54”' e % UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
% REGION IX
Wt pp 75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105
September 30, 2005

Don Richey, Manager

Remedial Programs Section

Waste Programs Division

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
1110 W. Washington St

Phoenix, AZ 85007-2935

Re:  Five-Year Review Report Concurrence, 19th Avenue Landfill, Phoenix, AZ
Dear Don

Thank you for the opportunity to concur on the Final Second Five-Year Review (FYR) Report,
19th Avenue Landfill, dated September 16, 2005. Our comments have been adequately
addressed and we concur on the protectiveness statement and the recommendations. Enclosed
please find the signature pages for the FYR concurrence.

We have a few additional comments which should be noted for the record. First, there is an error
on page 24 where the document incorrectly refers to “to be considered” criteria (TBCs) as not
enforceable. We would like to point out that when selected as performance standards, TBCs are
equally as enforceable as ARARSs.

The second issue is in regards to the description the last deficiency that is identified in Section 7
page 37: “There is currently no deed restriction (DEUR) in place at the Site”. This deficiency is
described on page 33 as “no institutional controls have been implemented at the site”, therefore
we would like to clarify that the deficiency is actually that there are not adequate institutional
controls (ICs) in place at the site, and not specifically that there is no DEUR in place. The follow-
up action for this deficiency, included in Section 8.0 page 38, is that a deed restriction in the form
of a DEUR will be implemented, however it wasn’t clear in either the description of the
deficiencies or the follow-up actions that this is being done in order to fulfill the need for an IC.
In addition, ICs are not currently identified in the existing decision documents, therefore the State
has prepared a Draft Explanation of Significant Differences to identify the ICs required. This
issue would normally be a deficiency and related follow-up action identified in the Five-Year
Review despite the fact that we know it is already in progress and will occur.

Finally, an ecological risk assessment was completed in 1988 and described in the 1989
Remedial Action Plan. The conclusion was that either there is no exposure route or that
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completed routes were within ecological screening values. The FYR raises some concerns that
the original ecological risk assessment may be outdated and recommends that the need for an
ecological risk screening/assessment be considered, particularly in conjunction with changes in
the river habitat anticipated with the Rio Salado Project. The FYR did not indicate whether the
screening levels used in the 1988 ecological risk assessment were relevant or applicable today.

We encourage the State to require a screening level ecological risk assessment (SLERA) in the
near future based on the existing information. A SLERA first determines if actual or potential
exposure routes to ecological receptors exist; a predictive assessment of site toxicity is only
necessary if exposure routes exist. The result of this screening level evaluation would determine
whether a formal ecological risk assessment is appropriate. The information can also be used to
assist the City of Phoenix during their planning of the Rio Salado Project development, as
opposed to after the plans are completed.

Thanks to you and your staff for working to get this done and for the continued progress on the

DEUR and ESD toward our common goal of delisting this Site. The State has put so much effort
into this Site over the years, and your cooperation has been much appreciated.

Sincerely,

Kathleen Johnson, Branch Chief

Federal Facilities and Site Cleanup Branch
Superfund Division

Enclosure

cc William DePaul, ADEQ
Moses Olade, ADEQ
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Five-Year Review Summary Form

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site name 19" Avenue Landfill NPL Site

EPA 1D: AZD980496780

Region: IX State: AZ City/County: Phoenix, Maricopa

NPL status: G Find G Deleted X Other (specify) Construction complete, Preparing for Deletion

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

Multiple Operable Units (OUs)*? O Yes X No Construction completion date: February 25, 1997

Has site been put into reuse? G YES X NO

REVIEW STATUS

Lead agency: G EPA X State G Tribe G Other Federal Agency

Author name: Dave F. Laney c¢/o Engineering & Environmental Consultants, Inc. (EEC)

Author title: Senior Project Manager Author Affiliation: ADEQ Consultant (EEC)

Review period: 02/07/2005 to 09/30/2005

Date(s) of site inspection: 02/07/2005 to 06/30/2005

Type of review
G Post-SARA 0O PreSARA O NPL-Removal only
O Non-NPL Remedia Action Site X NPL State/Tribe-lead
O Regional Discretion

Review number: G (first) X (second) G 3 (third) O Other (specify)

Triggering action:

G Actual RA Onsite Construction O Actual RA Start at OU#

O Construction Completion X Previous Five-Y ear Review Report
O Other (specify)

Triggering action date: September 18, 2000

Due date: September 18, 2005




Deficiencies:

1. Routine maintenance and repair records for the landfill cap, perimeter drainage, sediment ponds,
and groundwater monitoring wells, and Site access records, a Site pecific incident log, and
records of storm water discharge events not on-site.

2. Surficia eroson holes and cracks evident at both cells.

3. Excessive weed growth was observed storm drain inlet and outlets.

4. The capsulhelic gauge on the knockout tank a Cell A was inoperable. In addition, some of the
capsulhelic gauges at the flare sation at Cell A-i appeared to be inoperable.

5. There was no chart paper a one of the two flare stations.

6. There was some minor erosion beneath the pad of well 1-3. Three 2" diameter observation wells
DM-3P, DM-31, and DM-3D were not locked.

7. The casing of the probes SR-i through SR-8 gppear to have been silted up after winter sorm
water flow in the Sdt River.

8. The Site's perimeter fence has no sgnage.

9. Thereis currently no deed redtriction (DEUR) in place a the Site.




Five-Year Review Summary Form, cont'd.
Recommendations and Follow-up Actions:

1. Records showing routine maintenance and repairs performed on the landfill cap, perimeter
drainage, sediment ponds, and groundwater monitoring wells must be maintained & the Ste. Ste
access records, a Ste-specific incident log, and records of storm water discharge events must aso
be present at the Site.

2. All cracks and holes extending 0.5 feet or greater must befilled in as soon as possible and prior to
the next heavy rainfdl event.

3. All areas of eroson adong the top of the bank of the perimeter drainage channels should be
repaired as soon as possible and prior to the next heavy rainfdl event.

4. Sedimentation in dl drainage channds and sedimentation basins must be cleared. Excessive
vegetation growth must be cleared wherever gppropriate from drainage channels, including both
inlets and outlets. Any other natura or manmade debris must aso be removed.

5. The capsulhdlic gauge on the knockout tank at Cell A should be repaired/replaced or removed

. Any inoperable capsulhdlic gauges at the flare station at Cell A-i should be repaired/replaced or
removed.

6. An adequate quantity of chart paper for system controls should be stocked at both flare stations.

7. Repair erosion benegath the pad of well 1-3. Either lock the three 2" diameter observation wells
DM-3P, DM-31 , and DM-3D or (better) abandon these wells, since they are no longer used.

8. Clean the sllt out of methane monitoring probes SR-i through SR-8. If appropriate, provide a
hood, shield or box that will keep st out of these probesin the future.

9. Provide sgnage for the Site's perimeter fence.

10. Place adeed redtriction (DEUR) on the Site in accordance with the provisons of the upcoming

ESD. The DEUR will ensure the performance of O& M activities in the future and limit
incompatible land use.

In addition to the follow-up actions to correct the above deficiencies, it is recommended thet after
completion of future redevelopment plans for the SAt River (i.e.,, Rio Sdado Project), the need to
conduct aformal ecologica risk screening/ assessment and revise the exposure scenarios in the
basdline 1988 Risk Assessment should be evauated.




Protectiveness Statement(s):

The remedy at the Site currently protects human health and the environment. A cap, groundweter
monitoring and methane control system remain in place and appear to be in good condition.
However, severd deficiencies were noted during this five-year review. These are listed in Section
7.0. In order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term these items should be addressed by
COP within sx months of this report as per the recommendationsin Section 8.0. In addition, it will
be necessary once deficiencies have been addressed to produce afollow- up report. This report will
document the adequate implementation of al recommendetions.
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Report Title  Final Five-Y ear Review Report for the 19th Avenue Landfill NPL Site, Phoenix,
Arizona, Maricopa County
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Prepared by:

David F. Laney, Project Manager Date
Engineering and Environmental Consultants, Inc.

Approved by:

Bill DePaul, Project Manager Date
Superfund Programs Section
Arizona Department of Environmenta Quadlity
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AAAQGs
AAC
ACLs
ADEQ
ADHS
ADWR
ASRAC
AWQSs
ARARs
CAA
CERCLA
CFR
CcoP
CWA
EEC
GPLs
GPM
HASP
LOD
MCAP
MCESD
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MSL
MSWLF
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NOI
NPDES
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O&M
OUs
PCC
PRGs
PM10
RA

RAP
RCRA
RI/FS
ROD
SRLs
SWPPP
TASOW
TBC
TSP
USACE
USEPA
VOCs

LIST OF ACRONYMS

Arizona Ambient Air Quality Guidelines
Arizona Administrative Code

Alternative Concentration Limits

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Arizona Department of Health Services
Arizona Department of Water Resources
Arizona Superfund Response Action Contract
Aquifer Water Quality Standards

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
Clean Air Act

Comprehensive Emergency Response Cleanup and Liability Act
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City of Phoenix

Clean Water Act

Engineering and Environmental Consultants, Inc.
Groundwater Protection Levels

Gallons Per Minute

Hedlth and Safety Plan

Letter of Determination

Maricopa County Air Pollution

Maricopa County Environmental Services Department
Maximum Contaminant Levels

Mean Sea Level

Municipa Solid Waste Landfill

National Contingency Plan

Nonmethane Organic Compounds

Notice of Intent

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Priorities List

Operation and Maintenance

Operable Units

Phoenix City Code

Preliminary Remediation Goals

Particulates < 10 Microns

Risk Assessment

Remedia Action Plan

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Remedia Investigation/Feasibility Study

Record of Decision

Soil Remediation Levels

Storm Water Pollution Prevent Plan

Task Assignment Statement of Work

To Be Considered

Total Suspended Particulates

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Volatile Organic Compounds
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FIVE YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site Name: 19™ Avenue Landfill

EPA ID: AZD980496780

Region: 9 | State: Arizona | City/County: Phoenix/Maricopa
SITE STATUS

NPL Status: J Final [] Deleted [] Other (specify)

Remediation Status: (choose all that apply): [ JUnder Construction [ |Operating JjjComplete

Multiple OUs? []vesl No | Construction Completion Date:  February 25, 1997

Has site been put into reuse? ] Yes [l No

REVIEW STATUS

Lead Agency: [] EPA M state [ Tribe [ Other

Author Name: David F. Laney c/o Engineering and Environmental Consultants, Inc.

Author Title:  Senior Project Manager | Author Affiliation: ADEQ Consultant

Review Period: 2/7/05 to 6/30/05

Date(s) of Site Inspection:

Type of Review: M Statutory

[ ]Policy [ JPost-SARA [ ]Pre-SARA [ ] NPL Removal Only
[]Non-NPL Remedial Action Site [ | NPL State/Tribe Lead
[ ] Regional Discretion

Review Number:  []First MSecond []Third [ ] Other

Triggering Action:

[] Actual RA Onsite Construction at OU Actual RA Start at OU

[] Construction Completion Previous Five-Year Review Report

[ ] Other (Specify)

Triggering Action Date: September 18, 2000
Due Date (five years after triggering action date): September 18, 2005

Deficiencies:

1. Routine maintenance and repair records for the landfill cap, perimeter drainage,
sediment ponds, and groundwater monitoring wells, and Site access records, a site-
specific incident log, and records of storm water discharge events not on-site.

2. Surficial erosion, holes and cracks evident at both cells.

3. Excessive weed growth was observed storm drain inlet and outlets.

4. The capsulhelic gauge on the knockout tank at Cell A was inoperable. In addition,
some of the capsulhelic gauges at the flare station at Cell A-1 appeared to be
inoperable.

5. There was no chart paper at one of the two flare stations.

6. There was some minor erosion beneath the pad of well 1-3. Three 2" diameter
observation wells DM-3P, DM-3I, and DM-3D were not locked.

7. The casing of the probes SR-1 through SR-8 appear to have been silted up after
winter storm water flow in the Salt River.

8. The Site’s perimeter fence has no signage.

9. There is currently no deed restriction (DEUR) in place at the Site.
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Recommendations and Follow-up Actions:

1. Records showing routine maintenance and repairs performed on the landfill cap,
perimeter drainage, sediment ponds, and groundwater monitoring wells must be
maintained at the Site. Site access records, a site-specific incident log, and records of
storm water discharge events must also be present at the Site.

2. All cracks and holes extending 0.5 feet or greater must be filled in as soon as possible
and prior to the next heavy rainfall event.

3. All areas of erosion along the top of the bank of the perimeter drainage channels should
be repaired as soon as possible and prior to the next heavy rainfall event.

4. Sedimentation in all drainage channels and sedimentation basins must be cleared.
Excessive vegetation growth must be cleared wherever appropriate from drainage
channels, including both inlets and outlets. Any other natural or manmade debris must
also be removed.

5. The capsulhelic gauge on the knockout tank at Cell A should be repaired/replaced or
removed. Any inoperable capsulhelic gauges at the flare station at Cell A-1 should be
repaired/replaced or removed.

6. An adequate quantity of chart paper for system controls should be stocked at both flare
stations.

7. Repair erosion beneath the pad of well I-3. Either lock the three 2" diameter observation
wells DM-3P, DM-3I, and DM-3D or (better) abandon these wells, since they are no
longer used.

8. Clean the silt out of methane monitoring probes SR-1 through SR-8. If appropriate,
provide a hood, shield or box that will keep silt out of these probes in the future.

9. Provide signage for the Site’s perimeter fence.

10. Place a deed restriction (DEUR) on the Site in accordance with the provisions of the
upcoming ESD. The DEUR will ensure the performance of O&M activities in the future
and limit incompatible land use.

In addition to the follow-up actions to correct the above deficiencies, it is recommended that after
completion of future redevelopment plans for the Salt River (i.e., Rio Salado Project), the need to
conduct a formal ecological risk screening/assessment and revise the exposure scenarios in the
baseline 1988 Risk Assessment should be evaluated.

Protectiveness Statement(s):

The remedy at the Site currently protects human health and the environment. A cap, groundwater
monitoring and methane control system remain in place and appear to be in good condition.
However, several deficiencies were noted during this five-year review. These are listed in Section
7.0. In order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term these items should be addressed by
COP within six months of this report as per the recommendations in Section 8.0. In addition, it will
be necessary once deficiencies have been addressed to produce a follow-up report. This report
will document the adequate implementation of all recommendations.

Other Comments: None.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report documents the results of a five-year review of the remedy implemented a the 19th Avenue
Landfill Sitelocated inPhoenix, Arizona Thiswork has been performed by Enginesring and Environmental
Conaultants, Inc. (EEC) in accordance with Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
Arizona Response Action Contract (ASRAC) #EV 03-0073; Work Assgnment EV 05-0074. The ADEQ
isthe lead agency for the Site and EPA is the support agency.

The current five-year review started February 7, 2005. The purpose of the review isto determine whether
the remedy is protective of human health and the environment. The review isrequired by statute. Section
121(C) of the Comprehensve Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)
requires afive-year review whenever hazardous substances remain on-site as part of aremedy.

According to EPA Guidance Documents, the five-year review must address the following:

. Achievement of remedid objectives,

. Appropriateness of cleanup levels and remedia objectives, given any changesin ARARs
or Site characterigtics,

. Whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed,

. The adequacy of Operation and Maintenance (O& M), and

. Early indicators of potentid failure of one or more components of the remedy.

This is the Site's second five-year review. Thisreview covers the entire Site. There has been only one
operable unit established for the entire remedy. The firs five-year review of the 19th Avenue Landfill
remedy occurred in 2000.

The action that triggered the time required for completion of this review was the completion of the Find

First Five-Year Review on September 18, 2000. As a result of this action, the Site’ s second five-year
review must be completed by September 18, 2005.
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2.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION
21 SITELOCATION

The 19th Avenue Landfill occupies gpproximately 213 acresinanindudtria area of Phoenix, Arizona. The
major portion of the landfill, Cdl A, occupies gpproximatdly 200 acres north of the Sdlt River channd
(Figurel). Cdl A isbounded onthe north by L ower Buckeye Road, onthe east by the 15th Avenue storm
drain outfal channd, on the west by 19th Avenue, and on the south by the river channd. The remainder
of the landfill, Cell A-1, occupiesabout 13 acres south of the river channd (Figure 1). Cdl A-1isbounded
on the north by the SAt River channd, on the east by an active sand and gravel pit, on the south by
indudtrid property, and on the west by an inactive sand and grave pit. The Sdt River bed adjacent to the
landfill isnormally dry. Parts of both Cdl A and A-1 are within the 100 year floodplain of theriver.

22 SITEHISTORY

A chronology of ste specific activitiesis presented in Table 1. In1955, the 19th Avenue Landfill Stewas
relaively undisturbed except for a shalow 20-acre excavation in the northwestern portion of Cdl A. In
1957, the City of Phoenix (COP) extended an existing lease with the landowner to operate a municipd
landfill. The landowner brought in another party to start sand and gravel mining a the Site to create space
needed for the landfill. The mining and landfill operations began about 1957 on Cell A. Sand and grave
pits were excavated to a depth of agpproximately 30 to 35 feet, however, some pits were excavated as
deep as 50 feet below ground surface. The pits were then backfilled predominately with municipa refuse
from the Phoenix area, and some solid and liquid industrial wastes.

Liguid industrid wastes were poured into unlined pitsdug into areas of Cdll A previoudy filled withrefuse.
Most of the liquid disposd pits werein the north-central part of Cell A and dong the eastern boundary.
Few redtrictions wereimposed on the type of materia that could be deposited. Furthermore, therewasno
forma recording systemfor the type of materid that was deposited. However, amap that was devel oped
through interviews with landfill operators shows where some industries disposed of their wadtes.

According to interviewees contacted during the Remedid Investigation/Feasibility (RI/FS) that was
completed for the Site, some medical wastes and materids containing low levels of radioactivity were
deposited, in addition to municipa and industrial wastes (Dames & Moore, 1989).

It has been estimated that Cell A contains gpproximately nine millioncubic yards of refuse. The refusewas
generdly covered on adaily basis and atemporary soil cap was placed over each areaonceit had been
filled with waste,

Cdl A-1 was mined for sand and gravel sometime before 1971 and completely filled with refuse by late
1972. The pit was excavated to a depth of 30to 34 feet inmuchof the southerntwo-thirds of the cdl and
to 10 to 20 feet in the northern one-third of the ste. The filling of Cell A-1 probably took place because
flowsin the SAt River prevented access to much of the available space in Cdl A. The same generd type
of municipa refuse was digposed of in both Cells A and A-1. During the RI/FS, no evidence or mention
of the disposal of liquid or solid, specid or hazardous materiasin Cel A-1 was discovered (Dames &

2
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Moore, 1989). Itisestimated that Cell A-1 contains gpproximately one haf million cubic yards of refuse.
The refuse was generdly covered on adaily basis and atemporary soil cap was placed over each area
once it had been filled withwaste. The soil cover over Cdl A-1is estimated to be approximately four feet
in thickness (ESE, 2000).

Parts of the landfill were covered with water by at least one flood event during 1965 and intermittently
duringthe 1970 s. Surface water runoff eventsinMay 1978 washed refuse fromthe southwest part of Cell
A and the northern third of Cell A-1. These wererefilled, Cdl A with refuse during the summer of 1978
and Cdl A-1 with congtruction debrisin 1979. River flowsin the winter and spring of 1979 again washed
out refuse in the southwestern part of Cell A. The next few years falowing the river flows, the areawas
covered with rubble, asphalt and dirt to function asrip rap.

The landfill was closed by a cease and desist order issued by the Arizona Department of Hedlth Services
(ADHYS) in February 1979. The City and ADHS entered into a consent agreement in June 1979. The
Consent Order was amended in December 1979. To comply with the first amended Consent Order, the
COP covered the ste with fill materid, stockpiled soil for find capping, ingtaled groundwater monitor
wells, built berms around the boundary of the landfill, ingtalled a methane gas collection system and
provided a 24-hour security guard until November 30, 1996. The guard was no longer required once the
Ste was secured by a permanent fence with secured access points.

The landfill was placed on the EPA’s National Priorities Lists (NPL) in September 1983. A Remedid
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) was voluntarily conducted by the City. The RI/FS was prepared
accordingtothe requirements of the Comprehens ve Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980 (CERCLA) and the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA).

The RI/FS Report was submitted to the ADEQ on June 9, 1988. The RI/FS report was reviewed by the
ADEQ, EPA, and the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR). Comments by these agencies
were incorporated into a Remedia Action Plan (RAP).

IN 1988, the EPA assigned the lead oversight responsibility for the Siteto the ADEQ. The ADEQ required
the City to prepare a RAP under the state Water Quality Assurance Revolving Fund (WQAREF) rules. The
RAP included options, ranging from no action to excavation of the entire landfill. These options were
supposed to address four different objectives: (1) Refuse-Washout, (2) Surface-Water Quality, (3)
Ground-Water Qudlity, and (4) Landfill-Gas Accumulation. Four dternativeswere ultimately selected for
evauation. Alternative “A” was recommended as the remedid action for the 19th Avenue Landfill.

The fina draft RAP was completed in June 1989, and was determined to beready for public review and
comment. A public comment period was hdd by the ADEQ and EPA from June 29, 1989 through August
11, 1989. In addition, a public mesting was held on July 20, 1989 to present the RAP and to obtain
additional public opinion. Both the ADEQ and EPA responded to public comments and questions about
both the investigation and the proposed RAP for the landfill.
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By Letter of Determination(LOD), dated September 21, 1989, the ADEQ approved the final draft RAP
for the 19th Avenue Landfill dongwiththe RI/FS. The LOD included approval of the preferred dternative.

The Record of Decision (ROD) declaration by EPA was dated September 29, 1989. The ROD served
asthe EPA’s concurrence of the remedy selected by the ADEQ for the 19th Avenue Landfill Site. The
selected remedy was Alternative “A” in the RAP, as described in the LOD and the ROD.

The Consent Decree between the State of Arizona and the City was signed by the United States Didtrict
Court onJune 18, 1992. The purpose of the Consent Decree wasto serve the public interest by providing
legal assurance that the work would be implemented as described in the ROD and LOD.

In December 1995, ADEQ issued an Explanationof Sgnificant Differences (ESD). ESD #1 (Modification
to the Perimeter Drainage Channdls) modified the perimeter drainage collection channd and sedimentation
pond lining system in the remedy. In September 2003, ADEQ issued ESD #2. This updated MCL s for
gpecific condtituentsingroundwater and added the Arizona Ambient Air Quality Guiddines(AAAQG) for
V OCsas performance standards for ambient air qudity. It isanticipated that ADEQ will issue athird ESD
in the future. The purpose of this ESD will be to place a Declaration of Environmenta Use Regtriction
(DEUR) on the property to ensure long-term operation and maintenance of the remedy and the
compatibility of future land uses.

No futureend use plans are being considered for the Site. A basic premise of the Feasibility Study was that
the 19th Avenue Landfill will not be used for any purpose incongstent with the protection of public hedth
and the environment, and that public access to the Site will be prohibited by the exising Ste perimeter
security fence. Any future end use plans for the Site will require ADEQ review and approval to ensurethat
adequate protection of public health and the environment is maintained.

W:203200.02\Finaltext.doc Engineering and Environmental Consultants, Inc.




Five-Year Review Report
19th Avenue Landfill NPL Site Arizona Department of Environmental Quality

3.0 REMEDIAL ACTIONS

31 REMEDY SELECTION

ADEQ' s LOD describes the sdlected remedy as Preferred Alternative “A”. Alternaive “A” is aremedy
designed to meet the following remedid action gods

Overd| protection of human hedth and the environment. The remedy was designed to
gabilize the landfill and monitor for contaminants. The remedy contains provisons for an
evauation of the need for remediation of groundwater if standards are exceeded at the
landfill boundary. In addition, methane concentrations at the landfill boundary should be
less than5% by valumeinair. Findly, ambient ar at the landfill should show (1) attainment
of Arizona Ambient Air Quaity Guiddines(AAAQGS), (2) that surface emissions fromthe
landfill have had a negligible contribution to VOC concentrations in ambient air, and (3)
that surface emissons fromthe landfill do not present a Sgnificant risk to humanhedthand
the environment.

Compliance with gpplicable or rdevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS) and
substantive reguirements of any future permits if required.

Long-termeffectivenessand performance. The remedy will maintain reliable protection of
human hedth and the environment over time and will mitigate any potentia release of
contaminants to groundwater.

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume. The remedy is designed to sabilize the landfill
and contains provisons for an evauation of the need for remediation of groundwater if
Standards are exceeded at the landfill boundary.

Implementability. Alternative “A” istechnicaly and adminidratively feasible.

Cost. The estimated cost for Alternaive “A” is gpproximately $42,990,000 over a30 year
period.

Community comments. ADEQ haseva uated every public comment submitted concerning
the 19th Avenue Landfill. Portions of the community did not fed that Alternative “A” went
far enough inremediating the landfill. Others commented thet Alternative “A” isin excess
of what is needed for remediation.

The sdected remedy for the 19th Avenue Landfill consits of the following components:

Levees dong both the north and south banks of the SdAt River at the landfill site for
refuse-washout control and bank protection;
A widened river channd;
A dngle layer soil cap over the landfill that prevents rain from seeping into the landfill
meaterid,;
A secure fence around the landfill perimeter;
Monitoring of ambient air qudity, methane gas, and groundwater;
A contingency plan to be implemented if groundwater quality sandards are exceeded at
the landfill perimeter; and,
A system for the collection and trestment of methane gas in amanner that diminates risk
of explosion.
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The Consent Decree specifiesthat the soil cap will consst of at least one foot of exiging soil and three feet
of compacted sail, that the compacted soil of the cap will have a hydraulic conductivity of less than 10
centimeters per second, and that the cap will have adope of two percent to carry surface water towards
the landfill perimeter.

The LOD does not specify the operating life of the gas extraction and control system or the duration of
groundweter and methane monitoring.

Since the Consent Decree/LOD, ADEQ hasissued two modifications to remedy design. These are called
Explanation of Sgnificant Differences (ESD). ESD #1 (Modification to the Perimeter Drainage Channels)
was issued during Remedia Design/Remedid Action (RD/RA) and isdescribed ingreater detail in Section
3.2. ESD #2 (MCL Revisors and Arizona Ambient Air Quality Guidelines) was issued after the first
five-year review and is described in Section 3.4.

3.2 REMEDY IMPLEMENTATION

From October 1990 to May 1995, the engineering investigations, design and preparation of construction
plans and specifications for the remedy were performed. This work was performed by Simons, Li and
Associates, Inc. (SLA), under contract to the City of Phoenix. The work included river mechanics and
sediment transport andys's for design of the bank protection and the grade control structure; floodplain
andyss and processing of the Conditiona L etter of Map Revison(CLOMR) withthe Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA); preparation and coordination for application of appropriate permits; a
sampling plan for the de-watering discharge to the Sdlt River; and preparation of congtruction plans and
design documents for the bank protection system and grade-control structure.

The design work aso included eva uation, modification and expansion of the landfill gas control system;
geotechnical investigations; surveyingand mapping; stormdrainage control and sedimentationbasins; landfill
capping and grading and Ste security. Application for the § 404 permit of the Clean Water Act was made
tothe U.S. Army Corps of Engineers(COE) in August 1991, and the permit was subsequently issued after
reviews and revisons were made to the Mitigation Plan in June 1992. The draft QA/QC Plan was
submitted to ADEQ on May 1992 and approved on February 1993. These effortsresulted inacomplete
set of project plans, gpecifications and an Explanation of Sgnificant Difference (ESD) for the remedy. ESD
#1 (Modification to the Perimeter Drainage Channels) was signed by the ADEQ inDecember 1995. This
modifiedthe perimeter drainage collection channd and sedimentationpond lining systeminthe remedy. The
100% Final Design Plans were submitted in September 1994 and approved by the ADEQ in May 1995.
The primary reviewers were SLA and subcontractors, the City, the ADEQ, and Macolm Pirnie Inc.
(ADEQ's consultant).

The City Council awarded the contract to Bentson Contracting Company (BCC) on June 28, 1995, and
subsequently issued the Notice to Proceed with a start of August 10, 1995. The Consent Decree dlowed
100 weeksfor congtruction. However, the contract duration was established by the specifications at 365
caendar days.
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Award of acontract to provide constructionadministration services to the COP for the project was made
to SLA in July 1995. The purpose of this contract was to provide congtruction quality assurance for the
19th Avenue Landfill Environmenta Cleanup. SLA was responsible for overall project administration
services, induding bidding assistance; pre-congtruction services, the supervison and adminigtration of the
project Ste security and hedth and safety plan; enginesring services during congtruction; resident
engineering services during congtruction, induding monitoring of the contractor’ s hazardous waste handing
activities;, and other specia services.

BCC started constructionof the channdizationtasks on August 14, 1995. By the end of September 1995,
the erosion and drainage tasks were started. Capping was underway by October 1995. InMarch 1996,
the channelization tasks were completed and work on the gas collection system was started. The site
landscaping started inMay 1996 dong withinstallationof the Armorflex™ channe and sedimentationpond
lining sysem. Both the capping system and the erosion and drainage system were completed by the end
of Augugt 1996. The gas collection system was operationa by the firg of October 1996. Flare station
emissonstests were performed October 16-18, 1996. The Sitelandscaping was completed in November
1996 and correction of punch lig items on the flare sations were started. Find acceptance of the flare
stations occurred in February 1998.

The contract completion date was extended to December 6, 1996. Thetimeextensionwasdue to rain days
(provided in the contract). In addition, a time extenson was granted to cover the time required to haul
imported soil for theinfiltration barrier. This was not anticipated at the time of the origind bid.

Pre-fina ingpections were conducted to determine the substantia completion of the project. A pre-find
ingoection of the gas collection system and flare Sations were performed on December 4 and 5, 1996, by
ADEQ. Ingpections for the other features of the project were conducted on December 6 and 12, 1996.
Based on the results of the inspections, the project was determined to be substantialy complete on
December 6, 1996. Based on the results of two additional punchligt ingpections conducted on January 7
and February 13, 1997, fina project acceptance was made by ADEQ on February 28, 1997.

ADEQ issued approva of “Completion of Remedid Action” on June 30, 1997. This approva triggered
the fallowing four items inaccordance withthe Consent Decree: (1) preparation of aremedid actionreport
to document constructioncomplete, to be submitted and approved by September 30, 1997; (2) initiation
of five year reviews to evauate the effectiveness of the remedia action under § 300.340 (f)(4)(ii) of the
Nationa Oil & Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan, 8 121 (e) of CERCLA (as amended); (3) a
groundwater contingency plan; and (4) preparation of the methane and ambient air monitoring programs.

3.3 SYSTEM OPERATIONS

The COP has been performing dl O&M activities at the landfill in accordance with the approved O& M
Manua dated September 15, 1998, and the Operations, Maintenance & Monitoring ProgramManual for
the Landfill Gas Extraction System dated March 1999. O& M requirements for the landfill include:

. Quarterly ingpections of the landfill during the first year of operations,
. Annua and after sorm ingpections of the landfill during subsequent years of operations;
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. Recording and mantaining inspectionresultsinappropriate logs a each flare station areg;
. Performing appropriate maintenance of the cap, perimeter drainage system, accessroads,
security fencing and landscaping;
. Performing gppropriate maintenance of the Salt River levee system;
. Performing appropriate maintenance of groundwater monitoring wells,
. Peaforming O&M of the landfill gas extraction, control, and monitoring system in

accordance with the March 1999 manua, which addresses dl requirements to inspect,
operate, mantan the gas extraction/control system as well as address monitoring
requirements for the probes, and management of condensate;

. Maintaining gppropriate maintenance logs at each flare sation location;

. Submittal of annual inspection/maintenance reports,

. Conducting quarterly groundwater monitoring of designated wells at the Site;
. Conducting monthly methane monitoring of gas probes; and

. Conducting biannua sampling of gas extraction wdlls.

The O&M Manua aso requires COP to performambient air monitoring during two separate events (once
in the summer seasonand once in the winter season). To date, this monitoring has been performed once.
However, ambient air monitoring is not currently being performed a the landfill.

During the operationd period of the landfill covered by this review, monitoring of groundwater and
methane, aswd as routine maintenance activities have takenplace. Mantenance activitiesincluded repair
of eroded areas, repair of irrigationsystems, fencerepair, rodent control, and minor repair of wells, probes,
and the gas control system.

O&M costs for 2000-2003 were available for this five-year review. EEC aso reviewed a Fina Report
from the COP City Auditor dated September 1, 2004. O&M costs for FY 2004 had not been compiled
at thetime of thisreport. Thisreview showed that O& M costs for FY 2001, FY 2002 and FY 2003 were
between 15% and 22% of the origind estimate of $1,010,000 (June 1989) for annua O& M costs. Lower
thanexpected O& M costsfor these years may be due to less cap repairsdue to the amdl amount of rainfdl
that occurred. It is dso known that the wellfield for methane extractionwas balanced during this period to
prevent periodic shutdown of the flares at Cell A and A-1. Bothevents may have necessitated sgnificantly
lessinvolvement at the Site by COP personndl.

Table 2 provides the annual O&M cost covering the period from 1996 to 2003. A detailed breakdown
of the O& M for 2000 to 2003 isincluded in Appendix A.

34 PROGRESSSINCE THE LAST FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

Section 10 (Protectiveness Statements) of the Find First Five-Y ear Review Report dated September 18,
2000 says.

“Additiond action and data is required to address the methane boundary issue within the landfill. In
addition, other actions are necessary to address the Pentachlorophenol and Thallium groundwater issues,
and the incorporation or evauation of changes in ARARS that were determined to be protective. Based
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onthesefindings a protectiveness satement cannot be made at this time. Upon completion of appropriate
activities (See Section 9.0) to address deficiencies and recommended actions, ADEQ will reevauate the
gteto determine if the remedies are protective of humanhedthand the environment. A supplementa report
will be issued that will address the results of the evauation.”

On January 3, 2001 COP submitted “ Ambient Air Monitoring Program Report for 19th Avenue Landfill
Phasell, Volumes! and I1”. This report contained the results of ambient ar sampling that COP conducted
at the 19th Avenue Landfill. The results of the sampling were compared to background concentrations and
the Arizona Ambient Air Quaity Guiddines (AAAQGs), which were developed by the Arizona
Department of Health Services (ADHS). This comparison determined that low leveds of VOCs in the
vidnity of the landfill: (1) cannot be condusively associated with the landfill (i.e,, they are indistinguisheble
frombackground ambient ar concentrations), and (2) represent acceptable hedthrisk evenif they exceed
the AAAQGs. On June 26, 2001 EPA provided COP with comments on the ambient air report.

On March 22, 2001, afollow-up site inspection was conducted by ADEQ and EPA to evaluate whether
deficienciesidentified intheFind First Five-Y ear Review Report had been corrected. Furthermoreinearly
to mid 2001, COP submitted and ADEQ approved final engineering design of a system that included the
inddlation of additiona methane monitoring probes and extraction wells dong the St River on the south
gdeof Cdl A.

Subsequent to these actions, ADEQ issued the Supplementd First Five Y ear Review Report dated July
16, 2001. Section 3.0 (Protectiveness Statement) of this report says “Based on the actions completed to
date, ADEQ has determined that the remedies implemented at the 19th Avenue Landfill, dong with
implemented actions to correct the deficiencies and recommendations, are adequate to protect human
hedlth and the environment.”

Congtructionof enhancements to the origina methane collection system were completed in August 2002.
During the fal of 2002 a performance test of the syssemwas conducted and Maricopa County gave COP
an ar quality permit to operate the system (See Appendix E).

On April 30, 2002 COP submitted “Ambient Air Monitoring Program Report — Phase |1, Volume |,
Revisonl’. Thisrevised report addressed EPA’ s commentsonthe first ambient air monitoring report. On
July 8, 2003, EPA provided COP with additional comments. In this document EPA concluded that
responses to its earlier comments were acceptable and that additiond ambient air sampling was
unnecessary. In September 2003, ADEQ issued ESD #2. Thisupdated M CL s for specific congtituentsin
groundwater and added the Arizona Ambient Air Qudity Guiddines for V OCsas performance standards
for ambient ar quaity. COP/URS submitted responsesto EPA’s last set of comments on February 19,
2004.

InFY 2004, COPingtaled Armorflex™ drainage matsat severa locations on Cell A. Accordingto COP

personnd, these sgnificantly reduced the amount of erosion and sedimentation that the cap previoudy
experienced.
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40FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

Section 121(c) of CERCLA requiresthat the lead regulatory agency conduct areview of any remedy that
includesthe presenceof res dua hazardous substance, pollutants, or contaminantsat asite. Whenaremedy
of thistype has been implemented, CERCLA requiresthe review occur no less oftenthanevery five years.
The 1989 ROD for the 19th Avenue Landfill Nationa Priorities List (NPL) Site alows the hazardous
substancesto remainon site; therefore, five year reviewsare required. Guidancefor thisreview is provided
in OSWER Directive 9355.7-03B-P Comprehensive Five-Y ear Review Guidance (EPA, 2001).

According to EPA guidance, the five-year review must address the following:

. Achievement of remedid objectives,

. Appropriateness of cleanup levels and remedid objectives, given any changes in ARARS or site
Characteristics,

. Whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed,

. The adequacy of Operation and Maintenance (O& M), and

. Early indicators of potentid failure of one or more components of the remedy.

The primary objective of the five-year review is to evauate whether the remedy remains protective of
humean hedlth and the environment.

Thefirg five-year review for the Site was to have beencompleted no later than August 14, 2000, five years
after the date the notice to proceed with congtruction activity wasissued by the City of Phoenix. The Find
First Five-Year Review Report was completed by Environmental Science & Engineering, Inc. on
September 18, 2000. This second five-year review needs to be completed five years after the date of the
last review, i.e. September 2005.

The second five-year review waslead by Mr. WilliamDePaul, Project Manager of ADEQ, who provided
oversght of the review process that was conducted by Engineering and Environmental Consultants, Inc.
(EEC), ADEQ's consultant. The following team members asssted in the review:

. Hugh Rieck, ADEQ Hydrologit;

. David Laney, EEC Project Manager;

. Kirk Creswick, EEC Project Geologist;

. Kevin Pierce, EEC Project Geologit;

. Mark Gavan, EEC Senior Civil (Drainage) Engines;
. Nadia Hollan, EPA Project Manager; and

. Waleska Nieves-Munoz, EPA HQ Reviewer.

The second five-year review congsted of the following activities: document review; interviews, review of
Applicable, Relevant or Appropriate Requirements (ARARS); Site inspection/technology review; and
preparation of afive-year review report.
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The document review included areview of ADEQ's project files for the 19th Avenue Landfill. Thiswork
was completed in accordance with Appendix B (Document Review) of the Comprehensive Five-Y ear
Review Guidance, OSWER Directive 9355.7-03B-P (EPA, June 2001). Specific information gathered
during the document review included:

. Remedid objectives
. Status of remedy implementation
. Operation and maintenance (O& M) requirements

. Status of O&M, including unanticipated expenditures

The document review process provides the information needed to determine the degree to which the
remedy has achieved cleanup levelS/performance objectives as set forthinthe ROD, the degree to which
the remedy hasbeen able to achieve containment of source(s) and/or groundwater contamination, and the
degree to which the remedy has achieved compliance with the requirements of any active permits.

Interviews targeted individuas who are knowledgeable as to the operation of the Site remedy. Thiswork
was completed in accordance with Appendix C (Five-year Interviews) of the Comprehensive Five-Y ear
Review Guidance, OSWER Directive 9355.7-03B-P (EPA, June 2001).

Interviewees included City employees who have respongbility for the operation and maintenance of the
19th Avenue landfill, business ownerswho have businesses located adjacent to the landfill, citizenswho
live in the vidnity of the landfill, community groups, elected officds, and employees of locd, sate and
federa regulatory agencies.

The purpose of the interviewswastto identify information about any problems associated withthe remedy.
Thus, interviewees were questioned asto procedures for operation of the methane gas collection and flare
system, the clay soil cap, the perimeter drainage system, and any Site specific factors that appear to have
impacted the effectiveness of the remedy, and its ability to provide protection of human hedth and the
environmen.

Review of Federa, State, and locd ARARSs was conducted in accordance with the Comprehensive
Five-Y ear Review Guidance, OSWER Directive 9355.7-03B-P (EPA, June 2001) including Appendix
G (Methods and Examples for Evauating Changes in Standardsand Toxicity). The purpose of thiswork
was determine if changesin ARARs occurring after the ROD have an impact on the protectiveness of the
remedy for the 19th Avenue Landfill. Of particular importance were changes to toxicologicd, chemica
characterigtic and radiologica information for the chemicas of concern. If these have changed, then
concentrations that may once have been acceptable for protection of human hedlth and the environment
may no longer be acceptable.

The dite ingpection was designed to determine whether each element of the ROD has been implemented
and whether each component of the remedy is operating in accordance with its intended function.

The gite ingpection was completed in accordance with Appendix D (Five-Year Review Ste Inspection
Checklist) of the Comprehensive Five-Y ear Review Guidance, OSWER Directive 9355.7-03B-P (EPA,
Jdune 2001). Thefollowing isaligt of the items that were reviewed:
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. Physical dte characteridtics
. Remedid fadilities
. Monitoring wells
. Access controls (fences, signs, €tc.)
. Onsite documents and records
. Systems operations and O& M costs
. On-gte and adjacent land use

The purpose of the Steingpectionwasto determine the current status of remedy implementation, the status
of ongoing O&M, the detection of monitoring and maintenance problems, and changes in dte
characterigtics, land use or access controls.

The results of the second five-year review are included in this report. Following completion of the report
it will be avalable to the public at the ADEQ file room and at the local ste repository, City of Phoenix
public library. Notice of its completion will be placed in the local newspaper and local contacts will be
notified by letter. If applicable, abrief summary of this report will be distributed to community members
by ADEQ.
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5.0 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW FINDINGS
51 INTERVIEWS

The following individuas were interviewed during the five-year review:

. Steve Brittle, Community Member representing Don't Waste Arizona (Interviewed
4/29/05);

. Bill DePaul, 19th Avenue Landfill Project Manager ADEQ (Interviewed 4/29/05);

. Nadia Hollan, 19th Avenue Landfill Project Manager EPA Region9 (Interviewed 5/4/05);

. Hugh Rieck, 19th Avenue Landfill Project Hydrologist ADEQ (Interviewed 5/4/05);

. Bruce Henning, 19th Avenue Landfill Acting Project Manager and Deputy Public Works
Director, City of Phoenix (Interviewed 5/9/05);

. Michael Johnson, Vice Mayor and Council Member for Didtrict 8, City of Phoenix
(Interviewed 5/25/05);

. Ron Serio, Former 19th Avenue Landfill Project Manager, City of Phoenix (Interviewed
7/5/05);

. Linda Pollock, Office of Arizona Attorney Generd (Interviewed 7/18/05); and

. Susan Sargent, City of Phoenix Planning Department (Interviewed 7/29/05).

Detailed recordsfor eachinterview areincluded in Appendix C. Thefallowing presentsa summeary of each.

Steve Brittle of Don’'t Waste Arizona has participated in the Site by reviewing filesat ADEQ and may
have attended some community meetings in the past. Mr. Brittle contacted ADEQ and EPA regarding
groundwater monitoring data at the Site to inquire how the Industrial Waste Utilization (IWU) fadlity is
potentidly related. Mr. Brittle is aso involved in community meetings for planning of the Rio Salado proj ect.
Although Mr. Brittle stated that he has had limited involvement with the Site in recent years, heis aware
of some past issues regarding reburia of drums containing hazardous waste, back into the landfill. He dso
dated his concern regarding potentia waste washout once aflow is established in the Sdt River.

Bill DePaul, 19th Avenue L andfill Project M anager for ADEQ stated that dthough it was initidly
thought that hazardous substances would be discovered insoil and groundwater at the Site, thishasn't ever
happened. Hisimpressonis that the remedy has been adequately implemented and that futurework at the
Site will conggt primarily of long-term monitoring of the waste that has been eft in place. Mr. DePaul is
unaware of any complaints that ADEQ has received about the Site from the community. He says that
routine review of the data revealed that there has been an exceedance of the standards for arsenic in
groundwater beneath the landfill but it has been determined that this has not been generated by
contamination in the landfill. Mr. DePaul said the only issues relevant to future use of the Site are the
addition of appropriate Ingtitutiona Controls. Heindicated that the City of Phoenix has been following the
O&M Plan that is part of the Consent Decree.

Nadia Hollan, 19th Avenue L andfill Project M anager for EPA stated that she has beeninvolved with
the Site Since she started with EPA in September 1997. She said that at this point the Site has gone through
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the entire Superfund processand that current plans areto try and get the Site ddlisted. M s. Hollansaid that
as far as Site cleanup is concerned, everything has been implemented. She said that there has been a lot
of groundwater monitoring data collected and that there are no offsite impacts. She said there have been
no complaints about the Site from the community in the last five years.

According to Ms. Hallan, at the time of the fird five-year review, EPA had not finished looking at the
ambient air monitoring data collected by the City of Phoenix. The City collected a second round of data
and after alot of back and forth, EPA findly approved the report and determined that there was no major
problem.

Ms. Hollansaid that EPA hastried to tak to the City about future land usefor the Site. However, the City
hasn't redly come up with al that much about what it wants to do. She mentioned Rio Salado as one
project that isimmediately adjacent to the Site where the City isinvolved. She said that sheisn't surehow
far dong this project is but once Rio Salado isimplemented, it will be necessary to conduct anandysisto
ensure that the Site doesn't adversaly impact this project.

Ms. Hallansaid she believesthat the City pretty much does what they are supposed to do with respect to
operations and maintenance at the Site. However, one concern that she has is that the City’s staff has
changed and she knows nothing about any new gaff or new procedures. Snce the City never really
replaced their origind project manager for the Site, Ms. Hollan said that the Site appears to be not much
of apriority.

Ms. Hollansaid that EPA never getsany cdls about the Site fromthe community but that she worries about
future development of the Site and the surrounding area. She said that she thinks the community is more
concerned about neighboring industriesthanthey are about the Site. Spedificaly, she mentioned Innovative
Waste and a nearby tallow plant.

Ms. Hollan suggested that the City should take alook at the groundwater monitoring dataand see if they
need to collect it as frequently as they are currently doing. She dso said she would like to see if the City
has any new suggestions for the ambient air and monitoring program to be sure that the Site has the best
program for meking sure that everything is intact and working. Ms. Hollan adso sad that athough
groundwater levels have beendropping, it isimportant to monitor groundweter if levels ever rise. She sad
the City should be sureit hasenough personnel dedicated to the Site and make sure that EPA and ADEQ
have alig of who isresponsible for it and maintain documentation of activitiesso that it is possible to check
that everything is being done as often asiit is supposed to be.

Ms. Hollansaid that one thing that EPA isworking onisan ESD to identify Inditutional Controls. Thiswill
require that the City and any future owners agree that certain land uses are not appropriate, that waste
remansinplace, and that the existing system is operated and maintained appropriately. She sad that EPA
has tried to encourage the City to think about what they want to do with the Site because it salot easier
to plan ahead of time and ded with these ideas now as opposed to later. Ms. Hollan said that the further
aong in the process you get the harder it isto go back and change anything. She said that the main thing
isto be sure that any usethat is proposed is protective. Anything that is done withthe Site that requiresany
modifications to the design has to go through the gpprova process.
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Hugh Rieck, 19th Avenue L andfill Hydrologist for ADEQ said that work at the Site has been well
done and every aspect of the remedy has been successful. He said that the only changesto regulations or
ordinance that may impact operations or remediesat the Site are the lowering of the arsenic MCL and the
implementationof a Declaration of Environmenta Use Regtriction (DEUR) to ensurethat no inappropriate
land uses occur. He said that in al cases, he believes that appropriate O& M and monitoring have been
conducted and that this has been done in accordance with previoudy development manuds and plans. He
sad that heis not aware of any community concerns regarding the Site.

Mr. Rieck sad that the only concern he has is the possible impact that long-termfuture land use may have
on the remedy. He aso said long-term monitoring is necessary.

Bruce Henning, 19th Avenue L andfill Acting Project Manager for City of Phoenix said that he has
beeninvolved withthe Site since the RI/FS. He said that his understanding of the project isthat it includes
placement of aremedy whichhasasitscomponentsacap, drainage controls, groundwater monitoring and
collectionand trestment of methane. Mr. Henning said that construction of the remedy is complete and that
O&M has been ongoing for a number of years and indicated that this work has been going well. He said
athough recent heavy rains have caused some erosion problems that required specid attention, seeding of
the cap has been doing its job. He dso said that methane monitoring aong the Sdlt River is going pretty
well.

Mr. Henning said that every year more people seem to be interested in new and different future land uses
for the Ste so the remedy must be working. He noted that this year there was some flow in the St River
and both this and the Rio Salado Project have increased interest in the Site.

Mr. Henning sad that in the future the City plans to name a permanent project manger for the Site.
However, a the present time, many of the City’s engineers are busy working on the design and
condruction of the City’s new landfill so naming a new project manager for the Site will have to wait until
thiswork is complete.

Mr. Henning said that a City maintenance crew performs monthly monitoring at the Site and that a City
technician performs dl groundwater monitoring. The City’s Engineering Group prepares quarterly
groundwater monitoring reports and keeps officid data. The City dso performs dl minor maintenance.
Contractorsare hired to performany magor maintenance. Recently Bryan Stirrat & Associates(BSA) was
hired to perform monthly maintenance on the methane system.

Mr. Henning said that City staff and contractors are currently working on a DEUR for the Site. He said
there may be changes that need to be made to the O& M/monitoring as aresult of the DEUR.

Mr. Henning said that in response to the findings of the last five-year review, the City added methane
monitoring probes aong the SAlt River and that thisimproved the protectiveness and effectiveness of the
remedy. He said that the City has attempted to optimize O&M by inddling an above ground methane
monitoring and collection system and baancing the wdl fidd. He also sad that, in generd, O& M costs
have been decreasing with time.
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Mr. Henning said there have been no ambient air issuesand that the potentia groundwater issuesthat have
been identified recently - - arsenic and DCE - - have been wel documented in reports that the City has
made available to ADEQ. He said the best systems for operation and maintenance of the Site are already
in place dthough the City may propose to change the frequency of groundwater monitoring fromaquarterly
to semiannudly. There is sufficient quarterly detafor this change to occur without impacting the ability of
EPA and ADEQ to evauate groundwater quaity and this would make the groundwater monitoring
program similar to the program that is dreedy in place at other City landfills.

Michael Johnson, Vice Mayor and City Councilman for District 8, City of Phoenix sad that he
understandsthat the Site was alandfill that wasfilled and cosed and placed onthe Superfund. He said that
his office hasbeen over inthe area severa timesresponding to environmenta issues (manly ar qudity) that
have been unrelated to the Site.

Vice Mayor Johnson said that heis unaware of any changesto City regulations or ordinances that may
impact operations or remediesat the Site. However, he noted that as the Rio Salado project goesforward
the City will be looking for ways to encourage development of compatible land usein the area.

ViceMayor Johnson said that he believes that appropriate O& M and monitoring have been conducted at
the Site. He said that the City has been monitoring operations at the Site and there have beenno issuesor
violations. He dso said heis unaware of any community concerns about the Site.

Vice Mayor Johnson indicated that he would like to see the Site delisted so that it can be developed as a
Brownfields project that will be competible with the open ended development of Rio Sdado.

Ron Serio, Former 19th Avenue L andfill Project Manager, City of Phoenix sad that dthough he
currently has no respongbility for the Site he was the project manager for the Site for severa years and
sometimes il gets cals from the City staff who are doing work there. Mr. Serio said he understands that
since remedia congtruction has been completed the objective is to keep the remedy maintained so that
thereis no threat to human healthand safety, and to continue monitoring groundwater, landfill gas, etc. He
sad he thinks the remedy has been very successful, that everything was done appropriately, that it met the
objective of being protective of humanhedthand the environment. He said that he thinks it's going so well
that it needs to go the next step where it needs to be evduated to seeif the Site could be used for some
sort of a public use instead of just restricted and never to be used again. Mr. Serio said there should
probably be arisk assessment or something done to determine if there could be some other use there. He
sad he thinks that would redlly be a postive thing.

Mr. Serio sad that the City uses its our own technicians for the landfill gas monitoring and for the
groundwater sample collection. He said the City uses contract labs for andysis of the groundwater. Mr.
Serio sad that the City does the reporting itself in house. He said that a consultant also used to do some
surface sweepsin the SAt River but that he doesn't know if that' s till going on. Mr. Serio said that was
part of the ambient air concerns. He said that the City may bring in specidists or contractors to do work
for maintenance of the flare. Mr. Serio said that surface emissonmonitoring was done temporarily until the
wellswereingdled dong the SAt River. Hesad hethought it should have quit, but that he doesn't know
if it actudly did.
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Mr. Serio sad that O& M manuas and monitoring plans should have been changed to reflect changes that
occurred during expansion of the landfill gas collectionsystem. He said he thinksall the procedures would
be the same as before the expansion and that sinceit’s just the number of wellsthat has changed the only
change that might have been necessary would be arevisonto the map of wells. He said he doesn’t know
if there were any probes added but he doesn't think so. Mr. Serio said that since these changes in the
systemwere so minor and no procedures changed, it would be very easy to update the manuas and plans,
if this has not aready been done.

Mr. Serio sad he didn't think there were any O&M problems or difficulties that may have affected the
protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy or O& M costs. However, he said there may have been an
impresson there was a problem or the data could have been mideading because there were some probes
inddled intrasharound the rendering plant in the northeast corner -- so you'd get readings in thosewdls.
However, there was vacuum on those wells usudly indicating that there was no gas migrating offsite.
Therefore, the datareflected the gasinthe trash but not gas that was outside the landfill. Mr. Serio sad that
was dways something that had to be explained and that there was not an easy solution to the Stuation. He
sad that was the only thing that may have looked bad but redly waan't.

Mr. Serio said that that the added wells hel ped provide morefud for the flaresand optimize O& M. He said
there was nothing Sgnificant beyond that in the way of optimization. Mr. Serio sad that the only monitoring
resultsthat may have affected the groundwater, methane extraction systems, or ambient air, or have caused
the implementation of the Site's Contingency Plans may have been the detection of some eevated
concentrations of groundwater contaminants right before he left the project. He thought it was nickel on
the west Sde. It was just starting when he left so he doesn’t knowif it triggered the Contingency Plan but
that’ s about the only thing that he is aware of.

Mr. Serio sad he think that now that there’ s ahuge history of groundwater quality dataand methane probe
reading datait probably wouldn't hurt to seeif there are constituentsthat were never ever detected for ten
years. He said he believes that it would make sense to review the data and get rid of some of that Stuff —
not make it required to be monitored. He said he also thinks it would be good to look a some of thelab
procedures because the Consent Decree requires very specific test methods for andysis of groundwater
samples. He said some of those may be a little bit outdated, because of changes in analytical testing
technology at the labs. He said that’ s something that should be looked at because sometimesto do it the
old way may cost more money and may not even be as accurate. He aso said that based on higtory it
would aso be appropriate to seeif it's okay to have less monitoring events. He said he thinks the longer
the Site goes, eventualy the concentrati on of contaminationisgoing to have to decline and that the five-year
reviews are an appropriate time to look at that type of thing.

Linda Pollock, Office of Arizona Attorney General said that her understanding of the purpose of the
remedy isthat it is supposed to protect the public and the environment from releases or thresat of releases
of hazardous substances. She said she has a very high opinion of the completed remedy. She especidly
likesthe rechanndlization of the St and the rip-rap. Ms. Pollock said that it' sdesigned to prevent washout
in the event of aflood and dthough it cost millions of dallarsit was wel worth it.
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Ms. Pollock said there have been no routine communications conducted by her office related to the Site.
She said there are regular communications with the City right now because sheis currently negotiating a
recorded deed regtriction with the City. Ms. Pollock said there been no complaints or other incidents
related to the Site that require any response by her office.

Ms. Pollock said she is unaware of any current or planned changes to regulations/ordinances, or
current/future land development that may impact the operations or remedies at the Site. However, she
suggested that this question be posed to the City because they may have some long range plansfor that
landfill.

Ms. Pollock said that on-site operations and monitoring at the Site been conducted in accordance with
devel oped manuds and plans and that the City is very conscientious about this. She said she has not heard
of any community concerns regarding the Site or its operations and administration.

Ms. Pollock said she has no comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the Site' s management
or operations other thanthe fact that arecorded declarationof useredtrictionneeds to be filed for the Site.
She sad thisis a glaring omission. “We have no way to protect the integrity of the remedy in the event the
City sdIsdl or part of the property. That’swhat I’'m focusing on right now.”

Susan Sargent, City of Phoenix Planning Department said she does the planning for the Beyond the
Banks Area adjacent to the Rio Salado Project but doesn’t have technica information about the project
itself. The Rio Salado Habitat Restoration Project’s western boundary is 19th Avenue. The Rio Owesta
(spdling?) will continue to thewest from 19thto 83rd Avenue and it’ sinthe feasibility sudy/planning stage.
“We ve got afeashility report from the Army Corps of Engineers but it has not been funded. We
eventudly hopeto restore, reclaim, and develop the river bed al the way through to the western boundary
of the City, 115th Avenue.”

She dso sad the City has a cohesive, interdepartmenta team induding the Rio Salado people and the
Office of Environmental Programs. She said she has some background from them [about the landfill]
because they share alot of information.

Ms. Sargent sad that she knows that there has been some remediation of the Site and that “We expect to
have it delisted later this year.” She said she knows that it has to be delisted in order for the City’s Rio
Salado fadilitiesto run dong the southern boundary of the landfill, at least onthe northside of theriver. She
sad she knows that a portion [of the landfill] extends to the south side of the river and that most of the
methane venting has occurred around the perimeter of the Site. Ms. Sargent said she knowsthat the Site's
got about a 2 percent dope and that it's been capped. She sad she knows the City has had some
development proposals for possible use or reuse of the Site wereit to be delisted but that the City is not
actively marketing it a this point. Ms. Sargent said the City showsthe landfill on its generd plan for future,
probably passive recregtion. “We don’t see it a thistime as something that is likely to be developed for
other uses.”

Ms. Sargent said she can't address how effective the work on the landfill has been because she doesn’'t
know exactly al the details of what’ s been done and to what standardsitsbeendone. She said she thinks
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in the future there might be some higher and better uses for that Site were it not environmentally
compromised and that there'sa great demand for housing and other land uses adjacent to the Rio Sdado
Project which will be opening to the public later thisyear. She said that there are certainly better uses than
passive recregtion on the Site but not under its present environmenta status.

With respect to the Rio Salado Project and the Sdt River, Ms. Sargent said thereisalow flow channd
that was constructed by the Army Corps of Engineers and its subcontractors in conjunction with federal
funding and funding from the City of Phoenix and the Maricopa County FHood Control Didtrict. She said
that she knowsthat during the peek releases during the winter therewas as great as 40,000 cubic foot per
second flow that was contained within the low flow channel. She said there was very little erosion to the
low flow channel constructionand that it proved effective at handling flowsat that amount. Ms. Sargent sad
that water that is presently inthe low flow channe and that will probably typicaly be present inthe low flow
channd isthe result of water fromthe outflow channds thet flow through the City to the river bed. She sad
that as a result there will be a perennid flow in the SAt River - - maybe less than 1,000 cubic feet per
second. She said that this flow is from storm water outflow.

Ms. Sargent sad the flow in the St River is supposed to support aguatic species and riparian speciesin
the area. She said that in addition to sormwater therewill be an additiona input of well water thet the City
will treat and use through a series of wetland ponds. She said she believes that there have aready been
sted over 100 species, in theriver corridor. Ms. Sargent said that more specifics are available from the
Rio Salado people — Karen Williams. She'sin the City Manager’ s Office. She' sthe Rio Salado Project
Manager. Engineering information can be obtained from Wat Kinder in Engineering and Architectura
Services. He knows how the Project isrel ated to the water distributionsystem in the cands and the wells.
Ms. Sargent said that Don Staltzfusin the City’s Office of Environment of Programs also isworking on
those. She said the City has alot of people who are involved in Rio Salado and adjacent aress. She said
one of the landowners comesinand taks with the City frequently. Thislandowner haspart of the northeast
corner, Sloan McFarland, on Pasqua Eddy properties. They just recently pulled a permit to have some
electrica on the easternportionof their property to have some outdoor storage of containers on the Site.
Ms. Sargent said the property shows up on maps as Pasqual Eddy Family Trust. She said that Mr.
McFarland told her that maybe there was a five acre section of the landfill that was never mined. She said
ghe thought that was interesting.

Ms. Sargent said sheisnot aware of any current or planned changes to the City’ s regulations/ordinances,
or current/future land development that may impact the operations or remedies at the Site. She said “We
changed the requirements for filling of sand and grave pits - - that was arecent thing that is somewhat
related and near the river but not to change anything that | am aware of — a least from a planning
perspective onthat landfill. The landfill issill zoned industrial. On our Generd Planwe show idedlized land
usesand that would be for recreational use— public recreational or open space. We won't need to change
the zoning of the landfill to make it compatible with Rio Salado.”

Ms. Sargent said she hasnot had any complaint about the landfill or itsoperation. “The only complaints|’ve
had have been about the lack of avallability of such alarge piece of land to the development community.”
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She said she has no comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the Sit€'s management or
operations and that sheis pleased to see that the City is moving forward to get the Site delisted. She said
it meetsthe objectives of planning for Beyond the Banks Area. For officia planning purposes, Beyond the
Banks Area extends from [-17 on the North to Broadway on the South, 19th Avenue on the West and
32nd Street onthe East so thisisinwheat the City calls the Beyond the Banks Planning Area. The area plan
for Beyond the Banks was officidly adopted by the City Council in December of 2003 and it's a policy
document for guiding improvement and revitdization of that area over the next 20 to 30 years.

Ms. Sargent said that if the Site does't get delisted or doesn't get delisted inthe near future, she believes
it will have impacts for the Rio Salado Project. However, she said that she can’t address those. She said
that the City does not see the Site as land that is available for promoation inthe Beyond the Banks Areaso
it essentialy has no impact for planning.

52  SITEINSPECTION

Representatives of COP and EEC took part in a Site ingpection on May 11, 2005. Two teams were
organized to ingpect Cdls A and A-1. Cell A wasingpected by Kirk Creswick, R.G. Project Geologist
and Mark Gavan, P. E., Project Engineer with EEC. Cdl A-1 was inspected by Kevin Pierce, Project
Geologist and Mark Gavan, P. E., Project Engineer with EEC. The Site inspection was performed usng
achecklist developed by EEC and reviewed by ADEQ.

Cel A occupies approximately 200 acresnorthof the SAt River Channd, while Cell A-1 occupies about
13 acres southof the river channd. The inspectionincluded visua observationof overal site conditions and
ingpection of various components of the remedy. The ingpectionevauated the landfill cap, the landfill gas
collection system, the two flare stations, as well as groundwater monitoring wells DM-3P, DM-3I,
DM-3D, methane probes SR1 through SR8, and severa representative gas extraction wells. A summary
of theingpection findings is presented below. Appendix D includesacopy of the inspection checklist that
was completed during the Ste ingpection. This includes more detailed information about the findings of the
ingpection as well as photographic documentation of the Site ingpection.

Conditions during the ingpection were favorable with warm temperatures and no precipitation. Heavy
ranfal had occurred severa weeks prior to the ingpection. No problems were encountered with access
to the features of the Site that were to be ingpected.

The Ste inspection reveded that acopy of groundweater and landfill gas monitoring requirements from the
Consent Decree were not present at the 19th Avenue Landfill. Although records were present that showed
ingpectionof the landfill cap, perimeter drainage, sediment ponds, and groundwater monitoring wells, there
were no records that showed that maintenance of any of these items has been performed. Inaddition, there
were no Site access records, no ste-specific incident log, and no record of storm water discharge after
storm events.

Although therewere afew areas of concern, in generd, the landfill cap at both Cdls A and A -1 wasfound
to be in good condition. The vegetative cover waswel established and uniformat both landfill cdlls A and
A-1. At cdl A, the site ingpection reved ed the presence of a crack that was gpproximately 160 feet in
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lengthand appeared to be as much as 3 feet deep (Cell A photos 17, 18 and 19). The widthof the crack
at the bottom was approximately one inch. The crack widened to awidthof one foot at the surface. There
were aso two areas of erosionobserved inthe central portion of the northernhdf of Cdl A (Cell A photos
11, 12 and 13). The size of these areas was approximately 300 square fet.

There were dso 6 to 8 areaswithminor rillsat Cell A-1. Most were 10 to 20 feet in length, up to 4 inches
wide and 2 to 3 feet deep (Cell A-1 photos 3, 5 and 12). One collapsed area was observed on the east
sdeof the cdl. This areawas approximately 3 to 4 feet acrossand 1 to 2 feet deep (Cell A-1 photo 6).

Theimpermesble clay layer of the landfill cap and the underlying waste materids at Cdl A and A-1did not
appear to be exposed. Photographs of cracks and eroded areas are included in Appendix D.

The perimeter fence was in good condition with locked gates for restricted access. Minor amounts of
miscellaneous trash, including empty beer bottles were observed dong the fenced perimeter. No signage
was observed on the fencing and there was no evidence of trespassng.

Access roads were in good condition. No obstruction to traffic along access roads was noted.

I nspection of perimeter drainage channdls a both cells verified that surface water is directed toward three
sedimentation basins located at the east, the southwest and southeast corners of Cdl A, and to one
sedimentation basin that is located at the northwest corner of Cell A-1. The sedimentation basins remove
sediments in storm water prior to discharge to the SAt River (flap gates). Examination of the drainage
channds at Cell A reveded tworrills gpproximately 12 inches in depth aong the top of the bank of the
perimeter channel. There were adso severd minor rills (less than 6 inchesin depth) around the top of the
bank of the perimeter channdl a Cell A-1. However, erosion had not affected the Armorflex™ that was
used to line the channds a both cells.

St accumulation was evident in dl drainage channds and sedimentation basins; however, it appeared that
uffident capacity remains for unobstructed drainage flows. At Cdl A anaccumulationof tumbleweedswas
observed inthe north channd and excessive weed growthinthe east channd, particularly around the storm
draininlet. Inaddition, excessve weed growthwas observed inthe outletsfor the easternand southeastern
sedimentation basins. The 36-inch storm water discharge outfdl to the SAt River at Cell A-1 contained
severa buckets of epoxy resin (Iabeled “corrosive’) and numerous 45-RPM records (Cdl A-1 photo 11).
It appeared that this materid had been placed in the outfal.

The north and south bank protection (soil-cement) adong the Salt River gppeared to beingood condition
and there was no evidence of erosion aong the banks.

Electronic contrals, sensors, and insrumentetionat the flare stations at Cell A and A-1 appeared to bein
good working condition. Operation of shutoff and aarms was not observed during the ingpectionbecause
thiswas not dlowed by exiging conditions. Centrifugd blowers at each station induce a vacuum which
extracts the landfill gas. The gas then passes through a knockout vessel where free liquids and solid
particulates are removed before the landfill gasis discharged into the flare for combustion.
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Most pressure gauges and dl vavesat Cdl A appeared to beingood conditionand therewas no evidence
of leskage. However, the capsulhdlic gauge on the knockout tank at Cell A was inoperable. In addition,
some of the capaulhdic gauges at the flare gation at Cdl A-1 appeared to be inoperable. The City
representative reported that portable gauges are used instead. A manua of operating procedures and
written logs of systems operations were observed ingdethe control box for easy access by operators and
ingpectors (Cell A-1 photo 9).

Representative groundweater monitoring wells were visudly inspected. A City representative opened the
outside locks on the cover boxes for ingpection of internal components. No water, debris or foreign
materid was present. With the exception of some minor erosion beneath the pad of well I-3, it appeared
that well casngs and caps areingood condition (groundwater monitoring well photos 17 and 190. It was
noted that three 2" diameter observation wells DM-3P, DM-3I, and DM-3D were not locked.

With the exception of SR methane monitoring probes SR-1 through SR-8, ingpection of representative
methane monitoring probes and gas extractionwells, aswell as condensate sump collectionboxes, showed
that al of these items were secure and in rdaively good condition. The casing of the probesin question
appeared to have been silted up after winter ssorm water flow in the SAt River (methane well photo 21).
Interna pipes, gauges, vaves, and fittings were ingood conditionand no water, debris or foreign materid
was present.

5.3 APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

Section121 of CERCLA requires, inpart, that if any hazardous substancesremain ongite at the conclusion
of aremedia action that is conducted in accordance with CERCLA, the level or standard of control that
must be met for hazardous substances remaining on Ste is at least that of any applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirement (ARAR), criteria, or limitationunder any Federal environmenta law, or any more
stringent standard, promulgated pursuant to a state environmental statute. These standards of control are
termed ARARSs. Determinationof ARARs are ste-gpecific and depend onthe location of thesite, remedia
actions under consideration, and chemica contaminantsof concern. Animportant factor to noteisthat once
the ROD/LOD has been signed, al ARARs identified for the remedy become established (frozen), and
cannot be changed or modified unless new or modified requirements or standards call into question the
protectiveness of the selected remedy.

The Nationa Contingency Plan (40 CFR 300.5; EPA, 1990) defines “applicable’ and “relevant and
appropriate’ asfollows:

Applicable

Applicable requirements mean those clean-up standards, standards of control, and other
substantitiverequirements, criteria, or limitationspromul gated under federal environmental or state
environmental or facility siting laws that specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant,
contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstancefound at a CERCLA site. Only those
state standards that are identified by a state in a timely manner and that are more stringent than
federal requirements may be applicable.
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Relevant and Appropriate

Relevant and appropriaterequirements mean those clean-up standards, standards of control, and
other substantitiverequirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal environmental
or stateenvironmental or facilitysiting lawsthat, while not “ applicable” to a hazardous substance,
pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location or other circumstance at a CERCLA site, address
problems or situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at the CERCLA site that their use
iswell suited to the particular site. Only those state standardsthat areidentified in atimely manner
and are more stringent than federal requirements may be relevant and appropriate.

EPA'’ s guidance document entitled “CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manud, Part 11. Clean Air
Act and Other Environmental Statutes and State Requirements’ EPA/530/G-89/009, August 1989, sets
forth the genera procedure for selection of ARARS, and details ARAR sdlection under severd Federal
environmenta statutes. The guidance provides that arequirement isapplicableif the specific terms (or
‘jurisdictional prerequisites’) of the law or regulation directly address the circumstances at a site.
If not applicable, a requirement may nevertheless be relevant and appropriate if circumstances at
the site are, based on best professional judgment, sufficiently similar to the problems or situations
regulated by the requirement. Thus, in order to determine whether a requirement is an ARAR for a
particular Site, the “gpplicability” of the requirement must first be analyzed. If the requirement is not
“applicable,” it mugt then be determined whether the requirement is “relevant and appropriate” to the
circumstances of the Ste. Unless awaiver can be judtified, an ongte remedid action must comply with all
ARARs.

The “CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manud” divides ARARSs into three types. (1) chemicd-
goecific ARARS, (2) action-specific ARARS, or (3) location-specific ARARS. Each is defined asfollows:

Chemica-gpecific ARARs are usudly technology- or risk-based numerical limitations or methodologies
that, when gpplied to ste-specific conditions, result in the establishment of acceptable concentrations of
achemicd that may be found in or discharged to the ambient environment.

Action-specific ARARSs are usudly technology- or activity-based requirements or limitations on actions
taken with respect to hazardous substances. These requirements typically define acceptable treatment,
storage, and disposal procedures for hazardous substances during the implementation of the response
action.

L ocation-specific ARARSs are the redtrictions placed on the concentration of hazardous substances or the
conduct of activities solely because they occur in special locations. These requirements relate to the
geographica or physica position of the sites rather than to the nature of the contaminants or the proposed

remedy.

Chemica-specific ARARs are used to “hdp determine the remediation gods’, while action- and
location-specific ARARs are cons dered during the detail ed eval uationof the potentia remedid dternatives.
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The“CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manud” identifies savera other opportunities for waivers
fromARARsunder ste-specific circumstances. Thesewaiversare authorized by CERCLA 8§ 121(d). The
Technical Impracticability waiver may be invoked when compliance with an ARAR is technically
impracticable from an engineering standpoint. The waiver may be used if ether engineering methods
necessary to construct and maintain aremedy cannot reasonably beimplemented, or therdligbilityregarding
the potentia for the remedy to continue to be protective into the future is low. Use of the waiver may
consder cost; however, should not be the mgjor factor for invoking the waiver.

EPA hasidentified another category of criteria, advisories, guidance and proposed regulations. These are
“to be considered” (TBC) for the purpose of interpreting ARARS, or to determine preliminary remediation
godswhen ARARsdo not specificaly address particular contaminants. TBCsare neither promulgated nor
enforceable, therefore compliance with TBCsis not mandatory in the sameway it isfor ARARS.

The ARARSsthat were established (frozen) for the site during the signing of the ROD/L OD for the remedy
a the 19th Avenue Landfill are identified in the Consent Decree and Remedia Action Plan (RAP) dated
June 12, 1989. These include:

. Surface Water Protection ARARs — Designation of protected use for the Sat River (AAC
R9-21-206);

. Groundwater Protection ARARs — Safe Drinking Water Act Maximum Contaminant Levels
(MCLs), Safe Drinking Water Act Proposed MCLs, ADEQ Human Hedlth-Based Guidance
Levesfor Contaminantsin Drinking Water and Soil (1990), and ADEQ L aboratory Confidence
Limits,

. Air Emissons Limitation ARARs — Maricopa County Air Control Permit (1996), and RCRA
Proposed Rule on Methane Emissions for Landfills (1988);

. Air Preservation/Protection ARARs — EPA’s Ambient Air Quality Standards (1980);

. Soil Exposure Protection ARARs — Because the implemented remedia action to address soil
contaminationwithinthe landfill was a containment remedy (i.e., capping), Soil exposure protection
ARARs were not established.

All of the above established ARARS are considered “chemica-specific’ ARARS because they provide
technology- or risk-based numerica concentrations of a chemica that may be found in or discharged to
the ambient environment. The Maricopa County Air Control Permit conditions aso provide
“action-gpecific” requirements for the design and operation of the flare control systems. In addition, the
designation of protected usefor the Salt River ARAR, which provides different protective uses based on
specific sections of the SAt River, would be considered a“location-specific” ARAR.

As part of thisfive-year review, EEC evauated the remedy at the Site to determine if it till complies with
established ARARs. EEC aso compared current standards with established ARARs to determineiif:

. The established ARARs were il protective of human hedlth and the environment when

compared to the current standards, and
. The remedy complies with current standards.
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Potentidly applicable guidancefor thiswork includes * CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manua”,
“Permits and Permit Equivadency Processes for CERCLA On-site Response Actions’ (EPA OSWER
Directive 9355.7-03, February 1992), and the EPA Technical Impracticability Waiver. The following
sections summarize the results of this evauation.

5.3.1 Chemical-Specific Standards
The current chemica-specific sandards discussed in the following sections are summarized in Table 3.
Surface Water

The RAP idetified the “Desgnation of protected use for the SAt River (Arizona Adminidrative Code
[A.A.C.] R9-21-206)" asthe ARAR that may have set limitsto surface water (i.e. sorm water) discharge
from the landfill tothe SAt River. This ARAR designates three protected uses for the SAt River dong the
reach that runs from below Granite Reef Dam to 99th Avenue, which indudes the portion of the river
adjacent to the Site. This ARAR is mainly applicable to sections of the Sdt River that have continuous
perennid surface water flows. To ensure that these protected uses are not compromised, applicable
discharge limitscould have been established for thestormwater discharge fromthe landfill to the SAt River.
However, there was no actual use of surface water in the Sdlt River during that timeframe because no
continuous perennia surfacewater flowed through the river bottom adjacent to the landfill. Consequently
the river bed was predominantly dry and surface flows only occurred during heavy storm events, which
made this ARAR not gpplicable to Site conditions. Currently, the conditions withinthe SAt River have not
changed, and the ARAR is il not applicable.

Current water quality standards for surface waters are addressed in A.A.C. Title 18, Chapter 11, Article
1. InSectionR18-11-104 of Article 1, ADEQ identifies designated uses of surface water. Interms of the
St River, fromthe 1-10 bridge to the 23rd Avenuewastewater trestment plant outfdl, the designated uses
are aquatic and wildlife warm water fishery (A& Ww), partid body contact (PBC), and fish consumption
(FC). The St River adjacent to the Site fdls under this designated use category. Numeric water quality
criteriato protect the designated uses of surface waters are prescribed in Appendix A of this Article and
Sections R18-11-109, R18-11-110, and R18-11-112. These numeric water qudlity criteria could have
gpplied to the sorm water discharges from the landfill to the St River. However, becausethe Sdt River
inthe landfill areais il predominantly dry, the current numeric water qudity criteria are not applicable and
do not need to be evauated for protectiveness.

Should future development of the SAt River (i.e, Rio Sadlado Project) establish continuous flow, the
numeric water quaity standardsinA.A.C. R9-21-206 and A.A.C. Title 18, Chapter 11, Article 1 should
be compared to the ARARS origindly established for the remedy to determineif it is dill protective.

Non-Storm Water and Process/Treatment \Wastewater

No process/treatment wastewater is generated at the site. The only non-stormwater generated at the Site
iscondensategenerated fromthe landfill gasrecovery system, whichis pumped fromthe condensatesumps
to on-gte tanks. The tanks are connected to pipes that discharge into the City of Phoenix sanitary sewer
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system. Consequently, the City of Phoenix pretreastment effluent limitations addressed in the Phoenix City
Code, Chapter 28, Articles Il and VI are applicable to the discharge of the condensate. A letter of
authorization has been issued by the COP sanitary sewer system approving discharge of the condensate
water to ther Publidy Owned Treatment Works (POTW) with the condition thet pH is adjusted to be
greater than’5.0 Standard Unit (SU) or lessthan 10.5 SU. Review of discharge records indicates that the
condensate water being discharged to the POTW complies with the pretrestment limit.

Groundwater

The established chemicd-specific groundwater protection ARARSs for the Site are addressed in ADEQ's
Consent Decree. Theseestablished ARA Rsidentified specific compounds withcorresponding water quality
standards that were based on the folowing sets of standards. Safe Drinking Water Act Maximum
Contaminant Levels (MCLSs), Safe Drinking Water Act Proposed MCLs, ADEQ Human Health-Based
Guidance Levds for Contaminantsin Drinking Water and Soil (1990), and ADEQ L aboratory Confidence
Limits. Currently, the Siteisin compliance with these established ARARS.

The current groundwater protection standard is ADEQ's Aquifer Water Quality Standards (AWQSS)
addressed in A.A.C. Title 18, Chapter 11, Article 4. In this current standard, state-wide numeric values
for drinking water protected use have been established, whichwoul d have beenapplicable for contaminants
detected in groundwater associated with the Site if they had been in place at the time the remedy was
constructed. Other current numeric standards that would have been rdevant or appropriate incdlude: the
current MCLs and the nationd revised primary drinking water regulations MCLsin 40 CFR Part 141,
Subparts B and G; and/or EPA’s Region I1X preiminary remediation goas (PRGs) for tap water.

TheFirg Five-Year Review identified five MCLs that had been lowered and two MCLs that had been
established since the remedy was firgt implemented. At the time of that review, data showed no recent
exceedances of any of the new MCLs athough there was data missng for well DM-3P for Semi-Voldile
Organic Compounds(SV OCs). Thus, it wasconcluded that groundwater concentrations for dl compounds
were in compliance withstandards that were current at that time. Comparing recent groundwater data to
current MCL s shows that the only recent MCL exceedances are for arsenic, nitrate, 1,1-dichloroethene
(DCE) and vinyl chloride. Inthe case of arsenic, the exceedances are transient, occur only directly beneath
the landfill, and are thought to be the result of areducing environment that tends to precipitate neturdly
occurring arsenic from soil to groundwater (See Appendix F). In the case of the DCE, exceedances are
believed to be the result of upgradient, offsite releases and exceedances of the vinyl chloride MCL are
believed to be due to biodegradation of the DCE. Thus, this review concludes that groundwater for dl
compounds are in compliance with current sandards.

Air Emissions from Methane Extraction System

The control of landfill gasesat the Siteare performed by the use of active gas extraction systemsthat draw
the gases to extractionwdls that are connected to flare sations that flash the gases prior to discharge into
the atmosphere. Separate gas extraction systems have been providedfor each landfill cdl. The flare system
has been, and currently operates under an ar permit issued by the Maricopa County Environmenta
ServicesDepartment (M CESD) Air Pollution Control whichrecently changed to the Maricopa County Air
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Qudity Depatment (MCAQD). This pamit (See Appendix E) provides generd conditions on the
operation of the flare systems as wdl as specific emissons alowances for total suspended particulates
(TSP), particulates smaler than 10 microns (PM10), VOCs, non-precurs on organic compounds, sulfur
oxides (SOx), carbonmonoxide, and nitrogenoxides (NOx), which are applicable to the operationof the
flare systems. The emission alowances provide daily and annua emission limits based on flare systems
performanceinformationand data supplied during the submitta of the application. Review of emissondata
shows that both flare sysems are in compliance with permit emisson limits.

Landfill Cap Emissions

The established ARAR in the RAP addressing landfill CAP emissions were addressed in the RCRA
Proposed Rule on Methane Emissions for Landfills (1988). In this proposed rule, upper methane limits
were established for fadlity structures and landfill boundaries a 1.25 and 5 percent by volume,
repectively. The current standard limiting methane emissons is included in 40 CFR 258.23 (a), which
dedls with explosve gas control of municipal solid waste municipd landfills (MSWLF). Because this
requirement gppliesto M SWL Fsthat receive waste after October 9, 1991, it is not applicable to the Site.
However, this regulation is consdered reevant and appropriate. The current standard specifies that the
concentrations of methane by the landfill must not exceed 25% of the lower explosive limit (LEL ) infacility
structures (1.25 percent by volume) and the LEL (5 percent by volume) at the landfill boundary whichare
the same ARAR limits established in the RAP.

The RAP identified EPA’sambient air quaity standard, which was determined to be directly applicable
to the Site. However, standards were not devel oped for the congtituents under consideration at the landfill
(i.e. VOCs). Consequently, no ARARswereidentified whichapplied specificdly tothe V OCswhichwere
detected in gas emissions from the landfill. In current standards both the MCAQD and ADEQ have find
rules regarding ambient air quality sandards and area classifications (Rule 10 for MCAQD and Title 18,
Chapter 2, Article 2 for ADEQ). However, because both sets of rulesdo not includeV OCs, they are not
directly gpplicable to landfill emissons at the Site. The Arizona Ambient Air Quadity Guiddines(AAAQG),
which were updated in 1992, do lig threshold concentrations for compounds including certain VOCs.
These threshold concentrations are presented as 1-hour, 24-hour, or annua averages for a given
compound. ESD #2 adopted the AAAQG as TBCs.

Review of the results of methane monitoring in probes at the landfill boundary indicates that since the 4th
quarter of 2002, methane has consistently been below the limit origindly established in the RAP and the
methane boundary limit specified in 40 CFR 258.23 (a) (5 percent by volume).

Results of surface ar emissonmonitoring conducted inMarchand April 2001 to measurelandfill emissons
indicated that the total measured methane did not exceed the background concentrations of 0.2 to 0.51
ppm (Harding ESE, 2001). Thus, the concentration of methane showed that the Site was in compliance
with Rule 321 and 40 CFR 60.755 (c). However, given the age of the data, it is unclear how long
conclusions regarding potentia effectiveness of the remedy with respect to potentia ambient air impacts
will remain vdid.
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Ambient ar monitoring and reporting was conducted at the Site in December 1998 and June 1998 for
VOCs. ADEQ and EPA determined that, due to limitations inthe frequency and duration of sampling and
the statistical methods used to estimate annud average differential concentrations, the monitoring datawas
insufficient for determining whether or not AAAQGs are being met. Consequently, COP implemented a
Phase Il Ambient Air Monitoring Sampling Plan and samples were collected during September 2000. A
review of the data from thiswork resulted in the conclusion that:

“. .. with one exception, there were no significant indicators of landfill VOC emissons. For that one
andyte, PCE gtatistica andys's showsthat the difference in means between the landfill and vicinity sources
is less than the rlevant annual AAAQG concentration.” (URS, 2002)

It should be noted that the data upon which this statement is based was collected severa years ago and
it is unclear how long these conclusons regarding potentia effectiveness of the remedy with respect to
potentid ambient air impacts will remain vaid.

5.3.2 Action-Specific Standards

The current action-specific sandards discussed in the following sections are summarized in Table 4.

Landfill Cap

Although no action-specific ARARs were identified for the landfill cap design during the sgning of the
ROD, the RAP and Consent Decree did provide some specifications on the cap design as follows:

. The single-layer cap section will consist of at least one foot of existing soil and three feet
of compacted soil.

. The compacted soil of the cap will have a permesbility of lessthan 1 x 10 centimeters per
second.

. The cap will have a surface dope of two percent to direct surface water toward the

perimeter of the site and away from the landfill.

Review of the landfill cap Remedid Action (RA) Completion Report indicates that the 19th Ave. Landfill
s0il cap complieswith dl of the above established ARARS,

In current standards, 40 CFR 258.60 (a) provides specification onfind covers of aMSWLF, which are
relevant and gppropriate to the 19th Ave. Landfill cap. Specificaly in40 CFR 258.60 (a), the fina cover
must be designed and constructed to:

. Have a permeability of lessthan or equd to 1 X 10° cr/sec;

. Minimize infiltration through the closed MSWLF by the use of an infiltretion layer that contains a
minimum of 18-inches of earthen materid; and

. Minimize erosion of the find cover by the use of anerosionlayer that contains aminimum 6-inches
of earthen materid that is cgpable of sustaining native plant growth.
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Review of the landfill cap RA Completion Report indicates that the 19th Ave. Landfill soil cap complies
with the specifications in the RAP and Consent Decree and with 40 CFR 258.60.

Other current action-specific standards for landfill post-closure operations are included in 40 CFR
258.61(a). Theseregulationsinclude post-closure requirementsfor aclosed MSWLF and arerdevant and
appropriate to the 19th Ave. Landfill. Specificaly in 40 CFR 258.61 (a), it States that post-closure care
must be conducted for 30 years except as provided by the Director of ADEQ, who is authorized to
increaseor decrease the post-closure care period. Post-closure care must consist of thefollowingectivities

. Maintaining the integrity and effectiveness of thefina cover;

. Maintaining and operating the leachate collection systemin accordance with requirements
of 40 CFR258.40, if gpplicable;

. Groundwater monitoring in accordance withrequirements of 40CFR 258 Subpart E and
maintaining groundwater monitoring systems; and

. Maintaining and operating the gas monitoring system in accordance with the requirements
of 40 CFR 258.23.

Review of the landfill cap O& M Manua and the Consent Decree, indicatesthat the landfill O& M program
complieswithal of the above post-closure current ARARS. However, no time-frame for the O& M period
isspecified inthe Consent Decree. ADEQ may want to consider the establishment of a post-closuretime-
frame within an amended Consent Decree or as part of a Declaration of Environmentad Use Restriction
(DEUR).

Active Gas Monitoring/Recovery System

The action-specific ARAR that addressed the design, operation, and monitoring of the active gasrecovery
system is included in the Consent Decree. This ARAR required that an air permit be obtained from the
MCESD Air Pollution Control. Conditions on the operation of the active gas recovery flare sysems are
summarized in “ Specific Condition #21” of the permit #010048 (See Appendix E). Although thisisthe
second permit issued to the system by Maricopa County, the standards in the current ar permit remain
unchanged, and both flare systems are in compliance with the permit conditions. No other action-specific
ARARswere addressed in the RAP for the design, operation, and monitoring or the active gascollection
System.

Current action-gpecific standards that would have applied to a newly designed active gas monitoring/
recovery system are included in 40 CFR 258.61 (a) and 40CFR 258.23. As previoudy mentioned, 40
CFR 258.61(a) requiresthat aclosed landfill maintain and operate a gas monitoring systeminaccordance
withthe requirements of 40CFR 258.23 to ensure that the concentrations of methane gas generated by the
landfill do not exceed appropriate limitsinfacility structures and the facility boundary (40CFR 258.23(a)).
In addition, 40 CFR 258.23(b) requires the implementation of the following routine methane monitoring

program:
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. The type and frequency of monitoring must be determined based on soil conditions,
hydrogeology conditions, hydraulic conditions, and the location of facility structures and
boundaries, and

. The minimum frequency of monitoring shdl be quarterly.

EEC's review of the exiding methane monitoring program currently implemented at the landfill has
concluded that the gas monitoring activitieswhichareconducted at the siteonamonthly basis, comply with

current standards.

Pretreatment of Condensate

Asprevioudy stated, during operation of the gas collectionsystemn, condensateisgenerated that is collected
into storage tanks located a each flare station, which is eventualy discharged into the City of Phoenix
sanitary sewer system. Although no established ARARSs were identified in the RAP or ROD concerning
pretrestment of condensate prior to discharge, agreements have been established with the COP POTW
that address pretreatment requirements for the condensate. The City of Phoenix pretreatment effluent
limitations addressed in the Phoenix City Code, Chapter 28, Articles!l and V1 gppliesto the discharge of
the condensate. If pretrestment effluent limitations are not met, treetment of the condensate water to meet
limitations prior to discharge, isrequired.

Review of the condensatedischarge agreement and andyticd dataindicate that the Siteisrequired to adjust
pH prior to discharge of the condensate, if pH is outside of therange of 5.0 to 10.5 standard units. Site
ingpectionactivities confirmed that pH adjustments are being performed inthe storage tanks and discharge
limits are being met.

Storm Water Management and Discharge

The Supplementa Firgt Five-Y ear Review Report (ESE, 2001) noted that on September 5, 1997, COP
submitted aNoticeof Terminationfor the NPDES General Permit for ssormwater dischargesfromthe 19th
Avenue Landfill. At the time of the report, the COP had received no response from EPA and ADEQ
concluded that the Notice of Termination had been accepted and that NPDES permitting for ssormwater
discharges from the landfill was unnecessary.

Groundwater Monitoring Program

The Consent Decree provides requirementsfor conducting a groundwater monitoring programat the Site.
The established monitoring program is a network of upgradient and downgradient wells used to monitor
the shdlow and deeper aquifers within the boundary of the landfill cels. Groundwater monitoring is
conducted onaquarterly basis, and the results are provided in a quarterly report submitted to ADEQ. A
contingency plan was developed to address necessary actions to undertake should threshold levels be
exceeded. The following conditions trigger the contingency plan in any downgradient well:

30
W:203200.02\Finaltext.doc Engineering and Environmental Consultants, Inc.




Five-Year Review Report

19th Avenue Landfill NPL Site Arizona Department of Environmental Quality

. The average of three (3) consecutive quarterly samples of a congtituent in a well exceeds the
threshold leve; and

. A follow-up groundwater sample confirms that the exceedance condition has occurred.

In current standards, the requirementsin 40 CFR 258 Subpart E, provides groundwater monitoring and
corrective actionrequirementsfor MSWLF. Thus, these are rdevant and appropriate ARARsfor the 19th
Ave. Landfill. In genera, Subpart E contains specific guiddines and requirements that address:

. The groundwater monitoring system;

. The groundwater sampling and andlys's requirements;
. The detection monitoring program;

. The assessment monitoring program;

. The assessment of corrective measures,

. The sdection of the remedy; and

. The implementation of corrective action.

EEC’s review of the exigting monitoring program implemented at the Site has verified that the exigting
program complies with both the established ARARS and current standards. In addition, because the
established monitoring program at the Site is more stringent than the current standard, this standard does
not need to be incorporated as an ARAR for the Site.

5.3.3 Location-Specific Standards
The current location-specific standards discussed in the following sections are summarized in 5.

As previoudy discussed, “Designation of Protected Use for the Salt River (A.A.C. R9-21-206)" was
identified asan ARAR for potential surface water discharge from the landfill to the SAt River. ThisSARAR
candso be classified as alocation-specific ARAR because the designated protected uses depend onthe
location of the landfill in relation to the Salt River. The regulations provide protection for both actud and
future uses. However, there was no actua use of surface water during that timeframe because the river was
dry. The current standard for designation of protected use of surface water isaddressed in A. A. C. Title
18, Chapter 11, Article 1, which applies to the Sdt River, from the 1-10 bridge to the 23rd Avenue
wastewater trestment plant outfall. The designated use for this area of the river is A& Ww, PBC, and FC
(R18-11-104). Because the St River inthe areais generdly dry, the landfill Steis currently incompliance
with the current standard. However, should future development of the SAt River establish continuous flow
(i.e. Rio Sadlado Project), the current standard should be compared to the established ARAR to determine
if itisdill protective.

The Consent Decreeal so included requirementsfor protectionagainst a 100-year flood event, by requiring
alevee and bank protection systemto provide containment of the refuse and protection of the landfill from
inundetion during a flood event. This dso required that the protection system mantan a conveyance
capacity of the Sdt River for the 100-year flood event as ddineated by the Federal Emergency
Management Act (FEMA). All plans and specifications for the desgn and inddlaion of the
protection/conveyancesystemwererequiredto bereviewed and approved by the Maricopa County Flood

31
W:203200.02\Finaltext.doc Engineering and Environmental Consultants, Inc.




Five-Year Review Report
19th Avenue Landfill NPL Site Arizona Department of Environmental Quality

Control Didtrict, with appropriate notices issued in accordance with A.R.S. 48-3610. Current standards
regarding landfill protection againgt 100-year flood events have not changed from the requirements
identified in the Consent Decree.

Other current standards addressing landfill protection against flood eventswerefound in 40 CFR 258.11
and are rlevant and appropriate to the Site. Generdly, this regulation requires that landfills located in
100-year floodplains must be appropriately designed to prevent washout of waste, which addresses the
same requirements as those in the Consent Decree. Consequently, no modification of the established
requirements for the protection againgt a 100-year flood event is necessary. EEC's review of the RA
Completion Report, as verified by the Ste ingpection, determined that appropriate bank and levee
protection systems have been ingaled, and the conveyance system capacity within the Sat River is
adequate to manage a 100-year flood event. Consequently, the landfill is in compliance with current
standards.

The RAP summarizes the results of an exposure assessment completed for various species of plants and
animds at the Siteand concludesthat thereis no risk to these species, based on Site conditions at that time.
Current sandards or guidelines for evaluating and conducting formal ecologica risk assessments and
screenings are addressed in avariety of guidance documents, as follows:

. Ecologicd Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund: Process for Designing and Conducting
Ecological Risk Assessments (USEPA, 1997);

. Guiddinesfor Ecologica Risk Assessment (USEPA, 1998);

. Guide for Screening Leve Ecologica Assessments (Suter, 1995);

. Ecologica Assessment of Hazardous Waste Sites: A Field and Laboratory Reference (USEPA,
1989); and

. Risk Assessment Guidancefor Superfund, Volume I1: Environmenta Eva uationManuad (USEPA,
1989).

The needto conduct aforma screening-level ecological risk assessment for the Site depends on how much
current Site conditions differ from Site conditions a the time the remedy was constructed. Although there
isggnificantly more vegetationat the Site, it may not be necessary to conduct an ecologica risk assessment
until and unlessimplementation of the Rio Salado Project revitaizes the dry Sdt River bed adjacent to and
upstream of the Site withvegetation, alow flow perennid stream, and multi-usetrails. Conducting aforma
ecologicd risk screening/assessment may be required at that time. It should be noted that with the
implementation of the Rio Salado Project other |ocation-specific standards may aso become applicable
(i.e., wetlands mitigation (40 CFR 268.12 and 33 CFR 320 —328)).

Currently, the Site isin compliance with al established location-specific ARARs and current standards.
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6.0 ASSESSMENT

The following condusions support the determination that the remedy at the 19th Avenue Landfill is
protective of human hedlth and the environment.

1 Isthe remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

Plans and Documentation

It appears that the remedy is functioning as intended in the decision documents and that most of the
appropriate plans and documentation are present at the Site or at a nearby COP facility at 27th Avenue.
To ensurethat dl requirements of the decisiondocuments arebeing met, acopy of groundwater and landfill
gas monitoring requirements from the Consent Decree should be present at the Site.

| nstitutional Controls

Appropriate ste security has been provided at the Site. However, no ingtitutiona controls have been
implemented for the Site. Because no future land use was designated for the Site in any of the decision
documents, ADEQ and COP should agree to place a Declaration of Environmental Use Restriction
(DEUR) on the property to prevent inappropriate land use and ensure that appropriate O&M will be
conducted regardless of property ownership.

Remedial Action Performance

The landfill cover system has been effective in containing the waste and contaminants, and preventing
leaching of contaminants through the vadose zone via percolation. However, the Ste ingpection identified
onelarge crack in the soil cover and evidence of erosion a Cell A. In addition, severa small rillsand one
collapsed areawasidentified at Cell A-1. While thesedo not impact the integrity of the cover, they should
be repaired as soon as possible.

Examination of the perimeter drainage systemindicated that it is functioning properly. However, the top of
the drainage channels showed evidence of minor erosion. While this has not affected the Armorflex™ or
the integrity of drainage channdls, it should be repaired.

At Cdl A an accumulation of tumbleweed was observed in the north channd and excessive weed growth
was observed in the east channd, particularly around the storm drain inlet. In addition, excessve weed
growthwas observed inthe outletsfor the eastern and southeastern sedimentationbasins. The ssormwater
discharge outfal to the SAt River at Cell A-1 was observed to contain severa buckets of an unknown
materid and other manmade objects. These items do not affect the integrity of the drainage system.
However, they should be removed because if they are not addressed, they may eventually restrict storm
water flow.

Comparing groundwater monitoring datato MCLS, it appears that those components of the remedy that
have beenimplemented to protect groundwater a the Site are functioning appropriately and are protective
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of humanhedlthand the environment. However, as gpplicable standards for constituents change, the COP
and ADEQ will need to continue to review the data to ensure that the Contingency Plan will not be
triggered.

Assessment of the methane recovery system and monitoring data verified that it is generdly protective of
human hedlth and the environment. However, sncerecent flowsinthe St River has sited in the methane
monitoring probesin this area, it will be necessary to cleanand ingpect these to ensure they are functioning

properly.

Assesament of the flare system at both cdlls shows that they are generdly in good condition and are
protective of human healthand the environment. However, the capsulhdic gauge on the knockout tank at
Cdl A was inoperable and some of the capsulhelic gauges at the flare sation at Cell A-1 appear to be
inoperable. The City representative reported that portable gauges are used instead. To ensure that the
correct readings are made, the exising gauges should either be repaired/replaced, or they should be
removed.

System O&M

Ingenerd, the COP hasbeen parforming O&M activities according to the Consent Decree, and the Site's
O&M Fan. In addition, the COP has been routindy submitting quarterly monitoring reportsto ADEQ.
However, maintenance records are not currently present at the Site that show routine maintenance and
repairs performed on the landfill cap, perimeter drainage, sediment ponds, and groundwater monitoring
wells. These records should be maintained on site. Chart paper should be present at dl times at flare
gtations. COP should also have a copy of Site access records, a Site-specific incident log, and records of
storm water discharge events.

Cost of O& M Activities

As previoudy stated, annua O&M costs for the period 2001-2003 were between 15% and 22% of the
origina estimate of $1,010,000 (June 1989). These reduced costs may have been the result of less cap
repairs due to little rainfal occurring during the monitoring periods of this review. It is aso known that the
wellfidd for methane extractionwas bal anced during this period to prevent periodic shutdown of the flares
a Cdl A and A-1. Both events may have necessitated sgnificantly less involvement at the Site by COP
personnd.

Early | ndicator of Potential Remedy Failure

Theerosonthat isvisblea Cdl A and the sitation of methane monitoring probesinthe Sdt River may be
an early indicator of potential remedy failure because if Ieft unattended, the ability of the remedy to protect
human hedlth and the environment could be compromised.

It is aso important thet al gauges at the flare Sations are operable, that excessive vegetation and natura
and manmade debris be removed from drainage channels and sedimentation basins, and that pumps for
condensate collection tanks be “excercised” on aroutine bas's, as per the manufacturer’ s specifications,
S0 that these can be kept operational.
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2. Arethe assumptions used at the time of remedy selection still valid?

Changesto Established ARARS

The five-year review identified chemica-specific Federal and State groundwater, surface water and ar
standards that are in some cases more gringent than the ARARs identified in the Consent Decree and
Remedid ActionPlan (RAP) dated June 12, 1989. For these more stringent standards, EEC eva uated the
origindly established ARARS to determine if they are till protective of human heelth and the environment
whencompared to current standards. If the established ARAR was determined to be no longer protective,
EEC provided recommendations to incorporate the current standard as anARAR. Inaddition, EEC dso
recommended incorporating new standardsthat were not established for the Ste during the sgning of the
ROD, if these new standards addressed other protectivenessissues gpplicable to the remedy. The details
of these evaluations are described in Section 5.3.1.

Asfar as action-specific ARARS (Section 5.3.2) EEC identified non-compliance issues associated with
stormwater run-off fromthe landfill cells thet discharge into the SAt River. Based onthe definitionof storm
water discharges associated withindudtrid activities, this discharge may besubject to NPDES stormwater
permitting, which the Site currently does not have.

In terms of Location-Specific ARARs (Section 5.3.3), no standards were identified that need to be
incorporated as an ARAR. However, should sSte conditions change (i.e., Rio Salado Project), EEC did
identify the need to conduct future ecologicd risk screening/assessment.

Changes I n Exposure Pathway

No changesinthe Site conditions that affect the exposure pathways were identified aspart of the five-year
review. However, there may be future planned changes to the Sdt River as a result of the Rio Salado
Project. The project may provide alow-flow perennid stream within the bottom of the Sdt River channdl
adjacent to the Site, and reestablish native vegetation and wildlife that once flourished in the Sdit River. If
this occurs, the Rio Salado Project may dter initid exposure pathway assumptions in the 1988 Risk
Assessment, as well as ecological assumptions based on the potentid future use of the Sdlt River.

Changesin Risk Assessment Methodologies

A materid difference betweenthe methodol ogy of the basdine risk assessment and current practiceisthe
eva uationof ecol ogical receptors. The 1988 Risk Assessment specifies several netive speciesof plantsand
animas, including various speciesof birds associated with the Site. Jackrabbits and burrowing owls were
cited as living on the landfill. Although the Site ingpection reveded no problems with burrowing animals,
there could be a need for future risk management measures to protect some species if changes in
surrounding land use attracts themto the Site. Should this occur, performance of anecol ogica survey may
be appropriate in the future.
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3. Has any other information come to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the remedy?

No additiond informationhas come to light that would call into question the protectiveness of the remedy.
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7.0 DEFICIENCIES

Thefollowing isaligt of deficiencies that were discovered during the five-year review.

1.

10.

11.

Records showing routine maintenance and repairs performed on the landfill cap, perimeter
drainage, sediment ponds, and groundwater monitoring wells were not present at the Site. Site
access records, a Ste-specific incident log, and records of sorm water discharge events were not
present at the Site.

A crack gpproximately 160 feet inlengthand as muchas 3 feet deep was observed at Cdl A. The
widthof the crack at the bottom was gpproximately one inch. The crack widened to awidthof one
foot at the surface. There were dso two areas of erosion observed in the central portion of the
northern haf of cell A. The size of these areas was gpproximately 300 square feet.

There were 6 to 8 areas with minor rills a cel A-1. Most were 10 to 20 feet in length, up to 4
inches wide and 2 to 3 feet deep. One collapsed area was observed on the east side of the cell.
This areawas approximately 3 to 4 feet acrossand 1 to 2 feet deep.

Examination of the drainage channds at Cell A revealed two rills gpproximately 12 inches in depth
aong the top of the bank of the perimeter channel. There were dso severd minor rills (less than
6 inches in depth) around the top of the bank of the perimeter channd at Cell A-1. This had not
affected the Armorflex™.

An accumulation of tumbleweed was observed in the north channd of Cell A. Excessve weed
growth was observed in the east channd of Cdl A, paticularly around the storm drain inlet. In
addition, excessive weed growth was observed in the outlets for the eastern and southeastern
sedimentation basins. The 36-inch storm water discharge outfal to the Sdt River at Cell A-1
contained several buckets of epoxy resin (labeled “corrosive’) and numerous 45-RPM records.

The cgpsulhdic gauge on the knockout tank a Cell A was inoperable. In addition, some of the
capaulhdic gauges a the flare station at Cell A-1 appeared to be inoperable.

There was no chart paper at one of the two flare stations.

There was some minor erosion beneath the pad of well 1-3. Three 2" diameter observation wells
DM-3P, DM-3I, and DM-3D were not |ocked.

The casing of the probes SR-1 through SR-8 appear to have been slted up after winter storm
water flow in the Sdt River.

The Sit€' s perimeter fence has no Sgnage.

Thereis currently no deed redtriction (DEUR) in place & the Site.
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8.0 FOLLOW-UP ACTIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the deficiencies found during the five-year review (Section 7.0) the following actions must be
taken by COP and/or appropriate parties.

1

10.

Records showing routine maintenance and repairs performed on the landfill cap, perimeter
drainage, sediment ponds, and groundwater monitoring wells must be maintained at the Site. Site
accessrecords, aste-gpecific incident log, and records of stcormwater discharge events mugt so
be present at the Site.

All cracks and holes extending 0.5 feet or greater must be filled in as soon as possible and prior
to the next heavy rainfal event.

Allareas of erosionaong the top of the bank of the perimeter drainage channels should be repaired
as soon as possible and prior to the next heavy rainfall event.

Sedimentation in dl drainage channds and sedimentation basins must be cleared. Excessive
vegetation growth must be cleared wherever gppropriate from drainage channels, including both
inlets and outlets. Any other natura or manmade debris must aso be removed.

The capsulhelic gauge on the knockout tank at Cell A should be repaired/replaced or removed.
Any inoperable capsulhdic gauges a the flare gationat Cell A-1 should be repaired/replaced or
removed.

An adequate quantity of chart paper for system controls should be stocked at both flare Sations.

Repair erosion beneath the pad of wdl 1-3. Either lock the three 2” diameter observation wells
DM-3P, DM-3I, and DM-3D or (better) abandon these wells, since they are no longer used.

Clean the dlt out of methane monitoring probes SR-1 through SR-8. If appropriate, provide a
hood, shield or box that will keep st out of these probesin the future.

Provide signage for the Sit€' s perimeter fence.
Place a deed redtriction (DEUR) on the Site in accordance with the provisons of the upcoming

ESD. The DEURwill ensure the performance of O& M activitiesinthe futureand limit incompetible
land use.

In addition to the follow-up actions to correct the above deficiencies, it is recommended that after
completion of future redevel opment plansfor the SAt River (i.e., Rio Salado Project), the need to conduct
aforma ecologicd risk screening/assessment and revise the exposure scenariosin the basdine 1988 Risk
Assessment should be evaluated.

These follow-up actions should be taken by COP within sx months of the date of this report.
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9.0 PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT

The remedy at the Site currently protects human heath and the environment. A cap, groundwater
monitoring and methane control system remain in place and appear to be in good condition. However,
severd deficiencies were noted during this five-year review. These arelisted in Section 7.0. In order for
the remedly to be protective in the long-term these items should be addressed by COP within six months
of thisreport as per the recommendations in Section 8.0. In addition, it will be necessary once deficiencies
have been addressed to produce a follow-up report. This report will document the adequate
implementation of al recommendations.
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10.0 NEXT REVIEW

Thisisa Site that requires ongoing statutory five-year reviews. The next review will be completed within
five years after the date that ADEQ and EPA approve this report. The approval date of this report is
provided in the “ Report Approvas’ section, pageii.
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TABLE 1

CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS
DATE EVENT
1957 City of Phoenix extends existing lease with landowner to operate a municipal landfill
1972 Cel A-1iscompletely filled with refuse

February 1978

Cease and desist order issued by Arizona Department of Health Services (ADHS)

May 1978-1979

Flooding events cause washout of refuse from landfill into Salt River

September 8, 1983

Site placed on Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) national priorities list (NPL)

1988 EPA assigns lead authority of the site to Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
(ADEQ)
1988 City of Phoenix (COP) voluntarily completes a remedia investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS)

January 13, 1989

Revised RI/FS Report submitted to ADEQ

June 12, 1989

Final draft of remedia action plan (RAP) submitted to ADEQ

September 21, 1989

Letter of Determination (LOD) approving the RAP issued by ADEQ

September 29, 1989

Record of Decision (ROD) issued by EPA

September 23, 1991

Administrative consent order/agreement for recovery of past costs issued by EPA

June 18, 1992

ADEQ and COP enter Consent Decree & agreement

August 14, 1995

Construction of remedy begins

December 1995

ADEQ issued ESD #1 (Modification to the Perimeter Drainage Channels)

February 25, 1997

ADEQ and EPA conduct final inspection of constructed remedy

June 30, 1997

ADEQ issues written approva of remedial action

February 17, 1998

ADEQ & EPA prepare Superfund Preliminary Close-Out Report

September 1998

COP submits the final Remedia Action Completion report to ADEQ

September 1998

COP submits final O&M manua to ADEQ

November 25, 1998

City submits upgradient assessment of 1,1-DCE in groundwater

February 5, 1999

COP submits first ambient air monitoring results report to ADEQ

March 1, 1999

COP submits O&M and monitoring program manual for gas extraction system to ADEQ

August 5, 1999

COP submits second ambient air monitoring results to ADEQ

2000 First five-year review

2001 ADEQ approves final engineering design for expanded gas extraction system

2002 Construction of gas extraction system expansion complete: air permit issued

2003 EPA concludes that COP response to comments on ambient air reports are acceptable & no
further sampling is needed. ADEQ issues ESD #2 (Modification of MCLs & Adoption of
AAAQQG).

2005 Second five-year review




TABLE 2
ANNUAL OPERATION & MAINTENANCE (O&M) COST
19TH AVENUE LANDFILL

DATES TOTAL COST ROUNDED TO NEAREST $100
FROM TO

Jduly 1997 June 1998 $555,600.00
Jduly 1998 June 1999 $316,900.00
Jduly 1999 June 2000 NA

July 2000 June 2001 $232,400.00
Jduly 2001 June 2002 $224,400.00
July 2002 June 2003 $149,900.00

NA —not available

Notes:

All cost data was provided by City of Phoenix. Cogts for July 1997 to June 1998 and July 1998 to
June 1999 are provided in the “ Summary of Accumulated Costs, 19th Avenue Landfill — Cist
Accumulaion”. Thisisincluded in Appendix A.

Costs for July 2000 to June 2001, July 2001 to June 2002, and July 2002 to June 2003 are provided
in spreadsheet entitled “19th Avenue Remediation Fund Allowable Expenditures’ and “Litigation
Support — 19th Avenue Landfill Public Works Department”. Both of these documents are included in
Appendix A.



TABLE 3

SUMMARY OF CURRENT CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC STANDARDS
19TH AVENUE LANDFILL

Authority Medium Requirements Synopsis
Federal Groundwater Federa Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs have been promulgated for a number of common organic and
Regulatory Maximum Contaminant Levels inorganic contaminants. These levels regulate the concentration of
Requirements (MCLys) for organic and inorganic contaminants in public drinking water supplies, and are considered
chemicals (40 CFR 141 Subparts B relevant and appropriate for groundwater aquifers potentially used for
and G) drinking water.
EPA Region IX, 1999 Preliminary EPA Region K guidelines establishing concentrations of compounds in soil,
Remediation Goals tap water, and air considered to be protective of human health.
Air Federal Clean Air Act Standard of Establishes design and operating standards and reporting requirements for
Performance for Municipal Solid municipal landfills emitting non-methane organic compounds (NMOCs)
Waste Landfills (40 CFR 60, Subpart equal to or greater than 50 megagrams per year.
WWW)
Federal Solid Waste Disposal Act Restricts the level of methane within facility structures to less than 25% of
Criteriafor Municipa Solid Waste the lower explosive limit (LEL) and methane at landfill boundaries to less
Landfills (40 CFR 258.23) than or equd to the LEL.
Loca Groundwater Arizona Aquifer Water Quality Statewide aquifer protection standards for organic and inorganic compounds
Regulatory Standards (AAC Title 18, Chapter 11, established for drinking water protective usage. Many of the compound
Requirements Article 4) concentrations are comparable to the Federal MCLs.
ADEQ Human Health-Based This guidance document lists a variety of compounds and provides different
Guidance Levels for the Ingestion of concentrationg/limits based on: calculated risk-based ingestion
Contaminants in Drinking Water and concentrations; MCLs; proposed MCLs; and state laboratory level of
Soil, June 1992 quantitation values.
Surface water | Arizona Water Quality Standards for Depending on the designated use of a surface water body (R18-11-104),
Storm water Surface Waters (AAC Title 18, appropriate numeric water quality criteria may be applicable to storm water
Chapter 11, Article 1) discharges at the Site.
Wastewater City of Phoenix Pretreatment Effluent The discharge of condensate into the City of Phoenix sewer system must

Limitations (PCC, Chapter 28,
Articles Il and V1)

meet all appropriate effluent limits.
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TABLE 3

SUMMARY OF CURRENT CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC STANDARDS
19TH AVENUE LANDFILL

Authority

Medium

Requirements

Synopsis

Air

Maricopa County Air Quality
Department (MCAQD) Rule 200,
Section 303 & ARS 49-480

An air quality permit has been issued by MCAQD for the gas control system
operating at the Site. This permit provides general conditions on the
operation of the gas control system as well as specific emissions allowances
for appropriate emission criteria.

MCAQD Ambient Air Quality
Standard and Area Classification
(Rule 510)

Rule 510 establishes ambient air quality standards for Maricopa County’s
appropriate air emissions parameters, which includes ozone. The air quality
standards are allowable limits of emissions based on the area classification.

Arizona Ambient Air Quality
Guiddines (AAAQGS)

The AAAQG which was updated in 1992 provides threshold concentrations
for VOCs in ambient air. VOCs are the compounds of concern for ambient
ar emissions at the Site.

MCAP; Air Contaminants from
Municipa Solid Waste Landfills
(Rule 321)

Adopts the Federal Clean Air Act Standard of Performance for Municipal
Solid Waste Landfills (40C FR 60, Subpart WWW) and applies the standards
(with amendments) to al municipal landfills for which construction
commenced prior to May 30, 1991 and has accepted waste at any time since
November 8, 1997. Refer to the Federal Air Section for requirements of 40
CFR, Subpart WWW.
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TABLE 4

SUMMARY OF CURRENT ACTION-SPECIFIC STANDARDS
19TH AVENUE LANDFILL

Authority Requirements Synopsis

Federal Federa Solid Waste Disposal Act Criteria for Municipal Provides design and performance specifications for final covers/caps at municipal
Regulatory Solid Waste Landfills (40 CFR 258.60(a)) landfills.

Requirements

Federa Solid Waste Disposal Act Criteria for Municipal
Solid Waste Landfills (40 CFR 258.61(a))

I dentifies post-closure O& M and monitoring requirements for closed municipal
landfills.

Federal Solid Waste Disposal Act Criteria

for Municipal Solid Waste Landfills; Gas
Collection System Monitoring During
Post-Closure (40 CFR 258.61(a) and 258.23)

Provides monitoring requirements for landfill gas from municipal landfills during
the post-closure period.

Federa Clean Air Act Standard of Performance for
Municipal Solid Waste Landfills, Design, Operating,
and Monitoring Guidelines for Landfill Gas
Collection and Control Systems (40 CFR
60.752(b)(2), 60.759, 60.753, 60.756)

Provides design standards (40 CFR 60.752(b)(2) and 60.759), operating (40 CFR
60.753), and monitoring (40 CFR 60.756) requirements for landfill gas collection
and control systems.

Federal Clean Air Act Standard of Performance for
Municipal Solid Waste Landfills; Design and Operating
Guiddines for Landfill Gas Control Flare

Systems (40 CFR 60.18)

Provides design standards and operating requirements for a landfill gas control
flare system.

Federal Clean Water Act; NPDES Storm Water
Discharge Permitting (40 CFR 122.26)

NPDES permitting of all storm water discharges associated with industrial
activities. Requires all storm water discharges from landfills to be permitted.

Federa Solid Waste Disposal Act Criteria

for Municipal Solid Waste Landfill; Groundwater
Monitoring and Corrective

Action Requirements (40 CFR 258 Subpart E)

Requires owner/operators to implement a groundwater monitoring program at
municipal landfill facilities and provides corrective action procedures if
contaminants are detected.
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TABLE 4
SUMMARY OF CURRENT ACTION-SPECIFIC STANDARDS
19TH AVENUE LANDFILL

Authority Requirements Synopsis
State/L ocal Maricopa County Air Quality Department (MCAQD) Addresses specific operating conditions of the active gas collection and control
Regulatory Rule 200, Section 303 & ARS 49-480 system at the Site.
Requirements
MCAQD; Air Contaminants from Municipal Solid Adopts the Federal Clean Air Act Standard of Performance for Municipal Solid
Waste Landfills (Rule 321) Waste Landfills (40CFR 60, Subpart WWW) and applies the standards (with

amendments) to all municipal landfills for which construction commenced prior
to May 30, 1991 and has accepted waste at any time since November 8, 1997.
Refer to the Federal Air Section for requirements of 40 CFR, Subpart WWW.

City of Phoenix Pretreatment Effluent Limitations (PCC, The discharge of condensate into the City of Phoenix sewer system must meet all
Chapter 28, Articles Il and V1) appropriate effluent limits.
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TABLE 5

SUMMARY OF CURRENT LOCATION-SPECIFIC STANDARDS
19TH AVENUE LANDFILL

Authority Medium Requirements Synopsis
Federal Floodplains Federa Solid Waste Disposal Act Criteria for Landfill must be designed to avoid washout.
Regulatory Municipal Solid Waste Landfills, Floodplains
Requirements (40 CFR 258.11)
Wetlands Federal Clean Water Act regulations No discharge of dredged or fill materials to wetlands or other waters of the US
governing dredge and fill activitiesin is allowed if there is a practicable alternative to the discharge which would
wetlands (33 CFR 320-328) have aless adverse impact on the aguatic ecosystem, so long as the
alternatives does not have other significant adverse impacts. Appropriate and
practicable steps must be taken to minimize adverse impacts.

Federa Solid Waste Disposal Act Criteria for Requirements to protect the integrity of wetlands.

Municipal Solid Waste Landfills, Wetlands

(40 CFR 258.12)

Ecological Variety of different CERCLA Guidance As part of CERCLA’s risk evaluation process, an ecological risk assessment/

Assessment | documents including: Risk Assessment screening should be performed to estimate the potential for undesirable
Guidance for Superfund (EPA, 1989) and ecological effects associated with the Site.

Conducting Ecological Risk Assessments

(EPA, 1997)
State Surface Arizona Water Quality Standards for Surface I dentifies the designated use of the Salt River within the vicinity of the Site
Regulatory Water Waters (AAC Title 18, Chapter 11, Article 1) between the 1-10 bridge and the 23rd Avenue wastewater treatment plan
Requirements outfall.
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19TH AVENUE REMEDIATION FUND

) FY 2002-03
T _ ALLOWABLE EXPENDITURES R .
Exnbit | o = Cosl Center —
Reference Vendor Amount or WBS GL Accl. Fund
C_[City Attomey's Office | $5005.00 fa ) 7060503020 903010 | 0037
C  |Outside Legal Services §7.236.30 7060503020 510035 | 0037
D |City Auditor B 0037
D |Public Works Employee Time Cnarges | $19,165.76[¢ ) _ 0037
E |Elecricty | $6,68739(() 7060503020 | 510345 | 0037
~ E |Electrical Supplies 384862 [T 7060503020 520325 0037
E  |Environmental Programs $568.00 || 7080503020 904401 0037
l -3 Ei lpfnenl Management $3,143.00 ?UEUEDEGEG 207020 Q03T
E Ma::hunary & Equipment Repairs mAl - 0037
E__|Facililes Management _ $5.385.08 | | 7060503020 907021 0037
E  |Fuel (Unleaded and CNG) $1,836.66 7060503020 007025/27 = 0037
E Landscaping $18,120.00 7060503020 510570 0037
E |Liquid Petroleum Gas §1548 | | 7060503020 520425 0037
E  [Materals to Maintein Infrastructure $1,71973 || 7060503020 520330 0037
E  |Miscellaneous Contracts $13230 |/ 7060503020 511190 0037
E Miscellaneous Maintenance & Repairs $1.288.70 / 7060503020 510890 0037
E Office Supplies $225.92 7060503020 520215 0037
E |Other Commodities 589117 | 7060503020 520990 0037
E Pest Cnntnﬂ $33.00 TﬂﬁﬂﬁtﬂﬂEﬂ 51!]51 0 IR
E Plumbing Supplies §37.15 7060603020 520315 0037
E  |Small Tools and Equipment $1.361.08 | 7060503020 520870 0037
E |[Taxes - $650.00 || 7080503020 | 511065 0037
E |Testing (Ground Waler Monitoring) $46,373.29 7060503020 510175 0037
E  |Watet - $4,819.36 7060503020 | 510330 0037
F__|indirect Operating Expenses §23,385. u»nTﬁ ) various various 0037
SUBTOTAL $149,928.97 |

B Arizona Water Quality Assurance $29.488.72 | PW16520007 510185 0150
B U.S. EPA $30,499.07 | PW16520007 510165 | 0150
B |Bryan A. Stirat & Assoc. | §155,162.00 | PW16520006 510025 | 0150
B |EAS Services ~ $50000| PW16520002 904128 0150
B  |Finance Dept. ] $264.00 | PW16520005/6 903501 0150
B Sunrise Engineering | 51955800 | PW16520002 | 510030 0150 |

B Clean Harbors Environmental 5 63089 |  PW16520006 510180 0150 |
B |CES Landtech ~ | s$BB1497| PWIB520006 | 530900 0150
B Streat Transportation Dept $201.00 | __ PW16520006 806307 0150

~ SUBTOTAL EREAL GV
~ TOTAL ALLOWABLE EXPENDITURES | $425,05672(

L:-\VAccounting\18th Avenue LF Remediation\[19TH AVE. REMEDIATION FUND - FY02 & FY03 xisJFY 20024




19TH AVENUE REMEDIATION FUND

FY 2000-01
ALLOWABLE EXPENDITURES
Exhibit _ Cost Center
Reference Vendor Amount or WBS GL Acct. Fund
E  [Agricultural/Hort. Supply $3,846.51 7060503020 520305 0037
C City Attarney's Office $2,318.00 7060101000 970008 0037
D City Auditor §7,398.00 7060503020 801800 0037
E Electricity $4,363.20 7060503020 510345 0037
£ Environmental Programs $3,436.00 7060503020 904401 0037
E Equipment Management $2,588.98 7060503020 907020 0037
E Facilities Management $4.980.74 7060503020 907021 0037
E Liquid Petroleurn Gas $19.80 7060503020 520425 0037
E Materinls $6.496 .60 7060503020 520330 0037
E Other Commodities £1,154.50 7060503020 520900 0037
D PW Selid Waste Disp. Employee Time $44,352.00 7080101000 500110 0037
E Small Tools and Egulipment 5144 33 7060503020 520870 0037
E Taxes STS53.70 7060503020 511065 0037
B Telephone 574210 7060503020 510305 0037
E Testing (Ground Water Manitoring) $95,3097.20 7060503020 510175 0037
E Water $6,895.82 TOR0503020 510330 0037
= 19th Ave:. Indirect Operating Expenses $47.522.00 | vanous cost centers various 0037
SUBTOTAL $232,409.57
B Dames & Maoore £3,024 37 PW1B520005 510030 050
B EAS - Project Mgl. Fee £25.000.00 PW16520003 004111 0150
- Squire Sanders and Dempsey $6.,323.00 PW16520007 510165 0150
B Arizona Water Quality Assurance $22,423.86 PW16520007 510165 0150
SUBTOTAL $57,671.23

TOTAL ALLOWAELE EXPENDITURES

$290,080.80
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19TH AVENUE REMEDIATION FUND N
~ FY 2001-02
L =S5 ALLWJ';»BLE.E’EPENP!TTPE% :
Exhibit = Gm”-‘rmlﬂf —
Reference Vendor Amount GL Accl. Fund
€ |City Atiorney's Office $1,751.00 ?} ?01'!.'.'101&:*0 803010 0001
G |Outside Legal Services o 0037
D  |City Auditor $5,880.00 [ ) 7060505020 801810 0037
D |Public Works Employee Time Charges $62,771.82 ﬁ - - 0037
E  |Electricity B ~ $3,714.78 [y 7060505020 510345 0037
E  |Electrical Supplies = - 0037
~ E_|Environmental Programs §142.00 || 7060503020 904401 | 0037
E Equipment Management ~ $3.556.00 7060503020 907018 | 0037
E Machirery & Equiprient Repairs $150.31 TO60502020 510555 0037
E  [Facilities Management $2,553.02 7060502020 Q07021 0037
E  [Fuel (Unleaded and CNG) R - - 0037
E Landscaping 0037
E Liquid Petroleum Gas $158.89 7080503020 520425 0037
E [Materals §25,155.45 7060503020 520330 0037
E Miscellaneous Cont-acts 0037
E Miscellaneous Ma:nle:na nce & Repairs D037
E |Office Supples 0037
E Other Commaodities 0037
E_|Pest Control . o037
E Plumbing Supplies $34.00 7060503020 520315 0037
E Small Tools and Equipment $514.22 7060503020 520870 0037
E Taxes $592 50 TOB0503020 511085 0037
E Testing (Ground Water Monitoring) $87,619.19 7060503020 510175 0037
E |Water $9,018.67 |y 7060503020 510330 0037
F indirec: Operating Expenses $28.499.00 [2)  warious Narious 0037
~ [SUBTOTAL —$232,110.85 | - o
Less: Correction to FY 2000-01 Audit |  (§7,685.00) '@
.| $224.425.85
‘B |Arizona Water Quality Assurance $50,165.04 510185 0150
B |US EPA $36,765.65 510165 0150
B Bryan A. Stirrat & Assoc. $176,738.00 | 510081 0150
B |EAS Services §78,720.68 | various 0150
B |Finance Dept. ~ $140.00 903201 0150
B LFG & E International $847,156.55 510130 0150
B [Message Link Communications Corp. $164.24 510025 0150
B |Techniprint §765.09 510080 | 0150 |
_ B [Strest Transportation Dept. $148.00 906307 0150
B |Anzona Republic $11.44 510085 0150
SUBTOTAL | $1,199,775.59 g
|
TOTAL ALLOWABLE EXPENDITURES | §1,424,201.44 [
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LITIGATION SUPPORT -19TH AVENUE LANDFILL

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PURPOSE

BACKGROUND

RESULTS
IN BRIEF

To accumulate and verify costs associated with the 19" Avenue
Landfill for Fiscal Year 2001-02 (FY 02) and FY 2002-03
(FY03).

In 1979, the Arizona Department of Health Services ordered
the closure of the City operated 19" Avenue Landfill
(Landfill). In 1980, the Comprehensive Environmental
Response Compensation and Liability Act (“CERCLA” or
“Superfund"), afedera program for the cleanup of hazardous
Stes, was passed. The Landfill was placed on the Superfund
National Priorities List for clean up in 1983.

A Solid Waste Remediation Fund was created as a result of
settlements with area polluters to clean up the Site. The balance
of thisfund as of June 30, 2003, is $10,628,510, which
includes interest earned of $516,811 for FY 02 and

$431,779 for FY03.

We accumulated $1,424,202 in total costs related to activities
at the Landfill for FY 02 and $425,0SB for FY 03 (Exhibit A).
Costs were included based on adequate supporting
documentation and consistency with prior reviews. Large
fluctuations in amounts reported were investigated and
determined reasonable.
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LITIGATION SUPPORT -19TH AVENUE LANDFILL

SCOPE AND METHODS

For the period July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2003, we accumulated all costs from the SAP records
paid by the City relating to activities at the 19" Avenue Landfill. For expenditures, we examined
supporting invoice or payment documentation. We allocated indirect costs based on direct operating
cogts paid in relation to other City landfills.

Total costs by the 19" Avenue Landfill from June 1, 1979, through June 30, 2003, total $46,098,200.
Of that amount, $28,986,550 has been paid from the Solid Waste Remediation Fund (Fund), The
balance of the Fund is $10,628,510 as of June 30. 2003, which includes interest earned of $616,811
for FY02 and $433,779 for FY 03.

This audit was performed in accordance with generaly accepted government auditing standards.



EXHIBIT A

SUMMARY OF ACCUMULATED COSTS
19" AVENUE LANDFILL —COST ACCUMULATION

EXPENSE

CAPITAL (EXHIBIT B)

LEGAL FEES (EXHIBIT C)

CITY EMPLOYEE TIME (EXHIBIT D)
OTHER DIRECT EXPENSES (EXHIBIT E)
INDIRECT OPERATING (EXHIBIT F)
TOTAL

EY 02
TOTAL

$1,199,776
1,751
68,652
133,208
20,814
$1,424,202

FY 03
TOTAL

$275,128
12,241
19,166
95,136
23,385

$425,056



EXHIBIT B

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
19™ AVENUE LANDFILL —COST ACCUMULATION

FY 2002

VENDOR GENERAL LEDGER ACCOUNT TOTAL
ArizonaWater Quality Assurance Deve opment Management $59,165
USEPA Deve opment Management 36,766
Bryan A Stirrat & Assoc Engineering Condruction Admin 176,738
Engineering & Architectura Services EAS-Project Management Services 65,000
Engineering & Architectura Services EAS-Professiond Services Fee 4,000
Engineering & Architectura Services EAS-Maps, Drawings 16
Engineering & Architectura Services EAS-Reprographic Services 79
Engineering & Architectura Services EAS-Congtruction Contract Fee 5,389
Enginesring & Architectura Services EAS-Central Records 4,236
Finance Department Finance Accounting 140
LFG & E International Contractual Construction 847,157
Message Link Communications Corp Cong/Other Professional Services 164
Techniprint Co Printing Services 766
Street Transportation Department ST —Materid Lab 148
Arizona Republic Advertiang Services 11
TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURES FY 2002 $1,199,776



EXHIBIT B

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
19™ AVENUE LANDFILL —COST ACCUMULATION

FY 2003

VENDOR GENERAL LEDGER ACCOUNT TOTAL
ArizonaWater Quality Assurance Deve opment Management $29,489
USEPA Deve opment Management 39,499
Bryan A Stirrat & Assoc Engineering Condruction Admin 365,362
Engineering & Architectura Services EAS Citywide ASC/JOC 500
Street Transportation Department ST —Materid Lab 201
Finance Department Finance Accounting 264
Sunrise Engineering Inc. Engineering Services 19,558
Clean Harbors Environmenta Safety/Environmental Costs 21,640
CES Landtech All Other Equipment 8,815
TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURES FY 2003 $275,128



EXHIBIT C

LEGAL FEES
19" AVENUE LANDFILL —COST ACCUMULATION

Legd fees represent the time spent by the City Attorney's Office and outsde legd firms on the
19" Avenue Landfill Project during FY 2002 through FY 2003.

VENDOR EY Q2 EY 03
TOTAL TOTAL
City Attorney's Office $1,751 $5,005
Squire, Sanders &, Dempsey 0 7.236
TOTAL LEGAL FEES $1,751 $12,241



EXHIBIT D

EMPLOYEE TIME CHARGE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL —COST ACCUMULATION

DEPARTMENT FY 02 FY 03
TOTAL TOTAL

City Auditor $5,880 $0

Public Works 62,772 19,166

TOTAL EMPLOYEE CHARGES $68,652 19,166



EXHIBIT E

OTHER DIRECT EXPENSES
19" AVENUE LANDFILL —COST ACCUMULATION

OTHER DIRECT EXPENSES EY 02 EY 03
TOTAL TOTAL

Electricity $3,715 $6,687
Electricd Supplies 0 849
Environmenta Programs 142 568
Equipment Management 3,556 3,143
Equipment Repairs 150 0
Facilities Management 2,553 6,386
Fuel (Unleaded & CNG) 0 1,837
Landscaping 0 19,120
Liquid Petroleum Gas 159 15
Materids 25,155 1,720
Miscellaneous Contracts 0 132
Miscdllaneous Maintenance & Repair 0 1289
Office Supplies 0 226
Other Commodities 0 891
Pest Control 0 33
Plumbing 34 37
Smdl Tools and Equipment 514 1,361
Taxes 593 650
Tedting (Ground Water Monitoring) 87,619 46,373
Water 9,019 4,819
TOTAL OTHER DIRECT EXPENSES $133,209 $95,136



EXHIBIT F

INDIRECT OPERATING EXPENSES
19" AVENUE LANDFILL —COST ACCUMULATION

INDIRECT EXPENSES

Solid Wagte Divison Adminigtretion

Landfill Subdivison Adminigration

Citywide (Centra Service)

In-Lieu Taxes
TOTAL INDIRECT OPERATING EXPENSES

19" Avenue Average Allocation @
19" AVENUE INDIRECT OPERATING EXPENSES
Correction made to the amount reported in FY 2000-01
ADJUSTED INDIRECT OPERATING EXPENSES

FY 02
TOTAL

$1,627,873
166,043
921,173
134,850
$2,849,939
1.0%
$28.499
-7,685
$20.814

TOTAL

$1,542,782
185,282
740,660
129,567
$2,598,284
0.9%
$23.385

Note: We allocated indirect costs based on direct operating costs paid to other City landfills.

10
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LIST OF DOCUMENTSREVIEWED

19™ AVENUE LANDFILL



DOCUMENTSUTILIZED DURING SECOND FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

19TH AVENUE LANDFILL

DATE TITLE OF DOCUMENT AUTHOR
07/29/2005 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report, Second Quarter 2005 COP, Public Works Department
04/29/2005 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report, First Quarter 2005 COP, Public Works Department
01/28/2005 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report, Fourth Quarter 2004 COP, Public Works Department
10/30/2004 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report, Third Quarter 2004 COP, Public Works Department
07/30/2004 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report, Second Quarter 2004 COP, Public Works Department
04/30/2004 | I9th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report, First Quarter 2004 COP, Public Works Department
04/14/2004 | Technica memorandum on arsenic concentrations in groundwater monitor wells at the 19" ADEQ, Hugh Rieck

Avenue Landfill Superfund Site
01/30/2004 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report, Fourth Quarter FOO3 COP, Public Works Department
10/30/2003 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report, Third Quarter 2003 COP, Public Works Department
07/08/2003 | Comments on the Ambient Air Monitoring Report, Phase |1 Report, April 30, 2032, URS EPA, NadiaHallan
04/30/2003 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report. First Quarter 2003 COP, Public Works Department
01/30/2003 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report, Fourth Quarter 2002 COP, Public Works Department
Sept 2003 Explanation of Significant Differences #2 ADEQ
12/12/2002 | Surface Emisson Monitoring in the SAt River - Cover letter to ADEQ City of Phoenix, Ron Serio, PM
12/11/2002 | Sdt River Surface Emissions Monitoring for Tota Organic Compounds (TOCs) - 10/25/02 BAS
12/11/2002 | Sdt River Surface Emissions Monitoring for Tota Organic Compounds (TOCs) - 11/27/02 BAS
12/11/2002 | Sdt River Bed Landfill Gas Monitoring, Results for Sept and Oct. 2002 BAS
10/30/2002 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report, Third Quarter 2002 COP, Public Works Department

lof 3




DOCUMENTSUTILIZED DURING SECOND FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

19TH AVENUE LANDFILL

DATE TITLE OF DOCUMENT AUTHOR

10/03/2002 | Sdt River Surface Emissons Monitoring for Tota Organic Compounds (TOCs) - 9/25/02 Bryan A. Stirrat & Associates, Inc. (BAS)

07/30/2002 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report. Second Quarter 2002 COP, Public Works Department

04/30/2002 | Ambient Air Monitoring Program Report, Phase 1| Report, Volume 1, Revision | URS

04/23/2002 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report, First Quarter 2002 COP, Public Works Department

01/30/2002 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report, Fourth Quarter 2001 COP, Public Works Department

10/30/2001 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report, Third Quarter 2001 COP, Public Works Department

07/30/2001 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report, Second Quarter 2001, Incl. Letter regarding COP, Public Works Department
exceedance condition

07/16/2001 | Supplementa First Five Y ear Review Report Harding ESE

07/02/2001 | SAt River Surface Emissions Monitoring Proposa Qudity Assurance Plan Comments to City of Phoenix, Ron Serio, PM
letter from ADEQ dated 5/15/01

06/26/2003 | EPA Comments, Ambient Air Monitoring Program Report for 19th Ave Landfill - Phase || EPA, NadiaHollan

05/04/2001 | Sdt River Surface Emissions Monitoring For Tota Qrganic Compounds (TOCS) - 4/24/01 BAS

05/03/2001 | ADHS Comments on Ambient Air Monitoring Program Report for 19th Ave Landfill - AZ Department of Hedlth Services, Office
Phase I of Environmental Hedlth

04/23/2001 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report, First Quarter 2001 COP, Public Works Department

04/16/2001 | Recommendations RE: City of Phoenix Sdt River Surface Air f:niissons Monitoring ADEQ, Kenyon C. Carlson, Manager
Proposa Qudity Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) for 19th Ave Landfill, Interoffice Memo

04/09/2001 | EPA Review Letter of 1) Draft COP Sdt River Surface Emissions Monitoring Proposa EPA, NadiaHollan

Quality Assurance Project Plan for 19th Ave Landfill 2) Existing System Expanson Basis
of Design Report

20of 3




DOCUMENTSUTILIZED DURING SECOND FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

19TH AVENUE LANDFILL

DATE TITLE OF DOCUMENT AUTHOR
04/09/2001 | EPA Letter to ADEQ with INEEL Comments on Ambient Air Monitoring Program Report for EPA, NadiaHollan
19th Ave Landfill —Phaselll
03/30/2001 | Sdt River Surface Emissions Monitoring far Total Organic Compounds (TOCs) - 3/15/01 BAS
03/23/2001 | ADEQ Interoffice Memo RE: Review of COP Sdt River Surface Emissons Monitoring Julie Rutkowski, Bill Ruddiman
Proposa Quality Assurance Plan
03/23/2001 | Cover letter to ADEQ SAt River Channd Surface Emission Monitoring Plan City of Phoenix, Ron Serio, PM
03/23/2001 | The City of Phoenix Sdt River Surface Emissions Monitoring Proposa Qudity Assurance Plan BAS
02/23/2001 | Memo to Nadia Hollan from Ken Brown RE: Review Comments Ambient Air Monitoring EPA, Ken Brown
Report
02/02/2001 | ADEQ Interoffice Memo RE: Review of COP Sdt River Surface Emissions Monitoring Julie Rutkowski, Bill Ruddiman
Proposal Quality Assurance Plan
01/29/2001 | 19th Ave Landfill, Quarterly Progress Report, Fourth Quarter 2000 COP, Public Works Department
03/18/2001 | The City of Phoenix Sdt River Surface Emissions Monitoring Protocol BAS
01/05/2001 | Letter of Transmittal for 2 copies of the Phase I Ambient Air Monitoring Report City of Phoenix, Ron Serio, PM
09/18/2000 | Find First Five-Year Review Report For 19" Avenue Landfill, Phoenix, Arizona ESE
06/06/2000 | Draft Hedlth Consultation, 19th Avenue Landfill, CERCLIS No. AZD980496780 AZ Department of Hedlth Services, Office
of Environmental Hedlth
05/15/2000 | Health Consultation, 19th Avenue Landfill, CERCLIS No. AZD980496780 AZ Department of Hedlth Services, Office
of Environmenta Hedth
05/04/2000 | Comments on April 26, 2000 ADHS Hedth Consultation, 19th Avenue Landfill ADEQ, Stephanie Ciekot, PM
01/24/2000 | Hedth Consultation, 19th Avenue Landfill, CERCLIS No. AZD980496780. Draft copy for AZ Department of Hedlth Services, Office

review at ATSDR

of Environmentd Hedth

30f 3
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_INTERVIEW QUESTIONARE
19" AVENULE LANDFILL, 3-YEAR REVIEW

INTERVIEWER (S): David Lancy. EEC

DATE: 4/29/03 INTERVIEW METHOD:_telephone

TOPIC: NEIGHBORS & REPRESENTATIVES OF COMMUNITY
GROUPS

INTERVIEWEL: Steve Brittle o

REPRESENTING  Don't Waste Arizong PHONE: (602)268-6110

ADDRESS: 62038 12% Sreet Phoenix, AZ 83040 ]

What iswas vour understanding of the overait project at the Siw?

~This is a closed landfiil where ADEQ moved w'lot of diet tr cap it} have ¢

real concern. | was approached by o woman who used 1o work Tor them who

said that they had Jug up some barreis of xie waste and had simply reburied

them and the liide that | could Gind out about it seemesd e indicate she was
teiling the twuth in that they deeided it was more ol a risk 1o try_and dia them
hack up acain and that they are stili there. How many of them, I'm not sure
hut she was pretty adamant and when she kind of blew the whistle on them
they vot rid of her. So that would be my concern, This was someone who
worked for the ADEQ, She pointed out that they tound all these barrels. which
could be expecred. but then they just buried them again: she said thev should
pav 1o dispose of them at a hazardous waste facility and they said no. | had
ceveral conversations with her and [ also went and reviewed the [les. And it

was the kind of thing where vou of had 10 read between the lines. They
certainly wlk about findine them and they are stil] there - - they were not sent

1o a hazardous waste facility. Thev were put back in place and the cap was put
over them.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW
NEIGHBORS & REPRESENTATIVES OF COMMUNITY GROUPS

What is your impression of the completed project at the Site?

Other than that [ the buried drums| it tooks like it's been done pretty well,
T drive by it a Jot. Now. we have this thing going on called the Rie Salado
Restoration Project along the Salt River bed and one of the concerns that was
raised by Nadia Holland, part of the EPA superfund team. she said when the
river's full of water it affects the flow of contaminants and if vou're going o
have water there vear round no one really knows what cffect that will have on
the water levels at the landfll. The concern was that i’ yvou raised it up vou
micht find some of the stuff that they reburied. So I'm concern about that and
['ve wot conflicting information lrom EPA about the direction _of the
areundsater flow in that area, fcisn’t just a the Rio Salado thing - - its swing
wo co all the win from about 167 Sireet w0 997 Avenye er Hurther and there s 3
concern ere as_far as water ilowiny in il [ i) groundwater. | served on o
superlund FAG granl committee some e dau and learned some of this stult

and some of the considerations, its just a concern there that at some poeing the

waler mMay rise up enoueh 1o cause i probleny,

Please deseribe your mvolvement or prurticipation the Site.

| have oy had my nose tn it when sumeone calls me when there is sometlhung
wrone, What happened was that we had this severul vears fang controversy
about this hazardous waste facility just right next to it. There was groundwater
coniamination and there was finver poiniing abouwt whose 1t way. So that
brought my attention back 1o all of this. 1 had kind of Jooked at all ol thisgasa
done deal and then of course [ was contacted by this person while this work
was being done and she was very upset about the reburving ol these barrels
that she alleged. 1t was funny. the agency certainly acted really funny about
it The facility was Innovative Waste Utilization on 15" Avenue. Historically
it has had problems and_there was a question aboul the groundwater and they
saidd “OMN. its just the Superfund site’s contamination coming our way™ and 1
said  “Well 1 think the aroundwatcr goes a different  direction.”

[ o]
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, INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
191" AVENUE, LANDFILL, $-YEAR REVIEW
NEIGHBORS & REPRESENTATIVES OF COMMUNITY GROUPS

Do vou feel that you were kept well informed about all phases of the project?

Oh. no. Absolutely not.

What effects have site operations had on you (or the surrounding community)?

| don't reallv think much ifany. The actaal location of the landtill is not
adjacent 1o any residential property - - iU @ main thorouchfare - - | mean you
drive by and sec a lol of work going on. it eert
that particular spot.

During implementation of the project were you dware of any events. cidents,
probiems. or activitics. thal ma have effected the site, vou, ar surrounding
community’

The incident aboul the aliceed reburving of the drums. And then alzo this new
e Salado projecl— 1'm congerned that the exira vroundwater -+ 1 _mean
they're going to pump nulliens of vallons ol groundwater a day and ['m alraid
that that will raise the fevel of the sroundwater in_the _landfill and
contaminants may be attected.

After completion of the project were you awarc of any events. incidents.
problems . or activities, that may have cffected the site. you, or the
surrounding community?

No. B

(W3]
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~ INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW
NEIGHBORS & REPRESENTATIVES OF COMMUNITY GROUPS

Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the sitc or its operation
and administration that have not been resolved?

Other than the things I brousht up - - 1 don’t think mest people arc too
aware of i. All they see is_that the thing is capped. 1 don’t think that there’s
any real community concern,

Do vou have comments. suggestions, or recommendation regarding the
site’ management or operations?

| think they ought 1o take the groundwater monitorine resulis and post then
ot the Internet on_the ADEQ s websile.  Going through the public records
process is vers discouraging for the public so having U avaiiable oo the web

would probably sulve u probleny for people.

Can s ou recommend any edditionad community members that we should talk
)
Lo

~ Noodreally can’t Lwish 1 dd,




_INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19T AVENUE LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW

INTERVIEWER(S): David Laney

DATE: _ 4729105 INTERVIEW METHOD:_telephone

TOPIC: STATE &LOCAL CONSIDERATION. STATE AGENCIES &

LOCAL AUTHORITIES
INTERVIEWIEL: Bill DePaul, Project Manager. Superfund Program Section
REPRESENTING:AZ Department of Environmental Quality PHONT: (002)771-4654_
ADDRISS: 1110 W, Washington Street Phoenix. AZ 85007
! What iswis vour understanding of the overall praject al the S

Titials i was thought that hazardous substances would he disgonered in sail

and wroundwarer, but that _hasn’i ever Thappened. So_now the emplaced
remedy i 1o mitigate intituagon and collect methune 1o the degencration vl
Jand Al and o moniter_grewndwaterand - assure e e

carbuge - the
comantination is ever noted.

N What is vouwr bmpressicn of the compleled project al the Site?

 Thai_the remedy is adequately emplaced and long-term monttoringe of

waste tefiin place is all that's anticipated,

‘e

Have there been routine communications or activities condueted by your
office relaled to the Site?

~ Yes. Certainly. Our ongoing eFlorts are 10 review and comment on any data
or information that the City provides 10 us as prescribed in their Consent
Decree. That's all that ADEQ has had 1o do since construction of the remedy
has been completed.

4. Have there been any complaints or other incidents related te the Site requiring
any response by your office?

None from the community. The only issues we have had at all have been
senerated by the data. Like arsenic. This was not a complaint from anybody it
was just that standard review of the data revealed that we had an arsenic
exceedance and we had to determine if it was generated by contamination in
lhe landfill or otherwise and we determined otherwise.
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_ INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19™ AVENUE LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW
STATE AGENCIES & LOCAL AUTHORITIES

Are vou aware of any current or planned changes to your
regulations/ordinances. or current/future land development that may impact
the operations or remedies at the Site?

None that may unpac.t the remedv. The only issues relevant o the future are
lhc. addition ol appropriate Institutional Controls and the only physical aclivity
that’s going 1o have anvthing to do with even the fringe part of the scenario is
the Rio Salade and iUs not anticipated or indicated that it will impact the
remedy.

In vour opinion. have on-gite operations mcluded appropricte O & Mand
monitoring in accordance with developed manuals and plans”?

| plgm o3 pm Lol this “Consent Decree and they e

Yes, We have an ()L
rollowing it In Tact as part of the process that the City_is going through e
develop a DEUR for ADEQ review. we've talked about them relercneing the
O&M plan and net redesien the wheel, | guess thal means we're happy with 11,

Are vou aware ol any community coneerns regarding the Site or ils pperations
andl adhmintstration”

] am not personally aware but it has been told w me by Nudia Holiand thay
there is 4 South Phoenix group that is aware ol the situation. ] have never
received a call from anyone on it unless it was a consultant maybe. looking ag
a nearbv site and trving to fieure out if there was some interaction between the

sites.

Do you have any comments. suggestions, or recommendations regarding the
Site’s management or operations?

Just to continue what they're doing now - - monitoring and O&M plan
oversight. methane collection. groundwater monitoring and the physical
inspections. The other thing is they do have knowledge that drums of solvents
and thines went in that landfill, and why that never showed up anywhere - -
who knows - - and hopelully they never will. But [ guess the fact they went i
there. there's always the possibility something could show up some dav in
sroundwater. We've seen some comaminant slugs come on to the site from
olTsite and kind of move across the site offsite but we've never seen anything,
contaminant-wise. that was generated by the land/fill,




~INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW

INTERVIEWLER(S): David Laney. EEC

DATE: 3/9/03 INTERVIEW METHOD:__ tclephone

TOPIC: SITE OPERATIONS. MAINTENANCE & MONITORING: SITE
MANAGER, O&M. SITE STAFF. & CONSULTANTS

INTERVIEWELE: ~ Bruce Henming _

REPRESENTING  City ol Phoenix L PHONIL (602)250-5621

ADDRESS: ~A0LS. Central Avenue  Phoenix., Arizona 83004

J

(OS]

What tswas veur undersianding of the overall protect ar the Site?

Have been involved since RUFS. Hhe Sie wias designated g Superfinid_Siic
and went through the ROD process. A remiedy was put in place that included o
cap, drainage controls, eroundwater meniloring and collection and treatmeni

ol mcthane,

What is/was vour impression ol the compieted project at the Sie”

[he remedy Tas been complete and Q&M and moniloringe has been ongaing
tor 2 number of vears. This work has been gotng well, Seeding of the cap has
heen doine its job althoueh recent heavy rains have cauwsed some problems
due 1o erosion and these have required some special attenuon. Methane
monitoring along the Salt River is going preuy well, Every vear more people
seem o be interested in new and different future land uses for the site so Lhe
remedy must be working, This vear there was some How i the Salt River and
both this and ithe Ric Salado project have Increased interest i the
landfi]l.

What is your responsibilily at the Site (O&M, monitoring, elc.)?

Project manager lor the Citv of Phoenix. Ron Serio used to have this position
and he reported to Bruce but when Ron moved on to other responsibilities
within the Citv. Bruce took over this job. In the future the City plans 1o name
2 more permanent project manager. However. at the present time. many of
Bruce's engineers are tied up working on the design and construction of the
City's new landfill so naming a new project manager lor the Site will have to
wait unti] this work is complete.




INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW
SITE MANAGER, O&M, SITE STAFF, & CONSULTANTS

Please describe the O&M/monitoring responsibilitics of other city staft and
consultants?

A COP maintenance crew performs monthly methang monitoring. A COP
technican performs all sroundwater monitoring. The COP Engineering Group
prepares quarlerly groundwater monitoring reports and keeps official data.
COP also performs all minor maintenance. Contractors are hired w perform
anv major maintenance. Recently Brvan Stirrat & Associates (BSA) wags hived
to perierm monthly maintenance on methane svsieny.

Deseribe anv sienilicant changes ior planned changes) e Q&M monitorng

activities thai are not addressed 1 lhe appropriate Q&M manuals or

monttoring plans?

o working on a Declaration e

f'ii\ stdd and coniraciory a I

e Restriction (DEURY for the Site. A dradl of this sl ke done this \*.u.I\
':h sre mav be chanees that need o he made w_the O&MAnonitoring as 2
result ol the DEUR =Like usine BSA io perform mainenance on the meihane
svstem.

Describe any Q&M problems or difficulties that may have aftected the
the protectiveness or cffectiveness of the remedy. or O&M costs?

Reeent big rains required COP 1o uperade erosion contrals. [n response (o
the findines of the last Five-Year Review the City added methane monitoring
probes along the Salt River. These have improved the protectivencss and
effectiveness of the remedy. In general, O&M costs have been decreasing
with ume.

Describe any activities implemented since completion of the remedy to
optimize O&M?

The City has installed an above ground methane monitoring and collection
system and balanced the well field.

t~J
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_INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW
SITE MANAGER, O&M, SITE STAFF, & CONSULTANTS

ambient air. or

Describe any monitoring results that may have affected the groundwater.
or have caused the

methane  extraction  systems,
implementation of the Site’s contingency plans?

_There have been no ambient air issues. The potential vroundwater jssucs that
have been identified recently — arsenic and DCE — have been well documented

i reports that COP has made availahle 1o ADEO.
Diescribe any activities impilomenied since completion ot the remedy w

optimize on-site monitoring’,

S AN T QUUsIoN #

o vou have any comments, suguestuons, or recommendations to nnprove the
Site"s operations, nuinlenance. or monioring activities?

stens thal are avaijable tor the Site wre already in place. The
vroundwater monitoring couid be changed from auarteriy to

__The best sy
irequency_of
ST =g L,

a2



N INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL, 3-YEAR REVIEW

INTERVIEWER(S): David Laney

DATE: 5/4¢05 INTERVIEW METHOD:  telephone
TOPIC: STATE &LOCAL CONSIDERATION, STATE AGENCIES &
LOCAL AUTHORITIES
INTERVIEWEE: __Nadia Hollan
REPRESENTING:  _ LLS. EPA. Region IX PHONE: (415)972-3187
ADDRESS: 73 Hawthorne Street San Francisco. €A Y4105
b What is was vour understanding of the overall project ai the Siwe?

 Basicalby ity a Supertund site. ["m invoived directiy with Bill in managing
the project so we would knew about all of the aspects associated with 1t |
started at FPA I September 1997 and that was when 1 was Qs assiened the
Site so my historical understandine dates [rom then. At this point we've vone
throush almost the entire precess and are_irving to complete the Superiund
nrocess and are trving o get the Site delisted. When 1 came on, they were
dosne the O&M manuals and 1 was looking at whether if theyv had completed
all of the requirements in the ROD and [ think what had instially_happened
was that we were rving o do a final closwre report and what | noted was that
they hadn 't completed some of the requirements o do methane & ambient air
monitoring. So the tirst issues that | brought up irom the very bevinning that
they needed a prowram -- the ROD said vou needed a mecthane and air
monitoring prozram and that kind of mutated into a one lime ambient air plan
which ended up having 10 be done guain. and then the methane monitortng
was kind of done separately as part of this monthly montioring. But anviway, |
was just irving to_make sure that all of the O&M requirements were_being
completed. 1 think that we went lhrough that_and then the first five-vear
review came up and identified some issues which then prevented us again
from completing a final close out report and now we’re kind of working
through those same issues and we've identified the Instinutional Controls
issue. So we're still irving to do a [inal close out report but vou can’t do that
unti} evervthing is implemented. not just identified. but implemented. Bul as
far as the site cleanup is concerned. we’ve implemented everything.




_ INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW
STATE AGENCIES & LOCAL AUTHORITIES

What 15 vour impression of the completed project at the Site?

We still have some remaining work to do but we're focused on completing
the remaining requirements. The issues Lhat 1 was concerned about when 1
[irst starfed. it appears that they ve addressed a lot of that stulf like expanding
the svstem, One thing is | don’t keep as involved in the repular reporting so as
fonte as there haven’t been anyv more problems hke methane going bevond the
boundarics _or things like that. The other thing is we've had a lot of
eroundwater momtoring data and [ think we're pretty satisfied that there’s no
offsite impacts and as long as those things are stll the case. iU's does the Stale

thermn and overseeing them .. whal are our expectations and our largets,
deadlines and things like that Now | think that the ditficuit task s setiing
[nstitutional Controls i place and between the Staie and Ciiv, making sury

there™s lone-lerm protection and as jone as we're satisited that in the Jope-

termy thines are oome e be manaeed and reviewed. T don’t bave aov

aulsinding COneems 1hatt haven't alreads been raised

Fave there been routine communications or activitics conducied by vour

oifice related 1o the Site?

Sure. Bil)l and | keep in touch whenever somecihing  eoes on and | set
copied on all the documents that comes through, EPA maintaing information
about the Site on us website but I'm probably a htte belind on the 19
Avenue Site updated and ADEQ has 118 own website that is updated. [ need 10
oo back and make sure - - probably not much has chaneed. I should probably
put something in there about conducting the next one. That's probably a good
thing to do. to keep it updated.

Have there been any complaints or other incidents related to the Site requiring
any response by your office?

Not in the last five vears. You know when I very first started there were
some communities that had some coneerns. You know 1t would probably go
back to the first five-yvear review. I remmember that there was one lady thatl was
concerned about activities that were conducted during the actual construction.
1 don't think anv of that has come up in the last five vears. There was this
woman who worked for the State or someone was there overseeing the Site
and Steve did an investipation and EPA was called in. There’s a ot of
documentation on it. I think what happened is that thev (ADEQ) went back
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STATE AGENCIES & LOCAL AUTHORITIES

and did some surveys (GPS or GPR) looking for that and no one could ever
really find what she was talking_about and in_anv_case would vou need to
modify the remedy or what would vou do? Not knowing what thev were. Wc¢
know there's stulf in there, we know its going to be in place forever. The
question is. is it going o impact groundwater or air? 'm mainly_concerned
about is the cap working, arc there impacts 10 groundwater, are we seeing anv
impacls 1o air? The monitoring that’s been done is supposed to speak to thal.
So the only reallv remote thing is the air monitoring. They never reallv
developed a program. Theyv were willing to do what we asked them to do -~
one or two rounds of monitoring - and then the results of that concluded there
ere some low level emissions and whether they were protective or net. We
ind of Felr e 1 wasn'y ab g high enoueh level 1o be of concern. But i
ol UlU"IN[ cotild take that data wodavy and mavbe do sometliing else with it
o Jooking ai what we have and do we sull have g concern with it
We kind of felr thar we would address iv every five vears m 1be five vear
review - - iy whai we think is happening here stll ok’ And actally at the time
of the ambient air monitaring we siill hadn’t compleled some of the svsten
expansion. The purpose of it was to make sure that the cap was stil working,
We never really came to a conclusion ef what s was the best way to make sure
that there's not VOCs or things coming {rom the cap and impacting ambient
air. [f anvthing, it would be one issue where it would be nice if we could come
up with something, or just sav that we are poing to_rely on the data tha was
collected, or more dat would need 10 be collected every so ofien. [l never was
clear to me how we were coing to resolve that, [ think we were salisfied with
what was collected. It just bothers that it wasnt really programmed. | just
don’t know that there's any resolution to it. Whoever the engineer is that looks
at it thinks is the best way 1o ensure that the inteurity of the cap is sounds. But
vou know we had even contacted ORD trying to determine ... there are
dilferent things vou can put on the cap to find iocalized sources — potential
cracks or something but the City. thev never really proposed anvthing. We
talked the flux chambers and there was a big debate and [ think the Citv didn't
want to do it or we could never agree on_whether it was even useful and |
remember that was part of the debate. And I think their original ambient air
monitorine work plan probably addressed some of that stuff. But this is old
and kind of dated - - the first five vears we kind of covered a lot of that stufl.
At the time of the first five vear review we still hadn’t fimished looking at the
data. So they went with a second round and we finally after a lot of back and
forth between EPA and the City we finally said “your report’s okay and we
don’t think there’s a major problem here.” But it's kind of like I said - - the
long  term issue  was  never _ really  resolved.
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~INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL. 5-YEAR REVIEW
STATE AGENCIES & LOCAL AUTHORITIES

Are vou aware of any current or planned changes to your
regulations/ordinances. or current/future land development that may impact
the operations or remedies at the Site?

No. That'd be a question for my Site_attorney. He'd probably know
more about any upcoming EPA regulations. Weve actually tried to talk 1o the
Citv and they don’t reallv seem to come up with all that much about what they
want to do but thev' |l probably know better about the development that they
mieht want. There is the Rio Salado Project where thevire kind ol ecologic
aquatic environments there so that's one ihing that would have w be tooked at
at the tiae they did it L donr’s know how far along they are al this point. We'd
want 1o make sure that_the landfill wouldn't adversely smpact it _During the
last ive-vear theyv brought it up but se didn™t reafly feel it way appropriate
Gl we knew more abeut it bui yvou probablv_need an cce person or
somebhudy to va oul there and make sure 1that te data al the fund il that we
Enosw about wouldn't adversely impact. For example vou'd take the air data or
something and find out are these at levels thar would_be i proble. Obviously
runoit isi'Ureably an issue because they drainage and control. Yoo d need W

make sure that anvthing coming oflof that .. breoular storm watey . bulyou
never know. And at the time we thoupht there wasn's anything theie yel se

nothing o really assess,

In vour opinion. have on-site operations been conducted appropriately and
have O & M and monitoring been conducted in accordance with developed
manuals and plans?

I don't really know enough to speak to that because I've only gone at there
a couple of times and 1 don’t really closely review the reports but based on
what I did see and after the first five-vear review it looked like they pretty
much do what thev're supposed to be doing, But | would rather rely on your
on-sitc visits or Bill’s because thev're probably more in wne to the day-to-day
operations. Another thing is the staff has changed so one concern | would
have is how comforiable we were with the staff they had but knowing nothing
about anv new staff or new procedures I'd be reluctant saying whether | was
confident or not. I think I felt prettv contident with one of the people that were
out there. | can't remember her name. Bill knows who it was. Whenever we
would have a meeting she would know exactly what needed to be done and
what was going on out there. One thing that would concern me is that it
appears to be not as much of a priority. Given that they never really replaced
the project manager I would be concerned that thev are out there but usually




_INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW
STATE AGENCIES & LOCAL AUTHORITIES

that stutf becomes pretty routine. | remember a couple of vears ago the ADEO

hvdro discovered that they weren't doing the right monitoring with the

oroundwater but 1 think they looked at that at the time. It's just hard because |
don’t eet to spend a heck of a lot of time on what’s going on on a day-to-day

basis. 1 think it’s its more important that during the five-year review we put a
lot more altention on _jt. It's reallv the only opportunity we
have,

ATe vou aware of any community coneerns reparding the Site or its operations
and administration?

o, ol aboul operation. As far as | know. no one ever calls us and savs we

savw something or noticed something aboul i Steve Hritde woubd probaiy
inow if anyone, And the group that § e-maied vou might, Yeah, we reaily
haven't gotten o whole heck ot lor of Teedback. 1o wving W worry whal
Cody Williams would say ... alwavs worried aboul development stulfl 1t's

pretiv_much_enclosed now and people don’L have access o it. They one thing
thev are more concerned aboul are the neighboring industries. Steve probably
mentioned te vou Innovative Waste, Thev re more concerned aboul whal's
coine on there | think and there’s this tallow plant at the corner and [ think
evervone would be a lile bit_more concerned about what's going on there
o0, You know thev re not under active CERCLA investigation. Once vyou're
under Superfund vou have a2 microscope on you, These other facilities arc_not
necessarily under a formal program although 1 think Innovative Waste 15
RCRA. It"s one of those thinus where we kind of teok care of the problem and
now we're just trving to maintain so we don’t have any other problems.

Do you have any commenis. suggestions. or recommendations regarding the
Site’s management or operations?

One thine that Bill and 1 have talked aboui—they monitor on a quarterly
basis for eroundwater. We've got lots of data. At some point thev reallv
should take 2 look at all that data and make a decision whether they need to do
it that often. Conversely like I mentioned with the ambient air. do they really
have any new suggestions for the monitoring program for the methane or
ambient air. They seemed o kind of in the original decision document feel it
was something that was necessary_and now they don’t. You know, just
making sure that they think they have the best program for making sure
everything’s intact and working. With the groundwater monitoring. it’s based
on what they see in the groundwater — thev’ll increase it if they see something.
And just to make sure that arsenic. they have looked at that to. with the onsite
wells. anv other issues like that we want o identify if there's any problem
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comine offsite in the groundwater. 1 think vou're aware of this too - - that
there is the 1.1-DCE plume and it kind of comes upgradient and passes
through the landfill and goes downeradient. One other thing is that the
aroundwater levels have been dropping too so if we cver somedav decades
from now uet a major recharge then | would be concerned, about okav_now
vou want 10 be really sure that groundwater is beine monitored to see if
ihere’s anv Jeachate because the table has dropped. You could be having
something and no one would ever find it because its not at the groundwater
iable. That's another thing — it looks good for now but vou never know whal
mizht happen out there. But then again, nong of my_sites — after one or two
vears they switeh o semi-annual or annual menitorine. P actually impressed
that they de guarterly mwnitoring which will veally help us make decistons
Fhat's one thine that T think Ul mention o ARG about mavbe having them
deal with under their apreemen witl the City. At 19" Avenue they ve been
doine O&M - - we're at elose-out new s kind of up o them. Just make su
that there are enoush personnel dedicated 10 the site and make sure we have a
Hist from the Citv of wha's responsible for it and documentation of loas and
then out there. T wam o make sure that thevre domg it as often as thevre
suppased o be. In terms of management or as far as fong term. with g deed
restriction iCs just o make sure thar_ the responsibilities to mamtain and
operaie_the landil are in_place resardless of whoe owns the property. I for
some reason the Citv decides thev want (o sell the property il remains an
attachment ta the title so that even though the Citv is still obligated under their
agreement with the state it also obligates the new people. And then that's just
more of a protection for future use. It kind of one of those things that we’ve
alreadv identified as is needed vou know one thing that we're working
concurrentlv on is an ESD to identify Insttutional Controls so whether that
would be this simple land use scenario and making sure that the City does
asree that certain uses that aren’t appropriate that wasle remains in place and
that they do maintain and operate the system according to the requirements
although vou know that’s kind of in the asreement with the state and that’s an
Institutional Control in itself. The DEUR would help detect anv changes in
future land use and also be more specific about what's now allowable as far as
land use. The other thing is that we've tried to encourage the City to think
about what they do want - - it’s a lot easier to plan ahead of time so if they do
have anv ideas about what they want o do with the landfill - - deal with them
now as opposed to later because the further away vou get in the process the
harder it is to go back and change anvthing. It seems to me that they want to
leave it like that and then there are other parts of the City who want to
redevelop that whole area. I remember before the last five-year review we had
somebody who wanted to use it as a soccer field - - just odd things like that,
The few things are making sure that it doesn't affect the cap and the remedy
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and the other thing is that the exposures at the landfill are sull protective of
whatever use. So if you've ot kids running around plaving. I might be a little
tess comfortable about VOCs in the ambient air because ['d want 1o 1alk 1o a
toxicolovist about it. That's just the thing is to make sure that anv use that anv
use that vou propose if vou're at the landfill or near it. it’s still going to be
protective. It's easier to_do it_now when we know. [f thev needed to do
somiething with it that would require anv kind of medifications o the design
that has 1o uo through the approval process. At this peint. the options are a lot
more limited than they would have been if they had thousht of something
before the desien. That's where a Tol of other people contact EPA. You sy
ook at what thev did” well veah, but they knew that when they were
desiening i ~And Rnew s harder w0 retrolit




INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
1978 AVENUE LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW

INTERVIEWER(S): David Lanev. EEC

DATE: 3/25/05 INTERVIEW METHOD: telephone_

TOPIC: STATE &LOCAL CONSIDERATION. STATE AGENCIES &
LOCAL AUTHORITIES

INTERVIEWEL: __Vice Mavor Michael Johnson, Council Member for District 8

REPRESENTING: " City of Phoenix PHONE:{602)3534-

ADDRESS: 200 W. Washinpton, | 1" Floor  Phoenix. AZ 85003

b What is'was vour understanding of the overall project ai the Sie”

iy wis o fandi \II hat avas fled an d clused and iilu.d on 1ln

Supertingd.

What 18 your .mpluxmfl of the completed p'cuL\,l at the Sit”

p

\ec ahcm. o B S .

Have there been routine communications or activities conducted by vour
office related 10 the Site?

T

The Vice Mavor's office has bec over in the area of the landfill several
U]'ﬂl.b responding to environmental issues {mainlv air quality) that have been
unrelated to the Site.

4, Have there been any complaints or other incidents related to the Site requiring
any response by vour office?

No.

Are vou aware of any current or planned changes to your
regulations/ordinances, or current/future Jand development that may impact

the operations or remedies at the Site?

A

No. However. as the Rio Salado project goes forward. the Vice
Mavor’s office and the City of Phoenix will be looking for ways to encourage
development of compatible land use in the area.
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0. Ih your opinion, have on-site operations included appropriate O & M and
monitoring in accordance with developed manuals and plans?

Yes. The Citv has been monitoring operations al the Site and there have
been no 1ssues or violations.

Are vou aware of any community concerns regarding the Site or its aperations
and admistration?

No.

Dervow have mny commients, suggestions, or reeonunendations regarding the

St s management or operations”

~ The onlv thing is to see if the property can be delisted so it can be
developed as g Brownsiield project that will be compatihic with the open

ended development of Rio Salado.

I~



_ INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW

INTERVIEWER(S): __ David Lanev, EEC

DATEL: 5/4/08 INTERVIEW METHOD:__ telephone

TOPIC: STATE &LOCAL CONSIDERATION, STATE AGENCIES &
[LOCAL AUTHORITIES

INTERVIFWEE: ___Hueh Rieck, Hydrologist

REPRESENTING:  ___ ADEQ PHONE:(002)771-4196

ADDRESS: ~ 1110 West Washington Street Phoenix. AZ §5007

What isavas vour understanding of the overall project at the Site”

;contain waste 1 place Tora very long time - - ndefinitely - -mio the

2 What is vour impression of the completed project al the Site?
It has been well done and cveny aspect hay been successiul.
kY Have there been rowtine communications or activities conducted by vour

oitice related 1o the Site?

4. Have there been any complaints or other incidents related to the Site requiring
any response by vour office?

No. [ don’t think so.

=4

Are you aware of any current or planned changes 1o your
regulations/ordinances, or current/future land development that may impact
the operations or remedies at the Site?

Not specificallv other than those that vou surely have already noted. for
example. the lowering of the arsenic MCL. 1 think you are already aware of
those. The future land uses - - | think we are putting a mechanism in place o
ensure that no inappropriate land uses occur through the DEUR. I'm not
aware ol any specific plans that would be incompatible or interfere with the

remedy.
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In your opinion, have on-site operations including appropriate O & M and
monitoring in accordance with developed manuals and plans?

Yes. In all cases.

Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the Site or its operations
and administraton? :

ANV COMIMents, suggestions. or recemmendations regarding the

Povou have

Site'~ mianagement or operations”

doing a pretiy gamd job ony it §don’(see how

__Dihink the Uity of Phoenix s
they vould improve it reallv. The only caution would be Jong term future land
use that would impact the temedy, That's te ophy thing we peed o keep an
cve on. That and the lone-term monjoringe. T think things are lined out preity
well for delisting. | can’t imagine what else needs 1o be dung to delist v

b2



~ INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW

INTERVIEWER(S): David Laney .

DATE: 7/5/035 INTERVIEW METHOD: _ telephone

TOPIC: SITE OPERATIONS. MAINTENANCE & MONITORING: SITE
MANAGER, O&M. SITE STAFEF, & CONSULTANTS

INTERVIEWEE: _ Ron Serio

REPRESENTING City of Phoenix PHONE:(6021262-7030

ADDRESS: 3060 S, 27™ Avenue Phoenix. AZ 85009-6810 IR

What is wus vour understanding of the overall projeet at the Sie?
Sinee remedial construgticn has been completed the abjective is o keep it
maintained so thai there is no threal o human health and safety, and

moenitoring - greundwater. landhll gas, e,

What is/wvas vour impression of te completed project at the Site”

~_Lthink it’s been very successful. that evervihing was done appropriatelv,
that it met the objective of being protective of human health and the
environment and i think 1Us eoing so well that it needs 10 go the nexl siep
where it needs to be evalvated 10 see if it could be used for some sur ola
public use instead ol just restricted and never 1o be used apgain. There should
probably be a risk assessment or something done 1o determine if there could
be some other use there. | think that would reallv be a positive thing,

3. What is your responsibility at the Site (O&M. manitoring. ete.)?
None. [ was the Project Manager for the Site for many vears and sometimes
sl pet calls from the staff that are currently doing work there.
a, Pleasc describe the O&M/monitoring responsibilities of ather city staff and

consultants?

The Citv’s responsible and we used our own technicians for the landfill gas
monitoring for the groundwater sample collection and then used contract labs
for analysis of the groundwater. We do the reporting ourselt in house. There
was a consultant also used_to do some surface sweeps in the Salt River — 1
don’t know if that's still going on. But that was part of the ambient air
concerns. And then for maintenance of the flare and all that. if we need to
bring specialists in or contractors to do work on that. Surface emission
monitorine was done temporarily until the wells were installed along the Salt
River. It should have quit. 1 don’t know if it actually did.
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Describe anv significant changes (or planned changes) to O&M/monitoring
activities that are not addressed in the appropriatc O&M manuals or
monitoring plans?

These documents should have been changed to reflect changes that
occurred durine expansion of the Jandfill gas collection system, [ think all the
procedures would be the same iUs just the number of wells would chanee -
the map of wells would change. Mavbe the probes. | don’t know il there were
any prohes added. [ don’t think so. So if thev re not updated, it would be very
casy 0 do icbut my recollection is that they were updated.

Describe any Q&N probiems or difficuities that may have affected the
the protectiveness ar effeciiveness of the remedy, or &M coste!

CLdon 't think so but there was an impression or il could have been
misleading that there was thut probleny — and whal ['m tatking about 15 that
there were some probes installed in trash around the rendering plant in the

northeast corner -- so vou'd eet readings in those wells and there was
vaceuum on those wells usuallv indicating that veu re not migraling any gas
offsite but vou're just reading what's in the trash and there is gas in the trash.
So. | don't know. that was always something that vou alwavs haid 1o explain il
awav | wuess. but no! an easv sotution to it though. But that was the only thing
that may have looked bad but really wasn't. . _ o
Describe any activities implemented since completion of the remedy 1©
optimize O&M?

__Add the wells helped provide more fuel for the Nares. Not much else that
["m aware of.- -nothing significam bevond that.

Describe any monitoring results that may have affected the groundwaier.
methane extraclion systems, or ambient air, or have caused the
implementation of the Site’s contingency plans?

The only thing that I'm aware of — I think there were some elevated
sroundwater readings right before I left. I think it was nickel on the west side.
It was just starting when 1 left so [ don’t know if that triggered the

contineency plan but that’s about the only thing that I'm aware ol

Describe any activities implemented since completion of the remedy 10
optimize on-site monitoring?




_ INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW
SITE MANAGER, O&M, SITE STAFF, & CONSULTANTS

Do vou have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations to improve the
Site’s operations. maintenance, or monitoring activities?

[ think now there's a huge history of groundwater guality data and
methane probe reading data. [t probably wouldn ™t hurt to see if there are
constituents that we never ever deiected for ten years. It would make sense to
review that and gei rid of some of that stuif — notinake it required to be
monitared. [ think i1 would be good to look at some of the lab procedures
hecause the consent deeree requires very speciflc_test methods for analvsis of
sroundwater samples. 11 some of those are a littde bil pwdated. vou know, the

technolouy chanees at the labs, [ thipk that's something that should be fooked

not even be as accurate. | ihink that would be something to consider._And
then. cven menitoring lrequency . azain based vn the histery. ifits ok to have
lews monitoring events and the history supports doine something like that, that
wouid be something zood to look at 1 think.Because T think the longer the Site

voes eventually that statfs voing to have o decline and 1 rhink the five seur
yeviews are an appropriate time to ook at that type of stuft.

L2



_INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW

INTERVIEWER(S): David Laney. EEC
DATE: July 28. 2005  INTERVIEW METHQOD: _telephone
TOPIC: STATE &LOCAL CONSIDERATION. STATE AGENCIES &
LOCAL AUTHORITIES

INTERVIEWEL: Linda Pollock
REPRESENTING:  Office of the Arizona Attorney General PHONE: (602)542-8534
ADDRESS: 1273 W, Washington Phoenix. A7 85007

I What is:was vour understanding of the remedy 2t the Site?

~ To protect the public and the environment from releases of threat of
releases of hazardous substances.

Whiat is vour impression of the completed remedy at the Sie!
1 have a very high opinion of the completed remedy. | especially ke 1he

rechamielization of the Salt and the rip-rap. It's desiened to prevent washout
in ihe event of a flood. That cost millions of dollars but it was well worth it

Have there heen routine communications or activities conducted by vour

ad

office related 1o the Sie?

__No. ] am negotiating a recorded deed restriction with the City_right now
Ihat’s about it. So there are some regular communications with the City with
respect 1o the deed restriction. 3

4, Have there been any complaints or other incidents related to the Site requiring
any response by vour office?
No. None whatsoever.

Are you aware of any current or planned changes to your
repulations/ordinances, or current/future land development that may impact

the operations or remedies at the Site?
No. But do pose that question to the City. You know they may have some

E;nu ranee plans for that landfll.

wn

0. In your opinion, have on-site operations and monitoring at the Site been
conducted in accordance with developed manuals and plans? Yes, The
Citv’s very conscientious,




~ INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL. 3-YEAR REVIEW

Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the Site or its operations
and administration?
No. | haven't heard a thing,

Do you have any comments, suggestions. or recom mendations regarding the
Site’s management or operations?

No. other than the fact that we need 1o file a recorded declaration of use
restriction on the Site which is a glaring omission. We have no wav 1o protect
the inteerity of the remedy in the event the City sells all or part of the
property, That's what I'm focusing on righl new.




INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW

INTERVIEWER(S): David Lanev. EEC

DATE: 7/29/05 INTERVIEW METHOD: _ telephone

TOPIC: STATE &LOCAL CONSIDERATION. STATE AGENCIES &
LOCAL AUTHORITIES

INTERVIEWLE: Susan Sargent

REPRESENTING: City of Phoenix Planning Pparument PHONE: (602)262-4063

ADDRESS: 200 W, Washinglon Phoenix, AZ 85003 -

i How lar o the west will the Rie Salado Project extend and will there be perenntal
flow in the viciniiy of 19% Avenue?.
[ de the planning tor the Bevond the Banks Area adjacent Lo the project but don'i
have weehnical information ahout the project itsell, The Rio Salado Habital
Restoration Project’s westermn boundary 13 197 Avenue. The Rio Owesta
ispelling?) will continug 1o the swest from 19 1o 837 Avenue and its in the
(easibility studviplanning stage. We've soia feasibilipy repogl from ihe Army
Corps oi Fngineers but il has not been funded. We cvenally hope o restore,
reciaim. and develop the river bed all the was throush 1o the western boundary of

the Citv, 113" Avenue,

We have a cohesive, interdeparimental team that works in the Cinv inciuding the
Rio Salado peonle and the Office of Environmental Programs so | have somg
packeround irom them {about the fandfill] because we share a lot of infonmation.

2. What isfwas your understanding of the overall project at the Site?

I know that there has been some remediation of the Site: we expect 1o have 1
delisted later this vear. | know that it has to be delisted in order for our Rio Salado
facilities to run along the southern boundary of the fandfill. at lcast on the north
side of the river. A portion {of the tandfiil] extends to the south side of the river.
Most of the methane venting has occurred around (he perimeter of the Site. [
know it’s ol about a 2 percent slope; it’s been capped. | know we've had some
development proposals for possible use or reuse of the Site were it to be delisied. |
know that the City is not actively marketing 1t at this point. So those are some of
the land use tvpe pieces of information I have on the landfill. We show it on our
General Plan for future, probably passive recreation. We don't see it at this time
s somethine that is likely 1o be developed for other uses.
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_ INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL, 3-YEAR REVIEW

What is vour impression of the completed project al the Site?

1 can’t address how effactive the work on the landfill has been because I don't
know exactly all the details of what's been done and to what standards its been
done. 1 think in the future there might be some higher and betler uses lor that Site
were il not environmentally compromised and there’s a great demand for housing
and other land uses adjacent to the Rio Salado Project which will be opening o
the public later this vear and that there are certainlv betier uses ihan passive
recreation on the Site but not under 1ts present environmental status.

What are the desicnated uses of the water thut's adjacent to the Iandfill that "=
currently running in the Salt River?

Well there is a Jow flow channel that wis consructed by the Army Corps of
Fneincers and s subcontractors in conjunction with federal funding and funding
som the Uity of Phoenix and the Maricopa County Flood Uoeniroi District. [ know
that during the peak relcases during the winter there Wwas as great i G008 cubie
foot per secongd low thal was contained within the low [Tow channel. There was
very litde erosion to that low Qow channel construction and that 1 has proved
offective at handling Mows at that amount. Water that 1s presently in the low flaw
channe! and that will probably tvpicaliv be presentin the fow {low channel is the
resuit of water from the outflow channels thai do low through the City Lo the
iver bed. So there will be a perennial flow - - mavbe tess than 1.600 cubie [eet
per second. That 1s storm water ouiflow,

s the flow supposed to support aquatic species or riparian specics in the area?
Yes. 1t will and with the additional input ol well water that the City will treat and
use throueh a series of wetland ponds. There have already been sited over 100
species. | belicve. in the river corridor. You can gei more specifics from the Rio
Salado people — Karen Wiltiarns. She’s in the Citv Manager's Office. She's the
Rio Salado Project Manager. Engineering information can be obtained from Walt
Kinsler in Eneineering and Architectural Services. He can tell vou about how the
Project is related 1o the water distribution system in the canals and the wells. Qf
course our Office of Environment of Programs also is working on those - - Don
Siolizfus. We have a lot of people who are involved in Rio Salado and adjacent
areas and one of the landowners comes in and talks with us frequentiv who has
part of that northeast corner. Sloan Mcl arland, on Pasqual Eddy properties. They
iust recently pulled a permit to have some electrical on the eastern portion of their
property to have some outdoor storage of containers on the Site. That’s another
thine that comes to mind. The property shows up on maps as Pasqual Eddy
Family Trust. He also toid me that maybe there was a five acre section of the
landfill that was never mined, I thought that was interesting.
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 INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW

Have there been routine communications or activities conducted by your office
related to the Site?

Yes there have becn and I have not been a part of those, But there have been some
considerations of possible land uses of the Site.

Have there been any complaints or other incidents related to the Site requiring any
response by your office?
That is not tvpically a_function ot the Planning Department.

Are vou aware ol any current or planned changes 1o vour regulationsfordinances.

or currentAfuture land development that may impact the operalions or remedies

the Sire’]

No. We changed the reguirements Tor Gilling ol sand and grave] pils - = Lhai was g
ated and pear the river but not to change anvihing

recent thing that is semewnat rel
That ' am aware of — at feast from a planning perspective on that landfif]. The
land il is siill zoned industrial. On our General Plan we show idealized Land uses
and that would be jor recreationai use - public recreational or open space. We
won't need w change the zoning of the landfill o make it compatible with Rio
Nalado.

[n vour opinion. have on-site operations inciuding appropriate O & M and
monitoring in accordance with develvped manuals and plans?

For anv of the work that | have been involved wiih in doing the Rig Salado
Bevond the Banks Area Plan and responding 1o land use guestions and proposals
in the area. | have not had any complaint about the landfill or its aperation. The
only complaints I've had have been about the lack of availability of such a large
piece of land 10 the development conmmunity.

Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the Site or its operations
and administration?

See answer 1o question # 9 above.

LJ



~INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
19" AVENUE, LANDFILL, 5-YEAR REVIEW

L. Do you have any comments. suggestions, or recommendations regarding the
Site’s management or operations?

No. I'm pleased to see that the City is moving forward to get the Site delisted. She
said it meets the ohjectives of planning for Bevond the Banks Area. For official
planning_purposes. Bevond the Banks Area extends from [-17 on the North 1o
Rroadwav on the South. 19" Avenue on the West and 32" Streel on _the East so
this is in what the City calls the Bevond the Banks Planning Area. The arca plan
for Bevond the Banks was officiallv adopted by the City Council in December of
2003 and iUs a policy document for puiding improvement and revitahization of

that area over the next 20 to 30 vears.

[f the Site doesn’t eet delisted or doesn't ger delisted in the near future, shat

impact witl that uve on the Rie Salado and Bevond the Banks Projects?

do nol see it as land that s available for prometion in the Bevone

the Banks Arcy

so il essentdally has not ampact for planning, | believe it does for the project
Karen would definitely know that - - 1 have heard _her  address |
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW 19'% AVE LANDFILL.
SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

I. GENERAL SITE INFORMATION

Site Name: |GTH AVENUEL LanNDFILL. NPL SITeE

Date(s) of Inspection: MAY 1I, Loog

Weather Conditions: (iLgaR, BRE_EL\’ ~ B5%F

Agency/Consultant Conducting lnspcgﬁéﬁ: B

ENGIHETRIMG & ENVIRONMENTAL (ONSULTANTS [ TNE, (e

-Remédy in¢ludes (check all that apply):

' Fandfili cap

S Fandiill leachate collection system
_v/ Pernmeter erosion & drainagy cenrase g
_v‘f: Eandfill gas collection & control system
A Site access controls

{nstitutional controls
Groundwater (reatment sy stem
Surface waler collectiion and treatment

v Groundwater monitoring,
v Salt River channelization
7 Condensale collection, treatment and discharge
Other

LANDFILL 1S NOT LINED . THEQERORE, LEACHATE CANNGT BE
COLECTED.

NO INSTITUTIOMAL,. CONTROLS ARE CURReNTLY 1M PLALE .,

OEFSITE, GROUMBNWATER DoOES NOT CORREsTLY REOUIRE
L TREATAENT,

DRMNME CONTROLD COLLECT RUNNOEF. MO TREATME T
_ AP KONOFE AoRs, GUT Faus ERoih DRANAGE YD SALT RUVES

EXiet,

P

Attachments: v Inspection Team v Site Map
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II. ONSITE DOCUMENT AND RECORDS VERIFICATION

L On-Site Documents

| Land(ill G&M Manual v Readily Available 7 UptoDae WA

} Gas Extraction System O&M Manual \/Rt.‘ddll\ Available v/ UptoDawe  N/A

‘ Groundwater Monitoring Plan { Readily Available /Up toDate NA

; Landfill Gas Monitoring Plan _[Rcadtl; Available v UptoDate  NA

i Ambient Air Monitoring Plan ___(_Rmdm Available v/ UptoDate __ N/A

3 Groundwater Contingency Plan v/ Readily Available _ v/ UptoDate . N/A
Health & Safety Plan VY Readily Available v UptoDate  NA
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan ~ Readily Available  UptoDale N°A
Comingency/Fmergency Response Plan \/Rt.ddll\ x\vznilahlcm_g_/ Up te Date CONA
As-DBuilt Drawings ‘-/RL:IL‘II]\ Available v UptoDate  NA

Remarks e GROUNDW ATE R £ LANDRILL GAD BONIDR NG REQUIBRAENTS SELLED
OUT iN . (ONSENT DEREE (LOPY OMDITT & ZITHAYE FACHITY). L
¢ CAMBIENT. MR _OOHTDRING P SEOND PHASE " G2{00
« H2eP ADDENDUM BirTfge
+DRAFT 147 AYS LAMDEILL SWSPPP - 3/43 5 wons L1 § Aesec,
RPDE.‘: PERMT ABRIGASST - NO VWONGER I/ AFPEAT uo AZPDES PERMIT
RLQwR;:J;, LNDRR. CERC A UPABRELLA  BuT ESuivai@rr (ONMOMon S LUNOZR

Permits and Service Agreements CarvLLy,
A Pesmil A adily Asptiable \/{,Jp Ly Date A
Lifluent NPDRLES Permit m.mhi\ Available Upte Daie 4 N A
Storin Water NPDES Perniit Readihy Available Lpte Daie ¥ ONA
POV Discharge Authorization v’/rL adily Avinlable v/lp e e NOA
Earth Moving Block Permit wReadily Avaiiable " Up o Date NA
Others o ~_Readily Availabic CUp o idate N'A

Remarks ANARM_OPEY €O A\Q.Pi:amrimm%a NON-TITLR V. NG TIE
W PERMAT REswRel. R .

Ao OTPTEN AROIE, NM?EPBES PERMT REQUIRED LoortiLE. DMOZE.
L OLERGLA, . . ——

3. Maintenance Logs
Landfill CAP Matmenance Log ¢ Readily Avalable . UptoDate  N/A
Perimeter Drainage Maintenance Log M- Readily Available _ UptoDate _ N/A
Sediment Ponds Maintenance Loy s Readily Available UptoDate _ N/A
Gas Collection Systemn Maintenance Log v Readily Availablc v UptoDae __ N/A
Flare System Maintenance Log v Readily Available 4!_ UptoDate ___ N/A
Gas Probe Monitering Maintenance Log  V Readily Available 3~ UptoDate _ N/A
GW Monitoring Well Maintenance Log % Readily Available __ , UptoDate __ N/A
Condensate Tank Carbon Changeout Log __\(_chdi]_v Available \/ UptoDate  NA
Site Barrier Maintenance Log ____Readily Available UpteDate _ N/A

Remarks % _INSPECTION RECORDS. £ x16T BOR THESE (TEMDS GUT O RERbs
_WERE READIY AYAWMLS B SHowy WHAT AMHTENARCE WA NCTLAMNY

_Prereghed.

“PANTIHLY RERAT OF OF 1L UDMIERus, HAS CLARCaTanon MON I TORING RRALS ) (CHRENGHE UANNZAINT,

CbBod EATER,, CALIPAATION. RICORDS | BALL fuded, (Ihy (Dg, O} OSOENSATL SR BaTom) .

Page 2 of 17
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II. ONSITE DOCUMENT AND RECORDS VERIFICATION (continued)

4. Records

Daily Site Access Records __;%lcadil_v Available _ , Upto Dawe " N/A
Employes Q&M Training Records ¥ Readily Available % Upte Date  N/A
Emplovee OSHA Cenification Records Readily Available v UptoDate  N/A
Site Incident Reports N Rmd:lv Avatlable _ UptoDawe _ NA
Gas Generation Records \/Ruldllv Available \/ UptoDate N/A
Air Emissions Records/Inventories 7 Readily Available ( UptoDate  NA
Condensate Generation/Discharge Records v’ Readily Available v Upw Date _ N/A
Leachate Generation/Discharge Records __Readily Available  _ Upito Date NIA
Sterm Water Discharge Records /icadily Available Uptolate N/
CAP Setlement Records Readily Available g/lfp 1 Dute ONAA

Remarks #O05HA B REFRRESIEE, = 2[0S,  * NOSIC AGESS REORDD, .
FACILITY 1S 3Ecueesn uiiTH FEMCAL FLOCKE DS G585
v EMPLONEE TRAINMN, RELORDS AVERAGTD N -k Pagos FOR Eheir_EAPAONER., SOWE.
ROTRAH 1Y, DETES HAYE APPAGRATLY LAPSED, WONCIVER, FOR. O8 M (2 SnAcvres) & O34A,
AL Qecoandy INDICATE 0P T DATR. TRAYIMIAY, . ¢ MO SPROMC S INGDTNT
S, DEMTTAED . ¢ MR EASSonS (PO, B, SO YOCa NOM, co,yo;}_;n_Awum_L«CéM
CEWRT * INSPECTOM LOG £F EQUEuon AFTRR SR TYEMTS 307 NO

DiscMARLE  ROLoRD™.
3. Monitoring Data and Report

Crotsndwater Moniloring Data v Reachls Available v Epio Dale NA
Groundwmer Monitoring Reports Readily Availabie v Un 1o Daic NA
Methane Monstoring iata v Readily Availabic v Uy » e Date NoA
Methane Monhering Reports v Readily Available v n e Date NA
Ambient Afr Monitoring Data v Readily Available  Up o Date CONCA
Ambient Air Manitoring Reports v Readily Available Upto Date  NA
Condensate Analytical Data v Readily Available v/ Lip o Darte CNTA
[Leachate Analviical Data ~Readily Available — Upto Dute _\/ NAA
Storm Waler Monitoring Datu __ Readily Available _ Up o Date N:A

Rcmﬂrks,‘.,,Qmm\r.‘.P.mﬁmguma,w_ﬂ;gmum@iruann.(___
TEMPrRawRL DT FeR. (ROINPWWATER. . wrrm.(a_ra:e.a_z.ﬂﬁﬁirnmumm&
_AALE TG, Dath & FROBL DATRe ::hcrh.,-m TROCES & Forrns

_QONTERi gp_m”ump_mmu Aryicubobie Bie B (S7& QS _.__tg*

Y{zo]ez Au&a{r Aﬂmmm&jam_m_mmwa__________
ON I YRIAR,. Mwmmmmkb_
________ B \'__E_t&_LADE.Q_ID ADRESS. DEF\QMLES_H_&:EA:.E,J._.__
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111 O&M COST EVALUATION |
1. O & M Implementation Organization
o Agency o _ Agency Contractor
) __\c PRP v PRP Contracior
2. 0&M Cost Records ‘

) \/ ~ Readily Availabie V) UpwDae YO 200X | 200 2005 NOT Yer CO"!“hLU‘_’;)
Funding Mechanisov Agreement In Place )

Originat &M Cost stimae Breakdown Anacled

Annual D&M Costs for Review Perod (200D 2005
2006 200t v Breakdown Atached
ot 200z v Breshdown Attachod

Rl

ol Anvuablabice
N Availabic

AN

2on2 2003 v Grouhdown Alached Nob Avalishle
2005 ik Breakdewn Attached Nt Available
2oud 0 20ns Breakdown Adached Nl Asailahle

Unaaticipated or Unnsually High O&M Cost During Review Period

List Amount of Higher Than Anticipated Q&M Costs For Lach Yeur and Wdentily Reason(s) for
Variance From xpectations

Year 2006

Year 2001

Year 2002 ADDITIONAL WELLS INSTALLED N SOUTH SDE
_OF oLl (EXTRACTIOM WOy .

Year 2003

Year 2004 _ DRAINACE MpTm aNSTALED.

Year 2003
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" IV. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS INSPECTION

1. Access Resirictions v~ Applicable _ Not Applicable

Perimeter Fencing Condition \/ Good  Poor (show on map)

Remarks

Access Gates Condition v Googd ___ Poor (show on map)
Locks in Place _ Yes  No(show on map)

Remarks

Perimeter Signs Condition Good ~ Peor

Spacing .-'\dcquu.lﬁ . Imor
Remarks MO SIS EXST On FEtO NG OR GATES

Evidence of Yandalism/Trespassing . Yos \/' Noshow o puip)

Remarks

2. TInstitutional Controls v/ Applicable Nut Applicable
Deed Restrictions in Place o ¥es V/ Ny
Remarks _ NG CORREMNT wAND iy RESTRWTH S RECORDIE D

oM DRSS,
Evidence of On-Site Eand Use Changes _Yeos VI__ No
Remarks
Evidence of Off-Site Land Use Changes _ Yes L/_/_l\o
Remarks
3. On-Site Roads \/‘ Applicable _ Not Applicable
Roads Appropriately Sealed to Prevent Dust __Yes _L No
Remarks ot N SCART o)

(L RavEL COYER 15 LOYY Dapsl

Evidence of Road Damage/Deterioration _ Yes__ : No

Remarks

Page 50 17
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V. LANDFILL COVER/CAP VISUAL INSPECTION - :

| 1. Settlement " Yes(showonmap)y v No
5 Aveal Extent of Sedtlement ___ Settlement Depth
’ Remarks
I
R p —— -
| 2. Crachs v Yes (show on map) - No
i Length and Width =~ “',OFT?F Eler approximate Depth 1= Dpr
| Remarks CRMNY YWISTE U 7D ) wexh . VISIALE AT rPrie UPTD AR
i M&Mwmm&m—_
T3 Erosion VYo (shot un map) Ne
Areal Lxtenn ™ Z0O L8> Approvmute Depth 0P 1o 28
Remarks Ty AREAS, OF TROSON SHOW N Sh NP {CENTRM BORrLan OF _ .
MORTTHEZW HALE OF CTu M)

_OBNOUS UMNTRNANIT OB SEYERA PAREAS, RENEGODATIN) S FSERm .
i Holes Yes (show on map) ,// No o i ___;
, Aveal Ustent  Approximate Depth f

Remarks _ Saaen. AMimng, GoRRros  aMy iy

5. Vegetalive Caver (show on map) _y/ Grass v Bushes  Trees

Well established? mmff\/,\”cs . No
Stressed? __ Yes(showonmap} v No
Remarks Q R A

! 6. Bulges Yes (show on map) _ v’ No
I -
1
! Areal Extent __ DBulge Height o
Remarks
Page 6 of 17
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V. LANDFILL COVER/CAP VISUAL INSPECTION (continued)

7. Wet Areas/Water Damage

Wel Areas
Ponding
Seeps

Soft Subgraie

Remarks

_ Yes (showonmap) 7 No

- Yes {show on map) __\_/ _ No
_Yes (show on map) v _No

Yes (show on map) v/ No

Areal Extent

Areal Extent

Areal Extem

Areal Bxtent

8. Cover Slope Instability

Remarks

Yex (show onmap) V7 No

4. Cover Letdown Channels

settlement

Remarks

Yos fiow enomap v oNo

\J/ \;‘p'n.bu I ‘.1p[;iic-;lb|u

Areal bryient CApprovimaie Depth

Material Degradation

Yes tshow on map) \/_/\o

Material Type  _Areal Extent
Remarks
Erosion ~_Yes (show on map) \/l\n

Remarks

Arcal Extent __

__Approximale Depth

_Yes (show on map) __ ‘/ No

Undercutting
Areal Extent Approximate Depth o
Remarks
Page 7of 17
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V. LANDFILL COVER/CAP VISUAL INSPECTION (continued)

9. Cover Letdown Channels (Continued)

Drainage Obstructions ~__¥ecs (show on map) __\_{_No

Obstruction Type ~ _Areal Ixtent.
Remarks
Excessive Vegetation Growth Yoes (show on map) ‘/ No

Vegetation Type  Areal Extemt

Reinarhs

10. Cover Penelrations — Is there evidence of leakage or seepage at penciration?

Gas Vents-Welis Yo (show on map} }/ N
Cias Probes C_Yes show on map) \/7 o
Monitoring Weils Yes tshow onmap) v/ Noe
Condensate Sumps ) _'Yei Lshevw o map) \./ ) N
Settizment Monuments Yeu (show ot map} v/ NOo

Remarks _ QECgyT REPAMIRT NOTED ARDIMD SOAE SUMPS

V1. LANDFILL PERIMETER DRAINAGE AND EROSION CONTROL

Arcal Extent 2 Riws,  Approximate Depth _\2"

Remarks  TWE REwTyELY DEEP RS { APPPROX 12" DEEP) OBSERVED
Mwwww

\ - , -
L

1. Material Degradation __ Yes(showonmap) v/ No

! Material Tvpe - _Areal Extenr
Remarks
2. Channel/Ditch Erosion v~ Yes (showonmap) _____No

}

[ oNuNgD Ererd [STNO ZROSIoA,
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VI. LANDFILL PERIMETER DPRAINAGE AND EROSION CONTROL (continued)
3. Undercutting _Yes show on map) _ \/ Nu
Arcal Extent ___ Approximate Depth
Remarks
T4 Siltation —— Yes (shaw on map) 7k_ No ;
Areal Extent Approximate Depih ‘r
Remarks Tgef 122 EY ORNCE OF MOA SIPNGHTATIOA) (HPROX .| I dauen, |
My & - T it n UL :

VYL NCST . pADEDIE %Mmfmﬁ.\-w_au

5. Vegetation Growth /Y-cs Pshone an mapd Nn
Vegetation e Arcal Bxtent

Rensarks THERE VS Ard AMCCOMN PR OF TUMBLEWELRID /N TIE.
NORTH CHANMEL . AND AL ESSIVIE \NEED 20T THE EA~T
CHANNE L CrRmeiniel -y pROUND THY PR DRAIM IMia ]

6. Sedimentation Impoundments

lixcessive Sedimentation Areal Txeeni _ Depth
 Evidence ef Erosion Arcal Extent - Depth
_Inlet ~ Functioning o - Blocked
_ X _Outla __X_ .. F'unctioning . Blocked
Remarks _Avi L M Swy -

E&'_‘z[ Izﬂjg&[) &EI&EDIBI“' I gm”“xﬁglg' COMN DI

7. Storm Water Discharge Qutfalls

Excessive Sedimentaiion Areal Ixtent Depth

777777 Evidence of Erosion Arcal Extent ~ Depth

)( Outlet % Functioning Blocked
Remarks £ TL S /N

i i) =
LONITIE AP0 THE OuTuEls (04 TH. Fosd BAsnt AND THE oMEBT
Anl HHe SE RAsM.  OUT FAS D SMIRiver PROTECTEN B IILAVY
L CreaT IRpPro DOoRS
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VIL LANDFILL GAS COLLECTION AND CONTROL SYSTEM

i. Gas Collection Wells V) Active  Passive  Map Attached -
Properly secured? \'/ Yes No  Ifno.explain :
Functioning”? ,,,L/,, Yes  No  Wno.explain __ |
Good condition? ﬁ\_/_ch ~ No Ifno.explain
Condensate buildup? _ Yes '*: N Fyves, explain __
O&M required? Yo ’k No Ifves, expluin _

Remarks 2 MO PROBLEM VIS\BWT 5 Q REPmeTes Y CITY,

2. Gas Collection Ptping and Manifolds v Active C Passive Map Auached
/ rd

Properiy buried ! v Yoo v N o eaplain ARVE CRoUMD FEADERS 1M 32_%‘2‘
Functhiommg? v Yes 0 Ne [ eaplain

Croud vondition” \’/‘r'c:«‘ Noo U ae explain

[vidence uf leakaze® Yes *_.// No I ves, explain

Condensate buildup? Yes Kk No o lfyes. explain

0O&M required? . Yes oy No o [fves.explain

Remarks ¥ MO PRORIEMS ViSRRG OR REFRTED By crv

3. Gas Treatment System Piping and Valves

Functioning? ___/ch ___No It no. explain _

Good condition? #{Yes ~_ No  Ifno.explain .

Evidence of leakage? Yes \/ No  Ifyes, explain o o
O&M required? __ Yes X No  Uyes,explan ~

Remarks  NO PROBIFMS Vidigiy OR, RETRETED BY LIy

Page 10 of 17
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V1. LANDFILL GAS COLLECTION AND CONTROL SYSTEM (continucd)

4. Gas Treatment System Flare Station

Functioning? _ Vv Yes  No  Ilno, explain - o
Proper operating temp? \/ Yes No itno. explain e
Proper inlet gas flow? \,/_\L.s .. No H no. explain .
Proper destruction? Mno,explin
Good condition? / ‘r':.\ e, No  Ifno,explain . I
Visual emissions? ... Yes v No Ifyes.explin
O&M required? W Yes 7?\40 Ifves, explain _ _ -
Remarks VT fo) o i M

NOTED

‘5. Gas Treatment System Knockeut Drums

Good condition? v Yes No  [¥no.explain
Filter i1 place”? Yis _No ¥ no, explain
Fvidence of Teahage Yes / Nis fFaes, L\PIJ]H
O&M regoired? Yes V/ N Hivea, eaplom

Remarks _CARBom FILTER M. POLY Tamg —
_CAPSuL T LIC . WMM_

6. Gas Treatment System Control Pane]

Instruments sweorking? v e No If no. explain
Shut-oft working? Ok Yes Noo Ifno. eaplain
Alarms working? % Yes No fno. explain
Goaid condition? \/ Yes Na I1 no. explain
Q&M required? \/ Yes No It yes, explain. ROUTING QAL ONLY

\ BvY TH¥ cityY.

Remarks % DID NST OBSZERvE M IuXL. HPIRATON OF SUTOFR OR ALADUS

VIII. CONDENSATE COLLECTION AND TREATMENT SYSTEM

1. Condcnsate Collection Sumps v~ Map Autached

Properly secured? \/ Yes _ No  Ifno, explain
Pumps functioning? ¥  Yes No  Ifno. explain
Sump in good condition? / Yes _ _No Ifno, explain
Sediment buildup? Yes \/ No [f yes, explain

Condensate buildup? MM Yes ¥ No  [fyes. explain

O&M required? \/ Yes No If yes, explain R, WP REGURF ROMITNE Excany”

Page 11 of 17
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Remarks. Mﬁm&_m :t_chmm&

£ e Resr’t SETYE  PaaPs o ;
' KEED 1N OPTImm PPMMmr !
2z
2. Condensate Transfer Piping " Map Attached
‘r Properly buried? M _Yes __ No  Ino.explain e
Functioning? L Yes o Noo IfFnoexplein. e
E Good condition? ___[ch w . NooAfnocexplp i
, Evidence ol leakipe"? o Nes }_/__ND If ves. explain o
: Q&M required! o Yus \/?\"0 IFses, explain _ -

Romurks

3. Condensaie Storage Fanks

E_’:mk capavity B.Q:C» Agatloms k'im\‘lr!i'{!iU‘!! nat oy
oud condition? S Yes . Na ino. explain

Cuarbon canister i place” V/ Yes Ao e, eaplain L
Sheen m warer? Vs Nu IMyvex. explain_ NOY SRS reveors
Pvidence of leakage?  Yes _/ Nuo i yes. explain

O& M required? Yos 7 No ifyes, expfain

Remurks | COMDENONMTE Phactmmper i AN 5 T PaTiw

4. Condensate Discharge Pretreatment
Summarize treatinent process and adequacy
S L T Prfto

— AbosT pH PRicr. s Discwmer,
——  LIAE USEN WM NCRccmoy

Page 12 of 17
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IX. MONITORING SYSTEMS

1. Groundwater Monitoring Wells ~_/  Map Anached

Yaults in place? / Yos No If ne. explain
] _v_ I |

Properly secured? \/ﬁch .______/___”.Nu If no. explain _%gg BEvowd,

Vault in good condilion‘.’wg{\r'cs e No Wneeexplain o
Well in good condition? »"Yes  No Ifno. explam I
Boltards present? v"Yes  No H no, explain WH-E&LLJ\-_P_E;;CMLE__ .
Routinely manitored? _\/ﬂs . No  Wnooexplin

QXM required? /ch . No Hyes.explin 92 F REwoww.

Remarks 3 — 2% PRSI VATION YWELLS NEa@ DM-ZPIT& IS NOoT 1ocksidy,

_SINGE 1T APPEARS THENX MRAE SO LOKER 2 USED Q¥ TiiE CiTY L

MR Efpsiom OF WEST SWO€. ONDEZ PADY AT QJMI*ZEH .

2. Gas \'lommrmg Probes Vs Muap Atiached

Vb i place? vV N Hnos eaplam }
Properly reeured? Vv'oYos N Wne, explain

Vault in zood condition? /4\ ¢ No IMno, explain o

Probe in good condition? Yes 4 No iFno. explain 8¢ Bliows

Bollards present? Yes v~ No II'no. explain

Rowtinely monitored? " Yoes ~No I'no. explain . . .
Q&M required? ﬁ*{\"c.\ L N0 H ves. explain CEROARY

Remarks % SR wius | meonn & MRS Locar W THE ST Rivge

MVELL CAMMNGS ALTER 0P APTER WINTEQO SPRis Feorwd ia) Ruel

X. SALT RIVER CHANNELIZATION/LEVEE SYSTEM

1. Landfill Bank Protection (Levee System) v'__ Map Attached

Bank material of construction  Sewe CEMENT

Evidence of flooding? Yes No Il yes, explain

Bank length adequate? {YCS _____No Itno.explain _
Bank height adequate? WV Yes No  [r# explain

Deformationnote __ Yes (show on map) __ Vv v “_No

(fyes:  Horizontal displacement
Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement /7
Material degradation Yes (showonmap) V' No
Ifyes: Fonn of degradation
Areal extent

Page 13 of 17
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" Bank crosion \ es Eshom TRT \pl \./ N
[ ves: Areal exten L
Approximate dnplh o o
Waste washout __Yes (show on mdp) N Vi \()
I yes: Amount ol w aste
Washout extent
Remarks _ S0n.. COMTMT BN PROTOcTI ore O THe SALT RIVEIR

APPCapes TR Re 1IN VERY. (OO COMDTIm

X. SALT RIVER CHANNELIZATION/LEVEE SYSTEM (continued)

2. Downstream Grade Control Structure v Map Attached

Material of construction  _CONCRETER
Deformation note . ._____‘u es (show on map) \,/ No
ifves:  florizental displacement
Venical displacenient
Rotational dispiacement
Marerial degrindation CYos (show onmapl \_/') N
ifves Forn ol deeradation
Areul endent
Remarks _ C\AMDG  COMTROL. SRy xTIRE OMTHE ST RvEER o e

_pETraRe ™ o B IN (o comt DiTIINC -

] “XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS
1. Adequacy of Remedy

Eandfill Capping. GEMERAMLM  GOADY. CONDMOnL .. ARRORMNEY “. LOAMTE D ARENS .

OF SREMEC ERrmiAn NOTE D {MNRUE S Ari As 4Py THAT Sl BE ;e;a-.msb,

B WL P ANE PRGE OF_ 0D (RNYMG  BLS 2 o ehid?

;I’crime[crl)minagu DYERMmo. GO CONDITION. CKC-E?TM NEYEED

; Gas Collection/Control: G e, .

Access Conirol: NGO SDILNS EEE:-;.E;_-LI_';_.__‘,‘,,ﬁg‘.‘._____..,,““

Institutional Controls: DEETDS PCer@icTon.. RECOMMINDEN. .

Monitorinz: PR £QM4 L‘_EE_ERMMH\

Condensate Discharge:

Page 14 of 17
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Cimadizaton T oo BARE. PROTECREA: o

X1. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS (continued)

|7 2 Adequacy of O&M
Landfill Cover System: &AL ONLOIMLEG .. AZERS NOTED N TIHS N SPOCTICNS.
L REuiRE. ATORSTIoAS- - - o - ,

- Landlfill Drainage: FOHC‘\'i_OHr?\Jt:; | SOME PREAS o CACESSIVA VEGETATEN

(i Coblection Syasiein LomTY  CoNDITIoND

Cias Treabment Systent | A 00D LoNDIors

Site Actess. T oo GoNDITING | BoT LACEINYG  SHNAGE. .

Monitoring Systeins N PLARE. ¥ (M . 4oSTd  Compmon. e

| Condonsiie MamagementSysien: GO0 CONDADIA= e o o o
i — —— et e e m————— s - ATmre T o Rr S T — ——— —
l SR— ———————— S EE—e R R Rt —

1 Salt River Channelization: _ (_'(Sng LONDIJ‘[m__ e

g

3. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Failure
i Landfill Capping: _ SEF AR/

i Perimeter [)raillzlgé?m\za_____

Page 15 of 17
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TGas Collection Conirel NORE .

Access Controlks: o NDHL I __ ”, —— ) ____::
[nstitutional Controls: _ _ - e B - _

X1. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS (continued)

3. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Failure {continued)

* Monitoring: MONR

. Condensitle Discharue. M_Qﬂt

4 ()pp()rtunities-fb_r_ ()piili'fiz:ltinﬂr;f"(')t’s‘d\"l?!-\;‘l_dﬁ‘iﬂ»‘ri':?lw,c'_,:'?}icutiviticsq

Landlil Cover System.  REPawz. ARTAS MOTED M TH1s OSPRemard

: I_,andﬁl-l-I)rain:.lg__'.c: YE(AETWN CDN')?-OL_

Gas Coblection System: NQHI;_ . e _____________:‘,HW,,,,,, , ___________m,:,, S
Gas Treatment Sy stem: _ . MNong ) ) . . -

| Site Access: _ L BDD wblc.um.,g_ IHDKE;“rnnkL;. SO NAME CONTRCT NI
_‘_Lﬁ,umm,,mgnme__mnﬁmmmﬁzmmq_____._._*f___.____

Momtorlm_ Svsle
_EXAMNE ﬁapr_gm:z. Bpmm—ggcazub LT EM;E:.QQ:)_MML

Condensate Management System: _ NDN €

Salt River Channelization; Nop kg

Page 16 0f 17
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' 1v. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS INSPECTION

\/ Applicable

Condition \/ Good

{. Access Restrictions Nol Applicable

Perimeter Fencing _ Poor {show on map)

Remarks

V.
Access Gates Condition V' Good, ___ Poor (show on map)

L.ocks in Place Yes  No(show onmap}
Remarks
Perimeter Signs Conditon Cvioed Poor

Spacing ___Adegunie IPoer

Remarks _Mmﬂmw_

— 7

Evidence of V andahsmfl'r esp.hsnu,

\ REEIITINY

tonirks I

RN ]

/ﬁm_\npllmhlu

Vs

‘(// o

2. Iastitutiona! Controly Nen Anplicable

Deed Restrictions in Place Yuso

NGO ORRL T TEET ReSTRicna™ |

Remarks

Evidence uf On-Site Land Use Changes Yus / N
Remarks
e
Evilence of Off-Site Land Use Changes Yes 7___\»_{7777}\‘0
Remarks _
yd
3. On-Site Roads v Applicable _____ Not Applicable

__ Yes _‘é_ No
Remarks _ ROADS NAT SEALED  BuT nNO SIGNIFICS DT

Roads Appropriately Sealed to Prevent Dust

15

LENERATTD BY CQRAVE: (OMMgER

Evidence of Road Damage/Deterioration

Remarks

Page 5 of 17
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v [ ANDFILL COVER/CAP VISUAL INSPECTION

1. Settlement

Remarks

__Yes (show on imap) ____\_.‘/, No

Arcal Extent of Settfement  Settlement Depth _

3. Cracks

—_ . &
~Yes (show onomanp) v, No

Length and Width Approaimate Depth
Remarks
Eresion v Ve fahow oo N
e I
Argai baaer Sppresimaie Derth <23

Romarhe | DORROX IMATEL o & ARCAN OF AUNGR BILLIAy, UERE.

_,_m_w WERY - 70 BT .:wc P T M annr, € 2 -2

71 Holes

\//‘r'ﬁ tshow on mup) No
) 17 L

. » ~
Areal Extent "’!0’941- ~Approsimate Depth { "”2 ‘

Remarks | COLLAPSEI MREN  OBERRVY D, ACRORAMNGL Sy {2~

DR & 3-4H7 MC20oSS. 1OrHeeDOoN AT <IDE Or CAPL. |

- - - v . -
5. Vegetative Cover (show on map) v~ Grass v _Bushes _ Trees

Remarks _

Well established? o Yos No

Stressed? N (hhﬂ“ onmap) __ No

6. DBuolges

Remarks

Areal Extent _ Bulge Height _

Yes showonmap) _ v~ No

Page 6 of 17
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:.nrﬂ—__mﬁTIjANDFlLL COVER/CAP VISUAL INSPECTION (continued) |
: 7. Wet Areas/Water Damage

Wel Areas
Ponding
Seeps

Soft Subgrade

Remarks |

~ Yes(showonmap) v
~Yes (show on map) _

~_Yes (show on map) Vv No
No
B No
_ Yes(show onmap) LV No

Arcal Extent |
Areal Extent
Areal Extent _____

Areal Extent

8. Cover Slope Instability

Remarks  _

‘9. Cuover Letdown €

Serilement

Remarks

‘hannels
Yoes cshiow np i

Areal Fxient

Anplicable

o \;/JL"'_*_* - T
VN applicable
o

Approxisate epth

Material Degradation

Yes (show onmap)

Material Type

N

Arcal Exient

Remarks
Erosion . Yes (show onmap) No

Arcal Extent _____ Approximate Depth _ . o
Remarks
Undercutting Yes (show on map) No

Areal Extent Approximate Depth ___ o
Remarks

Page 7 of 17
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V. LA’\TDFILL COV EIUL &P VISUAL IVSPE( TI()N (Lontmued)

L Y LN AL DT
9. Cover Letdown Chdnne]s (Contmucd)

Drainage Qbsiructions __Yes(showon map) __ . No
Obstruction Type Arcal Extent

Remarks

Fxeessive Yeoetation Growth ey (show enanap) Nuo

Weoeition Lape Areal Bagent

Caver Penetrations - is there evidence of leakage or seepage at penciration?

1.

CiGas Vents Wtk . ey ni i f Ha
Cias Probes Ve feiow anmapy oy Ne
Sonitoring Wetls cshow onmapy Y7 N
Condensate Sumps Yoo fshow on map) 7 N

Setlloment Moaumenis

Yoo ishow oninapy

Remarks  _

e

—-— —

VI LANDFILL PERIMETER R DRAINAGE AND EROSION C )N CONTROL __

oy A
1. Material chradauon Yes (show on map? ‘\n

_Areal Extent .

i Material Type

' Remarks _

iy
2. Channel/Ditch Erosion Yes (show on map) f?_hﬂ

Areal Extent. __Approximate Depth

Remarks g PEE INES ]

-y

ERr . Mo mamE AMNOR Ris (LESS = g 6 DEEP) AT A=

“NUMBYL OF LOCANON, oM NTHE o OF THE BAry pE THE

PEL AR TR C o o /0 L

Page 8 of 17
CELL _ A-\



Vi LANDFILL PERIMETER DRAINAGE AND EROSION ¢ CONTROL (continued) _,

3. Undercutting _Yesishow on map) V Ne
Areal Extemt _ ____ . _Approximate Depth ____ - :

Remarks

4. Siltation __Yes (show on map} Y Ne
Aread BExtemt ) Approximaie Depths

Remarks TRERE 1S FNVIDEMCE OF MOR. SED (AL TACTIAN _

=3 e ) _Mong mmﬁm‘-ﬁt %
gim TS S Mart e (T AND e T FAAPCDE

-
5. ¥Yegetation Growth Yo s ahow enoman Ne
Veselation 1ype Sreab Ioatent

Remwks O HORT G RRESES O CHANAD BoTPvn P AORES THAT
DOONTS  TAPEDC FLOwWs |

6. Sedimentation Impoundments

_ Excessive Szdinentanon Arcul Extent ~ Depth
Lvidence of Lrosion Arend Extemt  Depth__ o
~ nlet . Funetioning - Blecked
‘ ,g(_(')ullct v/~ Functioning . Blocked

Remarks _ TH® S MIH7ATIAY  BASIN DNPREARS T DBé- AL 00D
u.sc)p-K-JNLl Cepa oy

7. Storm Water Discharge Outfalls

~ Excessive Sedimentation Areal Extent ~ Depth B
Endencc of Erosion Areal Extent _ _Depth
\/Omlq _l/ Functioning __ Blocked
Remarks Y 2 v
- "

e ShnT RWRR
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— Vil LANDFILL GAS COLLECTION AND CONTROL SYSTEM _ o

1. Gas Collection Wells ) ) Active Passive "“"l/'(hp Auached

i
Properly secured? ___\L_ch . _No Wno.explain o

i
Functioning? _\L(ﬁ\"cs . Ne IFnocexplain .
Good condition? _/\’Lb . No  Ifno,cxplain i ~

Condensate buildup? 0 Yes —* No Wwes, explain 0 L _

O M reguired” - Yes ’*’ N [ wes, wxplain

RemarksTh NORN T ORSRRIEM™ 03" RERemi> 3 CiTYy .

= {Tas Callection Piping and Manifolds ‘v'/ Aulive Passive ,/ Wi Al ied

’/
Froperiy burivad’ AR ~ Ane eapiain
Fanclonins ‘/ Yes oo Na Hone, espinin
e d ey Tyt \// (. P s bey
oy condgiton’ M RN S o, eXpiain

Evidence of feakuge? 0 Vs N 1§ vus. explain
C No I ves, explain
No o [Fyes explain

Condensaie buildup? Yaos
&M reguired? o Yues

*

Renurks  ™ONE ORepOUR T 2 R B o™

3. Gas Treatment System Piping and Valves

Functioning? ‘_l/‘ch ____No  Ifno.explain o ‘
Good condition? k_’_ﬁYCS ____No  Ino,explain L B :

Evidence ol leakage? Yes \*/>-o- ifyes,explain . —
No

O&M required? Yos_ | 1T yes, explain

Remarks

Page 10 of 17
CELL _A-1\




Vi1, LANDFILL GAS COLLECTION AND CONTROL S}

'STEM (continued)

4. Gas Treatment System Flare Station

Funciioning? Vo Yes __ Noo Ifno explain _ 3
Proper operating remp? .__‘_\q/ﬁi\’cs ___No If no. explain - o .
Proper inlet gas flow? V. Yes _ No I no, explain - ) o
Proper destruction? v Yes No It no, explin o 3
Good condition? VvV Yes ___, No lfno explain . _ L
Visual emissions?  _ Yes ¥ Noo Ifves explain | _

Q&M required” WV Yes __No Jf wes, explain Mj&)ﬁ@ﬁ‘g_OMLq

Remarks _SOML. OF THE  CAPSIMEIIT GAOL™S M MOT BF OPpeAs
CWEVER , (1T RERATS USE OHF RTARALp GA RS N STEMD

& Gas Treatment Svstep Knockout Drumy

Good ondituon” \/l:u‘x':.-‘. N Hoae, oanlamn
B Liwe! V/ i Ny

N reguired Y \/, e

WUitlai i

4. Gas Treatment Sysicm Controd Puael

nstruments warking? Wes No I nos explun
shu-off working? Sk ves No i mon explais
Aarms working? % Yos 0 Ne I no. exphinn

Gaoid conidition? e Na i no. explain

DM required? \./ Wes »f"‘ Nu [# ves, eapiain W,HLML&CLMH&RE\

Remarks & S Y O Y
NUT  RESRY PROKIFMS .

VIII. CONDENSATE COLLECTION AND TREATMENT SYSTEM

{ Condensate Collection Sumps v/ Map Attached
Properly secured? v Yes_____No  Ifna, explain __
Pumps functioning? ‘\/__Yes _ No  Ifno.explain

Sump in good condhinn‘.’”._“f_C_Yes . No Ifno. cxplain

Sediment buildup? Yes _V ‘No Ifyes, explain | _
Condensate buildup?  Yes ¥ No  Ilyes explain

08:M required? _\Z_ch __No If ves, explain _QOUNNE Cxpeedse

Page 11 0f 17
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Remarks s MOT OBATguers OB REPATRD BrC1Ty

Summarize treatment process and adequacy

Discyrrog W hRo.

MBSt PH w/nng (¢ NIESSREy PRon 72> Apyiil

LS -~ ' e :
PombPs, /o1 fr TERAOOIC Ry :
2. Condensate Transfer Piping v~ Map Anached
|
Properiy buried? \f’ NYes . No Ifno.esplain 3
Functioning? .}C”Yus ~ Noo o, explain - o
Gouwd condition”! \‘//‘fc.\ . No I{ o, explain
Favidence of leakage” Yes WO Ne {0yes, explinm
O& A reguired? o Yex _‘_/?x’u Hoves, eaplain
Benarios . N I —
3. Condensate Storape Lanks
fank capacin BST S0 oy
Uinodd condition? Y N
Carbon canzster in place” /‘:';\‘ e noenp o
sheen in water” s Nao Looxpliis NOT ODSERQCE O
“videnve of leakaze? Yoo / No vos., eaplaln
&N required”! Yoo o W Np Voer, cxplain
Remarks
4, Condensate Discharge Pretreatment {
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, X MONITORING $YSTEMS ]

1. Groundwater Monitoring Wells —__ Map Attached

Vaults in place? B {YL‘; __No Mo, explain _
Properly secured? V' Yes 0 Ne oo, explain .
Vaulr in good condilion‘?__‘/‘(\'cc _No ¥ no. explain o
Well in good condition? v Yes _ No Ifno, explaio L
Bollunds present? Yes ~/ No 1f no. eapidin SEH BORPs, .
Rovtine!y monitored” o Yex_ No o no explain o B
OEM roquired? ) Yes \/ No UEves, explun

Remarks o o o e e
I Gax ¥onmitoring Frobes \/ vion Sitnched

Woanits i place” ‘a/ Yoy o H ool explitn

4

Properis setuied” v Yo o it ao, ovplam

Vault in zeed condition” / Vs ANY o, oNplan

Frobe w good condiion? v Yes Npo e eaplain

Bollards presem’” Yox )/ No 1 ne. eaplam

Routinely mionitored? \/';u No fhmo, eapiain

J (&N required? o Yues / No ves, explain _ .

Repuarks

] X. SALT RIVER CHANNELIZATION/LEVEE SYSTEM
1. Landfill Bank Protection (Levee System) 4 Map Attached

Bank material of construction __%IJ_._M_{T il

Evidence of flooding? Yes No  IHyes, exp]ai‘n"___ . o
Bank length adequate? 4_\/Y'es . No {fwo.explain __  _ .

5 Bank height adequate? ¥ _Yes No T8 explain
Detormalion note Yes (show on map) __y~__No
Ifyes:  Horizontal displacement__ . o
Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement P
Material degradation Yes (show on map} _ﬁ#\/#{ No
Ifyes:  Fonn of degradation
Areal extent

Page 13 of 17
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[enx crosion Yes (show o rapi vV
Waes.  Areal exient o
Approaimate depth o

Waste washout _ Yesishowon mam V No
i If ves: Amount of waste
] Washout extent o
|
1

Remarks 1 c y = s T SAT Rz
__ PPPeagep TO BE 1M GODD oMo

< SALT RIVER CHANNELIZATION/LEVEE SYSTEM (continued)

3. Downstream Grade Centrol Structure v Map Attached

F-7

Meterial of construciion  CONCRETE.
Pielenmation note B Yes {<how an miap) \/ N
Hwes Horteonml displacerent

Vogncal displocement

Rusatteonal displacenens

. Xu:qu acy y of I\umed\
) ndlli Capping: GENFRAUA Qoo Codimon. MeAS OF LROS™M
DUSCOMRED N Tihe | MSPPeTIon REMARK, L ol ; -

Perimeter Drtinage: 00D _ (ONDITIAN: . .

| Gas CuliectionConirol: _ qt'gog }-_ ey T T T

Access Contrel | EENCAAY, e S PRA I €  Cor O
_NTLD APPROTR NTE SN .ﬁrg_
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PHOTOS FROM SITE INSPECTION:

CELL A



PHOTO 1: Cell A-PLC for Flare

PHOTO2: CellA



PHOTO }:  Cell A Flare

PHDTO 4:  Cell A Methane P robe



PHOTO 6: Cell A Methane Monitoring Probe and Header



Cell A Methane Monitoring Probe

PHOTO B:  Cell A Header



Cell A Methane Colleetion Well/'Condensate Collection Samp
North Bank of Suli River

PHOTO 9:

PHOTO 10: Cell A Stormwater Outfalls to Salt River



PHOTO 12: Cell A Erosion
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Cell A Abovegroumd Headers

-

PHOTO 14:



PFHOTO 15:  Cefl A Aboveg

PHOTO 16: Cell A Aboveground Headers
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PHOTO 17:

Cell A Crack

PHOTO 18:



PHOTO 19:  Closeup of Crack at Cell A

PHOTO 20: Groundwater Monitoring Well “River North-R™



PHOTO 21:  Well Box for Groundwater Monitoring Well *River North-R"
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PHOTO 22; Cell A — Permit for Flare



PHOTOS FROM SITE INSPECTION:

CELL A-1



Cell A-1 Basin Outlet

PHOTOD 1

PHOTO 2: Cell A-1 Condensate Compressors



FHOTO 3: Cell A-1 Erosion
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PHOTO 4:  Cell A-1 Erosion Repair



PHOTOS: Cell A-1 Rills

PHOTO 6:  Cell A-1 Hole



PHOTO 8: Cell A-1 Flare PLC



PHOTO 10:  Cell A-1 Retentiom Basin



PHOTO 11:  Cell A-1 Storm Waier Outfall to Salt River

PHOTO 12:  Cell A-1 Rills



PHOTO 13 Cell A-1 Methane Maonltoring

PHOTO 14: Cell A-1 Flare



PHOTO 15: Cell A-1 Flare



PHOTOS FROM SITE INSPECTION:

GROUNDWATER AND METHANE WELLS



PHOTO | Photo of Surface Compietion of all DM-3 Groundwater Monitoring Wells

PHOTO 2:  Wellhead for Groumdwater Monitoring Well DM-3D



PFHOTO 3: Cleseup of Wellhead for GYW Monitoring Well DM-3D

PHOTO 4:  Waellhead for Groundwater Monitoring Well DM-31



PHOTO 6:

= 5_: sl o i
RO U

%l.r‘,{;'_‘:_f}\ ¥;"';1AE-‘:'

ot

N

Wellhe

ad for Groumdwater Monitoring Well DM-3F




b e .
"y

L™ A
LT
N = L0 I

PHOTOS: Cell A Methane Probe



FHOTO9: Cell A Methane Collection Well

PHOTO 10: Cell A Methane Muonitoring Probe and Header



PHOTO 11:  Cell A Methane Monitoring Probe

PHOTO 12: Cell A Header



PFHOTO 13:  Well Box for GW Maonitoring Well “River North-R"

PHOTO 14: Well Box for Groundwater Monitoring Well *River North-R"



PHOTO 16: Wellhead of Groundwater Monitoring Well “River North-R™



PHOTO 17: Well Box for Groundwater Monitoring Well -3

PHOTO 158: Wellhead for Groundwater Monitoring Well I-3
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PHOTO 20:  Well Box for Groundwater Monitoring Well T4



PHOTO 21:

PHOTO 22:  Well Box for Groundwater Monitoring Well 1-3



PHOTO 23: Secrapyard at Groundwaler Monitoring Well 1-4

PHOTO 24: Groundwater Monitoring Well 1-3 Wellhead and Grundfos Pump



PHOTO I5:  Groundwater Observation Well

PHOTO 26:  Sump on North Bank of Salt River



PHOTO 28: Groundwater Monitoring Well 1-4 Wellhead and Dedicated Grundfos Pump



PHOTO 29:

PHOTO 30: Groundwater Monitoring Well 1-3 Information
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AIR PERMIT
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AIR QUALITY DIVISION
1001 North Central Avenue, Suits 200
Phoenix, Arlzena 85004

MARICOPRA COUNTY
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
DEPARTMENT

AlR QUALITY PERMIT

Permit Number: 010048 Issue Date August 8, 2001
Renewal Date: August 31, 2006

Permittee Name: CITY OF PHOENIX

Mailing Address 3060 § 27TH AVE PHOENIX, AZ 85000

Business Name: CITY OF PHOENIX 16TH AVE LANDFILL

Faclllty Address: 1701 W LOWER BUCKEYE RD PHOENIX. AZ 85041

Equipment Covered: See attached list

This Permit is issuedq in accordance with Maricopa County Air Poliuton (MCAP) Control
Regulations, Ruie 200, §303, and Arizona Revised Statutes, §49-404¢ and §45-480

The attached Permit Conditions are incorporated jnto and form an integral part of this
Parmit,

if the MCAP Control Officer determines that additional monitoring, sampling, modeling
and/or control of emissions from the facility may raasonably be heeded to provide for the
continued protection of public health, safety and/or welfare, the MCAP Control Officer will
amend the provisions of this Permit,

Thie Permit may be subject to suspsnslon orrevocation for cause including nonpayment
of fees, nancompliance with Arizona State Statutes, Maricopa County Air Pollution
Contrel Regulations, or the attached Permit Conditions, or if the MCAP Control Officar
determines that significant misrepresentation exisis in the application and supporting
documentation filed to ebtain or modify this Permit.

o7

Al Brown, MPA, RS _
Maricopa County Air Poliution Control Officer
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PERMIY CONDITIONS

CiTY OF PHOENIX 19TH AVE LANDFILL

Dntn laausd:  8/8/01 Permit Number 010048

Aevision: 0.7

Revision Dato:
The following permit conditions amend any corresponding permit conditions or
add additional permit conditions fo existing Permif Number 010048. f there is a
conflict betwsen these permit conditions and those issued previously, these
permit conditions will take precedence. Al other permit conditions dated Algqust
8, 2001, nof amended by this permit revision, remain in effoct as written in this
permit. '

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

1. Certification:
Any document which 1s required to be submitted by this Permit or the Rules shall
contain certification by a responsible official of truth, accuracy and completenass,
This certification shall state that, based on information and belief formed after
reasonable inquiry, the statements and information In the document are true,
accurate and cormpiete.
[Rule 100, §200.95; Rule 220, §301.5 and §302.14)

2. Confidentiality Claims:
Except as provided for in Rule 100, any records, reports, or information obtained
from the Permittee pursuant to the County Rules or this Permit shall be available
to the public unless the Control Officer has notified the Pemmittee in writing and
unless a person:

a Precisely |dentifies the information in the permit(s), records, or repons
which is considered confidential.

b. Provides sufficient supporting Information to allow the Control Officer to
evaluate whether such Information satisfies the requirements related to
trade secrets.

A claim of confidentiality shall not excuse a person from providing any and all
information required or requested by the Control Officer and shali nof be a
defense for failure to provide such information.

{Rule 100, §200.107, §402 and Rule 200, §411]

3. Controls:
Except as provided by the applicable Rules or these Permit Conditions, the
Permittee shall not operate any equipment or process unless air pollution
controls, required by either this Permit or the Rules, ate in place, are operating
without Bypass, and are operating within their design parameters and In
accordance with any other conditions specified in this Permit. This requirement to
operate any required air pollution control equipment may be conditionally waived
due to malfunction in an emergancy situation provided that the Pemrnittee fulfills
t1h4e0 notification requirements in accordance with Rule , §501, and Rules 130 and
[Rule 100, §501, Rules 130 and Rule 140] :

The Permittee shall notify the Control Officer, in accordance with Rule 220, before
making any additions, modifications or replacements to any required air pollution
control equipment. This notification requirement does not apply to normal
maintenance and repair activities.

{Rule 220, §404 and §403)

Fl

Page 1 of 8
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PERMIT CONDITIONS

CITY OF PHOENIX 18TH AVE LANDFILL
Permit Number 010048

Modifications:

The Permittee shall notify the Control Offlcer, in accordance with Rule 220, of

g'langes. replacements ot additions to the source which are not covered by this
ermnit,

[Rule 200, §312.3 and Rule 220, §400)

Odors:

The Permittee shall not amit gaseous or odorous air contaminants from
equipment, operations or premises under his control in such quantities or
concentrations as to cause air pollution.

Permit Term, Permit Transfer, and Parmit Renawal®

a. This Permit shall remain in effect for no more than 5 years.
(Rule 220. §402]

b. Except as provided in Rule 200, this Permil may be transferved to another
perscn if the person who holds the permit gives notige to the Control Officer
in writing at least 30 days before the proposed transfer and complies with
the permit transfer requirements of Rule 200 and the adrinistrative permit
amendment procedures pursuant to Rule 220.

[Rule 200, §400 and Rule 220, §405.1]

c. The Permittee shall file an application for a pemit renewal at least six
Qonths, but not more than 18 months, before the expiration date of this
ermit.
[Rule 220, §301.3a]

Record Keeping:

The Permittee shall maintain accurale records as required by these Permit
Condlitlons and by Section 500 of all applicable Rules. These records shall be
kept in a form, which allows easy verification of compliance with these Pemmit
Conditlans and any applicable Rules.

All racards shail be kept for the time as specified. All records required to
demonstrate that each required air pollution control device is being operated
properly shall be retained for five years.

All records required by this Permit shouid be made available for inspection upon
request by a representative of the Control Officer.

Upon request, the Permitteg shall fumnish to the Control Officer copies of records
required to be kept by this Permit.
[Rule 100, §504; Rule 220, §302.7; and §500 of All Applicable Rules]

Reopening For Cause:
This Permit shall be reopened or revised prior to expiration under any of the
following conditions:

3. Either the Control Officer or the Administrator of the United States
Environmentat Protection Agency {Administrator) determines that this
Permit contains a material mistake or that inaceurate statements were
made in establishing the emiasion standards or other terms or conditions of
this Permit Revision, or

Page 3 of 0
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PERMIT CONDITIONS

CITY OF PHODENIX 19TH AVE LANDFILL
Permit Number 010048

Duty to Supplement or Correct Application:

The Permittee whe fails to submit any relevant facts or who has submitted
incorrect information tn a parmit application shal, upon becoming aware of such
failure or incorrect submittal, promptly submit such supplementary facts or
corrected information. In addition, an applicant shall provide additional
information as necessary to address any requiremsnts that become applicable to
the source after the date it filed a complete application but prior to release of a
vroposed petnit.

[Rule 220, §301.5]

Duty to Comply:

The Penmittee shall ccmply with 2!l conditions of this Permit including ail
applicable requirements of Federal laws, Arizona laws, and Maricopa County Air
Follution Control Rules and Regulations.

[Rule 200, §308)

The Permittee shall hatt or reduce activities if necessary in order to maintain
compliance with these Permit Conditions, all approved operations and
maintenance plans, and all applicable requirements of Federal laws, Arizona
iavssj ?n;j Maricopa County Air Poliution Control Rules and Regulation.[Rule 220,
§302.10

Faea:

The Permitiee shall pay, in 2 timely manner, an annual fee for this Permit as
determined by the Control Officer in accordance with Rule 280.

[Rule 280, §302]

Fugritive Dust:

The Permittee shall take all reasonable precautions to minimize the emissions of
fugitive dust in accordance with §300 of Rule 310.

[Ruie 310, §300]

Leased/Remed/Borrowed Equipment:

if the Permittee leases, rents or lends any equipment covered by this Permit to a
second parly, the Permittee shall provide the second party with a copy of this
Permit. [t is the responsibility of the person using the equipment to make sure
that the equipment Is properly permitted and openated. If the Permittee does not
provide the second party with a copy of this Permit, both the Permittee and the
second party shall be responsible for operating the source in compliance with the
Permit and for any violation thereof,

[Rule 200, §300]

Malfunctions {Emergency Upsets) and Excess Emissions:

Emergencies, malfunctions, and other excess emissions shall be reported as
required by Rule 100, Section 500.

[Rule 180, §400 and §500; Rule 130, §400; Rule 140, §400 and §500]

Material Containment:

Matenials including, but not limited to, solvents or other volatile compounds,
paints, aclds, alkalies, pesticides, fertilizer and manure shall be processed,
stored, used and transported |n such a manner and by such means that they will
not unreasonably evaporate, leak, sscape or be otherwise discharged into the
ambient air so as to cause or contribute to air pollution.

[Rule 320, §302]

Page 2 of 9

A003 i

VEUED AL SLY Srf 93 CUF SOLID #45TE TRANSEER Bonioil



— e e

mony ol

SRR (L

il
B0 2025 DN L3

16.

ERMIT CONDITIONS

CITY OF PHOENIX 19TH AVE LANDFILL
Permit Number 010048

b. Either the Control Officer or Administrator determines that this Permit must
be revised or revoked to assure compliance with the applicable
requirements.

(Rule 200, §402]

Reporting: ‘
If notified, the Permittes shall submit an annual emissions inventory report to the
Control Officer. The report shall summarize the activities and air pollution
emlsslons from the facility during the previous calendar year in accordance with
§505 of Rule 100. The report shall be filed on a form supplied by the Control
Officer and shall be due by Agril 30 or 90 days after the Control Officer makes the
forms available, whichever |s later.

The Permitt@e shall furnish to the Control Officer, within a reasonable time, any
information that the Contro! Officer may reiuest in writing to determine whether
cause exlsts for revising or revoking and relssuing this Permit or to determine
compliance with this Permit.

Upon request, the Permittee shall furnish to the Control Officer copies of records
required to be kept by this Pemnit.

The Permittee shall file any additionai repoMs required by the Control Officer in a
compilete and timely manner.
{Rule 100, §601 and §505; Rule 220, §302.8 and 5302.13]

Rigiht to Emtry;
The authorized regr&sentative of the Control Officer, upon presentation of
credentials, shall be permitted:

a.  Toenter upon the premises where the source is located or emission-related
activity is conducted, or where records are required to be kept under the
conditions of this Permit and,

b.  Tohave access to and copy, at reasonable times, any records that are
required to be kept under the conditions of this Permit, and

C. To inspect, at reasonabl_e times, any source(s), equipment (including
monitoring and air pollution controi equipment), practices or operations
regulated or required under the Permit, and

d. To sample or monitor, at reasonable times, substances or parameters for
the purpose of assuring compliance with the Permit or other applicable
requirements, and

e.  To record any inspection by use of written, electronic, magnetic, and
photographic media. .

No ¢laim of confidentiality for trade secrets or commercial information available to
the Permittee under Arizona Revised Statutes (ARS) 49-487 or Rule 200 §400
can limit the scope of or otherwise interfare with an on-site inspection by a
representative of the Contral Officer. However, a claim of confidentiality may be
made on any information gathered during the inspection to the extent identified in
ARS 49-487 or Rule 2006 §400.

(Rule 100, §200.107 and §402; Rule 200, §411; Rule 220, §302.17-21)

Page 4 of 9
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PERMIT CONDITIONS

CITY OF PHOENIX 19TH AVE LANDFILL
Permit Number 010048

18. Rights and Privileges:
This Permit does not convey any property rights nor exclusive privileges of any

sort.
[Rule 220, §302.12]

18, Severability: ,
The provisions of this Parmbt are severable, and, if any provision of this Permit is
held invalid, the remainder of this Permit shall not be affected thereby,
[Rule 220, §302.9]

20. Start-up Notification:
If a performance test is required, the Permittee shall give written notification io the
Pepariment, Attention Source Test Compliance Section Manager, at least 7 days
but no more than 30 days before the inftiat start-up of any new pollution
abatement equipment or process that requires & test. Start-up of the subject
gquipment or process, shall be defined as the earliest occurrence of one of the
following dates:

a. The date that achieved maximum (or pemmitted) capacity occurs: or
b The date that a marketable product has beer produced; or
c. The date that achieved sustalned product manufacturing accurs; or

d. The date that the production line(s) or processes, exhausted to the air
pollution abatement equipment that require the test, have been qualified to
produce product that meets customer reguirements.

This startur notification does not apply to processes or equipment recognlzed by
the Control Officer as being frivial or insignificant activities.
[Rule 270, §400] :

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

21, ANowable Emissions:
The Permittee shall not allow emissions into the atmosphere to exceed any of the
following limits:

Daily Monthl Twelve Month
- Emission Limite Emission Lrndta Rofiing Average
Emlasion Limits
VOLATILE ORGANIC 48.00 POUNDS : N/A o 8.80 TONS
COMPOUNDS (VOC)

Paga b of 8
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PERMIT CONDITIONS

CiTY OF PHOENIX 19TH AVE LANDFILL
Permit Number 010048
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NON-PRECURSORS (NON} 48.00 POUNDS NIA B.BO TONS
SULFUR OXIDE (509 16.50 POUNDS NiA 3.10 TONS
CARBON MONOXIDE [CO) 48.00 POUNDS N/A 8.80 TONS
NITROGEN OXIDE INOX) 29.00 POUNDS N/A 6.30 TONS
TOTALSUSPENDED | 72.00 POUNDS TTUNiA 13.20 TONS
PARTICLLATER (TSR

PARTICULATE MATTER < 78.00 FOUNDS NA | 8.8 TONS |
EPOMM‘IEFON Diap f

The tweive month rolling total emission shall be calculated within 15 days

following the end of each calendar month by summing the emissions over the

most recant twelve calendar months.
Control Device Parameters:

a. Filter/Condensate Knockout Drums

All landfill gas from field gas collection systems shall pass through the

filter/condensate knockolt drums having a minimum control efficiency of

99.7% bg weight for particulate matter less than 5 microns or above, as

cerfified
b. Flares:

y the filter manufacturer.

All landfill gas passing through the gas coliection systems shali pass

through a property functioning flare system. The flare system shall be
operated at minimum temperature of 1,400 degrees F and shall have a

maximum fandfill gas Inlet stream of:
1. 1,500 scfm for Cell A, and

2. 200 scfm for Cell A-1.

The flare systems shall have at least 30% destruction efficiency by weight

for NMOCs. If a lower temperature is to be used, it must first be

demonsirated through testing that the lower temperature produces at least

90% destruction efficiency for NMOCs, with a carbon monoxide

concentration of less than 100 parts per million by volume (ppmv) at the

outlet,

Page 6 of 9
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PERMIT CONDITIONS

CITY OF PHOENIX 19TH AVE LANDFILL
Permit Number 010048

c. Granular Activated Carbon Vessels:

The Permittee shall replace the carbon canister befora the calculated
breakthhrough time is reached as waell as anytime breakthrough is
discovared.

23. Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Plan:
The Parmittaa shall submit an O&M Plan to the Compliance Manager of Maricopa
County Environmental Services Department in accordance with Department
guidelines for each of the following pieces of equipment:

a. Flares (Cell A and Cell A-1)
b Filter/condensate knockout drums (Cell A and Cell A-1).

The O&M Flan shall be submitted within 60 days of permit issuance.

24,  Opacity:
The Permittee shall not discharge into the ambient air from any single sourse of
emissions any air contaminant, other than uncombined water, in excess of 20%
opacity.
Opacity observations to determine compliance with the above standards shsll be
performed with techniques specified in EPA Reference Method 9, 40 CFR Part
80, Appendix A except far intermittent visible emissions which shall require 12
consecutive readings at 15 second intervals.

If any non-compliant visible emissions (not including water vapor) are detected or
reported, the Permitiee shall determine the cause and/or the source of emlssions.
The Permittee shall then take immediate corrective action(s) and i necessary,
shut down the applicabie equipment. Tha Permittee shall have visible emissions
quantified by a certified Visible Emissions Evaluator within three business days to
determine compliance. [f the evaluator determines that emissions exceed the
above specified opadities, the Permittee shall institute repairs or changes
necessary to ensure ¢compliance prior to rasuming operations.

25. Record Keeping:
The Permittee shall maintain accurate records of the following for a period of at
least five years.

a.  The combustion zone temperature of each flare, as recorded by a
continuous temperature recorder. -
b. The inlet landfill gas flowrate into the flares.

¢. A schedule for the replacement of the carbon canisters.

d. Dates and times of any filter replacement.

Page 7 of O
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26.

PERMIT CONDITIONS

CITY OF PHOENIX 19TH AVE LANDFILL
Permit Number 010048

EMISSION TESTING:

a. The Permittee shall conduct performance tesﬁn%on the following control
equipment's exhaust stack within 90 days after the issuance of this permit:

1. Cell Aflare

2. Cell A-1 flare

This time frame may be extended by the Control Officer for good cause.
Testing shall be performed for the following poliutant(s):

1. Nen-methane organic carbon (NMQC) destruction

z, Nitrogen Oxides (NOx}

3. Carbon Muonhoxlds (CO)

Testing shall be performed in order to demonstrate a minimum 80 % by

weight removal efficiency of NMOC.

This testing shall be performed with the following process equipmert
operating at the maximum production rate desired by the Permittes:

1. Cell A blower
2. Cell A-1 blower

The testing shall be conducted in accordance with ail applicable US EPA
approved test procedures, ,

b.  The Pemnittee shall submit a test protocol to the Depariment's Source Test
Compliance Section for review and approval at least 30 days prior to the
performance test, A fee for each stack to be tested, as required by Rule
280, shall be submitted with the test protocol.

¢.  The Permittee shall notify the Department's Source Test Compllance
Section in writing at least two weeks in advance of the actual time and date
o{ttehed performance test so that the Department may have a representative
attend.

Page S of 9
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PERMIT CONDITIONS

CITY OF PHOENIX 18TH AVE LANDFILL
Permit Number 0710048

The Permittee shall complete and submift a report to the Department's
Source Test Compliance Section within 30 days after completion of the
performance test. The report shall summarize the results of the testing in
sufficient detail to allow a compliance determination o be made.

Page 9 pf 9
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Equlpment List

CITY OF PHOENIX 18TH AVE LANDFILL

Date lesusd; CB/0B/OT Permit Numbear 010048

Revisign: 0.1

Equipment Description

1.  BLOWER - LANDFILL GAS FLOW RATE = 1,600 SCFM

2. BLOWER - LANDFILL GAS FLOW RATE = 200 SCFM

3.  BURNER - LANDFILL GAS FLARE (B.5FT X 30FT)

ry BURNER - LANDFILL GAS FLARE (3.6 FTX 16 FT)

5. CARBON ADSORPTION UNIT - GRANULAR ACTIVATED
CARBON VESSELS

6. EQUIPMENT - FUEL FILTER/CONDENSATE KNGCKOUT

7. TANK - CONDENSATE STORAGE

4.  TANK - CONDENSATE STORAGE

Page 1 of 1

Rated Capacity

30.00 HP
7.50 HP

18.00 MM
BTUMHR

1.50 MM
BTUMHR
5.00 GALLON(S)

9,200.00 GALLON(S)
1,400.00 GALLON(S)

Quantity
Exlst/Future

270
270
- 1J0
110
310
216

1/¢0
1/¢C



APPENDIX F
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM -
ARSENIC IN GROUNDWATER

19" AVENUE LANDFILL



ADE

Arizona Department
of Environmental Quality

Memorandum

Date: April 14,2004
To: 19" Avenue Landfill Superfund Site
Facility File
Thru:  Bill DePaul. Project Manager
Federal Projects Unit
From:  Hugh Rieck. Hydrologist
Remedial Investivations Hydrology Uit
Subjeet: Technical memurandum on arsenic concentrations i groundwater monitor wells at the
197 Avenue Land i Superiund Site

Sunnmary

Of the nincteen moenitor wells located around the T91h Avenae Landfitl seventeen consistently
show grsenic coneentrations rear or below 10, b whide two (-5 and 143 Tocated nvar the
western edge of the landfil] have shown clevated and fluctuating fevels of arsenic

(6 92,21 Analysis of the last erght vears of histerical groundwater elevaton and water
qualiy data shows that the elevated levels of ursenic and related clements atl-5 and 1-4:

. are clearly above natural background concentraiions tor the area around the sile

. fluctuate scasonally with water level drawdown 1o meet irrigation demand

. show no long-term trend of increase or decrease independent of water level trends
. remain restricted to the immediate vicinity of the site (boundary wells |-3 and 1-d)

The locally elevated arsenic concentrations probably result from mobilization of arsenic and
associated redox sensitive metals by the reducing conditions in the vadose zone and capillary
fringe beneath the landfill. Possible sources of the arsenic are 1) the landfill trash. and 2)
naturally occurring arsenic in sediments of the aguifer. The observed relationship between
changes in groundwaler elevation and arsenic and related metals (iron. manganesc)
concentrations strongly suggests that at least some. if not practically all of the arsenic, occurs
naturally in the aquifer sediments. Regardless of the source of the arsenic, it is relatively
immobile in the oxidizing groundwaler conditions of the region and is not transported far beyond
the site boundary before it is precipitated into low solubility compounds bound in the aquifer
matrix. This is consistent with the lack of elevated arsenic in the monitor wells downgradient of
1-3 and [-4. Except for long-term monitoring. no remedial action is recommended for the
elevated arsenic.

Printed on reeveled paner



Introduction

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) has completed a review and
cvaluation of the last cight vears of arsenic and related metals concentration data for groundwater
monitor wells at the 19" Avenue Landiill National Priorities List (NPLJ Site. The main objecuve
of the review is 1o explain the etevated levels ofarsenic in groundwater monitor wells -5 and 1-4.
which are immediately adpacent o the western (obliquety down-gradient) boundary of the »ite,
Fluctuating concentrations of arsenic in these wells have averaged near the previous regulatory
threshold level of 30 micrograms Hier (g Ly specified in the ROD. Howesver. the lowering of
the drinking water standard ton which the ROD was bused) o an ML of 10 29 1 has Drought

iCappliied. the new

crndird weuhd canse these teo mopior wells o be consistentiv i an exceedance condinon or

ol l’!!‘L".‘rEE'ij'li!i!I‘l‘(L'
Background

Quarterls greundwater monitorig daty fom sl mongor welis ol the |97 avenue Pandhili

network (kigure |y including upgradient cross-gradient. and downgradieni welis, show thitd.
with the exceprion o wells -2 and -4, arsenie concentrations generally range between | and 20

Lol iFigures 2 and 3 Mostweliss including thase downgradient frone b5 and -4 e

consistentiy below 10 L b

During the last eight years, arsenic concentrations i samples from welis -3 and [-4 have been
highty variabic. ranging from 6 10 99 . /L. However. concentrations in the higher end of this
range (i.e. = 50 2g/0.) have been transient. and until recently nat triggered action beyond tollow-
up resampling ar the end of the quarter. as specified in the contingeney plan of the Consent
Decree.

The frequency of fluctuations in arsenic concentrations at 1-3 and 1-4 suggests that they are
related 10 observed fluctuations in groundwater levels (Figure 2) due 10 heavy seasonal pumping
from large irrigation wells of the Roosevelt Irrigation District northwest of the site. The waler
table beneath the sile is drawn down during spring and summer months to a relative tow stand in
late summer or fall. then generally recovers to a relative high stand in January or February. The
irrigation district wells influence a large arca and maintain a consistent northwesterly
groundwater flow direction at the site.  As determined in the RI. groundwater velocliy has varnied
from 1 to & feet per day. and fluctuated between 20 and 80 feet below the ground surtace. In
recent years. drought in Arizona has produced a widespread decline in the water table upon
which the scasonal fluctuations are superposed.

Discussion



Arsenic can oceur as a semi metatlic clement (As”). arsenate (As” ). arsenite {AST), or arsine
(As5). Naturally. arsenic occurs almost exclusively as arsenite or arsenate. Anthropogenic
arsenic may have any form including the organiv arsine species (Vance, 2002). Elemental arsenic
or arsine are unlikely to be present under conditions at wells 1-3 and 1-4, and the difTicultics and
expense of testing for these species are unwarranted under the present cireumstances, Arsenic
can readily change oxidation state between arsentte and arsenate species through chemical or
biological reactions that are common in the environment.

The solubility and mebility of arsenic compounds in groundwater depend on the oxidation state.
cherical composition of the groundwater. and sdsorplion-desorption resctions {Welch and
others. [9%%). Fhese in tarn are controlled by the oxidution-reduction potential (ORI Ehy. pH
condinons. and possible biclogicat acuviy,  Arsemite compounds ure 4 io ) mes more suluble
inwater than srsenate coupounds {Robims, TOES)

[ P A B Vel l Al e = oas R T
Fretd measuremenis of pHoreported for the sie-refated wells are wohm oo proad range beiwveen

a% and TNL N st datd s e Been reported tor ORPrconvernhle o Dhy Noncthcless, from

sther studies. natugal bachground sulues tor Bhin the regnonal agurier sistem can salehy be
assumed to be at feast o sbightiv oxadizing 0V greater than - 100G o -2000mN e Byl diagrians
of arsenie oxidation state (Figure 4 show that, within the tvpical range of site pH values, the

cvidation state o arsenic is probably above the arsenate-arsenite transition threshold. Thus s
reduction w Eh may tend to make arsenite the stable form.

I'he geochemical behavior of iron (and manganesed is simlar o that afarsenie. At iypieal site
pH vatues. ron wiil readily precipitate from soluton under oxidizing conditions (Eh = - 100 to
200 mV), forming terric oxy-hydroxide minerals of low solubility (Hem. 19610 Krause and Euel.
1985} (Fipure 51 Arscnate is strongly adsorbed and incorporated into these low solubility
complexes (Frank and Dennis. 1986). This co-precipitation of arsenic and iron can be used 10
effectively remove arsenic in drinking water treatment systems (US EPA, 2002). Under reducing
{anaerohic) conditions. both clements are stable in their more soluble forms {arsenite and ferrous
iron). Historical dissolved (ferrous) iron concentrations from site wells arc gencrally below
laboratory reporting limits (0.10 mg/L). Iron concentrations significantly above the laboratory
reporting limit are reported only from wells [-3 and [-4. where they fluctuate with arsenic in
response to changes in water table clevation.

Reducing conditions clearly exist in the vadose zone beneath the landfill cap, as evidenced by the
large amount of methane gas being collected and bumed by the methane extraction system in
operation at the site. Seasonal lowering of the water Lable causes an influx of methane gas and
associaled reducing conditions downward into the expanding vadose zone and relatively thick
capiltary fringe (due to the fine-grained nature of the aquifer sediments) to the water lable. The
waler table is only a few tens of {eet below the base of the lowest trash layers,

Observations
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Arsenic (and iron) concentrations increase when the vadose zone expands downward
and water table moves farther from base of landfiil trash deposits due to a dechning
water table. This suggests mobilization of naturally oceurring arsenic {and tron) in
the sediments upon exposure to reducing conditions i the vadose zone. rather than
increased contribution from a hvpothetical Tand i1l source.

The largest increases in arsenic conceniration are generally seen after aquifer
sediments which have previously always been fully saturated are first exposed 1o the
reducing vadose zone conditions (£e. the water tuble drops helow any previous Tow
stand). Arsenic concentrations {f.0. mobilityt are seen w cquilibrate and then
diminish when the water table remams within or rises above a depth that has been
previoushy dewatered (Figure 20, This suggests depletion of a fintie amaeunt ol

potentaliy mobile arseme i the aquiter sadiments.

Tl e e Th
Poes YU IO 310R

Phe sirghin fong-term mgreasing esd i arsciliy Coneoitaiien o

S PR . " [P, ek PRI PR v Ty AT o
ov et long-term drop in wates table elovition tiigure 2 and ihe continued

dov imaand eapanston of the sadose zones T abse saggests tat he pramar soulce

ol wisenic s maobilization of naturadh occureing wrsenic inthe sgunier sedunent.

Sulfate concentrations arc observed 1o be relatively Tow and consistent m all site wells
exeept -3 and -4, Tvpieal sulfae concentrations for site wells range between 8t and
60 me: Lowith hitde variation at a single well. Sulfate concentrattons for 1-3 und [-4
are generally lower, normally ranging between about 10 and 90 mg 1. and are nowbly
variable with waler level. [ncreases in sulfite concentration indicaie more oxidizing
conditiens, At wells [-3 and 1-4 increases in sulfate correspond 1o nereases i water
level elevation. Sulfate spiked as high as 138 mgeL {comparable (o other wellshan -3
during the second quarter of 2003, concurrent with an abrupt increase in water level

and drop in arsenic concentration 10 6 g/l (Figure 3).

Alternative Hypotheses

URS Corporation, as vonsultant to the City of Phoenix. prepared a report to explain the arsente
exceedance at the 19th Avenue Landfill wells (URS. 2003). URS proposed seven hypotheses as
possible explanations for the arscnic behavior at 1-3 and -4, Two of these (5 and 7, below) in
combination are consistent with all available site data. The other five are not supported by the

data.

l.

Variation in natural arsenic concentrations assoviated with aquifer material
(independent of the fandfill). This hypothesis suggests that heterogeneity in the
distribution of naturally occurring arsenic in the aquifer may be responsible for the
locally elevated concentrations, i.e. an arsenic rich patch of sedinent just upgradient
from 1-3 and I-4. This is unlikely because 1) the I-3 and 1-4 fluctuations in
concentration of arsenic and related constituents correlate closely with the patterns of
change in water table elevation across a 30-foot thick interval described above and. 2)
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0.

other site wells, including wells downgradient from [-3 and -4, show relatively fow,
homogencous and consistent coneentrations of arsenic, iron. sultie. and other related
constiluents.

Dissolution of arsenic from a source located within the fanedfill. Arsenic could be
present in the landfitl debris: however there is no evidence to suspect any significant
arsenic source discarded within the landhll. URS acknowledges that the Remedial
Investigation (R indicated that no stenificant [identtiable. loculized| sources of
contamination were present. Loeal infiltration through the Jandfill cap and debris s
negligible: there may be net upward migration of water at the site, The correlation of
increased arsenic concentration with lowered water table elevation snggests
mobtlization from the aquiter sediments rather than a landtill souree. A Timd i)}
souree veuld he expected 1o vae increesed arsenic conventrations with fsimg sl
vy el

Disacizne) of aesenic from i off-aie somce RS avkeowledpes that the leeations
cfawetls -3 and -3 along (e westors edee of the Tnd il are cmd e abwan s beens
downgradient trom the Jand 1 and uparadicnt of any potential off-site seurce. muking

this g very unlikely hypothesis,

Fhe aviirodnetrin nf (J’.’.\'.’:Uu’:_(._{c‘(i: sedinions Frean sHiewelf r"(.'"\‘f}i_i_,’ il \'-_,’J"r-'.‘,'.i.-'rn"'.l‘u'!('."
cumples. VRS acknowledges that this is unlikely because compartsons of fitered and
untiltered samples collected on the same day shewed no significant differences.
RITILE has considered possible differences in well construction or materials: however
other wells built to idenucal specifications do not produce the bigh arsenic. iron, und
related constituent results,

Decreasing growndwater clevations contributing e changes in water gualine. URS
notes that historic data suggest ransient increases 1 arsenic [4t 1-3 and [-4] are
concomitant with decreases in groundwater elevation. They also note that although
comparable changes in groundwater elevation oceur in all site wells, arsente elevation
1s observed only in these two wells.  In combination with hypothesis number 7
(below), this appears 10 be an important component of any explanation.

Recharge as a resuli of flow in the Sult River. URS points out that recent activitics
associated with the Rio Salado restoration project have resulted in continuous [very]
low flows in the Salt River bed that are expected 1o result in recharge likely 1o affect
hydrogeology and geochemistry of ground]water in the arca. RIHU points out that the
rclationship between concentrations of arsenic and related elements at [-3 and 1-4, and
waler table clevation, are evident in site data from many vears before the Rio Salado
resloration activitics began. Also, any recharge from the river bed should affect at
least several other site wells in addition to I-3 and 1-4. The behavior of arsenic and
related constituents remains anomalous only at 1-3 and -4, Any recharge that may be
occurring beneath the site thus far is immeasurably small; the most recent water table



clevations beneath the site are at all-time histore ows. This hypothesis is unlikely to
factor in o any explanation.

7. Mobilization of naruralv occnrring arsenic mediated by reducing conditions imposed
Ay the fandfifl. URS states that site data indicate reducing conditions beneath the
landfill and that reducing conditions tavor dissolution of arseiic compounds. They
conclude that mobilization of naturally occurring arsenic appears likely at I-3 and [-4.

Conclusion

Drops in the water tabie exposing ayuifer sediment for the first time o reducing vadose vone
condittons bencath the Land 1 appear o be related to inereases im arsenic concentration ol wells
LY and -4 bath located et the downgradiont odge o the kindiil Some arsene may be coning

. ' TEE e [T o o . - . f ot I T y LGt dhaegt
froony e dehris, PUt HIere s O GV IGENRCY o SUPPOTT YN G SOl Oy aderoe o RIS S SN T

. “ HYS T IT yeyreer i
dabl ol the ersenie appears to be mebiived from maturalis

s s o the cose, Mokt

sovuiring arsenic i the aguiler sediment Sk mobiizanon ol iatraliy ocourting arsenic fus

been documiented heneidy other Ll sies (e o White and Sevee, 199490 Regandless ol the

stiree of the arsenic. 1 should not he o signtficant concery or a hindrance o delisting of 1he st

hecatse it not mabae o being tinsported in the oxidizing environment ot e regnienal

aquifer svstem. 2) i nota (ireat o human health 7. drinking water supplv) or the
environment. 3) the slight increasimy trend i conceniratons at i-3 and 1-4 can be expected e
reverse i water levels rise. 40 no technicaily feasibie or cost eftfective remedy ix mailable. and =3

long-term stability and predictabiline of the sttuaton s unlikely 1o change.
Recommendations

Groundwater monitoring should continue indehnitely to msure that any significant change in
conditions or future threal is recognized.

Because the arsenic in groundwater at the western cdge of the Jandfill is from a naturally

occurring source. predictable. relatively stable. and does not pose a threat to human health or the
environment. no remedial action is warranted and it should not hinder delisting of the site.
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