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ERRATA S heet 

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. 

• 	 New Tab le 4-9. Table 4-9 in the Five-Year Review does not identify the correct cleanup levels at 
SD25. The new tab le below reflects the correct cleanup levels as referenced in the record of dec is ion 
for Operab le Unit 4. 

Table 4-9 

C leanup L evels at OU4 

Location 

Groundwater (ug/L 
FT23 

S025 

S024, S026, 
S027 
SD28,S029 

Soil (mg/kg) 

Contaminant of 

Conce rn 


I, I, I-Trichloroethane 
I, I-Oich lororethene 
1,2-0ichloroethane 
Tetrachloroethene 
Trichloroethene 

1,2-0ichloroethene 
Benzene 
Benzene 

Ethylbenzene 
Toluene 
Benzene 

Tetrachloroethene 
Trichloroethene 

RO O-Established 

Cleanup Level 


200 
7 
6 
6 
6 
70 
5 
5 

700 
1,000 

5 

5 
5 

Source of 

Requirements 


MCL ' 
MCL' 
MCL' 
MCL' 
MCL' 
MCL ' 
MCL' 
MCL' 
MCL' 
MCL' 
MCL' 

MCL ' 
MCL' 

FT23 ORO 2,000 ACM' 
ACM" GRO 1,000 

S025 ORO 2,000 ACM" 
1,000GRO ACM' 

ACM" SSIO ORO 2,000 
Jet Fuel 2,000 ACM" 
Xylene 100 ACM' 

ACM" GRO 1,000 
-'40 CFR Part 131, and 18 ACC Chapter 70.010a and d, 70.010 through 70.0110, 18 AAC 80.070. 


' ACM - Alaska Cleanup Matrix Level D, 18 AAC 78.315. 

Note: There are no cleanup levels for soil at SD26, SD27, S028, and S029 because contaminant levels were below 

regulatory standards at the time of the ROD 


• 	 New Tab le 4-22. Tab le 4-22 in the F ive-Year incorrectly described the land use controls at WP I4. 
WPI4 is not a landfil l or disposal site and there are no "Restricted Use Area" land use contro ls. The 
only land use controls at WP 14 pertain to groundwater restrictions. In addition, the land use controls 
for OUi and SD 15 have been clarified. 
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Table 4-22 


Site-Specific Land Use Controls, Elmendorf AFB 


OU (Site) Land Use Contro l (LUC) Description 

Expected 
Year of 
LUC 

Expiration 

I "Restricted Use Area" designated for recreational use and construction 
of urunanned facilities (such as parking lots, storage bui ldings, etc.). The 
construction of manned faci li ties (such as office buildings or residential 
structures) is strictly prohibited. 

Excavation affecting the integrity and function of the landfi ll 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 bui ldings, or taxiways). The construction 
of manned faci lities (such as office bu il dings or residential structures) is 
strictly prohib ited. 

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 
proh ibited. 

2016 

3 No site-specific LUCs are in effect at OU3. 

4 "Airfield Use Area" designated for aircraft O&M, which include active 
and inactive runways, taxiways, and parking aprons for aircraft. The 
establislunent of residential development of the areas is strictly 
proh ibited. 

2006 

S 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 faci li ties 
(such as parking lots, storage bui ldings, or taxiways). The construction 
of manned facilities (such as office bu il dings or residential structures) is 
strictly prohibited. Dri ll ing into the shall ow aquifer is restricted by the 
Base Comprehensive Plan. As a former landfill, this designation wi ll 
remain indefinitely. 

Indefinite 
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Table 4-22 (Co ntinued) 


OU (Site) Land Use Cont rol (LUC) Description 

Expected 
Year of 
LUC 

Expiration 

6 (LF03) "Restricted Use Area" designated for recreational use of the parcel (such 
as cross-country skiing, etc.) and construction of unmanned faci li ties 
(such as parking lots, storage bui ldings, or taxiways). The construction 
of any sort of manned faci li ties (such as office bui ldings or residential 
structures) is strict ly prohibited. As a former landfi ll , this designation 
wi ll remain indefin itely. 

This site is also permanently included in the "accident potential zone" 
which further restricts the construction of any above ground fac ili ties at 
this location. 

Indefinite 

6 (LF04) "Restricted Use Area" designated for recreational use of the parcel (such 
as cross-country skiing, etc.) and construction of unmanned faci lities 
(such as parking lots, storage bui ldings, or taxiways). The construction 
of any sort of manned faci li ties (such as office bui ldings or residential 
structures) is strict ly prohibited. As a former landfi ll , this designation 
wi ll remain indefin itely. 

The use of contaminated groundwater throughout LF04 for any purpose 
including, but not li mited to, drinking, irrigation, fire control, dust 
contro l or any other activity is prohibited. Drilli ng into the shall ow 
aquifer is also restricted. 

Indefinite 

6 (SDIS) Land use controls restrict access to contaminated groundwater 
throughout the site. Insta llation of wells in the contaminated plume for 
residential, industrial, or agricultural use wi ll be prohibited unti l cleanup 
levels have been achieved. 

TBD' 

6 (WPI4) Land use controls restrict access to contaminated groundwater 
throughout the site. Insta llation of wells in the contaminated plume for 
residential, industr ial, or agricultural use wi ll be prohibited until cleanup 
levels ha ve been ach ieved. 

20 I I 

(SAIOO) No site-specific LUCs are in effect at SAl 00. 

Notes : 
I OU I ROD states that land use controls wi ll continue unti l groundwater clean up goals are reached. 
Current ly at OUI groundwater clean up goals have been reached at LFOS, LF07, LFl3 and OTS6 and the 
land use controls at these sites within OUI will expire once a closure document for these sites are signed. 
After LFOS, LF07, LF 13, and OTS6 close document is signed, then land use controls wi ll be in effect for 
LFS9 only. 

' The land use controls at SDIS wi ll continue unti l groundwater clean up goals are reached. A groundwater 
model will be completed in FYOS and this model should provide an estimate on how long the land use 
controls wi ll continue. 
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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 
OUI , OU2, OU4, OUS , OU6, and SAl 00. 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 (BVE), constructed wetland, and in-situ bioventing. This is the second 
five-year review for Elmendorf AFB. The trigger for th is 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 OUI, 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, OUS, 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 so il contamination at OU6 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 OUS 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 II 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 SAIOO, 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 SAIOO is acceptable for unlimited use and unrestricted 
exposure. 
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM 

SITE IDENTIFICATION 

Issues (Refer to the next section/page for associated recommendations and follow-up actions): 

I. 	 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 wi ll be below Alaska surface water quality criteria as established in the OU2 ROD, the 
analytical suite doesn't include TAH and TAqH to ensure compliance with these criteria. 

2. 	 Additional contaminated seeps at OUS, 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 time frames specified in the RODs. This includes: 

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

• 	 OU4: 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 of2008. In addition, the bioventing system at 
FT23 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. 

• 	 OUS: TCE groundwater cleanup levels may not be met by 2026. 

• 	 OU6: Mon itoring trends indicate that COCs in groundwater at the WP14/LF04 South area may 
not meet cleanup levels by 202S; however, cleanup work as part of a State agreement at a nearby 
site is expected to improve the cleanup schedule. At SD1S , benzene and TCE concentrations 
remain above groundwater cleanup levels and contaminant removal rates suggest that the high 
vacuum extraction (RYE) 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 (S years of RYE 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 SD1S. A treatabi li ty study is being implemented for the shall ow soil 
locati ons to determine ifHVE modifications will 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): 

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

2. 	 To address the three newly identified TCE-contaminated seeps at OU5, 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. 

3. 	 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, ifneeded. 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. 

4. 	 Monitor effectiveness of the recentl y implemented treatability study (modifications to the HVE 
system at SD 15) and verify effectiveness of treating shallow so ils 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 OUI, 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: 

• 	 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. 

• 	 Review and revise the frequency of sampling for some wells in OU4, OU5, and OU6 in 
accordance with the decision guide (USAF, 2002i). 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 OU5 may require more frequent monitoring. 

• 	 Annual sediment sampling at ST37 in OU5 has been conducted annually since 1997 and none of the 
sediment samples have contained fuel constituents (i.e., TFH-diesel, BTEX, P AH) at concentrations 
above State regulatory cleanup levels. Sediment results collected to date are sufficient to demonstrate 
that significant levels ofCOCs 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 SA I 00; therefore, USAF considers this site closed 
fo ll owing this five- year review and it is not necessary to include SA 100 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 ST 41. 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 (FT23 and SS I 0) 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 OU5 currently protects human health and the environment in the short-term because at 
present, TCE has not exceeded cleanup level s 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 II must be captured and 
treated, and the investigation into the nature and extent of the TCE plume feeding the seeps at OU5 
must be continued and evaluated to ensure long-term protectiveness. 

• 	 For OU6 the following protectiveness statements apply: 

• 	 The remedy at LF04 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. 

• 	 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 LF04 South and WPI4). In the interim, exposure pathways that 
could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled. 

• 	 At SD 15, 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 SAIOO 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 imp lementation and 

performance of the remedial actions that were selected in each Record of Decision (ROD) for 
Operable Unit (OU) I, OU2, OU4, OU5, OU6 and SAIOO at Elmendorf Air Force Base (AFB), 
Alaska (see Figure I 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-Y ear 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 Elmendorf 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 
all ow 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, I 998- the tr igger date for 
this subsequent five-year review. 

The United States Air Force (USAF) 3"' Civi l Engineering Squadron (CES), 
Environmental Restoration has conducted this policy five-year review pursuant to the 
Comprehensive Envirorunental Response, Compensation, and Liabi lity 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 ofsuch remedial action to assure that human health and the 
environment are being protected by the remedial action being implemented. in 
addition, ijupon such review it is the judgment ofthe President that action is 
appropriate at such site in accordance with section [104J or [106J, the 
President shall take or require such action. The President shall report to the 
Congress a list offacilities for which such review is required, the results ofall 
such reviews, and any actions taken as a result ofsuch reviews. 

The agency interpreted this requirement further in the NCP; 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) § 300.430(t)(4)(ii) states: 

Ifa 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 ofthe selected 
remedial action. 

This document is consistent with the EPA Office of Solid Waste and 
Emergency Response (OS WER), 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 Envirorunental Conservation (ADEC) 
have participated in this review. This review is limited to only those sites being 
remediated under CERCLA authority and include OUI, OU2, OU4, OU5, OU6, and 
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SAIOO. Areas not covered in depth are OU3, SS83, DP98, and SA99 (a brief 
description is included in Table I- I). 

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 
ScientistlEngineer for each au 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 au where action has been performed or is in progress. This review addresses 
active sites, although it shou ld be noted there are several sites at some of the OUs that were 
completed and designated as no further action (NF A) at the time the ROD was signed. Land use 
controls (Lues), discussed in detai l in Section 4.7, are ma intained at each au 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 LUes). Foll owing written regu latory concurrence, where appli cab le, that all 
response actions are complete (i.e., cleanup levels have been met, no land use controls are in 
effect, and no additional funds wi ll 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 I- I gives a 
br ief description and status of all OUs at Elmendorf AFB. 

Table I-I 

Operable Units Status, Elmendorf AFB 

OU Sites Included 
in this 

review? 

Description Status 

OU I 

LF05, 
LF07, 
LFI3 , 
SS I9 

(NFA), 
OT56, and 

LF59 

Yes 

OUI consists of five general waste 
disposal areas where various types of 
material were disposed. The ROD 
( 1994) focused on groundwater 
monitoring and LUes. 

These efforts are 
ongomg. 

OU2 
ST20 

(NFA), 
and ST41 

Yes 

OU2 includes two former underground 
storage tank (UST) sites: ST20 and 
ST41. The tank at ST20 was cleaned and 
demolished in 1990. An interim ROD 
( 1992) for the groundwater 
contamination at ST41 resulted in the 
insta llation of a free product and 
dissolved phase recovery treatment 
system in 1993. The ROD ( 1995) 
designated ST20 as NFA and focu sed on 

The treatment system 
performed as des igned. 
Beginning in February 
1997, no recoverable 
quantit ies of fuel 
product were observed 
and the system was 
shut down in Apri l 
1999. Long-term 
groundwater and 

ST41. The 4 USTs and wood piping 
were cleaned and buried in place, the 
tanks were fi ll ed with inert material in 
1996 and the con tam inated soi I was 
treated on base. The steel piping was 
removed, decontaminated, and recycled. 

surface water 
monitoring is ongo ing. 
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Table I-I (Continued) 

OU Sites Included 
in this 

review? 

Description Status 

OU3 SD I6 
(NFA), 
SS2 1 

(NFA), 
SDJ I 
(NFA) 

and SDS2 
(NFA) 

No 

OU3 consisted of 3 sources and one 
receptor area. Polychl orinated biphenyl 
(PCB)-contaminated soils were 
excavated and disposed in 1998. The 
1998 five-year review reported 
confirmation samp les were below ROD-
defined cleanup levels, allowing 
unli mited use and unrestricted exposure. 

Not included in this 
five-year review 
because this OU has 
been closed and it is 
documented in the 
1998 five-year review 
that cleanup levels have 
been met. 

OU4 

SSIO, 
SSI8 

(NFA), 
FT23, 
SD24, 
SD2S, 
SD26 

(NFA), 
SD27 

(NFA), 
SD28, 

SD29, and 
SDJO 
(NFA) 

Yes 

OU4 consists of 10 source areas 
including maintenance facili ties, a fire 
training area, and an asphalt drum 
storage/processing area. During 1993 
and 1994, asphalt and asphalt-contai ning 
soi ls at SSI 0 were removed. The ROD 
focused on sem i-annual monitoring to 
assess contaminant migration and 
natural attenuation progress, and LUCs 
to attain cleanup levels in sha ll ow 
groundwater and shall ow soils and in-situ 
bioventing to treat deep soils. Soils were 
monitored bi-annuall y through May 1997 
and annually thereafter, to evaluate 
migration and timely reduction of 
contaminants by the remedy. 

LUCs, mon itoring, 
natural attenuation, and 
bioventing efforts are 
ongoing. Soil sampling 
is conducted at select 
bioventing sites as 
required in preparation 
for closure. 

ous 

ST37, 
ST38 

(NFA), 
SD40 

(NFA), 
SS42 

(NFA), 
ST46 
(NFA) 

and SSS3 
(NFA) 

Yes 

OUS is located along the southern 
boundary of the base and upgradient 
shallow groundwater that migrates to this 
area is treated in OUS. The 1995 ROD 
called for removal and treatment of soil 
at ST37; natural attenuation and 
monitoring to estimate rate of natural 
attenuation of sha llow aqu ifer, seep, and 
surface water (groundwater monitored by 
Basewide Groundwater Moni toring 
Program); passive drainage of seep water 
to a constructed wetland treatment 
system; gravel placed at seep areas; and 
LUCs prohibit ing groundwater usage. 

Con tam inated soi Is 
were removed from 
ST37 and the soils 
treated by 1999. 
Natural attenuation, 
monitoring, and 
operation and 
maintenance (O&M) of 
the wetland treatment 
system are ongoing. 

OU6 

LF02, 
LF03 

(NFA), 
LF04, 
SS I9 

(NFA), 
WP 14, 

SD IS, and 
SD73 
(NFA) 

Yes 

OU6 consists of six source areas. 
Another source area, SS I9, was 
origina lly part ofOU7, later moved to 
OU6, and cleaned up in 1995. The 1997 
ROD des ignated SS I9, LF03 and SD73 
as NFA and selected remed ies for the 
remaining sites included groundwater 
monitoring (by Basewide Groundwater 
Moni tori ng Program), removal of free 
product from the water table at LF04 and 
WP 14, debris removal from the beach at 

Debris remova l and soil 
cover placement at 
LF02 are completed. 
Groundwater 
moni toring, LF04 
beach debris remova l, 
free product removal at 
monitoring wells, and 
LUCs are ongo ing. 
O&M of the SD I S 
high-vacuum extraction 
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Table 1-1 (Cont inued) 

OU Sites Included 
in this 

review? 

Description Status 

LF04, groundwater treatment at SD 15, 
LUCs, and surface debris removal and 
cover at LF02. 

(HVE) treatment 
system is ongoing. 

NA SS83 No 

SS83 is a World War II-vintage anti-
aircraft arti ll ery site (Battery D, 96th 

Antiaircraft Art illery) located near Six-
Mile Creek on the northwest side of the 
base, adjacent to Knik Arm. This area is 
uninhabited, vegetated, and restricted. 
The Engineer ing Evaluation/Cost 
Analys is (EE/CA) began in 2000, and ten 
areas withi n SS83 were investigated. 
Diesel range organics (DRO) and 
residual range organics (RRO) were 
found in six areas. ADEC approved a 
cleanup action to remove approximately 
200 cubic yards of petroleum, oil , and 
lubricant (POLl-contaminated soil. 

Not included in this 5
year review, because 
site is in the 
investigative stage. 
The cleanup is 
programmed for fi scal 
year (FY) 2004. The 
dumpsite discovered 
during the EE/CA will 
be investigated during 
2003. A decision 
document, based on the 
investigation, is due in 
March 2004. 

NA DP98 No 

DP98 is northwest of Bu il ding 18224 in 
the northwest portion of the base. 
Investigations have found that solvent-
contaminated groundwater contains 
chl orinated solvent and fuels in excess of 
cleanup levels. The proposed plan 
includes a preferred alternative of li mited 
source removal, off site treatment and 
disposal, and mon ito red natural 
attenuation of groundwater. 

Not included in this 5
year review because a 
ROD has not yet been 
co mpleted. The pub lic 
comment period for the 
proposed p Ian is 
complete and a ROD is 
being drafted. 

NA SA99 No 

SA99 is a former drum dump located on 
the north side of Airlifter Drive, across 
from Hangar 18. Drums were discovered 
during the rep lacement of aboveground 
storage tanks in 1998. Limited 
investigations in 1999 discovered some 
POL contamination and some evidence 
of the herbicide Sil vex (2,4,5
tr ichl orophenoxy propionic acid). 

Not included in this 5
year review because it 
is in the investigative 
stage. Fieldwork is in 
progress (S ummer 
2003). The EE/C A 
report will be produced 
in March 2004 and 
removal action is 
planned for FY 2009. 

NA SAIOO Yes 

SA I 00 is near the Boniface entrance to 
E lmendorf AFB, where a rubb le debris 
dump was discovered during 
construction of new housing in 2001 . 
Suspect contaminated soils resulted in 
the site being des ignated under 
CERCLA. Contaminated soils were 
excavated from the site and confirmation 
samples were within acceptable lim its. A 
closure decis ion document was signed in 
May 2002. 

This site has been 
closed. SAIOO wi ll not 
be included in 
subsequent five-year 
reviews because no 
contaminants remain at 
the site above levels 
that woul d prevent 
un lim ited use and 
unrestr icted exposure. 
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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 fi ve-year review are shown in Table 2-1. 
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T able 2-1 

C hronology of Site Events, E lmendorf AFB 


Even t OU I OU2 OU4 OU5 OU6 SAI OO 

Initial discovery of contamination 
and/or Preliminary Assessmene 

(sites in parentheses) 

• 1983 
(LF05, LF07, 
LFI3) 

• 1990 (OT56) 
• 1991 (LF59) 

• 1982 (ST41) 
• 1986 (ST20) 

• 1983 
(FT23, S024, 
S025, SD26, 
SD27, SD28, 
S029, S030) 

• 1988 
(SSlO, SSI8) 

• 1983 
(ST37, SD8, 
SS42, SD40, 
ST46) 

• 1988 (SS53) 

• 1983 
(LF03, LF04, 
WP14, SD I5) 

• 1988 (LF02) 
• 1993 (S073) 

. 2001 

Site Investigations 1986, 1988, 1990 1986, 1988, 1990 1986,1990 1990 1988, 1990, 1993 2001 
National Priorities List (NPL) August 1990: Elmendorf AFB was placed on the NPL list. 
FF A Signature November 1991 : FFA negotiated between Elmendorf, EPA, and ADEC. 
Removal Actions 

I(sites in parentheses) 
1995-96 (LF59) 1990 (ST20) 1993-94 (SSlO) - 1995 (SSI9) June 2001 to 

April 2002 
IRA ROD -- Dec. 1992 - - - -
Remedial Investigation! Feasibility 
Study (RIJFS) Complete 

January 1994 March 1994 Septem ber 1994 March 1994 Decem ber 1995 
__ b 

ROD Signed Septem ber 1994 May 1995 October 1995 February 1995 January 1997 -- " 
NF A Decision Documents 
I(sites in parentheses) 

- 1995 (ST20) 1993 (S026, SD27, 
S030, SSI8) 

1994 (ST38, SS42, 
SD40,ST46,SS53) 

1997 
(SSI9, LF03, S073) 

2002' 

Remedial Design! Remedial 
Action Scope of Work 

May 1995 June 1995 October 1995 February 1996 April 1997 June 2001 

Remedial Design Complete - -- Septem ber 1995 January 1996 Septem ber 1996 --
LUCs Implemented March 1994 March 1995 June 1998 July 1998 August 1998 -
Remedial Action Start May 1995 . September 1993: 

IRA 
. July 1996: Tank 
Closure 

November 1995 June 1996 June 1996 June 2001 

Construction Dates (start- finish) - 1993 (IRA), May--
October 1996 (tank) 

October-
November 1995 

June 1996 1997 October 
November 1996 

August-
September 200 I 

Five-Year Reviews November 4, 1998 November 4, 1998 November 4, 1998 November 4, 1998 November 4, 1998 -
NPL Site Completion date Mach 20 I O-Expected NPL Completion Date for Elmendorf AFB. 
Draft Close-Out Report March 20 II- Expected date for draft Close-Out Report for Elmendoif A FB. 
Final Close-Out Report ' October 2034 Expected datefor Final Close-Out Reportfor Elmendorf AFB. 
Deletion from NPL b October 2035 Expected date for Elmendoif AFB to be taken ojJNPL List. 

arhe Preliminary Assessment was a records search conducted as part of the USAF Installation Restoration Program 
bSAIOO is located within OU6 South, therefore the RVFS 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 SA 1 00 would be unnecessary. 
~his date may be revised after the ROD for DP98 is signed. 
"--"- Not Applicable 
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Section 3.0 
BACKGROUND 

3.1 Elmendorf Air Force Base Land Use and Site Description 

3.1.1 Land Use 
E lmendorf AFB is composed of 13, 103 acres and is within the Municipality of Anchorage, 

Alaska. It is bound on the west and north by theKnik Arm of Cook Inlet and on the east by Fort 
Richardson Army Installation (see Figure I, 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 undistu rbed/vacant. The vast majority of the contaminated sites are located in or 
adjacent to industriaVcommercial 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 E lmendorf 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 Elmendorf AFB is the E lmendorf 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 Elmendorf End 
Moraine in the form of drumlins, eskers, kame terraces, and kettle lakes. E levations 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 E lmendorf 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 I 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 confmed regi onal 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 Elmendorf AFB. 
Groundwater flow direction to the confined aquifer is westerl y 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 hydraulicall y 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 I). 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 
Elmendorfs 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 E lmendorf 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 fuel s 
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 I in Attachment A and remedial activities 
are being conducted under the FFA. The other three of these CERCLA sources are SS83, DP98, 
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 fi ve source areas were initiall y identified as 
historical sources but on further investigation were determined to be Resource, Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) sources. These s ites were transferred to Elmendorfs 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: 

• 	 An asphalt recovery effort was conducted at LF59 (OUI) 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 oiVwater 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 SS lOin 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 WP 14 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 II 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 200 I, 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 (SAIOO) 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 ofa ROD for SAIOO would be unnecessary. The USAF considers SAIOO 
closed and this site will not be included in subsequent five-year reviews (USAF, 2002c). 

3.2.3 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 [mal contaminants ofconcem (COCs) specified in the RODs for each OU. 
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Table 3-1 

Contaminants of Concern, Elmendorf AFB 

Contaminants OUI IOU2 IOU4 OU5 OU6 I SAIOO 
Surface Water: 

Benzene X 
Ethylbenzene X 

Toluene X 
JP-4 X 

Total Fuel Hydrocarbons (TFH)
Gas rrAH and T AqHl ' 

X 

Sheen X 
Groundwater: 

I, I, I-Trichloroethane X 
1,1,2-Trichloroethane X 

I, I-Dichloroethene X 
1,2-Dibromoethane X 
1,2-Dichloroethane X X 
1,2-Dichloroethene X 

Benzene X X X X 
Ethylbenzene X X X 

Manganese X 
Methylene Chloride X 

Tetrachloroethene X 
TFH-Diesel rT AHl ' X 

TFH-Gas rTAqHl ' X 
Toluene X X X 

Trichloroethene (TCE) X X X X 
Vinyl Chloride X 

Xylenes X 
Soils: 

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

X X 

Diesei / DRO X X X 
Gasoline I gasoline range organics 

(GRO) 
X X 

RRO X 
Jet Fuel X 

TFH-diesel X 
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching 

Procedure (TCLP) metals 
X 

Lead X X 
Otlter: 

Exposed Landfi II Debris I I X I X 

a The ROD-specified analyses TFH-d iesel and TFH -gas were revised in 1998 to T AH and T Aq H for OUS. 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 aquacu lture resource), the aquaculture water standards for T AH and T Aq H were used ( 18AAC70.020 ecological r isk). 
JP-4- ajet fuel 
T AH-Total Aromatic Hydrocarbons 
TAqH-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 
OUI is located in the eastern portion of the base, next to Vandenburg Avenue and 

immediately north of Ship Creek (Figure I, Attachment A). OUI is over 60 acres in size and 
consists of five general waste disposal areas designated LF05, LF07, LF 13, OT56 and LF59 
(Figure 2, Attaclunent 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 OUI 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 OUI 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 OUI 

Contaminant of Concern 
ROD-Established Cleanup 

Level 
Source of Requirement 

Groundwater (ul1lL) 
1,2-Dibromoethane 0.05 MCL 

Manganese 9,100 background 
TCE 5.0 MCL 

Vinyl Ch loride 2.0 MCL 

flglL- micrograms per liter 

1,2-Dibromeoethane is an additive to leaded gasoline. TCE and viny l 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 OUI Remedy Implementation and Status 
The OUI ROD was signed on September 28, 1994 and focused on groundwater. The 

selected remedy at OUI 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 


OUI Remedy Implementation Status 


Remedy Component Brief Status 
Monitor groundwater for fi ve years, or until the groundwater no 
longer poses an unacceptable health risk by meeting cleanup 
levels. 

Ongoing (Basewide Groundwater 
Monitoring Program). Cleanup levels 
for I ,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: 

• Develop site map showing the areas currently and potentiall y 
impacted by groundwater contaminants. 

• Restrict land use and areas designated for recreational use. 

• 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. 

Currentl y, groundwater at OUI is being monitored as part of the Basewide Groundwater 
Monitoring Program, which includes annual eva luation 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 landfi ll 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 OUI . 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 OUI 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-I ) and monitoring well sampling frequency 
(Figure C-2). In addition, Figure C-3 illustrates the status of the contamination found at key wells 
for OUI, during the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program. 

Table 4-3 

Number of Wells Sampled at OUl, 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, LF 13, and OT56. The 
manganese cleanup level has been met at all wells within OUI since 2001. TCE currently 
exceeds the cleanup level at LF59, which wi ll 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 OUI, FY 1995 through FY 2003 

Fiscal Year Total Costs· 
$ 120,000 1995 
$ 190,0001996 
$ 66,0001997 
$ 66,0001998 
$ 78,0001999 
$ 60,0002000 
$ 74,0002001 
$ 81,000" 2002 
$ 30,0002003 
$ 765,000Total Cost: 

*Total Costs are rounded to nearest $ \,000. Costs are assoc iated with the 
Groundwater Monitoring project, with the exception of yea r 2002 (see note a). 

a Includes $1,742 for Land Use Controls Management Plan, $2,764 for F ive 
Yea r Review, and $76,228 for Groundwater Monitoring. 

4.2 Operable Unit 2 
OU2 consists of two source areas, STIO and ST41 (Figure 2, Attachment A), located in 

the central (ST20) and western (ST 41) 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 NF A determination in the OU2 ROD (see Section 3.2.2.). ST20 is not 
included in this fi ve-year review. 

ST41 is the former site of four I ,OOO,OOO-gallon USTs. After the IRA ROD was signed 
in 1992, a free-product and dissol ved-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: 

• 	 Prevent ingestion and contact with groundwater containing contaminants in 

concentrations in excess of background or MCLs, whichever is greater; 


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

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

• 	 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; 

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

• 	 Compliance with all action-, chemical-, and location-specific applicable or relevant and 
appropriate requirements (ARARs). 

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-S. 

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 defmed in the ROD based on the 
T AH cleanup level in 18 AAC 70, as shown in Table 4-S. 

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 
ROO-Established Cleanup 

Level 
Source of Requirement 

Groundwater (!l!¥L) 
Benzene S MCL 

Ethylbenzene 700 MCL 
Toluene 1,000 MCL 
Xylenes 10,000 MCL 

Surface Water (!lWL) 
Benzene to 18 AAC 70 

Ethylbenzene 10 18 AAC 70 
Toluene 10 18 AAC 70 ' 

I 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 
IRA 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 otT-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 IRA 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 


O U2 Remedy Imp lementation Status 


Remedy Co mponent Brief Status 
Continue operation of the free-product recovery system unti l: 

• All technically practicab le free product has been recovered to 
mitigate the continuing source of contamination. 

• It can be determined that the State of Alaska Water Quali ty 
Criteria are being met at the seeps. 

• It can be shown that natural attenuation wi ll be protective of the 
wetlands in the area. 

The recovery system met 
the requirements and was 
shut down in April 1999. 
Monitoring of wetlands 
and seeps is ongoing to 
ensure protection. 

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

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

Imp lemented March 1995. 

Clean and abandon in-p lace 4 one-mi ll ion gall on USTs. Excavate, 
remove and dispose/recycle the piping system. 

Completed September 
1996. 

Remove contaminated soil containing leachable concentrations of 
fuel-related contaminants and treat offsite by low thermal treatment. 

Excavation completed 
September 1996. 

Grou ndwater 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 gu ides for monitoring 
well selection and analysis (Figure C- I) 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 O U2, 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 5 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 unt il all technically practicab le 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-baili ng 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 coll ected 
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 add ition, exposure to contaminated 
groundwater is prevented by LUCs that prohibit the use of the shall ow 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 fo llowing tab le. 

Table 4-8 

O&M Costs for OU2, FY 1994 through 2003 

Fiscal 
Year 

Free Prod uct 
Recovery System 
Operation 

Groundwater 
and Seep 
Monitoring 

Land Use 
Controls 
Plan 

Five-Year 
Review 

Total Costs· 

1994 $189,200 - - - $ 189,000 
1995 $294,761 - - - $ 295,000 
1996 - $38,007 - - $ 38,000 
1997 $92,300 $84,000 - - $ 176,000 
1998 $102,647 $84000 - - $ 187000 
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 
OU4 is located in the central portion of Elmendorf AFB, near the main runways and 

consists often source areas that are divided into OU4 East and OU4 West areas (Figure I, 
Attachment A). The source areas include floor drains in eight maintenance facilities (SD24 
through SD30, and SSI8), a fire training area (FT23), and an asphalt drum storage and processing 
area (SSI 0). 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 OU4. 

Due to minimal soil contamination found at SS 18, SD26, SD27, and SD30, these sites 
were designated as NFA for soil. NFA decision documents were signed in May 1993. 

During the fa ll of 1993 and summer of 1994, a response action at SS I 0 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: 

• 	 Protect human health and the environment by preventing ingestions of and contact 
with contaminated media by peop le; 

• 	 Protect uncontaminated media by preventing releases from sources; 

• 	 Use treatment techniques whenever practicable; and 

• 	 Implement a cost effective solution that can achieve the cleanup levels for the fina l 
COCs. 
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These RAOs define the site-specific COCs, exposure routes and receptors, and 
remediation goals, wh ich 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 

Location 

Groundwater (ugiL 
FT23 

S025 

S024, S026, 
S027 
SD28, SD29 

Soil (mglkg) 

Contaminant of 

Concern 


I, 1,1-Trich loroethane 
I,I-Oichlororethene 
1,2-0ichloroethane 
Tetrach loroethene 
Trichloroethene 

1,2-0ichloroethene 
Benzene 
Benzene 

Ethylbenzene 
Toluene 
Benzene 

Tetrachloroethene 
Trich loroethene 

RO D-Established 

Cleanup Level 


200 
7 
6 
6 
6 
70 
5 
5 

700 
1,000 

5 

5 
5 

Source of 

Requi rements 


MCL ' 
MCL ' 
MCL' 
MCL ' 
MCL ' 
MCL' 
MCL ' 
MCL ' 
MCL' 
MCL ' 
MCL ' 

MCL' 
MCL ' 

FT23 ORO 2,000 ACM' 
GRO 1,000 ACM' 

S025 ORO 1,000 ACM' 
GRO 2,000 ACM" 

SSIO ORO 2,000 ACM' 
Jet Fuel 2,000 ACM' 
Xylene 100 ACM' 
GRO 1,000 ACM' 

40 CFR Part 131, and 18 ACC Chapter 70.01 Oa and d, 70.015 through 70.01 10, 18 AAC 80.070. 
2ACM - Alaska Cleanup Matrix Level D, 18 AAC 78 .315. 
Note: There are no cleanup levels for soil at SD26, S027, S028, and 8029 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 OU4 was bioventing. Bioventing 
systems were install ed and activated at SS I 0, FT23, and S025 in November 1995. The selected 
remedy for groundwater is mon itoring 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 Imp lementation Status 


Remedy Co mponent Stat us 
intrinsic remediation (now referred to as "natural attenuation") wi ll be 
relied upon to attain cleanup levels in the contaminated shall ow 
groundwater aquifer. Groundwater wil l be monitored semi-annuall y to 
evaluate contaminant migration and timely reduction of contaminant 
concentrations. 

Ongoing since 1996 
(Basewide 
Groundwater 
Monitoring Program). 

LUCs that prohibit the use of the sha ll ow aquifer wi ll prevent exposure to 
contaminated groundwater until cleanup levels are achieved. 

Imp lemented June 
1998. 

In-s itu bioventing wi ll be used to treat deep soi ls (greater than 5 feet in 
depth) potentiall y contributing to contaminants in groundwater at SS I 0, 
FT23, and SD25 . 

Ongoing at SS 10 and 
FT23. SD25 has 
reached cleanup levels 
and the system has 
been shut down. 

Both shall ow (less than 5 feet in depth) and deep soi ls wi ll 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 in itiated in the summer of 1995, and the bioventing 
systems were designed and constructed in the fa ll of 1995. The bioventing systems began 
operation in November 1995 and continue to operate at this time. A discuss ion of the 
remediation status fo llows: 

• 	 OU4 Groundwater. Groundwater at each of the sites within OU4 is current ly monitored 
annually as part of the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program. The program was 
estab lished 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 Mon itoring Program at key wells 
in OU4.In addition, Attachment C includes decision guides for monitoring well 
selection and analysis (Figure C-I ) and monitoring well samp ling frequency (Figure C
2). The annual number of wells samp led at OU4 since the prev ious five-year review is 
included in Tab le 4-1 1. 

Table 4-11 

Number of Wells Sampled at O U4, 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 ofTCE 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 (I, I, I-trichloroethane and 
TCE) and hydrocarbons, mainly benzene. it is unclear whether natural attenuation of 
chlorinated solvents in the plume will be li mited by the amount of carbon available. 
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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 so lvents might not. 

• 	 SS I 0 Soils. Soil gas testing performed in 200 I found total vo latile hydrocarbon (TVH) 
concentrations in deep soils that ranged from non-detect to 348 mg'kg, suggesting that 
low levels of petroleum are sti ll 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 SSlO 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 so ils is being done at this site 
(USAF, 1998a). 

• 	 FT23 Soils. For soil at FT23, 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 (so il 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-I) is operating at FT23. 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-I 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 200 I indicate that degradation rates are at or approaching zero 
and further hydrocarbon degradation via bioventing is not likel y to be significant at FTA
I (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-I, remediation at 
the new location should be achieved within 5 years, meeting the cleanup duration of \0 to 
15 years predicted in the ROD (USAF, 1995a). 

• 	 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 so il 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 so il 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 regu larly to ensure that the systems are 

operating efficient ly and to estimate the mass of contamination being removed from the 
subsurface. System performance is evaluated using historical data, biweekly systems checks, soi l 
gas testing and respiration testing. Several practices are in place at SSIO, FT23, 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); biweekJ y 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, samp li ng, monitoring, reporting, and fi ve-year rev iews. 
Total costs for FY 1996 through FY 2003 are presented in Tab le 4- 12. 

Table 4-1 2 

O&M Costs fo r O U4, FY 1996 through FY 2003 

Fiscal Year Bioventing Groundwater Land Use Five-Year Total Costs* 
System Monitoring Controls Review 
Operation Plan 

1996 $71 ,56 1 $ 114,022 - - $ 186,000 
1997 - $73,000 - - $ 73,000 
1998 $33,4 13 $73,000 - - $ 106,000 
1999 $91,095 $71 ,043 - - $ 162,000 
2000 $26,904 $71 ,024 - - $ 98,000 
200 1 $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. 
t 
Costs for 1999 were higher than average due to bi oventing confirmation soil sampling conducted at FT23 and SD25 . 

4.4 Operable Unit 5 
OU5 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 ofOU5, a more 
gent ly sloping bluff leads to a wetland area where there are several shall ow 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 fue l, jet fuel and multi-product fuel pipelines was 
the primary source of contamination within OU5 . Upgradient sources from OU5 (OUs 1, 2, 4, 
and several State Program sites) are the major sources of groundwater contamination in OU5. 
Regardless of the source of contamination, groundwater is being treated through OU5 remedia l 
actions. Table 2-1 includes a brief chronology of milestone events at OU5. 

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 OU5. 

RAOs were developed to specify actions needed to protect human health and the 
environment. Specific RAOs specified in the OU5 ROD include: 
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• 	 Protect human health and the environment by preventing ingestion and contact with 
contaminated groundwater by people and preventing animal contact with contaminated 
seep water; 

• 	 Use treatment techniques whenever practicable; 

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

• 	 Implement a cost-effective solution that can achieve the cleanup level s 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 OUS 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 OU5 

Contaminant of 
Concern 

ROD-Established 
Cleanup Level 

Source of Requirement 

Groundwater (llglL) 
TCE S MCL' 

Benzene S 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 (IlWL) 
Sheen no sheen 18 AAC 70.020, based on ecological risk 

TFH-gas' 10 18 AAC 70.020, based on ecological risk 
JP-4' 10 18 AAC 70.020, based on ecological risk 

Soil (mglkg) 

TFH-diesel 1,000 18 AAC 78.3 IS, ACM Level C 

'40 CFR 131, 18 AAC 70.010aand d, 18 MC 01 5-70.0110, and 18 MC 80.070 

2Since the ROD, these analyses have been revised and replaced wi th TAB and TAqH (See Section 7.4). 


4.4.1 OU5 Remedy Implementation and Status 
The OUS ROD was signed on February I, 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 

OU5 Remedy Implementation Status 

Remedy Component Brief Status 
Approximately 3,000 cubic yards of fuel product-contaminated 
soil will be excavated from ST37 and treated at an on-base 
treatment facility to reduce contaminant concentrations below 
cleanup levels. 

Completed: 
Excavated 1997, 
Treated 1999. 
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Table 4-14 (Continued) 

Remedy Component Brief Status 
Natural attenuation will be relied upon to attain cleanup levels in 
the contaminated shallow aquifer and surface water at ST37, 
other than seep water, including the Beaver Pond wetland area. 

Ongoing. 

Groundwater, seep water, and surface water will initially be 
sampled on a quarterl y basis. Sediment will be sampled 
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. 

Ongoing. 
Groundwater 
natural attenuation 
is monitored by the 
Basewide Program. 

Contaminated seep water in the western (i.e., Seeps I , 2, and 3) 
and central (Seep 4) portion ofOU5 will be passively drained 
using horizontall y inserted extraction wells in the bluff. 
Contaminated seep water will flow to a constructed wetland, at 
the location of the "snowmelt pond" (Engineered Wetland). 

Ongoing. 

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

Comp leted 1997. 

LUCs that prohibit use of the shallow aquifer will ensure that 
people will not be exposed to contaminated groundwater until 
cleanup levels are achieved. 

Implemented Jul y 
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 OU5 
Design Analysis Report (USAF, 1995c). 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 OU5 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 OU5. In addition, Attachment C includes decision guides for monitoring well selection and 
analysis (Figure C-I) 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 OU5, 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 33 I I 

Note: Newly identi tied 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 ofCOCs was found. Therefore, beginning in 1997, the sampling 
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frequency of Ship Creek was reduced to twice yearly in conjunction with OU5 groundwater 
sampling. LUCs have been established and are being maintained to prevent exposure unt il 
cleanup levels are attained (see Section 4.7). 

4.4.2 O U5 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 detai led 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 
fo ll owing: 

• 	 An O&M manual (USAF, 1999) was developed to provide standard procedures to ensure 
protectiveness of the system. The manual also provides procedures for troub leshooting 
and samp ling. 

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

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

• 	 Ma intenance of the system includes dai ly, weekly, quarterly, and annual site visits and 
procedures. The system was install ed with an autodialer, which automaticall y calls the 
operating team in the case of a power outage, pump fa il ure, 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 weekJy 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 contam ination if new seeps are found. 

• 	 Typical maintenance tasks include pump maintenance, pump station and transport piping 
c1eanout, and iron precipitate removal. 

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

Table 4-16 

O&M Costs fo r O U5, FY 1995 through FY 2003 

Fiscal Yea r Wetland Groundwater Land Use Five-Year Total Costs· 
Remediation and Seep Controls Review 
System O peration Monitoring P lan 

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 $ 10 1,193 $ 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 
OU6 consists of three source areas located north of the Elmendorf Moraine (LF04, 

WP14, and SDI5) 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 landfi ll 
frequently drifts down the bluff slope onto the beach. 

WP 14 and SD 15 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 OU6. 

In FY 1996, source area SS 19 was moved to OU6 from OU7 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 SS 19. As a result of the successful completion of the 
response action, the agencies have agreed this source qualifies as NF A because the contaminated 
soils at SS 19 have been satisfactorily removed and the residual risk is at an acceptable level. The 
1997 ROD for OU6 documents the removal action and NF A 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 fa ll of 1996, 
and so il 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 NF A in 
the OU6 ROD (USAF, 1997a). 

OU6 has been divided into OU6 North, which consists of source areas LF04, WP 14, and 
SDI5; and OU6 South, which consists ofLF02 (as well as NFA sites LF03 and SD73). Specific 
RAOs were developed for each area at OU6. 

For OU6 North, the RAOs are: 

o 	 Prevent the ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation of vapors from the groundwater at 
LF04 South having benzene, toluene, ethy lbenzene, 1,2-dichloroethane and methylene 
chloride in excess of MCLs and/or resulting in a cancer risk greater than 1.0 x 10-6 or 
Hazard lndex greater than I. 

o 	 Mitigate human dermal exposure, to the extent practicable, to landfill waste or debris at 
LF04 NorthlBeach. 

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

o 	 Prevent the ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation of vapors from the groundwater at 
WPI4 having benzene, ethylbenzene, and toluene in excess of MCLs and/or resulting in a 
cancer risk greater than 1.0 x 10-6 or Hazard lndex greater than I. 

o 	 Prevent the domestic use of water in the perched aquifer at SDI5, having benzene; 
ethylbenzene; toluene; I, 1,2,2-tetrachloroethane; 1, 1,2-trichloroethane; 1,2-dichloroethane; 
and TCE in excess ofMCLs and/or resulting in a cancer risk greater than 1.0 x 10-6 or 
Hazard Index greater than I. 
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• 	 Prevent the possible migration of contaminants from soils at SD 15, having DRO, GRO, and 
BTEX concentrations exceeding ACM Level D. 

For OU6 South (LF02), the RAOs are: 

• 	 Prevent the ingestion and dermal contact of water, and inhalation of vapors from 
groundwater while bathing, for water having I, 1,2,2,-tetrachloroethane in excess of cleanup 
levels or resul ting in a cancer risk greater than I x 10.6• 

• 	 Mitigate, to the extent practicab le, human dermal exposure with lead contaminated shallow 
so ils and exposed landfil l waste or debris present on the landfi ll surface, and 

• 	 Preserve ex isting vegetation and ecological hab itat to the extent practicab le. 

Table 4-1 7 summarizes the cleanup levels identified in the OU6 ROD, whi ch are based 
on MCLs for groundwater and ACM Level D for soil contamination. 

Table 4-17 

Cleanup Levels at OU6 

C hemical ROO-Established Basis for Cleanup 
Cleanup Level Levell ,1 

OU6--Nort/, 
Groundwater: 
Benzene 5 1lglL MCL 
Ethvlbenzene 700 ug/L MCL 
Toluene 1,000 IlgiL MCL 
1, 1.2-Trich loroethane 5 ug/L MCL ,
1. 1,2,2-tetrachloroethane 
1,2-Dichloroethane 5 ug/L MCL 
Methylene chloride 5 1lglL MCL 
TCE 5 ug/L MCL 
Soils: 
GRO 1,000 mg/kg ACM, Level 0 
ORO 2,000 mglkg ACM, LeveI O 
BTEX 100 mglkg ACM,LeveI O 
Exposed landfi ll debris 18 AAC 60.390 

OU6-Soul" 
Groundwater: 
I, I ,2,2-tetrachloroethane 10.43 )lglL IRisk-based cleanup level 
Soils: 
Lead 	 1-- " I-

1__0Exposed landfi ll debris 	 1-

-- not applicable 
'Basis for cleanup level is MCL, 40 CFR 141.61 for Federal MCLs, and 18 AAC 80.070 for State standards 
r,resented in the OU6 ROD. 
Basis for cleanup level is ACM, 18 AAC 78.315 presented in the OU6 ROD. 

!l Does not have an Mel; therefore there is no cleanup level. Cleanup will be considered complete when 
all other contaminants of concern meet MCLs. 
bROD does not specify cleanup levels because ri sk analysis resulted in hazard index below standards. A 
lead uptakefBiokinetic model was the basis for listing lead as a cae. 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), WP 14, and SD 15 will be 
included in the Basewide Monitoring Program. Results will be 
evaluated annually to determine contaminant migration and track the 
progress of contaminant degradation and dispersion. 

Ongoing. 

At LF04 (South) and WP 14, recoverable quantities of free product 
found on top of the water table will be removed during groundwater 
monitoring events. 

Ongoing. 

Conduct annual debris removal on the beach at LF04 North/Beach. Ongoing. 
Groundwater in the perched aquifer at SDI5 will be treated by a 
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 SDI5 will be actively 
treated through air stripping associated with the HVE process. 

Ongoing. 

Contaminated shallow soils at SDI5 wi ll be removed, treated by 
low-temperature thermal desorption, and backfilled. 

Completed 
1997. 

Imp lement LUCs at LF02, LF04, WP 14, and SD 15 to prohibit the 
use of the shallow aquifer and/or designate the areas as "restrictive 
use area" to prohibit the construction of any sort of manned faci li ty, 
such as an office building or residence. 

Implemented 
August 1998 
(September 
1997 at LF02). 

Landfill debris on top of or protruding from the surface at LF02 will 
be removed and a limited cover will be applied in three areas with 
elevated lead concentrations to eliminate the exposure pathway. 

Completed 
October 1996. 

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

• 	 OU6 Groundwater. Groundwater at LF02, LF04, WP 14, and SD 15 is currently monitored 
annually as part of the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program. The purpose for 
monitoring at OU6 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 WP 14. 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-I ) and monitoring well 
sampling frequency (Figure C-2). The number of wells and seeps sampled each year at 
OU6 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 WeUs Sampled Number of Seeps Sampled 
1998 22 0 
1999 22 0 
2000 20 0 
2001 19 0 
2002 15 8 

• 	 LF04 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 - Off-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 RlIFS 
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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• 	 Access control practices including (I) 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. 

• 	 SD 15 Soils. The selected remedy for SD 15 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 SD 15 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 ofVOCs 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 
OU6MW-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 of2002 to document the effectiveness ofHVE 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 relativel y 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 oftheHVE process building. Samples collected 
from this area (EHVE02-SB03C) in June 2002 indicated that remaining hydrocarbon 
contamination slightl y 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-SB 1303C), 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 SDI5 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 coll ection of subsurface soil data. Several practices are in 
place at SD 15 to ensure continued operation of the system and to monitor progress. They include 
the fo llowing: 

• 	 An operations and maintenance manual (USAF, I 997b) was developed to provide 
standard procedures to ensure protectiveness of the system. The manual also provides 
procedures for troubleshooting and sampling. 

• 	 The effluent of the system is samp led 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). 

• 	 Sampling of the vapor phase at the discharge stack of the system is performed month ly 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 negligib le and do not present a threat 
to human hea lth or the environment. 

• 	 Quarterly samp ling of oil/water separator influent is conducted to determine the 

contaminant mass removed through the liquid phase. 


• 	 Groundwater samp les are co llected biannually to determine the degree of groundwater 
contamination reduction. 

• 	 Maintenance of the system includes weekly, quarterl y, and annual procedures and vis its. 
The system was insta lled 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. 

• 	 Longer-term tasks include snow and ice removal, pump maintenance, and rep lacement of 
fi lters used to remove contamination from the vapor and fluid phases. 

The treatment system at SDI5 operated below its expected performance from June until 
October 2002. Continued overheating prob lems caused frequent shutdowns that also exhibited 
symptoms of electr ical supply and controls prob lems. In November 2002, the system was 
disassembled in an effort to identify and correct the undiagnosed prob lems. In short, three main 
contributors were identified as problems: 

• 	 the vacuum pump had a cracked impeller, 

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

• 	 the 50 horsepower motor "softstart" was locking into a run mode due to excess ive heat 
bui ld-up and therefore allowed the system to run when the temperature sensors were 
identifying an "over-temperature" condition. 

The fo llowing corrective actions were taken: 

• 	 a new pump was installed, 

• 	 a new radiator was insta ll ed, 
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• 	 a physica l electrical contact was insta ll ed between the main power and motor softstart to 
prevent the system from locking into a "run" mode if the system overheated (all owing the 
temperature sensors to work as designed and install ed), and 

• 	 various other maintenance items. 

Following completion of this work, the treatment system at SD I5 ran at 96.5 percent 
operational efficiency over a 5.5-month period after restart of the system. 

In addition, a treatabil ity study is currently being implemented (startup September 2003) 
to address remaining areas of relatively shall ow soi l contamination to determine if modifications 
to the HVE system will effectively treat these areas. The modifications incorporate so il-vapor
extraction (SVE) through the insta llation of two wells per location (4 wells total) that are 
incorporated into the ex isting 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 oftheHVE system at SDI5, 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 fo r O U6, FY 1996 through FY 2003 

Fiscal Year HVE LF04 Groundwater L and Use Five- Total Costs* 
System Beach and Seep Contro ls Yea r 
Operation Sweeps Monitoring Plan Review 

1996 - $62,454 $152,029 - - $ 214,000 
1997 $8 1,2 12 - $ 123,000 - - $ 204,000 
1998 - $64,400 $ 11 7,500 - - $ 182,000 
1999 $137,208 $69,475 $113,667 - - $ 320,000 
2000 $130,920 $359,867' $400,034 - - $ 89 1,000 
200 1 $ 154, 168 $82,000 $1 16,982 - - $ 353,000 
2002 $171,270 $465, 105 $125,018 $9,931 $ 10,037 $ 781,000 

2003 $3 1,000 - $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 hi story and erosion studies conducted for the site, in 
addition to the annual beach sweep. 
t 
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 SA IOO 
SA 100 is located at the Private Sector Financed Housing Site near the Boniface entrance 

to Elmendorf AFB. During a new utili ty excavation in June 200 I , 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 fo ll owed by a removal 
action in August through September 200 I. The site investigation included soil samp ling 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 fina l 
soil cleanup levels are shown in Table 4-2 1. 
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Table 4-21 


Cleanup Levels at SAI00 


Contaminant of Conce rn Cleanup Level I Source of Requirement 

Soi l (mg'kg) 
DRO 250 18 AAC 75.341 TabieBI Method 2 
RRO 11,000 18 AAC 75.34 1 TabieB I Method 2 ' 

Arsenic 16.2 Background" 
Barium 2 14 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 resident ial land use. 

Selenium 0.69 Background' 
Silver 2.0 Background' 

'" The most strmgent of the crltena hsted m 18 AAC 75 .341 Table B 1 Method 2 under 40-lnch zone 

200cumented background levels in Elmendorf AFB soil s and publi shed in 1993. 

4 .6.1 SAIOO Remedy Implementa tion and Status 
Approximately 1,000 cubic yards of soil, 568 tons of debris, and 175 drums of 

uncontaminated soil were characterized and disposed appropr iately. Due to lead concentrations, 
about 22 tons of soil were classified as hazardous waste and 11 4 tons of soil were classified as 
being above ADEC cleanup criteria but a non-hazardous material; both were transported to a 
RCRA-permitted facili ty in Idaho. Twenty-one confirmation soil samp les confirmed that all 
metal concentrations above background levels and all petroleum-contaminated soi ls 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 wou ld be sufficient to demonstrate concurrence for site closure and preparation of a ROD 
for SA I 00 would be unnecessary. Because agencies concur that no further response action is 
necessary, the USAF considers SA 100 closed. 

4.7 Land Use Controls 
Elmendorf AFB has estab lished LUCs as part of each ROD, except OU3. OU3 is closed 

and is not requ ired 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 I, 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 restr ictions on the use 
of the shallow aqu ifer 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 restr iction on the use of the 
shallow aquifer; however, this restriction has been made to be generic to the Outwash Pla in for 
conveni ence 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 outli ned in the Base General (Comprehensive) P lan (USAF, 1997c). 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 I and 2 and are as follows: 

• 	 The OUI 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 
OUI designates the area as "restricted use area" authorized for recreational use and 
construction of unmanned facilities. The construction of manned facilities is prohibited. 

• 	 To resolve 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 Elmendorf 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 

I "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 faciliti es (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 li mited to, 
drinking, irrigation, fire control, dust control or any other activity is 
prohibited. 

2016 

3 No site-specific LUCs are in effect at OU3 . 

4 "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 strictl y 
prohibited. 

2006 

S 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 faci li ti es (such as office buildings or residential structures) is 
strictly prohibited. Drilling into the shall ow aquifer is restricted by the 
Base Comprehensive Plan. As a former landfi ll , this designation wi ll 
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 bui ldings or residential 
structures) is strictly prohib ited. As a former landfill, this designation 
will remain indefinitel y. 

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 urunanned facilities 
(such as parking lots, storage buildings, or taxiways). The construction 
of any sort of manned faci li ties (such as office bui ldings or residential 
structures) is strictly prohibited. As a former landfi ll , this designation 
wi ll 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 proh ibited. Drilling into the shall ow 
aquifer is also restr icted. 

lndefinite 

6 (SDIS) Land use controls restr ict access to contaminated groundwater 
throughout the s ite. Insta llation of wells in the contaminated plume for 
residential, industr ial, or agricultural use wi ll be prohibited unti l cleanup 
levels have been achieved. 

6 (WPI4) "Restr icted Use Area" designated for recreational use of the parcel (such 
as cross-country skiing, etc.) and construction of unmanned faci lities 
(such as parking lots, storage bu il dings, or tax iways). The construction 
of any sort of manned faci li ties (such as office bui ldings or residential 
structures) is strictly prohibited. As a former landfi ll , this designation 
wi ll remain indefinitely. 

Land use controls restrict access to contaminated groundwater 
throughout the s ite. Insta llation of wells in the contaminated plume for 
residential, industr ial, or agricultural use wi ll be prohibited unti l cleanup 
levels have been achieved. 

2011 

(SAIOO) No site-specific LUes are in effect at SAl 00. 
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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 finali zed 
internally with input from the EP A and ADEC. The overall Elmendorf Five-Y ear Review report 
was then compiled us ing 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 3 I, 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 WGIP A), II 'h Air Force Judge Advocate office (II AFIJACE), 
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: 

• Individual 5-year Review Feeder Documents, which included: 

• Document Reviews 

• Data Reviews 

• Site Inspections 

• Community Notification and Involvement; 

• Local Interviews; and 

• Basewide Five-Y ear 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 ElmendorfCEB 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 [mal 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 fuel s, the Technical Protocolfor implementing 
intrinsic Remediation with Long-Term Monitoring for Natural Attenuation ofFuel 
Contamination Dissolved in Groundwater (Wiedimeier, 1999) was followed. For chlorinated 
solvents, the Technical Protocol for Evaluating Natural Attenuation ofChlorinated 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 Attaclunent D. Interview documentation is included in 
Attaclunent 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 Elmendorf 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: 

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

• 	 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. 

• 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, I 998a), 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 OUI 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 OUI since 200 I. Sites LFOS , LF07, 
LFI3 , and OTS6 have all met cleanup levels for all COCs. Only one well, LFS9-MW-03, in Site 
LFS9 remains above the ROD-established remedial action level for TCE. 

The OUI 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 anal ytical suite, were present at concentrations above current state or federal cleanup level s. 
This review determined that the maximum detected concentration of I, I ,2,2-tetrachloroethane in 
2002 was 18 Ilg/L, which is above the ADEC groundwater cleanup level of 4 Ilg/L in well LFS9
MW-03 (there is no federal cleanup level). This is the same well in which TCE was found above 
the cleanup level. I, 1,2,2,-tetrachloroethane was not established as a COC in the OUI 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 level s at OUI . 

A site inspection and interview were performed at OUI, 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 routinel y 
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 E lmendorf 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 OUI . 

6.3.2 Operable Unit 2 
The selected remedy at OU2 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 
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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 !lg/L to 270!lg/L between 1996 and 2002. In the southern 
plume, maximum benzene concentrations (well ST41-16) decreased from 14,500!lg/L to 13,000 
!lg/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, 200 I). 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 of32,400!lg/L while 
predicted BTEX concentrations were between 1,000 and 5,000 !lg/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 
of2016 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 anal yzed 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 SS I 0, IT23, 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: 

• 	 SS 10 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. 

• 	 FT23 Soils: As indicated in Section 4.3 . 1, the blower at ITA-2 was shut down in 2000 after 
1999 sampling showed that cleanup levels had been met. In 1999, the original area treated by 
FTA-I had also met cleanup levels; however, the blower at FT A-I 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 FT23 (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 FT23. 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 des igned to 
remediate saturated soils. Therefore, it is unlikel y that soil cleanup level s 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. 

• 	 S025 Soils: As detailed in Section 4.3.1, closure sampling conducted in 1999 indicated 
cleanup levels had been achieved for ORO, GRO and total BTEX, but cleanup level s were 
not met for benzene. Follow-on closure sampling in July 2002 documents that degradation of 
benzene has occurred and remediation at S025 is complete (USAF, 2002d). Annual reports 
from 1997 to the present provide analytical data collected from the bioventing systems. 

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

• 	 OU4 East Plume: 

• 	 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 likel y that the cleanup 
duration may exceed ROD specifications. 

• 	 OU4 West Area: 

• 	 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. 

• 	 OU4 West Plumes at wells OU4W-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 ORO. The analytical data were reviewed to determine if any chemicals, other 
than COCs, were present at concentrations above current state or federal cleanup level s. GRO 
and ORO, 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 ORO 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 

contairunent 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 effiuent of the WRS and Beaver Pond are also sampled. 
All effiuent 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 II) have been discovered which contain TCE in excess of cleanup levels. The 
USAF 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 ofTCE 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 (491lWL in we1l403-MW-OI) 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 II). 
Data trends indicate that TCE attenuation is occurring at rates slower than predicted in the OUS 
model (USAF, 1994c) and TCE at OUS may not reach cleanup levels by 2026 as specified by the 
OUSROD. 

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 down gradient receptors. Results of this modeling are currently under reevaluation. 

The OUS 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 I, I ,2,2-tetrachloroethane was above the newly promulgated ADEC groundwater 
cleanup level of 4 IlWL in wells GW-4A (4 .7 IlWL) and OUSMW-08 (S.4 IlWL). 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 I, 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 down gradient of the Beaver Pond (Ship Creek). In addition, 
tetrachloroethene was found above the ADEC groundwater cleanup level and the federal drinking 
water standard of S IlWL at well OU3MW-ll at a concentration of 6.2 IlWL. Neither 
tetrachloroethene nor I, I ,2,2,-tetrachloroethane was established as a chemical-specific cleanup 
level in the OUS ROD because the risk assessment determined that the risks associated with the 
compounds were within EP A'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 OUS. 

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 fuel s, sediment samples will no 
longer be collected at OUS starting in 2004, pending regulatory approval. 

The site inspection and interview conducted on February 11,2003 revealed that LUCs 
and monitoring wells at OUS 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 OU6 led to the 
following conclusions : 

• 	 LF04 South /WP 14: Cleanup levels in the ROD were predicted to be complete by 20 IO. 
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 des igned 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. 

• 	 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 OU6 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 7.5. 

6.3.5.1 LF04 Data Review 
A total of216 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 200 I, 
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 RlIFS 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 RlIFS. 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. Additionall y, 
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 RlIFS were measured at significantly lower concentrations in the 
December 2002 sampling event. Total TCDF increase was approximately 50 percent. The 1996 
RlIFS 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 s ignificant 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 significantl y from year to year, averaging 24 tons per year. The rate of 
erosion does not appear to be increasing. 

An eros ion control project, conducted as part of the five-year review fact-fmding process, 
included development and evaluation of seven alternatives to address eros ion of the landfill 
(USAF, 2002a). The alternati ves and associated cost estimates include: I) 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 alternati ves and the finding that contamination levels 
measured in 2002 were generally less than or equal to contamination levels measured during the 
1996 RIlFS, 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 provis ions for extensi ve sampling every fi ve 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 SD 15 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 significantl y. 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 
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Hours of Operation 

The average operational rate during 1997 through 200 I 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 HYE 
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 shou ld result in reducing some add itional contaminants. However, as it 
is current ly configured, the HYE system isn't designed to remove very low levels of 
contaminants and it is expected that groundwater cleanup levels may take longer to ach ieve than 
anticipated. 

Shall ow soi l contamination sti ll remains at two distinct locations at SD I5. The first 
location is just south oftheHYE Process Bu il ding 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-1 303 is localized and found just below shallow soi ls, at the 9- 11 feet bgs interval on ly. 
A treatabil ity study is currently being implemented (startup in September 2003) to address these 
relati vely shall ow soil locations to determine if modifications to the HVE system, which 
incorporates SYE (see Section 4.5.2), will effectively treat these areas. 

6.3.6 SAIOO 
Document and data review for SA I 00 included a rev iew of the site closure document 

(USAF, 2002c) and associated analytical data. The site closure report concluded that NFA is 
needed at SA 100 because all contaminated debris and soils were excavated and disposed during 
the 200 I removal action. The site closure report indicated the remova l act ion at this site wou ld be 
documented in the fina l Elmendorf AFB NPL Construction Completion documentation. The 
USAF, EPA, and ADEC signed the SA 100 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 
residentiaVbackground cleanup levels have been met and unlimited use and unrestricted exposure 
is acceptable for SAIOO. 
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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. 

• 	 Ouestion 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. 

• 	 Ouestion B: Are the exposure assumptions. toxicity data. cleanup levels and RAOs 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): "Generall y 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, amb ient 
water quality criteria), revised action and location-specific requirements, and State 
standards if they were considered ARARs in the ROD. In evaluating a change in a 
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 federa l 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 (l x 10'5) for carcinogens or a hazard quotient of I 
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 
10'5 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 I 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 I xlO"' to I x10-6 for carcinogens and a hazard 
quotient of I for non-carcinogens. For the COPCs shown in Table B-2 that require 
further evaluation, risklhazard 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 ofTBCs and new toxicity data that would cause additional compounds or 
requirements to become a potential protectiveness concern is summari zed 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 

I, I, I-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 
decis ion range (i.e., I x 10"' to I X 10. 6 for carcinogens and a hazard quotient of I for non

carcinogens). 

• 	 Ouestion C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question 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 Ilg/L and 1,300 Ilg/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 

Ouestion 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 ofLUCs to limit exposure to the COCs. Monitoring documents that 
natural attenuation has been effective at OUI , and TCE and manganese are the only remaining 
COCs. Data indicates that TCE concentrations have decreased at OUI ; of the 4 wells sampled in 
2002, only one well , LF59-MW-03 in Site LF59, remains above the cleanup level of 5 Ilg/L. No 
wells had manganese levels reported above background concentrations in 200 I or 2002. In 
addition, the processes used to manage, track, and enforce LUCs are working effectivel y to 
mitigate potential exposure to contaminants. 

Ouestion 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 newl y 
promulgated standards for I, I ,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 COPe. For 1,1,2,2,-tetrachloroethane, the current maximum detected level (18 
Ilg/L in well LF59-MW-03) is higher than the new standard of 4 Ilg/L (see Table B-2 in 
Attachment B); however, the calculated risk of 5x I 0.5, based on Equation 2 (ADEC, 2002b) is 
within EPA 's risk management decision range (the upper limit is 10.4, see Table B-3 in 
Attachment B). Protectiveness of the remedy for this compound is further assured because, (I) 
toxicity data and exposure assumptions have not changed for I, 1,2,2-tetrachloroethane, (2) 
analyt ical results for I, 1,2,2-tetrachloroethane are regularly received as part of the VOC 
analyt ical 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-MW-06R). 

The original risk assessment for the site found potential unacceptable riskslhazards if 
groundwater was used as a source of drinking water based on either residential or 
commerciaVindustrialland 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 (EP A, 200 I b). 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 OUI 
ROD-specified COC cleanup levels are still appropriate and protective. 

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

Answer: No. 

7.2 Operable Unit 2 

Ouestion 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. 

Ouestion 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 OUI , a comparison of historical and current state or federal 
cleanup levels found a newly promulgated standard for I, 1,2,2-tetrachloroethane in groundwater 
(see Table B-1 in Attachment B). The new standard for I, 1,2,2-tetrachloroethane is 4 ~g/L . The 
latest groundwater monitoring results indicate that I, 1,2,2-tetrachloroethane was not detected at a 
method reporting limit of 0.69 ~g/L (see Attachment B), therefore the remedy is considered to 
remain protective for this COPe. 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 I x 10.5 

(I, I ,2,2-tetrachloroethane is a carcinogen). In additi on, the new federal standard for 1,2
dichloroethane in surface water is 3.8 ~g/L. Although 1,2-dichloroethane has not been detected 
in the surface water at OU2, the maximum reported detection limit of 5.7 ~g/L exceeds the 
federal standard. To be conser vati ve, this reporting limit was used as the maximum detected 
concentration to calculate risk. The result is a risk of2 x 10.5, 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 
(primaril y due to benzene) if groundwater was used as a source of drinking water based on either 
residential or commerciaVindustrial 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. 

Ouestion 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 

Ouestion A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decis ion documents? 

Answer: Yes. The OU4 bioventing systems continue to operate and function as 
des igned. 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 200 I indicated that bioventing continued to enhance 
hydrocarbon degradation at SSIO while data from FT23 (FTA-I 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-I and FTA-2. Later, in 2002, the system at 
FTA-I 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 OU4, the major components of the selected remedy are: (I) biannual 
groundwater monitoring to evaluate contaminant migration and timely reduction of contaminant 
concentrations by natural attenuation, and (2) the implementation ofLUCs 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. 

Ouestion B: Are the exposure assumptions. toxicity data. cleanup levels. and RAOs used 
at the time of the remedy selection sti ll valid? 

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

For soil, there have been numerous newly promulgated state soi l cleanup levels that app ly 
to the COPCs identified in the ROD (see Attachment B, Table B-1). Of these, the on ly COPCs 
that had maximum detected levels that exceed the new standard are 1,1,1 - tr ichloroethene (2.9 
Ilg/L), benzene (0.043 Ilg/L), and methylene chloride (0.092 Ilg/L ) (see Attachment B, Tab le B
2). However, the associated calculated risks are within EPA's risk management decis ion range 
(i.e., risk is less than I x I 0.6 for carcinogens and the hazard is less than I 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 soi l inhalation standards are risk-based and, if concentrations were 
present at the level of the standards in Table B-3, risks wou ld not exceed the ADEC target risk 
goal of I x 10-5 for carcinogens or a hazard quotient of I for non-carcinogens. The protection-of
groundwater cleanup levels presented in Table B-2 for soi l are not risk-based levels for direct 
exposures to soi l; they represent the soi l 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 hea lth goa ls from exposures to soil, as shown in Table B-3 
(Attachment B). 

The original risk assessment identified risks above target hea lth 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, 
specifica lly, military buildings staffed by civi lian and mi litary personnel. All exposure 
assumptions, cleanup levels or RAOs used at the time of the remedy selection remain valid at this 
time and are sti ll protective according to the current regu latory cleanup levels. 

Some of the groundwater p lume areas are under existing bui ldings (OU4W-04 and FP
56/0U4W- II) and vapor intrusion into bui ldings was not a pathway that was evaluated in the 
origina l 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 wou ld 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 I, I, I-trich loroethane; 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. 

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

Answer: No. 

7.4 	 Operable Unit 5 

Ouestion A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decis ion documents? 

Answer: Yes. The remedy at OU5 is functioning as intended. As discussed in Section 
6.3.4, groundwater sampling has shown that the remedy is reducing hydrocarbon contaminants at 
OU5 . 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 OU5 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 level s. 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, 2002e) 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. 

Ouestion 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 cleanup levels found 
newly promulgated state standards for five chemicals in water: I, I-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 IlglL) is stricter than the current state 
standard (5 IlglL), as shown in Table B-1 . The new standards for I, I-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 
I, I ,2,2,-tetrachloroethane, the maximum detected level of 6.2 IlgIL in 2002 exceeds the new 
standard of 4 IlgIL. The resulting calculated risk is 2xlO-', which is within EPA's risk 
management decision range. Protectiveness of the remedy for this compound is further assured 
because, (I) toxicity data and exposure assumptions have not changed for I, I ,2,2
tetrachloroethane, (2) analytical results for I, 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 TaqH. 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: 

• Current/future residents exposed to soil and groundwater used for drinking; 

• Current/future workers exposed to soil in the industrial area of the OU; and 

• 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 
envirorunental 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 level s. 

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 OUS ROD-specified cleanup levels are still considered 
protective. 

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

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 ofTCE 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 OUS ROD. Like 
TCE, tetrachloroethene and I, 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 

Ouestion 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 SD 15 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 HYE system at SDI5 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 SD 15 at two locations in 
relatively shallow soils above the perched aquifer and in soils from the 9 to II feet bgs depth 
interval (refer to Section 6.3.5). As currently configured, !he 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 HYE system can be 
modified to treat these areas. The treatability study will evaluate modifications to the HVE 
system that incorporate SYE 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 HYE system piping. 

Groundwater monitoring data shows !hat benzene and TCE concentrations at SD 15 
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 discemable 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 HYE 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 OU6 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 
SD 15 and at WP 14ILF04 South will take longer than estimated. 

The cleanup at WP 14/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 II 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. 

Ouestion B: Are the exposure assumptions. toxicity data. cleanup levels. and RAOs 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 I, I ,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 effectivel y remediating BTEX, which is currently monitored 
as a COe. 

In general, risks were primarily identified only if groundwater was used as drinking water 
at most of the s ix areas investigated within OU6 and soils were much less ofa 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 RIlFS and new standards do 
not impact the protectiveness of the remedy. Therefore, the NF A determination for soil 
contamination at the LF04 beach is appropriate. The only COC for the LF04 beach continues to 
be exposed landfill debris. 

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

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. Additionall y, 
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 IS 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 address ing 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 RIlFS with a few exceptions, the annul 
beach sweep remains the most practicable remedy for LF04 at this time (see Section 6.3.S. I). 

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 ofa limited treatment 
alternative to these high-concentration areas would be a beneficial and cost-effective option for 
accelerating the timeErame 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 SAIOO 

Ouestion 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. 

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

Answer: Yes. 

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

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, S, and 6. Because cleanup levels 
acceptable for residential use have been met for all COCs at LFOS, LF07, LF 13, and OTS6 in 
OUI; 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 LFS9 in OUI and TCE will continue to be monitored at 
LFS9 as part of the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program. Following closure of LFOS, 
LF07, LFI3, and OTS6, LUCs will continue to be maintained at LFS9 until it is demonstrated that 
TCE meets cleanup levels. 
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The agencies have agreed that OU4 bioventing sites SD25 and FT23 (FTA-2) qualify as 
NFA for soil because analytical data documents that the soils at SD25 and FT23 (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. 

SA 100 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: 

• 	 At OU2, BTEX may not meet the cleanup level at ST 41 by 2016. 

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

• 	 At OU5, TCE may not meet the groundwater cleanup level by 2026. 

• 	 For groundwater at OU6, hydrocarbon contamination at WPI4/LF04 South may not meet 
cleanup levels by 2025. 

• 	 Benzene and TCE at SD 15 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 SD 15 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 SDI5 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 s ites 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 OU5, 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 deta ils 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 
No. 

OU Site Issues 

Affects 
Current 

Protective
ness? (YIN) 

Affects 
Future 

Protective
ness? (YIN) 

1 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 wet land at OU2 is downgradient 
of the current seep sampling location and it is expected that the point 
of compliance contaminant concentrations wil l be below Alaska 
SWQC. This was confirmed in 2001 ; however, recent monitoring 
does not include T AH and T AqH analyses to ensure compliance with 
Alaska SWQS as established in the OU2 ROD. In the interim, LUCs 
ensure current protectiveness. 

N N 

2 5 ST37 

Addit ional Contaminated Seeps : In 200 I, the USAF sampled seeps 
that are not being co ll ected and treated in the WRS. Data from three 
seeps (Seeps 9, 10, and II) indicated the presence of TCE 
contamination above cleanup levels. A study performed in 2002 
(USAF, 2002e) 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 di vert them to the WRS. Construction of the discharge 
structures wi ll 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 schedu led for later this year. To 
ensure that other contaminated seeps are not exiting the bluff, a ll 
seeps at OU5 have been samp led annually since 200 I. A ll OU5 
seeps wi ll continue to be monitored at least annually until cleanup 
levels are met. This work wi ll ensure current and future 
protecti veness. 

N y 

3 
2, 4, 
5,6 

ST4 1, 
SSlO, 
FT23, 
SD24, 
SD28, 
SD29, 
ST37, 
SDI5, 
LF04, 
WPI4 

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: 

• 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. 

• At OU4, TCE concentrations in the East P lume are attenuating 
naturall y, however it is likel y that the cleanup duration may 
exceed the ROD-predicted timeframe, ending in 2008. 

• For FTA P lume (OU4 FT23), the chlorinated compounds are 
degrading more slowly than predicted by the models. TCE, 

N N 
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Table 8-1 (Continued) 

Item 
No. 

OU Site Issues 

Affects 
Current 

Protective
ness? (YIN) 

Affects 
Future 

Protective
ness? (YIN) 

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

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

• The bioventing system at OU4 site FT23 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 OU5, 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 WP 14ILF04 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 
I area to treat contaminated soi l 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 schedu le. 

• At SD 15 (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-1 7. This, in addition to a 
decline in HVE contaminant removal rates suggests the HVE 
system is approaching design limitations and natural attenuation 
wi ll be more heavil y 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. 

4 6 SDI5 

Shall ow Soi ls. Possible migration of contaminants from soi ls 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. A treatability study is being implemented 
for the shallow soi l locations to determine if the HVE system 
modifications wi ll effecti vely treat these areas. In the interim, LUCs 
ensure current protectiveness. 

N Y 
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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. OU Site 

Recommendationsl Follow-up 
Actions 

Party 
Respons

ible 

Oversight 
Agency 

Mile
stone 
Date 

Follow-up 
Actions: 
Affects 

Current 
Protective
ness (YIN) 

Follow-up 
Actions: 
Affects 
Future 

Protective
ness (YIN) 

I 2 ST41 

Surface Water: To ensure 
compliance of SWQC as 
established in the OU2 
ROD, T AH and T AqH 
shou Id be added to the 
sampling suite to ensure 
protectiveness of the 
wetlands at the point of 
compliance. 

USAF ADEC 2004 N N 

Additional Contaminated 
Seeps : Implement the plan to 
capture the recently 
discovered TCE

USAF ADEC, 
EPA 

2003
2004 

N Y 

2 5 ST37 

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. 
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Table 9-1 (Continued) 

Item 
No. OU Site 

Recommendationsl Follow-up 
Actions 

Party 
Respons

ible 

Oversight 
Agency 

Mile
stone 
Date 

Follow-up 
Actions: 
Affects 

Current 
Protective
ness (YI N) 

Follow-up 
Actions: 
Affects 
Future 

Protective
ness (YIN) 

CleanuR Schedules : For USAF ADEC, OU2 N N 
groundwater, conduct a EPA ST41: 

thorough review of modeling 
results and evaluate the 

2006 

potential for natural 
attenuation to achieve 

OU4: 
2008 

3 
2, 
4, 

5,6 

ST41, 
SSIO, 
FT23, 
S024, 
S028, 
S029, 
ST37, 
SOlS, 

cleanup levels in the 
timeframes specified in the 
RODs. Revise and/or 
recalibrate the models if 
needed. Continue 
groundwater monitoring 
according to the guidelines 

0U5: 
2003
2004 

OU6: 
2004
2005 

LF04, 
WPI4 

of the Basewide 
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. 

4 6 SOlS 

Shall ow Soils. Monitor 
effectiveness of the recently 
imp lemented treatability 
study (modifications to the 
HVE system) and verify 
effectiveness of treating 
shallow soils at the two 
known areas of 
contamination. 

USAF ADEC, 
EPA 

2004 N Y 

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 fo ll owing: 

• 	 In OUI, sites LF05, LF07, LFI3, and OT56 have reached cleanup levels for all COCs. Based 
on the Decis ion Guide for Monitoring Well Selection and Analysis (Attachment C, Figure C
I), wells at these sites shou ld 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 contro ls are 
needed). 

• 	 In OU4, close the bioventing system at SD25 because so il remediation objectives have been 
reached and analytical data document so il contaminants are below cleanup levels that are 
acceptab le for residentia l 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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• 	 Discontinue monitoring for manganese at LFS9 because manganese concentrations 
have been below the ROD-specified cleanup level for two consecutive sampling 
rounds in all wells monitored in OUI. 

• 	 Review and revise the frequency of sampling for some wells in OU4, OUS, and OU6 
in accordance with the decision guide (USAF, 20021). 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 OUS that have historically been 
below cleanup levels; TCE monitoring may be reduced at OU6 wells (except at 
SD IS) that have been below cleanup levels, and some wells associated with unstable 
plumes in OUS may require more frequent monitoring. 

• 	 The OUS ROD specified annual sediment sampling at ST37 for at least the first S 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, P AH) 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. 

• 	 A site closure report demonstrates applicable cleanup levels, acceptable for residential use, 
have been met by removal actions and land use controls are not needed at SAIOO; therefore, 
the USAF considers this site closed and it is not necessary to include SAIOO 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 (EP A, 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 
(LFS9). In the interim, exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being 
controlled. 

10.2 Operable Unit 2 
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. 

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 (FT23 and SSlO) 
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 OUS 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 
II 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 NorthlBeach 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 WPI4 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 WP 14). In the interim, exposure 
pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled. 

At SDIS, 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 SAIOO 
The remedy (immediate response and removal actions) at SAlOO 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 s ite is 
acceptable for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. 
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Section 11.0 
NEXT REVIEW 

Future five-year reviews for OUs I, 2, 4, 5, and 6 are necessary because contamination 
remains above levels that all ow for un limited use and unrestricted exposure in these areas. Future 
five-year reviews for SAlOO are not needed because there is no evidence of contamination above 
levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestr icted exposure in this area. The next five-year 
review will be completed in 2008 and no later than fi ve 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 protecti veness of the remedy were evaluated as part of the technical assessment of 
the five-year review at E lmendorf AFB. This was done according to EPA Guidance (June 2001) as 
exp lained 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 BI Method 2, Under
40-inch Zone applies for a ll 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 A I, Method 
I, 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 OU5 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 (l x 10-') 
for carcinogens or a hazard quotient of I for non-cancer chemicals. The method used to calculate risk 
is equivalent to using Equations I and 2 from the ADEC Cleanup Levels Guidance (2002) for 
groundwater and Equations 6 and 7 from the ADEC C leanup Levels Guidance (2002) for so ils. 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 risklhazard calculations 
were compared to the EPA's management decision risk range of I x 10.4 to I X 10-6 for carcinogens and a 
hazard quotient of I for non-carcinogens. Because a ll of the calculated results were found to be within 
the acceptable range, a ll of the ROD-specified cleanup levels are still considered protecti ve. 

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 separatel y in TableB-4, which summari zes the evaluation ofTBCs and new toxicity 
data that wou ld 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 discuss ion 
of the results of this evaluation is included in Section 7. 

B- I 




Table B-1 


Evaluation of Changes in Chemical-Specific Standards* 


Operable 
Unit 
(matrix 
and units) 

COPCs 
(Final ROO COCs in bold) 

Former 
Standardl 
Cleanup 
Level (in 

ROO) 

Current 
Federal 
Cleanup 
Levelt 

Current 
Alaska 

Cleanup 
Levelt 

Is there a newly 
promulgated cleanup level 
or, is the new level more 

stringent? 
(YIN)' 

If Yes, then go to Table 8-2 

OUI 
(Ground 
water) 

J.l glL 

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 
Polychlorinated biphenyls 

(PCB) 
- 0.5 0.5 (A) Y 

Tetrach loroethene 5 5 5 (A) N 
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 ' 

OU2 
(Ground 
water) 

J.l glL 

Benzene 5 5 5 (A) N 
Ethylbenzene 700 700 700(A) N 

Toluene 1,000 1,000 1,000 (A) N 
X ylenes, total 10,000 10,000 10,000 (A) N 

1,1,2,2- Tetrachloroethane - - 4 (A) Y 
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 6 6 6 (A) N 

Chloroform 100 100 100(A) N 

OU2 
(Surface 
Water) 

J.l glL 

Benzene 10' 12 10' (8) N 
Ethylbenzene 10' 3,100 lOb(8) N 
Xylenes, total 10' - 10' (8) N 

1,2-Dichloroethane 10' 3.8 5 (8) Y 
Toluene 10' 6,800 10' (8) N 
Diesel 15 - 1,300 '(A) N 

Gasoline 15 ' - 1,500 ' (A) N 

OU4 
(Ground 
water) 

J.l glL 

I, I, I-Trichloroethane 200 200 200(A) N 
I,I-Oichloroethene 7 7 7 (A) N 
1,2-0ichloroethane 5 5 5(A) N 
I , I-Dichloroethane - - 3,650(A) Y 

I ,2-Dich lorobenzene 600 600 400 (A) N 
I ,3-Dich lorobenzene 600 600 - N 
I ,4-Dich lorobenzene 75 75 75 (A) N 

cis-l,2-Dichloroethene 70 70 70(A) N 
Trans-I ,2-dich loroethene 100 100 100 (A) N 

Carbon tetrach loride 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 ch loride 2 2 2(A) N 

Benzene 5 5 5(A) N 
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Table B-1 (Continued) 

Operable 
Unit 
(matrix 
and units) 

COPCs 
(Final ROO COCs in bold) 

Former 
Standardl 
Cleanup 
Level (in 

ROD) 

Current 
Federal 
Cleanup 
Levelt 

Current 
Alaska 

Cleanup 
Levelt 

Is there a newly 
promulgated cleanup level 
or, is the new level more 

stringent? 
(YIN)' 

If Yes, then go to Table B-2 
Ethylbenzene 700 700 700(A) N 

Toluene 1,000 1,000 I,OOO(A) N 
Xylenes, total 10,000 10,000 1O,000(A) N 

OU4 
(Soils) 
mg/kg 

I, 1,1-Trichloroethane - - La y 

4,4-000 - - 35 Y 
4,4-00T - - 24 Y 

Acenaohthene - - 210 Y 
Aldrin - - 0.5 Y 

Anthracene - - 4,300 Y 
Benzene 0.5 - 0.02 Y 

Benzo(a) anthracene' - - 6 Y 
Benzo(a) pyrene' - - I Y 

Benzo(b) Iluoranthene' - - II Y 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene' - - 110 Y 

BTEX 100 - See indi vidual N 
Chromium 48.44 ' - 26 N ' 
Chr~ene - - 620 Y 

cis-I,2-dichloroethene 
(l,2-0CE) 

- - 0.2 Y 

Cobalt 19.52 ' - - N 
Cyanide - - 27 Y 

Dibenz(ah)anthracene' - - I Y 
Endrin - - 0.3 Y 

Ethylbenzene - - 5.5 Y 
Fluoranthene - - 2,100 Y 

Fluorene - - 270 Y 
Ideno(I23-cd)pyrene' - - II 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' - - I 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 (ORO) 2,000 - 2,000 • N 
Gasoline (GRO) 1,000 - 1,000' N 
Jet fuel (RRO) 2,000 - 2,000 • N 

«erosene(RRO) 2,000 - 2,000 • N 

OU5 
(Ground 

I, 1,1-Trich loroethane 200 200 200(A) N 

1, 1- Oich loroethane - - 3,650 (A) Y 
1,1,2,2- Tetrachloroethane - - 4(A) Y 
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 6 6 6 (A) N 

Oi-n-butyl phthalate - - 2,700 (8) Y 
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Table B-1 (Continued) 

Operable 
Unit 
(matrix 
and units) 

COPCs 
(Final ROO COCs in bold) 

Former 
Standardl 
Cleanup 
Level (in 

ROD) 

Current 
Federal 
Cleanup 
Level t 

Current 
Alaska 

Cleanup 
Level t 

Is there a newly 
promulgated cleanup level 
or, is the new level more 

stringent? 
(YIN)' 

If Yes, then go to Table B-2 
water) Diethyl phthalate - - 23,000 (8) Y 
~g/L TCE 5 5 5(A) N 

Benzene 5 5 5 (A) N 
Ethvlbenzene 700 700 700(A) N 

Toluene 1,000 1,000 1,000 (A) N 
X vlenes, total 10,000 10,000 10,000 (A) N 

TFH-Oiesel (TAH)' 10 - 10 (8) N' 
TFH-Gas (TAqH)' 10 - 15 (8) N' 

Aluminum 50-200 - 87 (8) N 
Barium 2,000 2,000 2,000 (A) N 

Manganese 50 50 50 (8) N 
Selenium 50 50 5 (A) Y 

OU5 I, I, I-trichloroethane 200 - 200 (8) N 
(Surface 1,2-dichloroethane 5 3.8 5 (8) Y 
Water) Benzene 5 12 5 (B) N 
~g/L Ethylbenzene 700 3,100 700 (8) N 

Toluene 1,000 6,800 1,000 (8) N 
Naphthalene - - 700(8) Y 

TCE 5 27 5 (B) N 
Trans-I ,2-dichloroethene 100 - 100(8) N 

Xylenes, total 10,000 - 10,000(8) N 
Sheen No Sheen - No Sheen N 

(B) 
TFH-Gas (TAH I TAqH)' 10 - 10115(8) 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 1,2-0ichloroethane 5 5 5 (A) N 

(Ground Methylene Chloride 5 5 5(A) N 
water) bis(2-ethvlhexvl)phthalate 6 6 6 (A) N 
~g/L I, 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) Y 

TCE 5 5 5(A) N 

Chloroform 100 100 100 (A) N 

OU6 ORO 2,000 - 2,000 • N 
(Soils3) GRO 1,000 - 1,000 ' N 
mg/kg BTEX 100 - See individual N 

Benzene as - 0.02 Y 
Ethvlbenzene - , - 5.5 Y 

Toluene - , - 5.4 Y 
Xylenes, total 10 - 78 N 

Kerosene (RRO) 2,000 - 2,000 • N 
I, I-Dichloroethene - - 0.03 Y 
I, I-Dichloroethane - - 12 Y 

I, 1,2,2-tetrachloroethane - - 0.017 Y 
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Table B-1 (Continued) 

Operable 
Unit 
(matrix 
and units) 

COPCs 
(Final ROO COCs in bold) 

Former 
Standardl 
Cleanup 
Level (in 

ROD) 

Current 
Federal 
Cleanup 
Level t 

Current 
Alaska 

Cleanup 
Level t 

Is there a newly 
promulgated cleanup level 
or, is the new level more 

stringent? 
(YIN) ' 

If Yes, then go to Table B-2 
I, 1,1-Trichloroethane - - La y 

2-Methylohenol (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 - - I 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 
[ndeno( I ,2,3,-cd)pyrene - - II Y 

Lead 10.1 3 ' - 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 copes in the ROD that had background levels higher than the maximum detected level are not listed. 
t For water, the strictest of 18 Me 70 and 18 AAe 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 AAe 75, Table B 1 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 CleanupRegulations 
(8) 18 AAe 70, Alaska Water Quality Standards 

Ilf the current MCL or criteria is new (i.e., there was no standard atthe 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 8.2 to determine whether a risk evaluation is required. 
21dentified in ROD as a final contaminant of concern, but no cleanup level was assigned to this chemical. 
JSoil cleanup levels applicable to SOlS, except for lead at LF02. The ROD did not specify COCs for the other sites in OU 6. 
a Surface water criteria established Wlder 18 AAC 70, based on total aromatic hydrocarbons. 
bThe combination of benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, and total xylenes (BTEX) in surface water may not exceed 10 I-lgiL. 
crhe 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 T AH and TAqH. Because TFH is no longer used, 
the current criteria shown are for TAH and TAqH and are consistent with current RAOs for OU 5. 
dSecondary Drinking Water MCL (18 AAC 80). Secondary criteria mainly affect the aesthetic quality of drinking water. 
eROO-specified limit based on elevated backgroWld levels; therefore , cleanup level is sti ll protective and no further evaluation 
is needed. 
fROO cleanup levels are based on total hydrocarbons. Current State criteria listed for ORO and GRO (18 AAC 75, Table C). 
gThis Criteria is from 18 AAC 75, Table C (groWldwater) for RRo. To correspond with ROD-specified cleanup levels, Table 
AI, Method I, Level D was used for soils. Kerosene and JP-4 are comparable to RRO in current State criteria 
hROO-specified risked-based cleanup level applies to site LF02 only. The ROD did not specify a cleanup level for this analyte 
at SOlS, WP14, and LF04. Further evaluation in Table 8.2 applies to these sites. 
'The ACM Level C guideline for benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX) combined is 50 mglkg. 

" " Indicates no criteriaIMCL or not applicable 
I-lgiL  microgram per kilogram 
mglkg milligrams per liter 
COC- Contaminant of concern 
COPC- Contaminant of potential concern 

MCL - maximum contaminant level 
OU - Operable Unit 
ROD - Record of Decision 
RRO- residual range organics 
TFH- total fuel hydrocarbons 
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Table B-2 


Evaluation of Protectiveness for New or More Stringent Standards 


Operable Unit 
(matrix and 

units) 

COPCs With New or 
Changed Standa rd 

(Final ROO COCs in bold) 

Current 
Applicable 
Standard 

Max. 
Detected 
Level at 
ROO' 

2002 Max. 
Detected 

Levell 

New Risk 
Evaluation 
Needed? 3 

(YIN) 

Calculated Hazard or 
Risk 4 

OUI 
(Groundwater) 

J.lelL 

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 4 II 18 Y Risk - 5x I 0" 
Polychlorinated Biphenyl 0.5 14 - N' -

OU2 
(Groundwater) 

J.lelL 

I, I ,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 4 0.8 ND (0.69) N -

OU2 
(Surface Water) 

J.l elL 

1,2-Dichloroethane 3.8 33 ND (5.7) Y Risk - 2x I 0" 

OU4 
(Groundwater) 

J.lelL 

I,I-Dichloroethane 3,650 84.1 14 N -

OU4 (Soils) 
mglkg 

I, 1,1-Trich loroethane 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 - 5x I 0" 

Benzo(a) anthracene 6 .002 - N -
Benzo(a) pyrene I 0.69 - N -

Benzo(b) f1uoranthene II 4.72 - N -
Benzo(k)f1uoranthene 110 4.92 .. N --

Chrysene 620 2.44 - N -
cis-I,2-dichloroethene 0.2 0.019 N -

Cyanide 27 1.5 - N -
Oibenz(ah)anthracene I 0.14 .. N --

Endrin 0.3 0.015 - N --
Ethylbenzene 5.5 10.6 0.79 N --
Fluoranthene 2,100 1.75 - N --

Fluorene 270 0.7 .. N -
Ideno(I23-cd)pvrene II 0.9 - N -

Lead 400 69 - N --
Methylene chloride 0.015 0.092 - Y Risk ~ 5x I 0" 

Naphthalene 21 3.21 .. N -
Polychlorinated Biphenyl 

1260 
I 0.15 - N --

Pyrene 1,500 1.59 - N --
Tetrachloroethene 0.3 0.007 - N -

Toluene 5.4 1.4 0.69 N -
X vlenes, total 78 55.7 3.91 N -

Zinc 9100 641 - N -
OU5 

(Groundwater) 
J.l glL 

I,I-Dichloroethane 3,650 1.3 1.0 N -
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 4 8 6.2 Y Risk ~ 2x I 0" 

Di-n-butyl phthalate 2,700 I - N --
Diethvl phthalate 23,000 I - N -

Selenium 5 2.5 - N -
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Table B-2 (Continued) 

Operable Unit 
(matrix a nd 

units) 

CO PCs With New o r 
C hanged Standa rd 

(Fina l ROO COCs in bold) 

Curre nt 
Applicable 
Standa rd 

Max. 
Detected 
Level at 
ROO' 

2002 Max. 
Detected 

Level2 

New Risk 
Eva luation 
Needed? 3 

(YIN) 

Calculated Haza rd o r 
Risk 4 

OU5 Naphthalene 700 I ND (0.59) N -
(Surface Water) 

~glL 1,2-Dichloroethane 3.8 2.6 - N -

OU6 I, I ,2,2,-Tetrach loroethaneb 4 8.6 0.93 N -
(G roundwater) 

J.L glL 
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 -

I,I -Dichloroethene 0.03 0.026 ND (0.0029) N -
I,I -Dichloroethane 12 0.881 ND (0.0048) N --

I, I ,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.017 97.9 0.0015 N -
I , 1,1-Trich loroethane 1.0 9.2 ND (0.0048) N -

2-Methylphenol (0-cre501) 7 .0471 ND(1.54) N -
OU6 Acetone 10 0.224 0.187 N -

(Soi ls') Benzo(a)anthracene 6 0.23 0.183 N --
mglkg Benzo(a)pyrene I 0.184 0.0208 N -

bi5(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 -

[ndeno( 1 ,2,3,-cd)pyrene II 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 --

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

~002 Analytical data were reviewed for current maximum detected levels. Data are not available for all of the copes. 

3A new ri sk evaluation/calculation is considered necessary if the most recent recorded levels exceed the new/changed current 

standards, unless otherwise stated. 

4For 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. 

5Soil cleanup levels applicable to SDI5, except for lead at LF02. The ROD did not specify COCs for the other sites in au 6. 

apCB was only detected in one out of38 samples. Because subsequent sampling events failed to confirm it's presence or validity of 

data, this compound was not included as a final cae. 

bMaximum detected level at sites SO IS, WP 14, and LF04 occurred at SO IS. A ROD-specified ri sked-based cleanup level of 0.43 

J.lglL applies to site LF02, which has higher maximum detected level s. 


"--" not applicable or not available 

mglkg- milligrams per liter 

J.lglL - microgram per liter 

ND - not detected, maximum detection limit shown in parentheses. 

COC- Contaminant of concern 

BTEX- benzene, toluene , ethyl benzene, and total xylenes 

HI = Hazard Index 

OU - Operable Unit 

ROD - Record of Deci sion 
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Table B-3 

RisklHazard Estimates for Chemicals with Concentrations above New Standards 


Operable Unit Chemical Site Concentration Standard Hazarda Risk' 
Groundwater (ug/L) 

, 
OU1 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane I 18 I 4 I - I 5E-05 
OU5 1 1 22-Tetrachloroethane I 6.2 I 4 I - I 2E-05 

Surface water (ug/L) 
OU2 I 1 2 Dichloroethane I 5.7 I 3.8 I - I 2E-05 

Soils (mg!kg) d 

OU4 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 2.9 460 0.006 -

Benzene 0.043 9 - 5E-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 10'5 = risks. Standard is based on a risk of 1 x 10'5. 

' 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. 

d 18 AAC 75, Table 81 , Under 40-lnch 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. 
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Table 8-4 
Risks and Hazards for COPCs with Toxicity Changes 

Exposure Factors from ADEC Cleanup Levels Guidance (November 2002) NT " C ' ew OXIClty 1 ntena 

I 
RfDo 

Paramete r I Unit I Va lue I I Chemical I (mg/kg-dl 

CSFo 

I (mg/kg-dl- l I 
Standard in Groundwater (standard) ug/L chern-specific TCE 3.00E-04 4.00E-Ol 

Ingestion Rate of Water (IR) Uday 2 Vinyl Chloride 3.00E-03 I .S0E+00 

Exposure frequency (EF) days/year 3S0 Benzene 4.00E-03 S.SOE-02 

Exposure duration (ED) years 30 Xylenes 2.00E-Ol -
Body weight (BW) kg 70 PCE 1.00E-02 S,4 E-Ol 

Conversion Factor (CF) mg/ug 1.0E-03 1,1,I-TCA 2.BOE-Ol -
Averaging time (noncancer) (ATne) days 10,9SO 

Averaging time (cancer) (ATc) days 2S,SSO 

SIFnc = (IWEF'EO'CF)/(BW'ATnc) L-mg/ug-kg-d 2.74E-OS 

SIFc = (IWEF'EO'CF)/(BW'ATc) L-mg/ug-kg-d 1.17E-OS 

Risk and Hazard Calculations 

Cleanup Intake Intake Hazard Ca nce r 

Standard non-cancer cancer Quotient Risk 
Che mical (uo/Ll (mo/ko-d) (molko-d) (HQ) 

Trichloroethene (TeE) S 1.37E-04 S.B7E-OS O.S 2.E-OS 

Vinyl Chloride 2 S,4BE-OS 2.3SE-OS 0.02 4 .E-OS 

Benzene S 1.37E-04 S.B7E-OS 0.03 3.E-06 

Xylenes 10000 2.74E-O l - 1 --
Tetrachloroethene (peE) S 1.37E-04 S.B7E-OS 0.01 3.E-OS 

1,1, 1-Trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA) 200 S,4BE-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 I 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. 
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Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program Figures 




Figure C-l 

Decision Guide For Monitoring WeU Selection and Analysis 


WELL ANALYSIS 

r 
Is the well part of the 

~ early warning system for 
p""irAnITlPnt'.ll 

N 

Is data from well Is the analytical method 
necessary to track necessary to evaluate and 

tr'.lf"'t,.- th"", cp!p,..tp,.-l rPITlPrl,,')groundwater flow, 

/ 
 .. : ~
~~ _.~_:_~_4- _:~_~ _ 

N NOYES YES 

Does the analytical method 
provide chemical-specific ~ ARAR data as specified in an 

ni\T'\ _ _ _ .. L __ L:_...l: _ _ 

NOr 
Is the well required by a 
ROD or other binding 

rI""f"'llrrlpnt") 

NO 

r 
Remove the well 

rrom the samnlinQ 

YES 

Prepare a memo to the 
site file and remove the 
u lP II frAn1 thp c-;anlnlino 

Remove the analytical method 
rrom the samnlinQ nroQram. 

Retain the analytical 
method in the samnlinQ 

Retain the well in the 
samnliml nrOQTam. 

http:cp!p,..tp


Figure C-2 

Decision Guide For Monitoring Well Sampling Frequency 

Sample SemiBegin 
annually 

No 

Is the Plume Immediately 
Upgradient' of an Yes Is the Plume 

Stable' ? 
Environmental Receptor? 

No 

Is the Plume 

Stable' ? 


SampleNo 
Annually 

Yes 

Upgradient Wells - Sample Once Every Five Years 
In-Source 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 
• 	 Fairchild Ave. Plume 
• 	 Kenney Ave. Plume 
• 	 SPI-02 Plume 

Notes: 
I. 	 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) wi ll be perfonned annually. 
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5.2 Analytical 
Results 
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1997 (1) NA 
21.0Sampled Sep-97
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 Note: Bold 
Results 

15.2 
Aug-98 4.5 

27.0May-99 Exceed Aug-99 12.0 
CleanupMay-00 42.0 ELMENDORF AIR FORCE BASE
Levels Jul-00 5.3 

May-01 8.7 
Aug-01 7.8 
2002 (1) 6.7 

ANALYTE LEGEND (Analyte units are in µg/L) ELMENDORF AIR FORCE BASE 

Benz - Benzene 6527 

Mang- Manganese 
TCE - Trichloroethylene 
NA - Not Analyzed 
ND - Not Detected 
F - The Analyte was positively identified but the 
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TCE6534Method Reporting Limit 
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*NOTE: Manganese units are in mg/L 
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Jun-99 0.5 0.9 
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Aug-00 0.2 1.2Monitor Well Location 2002 (1) 0.4 0.3 
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ST41-10 (*R) 
Date Benz
Sep-91 64.0 
Jul-92 82.0KEY MAP - ELMENDORF AFB 
Sep-92 18.0 
May-96 330.0 
May-97 240.0 
Aug-97 200.0 ST41-28 
Jun-98 311.0 Date Benz 

1990 1600.0 Aug-98 152.0 
1991 1700.0 Jun-99 310.0 
May-96 651.0 Aug-99 210.0 
Oct-96 737.0 Jun-00 130.0 
May-97 460.0 Aug-00 130.0 
Aug-97 540.0 Jun-01 110.0 
Jun-98 393.0 Jun-01 120.0 
Aug-98 356.0 Aug-01 130.0 
Jun-99 310.0 *2002 (1) 88.0 TEXT BOX KEY 1319613194Aug-99 270.0 ST41-07 
Jun-00 270.0 Date Benz Sampling OU6MW-63 

736 737Aug-00 300.0 Sep-91 1100.0 Location ID Date Benz13192ST41-SP01 
Analyte Jun-01 210.0 Aug-94 337.0 Date Benz Jul-92 180.0 

Aug-01 260.0 
2002 (1) 270.0 

Sep-94 206.0 Sep-92 320.0 
May-96 1370.0 

2002 (1) 22.0 
Jun-96 5.7 
Oct-96 5.2 Analytical Month-Year or 

Oct-96 2030.0 Results Year (Round) ST41-16 1997 (1) NAMay-97 1600.0 
Sampled Date Benz Sep-97 21.0Aug-97 2100.0 

Jul-92 30000.0 Jun-98 15.2 Note: Bold Jun-98 121.0 
Sep-92 17000.0 Aug-98 4.5Aug-98 12.0 Results May-96 15400.0 May-99 27.0 

Aug-99 12.0 
Jun-99 290.0 Exceed Sep-96 13500.0 Aug-99 12.0 

CleanupMay-97 14000.0 May-00 42.0Jun-00 39.0 
Aug-97 16000.0 Jul-00 5.3 Levels Aug-00 780.0 
May-98 14700.0 May-01 8.7 

Aug-01 7.8 
Jun-01 12.0 ILS GLIDE Aug-98 17600.0 Aug-01 29.0 SLOPEJun-99 17000.0 2002 (1) 6.72002 (1) ND 

Aug-99 13000.0 
ANALYTE LEGEND (Analyte units are in µg/L) Jun-00 13000.0
 

Aug-00 16000.0
 

Benz BenzeneBAK-12 Jun-01 14000.0 
Aug-01 11000.0 

-
74-046 

Mang Manganese BARRIER -
2002 (1) 13000.0 TCE - Trichloroethylene 

NA - Not Analyzed 
ND - Not Detected 
F - The Analyte was positively identified but the ST41-25 

Date Benz associative numerical value is below the 
Sep-91 ND 
Jul-92 120.0 Method Reporting Limit ILS 
Sep-92 40.0 INNER 
May-96 75.2 MARKER 

LEGEND Sep-96 73.4 
May-97 94.0 
Aug-97 190.0 
Jun-98 154.0 ILS
Aug-98 118.0 
Jun-99 54.0 

Benzene Plume 

Benzene Plume measured below 
the cleanup level in 2002; plume Aug-99 48.0 

Jun-00 34.0 
previously above cleanup level. Aug-00 110.0
 

Jun-01
 
ILS MIDDLE MARKER 

27.0 AN/GMO13 
Aug-01 33.0 
2002 (1) 7.5 

Monitor Well Location 

Seep Location with flow direction 

Groundwater Flow Direction 

Groundwater Elevation Contour 
(in feet above mean sea level) 
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May-93 268.0 45.3 Results Year (Round) 1997 (1) NA 
Sampled Jul-93 180.0 39.0 Sep-97 21.0 

Aug-93 398.0 74.7 Jun-98 15.2 Note: Bold FIG C-5 Jun-95 137.0 27.1 Aug-98 4.5OU4W-11 Results Sep-95 117.0 34.6 May-99 27.0Date Benz TCE Exceed Jun-96 102.0 14.6 Aug-99 12.0Jul-93 142.0 32.8 CleanupOct-96 75.0 10.7 May-00 42.0Aug-93 104.0 25.4May-97 51.0 18.0 Jul-00 5.3 Levels Jun-95 192.0 56.0Aug-97 47.0 12.0 May-01 8.7Sep-95 35.0 65.2May-98 16.8 7.3 
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Aug-01 7.8Jun-96 28.4 12.2 
2002 (1) 6.7Oct-96 13.4 27.6Jun-99 8.7 7.7 

May-97 22.0 28.0Aug-99 8.4 6.1 ANALYTE LEGEND (Analyte units are in µg/L) Aug-97 15.0 45.0Jun-00 12.0 6.5 
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FTA PLUME May-98 19.7 76.9 Benz - BenzeneAug-98 10.6 93.8Jun-01 8.7 7.2 Mang Manganese 
TCE 
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- Trichloroethylene 
-NA Not Analyzed 

ND - Not Detected 
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Aug-99 6.1 48.0KEY MAP - ELMENDORF AFB
 2002 (1) 3.5 8.0 
2002 (2) 3.7 7.7 Jun-00 ND 96.0 

Aug-00 7.5 75.0 
Jun-01 4.4 78.0 
Aug-01 ND 37.0 F - The Analyte was positively identified but the 
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Groundwater Flow Direction Jun-00 69.0 ND ANTENNA OU4 - TARGET ANALYTE Aug-00 68.0 ND 
Jun-01 41.0 NDGroundwater Elevation Contour 

ND BARRIER Aug-01 37.0 CONCENTRATION HISTORY74-053 (in feet above mean sea level) 74-438 
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74

96

ND 
OU5MW-05 

Benz 

2002 (1) ND28.0 

TCE 
NA 
ND 

26.0Jul-00 ND 2002 (2) ND 17.0 
Date May-01 ND 

ND 
25.0 
29.0NDAug-92 May-00 ND 22.0Aug-01 

2002 (1) NDSep-92
 
Jul-96
 

NA Jul-00 0.2 18.030.0 T/W 'D' (UNUSED) May-01 0.1 19.02002 (2) 0.2 ND ND 37.0 
Oct-96 ND ND Aug-01 ND 23.0 

2002 (1) 0.1 20.02002 (1) 0.1 ND 
2002 (2) ND ND 2002 (2) ND 24.0 

SLAMMER AVE PLUME 
ELMEND 

Date Benz
SP4/11-03 

TCE 
2002 (1) ND 0.5 
2002 (2) ND 0.5 

6424 

Date 
Dec-94 
Jan-95 
Jul-96 

76-WL-01 
Benz 

ND 
1.8 
0.3 

64
05

 
64

07

TCE 
Playing Field NA 
NA 
0.1 

15
TH

 C
T

ELMENDO 

6527 OU5MW-08 
Oct-96 1.1 ND Date Benz TCE 
Jun-97 ND ND 
Oct-97 ND ND 

Aug-92 ND ND OU5MW-33 Jun-95 ND 0.5 Date Benz TCEMay-98 ND ND 
Aug-98 ND ND 
May-99 ND ND 

Sep-95 ND 1.9 Jun-95 ND 0.6May-96 ND 3.6GW-4A Sep-95 ND 0.5Sep-96 0.1 2.8Date Benz TCE May-96 ND 0.8Aug-99 ND ND May-97 ND 2.3 
Sep-97 ND 2.5 
May-98 ND 2.6 
Aug-98 ND 3.5 
May-99 ND 2.9 
Jul-99 ND 3.2 
May-00 ND 3.8 

3.0Oct-86 ND Sep-96 ND 0.7 
May-97 ND ND 
Sep-97 ND ND 
May-98 ND 0.6 
Aug-98 ND 0.7 
May-99 ND 0.5 
Jul-99 ND 0.6 
May-00 ND 1.1 
Jul-00 ND 0.6 

6532May-00 ND ND 
Jul-00 0.1 ND Aug-88 16.0 

6534
Sep-92 0.8 2.52002 (1) ND ND 

63462002 (2) ND ND 
OU5MW-10 

Jun-95 0.3 6.8Date Benz TCE 
Sep-95 0.4 6.8Aug-92
 

Jun-95
 
ND ND TEXT BOX KEY May-96 0.4 6.1ND ND 

Sep-96 0.7 5.2 Sampling OU5MW-31 OU6MW-63 Sep-95 ND ND Jul-00 ND 4.3May-97 0.5 5.5Date Benz TCEMay-96
 
Sep-96
 

ND ND Location ID Date BenzMay-01 ND 4.3Sep-97 ND 8.0 15 Analyte Aug-92 ND ND 
Jun-95 0.3 2.6 

0.1 ND 
ND 

Aug-94 337.0 Aug-01 ND 5.1May-98 0.6 6.6 May-01 ND 0.6May-97 ND Sep-94 206.0 2002 (1) ND 4.1Aug-98 
Jun-99 
Jul-99 

0.8 6.9 Aug-01 ND 0.6 
2002 (1) ND 0.6

Sep-95 0.3 2.1Aug-97 ND ND Jun-96 5.7 
Oct-96 5.2 

2002 (2) ND 4.8 Analytical Month-Year or ND 4.9May-96 0.4 2.7Sep-97 ND ND 
May-98 ND ND53

35 5333 
Results 0.8 4.2 Year (Round) 2002 (2) ND 0.6Sep-96 0.3 3.0 1997 (1) NA

May-00 ND 5.1 Sampled May-97 ND 3.3Aug-98 ND ND Sep-97 21.0
Aug-00 0.2 8.4Sep-97 ND 2.6May-99 ND ND Jun-98 15.2 Note: Bold May-01 ND 11.0May-98 0.2 3.2Jul-99 ND ND 

May-00 ND ND 
NS3-02 Aug-98 4.5 Results Aug-01 ND 13.0Aug-98 0.3 4.2 May-99 27.0Date Benz TCE Exceed 2002 (1) ND 11.0May-99 ND 2.5Aug-00 ND ND Aug-99 12.0Aug-88 1.2 2002 (2) ND 11.0 Cleanup4421 Jul-99 0.2 3.3May-01 ND ND 

Aug-01 ND ND 
2002 (1) ND ND 

May-00 42.0Aug-92 ND4423 OU5MW-09 
Jun-95 ND 1.9Date Benz TCE 10 

May-00 ND 3.2 Jul-00 5.3 Levels 
Jul-00 ND 3.7 May-01 8.7 

Aug-01 7.8 
2002 (1) 6.7 

ANALYTE LEGEND (Analyte units are in µg/L) 

Benz - Benzene 

Sep-95 0.1 4.1Aug-92 ND ND May-01 ND 3.0 16 

N
O

R
TH

 / 
S

O
U

TH
   

  R
U

N
W

A
Y 

   
 C

EN
TE

R
LI

N
E 

   
 E

XT
EN

DE
D

 

2002 (2) ND ND May-96 ND 5.5Jun-95 ND ND Aug-01 ND 3.74416 Sep-96 ND 4.0Sep-95 ND ND 2002 (1) ND 2.9May-97 ND 2.3May-96 0.1 ND 
ND 

2002 (2) ND 3.6Sep-97 ND 3.2Sep-96 ND 114414 
May-98 ND 4.8May-97 ND ND 
Aug-98 ND 4.8Sep-97 ND ND 

Mang Manganese Jun-99 ND 8 0.8 -May-98 ND NDLEGEND Jul-99 ND 0.9 TCE Trichloroethylene Aug-98 ND ND -
May-00 ND 0.7May-99 ND ND NA - Not Analyzed Aug-00 ND 1.2TCE Plume Jul-99 ND ND 
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ND - Not Detected May-01 ND 1.4May-00 ND ND9 -F The Analyte was positively identified but the Aug-01 ND 1.1 
Monitor Well Location Aug-00 ND ND 

2002 (1) ND 1.4 associative numerical value is below the May-01 ND ND 
2002 (2) 1.9 1.4Aug-01 ND ND Method Reporting Limit 

Groundwater Flow Direction 2002 (1) ND ND 
1 2002 (2) ND ND 

EAGLEGLEN  GOLF  COURSE 

Groundwater Elevation Contour 6 3501 

OU5 - TARGET ANALYTE
 (in feet above mean sea level) 
ELMENDORF     AIR    FORCE    BASE ELMENDORF     AIR    FORCE    BASE CONCENTRATION HISTORY
TCE Early Warning Line 

MUNICIPALITY    OF ANCHORAGE MUNICIPALITY    OF ANCHORAGE 
0 300 600 1200 

ELMENDORF AFB, ALASKA 
SCALE IN FEET 1 JOB NO: 26219169 DRAWN: ELK FIG C-75 SCALE: AS SHOWN DATE: MARCH 2003 
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OU6MW-17 INSET A 
Date Benz TCE 

INSET A 
SD15 

Jun-99 
Sep-98 
May-98 
1997 (2) 
Jun-96 
Sep-94 
Aug-94 183.0 

204.0 
179.0 

84.3 
110.0 

9.3 

44.0 

23.5 
23.9 
21.1 

21.3 
23.2 

4.5 

15.0 

Date Benz 
OU6MW-18 

1996 (3) 
1994 (2) 
1994 (1) 

TCE 
1430.0 
1000.0 
814.0 

0.1Sep-98 
43.0Jun-99 

143.0 
140.0 
151.0 

0.9 
33.0 

FIG C-8 

INSET B 
LF02 

Date Benz 
LF04-SP07 

Aug-94 ND 
2002 (1) ND 

TCE 
ND 
ND 

Aug-01 
Jun-01 
Aug-00 
May-00 
Aug-99 

2002 (2) 
2002 (1) 

78.0 
160.0 
160.0 
70.0 
39.0 
13.0 
22.0 

14.0 
19.0 
18.0 
11.0 
11.0 
11.0 

9.7 

Aug-99 
May-00 
Aug-00 
Jun-01 
Aug-01 

2002 (2) 
2002 (1) 

39.0 
110.0 

9.0 
41.0 
41.0 

NA 
NA 

38.0 
54.0 

6.4 
27.0 
20.0 

NA 
NA 

SD15 

OU6MW-67 
Date Benz TCELF04-SP05KEY MAP - ELMENDORF AFB
 Date Benz 

Jul-94 ND 
2002 (1) ND 

0.4 
TCE 

ND 
Oct-96 
Jun-96 
Sep-94 
Aug-94 

12.2 
35.5 
42.5 

9.7 ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 

23702 

Jun-97 2.1 ND 

LF04-SP06 Jun-98 
Sep-97 

4.3 
2.5 ND 

ND 
Date Benz TCE Aug-98 4.2 ND 
Jul-94 ND 0.4 May-99 12.0 ND OU6MW-90 

ND Date Benz TCE2002 (1) ND ND Aug-99 11.0 
ND May-98 5.4 5.5May-00 ND 
ND Sep-98 51.2 13.1Jul-00 3.1OU6MW-82 LF04 NORTH PLUME 

Jun-99 7.9 12.0Jun-01 2.8 NDDate Benz TCE 
Aug-99 4.3 11.0Aug-01 ND NDAug-94 0.1 2.6 

ND May-00 ND R2002 (1) 1.6Sep-94 1.4 2.6 
Aug-00 11.0 6.92.3 2002 (2) 1.6 NDJun-96 ND 
Jun-01 1.0 8.3Oct-96 ND 3.0 
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2.8 LFO4-SP04Jun-97 ND Aug-01 ND 10.0 
6.1Date Benz TCE 2002 (1) 1.3Oct-97 ND 2.4 

2002 (2) 0.4 8.52.5 LF04-SP03 May-94 8.3 NDJun-98 ND 14-MW-1203.0 Date Benz TCE Aug-94 8.6 NDSep-98 ND Date Benz2.6 May-94 80.9 ND 1995 (1) 6.6 NAJun-99 ND 2000 71.02.4 Aug-94 15.6 ND 1995 (2) 5.5 NAAug-99 NDTEXT BOX KEY May-01 170.03.2 1995 (1) 70.0 NA 2002 (1) 5.5 NDMay-00 0.1 INSET BAug-01 30.02.3 1995 (2) 12.0 NASampling OU6MW-63 Jul-00 ND 2002 (1) 100.0 (LF02)2002 (1) 9.1 NDLocation ID Date Benz Jun-01 
APPROACH ZONE LIMITAug-01 

2002 (1) 

ND 2.6 2002 (2) 150.0Aug-94 337.0 Analyte 
Sep-94 206.0 

ND 2.7 
ND 2.2 

Jun-96 5.7 2002 (2) ND 2.1AnalyticalMonth-Year or Oct-96 5.2
Year (Round) Results1997 (1) NA OU6MW-77Sampled Sep-97 21.0 

Date Benz TCEJun-98 15.2 Note: Bold 0.5 PL81 VALVE PITAug-94 1800.0Aug-98 4.5 Results Sep-94 2240.0 NDMay-99 27.0 Exceed Jun-96 3870.0 NDAug-99 12.0 14-MW-121Oct-96 3830.0 NDMay-00 42.0 Cleanup Date BenzJun-97 2800.0 1.0 
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53-WL-05 OU6MW-49 (49R)*
Date Benz TCEDate Benz TCEJul-00 5.3 Levels 2000 19.0Sep-97 2300.0 15.0 

Jun-98 78.9 0.3 
Aug-98 239.0 0.4 
May-99 3100.0 ND 

Aug-93 ND ND Jul-94 0.1 5.4May-01 8.7 May-01 36.0 
Jun-96 ND ND Aug-94 0.1 4.5Aug-01 7.8 Aug-01 90.0 
Jun-97 ND ND Jun-96 0.5 4.7 
Sep-97 ND ND Oct-96 ND 4.3 
Jun-98 ND ND Jun-97 ND 3.8 

2002 (1) 6.7 2002 (1) 190.0 
2002 (2) 46.0Aug-99 3000.0 0.8ANALYTE LEGEND (Analyte units are in µg/L) 1.1May-00 1200.0 Aug-98 ND ND Sep-97 ND 3.7OU6MW-46 PLUMEJul-00 67.0 ND May-99 ND ND Jun-98 ND 4.1Benz Benzene-

Jun-01 2200.0 1.0 OU6MW-46 Aug-99 ND ND Aug-98 ND 5.8Mang- Manganese Aug-01 2000.0 ND Date Benz TCE ILSOU6MW-91 May-00 0.1 ND May-99 ND 6.1TCE Trichloroethylene 2002 (1) 2200.0 ND 1994 (1) 1000.0 NADate Benz TCE - Jul-00 ND ND Aug-99 0.2 4.9 
ND Aug-94 1390.0 NDNA - Not Analyzed 2002 (2) 2200.0 Jun-01 NDSep-01 ND ND ND May-00 0.2 6.1

Jun-96 849.0 ND Aug-01ND Not Detected ND ND2002-1 5.6 ND Jul-00 ND 4.8-
Oct-96 639.0 ND 2002 (1) ND ND2002-2 3.3 ND *Sep-01 ND 4.5ILS MIDDLE MARKERJun-97 690.0 NDLF04-SP02-DGF - The Analyte was positively identified but the OU6MW-81 

2002 (2) ND ND *2002 (1) ND 3.8AN/GMO13 
3.8 

Date Benz TCEassociative numerical value is below the Sep-97 500.0 NDDate Benz TCE *2002 (2) NDAug-94 1.2 NDMethod Reporting Limit Sep-94 0.6 ND 
Jun-98 819.0 ND2002 (1) ND ND LF04 SOUTH PLUME 
Aug-98 937.0 ND 

Jun-96 ND ND PUMP May-99 560.0 NDND 
Oct-96 0.1 ND Aug-99 470.0 NDHOUSE May-00 400.0 NDLEGEND Jun-97 ND ND 

ND LF04-SP01Oct-97 ND Jul-00 390.0 NDOU6MW-63ND Date Benz TCEJun-98 ND May-01 580.0 NDBenzene Plume Date Benz TCEND May-94 ND NDSep-98 ND Aug-01 700.0 NDAug-94 337.0 NDND Aug-94 0.1 NDJun-99 ND 2002 (1) 480.0 NDSep-94 206.0 NDND 2002 (1) ND NDAug-99 NDBenzene Plume measured below 2002 (2) 600.0 NDJun-96 5.7 NDMay-00 ND ND 
Jul-00 ND ND 

* NOTE:the cleanup level in 2002; plume Oct-96 5.2 ND 
Well OU6MW-49 was destroyedpreviously above cleanup level. Sep-97 21.0 NDJun-01 ND ND LF04-SP02 
in 2000; data shown for 2001-2002Jun-98 15.2 NDND Date Benz TCEAug-01 ND 

Aug-98 4.5 ND was measured in replacement wellTCE Plume 2002 (1) 
2002 (2) 

ND 
ND 

ND 
0.1 

May-94 
Aug-94 

50.1 
367.0 

ND 
ND 

Monitor Well Location 
1995 (1) 
1995 (2) 

45.0 
289.0 

ND 
ND 

2002 (1) 37.0 ND 

Seep Location with flow direction 2002 (2) 9.5 ND 

May-99 27.0 ND OU6MW-49R, installed in 2001.Aug-99 12.0 ND 
May-00 42.0 ND 
Jul-00 5.3 ND 
May-01 8.7 ND 
Aug-01 7.8 ND 
2002 (1) 6.7 ND 

Groundwater Flow Direction 

Groundwater Elevation Contour OU6 - TARGET ANALYTE
 
CONCENTRATION HISTORY
(in feet above mean sea level) 

0 300 600 1200 
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Attachment D 

Site Inspection Checklists 




(
• 

Five-Year Review LUC Checklist 

I. SITE INFORMATION 


Site ~aJ:ne: "filmendoJi AFB Date of inspection: Jul- Oct 02 

Location and ~egion: EPAID: 

A,nchoras,e,Alaska~ Re~on X 

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year 
re'riel\f: Ct!tM HILL 

Weather/temperature: N/A 

Remed; I~(.udes: (Check all that :apply)
LI Landfill cover/containment o Monitored natural attenuation 
o Access controls 	 o Groundwater containment 
o Institutional eontrols o Vertical barrier walls 
o Groundwater pump and treatment 
o Surface water collection and treatment 
~Other- This review was conducted specifically for institutional controls 

Attachments: [8J Inspection team roster attached o Site map attached 

It 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 

Bill W()od 
. 

3CES/CEVP 

3CES/CECC 

Ted Franklin 

Jim Klasen 

3 CES/CEI 

11 AFIJACE 

Marvin Thomason 
'-y. 

Steve Bartek 

3CES/CECD 

:3 CES/CEOI 

Laura Kieser 

Delbert Brown 

3CES/CER 

3CES/CEOE 

3. 	 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. 

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

4. Other interviews (optional) [8J 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 interviews regarding LUC implementation. 
Therefore, specific interview forms were developed and used for this purpose. 

ANClTP2187. DOCI030270007 
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Attachment 1 
Completed Five-Y~ar Review Checklist 

ANClTP2187. DOC/030270007 



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

1. Q~M Docupu~nts 
o O&M manual o Readily available o Up to date 181 N/A
181 AS'-built drawings 181 Readily available -0 Up to date I8JN/A 
o Maintenah~~ logs o Readily availiilple OUp to date ~ N/A
181 Other: General Plan, OU RODs, OU RA Reports, regulatory correspondence 

Remarks  Tab 0-6, Constraints and -Opportunities Map and the General Plan do not show all 
LUC boundaries ~pplicable.. Hard copies were marked up and are attached. 

2. 
; 

I 

Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan o Readily availableO Up to date 181 N/A 
Contingency plan/emergency response planO Readily availableD Up to date ~N/A 

Remarks -- Not applicable 

3. 

4. 

O&M and OSHA Training Records o Readily available o Up to date 181 N/A 
Remarks 

Permits and Service.Agreemeqts 
Air discharge permit o Readily available o Up to date 181 N/A 
Effluent discharge o Readily available o Up to date 181 N/A 
Waste disposal, POTW o Readily available o Up to date t8l N/A 
Other permits t8l Readily available t8l Up to date DN/A 

Remarks - Other permits includeLand Lease and Tenant Support Agreements 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Gas Generation Records o Readily available o Up to date t8l N/A 
Remarks 

Settlement Monument Records o Readily available o Up to date t8l N/A 
Remarks 

Groundwater Monitoring Records t8lReadily available t8ll!P to date DN/A 
Remarks 

Lead-iate Extraction Records o Readily available DUp to date t8l N/A 
Remarks 

Discharge Compliance Records 
o Air o Readily available DUp to date 181 N/A o Water (effluent) o Readily available o Up to date 181 N/A 
Remarks 

Daily Access/Security Logs o Readily available o Up to date 181 N/A 
Remarks 

ANClTP2187.DOC/030270007 



IV. ACCESS AND LAND USE CONTROLS [8] Applicable 0 N / A 

A. Fencing 

1. 	 Fencing damaged o Location shown on site map 0 Gates secured [8]N/A 

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

B. Other Access Restrictions 

1. 	 Signs and other security measures o Location shown on site map [8] N / A 

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

C. Land Use Controls (LUCs) 

l. 	 Implementation and enforcement 
Site conditions imply LUCs not properly implemented DYes .[8] No 0 N/A 
Site conditions imply LUCs not being fully enforced DYes [8]No 0 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 [8] Yes 0 No 0 N/A 
Reports are verified by the lead agency [8] Yes 0 No 0 N/A 
Requirements in deed or decision documents have been met [8] Yes 0 No 0 N/A 
Violations have been reported DYes 0 No [8] N/A 
Other problems or suggestions: [8] Letter report attached 
See recommendations provided in 5-Year LUC Review Letter Report 

,2. 	 Adequacy [8] LUCs are adequate o LUCs are inadequate DN/A 

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

D. General 

1. 	 Vandalism/trespassing 0 Location shown on site map [8] No vandalism evident 
Remarks 

2. 	 Land use changes on site0 N / A 
Remarks - Airfield development proposed east of Runway 33-15 (fighter aircraft storage). 
Adjacent to OU 1. Proposed developmentdoes not encroach on OU 1 or otherwise violate ,
LUCs. 

3. 	 Land use changes off site [8] N/A 
Remarks 

ANClTP2187.DOC/030270007 



INTERVIEW DOCUMENTATION FORM 

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

Seethe 

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 Five-Year Review 

Type: 0 Telephone 0 Visit • E-Mail Date: June 26, 2003 

CONTACT MADE BY: 

Name: Doris Thomas Title: Environmental Community 
Relations Coordinator 

Organization: 3 WG/PA 

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 

State, Zip: Anchorage, AK 99501 Fax No: 276-6694 

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

I 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), I 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. 

Page 1 of 



3. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its operation and 
administration? If so, please give details.· 

I 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 au 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, I feel the group is well managed and has performed well. I am aware of 
significant efforts on the Base's part to implement measures to streamline programs and 
cut costs. I 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. 

Page 2 of4 



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 I 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 I 	 I 

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

Type: o Telephone o Visit • E-Mail Date: June 30, 2003 

CONTACT MADE BY: 

Name: Doris Thomas ITitle: Environmental Community IOrganization: 3 WG/PA 
Relations Coordinator 

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED: 
Name: Thomas Brudnicki Title: 

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

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

Fax No: 
1 ,. .. '. :.' -~ - - ,,- 'I
City, State, Zip: Anchorage, AK 99515 

";0 , 

~~'-~c:""~_~'~~"£'/:~2>:2_~~~~~~;: ~~~~~__:',~c~~;-"-:_~~ 
1. 	 What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at Elmendorf 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? 
I 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 o Visit • E-Mail Date: 26 June 2003 

CONTACT MADE BY: 

Name: Doris Thomas ITitle: Environmental Community IOrganization: 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: 

L,~~.~~,_=~~__~~~_L~-"-~_~,:_~~~_i~ '_~~_ ~:'l~(~':: _>,.:~-c ;;~~~~~_~,f(~~~~] 
1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at Elmendorf 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 Elmendorfs 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: Tblephone vi&h ElJAaii Date: 27 June 2003 

CONTACT MADE BY: 

Name: Doris Thomas ITitle: Environmental Community IOrganization: 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_ ~__ ~ ... ~__ ~~__.c"~"-..__ ~i_~'~~~ . ~ _~ ~_~ ~:.~~~ ~~~, .-: ~~:~" ~=-L:-;:-;-: ~ \~~~~~~~~~~"~. ":v,) ,: ;.~ c--:~ ~,--~' '~'.:l~:',~:-~1 
1. 	 What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at Elmendorf 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 t6 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 Elmendorf 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 Elmendorf 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. 
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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. 

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 L TM at Elmendorf 
AFB; therefore, we offer no comments. 
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INTERVIEW RECORD 
Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review 

Type: 0 Te 0 Visit • 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 No:696-3766 

City, State, Zip:Eagle River, AK 99577 Fax No:None 

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at Elmendorf 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. 

Page 1 of 2 



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, I consider their "alert" unfounded and without merit. 
Once a site is identified by Phase I 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 I 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. I 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: 0 Telephone 0 Visit • E-Mail Date:June 23, 2003 

CONTACT MADE BY: 

Name: Doris Thomas Title: Environmental Community 
Relations Coordinator 

Organization: 3 WG/PA 

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED: 
Name:Louis Howard Title: Environmental Specialist 

Organization:State of Alaska E-Mail Address: @ 

Street Address:Contaminated Site Program 555 Telephone No:907-269-7552 
Cordova Street 2nd Floor 

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

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at Elmendorf 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 I 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. 

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 I 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 Su : Five-Year Review 

Type: 0 Telephone 0 Visit • E-Mail Date: June 23,2003 

CONTACT MADE BY: 

Name: Doris Thomas Title: Environmental Community 
Relations Coordinator 

Organization: 3 WG/PA 

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 

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at Elmendorf 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 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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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, LF04 is a topic that 
occasionally comes up in discussions with members of the community. After visits to the ~ite 
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 I 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: 0 Telephone 0 Visit • E-Mail Date: July 3, 2003 

CONTACT MADE BY: 

Name: Doris Thomas ITitle: Environmental Community IOrganization: 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. ih Ave Romm 537 Telephone No: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 Elmendorf 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. 
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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. 

I 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 I 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 Elmendorf 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: 0 Telephone 0 Visit • 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 

State, Zip: Fort Richardson AK 99505-6500 Fax No: 384-2047 

1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at Elmendorf AFB? (General 
sentiment) 
Believe that 000 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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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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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. Infonnation may be completed by hand and attached to the 
Five·Y ear Review report as supporting documentation ofsite starus. ·'NIA" refers to "notapplicable.") 

L SITE INFOrtMATIOl'f 

Site name: ODb CS',re Sb\5 Date of inspetrion: 

Loc:ation 8lId Region: EPAID: 

AgeDcy~ office, or r:ompany Jeading the five-year Weatherltemperature: 
review: 

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply) 
Landfill cover/containment ~onitored Datural attenuation 
Access controls Groundwater containment 
Institutional controls Vertical hamer walfs 
Groundwater pump and treatment 
Surface water collection and treatment 

...-other l:\:1~H: vh,c"\JIlt-\ f:;~-nt)t4 

-
AttacJuoenb; Inspection team. roster attached Site map attached 

U. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply) 

1. O&M site manager b..P- Noe.FO/t-D• 
Name ' 

-P,E,'" I~1~M.r'l-
Tide Date 

Interviewed at site at office by phone Phone no. Zr,1" '1~ \ 
Problems, suggestions; Report attached ItS ~ 1.0t;:n. A~L- ~1·h).cAL ~_:~.PdZ:r 

2.0&Mstafr ~~N Wp.,-,~ ~::l f!(1£ ~~ c-!.l ~I "'toJ -
Name Title Date 

Interviewed at site at office by phone Phone 00. ~J- (,.,1.1.-\ 
Problems. suggestions; Report attached 2:~~ "20:21:: /In.Jt.I''''I.- ,....-t.e.I~lC...... ~ 

~ - . 
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3. Local regulatory agtborities aDd response agencies (i.e., State and Tn"'bal offices, etnergency 
response office, police depl\rtment, office ofpublic health Or environmental health, zoning office, 
recorder ofdeeds, or other city and county offices, erc.) Fill in al1 that apply. 

Agency 
Contact 

Name TiUe Dare 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; RqlQrt attached 

Agency 
Contact -

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

-

-

-

4. Other interviews (optional) Report attached. 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

IlL ON-8ITE DOCUMENTS" RECORDS VERIFIED (Check an that apply) 

O&M DOt!umenb 
~ilY availableO&Mmanual Up to date N/A 

AB~built drawings Readily available v11p to date N/A 
Mamtenanc~Jo~ 

{ A$-e.)1.\.,~ 
......Readilyavailable ./(Jp to date NJA 

Remarks_ D7 n eo.&- 50..,," ~ u>s ~ ph) Fh..."'t. 

Site--Spedfic Health and Safety Plan .......Readilyavailable v{Jp to date NIA 
Contingency plan/emergency response plan Rea(liJ~ available Up to date W""N/A 

Remarks Refe~ ~\~(!.,v-..~od: 'SDII$ ~{"~E a(\1 f\~a\ l.j~l~ ~2.. 

O&M and OSHA Training Records headily available /up to date N/A 
Remarks ~o'-\-or r.c"-;:. -a~ h..1.r.. C~ uz.... 

Permits and Serviee Agreements *AAJr discharge pemtit Readily available Up to date 
Effluent discharge Readily available Up to date ~A 
Waste disposal, POTW Readily available Up to date N/A 
Other permits Readily available Up to date /NIA 

Remarlc~ 

G8.$ Generation Records Readily available Up to date /N/A 
Remarh 

Settlement Monument Records Readily available Up to date /NIA 
Remarks 

Groundwater MonitOring ~eeords /Readily available dA... /Up to date f }Nil\. 
Remarks l-<E'faVI\.C.A. ~ ~z. ..4n.",u.iJJ ReJJr:nf ~Wi Guvir~tY;I.IU<.. II 
~h>Y";l1q D~r~ I !=;'nD-/ lJrICJI':r:I,'-"---

Leaehak Extractionj!ecords 
Remarks ,.., ~ v, oo~ ("~~ \-

JReadilyavailable /Up to date N/A 

Discharge Compllaace Rec:on:Is hlAAir Readily availllble Up to date 
Water (effluent) /ReadiJy available Up to date N/A 

Remarks wm',;;.IL D'~t~~ \!oJ (c;l,..,pt..lll..,lc..~ \.. , &Q~? OIS[.HM-~t.. 
~&J.IZ!f.rl~~ 

Dally Aceess/Security Logs V'keadily available '-""\Jp to date N/A 
Remarks f).,J t:! 0,.).."'--~I~ I,.(J~~ 

. 

-
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IV. O&M COSTS 

1. O&M Organization 
State in-house 
PRP in-bouse 
Federal Facility in~house 

Contractor for Stale 
ContractOr for PRP 

V"Contractor for Federal Facility 
Oili~_________________________________________________________ 

2. O&M Cost ReCGnis , 
.....-R.eadily available ../Up to date 

Funding mechanism/agreement in place 
Original O&M cost estimate,___~__~__ Breakdown attached 

Total annual CO$t by year for review period ifavailable 

From To . Breakaown attached 
Date Date Tota! cost 

From To Breakdovvnanached 
Date Date Total cost 

From. To Breakdown attacbed 
Date Date Total cost 

From. To Breakdown attached 
Da.te Date Total cost 

From To Breakdown attached 
Date Date Total cost 

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period 
Descn"be costs 'and reasOt1s: _ 

2o~-z.. - Not: vol Pol..... p=--J-t'-~~-I~-T~--~e-1!i-Ft.A~-Uf-\"t-T=-..,rr~-~-~-~"":"-V---(QCi.-T--~--~-c-

v. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS v-:;\ppliQble N/A 

A. Fencing 

1. Fencl.. , damaged /Location shown on site map /'Gates secUI'ed NIA 
R.emark&. fu;c~?$ ~ p~ ~;o:,p ", <;. 1\ t;.. Locl'I'~Do ~ t:0-H~ ,..orL.F AF.6 

....,\ iZ':I£~IC.T~O ~~'E f.ru.~!.$ 

B. Other Access Re$trietioDS 

1. Sigm and other HCQrity measures Location shown on site map N/A 
Remarks l£:='fr1?,..qlJ(n ~~t=b oJ 4~"'E'"' -', 71?fA,,-t11''''' l>J u.·o IJJiq 

D-IO 
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OSWER No. 93JS.7-OJB-P 

C. Institutional Controls (Ie'l) 

1. 	 ImplemeqtatioD and enforcement 
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented Yes """No N/A 
Site conditions itnply ICs not being fully enforceq Yes ~o N/A 

Type ofmonitoting (e.g., self-reporting. drive by) 'f'){?z,,"t. 6'( : ~rct ',t,IJI,·fT'( LM.e~S. -Frequency '2. - 1 "t. P'ZL wli.l£,«: 

Responsible 'party/agency o~ ;.. .t..c>t.Kfl. ttr...:rc.e: ; ;5,fIt§i ~;'t...Ilt rr! 

Contact 

Name Title Date Phone no. 

Reporting is up-to-date ""Yes No NIA 
Reports are verified by the lead agency ""Yes No N/A 

Specific requirements in deed or decisioQ documents have been met ../Yes No N/A 
Violations have been reported Yes No v'""'N/A 
Other problems 01' suggestions: Repon attached 

2. Adequacy ICs are adequate res are inadequate ---N/A 
Remarks 

D. General 

1. Vandalism/trespassing Location shown on site map -v""No vandalism evident 
Remarks 

2. Land use changes 00 site ~/A 
R.e1llarks 

3. Land use cbanges off slte -~IA 
Remarks 
~ 

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

A. Roads ,/'"Applicable N/A 

1. Roads damaged Location shown on site map ~oads adequate N/A 
Remarks , 

D-lJ 
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OSWER No. 93JS.7·0JB·P 

B. Other stu Conditions 

Remarks r-iO (...J:tI'ttt~'s 'T'f:I Grt CdNQPI\l~ S'.Wc...~ I P1 f\.-l.-H ~ ,J.,-1frt,,~ 

~ c.t\6~ ALIl£,.JA~,"- ,,J;..--'1\~o 

VII. LANDFILL COVERS ApplicabJe AlA 

A. LaodfiU Surface 

1. Settlement (Low spots) 
Areal ~tent -

Locatiou shown on site map 
Depth 

Settlement not evident 

Remarks 

2. Cracks 
Lengths Widths 

Location shown on site map 
_ Depths 

Clacking not evident 

Remarks 

3. Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident . 
Areal extent Depth 
Reml'U'ks -

4. Holes Location shown on site map Holes not evident 
Areal extent Depth 
Remarks 

S. Vegetative Cover Grass Cover properly established No sig:tls oistress 
Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and Jocations on a diagram) 


Remarlts 


-
6. Alternative Cover (armored roek, COQCJ"ete, etc.) 

Remmks 
N/A 

1. Bulges 
Areal e'ttent 
Remll1"l<"$ 

- -
~atjon shown on site map 

Height 

-
Bulgea not evident 

-
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T-964 	 P,008/015 F-09Z19075629688 

OSWER No. 9J55.7·{JJ/J.P 

8. 	 Wet AreasIWater Damage Wet lU'eas/wsler damage not evident 
Wet areas Location shown on site map Areal extenL 
Ponding Location shown on site map Areal extent. 
Seeps Location shown on site map Areal extent. 
Soft subgtade Location shown on site map Areal extent 

Remarks 	  . 

9. 	 Slope lnstabillty , Slides Location shown on site'map No eVidence ofslope instability 
Areall!Xtent -
Remarks, - - - -	 ".. . 

. 
B. 	Benches Applicable WA 

(Horizontally constructed mOUllds ofearth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope 
in order to slow down the velocity of sUJface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined 
channel.) 

1. Flows BypSS5 Bench Location shoWIl on site map NlAorokay 
Remarks 

-
2. 	 Bench Breached Location shown on site map N/Aorokay 

Remarks_ -	 . 

3. 	 Bench Overtopped Location sbowu on site map NlAorokay 
Remarks. --


C. 	Letdol'rn Channels Applicable N/A 
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout ~ or gabions that descend down the steep 
side slope of the cover and will allow the nmoff water collected by the benches to move off of the 
Iandfill cover without creating erosion gullies.) 

1. Settlement 
Ares.l extent 
R~ 

Location shown on site map 
Depth 

No evidence ofsettlement 

-
2. Material Degradation 

MaterU!l type 
Remarks 

Location shown On sire map 
Areal extent 

-
No evidence of degradation 

- - -
3. EroSiOD 

Areal extent 
Remarks 

Location shown on site map 
Oeptb. _ 

No evidence oferosion 

-
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06-27-2003 10:22am FrDm-URS 

OSWER No, 935S,7-Q3B-P 

4. Uoderentting Location shown on site map No evidence ofllDdercutting 
Areal extent Depth 
Remarks 

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

Size 
Remarks . .' 

6. Excessive Vegetative Growth T~ 
No evidence of excessive groWth 
Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow 
Location shown on site map Areal extent 

Remarks 

i~<!f"M..D. Cover Penetrations" I\pplicable ~ 
1. Gas Vents Active Passive 

Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good cotldition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance 
N/A 

Remarks 

2. Gas Monitoring Probes 
Proper!y securedlIocked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A 

Remarks 

3. Monitoring Wens (wi~rea ofl~ ~ 
Properly secured/lock ·oning utinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Mainteqance N/A 

Remarks 

4. Leachate EItrac:tiou Wells .:;!Ie ~ 
Properly sec\lIed/locked Functioning outinely sampled ood condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A 

Remarks 

5. Settlement MonumeDts Located Routinely surveyed ~/A 
Remarks_ 
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OSWE.R No. 9355. 7,03B.P 

E. Gas CoUectioQ and Treatment Applicable hlA 
l. Gas TreatDltnt Facilities 

Flaring Thermal destruction 
Good condition Needs Maintenance 

Remarks -  - . 
. - -

CoUection for reuse 

. 
- - - . 

-
2.' Gas CoUection Wells. Manifolds and Piping , 

Good condition Needs Maintenance 
Remarks - - -. 

3. G~s Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring ofadjacent homes OJ' buildings) 
Good condition Needs MaintenanCe N/A 


Remarks .  . 
t:'. Cover Drainage Layet' Applicable .../ N/A 

I. Outlet Pipes Inspected Functioning MIA 
Remarks 

2, Outlet Rock IJlSpetted Functioning N/A 
Remarks - . 

G. DetentiOJlISedilnentatioQ Ponds Applicable /N/A 

1. Siltatiou Areal extent 
Siltation lIot evident 

Remarks -- - -

Depth 

~ 

- - - N/A 

2. Erosion Areal extent 
Erosion not evident 

Remarks - - 
Depth 

3. Outlet Works 
Remarks_ 

- -

.. 

Functioning 

-

-
N/A 

- 

4. Dam 
Remarks. -

Functioning 

-
N/A 

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

H. Retailling WaHs Applicable '/N/A 
l. Deformations 

Horizontal displacement 
Rotational displacement 
Remarks 

-

Location shown on site map Deformation not evident 

- - . Vertical displacement -
. 

-
.... - . 

2. Degradation
R.cm~ks 

Location shawn On site map . 

- -
- -

Degradation not evidtmt 
. 
- -

I. Perimeter DitcheS/Off-Site Discharge Applicable /N/A 

1. 	 Siltation Location shown on site map Siltation not evident 
Areal extent Depth 
Renuuks - . 	  -- -	 . - . 


2: Vegetati'Ve Growtb Location shown on site map N/A 
V~getation does not impede flow 

Areal extent 
Remarks - Ty~-

- -
3. Erosion Location shown on sit~ map Erosion not evident 

Areal extent Depth 
Remarks - - -

- . ~ . 
4. Discharge Structure 

Remarks 
Functioning NJA 

-. 	 . 
VIII. VERTICAL BAlUUER WALLS Applicable /N/A 

1. 	 Settlement Location shown OD site map Settlement not evident 
Areal ex.tent_ Depth . -
Remarks. . 


. 

2. 	 Per1'orma"ee MonitoJ'ingType ofmonitoring 

Perfonnance not monitored 
Frequency Evidence ofbteilching 
Head diff~rcntial -
Remarks . ... . - . . 	 
- - . . -	 



. 06-27-2003 10:23am From-URS. 
T-964 	 P.01Z/015 F-OQZ19075629688 

OSWER No, 9J5J.7-()JB·P 

IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATERREMEDlES /'Applicable N/A 

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pump" and Pipelines 	 Applicable N/A 

1. 	 ~PS, Wellhead Phunb~d Electrical 
-' Good condition AU required wells properly operating Needs Maintenance N/A 
Remarks 

.. 

2. 	 ~ctiou System PipeJines, Valvest Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances 
Good condition Needs Maintenance . 


R.emarks 


3. 	 ~e Parts and Equipm~ 
Readily available Good condition Requires upgrade Needs to be provided 

f{emarks 

B. Surface Water Collection Stnldures, Pumps, aJld Pipelines Applicable /N/A 

1. Collection Structures, Pllmpll~ and Electri4;a1 
Good condition Needs Maintenance 


.Remarks 


2. Surface Water CoUection System PipeliDes, 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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OSWERNo.9355.7-03B·P 
. 

C. Treatment System / Applicable N/A 

1. 	 Treatment TraiQ (Check componenb that apply) 
Metals removal ./OiVwater sep8Iation Bioremediation 
Air stripping ../ Carbon adsorbers 
Filters 
Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent) ~rli 
Otbi'!IS .. 
Good condition Needs Maintenance 

Sampling pom properly marked and functional -./ 

Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date ./ 

Equipment properly identified .../ 

Quantity ofgroundwater treated annually r::- loD K bA.tLQ-,lS 


Quantity ofsurface warer treated annually rJ , I-r 

Remarks R~f"w..u. '?5222 ~,~ HUe ~~~I~M NJNI/IU ~~('II,(//~Ift.. PHeIG, 

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. 	 Di5charge Structure and AppurteDan~es 
NIA -../Good condition Needs Maintenance 


Remarks 


5. 	 Treatment BuiI~(S) 
NiA GolK! condition (esp. roOf~OOrwa.ys) Needs repair 
Chemicals and equipment properly stored 

Remarks 

6. 	 ~toring Wens (pmnp an~eatmentrem~ 
~operlY secured/locked unctioning outineiy sampled ~Od condition 

AU required wells located Needs Maintenance N/A 
Remarks 

D. MonitOring Data 

1. 	 MOnitori~ata 
Is routinely submitted On time ~ofacceptabJe quality 

2. ~nitoring data suggests: 	 /c l !>\~L ltotf'l--"f "'t'. A1\UJoJ')
Groundwater plume is effectively contained Contaminant concentr~tions are decJinmg 

0-18 
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OSWER No. 9155.7-03B·P 

D. Monitored Natural Attenuadoo 

L MOn.itoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy) 
Properly socuredllocked FunctiOlling Routinely sampled 
All wells Needs M.8Jinte:lliUl1t:e_ 

X. OTHER REMEDIES 

~·condition 
N/A 

1£ there are remedies applied at the site which ate not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing 
the physical nature and condition of any faciJity associated with the remedy, An example would be soil 
vapor extraction. tJ"<:' -ni ~ t~' 

XL OVERALL OBSERVATIONS 

A. Implementafu)o of the Remedy 

Descnoo issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as 
designed. Begin with a brief statement ofwhat the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant 
plume, tniQimize infiltration and gas emi.sl.ion. etc.). 
- e,."fM"'t.!Z>-t L~ -rl) ~~ \.,...,ae.(:~ C~~A-ML....A;-i'io.'" ~ s.o,,-

B. Adequacy of O&1'\f 

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

r . 
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OSWER No. 93JS,7-03lJ-p 

C. Early Inditator$ of Potential Remedy Problems 

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost Or scope of O&M Or a high 
frequency ofunscheduled repairs, that suggest that the ~totectivene8s of the remedy may be 
compromised in the future. ,- Ilf'i.- 2.7?p"J.,.. .!:>~"1-1 e;::, "J.:II.s. l"rt..mF'L-:.LQo l c~~~o AN "k'F.e.t~dr-

{ <po..).,-t'ut.. I~ ~ ~...., l-t'\,",-s ((.>fo.Il1N~P Te ('~. !>-,SI?r" 

Oo....,..,-nl-'l'i, . ;i\-t,. ~~IS\~'"' .~ tZ,....~ kr .,(,.C;; "'/ ~ ~ A." ~L~\.€" 

o"'~0.1 -n I"'\.:t: OS ~'" ~~P~t2 ~~! M~~ oPot.!AT\ut-"') Pfl~ 
""1~aJ O~~I{atJ ~ ~P..(M "i1 Qo.) 'i'reA~-r-u.J. 

D. Opportuaities for Optimization 

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of tile Iemedy. 
.  "'2.otA fJ.n-e... 

t'40~t~'~S.O¥~ '!N¥f ....ti.~,k :J I -:; lis ~ 'e)P'IJ,f:['. ~., ~ 
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OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P 

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

Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (Template) 

(W orking document for site inspection. Information may be completed by hand and attached to the 
Five-Year Review report as supporting documentation ofsite status. "NIA" refers to "not applicable.") 

I. 	SITE INFORMATION 

Date of inspection: ,': " \ 7 Ie>-' - :' C:'~.Site name: 01,)0 L~O'-\ glOAC 'I E::.l.. ~/\t. r-J \) U K: F +IF_£! J.-: . "" \ 2. .' 1. " 

Location and Region: (. LMf NOO(:r' H 6, A '-f"; \4. EPA 10: NIt>.. 

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year Weather/temperature: 
review: Us"!,,, , 3\?() C.C'5, c\.-c.... "( 

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply) 
Landfill cover/containment 

~ccess controls 
v1nstitutional controls 

Groundwater pump and treatment 
Surface water collection and treatment 

Monitored natural attenuation 
Groundwater containment 
Vertical barrier walls 

-vt>ther ANNV".\.. D€,<:?\Z, "'0 CE:. ~I'o""."" 

Attachments: C}nsEection team roster attached J Site map attached 

n. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply) 

1. O&M site manager "'- / l'

Name Title Date 
Interviewed 'at site 
Problems, suggestions; 

at office by phone 
Report attached 

Phone no. 

'N /~2. O&M staff 
Name Title Date 

Interviewed at site at office by phone Phone no. 
Problems, suggestions; Report attached 

0-7 
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3. 	 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, I
recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in all that apply. 

Agency 

Contact 
 I 

Name Title Date Phone no. 

Problems; suggestions; Report attached 


I 
Agency 

Contact 


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

Agency I 
Contact 

rName Title Date Phone no. 

Problems; suggestions; Report attached 
 I 

4. Other interviews (optional) Report attached. 

Agency 
Contact IName Title Date Phone no. 
Problems; suggestions; Report attached 

I 

-

-
•

• 

-

•

"I -
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III. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply) 

I. O&M Documents 
O&Mmanual Readily available Up to date N/A 
As-built drawings Readily available Up to date N/A 
Maintenance logs 

Remarks t-f'oIN""'l\__ P'E e..fO: ,.::~ R'-M"'IA:" 

Readily available Up to date N/A 
5i'''' PoE·-'''' C,c:\e.·"", .2c'o1· ) AVA' L "" \?\..€ ,11"1 

~12..,")c.e~ \,.\ BCI\P,. 

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan (1feadilX availabji) ~~ N/A 
Contingency plan/emergency response plan Q,eadily availabl€) Q}p tei datV N/A 

Remarks SAMe A~ :t. 8o"~ 

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records ~adiIY~v~ ClJp't~ date) N/A 
Remarks 	 S.f\!v\f 1',;. 1~ f':~)'I'C 

4. 	 Permits and Service Agreements 
Air discharge permit 
Effluent discharge 
Waste disposal, POTW 
Other permits 

Readily available 
Readily available 
Readily available 
Readily available 

--. 
"Up to date N/A 

" 

Up to date ~'N/A 
Up to date N/A 
Up to date NiP: 

., 

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 
Remarks _r... '-( A ' L f-> .. l, r A, 7"':,, 
to'-I!:'('.;.- ij lAt'Jc~ Q. $for f ' -"r\T !:, 

Readily available Up to date 
C( <!" 1..-1 t~ f?-p.,~'--( 

;:::~;;Gf:~_ 1..::.0(.·.,\ "''>'c' NT 

(~7~) 

8. Leachate Extraction Records 
Remarks 

Readily available Up to date ('N1A'·. 
"--' 

9. 	 Discharge Compliance Records 
Air Readily available Up to date (----liiiA'

'~-.' 

Water (effluent) 	 Readily available Up to date e N/A -, ....__._._.'
Remarks 

10. Daily Access/Security Logs Readily available Up to date eN/A 
Remarks 	 --
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IV. O&M COSTS 

\. O&M Organization 
State in-house Contractor for State 
PRP in-house Contractor for PRP 

vfederal Facility in-house vltontractor 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 attacheq. 
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 @lca~ N/A 

A. Fencing 

I. Fencing damaged ~Acation shown on site map, ,~~~ N/j 
Remarks F-e(lc- i~c.. 'lis61ler Ofl SfJ!lth end ,)' LF tJLj 11eoct- Qnd- F-I Men urf 
ga,C.~ L:QOJ"'s 11> c.::: J:!:"e, (1u:.e.S~, 

B. Other Access Restrictions 

I. Signs and other security measures Location shown on site map N/A 
Remarks 	 5\ & ro-...,o::, PI;:)<;.T£O 1t-?t.N"\\~·l'''''c:' "-,IT"i.. ,.,.....0 ?~..fl'~\"lof"-lG. A.C-cti~5.U~l;;< ...... ,'.'! 

D-IO 
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IN ">,,,u,' b C c.- ("" ...~ ,r..'~Lt;...JII:"·... AR~ At>I;>"·"E:.S't.f. C> IN ~ ~i'e.I2","'~
C. Institutional Controls (ICs) !""EcEI/EQ DoC.UN\4' ....-.:. 

I. Implementation and enforcement 
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented 
Site conditions imply les not being fully enforced 

Yes 
Yes 

No 
No 

N/A 
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 
Reports are verified by the lead agency 

Yes 
Yes 

No 
No 

N/A 
N/A 

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met 
Violations have been reported 
Other problems or suggestions: Report attached 

Yes 
Yes 

No 
No 

N/A 
N/A 

2. Adequ_acy les are adequate les are inadequate N/A 
Remarks 

D. General 

I. Va ndalism/trespassing Location shown on site map 
Remarks >.Jc.> := v' ~ _(£ 61;· ~I\CJ: \ ..... cJ~~ C)~S't a-"c. \"") 

)o;.:CV"'IP'-,,_~6r (vE-N"f t,1--,O -~nE , ...... <:1'"'.:.(.,. ()N. 

JNo vandalism evident 
t2 \....1(:7 \ C;! ,;'\ t::'.. r;..r_ 0_( :' ')~ O"""--l.-~··(·\f 

2. Land use changes on site 
Remarks N"""t:, 

N/A 

3. Land use changes off site 
Remarks NCJf'!<: 

N/A 

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDlTIONS 

A. Roads Applicable €A 
I. Roads damaged Location shown on site map Roads adequate @!,:,I 

Remarks 

I 

I 0-11 
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OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P 

B. Other Site Conditions 

Remarks 

A. Landfill Surface 

VII. LANDFILL COVERS 0PPli~~bl?) N/A 

\. Settlement (Low spots) 
Areal extent 

Location shown on site map 
Depth 

Settlement not evident 

Remarks Ut--.Jp..,~L..c. ~ D"I';. ~tc.tt_tJI I N \0: 

2. Cracks 
Lengths Widths 

Location shown on site map 
Depths 

Cracking riot evident 

Remarks UN'I~:'-l.. 11) Ot T~~l\f\ \ N ~ 

3. 	 Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident 
Areal extent Depth 
Remarks c>EE.. L(OLI. r IV\: '""\t~AfZ R~ V\ ;;.. "" ~AC.I T: 1 t-. I")' ~(.~ PL.. ("-'C'.. c-~ LP- NDf" ,(,...'-

(. t=?o<;\ en"-	 t}'<.-N.-r..,,,,·,..,c, Rt.Pc"R. (u ,:, p,,; 2~c~) 
, . 

4. 	 Holes Location shown on site map Qioles not evidenf) 
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 , R~E:.S Ar-->I> V£(..£:~"'\IOl:>l C!,:r~H e. ~C)fz" or TI-jIO LA ....... !2E''''''''- S\..vrF' . ~o..,,'<. 

T~tE.S ••·..pP£AI<: 'TO ~ :!\'" DIN," I""o!>iAeo;i"""~ lSrAC.I-I liS b, RE:l.,u!:::I Of: §i;;1!0~\bt::! • 

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

7. Bulges 
Areal extent tJ/R 

Location shown on site map 
Height 

Bulges not evident 

Remarks 

D-12 
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8. Wet AreasIWater Damage Wetareaslwater damage not evident 
Wet areas Location shown on site map Areal extent 
Ponding Location shown on site map Areal extent 

deeps::::::> Location shown on site map Areal extent 
Soft subgrade Location shown on site map Areal extent 

Remarks 

9. 	 Slope Instability Location shown on site map No evidence of slope instability ~ 
Areal extent 

Remarks 


B. 	 Benches Applicable (NIl) 
(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.) 

I. Flows Bypass Bench Location shown on site map Q0orokay 
Remarks 

2. Bench Breached Location shown on site map @~\Orokay 
Remarks 

3. Bench Overtopped Location shown on site map (~N7A,or okay 
'----_./

Remarks 

C. Letdown Channels Applicable ~IY' 
(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.) 

I. Settlement Location shown on site map No evidence of settlement 
Areal extt.!nt 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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4. Undercutting Location shown on site map No evidence of undercutting 
Areal extent Depth 
Remarks 

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


Size 

Remarks 


6. 	 Excessive Vegetative Growth Type 
No evidence of excessive growth 
Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow 
Location shown on site map Areal extent 

Remarks 

D. Cover Penetrations Applicable (NIAS 
\. Gas Vents Active Passive 

Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration

(N/I\") 
Needs Maintenance 

Remarks 

2. 	 Gas Monitoring Probes 
Properly securedl10cked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance (N/A) 

Remarks 	 ---~ 

3. 	 Monitoring Wells (within surface area oflandfill) 
Properly securedllocked 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 Ql/~ -)

Remarks 

5. Settlement Monuments Located Routinely surveyed (N/A-'- '') 
'---~-••-jRemarks 

0-14 
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E_ Gas Collection and Treatment Applicable CFAJ 
I. Gas Treatment Facilities 

Flaring Thermal destruction Collection for reuse 
Good condition Needs Maintenance 

Remarks 

2. Gas Collection Wens, Manifolds and Piping 
Good condition Needs Maintenance 

Remarks 

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings) 
Good condition Needs MaintenanceC~ 


Remarks 


F. Cover Drainage Layer Applicable eN/!;) 

J. Outlet Pipes Inspected Functioning (NTAJ 
Remarks 

2. Outlet Rock Inspected Functioning (WA-~-~-~,. .
Remarks 

G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds Applicable <' N/A
~ .... , 

-_.
J. Siltation Areal extent Depth "N/A>'---

Siltation not evident 

Remarks 


2. Erosion Areal extent Depth 
Erosion not evident 


Remarks 
; 


3, Outlet Works Functioning @ 
Remarks 

4. Dam Functioning (r'N!A>,
"--•...

Remarks 
" 

0-15 
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H. Retaining Walls Applicable (N(A) 
I. Deformations Location shown on site map Defonnation 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 (NiA~, 
I. 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/~ __ ' 
Remarks 

,----.-~ 

VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS Applicable ~ N/A ) 

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

2. Performance MonitoringType of monitoring 
Perfonnance not monitored 

Frequency Evidence of breaching 
Head differential 
Remarks 

D-16 
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IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES Applicable ~* 
A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines Applicable (--NIA; 

, ""./ 

I. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical 
Good condition All required wells properly operating Needs Maintenance @ 

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 

I. 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 , 


.¥-. G';(;ut'-'t::Wt11£.~ /c;,URFACT<. 1f'J.A.-'E-1<: P.~M(:..DIE.£ ~"e Cc.'\Ifc,zI!'O IN Po S\.l~f,J2P1\e: F'liF!)<="R 

D(;>c '-' "" (; "-'1" . 
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C. Treatment System Applicable @) 
J. 	 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) 
~ Good condition Needs Maintenance , 


Remar s 


3. 	 TaJ1.~ Vaults, Storage Vessels 
i~NIA" > Good condition Proper secondary containment Needs Maintenance 

RemarKS 

4. 	 Discharge Structure and Appurtenances 
," 'NiAj Good condition Needs Maintenance 
Remarks 

5. 	 Treatment Building(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 CjllA'; 

Remarks 	
_/ 

D. Monitoring Data 

J. 	 Monitoring Data 
Is routinely submitted on time As of acceptable quality 

2. 	 Monitoring data suggests: 
Groundwater plume is effectively contained Contaminant concentrations are declining 

0-18 
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D. Monitored Natural Attenuation 

J. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy) 
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition 
All required we\)s 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. OVERALL OBSERVATJONS 

A. Jmplementation 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.). 
'3t:c- AT,AL 14t: C> • 

B. Adequacy of O&M 

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In 
particuiar, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy. 
Sf tE A"lTkH'i..O 

D-19 
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C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 

D. 

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. 

NON\:: . 

Opportunities for Optimization 

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation tlf the remedy. 
(1 1) \' 1'; 

D-20 
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II Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist 


Supplemental Information 

OU6 LF04 Beach 


I XI. Overall Observation 

I A. Implementation of the Remedy 

The Objective of the remedy is to mitigate human dermal exposure to the extent

I 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 

I feeding behavior was observed in the beach area. 

I 
B. Adequacy of O&M 

I 
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. 

I 
I 

December 2002 Inspection Team Roster 

Kelly McGovern 

Chris Locke 

Larry Fiske 

I 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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OSWER Nc. 9355.7..f.)3B-P 

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

Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (Template) 

(Working document for site inspection. Infomlation may be completed by hand and attached to the 
Five-Year Review report as supporting documentation ofsite status. ''NtA" refers to "not applicable.") 

l. SITE INFORMATION 

Site name: rJu...~ ~-ii- Date of ill$pec:tion: <Q7117D?;, 
Location lind Region: t;;TV\o\.t- NiGV".c. M: 

.
EPAID; 

• 
Agency, office, 0 .. ~?~y leading the five-year 
review: V YA-F c.J Q.. c; 81"Weather/temperature: 

A/ 7fJr { ~(J\ 

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply) 
Landfill cover/containment C--Monitored natural attenuation 

~ccess controls Groundwater contaillmeJlt 
~on~contro~ Vertical barrier walls 

Growdwatef pump and treatment 

L.8ulface water collection and treatm£ ~ S' 
Other ~f(all f.· 

Atta(:hmeflb: ./Inspection team roster attached L/site map attached 

fl. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply) 

1. OAM site U1apager 
Name Title Date 

Interviewed. at $ite at office by phone Phone no. 
Problems, suggestions; Report attached 

2.0&Mstaff 
Name Title Date 

IntervWwed at site at office by phone Phone no. 
Probl~, filuggaitiODQj Report attached 



Jul-23-2003 IO:44am From T-186 	 P.003 F-790 

OSWER No. 9)j$.7-038-P 

:t 	 Local regulatory authOrities and response agentieJ (ie., State and Tribal oftices, emergency 
response office. police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, 
recorder ofdeeds, or other city and COWlty offices, etc.) Fill in all that apply. 

Agency 
Contact 

Name Titlt Date Pboneno. 
Problems; suggestions; Report attached 

Agency 
Contact 

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

Agency 
Contact 

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

Agency' 
Contact 

Name Title Date Pboneno. 
Problems; suggestions; Report attached 

4. Other Inkrviews (optional) Report attached. 

D-8 




Jul-23-2003 10:45am From-	 T-186 P.004/016 F-190 
." 

OSWER No. 9jjj.7-03b-P 

UI. ON-8ITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Cheek all that apply) f\)~ 
1. 	 O&M Documents 

O&Mmanual Readily a.vailable 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 

2. 	 Site-Speeif'ac Health and Safety Plan Readily available Up to dat~ N/A 
Contingency plan/emergency response plan Readily available Upro date NlA 

Remarks 

3. 	 O&M and OSDA Training R.eeol'ds Readilya....ailable Up to date N/A 
Remarks 

4. 	 Permits and Service Agreements 
Air discharge pennit 
Effluent discharge 
Waste disposal, POTW 
Other petmits 

Remarks 

Re-adily available 
Readily available 
Readily available 
Readily available 

Up to date N/A 
Up to date NlA 
Up to date N/A 
Up to date NJA 

S. 	 Gas Generation Records Readily availabl.e Up to date N/A 
R.etnar~ 

6. Settlement Montunent Reeords Readily available Up to date N/A 
Remarks 

7. Grou.udwater Monitoring RKords Readily available Up to date N/A 
Rernaxb 

8. Leachate Extraction Records Readily aV'.mable Up to date N/A 
Remarks 

-
9. Disduu'ge Complian~ R.eeords 

Air 
Wl'teJ' (effiuent) 

Remarks 

Readily available 
Readilyaw.ilable 

Up to date 
Upwdate 

N/A 
N/A 

10. Daily Aeces!lISeeurlty Logs Readily available Up to date N/A 
Remarks 

D-9 
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OSWER No. 9355,?-03B-P 

lV. O&M COSTS ~ 
l. O&M Organiutioa 

Stale in-house Contractor for State 
PRP in-house Contractor fur PRP 
Federal Pacility in-house Contractor for Fedeml Pacility 
Otber 

2. O&M Cost Records . 
Readily a.vailable Up Iodate 

Fund.itlg mecbanism/agreement in place 


Original O&M cost estimate Breakdown attacbed 

Total annual cost by year for review p~riod ifavailable 

From To Breakdown attached -
Date Date Total cost 

From To Breakdown attached 
Date Date Total Cllst 

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. U:Q1l8tidpated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period 
Describe costs and reasons: 

V. ACCl!:SS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS Applicable NlA. 

A. Fencing 

1. Fencing damaged Location shown on site map Gates secured N/A 
Remarks 

B. Other A«en Restridlona 

l. Signs aad other ~urity measures Location shown on site map N/A 
Remarks 

D-10 
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* 


C. Institutional Controls (ICI) t\.\k 
1. Implementation and enfol'Cemeat 

Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented 
Site conditiOPS imply JCs not being fully enforced 

Yes 
Yes 

No 
No 

N/A 
N/A 

Type ofmonitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by) 
Frequency 
Responsible party/agency 
Contact 

Name Title Dale Phone no. 

Reporting is up-to-date 
Reports are verified by the lead agency 

Yes 
Yes 

No 
No 

N/A 
N/A 

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met 
Violations bave been .report~d 
Other problems or suggeStions: Report attached 

Yes 
Yes 

No 
No 

N/A 
N/A 

2. Adeq1l8cy 	 ICs are adequate IC.~ are inadequate NJA 
R.emat~ 

D. General 

L Vandalism/trespassing Location shown on site map No vandalism evident 
Remarks 

2. Land use changes on site NfA 
Remarks 

3. Land use cllanges off site N/A 
Remarlts 

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 


A. Roafb ~licable N/A 

1. Roads damaged L..-(ocation shown on site map Roads adequate N/A 
Remarks 	 .. I 

~ I'J.Jufro.c,.,Il <b ('"'no &S llniA ,w a.t:..Ib/JA. ~ SJ K,.

~ P).otJ.iJL. ~ . :fee ¥ 
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. 

B. Otber Site Conditions 

Remarks 

. 

VlI. LANDFILL COVERS Applicable l\.N/~ 

A. Landfill Surface 	 ---
1. Settlenumt (Low spots) Location shown on site map Settlement not evident 

Areal extent Depth 
Remarks 

2. Cracks 
Lengths Widths 

Location shown on site map 
Depths 

Cracking not evident 

RetnaJXs 

3. ErosivlJ 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. 	 Vcgetafute Cover Grass Cover properly established No signs ofstress 
Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram) 

Remarks 

6. 	 Alternative Covel' (armored rotk, eoncrete, etc.) N/A 
R.e.marks 

7. 	 Balges Lo~tion shown on site IIl8.P Bulges not evident 
Areal extent :fJeight_ 
Remarks 

0.12 
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8. Wet AreaslWater Damage Wet ateaslwater 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 sil.e map Areal extent 

Remarks 

9. 	 Slope In!ltability Slides Location shown on site map No evidepce of slope instability 
Areal extent... 
Remarks 

B. 	 Benches Applicable N/A 
(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a :;teep landfill side slope to intemlpt the slope 
in order to slow down the velocity of sUIf.ace runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined 
channel.) 

1. Flows Bypass Bench Location shown on site map N/Aorokay 
Remarks 

2. . Bench Breached Loeation shown on site map N/A 01' okay 
Remar~ 	 .. 

3. Bench Overtopped Location shown on site map N/AofOkay 
Remarks 

C. Letdown Channels 	 Applicable N/A 
(Channel lined with erosion control mats. riprap, grout ba~;. or gabions that descend down the steep 
side slope of the cover and will allow the nmoff water collected by the benches to move offof the 
landfill cover without creating erosion gullies.) 

1. Settlement Location shown ()n site map No evidence ofsettlement 
Areal extent Depth 
Remarks 

2. MatttiaJ Degradation Location slwwn on site map No evidence ofdegradation 
Material type Areal extent 
Remarks 

3. Erosion Location shown on site map No evidence of erosion 
Al'eal extent Depth 
Remarks 

0·13 
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4. 	 Undercutting Location shown on site map No evideru:~ of undercutting 
Areal extent Depth 
Rem.ar~ 

5. 	 Obstructions T~ No obstructions 
Location shown on site map. Areal ex.tent 


Size 

Remarkl\ 


6. 	 Excessive Vegetative Growth T~ 
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. GasVenb Active 
Properly securedliocked Functioning 
Evidence of leakage at penetration 
N/A 

Relllark~ 

Passive 
R.outinely sampled Good condition 

Needs Maintenance 

2. Gas Monitoring Probes 
Propedy securedllocked Functioning 
Evidence ofIeakage at penetration 

Remarks 

Routinely sampled Good condition 
Needs Maintenance N/A 

3. 	 Mowtoring Wells (within surface area of landfill) 
Properly securedllocked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetIation Needs Maintenance N/A 

Remarks 

4. 	 Leawate E;ttrac:tion WeBs 
Properly securedllocked Fuocti()ning Routinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A 

Resnarks 

5. 	 Settlement Monuments Located Routinely 5UI'Veyed N/A 
Remarks 

1)..14 
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E. Gas Collettion and Treatment Applicable N/.'\. 

1. ClUJ Treatment Facilities 
Flaring Thennal destruction CoUection for reuse 
Good condition Needs Maintenance 

Remarks 

2. Gas Collectio. Wells, Manifolds Rnd Pipin~ . 
Good condition Needs Maintenance 

Remarks 

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring ofadjacen t homes or buildings) 
Good condition Needs Maintewmce N/A 

R.eIllal'ks .. 

F. Cover Drainage Layer Applicable N/A 

L Outlet Pipe.!! In$pected Functioning N/A 
Remarks 

2. Outlet Rock Inspected Functioning N/A 
R.eiUarks 

.. 

G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds Applicable NIl-. 

I. Siltation Areal extent 
Siltation not ~vident 

Reme.rlai 

Depth 

-

N/A 

2. Erosion Areal extent 
Erosion not evident 

Remarks 

Depth 

3. Outlet Woa-ks Functioning N/A 
Rew.ad~s 

4. Dam Functioning N/A 
Remarks 
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Jl. Reta1nlng WaDs Applicable N/A 

l. 	 Deformations Location shown on site map Defonnation POt evident 
Hori20ntal displacement Vertical displacement 
Rotational displacement 
Remarks 

2. 	 Degradation Location shown on site map Degradation not evident 
Ram.ar~ 

I. Perimeter Dikhes/Off-Site Discharge Applicable N/A 

1. 	 Siltation Location shown on site map Siltation. not evident 

Areal extent Depth 

Remarks 


2. 	 Vege1lltive Growth Location shown on site map N/A 
Vegetation does not impede flow 


Areal e.."Ctent Type 

Remarks 


3. 	 Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident 

Areal extent Depth 

Remalks 


4. 	 Discharge Stroetore Functioning NlA 

R1warks 


vm. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS Applicable ([N(h..)· 
1. Settlement Location shown on site map Settlement not evident 

. Areal extent Depth 

Remarks 


2. 	 Performance MOIJitoringType of monitoring 
Ped'onnance not monitored 

Frequency Evidence ofbrea~bing 
Head differential 
Remarks 

D-16 
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IX. CROUNDWATERISURFACE WATER REMEDIES 

A. Grollndwater Extraction WeDs, Pumps, and Pipelioe5 Appli(:abJe N/A 

I. Pumps, WeUllead Plumbing. andEJectrjC~ ~ 
Good condition 49! r~dw~Js ~erJy Ojl,~ NlA 

RcmMu'~__~~______~__~~~~~~~~~__~~-r~~~~~_ 

2. C;;~n~1=,pelin~:':iia:~::x~ and Other Appurtenances 

Re~s,____~________________________________~~______~______~_ 

3. ~!! PAm Q~quip~ent 
Ueadily ava## Good condition Requires upgrade Need$ to be provided 
R~__~_____________________________________________________ 

B. Surface Watel' Colledion Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines Applicable N/A 

1. ~.~turt'SI Pumps, and E~lcal 
. N~Mamtenan~:=== - ,!>,II! 4 I 

2. Surface Water Collection S.l'Js!leJJI..l!iJH~es...Y 
Good condition 

'~b~__~~~~~~~~~~~~-L~~~~~~~~~~~~~_ 

3. 
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c. Treatment System ~pplica~ N/A 

1. 	 Treatment Train (Check COmpOnt:Dts that apply) 
Metals removal Oil/water separation Bioremediation 
Air stripping Carbon adsorbefS 
Filters,________________.~____________ 

Additive (t.g., chclaJl,on agentJ!occu1entl~__H_-____:.......,._-...,...~..__,P+_------
Others ~/)#((q,A.a }-t~ (.;JI J hlRH4A.J'Cetf 

GJood 	 .~ -:<..., Needs Maintenance 
. ampling ports properly marked. and functional - 

~anlplinglmaintenance log displayed and up to da~uL5. 
Equipment properly identified 
Quantity ofgroundwater treated annually_________ 
Quantity of surface water treated annually~~_________ 

RmnMks~________________________________________---- 

2. 	 Elcdrical Euclosures and Paneb (properly rated and functional) 
N/A ~~ondition"') Needs Maintenance 

Rem~:__~~~~---~~====~~______________~________________ 
3. 	 Tanki, Vanlts, Storage Vessels 

NtA Good oondition Proper secondary containment Needs Maintenance 
Rem~~__________________________________- ___ 

4. 	 Di5~harge Struc~ A~ances 

N/A ~co~ Needs Maintenance 
&e~,__________~____~__________.______________________ 

5. T.~ent Building(s) 
I . Good condition (e$p. l(lof and dooIWays) Needs repair 
emica1s and equipment properly stored 

RmnMb~_________________________________________________________ 

6. 	 Monitoring WeDs (pump and tt~tment remedy) 
Properly securedllooked FWlctiooing Routinely sampled Good condition 
All required wells located Needs Maintenance t@:5 
~b,_______________________________._____________________________ 

D. Monitoring Data 

1. Monitoring !)atIi 
{/1s routinely submitted on time 

/'
'-1s of acceptable quality 

2. Monitoring data suggem; 
Groundwater plume is effootively contained ~taminant concentrations are declining 

D-1B 
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D. Monitored Natural Attenuation 

1. Mo~ring WeDs (natura] a~m¢ion remedy) 
i;Pfoperly securedllocked cFtiDctionlng ~tinely sampled 

All required well$ located Needs Maintenance 
I:GaotfCondition 

N/A 
R~~~,___________________________________________________________ 

X. OTHER REMEDIES 

iftheJ:e are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above. attach an. inspection sheet descn'bing 
the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil 
vapw extraction. 

XL OVERALL OBSERVATIONS 

A. Implementation or the Remedy 

Describe issues and observations relating to whetber the :remedy is effective and functioning as 
designed. Begin with a brief statement of wh;U: the remedy is to accomplish (Le., to contain contaminant 
plume, minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.). 

B. Adequaey of O&M 

Descn"be bsues and observations related to the implementnion and scope of O&.M procedures. In 
particular, discuss their relati~ current and long·term protectiveness ofthc remedy. 

0-19 




Ju\-Z3-Z003 10:47am From- T-186 P.0151016 F-790 

OSWER No. 935;,7-0JB-P 

C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 

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

/JIJJL~t~
\ .. 

-


D. Opportunities for Optimization 

D~scribe possible opportunities for optimization ~Onitoring rasks or the operation of tbe remedy. 
5~Q.~ i. 
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OSWER No. 9355.7-038-1' 

Please note that "O&M" is referred to throughout this checklist. At sites where Long-Tenn 
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. Infonnation may be completed by hand and attached to the 
Five-Year Review report as supporting documentation ofsite status. "NIA" refers to "not applicable.") 

I. SITE INFORMATION 

1-------- ---------.--.-.-......------- '----------------.-.--.. --..--.---- --- .-

Site name: 0Utf Date of inspection: 

Location and Region: 
I J 

EPA 10: 

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year Wea t her/tern pera tu re: 
review: 

Remedy I neludes: (Check all that appi:, i 
Landfill cover/containment .!Monitored natural atien\1atioii 
Access controls Groundwater containment 
Institutional controls Vertical barrier walls 
Groundwater pump and treatment 
Surface :v~ter collect!on and treatment t ' 

,.,other 'E. IOVeM-I ""9 ~~~~--~ _.fIZ-~_4;. SS I C m _______•• _ 

Attachments: Inspection team roster attached Site map attached 

II. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply) 

1 O&M site manager __....:A..:.:.,\)=-.:......:.."J"'o"-'...::::~-'-'Fo~rLC::::w'--__ 
Name Title D;lte 

Interviewed at site at office by phone Phone no. Z(~/- 91~/_ . 
Problems, suggestions; Report attached 12GP,' ~2 easeWi'CIe. Eio~,..I~ __ 

<5YSTE.Ms AAlA.WAL T6?HAJIUlL jJ;?CJe( =-t 

2. O&M staff __ __-Jo_I\\_tJ_W-,--,--~_\.I_M_A_N 
Name Title 

Interviewed at site at office by phone Phone no. z.J, /- ~7Zf J! 

probl~~nS;Il~:r;.:;/he~~.!ff~;:gt:t~ 

D-7 
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3. 	 Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency 

response office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, 

recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in all that apply. 


Agency __________________ 

Contact 
Name Title Date Phone no. 

Problems; suggestions; Report attached _______________________ 

Agency _____ 
Contact ________ 

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

Agency _________________ 

Contact _________ 
Name Title Date Phone no. 

Problems; suggestions: ReporT atlachcd 

i Agency ________ .___.____ . ___________ _ 

I Contact ---Nan~---------------·--- Title Date Phone no 

~~- ::t~~'~':~t'~:~~~~ti,~':~w"'~'pon,~~:~t::,,;"",------- ----- ___I 
j------- - ----------------.. ---.-..-----.---.- .---------....-----.--- ----·----....---..--------·-----1 
i 
f-  - .. -.-.-----.. ..-------•.. ------- -----.. ------.-------.-..---- ..•---  - ...-----------.------  ----  ....~- .•.- 

0-8 
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I 

II 

Waste disposal. POTW Readily available Up to date 
Other pemli t5_______________ Readily available Up to dall' 

Remarks__________.__._..._______ _ 

1. 

') 
k, 

3. 

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

O&M'Documents 
O&Mmanual 
As-built drawings 
Maintenance logs 

O&M and OSHA Training Records 

NfA 

Remarks 

Remarks 

-~ 

N/A 
NJA 
N/A 

/eadilyavailabJe N/A 

~==================-=-=-=--================================================~~---_._-
Permits and Service Agreements 

Air discharge pennit Readily available Up to date 
Effluent discharge Readily i\\'ailable Ur' 10 date 

Gas Generation Records Rl'aliily <i\ailabk Up to dare ..4i"A 

Remarks____.____________._. ___.______.___________._______ .._... ____ . ______. 


~----=-==-====-===================================..=-=.~ 
(, 	 Settlement Monument Records Readily available Up to dak 

Rcmarks______________________________..______._. __ . 

7. 

. 
8. 	 Leachate Extraction Records Readily available Up to date 

Remarks,__________________________.______________ 

9. 	 Discharge Compliance Records 
Air Readily available Up to date 4iA 
Water (effluent) Readily available Up to date ~fA 

Remarks,_______________________________._________ 

10, 	 Daily Access/Security Logs Readily available Up to date tArA 
Relflarks_________________________________._._______.__.______ 

... _.__._._--..._----_._-----_ .. __.. _--_.- .-----------..-.----------.------.-.----_._----

~.------------------------------------------------------.----.--------~ 

D-9 



----------------

--------

----------

~ ..' 	 \ . 
Ct ~ 

l\I 

OSWER No, 9355,7-038-1' 

_.._........ ----_..--------_._--------------------------------, 

IV. O&M COSTS 

1. 	 O&M' Organization •
State in-house Contractor for State 

PRP in-house Contractor for PRP 

Federal Facility in-house .Antractor for Federal Facility 

Other____________________ • 

2. 	 O&M Cost Records 

vReadily available ~o 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 AFr(fM'5 

Date Date Total cost Data~ 


From To Breakdown attached 

Date Date Total cost 


T,Frol11 II}-_._--- Breakdown attached 

Date Date To(;)1 cost 


~:!\HTl '" 8rcakdown 3tl3chcd 
- ----------_.-. 

Date Date rotal cost 

i'lOm Breakdowll attached 
1 C: -----------" .. - ..-.----~--------

Date Date Total cost 

~----u--na-n-t-iC-i-P-a-te-d-o-r--u-n-u-S-U-a-IIY--H-i-g-h-O-&--~-I-C-o-S-ts--D-u-r-in-g--R-e-V-ie-"-'-P-e-ri-o-d----------------------~
I'" Describe costs and reasons: ____________________ 

'Jo;i~_, --~-------- '--	 ___ :-~~~-- ' ------------ ---------------,----- -----~_- I, 
" .. " .. - - -_. _._- .. _._.------------ --"-------  .. - -.-- ------.•.--  .._ ._.  -' --  - , 

.. _- "---_._-- .-.. _-- ------  --------.~-- --- .----_ . .----"-_.-- ._ ....•_--- ._-----_._-- - - -, 

- , -
1---- 

v. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS Applicable N/A 

A. Fencing 

I Fencing damaged Location shown on site map 4ates secured NIA 
Remarks._- ---.--.. -----.------. ------~--.~----

B. Other Access Restrictions 

I. /sIgns and other security measures
d ' L~catiA,shown" ~. N/A 

Remarks Fr 2-"3 ~ leo C~ I~ W. fit ~ 'r'liclt. "'llf • 
UA hnSSIO. I 
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• 

C. Institutional Controls (ICs) 

I. Implementation and enforcement 

11;Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented Yes No 
Site condjtions imply ICs not being fully enforced Yes No IA 

Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by) t;<'i.chS\E,~ cb.e,J;~ 
Frequency 13·kl.!~k I~ ~",.~fMt..t ~ 
Responsible party/agency c.trivI-rcU..:h:f'V 
Contact 

Name Title Date Phone no. 

Reporting is up-to-date .--{es No N/A 
Reports are verified by the lead agency v1es No N/A 

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met /·'yes No N/A 
Violations have been reported Yes No AlA 
Other problems or suggestions: Report attached 

~-----'----' --------~-.-------------- -----_._ -~-----~~--- .. -

--------"---- ------_ ... --_._._--_ ....---- -- - -----------.---_.-- ..-. __..-------.--.. - .- -. -.'" -_. 

J .  -.--- ---_._- ... -.-_.- -----.- -.---- -.---_._-.-- .._..-.-". ---. _.. .- ... .- .. ... . -. . - --.-. - . - .._-- _. -.--

~----
- --"_. __ ._--- ._- .. -.----------" .-...-._---.---.-----_._-------_._- .-~---- . ------- .. --..-..  -..---.-.- .. 

._--- --~-----------. 

~l;;---
- Adequac~ Ies are adequate II s art Inadequ<ltc 

Remarks 
--~-------.--- ---.-' ------------

---------_._---_._-------------------------------- -_._._----- ._------_.
-.-~-----

D. General 

~'vandalisllll.\·ldent 
----_._

I I Va ndalism/trespassing Location shown on ,ite Illap, 
Remarks ----------------------- .

-

2. Land use -changes on site /rS/A 
Remarks -

-

3. Land usc changes off Site-4. 
Remarks 

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

A. Roads ~plicable N/A 

I. Roads damaged Location shown on site map ~ds adequate N/A 

Remarks 

D-II 
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B. Other Site Conditions 

Remarks 

VII. LANDFILL COVERS Applicable .,A(;A 

A. Landfill Surface 

I Settlement (Low spots) Location shown on site map Settlement 110t evident 
Areal extent Depth 

Remarks 

2. Cracks Location shown on site map Cracking not evident 

I 
Lengths ______________ Widths Oepths______ 

, Remarks -- --  ._-_ .... ---------------.-------------------------------- 
I 

~..----==--====-==--==-==-=====-~..:-------------.----- ----.-----------~~=----
Erosion Location sho\vn on ,ite l1lap!:' Areal extcnt ____ .._____.____ ._ Depth__________ _ 


Remarks 


~ -

7. 

Holes 
Areal extent 
P,'marK,' 

Location shown on site map 
Depth __________ 

Holes not evident 

\ egetatiYe Cover (_,rass '. over properly established 
Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram) 


Remarks,____________________________________________ 


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

Remarks. _____.__________________.____ . 


Bulges Location shown on site map Bulges not evident 

Areal extent ____________ 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 
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 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 nmoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined 
channel.) 

I Flows Bypass Bench Location shown on site map NlA or okay 
Remarks---.--  -------_. - -  -----  . ----------_._- ..  - _. .. - ---_. ---_. -". _. 

I 

! ----------------_._--- - ---- _._----_._----------------------_._------- -- ,- If----	 '--------1 
i ~. Bench Breached 	 I 

i
Remarks________.. _________ _ 

I 


Bench Overtopped Location shown on site map NiA or okay 
Remarks 

(. Letdown Channels Arplicablc N';\ 
(Channel lined with erosion control mats. rirrap, grout bags, or gabions that oescend down the steep 
side slope of the cover and wIiI allow the runoff water collected by the bcnches to move off of the 
landfill cover without creating erosion gullies.) 

_..-
I. 	 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 
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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Evidence of Ieaku!lc al penetration Needs MalIltenance 

4_ Undercutting Location shown on site map No evidence of undercutting 
Areal «xtent _________ Depth 
Remarks-------- ._---_. 

1-----

Obstructions Type No obstructions 
Location shown on site map Areal extent 

Size 
Remarks 

--
6_ Excessive Vegetative Growth Type 

No evidence of excessive growth 
Vegetation in channels does not obstnlct flow 
Location shown on site map Areal extent 

Remarks 

D. Cover Penetrations Applicable N/A 

Gas Vents Active 
Properly secured/locked Functioning 

Passive 
Routinely sampled Goud condition 

N/A 
Remarks__________________ 

Gas Monitoring Probes 
Properly secured/locked 
Evidenc-e of leakage at re

l': c IIIarks 

Functioning 
netration 

ROlltinely sampled 
Needs Mainte

Good condition 
nanc-e NiA 

----~-~- --=--~:...:.:::-------=-----==--=----=-~=-=.::-=-=-======~.-:-::--:-----------=--.::=---------------------------------------

-' 

f- -

-'1 

i\-Ionitoring Wells (within surface area of landfi II) 
P-roperly secured/locked-- -Functioning Routinely-sampled  Good -condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance NIA 

Remarks______________________________________________________ 

Leachate Extraction Wells 
Properly secured/locked Functioning 
Evidence of leakage at penetration 

Routinely sampled Good condition 
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 

J. 	 Gas Treatment Facilities 
Flaring Thennal destruction Collection for reuse 
Good condition Needs Maintenance 

Remarks_____________________________________________________________________ 

2 	 Gas CoUection Wells, Manifolds and Piping 

• 
Good condition Needs Maintenance 

Ren1arks______________________________________________________________________ 

• 

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 


• 
Outlet Pipes Inspcl'tcd Functioning 
Rl'marks__ .__ ... __ . 

I 
r---------..-.------.-----.---..--.----.---.-...------.------------.----:::-~-..----.~~-..-----.-.-----.-------.--.--------J 

Outlet Rock Inspected F lInctioning N.'A I 
Rcll1arks ________________ .__________________________ ... _____.. ___...._._____ .... 

II 	 G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds Applicable NiA
1--------------------------_.---------------._----------_._--_._---------- --- 

Siltation Areal extent Ocpth_._. __..___. __ N!.A

II Siltation not c,idcnt 
RcI113rks __.____________. __.. _____...____________..___________ ...__ ._.___.__... 

2. Erosion Areal extent _________ Oepth________. 

Erosion not evident 
Remarks_.________._...__________._______... ________.. _.. _ 

III 
3. 	 Outlet Works Functioning N/A 

Remarks____________________________________________._____ 

4. 	 Dam Functioning N/A 
Remarks,____________________________________________ 

II 


I 


O-IS 

II 

I 
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-- Discharge ."trurtlJr~ Funcrionil1.? 0!A 

_., __________.~_____._.-_-_--_--_-_-_-_.-_-_-_-_--_.-_-_-_..-_-_--_--_-._-_-_-_-_.--_-._.-_-_-____._- ---'- --=--r---- -r--- ._... 

Appliqbl(:! hA 

H. Retaining Walls Applicable N/A 

I. 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 

I Siltation Location shown on site map Siltation not evident 
Areal extent Depth 
Remarks 

7 Vegetative Growth Location shown on site map N'A 
Vegetation docs nell. impede flow 

i .-\,<:al extenl T_ype______________

I -.--- --~-- ...- ----

Remarks ------ ---._- -- . -- .... _.. --_.-.----"----------_.- ---- ------ "_ ..- --- .. ..---_.-.----_..----
1 
I ---- ._- -
-.--------
, 

Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not eVldent 
Areal extent Depth 
Remarks 

~---- ------------ ._-_._-

f-------- --

i 
i 
i 

Settlement Location shown on site map Settlement not evident 

Areal extent Depth,_____ 

Remarks___ .__._.____________________________________.__ . __________ ..._._ .. 


----:..----==----------~--.---------.---------.-------------------.-------------------------.--.-- .:::...:..==-~========--_J.. -- 

) Performance MonitoringType of mOl1itorin~-------.-..--.-.- 
Performance not monitored 


Frequency Evidence of breaching 

Head differential _____________ 

Remarks_______________________________________ 
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IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES Arplicable N/A 

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines Applicable AlA 

1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical 
Good condition All required wells properly operating Needs Maintenance N/A 

Remarks 

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 

A', 
'-

B. Surface \\ ater Collection Structures, Pumps. and Pipelines "\rf!lic3bl~ 
--------_. --- .--_._--------._

I Collection Structures. Pumps, and Electrical 
~ , -'""0LTood LondltlLlfl Nt:eds Mallllen,\llc'_ 

Remarks__________________  I 
Soc,'" W>ln CoII"Ii." '"tern P'p<l'"" v,~"v~,,: :0':' ",d Oth" App""'"'"'"I 
R'~'~~~'c."d,,,,,,, . ~=N~'d'M"m""""" . . .... . ..... ... . I 

-----~ 
Spare Parts and Equipment J 
Re~:~~~y avai lable GOO_d_C_o_nd_i_t1_'o_n___R_C_q_U_ir_e_S_u_p_g_ra_d_e___ ____-N-e-c-d~~~~_~ 
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C. Treatment System Applicable 

OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P 

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________________________________________ 

.!. Electrical Enrlosures and Panels (properly rated and functional) 

N/A Good condition Needs Maintenance 


Rcmar\-;s 

, - --===--=~=====-======================--=--==~------- ----.__ . ---------------- 
Tanks, Vault5. Storage Vessels 

N!A Good condition Proper secondary containment Needs MaintenanceI
, 	 -_._------- ------ -------------_._---------------- 

~---------==========================-.:========================-l 

Discharge Structure and Appurtenances11 

N/A Good condition Needs j'd:.lIlltellancc 

""~c -::.~c=:-.,,.-.~.= ..~~~ _..= ..:.==••_~, --~-.-~ •.-_ --- -.j 
j rea I men t BUI'Id'mgs() 

N/A Good condition (esp, roof and door'ways) Needs repair 
Chern-irals and equipme-nT properly stored 

Remarks 

f------- 

(, -\1onitoring 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 

I. 	 Monitoring Data 
Is routinely submitted on time ~ of acceptable quality 

2, ~oring data suggests: 
round water plume is effectively contained Contaminant concentrations are declining 

O-IX 
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D. Monitored Natural Attenuation 

l. 

X. OTHER REMEDIES 

~OOd condition 
NIA .L.l 

~rjk~~i!U 

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

XI. OVERALL OBSERV A nONS 

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 (ie., to cont3in contaminant 
rlume. minimize infiltration and gas Emission. etc i. ~~ • 

~fr..~-h;,~~~_~c~_4~~f:,'J_~____ ._.. _____~±~~__________.__ . 
3g~/fi~·~~~M(1~~1.ti: ~~(6.'{-~1-Z:~~are_(if~l}~s.---~===~._ 
..!t~_AMfltta I T~-"~ ca.. ( r~_______.___.__.. _. ___.___ . __ 
--._-------_._---_..-. --_._--- -----

B. Adequacy of O&M 

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

r 

• 
D-J9 

I 
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c. 

D. 

Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 

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

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Opportunities for Optimization 

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation ofthe remedy_ 

- -  ----------------~--------------------~-------- --------------- 

- ------  - ----- ---------------------------------  ------  --------------- 

- ----- --- ----------- ----------- ------ - - -- ---------------------- -- ------ - ----------- ---------------- - I 

------ -- ______ --- __ --- -- --~--_:: :_::~-~-:::_::.:::._=:::=_=:.-::_::.__=__~==::::.:=::::::____~_:.::==::_..:_~_:...:.:...::_=:==_=-:.:::=.::.:::_::::.:::::_=_..:..::::-__==__J 
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Please note that "O&M" is referred to throughout this checklist. At sites where Long-Tenn 
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 r.emediated under the Superfund 
program. 

Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (Template) 

(Working document for site inspection. Infonnation may be completed by hand and attached to the 
Five-Year Review report as supporting documentation ofsite status. "N/A" refers to "not applicable.") 

I. SITE INFORMATION Tt'1 
Site name: 

Location and Region: 

Ag~ncy, omc ,0 co,.~ny leadi,g th}l. five-year 
review: - l:::1VIAR" oU>rr 
Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply) 

Landfill cover/containment 

Date of inspection: 

EPAID: 

Weather/temperature: 
Ovu' 

~na~~~ 
. ··:rounawater containment 

Vertical barrier walls 

Phone no. _____ 

2.0&Mstarr (f.2.J.o ~~ 

Attachments: Inspection team roster attached Site map attached 

~ Name Title ate 
Interviewed ~ at office by phone Phone no. _____ 
Problems, suggestions; ~ attached ~~!"~~ 

5LQ ~~~~~±~l'rev~ 
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III. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply) 

I. 	 O&M Documents 
O&Mmanual -tre"adily available -11P to date N/A 
As·built drawings -Readily available ~odate N/A 
Maintenance logs "1readily available ~odate N/A 

Remarks 

2. Site-Specific Health and Sarety Plan '"Readily available U:fP tg date N/A 
Contingency plan/emergency response plan c...Readily available ~odate 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 pennit 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 pennits Readily available Up to date N/A 

Remarks 

5. Gas Generation Records Readily available Up to date ~ 
Remarks 

6. Settlement Monument Records Readily available Up to date N/A 
Remarks 

7. Groundwater Monitorlng Records ~yaviiiI~ Up to date N/A 
Remarks 

8. Leachate Extraction Records 
Remarks 

Readily available Up to date N1A 

9. Discharge CompUance Records 
Air 
Water (effluent) 

Remarks 

Readily available 
Readily available 

Up to date 
Up to date 

NfJ(" 

N/A 

." 

10. DaUy Access/Security Logs 	 Readily ~iiable Up to date N/A 
Remarks 

1..:::::( M., 	 (~ri1J... 
( 
\ 
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IV. OAM COSTS - M04~A.o:>J. ~ 
I. O&M Organization 

-u 7 
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 UnusuaUy rugh O&M Costs During Review Period 
Describe costs and reasons: 

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS CAmticableJ N/A 

A. Fencing 

1. Fenclng damaged Location shown on site map Gates secured N/A 
Remarks 

B. Other Access Restrictions 

1. Signs and other security measures ~;-on shown ~-:J N/A 
Remarks -S~'..... On AI"(,~ f:..,.1J M. I ....... ~---·- -

" 
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C. Institutional Controls (ICs) 

l. 	 Implementation and enforcement 
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented Yes @V N/A 
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced 4fh . ~ N/A 

Type of monitoring (e.g.• self-reporting. drive by) SQ"'''~~ p~(c;t~
Frequency iJlO talo/Q L 

Responsible party/agency th'£: EAceo&.. 

Contact 

Name Title Date Phone no. 

Reporting is up-to-date crev No N/A 
Reports are verified by the lead agency <!Ei' No N/A 

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met t5l:i' No N/A 
Violations have been reported Yes No c:Bm:> 
Other problems or suggestions: Report attached 

2. Adequacy @e-adequatD ICs are inadequate N/A 
Remarks 

D. General 

1. Vandalism/trespassing Location shown on site map (~~m "evidCDD 
Remarks 

2. Land use changes on site @!)
Remarks 

3. 	 Land use changes off site e;;
Remarks 

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 


A. Roads 	 N/A~ 
1. 	 Roads damaged Location shown on site map ~as"ad~~ N/A 

Remarks 
I 
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B. Other Site Conditions 
,

Remarks lA&11~ lW2t'ibt.~ :J:. ~tmU-1'1! f: ~ ltl ·flllad CtQd; J. ~'~ ,- I'l II: All w.t.e.J Is 
19d"d•I l2t.lr,;' h:l 

. 
~D.arL. ~di~;I" 

VII. LANDFILL COVERS Applicable ~ 
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 

S. 	 Vegetadve Cover Grass Cover properly established No signs ofstress 
Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram) 


Remarks 


6. 	 A1ternadve Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.) N/A 

Remarks 


7. 	 Bulges LO,cation shown on site map Bulges not evident 

Areal extent Heigh~ 


Remarks 


D-12 
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8. Wet Area.twater 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 

9. 	 Slope Instability Slides Location shown on site map No evidencC,..9fSlope instability 
Areal extent 
Remarks 

B. 	Benches Applicable ~ 
(Horizontally constructed mounds 0 e placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope 
in order to slow down the velocity ofsurface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined 
channel.) 

1. Flows Bypass Bench Location shown on site map N/Aorokay 
Remarks 

2. Bencb Breached Location shown on site map N/Aorokay 
Remarks 

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

C. Letdown Channels 	 Applicable ~ 
(Channel lined with erosion control rna ,riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep 
side slope ofthe cover and will 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 
Areal extent Depth 
Remarks 

2. Material Degradation Location shown on site map No evidence of degradation 
Material~ Areal extent 
Remarks 

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

0-13 
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4. Undercutting Location shown on site map No evidence of undercutting 
Areal extent Depth 
Remarks 

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

Size 
Remarks 

6. Excessive Vegetative Growth Type 
No evidence ofexcessive growth 
Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow 
Location shown on site map Areal extent 

Remarks 

D. Cover Penetrations Applicable (NIP 
1. Gas Vents Active Passive 

Properly securedllocked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance 
N/A 

Remarks 

2. Gas Monitoring Probes 
Properly securedllocked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A 

Remarks 

3. Monitoring WeDs (within surface area oflandfill) 
Properly securedllocked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A 

Remarks , 

4. Leachate Extraction WeDs 
Properly securedllocked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A 

Remarks 

5. Settlement Monuments Located Routinely surveyed N/A 
Remarks 

0-14 
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E. Gal Collection and Treatment Applicable N/A 

l. Gal Treatment Facilities 
Flaring Thennal destruction Collection for reuse 
Good condition Needs Maintenance 

Remarks 

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping 
Good condition Needs Maintenance 

Remarks 

3. Gas Monitoring FacUlties (e.g., gas monitoring ofadjacent 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 

1. SUtation 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 

l. 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 DltcheslOrr-Slte Discharge Applicable N/A 

l. 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 
Areal extent Depth 
Remarks 

4. Discharge Structure Functioning N/A 
Remarks 

~ 
VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS Applicable ( 'NflC) 

1. Settlement 
Areal extent 

Location shown on site map 
Depth 

Settlement not evident 

Remarks 

2. Performance MonltorlngType of monitoring 
Perfonnance not monitored 

Frequency Evidence ofbreaching 
Head differential 
Remarks 
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IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES (h~l!ll!.1lblc7 N/A 


A. Groundwater Elltractlon Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines Cpplicl!!>lcJ N/A 

I. Pumps Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical 
<::!f'60d condit1mL> ~Ulr~a·w~lls Eroi!erlY--Oj;e~lliI> Needs Maintenance N/A 
Remarb 

2. Ell.~Plpelines, Valves, Valve BOlleS, and Other Appurtenances
COOOCI cond.illQll.-> Needs Maintenance 

Remarks 


3. ~~ent
aeadily aval => Good condition Requires upgrade Needs to be provided 

Remarks 

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and PipeUnes Applicable ~ 
1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical 

Good condition Needs Maintenance 
Remarks 

2. Surface Water Collection System PipeUnes, 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 (N7V 
l. 	 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 ofgroundwater 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. Dlscbarge Structure and Appurtenances 
N/A Good condition Needs Maintenance 

Remarks 

S. 	 Treatment BuDdlng(s) 
N/A Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) Needs repair 
Chemicals and equipment properly stored 

Remarks 

6. 	 M~ngWeDs (pump an~ent remedy) 
~erly securedllocked unctioning lR.-otltinely sampled ~ondition 

required wells located Needs Maintenance N/A 
Remarks 

D. Monitoring Data 

1. 	 Monitoring Data .' 

~tinely submitted on time ~f acceptable quality 


2. 	 M%ng data suggests: 
roundwater plume is effectively contained ~taminant concentrations are declining 

D-18 
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C. Early Indlcatorl of Potential Remedy Problema 

D. 

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. pa!ld~.l a. (,(Q" j'U ~d Id.!t'~ .s""rtH 4Ili: -J{.tr. it........ , 

Opportunities for Optimization 

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

l!112D.i:l:12o'~ +N1-ViA<'f c L-A"91L. d f S'C.),!,s-~U 
, 

-tex-l-.. .0 
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Please note that "O&M" is referred to throughout this checklist. At sites where Long-Tenn 
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. Infonnation may be completed by hand and attached to the 
Five-Year Review report as supporting documentation ofsite status. "N/ A" refers to "not applicable.") 

I. SITE INFORMATION ~ 

Date of inspection:Site name: 

Location and Region: EPAID: C 
Weather/temperature: 


review: (fJ' 

Agency, office, or company leadinfUlte five-year 

OF 

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply) 
Landfill cover/containment @rutored natural attenua@J) 
~ Groundwater containment 
~tutiooal c~ Vertical barrier walls 

Groundwater pwnp and treatment 
Surface water collection and treatment 
Oilier_______________________________________________________ 

Attachments: Inspection team roster attached Site map attached 

1. O&M site manager 

II. INTERVIEWS (Check all that applytJ·· HM-

Name 
Interviewed at site at office ~ Phone no. _____ 
Problems, suggestions; Repprt attached ~ 

Ll'2-"'2- rt:k +- ut:PklO S~ ~Q
i 

2. O&M staff 6e.J\.D~st 
Name Title 


Interviewed ~ at office by phone Phone no. __-.,-_-..,.. 

Problems, sug ; Report attached ~ S' 'ttL ¥iP'It 
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III. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply) 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

O&M Documents 
O&Mmanual vReadily available vOp to date 
As-built drawings H(eadily available LtJ'p to date 
Maintenance logs Vf(eadily available ~p to date 

Remarks 

Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan "1Ceadily available ~todate 
Contingency plan/emergency response plan ~dily available vtrp to date 

Remarks 

O&M and OSHA Training Records Readily available Up to date 
Remarks 

Permits and Service Agreements 
Air discharge pennit Readily available Up to date 
Effiuent discharge Readily available Up to date 
Waste disposal, POTW Readily available Up to date 
Other pennits Readily available Up to date 

Remarks 

Gas Generation Records Readily available Up to date N/A 
Remarks 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

6. Settlement Monument Records Readily available Up to date 
Remarks 

N/A 

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records Readily available Up to date 
Remarks 

N/A 

8. 

9. 

Leachate Extraction Records Readily available Up to date 
Remarks 

Discharge Compliance Records 
Air Readily available Up to date 
Water (effiuent) Readily available Up to date 

Remarks 

N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

10. Daily Access/Security Logs Readily available Up to date 
Remarks 

N/A 
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IV. O&M COSTS I\\I\At~JI A-n cT'II.~. 
l. O&M Organization U 

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 UnusuaUy High O&M Costs During Review Period 
Describe costs and reasons: 

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS LKpplicable N/A 

A. Fencing 

1. Fencing damaged Location shown on site map L-6'iltes secured N/A 
Remarks 

B. Other Access Restrictions 

1. Signs and other security measures Location shown on site map N/A 
Remarks ~~~ S G\.f- f.t::l t(~ V-~~ t". Fd. ~slit:I'.~ 
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C. Institutional Controls (lCs) 

I. Implementation and enforcement 
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented 
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced 

Yes 
Yes 

i-N'o 
'-NO 

N/A 
N/A 

Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by) 5ct~p';~ 
Frequency B..a (j~g..L 
Responsible party/agency A.~c: hJfGL 

Contact 
Name Title 

~c~u,""" 

Date Phone no. 

Reporting is up-to-date 
Reports are verified by the lead agency 

""'-es 
,*S 

No 
No 

N/A 
N/A 

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met 
Violations have been reported 
Other problems or suggestions: Report attached 

vYes 
Yes 

No 
No 

N/A 
t'f(iA 

2. Adequacy -vt'6s are adequate les are inadequate N/A 
Remarks 

D. General 

I. Vandalism/trespassing Location shown on site map ~dalism evident 
Remarks 

2. Land use changes on site ~ 
Remarks 

1NfA/3. 	 Land use changes off site 
Remarks 

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

A. Roads Yq(piicable N/A 

1. Roads damaged Location shown on site map £.ROads adequate N/A 
Remarks 
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B. Other Site Conditions 

Remarks ::Ea Sha.U.~\0Il 0£. L<a=ld. £.. H C£p iE1 PCl2~,s~1 

VII. LANDFILL COVERS Applicable N/A 

A. Landfill Surface 

I. 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 Lo.cation shown on site map Bulges not evident 
Areal extent Height 
Remarks 
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8. Wet AreaslWater 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 

9. Slope Instability Slides Location shown on site map No evidence of slope instability 
Areal extent 
Remarks 

B. 	Benches Applicable N/A 
(Horizontally constructed mounds ofearth 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 N/A or okay 
Remarks 

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

3. 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 offof 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 
Material type Areal extent 
Remarks 

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

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

Size 
Remarks 

6. Excessive Vegetative Growth Type 
No evidence of excessive growth 
Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow 
Location shown on site map Areal extent 

Remarks 

D. Cover Penetrations Applicable ~ 
1. Gas Vents Active Passive 

Properly securedllocked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance 
N/A 

Remarks 

2. Gas Monitoring Probes 
Properly securedllocked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A 

Remarks 

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill) 
Properly securedllocked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A 

Remarks 

4. Leachate Extraction WeDs 
Properly securedllocked 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 Thennal 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 

1. SOtation 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 

l. 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/Orr-Site Discharge Applicable N/A 

l. 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 
Areal extent Depth 
Remarks 

4. Discharge Structure Functioning N/A 
Remarks 

VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS Applicable ~ 
1. Settlement Location shown on site map Settlement not evident 

Areal extent Depth 
Remarks 

2. Performance MonltorlngType of monitoring 
Performance not monitored 

Frequency Evidence of breaching 
Head differential 
Remarks 
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IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES ~ble N/A 


A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines ~licable N/A 

I. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical 
v6(i0d condition c.Jdrrequired wells properly operating Needs Maintenance N/A 

Remarks 

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances 
Good condition h Needs Maintenance 


Remarks tJ b: 


3. Spare_Parts and Equipment 
a-Keadily available :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 
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C. Treatment System Applicable 
~~. 

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 BuUding(s) 
N/A Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) Needs repair 
Chemicals and equipment properly stored 

Remarks 

6. M=g Wells (pump and treatment remedy) . = securedllocked ~tioning iRoUtinely sampled 
required wells located Needs Maintenance 

~n 
N/A 

Remarks 

D. Monitoring Data 

1. Monitoring Data .' 

~nely submitted on time L--I:s15f'iCceptable quality 


2. M~g data suggests: 

roundwater plume is effectively contained ~'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. 

g.... ..f\,. \S'N!:! fillbl!.tt!S. .as.r«..,a h4 t.U i:i!l.,. Dill i:t"~ 

D. Opportunities for Optimization 

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. 
IMo!!, ±p.c.h] Eret: I ~I!J,¥. ~!!nu='-~ ri.2:,.!..!~s:~d 14 ~:h. 

0-20 
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Please note that "O&M" is referred to throughout this checklist. At sites where Long-Tenn 
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. Infonnation may be completed by hand and attached to the 
Five-Year Review report as supporting documentation ofsite status. "N/A" refers to "not applicable.") 

I. SITE INFORMATION ~lewe,r;~\.lS.S~vk 
Site name: '5~( 00 Date of inspection: > I/(~ 103 
Location and Region: E/VlAMt!or':' A.'r h(u.&5l. EPAID: 

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year 
review: 

Weather/temperature: 

.s 2..0 F o Vt.- C"("CI.~..J-

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply) 
Landfill cover/containment ' Monitored natural attenuation 
Access controls Groundwater containment 
Institutional controls Vertical barrier walls 
Groundwater pwnp and treatment 
Surface water collection and treatment 
Other 

Attachments: Inspection team roster attached Site map attached 

II. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply) 

1. O&M site manager I11A ,invJ 
Name Title Date 

Interviewed at site at office by phone Phone no. 
Problems, suggestions; Report attached 

2. O&M staff AlA Jjf)~ .f 1) 
Nanle Title Date 

Interviewed at site at office by phone Phone no. 
Problems, suggestions; Report attached 
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3. 	 Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency 
response office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, 
recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in all that apply. 

Agency ~ Contact 
Name 	 Title Date Phone no. 

Problems; suggestions; Report attached 

Agency 
Contact 

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

Agency 
Contact 

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

Agency 
Contact 

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

4. Other interviews (optional) Report attached. 

0-8 
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III. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply) 

l. 	 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 Rea~ly ~i1able Up to date N/A 

Remarks .,,0\k Vl/) tnT . 
V l.' 	 \1 

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan Readily available Upto 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 

I. 	 O&M Organization 
State in-house Contractor for State 
PRP in-house Contractor for PRP 
Federal Facility in-house Contractor for Federal Facility 
Other ~k 

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 UnusuaUy High O&M Costs During Review Period 
Describe costs and reasons: 

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS lNPlicable ~ 
A. Fencing 

1. Fencing damaged 
Remarks 

Location jhOwn on site map 
L A 

"",,,)K {'(l)~ cJI 

Gates secured 

.-. 

'(N/A) 
-

B. Other Access Restrictions 

1. 	 Signs and other security measures Lo~a8,mn on site map 
Remarks f\ ,.. II f0 

'I V,'-1I..,... 
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C. Institutional Controls (ICs) 

l. 	 Implementation and enforcement 
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented Yes ~-. N/A 
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced Yes &..l*6" 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 
~ ~.a~ ~ s (Dr. <tl: 1m g(~ d~I'~, [~*"'\C~,' o .. s. ~ 
bg~ Cl/tl lH f. a f: ~hQ,..iLQ t.c...J ~VI·ac.· 

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

". 
D. General 

-- .

1. 	 Vandalism/trespassing Location shown on site map C~andaIi:m ~V_~d;~~)

Remarks 


2. 	 Land use changes on site N/A 
Remarks ~"k. wt\> ('2.00~ +-('Q'I\fkc~.d +0 'l:.~"'I'~tt.l ~~~ 

3. 	 Land use changes off sitep A ) 

Remarks 


?\. '--"""" 

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

A. Roads _~cable N/A 

1. 	 Roads damaged Location shown on site map adequate N/A 
Remarks 
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B. Other Site Conditions 

Remarks elL Cna/-gM.·.,s+tl uteLe \uC>r.$ tt~Dw.d froM =t\.,,; S ~l'k d:.fJ.C/Vf Q.... 
'O~ t.±{S!I!::f: 0 t rvc.NJ I:J Q.'W5..I~ .dLvdae...,url-· Alg f.eNt..u- g'l±tCl!::1 
~o.~ s:::i:-9~lld cl. Szt ~.4 If)!.2~ .

f' 

VII. LANDFILL COVERS Applicable ~ 
A. Landfill Surface 

1. Settlement (Low spots) 
Areal extent 

Location shown on site map 
Depth 

Settlement not evident 

Remarks 

2. Cracks 
Lengths Widths 

Location shown on site map 
Depths 

Cracking not evident 

Remarks 

3. Erosion 
Areal extent 

Location shown on site map 
Depth 

Erosion not evident 

Remarks 

4. Holes 
Areal extent 

Location shown on site map 
Depth 

Holes not evident 

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 
Areal extent 

Lo.cation shown on site map 
Height 

Bulges not evident 

Remarks 
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8. Wet Areastwater 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 

9. 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.) 

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

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

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

C. 	Letdown Channels Applicable N/A 
(Cbannellined 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 offof 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 ofdegradation 
Material type Areal extent 
Remarks 

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

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

Remarks 

D. Cover Penetrations Applicable N/A 

l. Gas Vents Active Passive 
Properly securedllocked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance 
N/A 

Remarks 

2. Gas Monitoring Probes 
Properly securedllocked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A 

Remarks 

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill) 
Properly securedllocked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A 

Remarks 

4. Leachate Extraction Wells 
Properly securedllocked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition 
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A 

Remarks 

S. Settlement Monuments Located Routinely surveyed N/A 
Remarks 
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E. Gas Collection and Treatment Applicable N/A 

l. Gas Treatment Facilities 
Flaring Thennal 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 Areal 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 Defonnation 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 

I. 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 
Areal extent 

Location shown on site map 
Depth 

Erosion not evident 

Remarks 

4. Discharge Structure Functioning N/A 
Remarks 

vrn. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS Applicable ~ 
1. Settlement Location shown on site map Settlement not evident 

Areal extent Depth 
Remarks 

2. Performance MonitorlngType of monitoring 
Perfonnance not monitored 

Frequency Evidence of breaching 
Head differential 
Remarks 
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IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES Applicable ~ 

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines Applicable N/A 

1. 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 

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 available Good condition Requires upgrade Needs to be provided 

Remarks 
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C. Treatment System Applicable 'f;A ) 

l. 	 Treatment Train (Check components that ap: V 
Metals removal OiVwater 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 ofgroundwater 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 contairunent Needs Maintenance 

Remarks 

4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances 
N/A Good condition Needs Maintenance 

Remarks 

5. 	 Treatment BuUding(s) 
N/A Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) Needs repair 
Chemicals and equipment properly stored 

Remarks 

6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy) 
Properly securedllocked 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. Monitoring data suggests: 

Groundwat~r plume is effectively contained Contaminant concentrations are declining 


0-18 
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c. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 

D. 

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. 

tJlQ ~bI~ Qbr~ foe. SA DO 

Opportunities for Optimization 

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation ofthe remedy. 
No ?Q1'"i-ku 9.:.f,.-i1'!21A ~ re~II-£"~ ~c S/I-(OO. . 
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Interview Documentation 




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:  Telephone Visit E-Mail Date: July 3, 2003 

CONTACT MADE BY: 
Name: Doris Thomas Title: Environmental Community

Relations Coordinator 
Organization: 3 WG/PA 

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED: 
Name:Kevin Oates Title: RPM 
Organization:USEPA E-Mail Address: oates.Kevin@epa.gov 
Street Address:222 W. 7th Ave Romm 537 Telephone No: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 Elmendorf 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. 
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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.  

I 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 I 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 Elmendorf 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:  Telephone Visit E-Mail Date: 27 June 2003 

CONTACT MADE BY: 
Name: Doris Thomas Title: Environmental Community

Relations Coordinator 
Organization: 3 WG/PA 

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 Elmendorf 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 Elmendorf 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 Elmendorf 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. 
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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 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: Elmendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review 
Type:  Telephone Visit E-Mail Date: June 30, 2003 

CONTACT MADE BY: 
Name: Doris Thomas Title: Environmental Community

Relations Coordinator 
Organization: 3 WG/PA 

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 Elmendorf 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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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? 
I 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:  Telephone Visit E-Mail Date: June 26, 2003 

CONTACT MADE BY: 
Name: Doris Thomas Title: Environmental Community

Relations Coordinator 
Organization: 3 WG/PA 

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 Elmendorf AFB? (General 
sentiment) 

I 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), I 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. 

I 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, I feel the group is well managed and has performed well.  I am aware of 
significant efforts on the Base’s part to implement measures to streamline programs and 
cut costs. I 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 I 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:  Telephone Visit E-Mail Date: 27 June 2003 

CONTACT MADE BY: 
Name: Doris Thomas Title: Environmental Community

Relations Coordinator 
Organization: 3 WG/PA 

INDIVIDUAL CONTACTED: 
Name:Robert J. Gryder Title: Community Co-Chair 
Organization: E-Mail Address: gryderrj@mtaonline.net 
Street Address:P. O. Box 771698 Telephone No: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 Elmendorf 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, I consider their “alert” unfounded and without merit.  
Once a site is identified by Phase I 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 

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. I 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. 

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

Much more now so that when I first was appointed to the committee several years ago.  The 
staff keeps excellent records and presents the information at public forums which are 
advertised. 
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INTERVIEW RECORD 
Site Name: Elmendorf Air Force Base Subject: Five-Year Review 
Type:  Telephone Visit 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 Fax No: 384-2047 

Interview Questions 
1. What is your overall impression of the restoration effort at Elmendorf 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:  Telephone Visit E-Mail Date: 26 June 2003 

CONTACT MADE BY: 
Name: Doris Thomas Title: Environmental Community

Relations Coordinator 
Organization: 3 WG/PA 

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 Elmendorf 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 Elmendorf'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:  Telephone Visit E-Mail Date: June 23, 2003 

CONTACT MADE BY: 
Name: Doris Thomas Title: Environmental Community

Relations Coordinator 
Organization: 3 WG/PA 

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 Elmendorf 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 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 
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 I 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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