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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Summary

This is the fourth Five-Year Review for the Old Springfield Landfill Superfund Site (the “Site”).
The triggering action for this review was the completion of the third Five-Year Review dated
September 2008. This Five-Year Review is required because hazardous contamination

remains at the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.

The remedies for the two OUs at the OIld Springfield Landfill in Springfield, Vermont include
stabilization and capping of contaminated soils on-site; a leachate and groundwater collection
system; on-site pre-treatment of contaminated groundwater and leachate; gas collection vents;
and institutional controls to prevent use of groundwater and restrict access to the Site. The Site
achieved construction completion with the signing of the Preliminary Close-Out Report on
September 22, 1994. The assessment in this Five-Year Review confirms that the remedy was
constructed in accordance with the requirements of the OU | and OU Il Records of Decision

(RODs). The remedy is functioning as designed.

As part of this fourth Five-Year Review, EPA identified a new/emerging issue for consideration.
The remedy selected in the RODs for the Site did not address potential vapor intrusion risks.
EPA’s review of current and historic Site data indicate the potential for a vapor intrusion
pathway outside of Site boundaries. As a result, this Five-Year Review recommends additional
evaluation to determine if there is a potential vapor intrusion pathway that may pose

unacceptable risks to human health.

Five-Year Review Protectiveness Statement:

A protectiveness determination for the remedy cannot be made until further information is
obtained regarding a potential vapor intrusion pathway at the Site. An evaluation of this
exposure pathway will be conducted to determine if it may pose an unacceptable human health
risk at the Site. It is anticipated that these actions will take approximately two years to

complete, at which time a protectiveness determination will be made.
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Five-Year Review Summary Form

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site Name: Old Springfield Superfund Site
EPA ID: VTD00086239

Region: 1 State: VT City/County: Springfield/Windsor

NPL Status: Final

Multiple OUs? Has the site achieved construction completion?
Yes Yes

Lead agency: EPA

Author name (Federal or State Project Manager): Leslie McVickar

Author affiliation: Remedial Project Manager
Review period: 10/01/2008 — 09/30/2013
Date of site inspection: April 11, 2013

Type of review: Statutory

Review number: 4

Triggering action date: 09/30/2008

Due date (five years after triggering action date): 09/30/2018

ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS

There are two OUs at the site with five issues which need to be addressed.

Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review:

OuU: 1&2 Issue Category: Monitoring

Issue: Components of the remedy requiring repair were identified by EPA
and were not implemented in a timely manner.

Recommendation: Implement repairs as needed to maintain the
protectiveness of the remedy, but not longer than one year following
identification.

Affect Current Affect Future Implementing Oversight Milestone Date
Protectiveness Protectiveness Party Party
No Yes PRP EPA/State As Needed
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Five-Year Review Summary Form (cont.)

Issues/Recommendations (cont.)

There are two OUs at the site with five issues which need to be addressed.

Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review:

OuU: 1&2

Issue Category: Monitoring

Issue: Annual long-term monitoring reports were not prepared and
submitted in a timely manner.

Recommendation: Resume annual submission of O&M reports.

Affect Current Affect Future Implementing Oversight Milestone Date
Protectiveness Protectiveness Party Party
No No PRP EPA/State March 30 of
each year

OuU: 1&2

Issue Category: Monitoring

Issue: Locks on wells used for long-term monitoring of groundwater were
found missing or broken.

Recommendation: Replace locks on wells.

Affect Current Affect Future Implementing Oversight Milestone Date
Protectiveness Protectiveness Party Party
No No PRP EPA/State 06/30/2014

Ou: 1&2

Issue Category: Monitoring

Issue: Gas vent air samples were collected from the influent of the carbon
treatment canisters instead of the effluent as required.

Recommendation: Modify sampling ports as needed and collect samples
from the effluent.

Affect Current Affect Future Implementing Oversight Milestone Date
Protectiveness | Protectiveness Party Party
No No PRP EPA/State 06/30/2014

Ou: 1&2

Issue Category: Risk Assessment

Issue: The vapor intrusion exposure pathway has not been evaluated.

Recommendation: Perform a vapor intrusion evaluation to determine the
appropriate response measures, if warranted by the data.

Affect Current Affect Future Implementing Oversight Milestone Date
Protectiveness | Protectiveness Party Party
Yes Yes PRP EPA/State 09/30/2015

ES-3




Five-Year Review Summary Form (cont.)

Sitewide Protectiveness Statement

Protectiveness Determination: July 2013
Protectiveness Deferred

Protectiveness Statement:

A protectiveness determination for the remedy cannot be made until further information is
obtained regarding a potential vapor intrusion pathway at the Site. An evaluation of this
exposure pathway will be conducted to determine if it may pose an unacceptable human
health risk at the Site. It is anticipated that this action will take approximately two years to
complete, at which time a protectiveness determination will be made.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

EPA conducted a Five-Year Review (FYR) of the Old Springfield Landfill Superfund Site (the
Site). The purpose of the FYR is to determine whether the remedy selected for the Site remains
protective of human health and the environment. This report summarizes the FYR process,
including historical investigations and remedial actions undertaken at the Site; evaluates the
monitoring data collected since the last FYR; reviews, as appropriate, the Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) specified in the ROD for any changes;
discusses any issues identified during the review; and presents recommendations to address

those issues.

The EPA prepared this FYR pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) 8121 and the National Contingency Plan. CERCLA
8121(c) states:

“If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall
review such remedial action no less often than each five years after the initiation of
such remedial action to assure that human health and the environment are being
protected by the remedial action being implemented. In addition, if upon such
review it is the judgment of the President that action is appropriate at such site in
accordance with section [104] or [106], the President shall take or require such
action. The President shall report to the Congress a list of facilities for which such
review is required, the results of all such reviews, and any actions taken as a result
of such reviews.”

The EPA interpreted this requirement further in the National Contingency Plan; 40 CFR
8300.430(f)(4)(ii) states:

“If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure, the lead agency shall review such action no less often than
every five years after the initiation of the selected remedial action.”

This is the fourth FYR for the Old Springfield Landfill Superfund Site. The first FYR was
completed in September 1998 as a post-SARA statutory review in accordance with the 1988
ROD. There are two operable units (OUs) at the Site and construction is completed on both.
Therefore, this FYR addresses the status of the Site remedial actions in their entirety and

considers components of both OUs. The triggering action for this review is the date of the



previous FYR Report, which was signed on September 26, 2008. This statutory review is
required because hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain on-Site above

levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.

This FYR was completed in accordance with EPA’s Comprehensive Five Year Review
Guidance, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER) publication no. 9355.7-
03B-P.



2.0 SITE CHRONOLOGY

Table 2-1
Chronology of Site Events

Old Springfield Landfill Superfund Site

Springfield, Vermont

Approximate time period of initiation of waste disposal activities
at the site

July 12, 1947

Closure of dump and conversion to mobile home park

November 19, 1968

NPL listing

December 1982

Installation of water line by PRPs 1984
Remedial Investigation (RI) completed June 1988
Feasibility Study (FS) for OU | completed June 1988

OU | Record of Decision (ROD) issued by EPA

September 22, 1988

EPA enters into an Administrative Order with the Potentially
Responsible Parties (PRPs) to perform OU Il Feasibility Study

March 1989

EPA and PRPs enter into Consent Decree (CD) to perform OU |
Remedial Action (RA)

September 1989

OU Il ROD issued by EPA

September 28, 1990

EPA and PRPs enter into CD to perform OU Il RA May 1991
Remedial Design (RD) for OU | completed April 1992
RA for OU I initiated June 1992
RD for OU Il completed May 1993

Construction of OU | completed

September 1993

Interim Remedial Action Report for OU |

September 20, 1994

Construction of OU Il completed

June 1994

Preliminary Close-Out Report (PCOR) and Interim Remedial
Action Reports of OU Il completed

September 22, 1994

Operation and maintenance of OU | and Il by PRPs with EPA
oversight

1994 to present

Previous FYR Reports issued

September 29, 1998;
September 26, 2003, and
September 26, 2008




3.0 BACKGROUND

The background section presents a description of the Site, describes the land use history, and

summarizes the remedial actions required and taken at the Site.

3.1 Site Location and Physical Description

The 10 acre Old Springfield Landfill Superfund Site is located approximately one mile southeast
of the center of the Town of Springfield, Windsor County, Vermont. Springfield is located in the
Connecticut River Valley in the southeastern quadrant of Vermont, south of Hanover, New
Hampshire and west of Interstate-91. The 2010 National Census lists the population of
Springfield as 9,373. The Villages of Goulds Mill and Hardscrabble Corner are located within a

one mile radius of the Site.

The Old Springfield Landfill, previously referred to as the Will Dean Dump, was operated by the
Town of Springfield between 1947 and 1968. After the closure of the landfill in 1968, it was sold
and developed for use as a mobile home park, known as Springfield Mobile Home Estates. At
the time of the mobile home park's development, the Vermont Department of Health (VT DOH)
recommended that drilled wells not be used to supply water to the mobile homes because the
development was located over areas previously used for chemical disposal. Municipal water
lines were extended to serve the mobile homes. Springfield Mobile Homes Estates is no longer
occupied and the mobile homes have been removed, and the private well decommissioned. A
six-building condominium complex and thirteen single family residences are located in the
immediate vicinity of the Site, and are either connected to municipal water or are upgradient and
well beyond the Site groundwater plume.

The Site is located on an upland plateau with slopes descending steeply to the north, east, and
west. Seavers Brook runs west of the Site and the Black River runs to the east. Seavers Brook
flows northward to the Black River, which flows south and empties into the Connecticut River.
Will Dean Road is located along the western side of the Site. Will Dean Road intersects
Vermont Route 11 just north of the Site. Route 11 runs along the eastern side of the Site.
Maps showing the location of the Site (Figure 1) and Site features (Figure 2) can be found in
Attachment 1.



3.2 Land and Resource Use

The land use within a one-mile radius of the Site is primarily low-density residential housing,
light agriculture, undeveloped forest land, and commercial. The land adjacent to the Site to the
west is zoned as residential/agricultural and to the east is zoned as land reserve (SWCRPC,
2003). Springfield High School lies within one mile northwest of the Site. Approximately 200
homes and condominiums are located within a one-mile radius of the Site, housing an estimated
population of 650 to 750 people. The Southern Windsor County Regional Planning Commission
(SWCRPCQ) lists intended future use of the Site as forest (SWCRPC, 2003). Town maps

showing these use designations are in Attachment 2.

Natural resources in the vicinity of the Site include groundwater, surface water, fish and game,
arable land, forest, woodland, and minerals. Based on soil data, land in the immediate vicinity of
the Site is listed as "prime agricultural land" by the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Natural
Resources Conservation Service. The Site drains to the Black River, which is listed by the
State as warm water fish habitat from Lovejoy Dam to the Connecticut River and as cold water
fish habitat elsewhere. The Black River is also on the State's 2006 CWA 303(d) list as impaired

for human contact and recreation use near Springfield due to combined sewer overflow events.

A bedrock aquifer is a current source of drinking water in the area for those individuals not
connected to the municipal water supply system. The State of Vermont classifies this aquifer as
Class Il (suitable as water source for individual domestic wells, irrigation, agriculture, general
industrial and commercial use; this is the standard default classification in VT [VTWSD, 2008]).
Users of the bedrock aquifer groundwater in the Site vicinity are located primarily upgradient of
the Site. Groundwater monitoring wells are located between the Site and current users of the
bedrock aquifer. All other residents in close proximity to the Site receive municipal water from

the Town of Springfield.

3.3 History of Contamination

The Site was operated by the Town of Springfield between 1947 and 1968. Hazardous industrial
waste from local industries was co-disposed with municipal trash. The industrial waste was
disposed both in discrete trenches and mixed with municipal solid waste. Most hazardous
material was disposed in bulk liquid and semi-liquid form. Shortly after the opening of the

Springfield Mobile Home Estates, a nearby resident's complaint of foul-smelling water prompted



an investigation by VT DOH and VT DEC. Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) were found in a
spring located near Seavers Brook and in the residential well near the mobile home park. The
spring was abandoned and the affected home near the mobile home park was connected to the

public water supply.

3.4 Initial Response

In 1984, in response to VOCs found in a spring located near Seavers Brook and in the
residential well near the mobile home park, the potentially responsible parties (PRPs) installed a
water line extending to nearby homes. EPA then performed a remedial investigation and
feasibility study (RI/FS) to determine the extent and risk of contamination and potential cleanup
actions. In 1988, EPA signed the first Record of Decision (ROD) for the Site to initiate a
cleanup action for the contaminated groundwater and seeps. In 1990, EPA signed the second

and final ROD to address the landfill closure.

3.5 Basis for Taking Action

The Human Health Risk Assessment for the OId Springfield Landfill documented an
unacceptable threat to human health based on:

e Future potential ingestion of groundwater contaminated with vinyl chloride,
trichloroethene (TCE), tetrachloroethene (PCE), dichloroethene, and methylene chloride.

e Current and future potential exposure to landfill waste and soil containing polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS).

4.0 REMEDIAL ACTIONS

This section provides information on remedy selection and implementation.

4.1 Remedy Selection

The clean up actions for the Site have been implemented in two Operable Units (OUs).



The Remedial Action Objectives (RAOSs) for OU | are:

e Prevent direct contact (incidental ingestion and dermal absorption) with contaminated

surface soils throughout the Site by residents and by construction workers;

e Prevent the volatilization of contaminants from contaminated soils, wastes, and leachate

seeps to ambient air;

e Prevent the contamination of fish in the Black River by preventing leaching of
contaminants from site soils to shallow groundwater to the bedrock aquifer with

subsequent discharge to Seavers Brook and into the Black River; and

e Prevent the leaching of contaminants from site soils to shallow groundwater with

subsequent transportation from the shallow groundwater to the potable bedrock aquifer.

To meet these RAOSs, the OU | ROD required the design and construction of:

1) two groundwater extraction wells;

2) a collection system for three areas of contaminated seepage: two on the Site's east side
at the base of Waste Areas 2 and 3, and one on the Site's west side along Seavers
Brook Road; and

3) a pre-treatment facility (PTF) to remove VOCs prior to discharge of collected water to the

Springfield public-owned treatment works (POTW).

The OU | ROD also included the implementation of the Town of Springfield Municipal Ordinance
88-2 as an institutional control (IC) to restrict the future use of groundwater until such time that
groundwater reaches the maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). The ROD recommends that the
State and Town implement and enforce this ordinance. The ROD recommends this IC apply to
an area bounded by Route 11 on the east, Seavers Brook Road on the west, and John Curtin's
property boundaries on the south and north.



The OU | ROD did not address closure of the landfill and recommended further studies to

determine the final cleanup activities needed for the Site.

To complete remediation of the Site, EPA sighed a ROD to implement the second OU (OU II) in
September 1990. The RAOs for OU Il are:

e Prevent direct contact (dermal contact and ingestion) with contaminated soil;

¢ Reduce or prevent, to the extent practicable, infiltration of surface and/or groundwater
into waste areas and leaching of contaminants from waste areas into the groundwater

below and downgradient of the waste;

e Prevent leaching of soil contaminants to the groundwater; and

e Control the harmful buildup or emission of landfill gases containing hazardous

substances.

To meet these RAOSs, the OU Il ROD required the design and construction of:

1) athird groundwater extraction well;

2) upgradient french drains and surface water diversions; and

3) a multi-layer landfill cap with gas vents.
The OU Il ROD also required measures to stabilize the side slopes of Waste Areas 2 & 3.
The OU Il ROD required deed restrictions to limit the use, such as excavation, of the site within
the fenced area. Objectives of these restrictions include preventing interference with, and

protecting the integrity of, the multi-layer cap, french drains, wells, and IC components.

Long-term operation, maintenance, and monitoring of the remedial actions (RAs) were
requirements of the OU | and OU Il RODs.



Three Five-Year Reviews have been completed previously for the Site in 1998, 2003, and 2008.
All of the previous Five-Year Reviews determined that the remedies conducted at the Site

remain protective of human health and the environment.

4.2 Remedy Implementation

The remedial design process for OU | was completed in April 1992. The final design required
the construction of a pre-treatment facility with two air strippers, metal pre-treatment, and
granular activated carbon (GAC) treatment of the air emissions. The PRP’s contractor,
REMCOR, mobilized to the Site on June 1, 1992 to begin construction of the remedial action.
Construction activities for the groundwater extraction wells, west side seepage collection
system, and pretreatment facility were completed by February 8, 1993. The east side leachate
collection system was delayed until placement of the cap. The start-up testing and performance
testing of the collection system and additional extraction wells were completed by June 18,
1993. Performance testing for the source control well and eastern seep collection system was

completed on August 8, 1993.

The completion of OU | collection systems and pre-treatment facility construction was
documented in the Remedial Action (RA) Report for OU |, dated September 1993. EPA
approved this Report on September 20, 1993. EPA and the oversight contractors performed a
final inspection on September 16, 1993. At the time of this FYR Report, the OU | remedy is
performing as expected, capturing groundwater flow, and meeting the RAOs.

The final design of OU Il was completed in May 1993. As part of pre-design activities, a pre-load
of common borrow soil was placed on Waste Area 4 in the fall on 1992 to reduce long-term
settlement of the waste material. The PRP’s contractor, REMCOR, mobilized to the Site on
May 1993. In June 1993, two french drains were installed using a bio-polymer slurry technique.
One drain is upgradient of Waste Area 4 and the other is upgradient of Waste Area 3. Cap
construction began in July 1993. The cap includes a 12-inch gas vent layer, a geosynthetic clay
liner (GCL), a 40-mil very low density polyethylene (VLDPE) geomembrane, 12-inch sand
drainage layer, 36 inches of frost and erosion protection, and 6 inches of top soil. Passive gas
vents with attached carbon treatment canisters attached were installed. The cap on the steep
slopes consists of a 40-mil textured geomembrane over common borrow soil. The layers above

the geomembrane were the same as those detailed above. Construction activities were



completed in November 1993. EPA and the oversight contractor performed a substantial
completion inspection in December 1993. In April 1994, a retention pond overflowed due to a
construction defect. This defect was corrected by changing the design of the discharge pipe
and installing a new overflow channel. In addition, areas of erosion were repaired and re-
seeded in June 1994.

EPA and the oversight contractor performed a final inspection of OU Il on June 30, 1994. The
cap, source control wells, french drains, and surface water diversions were determined to be
constructed according to design with some minor erosion and sparse vegetation noted. On
August 11, 1994, based upon an EPA follow-up inspection, the landfill was determined to have
a well-established grass cover in all areas. The french drains and cap were found to be
successful in reducing the saturation of the waste material as measured by piezometers below
the waste. A Remedial Action Report for OU Il was completed in September 1994. At that time,
all physical construction for the Site was complete and this was documented in a Preliminary
Close-Out Report (PCOR) for OUs | and I, signed on September 22, 1994. This document
designates this site as a construction complete (CC) site.

The remedial action is complete and is considered operational and functional (O&F) as of the
PCOR and the OU Il RA Report in 1994. Two consent decrees require the PRPs to conduct
operation and maintenance (O&M) on the long-term remedial action for a period of 30 years. In
actuality, O&M is expected to continue at the Site in perpetuity. The Town of Springfield is
performing the O&M.

A Final Remedial Action Report will be prepared once the remedial action has achieved the
groundwater cleanup goals established in the OU | and OU Il RODs. This report will support the

final Superfund Site Closeout Report to document the completion of all cleanup activities.

4.3 Institutional Controls (ICs)

ICs are non-engineered instruments, such as administrative and/or legal controls, that help
minimize the potential for exposure to contamination and protect the integrity of the remedy.
Compliance with ICs is required to assure long-term protectiveness for any areas, which do not
allow for unlimited use or unrestricted exposure (UU/UE). ICs are required at the Site to ensure

the protectiveness of the remedy and are selected in both the OU | and OU Il RODs. All non-

10



UU/UE areas are addressed effectively by institutional controls as determined by IC evaluation
activities discussed below. The ICs in use at this site are effective and no further ICs or

changes to the current ICs are recommended at this time.

431 Institutional Controls in Site Documents

The 1988 OU | ROD includes a requirement for ICs to restrict the use of groundwater where it
exceeds MCLs. The ROD recommends that the State and Town implement and enforce Town
of Springfield Ordinance 88-2 (Attachment 3). The ROD recommends this IC apply to an area
bounded by Route 11 on the east, Seavers Brook Road on the west, and John Curtin's property
boundaries to the south and north. The 1990 OU Il ROD includes a general requirement for
deed restrictions to restrict the use of the Site within the fenced area. It identifies the objectives
of restricting excavation, to prevent interference with and protect the integrity of the cap, french

drains, wells, stabilized slopes, and other RA components.

The 1993 Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) with Harold Millay includes in Section VI,
"Access and Notice" (paragraph #22), the following provision for a deed notice:

"Respondent shall file in the land records of Windsor County a notice, approved
by EPA, to subsequent purchasers of the land, that hazardous substances have
migrated into a sand and gravel aquifer which is located approximately 80 ft.
beneath the Respondent's property and the EPA makes no representation as to
the appropriate use of the property."

The AOC notes that the Millay property is on both sides of Will Dean Road and is listed in the
Town of Springfield Map Index (5/1988), as Block #3, Lot #53 under deed 59-466.

4.3.2 Institutional Control Implementation

The Town of Springfield has implemented Ordinance 88-2 giving the Town of Springfield the
authority to determine “that certain parcels of land within the town contain hazardous wastes,
toxic materials, or harmful chemical matter”. However, a resolution needed to be passed by the
Town in order to apply the restrictions in Ordinance 88-2 to specific parcels of land. Such a
resolution, Town of Springfield Resolution 92-4 (Attachment 3), was passed on August 3, 1992.
This resolution applies the following 10 restrictions to the Site. The resolution refers to maps on
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file that describe the restricted area, which includes the fenced area of remediation for the Site.

In brief the restrictions are:

1. no construction of buildings;

2. no breaking of soil surface;

3. no crops;

4, no residential, commercial, or recreational use;

5. no taking, use, or consumption of water - surface or ground;

6. no excavation, filling, depositing soil or liquid material;

7. no changes in topography;

8. no entry;

9. no activities that would alter water table; and

10. restrictions are subject to and will not encumber source control remedy.

The 1993 AOC included a provision requiring Harold Millay, owner of a property on Will Dean
Road, to place the AOC as a record on his deed indicating possible contamination in the sand
and gravel unit underneath his property. It is uncertain whether the 1993 AOC requirement for
the Millay property was ever fulfilled. The 2008 Five Year Review noted that subsequent site
investigations and monitoring results show that no groundwater contamination is migrating off-

Site and any need for filing such a statement on the property deed is negated.

The 1994 PCOR states that ICs that meet the objectives of protecting the integrity of the
remedial action components and preventing exposure to groundwater by prohibiting use of
areas within the site fence have been implemented. This refers to the implementation of
Ordinance 88-2 through Resolution 92-4. The PCOR also notes that ICs to prohibit
groundwater use under private wells within the area of the groundwater plume were not yet
implemented due to Town reluctance. As the groundwater contamination is now largely
contained directly beneath the landfill and is not migrating off-site at concentrations exceeding
MCLs. IC measures to address groundwater use beyond the landfill boundary are no longer

necessary.
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Table 4-1

Institutional Controls Summary

Old Springfield Landfill Superfund Site

Springfield, Vermont

Media, Engineered Controls, and
Areas that Do Not Support UU/UE
Based on Current Conditions

IC Objective

Title of Institutional
Control Instrument
Implemented

Old Springfield Landfill Property - Area
within fenced area, cap, french drains,
wells and other RA components

Protect integrity of
remedy

Town Ordinance 88-2
applied to site via Town
Resolution 92-4

Groundwater — the area beneath the
landfill where the plume that exceeds
groundwater cleanup standards
(MCLs) is contained

Prohibit groundwater
use until cleanup
standards are achieved

Town Ordinance 88-2
applied to site via Town
Resolution 92-4

4.4 Operation and Maintenance

The Town of Springfield is conducting long-term monitoring and maintenance activities
associated with the O&M Plan and the Long-term Monitoring Plan (LTMP).

activities associated with O&M and long-term monitoring include:

¢ Routine inspection and maintenance of the landfill cover system, extraction wells, french

drains, and water treatment system;

e Periodic sampling of the groundwater, treatment plant influent and effluent, ambient air

within the treatment facility, and air discharges from carbon canisters; and

e Submission of an annual report to EPA and VT DEC to document the performance of the

O&M and present sampling results.

The Town budgets between $130,000 and $150,000 each year to cover the cost of the O&M
activities described above. EPA's oversight contractor, Nobis Engineering, Inc., performs

annual inspections of the Site as part of EPA's oversight of the Town of Springfield. Inspections

are typically conducted each spring.
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5.0 PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

This is the fourth FYR for the Site. The previous Five-Year Review Report was completed in
September 2008. The 2008 review concluded that "because the remedial actions at this Site are
protective, the Site is protective of human health and the environment." No major issues were
identified. The site inspection conducted during the 2008 FYR identified several maintenance
issues requiring attention including; rodent removal on the cap, monitoring and removal of
sediment and vegetation in channels, and monitoring for slope instability. The Third Five-Year
Review Report recommended the Town reinstate use of a Site inspection checklist, continue
repairs to drainage channels as needed to address erosion, and replace pipes in the PTF, when

needed, due to buildup of precipitate.

Actions completed since the last FYR include:

e Repair of erosion areas on the landfill cap;
e Repair of landfill down-chutes;
o Backfill of animal burrows on the landfill cap; and

e Periodic maintenance of the groundwater extraction and treatment system.

All these actions have been completed at this time. There is no evidence of continued slope
instability at the site, and flow data at the influent to the PTF can be used to evaluate whether or

not pipes are becoming clogged with precipitate.

6.0 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

This section discusses the individual components of the FYR process, the actions taken to

perform the review, and the data collected during the review.

6.1 Administrative Components

EPA, the lead agency for this FYR, notified VT DEC and the PRPs in February 2013 that it was
conducting a FYR, with the report due by September 2013. The FYR Team was led by Leslie
McVickar, the Site’s TOPO, of EPA's Office of Site Remediation and Restoration. Rudy Brown
is the EPA Community Involvement Coordinator for the Site. Michael Smith is the Site manager

14



for VTDEC. Document review began in March 2013 and other activities were completed as

described below.

Components of this review included:

e Community notification and involvement
e Document review

e Data review

e Site inspection

e Local interviews

e Five-Year Review Report development

6.2 Community Involvement

EPA issued a news release on May 9, 2013 announcing the commencement of the Five-Year
Review and describing the related review process for the Site. EPA did not receive any
correspondence or communication from the public regarding the information that was provided

in this notification.

6.3 Document Review

The FYR includes a review of documents containing information relevant to assessing the
protectiveness of the Site remedy. Documents, such as Records of Decision (RODs), provide
the RAOs for the Site. Others, such as Remedial Action Reports, detail specific actions taken at
the site. Previous FYRs are also reviewed to assess the status of the Site over time.
Additionally, enforcement documents, institutional controls, and various regulations are

reviewed. A complete list of documents reviewed for this FYR can be found in Attachment 4.

6.4 Data Review

Monitoring data presented in the Annual Operation and Maintenance Reports for the Site
covering the time period since the last FYR were reviewed. A summary of the reviewed data is

presented below.
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6.4.1 Groundwater Monitoring Data

Groundwater monitoring data collected from monitoring wells, extraction points, and seeps was

also reviewed as part of this FYR.

6.4.1.1 Monitoring Wells

Monitoring of groundwater levels and concentrations is conducted in accordance with the LTMP,
with any modifications to the plan to be negotiated between EPA and VT DEC. Select wells in
various subsurface units (e.g., sand and gravel, bedrock, till) are sampled annually. The annual
sampling includes analysis for VOCs and a target analyte list (TAL) of metals. Water levels do
not vary significantly across the Site, especially when compared to the steep hydraulic gradient
between the Site and the Black River to the northeast. Groundwater elevations measured in

recent years are all within historical ranges.

Ten monitoring wells are sampled annually and analyzed for VOCs. Since 2008, VOCs have
only been detected in groundwater samples collected from four of the ten monitoring wells:
MW41G, MW45B, MW45T, and MW52G. Wells MW-41G and MW-52G are set within a sand
and gravel unit on Site and to the west of the landfill, and wells MW-45B and MW-45T are set
within the bedrock and glacial till units to the east of the landfill off Site near Route 11. The
VOCs detected in the four monitoring wells are 1,1-dichloroethene (1,1-DCE), vinyl chloride,
1,1-dichloroethane (1,1-DCA), 1,2-dichloroethene (1,2-DCE), and trichloroethene (TCE). The
following is a summary of the comparison of VOC concentrations to MCLs over the past 5 years

of groundwater monitoring:

¢ Concentrations of vinyl chloride, cis-1,2-DCE, and TCE have exceeded MCLs, but only
in samples collected from MW45T and MW45B.

¢ Vinyl chloride concentrations detected in samples collected from MW45T exceeded the
MCL in 2008 and 2009, but have not exceeded the MCL since 2009.

e Cis-1,2-DCE and TCE concentrations have exceeded the MCL in samples collected
from MWA45T since 1995; however, concentrations have trended downward slightly in
recent years. The TCE concentration exceeded the MCL in a sample collected from
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MW45B in 2009. However, the concentrations of TCE detected in groundwater samples

collected from this well were below the detection limit in both 2011 and 2012.

The limited number of VOC detections above MCLs observed between 2008 and 2012 show a
reduction compared to previous sampling rounds, indicating that the remedy at the Site is

performing effectively.

6.4.1.2 Extraction Point Monitoring

Sampling of extraction wells EW-1, EW-2, and SC-1 is being conducted annually, most recently
in August 2012. In 2011 and 2012, no VOCs were detected in samples collected from EW-1,
and the VOCs detected in samples collected from EW-2 were similar to historical concentrations
with some compounds exceeding their MCL. Concentrations of VOCs detected in samples
collected from SC-1, which extracts groundwater from the bedrock aquifer, exceeded their

MCLs but were similar to historical concentrations.

Table 6-1
VOCs in Extraction Wells — 2011 and 2012
Old Springfield Landfill Superfund Site
Springfield, Vermont

Compound | MCL | 5017 | S0 | o011 | o012
Vinyl Chloride 2 10 8 ND ND
1,1 DCE 7 4 4 140 150
1,1 DCA 70 ND ND 20 20
Cis-1,2 DCE 70 18 21 210 230
TCA 200 25 20 510 500
TCE 5 230 220 5200 5400
PCE 5 13 16 200 230

VOCs were not detected at EW-1 in 2011 or 2012.

The french drains (FD-1, FD-2, and FD-3) continue to be sampled annually, most recently in
August 2012.
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e In 2011 and 2012, no VOCs were detected in samples collected from FD-2.

e In 2011, vinyl chloride and cis-1,2-DCE were detected in a sample collected from FD-3
at relatively low concentrations. The vinyl chloride concentration exceeded the MCL of 2
pg/L. However, no VOCs were detected in a sample collected from FD-3 during 2012.

e No samples were collected in 2011 or 2012 from FD-1 because it was dry.

The french drains are designed to intercept off-site groundwater before it enters the landfill. The
presence of contaminants identified above may indicate some minimal leakage from the landfill,

perhaps driven partially by the pumping of the french drains.

The eastern leachate seep (LSE 3/4) was sampled in 2011. Consistent with historic sampling,
few VOCs were detected, and TCE was the only contaminant with concentrations exceeding the

MCL. No sample was collected from LSE 3/4 in 2012 because there was no flow.

6.4.1.3 PTF and Western Seep Monitoring

Annual sampling of the combined PTF influent and effluent and of the Western Seep included
analysis for VOCs, alkalinity, total iron, total manganese, TAL metals, pesticides, PCBs,
SVOCs, and phenols. The sampling of the latter four of these components is only conducted
once per year for the PTF effluent and the Western Seep. TAL metals are also analyzed only
once per year, but for all samples from all locations. The most recent sampling for all these

components occurred in July and August 2012.

Six VOC compounds have been detected regularly in PTF influent: 1,1-DCE; 1,2-DCE;
tetrachloroethene (PCE); 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA); TCE; and vinyl chloride. Periodic
detections of acetone and 1,1-DCA have also been recorded historically. TCE, 1,1-DCE, and
PCE concentrations were above their respective MCL standards in 2011 and 2012 influent
samples, as has been the historical trend. These results indicate that the groundwater from the

Site continues to require treatment.

The average TCE concentration detected in groundwater influent samples collected from the
PTF was 368 pg/L in 2008. Since 2008, samples have been collected annually. Results show
concentrations at 430 pg/L, 630 pg/L, 730 pg/L, and 660 pg/L from 2009 through 2012,
respectively. The overall long-term average for the influent is 613 pg/L, indicating current
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concentrations, while lower than in the past, are consistent with the overall historical average.
Calculations show that to-date, the PTF has removed approximately 926 pounds of TCE from

the influent, 13 pounds of which was removed in 2012 through July 2nd.

TCE was the only VOC compound detected in the PTF effluent samples collected during 2010,
indicating a removal efficiency of the PTF of 99.5%. However, in 2011 and 2012 the TCE PTF
effluent concentrations exceeded the MCL of 5 pg/L. and there were detections of low
concentrations of cis-1,2 DCE and TCA. These sampling results were an indication that the
carbon canisters used to treat the effluent were spent. To address this issue, the carbon

canisters were replaced.

No significant contamination has been detected in the Western Seep samples for several years.
The RA component that includes collection of leachate at this seep and discharge to the
municipal POTW will continue to be evaluated, through annual O&M activities, to address the

need for potential modifications to the current LTM Plan

6.4.2 Surface Water Monitoring

Based on previous sampling results, EPA and VT DEC have agreed to eliminate the sampling of

surface water in drainage channels.

6.4.3 Extraction System Monitoring

The flows associated with each of the seven groundwater and leachate collection points, and
one point downstream of the PTF equalization tank, are measured continuously using digitized
totalizing flow meters, which are monitored and recorded every workday. This information is

summarized in the annual O&M reports.

Daily flow records are tabulated, and monthly total, average, maximum, and minimum gallons
pumped are calculated and compiled over the life of the project. Statistics including means and
standard deviations are calculated for each location to facilitate comparisons between locations

and across time intervals.

In 2009, flow statistics showed that the long term mean PTF flow decreased slightly by 0.30
gallons per minute (gpm), or 1.2 percent from the previous year. The average PTF flow in 2009
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was 24.00 gpm, or 112 percent of the long-term average. Historically, EW-1 and EW-2 have
contributed approximately 75 percent of the flow to the PTF, however, in 2009 they contributed
only about 45 percent of the flow. In addition, the historical flow to the POTW has been divided
nearly evenly between the PTF and the Western Seep. However in 2009, 64 percent of the flow

came from the Western Seep compared to 36 percent from the PTF.

In 2010, the long-term mean PTF flow decreased slightly by 0.33 gpm or 1.4 percent and the
average 2010 flow was 18.14 gpm or 76.6 percent of the long-term average. In 2010, EW-1
and EW-2 contributed only 56 percent of the flow through the PTF.

In summary, overall flow rates over the life of the project remain well below the design rate of
the facility. The 2010 data brought the average PTF flow rate for the life of the project to 23.67
gpm, which is approximately 28 percent of the 87 gpm design flow rate. The 2010 average flow
of 18.14 gpm was only 21 percent of the design flow. At the time of this FYR, flow data for 2011
and 2012 had not been evaluated due to the delayed submission of the combined annual
monitoring report for those years. This data will be evaluated in 2013.

The total volume treated at the POTW since the inception of this project is close to 482 million
gallons.

6.4.4 Air Monitoring, Emissions, and Compliance

Air monitoring samples are collected from the passive gas vents at the landfill, from the ambient
air in the PTF, and from the air stripper vapor-phase carbon treatment canisters influent and
effluent. The PTF indoor air and gas vents are typically sampled annually. The air stripper
carbon canisters are typically sampled quarterly, but were sampled once per year in 2011 and
2012.

A comparison of influent and effluent levels of TCE (the primary contaminant of concern) show
that the air stripper carbon canisters are performing effectively. Influent TCE concentrations
exceeded the effluent concentrations in samples collected in 2011 and 2012, and of those six
samples, only three samples had TCE concentrations above the detection limit. The carbon

canisters are operating at greater than 99% efficiency in reducing TCE. Any breakthrough of
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TCE in the effluent indicates that the carbon treatment canisters need to be changed, which

typically occurs approximately once per year.

Air samples are collected from the landfill gas vents and replacement of the vent canisters is
conducted when the concentrations reach 100 times the HAAS level (adjusted to address “brief
worker exposure” rather than “individual lifetime exposure” levels of concern). The gas vent
carbon canisters were replaced in 2009. Air samples were collected from the influent of the
carbon canisters in August 2011. Five VOCs were detected that exceeded the 100 times the
HAAS, however, because the samples were collected from the influent and not the effluent, the

need to replace the carbon could not be evaluated. This will be evaluated in 2013.

6.4.5 System Performance Evaluation

Overall, the RA components have been performing as expected.

The PTF operated daily in 2010 as designed, typically with only one to two hour shutdowns for

routine maintenance, as summarized below.

Leachate collected at 7 locations is pumped to the PTF equalization tank followed by
treatment to reduce iron and remove VOCs by air stripping.

e Vapor effluent is treated with GAC canisters to remove VOCs and is then discharged on-

site.

e Liquid effluent flows by gravity to the Town of Springfield POTW, where it is joined by

untreated leachate collected at the Western Seep.
¢ Maintenance typically includes change-outs of the GAC canisters, weekly cleaning of
filters and probes, cleaning and replacement of vault meters as needed, and cleaning

and inspection of air strippers.

e GAC canister change-out is needed on an approximately yearly basis and is indicated by
breakthrough of TCE.
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o The ten carbon canisters treating passive air discharge from the landfill cap are normally
replaced annually, usually at the same time as GAC change-out at the PTF. However,

none of the carbon canisters have been replaced since 2009.

The 2010 and most recent, O&M activities indicate that the landfill appears to be in very good

condition.

6.5 Site Inspections

Regular (i.e., roughly twice monthly) inspections of the facility are conducted by the Town of
Springfield. There is almost constant presence at the POTW of at least one staff member who
is on-Site nearly every workday. Flow data from the extraction points at the PTF is collected
each of these workdays. Annual oversight inspections are performed by EPA's contractor.
There was a gap in these inspections in 2007 when EPA switched contractors from TRC to
Nobis Engineering. Nobis was introduced to the site during the 2008 FYR site inspection and
continued conducting semi-annual inspections until 2011. Inspections, since commencement of

the RA have occurred annually at the Site.

A Site Inspection for the Five-Year Review was performed on April 11, 2013. The following

bullets summarize the observations and findings made during the Site Inspection:

o No redevelopment has occurred at the Site since the 2008 Five-Year Review. A
shed/garage not noted in previous Five-Year Reviews was observed along the western

side of Will Dean Road near the Site.

e Environmental media sampling has been conducted according to schedule since the

2008 Five-Year Review.

e Access to the Site is controlled by a padlocked gate and a chain-linked fence. The gate
was padlocked upon arrival and the chain-linked fence was generally in good condition.

e The ten existing monitoring wells currently being sampled as part of the monitoring

program were located during the Site Inspection. The wells appeared to be intact and in
good condition.
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¢ No evidence of surficial contamination (i.e., stained soil, stressed vegetation, odors) was

observed during the Site Inspection.

e Some animal burrows were seen in the capped area, and some small trees were found

growing close to the cap.

The completed inspection checklist is provided as Attachment 5 and inspection photos are

provided as Attachment 6.

6.6 Interviews

Interviews were conducted at the Site during the April 11, 2013 inspection with Town of
Springfield personnel from the publicly owned treatment works (POTW), the Town Water and
Waste Water Department, and the Town’s consultant Sanborn, Head and Associates, Inc.
Separate interviews were conducted by telephone with the Town Manager and the Planning and

Zoning Officer.

The following is a summary of the interviews with the Town and the Town’s consultant:

e The Town is unaware of any development under consideration for the Site parcel. No
development interest has been shown within the previous 5 years.

e The Town is unaware of any changes in the surrounding properties or land use in the
last 5 years, and the Town is unaware of any anticipated changes.

¢ No community interest in the Site has been noted by the Town officials interviewed. No
Site-related inquiries have been made of the Town officials interviewed.

e The Town’s overall impression of the remedy is positive, but the Town would like the
cleanup to be completed more quickly.

e The Town is not aware of any issues with the Site remedy or with the potential future

reuse of the property.
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The following is a summary of the telephone interview with Mr. Michael Smith of the Vermont

Department of Environmental Conservation (VT DEC):

¢ Mr. Smith stated that he was unaware of any inquiries regarding this Site within the
previous 5 years. He also is unaware of any issues with the remedy and feels it is

functioning adequately.

Records of interviews are presented in Attachment 5.

7.0 TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

This section provides a technical assessment of the remedy implemented at the Site, as
outlined in the Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance (USEPA, 2001). The remedy has
been evaluated based on its function in accordance with decision documents, its adherence to
valid risk data and scenarios, and any other information that could have affected the remedy’s

protectiveness.

7.1 Question A: Is the Remedy Functioning as Intended by the Decision

Documents?

Yes. The remedy is functioning as intended by the OU | and OU Il RODs.

Concentrations of COCs in the extracted groundwater exceed cleanup standards, indicating that
treatment is still required at the Site. Based on the evaluation of pre- and post-treatment water
samples, the PTF has a 97-99% removal rate for key contaminants. Concentrations of TCE
detected in monitoring wells are gradually declining, indicating that the remedy is effectively
reducing contaminant mass. Semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) have not been
detected since 2001 and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and pesticides since 1995. Landfill
gas vents are operating as intended and carbon canisters are being replaced as needed based
on analyses of air samples. Air standards are generally being met, except for short periods of

time between change-out of GAC carbon canisters.
Slope stability remains a general concern for the cap due to the steep slope of the landfill

surface and slope below the landfill. Indications of slope instability were not observed during
the most recent Site Inspection. During past inspections, buildup of downchute sediments and
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erosion associated with stormwater drainage channels have been identified. Continued periodic
inspections for erosion and buildup of sediments should identify issues for repair in a timely
manner to maintain the effectiveness of the remedy. General cap maintenance, including filling
in animal burrows, regular mowing, and trimming trees and vegetation located near the landfill
cap will also aid in preventing cap degradation. In addition, continued monitoring for iron-fouling
of extraction wells and the pipes should be performed to ensure optimal performance of the
groundwater extraction and treatment system. The continued monitoring and inspection of the
Site by Town officials and their contractor will help ensure that the remedy continues to function

as designed.

Remedial Action Performance and Monitoring Results

The Town of Springfield is conducting long-term monitoring and maintenance activities
associated with the O&M Plan and the Long-term Monitoring Plan (LTMP). EPA's oversight
contractor, Nobis Engineering, Inc., performs annual inspections of the Site as part of EPA's
oversight of the Town of Springfield. Inspections are typically conducted each spring. However,
issues identified by the O&M activities and the annual inspections have not been addressed in a
timely manner during recent years. The laboratory detection limits for certain COCs have been
higher than their respective MCL for LTM groundwater samples, making a comparison to Site
cleanup levels difficult. At the time of development of this Five-Year Review, annual LTM
reports had not been prepared for years 2011 and 2012.

Operations and Maintenance Costs

The O&M activities for this Site include groundwater and air sampling, and maintenance of the
capped area. The Town budgets between $130,000 and $150,000 each year for O&M costs.

Opportunities for Optimization

While the remedy appears to be meeting the RAOs, the continued elevated concentrations of
VOCs, particularly TCE, in the PTF influent suggests that groundwater extraction and treatment
may be required longer than the anticipated 30 years estimated for PRP operation and
maintenance of the RA. Therefore, the time to reach RAOs should be evaluated and remedy
optimization should be considered by the LPC to expedite reduction of the mass of chlorinated

solvents beneath the cap, that are a continuing source of VOCs to groundwater. Optimization of
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the reduction of contaminant mass below the cap will in turn reduce the time frame required for

extraction and treatment of groundwater.

Indicators of Remedy Problems

Based on the Site Inspection and a review of Site documents, there do not appear to be

indications of problems with the remedy, as designed.

Implementation of Institutional Controls

The Town of Springfield has implemented Ordinance 88-2 giving the Town of Springfield the
authority to determine “that certain parcels of land within the town contain hazardous wastes,
toxic materials, or harmful chemical matter” The Town passed Town of Springfield Resolution
92-4 (Attachment 3), on August 3, 1992 to address these restrictions. The Resolution refers to

maps describing the restricted area, which includes the fenced area of remediation for the Site.

7.2 Question B: Are the Exposure Assumptions, Toxicity Data, Cleanup Levels,
and Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) Used at the Time of the Remedy
Selection Still Valid?

No. Not all of the assumptions, cleanup standards and RAQO’s used at the time of remedy

selection are currently valid, as summarized below and elaborated upon in Sections 7.2 and 7.3.

Toxicity values, exposure assumptions, exposure pathways to be considered, and methods of
evaluating risk have changed since the time of remedy selection. As a result, the following risk
scenarios have not been evaluated: (1) potential dermal contact with household groundwater
use; (2) inhalation of VOCs during household groundwater use other than during showering; (3)
incidental ingestion of surface water and sediment; and (4) inhalation of VOCs through vapor
intrusion (VI) at nearby homes. The RA considered the first three pathways identified above but
determined that it was unnecessary to perform a complete evaluation for each. The RA did not
consider the fourth pathway identified above. VI was not an exposure pathway typically
considered or evaluated during the period of time that the remedy was selected. This is further

discussed below.
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Groundwater Cleanup Levels

All groundwater clean-up levels selected for the Site at the time of the remedy currently remain

valid.

Vapor Intrusion

While Site groundwater cleanup levels remain currently valid, they were not developed to be
protective of the VI exposure pathway. VI has recently been identified as a potential pathway for
human exposure to Site contaminants at nearby off-Site properties. As recommended in this
FYR, this is a change which warrants an evaluation of existing data and current Site conditions

to determine the current and future protectiveness of the RA.

Soil Clean-up Levels

The soil clean-up levels selected at the time of the remedy may no longer be valid. However,
since the remedy prevents exposure to contaminated soil through O&M of the landfill cap, the

remedy remains protective against potential soil exposures.

RAOQO’s

The RAOs used at the time of the remedy selection are still valid. The remedial actions at this
Site address the RAOs through the landfill cap, passive gas vents with carbon treatment
canisters, a leachate collection and treatment system, and extraction wells. As described in the
previous section, each of these components appears to be functioning as intended by the
RODs.

Changes in Exposure Pathways
The human health exposure pathways evaluated in the 1988 Endangerment Assessment
(Ebasco, 1988) performed during the RI included: (1) ingestion and dermal contact with soil; (2)

exposure to groundwater through ingestion of household drinking water and inhalation of vapors

during showering; (3) dermal contact with leachate seeps and sediment; (4) exposure to surface
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water through ingestion as drinking water; (5) inhalation of ambient air modeled from soil,

groundwater, and leachate seeps; and (6) consumption of fish.

As noted in the above summary, there are potential human health exposure pathways at the
Site that were not evaluated in the 1988 Endangerment Assessment, but are routinely included

in present-day risk assessments. These include the following:

e Potential dermal contact with household groundwater;

o Potential inhalation of volatiles during household groundwater use not related to
showering;

¢ Incidental ingestion associated with leachate seeps and sediment; and

e Potential inhalation of volatiles in residential indoor air through VI.

The expansion of the public water supply, establishment of institutional controls preventing use
of groundwater at the Site, and the remedial actions conducted at the Site have eliminated the
first three pathways listed above. Therefore, despite not being included in the development of
clean-up levels, the remedies conducted at the Site remain protective of human for these

exposures.

The fourth pathway, potential inhalation of volatiles in residential indoor air through VI, was not
evaluated in the Endangerment Assessment (Ebasco1988). As a result, this pathway is also
not addressed by the RAOs. There are no on-Site occupied buildings, so there isn't an on-Site
pathway to evaluate. However, there are residential areas within the vicinity of the Site that now
warrant additional investigation. The VI screening levels for VOCs in groundwater are lower
than MCLs making it difficult to evaluate the VI exposure pathway at these locations using the
limited existing monitoring data for shallow groundwater. The VOCs are migrating within a sand
and gravel unit which generally extends to the west/northwest in the vicinity of MW-52 along the
residential neighborhood of Will Dean Road. This unconsolidated soil unit may provide a

preferential pathway for contaminant migration.

At the time of this FYR, there is sufficient evidence from groundwater samples collected from
the deep aquifer to indicate that the VI pathway may be a potential concern at residential
properties/occupied buildings in close proximity to the Site. Therefore additional evaluation and
potential investigation is necessary. TCE has been detected in groundwater above
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conservative VI screening levels in both 2009 and 2010 at MW-52G. MW-52G is a monitoring
well located outside the Site security fencing and is closest to several homes and a newly
constructed garage which is apparently in use as a workshop located along Will Dean Road.
This garage is located approximately 50 to 75 feet from MW-52G. Additionally, TCE and vinyl
chloride were detected above vapor intrusion screening levels during this FYR period at MW-
45T and MW-45B, which are located adjacent to Route 11 on the eastern side of the landfill.
However, no homes lie between this side of the landfill and the Black River. French drain
sampling, specifically at FD-2, may represent the closest sampling of shallow groundwater to
residents at the southwest corner of the Site. Sampling results from 2011 and 2012 at location
FD-2 indicate no detections of either TCE or vinyl chloride, but the reported detection limits

exceed VI screening levels.

To address the above noted conditions and VI concerns, an evaluation of the current
groundwater VOC plume (particularly at the top of the water table nearest neighboring homes
with low detection limits), is needed. Groundwater data from shallow overburden wells within the
plume should be compared to the EPA’s Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response
(OSWER) Vapor Intrusion Screening Level (VISL) Calculator, (EPA, 2012) for protection of
indoor air with target risk levels set at 1x10° and target hazard indices set at 1.0. If the
overburden groundwater concentrations are greater than the comparison values near existing
homes and occupied buildings, that may be evidence of a potential VI pathway warranting
additional evaluation and subsequent investigation, including soil gas sampling and/or indoor air

sampling.

The 1988 ROD recommended an institutional control to prevent use of groundwater in the
vicinity of the Site where groundwater concentrations may exceed maximum contaminant levels
(MCLs). The Town of Springfield has implemented an institutional control to prevent use of
groundwater on-site. The Town has not implemented institutional controls to prevent use of
groundwater beyond the fenced area of the Site; however, an expansion of the public water
supply has reduced nearby use of groundwater as drinking water, mitigating any potential
impacts to the protectiveness of the remedy from exposure to off-property groundwater. In
addition, current concentrations of contaminants in wells nearest Will Dean Road have dropped
below MCLs, eliminating the need for restrictions on use of groundwater at existing homes at

this time. This further enhances the protectiveness of the remedy.
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The Endangerment Assessment (Ebasco, 1988) performed during the RI also evaluated risks
posed to wildlife and aquatic organisms. The assessment concluded that there were no
significant risks expected for aquatic life, birds, or mammals with the possible exception of
predators of small vertebrates resulting from bioaccumulation of PCBs. The primary
contaminants of concern (“COCs”) evaluated in the Endangerment Assessment, which pertain
to potential risks to wildlife and aquatic organisms, are VOCs. Low detections of PCBs detected
in Site soils and leachate sediments were also evaluated during the RI. It was determined prior
to remedy selection that migration of these contaminants to both groundwater and surface water
could be significantly reduced through both capping and leachate collection, which are
treatment and off-Site disposal components of the selected RA. These COCs were addressed
because all contaminated soil and sediment identified at the seeps during the Rl were removed
and consolidated with the other contaminated soils under the cap. A goal of the RA is to prevent
contaminants from further migration to the surface water, which could result in unacceptable risk
of exposure to fish, wildlife, and predators that could be at risk of bioaccumulating contaminants
through ingestion. However, this pathway is not a concern because current O&M data indicate
the remedy selected is performing as intended and is containing any potential migration to

surface water.

Changes in Toxicity and Other Contaminant Characteristics

Since the time of the Endangerment Assessment (Ebasco, 1988) performed as part of the RI,
EPA has re-examined and updated toxicity factors for the majority of the contaminants
evaluated and has developed or approved the use of additional toxicity factors for these

contaminants.

Since 1988, EPA has issued guidance (EPA RAGS F, 2009) recommending the use of
inhalation unit risk factors and reference concentrations as inhalation toxicity factors for
evaluating inhalation exposures, rather than inhalation cancer slope factors and inhalation
reference doses used in the Endangerment Assessment. In addition, inhalation toxicity factors
have been developed and/or accepted by EPA for several VOCs identified as Site contaminants
during the RI, but they have been excluded from the risk evaluation of the inhalation pathways

because of a lack of inhalation toxicity factors.
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EPA has not developed dermal toxicity factors; however, EPA Dermal Guidance (EPA RAGS E,
2004) provides chemical-specific dermal absorption factors not available at the time of the RI to

aid in the estimation of acceptable dermal dose exposures.

Despite these changes in toxicity factors, the remedy, by preventing exposures, remains
protective for the pathways evaluated in the Endangerment Assessment because it eliminates

associated exposure scenarios.

Changes in Risk Assessment Methods

Since the Endangerment Assessment (Ebasco, 1988) and the 1988 and 1990 RODs, changes
have occurred in the formulas used to calculate risks from exposures to soil, water, and air.
Additionally, methods for evaluating the VI pathway have been introduced (EPA, 2002).
Recommendations for dermal permeability factors and revised guidance on dermal exposure
evaluations have changed (EPA RAGS E, 2004). Guidance recommending the use of inhalation
unit risk factors and reference concentrations in conjunction with average daily concentration
estimates rather than average daily dose estimates for evaluating inhalation exposures has
been published (EPA RAGS F, 2009). In addition, methods for calculating risks for specific
contaminants or groups of contaminants have also changed; including methods for evaluating
early childhood cancer risks from contaminants that act via a mutagenic mode of action (EPA’s
Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment (EPA, 2005a) and Supplemental Guidance for
Assessing Susceptibility from Early-Life Exposure to Carcinogens (EPA, 2005b)), evaluating
PAHSs through use of relative potency factors, and evaluating dioxin-like PCBs through toxicity

equivalence factors.

Despite these changes in risk assessment methods, the remedy, by preventing all identified
exposure scenarios, remains protective for the pathways evaluated in the Endangerment
Assessment. However, a final conclusion with respect to protectiveness of the remedy must be
deferred until additional information regarding potential VI, an exposure pathway identified post-

ROD, is obtained and evaluated.

New Contaminants and/or Contaminant Sources

No new contaminant sources or contaminants have been identified since startup of the remedy.
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Changes in Standards or To-Be-Considered Requirements (TBCs)

The 1988 and 1990 RODs set forth Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate federal and state

Requirements (ARARSs) and To-Be-Considered Requirements (TBCs) for the selected remedy.

There have been no changes to the ARARs or TBC requirements identified in the 1988 and
1990 RODs that affect the cleanup standards for the remedy. The RODs require compliance
with federal MCLs, federal maximum contaminant level goals (MCLGSs), and Vermont Water
Quality Standards as the groundwater clean-up criteria. The MCLs have been updated and
expanded since ROD signature to include additional chemicals and reflect current toxicity
values. Although the Vermont Groundwater Protection Rule was updated in February 2005,
Vermont Water Quality Standards were updated in 2009, and Vermont Air Pollution Control
Regulations were updated in September 2011; the changes therein do not affect cleanup action
or levels at the Site. The water treatment system operates under a State of Vermont permit that
is periodically updated. Although not identified in the original ARARSs for both RODs, this Fourth
Five-Year Review Report identifies the issuance of the EPA Vapor Intrusion Guidance (EPA,
2002) and the follow-up Vapor Intrusion Screening Level (VISL) Calculator (EPA, 2012) as
potentially relevant guidance due to current recommendations for evaluation of the vapor

intrusion pathway’s impact on off-Site properties.

There are no chemical-specific ARARs or TBCs for soil. Soil cleanup levels for polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and PCBs were based on potential human health risk. As a
general matter, toxicity factors and methods of calculating risks from exposure to soil have
changed since the time of the RODs, therefore soil cleanup levels would be different if
recalculated using present day methods. Specifically, calculation of risks from PAHs, which act
via a mutagenic mode of action, and calculation of risks from PCBs, which now include
consideration of dioxin-like actions of certain PCBs, have changed since the time of the RODs.
With respect to the Site, however, although the existing soil cleanup levels may have changed,

the remedy remains protective because it prevents any human exposure to soil on-Site.
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Expected Progress Towards Meeting RAOs

The 1988 ROD (OU I) established the following RAOs:

Prevent direct contact (incidental ingestion and dermal absorption) with contaminated

surface soils throughout the Site by residents and by construction workers;

Prevent the volatilization of contaminants from contaminated soils, wastes, and leachate

seeps;

Prevent the contamination of fish in the Black River by preventing leaching of
contaminants from Site soils to shallow groundwater to the bedrock aquifer with

subsequent discharge to Seavers Brook and into the Black River; and

Prevent the leaching of contaminants from Site soils to shallow groundwater with

subsequent transportation from the shallow groundwater to the potable bedrock aquifer.

The 1990 ROD (OU II) established the following RAOs:

Prevent direct contact (dermal contact and ingestion) with contaminated soil;

Reduce or prevent, to the extent practicable, infiltration of surface and/or groundwater
into waste areas and leaching of contaminants from waste areas into the groundwater
below and downgradient of the waste;

Prevent leaching of soil contaminants to the groundwater; and

Control the harmful buildup or emission of landfill gases containing hazardous

substances.

The remedial actions at this Site address these RAOs through the O&M of the landfill cap to

prevent contact with soils, passive gas vents to treat landfill gas, a leachate collection and

treatment system to prevent leachate from reaching ground and surface water, and a
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groundwater extraction and treatment system to reduce the source and prevent migration of

contaminated groundwater.

As discussed above, the VI pathway has not been evaluated and a determination regarding
protectiveness at the Site cannot be made at this time. Therefore this Five-Year Review

recommends further evaluation of a potential VI pathway to nearby properties.

7.3 Question C: Has Any Other Information Come to Light that Could Call into

Question the Protectiveness of the Remedy?

Yes. While a review of Site material and the Site Inspection revealed no new information that
calls into question the effectiveness and protectiveness of the remedy selected in the RODs,
this review has identified the potential for an off-Site VI pathway. No new human or ecological

receptors have been identified at this time.

Technical Assessment Summary

According to the data reviewed, the Site Inspection, and the interviews, the remedy is
functioning as intended by the RODs. There have been no changes in the physical conditions
of the Site that would affect the protectiveness of the remedy. There have been no changes to
the ARARs or TBC requirements identified in the 1988 and 1990 RODs that affect the cleanup
standards for the remedy.

While there have been changes to exposure assumptions, risk assessment methods, and
toxicity factors used in evaluating human health and ecological risk, these changes do not
impact the current protectiveness of the remedy as applied to the exposure pathways identified
in the RODs. However, evaluation of the potential risks associated with the VI pathway is

necessary in order to fully address the current protectiveness of the remedy.

8.0 ISSUES

This Five-Year Review has identified several issues to be addressed, that are listed in Table

8.1. These issues form the basis for the recommendations set forth in Section 9.
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Table 8-1
List of Issues
Old Springfield Landfill Superfund Site
Springfield, Vermont

Affects Protectiveness
Issues (Y/N)
Current Future
1 Components of the remedy requiring repair were identified .
. . ; N Y
by EPA and were not implemented in a timely manner.
2 Annual long-term monitoring reports were not prepared and N N
submitted in a timely manner.
3 Locks on wells used for long-term monitoring of groundwater N N
were found missing or broken.
4 Gas vent air samples were collected from the influent of the
carbon treatment canisters instead of the effluent as N N
required.
5 : :
Vapor intrusion pathway not evaluated Y Y

* = Protectiveness not affected if adequately addressed

9.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS

While the remedy appears to be meeting the RAOs, the continued elevated concentrations of
VOCs, particularly TCE, in the PTF influent suggests that the operation of the PTF may be

required after the anticipated 30 years envisioned for PRP operation and maintenance.

In response to the issues noted above, recommended actions for each of the issues raised in

the previous section are listed below in Table. 9.1.
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Table 9-1
Recommendations and Follow-up Actions
Old Springfield Landfill Superfund Site
Springfield, Vermont

Follow-up
. . . Actions: Affects
Recommendations/ Party Oversight Milestone Protectiveness
Follow-up Actions Responsible Agency Date (YIN)

Current Future

1 | Implement repairs as
needed to maintain the

: Town of As
protectiveness of the Springfield EPA/VTDEC needed N Y
remedy within one year
following identification.
2 | Resume annual
submission of O&M Town of EPANVTDEC | March 30 N
Springfield each year
reports.
3 Repla_ce _aII well locks that Tovyn o_f EPA/VTDEC 06/30/14 N N
are missing or broken. Springfield

4 | Label all gas sampling
ports, indicating influent Town of

and effluent, and collect Springfield EPA/VTDEC 06/30/14 N N
samples from the effluent.

5 | Perform a vapor intrusion
evaluatlpn to determine Tovyn o_f EPA/NTDEC 09/30/15 v v
appropriate response Springfield

measures, as necessary.

10.0 PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENTS

A protectiveness determination for the remedy cannot be made until further information is
obtained regarding a potential vapor intrusion pathway at the Site. An evaluation of this
exposure pathway will be conducted to determine if it may pose an unacceptable human health
risk at the Site. It is anticipated that this action will take approximately two years to complete, at

which time a protectiveness determination will be made.
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11.0 NEXT REVIEW

The next (fifth) FYR for the Site is required by September 2018, because hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at the Site above levels that allow for

unrestricted use and unlimited exposure.
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TOWN OF SPRINGFIELD

N
ORDINANCE 88—

Be it ordained by the Towvn of Springfield:

SECTION I. PURPOSE: For protection of the herlth, safety,
and wvelfare of the inhabitants of the Tovn of
Springfield, it is necessary for the Board of
Selectmen to have authority to determine
where and vhen necessary, that certain
parcels of land vithin the Town contain
hazardous vastes, toxic materials or harmful
chenical matter. Upon such determination,
the Board of Selectmen may restrict the uses
and activities upon said lands consistknt
vith the provisions hereinafter set forth.

SECTION II, This Ordinance shall apply to any parcel of
land determined to contain hazardous waste,
harmful and/or toxic sudstances dy the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
and declared to de s Superfund Site or an
othervise hazardous place.

SECTION IIl. This Ordinance shall also apply to any parcel
of land deternined to contain hazardous
veste, harzful snd/or toxic sudbstances by the
Board of Selectmen of the Town of
Springfield, or any applicable agency of the
State of Vermont.

SECTION IV. The restrictions hereinafter set forth may
-apply to any parcel of land adjacent to land,
deternaiaed to de sudject to Sections I-3IX?
hereuf, or to aay parcel of land wvhich
carries seepages or any above or belowv ground
vatercourse containing haszardous or toxic
meterials from land defined in Sections

I1-111.
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SECTION V¥,

RESTRICTIONS: The Bosrd of Seiectmen 20
protect the hezith and velfare of the
inhabitants of the Town of Springfield nay,
upon the designation that s parcel of land
contains hazardous, harmful or toxic wastes
or chemicals, by resolution,' restrict the
subject land in one or more of the following

vays:

A. Prohidit the construction of, or the
maintenance of, habitable buildings or
other structures upon the subject
premises;

B. Prohibhit the breasking of the surface
of the soil by digging, trenching,
drilling, doring or disruption of the ’
so0il surface;

C. Prohiti: the growing of crops upon
the sudbject premises, the consumption
thereof or transportation thereof;

D. Prohibit any residential, commercial
or recreational .use of said premises;

E. Prohitit the taking, use or _
cornsucption of water frozm or which flovs
through the subject premises either
above or belcv the soil surface;

F. DProhihic the excavarion, £filling or
depositin3 2f any solid or liquid
meterial on the subject premises,
{acluding the sevage, sludge or other
waste aaterial;

G. Frohivit the making of any change in
the topegraphy of the sudject premiscs;

H. Prohidit the entry upon the sudject
pre=zises Sy sny person vhere the degree
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SECTION VI,

SECTION VII.

0f danger is such as to be & threat to
life or to health;

I. Prohibit any activity on or near the
subject premises wvhich would tend to
slter the water table thereon;

J. To place any other restciction on
the subject premises which may in the
exercise of prudence be necessary for
public protection, including posting or
fencing of the premises.

The Board of Selectoen shall designate such
parcels of land as sre sudject to this .
Ordinance by Resolution, and in said
Resolution determine the spplicadle
restrictions necessary to carry out the
purposes of this Ordinance.

Prior to the adoption, modification or
removal of a limitation imposed by Resolution
pursusnt to the terms of this Ordinance, the
Board of Selectmen shall cause notice to be
given to each affected landowner, snd to any
other person vhoe may have a record ianterest
in said prenises, and shall also give notice
to any necessary State or Federal agency.

A. MNotize. Notice shall include:

(1) A statement of the time, place

and nature of the hearing;

(2) A statexent of the legsal

sutnority »snd jurisdiccion under

vhich the hearing is to held;

(3) A reference to the partiuclar
. sections of the statutes and rules

involved; and

{4) A short and plain statement
of the mutters at issue.



If the Bocard of Selectmen or other
agency is unable :to state the matters in
decail at the time notice is served, the
initial notice may be limited to a
statement of the isssues involved. As

" soon as possidle thereafter, a more
definite and detailed statement shall bhe
furnished.

B. Bearing. A4ll persons vho respoad to
said notice shall have opportunity to
present evidence and argument on all

issues involved.

C. Inforzal Disposition. Unless
precluded by law, informal disposition

may be zade by stipulation, agreed
settlement, consent order, or default.

D. Rezord. The record in each case
shall include:

1) All pleoiings, motions,
interzediate rulings;

{2) All evideuge received or
considered;

(2) A stategent of magtters
2ff8zi3lly noticed;

(4) Questioni and offers of proof,
objections and rulings thereon;
(5) Proposed findings and
exceptions;: and

(6) Any decisian, opinion or
report.

E. Evidence. Trindings of fsct shall te

based exclusively on the evidence and oa
matters cificially noticed.

F. Traascript. Orel proceedings or anv
part thereof{ shall be transcribed on
request of any party subject to other

-ly=

et



applicsble provisions of law, and upon
pavoent by the requesting party of the
reasonable costs therepf.

Dated at Springfield, County of Windsor and State of

Vermont, this _18*nday of Aoril 1988.

TOWN d’J

SPRINGFIELD

Board of Selectmen

June 10, 1988

I hereby cexrtify that the foregoing is & true copy of
Ordinance 088-2 as it appears in the Book of Ordinances for
the Town of Springfield, Vermont.

Attest: H CMC




TOWN OF SPRINGFIELD, VERMONT

RESOLUTION 92-4

RESOLVED, in accordance with Town of Springfield Ordinance
88-2, V, that the 01d Springfield Landfill located on Will Dean
Road in Springfield, Vermont is hereby determined as a parcel of
land which contains hazardous waste, toxic materials or harmful
chemical matters. Said parcel is more particularly described as
set forth on a Drawing entitled "Figure 3, Property Boundary Plan,
01d Springfield Landfill Remediation" and being the area within a
proposed permanent eight (8') foot high chain link fence, a copy of
which is on file in the Springfield Town Offices, and a copy of
which is appended to this Resolutlon Being a portion of the lands
of the John Curtin Estate.

RESOLVED, in accordance with Town of Springfield Ordinance
88-2, that the designated land 1is subject to the following
restrictions:

1. The construction of Thabitable ©buildings or other
structures upon the premises is prohibited.

The breaking of the surface of the soil by digging,
trenching, drilling, boring or disruption of the soil
surface is prohibited. :

The growing of crops or the consumption or transportation
thereof on the premises is prohibited.

Residential, commercial, or recreational use of the
premises is prohibited.

The taking, use, or consumption of water from or which
flows through the premises, either above or below the
soil surface is prohibited.

The excavation, filling or depositing of any solid or
liquid material on the premises, including sewage, sludge
or other waste material is prohibited.

The making of any change in the topography of the
designated parcel is prohibited. .

The entry upon the subject premises is prohibited.

Any activity on the subject premises which would tend to
alter the water table thereon is prohibited.




10.

The prohibitions set forth above are subject to and shall
not in any way encumber or inhibit the source control
remedial action to be carried out as outlined in the
Partial Conset Decree entered in the matter entitled
"United States v. Browning-Ferris Industries of Vermont,
Inc., No. 5:91¢v383{(Dh. vt.)"

FURTHER, the restrictions set forth herein may be modified or
removed at any time upon a showing by an interested party that such
restriction is not necessary for the protection of the health and
welfare of the inhabitants of the Town, or to carry out the
remedial action.

Dated at Springfield, County of Windsor and State of Vermont,

this

ATTEST

Bonnie L. Reynolds

day of August, 1992.

|y 4/,1/4@,7

;éan M. Willard, Chairman

MATD /ey Q/Q/L

Robert D.

=

Doug?as C. Moulton

/AT LA
tglmberly>JV'N1c%\ls

Jc QJ_C/ %/L e r/L»(

VQYCe/Llndamood

Page 2 of Resolution 92-4



ATTACHMENT 4

LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED



ATTACHMENT 4
DOCUMENTS REVIEWED/REFERENCES CITED

Ebasco Services Incorporated, 1988. Endangerment Assessment Report. June 1988.

Town of Springfield, VT, 1988. Ordinance 88-2. April 1988.

Town of Springfield, VT, 1992. Resolution 92-4. August 1992.

Dean, F David (for the Town of Springfield), 2010. Annual Operation and Maintenance Report.
May 2011.

Sanborn, Head & Associates, Inc., 2013. 2011 and 2012 Operation and Maintenance Report,
May 24, 2013

Stantec (for the Town of Springfield), 2009. Annual Operation and Maintenance Report.
February 2010.

US EPA, 1988. EPA Superfund Record of Decision. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region |. September 22.

US EPA, 1990. EPA Superfund Record of Decision. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region I. September 28.

US EPA, 1998. First Five-Year Review. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1.

September.

US EPA, 2001. Comprehensive Five-year Review Guidance, OSWER Directive 9355.7-03B-P,

June.

US EPA, 2003. Second Five-Year Review. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region I.

September.



US EPA, 2004. Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS), Volume |: Human Health
Evaluation Manual (Part E, Supplemental Guidance for Dermal Risk Assessment) U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC, EPA/540/R/99/005, July 2004.

US EPA, 2005a. Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Risk Assessment Forum, National Center for Environmental Assessment, Washington,
DC. EPA/630/P-03/001F, March 2005.

US EPA, 2005b. Supplemental Guidance for Assessing Susceptibility from Early-Life Exposure
to Carcinogens, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC, EPA/630/R-03/003F,
March 2005.

US EPA, 2008. Third Five-Year Review. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region I.

September.

US EPA, 2012. OSWER Vapor Intrusion Screening Level (VISL) Calculator Version 1.0,
November 2011 RSLs Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation (OSRTI),
March 2012.



ATTACHMENT 5

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW INSPECTION CHECKLIST AND INTERVIEW RECORDS



INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: OId Springfield Landfill

EPA ID No.: VTD00086239

Subject: Fourth Five-Year Review Time: PM |Date: 4/18/13
Type: Telephone Visit Other Incoming Outgoing X

Location of Visit: NA

Contact Made By:

Name: Deb Chisholm |Tit|e: Project Scientist

|Organization: Nobis Engineering, Inc.

Individual Contacted:

Name: Bob Forguites Title: Town Manager

Organization: Town of Springfield

Telephone No: 802-885-2104
Fax No:
E-Mail Address:

Street Address: 96 Main Street
City, State, Zip: Springfield, VT 05156

Summary Of Conversation

Q1: What is your overall impression of the project Site? Good

Q2: Are you aware of any issues/concerns with the Site? No

Q3: How do you feel the remedy is functioning at the Site? Good, but no quick enough
Q4: Have you noticed any changes with or anything that hasn't been reported about the remedy? No
Q5: Have there been any changes in the surrounding properties or land use in the last 5 years, or are any changes anticipated? No

Q6: What has been the public interest and involvement with the Site in the last 5 years? None that he knows of. Most people don't know about the site.
Q7: Does the Town have any particular property and/or re-use interests with the Site? No

Q8: Are you aware of any changes or proposed changes in the remedy? No

Mr. Forguites reported that the Town budgets between $130,000 and $150,000 per year for site O&M.




INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: OId Springfield Landfill

EPA ID No.: VTD00086239

Subject: Fourth Five-Year Review

Time: 10:00 am |Date: 4/11/13

Type: Visit

Location of Visit: Landfill Site

Incoming Outgoing X

Contact Made By:

Name: Matt Webber

|Title: Project Engineer

|Organization: Nobis Engineering, Inc.

Individual Contacted:

Name: Various individuals see
below

Title: See below

Organization: See below

Telephone No:
Fax No:
E-Mail Address:

Street Address:
City, State, Zip:

Summary Of Conversation

Mr. Rick Chambers - Town of Springfield POTW
Mr. Jeff Strong - Town of Springfield Public Works Department
Mr. Tim White - Sanborn, Head & Associates, Inc. consultant to Town

Q1: What is your overall impression of the project Site? Good

Q2: Are you aware of any issues/concerns with the Site? No

Q3: How do you feel the remedy is functioning at the Site? Good
Q4: Have you noticed any changes with or anything that hasn't been reported about the remedy? No
Q5: Have there been any changes in the surrounding properties or land use in the last 5 years, or are any changes anticipated? No

Q6: What has been the public interest and involvement with the Site in the last 5 years? None
Q7: Does the Town have any particular property and/or re-use interests with the Site? No

Q8: Are you aware of any changes or proposed changes in the remedy? No




INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: OId Springfield Landfill

EPA ID No.: VTD00086239

Subject: Fourth Five-Year Review

Time: 10:00 am |Date: 4/11/13

Type: Telephone Visit Other

Location of Visit: NA

Incoming Outgoing X

Contact Made By:

Name: Deb Chisholm |Title: Project Scientist

|Organization: Nobis Engineering, Inc.

Individual Contacted:

Name: Michael Smith Title: Project Manager

Organization: VTDEC

Telephone No: 802-249-5826
Fax No:
E-Mail Address:

Street Address: 1 National Life Drive
Montpelier, VT 05620

Summary Of Conversation

Q1: What is your overall impression of the project Site? Fine

Q2: Are you aware of any issues/concerns with the Site? No

Q3: How do you feel the remedy is functioning at the Site? Fine

Q4: Have you noticed any changes with or anything that hasn't been reported about the remedy? No
Q5: Have there been any changes in the surrounding properties or land use in the last 5 years, or are any changes anticipated? No
Q6: What has been the public interest and involvement with the Site in the last 5 years? None
Q7: Does the Town have any particular property and/or re-use interests with the Site? Unknown
Q8: Are you aware of any changes or proposed changes in the remedy? No




INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: OId Springfield Landfill EPA ID No.: VTD00086239
Subject: Fourth Five-Year Review Time: AM |Date: 4/18/13
Type: Telephone Visit Other Incoming Outgoing X

Location of Visit: NA

Contact Made By:

Name: Deb Chisholm |Tit|e: Project Scientist |Organization: Nobis Engineering, Inc.
Individual Contacted:

Name: William Kearns Title: Planning and Zoning Officer Organization: Town of Springfield

Telephone No: 802-885-2104 Street Address: 96 Main Street

Fax No: City, State, Zip: Springfield, VT 05156

E-Mail Address:

Summary Of Conversation

Q1: What is your overall impression of the project Site? Good

Q2: Are you aware of any issues/concerns with the Site? No

Q3: How do you feel the remedy is functioning at the Site?Good

Q4: Have you noticed any changes with or anything that hasn't been reported about the remedy? No

Q5: Have there been any changes in the surrounding properties or land use in the last 5 years, or are any changes anticipated? No
Q6: What has been the public interest and involvement with the Site in the last 5 years? No

Q7: Does the Town have any particular property and/or re-use interests with the Site? No

Q8: Does the Town have any particular property and/or re-use interests with the Site? No

Q10: Are you aware of any changes or proposed changes in the remedy? No




OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

Please note that “O&M?” is referred to throughout this checklist. At sites where Long-Term
Response Actions are in progress, O&M activities may be referred to as “system operations” since -
these sites are not considered to be in the O&M phase while being remediated under the Superfund

program.

Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (Template)

(Working document for site inspection. Information may be completed by hand and attached to the
Five-Year Review report as supporting documentation of site status. “N/A” refersto “notapplicable.”)

1. SITE INFORMATION

Site name: ﬁ ‘ &D{m& ﬂ ({L L»(M@ L, Date of inspection: 4 ~j{. J3

Location and Region: C;p o \L et V"i@ EPA 1ID:

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year Weather/temperature o ,
review: E”F;}, /Mi bhis Qad h‘ Lf O F 3 E€é+ SPra (é@:”%

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)
v Landfill cover/containment
Access controls
v Institutional controls
 Groundwater pump and treatment
v Surface water collection and treatment
Other  Feeneh diaing +

Supbaie  wetder l.iwwimmf’

Monitored natural attenuation
«~ Groundwater containment
Vertical barrier walls

Lcm;-mkrm ma (O N+ vne

terva 2]

Attachments: Inspection team roster attached

Site map attached

II. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

1. O&Msitemanager  J. (& (Mpmlors  Chigd eporate=  8/0/13
Name ' Titlé "' Date
Interviewed gt\s@ at office by phone Phone no.
Problems, suggestions;  Report attached
M 5
2. O&Mstaff  \ elu Sbrpw Wwediry Stwwesr u,,-a Y /11 /1%
e, Name v Title Ddte
Interviewed Cafsite atoffice by phone Phone no.
Problems, suggestions;  Report attached
Concere  abet s
L’V/ !"‘ Pl e

AN boi

No

e

| Owm Eﬁ\ﬁ;%’i@a" e SJf.:ﬁug /4 i%,;s

D-7



OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency
response office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office,
recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in all that apply.

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions;  Report attached

Agency
Contact

_ Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions;  Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions;  Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions;  Report attached '

Other interviews (optional)  Report attached.

D-8




OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

1. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

1. O&M Documents
O&M manual ‘«> «PO_.\» W f Read1ly avallale Up to date N/A
As-built drawings ' {\R“”adlly avallable 4 Up to date N/A
Maintenance 10gs > so |, opr e & R dil" '”51‘\7511212]@/ Up to date N/A
V= N
Remarks Tevuw- P F -
2, Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan {»"Réadily availablé ) Up to date N/A
Contingency plan/emergency response plan  “~-Readily available~" Up to date N/A
Remarks Town_ 2ot 4 Pt
3. O&M and OSHA Training Records ~ Read1ly avallable? Up to date N/A
Remarks Pot o :
4. Permits and Service Agreements
Air discharge permit Readily a ava1lab1e Up to date DN/A™
Effluent discharge  Foyu cadily a avaﬂab Up to date
Waste disposal, POTW Up to date N/A
Other permits Readily ¢ available Up to date N/A
Remarks e 1 AR L b ?wﬂv\ i
5. Gas Generation Records R dlly avalm Up to date N/A
Remarks Lol f‘“é,www} i y e = 4 o Fores
6. Settlement Monument Records Readily available Up to date @
s
Remarks
7. Groundwater Monitoring Records - Readﬂy ava11able Up to date _N/A
Remarks | (‘*’;ch sheeds 4 mendeciag i et Pei o
8. Leachate Extraction Records Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks___PTE _nueadhly =5 TOTW
9. Discharge Compliance Records
Air w adlly avallayz)le Up to date N/A
Water (effluent) Ty A\ %e ﬂy available “"'“"““3 Up to date N/A
Roaer T
Dail i ( Readily available™ d
10. aily Access/Security Logs { Readily available Up to date N/A

Remarks & TTE

D-9
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OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

IV. O&M COSTS

1. O&M Organization
State in-house Contractor for State
PRP in-house Contractor for PRP
Federal Facility in-house Contractor for Federal Facility

Other 7%, of %mmﬁﬂj ia V\evwf
sk g ‘{"‘I‘Y;«C%M‘S %ﬁ m‘:wa"ﬂ, “W%Zi + A N TeTar ,«,”&:‘(‘

2. O&M Cost Records
Readily available Up to date
Funding mechanism/agreement in place .
Original O&M cost estimatell GO, CC&/ / \j o Breakdown attached
i,
Total annual cost by year for review period if available
From 7/ &)/ >3 To 7/ 3 t:;z/é;x@ | 3e &g Breakdown attached
\’Dat’e ’ sztg: ~ Total cost

From 7/ %0/05 To 7/% /5 i / s evoe Breakdown attached
Dr:lte ’ Déte ’ Total cost

From 7/ 2 /44 To 7/ 3%cfie [ 36 e Breakdown attached
Dat'e; ,Da'te Total cost

From 7/2c/is To 7fe¢/4y 130 oo Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From ’“‘/go/ 1 _To 2/5:/17. [ 3An o Breakdown attached
Date ate " Total cost

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period
Describe costs and reasons: )
Cap repaics [ G-i0 eno b g hodeel
J v + 4 7 )

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS (Agplicaml;?“ N/A

A. Fencing

1. Fencing damaged ~ Location shown on site map i‘.féates secuygsgﬂ N/A
Remarks S it detfg U N [/3”& Fence  shll sl e

B. Other Access Restrictions

1. Signs and other security measures Location shown on site map N/A
Remarks < (J ®, - lmk.@j A z‘;} ahe

OLL S wipls ot secore — Sormme loched | Some o
actess nok cegbroked




OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

C. Imstitutional Controls (ICs)

1. Implementation and enforcement :
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented Yes No N/A
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced Yes No N/A
Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by)
Frequency

Responsible party/agency
Contact
Name : Title Date Phone no.
Reporting is up-to-date Yes No N/A
Reports are verified by the lead agency Yes No N/A
Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met Yes No N/A
Violations have been reported Yes No N/A
Other problems or suggestions: Report attached \ _—
f\i"??wf\m; ve€sideate oy ot e Uiee Qui Gg dis NN aushs @
Gl en-sibe ¥s Ned xé@z% vsed -

2. Adequacy ICs are adequate ICs are inadequate N/A
Remarks :

D. General

1. Vandalism/trespassing Location shown on site map (’1\16 vandalism evident )
Remarks e

2. Land use changes on site \/ N/X}
Remarks T

3. Land use changes off site I\/Ia/&f
Remarks

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Roads - Applicable  N/A

1. Roads damaged Location shown on site map (ﬁ“m;q?g) N/A
Remarks i ‘ i

D-11




OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks

VIL. LANDFILL COVERS @plicabb N/A

A

A. Landfill Surface

1. Settlement (Low spots) Location shown on site map ettlement not evia(migl?,\‘)
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Cracks Location shown on site map <C1 acklng not ev1dent/d
Lengths Widths Depths —
Remarks

3. Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident }
Areal extent DepthfT5itmrrs
‘Remarks

4. Holes Wlt@ map ) Holes not evident
Areal extent 5 Y ingl AiashDepth g AVincoone.
Remarks - anivmacl wuwreoowos s «  anes mk Nneac &X/y ot ce

5. Vegetative Cover Grass ) Cover properly estabhshed ) W

@W@ndlca‘ce size anc locatlons on a diagra I
Remarks_ “rees Sdhiubh s neb an Cap %"‘3@% CM o <iddes
butv near—" deoinage  Sicuctures

6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.) N/
Remarks

7. Bulges Location shown on site map C\Bllges not evident,
Areal extent Height
Remarks




OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

Wet Areas/Water Damage Wet areas/water damage not evident
Wet areas Location shown on site map Areal extent
¢ Ponding ) Tocation shown on sité filap; ~ Areal extent éﬁw;&w &mﬁ
Seeps Location shown on site map Areal extent
Soft subgrade Location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks ?%‘Sw dizvee N ciora ol aw) ‘”;‘xg_,m srp ke~
=~ .
Slope Instability Slides Location shown on site map @(zgvidence of slope instability\‘
Areal extent ] - -
Remarks
B. Benches Applicable N;K\'

(Horizontally constructed mounds of €arth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope
in order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined
channel.)

Flows Bypass Bench Location shown on site map N/A or okay
Remarks

Bench Breached Location shown on site map N/A or okay

Remarks

Bench Overtopped Location shown on site map N/A or okay
Remarks :

C. Letdown Channels Applicable ) N/A =
' (Channel lined wit ston control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep

side slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the
landfill cover without creating erosion gullies.)

Settlement Location shown on site map No evidence of settle@

Areal extent Depth e

Remarks

Material Degradation Location shown on site map ¢ l\wfch)“gvvi‘dencggfﬁ‘égﬁﬁﬁm@
) ) Svitente o deglacalle

Material type Areal extent

Remarks

Erosion Location shown on site map @Vidence of em

Areal extent Depth 4 E——

Remarks__pHas beea tepaleed riui%,é st Do

D-13
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OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

4, Undercutting Location shown on site map é’“@?fﬁence of undercutting
Areal extent Depth ——
Remarks

5. Obstructions  Type { No obstructions )

Location shown on site map Areal extent
Size
Remarks
6. Excessive Vegetative Growth Type 4asSS
No evidence of excessive growth J

Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow

Location shown on site map Areal extent I Lraidey j Jeo W/ icce Q

Remarks  $r pvvo mmwm;, W’\(’Wa?& v Tall 2okl itb:i%ji«»&f\
Tl > PRy feau b el okt nanoe S bed o !afg
D. Cover Penetrations Applicable N/A
1. Gas Vents - Active assive . T —
Properly secured/locked Functioni@ / Routinely sampled 3 Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration mntenance .
N/A '

Remarks M& “@: *sl;@o@’ ﬁ‘m‘ G i\sh@eiz;
3&W\gy\»&ns§ ‘%’,}r&\“ﬁ”‘ {ooc ahed *P&‘“\‘mx*{ iy Um'%’} ki *‘“;.J%ma\fg i:ﬁéﬁ"%ﬁ"’ @@ﬂ‘]"mm

2. Gas Monitoring Probes
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance C
Remarks
3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A

Remarks_ net Vecleed | come muobed ghiob  ndt coibingly Sanpleg
v #

4. Leachate Extraction Wells P S
e — . S
Properly secured/locked M @t'nely sampled J ((,Ciggd cogglﬁiggt\j
Evidence of leakage at penetration " Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks it | &clenk

S
5. Settlement Monuments Located Routinely surveyed N/A/'}
Remarks ‘ ‘

D-14



OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

H. Retaining Walls Applicable (;N/Af/}
1. Deformations " Location shown on site map Deformation not evident
"Horizontal displacement Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement
Remarks
2. Degradation Location shown on site map Dégradation not evident
Remarks
I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge (prlicaglse%\ N/A
1. Siltation Location shown on site map  Siltation not evident
Areal extent Depth " MA K
Remarks. MiwimAL 9 LTATIONV (v EABRITDRM  RebIMETEL
Ladid :
2. Vegetative Growth Location shown on site map N/A

Vegetation does not impede flow

Areal extent Type (a0AS5S

Remarks S e ave Sk, e SE Coeifi Clilwme it Cumnmng, 2007
3. Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident |

Areal extent Depth

Remarks

4. Discharge Structure  {Functioning } N/A
Remarks_ CLEANED — UiTHiN LAST YeA K

VIIL VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS Applicable @h}

1. Settlement Location shown on site map Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring
Performance not monitored
Frequency Evidence of breaching
Head differential '
Remarks

D-16




OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

E. Gas Collection and Treatment e ’X];}H“c:gfg\ N/A
1. Gas Treatment Facilities
Flaring . Thermal destruction Collection for reuse
\.,GOOd cqndltlon Needs Maintenance ; ) L Mlae Az 7]
Remarks S W clnsemtoinen @ pinp ke ta 4 8T R B
’ W‘s }ufﬁf ﬁv’” cxindy g e : (:X.'{”W o Pj £ oef % v“‘”’“"r?"'n;f{
2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping (0T w V1 fiﬁ? viadoog ‘
A 4\3(5 Good condition Needs Maintenance ¢4y aven( Yied < g Aoy Pod
(" Remarks S folihg o eod bidee  gooeder et
I .2 do :w i j*f“"f g &7 Y w S 2 £ s i!) L4 ”"“C‘/?’? é ’f L e |

3. Gas Momtormg Fac1ht1es (e.g., gas monltonng of adjacent homes or buildings)

WG Needs Maintenance @
F. Cover Drainage Layer Qpphcable N/A
1. Outlet Pipes Inspected @% N/A

Remarks
2, Outlet Rock Inspected Functioning @

Remarks )
G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds @@ N/A
1. Siltation Areal extent Depth N/A

“Siltation not evidetit ‘ ' l

I;Ea‘rk‘s“““""““)?cwv D DRY WwWo Taospecotion

2 Erosion—————Area] extent Depth_-
Erosion not evident”

Remarks

3. Outlet Works unctioning™s  N/A
~ Remarks MU L ol
e,

4. Dam @l_r_l_c:t@ﬂg) N/A

Remarks

613



OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES @plicable“} N/A

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines ( Appﬁ;:a)lsi\e\) N/A
1. Pum[‘{;,‘,ﬂgﬂ%kad Plumbing, and Electrical
~Good condition @required wells properly operating); Needs Maintenance N/A

Réfaf] kS

2. Extracti stem Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
Good condition Needs Maintenance

R& s

3. Spare Parts and Equipment

@ Good condition Requires upgrade Needs to be provided
Remarks

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines Applicable N/A
1. Collectio ,§1gg£tures, Pumps, and Electrical
&Good conditi Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Surface Wgtgr Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks

3. Spmliamﬁ.ad\lliquipment
eadily availab Good condition Requires upgrade Needs to be provided

Remarks
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C. Treatment System Applicable N/A
1. Treatment Train (Check components that apply)
'Metals removal Oil/water separation Bioremediation
" Alr stripping .~ Carbon adsorbers _
+ Filters O cide A A / i fasd Jd e
Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent) 7 v
Others v
Good condition eeds Maintenance

Homd o e‘gil 'ﬂ‘lww 7" °)

/ Sampling ports properly%arked and nbtlo al = - H o H
e T }
~ Sampling/maintenance log displayed anid up to date”” ad A Frrpa Pia ok
" Equipment properly identified y
Quantity of groundwater treated annually 2§ ~ - 3/\/ o ¢ i // d Gy

Quantity of surface water treated annually ./~ ‘
Remarks A1 oVvCnnd eal s L [ ‘3 e PACTT s MR 2V Srpae
“ﬁ‘”iue»ﬁ*’ EETN vtfl izw mg"gk Nnek \aloelle A
2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
N/A : or Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels :
N/A C Proper secondary containment Needs Maintenance
Remarks
4. Discharge Structure and A _Appurtenances
N/A (Good cond1t10n*> Needs Maintenance
Remarks e —
5. Treatment Building(s)
N/A ood conditioil}(esp. roof and doorways) Needs repair
Chemicals and equipment properly stored
Remarks
6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy B e
Properly secured/locked @wg outinely sampled ] Good cond1t10n b
All required wells located ~ Needs Maintenance
Remarks vy~ Side. woedls  netr jecWed , éi&{:fi% paelts
Sepne ccks  Aoarnaqed o Nty prggent
D. Monitoring Data
1. Monitoring Data
Is routinely submitted on time Is of acceptable quality
2. Monitoring data suggests:
Groundwater plume is effectively contained Contaminant concentrations are declining

et [ 5
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D. Monitoréd Natural Attenuation

1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy) »
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
All required wells located Needs Maintenance )

Remarks

X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing
the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil
vapor extraction.

XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

A. Implementation of the Remedy

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as
designed. Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant
plume, minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.).

J@dﬂ"”&‘” ' C)qa"mj*xi)ua g 'F& b\ P{*‘C( h\f“(:i - \(1 g} V“\m’\w«w
ol gocu ’\hi necds i Y Ya 1 SR Y. d
= trees near dacolsheeks sheold ke remosed
Towen,  mien .‘Laﬂf\i repaatle ding . net SobpnaiHed  on b
3 & ' i b . s P
Neaby e idendts™ may el be. Usim 6o ol dou
. L ¥ [S )
) ;ﬁx’«s Cad\ @t

S
o

B. 'Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy.

w

Kﬁﬁ e TB Coap <ol Lo wade (- o weope
AT ¢ \Kf i € .
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Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be
compromised in the future.

Opportunities for Optimization -

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remédy.

D-20



ATTACHMENT 6

SITE PHOTOS FROM THE FIVE-YEAR REVIEW INSPECTION



Photo Log
Five-Year Review Inspection April 11, 2013

Photo 1: View of the landfill cap, looking east

Photo 2: View of the landfill cap, looking southeast
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Photo Log
Five-Year Review Inspection April 11, 2013

Photo 3: View of the eastern slope, looking east

Photo 4: View of the treatment building, looking south
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Photo Log
Five-Year Review Inspection April 11, 2013

Photo 5: View of tree leaning on the fence in the southwest corner of the Site, looking west

Photo 6: View of tree branch on fence in southwest corner of Site, looking south
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Photo Log
Five-Year Review Inspection April 11, 2013

Photo 7: View of ponded water west of the access road leading to the cap, looking west

Photo 8: View of formerly rutted area in perimeter road repaired with gravel, northwest corner of
the cap, looking west
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Photo Log
Five-Year Review Inspection April 11, 2013

Photo 9: View of the southern perimeter drainage swale, looking east

Photo 10: View of a typical animal burrow adjacent to the southern perimeter drainage swale
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Photo Log
Five-Year Review Inspection April 11, 2013

Photo 11: View of the sedimentation pond, looking south

Photo 12: View of the western downchute, looking north
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Photo Log
Five-Year Review Inspection April 11, 2013

Photo 13: View of the central downchute, looking south

Photo 14: View of the culvert south of the lower access road, looking north

Nobis Page 7 of 9




Photo Log
Five-Year Review Inspection April 11, 2013

Photo 15: View of small trees near the central downchute, looking south

Photo 16: View of offsite monitoring wells adjacent to Route 11
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Photo Log
Five-Year Review Inspection April 11, 2013

Photo 17: View of the manhole and access hatch at the western seep
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