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Errata
December 9, 2015

Subsequent to signing the OII Five Year Review, errors were found for the State MCLs listed, the
milestone date for a recommendation and a typo. Corrections to tables and text associated with the errors
are presented in this errata sheet.

1. The following is the corrected text for the Five-Year Review Summary Form, page iv.
(Correction in Milestone Date)

OU(s): OU-1 Issue Category: Monitoring

Liquids Control . . L .

anqd Issue: Groundwater plumes for the areas associated with the PLCs not well identified in

Contaminated annual reports.

Groundwater Recommendation: Delineate approximate groundwater plumes for the areas associated
with the PLCs to better visualize off-site contamination in the areas between the landfill
and the Groundwater Compliance Lines.

Affect Current Affect Future Implementing Oversight Party | Milestone Date

Protectiveness Protectiveness Party

No Yes PRP EPA 12/2016

2. The following table corrects Table 6.1, page 22. (Corrections in State MCLs)

Summary of Groundwater ARAR Changes

Contaminants of | 1996 ROD cleanup | State MCL | Federal MCL
MCLs Changed?
Concern goals (ng/L) (ng/L) (ng/L)

1,1,1-trichloroethane 200 200 200 No
1,1,2-trichloroethane 5 5 5 No
1,1-dichloroethane 5 5 5 No
1,1-dichloroethylene 6 6 6 No

1,2, 4-trichlorobenzene Yes, current State

MCL is lower than
70 > 70 the 1996 ROD
cleanup level

1,2-dichlorobenzene 600 600 600 No
1,2-dichloroethane 0.5 0.5 5 No
1,2-dichlorethylene, cis- 6 6 70 No
1,2-dichlorethylene, 10 10 100 No

trans-

1,2-dichloropropane 5 5 5 No
1,3-dichloropropene, cis- 0.5 0.5 -- No
1,3-dichloropropene, 0.5 0.5 _ No

trans-

1,4-dichlorobenzene 5 5 75 No




Contaminants of | 1996 ROD cleanup | State MCL | Federal MCL
MCLs Changed?
Concern goals (ng/L) (ng/L) (ng/L)
1,4-dioxane 1.6 - - No
2-butanone 2,464 - - No
4-methyl 1-2-pentanone 198 -- -- No
Acetone 768 -- -- No
Aldrin 0.00053 -- -- No
Benzene 1 1 5 No
BHC, beta 0.05 1 1 No
BHC, gamma- 0.2 0.2 0.2 No
Bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate 4 4 6 No
Butylbenzylphthalate 100 -- -- No
Carbon tetrachloride 0.5 0.5 5 No
Chlordane 0.1 0.1 2 No
Chlorbenzene 70 70 100-- No
Chloroform Yes, current federal
MCL is lower than
1,100 - 80° the 1996 ROD
cleanup level
Di-n-octylphthalate 9.3 -- -- N/A
Dibromochloromethane Yes, current federal
MCL is lower than
100 - 80° the 1996 ROD
cleanup level
Endrin 2 2 2 No
Ethylbenzene Yes, current state
MCL is lower than
700 300 700 the 1996 ROD
cleanup level
Heptachlor 0.01 0.01 0.4 No
Heptachlor epoxide 0.01 0.01 0.2 No
Methoxychlor Yes, current state
MCL is lower than
40 30 40 the 1996 ROD
cleanup level
Methylene chloride 5 -- -- NA
Pentachlorophenol 1 1 1 No
Styrene Yes, current state and
federal MCLs are
10 100 100 higher than the 1996
ROD cleanup level
Tetrachloroethylene 5 5 5 No
Toluene 150 150 1,000 No
Trichloroethylene 5 5 5 No
Trichlorofluoromethane 150 150 -- No
Vinyl chloride 0.5 0.5 2 No
Xylenes 1,750 1,750 10,000 No
Inorganic Constituents
Aluminum 1,000 1,000 -- No
Ammonia 35,405 - - No
Antimony 6 6 6 No




Contaminants of | 1996 ROD cleanup | State MCL | Federal MCL
MCLs Changed?
Concern goals (ng/L) (ng/L) (ng/L)
Arsenic Yes, current state and
federal MCLs are
30 10 10 lower than the 1996
ROD cleanup level
Barium 1,000 1,000 2,000 No
Beryllium 4 4 4 No
Cadmium 5 5 5 No
Chromium VI Yes, current state
MCL is lower than
30 10 a the 1996 ROD
cleanup level
Chromium III 50 50! 100! No
Copper? 1,300 1,300 1,300 No
Cyanide Yes, current state
MCL is lower than
200 150 200 the 1996 ROD
cleanup level
Fluoride Yes, current state and
federal MCLs are
19,905 2,000 4,000 lower than the 1996
ROD cleanup level
Lead? 15 15 15 No
Manganese 1,830 -- - N/A
Mercury 2 2 2 No
Nickel 100 100 -- No
Nitrate (as NO3) 10,000 10,000 (as N)* (10,000 [as NJ) No
Nitrite (as N) 1,000 1,000 1,000 No
Selenium 50 50 50 No
Thallium Yes, current state and
federal MCLs are
4,153 2 2 lower than the 1996
ROD cleanup level
Vanadium 256 -- N/A
Zinc 10,950 -- -- N/A
Notes:  Shaded rows indicate COCs with MCL changes.

ITotal chromium.
2Total trihalomethanes.

*Not MCLs but regulatory action levels.
“In 2015, nitrate as NO3 was changed in California to match Federal designation of nitrate as N.

The following is the corrected text summarizing the corrected Table 6.1, page 23 (Added four

compounds whose State MCLs have changed: 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene, ethylbenzene, methoxyclor

and fluoride. Removed Nitrate as having a new MCL. )

Ten compounds have had their standards lowered since the 1996 ROD. Two standards changed because

the federal and state MCLs for the individual compounds were eliminated in favor of a combined MCL.

Specifically, the federal and state MCLs for bromoform, chloroform, and dichlorobromomethane were



removed and are now regulated as “total trihalomethanes (THM).” Dichlorobromomethane and
chloroform have been analyzed as separate constituents and have not been detected above the new THM
MCL over the past five years. For three other compounds, 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene, ethylbenzene, and
methoxyclor, the state MCLs became lower. These compounds have not been detected above the new
state MCLs over the past five years.

Inorganic COCs that have had their respective MCL lowered since the 1996 ROD are thallium, chromium
VI, cyanide, arsenic and fluoride. Thallium, fluoride, and cyanide have not been detected above their
respective current MCL over the past five years. Hexavalent chromium and arsenic have been detected
above their current MCL in the past five years. These elevated concentrations of hexavalent chromium
and arsenic do not impact the current protectiveness of the OII since no exposure pathway exists.
However, for long term protection, these changes in MCLs must be incorporated into the remedy.

4. The following is the corrected text for the second paragraph in Vapor Intrusion in Section 6.3,
page 29. (Added ‘not’ to last sentence.)

There is evidence of TCE above cleanup levels in the NE PLC. The wells are located east of the NE PLC
compliance line and south of SR-60, between the OIl South Parcel and the Costco Warehouse. No
residences are located within this area. Wells OI-64A, OI-75A, and OI-76A have at least one verified
exceedances following the August 2014 sampling event of 5.9, 91 and 100 pg/L, respectively. Since the
operation of the NE PLC system began in 2012 contaminant concentrations in the area, have been
showing a downward trend. Though, above cleanup levels, these results do not pose a risk for vapor
intrusion, since depth to aquifer in the area of the wells is approximately 140 ft.

5. The following is the corrected text for the second sentence in Section 7.2, page 39. (Corrected for
ten COCs, not seven)

There are new chemical-specific standards for ten COCs.

6. The following is the corrected text for the second paragraph in Section 7.4, page 40. (Corrected
for ten COCs, not seven)

No new exposure routes, contaminants of concern, or changes to the remedy were noted that would affect
the protectiveness of the remedy. There are new chemical-specific standards for ten chemicals of concern
(COCs). Of' these ten COCs, arsenic and hexavalent chromium have been detected at levels above their
new respective MCLs over the past five years. There is currently no exposure for the groundwater;
however, for the long-term protectiveness, the remedy should be modified to include these new MCLs.
There is likely to be future land use changes at the Site as a result of North Parcel redevelopment, and
coordination with developers during the placement of commercial building in the Northern Parcel should
be easy to address.



7. The following table corrects Table 8-1, Page 41. (Corrected for ten COCs, not seven)

Affects Current Affects Future
Issue Protectiveness? Protectiveness?
(Yes or No) (Yes or No)
MNA progress towards meeting ROD cleanup No Yes
times has not been assessed.
Groundwater plumes for the areas associated No No
with the PLCs not well identified in annual
reports.
Ten COCs have new, lower MCLs: 1,2,4- No Yes
trichlorobenzene, ethylbenzene, methoxyclor,
dichlorobromomethane, chloroform, thallium,
chromium VI, arsenic, cyanide and fluoride

8. The following table corrects Table 9-1, page 42. (Corrected for ten COCs, not seven)

Issue Recommendations/ | Party Over- Mile- Affects
Follow-Up Actions | Respon- | sight stone Protectiveness?
sible Agency | Date (Yes or No)
Current | Future
MNA progress towards | Perform technical Oll PRP | EPA 01/2020 | No Yes
meeting ROD cleanup evaluation of the MNA
times has not been component of the
assessed groundwater remedy as
part of AGMER to
ensure compliance
towards meeting MNA
timeframes.
Groundwater plumes for | Delineate approximate Oll PRP | EPA 12/2016 | No No
the areas associated with | groundwater plumes for
the PLCs not well the areas associated with
identified in annual the PLCs to better
reports. visualize off-site
contamination in the
areas between the
landfill and the
Groundwater
Compliance Lines.
Ten COCs have new, Modify the remedy to EPA EPA 12/2018 No Yes
lower MCLs: include the most current
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene, MCLs as cleanup
ethylbenzene, standards.
methoxyclor,
dichlorobromomethane,
chloroform, thallium,
chromium VI, arsenic,
cyanide, and fluoride




Executive Summary

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has completed the fifth Five-Y ear Review
(FYR) for the Operating Industries, Inc. (Oll) Landfill Superfund Site (the Site) located in Monterey
Park, California. The five-year review isrequired by statute and performed because hazardous
substances, pollutants, or constituents remain at the Site above levels that allow for unrestricted use
and unlimited exposure. The triggering action for this FY R was the signing of the previous FYR
September 27, 2010.

The Siteis located at 900 Potrero Grande Drive in the City of Monterey Park, approximately 10 miles
east of downtown Los Angeles. The Siteis 190 acres, and is divided by California Highway 60
(Pomona Freeway). Waste disposal at the Oll Landfill resulted in the generation and migration of
leachate and landfill gas.

The EPA began remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) activities at the Sitein 1984. To
efficiently manage the problems at the landfill and address the most apparent environmental problems
at the landfill prior to completion of the remedial investigation and implementation of the final
remedy, theinitial site work was divided into three discrete interim tasks which included (1) site
control and monitoring, (2) leachate management and treatment, and (3) landfill gas migration control
and landfill cover. Thefina phase of RI/FS work addressed perimeter liquids and groundwater.

EPA has issued four Records of Decision (RODs) for the cleanup remedies at the Site. Three operable
units (OUs) have been identified at Oll to address specific remedia actions:

OU-1 Site Control and Monitoring (SCM)
OU-2 Leachate Management
OU-3 Landfill Gas Control and Cover

Interim RODs were issued in July 1987 for OU-1 and in November 1987 for OU-2. A third ROD was
issued in September 1988 (later amended in September 1990) to select a permanent remedy for OU-3.

In September 1996, EPA signed the Final ROD, which selected a comprehensive site-wide
groundwater remedy. Because the RODs for OU-1 (SCM) and OU-2 (L eachate Management) were
interim RODs, they were superseded by the signing of the Final ROD; however, the activities required
by them continue as part of the Final ROD. The OU-3 (LFG Control and Cover) ROD and the Find
ROD are the decision documents pertaining to permanent remedies at the Site and are the focus of this
Five-Year Review.

The remedy is operating as intended because contamination from past landfill activitiesis being
contained by the landfill cap and the leachate and landfill gas collection systems. Leachate and other
landfill liquids are treated to acceptable levels and discharged off site. The landfill gas treatment
system (LFGTYS) uses thermal oxidation destruction technology to destroy the contaminants in landfill
gas prior to discharge. Landfill gas and perimeter liquids are monitored by numerous soil gas
monitoring probes and groundwater monitoring wells at the point of compliance to ensure that
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Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Regquirements (ARARS) and other remedy performance
standards are being met. Maintenance issues related to aging infrastructure can be easily fixed as
needed. Given that the Perimeter Liquid Control (PLC) system have only recently been fully
implemented, it is premature to assess MNA progress. It is anticipated that by the next five-year
review, there will sufficient data to better assess whether monitored natura attenuation is progressing
asexpected. However, groundwater monitoring collected to date do not give indication of any major
remedy issues.

NoO new exposure routes, contaminants of concern, or changes to the remedy were noted that would
affect the protectiveness of the remedy. There are new chemical-specific standards for seven
chemicals of concern (COCs). Of these seven COCs, arsenic, hexavalent chromium and nitrate (as
nitrogen) have been detected at levels above their new respective MCL s over the past five years. There
is currently no exposure for the groundwater; however, for the long-term protectiveness, the remedy
should be modified to include these new MCLs.

The sale of the North Parcel for redevel opment is nearing conclusion. There will be land use changes
asaresult of the North Parcel redevel opment. Coordination between the Oll Work Defendants
contractor, New Cure, Inc. and the devel opers will be necessary to ensure that these changes do not
interfere with on-going remedia activities or compromise the integrity of the existing remedies.
Oversight by EPA of some redevelopment activities that impact or may impact the existing remedies,
also may be necessary. The remedies at the Operating Industries, Inc. (Oll) Landfill Superfund Site are
currently protective of human health and the environment because they are functioning as intended,
controlling both potential releases of and exposure to landfill waste, leachate, and gas. In addition,
ingtitutional controls ensure that there is no exposure to contaminated groundwater, soils, and landfill
gas vapors. However, to be protective in the long-term, a more comprehensive annual technical
evaluation of the MNA component of the groundwater remedy needs to be conducted, an improved
groundwater plume map should be included within the Annual Groundwater Monitoring Evaluation
Reports, and the remedy should to be modified to include the most current MCLs as cleanup standards
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Five-Year Review Summary Form

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site Name:  Operating Industries, Inc. Landfill Superfund Site

EPA ID: 0958 CERCLIS ID: CATO080012024

City/County: Monterey Park/Los Angeles
County

Region: 9 State: CA

NPL Status: Final

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

Lead agency: EPA
If “Other Federal Agency” was selected above, enter Agency name: N/A

Author name (Federal or State Project Manager): Julie Santiago-Ocasio

Author affiliation: EPA

Review period: November, 21, 2014 — September 27, 2015

Date of site inspection: December 15-16, 2014

Type of review: Statutory

Review number: 5

Triggering action date: September 28, 2010

Due date (five years after triggering action date): September 28, 2015
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Five-Year Review Summary Form (continued)

Issues/Recommendations

OU(s) without Issues/Recommendations ldentified in the Five-Year Review:

N/A

Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review:

OU(s): Sitewide

Issue Category: Monitoring

Issue: MNA progress towards meeting ROD cleanup times has not been assessed

Recommendation: Perform technical evaluation of the MNA component of the
groundwater remedy as part of AGMER to ensure compliance towards meeting MNA

timeframes.

Affect Current Affect Future Implementing Oversight Milestone Date
Protectiveness Protectiveness Party Party
No Yes PRP EPA 1/1/2020

OU(s): Sitewide

Issue Category: Monitoring

Issue: Groundwater plumes for the areas associated with the PLCs not well identified

in annual reports.

Recommendation: Delineate approximate groundwater plumes for the areas
associated with the PLCs to better visualize off-site contamination in the areas between
the landfill and the Groundwater Compliance Lines.

Affect Current Affect Future Implementing Oversight Milestone Date
Protectiveness Protectiveness Party Party
No No PRP EPA 1/1/2016

OU(s): Sitewide

Issue Category: Monitoring

Issue: Seven COCs have new, lower MCLs: dichlorobromomethane, chloroform,

thallium, chromium V1, arsenic, cyanide and nitrate (as nitrogen)

Recommendation: Modify the remedy to include the most current MCL s as cleanup

standards.

Affect Current Affect Future Implementing Oversight Milestone Date
Protectiveness Protectiveness Party Party
No No PRP EPA 12/31/2018

Sitewide Protectiveness Statement

Protectiveness Determination: Addendum Due Date (if applicable):
Short-term Protective N/A
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Protectiveness Statement:

The remedies at the Operating Industries, Inc. (Oll) Landfill Superfund Site are currently protective of human
health and the environment because they are functioning as intended, controlling both potential releases of and
exposure to landfill waste, leachate, and gas. In addition, institutional controls ensure that there is no exposure to
contaminated groundwater, soils, and landfill gas vapors. However, to be protective in the long-term, amore
comprehensive annual technical evaluation of the MNA component of the groundwater remedy needs to be
conducted, an improved groundwater plume map should be included within the Annual Groundwater Monitoring
Evaluation Reports, and the remedy should to be modified to include the most current MCL s as cleanup
standards.
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Fifth Five-Year Review Report
for
Operating Industries, Inc. Landfill Superfund Site

1. Introduction

The purpose of aFive-Year Review (FYR) isto evaluate the implementation and performance of a
remedy to determine if the remedy is and will continue to be protective of human health and the
environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of FY Rs are documented in five-year review
reports. In addition, FY R reports identify issues found during the review, if any, and document
recommendations to address them.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) prepares FY Rs pursuant to the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) Section 121 and the
National Contingency Plan (NCP). CERCLA Section 121 states:

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

EPA interpreted this requirement further in the NCP; 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)

Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii), which states:

If aremedial 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 actions no less often than every five years after the initiation of the
selected remedial action.
EPA conducted the FYR and prepared this report for the remedy implemented at the Operating
Industries, Inc. (Oll). Landfill Superfund Site (Site) in Monterey Park, Los Angeles County,
Cdlifornia. EPA isthelead agency for devel oping and implementing the remedy for the Site. The
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is the support agency. DTSC concurred
with the remedies selected for the Site and has played an active role throughout the oversight of the
remedial action process.

Thisisthe Fifth FYR for the Site. The triggering action for this statutory review is the previous FYR.
The FYR isrequired due to the fact that hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at
the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.
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2. Site Chronology

Table 2-1 lists the dates of important events for the Site.

Table 2-1. Chronology of Site Events

and cover operable unit (OU-3)

Event Date
Areaused as a sand and gravel quarry pre-1948
Landfilling operations begin Oct. 1948
Oll assumes Site ownership Jan. 1952
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) classifies Oll Landfill 1954
asaClassll-I landfill
Pomona Freeway (Highway 60) completed, separating North and South Parcels of the 1964
landfill
Residential development moves closer to the landfill 1968
bConsiderable residential and commercial development adjacent to landfill Mid-1970s
oundary
Monterey Park City Council adopts Resolution 78-76, eliminating solid waste disposal on 1975
both the North Parcel and a 15-acre area in the northwestern section of the South Parcel
Leachate observed seeping off the landfill site 1982
Ol operators cease acceptance of liquid hazardous waste Jan 1983
Ol operators cease acceptance of al liquid waste Apr 1983
State places the Site on the California Hazardous Waste Priority list Jan. 1984
California Department of Health Servicesissues Remedial Action Order Aug. 1984
Site proposed to the National Priorities List Oct. 1984
All landfill operations cease Oct. 1984
EPA begins remedial investigation/feasibility study 1984
State filed lawsuit against Oll to perform remedial actions and enforce Orders May 1985
Site finalized on the National Priorities List May 1986
EPA issued interim Record of Decision (ROD) for site control and monitoring (OU-1) July 31, 1987
EPA issued interim ROD for leachate management (OU-2) Nov 16, 1987
EPA issued landfill gas (LFG) migration control ROD (OU-3) Sept 30, 1988
EPA amended LFG migration control ROD (OU-3) Sept 28, 1990
Leachate Treatment Plant, constructed in 1992, begins operation Aug 1994
Site-wide remedial investigation completed 1994
First Five-Y ear Review (FY R) completed May 30, 1995
Feasihility study and risk assessment performed 1996
Final ROD issued Sept. 1996
Landfill cover work began Summer 1997
. Aug. — Dec.
LFG treatment system (LFGTS) installed on North Parcel 1999
Second FY R completed Feb 18, 2000
CD-3 Fina Construction As-Built Report including Site Operations Plan issued May 2000
Performance test final report for Thermal Oxidizer Unit 101 issued Jan 2001
Long-Term Groundwater Monitoring Plan approved by EPA May 8, 2002
EPA approved potentially responsible parties (PRPS') remedial action report for the LFG Sept 24, 2002
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the North Parcel cover extends recorded

Event Date
Final Accessand Institutional Controls Work Plan approved by EPA May 27, 2003
EPA directed the PRPs to implement the North Parcel (NP) remedy as an item of April 2004
Excluded Work under CD-3

Thermal Oxidizer Unit 151 Performance Test performed Jul 2005
Third FYR completed Sept. 28, 2005
Final NP Remedial Design for NP Cover completed June 2008
North Central (NC) PLC System Area As-built (Phases| & 11) Construction Complete April 15, 2009
Report

EPA approved the compliance testing of the PLC in the Southwest Early Action Plan July 2010
(SWEAP) Area

NP Cover Construction Completion Report approved July 2010
Fourth FYR completed Sept 27, 2010
EPA approved the compliance testing of the NC Area PLC System July 2010
Preliminary Close Out Report completed Sept 11, 2012
EPA approved the compliance testing of the Northeast Area PLC System August 2012
Final Revised Third Partial Consent Decree Work Completion Report Finalized Feb 27, 2013
Covenant to Restrict Use of Property for parcelslocated in the North Parcel of Oll April 26, 2013
recorded

Approval of CD-3 work construction completion report, resulting in termination of CD-3 Dec. 24, 2013
Covenant to Restrict Use of Property and Environmental Restriction for parcelslocated July 16, 2013
within the South Parcel of Oll recorded '
Covenant to Restrict Use of Property for parcels located in the North Parcel of Oll were

re-recorded to include correct parcels transferred to and from Cal Trans land swap July 30, 2013
agreement

CD-8 Final Remedial Action Completion Report Finalized Mar 26, 2014
Covenant to Restrict Use of Property and Environmental Restriction for parcels owned by

the Southern California Edison where North Parcel waste remains under cover or to which July 2, 2014

3. Background

3.1. Physical Characteristics

The Siteislocated in Monterey Park, Los Angeles County, California (Figure 3-1). It is situated in the
central Montebello Hills (also known as the La Merced Hills) of the Los Angeles Basin. The Siteis
divided into two parcels by the Pomona Freeway. The North and South Parcels are approximately 45
and 145 acres, respectively. The top elevation of the South Parcel is approximately 275 feet above the
surrounding land surface, while the North Parcel isrelatively flat. Groundwater in and around the Site

is not used for water supplies.
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Figure 3-1. Location Map for the OIll Superfund Site
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Figure 3-2. Site Layout

3.2. Geology/Hydrology

In the Ol vicinity, the Pico Unit consists of more than 500 feet thick of numerous siltstone layers,
with conglomerates and occasiona marine limestone beds. The Lakewood and the San Pedro

Formations overlie the Pico Unit and have been grouped together due to their similar hydrologic

properties. The Lakewood/San Pedro Formation consists largely of poorly consolidated sandstones
and conglomerates, with lesser amounts of siltstone. The alluvium consists of unconsolidated
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sediments ranging in size from clay to cobbles and boulders. The alluvium typically occurs surficially
and occupies the topographicaly low portions of the Oll vicinity.

There are no natural streams on or adjacent to the landfill. Surface water (storm water) runoff from
the South Parcel flows to lined swales on the inboard side of each terraced bench road on the landfill
side slopes, where it is diverted to the storm water drainage system.

The complex geologic conditions present in the Ol vicinity (i.e., depositiona environment, folding,
faulting) have resulted in similarly complex hydrogeologic conditions. The hydrogeologic units and
groundwater flow conditions vary considerably in different portions of the landfill. Groundwater flow
a the Siteis generaly radia from the South Parcel. The low to moderate permeabilities of the Oll
Landfill aquifers result in mounding beneath the landfill, steep hydraulic gradients, and dlow rates of
flow. The estimated horizontal groundwater flow velocity in the shallow systems varies greatly in
different units, ranging from approximately 0.3 to 1,810 feet per year (ft/yr).

Hydrogeol ogic unit designations, based on the 1994 remedial investigation, divide the Siteinto
shallow and deep systems. The shallow aquifer, aso known as the unconfined aquifer, is comprised
of saturated portions of the L akewood/San Pedro Formation and the shallowest sandstones and
siltstones of the upper Pico unit.

Depth to water in the landfill vicinity varies greatly and ranges from about 15 to 20 feet at the
southwestern corner of the South Parcel to over 200 feet at the southeastern corner of the landfill.
In the western portion of the South Parcel, the groundwater table is near (or potentially in contact
with) the waste prism. At the eastern portion of the Site, the groundwater is about 13 feet below the
waste prism and is not in contact with it.

3.3. Land and Resource Use

Disposal operations at the Oll Landfill began in October 1948, when the Monterey Park Disposa
Company (MPD) leased 14 acres from Henry H. Wheeler. An operations agreement between the City
of Monterey Park, California, and MPD ensured that MPD would operate a municipal landfill on
behalf of the City. The landfill reverted to private ownership by OIl in early 1952 when zoning
variances for operating the landfill were not obtained by MPD. The landfill expanded to 218 acres as
additional Wheeler property was obtained in 1953 and 1958. Oll ceased accepting hazardous liquid
waste in January 1983.

The South Parcel received the mgjority of waste at the site and is currently covered by alandfill cap.
Thetop elevation of the South Parcel site rises approximately 275 feet above the surrounding land
surface. Cover construction was completed on the South Parcel landfill in 2000. Approximately 10
acres of the western part of the North Parcel was used as alandfill, and an auto wrecking operation
occupied much of the eastern portion of the North Parcel. The auto wrecking yard was shut down and
removed in 1998, and the areaiis currently vacant. The leachate and landfill gas (LFG) treatment
systems and the Ol analytical |aboratory are located on the North Parcel. The Oll Custodial Trust, the
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entity created to sell the North Parcel, is close to completing the sale of the North Parcel to a devel oper
for construction of aretail shopping center.

The area surrounding the Site is heavily developed with mixed general commercial/industrial and
residential land use, with small pockets of open space. The Montebello Hills ailfield, which contains
many active oil production wells, islocated to the southeast of the South Parcel. A Southern California
Edison substation complex occupies a portion of the property to the northwest of the North Parcel. On
the southeast and south sides of the South Parcel, adjacent land useis mostly low-density residential
with pockets of medium-density residential and open space. Many homesin this area are located
immediately adjacent to the landfill boundary and share a common property line with the landfill.

The City of Monterey Park (to the north of the Site) has a population of 60,269 and the city of
Montebello (to the south of the Site) has a population of 62,500 (2010 census). Land use covenantsin
the area prohibit drilling for drinking water, oil, or gas. Remedial activities are the only allowable
reason for the extraction of groundwater on or near the Site.

3.4. History of Contamination

The Monterey Park Disposal Company began landfill operationsin the former sand and gravel quarry
in 1948. Operating Industries, Inc., the former owner of the South Parcel, purchased the landfill in
1952 and continued disposal operations. Throughout its operating life, residential and commercial
refuse, industrial wastes, liquid wastes, and various hazardous wastes were disposed at the landfill. A
total estimated refuse volume of 38 million cubic yards was disposed of at the landfill over its
operating life (CH2M 1988). More than 300 million gallons of liquids are recorded as having been
disposed of between 1976 and 1983. In 1982, leachate was observed seeping off-site. Landfill
operations ceased in October 1984.

The two primary sources of contamination from the Oll Landfill are leachate and LFG. Both of these
materials are generated within the landfill. Asthey migrate out of the landfill, both leachate and LFG
can contaminate surrounding media, such as ambient air, surface and subsurface soil, surface water,
and groundwater. Other initial landfill problems included odors, slope stability issues, and landfill
fires.

3.5. Initial Response

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) issued two Ordersfor Abatement in
1978 and 1983, including requirements for Oll to install an LFG emission control system and install a
permanent |eachate control system.

The California Department of Health Services (DHS) issued its first Remedia Action Order against
Oll in August 1984, requiring Ol to phase out the on-site redisposal of leachate and provide plans for
implementing aleachate collection and treatment system, a site characterization and groundwater
monitoring program, an LFG collection and monitoring system, and slope stability corrective
measures. In May 1985, the California Waste Management Board and DOHS filed ajoint suit against
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Oll to enforce the Order. The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board issued a Cleanup
and Abatement Order in October 1984, which required Ol to comply with portions of the DOHS
Remedial Action Order.

Oll was placed on the California Hazardous Waste Priority List in January 1984.

The OIl owner/operator performed some partial control measures during the years of landfill operation
and after the cessation of waste receipt to address leachate and landfill gas. These included installation
of aleachate collection system, development of an air dike air injection system on the west side to
control subsurface gas migration, installation of perimeter gas extraction wells with aflaring station,
site contouring, slope terracing, vegetation, and covering refuse with added fill material.

The owner/operator's ability to control the environmental problems and maintain the control systems
began to diminish significantly in late 1984 when it notified EPA and the DHS that it could no longer
afford to truck leachate off site for treatment. EPA conducted the leachate trucking and treatment for
several months. Subsequently, DHS assumed responsibility for this activity, while Oll continued to
attempt to operate and maintain remaining on-site control systems. In October 1984, the Oll was
proposed for the federal National Priorities List (NPL) of uncontrolled hazardous waste sites, and EPA
began remedial investigation and feasibility activities that same year. The Site was finalized on the
NPL in May 1986.

On May 19, 1986, Ol notified the State that it intended to discontinue all site control and monitoring
activities on the site except irrigation. The EPA therefore assumed these activities on May 20, 1986.
Site SCM activities then continued to be performed by EPA with DHS providing leachate trucking and
treatment and OIl providing on-site irrigation. On December 15, 1986, the State transferred
responsibility for leachate trucking and treatment to the EPA. EPA also requested that Oll allow EPA
to assume full responsibility for irrigation of the site because EPA believed Oll was not conducting
irrigation properly.

In 1974, Getty Synthetic Fuels, Inc. (GSF) entered into a contractual relationship with Oll for the
extraction of gasfrom the South Parcel landfill for processing and sale to Southern California Gas
Company. GSF's gas extraction system went into operation in 1979. In March 1986, GSF ceased its
gas processing activities and applied to the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
for a permit to construct an electrical generating plant. At that time, GSF began to flare the extracted
gasin anincinerator until final permitsfor construction of the electrification plant wereissued. In
January 1986, the City of Monterey Park denied GSF's application for a permit to discharge treated
effluent to the sewer system. As aresult, GSF decided to abandon their extraction operations at the Ol|
Landfill as of March 1987. EPA took over operation of the GSF system in June 1987. The flarewasin
operation until 1999, when the new LFGTS was installed in the North Parcel.

These partial control measures were found by EPA to be insufficient in maintaining site integrity
(USEPA, 1987). As aresult, EPA conducted emergency response actions, including slope stability and
erosion control improvements; surface runoff and drainage improvements; main flare station
rehabilitation; site security improvements; placement of vented water meter box coversin residential
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areas closest to the landfill to prevent accumulation of LFG in meter boxes; and installation of control
systems for landfill gasin nearby affected residences.

3.6. Basis for Taking Action

Monitoring probes around Oll showed that off-site methane migration was occurring. EPA conducted
apreliminary risk assessment focusing on the LFG. Contaminants detected in at least 10 percent of the
ambient air samples included benzene, carbon tetrachloride, perchloroethylene (PCE),
trichloroethylene (TCE), vinyl chloride, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, and toluene. The risk assessment
concluded that there was aneed for LFG migration control and alandfill cover to stabilize the Site, to
minimize further contaminant migration, and to quickly achieve significant risk reduction.

In 1996, EPA conducted a baseline human health risk assessment and ecological risk assessment of
potential risks from exposure to chemicals associated with Oll. The human health risk assessment
focused on media beyond the source area: ambient air, groundwater, and off-site soils/sediment. The
constituents of concern in these mediaincluded volatiles and semi-volatile organics, pesticides,
polyaromatic hydrocarbons, and inorganic constituents. The finding of the human health risk
assessment was that potential risks existed, and EPA determined that remedial action was necessary.

4. Remedial Actions

EPA hasissued four Records of Decision (RODs) for the cleanup remedies at the Site. Three operable
units (OUs) have been identified at Oll to address specific remedia actions:

OU-1 Site Control and Monitoring (SCM)
OU-2 Leachate Management
OU-3 LFG Control and Cover

Interim RODs were issued in July 1987 for OU-1 and in November 1987 for OU-2. A third ROD was
issued in September 1988 (later amended in September 1990) to select a permanent remedy for OU-3.

In September 1996, EPA signed the Final ROD, which selected a comprehensive site-wide
groundwater remedy. The Final ROD a so included the requirements for the Institutional Controls
(ICs). Because the RODs for OU-1 (SCM) and OU-2 (L eachate Management) were interim RODS,
they were superseded by the signing of the Final ROD; however, the activities required by them
continue as part of the Final ROD. The OU-3 (LFG Control and Cover) ROD and the Fina ROD are
the decision documents pertaining to permanent remedies at the Site and are the focus of this Five-
Year Review.
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4.1. Remedy Selection

4.1.1. OU-3 ROD Remedy Selection

The 1988 OU-3 ROD selected an active landfill gas collection and treatment system as the remedy to
addresslandfill gas migration (USEPA, 1988). After continued settling of onsite landfill wastes and
the occurrence of subsurfacefires were found to have decreased the integrity of the existing landfill
cap, the ROD was amended in 1990 to include an upgraded landfill cap (USEPA, 1990).

The amended remedy consists of capping the landfill; installing landfill gas extraction wells around the
perimeter and on the top of the cap; collecting and treating landfill gas by incineration; and dewatering
saturated landfill zones.

The 1988 ROD and 1990 ROD amendment established the following remedial action objectives
(RAOQs) for OU-3:

e Limiting methane concentration to lessthan 5 percent at the Site boundary.

e Controlling surface emissions of LFG such that total organic compound concentration is less than
50 parts per million (ppm) on the average and methane concentration is less than 500 ppm at any
point on the surface through integration of the gas control remedy and the final cover for the Site..

e Minimizing the odor nuisance. This objective is directly associated with the reduction of surface
emissions; consequently, although odor reduction will be achieved prior to final cover placement,
integration with the final cover will be required to fully address this problem.

e Attaining applicable or relevant and appropriate standards, requirements, criteria, or limitations
under other Federal and State environmental laws according to the terms of Section 121 of
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act.

o Expediting implementation (sequencing and phasing remedial activities) to rapidly mitigate
identified gas problems.

e Providing consistency with final remedies including considering potential effects of future
remedial activitiesin developing alternatives to mitigate and minimize identified gas problems.

e Integrating gas operations including optimizing migration control by integrating perimeter and
interior gas extraction systems.

e Using resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable if cost-effective.

Additional RAOs specific to the landfill cover component of the OU-3 remedy include reducing
surface gas emissions; reducing oxygen intrusion to the refuse; reducing surface water infiltration;
providing erosion control; and improving aesthetics.

Cleanup levels for the OU-3 Remedy are given in Table 4-1.
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Table 4-1. Cleanup Levels Pertinent during the Selection of OU-3 Remedy

Law Instituted

Concentration or Requirement

California Air Pollution
Control Regulations
(Title 17 Section 70200.5)

Ambient Concentrations of vinyl chloride not to exceed 10 parts per
billion over a 24-hour period.

SCAQMD Rulesand
Regulations. Rule 1150.1

Limits concentrations of total organic compoundsto 50 ppm over a
certain area of the landfill, and limits maximum concentration of organic
compounds (measured as methane) to 500 ppm at any point on the surface
of the landfill.

4.1.2. Final ROD Remedy Selection

The final ROD addresses|andfill perimeter liquids control (PLC) and monitoring natural attenuation of
contaminated groundwater downgradient of the landfill boundary, and ICs, aswell aslong-term
operation and maintenance of al environmental control facilitiesat the landfill, excluding those
facilities covered under the amended OU-3 ROD.

The major components of the Final ROD remedy include:

o Ingtallation of a PLC system in areas where contaminants are migrating from the landfill at levels
that cause groundwater to exceed performance standards.

e Contaminated groundwater beyond the landfill perimeter would be reduced to below cleanup

standards through monitored natural attenuation.
Conveyance of the collected liquids to the on-site treatment plant.

On-site treatment of collected liquids using the existing leachate treatment plant (L TP), modified
as necessary to handle the new liquids. Treated liquids will be discharged to the County Sanitation
Districts of Los Angeles County (CSDLAC) sanitary sewer system.

Implementation of a monitoring and evaluation program to ensure that natural attenuation of the
contaminated groundwater is progressing as anticipated, to detect future releases of contaminants
from the landfill, and to ensure that PLC system performance standards are being met.

Establishment of on-site and off-site ICs to ensure appropriate future use of Oll and to restrict
groundwater use in the immediate vicinity of Oll. The ICs are non-engineering methods that
federal, state or local governments, or private parties, can use to prevent or limit exposure to
contaminants to ensure the effectiveness of remedia actions. The ICs supplement the engineering
controls a the Site.

Interim O&M of existing Site activities including the requirements specified in the interim OU-1
and OU-2 RODs (gas extraction and air dike, leachate collection, leachate treatment, irrigation,
access roads, stormwater drainage, site security, dope repair and erosion contral), except to the
extent that they are addressed under the OU-3 ROD.

Long-term O& M of al facilities and environmental control components at Oll, except to the
extent that they are addressed under the OU-3 ROD.
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The Final ROD established the following RAOs:

e PLC component: Prevent migration of contaminants from the landfill to groundwater at levels that
impair water quality and/or represent a potential threat to human health and the environment.

e Groundwater: Reduce contaminant concentrations in groundwater to below cleanup standards
through PLC and natural attenuation, and prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater through
implementation of I1Cs.

e Environmental Monitoring: Assess compliance with the chemical performance standards and
cleanup standards (listed in the Tables 6, 7 and 8); monitor the effectiveness of the PLC system;
detect additional releases of congtituents from the landfill; monitor the progress of natural
attenuation in groundwater; and monitor effluent chemical concentrations from the treatment
plant.

e ICsWithin the Landfill Boundary: Limit human exposure to potentially contaminated materials;
prevent trespassing; and protect the integrity of the cap

e |ICsBeyond the Landfill Boundary: Prevent the use of contaminated groundwater as a drinking
water supply for the duration of the remedy in those areas where contaminant concentrations
exceed the chemical performance standards or where they are anticipated to exceed performance
standards in the future.

4.2. Remedy Implementation

4.2.1. OU-3 ROD Remedy Implementation

4.2.1.1 Landfill Cover System

Design and construction of the landfill cover began in the summer of 1997. On theflat top deck area, a
2-foot foundation layer was constructed on top of the existing cover. A geosynthetic clay liner was
added on the top of foundation layer, then a 2-foot protective soils layer, including vegetative layer,
was placed above the liner. On most of the sloping area, 4 feet of monocover was placed over the
existing cover except on the steep north slope. To “fit” the geometry of the freeway, a modified cap
was installed to provide additional strength beyond that required in the pre-design. A geotextile-
reinforced wall was applied at the toe of the south slope (toe buttress).

As the monocover was completed, areas were hydroseeded. There is no permanent irrigation system at
the Site. Five areas were planted with small trees and shrubs and temporarily irrigated between 1999
and 2001.

4.2.1.2 Gas Control System

The LFG monitoring system consists of a series of 38 probe locations, with five to six probes at each
location. Gas collection piping, condensate collection piping and sumps, leachate piping, and
industrial compressed air piping were all constructed as the wells were drilled and compl eted.
A LFGTS using thermal oxidation destruction technology was completed in 2000. After the LFGTS
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facility had been in operation for approximately 8 months, a demonstration burn was conducted by an
outside laboratory to verify achievement of the compliance requirement of 99.99-percent destruction
and removal efficiency.

The gas control system on the west side of the South Parcel had methane concentrations exceeding
compliance levelsin some of the gas monitoring probesin early 2000s. A former Southern Caifornia
Gas Company underground liquefied natural gas storage facility islocated in this areajust outside the
Oll Landfill property. In order to bring the methane levelsin this areainto compliance, air was
injected into wellsin close proximity to the monitoring points, thus creating an “air dike” (or air
curtain) to contain LFG on site and to limit infiltration of methane gas from other sources. Since the
installation of air dike system, the methane levels at the monitoring probes have not exceeded the
compliance level.

4.2.1.3 Surface Water Management System

Thelandfill cover was designed with relatively flat slopes leading to drainage ditches at the edge of
access roads. These ditches either empty to drain pipes or continue in ditches along the road or
benches to previously existing points of discharge from the Site. Two of the major discharge points
have detention basins constructed to level the peak flows.

4.2.1.4 North Parcel Remedy and Redevelopment

Remediation of the 10-acre landfill portion of the North Parcel was included as part of the remedy
selected in the OU-3 ROD. EPA determined that the remedy for the landfill area of the North Parcel
could be compatible with future commercial land use.

In April 2004, EPA directed the PRPs to start the North Parcel remediation work. In 2008, after
several failed attempts to implement remediation concurrent with development work on the North
Parcel, the PRPs completed the final “ development friendly” North Parcel cover design. The cover
construction was completed in summer 2009. EPA approved the North Parcel remedy construction
complete report in July 2010. The OIl Custodial Trust is close to completing the sale of the North
Parcel to adeveloper for construction of aretail shopping center In addition, Los Angeles Metro is
proposing a Metro Gold Line Eastside Extension light Rail system. One of the route options under
consideration isfor the Metro line to be constructed between California SR60 and the North Parcel of
Oll.

Six microturbines were installed on the North Parcel in 2001. The electricity generated from LFGs
using the microturbine technology provided 70 percent of the energy required to operate Site systems
which resulted in a considerable cost savings. However, the microturbines were turned off in 2009 due
to failures of seals caused by the corrosive nature of the LFG. The structures were disassembled and
removed from the Site in July 2013.
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4.2.2. Final ROD Remedy Implementation

4.2.2.1 Perimeter Liquids Control System

The ROD identified three areas around the landfill where the water quality dataindicated that a (PLC
system would be required:

o SWEAP Area— aong the western and southwestern perimeter of the South Parcel within Subareas
A and B;

o North Central Area—aong the western perimeter of the North Parcel within Subarea C; and

e Northeast Area— the northeastern corner of the South Parcel within Subarea D and part of Subarea
E.

The first component of the PLC system includes the western and southwestern boundary of the South
Parcel (known asthe SWEAP Area). Extraction wellswerefirst ingtalled in the SWEAP areain 1995.
The SWEAP system underwent a series of expansions between 1995 and 2007 to facilitate control of
first landfill gas and then liquids at the site perimeter. Thefina batch of extraction wellsinstaled in
2007 were placed in segments along the SWEAP Areawhere vapor and liquids extraction wells were
either absent or damaged (NCI, 2008). In total there are over 100 liquid extraction wellsincluded in
the SWEAP system. Most of these wells were installed primarily as landfill gas extraction wells, but
all are equipped with pumps that extract any liquids that accumulate in the well to provide the required
perimeter liquids control. The combined extraction rate of al the SWEAP extraction wells averaged
5.7 gpmin 2014.

The second component of the PLC system isin the North Central Area, which includes the western
portion of the North Parcel and the northern portion of the South Parcel. The North Central Area PLC
system began operating on a nearly continuous basis in mid-2008, generally extracting between 5 and
10 gallons per minute (gpm). The extraction rate averaged 6.6 gpm in 2014. The North Central Area
PLC systemis comprised of 5 extraction wells (only 3 are actively operated because that is all that is
required to provide the required containment). The extraction wells are equipped with pumps and
associated contrals. A noted decrease in groundwater elevations was observed in the NC Area ever
since the PLC control system came online.

The third component of the PLC system isin the northeast portion of the South Parcel and the eastern
portion of the North Parcel (known as the Northeast Ared). This system became operational during this
five-year period. Two existing monitoring wells (OI-60A and OI-78A) were converted into extraction
wells as part of the Northeast Area (NE) PLC implementation. These two extraction wells generally
extract at an average rate of between 5 and 10 gpm. The extraction rate averaged 7.6 gpm in 2014. In
addition to equipping the wells with pumps and associated components, a new pipeline was installed
along the north side of the South Parcel to convey the liquids extracted from the NE PLC. This new
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pipeline was connected to an existing spare pipeline on the south side of the Greenwood Avenue
Bridge to convey the liquids over to the liquid treatment plant.

4.2.2.2 Groundwater Monitoring Program

The groundwater monitoring program serves several purposes. The scope of the monitoring programis
described in the Long-term Groundwater Monitoring Plan (LTGMP), which was approved by EPA on
May 8, 2002. Periodic updates and modifications to the monitoring program have been implemented
with EPA approval sincethe LTGMP was approved. Each year, Annual Groundwater Monitoring and
Evaluation Reports (AGMERS) are prepared in accordance with the LTGMP.

4.2.2.3 Monitored Natural Attenuation

Monitored natural attenuation isthe selected remedy for off-site contaminated groundwater
remediation in areas where constituent concentrations exceed the groundwater cleanup standards
specified in the 1996 ROD. Thisincludes areas downgradient of the landfill perimeter to the south,
west, and northeast of the South Parcel and to the west of the North Parcel. In the areas requiring
groundwater cleanup, the ROD specified approximate cleanup times and approximate distances of
additional constituent migration that could potentially occur before cleanup standards would be met
(see ROD Table 17 in Appendix E). The ROD indicates that statistical analysis of monitoring data on
both awell-by-well basis and a plume-wide basis will be used to evaluate if natural attenuation is
progressing approximately as predicted.

In the Statement of Work (SOW) for the 8" Consent Decree (CD), the approach to evaluating the
progress of natural attenuation was further refined through development of several specific criteria:

e Asdescribed in Table SOW-2, included in Appendix E, the starting time for comparing the
progress of natural attenuation against the approximate cleanup times provided in ROD Table 17
is based on when the PLC system first meets performance standards in a particular subarea. Based
on EPA approval of the compliance testing of the PLC in each subarea the starting times are:

a) SWEAP Area- July 2010
b) North Central Area- July 2011
¢) Northeast Area- August 2012

e Asshown in Figure SOW-3, included in Appendix E, the estimated contaminant migration
distancesincluded in ROD Table 17 were used to identify specific groundwater compliance lines
that delineate the maximum downgradient distance away from Oll where landfill-related
contaminants can be expected to exceed cleanup standards. The SOW aso describes the use of
“sentinel” wells located near the groundwater compliance lines to confirm that the natural
attenuation remedy is achieving performance standards.

e A flow chart was developed, see Figure SOW-4 in Appendix E, which presents the decision
process for evaluating monitored natural attenuation at Oll. The flow chart describes each
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decision point included in the annual performance evaluation process and provides for an outcome
that either natural attenuation is progressing as expected or that evaluation of potential
contingency response actions need to be initiated.

o Theresults of the annua evaluation of the progress of monitored natural attenuation in each
subarea at Oll (i.e., SWEAP, North Central, and Northeast) isto be included in each year’s
AGMER. Because the PLC systems have only been operating and in compliance for arelatively
short time, the recent AGMERS have presented an abbreviated eval uation of natura attenuation
performance. However, moving forward a more comprehensive annual technical evaluation of
monitored natural attenuation will be undertaken to fully assess remedy performance.

42.2.4 Institutional Controls

The 1996 Final ROD mandates the use of both on- and off-site ICs as part of the final remedy selected
for the Site. The 1996 ROD provides that 1Cs for within the landfill boundaries must “prohibit all
activities and uses that EPA determines would interfere or be incompatible with, or that would in any
way reduce or impair the effectiveness or protectiveness of” the selected remedy. 1Cs beyond the
landfill boundaries “must prevent use of contaminated groundwater as a drinking water supply for the
duration of theremedy.” The Final ROD does not, however, specify which ICs should be used to
achieve these objectives: the ICs “may include, but are not limited to, deed notices and restrictions on
construction that run with the land; access regtrictions including, but not limited to, fencing and
warning signs; zoning controls; and well restrictions.” Instead, the specific control mechanisms are
specified in the Seventh and Eighth Partial Consent Decrees for Oll (CD-7 and CD-8, respectively).

The ICsfor the Site (within and beyond the landfill boundaries) specified in CD-7 and CD-8 include
use restrictions, proprietary controls, information controls, and governmental controls. EPA approved
the “Final Access and Institutional Controls Work Plan” submitted by the potentialy responsible
parties (PRPs) on March 24, 2003 (NCI, 2003a).

Use Restrictions. On-site use restrictions currently are being adhered to. On-site use restrictions are
being adhered to, in part through the implementation of procedures found in both the Site Operations
Plan (NCI, 2000) and the Pre-Final Operations Plan (NCI, 2003c). The procedures include standard
operating procedures for controlling any type of work operations and/or maintenance that might
compromise the landfill cap integrity.

Proprietary Controls. The proprietary controls are the execution and recording of three access and
restrictive easements (ARES): one that both ensures access to the South Parcel for remedial purposes
and restricts future uses of the South Parcel; and another that accomplishes the same goal s with regard
to property adjacent to the North Parcel that contains landfill-related waste.

Information Controls. The Final Access and ICs Plan requires a hotice to owners and addresses
properties which are |ocated above groundwater that currently is, or potentialy could become
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contaminated in excess of the Final ROD groundwater cleanup standards. EPA mailed out five-year
review fact sheetsin March of 2011. Thisfact sheet incorporates the notice to owners regarding
groundwater in the Ol vicinity.

Governmental Controls. The governmental controls include but are not limited to zoning controls,
ordinances, and the permitting process. The Oll Working Group coordinated efforts with the Los
Angeles Basin Watermasters, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB), Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works, California Department of Water Resources, California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the City of Montebello, and the City of Monterey
Park through inter-agency meetings to review enforcement of the governmental controls.
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Figure 4-1. Perimeter Liquids Control Areas and Groundwater Flow Subareas
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4.3. Operation and Maintenance

The selected remedies include operation and maintenance of al facilities and environmental control
systems at Oll. These include: the landfill cover system; the PLC system; groundwater monitoring
system; leachate collection system; LTP; LFG extraction and air dike system; irrigation system; access
roads; stormwater drainage system; site security; slope repair; erosion control; and site operation
facilities.

A comprehensive Site Operations Plan for Oll was prepared in May 2000 as part of the Final
Construction Report (NCI, 2000). Both of the treatment systems, for leachate and L FG, have extensive
operations plans for activities related to these systems. These can be found in the Site Operations Plan,
Volume 2, Leachate Treatment Plant (LTP) Operations Plan, and Volume 3, LFGTS Operations Plan.

A Compliance Testing Plan (CTP) was developed in 2000 to describe the procedures to demonstrate
compliance and guide the compliance testing activities relating to performance standards that must be
met for LFG, including: 1) emissions through the cover, (2) subsurface gas migration, and (3) methane
in on-site structures. Landfill Surface Gas Emission surveys are conducted every six months to
confirm the integrity of the cover system. Landfill surface visual inspections are also conducted
routinely to identify the landfill surface cracks and the areas with excessive settlement. Performance
testing of the LFGTS s conducted separately every five yearsfor one unit. A Long-Term
Groundwater Monitoring Plan (LTGMP) (NCI 2002a) is being implemented to ensure that
performance standards are met. The monitoring program is intended to meet several objectives,
including: ng compliance with the chemical performance standards and cleanup standards;
monitoring the effectiveness of the PLC system; detecting additional rel eases of constituents from the
landfill; monitoring the progress of natural attenuation in groundwater; and monitoring effluent
chemical concentrations from the treatment plant.

5.Progress Since the Last Five-Year Review

5.1. Previous Five-Year Review Protectiveness Statement and Issues
The protectiveness statement from the 2010 Five-Y ear Review (FYR) for the Site stated the following:

“The remedy at the Oll Steis currently protective of human health and the environment because
the response actions to date have been successful in controlling exposure to contaminants in sail,
air, and groundwater. However, to be protective in the long term, the technical evaluation of MNA
for the groundwater needs to be completed; the restrictive covenants needs to be executed; and the
two access and restrictive easements need to be recorded.”

The 2010 FY R included two issues and recommendations. Each recommendation and the current
status are summarized below in Table 5-1.
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Table 5-1. Status of Recommendations from the 2010 FYR

Issues from
previous FYR

Recommendations

Action Taken and
Outcome

Date of
Action

1,4-dioxane
detection in SW area

Complete technical evaluation
of MNA

New monitoring well (OI-96A)
installed in SW area. MNA
analysis are submitted in the
Annual Groundwater
Monitoring and Evaluation
Reports (AGMERS)

2011 - ongoing

ICs have not been
fully implemented

Complete the recording of
Restrictive Covenants on South
Parcel and North Parcel and the
execution and recording of two
Access and Redtrictive
Easements (ARES).

North Parcel Covenant to
Restrict Use of Property

South Parcel Covenant to
Restrict Use of Property
7/16/13

Completed.

5.2. Work Completed at the Site during this Five-Year Review Period

Prior to the FYR in 2010, construction of most of the required remedial systems was completed.
Since the previous FY R, many activities have occurred at the Site.

5.2.1.

North Parcel

The following modifications to the LFG facility were completed:

e Microturbine technology shut off in 2009 due to failures of seals caused by the corrosive nature of
the LFG (Preliminary Close Out Report [PCOR], 2012), and removed in 2013.

e Relocation of propane tank and removal of stormwater storage tank T-19 for preparation of the
proposed development in the North Parcel. The location of the T-19 and propane tank isin the
way of the proposed driveway of the future devel opment.

5.2.2.

South Parcel

The following work has been completed in the South Parcel:

e TheNE PLC system was implemented by converting two existing monitoring wells (OI-60A and
OI-78A) to extraction wells and installing liquids conveyance lines to the LTP (Geosyntec, 2011).

e Fina compliance testing of the PLC systemsin the North Central Areaand Northeast Areawas
approved by EPA in July 2011 and August 2012, respectively.

e In 2011, awell (OI-96A) was installed west of the groundwater compliance line along the
interpreted 1,4-dioxane migration pathway from the western SWEAP Areato delineate the

downgradient extent of 1,4-dioxane exceedances.
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e In 2011, aliquid extraction pump was installed in the SWEAP Areainterior to lower the water
level as close as possible to the Lakewood/San Pedro Formation (LW/SP)-Pico Formation contact
elevation for the purposes of dewatering.

¢ In 2012, awell in Subarea B, was replaced to confirm the depth of the LW/SP-Pico Formation
contact.

e In 2013, new extraction pumps were installed and sel ected existing pumps lowered in an attempt
to further lower the liquids below the LW/SP-Pico Formation contact along the SWEAP Area
perimeter.

6. Five-Year Review Process

6.1. Administrative Components

EPA Region 9 initiated the FYR in September 2014 and scheduled its completion for September 2015.
The EPA review team was |led by Julie Santiago-Ocasio of EPA, Remedial Project Manager for the
Site. On November 25, 2014, EPA held a scoping call with the review team to discuss the Site and
items of interest as they related to the protectiveness of the remedy currently in place.

6.2. Community Involvement

A public notice will be published in the San Gabriel Valley Tribune anhouncing the completion of the
FYR for the Site, providing contact information for EPA’s Community Involvement Coordinator
Jackie Lane, and Carmen Santiago-Ocasio, EPA Remedia Project Manager.

The FYR report will also be made available to the public once it has been finalized. Copies of this
document will be placed in the designated public repository: the Bruggemeyer Memorial Library at
318 South Ramona Ave., Monterey Park, CA and online at: ww.epa.gov/region09/Operatinglndustries

6.3. Document Review

This FYR included areview of relevant, Site-related documents, including the Records of Decision
(RODs), remedial action reports, and recent monitoring data. A complete list of the documents
reviewed can be found in Appendix A.

ARAR Review

Section 121 (d)(2)(A) of CERCLA specifies that Superfund remedial actions must meet any Federal
standards, requirements, criteria, or limitations that are determined to be legally Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS). ARARSs are those standards, criteria, or limitations
promul gated under Federal or State law that specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant,
contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance at a CERCLA site.
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Chemical-specific ARARs identified in the selected remedy within the RODs and subsequent ROD
Amendments for the groundwater at this Site and considered for this FYR for continued groundwater
treatment, are shown in Table 6. ARARs that are more stringent than those in the RODs have been
highlighted in light orange.

Table 6-1. Summary of Groundwater ARAR Changes

Contaminants of 1996 ROD MCL or Risk MCLs Changed?
Concern cleanup goals Based Standard
(ng/L) (ng/L)
1,1,1-trichloroethane 200 200 No
1,1,2-trichloroethane 5 5 No
1,1-dichloroethane 5 5ca No
1,1-dichloroethylene 6 64 No
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene 70 70 No
1,2-dichlorobenzene 600 600 No
1,2-dichloroethane 0.5 0.5¢d No
1,2-dichlorethylene, cis- 6 6cd No
1,2-dichlorethylene, trans- 10 10¢d No
1,2-dichloropropane 5 5 No
1,3-dichloropropene, cis- 0.5 0.5¢d No
1,3-dichloropropene, trans- 0.5 0.5¢d No
1,4-dichlorobenzene 5 5ca No
1,4-dioxane 1.6 1.6R0P No
2-butanone 2,464 2,464R0D No
4-methyl 1-2-pentanone 198 198ROD No
Acetone 768 768ROP No
Aldrin 0.00053 0.00053R0OD No
Benzene 1 1ca No
BHC, beta 0.05 0.05ROD No
BHC, gamma- 0.2 0.2 No
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthal ate 4 4ROD No
Butylbensylphthal ate 100 100RED No
Carbon tetrachloride 0.5 0.5¢d No
Chlordane 0.1 0.1ReD No
Chlorbenzene 70 7QROD No
Chloroform 1,100 80° Yes, current MCL islower than
the 1996 ROD cleanup level
Di-n-octylphthal ate 9.3 9.3R0D No
Dibromochloromethane 100 80 Yes, current MCL islower than
the 1996 ROD cleanup level
Endrin 2 2 No
Ethylbenzene 700 300%d No
Heptachlor 0.01 0.01ROD No
Heptachlor epoxide 0.01 0.01ROD No
Methoxychlor 40 40 No
Methylene chloride 5 5 No
Pentachlorophenol 1 1 No
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Contaminants of 1996 ROD MCL or Risk MCLs Changed?
Concern cleanup goals Based Standard
(ng/L) (ng/L)

Styrene 10 1QROD No

Tetrachloroethylene 5 5 No

Toluene 150 150¢4 No

Trichloroethylene 5 5 No

Trichlorofluoromethane 150 150¢4 No

Vinyl chloride 0.5 0.5% No

Xylenes 1750 1,750%4 No

Inorganic Constituents

Arsenic 50 10 Yes, current MCL islower than
the 1996 ROD cleanup level

Barium 1000 10004 No

Beryllium 4 4 No

Cadmium 5 5 No

Chromium V|1 50 10c Yes, current MCL islower than
the 1996 ROD cleanup level

Chromium 111 50 50¢d2 No

Copper 1300 1300 No

Cyanide 200 1504 Yes, current MCL islower than
the 1996 ROD cleanup level

Fluoride 1990 20004 No

Lead 15 15 No

Manganese 1830 1830R0D No

Mercury 2 2 No

Nickel 100 100% No

Nitrate (as NOa) Yes, current MCL is lower than

10000 Al the 1996 ROD cleanup level

Nitrate (as N) 1000 1000 No

Selenium 50 50 No

Thallium 4153 5 Yes, current MCL islower than
the 1996 ROD cleanup level

Vanadium 256 256%4 No

Zinc 10950 10950ReD No

Notes:  The more stringent of Federal and State drinking water standards (maximum contaminant levels [MCLS]).
CacaliforniaMCLs (as of July, 2014).
ROPHealth-based standard as determined from 1996 ROD (most stringent noted).
2Total chromium.
STotal trihalomethanes.

Seven compounds have had their standards lowered since the 1996 ROD. Two standards changed
because the federa and state MCLs for the individual compounds were eliminated in favor of a
combined MCL. Specificaly, the federal and state MCL s for bromoform, chloroform, and
dichlorobromomethane were removed and are now regulated as “total trihalomethanes (THM).”
Dichlorobromomethane and chloroform have been analyzed as separate constituents and have not been
detected above the new THM MCL over the past five years.
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Inorganic COCs that have had their respective MCL lowered since the 1996 ROD are thal lium,
chromium V1, cyanide, arsenic and nitrate (as nitrogen). Thallium and cyanide have not been detected
above their respective current MCL over the past five years. Hexavalent chromium, arsenic and nitrate
(as nitrogen) have been detected above their current MCL in the past five years. These elevated
concentrations of hexavalent chromium, nitrate and arsenic do not impact the current protectiveness of
the OIll since no exposure pathway exists. However, for long term protection, these changesin MCLs
must be incorporated into the remedy.

Federal and State laws and regulations other than the chemical-specific ARARs that have been
promulgated or changed over the past five years are described in Table 6-2. The table does not include
those ARARs identified from the 1988/1990 and 1996 RODs that are no longer pertinent, now that the
response action has transitioned from construction to long-term O& M phase work. For example,
ARARs related to remedial design and construction are not included in the tableif they do not
continue into long-term O& M.

The following ARARSs have not changed since the last Five Y ear Review; and therefore, do not affect
protectiveness:

¢ Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA Part 264)

e Federal Clean Water Act (40 CFR 403, Section 141 Subparts B and G)

e South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1150.1

o Effluent Discharge Limits for Centralized Hazardous Waste Treatment Facilities, Sanitation
Digtricts of Los Angeles County

o Solid Waste Management and Resource Recovery Act of 1972 (Section 17794, 17783-17783.15)

o Title22, Cdifornia Code of Regulations (Article 18, 23, and 29)

o Title23, Cdifornia Code of Regulations (Chapter 3, Subchapter 15 —Section 2546 and 2547)

o Title27, Cdifornia Code of Regulations (Sections 20405, 20415-20430, 21190, 20921, 20923, 20925,
20932, 20927, 20415, 21180)

o Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, CaliforniaWater Code (Sections 13000, 13140, 13240:
State Water Resources Control Board Resolution No. 88-63, “Sources of Drinking Water Policy”; Los
Angeles RWQBC Resolution 89-03 (adopting Resolution 88-63 into Basin Plan).
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Table 6-2. Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements Evaluation

Requirement | Document | Description Effect on Protectiveness Comments Amendment Date

and Citation (between Sept. 2010-
present)

South Coast August 1988 | Thefollowing are rules that were None. The amendment requires Rule 1150.1 was amended by

Air Quality ROD considered to be ARARSs: Methane requirementson siteare | further reduction of SCAQMD on April 11, 2011.

M anagement e Rule401-409, 431.1 and 474 — Air being met at al outlets of thegas | nonmethane organic

District Rules quality measurements. control system. compounds from the

and e Rule476— Appliesto boilers larger outlet of the gas control

Regulations, than 50 million BTU per hour system to below 20 ppm

Regulation IV production. by volume, dry basis as

— Prohibitory e Rule1150.1— Control of gaseous hexane at 3 percent

Rules emissions from active landfills oxygen.

South Coast August 1988 | Requires that new equipment or None. Requires that new None The following rules were

Air Quality ROD modifications to equipment be the most equipment or modifications on amended:

Management recent technologically so as to reduce facilities will not cause violations e Rule1304.1, adopted

District Rules emissions. or make worse an existing Sept. 6, 2013.

and violation. Best Available Control e Rule 1309, amended

Regulations Technology may be utilized so Feb. 5, 2013.

Regulation that construction can move e Rule 1325, amended

X1 = forward without the risk of denial. Dec. 5, 2014

Prohibitory Other amendments are related to

Rules administration of this regulation.

40 CFR 1996 Final Establishes nationa primary drinking Y es, There have been changesto None Subparts B last amended on

Section 141 ROD water standards for public drinking seven MCLs, the pathways to July 1, 2014

Subparts B and water supply systems (maximum exposures are incompl ete and Subparts G last amended on

G contaminant levels, or MCLS). therefore do not pose a current July 1, 2014

threat to human health and the
environment.
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Human Headlth Risk Assessment Review

The baseline human health risk assessment (BHHRA) presented in the 1996 Fina ROD evaluated media
beyond the source areaincluding: ambient air, groundwater, off-site soils, and sediments. The conclusion
from the BHHRA was that if actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the Site were not
addressed they may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to the public health, welfare, or
the environment.

No new receptors were identified during this FY R. No operational changes on site were noted that would
affect the exposure routes or receptors on site or off site. No analytical procedures which would alter
EPA’ s understanding of the nature and extent of contamination on site were identified. No new or revised
exposure or risk models were identified that would result in a higher estimate of risks.

Toxicity Values

Air and groundwater concentration results are compared to EPA’s Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) asa
first step in determining whether response actions may be needed to address potential human health
exposures. The RSLs are chemical-specific concentrations for individual contaminants that correspond to
an excess cancer risk level of 1x10° (or a Hazard Quotient of 1 for noncarcinogens), and they have been
developed for avariety of exposure scenarios (e.g., residential, commercial/industrial) (Table 6-3 to Table
6-5). RSLs are not de facto cleanup standards for a Superfund site, but they do provide a good indication
of whether actions may be needed. The EPA Risk range is between 1x10° to 1x10* RSL values that fell
within this range were determined to be acceptable from arisk stand point. COCs with selected clean up
levels above the acceptable risk range have been highlighted.
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Table 6-3. Summary of RSLs Residential Air (January 2015) for COCs at the Site

Contaminant of Concern Regional Screening Regional EPA Risk ROD Selected Cleanup
Level for Cancer Risk Screening M anagement Level
in Excess of 1x10°6 Level for Range Based on (ng/md)
(ng/md) Noncancer RSLs
Hazard
(ng/m®)
Vinyl chloride 0.17 100 0.17 - 17, 10
Table 6-4. Summary of RSLs Residential Tap Water (January 2015) for COCs at the Site
Contaminant of Concern Regional Screening Regional EPA Risk ROD Performance
Level for Cancer Risk | Screening Level M anagement Standard
in Excess of 1x10° for Noncancer | RangeBased on (ug/L)
(ng/L) Hazard (ug/L) RSLs
1,1,1-trichloroethane NL 4,000 <4,000 200
1,1,2-trichloroethane 1.4 80 1.4-80 5
1,1-dichloroethane 14 4,000 14-1,400 5
1,1-dichloroethylene NL 1,000 <1,000 6
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene 2.7 200 2.7- 270 70
1,2-dichlorobenzene NL 1,800 <1,800 600
1,2-dichloroethane 0.86 120 0.86-86 0.5
1,2-dichlorethylene, cis- NL 40 <40 6
1,2-dichlorethylene, trans- NL 400 <400 10
1,2-dichloropropane 22 1,800 2.2-220 5
1,3-dichloropropene, cis- 0.78 600 0.78-78 0.5
1,3-dichloropropene, trans- 0.78 600 0.78-78 0.5
1,4-dichlorobenzene 14 1,400 14-1,400 5
1,4-dioxane 0.78 600 0.78-78 1.6
2-butanone NL 12,000 <12,000 2464
4-methyl 1-2-pentanone NL 1,600 <1,600 198
Acetone NL 18,000 <18,000 768
Aldrin 0.0046 0.6 0.0046-0.46 0.00053
Benzene 14 80 1.4-140 1
BHC, beta 0.049 NL 0.049-4.9 0.05
BHC, gamma- 0.071 6 0.071-6 0.2
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 5.6 400 5.6-400 4
Butylbensylphthal ate 41 4,000 41-4,000 100
Carbon tetrachloride 11 80 1.1-80 0.5
Chlordane 0.22 10 0.22-22 0.1
Chlorobenzene NL 400 <400 70
Chloroform 25 200 2.5-250 1,100
Di-n-octylphthalate NL 200 <200 9.3
Dibromochloromethane 0.91 400 0.91-91 100
Endrin NL 6 <6 2
Ethylbenzene 7.1 700 7.1-700 700
Heptachlor 0.017 10 0.017-1.7 0.01
Heptachlor epoxide 0.00086 0.26 0.00086-0.086 0.01
Methoxychlor NL 100 <100 40
Methylene chloride 13 120 13-1,300 5
Pentachl orophenol 0.19 100 0.19-19 1
Styrene NL 4,000 <4,000 10
Tetrachloroethylene 37 120 37-120 5
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Contaminant of Concern Regional Screening Regional EPA Risk ROD Performance

Level for Cancer Risk | Screening Level M anagement Standard

in Excess of 1x106 for Noncancer Range Based on (ng/L)
(ug/L) Hazard (ug/L) RSLs

Toluene NL 1,600 <1,600 150
Trichloroethylene 12 10 1.2-10 5
Trichlorofluoromethane NL 6,000 <16,000 150
Vinyl chloride 0.021 60 0.021-2.1 0.5
Xylenes NL 4,000 <4,0000 1,750

Table 6-5. Summary of RSLs Residential Tap Water (January 2015) for Inorganic COCs at the Site

Contaminant of Regional Screening Regional Screening EPA Risk ROD Performance
Concern Level for Cancer Risk Level for Noncancer M anagement Standard
in Excess of 1x106 Hazard (ug/L) Range Based on (ug/L)
(ug/L) RSLs
Arsenic 0.052 6.0 0.052-5.2 50
Barium NL 4,000 4,000 1,000
Beryllium NL 40 40 4
Cadmium NL 10 10 5
Chromium VI 0.05 60 0.05-5 50
Chromium I NL 3,000 <3,000 50
Copper NL 800 <800 1300
Cyanide NL 12 <12 150
Fluoride NL 800 <800 19,905
Lead NL NL NL 15
Manganese NL 480 <480 1,830
Mercury NL NL NL 2
Nickel NL 400 <400 100
Nitrate (as NOs) NL 32,000 <32,000 10,000
Nitrate (as N) NL NL NL 1,000
Selenium NL 100 <100 50
Thallium NL 0.2 <0.2 4,153
Vanadium NL 100 <100 256
Notes: NL - Not Listed.

There are two COCs, arsenic and chromium V1 that have ROD Performance Standards that fall outside of
EPA’ s risk management range based on the current RSLs. However, because groundwater from the site
is contained in place by the perimeter liquid control and groundwater usage in the site vicinity is restricted
by 1Cs and there are no complete exposure pathways, the changes in RSLs do not effect current

protectiveness.

Vapor Intrusion

EPA’s understanding of vapor intrusion has changed over the past few years. In June 2015, EPA finalized
its guidance to identify and consider key factors for assessing the potential for vapor intrusion, OSWER
Technical Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating the Vapor Intrusion Pathway from Subsurface Vapor
Sourcesto Indoor Air (OSWER Publication 9200.2-154). Asafirst step in assessing the potential for
vapor intrusion, groundwater sampling data can be compared to the groundwater Vapor Intrusion
Screening Levels (VISL’s) for volatile compounds. At Oll, the only COCs exceeding their respective
VISL’sarevinyl chloride and TCE. Further, the groundwater wells with exceedances for vinyl chloride
and TCE are in the uppermost groundwater unit, in an area where the depth to groundwater is at
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approximately 140 feet. EPA’s guidance recommends an inclusion zone to assess the potentia vapor
intrusion pathway to include areas where the depth to groundwater of |ess than 100 feet, based on
potential risk. According to EPA’s guidance, groundwater contamination deeper than 100 feet is generally
not considered to be arisk for vapor intrusion. Because the contaminants in the groundwater are greater
than 100 feet, vapor intrusion would not be a concern. However, the depth to water should be reconfirmed
in a subsequent sampling event. Finally, through multiple rounds of sampling, the contaminant
concentrations for TCE and vinyl chlorine in this area has declined over time.

There is evidence of TCE above cleanup levelsinthe NE PLC. Thewells arelocated east of the NE PLC
compliance line and south of SR-60, between the Ol South Parcel and the Costco Warehouse. No
residences are located within this area. Wells OI-64A, OI-75A, and OI-76A have at |east one verified
exceedance following the August 2014 sampling event of 5.9, 91 and 100 pg/L, respectively. Since the
operation of the NE PLC system began in 2012 contaminant concentrationsin the area, have been
showing adownward trend. Though, above cleanup levels, these results pose arisk for vapor intrusion,
since depth to aquifer in the area of the wellsis approximately 140 ft.

Ecologica Review

Ecological pathways were determined to be incomplete for ambient air, groundwater, and surface water
because the remedial actions prevent exposure. Currently, EPA is evaluating O&M activities impacts to
the California Gnatcatcher habitat, and conducting an informal Endangered Species Act Section 7 consult
with the US Fish and Wildlife. The evaluation is expected to be completed by December 2015.

6.4. Data Review
6.4.1. Landfill Cover

Annual inspections are conducted to determine the amount of cap settlement. Findings from the 2014
Annual Cover Settlement Monitoring Evaluation Report (NCI, 2014a) indicated that landfill displacement
trends and patterns for 2014 are similar to what has been observed over the past 10 Y2 years. The
magnitudes and rates of vertical displacement are generally consistent with waste thickness with the
higher rates of settlement occurring within the upper portions of the slope and top deck areas. The rates of
lateral movement in the past 10 %2 years are approximately 0.9 inch per year to the west and 1.73 inches
per year to the north. No areas of excessive settlement were noted.

6.4.2. Groundwater

Monitored natural attenuation is being used for off-site contaminated groundwater remediation in areas
where constituent concentrations exceed the groundwater cleanup standards specified inthe ROD. This
includes areas downgradient of the landfill perimeter to the south, west, and northeast of the South
Parcel and to the west of the North Parcel. In the areas requiring groundwater cleanup, the ROD
specified the projected cleanup times and anticipated distances of additional constituent migration
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before cleanup standardswould be met. The distances were used to identify groundwater compliance
linesthat are used to help assess whether or not the natural attenuation remedy isin compliance.
Groundwater monitoring results from sentinel wells located near the compliance lines are one of the
items eval uated to determines whether the remedy is complying with performance standards. In
addition, groundwater monitoring results from throughout the areas of contamination are used to assess
whether the natural attenuation remedy is progressing in accordance with the cleanup times specified in
the ROD and isthereforein compliance.

6.4.2.1 Perimeter Liquids Control System

PLC systems are operational in areas around the landfill perimeter- the SWEAP Area, North Central Area
and Northeast Area. Inthe SWEAP Area, the mgjority of wells along the Site perimeter are dry or
dewatered to below the LW/SP-Pico Unit contact and the gradient has been effectively reversed within
the upper Pico Unit along the landfill boundary perimeter. Hydraulic capture in the Northeast Areawas
assessed as part of the compliance testing requirements completed in 2011 (and approved by EPA in
August 2012). In both the North Central and Northeast Areas, liquids in the vicinity of the point of
compliance and immediately downgradient areas beyond the landfill boundary are flowing towards, and
being captured by the PLC well fields.

EPA has a so designated twelve detection monitoring wells at the point of compliance to identify if there
are any new releases from the landfill. Detection monitoring wells include: OI-02, OI-03R, OI-08A, Ol-
15B, OI-17B, OI-18B, OI-21B, OI-23B, OI-25A, OI-25B, OI-59B, and OI-67B. As of August 2014,
detection monitoring did not reveal any new releases at the Site perimeter.
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Figure 6-1. Distribution of Exceedances at the Landfill Perimeter from August 2014 Sampling
Results
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6.4.2.2 Monitored Natural Attenuation

The MNA Site process establishesthat all PLC Systems should be in place before formal MNA
evaluation begins. EPA approval of all PLC Systems occurred between July 2010 and August 2012 (see
Section 4.2.2.3). As part of the groundwater cleanup action, EPA hasidentified groundwater compliance
lines beyond which contaminant concentrations should not exceed cleanup standards. Selected
downgradient monitoring wells installed near the groundwater compliance lines have been designated as
sentingl wells. EPA generally assumesif concentrations at the sentinel wells exceed cleanup standards
then natural attenuation may not be progressing as expected in that area.

Because the PLC systems have only been operating and in compliance for lessthan five years, it is
premature to assess progress towards meeting the approximate groundwater target cleanup dates provided
in the Final ROD. Groundwater monitoring and evaluation will continue on aroutine basis until the
groundwater cleanup performance standards have been achieved. The Oll Workgroup has been collecting
the data and performing statistical trend analysis. It isanticipated that by the next five-year review, there
will sufficient data to better assess whether monitored natural attenuation is progressing as expected to
meet approximate groundwater target cleanup dates.

Analysisfrom the 2014 groundwater sampling event indicated that there are some monitoring wells
outside the compliance line that show verified exceedances for various COCs. Wells outside the point of
compliance could potentially have varying trends, because of the impacts of the fairly recent PLC
operation and associated changes in groundwater flow directions. As presented in the 2014 AGMER, the
Mann-Kendall trend anaysis for these wells includes data from 2001 to 2014. Most concentration trends
were either stable or decreasing.

Exceedances downgradient of the point of compliance are primarily for 1,4 dioxane and nickel. Although
1,4 dioxaneisaprimary indicator of landfill-related impacts in groundwater, the increasing trends noted
are associated with relatively low concentrations of 1,4-dioxane that are only slightly above clean-up
standards. 1,4 dioxane may take longer than other volatile organic compounds to attenuate due its
recalcitrance to degradation. Due to potential matrix diffusion from finer grained aquifer materials along
historic contaminant migration pathways, it is not unexpected that some downgradient areas may
experience increasing concentrations well after the PLC systems cut-off further rel eases at the landfill
perimeter.

Although along-term increasing nickel trend was identified for Well OI-32A, the August 2014
concentrations are within the historical range of detection ranging between 0.18 pg/L to 0.23 pug/L for the
past 2 years. In addition, an earlier evaluation of nickel concentrations in downgradient monitoring wells,
presented in the 2005 AGMER, demonstrated that most of the results were likely coming from the
stainless steel screens used in monitoring well construction and was not indicative of landfill-rel ated
contamination.

Since the operation of the NE PLC system began in 2012 contaminant concentrationsin OI-75A and Ol-
76A have been showing a downward trend. Increasing concentrations of TCE were observed in Well Ol-
64A since August 2011. Theincreasing TCE concentration trends at Ol-64A appear to be the result of
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contamination that had migrated downgradient of the landfill perimeter prior to the installation and
operation of the NE PLC system. However, sampling results from February and August 2014 are
evidence of a starting downward trend. Well OI-64A islocated east of the compliance line and south of
SR-60. Though, above cleanup levels, it poses no human health risk, since depth to aquifer in the area of
WEells OlI-64A, OI-75A and OI-76A is approximately 140 ft.

Prior to 2013, benzene was not detected in OI-26A. Sample resultsin 2013 and 2014 have ranged from
non-detect up to 1.1 pg/L, with the last sample (from August 2014) once again being non-detect.
Continued monitoring at this location over the next few years will help evaluate whether the recent
increasing trend persists as the influence of the PL C system containment continues to influence
concentrations further downgradient.
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Figure 6-2. Verified Organic groundwater cleanup standards Exceedances from August 2014 Sampling Results
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Figure 6-3. Verified Inorganic groundwater cleanup standards Exceedances from August 2014 Sampling Results
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6.4.3. Leachate Treatment Plant, LFGTS, and Storm Water Control Systems

A self-monitoring report is received quarterly. The report includes the average daily wastewater discharge
from the LTP, the maximum wastewater discharge, water parameters, including pH, suspended solids and
pertinent COCs, that ensure that the LTP is meeting discharge standards set forth in the discharge permit
issued by the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (the LTP discharges to an industrial sewer
system). The Sanitation Districts review the self-monitoring reports to confirm that the LTP discharges
comply with permit requirements. The latest self-monitoring report reviewed for this FY R was the
October through December 2014 report (NCI, 2014d).

Inspections of the storm water system and storm water sampling are conducted annually. The most recent
inspection reviewed for this FYR occurred in September 2014 and evaluated drainage and erosion
control structures, drainage benches, top deck, slope areas, |eachate treatment system, and areas on the
Site that may contribute contaminants to storm water. During the dry season, no authorized or
unauthorized non-storm water discharges have been identified. Observations from previous years also
indicate that there have been no unauthorized non-storm water discharges. During last wet season ho
contaminants were detected at elevated concentrations. Storm water samples were not collected in 2014
because there were no storm water events during Site operating hours that produced sufficient flows for
sampling. The results from LTP run-off samples showed no evidence of leaks, waste materials, or spills
during rainfal events.

6.5. Site Inspection

A Site inspection was conducted on December 15 and 16' 2014, by Wendy Luo of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE). Julie Santiago-Ocasio (EPA), Corey Bertelsen (Oll), Ed Robles (Oll), David
Towdl (CH2MHIill), Scott Rowlands (Geosyntec), and Tedd Y argeau (Department of Toxic Substances
Control [DTSC]) were aso in attendance. The Site Inspection Checklist is provided in Appendix C.
Photos taken during the Site visit can be seenin Appendix D.

In summary, remediesin place a the Site are in good condition. The extensive LFG and leachate
collection and conveyance system has been maintained, isin good working order, and is functioning as
intended; however, due to aging the system was noted to have separation occurring at the manifolds of the
LFG conveyance system. The PLC systems in the SWEAP, North Central and Northeast Areas are fully
operational and in good condition. A change in ownership of the North Parcel isunderway currently.
EPA should review the necessary land ownership change document to ensure IC and remediesin place
will remain unchanged in the future.

6.6. Interviews

During the FYR process, interviews were conducted with parties impacted by the Site, including the
current landowners and regulatory agencies involved in Site activities or aware of the Site. The purpose of
the interviews was to document the perceived status of the Site and any perceived problems or successes
with the remedid systemsthat have been implemented at the Site. One interview was conducted during
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the Site visit on December 16, 2014, with Tedd Y argeau, the project manager for the DTSC. The other
three interviews were completed via written response between December 2014 and February 2015.
Interviews are summarized below and compl ete interviews are included in Appendix B.

Mr. Yargeau' simpression of the Site was positive. Mr. Y argeau believed that the EPA and New Cure,
Inc. (NCI), the contractor operating and maintaining the remedy at the Site, have been proactive about all
the work that has been conducted on site. He stated that the Site wasin great condition. He also stated
that, now that the remedy has shifted to an O& M phase, there has been less need for Site visitsand
inspections due to the proactive work conducted by the EPA and NCI. Mr. Y argeau stated that the
monitoring data has shown either steady or decreasing trends and that he was unaware of any emerging
COCson site. Mr. Yargeau also stated that, to his knowledge, al land use covenants and Site access
controls are in place as needed and that there is a potential for redevelopment of certain portions of the
North Parcel. He stated that past green remediation techniques that have been used are monocovers and
the use of microturbines for reuse of LFG. Mr. Y argeau noted no issues or problems with the Site.

Written responses to interview questions were provided by Scott Rowland (Geosyntec), David Towell
(CH2MHill), and Corey Bertelsen (Oll). All interviewees responded positively to the work being
conducted at the Site. The Ol partners and contractors appear to have frequent and good communication
amongst each other and are able to conduct Site visits, meetings, and monitoring events as needed. Al
interviewees appear to be in agreement that the monitoring data shows stable or decreasing contamination
trends, and that no new or emerging COCs have been identified. Interviewees agree that sampling efforts
have been reviewed and updated as needed to optimize the sampling program on site, thereby increasing
efficiency and decreasing costs. No interviewees noted significant issues. No unanticipated or unusually
high O&M costs were noted during the interviews for this review period. No changes to the remedy were
recommended due to problems encountered in the last five years. Interviewees were not aware of any
issues that would compromise the protectiveness of the remedy in the future.

6.7. Institutional Controls

The ICsfor the landfill had not been implemented prior to the previous FYR. However, in April and July
of 2013, the OIl Trust completed the North Parcel and South Parcel covenants to restrict use of property
and filed them as official records at the Recorder’s Office in Los Angeles County, California.

In July 2014, Southern California Edison (SCE) recorded at the Recorder’s Officein Los Angeles
County, California a covenant to restrict the use of property designated in CD-7 as the SCE Property and
Proximate Access Property. The covenant was put in place to meet the objectivesto limit human exposure
to potentially contaminated material's, prevent trespassing, and to protect the integrity of the landfill
closure and remedial actions.

The biennially updated plan, which includes areport on the implementation of the required I1Cs, did not
identify any failures of the required ICs.

Table 6-6 lists the I Cs associated with areas of interest at the Site.
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Table 6-6. IC Summary Table

Media ICsCalled for Impacted IC Instrument in Place Notes
in the Decision Par cel(s) Objective
Documents
Air, Soil, Land Use 5293-022- Environmental Prohibited use— Parcels are located
Ground- Covenant 001 (NP), restrictions reduce The property shall not be on landfill.
water 5275-002- exposure and used as: aresidence or to
002 (SP), maintain build housing, a hospital,
5275-003- protectiveness of public school for persons
002 (SP), Site. under 21, or adaycare
and 5275- facility. The Site will not
003-016 AREs for raise food, drill for water,
(SP) implementation and | ail, or gas. No extraction of
mai ntenance of water shall occur other than
remedy. implementation of CD8.
Air, Soil, Land Use 5275-002- Environmental Prohibited use— Parcels located in
Ground- Covenant 808, 809, restrictions reduce The property shall not be Southern
water and 5275- exposure and used as: aresidence or to California Edison
003-800 maintain build housing, a hospitd, Landfill and
protectiveness of public school for persons Proximate Access
Site. under 21, or adaycare Property.
facility. The Site will not
AREs for raise food, drill for water, Includes non-
implementation and | oil, or gas. No extraction of interference with
maintenance of water shall occur other than remedial systems
remedy. implementation of CD8. on site.
Note; NP- North Parcel; SP- South Parcel.

7. Technical Assessment

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

The remedies at the Site are functioning asintended in the RODs. Remedia actions have ensured
containment is effective by eliminating potential exposure pathways. The landfill cap and the leachate and
LFG collection systems are maintained to prevent exposureto LFG, leachate and contaminated soils.
Leachate and other landfill liquids are treated to meet permit requirements and discharged off site. The
LFGTS uses thermal oxidation destruction technology to destroy the contaminantsin landfill gas prior to
discharge. Landfill gas and perimeter liquids are monitored by numerous soil gas monitoring probes and
groundwater monitoring wells at the point of compliance to ensure that ARARS and other remedy
performance standards are being met

Liquids at the site perimeter are being effectively controlled by PLC systems in the SWEAP, North
Central and Northeast areas that are operating as intended. Groundwater monitoring (detection
monitoring) results show there have been no new releases at the site perimeter. The MNA Site process
establishes that all PLC Systems should bein place before formal MNA evaluation begins. Given that the
PLC system have only recently been fully implemented, it is premature to assess MNA progress at this
time. Data collected to date do not indicate any major issues and groundwater monitoring will continue. .
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It is anticipated that by the next five-year review, there will sufficient data to better assess whether
monitored natural attenuation is progressing as expected.

Operating procedures, as implemented, will maintain the effectiveness of the response actions on site.
There were not any large variances in O&M costs that would indicate a potential remedy problem or issue
in the future.

There are opportunities that exist to reduce costs of monitoring and sampling on site. For example,
continued evaluation of the groundwater monitoring program, including the interior landfill wells would
ensure that sampling is optimized to cost-effectively produce the required information.

The Site inspection indicated few issues regarding the Site O& M of the remedy. However, manifolds and
piping of the LFG conveyance system are in need of repair due to separation at joints from extreme
temperature changes, aging, and settlement on site (Appendix C).

The restrictive covenants on the South Parcel and North Parcel have been completed and have been
determined to be effective as stated in the biennially updated plan.

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

The exposure assumptions for the Site presented in the 1988/1990 and 1996 RODs are still valid to date.
No new exposure routes were identified during this FYR. There are new chemical-specific standards for
seven COCs. Thereis currently no exposure for the groundwater; however, for the long-term
protectiveness, the remedy should be modified to include these new MCLs. Other new standards that
have been promulgated do not affect the protectiveness of the remedy. Risk assessments conducted prior
to construction of the remedy are still valid by today’ s standards for determining exposures to personnel
and residence in the areain or around Site. Due to the control of the LFG along the landfill and the depth
to water, there appears to be no risk from vapor intrusion.

Thereislikely to be future land use changes at the Site as aresult of North Parcel redevelopment. This
land use change may cause issuesif coordination between developers and Oll is not maintained.
Currently, the North Parcel landfill cap €liminates exposures to LFG, the source materias, and
contaminated soils.

No new contaminants, contamination sources, or unanticipated toxic byproducts were identified during
this FYR. No physical Site conditions or the understanding of these conditions have changed in away
that would affect the protectiveness of the remedy.

The majority of the cleanup standards identified in the RODs fall within EPA’ s risk management range
(Table 10-12) based on comparison to RSLs. The two exceptions are arsenic and chromium V1. However,
because arsenic and chromium V1 are present at concentration that are below MCLs and groundwater
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exposure pathways are incomplete in the site vicinity, changes to the risk-based toxicity values do not
impact the protectiveness of the remedies.

7.3. Question C: Has Any Other Information Come to Light That Could
Call Into Question the Protectiveness of the Remedy?

Although there is no exposure pathways to ecologica receptors, EPA is evaluating O&M activities
impacts to the California Gnatcatcher, an endangered species under the US Fish and Wildlife Endangered
Species Act. Evaluation is expected to be completed by December 2015. No other information has not
come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of the remedy.

7.4. Technical Assessment Summary

The remedy is operating as intended because contamination from past landfill activitiesis being contained
by the landfill cap and the leachate and landfill gas collection systems. Leachate and other landfill liquids
are treated to acceptable levels and discharged off site. The LFGTS uses thermal oxidation destruction
technology to destroy the contaminants in landfill gas prior to discharge. Landfill gas and perimeter
liquids are monitored by numerous soil gas monitoring probes and groundwater monitoring wells at the
point of compliance to ensure that Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS) and
other remedy performance standards are being met. Maintenance issues related to aging infrastructure can
be easily fixed as needed. Given that the PLC system have only recently been fully implemented, it is
premature to assess MNA progress. It is anticipated that by the next five-year review, there will sufficient
datato better assess whether monitored natural attenuation is progressing as expected. However,
groundwater monitoring collected to date do not give indication of any major remedy iSsues.

No new exposure routes, contaminants of concern, or changes to the remedy were noted that would affect
the protectiveness of the remedy. There are new chemical-specific standards for seven chemicals of
concern (COCs). Of these seven COCs, arsenic, hexavalent chromium and nitrate (as nitrogen) have been
detected at levels above their new respective MCLs over the past five years. Thereis currently no
exposure for the groundwater; however, for the long-term protectiveness, the remedy should be modified
toinclude these new MCLs. Thereislikely to be future land use changes at the Site as aresult of North
Parcel redevelopment, and coordination with devel opers during the placement of commercial building in
the Northern Parcel should be easy to address.
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8. Issues

Table 8-1 summarizes the current issues for the Site.

Table 8-1. Current Issues for the Site

Dichlorobromomethane, chloroform, thallium,
chromium V1, arsenic, cyanide and nitrate (as
nitrogen)

Affects Current Affects Future
Issue Protectiveness? Protectiveness?
(Yes or No) (Yes or No)
MNA progress towards meeting ROD cleanup No Yes
times has not been assessed.
Groundwater plumes for the areas associated No No
with the PLCs not well identified in annual
reports.
Seven COCs have new, lower MCLSs: No Yes
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9. Recommendations and Follow-up Actions

Table 9-1 provides recommendations to address current issues at the Site.

Table 9-1. Recommendations to Address Current Issues at the Site

Issue Recommendations/ | Party Over- Mile- Affects
Follow-Up Actions Respon- | sight stone Protectiveness?
sible Agency | Date (Yes or No)
Current | Future
MNA progress towards Perform technical OII PRP EPA 09/2020 | No Yes
meeting ROD cleanup evaluation of the MNA
times has not been component of the
assessed groundwater remedy as
part of AGMER to
ensure compliance
towards meeting MNA
timeframes.
Groundwater plumesfor | Delineate approximate OII PRP EPA 12/2016 | No No
the areas associated with | groundwater plumes for
the PLCs not well the areas associated with
identified in annual the PLCsto better
reports. visualize off-site
contamination in the
areas between the
landfill and the
Groundwater
Compliance Lines.
Seven COCs have new, Modify the remedy to EPA EPA 12/2018 | No No
lower MCLs: include the most current
Dichlorobromomethane, | MCLsas cleanup
chloroform, thallium, standards.
chromium VI, arsenic,
cyanide and nitrate (as
nitrogen)

Recommendations for items that do not affect the protectiveness of the remedy are asfollows:

¢ Continue to evauate and optimize the groundwater monitoring program, including expanding the
use of low-flow purging and sampling techniques.

e Manifolds and piping were noted to be in need of repair due to separation at joints from extreme
temperature changes, aging, and settlement on site.

e FEcological pathways were determined to be incomplete for ambient air, groundwater, and surface
water because the remedia actions prevent exposure. However, EPA is evaluating O&M
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activitiesimpacts to the California Gnatcatcher, an endangered species under the US Fish and
Wildlife Endangered Species Act. Evaluation is expected to be completed by December 2015.

10. Protectiveness Statement

The remedies at the Operating Industries, Inc. (Oll) Landfill Superfund Site are currently protective of
human health and the environment because they are functioning as intended, controlling both potential
releases of and exposure to landfill waste, leachate, and gas. In addition, ICs ensure that thereis no
exposure to contaminated groundwater, soils, and landfill gas vapors. However, to be protective in the
long-term, a more comprehensive annual technical evaluation of the MNA component of the groundwater
remedy needs to be conducted, an improved groundwater plume map should be included within the
Annual Groundwater Monitoring Evaluation Reports, and the remedy should to be modified to include
the most current MCLs as cleanup standards

11. Next Review

Thisisastatutory Site that requires ongoing FY Rs aslong as waste is | eft on site that does not allow for
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. The next FY R will be due within five years of the signature date
of thisFYR.
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Appendix A: List of Documents Reviewed
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List of Documents Reviewed

EPA (United States Environmental Protection Agency). 1987a. Record of Decision, Operating Industries,
Inc., Monterey Park, California, Site Control and Monitoring Operable Unit. July 31.

. 1987b. Record of Decision for Operating Industries, Inc. Superfund Site, Monterey Park,
California. November 17.

. 1988. Record of Decision for Operating Industries, Inc. Superfund Site, Monterey Park,
California, Gas Migration Control. EPA Doc. No. EPA/ROD/R09- 88/013. September 30.

. 1990. Record of Decision Amendment for Operating Industries, Inc. Superfund Site, Monterey
Park, California, Gas Migration Control. EPA Doc. No. EPA/ROD/R09-90/055. September 30.

. 1996a. Final Record of Decision for Operating Industries, Inc. Superfund Site, Monterey Park,
California. EPA Doc. No. EPA/ROD/R09-96/152. September.

. 1996c. Feasibility Study Report for Operating Industries, Inc. Landfill Superfund Site,
Monterey Park, California. March.

. 2001. Comprehensive Five-Y ear Review Guidance, Office of Emergency and Remedial
Response. OSWER No. 9355.7-03D-P, EPA Daoc. No. 540-R-01-007. June.

. 2003a. Final Access and Institutional Controls Work Plan, Operating Industries, Inc. (OIl)
Landfill, Monterey Park, California. March 24, 2003.

. 2003b. Interim Remedial Action Report for the Final Remedy Perimeter Liquids Control, Natural
Attenuation of Groundwater Contamination, and Long-Term O& M of Environmental Control
Systems. September.

. 2008 Industrial Wastewater discharge Permit No. 014501, County Sanitation Districts of Los
Angeles County, expires June 5, 2013.

. 2011. Fact Sheet Fourth Five-Y ear Review Completed and Other Site Information. March 2011.

. 2013a. Approval of CD-3 Work Construction Completion Report, Termination of CD-3.
December 24, 2013

. 2013Db. Fact Sheet Fourth Five-Y ear Review Completed and Other Site Information.
December 2013.

Geosyntec. 2010. Construction Completion Report Oll Landfill CD-3 North Parcel Remedy. Operating
Industries, Inc. (Oll) Landfill Monterey Park, California. July 2010.

.2011. Final 2010 Annual Groundwater Monitoring and Evaluation Report. Operating Industries,
Inc. (Oll) Landfill Monterey Park, California. April 2011.

. 2012. Final 2011 Annual Groundwater Monitoring and Evaluation Report. Operating Industries,
Inc. (Oll) Landfill Monterey Park, California. March 2012.

. 2013. Fina 2012 Annual Groundwater Monitoring and Eval uation Report. Operating Industries,
Inc. (Oll) Landfill Monterey Park, California. March 2013.
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. 2014a. Final 2013 Annua Groundwater Monitoring and Eval uation Report. Operating Industries,
Inc. (Oll) Landfill Monterey Park, California. April 2014.

. 2014b. Draft 2014 Annual Groundwater Monitoring and Evaluation Report. Operating
Industries, Inc. (Oll) Landfill Monterey Park, California. December 2014.

Los Angeles County. 2013a. Covenant To Restrict Use of Property Environmental Restriction Assessor
Parcel Numbers: 5275-002-002, 5275-003-002 and 5275-003-016. April 26, 2013.

. 2013b. Covenant To Restrict Use of Property Environmental Restriction Assessor Parcel
Numbers: 5923-022-001, 5293-022-006, 5293-022-002, 5293-022-033, 5293-022-005, and 5393-
022-004. July 16, 2013.

. 2013c. Covenant to Restrict Use of Property for parcelslocated in the North Parcel of Oll were
re-recorded to include correct parcels transferred to and from Cal Trans land swap agreement
Parcel Numbers: DD-000226-01-01, DD-000227-01-01, DD-000227-02-01 and DD-000227-03-
01. July 30, 2013.

. 2014. Covenant To Restrict Use of Property Environmental Restriction Assessor Parcel
Numbers: 5275-002-808, and 809, 5275-003-800. July 2, 2014.

NCI (New Cure, Inc.). 2007. Fina Phase 2 Remedia Design Investigation Report — Northeast Area,
Eighth Partial Consent Decree (CD-8), Operating Industries, Inc. Landfill, Monterey Park,
Cdifornia. May 2007.

.2008. Fina SWEAP AreaWell Installation Report, Operating Industries, Inc. Landfill, Monterey
Park, California. May 2008.

.2010. Final Compliance Testing Plan North Central Area PLC System. Operating Industries, Inc.
Landfill, Monterey Park, California, January 5.

.2013. CD-3 Final Revised Work Completion Report, Operating Industries, Inc.
Superfund Landfill Site, Monterey Park, California. Feb 2013.

. 2014a. 2014 Annual Report Cover Settlement Monitoring and Eval uation. December, 2014.

. 2014b. Eighth Partial Consent Decree Operating Industries, Inc. Superfund Landfill Site. March
26, 2014.

. 2014c. 2013-2014 Annual Report for Storm Water Discharges General Permit No. 4191002548
Associated with Industrial Activities. June, 2014.

. 2014d. Industrial Wastewater Self -Monitoring Report Permit Number 014501. January 15,
2015.

United States District Court for the Central District of California 1988. Partial Consent Decree.
December.

. 1991a. Second Partial Consent Decree. February
. 1991b. Third Partial Consent Decree. February

. 1994. Fourth Partial Consent Decree. December.
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. 1996. Fifth Partial Consent Decree. March.
. 1997. Sixth Partial Consent Decree. September.

United States District Court Central District of California Western Division. 2000. Seventh Partial
Consent Decree. October.

. 2002. Eighth Partial Consent Decree. May.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 2002. Remedia Action Report Gas Control System, Cover System, and
Surface Water Management System (OU-3). September.
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Interview Forms

Five-Year Review Interview Record

Site:

Operating Industries Inc. EPA ID No: | 0958

Interview Type: Visit
Location of Visit: Operating Industries Inc Site, Monterey Park, CA
Date: 12/16/2014

2)

3)

4)

5)

Time: 8:00 am
Interviewers

Name Title Organization

Wendy Luo Project Engineer USACE
Interviewees

Name Organization Title Telephone Email

Tedd Yargeau DTSC Project Manager 818 212-5340 Tedd.Yargeau@dtsc.ca.gov

Summary of Conversation
1) What isyour current role asit relates to the site? What is your overall impression of the work

conducted at the site to date?

Project manager for Cal EPA — Dept. of Toxic Substances Control. Excellent. EPA and New
Curearevery proactive about all of thework conducted to date. The Siteisin great shape even
after all of the recent heavy rain.

Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting activities,
etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, give purpose and results.

In the beginning, our agency was very active performing Site visitsand inspections. Since
construction activities concluded and the Site has been in operation and maintenance phase
there has not been a need for frequent visitsingpections as EPA and New Cure have taken
great careof the Site. We are also informed about reporting activities and have ample
opportunity to review and comment on all deliverables.

What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show contaminant concentrations
decreasing? Have any new or emerging COCs been identified? If so, have they impacted the
effectiveness of the remedy? Are any COCs above cleanup concentrations and at what data
collections points are these occurring?

To my knowledge, the monitoring data shows either steady or decreasing trends. | am not
awar e of any new emerging COCs. N/A. N/A. N/A.

Would you say that O&M and /or sampling efforts have been optimized? Please describe how
improved efficiency has/has not occurred.

Yes, based upon my Site visit on 12/16/2014, the Siteisin excellent shape dueto routine O& M
activities. Not certain on the sampling efforts though.

In the past the Site Operations Manager asked for revisions to the SOPs and an overall high-level
review. Was this done? Why or why not?

N/A.
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6)

7)

8)

9

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

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.

N/A.

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.
From the past five years did any optimization occur as mentioned in the FYR? If so what are the
estimated cost savings from the optimization of the system, tasks, or operation of the remedy.

N/A.

Are you aware of any ingtitutional controls, Site access controls, and new ordinances in place,
changesin actual or projected land use, and/or complaints being filed or unusua activities at the
Site? Please describe. Have ingtitutional controls been put in place? If none have been put in place
why not?

To my knowledge, all of theland use covenantsarein placein addition to all Site access
controls. | am not awar e of any new ordinancesin place. Asfor changesin actual or projected
land use thereisthe potential redevelopment of certain portionson the North Parcel. | have
not received nor heard of any complaints about the Site.

Have any problems been encountered in the last five years which required changes to the remedial
design or ROD?

None to my knowledge.

Are any contingency plansin place for dealing with the impacts of an earthquake or mudslide may
have on any of the remedial systems?

N/A.

What is your current staffing and what is your projected staffing?

Typically, just myself and perhaps a chemical or geotechnical engineer depending upon the
Site activities.

What types of “green remediation” techniques have been used?

Monocover and use of microturbinesfor reuse of landfill gas.

Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site?
N/A.

Are there any issues you can think of that have not been covered by these questions?

N/A.

Additional Site-Specific Questions

[If needed]
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Five-Year Review Interview Record

Site:

Operating Industries Inc.

EPA ID No:

0958

Interview Type: Written

Location of Visit:
Date: 12/29/14
Time:

Interviewers

Name: Wendy Luo

Title

Organization

Interviewees

Name

Organization

Title

Telephone

Email

Scott Rowlands

Geosyntec

Associate Hydrogeologist

Summary of Conversation

1) What isyour current role asit relates to the site? What is your overall impression of the work
conducted at the site to date?

My roleisto consult the Oll Work Group on groundwater related issues (assessment and
remediation). We (Geosyntec) evaluate the ongoing per for mance of the perimeter liquid

control (PLC) systemsand preparethe Annual Groundwater M onitoring and Evaluation
Report (AGMER).

| believe the work conducted at the siteis of high quality.

2) Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting activities,
etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, give purpose and results.

Yes. | and other Geosyntec team membersarein frequent communications with the Proj ect
Coordinator (Corey Bertelsen) and the Site Manager (Ed Robles) with respect to the
groundwater monitoring program and PL C operations. Site visitsare conducted during
scheduled update meetings, monitoring events, and on an as-needed basisfor PLC related
activities. Regular reporting activities at thistime include preparation of the AGMER.

3) What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show contaminant concentrations
decreasing? Have any new or emerging COCs been identified? If so, have they impacted the
effectiveness of the remedy? Are any COCs above cleanup concentrations and at what data
collections points are these occurring?

The monitoring data show decreasing contaminant concentration trends. No new or emerging
COCshave been identified that impact the effectiveness of the PL C systems or other remedial

approaches such as monitored natural attenuation.

4) Would you say that O& M and /or sampling efforts have been optimized? Please describe how
improved efficiency has/has not occurred.

Optimization of O& M and sampling is an ongoing effort and isreviewed on a semiannual

basis. However, maodificationsto the groundwater sampling program and PL C operations have

greatly improved efficiency over thelast five years.
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5)

6)

7)

8)

9

10)

11)

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.

There have been no unexpected changesin the cost or scope of O& M that may compromise the
groundwater remedy.

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.
From the past five years did any optimization occur as mentioned in the FYR? If so what are the
estimated cost savings from the optimization of the system, tasks, or operation of the remedy.

LTP O&M and groundwater monitoring scopes have been optimized during thelast 5 years
and continueto be evaluated for future optimization opportunities. Please contact the Project
Coordinator for information on estimated cost savings from monitoring and system
optimization.

Have any problems been encountered in the last five years which required changes to the remedial
design or ROD?

No.

Are any contingency plansin place for dealing with the impacts an earthquake or mudslide may have
on any of the remedial systems?

Not to my knowledge.

What is your current staffing and what is your projected staffing?

Current Geosyntec staffing includes myself, Andy Simons (Project Manager), and Joy Lin
(Staff Engineer) working a combined total of approx. 80 hoursper month. Projected staffing
and level of effort isnot expected to change unless special project needs arise.

Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site?

Significant progress has been made over thelast 5 yearswith respect to the groundwater
remedy. The PLC systemsarein place, have passed compliance testing and are operating as
intended. Significant efficiencies have been realized in the groundwater monitoring program
and PL C operations. Geosyntec is proud to be part of the OlIl Work Group’s project team
implementing the groundwater remedy at this M ega-Superfund Site.

Are there any issues you can think of that have not been covered by these questions?

No.

Additional Site-Specific Questions

[If needed]
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Five-Year Review Interview Record

Site: Operating Industries Inc. EPA ID No: | 0958

Interview Type: Written
Location of Visit:

Date:

Time:
Interviewers

Name: Wendy Luo Title Organization
Interviewees

Name Organization Title Telephone Email

David Towell, P.E. | CH2MHill Senior Project Engineer 213-228-8285 | David.towell@ch2m.com

Summary of Conversation

1) What isyour current role asit relates to the site? What is your overall impression of the work
conducted at the site to date?

My roleisto provide technical support to EPA related to ongoing remedy implementation and
related issues. My overall impression isvery good. All of the variousremedies at the Site have
been implemented and ar e effective. Long-term O& M is proceeding efficiently.

2) Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting activities,
etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, give purpose and results.

Yes. Thereareregular technical exchange meetings at the Site several timesa year. In
addition, there have been siteinspectionsrelated to the CD-3 Work Completion/Closeout and
CD-8 Construction Completion. In addition, | review varioustechnical documents produced by
the OIl Word Defendants, including the Annual Groundwater Monitoring and Evaluation
Report.

3) What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show contaminant concentrations
decreasing? Have any new or emerging COCs been identified? If so, have they impacted the
effectiveness of the remedy? Are any COCs above cleanup concentrations and at what data
collections points are these occurring?

The groundwater monitoring data show that the groundwater concentrationsare primarily
either stable or decreasing and the PL C data indicate that releases are contained at the point of
compliance (POC). The methane monitoring shows that landfill gas levels continue to decline.
No new or emerging COCs have been identified.

Several COCsremain above cleanup levelsin groundwater beyond the landfill perimeter and
at the POC in the southwest, north-central and northeast areas. The POC exceedances are
effectively contained through the SWEAP, North-Central and Northeast PL C systems.

The exceedances downgradient of the PL C systems ar e being addressed thr ough the monitored
natural attenuation (M NA) remedy for groundwater. Asdescribed in the ROD, the MNA
remedy will take several decadesto be complete so ongoing monitoring and evaluation will be
required well into the future.
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4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9

10)

11)

Would you say that O&M and /or sampling efforts have been optimized? Please describe how
improved efficiency has/has not occurred.

There have been ongoing effortsto optimize the groundwater monitoring program through
reduced monitoring frequencies and shorter analytelists. In addition, NCI routinely evaluates
their activitiesto look for waysto improve efficiency and reduce O& M costs.

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.

I am not awar e of any issues that suggest remedy protectiveness may be compromised in the
future. Therearerobust O& M and monitoring proceduresin place that should detect changed
conditionswell before they impact protectiveness.

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.
From the past five years did any optimization occur as mentioned in the FYR? If so what are the
estimated cost savings from the optimization of the system, tasks, or operation of the remedy.
Asnoted in Question 4 above, there have been effortsto optimize the groundwater monitoring
program, but I am not aware of the specific cost savings associated with this. Currently, EPA
and the Oll Work Defendants ar e evaluating increased use of low-flow sampling to further
optimize the groundwater monitoring program. I n the future, the extraction ratesfor the
North-Central and Northeast PL C systems can likely be further optimized to reduce remedy
implementation costs.

Have any problems been encountered in the last five years which required changes to the remedial
design or ROD?

No.

Are any contingency plansin place for dealing with the impacts an earthquake or mudslide may have
on any of the remedial systems?

I am not familiar with any specific contingency plans, but NCI does have documented
emer gency response procedures, and the SOPs likely include contingencies.

What is your current staffing and what is your projected staffing?

N/A.

Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site?

The upcoming redevelopment of the North Par cel into a shopping center could potentially lead
to conflicts with ongoing remedy implementation. Close coor dination between EPA, Oll Work
Defendants, and the developer will be require[d] throughout the construction process.

Are there any issues you can think of that have not been covered by these questions?

No issues.

Additional Site-Specific Questions

[If needed]
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Five-Year Review Interview Record

Site:

Operating Industries Inc. EPA ID No: | 0958

Interview Type: Written
Location of Visit:

Date:
Time:

Interviewers

Name: Wendy Luo Title Organization

Interviewees

Name

Organization Title Telephone Email

Oll Work Defendants | Project Coordinator

Summary of Conversation

1)

2)

3

4)

What is your current role asit relates to the site? What is your overall impression of the work
conducted at the site to date?

I am the named Project Coordinator representing the Oll Work Group at the site. Assuch |
am responsible for site operations, coordination with EPA, budgets, schedule, etc.

During the last FY R the following recommendations were provided: Buying a truck/SUV for
security to reduce rental costs, installation of solar panels, and use of the liquid treatment (LTP) for
irrigation, thermal recovery, modification of the LFGTS stacks to remove VOCs. Were any of these
recommendations followed through? Why or why not?

With EPA’s approval we modified the security patrol requirementsfor the sitethat eliminated
the need to rent a vehicle for security personnel.

We have not installed any solar panels asthey are not economic aswe cannot take advantage of
the Incentive Tax Credits.

Wereceived EPA approval of using treated L TP water for irrigation and have done so.

We have not modified the TOs[Task Orders] (LFTGS).

Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting activities,
etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, give purpose and results.

New Curelnc conducts a series of regular inspections and monitoring that isreported to EPA
each month as part of the Monthly Summaries.

What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show contaminant concentrations
decreasing? Have any new or emerging COCs been identified? If so, have they impacted the
effectiveness of the remedy? Are any COCs above cleanup concentrations and at what data
collections points are these occurring?

TheOll WG [Work Group] submitsan Annual Groundwater M onitoring and Evaluation
Report (AGMER) that provides a complete summary of all monitoring data and analysis of
what that data indicates with respect to contaminant trends, etc.
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5) Would you say that O&M and /or sampling efforts have been optimized? Please describe how
improved efficiency has/has not occurred.

Y es. But we continue to work with EPA and their consultantsto review proceduresand
sampling programsto optimize these efforts.

6) Inthe past, the Site Operations Manager asked for revisions to the SOPs and an overall high-level
review. Was this done? Why or why not?

See #5 above.

7) Describeissues and observations such as unexpected changesin 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.

None.

8) Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.
From the past five years did any optimization occur as mentioned in the FYR? If so what are the
estimated cost savings from the optimization of the system, tasks, or operation of the remedy.

See #5 above. We have continued to optimize operations at the site and reduce site O& M
staffing to reduce overall costs at the site from about $7 MM in 2008 to current expenditure
levels of about $5 MM in 2014.

9) Areyou aware of any institutional controls, site access controls, new ordinances in place, changesin

actual or projected land use, and/or complaints being filed or unusual activities at the site? Please
describe. Have ingtitutional controls been put in place? If none have been put in place why not?

None.

10) Have any problems been encountered in the last five years which required changes to the remedial
design or ROD?

None. Wedid install thefinal groundwater system (NE PL C) about 5 years ago but that was
discussed in the previous FYR.

11) Areany contingency plansin place for dealing with the impacts an earthquake or mudslide may have
on any of the remedial systems?

12) What is your current staffing and what is your projected staffing?

Thecurrent NCI staffing (which handlesO& M and administrative requirements) is 12. We
expect toreducethat by 1in 2015.

13) During the last FY R the following recommendations were provided: Buying atruck/SUV for
security to reduce rental costs, installation of solar panels, and use of LTP for irrigation, thermal
recovery, modification of the LFGTS stacks to remove VOCs. Were any of these recommendations
followed through? Why or why not?

See #2 above.

14) Have there been any complaints from the public regarding the Site (explain). If so what have been
the corrections made to deal with these issues.
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None.
15) Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the Site?

None.
16) Arethere any issues you can think of that have not been covered by these questions?

None.

Additional Site-Specific Questions

[If needed]
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Flve-ear Review Interview Record

Sita: | Opesating Industries inc. | EPAID No: | Co58
Interview Type: fe g Vish, Taimconfarence, aie] WELLCEEN
Location of Visit.
Duate: 1-2-15
Time:
Inlarviewers
Hama Title Organization
New Cure, |Inc
Ity ireias
Hamuo Qrganization Tithe Telaphona Emall
Blnovards Roblaf e o ine Sits Operations Manager 323 TI0 FTTE | ercElereeii- Iandlall. oo
Summary of Conversation
13 What is your current role as it relates to the site? What is your overall impression of the work conducled at
the site to date?
My role ie Site Opsrations Manager [or the entire OJ1 Landfill site. My job iz Eo
maintain site compliance, operatiohs of the LFGTS, LTP. Gas Systems and Liquid System to cprimal

condition. High work standards, and to maintain a clean and wall ran site.

2) What is the current status of construction? Have any problems or difficulties been encountered that have
impacted construction progress or implementability?

HNome

3) Have thers been routine communications or activities (sile visils, inspections, reporling activities, efc.)
conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, give purpose and results,

Yas, through Corey Hartealsan and mycalf bo agancies as naedad .

4) What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends thai show contaminant concentrations
decreasing? Have any new or emerging COCs been identified? If so, have they impacied the effectiveness
of the remedy? Are any COCs above cleanup concentrations and at what data collections points are these
occumring? Site ie in compliance, GCroundwater menitering data illustrate some

decreasing trends.

53 Would you say that O&M and /or sampling effors have been optimized? Please describe how improved

efficiency hashas not ocourred. CMEM cperations, maintenance, mopitoring ¢EEcrts are oangoing
and are ko be optimized af needed for site activities based
on empirical monitoring and sampling data gathered, as well

maintenance trequencied.

@) 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 furture,

HNone
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7) Can you provide a breakdown of the O&M cost since the mitial remedy? Have any additions or changes
been made to the existing system that may have caused a change in O&M costs in the past five vears?

Zite Coat data ia confidential, must epsak with Froject Manager Corey BEarteleen for
that informacion.

&) Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. From
the past five years did any optimization occur as mentioned in the FYR? If so what are the estimated cost
savings from the optimization of the system, tasks, or operation of the remedy.

OpEimization has oocoured i the last § years [or monitoring & sampling [requencies
Must speak ©o Project Manager Corey Bertelsen [or cost impacts informacion.

%) Have any problems been encountered in the last five years which required changes to the remedial design
or ROD?

Ho

10) Are any contingency plans in place for dealing with the impacts an carthquake or mudslide may have on
any of the remedial systems?

Yer, Emargancy Respones Plan, thie ssction ie in cur SHERP

11) What is your current stafTing and what is your projected staffing?

12 full cime staff projected Lo remaln the same, unless conditione or [requenci=s
changs

12) How have the microwrbines been operating? Have they paid for themselves since installation occurred?

Eveten has be deccomissiconed; Removed

13} What types of “green remediation™ techniques have been used?

Recyrle, re-uge parts, reduce or minimize waste, solar lighting btop deck

14) Have other site personnel been educated in the procedures for O&M to sappont yourselfiEd Robles as
suggested in the last FYR?

Tas
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15} Have there been any complaints from the public regarding the site (explain). If s0 what have been the
correclions made 1o deal with these issues.

Hona

16} Do vou have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regerding the site?

The sibe i clean and well maintained

17) Are there any issues vou can think of that have not been covered by these questions?

Hes

Additional Site-Specific Questions

¥ neecled]
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Appendix C:  Site Inspection Checklist
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Site Inspection Checklist
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3, Unandcipated or Unusualby High &M Coss During Hevlew Period

_'h'"\-\.:_“'.l‘ CoEls Hﬂl:: reasnng

MWONE

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTTONAL CONTROTS W] Applicaids 1704

A. Fenelng
I. Ferwing dhivm ngead ] Location shown onwle mep @ ales socmed [l A
Renuks
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1. Sirns and other security mesures

[0 Locaton shewer, on ate map
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B
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Appendix D: Photographs from Site Inspection
Visit and Construction from 2010-
2015
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Photographs from Site Inspection Visit
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Appendix E: MNA Evaluation Process: SOW
from Consent Decree
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Notes:

Table SOW-1

Potential Perimeter Liquids Control Remedial Actions

Enhanced landfill gas recovery and control;
Enhanced liquids recovery in CD-3 gas recovery wells;
Focused liquids extraction within/beneath landfill in areas upgradient of POC;

In-situ remediation technol ogies to enhance volatile constituent recovery or
bioremediation;

Focused liquids extraction wellsin perimeter “hot spot” areas;
Shallow perimeter liquids/leachate collection trench;
Expanded source control by leachate extraction from the waste near perimeter areas,

Full (continuous) liquids extraction in affected perimeter areas.

Enhanced landfill gas recovery, liquids recovery from CD-3 gas recovery wells, and
focused liquids extraction systems in perimeter or upgradient areas may require more
complete characterization of the release mechanisms of contamination and migration
pathways.

Enhanced groundwater monitoring may also be implemented, if appropriate, as an
initial remedial action during the Area-Specific Evaluation and the Remedia Design
Investigation to collect additional information to evaluate the specific remedial
action(s) which may be needed and to implement a PL C response.



Table SOW-2
- Oll Site Natural Attenuation Requirements -
Maximum Times (a) and Distances (b) to Reach Cleanup Standardsin Groundwater

Organic Constituents Inorganic Constituents
Area Years Distance (feet) Years Distance (feet)
Northwest Area- | 12 0 56 600
Shallow Units
Northwest Area- | 12 0 56 600
Deeper Units
Southwest Area- | 34 200 150 1,000
Shallow Units
Eastern Area 18 0 56 600

Note: Times and distances are from Table 17 of the Final ROD.

(a) Times are years for contaminant concentrations in groundwater to be reduced to cleanup
standards from the first date when perimeter liquids control meets Performance Standards at
the upgradient POC in that subarea.

(b) Distances listed refer to distances beyond the Extent of Groundwater Cleanup Standard
Exceedances shown on Figure SOW-3. These distances, graphically represented on Figure
SOW-3, form the Groundwater Compliance Lines.
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FIGURE SOW - 2
DECISION PROCESS FOR PERIMETER LIQUIDS CONTROL IMPLEMENTATION

» Annual Detection Monitoring and Compliance/Performance Review for Perimeter Liquids Control Systems

A

| | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
Groundwater Monitoring/Evaluation

224

Do existing Perimeter Semi | dwat concenlr:taixscgzz:(ezzr:; CPS fol Semi | dwat L
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| ] ‘
| | —
No — e . e Eam g Yes SN Emm N No 221
Yes —— 224
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-
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monitoring until request to modify area
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No T No

Is area specific Perimeter
Liquid Control remedial
action necessary?

Are identified Contingency
Actions appropriate to the observed
conditions?

Continue detection groundwater monitoring
at POC, as provided in the SOW, until EPA
approval of Final Work Completion Report

Have any CPS exceedances
been detected/verified in the
last 3 years?

Is a more detailed Remedial
Design Investigation required
at this time?

Actions and propose additional remedial
actions to EPA for review/approval

Yes

Conduct Alternatives Identification and
No | Evaluation (part of preliminary design)
and select remedial action alternatives

Conduct more detailed Remedial
Design Investigation

Have performance standards
been met without further
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Design/construct/compliance
test/operate/identified/approved
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< Yes

Control Operate Perimeter Liquid Control remedial R ) . : -
action for balance of CD-8 term; or until | g Construction c_ompleuon_ report and < Design/construct Pgrlmetgr Liquids
request to suspend area specific PLC | compliance testing Control remedial actions

activities is approved by EPA

Initiate reanalysis of potential Contingency I

PLC Remedial Action Implementation

FoS========

Figure SOW -2

DECISION PROCESS
FOR PERIMETER LIQUIDS CONTROL
IMPLEMENTATION

Source: EPA Partial Consent Decree Number 8, Exhibit C, Scope of Work CD-8 Scope of Work
Operating Industries, Inc. Superfund Site
Monterey Park, California







FIGURE SOW-4
DECISION PROCESS FOR MONITORED NATURAL ATTENUATION

I Annual Compliance/Performance Review for Natural Attenuation N
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Plan,
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Table SOW-2?
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and approval, contingency measures including, but not limited to

Natural Attenuation Performance Evaluation

No
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- evaluate effectiveness of upstream PLC
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response actions (1) (3)

D

- __

Source: EPA Partial Consent Decree Number 8, Exhibit C, Scope of Work

if necessary, as approved by
EPA

Design/Construct/Implement remedial
action

1

Construction completion report and
compliance testing

!

Operate remedial action until request to
suspend response action is approved by

USEPA. Request to be filed when GCS
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Natural Attenuation Contingency Response Actions

1



Notes:

@

@

(©)

©

®)

(6)

FIGURE SOW-4
DECISION PROCESS FOR MONITORED NATURAL ATTENUATION

Factors that EPA may consider before requiring afocused groundwater pumping response action include EPA determination that 1) other contingency actions are or will be ineffective in achieving natural attenuation cleanup requirements;
or 2) GCS exceedances of organics or inorganics are predicted to extend beyond either the inner or outer GCL, respectively, or to exceed the maximum time to achieve the GCS for the subarea as presented in Table SOW-2; see Table SOW-3 for additional detail.

If contingency measures represent a significant departure from the remedy selected by EPA in the Final ROD, a ROD amendment or Explanation of Significant Difference may be appropriate.

The evaluation of alternative designs to implement the focused groundwater pumping response action in the remedial design investigation shall consider the potential mobility, toxicity and persistence of the constituents at issue,
the degree to which the GCS has been exceeded at the GCL, the proximity to any nearby areas that may be used as a source of groundwater supply, hydrogeol ogic conditionsin the affected groundwater zone that may influence the
implementation and effectiveness of groundwater pumping in limiting constituent migration, access to offsite properties, and impacts on the community.

The eva uation to determine whether sources other than the landfill have caused exceedance of the GCS in areas beyond the POC shall consider, but is not limited to the following:
the specific detected constituent(s) and concentrations in comparison to upgradient wells and the POC; the presence of other known and/or potentia upgradient sources of the detected
constituent(s); the presence/absence of other landfill constituentsin the subject well and in other upgradient wells; and the history of detection of the same constituent(s) in other nearby wells.

If GCS exceedances are verified at any time at the upgradient point of compliance, or if EPA determines that conditions warrant continued monitoring, EPA may require Work Defendants to continue (or later restart)
monitoring selected wells in the subarea.

If verified exceedances of groundwater cleanup standards are detected in areas that are not currently contaminated above groundwater cleanup standards and are not located downgradient of currenly contaminated areas,
EPA will determine natural attenuation time and distance performance standards and Groundwater Compliance Lines as are presented in Table SOW-2, and Figure SOW-3, respectively, for other areas.
EPA may aso require new sentinel wells and contingency measuresin these areas.

Source: EPA Partial Consent Decree Number 8, Exhibit C, Scope of Work





