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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Five-Year Review for the Selma Pressure Treating Superfund Site, Selma CA

FROM: Tom Kremer, Superfund Policy Advisor •'Jj\
Site Cleanup Branch

THRU: ^ Loren Hennmg, CMef
A/Site Cleanup Section 4

John Kemmerer, Chi
Site Cleanup Brangjx

TO: Keith Takata, Director
Superfund Division

I INTRODUCTION

This is the first Five-Year Review conducted for the Selma Pressure Treating Superfund
site, Selma, Fresno County, California Attached, please find a copy of the Five-Year Review
report for the site prepared by Geomatrix Consultants for EPA The findings of the Five-Year
Review report are summarized below, along with EPA's conclusions and any differences from
the consultants' report

Because contaminant levels will not allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure
upon achieving ROD cleanup goals, this Five-Year Review is required by CERCLA (Section
121(c)) and by Section 300 430(f)(4)(n) of the NCP

H FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY

The site is located approximately 15 miles south of the city of Fresno, adjacent to the city
limits of Selma, California Wood treating operations were conducted at the site from 1936 until
1994 Investigations beginning in 1981 indicated that soil and ground water were contaminated
by chromium, arsenic, copper, dioxms/furans, PCP and tnchlorophenols (TCPs) The site was
added to the National Priority List in 1983

The 1988 ROD set cleanup standards for arsenic and dioxms/furans in soil and for
chromium in groundwater The selected soil remedy consisted of excavating soil containing
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chemicals of concern (COCs) in excess of cleanup standards, treating the soils with a fixing
agent, and impounding the fixed soils on-site under a RCRA cap The groundwater remedy
called for extraction and treatment to remove chromium, with remjection or off-site disposal
Site access and land use restrictions and institutional controls to prevent the use of contaminated
groundwater were also specified. A 1993 BSD modified the arsenic in soil standard and set
cleanup standards for PCP in soil and in groundwater, redefined the areas requiring excavation,
clarified regulatory issues and mandated that the fixed soils be consolidated into a single
impoundment covered by a single RCRA cap A 1997 BSD modified the groundwater remedy to
allow the use of percolation ponds for the disposal of treated water.

EPA has partially implemented the remedy at this site Based on available soil data,
approximately 13,000 cubic yards of soil was excavated between 1991 and 1993, fixed and
placed in an on-site impoundment which was capped in accordance with ROD requirements
Additional soil data were collected from the operating area of the site, which had not been
previously investigated An additional 5000 cubic yards of soil was excavated and stockpiled on-
site under temporary cover in 1999 This contaminated soil remains on site under the temporary
cover and needs to be addressed Approximately 21,000 additional cubic yards of soil with
COCs at levels above cleanup standards remains on-site at depths up to 5 feet, while an estimated
30,000 additional cubic yards of contaminated soil is present at depths of up to 25 feet EPA has
conducted a Focused Feasibility Study to address the stockpiled soil and the remaining soil
contamination and plans to issue a Proposed Plan and ROD Amendment in FY2002, to be
followed by remedial action

A groundwater extraction and treatment system was constructed and began operating in
1998 The treatment system has operated nearly continuously and satisfactorily in accord with
design objectives since then However, a review of groundwater monitoring data indicates that
chromium contamination is not being fully contained Levels of chromium in intermediate and
deep wells as well as in wells in the shallow zone cross-gradient to the groundwater flow have
shown increases Also, the monitoring network may not adequately define plume boundaries.
EPA has begun to conduct additional analyses to determine what changes if any need to be
incorporated into the groundwater extraction system to meet remedial objectives

Land use (institutional) controls which would run with the land and prevent activities
which would compromise the protectiveness of the remedy have not been established and are
needed to assure long-term protectiveness EPA is addressing this deficiency through ongoing
negotiations with the land owner and DTSC, and anticipates being able to reach a satisfactory
agreement before the end of FY2002

In addition to the updates noted above, the following additional updates and corrections
are made to the material in the Geomatnx Consultants report (1) Page 1 The trigger date for the
5 Year Review is the start of on-site construction, January 13, 1993, (2) Page 3. The document
marking the completion of construction of the groundwater treatment system was the interim
remedial action report, signed 9/29/00, not the "final closeout report" The Focused Feasibility
Study is complete, the remaining soil remediation will be addressed through a Proposed Plan and
ROD Amendment to be issued in FY2002, to be followed by necessary remedial design and
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action, (3) Pages 13, 15 EPA disagrees that "catena" are needed to determine when the
groundwater cleanup is complete and the extraction and treatment system may be turned off
EPA will determine when the cleanup standards have been demonstrated to have been reliably
met in accordance with the standards in the ROD, (4) Page 15 EPA has begun its evaluation of
the groundwater extraction system and will determine the details of additional analyses to be
performed as this effort is earned out

m CONCLUSION PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT

Immediate threats to human health and the environment have been adequately addressed
and are under control Although the existing soil impoundment is protective of human health
and the environment, the soil remedy selected for the site, as implemented to date, has not
resulted in fully meeting soil cleanup standards and is not currently protective EPA will upgrade
the soil remedy pursuant to a ROD Amendment to be issued in FY2002 EPA is addressing the
need for institutional controls on land use through ongoing negotiations with the land owner and
DTSC, and anticipates being able to reach a satisfactory agreement before the end of FY2002
The groundwater remedy may not be protective EPA will conduct additional analyses to
determine what changes if any need to be incorporated into the groundwater extraction system to
meet remedial objectives and to assure that pnvate residential well users continue to be
protected The analyses are expected to be completed by 3/31/2002, at which time a final
protecti veness statement regarding the groundwater remedy will be made

Based on the expected continuing presence of contamination at this site at levels which
preclude unlimited use and unrestncted exposure, the next Five- Year Review will be wntten
within five years from the signature date of this review

Approved by W j O l L ~^~ Date
Keith Takata, Director
Superfund Division

Attachment Geomatnx Consultants 5-Year Review report
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Geomatnx Consultants, Inc (Geomatnx), on behalf of the United States Environmental

Protection Agency (U S EPA), Region IX and the U S Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha

District (USAGE), has conducted a five-year review of the remedial actions implemented to date

at the Selma Pressure Treating Site in Selma, California This is the first five-year review for the

site

The purpose of a five-year review is to determine whether the remedy at a site is protective of

human health and the environment The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are

documented in five-year review reports In addition, five-year review reports identify deficiencies

found during the review, and make recommendations to address them

The site is located approximately 15 miles south of the City of Fresno, adjacent to the city limits

of Selma, California, and occupies approximately 40 acres, including a 14-acre former wood

treatment and storage facility and a 26-acre vineyard The site related contaminants of concern

(COCs) include chromium, arsenic, copper, dioxms/furans, PCP, and tnchlorophenols (TCPs)

Based on the results of remedial investigations and remedial action objectives established for the

site, a remedy was adopted in the 1988 Record of Decision (ROD) issued by the U S EPA The

selected remedy for soil consisted of excavating soil containing COCs at concentrations that

exceed cleanup standards, treating the soils with a fixing agent, placing the fixed soil in an on-

site, unhned impoundment, and covering the impoundment with a cap that meets RCRA

regulations Based on the soil data available at the time, this solution was partially implemented

between 1991 and 1993 Approximately 13,000 cubic yards of soil were excavated, fixed, placed

in an on-site impoundment area, and capped

Additional soil data were collected between 1994 and 1999 Based on the results of these soil

investigations, approximately 5,000 cubic yards of additional soil were excavated in 1999 The

excavated soil is currently stockpiled on-site for eventual disposal

Approximately 21,000 cubic yards of soil remain at depths up to five feet below the ground

surface, which are affected with COCs at levels above the cleanup standards In addition, 30,000
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cubic yards of soil that exceeds COC cleanup standards have been estimated to lie as much as 25

feet below grade Proposed remedial actions for this soil are discussed in the Focused Feasibility

Study

The 1988 ROD selected a groundwater remedy that would employ a conventional precipitation,

coagulation, and flocculation extraction and treatment process to remove chromium to meet the

applicable drinking water standard (with either remjection or off-site disposal of the treated

effluent) and groundwater monitoring to verify contaminant removal A groundwater extraction

and treatment system was constructed in the summer of 1998 and the system went on-line on

September 29,1998 The system has been in operation since that time

The five-year review included a review of both the implemented and proposed remedies for the

site The findings are based on a review of project documents and data, interviews with four

people associated with the site, a site inspection, and a review of appropriate standards and To Be

Considered (TBC) criteria1

The most significant deficiency identified during the five-year review is the failure of the

groundwater extraction system to contain the chromium plume We recommend that analyses be

completed to further assess the effectiveness of the groundwater extraction system and

recommendations be developed on appropriate changes to the groundwater extraction system

Most of the other deficiencies identified during the site inspection are fairly minor and do not

affect the protectiveness of the remedies, however, the following warrant mention

• Inadequate general site maintenance may present a fire hazard,

• Two stockpiles of contaminated soil remain on site,

Off-site drainage is not currently controlled, and

• There are no locking caps on some of the monitoring wells

We recommend that

. General site maintenance should be improved,

1 TBC requirements are non promulgated advisories or guidances issued by federal or state government that are not
legally binding but may provide useful information or recommended procedures for remedial action

I \Projects\6000s\6771\Five Year Review - Draft 3 doc IV
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• • The stockpiles be incorporated into the final soil remediation solution (as currently proposed

in the FFS),

| • The potential for site run-off/run-on be investigated and control measures, if required, be

implemented, and

| . Locking caps be installed on all monitoring wells

I Additional issues that need to be addressed in the mid-to long- term include

. Establishment of criteria for determining when groundwater remediation is complete,

|' . Development of a post-closure monitoring and reporting plan for the soil impoundment area,

_ and

•

Recommendations that address cost effectiveness and operating efficiencies rather than

deficiencies are considered to be less critical

. Installation of monitoring wells around the impoundment area

I

I

I

I

I

1

I

I
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I
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Five-Year Review Summary Form

Deficiencies

Summarize deficiencies (see chapter 3 and page A-30)

A comprehensive summary of deficiencies is presented in Table 4 Some of the more important issues are
highlighted here

Groundwater extraction system does not contain the chromium plume
Two stockpiles of contaminated soil are temporarily stored on-site
General site maintenance is inadequate (trash, weeds, etc )
No control of off-site drainage
Many monitoring wells do not have locks or secured lids
No criteria for turning off groundwater treatment system
No post-closure monitoring and reporting program established for soil impoundment

Recommendations and Follow-up Actions

Summarize recommendations and follow-up actions (see chapter 3 and page A-30)

A comprehensive list of recommendations and follow-up activities is presented in Table 5 The deficiencies
highlighted above are addressed here

• Complete analyses to assess effectiveness of groundwater extraction system Make recommendations on
appropriate changes to groundwater extraction system to meet remedial objectives
Incorporate stockpiles into final soil remediation solution
Improve general site maintenance by removing trash and controlling weeds
Evaluate the potential for run-off/run-on and implement control measures, if required
Establish criteria for turning off groundwater treatment system
Address post-closure monitoring and reporting for soil impoundment in conjunction with implementation
of final soil remediation

Protectiveness Statement(s)

Include individual operable unit protectiveness statements For sites that have reached construction completion
and have more than one OU, include an additional and comprehensive protectiveness statement covering all of
the remedies at the site (see Chapter 4 and page A-30)

Because the groundwater extraction system is not containing the chromium plume, the remedy at the Site may not
be protective of human health and the environment

Other Comments

Make any other comments here

\\oakl\deptdata\Project\6000s\6771\Five Year Review- final doc Vll



i
I
i
i
i
i
l
i
i
i
i
i
i
l
i
i
i
i
i

I. INTRODUCTION

Geomatnx Consultants, Inc (Geomatnx), on behalf of the United States Environmental

Protection Agency (U S EPA), Region IX has conducted a five-year review of the remedial

actions implemented to date at the Selma Pressure Treating Site in Selma, California Geomatnx

was contracted by the U S Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE) Omaha District, which was

contracted by the EPA to conduct this work This review was conducted in October 2000 This

report documents the results of the review and follows the recommended format of OSWER

Directive 9355 7-03B-P, Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance l

The purpose of a five-year review is to determine whether the remedy at a site is protective of

human health and the environment The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are

documented in five-year review reports In addition, five-year review reports identify deficiencies

found during the review and makes recommendations to address them

This review is required by statute EPA must implement five-year reviews consistent with the

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the

National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP)

CERCLA 121(c), as amended, 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 "

The NCP part 300 430(f)(4)(n) of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) states "If a remedial

action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining at

the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unlimited exposure, the lead agency shall

review such action no less often than every five years after the initiation of the selected remedial

action "

This is the first five-year review for the Selma Pressure Treating Site The triggering action for

this statutory review is the completion of Phase 1 of the soil remediation, completed in 1993 The
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I presence of an on-site impoundment containing soil excavated and fixed during the 1993 remedial

action prevents unlimited use of the site Additionally, the occurrence of chromium in

groundwater prevents the groundwater from being used for drinking water supply

II. SITE CHRONOLOGY

• A summary of site chronology is listed in Table 1 below

• Table 1 : Chronology of Site Events

I•
1

_

1

I9
|•V
I

1

Event

RWQCB' regulated discharge under a Waste Discharge
Requirements Order
U S EPA field team conduct Uncontrolled Hazardous Site Investigation

RWQCB issues a Cleanup and Abatement Order to Owners requesting a
timetable for clean-up
Site placed on National Priorities List (NPL) ranked as number 195 with a
Hazardous Ranking of 43 83
RWQCB referred the Order to California Attorney General's office based on
non-response of Owner regarding a timetable for clean-up
Initiation of RI7/FS3 process

Soil investigations carried out

RI Report issued

FS Report issued

ROD signature

Soil Remediation-Phase I

Remedial Design-Start

Remedial Design-Completion

Remedial Action-Implementation

ESD5 1 (revising soil cleanup standards)

As-built drawings issued

1
1
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Date

1971 to 1981

1/31/81

September 1981

September 1983

September 1984

1984

1986 and 1987

1988

1988

9/24/88

*•

9/21/89

6/30/92

7/22/92 through 1993

10/26/93

6/30/95

1*



1
8 Table 1 Chronology of Site Events — continued

1
•
"

1

1

1

1

•
*

1

Event

Groundwater Remediation

Remedial Design Phase 1 -Start

Remedial Design Phase 1 -Completion

Remedial Design Phase 2-Start

Remedial Design Phase 2-Completion

BSD 2 (Specifying groundwater discharge to percolation ponds)

Groundwater Treatment System Construction

Groundwater Treatment System Online

Final Closeout Report-Groundwater Treatment System Construction

Additional Soil Remediation
Additional soil data collected

Excavation of approximately 5,000 cubic yards of soil with COCs greater
than cleanup standards from office yard and vineyard
Revised Focused Feasibility Study Issued (addressing remaining soil with
COCs6 above cleanup standards)
ESD3 (addressing additional soil remediation

Remedial design of final solution

Remedial Action

1 Notes

1 Regional Water Quality Control Board
2 Remedial Investigation

1 3 Feasibility Study
4 Record of Decision
5 Explanation of Significant Differences

_ 6 Contaminants of Concern

I

1

1

1
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Date

9/29/90

3/31/92

9/30/92

9/30/97

4/18/97

1/4/98 to 9/29/98

9/29/98

To be issued 2000

- tf

"1994,1995, 1997, 1998,1999

September 1999

* To be finalized Spring 2001

Projected 4Q 2000

Projected 4Q 2000

Projected 2Q 2001
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III. BACKGROUND

The site is located approximately 15 miles south of the City of Fresno, adjacent to the city limits

of Selma, California (Figure 1) The site occupies approximately 40 acres, including a 14-acre

former wood treatment and storage facility and a 26-acre vineyard Historical records indicate

that wood treatment operations were never conducted on the vineyard, but the vineyard received

some drainage from the operating area of the site Zoned for heavy industrial use, the site is

located in a transition zone between agricultural, residential, and industrial areas Twelve

residences and businesses are located within a quarter of a mile of the site Between November

1996 and September 1997, a small transmission repair business leased the maintenance building

on the operating area of the site (Figure 2)

Wood treatment operations began at the site in 1936 The wood treatment process originally

involved dipping wood into a mixture of pentachlorophenol (PCP) and oil, then drying the wood

on open racks In 1965, a new pressure treating facility began operating at the same site The

pressure-treating process consisted of impregnating the wood in pressurized vessels with chemical

preservatives, including fluor-chromium-arsenate-phenol, chromated copper arsenate, PCP,

copper-8-quinolmolate, LST concentrate, Woodtox 140 RTU, and Heavy Oil Penta 5% solution

The pressure treated wood was placed on racks on the drip pad area, then moved to the wood

storage area The operating area and wood storage area were paved with asphalt in 1982, the

asphalt remains m place Wood treatment activities were suspended in 1994 In November 1997

all pressure vessels and tanks were removed from the site All buildings, except the office, were

demolished and the debris removed from the site The concrete drip pad and other concrete

foundations in the stormwater runoff tank area remain in place

An Uncontrolled Hazardous site Investigation was conducted on January 31, 1981, by EPA's

Field Investigation Team This inspection raised concerns about the potential for groundwater

contamination from the site In September 1981, the RWQCB issued a Cleanup and Abatement

Order to the owners of the site requiring that a timetable for cleanup be established This was not

done, and in September 1984, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) referred the

Order to the California Attorney General's office The site was added to the National Priorities

List (NPL) in 1983
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In 1984, the EPA initiated a remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) process to identify

chemicals of concern (COCs) at the site, investigate their extent, and identify appropriate

remedial action alternatives Soil investigations were performed at the site in 1986 and 1987 as

part of the RI Results of these investigations are presented in the 1988 Remedial Investigation - /

Report for the Selma Pressure Treating Site2 These data were used to develop the 1988 FS 3

The site-related COCs include chromium, arsenic, copper, dioxms/furans, PCP, and

tnchlorophenols (TCPs) although not all COCs are present at levels that provide a threat to human

health or the environment Cleanup standards for arsenic and dioxms/furans in soil (50 mg/kg

and 1 jag/kg respectively) and chromium in groundwater (50 ng/1) were established in the 1988

Record of Decision (ROD)4 The cleanup standard for arsenic in soil was modified in the 1993

BSD5 (25 mg/kg) and cleanup standards for PCP in soil and PCP in groundwater also were

established (17 mg/kg and 1 (ig/1 respectively)

IV. REMEDIAL ACTIONS

Based on the results of the remedial investigations reported in the 1988 RI Report and remedial

action objectives established for the site in the 1988 FS Report, a remedy was adopted in the 1988

ROD The selected remedy consisted of excavating soil containing COCs at concentrations that

exceed cleanup standards, treating the soils with a fixing agent, placing the fixed soil in an on-

site, unhned impoundment, and covering the impoundment with a RCRA cap Long term

monitoring of the fixed soils for a period of approximately 30 years and long-term access and

land use restrictions for fixed areas and short-term institutional controls to prevent use of

contaminated groundwater until remediation is complete also were specified

i
The 1988 ROD selected a groundwater remedy that would employ a conventional extraction and

ex situ precipitation, coagulation, and flocculation treatment process to remove chromium to meet

the applicable drinking water standard, with either remjection or off-site disposal of the treated

effluent, and groundwater monitoring to verify contaminant clean-up

In 1993, an Explanation of Significant Differences (BSD)5 was issued to clarify and modify the

ROD The 1993 BSD modified the cleanup standards for the COCs in the soil and groundwater,

\\oakl\deptdata\Project\6000s\6771\Five Year Review - final doc 5
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redefined the areas requiring excavation, clarified certain regulatory issues, and mandated that the

fixed soils be consolidated into a single impoundment to be covered by a single RCRA-cap

In 1997, an BSD6 was issued to explain changes in certain remedial action details pertaining to the

return of treated water to the aquifer as described in the ROD Based on reconsideration of

certain technical information during the design phase, and additional data gathered pursuant to the

ROD, EPA modified the remedy by using percolation ponds to return the treated water to the

aquifer All other aspects of the selected groundwater remedy, as descnbed in the ROD, remained

the same

Based on the soil data available at the time, USAGE Sacramento District conducted soil cleanup

activities at the site between 1991 and 1993 Approximately 13,000 cubic yards of soil were

excavated, fixed, placed in an on-site impoundment area, and capped in accordance with

requirements of the ROD, the impoundment was fenced In conjunction with the soil remediation

program, additional soil data were collected from the operating area of the site, which had not

been investigated as part of the RI Monitoring wells were not installed around the impoundment,

so there are no monitoring data to indicate how the impoundment has performed since

construction

1 R
Additional soil data were collected by USAGE in 1994, by Bechtel Environmental, Inc in 1995,

by Harza Engineering Company in 19979 and 1999,10 and by IT in 1998 " Based on the results of

these soil investigations, several areas of the site were excavated by IT in 1999 These areas

included portions of the vineyard, the office yard, and soil from the Caltrans right-of-way on

Golden State Boulevard Approximately 5,000 cubic yards of soil were excavated The

excavated soil is currently stockpiled on-site under temporary cover for eventual disposal The

excavated areas were backfilled with clean, imported soils

Approximately 21,000 cubic yards of soil remain at depths up to five feet below the ground

surface, which are affected with COCs at levels above the cleanup standards In addition, 30,000

cubic yards of soil that exceeds COC cleanup standards have been estimated to he as much as 25

feet below grade Proposed remedial actions for this soil are discussed in the Focused Feasibility

Study 12
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Based on regulatory input, the preferred remedial alternative would involve excavating

contaminated soil to a maximum depth of five feet, placing the excavated soil m the existing on-

site impoundment area, placing a new vegetative cap over all of the soil in the impoundment area,

fencing the impoundment area, backfilling the excavated areas, and capping the excavated areas

with asphalt Contaminated soil below a depth of five feet would be left in place Land-use

restrictions would be put m place to maintain industrial use of the site, prevent excavation below a

depth of five feet in the excavated areas, and prevent excavation in the impoundment area

Because the top five feet of soil at the site would be clean, excavation work (e g , installing

utilities or building foundations) could be completed within this depth zone without risking

human contact with contaminated soils and without compromising the protectiveness of the

remedy

Groundwater monitoring data have been collected since the completion of the 1988 FS 13>14>15-16

The data continue to confirm that chromium is the only COC at elevated levels in groundwater

The absence or low concentrations (less than MCLs) of arsenic, PCP, and dioxms/furans found in

the groundwater indicate that the presence of these chemicals in the overlying soils has not

significantly affected groundwater quality over the operating period of the site

A groundwater extraction and treatment system was constructed in the summer of 1998 as

specified in the ROD, the system went on-line on September 29, 1998 The system has been in

approximately contmuos operation since this time

Groundwater pumped from extraction wells flows into an equalization tank The water is pumped

from the equalization tank into a reactor where ferrous chloride and sodium hydroxide are added

Water from the reactor overflows into a flash tank where polymer is added for flocculation The

flocculated water stream then flows into a clanfier where the solids are separated from the liquid

The clarified water then flows into a filter feed tank where it is pumped through multi-media

filters After filtration, the water flows into the effluent tank where sulfunc acid is added for pH

adjustment before being pumped to the recharge basins The sludge that settles at the bottom of

the clanfier is pumped to the sludge holding tanks, and subsequently to the filter press for de-

watering The filter cake is temporarily placed in a lined roll-off bin for off-site disposal Liquid
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filtrate from the filter press collects in a sump tank where it is pumped back to the equalization

tank

The groundwater treatment plant is operated and maintained by a full-time operator (8 hours per

day, 5 days per week) The operator inspects the plant and manually records flow rates, pressure

readings, pH, hexavalent chromium concentrations, and other system parameters every day

Filter cake is removed approximately daily from the filter press During weekends, the system

parameters are accessible to the operator at his residence through a computer hook up via a phone

line The operator is paged if system alarms (shutdowns) are set off by conditions outside of the

set limits The backup system emergency person is Larry Hudson in Concord, California

Operating and Maintenance (O&M) costs were anticipated at the design stage to be

35,000/month Currently, these costs are lower than anticipated at approximately $30,000/month

These cost data indicate that the system is running as anticipated There are no indications of

serious operating issues

V. FIVE YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

On behalf of U S EPA, Geomatnx completed the first five-year review of the remedial actions

implemented to date at the Selma Pressure Treating Site in Selma, California The community

notice of the five-year review was published in the Fresno Bee on November 8, 2000

On October 5, 2000, two staff from Geomatnx's Fresno office visited the site to conduct the site

inspection A civil engmeer/geotechnical engineer inspected the on-site impoundment,

monitoring and extraction wells, the percolation ponds, and evaluated overall site conditions A

process engineer completed the review of groundwater treatment system operations In

preparation for the visit, design drawings, as-built drawings, and the O&M manual were

reviewed

On-site interviews were earned out with a site neighbor and the on-site O&M operator

Subsequently, telephone interviews were earned out with the construction contractor's Senior

Project Manager for the site and with the intenm City Manager for the City of Selma Records of

these interviews are included with this report

In the Focussed Feasibility Study, potential federal and state requirements for the site evaluated in

the 1988 Feasibility Study pertaining to the soil remediation effort were reviewed and updated

For this five-year review, the Focussed Feasibility Study review was expanded to include all
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potential federal and state requirements pertaining to the groundwater remediation effort All

post-1988 changes were identified, and relevant changes in standards and TBCs were noted

VI. FIVE YEAR REVIEW FINDINGS

The five year review findings are based on a review of project documents and data, interviews

with four people associated with the project, a site inspection, and a review of appropriate

standards and TBCs The findings are summarized in the following paragraphs

Interviews

Interviews were earned out with four people associated with the Selma site Results of those

interviews are summarized below

Interviewee SethAbajian Title Neighbor

Organization N/A Interview Date 10/5/00

Mr Abajian expressed dissatisfaction with the remediation effort He is of the opinion that the

effort has been "a waste of money" and has caused "nothing but headaches" Currently, his main

concern is that the site is not generally well maintained and may present a fire hazard

Interviewee Mike Toepfer Title O&M Operator

Organization IT Corporation (IT) Interview Date 10/5/00

Mr Toepfer is the full-time operator of the groundwater extraction and treatment system at the

site He could cite no particular problems with the operation and running of the groundwater

treatment system or other unusual situations at the site With regards to possible improvements,

the system parameters are not electronically logged or recorded Adding data loggers that are

accessible via a phone line may eliminate the need for the full-time operator for the plant, but

daily system inspections and maintenance may still be necessary

Interviewee Larry Hudson Title Senior Project Manager

Organization IT Interview Date 10/5/00

During construction of the groundwater extraction and treatment system, Mr Hudson was the

Project Manager for IT, the construction contractor Mr Hudson continues to be IT's Senior

Project Manager for this site Mr Hudson's overall impression is that the project is progressing

slowly towards meeting the remediation objectives Since start-up of the groundwater treatment

system, the only major maintenance issue has been the replacement of part of the extraction

system electncal distribution system, replacing buned cable with electrical conduit The
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treatment system has been optimized since start-up by adjusting the chemical usage and relocating

extraction wells EW-1 and EW-2

Interviewee D B Heuser Title Interim City Manager

Organization CityofSelma Interview Date 10/10/00

Mr Heuser has worked closely with DTSC and EPA throughout the remediation process His

overall impression is that the project is going well but is taking too long to complete Mr Heuser

had no comments or suggestions regarding site management or operation

Site Inspection

The site inspection was completed on October 5, 2000, by Mr Howard Barlow and Ms Veen

Chee Fong of Geomatnx The inspection addressed the soil impoundment cover, access and

institutional controls such as gates and fences, the groundwater treatment system, monitoring and

exti action wells, and the percolation ponds Observations are summarized below

General

• The site is overgrown with weeds and there are empty drums and other debris at various

locations,

. Two stockpiles of contaminated soil generated in September 1999 remain on-site These

stockpiles are currently covered with seamed, plastic tarpaulins, secured around the edges

with earth berms,

• Fencing is in good condition,

• One gate was left open on the day of the site inspection,

• Exclusion zones are taped off and signed,

• There are no Proposition 65 warnings posted, and

• There is no control of off-site drainage

Soil Impoundment
The soil impoundment cover looked to be in good condition There is no evidence of

settlement, cracking, erosion, or holes There is one low area near the east fence line between

the gate and the north fence line with evidence of ponding, the grass is sparse in some areas,

• There is no post-closure monitoring and reporting plan for the soil impoundment area, and

• Monitoring wells adjacent to the impoundment specified in the design drawings were never

installed

Groundwater Extraction and Treatment Plant
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• The groundwater treatment plant looked to be well kept and in good condition except for

some minor leaks that the operator was already addressing,

• The O&M manual, as-built drawings and maintenance logs were readily available at the site,

• The pumps, well head plumbing, electrical systems, extraction system pipelines, valves, valve

boxes, and other appurtenances associated with the groundwater extraction wells looked to be

in good condition,

. Some monitoring wells do not have locks or secured lids, and

• The percolation ponds looked to be in good condition There is no evidence of siltation or
erosion

Standards and TBCs

In the Focused Feasibility Study, potential federal and state requirements for the site evaluated in

the 1988 Feasibility Study pertaining to the soil remediation effort were reviewed and updated

For this five-year review, the Focussed Feasibility Study review was expanded to include all

potential federal and state requirements pertaining to the groundwater remediation effort All

post-1988 changes were identified, and relevant changes in standards and TBCs were noted

None of the potential federal and state location-specific applicable or relevant and appropriate

requirements (ARARs) were identified as applicable to the site Additionally, no relevant

changes in chemical-specific standards were identified Changes in action-specific requirements

are summarized in Table 2 None of the changes identified in Table 2 require any amendment to

either the, implemented or proposed remediation efforts at the site

Clean-Up Standards

A detailed review of cleanup standards for chemicals in soil was completed by Geomatnx in

1997 n The appropriateness of the cleanup standards was evaluated based on current EPA

guidance and industrial land use As there have been no pertinent changes in EPA guidance since

1997, the conclusions drawn at that time remain appropriate The existing cleanup goals for

arsenic and PCP presented in the 1993 Explanation of Significant Differences are appropriate to

be protective of human health It was also determined that limited concentrations of arsenic, PCP,

and dioxms/furans (below the MCLs for drinking water) found in groundwater indicate that

releases of these chemicals from the operating areas of the site have not significantly affected

groundwater over the long operating period of the site As there is no indication that this situation

will change in the future, it was concluded that cleanup goals in soil to be protective of

groundwater are not required for these chemicals Additionally, at that time, the EPA
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reconfirmed its commitment to a cleanup goal of 1 ng/g for dioxins/furans in soil to be protective

of hum an health

A review of the most recent groundwater monitoring data confirms that chromium continues to be

the only COC present at significantly elevated concentrations m groundwater in the site vicinity

The groundwater cleanup standard established in the ROD for chromium is the current MCL of

50 jag/1 As there has been no change in the MCL for chromium since issuance of the ROD, a

review of this cleanup standard is not warranted

Data Review

A summary of the available groundwater monitoring data is presented in Table 3 The August

1997 data are the last set of data collected prior to construction and start-up of the groundwater

extraction and treatment system There have been four additional monitoring events since system

start-up in September 1998 Groundwater monitoring takes place three times a year Residential

Wells 12632, 12623 and 12635 South McCall Road are sampled monthly

There are locations where shallow wells were dry in 1997 and could not be sampled However,

with a rise in the water table of between nine and ten feet between August 1997 and February

1999, these wells have been sampled on subsequent occasions The April 2000 data are presented

on Figure 3

Poor to startup of the extraction and treatment system, Residential Well 12632 located east of

McCall Road defined the down gradient limit of the chromium plume We are defining "plume"

to mean that region where concentrations of chromium and/or hexavalent chromium exceed the

Site cleanup goal of 50 ng/1 Residential Wells 12523 and 12635 McCall Road, located west of

McCall Road, did not contain detectable concentrations of hexavalent chromium Between

November 1999 and April 2000, concentrations of both hexavalent and total chromium in

Residential Well 12632 dropped below the site cleanup standard of 50 (ig/1 for the first time This

indicates that the toe of the plume is contained by extraction well EW-7 and chromium

concentrations along the leading edge of the plume are dropping

The highest concentrations of total chromium and hexavalent chromium have been consistently

noted in shallow well R23S located in the operating area of the site Data from this well indicate

that there is a general downward trend in both total and hexavalent chromium concentrations in

this well over time Additionally, chromium concentrations in shallow well R25 also have

dropped over time These data indicate that some remediation of groundwater in the shallow zone

(above 40 feet below ground surface (BGS)) is occurring
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A review of data from intermediate and deep wells does not show the same decreasing trend in

chromium concentrations Concentrations of both hexavalent and total chromium have increased

over time in wells P2D, PSD, P6I, P6D, and R23I These data indicate that chromium affected

groundwater is being drawn downwards

Chromium concentrations in shallow monitoring wells P9S and UR24 are also increasing These

monitoring wells are located cross-gradient from the plume These data indicate that the

chromium plume is not contained in the cross-gradient direction Additionally, there are no

monitoring wells beyond these two points to define the lateral plume boundaries

A review of the effluent data from the treatment system show that the treatment system is meeting

the site cleanup standard of 50 ug/1 for total and hexavalent chromium It is indicated that current

operating procedures are maintaining the effectiveness of the groundwater treatment system

VII. ASSESSMENT

Observational data indicate that the soil impoundment cover continues to operate and function as

designed However, there is no post-closure monitoring and reporting plan for the soil

impoundment area and the monitoring wells adjacent to the impoundment specified in the design

drawings were never installed

There are no immediate threats to human health at the site, although there are two stockpiles of

contaminated soil on the site currently covered with seamed, plastic tarpaulins, secured around the

edges with earth berms More secure, long-term containment of this material needs to be

addressed, as proposed in the Focussed Feasibility Study

Groundwater monitoring data indicate that the chromium plume is not contained vertically or in

the cross-gradient direction There are inadequate control points (e g , monitoring wells) at the

plume boundaries to ascertain plume distribution and whether it is being contained There are no

criteria established to determine when groundwater cleanup is complete and when the

groundwater extraction and treatment system can be turned off These criteria need to be

established

A review of the effluent data from the treatment system indicates that the treatment system is

meeting the site cleanup standard of 50 |ig/l for total and hexavalent chromium Current

operating procedures are maintaining the effectiveness of the groundwater treatment system

Currently, O&M costs are lower than anticipated at the design stage These data indicate that the
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system is running as anticipated Breakdowns have been infrequent and there are no indications

of serious operating issues

Currently, the treatment system parameters are not electronically logged or recorded Adding

data loggers that are accessible via a phone line may eliminate the need for a full-time operator

for the plant, but daily system inspections and maintenance may still be necessary An analysis of

the filter press cake may result in a reduction in disposal costs

The site health and safety plan (HSAP) containing the contingency and emergency response plan

is readily available on the site and the O&M operator has up-to-date OSHA training Fencing was

observed to be in good condition, although one gate was left open on the day of the site

inspection Exclusion zones are taped off and signed although there are no Proposition 65

warnings posted Additionally, there are no land use restrictions to control future activities at the

site and secure EPA access to the site, although EPA is currently pursuing this issue

Based on a review of the relevant standards and TBCs, none of the changes to action specific

standards and TBCs identified in the ROD bring into question the protectiveness of either the

existing or proposed remedies There have been no changes to chemical specific ARARs

Additionally, there have been no changes to either existing or expected land use (industrial) on or

near the site or newly identified contaminants or contaminant sources not addressed in the FFS 12

Physical site conditions have not changed in any way that could affect the protectiveness of the

implemented or proposed remedies No unanticipated toxic byproducts of either of the

implemented remedies have been identified, and no additional information has come to light that

could affect the protectiveness of either the existing or the proposed remedies

VIII. DEFICIENCIES

A summary of the shortcomings in current site operations is presented on Table 4 The most

significant deficiency identified is the failure of the groundwater extraction system to contain the

chromium plume Most of the other deficiencies identified during the site inspection are fairly

minor and do not affect the protectiveness of the remedies, however, the following warrant

mention

. Inadequate general site maintenance may present a fire hazard,

• Two stockpiles of contaminated soil remain on site,

• Off-site drainage is not currently controlled, and

• There are no locking caps on some of the monitoring wells
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Additional issues that need to be addressed in the mid-to long- term include

Establishment of criteria for determining when groundwater remediation is complete,

• Development of a post-closure monitoring and reporting plan for the soil impoundment area,

and

• Installation of monitoring wells around the impoundment area

Recommendations that address cost effectiveness and operating efficiencies rather than

deficiencies are considered to be less critical

IX. RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS

Recommendations and follow-up actions are summarized in Table 5 We recommend that the

following analyses be completed

• Examine the effect of extraction well EW-5 on the chromium plume Determine whether it is

optimally located Make recommendations regarding the continued operation or relocation of

this well

• Address increased chromium concentrations in cross gradient, intermediate, and deep

monitoring wells

Develop maps indicating changes in plume distribution over time

Develop potentiometnc surface maps

Develop hydrographs of clustered wells (e g , R23I and R23S, P-6S, P-6I, P-6D) and

assess potential for vertical migration by calculating vertical gradients and flow velocities

Characterize influence of regional pumping on plume migration

- Identify possible regional pumping wells through well survey

- Identify and assess regional pumping impacts to site vertical and horizontal gradients

through continuous long-term water level monitoring, especially during the growing

season when regional pumping is expected to be high Monitor enough wells to

adequately assess each water-bearing unit

- Based on findings re-calculate expected capture zone (horizontally and vertically)

Ground-truth results to measured chromium isoconcentrations and potentiometnc

surface

• Determine whether the positions, depths, and density of extraction wells is sufficient to

achieve plume capture and recommend appropriate changes to the extraction system If a

strong regional gradient is identified, additional wells or other control mechanisms (e g

extraction trench) may be required
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• Evaluate the need for additional monitoring wells to assess plume migration vertically and

laterally

Many of the more minor issues can also be addressed immediately, as indicated on Table 5

Other issues, such as making repairs to the groundwater treatment system and installing lockable

caps on the monitoring wells, should be addressed as soon as possible We recommend that

issues pertaining to the two stockpiles of soil and the soil impoundment be addressed in

conjunction with the additional soil remediation efforts to be completed at the site in 2001

Recommendations that address cost effectiveness and operating efficiencies rather deficiencies

are considered to be less critical

X. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT

Based on a review of the groundwater monitoring data, it is indicated that the groundwater

extraction system is not containing the chromium plume and therefore may not be protective of

human health and the environment

Based on a review of the effluent concentrations from the treatment system, the groundwater

treatment system is operating as designed, is meeting the site cleanup standard of 50 j^g/1 for

hexavalent and total chromium, and is protective of human health and the environment

Based on visual evidence, the soil impoundment is protective of human health and the

environment However, there is no post-closure monitoring and reporting plan for the soil

impoundment area and the monitoring wells adjacent to the impoundment specified in the design

drawings were never installed There are no actual data, therefore, on the effectiveness of the soil

impoundment with regard to groundwater quality

A review of the FFS indicates that the proposed additional soil remedy is expected to be

protective of human health and the environment upon completion, and immediate threats have

been addressed However, there are two stockpiles of contaminated soil on the site currently

covered with seamed, plastic tarpaulins, secured around the edges with earth berms More secure,

long-term containment of this material needs to be addressed We consider the presence of the

two stockpiles of contaminated soil to be a threat to the protectiveness at the site Additionally, in

order to ensure the long-term protectiveness of the existing and future remedies at the site, land
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We recommend that the next five year review be completed five years from now following the

I implementation of the final soil remediation solution and a reconfiguration of the groundwater

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

use restrictions that control future activities at the site and secure EPA access to the site need to

be finalized

Because the groundwater extraction system is not containing the chromium plume, the remedy at

the site may not be protective of human health and the environment at this time

XI. NEXT REVIEW

extraction system The next five-year review should include all the tasks included in this five-

year review plus a review of the additional soil remediation solution
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TABLE 2

CHANGES IN ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs
Selma Pressure Treating Superfund Site

Selma, California

Action Requirement Prerequisite Citation/Year

On-site impound-
ment of contami-
nated soil

Previous

New

The RCRA subtitle C land disposal restrictions
established a timetable that restricted the burial of
wastes and other hazardous materials

LDRs applied if an alternative involved burial of
contaminated soil

40 CFR Part 268k
(As of 1988)

LDRs apply to the placement of hazardous waste in
a land-based RCRA unit LDRs establish maxi-
mum contaminant concentration limits, or specify
treatment technologies to be used prior to land dis-
posal of specified categories of hazardous wastes

LDRs and MTRs do not apply to the consolidation
and treatment of hazardous soil within an AOC or
a CAMU Because the contaminated soil will be
managed within a CAMU or AOC, neither LDRs
nor MTRs govern these activities

40 CFR Part 268, et
seq (phase IV) 1998

On-site impound-
ment of contami-
nated soil

Previous

New

RCRA subtitle D established criteria to be used in
determining which solid waste disposal facilities
and practices pose a reasonable probability of ad-
verse effects on health or the environment and
thereby constitute prohibited open dumps

The Subtitle D program was principally aimed at
municipal and industrial solid waste

40 CFR Part 257
(as of 1988)

Like TSDFs that manage hazardous wastes, non-
hazardous solid waste disposal facilities must meet
MTRs These requirements include, among other
things, leachate protection and impervious liners
beneath the disposal facility

As noted above, the need to meet MTRs is
obviated by the AOC and CAMU policies for
managing hazardous wastes These policies pro-
vide a qualified exemption for management of
hazardous wastes These exemption policies do
not specifically govern nonhazardous wastes
However, EPA established these exemptions for a
more environmentally dangerous media (i e , haz-
ardous waste), it would then follow that the ex-
emptions would also apply to a less harmful waste
stream (i e , nonhazardous, solid wastes) as well
Failure to honor these policies for nonhazardous
wastes would generate an inconsistent result for a
less hazardous waste stream

40 CFR Part 257, et
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TABLE 2

CHANGES IN ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs
Selma Pressure Treating Superfund Site

Selma, California

Action

On-site impound-
ment of contami-
nated soil

Requirement

Previous

New

Requirements governing treatment, storage, and
disposal establish minimum national standards
which define the acceptable management of haz-
ardous waste for owners and operators of facilities
which treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste

All permitted RCRA hazardous waste management
units must submit a closure and post-closure plan
designed to prevent hazardous wastes from enter-
ing groundwater, surface waters, and the atmos-
phere The closure/post-closure requirements
establish controls to prevent releases of hazardous
wastes Requirements include decontamination of
equipment, structures, and soils Post-closure care,
which includes monitoring and reporting, must
continue for 30 years

Prerequisite

Establishes requirements for site closure

Although there have been several regulatory
changes to 40 CFR subpart G since 1988, none
have materially affected the substance of post-
closure care described here However, the post-
closure monitoring provision requiring 30 years of
monitoring and reporting was not identified as an
ARAR in the 1988 RI/FS report, although it was
specified in the ROD

Citation/Year

40 CFR subpart G
(as of 1988)

40 CFR subpart G
(since 1988)

Abbreviations

LDRs Land Disposal Restrictions
MTRs Minimum Technology Requirements
AOC Area of Contamination
CAMU Corrective Action Management Unit
TSDF Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities
ARAR Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
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TABLE 3

SUMMARY OF GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELL DATA12

Selma Pressure Treating Superfund Site
Selma, California

Monitoring
Well

Location

P21
P2D
P4S
P4D
PSD
P6S
P61
P6D
P8S
P81

P9S
Pill
PUD
P16I
R25
UR15
UR-17
URI8
R23I

R23S unfiltered
R23S filtered
R22

R2I
UR24

Irrigation Well
1735 Dockery Avenue
12499 Dockery Avenue
1 2578 McCall Road
12623 McCall Road
12632 McCall Road
12635 McCall Road
899 So Golden State Blvd

Depth to
Bottom
of Well
(feet)

5991
11575
3845
10981
10439
3883
5721
1 1 0 8 1
3971
5674

3875
5542
11337
6692
3768
3798
5927
594

5768

3932
3932
3932
NM

4305

NM6

NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM

Hexavalent Chromium

Aug-97

X3

140
Dry
X
X

Dry
X

330
Dry
X

20
X

100
X

1400
NS
X
X

650

N/A5

N/A
Dry
X

NS

X
X
X
X
X
66
X

NS

Feb-99

X
470
X
X
X
X
X

388
X
X

X
X
27
X

1450
20
180
X

414

30,400
N/A
45
X

NS

X
X
X
X
X
61
X
X

Jul-99

X
515
X
X
40
X
10

472
X
X

NS4

NS
NS
10

1140
X
X
21

789

25,100
N/A

10
X

NS

X
NS
X
X
X
34
X
X

Nov-99

X
591
X
X
39
X
20
565
X
X

37
X
10
X

754
X
X
22

2,400

12,200
N/A
44
X

NS

X
X
X
X
X
29
X
X

Apr-00

22
654
X
X
66
X

160
543
NS
X

54
10

ND
10

597
NS
X
10

3,990

17,300
N/A
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
20
X
X

Total Chromium

Aug-97

69
137
Dry
X

103
Dry
X

314
Dry

X

X
X
X

10 1
1110
NS
9

139
815

N/A
N/A
Dry

X

5 9
X

5 2
X
X

747
X

NS

Feb-99

6 5
473
244
5 3
11 8
11 5
11 2
397
102
X

8
8 2

298
X

1730
17 1
X
X

408

32,000
32,800

MO
X

X
X
X
X

10 1
784
10 1
X

Jul-99

92
490
X
X
65
69
172
541

X
X

NS
NS
NS
124
1170
X
X
18

781

26,900
26,500

36 I
X

X
NS
X
5

7 1
63
74
X

Nov-99

106
67
X
X

41 6
5 4

542
572
5 7
X

402
5 1
199
107
805
X
X

297
2,330

12,600
12,700
61 3
185

X
X
X

64
15 1
492

X
X

Apr-00

156
665
5 8
X
64
7

122
525
Dry
X

543
146
X

67
599
NS
X
8

3,960

17,600
17,000

X

5 8 3

X
X
X
X
X

403
X
X

Arsenic

Aug-97

X
X

Dry
X
X

Dry
X
X

Dry
X

8 1
X
X
X

157
NS
X

5 5
X

N/A
N/A
Dry
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

NS

Feb-99

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

5 3
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

<5
<5
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Jul-99

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

NS
NS
NS
X

5 7
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
NS
X
X
X
X
X
X

Nov-99

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

149
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Apr-00

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Dry
X

5 3
X
X
X
X
X
X

5 5
X

X
X
5 6
X

11 2

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

PCP

Aug-97 Feb-99

24

Jul-99

<50

Nov-99

1 3

Apr-00

X

Aug-97 Feb-99

X

Dioxin

Jul-99

X

Nov-99 Apr-00

X

Notes

' All results are in ng/1 except for dioxm which is recorded as ppq of 2,3,7,8 TCDD

August 1997 data are the last set of data prior to start-up of extraction/treatment system

X = Not detected at or below detection l imit or between PQL and MDL
4 NS = Not sampled
5 N/A = Not analyzed

NM = Not measured

i \pro|eu\6000s\6771\tahle 3 \ls



TABLE 4

IDENTIFIED DEFICIENCIES
Selma Pressure Treating Superfund Site

Selma, California

Deficiency

Currently Affects
Protectiveness

(Y/N)

Documents

1

2

Maintenance logs not up to date

Security logs not consistently used

N

N

Access and Institutional Controls

3

4

5

Access gate left open 10/5/00

No Proposition 65 Warnings posted

Land use restrictions to control site activities and secure access to
soil impoundment and treatment system not in place

N

N

N

General Site Conditions

6

7

Two stockpiles of contaminated soil remain on site

General site maintenance inadequate - piles of junk, empty drums,
weeds, etc

Y

N

Landfill Cover

8

9

10

Ponding in low area near east fence line

Monitoring wells around impoundment not installed as per design
and specified in the ROD

No post-closure monitoring and reporting plan in place as per ROD

N

N

N

Off-Site Discharge

11 No control of off-site drainage N

Groundwater Treatment System

12

13

14

Some minor repairs required

Many monitoring wells do not have locks or secured lids

Criteria for determining when groundwater remediation cleanup
objectives have been met and when the groundwater treatment
system can be turned off have not been established

N

N

N

Groundwater Extraction System

15

16

Existing system does not contain chromium plume

Monitoring well network does not adequately define plume
boundanes

Y

Y

I \Project\6000s\6771\TABLE 4 doc



TABLES

RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS
Selma Pressure Treating Superfund Site

Selma, California

Deficiency
Recommendations/
Follow-Up Action

Party
Responsible

Oversight
Agency

Milestone
Date

Follow-Up
Action: Affects
Protectiveness

(Y/N)

Documents

1

2

Maintenance logs not up to date

Security logs not consistently used

Update logs

Consistent use of security logs

IT

IT

EPA

EPA

asap

Immediately

N

N

Access and Institutional Controls

3

4

5

Access gate left open 10/5/00

No Proposition 65 Warnings posted

Land use restrictions to control site
activities and secure access to soil
impoundment and treatment system not
in place

Keep gate closed

Post Proposition 65 Warnings

Secure land use restrictions

IT

IT

EPA

EPA

EPA

Immediately

asap

Ongoing
negotiations
with owner

N

N

N

General Site Conditions

6

7

Two stockpiles of contaminated soil
remain on site

General site maintenance inadequate -
piles of junk, empty drums, weeds, etc

Incorporate stockpiles into final soil
remediation solution

Improve general site maintenance

EPA

IT

--

EPA

Spring 2001

Immediately

Y

N

Landfill Cover

8

9

Ponding in low area near east fence line

Monitoring wells around impoundment
not installed as per design and specified
in the ROD

Correct in conjunction with final soil
remediation solution

Install monitoring wells around
impoundment m conjunction with final
soil remediation solution

EPA

EPA

-- Spring 2001

Spring 2001

N

N

I \Project\6000s\6771\TABLE 5 doc Page 1 of3



TABLES

RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS
Selma Pressure Treating Superfund Site

Selma, California

10

Deficiency
No post-closure monitoring and
reporting plan m place as per ROD

Recommendations/
Follow-Up Action

Develop post-closure monitoring and
maintenance plan for soil impoundment
area in conjunction with final soil
remediation solution

Party
Responsible

EPA

Oversight
Agency

Milestone
Date

Spring 2001

Follow-Up
Action: Affects
Protectiveness

(Y/N)

N

Off-Site Discharge

11 No control of off-site drainage Evaluate potential for run-off/run-on
Implement remedial measures (e g ,
drainage ditches) if required

IT EPA asap N

Groundwater Treatment System

12

13

14

Some minor repairs required

Many monitoring wells do not have
locks or secured lids

Criteria for determining when
groundwater remediation cleanup goals
have been met and when the
groundwater treatment system can be
turned off have not been established

Make repairs

Secure all monitoring wells

Establish criteria for turning off
groundwater treatment system

IT

IT

EPA

EPA

EPA

asap

asap

Summer 2001

N

N

N

Groundwater Extraction System

15 Existing system does not contain
chromium plume

Complete analyses to assess
effectiveness of groundwater extraction
system Make recommendations on
appropriate changes to the extraction
system

EPA January 2001 Y

I \Project\6000s\6771\TABLE 5 doc Page 2 of 3



TABLES

RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS
Selma Pressure Treating Superfund Site

Selma, California

16

17

18

Deficiency

Monitoring well network does not
adequately define plume boundaries

Additional Considerations

None

None

' Recommendations/
Follow-Up Action

Perform hydropunch study at assumed
plume edges to identify actual boundary
Select additional well locations, as
necessary

Party
Responsible

EPA

Oversight
Agency

Milestone
Date

Spring 2000

Follow-Up
Action: Affects
Protectiveness

(Y/N)

Y

Complete analysis to determine whether
adding data loggers accessible by phone
would be cost-effective in eliminating
the need for a full-time O&M operator
on site

Complete analysis of filter cake to
determine if reclassification is
appropriate If so, investigate
alternative, cheaper disposal options

EPA

EPA

N

N

I \Project\6000s\677I\TABLE 5 doc Page 3 of3
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Base map from The Thomas Guide 1997 Central Valley Cities Street Guide and Directory Reproduced with permission
granted by THOMAS BROS MAPS® This map is copyrighted by THOMAS BROS MAPS® It is unlawful to copy or reproduce
all or any part thereof whether for personal use or resale without permission All rights reserved
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LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

• OSWER Directive 9355 7-03B-P, Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance

• Superfund Record of Decision, Selma Pressure Treating Company, CA, First
Remedial Action—Final U S Environmental Protection Agency, Report No
EPA/ROD/RO9-88/025, September 24, 1988

• Selma Pressure Treating Company Superfund Site, Explanation of Significant
Differences from 1988 Record of Decision, October 26, 1993

• Selma Pressure Treating Company Superfund Site, Explanation of Significant
Differences from 1988 Record of Decision, April, 18, 1997

• Remedial Action Design Groundwater Treatment Plant, IT Corporation, March 10,
1998

• Operation and maintenance manuals and reports, Groundwater treatment system, IT
Corporation

• Safety, Health, and Emergency Response Plant, Chemical Waste Management, Inc ,
October 30, 1992

• Report of Monitoring Well Sampling, February 1999 Selma Pressure Treating
Superfund Site, Selma, California, IT Corporation

• Report of Monitoring Well Sampling, July 1999 Selma Pressure Treating Superfund
Site, Selma, California, IT Corporation

• Report of Monitoring Well Sampling, November 1999 Selma Pressure Treating
Superfund Site, Selma, California, IT Corporation

• Report of Monitoring Well Sampling, April 2000 Selma Pressure Treating
Superfund Site, Selma, California, IT Corporation

• Geomatnx Consultants, Inc Draft Focused Feasibility Study Report Submitted #7,
September 2000

I \Project\6000s\6771\Appendix A List of Doc Rvd doc



ATTACHMENT B
INTERVIEW REPORTS



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

DRAFT Five-Year Review Guidance

D Five-Year Review Interviews D-6

INTERVIEW DOCUMENTATION FORM

The following is
contact record(s)

Name

K^\vVl£- '«
Name

L-*s££-̂  VW
Name

~k fe. A&-
Name

Name

Name

a hst of individual interviewed for this five-year review See
for a detailed summary of the interviews

Title/Posiuon

3&Ppe^_ O^H OP£4AcTt£_
Title/Position

<r ip M
JD<£ot4. ^^ TP-«aJfc-C3T rU!whU.C

Title/Position

Title/Position

Title/Position

Title/Position

Organization

JZT £&**

Organization

*&> ^-T ^f.
Organization

/)
<££_ C'-ry OF

Organization

Organization

Organization

the attached

Date

a? v7^/oo

Date

Date

C '%/:J/-.£-/"Ol 7 /oo

Date

Date

Date

DRAFT October 1999
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DRAFT Five-Year Review Guidance

INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: C-Ntt=:L

Subject: fMfcKi,tifi=o(2_

Type: n Telephone
Location of Visit:

Visit a Other

EPA ID No.:

Tone: Date: %r/o0

a Incoming n Outgoing

Contact Made By:

Title: Organization: »L

Individual Contacted:

Name:S&rU I Title; /yfe/fr//4Sc>e.

Telephone No.:
Fax No.:
E-Mail Address:

Organization:

Street Address:
City, State, Zip:

St*.Tt

Summary Of Conversation

D Five-Year Review Interviews D-7

Page 1 of 1

DRAFT October 1999
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DRAFT Five-fear Review Qmctance

INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: O ( i

Subject: Peeje,fl.e.S«S»

Type: n Telephone ^Visit
Location of Visit: /

D Other

EPA ID No.:

Date:

D Incoming n Outgoing

Name:;-r\rx*^£i>

Contact Made By:

OM2JUDOJ Title: Organization:

Individual Contacted:

Name: I Title: Q s

Telephone No.:
Fax No.:
E-Mail Address

- 1o| ̂

Organization: XT"

Street Address:
City, State, Zip: CX

Summary Of Conversation

£> Fr»e~Year Review Interviews D-7

Page 1 of 2-

October 1999
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DRAFT Five-Year Review Guidance

INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name:: O f ttLe«.«.o (Z_e_

Subject O ^

EPA ID No.:

Date:

Summary Of Conversation (Cont)

Z) Five-Year Review Interviews D-8

Page "^ of i—

DRAFT October 1999
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DRAFT Frve-7ear Review Guidance

INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name:

Subject: O 4 M

Type: X Telephone
Location of Visit:

0 Visit o Other

EPA ID No.:

Time: 2 ; 45 ** Date:

a Incoming Outgoing

Name: •Ho^AJZt5 DAj

Contact Made By:

Title: Organization:

Individual Contacted:

Name; I TJtle;SR.

Telephone No.: i
Fax No.: (^7.5) S7.T - 2 14-6,
E-Mail Address: u.V\o-ps«>K4 e)-nAe Co-I

Street Address: 4-e&^ R.K.T
aty,State,Zip: C.oacu*J> ^

Summary Of Conversation

Five-Fear JZeview Interviews D-7

Page 1 of *-

October 1999
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DRAFT Five-Year Review Guidance

INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name:

Subject Time: 2/4T Date::/0/S/

Summary Of Conversation (Cont)

D Five-Year Review Interviews D-8 DAiFT October 1999
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DRAFT Five-Year Review Guidance

INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name:
_ . ,Subject: \ »

H-

Type: ^Telephone
Location of Visit:

o Visit D Other

EPA ID No.:

Time: ID- OD Date- lo/o/e

V Incoming Q Outgoing

Contact Made By:

T>Au*.uaui Tifle:

Individual Contacted:

C,•n
Telephone No., l-
Fax No.:
E-Mail Address:

- &°7 -

•ganizai

Street Address:
City, State, Zip:

Summary Of Conversation

D Five-Year Review Interviews D-7

PagelofJ_

DRAFT October 1999
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DRAFT Five-Year Review Guidance

Please note that "O&M" is referred to throughout this checklist At sites where Long-Term
Response Actions are in progress, O&M activities may be referred to as "system operations" since
these sites are not considered to be in the O&M phase while being remediated under the
Superfund program

Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (Template)

(Working document for site inspection Information may be completed by hand and attached to the five-year review
report as supporting documentation of site status "N/A" refers to "not applicable ")

I. SITE INFORMATION

Site name: '"̂ S-N-A ̂ ' r"f2.&sv=»o(2£_ hjlEubs-iifDateof inspection- C^crrCil^je^, *S Zcoo

Location and Region: T? &f=> ̂ wJ ~V7* EPA DO- O Ai\i» O^L C]L,, SCLlLv \

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year Weather/temperature-

Remedy Includes- (Check all that apply)
IS. Landfill cover/containment
JSJ Access controls
iS Institutional controls
ja Groundwater pump and treatment
"81 Surface water collection and treatment — •==••-->.«»,<_»_ ft^* cs^n-si^e. =>*= "F>L-^J<K-
D Other

Attachments. D Inspection team roster attached D Site map attached

IL INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

1 O&M site manager L_N£^s Vi^t^ciA *Sp.. TJz,&^fec5" •'k^j^c^gfc, '**/9
Name Title Date

Interviewed D at site D at office & by phone Phone no (^z.*5_)'Z.S&-z.lloo
Problems, suggestions, "81 Report attached

2 O&M staff M\v^e_ ^Dex=-e^c_ O ^ \*\ c,p^ej^-t^e~. i«" |s /ero
Name Title Date

Interviewed Ija at site D at office D by phone Phone no
Problems, suggestions, ^Report attached

fco

E Site Inspection Checklist E-5 DRAFT October 1999
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DRAFT Five -Year Review Guidance

3 Local regulatory authonties and response agencies (i e , State and Tribal offices, emergency
response office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office,
recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices, etc ) Fill in all that apply

n cAgency < — IT^ OF- ie.uM/v , ./ /
Contact ~D "B M.E.o«;fc«__ J!ij-r*-^jM C-»T*f t^it^^e^- /'<*/t>*. /-Soo-&<*~J-l

Name Title Date Phone no
Problems, suggestions, Si Report attached

'

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no
Problems, suggestions, n Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no
Problems, suggestions, D Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no
Problems, suggestions, D Report attached

4 Other interviews (optional) H,Report attached

^Ae-_ ;:>&=dl -Af^N 3 IA^K\ INlfeicaU /?,^ E_ /5"/cio
' '

E Site Inspection Checklist E-6 DRAFT October 1999



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

DRAFT Five-Year Review Guidance

m. ONSITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

O&M Documents
H O&M manual
ET As-built drawings
^^Maintenance logs

Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan
D Contingency plan/emergency response
Remarks -vWAj^rrA •*: $K<=-&n T\_

Ho c^.jTiKw.fe^oj -TPL.

O&M and OSHA Training Records
Remarks Me. ~Toe±fte£_ tb*s

Permits and Service Agreements
D Air discharge permit
D Effluent discharge
D Waste disposal, POTW
D Other permits
Remarks Utv3jAje.oe>os uo/vs.-re

Gas Generation Records
Remarks

Settlement Monument Records
Remarks

Groundwater Monitonng Records
Remarks K«T oX - «i>VTG_

Leachate Extraction Records
Remarks

Discharge Compliance Records
D Air
D Water (effluent)
Remarks

Daily Access/Security Logs
Remarks NXerr OT»I_\-Z-€J>

13 Readily available
H" Readily available
la'Readily available

SfUp to date
S Up to date
D Up to date
TO T3A.Tt

EtReadily available D Up to date
plan D Readily available D Up to date
AH-> T>A.-n&-ns Oorre. <?-£z4- (*s
^*-i/et̂ *--f t-fife^cx T2£3»i

D Readily available

D Readily available
D Readily available
D Readily available
D Readily available
-XM<;r&.sA*<— Z££J2>»-

D Readily available

D Readily available

D Readily available

D Readily available

D Readily available
"^Readily available

}S Readily available

>e,^c*_ T=L+^

D Up to date
E-Et=t£fi>lt-€/

D Up to date
D Up to date
D Up to date
D Up to date

bi X^JA.I 1-A

D Up to date

D Up to date

D Up to date

D Up to date

D Up to date
D Up to date

D Up to date

DN/A
DN/A
DN/A

DN/A
DN/A

•se?>*«Afvne. *=•

DN/A

^N/A
^N/A
J^N/A
01N/A

XN/A

^N/A

DN/A

)^N/A

KN/A
DN/A

DN/A

E Site Inspection Checklist E-7 DRAFT October 1999
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DRAFT Five-Year Review Guidance

TV O&M COSTS

1

2

O&M Organization
D State in-house
D PRP in-house
IS Other djc»o-r

de«vr _j

^Contractor for State
D Contractor for PRP

eA,c^TT5<2_ FCrtL. £P^
S-vWR-iKSfri "^lo^i EJP*K td^a "5iT-A«-e_

O&M Cost Records
D Readily available D Up to date
D Funding mechanism/agreement in place
Original O&M cost estimate*^ "yf$>, ooo / K/Vewmi D Breakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From To D Breakdown attached

3

A

1

Date
From To

Date
From To

Date
From To

Date
From To

Date

Date Total cost
D Breakdown attached

Date Total cost
D Breakdown attached

Date Total cost
D Breakdown attached

Date Total cost
D Breakdown attached

Date Total cost

Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period
Describe costs and reasons N\o ~f>&T"t*J i-J=-T> O *=. ̂ ~\ CjOS T~

'Ej£e-H=><a=

V. ACCESS

Fencing

Fencing damaged
Remarks F-e^->

OtAC

•c* , ifc^?t_ AJ As.N^tk.Cgz.v-^-

AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS D Applicable D N/A

D Location shown on site map D Gates secured D N/A
C-AOt» ^«-V 6lClC3>'C) OOiKltl IT1 & I-J

— Cqt>vn£- co^s";, L£J=T~ OIPfei~4

Site Inspection Checklist E-8 DRAFT October 1999
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DRAFT Five-Year Review Guidance

B.

1

C.

1

2

D

1

2

3

Other Access Restrictions

Signs and other security measures D Location shown on site map D N/A

K\e> Tfcjoros \VI6M (j=^ L~«^LKi»,oti

Institutional Controls

Implementation and enforcement
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented D Yes B^No
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced D Yes Ef No

Type of monitoring (e g , self-reporting, drive by)
Frequency
Responsible party/agency
Contact

Name Title Date

Reporting is up-to-date D Yes D No
Reports are verified by the lead agency D Yes D No

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met D Yes D No
Violations have been reported D Yes 51 No
Other problems or suggestions D Report attached

\ t-A poo Kt> M. "CAST" A^r* f--t*, . ACOD IT-\*>»-J A-i T3&&.V5 ;2£- <,T
f-fep_ TtV£ "T]t£Ajr~t-Afc*— rr 7^-^«»Jrr AifZJ&A, ^Kjf-^ OiJD
r4e£3crri«K-ncit^ UOITV* T»Ve_ =F^^^eu2T^ do=.Kfe^-.

Adequacy D ICs are adequate y^C-5 %*£ inadequate
Remarks S\ti "I3efcJ& JP-&.<s-T-/g_icLTifeiO^ £&£- "wr£

^TU-6^<V-»-<.fc*JT- T=>U*sr>-»-T- £±JZ-&J>^

General

Vandalism/trespassing D Location shown on site map M No vandalism evident
Remarks

Land use changes onsite "0 N/A
Remarks *^>iTp- OL*J->^>^£_ (4*±£. "R2_o Pc^^ ^ As $=ot

ii-s.t>oc.-ri?t^<_ ^PJ^^^~ A^- T-uW=- ^ \-rfc_

Land use changes offsite E$N/A , .

A^J/^-fc^J-r 1^e^lc>teuMa.€Ls::, .

TG>

DN/A
DN/A

Phone no

BN/A
53 N/A

DN/A
DN/A

-e/CJJOJTf

e/t.

DN/A

-oe_^_

E Site Inspection Checklist E-9



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A

1

B

A.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Roads ^Applicable

Roads damaged
Remarks K-4 fc^v r-i

Kierr

Other Site Conditions

Rpmarl« fvj-^O
C.fc\u~

00»TlA

"pli<l=-C

l^f .
I? ii f_^

E^-lPT-"

vn.
Landfill Surface

Settlement (Low spots)
Areal extent
Remarks

Cracks
Lengths
Remarks

Erosion
Areal extent
Remarks

Holes
Areal extent
Remarks

Vegetative Cover
D Trees/Shrubs (indicate
Remarks ^JjLf^.

DN/A

D Location shown on site map W Roads adequate D N/A
. /wC-Cj£iS>5 P T>*-.^> A.O&Cî  A^TT-
f^^ft fj^A ("-M-i ^ \T€i_ i>-t̂ 3P

•SSTOt^^PlL-e^, 0{^ CiC)M-rA,P*A»»-iAs.T-eJi

E^>-<«^.i Ki CiKd~S»TTE_ ' C_JO(lj2-fe.»-:<T-LN/ dj&vJ£XG£>
J --i

LjOfc_/Z.t f-\C--*4fe^C it*r*r~& 15 f^-f v5j£r''7~^>-</3^vC-
VCiL-oC-i^- /2 -̂?C>£-T'&OL2i 5OOQ <2JL)& A£j yC^- t̂OC

CiP- ^ui4*c U=^T o/-i S;T)^ /*/o/Mt>eoo,s
( DP^OI^C AAJO ove/zjcirLBuoT* uofctfc«L .

LANDFILL COVERS ^Applicable D N/A

D Location shown on site map ^Settlement not evident
Depth '

D Location shown on site map ^Cracking not evident
Widths Depths

D Location shown on site map Wtrosion not evident
Depth /

D Location shown on site map "W Holes not evident
Depth

^Grass D Cover properly established D No signs of stress
size and locations on a diagram)

Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc ) W N/A
Remarks '

E Site Inspection Checklist E-10 DRAFT October 1999
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7

8

9

B.

1

2

3

C.

1

2

Bulges
Areal extent
Remarks

Wet Areas/Water Damage
D Wet areas
"^Ponding
D Seeps
D Soft subgrade
Remarks l—ooi \Pfi-E-u

<=3K-nE- AJ^-D t

Slope Instability D Slides
Areal extent
Remarks

Benches D Applicable
(Horizontally constructed mounds
in order to slow down the velocity
channel )

Flows Bypass Bench
Remarks

Bench Breached
Remarks

Bench Overtopped
Remarks

D Location shown on site map C5. Bulges not evident
Height '

D Wet areas/water damage not evident
D Location shown on site map Areal extent
D Location shown on site map Areal extent 4-O- pr
D Location shown on site map Areal extent
D Location shown on site map Areal extent

KiCA£. &fc."=5T F e=r4c-€_ L-I>J£. fefcruote-*-
4w«jri4 F=e^-><ufc_ i-i^e - &/tbt=»oc^_ e>f= "Rs

~X*fc.

IT
*^M

D Location shown on site map "5^^° evidence of slope instability

HLN/A
of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the
of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined

D Location shown on site map D N/A or okay

D Location shown on site map D N/A or okay

D Location shown on site map D N/A or okay

slope

Letdown Channels D Applicable MN/A
(Channel lined with erosion controF mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep
side slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the
landfill cover without creating erosion gullies )

Settlement D Location shown on site map D No evidence of settlement
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

Material Degradation D Location shown on site map D No evidence of degradation
Material type Areal extent
Remarks

E Site Inspection Checklist E-ll DRAFT October 1999
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3

4

5

Erosion D Location shown on site
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

Undercutting D Location shown on site
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

Obstructions Type

map D No evidence of erosion

map D No evidence of undercutting

D No obstructions
D Location shown on site map Areal extent

6

Size
Remarks

Excessive Vegetative Growth Type
D No evidence of excessive growth
D Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow
D Location shown on site map Areal extent

D.

1

2

3

4

Remarks

Cover Penetrations D Applicable $ N/A

Gas Vents D Active D Passive
D Properly secured/locked D Functioning D Routinely sampled
D Evidence of leakage at penetration D Needs O&M
Remarks

Gas Monitoring Probes
D Properly secured/locked D Functioning
D Evidence of leakage at penetration
Remarks

Monitonng Wells (within surface area of landfill)
D Properly secured/locked D Functioning
D Evidence of leakage at penetration

Remarks tx\iG V-A.c»»j,\T"Ol2jf-: >fc> t_OC
- Tt> \M poo »-3T>l-'V«=jJT

Leachate Extraction Wells
D Properly secured/locked D Functioning
D Evidence of leakage at penetration
Remarks

D Routinely sampled
D Needs O&M

D Routinely sampled
D Needs O&M

^fJE^t^. £A

HD Routinely sampled
D Needs O&M

D Good condition
DN/A

D Good condition
DN/A

D Good condition
XN/A

Ufe-V-3T~

~D£^mK>&D

D Good condition
DN/A

E Sue Inspection Checklist E-12 DRAFT October 1999
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5

E.

1

2

3

F

1

2

G

1

Settlement Monuments
Remarks

Gas Collection and Treatment

Gas Treatment Facilities
D Flaring D
D Good condition D
Remarks

D Located D Routinely surveyed D N/A

D Applicable ^3. N/A

Thermal destruction D Collection for reuse
Needs O&M

Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
D Good condition D Needs O&M
Remarks

Gas Monitonng Facilities (e g , gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
D Good condition D Needs O&M D N/A
Remarks

Cover Drainage Layer

Outlet Pipes Inspected
Remarks

& Applicable D N/A

D Functioning &KN/A

Outlet Rock Inspected D Functioning a N/A
Remarks • Cafe's \vj»iofeJC> TO — ̂ e^sihi / fcyr<e/>' A-ex-Y TT>

A, —X=&4

Detention/Sedimentation Ponds

p-rA r^ei_e,oo T^e_ I_*^*S^T£_

^Applicable D N/A

Siltation Areal extent Depth D N/A
^ Siltation not evident - C^rr-TUn- <=*(l**j*<rt (^ e*j»E_ ^^t> c_ofzJ^~Tt-M u:
Remarks ~TLOO \ hip n-TC_e><r\ e> i^ T^hiD1^ t±8~Sc— US^JO

2

3

4

/v^n-ferfU-J txre.t>( f^^~ 00£. N(fe^<^_ [tOTfc^.i/A<-.S

Erosion Areal extent Depth
2S Erosion not evident
Remarks

Outlet Works D
Remarks

Dam D
Remarks

Functioning g N/A

Functioning ls(N/A

Site Inspection Checklist E-13 DRAFT October 1999
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H.

1

2

L

1

2

3

4

1

2

Retaining Walls D Applicable & N/A

Deformations D Location shown on site map D Deformation not evident
Horizontal displacement Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement
Remarks

Degradation D Location shown on site map
Remarks

Penmeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge D Applicable

Siltation D Location shown on site map
Areal extent Depth
Remarks rAte C_/>JT<2jt» i_ cap. OF'P

Vegetative Growth D Location shown on site map
D Vegetation does not impede flow
Areal extent Tvpe
Remarks

Erosion D Location shown on site map
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

Discharge Structure D Functioning D N/A
Remarks

VIIL VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS

Settlement D Location shown on site map
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring

D Degradation not evident

#N/A

D Siltation not evident

DN/A

D Erosion not evident

D Applicable ̂ f N/A

D Settlement not evident

D Performance not monitored
Frequency D Evidence of breaching
Head differential
Remarks

E Site Inspection Checklist E-14 DRAFT October 1999
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IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES Applicable

A.

1

2

3

B

1

2

Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines

Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electncal
SGood condition D All required wells located
Remarks •£> >T~€_ M^P Tiea&-"=> KieJV

t̂ ^LO ^.-^-rP-fc^fiarvoO ,_>^>£:UL_S t

pxApplicable

D Needs O&M

E.NM - V £v. iĵ v.

DN/A

DN/A

DN/A

&>j4-ZAv .

Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
IS Good condition D Needs O&M
Remarks

Spare Parts and Equipment
Q^Readily available D Good condition D Requires
Remarks ^oM*e_ A\J *>v i^vOufc, o^-Stft- .

_C»oO 6O t-.fcv(3*_J&. FH2_O>— \ L-C>C A,

Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines

Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical
£1 Good condition D Needs O&M

T^-eAT-KA *«-»V -pt-tv^-T-.

Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve
1^. Good condition D Needs O&M
Remarks

upgrade D Needs to
P^ 5̂r<, .̂\_S

rl — "fc>l«S.Te.\S.»-

^Applicable

be provided
K3

)-rcj(2__

DN/A

Boxes, and Other Appurtenances

E Site Inspection Checklist E-15 DRAFT October 1999
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Spare Parts and Equipment
B. Readily available D Good condition D Requires upgrade D Needs to be provided
Remarks SP/^ZJE_ TO H P

C. Treatment System '^Applicable D N/A

1 Treatment Train (Check components that apply)
JSMetals removal D Oil/water separation
D Air stripping D Carbon adsorbers

J&fFtlters

D Bioremediation

"p Additive (e g , chelation agent, flocculent)_
D Others ?oi-i=o«jc_

f-»\»jc»flD Good condition QkNeeds O&M -
D Sampling ports properly marked and functional —
D Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date — >4 o
CkEquipment properly identified
pj Quantity of groundwater treated annually A.T»o<JT "Z.c.0
$3 Quantity of surface water treated annually_
Remarks I— trA-V^- <=»A

Jl̂ jjoSfei. otot-^

Electncal Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
D N/A C^Good condition D Needs O&M
Remarks

Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels
D N/A y[ Good condition roper secondary containment D Needs O&M

Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
D N/A T^f Good condition D Needs O&M
Remarks

Treatment Buildma(s)
D N/A |8. Good condition (esp roof and doorways)

*H»Chemicals and equipment properly stored
Remarks

D Needs repair

Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)
D Properly secured/locked B Functioning \B Routinely sampled
D All required wells located 3^eeds O&M D N/A
Remarks

D Good condition

£ 5(/e Inspection Checklist E-16 October 1999
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1 Monitonng Wells (natural attenuation remedy)
I D Properly secured/locked D Functioning D LRoutmely sampled D Good condition

D All required wells located D Needs O&M Bft N/A
Remarks

X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing
• the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy An example would be soil
H vapor extraction

I
XI

A. Implementation of the Remedy

OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

•

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as
designed Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i e , to contain
contaminant plume, minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc )

|
fc*fc-e^ — APPTC >c SCQD cjofe«c_ V/MiD«;» OF^ AF^eyzrfezs
Sou- "&£*M*»it^<, i*i «S-rcic_S«c-Pi(_e^ OO-T«£,\C>£_ ^^ TV\€^

t »^ tD00 ̂ -^ M. t*-r

|

A /f^*rxiv/Act>o
• /A-5 1Z£^>tJCL&,
* /lf=:f:^asn^^ £.

B Adequacy of O&M

i ^

TT2JE^3-M.«E-^JT /$ U£&£> TO C&^TfLaC.

T- (^?A4ao^«o/-t T't-^f-ie. . Tb**? A*jp>TJeje*vr
f> "T^fe L&S&t- <S^ &-+'' /fj oyO^_

&>£>eA/r>4-c_ -̂*J*-«-<_ -/a < A^ir*/ OF So^

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures In
H particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy

A£^i Ken- PRes
|

^^j-r /^ "T^-SI^.I-J'CT^

JL-<^ FfcE_ -T&feA-TMiM-Jr SSSTtJM. -e-JZJ^
i^jLo-r <5fcr_oejej> ~T!oo oJ6nj_-s im ViaE>//u2ji (MVO-^U

I "T
^-^^ ^ ̂ y r^^ ^XJ ™ \ \ ̂ ^ \

J

I oFf^- s. »-r€: T>R<:
1

1
E Site Inspection Checklist
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fc,e.e. ,^ t>.T- exKA^e. \)jb.ot_TS» *,oRjfciiT-

^*o^v^^ l^» ^o-r (^a^i-r^cx-i-e^
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C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Failure

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be
compromised in the future

< VT-fe. ^4-T>lrOot1 A -T&f^f- •STtiCLtl.P fl-fcS. £^CJeL_

CxDvJ-fc^E^D -n^^f J±f>^_ slcrr <DMDe/C A, /&LJ^A

CovJaZ- uoiTO-1^ -nX^, l^Poor-XDK-x^-j^T' t*g~£j^
oT=f=--&.(-ne. -oTa-^.^A^fe. (6 NitoT- ciOKi-T-<e-»i-uex>/.

• l4c fc?eouM-&uo£cns-£- MO/O i-roei»JL( ooex-t-s f4^<>^
B&fc»-l f M STA.<^-€^C5 AtUAc.&»i-r yn 7^4=" /A-//=b*j/-/Z> "-•€:'
Aci2_»feifc>s. . "TH -̂ 'BF=f=-&c^ri v/ £>4&Ji<i OT=- TH€L- J^ftof/^c^A-^ooT""
CiAj-i Kerr '̂ >fe- ŝ.« .̂S fc*iS fe*> .

D Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy

Ti&_ ^RejDocufe>> i^ -rvVc, T=oTuej£.

• Us/ Axf^jT^L. ^H2ja»f-A TH^- •C^ii_Tfe£^ 'pf££J$'Z£-S >,T"

-TV^ Tp£u^-rVK^^rr 'PcA^JT- 12€^-i-£s<»S,i^><a<fi^nCrS^
•&>ti^>o \_~fc. 'feei- &J^«-ot<n&c> if= T^S t feot.
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PHOTOGRAPHS

DOCUMENTING SITE
CONDITIONS



Nearest neighboring residence (Abajian) south of site

View from nearest neighboring residence (Abajian) south of site

GEQMATRIX

First Five-Year Review Report
Selma Pressure Treating Site

Selma, California

Project No

006771 OOP 0

Figure



Abandoned residence on south side of site

Covered stockpile of affected soil

I

GEOMATRIX

First Five-Year Review Report
Selma Pressure Treating Site

Selma, California

Project No
006771 000 0

Figure



Stockpile of reportedly "clean" soil

Miscellaneous debris

SEOMATRIX

First Five-Year Review Report
Selma Pressure Treating Site

Selma, California

Project No
006771 000 0

Figure



" ' - * ̂ ss^iijt^.-:

Drum storage area adjacent to impoundment area

Drums within the impoundment area

GEOMATRIX

First Five-Year Review Report
Selma Pressure Treating Site

Selma, California

Project No
006771 000 0

Figure



Impoundment area vegetative cover

Monitoring well 110 in unsecured at grade vault

QEOMATFHX

First Five-Year Review Report
Selma Pressure Treating Site

Selma, California

Project No

006771 OOP 0

Figure



Monitoring well 114 missing locking lid

Monitoring well 115 with damaged casing and missing locking lid

OEQMATRIX

First Five-Year Review Report
Selma Pressure Treating Site

Selma, California

Project No
006771 000 0

Figure



Drainage ditch south of access road

Drainage ditch north of access road leading towards impoundment area

GEOMATPIIX

First Five-Year Review Report
Selma Pressure Treating Site

Selma, California

Project No
006771 OOP 0

Figure



South infiltration pond currently in use

North infiltration pond currently idle

First Five-Year Review Report
Selma Pressure Treating Site

Selma, California

Project No
006771 000 0

Figure



Treatment system chemical tanks

Treatment system piping

I

GEQMATRIX

First Five-Year Review Report
Selma Pressure Treating Site

Selma, California

Project No
006771 000 0

Figure



Treatment system - effluent side.

Leaking pump in treatment system.

OEOMATRIX

First Five-Year Review Report
Selma Pressure Treating Site

Selma, California

Project No.
006771.000.0

Figure



Cake from treatment system filter press.

QEOMATRIX

First Five-Year Review Report
.Selma Pressure Treating Site

Selma, California

Project No.
006771.000.0

Figure
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