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| NTRODUCTI ON

1. Scope and intent of current five year review

This report is the policy five year review of the no action
decision at the Ordot Landfill Superfund Site in Guam (EPA | D Nunber
@UDO80637649). This review included a survey of the RI/FS, the no
action ROD, recent groundwater sanpling results, a site visit with
site photographs, and an interview with a Guam Environnent al
Protecti on Agency (Guam EPA) Project Manager.

The purpose of this five year review of the selected renedy is
two fold. The first goal of this reviewis to confirmthat the no
action remedy selected in the ROD renmains effective at protecting
human health and the environnent at the site. The second goal is to
eval uate whether the original rationale for selecting the no action
remedy remains valid

2. Summary of review results

The results of this five year review are that: 1) the origina
rational for the no action renedy selected in the 1988 ROD is still
valid and that the remedy remains protective of human health and the
environnment; 2) significant inprovenents have been achi eved by the
Guam Departnent of Public Wirks in the operating practices and general

conditions at the Ordot Landfill; 3) prelimnary groundwater sanpling
results do not show any concl usive evidence of contam nant mgration
fromthe landfill towards the sole source |linmestone aquifer; 4) EPA

recomends further groundwater sanpling of these wells to confirmthat
the sole source aquifer is not at risk fromthe landfill.

1. SI TE SUMVARY

1. Site history and description

Ordot Landfill (Ordot) is an operating municipal landfill |ocated
on the island of Guam and is the only major nunicipal landfill on the
island. It is currently operated by the governnment of Guamthrough the
Department of Public Wrks. The site has been receiving uncontrolled
muni ci pal (and perhaps hazardous) wastes since before Wrld War I1.

Al though Ordot Landfill primarily received nmunicipal waste, because it
is the only major public waste disposal site on Guam the Guam



Environnmental Protection Agency feels that it has received hazardous
waste during its history. Unfortunately, records have never been kept
as to the nature and quantity of hazardous wastes di sposed of at Ordot
Landfill.

Ordot Landfill is located in the vol canic upland near the divide
bet ween the southern vol canic and northern |inestone geol ogic
provi nces which conprise the island of Guam The primary concern is
that a suspected fault near the landfill could provide a hydrol ogic
connection between the contam nants at Ordot Landfill and Guam s maj or
drinking water aquifer located in the |inmestone province. A second
basis for concern is the | eachate runoff inpacts on the adjacent
Lonfit River, which flows into Pago River and ultimately Pago Bay.

The Ordot Landfill continues to be operated nore as an open dunp
than as an engineered landfill. The landfill was established in a
ravi ne which slopes steeply to the Lonfit River. Operations at the
landfill use nost of the 47 acres. The unused portions of the |andfil
are downgradi ent and adjacent to current operations. The toe of the
landfill is approximately 1000 feet fromthe Lonfit R ver and | eachate
seeps have historically energed fromcontact points along the |andfil
toe and the clay soils of the banks of the Lonfit River.

On March 26, 1986, EPA found Ordot Landfill in violation of the
Cl ean Water Act for discharging landfill |eachate to the Lonfit River
wi t hout a National Pollutant Di scharge Elim nati on System ( NPDES)
permt. EPA ordered Ordot Landfill to cease discharge. Odot Landfill
remains in violation of the EPA order.

2. Description of the sel ected renedy

I n Septenber, 1988, EPA determ ned, based on the avail able
information, that renedial action at the Ordot Landfill site under
CERCLA authority was inappropriate at that tine.

That determ nati on was nade based on several facts: 1) O dot
Landfill ia an operating rmunicipal landfill; 2) all but approximtely
4-7 acres of the 47 acre site are active waste di sposal areas; 3) the
4-7 acres are downgradi ent of the active waste di sposal areas or are
i mredi ately adj acent to active waste di sposal areas; 4) any renedy for
the inactive areas will likely be affected by activities at the active
wast e di sposal areas or continued surface flows through the landfill;
5) the bul k of any environnental inpacts fromthe landfill will result
fromactivities at the active waste di sposal areas; 6) the landfill,
by applying standard operating practices to control landfill |eachate,
can effectively reduce or elimnate the surface flow of |eachate to
receiving waters; 7) EPA has issued an order under the C ean Water
Act, 33 U. S.C. Section 1251 et seq., that requires the Guam Depart nment
of Public Wirks to cease discharge of |eachate from Ordot Landfill to
the Lonfit River; and 8) EPA



data, although too [imted for conprehensive concl usions, has not
denonstrated any i nm nent and substantial endangernment to hunman health
or welfare or the environnent.

EPA concl uded that threats to human health and the environnent
currently identified at the landfill were due to poor operation
practices and coul d best be mtigated through addressi ng operations
and mai ntenance of the landfill. The Record of Decision concluded that
landfill | eachate control neasures consisting of capping and surface
wat er control inplenented through enforcenent of the C ean Water Act
was appropriate. The responsibility for inplenenting these controls
lies with the landfill operator, the Territory of Guam The RCD al so
concl uded that expenditures fromthe Superfund for those purposes were
not appropri ate.

EPA al so concl uded that any renmedial action to address the
i nactive portion of the landfill potentially appropriate for response
under CERCLA woul d be jeopardized or nullified unless operation
practices at the active disposal areas were inproved to reduce
| eachate formation and to prevent discharge of | eachate. The design
for inproved operations at the active disposal areas nust consider the
i nactive portion due to the nature of the site and thus woul d nake a
separate CERCLA renedi al action unnecessary.

Based on these considerations EPA selected no action as the
preferred alternative under CERCLA. As part of the preferred
alternative, EPA continued to gather additional data to identify any
adverse inmpacts on human health or welfare or the environnment
attributable to the landfill not currently identified and renedi ated
by the continued nonitoring programat O dot Landfill.

1. REMVEDI AL OBJECTI VES

There were no renedi al objectives specified in the no action RCOD
There have been several nmonitoring wells installed between the
landfill and the linmestone aquifer to allow for nmonitoring and early
detection of any novenent of contam nants fromthe landfill into the
aquifer. This nonitoring was conducted by EPA in accordance with the
continued nonitoring objective in the ROD

L. ARARs REVI EW

Based on the conclusions of the endangernent assessnent there
were no ARARs considered in the 1988 ROD. There is no need for a
current review of ARARs because the conclusions of the original
endanger nent assessnent are still valid. The nonitoring results from
the RI/FS and the continued groundwater nonitoring have been conpared
to MCLs which would be the nost |ikely conpliance requirenent to
change since the signing of the ROD. This conparison is sunmari zed
bel ow i n the di scussion of site conditions.



| V. SUMVARY OF SITE VISIT

1. Scope of site visit and activities conducted

A site visit and inspection was conducted by an EPA Superfund
Proj ect Manager and a Guam EPA representative on April 8, 1993. The
i nspection consisted of: (1) a wal king inspection of the entire
perimeter of the site and portions of the top deck; 2) a driving
i nspection of several of the landfill toe benches; 3) an inspection of
the groundwater nmonitoring wells installed as an early warni ng system
for contamnation to the |Iinmestone aquifer; and 4) photographing site
features and conditions for inclusion in this review report.

2. Site conditions found on inspection

The wal ki ng i nspection on April 8, 1993 found conditions and
practices at the landfill to be significantly inproved conpared to
hi storical conditions and practices. However, there were sonme probl ens
still occurring. Underground fires are still occurring in the trash
prism but the extent of burning is greatly reduced and is confined to
a much smaller area. There are still sonme | eachate seeps at the toe of
the landfill. These seeps were sanpled by Guam EPA in 1992 after
typhoon Qmar but results were not avail able due to anal ytical
equi pnrent failure. The operations at the landfill are greatly
i mproved. A diversion ditch has been installed upgradient of the trash
prismwhich captures and diverts an artesian spring which previously
flowed into the trash prism This has inproved the | eachate control at
the landfill. Also, trash cover practices and erosion control have
been i nproved. The toe of the landfill has been stabalized and erosion
reduced by cutting and conpacting benches and lifts of |ocal volcanic
soi |l s.

EPA al so installed several groundwater nonitoring wells in the
I i mestone aquifer near the contact between the vol canic province and
the |linmestone province. There were sone installation problens in one
wel | caused by col | apse of rubblelized contact zone void spaces which
crushed the well casing. G oundwater sanples can still be collected
fromthis well but the effective screen interval is not clear and
grout has seeped into the inside of the well casing. The other wells
are entirely functional.

G oundwat er sanpl es were anal yzed for general water quality
paranmeters, VOCs, pesticides, PCBs and netals. Sone of the well
results showed slight VOC contam nation which was also found in the
field blanks. Al so, several of the well sanples showed comon dri nking
wat er chlorination byproducts which is consistent wwth the fact that
the wells were devel oped, with tap water. No pesticides, PCBs or
metal s contam nati on was found.



3. Phot ographs of site taken during the inspection
Attached are photographs taken during the site inspection on
April 8, 1993. There is also a map showi ng the position and direction
of view for each phot ograph.

V. AREAS OF NONCOWPLI ANCE

There are presently no apparent areas of nonconpliance at the
Ordot Landfill Superfund Site with regard to the no action renedy
selected by EPA in the 1988 ROD. This does not address the extent of
conpl i ance achi eved by the Guam Departnent of Public Wrks in response
the EPA Cl ean Water Act order.

VI . STATEMENT OF PROTECTI VENESS

The renedi al action selected in the ROD signed in Septenber, 1988
for the Ordot Landfill Superfund site was reviewed in April and
Septenber 1993. The renedy selected in the Record of Decision was
found to be protective of human health and the environnent at that
tinme.

VII. NEXT REVI EW

The next five year review will be conducted in fiscal year 1998.
However, EPA is has sent a letter to Guam EPA encouragi ng Guam EPA to
continue to nonitor the groundwater wells in the |inmestone aquifer.
This nmonitoring, if done, would occur before the next review

VI, | MPLEMENTATI ON REQUI REMVENTS

Presently there are no inplenentation requirenments pursuant to
this review Because recent groundwater results were not concl usive
regardi ng possi ble contam nant migration towards the |inestone
aquifer, it is EPA's recommendati on that nonitoring of the groundwater
wel I s continue. Guam EPA appears to be the appropriate agency to

conduct this sanpling.
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