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LIST OF ACRONYMS

ADEC State of Alaska, Department of Environmental Conservation

ARAR Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement

ARRC Alaska Rail Road Corporation

CD Consent Decree

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency

HVOC Halogenated Volatile Organic Carbons

MCL Maximum Contaminant Level

MCLG Maximum Contaminant Level Goal

NCP National Contingency Plan

NPL National Priorities List

0&M Operation and Maintenance

PAH Polyaromatic Hydrocarbon

PCB Polychlorinated Biphenyl

PQL Practical Quantitation Limit

PRP Potentially Responsible Party

PSD Performing Settling Defendant

RA Remedial Action

RAO Remedial Action Objective

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RD Remedial Design

RI/FS Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study

ROD Record of Decision

SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act

TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act

VOC Volatile Organic Compound



Executive Summary

The remedy for the Standard Steel 8 Metal Recycling Yard Superfund Site in Anchorage,
Alaska includes; removal and offsite disposal of regulated material stockpiled on-site;
offsite disposal of scrap and debris; excavation, stabilization and capping of
contaminated soils on site; maintenance of the cap and erosion control structures on Ship
Creek; institutional controls; and monitored groundwater. The site achieved Construction
Completion with the signing of the Final Close Out 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 immediate threats have been addressed and the remedy is expected to remain protective
of human health and the environment. Groundwater monitoring will continue for another five
years to ensure on-site groundwater is not adversely impacted by stabilized material, and
that no offsite migration occurs that could affect Ship Creek.







I. Introduction.

The purpose of this five-year review is to determine whether the remedy at the Standard
Steel K Metals Yard Recycling Superfund Site is protective of human health and the
environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of five year reviews are documented in
five year review reports. The five year review reports identifies any issues found during
the review, if any, and identifies recommendations 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 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 judgement
of the President that action is appropriate at such site in accordance with section (104]
or (106], the President shall take or require such action. The President shall report to
the Congress a list of facilities for which such review is required, the results of all
such reviews, and any actions taken as a result of such reviews.

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

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

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 10, conducted the five year
review of the remedy implemented at the Standard Steel Superfund site in Anchorage,
Alaska. This review was conducted by staff from the Anchorage Operations Office during
February, March, and April, 2003. This report documents the results of the review.



II. Site Chronology

Table 1: Chronology of Site Events

Event Date

Initial Discovery of Problem or  
Contamination

October 28, 1985

Pre-NPL Removal Actions June 2, 1986-June 29, 1988

NPL Listing August 30, 1990

Administrative Order on Consent to
Conduct Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study

September 23, 1992

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
complete

July 16, 1996

ROD Signature July 16, 1996

Consent Decree to Implement ROD December 11, 1996

Consent Decree for Past Costs January 24, 1998

Remedial Design Start October 4, 1996

Remedial Design Complete April 23, 1998

Actual Remedial Action Start April 23, 1998

Explanation of Significant Differences November 18, 1998

Construction Finish August 1, 1999

Final Inspection August 27, 2001

Construction Completion Date June 26, 2002

Final Close-out Report June 26, 2002

Deletion from NPL September 30, 2002

Five Year Review Start February 19, 2003



III. Background

Physical Characteristics
The Standard Steel and Metals Salvage Yard Site was a 6.2 acre metal salvage yard in
Anchorage, Alaska. The site is located near the intersection of Railroad Avenue and
Yakutat Street, adjacent to Ship Creek. The site is zoned l-2, denoting a heavy industrial
district, by the Municipality of Anchorage. The property is in the possession and control
of the Alaska Railroad Corporation (ARRC). The site is located within the City of
Anchorage. Approximately half of the population of the State of Alaska live in the
Anchorage municipal area. A residential area is located a half mile southeast of the site
on the east side of Ship Creek, and Elmendorf Air Force Base is a third of a mile to the
north.

Land Use & History of Contamination
The first documented use of the site occurred in October 1950, when it was leased by a
construction company for maintenance and storage equipment. Beginning in 1955, various
metal recycling and salvage business operated at the site. During recycling and salvage
activities, electrical transformers and batteries were handled. Releases of hazardous
substances occurred from these activities and inappropriate burial or burning of
transformer oil.

Initial Response
From 1986 through 1988, EPA conducted a series of removal actions to address contamination
at the site. EPA removed 1000 gallons of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) contaminated
oil, eighty-two 55 gallon drums of Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous
waste, 10,450 gallons of waste oil, 185 PCB-contaminated transformers, 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.

Basis for Taking Action
An Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study was completed in January 1996. The study
identified PCBs, lead, and dioxin/furans as contaminants of concern at the site. The site
posed potential threats to human health and the environment through ingestion, dermal
contact, and inhalation of contaminated soils. Site groundwater was impacted by soil
contamination. Off-site groundwater was not impacted. Dioxin/furans were determined to be
a contaminant of concern. However, all detections of dioxin/furans were collocated with
soils contaminated with 10 mg/kg or greater PCBs. Therefore, all actions taken to address
PCBs would also address dioxin/furans.



IV. Remedial Actions

Remedy Selection
On December 11, 1996, a Consent Decree to conduct a Remedial Action (RA), remedial design
(RD) and RA construction was entered into by Chugach Electric Association, Inc., J.C.
Penney Company, Inc., Bridgestone/Firestone, Inc., Sears Roebuck and Company, and
Westinghouse Electric Corporation. The Alaska Railroad Corporation signed the Consent
Decree exclusively for the purpose of agreeing to provide access and implement
institutional controls. The Settling Defendants agreed to perform the remedial
design/remedial action selected in the ROD. Based on the results of the RI/FS and the
information in the Administrative Record, on July 16, 1996, the Regional Administrator for
EPA Region 10 signed a Record of Decision (ROD) selecting the following remedial actions:

• Removal of regulated material currently stockpiled on-site and investigation derived
wastes with subsequent disposal in a RCRA Subtitle C or D landfill, or recycling of
the materials;

• Off-site disposal of remaining scrap debris by recycling or disposal in a RCRA
Subtitle D landfill or, if the debris is a characteristic hazardous waste or
contains greater than 50 mg/kg PCBs or 10 µg/100cm² PCBs by standard wipe tests,
treatment, and disposal in a RCRA Subtitle C or Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)
landfill;

• Excavation and consolidation of all soils exceeding cleanup levels;

• Treatment of all soils at or greater than 1000 mg/kg lead or 50 mg/kg PCB by
stabilization/solidification;

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

• Excavation of soils impacted above 1 mg/kg PCBs and 500 mg/kg lead from the flood
plain and consolidation of these soils elsewhere on the site;

• Maintenance and repair of the erosion control structure on the bank of Ship Creek;

• Maintenance of treated soils and the landfill;

• Institutional controls to limit land uses of the site to industrial use and, if
appropriate, access;

• Monitoring of groundwater at the site to ensure the effectiveness of the remedial
action. This included ensuring no adverse impacts to groundwater at the site, as
well as potential migration offsite towards Ship Creek.

Remedy Implementation
The remedial design was conducted in conformance with the approved ROD and statement of
work for the consent decree. The remedial action was formally initiated in April, 1998.
The contractor conducted the remedial actions pursuant to the approved remedial
design/remedial action work plans. The only new contaminant encountered was potential
unexploded ordnance. However, the work plans anticipated this possibility and remedial
actions proceeded with some changes. All suspected ordnance and explosives, and unexploded
ordnance was removed and treated by a U.S. Military Explosive Ordnance Detachment from
Fort Richardson, Alaska.

The Toxic 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 approximately 15 feet below finished grade. The cell holds
approximately 55,000 tons of contaminated material, 22,272 of which was stabilized. The



contaminated soils are covered with a closed cell foam insulation, 40 mil geomembrane
cover, geocomposite drainage layer, and three feet of clean soil. The cell is designed to
be utilized for vehicle/equipment 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
(minimum) flood event.

The selected remedy was enhanced by the following approved design changes, which were
implemented in 1998 and 1999:

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

• Including a geomembrane cover system consisting of a four-inch foam insulation
layer, 40 mil 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

• Replacement of the rip rap erosion control wall adjacent to Ship Creek with an
Alaska Department of Fish and Game requested natural erosion protection  system. This
system incorporates native vegetation and artificial logs to secure the stream bank
and provide habitat. Based on these changes, an Explanation of Significant
Differences was signed on November 18, 1998 to waive 40 CFR 761.75(B)(9)(i), which
requires a fence around a TSCA landfill.

A Remedial Action Report was signed on August 1, 1999 and a Final Closeout Report was
signed on June 26, 2002 which documents that all work at the site has been completed and
ail cleanup levels established in the ROD have been achieved through the remedial actions.

Operation and Maintenance (O&M)
Pursuant to the Consent Decree, Chugach Electric Association, Inc., Westinghouse Electric
Corporation, Sears, Roebuck and Company, J. C. Penney Company, Inc., and
Bridgestone/Firestone, Inc. are responsible for the operation and maintenance procedures.
The remedy requires maintenance of the landfill to ensure that it retains its  structural
integrity and prevents the release of PCBs and lead through erosion, leaching, and
excavation. The Operation and Maintenance requirements are presented in the Operations and
Maintenance Plan (Revised) July 2000 by ALTA GeoSciences, Inc. These include verification
that the construction components of the remedy are intact and operating properly;
groundwater monitoring; maintenance of the cap and surface drainage systems; and verifying
institutional controls are in place and functioning.

Operation and maintenance has been happening properly with the following exceptions that
were noted in an April 30, 2001 letter from EPA concerning a September 2B, 2000
inspection. An up gradient well was damaged by site operations in the summer of 2000. EPA
was notified of the damage and the well was replaced with a flush mount well.  Yakutat
Street was paved in 2000 which resulted in changes to run-on and run-off patterns at the
site. The PRP Group submitted design changes to EPA for approval to improve site drainage.
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 removal etc is properly maintained. 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
groundwater, and maintain current land use on the property. The Alaska Railroad
Corporation (ARRC) is the owner of an exclusive license to the property under the Alaska
Railroad Transfer Act. ARRC executed and filed the Declaration of Restrictive Covenants
per the Consent Decree requirements with the local land recording district office in



Anchorage. ARRC’s lease agreements for the property notify the lessee of the Institutional
Controls which must be complied with to meet the conditions of the ROD. Additionally,
notice of the remedy and the Declaration of Restrictive Covenants was provided to
applicable state and local government agencies and all local utility companies.

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 commercial and prevent use of the
site for commercial developments 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 impair the integrity of the
TSCA landfill;

• Prevent movement of soil containing greater than 1,000 mg/kg lead or 10mg/kg PCBs to
the surface or within the top foot of soil where chronic long-term worker exposure
could occur;

• Groundwater use restriction recorded with local, regional, and State agencies,
departments and utilities.

Table 2 below shows the estimated annual O&M costs for the Standard Steel and Metals
Salvage Yard Superfund Site. These reflect the estimated costs for maintenance and
monitoring after the completion of on-site remedial action construction in August 1999.
The estimated cost of the on-site remedial action construction is $5.3M.

Table 2: Annual System 0perations/O&M Costs

Dates
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

Administrative Components

Members of the Standard Steel and Metals Recycling Yard Site PRP Group 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 team was led by Kevin Oates
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 also assisted in the
review to ensure technical accuracy.

Community Notification and Involvement

EPA published notification of the five year review in the Anchorage Daily News on March 5,
2003. Approximately 85 postcards were mailed 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 from the NPL. The fact sheet announced
the public comment period for the deletion proposal, described the completed cleanup
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 comment was
received after the comment period closed and was responded to prior to deletion.

EPA will be issuing a fact sheet to announce the availability of this five year review. It
will announce that the Five Year Review Report for the Standard Steel and Metals Recycling
Yard Site is complete. The results of the review will be available to the public at the
Alaska Resource Library & Information Services at 3150 C Street, Suite 100 Anchorage AK
99513 and at the EPA Region 10 website at: http://www.epa.gov/r10.

Document Review

This five year review consisted of a review of relevant documents including the ROD, O&M
Plan, maintenance and monitoring data. A list of documents that were reviewed is
provided in Attachment D.

Data Review

Groundwater monitoring has been conducted at the Standard Steel and Metals Recycling
Yard Site since the 1980's. The ROD did not retain any contaminants of concern for
groundwater. However, the ROD did require groundwater monitoring to ensure that the
principal contaminants of concern, lead and PCBs, did not adversely affect groundwater
beneath or adjacent to the site. Other metals, as well as VOCs and semi-volatiles were
included in the sample analysis. Sampling during the RI/FS detected lead in 3 wells at
concentrations ranging from 1.6 µg/l to 3.1 µg/l, which is below the EPA drinking water
standard of 15 µg/l, PCBs were detected in two wells at 0.023 and 0.032 µg/l, which are
below the EPA drinking water standard of 0.5 µg/l.

Post-ROD groundwater monitoring results indicates no adverse impacts from lead, PCBs,
or Halogenated VOCs (HVOCs). A summary of the results by year is presented below.

1998. Non-detect for all analytes at the practical quantitation limit (PCBs 0.1 µg/l; lead
5.6 µg/l; HVOCs 1.0 to 8.0 µg/l).

1999.  Non-detect for PCBs at the practical quantitation limit (0.1 µg/l). Lead detected at
concentrations ranging from 0.88 µg/l to 1.1 µg/l. Methylene Chloride was detected
in one sample at 2.6 µg/l, but was also found in the lab blank at 1.7 µg/l. This is
likely a lab contaminant.

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

2000.  September Samples. Non-detect for PCB and lead at the practical quantitation limit
(PCBs 0.5 µg/l; lead 13.9 to 14.2 µg/l). Methlylene chloride was detected in two
samples at 1.2 µg/l and 1.5 µg/l, and chloromethane was detected in one sample at
1.2 µg/l. These are considered to be lab contaminants.

2001.  Non-detect for PCB and lead at the practical quantitation limit (PCBs 0.099 µg/l;
lead 2 µg/l). Tetrachloroethane was detected in one sample at an estimated 0.37
µg/l, which is below the drinking water standard of 5.0 µg/l.

2002.  Non-detect for PCBs at the practical quantitation limit (0.1 µg/l). Lead detected at
one well at 2.28 µg/l. HVOC were not detected at 2 of 6 wells. In the other four
wells, the following estimated results were reported for HVOCs. Well MW-14: 1,2,4-
trichlorobenzene 0.53 µg/l, 1,2,3-trichlorobenzene 1.28 µg/l. Well MW-15 naphthalene
1.29 µg/l. Well MW-24 tetrachloroethylene 0.45 µg/l; 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene 0.33
µg/l. Well MW-18 (duplicate of MW-24) tetrachloroethylene 0.45 µg/l;
trichloroflouromethane 0.33 µg/l. All other HVOCs were not detect.



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

Site Inspection

A site walkover was conducted by EPA and ADEC on February 27, 2003 in order to become
familiarized with the site location and layout. 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 remedy, including the onsite
containment facility, the condition of the cover, and runoff and drainage systems. See
attachment D for the completed inspection checklist,

No significant issues were identified regarding the onsite containment facility. The
condition of the cover appeared to satisfactory, and runoff and drainage systems clear and
functioning well. It is of note that the Anchorage area has experienced one of the mildest
winters on record. At the time 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. Numerous trucks, trailers, and
some earth moving equipment was observed parked on the capped area. No impacts to the cap
were noticed at the locations of these vehicles or elsewhere on the cap.

VII. Technical Assessment

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

The review of documents, ARARs, risk assumptions, O&M Reports, the results of site
inspection and site questionnaires indicates that the remedy is functioning as intended by
the ROD, as modified by the ESD. The stabilization and capping of contaminated soils has
achieved the RAOs to minimize the migration of contaminants to groundwater, and to prevent
onsite workers from exposure to contaminated soils.

Operation and maintenance of the cap, drainage areas, erosion control and institutional
controls has been largely effective. Three minor incidents have occur since the remedy was
implemented. These are briefly discussed below.

• 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 mount well.

• Yakutat Street was paved in 2000 which resulted in changes to run-on and run-off
patterns at the site. The PRP Group submitted design changes to EPA for approval to
improve site drainage. These were successfully undertaken in 2001.

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

O&M annual costs are consistent with initial estimates and there are no indications of
difficulties with the remedy.

Additional measures were taken at the request of Alaska Department of Fish and Game to
provide habitat in Ship Creek. The PRP Group also chose to achieve more stringent soil
cleanup levels than required by the ROD.

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

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



to implement more stringent cleanup levels than required by the ROD. A comparison of ROD
required levels and those undertaken by the PRP Group is discussed in Section IV of this
report.

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

No weather related events have effected the protectiveness of the remedy. There is no new
information that calls into question the protectiveness of the remedy.

Technical Assessment Summary
According to the site inspection and documents and data reviewed, the remedy is
functioning as intended by the ROD. The achievement of more stringent soil clean up levels
by the PRP Group than is required by the ROD enhances the protectiveness of the remedy. No
changes in toxicity factors for the contaminants of concern were identified since the ROD
was issued. Improvements to drainage structures affected by the paving of Yakutat Street
reduced potential impacts from the change in drainage off of the street. No other
information was identified during the five year review that calls into question the
protectiveness of the remedy.

VIII. Issues

None.

IX. Recommendations and Follow-up Actions

Continue to evaluate the results of the groundwater monitoring program to ensure there are
no adverse impacts 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 Statement(s)

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

XI. Next Review

The next five year review for the Standard Steel and Metals Salvage Yard Superfund Site
is required by April 2008, five years from the date of this review.
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