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Executive Summary

The remedy for the Standard Steel 8 Metal Recycling Yard Superfund Site in Anchorage,

Al aska includes; renoval and offsite disposal of regulated naterial stockpiled on-site;

of fsite disposal of scrap and debris; excavation, stabilization and cappi ng of

contam nated soils on site; maintenance of the cap and erosion control structures on Ship
Creek; institutional controls; and nonitored groundwater. The site achi eved Construction
Conpl etion with the signing of the Final dose Qut Report on June 26, 2002. The trigger
for this five-year review was the actual start of construction on April 23, 1998.

The assessment of this five-year review found that the remedy was constructed in
accordance with the requirements of the Record of Decision (ROD) signed on July 16, 1996.
The i mmedi ate threats have been addressed and the renedy is expected to remain protective
of human heal th and the environnment. G oundwater nonitoring will continue for another five
years to ensure on-site groundwater is not adversely inpacted by stabilized naterial, and
that no offsite mgration occurs that could affect Ship Creek.



Five-Year Review Summary Form

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site name (from WasteLAN): Standard Steel & Metals Salvage Yard

EPA ID (from WasteLAN): AKD980978787

State:
Alaska

City/County:
Anchorage

SITE STATUS
NPL status: [ Final X Deleted [0 Other (specify)

Region: 10

Remediation status (choose all that apply): O Under Construction [] Operating X Complete

Multiple OUs?* [0 YES X NO Construction completion date: 06/26/2002

Has site been put into reuse? X YES OO NO

REVIEW STATUS

Lead agency: X EPA [ State 0 Tribe O Other Federal Agency

Author name: Kevin Oates

Author title: Remedial Project Manager Author affiliation: USEPA Region 10

Review period:* 03/04/2003 to 04/21/2003

Date(s) of site inspection: 03/06/2003

Type of review:
X Post-SARA O Pre-SARA 01 NPL-Removal only
0 Non-NPL Remedial Action Site 1 NPL State/Tribe-lead
O Regional Discretion

Review number: X 1 (first)y 3 2 (second) 0 3 (third) D Other (specify)

Triggering action:

X Actual RA Onsite Construction O Actuat RA Startat OU#____

O Construction Completion 0O Previous Five-Year Review Report
O Other (specify)

Triggering action date (from WasteLAN): 04 /23 /1998

Due date (five years affer triggering action date): 04/23/2003

[‘OU" refers to operable unit ]
** [Review period should correspond to the actual start and end dates of the Five-Year Review In WasteLAN |




Five-Year Review Summary Form, cont’d.
Issues:
Drainage was temporarily affected due to local street paving. This was corrected
in 2001.
Recommendations and Follow-up Actions:
Continue annual operation and maintenance activities to ensure the integrity of
the solidified material and cap.
Protectiveness Statement(s):

Because the remedial actions at the site are protective, the site is protective of
human health and the environment.

ES-3



| . I ntroduction.

The purpose of this five-year reviewis to deternine whether the renmedy at the Standard
Steel K Metals Yard Recycling Superfund Site is protective of human health and the

envi ronnent. The net hods, findings, and concl usions of five year reviews are docunented in
five year review reports. The five year review reports identifies any issues found during
the review, if any, and identifies recommendati ons to address them

The Agency is preparing this five year review report pursuant to CERCLA section 121 and
the National Contingency Plan (NCP). CERCLA section 121 states

If the President selects a renedial action that results in any hazardous substances,
pollutants, or contam nants rermaining at the site, the President shall review such
remedi al action no |ess often than each five years after the initiation of such renedia
action to assure that hunman health and the environment are being protected by the
renedi al action being inplenented. In addition, if upon such reviewit is the judgenent
of the President that action is appropriate at such site in accordance with section (104]
or (106], the President shall take or require such action. The President shall report to
the Congress a list of facilities for which such reviewis required, the results of al
such reviews, and any actions taken as a result of such revi ews.

The Agency interpreted this requirement further in the NCP40 CFR section 300.340(f)(4)(ii)
st at es:

If a renedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contam nants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlinited use and
unrestricted exposure, the | ead agency shall review such action no | ess often than every
five years after the initiation of the selected renedial action

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 10, conducted the five year
review of the renedy inplenented at the Standard Steel Superfund site in Anchorage,

Al aska. This review was conducted by staff fromthe Anchorage Qperations Ofice during
February, March, and April, 2003. This report docunents the results of the review



I1. Site Chronol ogy

Table 1: Chronol ogy of Site Events

Event

Dat e

Initial Discovery of Problemor
Cont am nat i on

Cct ober 28, 1985

Pre- NPL Renoval Actions

June 2, 1986-June 29, 1988

NPL Listing

August 30, 1990

Adm ni strative Order on Consent to
Conduct Renedi a
I nvestigation/Feasibility Study

Sept enber 23, 1992

Remedi al | nvestigation/Feasibility Study
conpl ete

July 16, 1996

ROD Si gnature

July 16, 1996

Consent Decree to |nplenent RCD

Decenber 11, 1996

Consent Decree for Past Costs

January 24, 1998

Remedi al Design Start

Cct ober 4, 1996

Remedi al Desi gn Conpl ete

April 23, 1998

Actual Renedial Action Start

April 23, 1998

Expl anation of Significant Differences

Novenber 18, 1998

Const ruction Finish

August 1, 1999

Fi nal | nspection

August 27, 2001

Construction Conpletion Date

June 26, 2002

Fi nal O ose-out Report

June 26, 2002

Del eti on from NPL

Sept enber 30, 2002

Five Year Review Start

February 19, 2003




I11. Background

Physi cal Characteristics

The Standard Steel and Metals Salvage Yard Site was a 6.2 acre netal salvage yard in
Anchorage, Al aska. The site is |located near the intersection of Railroad Avenue and
Yakutat Street, adjacent to Ship OGeek. The site is zoned |-2, denoting a heavy industrial
district, by the Minicipality of Anchorage. The property is in the possession and control
of the Al aska Railroad Corporation (ARRC). The site is located within the Gty of
Anchorage. Approxinmately half of the population of the State of Alaska live in the
Anchorage nunicipal area. Aresidential area is |located a half mle southeast of the site
on the east side of Ship Oreek, and El mendorf Air Force Base is a third of a mle to the
north.

Land Use & History of Contanination

The first docunented use of the site occurred in Cctober 1950, when it was | eased by a
construction conpany for naintenance and storage equi pnent. Begi nning in 1955, various
netal recycling and sal vage business operated at the site. During recycling and sal vage
activities, electrical transforners and batteri es were handl ed. Rel eases of hazardous
subst ances occurred fromthese activities and i nappropriate burial or burning of
transformer oil.

Initial Response

From 1986 t hrough 1988, EPA conducted a series of renoval actions to address contam nation
at the site. EPA removed 1000 gal | ons of pol ychl orinated bi phenyls (PCBs) contam nated
oil, eighty-two 55 gallon drums of Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous
waste, 10,450 gallons of waste oil, 185 PCB-contam nated transforners, and 781, 000 pounds
of lead acid batteries. EPA proposed the site to the National Priorities List (NPL) of
Superfund sites on July 14, 1989. The site was finalized on the NPL on August 30, 1990.

Basi s for Taking Action

An Renedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study was conpleted in January 1996. The study
identified PCBs, |ead, and di oxin/furans as contam nants of concern at the site. The site
posed potential threats to human health and the environnent through ingestion, dernal
contact, and inhalation of contam nated soils. Site groundwater was inpacted by soil
contami nation. O f-site groundwater was not inpacted. Dioxin/furans were determned to be
a contam nant of concern. However, all detections of dioxin/furans were collocated with
soils contanminated with 10 ng/ kg or greater PCBs. Therefore, all actions taken to address
PCBs woul d al so address di oxin/furans.



| V. Renedial Actions

Remedy Sel ection

On Decenber 11, 1996, a Consent Decree to conduct a Renedial Action (RA), remedial design
(RD) and RA construction was entered into by Chugach El ectric Association, Inc., J.C
Penney Conpany, Inc., Bridgestone/Firestone, Inc., Sears Roebuck and Conpany, and

West i nghouse El ectric Corporation. The Al aska Railroad Corporation signed the Consent
Decree exclusively for the purpose of agreeing to provide access and i npl ement
institutional controls. The Settling Defendants agreed to performthe renedi al

desi gn/remedi al action selected in the ROD. Based on the results of the RI/FS and the
information in the Adm nistrative Record, on July 16, 1996, the Regional Adm nistrator for
EPA Regi on 10 signed a Record of Decision (ROD) selecting the follow ng renedial actions:

. Removal of regulated material currently stockpiled on-site and investigation derived
wastes with subsequent disposal in a RCRA Subtitle Cor D Ilandfill, or recycling of
the material s;

. Of-site disposal of renamining scrap debris by recycling or disposal in a RCRA
Subtitle Dlandfill or, if the debris is a characteristic hazardous waste or
contains greater than 50 ng/ kg PCBs or 10 pg/100cm® PCBs by standard wi pe tests,
treatnment, and disposal in a RCRA Subtitle C or Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)

landfill;
. Excavati on and consolidation of all soils exceeding cl eanup |evels;
. Treatnment of all soils at or greater than 1000 ng/ kg | ead or 50 ng/ kg PCB by

stabilization/solidification;

. On-site disposal of treated soils and excavated soils between 10 ng/ kg and 50 ng/ kg
PCBs in a TSCA-conpliant landfill.

. Excavation of soils inpacted above 1 ng/kg PCBs and 500 ng/ kg | ead fromthe flood
pl ain and consolidation of these soils el sewhere on the site;

. Mai nt enance and repair of the erosion control structure on the bank of Ship Creek;
. Mai nt enance of treated soils and the |andfill;
. Institutional controls to limt |and uses of the site to industrial use and, if

appropriate, access;

. Moni toring of groundwater at the site to ensure the effectiveness of the renedial
action. This included ensuring no adverse inpacts to groundwater at the site, as
well as potential migration offsite towards Ship O eek.

Remedy | npl ement ati on

The remedi al design was conducted in conformance with the approved ROD and statenent of
work for the consent decree. The renedial action was formally initiated in April, 1998.
The contractor conducted the renedial actions pursuant to the approved renedi al

desi gn/remedi al action work plans. The only new contani nant encountered was potenti al
unexpl oded ordnance. However, the work plans anticipated this possibility and remnedi al
actions proceeded with sone changes. All suspected ordnance and expl osives, and unexpl oded
ordnance was renoved and treated by a U S. MIlitary Expl osive Ordnance Detachment from
Fort R chardson, Al aska.

The Toxi c Substances Control Act (TSCA) disposal cell is located on 2.5 acres of the 6.2
acre site along the northwest boundary of the site. It is approximately 320 feet by 340
feet and extends to a depth of approxinately 15 feet bel ow fini shed grade. The cell hol ds
approxi mately 55,000 tons of contami nated naterial, 22,272 of which was stabilized. The



contami nated soils are covered with a closed cell foaminsulation, 40 m| geonenbrane
cover, geoconposite drainage |layer, and three feet of clean soil. The cell is designed to
be utilized for vehiclel/equi pnrent storage or future building area. The cell is surrounded
on three sides by a 14,000 ton rip rap barrier wall designed to protect against a 500 year
(mnimun) flood event.

The sel ected remedy was enhanced by the foll owi ng approved desi gn changes, which were
inpl enented in 1998 and 1999:

. Excavating all upland surface soils outside the limts of the TSCA landfill which
exceed 3.0 ng/Kg PCBs or 250 ng/Kg lead to a depth of three feet; and disposal in
the on-site TSCA landfill.

. I ncl udi ng a geonenbrane cover systemconsisting of a four-inch foaminsul ation
layer, 40 m| liner, geonet drainage |layer, filter fabric and three feet of clean
soil over the landfill;

. Creation of a flood protection barrier on three sides of the landfill; and

. Repl acenent of the rip rap erosion control wall adjacent to Ship Geek with an
Al aska Departnent of Fish and Gane requested natural erosion protection system This
systemincorporates native vegetation and artificial |ogs to secure the stream bank
and provide habitat. Based on these changes, an Expl anation of Significant
Di fferences was signed on Novenber 18, 1998 to waive 40 CFR 761.75(B)(9) (i), which
requires a fence around a TSCA | andfill.

A Renedi al Action Report was signed on August 1, 1999 and a Final doseout Report was
signed on June 26, 2002 which docunents that all work at the site has been conpl eted and
ail cleanup levels established in the ROD have been achi eved through the remedi al actions

Operation and Mi ntenance (O&M

Pursuant to the Consent Decree, Chugach El ectric Association, Inc., Wstinghouse El ectric
Corporation, Sears, Roebuck and Conpany, J. C Penney Conpany, Inc., and

Bri dgestone/ Firestone, Inc. are responsible for the operation and nai nt enance procedures.
The remedy requires maintenance of the landfill to ensure that it retains its structura
integrity and prevents the rel ease of PCBs and | ead through erosion, |eaching, and
excavation. The Operati on and Mai ntenance requirenents are presented in the Operations and
Mai nt enance Pl an (Revised) July 2000 by ALTA GeoSci ences, Inc. These include verification
that the construction conponents of the renedy are intact and operating properly;
groundwat er nonitoring; naintenance of the cap and surface drai nage systens; and verifying
institutional controls are in place and functioning.

Operation and nami ntenance has been happening properly with the foll ow ng exceptions that
were noted in an April 30, 2001 letter from EPA concerning a Septenber 2B, 2000
inspection. An up gradient well was danmged by site operations in the summer of 2000. EPA
was notified of the damage and the well was replaced with a flush nount well. Yakutat
Street was paved in 2000 which resulted in changes to run-on and run-off patterns at the
site. The PRP G oup subnmitted design changes to EPA for approval to inprove site drai nage
These were successfully undertaken in 2001. Subsequent to that site inspection EPA noted
that onsite drains were partially blocked by debris, snow and litter being deposited on
the Erosion Control Wall. The PRP Group has since worked with the onsite tenants to ensure
drains are kept clear and on-site debris, snow renoval etc is properly naintai ned. These
were found to be well maintained during inspections in March of 2003.

Institutional Controls

The Site has institutional controls in place to restrict access, prevent use of
groundwat er, and naintain current |and use on the property. The Al aska Railroad
Corporation (ARRC) is the owner of an exclusive license to the property under the Al aska
Rai |l road Transfer Act. ARRC executed and filed the Declaration of Restrictive Covenants
per the Consent Decree requirenents with the local land recording district office in



Anchorage. ARRC s | ease agreenents for the property notify the | essee of the Institutional
Controls which nust be conplied with to nmeet the conditions of the ROD. Additionally,

noti ce of the renedy and the Declaration of Restrictive Covenants was provided to
applicabl e state and | ocal governnent agencies and all local utility conpanies.

The Institutional Controls contained in the RD RA Consent Decree, Record of Decision and
recorded through a Declaration of Restrictive Covenants are:

. Ensure that site use continues to be industrial or conmercial and prevent use of the
site for comercial devel opnents that involve potential chronic exposures of
children to soil (e.g., use of the site for a day care center);

. Restrict activities at the site that could potentially inpair the integrity of the
TSCA | andfill;
. Prevent novenent of soil containing greater than 1,000 ng/kg | ead or 10ng/ kg PCBs to

the surface or within the top foot of soil where chronic |ong-termworker exposure
coul d occur;

. G oundwat er use restriction recorded with |ocal, regional, and State agenci es,
departnents and utilities.

Tabl e 2 bel ow shows the estimated annual O&%M costs for the Standard Steel and Metals
Sal vage Yard Superfund Site. These reflect the estinmated costs for nami ntenance and
nonitoring after the conpletion of on-site renedial action construction in August 1999.
The estinmated cost of the on-site renedial action construction is $5.3M

Tabl e 2: Annual System Operati ons/ O8M Cost's

Dat es
Total Cost rounded to nearest $1, 000
From To
August 1999 August 2000 $12, 000
August 2000 August 2001 $12, 000
August 2001 August 2002 $12, 000

V. Progress Since the Last Review
This is the first Five Year Review.
VI . Five-Year Review Process

Adm ni strative Conponent s

Menmbers of the Standard Steel and Metals Recycling Yard Site PRP Goup and ADEC were
notified of the initiation of the five year review in February, 2003. Natural Resource
Trustees were notified on March 7, 2003. The five year review teamwas | ed by Kevin Cates
of EPA. Louis Howard of ADEC assisted in the review as the representative for the support
agency. Alex Tula of ALTA Geosciences representing the PRP Group al so assisted in the
review to ensure technical accuracy.

Community Notification and | nvol venent
EPA published notification of the five year review in the Anchorage Daily News on March 5,

2003. Approxinmately 85 postcards were nail ed out the week of March 3, 2003 to inform
interested parties of the five year review and requested comments be provided by April 4,



2003. No comments were received by EPA during the five year review

EPA issued a fact sheet and public notices in August 2002 regarding EPA's intent to delete
the Standard Steel and Metals Recycling Yard Site fromthe NPL. The fact sheet announced
the public comment period for the deletion proposal, described the conpleted cl eanup
activities, and the reasons that EPA was proposing the site for deletion. The fact sheet
briefly described future activities that would be conducted at the site, including five
year reviews. No comments were received during the public comment period. One conment was
received after the comment period closed and was responded to prior to deletion.

EPA wil|l be issuing a fact sheet to announce the availability of this five year review It
wi Il announce that the Five Year Review Report for the Standard Steel and Metals Recycling
Yard Site is conplete. The results of the revieww ||l be available to the public at the

Al aska Resource Library & Information Services at 3150 C Street, Suite 100 Anchorage AK
99513 and at the EPA Region 10 website at: http://wwmw. epa. gov/r10.

Docunent Revi ew

This five year review consisted of a review of relevant docunents including the ROD, Q&M
Pl an, naintenance and nonitoring data. A list of documents that were reviewed is
provided in Attachnent D.

Dat a Revi ew

G oundwat er nonitoring has been conducted at the Standard Steel and Metal s Recycling
Yard Site since the 1980's. The ROD did not retain any contam nants of concern for
groundwat er. However, the ROD did require groundwater nonitoring to ensure that the
principal contami nants of concern, |ead and PCBs, did not adversely affect groundwater
beneath or adjacent to the site. Gher netals, as well as VOCs and sem -volatiles were
included in the sanple analysis. Sanpling during the RI/FS detected lead in 3 wells at
concentrations ranging from1.6 pg/l to 3.1 pg/l, which is bel ow the EPA drinki ng water
standard of 15 pg/l, PCBs were detected in two wells at 0.023 and 0.032 pg/l, which are
bel ow the EPA drinking water standard of 0.5 ug/l.

Post - ROD groundwater nonitoring results indicates no adverse inpacts fromlead, PCBs,
or Hal ogenated VOCs (HVQOCs). A summary of the results by year is presented bel ow.

1998. Non-detect for all analytes at the practical quantitation limt (PCBs 0.1 ug/l; |ead
5.6 pug/l; HVOCs 1.0 to 8.0 pg/l).

1999. Non-detect for PCBs at the practical quantitation limt (0.1 pg/l). Lead detected at
concentrations ranging fromO0.88 pg/l to 1.1 pg/l. Methylene Chloride was detected
in one sanple at 2.6 pg/l, but was also found in the lab blank at 1.7 pg/l. This is
likely a |l ab contam nant.

2000. May Sanples. Non-detect for all analytes at the practical quantitation limt (PCBs
0.5 pg/l; lead 5.6 pg/l; HVQCs 1.0 pg/l).

2000. Septenber Sanpl es. Non-detect for PCB and |lead at the practical quantitation limt
(PCBs 0.5 pg/l; lead 13.9 to 14.2 ug/l). Methlylene chloride was detected in two
sanples at 1.2 pg/l and 1.5 pg/l, and chl oronet hane was detected in one sanple at
1.2 pg/l. These are considered to be | ab contani nants.

2001. Non-detect for PCB and |lead at the practical quantitation limt (PCBs 0.099 ug/l;
lead 2 pg/l). Tetrachl oroethane was detected in one sanple at an estinmated 0.37
pg/ 1, which is below the drinking water standard of 5.0 ug/l.

2002. Non-detect for PCBs at the practical quantitation limt (0.1 pg/l). Lead detected at
one well at 2.28 pg/l. HVOC were not detected at 2 of 6 wells. In the other four
wells, the following estinmated results were reported for HVOCs. Well MM14: 1,2, 4-
trichl orobenzene 0.53 ug/l, 1,2,3-trichlorobenzene 1.28 pg/l. Wll MW 15 napht hal ene
1.29 pg/l. Vell MM24 tetrachl oroethylene 0.45 pg/l; 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene 0.33
pg/ 1. Vell MAM18 (duplicate of MM24) tetrachl oroethyl ene 0.45 ug/l;
trichlorofl ouronethane 0.33 pg/l. Al other HVOCs were not detect.



No groundwater wells in the unconfined aquifer have been identified within a half mle of
the site. There are no potable water wells on the site.

Site Inspection

A site wal kover was conducted by EPA and ADEC on February 27, 2003 in order to becone
famliarized with the site location and | ayout. An inspection of the site was conducted by
EPA, ADEC, and a representative of the PRP Group on March 6, 2003. The purpose of the
inspection was to assess the protectiveness of the renedy, including the onsite
containnent facility, the condition of the cover, and runoff and drai nage systens. See
attachnent D for the conpleted inspection checklist,

No significant issues were identified regarding the onsite containnent facility. The
condition of the cover appeared to satisfactory, and runoff and drai nage systens clear and
functioning well. It is of note that the Anchorage area has experi enced one of the ml dest
winters on record. At the tine of the inspection there was little snow cover and ice on
the ground at the facility.

The institutional controls that are in place include prohibition of disruption of the
cover on the TSCA landfill. Vehicle storage is allowable. Nurmerous trucks, trailers, and
sone earth noving equi pnent was observed parked on the capped area. No inpacts to the cap
were noticed at the locations of these vehicles or el sewhere on the cap.

VIl. Techni cal Assessment

Question A |Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision docunents P

The revi ew of docunments, ARARs, risk assunptions, O%M Reports, the results of site
inspection and site questionnaires indicates that the remedy is functioning as intended by
the ROD, as nodified by the ESD. The stabilization and cappi ng of contam nated soils has
achi eved the RAGs to mininize the nigration of contam nants to groundwater, and to prevent
onsite workers from exposure to contam nated soils.

Operation and nai ntenance of the cap, drainage areas, erosion control and institutional
controls has been largely effective. Three ninor incidents have occur since the renedy was
impl enented. These are briefly di scussed bel ow

. An up gradient well was damaged by site operations in 2000. EPA was notified of the
damage and the well was replaced with a flush nount well.

. Yakut at Street was paved in 2000 which resulted in changes to run-on and run-of f
patterns at the site. The PRP Group submtted design changes to EPA for approval to
inmprove site drainage. These were successfully undertaken in 2001.

. During a site inspection in Septenber 2000, EPA noted that onsite drains were
partially blocked by debris, snow and litter. The PRP G oup has since worked with
the onsite tenants to ensure drains are kept clear.

&M annual costs are consistent with initial estinmates and there are no indications of
difficulties with the renedy.

Addi tional neasures were taken at the request of Al aska Departnent of Fish and Gane to
provide habitat in Ship Creek. The PRP Group al so chose to achi eve nmore stringent soil

cleanup |l evels than required by the ROD.

Question B: Are the exposure assunptions, toxicity data, cleanup | evels, and renedial
action objectives (RAGs) used at the tinme of remedy selection still valid?

Yes, all toxicity information, cleanup levels and RAO s remain valid. The PRP G oup chose



to inplenent nore stringent cleanup |levels than required by the ROD. A conpari son of RCD
required levels and those undertaken by the PRP Group is discussed in Section IV of this
report.

Question C. Has any other information conme to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the renedy?

No weat her rel ated events have effected the protectiveness of the remedy. There is no new
information that calls into question the protectiveness of the renedy.

Techni cal Assessnent Summary

According to the site inspection and docunents and data reviewed, the renedy is
functioning as intended by the ROD. The achi evenent of nore stringent soil clean up levels
by the PRP Group than is required by the ROD enhances the protectiveness of the renedy. No
changes in toxicity factors for the contam nants of concern were identified since the ROD
was i ssued. Inprovenents to drainage structures affected by the paving of Yakutat Street
reduced potential inpacts fromthe change in drainage off of the street. No other
information was identified during the five year reviewthat calls into question the
protectiveness of the renedy.

VITI. |ssues
None.
| X. Recommendati ons and Fol | ow-up Acti ons

Continue to evaluate the results of the groundwater nonitoring programto ensure there are
no adverse inpacts to groundwater under the site or downgradient.

Continue site inspections of the capped area to ensure site activities do not result
adversely affect the integrity of the cap.

X. Protectiveness Statenent(s)

Because the renedial actions at the site are protective, the site is protective of hunman
heal th and the environnent.

Xl . Next Revi ew

The next five year review for the Standard Steel and Metal s Sal vage Yard Superfund Site
is required by April 2008, five years fromthe date of this review



Attachnent s

A. Site Maps
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B. Photos Docunenting Site Conditions
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Picture B-1.View from the northwest of the top of the containment cell. This area 1s used for
parking commercial vehicles. This use 1s consistent with the industnal land use restrictions for
the site.



Picture B-2. View from the southeast near Ship Creek of the rip rap on the stabilization cell.
The large boulders in the foreground were placed to dissipate water energy in the event of a Ship
Creek flood event.



Picture B-3. View from the southwest of the rip rap on the stabilization cell.
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C. Checklist of Site Conditions.

1. SITE INFORMATION

Site name: Standard Steel Metals & Recycling Yard | Date of inspection: March 6, 2003

Location and Region: Anchorage, AK. Region 10 EPA ID: AKD980978787

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year Weather/temperature: Blue skies, 20 degrees F
review: USEPA

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)

X0O Landfill cover/containment [ Montitored natural attenuation
[ Access controls O Groundwater containment
X[ Institutional controls O Vertical barrier walls

O Groundwater pump and treatment
O Surface water collection and treatment

O Other

Attachments: [ Inspection team roster attached [ Site map attached

I1. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

1. O&M site manager Alex Tula, R.G. ALTA Geosciences Principal Consultant 3/6/03
Name Title Date
Interviewed X at site [ at office X by phone Phone no. 425-485-1053
Problems, suggestions; (0 Report attached _No current O&M Issues. See Section IV of the five year review
report for a discussion of past issues and corrective measures.

2 O&M staff N/A
Name Tile Date
Interviewed O at site [ at office (] by phone Phone no.
Problems, suggestions, {1 Report attached

3. Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (1.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency response

office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, recorder of
deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in all that apply.

Agency: ADEC
Contact: Lows Howard RPM 3/6/03 907-269-7552
Name Title Date Phone no.

Problems; suggestions, [J Report attached

4. Other interviews (optional) [ Report attached. See Site Questionnaires in Attachment E of the Five
Year Review Report '

IT1, ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

L. O&M Documents
O O&M manual 00 Readily available x Up to date ON/a
O As-butlt drawings {J Readily available x Up to date ON/A
0 Maintenance logs O Readily available x Up to date ON/A

Remarks




2 Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan O Readily available O Up to date x N/A
O Conningency plan/emergency response plan [0 Readily available O Uptodate  x N/A
Remarks :

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records (O Readily available O Up to date x N/A
Remarks

4. Permits and Service Agreements
O Air discharge permut [ Readily available 0 Up to date x N/A
[J Effluent discharge O Readily available [J Up to date x N/A
O Waste disposal, POTW O Readily available O Up to date x N/A
[J Other permits 0 Readily available O Up to date x N/A
Remarks

5. Gas Generation Records * [0 Readily available 0O Up to date x N/A
Remarks

6. Settlement Monument Records [ Readily available O Up to date ON/A
Remarks_____ No observed scttlement to date

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records O Readily available x Up to date ON/A
Remarks

8. Leachate Extraction Records (O Readily available O Up to date x N/A
Remarks

9 Discharge Compliance Records
0O Arr [0 Readily available 0 Up to date x N/A
[0 Water (effluent) O Readily available (] Up to date x N/A
Remarks

10. . Daily Access/Security Logs [ Read:ly available O Up to date x N/A
Remarks

IV. O&M COSTS

1. O&M Organization
[J State in-house [ Contractor for State
O PRP in-house x Contractor for PRP
0 Federal Facility in-house [0 Contractor for Federal Facility

2. O&M Cost Records

O Readily available 01 Up to date
O Funding mechamsm/agreement 1n place
Original O&M cost estimate_$283,000 for 30 years O&M O Breakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From_Aug 1999 To Aug 2000 $12,000 O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From Aug 2000 To Aug 2001 $12,000 [0 Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From Aug 2001 To Aug 2002 $12,000 O Breakdown attached

Date Date Total cost




Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period
Describe costs and reasons Revised dramnage controls required in 2001 due to paving of Yakutat
Street.

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS x Applicable [ N/A

A. Fencing

1.

Fencing damaged 3 Location shown on site map O Gates secured x N/A
Remarks

B. Other Access Restrictions

1

Signs and other security measures [J Location shown on site map x N/A
Remarks

C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

L.

Implementation and enforcement

Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented OYes xNo ONA
Site conditions tmply ICs not being fully enforced OYes xNo [ONA
Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by) __ Visual inspection

Frequency Quarterly

Responsible party/agency PRP Group

Contact: Alex Tula see above contact information

Reporting 1s up-to-date OYes ONo xN/A
Reports are verified by the lead agency OYes ONo xN/A
Specific requirements 1n deed or decision documents have been met  x Yes O No [IN/A
Violations have been reported OYes ONo =xNA
Other problems or suggestions O Report attached

__X__F1ling of deed notifications previously verified.

2. Adequacy x ICs are adequate O ICs are inadequate O N/A
Remarks: Site use remains industrial - Site tenant activities are not disturbing the cap/containment area
No potable groundwater use occurring,

D. General

I Vandalism/trespassing [J Location shown on site map x No vandalism evident
Remarks

2. Land use changes on site x N/A
Remarks

3. Land use changes off site x N/A
Remarks

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Roads X Applicable [0 N/A

L. Roads damaged O Location shown on site map x Roads adequate ON/A
Remarks

B. Other Site Conditions




Remarks

VII. LANDFILL COVERS x Applicable [ N/A

A. Landfill Surface

1. Settlement (Low spots) O Location shown on site map x Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2 Cracks O Location shown on site map x Cracking not evident
Lengths Widths Depths
Remarks
3. Erosion O Location shown on site map x Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4. Holes O Location shown on site map x Holes not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
5. Vegetative Cover O Grass O Cover properly established [J No signs of stress
3 Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)
Remarks N/A
6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.) ON/A
Remarks Rip rap sidewalls in good condition
7. Bulges O Location shown on site map x Bulges not evident
" Arealextent_ Height
Remarks
8. Wet Areas/Water Damage x Wet areas/water damage not evident
9. Slope Instability OShdes [ Location shown on site map X No evidence of slope instability
B. Benches O Applicable  x N/A

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

C. Letdown Channels [ Applicable xN/A
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep side
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill

cover without creating erosion gullies )

D. Cover Penetrations [J Applicable  x N/A

E. Gas Collection and Treatment [J Applicable  x N/A

F. Cover Drainage Layer x Applicable ON/A




1. Outlet Pipes Inspected x Functioning N/A

2. OQutlet Rock Inspected x Functioning ON/A

G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds 0 Applicable x N/A

H. Retaining Walls x Applicable ON/A

1 Deformations O Location shown on site map x Deformation not evident
Horizontal displacement Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement
Remarks Rip rap wails appear very stable

2. Degradation O Location shown on site map x Degradation not evident
Remarks

1. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge x Applicable O N/A

I Siltation 0 Location shown on site map x Siltation not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Vegetative Growth O Location shown on site map x N/A
(O Vegetation does not impede flow
Areal extent Type
Remarks

3. Erosion 0 Location shown on site map x Erosion not evident
Areal extent i Depth
Remarks

4. Discharge Structure x Functioning O N/A
Remarks

VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS 0O Applicable x N/A

IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES [ Applicable X N/A

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines O Applicable  x N/A

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines O Applicable  x N/A

C. Treatment System O Applicable  x N/A

D. Monitoring Data

1. Monitoring Data
x Is routinely submitted on time x Is of acceptable quality
2 Montoring data suggests.

(J Groundwater plume is effectively contained [0 Contaminant concentrations are declining

Groundwater monitoring indicates no adverse impact to groundwater beneath the site

D. Monitored Natural Attenuation




Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy)

O Properly secured/locked 0O Functioning O Routinely sampled O Good condition
O All required wells located 0 Needs Maintenance x N/A
Remarks

X. OTHER REMEDIES

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

X]. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

Implementation of the Remedy

Describe 1ssues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish {1.¢., to contain contaminant plume,
minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.).

See text in the Five Year Review report.

Adequacy of 0&M

Describe 1ssues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy.

See text in the Five Year Review Report

Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

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

N/A

Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monttoring tasks or the operation of the remedy

N/A




D. List of Docunments Revi ewed

Record of Decision, Standard Steel and Metal s Sal vage Yard Superfund Site. July 16, 1996.

Revi sed Revegetation 8 Landscaping Plans. Standard Steel and Metal s Sal vage Yard Superfund
Site Anchorage, Al aska. March 11, 1999. Alta Ceosci ences.

Conpl etion Report. Renedial Action Construction..Standard Steel and Metal s Sal vage Yard
Superfund Site. Ata CGeosciences. August 1999.

Operations and Mai ntenance Pl an (Revised). Renedial Design/Renedial Action. Standard Steel
and Metals Salvage Yard Superfund Site. Prepared for Standard Steel RDYRA PRP Group. Alta
CGeosci ences. July 2000.

Superfund Final dose Qut Report. Standard Steel and Metals Sal vage Yard Superfund Site.
June 26, 2002,

Notice of Intent to Delete Standard Steel and Metals Sal vage Yard Superfund Site. August
14, 2002.

G oundwat er Monitoring Reports. Standard Steel and Metal s Sal vage Yard Superfund Site.
Al ta Ceosciences. April 1999. Novermber 1999. May 2000. Septenber 2000. August 2001.
Sept enber 2002.

Monthly Progress Reports, Sem -Annual |nspection Reports. Standard Steel and Metals
Sal vage Yard Superfund Site.

Site Summary Reports. USEPA. Online at: http://yosenite. epa.gov/r10/cl eanup. nsf/
http://yosem te. epa.gov/r10/ npl pad. nsf/
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STANDARD STEEL & METALS SALVAGE YARD
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

INTERVIEW RECORD

Name: David R. Duvall

Organization: Viacom Inc. (formerly

Title: Project Manager
! : 9 Westinghouse Electric Corp.)

Telephone No.: 812-334-2620 E-Mail Address: drduvall@ix.netcom.com
Street Address: 5005 E. State Road 46 City, State, Zip: Bloomington, IN 47401
Interview Date: March 14, 2003 Site Name: Standard Steel

Interview Type: O Telephone 0O Visit X Email

The following general questions were adapted from the EPA’s Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance.

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. What is your averall impression of the work conducted at the site? (general sentiment)

The selected remedy was appropriate and protective. The design approach was conservative

(1000 year design life), and the remediation effort was professionally planned and

implemented. Careful documentation of the entire process was performed and serves as the

basis for deciding on future site uses and maintenance.

2. From your perspective, what effect have remedial operations at the site had on the
surrounding community?

This project cleaned up an eyesore and returned the property to productive use. In addition,

it prevented the possible migration of contaminants to critical habitats in the vicinity of the
site and reduced the risks to various ecological and human receptor populations.
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3. Are you aware of concerns from the local community regarding the site, operation and
administration, implementation, or overall:protectiveness of the ROD remedies?

No.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (continued)

4.

Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism,
trespassing, or emergency responses from local authorities?

No.

5.

Since signing the ROD, are you aware of any changes in land uses, access, or other site
conditions that you feel may impact the protectiveness of the site?

No. The remedial design took into account the potential land uses in that area and provided
appropriate protective measures. I have made several site visits since the completion of
remedial activities and have not observed any circumstances that would create a problem,

6.

Were any problems or difficulties encountered after the initiation of remedial action that
impacted construction progress and implementability?

Construction progress was slowed by the discovery of possible unexploded ordinance items.
This difficulty was overcome through the cooperative efforts of the PRP group, the
regulatory agencies and the remedial contractor. This allowed the remedial action to be
completed as scheduled (one construction season).

7.

Is there a regular on-site inspection and operation, maintenance and monitoring (OMM)
presence at the OU? What is the frequency of O&M site inspections and activities?

There is an approved O&M Plan for the site which includes semiannual inspections and
annual groundwater monitoring.




INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (continued)

8. Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site in the last five years?

There was some minor erosion in drainage ditches outside the boundaries of the
containment cell. As part of the O&M process, these areas were upgraded in 2001 and are
now functioning as planned.

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

Groundwater monitoring was reduced from semiannually to annually in 2001. Given the lack
of significant detections of COC, this change does not affect the protectiveness or
effectiveness of the remedy.

10. Have there been opportunities to optimize the operation, maintenance, or sampling efforts?
Please describe changes, cost savings, and/or improved efficiency.

Reducing the frequency of groundwater monitoring based on the application of experience
gained during previous sampling events provides a cost savings that is appropriate and
reasonable. Additional opportunities to optimize the O&M process should become available
as the protectiveness and durability of the remedy is observed over time,

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

I feel the PRPs and the EPA have worked cooperatively to address the risks posed by this
site. Working within the framework of the pertinent regulations and ARARs, this site was
remediated and returned to productive use in a very reasonable and cost effective manner.
Groundwater monitoring has shown the effectiveness of the stabilization treatment
methodology and could probably be reduced again, or eventually eliminated,
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STANDARD STEEL & METALS SALVAGE YARD
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

INTERVIEW RECORD

Name: Jennifer Roberts

Title: Federal Facility/CERCLA section manager

Organization Alaska Dept. Environmental
Conservation

Telephone No.: 907-269-7553

E-Mail Address:
Jennifer_Roberts @dec.state.ak.us

Street Address: 555 Cordova

City, State, Zip: Anchorage, AK 99501

Interview Date: 3/11/03

Site Name: Standard Steel

Interview Type: 0 Telephone a Visit

X Email

The following general questions were adapted from the EPA’'s Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance.

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. What is your overall impression of the work conducted at the site? (general sentiment)

Good, we're using many of the design elements from the solidification and capping at

Standard Steel for other sites.

2. From your perspective, what effect have remedial operations at the site had on the

surrounding community?

The remedial actions at this site have allowed the site to be used for economic purposes and
remain protective of the surrounding area and users.




3. Are you aware of concerns from the local cbmmq}iity regarding the site, operation and
administration, implementation, or overall:protectivéness of the ROD remedies?

None—DEC has not received any complaints.




INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (continued)

4. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism,
trespassing, or emergency responses from local authorities?

The only actions causing problems has been the road construction and adjacent property
paving their parking lot which covered the monitoring well.

5. Since signing the ROD, are you aware of any changes in land uses, access, or other site
conditions that you feel may impact the protectiveness of the site?

No

6. Were any problems or difficulties encountered after the initiation of remedial action that
impacted construction progress and implementability ?

None

7. Isthere a regular on-site inspection and operation, maintenance and monitoring (OMM)
presence at the OU? What is the frequency of O&M site inspections and activities?

Yearly groundwater sampling, cap integrity inspection, and drainage channels (including rip
rap stabilization) for containment cell.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (continued)

8. Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site in the last five years?

Not to my knowledge.

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

Decrease in groundwater monitoring frequency from twice a year to once a year—from the
groundwater sample results this change has not decreased the protectiveness of the

remedy.

10. Have there been opportunities to optimize the operation, maintenance, or sampling efforts?
Please describe changes, cost savings, and/or improved efficiency.

None

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

Continue yearly inspections and five year reviews.
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STANDARD STEEL & METALS SALVAGE YARD

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

INTERVIEW RECORD

Name: Alex Tula

Title: Project Coordinator

Organization Alta Geosciences, Inc.

Telephone No.: 425-485-1053

E-Mail Address: atula@altageo.com

Street Address: 22833 Both-Evrt Hwy. Ste 102

City, State, Zip: Bothell, WA 98021

Interview Date: 3/10/03

Site Name: Standard Steel, Anchorage, AK

Interview Type: O Telephone

O visit

X Email

The following general questions were adapted from the EPA's Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance.

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. What is your overall impression of the work conducted at the site? (general sentiment)

A great deal of effort was put nto making this a first class and permanent site remediation.

2. From your perspective, what effect have remedial operations at the site had on the

surrounding community?

An improvement over what was there before (an ugly junk yard). There appear to have been
no negative impacts on the surrounding community.

3. Are you aware of concerns from the local community regarding the site, operation and
administration, implement  ation, or overall protectiveness of the ROD remedies?

No.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (continued)

4, Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism,
trespassing, or emergency responses from local authorities?

No.

S. Since signing the ROD, are you aware of any changes in land uses, access, or other site
conditions that you feel may impact the protectiveness of the site?

No.

6. Were any problems or difficulties encountered after the initiation of remedial action that
impacted construction progress and implementability?

Some potentially dangerous military waste was encountered that slowed construction and
increased costs somewhat. This was dealt with however and should have no effect on the
final remedy.

7. Is there a regular on-site inspection and operation, maintenance and monitoring (OMM)
presence at the OU? What is the frequency of O&M site inspections and activities?

Yes. There is an approved O&M Plan for the Site. O&M inspections are performed
semiannually. Groundwater is currently monitored annually.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (continued)

8. Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site in the last five years?

There was a minor difficulty associated with an unexpected erosion problem n the drainage
ditches which was resolved in 2001

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

Groundwater monitoring was reduced from semiannually to annually in 2001. This has had
no adverse affect on the protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy.

10. Have there been opportunities to optimize the operation, maintenance, or sampling efforts?
Please describe changes, cost savings, and/or improved efficiency.

Continued groundwater monitoring on an annual basis seems unnecessary since there have
been no significant detections of any site COC's in five years.

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

Reduce the groundwater monitoring frequency to biannual (every other year)
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STANDARD STEEL & METALS SALVAGE YARD
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

INTERVIEW

QUESTIONNAIRE

INTERVIEW RECORD

Name: Jordan Stout

Title: Environmental Contaminants Specialist

Organization: US Fish & Wildlife Service

Telephone No.: (907) 271-2776

E-Mail Address: jordan_stout@fws.gov

Street Address: 605 West 4" Avenue, Rm G-61

City, State, Zip: Anchorage, AK 99501

Interview Date: April 3, 2003

Site Name: Standard Steel

Interview Type: 0O Telephone 0O Visit

\ Email

The following general questions were adapted from

the EPA's Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance.

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. What is your overall impression of the work conducted at the site? (general sentiment)

I am satisfied with the work conducted at the site thus far because, based on a review of our files, it
appears that the exposure pathways to our trust resources have been addressed. However, because
contaminants remain at the site, future changes in site conditions may warrant an increased level of

concern.

2. From your perspective, what effect have remedial operations at the site had on the

surrounding community?

Unknown.

3. Are you aware of concerns from the local community regarding the site, operation and
administration, implementation, or overall protectiveness of the ROD remedies?

No, I am not aware of any concerns from the local community regarding the site,
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (continued)
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4.

Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism,
trespassing, or emergency responses from local authorities?

No, I am not aware of any such events, incidents or activities.

5.

Since signing the ROD, are you aware of any changes in land uses, access, or other site
conditions that you feel may impact the protectiveness of the site?

No, I am not aware of any changes in site conditions that may impact site protectiveness. However,
there is anecdotal evidence that some of the creekside habitat improvements installed as part of the
remedial work have been unsuccessful.

Were any problems or difficulties encountered after the initiation of remedial action that
impacted construction progress and implementability?

No, I am not aware of any such problems or difficulties.

Is there a regular on-site inspection and operation, maintenance and monitoring (OMM)
presence at the OU? What is the frequency of O&M site inspections and activities?

Although some work along Ship Creek has been performed over the years by US Fish & Wildlife Service
staff, no specific inspections of the subject site have been performed recently and no regular inspection
schedule is anticipated.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (continued)

8. Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site in the last five years?

Not applicable.

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

Not applicable.

10. Have there been opportunities to optimize the operation, maintenance, or sampling efforts?
Please describe changes, cost savings, and/or improved efficiency.

Unknown.

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

It should be noted that there is current interest in improving anadromous fish passage and habitat within
Ship Creek. It is unclear how such projects might directly affect this site or others like it, but if
improvements are successful then concern over source areas and exposure potential along the Ship
Creek corridor may increase.,
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STANDARD STEEL & METALS SALVAGE YARD
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

INTERVIEW RECORD

Name: R. Paul Beveridge

Organization:

Title: Counsel
Chugach Electric Association, Inc.

Telephone No.: 206-389-6122 E-Mail Address: pbeveridge@hewm.com

Street Address: 701 Fifth Avenue

ity, State, Zip: Seattle, WA 98104
6100 Bank of America Tower City, State, Zip: Seattle 810

Interview Date: March 5, 2002 Site Name: Standard Steel

Interview Type: 0O Telephone 0O Visit XXO Email

The following general questions were adapted from the EPA’s Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance.

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. What is your overall impression of the work conducted at the site? (general sentiment)

Thorough, protective and complete.

2. From your perspective, what effect have remedial operations at the site had on the
surrounding community?

Made the property available for productive use.
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3. Are you aware of concerns from the local community regarding the site, operation and
administration, implementation, or overall protectiveness of the ROD remedies?

No.

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (continued)

4. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism,
trespassing, or emergency responses from local authorities?

No.

5. Since signing the ROD, are you aware of any changes in land uses, access, or other site
conditions that you feel may impact the protectiveness of the site?

No.

6. Were any problems or difficulties encountered after the initiation of remedial action that
impacted construction progress and implementability ?

No.
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7. Is there a regular on-site inspection and operation, maintenance and monitoring (OMM)
presence at the OU? What is the frequency of O&M site inspections and activities?

Yes. O&M inspections are performed twice a year. Groundwater is currently monitored once a year.

8. Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site in the last five years?

There was a minor difficulty associated with an unexpected erosion problem in the drainage ditches which was
resolved in 2001.

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (continued)

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

Groundwater monitoring was reduced from semiannually to annually in 2001. This has had no adverse affect on
the protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy.

10. Have there been opportunities to optimize the operation, maintenance, or sampling efforts?
Please describe changes, cost savings, and/or improved efficiency.

Continued groundwater monitoring seems unnecessary since there have been no significant detections of any site
contaminants of concern in five years.
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11. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
management or operation?

End groundwater monutoring or reduce the groundwater monitoring frequency to biannual (every other year).
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STANDARD STEEL & METALS SALVAGE YARD
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

INTERVIEW RECORD

Name: Louis Howard

Organization: AK Dept. Of Environmental

Title: Project Manager .
Conservation

Telephone No.:907-696-7192 E-Mail Address:louis_howard@dec.state.ak.us
Street Address:CSP 555 Cordova St City, State, Zip: Anchorage, AK 99501-2617
Interview Date:February 26, 2003 Site Name:Standard Steel & Metals Salvage Yard
Interview Type: O Telephone 0O Visit X Email

The following general questions were adapted from the EPA's Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance.

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. What is your overall impression of the work conducted at the site? (general sentiment)

Overall, I believe the work conducted at the site met the remedial action objectives identified in the 1996
record of decision for the site.

2. From your perspective, what effect have remedial operations at the site had on the
surrounding community?

None negative, only positive since the contamination at the site was addressed.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (continued)

4. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism,
trespassing, or emergency responses from laocal authorities?

No.

5. Since signing the ROD, are you aware of any changes in land uses, access, or other site
conditions that you feel may impact the protectiveness of the site?

No, current land uses are meeting the requirements of the ROD.

6. Were any problems or difficulties encountered after the initiation of remedial action that
impacted construction progress and implementability?

No.

7. 1Is there a regular on-site inspection and operation, maintenance and monitoring (OMM)
presence at the OU? What is the frequency of O&M site inspections and activities?

Groundwater monitoring is ongoing once a year, operation and maintenance activities are on an as
needed basis. Erosion protection wall must be maintained, inspection should be required following any
major flood event (Ship Creek), with timely repair of any damage. The top surface and sides of the
consolidation cell must be maintained free of deep-rooted plant species and any erosion or man made
excavations must be immediately backfilled with engineered fill. Side slopes of the consolidation cell
should be inspected for slope failures or slumping following major earthquakes in the Anchorage area,
and repairs should be inttiated If damage 1s identified.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (continued)

Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the site in the last five years?

On September 28, 2000, a semi-annual site inspection by EPA occurred. During that inspection 3 items
were Identified which indicated to EPA that due diligence in implementing the institutional controls were
not occurring. 1) Drainage Channels and Pipes: Recent paving on Yakutat St. had resulted in soil erosion
which was impacting a drainage structure for the Site. This erosion was placing sediment and dirty water
into Ship Creek. Trash and debris was also accumulating in side ditches. 2) Cell Side Slopes: It was
alleged that the current tenant was dumping/plowing large amounts of snow over the back of the cell
each year. In only two years this had resulted in excessive gravel/soil and wood debris being deposited
on the Erosion Control wall. 3) Monitoring Wells: Upgradient Monitoring well 22 had allegedly been
destroyed by construction/paving.

Although none of these items has resulted in a failure of the containment cell, they reveal the institutional
controls were not being fully implemented. Only two years passed since the remedy was implemented.
The site 15 a TSCA landfill which requtres diligent management. All drainage channels and erosion control
structures were repaired by the next EPA inspection on August 27, 2001.

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

No.

10. Have there been opportunities to optimize the operation, maintenance, or sampling efforts?

Please describe changes, cost savings, and/or improved efficiency.

Yes, Groundwater sampling was reduced to annual monitoring from twice yearly.
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11. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
management or operation?
[ &

No.

Page 5




