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ERRATA Sheet

After this document was signed by the Air Force, minor errors were identified by the agencies. This errata
sheet serves to correct those minor errors.

e New Table 4-9. Table 4-9 in the Five-Year Review does not identify the correct cleanup levels at
SD25. The new table below reflects the correct cleanup levels as referenced in the record of decision
for Operable Unit 4.

Table 4-9
Cleanup Levels at OU4
Loaation Contaminant of ROD-Established Scufrce of
Concern Cleanup Level Requirements

Groundwater (ug/L)

FT23 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 200 MCL!
1,1-Dichlororethene 7 MCL'
1,2-Dichloroethane 6 MCL!

Tetrachloroethene 6 MCL'

Trichloroethene 6 MCL'

1,2-Dichloroethene 70 MCL!

Benzene 5 MCL'

SD25 Benzene 5 MCL'
Ethylbenzene 700 MCL'

Toluene 1,000 MCL

SD24, SD26, Benzene 5 MCL'

SD27

SD28, SD29 Tetrachloroethene 5 MCL!

Trichloroethene 5 MCL'

Soil (mg/kg)

FT23 DRO 2,000 ACM?

GRO 1,000 ACM’

SD25 DRO 2,000 ACM?
GRO 1,000 ACM’

SS10 DRO 2,000 ACM"
Jet Fuel 2,000 ACM’

Xylene 100 ACM’

GRO 1,000 ACM’

'40 CFR Part 131, and 18 ACC Chapter 70.010a and d, 70.015 through 70.0110, 18 AAC 80.070.

2ACM — Alaska Cleanup Matrix Level D, 18 AAC 78.315.

Note: There are no cleanup levels for soil at SD26, SD27, SD28, and SD29 because contaminant levels were below
regulatory standards at the time of the ROD

e New Table 4-22. Table 4-22 in the Five-Year incorrectly described the land use controls at WP14.
WP14 is not a landfill or disposal site and there are no “Restricted Use Area™ land use controls. The
only land use controls at WP 14 pertain to groundwater restrictions. In addition, the land use controls
for OU1 and SD15 have been clarified.
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Table 4-22
Site-Specific Land Use Controls, Elmendorf AFB

OU (Site)

Land Use Control (LUC) Description

Expected
Year of
LUC
Expiration

1

“Restricted Use Area” designated for recreational use and construction
of unmanned facilities (such as parking lots, storage buildings, etc.). The
construction of manned facilities (such as office buildings or residential
structures) is strictly prohibited.

Excavation affecting the integrity and function of the landfill caps, or
impacting the shallow groundwater table is not allowed.

2033"

2 (ST41)

“Restricted Use Area” designated for recreational use of the parcel (such
as cross-country skiing, etc.) and construction of unmanned facilities
(such as parking lots, storage buildings, or taxiways). The construction
of manned facilities (such as office buildings or residential structures) is
strictly prohibited.

As long as hazardous substances remain on this site at levels that
preclude unrestricted use, groundwater development and the use of the
groundwater at this site for any purpose including, but not limited to,
drinking, irrigation, fire control, dust control or any other activity is
prohibited.

2016

No site-specific LUCs are in effect at QU3.

“Airfield Use Area” designated for aircraft O&M, which include active
and inactive runways, taxiways, and parking aprons for aircraft. The
establishment of residential development of the areas is strictly
prohibited.

2006

5

No site-specific LUCs are in effect at OUS.

6 (LF02)

“Restricted Use Area” designated for recreational use of the parcel (such
as cross-country skiing, etc.) and construction of unmanned facilities
(such as parking lots, storage buildings, or taxiways). The construction
of manned facilities (such as office buildings or residential structures) is
strictly prohibited. Drilling into the shallow aquifer is restricted by the
Base Comprehensive Plan. As a former landfill, this designation will
remain indefinitely.

Indefinite
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Table 4-22 (Continued)

Expected
Year of
LUC
OU (Site) Land Use Control (LUC) Description Expiration

6 (LF03) “Restricted Use Area” designated for recreational use of the parcel (such | Indefinite
as cross-country skiing, etc.) and construction of unmanned facilities
(such as parking lots, storage buildings, or taxiways). The construction
of any sort of manned facilities (such as office buildings or residential
structures) is strictly prohibited. As a former landfill, this designation
will remain indefinitely.

This site is also permanently included in the “accident potential zone”
which further restricts the construction of any above ground facilities at
this location.

6 (LF04) “Restricted Use Area” designated for recreational use of the parcel (such | Indefinite
as cross-country skiing, etc.) and construction of unmanned facilities
(such as parking lots, storage buildings, or taxiways). The construction
of any sort of manned facilities (such as office buildings or residential
structures) is strictly prohibited. As a former landfill, this designation
will remain indefinitely.

The use of contaminated groundwater throughout LF04 for any purpose
including, but not limited to, drinking, irrigation, fire control, dust
control or any other activity is prohibited. Drilling into the shallow
aquifer is also restricted.

6 (SD15) | Land use controls restrict access to contaminated groundwater TBD®
throughout the site. Installation of wells in the contaminated plume for
residential, industrial, or agricultural use will be prohibited until cleanup
levels have been achieved.

6 (WP14) | Land use controls restrict access to contaminated groundwater 2011
throughout the site. Installation of wells in the contaminated plume for
residential, industrial, or agricultural use will be prohibited until cleanup
levels have been achieved.

(SA100) | Nosite-specific LUCs are in effect at SA100.

Notes:

' OU1 ROD states that land use controls will continue until groundwater clean up goals are reached.
Currently at OU1 groundwater clean up goals have been reached at LF05, LF07, LF13 and OT56 and the
land use controls at these sites within OU1 will expire once a closure document for these sites are signed.
After LF05, LF07, LF13, and OT56 close document is signed, then land use controls will be in effect for
LF59 only.

*The land use controls at SD15 will continue until groundwater clean up goals are reached. A groundwater
model will be completed in FY05 and this model should provide an estimate on how long the land use
controls will continue.
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Alaska Administrative Code
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Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
Air Force Base

Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence
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below ground surface

benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and total xylenes
Community Environmental Board

Civil Engineering Squadron

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

Code of Federal Regulations
contaminant of concern
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diesel range organics
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Explosive Ordnance Disposal

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Facilities Agreement

fire training area
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gasoline range organics
high-vacuum extraction
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Interim Remedial Action

land use control

maximum contaminant level
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not applicable

non-detect (not detected)

National Contingency Plan

no further action

National Priorities List

operation and maintenance

Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response
Operable Unit

polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons
polychlorinated biphenyl
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petroleum, oils, and lubricants
remedial action objective
risk-based concentrations
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS (Continued)

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RRO residual range organics

RI/FS Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
ROD Record of Decision

SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
SVE soil vapor extraction

SwWQC surface water quality criteria

TAH total aromatic hydrocarbon

TagH total aqueous hydrocarbon

TBC to be considered

TCDD tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin

TCDF tetrachlorodibenzofuran

TCE trichloroethylene (trichloroethene)

TCLP Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
TFH Total Fuel Hydrocarbons

TVH Total Volatile Hydrocarbons

USAF U.S. Air Force

UST underground storage tank

vocC volatile organic compound

WRS wetland remediation system
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this five-year review is to evaluate the implementation and performance of the
remedial actions that were selected in Record of Decision (ROD) for each Operable Unit (OU). The
contaminant sources at Elmendorf Air Force Base (AFB), Alaska are grouped into six areas including
OUl1, OU2, OU4, OU5, OU6, and SA100. The remedies vary by site and have included contaminated
soil and debris removal, institutional controls, monitored natural attenuation of contaminated
groundwater, and operation and monitoring of several active remediation systems such as free-product
recovery, high-vacuum extraction (HVE), constructed wetland, and in-situ bioventing. This is the second
five-year review for Elmendorf AFB. The trigger for this review was the signing of the first five-year
review report on November 4, 1998,

The Five-Year Review Summary Form on the following pages presents the issues that were
identified during the review, associated recommendations and follow-up actions, and protectiveness
statements for each area.

The assessment of this five-year review found that the remedies were constructed and in general,
are operating and functioning as intended by decision documents. For the source areas within OU1, OU2,
OU4, and OU6 that have not met groundwater cleanup levels, the remedies are expected to be protective
of human health and the environment upon attainment of groundwater cleanup levels through natural
attenuation. At some sites (i.e., OU2, OU4, OU35, OU6) it is expected to take longer to achieve these
goals than predicted in the RODs. In addition, a treatability study that includes system optimization
efforts is underway to address remaining soil contamination at QU6 and the remedy is expected to be
protective upon completion. In the interim, exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are
being controlled (i.e., with land use controls).

The remedy at OUS5 currently protects human health and the environment in the short-term
because, at present, TCE has not exceeded cleanup levels at the point of compliance (i.e., Ship Creek).
However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term, Seeps 9, 10, and 11 must be captured
and treated, and investigation into the nature and extent of the TCE plume feeding the seeps at OUS must
be continued and evaluated to ensure long-term protectiveness.

The remedy at SA100, immediate response and removal action, is complete and protective of
human health and the environment. Confirmation samples show that no contamination above background
levels/regulatory cleanup levels remains and SA100 is acceptable for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure.

Final Report vi November 2003
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM

Site name: Elmendorf Air Force Base
EPA ID: AKB8570028649

Region: X State: Alaska City/County: Anchorage
NPL Status: Currently on the Final NPL

Remediation status:  Operating

Multiple OUs?: YES | Construction completion date: March 2010

Has site been iut into reuse? NO Esome areas are beini usedi

Lead agency: U.S. Air Force

Author/Organization: 3™ Civil Engineering Squadron, Environmental Restoration
Review Period: December 2002 through August 2003

Date(s) of site inspection: January—May, 2003

Type of review: Post-SARA

Review number: 2 (second)

Triggering action: Previous Five-Year Review Report
Triggering action date: November 4, 1998

Due date (five years after triggering action date): November 4, 2003
Issues (Refer to the next section/page for associated recommendations and follow-up actions):

1. Levels of benzene in the seep on the north side of ST41, and upgradient of the point of compliance,
exceeded cleanup levels in 2002. Although it is expected that the point of compliance contaminant
concentrations will be below Alaska surface water quality criteria as established in the OU2 ROD, the
analytical suite doesn’t include TAH and TAgH to ensure compliance with these criteria.

2. Additional contaminated seeps at OU3, not currently collected and treated by the remedy, were
sampled and three seeps were found to have trichloroethene (TCE) levels above cleanup levels.

3. Although monitoring has shown that the remedies are reducing contaminants, it appears to be
occurring at a slower rate than predicted by the RODs and/or models and cleanup levels may not be
achieved within the timeframes specified in the RODs. This includes:

e OU2: BTEX may not reach groundwater cleanup levels by 2016.

e (QU4: TCE concentrations in the East Plume; TCE, tetrachloroethane, and 1,2-dichloroethene in
the fire training area Plume (FT23); and benzene in wells OU4W-04 and OU4W-06 may not
reach groundwater cleanup levels by the target date of 2008. In addition, the bioventing system at
F123 was expanded in 2003 to address additional soil contamination discovered at this site.
Therefore, soil cleanup levels in the new area may not be met by 2008.

e OUS5: TCE groundwater cleanup levels may not be met by 2026.

e QUG6: Monitoring trends indicate that COCs in groundwater at the WP 14/LF04 South area may
not meet cleanup levels by 2025; however, cleanup work as part of a State agreement at a nearby
site is expected to improve the cleanup schedule. At SD15, benzene and TCE concentrations
remain above groundwater cleanup levels and contaminant removal rates suggest that the high
vacuum extraction (HVE) system is approaching design limitations and natural attenuation will
be more heavily relied upon to reach groundwater cleanup levels and COCs may not reach
cleanup levels within the timeframe (5 years of HVE operation) predicted in the OU6 ROD.

4. Possible migration of contaminants from soils having DRO, GRO, and BTEX concentrations
exceeding ADEC ACM Level D cleanup criteria exists at two locations in relatively shallow soils
above the perched aquifer at SD15. A treatability study is being implemented for the shallow soil
locations to determine if HVE system modifications will effectively treat these areas.
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM (Continued)

Recommendations and Follow-up Actions (Item #s refer to Issue #’s in previous section):

L.

To ensure compliance with Alaska surface water quality criteria as established in the OU2 ROD,
sample for TAH and T AgH.

To address the three newly identified TCE-contaminated seeps at OUS5, the USAF will contract
design of additional discharge structures to capture and divert the seeps to the WRS in 2003.
Construction will occur in 2004. The WRS will be operated and monitored until cleanup levels are
met.

For groundwater, conduct a thorough review of modeling results and evaluate the potential for natural
attenuation to achieve cleanup levels in the timeframes specified in the RODs. Revise and/or
recalibrate the models, if needed. Continue groundwater monitoring according to the guidelines of
the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program until cleanup levels are met. For OU4, continue
bioventing at the new site until soil cleanup levels are met.

Monitor effectiveness of the recently implemented treatability study (modifications to the HVE
system at SD15) and verify effectiveness of treating shallow soils at the two areas of contamination.

In addition to the recommendations and follow-up actions presented above, several additional
recommendations are suggested to optimize the remedy and/or minimize unnecessary costs. These
include:

In OU1, cleanup levels have been met at sites LF05, LF07, LF13 and OT56. Wells at these sites
should be removed from the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program and the sites are
recommended for closure.

In OU4, close the bioventing system at SD25 because it has been documented that residential soil
cleanup levels have been reached.

Monitor for natural attenuation of groundwater at a reduced frequency as determined by the Decision
Guide for Monitoring Well Sampling Frequency (Attachment C, Figure C-2). These include:

e Discontinue monitoring for manganese at LF59 because manganese concentrations have been
below the ROD-specified cleanup level for two consecutive sampling rounds in all wells.

e Review and revise the frequency of sampling for some wells in OU4, OUS5, and OU6 in
accordance with the decision guide (USAF, 2002f). Several wells in OU4 have been shown to
meet COC cleanup levels and warrant less frequent monitoring; benzene monitoring may be
reduced at wells within OU5 that have historically been below cleanup levels; TCE monitoring
may be reduced at several OU6 wells that have consistently been below cleanup levels; and some
wells associated with unstable plumes in OUS may require more frequent monitoring.

Annual sediment sampling at ST37 in OUS has been conducted annually since 1997 and none of the
sediment samples have contained fuel constituents (i.e., TFH-diesel, BTEX, PAH) at concentrations
above State regulatory cleanup levels. Sediment results collected to date are sufficient to demonstrate
that significant levels of COCs are not accumulating in the sediment in the Wetland Cell or Beaver
Pond; therefore, sediment monitoring at ST37 should be discontinued.

A site closure report demonstrates applicable cleanup levels, acceptable for residential use, have been
met and land use controls are not needed at SA100; therefore, USAF considers this site closed
following this five-year review and it is not necessary to include SA100 in subsequent five-year
reviews.
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM (Continued)

Protectiveness Statements:

The remedy at OUI is expected to be protective of human health and the environment upon
attainment of groundwater cleanup levels, through natural attenuation, at one remaining site (LF59).
In the interim, exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled.

The remedy at OU2 is expected to be protective of human health and the environment upon
attainment of groundwater cleanup levels, through natural attenuation, at ST41. In the interim,
exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled.

The remedy at OU4 is expected to be protective of human health and the environment upon
attainment of soil cleanup levels through bioventing at two remaining sites (F123 and SS10) and
attainment of groundwater cleanup levels through natural attenuation. In the interim, exposure
pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled.

The remedy at OUS5 currently protects human health and the environment in the short-term because at
present, TCE has not exceeded cleanup levels at the point of compliance (i.e., Ship Creek). However,
in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term, Seeps 9, 10, and 11 must be captured and
treated, and the investigation into the nature and extent of the TCE plume feeding the seeps at OUS
must be continued and evaluated to ensure long-term protectiveness.

For QU6 the following protectiveness statements apply:

e The remedy at LFO4 North/Beach is protects human health and the environment by annual
removal of exposed landfill debris. In the interim, exposure pathways that could result in
unacceptable risks are being controlled.

e The remedies at LF04 South, WP 14 and LF02 are expected to be protective of human health and
the environment upon attainment of groundwater cleanup goals through natural attenuation and
recovery of free product (at LFO4 South and WP14). In the interim, exposure pathways that
could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled.

e At SDIS5, the remedy currently protects human health and the environment in the short-term
because the HVE has significantly reduced contamination and LUCs are in place to eliminate
known points of exposure. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term,
methods to treat the remaining areas of shallow soil contamination must be implemented or
continued, as needed following evaluation of the treatability study that is currently in progress.

The remedy (immediate response and removal actions) at SA100 is complete and protective of human
health and the environment. Confirmation samples show that no contamination above background
levels/regulatory cleanup levels remains and the site is acceptable for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure.
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Section 1.0

INTRODUCTION
1.1 Purpose

The purposes of this five-year review are to evaluate the implementation and
performance of the remedial actions that were selected in each Record of Decision (ROD) for
Operable Unit (OU) 1, OU2, OU4, OU5, OU6 and SA100 at Elmendorf Air Force Base (AFB),
Alaska (see Figure 1 in Attachment A) and to determine whether these actions are protective of
human health and the environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are
documented in Five-Year Reviews. Five-Year Reviews identify issues found during the review,
if any, and provide recommendations to address them. This five-year review covers activities and
conditions since the previous five-year review of Elmendorf AFB conducted in 1998.

This is the second five-year review for ElImendorf AFB. This review is a post-Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) policy review that is required because contaminants remain at the site above levels that
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. The start of construction of the OU2 Interim
Remedial Action (IRA) on August 5, 1993 triggered the first five-year review requirement, which
was completed and signed by the EPA representative on November 4, 1998—the trigger date for
this subsequent five-year review.

The United States Air Force (USAF) 3" Civil Engineering Squadron (CES),
Environmental Restoration has conducted this policy five-year review pursuant to the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 USC
9621(c), the National Contingency Plan (NCP), Executive Order 12580 (January 23, 1987), and
Section 19.1 of the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) for Elmendorf AFB dated September 1991.
CERCLA §121 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 agency interpreted this requirement further in the NCP; 40 Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) § 300.430(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 document is consistent with the EPA Office of Solid Waste and
Emergency Response (OSWER), Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance, No.
9355.7-03B-P (June 2001). Consistent with the FFA, the project managers for the
EPA and the State of Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC)
have participated in this review. This review is limited to only those sites being
remediated under CERCLA authority and include OU1, OU2, OU4, OUS, OU6, and

November 2003 1-1 Final Report
Five-Year Review



SA100. Areas not covered in depth are OU3, SS83, DP98, and SA99 (a brief
description is included in Table 1-1).

1.2 Overview

This five-year review was conducted between December 2002 and August 2003 by the
project team, consisting of the USAF Remedial Project Managers and Environmental
Scientist/Engineer for each OU or area. This included a review and evaluation of the ROD
requirements, the work that has been done to satisfy those requirements, current and past
monitoring data, the current status of the remedies and the physical condition of the sites, as well
as visits to each OU where action has been performed or is in progress. This review addresses
active sites, although it should be noted there are several sites at some of the OUs that were
completed and designated as no further action (NFA) at the time the ROD was signed. Land use
controls (LUCs), discussed in detail in Section 4.7, are maintained at each OU until it is
demonstrated that site contaminant concentrations are at or below levels that allow for unlimited
use and unrestricted exposure (Note: the RODs use the term institutional controls which the
USAF refers to as LUCs). Following written regulatory concurrence, where applicable, that all
response actions are complete (i.e., cleanup levels have been met, no land use controls are in
effect, and no additional funds will be expensed), the USAF considers a site “closed”. Review of
most of the OUs was done concurrent with preparation of individual site five-year review reports,
which were compiled and used to prepare this overall review. This basewide five-year review
report was then drafted and subjected to a series of peer and agency reviews. Table 1-1 gives a

brief description and status of all OUs at Elmendorf AFB.

Table 1-1
Operable Units Status, Elmendorf AFB
ou Sites Included Description Status
in this
review?

LFO05, QU1 consists of five general waste These efforts are

LFO07, disposal areas where various types of ongoing.

LF13, material were disposed. The ROD

Oul SS19 Yes (1994) focused on groundwater
(NFA), monitoring and LUCs.
OT56, and

LF59
OU?2 includes two former underground The treatment system
storage tank (UST) sites: ST20 and performed as designed.
ST41. The tank at ST20 was cleaned and | Beginning in February
demolished in 1990. An interim ROD 1997, no recoverable
(1992) for the groundwater quantities of fuel
contamination at ST41 resulted in the product were observed
installation of a free product and and the system was

5120 dissolved ph treatment hut down in April

ou2 (NFA), Yes issolved phase recovery treatmen shut down in Apri
and ST41 system in 1993. The ROD (1995) 1999. Long-term
designated ST20 as NFA and focused on | groundwater and
ST41. The 4 USTs and wood piping surface water
were cleaned and buried in place, the monitoring is ongoing.
tanks were filled with inert material in
1996 and the contaminated soil was
treated on base. The steel piping was
removed, decontaminated, and recycled.
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Table 1-1 (Continued)

ou Sites Included Description Status
in this
review?
ou3 SD16 OU3 consisted of 3 sources and one Not included in this
(NFA), receptor area. Polychlorinated biphenyl | five-year review
S821 (PCB)-contaminated soils were because this OU has
(NFA), No excavated and disposed in 1998. The been closed and it is
SD31 1998 five-year review reported documented in the
(NFA) confirmation samples were below ROD- | 1998 five-year review
and SD52 defined cleanup levels, allowing that cleanup levels have
(NFA) unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. | been met.
OU4 consists of 10 source areas LUCs, monitoring,
SS10, including maintenance facilities, a fire natural attenuation, and
SS18 training area, and an asphalt drum bioventing efforts are
(NFA), storage/processing area. During 1993 ongoing. Soil sampling
FT23, and 1994, asphalt and asphalt-containing | is conducted at select
SD24, soils at SS10 were removed. The ROD bioventing sites as
SD25, focused on semi-annual monitoring to required in preparation
oU4 SD26 Yes assess contaminant migration and for closure.
(NFA), natural attenuation progress, and LUCs
SD27 to attain cleanup levels in shallow
(NFA), groundwater and shallow soils and in-situ
SD28, bioventing to treat deep soils. Soils were
SD29, and monitored bi-annually through May 1997
SD30 and annually thereafter, to evaluate
(NFA) migration and timely reduction of
contaminants by the remedy.
OUS5 is located along the southern Contaminated soils
ST37 boundary of the base and upgradient were removed from
ST3 8, shallow groundwater that migrates to this | ST37 and the soils
area is treated in OUS. The 1995 ROD treated by 1999,
(NFA), . ;
SD40 called for removal and treatment of soil Natural attenuation,
(NFA) at ST37; natural attenuation and monitoring, and
3 monitoring to estimate rate of natural operation and
ous SS42 Yes : ’ :
attenuation of shallow aquifer, seep, and | maintenance (O&M) of
(NFLC), f d itored by | the wetland
ST46 surface water (groundwater monitored by | the wetland treatment
(NFA) Basewide Groundwater Monitoring system are ongoing.
Program); passive drainage of seep water
and SS53
to a constructed wetland treatment
(NFA) ) .
system; gravel placed at seep areas; and
LUCs prohibiting groundwater usage.
QU6 consists of six source areas. Debris removal and soil
LF02,
LF03 Another source area, SS19, was cover placement at
(NFA) originally part of OU7, later moved to LF02 are completed.
LF04 ’ QU6, and cleaned up in 1995. The 1997 Groundwater
3S1 9’ ROD designated SS19, LF03 and SD73 monitoring, LF04
(018[ (NFA) Yes as NFA and selected remedies for the beach debris removal,
WP1 4’ remaining sites included groundwater free product removal at
i monitoring (by Basewide Groundwater monitoring wells, and
SD15, and S :
P73 Monitoring Program), removal of free LUCs are ongoing.
(NFA) product from the water table at LF04 and | O&M of the SD15
WP14, debris removal from the beach at | high-vacuum extraction
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Table 1-1 (Continued)

ou Sites Included Description Status
in this
review?
LF04, groundwater treatment at SD15, (HVE) treatment
LUCs, and surface debris removal and system is ongoing.
cover at LF02.
SS83 is a World War Il-vintage anti- Not included in this 5-
aircraft artillery site (Battery D, 96" year review, because
Antiaircraft Artillery) located near Six- site is in the
Mile Creek on the northwest side of the investigative stage.
base, adjacent to Knik Arm. This area is | The cleanup is
uninhabited, vegetated, and restricted. programmed for fiscal
The Engineering Evaluation/Cost year (FY) 2004. The
NA SS83 No Analysis (EE/CA) began in 2000, and ten | dumpsite discovered
areas within SS83 were investigated. during the EE/CA will
Diesel range organics (DRO) and be investigated during
residual range organics (RRO) were 2003. A decision
found in six areas. ADEC approved a document, based on the
cleanup action to remove approximately | investigation, is due in
200 cubic yards of petroleum, oil, and March 2004.
lubricant (POL)-contaminated soil.
DP98 is northwest of Building 18224 in | Not included in this 5-
the northwest portion of the base. year review because a
Investigations have found that solvent- ROD has not yet been
contaminated groundwater contains completed. The public
NA DP98 No chlorinated solvent and fuels in excess of | comment period for the
cleanup levels. The proposed plan proposed plan is
includes a preferred alternative of limited | complete and a ROD is
source removal, off site treatment and being drafted.
disposal, and monitored natural
attenuation of groundwater.
SA99 is a former drum dump located on | Not included in this 5-
the north side of Airlifter Drive, across year review because it
from Hangar 18. Drums were discovered | is in the investigative
during the replacement of aboveground stage. Fieldwork is in
storage tanks in 1998. Limited progress (Summer
Ba oAy HNo investigations in 1999 discovered some 2003). The EE/CA
POL contamination and some evidence report will be produced
of the herbicide Silvex (2,4,5- in March 2004 and
trichlorophenoxy propionic acid). removal action is
planned for FY 2009.
SA100 is near the Boniface entrance to This site has been
Elmendorf AFB, where a rubble debris closed. SA100 will not
dump was discovered during be included in
construction of new housing in 2001. subsequent five-year
Suspect contaminated soils resulted in reviews because no
NA SA100 Yes the site being designated under contaminants remain at
CERCLA. Contaminated soils were the site above levels
excavated from the site and confirmation | that would prevent
samples were within acceptable limits. A | unlimited use and
closure decision document was signed in | unrestricted exposure.
May 2002.
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Section 2.0
SITE CHRONOLOGY

Important site events and relevant dates in the site chronology for each site covered in
this five-year review are shown in Table 2-1.
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Table 2-1
Chronology of Site Events, Elmendorf AFB

Event 0oUl 02 0oUu4 L] 0K] 0ué6 SA100
Initial discovery of contamination |e 1983 e 1982 (ST41) e 1983 e 1983 e 1983 * 2001
and/or Preliminary Assessment® (LF05, LF07, e 1986 (ST20) (FT23, SD24, (ST37, ST38, (LF03, LF04,
LF13) SD25, SD26, SS42, SD40, WP14, SD15)

(sites in parentheses) e 1990 (OT56) SD27, SD28, ST46) e 1988 (LF02)

e 1991 (LF59) SD29, SD30) * 1988 (SS53) ® 1993 (SD73)

* 1988
(SS10, SS18)

Site Investigations 1986, 1988, 1990 1986, 1988, 1990 1986, 1990 1990 1988, 1990, 1993 2001

National Priorities List (NPL)

August 1990: Elmen

dorf AFB was placed on the NPL list.

FFA Signature

November 1991: FFA negotiated between Elmendorf, EPA, and ADEC.

Removal Actions 1995-96 (LF59) 1990 (ST20) 1993-94 (SS10) - 1995 (SS19) June 2001 to
(sites in parentheses) April 2002
IRA ROD - Dec. 1992 -- -- -- -
Remedial Investigation/ Feasibility | January 1994 March 1994 September 1994 March 1994 December 1995 —
Study (RI/FS) Complete
ROD Signed September 1994 May 1995 October 1995 February 1995 January 1997 g
NFA Decision Documents - 1995 (ST20) 1993 (SD26, SD27, | 1994 (ST38, SS42, | 1997 2002°
(sites in parentheses) SD30, SS18) SD40, ST46, SS53) [(SS19, LF03, SD73)
Remedial Design/ Remedial May 1995 June 1995 October 1995 February 1996 April 1997 June 2001
Action Scope of Work
Remedial Design Complete -- -- September 1995 January 1996 September 1996 --
LUCs Implemented March 1994 March 1995 June 1998 July 1998 August 1998 --
Remedial Action Start May 1995 eSeptember 1993: | November 1995 June 1996 June 1996 June 2001
IRA
eJuly 1996: Tank
Closure
Construction Dates (start—{finish) -- 1993 (IRA), May— | October— June 1996—1997 October — August—
October 1996 (tank) | November 1995 November 1996 September 2001

Five-Year Reviews

November 4, 1998

November 4, 1998

November 4, 1998

November 4, 1998

November 4, 1998

NPL Site Completion date

Mach 2010—Expected NPL Completion Date for Elmendorf AFB.

Draft Close-Out Report

March 201 1—Expected date for draft Close-Out Report for Elmendorf AFB.

Final Close-Out Report ©

October 2034—Expected date for Final Close-Out Report for Elmendorf AFB.

Deletion from NPL"

October 2035—Expected date for Elmendorf AFB to be taken off NPL List.

*The Preliminary Assessment was a records search conducted as part of the USAF Installation Restoration Program
PSA100 is located within QU6 South, therefore the RI/FS for OU6 was used. EPA has agreed that a site closure document that records the conservative cleanup levels used as well
as documentation in this 5-year review would be sufficient to document site closure and preparation of a ROD for SA100 would be unnecessary.

“This date may be revised after the ROD for DP98 is signed.

“--*“—Not Applicable




Section 3.0
BACKGROUND

3.1 Elmendorf Air Force Base Land Use and Site Description

3.1.1 Land Use

Elmendorf AFB is composed of 13,103 acres and is within the Municipality of Anchorage,
Alaska. It is bound on the west and north by the Knik Arm of Cook Inlet and on the east by Fort
Richardson Army Installation (see Figure 1, Attachment A). Immediately to the south of
Elmendorf AFB lies urban development within the Municipality of Anchorage. Land use varies
across the site and consists of military support uses including industrial, commercial, residential,
recreational, and undisturbed/vacant. The vast majority of the contaminated sites are located in or
adjacent to industrial/commercial areas. Off base, the land use is a mixture of industrial and
residential. Two residential areas (Mountain View and Government Hill) are immediately adjacent
to Elmendorf AFB. No CERCLA sites are located in the immediate vicinity of these areas.

3.1.2 Geology

Glacial and related deposits including terminal moraines, ground moraines, and glacial
outwash plains are the dominant regional landforms on Elmendorf AFB and in the surrounding
area. The most distinctive landform at ElImendorf AFB is the Elmendorf Moraine, a southwest-
northeast trending terminal moraine. The moraine consists of horizontally and vertically
discontinuous, unconsolidated glacial till with poorly sorted boulders, gravel, sand and silt
deposits. Finer-grained clay lens deposits are found throughout the moraine and may result in
zones of perched groundwater. The southern boundary of the moraine is visible as a rising bluff
line along the north side of Elmendorf’s east-west runway. Moraine elevations range from 200 to
300 feet above mean sea level.

Landform features formed by glacial activity can be seen north of the ElImendorf End
Moraine in the form of drumlins, eskers, kame terraces, and kettle lakes. Elevations in this area
range from 125 to 210 feet and gently slope to the east.

South of the Elmendorf Moraine lies the glacial outwash plain alluvium. The alluvium
deposits were formed by a series of coalescing streams resulting from glacial melt water. These
outwash plain deposits consist of unconsolidated fine- to medium-grained, poorly sorted sand and
gravel. Elevations range from 100 to 225 feet above mean sea level. Relief is generally flat, and
gently sloping to the south-southwest. Most of the developed areas on Elmendorf AFB are built on
the outwash plain alluvium and over 90 percent of the contaminated sites are located in this area.

Underlying glacial moraine and outwash deposits are shallow marine deposits of the
Bootlegger Cove formation. The Bootlegger Cove formation is a fine-grained glacioestuarine
deposit consisting of silt and clay. Depth to the Bootlegger Cove formation ranges from 1 to 60
feet below ground surface near the moraine and from 75 to 100 feet below ground surface
throughout the outwash plain. Overall, the formation is thought to be a least 125 feet thick and
may be more than 250 feet thick in certain locations.

3.1.3 Groundwater

Two principal groundwater aquifers have been identified in the glacial outwash plain
alluvium and on the Elmendorf Moraine. These aquifers include a shallow unconfined aquifer
(shallow aquifer), and a deeper confined regional aquifer. The Bootlegger Cove formation acts as
the confining layer between the shallow and deep aquifers. In general, groundwater flow direction
in the shallow aquifer matches closely that of the surface topography. Subsurface flow is to the
northwest along the north limb of the moraine, and to the southeast along the south limb. The
groundwater divide coincides with the crest of the moraine. The shallow aquifer on Elmendorf
AFB is not used for drinking water.
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The deeper confined aquifer is a regional aquifer that underlies all of EImendorf AFB.
Groundwater flow direction to the confined aquifer is westerly from the Chugach Mountains
toward Knik Arm. Groundwater from the deeper confined aquifer at Elmendorf AFB serves only
as a standby drinking water supply when surface water supplies cannot meet the demand.
However, the municipal area bordering Elmendorf AFB uses groundwater for various services
including industrial, commercial, domestic, and public supply. Based upon groundwater
monitoring data, there is contamination in portions of the shallow aquifer on-site. However, the
deeper confined aquifer has not been impacted by any contaminants from sources on Elmendorf
AFB. The Bootlegger Cove formation seems an effective barrier between the aquifers; there is no
evidence that they are hydraulically interconnected.

3.1.4 Surface Water

Elmendorf AFB has four major drainage basins and a number of natural and man-made
lakes and ponds (Attachment A, Figure 1). The major drainage systems include Ship Creek, Six-
Mile Creek, EOD Creek, and Cherry Hill Ditch. Ship Creek is the largest surface water drainage
system on Elmendorf AFB. It originates in the Chugach Mountains to the east, runs along
Elmendorf’s southern boundary and empties into the Knik Arm. The upper Ship Creek basin is an
important recharge area for the deeper confined aquifer and provides approximately one quarter of
total recharge to the system. Six-Mile Creek and EOD Creek are located north of the Elmendorf
Moraine. Six-Mile Creek originates as springs located near the Elmendorf AFB and Fort
Richardson boundary. Cherry Hill Ditch is the major storm water drainage system for the main
base area south of the Elmendorf Moraine. Elmendorf AFB has 12 natural and manmade lakes and
ponds varying from one acre to 123 acres in size. The vast majority of these water bodies are
located north of the Elmendorf End Moraine.

3.2 Site History

3.2.1 History of Contamination

Elmendorf AFB operations since the mid-1940s have generated varying quantities of
hazardous and non-hazardous wastes from industrial and airfield operations, fire training and fuels
management. In August 1990, Elmendorf AFB was placed on the NPL, bringing it under the
federal facility provisions of CERCLA Section 120, as mentioned previously.

To date, the USAF has identified 85 sources of contamination from historic operations that
occurred prior to 1984. These sources have been grouped into three major divisions: CERCLA
sources, state program sources, and other program sources.

Forty of the 85 source areas are designated as CERCLA sources. Thirty-seven of these
have been grouped into six OUs as depicted on Figure 1 in Attachment A and remedial activities
are being conducted under the FFA. The other three of these CERCLA sources are SS83, DP9S,
and SA99 and these sites are currently in the investigative stage.

Forty other source areas have been designated as state program sources and remedial
activities are being performed according to State of Alaska regulations. These areas are not
included in this five-year review. The remaining five source areas were initially identified as
historical sources but on further investigation were determined to be Resource, Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) sources. These sites were transferred to Elmendorf’s Environmental
Compliance Section, and are not included in this five-year review.

3.2.2 Initial Response
Initial response actions, prior to the signing of the ROD(s), were conducted at some OUs:

e An asphalt recovery effort was conducted at LF59 (OU1) during 1995 and 1996 field
seasons. Over 10,000 gallons of liquid asphalt was excavated and recycled as part of the
State cleanup program.
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At ST41 in OU2, an oil/water separator was installed in 1976 to reduce the amount of fuel
being discharged to a drainage ditch adjacent to Fairchild Ave. Monitoring wells were
sampled in 1984 and 1988. In 1989 a small dam was placed in a nearby drainage ditch.
After the IRA ROD was signed in 1992, a free-product and dissolved-phase recovery
treatment system was installed at ST41.

In 1983, storage of waste liquids in a tank at ST20 in OU2 was prohibited. Then, in 1986
about 105,000 gallons of liquid waste were removed from the tank. The source (tank,
piping, and 1,300 cubic yards of contaminated soil) was removed and the soil treated
during 1990. The OU2 ROD (1995) recommended NFA for ST20 because it was
demonstrated that soil was cleaned up and the source of groundwater contamination was
due to upgradient sources (i.e., ST48 in the State Program).

During the fall of 1993 and summer of 1994, a response action at SS10 in OU4 removed
both liquid asphalt and asphalt-containing soils left over from former asphalt batch
operations. More than 100,000 gallons of asphalt were recovered and recycled for reuse on
base. In-situ bioventing to treat deep soils potentially contributing to contaminants in
groundwater is ongoing.

Removal of the underground storage tank and contaminated soils in the vicinity of Pump
House Building (PL81) was completed in 1996 as part of the State cleanup program. The
pump house was also removed from service at this time. The former pipeline and valve pit
area associated with PL81 is an adjacent upgradient source area to WP14 and LF04 South
in OU6. To decrease the suspected source of hydrocarbon contamination, a performance-
based contract is planned to address the PL81 Valve Pit 11 area.

At LF02 in OU6 (South), landfill debris on top of or protruding from the ground surface
was removed in October 1996. At that time, a limited soil cover was applied in three areas
that had elevated lead contamination, limiting that exposure pathway.

In 2001, an unexpected amount of buried debris, suspected to contain asbestos or lead-
based paint, was discovered during excavation of new utility trenches at an area near the
Boniface entrance to Elmendorf AFB. Other excavations on site uncovered a vein of
saturated soil that had a strong volatile odor. Within two weeks, the site was provided with
a CERCLA designation (SA100) and cleanup activities were initiated under a CERCLA
“time critical removal action”. Following the removal action, confirmation soil samples
confirmed that all metal concentrations above background levels and all petroleum-
contaminated soils above regulatory criteria had been removed. The USAF and the EPA
determined that because the conservative ADEC cleanup level of 400 milligrams per
kilogram (mg/kg) for lead was used, a site closure document as well as documentation in
this five-year review would be sufficient to demonstrate concurrence for site closure and
preparation of a ROD for SA100 would be unnecessary. The USAF considers SA100
closed and this site will not be included in subsequent five-year reviews (USAF, 2002c¢).

Basis for Taking Action
Due to past operations, substances have been released at Elmendorf AFB that have resulted

in contamination of soil, surface water and groundwater (Refer to individual RODs specified in
Section 12 for more detail). The initial risk assessment determined the human and/or ecological
risks exceeded EPA’s average or reasonable maximum exposure risk management criteria. Table
3-1 summarizes the final contaminants of concern (COCs) specified in the RODs for each OU.
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Table 3-1

Contaminants of Concern, Elmendorf AFB

Contaminants lout |[ou2 [ou4 [OU5 [OU6 |[SA100

Surface Water:

Benzene

Ethylbenzene

< < |

Toluene

JP-4

<=

Total Fuel Hydrocarbons (TFH)-
Gas [TAH and TAgH]*

Sheen X

Groundwater:

1,1,1-Trichloroethane

S

1,1,2-Trichloroethane

1,1-Dichloroethene

1,2-Dibromoethane X

1,2-Dichloroethane

1,2-Dichloroethene

Benzene

< |
S v [befne] [3e| [

Ethylbenzene

Manganese X

|||

Methylene Chloride

)

Tetrachloroethene

TFH-Diesel [TAH] °

< 3=

TFH-Gas [TAgH] *

Toluene X

Sl
Slle

Trichloroethene (TCE)

il

Vinyl Chloride

Xylenes X

Soils:

Benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, X X
and total xylenes (BTEX)

Diesel / DRO

Sl
Slle

Gasoline / gasoline range organics
(GRO)

RRO X

Jet Fuel X

TFH-diesel X

Toxicity Characteristic Leaching X
Procedure (TCLP) metals

Lead X X

Other:

Exposed Landfill Debris | | x | Xx

* The ROD-specified analyses TFH-diesel and TFH-gas were revised in 1998 to TAH and TAgH for OU5. Because there was no
standard for these COCs in groundwater, and because the groundwater emerges as surface water at the seeps that eventually end up in
Ship Creek (an aquaculture resource), the aquaculture water standards for TAH and TAqH were used (18AAC70.020 ecological risk).
JP-4—a jet fuel

TAH—Total Aromatic Hydrocarbons

TAgH—Total Aqueous Hydrocarbons
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Section 4.0
REMEDIAL ACTIONS

Initial plans, remedial action objectives (RAOs), selected remedy descriptions, remedy
implementation history, and current status of the remedies associated with each OU are presented
in this section. In addition, LUCs (referred to in the ROD as institutional controls) that have been

implemented on site are also discussed separately.

4.1 Operable Unit 1

QU1 is located in the eastern portion of the base, next to Vandenburg Avenue and
immediately north of Ship Creek (Figure 1, Attachment A). OUI is over 60 acres in size and
consists of five general waste disposal areas designated LF05, LF0O7, LF13, OT56 and LF59
(Figure 2, Attachment A). Various types of material were disposed of, including general refuse,
scrap metal, used chemicals, construction debris, and drums of asphalt. A brief chronology of
events occurring at OUl has been provided in Table 2-1.

RAOs are developed to specify actions needed to protect human health and the
environment. These objectives define the contaminants of concern, exposure routes and
receptors, and remediation goals, which are defined as an acceptable contaminant level for each
exposure route. The RAO for the OU1 source area is to prevent ingestion/direct contact with
groundwater containing contaminants in concentrations in excess of background levels or
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) as required by the Safe Drinking Water Act (40 CFR),
whichever is greater. The goal is to reach the ROD-specified cleanup levels shown in the

following table.

Table 4-1
Cleanup Levels at OU1
B —— ROD—EStaE:il:d Cleanup Source of Requirement
Groundwater (Lg/L)
1,2-Dibromoethane 0.05 MCL
Manganese 9,100 background
TCE 5.0 MCL
Vinyl Chloride 2.0 MCL

pg/L—micrograms per liter

1,2-Dibromeoethane is an additive to leaded gasoline. TCE and vinyl chloride are
solvents most likely present due to past disposal activities. Manganese is a naturally occurring
metal in the soil around Anchorage and is the only compound consistently observed throughout

the OU.

4.1.1 OUI1 Remedy Implementation and Status
The OU1 ROD was signed on September 28, 1994 and focused on groundwater. The
selected remedy at OU1 includes LUCs and groundwater monitoring to assess natural attenuation
until the cleanup levels described above are met. The major components of the selected remedy
and current status of each is provided in Table 4-2.
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Table 4-2

OU1 Remedy Implementation Status

Remedy Component

Brief Status

Monitor groundwater for five years, or until the groundwater no
longer poses an unacceptable health risk by meeting cleanup
levels.

Ongoing (Basewide Groundwater
Monitoring Program). Cleanup levels
for 1,2-dibromoethane and vinyl
chloride were met in 1996 and 1997.
The manganese cleanup level has
been met since June 2001.

Implement LUCs, which include:

e Develop site map showing the areas currently and potentially
impacted by groundwater contaminants.
Restrict land use and areas designated for recreational use.

e Enforce base policy prohibiting installation of groundwater
wells into the shallow aquifer.

These controls will remain in effect as long as the USAF
maintains active control of the area or until the groundwater
contamination dissipates to such levels that will no longer pose
any unacceptable human health or environmental risks.

Implemented March 1994,

Currently, groundwater at OU1 is being monitored as part of the Basewide Groundwater
Monitoring Program, which includes annual evaluation of monitoring results until cleanup levels
are attained. The site inspection observed that the Elmendorf AFB Municipal Solid Waste
Landfill capping project was underway. The landfill cap is being conducted according to an
agreement with the State and the Municipal Solid Waste Landfill Closure Plan (USAF, 1996a).
Although this is not an action that is required by the ROD, the landfill cap is expected to result in
diverting a large portion of storm water from infiltrating into the landfill, thereby limiting
leachate migration and associated contaminants to groundwater in OU1. Under the current site
use, direct human exposure to contaminated groundwater is prevented by LUCs that prohibit the
use of water from the shallow aquifer. The annual number of wells sampled at OU1 since the
previous five-year review is included in Table 4-3. Attachment C includes decision guides for
monitoring well selection and analysis (Figure C-1) and monitoring well sampling frequency
(Figure C-2). In addition, Figure C-3 illustrates the status of the contamination found at key wells

for OU1, during the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program.

Table 4-3

Number of Wells Sampled at OU1, 1998 to 2002

Year Number of Wells Sampled
1998 13

1999 14

2000 14

2001 12

2002 4

Cleanup levels have been met for all COCs at LF05, LF07, LF13, and OT56. The
manganese cleanup level has been met at all wells within OU1 since 2001. TCE currently
exceeds the cleanup level at LF59, which will continue to be monitored as part of the Basewide
Groundwater Monitoring Program. LUCs have been established and are maintained to prevent

exposure until cleanup levels are attained (see Section 4.7).
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Annual system O&M costs include planning and management, sampling, monitoring,
reporting, and five-year reviews. Total costs for FY 1995 through FY 2003 are presented in
Table 4-4.

Table 4-4
O&M Costs for OU1, FY 1995 through FY 2003

Fiscal Year Total Costs*
1995 $ 120,000
1996 $ 190,000
1997 $ 66,000
1998 $ 66,000
1999 $ 78,000
2000 $ 60,000
2001 $ 74,000
2002 $ 81,000°
2003 $ 30,000
Total Cost: $ 765,000

*Total Costs are rounded to nearest $1,000. Costs are associated with the
Groundwater Monitoring project, with the exception of year 2002 (see note a).

*Includes $1,742 for Land Use Controls Management Plan, $2,764 for Five-
Year Review, and $76,228 for Groundwater Monitoring.

4.2 Operable Unit 2
OU?2 consists of two source areas, ST20 and ST41 (Figure 2, Attachment A), located in

the central (ST20) and western (ST41) portion of the base. ST20 is the former site of a 338,000-
gallon underground storage tank that was used to store Bunker C fuel oil, waste oils, used
solvents, and other wastes. Elmendorf removed the tank and contaminated soils at ST20 in 1990,
which resulted in a NFA determination in the OU2 ROD (see Section 3.2.2.). ST20 is not
included in this five-year review.

ST41 is the former site of four 1,000,000-gallon USTs. After the IRA ROD was signed
in 1992, a free-product and dissolved-phase recovery treatment system was installed at ST41.
Both of these areas are characterized by fuel spills and leaks from underground storage tanks. A
brief chronology of events occurring at OU2 has been provided in Table 2-1.

RAOs were developed to specify actions needed to protect human health and the
environment. These objectives define the COCs, exposure routes and receptors, and remediation
goals, which are defined as an acceptable contaminant level for each exposure route. RAOs
specified in the OU2 ROD are:

e Prevent ingestion and contact with groundwater containing contaminants in
concentrations in excess of background or MCLs, whichever is greater;

e Prevent use for aquaculture, or if aquaculture use is proposed in the future, treat water to
an acceptable level;

e Prevent contaminated seep water (surface water) from entering wetlands;

e Reduce further migration of contaminants due to free phase product currently on water
table, and any residual product that may exist in piping and underground tanks;

e Prevent migration of contaminants found in soil that would result in groundwater
contamination in excess of MCLs or health-based levels;
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e Attain residual contaminant levels which would restore groundwater as a potential source
of drinking water; and

e Compliance with all action-, chemical-, and location-specific applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (AR ARs).

Final remediation goals for groundwater include preventing ingestion or direct contact
with groundwater containing contaminants with concentrations in excess of background levels or
federal drinking water standards (Primary MCLs, 40 CFR 141), as shown in Table 4-5.

Final remediation goals for surface water and seeps include compliance with location and
chemical specific ARARs. The location specific goal is avoidance of long- and short-term
adverse impacts associated with destruction or modification of the wetlands area. The chemical
specific cleanup levels include compliance with State of Alaska surface water quality criteria (18
Alaska Administrative Code [AAC] 70). The chemical-specific cleanup levels for each
constituent (e.g., benzene, ethylbenzene, and toluene) were defined in the ROD based on the
TAH cleanup level in 18 AAC 70, as shown in Table 4-5.

The COCs for both groundwater and surface water are fuel-related chemicals that are
attributed to past operations and/or spills associated with the USTs.

Table 4-5
Cleanup Levels at OU2
Contaminant of Concern ROD_EStalE:iZTd Cleanup Source of Requirement
Groundwater (ug/L)
Benzene 5 MCL
Ethylbenzene 700 MCL
Toluene 1,000 MCL
Xylenes 10,000 MCL
Surface Water (ug/L)
Benzene 10 18 AAC 70'
Ethylbenzene 10 18 AAC 70
Toluene 10 18 AAC 70

'Based on total aromatic hydrocarbons.

An interim ROD for the groundwater contamination at ST41 was signed in September
1992 and documents an IRA agreed to by both EPA and ADEC. The USAF implemented the
IR A to remove free product floating on the groundwater, and to intercept contaminated water
prior to discharge from seeps. As a result of the interim ROD, a free-product and dissolved-phase
recovery treatment system was designed and constructed in 1993. The system was designed to
remove product from the groundwater table and decrease off-site migration of contaminants.

4.2.1 OU2 Remedy Implementation and Status
The OU2 ROD was signed in May 1995 and focused on tank removal and continued
groundwater cleanup at ST41. The ROD-specified selected remedies for OU2 include operation
of the IR A system, source control through cleaning and removal, LUCs, and monitored natural
attenuation. The major components of the selected remedy for OU2 (ST41) and current status of

each are provided in Table 4-6.
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Table 4-6
OU2 Remedy Implementation Status

Remedy Component Brief Status

Continue operation of the free-product recovery system until: The recovery system met

e All technically practicable free product has been recovered to the requirements and was
mitigate the continuing source of contamination. shut down in April 1999.

e It can be determined that the State of Alaska Water Quality Monitoring of wetlands
Criteria are being met at the seeps. and seeps is ongoing to

e [t can be shown that natural attenuation will be protective of the | €nsure protection.
wetlands in the area.

Continue long-term monitoring of groundwater. Ongoing since 1996
(Basewide Groundwater

Monitoring Program).

Maintain LUCs that restrict access to groundwater and Implemented March 1995.
contaminated surface and subsurface soils.

Clean and abandon in-place 4 one-million gallon USTs. Excavate, | Completed September
remove and dispose/recycle the piping system. 1996.

Remove contaminated soil containing leachable concentrations of Excavation completed
fuel-related contaminants and treat offsite by low thermal treatment. | September 1996.

Groundwater at OU2 is being monitored as part of the Basewide Groundwater
Monitoring Program. The annual number of wells and seeps sampled at OU2 since the previous
five-year review is included in Table 4-7. Attachment C includes decision guides for monitoring
well selection and analysis (Figure C-1) and monitoring well sampling frequency (Figure C-2).
In addition, Figure C-4 illustrates the status of the contamination found at key wells in OU2.

Table 4-7
Number of Wells and Seeps Sampled at OU2, 1998 to 2002

Year Number of Wells Sampled Number of Seeps Sampled
1998 14 0
1999 14 0
2000 13 0
2001 12 0
2002 S 1

The recovery and treatment system began operating in 1993. Floating fuel product was
observed and removed from the IRA free product recovery system each week since system
startup until all technically practicable free product was recovered. As of November 1994, about
145 gallons of product were recovered from operation of the IRA. Small quantities were
recovered through 1996 and from February 1997 to February 1999, no recoverable quantities of
fuel product were observed. In April 1999 the system was shut down and hand-bailing methods
are used monthly to recover remaining small quantities of floating free product (at wells with
more than 0.1 foot free-product thickness).

The free-product recovery system at ST41 eliminated potential pathways for exposure.
The surface water and groundwater that would flow into the wetland areas were being collected
and treated as part of the IRA system. The wetland areas that receive the surface and seep water
are in remote locations, seldom visited by humans. In addition, exposure to contaminated
groundwater is prevented by LUCs that prohibit the use of the shallow aquifer. LUCs are
maintained to prevent exposure until cleanup levels are attained (see Section 4.7).
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Annual system O&M costs include planning and management, operation and
maintenance of the free product recovery system, sampling, monitoring, reporting, and five-year
reviews. Total costs for FY 1994 through 2003 are presented in the following table.

Table 4-8
O&M Costs for OU2, FY 1994 through 2003

Fiscal Free Product Groundwater | Land Use | Five-Year | Total Costs*
Year Recovery System | and Seep Controls Review

Operation Monitoring Plan
1994 $189,200 -- == 2 $ 189,000
1995 $294,761 - -- -- $ 295,000
1996 -- $38,007 -- -- $ 38,000
1997 $92,300 $84,000 -- -- $ 176,000
1998 $102,647 $84,000 -- -- $ 187,000
1999 $225,788 $74,012 -- -- $ 300,000
2000 -- $79,902 -- -- $ 80,000
2001 -- $69,126 -- -- $ 69,000
2002 -- $72,089 $1,792 $2,074 $ 76,000
2003 -- $53,989 -- -- $ 54,000
Total Cost: $ 1,464,000

* Total Costs are rounded to nearest $1,000.

4.3 Operable Unit 4

QU4 is located in the central portion of Elmendorf AFB, near the main runways and
consists of ten source areas that are divided into OU4 East and OU4 West areas (Figure 1,
Attachment A). The source areas include floor drains in eight maintenance facilities (SD24
through SD30, and SS18), a fire training area (F123), and an asphalt drum storage and processing
area (SS10). Contamination includes fuel spills, leaking asphalt storage drums, leaking fuel
distribution systems and USTs, aircraft refueling operations, aircraft maintenance activities within
the hangar facilities, and incomplete combustion of fire training materials in the fire training area
(FTA). Table 2-1 provides a brief chronology of events occurring at QU4.

Due to minimal soil contamination found at SS18, SD26, SD27, and SD30, these sites
were designated as NFA for soil. NFA decision documents were signed in May 1993,

During the fall of 1993 and summer of 1994, a response action at SS10 removed both
liquid asphalt and asphalt-containing soils left over from former asphalt batch operations. Over
100,000 gallons of asphalt were recovered and recycled for reuse on base.

RAOs were developed to specify actions needed to protect human health and the
environment. RAOs specified in the OU4 ROD are applicable for all contaminated groundwater
and soil areas and include:

e Protect human health and the environment by preventing ingestions of and contact
with contaminated media by people;

e Protect uncontaminated media by preventing releases from sources;
e Use treatment techniques whenever practicable; and

e Implement a cost effective solution that can achieve the cleanup levels for the final
COCs.
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These RAOs define the site-specific COCs, exposure routes and receptors, and
remediation goals, which are defined as acceptable contaminant levels for each exposure route.
Table 4-9 presents a summary of the COCs and cleanup levels to be achieved as outlined in the
OU4 ROD through implementation of the selected remedy.

Table 4-9
Cleanup Levels at OU4
. Contaminant of ROD-Established Source of
Location -
Concern Cleanup Level Requirements

Groundwater (ug/L)

FT23 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 200 MCL'
1,1-Dichlororethene 7 MCL'
1,2-Dichloroethane 6 MCL
Tetrachloroethene 6 MCL!

Trichloroethene 6 MCL'

1,2-Dichloroethene 70 MCL'

Benzene 5 MCL!

SD25 Benzene 5 MCL'
Ethylbenzene 700 MCL'

Toluene 1,000 MCL'

SD24, SD26, Benzene 5 MCL'

SD27

SD28, SD29 Tetrachloroethene 5 MCL'

Trichloroethene 5 MCL!

Soil (mg/kg)

FT23 DRO 2,000 ACM?

GRO 1,000 ACM’

SD25 DRO 1,000 ACM’
GRO 2,000 ACM’

SS10 DRO 2,000 ACM?
Jet Fuel 2,000 ACM’

Xylene 100 ACM’

GRO 1,000 ACM’

'40 CFR Part 131, and 18 ACC Chapter 70.010a and d, 70.015 through 70.0110, 18 AAC 80.070.

2ACM — Alaska Cleanup Matrix Level D, 18 AAC 78.315.

Note: There are no cleanup levels for soil at SD26, SD27, SD28, and SD29 because contaminant levels were
below regulatory standards at the time of the ROD.

4.3.1 OU4 Remedy Implementation and Status

The OU4 ROD was signed on October 10, 1995 and focused on soil and groundwater.
The remedy selected for subsurface soil contamination at QU4 was bioventing. Bioventing
systems were installed and activated at SS10, FT123, and SD25 in November 1995. The selected
remedy for groundwater is monitoring to assess contaminant migration and the timely reduction
of contaminant concentrations by natural attenuation. Currently, groundwater is monitored and
sampled at this OU as part of the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program. The major
components of the selected remedy for OU4 and current status of each are provided in Table 4-
10.
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Table 4-10
OU4 Remedy Implementation Status

Remedy Component Status

Intrinsic remediation (now referred to as “natural attenuation™) will be Ongoing since 1996
relied upon to attain cleanup levels in the contaminated shallow (Basewide
groundwater aquifer. Groundwater will be monitored semi-annually to Groundwater

evaluate contaminant migration and timely reduction of contaminant
concentrations.

Monitoring Program).

LUC:s that prohibit the use of the shallow aquifer will prevent exposure to
contaminated groundwater until cleanup levels are achieved.

Implemented June
1998.

In-situ bioventing will be used to treat deep soils (greater than 5 feet in
depth) potentially contributing to contaminants in groundwater at SS10,
FT23, and SD25.

Ongoing at SS10 and
FT23. SD25 has
reached cleanup levels
and the system has
been shut down.

Both shallow (less than 5 feet in depth) and deep soils will be monitored
biannually to evaluate contaminant migration and timely reduction of
contaminant concentrations by bioventing and intrinsic remediation.

Completed May 1997.

The selected remedy includes a combination of contaminant treatment and control of
exposure pathways. A treatability study was initiated in the summer of 1995, and the bioventing
systems were designed and constructed in the fall of 1995. The bioventing systems began
operation in November 1995 and continue to operate at this time. A discussion of the

remediation status follows:

e QU4 Groundwater. Groundwater at each of the sites within OU4 is currently monitored
annually as part of the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program. The program was
established to ensure that both OU-specific and basewide groundwater issues are
addressed comprehensively. The program is modified as needed to ensure the program
and remedies remain protective. Figure C-5 in Attachment C illustrates the status of the
contamination found during the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program at key wells
in OU4. In addition, Attachment C includes decision guides for monitoring well
selection and analysis (Figure C-1) and monitoring well sampling frequency (Figure C-
2). The annual number of wells sampled at OU4 since the previous five-year review is

included in Table 4-11.

Table 4-11
Number of Wells Sampled at OU4, 1998 to 2002

Year Number of Wells Sampled
1998 14

1999 13

2000 13

2001 7

2002 6

At FT23, there are currently groundwater plumes of TCE and benzene. The source for
these plumes is incomplete combustion of fire training materials in the fire training area
(FT23). Contaminants include chlorinated solvent products (1,1, 1-trichloroethane and
TCE) and hydrocarbons, mainly benzene. It is unclear whether natural attenuation of
chlorinated solvents in the plume will be limited by the amount of carbon available.

Final Report 4-8
Five-Year Review

November 2003




Carbon concentrations are currently moderate but decreasing, indicating the process may
slow in the future. This is an indication that, although fuels in this plume will likely meet
cleanup levels by 2008 as predicted in the ROD, chlorinated solvents might not.

e SS10 Soils. Soil gas testing performed in 2001 found total volatile hydrocarbon (TVH)
concentrations in deep soils that ranged from non-detect to 348 mg/kg, suggesting that
low levels of petroleum are still present in the subsurface. The highest hydrocarbon
degradation rate was 0.743 milligram per kilogram per day (mg/kg/day). Respiration test
results indicate that the bioventing system continues to enhance remediation. Active
biodegradation of hydrocarbons appears to be continuing. The system will continue to
operate, and current maintenance, monitoring, and testing schedules will be maintained.
Confirmation sampling at SS10 is scheduled to be performed in 2003 and lab results will
indicate status of contamination remaining at this site.

For shallow soils, sufficient natural attenuation has occurred such that cleanup levels
have been reached. No further monitoring of shallow soils is being done at this site
(USAF, 1998a).

e 123 Soils. For soil at F123, confirmation samples were collected in 1999. Nineteen of
the 21 samples returned analytical data that were below cleanup levels identified in the
OU4 ROD (USAF, 2000a). Results from one sample, at a location (soil boring SB-62)
over 100 feet from the nearest air injection well, were above cleanup levels. In 2002, two
injection wells were installed in that area to expand the current bioventing system and
address contamination at this location. In addition, four soil vapor implant sets with
upper and lower monitoring points were installed to evaluate system performance.

Only one blower (FTA-1) is operating at F123. Blower FTA-2 was shut down in 2000
because remediation at the injection well and soil vapor implant locations associated with
this blower was complete (USAF, 2000a). The system achieved remediation goals within
5 years of activation. Blower FTA-1 is connected to five injection wells, two of which
were installed in 2002, as described previously. Soil gas testing results from 2001
suggest only low levels of hydrocarbon contamination remain in the subsurface. In-situ
respiration test data from 2001 indicate that degradation rates are at or approaching zero
and further hydrocarbon degradation via bioventing is not likely to be significant at FT A-
1 (USAF, 2002b). Because the levels of contamination and site conditions at the new
location, soil-boring SB-62, are parallel to those encountered at FTA-1, remediation at
the new location should be achieved within 5 years, meeting the cleanup duration of 10 to
15 years predicted in the ROD (USAF, 1995a).

e SD25 Soils. For shallow soils, sufficient natural attenuation has occurred such that
cleanup levels have been reached. Confirmation sampling performed at SD25 in 1999,
indicated that all contaminants of concern were below soil cleanup levels except benzene
(USAF, 2000a). In 2002, subsequent confirmation sampling at SD25 consisted of
drilling one additional soil boring and collecting one soil sample from the 14 to 16-foot
interval. Results for GRO and BTEX in 2002 were significantly below cleanup levels
outlined in the OU4 ROD. In March 2003, the final SD25 closure report was completed
and documented cleanup objectives for the deep soils identified in the ROD for OU4 had
been achieved at SD25. No further soil monitoring is being conducted at this time.
Pending regulatory approval, the bioventing system at this site will be shut down.

LUCs have been established at OU4 and will continue to be maintained at each site to prevent
exposure until groundwater and soil cleanup levels are attained (see Section 4.7).
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4.3.2 OU4 Systems O&M

The OU4 bioventing systems are monitored regularly to ensure that the systems are
operating efficiently and to estimate the mass of contamination being removed from the
subsurface. System performance is evaluated using historical data, biweekly systems checks, soil
gas testing and respiration testing. Several practices are in place at SS10, F123, and SD25 to
assist in operation of the system and monitor progress. They include standard O&M procedures
as specified in the O&M manual (USAF, 1996b); biweekly maintenance and system checks to
inspect bioventing wells, blower units, and piping; in-situ respiration testing; and soil gas checks
to ensure bioventing sites are well oxygenated and to evaluate contaminant trends.

Annual system O&M costs include planning and management, operation and
maintenance of the bioventing systems, sampling, monitoring, reporting, and five-year reviews.
Total costs for FY 1996 through FY 2003 are presented in Table 4-12.

Table 4-12
O&M Costs for OU4, FY 1996 through FY 2003

Fiscal Year | Bioventing Groundwater | Land Use | Five-Year Total Costs*

System Monitoring Controls Review

Operation Plan
1996 $71,561 $114,022 -- - $ 186,000
1997 == $73,000 -- == $ 73,000
1998 $33,413 $73,000 -- 2 $ 106,000
1999 $91,095' $71,043 - - $ 162,000
2000 $26,904 $71,024 - == $ 98,000
2001 $34,560 $74,443 -- == $ 109,000
2002 $72,808 $42,052 $10,750 $12,443 $ 138,000
2003 $49,631 $42,358 - == $ 92,000
Total Cost: $ 964,000

:‘Total Cost are rounded to nearest $1,000.
Costs for 1999 were higher than average due to bioventing confirmation soil sampling conducted at FT23 and SD25.

4.4 Operable Unit 5
QU5 is located along the southern boundary of Elmendorf AFB and covers an area over

7,000 feet long and 1,200 feet wide (Attachment A). In the western part of this OU, a steep bluff
gives way to a broad flat area adjacent to Ship Creek. In the eastern portion of OU5, a more
gently sloping bluff leads to a wetland area where there are several shallow connected water
bodies and marshes. The central part of this OU is a transitional area with a bluff and some
surface water features. Bulk storage of diesel fuel, jet fuel and multi-product fuel pipelines was
the primary source of contamination within OUS5. Upgradient sources from OUS (OUs 1, 2, 4,
and several State Program sites) are the major sources of groundwater contamination in OUS.
Regardless of the source of contamination, groundwater is being treated through OUS remedial
actions. Table 2-1 includes a brief chronology of milestone events at OUS.

Due to minimal soil contamination at ST38, SD40, SS42, ST46, and SS53 (Figure 2,
Attachment A), these sites have been designated as NFA sources and decision documents were
signed in August 1994. ST37 is the remaining source area within QUS.

RAOs were developed to specify actions needed to protect human health and the
environment. Specific RAOs specified in the OUS5 ROD include:

Final Report 4-10 November 2003
Five-Year Review



e Protect human health and the environment by preventing ingestion and contact with
contaminated groundwater by people and preventing animal contact with contaminated
seep water;

e Use treatment techniques whenever practicable;

e Implement a solution that is capable of managing impacts from upgradient sources as the
contaminants reach OUS5; and

e Implement a cost-effective solution that can achieve the cleanup levels for the final
COCs.

These objectives define the site-specific COCs, exposure routes and receptors, and
remediation goals, which are defined as acceptable contaminant levels for each exposure route.
The primary types of contaminants are fuel-related chemicals and solvents that are attributed to
sources upgradient of OU5 where past spills or disposal occurred. The COCs and cleanup levels
to be achieved as outlined in the ROD through implementation of the selected remedy are listed in
Table 4-13.

Table 4-13
Cleanup Levels at OUS
Contaminant of ROD-Established Source of Requirement
Concern Cleanup Level
Groundwater (ug/L)
TCE 5 MCL'
Benzene 5 MCL'
TFH-diesel’ 10 18 AAC 70.020, based on ecological risk
TFH-gas” 10 18 AAC 70.020, based on ecological risk
Surface Water (ug/L)
Sheen no sheen 18 AAC 70.020, based on ecological risk
TFH-gas” 10 18 AAC 70.020, based on ecological risk
Tp-4° 10 18 AAC 70.020, based on ecological risk
Soil (mg/kg)
TFH-diesel | 1,000 | 18 AAC 78.315, ACM Level C

'40 CFR 131, 18 AAC 70.010a and d, 18 AAC 015-70.0110, and 18 AAC 80.070
*Since the ROD, these analyses have been revised and replaced with TAH and TAqH (See Section 7.4).

4.4.1 OUS Remedy Implementation and Status

The OU5 ROD was signed on February 1, 1995 (USAF, 1995b) and selected a remedial
action that included the construction and operation of an engineered wetland remediation system
(WRS), and natural attenuation and LUCs for the Beaver Pond wetland area. The major
components of the selected remedy and current status of each is provided in Table 4-14.

Table 4-14
OUS Remedy Implementation Status

Remedy Component Brief Status
Approximately 3,000 cubic yards of fuel product-contaminated Completed:

soil will be excavated from ST37 and treated at an on-base Excavated 1997,
treatment facility to reduce contaminant concentrations below Treated 1999.
cleanup levels.
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Table 4-14 (Continued)

Remedy Component Brief Status
Natural attenuation will be relied upon to attain cleanup levels in | Ongoing.

the contaminated shallow aquifer and surface water at ST37,

other than seep water, including the Beaver Pond wetland area.

Groundwater, seep water, and surface water will initially be Ongoing.
sampled on a quarterly basis. Sediment will be sampled Groundwater

annually. Results of the monitoring program will be assessed
annually for at least the first five years to determine if cleanup
levels have been achieved.

natural attenuation
is monitored by the
Basewide Program.

Contaminated seep water in the western (i.e., Seeps 1, 2, and 3) Ongoing.
and central (Seep 4) portion of OUS5 will be passively drained
using horizontally inserted extraction wells in the bluff.
Contaminated seep water will flow to a constructed wetland, at
the location of the “snowmelt pond” (Engineered Wetland).

A layer of gravel was placed over the sediments in the
“snowmelt pond” (Engineered Wetland) to isolate low levels of
PCB contamination.

LUCs that prohibit use of the shallow aquifer will ensure that
people will not be exposed to contaminated groundwater until

cleanup levels are achieved.

Completed 1997.

Implemented July
1998.

All remedial actions are operational and functional. The WRS is operating as designed
and is routinely maintained according to the O&M Manual (USAF, 1999). The WRS includes
four seep collection areas that passively drain to three pump stations. Water collected in the
pump stations is pumped to the Overland Flow Cell where it is aerated before entering the
engineered wetland cell. Detailed information on the WRS design is contained in the QU5
Design Analysis Report (USAF, 1995¢). The WRS has been operating as designed and
monitoring has occurred (quarterly seep, influent, and effluent sampling) since October 1997.

Groundwater monitoring is continuing at QU5 and upgradient locations as part of the
Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program. Monitoring results are evaluated annually and the
program is modified as appropriate to ensure the program remains comprehensive and protective.
Figures C-6 and C-7 in Attachment C illustrate the status of the contamination found at key wells
in OUS. In addition, Attachment C includes decision guides for monitoring well selection and
analysis (Figure C-1) and monitoring well sampling frequency (Figure C-2). The annual number
of wells and seeps sampled at OU5 since the previous five-year review is included in Table 4-15.

Table 4-15
Number of Wells and Seeps Sampled at OUS, 1998 to 2002

Year Number of Wells Sampled Number of Seeps Sampled
1998 20 4

1999 20 4

2000 20 4

2001 17 14

2002 35 I

Note: Newly identified seeps were discovered and added to the sampling program beginning in 2001.

The majority of the shallow aquifer discharges into wetlands adjacent to Ship Creek, the
point of compliance, where the state surface water quality standards must be met. Monthly
surface water monitoring of Ship Creek was accomplished from 1994 to 1996 to evaluate its
condition and no evidence of COCs was found. Therefore, beginning in 1997, the sampling
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frequency of Ship Creek was reduced to twice yearly in conjunction with QU5 groundwater
sampling. LUCs have been established and are being maintained to prevent exposure until
cleanup levels are attained (see Section 4.7).

4.4.2 OUS Systems O&M

The WRS system operated more than 99 percent of the time in 2002. Annual technical
reports, produced each year since system startup, provide detailed information regarding system
monitoring, operation, and maintenance tasks that have been performed. Several practices are in
place at the WRS to ensure continued operation of the system as designed. They include the
following:

e  An O&M manual (USAF, 1999) was developed to provide standard procedures to ensure
protectiveness of the system. The manual also provides procedures for troubleshooting
and sampling.

e The influent and effluent of the WRS and Beaver Pond are sampled quarterly. The
resulting analytical data are reviewed and reported on a quarterly basis.

¢ Flow is monitored in the wetland cell to ensure proper residence time.

e Maintenance of the system includes daily, weekly, quarterly, and annual site visits and
procedures. The system was installed with an autodialer, which automatically calls the
operating team in the case of a power outage, pump failure, high water levels, etc. Daily
maintenance includes responding to any calls made to the operator by the autodialer.
Visual inspections of the system occur on a weekly basis. The inspections include visual
checks of system components, water conditions, and any site conditions that may
adversely affect operation of the system. Water in the pump stations, overland flow cell,
and wetlands are checked for the presence of sheen or odor. Further, seep areas are
checked for the presence of any new seeps, and contamination if new seeps are found.

e Typical maintenance tasks include pump maintenance, pump station and transport piping
cleanout, and iron precipitate removal.

Annual system O&M costs include planning and management, operation and
maintenance of the WRS, sampling, monitoring, reporting, and five-year reviews. Total costs for
FY 1995 through FY 2003 are presented in Table 4-16.

Table 4-16
O&M Costs for OUS, FY 1995 through FY 2003

Fiscal Year | Wetland Groundwater | Land Use | Five-Year | Total Costs*

Remediation and Seep Controls | Review

System Operation | Monitoring Plan
1995 -- $ 51,140 -- -- $ 51,000
1996 -- $ 38,007 -- -- $ 38,000
1997 -- $ 129,000 -- -- $ 129,000
1998 $ 53,827 $ 129,000 -- -- $ 183,000
1999 $203,275 $ 119,353 -- -- $ 323,000
2000 $ 225,317 $ 124,292 -- -- $ 350,000
2001 $ 208,986 $ 106,322 -- -- $ 315,000
2002 $ 212,485 $ 101,193 $ 1,792 $ 2,074 $ 317,000
2003 $ 286,530 $ 162,316 -- -- $ 449,000
Total Cost: $ 2,155,000

*Total Costs are rounded to nearest $1,000.
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4.5 Operable Unit 6

QU6 consists of three source areas located north of the ElImendorf Moraine (LF04,
WP14, and SD15) and three source areas located south of Ship Creek (LF02, LF03, and SD73)
(Figure 2, Attachment A). LF02, LF03, and LF04 are former landfills. LF04, which overlooks
Knik Arm of Cook Inlet, was used as a surface dump from 1945 to 1957. Debris from the landfill
frequently drifts down the bluff slope onto the beach.

WP14 and SD15 were POL sludge disposal pits and SD73 consisted of surface drains in a
building once used as a rock-testing laboratory with a surface disposal area next to the building.
Table 2-1 provides a brief summary of the chronology of events at QU6.

In FY 1996, source area SS19 was moved to OU6 from QU7 because it was the only
source area remaining in OU7. During 1995, an expedited response action to remove the pesticide
(dieldrin)-contaminated soil was completed at SS19. As a result of the successful completion of the
response action, the agencies have agreed this source qualifies as NFA because the contaminated
soils at SS19 have been satisfactorily removed and the residual risk is at an acceptable level. The
1997 ROD for OU6 documents the removal action and NFA designation.

Pre-ROD responses included the removal of an underground storage tank and petroleum-
contaminated soils in the vicinity of the pump house building (State Program site PL81) in 1996.
Although this is a state program site, the source is suspected to contribute to contamination at
LF04. In addition, removal of surface debris was conducted throughout LF02 in the fall of 1996,
and soil covers were constructed over three areas to minimize potential human exposure to lead
contaminated soils in these areas.

Due to minimal contamination at LF03 and SD73, these sites were designated as NFA in
the OU6 ROD (USAF, 1997a).

OUG has been divided into OU6 North, which consists of source areas LF04, WP14, and
SD15; and OU6 South, which consists of LF02 (as well as NF A sites LF03 and SD73). Specific
RAOs were developed for each area at OU®6.

For OU6 North, the RAQOs are:

e Prevent the ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation of vapors from the groundwater at
LF04 South having benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, 1,2-dichloroethane and methylene
chloride in excess of MCLs and/or resulting in a cancer risk greater than 1.0 x 10 or
Hazard Index greater than 1.

e Mitigate human dermal exposure, to the extent practicable, to landfill waste or debris at
LF04 North/Beach.

e Mitigate exposure, to the extent practicable, of environmentally sensitive receptors to
landfill waste in beach soils at LF04 North/Beach. Relevant exposure pathways for wildlife
include incidental ingestion of contaminated soil, ingestion of contaminated vegetation, and
ingestion of contaminated animals (e.g., insects and earthworms).

e Prevent the ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation of vapors from the groundwater at
WP14 having benzene, ethylbenzene, and toluene in excess of MCLs and/or resulting in a
cancer risk greater than 1.0 x 10 or Hazard Index greater than 1.

e Prevent the domestic use of water in the perched aquifer at SD15, having benzene;
ethylbenzene; toluene; 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane; 1,1,2-trichloroethane; 1,2-dichloroethane;
and TCE in excess of MCLs and/or resulting in a cancer risk greater than 1.0 x 10 or
Hazard Index greater than 1.
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e Prevent the possible migration of contaminants from soils at SD15, having DRO, GRO, and
BTEX concentrations exceeding ACM Level D.

For OU6 South (LF02), the RAOs are:

e Prevent the ingestion and dermal contact of water, and inhalation of vapors from
groundwater while bathing, for water having 1,1,2,2,-tetrachloroethane in excess of cleanup
levels or resulting in a cancer risk greater than 1 x 10™.

e Mitigate, to the extent practicable, human dermal exposure with lead contaminated shallow
soils and exposed landfill waste or debris present on the landfill surface, and

e Preserve existing vegetation and ecological habitat to the extent practicable.

Table 4-17 summarizes the cleanup levels identified in the OU6 ROD, which are based
on MCLs for groundwater and ACM Level D for soil contamination.

Table 4-17
Cleanup Levels at OU6
Chemical ROD-Established Basis for Cleanup
Cleanup Level Level
OU6--North
Groundwater:
Benzene 5 pg/L MCL
Ethylbenzene 700 pg/L MCL
Toluene 1,000 ug/L MCL
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 5 pg/L MCL
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane = -
1,2-Dichloroethane 5 pg/L MCL
Methylene chloride 5 pg/L MCL
TCE 5 pg/L MCL
Soils:
GRO 1,000 mg/kg ACM, Level D
DRO 2,000 mg/kg ACM, Level D
BTEX 100 mg/kg ACM, Level D
Exposed landfill debris -- 18 AAC 60.390
OU6—South
Groundwater:
1,1.2,2-tetrachloroethane [0.43 ug/L [Risk-based cleanup level
Soils:
Lead - --
Exposed landfill debris o --

-- not applicable

'Basis for cleanup level is MCL, 40 CFR 141.61 for Federal MCLs, and 18 AAC 80.070 for State standards
presented in the OU6 ROD.

*Basis for cleanup level is ACM, 18 AAC 78.315 presented in the OU6 ROD.

* Does not have an MCL; therefore there is no cleanup level. Cleanup will be considered complete when
all other contaminants of concern meet MCLs.

PROD does not specify cleanup levels because risk analysis resulted in hazard index below standards. A
lead uptake/Biokinetic model was the basis for listing lead as a COC. For exposed landfill debris, Alaska
Solid Waste Regulations 18 AAC 60.390 for landfill closure applies.
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4.5.1 OU6 Remedy Implementation and Status
The OU6 ROD was signed on January 27, 1997. The major components of the selected
remedy and current status of each is provided in Table 4-18.

Table 4-18

OU6 Remedy Implementation Status

Remedy Component Status
Groundwater at LF02, LF04 (South), WP14, and SD15 will be Ongoing.
included in the Basewide Monitoring Program. Results will be
evaluated annually to determine contaminant migration and track the
progress of contaminant degradation and dispersion.

At LF04 (South) and WP14, recoverable quantities of free product Ongoing.
found on top of the water table will be removed during groundwater
monitoring events.

Conduct annual debris removal on the beach at LF04 North/Beach. Ongoing.
Groundwater in the perched aquifer at SD15 will be treated by a Ongoing.
HVE process to remove fuel related contaminants and halogenated
volatile organic compounds (VOCs). Free product will also be
recovered using this process. Treated water will be reinjected into
the subsurface beyond the boundary of the contaminated aquifer.
Reinjected water will be regularly monitored to ensure it meets
cleanup and risk requirements. Deep soils at SD15 will be actively
treated through air stripping associated with the HVE process.
Contaminated shallow soils at SD15 will be removed, treated by Completed
low-temperature thermal desorption, and backfilled. 1997.
Implement LUCs at LF02, LF04, WP 14, and SD15 to prohibit the Implemented
use of the shallow aquifer and/or designate the areas as “restrictive August 1998
use area” to prohibit the construction of any sort of manned facility, | (September

such as an office building or residence. 1997 at LF02).
Landfill debris on top of or protruding from the surface at LF02 will | Completed
be removed and a limited cover will be applied in three areas with October 1996.

elevated lead concentrations to eliminate the exposure pathway.

The remedial design was completed and all of the selected remedies were started by
October 1996. Because groundwater contaminant levels in the deep confined aquifer did not
exceed regulatory cleanup levels or human health risk levels, remediation of the deep confined
aquifer was not required. A discussion of the remediation status follows:

e QU6 Groundwater. Groundwater at LF02, LF04, WP14, and SD15 is currently monitored
annually as part of the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program. The purpose for
monitoring at QU6 is to assess contaminant migration and the timely reduction of
contaminant concentrations by natural attenuation. Free product recovery during the
summer months of June, July, August, and September is currently ongoing at LF04
(South) and WP14. Figure C-8 in Attachment C illustrates the status of the
contamination found at key wells in OU6. In addition, Attachment C includes decision
guides for monitoring well selection and analysis (Figure C-1) and monitoring well
sampling frequency (Figure C-2). The number of wells and seeps sampled each year at
QU6 since the previous five-year review is included in Table 4-19.
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Table 4-19
Number of Wells and Seeps Sampled at OU6, 1998 to 2002

Year Number of Wells Sampled Number of Seeps Sampled
1998 22 0
1999 2 0
2000 20 0
2001 19 0
2002 15 8

e [ F04 Soils. The selected remedy for the LF04 North/Beach soil is annual removal of
beach debris. This effort has been conducted each summer since 1997. The annual
removal of debris includes all material that has fallen onto the beach that can be
reasonably collected for disposal, as well as debris on the bluff slope or other low-lying
areas that can be accessed and removed without hazard. The following specific actions
were taken in order to meet the RAOs outlined in the OU6 ROD for the LF04 beach:

The beach debris removal has occurred annually since 1997 and will continue
annually for 25 more years, or as long as the landfill remains subject to erosion by
tides. Debris collected has been disposed of in accordance with the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan — Oft-Site Disposal Rule, 40 CFR
300.440.

LUCs have been established to limit access to soil and debris on the beach. Fencing
was installed on the south end of LF04 to limit access through the Port of Anchorage
and gates were installed on Elmendorf AFB access roads to limit access through
Elmendorf AFB. Signs were installed stating that hazards exist at the site and access
is not allowed.

Several studies, monitoring, and practices have been implemented to evaluate and ensure
continued implementation and protectiveness of the selected remedy at LF04 (refer to Section
6.3.5.1 for a review of study results). These include:

Completed the Erosion Monitoring Study, which documents site visit observations,
erosion monitoring of the site, review of aerial photographs, and estimates an erosion
rate (USAF, 2002a).

Completed the Erosion Control Project, which included development and evaluation
of seven alternatives to address erosion of the landfill (USAF, 2002a).

Elmendorf recently completed an Operations and Management Plan for LF04 that
makes provisions for extensive sampling every five years plus exploratory study of
some specific areas of the bluff.

Collected soil, sediment, and seep samples in December 2002 from the LF04 beach
area to determine if contaminant concentrations have changed since the 1996 RI/FS
in preparation for this five-year review.

Inspections are conducted prior to annual beach debris removal to evaluate the
volume of material to be removed and identification of items of concern such as
hazardous substances, pollutants, contaminants, or ordnance and explosives.

Periodic beach inspections are performed as required, typically after storm events,
change in season, or following a report of a suspicious item. Trained personnel
inspect items identified and properly dispose of items determined to be imminently
hazardous or dangerous.
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e Access control practices including (1) annual inspection and maintenance of fencing
and signs, (2) patrols of the LF04 bluff area by Elmendorf Military Police, and (3)
coordination with Port of Anchorage security to monitor and minimize access
through the Port of Anchorage.

e SDI5 Soils. The selected remedy for SD15 soils includes a combination of exposure
reduction, contaminant removal, and contaminant treatment. During June 1996, four
areas of fuel hydrocarbon-contaminated surface soils were excavated. The HVE system
was designed and constructed in the fall of 1996. The HVE system was activated in
December 1996 and has been in operation since that time.

By December 2002, the HVE system at SD15 operated for a total of 27,199 hours. Over
this six-year period the operation rate was 51.75%. About 312,254 gallons of water was
extracted and seven pounds of VOCs were removed through the liquid phase and 10,086
pounds through the vapor phase. Only benzene and TCE remain above cleanup levels in
OU6MW-17 and OU6MW-18. Only TCE currently exceeds the cleanup level at
QU6MW-90. No other COCs remain above cleanup levels for groundwater at the site.

Deep soil closure sampling was performed at HVE Wells 1302, 1303, and 1304 in the
summer of 2002 to document the effectiveness of HVE at treating deep soils. Sampling
at these locations demonstrated remediation was complete at HVE Well 1302 (also
referred to as OU6MW-90) and at HVE Well 1304. Deep soil samples at HVE Well
1303 were all below cleanup levels with the exception of one sample from the 9-11 feet
below ground surface (bgs) interval. Although this contamination is technically in
“deep” soils, it is relatively shallow and in the same vicinity as documented shallow soil
contamination.

Shallow soil hydrocarbon contamination still exists at two distinct locations at the site.
One of these is in an area just south of the HVE process building. Samples collected
from this area (EHVE02-SB03C) in June 2002 indicated that remaining hydrocarbon
contamination slightly exceeds the GRO cleanup level and is below remediation goals for
all other COCs. The other area of shallow soil contamination exists near HVE Well
1303. Contamination remaining in this area was also verified with the June 2002 samples
(EHVE02-SB1303C), which exceeded cleanup levels for DRO, GRO, and BTEX. All
other shallow soils samples at this locality were below cleanup levels for all of the COCs.

Soils with contamination above cleanup levels were sampled one year after system start
up and every three years thereafter to evaluate reduction of contaminant concentrations.
When two consecutive groundwater-monitoring events indicate all COCs are below
cleanup levels, the HVE system will be shut off. Semi-annual monitoring will continue
for one additional year, and subsurface soil samples will be collected. If levels are
confirmed to be below cleanup levels one year after the system has been shut down, no
further remedial action will be required. If contamination is present in any of the
samples, the system will be restarted, or another remedial option will be considered.

LUCs have been established and are being maintained to prevent exposure until cleanup
levels are attained (see Table 4-22).
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4.5.2 OU6 Systems O&M

The SD15 HVE system is monitored and sampled on a regular basis to determine if the
system is operating efficiently and to estimate the mass of contamination being removed from the
subsurface. System performance is evaluated using historical data, liquid and vapor phase data,
monitoring well data, and the periodic collection of subsurface soil data. Several practices are in
place at SD15 to ensure continued operation of the system and to monitor progress. They include
the following:

e An operations and maintenance manual (USAF, 1997b) was developed to provide
standard procedures to ensure protectiveness of the system. The manual also provides
procedures for troubleshooting and sampling.

e The effluent of the system is sampled monthly to verify that treated water being injected
into the subsurface meets the cleanup and risk requirements specified in the ROD (State
of Alaska Underground Injection Control Program standards).

e Sampling of the vapor phase at the discharge stack of the system is performed monthly to
quantify the total amount of contamination removed through the vapor phase for the
entire system. In addition, quarterly sampling of the vapor phase at each wellhead is
performed to quantify the amount removed through the vapor phase at each well. As part
of preparing the basewide air quality permit application in December 2000, the USAF
completed an emissions inventory and it was determined that the HVE system is not a
significant source. Stack emissions are considered negligible and do not present a threat
to human health or the environment.

e Quarterly sampling of oil/water separator influent is conducted to determine the
contaminant mass removed through the liquid phase.

e Groundwater samples are collected biannually to determine the degree of groundwater
contamination reduction.

e Maintenance of the system includes weekly, quarterly, and annual procedures and visits.
The system was installed with an Autodialer, which automatically calls the operating
team in the case of a power outage, pump failure, high water levels, etc. Daily
maintenance includes responding to any calls made to the operator by the Autodialer.

e Longer-term tasks include snow and ice removal, pump maintenance, and replacement of
filters used to remove contamination from the vapor and fluid phases.

The treatment system at SD15 operated below its expected performance from June until
October 2002. Continued overheating problems caused frequent shutdowns that also exhibited
symptoms of electrical supply and controls problems. In November 2002, the system was
disassembled in an effort to identify and correct the undiagnosed problems. In short, three main
contributors were identified as problems:

e the vacuum pump had a cracked impeller,

e the radiator (aftercooler) for the system had plugged and was not cooling the system
media properly, and

e the 50 horsepower motor "softstart" was locking into a run mode due to excessive heat
build-up and therefore allowed the system to run when the temperature sensors were
identifying an "over-temperature" condition.

The following corrective actions were taken:

e anew pump was installed,

e anew radiator was installed,
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e a physical electrical contact was installed between the main power and motor softstart to
prevent the system from locking into a "run" mode if the system overheated (allowing the
temperature sensors to work as designed and installed), and

e various other maintenance items.

Following completion of this work, the treatment system at SD15 ran at 96.5 percent
operational efficiency over a 5.5-month period after restart of the system.

In addition, a treatability study is currently being implemented (startup September 2003)
to address remaining areas of relatively shallow soil contamination to determine if modifications
to the HVE system will effectively treat these areas. The modifications incorporate soil-vapor-
extraction (SVE) through the installation of two wells per location (4 wells total) that are
incorporated into the existing HVE system piping. The wells were placed such that the radius of
influence of the wells at each location should overlap to provide the maximum treatment area.

Annual system O&M costs include planning and management, operation and
maintenance of the HVE system at SD15, LF04 beach sweeps and debris disposal, sampling,
monitoring, reporting, and five-year reviews. Total costs for FY 1996 through FY 2003 are
presented in Table 4-20.

Table 4-20
O&M Costs for OU6, FY 1996 through FY 2003

Fiscal Year | HVE LF04 Groundwater | Land Use | Five- Total Costs*
System Beach and Seep Controls | Year
Operation | Sweeps Monitoring Plan Review
1996 -- $62,454 $152,029 -- -- $ 214,000
1997 $81,212 -- $123,000 -- -- $ 204,000
1998 -- $64,400 $117,500 -- -- $ 182,000
1999 $137,208 $69,475 $113,667 -- -- $ 320,000
2000 $130,920 | $359,867° $400,034 -- -- $ 891,000
2001 $154,168 $82,000 $116,982 -- == $ 353,000
2002 $171,270 | $465,105 $125,018 $9,931 | $10,037 $ 781,000
2003 $31,000 -- $139,845 -- == $ 171,000
Total Cost: $ 3,116,000

*Total Costs are rounded to nearest $1,000.

+-

* Costs for LF04 Beach Sweeps in FY 2000 is elevated due to oral history and erosion studies conducted for the site, in
addition to the annual beach sweep.

Costs for LF04 Beach Sweeps in FY 2002 included $380,000 for preparation of the Operations Management Plan,
which included beach sweeps in 2003 as part of plan preparation.

4.6 SA100

SA100 is located at the Private Sector Financed Housing Site near the Boniface entrance
to Elmendorf AFB. During a new utility excavation in June 2001, buried debris and suspected
contaminated soil were discovered. Within two weeks, the site was designated as a CERCLA
“time critical removal action” and site investigations began immediately followed by a removal
action in August through September 2001. The site investigation included soil sampling that
indicated elevated metals, VOCs, and petroleum contamination. The most conservative State of
Alaska lead cleanup level of 400 mg/kg was used during the cleanup activities to delineate the
limits of the excavation and characterize the soil removed from the site for disposal. The final
soil cleanup levels are shown in Table 4-21.
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Table 4-21

Cleanup Levels at SA100
Contaminant of Concern Cleanup Level Source of Requirement
Soil (mg/kg)
DRO 250 18 AAC 75.341 Table BI Method 2
RRO 11,000 18 AAC 75.341 Table BI Method 2
Arsenic 16.2 Background”
Barium 214 Background”
Cadmium 3.03 Background”
Chromium 76.1 Background”
Mercury 0.23 Background”
Lead 400 Site-specific State cleanup level based on
the most conservative residential land use.
Selenium 0.69 Background”
Silver 2.0 Background”

"The most stringent of the criteria listed in 18 AAC 75.341 Table B1 Method 2 under 40-inch zone
“Documented background levels in Elmendorf AFB soils and published in 1993.

4.6.1 SA100 Remedy Implementation and Status

Approximately 1,000 cubic yards of soil, 568 tons of debris, and 175 drums of
uncontaminated soil were characterized and disposed appropriately. Due to lead concentrations,
about 22 tons of soil were classified as hazardous waste and 114 tons of soil were classified as
being above ADEC cleanup criteria but a non-hazardous material; both were transported to a
RCRA-permitted facility in Idaho. Twenty-one confirmation soil samples confirmed that all
metal concentrations above background levels and all petroleum-contaminated soils above
regulatory criteria had been removed.

The USAF and EPA determined that because the conservative cleanup level of 400
mg/kg for lead was used, a site closure document as well as documentation in this five-year
review would be sufficient to demonstrate concurrence for site closure and preparation of a ROD
for SA100 would be unnecessary. Because agencies concur that no further response action is
necessary, the USAF considers SA100 closed.

4.7 Land Use Controls

Elmendorf AFB has established LUCs as part of each ROD, except OU3. OU3 is closed
and is not required to be included in this five-year review. The term “institutional controls” is used
in the OU RODs, however the USAF prefers the term “land use controls.” For the purposes of this
report, the terms “institutional controls’ and “land use controls™ are used synonymously. LUCs
were established for OUs 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 in their respective OU RODs as a component of their
selected remedies, as mentioned in the previous sections. These LUCs were established at
Elmendorf AFB to prevent exposure to contaminated media, and they include restrictions on the use
of the shallow aquifer south of the Elmendorf Moraine, limitations on the types of buildings at
specific areas (primarily occupancy limitations), and designations of specific areas for recreational
use only. In some cases, LUCs have been expanded beyond the requirement of the RODs for
convenience. For example, there is no requirement for a basewide restriction on the use of the
shallow aquifer; however, this restriction has been made to be generic to the Qutwash Plain for
convenience and to avoid confusion as to which building(s) can/cannot use the water.

The LUCs have been incorporated into a Land Use Controls Management Plan (USAF,
2003a) and are also outlined in the Base General (Comprehensive) Plan (USAF, 1997¢). A recent
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internal audit that was conducted as part of preparation of the Land Use Controls Management
Plan indicated that the program is effective and no construction has occurred on Elmendorf AFB
that would be inconsistent with the established land use controls. The Elmendorf Environmental
Protection Committee is responsible for overseeing compliance with these LUCs. The
implementation and effectiveness of these LUCs are reviewed at least annually by the Elmendorf
Environmental Flight and any proposed changes affecting these controls are forwarded to EPA
and ADEC for review. A line item in Table 2-1 shows the dates that LUCs were implemented at
each OU.

The previous sections, applicable to each OU, describe LUCs implemented as part of the
RODs. Post-ROD changes relating to LUCs have occurred for OUs 1 and 2 and are as follows:

e The OU1 ROD specified zoning of the affected areas for "outdoor/recreational use."
However, local zoning codes do not apply to Elmendorf AFB. In lieu of zoning, LUCs
were established and are to be maintained until cleanup levels are achieved. The LUC for
QU1 designates the area as "restricted use area” authorized for recreational use and
construction of unmanned facilities. The construction of manned facilities is prohibited.

e Toresolve the conflict presented with the differing zoning designations specified in the
OU2 ROD, the EPA, ADEC, and USAF agreed to interpret the ROD as allowing

outdoor/recreational use and unmanned industrial use.

Table 4-22 describes the LUCs adopted at Elmendorf AFB to ensure compliance with
ROD-specified LUCs at each OU.

In addition to the site-specific restrictions provided in Table 4-22, Elmendorf AFB has
implemented a restriction on the use of groundwater from the shallow aquifer south of the
Elmendorf Moraine; this area is known as the Outwash Plain. Use of Elmendorf AFB’s shallow
aquifer in the Outwash Plain for any purpose including, but not limited to, drinking, irrigation,
fire control, dust control, or any other activity south of the EImendorf Moraine is strictly
prohibited. It is understood that portions of the shallow aquifer are contaminated and may pose a
health risk.
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Table 4-22
Site-Specific Land Use Controls, Elmendorf AFB

OU (Site)

Land Use Control (LUC) Description

Expected
Year of
LUC
Expiration

1

“Restricted Use Area” designated for recreational use and construction
of unmanned facilities (such as parking lots, storage buildings, etc.). The
construction of manned facilities (such as office buildings or residential
structures) is strictly prohibited.

Excavation affecting the integrity and function of the landfill caps, or
impacting the shallow groundwater table is not allowed.

2004

2 (ST41)

“Restricted Use Area” designated for recreational use of the parcel (such
as cross-country skiing, etc.) and construction of unmanned facilities
(such as parking lots, storage buildings, or taxiways). The construction
of manned facilities (such as office buildings or residential structures) is
strictly prohibited.

As long as hazardous substances remain on this site at levels that
preclude unrestricted use, groundwater development and the use of the
groundwater at this site for any purpose including, but not limited to,
drinking, irrigation, fire control, dust control or any other activity is
prohibited.

2016

No site-specific LUCs are in effect at OU3.

“Airfield Use Area” designated for aircraft O&M, which include active
and inactive runways, taxiways, and parking aprons for aircraft. The
establishment of residential development of the areas is strictly
prohibited.

2006

5

No site-specific LUCs are in effect at QUS.

6 (LF02)

“Restricted Use Area” designated for recreational use of the parcel (such
as cross-country skiing, etc.) and construction of unmanned facilities
(such as parking lots, storage buildings, or taxiways). The construction
of manned facilities (such as office buildings or residential structures) is
strictly prohibited. Drilling into the shallow aquifer is restricted by the
Base Comprehensive Plan. As a former landfill, this designation will
remain indefinitely.

Indefinite

6 (LF03)

“Restricted Use Area” designated for recreational use of the parcel (such
as cross-country skiing, etc.) and construction of unmanned facilities
(such as parking lots, storage buildings, or taxiways). The construction
of any sort of manned facilities (such as office buildings or residential
structures) is strictly prohibited. As a former landfill, this designation
will remain indefinitely.

This site is also permanently included in the “accident potential zone”
which further restricts the construction of any above ground facilities at
this location.

Indefinite
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Table 4-22 (Continued)

OU (Site)

Land Use Control (LUC) Description

Expected
Year of
LUC

Expiration

6 (LF04)

“Restricted Use Area” designated for recreational use of the parcel (such
as cross-country skiing, etc.) and construction of unmanned facilities
(such as parking lots, storage buildings, or taxiways). The construction
of any sort of manned facilities (such as office buildings or residential
structures) is strictly prohibited. As a former landfill, this designation
will remain indefinitely.

The use of contaminated groundwater throughout LF04 for any purpose
including, but not limited to, drinking, irrigation, fire control, dust
control or any other activity is prohibited. Drilling into the shallow
aquifer is also restricted.

Indefinite

6 (SD15)

Land use controls restrict access to contaminated groundwater
throughout the site. Installation of wells in the contaminated plume for
residential, industrial, or agricultural use will be prohibited until cleanup
levels have been achieved.

6 (WP14)

“Restricted Use Area” designated for recreational use of the parcel (such
as cross-country skiing, etc.) and construction of unmanned facilities
(such as parking lots, storage buildings, or taxiways). The construction
of any sort of manned facilities (such as office buildings or residential
structures) is strictly prohibited. As a former landfill, this designation
will remain indefinitely.

Land use controls restrict access to contaminated groundwater
throughout the site. Installation of wells in the contaminated plume for
residential, industrial, or agricultural use will be prohibited until cleanup
levels have been achieved.

2011

(SA100)

No site-specific LUCs are in effect at SA100.
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Section 5.0
PROGRESS SINCE LAST FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

No areas of non-compliance were identified during the first five-year review in 1998. At
that time, all remedies were protective of human health and the environment and LUCs
adequately prevented potential exposure to contaminants present in soil and the shallow aquifer.
No recommendations for follow-up actions were made during the 1998 review.

The remedial systems were operating and functioning as designed and no modifications
were required. Since 1998, contamination at OUs 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 has decreased and the remedies
continue to protect human health and the environment—as long as LUCs are in place.
Contamination remains above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure at
OUs 1, 2,4, 5, and 6.
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Section 6.0
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

The guidelines outlined in EPA OSWER publication number 9355.7-03B-P (EPA,
2001a) were used to guide the review process.

In conducting this five-year review, the project team, consisting of the USAF, ADEC,
and EPA, reviewed and evaluated the ROD requirements, work that has been done to satisfy
those requirements, current and past monitoring data, current status of the remedies, and physical
condition of the sites. This included site inspections of each OU where action has been
performed or is in progress. Review of most of the OUs was done concurrent with preparation of
OU annual summary reports. Those reports contain more details of the remedial actions
performed for each OU, monitoring data, and evaluation of data trends and progress toward
cleanup levels. An individual five-year review document was then drafted for each separate area
or OU, the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program, and LUCs and reviewed and finalized
internally with input from the EPA and ADEC. The overall EImendorf Five-Year Review report
was then compiled using these individual documents (or feeder documents), and then drafted and
subjected to a series of peer and agency reviews.

6.1 Administrative Components
Interested parties, including ADEC and EPA were notified of the start of the five-year

review process during a kickoff meeting held on January 31, 2003. The Community
Environmental Board (CEB), formerly known as the Restoration Advisory Board, was notified
that the review was forthcoming at their October 2002 meeting and again briefed during a
meeting held in April 2003.

The five-year review team consisted of individuals from Environmental Restoration
(3 CES/CEVR), Public Affairs (3 WG/PA), 11" Air Force Judge Advocate office (11 AF/JACE),
EPA, and ADEC. Technical support was provided by support contractors to 3 CES/CEVR that
had conducted recent O&M activities associated with the remedies at each site. Therefore, in
addition to USAF personnel, these O&M site managers and staff participated in site inspections
and interviews. Documentation of the inspections is located in Attachment D. Interview
documentation is included in Attachment E.

The schedule of this five-year review extended through August 30, 2003 and was
established during the January meeting and consisted of the following components:

e Individual 5-year Review Feeder Documents, which included:
e Document Reviews
e Data Reviews

e Site Inspections
e Community Notification and Involvement;
e Local Interviews; and

e Basewide Five-Year Review Report Development and Reviews.

6.2 Community Notification and Involvement

The community was given opportunity to have input on the five-year review and the
project team briefed the Elmendorf CEB on the draft five-year review document and its findings.
The draft document was sent to all CEB members. The general public was notified of the
opportunity to provide input through a fact sheet mailed on June 9, 2003. In addition, public
notices were placed in the Anchorage Daily News on June 9, 12, and 15, 2003 as well as in the
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Eagle River Star for one week starting on June 12, 2003 (re-run with corrections on June 26,
2003).

The public comments and input were accepted until July 29, 2003 so that they could be
addressed in the final document. Following agency signature, the final document and a second
fact sheet describing the findings of the review will be distributed (scheduled for January 2004).

6.3 Document and Data Review, Site Inspections, and Interviews

The RODs associated with each OU were reviewed to identify RAOs, to be considereds
(TBCs), contaminants of potential concern (COPCs), COCs, and cleanup levels. The individual
five-year review feeder documents and closure reports as well as quarterly and annual reports
were reviewed to evaluate data trends, highlighted in the following subsections. In addition, the
document and data review was used to prepare the technical assessment (Section 7), and identify
any potential issues, (Section 8), and recommendations or follow-up actions (Section 9). Refer to
the OU-specific annual reports for specific analytical results. The technical assessment in Section
7 includes an evaluation of changes to standards, newly promulgated standards, TBCs, and new
toxicity information.

In this section, the performance of each selected remedy was evaluated using historical
and current monitoring data. Trends in COCs for which ARARs were established in each ROD
were evaluated to ensure that the associated selected remedy is performing as designed. In
addition, all recent available analytical data (i.e., 2002 results) were screened to determine if any
contaminants are currently present above state (e.g., 18 AAC 70, 18 AAC 75, 18 AAC 80) or
federal (e.g., 40 CFR 131, 40 CFR 141) cleanup levels.

In addition, the USAF monitors the progress of natural attenuation as part of the
Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program using Air Force Center for Environmental
Excellence (AFCEE) and EPA guidance. For fuels, the Technical Protocol for Implementing
Intrinsic Remediation with Long-Term Monitoring for Natural Attenuation of Fuel
Contamination Dissolved in Groundwater (Wiedimeier, 1999) was followed. For chlorinated
solvents, the Technical Protocol for Evaluating Natural Attenuation of Chlorinated Solvents in
Ground Water (EPA, 1998) was followed. These documents provide a detailed overview of
biodegradation of fuels and chlorinated solvents and methods for qualifying and quantifying the
evidence for natural attenuation.

The OU project managers, site manager, or O&M staff performed site inspections. OU
Project Managers (the O&M site managers) and O&M staff for these sites were also interviewed.
Site inspection checklists are located in Attachment D. Interview documentation is included in
Attachment E.

For LUCs, various base organizations involved with LUC management were interviewed
and their programs evaluated to develop an overall assessment of the effectiveness of LUC
management at EImendorf AFB. Numerous documents were also reviewed. A LUC interview
form was developed and used for all interviews. The following bullets describe the LUC review
process:

e Organizations interviewed during the five-year LUC review included base development
and planning, utilities, real estate, privatization, environmental planning, and legal
personnel.

e Interview items included a description of the organization’s role in LUC management
processes, their understanding of the LUC management processes in which they are
involved, their opinion as to whether the processes are effective, opportunities for
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improvement, instances where LUCs have been violated, and recommended changes to
the processes.

e Documents reviewed include OU RODs, remedial action reports, the Elmendorf AFB
General Plan, Tab D-6 (Constraints and Opportunities Map), the previous Five-Year
Review report (USAF, 1998a), and the environmental condition of property maps.

6.3.1 Operable Unit 1

The remedy at OUI is natural attenuation and LUCs. Recent data trends and the presence
of daughter products in OU1 groundwater monitoring wells demonstrate that TCE is degrading
and achievement of cleanup levels is likely within the timeframe predicted in the ROD.
Manganese has been below cleanup levels at all locations in QU1 since 2001. Sites LF05, LF07,
LF13, and OT56 have all met cleanup levels for all COCs. Only one well, LF59-MW-03, in Site
LF59 remains above the ROD-established remedial action level for TCE.

The OU1 groundwater-sampling suite in 2002 included several analytes that were used to
evaluate natural attenuation and VOC levels. The entire 2002 analytical dataset was reviewed to
determine whether any chemicals, including target COCs as well as all associated chemicals in
the analytical suite, were present at concentrations above current state or federal cleanup levels.
This review determined that the maximum detected concentration of 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane in
2002 was 18 pg/L, which is above the ADEC groundwater cleanup level of 4 pg/L in well LF59-
MW-03 (there is no federal cleanup level). This is the same well in which TCE was found above
the cleanup level. 1,1,2,2,-tetrachloroethane was not established as a COC in the OU1 ROD
because the risk assessment determined that the risk associated with the compound was within
EPA’s acceptable risk management range. An evaluation of the effects of this finding on remedy
protectiveness will be discussed further in Section 7.1. No other analytes were detected above
regulatory cleanup levels at OU1.

A site inspection and interview were performed at OU1, by O&M staff, on May 16, 2003.
Access controls, LUCs, and monitoring wells were inspected. Access controls and LUCs
appeared adequate: signs at the entrance gate appeared in good condition and no vandalism was
evident. Inspection of the monitoring wells revealed all wells were in good working condition,
properly located and locked, and spare parts were readily available. The wells are routinely
sampled, monitoring data is submitted on time and is of acceptable quality. The site inspection
checklist, included in Appendix D, indicates that a landfill cap was being placed at the time of the
inspection. This refers to the Elmendorf AFB Municipal Solid Waste Landfill, which is being
capped according to a State agreement and the Municipal Solid Waste Landfill Closure Plan
(USAF, 1996a). Although this is not an action that is required by the ROD, the landfill cap is
expected to result in diverting a large portion of storm water from infiltrating into the landfill,
thereby limiting leachate migration and associated contaminants to groundwater in OU1.

6.3.2 Operable Unit 2

The selected remedy at OU?2 is source removal (completed), operation of a free product
recovery system (completed), natural attenuation of contaminants in groundwater (ongoing), and
LUCs. The free product recovery system operated as designed and was shut down in April 1999,
after no recoverable quantities of free product were observed for over a year (refer to Section
4.2.1). Since then, hand-bailing methods have been used regularly to recover remaining small
quantities of floating free product (at wells with more than 0.1 foot thickness). The 2002 annual
report for the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program indicated that the method of hand-
bailing the remaining free product has had little observed effect (USAF, 2002b).

Groundwater and surface water data have verified that natural attenuation is occurring at
ST41. Two hydrocarbon plumes exist in groundwater at ST41 and are separated by a
groundwater divide (see Figure C-4, Attachment C). One plume is moving northwest while the

November 2003 6-3 Final Report
Five-Year Review



second is moving southeast. Both are from the same source. Groundwater and surface water data
collected from 1996 through 2002 have verified that natural attenuation is occurring in both
plumes at ST41. For example, maximum benzene concentrations reported in the north plume
(well ST41-28) decreased from 737 png/L to 270 ug/L between 1996 and 2002. In the southern
plume, maximum benzene concentrations (well ST41-16) decreased from 14,500 ug/L to 13,000
pug/L during this period.

Recent sampling results show that BTEX concentrations in the southern plume may not
be decreasing as quickly as predicted in the 2000 groundwater modeling report (USAF, 2001). It
appears that the 2000 model may have overestimated the amount of contaminated source material
that was removed during the initial remedial action. While BTEX concentrations in most
monitoring wells appear to follow or even exceed reductions predicted by the revised year 2000
model, concentrations in one well in the southern plume show BTEX concentrations several times
greater than the predicted concentrations. Well ST41-16 had BTEX levels of 32,400 ug/L while
predicted BTEX concentrations were between 1,000 and 5,000 ug/L. Because current BTEX
concentrations in part of the southern plume exceed predicted concentrations, it is unclear
whether BTEX concentrations will meet cleanup levels in all wells by the predicted cleanup date
of 2016 stated in the OU2 ROD. However, as illustrated on Figure C-4 in Attachment C, this
plume appears to be shrinking over time and does not appear to be migrating from the site.

In 2002, groundwater samples at OU2 were analyzed for VOCs and the analytical data
were reviewed to determine if any chemicals, including those not regularly monitored as part of
ROD requirements, were present at concentrations above current state or federal cleanup levels.
Benzene, ethylbenzene, and toluene were found above cleanup levels. All of these compounds
are ROD-specified COCs and are regularly monitored as part of the remedy.

Site inspection and interviews performed at ST41 on May 16, 2003 revealed that LUCs
and monitoring wells at OU2 appear to be adequate: signs at the entrance gate appeared in good
condition, inspection of the monitoring wells revealed all wells were in good working condition,
properly located and locked, and spare parts were readily available. The wells are routinely
sampled, monitoring data is submitted on time and is of acceptable quality.

6.3.3 Operable Unit 4

The selected remedy at OU4 is bioventing of deep soils at three locations, natural
attenuation of contaminants in groundwater, and LUCs. The success of the bioventing system is
evidenced by monitoring which shows that COC concentrations at sites SS10, FT23, and SD25
have decreased significantly over the five years the bioventing systems have been in operation. A
status of soil monitoring results are summarized below:

e SS10 Soils: TVH concentrations in soil gas testing results in 2001 indicate that low levels of
petroleum hydrocarbons are still present in the subsurface. However, the in-situ respiration
testing results indicated that bioventing continues to enhance hydrocarbon degradation.

e FT23 Soils: As indicated in Section 4.3.1, the blower at FT A-2 was shut down in 2000 after
1999 sampling showed that cleanup levels had been met. In 1999, the original area treated by
FTA-1 had also met cleanup levels; however, the blower at FTA-1 continues to operate
because the system was expanded in 2002 to address contamination that was identified at an
area that was not included in the original treatability study (soil boring SB-64).

A revised cleanup date for FT23 has not been established for the new area of contamination
that was identified during the 1999 sampling. The sample (SB-64) exhibited contamination
above the cleanup levels from the soil horizon immediately above the water table. Based
upon the depth of contamination in the soil boring and the depth to groundwater at F'123 (36 -
44 feet bgs), it appears that contaminated groundwater may be spreading contamination in the
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smear zone above the water table and in saturated soil at F123. Groundwater appears to be
re-contaminating subsurface soil in the smear zone at the groundwater interface. Although
the bioventing system may slightly enhance biodegradation in this case, it is not designed to
remediate saturated soils. Therefore, it is unlikely that soil cleanup levels will be met until
groundwater is further remediated and constant recontamination of these soils subsides. The
groundwater monitoring and LUCs will ensure protectiveness in the interim.

e SD25 Soils: As detailed in Section 4.3.1, closure sampling conducted in 1999 indicated
cleanup levels had been achieved for DRO, GRO and total BTEX, but cleanup levels were
not met for benzene. Follow-on closure sampling in July 2002 documents that degradation of
benzene has occurred and remediation at SD25 is complete (USAF, 2002d). Annual reports
from 1997 to the present provide analytical data collected from the bioventing systems.

Analysis of trends in groundwater COC concentrations at OU4 is as follows:

e OU4 East Plume:

e TCE concentrations in this plume are approximately half of the concentration levels
of 1993. The ROD predicted that the groundwater cleanup level would be reached by
is 2008. Although natural attenuation is occurring, it is likely that the cleanup
duration may exceed ROD specifications.

e OU4 West Area:

e FTA Plume (OU4 FT23): Benzene remediation appears to be on track with the
cleanup level to be reached by 2008. The chlorinated compounds found at OU4,
however, are degrading more slowly than predicted by the groundwater models.
Tetrachloroethene, TCE, and 1,2- dichloroethene may not reach cleanup levels by
2008.

e QU4 West Plumes at wells OU4 W-08 and OU4W-04: Remediation appears to be on
track for ethylbenzene and toluene; however, remediation of benzene may take
longer than specified in the ROD.

In 2002, groundwater samples at OU4 were analyzed for natural attenuation parameters,
VOCs, GRO, and DRO. The analytical data were reviewed to determine if any chemicals, other
than COCs, were present at concentrations above current state or federal cleanup levels. GRO
and DRO, neither of which is included in the OU4 ROD chemical-specific ARARs for
groundwater, were both found above ADEC groundwater cleanup levels. No federal cleanup
levels exist for GRO and DRO in groundwater. An evaluation of the effects of this finding on
remedy protectiveness will be discussed further in Section 7.3.

Site inspections at OU4 reveal that bioventing systems and monitoring wells are in good
condition.

6.3.4 Operable Unit 5

The selected remedy at OU5 includes source removal (completed), seep water
containment and treatment (ongoing), natural attenuation of contaminants in groundwater and
surface water (ongoing), and LUCs. The point of compliance for the WRS is Ship Creek. To
date, no contaminants have been detected in Ship Creek above cleanup levels. To provide
additional protection to Ship Creek, the effluent of the WRS and Beaver Pond are also sampled.
All effluent monitoring results from the WRS and Beaver Pond have been below cleanup levels.

Although the seeps currently captured are being effectively remediated, additional seeps
(Seeps 9, 10, and 11) have been discovered which contain TCE in excess of cleanup levels. The
USATF plans to incorporate these seeps into the WRS for treatment, as recommended in Section 9.
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The source and extent of this TCE has not been adequately characterized and the potential exists
for increased levels of TCE to discharge to surface water. In addition, the USAF has initiated
further investigation into the suspected source and extent of the Kenney Ave Plume, where
elevated TCE contamination has been identified (49 ng/L in well 403-MW-01) and modeling is
scheduled for later this year.

Groundwater and seep sampling activities show that contamination is not migrating off-
site as evidenced by consistent non-detect levels at the effluent of the WRS and Beaver Pond.
Groundwater monitoring parameters indicate a high level of attenuation of fuels. Benzene levels
throughout OUS are generally below the cleanup level with the exception of Seep 2, which has a
fluctuating trend at concentrations above the cleanup level. Although the presence of microbes
that degrade TCE have been identified, a lack of an adequate carbon source appears to slow the
rate of TCE remediation in some plumes (i.e., influent of Beaver Pond and Seeps 9, 10, and 11).
Data trends indicate that TCE attenuation is occurring at rates slower than predicted in the QU5
model (USAF, 1994c) and TCE at OU5 may not reach cleanup levels by 2026 as specified by the
OU5 ROD.

Modeling of the shallow aquifer was conducted in 1994, 1997, and the spring of 1998 to
evaluate contaminant migration and the potential for impacts to downgradient receptors.
Modeling concluded that the contaminant plumes are not migrating far from the source areas or
reaching downgradient receptors. Results of this modeling are currently under reevaluation.

The OUS5 groundwater sampling suite in 2002 included several analytes that were used to
evaluate natural attenuation as well as VOC levels. The analytical data were reviewed to
determine whether any compounds, including those not regularly monitored as part of ROD
requirements, were present at concentrations above current state or federal cleanup levels. This
review found 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane was above the newly promulgated ADEC groundwater
cleanup level of 4 pg/L in wells GW-4A (4.7 ug/L) and OUSMW-08 (5.4 pg/L). No federal
cleanup level exists for this chemical in groundwater. However, the sample results for the
effluent from the Beaver Pond have been non-detect for 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane, which
indicates that the remedy is functioning as intended and the remedy continues to be protective at
the point of compliance located downgradient of the Beaver Pond (Ship Creek). In addition,
tetrachloroethene was found above the ADEC groundwater cleanup level and the federal drinking
water standard of 5 ug/L at well OU3SMW-11 at a concentration of 6.2 ug/L.. Neither
tetrachloroethene nor 1,1,2,2,-tetrachloroethane was established as a chemical-specific cleanup
level in the OU5 ROD because the risk assessment determined that the risks associated with the
compounds were within EPA’s acceptable risk management range. An evaluation of the effects
of these findings on remedy protectiveness will be discussed further in Section 7.4. No other
analytes sampled in 2002 were detected above regulatory standards at OUS5.

Although sediment sampling has occurred annually since system startup, the intent of the
cleanup level established in the ROD was to confirm cleanup of fuel-contaminated soils at ST37.
Because several years of data have shown non-detect result for fuels, sediment samples will no
longer be collected at OUS5 starting in 2004, pending regulatory approval.

The site inspection and interview conducted on February 11, 2003 revealed that LUCs
and monitoring wells at OU5 appear to be adequate; monitoring seep sampling pipes and wells
were in good working condition, properly located and locked; the WRS system, overland flow
cell, pipes, pumps, and associated controls appeared to be in good working order, and spare parts
were readily available. The influent, effluent, seeps, and wells are routinely sampled, monitoring
data is submitted on time and is of acceptable quality.
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6.3.5 Operable Unit 6

The selected remedy at areas within OU6 includes natural attenuation of contaminants in
groundwater (ongoing), annual beach debris removal (ongoing), landfill surface debris removal
and cover application (complete), and groundwater treatment via HVE (ongoing).

A review of Basewide Groundwater Monitoring data trends in COCs in OU®6 led to the
following conclusions:

e [ F04 South /WP14: Cleanup levels in the ROD were predicted to be complete by 2010.
This timeframe is not likely to be met at either source area due to free product and
groundwater contamination that is thought to have originated at PL81 (a State Program
Site, not included in OU6). A performance-based contract is planned for 2004 through
2006 to treat contaminated soil in the vadose zone at PL81 to meet ADEC cleanup levels
using a technology chosen by the contractor. The project will be designed to eliminate or
decrease the suspected source of the POL-contamination, possibly through soil
excavation, bioventing, or a combination of both of these remediation techniques.

e The OU6 groundwater sampling suite in 2002 included VOCs, DRO, GRO and several
analytes that were used to evaluate natural attenuation. The analytical data were
reviewed to determine whether any chemicals, including those not regularly monitored as
part of ROD requirements, were present at concentrations above current state or federal
cleanup levels. GRO and DRO, neither of which is included in QU6 chemical-specific
AR ARs for groundwater, were both found above ADEC groundwater cleanup levels. No
federal cleanup levels exist for GRO and DRO in groundwater. An evaluation of the
effects of this finding on remedy protectiveness will be discussed further in Section 7.5.

6.3.5.1 LF04 Data Review

A total of 216 tons of debris has been removed from LF04. Since the previous five-year
review in 1998, approximately 118 tons of debris have been removed, consisting of: 108 tons of
non-hazardous solid waste, 10 tons of recyclable material, and minimal hazardous waste (In 2001,
one 55-gallon drum contained heavy oil that exceeded RCRA TCLP for heavy metals).

Maximum detected contaminant levels measured at LF04 in December 2002 were
compared to maximum levels measured during the 1996 RI/FS to determine if contaminant
concentrations had changed. December 2002 concentrations were also compared to criteria
promulgated and TBCs published since the ROD was signed.

In general, contamination levels measured in 2002 were less than or equal to
contamination levels measured during the 1996 RI/FS. Of those contaminants that increased in
concentration, only cadmium and total tetrachlorodibenzofuran (TCDF) (in soil), and chromium
(in sediment) exceed current available state or federal cleanup levels. Elmendorf AFB soil
contains background concentrations of cadmium and chromium that likely contributed to the
detected concentrations. Total TCDF concentration increased by 50 percent in only one out of
nine samples and exceeded the federal cleanup level in two out of nine samples. Additionally,
contaminants in soil and sediment samples collected in December 2002 did not exceed the state
ACM criteria identified at the time of the ROD. Of the dioxins, total tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin
(TCDD), total pentachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (PeCDD), total hexachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin
(HxCDD), total heptachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (HpCDD), total TCDF, 2,3,4,7,8-
perchlorodibenzofuran (PeCDF), total PeCDF, and total hexachlorodibenzofuran concentrations
exceed the EPA Region 9 criteria. However, with one exception (Total TCDF), all dioxin
compounds detected in the 1996 RI/FS were measured at significantly lower concentrations in the
December 2002 sampling event. Total TCDF increase was approximately 50 percent. The 1996
RI/FS did not contain results or risk-based concentrations (RBCs) for all dioxin compounds
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detected in the December 2002 sampling event. This may be attributed to the more sensitive
dioxin analytical method associated with the 2002 data, and not due to an increase in specific
dioxin compound concentrations. In light of the significant reduction in the maximum
concentrations measured for the majority of dioxin compounds, the overall risk has been reduced,
and the remedy remains protective. The COC cleanup levels specified in the ROD are still
appropriate and protective when compared to current cleanup levels.

An Erosion Monitoring Study completed at LF04 documents site visit observations,
erosion monitoring of the site, and review of aerial photographs (USAF, 2002a). Based on this
information, an erosion rate for the last 15 years was estimated at three feet per year. Using this
average rate and assuming that environmental conditions remain the same, the estimated period
remaining for the landfill to erode is 200 years. The quantity of debris removed from 1998 to
2002 does not vary significantly from year to year, averaging 24 tons per year. The rate of
erosion does not appear to be increasing.

An erosion control project, conducted as part of the five-year review fact-finding process,
included development and evaluation of seven alternatives to address erosion of the landfill
(USAF, 2002a). The alternatives and associated cost estimates include: 1) minimal shoreline
protection with quarry rock ($33.9 Million); 2) port expansion ($421.3 Million); 3) bluff lay-back
with landfill removal ($333.4 Million); 4) sheet pile retaining wall ($7.4 Million); 5) above-bluff
drainage ($440,300); 6) beach filtering ($17.8 Million); and 7) landfill removal ($39.3 Million).
Based upon the costs of each of these alternatives and the finding that contamination levels
measured in 2002 were generally less than or equal to contamination levels measured during the
1996 RI/FS, with the few exceptions mentioned previously, the annual beach sweep remains the
most practicable remedy for LF04.

Elmendorf recently completed an Operations and Management Plan for LF04. The plan
makes provisions for extensive sampling every five years plus exploratory study of some specific
areas of the bluff. Earlier studies indicate that a few limited areas of the bluff, where
concentrations of landfill waste exist (i.e., disposal trenches) may be responsible for most of the
beach contamination. Data collected over the next five years after implementation of the
Operations and Management Plan should determine if application of a limited treatment
alternative to these high concentration areas would be beneficial and cost effective.

A site inspection was performed at LF04 during the December 2002 sampling event. No
significant problems were identified. Documentation of the site inspection is located in
Attachment D.

6.3.5.2 SD15 Data Review

The HVE system at SD15 has successfully remediated a large portion of the
contamination, with the largest portion removed during the first few years. As Figure 6-1
illustrates, the contaminant removal rate was at its peak during the first year of operation and the
rate has since declined significantly. This asymptotic trend suggests that active remediation is
approaching steady-state conditions and the HVE system is reaching its performance capacity
(USAF, 2003d).
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Figue 6-1
HVE Contaminant Removal Curve
11000 -
® 10000 | L“ o ¢ o
8 9000 PO 2 soseeee |0
g N2 2 A
& 8000 - *
[72]) .’
© 7000 - &
3 F
3 T 6000 - '.
=
§ § 5000 - ,
= 4000 +
S 300 @
= * End of End of Endof | =™ End oy End
S 2000 @ Year 1 Year 2 Year3 | c: Ygar:i Y 2
£ b 4 1997 1998 1999 | Year [0t Yose 5
3 1000 2000 2002
0 ' T T T T T T T T T T T T T
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000 14000 16000 18000 20000 22000 24000 26000
Hours of Operation

The average operational rate during 1997 through 2001 was 56.6 percent. During the
calendar year 2002 the HVE system was operational for approximately 26.1 percent of the time
due to shutdowns caused by overheating since June 2002. A complete overhaul of the HVE
system was accomplished during November and December 2002. Since the overhaul, the
operational rate has been 96 percent through May 2003. This increased operational rate is
expected to continue and should result in reducing some additional contaminants. However, as it
is currently configured, the HVE system isn’t designed to remove very low levels of
contaminants and it is expected that groundwater cleanup levels may take longer to achieve than
anticipated.

Shallow soil contamination still remains at two distinct locations at SD15. The first
location is just south of the HVE Process Building where GRO slightly exceeds the cleanup level.
The second location is near HVE Well W-1303 with DRO, GRO, and BTEX above the cleanup
level. Deep soil contamination remains at only one location. GRO contamination found at HVE
Well W-1303 is localized and found just below shallow soils, at the 9-11 feet bgs interval only.

A treatability study is currently being implemented (startup in September 2003) to address these
relatively shallow soil locations to determine if modifications to the HVE system, which
incorporates SVE (see Section 4.5.2), will effectively treat these areas.

6.3.6 SA100

Document and data review for SA100 included a review of the site closure document
(USAF, 2002c¢) and associated analytical data. The site closure report concluded that NFA is
needed at SA100 because all contaminated debris and soils were excavated and disposed during
the 2001 removal action. The site closure report indicated the removal action at this site would be
documented in the final Elmendorf AFB NPL Construction Completion documentation. The
USAF, EPA, and ADEC signed the S4100 Removal Action and Site Closure report in May 2002.
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In addition, a site inspection was performed on May 16, 2003 by O&M staff. The site
inspection indicated land use changes: the site was transformed into a residential area. There is
documentation that all contaminated media was removed from the site prior to construction of the
new housing development. Soil confirmation sampling and site closure documents indicate
residential/background cleanup levels have been met and unlimited use and unrestricted exposure
is acceptable for SA100.
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Section 7.0
TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

The protectiveness of the remedy is analyzed in this technical assessment, which was
completed by answering three questions for each OU, as described below.

e Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended in the decision documents?

This question was answered by considering the remedy’s implementation status (Section
4), available information reviewed in Section 6, and comparing the remedy to the
requirements in the ROD and remedial design/construction specifications. Remedial
action performance, system O&M, monitoring, costs, land use controls, and indicators of
potential problems were assessed.

e Question B: Are the exposure assumptions. toxicity data, cleanup levels and RAQOs used
at the time of the remedy selection still valid?

Question B was answered by evaluating the effects of significant changes in standards
and assumptions that were used at the time of remedy selection that may impact the
protectiveness of the remedy. In addition, TBCs used in preparation of the ROD were
evaluated to determine whether new toxicity data would cause additional compounds, not
considered at the time of the ROD, to become a potential concern.

This evaluation was done according to EPA Guidance (June 2001): “Generally you
should only consider changes in standards that were identified as ARARs in the ROD,
newly promulgated standards for COPCs, and TBCs identified in the ROD that bear on
the protectiveness of the remedy. As such, you should review any newly promulgated
standards, including revised chemical-specific requirements (such as MCLs, ambient
water quality criteria), revised action and location-specific requirements, and State
standards if they were considered ARARs in the ROD. In evaluating a change ina
standard that was identified as an ARAR in the ROD, or a newly promulgated standard or
TBC, you should establish whether the new requirement indicates that the remedy is no
longer protective.”

The evaluation of new or changed standards was accomplished by first comparing
historical and current state or federal cleanup levels to identify changes in standards,
newly promulgated standards for COPCs, and other TBCs. Cleanup levels for COPCs
presented in the ROD were compared to current applicable federal or state cleanup levels.
Table B-1 in Attachment B illustrates this evaluation and identifies the COPCs for which
a new standard or more stringent standard was found.

The COPCs with new or more stringent standards were further evaluated by comparing
the current applicable standard with maximum detected levels, as shown in Table B-2 in
Attachment B. Risk calculations were performed for COPCs where current maximum
detected levels exceed this standard. Cancer risks and non-cancer hazards were estimated
by comparison with ADEC’s risk-based standards for soil and groundwater presented on
Tables B-1 and B-2. The ADEC groundwater and direct contact soil standards are based
on a one in one hundred thousand risk (1 x 10”°) for carcinogens or a hazard quotient of 1
for non-cancer chemicals. Because the risk/hazard equations are linear, increasing the
concentration by a factor increases risks by the same amount (i.e., if a site carcinogenic
chemical’s concentration is five times the ADEC standard, then it represents a risk of 5 x
107 if all exposure and toxicity assumptions remain the same). Therefore, risks and
hazards were calculated by evaluating the magnitude of their exceedance above ADEC
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standards. This is equivalent to using Equations 1 and 2 from the ADEC Cleanup Levels
Guidance (ADEC, 2002) for groundwater and Equations 6 and 7 from the ADEC
Cleanup Levels Guidance (ADEC, 2002) for soils, as agreed by EPA, ADEC, and USAF
during the Quarterly Remedial Project Manager’s Meeting held on June 11, 2003 and
subsequent correspondence. Table B-3 includes these calculations.

Note that Equations 6 and 7 of ADEC’s cleanup level guidance (for soils) represent the
inhalation pathway, the direct contact pathway of most concern for the volatile chemicals
listed in Table B-3. The lowest, most conservative cleanup levels for these compounds
in soil is the migration-to-groundwater pathway. However, the migration-to-groundwater
pathway does not represent the human health risks from direct exposures to soil;
therefore, the lowest direct contact pathway equation is more appropriate at these sites
and was used to estimate health risks. Although the ingestion pathway for volatile
compounds in soil is not included, the slight underestimation of risks is unlikely to be
significant within the context of evaluating whether the RAOs are protective for these
sites.

Finally, an evaluation was made as to whether the remedy remains protective. The
EPA’s risk management decision range is 1 x10™ to 1 x10™ for carcinogens and a hazard
quotient of 1 for non-carcinogens. For the COPCs shown in Table B-2 that require
further evaluation, risk/hazard levels were calculated, as shown in Table B-3, to evaluate
whether EPA’s target health goals were exceeded and results are discussed in the
following subsections.

As part of this evaluation, the effect of significant changes in risk parameters that were
used to support the remedy selection, such as reference doses, cancer potency factors, and
exposure pathways of concern, were reviewed. In addition, the validity of the original
assumptions regarding current and future land/groundwater uses and COCs, and any
changes in physical features were reviewed.

The evaluation of TBCs and new toxicity data that would cause additional compounds or
requirements to become a potential protectiveness concern is summarized in Table B-4.
Six compounds (associated with one or more of the OUs) with new toxicity criteria were
identified and include TCE, vinyl chloride, benzene, xylenes, tetrachloroethene, and

1,1, 1-trichloroethane. Table B-4 shows the evaluation of risks and hazards that were
calculated for each of these compounds using the new reference doses and cancer slope
factors.

Using ADEC methodology and the new toxicity data, the calculated risks indicate that the
current cleanup standards for the six compounds are still within EPA’s risk management
decision range (i.e., 1 x10™ to 1 x10” for carcinogens and a hazard quotient of 1 for non-
carcinogens).

e Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into guestion the

protectiveness of the remedy?

This question was answered primarily during the data and document review in Section 6
as well as documentation of any decisions or agreements made with the agencies. Any
analytical data that is available, and not currently monitored as a COC, that resulted in
compounds exceeding current cleanup levels is identified in this section. In addition, any
ecological risks that have not been addressed at the site or any known plans for potential
land use changes may be included in this section.
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The USAF agreed, during a meeting held with EPA and ADEC on January 14, 2003,
because both DRO and GRO have been shown to be associated with non-carcinogenic
human health risks since the signing of the RODs, funding will be included to add DRO
and GRO to the sampling scheme of the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program.
This will apply to monitoring at wells associated with fuel plumes. It was also agreed
that until a decision document is signed with ADEC, concentrations will be compared to
the current cleanup levels of 1,500 pg/L and 1,300 pg/L for DRO and GRO, respectively
(18 AAC 75) in annual reports and subsequent five year reviews. The USAF will not be
required to add DRO and GRO as a CERCLA ARAR.

7.1 Operable Unit 1

Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended in the decision documents?

Answer: Yes: At OUI the selected remedy includes natural attenuation of the COCs in
groundwater for five years or until the groundwater no longer poses an unacceptable health risk
and the implementation of LUCs to limit exposure to the COCs. Monitoring documents that
natural attenuation has been effective at OU1, and TCE and manganese are the only remaining
COCs. Data indicates that TCE concentrations have decreased at OU1; of the 4 wells sampled in
2002, only one well, LF59-MW-03 in Site LF59, remains above the cleanup level of 5 pg/L. No
wells had manganese levels reported above background concentrations in 2001 or 2002. In
addition, the processes used to manage, track, and enforce LUCs are working effectively to
mitigate potential exposure to contaminants.

Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and RAOs used
at the time of the remedy selection still valid?

Answer: Yes: A comparison of historical and current state or federal criteria found newly
promulgated standards for 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane and PCBs in groundwater (see Table B-1 in
Attachment B). The PCB concentration measured as part of preparation for the ROD was only
detected in one well (one out of 38 samples) and subsequent sampling events failed to confirm the
presence of PCBs; therefore, the data was not validated and the remedy is considered to remain
protective for this COPC. For 1,1,2,2,-tetrachloroethane, the current maximum detected level (18
ug/L in well LFS9-MW-03) is higher than the new standard of 4 pg/L (see Table B-2 in
Attachment B); however, the calculated risk of 5x107, based on Equation 2 (ADEC, 2002b) is
within EPA’s risk management decision range (the upper limit is 10, see Table B-3 in
Attachment B). Protectiveness of the remedy for this compound is further assured because, (1)
toxicity data and exposure assumptions have not changed forl,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane, (2)
analytical results for 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane are regularly received as part of the VOC
analytical suite for the COCs at this site, and (3) the remedy appears to be effectively remediating
similar compounds (Like TCE, 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane is a chlorinated solvent and follows a
similar natural attenuation process and is not found in the downgradient well LF59-M W-06R).

The original risk assessment for the site found potential unacceptable risks/hazards if
groundwater was used as a source of drinking water based on either residential or
commercial/industrial land use. Risks from exposures to soil did not exceed target health goals.
LUCs prevent groundwater use as a source of drinking water and no significant land use changes
have occurred at the site.

Toxicity information has changed for two of the COCs: TCE and vinyl chloride. Based
on updated information in the scientific literature, there is a revised, more stringent, cancer slope
factor for vinyl chloride (EPA, 2003) and a provisional cancer slope factor for TCE has been
calculated by EPA (EPA, 2001b). EPA Region 10 risk assessors recommend the use of this
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provisional slope factor, as the best available science, for all TCE evaluations in Region 10 at this
time. Table B-4 in Attachment B shows that using the new toxicity data, the standards specified
in the ROD are still within EPA’s risk management range for these compounds. All other
exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, or RAOs used at the time of the remedy
selection have not changed since the signing of the ROD and remain valid at this time. All QU1
ROD-specified COC cleanup levels are still appropriate and protective.

Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the

protectiveness of the remedv?

Answer: No.

7.2 Operable Unit 2

Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended in the decision documents?

Answer: Yes: At OU2, the ROD-selected remedy included a free product and dissolved
phase recovery treatment system, source removal (tanks, piping, and contaminated soil), long-
term monitoring of groundwater and natural attenuation progress and the implementation of
LUCs. Since the ROD was signed in 1995, free product has been removed, dissolved phase
contaminants have been treated, source removal has occurred, and monitoring results show that
BTEX concentrations are decreasing over time via natural attenuation. In addition, the processes
used to manage, track, and enforce LUCs are working effectively to prevent potential exposure to
contaminants.

Recent monitoring results, reviewed in Section 6.3.2, show that BTEX concentrations in
part of the southern plume at ST41 exceed the concentrations predicted in the Bioplume model
completed in 2000. The calibration of the 2000 model may be incorrect and the concentrations of
BTEX at ST41 may not reach cleanup levels by 2016, as predicted. However, data shows that
this plume is shrinking and is not migrating from the site.

Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and RAOs used
at the time of the remedy selection still valid?

Answer: Yes: Similar to OU1, a comparison of historical and current state or federal
cleanup levels found a newly promulgated standard for 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane in groundwater
(see Table B-1 in Attachment B). The new standard for 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane is 4 pg/L.. The
latest groundwater monitoring results indicate that 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane was not detected at a
method reporting limit of 0.69 ug/L (see Attachment B), therefore the remedy is considered to
remain protective for this COPC. The new standard is risk-based and, if concentrations were
present at the level of the standard, risks would not exceed the ADEC target risk goal of 1 x 107
(1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane is a carcinogen). In addition, the new federal standard for 1,2-
dichloroethane in surface water is 3.8 ug/L. Although 1,2-dichloroethane has not been detected
in the surface water at OU2, the maximum reported detection limit of 5.7 pg/L exceeds the
federal standard. To be conservative, this reporting limit was used as the maximum detected
concentration to calculate risk. The result is a risk of 2 x 107, which is within EPA’s acceptable
risk management range, as shown in Tables B-2 and B-3 (Attachment B).

The original risk assessment for the site found potentially unacceptable risks/hazards
(primarily due to benzene) if groundwater was used as a source of drinking water based on either
residential or commercial/industrial land use. No risks/hazards above target health goals were
identified for the other media evaluated (e.g., soil, sediment, surface water) in the original
assessment. LUCs prevent groundwater use as source of drinking water and no significant land
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use changes have occurred at the site. Land use restrictions remain in place to limit the site to
undeveloped recreational use and actual use continues to be minimal. All exposure assumptions,
cleanup levels or RAOs used at the time of the remedy selection remain valid at this time.

Toxicity information has changed for three of the COCs: benzene, ethylbenzene and
xylenes. Specifically, ethylbenzene is now considered a potential carcinogen by inhalation and an
inhalation slope factor has been proposed by EPA, and non-cancer reference doses for oral and
inhalation exposures have been revised downwards (more stringent) for benzene and xylenes.
Table B-4 in Attachment B shows that using the new toxicity data, the cleanup standards
specified in the ROD are still within EPA’s risk management range for these compounds. All
other exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels or RAOs used at the time of the remedy
selection remain valid at this time. The OU2 ROD-specified COC cleanup levels are still
considered protective.

Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the remedy?

Answer: Yes: Levels of benzene in the seep on the north side of ST41 exceeded cleanup
levels in 2002; however, the point of compliance established for protectiveness of the wetland at
OU2 is downgradient of the current seep sampling location. It is predicted that, at the point of
compliance, contaminant concentrations will be below surface water quality criteria (SWQC), as
established in the OU2 ROD. This was confirmed as recently as 2001, and will be confirmed
annually starting in 2003,

The 2002 annual technical report for the Basewide Monitoring Program indicates that the
method (hand-bailing) used to remove the remaining free product from the wells has not been
effective for groundwater (USAF, 2003b). However, because the ROD requirements for
removing all technically practicable free product with the IRA system have been met, remedy
protectiveness is not in question.

7.3 Operable Unit 4

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

Answer: Yes. The OU4 bioventing systems continue to operate and function as
designed. Soil monitoring data shows that COC concentrations have decreased significantly over
the five years that the bioventing systems have been in operation. Closure sampling at SD25 in
1999 and 2002 indicates that soil cleanup levels acceptable for residential use have been achieved
and soil remediation at SD25 is complete (USAF, 2002d).

In-situ respiration testing in 2001 indicated that bioventing continued to enhance
hydrocarbon degradation at SS10 while data from FT23 (FTA-1 location) indicated that only low
levels of hydrocarbon contamination remain in the subsurface. The original bioventing treat-
ability study areas met cleanup levels at both FT A-1 and FTA-2. Later, in 2002, the system at
FTA-1 was expanded to address contamination at SB-62, a soil boring location not previously
included in the original bioventing treatability study. Therefore, the system has successfully
remediated contaminants as intended by the decision documents and the system has been
expanded and continues to operate to address newly found contamination. Bioventing system
O&M procedures and LUCs continue to ensure protectiveness of the system.

For groundwater at OQU4, the major components of the selected remedy are: (1) biannual
groundwater monitoring to evaluate contaminant migration and timely reduction of contaminant
concentrations by natural attenuation, and (2) the implementation of LUCs that limit exposure to
the shallow aquifer. Each of these components has been implemented and is functional. For the
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first remedy component, natural attenuation is occurring, but degradation of chlorinated
compounds may take longer to meet cleanup levels than predicted by the groundwater models and
stated in the ROD (by 2008). As for the second component, the processes used to manage, track,
and enforce LUCs are working effectively to prevent potential exposure to contaminants.

Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and RAQOs used
at the time of the remedy selection still valid?

Answer: Yes. There is a newly promulgated groundwater standard for 1,1-
dichloroethane (see Attachment B, Table B-1). The maximum detected level of 14 pg/L in 2002
is below the new standard of 3,650 pg/L for 1,1-dichloroethane; therefore, the new standard is
being met at the site and the remedy is still considered protective for this COPC. The new
standard is risk-based and, if concentrations were present at the level of the standard, hazards
would not exceed the target hazard quotient goal of 1 (1,1-dichloroethane is a non-carcinogen).

For soil, there have been numerous newly promulgated state soil cleanup levels that apply
to the COPCs identified in the ROD (see Attachment B, Table B-1). Of these, the only COPCs
that had maximum detected levels that exceed the new standard are 1,1,1- trichloroethene (2.9
ug/L), benzene (0.043 pg/L), and methylene chloride (0.092 ug/L ) (see Attachment B, Table B-
2). However, the associated calculated risks are within EPA’s risk management decision range
(i.e., risk is less than 1 x107 for carcinogens and the hazard is less than 1 for the non-cancer
chemical, see Table B-3 in Attachment B). Note that the risk and hazard quotient estimates
presented in Tables B-2 and B-3 (Attachment B) appear slightly underestimated because they do
not include the ingestion pathway; however, because the estimated risks are orders of magnitude
below a level of concern, the addition of the ingestion pathway would not affect the conclusions
of this evaluation. The new soil inhalation standards are risk-based and, if concentrations were
present at the level of the standards in Table B-3, risks would not exceed the ADEC target risk
goal of 1 x 10™ for carcinogens or a hazard quotient of 1 for non-carcinogens. The protection-of-
groundwater cleanup levels presented in Table B-2 for soil are not risk-based levels for direct
exposures to soil; they represent the soil concentrations that will not cause an increase in
groundwater concentrations above a risk-based groundwater concentration if the chemicals leach
from soil. Therefore, exceedances above the protection-of-groundwater cleanup levels do not
represent exceedances of target health goals from exposures to soil, as shown in Table B-3
(Attachment B).

The original risk assessment identified risks above target health goals if groundwater was
used as a drinking water source under either a future residential or a current/future
commercial/industrial land use scenario. No risks/hazards from soil exposures exceeded target
health goals. LUCs prevent groundwater use as a source of drinking water and no significant
land use changes have occurred at the site. The site use remains commercial/industrial,
specifically, military buildings staffed by civilian and military personnel. All exposure
assumptions, cleanup levels or RAOs used at the time of the remedy selection remain valid at this
time and are still protective according to the current regulatory cleanup levels.

Some of the groundwater plume areas are under existing buildings (OU4W-04 and FP-
56/0U4W-11) and vapor intrusion into buildings was not a pathway that was evaluated in the
original risk assessment. However, the cleanup levels specified for groundwater in the ROD are
protective of the drinking water pathway and given the environmental conditions at the OU,
concentrations protective of drinking the water would also be protective of human health due to
vapor intrusion (a less intensive exposure than drinking water at this site).

Toxicity criteria have been revised for five of the COCs: TCE, benzene, ethylbenzene,
tetrachloethene, and 1,1, 1-trichloroethane; however, the standards for these chemicals in
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groundwater and soil have not changed. Table B-4 in Attachment B shows that using the new
toxicity data, the cleanup standards specified in the ROD are still within EPA’s risk management
range for these compounds. Current concentration information indicates these compounds are not
a health risk. All OU4 ROD-specified cleanup levels for COCs are therefore still considered
protective (see Attachment B). In addition, the remedy appears to be effectively remediating
benzene, currently monitored via the BTEX analysis.

Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the remedv?

Answer: No.

7.4 Operable Unit 5

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

Answer: Yes. The remedy at OUS5 is functioning as intended. As discussed in Section
6.3.4, groundwater sampling has shown that the remedy is reducing hydrocarbon contaminants at
QUS. It appears that natural attenuation for TCE is working more slowly than predicted and
cleanup levels for TCE may not be met by 2026.

The OU5 WRS and Beaver Pond continue to operate and function as designed. Seep
water from OUS5 continues to be collected and treated through the WRS. Past and current
sampling of the seeps, WRS influent, and WRS effluent shows that contaminated water enters the
system, but no water leaves the system with contaminants above cleanup levels. To date, there
have been no contaminants above cleanup levels in effluent water. Annual reports and quarterly
technical memorandums from 1997 to the present provide analytical data collected from the WRS
and Beaver Pond.

System O&M procedures continue to keep the system operating as designed.

A wetland cell vegetation study, conducted in 2001 (USAF, 2002¢) found the wetlands to
be in excellent condition. High densities of healthy plants were found, which indicates good
survivability. The study also determined the optimal water level in the wetland cell that would
ensure the future health of system vegetation. In addition, the processes used to manage, track,
and enforce LUCs are working effectively to prevent potential exposure to contaminants.

Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and RAQOs used

at the time of the remedy selection still valid?

Answer Yes: A comparison of historical and current state or federal cleanup levels found
newly promulgated state standards for five chemicals in water: 1,1-dichloroethane, 1,1,2,2-
tetrachloroethane, di-n-butly phthalate, diethyl phthalate in groundwater, and naphthalene in
surface water (see Attachment B, Table B-1). In addition, the newly promulgated federal
standard for 1,2-dichloroethane in surface water (3.8 pg/L) is stricter than the current state
standard (5 pg/L), as shown in Table B-1. The new standards for 1,1-dichloroethane; di-n-butyl
phthalate; diethyl phthalate; naphthalene, and 1,2-dichloroethane are greater than the maximum
detected levels; therefore, the remedy is considered to remain protective for these COPCs. For
1,1,2,2,-tetrachloroethane, the maximum detected level of 6.2 pg/L in 2002 exceeds the new
standard of 4 pg/L. The resulting calculated risk is 2x107°, which is within EPA’s risk
management decision range. Protectiveness of the remedy for this compound is further assured
because, (1) toxicity data and exposure assumptions have not changed forl,1,2,2-
tetrachloroethane, (2) analytical results for 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane are regularly received as part
of the VOC analytical suite for the COCs at this site, and (3) the remedy appears to be effectively
remediating similar compounds.
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Because Alaska Water Quality Standards no longer specify the analytical methods TFH-
Diesel and TFH-Gas, a minor change was made to the hydrocarbon cleanup levels agreement
with ADEC and EPA in 1998. TFH-diesel and TFH-gas (groundwater) and TFH-gas, TPH and
“no sheen” (surface water) in the sampling program were replaced with TAH and TagH. The
revised methods and cleanup levels provide equivalent protection of human and environmental
receptors and bring the cleanup levels in line with current ADEC regulations (Attachment B).
Detection levels for the new methods are lower and provide data that can be compared to cleanup
levels.

The original risk assessment evaluated several different exposure populations due to
varied land use occurring at the site:

e Current/future residents exposed to soil and groundwater used for drinking;
e Current/future workers exposed to soil in the industrial area of the OU; and

e  Current/future recreational uses of the lowland exposed to sediment/surface water areas.

Risks above target health goals were found only from the hypothetical use of
groundwater as a drinking water source. LUCs prevent groundwater use as a source of drinking
water and no significant land use changes have occurred at the site. Some groundwater plume
areas may be under existing commercial buildings and vapor intrusion into buildings was not a
pathway that was evaluated in the original risk assessment. However, the cleanup levels specified
for groundwater in the ROD are protective of the drinking water pathway and given the
environmental conditions at the OU, concentrations protective of drinking the water would also
be protective of human health due to vapor intrusion (a less intensive exposure than drinking
water at this site). Other exposure assumptions, cleanup levels or RAOs used at the time of the
remedy selection remain valid at this time and are still protective according to the current
regulatory cleanup levels.

Toxicity criteria have changed for two of the COCs: TCE and benzene. As shown in
Table B-4 (Attachment B), the changes in toxicity criteria do not affect the cleanup standards
selected in the ROD. Therefore, all OU5 ROD-specified cleanup levels are still considered
protective.

Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the

protectiveness of the remedv?

Answer: Yes. Although the seeps currently captured are being effectively remediated,
additional seeps have been discovered which contain TCE in excess of cleanup levels. At
present, TCE has not exceeded cleanup levels at the point of compliance (Ship Creek). However,
the source and extent of the TCE has not been adequately characterized and the potential exists
for increased levels of TCE to discharge to surface water. Therefore, the current protectiveness
of this remedy to prevent exposure at this contaminated seep is in question. Implementation of
the recommendations provided in Section 9 will provide protectiveness in the long-term.

A review of analytical data collected in 2002 showed that the concentrations of 1,1,2,2-
tetrachloroethane and tetrachloroethene were above the ADEC groundwater cleanup level in two
wells (see Section 6.3.4). These compounds were not identified as COCs in the OU5 ROD. Like
TCE, tetrachloroethene and 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane are chlorinated solvents and follow similar
natural attenuation processes. The presence of low concentrations of these chemicals should not
affect the protectiveness of the remedy. This is evidenced by the sample results for the effluent
from the Beaver Pond, which have been non-detect for these chemicals, indicating the remedy is
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effectively remediating these compounds prior to the point of compliance (located downgradient
of the Beaver Pond at Ship Creek).

7.5 Operable Unit 6

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

Answer: Yes. All remedial actions are operating and functioning. Although monitoring
data indicates that the HVE system at SD15 is not effectively remediating two areas of shallow
soil contamination, a treatability study is being implemented to address these areas. In addition,
the asymptotic trend for contaminant removal associated with the HVE system at SD15 may be
an early indicator that the remedy may not achieve cleanup levels within the timeframe intended
by decision documents.

Possible migration of contaminants from soils having DRO, GRO, and BTEX
concentrations exceeding ACM Level D cleanup levels exists at SD15 at two locations in
relatively shallow soils above the perched aquifer and in soils from the 9 to 11 feet bgs depth
interval (refer to Section 6.3.5). As currently configured, the HVE system is not currently, nor is
it designed to treat the contaminants that remain in the shallow soils. A treatability study is
currently being implemented for the shallow soils to determine if the HVE system can be
modified to treat these areas. The treatability study will evaluate modifications to the HVE
system that incorporate SVE at the two remaining areas of shallow soil contamination (near the
wells where COC levels exceed cleanup levels) and includes four new wells that are incorporated
into the existing HVE system piping.

Groundwater monitoring data shows that benzene and TCE concentrations at SD15
continue to remain above cleanup levels after five years of HVE operation. COC concentrations
are significantly less than levels identified in 1994 and 1995; however, no discernable statistical
trends have been established since 1997 for decreasing concentrations of benzene and TCE with
the exception of benzene at OU6MW-90 and TCE at OU6MW-17. This, as well as indications
that active remediation by HVE is approaching steady-state conditions, indicates that the gross
contaminant removal for which the HVE system was designed, may be nearing completion.

Major maintenance performed in 2002 has rectified problems that resulted in significant
downtime in previous years (refer to Section 6.3.5) and the resulting improved operational rate
will likely result in more consistent system operation and removal of additional contamination.
However, because the technology isn’t designed to remove very low levels of contaminants, it is
unlikely that the existing system will efficiently remediate contaminants to the extent needed to
meet cleanup levels.

Groundwater monitoring is continuing at all QU6 locations in accordance with the
Environmental Monitoring Plan. LUCs have been established to prevent development or human
exposure to contamination at source areas. Site conditions and land use are consistent with the
OU6 ROD requirements and remain protective, based on an evaluation of current monitoring data
and trends. The time frames given in the OU6 ROD to reach cleanup levels for groundwater at
SD15 and at WP14/LF04 South will take longer than estimated.

The cleanup at WP14/LF04 South will take longer than expected due to continued
migration of fuel contamination from upgradient source area PL81. To decrease the suspected
source of hydrocarbon contamination, a performance-based contract is projected for the PL81
Valve Pit 11 area (State agreement). Contaminated soil in the vadose zone will be treated by a
technology chosen by the contractor to clean up the soil to ADEC standards. The contract will
begin in 2004 and continue through 2006.
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The remedy is considered protective in the short-term because LUCs are in place, and
there is no current or potential exposure. The lack of a decreasing trend beyond current
concentrations in two COCs (benzene and TCE) at some locations is a long-term concern.
Follow-up actions have been necessary to address long-term protectiveness. Major system
maintenance and planned operational modifications to address the remaining soil contamination
are expected to establish future decreasing trends of the remaining COCs.

Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and RAQOs used
at the time of the remedy selection still valid?

Answer: Yes. Since the signing of the ROD, there have been several newly promulgated
state soil cleanup levels that apply to the COPCs identified in the ROD (see Attachment B, Table
B-1) and one new groundwater standard for 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane (this does not apply to area
LF02 which had a risk-based groundwater standard in the ROD for this chemical). A review of
maximum detected levels indicates that all of these COPCs are within current applicable
standards (see Attachment B, Table B-2); therefore, the remedy is considered protective. In
addition, the remedy appears to be effectively remediating BTEX, which is currently monitored
asa COC.

In general, risks were primarily identified only if groundwater was used as drinking water
at most of the six areas investigated within OU6 and soils were much less of a concern (with the
exception of soil at LF04 and LF02). LUCs prevent groundwater from being used as a drinking
water source and there are no significant land use changes for the six areas. Exposure
assumptions, cleanup levels or RAOs used at the time of the remedy selection remain valid at this
time and are still protective according to the current regulatory cleanup levels.

Toxicity criteria have changed for three of the COCs: TCE, benzene, and ethylbenzene
(see Table B-4, Attachment B). As discussed previously for other OUs, the toxicity criteria
changes do not affect the selected RAOs and because current concentrations are below ADEC
risk-based levels, concentrations are not a health concern.

Data from beach soil and sediment samples collected from the LF04 site in December
2002 were compared to current state and federal risk-based standards to determine if changes in
current standards impact the protectiveness of the remedy. However, no changes in these risk-
based standards call into question the protectiveness of the remedy. In fact, the data confirm
that, in general, contamination levels have decreased since the 1996 RI/FS and new standards do
not impact the protectiveness of the remedy. Therefore, the NFA determination for soil
contamination at the LF04 beach is appropriate. The only COC for the LF04 beach continues to
be exposed landfill debris.

Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the

protectiveness of the remedv?

Answer: Yes. Since implementation of the remedy identified in the ROD, small arms
casings and rounds have been discovered on the LF04 beach. These reports of possible ordnance
and explosives created a need for Elmendorf Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) to respond,
inspect, collect, and dispose of suspect items. Fencing between base and port properties was
strengthened and signs warning of potential explosive hazards were posted in 2000. Additionally,
port security controlled entry, base security patrols, and routine wildlife law enforcement patrols
ensure that LUCs continue to limit access to the beach area. EOD will continue to respond, to
inspect and properly dispose of suspect items in addition to performing routine EOD walks during
the summer season. CEVR personnel perform beach walks monthly, generally May through
September after extreme high tide, to monitor any changes at the beach.
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Erosion studies have determined that the erosion rate at the LF04 beach and bluff for the
last 15 years is about three feet per year and does not appear to be increasing. The projected
period for the landfill to completely erode is 200 years. A five-year review fact-finding study
included consideration of seven alternatives for addressing erosion and reducing debris and
contaminant deposits on the beach. The results indicated that based on cost, the insignificant
amount of hazardous debris found, and the fact that 2002 contamination levels were less than or
equal to contamination levels found during the 1996 RI/FS with a few exceptions, the annul
beach sweep remains the most practicable remedy for LF04 at this time (see Section 6.3.5.1).

Although the erosion treatment alternatives evaluated may not be practicable for the
entire landfill, one or more of the alternatives applied to a limited area, where high concentrations
of debris are located, may be warranted (i.e., spot removal or a limited retaining wall used with
above-bluff drainage). The Operations and Management Plan for LF04 makes provisions for
extensive sampling every five years plus exploratory study of some specific areas of the bluff.
The results of this data collection effort will determine if application of a limited treatment
alternative to these high-concentration areas would be a beneficial and cost-effective option for
accelerating the timeframe for remedy completion. In the meantime, the beach sweep and LUCs
remedy continues to ensure protectiveness because contaminant levels are not increasing and the
amount of hazardous debris found has been insignificant.

In addition, new information collected during the 2002 sampling event at LF04 found
elevated levels of benzene, DRO, and GRO at Seep 2. To ensure protectiveness, an additional
location downgradient of Seep 2 was sampled. These analytes were detected at levels below
ADEC groundwater cleanup levels thus ensuring protectiveness of environmental receptors.

7.6 SA100

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

Answer: Yes. Although no ROD was prepared for this site, the confirmation sampling,
closure report, and site inspection conducted for this site confirm that the removal action was
successful and no further action is needed at this site.

Question B: Are the exposure assumptions. toxicity data. cleanup levels. and RAQOs used
at the time of the remedy selection still valid?

Answer: Yes.

Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the remedv?

Answer: No.

7.7 Technical Assessment Summary

Past and current data from system monitoring indicate that the remedies are performing
as intended by the decision documents for OUs 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6. Because cleanup levels
acceptable for residential use have been met for all COCs at LF05, LF07, LF13, and OT56 in
OUT1; unlimited use and unrestricted exposure is acceptable, no future action is required, and
theses sites will not be subject to further five-year reviews. In addition, cleanup levels for all
COCs except TCE have been met at LF59 in OU1 and TCE will continue to be monitored at
LF59 as part of the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program. Following closure of LF05,
LF07, LF13, and OT56, LUCs will continue to be maintained at LF59 until it is demonstrated that
TCE meets cleanup levels.
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The agencies have agreed that OU4 bioventing sites SD25 and F123 (FTA-2) qualify as
NFA for soil because analytical data documents that the soils at SD25 and F123 (FTA-2) have
met the OU4 ROD cleanup levels, which are acceptable for residential use. LUCs will be
maintained throughout OU4 until it is demonstrated that groundwater contaminant concentrations
meet cleanup levels and unlimited use and unrestricted exposure at the site(s) is acceptable.

SA100 is considered closed: it has been confirmed that response actions resulted in
meeting cleanup levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure and land use
controls are not needed.

Monitoring data indicates that, in general, remediation of contaminants is occurring;
however, it appears that the cleanup schedules predicted in the RODs may not be met at several
sites. These include:

e At OU2, BTEX may not meet the cleanup level at ST41 by 2016.

e For groundwater at QU4, TCE in the East Plume and 1,1,1-tetrachloroethane and TCE, and
1,2-dichloroethene in the FTA Plume as well as benzene in the OU4 West plumes may not
meet cleanup levels at OU4 by 2008.

e At OUS5, TCE may not meet the groundwater cleanup level by 2026.

e For groundwater at QU6, hydrocarbon contamination at WP14/LF04 South may not meet
cleanup levels by 2025.

e Benzene and TCE at SD15 in OU6 may not reach the cleanup level within five-years of HVE
system operation. An asymptotic trend for contaminant removal associated with the HVE
system at SD15 may be an early indicator that the remedy is approaching design limitations
for low-level contaminant removal required to achieve cleanup levels.

Because the HVE system at SD15 is not expected to effectively remediate two areas of
shallow soil contamination, a treatability study to incorporate SVE is currently being
implemented to address these areas.

There have been no changes to the physical conditions of the sites that could affect the
protectiveness of the remedies. A review of changes in exposure assumptions, toxicity data, and
cleanup levels since the time of the remedy selection has not revealed any issues that affect
remedy protectiveness. All of the cleanup levels for the final COCs are still protective according
to the current regulatory cleanup levels and associated risk evaluations.

Since the time of the RODs, both DRO and GRO have been shown to be associated with
non-carcinogenic human health risk. It has been agreed between ADEC, EPA, and USAF that
these analytes will be added to the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program beginning in
2004. DRO and GRO will be compared to current State regulatory standards and will not be
added as ARARs under CERCLA.

At QUS, newly identified seeps with elevated TCE that are not captured by the system
call into question the current protectiveness of the remedy (see Section 7.4). To date, TCE has
not exceeded cleanup levels at the point of compliance (Ship Creek).
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Section 8.0

ISSUES

This section details issues related to current site operations, conditions, or activities and

evaluates whether the issues affect current or future protectiveness of the associated remedy.
Table 8-1 summarizes the issues at each OU.

Table 8-1

Issues

Item

OU| Site

Issues

Affects
Current
Protective-
ness? (Y/N)

Affects
Future
Protective-
ness? (Y/N)

2 | ST41

Surface Water. Levels of benzene in the seep on the north side of

ST41 exceeded cleanup levels in 2002. The point of compliance
established for protectiveness of the wetland at OU2 is downgradient
of the current seep sampling location and it is expected that the point
of compliance contaminant concentrations will be below Alaska
SWQC. This was confirmed in 2001; however, recent monitoring
does not include TAH and TAgH analyses to ensure compliance with
Alaska SWQS as established in the OU2 ROD. In the interim, LUCs
ensure current protectiveness.

5 | ST37

Additional Contaminated Seeps: In 2001, the USAF sampled seeps
that are not being collected and treated in the WRS. Data from three
seeps (Seeps 9, 10, and 11) indicated the presence of TCE
contamination above cleanup levels. A study performed in 2002
(USAF, 2002¢) determined that the existing wetland has the capacity
to treat the additional loading of TCE. In 2003, the USAF will
contract design of additional discharge structures to capture the three
seeps and divert them to the WRS. Construction of the discharge
structures will take place in 2004. In addition, the USAF has initiated
further investigation into the suspected source and extent of the
Kenney Ave Plume and modeling is scheduled for later this year. To
ensure that other contaminated seeps are not exiting the bluff, all
seeps at OU5 have been sampled annually since 2001. All OU5
seeps will continue to be monitored at least annually until cleanup
levels are met. This work will ensure current and future
protectiveness.

ST41,
SS10,
FT23,
SD24,
SD28,
SD29,
ST37,
SD15,
LF04,
WP14

Lh 2
o P

Cleanup Schedules: Although monitoring has shown that the

remedies are reducing contaminants, it appears to be occurring at a

slower rate than predicted by the RODs and/or models. Although

LUCs are in place to ensure protectiveness in the interim, cleanup

levels may not be achieved within the timeframes specified in the

RODs. This includes:

e BTEX at OU2 may not reach cleanup levels by 2016. However,
data shows that this plume is shrinking and is not migrating from
the site.

e At OU4, TCE concentrations in the East Plume are attenuating
naturally, however it is likely that the cleanup duration may
exceed the ROD-predicted timeframe, ending in 2008.

e For FTA Plume (OU4 FT23), the chlorinated compounds are
degrading more slowly than predicted by the models. TCE,
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Table 8-1 (Continued)

Item

OU| Site

Issues

Affects
Current
Protective-
ness? (Y/N)

Affects
Future
Protective-
ness? (Y/N)

tetrachloroethene, and 1,2- dichloroethene may not reach cleanup
levels by 2008.

For OU4 West plumes (specifically, at wells OU4W-08 and
OU4W-04), remediation of benzene may not reach the cleanup
level by 2008.

The bioventing system at OU4 site F'T23 was expanded in 2003
to address additional soil contamination discovered at this site.
Soil cleanup levels in the new area may not be met by 2008.

At OUS5, groundwater sampling has shown that TCE is
remediating at a slower rate than predicted and cleanup levels for
TCE may not be met by 2026.

At OU6, COCs in groundwater at the WP14/LF04 South area
may not meet cleanup levels by 2025, as anticipated by the ROD.
A performance-based contract is projected for the PL81 Valve Pit
1 area to treat contaminated soil in the vadose zone to ADEC
cleanup levels (per State agreement), which is expected to
decrease the suspected source of hydrocarbon contamination and
improve the groundwater cleanup schedule.

At SD15 (OU6) benzene and TCE concentrations remain above
cleanup levels and no discernable decreasing statistical trends
have been established since 1997, with the exception of benzene
at OU6MW-90 and TCE at OU6MW-17. This, in addition to a
decline in HVE contaminant removal rates suggests the HVE
system is approaching design limitations and natural attenuation
will be more heavily relied upon to reach cleanup goals. This
indicates that concentrations of these COCs may not reach
cleanup levels within the timeframe (5-years of HVE operation)
that was predicted in the OU6 ROD.

Shallow Soils. Possible migration of contaminants from soils having

DRO, GRO, and BTEX concentrations exceeding ADEC ACM Level
D cleanup criteria exists at two locations in relatively shallow soils

6 | SDI5 |above the perched aquifer. A treatability study is being implemented

for the shallow soil locations to determine if the HVE system
modifications will effectively treat these areas. In the interim, LUCs
ensure current protectiveness.
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Section 9.0

RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS

Recommendations and follow-up actions have been identified, as shown in Table 9-1, to
address the issues presented in Section 8. The USAF will prepare separate closure documents for
those treatment systems and sites that are targeted for closure.

Table 9-1

Recommendations and Follow-up Actions

Item
No.

ovu Site

Recommendations/ Follow-up
Actions

Party
Respons-
ible

Oversight
Agency

Mile-
stone
Date

Follow-up
Actions:
Affects
Current

Protective-

ness (Y/N)

Follow-up
Actions:
Affects
Future

Protective-

ness (Y/N)

2 ST41

Surface Water: To ensure
compliance of SWQC as
established in the OU2
ROD, TAH and TAqH
should be added to the
sampling suite to ensure
protectiveness of the
wetlands at the point of
compliance.

USAF

ADEC

2004

N

N

5 ST37

Additional Contaminated
Seeps: Implement the plan to
capture the recently
discovered TCE-
contaminated seeps and treat
them in the existing Wetland
Cell. Continue to investigate
the source and extent of the
Kenney Ave TCE plume
upgradient of the recently
discovered seeps and
evaluate the potential for
increases in TCE
concentrations.

USAF

ADEC,
EPA

2003-
2004
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Table 9-1 (Continued)

Follow-up | Follow-up
. Party ‘ Mile- Actions: Actions:
Item ouU Site Recommendat{ons/ Follow-up Respons- Oversight stone Affects Affects
No. Actions x Agency Current Future
ible Date ’ s
Protective- | Protective-
ness (Y/N) | ness (Y/N)
Cleanup Schedules: For USAF ADEC, ou2 N N
groundwater, conduct a EPA ST41:
thorough review of modeling 2006
results and evaluate the ]
potential for natural %(J]g
attenuation to achieve
ST41, | cleanup levels in the OUS5:
SS10, | timeframes specified in the 2003-
FT23, | RODs. Revise and/or 2004
2 28;3 recalibrate the models if
3 4 | spoo. needed. Continue oue:
56| gr37. | groundwater monitoring 2004-
SDIS’, according to the guidelines 2005
LFo4, | of the Basewide
WP14 | Groundwater Monitoring
Program until cleanup levels
are met. For OU4, continue
bioventing at new site until
soil cleanup levels are met.
LUCs shall remain in place
to ensure protectiveness.
Shallow Soils. Monitor USAF ADEC, 2004 N Y
effectiveness of the recently EPA
implemented treatability
study (modifications to the
4 6 sD15 | HVE system) and verify
effectiveness of treating
shallow soils at the two
known areas of
contamination.

In addition to the recommendations that respond to issues cited in Section 8, several

recommendations are included to optimize the remedy and/or minimize unnecessary costs. These
include the following:

In OU1, sites LF05, LF07, LF13, and OT56 have reached cleanup levels for all COCs. Based
on the Decision Guide for Monitoring Well Selection and Analysis (Attachment C, Figure C-
1), wells at these sites should be removed from the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring
Program and the sites are recommended for closure (i.e., cleanup levels based on residential
use have been achieved and no additional response actions, including land use controls are
needed).

In OU4, close the bioventing system at SD25 because soil remediation objectives have been
reached and analytical data document soil contaminants are below cleanup levels that are
acceptable for residential use.

Monitor for natural attenuation of groundwater at a reduced frequency as determined by the
Decision Guide for Monitoring Well Sampling Frequency (Attachment C, Figure C-2).
These include:
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e Discontinue monitoring for manganese at LF59 because manganese concentrations
have been below the ROD-specified cleanup level for two consecutive sampling
rounds in all wells monitored in OU1.

e Review and revise the frequency of sampling for some wells in OU4, OUS5, and OU6
in accordance with the decision guide (USAF, 2002f). Several wells in OU4 have
been shown to meet COC cleanup levels and warrant less frequent monitoring;
benzene monitoring may be reduced at wells within OUS5 that have historically been
below cleanup levels; TCE monitoring may be reduced at OU6 wells (except at
SD15) that have been below cleanup levels, and some wells associated with unstable
plumes in OU5 may require more frequent monitoring.

e The OU5 ROD specified annual sediment sampling at ST37 for at least the first 5 years, and
sediments have been collected in the wetland cell and Beaver Pond annually since 1997. The
cleanup standard outlined in the ROD for soil was consistent with the State of Alaska cleanup
levels at the time, or 1,000 mg/kg total diesel fuel hydrocarbons (TFH-diesel). None of the
sediment samples have contained fuel constituents (i.e., TFH-diesel, BTEX, PAH) at
concentrations above State regulatory cleanup levels. Because the soil material at ST37 has
been removed, it is not necessary to continue monitoring the sediment. Sediment results
collected to date are sufficient to demonstrate that significant levels of COCs are not
accumulating in the sediment in the wetland cell or Beaver Pond; therefore, sediment
monitoring at ST37 should be discontinued.

e Asite closure report demonstrates applicable cleanup levels, acceptable for residential use,
have been met by removal actions and land use controls are not needed at SA100; therefore,
the USAF considers this site closed and it is not necessary to include SA100 in subsequent
five-year reviews.
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Section 10.0
PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENTS

Protectiveness statements for each OU at which a remedial action has been initiated were
developed in accordance with EPA guidance (EPA, 2001a) and are included in this section.

10.1  Operable Unit 1

The remedy at OUI is expected to be protective of human health and the environment
upon attainment of groundwater cleanup levels, through natural attenuation, at one remaining site
(LF59). In the interim, exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being
controlled.

10.2  Operable Unit 2

The remedy at OU?2 is expected to be protective of human health and the environment
upon attainment of groundwater cleanup levels, through natural attenuation at ST41. In the
interim, exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled.

10.3  Operable Unit 4

The remedy at OU4 is expected to be protective of human health and the environment
upon attainment of soil cleanup levels through bioventing at two remaining sites (F123 and SS10)
and attainment of groundwater cleanup levels through natural attenuation. In the interim,
exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled.

10.4  Operable Unit 5
The remedy at OU5 currently protects human health and the environment in the short-

term because at present, TCE has not exceeded cleanup levels at the point of compliance (i.e.,
Ship Creek). However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term, Seeps 9, 10, and
11 must be captured and treated, and the investigation into the nature and extent of the TCE
plume feeding the seeps at OUS must be continued and evaluated to ensure long-term
protectiveness.

10.5 Operable Unit 6

The remedy at LF04 North/Beach is protective of human health and the environment
though the annual removal of exposed landfill debris. In the interim, exposure pathways that
could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled.

The remedies at LF02, LF04 South, and WP14 are expected to be protective of human
health and the environment upon attainment of groundwater cleanup goals through natural
attenuation and recovery of free product (at LF04 South and WP14). In the interim, exposure
pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled.

At SD15, the remedy currently protects human health and the environment in the short-
term because the HVE has significantly reduced contamination and LUCs are in place to
eliminate known points of exposure. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the
long-term, methods to treat the remaining areas of shallow soil contamination must be
implemented or continued, as needed, following evaluation of the treatability study that is
currently in progress.

10.6 SA100

The remedy (immediate response and removal actions) at SA100 is complete and
protective of human health and the environment. Confirmation samples show that no
contamination above background levels/regulatory cleanup levels remains and the site is
acceptable for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.
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Section 11.0
NEXT REVIEW

Future five-year reviews for OUs 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 are necessary because contamination
remains above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure in these areas. Future
five-year reviews for SA100 are not needed because there is no evidence of contamination above
levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure in this area. The next five-year
review will be completed in 2008 and no later than five years from the signature date on this
document.
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Attachment B
CLEANUP LEVELS, TOXICITY, AND RISK EVALUATION

The effects of significant changes in standards that were used at the time of remedy selection
that may impact the protectiveness of the remedy were evaluated as part of the technical assessment of
the five-year review at Elmendorf AFB. This was done according to EPA Guidance (June 2001) as
explained in Section 7.0 of this five-year review report.

The first step in this process is determining which COPCs have new or changed standards since
the time of the ROD. Cleanup levels for COPCs presented in the ROD were compared to the current
potentially applicable federal or state cleanup levels. For soils, 18 AAC 75, Table Bl Method 2, Under-
40-Inch Zone applies for all compounds except DRO, GRO, and RRO. To correspond with ROD-
specified cleanup levels, DRO, GRO, and RRO cleanup levels are from 18 AAC 75, Table Al, Method
1, Level D. For surface water and groundwater cleanup levels, federal MCLs (40 CFR 141) and water
quality standards (40 CFR 131) were applied unless a more stringent state standard has been
promulgated (18 AAC 75, 18 AAC 70, 18 AAC 80). Due to concern regarding the potential for
groundwater to emerge as surface water at the OUS bluff, the strictest of the State criteria were used to
obtain a conservative evaluation of protectiveness.

Table B-1 illustrates this evaluation and identifies the COPCs for which a new standard or more
stringent standard was found. Some metals listed as COPCs in the ROD that had background levels
higher than the maximum detected level are not included in this review, if, at the time of the ROD, the
detected levels met background levels.

The COPCs with new or more stringent standards were further evaluated by comparing the
current applicable standard with maximum detected levels, as shown in Table B-2. Risk/hazard levels
calculations were performed for COPCs in Table B-2 where the most current maximum detected levels
exceed this standard, in order to evaluate whether the EPA target health goals were exceeded.

Cancer risks and non-cancer hazards were estimated by comparing them with ADEC’s risk-
based cleanup standards for soil and groundwater presented on Tables B-1 and B-2. The ADEC
groundwater and direct contact soil standards are based on a one in a hundred thousand risk (1 x 107)
for carcinogens or a hazard quotient of 1 for non-cancer chemicals. The method used to calculate risk
is equivalent to using Equations 1 and 2 from the ADEC Cleanup Levels Guidance (2002) for
groundwater and Equations 6 and 7 from the ADEC Cleanup Levels Guidance (2002) for soils. Table
B-3 includes these calculations and Section 7.0 of the report provides more detail regarding the risk
calculation methodologies used.

Finally, in order to evaluate whether the remedy remains protective, the risk/hazard calculations
were compared to the EPA’s management decision risk range of 1 x10™ to 1 x10°® for carcinogens and a
hazard quotient of 1 for non-carcinogens. Because all of the calculated results were found to be within
the acceptable range, all of the ROD-specified cleanup levels are still considered protective.

COPCs that did not have a MCL/State criteria at the time of the ROD and also do not have a
current MCL/State criteria were not included in this first part of the review. Instead, these compounds
were evaluated separately in Table B-4, which summarizes the evaluation of TBCs and new toxicity
data that would cause additional compounds or requirements to become a potential protectiveness
concern. Six compounds with new toxicity criteria were found to be associated with contamination at
one or more of the OUs and include TCE, vinyl chloride, benzene, xylenes, tetrachloroethene, and 1,1,1
trichloroethane. Table B-4 shows the evaluation of risks and hazards that were calculated for each of
these compounds using the new reference doses and cancer slope factors. A more detailed discussion
of the results of this evaluation is included in Section 7.



Table B-1

Evaluation of Changes in Chemical-Specific Standards*

Former Current Current Is there a newly
Operable Standard/ Federal Alaska promulgated cleanup level
Unit COPCs Clesmiuy Cleanup Cleanup or, is the new level more
(matrix (Final ROD COCs in bold) : Levelt Levelt stringent?
" Level (in 1
and units) ROD) (Y/N)
If Yes, then go to Table B-2
1,2-Dibromoethane 0.05 0.05 0.05 N
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane -- -- 4 (A) Y
Benzene 5 5 5(A) N
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 6 6 6 (A) N
cis 1,2-Dichloroethene 70 70 70(A) N
oul1 Polychlorinated biphenyls - 0.5 0.5 (A) Y
(Ground (PCB)
water) Tetrachloroethene 5 5 5(A) N
pg/L Toluene 1,000 1,000 1,000 (A) N
Trichloroethene (TCE) 5 5 5(A) N
Vinyl Chloride 2 2 2 (A) N
Arsenic 76° 10 50 (A) N ¢
Barium 2,000 2,000 2,000 (A) N
Manganese 9,100° 50 50" N°®
Benzene 5 5 5(A) N
ou2 Ethylbenzene 700 700 700(A) N
(Ground Toluene 1,000 1,000 1,000 (A) N
water) Xylenes, total 10,000 10,000 10,000 (A) N
/L 1,1,2,2- Tetrachloroethane -- -- 4 (A) Y
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 6 6 6 (A) N
Chloroform 100 100 100(A) N
Benzene 10° 12 10° (B) N
Ethylbenzene 10° 3,100 10°(B) N
SO ‘iz Xylenes, total 10° - 10°(B) N
(\;,';t::f 1.2-Dichloroethane 10° 3.8 5 (B) Y
g/l Toluene 10° 6,800 10°(B) N
Diesel 15 - 1,300 "(A) N
Gasoline 15° - 1,500 "(A) N
ou4 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 200 200 200(A) N
(Ground 1,1-Dichloroethene 7 7 7 (A) N
water) 1,2-Dichloroethane 5 5 5(A) N
pe/L 1,1-Dichloroethane -- -- 3,650(A) X
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 600 600 400 (A) N
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 600 600 -- N
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 75 75 75 (A) N
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 70 70 70(A) N
Trans-1,2-dichloroethene 100 100 100 (A) N
Carbon tetrachloride 5 5 5(A) N
Chloroform 100 100 100(A) N
Endrin 2 2 2 (A) N
Heptachlor epoxide 0.2 0.2 0.2 (A) N
Tetrachloroethene 5 5 5(A) N
TCE 5 5 5(A) N
Vinyl chloride 2 2 2(A) N
Benzene 5 5 5(A) N




Table B-1 (Continued)

— Current Current Is there a newly
Operable Standard/ Federal Alaska promulgated cleanup level
Unit COPCs - e Cleanup Cleanup or, is the new level more
(matrix (Final ROD COCs in bold) P Level Level stringent?
: Level (in 1
and units) ROD) (Y/N)
If Yes, then go to Table B-2
Ethylbenzene 700 700 700(A) N
Toluene 1,000 1,000 1,000(A) N
Xylenes, total 10,000 10,000 10,000(A) N
1,1,1-Trichloroethane -- -- 1.0 Y
4.4-DDD -- -- 35 Y
4,4-DDT -- -- 24 Y
Acenaphthene -- -- 210 Y
Aldrin -- -- 0.5 Y
Anthracene -- -- 4,300 Y
Benzene 0.5 -- 0.02 Y
Benzo(a) anthracene’ - - 6 Y
Benzo(a) pyrene” -- -- 1 Y
Benzo(b) fluoranthene” -- -- 11 Y
Benzo(k)fluoranthene” -- -- 110 Y
BTEX 100 -- See individual N
Chromium 48.44 ¢ -- 26 N°¢
Chrysene -- -- 620 Y
cis-1,2-dichloroethene -- -- 0.2 Y
(1,2-DCE)
Cobalt 19.52°¢ -- -- N
Cyanide -- -- 27 Y
Dibenz(ah)anthracene” -- - 1 Y
ou4 Endrin -- -- 0.3 Y
(Soils) Ethylbenzene -- -- 5.5 Y
mg/kg Fluoranthene = = 2,100 Y
Fluorene -- -- 270 Y
Ideno(123-cd)pyrene” -- -- 11 Y
Lead -- -- 400 Y
Meta-&para-xylenes 1,000 -- -- N
Methylene chloride -- -- 0.015 Y
Naphthalene -- -- 21 Y
Nickel 51°¢ -- 87 N
Ortho-xylenes 1,000 -- -- N
PCB-1260 -- -- 1 Y
Pyrene -- -- 1,500 Y
Selenium 0.54°¢ -- 3.5 N
Tetrachloroethene -- -- 0.3 Y
Toluene 1,000 -- 5.4 Y
Xylenes, total -- -- 78 Y
Zinc -- -- 9100 Y
Diesel (DRO) 2,000 -- 2,000¢ N
Gasoline (GRO) 1,000 -- 1,0008 N
Jet fuel (RRO) 2,000 -- 2,000¢ N
Kerosene (RRO) 2,000 -- 2,000 ¢ N
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 200 200 200(A) N
1,1- Dichloroethane -- -- 3,650 (A) Y
1,1,2,2- Tetrachloroethane -- -- 4(A) Y
OUs bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 6 6 6 (A) N
(Ground Di-n-butyl phthalate — — 2,700 (B) Y




Table B-1 (Continued)

— Current Current Is there a newly
Operable Standard/ Federal Alaska promulgated cleanup level
Unit COPCs - e Cleanup Cleanup or, is the new level more
(matrix (Final ROD COCs in bold) P Level Level stringent?
: Level (in 1
and units) ROD) (Y/N)
If Yes, then go to Table B-2
water) Diethyl phthalate -- -- 23,000 (B) Y
pg/L TCE 5 5 5(A) N
Benzene 5 5 5(A) N
Ethylbenzene 700 700 700(A) N
Toluene 1,000 1,000 1,000 (A) N
Xylenes, total 10,000 10,000 10,000 (A) N
TFH-Diesel (TAH) © 10 -- 10 (B) N°
TFH-Gas (TAqH) ¢ 10 -- 15 (B) N¢
Aluminum 50-200 -- 87 (B) N
Barium 2,000 2,000 2,000 (A) N
Manganese 50 50 50 (B) N
Selenium 50 50 5(A) Y
ous 1,1,1-trichloroethane 200 -- 200 (B) N
(Surface 1,2-dichloroethane 5 3.8 5(B) Y
Water) Benzene 5 12 5 (B) N
pg/L Ethylbenzene 700 3,100 700 (B) N
Toluene 1,000 6,800 1,000 (B) N
Naphthalene -- -- 700(B) Y
TCE 5 27 5(B) N
Trans-1,2-dichloroethene 100 -- 100(B) N
Xylenes, total 10,000 -- 10,000(B) N
Sheen No Sheen - No Sheen N
(B)
TFH-Gas (TAH / TAqH)* 10 -- 10 /15 (B) N°
JP-4 10 -- 2,000 £(A) N
Benzene 5 5 5(A) N
Ethylbenzene 700 700 700(A) N
Toluene 1,000 1,000 1,000 (A) N
Xylenes, total 10,000 10,000 10,000 (A) N
ou6 1,2-Dichloroethane 5 5 5(A) N
(Ground Methylene Chloride 5 5 5(A) N
water) bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 6 6 6 (A) N
K/l 1,1.1-Trichloroethane 200 200 200 (A) N
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 5 5 5(A) N
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.43" - 4 (A) ¥
TCE 5 5 5(A) N
Chloroform 100 100 100 (A) N
ou6 DRO 2,000 -- 2,000 ¢ N
(Soils®) GRO 1,000 -- 1,000 ¢ N
mg/kg BTEX 100 - See individual N
Benzene 0.5' -- 0.02 Y
Ethylbenzene - - 5.5 Y
Toluene - - 5.4 Y
Xylenes, total 10 -- 78 N
Kerosene (RRO) 2,000 -- 2,000¢ N
1,1-Dichloroethene -- -- 0.03 Y
1,1-Dichloroethane -- -- 12 Y
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane -- -- 0.017 Y




Table B-1 (Continued)

— Current Current Is there a newly
Operable Standard/ Federal Alaska promulgated cleanup level
Unit COPCs - e Cleanup Cleanup or, is the new level more
(matrix (Final ROD COCs in bold) P Level Level stringent?
: Level (in 1
and units) ROD) (Y/N)
If Yes, then go to Table B-2
1,1,1-Trichloroethane -- -- 1.0 Y
2-Methylphenol (o-cresol) -- -- 7 Y
Acetone -- -- 10 Y
Arsenic 9.31° -- 2 N¢
Barium 196.45 ° -- 1,100 N
Benzo(a)anthracene -- -- 6 Y
Benzo(a)pyrene -- -- 1 Y
Beryllium 0.76° -- 42 N
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate -- -- 590 Y
Chloroform -- -- 0.34 Y
Chromium 48.44° -- 26 N°¢
Fluorene -- -- 270 Y
Fluoranthene -- -- 2100 Y
Indeno(1,2,3.-cd)pyrene -- -- 11 Y
Lead 10.13°¢ -- 400 N
Methylene chloride -- -- 0.015 Y
Naphthalene -- -- 21 Y
Nickel 71.79° -- 87 N
Pyrene -- -- 1,500 Y
Selenium 0.54° -- 3.5 N
Silver 1.68°¢ -- 21 N
Vanadium 101.64° -- 710 N
Zinc 90.01° -- 9,100 N

* Some metals listed as COPCs in the ROD that had background levels higher than the maximum detected level are not listed.
+ For water, the strictest of 18 AAC 70 and 18 AAC 75 used for State cleanup levels (origin of State criteria clarified by bold
alpha notation following the criteria, as indicated below) and Federal cleanup levels are from 40 CFR 141 for groundwater and
40 CFR 131 for surface water. For soils, 18 AAC 75, Table B1 Method 2, under-40-inch zone applies for all compounds
except DRO, GRO, and RRO (see note g).

(A) 18 AAC 75, Table C, Alaska Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Control Cleanup Regulations

(B) 18 AAC 70, Alaska Water Quality Standards
'If the current MCL or criteria is new (i.e., there was no standard at the time of the ROD), or if the current MCL or criteria is more
stringent than the standard at the time of the ROD, then go to Table B.2 to determine whether a risk evaluation is required.
*Identified in ROD as a final contaminant of concern, but no cleanup level was assigned to this chemical,
*Soil cleanup levels applicable to SD15, except for lead at LF02. The ROD did not specify COCs for the other sites in OU 6.
* Surface water criteria established under 18 AAC 70, based on total aromatic hydrocarbons.
®The combination of benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, and total xylenes (BTEX) in surface water may not exceed 10 pg/L.
“The ROD identified TFH-gas and/or TFH-diesel from 18 AAC 70, which have since become outdated. In 1998, an agreement
with ADEC and EPA was made to replace the outdated TFH analyses with TAH and TAgH. Because TFH is no longer used,
the current criteria shown are for TAH and TAqH and are consistent with current RAOs for OU 5.
ISecondary Drinking Water MCL (18 AAC 80). Secondary criteria mainly affect the aesthetic quality of drinking water.
“ROD-specified limit based on elevated background levels; therefore, cleanup level is still protective and no further evaluation
is needed.
'ROD cleanup levels are based on total hydrocarbons. Current State criteria listed for DRO and GRO (18 AAC 75, Table C).
£This Criteria is from 18 AAC 75, Table C (groundwater) for RRO. To correspond with ROD-specified cleanup levels, Table
Al, Method 1, Level D was used for soils. Kerosene and JP-4 are comparable to RRO in current State criteria
"ROD-specified risked-based cleanup level applies to site LF02 only. The ROD did not specify a cleanup level for this analyte
at SD15, WP14, and LF04. Further evaluation in Table B.2 applies to these sites.
'The ACM Level C guideline for benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX) combined is 50 mg/kg.

%

MCL — maximum contaminant level
OU — Operable Unit

ROD — Record of Decision
RRO—residual range organics
TFH—total fuel hydrocarbons

—* Indicates no criteria/MCL or not applicable
ng/L — microgram per kilogram
mg/kg—milligrams per liter
COC—Contaminant of concern
COPC—Contaminant of potential concern



Table B-2

Evaluation of Protectiveness for New or More Stringent Standards

Operable Unit COPCs With New or Current DMax. 2002 Max. New Ri.s k Calculatefl Hf zard or
; ; etected Detected Evaluation Risk
(matr.lx and . Changed Stand.ard Applicable Level at Level? Needed? *
units) (Final ROD COCs in bold) | Standard ROD" (Y/N)
oul1 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 4 11 18 Y Risk = 5x107
(Groundwater) Polychlorinated Biphenyl 0.5 14 - N* --
peg/L
ou2 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 4 0.8 ND (0.69) N -
(Groundwater)
pg/L
ou2 1,2-Dichloroethane 3.8 33 ND (5.7) Y Risk = 2x107
(Surface Water)
pg/L
ou4 1,1-Dichloroethane 3,650 84.1 14 N -
(Groundwater)
pg/L
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1.0 2.9 - Y HI = 0.006
4,4-DDD 35 0.01 -- N --
4,4-DDT 24 0.04 -- N --
Acenaphthene 210 1.1 -- N --
Aldrin 0.5 0.004 -- N --
Anthracene 4,300 0.002 -- N -
Benzene 0.02 0.053 0.043 Y Risk = 5x10™
Benzo(a) anthracene 6 .002 -- N --
Benzo(a) pyrene 1 0.69 -- N --
Benzo(b) fluoranthene 11 4.72 -- N --
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 110 4.92 -- N --
Chrysene 620 2.44 -- N --
cis-1,2-dichloroethene 0.2 0.019 N -
Cyanide 27 1.5 -- N --
OU4 (Soils) Dibenz(ah)anthracene 1 0.14 = N =
mg/kg Endrin 0.3 0.015 s N o
Ethylbenzene 545 10.6 0.79 N --
Fluoranthene 2,100 1.75 -- N -
Fluorene 270 0.7 -- N -
Ideno(123-cd)pyrene 11 0.9 -- N --
Lead 400 69 -- N --
Methylene chloride 0.015 0.092 -- Y Risk = 5x10~
Naphthalene 21 3.21 -- N --
Polychlorinated Biphenyl - 1 0.15 -- N -
1260
Pyrene 1,500 1.59 -- N --
Tetrachloroethene 0.3 0.007 -- N -
Toluene 5.4 1.4 0.69 N -
Xylenes, total 78 55.7 3.91 N -
Zinc 9100 641 -- N --
OUs 1.1-Dichloroethane 3,650 1.3 1.0 N == .
(Groundwater) 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 4 8 6.2 Y Risk = 2x10°
L/l Di-n-butyl phthalate 2,700 1 -- N -
Diethyl phthalate 23,000 1 -- N -
Selenium 5 2.5 -- N --




Table B-2 (Continued)

Operable Unit COPCs With New or Current Max. 2002 Max. New Ri‘sk Calculatefl Hfzard or
; ; Detected Detected Evaluation Risk
(matr}x and ‘ Changed Standfard Applicable Level at Level? Needed? *

units) (Final ROD COCs in bold) | Standard ROD' (Y/N)

ous Naphthalene 700 1 ND (0.59) N -

(Surface Water)
pg/LL 1,2-Dichloroethane 3.8 2.6 - N -
0ou6 1,1,2,2,-Tetrachloroethane’ 4 8.6 0.93 N -
(Groundwater)
pg/L

Benzene 0.02 0.038 0.0064 N -

Ethylbenzene 5.5 22.2 ND (0.0048) N -

Toluene 5.4 39.7 0.0032 N -

1,1-Dichloroethene 0.03 0.026 ND (0.0029) N -

1,1-Dichloroethane 12 0.881 ND (0.0048) N -

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.017 97.9 0.0015 N -

1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1.0 9.2 ND (0.0048) N --

2-Methylphenol (o-cresol) 7 0471 ND (1.54) N -

ou6 Acetone 10 0.224 0.187 N -

(Soils®) Benzo(a)anthracene 6 0.23 0.183 N -

mg/kg Benzo(a)pyrene 1 0.184 0.0208 N --

bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 590 2.23 ND (0.77) N -

Chloroform 0.34 0.15 ND (0.0019) N -

Fluorene 270 0.020 0.00397 N -

Fluoranthene 2100 0.345 1.020 N -

Indeno(1,2,3,-cd)pyrene 11 0.024 0.00555 N -

Methylene chloride 0.015 0.012 0.0039 N --

Naphthalene 21 2.47 0.0117 N --

Pyrene 1,500 0.516 1.220 N -

'Maximum detected levels are from the original risk assessment performed in conjunction with the ROD for each OU.

32002 Analytical data were reviewed for current maximum detected levels. Data are not available for all of the COPCs.

“A new risk evaluation/calculation is considered necessary if the most recent recorded levels exceed the new/changed current
standards, unless otherwise stated.
“For contaminants with a “Y” in the previous column, Hazard was calculated for chemicals that are non-carcinogens or Risk was
calculated for carcinogens. Refer to Table B.3 for detailed calculations.
*Soil cleanup levels applicable to SD15, except for lead at LF02. The ROD did not specify COCs for the other sites in OU 6.

*PCB was only detected in one out of 38 samples. Because subsequent sampling events failed to confirm it's presence or validity of
data, this compound was not included as a final COC.
®Maximum detected level at sites SD15, WP14, and LF04 occurred at SD15. A ROD-specified risked-based cleanup level of 0.43
ng/L applies to site LF02, which has higher maximum detected levels.

“--* not applicable or not available
mg/kg—milligrams per liter

ug/L — microgram per liter

ND — not detected, maximum detection limit shown in parentheses.
COC—Contaminant of concern
BTEX—benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and total xylenes
HI = Hazard Index

OU - Operable Unit

ROD - Record of Decision




Table B-3
Risk/Hazard Estimates for Chemicals with Concentrations above New Standards

Operable Unit | Chemical \ Site Concentration \ Standard | Hazard?® | Risk”
lIGroundwater (ug/L) g
QU1 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 18 4 -- 5E-05
QU5 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 6.2 4 -- 2E-05
Surface water (ug/L)
QU2 | 1,2 Dichloroethane 5.7 [ 38 | = | 2E-05
Soils (mg/kg) |
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 29 460 0.006 -
ou4 Benzene 0.043 9 - S5E-08
Methylene chloride 0.092 180 -- 5E-09
NOTES:

Calculations were performed based on equations from ADEC Cleanup Levels Guidance (November 2002). Groundwater
calculations are based on Equations 1 and 2 for non-carcinogens and carcinogens, respectively. Soil calculations are
based on Equations 6 and 7 for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic volatile contaminants, respectively.
? Chemicals with values in this column are non-carcinogens; therefore, the hazard, rather than the risk, is estimated:

site concentration/standard = hazard. Standard is based on a hazard of 1.
® Chemicals with values in this column are carcinogens; therefore, the risk is estimated:

(site concentration/standard) x 1 x 10® =risks. Standard is based on a risk of 1 x 10”.

©18 AAC 75, Table C. Groundwater standard is based on drinking the water, no bathing (inhalation, dermal) risks/hazards
are included. The State only considers ingestion hazards/risks when establishing their risk-based groundwater standards.
418 AAC 75, Table B1, Under 40-Inch Zone, Inhalation. The State's soil standards presented on this table are based on
inhaling vapors from the soil, the direct contact pathway of most concern for volatile chemicals at this site. Hazards/risks
due to ingestion are not included but would not significantly increase risk/hazard estimates.



Table B-4
Risks and Hazards for COPCs with Toxicity Changes

Exposure Factors from ADEC Cleanup Levels Guidance (November 2002)

New Toxicity Criteria

RfDo CSFo
Parameter Unit Value Chemical (mg/kg-d) (ma/kg-d)-1

Standard in Groundwater (standard) ug/L chem-specific TCE 3.00E-04 4,00E-01
Ingestion Rate of Water (IR) L/day 2 Vinyl Chloride 3.00E-03 1.50E+00
Exposure frequency (EF) days/year 350 Benzene 4.00E-03 5.50E-02
Exposure duration (ED) years 30 Xylenes 2.00E-01 --
Body weight (BW) kg 70 PCE 1.00E-02 5.4E-01
Conversion Factor (CF) mg/ug 1.0E-03 1,1,1-TCA 2.80E-01 --
Averaging time (noncancer) (ATnc) days 10,950
Averaging time (cancer) (ATc) days 25,550
SIFnc = (IR*EF*ED*CF)/(BW*ATnc) L-mg/ug-kg-d 2.74E-05
SlIFc = (IR*EF*ED*CF)/(BW*ATc) L-mg/ug-kg-d 1.17E-05
Risk and Hazard Calculations

Cleanup Intake Intake Hazard Cancer

Standard non-cancer cancer Quotient Risk

Chemical (ug/L) (mg/kg-d) (mg/kg-d) (HQ)

Trichloroethene (TCE) 5 1.37E-04 5.87E-05 0.5 2.E-05
Vinyl Chloride 2 5.48E-05 2.35E-05 0.02 4.E-05
Benzene 5 1.37E-04 5.87E-05 0.03 3.E-06
Xylenes 10000 2.74E-01 - 1 --
Tetrachloroethene (PCE) 5 1.37E-04 5.87E-05 0.01 3.E-05
1,1,1-Trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA) 200 5.48E-03 - 0.02 --

Notes
RfDo: oral reference dose
SFo: oral slope factor

SIFnc: Summary Intake Factor, non-cancer

SIFc: Summary Intake Factor, cancer
Intake: Standard x SIF

Noncancer Hazard = Standard x SIFnc / RfD

Cancer Risk = Standard x SIFc x CSF

Ethylbenzene is now considered a potential carcinogen by inhalation and an inhalation slope factor has been proposed by EPA; however,
because this calculation focuses on drinking groundwater, inhalation does not affect the risk and associated cleanup standard.

B-9
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Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program Figures



Figure C-1

Decision Guide For Monitoring Well Selection and Analysis
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Figure C-2

Decision Guide For Monitoring Well Sampling Frequency

Sample Semi-
annually

Is the Plume Immediately
Upgradient' of an
Environmental Receptor?

Is the Plume
Stable??

No Sample
> Annually

Is the Plume
Stable*?

In-Source Wells — Sample Once Every Five Years

Upgradient Wells — Sample Once Every Five Years

Downgradient Wells — Sample Once Every Two Years

'Immediately Upgradient: Within a two-year warning line. The warning line is defined as the distance groundwater
travels in two years, ignoring retardation processes, and measured from a receptor (surface water body).
’Stable plume: A stable plume has defined boundaries with stable or decreasing contaminant concentrations.

At present (2002), the following plumes are not considered stable:

Slammer Ave. Plume

e  Fairchild Ave. Plume

e Kenney Ave. Plume

e SP1-02 Plume

Notes:

1. Seeps are sampled annually unless they exceed cleanup levels, in which case they are sampled quarterly.

2. Wells with historical free product will be monitored annually for free product occurrence. Active product recovery
will continue in wells with recoverable free product.

3. Sampling frequencies can be modified as needed to support site closure or modeling results. More frequent
sampling may be necessary at some wells in order to obtain statistically defensible trends.

4. Surface water sampling at OU 5 (Ship Creek) will be performed annually.
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KEY MAP - ELMENDORF AFB

TEXT BOX KEY

Sampling ____t=—OUBMW-63
Location ID Date Benz |
AugoZ [ 3570 Analyte
Sep94 | 206.0
Jun-96 5.7 :
Month-Year or 006 = Analytical
Year (Round) 1997 (1) NA Results
Sampled Sep-97 21.0
Jun-98 15.2 Note: Bold
Aug-98 45 Results
May-99 27.0
Aug09 | 120 Exceed
May-00 42.0 Cleanup
Jul-00 5.3 Levels
May-01 8.7
Aug-01 7.8
2002 (1) 6.7"
ANALYTE LEGEND (Analyte units are in pg/L)
Benz- Benzene
Mang- Manganese
TCE - Trichloroethylene
NA - Not Analyzed
ND - Not Detected
F - The Analyte was positively identified but the
associative numerical value is below the
Method Reporting Limit
LEGEND
Benzene Plume
Benzene Plume measured below
the cleanup level in 2002; plume
previously above cleanup level.
TCE Plume
% Monitor Well Location
~Q Seep Location with flow direction
===  Groundwater Flow Direction
140 Groundwater Elevation Contour
- (in feet above mean sea level)
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Well OU6MW-49 was destroyed
in 2000; data shown for 2001-2002
was measured in replacement well

OUBMW-49R, installed in 2001.
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Date Benz TCE |
Aug94_| 1830 | 235 OUBMW-18
Sep-94 204.0 23.9 Date Benz TCE
Jun96 1790 211 1094 (1) | 14300 | 143.0
1097 @ | 440 150 s [ 2994 (2 [ 10000 | 1400
May-08 843 213 1996 (3) | 814.0 | 151.0
Sep-98 110.0 232 Sep-98 01 0.9
Jun99 93 25 Jun-99 43.0 33.0
/ Aug-99 78.0 14.0 Aug-99 39.0 38.0
May-00 | 160.0 19.0 May-00 | 110.0 54.0
—_ | -Aug-00 160.0 18.0 Aug-00 9.0 6.4
[~ [un-o1 700 110 Jun-01 41.0 27.0
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Aug-99 ND ND Aug-98 ND 58 M.\
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Attachment D
Site Inspection Checklists



Five-Year Review LUC Checklist

I. SITE INFORMATION

Site pai}\e:_ﬁlmgnd_oxff AFB Date of inspection: Jul - Oct 02

Location and Region: EPA ID:
' Anchorage, Alaska, Region X

: Agency, ofﬁcé, or coﬁpény le;ding the five-year W.ééthe‘r/tempe’rature: N/A
review: CH2M HILL ‘

Remedf Ilﬁéludééz (éi\eck vall that I.f’iPP.ly)

[[] Landfill cover/containment [J Monitored natural attenuation
] Access controls [[] Groundwater containment
[ Institutional eontrols [] Vertical barrier walls

[] Groundwater pump and treatment
[[] Surface water collection and treatment :
Other -- This review was conducted specifically for institutional controls

Attachments:  [X] Inspection team roster attached [ Site map attached

IL. INTERVIEWS

Personnel Interviewed

Remarks:

All interviews were conducted at each individual’s office

The team conducting the interviews consisted of Theodore Dean/CH2M HILL and Deborah
Moore/CH2M HILL

Name Organization Name Organization
Valerie Payne 3 CES/CEVP Ted Franklin 3 CES/CEI
Bill Wood " | 3CES/CECC Jim Klasen 11 AF/JACE
Marvin Thomason 3 CES/CECD Tours Kieser™ 3 CES/CER
.Steve B;"tek . 3 CES/CEOI | belbert Brown 3 CES/CEOE
3. Local regulatory authorities and résponse 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.

Per 3 CES/CEVR request, regulatory agencies were not interviewed regarding LUC
management at EAFB.

4. Other interviews (optional) [X] Reports attached.

Note - The interview form provided in Appendix C of OSWER Directive 9355.7-03B-P, Comprehensive 5-
Year Review, was determined inappropriate for conducting intetrviews regarding LUC implementation.
Therefore, specific interview forms were developed and used for this purpose.
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IIIl. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

1. O&M Documents :
[} O&M manual [ Readily available =~ [JUptodate [X] N/A
X As-built drawings Xl Readily available []Uptodate RIN/A
[] Maintenance logs [ Readily available [JUptodate [X] N/A
[ Other: General Plan, OU RODs, OU RA Reports, regulatory correspondence
Remarks —~ Tab D-6, Constraints and Opportunities Map and the General Plan do not show all
LUC boundaries #pplicable.. Hard copies were marked up and are attached. '
|2 Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan [ Readily available[] Up to date X N/A
Contingency plan/emergency response plan[] Readily available[] Up todate [X] N/A
' Remarks -- Not applicable
3. O&M and OSHA Training Records  [] Readily available []] Uptodate [X] N/A
Remarks
4. Permits and Serviég,Agreeménts '
Air discharge permit , [J Readily available [JUptodate [X] N/A
Effluent discharge [J Readily available [ JUptodate [X] N/A
Waste disposal, POTW [J Readily available  [JUp todate [XIN/A
Other permits X Readily available [X]Uptodate []N/A
Remarks ~ Other permits include Land Lease and Tenant Support Agreements
5. Gas Generation Records [] Readily available [ JUptodate P N/A
‘ - Remarks
6. Settlement Monument Records [ Readily available = [JUptodate RIN/A
Remarks
7. Groundwater Monitoring Records [KIReadily available X Uptodate [IN/A
8. Leachiate Extraction Records [JReadily available [JUptodate [XIN/A
Remarks ‘ :
9. Discharge Compliance Records
O Air [J Readily available ~[JUptodate [XIN/A
[ Water (effluent) [J Readily available [ JUptodate [XIN/A
Remarks
10. Daily Access/Security Logs [ Readily available = [JUptodate [XIN/A
Remarks '

ANC/TP2187.D0C/030270007




IV. ACCESS AND LAND USE CONTROLS [X] Applicable [] N/A

A. Fencing

1. Fencing damaged [J Location shown on site map [] Gates secured XIN/A

Remarks — No fences are used for LUC management or enforcement at Elmendorf AFB.

B. Other Access Restrictions

1. Signs and other security measures [J Location shown on site map [X] N/A

Remarks - No access restrictions related to LUCs are in place at Elmendorf AFB.

_C. Land Use Controls (LUCs)

1. Implementation and enforcement
Site conditions imply LUCs not properly implemented [J Yes X No [[]J] N/A
Site conditions imply LUCs not being fully enforced [J Yes K No [] N/A

Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by): Self-reporting and drive by
Frequency: Random check of 25% percent of projects with LUCs in effect
Responsible party/agency: 3CES/CEVR

Contact

Name Title Phone no.
Donna Baumler - 3 CES/CEVR Environmental Protection Assistant (907) 552-7229

Reporting is up-to-date & Yes [] No [] N/A
Reports are verified by the lead agency X Yes [] No [J N/A
Requirements in deed or decision documents have been met X Yes [] No [J N/A
Violations have been reported [J Yes [ No [X] N/A
Other problems or suggestions: [X Letter report attached

See recommendations provided in 5-Year LUC Review Letter Report

2. Adequacy X LUCs are adequate [J LUCs are inadequate [JN/A

Remarks - No violations in LUC management were noted during the review.

D. General

1. Vandalism/trespassing [} Location shown on site map [X] No vandalism evident
Remarks
2. Land use changes on site[ JN/A

Remarks - Airfield development proposed east of Runway 33-15 (fighter aircraft storage).
Adjacent to OU 1. Proposed development does not encroach on OU 1 or otherwise violate
LUCs.

3. Land use changes off site MKIN/A
Remarks
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INTERVIEW DOCUMENTATION FORM

The following is a list of individual interviewed for this five-year review. See the
attached contact record(s) for a detailed summary of the interviews.

Name Title/Position Organization Date
Contractor
Operations Weston Solutions
Scott Blount Manager Inc 26 Jun 03
Former
Community Co-
Thomas Brudnicki Chair CEB Member 30 Jun 03
Contractor,
Theodore Dean Program Manager CH2M Hill 27 Jun 03
Alaska State
Mike Cravens CEB Member Troopers 30 Jun 03
Community Co-
R. J. Gryder Chair Elmendorf CEB 1 Jul 03
Alaska Dept. of '
Environmental Environmental
Louis Howard Specialist Conservation 23 Jun 03
Alaska Business
Vern McCorkle CEB Member Monthly 23 Jun 03
Restoration
Kevin Oates Project Manager Region 10, EPA 3 Jul 03
Mark Prieksat Project Manager USARAK 30 Jun 03

Surveys also sent to the following individuals who did not reply:

Roger Graves, Port of Anchorage
Lydia Darby, Alaska Action on Toxics
Roger Lee, Interested Citizen

Cindy Hood, Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence

CEB Members:

William Dixson, Native representative

Michael Scott, Municipality of Anchorage representative
Teri Lee Fetherolf, Member at Large
Stephen Geriek, Government Hill representative

Art Isham, Eagle River representative

Joseph Levesque, Public Interest representative

Judith Root, Anchorage representative

Irina Shupilova, Public Interest representative




INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review
Type: O Telephone OVisit ¥ E-Mail Date: June 26, 2003
CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas | Title: Environmental Community | organization: 3 WG/PA
Relations Coordinator

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:
Name: Scott Blount Title: Operations Manager

Organization: Weston Solutions, Inc. | E-Mail Address:
scott.blount@westonsolutions.com

Street Address: 425 “G” Street, Ste. 300 Telephone No: 276-6610
City, State, Zip: Anchorage, AK 99501 Fax No: 276-6694

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at ElImendorf AFB? (General
sentiment)

| think the Air Force has done an excellent job not only tackling the problems identified
early in their CERCLA program, but also in identifying related issues and bringing them to
light and/or closure (such as SA-100). The Air Force has made a superb effort balancing
risk, protectiveness, and costs, and has consistently sought ways to make their programs
more efficient. Restoration dollars have been money well spent.

2. What effects do you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?

While the Air Force has had some minor disagreements with their adjacent industrial
neighbors (AKRR and Port), | feel there has been extremely minimal impact to the
community near the Base. This is due in large part to early efforts to curb offsite migration
of contaminants, as well as the efforts the Air Force has made in their aggressive
community relations campaign and their Restoration Advisory Board program.
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3. Are you aware of any communlty concerns regard/ng the site or its operat/on and
administration? If so, please give details.

| am not aware of any community concerns, with the exception of the on-going negotiation
with the AKRR to support them in their expansion by perhaps re-aligning portions of the
Air Force’s seep collection system at OU 5.

4. Do you feel well-informed about activities and progress at the site?

Yes.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management?

Though the mission of the restoration group continues to diminish as their cleanup efforts
succeed, | feel the group is well managed and has performed well. | am aware of
significant efforts on the Base’s part to implement measures to streamline programs and
cut costs. | am also aware of the Base’s determination to meet cleanup goals in the
timeframe agreed upon in their decision documents. This is what would be ideally
expected from a well-run restoration program.
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6. Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose and
results.

Our office worked recently with the Air Force on SA-100. We also work with the Air Force
performing O&M on several remedial systems and we conduct their groundwater
monitoring program. We have rigidly structured programs with very regular and routine
communication. Communication includes weekly reporting, monthly reporting, project
status meetings (kick-off, pre-field, progress, etc.), as well as additional face-to-face
meetings for problem resolution, to strategize on process improvement, or to ensure
mutual understanding of the project progress or scope. We also prepare workplans and
reports, and participate in Restoration Advisory Board meetings.

7. Have there been complaints, violations or other incidents related to the site requiring a
response by your office? If so, please give details of the events and results of the
responses.

None.

‘

8. What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show contaminant
levels are decreasing?

The Air Force has made a significant investment in modeling and statistics to gain a better
understanding of how contamination is behaving on Base. Numerous areas of
groundwater and soil contamination are monitored. Most show decreasing trends that are
technically defensible based on the monitoring data being collected. In those few cases
where trends are increasing, additional effort is being made to identify and control the
sources of contamination, understand the behavior of the contamination in place, and
provide additional monitoring if required. The protectiveness of human health and the
environment is being preserved through these efforts according the agreements set forth
in each CEVR decision document.
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9. Have there been any significant changes in the O&M requirements, maintenance
schedules or sampling routines since start-up or in the last five years? If so, do they affect
the protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy? Please describe changes and impacts.

The Air Force has entered into agreements with the State and the EPA (through the
workplan and reporting review process as well as signed decision documents) to allow for
continued streamlining of the O&M and monitoring programs as contaminant levels
decrease. As a result, fewer wells are sampled today than were sampled five years ago.
However, because of the frequent and open communication with the State and the EPA,
checks and balances are in place and the protectiveness of human health and the
environment has been maintained as specified in the each Record of Decision.

10. Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site since start-up or in
the last five years? If so, please give details.

There have been none that | am aware of. Any system requires periodic unexpected
maintenance or attention. To my knowledge, none of these costs have been
extraordinary.

11. Have there been opportunities to optimize O&M, or sampling efforts? Please
describe changes and resultant or desired cost savings or improved efficiency.

Each year the Base has demanded increased efficiency from their contractors. Each
program also has “built-in" decision tress to drive streamlining of data collection efforts
as sites achieve cleanup goals. The Base has also recently embraced system
optimization protocols from other Air Force agencies (such as AFCEE) to further
enhance the value to the data being collected and to collect only the type and quantity of
data required to make continued sound O&M and monitoring decisions. These efforts
have allowed the Air Force to undertake significant investigations of new sites or sites
where trends are not decreasing as expected (as described above) to further ensure the
protectiveness of human health and the environment.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review
Type: U Telephone O Visit B E-Mail Date: June 30, 2003
CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas | Title: Environmental Community Organization: 3 WG/PA
Relations Coordinator

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:

Name: Thomas Brudnicki Title:

Organization: E-Mail Address:
thomas_brudnicki@labor.state.ak.us

Street Address: 10511 Constitution Street Telephone No: 907-345-5665

City, State, Zip: Anchorage, AK 99515 Fax No:

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at ElImendorf AFB? (General
sentiment)
See Question 2

2. What effects do you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?

I think the restoration efforts on Elmendorf AFB has had a significant positive impact
on the base, the surrounding community and concerned individuals. Extensive research
has been performed on the possible, potential sites as well as known existing sites. Full
details have been disclosed and made available.. It shows a positive attitude toward
environmental issues and concerns. Every effort has been made to locate sites and to
restore the land using best appropriate technologies and methods.
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3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? If so, please give details.
Not aware of any community concerns

4. Do you feel well-informed about activities and progress at the site? _
| feel very informed about the activities through the public meetings, notices and library
archives.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management?

All involved in the projects are doing a great job.. Commend their efforts.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review
Type: O Telephone OVisit m E-Mail Date: 26 June 2003
CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas | Title: Environmental Community Organization: 3 WG/PA
Relations Coordinator

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:

Name: Mike Cravens Title: Chief of Logistics

Organization: Alaska State Troopers |E-Mail Address:
michael_cravens@dps.state.ak.us

Street Address: 1919 Beaver Place Telephone No: 907-333-2010

City, State, Zip: Anchorage, AK 99504 Fax No:

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at ElImendorf AFB? (General
sentiment) Actively engage the community and open with type and degree of restoration.
work

2. What effects do you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?
Minimal adverse and demonstrated improvements or correction of long standing
problems.
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3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? If so, please give details.

Yes, Government Hill public attendees at the RAB meetings have occasionally asserted
that they are often unaware or ill-informed of Eimendorf's actions and responsibilities
concerning the operation and maintenance of the bulk fuel tank farm located adjacent to
their community. Suggest an advance and well advertised joint briefing by Defense Fuel

Office, appropriate Third Wing agency and/or Port Authority concerning ownership and
stewardship responsibilities

4. Do you feel well informed about activities and progress at the site? Absolutely! A wide
spectrum of information is offered without being asked. Inquiries are responded to in a
timely and apparently accurate manner.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management? Yes, advertise the restoration efforts in local and statewide
radio and TV opportunities.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review
Type: TQlephone  Vibit EMail Date: 27 June 2003
CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas | Title: Environmental Community Organization: 3 WG/PA
Relations Coordinator

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:

Name: Theodore Dean Title: Program Manager, USAF AK
Organization: CH2M HILL E-Mail Address: tdean@ch2m.com
Street Address: 301 W. Northern Lights, Suite 601 Telephone No: (907) 646-0248

City, State, Zip: Anchorage, AK 99503 Fax No: (907) 257-2000

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at EiImendorf AFB? (General
sentiment)

The Elmendorf AFB environmental restoration program is mature and appears to be years
ahead of other USAF installations in the United States. This implies that the program is
more effective than most.

2. What effects do you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?

Site operations, for the most part, appear to be transparent to the community; most
remedial systems are located well within the base boundary. The community is probably
more impacted by aircraft operations (engine run ups and routine approach/departure from
the installation):

The most noticeable environmental concern is the old bluff landfill as it seems to be
discussed more than other issues in the CEB (formerly RAB) meetings.
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3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? If so, please give details.

On the basis of discussions held in the CEB meetings, the community

seems frustrated with the CERCLA process. The discussions at the CEB

meetings have gone a long way to help alleviate those concerns.

The community also seems concerned about materials eroding from the
bluff landfill (see response to question number 5).

4. Do you feel well-informed about activities and progress at the site?

Yes. The CEB meetings are informative and useful.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management?

Put more emphasis on the old bluff landfill since this site seems to gain more public
scrutiny than other sites. A discussion of the EE/CA recently (within the past couple of
years) conducted by the USACE would be appropriate at the CEB meetings. Though
I'm not familiar with the alternatives considered in the EE/CA, some sort of bank
stabilization appears to have merit in an effort to stay out of a reactionary mode with the
public due to questionable items (such gas cylinders) eroding from the landfill.
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6. Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose
and results.

Yes. CH2M HILL has been involved in the ElImendorf AFB restoration program in years
past and in the present.

The most recent effort CH2M HILL contributed to is the Land Use Controls Management
Plan. This effort involved conducting an internal audit of the systems in place to ensure
that land use remains consistent with the environmental restoration program. The results
of this assessment indicate that the program is effective -- no construction has occurred on
base that would be inconsistent with established land use controls.

Another project involving CH2M HILL the environmental restoration program is the C-17
bed down planning effort. The project involves mission planning for new facilities located
in the north airfield area. CH2M HILL coordinated with environmental restoration staff to
determine where construction costs would increase as a result of constructing new
facilities at these locations. The EImendorf AFB environmental restoration were very open
and accommodating about discussing existing contamination.

7. Have there been complaints, violations or other incidents related to the site requiring a
response by your office? If so, please give details of the events and results of the
responses.

CH2M HILL has received no complaints regarding the Elmendorf AFB environmental
restoration program.

8. What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show contaminant
levels are decreasing?

Groundwater constituent concentrations appear to be decreasing as a result of natural
attenuation. This appears to be the most cost-effective and safe method of restoration.

Page 3 of 4




9. Have there been any significant changes in the O&M requirements, maintenance
schedules or sampling routines since start-up or in the last five years? If so, do they
affect the protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy? Please describe changes and

impacts. -

CH2M HILL has had no involvement with remedial system O&M:; therefore, we offer no
comments on this topic.

10. Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site since start-up or in
the last five years? If so, please give details.

CH2M HILL is not directly involved with remedial system O&M at Elmendorf
AFB; therefore, we offer no comments.

11. Have there been opportunities to optimize O&M, or sampling efforts? Please
describe changes and resultant or desired cost savings or improved efficiency.

CH2M HILL is not directly involved with remedial system O&M or LTM at Elmendorf
AFB; therefore, we offer no comments.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Eimendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review
Type: O Telephone OVisit % E-Mail Date: 27 June 2003
CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas | Title: Environmental Community | organization: 3 WG/PA
Relations Coordinator

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:
Name:Robert J. Gryder Title: Community Co-Chair
Organization: E-Mail Address: gryderri@mtaonline.net
Street Address:P. O. Box 771698 : _ Telephone N0:696-3766
City, State, Zip:Eagle River, AK 99577 Fax No:None

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at ElImendorf AFB? (General
sentiment)

Excellent! Since I've been a member of the Board, support from the Air Force has
increased. The uniformed presence and attitude have enabled the Corps of Engineers to
increase their commitment.

2. What effects do you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?

A less contaminated environment from both non source and source point sites.
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3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? If so, please give details.

Some Environmental activist groups, not necessarily in the State of Alaska much less
in the Anchorage area, have stated that the clean-up effort is not adequate. These charges
are unfounded and when asked which specific sites they are referring to have been unable
to provide the answer. Therefore, | consider their “alert” unfounded and without merit.

Once a site is identified by Phase | Remedial Investigation, excavation by contractors or
seemingly appearing from nowhere, the command has responded with professionalism. We
now know where most of the contaminates are located, what they are, how much there is

4. Do you feel well-informed about activities and progress at the site?

Much more now so that when | first was appointed to the committee several years ago. The
staff keeps excellent records and presents the information at public forums which are

advertised.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management?

I would like to be better informed of the bid process and selection of contractors. If they
have had any fines or non performance penalities on previous contract awards and what
they were. | would also like to be able to visit site work while it is taking place. Especially
when contractors are involved in excavation of areas of contamination which exceed the
Threshold Limit Value and/or exceed the Short Term Exposure Limit.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review
Type: O Telephone OVisit B E-Mail Date:June 23, 2003
CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas | Title: Environmental Community Organization: 3 WG/PA
Relations Coordinator

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:

Name:Louis Howard Title: Environmental Specialist

Organization:State of Alaska E-Mail Address: louis_howard@dec.state.ak.us

Street Address:Contaminated Site Program 555 Telephone N0:907-269-7552
Cordova Street 2" Floor

City, State, Zip:Anchorage, AK 99501-2617 Fax No:907-269-7649

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at EImendorf AFB? (General
sentiment)Very good effort on environmental restoration and cleanup.

2. What effects do you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?
Non-existent to negligible effects.
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3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? If so, please give details. None that | am aware of.

4. Do you feel well-informed about activities and progress at the site?
Very well informed.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management? Keep up the good work.
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6. Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose and
results. Federal Facility Agreement remedial project managers’ meetings with EPA and
the Air Force for updates on environmental restoration activities at various sites on Base.

7. Have there been complaints, violations or other incidents related to the site requiring a
response by your office? If so, please give details of the events and results of the
responses. None.

I

8. What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show contaminant
levels are decreasing? With some exceptions in the monitoring data, the overall trend is
showing monitored natural attenuation is being achieved on the Base.
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9. Have there been any significant changes in the O&M requirements, maintenance
schedules or sampling routines since start-up or in the last five years? If so, do they
affect the protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy? Please describe changes and
impacts. . :
Yes, based on historical data, we have been able to work on reducing the monitoring
frequency and sampling requirements of the groundwater monitoring while remaining
protective of human health, welfare and the environment.

10. Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site since start-up or in
the last five years? If so, please give details. None that | am aware of.

11. Have there been opportunities to optimize O&M, or sampling efforts? Please
describe changes and resultant or desired cost savings or improved efficiency. See

answer to question # 9 above.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review

Type: O Telephone OVisit 8 E-Mail Date: June 23, 2003

CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas | Title: Environmental Community Organization: 3 WG/PA
Relations Coordinator

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:

Name: Vern McCorkle Title: CEB Representative

Organization: Business Community | E-Mail Address: publisher@albizmag.com

Street Address: 501 W. No. Lights Blvd. Telephone No: 907-276-4373

City, State, Zip: Anchorage AK 99503 Fax No: 907-279-2900

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at ElImendorf AFB? (General
sentiment)

The effort is overseen and implemented by extremely capable, competent and highly
qualified personnel.

2. What effects do you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?
The operations are not in the front of the minds of most peopie and therefore, except for
those very few who follow the operations closely, the effects that get public attention are
very favorable.
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3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and -
administration? If so, please give details.

Because of the visibility of a small number of the community, LFO4 is a topic that
occasionally comes up in discussions with members of the community. After visits to the site
I am persuaded that best practices technology is employed on the site and

affirmative progress is being accomplished.

4. Do you feel well-informed about activities and progress at the site?
Very much so.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management?

Since | have knowledge of other programs and sites around Alaska, it is too bad that they
do not have the efficient and effective program that EAFB has
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review

Type: O Telephone OVisit ® E-Mail Date: July 3, 2003

CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas | Title: Environmental Community Organization: 3 WG/PA
Relations Coordinator

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:

Name:Kevin Oates Title: RPM

Organization:USEPA E-Mail Address: oates.Kevin@epa.gov

Street Address:222 W. 7" Ave Romm 537 Telephone No0:907-271-6323

City, State, Zip:Anchorage, AK 99513 Fax No:907-271-3424

Interview Questions

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at EImendorf AFB? (General
sentiment). The IRP program at Eimendorf is a very well run organization. ltis a very pro-
active organization that consistently seeks the most effective cleanup solutions for historical
spills and releases to the environment.

2. What effects do you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?
The base operations have an overall positive economic benefit to the community. The
cleanup operations have eliminated many of the original source areas and prevent
offsite migration from having adverse impacts on the surrounding community.
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Interview Questions (Continued)

3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? If so, please give details. A local advocacy group called ACAT would like to
see all of the historical spills cleaned up immediately. However, the pace of cleanup is
aggressive, well planned and well executed. Even without consideration of availability of
cleanup funds, there is only so much work that can be effectively managed at any facility.

| am not aware of any other community concerns on environmental cleanup activities.

4. Do you feel well-informed about activities and progress at the site?
Absolutely. This is one of the most open federal facility program | work with.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management?

Keep up the good work.
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Interview Questions (Continued)
Technical Questions

6. Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose and
results. Yes there have. These have included scheduled and non-schedule inspections of
investigations and cleanups during field seasons, base tours for the EImendorf RAB, RPM
meetings on site activities, review, comment, and comment resolution meetings on
technical documents, etc.

7. Have there been complaints, violations or other incidents related to the site requiring a
response by your office? If so, please give details of the events and results of the
responses. None.

8. What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show contaminant
levels are decreasing? Yes. There are too many sites to go into detail in this
questionnaire. The quarterly summaries have good information and details on this
information.
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Interview Questions (Continued)
Technical Questions

9. Have there been any significant changes in the O&M requirements, maintenance
schedules or sampling routines since start-up or in the last five years? If so, do they affect
the protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy? Please describe changes and impacts.

Again, the quarterly reports have detailed information on this question. O&M changes have
been required for a number of reasons. The principal reasons include; completion of the
cleanup for a site and dismantling of remedial action equipment; expansion of pollution
control equipment such as extraction wells; and additional source removal actions based on
new information. All of the actions enhance the protectiveness.

10. Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site since start-up or
in the last five years? If so, please give details.

Again, the quarterly reports have detailed information on this question.

11. Have there been opportunities to optimize O&M, or sampling efforts? Please
describe changes and resultant or desired cost savings or improved efficiency.

Again, the quarterly reports have detailed information on this question.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base

Subject: Five-Year Review

Type: O Telephone D Visit B E-Mail Date: 6/30/03

CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas

Title: Environmental Community
Relations Coordinator

Organization: 3 WG/PA

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:

Name: Mark Prieksat

Title: Remedial Project Manager

Organization: USARAK Environmental

E-Mail Address: mark. prieksat@richardson.army.mil

Street Address: 600 Richardson Dr. #6500

Telephone No: 384-3042

City, State, Zip: Fort Richardson AK 99505-6500

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at ElImendorf AFB? (General
sentiment)
Believe that DoD is doing everything reasonable to cleanup the Base. Will never be able to
satisfy everyone, but we need to work to achieve reasonable, timely, and responsible

cleanups.

2. What effects dé you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?
Everything that we do has an impact on the future resources. However, those results may

Fax No: 384-2047

not be apparent for years to come.
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3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? If so, please give details.
None, new to RAB.

4. Do you feel well-informed about activities and progress at the site?
Yes. Base does an excellent job of putting out information to the public.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management?
None
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Five-Year Review Sjte Inspection Checkiist (Template)

(Working document for site inspection. hﬁoxinatim may be completed by hand and attached to the
Five-YearReview reportas supporting documentation of site statys, “N/A” refers to “not applicable. )

L SITE INFORMATION

Site name: WV Sibe SD\S Date of inspection:

Location and Region: EPA ID;

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year Weather/temperatnre:

review:

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)
Landfill cover/containment “Monitored natural attenuation
Access controls Groundwater containment
Insttutional controls Vertical barrier walls
Groundwater pump and treatment

Surface water collection and reatment
~Other _ thGH viCuU XY 2 Az 0N

Attachments; Inspection team roster attached Site map attached
I, INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

I. O&M site manager___ A D_ Noe Foers PE | Peoyzer e
Name . Thile Date

Interviewed atsite  at office by phone Phene no. 2.6]-~ §72)
Problems, suggestions; Report attached __pe ¥ 20072 Avidb. TEZRINCAL R Zem2r

2. O&M staff Yo\ WA-jap0 SniorE TR e g b
Name : Title Date
Imerviewed atsite  atoffice byphone Phoneno, Zii- L24
FProblems, suggestions; Reportattached __23 ' 2021 AruAw TECONEM. EERRT
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3. Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency
Tesponse 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 anached

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; suggestipns; Report attached :

4. Other interviews {optional)  Report antached.
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1L ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

1. O&M Documents

Q&M meanyal ‘/‘//Readily available Up 10 date N/A
As-built drawings Readily available vUp 1o date N/A
Maintenance logs =~ Readily available vUpto date N/a

Remarks. o7 M gksa—-eax\:\'s NS R L legs pw Bt

2, Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan ““Readily available vUp to date N/A
Contingency plan/emergency response plan Readily ayailable  Upto date wN/A
Remarks Referente, Elmerdord SDIB \,\Bor\c,p an, Final ’, Jui,\j 1507

3. O&Mand OSHA Training Records _ Readily available vipwdae  N/aA
Remarks_ Cordracker hoe at e G ea

4, Permits and Service Agreements /
Air discharge permit Readily available Up to date /A
Effluent discharge Readily available Up to date /A
Waste disposal, POTW Readily available Up to date N/A
Other permits Readily available Uptodate /A
Remarks,
| 5. Gas Generation Records Readily available Uptodate /N/A
Remarks
6. Settlement Monument Recards Readily available Uptodate 'N/A
Remarks
7. Gromndwater Monitoring Records \/Rcadily available e Up to date N/A
Remarks_Seferemes. s wundl Repot Epeeiy; Envicenmiental
Foring Fegrdu, Frnaf lorch 2603
8. Leachate Extraction Records e Readily available Ve Up 1o date N/A

Remarks L 2¥0 000 p

9. Discharge Compliance Records \/
Alr Readily availsble Up to date NA
Water (effluent) «Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks whygR.  osewdel,z OrPabniee Wl ADSL  piscAecr
P2 QA CE MEITS )
10.  Daily Access/Security Logs “Readily available ~Up 1o date N/A

Remarks___ @1 w1oATo@04 Lo s

D-9
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IV, O&M COSTS

1. O&M Organization
State in-house Contracior for State
PRP in-houge Contractor for PRP
Federal Faeility in-house vCotiractor for Federal Facility
Other

2. O&M Cost Records .
~~Readily availatle V‘ﬁp to date
Funding mechanism/agreement in place

Original Q&M cast estimate Breakdown anached
Total annual cost by year for review period if available
TOm To Breakdown attached ) & %
Date Date Total cost \! & )
From To Breakdown attached ,2‘01- ¢
Date Date Total cost vl
From_ To . Breakdown attached ﬁ» |
Date Date Total cast AT il
From_ To, Breakdown attached 5l T na / 2,
Diate Date Total cost pont b e ho
From_ To, Breakdown attached ep” Tl M2
Date Date Total cost _
3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period
Describe costs and reasons:

Z2ool — NEW PP Y 2aD  aver. EEAALE AT EFe'D  cosT  uSTRo
ny ooz A.r.e.

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS ‘/Appﬁcable N/A

A. Fencing
1. Fencing damaged vLocation shawn on site map " Gates secured N/A
Remarks, ATcT9S GAD FIMED © €M% LochTeo .. ELHMZ O F AFS

w| ZFeveicrio  GheT Arcsss

B, Other Access Restrictions

L. Signs and other security measures Location shown on site map N/A
Remarks, (ol Wity tygpts en zave d T22AvF I puwo ity

D-10



18075620688 T-964 P.006/016 F-082

© 06-27-2003 10:22am  From-URS

OSWER No, 9355.7-03B.P

C. Institutional 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 vNo  NA
Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by) _pgwt 8 ! BNER SBcut Y (ke S
Frequency 2-% % _ p3e wWERe
Responsible party/sgency __ 094 ¢omre frrtem » BAES SPcug vt
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 vYes No - NA
Violations have been reported Yes No N/A
Other problems or suggestions: Report attached

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

D. General

1. Vandalispv/trespassing Location shown on site map v No vandalism evident
Remarks

2. Land use changes on site /A
Remarks

3. Land use changes off site 4/A
Remarks

V1. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Roads Viapplicable  N/A

1. Roads damaged Location shown on site map \/Roads adequate N/A
Remarks _
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B. Other Site Conditions
Remarka  _NO _CWhwWGLEs vo it i) s SN 1-1&1"‘!’5»’1'#‘!‘!_2&
&F s ATReunnIz wErAL 2.0
VIL LANDFILL COVERS  Applicable w~/A
A. Landfill Surface
1. Settlement (Low spots) Lecation shown on site map Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2 Cracks Location shown on site map Cracking not evident
Lengths Widths Depths
Remarks
3 Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident
\ Arealextem_ Depth
Remarks
4 Holes Location shown on site map Holes not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
3. Vegetative Cover Grass Cover properly established No signs of stress
Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)
Remarks
6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, ete,) N/A
Remarks
7. Bulges Location shown on site map Bulges not evident
Aregl extent Height
Rematks
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8. Wet Areas/Water Damage Wet areas/water damage not evident
Wet areas Location shown on site map Areal exten
Ponding Loeation shown on site map Areal extent,
Seeps Location shown on sjte map  Areal exten
Soft subgrade Lacation shown on site map  Areal extent
Remarks
9. Slope Instability " Slides Location shown on site map No evidence of slope insability
Areal extent : .
Remarks,
B. Benches Applicable N/A

(Horizontally construeted mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope 1o mterrupt the slope
in order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept ang convey the runoff 1o a lined
¢hannel.)

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

2. Bench Breached Location shows on site map N/A or ckay
Remarks

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

C. Letdown Channels Applicahle N/A _
(Channel lined with ergsion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep

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

1. Settlement Location shown on site map No evidence of settlement
Arezal extent Depth
Remarks,

2. Material Degradation Location shown on site map Ne evidence of degradation
Materis) type Arealextent _
Remarks

3. Erosion Location shown on site map No evidence of erosion
Areal extent, Depth
Remarks

D-13
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4. Undercuiting Location shown on site map No evidence of undercutting
Areal extemt _ Depth
Remarks

5. Obstructions  Type No obstructions
Location shown on site map Areal extent

Size
Remarks -

6. Exeessive Vegetative Growth Type,
No evidence of excessive prowth
Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow
Location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks

7 STy
D. Cover Penetraﬁnns%icable \ﬁ

1. Gas Vents Active Passive
Properly secured/locked Fumctioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance
N/A
Remarks

2. Gas Monitoring Probes
Propetly seeured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks

3 Monitoring Wells (within rea of | ) M(/
- Properly secured/lock, ioning utinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks

4. Leachate Extraction Wells - %
Properly secured/locked Functioning %ﬁndy sampled ood condition

Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks

5. Settlement Monuments Located Routinely surveyed %M
Remarks

D-14
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E. Gas Collection and Treatment Applicable A/A
1, Gas Treatment Facilities
Flaring Thermal destruction Collection for reyse
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifoids and Piping -
Good condition Needs Mainrenance
Remarks_
3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (eg., gas monitoring of adjacent homes ar buildings)
Good condition Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks -—
F. Cover Drainage Layer Applicable \/ N/A
1. Outlet Pipes Inspected Funetioning N/A
Remarks__ -
2 Outlet Rock Inspected Functioning N/A
Remarks -
G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds Applicable / N/A
1. Siltation Area) extent_ Depfh_______ N/A
Siltation not evident
Rematks
2. Erosion Areal extent Depth _ _ -
Ervsion not evident
Remarks
3. Outlet Works Functioning N/A
Remarks
4. Dam Functioning N/A
Remarks_ .

D-15
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H. Retaining Walls . Applicsble  /N/a
1. Deformations Location shawn on sjte map Deformation not evideyt
Horizomal displacement . Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement,
Remarks
- —
2. Depradation Location shown on site map * - Degradation not evident
Remarks -
L Perimeter Ditches/OffSite Discharge Applicable /A
1. Siltation Location shown on site map  Siltation not evident
Areal extent, Dep
Remarks
2. ' Vegetative Growth Lacation shown on site map N/A
Vegetation does not impede flow
Areal extent, = 0 Type
Remarks
3. Erosion Locatien shown on site map Erosion not evident
. Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4. Discharge Structure Functioning N/A
Remarks
VI VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS  Applicable ~ /a
1. Settlement Location shown on site map Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks_
2, Performance MonitoringType of monitoring
Performance not monitored
Frequency Evidence of breaching
Head differensial
Remarks

D-1§
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IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES +/ Applicable  N/a

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines

Applicable N/A,

1.

ps, Wellhead Phunblynq Electrical
< Good condition All
Remarks

required wells properly operating Needs Maintenance N/A

Remarks

2. ‘E)tnction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
Good condirion Needs Maintenance ‘
Remarks
3. ﬁgxre Parts and Equipm;eyf
Readily avsilable Good condition Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines

Applicable " N/A

L

Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical

Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2, Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment
Readily availzble Good condition Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided
Remarks

D-17
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C. Treatment System v Applicable N/A
1. Treatment Train (Check components that apply)
Metals removal v Oil/water separation Bioremediation
Air stripping v Carbon adsorbers
Filters
Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)___ N A
Others :
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Sampling ports properly marked and functional
Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date
Equipment properly identified
Quantity of groundwater treated annually  £= (o0 W £ ALiouS
Quantity of surface water treated annually _pJ[A- _
Remarks RefcoMl.  7a02 D18 HUE SYSTEM ANDAL TEHn/1EHL- EERRT
2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
N/A v Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels
N/A «Good condition Proper secondary containment Needs Maintenance
Remarks
4, Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
N/A ~ Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks '
5. Treatment Building(s)
N/A Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) Needs repair
Chemicals and equipment properly stored
Remarks
6. Mopitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy
’ “é;perly secured/locked vFunetioning \/&uﬁnaly sampled \lénd condition
All required wells located Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks
D. Monitoring Data
1. Monitoring Data
\/IDs routinely submitted on time - \4&‘ acceptable quality
2. nitoting data suggests: (_ S e Ty wTRTON
qumundwater plume is effectively contained »/Cnntaminam concentrations are decliDng

D-18
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D. Monitored Natural Attenuation w
Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy) / '
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition

All requireiwe]]s lacated Needs Maintenance N/A -, a/

R Reterewr.! 202 M«a Report Bosewide Xy yivonim
tering rogidere , Fnal, pHue. 3

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 exwaction. 47 -ph W THRE  cHEew ST LoBS  HUE- o |

XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

Implementation of the Remedy

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as
designed. Begin with a brief statemnent of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant
plume, minimize infiltration and gas emission, eic.).
= EF¥ IO S e PRORRE v 0@ e MBS ConTtATul ATioR  wid SOn
Gl T CGAMED PN Aanb,  CRIRXLT | rlesT OFTP Sans
o, PHAAED boMS o) TAERPTION o Z “NIAe <urife
LOCATIerS . Gwl col @ iv8ANens ALT AP 2ZRv iz, clSAnal LEVELS

B.

Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and observations related 1o the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy.

Referecer. 2002 SDIS [IVE ZVS7#Al WA RL
TECHEn L [CBAVIZT | Frnidl., [RRCF 2883
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C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

Desctibe 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,

~— THPE- Jool £~45T2H P2Pkes ‘DE'.mF’t%'!lcaﬂ&‘FmD A B FeTRin.
Lo TEA. 1SR THAT rn7 HAVE AunnNED To 2AE  SHSSN
PowmTHE.  THE SHSTE uidE 2an KT WS b oF AvkAbg
efSeMoY TIME Sul-R% 2R Phies WERE MADE - oPTPATWS M E
WTHE  P%ES16W 1 oPieATNIes  ehiAomraes

D. Oppeortunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.
~ Loul. AR

oﬁ;;mu?aﬁan recomntn dls hons sre Wezeu&d(mﬂe Aol
Jechuica [ Pepr] s et
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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” refers to “not applicable.”)

1. SITE INFORMATION

Site name: OUG Leod BEac 1| ELMe apoef ppgl Date of inspection: [ /17 /e2 - 2/1c /oL

Location and Region: £ Uit NDOEE AF 2, ALasks | EPATD: N/

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year Weather/temperature:
review: oSaFE | R0 €S C\,e'.wz
Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)
Landfill cover/containment Monitored natural attenuation
~Access controls Groundwater containment
sAnstitutional controls Vertical barrier walls

Groundwater pump and treatment
Surface water collection and treatment
Other AnmvurL  PE 2R CORE MaV AN

Attachments: Inspection team roster attached Site map attached

11. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

1. O&M site manager ___ ™/® ]
Name Title Date

Interviewed ‘atsite  atoffice by phone Phone no.
Problems, suggestions;  Report attached

2. O&M staff N/p
: Name Title Date

Interviewed atsite  atoffice by phone Phone no.
Problems, suggestions;  Report attached




OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

Local regulatbry 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
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111. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

0O&M Documents

O&M manual Readily available Up to date N/A
As-built drawings Readily available Up to date N/A
Maintenance logs Readily available Up to date N/A

Remarks AMMNSAL DERR S ReMeovar EECof1D (a8 2002% AYAILATLE A
Len 6% LIRRARY.

(Eeadili avaijlabled (QE to dat®> N/A

(Readily available ) @p to date”) N/A

Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan
Contingency plan/emergency response plan
Remarks__SAME AS s 2avE

O&M and OSHA Training Records
Remarks Shnne  pS {$&onvc

( Eeadily av;iTab@ Cﬁj-;éhd—alht\e:} N/A

Permits and Service Agreements

Air discharge permit Readily available Up to date CN/A
Effluent discharge Readily available Up to date (NI
Waste disposal, POTW Readily available Up to date AN/A
Other permits Readily available Up to date : _]_\I/A
Remarks
5. Gas Generation Records Readily available Up to date N/A -
Remarks
6. Settlement Monument Records Readily available Uptodate . N/A
Remarks T
7. Groundwater Monitoring Records Readily available Up to date \N_/é )
Remarks%f\.\/zx VAR L A TS g wgrea@
CONER: O UNogR Ssprinte FEECER DOCMMT WT
8. Leachate Extraction Records Readily available Up to date (NIA™
Remarks T
9. Discharge Compliance Records o
Air Readily available Up to date (N/A
Water (effluent) Readily available Uptodate ¢ N/A-
Remarks , R
10. Daily Access/Security Logs Readily available Up to date rl\l[A
Remarks
D-9




OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

1IV. O&M COSTS

1. O&M Organization
State in-house Contractor for State
PRP in-house Contractor for PRP
vFederal Facility in-house ~Contractor for Federal Facility
Other
2. O&M Cost Records
Readily available Up to date

Funding mechanism/agreement in place

Original O&M cost estimate Breakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached,
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period

Describe costs and reasons:

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS (Applicable) N/A

A. Fencing

1. Fencing damaged 'Lacation shown on site, map ..;G_ﬂégﬁ\feg) N/g
Remarks_Fencine_inglolled gn spth end of LEOd Beacin and Elmendoct
accens Ooods H (e da€  Nelesd

B. Other Access Restrictions

1. Signs and other security measures Location shown on site map N/A
Remarks S'é~rs POSTED 1D i €1 wl 5178 Wagg vy AreD PROM BTG ACCE55,
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INSTITUTIORAC € ¢ -t oLt ARE ADDEERSSE b IN & SEPERRTNC

C. Institutional Controls (ICs) reemer pocumeért.

1. Implementation and enforcement
Site conditions imply 1Cs 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

2. Adequacy ICs are adequate 1Cs are inadequate N/A
Remarks

D. General

1. Vandalism/trespassing Location shown on site map ~'No vandalism evident

15

Remarks NGO Ev: Oermicg 01 anS 1 lorRs, OBSERNED nu @it

R I

OF Ora- UIE

JemPL il CVENT Arpg SUIE 1Segd - 6y

2. Land use changes on site  N/A
Remarks, _ ™None
3. Land use changes off site  N/A

Remarks__ Non~NE

V1. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Roads Applicable @
1. Roads damaged Location shown on site map Roads adequate @A’
Remarks _
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B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks

VII. LANDFILL COVERS  Applicable) N/A

A. Landfill Surface

1.

Settlement (Low spots) Location shown on site map Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks U~ A ZLe W DETE MG

. . . ! .

2. Cracks Location shown on site map Cracking not evident
Lengths Widths Depths
Remarks UnaBve TO Drie@aiN e

3. Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks, SEE LFOY - fave “EA2 Reuiews EACT Thr e Fe e LANDE T

C @O er Mo TolinG RiPcRT (UG RF 2ooz)

4. Holes Location shown on site map M“f'}
Areal extent . Depth —
Remarks,

5. Vegetative Cover Grass Cover properly established No signs of stress

Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)
Remarks_TREES Arb VECETAVIon (OEE NOST ©F THE LAmOF 1Ly BLUFF, S0mE
TREES APPEAR Ty5 BE SLIDING TowWARDS THT BEacH AS & RESLLT OF CROS\ond .
~—
6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.) @/}
Remarks

7. Buiges Location shown on site map Bulges not evident
Areal exlent___'\iff___ Height
Remarks
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8. Wet Areas/Water Damage Wet areas/water damage not evident
Wet areas Location shown on site map Areal extent
Ponding Location shown on site map Areal extent
Location shown on site map Areal extent
Soft subgrade Location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks

9. Slope Instability < Slides>

Areal extent
Remarks

Location shown on site map No evidence of siope instability

B. Benches Applicable N/A
(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth 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.)
1. Flows Bypass Bench Location shown on site map @ or okay
Remarks
2. Bench Breached Location shown on site map mA‘_\or okay
\—_/.
Remarks
3. Bench Overtopped Location shown on site map (\/ﬁ/\){i.‘ or okay
Remarks e

C. Letdown Channels

e
Applicable (N/A/

(Channel lined with erosion 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.)

No evidence of settlement

1. Settlement Location shown on site map
Areal extént Depth
Remarks

2. Material Degradation Location shown on site map No evidence of degradation
Material type Areal extent
Remarks

3. Erosion Location shown on site map No evidence of erosion
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

D-13
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Undercutting

Location shown on site map

No evidence of undercutting

Areal extent Depth

Remarks

No obstructions

Obstructions  Type
Location shown on site map

Size

Remarks

Areal extent

Excessive Vegetative Growth
No evidence of excessive growth

Type

Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow

Location shown on site map
Remarks

Areal extent

D. Cover Penetrations

Applicable @ )

1.

Gas Vents Active

Properly secured/locked Functioning

Evidence of leakage at penetration

Passive
Routinely sampled Good condition
Needs Maintenance

e
G
Remarks
2. Gas Monitoring Probes
Properly secured/locked  Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance (N/A
Remarks
3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance
Remarks
4. Leachate Extraction Wells
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks ©
5. Settlement Monuments Located Routinely surveyed @‘/X ™

Remarks




OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

E. Gas Collection and Treatment Applicable  ( N/A 7
1. Gas Treatment Facilities
Flaring Thermal destruction Collection for reuse
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
Good condition Needs Maintenance (_NLA_)
Remarks
F. Cover Drainage Layer Applicable C NIAD
1. Outlet Pipes Inspected Functioning o NIAD
Remarks
2. Outlet Rock Inspected Functioning ¢ N/A
Remarks_ T
G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds Applicable ¢ N/A
1. Siltation Areal extent Depth \EZA/
Siltation not evident
Remarks
2. Erosion Areal extent Depth
Erosion not evident
Remarks
3. Outlet Works Functioning ¢~ N/A
Remarks -
4, Dam Functioning f"“"N/A‘_“_f\
Remarks -
D-15
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H. Retaining Walls

Applicable (ﬁ@

1. Deformations
Horizontal displacement
Rotational displacement

Location shown on site map Deformation not evident
Vertical displacement

Remarks
2. Degradation Location shown on site map Degradation not evident
Remarks
I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge Applicable M\‘
1. Siltation Location shown on site map ~ Siltation not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Vegetative Growth Location shown on site map @)

Vegetation does not impede flow

Areal extent Type
Remarks
3. Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4, Discharge Structure Functioning (’N/é L
Remarks
VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS Applicable @/Aj
1. Settlement Location shown on site map Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Performance MonitoringType of monitoring
Performance not monitored
Frequency. Evidence of breaching
Head differential
Remarks

D-16




OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES Applicable N/AD *

1.

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines Applicable / NZ&\/
Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical o
Good condition All required wells properly operating Needs Maintenance Q/’/D
Remarks

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment .
Readily available Good condition Requires upgrade Needs to be provided
Remarks i
B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines Applicable N/A
1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Eiectrical
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment

Readily available Good condition Requires upgrade Needs to be provided
Remarks

i

A Gl wATER | SURFACE WATER REME DILE Ale caveRepn IN A SLPRAME FrehDa?
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C. Treatment System Applicable @ )
1. Treatment Train (Check components that apply)
Metals removal QOil/water separation Bioremediation
Air stripping Carbon adsorbers
Filters
Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)
Others
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Sampling ports properly marked and functional
Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date
Equipment properly identified
Quantity of groundwater treated annually
Quantity of surface water treated annually
Remarks
2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
NA > Good condition Needs Maintenance '
Remarks
3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels
d N/A__if- Good condition Proper secondary containment Needs Maintenance
Remarks
4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
< N/A’) Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
5. Treatment Building(s) .
N/A™S Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) Needs repair
Chemicals and equipment properly stored
Remarks
6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)
Properly secured/locked  Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
All required wells located Needs Maintenance ( N/A p
Remarks —
D. Monitoring Data
1. Monitoring Data
Is routinely submitted on time As of acceptable quality
2. Monitoring data suggests:
Groundwater plume is effectively contained Contaminant concentrations are declining
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D. Monitored Natural Attenuation

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

X1. 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.).

SEC ATTACUED .

B. Adeguacy 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.

LEE ATTACUTD

D-19
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C. 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.

NOWE

D. Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.
0%

D-20




Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist
Supplemental Information
OU6 LF04 Beach

XI. Overall Observation
A. Implementation of the Remedy

The Objective of the remedy is to mitigate human dermal exposure to the extent
practicable to landfill waste or debris. The access restriction, coupled with the annual
beach debris removal, has reduced the potential for human contact. Animal footprints
(coyote and moose) have been observed in the beach area. However, no evidence of
feeding behavior was observed in the beach area.

B. Adequacy of O&M

Heavy fall rains occurred after the 2002 beach debris removal and appeared to cause
increased sloughing of the bluff exposing significant amounts of debris on the beach.
However, no human footprints (other than those belonging to persons involved in the
beach O&M activities) were observed in the LF04 area during fall O&M activities.

December 2002 Inspection Team Roster
Kelly McGovern

Chris Locke

Larry Fiske
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' Please note that “O&M™ is referred to throughout this checklist. At sites where Long-Term

T-186

P.002

F-190

OSWER No. 9355.7-038-F

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 documnent for site inspection. Information may be completed by hand and attached to the

Five-Year Review report as supporting documentation of site status. “N/.

” refers to “not applicable.”)

L. SITE INFORMATION

Site name:

OUS  Emes

Date of inspection: CQ ./ / [ ‘/. 03

Location and Region: é;'T mi /VJ

EPA ID:

Groundwater pump and treatment

Other

_Burface water collection and treanmgt /LZ S_

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year Weather/temperature: D ;( ’Lm:-;\
review: UTAF/ v ~ P
Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)
Landfill cover/containment &-onitored natural attenuation
e~Access controls Groundwater containment
L Anstitational controls Vertical barrier walls

~| Attachments: e Inspection team roster attached

L/ge map attached

1. INTERVIEWS (Check afl that apply)

1. O&M site manager

Problems, suggestions;  Report attached

Name Title Date
Interviewed atsite atoffice byphone Phoneno. ____
Problems, suggestions; Report attached
2. O&M staff
Natne Title Date
Interviewed atgite  at office byphone Phoneno. __

Ro sk

Sk~
&Lm @1

m(ﬁ Teo(,.
/ é:/\blyw'—-
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3. Local regulatory authorities and response ageneies (i.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency
response office, police depariment, 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 0.
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
Apency
Contact
Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; Report attached
4, Other intervicws (optional)  Report attsched.
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[
I11. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply) M P(
L. 0O&M Documentis
O&M manuyal Readily available Up 1o date NA
As-built drawings Readily availeble Up to date N/A
Maintenance logs Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan Readily available Up to date N/A
Contingency plan/emergency response plan Readily available  Up to date N/A
Remarks
3. O&M and OSHA Training Records Readily avuilable Up to date N/A
Remarks
4. Permits and Service Agreements
Air discharge permit Readily available Up to date N/A
Effluent discharge Readily available Up to date N/A
Waste disposal, POTW Readily available Up ta date N/A
Other permits Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
: 3. Gas Generation Records Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
5. Settlement Monument Records Readily available Up to date NA
Remarks,
7. Groundwater Monitoring Records Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
8. Leachate Extraction Records Readily available Up to date NA
Remarks
9. Discharge Compliance Records
Axr Readily available Up to date N/A
Water (effluent) Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
10, Daily Access/Security Logs Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks '
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IV. 0&M COSTS 4

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,
2. O&M Cost Records | |
Readily available Up to date
Funding mechanism/agreement in place
Oniginal O&M cost estimate Breakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From, To Breakdown attached
Date Date Tatal cost

From, To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period
Descrbe costs and reasons:

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS  Applicable N/A

A. Fencing
1. Fencing damaged Location shown on site mnp Gates secured N/A
Remarks,

B. Other Access Restrictions

1. Sigms and other security measures Location shown on site map N/A
Remarks
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C. Institutional Controls (ICs) A &

1. Implementation and enforcement : '
Site conditions imply 1Cs 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

2. Adequacy ICs are adequate ICs are inadecquate N/A
Remarks

4

D. General

i Vandalism/trespassing Location shown on site map No vendalism evident
Remarks

2. Land use changes on site  N/A.
Remarks

k] Land use changes off site  N/A
Remarks

* V1. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS
A. Roads (Applicable N/A '
L Roads damaged L1 acation shown on site map Roads adequate N/A
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B. Other Site Conditions

Rematks
VII. LANDFILL COVERS Applicable (@

A. Landfill Surface

L Settlement (Low spots) Lacation shown on site map Settlement not evident
Areal extent, Depth
Remarks

2, Cracks Location shown on site map Cracking not evident
Lengths Widths, Depths__
Remarks,

3. Erosion Location shown en site map Erosion not evident
Areal extent, Depth
Remarks

4, Holes Location shown on site map Holes not evident
Areal extent, Depth —
Remarks

5. Vegetative Cover Grass Cover properly established No sigas of stress

Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)

Remarks

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

1. Balges Location shown on site map Bulges not evident
Arealextent Height
Remarks,

D-12
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8, Wet Areas/Water Damage Wet areas/water darnage not evident
Wet areas Location shown on site map Areal extent
Ponding Location shown on site map Areal extent
Seeps Location shown on site map Areal extent
Soft subgrade Location shown on site map Areal extent,
Remarks
9. Slope Instability Slides Location shown on site map No evidence of slope mstability
Areal extent
Remarks
B. Benches Applicable N/A
(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrapt the slope
in order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined
channel.)
1. Flows Bypass Bench Location shown on site map N/A or akay
Remarks
2. -Bench Breached Lotation shown on site map N/A or okay
Remarks
i 3. Bench Overtopped Location shown on site map /A of okay
Remarks
C. Letdown Channels Applicable N/A
{Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bagy, or gabions that descend down the steep
side slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collectmd by the benches to move off of the
landfill cover without creating erosion gullies.)
1. Settlement Location shown on site map No evidence of settlement
Areal extent, Depth
Remarks
2 Material Degradation Location shown on site map No evidence of degradation
Matetial type Areal extent
Remarks
3, Erosion Location shown op site map No evidence of erosion
Aresl extent ' Depth
Remarks

D-13
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4. Undercutting Location shown on site map No evidence of undercutting
Amalextent Depth
Remarks

5. Obstructions  Type No obstructions
Location shown on site map Area)] extent
Size,
Remarks

6. Excessive Vegetative Growth Type
No evidence of excessive growth
Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow
Location shown on site map Areal exteat
Remarks

1. Cover Peuetrations Applicable N/A

e

L Gas Yents Active Passive
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Nesds Maintenance
N/A ;
Remarks,
2. Gas Monitoring Probes . )
: Properly secured/locked Functioni Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Nezds Mainteaance N/A
Remarks
. 3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)
Properly securedllocked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Bvidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks
4, Leachate Extraction Wells
Properly securedlocked Functioning Routinely sumpled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks
5. Settlement Monuments Located Routinely surveyed N/A
Remarks

D-14
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' E. Gas Collection and Treatment Applicable  N/A
l. Gas Treatment Faclilties
Flaring Themmal destruction Collection for reuse
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifelds and Piping
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.¢., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
Goaod condition Needs Maintenance N/a
Remarks
F. Caver Drainage Layer Applicable N/A
L Outlet Pipes Inspected Functioning N/A
Remarks
2. QOutlet Rock Inspected Tunctioning A
‘Refmarks
G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds Applicsble N/A
1. SilintionArcalextent Depth, N/A
Siltation not evident
Remarks
2. Erosion Areal extent .. Depth
Erosion not evident
Remarks,
3. Outlet Works Functioning N/A
Remarks
4, Dam Functioning N/A
Remarks

D-15



Jul-23-2003 10:46am  From-

T-186 P.011/016 F-700

QSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

H. Retaining Walls Applicable N/A
1. Deformations Loeation shown on site map Deformation not evident
Hotizontal displacement Vertical displacement,
Rotational displacement
Remarks
2. Degradation Location shown on site map Depradation not evident
Remarks,
L Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge Applicable N/A
1. Siltation Location shown on site map  Siltation not evident
Areal extent Depth_,______
Remarks,
2, Vepetative Growth Location shown on site map N/A
Vegetation does not impede flow
Areal extent Type
Remarks
3. Erosion Location shown oa site map Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4. Discharge Structure Funetioning NA
Remarks
- A"
YIii. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS Applicable @9
L. Settlement Location shown on site map Settlement not evident
‘Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Performance MonitoringType of monitering
Performance not monitored
Frequency Evidence of breaching
Head differential
Remarks

D-16
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IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES @Ie N/A

A, Groundwnater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines Applicable N/A

1. Pumps, Wellkead Plumbing, and E
Good condition d wells Needs Maintenance N/A
7/ % ] '

2. Pipelines, Yalves, Valve Boxg\;«z and Other Appurtenances
Needs Maintenance
3. Spare Parts and Equipment
Readﬂ availabls Good condition Requires upgrade Needs to be provided
Remarks
B. Sarface Water Cellection Structures, Pamps, and Pipelines Applicable N/A
1 suctures, Pumps, and Electrical
Needs Maintenance
sae 4|

2, Surface Water Collection S;s%‘ i alves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
Good condition ~ & i . :
‘Remarks er 2 'I,. Y ad % Fie MJ\Q/QQ/

. efos®

“ m \ {
Nl pumPs 4] 7]

o)

| 152

1
3. Spare Paris and Eqmpmeat /

04 cmdiﬁonﬂmkg.u‘r?s g‘/ J @1‘% 10 be prozded

ald_ ptter pods -
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C. Treatment System épplicablg/ N/A
l. Treatment Train (Check components that apply)
Metals removal Oil/water separation Bioremediation
Alr stripping Carhon adsorbers

Filters
Additive (e.g., chcla;ion ait;gucculenﬂ " "
Others ( @ 14.0. du) 1 4!44& C&Z{
ppditioh Needs Maintenance
~Sampling ports properly marked and functional -~
v~ Bampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date(@ { }€S .
Equipment properly identified
Quantity of groundwater treated annually
Quantity of surface water ireated annually

Remarks
2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
N/A Needs Maintenance
Remarks -
3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels
N/A Good condition Proper secondary containment Needs Maintenance
Remarks
4, Bischarge Struc enances
N/A d conditio Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. L ent Building(s)
Good condition {esp. roof and doorways) Needs repair
emicals and equipment properly stored
Remarks

6. Monitoring Wells (puthip and treatment remedy)

Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampied Good condition
All required wells located Needs Maintenance
Remarks
D. Monitoring Data
1. Monim%m V)/
routinely submitted on tirge s of acceptable quality
2, Monitoring data suggests; '

Groundwater plume is effectively contained :_E(gtaminam concentrations are declining

D-18
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D. Monitored Natural Attenuation

1. Monjioring Wells {natural ag}ez:wn remedy)
operly secured/locked joning  ~Routinely sampled #Goud ¢ondition
All required wells located Needs Maintenance N/A

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. OVERALYL 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 18 to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant
plume, minimize infilration and gas emission, etc.).

'M;M/M as_Azsaned .

7 7 = _
(=510 S pSe fﬁg ha % Iwes oA (3{ Tul Sine CM)MCL:Y‘-—
o Wi (D/C:M /N — Qlans are 1o (Nclpda

TAFs 10 MWZJ{M Freatm@at .

B. Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
particular, discuss their relatmnshnf;i 10 d;s current aud long-tetm protectiveness of the remedy.

{ i

P . N Fo oASue WAS 5 Acessile
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C. 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

campromised in the future.
W@Q‘&(

D. Opportunities for Optimization

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

AR0 gk ¢

D-20



P.016/016 F-T80

T-186

From=

DATLY DR T

Z-1 UNDIS o ——-mammeaa o

VNSVIY "ad¥ JNOUNINI3
1333 NI ATVOR

AJ3N3IN SNO

HNALEAB NOILYIGIWIY ONVILIM SNO
F3UO04 MY S3ALY1S GILINN

X

z
=
-

Lt rom i
o

bl
e
I
i

ot
p00E

Wachoal}
l—'D";

L AN H ALl =LY
BB S il

{53 gy

g

il

RO ()

D

_@M‘;@

G o rag)( |

et

1
i

o 4
. 4

%
L N (7T
5 HB 2t
f e {2 | i
E 3 : IR
v X 11 3 b
Ve ;
I d
» [N - .
i y
= =T =TT H = e
" — 2
* -_ .
by ©
K LE¢ - = -
E - 9

)
bozi]
LR LLY

. * i P
= H b
% ! /i
F K L
Vi 2 Y 4 L
o ) ! C ",
£ 1% )
) .
4 ]
| SS - 1] .
4 o e R
- h SIS - - | 3
Tl b ki i E
(Y X3 A
] 138 B
§ s A H _ b
sl . é
— [o. : ~ a

IR s

NOILYI0T nﬁiﬂﬂua

1)y 203 o

yaiep e5pag

sqgpp uadp

Ju l-A23-2003 16:47am




E R NN

OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-1

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” refers to “not applicable.)

I. SITE INFORMATION

Site name: OUL(— B'Dm-h:ms‘(s{—em Date of inspection:
t

Leocation and Region: EPA ID:
Agency, office, or company leading the five-year Weather/temperature:
review:

Remedy Includes: (Check all that applyj

Landfill cover/containment A/Ionitorc:d natural atienuation
Access controls Groundwater containment
Institutional controls Vertical barrier walls

Groundwater pump and treatment
Surface water collection and treatiment

Ather B teme oX Fr72 & sS|O
Attachments: Inspection team roster attached Site map attached
Il. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)
1. O&M site manager A.D. NorFo i  vE/ ey ecT MarAGER avyel

‘Name ) Tifte’ Date
Interviewed atsite  at office by phone  Phone no. Zé‘/" 97c!

Problems, suggestions;  Report attached z et e &%ﬁ
SYSTEMS ANNVAL TecpriicAC eroer

2. 0&M staf___ RN LA MAN SYSTEM TecHNiciAr ¢Yoz
Name Title Date
Interviewed  atsite  atoffice by phone Phone no. 2¢/- 6722‘ . .
Problems, syggestions; _ Report attached F. 2e02 635&4//%' 5/01/2&7‘ L;r
Syctoms unn3 / 7z, Aical 72eiert

7
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Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.c., 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:  Reportattached
Agency o
Contact . ;
Name Title Date Phone no

Problems; suggestions;

Report attached

Cther interviews (optional”

Report attached

D-8
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11I. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

D-9

1. 0&M Documents
0&M manual Aeadily available v Up to date N/A
As-built drawings «Readily available —~Up to date N/A
Maintenance logs «Readily avallable Adp to date N/A
Remarks Ty ’ —
2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan /ﬂ:adily available /(o date N/A
Contingency plan/emergency response plan Readily available Up to date
Remarks elonsts & Mewiho ad gpHimination Woleplasw tAﬂ—

3. 0&M and OSHA Training Records /ﬁadily available /Gp to date N/A
Remarks__ o
R - e

4 Permits and Service Agreements

Air discharge permit Readily available Up to date \//I<J/’\
Effluent discharge Readily available Up to date NiA i
Waste disposal. POTW Readily available Up to date A
Other permits e _ Readily available Up to date 2A i
Remarks___ e ettt [
el ———

3 Gas Generation Records Readily available Up to date ‘/ﬁ ‘A

Remarks_ [ [ I
e [ -

6. Settlement Monument Records Readily available Up to date /m/\
Remarks - _ I S . -

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records V(adily available l/Ufto date N/A
Remark< ‘?(’{ML ool AMMA Keped ol ﬁizww{& E#Vl’fﬁ‘i’“_f‘_“_fé_/_,_,_. -

g 2003 I
y v/ ]

8. Leachate Extraction Records Readily available Up to date A
Remarks _

9. Discharge Compliance Records

Air Readily available Up to date :@\
Water (effluent) Readily available Up to date A
Remarks
10. Daily Access/Security Logs Readily available Up to date ,/ﬁ/A
Rerharks___ _ e - . S S
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IV. O&M COSTS

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

Federal Facility in-house ALontractor for Federal Facility
Other

2. O&M Cost Records
“Readily available “Uﬁo date
Funding mechanism/agreement in place
Original O&M cost estimate Breakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From To Breakdown attached ~ AFi¢(MS

Date Date Total cost Data Bace.
From To Breakdown attached

Date Date Total cost
From_ T

Breakdown attached

Date Date Total vost

e Breakdown attached
Total cost

Ste_ e Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

()

Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period
Describe costs and reasons:

e

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS Applicable  N/A
A. Fencing
1. Fencing damaged Location shown on site map I/G/ates secured N/A
Remarks _

e EEEEEEENDEREI]

B. Other Access Restrictions

1. o/Signs and other security measures .,  Location shown op site map . N/A
Remarks_ FT23 4o loca fccl With e rfocte -é«cmm .

A g S50. /

D-10
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C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

1. Implementation and enforcement
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented Yes No /10%
Site condjtions imply ICs not being fully enforced Yes No /A
Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by) &@ ‘S‘E 4o _chet éd
Frequency __ Biweekly systesu chocks
Responsible party/agency Y Courfracter
Contact
Name Title Date Phone no.
Reporting is up-to-date : "{es No N/A
Reports are verified by the lead agency Aes No N/A
Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met  ~"Yes No N/A
Violations have been reported Yes No /mA
Other problems or suggestions: Report attached
z Adequacy [Cs are adequate ICs are adequare A/,\
Remarks e - e
D. General
! Vandalism/trespassing Location shown on site map ¥ No vandalism cviden
Remarks _ - e o
1-2. Land use changes on site /N/A
Remarks
3 Land use changes off site \’Mé\
Remarks o

V1. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Roads '{pplicable N/A
l. Roads damaged Location shown on site map VRgds adequate N/A
Remarks




OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-F

B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks

VIl. LANDFILL COVERS  Applicable ATA

A. Landfill Surface

! Settlement (Low spots) Location shown on site map Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Cracks Location shown on site map Cracking not evident
lengths__ . Widths____ Depths____
Remarks _____ . __ _ .

3 Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident
Arealextent_ Depth_
Remarks

4 Holes Location shown on site map Holes not evident
Arealextent __ Depth
Remarks : e S

i
- — = i S
“egetative Cover Lirass « over properly established NO signs of stress
Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)

Remarks

6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.) N/A
Remarks, _ — e et e e e

7. Bulges Location shown on site map Bulges 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 Location shown on site map Areal extent
Seeps Location shown on site map Areal extent
Soft subgrade Location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks
Slope Instability Slhides Location shown on site map No evidence of slope instability
Areal extent
Remarks
B. Benches Applicable N/A

{Honzontally constructed mounds of earth 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_ . = O
S . e ;

Bench Breached Locatiop shown on site map NoA o okay

Remarks__ - e
Bench Overtopped Location shown on site map N/A or okay
Remarks____ . e

Letdown Channels Applicable N‘A

{Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep
side slope of the cover and will allow the runoft water collected by the benches to move oft of the
fandfill cover without creating erosion gullies.)

Settlement Location shown on site map No evidence of settlement
Arealextent_ Depth_____

Remarks

Material Degradation Location shown on site map No evidence of degradation
Material type Areal extent .

Remarks S
Erosion Location shown on site map No evidence of erosion

Areal extent Depth

Remarks

D-13
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4. Undercutting Location shown on site map No evidence of undercutting

Arealextent_ Depth
Remarks .

5. Obstructions  Type No obstructions
Location shown on site map Areal extent
Size
Remarks

6. Excessive Yegetative Growth Type
No evidence of excessive growth
Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow

Location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks
D. Cover Penetrations Applicable N/A
(as Vents Active Passive
Properly secured/locked  Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penciration Needs Maintenance
N/A

Remarks

Z Gas Monitoring Probes
Properly secured/locked  Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penctration Needs Maintenance N/A
; Femarks_ — . e e
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
k| Leachate Extraction Wells
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks
5. Settlement Monuments Located Routinely surveyed N/A
Remarks




OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

E. Gas Collection and Treatment

Applicable N/A

I Gas Treatment Facilities
Flaring Thermal destruction Collection for reuse
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
Good condition Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks
F. Cover Drainage Layer Applicable N/A
1 Outlet Pipes Inspected Functioning N/A
Remarks e e ~
Outlet Rock Inspected Functioning N/A
Remarks e
G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds Applicable N/A
! Siltation Areal extent____ e Depth__ N/A
Siltation not evident
Remarks__ e - e
2. Erosion Areal extent Depth
Erosion not evident
Remarks_ _ S
3. Outlet Works Functioning N/A
Remarks
4. Dam Functioning N/A
Remarks

& 2 B B A BB BB BB REEEN.
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H. Retaining Walls Applicable N/A
. Deformations Location shown on site map Deformation not evident
Horizontal displacement . Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement .
Remarks -
2. Degradation Location shown on site map Degradation not evident
Remarks__
I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge Applicable N/A
1. Siltation Location shown on site map  Siltation not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Vegetative Growth Location shown on site map N/A
Vegetation does not impede flow
Arcalextent__ T'ype e
Remarks___ . e
e e T T I
3 Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident
Areal exten(____ Depth__ B
Remarks__ —_—
e . - "
e Discharge Structure Functianing NoA
‘ Remacks — - - - -
e e T e R
VI VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS pplicable /QA_ o
1. Settlement Location shown on site map Settlement not evident
Areal extent__ Depth
Remarks__ e
2 Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring . . e
Performance not monitored
Frequency Evidence of breaching
Head differential
Remarks
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IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES %pp]icable N/A

1.

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines Applicable /ﬂA
Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical
Good condition All required wells properly operating  Needs Maintenance  N/A
Remarks

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks I
3. Spare Parts and Equipment
Readily available Good condition Requires upgrade Needs to be provided
Rerarks
B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines Apphcable A

1

i

Collection Structures. Pumps, and Electrical
Good condition Needs Maintenance

Remarks . e

-2

Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves. Valve Boxes. and Other Appurtenances
Good condition Needs Maintenance

Remarks_ e e

Spare Parts and Equipment
Readily available Good condition Requires upgrade Needs to be provided

Remarks o

D-17
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P

C. Treatment System Applicable /ﬁA
! Treatment Train (Check components that apply)

Metals removal Qil/water separation Bioremediation

Air stripping Carbon adsorbers

Filters

Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)

Others

Good condition Needs Maintenance

Sampling ports properly marked and functional

Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date

Equipment properly identified

Quantity of groundwater treated annually

Quantity of surface water treated annually
Remarks

2 Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
N/A Good condition Needs Maintenance

Remarks___ . . e

Tanks. Vaults, Storage Vessels

N/A Good condition Proper secondary containment Needs Maintenance
Remarks_
4 Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
N/A (Good condition Needs Maintenance
Kaimarkes o e o o

freatment Building(s)

N/A Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) Needs repair
Chenii¢als and equipment properly stored ' o
Remarks

& Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)

Properly secured/locked  Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
All required wells located Needs Maintenance . N/A
Remarks

D. Monitoring Data

1. Monitoring Data /
Is routinely submitted on time Is of acceptable quality
2. WOring data suggests:
roundwater plume is effectively contained Contaminant concentrations are declining
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- Monitored Natural Attenuation

Monit()n’ng Wells (natural attenuation remedy)

Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
All required wells located Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks ! Arnnua B4 iy &,,w‘rm»t«l»?%/
% o Mt 1= A2 , Bech 2
~ /

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 conditjon of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil
vapor extraction.

XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

kmplementation 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 (ie., to contain contaminant
plume. minimize infiltration and £as emission. ete ),

B;,Q,g@éﬁ%,,ig)gm&g_ ,_’été‘é(seﬁd_é_?iff{_ “@‘ﬁf "”@—7 S

S fon each Sike (510 ¢ ¥T2%) g repedked Lo
e Avinval Tec b cal fc

__;__A<*,§_*._______,7;_—“\_\_‘,__‘._¥_“._ ———

Adequacy of O&_M

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

D-19
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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.

Mo

Opportunities for Optimization

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

Ophanzhow gchvikes  Sre. "P)ze,déé[f?dﬂa&fiz Howal

lecﬁugﬁe%_ff&mﬁ_a.s@p@%ma&h
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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” refers to “not applicable.”)

1. SITE INFORMATION Tns(zc,&er; US S

Site name: 6’7 17[ / Date of inspection: & // A / 03
Location and Region: 0 () l,_ EPA ID:

Agency, office, or. company leadipg the five-year Weather/temperature:
review: ~ &dnvn oL)f Over casi, S2°fF
Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply) [
Landfill cover/containment ( Mionifored abara-attenuation-
Access confro -~~Groundwater containment
Vertical barrier walls

Groundwater pump and treatment
Surface water collection and treatment

Other.
Attachments: Inspection team roster attached Site map attached .
II. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply) L'{L', W(ﬂdﬁw
1. O&M site manager Coy W nds £ 20[7
: () Name itl te
% 3
Interviewed @ﬁ—‘(" by phone  Phone no. ' . 'é )
Problems, suggestion$=~—Repst attached AN A =
S00 Bomeen AT B O Pt & SyLTour

2. 0&Mstafi__ OSSRk UZ{ 2o v sy S lof 0>

Name Title” Date
Interviewed g/ atoffice by phone Phone no.
Problems, suggestions;  Report attached \ AT —
See ool IThal) P F S 700~
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III. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

O&M Documents
O&M manual +Readily available “Up to date N/A
As-built drawings ~Readily available #dpto date N/A
Maintenance logs ~Readily available Lipto date N/A
Remarks,
Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan *Readily available tYf to date N/A
Contingency plan/emergency response plan  <Readily available Yf o date N/A
Remarks
O&M and OSHA Training Records Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks

Permits and Service Agreements

Air discharge permit Readily available Up to date N/A
Effluent discharge Readily available Up to date N/A
Waste disposal, POTW Readily available Up to date N/A
Other permits Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
Gas Generation Records Readily available Up to date ‘Nﬁ
Remarks
Settlement Monument Records Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
Groundwater Monitoring Records @MM) Up to date N/A
Remarks,
Leachate Extraction Records : Readily available Up to date WA
Remarks

Discharge Compliance Records

Readily available Up to date 13774
Water (effluent) Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
Daily Access/Security Logs Readily dvailable Up to date N/A
Remarks L
[Z Y ( Hne




OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

IV. 0&M COSTS — MoAdy ne avbley

1. O&M Organization Y /
State in-house Contractor for State
PRP in-house ' Contractor for PRP
Federal Facility in-house Contractor for Federal Facility
Other
2 O&M Cost Records
Readily available Up to date
Funding mechanism/agreement in place
Original O&M cost estimate Breakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From To, Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From____ To, Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From, To. Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From, To, Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period

Describe costs and reasons:

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS (-Applicable > N/A
A. Fencing
1. Fencing damaged Location shown on site map Gates secured N/A
Remarks

B. Other Access Restrictions

1, Signs and other security measures @}1 shown on sitesma N/A
Remarks_Stew On arcess From (oo Dl e

D-10
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C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

Implementation and enforcement
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced

Yes @&> NA
i O NA

Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by) _sgm‘,\ha_pn% [T

Frequency Annuad
Responsible party/agency ___Aic Forca.
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Reporting is up-to-date @ No N/A
Reports are verified by the lead agency Aa%E® No N/A
Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met e® No N/A
Violations have been reported Yes No &>
Other problems or suggestions: Report attached

2. Adequacy @ ICs are inadequate N/A
Remarks

D. General

1. Vandallsni/trespasslhg Location shown on site map
Remarks,

12 Land use changes on site

Remarks

3. Land use changes off site -"
Remarks '

V1. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Roads Epplissh®  N/A

t—

1.

Roads damaged Location shownon sitemap ~ CRoads adequate™~, N/A

Remarks__

D-11
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B. Other Site Conditions

' . . ) !
1)

Remark

VH. LANDFILL COVERS

Applicable (Nﬁ)

A. Landfill Surface

1. Settlement (Low spots) Location shown on site map Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth______
Remarks

2. Cracks Location shown on site map Cracking not evident
Lengths. = Widths Depths
Remarks

3 Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth_
Remarks

4, Holes Location shown on site map Holes not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5. Vegetative Cover Grass Cover properly established No signs of stress

Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)

Remarks

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

~ Remarks

7. Bulges Location shown on site map Bulges not evident
Arealextent_ Height
Remarks

D-12
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Wet Areas/Water Damage Wet areas/water damage not evident
Wet areas Location shown on site map Areal extent
Ponding Location shown on site map Areal extent
Seeps Location shown on site map Areal extent
Soft subgrade Location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks
Slope Instability Slides Location shown on site map No evidenceof slope instability
Areal extent
Remarks
B. Benches Applicable

(Horizontally constructed mounds 0; cg 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

(Channel lined with erosion control m@%pmp, 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 settlement
Arealextent_ Depth

Remarks

Material Degradation Location shown on site map No evidence of degradation
Material type Areal extent

Remarks

Erosion : Location shown on site map No evidence of erosion
Areal extent Depth

Remarks

D-13
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Undercutting Location shown on site map No evidence of undercutting
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

Obstructions  Type No obstructions
Location shown on site map Areal extent

Size

Remarks

Excessive Vegetative Growth Type
No evidence of excessive growth
Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow
Location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks,

D. Cover Penetrations Applicable (Pﬁy

1. Gas Vents Active Passive
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance
N/A
Remarks
2, Gas Monitoring Probes
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A
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
4, Leachate Extraction Wells
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks
5. Settlement Monuments Located Routinely surveyed N/A
Remarks

D-14
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E. Gas Collection and Treatment Applicable N/A
1. Gas Treatment Facllitles
Flaring Thermal destruction Collection for reuse
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
Good condition Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks
F. Cover Drainage Layer Applicable N/A
L Outlet Pipes Inspected Functioning N/A
Remarks
2. Outlet Rock Inspected Functioning N/A
Remarks
G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds Applicable N/A
L Siltation Areal extent Depth N/A .
Siltation not evident
Remarks
2. Erosion Aregl extent Depth,
Erosion not evident
Remarks
3 Outlet Works Functioning N/A
Remarks
4, Dam Functioning N/A
Remarks

D-15
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H. Retaining Walls Applicable N/A
1. Deformations Location shown on site map Deformation not evident
Horizontal displacement - Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement
Remarks
2. Degradation Location shown on site map Degradation not evident
Remarks :
I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge Applicable N/A
1. Siltation Location shown on site map  Siltation not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Vegetative Growth Location shown on site map N/A
Vegetation does not impede flow
Areal extent Type
Remarks
3. Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident
Arealextent Depth
Remarks
4. Discharge Structure Functioning N/A
Remarks

VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS Applicable (VA

1. Settlement Location shown on site map Settlement not evident

Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Performance MonitoringType of monitoring
Performance not monitored
Frequency Evidence of breaching
Head differential_
Remarks

D-16
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IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES  CApplicshle— N/A
A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines pplical N/A

1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical .
red wells properly operaling Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks

2. Exwﬂmﬂpelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
@sc’o@gn) Needs Maintenance
Remar]
3. Spare Parts and Equipment
65%dily aval ~—, Good condition Requires upgrade Needs to be provided
Remarks : :
B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines Applicable %
1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
Good condition Needs Maintenance ’
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment
Readily available Good condition Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided
Remarks :

D-17
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C. Treatment System Applicable N/A
1. Treatment Train (Check components that apply)
Metals removal Oil/water separation Bioremediation
Air stripping Carbon adsorbers
Filters,
Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)
Others
Good condition Needs Maintenance

Sampling ports properly marked and functional
Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date
Equipment properly identified

Quantity of groundwater treated annually.
Quantity of surface water treated annually

Remarks
2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
N/A Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels
N/A Good condition Proper secondary containment Needs Maintenance
Remarks
4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
N/A Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
5. Treatment Building(s)
N/A Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) Needs repair
Chemicals and equipment properly stored
Remarks _
6. M‘;n}uﬂng Wells (pump and treatment remedy)
roperly secured/locked ?ﬁ:gning ZRottinely sampled «@65d condition
required wells located Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks
D. Meonitoring Data
1. Monitoring Data

:/lsﬁitinely submitted on time iA0f acceptable quality

2, M:gli/tqring data suggests: :
roundwater plume is effectively contained tContaminant concentrations are declining
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C. Early Indicators of Potentlal 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.
No problere associoted ity STHL at Vi thue .

D. Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.
1Yors c [SCuSS Y O
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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” refers to “notapplicable.”)

I SITE INFORMATION T-nsEecAN :Qosg Rack-
Site name: O (/( l Date of inspection: 5'//[9 /o 3
Location and Region: ﬂ ’“!/\ M()vg% EPAID: ([

w—

Agency, office, or company leadinyhe five-year Weather/temperature:
review: Overcagd, 20 F

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)

Landfill cover/containment (Xonitored natural attenuafion
Haeesscontrols> Groundwater containment
~Castitutional contral> Vertical barrier walls

Groundwater pump and treatment
Surface water collection and treatment
Other.

Attachments: Inspection team roster attached Site map attached

IL. INTERVIEWS (Check allthat apply - Fan telse
s Engenae _Siofod

] Name Title Date
Interviewed atsite  at office Phone no.
Problems, suggestions; Report attached

W22 b + D /el Sraldh lao Monataw 2

1. O&M site manager

2. O&M staff "’Po«s Resk Cedogest Y| (69703

Name Title Date

Interviewed at office by phone Phone no. _
Problems, suggestions; Report attached SN -PZ—@ZW
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I11. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

0&M Documents
0&M manual Readily available vOp to date N/A
As-built drawings LReadily available “Up to date N/A
Maintenance logs LReadily available “AIp to date N/A
Remarks
Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan l’ﬁaadily available va to date N/A
Contingency plan/emergency response plan  ~Keadily available «Up to date N/A
Remarks,
O&M and OSHA Training Records Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks

Permits and Service Agreements

Air discharge permit Readily available Up to date N/A
Effluent discharge Readily available Up to date N/A
Waste disposal, POTW Readily available Up to date N/A
Other permits Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
Gas Generation Records Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
Settlement Monument Records Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
Groundwater Monitoring Records Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
Leachate Extraction Records Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks

Discharge Compliance Records

Readily available Up to date N/A

Water (effluent) Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks

Daily Access/Security Logs Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks




OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

IV. O&M COSTS  pox Atlﬁh A J)gQu

l. O&M Organization U I
State in-house Contractor for State
PRP in-house Contractor for PRP
Federal Facility in-house Contractor for Federal Facility
Other
2. O&M Cost Records
Readily available Up to date
Funding mechanism/agreement in place
Original O&M cost estimate Breakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period

Describe costs and reasons:

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS %ﬁﬁiicable N/A

A. Fencing
1. Fencing damaged Location shown on site map LGates secured NA
Remarks

B. Other Access Restrictions

L. Signs and other security measures Location shown on site map N/A
Remarks ‘5'1“-}“5 at- entry a?odb la dq;mcl condit-ion
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C. Institutional 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 ‘N6 N/A

Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by) SGIW\Pl i o Progea
Frequency _Annval J
Responsible party/agency _Alc fprce

Contact
Name Title Date Phone no.

Reporting is up-to-date “Yes No N/A
Reports are verified by the lead agency Lres No N/A
Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met Wes No N/A
Violations have been reported Yes No HJA
Other problems or suggestions: Report attached

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

D. General

1. Vandalism/trespassing Location shown on site map \—Nﬁndalism evident
Remarks

2. Land use changes on site DP‘{
Remarks,

3. Land use changes off site LN(A/
Remarks

] VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Roads mble N/A

1. Roads damaged Location shown on site map LRGads adequate N/A
Remarks___
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B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks_EEa.Mﬂan_aE_[n:\d.&l‘_CAp_La_Pm&SS :

Vil. LANDFILL COVERS Applicable  N/A

A. Landfill Surface

1. Settlement (Low spots) Location shown on site map Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Cracks Location shown on site map Cracking not evident
Lengths Widths Depths,
Remarks

3. Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4. Holes Location shown on site map Holes not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5. Vegetative Cover Grass Cover properly established No signs of stress

Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)

Remarks

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

7. Bulges Location shown on site map Bulges not evident
Areal extent Height
Remarks
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Wet Areas/Water Damage Wet areas/water damage not evident
Wet areas Location shown on site map Areal extent
Ponding Location shown on site map Areal extent
Seeps Location shown on site map Areal extent
Soft subgrade Location shown on site map Areal extent,
Remarks
Slope Instability Slides Location shown on site map No evidence of slope instability
Areal extent
Remarks
B. Benches Applicable N/A

(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth 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 with erosion 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 settlement
Areal extent Depth

Remarks

Material Degradation Location shown on site map No evidence of degradation
Material type Areal extent

Remarks

Erosion Location shown on site map No evidence of erosion
Areal extent Depth,

Remarks
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Undercutting Location shown on site map No evidence of undercutting
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

Obstructions  Type No obstructions
Location shown on site map Areal extent

Size

Remarks

Excessive Vegetative Growth Type
No evidence of excessive growth
Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow
Location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks

D. Cover Penetrations Applicable NZ/

L. Gas Vents Active Passive
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance
N/A
Remarks
2. Gas Monitoring Probes
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A
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
4, Leachate Extraction Wells
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks
5. Settlement Monuments Located Routinely surveyed N/A
Remarks
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E. Gas Collection and Treatment Applicable N/A
1. Gas Treatment Facilities
Flaring Thermal destruction Collection for reuse
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks '
3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
Good condition Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks
F. Cover Drainage Layer Applicable N/A
1. Outlet Pipes Inspected Functioning N/A
Remarks
2. Outlet Rock Inspected Functioning N/A
Remarks
G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds Applicable N/A
L. Siltation Areal extent Depth N/A
Siltation not evident
Remarks
2. Erosion Areal extent, Depth
Erosion not evident
Remarks
3. Outlet Works Functioning N/A
Remarks
4, Dam Functioning N/A
Remarks
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H. Retaining Walls Applicable N/A
1. Deformations Location shown on site map Deformation not evident
Horizontal displacement Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement
Remarks
2. Degradation Location shown on site map Degradation not evident
Remarks
I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge Applicable N/A
1. Siltation Location shown on site map  Siltation not evident
Arealextent Depth.
Remarks
2. Vegetative Growth Location shown on site map N/A
Vegetation does not impede flow
Areal extent Type
Remarks
3. Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4, Discharge Structure Functioning N/A
Remarks
VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS Applicable :.Nf{
1. Settlement Location shown on site map Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Performance MonitoringType of monitoring

Performance not monitored

Frequency Evidence of breaching

Head differential
Remarks
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IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES Pplicable N/A

1.

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines ‘/Pﬁlicable N/A
Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical
0od condition tAdrequired wells properly operating Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks /A—
3. Spare Parts and Equipment
Readily available ‘Good condition Requires upgrade Needs to be provided
Remarks
B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines Applicable N
1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
Good condition Needs Maintenance ’
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment
Readily available Good condition Requires upgrade Needs to be provided
Remarks,
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o

C. Treatment System Applicable MNTA
1. Treatment Train (Check components that apply)
Metals removal Oil/water separation Bioremediation
Air stripping Carbon adsorbers
Filters
Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)
Others
Good condition Needs Maintenance

Sampling ports properly marked and functional
Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date
Equipment properly identified

Quantity of groundwater treated annually
Quantity of surface water treated annually

Remarks
2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
N/A Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels
N/A Good condition Proper secondary containment Needs Maintenance
Remarks
4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
N/A Good condition Needs Maintenance
. Remarks
5. Treatment Building(s)
N/A Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) Needs repair
Chemicals and equipment properly stored
Remarks

6. M:;l:qito(rlng Wells (pump and treatment remedy)
LA&p/erLy secured/locked LFﬁtioning {Routinely sampled Lsmn
T

equired wells located Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks
D. Monitoring Data
1. Monitoring Data__.- _
Mnely submitted on time LJsof acceptable quality
2. Monitoring data suggests:
bﬁﬁ?&water plume is effectively contained W concentrations are declining
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C. 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.
No publews aseiated wieh OV 1 ay ASOIIE TP
D. Oppeortunities for Optimization

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

M%Emﬁumﬁya_%%&mi ja e,
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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” refers to “not applicable.”)

I. SITE INFORMATION %t&uﬁﬂf TRUSS Reck

< .

Site name: D) L ( OO Date of inspection: < /1 h/ o=
Location and Reglon: £/nendof Ao foge Pase| EPA ID:
Agency, office, or company leading the five-year Weather/temperature:
review: S2° F, Oyeccast
Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)

Landfill cover/containment ‘ Monitored natural attenuation

Access controls Groundwater containment

Institutional controls Vertical barrier walls

Groundwater pump and treatment
Surface water collection and treatment
Other

Attachments: Inspection team roster attached Site map attached

. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

1. O&M site manager __ALA__M_

Name Title Date
Interviewed atsite  atoffice by phone Phone no.
Problems, suggestions; Report attached

2. O&M staff M4 closef— 1°

Name Title : Date
Interviewed atsite atoffice by phone Phone no.
Problems, suggestions; Report attached
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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 C
Contact WA

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.
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I1l. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

1. O&M Documents
O&M manual Readily available Up to date N/A
As-built drawings Readily available Up to date N/A
Maintenance logs U p( Readily avgilable Up to date N/A
Remarks N, ;/I/D Mm I, /\ﬂ :
S NN LA
2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan Readily available Up to date N/A
Contingency plan/emergency response plan Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
3. O&M and OSHA Training Records Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
4. Permits and Service Agreements
Air discharge permit Readily available Up to date N/A
Effluent discharge Readily available Up to date N/A
Waste disposal, POTW Readily available Up to date N/A
Other permits Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
5. Gas Generation Records Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
6. Settlement Monument Records Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
7. Groundwater Monitoring Records Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
8. Leachate Extraction Records Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
9. Discharge Compliance Records
Air Readily available Up to date N/A
Water (effluent) Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
10. Daily Access/Security Logs Readily available Up to date N/A

Remarks
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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 /\) ﬁ(
Other,
2. O&M Cost Records
Readily available Up to date
Funding mechanism/agreement in place
Original O&M cost estimate Breakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From To, Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

3 Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period

Describe costs and reasons:

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS  {Agplicable M

A. Fencing .
1. Fencing damaged Location shown on site map Gates secured fIG/AB
Remarks i A
SWC_(ood —
B. Other Access Restrictions
1. Signs and other security measures Locationghojvn on site map z@
Remarks O Aad AL
TONC— =
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C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

1. Implementation and enforcement
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented Yes N0~ 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

I < ‘qa | Cetvyichions  aud

lhan on wste afF Shotlow Q‘EUJ"“I'.‘Ea E

2. Adequacy qe@ adequate ICs are inadequate N/A
Remarks
D. General
1. Vandalism/trespassing Location shown on site map QNo\vandalism evide.\i>
Remarks —
2. Land use changes on site N/A
Remarks_Si e Was CeCtimtly (200d) trans Yo ves: af
3. Land use changes off site /(I\DA}
Remarks
\‘\_/

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Roads umable N/A

1. Roads damaged Location shown on site map mquate N/A
Remarks__
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B. Other Site Conditions

Remark Y p W [y 2257 o] { X Fivt
[+] Y [o) > . . .

wos m;u«’md Focr S A (00,

VIL. LANDFILL COVERS  Applicable A

A. Landfill Surface

l. Settlement (Low spots) Location shown on site map Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Cracks Location shown on site map Cracking not evident
Lengths Widths Depths
Remarks

3. Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

| 4. Holes Location shown on site map Holes not evident

Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5. Vegetative Cover Grass Cover properly established No signs of stress

Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)

Remarks

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

7. Bulges Location shown on site map Bulges not evident
Areal extent Height
Remarks
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Wet Areas/Water Damage Wet areas/water damage not evident
Wet areas Location shown on site map Areal extent
Ponding Location shown on site map Areal extent
Seeps Location shown on site map Areal extent
Soft subgrade Location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks
Slope Instability Slides Location shown on site map No evidence of slope instability
Areal extent
Remarks
B. Benches Applicable N/A

(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth 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 with erosion 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 settlement
Areal extent : Depth

Remarks

Material Degradation Location shown on site map No evidence of degradation
Material type Areal extent

Remarks

Erosion Location shown on site map No evidence of erosion
Areal extent, Depth

Remarks
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Undercutting Location shown on site map No evidence of undercutting
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

Obstructions  Type No obstructions
Location shown on site map Areal extent

Size

Remarks

Excessive Vegetative Growth Type,
No evidence of excessive growth
Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow
Location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks

D. Cover Penetrations Applicable N/A

1. Gas Vents Active Passive
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance
N/A
Remarks
2. Gas Monitoring Probes
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A
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
4, Leachate Extraction Wells
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks
5. Settlement Monuments Located Routinely surveyed N/A
Remarks
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E. Gas Collection and Treatment Applicable N/A
1. Gas Treatment Facilities
Flaring Thermal destruction Collection for reuse
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
Good condition Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks
F. Cover Drainage Layer Applicable N/A
1. Outlet Pipes Inspected Functioning N/A
Remarks
2. Outlet Rock Inspected Functioning N/A
Remarks
G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds Applicable N/A
L. Siltation Areal extent Depth N/A
Siltation not evident
Remarks
2. Erosion Areal extent Depth
Erosion not evident
Remarks
3. QOutlet Works Functioning N/A
Remarks
4. Dam Functioning N/A
Remarks
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H. Retaining Walls Applicable N/A
1. Deformations Location shown on site map Deformation not evident
Horizontal displacement Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement
Remarks
2. Degradation Location shown on site map Degradation not evident
Remarks
I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge Applicable N/A
1. Siltation Location shown on site map  Siltation not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Vegetative Growth Location shown on site map N/A
Vegetation does not impede flow
Arealextent_ Type
Remarks
3. Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4. Discharge Structure Functioning N/A
Remarks
Pt
VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS Applicable L,.N-M/
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
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IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES  Applicable  «7/A—

1.

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines Applicable N/A
Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical
Good condition All required wells properly operating Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks,

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment
Readily available Good condition Requires upgrade Needs to be provided
Remarks
B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines Applicable N/A
1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment
Readily available Good condition Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided
Remarks
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C. Treatment System Applicable MA /
Treatment Train (Check components that ap,
Metals removal Oil/water separation Bioremediation
Air stripping Carbon adsorbers
Filters
Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)
Others
Good condition Needs Maintenance

Sampling ports properly marked and functional

Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date

Equipment properly identified

Quantity of groundwater treated annually

Quantity of surface water treated annually
Remarks

Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
N/A Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks

Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels

N/A Good condition Proper secondary containment Needs Maintenance
Remarks

Discharge Structure and Appurtenances

N/A Good condition Needs Maintenance

Remarks

Treatment Building(s)
N/A Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) Needs repair
Chemicals and equipment properly stored

Remarks

Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)

Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
All required wells located Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks :

D. Monitoring Data

Monitoring Data
Is routinely submitted on time Is of acceptable quality

Monitoring data suggests:
Groundwater plume is effectively contained Contaminant concentrations are declining
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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.

palo 'oroblm obsorved €or SR O

Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.
No _Eorther action & e gured Coc Shico .
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INTERVIEW DOCUMENTATION FORM

The following is a list of individual interviewed for this five-year review. See the
attached contact record(s) for a detailed summary of the interviews.

Name Title/Position Organization Date
Contractor
Operations Weston Solutions
Scott Blount Manager Inc 26 Jun 03
Former
Community Co-
Thomas Brudnicki Chair CEB Member 30 Jun 03
Contractor,
Theodore Dean Program Manager CH2M Hill 27 Jun 03
Alaska State
Mike Cravens CEB Member Troopers 30 Jun 03
Community Co-
R. J. Gryder Chair Elmendorf CEB 1 Jul 03
Alaska Dept. of
Environmental Environmental
Louis Howard Specialist Conservation 23 Jun 03
Alaska Business
Vern McCorkle CEB Member Monthly 23 Jun 03
Restoration
Kevin Oates Project Manager Region 10, EPA 3 Jul 03
Mark Prieksat Project Manager USARAK 30 Jun 03

Surveys also sent to the following individuals who did not reply:

Roger Graves, Port of Anchorage
Lydia Darby, Alaska Action on Toxics
Roger Lee, Interested Citizen
Cindy Hood, Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence
CEB Members:
William Dixson, Native representative
Michael Scott, Municipality of Anchorage representative
Teri Lee Fetherolf, Member at Large
Stephen Gerlek, Government Hill representative
Art Isham, Eagle River representative
Joseph Levesque, Public Interest representative
Judith Root, Anchorage representative
Irina Shupilova, Public Interest representative




INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review

Type: O Telephone U Visit B E-Mail Date: July 3, 2003

CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas | Title: Environmental Community | organization: 3 WG/PA
Relations Coordinator

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:

Name:Kevin Oates Title: RPM

Organization:USEPA E-Mail Address: oates.Kevin@epa.gov
Street Address:222 W. 7" Ave Romm 537 Telephone N0:907-271-6323
City, State, Zip:Anchorage, AK 99513 Fax N0:907-271-3424

Interview Questions

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at ElImendorf AFB? (General
sentiment). The IRP program at Elmendorf is a very well run organization. It is a very pro-
active organization that consistently seeks the most effective cleanup solutions for historical
spills and releases to the environment.

2. What effects do you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?
The base operations have an overall positive economic benefit to the community. The
cleanup operations have eliminated many of the original source areas and prevent
offsite migration from having adverse impacts on the surrounding community.

Page 1 of 4



Interview Questions (Continued)

3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? If so, please give details. A local advocacy group called ACAT would like to
see all of the historical spills cleaned up immediately. However, the pace of cleanup is
aggressive, well planned and well executed. Even without consideration of availability of
cleanup funds, there is only so much work that can be effectively managed at any facility.

| am not aware of any other community concerns on environmental cleanup activities.

4. Do you feel well-informed about activities and progress at the site?
Absolutely. This is one of the most open federal facility program | work with.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management?

Keep up the good work.
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Interview Questions (Continued)
Technical Questions

6. Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose and
results. Yes there have. These have included scheduled and non-schedule inspections of
investigations and cleanups during field seasons, base tours for the EImendorf RAB, RPM
meetings on site activities, review, comment, and comment resolution meetings on
technical documents, etc.

7. Have there been complaints, violations or other incidents related to the site requiring a

response by your office? If so, please give details of the events and results of the
responses. None.

8. What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show contaminant
levels are decreasing? Yes. There are too many sites to go into detail in this
guestionnaire. The quarterly summaries have good information and details on this
information.
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Interview Questions (Continued)
Technical Questions

9. Have there been any significant changes in the O&M requirements, maintenance
schedules or sampling routines since start-up or in the last five years? If so, do they affect
the protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy? Please describe changes and impacts.

Again, the quarterly reports have detailed information on this question. O&M changes have
been required for a number of reasons. The principal reasons include; completion of the
cleanup for a site and dismantling of remedial action equipment; expansion of pollution
control equipment such as extraction wells; and additional source removal actions based on
new information. All of the actions enhance the protectiveness.

10. Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site since start-up or
in the last five years? If so, please give details.

Again, the quarterly reports have detailed information on this question.

11. Have there been opportunities to optimize O&M, or sampling efforts? Please
describe changes and resultant or desired cost savings or improved efficiency.

Again, the quarterly reports have detailed information on this question.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review

Type: TQephone  Vislt EMail Date: 27 June 2003

CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas | Title: Environmental Community | organization: 3 WG/PA
Relations Coordinator

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:

Name: Theodore Dean Title: Program Manager, USAF AK

Organization: CH2M HILL E-Mail Address: tdean@ch2m.com

Street Address: 301 W. Northern Lights, Suite 601 Telephone No: (907) 646-0248

City, State, Zip: Anchorage, AK 99503 Fax No: (907) 257-2000

Interview Questions

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at EImendorf AFB? (General
sentiment)

The Elmendorf AFB environmental restoration program is mature and appears to be years
ahead of other USAF installations in the United States. This implies that the program is
more effective than most.

2. What effects do you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?

Site operations, for the most part, appear to be transparent to the community; most
remedial systems are located well within the base boundary. The community is probably
more impacted by aircraft operations (engine run ups and routine approach/departure from
the installation).

The most noticeable environmental concern is the old bluff landfill as it seems to be
discussed more than other issues in the CEB (formerly RAB) meetings.
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Interview Questions (Continued)

3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? If so, please give details.

On the basis of discussions held in the CEB meetings, the community

seems frustrated with the CERCLA process. The discussions at the CEB

meetings have gone a long way to help alleviate those concerns.

The community also seems concerned about materials eroding from the
bluff landfill (see response to question number 5).

4. Do you feel well-informed about activities and progress at the site?

Yes. The CEB meetings are informative and useful.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management?

Put more emphasis on the old bluff landfill since this site seems to gain more public
scrutiny than other sites. A discussion of the EE/CA recently (within the past couple of
years) conducted by the USACE would be appropriate at the CEB meetings. Though
I'm not familiar with the alternatives considered in the EE/CA, some sort of bank
stabilization appears to have merit in an effort to stay out of a reactionary mode with the
public due to questionable items (such gas cylinders) eroding from the landfill.
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Interview Questions (Continued)
Technical Questions

6. Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose
and results.

Yes. CH2M HILL has been involved in the EImendorf AFB restoration program in years
past and in the present.

The most recent effort CH2M HILL contributed to is the Land Use Controls Management
Plan. This effort involved conducting an internal audit of the systems in place to ensure
that land use remains consistent with the environmental restoration program. The results
of this assessment indicate that the program is effective -- no construction has occurred on
base that would be inconsistent with established land use controls.

Another project involving CH2M HILL the environmental restoration program is the C-17
bed down planning effort. The project involves mission planning for new facilities located
in the north airfield area. CH2M HILL coordinated with environmental restoration staff to
determine where construction costs would increase as a result of constructing new
facilities at these locations. The ElImendorf AFB environmental restoration were very open
and accommodating about discussing existing contamination.

7. Have there been complaints, violations or other incidents related to the site requiring a
response by your office? If so, please give details of the events and results of the
responses.

CH2M HILL has received no complaints regarding the EImendorf AFB environmental
restoration program.

8. What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show contaminant
levels are decreasing?

Groundwater constituent concentrations appear to be decreasing as a result of natural
attenuation. This appears to be the most cost-effective and safe method of restoration.
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Interview Questions (Continued)
Technical Questions

9. Have there been any significant changes in the O&M requirements, maintenance
schedules or sampling routines since start-up or in the last five years? If so, do they
affect the protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy? Please describe changes and

impacts.

CH2M HILL has had no involvement with remedial system O&M; therefore, we offer no
comments on this topic.

10. Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site since start-up or in
the last five years? If so, please give details.

CH2M HILL is not directly involved with remedial system O&M at EImendorf
AFB; therefore, we offer no comments.

11. Have there been opportunities to optimize O&M, or sampling efforts? Please
describe changes and resultant or desired cost savings or improved efficiency.

CH2M HILL is not directly involved with remedial system O&M or LTM at ElImendorf
AFB; therefore, we offer no comments.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base

Subject: Five-Year Review

Type: U Telephone O Visit N E-Mall Date: June 30, 2003

CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas | Title: Environmental Community | organization: 3 WG/PA

Relations Coordinator

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:

Name: Thomas Brudnicki

Title:

Organization:

E-Mail Address:
thomas_brudnicki@labor.state.ak.us

Street Address: 10511 Constitution Street Telephone No: 907-345-5665

City, State, Zip: Anchorage, AK 99515

Fax No:

Interview Questions

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at EImendorf AFB? (General

sentiment)
See Question 2

2. What effects do you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?

| think the restoration efforts on EImendorf AFB has had a significant positive impact
on the base, the surrounding community and concerned individuals. Extensive research
has been performed on the possible, potential sites as well as known existing sites. Full
details have been disclosed and made available.. It shows a positive attitude toward
environmental issues and concerns. Every effort has been made to locate sites and to
restore the land using best appropriate technologies and methods.
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Interview Questions (Continued)

3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? If so, please give details.
Not aware of any community concerns

4. Do you feel well-informed about activities and progress at the site?
| feel very informed about the activities through the public meetings, notices and library
archives.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management?

All involved in the projects are doing a great job.. Commend their efforts.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base

Subject: Five-Year Review

Type: O Telephone OvVisit B E-Mail

Date: June 26, 2003

CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas

Title: Environmental Community Organization: 3 WG/PA
Relations Coordinator

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:

Name: Scott Blount Title: Operations Manager

Organization: Weston Solutions, Inc. |E-Mail Address:

scott.blount@westonsolutions.com

Street Address: 425 “G” Street, Ste. 300

Telephone No: 276-6610

City, State, Zip: Anchorage, AK 99501

Fax No: 276-6694

Interview Questions

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at ElImendorf AFB? (General

sentiment)

| think the Air Force has done an excellent job not only tackling the problems identified
early in their CERCLA program, but also in identifying related issues and bringing them to
light and/or closure (such as SA-100). The Air Force has made a superb effort balancing
risk, protectiveness, and costs, and has consistently sought ways to make their programs
more efficient. Restoration dollars have been money well spent.

2. What effects do you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?

While the Air Force has had some minor disagreements with their adjacent industrial
neighbors (AKRR and Port), | feel there has been extremely minimal impact to the
community near the Base. This is due in large part to early efforts to curb offsite migration
of contaminants, as well as the efforts the Air Force has made in their aggressive
community relations campaign and their Restoration Advisory Board program.
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Interview Questions (Continued)

3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? If so, please give details.

| am not aware of any community concerns, with the exception of the on-going negotiation
with the AKRR to support them in their expansion by perhaps re-aligning portions of the
Air Force’s seep collection system at OU 5.

4. Do you feel well-informed about activities and progress at the site?

Yes.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management?

Though the mission of the restoration group continues to diminish as their cleanup efforts
succeed, | feel the group is well managed and has performed well. | am aware of
significant efforts on the Base’s part to implement measures to streamline programs and
cut costs. | am also aware of the Base’s determination to meet cleanup goals in the
timeframe agreed upon in their decision documents. This is what would be ideally
expected from a well-run restoration program.
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Interview Questions (Continued)
Technical Questions

6. Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose and
results.

Our office worked recently with the Air Force on SA-100. We also work with the Air Force
performing O&M on several remedial systems and we conduct their groundwater
monitoring program. We have rigidly structured programs with very regular and routine
communication. Communication includes weekly reporting, monthly reporting, project
status meetings (kick-off, pre-field, progress, etc.), as well as additional face-to-face
meetings for problem resolution, to strategize on process improvement, or to ensure
mutual understanding of the project progress or scope. We also prepare workplans and
reports, and participate in Restoration Advisory Board meetings.

7. Have there been complaints, violations or other incidents related to the site requiring a
response by your office? If so, please give details of the events and results of the
responses.

None.

8. What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show contaminant
levels are decreasing?

The Air Force has made a significant investment in modeling and statistics to gain a better
understanding of how contamination is behaving on Base. Numerous areas of
groundwater and soil contamination are monitored. Most show decreasing trends that are
technically defensible based on the monitoring data being collected. In those few cases
where trends are increasing, additional effort is being made to identify and control the
sources of contamination, understand the behavior of the contamination in place, and
provide additional monitoring if required. The protectiveness of human health and the
environment is being preserved through these efforts according the agreements set forth
in each CEVR decision document.
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Interview Questions (Continued)
Technical Questions

9. Have there been any significant changes in the O&M requirements, maintenance
schedules or sampling routines since start-up or in the last five years? If so, do they affect
the protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy? Please describe changes and impacts.

The Air Force has entered into agreements with the State and the EPA (through the
workplan and reporting review process as well as signed decision documents) to allow for
continued streamlining of the O&M and monitoring programs as contaminant levels
decrease. As a result, fewer wells are sampled today than were sampled five years ago.
However, because of the frequent and open communication with the State and the EPA,
checks and balances are in place and the protectiveness of human health and the
environment has been maintained as specified in the each Record of Decision.

10. Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site since start-up or in
the last five years? If so, please give details.

There have been none that | am aware of. Any system requires periodic unexpected
maintenance or attention. To my knowledge, none of these costs have been
extraordinary.

11. Have there been opportunities to optimize O&M, or sampling efforts? Please
describe changes and resultant or desired cost savings or improved efficiency.

Each year the Base has demanded increased efficiency from their contractors. Each
program also has “built-in” decision tress to drive streamlining of data collection efforts
as sites achieve cleanup goals. The Base has also recently embraced system
optimization protocols from other Air Force agencies (such as AFCEE) to further
enhance the value to the data being collected and to collect only the type and quantity of
data required to make continued sound O&M and monitoring decisions. These efforts
have allowed the Air Force to undertake significant investigations of new sites or sites
where trends are not decreasing as expected (as described above) to further ensure the
protectiveness of human health and the environment.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review

Type: O Telephone U Visit B E-Mail Date: 27 June 2003

CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas | Title: Environmental Community | organization: 3 WG/PA
Relations Coordinator

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:

Name:Robert J. Gryder Title: Community Co-Chair
Organization: E-Mail Address: gryderrj@mtaonline.net
Street Address:P. O. Box 771698 Telephone N0:696-3766
City, State, Zip:Eagle River, AK 99577 Fax No:None

Interview Questions

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at ElImendorf AFB? (General
sentiment)

Excellent! Since I've been a member of the Board, support from the Air Force has
increased. The uniformed presence and attitude have enabled the Corps of Engineers to
increase their commitment.

2. What effects do you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?

A less contaminated environment from both non source and source point sites.
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Interview Questions (Continued)

3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? If so, please give details.

Some Environmental activist groups, not necessarily in the State of Alaska much less
in the Anchorage area, have stated that the clean-up effort is not adequate. These charges
are unfounded and when asked which specific sites they are referring to have been unable
to provide the answer. Therefore, | consider their “alert” unfounded and without merit.

Once a site is identified by Phase | Remedial Investigation, excavation by contractors or
seemingly appearing from nowhere, the command has responded with professionalism. We
now know where most of the contaminates are located, what they are, how much there is

4. Do you feel well-informed about activities and progress at the site?

Much more now so that when | first was appointed to the committee several years ago. The
staff keeps excellent records and presents the information at public forums which are
advertised.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management?

| would like to be better informed of the bid process and selection of contractors. If they
have had any fines or non performance penalities on previous contract awards and what
they were. | would also like to be able to visit site work while it is taking place. Especially
when contractors are involved in excavation of areas of contamination which exceed the
Threshold Limit Value and/or exceed the Short Term Exposure Limit.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review

Type: O Telephone OVisit B E-Mail Date: 6/30/03

CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas | Title: Environmental Community | organization: 3 WG/PA
Relations Coordinator

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:

Name: Mark Prieksat Title: Remedial Project Manager

Organization: USARAK Environmental E-Mail Address: mark. prieksat@richardson.army.mil

Street Address: 600 Richardson Dr. #6500 Telephone No: 384-3042

City, State, Zip: Fort Richardson AK 99505-6500 Fax No: 384-2047

Interview Questions

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at ElImendorf AFB? (General
sentiment)

Believe that DoD is doing everything reasonable to cleanup the Base. Will never be able to
satisfy everyone, but we need to work to achieve reasonable, timely, and responsible
cleanups.

2. What effects do you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?
Everything that we do has an impact on the future resources. However, those results may
not be apparent for years to come.
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Interview Questions (Continued)

3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? If so, please give details.
None, new to RAB.

4. Do you feel well-informed about activities and progress at the site?
Yes. Base does an excellent job of putting out information to the public.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management?
None
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review

Type: U Telephone OVisit m E-Mail Date: 26 June 2003

CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas | Title: Environmental Community | organization: 3 WG/PA
Relations Coordinator

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:

Name: Mike Cravens Title: Chief of Logistics

Organization: Alaska State Troopers |E-Mail Address:
michael_cravens@dps.state.ak.us

Street Address: 1919 Beaver Place Telephone No: 907-333-2010

City, State, Zip: Anchorage, AK 99504 Fax No:

Interview Questions

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at ElImendorf AFB? (General
sentiment) Actively engage the community and open with type and degree of restoration.
work

2. What effects do you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?
Minimal adverse and demonstrated improvements or correction of long standing
problems.
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Interview Questions (Continued)

3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? If so, please give details.

Yes, Government Hill public attendees at the RAB meetings have occasionally asserted
that they are often unaware or ill-informed of EImendorf's actions and responsibilities
concerning the operation and maintenance of the bulk fuel tank farm located adjacent to
their community. Suggest an advance and well advertised joint briefing by Defense Fuel
Office, appropriate Third Wing agency and/or Port Authority concerning ownership and
stewardship responsibilities

4. Do you feel well informed about activities and progress at the site? Absolutely! A wide
spectrum of information is offered without being asked. Inquiries are responded to in a
timely and apparently accurate manner.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management? Yes, advertise the restoration efforts in local and statewide
radio and TV opportunities.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review

Type: O Telephone U Visit B E-Mail Date: June 23, 2003

CONTACT MADE BY:

Name: Doris Thomas | Title: Environmental Community | organization: 3 WG/PA
Relations Coordinator

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED:

Name: Vern McCorkle Title: CEB Representative

Organization: Business Community E-Mail Address: publisher@albizmag.com
Street Address: 501 W. No. Lights Blvd. Telephone No: 907-276-4373
City, State, Zip: Anchorage AK 99503 Fax No: 907-279-2900

Interview Questions

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at ElImendorf AFB? (General
sentiment)

The effort is overseen and implemented by extremely capable, competent and highly
gualified personnel.

2. What effects do you think site operations have had on the surrounding community?
The operations are not in the front of the minds of most people and therefore, except for
those very few who follow the operations closely, the effects that get public attention are
very favorable.
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Interview Questions (Continued)

3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and
administration? If so, please give details.

Because of the visibility of a small number of the community, LFO4 is a topic that
occasionally comes up in discussions with members of the community. After visits to the site
| am persuaded that best practices technology is employed on the site and

affirmative progress is being accomplished.

4. Do you feel well-informed about activities and progress at the site?
Very much so.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
operation or management?

Since | have knowledge of other programs and sites around Alaska, it is too bad that they
do not have the efficient and effective program that EAFB has
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