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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

°F degrees Fahrenheit

AAC Alaska Administrative Code

AC&WS Aircraft Control and Warning Station

ACAT Alaska Community Action on Toxics

ADEC Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
ARAR applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
bgs below ground surface

Bristol Bristol Environmental Remediation Services, LLC
BTEX benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
COC contaminant of concern

CON/HTRW containerized hazardous, toxic, or radioactive wastes

COPC contaminant of potential concern

DD decision document

DHHS U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
DRO diesel-range organics

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
FUDS Formerly Used Defense Site

GRO gasoline-range organics

HWAP hazardous waste accumulation point
Jacobs Jacobs Engineering Group Inc.

LUC land use controls

mg/kg milligrams per kilogram

mg/L milligrams per liter

MOC Main Operations Complex

PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon

PCB polychlorinated biphenyl

POL petroleum, oil, and lubricants

RAB Restoration Advisory Board

RAO removal action objective

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RecKey record key

RI remedial investigation

ROD Record of Decision

RRO residual-range organics

TAH total aromatic hydrocarbon
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS (Continued)

TAqH total aqueous hydrocarbon

TBC to be considered

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

WACS White Alice Communications System
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers contracted Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. to conduct the
first Periodic Review of the selected remedy for Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill (Site 7) at
the Northeast Cape Formerly Used Defense Site on St. Lawrence Island, Alaska, in
September 2013. This Report presents the results of the review.

The purpose of this review is to ensure the remedy selected in Decision Document: Site 7
Cargo Beach Road Landfill, Containerized Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste
(CON/HTRW) Project #104K0969-05 (USACE 2009a), signed 19 June 2009, has been put
into action, is performing effectively, and continues to be protective of human health and the
environment. Data considered during this review included sample results and site inspections
available as of April 2014. The Summary Form on the following pages presents the issues that
were identified during the review, associated recommendations, follow-up actions, and the

protectiveness statement.

Overall, this Periodic Review found the selected remedy for Site 7 will be protective when

remedy implementation is complete.
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PERIODIC REVIEW SUMMARY FORM

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site Name: Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill, Northeast Cape (St. Lawrence Island)
FUDS ID: F10AK0969-05

EPA ID: AK9799F2999

Region: 10 State: Alaska City/County: St. Lawrence Island

NPL Status: Non-NPL Site

Multiple OUs? No Has the site achieved construction completion? No

Lead agency: Other Federal Agency
If “Other Federal Agency” was selected above, enter Agency name: USACE

Author name (Federal or State Project Manager):

Jacobs Engineering Group Inc.
on behalf of USACE, Alaska District

Federal Project Manager Valerie Palmer

Author affiliation: Contractor

Review period: September 2009 — April 2014

Date of site inspection: 13 September 2013 — 15 September 2013

Type of review: Periodic Review

Review number: 1 (one)

Triggering action date: 19 June 2009

Due date (five years after triggering action date): 19 June 2014
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ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS

Site: 7 Issue Category: Remedy Completion
Issue: Land use controls to limit groundwater use and prevent construction
of buildings on top of the landfill are not implemented.
Recommendation: Implement LUCs following completion of the remedial
action field work as described in the DD.
Affect Affect Future |Implementing Regulatory Milestone Date
Current Protectiveness |Party Party
Protectiveness
No Yes USACE ADEC 2018
Site: 7 Issue Category: Remedy Implementation
Issue: The 2013 site inspection identified debris protruding from the landfill
cap.
Recommendation: Remove debris protruding from the landfill cap.
Affect Affect Future |Implementing Regulatory Milestone Date
Current Protectiveness |Party Party
Protectiveness
No No USACE ADEC 2018
Site: 7 Issue Category: Remedy Implementation
Issue: The 2013 site inspection identified metal and wood debris in and
around ponds adjacent to the landfill cap.
Recommendation: Remove debris identified in and around ponds adjacent
to the landfill cap.
Affect Affect Future |Implementing Regulatory Milestone Date
Current Protectiveness |Party Party
Protectiveness
No No USACE ADEC 2018
PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT
Site: Site 7 Cargo Beach |Protectiveness Determination: Addendum Due Date
Road Landfill Will be Protective (if applicable):
Protectiveness Statement: The remedy at Site 7 is expected to be protective of human health
and the environment upon completion. In the interim, no exposure pathways that could result
in unacceptable risks have been noted.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) contracted Jacobs Engineering Group
Inc. (Jacobs) to conduct the first Periodic Review of the selected remedy at Site 7 Cargo
Beach Road Landfill (Site 7) at Northeast Cape on St. Lawrence Island, Alaska (Figure A-1),
in September 2013.

1.1 PURPOSE OF THIS REVIEW

The purpose of this Periodic Review is twofold: to evaluate the implementation and
performance of the remedial action that was selected for Site 7 and to determine if this action
is protective of human health and the environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of
this Periodic Review identify issues found through an examination of the data collected over
the past five years and provide recommendations to address them. This is the first Periodic

Review for Site 7.

The Periodic Review process for Site 7 was triggered by the signing of Decision Document:
Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill, CON/HTRW Project #F'104AK0969-05 (USACE 2009a),
19 June 2009.

1.2 RESPONSIBILITIES

USACE, Alaska District, is the lead agency for remedial actions at Site 7, located within the
Northeast Cape Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS). USACE contracted Jacobs to conduct
and prepare this Periodic Review Report. The selected final remedial actions for Site 7 were
chosen in accordance with the Defense Environmental Restoration Program, United States

Code, Title 10, Section 2701, et seq.

Per FUDS Program Policy ER 200-3-1 (USACE 2004a), containerized hazardous, toxic, or
radioactive wastes projects involving tanks, transformers, and other containers generally are
not regulated under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and

Liability Act (CERCLA) process. However, this project has followed the CERCLA process as
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a matter of administrative consistency to foster community trust and preserve good public

relations with an ongoing project at the same location (USACE 2009a).

The primary concern at Site 7 is drums and other containers containing petroleum, oil, and
lubricants (POL). However, with any unpermitted dump site, there is the potential for
unknown hazardous wastes to be discovered. If an actual or threatened release of a CERCLA
hazardous substance, pollutant, and/or contaminant is identified during the performance of
this CON/HTRW cleanup, the situation will need to be assessed to determine if the project
needs to transition to a CERCLA response action. An evaluation will be made, in accordance
with CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan, to determine if a removal action is

warranted to protect human health and the environment.

1.3 OVERVIEW

The Periodic Review was conducted with all data available in the information repositories as
of February 2014. The project team consisted of the USACE project manager, technical
representatives, and contracted environmental engineering support. This effort included a
review of the decision document (DD) requirements and work that has been done to satisfy
those requirements, current and past monitoring data, and the current status of the remedy and
the physical condition of the site. The general public was notified of the review with public
notices placed in the Nome Nugget on 18 and 19 August 2013. In addition, a flyer containing
the same information was mailed to community members and Alaska Department of
Environmental Conservation (ADEC) in September 2013. Site 7 was visited and a site

inspection was performed on 13 September 2013.
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2.0 SITE CHRONOLOGY

Important events and relevant dates for Northeast Cape are shown in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1
Chronology of Site Events

Event Date
Northeast Cape site acquired by the U.S. Air Force 1952
Aircraft Control and Warning Station constructed 1951-1952
WACS constructed 1954
Aircraft Control and Warning Station operations terminated 1969
WACS operations terminated 1972
Bureau of Land Management obtained ownership of Northeast Cape August 1975

Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act transferred land ownership to Sivugaq, Inc.
June 1979
and Kukulget, Inc.

Environmental Assessment conducted 1985

Site Assessment conducted 1991 and 1992
Phase | RI conducted 1994

All electrical transformers removed 1994

Phase Il RI/Feasibility Study and Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment 1996

drafted

Remedial Action conducted to remove communications wire and cable on the 1997

tundra

Phase Il RI/Feasibility Study finalized September 1998
Site Assessment conducted 1999

Debris, hazardous waste, aboveground storage tank, and fuel pipeline removed 2000

Underground storage tanks, PCB- and POL-contaminated soil removed, buildings 2001
demolished

Phase Ill Remedial Investigation conducted 2001 — 2002

30 buildings and utilidor demolished; drums, communication poles, and wire 2003

removed

Human Health and Environmental Risk Assessment finalized 2004

Feasibility Study prepared 2007
Groundwater Use Determination (18 AAC 350) submitted to ADEC April 2007

ADEC comments on the Northeast Cape 350 Determination received May 2007

(ADEC 2007b)
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Table 2-1
Chronology of Site Events (Continued)

Event Date
BgAsgléecting remedy for Sites 1 through 6 and 8 through 34 approved by HQ September 2009
DD selecting remedy for Site 7 approved by USACE-POA June 2009
Remedial action begun to implement remedy for Site 7 June 2009
Bristol requested landfill closure by ADEC for Site 7 November 2009
Site 7 Landfill Cap Construction Report prepared May 2010
EPA evaluated USACE Cleanup of FUDS at Northeast Cape and Gambell February 2013
Public notice of Five-Year Review published and public comment period opened | August 2013
Five-Year Review site visit September 2013
Public comment period closed February 2014
Note:

For definitions, see the Acronyms and Abbreviations section.

HTRW-J07-05F45902-J09-0004
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3.0 BACKGROUND

This is the first Periodic Review for Site 7. The section below is intended to describe the
general conditions of the Northeast Cape Site in its entirety; the individual Site 7 history,

physical characteristics, and land uses are discussed in detail in Section 3.2.1.

3.1 NORTHEAST CAPE

The project number for Site 7, located within the Northeast Cape FUDS is F10AK0969-05.
The ADEC contaminated sites record key (RecKey) number for the entire Northeast Cape Site
is 198532X917901. Site 7 is tracked with a separate RecKey (198532X917907) and File
Number (475.38.013). The ADEC Hazard ID number for Site 7 is 213. The Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) site identification number for Northeast Cape is AK9799F2999.
The Northeast Cape FUDS is not listed on the National Priorities List.

3.1.1 Physical Characteristics

The Northeast Cape FUDS is located on St. Lawrence Island, Alaska, in the western portion
of the Bering Sea, approximately 135 air-miles southwest of Nome (Figure A-1). It is 9 miles
west of the northeastern cape of St. Lawrence Island at 63°19° north, 168°58 west. The
Northeast Cape property originally encompassed approximately 4,800 acres (7.5 square
miles) and is bounded by Kitnagak Bay to the northeast, Kangighsak Point to the northwest,
and the Kinipaghulghat Mountains to the south.

The Northeast Cape FUDS consists mainly of rolling tundra, which rises from the Bering Sea
toward the base of the Kinipaghulghat Mountains. These mountains rise abruptly to an
elevation of approximately 1,800 feet above sea level roughly 3 miles from the coastline. The
Northeast Cape FUDS is not connected to other permanent communities on the island by road
and is only accessible by air, water, or all-terrain vehicle trails. The Village of Savoonga, the
closest community, is located approximately 60 miles to the northwest (Figure A-1).
Savoonga has a subarctic maritime climate with some continental influences during the

winter. Summer temperatures average between 40 to 51 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) and winter
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temperatures average between -7 to 11 °F. Temperature extremes have been recorded
at -34 and 67 °F. Average annual precipitation is 10 inches, with 58 inches of snowfall. The

island is subject to prevailing winds, averaging 18 miles per hour.

3.1.2 Geology

As presented in the DDs (USACE 2009a, b), St. Lawrence Island consists of isolated bedrock
highlands of igneous, metamorphic, and older sedimentary rocks surrounded by
unconsolidated surficial deposits overlying a relatively shallow erosional bedrock surface.
The main area of operation, known as the Main Operations Complex (MOC), is located at an
elevation of approximately 100 feet. In the area of the MOC, shallow, unconsolidated surficial
materials overlie quartz monzonitic rocks of the Kinipaghulghat Pluton (Patton and Csejtey
1980). The pluton forms the mountainous area south of the Northeast Cape FUDS, which
includes Kangukhsam Mountain. The Sugqitughneq River drainage in the Kinipaghulghat
Pluton has created an erosional valley and alluvial fan of unconsolidated sediments. The
Northeast Cape FUDS is located on this alluvial fan, which protrudes north from the mountain
front toward the Bering Sea. Granitic bedrock materials are exposed at the coast north of the
site at Kitnagak Bay, which suggests the quartz monzonitic bedrock underlies the

unconsolidated materials at a relatively shallow depth on a wave-cut erosional platform.

In general, the native soil stratigraphy at Northeast Cape is characterized by silts near the
surface, overlying more sand-dominated soils at depth. The silt contains varying quantities of
clay/sand/gravel, and varies from 0 to 10 feet in thickness. The silt is dark brown to dark
green and sometimes exhibits a mottled texture. In some areas, the silt exhibits an aqua-green
or blue color. Dark brown silts are observed in outcrops. The sand at depth contains varying
degrees of silt/gravel/cobbles that range from 2 feet to greater than 20 feet in thickness. These
deeper, coarse-grained materials generally are unsorted and likely to be of glaciofluvial

origin. The depth to bedrock at the Northeast Cape FUDS is unknown (USACE 2009a, b).
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3.1.3 Land and Resource Use

St. Lawrence Island residents from the villages of Gambell and Savoonga engage in
subsistence fishing, hunting, and gathering in the Northeast Cape FUDS area year-round.
Currently, there are not any permanent residents of the Northeast Cape area; however,
representatives of the Native Village of Savoonga have indicated a desire to re-establish a

permanent residential community at the site in the future.

St. Lawrence Island supports habitats for the following endangered or threatened species: the
polar bear (threatened); spectacled eider (endangered); Steller’s eider (threatened); and the
Western Distinct Population Segment of Steller sea lion (endangered). Walrus are protected
under the Marine Mammal Protection Act. The area of Northeast Cape FUDS is used for the
collection of berries and subsistence hunting of reindeer. The Suqgitughneq River, which is
located within the Northeast Cape FUDS, is used for subsistence fishing. The ocean
surrounding the Northeast Cape FUDS is used extensively for subsistence activities, including

fishing and hunting of whales, walrus, seals, and sea birds.

3.2 NORTHEAST CAPE SITE HISTORY

The Northeast Cape FUDS was constructed as an Aircraft Control and Warning Station
(AC&WS) during 1950 and 1951 to provide radar coverage and surveillance for the Alaskan
Air Command, and later for the North American Air Defense Command, as part of the Alaska
Early Warning System. The site was activated in 1952 and a White Alice Communications
System (WACS) station was added to the site in 1954. The AC&WS and WACS operations
supported 212 personnel and were terminated in 1969 and 1972, respectively. The majority of

military personnel were removed from the site by the end of 1969.

The Northeast Cape site included areas for housing site personnel, power plant facilities, fuel
storage tanks, distribution lines, maintenance shops, wastewater treatment facilities, and
landfills. The buildings and majority of furnishings and equipment related to the AC&WS

were abandoned in place initially due to the high cost of off-island transport.
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In 1971, the villages of Gambell and Savoonga opted out of the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act, which allowed for title to 1.136 million acres of land in the former St.
Lawrence Island Reindeer Reserve established in 1903. The Gambell Native Corporation and
Savoonga Native Corporation (now known as Sivuqaq, Inc. and Kukulget, Inc., respectively)
received titles to all of St. Lawrence Island (except U.S. Surveys 4235, 4237, 4340, 4369,
3728) by Interim Conveyance No. 203 dated 21 June 1979. In 1982, the Navy obtained
approximately 26 acres of land containing the former WACS. The land transfer later was

deemed invalid and property ownership was reverted to Sivuqaq, Inc., and Kukulget, Inc.

3.2.1 History of Contamination

Environmental investigations at Northeast Cape FUDS began in the mid-1980s, and
subsequent phased remedial investigations (RI) were conducted between 1994 and 2004. The
studies divided the concerns at Northeast Cape among 34 separate sites (USACE 2009a, b).
One of these sites, Site 7, is an unpermitted landfill that was used as the installation’s primary
solid waste disposal area from 1965 until closure in 1974. Site 7 is located 0.8 miles south of
Cargo Beach, midway between the MOC and the beach at Kitnagak Bay. The dump contains
a variety of unknown materials. The landfill appears to have been created by dumping debris
off the sides of a topographic mound. The debris then was covered by grading soil out from

the top of the mound.

Environmental sampling activities at Site 7 have included the collection of soil, sediment,
surface, and shallow groundwater samples. Detected analytes were compared to background
concentration and the most conservative ADEC Method Two cleanup levels to determine the
contaminants of concern (COC) (USACE 2009a). Chemical analyses were conducted for
petroleum-related compounds, volatile organic compounds, semivolatile organic compounds,
metals, pesticides, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB). Based on the results of the phased
RIs, contaminants exceeding action levels in soil were identified in a limited amount of soil
and included diesel-range organics (DRO), residual-range organics (RRO), PCBs, arsenic,

chromium, and lead.
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In soil, the maximum DRO concentration was detected approximately 75 feet east of Cargo
Beach Road at a concentration of 32,000 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) (USACE 2009a).
At all other sampling locations, DRO concentrations ranged from nondetect to 2,300 mg/kg,
which is below the site-specific cleanup level of 9,200 mg/kg. PCBs were detected in soil
along the southeastern edge of the landfill at concentrations ranging from nondetect to
50.8 mg/kg (USACE 2009a). In 2005, six locations with PCBs concentrations greater than
1 mg/kg were excavated and disposed offsite. Confirmation sampling results demonstrated
that PCBs were successfully removed to concentrations below 1 mg/kg at four of the six
locations. Two locations (7A and 7E), located on the southeastern slope of the landfill, still
may contain PCB concentrations greater than 1 mg/kg between 2 and 3.5 feet below ground

surface (bgs).

In sediment, chromium and PCBs were detected above cleanup levels at one location (SD301)
with concentrations of 100 mg/kg and 1.78 mg/kg, respectively (USACE 2009a). DRO were
detected at location SD301 at a maximum concentration of 4,900 mg/kg (USACE 2009a). In
surface water, DRO were detected in one sample (SW101) northeast of the landfill in 1994
with an average triplicate concentration of 8.9 milligrams per liter (mg/L). No other

exceedances were detected in surface water in 1994.

During the Phase I RI in 1994, four boreholes were placed around the landfill in an attempt to
locate groundwater and characterize migration of contaminants around the landfill. Boreholes
were drilled to a maximum depth of 31 feet and one borehole was terminated at 15 feet bgs
and converted to monitoring well MW7-4 located east of the landfill and adjacent to a pond
(USACE 2009a). Groundwater was not encountered at the other three boreholes. The lack of
groundwater in these boreholes was attributed to frozen soil conditions. A thin layer of
perched groundwater may be present immediately above the frozen soil during the warmer
summer months (USACE 2009a). In 2001, several temporary well points were advanced in
the areas surrounding the landfill. These well points generally confirmed the lack of
groundwater. One location (WP7-1), located west of the landfill, contained anomalous levels
of several metals, including arsenic, chromium, and lead, as well as low levels of DRO and

RRO. The water samples were not filtered and turbid, suggesting the metals detected were
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likely originating from the suspended sediments in the water column and are not
representative of dissolved phase shallow groundwater conditions at the site. Groundwater
also was collected from temporary well point WP7-3, which did not identify contaminants
greater than cleanup levels (USACE 2009a). Groundwater migration from the site likely is
limited because of the low permeability of the shallow, partially frozen soils. Groundwater
probably remains in a relatively localized area with any migration occurring in a northeasterly

direction, corresponding to surface topography.

Sampling of shallow groundwater is problematic at Site 7 due to the tundra/wetland
environment, and sample collection is difficult because water is intermittent, slow to recharge,
and highly turbid. Groundwater exposure at Site 7 is incomplete because there is not a
sufficient quantity of water produced to be considered a reasonable potential future source for

drinking water.

3.2.2 Initial Response

Several non-time-critical interim removal actions were performed throughout Northeast Cape
to address the removal of containerized hazardous/toxic waste items, buildings and
miscellaneous debris, and hotspots of contaminated soils (USACE 2009a). Remedial actions

specific to Site 7 are as follows:

e In 2000, more than 6,000 55-gallon drums were removed from the surrounding area.
e In 2003, 15 tons of scrap metal were removed from the area east of Cargo Beach Road.

e In 2005, approximately 14 tons of PCB-contaminated soil from six areas along the
southeastern edge of the landfill, as well as exposed drums and miscellaneous debris from
the landfill perimeter edges were removed (USACE 2009a).

e 1In 2007, a geophysical survey (USACE 2007a) was conducted to map the extent of buried
metallic anomalies. The geophysical data were consistent with side-cast debris around the
edges of a natural topographic mound. Most of the remaining debris identified was located
at the northwest and southeast edges of the topographic mound. Buried debris was not
identified to extend beneath Cargo Beach Road.
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3.2.3 Basis for Taking Action

The response actions selected in the DD are necessary to protect the public health and welfare
or the environment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances into the

environment, including unknown liquid contents of buried and partially exposed drums
(USACE 2009a).
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4.0 SITE 7 REMEDIAL ACTIONS

Removal action objectives (RAO) and the selected remedy are presented in this section.
Details regarding the initial plans, remedy implementation, and current status of the remedy

are provided.

4.1 REMEDY SELECTION

The DD addressing Site 7 was approved on 19 June 2009 (USACE 2009a). The goal of the
Defense Environmental Restoration FUDS Program is to reduce the risk resulting from past

military activities to safe levels, in a timely, cost-effective manner.

4.1.1 Removal Action Objectives

Specific response action alternatives were developed and evaluated for Site 7. The RAOs for

Site 7 are as follows:

e Reduce threats to human health, safety, and the environment.

e Remove drums containing POL, hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants, as
necessary, to reduce the likelihood of future spillage, leakage, and exposure to humans,
animals, and the food chain.

e Prevent current and future exposure to humans by ingestion, inhalation, and dermal
contact with contaminated soils at levels above risk-based cleanup levels.

e Prevent exposure to ecological receptors by direct contact with contaminated
soils/sediment above risk-based cleanup levels.

Cleanup levels for identified COCs in various media at Site 7 established in the DD are
presented in Table 4-1. Soil cleanup levels were developed based on the Human Health and
Ecological Risk Assessment (USACE 2004b) to be protective of future permanent residents
with an assumed lifetime exposure to contaminated soils through incidental ingestion,
inhalation, or dermal contact. Sediments that are intermittently submerged (i.e., ephemeral
ponds, wet tundra) are considered soil, including all areas adjacent to Site 7. Surface water
must meet water quality standards promulgated by the State of Alaska under Title 18 of the
Alaska Administrative Code (AAC), Section 70 (18 AAC 70). The water quality criteria for
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petroleum hydrocarbons, oil, and grease are described in 18 AAC 70.020(b) and stipulate
these compounds may not cause a visible sheen upon the surface of the water. In addition, the
regulations provide acceptable levels for total aromatic hydrocarbons (TAH) and total

aqueous hydrocarbons (TAqH).

Table 4-1
Northeast Cape Cleanup Levels
. Soil Surface Water
Contaminant of Concern (mglkg) (mglL)

Arsenic 112 -
PCBs 1° -
DRO 9,200° no sheen
GRO -- no sheen
RRO 9,200° no sheen
TAH' - 0.010
TAqH? - 0.015
Notes:

-- Cleanup level not specified in the DDs (USACE 2009b)

'TAH is the sum of BTEX.

2 TAgH is the sum of BTEX and PAH.

@ Site-specific background value

® 18 AAC 75, Table B1, over 40 inch Zone, direct contact pathway (as updated 9 October 2008)

°Risk-based cleanup level derived from site-specific risk assessment, ingestion/inhalation pathways, future residential use
(USACE 2009b).

4.1.2 Selected Remedy

Response action alternatives considered for Site 7 included: no further action; land use
controls (LUC); natural attenuation; long-term monitoring; capping; and excavation and
offsite disposal (USACE 2009a). Alternatives were evaluated for their ability to provide
overall protection of human health and the environment; compliance with risk-based
standards; short- and long-term effectiveness and performance; reduction in toxicity, mobility,
and volume; implementability; and cost (USACE 2009a). The selected remedy for Site 7
contains several components and includes capping with intrusive removal action and
incidental removal of contaminated soil. The selected remedial components for Site 7 and

their current status are presented in Table 4-2.
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Table 4-2
Site 7 Selected Remedies and Current Status

Remedial Component

Status

Expose underlying drums/debris by disturbing the
upper approximately 1 foot of fill across the areas
with mapped metallic anomalies (estimated
150,000 square feet) to determine if near-surface
drums are present.

Completed in 2009.

Ten test pits (10 feet by 10 feet by 4 feet) and 72
shallow potholes were advanced at Site 7
(USACE 2010a).

Excavate test pits or trenches distributed across
the areas of known metallic anomalies to
determine if large caches of drums are present.

Completed in 2009.

Excavation during drum removal overlapped the
areas with magnetic anomalies (129,000 square
feet). Final excavation depth was not reported
(USACE 2010a).

Remove or drain identified drums with liquid
content; characterize the waste contents;
transport offsite for proper disposal.

Completed in 2009.

182 drums located in the test pits and potholes
were drained, cleaned, and crushed before burial
under the landfill cap. Drum contents were
comingled and sent to an offsite disposal facility
(USACE 2010a).

Remove incidental contaminated soils associated
with identified drums to the extent grossly stained
soils are determined by the contractor and
USACE Quality Assurance Representative;
characterize the soil for disposal; transport offsite
for proper disposal.

Completed in 2009.

100 tons of soil was removed from 1 to 2 feet
below the drums during excavation and sent to an
offsite disposal facility (USACE 2010a).

Cap the debris with a minimum 2 feet of fill.

Completed in 2009.

Landfill cap material (28,994 cubic yards) was
transported to the site from a local borrow source
and spread across the site USACE 2010a).

Re-vegetate the site.

Initiated in 2009 (USACE 2010a).

Survey the landfill boundary with map and text
description.

Completed in 2009 (USACE 2010a).

Deed notation

Not yet completed.

Implement LUCs to limit groundwater use and
prevent construction of buildings on top of the
landfill.

LUCs to limit groundwater use and prevent
construction of buildings on top of the landfill have
not been implemented.

Visual monitoring of the cap for settlement and
erosion over a period of 5 years, with additional
periodic reviews as necessary.

Ongoing.

Conducted in 2011, 2012, and 2013 (Craner
2011; Shewman 2012; Geist 2013).
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42 REMEDY IMPLEMENTATION

This section presents a brief description of the selected remedy, its implementation history,

current status, and operations and maintenance plan.

4.2.1 Remedy Implementation and Status

The DD-selected remedy for Site 7 was to excavate test pits across the areas of known
metallic anomalies to expose underlying drums and debris, remove or drain near-surface
drums, install a landfill cap, conduct periodic visual monitoring for settlement and erosion
over a period of five years, survey the landfill boundary, and implement LUCs to limit

groundwater use and prevent construction of buildings on top of the landfill.

Remedy implementation was initiated in 2009. Metallic anomalies identified by geophysical
investigation in 2007 were located by survey and investigated. The top 1 foot of soil was
uncovered to locate drums within the shallow subsurface. Excavations included 73 shallow
“potholes” across the surface of the landfill, 10 test pits (at least an area of 100 square feet and
a depth of 4 feet), and previously delineated magnetic anomaly areas covering approximately
129,000 square feet (USACE 2010a). Excavation efforts encountered and disposed of
approximately 201 pounds of PCB light ballasts, 350 pounds of lead batteries, 4,100 pounds
of lead debris, and approximately 10 gallons of antifreeze. Contents recovered from drums at
Site 7 (approximately 2,150 gallons) were containerized and shipped offsite for disposal.
Approximately 100 tons of petroleum-stained soil encountered during excavation efforts was

excavated and containerized for offsite disposal.

At the conclusion of the 2009 field season, approximately 136 tons of nonhazardous waste,
2.7 tons of hazardous waste, and 182 filled drums were removed from the landfill
(USACE 2010a). Fifty of the filled drums were transported offsite after being emptied and

cleaned and more than 1,000 empty drums were cleaned, crushed, and returned to the landfill.

Waste encountered at Site 7 was consolidated and cleaned at a Hazardous Waste

Accumulation Point (HWAP) on the gravel pad at Site 6. Drums containing liquid product
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were transported to the HWAP, cut open, and pumped of their contents. Drums then were
washed with a high-pressure hot water rinse within an open-top container express unit. Waste
streams processed at the HWAP included DRO-contaminated soil, oil waste, PCB light
ballasts, batteries, lead debris, antifreeze, and wash-water (USACE 2010a).

A 2-foot minimum landfill cap was constructed using material from an on-island borrow
source south of Site 31. The cap was graded to promote surface runoff and prevent erosion.
The landfill cap boundaries are shown on Figure A-6. Locations where debris was not
encountered are noted as potentially having less than a 2-foot cap in order to maintain grade
(USACE 2010a). On 20 November 2009, site closure was requested (Bristol Environmental
Remediation Services [Bristol] 2009). On 7 December 2009, site closure was considered
premature and denied by ADEC (USACE 2010a). In 2011, Site 7 was re-seeded and fertilized
to assist vegetation growing on the surface of the landfill cap. A stabilization analysis was
conducted by Bristol and determined the landfill cap met non-vegetative permanent
stabilization requirements established in the 2011 Alaska Construction General Permit

(USACE 2012).

In 2013, surface water was collected from three locations adjacent to the landfill cap and
submitted to an offsite analytical laboratory for analysis of gasoline-range organics (GRO),
DRO, RRO, benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX), polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAH), PCBs, and both dissolved phase and total Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) metals with nickel and zinc. The collection of shallow groundwater
samples was attempted using a screened drive point and hand tools. Refusal was met between
1 and 3 feet bgs at four different locations northeast of the landfill cap. Surface water and
attempted groundwater locations are shown on Figure A-6. Surface water sample results were
compared to the applicable surface water criteria (18 AAC 70) listed in the DD for TAH,
TAgqH, and no sheen (USACE 2009a). No exceedances of the criteria were found
(USACE 2014b). Furthermore, the surface water results for metals, PCBs, VOCs, and PAHs

did not exceed any screening criteria for drinking water.
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At the time of this review, LUCs to limit groundwater use and prevent construction of

buildings on top of the landfill had not been implemented.

4.2.2 Operations and Maintenance

Visual monitoring of the landfill cap by the USACE quality assurance representative occurred
in September 2011, July 2012, and August 2013; observations are noted in the 2011, 2012,
and 2013 Site Inspection Checklists (Craner 2011; Shewman 2012; Geist 2013). During site
inspections, ponded water was observed against the north, west, and south sides of the landfill
cap. Vegetative cover was estimated at 70 percent on the cap surface and 60 percent on the
side slopes. The cap was noted as appearing structurally sound and stable with no visible
erosion, leakage, or debris. Grass seed was spread by Bristol on 13 September 2011 to
encourage vegetative re-growth in areas noted as bare (Craner 2011). A visual inspection of
the landfill cap also was conducted as part of this review in September 2013 and is described

in Section 6.9.
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5.0 PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST REVIEW

This is the first Periodic Review for Site 7.
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6.0 PERIODIC REVIEW PROCESS

As previously stated, this site is not regulated under CERCLA; however, to maintain
administrative consistency, this Periodic Review was conducted using the following

guidelines:

o EPA Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance (EPA 2001)

o Clarifying the Use of Protectiveness Determinations for CERCLA Five-Year Reviews.
(EPA 2012b)

e EPA Five-Year Review Summary Form Template (EPA 2001)

6.1 ADMINISTRATIVE COMPONENTS OF THE PERIODIC REVIEW
PROCESS

USACE notified potentially interested parties of the occurrence of the review using
newspaper notices, emails, and distribution of a fact sheet (described in Section 6.2) in the fall
of 2013. The Periodic Review team consisted of individuals from USACE with technical
support provided by Jacobs. The Periodic Review included the following components:
document reviews; site inspection; interviews with the state regulatory agency and community
members; an assessment of protectiveness of the remedies; community notification and
involvement; and development of this Periodic Review Report. Documentation of the site
inspection is located in Appendices C and D. Interview documentation is included in

Appendix E.

6.2 COMMUNITY NOTIFICATION AND INVOLVEMENT

Public participation has been an important component of the remediation process at the
Northeast Cape FUDS. A Restoration Advisory Board (RAB), comprised of community
members and other interested parties, was established January 2000. Biannual RAB meetings
are held to keep the public informed of ongoing project activities at the Northeast Cape
FUDS. In the past, RAB meetings have been held more frequently, as needed. Detailed
minutes are recorded and distributed following each meeting. Under the Technical Assistance

for Public Participation program, the RAB is served by a technical advisor to provide
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technical guidance and comments on work plans, reports, proposed remedies, and potential

environmental and human health impacts.

The community was notified of, and given opportunity to provide input to, the Periodic
Review. The general public was notified of the Periodic Review with public notices placed in
the Nome Nugget, 18 and 19 August 2013. In addition, a flyer containing the same
information was mailed to select community members and ADEC in September 2013. The
public notices and flyer included information regarding the simultaneous Five-Year Reviews

and Periodic Reviews occurring at 17 other Northeast Cape sites.

Community interviews for this Periodic Review were conducted (in conjunction with
community interviews for the simultaneous Periodic Reviews and Five-Year Reviews) by
Jacobs personnel at the first 2014 RAB meeting, 15 and 16 January. Additional phone
interviews were conducted by Jacobs personnel, 4 and 6 February 2014. The interview
concerns related specifically to Site 7 or describing sitewide concerns are summarized in
Section 6.10. The complete interview record, public notices, and flyer are provided in

Appendices E and F.

Following USACE signature of the final review and distribution of the final report, a second
fact sheet describing the findings of the review will be distributed in combination with the
results of the Periodic Review. A copy of this Periodic Review Report will be added to three
information repositories (Sivuqaq Corporation Building (Lodge) in Gambell, Alaska;
Savoonga City Hall, Savoonga, Alaska; Alaska Resource Library and Information Services,

Anchorage, Alaska).

6.3 DOCUMENT REVIEW

The DD for Site 7 was reviewed for the site history and to identify RAOs, contaminants of
potential concern (COPC), COCs, and cleanup levels. The potential for changes to standards
identified as applicable requirements in the DD and/or newly promulgated standards that may

affect the protectiveness of the remedies are evaluated in Appendix B and discussed in
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Section 7.0. The following documents were reviewed for updates to applicable requirements

and new toxicity information:

e ADEC 18 AAC 75, Oil and Other Hazardous Substances Pollution Control (ADEC 2012)
o ADEC Cleanup Levels Guidance (ADEC 2008)

e EPA Integrated Risk Information System retrieved from http://www.epa.gov/iris/_(EPA
2013)

In addition to the documents mentioned above, the following documents also were reviewed

to assess the protectiveness of the remedy:

e Rl/feasibility study reports (when necessary to clarify information in the DD)
o The Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment (USACE 2004b)
e Removal action report

e Monitoring reports

Key documents referenced during this Periodic Review are listed in Section 12.0 of this

Report.

6.4 DATA REVIEW

The remedy at Site 7 is to expose underlying drums/debris by disturbing the upper
approximately 1 foot of fill across the areas with mapped metallic anomalies to determine if
near-surface drums are present, remove identified drums and incidental contaminated soils,
cap the landfill, conduct periodic visual monitoring of the cap for settlement and erosion for
five years, and implement LUCs. The remedy was initiated in 2009. During drum removal
efforts, several waste streams were encountered. Waste characterization samples were
collected from excavated soil and drums containing drilling cuttings and recovered product.
Waste characterization sample results were reviewed to identify any previously unidentified

contaminants and/or changes in maximum detected concentrations of known COCs.
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6.5 RECOVERED PRODUCT WASTE CHARACTERIZATION

A total of 24 liquid-containing accumulation drums resulted from the removal activities at
Site 7. Each drum was field screened using CLOR-D-TECT test kits and results greater than
1,000 parts per million required fixed laboratory analysis. Three drums failed the field
screening test and one primary and one duplicate sample were composited for analysis.
Sample results identified lead at 200 mg/kg. The three drums were classified as hazardous
waste due to lead results and the presence of chlorinated paraffins in excess of 1,000 mg/kg.

A fourth drum was verified to contain nearly 100 percent ethylene glycol antifreeze.

In addition to liquid wastes, oil sludge and kitty litter contaminated with oil were managed at
the HWAP. Three primary samples and one duplicate sample were collected from a
combination of two oil sludge drums and 17 drums of kitty litter contaminated with oil. These
samples indicated the presence of Aroclor 1248 up to 2.4 mg/kg and Aroclor 1254 at
1.1 mg/kg.

6.6 EXCAVATED SOIL

COPCs in soil at Site 7 identified in the DD include DRO, arsenic, chromium, lead, and
PCBs. At the time of the DD (USACE 2009a) these contaminants were believed to be limited
and were planned to be capped or removed as grossly contaminated soils. Grossly
contaminated soils encountered during drum removal efforts were excavated in 2009.
Confirmation samples were not collected following removal of grossly stained soils
(USACE 2010a). Table 6-1 presents maximum known concentrations at the time of the DD

and the maximum concentrations detected in excavated soil waste accumulated at the HWAP.
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Table 6-1
Site 7 Maximum Detected Concentrations in Excavated Soil

DD Maximum Maximum
Analyte Cleanup Level® Unit Concentration Concentration in
Excavated Soil

DRO 9,200 mg/kg 32,000 11,000
Arsenic 11 mg/kg 17.3 0.0052 J
Chromium 50 mg/kg 75 0.0053 J
Lead 400 mg/kg 460 14

PCBs 1 mg/kg >0.5 1J

Notes:

?Cleanup level reported in the DD (USACE 2009a)

BOLD = result exceeds cleanup level

J = The analyte was positively identified; the quantitation is an estimation

6.7 SURFACE WATER

The COC in surface water is DRO. In 1994, DRO was detected in a collocated surface water
and sediment sample at concentrations of 8.9 mg/L (average of triplicate samples) and
4,900 mg/kg, respectively (USACE 2007¢). Groundwater grab samples collected in 2001,
approximately 200 feet downgradient of the surface water exceedance, did not contain DRO

greater than cleanup levels.

In 2013, additional surface water sampling was conducted to evaluate existing surface water
conditions at Site 7 (USACE 2014b). The 1994 surface water sampling location was not
available for resampling in 2013 because the area previously had been covered by the landfill
cap in 2009. As an alternative, site surface water was collected from three ponds located near
the base of the landfill cap. The locations were selected as a representative subset of site
surface water. Surface water sampling locations are shown in Figure A-2. Surface water
samples were analyzed for DRO, RRO, GRO, BTEX, PAHs, PCBs, RCRA metals, nickel,
and zinc. Analytical results did not exceed the surface water criteria for TAH/TAqH and no
sheen specified in the DD. Furthermore, the surface water results for metals, PCBs, VOCs,

and PAHs did not exceed any screening criteria for drinking water (USACE 2014b).
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6.8 GROUNDWATER

RRO, chromium, lead, and nickel previously have been detected in shallow groundwater
above ADEC drinking water standards at Site 7 (USACE 2009a). The DD did not include a
remedy for groundwater contamination at Site 7 because shallow groundwater at Site 7 was
not a current or reasonably expected potential future source for drinking water. At the time of
this Periodic Review, LUCs to limit groundwater use and prevent construction of buildings on
top of the landfill had not been implemented. In 2013, groundwater sampling was attempted
northeast of the landfill cap (USACE 2014b). Drive point refusal was encountered at depths
ranging from 6 to 30 inches bgs, due to large rocks. Groundwater was not encountered during

the attempts, and it is not clear whether groundwater is present onsite.

Historically, sampling groundwater at this site has been difficult. Previous efforts to install
temporary well points were successful at location WP 7-1 in 2001, yet required approximately
three days before sampling could take place due to a low groundwater production rate. In
some cases, the sampling points purged dry after 48 hours, without producing the required
sampling volume (USACE 2007c). Two groundwater grab samples (WP7-2 and WP7-3)
collected in 2001 were obtained by digging “pits” 36 to 40 inches bgs and allowing them to

fill with water prior to sampling.

Significant effort will be required to install and maintain permanent monitoring wells at
Site 7. The use of a tracked drill rig, in addition to air rotary or sonic drilling methods, likely
would be needed for the successful installation of a monitoring well at this location. Walking
the needed drill rig to boring locations would subject the fragile tundra and surface vegetation
to disturbance. Additionally, any monitoring wells likely would be subject to frost jacking due

the extreme variability of seasonal conditions.

6.9 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SITE 7

The site inspection for this Periodic Review was conducted on 13 September 2013. The site

inspection team consisted of USACE consultants from Jacobs. The team did not identify any

I\AE-HTRW\TO09-Northeast Cape\WP\Site 7 Periodic Rvw\_Text\Site 7 Periodic Review.docx 6' 6 HTRW-J07-05F45902-J09-0004
FINAL
2/6/2015



active monitoring wells, signs of site disturbance (such as excavations), or changes in land use

from those described in the DD. The site inspection checklist is located in Appendix C.

The site inspection team made the following recommendations:

e Implement LUCs to limit groundwater use and prevent construction of buildings on top of
the landfill as described in the DD (USACE 2009a) within five years of this review. The
timeframe for implementing this milestone will coincide with the remedy implementation
of LUCs at other Northeast Cape sites.

e Conduct an additional Periodic Review to evaluate remedy implementation no later than
five years from the date of this review. The second Periodic Review could occur sooner if
removal of the debris protruding through the surface of the southeastern edge of the
landfill and the implementation of LUCs occurs. The second Periodic Review will make
recommendations regarding future periodic reviews as Site 7.

The landfill cap at Site 7 was observed in good condition with no apparent signs of erosion or
cracking. The soil used for vegetative cover was observed to be very coarse, making
vegetative growth difficult and sparse. There was a small amount of debris protruding from
the cap on the southern side of the cap near the armored rock (Photo No. 15, Appendix D).
Several metal items were observed in ponds located immediately north of the landfill cap
(Photo Nos. 6, 7,9, 10, 11, 18, and 19, Appendix D). A few rusted open drums were observed
in ponds located to the north and southeast of the landfill cap (Photo Nos. 6 and 19,
Appendix D). Bentonite was observed on the ground surface and thought to be an abandoned

monitoring well southeast of the landfill cap (Photo No. 17, Appendix D).

6.10 INTERVIEWS

During the course of this Periodic Review, interviews were conducted with representatives
from several agencies and community members associated with the Northeast Cape FUDS to
incorporate all sites within Northeast Cape requiring a Five-Year Review or Periodic Review.
Concerns related specifically to Site 7 are summarized below. The complete Interview Record

Forms are provided in Appendix E.
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Five members of the Kukulget Inc. Board of Directors provided responses to interview
questions in a group format. Their general impressions of the cleanup efforts at the
Northeast Cape FUDS were good, but they had several remaining questions, concerns,
and suggestions. Issues discussed during this group interview are summarized by topic
below.

e Landfills were capped and reseeded with what was referred to as “local grass.” The
community members expressed concern with the lack of vegetative re-growth on the
landfill cap and stated, “Grass can’t grow on rocks.”

e One member, who previously had worked with Bristol during the remedial actions at
Site 7 in 2009, said engines, an airplane, transformers, batteries, a road grader, and barrels
were all seen beneath the area that was excavated. He indicated excavation efforts were
limited to the surface, and these items remain onsite beneath the cap. He stated he did not
understand the rationale behind removing large amounts of contaminated soil throughout
Northeast Cape while significant quantities of potentially hazardous debris in the landfills
remained and recommended opening up the cap to remove all remaining debris, as well as
changing the cap material to soil, where vegetation can grow.

e Several members suggested adding signage to the perimeter of the landfills to notify site
visitors of the presence of the landfill. They also suggested adding monitoring wells to
landfills and the MOC for continued groundwater monitoring and requested the
monitoring wells be well marked to avoid being hit during the winter months when
visibility of the stickup mounts may be obscured by snow.

Alaska Community Action on Toxics (ACAT) and Native Village of Savoonga Tribal
Member Executive Director (Pamela Miller) and Environmental Health and Justice
Program Director (Vi Waghiyi) provided responses to interview questions via email. Ms.
Miller and Ms. Waghiyi indicated the tribe should be an official signatory to the DDs.
Their general impression was that cleanup efforts at Northeast Cape were far from
complete and, additionally, not protective of the health of the people living on the island.
They had several additional questions, concerns, and suggestions, which are
summarized by topic below.

e Ms. Miller and Ms. Waghiyi stated they believed contamination to persist beneath the
landfill caps installed at Sites 7 and 9. They indicated this is of great concern for human
health and expressed worry regarding leachate from the landfills affecting the
Sugitughneq River watershed, fish and wildlife, and human health.

e Long-term monitoring of groundwater is requested to occur at sites where monitoring
wells have been removed, as well as installation of new monitoring wells at key locations,
such as downgradient of the MOC and landfill sites.
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Various other community members also voiced concerns. Issues discussed during these
individual interviews related specifically to Site 7 are summarized below.

e Mitchell Kiyuklook, President of the Native Village of Savoonga: Mr. Kiyuklook
indicated the Northeast Cape FUDS has had significant impacts on the surrounding
community, including increased incidences of cancer, high blood levels of PCBs, and
decreases in the number of seals on the island and fish in the Sugqitughneq River.
Mr. Kiyuklook had concerns regarding remedies identified in the DDs, including the site-
specific cleanup levels established for petroleum hydrocarbons and capping the Site 7
landfill while it still contains a large number of remaining buried drums. Mr. Kiyuklook
indicated materials were collected from the Northeast Cape FUDS for construction around
the island. Thus, contaminants may be present throughout St. Lawrence Island.
Mr. Kiyuklook did not feel as though he was well informed about the activities and
progress at Northeast Cape. He indicated that, although the information may have been
presented at meetings, the community required a better explanation of what the
regulations mean and how the cleanup levels were established. He suggested information
be provided to the community before the reports are finalized, which can sometimes be up
to a year after work has been completed. Mr. Kiyuklook requested reindeer on the island
be re-sampled for levels of PCBs now that PCB cleanup efforts have been completed.
Lastly, Mr. Kiyuklook mentioned a recent conference call with Native American Lands
Environmental Mitigation Program, ACAT, and Ron Scurdato, during which was
discussed trace levels of radiation that were identified on metals shipped from Northeast
Cape for recycling. He indicated he would like this new information investigated further.
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7.0 TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

The protectiveness of the selected remedy is analyzed in this technical assessment, which was

completed by answering three questions, as described below.

7.1 QUESTION A

Question A:  Is the remedy functioning as intended by the DD?
Answer: Yes.

This question was answered by considering the remedy’s implementation status outlined in
Section 4.0 and available information reviewed in Section 6.0 and comparing the remedy to
the requirements in the DD. Remedial action performance, monitoring, LUCs, and indicators

of potential problems were assessed as applicable.

Remedial Action Performance

The selected remedy for Site 7 has several components, including drum removal and
installation of a 24-inch minimum soil cap. The site inspection, conducted on 13 September
2013, verified the construction of a landfill cap and noted the integrity of the cap was in good
condition without evidence of erosion or cracking. A small amount of debris was identified
protruding through the surface of the southeastern edge of the landfill. The site inspection also
identified metal debris in several surface water bodies adjacent to the landfill cap that may

pose safety risks to future site visitors.

System Operations and Maintenance

An additional visual inspection event is recommended for the Site 7 landfill cap. The
inspection is recommended to occur following the removal of the identified debris protruding
through the surface of the southeastern edge of the landfill and implementation of LUCs. The
second event is recommended to occur within five years of this review. Additional monitoring
events should be documented within the second Periodic Review, at which time, the need for

future reviews will be evaluated.
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Implementation of Institutional Controls and Other Measures

The selected remedy for Site 7 included the implementation of LUCs to limit groundwater use
and prevent construction of buildings of top of the landfill. At the time of this review, LUCs

had not been implemented.

Opportunities for Optimization

Identified debris on the surface of the southeastern edge of the landfill cap should be

removed. Metal debris identified in adjacent water bodies should be removed.

Early Indicators of Potential Issues

None.

7.2  QUESTION B

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

Question B was answered by evaluating the effects of cleanup level or action limit changes in
applicable requirements and exposure assumptions that were used at the time of remedy
selection that may affect its protectiveness. In addition, COCs listed in the applicable DD
were evaluated to determine whether new standards or new data obtained after the DDs were

signed to become COPCs (Appendix B).

This evaluation was completed according to EPA’s guidance for applicable or relevant and

appropriate requirements (ARAR) (EPA 2001):

“Generally you should only consider changes in standards that were identified
as ARARs in the Record of Decision (ROD), then identify any newly
promulgated standards for COPCs, and TBCs [To Be Considered] identified in
the ROD that bear on the protectiveness of the remedy. As such, you should
review any newly promulgated standards, including revised chemical-specific
requirements (such as MCLs [maximum contaminant levels], ambient water
quality criteria), revised action and location-specific requirements, and state
standards if there were considered ARARs in the ROD. In evaluating a change
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in a standard that was identified as an ARAR in the ROD, or a newly
promulgated standard or TBC, you should establish whether the new
requirement indicates that the remedy is no longer protective.”

The evaluation of new or changed standards was accomplished by first identifying the
applicable standard and then comparing it to the current standard. Potential cleanup levels for
COPCs not identified in the DD were compared to current applicable state cleanup standards.

Table B-1 in Appendix B summarizes the evaluation of COCs and COPCs.

Changes in Standards and To Be Considered

The DD listed 18 AAC 75.341 as the applicable requirement for soil and 18 AAC 75.345 and
18 AAC 70.020(b) for groundwater. For those compounds listed as COCs, the cleanup level
either has not changed or the site-specific values were calculated using a Method Four risk

assessment.

Changes in Exposure Pathways

None identified.

Changes in Toxicity and Other Contaminant Characteristics

None identified.

Changes in Risk Assessment Methods

None identified.

Expected Progress Toward Meeting Removal Action Objectives

RAOs are expected to be met following removal of debris identified during the 2013
Site Inspection and the implementation of LUCs to limit groundwater use and prevent

construction of buildings on top of the landfill.

I\AE-HTRW\TO09-Northeast Cape\WP\Site 7 Periodic Rvw\_Text\Site 7 Periodic Review.docx 7' 3 HTRW-J07-05F45902-J09-0004
FINAL
2/6/2015



7.3  QUESTIONC

Question C:  Has any other information come to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the remedy?
Answer: No.

This question was answered by considering whether ecological risks have been addressed
adequately at the site, if the site is subject to natural disasters, and any plans for potential land

use or land use changes.

7.4 TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

Attainment of RAOs is measured through collection of empirical data, and data were
compared against applicable requirements. The remedy selected for Site 7 is functioning as
intended by the DD, but implementation is not yet complete. It is expected to be protective

upon completion.

I\AE-HTRW\TO09-Northeast Cape\WP\Site 7 Periodic Rvw\_Text\Site 7 Periodic Review.docx 7'4 HTRW-J07-05F45902-J09-0004
FINAL
2/6/2015



8.0 ISSUES

This section summarizes issues and concerns related to current site operations, conditions, or
activities that were identified during this Periodic Review. Issues were evaluated to determine
whether they affected the current or future protectiveness of the associated remedy. Table 8-1
summarizes issues identified that affect the protectiveness of the remedy (Issue 1) and issues
identified as not affecting the protectiveness of the remedy (Issues 2 and 3). Unresolved

concerns raised by the community also are summarized and discussed.

Table 8-1
Issues Identified

Affects Current | Affects Future

Ist:.e Issue Reference |Protectiveness?|Protectiveness?
: (Yes/No) (Yes/No)
1 |LUCs to limit drinking water use and USACE 2009a No Yes

prevent construction of buildings on top |[USACE 2009b
of the landfill have not been

implemented.

2 |The 2013 site inspection identified debris|2013 No No
protruding from the landfill cap. Site Inspection

(Appendix C)

3 |The 2013 site inspection identified metal |2013 No No
and wood debris in and around ponds  [Site Inspection
adjacent to the landfill cap. (Appendix C)
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8.1 COMMUNITY ISSUES

Issues raised by the community regarding cleanup activities at Northeast Cape FUDS were
identified through community interviews, RAB meeting minutes, public meeting minutes, and
letters to the EPA. Issues related specifically to Site 7 or describing sitewide concerns have

been summarized below with their current status.

The communities of St. Lawrence Island would like the tribes instituted as official
signatories/Parties to any RODs (ACAT 2009; Community Interview 2013, Appendix E)

The Corps cannot seek Tribal signatures on RODs because the tribe does not have jurisdiction
over the land itself. CERCLA regulations require that Indian tribes have jurisdiction over the

site in order to be afforded substantially the same treatment as states (USACE 2010b).

Lichen is prominent throughout the site and has not been sampled for contaminants.
Reindeer populations frequent this area and are used for subsistence (RAB 2012a).

Lichen has not been evaluated for contaminants at Northeast Cape. The U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services (DHHS) performed a health consultation in 2001 and determined
reindeer exposures to site-related contaminants are low. Detectable health effects are not
expected in individuals consuming reindeer muscle and fat on St. Lawrence Island
(DHHS 2001). The risk assessment conducted for Northeast Cape evaluated reindeer as an
ecological endpoint and determined the cross fox represented a more highly exposed
terrestrial mammal because it has a smaller home range than reindeer and, as a carnivore, is at
a higher trophic level. The results of the evaluation indicated the ecological hazard estimate

for the cross fox was below the departure criterion of 1.0 for all sites (USACE 2004b).

A community member indicated there was a pipeline break between the Native Village
of Northeast Cape and the Site 7 Landfill. He would like this area located and tested
(RAB 2012a)

The area (identified as an additional pipeline break site during the 2012 December RAB
meeting) was included as an area of investigation during the 2013 field season. Analytes were

not identified at concentrations greater than site-specific cleanup levels (USACE 2014a).
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ACAT would like cleanup levels to be reevaluated given the multiple health burdens
that affect the community (EPA 2012c).

Cleanup levels used for the Northeast Cape were developed based on the Human Health and
Ecological Risk Assessment, Washington Administrative Code, and AAC. They are
considered protective of future residential use (USACE 2009a, 2009b, 2004b).

Sampling was not conducted within the landfill at Site 7 following remedial activities in
2009. It is not clear whether contaminants remain above cleanup levels below the landfill
cap at Site 7 (USACE 2010a; EPA 2012a).

Visual monitoring of Site 7 is recommended to ensure the remedy remains protective of
human health and the environment. As previously established, shallow groundwater near the
landfill cap is slow to recharge and does not produce water in sufficient quantities to provide
drinking water. As a result, groundwater monitoring is considered unnecessary; however,

monitoring of nearby surface water is recommended (EPA 2012a).

Responses to questionnaires identified a few areas where additional contamination
related to FUDS activities may be present. Community members identified potentially
hazardous debris beneath the landfill cap at Site 7 (Section 6.9 and Appendix E).

As part of the selected remedy, an intrusive investigation was conducted in 2009 to identify
and remove any large caches of drums with potentially hazardous contents from the Site 7

landfill. This investigation is detailed in Section 3.2.1.
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9.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS

Recommendations and follow-up actions have been identified to address the issues presented
in Section 8.0. Table 9-1 presents these recommendations and identifies Issue 1 as affecting

protectiveness and Issues 2 and 3 as not affecting protectiveness.

Table 9-1
Recommendations and Follow-up Actions

Affects
Protectiveness?

Issue Recommendations/ Party Regulatory | Milestone (Yes/No)

No. Follow-up Actions Responsible Party Date
Current | Future

Implement LUCs following
1 completion of the remedial

action fieldwork, as described USACE ADEC 2018 No ves
in the DD.
Remove debris protruding

2 |from the landfill cap. USACE ADEC 2018 No No

Remove debris identified in
3 |and around ponds adjacent to USACE ADEC 2018 No No
the landfill cap.

Conduct an additional
1.2.3 | periodic Review of Site 7 USACE ADEC 2019 No No

I\AE-HTRW\TO09-Northeast Cape\WP\Site 7 Periodic Rvw\_Text\Site 7 Periodic Review.docx 9_ 1 HTRW-J07-05F45902-J09-0004
FINAL
2/6/2015



(intentionally blank)

I\AE-HTRW\TO09-Northeast Cape\WP\Site 7 Periodic Rvw\_Text\Site 7 Periodic Review.docx 9_2 HTRW-J07-05F45902-J09-0004
FINAL
2/6/2015



10.0 PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT(S)

The remedy at Site 7 is expected to be protective of human health and the environment upon
its completion. In the interim, no exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks

have been noted.
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11.0 NEXT REVIEW

Future periodic reviews for Site 7 are necessary to evaluate remedy completion. The next

Periodic Review is due on or before 19 June 2019.

I\AE-HTRW\TO09-Northeast Cape\WP\Site 7 Periodic Rvw\_Text\Site 7 Periodic Review.docx 1 1 - 1 HTRW-J07-05F45902-J09-0004
FINAL
2/6/2015



(intentionally blank)

I\AE-HTRW\TO09-Northeast Cape\WP\Site 7 Periodic Rvw\_Text\Site 7 Periodic Review.docx 1 1 _2 HTRW-J07-05F45902-J09-0004
FINAL
2/6/2015



12.0 REFERENCES

ACAT (Alaska Community Action on Toxics). 2009. (11 November). Thank you letter from
Pamela Miller (ACAT) and Vi Waghiyi (ACAT) to Mathy Stanilaus (EPA). Includes
Tribal Representatives from St. Lawrence Island, Alaska, and the Alaska Community
Action on Toxics (ACAT) Concerns About Ongoing U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Cleanup Work at the Northeast Cape and Gambell. Letter from Dennis McLerran,
Regional Administrator (EPA) to Colonel Richard Koenig, District Commander
(USACE). FRMDs F10AK069603 08.01 0082 a and F10AK096903 08.01 0519 a.

ADEC (Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation). 2012 (8 April). Oil and Other
Hazardous Substances Pollution Control (18 AAC 75).

ADEC. 2011 (1 October). Oil and Other Hazardous Substances Pollution Control.
“Groundwater use.” (18 AAC 75.350).

ADEC. 2008 (9 June). Cleanup Levels Guidance. Division of Spill Prevention and Response.
Contaminated Sites Program.

ADEC. 2007a (17 October). ADEC Comments on the Northeast Cape Proposed Plan. Letter
from Jeff Brownlee (ADEC) to Carey Cossaboom (USACE). FRMD
No. F10AK096903 05.08 0502 a.

ADEC. 2007b (24 May). ADEC Comments on the Northeast Cape 350 Determination. Letter
from Jeff Brownlee (ADEC) to Carey Cossaboom of USACE. May 24, 2007. FRMD
No. FI0AK096903 05.07 0501 _a.

Bristol Environmental Remediation Services, LLC. 2009 (20 November). Request for Site 7
Land(fill Closure at Northeast Cape, St. Lawrence Island, Alaska. Technical
Memorandum. St. Lawrence Island, Alaska. FRMD No.
F10AK096905 07.08 0501 a.

Craner, Jeremy. 2011 (17 September). Visual Inspection Checklist (Post-Closure) Site 7
Landfill and Site 9 Landfill. FRMD Nos. F1I0AK096903 07.11 0500 p and
F10AK096905 07.11 0500 p.

DHHS (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services). 2001 (21 September). Health
Consultation: Exposure Investigation, Investigation of Persistent Organic Pollutants
in Reindeer on St. Lawrence Island. N.E. Cape White Alice Site (a/k/a N.E. Cape
Site). St. Lawrence Island, Alaska, FRMD No. FI0AK096903 03.11 0007 _a.

EPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency). 2013. Integrated Risk Information System
(IRIS). Retrieved from http://www.epa.gov/IRIS/.

I\AE-HTRW\TO09-Northeast Cape\WP\Site 7 Periodic Rvw\_Text\Site 7 Periodic Review.docx 1 2_ 1 HTRW-J07-05F45902-J09-0004
FINAL
2/6/2015



EPA. 2012a (November). Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 10’s Evaluation of
Army Corps of Engineers Cleanup of FUDS at N.E. Cape and Gambell, St. Lawrence
Island, Alaska. FRMD Nos. FI0AK0969603 01.07 0011 a and
F10AK069603 01.07 0500 a.

EPA. 2012b (13 September). Memorandum Clarifying the Use of Protectiveness
Determination for Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act Five-Year Reviews. OSWER No. 9200.2-111.

EPA. 2012c (15 February). December 2011 Public Meetings on Saint Lawrence Island
Regarding Environmental Health and Cleanup Issues, Proposed Action Items
Resulting from the Meeting. Letter from Sylvia Kawabata, Assessment and
Brownfields Unit Manager (EPA) to December Dialogue Meeting Participants. FRMD
No. FI0AK096904 08.10 0013 a.

EPA. 2010a (23 March). Letter from Dennis McLerran, Regional Administrator (EPA) to
Pamela Miller, Executive Director and Vi Waghiyi, Program Director of the Alaska
Community Action on Toxics (ACAT). FRMDs F10AK096903 01.01 0503 a and
F10AK069603 01.01 0009 a.

EPA. 2010b (23 March). Tribal Representatives from St. Lawrence Island, Alaska, and the
Alaska Community Action on Toxics (ACAT) Concerns About Ongoing U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers Cleanup Work at the Northeast Cape and Gambell. Letter from
Dennis McLerran, Regional Administrator (EPA) to Colonel Richard Koenig, District
Commander (USACE). Includes Thank you letter from Pamela Miller (ACAT) and Vi
Waghiyi (ACAT) to Mathy Stanilaus (EPA). FRMDs F10AK069603 08.01 0082 a
and F10AK 096903 08.01 0519 a.

EPA. 2001 (June). Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance. EPA. 540-R-01-0007.
OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response.
Washington, D.C.

Geist, Lisa. 2013 (7 August). Visual Inspection Checklist (Post-Closure) Site 7 Landfill and
Visual Inspection Checklist (Post-Closure) Site 9 Landfill. FRMD Nos.
F10AK096903 07.11_0503 p and FI0AK096905 07.11_0502 p.

Kukulget, Inc. 2012 (23 April). Right of Entry. Letter from Morris Toolie, Jr., President
(Kukulget, Inc.) to Thomas Kretzschmar, Real Estate Division Chief (USACE).

Patton, W. and B. Csejtey. 1980. Geologic map of St. Lawrence Island, Alaska: U.S.
Geological Survey Miscellaneous Investigation Series. Map 1-1203. 1 sheet, scale
1:250,000.

RAB (Restoration Advisory Board). 2012a (27 June). St. Lawrence Island Restoration
Advisory Board and Public Meeting, Meeting Minutes. Teleconference. FRMD
No. FI0AK096904 08.10 0010 a.

I\AE-HTRW\TO09-Northeast Cape\WP\Site 7 Periodic Rvw\_Text\Site 7 Periodic Review.docx 1 2_2 HTRW-J07-05F45902-J09-0004
FINAL
2/6/2015



RAB. 2012b (5 December). St. Lawrence Island Restoration Advisory Board and Public
Meeting, Meeting Minutes. City Hall, Savoonga, Alaska. FRMD
No. F1I0AK096904 08.10 0019 p.

Shewman, Aaron. 2012 (26 July). Visual Inspection Checklist (Post-Closure) Site 7 Landfill
and Site 9 Landfill. FRMD Nos. FI0AK096903 07.11 0501 p and
F10AK096905 07.11_0501 p.

U.S. Army. 2013 (24 April) Department of the Army Right-of-Entry for Environmental
Assessment and Response. Saint Lawrence Island, Alaska. No. DACAS85-8-12-00046.
Agreement between the U.S. Government, Kukulget, Inc. and Sivuqaq, Inc. beginning
on 1 June 2013.

USACE (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers). 2014a. 2014 Five-Year Review. Pre-Draft.
(Unpublished).

USACE. 2014b (February). 2013 Sampling Conducted in Conjunction with the 2013 Five-
Year Review at Northeast Cape. Final. St. Lawrence Island, Alaska. Prepared by
Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. FRMD No. F10AK096903 07.11 0504 p and
F10AK096905 07.11_0503 p.

USACE. 2012 (June). Northeast Cape HTRW Remedial Actions, Final Removal Action
Report, St. Lawrence Island Alaska. Prepared by Bristol Environmental Remediation
Services, LLC. FRMD No. F10AK096903 07.08 0503 a.

USACE. 2010a (May). In-Situ Chemical Oxidation (Phase 1) and Intrusive Drum
Removal/Land(fill Cap, Site 7 Landfill Cap Construction Completion Report, Northeast

Cape, St. Lawrence Island, Alaska. Prepared by Bristol Environmental Remediation
Services, LLC. FRMD No.F10AK096905 07.08 0500 p.

USACE. 2010b (9 April). Response to Three Specific Points Regarding the USACE FUDS on
St. Lawrence Island, Alaska. Letter from Colonel Richard Koenig, District
Commander (USACE) to Dan Opalski, Director of Environmental Cleanup (EPA).
FRMD Nos. F10AK096903 01.01 0503 a and FI0AK069603 01.01 0009 _a.

USACE. 2009a (June). Decision Document: Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Land(fill, Containerized
Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste (CON-HTRW) Project #F104AK096905.
Northeast Cape Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS) St. Lawrence Island, Alaska.
Signed 19 June 2009. FRMD F10AK096905 05.09 0500 a.

USACE. 2009b (January). Decision Document: Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste
(HTRW) Project #'1104AK096903. Northeast Cape Formerly Used Defense
Site (FUDS) St. Lawrence Island, Alaska. Signed 3 September 2009. FRMD
F10AK09603 05.09 0500 a.

USACE. 2008 (May). Proposed Plan for Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill FRMD No.
F10AK096905 04.10 0500 a.

I\AE-HTRW\TO09-Northeast Cape\WP\Site 7 Periodic Rvw\_Text\Site 7 Periodic Review.docx 1 2_3 HTRW-J07-05F45902-J09-0004
FINAL
2/6/2015



USACE. 2007a (November). Geophysical Survey, Northeast Cape, St. Lawrence Island.
Prepared by R&M Consultants, Inc. FRMD No. F1I0AK096905 03.10 0500 _a.

USACE. 2007b (4 April). Submission for Groundwater Use Determination (18 AAC 350) at
Northeast Cape on St. Lawrence Island. Letter from Carey Cossaboom (USACE) to
Jeff Brownlee (ADEC). FRMD No. F10AK096903 05.01 001 a.

USACE. 2007c (March). Feasibility Study, Northeast Cape FUDS, St. Lawrence Island,
Alaska. FRMD No. F10AK 096904 04.09 0500 a and F10AK096905 0500 a.

USACE. 2004a (10 May). Environmental Quality Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS)
Program Policy. ER 200-3-1. http://munitionsresponsepartners.com/uploads/ER_200-
3-1_Environmental Quality - FUDS.pdf. Accessed 6 February 2015.

USACE. 2004b (March). Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment. Northeast Cape
Installation. St. Lawrence Island, Alaska. Final. Prepared by MWH. FRMD No.
F10AK096903 03.11 0005 a.

USACE. 2001 (August). GIS-based Historical Photographic Analysis, St. Lawrence Island,
Northeast Cape Sites, Alaska, Engineer Research & Development Center,
Topographic Engineering Center.

I\AE-HTRW\TO09-Northeast Cape\WP\Site 7 Periodic Rvw\_Text\Site 7 Periodic Review.docx 1 2_4 HTRW-J07-05F45902-J09-0004
FINAL
2/6/2015


http://munitionsresponsepartners.com/uploads/ER_200-3-1_Environmental_Quality_-_FUDS.pdf
http://munitionsresponsepartners.com/uploads/ER_200-3-1_Environmental_Quality_-_FUDS.pdf

APPENDIX A

Figures



P:\StLawrencelsland\MXD\TO09_NorthEastCa

pe\StLawrenceVic.mxd wattta

176°W 172°W

4100 3% -

MT LEL'PYGE

Red’kin

_arkarten

B Kuyve em Ay

164°W 160°W
Y
SITE LOCATION MAP )
g Z
° RUSSIA: 15
ALASKA ’3_5
ST. LAWRENCE
ISLAND_,.
; s
B
|_Z
9 8
‘:}{‘

% Northeast Cape (Site Location)

All Locations Are Approximate

O I 1]
0 20 40 60 80
Miles

WGS 1984 UTM Zone 2N

NORTHEAST CAPE
VICINITY MAP

ST. LAWRENCE ISLAND, ALASKA

JACOBS

DATE: PROJECT MANAGER: FIGURE NO:

'i7 JUN 2014 K. MAHER A-1




2014.mxd wattta

ite7_NEC_StL

ape\Site7 Periodi

\MXD\TOO09.

P:\StL.

1809020

1812301

1815582

1818862

3408286

3405005

3398443

D Site Location

— Surface Water Feature
— Roads and Buildings
Non-Drinking Water Area

All Locations Are Approximate

0 0.25 0.5
[ aaa—|
Miles

NAD 1983 StatePlane Alaska 9 FIPS 5009 Feet

NORTHEAST CAPE
SITE 7 - CARGO BEACH ROAD LANDFILL LOCATION

NORTH EAST CAPE, SAINT LAWRENCE ISLAND, ALASKA

JACOBS

DATE:

09 FEB 2015

PROJECT MANAGER:

K. MAHER

FIGURE NO:

A-2




goBeachLandfill_StLawrence.mxd wattta

Site07_Car

pe\Site7PeriodicReview\A3

P:\StLawrencelsland\MXD\TO09_NorthEastCa

168°57"20"W
|

168°57'10"W
1

168°57'W 168°56'50"W 168°56'40"W
1 | |

168°56'30"W
|

168°56'20"W
1

168°56'10"W
1

168°56'W

SITE LOCATION
X %4 & >
% =3 Q &
L’ SO 5
ol by é’?
223 O
L S =)
'/ Ss .. z
Q. y 5
" 137LFWGO01-3 £ o
‘:' 137LFWGO01-4 A
‘.":jw 103
II' z
2 f O
CARGO BEACH ROAD h t‘o,'
LANDFILL CAP 2PPIOXIRACLOCAIION,
(SITE 7) of observed berjtbnlte
137LFWS03
/“X> v
- 5
&9 \‘\ ,'l
W z
K
B
8
) 2013 Attempted 2001 Historic Monitoring Approximate location of N . .
D Groundwater Sample & Well (Approx. Location) observed bentonite All Locations Are Approximate NORTHEAST CAPE
. i . e [ e—
X 2013 Surface Water 1994 Historic Sediment  ;  Non-Drinking Water 0 100 200 300 400 SITE 7 - CARGO BEACH LANDFILL
Sample Sample (approximate [R— Foot
location )
1994 Historic Monitoring ) 2] cenfit cap Boundary ST. LAWRENCE ISLAND, ALASKA
Well (Approx. Location) DATE PROJECT MANAGER FIGURE NO:
NAD 1983 StatePlane Alaska 9 FIPS 5009 Feet [ JACOBS | 17 JuN 2014 K. MAHER A-3




APPENDIX B

Cleanup Levels, Toxicity, and Risk Evaluation



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Alaska District

SITE 7 CARGO BEACH ROAD LANDFILL
FIRST PERIODIC REVIEW REPORT

NORTHEAST CAPE FUDS
ST. LAWRENCE ISLAND, ALASKA

APPENDIX B
CLEANUP LEVELS, TOXICITY, AND
RISK EVALUATION

Formerly Used Defense Site F10AK0969-05

FINAL
FEBRUARY 2015




TABLE OF CONTENTS

SECTION PAGE
ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS ...ttt B-iii
I N O D 6O N () B-1
ADEC CLEANUP LEVELS USED FOR SOIL .......coooiviiiiieiieeieeeeeeeee e B-1
CLEANUP LEVELS USED FOR SURFACE WATER ......ccooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee, B-1
REFERENCES . ... ..ottt ettt e e et e e e e e e e et e e eeeeeeeeenanneees B-3
I:\AE-HTRW\TO09-Northeast Cape\WP\Site 7 Periodic Rvw\App B Risk Eval\Cleanup and Tox.docx B-i HTRW-J07-05F45902-J09-0004
FINAL

2/6/2015



(intentionally blank)

I\AE-HTRW\TO09-Northeast Cape\WP\Site 7 Periodic Rvw\App B Risk Eval\Cleanup and Tox.docx B-ii HTRW-J07-05F45902-J09-0004
FINAL
2/6/2015



ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

AAC Alaska Administrative Code

ADEC Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
CcoC contaminant of concern

COPC contaminant of potential concern
DD Decision Document

mg/kg milligrams per kilogram

mg/L milligrams per liter

NA not applicable

PCB polychlorinated biphenyl

TAH total aromatic hydrocarbon

TAqH total aqueous hydrocarbon
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INTRODUCTION

Updates to regulations and chemical-specific toxicity data may occur over time. The effects of
those changes are evaluated as part of the technical assessment conducted for the Site 7 Cargo
Beach Road Landfill Periodic Review to ensure the selected remedy remains protective of
human health. The evaluation of regulatory updates involves a two-step process followed by
the evaluation of chemical-specific toxicity data updates (risk evaluation), if necessary. The
evaluation process summarized below is explained in greater detail in the Periodic Review
Report.

e The evaluation begins by determining whether any contaminants of potential concern
(COPC) or contaminants of concern (COC) have new or changed standards since the time
of the Decision Document (DD) (USACE 2009). All compounds identified in the DD are
presented in Table B-1, below. Additionally, any compounds detected during remedy
implementation that exceed the cleanup levels listed in the applicable or relevant and

appropriate regulations have been included; therefore, Table B-1 includes more
compounds than the DD list of COPCs and COCs.

e If a new or more stringent standard was identified, the COPC or COC was evaluated
further. No new or more stringent standards were identified for Site 7 Cargo Beach Road;
therefore, no COPCs or COCs were carried forward for the risk evaluation.

ADEC CLEANUP LEVELS USED FOR SOIL

For soil cleanup levels, the ADEC Method Two under 40-inch zone, migration to
groundwater cleanup level (Title 18 of the Alaska Administrative Code [AAC], Chapter 75,
Table B1), was applied for all compounds not listed in the DD as COCs. For those
compounds listed as COCs, the cleanup level has either not changed or the site-specific values

were calculated using a Method Four risk assessment.

CLEANUP LEVELS USED FOR SURFACE WATER

For surface water cleanup levels, the strictest cleanup levels or standards listed in 18 AAC 70

were used.
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Table B-1
Evaluation of Changes in Chemical-Specific Standards

15 WEE 25 Is the New
Llo N7 Level More
COPCs/ COCs Established Source ? Current Alaska | Promulgated Stringent than
RAO for Cleanup Level | Cleanup Level .
. - the Previous
COCs Since Previous
. Standard?
Review?
Surface Water (mg/L)
Diesel-range No Sheen |18 AAC 70 -- No NA
organics
Cipto Cys
Residual-range No Sheen |18 AAC 70 -- No NA
organics
Cyst0 Cgg
Total aromatic 0.01 18 AAC 70 0.01 No NA
hydrocarbons
Total aqueous 0.015 18 AAC 70 0.015 No NA
hydrocarbons
Soil (mg/kg)
Diesel-range 9,200 18 AAC 75 250 No NA
organics Method 4
Cioto Cys [site-specific
Residual-range 9,200 18 AAC 75 10,000 No NA
organics Method 4
Cys5 to Csg [site-specific
Arsenic 11° Site-specific 3.9 No NA
Background
PCBs (sum) 1 18 AAC 75 1 No NA
Notes:

® Sources listed in the DD include the following:

18 AAC 75 Table C;

18 AAC 75 Table B1;
18 AAC 75 Method 4 risk-based residential cleanup level from the Feasibility Study (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2007)

b
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APPENDIX C
Site Inspection Checklists and Logbook



JACOBS

Site 7 - Cargo Beach Road Landfill

Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist

I. SITE INFORMATION

—a e

Date of Inspection: 15
EPA ID: AK9 739 ng%

Location and Region: o q&a i

Agency, office, or company leading the

five-year review: (/SACE

Weather/temperature:

Ovextast ~ 40°%

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)
Landfill cover/containment
[] Access controls
[ Institutional controls
[ Groundwater pump and trt::&njnt
(] Other: ‘ D

[] Monitored natural attenuation

[] Groundwater containment

[ Vertical barrier walls

[] Surface water collection and treatment
/:'c)rﬁ'??()/ S

Attachments:

E Insgection team roster attached

(] Site map attached

I1.

INTERVIEWS (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)

1. O&M site manager __ AJpA/E Nove:
Name Title Date
Interviewed [ at site (Jatoffice [ by phone (Phone no. )
Problems, suggestions ([] Report attached)
2. O&M staff NoNE NONE
Name Title Date
3 Interviewed [ at site [Jatoffice [ by phone (Phone no. )

Problems, suggestions (] Report attached)

. Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e., State and Tribal offices,
emergency response office, police department, office of public health or environmental
health, zoning office, recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in all that

apply.
Agency _ADEC.
Contact : r__ 0l ;QQI%
Name ' b Title % Date
’ Interviewed [ at site [Jatoffice [ by phone (Phone no. )
Problems, suggestions MReport attached)
Agency
Contact
Name Title Date
Interviewed [ at site [Jatoffice [ by phone (Phone no. )

Problems, suggestions ([_] Report attached)

4. Other interviews (optional) @Repon attached)




JACOIBS Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (2/12)

Site Name: 8] {1’ o 8

IIIl. ONSITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED

. O&M Documents
O&M manual

As-built drawings
Maintenance logs
Remarks:

[(JReadily available
[JReadily available

Af

(JUp to date
[Up to date
[(JUp to date

/A
/A
/A

. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan
Contingency plan/emergency response plan

Remarks:

[(JReadily available
[(JReadily available

[(JUp to date
(JUp to date

N/A
/A

. O&M and OSHA Training Records

Remarks:

[JReadily available

[JUp to date

JRIN/A

. Permits and Service Agreements
Air discharge permit
Effluent discharge

[CJReadily available
[(JReadily available

(JUp to date
[JUp to date

BaN/A
BN/A

Waste disposal, POTW [JReadily available [JUp to date [XN/A
Other permits: [JReadily available [JUp to date [S&SN/A
Remarks:

. Gas Generation Records [JReadily available [JUp to date BN/A
Remarks:

. Groundwater Monitoring Records [JReadily available [JUp to date /RB\U'A

Remarks:

. Leachate Extraction Records [(JReadily available [JUp to date N/A
Remarks:

. Discharge Compliance Records
Air [JReadily available [JUp to date [NIN/A
Water (effluent) [(JReadily available [JUptodate [IN/A
Remarks:

10.Daily Access/Security Logs

Remarks:

[JReadily available

(JUp to date




Site Name: < -’—{ ':I-

JACOBRS Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (3/12)

IV. O&M COSTS

1.0&M Organization

[] State in-house [[] Contractor for State
[J] PRP in-house [] Contractor for PRP
[] Federal Facility in-house [ Contractor for Federal Facility

Other _USACE

2.0&M Cost Records “M”ﬁ%fﬁ} 7 _g,,ffz_wiw} S
(] Readily available [JUptoda :
[] Funding mechanism/agreement in place ﬁ)}ﬁ. a,u NE Cﬁp'ﬁ %’7"‘(5
Original O&M cost estimat 5?% 6li &XF — " Breakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During giﬁreﬁod _
Describe costs and reasons: = AON &

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

% Fl E T %Hﬁam ~TEE I Villsg

I Applicable CIN/A
A. Fencing
1. Fencing damaged [ Location shown on site map
[[] Gates secured
KIN/A
Remarks
B. Other Access Restrictions [BINE = UA S
1. Signs and other security measures [] Location shown on site map - PPV -
BN/A
Remarksim%@mmﬁlﬁw
bid wuse comtests “Hp errsaiee 10 e [ding £ :'_’_ VST RUCITHY
o Lndhlicay ey /j/l-; USC O aROU| 19 5as 5‘7)‘59':2&4
(LLCTed A8 D7) / l'l Vo Ky 37



Site Name% {'L:F'

JACORS Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (4/12)

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Landfill Surface mppiicable CON/A
1. Roads damaged [S Location shown on site map [ﬁ&oads adequate CIN/A
Remarks ' /e U cap.

B. Other Site Conditions
Remarks

VII. LANDFILL COVERS
(R Applicable  [IN/A

A. Landfill Surface

1. Settlement (Low spots) [] Location shown on site map MSettlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Cracks [ Location shown on site map ECracking not evident
Lengths Widths Depths
Remarks

3. Erosion [ Location shown on site map ¥ Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4. Holes [C] Location shown on site map Moles not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5. Vegetative Cover E Grass Cover properly established [J No signs of stress
[] Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)

Remarks ol \s Nevy Ceonel wak two Veogtodh ve anous
6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc:f ; iNfA R TR

Remarks _Souc NS waoved ¥oc

7. Bulges [J Location shown on Site map [ Bulges not evident =~ S'sp<.
Areal extent Height
Remarks

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage lh-Wet areas/water damage not evident
[] Wet areas location shown on site map Areal extent

[J Ponding location shown on site map Areal extent
[[] Seeps location shown on site map Areal extent
[J Soft subgrade location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks

9. Slope Instability
[ Slides

[] Location shown on site map

[ No evidence of slope instability
Areal extent ___

Remarks




JACORS Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (5/12)

Site Name: <5, J’C e 3

B. Benches [ Applicable E_NIA
(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to
interrupt the slope in order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and
convey the runoff to a lined channel.)
1. Flows Bypass Bench [] Location shown on site map [IN/A or okay
Remarks

2. Bench Breached [J Location shown on site map [CJ N/A or okay

Remarks
3. Bench Overtopped [ Location shown on site map [J N/A or okay
Remarks
C. Letdown Channels [ Applicable E.NIA

(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down
the steep side slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to
move off of the landfill cover without creating erosion gullies.)

. Settlement [] Location shown on site map [] No evidence of settlement
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Material Degradation [ ] Location shown on site map [] No evidence of
degradation
Material type Areal extent
Remarks

3. Erosion [J Location shown on site map [[] No evidence of erosion

Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4. Undercutting [ Location shown on site map  [] No evidence of undercutting
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
5. Obstructions Type [] No obstructions
(] Location shown on site map Areal extent
Size
Remarks
6. Excessive Vegetative Growth Type

[J No evidence of excessive growth

[ Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow
[ Location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks




Site Name: %*ﬁ,:l" |

JACORBS Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (6/12)

D. Cover Penetrations [ Applicable B’N/A
1. Gas Vents [] Active [ Passive [ Properly secured/locked
[J Functioning [ Routinely sampled [ Good condition
[] Needs maintenance [] Evidence of leakage at penetration
CON/A
Remarks

2. Gas Monitoring Probes
[ Properly secured/locked [] Functioning  [] Routinely sampled
[ Good condition [] Evidence of leakage at penetration
[] Needs maintenance MN/A
Remarks

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)

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

[J Needs Maintenance W_Nf A

Remarks

4. Leachate Extraction Wells
[ Properly secured/locked [] Functioning  [] Routinely sampled

[J Good condition [] Evidence of leakage at penetration
[] Needs Maintenance m N/A
Remarks
S. Settlement Monuments [ ] Located [ Routinely surveyed [ N/A
Remarks

E. Gas Collection and Treatment [J Applicable K] N/A
1. Gas Treatment Facilities
[ Flaring [ Thermal destruction [ Collection for reuse
[1 Good condition [] Needs Maintenance  [] N/A
Remarks

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
[0 Good condition [] Needs Maintenance =~ [N/A
Remarks

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
[0 Good condition [ Needs Maintenance =~ [ N/A
Remarks




JACOBS Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (7/12)

Site Name: 5 {.( 1

F. Cover Drainage Layer [J Applicable &I N/A
1. Outlet Pipes Inspected [J Functioning  &\N/A
Remarks
2. Outlet Rock Inspected [ Applicable éN;"A
Remarks
G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds [] Applicable XN/A
1. Siltation  Areal extent Depth @
[ Siltation not evident
Remarks
2. Erosion Areal extent Depth
[] Erosion not evident
Remarks
3. Outlet Works [ Applicable BKN/A
Remarks
4. Dam [ Applicable gNIA
Remarks
H. Retaining Walls [ Applicable N/A
1. Deformations  [] Location shown on site map Deformation not evident
Horizontal displacement Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement
Remarks
2. Degradation [ Location shown on site map  [] Degradation not evident
Remarks




JACORBS Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (8/12)

Site Name%-—;‘: ]

I. Siltation

I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge
[ Location shown on site map

[J Applicable

P
Siltation not evident

Remarks

Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Vegetative Growth [] Location shown on site map @N! A
[] Vegetation does not impede flow
Areal extent Type
Remarks
3. Erosion [J Location shown on site map [1 Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4. Discharge Structure [J Functioning IYN!A

VIII. VERTICAL BARRJ%R WALLS

L] Applicable /A

1. Settlement Location shown on site map Settlement not evident

[J Evidence of breaching
Head differential
Remarks:

Areal extent Depth
Remarks:
2. Performance Monitoring
Type of monitoring
[] Performance not monitored Frequency




Site Name: %,‘ ‘]‘C:"

SJACORS Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (9/12)

IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES
_KJ Applicable ON/A
A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines = [] Applicable K] N/A
1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical
[J Good condition [J All required wells properly operating
[] Needs Maintenance K] N/A
Remarks £

.I K ‘I .“

) crhah 5

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
[J Good condition [] Needs Maintenance
Remarks _NOT APLICID P\

3. Spare Parts and Equipment
[ Readily available  [] Good condition
[J Requires upgrade [ Needs to be provided
Remarks NOT™ PPOLIC A E

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines Applicable@
1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical
[ Good condition [] Needs Maintenance
Remarks

2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other
Appurtenances
[J Good condition [[] Needs Maintenance
Remarks

3. Spare Parts and Equipment
[J Readily available [] Good condition
[J Requires upgrade [] Needs to be provided
Remarks




JACORBS Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (10/12)

Site Name:%ﬁ.eq,

e

] Metals removal

[] Filters

C. Treatment System Applicable @_@)
1. Treatment Train (Check components that apply)

[ Air stripping [] Carbon adsorbers

[J Oil/water separation (] Bioremediation

[] Others

[] Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)

[1 Good condition

Remarks

[] Sampling ports properly marked and functional

[J Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date
[ Equipment properly identified

[J Quantity of groundwater treated annually

[J Quantity of surface water treated annually

[C] Needs Maintenance

N/A
Remarks

2. Elgetrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)

[] Good condition [] Needs Maintenance

®IN/A

Remarks

3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels

[ Proper secondary containment [] Needs Maintenance

[] Good condition

&N/A

Remarks

4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances

[ Good condition [] Needs Maintenance

MN/A

Remarks

5. Treatment Building(s)

[J Chemicals and equipment properly stored

] Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) [] Needs repair

[1 Good condition
'N/A
Remarks

6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)
[J Properly secured/locked [] Functioning [J Routinely sampled

[J Al reqmred wells located [[] Needs Maintenance
Nz~ BYSTIAAN

‘5: (YIRS
D. Monitoring Data NoOT MPU(‘,%’LE:
1. Monitoring Data
[ Is routinely submitted on time [JIs of acceptable quality

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

declining




Site Name: %Ik 4

JACORBRS Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (11/12)

E. Monitoring Natural Attenuation
1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy)
[ Properly secured/locked  [] Functioning [] Routinely sampled
[] Good condition [J All required wells located =[] Needs Maintenance

[EN!A
Remarks _ Dy albandensd wuse 09 lQocath o ,g? 911’51\3
ohseaved evieadc

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

A. Implementation of the Remedy

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and

functioning as designed. Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish

(i.e., to contain contaminant plume, minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.).

: : .

Ao kN | AL ofedd alorig The. REANLTICR. . iRl
JAS qq Snad ANIULET % X L) 1S INOTRUdilg
i M cap Dy Nhe  Snokhoein sgde iia e

. AQemiari o Ko Y OriS WS als0 pissceld e

Mo near by ponds.

B. Adequacy of O&M

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

St F 24 0A®

MQgﬁg ard. e zfyﬂ £ SIoY .




Site Name:%l‘;‘f,‘ ‘

JACORBS Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (12/12)

C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems
Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M
or a high frequency of unscheduled repairs that suggest that the protectiveness of the
remedy may be compromised in the future.
MNONE  OBSERVETD

D. Opportunities for Optimization
Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the
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Daily Logbook Checklist

Project name / Site ID / Client
Date
Weather, site conditions, and other salient
observations
Level of PPE used
Full names of onsite personnel and affiliations
(including all visitors)
Daily objectives
Field measurements and calibrations
Time and location of activity
Field observations and comments
Deviations from the Work Plan
Site photographs
Site sketches (with reference i.e. “N” arrow)
Survey and location i.e. samples or debris (GPS
coordinates when possible)
For each sample record:
— Date, time, sampler(s)
— Sample 1D
— Media,
container(s),
preservatives
-0
(dup/MS/MSD)
— Analysis
— MeOH lot #
— Tare weight
[0 Sample shipments (when, what, destination)
0O Waste tracking (when, how much, destination)
00 Daily summary of activities (i.e. # of samples
collected)

i [

O
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Yp# S6> 3322

Phone
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weather. Using a pencil or all-weather pen, Rite in the Rain ensures that
your notes survive the rigors of the field, regardless of the conditions.

RiteintheRain.com
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APPENDIX D
Photograph Log



Photo Number

Photo No.

1

Photo No. 2
Photo No. 3
Photo No. 4

Photo No.

Photo No.

Photo No. 7

Photo No.

Photo No. 9

Photo No.

Photo No.

Photo No.

Photo No.

Photo No.

Photo No.

Photo No.

Photo No.

Photo No.

Photo No.

Photo No.

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill
Northeast Cape — St. Lawrence Island, Alaska

PHOTOGRAPH LOG

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
7 August 2013 Cargo Beach Road and Site 7 Landfill. View facing
SOULNWEST. ...ttt ettt sttt st b et e b et e sneene s D-1
7 August 2013 Site 7 Landfill East. View facing northwest. ............c.ccoc.... D-1
7 August 2013 Site 7 Landfill North Corner. View facing southeast............ D-2
7 August 2013 Site 7 Landfill Southeast corner. View facing
SOULNWEST. ...ttt ettt sttt st b et e b et e sneene s D-2
12 September 2013 Overview of Northeast Cape Site. View facing
410] 11 PR OPTRT D-3
14 September 2013 View of a pond adjacent to Site 1. View facing
0] 11 TSP RSP URTPRTRRT D-3
13 September 2013 Wood debris at Site 7. View facing north. .................... D-4
13 September 2013 Metal debris at Site 7.......cccccevviiiiiiiiiiieee e D-4
13 September 2013 Metal debris at Site 7.......cccccvevevieviecie e D-5
13 September 2013 Drum debris located near a pond at Site 7. View
FACING NOMTN. .o D-5
13 September 2013 Debris in pond located adjacent to landfill cap at
Site 7. View faCing NOMN. .......c.cooveiieicicce e D-6
13 September 2013 Condition of northern edge of landfill cap at
Site 7. VIEW TaCiNg WESL. ......ecveiiieie et D-6
13 September 2013 Miscellaneous debris in pond adjacent to landfill
cap at Site 7. View facing NOrth. ..o D-7
13 September 2013 Miscellaneous debris in pond near landfill cap at
Site 7. View facing NOMNWEST...........ccoiieiieie e D-7
13 September 2013 Metal debris in pond adjacent to landfill cap at
Site 7. View faCing NOMN. ........c.cooveii i D-8
13 September 2013 Condition of northern edge of landfill cap at
Site 7. VIEW TaCiNG WESL. ......ecveiiieie et D-8
13 September 2013 View standing on top of landfill cap at Site 7.
View faCing NOMNWEST. .........cooiieiiece e D-9
13 September 2013 Condition of armored rock on the southern border
of landfill cap at Site 7. View facing €ast...........cccceveiieiiveiivnie i D-9
13 September 2013 Debris protruding through the southern side of
1aNdFill CaP L SITE 7. .vveieieceee e D-10
13 September 2013 Debris located with the armored rock at Site 7.
VieW faCing SOULN. .....ooeeiieece e D-10

Page D-i



Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill
Northeast Cape — St. Lawrence Island, Alaska

PHOTOGRAPH LOG

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Photo Number Page
Photo No. 21 13 September 2013 Abandoned monitoring well filled with bentonite

] | (- RO P TR D-11
Photo No. 22 13 September 2013 Debris in pond south of landfill cap at Site 7.

VIEW FaCiNg SOULN. ......oiuiiiiiiee e D-11
Photo No. 23 13 September 2013 Apparent drum located in pond south of landfill

(00T S (= RO R R D-12
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Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill
Northeast Cape — St. Lawrence Island, Alaska

Photo No. 1 — 7 August 2013
Cargo Beach Road and Site 7 Landfill. View facing southwest.

-

.
.
__

Photo No. 2 — 7 August 2013
Site 7 Landfill East. View facing northwest.
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Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill
Northeast Cape — St. Lawrence Island, Alaska

Photo No. 3 — 7 August 2013
Site 7 Landfill North Corner. View facing southeast.

Photo No. 4 — 7 August 2013
Site 7 Landfill Southeast corner. View facing southwest.
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Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill
Northeast Cape — St. Lawrence Island, Alaska

Photo No. 5 - 12 September 2013
Overview of Northeast Cape Site. View facing north.

Photo No. 6 — 14 September 2013
View of a pond adjacent to Site 1. View facing south.
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Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill
Northeast Cape — St. Lawrence Island, Alaska

Photo No. 7 — 13 September 2013
Wood debris at Site 7. View facing north.

Photo No. 8 — 13 September 2013
Metal debris at Site 7.

Ar o
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Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill
Northeast Cape — St. Lawrence Island, Alaska

¥ f' ; ' ° 41 _‘_.
Photo No. 9 — 13 September 2013
Metal debris at Site 7.

Photo No. 10 — 13 September 2013
Drum debris located near a pond at Site 7. View facing north.
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Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill
Northeast Cape — St. Lawrence Island, Alaska

N{&f\ ‘l\-‘
VR
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Photo No. 11 — 13 September 2013
Debris in pond located adjacent to landfill cap at Site 7. View facing north.

Photo No. 12 — 13 September 2013
Condition of northern edge of landfill cap at Site 7. View facing west.
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Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill
Northeast Cape — St. Lawrence Island, Alaska

: ,[ \‘ e

Photo No. 13 — 13 September 2013
Miscellaneous debris in pond adjacent to landfill cap at Site 7. View facing north.

Photo No. 14 — 13 September 2013
Miscellaneous debris in pond near landfill cap at Site 7. View facing northwest.
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Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill
Northeast Cape — St. Lawrence Island, Alaska

Photo No. 15 — 13 September 2013
Metal debris in pond adjacent to landfill cap at Site 7. View facing north.

Photo No. 16 — 13 September 2013
Condition of northern edge of landfill cap at Site 7. View facing west.
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Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill
Northeast Cape — St. Lawrence Island, Alaska

Photo No. 17 — 13 September 2013
View standing on top of landfill cap at Site 7. View facing northwest.

Photo No. 18 — 13 September 2013
Condition of armored rock on the southern border of landfill cap at Site 7. View facing east.
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Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill
Northeast Cape — St. Lawrence Island, Alaska

Photo No. 19 — 13 September 2013
Debris protruding through the southern side of landfill cap at Site 7.

Photo No. 20 — 13 September 2013
Debris located with the armored rock at Site 7. View facing south.
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Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill
Northeast Cape — St. Lawrence Island, Alaska

Photo No. 21 — 13 September 2013
Abandoned monitoring well filled with bentonite at Site 7.

Photo No. 22 — 13 September 2013
Debris in pond south of landfill cap at Site 7. View facing south.
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Site 7 Cargo Beach Road Landfill
Northeast Cape — St. Lawrence Island, Alaska

Apparent drum located in pond south of landfill cap at Site 7.
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APPENDIX E

Completed Interview Questionnaire Forms



Interview Record

Name: . 5
(&o()op\ Adrvogryo\C oee \\5 - Qo\4
Organization: - Phone Number:
NOLEND  Qrogest Mavagd
Title: Email:
—K
Interview Type: Mail/Email Phone@
Site (s) Name: Northeast Cape, St. Lawrence Island

The following interview questions are based on EPA guidance (EPA 540-R-01-007). Questions

may be left unanswered if they do not apply to you.

Interview Questions

1. What is your overall impression of the project (general sentiment)?

N alevay - ?"’959&"“ Wears—t aw\«\/. Somelnms Ho undLXY

2. From your perspective, what effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?
Are you aware of any community concerns/complaints regarding site operations,
administration, implementation, or overall protectiveness of the remedies in the Decision
Documents?



3. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing,
or emergency responses from local authorities? If so, please provide details.

4. Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? Have there been
communications or activities regarding the site?

Mot Well wfamed Becase 6F Some of o Teduwicn! Toma.
Convramovants & Lot W/v Wesan

= Move Tuhodotory |\ ofmahe Lo L B&Mf(:u\- 5o QwQLobN
9«.:\’ A De W QQMQ“};\){

5. Do you have any suggestions regarding future operation, maintenance, and monitoring
(OMM) at the site?



6. Have any problems been encountered which required, or will require, changes to the remedy
or Decision Document?

7. Are you aware of any changes in land use, access, or other site conditions that have occurred
in the past five years that you feel may impact the protectiveness of the site?

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



Interview Record

Name: : Date: .-
0(\9‘“&"00\\?—- AERISESIS
Organization: Phone Number:
Title: Email:
Covamant H fimm&ef
Interview Type: Mail/Email Phone/In Person
Site (s) Name: Northeast Cape, St. Lawrence Island

The following interview questions are based on EPA guidance (EPA 540-R-01-007). Questions

may be left unanswered if they do not apply to you.

Interview Questions
1. What is your overall impression of the project (general sentiment)? / {
ao /9/\[5&3/ ?470‘4 - a lof clearas
Sou/aal/\% ~

2. From your perspective, what effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?
Are you aware of any community concerns/complaints regarding site operations,
administration, implementation, or overall protectiveness of the remedies in the Decision
Documents?



3. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing,
or emergency responses from local authorities? If so, please provide details.

D -

4. Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? Have there been
communications or activities regarding the site?

Dpople Gg SO(,UOOVMT'O\ Lo  whaks 4)011«5 Q/‘;CQ
—p et - \u«k Conps o wpda
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5. Do you have any suggestions regarding future operation, maintenance, and monitoring
(OMM) at the site?



6. Have any problems been encountered which required, or will require, changes to the remedy
or Decision Document?

7. Are you aware of any changes in land use, access, or other site conditions that have occurred
in the past five years that you feel may impact thjzfg;?cﬂﬁyglfsgs of the site?

woe e aner ‘Z%@% locatt

8. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or reccommendations regarding the site’s
management or operation?
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Interview Record

MNemida KS 4L
Name: Ku ku/get /nd/ Date: /
Boawd 8 Direcinres . @Hlé@é?#% o/ /5, /oz,G/f
Organization: Phone Number: ! !
Title: = Email: —
e
Interview Type: Mail/Email PhongEP\ersg)
Site (s) Name: Northeast Cape, St. Lawrence Island

The following interview questions are based on EPA guidance (EPA 540-R-01-007). Questions
may be left unanswered if they do not apply to you.

Interview Questions

1. What is your overall impression of th;zx:)ject (general sentiment)?
<« (eanwp o ¢7wd
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2. From your perspective, what effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?
Are you aware of any community concerns/complaints regarding site operations,
administration, implementation, or overall protectiveness of the remedies in the Decision
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3. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing,
or emergency responses from local authorities? If so, please provide details.
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4. Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? Have there been
communications or activities regarding the site?

\/.ee-
- Dot ok too techniesd —
e A O -

- WAOKR u'v@
oL Ao

2 \acv~ad ©v”
o Do i, seid AP e
* o d %‘%?ES:M o M. contniaTy )/ b

5. Do you have any suggestions regarding future operation, maintenance, and monitoring
(OMM) at the site?
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6. Have any problems been encountered which required, or will require, changes to the remedy
or Decision Document? 10l il "

_— OO0
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7. Are you aware of any changes in land use, access, or other site conditions that have occurred
in the past five years that you feel may impact the protectiveness of the site?
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8. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s

management or operation? ; -
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Interview Record

Name: . Date:
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Organization: Phone Number:
Cowmo oIty Meate:
Title: ' Email:
Interview Type: Mail/Email Phone@
Site (s) Name: Northeast Cape, St. Lawrence Island

The following interview questions are based on EPA guidance (EPA 540-R-01-007). Questions

may be left unanswered if they do not apply to you.

Interview Questions

1. What is your overall impression of the project (general sentiment)?
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2. From your perspective, what effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?
Are you aware of any community concerns/complaints regarding site operations,
administration, implementation, or overall protectiveness of the remedies in the Decision

Documents?



3. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing,
or emergency responses from local authorities? If so, please provide details.

4. Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? Have there been
communications or activities regarding the site?

5. Do you have any suggestions regarding future operation, maintenance, and monitoring
(OMM) at the site?



6. Have any problems been encountered which required, or will require, changes to the remedy
or Decision Document?

7. Are you aware of any changes in land use, access, or other site conditions that have occurred
in the past five years that you feel may impact the protectiveness of the site?

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

Name.’dbm Lt S, Date: \\S' 20\
Organization: Phone Number:
Cownon ;{«, MZ.(L_
Title: I Email:
TN
Interview Type: Mail/Email Phone@
Site (s) Name: Northeast Cape, St. Lawrence Island

The following interview questions are based on EPA guidance (EPA 540-R-01-007). Questions
may be left unanswered if they do not apply to you.

Interview Questions

1. What is your overall impression of the project (general sentiment)?
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2. From your perspective, what effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?
Are you aware of any community concerns/complaints regarding site operations,
administration, implementation, or overall protectiveness of the remedies in the Decision
Documents?
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3. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing,
or emergency responses from local authorities? If so, please provide details.

4. Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? Have there been
communications or activities regarding the site?
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5. Do you have any suggestions regarding future operation, maintenance, and monitoring
(OMM) at the site?



6. Have any problems been encountered which required, or will require, changes to the remedy
or Decision Document?

7. Are you aware of any changes in land use, access, or other site conditions that have occurred
in the past five years that you feel may impact the protectiveness of the site?

8. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
management or operation?
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Organization: Phone Number:
Communchy  Munbek.

Title: Email:

Interview Type: Mail/Email Phone/If Persod

Site (s) Name: Northeast Cape, St. Lawrence Island

The following interview questions are based on EPA guidance (EPA 540-R-01-007). Questions
may be left unanswered if they do not apply to you.

Interview Questions

1. What is your overall impression of the project (general sentiment)? +
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2. From your perspective, what effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?
Are you aware of any community concerns/complaints regarding site operations,
administration, implementation, or overall protectiveness of the remedies in the Decision

Documents?
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3. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing,
or emergency responses from local authorities? If so, please provide details.

NO

4. Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? Have there been

communications or activities regardmg the s1te?
M hM e

5. Do you have any suggestions regarding future operation, maintenance, and monitoring
(OMM) at the site?
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6. Have any problems been encountered which required, or will require, changes to the remedy
or Decision Document?
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7. Are you aware of any changes in land use, access, or other site conditions that have occurred
in the past five years that you feel may impact the protectiveness of the site?

ND

8. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s
management or operation? ; )
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Interview Record

Name: Pamela Miller and Vi Waghiyi Date: 1-24-14

Organization: Alaska Community Action on Toxics and Phone Number: (907) 222-7714
Native Village of Savoonga Tribal Member (Vi)

Title: Executive Director (Pamela Miller) and Environmental |Email: pamela@akaction.org and
Health and Justice Program Director and NVS Tribal vi@akaction.org
Member (Vi Waghiyi)

Interview Type: Mail/Email

Site (s) Name: Northeast Cape, St. Lawrence
Island

The following interview questions are based on EPA guidance (EPA 540-R-01-007). Questions
may be left unanswered if they do not apply to you.

Interview Questions

1. What is your overall impression of the project (general sentiment)?

The clean-up of the Northeast Cape site is far from complete and not protective of the health of
the people living on the Island. We believe that the site was not properly characterized and
thus the remediation has not been fully informed enough to identify and remove important
source areas of contamination. Source areas of contamination are still contaminating the Suqi
River and ground water. We are concerned about continuing contamination of the Suqi River
and estuary from fuel-related compounds from prior large spills, PCBs, and pesticides. The Suqi
River, once a prime fishing location for the people of St. Lawrence Island, has not recovered
because of the damage caused by the military occupation, activities, and on-going
contamination from sources areas.

From your perspective, what effects have site operations had on the surrounding
community? Are you aware of any community concerns/complaints regarding site
operations, administration, implementation, or overall protectiveness of the remedies in the
Decision Documents?

The original community at NE Cape, the Native Village of Northeast Cape, was and continues to
be displaced by the military operations at NE Cape. The people of St. Lawrence Island intend to
re-establish the community at NE Cape, however cannot do so until they are assured that the
cleanup is protective of health and well-being for a residential community and future
generations. People cannot safely use the NE Cape area for traditional hunting and fishing or
for the harvesting of food (greens and berries) and medicinal plants. The ground- and surface
sources of drinking water sources are not safe.


mailto:pamela@akaction.org
mailto:vi@akaction.org

Monitored Natural Attenuation is not an acceptable remedy as it will take decades for levels of
contamination to reach “safe” levels. The contamination has already harmed the health of
generations of families associated with NE Cape. Overall, we do not think the remedies are
protective of health and the environment. We think and the tribe supports that other active
remediation methods must be used, including additional and effective removal as well as active
chemical oxidation as proposed by the RAB Technical Advisor.

Cleanup standards are far from adequate. For example, DRO cleanup standards for soil are
9,200 mg/kg. At those levels, contaminated soils will continue to serve as a source of
contamination to ground- and surface waters. We believe that the contamination remaining in
landfill sites at NE Cape is of great concern for health since they were simply capped and will
remain in place and unabated. Leachate from these landfills will continue to harm and present
hazards to the Suqi River watershed, fish and wildlife, and people’s health.

Detection limits used for analysis and Aroclor analysis rather PCB congener analysis are not
adequate methods to properly characterize the nature and extent of contamination. The
analytical methods are not sensitive enough to assess the range of contaminants known to exist
in the sediments, soils, water at NE Cape. Analyses should include: congener-specific PCBs,
mirex, HCB, dioxins/furans, DDE, BTEX, PAHs, and others. Also, we think that TCE and other
solvents, as well as vinyl chloride should be included among the analytes. People are also
concerned that there might be undisclosed information about what harmful substances were
used and/or left at NEC, including the possible use of radionuclides/radiation hazards.

The Army Corps of Engineers has not conducted proper government-government consultation
according to their legal obligations. The past Corps of Engineer’s Project Managers have not
been culturally sensitive.

3. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism,
trespassing, or emergency responses from local authorities? If so, please provide details.

The military was not been responsible for posting proper signage in the Yupik language to warn
people about the hazards of the site following their abandonment of the site. Therefore, people
salvaged hazardous materials and used them for homes and cabins. Also, to this day, there are
no warnings concerning the danger of consuming water from the Suqi River.

4. Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? Have there been
communications or activities regarding the site?

We had to submit a petition to the Army Corps of Engineers to establish a Restoration Advisory
Board (RAB). Although the RAB meetings provide information sharing, concerns and
information requests expressed by community members and our technical advisor have not
been respected or acted upon.

5. Do you have any suggestions regarding future operation, maintenance, and monitoring
(OMM) at the site?

The site cleanup should not be closed at this stage because of the remaining contamination.
Long-term monitoring should include re-installment at sites where monitoring wells have been
removed and installment of new monitoring wells in key locations such as down gradient from



the Main Complex and the landfill sites (including sites 7, 9, 10, for example). Integrative
sampling methods should be employed within the Suqi River (such as SPMDs), as well as
sediments cores within the Sugi River and its estuary, biological sampling of fish and wildlife
that use the NEC area. As mentioned above, proper analytical techniques and improved
characterization must be done. As stated by the RAB technical advisor, the estuary needs
improved characterization and should be subjected to innovative remedial measures to reduce
the concentration and distribution of chlorinated (PCBs, mirex, DDE and others), non-
chlorinated organics, and metals (e.g. Hg). The Corps of Engineers has disregarded the on-going
contamination by PCBs in the Sugi River and effects to water quality of the soluble PCB
congeners and input to the estuary.

6. Have any problems been encountered which required, or will require, changes to the
remedy or Decision Document?

Yes. The tribe should be an official signatory to the Decision Document. The site should
continue to receive active remediation and not be closed — additional monitoring and
remediation is needed as discussed above.

7. Are you aware of any changes in land use, access, or other site conditions that have
occurred in the past five years that you feel may impact the protectiveness of the site?

As described above, the remedial actions have not been sufficient to protect the health of
people of St. Lawrence Island. Physical processes used to remove contaminated sediments are
likely or will likely uncover additional contaminated sediments. This is not acceptable since
previous sampling may not have included elevated concentrations. Disturbed samples are a
new environment and may result in further exposures.

The cleanup is NOT complete and unless it is completed, it will continue to cause harmful
exposures and prevent adequate health protections.

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

The RAB community members, tribal leaders, and RAB technical advisor’s knowledge, concerns,
and recommendations have not been followed or addressed by the Corps of Engineers or their
contractors. Jacobs Engineering, as the third party independent reviewer, should review past
RAB meeting minutes, RAB member statements/comments, and Technical Advisor statements
and include these in the Review since most of these expressed concerns have not been
addressed. These concerns and recommendations must be addressed for the protection of the
health and well-being of the St. Lawrence Island Yupik people and future generations.



INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Northeast Cape FUDS ID No.: F10AK096903
Site Location: Northeast Cape, Saint Lawrence Island, Alaska
Subject: First 5-Year Review Date: January 27, 2014
Interview Type: [l Telephone [JVisit [] Email Questionnaire
Interviewee:
Name: Curtis Dunkin Title: Environmental Program Organization: Alaska Department
Specialist of Environmental Conservation
Telephone No: 907.269.3053 Street Address: 555 Cordova St.
Fax No: 907.269.7649 City, State, Zip: Anchorage, AK 99501
E-Mail Address: Curtis.dunkin@alaska.gov

The following general questions are based on EPA guidance (EPA 540-R-01-007). Questions may be left unanswered if they do
not apply to you.

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. What is your overall impression of the project?

Remedial activities at Northeast Cape (NEC) have been ongoing for over 15 years; of which mobilizations to
conduct remedial actions and remedy implementations have been occurring at the site the past 5 consecutive field
seasons. In the past six years the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has priotitized the resources necessary to
implement the cleanup at NEC and it is ADEC’s understanding that the Corps plans to continue doing so until all
remedies are implemented and protectiveness is achieved at all NEC sites. Remedial actions at NEC have been a very
large and complicated undertaking due to the remoteness of the site, the short field season, and the complexity of the
contamination issues. Overall, ADEC perceives the remedial activities to have occurred in an adequate and timely
manner that is in accordance and consistency with CERCLA law and ADEC regulations. To date, a large majority of
the planned removal actions have been completed and it is ADEC’s understanding that the Corps plans to continue
mobilizing and conducting remedial actions in the 2014 field season as well as in future years to continue cleaning up
and/or monitoring the contamination at the NEC sites.

ADEC will be submitting comments pertaining to each specific site being evaluated as part of this First Five-year
Review for NEC to be considered and included in the draft 2014 Five-year Review Report after ADEC has received
and reviewed the draft 2013 NEC Remedial Action Report.

2. From your perspective, what effects have site operation had on the surrounding community? Are you
aware of any community concerns/complaints regarding site operations, administration,
Implementation, or overall protectiveness of the remedies in the Decision Documents?

Saint Lawrence Island residents and community members have expressed both gratitude that the NEC FUDS is
being cleaned up as well as concerns regarding the overall protectiveness of the remedies in the 2009 Decision
Documents. From ADEC’s perspective, the immediate effects of site operations on the surrounding community
(Savoonga and the Native Village of NEC) have been positive mainly due to the decrease in human and
environmental exposure risks via the removal and offsite disposal of extensive volumes of contaminated soil.
ADEC will be submitting comments pertaining to each specific site being evaluated as part of this First Five-year
Review for NEC to be considered and included in the draft 2014 Five-year Review Report after ADEC has
received and reviewed the draft 2013 NEC Remedial Action Report.

3. Are you aware of events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing, or emetgency
responses from local authorities? If so, please provide details.

ADEC is not aware of any events of vandalism, trespassing, or emergency responses from local authorities that
have occurred in association with the NEC FUDS and/or its associated contamination issues.

Page 1 of 2



4. Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? Have there been commuanications or
activities regarding the site?
ADEC perceives that it is well informed about the remedial activities and progress associated with NEC. ADEC
staff travel to Savoonga twice a year to attend the semi-annual Restoration Advisory Board meetings. ADEC staff
travel to NEC at least once annually to conduct multi-day facility-wide site inspections of the remedial activities
being conducted during the field season; and has in recent years conducted two separate site inspections. ADEC
staff regularly participate in in-person meetings and teleconferences with project team members as needed. ADEC
staff, per ADEC’s CERCLA regulatory authority, review, submit comments, and grant approvals of work
conducted in association with the contaminated sites issues at NEC. During field seasons when remedial activities
are being conducted at NEC, the Corps has kept ADEC apprised with daily quality control and progress reports.
The Cotps has also notified ADEC in a timely manner whenever there has been a change in site conditions and/ot
when it has required ADEC’s review, input, and approval to implement remedial activities.

5. Do you have any suggestions regarding future operation, maintenance, and monitoring (OMM) at the
site?
Yes. ADEC will be submitting comments pertaining to each specific site being evaluated as part of this First Five-
year Review for NEC to be considered and included in the draft 2014 Five-year Review Report after ADEC has
received and reviewed the draft 2013 NEC Remedial Action Report.

6. Have any problems been encountered which required, or will require, changes to the remedy or Decision
Document?

ADEC is not aware of any problems which have required or will require changes to any of the selected remedies or
the two 2009 Decision Documents. ADEC will be submitting comments pertaining to each specific site being
evaluated as part of this First Five-year Review for NEC to be considered and included in the draft 2014 Five-year
Review Report after ADEC has received and reviewed the draft 2013 NEC Remedial Action Report.

7. Are you aware of any changes in land use, access, or other site conditions that have occurred in the past
five years that you feel may impact the protectiveness of the site?

ADEC is not aware of any changes in land use, access, or site conditions associated with NEC which have occurred in
the past five years that have had or may have an impact on protectiveness. ADEC will be submitting comments
pertaining to each specific site being evaluated as part of this First Five-year Review for NEC to be considered and
included in the draft 2014 Five-year Review Report after ADEC has received and reviewed the draft 2013 NEC
Remedial Action Report.

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

ADEC will be submitting comments pertaining to each specific site being evaluated as part of this First Five-year

Review for NEC to be considered and included in the draft 2014 Five-year Review Report after ADEC has received

and reviewed the draft 2013 NEC Remedial Action Report.

9. Miscellaneous Comments:

ADEC will be submitting comments pertaining to each specific site being evaluated as part of this First Five-year
Review for NEC to be considered and included in the draft 2014 Five-year Review Report after ADEC has received
and reviewed the draft 2013 NEC Remedial Action Report.
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Interview Type: Mail/Email @B‘Iy[n Person
Site (s) Name: Northeast Cape, St. Lawrence Island

The following interview questions are based on EPA guidance (EPA 540-R-01-007). Questions
may be left unanswered if they do not apply to you.

Interview Questions
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2. From your perspective, what effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?
Are you aware of any community concerns/complaints regarding site operations,
administration, implementation, or overall protectiveness of the remedies Lu;ZeLDecision
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3. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing,/
or emergency responses from local uthonttes" If so, pleas provide details. ' )
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4. Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? Have there been
communications or activities regarding the site?
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5. Do you have any suggestions regarding future operation, maintenance, and monitoring
(OMM) at the site?
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6. Have any problems been encountered which required, or will require, changes to the remedy
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7. Are you aware of any changes in land use, access, or other site conditions that have occurred
in thgypast five years that you feel may impact the protectiveness of thﬁ\sue‘?
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8. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site’s /
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management or operation?
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3. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing,

or emergency responses from local authorities? If so, please provide details. ; J
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4. Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? Have there been
communications or activities regarding the site?
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5. Do you have any suggestions regarding future operation, maintenance, and monitoring
(OMM ) at the site?
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6. Have any problems been encountered which required, or will require, changes to the remedy
or Decision Document?
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7. Are you aware of any changes in land use, access, or other site conditions that have occurred
in the past five years that you feel may impact the protectiveness of the site?
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8. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or reccommendations regarding the site’s
management or operation?
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Northeast Cape, St. Lawrence Island

The following interview questions are based on EPA guidance (EPA 540-R-01-007). Questions
may be left unanswered if they do not apply to you.

Interview Questions
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3. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as vandalism, trespassing,
or emergency responses from local authorities? If so, please provide details.
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- Do you feel well informed about the site’s activities and progress? Have there been
communications or activities regarding the site?
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5. Do you have any suggestions regarding future operation, maintenance, and monitoring
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6. Have any problems been encountered which required, or will require, changes to the remedy
or Decision Document? ‘
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7. Are you aware of any changes in land use, access, or other site conditions that have occurred
in the past five years that you feel may impact the protectiveness of the site?
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8. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the ‘sitw
' A4

o -5 dige] Dy A AY




?’”fh % ',:L/"‘ : :
% Ho awucj% ao ZSpon o s 157000
V]

—w@@ Ducren ot be thtc Wllag

0080 and M (mramant
/@Vd&bé pot CorpIS and §Pako

Lad



APPENDIX F

Public Notice Documentation



US Army Corps of

Engineers Announces
Start of Five-Year Review

The Unites States Army Corps of Engineers at
Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson (JBER)
announces the beginning of the Five-Year
Review of cleanup remedies being implemented
at the Northeast Cape Formerly Used Defense
Site located on St. Lawrence Island, Alaska.

The Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA),
Section 121, and the National Contingency Plan
requires that remedial actions which result in
any hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remaining at the site above levels
that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure be subject to a five-year review.

The purpose of the Five-Year Review is to
evaluate whether the remedies selected to
clean up contaminated sites are operating as
designed and remain protective of human
health and the environment.

Detailed information concerning the Northeast
Cape cleanup effort is available at the following
information repositories :

Alaska Resources Library & Information
Services, University of Alaska, Anchorage
3211 Providence Drive
(907) 786-1871

Savoonga City Hall
(907) 984-6614

Gambell Sivugaq Lodge
(907) 985-5335

The findings of the Five-Year Review will be
available for review after September 2014.

Interested persons can participate in the Five-
Year Review process through December 2013
by responding to a questionnaire available from:

Kevin Maher, Jacobs Engineering
4300 B Street, Suite 600
Anchorage, AK 99508
kevin.maher@jacobs.com  (907) 563-3322

Information on the cleanup process is shared
with interested persons through periodic
Northeast Cape public meetings. If you would
like to be added to the contact list, contact
Valerie Palmer at (907) 753-2578 or
POA-FUDS@usace.army.mil
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
NORTHEAST CAPE FORMERLY USED DEFENSE SITE
ST. LAWRENCE ISLAND, ALASKA

September 2013

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) at Joint Base EImendorf-Richardson is undergoing
a five-year review of remedial actions implemented at the Northeast Cape Formerly Used Defense Site
located on St. Lawrence Island, Alaska.

The five-year review is a detailed evaluation of the implementation and performance of the remedy
selected to achieve environmental cleanup. The objective of the evaluation is to document if cleanup
activities (or “remedies”) are protecting people and the environment. If the remedies are not effective, the
five-year review makes recommendations to improve protectiveness. This evaluation is required by
federal regulations, and the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) will review the
process to ensure completeness and accuracy. This will be the first five-year review for Northeast Cape.

SITES INCLUDED IN THE FIVE YEAR REVIEW

Based on the signed decision documents, remedial actions were selected for various sites to address
surface soil, subsurface soil, groundwater, and sediment contaminated with polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCB), diesel-range organics (DRO), residual-range organics (RRO), arsenic, benzene, and naphthalene.
The following table lists the sites and the remedial actions performed at each site.

Site Number and Name Action Site Number and Name Action
. . . . . EX/D and
Site 1 | Air Strip EX/D Site 15 | Fuel Pipeline MNA/LUC!
Site 3 | Fuel Pumphouse EX/D Site 16 | Faintand Dope | ko )ry
Storage
) . . EX/D and
Site 6 | Gravel Pad EX/D Site 19 | Auto Maintenance MNA/LUC
site 7 | 290 Beach Road | ¢ ¢ Site 21 | Wastewater Tank | EX/D
. Petroleum, QOil, and . ) EX/D and
Site 8 Lubricant Spil MNA/LUC Site 27 | Diesel Fuel Pump MNA/LUC
. Housing and . . .
Site 9 Operations Landfill C/LUC Site 28 | Drainage Basin EX/D
. Incidental
. . EX/D and . Sugitughneq )
Site 10 | Buried Drums MNA/LUC Site 29 River Debris
Removal
) EX/D and . White Alice
Site 11 | Fuel Tanks MNA/LUC' Site 31 Communications EX/D
. EX/D and .
Site 13 | Heat and Power Plant MNA/LUC' Site 32 | Lower Tramway EX/D

Notes:

EX/D = Excavation with disposal or treatment

MNA/LUC = Monitored natural attenuation with land use controls

C/LUC = Capping with land use controls

'Although chemical oxidation was identified as the primary remedy in the decision documents, it was not implemented. The
contingency remedy described in the decision documents, excavation of soil and monitored natural attenuation of groundwater, will
be implemented.

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

The community is encouraged to participate in the review process. Public comments may be provided by
responding to a written questionnaire through December 2013, or in person following the December 2013
Restoration Advisory Board public meeting in Savoonga. The questionnaire can be requested from and
comments submitted to:

Kevin Maher, Jacobs Engineering Group Inc.
4300 B Street, Suite 600
Anchorage, AK 99508
kevin.maher@jacobs.com (907) 563-3322



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Documents pertaining to background information and the decision documents for Northeast Cape are on
file at the following information repository locations:

Alaska Resources Library and Information Savoonga City Hall Gambell Sivugaq Lodge
Services, University of Alaska, Anchorage (907) 984-6614 (907) 985-5335

3211 Providence Drive

(907) 786-1871

Information on the cleanup process is shared with interested persons through periodic public meetings. If
you would like to be added to the contact list, contact Valerie Palmer at (907) 753-2578 or
POA-FUDS@usace.army.mil

US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
Alaska District

P.O. Box 6898 (CEPOA-PM-ESP)
JBER, AK 99506-0898

OFFICIAL BUSINESS

DELIVER TO:
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