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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
Agriculture Street Landfill Superfund Site
EPA | D# LAD981056997
New Orleans, Orleans Parish, Louisiana

This memorandum documents the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’S)
performance, determinations, and approval of the Agriculture Street Landfill Superfund Site First Five-
Y ear Review, provided in the attached First Five-Y ear Review Report prepared by CH2M HILL, Inc., on
behalf of EPA.

Summary of Five-Year Review Findings

Thefirst five-year review for this site indicates that the removal actions set forth in decision documents
for this site have been implemented as planned. Removal actions have been completed for OU1
(Undeveloped Property), OU2 (Residential Properties) and OU3 (Shirley Jefferson Community Center).
No action was found to be necessary for OU4 (Moton Elementary School) and OU5 (Ground Water).
EPA and LDEQ concur that no further action is required for the site. Two issues are identified for this
site, as described in the following paragraphs.

Cover maintenance instructionsfor property owners. Instructions for cover maintenance were
provided to each OU property owner and also made available at the repositories. These instructions
provided guidance for routine surface maintenance activities such asfilling holes above the geotextile
barrier, cultivation of vegetative cover, and excavation of soils below the geotextile barrier, and
replacement of excavated soils as backfill beneath the geotextile barrier. A Supplemental Information
letter and fact sheets were also issued that answered concerns associated with trees impacting the final
cover, the potential impact a natural disaster may have on the property, and the importance of the
Certificate of Completion should the property be sold. Procedures for handling/disposal of soils
excavated below the barrier, in the event that this material can not be returned to the excavated area
beneath the barrier, such as during tree planting, were not explained fully in these instructions. Also,
there does not appear to be a procedure in place for forwarding the instructions to new property owners.

Cover maintenance on OU1. During the site inspection, an area of OU1 was observed being used for
apparent storage of cars, trucks, trailers and Mardi Gras parade floats. Ruts, possibly made by vehicular
traffic, were noted in the surface soils of OU1 in the vehicle storage area. The deepest ruts appear to be
approximately six inches deep, but do not appear to intersect the geotextile barrier. Intherest of the
property, OUL is covered with moderate to heavy vegetation. There does not currently appear to be a
risk of exposure to the impacted soils below the geotextile barrier in the vehicle storage area aslong as
the 12-inch thick cover and geotextile barrier remain intact and undamaged.

Actions Needed

Recommended actions include making improvements to the maintenance of the vegetative cover on OU1.
M easures should be adopted to remind the property owner of OU1, where rutting was observed, to
maintain the cover. Instructions and specifications for maintenance should be included in the reminder.
Also, additional guidance should be provided to OU2 property owners for handling/disposal of soils
excavated below the barrier that can not be returned to the excavated area beneath the barrier to limit
potential exposure to these materials. Also, procedures should be established for forwarding

mai ntenance instructions to new property owners.
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Determinations

[ have determined that the actions performed for the Agriculture Street Landfill Superfund Site are
protective of human health and the environment, and will remain so provided the action items identified
in the Five-Year Review Report are addressed as described above.

Myron O. Knudson, P.E.
Director, Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 Date
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AGRICULTURE STREET LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE
FIRST FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REPORT

regulations (LAC 33:vll.711.E and F). However, based on correspondence from LDEQ), the Louisiana
solid waste regulations are not an ARARs for the site because the landfill was closed before 1982, when

Louisiana s regulations were implemented (E& E, 1996).

EPA Region 6 Risk Based Concentrations (RBC) have been identified as TBC requirements. RBC are
not regulations or guidance; they are concentrations of chemicalsin soil that correspond to an estimated
excess cancer risk of 1x10° for an age-integrated residential receptor (exposure during childhood and
adult years combined) using standard default exposure assumptions, and are intended to serve as a
screening mechanisms for COPCs at a site. If the concentrations of a COPC exceed its respective RBC,

further action (e.g. remediation) may be warranted at the site.

The LDEQ and the Federal RCRA regulations have not been revised to the extent that the effectiveness
of the remedy at the site would be called into question, although new standards have been set for lead and

arsenic levelsin soail.

The EE/CA compared EPA Region 6 Risk Based Concentration (RBC) levelsto Site soil concentrations.
The lead RBC is 480 mg/kg and the arsenic RBC is 0.370 mg/kg (E& E, 1996). The current EPA Region
6 Human Health Medium Specific Screening levelsfor arsenic and lead for residential exposure are 22
mg/kg and 400 mg/kg, respectively. The State of Louisiana adopted the Risk Evaluation/ Corrective
Action Program (RECAP) in December 1998, most recently revised in June 2000. The RECAP soil
standards for arsenic and lead for surface soil and potential surface soil at non industrial sites are 0.380

mg/kg and 400 mg/kg, respectively.

Changesin Exposur e Pathways, Toxicity, and Other Contaminant Characteristics. There have

been no changes in exposure pathways for the Agriculture Street Landfill site.

6.3 Question C: Has any Other Information Come to Light that Could Call into Question the
Protectiveness of the Remedy?

No other information, such as a potential future land use change in the vicinity of the site or other
expected change in site conditions or exposure pathways, etc., that might call into question the

protectiveness of the selected remedy has been identified as part of this five-year review.
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6.4 Summary of the Technical Assessment

The technical assessment, based on the data review, site inspection, technical evaluation, and interviews,
indicates the removal actions performed at this site appear to have been implemented as intended by the
decision documents. During the site inspection, it was noted that surface soil in the vehicle storage area
on OU1 are rutted, probably from vehicular traffic. Deep rutting could potentially damage the geotextile
barrier, increasing the potential for exposure to soil beneath the geotextile barrier. OU1 is generaly
covered with moderate to heavy vegetation. Property owners are responsible for maintenance of the
cover and vegetative cover. Post-removal maintenance instructions for the site, provided to the OU
property owners, did not fully explain the procedures for the handling/disposal of soil excavated from

beneath the geotextile barrier that can not be used to backfill the excavation.

The only significant change in exposure assumptions or standards set for the site has been the new
standards set for lead and arsenic levelsin soil. The current EPA Region 6 Human Health Medium
Specific Screening levels for arsenic and lead in soil for residential exposure are 22 mg/kg and 400
mg/kg, respectively. The State of Louisiana RECAP soil standards for arsenic and lead for surface soil
and potential surface soil at non industrial sites are 0.380 mg/kg and 400 mg/kg, respectively. These
standards may be considered if additional response actions are found to be required at the site. No new

exposure pathways have been identified as aresult of thisfive-year review.

7.0 Issues

During thisfive-year review, two issues were identified that do not currently affect the protectiveness of
the remedy. The first issue regards OU1, part of which is currently used to store cars, trucks, trailers and
Mardi Gras floats (observed during the five-year review site inspection). Ruts, likely made by vehicular
traffic, were noted in the surface soil of OU1 in the apparent storage area. The deepest ruts appeared to

be about six inches deep, and did not appear to intersect the geotextile barrier. The remainder of OUL is

covered with moderate to heavy vegetation.
The second issue regards the maintenance procedures for the cover. Instructions for maintenance of the
cover were provided for each OU property owner when the site work was completed, in the form of a

Closeout Letter for OU1, OU2, and OU3 Property Owners. These instructions are reproduced as
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AGRICULTURE STREET LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE
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Table 1

Chronology of Site Events
Agriculture Street Landfill Superfund Site
Orleans Parish, New Orleans, Louisiana

Date Event

1909 Operation of the site as alandfill began.

1948 Dumyp/landfill was converted to use as a sanitary landfill

1958 The landfill was closed

1965 The landfill was reopened as an open burning and disposal areafor debris created
by Hurricane Betsy

1977 to 1986 The northern portion (approximately 47 acres) of the site was re-developed to

support housing (390 properties are on the site of the old landfill), small
businesses and the Moton Elementary school.

1985 Moton Elementary School constructed.

1986 EPA completed asiteinvestigation. Under the 1982 Hazard Ranking System, the
site did not qualify for placement on the NPL

1993 The Louisiana Office of Public Health and Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry established a community assistance panel for citizens living near
the Site.

September 1993 | EPA (at the request of area community leaders) initiated an Expanded Site
Investigation.
March 1994 EPA initiated a time-critical removal action consisting of installation of an 8-foot
high fence around the undevel oped portion of the former landfill.
April 1994 EPA opened an outreach office at the site to involve the community at every level

of the Superfund technical and administrative process.

April-June 1994

EPA conducted Remedial/Removal Integrated Investigation (RRII) of the entire
site.

August 1994 The site was proposed for inclusion on the NPL as part of NPL update No. 17.
September 1994 | A Technical Assistance Grant was awarded by EPA
December 1994 | EPA placed the site on the NPL.

February 1995 | EPA conducted a second time-critical removal action to address elevated lead

found on the Press Park Community Center property and performed air and
groundwater sampling.
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Table 1

Chronology of Site Events
Agriculture Street Landfill Superfund Site
Orleans Parish, New Orleans, Louisiana

Date Event
March 1995 EPA completed the RRII
March 1996 EPA officials met with site residents to discuss site issues, aternatives, and
community concerns.
April 1996 The community and TAG advisor were provided with copies of the draft proposed
Plan of Action and draft EE/CA Report for comments and input.
1996 EPA completed athird time-critical removal action to repair the fence around the
undeveloped property (OUL).
August 1996 Engineering Evaluation Cost Analysis (EE/CA) report completed.
February 1997 | The Proposed Plan of Action was formally released.
September 1997 | EPA entered into an interagency agreement with the USACE to conduct the soil
removal action.
September 1997 | Action Memorandum for a non-time-critical removal action for OU 1, OU2, and
OUS is completed.
September 1997 | ROD for OU 4 and OU 5 signed
1998 - 2000 Non-Time Critical Removal Action for OU1, OU2, and OU3
June 2000 Final Removal Close Out Report submitted
June 2000 OU 4 and OU 5 removed from NPL
August 2000 - | Phase Il Non-Time Critical Removal action for OU 1, OU 2, and OU 3
April 2001
April 27,2001 | Final Site Inspection performed

October 12, 2001

Proposed Plan of Action for OU 1, OU 2, and OU 3 (No Further Action)
completed.

April 2002 ROD for OU1, OU2 and OU 3 signed
April 2002 Final Close Out Report was submitted
June 2003 First Five-Y ear Review compl eted.
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Attachment 1
Documents Reviewed
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AGRICULTURE STREET LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REPORT ATTACHMENT 1, DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

Attachment 1
Documents Reviewed

Ecology and Environment, Inc.(E&E) 1986. Ste Inspection Report For Agriculture Sreet Landfill Ste.
December 18, 1986.

Ecology and Environment, Inc.(E&E) 1995. Remedial Removal Integrated Investigation Report For The
Agriculture Street Landfill Site. March 1995.

Ecology and Environment, Inc.(E&E) 1996. Final Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis For The
Agriculture Street Landfill Site. August 1, 1996.

Ecology and Environment, Inc.(E&E) 2001. Phase Il Close Out Report For The Agriculture Street
Landfill Superfund Ste, New Orleans, Louisiana. June 2001.

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 1994. Request for Removal Action at the Agriculture
Sreet Landfill Ste, New Orleans, Orleans Parish, Louisiana. March 14, 1994,

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 1995. Request for Removal Action at the Press Park
Community Center on the Agriculture Street Landfill Ste, New Orleans, Orleans Parish,
Louisiana. February 7, 1995.

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 1996. Request for Removal Action at the Agriculture
Sreet Landfill Ste, New Orleans, Orleans Parish, Louisiana. March 5, 1996.

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 1997a. Action Memorandum for Non-Time Critical
Removal Action for OU1, 2, 3 and a Record of Decision for OU4 and OU5 at the Agriculture
Sreet Landfill Ste, New Orleans, Orleans Parish, Louisiana. September 2, 1997.

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 1997b. Agriculture Street Landfill Superfund Ste
Selection of Remedy Fact Sheet. September 2, 1997.

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 1997c. Record of Decision, Agriculture Street Landfill
Superfund Site Operable Unit 4 and Operable Unit 5. September 2, 1997.

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2000. Final Removal Close Out Report Agriculture
Sreet Landfill Superfund Site. June 2000.

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2001. Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance.
OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P. June 2001.

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2002a. Record of Decision, Agriculture Street Landfill
Superfund Site Operable Unit 1, Operable Unit 2, Operable Unit 3. April 2002.
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2002b. Final Close Out Report Agriculture Street
Landfill Superfund Ste, New Orleans, Louisiana. April 2002.
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Attachment 2
Interview Record Forms
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Five-Year Review Interview Record Interviewee: Mr. William Perry

Agriculture Street Landfill Superfund Affiliation: Louisiana Department of Env. Quality
Site Phone: 225-765-0461 Email: william_p@deg.state.la.us
New Orleans, Orleans Parish, Louisiana

Site Name EPA ID No. Date of Interview Interview M ethod
Agriculture Street Landfill LAD981056997 October 17, 2002 in person
Interview Organization | Phone | Email Address

Contacts

Please return completed interview form to M. O’'Hare at fax 972-385-5102
or the return address or email listed below.

Ursula Lennox EPA Region 6 214-665- | lennox.ursula | 1445 Ross Ave, Suite 1200
6743 @epa.gov Dallas, Texas 75202
Janetta Coats EPA Region 6 214-665- | coatsjanetta 1445 Ross Ave, Suite 1200
7308 @epa.gov Dallas, Texas 75202
Margaret O'Hare | CH2M HILL, EPA | 972-980- mohare@ 12377 Merit Drive, Suite 1000
contractor 2170 ch2m.com Dallas, Texas 75251
Bill Thomas CH2M HILL, EPA | 972-980- wthomas2@ 12377 Merit Drive, Suite 1000
contractor 2170 ch2m.com Dallas, Texas 75251

Purpose of the Five-Year Review

The purpose of the five-year review is to evaluate the implementation and performance of the remedy,
to confirm that human health and the environment continue to be protected by the actions performed.
The five-year review for the Agriculture Street site focuses on the soil removal action performed for
the residential properties, the community center, and the undevel oped property.

The removal action on the undeveloped property (OU1) involved clearing, grading, placement of
orange marker mat, covering with 12 inches of clean fill, and re-establishing vegetation. The removal
action on theresidential (OU2) and community center (OU3) properties involved excavation of 24
inches of soil, placement of orange marker mat, backfilling with clean fill, and covering with grass
sod.

Interview Questions

1 What is your overall impression of the soil removal action conducted at the site from 1997
through 20017

Response: EPA did avery good job. EPA took extra care by using small equipment around
houses and buildings. LDEQ isvery appreciative of EPA doing this as aremoval
action.
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AGRICULTURE STREET LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE FIVE-YEAR REVIEW INTERVIEW RECORD
RESPONSE PROVIDED BY: MR. WILLIAM PERRY

2. From your perspective, what effect have the removal actions at the site had on the surrounding
community? Areyou aware of any ongoing community concerns regarding the site?

Response: The effect was positive. Landscaping did improve the aesthetics of the community
resulting in more community pride. The community is concerned with the
undeveloped property. It isnot well maintained

3. Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? Please describe purpose and
results.

Response: There have not been direct communications with the community. Communications
have been through EPA. LDEQ was present for inspections and conducts twice yearly
sitevigits.

4, Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the site that required a

response by your office? If so, please give summarize the events and resuilt.

Response: None by LDEQ.

5. Areyou aware of any incidents at the site, such as dumping, vandalism, trespassing, or
anything requiring emergency response from local authorities?

Response: There have been many incidents of dumping (trash, junk cars etc.), vandalism and
trespassing. Some incidents have required response by authorities.

6. Do you know if there were opportunities to optimize the performance of the removal action
during its performance, and whether such opportunities were implemented?

Response: No. Small equipment was used during the removal action. Adjustments were made as
required during the removal action.
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RESPONSE PROVIDED BY: MR. WILLIAM PERRY

7. Are you aware of any problems or difficulties encountered after the initiation of
remedia action which impacted removal action progress and implementability or a
change in O&M procedures? Please describe changes and impacts.

Response: Residents that originally did not want work done, changed their minds and brought
EPA back to the site. There is concern about repairs being performed properly in
excavations that intersect the excavation marker mat. Eight property owners declined
to have work done on their properties.

8. Have there been any changesin state or federal environmental standards since the Non-Time
Critical Removal Action Memorandum was signed in September 1997 which may call into
guestion the protectiveness or effectiveness of the removal action?

Response: Risk Evaluation/Corrective Action Program (RECAP) adopted in 1998, would require
three feet of soil cover instead of two feet.

9. Do you feel well-informed about the site’ s status?

Response: Yes, in areas of my involvement.

10. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site or its
administration?

Response: EPA could provide Federal contacts for the community (such as HUD) to determine
what more can be done for the community.
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Five-Year Review Interview Record Interviewee: Mr. Craig Carroll

Agriculture Street Landfill Superfund Affiliation: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Site Phone:  214-665-2220

New Orleans, Orleans Parish, Louisiana

Site Name EPA ID No. Date of Interview Interview Method
Agriculture Street Landfill LAD981056997 October 22, 2002 e-mail
Interview Organization | Phone | Email Address

Contacts

Please return completed interview form to M. O’'Hare at fax 972-385-5102
or the return address or email listed below.

Ursula Lennox EPA Region 6 214-665- | lennox.ursula | 1445 Ross Ave, Suite 1200
6743 @epa.gov Dallas, Texas 75202
Janetta Coats EPA Region 6 214-665- | coatsjanetta 1445 Ross Ave, Suite 1200
7308 @epa.gov Dallas, Texas 75202
Margaret O'Hare | CH2M HILL, EPA | 972-980- mohare@ 12377 Merit Drive, Suite 1000
contractor 2170 ch2m.com Dallas, Texas 75251
Bill Thomas CH2M HILL, EPA | 972-980- wthomas2@ 12377 Merit Drive, Suite 1000
contractor 2170 ch2m.com Dallas, Texas 75251

Purpose of the Five-Year Review

The purpose of the five-year review is to evaluate the implementation and performance of the remedy,
to confirm that human health and the environment continue to be protected by the actions performed.
The five-year review for the Agriculture Street site focuses on the soil removal action performed for
the residential properties, the community center, and the undevel oped property.

The removal action on the undeveloped property (OU1) involved clearing, grading, placement of
orange marker mat, covering with 12 inches of clean fill, and re-establishing vegetation. The removal
action on theresidential (OU2) and community center (OU3) properties involved excavation of 24
inches of soil, placement of orange marker mat, backfilling with clean fill, and covering with grass
sod.

Interview Questions

1 What is your overall impression of the soil removal action conducted at the site from 1997
through 20017
Response: The removal action was successful in identifying and protecting area residents from

the immediate threats posed by the site.
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RESPONSE PROVIDED BY: MR. CRAIG CARROLL

Response:

2. From your perspective, what effect have the removal actions at the site had on the surrounding
community? Areyou aware of any ongoing community concerns regarding the site?

One of the major effects was educating area residents about EPA, the Superfund

remediation process, and the National Contingency Plan. According to several
citizens, the removal action also lowered the crime rate in area neighborhoods.

During the time of my involvement the community was always concerned about the
effect the removal action would have on property value in the area.

Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? Please describe purpose and
results.

Response:

Pollution Reports were generated regularly to document site activities and inform
RRT member agencies of progress and issues at the site.

EPA aso communicated regularly with area residents through a community relations
office established in the neighborhood, several door-to-door surveys, and severa
public meetings. The purpose of these activities was to solicit public input, keep area
resident apprised of site clean-up activities, and educate the affected community on
the Superfund process and the National Contingency Plan.

4, Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the site that required a
response by your office? If so, please summarize the events and resuilt.

Response:

Response: EPA received numerous citizen complaints regarding the site such as dust blowing,
mutated bees, noise complaints, etc. which required some level of investigation and
response to the public.

5. Areyou aware of any incidents at the site, such as dumping, vandalism, trespassing, or

anything requiring emergency response from local authorities?

There were a number of incidents at the site requiring such response. Unauthorized
dumping was common around the site, several cars were set on fire at the site, one
survey crew was shot at during removal assessment activities, and a security guard
who worked at the EPA Command Post was robbed on the way to work one morning.
All these actions required involvement from local authorities.
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RESPONSE PROVIDED BY: MR. CRAIG CARROLL

6. Do you know if there were opportunities to optimize the performance of the removal action
during its performance, and whether such opportunities were implemented?

Response: There were not opportunities | was aware of to optimize performance of the removal
action.
7. Areyou aware of any problems or difficulties encountered after the initiation of remedial

action which impacted removal action progress and implementability or achangein O&M
procedures? Please describe changes and impacts.

Response: One of the major problems was working with the City of New Orleans. AsaPRP they
were recalcitrant and the city offices were difficult to work with, provided little or no
support to the removal action, and generally unnecessarily delayed all activities they
wereinvolved in.

8. Have there been any changesin state or federal environmental standards since the Non-Time
Critical Removal Action Memorandum was signed in September 1997 which may call into
guestion the protectiveness or effectiveness of the removal action?

Response: Not that | am aware of.

9. Do you feel well-informed about the site’ s status?

Response: At the time of my involvement yes.

10. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site or its
administration?

Response: Removal actions, as envisioned by Congress under the National Contingency Plan, are
not designed to handle sites such as this. With the exception of afew discrete parts
such as fencing and soil removal in high access areas, sites of this size and threat type
are much more effectively and efficiently handled asaNon-Time Critical Removal
Action or Remedial Action.
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Five-Year Review Interview Record Interviewee: Mr. Jm Montegut

Agriculture Street Landfill Superfund Affiliation: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Site Phone: 504-947-5915 Fax: 504-947-9181

New Orleans, Orleans Parish, Louisiana

Site Name EPA ID No. Date of Interview Interview Method
Agriculture Street Landfill LAD981056997 October 22, 2002 Fax

Interview Organization | Phone | Email Address

Contacts

Please return completed interview form to M. O’'Hare at fax 972-385-5102
or the return address or email listed below.

Ursula Lennox EPA Region 6 214-665- | lennox.ursula | 1445 Ross Ave, Suite 1200
6743 @epa.gov Dallas, Texas 75202
Janetta Coats EPA Region 6 214-665- | coatsjanetta 1445 Ross Ave, Suite 1200
7308 @epa.gov Dallas, Texas 75202
Margaret O'Hare | CH2M HILL, EPA | 972-980- mohare@ 12377 Merit Drive, Suite 1000
contractor 2170 ch2m.com Dallas, Texas 75251
Bill Thomas CH2M HILL, EPA | 972-980- wthomas2@ 12377 Merit Drive, Suite 1000
contractor 2170 ch2m.com Dallas, Texas 75251

Purpose of the Five-Year Review

The purpose of the five-year review is to evaluate the implementation and performance of the remedy,
to confirm that human health and the environment continue to be protected by the actions performed.
The five-year review for the Agriculture Street site focuses on the soil removal action performed for
the residential properties, the community center, and the undevel oped property.

The removal action on the undeveloped property (OU1) involved clearing, grading, placement of
orange marker mat, covering with 12 inches of clean fill, and re-establishing vegetation. The removal
action on theresidential (OU2) and community center (OU3) properties involved excavation of 24
inches of soil, placement of orange marker mat, backfilling with clean fill, and covering with grass
sod.

Interview Questions

1.What isyour overall impression of the soil removal action conducted at the site from 1997 through
2001?

Response: Work conducted in aworkman like manner. Completed on schedule & under budget.
Work performed was consistent with requirements approved by USEPA and as stated
in contract work plans.
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AGRICULTURE STREET LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE FIVE-YEAR REVIEW INTERVIEW RECORD
RESPONSE PROVIDED BY: MR. JIM MONTEGUT

2.From your perspective, what effect have the removal actions at the site had on the surrounding
community? Areyou aware of any ongoing community concerns regarding the site?

Response: Remediated areas are free of requirement to disclose as a contaminated site during
sale of property.

No.

3.Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting activities,
etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? Please describe purpose and results.

Response: No.

4. Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the site that required a
response by your office? If so, please give summarize the events and resuilt.

Response: No.

5.Are you aware of any incidents at the site, such as dumping, vandalism, trespassing, or anything
requiring emergency response from local authorities?

Response: No.

6.Do you know if there were opportunities to optimize the performance of the removal action during
its performance, and whether such opportunities were implemented?

Response: Not aware of any opportunities.
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AGRICULTURE STREET LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE FIVE-YEAR REVIEW INTERVIEW RECORD
RESPONSE PROVIDED BY: MR. JIM MONTEGUT

7.Areyou aware of any problems or difficulties encountered after the initiation of remedial action
which impacted removal action progress and implementability or a change in O& M procedures?
Please describe changes and impacts.

Response: Lack of access agreements from property owners caused delays in overall project
schedule & prevented 100% remediation.

8.Have there been any changes in state or federal environmental standards since the Non-Time Critical
Removal Action Memorandum was signed in September 1997 which may call into question the
protectiveness or effectiveness of the removal action?

Response: Not aware of anything Re: such changes.

9.Do you feel well-informed about the site’ s status?

Response: N/A

10.Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site or its
administration?

Response: No.
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AGRICULTURE STREET LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE
FIRST FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REPORT
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Five-Year Review Interview Record Interviewee: Mr. Dave Bordelon

Agriculture Street Landfill Superfund Affiliation: Weston Solutions (formerly of E&E)
Site Phone: 225-756-0822 ext. 107 Fax: 225-756-0853
New Orleans, Orleans Parish, Louisiana

Site Name EPA ID No. Date of Interview Interview Method
Agriculture Street Landfill LAD981056997 October 30, 2002 fax

Interview Organization | Phone | Email Address

Contacts

Please return completed interview form to M. O’'Hare at fax 972-385-5102
or the return address or email listed below.

Ursula Lennox EPA Region 6 214-665- | lennox.ursula | 1445 Ross Ave, Suite 1200
6743 @epa.gov Dallas, Texas 75202
Janetta Coats EPA Region 6 214-665- | coatsjanetta 1445 Ross Ave, Suite 1200
7308 @epa.gov Dallas, Texas 75202
Margaret O'Hare | CH2M HILL, EPA | 972-980- mohare@ 12377 Merit Drive, Suite 1000
contractor 2170 ch2m.com Dallas, Texas 75251
Bill Thomas CH2M HILL, EPA | 972-980- wthomas2@ 12377 Merit Drive, Suite 1000
contractor 2170 ch2m.com Dallas, Texas 75251

Purpose of the Five-Year Review

The purpose of the five-year review is to evaluate the implementation and performance of the remedy,
to confirm that human health and the environment continue to be protected by the actions performed.
The five-year review for the Agriculture Street site focuses on the soil removal action performed for
the residential properties, the community center, and the undevel oped property.

The removal action on the undeveloped property (OU1) involved clearing, grading, placement of
orange marker mat, covering with 12 inches of clean fill, and re-establishing vegetation. The removal
action on theresidential (OU2) and community center (OU3) properties involved excavation of 24
inches of soil, placement of orange marker mat, backfilling with clean fill, and covering with grass
sod.

Interview Questions

1 What is your overall impression of the soil removal action conducted at the site from 1997
through 20017

Response: My impression of the soil removal action is, the action properly addressed the threat
of human contact with the contaminated soils at the site.
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AGRICULTURE STREET LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE FIVE-YEAR REVIEW INTERVIEW RECORD
RESPONSE PROVIDED BY: MR. DAVE BORDELON

2. From your perspective, what effect have the removal actions at the site had on the surrounding
community? Areyou aware of any ongoing community concerns regarding the site?

Response: | feel that the actions have had a positive effect on the surrounding community by
removing soils which may have had contaminants with negative health affects and
replacing the soils with clean backfill and new landscaping.

3. Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? Please describe purpose and
results.

Response: No.

4, Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the site that required a
response by your office? If so, please give summarize the events and resuilt.

Response: No.

5. Areyou aware of any incidents at the site, such as dumping, vandalism, trespassing, or
anything requiring emergency response from local authorities?

Response: No.

6. Do you know if there were opportunities to optimize the performance of the removal action
during its performance, and whether such opportunities were implemented?

Response: Not to my knowledge.
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AGRICULTURE STREET LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE FIVE-YEAR REVIEW INTERVIEW RECORD
RESPONSE PROVIDED BY: MR. DAVE BORDELON

7. Areyou aware of any problems or difficulties encountered after the initiation of remedial
action which impacted removal action progress and implementability or achangein O&M
procedures? Please describe changes and impacts.

Response: Yes. Lack of access agreements from some of the property owners limited some
removal options. Site was demobilized after completion of all properties for which
access agreements were received, then remobilized 6 months later when additional
access agreements were received.

8. Have there been any changesin state or federal environmental standards since the Non-Time
Critical Removal Action Memorandum was signed in September 1997 which may call into
guestion the protectiveness or effectiveness of the removal action?

Response: Not to my knowledge.

9. Do you feel well-informed about the site’ s status?

Response: Yes.

10. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site or its
administration?
Response: I think the removal action was completed in the most efficient manner possible, given

the circumstances.
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