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Third Five-Year Review Report
for

Industrial Waste Processing Superfund Site

1. Introduction

The purpose of aFive-Year Review (FYR) isto evaluate the implementation and performance of a
remedy in order to determine if the remedy will continue to be protective of human health and the
environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of FY Rs are documented in FY R reports. In
addition, FYR reports identify issues found during the review, if any, and document recommendations
to address them.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) prepares FY Rs pursuant to the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 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. I1n 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 isrequired, the results of all such reviews, and any actions taken as a result of
such reviews.”

EPA interpreted this requirement further in the NCP, 40 Code of Federa Regulations (CFR) Section
300.430(f)(4)(ii), which states:

“If aremedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure, the lead agency shall review such actions no less often than every five years after
the initiation of the selected remedial action.”

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Seattle District, conducted the FYR and prepared this
FYR report for the response action implemented at the Industrial Waste Processing (IWP) Superfund
Site (Site) in Pinedale, California. EPA Region 9 isthe lead agency for devel oping and implementing
the response action for the Site.

Soil contamination is the primary concern at the Site and has been the focus of the FYRs. The
response action for the soils Operable Unit (SOU) involved a non-time-critical removal action for lead
and trichloroethene (TCE). In its 1995 Action Memorandum for the Site (EPA 1995), EPA indicated
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that a groundwater OU exists and would be investigated separately. 1n 1999, EPA conducted a
focused remedial investigation for the groundwater OU and concluded that no further remedial actions

were needed.

Thisisthethird FYR for the Site. Five Year Reviews are completed, as a matter of policy, for removal
actions that takes place at a site on the NPL that |leaves hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants on site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure and where no
remedial action has or will take place. The triggering action for this policy review is the previous

FYR signed on September 29, 20009.

2. Site Chronology

Table 1 lists the important events and dates for the Site.

Table 1. Chronology of Site Events

at the site, and concluded that the site required an immediate response action.

Event Date

IWP operated as a chemical reclamation facility for glycols and solder wastes, and as a 1967-1983
distributor of various chemical solvents for Ashland Oil.

DTSC conducted a site investigation, and lead and zinc were found to be present in on-

site soils at levels exceeding their respective total threshold limit concentration (TTLC) May 1988
standards. DTSC's site mitigation unit submitted an incident report to EPA.

EPA conducted a preliminary site assessment to compile an inventory and map materials June 7, 1988

An EPA technical assistance team (TAT) performed a time-critical removal action at the
Site, removing the drums, tanks, and piles of waste left on the site when IWP ceased
operations.

June/Jduly, 1988

IWP Site is proposed to be listed on the National PrioritiesList (NPL).

October 26, 1989

IWP Site added to the NPL.

August 30, 1990

EPA began an investigation of residual soil contamination at the Site.

1992

EPA issued an Administrative Order on Consent for the Soils Operable Unit (SOU), May 1993
requiring aremedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS).
SOU RI/FS, which included a human health risk assessment, was completed July 1995

EPA signed an Action Memorandum for a non-time-critical removal action based on the
RI/FS to remove and dispose of lead and trichloroethene (T CE)-contaminated soil at
concentrations greater than 400 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) and 7 mg/kg,
respectively.

September 28, 1995

PRPs signed a Consent Decree and agreed to perform aremoval of the surface soil as
described in the Action Memorandum.

April 1997

Field activities for Site removal action were completed.

August 30, 1998

EPA approved the Remedial Action Report.

January 17, 1999

EPA issued a Certificate of Completion stating that al soil removal actions (excavation
and placement of clean fill) had been completed as mandated in the Consent Decree and
Action Memorandum.

January 27,1999
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Event

Date

EPA completed Focused RI for soil gas and groundwater

May 1999

EPA issues Preliminary Closeout Report for the Site

September 28, 1999

IWP Site sold and redevel oped.

2001

First FY R completed.

September 2004

CH2M Hill prepared atechnical memorandum for EPA regarding data eval uation of the
September 2006 vapor intrusion investigation.

February 15, 2007

DSTC Monitoring Well decommissioned September 2008
EPA conducts vapor intrusion investigation April 2009
Second FY R completed. September 2009
ITSI prepared final technical memorandum for April 2009 indoor air sampling March 3, 2010
Third Five-Year Review for Industrial Waste Processing 3




3. Background

3.1. Physical Characteristics

The Site is approximately 0.5 acre and islocated at 7140 North Harrison Street in Pinedale, atown
north of Fresno, California (see Figure 1). Asof 2010, approximately 1500 people resided within the
Pinedal e community and approximately 930,000 people resided in the greater Fresno area.

The San Joaguin River islocated approximately 0.5 mile northwest of the Site. The Forkner Canal is
approximately 2,000 feet to the north of the Site, and the Bullard Canal is located approximately 2,000
feet to the south. As of 2012, several species were listed as threatened or endangered within Fresno
County, though generally aong the San Joaquin River. Based upon limited landscaping at both the
Site and the surrounding properties, it is unlikely that any significant ecological receptors would be
supported at the Site.

Adjacent to the IWP site to the west isresidential development consisting of single family homes; to
the east, southeast, and northeast is alarge tract of industrial land containing the Pinedale Industrial
Area (PIA).
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Figure 1. Location Map for the Industrial Waste Processing Superfund Site
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3.2. Hydrology
3.2.1. Geology

The Siteis located in the aluvia plain of the San Joaquin River in the Central Valley physiographic
province of Cdifornia. The provinceis astructural trough extending approximately 450 miles through
central Californiafrom Redding (north) to the Tehachapi Mountains (south). The valley averages 50
miles in width and is bordered by the coastal ranges to the west and the Sierra Nevada range to the
east.

Central Valley lithology is characterized by thick sequences of consolidated sedimentary and marine
units and alluvia sediments eroded from the surrounding mountains and deposited in a westward-
dipping monaocline over crystalline basement rocks. The combined depth of consolidated and
unconsolidated sedimentary unitsin the Central Valley ranges from approximately 3,000 feet beneath
the Site to over 15,000 feet west of Fresno. The closest active fault to the Fresno areais the San
Andreas Fault, located approximately 75 milesto the west. Thereis an extremely low probability of
an earthquake with a magnitude of 6.5 or greater to occur in the Fresno areain the next 100 years.

Older aluvium deposits overlie the continental deposits as a series of combined aluvial fans between
the San Joaquin and King River drainage systems, creating a complex sequence of channel and
overbank deposits. Benesath the Site, these sediments are believed to be over 1,000 feet thick. A 50-
foot-thick younger alluvial deposit, deposited by the San Joaquin River, overlies the older aluvial
deposit. Both alluvia deposits are composed of silt and fine sand overbank deposits, with
discontinuous channel deposits of coarser sand and gravel with cobbles. Layers of hardpan have been
detected in the uppermost portion of the younger alluvium beneath the Site.

Borehole logging during the 1995 and 1999 remedial investigations identified relatively consistent
sequences of soils beneath the Site. The studies indicate that the upper 10 to 30 feet of sediments
beneath the Site are primarily silts and clays with one or more hardpan layersin the upper 20 feet. The
hardpan layer rangesin permeability from 2 x 10 to 3 x 10°° centimeters per second (cm/sec) and are
continuous with the exception of asmall areain the north-central portion of the Site. According to the
1995 remedial investigation, the hardpan layers beneath the Site inhibit the downward and lateral
movement of infiltrating water and the upward movement of vaporsin the vadose zone.

3.2.2. Hydrogeology

Regionally, aluvial sediments are present from the water table (120 feet below ground surface (bgs))
to at least 300 feet bgs, comprising asingle aquifer. Numerous wells have been installed in this
aquifer on adjacent Calcot and V endo properties to monitor the Pinedale Groundwater Site (PGS)
plume. Wells have been installed near the water table in a zone called the A-zone, and at deeper
depths up to 300 feet bgsin a zone called the B-zone.

Regionally, groundwater recharge at the Site occurs through percolation of surface water in the San
Joaquin River channel, in nearby recharge basins, and through leakage of canals. Percolation of
rainfall or irrigation water isimpeded by the regional indurated hardpan layers. At the Site, a sealant
on the soil surface was installed from 1988 to 1998 that inhibited percolation of rainfall. A regional
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groundwater divide islocated south of the San Joaquin River and is the result of extensive
groundwater recharge occurring through the river channel. South of the Site in southwest Fresno, and
north of the Site in Madera County, there are large regional cones of depression due to the municipa
and agricultural groundwater pumping.

Locally, the dominant groundwater flow direction isto the southwest under unconfined conditions at a
gradient of 0.0009 foot per foot. Shallow groundwater was encountered beneath the Site at depths of
approximately 119 feet bgs and 128 feet bgs during the 1995 and 1999 remedial investigations,

respectively.

3.3. Land and Resource Use

Industria Waste Processing, formally known as " Chem-Serve," occupied approximately 0.5 acre on
North Harrison Street in the community of Pinedale. From approximately 1967 to 1981, IWP was a
chemical reclamation facility for glycols and solder wastes. From 1977 to 1983, IWP operated as a
distributor of various chemical solventsfor Ashland Oil. After 1983, the Site was used for storage of
chemicals and equipment.

In 2001, the Site was sold to Pacific Tent & Awning, a manufacturer and distributor of fabric awnings
and accessories. Pacific Tent & Awning developed the Sitein 2001. The Site currently houses an
8,192-square-foot warehouse/office facility that covers approximately 80 percent of the Site area (see
Figure 2) which aso includes 2009 tetrachloroethene air sampling results. The remainder of the Site
has been covered by asphalt, concrete, and landscaping (landscape covering isin compliance with city
ordinances).

The Siteislocated in a highly developed area with amix of commercial, industrial, and residential
use. The Siteitself is zoned commercia/light industrial, which it has been historically. Single-family
residences are located approximately 200 feet west of the Site. The Siteis bordered on the north, east,
and south by newly devel oped office facilities on the former Calcot Ltd. property. The Vendo
Company is located approximately 1,000 feet east of the Site, adjacent to the former Calcot Ltd.
property (see Figure 3).

The Pinedale Groundwater Site (PGS), a non-NPL groundwater cleanup site regulated under DTSC,
lies beneath and beyond the boundaries of the IWP Site.

Several recharge basins located within 1 mile of the Site are used intermittently to promote recharge to
the groundwater aquifer. The groundwater aquifer beneath the Site is the primary source of public
drinking water for the City of Fresno, with supplemental water delivered directly from the Sierra
Nevada mountain range. The city delivers drinking water to about 500,000 urban residential,
commercial, and industrial customersin over 114 square miles of the city and many county islands
within the city’s sphere of influence. Within 2,000 feet of the Site there are three inactive municipal
water supply wells (PCWD-1, PCWD-2, and PCWD-3) and one private water well, PGW-11.
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Figure 3. Map of IWP, Vendo, PGS, PIA, and Areas with TCE above 5 pg/L (BSK, 2013)

3.4. History of Contamination

Industrial Waste Processing, formerly known as " Chem-Serve," was arecycling facility that reclaimed
various industrial waste materials. From approximately 1967 to 1981, IWP reclaimed solvents from
printing operations, glycols from fluids used in natural gas dehydration, and lead solder and zinc from
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waste solder flux generated by the metal can manufacturing industry. From 1977 to 1983, IWP
operated as a distributor of various chemical solventsfor Ashland Oil Company. After 1983, the Site
was used for storage of chemicals and equipment. Chemicals stored at the Site included alcohals,
acetone, toluene, benzene, TCE, and tetrachl oroethene (also known as perchloroethylene (PCE)).
Spills, leaking drums, and improper storage of hazardous wastes are believed to be the main cause of
contamination at the Site.

In July 1986, the Fresno County Department of Health and the California Department of Health
Services (now DTSC) conducted a Site ingpection in response to a citizen complaint. During the
inspection, DTSC noted the presence of various tanks, waste piles, and process equipment containing
crude oil, ethylene glycol, and zinc chloride. DTSC also identified various containers of flammable
liquids such as xylene, isopropanol, and naphtha. In response to these observations, DTSC
representatives collected three solder samples and analyzed the samples for zinc and lead. Zinc and
lead were detected at concentrations above the Californiatotal threshold limit concentration (TTLC)
standards established to determine hazardous levels.

In response to additional citizen complaints, on May 13, 1988, DTSC returned to the Site to conduct a
more extensive site investigation. Areas of concern identified during the investigation included open
containers of asbestos, approximately 300 drums containing solvents (some leaking), two waste piles
of lead, and soil contaminated with lead and zinc beneath surface waste. Following the investigation,
DTSC issued an incident report and contacted the EPA Emergency Response Division. The EPA
Emergency Response Division and DTSC then conducted a joint inspection on June 7, 1988.

The Site was proposed for the National Priorities List (NPL) on October 26, 1989 and finalized on the
NPL in August 30, 1990. At that time, EPA assumed lead responsibility for oversight of investigation
and cleanup activities.

3.5. Initial Response

On June 7, 1988, EPA conducted a preliminary assessment of the Site. During the preliminary
assessment, the EPA contractor compiled an inventory of materials, mapped the Site, and collected
surface and subsurface soil samples. EPA found that some surface and subsurface soil samples
collected contained lead and/or TCE.

Based upon the results found by EPA during the preliminary assessment, it was determined that a
time-critical removal action was necessary. In August 1988, drums, tanks, sumps, containers, and the
top 3 inches of contaminated soil were removed. A total of 19,000 gallons of hazardous liquids and
290 cubic yards of contaminated soil were also removed from the Site. Nine waste streams were sent
off site for treatment or disposal, including acidic solids and sludge, base solids and sludge,
halogenated liquids, solidified solvent sludge (>1,000 mg/kg hal ogenation), solidified solvent sludge
(<1,000 mg/kg hal ogenation), asbestos, drums and piles of lead solder and surface soil, sterno waste,
and tank oil. Following removal and sampling, a sealant was placed on the soil over the entire Site to
prevent contaminant migration. Sampling results from surface soil and samples collected during the
removal action confirmed that lead and zinc were present in on-site soil at levels exceeding their
respective TTLC standards. Waste oils and water containing various halogenated compounds were
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also detected in samples collected from drums and tanks. The removal eliminated the immediate threat
from the waste but did not address the residual contamination in the soil.

In 1992, EPA began an investigation of residual soil contamination at the Site. During May 1993, EPA
issued an Administrative Order on Consent for the Soils Operable Unit (SOU), requiring a Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS). From May 1993 until June 1995, the 12 PRPs conducted an
RI/FS that included a human health risk assessment for the contaminated soil. In September 1995 EPA
signed an Action Memorandum for a non-time-critical removal action at the Site for the SOU. The
Action Memorandum proposed excavation and disposal of surface soil contaminated with lead and
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and no action (natural degradation) of VOCsin deeper soils. The
Action Memorandum is the principal decision document governing the actions at this Site.

3.6. Basis for Taking Action

The primary contaminants of concern for the Site were VOCs and lead. The presence of these
contaminantsin residual soil provided the basis for taking action under CERCLA. Even though
carcinogenic risks were found to be within the acceptabl e risk range (1x10° to 1x10¥, the main basis
for action was aresult of risk assessment findings showing potential increased noncarcinogenic risk to
child residents from ingestion of |ead-contaminated soil. A secondary pathway of concernisthe
inhalation of VOCs, specifically TCE.

During the 1995 RI/FS, drainage ways and downwind off-site locations immediately south of the site
were sampled for total lead and/or metals. Off-site samples were collected 10 feet outside the fence
line on each side of the Site. Eighteen off-site surface sample locations exceeded the preliminary
remediation goal (PRG) for lead. The RI/FS showed that the detected average lead concentration was
2,140 mg/kg in surface soil. This value exceeded the 400 mg/kg 1995 PRG level established for lead
by EPA.

Other on-site sampling results from the upper vadose zone (soil from the surface to 10 feet bgs)
showed presence of VOCs exceeding their respective PRG levelsin an isolated area of the Site. Only
four VOCs were detected in the upper vadose zone at a concentration in excess of the preliminary
cleanup goalsincluding TCE (1,200 mg/kg), PCE (120 mg/kg), methylene chloride (1,000 mg/kg),
and 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane (0.97 mg/kg). Most of these exceedances were detected in the soil
sample collected from 2.5 feet bgsin one soil boring. The highest concentration of TCE detected in
the lower vadose zone (soil from 10 feet to 119 feet bgs) was 0.11 mg/kg at a 100 foot depth.

Zinc was detected at concentrations greater than its PRG at |ocations where elevated |ead
concentrations were also present. Lead was therefore used as the primary indicator to evaluate the
extent of contamination.

A human health risk assessment was conducted as a part of the 1995 RI/FS. Cancer risk and hazard
indices were calculated using the validated data for chemicals detected at the Site provided in the 1994
Draft RI/FS. An evaluation of the potential adverse human health effects due to lead concentrations
found at the Site used both the Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic (IEUBK) model and the
Cal/EPA model.
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Based upon the risk assessment findings, the risks associated with ingestion of arsenic in soil
contributed the most to average exposures; however, because the on-site concentrations were within
regional background concentrations, arsenic was not an issue. Potential for ingestion of zinc was found
to contribute the most to the overall hazard index calculation. In addition, overall risk estimates
associated with inhalation of TCE in ambient air contributed the most to reasonable maximum
exposures. Therefore, the risk assessment determined that ingestion of zinc in soil and inhalation of
TCE in ambient outdoor air were the chemicals and pathways contributing the most to the overall
hazard index. Despite these risk elements, the risk assessment concluded that the overall carcinogenic
risk was within an acceptable cancer risk range (from 4 x 10°to 1 x 10°7).

As part of the risk assessment, potential exposureto VOCs in indoor air was evaluated semi-
guantitatively using measured site-specific tota soil concentrations taken from the 1994 Draft RI/FS
to calculate estimated soil gas concentrations. The future concentrations of VOCswithin aresidence
located on the Site were estimated using a conservative attenuation factor approach, whereby an
attenuation coefficient was multiplied by the estimated soil gas concentration. The model assumed that
future property development would include aresidence with a basement. This scenario was not
included in the overall risk assessment because the models used were not considered valid by EPA at
the time. The conclusion at that time was that the models used may have underestimated inhal ation
risks because VOCsin air were assumed to be in equilibrium with VOCs sorbed onto the soil (an
incorrect assumption), and due to soil concentration measurements.

The risk assessment did not include vinyl chloride or chromium. Vinyl chloride, a biodegradation
product of TCE, was not detected in samples from 1 to 10 feet bgs. Chromium was not included in
cancer risk estimates because toxicity criteriawere not available. Reasonable maximum exposure risks
for chromiumin soil from 0 to 5.5 feet bgs reveal that exclusion of potential risks may underestimate
risks by afactor of 2. The IEUBK modeling for lead suggested that detected lead concentrations from
0to 0.5 feet bgs may have adverse health effects on hypothetical residential children. Exposureto lead
below 1 foot bgs, however, was not expected to result in adverse health effects. The major adverse
effectsin humans caused by lead include aterations in the hematopoietic and nervous systems.

4. Remedial Actions

4.1. Remedy Selection

Although the 1988 emergency response removal action was successful in limiting any imminent
threat, it did not address residual soil contamination in the SOU. Inits 1995 Action Memorandum,
EPA determined that the proposed response action for the SOU should be performed as a removal
action in accordance with CERCLA, as amended, and consistent with the NCP. Conditions at the Site
met the NCP Section 300.415(b)(2) criteriafor removal. This decision is based on the administrative
record for the Site. The proposed action for the upper vadose zone soil was to excavate surface soils
containing lead and VOCs in excess of the site remedial action objectives (RAOs) of 400 mg/kg for
lead and 7 mg/kg for TCE. In the lower vadose zone soil, analytical results for the soil samples
collected indicated that natural degradation of the VOCs in soil was feasible and occurring. The
selected response action was intended to allow for unrestricted use of the property.

12 Third Five-Year Review for Industrial Waste Processing



The 1999 Focused Remedia Investigation (FRI) was performed to assessif IWP was a significant
contributor to the regional TCE Pinedale Groundwater Site (PGS) groundwater plume (EPA 1999a).
The FRI concluded that IWP was not a significant contributor to the regional PGS VOC plume
because of decreasing soil gas and groundwater concentrations with depth and VOC concentrationsin
groundwater that were orders of magnitude less than source areas within the plume. Therefore, no
further action response at the Site under CERCLA was warranted.

4.2. Remedy Implementation

4.2.1. Non-Time-Critical Removal Action

The non-time-critical removal action work plan was approved by EPA on January 7, 1998. The work
plan called for excavation and off-site disposal of TCE- and lead-impacted soil at concentrations
greater than their respective RAOs, confirmation sampling, and backfilling with clean fill.
Environmental Strategies Corporation (ESC), on behalf of the PRPs, performed the non-time-critical
removal action from January 21, 1998 to August 30, 1998.

Approximately 2,352 tons of contaminated soil and debris were excavated from the Site to an average
depth of 2 feet below original grade. Off-site areas surrounding 16 out of 18 samples that exceeded the
PRG for lead during the RI/FS were excavated to an average of 1 foot below original grade at an
approximate 5-foot radius around the fence line of the site.

Tests confirmed that the backfill material to be used at the Site was not contaminated. These samples
were analyzed for VOCs, semi-volatiles, and metals. The backfill material contained lead at a
concentration of 2.9 mg/kg, which was aso below average lead background concentrations at the site

(5.2 mg/kg).

Due to the heavy rainy season from January through May 1998, the base of the excavation was
allowed to dry, and backfilling was performed from July 21 through July 24, 1998. Approximately
1,560 cubic yards of backfill material were placed at an average thickness of 2 feet across the Site.

All verification soil samples were analyzed for lead and TCE. Initial results indicated that most
verification samples contained lead bel ow the 400 mg/kg RAO and TCE below the 7 mg/kg RAO.
Areasthat exceeded the RAOs were excavated an additional foot, with two locations excavated to
approximately five feet bgs and sampled again. The secondary verification samples contained lead and
TCE at concentrations below the RAOs.

A total of 57 verification samples were collected from the base of the Site excavation. Laboratory
analysis confirmed that the RAOs for lead and TCE were achieved in all of the final verification
samples. Hence, al soilsimpacted with lead and TCE were removed to an acceptable level during the
excavation phase for the RA.

Third Five-Year Review for Industrial Waste Processing 13
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Figure 4. Current IWP building footprints superimposed on verification sample results for TCE.
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4.2.2. Vapor Intrusion Investigation and Remediation, 2006 — 2009

In September 2006, EPA collected ambient and indoor air samples at the Site in response to
recommendations presented in thefirst FY R report (EPA 2004). The objective was to evaluate the
human health risk from selected indoor air VOCs to occupants of the buildings now located at the Site.
Eight samples were collected: two ambient (outdoor) and six indoor. Two of the indoor samples were
collected from the headspace of a monitoring well located inside the warehouse. Screening levels for
PCE were exceeded for the indoor locations, including the monitoring well headspace location. The
results from the 2006 sampling indicated that there was a complete vapor intrusion pathway allowing
humans to be exposed to vapors.

In April 2007, avisud inspection of the building and foundation was conducted at the Site to identify
all potentia entry routes for VOC-contaminated soil gases. The findings and recommendations were
presented in atechnical memorandum in the second FY R report (EPA 2009). EPA believed that the
source of the elevated indoor air concentrations was the on-site monitoring well, which acted as a
conduit from the groundwater to the building. Subsequent work was completed in the building,
including abandoning and sealing the well in 2008.

In April 2009, ambient and indoor air samples were collected at the Site. The objective was to evaluate
the effect of sealing the monitoring well. PCE was detected in all indoor samples ranging from 0.66 to
2.1ug/me, but the maximum PCE value was within the acceptable risk range (1x10° to 1x10%). No
other VOCs were detected.

4.3. Operation and Maintenance (O&M)

The Remedial Action Report for Removal Action (ESC 1998) included a plan for operations and
maintenance (O& M) that recommended inspection of the Site's security fence and vegetative cover on
a semi-annual basis. The purpose of these inspections was to check for breaches in both the security
access and the vegetative cover. The inspections were to be conducted during the months of April and
October; however, there have been no periodic inspections conducted since issuance of the remedia
action report other than as part of the FYR process.

In 2001, the Site was sold and redevel oped by Pacific Tent & Awning, a manufacturer and distributor
of fabric awnings and accessories. The property remains zoned as commercial/light industrial. The
Site currently houses an 8,192-square-foot warehouse/office facility that covers approximately 80
percent of the Site area. The remainder of the Site has been covered by asphalt, concrete, and
landscaping (landscape covering isin compliance with city ordinances).
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5.Progress since the Last Five-Year Review

5.1. Previous Five-Year Review Protectiveness Statement and Issues

The protectiveness statement from the second FY R for the Site stated the following:

The remedy at the IWP site is protective of human health and the environment in the short-
term. Exposure pathways that could result in unacceptablerisks are currently being
controlled. The most recent indoor air samples were at or below EPA’sindoor air screening
levels. However, the source of indoor air contamination is unknown, so further investigation is
needed to develop a strategy to ensure long term protectiveness. This could include selection
of further remedial actionsin a Record of Decision.

The second FY R included two issues and recommendations. Each recommendation and the actions
taken are summarized in Table 2 below and discussed thereafter.

Table 2. Recommendations from the 2009 FYR and Actions Taken

I ssuesfrom previous FYR

Recommendations

Action Taken and Outcome

Date of Action

1) Hazardous substances
may be present in subsurface
soils at levels that pose arisk
with unrestricted (e.g.,
residential) use or unlimited
exposure (e.g., unlimited
digging). Currently there are
no deed restriction [sic]

Determine whether
or not hazardous
substances are
present in
subsurface soils at
levels that do not
alow for
unrestricted use or
unlimited exposure

An analysis of lead soil data was
completed as part of thisthird FYR to
determine whether concentrations of
subsurface lead would allow for unlimited
use or unrestricted exposure. Based on this
analysis, unlimited use/unrestricted
exposure of the property is appropriate,
and no ingtitutional controls are
required.This analysisis presented below
in Section 6.4.

N/A

If so, adecision
document should
be completed that
selects additional
remedial action,
which may include
institutional
controls.

N/A

N/A

2) Exigting information is
insufficient to determine if
subsurface site contaminants
are contributing to indoor air
risks.

Indoor air concentrationsin
acommercia building on
the site are at or below EPA
risk screening levels.
However, these levels were
achieved by improving
ventilation and sealing
potential vapor intrusion
pathways. Although vapor

Determine whether
contaminated
indoor air is related
to site
contamination.

A review of indoor air data and was
completed as part of thisthird FYR to
compare the data to updated Regional
Screening Levels (RSLs) and California
Human Health Screening Levels
(CHHSL s) to determine whether
unacceptable exposure to VOCs viathe
vapor intrusion pathway was occurring at
the site. Based on this analysis, unlimited
use/unrestricted exposure of the property is
appropriate, and no ingtitutional controls
arerequired. Thisanalysisis presented
below in Section 6.4.

N/A
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Issuesfrom previous FYR | Recommendations| Action Taken and Outcome Date of Action

intrusion in the on-site
building is currently
controlled, there could be
risksif the current building
was atered or anew
building constructed without
similar controls.

6. Five-Year Review Process

6.1. Administrative Components

EPA Region 9 initiated the FYR in November 2013 and scheduled its completion for August 2014.
The EPA review team was |led by Patricia Bowlin of EPA, remedial project manager for the IWP Site,
and included Jayson Osborne (remediation biologist) and Rick Garrison (geologist) with USACE,
Seattle District. In November 2013, EPA held a scoping call with the review team to discuss the Site
and the status of the protectiveness of the response action. A review schedule was established that
consisted of the following actions:

e Community Notification;

e Document review;

e Datareview;

o Toxicity valuesreview;

e Siteingpection;

e Local interviews, and

e FYR report development and review.

6.2. Community Notification

On May 1, 2014, a public notice was published in the Fresno Bee announcing the commencement of
the FY R process for the IWP Site, providing Patricia Bowlin’s contact information, and inviting
community participation. The press notice is availablein Appendix B. No one has contacted EPA asa
result of this advertisement.

When finalized, the FYR report will be made available to the public at the following web site:
http://www.epa.gov/region09/Industrial WasteProcessing.

6.3. Document Review

This FYR included areview of relevant, site-related documents including decision documents,
remedial action reports, and recent monitoring data. A complete list of the documents reviewed can be
found in Appendix A.
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ARARs Review

Section 121 (d)(2)(A) of CERCLA specifies that Superfund remedia actions must meet any federal
standards, requirements, criteria, or limitations that are determined to be legally Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS). ARARSs are those standards, criteria, or limitations
promulgated under federal or state law that specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant,
contaminant, remedia action, location, or other circumstance at a CERCLA site.

ARARsidentified in EPA’s 1995 Action Memorandum were all action-specific and no longer apply
since the removal action has now been compl eted.

Human Health Risk Assessment Review

A human health risk assessment was completed for the Site as part of the 1995 RI/FS. The risk
assessment identified the exposure pathways at the Site as direct contact with soil viaingestion and as
dermal contact for on-site workers and residents (i.e., child residents). The risk assessment also
identified exposure pathways as volatilization and wind erosion with inhalation of on-site vapors by
workers and residents. See section 3.6 above for additional discussion. Table 3 below presentsthe
exposure pathways and associated risks identified in the risk assessment.

Table 3. Exposure Pathways and Risk

Exposur e Scenario and Pathway Risk Driver(s) Risk Estimate
On-Site Resident Child - ingestion of | arsenic (cancer) 1x10°® (cancer)
contaminated soil zinc (non-cancer) RME HI = 2.5 (non-cancer)*
lead (non-cancer)

On-Site Resident Child — dermal arsenic (cancer) 3x106 (cancer)

contact with contaminated soil zinc (non-cancer) RME HI = 0.3 (non-cancer)
lead (non-cancer)

On-Site Resident Child — inhalation of TCE 4x10° (cancer)

vapors (outdoors) RME HI = 0.6 (non-cancer)

On-Site Resident Child —inhalation of | arsenic (cancer) 5x10° (cancer)

contaminated airborne dust zinc (non-cancer) RME HI = 0.03 (non-cancer)
lead (non-cancer)

1 — Reasonable Maximum Exposure (RME) Hazard Index (HI)

The risk assessment was reviewed to identify any changes in exposure or toxicity that would impact
protectiveness. Although the risk assessment eval uated potential exposuresto VOCsin indoor air, the
results were not included in the overall risk estimate. The Vapor Intrusion Assessment is discussed in
Section 6.Toxicity Values

EPA’s Integrated Risk Information System has a program to update toxicity values used by EPA in
risk assessments when newer scientific information becomes available. In the past five years, there
have been a number of changes to the toxicity values for certain contaminants of concern at the Site.
Revisionsto the toxicity values for TCE and PCE indicate differing risks from exposure to these
chemicalsthan previoudy considered. Thetoxicity value and associated RSLs for lead in soil have not
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changed; however, the Cdifornia OEHHA has revised soil screening lead numbers downward for
industrial and residential sitesin California.

Indoor air results are compared to EPA’s RSLsfor indoor air as afirst step in determining whether
response actions may beneeded to address potential human health exposures. The RSLs are chemical-
specfic concentrations for individual contaminants that correspond to an excess cancer risk level of
1x10% (or a Hazard Quotient (HQ) of 1 for non-cancinogins), and they have been developed for a
variety of exposures scenarios (e.g. residential, commercial/industrial).

RSL s are not de facto cleanup standards for a Superfund site, but they do provide a good indication of
whether actions may be needed.

In September 2011, EPA completed areview of the TCE toxicity literature for both cancer and non-
cancer toxicity effects, which resulted in lower RSLs for TCE. For industrial exposures, assuming an
8-hour work day, the screening level is 3.0 pg/m?3 for chronic exposure for cancer risk in excess of
1x10*®. For residential exposures, the screening level is0.43 pg/m? for chronic exposure for cancer risk
in excess of 1x106. EPA uses an excess cancer risk range between 104 and 10%for ng potential
exposures, which corresponds to TCE concentrations between 3 and 300 pg/m? for industrial
exposures and between 0.43 and 43 pug/mé? for residential exposures. Also, asaresult of the 2011 TCE
reassessment, subchronic, non-cancer screening levels of 8.8 ug/m? (industrial) and 2.1 pg/m?®
(residentia) for TCE were developed to account for the effect of short-term exposure on neonatal
development.

EPA aso reassessed PCE toxicity literature for both cancer and non-cancer toxicity effectsin February
2012. However, Cdifornia's Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has
reservations on several science policy decisions in EPA’ s toxicity review. Ca OEHHA also reviewed
the toxicity literature in 2001 and derived toxicity values that differ from the Federal values. Since
these values are applicable in California, we calculated Cal-modified RSLs using the EPA RSL
calculator using California s OEHHA derived toxicity information and EPA’s 2014 exposure
assumptions. Revisions to the TCE and PCE toxicity information and respective RSLs do not impact
existing vapor intrusion evaluations. See Table 4 and Table 5 below for summaries of industrial and
residential RSLs for contaminants of concern (COCs) at the Site.

Table 4. Summary of Industrial Air RSLs (Nov 2014) for COCs at the Site

Contaminant of Concern | RSL for cancer risk in excess of RSL for non-cancer hazard (ug/m3)
1x10-6 (ug/m3)

TCE 3.0 8.8

PCE Cal —modified? 2.1 180

1/ Calculated using Californiatoxicity factor but EPA industrial exposure assumptions

Table 5. Summary of Residential Air RSLs (Nov 2014) for COCs at the Site

Contaminant of Concern | RSL for cancer risk in excess of RSL for non-cancer hazard
1x10° (ug/m°) (Hg/m®)

TCE 0.5 2

PCE Ca-modified 0.5 48
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1/ Calculated using Californiatoxicity factor but EPA residential exposure assumptions

The 1995 Action Memorandum established an RAO for lead in soil at 400 mg/kg. There have been no
changesin the past five years to the RSL for lead in residential soil; it remains at 400 mg/kg.

The California OEHHA establishes human health screening levels for various chemicalsin soil
including lead. Screening numbers prior to 2009 for lead were 150 mg/kg in soil for residentia use
and 3500 mg/kg in soil for commercial/industria use. These screening numbers were based on a blood
lead level of concern of 10 micrograms per deciliter (ug/dL). The OEHHA has replaced the 10 pg/dL
level of concern with a source-specific benchmark change of 1 pg/dL based on arecent Center for
Disease Control assessment and management approach. In 2009, the OEHHA established new
residential (80 mg/kg) and commercial/industrial (320 mg/kg) CHHSL s consistent with the newly
established benchmark blood lead level of 1 pug/dL. Table 6 summarizes the various screening levels
for lead in soil.

Table 6. Comparison of Screening Levels for Lead in Soil

Contaminant of Concern Lead
Action Memorandum RAO for lead 400 mg/kg
EPA Region 9 RSL for lead in residential soil 400 mg/kg

California OEHHA Soil Screening Number for lead in residential soil | 80 mg/kg

California OEHHA Soil Screening Number for lead inindustrial soil | 320 mg/kg

Difference from Action M emorandum RAQOsS? California standardsare more
stringent

Ecologica Review

The 1995 Action Memorandum notes that, “ There are no sensitive ecosystems or surface watersin the
immediate vicinity [of the IWP Site].” The response action performed at the Site removed
contaminated soils from the site and replaced them with clean backfill soil. The Site has since been
redeveloped for light industrial use. The bulk of contaminants at the Site have been removed. There
are no compl ete ecological exposure pathways at the Site, and there are no ecological receptors that
use the Site.

6.4. Data Review
Sail

Lead soil datareported in the 1995 RI/FS indicated that the average lead concentration at 2.5 ft bgs at
the Sitewas 130.3 mg/kg. The 95 percent upper confidence limit (95UCL) for lead at this depth was
calculated at 462.3 mg/kg. Both values are above the current California OEHHA soil screening
number for lead for residential scenarios (80 mg/kg). Following cleanup activitiesin 1998,
confirmation samples were taken at the base of the excavation prior to backfilling activities.
Confirmation sample data show that the average level of lead contamination at the base of the
excavation within the IWP property boundary (average 2 ft bgs) decreased to 55.2 mg/kg. The 95UCL
decreased to 149.7 mg/kg lead. Thisvalueis above the California OEHHA soil screening number for
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lead for residential scenarios (80 mg/kg), but below the soil screening number for industrial scenarios
(320 mg/kg).

However, the confirmation sample data very likely overestimate average soil lead concentrations at the
Site. The soil in approximately the first two feet (backfill from source #4 placed during the 1998
remedial action) containslead at very low levels, 2.9 mg/kg. The soil at the bottom of the excavation
isathin band of soil containing some residual contamination (between 80-400 mg/kg) that was not
excavated during the removal action.

The sampling results from the remedial investigation indicated that onsite contammeation is limited to
the surficia soils (upper 12-inches), any downward migration of lead would ultimately be impeded by
the contaminant’ s rel ative immobility and the existence of a hardpan layer from 3 to 7 feet bgs. Based
on these assumptions, movement of lead laterally and downward in the soil profile would be facilitated
only through bulk movement of soil particles (such as during construction activity). Therefore,
undisturbed soil below the base of the excavation is expected to have a very low lead concentration.

If alead concentration study were performed at the site to determine average lead concentrations

throughout the first ten feet from the surface, it is expected that average lead levels would be well
under 80 mg/kg lead and the site would be shown to be suitable for residential or unlimited
use/unrestricted exposure.

In addition, the removal action removed a small, isolated area of soil with elevated levels of TCE. The
confirmation sampling ranged from non-detect to 3.8 mg/kg. The maximum concentration detected is
within EPA’s acceptable risk range for residential use (10 to 10#) which takes into consideration
direct contact, aswell as, off-gas inhal ation exposure scenarios.

Based on this analysis, unrestricted exposure/unlimited use of the property is appropriate and no
ingtitutional controls are required.

Ground Water

VOCsin soil werelisted asa COC in the Action Memo. TCE isa COC at the adjacent Pinedde
Groundwater Site, a cleanup site regulated by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC). Thefollowing paragraphs describe the rel ationship between IWP and the Pinedale
Groundwater Site (PGS) and provide context for the discussion of the vapor intrusion studiesin the
subsequent Soil Gas/Indoor Air section.

Regionally, a Pinedale Groundwater Site (PGS) exists (see Figure 3), and the PGS groundwater
treatment program has been under the regulatory authority of the DTSC since 1988. The PGS includes
a plume of TCE-contaminated groundwater approximately 1.5 mileslong (current length). This plume
originated approximately 0.5 mile up-gradient (northeast) of the IWP Site and extends approximately
1.5 miles down-gradient (southwest) of the IWP site. Groundwater flows in a southwesterly direction.

The PGS encompasses both the IWP Site and the Pinedale Industrial Area (PIA).

In 1990, DTSC installed amonitoring well (DHS-IWP-A) on the IWP Site as part of the PGS
groundwater investigation. TCE and other VOCs were detected in the groundwater at concentrations
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above federa and state maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) of 5 ug/L. The VOCs detected at the
on-site well steadily declined from 1990 to 1998.

No water samples were collected on the IWP Site between 1999 and 2003 due to low water levels.
The 1999 Focused Remedial Investigation (FRI) was performed to assessif IWP was a significant
contributor to the PGS groundwater plume. The FRI concluded that IWP was not a significant
contributor to the PGS plume because of decreasing soil gas and groundwater concentrations with
depth and VOC concentrations in groundwater at the IWP Site that were orders of magnitude less than
source areas within the PGS boundaries.

Groundwater contamination beneath the IWP Site is being addressed by the remediation of the PGS
site and/or natural degradation. The current groundwater plume is shown in Figure 2 and indicates that
the IWP Site is approximately 750 feet cross-gradient (to the west) from the PGS plume, with no
monitoring well located between the PGS plume and the IWP Site. Since the previous FYR, the
overall TCE concentrations have decreased across the PGS, with a smaller plume of groundwater still
greater than 5 pg/L. The State continues to oversee semi-annual groundwater sampling events.

Soil Gas/Indoor Air

In 1999, EPA issued a Final Focused Remedial Investigation Report, Soil-Gas and Ground-Water
Sampling which included soil gas samples from a depth of ten feet bgs to groundwater in four borings.
Two samples in one boring exceed the current TCE RSL screening level for soil gas (21 u/md) at a
depth of 10 feet and 20 feet below ground. However, the 1995 RI/FS did not find PCE below the
hardpan layer in the soil, and only found low levels of TCE at the same internal (maximum detection
was 0.04 mg/kg). The 1995 RI/FS considered the potential migration of the VOCs from the limited
VOC location found on the surface and determined that the hardpan layer located at 3 to 7 bgs
impeded movement of VV OCs to the deeper vadose zone. The remedy implemented removed the
surface soils where the TCE and PCE had been found.

In 2006, EPA collected air samples next to the well (DHS-IWP-A) on the IWP Site. Analytical results
for TCE and PCE exceeded screening levels with concentrations that were significantly higher than
indoor air sampling results from other locations in the same building. In September 2008, the on-site
well was decommissioned by DTSC because it appeared to create a preferential pathway for vapor
intrusion into the current building.

Follow-up testing in 2009 indicated that VOC levelsin all samples of indoor air had dropped below
screening levels. Since VOC levels decreased following closure of the well, this result suggests that
the vapor intrusion was due primarily to the PGS plume, rather than on-site contamination.

Results from 2006 and 2009 were compared to current RSLs for TCE and PCE at the Site. The 2006
results showed elevated levels of VOCs that exceeded the RSL s, and follow up samples taken post-
mitigation in 2009 showed that VOC levels had dropped to, or below, the RSLs.

Additionally, there appears to be little correlation between the Vapor Intrusion sample results and TCE
verification samples (see Figures 2 and 4). Figure 4 shows the location of TCE verification soil
sample results and locations based on Figure 6.1 in the 1998 Remedia Action Report and building
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footprints approximated based on Figure 2. Residual soilsleft from 1998 removal action under the
current warehouse building were non-detects for TCE; indoor air TCE concentrations was 0.18 pg/m?
in 2006 in the warehouse in the vicinity of the well are likely aresult of preferential migration of
vapor from deeper VOC sources.  After the monitoring well was decommissioned in 2008, the second
indoor air sampling event in 2009 had no detections of TCE.

Table 7. Summary of Indoor Air Sampling Results

Analyte 2006 M aximum Concentrations 2009 M aximum Indoor Air RSLs
(hg/m?) Concentrations Industrial | Residential
(ug/m’) (ugm) | (ugm?)
Ambient |  Indoor Well Ambient Indoor

1,1-DCA ND ND 0.62 ND ND 7 18
1,1-DCE ND ND 880 210
Ccis-1,2-DCE ND ND 0.77 ND ND

PCE 2.0 7.3 37 ND 2.1 2.1 0.5
1,1,1-TCA 0.14 0.12 0.58 ND ND 22000 5200
TCE 0.065 0.18 1.0 ND ND 3 0.43
VC ND ND 2.8 0.17

6.5. Site Inspection

The Five Year Review Site inspection was conducted on May 5, 2014 by U.S. EPA Remedial Project
Manager, Patricia Bowlin. The property owner, Mike Mygind, was present during the site inspection.
The reviewer visualy inspected and documented the conditions of the site for inclusion in the third
five year review report. See Appendix D for the Site Inspection Checklist. Photos from this site
inspection are presented in Appendix E.

The Site currently houses a tent/awning manufacturing and repair company with eight employees.

The Siteis entirely covered by an 8,200 square foot manufacturing facility/warehouse/office, asphalt
pavement, and landscaping. The Site appeared to be well-maintained and well ventilated with open
doors, roof vents, fans and swamp coolers. During the inspection, the property owner pointed out the
location of the decommissioned well as well as the previous improvements to the bathrooms (sealing
of openings and new timer switches for the fans) that were documented in the previous five-year
review report. The property owner also indicated that there were 72 solar panelsinstalled on the roofs
of the Site buildings.

6.6. Interviews

No formal interviews were conducted for thisfive-year review, but there were informal conversations
with the property owner, regarding the current operations, including the heating, ventilation, and
cooling (HVAC) systems in the office and manufacturing building.

6.7. Institutional Controls

The 1995 Action Memorandum did not require ingtitutional controls, and none are in place.
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7. Technical Assessment

7.1. Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision
documents?

All soil removal actions have been completed, as mandated in the 1995 Action Memorandum. The
soil removal action, which consisted of excavation and placement of clean fill, was completed to the
satisfaction of EPA, as documented in their Certificate of Completion dated January 27, 1999 (EPA
1999b). Therefore, the response action is functioning as intended.

There is no on-going monitoring requirement for shallow soil because it has met the RAOs. The 1998
Removal Action Report (ESC 1998) specified semi-annual monitoring of the Site fence and vegetative
cover. However, redevelopment covered most of the Site with impermeabl e surfaces, and observations
made during the 2004, 2008, and 2014 site inspections indicated no problems. Therefore, monitoring
of the fence and vegetative cover is no longer warranted.

Thereis no active, ongoing remedial system in place since the remedy was aremoval action.
Therefore, there are no formal operations or mai ntenance components to the response action.

7.2. Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, Toxicity Data, Cleanup
Levels, and Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) Used at the Time
of Remedy Selection Still Valid?

The Siteis currently zoned for industrial use and is currently developed and used for industrial
purposes. Land use and expected land use on and near the Site remains unchanged from the previous
FYR. Thereare no newly identified contaminants or contaminant sources. There are no newly
identified toxic byproducts of the response action or other physical changes at the site that affect the
protectiveness of the response action. This FY R examined the vapor intrusion exposure pathway and
found that it was no longer complete; no other new exposure pathways were identified.

The screening levelsfor lead in soil in California (set by the California OEHHA) and the screening
levelsfor TCE and PCE in air (set by EPA Region 9) have changed sincethe last FYR. The newly
promulgated standards do not affect protectiveness of the response action.

The exposure assumptions, toxicity levels, RAOs and clean-up levels are till valid.

7.3. Question C: Has Any Other Information Come to Light That Could
Call Into Question the Protectiveness of the Remedy?

No, thereis no other information that call into question the protectiveness of the remedy.
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7.4. Technical Assessment Summary

According to the data reviewed and information obtained from the site inspection, the response action
is functioning as intended by EPA’s 1995 Action Memorandum. There have been no changesin the
ARARSs, standards, or To Be Considered requirements that could affect the protectiveness of the
response action. The potentia for unacceptable risk to on-site workers because of the presence of PCE
in the warehouse/manufacturing building, although not associate with residua site contamination, has
been mitigated following the decommissioning of the monitoring well and confirmed with additional
air sampling.

8.Issues

No new issues were identified during this third FYR.

9. Recommendations and Follow-up Actions

There are no recommendations.

10. Protectiveness Statement

The response action at the Industrial Waste Processing Superfund Site is protective of human health
and the environment.

11. Next Review

The next FY R will be due within five years of the signature date of thisFYR.
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Third Five-Year Review for Industrial Waste Processing

27



[This pageisintentionally blank]

28 Third Five-Year Review for Industrial Waste Processing



List of Documents Reviewed

Applicable Local, State, and Federal Regulations

BSK Associates (BSK). 2013. Pinedale Industrial Area Groundwater Treatment Program Semi-
Annual Groundwater Remediation and Monitoring Report — April 2013. November 6, 2013.

California Environmenta Protection Agency (CEPA). 2011. Final Guidance for the Evaluation and
Mitigation of Subsurface Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air (Vapor Intrusion Guidance). Department of
Toxic Substances Control. October, 2011.

CH2M Hill. 2007. Technical Memorandum: Data Evaluation fromthe Vapor Intrusion Investigation
at Industrial Waste Processing Superfund Ste, Fresno. February 15, 2007.

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 1995. Action Memorandum: Request for Removal Action at
Industrial Waste Processing Ste Soils Operable Unit, Fresno, Fresno County, California. September
1995.

EPA. 1999a. Final Focused Remedial Investigation Report. Soil-Gas and Ground-Water Sampling.
Industrial Waste Processing Facility. May 1999.

EPA. 1999b. Certificate of Completion Letter. January 27, 1999.
EPA. 1999c. Preliminary Closeout Report. September 28, 1999.

EPA. 2002. OSMVER Draft Guidance for Evaluating the Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Pathway from
Groundwater and Soils (Subsurface Vapor Intrusion Guidance). November 2002.

EPA. 2004. First Five-Year Review for Industrial Waste Processing Superfund Ste, Pinedale, Fresno
County, California. September 2004.

EPA. 2009. Second Five-Year Review for Industrial Waste Processing Superfund Ste, Pinedale,
Fresno County, California. July 2009.

Environmental Strategies Corporation (ESC). Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Sudy. June 1995.
ESC. 1998. Remedial Action Report for Removal Action. November 11, 1998.

Innovative Technical Solutions, Inc. (ITS). 2010. Final Technical Memorandum: April 2009 Indoor
Air Sampling at the Industrial Waste Processing Superfund Ste in Fresno, California. March 3, 2010.
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Press Notices
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Appendix C: Interview Forms
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Interview Forms

No formal interviews were conducted for this five-year review.
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Appendix D: Site Inspection Checklist
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Appendix E: Photographs from Site
Inspection Visit
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Photographs from Site Inspection Visit

Decommissioned monitoring well is located under the table.
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Timer switch for men’s bathroom ventilation fan.
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