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4. Land Use Controls

LUC:s can consist of engineering controls (ECs) and/or institutional controls (ICs). ECs are physical
controls that are constructed to reduce exposure pathways or protect the integrity of the remedy at a
site. Examples of ECs include fencing, signage, soil caps, and barriers erected to impede migration
of contaminant plumes. ICs are administrative and/or legal controls that provide notice of
contamination, limit land uses and/or require actions to be taken to protect human health and the
environment at a site. Examples of ICs include deed notices and restrictions (easements and
covenants), government LUC registries, zoning restrictions, and permits. However, these specific
ICs are not applicable at active Navy installations.

The following section identifies the ECs that have been, and ICs that will be implemented at the site
to meet the LUC performance objectives. Navy and GEPA responsibilities for implementing,
maintaining, monitoring, reporting, and enforcing these LUCs are discussed in Section 5.

4.1 ENGINEERING CONTROLS

This section identifies the various ECs that have been implemented:

* Signage indicating that the area is restricted has been installed

* Protective soil cover and associated vegetative cover have been installed

4.2 INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

This section identifies the various ICs to be implemented at the site. The use of several mechanisms
provides a layering strategy that significantly increases the likelihood that future site users and
regulatory agencies will receive notice of site contamination and risk, LUCs, and their associated
rights and responsibilities related to the maintenance of the LUCs. These mechanisms include:

+ Navy LUC recording system

« Navy permit and construction review/approval processes

421 Navy Installation Restoration Information Solution

The Navy will record site LUCs and track their compliance using a relational database information
system such as the LUC Tracker through the Naval Installation Restoration Information Solution
(NIRIS) system. NIRIS is a centralized information management systems developed by Naval
Facilities Engineering Command Headquarters to store and manage all DON environmental
restoration technical data (e.g., analytical and spatial), documents, and records using a Web-
based database with Geographic Information System (GIS) applications and analysis tools. It
provides analytical, management, and visualization tools to ensure that effective cleanup and
land management decisions are made in cooperation with a diversity of contractors, regulators,
and other stakeholders. The LUC Tracker within the NIRIS system is currently under
development. The Navy will record site LUCs and track compliance using LUC Tracker as soon
as it is made available from NIRIS.

LUC Tracker within the NIRIS system will allow Navy personnel to effectively manage their
LUCs. LUC information, reports, maps, etc., can be uploaded to the LUC Tracker database,
thereby allowing NIRIS users to run various queries to obtain specific LUC data for a site. LUC
Tracker also can be used to automatically send reports to various stakeholders and can be used as
an automated reminder system for upcoming inspections or reporting requirements. LUC
Tracker provides for easy LUC data access, efficient tracking of LUC integrity and compliance,
and standard data formats for interoperability among Navy personnel, contractors, and
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government regulatory agencies. Currently, there is no plan to continue providing outside access to
the LUC information through the Navy’s information system if the property is transferred to a
civilian or non-DON federal entity. It is anticipated that the LUC data within the Navy LUC
tracking system for the Area Behind the Former SRF Fenceline site will only be maintained while
the site remains Navy property.

42.2 Navy Permit and Construction Review

During the planning and/or design phase of construction projects, the Navy's environmental
personnel will review the planning/design documents to ensure that appropriate considerations are
specified and that the site is protective for its intended use.

As a planning tool, the Navy uses a GIS called the Regional Shore Infrastructure Plan (RSIP), which
is equivalent to an Installation Master Plan. RSIPs include planning issues and the location of
Environmental Restoration (ER) sites, as well as the various land use categories assigned to specific
parcels.

4.2.3 Deed Restrictions

If the property is ever transferred from DON to a civilian or non-federal entity when one or more
LUC is still in effect, each transfer of fee title from the United States will include a CERCLA
120(h)(3) covenant which will have a description of the residual contamination on the property and
the environmental use restrictions, expressly prohibiting activities inconsistent with the performance
measure goals and objectives. The deed will contain appropriate provisions to ensure that the
restrictions continue to run with the land until properly terminated or modified, and are enforceable
by the Navy and other appropriate parties.

5. Responsibilities for Maintaining LUCs
51  NOTICE REQUIREMENTS
5.1.1 Navy Responsibilities

Notice of Existing Contamination. The Navy will provide notice to all regular site users of residual
site contamination, human health risks associated with this contamination, land use restrictions, and
LUC boundaries. The Navy has already provided notice of site contamination and associated risks to
GEPA in various environmental documents.

Notice of Changes to Site Conditions. The Navy will be required to notify GEPA of any
construction work that is planned to take place within the vegetated soil cover portion of the LUC
area or that may impact cover soil within the LUC area, 60 days prior to commencing such
construction activities. The Navy will be required to immediately notify GEPA of any disturbance
or removal of soils from within the LUC area and any suspected or known new release of chemicals
on the property.

The Navy will notify GEPA as soon as practicable but no longer than ten days after discovery of any
activity that is inconsistent with the LUC objectives or use restrictions, or any other action that may
interfere with the effectiveness of the LUCs. The Navy will notify GEPA regarding how the Navy has
addressed or will address the breach within ten days of sending GEPA notification of the breach.

The Navy will notify GEPA 45 days in advance of any proposed land use changes that are
inconsistent with LUC objectives or the selected remedy. The Navy will also notify GEPA in
advance of any changes to the internal Navy procedures that would affect the LUCs. These
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notifications will be in writing via e-mail and correspondence and included in the annual reports on
LUC compliance.

Notice of Conveyance. The Navy will provide notice to GEPA at least six (6) months prior to any
transfer or sale of the Area Behind the Former SRF Fenceline site so that GEPA can be involved in
discussions to ensure that appropriate provisions are included in the transfer terms or conveyance
documents to maintain effective ICs. If it is not possible for the Navy to notify GEPA at least six
months prior to any transfer or sale, then the facility will notify GEPA as soon as possible but no
later than 60 days prior to the transfer or sale of any property subject to ICs. In addition to the land
transfer notice and discussion provisions above, the Navy further agrees to provide GEPA with
similar notice, within the same time frames, as to federal-to-federal transfer of property from DON
to another federal agency such as the Federal Aviation Administration, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service or a separate military branch. The Navy will provide relevant portions of the draft deed to
GEPA during the discussions if requested, and a copy of executed deed or transfer assembly to
GEPA.

5.2 INSPECTION AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

5.21 Navy Responsibilities

Frequent Inspections. The Navy will regularly inspect the property at a minimum of every 12
months to ensure that LUCs are being maintained and remain effective, unless and until LUCs are
terminated. The inspection will evaluate whether the following items are in compliance:

* Signage is present and legible.

* Vegetation cover is complete and well maintained over the soil cover.

* No excavation or uncontrolled removal of soil from the soil cover or from the site.
* No trespassers or indications of trespassing at the site.

*  No unauthorized development or new structures at the site.

The Navy will also maintain a photo log of the site to document the stability or changes at the site
over the years.

Right of Access. Consistent with applicable security policy and regulation, the Navy will provide
unencumbered rights of access to Navy personnel, Navy contractors, and GEPA, or their designated
agents, to: 1) inspect the property for environmental conditions and compliance with land use
restrictions, 2) mitigate site conditions that present a risk to human health and the environment (if the
Navy has failed to take appropriate action), and 3) enforce land use restrictions, if necessary.

Conditional Inspections. The Navy will inspect the property in the event LUCs are breached or if
releases of chemicals occur or are suspected to have occurred at the site. The purpose of this
inspection is to aid in formulating an appropriate response action.

Five-year Inspections. The Navy will physically inspect the property at a minimum of every five
years to ensure that LUCs are being maintained and remain effective, unless and until LUCs are
terminated. Data will be collected during these inspections to meet the CERCLA five-year reporting
requirements (discussed below).
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5.2.2 GEPA Responsibilities

Conditional Inspections. GEPA may inspect the property at anytime or in the event LUCs are
breached or if releases of chemicals occur or are suspected to have occurred at the site. The purpose
of this inspection is to aid in formulating an appropriate response action.

5.3 COMPLIANCE REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
5.3.1 Navy Responsibilities

Annual Reporting. The Navy will submit LUC inspection and monitoring information and a signed
compliance certification as part of the annual report (included in Attachment 2) to GEPA on an
annual basis. If applicable, the Navy will identify any LUC compliance deficiency(ies) and the
mitigating measures that have or will be taken to address those deficiencies. The annual report
should also discuss any permitted land modifications and the manner in which contaminated soil was
handled and/or disposed of to protect human health and the environment and comply with all
applicable laws. The need and requirements for annual site inspections and certification will be re-
evaluated every five years by the Navy and GEPA.

Monitoring of the environmental use restrictions and controls will be conducted annually [or more
or less frequently as may be determined to be necessary based upon site activities or conditions] by
the Navy. The monitoring results will be included in a separate report or as a section of another
environmental report, if appropriate, and provided to GEPA. The annual monitoring reports will be
used in preparation of the Five-Year Review to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy.

The annual monitoring report, submitted to GEPA by the Navy, will evaluate the status of the ICs
and how any IC deficiencies or inconsistent uses have been addressed. The annual evaluation will
address whether the use restrictions and controls referenced above were communicated in the
deed(s), whether the owners and state and local agencies were notified of the use restrictions and
controls affecting the property, and whether use of the property has conformed with such restrictions
and controls.

CERCLA Five-Year Compliance Reporting. The Navy will provide GEPA with a five-year
review report (Attachment 3) for the site as required by CERCLA Section 120(c) and in accordance
with EPA’s Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance (EPA 2001). This report will review site
conditions; site uses and users, compliance with LUC objectives and restrictions; any mitigating
and/or enforcement measures taken or required at the site; advances in scientific knowledge or
changes in law that require re-evaluation of the remediation goals and final remedy identified in the
Decision Document (DD) (DON 2008), and; any conveyance of the property interests.

The five-year review period will begin with the completion of the Remediation Verification Report
(RVR) for the site. Five-year reviews will be conducted until the contaminants are reduced to levels
that allow unrestricted land use and the LUC are no longer needed, or until LUCs are no longer
needed due to changes in site conditions.

5.3.2 GEPA Responsibilities

Enforcement Reporting. GEPA has no compliance reporting responsibilities, but is encouraged to
promptly report any enforcement actions taken or contemplated to the Navy to ensure compliance
with site LUCs.
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5.4 MITIGATION AND ENFORCEMENT REQUIREMENTS
5.41 Navy Responsibilities

Mitigation Measures. Upon discovery, the Navy will promptly take any mitigation measures
necessary to address non-compliance with LUCs or releases of potential harmful chemicals at the
site.

Any activity that is inconsistent with the IC objectives or use restrictions, or any other action that
may interfere with the effectiveness of the ICs will be addressed by the Navy as soon as practicable,
but in no case will the process be initiated later than 10 days after the Navy becomes aware of the
breach.

6. Termination of LUCs

The Navy will not modify or terminate LUCs, or implementation actions without approval by GEPA.
The Navy will seek prior concurrence before any anticipated action that may disrupt the
effectiveness of the LUC remedy or any action that may alter or negate the need for the LUC remed)y.

When the Navy and GEPA concur that one or more of the LUCs are no longer needed for protection
of human health and the environment, the Navy will advise GovGuam DLM of that action.

7. LUC WP Distribution

Within 30 days of receiving GEPA approval of this LUC WP, the Navy will undertake the following
specific actions:

i) Send a copy of the LUC WP to the GovGuam DLM at the following address:

Department of Land Management
PO Box 2950

Hagatna, Guam 96932

(671) 649-5381

A letter should be sent with the LUC WP requesting that: 1) DLM not re-zone the site
for residential use without prior concurrence from the Navy, and 2) the Navy and GEPA
be notified if construction activities are planned that will impact the subject parcel.

ii) Add a copy of the LUC WP to the Navy Administrative Record File for the Area Behind
the Former SRF Fenceline site, located at:

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Pacific
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-3134

iii) Add a copy of the LUC WP to the Navy information repository located at:

Nieves M. Flores Memorial Library
254 Martyr Street

Hagatna, Guam 96910-5141
(671)475-4751
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iv) Add a copy of the LUC WP to the Navy NIRIS database for the Area Behind the Former
SRF Fenceline Site.

8. Points of Contact

Correspondence, inquiries, and LUC monitoring reports should be sent to the following points of
contact:

Navy: Department of the Navy
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Pacific
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-3134

GEPA: Administrator
Guam Environmental Protection Agency
P.O. Box 22439 GMF
Barrigada, Guam 96921
(671)475-1658
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Attachment 2
Annual LUC Compliance Inspection and Certificate Forms






Annual LUC Compliance Certificate
Area Behind the Former SRF Fenceline, COMNAVMARIANAS,
Guam

Property Owner: U.S. Navy
Property Address:

Is the evaluation for all or a portion of the Area Behind the Former SRF Fenceline property?

If evaluating only a portion of the site, attach a figure identifying the portion being evaluated.

This evaluation is for Calendar Year: (year)

Certification Checklist

In Compliance Non-Compliance See Comment

1. Vegetation cover is complete and well
maintained over the soil cover. U [ [

2. Signage is present and legible.

3. No indication of trespassers at Site.

4. No development or construction of new
structures at the Site.

5. No excavation and uncontrolled removal of soils
from the soil cover or from the Site.

O 0O O Od
O 0O O Od
O 0O O Od

I, the undersigned, hereby certify that I am an authorized representative of the U.S. Navy and that the
above-described Land Use Controls have been complied with for the period noted. Alternately, any known
deficiencies are described in the Post-Removal Action Maintenance and Monitoring Report.

Signature Title Date
Representing:

Mail completed form(s) to:

Guam Environmental Protection Agency Commander

P.O. Box 22439 GMF Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Pacific
Barrigada, Guam 96921 258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100

U.S.A. Pearl Harbor, HI 96860-3134

LUC Compliance Certification Checklist Comments

LUC Compliance Certification
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Reference checklist Item no. and provide written comments as needed; use additional sheets if necessary.

LUC Compliance Certification
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Five-Year Review
Checklist and Report Template






Five-Year Review Checklist and Report Template

This appendix provides a checklist and a general template for Five-Year Review reports for the Area
Behind the Former SRF Fenceline, COMNAVMARIANAS, Guam. The checklist appears first, followed
by the report template. The report template in this appendix was taken directly from the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) document Comprehensive Five-Year Guidance (EPA 540-R-01-
007, June 2001). This guidance document can be accessed at the following internet address:

http://www.epa.gov/superfund/resources/Syear/index.htm .

The general template shall be followed to ensure national consistency in the structure of Five-Year
Review reports. However, each report prepared for the Area Behind the Former SRF Fenceline will take
into account site-specific circumstances, and modifications to the format and content will be made
accordingly.

EPA’s suggested format for Five-Year Review reports includes three main components: cover material,
summary information, and the report body. Templates for each of these components follow. These
templates provide suggested standard formats, boilerplate text, subheadings, checklists, example tables,
and protectiveness statements. Suggested boilerplate text is presented in text boxes. Within the boilerplate
section, text enclosed in brackets (“[ ]”) should be added as appropriate, and italicized text denotes
discussions that the reviewer should add.

The checklist and report template are to be used as guides for the type of information that will appear in
the different sections of the Five-Year Review reports for the Area Behind the Former SRF Fenceline.
Sufficient information will be included to ensure that the rationale behind the protectiveness
determination is adequately documented.
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Content Checklist For
Five-Year Review Reports

This checklist should be used to verify that all appropriate information is documented in the Five Year
Review reports for the Area Behind the Former SRF Fenceline. Depending on site-specific circumstances,
some items may not be applicable.

General Report Format

Signed concurrence memorandum (as appropriate)

Title page with signature and date

Completed five-year review summary form (page C-15)
List of documents reviewed

Site maps (as appropriate)

List of tables and figures

Interview report (as appropriate)

Site inspection checklist

Photos documenting site conditions (as appropriate)

N Y I B

Introduction

The purpose of the five-year review

(1 Authority for conducting the five-year review

[0 Who conducted the five-year review (lead agency [U.S. Navy]) and when

(1 Organizations providing analyses in support of the review (e.g., the contractor
supporting the lead agency [U.S. Navy])

Other review participants or support agencies

Review number (e.g., first, second)

Trigger action (approval of the Decision Document by the lead agency [U.S. Navy] and
the Guam EPA [GEPA]) and date

Number, description, and status of all operable units at the site

If review covers only part of a site, explain approach

Define which areas are covered in the five-year review

Summarize the status of other areas of the site that are not covered in the present five-year
review

]

[

I B A |

Site Chronology
(1 List all important site events and relevant dates

Background
[0 General site description (e.g., size, topography, and geology)
Former, current, and future land use(s) of the site and surrounding areas
History of contamination
Initial response
Basis for taking remedial action (e.g., contaminants)

I I B |

Remedial Actions
[0 Regulatory actions (e.g., date and description of Records of Decision, Explanations of
Significant Difference, Administrative Orders on Consent, Consent Decrees and Action
Memorandum)
0 Remedial action objectives
0 Remedy description
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I A B R

Remedy implementation (e.g., status, history, enforcement actions, performance)
Operations & Maintenance

O&M requirements

O&M summary (e.g., history, modifications, problems, and successes)

Summary of costs of O&M effectiveness (i.e., are requirements being met and are
activities effective in maintaining the remedy?)

Progress Since Last Five-Year Review (if applicable)

U
U
U
U

Protectiveness statements from last review

Status of recommendations and follow-up actions from last review

Results of implemented actions, including whether they achieved the intended effect
Status of any other prior issues

Five-Year Review Process

0

Administrative Components
o Notification of potentially interested parties of initiation of review process
o Identification of five-year review team members (as appropriate)
o Outline of components and schedule of the five-year review
Community Involvement
o Community notification (prior and post review)
o Other community involvement activities (e.g., notices, fact sheets, etc., as
appropriate)
Document review
Data review
Site inspection
o Inspection date
o Inspection participants
o Site inspection scope and procedures
o Site inspection results, conclusions
o Inspection checklist
Interviews
o Interview date(s) and location(s)
o Interview participants (name, title, etc.)
o Interview documentation
o Interview summary

Technical Assessment

0

0

Answer Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision document?
o remedial action performance (i.e., is the remedy operating as designed?)

O&M

cost of O&M

opportunities for optimization

early indicators of potential issues

implementation of institutional controls and other measures

© O © © O

Answer Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and
remedial action objectives (RAOs) used at the time of the remedy selection still valid?
o changes in standards, newly promulgated standards, to be considered standards
(TBCs)
o expected progress towards meeting RAOs
changes in exposure pathways
o changes in land use

o
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Issues

0 new contaminants and/or contaminant sources
o changes in toxicity and other contaminant characteristics
o risk recalculation/assessment (as applicable)

Answer Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into
question the protectiveness of the remedy?
0o new or previously unidentified ecological risks
o natural disaster impacts
o any other information that could call into question the protectiveness of the
remedy
Technical Assessment Summary

Issues identified during the technical assessment and other five-year review activities
Determination of whether issues affect current or future protectiveness

A discussion of unresolved issues raised by support agencies and the community (States,
Tribes, other Federal agencies, local governments, citizens, PRPs, other interested
parties), if applicable

Recommendations and Follow-up Actions

0

O OO

Required/suggested improvements to identified issues or to current site operations
Note parties responsible for actions

Note agency with oversight authority

Schedule for completion of actions related to resolution of issues

Protectiveness Statements

0

Protective statement(s) for the Area Behind the Former SRF Fenceline, (If the remedy is
not protective of human health and/or the environment, provide supporting discussion
and information in the report to make this determination, such as current threats or level
of risk?)

Comprehensive protectiveness statement covering all of the remedies at the site (if
applicable)

Next Review

U
U

Expected date of next review

If five-year reviews will no longer be done, provide a summary of that portion of the
technical analysis presented in the report that provides the rationale for discontinuation
of five-year reviews
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Five-Year Review Report

(First, Second, etc.) Five-Year Review Report
for
Area Behind the Former SRF Fenceline Site
COMNAVMARIANAS, Guam

Month, Year

PREPARED BY:

Approved by: Date:

[Name]
[Title]
[Affiliation]
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Five-Year Review Report

The following Table of Contents notes typical major divisions and subheadings for Five-Year
Review reports. Subheadings can be included as appropriate for a given review report. This is
only an example.

Table of Contents
List of Acronyms
Executive Summary

Five-Year Review Summary Form

R F3 13 40T 18171510 s IO PP STPPSOPSRPP 17
2 Site CRIONOIOZY ..oouiiiiiieeiiiie ettt ettt e ettt e e e ettt e e e e b b e e e e eabbeeeeenbaeeesennaeeeas 18
3 BaCKEIOUNG.....ooiiiiiiiiieeee ettt e et e e et e e e e tbb e e e e eabaeeaeene 19
3.1  Physical CharacCteriStiCS ........cceriuurireeiiiiiieeeeiiieeeeeiieeeeeeiteeeeesibteeesserbeeeeesnreeeeenssaeeaeanes 19
3.2 Land and ReSOUICE USE .......eeiruiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeeieee ettt et 19
3.3 History of Contamination .........c...eeeeriuuieeeeriiiieeeeeiiieeeeeiieeeeeeinieeeesereeeeesnsneeeesenssaeeasanes 19
3.4 INItiAl RESPOMSE ..oeeuiiiiiieeiiiiie ettt ettt e ettt e e e ettt e e s e tbbeeeeesbbaeeeesbaeeaeanes 19
3.5 Basis fOr Taking ACION.......ccceiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e e et e e e et e e e e sebreeeeeebaeeaeenes 19
4 RemMEAIal ACHIONS c..uuviiiiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt et e et e ettt e et e e s e s e 20
4.1 RemMedY SELECLION........iiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiie ettt e et e e e ettt e e e eiebeee e e nnbaeeeensaeeeeanes 20
4.2 Remedy Implementation............ccuuiieeriiiieeeriiiie e et e et e e et e e e et eeeesareeeeenbaeeeeenes 20
4.3  Operation and MaINtENANCE ..........eeeeeriuriieeeiiiiieeeeiieeeeerireeeeesireeeeesenbeeeeesnreeeeenssaeeeeanes 20
5 Progress Since the Last Five-Year REVIEW ........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicciee e 21
6 Five-Year REVIEW PrOCESS. ....cccuiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeeie ettt 22
6.1  Administrative COMPONENLS .........eeeeriuriiieeriiiiieeeeiiieeeeeitteeeeasirteeeeansreeeeesssreeessssseeesanes 22
6.2 Community Notification and InvVOIVemMENt ...........cc.eeeeeriiiiiiiiniiiieeeeiiiee e 22
6.3 DOCUMENE REVIEW ...ceoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e ettt et e s 22
0.4 Data REVIEW .....eiiiiiiiiiiiieite ettt et ettt et e ettt e s e e st es 22
0.5 SItE INSPECLION ...eeeiuiiiiiieeiiiiie ettt e ettt e e ettt e e ettt e e e e beeeeesabaeeesenssbeeeessbbeeeeessaeaeeanes 22
0.0 TNEETVIEWS.....eiiuiiiiiiiie ettt ettt ettt e ettt e et e e bt e e naae e e sab e e e sab e e e sabeeesabeeeenbeeas 22
7 Technical ASSESSIMENL ....cccc.uiiiiiiiieiiie ettt ettt e et e et e ettt e et e et e e sab e e e sabeeesaaaeas 23
7.1 Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?............ 23
7.2 Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and remedial
action objectives (RAOs) used at the time of the remedy site selection still valid?................. 23
7.3 Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the
protectiveness Of the TeMEAY?..........iiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e e e 23
7.4 Technical AsSeSSMENt SUMIMATY .......ccuuviieiriiiiieeiiiieeeeiiee ettt e e e ereeeeeebeeeeeeebaeeeeenes 23
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8 IS SUES ittt ettt ettt ettt et ettt t ettt —t——ar—atanas 24

9 Recommendations and FOIIOW-UP ACLIONS. .......ccuuiiiiriiiiiiieiiiiee ettt et e e eieee e e iaaeee e 24
10 Protectiveness StatemMENt(S) ........ueeeeeeeeiieiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeciiieeeeeeeeeeeeeiarreeeeeeeeeseeaaarasaeeaeeeeaanens 24
L1 NEXE REVIEW....eiiiiiiieiiiie ettt ettt et e et e e st e e st e e sabeeesaaeees 24
Tables

Table 1 — Chronology of Site Events

Table 2 — Annual O&M Costs

Table 3 — Actions Taken Since the Last Five-Year Review
Table 4 — Changes in Chemical-Specific Standards

Table 5 — Changes in Action-Specific Requirements
Table 6 — Changes in Location-Specific Requirements
Table 7 — Issues

Table 8 — Recommendations and Follow-up Actions

Attachments
Site Maps (if not included in the body of the report)
List of Documents Reviewed
Tables and Figures documenting Remedy Performance and Changes in Standards (if not
included in the body of the report)
Interview Report (as appropriate)
Photos Documenting Site Conditions

Appendix
Comments received from Support Agencies and/or the Community
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List of Acronyms

Include a list of acronyms used in the report.
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Executive Summary

Include an Executive Summary at the beginning of the report. The Executive Summary should be
brief, and should include a reiteration of the protectiveness statements included in Section X of the
Five-Year Review report.
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Five-Year Review Summary Form

Site Identification

Site Name: Area Behind the Former SRF Fenceline Site

Region: 9 State: Guam City: COMNAVMARIANAS

NPL Status: ____ Final __ Deleted ____ Other (specify)

Remediation status (choose all that apply): ___ Under Construction ____ Operating ____ Complete
Site: Area Behind the Former SRF Fenceline Site Implementation of LUCs date: / /
Has site been put into reuse: YES NO

Review Status

Lead Agency: ___ Navy _____EPA ____ State ______ Other Federal Agency
Author Name:

Author Title: Author Affiliation:

Review period*:  /  /  to /[

Date(s) of site inspection: __ / /

Type of review: Effectiveness of LUCs the Area Behind the Former SRF Fenceline Site

Review number: 1 (first) 2 (second) 3 (third) __ Other (specify)

Triggering action (approval of the Decision Document by the lead agency [U.S. Navy] and the
Guam Environmental Protection Agency (GEPA]):

__Implementation of LUCs at the Area Behind the Former SRF Fenceline Site
_ Previous Five-Year Review Report
_ Other (specify)

Triggering action date:  /  /

Due date (five years after triggering action date): |/

* [Review period should correspond to the actual start and end dates of the Five-Year Review]
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Five-Year Review Summary Form, cont’d.

Issues:
Summarize issues.

Recommendations and Follow-up Actions:
Summarize recommendations and follow-up actions.

Protectiveness Statement(s):
Summarize protectiveness.

Other Comments:
Make any other comments here.
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1 Introduction

Provide a synopsis of “who, what, where, when, and why.”” Detail the following:

* The purpose of the review,

* The authority for conducting the five-year review,

* Who conducted the review, when, and for what site or portion of the site;

» Whether it is the first review or a subsequent review at the site;

* What action triggered the review (approval of the Decision Document by the lead
agency [U.S. Navy] and the Guam Environmental Protection Agency) and

* A brief status of areas of a site not addressed in the current review and/or the status

of five-year reviews for other areas of the entire site.

Further explanation and boilerplate text are provided below. Additional explanation on the
following topics is provided in the EPA guidance document Comprehensive Five-Year Guidance
(EPA 540-R-01-007, June 2001).

The Purpose of the Review

State the purpose of the five-year review specific to the site or portion of the site addressed in the
review.

The purpose of five-year reviews is to determine whether the remedy at a site is protective of human
health and the environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are documented in
Five-Year Review reports. In addition, Five-Year Review reports identify issues found during the
review, if any, and recommendations to address them.

Authority for Conducting the Five-Year Review

The Agency is preparing this five-year review pursuant to CERCLA §121 and the National
Contingency Plan (NCP). CERCLA §121 states:
If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous substances,
pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall review such
remedial action no less often than each five years after the initiation of such remedial
action to assure that human health and the environment are being protected by the
remedial action being implemented. In addition, if upon such review it is the judgment
of the President that action is appropriate at such site in accordance with section [104]
or [106], the President shall take or require such action. The President shall report to
the Congress a list of facilities for which such review is required, the results of all such
reviews, and any actions taken as a result of such reviews.
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