migrate in groundwater.

Short Term Effectiveness: The construction of vertical gas extraction wells [or Alternative C2
would have a potential to expose workers to contaminants and the public to odors. This potential
exposure would be for a limited period of time (a few days), and workers exposure would be
limited by the use of personal protective equipment. The installation of extraction wells should
not release a significant amount of vinyl chloride to the environment. Disposal of all generated
wastes will follow proper handling practices and therefore should not have adverse impacts to
the environment.

Alternative C2 will require that four new gas extraction wells will penetrate the existing
composite cap on the landfill. This will require excavating to the membrane liner and cutting a
hole in it to drill the well. Precipitation during well construction could enter the landfill,
resulting in possible leachate generation if stormwater management controls are not implemented
during construction.

The contingent extension of municipal water can be completed quickly, as evidenced by the
extension of the water main that was completed in November 2002. Because vinyl chloride
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impacts are located at least 150 feet below the depth of any public water system, construction
would not expose workers during construction activities.

Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence: The long term effectiveness of an active gas
extraction system is that it prevents the migration of methane beyond the boundaries of the
landfill and reduces the potential for groundwater to be impacted with VOCs, especially vinyl
chloride. Active gas extraction will be required until the landfill is no longer generating an
amount of methane that could potentially migrate beyond the property boundary and vinyl
chloride gas that could potentially impact groundwater. Providing public water is considered a
permanent remedy as noted in the March 8, 1990 Federal Register.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume through Treatment: The active landfill gas extraction
system would remove landfill methane gas from the landfill and reduce the introduction of
VOCs, particularly vinyl chloride in groundwater. Treatment of the extracted gases is not
required because the emissions will be below the NR445 threshold for vinyl chloride. As
indicated in section 4.4.2, the existing landfill gas extraction system will remove about 28
pounds of vinyl chloride annually from the subsurface, well below the 300 pounds per year
emission limit. With new extraction wells pulling deeper from within the landfill the amount of
vinyl chloride removal could possibly be higher than that being achieved by the interim system,
but would still be below the 300 pounds per year emission limit. The methane concentrations in
the extracted gas are too low to support flaring. Extension of the public water supply provides no
active treatment process for groundwater.

Implementability. A new blower unit would be purchased and installed. The installation of gas
extraction wells and associated piping is somewhat challenging having to go through the existing
cap and drill through landfill waste. Care would be needed to prevent precipitation from entering
the wastes during construction and in repairing the cap, but the gas control component of this
alternative is implementable. The municipal water supply extension component involves
standard construction and plumbing activities, and is readily implementable.

Cost: Table 5-6 presents a detailed cost analysis for Alternative C2. The present worth of the
project (2011 dollars basis) was calculated based on a project life of 30 years and a 5 percent
discount rate. In summary, capital costs were estimated to be $295,260 for the expanded gas
control system and $178,480 for extension of municipal water. Annual OM&M costs were
estimated to be $83,000 per year, for a total NPV of $1,749,616.

5.3.8 Alternative C3 - Expanded Gas Control with Groundwater Pump &
Treat and-MNA

5.3.8.1 Description
Alternative C3 is the same as Alternative B3 (Existing Gas Control with Groundwater Extraction
& Treatment-and-MMNA) except four new gas extraction wells and associated piping and a new
blower (as described under Alternative Cl) will be installed to replace/supplement using the
existing vents and leachate wells for gas recovery.
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5.3.8.2 Detailed Evaluation
Compliance with ARARs: The existing active gas recovery system meets the landfill gas control
requirements of ch. NR506 and has also already demonstrated a reduction in the transport of
vinyl chloride into the groundwater. Adding gas extraction from four new deeper gas extraction
wells would only enhance the gas control capability.

Pumping and treating groundwater will hydraulically control the plume in the deep aquifer and
prevent any further contaminant migration and eventually meet the remedial action objective of
complying with the groundwater standards of NR 140 through contaminant mass reduction. This
alternative will require at least 15 years for groundwater in the sandstone aquifer that is already
impacted to achieve NR140 PALS. Additional time beyond that will depend on the amount of
contaminant mass diffused into and residing in the lower permeability bedrock matrix blocks
between fractures.

With-the-source—of—vi :—,‘1 chloride—redueced- ﬂi?-l'fmﬁiﬂiﬁc‘ :"l'?ilﬁ'i”'ﬁfiﬂf that-has—alrea 51‘_' been

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment. An active gas extraction system is
expected to be protective of human health and the environment over the long term as it will
reduce or eliminate the source of vinyl chloride impacts in the groundwater. The groundwater
extraction and treatment component provides overall protection of human health and the
environment by preventing the migration of vinyl chloride past the extraction well network that
might otherwise impact private drinking water wells.

The extraction of groundwater at a rate of up to 40 gpm is expected to have no negative impact
on_the groundwater quantity or quality in nearby private and municipal wells. The private and
municipal water supply wells in the area are completed in the deep Cambrian sandstone. The
saturated thickness of the aquifer is greater than 125 feet and the maximum drawdown in the
vicinity of the extraction wells is on the order of 10 feet which would have little effect on the
nearest private wells (500 feet away) and no effect on the nearest municipal well (more than a
mile away). There is also no adverse water quality effect expected due to drawing in or releasing
natural and/or anthropogenic inorganic contaminants. Site water quality sampling and findings of
a Fond du Lac County groundwater study (UWSP, July 2010) show this area of Fond du Lac
County has very low levels of inorganics such as arsenic, chloride, sulfate, nitrate, iron and

manganese.

Short Term Effectiveness: The construction of vertical gas extraction wells for Alternative C3
would have a potential to expose workers to contaminants and the public to odors. This potential
exposure would be for a limited period of time (a few days), and workers exposure would be
limited by the use of personal protective equipment. The installation of extraction wells should
not release a significant amount of vinyl chloride to the environment. Disposal of all generated
wastes will follow proper handling practices and therefore should not have adverse impacts to
the environment.
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Alternative C3 will require that four new gas extraction wells will penetrate the existing
composite cap on the landfill. This will require excavating to the membrane liner and cutting a
hole in it to drill the well. Precipitation during well construction could enter the landfill,
resulting in possible leachate generation if stormwater management controls are not implemented
during construction.

There is a limited potential for exposure of construction workers to VOCs during construction of
the groundwater extraction and treatment system. This potential can be adequately addressed
through the use of personal protective equipment. The installation of wells and the treatment
system would not release a significant amount of vinyl chloride to the environment. Disposal of
all wastes will follow proper handling practices and therefore would not have adverse impacts to
the environment. Monitoring during start-up and operation of the treatment system will ensure
that the remedial activities are effective in meeting all discharge criteria.

Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence: The long term effectiveness of an active gas
extraction system is that it prevents the migration of methane beyond the boundaries of the
landfill and reduces the potential for groundwater to be impacted with VOCs, especially vinyl
chloride. Active gas extraction will be required until the landfill is no longer generating an
amount of methane that could potentially migrate beyond the property boundary and vinyl
chloride gas that could potensially impact groundwater.

Groundwater extraction and treatment provides a permanent method for treating the
contaminants of concern in the groundwater. The plume of groundwater already impacted with
vinyl chloride is expected to eventually be remediated to meet the NR140 PAL for vinyl
chloride. The duration of the cleanup will depend largely on the “tailing” effect of removing low
levels of vinyl chloride that diffuse out of the bedrock matrix and into fractures.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume through Treatment: The active landfill gas extraction
system would remove landfill methane gas from the landfill and reduce the introduction of
VOCs, particularly vinyl chloride in groundwater. Treatment of the extracted gases is not
required because the emissions will be below the NR445 threshold for vinyl chloride. As
indicated in section 4.4.2, the existing landfill gas extraction system will remove about 28
pounds of vinyl chloride annually from the subsurface, well below the 300 pounds per year
emission limit. With new extraction wells pulling deeper from within the landfill the amount of
vinyl chloride removal could possibly be higher than that being achieved by the interim system,
but would still be below the 300 pounds per year emission limit. The methane concentrations in
the extracted gas are too low to support flaring.

The groundwater extraction and treatment component provides a system designed to remove and
treat contaminants of concern in groundwater at the Site which reduces the mobility and volume
of contaminated groundwater.

Implementability: A new blower unit would be purchased and installed. The installation of gas

extraction wells and associated piping is somewhat challenging having to go through the existing
cap and drill through landfill waste. Care would be needed to prevent precipitation from entering
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the wastes during construction and in repairing the cap, but the gas control component of this
alternative is implementable.

The installation of groundwater extraction wells and an air stripper treatment system are
relatively routine construction tasks and readily implementable. The discharge of the treated
water may be a bigger challenge. At the minimum, further environmental studies would be
needed for discharge to the wetland or Silver Creek.

Cost: Table 5-7 presents a detailed cost analysis for Alternative C3, assuming discharge to Silver
Creek. The present worth of the project (2011 dollars basis) was calculated based on a project
life of 30 years and a 5 percent discount rate. In summary, capital costs were estimated to be
$295,260 for the expanded gas control system and $561,798 for the groundwater extraction and
treatment system. Annual OM&M costs were estimated to be $204,800 per year, for a total NPV
of $4,005,244.

5.3.9 Alternative C4 — Expanded Gas Control with In-Situ Groundwater
Treatment and MNA

5.3.9.1 Description
Alternative C4 is the same as Alternative B4 (Existing Gas Control with In-Situ Groundwater
Treatment and MNA_for the plume downgradient of in-situ treatment) except four new gas
extraction wells and associated piping and a new blower (as described under Alternative C1) will
be installed to replace/supplement using the existing vents and leachate wells for gas recovery.

5.3.9.2 Detailed Evaluation
Compliance with ARARs: The existing active gas recovery system meets the landfill gas control
requirements of ch. NR506 and has also already demonstrated a reduction in the transport of
vinyl chloride into the groundwater. Adding gas extraction from four new deeper gas extraction
wells would only enhance the gas control capability.

With the in-situ treatment component of this alternative, impacted groundwater that passes
through the groundwater circulation well network is expected to comply with ARARs and
achieve NR140 PALs. This alternative will require at least 15 years for groundwater in the
sandstone aquifer that is already impacted to migrate through the treatment zone. Additional
time beyond that will depend on the amount of contaminant mass diffused into and residing in
the lower permeability rock matrix blocks between fractures.

The line of ART wells would intercept and remediate vinyl chloride migrating to the southwest
in the groundwater plume. With the source of vinyl chloride reduced at the landfill and the plume
cut off by the ART wells, the existing contaminants already downgradient and beyond the zone
of influence of the active remedy would naturally attenuate. The groundwater that has been
impacted with vinyl chloride has already begun to show a reduction due to source control and
natural attenuation. Continued MNA monitoring will show whether the vinyl chloride plume
bu ond the mfluence of the in- 51tu treatment system w111 Contmue to contract or remain stable.
mmat{ed—w&h HﬂH—L—h}eH&e has—alse— be*&m%a—whe%—a—reétw&&wé&e—m—nafmal attenuation:
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Copbinued DdNA-menttore-wr-show whethorthesmmdl-ehlonde-phlame bovend-henbheence-od
the-ra—st-treatmentsastem-wilth continuedo-coptractorrematn-stable:

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment. An active gas extraction system is
expected to be protective of human health and the environment over the long term as it will
reduce or eliminate the source of vinyl chloride impacts in the groundwater. The ART in well
alternative provides overall protection of human health and the environment by preventing the
migration of vinyl chloride past the circulation well network that might otherwise impact private
drinking water wells.

Short Term Effectiveness: The construction of vertical gas extraction wells for Alternative C4
would have a potential to expose workers to contaminants and the public to odors. This potential
exposure would be for a limited period of time (a few days), and workers exposure would be
limited by the use of personal protective equipment. The installation of extraction wells should
not release a significant amount of vinyl chloride to the environment. Disposal of all generated
wastes will follow proper handling practices and therefore should not have adverse impacts to
the environment.

Alternative C4 will require that four new gas extraction wells will penetrate the existing
composite cap on the landfill. This will require excavating to the membrane liner and cutting a
hole in it to drill the well. Precipitation during well construction could enter the landfill,
resulting in possible leachate generation if stormwater management controls are not implemented
during construction.

There is a limited potential for exposure of construction workers to VOCs during construction of
the ART system. This potential can be adequately addressed through the use of personal
protective equipment. The installation of wells and equipment building should not release a
significant amount of vinyl chloride to the environment. Disposal of all wastes will follow
proper handling practices and therefore should nothave adverse impacts to the environment.

Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence: The long term effectiveness of an active gas
extraction system is that it prevents the migration of methane beyond the boundaries of the
landfill and reduces the potential for groundwater to be impacted with VOCs, especially vinyl
chloride. Active gas extraction will be required until the landfill is no longer generating an
amount of methane that could potentially migrate beyond the property boundary and vinyl
chloride gas that could potentially impact groundwater.

The ART Technology provides a permanent method for treating the contaminants of concern in
the groundwater. The plume of groundwater already impacted with vinyl chloride is expected to
eventually be remediated to meet the NR140 PAL. The duration of the cleanup will depend
largely on the “tailing” effect of removing low levels of vinyl chloride that diffuse out of the
rock matrix. The effectiveness of this in-situ treatment method may be compromised by the
presence of zones of lower permeability within the unconsolidated deposits which could disrupt
the effectiveness of the circulation system and hence radius of influence. High dissolved iron and
manganese concentrations that are present in the aquifer may cause frequent and costly
maintenance of these systems.
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Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume through Treatment: The active landfill gas extraction
system would remove landfill methane gas from the landfill and reduce the introduction of
VOCs, particularly vinyl chloride in groundwater. Treatment of the extracted gases is not
required because the emissions will be below the NR445 threshold for vinyl chloride. As
indicated in section 4.4.2, the existing landfill gas extraction system will remove about 28
pounds of vinyl chloride annually from the subsurface, well below the 300 pounds per year
emission limit. With new extraction wells pulling deeper from within the landfill the amount of
vinyl chloride removal could possibly be higher than that being achieved by the interim system,
but would still be below the 300 pounds per year emission limit. The methane concentrations in
the extracted gas are too low to support flaring.

The in-situ treatment system is designed to remove contaminants of concern from groundwater at
the Site. The zone of capture created along the line of wells will contain the plume and reduce
the mobility of vinyl chloride in the groundwater medium. The total mass of vinyl chloride in
the deep aquifer is estimated to be less than one pound (see section 3.4). This alternative would
be expected to remove some fraction of this on an annual basis. Treating the groundwater should
reduce the concentrations of vinyl chloride in the extracted water (and therefore, its toxicity) to
levels that are protective of human health and the environment.

Implementability: A new blower unit would be purchased and installed. The installation of gas
extraction wells and associated piping is somewhat challenging having to go through the existing
cap and drill through landfill waste. Care would be needed to prevent precipitation from entering
the wastes during construction and in repairing the cap, but the gas control component of this
alternative is implementable.

The installation of groundwater circulation wells, ART in well equipment and an air
delivery/vacuum extraction system are routine to complicated construction tasks and the
equipment could be readily available.

Cost: Table 5-8 presents a detailed cost analysis for Alternative C4. The present worth of the
project (2011 dollars basis) was calculated based on a project life of 30 years and a 5 percent
discount rate. In summary, capital costs were estimated to be $295,260 for the expanded gas
control system and $755,544 for the in-situ ART technology system. Annual OM&M costs were
estimated to be $211,332 per year, for a total NPV of $4,299,392.
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6.0 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

Table 6-1 provides a comparative analysis of the nine remedial alternatives evaluated against
seven CERCLA criteria. As noted previously, the final two criteria (dealing with state and
public comments) will be evaluated after this FFS has been reviewed by these parties. A brief
comparison of these alternatives is provided below.

Compliance with ARARs:

All alternatives are expected to meet all location-specific and action-specific ARARs.
Alternative A would not achieve chemical-specific ARARs since uncontrolled methane gas
could exceed the LEL outside the limits of filling and with 200 feet of the property boundary and
vinyl chloride in groundwater exceeds regulatory standards. All the other alternatives are
expected to eventually meet all chemical-specific ARARs.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment: Altemative A (No Further Action) is
not protective of human health and the environment. Source control with the existing active gas
recovery system (Alternatives B1-B4) has demonstrated the ability to control landfill methane
gas migration, remove vinyl chloride mass from the subsurface and reduce vinyl chloride in
groundwater under the landfill and is therefore protective of human health and the environment.
Replacing or supplementing the gas recovery vents and leachate wells with new gas extraction
wells and blower unit (Alternatives C1-C4) would be capable of increasing the amount of gas
removed from the deeper portion of the landfill compared to the B alternatives, but it is not
certain that would result in being any more protective of human health and the environment. The
alternatives that include active groundwater remediation (Alternatives B3, B4, C3 and C4) are
protective of human health and the environment in that they provide further contaminant
migration control and mass reduction in the deep aquifer. The alternatives that include extension
of municipal water (Alternatives B2 and C2) are the most protective of human health compared
to the other alternatives that don’t because they eliminate a potential exposure pathway, but less
protective of the environment compared to those that include an active groundwater remedy.

Short Term Effectiveness: Alternative A creates no short-term impacts to human health or the
environment because no action is performed. All alternatives except Alternative A implement
risk mitigation measures and monitoring that will have minimal impacts to the community,
remediation workers, and the environment. Alternatives with new gas extraction wells and piping
(Alternatives C1-C4), groundwater remediation wells (Alternatives B3, B4, C3 and C4) and
municipal water extension (Alternatives B2 and C2) have short-term impacts to remediation
workers, the public, and the environment during implementation. Alternatives with new gas
extraction wells and piping (Alternatives C1-C4) have short-term impacts to the cap integrity.
All alternatives except Alternative A have aboveground and underground remediation
components that may create minor visual and auditory nuisances during and after construction.
Environmental drilling to install gas wells and groundwater extraction/recirculation wells would
occur under all alternatives except Alteratives A, Bl and B2. Environmental drilling may
produce contaminated soil cuttings, wastes and liquids that present some risk to remediation
workers at the site. Groundwater monitoring will have minimal impact on workers responsible
for periodic sampling as currently performed.
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Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence:

Alternative A provides no reduction in contaminant levels or risk. Institutional controls and risk
mitigation measures under the remaining alternatives could provide adequate protection of
human health if properly implemented and maintained. However, they rely upon continuous
management to maintain their effectiveness. Monitored natural attenuation under all alternatives
is considered a method that can reduce low level contaminant concentrations in groundwater in
all portions of the site.

Active gas control under all alternatives except Alternative A is considered an adequate and
reliable source control method for landfill gas and for reducing contaminant concentrations
entering into the groundwater. The alternatives that include the addition of new gas extractions
wells and upgraded blower unit (Alternatives C1-C4) are considered more adequate and reliable
than those using existing vents and leachate wells alone (Alternatives B1-B4). However, based
on the performance of the existing gas control system it would not appear that the cost of an
upgraded gas control system is justified.

Alternatives with active groundwater remediation (Alternatives B3, B4, C3 and C4) are
considered an adequate and reliable method for controlling plume migration; however, they
would be very expensive alternasives regarding contaminant mass reduction considering there is
only approximately one pound of vinyl chloride in the deep groundwater. Alternatives with
groundwater extraction and treatment (Alternatives B3 and C3) are considered more adequate
and reliable for controlling the plume and reducing contaminant concentrations in the deep
groundwater than alternatives using the ART technology (Alternatives B4 and C4). The ART
wells may not be able to achieve the full radius of influence anticipated due to geologic
heterogeneities and the thickness of the treatment zone.

Some residual risk above levels of concern remains in contaminated groundwater under all of the
alternatives as they rely upon institutional controls over the long term for protection. Residual
risk under Alternatives B2 and C2 is substantially reduced by providing potentially affected
receptors with clean drinking water.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume through Treatment: No reduction in toxicity, mobility,
or volume of contaminants occurs under Alternative A. Under the remaining alternatives it is
estimated that up to 28 pounds of vinyl chloride or more will be removed annually using active
gas recovery for source control; those alternatives supplemented with new gas extraction wells
and upgraded blower unit (Alternatives C1-C4) would likely remove more vinyl chloride and
methane gas but at a significantly higher cost. The alternatives with an active groundwater
remediation component (Alternatives B3, B4, C3 and C4) would reduce the mobility of
contaminant migration and remove an additional pound of vinyl chloride from the deep aquifer,
although at a significant cost.

Implementability: Alternative A, No Further Action, is the easiest alternative to implement.
Alternative B1 is also easy to implement as it would involve continued OM&M of the current
interim action system. The alternatives with new gas extraction wells and upgraded blower unit
(Alternatives C1-C4) would be more difficult to implement than those that use existing vents and
leachate wells (Alternatives B1-B4). The alternatives with active groundwater remediation
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(Alternatives B3, B4, C3 and C4) would be more difficult to implement than those that don’t
(Alternatives B1, B2, C1 and C2). Municipal water extension (Alternatives B2 and C2) could be
difficult to implement if home owners refused hook-up.

Cost: There is no cost for the No Further Action alternative. Detailed costs are provided in
Tables 5-1 through 5-8 for all other alternatives. Table 6-1 provides a summary of costs. The
lowest cost alternative (exclusive of Alternative A) is Alternative B1 which is continued OM&M
of the current gas extraction system. The most expensive alternative is C4 followed by C3, B4,
B3, C2, Cl and B2.
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