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I INTRODUCTION

This 1s the first Five-Year Review conducted for the Selma Pressure Treating Superfund
stte, 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 1s required by CERCLA (Section
121(c)) and by Section 300 430(f)(4)(11) of the NCP

I FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY

The site 1s 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 1n 1981 indicated that so1l and ground water were contaminated
by chromium, arsenic, copper, dioxins/furans, PCP and trichlorophenols (TCPs) The site was
added to the National Priority List in 1983

The 1988 ROD set cleanup standards for arsenic and dioxins/furans 1n soil and for
chromium 1n groundwater The selected so1l remedy consisted of excavating soil containing
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chemucals 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 reinjection 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 ESD modified the arsenic 1n so1l standard and set
cleanup standards for PCP 1n soil and 1n groundwater, redefined the areas requiring excavation,
clarified regulatory 1ssues and mandated that the fixed soils be consolidated 1nto a single
impoundment covered by a single RCRA cap A 1997 ESD 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 so1l data,
approximately 13,000 cubic yards of sotl was excavated between 1991 and 1993, fixed and
placed 1n an on-site impoundment which was capped 1n accordance with ROD requirements
Additional sotl 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 so1l remains on site under the temporary
cover and needs to be addressed Approximately 21,000 additional cubic yards of soil with
COC:s at levels above cleanup standards remains on-site at depths up to 5 feet, while an estimated
30,000 additional cubic yards of contaminated so1l 1s present at depths of up to 25 feet EPA has
conducted a Focused Feasibility Study to address the stockpiled so1l and the remaining soil
contamination and plans to 1ssue a Proposed Plan and ROD Amendment 1n FY2002, to be
followed by remedial action '

A groundwater extraction and treatment system was constructed and began operating 1n
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 1s not being fully contained Levels of chromium 1n 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 1f any need to be
incorporated 1nto the groundwater extraction system to meet remedial objectives

Land use (1nstitutional) 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 1s 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 Geomatrix Consultants report (1) Page 1 The trigger date for the
5 Year Review s 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 terim
remedial action report, signed 9/29/00, not the “final closeout report” The Focused Feasibility
Study 1s complete, the remaining so1l remediation will be addressed through a Proposed Plan and
ROD Amendment to be 1ssued 1n FY2002, to be followed by necessary remedial design and
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action, (3) Pages 13, 15 EPA disagrees that “criteria” are needed to determine when the
groundwater cleanup 1s 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 1n accordance with the standards in the ROD, (4) Page 15 EPA has begun 1ts evaluation of
the groundwater extraction system and will determine the details of additional analyses to be
performed as this effort 1s carried out

ot CONCLUSION PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT

Immediate threats to human health and the environment have been adequately addressed
and are under control Although the existing so1l impoundment 1s protective of human health
and the environment, the so1l remedy selected for the site, as implemented to date, has not
resulted 1n fully meeting so1l cleanup standards and 1s not currently protective EPA will upgrade
the soi1l remedy pursuant to a ROD Amendment to be 1ssued 1n FY2002 EPA 1s addressing the
need for mstitutional 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 1f any need to be incorporated 1nto the groundwater extraction system to
meet remedial objectives and to assure that private residential well users continue to be
protected The analyses are expected to be completed by 3/31/2002, at which time a final
protectiveness 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 unrestricted exposure, the next Five-Year Review will be written
within five years from the signature date of this review

Approved by m%.ﬁ kf,'{ - pate _ 1-Z&C }

Keith Takata, Director
Superfund Division

Attachment Geomatrix Consultants 5-Year Review report
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Geomatrix Consultants, Inc (Geomatrix), on behalf of the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (U S EPA), Region IX and the U S Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha
Distnict (USACE), has conducted a five-year review of the remedial actions implemented to date
at the Selma Pressure Treating Site in Selma, Califormia Thus 1s the first five-year review for the

site

The purpose of a five-year review 1s to determine whether the remedy at a site 1s protective of
human health and the environment The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are
documented 1n five-year review reports In addition, five-year review reports 1dentify deficiencies

found during the review, and make recommendations to address them

The site 1s 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, dioxins/furans, PCP, and trichlorophenols (TCPs)

Based on the results of remedial investigations and remedial action objectives established for the
site, a remedy was adopted 1n the 1988 Record of Decision (ROD) 1ssued by the U S EPA The
selected remedy for so1l conststed of excavating soil containing COCs at concentrations that
exceed cleanup standards, treating the soils with a fixing agent, placing the fixed soil 1n an on-
site, unhned impoundment, and covering the impoundment with a cap that meets RCRA
regulations Based on the so1l 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

1n an on-site impoundment area, and capped

Additional so1l data were collected between 1994 and 1999 Based on the results of these so1l
mvestigations, approximately 5,000 cubic yards of additional so1l were excavated in 1999 The

excavated soil 1s 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

1 \Projects\6000s\6771\Five Year Review - Draft 3 doc 111



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 1n 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 remnjection or off-site disposal of the treated
effluent) and groundwater monitoring to venfy 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 approprnate standards and To Be

Considered (TBC) cnteria'

The most significant deficiency 1dentified during the five-year review 1s 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 appropnate changes to the groundwater extraction system
Most of the other deficiencies 1dentified 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 1s not currently controlled, and

+ There are no locking caps on some of the momtoring wells

We recommend that

« General site maintenance should be improved,

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

[ \Projects\6000s\6771\Five Year Review — Draft 3 doc v
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« The stockpiles be incorporated 1nto the final so1l remediation solution (as currently proposed
n the FFS),

« The potential for site run-off/run-on be investigated and control measures, 1f required, be
implemented, and

« Locking caps be installed on all monitoring wells

Additional 1ssues that need to be addressed 1n the mid-to long- term include

. Establishment of cnitena for determining when groundwater remediation 1s complete,

« Development of a post-closure monitoring and reporting plan for the so1l 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

1 \Projects\6000s\6771\F1ve Year Review — Draft 3 doc A%



1
G WE TE GE O N an N ER AE R A N N E EE @

FIVE YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM

\\oak1\deptdata\Project\6000s\6771\Five Year Review - final doc

\2!



" e e

- - -l

Five-Year Review Summary Form

Deficiencies

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

A comprehensive summary of deficiencies 1s presented in Table 4 Some of the more important 1ssues are
highlighted here

Groundwater extraction system does not contamn the chromium plume

Two stockpiles of contamnated soil are temporanly stored on-site

General site maintenance 1s madequate (trash, weeds, etc )

No control of off-site drainage

Many monitoring wells do not have locks or secured lids

No cnitena for turning off groundwater treatment system

No post-closure monitoring and reporting program established for so1l 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 1s presented 1n Table 5 The deficiencies
highlighted above are addressed here

Complete analyses to assess effectiveness of groundwater extraction system Make recommendations on
approprate changes to groundwater extraction system to meet remed:al objectives

Incorporate stockpiles into final so1l remediation solution

Improve general site maintenance by removing trash and controlling weeds

Evaluate the potential for run-off/run-on and implement control measures, 1f required

Establish criteria for turning off groundwater treatment system

Address post-closure monitoring and reporting for soil impoundment 1n conjunction with implementation
of final so1l remediation

Protectiveness Statement(s)

Include indiidual 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 1s not containing the chrommum plume, the remedy at the Site may not
be protective of human health and the environment

Other Comments

Make any other comments here

\\oak I\deptdata\Project\6000s\6771\Five Year Review - final doc Vil




l INTRODUCTION

Geomatnx Consultants, Inc (Geomatrix), 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, Califormta Geomatrix
was contracted by the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 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 '

The purpose of a five-year review 1s to determine whether the remedy at a site 1s protective of
human health and the environment The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are
documented 1n five-year review reports In addition, five-year review reports identify deficiencies

found during the review and makes recommendations to address them

This review 1s required by statute EPA must implement five-year reviews consistent with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the
National O11 and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP)

CERCLA 121(c), as amended, states “If the President selects a remedial action that results 1n 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 1s 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”

Thus 1s 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 so1l remediation, completed in 1993 The
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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 1n

groundwater prevents the groundwater from being used for drinking water supply

. SITE CHRONOLOGY

A summary of site chronology 1s listed in Table 1 below

Table 1: Chronology of Site Events

Event

Date

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

RWQCB 1ssues 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 Califormia Attorney General's office based on
non-response of Owner regarding a timetable for clean-up

Imtiation of RI?/FS® process

Soil investigations carried out
RI Report 1ssued
FS Report 1ssued

ROD signature

Soil Remediation--Phase I

Remedial Design-Start

Remedial Design-Completion
Remedial Action-Implementation

ESD’ 1 (revising soil cleanup standards)

As-built drawings 1ssued

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
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Table 1 Chronology of Site Events—continued

Additional Soi1l Remediation
Additional soil data collected

Excavation of approximately 5,000 cubic yards of soil with COCs greater
tnan cleanup standards from office yard and vineyard

Revised Focused Feasibility Study Issued (addressing remaining soil with
COCs® above cleanup standards)

ESD3 (addressing additional so1l remediation

Remedial design of final solution

Remedial Action

Event Date

Groundwater Remediation

Remedial Design Phase 1-Start ’ ) 9/29/90
Remed:al Design Phase 1-Completion ) 3/31/92
Remedial Design Phase 2-Start i 9/30/92
Remedial Design Phase 2-Completion i i 9/30/97

ESD 2 (Specifying groundwater discharge to percolation ponds) : 4/18/97
Groundwater Treatment System Construction 1/4/98 to 9/29/98
Groundwater Treatment System Online i 9/29/98
Final Closeout Report-Groundwater Treatment System Construction To be 1ssued 2000

71994, 1995, 1997, 1998, 1999
September 1999
" To be finalized Spring 2001
Projected 4Q 2000
Projected 4Q 2000

Projected 2Q 2001

Notes

1 Regional Water Quality Control Board
2 Remedial Investigation

3 Feasibility Study

4 Record of Decision

5 Explanation of Significant Differences
6 Contaminants of Concern
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I. BACKGROUND

The site 1s 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 industnal use, the site 1s
located 1n a transition zone between agricultural, residential, and industnial 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
mvolved dipping wood nto a mixture of pentachlorophenol (PCP) and o1l, 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 1n pressurized vessels with chemical
preservatives, including fluor-chromium-arsenate-phenol, chromated copper arsenate, PCP,
copper-8-quinolinolate, 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 1n 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 1n the stormwater runoff tank area remain 1n 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 1ssued a Cleanup and Abatement
Order to the owners of the site requiring that a timetable for cleanup be established This was not
done, and 1n September 1984, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) referred the
Order to the Califorma Attorney General’s office The site was added to the National Prionties
List (NPL) 1n 1983
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In 1984, the EPA mitiated a remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) process to identify

chemicals of concern (COCs) at the site, investigate their extent, and 1dentify appropnate
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 1n the 1988 Remedial Investigation

Report for the Selma Pressure Treating Site 2 These data were used to develop the 1988 FS °

The site-related COCs include chromium, arsenic, copper, dioxins/furans, PCP, and
trichlorophenols (TCPs) although not all COCs are present at levels that provide a threat to human
health or the environment Cleanup standards for arsenic and dioxins/furans 1n so1l (50 mg/kg
and 1 pg/kg respectively) and chromium 1n groundwater (50 pg/l) were established 1n the 1988
Record of Decision (ROD) * The cleanup standard for arsenic in so1l was modified 1n the 1993
ESD’ (25 mg/kg) and cleanup standards for PCP in so1l and PCP 1n groundwater also were
established (17 mg/kg and 1 pg/l respectively)

V. REMEDIAL ACTIONS

Based on the results of the remed:al investigations reported 1n the 1988 RI Report and remedial
action objectives established for the site 1n the 1988 FS Report, a remedy was adopted 1n the 1988
ROD The selected remedy consisted of excavating soil éontalnmg COCs at concentrations that
exceed cleanup standards, treating the soils with a fixing agent, placing the fixed soil 1n an on-
site, unlined 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 1nstitutional controls to prevent use of

contaminated groundwater until remediation 1s complete also were specified

{
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 erther reinjection or off-site disposal of the treated

effluent, and groundwater monitoring to verify contaminant clean-up

In 1993, an Explanation of Sigmificant Differences (ESD)’ was 1ssued to clarify and modify the
ROD The 1993 ESD modified the cleanup standards for the COCs 1n the so1l and groundwater,
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redefined the areas requiring excavation, clanfied certain regulatory 1ssues, and mandated that the

fixed so1ls be consolidated into a single impoundment to be covered by a single RCRA-cap

In 1997, an ESD® was 1ssued to explain changes 1n 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 t;) return the treated water to the
aquifer All other aspects of the selected groundwater remedy, as described in the ROD, remained

the same

Based on the soil data available at the time, USACE 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 1n accordance with
requirements of the ROD, the impoundment was fenced In conjunction with the soil remediation
program, additional so1l 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

Additional so1l data were collected by USACE 1n 1994,7 by Bechtel Environmental, Inc in 1995,8
by Harza Engineering Company 1n 1997° and 1999,'° and by IT 1n 1998 '' Based on the results of
these soi1l investigations, several areas of the site were excavated by IT 1n 1999 These areas
included portions of the vineyard, the office yard, and so1l from the Caltrans nght-of-way on
Golden State Boulevard Approximately 5,000 cubic yards of so1l were excavated The
excavated soil 1s 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 so1l 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 so1l that exceeds COC cleanup standards have been estimated to lie as much as 25
feet below grade Proposed remedial actions for this so1l are discussed in the Focused Feasibility
Study 2
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Based on regulatory mput, the preferred remedial alternative would involve excavating
contaminated so1l to a maximum depth of five feet, placing the excavated soil 1n 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 in 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 nsking
human contact with contaminated soils and without compromising the protectiveness of the

remedy

Groundwater momtoring data have been collected since the completion of the 1988 FS '*!41%16

The data continue to confirm that chromium 1s the only COC at elevated levels in groundwater
The absence or low concentrations (less than MCLs) of arsenic, PCP, and dioxins/furans found in
the groundwater indicate that the presence of these chemicals 1n the overlying soils has not

sigmificantly affected groundwater quality over the operating period of the site

A groundwater extraction and treatment system was constructed 1n the summer of 1998 as
specified 1n the ROD, the system went on-line on September 29, 1998 The system has been 1n

approximately continuos operation since this time

Groundwater pumped from extraction wells flows 1nto an equalization tank The water 1s pumped
from the equalization tank 1nto a reactor where ferrous chlonide and sodium hydroxide are added
Water from the reactor overflows 1nto a flash tank where polymer 1s added for flocculation The
flocculated water stream then flows 1nto a clarifier where the solids are separated from the hiquid
The clanfied water then flows nto a filter feed tank where 1t 1s pumped through multi-media
filters After filtration, the water flows into the effluent tank where sulfuric acid 1s added for pH
adjustment before being pumped to the recharge basins The sludge that settles at the bottom of
the clarifier 1s pumped to the sludge holding tanks, and subsequently to the filter press for de-

watering The filter cake 1s temporanly placed 1n a hned roll-off bin for off-site disposal Liquid
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filtrate from the filter press collects 1n a sump tank where 1t 1s pumped back to the equalization
tank

The groundwater treatment plant 1s operated and maintained by a full-time operator (8 hours per
day, 5 days per week) The operator mnspects the plant and manually records flow rates, pressure
readings, pH, hexavalent chromium concentrations, and other system parameters every day

Filter cake 1s 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 1s paged 1f 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 1s running as anticipated There are no indications of
serious operating 1ssues

V. FIVE YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

Onbehalf of US EPA, Geomatnx completed the first five-year review of the remedial actions
implemented to date at the Selma Pressure Treating Site in Selma, Califormia 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 Geomatrix’s Fresno office visited the site to conduct the site
mspection A civil engineer/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 mterviews were carried out with a site neighbor and the on-site O&M operator
Subsequently, telephone interviews were carried out with the construction contractor’s Senior
Project Manager for the site and with the intennm 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 1n
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 1dentified, and relevant changes 1n standards and TBCs were noted

VL. 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 summanzed 1n the following paragraphs

Interviews

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

mterviews are summarized below .
Interviewee Seth Abajian Title Neighbor
Organmization N/A Interview Date 10/5/00

Mr Abajian expressed dissatisfaction with the remediation effort He 1s of the opinion that the
effort has been “a waste of money” and has caused “nothing but headaches” Currently, his main
concern 1s that the site 1s 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 1s the full-time operator of the groundwater extraction and treatment system at the
site He could cite no particular problems with the operation and runming 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 1T 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 Semor
Project Manager for this site  Mr Hudson’s overall impression 1s that the project 1s progressing
slowly towards meeting the remediation objectives Since start-up of the groundwater treatment
system, the only major maintenance 1ssue has been the replacement of part of the extraction
system electrical 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 Intenm City Manager
Organization City of Selma Interview Date 10/10/00

Mr Heuser has worked closely with DTSC and EPA throughout the remediation process His
overall impression 1s that the project 1s going well but 1s 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 Geomatrix The inspection addressed the soil impoundment cover, access and
institutional controls such as gates and fences, the groundwater treatment system, monitoring and
extiaction wells, and the percolation ponds Observations are summarized below

General

« The site 1s 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 1s 1n 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 1s no control of off-site drainage

Soil Impoundment

« The so1l impoundment cover looked to be in good condition There 1s no evidence of
settlement, cracking, erosion, or holes There 1s one low area near the east fence line between
the gate and the north fence line with evidence of ponding, the grass 1s sparse in some areas,

+ There 1s 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
nstalled

Groundwater Extraction and Treatment Plant
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« The groundwater treatment plant looked to be well kept and 1n good condition except for
some munor 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
1n good condition,

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

» The percolation ponds looked to be 1n good condition There 1s no evidence of siltation or

€rosion

Standards and TBCs

In the Focused Feasibility Study, potential federal and state requirements for the site evaluated in
the 1988 Feasibility Study pertaiming 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 1dentified, and relevant changes 1n standards and TBCs were noted

None of the potential federal and state location-specific applicable or relevant and appropnate
requirements (ARARs) were 1dentified as applicable to the site  Additionally, no relevant
changes 1n chemical-specific standards were 1dentified Changes 1n action-specific requirements
are summarized in Table 2 None of the changes 1dentified in Table 2 require any amendment to
erther the implemented or proposed remediation efforts at the site

Clean-Up Standards

A detailed review of cleanup standards for chemicals 1n soil was completed by Geomatrix 1n

1997 '7 The appropnateness of the cleanup standards was evaluated based on current EPA
guidance and industnal land use  As there have been no pertinent changes 1n 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 appropnate to
be protective of human health It was also determined that limited concentrations of arsenic, PCP,
and dioxins/furans (below the MCLs for drinking water) found 1n 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 1s no indication that this situation
will change 1n the future, 1t was concluded that cleanup goals 1n soil to be protective of
groundwater are not required for these chemicals Additionally, at that time, the EPA
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reconfirmed 1ts commitment to a cleanup goal of 1 pug/g for dioxins/furans 1n soil to be protective

of human health

A review of the most recent groundwater monitoring data confirms that chromium continues to be
the only COC present at significantly elevated concentrations 1n groundwater 1n the site vicinity
The groundwater cleanup standard established in the ROD for chromium 1s the current MCL of
50 ug/l1 As there has been no change in the MCL for chromium since 1ssuance of the ROD, a

review of this cleanup standard is not warranted

Data Review

A summary of the available groundwater monitoring data 1s presented 1n Table 3 The August
1997 data are the last set of data collected pnor to construction and start-up of the groundwater
extraction and treatment system There have been four additional monitoring events since system
start-up 1n 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 1n 1997 and could not be sampled However,
with a nise 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 Apnl 2000 data are presented

on Figure 3

Prior 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 pg/l 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 1n
Residential Well 12632 dropped below the site cleanup standard of 50 pg/1 for the first time This
indicates that the toe of the plume 1s 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 1n shallow well R23S located 1n the operating area of the site Data from this well indicate
that there 1s a general downward trend 1n both total and hexavalent chromium concentrations in
this well over ime Additionally, chromium concentrations 1n shallow well R25 also have
dropped over time These data indicate that some remediation of groundwater 1n the shallow zone
(above 40 feet below ground surface (BGS)) 1s occurring
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A review of data from intermediate and deep wells does not show the same decreasing trend 1n
chromium concentrations Concentrations of both hexavalent and total chromium have increased
over time 1n wells P2D, P5D, P61, P6D, and R231 These data indicate that chromium affected

groundwater 1s 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 1s 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 1s meeting
the site cleanup standard of 50 pg/1 for total and hexavalent chromium It 1s indicated that current

operating procedures are maintaining the effectiveness of the groundwater treatment system

VII. ASSESSMENT

Observational data indicate that the so1l impoundment cover continues to operate and function as
designed However, there 1s no post-closure momtoring 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 matenal needs to be
addressed, as proposed 1n the Focussed Feasibility Study

Groundwater monitoring data indicate that the chromium plume 1s 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 1t 1s being contained There are no
criteria established to determine when groundwater cleanup 1s 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 ts
meeting the site cleanup standard of 50 pg/1 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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sysiem 1s running as anticipated Breakdowns have been infrequent and there are no indications

of serious operating 1ssues

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 1n disposal costs

The site health and safety plan (HSAP) containing the contingency and emergency response plan
1s readily available on the site and the O&M operator has up-to-date OSHA traiming Fencing was
observed to be 1n 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 1s currently pursuing this 1ssue

Based on a review of the relevant standards and TBCs, none of the changes to action specific
standards and TBC's identified 1n the ROD bring 1nto 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 (industnal) on or
near the site or newly 1dentified contaminants or contaminant sources not addressed 1n the FFS '?
Physical site conditions have not changed 1n 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 1dentified, and no additional information has come to light that
could affect the protectiveness of either the existing or the proposed remedies

VIIL. DEFICIENCIES

A summary of the shortcomings 1n current site operations 1s presented on Table 4 The most
significant deficiency 1dentified 1s the failure of the groundwater extraction system to contain the
chromium plume Most of the other deficiencies 1dentified 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 so1l remain on site,

« Off-site drainage 1s not currently controlled, and

« There are no locking caps on some of the momitoring wells
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Additional 1ssues that need to be addressed 1n the mid-to long- term include

» Establishment of critena for determining when groundwater remediation 1s complete,

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

 Installation of momitoning 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

e Examine the effect of extraction well EW-5 on the chromium plume Determine whether 1t 1s
optimally located Make recommendations regarding the continued operation or relocation of
this well

e Address increased chromium concentrations 1n cross gradient, intermediate, and deep
monitoring wells

Develop maps indicating changes in plume distribution over time
Develop potentiometric surface maps
Develop hydrographs of clustered wells (e g , R231 and R23S, P-6S, P-6], P-6D) and
assess potential for vertical migration by calculating vertical gradients and flow velocities
Charactenze 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 1s expected to be high Monitor enough wells to
adequately assess each water-bearing unit
—  Based on findings re-calculate expected capture zone (honzontally and vertically)
Ground-truth results to measured chromium 1soconcentrations and potentiometric
surface

e Determine whether the positions, depths, and density of extraction wells 1s sufficient to
achieve plume capture and recommend appropnate changes to the extraction system Ifa
strong regional gradient 1s identified, additional wells or other control mechamsms (e g

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

Many of the more muinor 1ssues can also be addressed immediately, as indicated on Table 5
Other 1ssues, 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
1ssues pertaining to the two stockpiles of soil and the so1l impoundment be addressed 1n
conjunction with the additional so1l remediation efforts to be completed at the site 1n 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, 1t 1s indicated that the groundwater
extraction system 1s 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 1s operating as designed, 1s meeting the site cleanup standard of 50 pg/1 for

hexavalent and total chromium, and 1s protective of human health and the environment

Based on visual evidence, the so1l impoundment 1s protective of human health and the
environment However, there 1s no post-closure monitoring and reporting plan for the soil
impoundment area and the monitoring wells adjacent to the impoundment specified 1n 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 1s 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 so1l on the site currently
covered with seamed, plastic tarpaulins, secured around the edges with earth berms More secure,
long-term containment of this matenal 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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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 1s not contaiming the chromium plume, the remedy at

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

XI. NEXT REVIEW

We recommend that the next five year review be completed five years from now following the
implementation of the final so1l remediation solution and a reconfiguration of the groundwater
extraction system The next five-year review should include all the tasks included 1n this five-

year review plus a review of the additional so1l remediation solution
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TABLE 2

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

Action Requirement Prerequisite Citation/Year
On-site impound- | Previous The RCRA subtitle C land disposal restrictions LDRs applied 1f an alternative involved bunal of |40 CFR Part 268 k
ment of contami- established a timetable that restricted the bunial of |contaminated soil (As of 1988)
nated soil wastes and other hazardous matenals

New LDRs apply to the placement of hazardous waste in| LDRs and MTRs do not apply to the consolidation |40 CFR Part 268, et
a land-based RCRA unit LDRs establish maxi- and treatment of hazardous so1l within an AOC or |seq (phase IV) 1998
mum contaminant concentration limits, or specify |a CAMU Because the contaminated so1l will be
treatment technologies to be used prior to land dis- | managed within a CAMU or AOC, neither LDRs
posal of specified categones of hazardous wastes | nor MTRs govern these activities
On-site impound- | Previous RCRA subtitle D established critenia to be used in | The Subtitle D program was principally aimed at |40 CFR Part 257
ment of contami- determining which solid waste disposal facilities | municipal and industnal sohd waste (as of 1988)
nated so1l and practices pose a reasonable probability of ad-
verse effects on health or the environment and
thereby constitute prohibited open dumps
New Like TSDFs that manage hazardous wastes, non- | As noted above, the need to meet MTRs 1s 40 CFR Part 257, et

hazardous solid waste disposal facilities must meet
MTRs These requirements include, among other
things, leachate protection and impervious liners
beneath the disposal facility

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 (1 ¢, haz-
ardous waste), 1t would then follow that the ex-
emptions would also apply to a less harmful waste
stream (1 € , nonhazardous, solid wastes) as well
Failure to honor these policies for nonhazardous
wastes would generate an inconsistent result for a
less hazardous waste stream

seq (pre1991)
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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- | Previous Requirements governing treatment, storage, and Establishes requirements for site closure 40 CFR subpart G
ment of contami- disposal establish minimum national standards (as of 1988)
nated soil which define the acceptable management of haz-

ardous waste for owners and operators of facilities
which treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste

New All permitted RCRA hazardous waste management | Although there have been several regulatory 40 CFR subpart G
units must submit a closure and post-closure plan |changes to 40 CFR subpart G since 1988, none (since 1988)
designed to prevent hazardous wastes from enter- | have matenally affected the substance of post-
ing groundwater, surface waters, and the atmos- closure care described here However, the post-
phere The closure/post-closure requirements closure monitoring provision requirtng 30 years of

establish controls to prevent releases of hazardous | momtoring and reporting was not 1dentified as an
wastes Requirements include decontamination of [ ARAR 1n the 1988 RI/ES report, although 1t was
equipment, structures, and soils Post-closure care, | specified m the ROD

which includes monitoring and reporting, must
contmue for 30 years

Abbreviations

LDRs Land Disposal Restrictions

MTRs Mimmum 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 DATA"
Selma Pressure Treating Superfund Site
Selma, California

Depth to Hexavalent Chromium Total Chromium Arsenic PCP Dioxn
Monitoring Bottom
Well of Well
Location (feet) | Aug-97| Feb-99 | Jul-99 { Nov-99 | Apr-00 Aug-97 | Feb-99 | Jul-99 | Nov-99 | Apr-00 | Aug-97 [ Feb-99 | Jul-99 Nov-99 [ Apr-00 | Aug-97 | Feb-99 | Jul-99 | Nov-99 | Apr-00 | Aug-97| Feb-99 | Jul-99 | Nov-99 | Apr-00
P21 5991 X’ X X X 22 69 65 92 10 6 156 X X X X X I
P2D 11575 140 470 515 591 654 137 473 490 67 665 X X X X X
P4Ss 3845 Dry X X X X Dry 24 4 X X 58 Dry X X X X
PAD 109 81 X X X X X X 53 X X X X X X X X
P5D 104 39 X X 40 39 66 103 118 65 416 64 X X X X X
P6S 38 83 Dry X X X X Dry 115 69 54 7 Dry X X X X
P6! 57 21 X X 10 20 160 X 112 17 2 542 122 X X X X X
P6D 110 81 330 388 472 565 543 314 397 541 572 525 X X X X X
P8S 3971 Dry X X X NS Dry | 102 X 57 Dry Dry X X X Dry
P8l 56 74 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
P9S 3875 20 X NS 37 54 X 8 NS 40 2 543 81 53 NS X 53
P11 5542 X X NS X 10 X 82 NS 51 14 6 X X NS X X
P11D 113 37 100 27 NS 10 ND X 29 8 NS 199 X X X NS X X
P16] 66 92 X X 10 X 10 10 1 X 12 4 107 67 X X X X X
R25 3768 1400 1450 1140 754 597 1110 1730 1170 805 599 157 X 57 X X
URIS 3798 NS 20 X X NS NS 17 1 X X NS NS X X X X
UR-17 5927 X 180 X X X 9 X X X X X X X X X
URI8 594 X X 21 22 10 139 X 18 297 8 55 X X X 55
R231 57 68 650 414 789 2,400 | 3,990 815 408 781 2,330 | 3,960 X X X X X
R23S unfiltered 3932 N/A® | 30,400 | 25,100 | 12,200 | 17,300 | N/A | 32,000 | 26,900 | 12,600 | 17,600 | N/A <5 X X X 24 <50 13 X X X X
R23S filtered 3932 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A | 32,800 | 26,500 | 12,700 | 17,000 ] N/A <5 X X X
R22 3932 Dry 45 10 44 X Dry 110 36 1 613 X Dry X X 149 56
R21 NM X X X X X X X 18 5 X X X X X
UR24 43 05 NS NS NS NS X 583 X X X X 112
Irngation Well Nm® X X X X X 59 X X X X X X X X X
1735 Dockery Avenue NM X X NS X X X X NS X X X X NS X X
12499 Dockery Avenue NM X X X X X 52 X X X X X X X X X
12578 McCall Road NM X X X X X X X 5 64 X X X X X X
12623 McCall Road NM X X X X X X 10 1 71 15 1 X X X X X X
12632 McCall Road NM 66 61 34 29 20 74 7 78 4 63 492 403 X X X X X
12635 McCall Road NM X X X X X X 10 1 74 X X X X X X X
899 So Golden State Blvd NM NS X X X X NS X X X X NS X X X X

Notes
1

All results are 1n pg/t except for dioxin which 1s 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

1

4

Not analyzed

Not measured
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TABLE 4

IDENTIFIED DEFICIENCIES
Selma Pressure Treating Superfund Site
Selma, Califorma

Currently Affects
Protectiveness
Deficiency (Y/N)
Documents
1 Maintenance logs not up to date N
2 Security logs not consistently used N
Access and Institutional Controls
Access gate left open 10/5/00 N
4 No Proposition 65 Warnings posted N
Land use restrictions to control site activities and secure access to N
so1l impoundment and treatment system not in place
General Site Conditions
6 Two stockpiles of contaminated so1l remain on site Y
7 General site mamtenance madequate — piles of junk, empty drums, N
weeds, etc
Landfill Cover
8 Ponding 1n low area near east fence line N
9 Monitoring wells around impoundment not installed as per design N
and specified i the ROD
10 | No post-closure monitoring and reporting plan 1n place as per ROD N
Off-Site Discharge
11 | No control of off-site drainage N
Groundwater Treatment System
12 | Some munor repairs required N
13 | Many monitoring wells do not have locks or secured lids N
14 | Critena for determining when groundwater remediation cleanup N
objectives have been met and when the groundwater treatment
system can be turned off have not been established
Groundwater Extraction System
15 | Existing system does not contain chromium plume Y
16 | Monitoring well network does not adequately define plume Y
boundaries
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TABLE 5

RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS
Selma Pressure Treating Superfund Site
Selma, Califorma

T
Follow-Up
Action: Affects
Recommendations/ Party Oversight Milestone Protectiveness
Deficiency Follow-Up Action Responsible Agency Date Ymy

Documents

Maintenance logs not up to date Update logs IT EPA asap N

Secunity logs not consistently used Consistent use of security logs IT EPA Immediately N

Access and Institutional Controls

Access gate left open 10/5/00 Keep gate closed IT EPA Immedsately N

No Proposition 65 Warnings posted Post Proposition 65 Warnings IT EPA asap N

Land use restrictions to control site Secure land use restrictions EPA -- Ongoing N

activities and secure access to soil negotiations

impoundment and treatment system not with owner

n place

General Site Conditions

Two stockpiles of contaminated so1l Incorporate stockpiles nto final so1l EPA -- Spring 2001 Y

remain on site remediation solution

General site maintenance inadequate — | Improve general site maintenance IT EPA Immedsately N

piles of junk, empty drums, weeds, etc

Landfill Cover

Ponding 1n low area near east fence line | Correct in conjunction with final soil EPA -- Spring 2001 N

remediation solution

Momtoring wells around impoundment | Install monitoring wells around EPA - Spring 2001 N

not installed as per design and specified |impoundment in conjunction with final

in the ROD so1l remediation solution
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TABLE 5

RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS
Selma Pressure Treating Superfund Site

Selma, Califorma

Follow-Up
Action: Affects
Recommendations/ Party Oversight Milestone Protectiveness
Deficiency Follow-Up Action Responsible Agency Date (Y/N)
10 | No post-closure momtoring and Develop post-closure monitoring and EPA -- Spring 2001 N
reporting plan in place as per ROD maintenance plan for so1l impoundment
area 1n conjunction with final soil
remediation solution
Off-Site Discharge
11 | No control of off-site drainage Evaluate potential for run-off/run-on IT EPA asap N
Implement remedial measures (e g,
dramage ditches) if required
Groundwater Treatment System
12 | Some minor repairs required Make repairs IT EPA asap N
13 | Many monitoring wells do not have Secure all monitoring wells IT EPA asap N
locks or secured lids
14 |Cntena for determining when Establish criteria for turning off EPA - Summer 2001 N
groundwater remediation cleanup goals | groundwater treatment system
have been met and when the
groundwater treatment system can be
turned off have not been established
Groundwater Extraction System
15 | Existing system does not contain Complete analyses to assess EPA - January 2001 Y
chromium plume effectiveness of groundwater extraction
system Make recommendations on
appropriate changes to the extraction
system
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TABLE 5

RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS
Selma Pressure Treating Superfund Site
Selma, Califorma

Follow-Up
Action: Affects
' Recommendations/ Party Oversight Milestone Protectiveness
Deficiency Follow-Up Action Responsible Agency Date (Y/N)
16 | Monitoring well network does not Perform hydropunch study at assumed EPA - Spring 2000 Y
adequately define plume boundaries plume edges to 1dentify actual boundary
Select additional well locations, as
necessary
Additional Considerations
17 |None Complete analysis to determine whether EPA -- -- N
adding data loggers accessible by phone
would be cost-effective in elimmating
the need for a full-time O&M operator
on site
18 [None Complete analysis of filter cake to EPA -- - N
determine 1f reclassification 1s
appropriate If so, investigate
alternative, cheaper disposal options
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ATTACHMENT A

LIST OF
DOCUMENTS REVIEWED



LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

e OSWER Dairective 9355 7-03B-P, Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance

e 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

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

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

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

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

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

e Report of Monitoring Well Sampling, February 1999 Selma Pressure Treating
Superfund Site, Selma, Califormia, IT Corporation

e Report of Monitoring Well Samphing, July 1999 Selma Pressure Treating Superfund
Site, Selma, California, IT Corporation

e Report of Momtoring Well Sampling, November 1999 Selma Pressure Treating
Superfund Site, Selma, Califorma, IT Corporation

e Report of Monmitoring Well Sampling, April 2000 Selma Pressure Treating
Superfund Site, Selma, Califorma, IT Corporation

e Geomatnix Consultants, Inc Draft Focused Feasibility Study Report Submutted #7,
September 2000
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ATTACHMENT B

INTERVIEW REPORTS



DRAFT Five-Year Review Guidance

INTERVIEW DOCUMENTATION FORM

The following 1s a list of individual interviewed for this five-year review See the attached
contact record(s) for a detailed summary of the interviews

Sen\ A&‘\J\Ad NeEiah e A '°/'5/oa
Name Title/Position Orgamzation Date

Mive  ToerPred O2M ofetaaet.  IT Geoop "‘/‘5/°c>
Name Title/Position Organization Date

L agey L&\%Qh\. <o Feaseor Manueee. T Greo? /s o

Name Title/Position Organization Date

D B. AE—*—’ﬁE& Trreem Qm{ M s Cm{ oFSét-HA ’%%o

Name Title/Position Organmization Date
Name Title/Position Organization Date
Name Title/Position Organization Date
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DRAFT Five-Year Review Gudance

INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: SEI A ReEaSolE_ i ReAT & EPA ID No.:

N N — 3 e s ]
Subject: DIAC =St I STNIR-PN- 3 Iﬂ"'w |ev) | Time: and Date: oo
Type: O Telephone P(V:szt 0 Other OIncommg O Outgomng
Location of Visit:

t Contact Made By: “
Name:_u@w ALD %.;@L&D Title: Sz . Eﬂjd oEEL. Orgamization: (—7 £o aqaT £ ,)( “

Individual Contacted: |
Name: ge:n-\ ABA\,\ iad | Title: /\/E/&A/Bce. Organization: ~NA. "
Telephone No.: Street Address: 91 S Qoen SWE [
Fax No.: City, State, Zip: Seamn AN Q361
E-Mail Address:
Summary Of Conversation

Me Amagziacd) NP lcaTedr & 2 NesatTye. e
o THEe PRalerx  Saam > e de Fect
T wes A wAsTE os o E-J~( aon e '

"

CAOSED B Mo'n,\a..ay Aut "“&ADM}-\—Es .
Fesece —dax de woan WELL  INFREMAED o

’\'\—\'ﬁ. Peoarels PuT AlSe Staaen \LJQ\-W— ason

* Me. A
uoouLd T "De Tt KNow °, PBA, & 1A

IND AT RO ‘T‘-Lb:—l" *&‘$ COATER | WOAS SAMPLED
o A ReBlouhl. Basis Bor He. 144:—8 NEeEVEL "
RPeen  (Nesreed O THE W ARANTIcaL RESNTS.
419__ = TAT TS THox He_ SITE 18 ddot
Keer Quebasd (PLL.E,S oe Ju..s.p> AraD 1S

Concermen THox T 'S A FIRe \—(-umy
TPLYeE. O ONELALGRDLWN LOEEDS |

1—{& ™' Mot

Page 1of | _
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DRAFT Five-Year Review Guidance

INTERVIEW RECORD '

—

Site Name: SE:I-N\ A FReSSVRE_  |peammdy EPA ID No.:
Subject: Qé V\ PZD(:QE—'B% [ ’PQQM Time: 'S5, | Date: N/S / oo "

Type: O Telephone }S(Vlsxt O Other O Incommmg  C Qutgomg
Location of Visit:

{ Contact Made By:
Namﬂ“*omm:b %kf&u:xb Title: Sg _EMQ \eE R | Organization: élme.\)(“
!

Individual Contacted: "
Name: Mype  TeePreg | Te Os M PeesxeR | Orgamzation: TT qRovP |
Telephone No.: (551) &% -"Toi> Street Address: 949 Gowres Staere Hiy,
Fax No.: (s51) 831 -4 City, State, Zip: S, jun. CA AL
E-Mail Address: !

Summary Of Conversation

Me. “Teerrel (S ar-SUTE. Feam "\am_m%f”_‘}
FIVE. PANS TFEL CREEKL.  AmD CAn BRE ReacHer

Z4- Heuts Pee. Dy / [ pans TR wtRic PH PAGEe 1
COPRELTRD To AmR  Auto-Diaced  om THE TESATMe T

<M grem Me [cePrer. Fredicoay Ra &y

Nu
Simteall. FACILTY PRAnR. Tb '-n-(e, EWALT ~YFP OF
"\"\S\& TREAT WAENST AL 1 g’“’“"*‘

TELForMS, MesT MaumTecAamey - EEraRs
O OccaSiarAC /./e( P et Larces %DSQ,J

AroD ouTsipe. ComThAc+2aLS | i

Me Trerees DV EL adL I PLESSLERD S """\E_.
Pesyeea=x s AS "GQoon' Ao o ‘l‘LLeﬁ-g ‘_!«416

70,3 =T\ Mo Sl M B eawdT ca-[-A.mge,p s e

O3M  ciusce STAET-0F . efT, [Oer. Q48 |
Page 1 of _2-
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DRAFT Five-Year Review Gudance

INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: ?Z-&HA Pﬁasgeﬂ_e_ [ﬁea;n =S q EPA ID No.:
1 ' -~
Subject: O é- M (P’lb aress / Pg_b 2LEMS Time:“' Z&.".., Date: b/s/:o
Summary Of Conversation (Cont.)

MR T leereeg, M ca~eD "H—Lz;,-r oo c#la»un% “L'-‘*"E—/
g =X =y-a.| Moo, T mhe QEaorpI TR | TREAT MepyaT

SYeTE wdormiy  Actel  wTmer-ur:

D "ﬁ-‘ce, caZTrapge TRl ARTER TL\-&_
EFFLoerT —TAMK. OOt . RBEEMoVED PBECAUSE.
THE. FILTELS  LoOTLE Procaimeg AfTee ARy
ONE. WEe . OF OFRAmesd  THE FiuTees
e £ DEEereey 1O == eI oD a oy Coap_

He reosra. FEiorees B s A

7,.3 L R T Beow ToR__  TTAus YN
CoerecTs BN PEP vty e ‘;\L
1 T et Aasrp eV g e

-‘LD\.’D\V&L.' T A e i e TRk .

Mr. T leerren IRDcares ’n—k-ser- "\-\—e\ L WRARTE
Frem THE SEilovee. TrResS e e \S

S ”
QR R eesTON Crang v\ AR ) F— N ASTE

Pt 16 CuRresy  DisPasen AT mhe
Sb«;w—\ Qw F:AL,\L.\'T‘\“ =~ %U‘IOH LML-L_AU\J_)
C/RL\FOQDIA Me. BCEerPFER.. 1RDIcATEN

—r\,\—':w— Tl—&f_ AT Qoo TessiilY B
Be clrasSic &D o LowmeER PSPasac CoxTyg

Page - of L
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DRAFT Five-Year Review Guadance

Site Name: SE s, PRESSIRE. ~TPEATING
suject: (O M _"Thogeess [Throareme | Time 2:45 o) Date: Ve loo
Type: ' Telephone o Vistt O Other Olncommg X Outgomg
Location of Visit:
o Contact Made By:
Name: .\_\owm &M Title: <e, Ene INEER Organization: C’]E:po:r‘B.\)(
1]
Individual Contacted:
Name: | p ooy L&-u%‘ur\ Title: Sg Pm eex Man nEi. Orgamzation: LT &Growwr
Telephone No.: (428) 288 -2 lo Street Address: 4005 [Rexr Cilicaye u“"“l
Fax No.: (qz2s) 821 -2148 City, State, Zip: ConcoRd CA G452
E-Mail Address: L\\opse ] © Tle 1TqRo0P, copy
Summary Of Conversation
Ma LLubst IND (CaATED w-ﬁq.r e oBiecTives  oF
e QrauiMbwmaTl. TEEAT MessT SNSTEREM oECE
/) 7> Cwnrlar MMIGEATIWS OF Cn*e Prome. 1o

CIlaurDussrel .
Z.) DECRLEATE, TA&E LEJEL BF G"‘C ~ o'Jj OFF ~SITE_

RESIDEmTIAc oBlL o < MCL (50 Prb 5 aen
3) EED o€ C7r' »& Levers 1~ GleuvmPuadawal. To K ML
OBIFeTIVE L wwas Ackievér o Moy . Zooo |

MMe . L&'\)'PSB'A INDICarEo  THatr vBEeacw. ke TPerxsjeos
(ONS  PRaQRESSIaq Howey Tosdlsf Atecrrry e

\
obleerT JEY, wadem QueESTiones ABOOT O = M Diecwueenes
g THE. STALT.OP IR OdSen] AMENTIAMEDS A EEDg

]
of TALT e THe BEXTZAMWG SNSTBH ErecTRica
TEASTRIGOTIoN SNeTRM — EBeftaAcamg Bokeo CABLE
SN 18 EcerTRica. QoMdDOrRT

Page 1 of _ %
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DRAFT Five-Year Review Guidance

INTERVIEW RECORD g

I

Site Name: Sesvan Peessone [ ees SXY EPA ID No.:

Subject: (O A M ?&Oe__]ﬂ&g / PLQ’E»&.&.MS Time: 245 5., Date: / °/SA°
Summary Of Conversation (Cont.)

Me -‘&JD%.—\ IND cATED “"l—LM‘ "ﬂ—\—é_ @gmghabwuzﬁfl
“TEeEaTHMeEsST sSNSSTEeMN LIAR OSPT I 12D = 7O

Y L
\\ Y AT JUSTHGT oc C‘J—(—eﬂ-«ta% gqg:.«,gﬂ-) P
Z,> 24 Z.E-,L.QQA\-‘—,,_\‘, T EXTREACTIar WELLS

1 AxP?_u_ ooy o EXTRACTT Mo e
Cr*k'- AR EEATED e D WIS Weo-s

s Loty e oaasaTiED Av €

EW-\ Ao EW-T . News  wozus
At —Desusaren EW-LA L sy
E\M— Z—A\ . A\-&Q o ADIVST

L —Loud Raoasre=s ond “Tl-‘-é_ ge.q B EXTRART Y

LD e -To OSPTIMmIzE.  SNSTEM |

Page _Z of —
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DRAFT Five-Year Review Guidance

INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: E LA A j@% oRE- ‘ PEeATI Mg EPA ID No.:
)]
Subject: | _ocaw Qo N SID e AT oS Time: |0- o ar Date* ‘°/°/°°
Type: ﬂTelephone O Visit O Other “Wincommg O Outgomg
Location of Visit:
| Contact Made By:
Name:,u.ou_,k 20 /—%Nz.u:.xb Title: Se.  Baaineces Orgamanon:{jéoWL,J(
Individual Contacted:
Name: D, & . \—S‘EpeeL Title: Tra TEL14 Cﬂ“‘( HMQ@&mznhon: Qurt o Secr
Telephone No.. \-800 - 827-25.,72 Street Address: 1 \p Toower,
Fax No.: City, State, Zip: Serma CA ADZE7-
E-Mail Address:

Summary Of Conversation

Me_ LL&:‘-&L @ the.  TLeoveeim G Macs accer
e e Ql*‘( ST gau-«& NP, ;_Lg,s L BRI ED
Jees Cletec osvTu e, 1TSS Aeop Gl o N
Poe g e . RE~ED ATIo] Flam g Me.

OSSRl e g ‘n—\—L PladeeT \Q oot B¢
Lol acTheue 4 ¢ TRy TR oy

-\-Sé,, FEecS ke \—LQ_\Q A SELL IRDFORMED

APeoT ~THe. TEojeaXT -BAS dvg, Neseprs ™ BREe

Me ‘—LE_QS@L 1S Auspaeg . ofF onby  OR

OBt ACLA T REMLBLPISY e PRegecs "'%:A
oAb EDd TPOR ey Cn YTV o) CttEs
el htior waS MMADE (o AT ,slé(g,/-éréwcrug
VIREN e - THeE. ComPranmT, oAy ADPRESSED
oy e Correaexse ., Me ec. Heo oo
COMM ety OR.  SoLGESTlaNS LESARDISS THeE. sirels
Mo Aty MerT O D PELATIaMN. Page 1 of ! _
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ATTACHMENT C

SITE INSPECTION
CHECKLIST



DRAFT Five-Year Review Guidance

Please note that “O&M” 1s 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: Ng=;_»n A/—PQ%QO(ZE‘ 'ZEA;n pJDate of inspection*  (Doey
—ELMA. A B
Location and Region: "5 R EPA ID- C ADCL 9L S\
Agency, office, or company leading the five-year Weather/temperature:
review: CleEowaarevyl SULTBRITE, EMB

Remedy Includes* (Check all that apply)
H Landfill cover/containment
B Access controls
& Institutional controls
X Groundwater pump and treatment

K Surface water collection and treatment — < *ALL. PA® ouTSIDE afF PLasIe
3 Other
Attachments. [ Inspection team roster attached O Site map attached

IL INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

1 O&M site manager L.AeEN L&;ux:.so& . Trayecx M‘\“‘Vﬂﬁﬁ ‘°/‘5 /°°
Title Date

Name
Interviewed O at site [J at office gby phone Phoneno (425 ) ZB8R-Zlo
Problems, suggestions, W/ Report attached

2 O&Mstaff Mive " Tcerepe OA:M oPeeaToR 1°[§[bo

Name Title Date
Interviewed l;{at site O at office O by phone Phone no
Problems, suggestions, ﬁRepon artached

E Site Inspection Checklist E-5 DRAFT October 1999



DRAFT Frve-Year Review Guidance

3 Local regulatory authonties and response agencies (1 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

Agency c\-w{ e SE.LMA lo/
Contact . B . gEqiég Teoedim Cw«r MWL IDA- /-800-857-3502

Name Tatle Date Phone no
Problems, suggestions, F’Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no
Problems, suggestions, [J Report attached

Agency
Contact

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

Agency
Contact

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

4 Other interviews (optional) XReport attached
4
Me ., Sexl A?:t\ Jias) Neodeeg , M/S/oo

E  Site Inspection Checklist E-6 DRAFT October 1999
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11I. ONSITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

1 O&M Documents
O&M manual & Readily available HUptodate [ON/A

X As-built drawings & Readily available ® Up to date ONA

BXMaintenance logs % Readily available O Up to date ON/A

Remarks Mo wrrerarncE. Loas HeY O v DATYE.
2 Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan B/Readlly available O Up to date ON/A

O Contingepcy plan/emergency response plan [ Readily available O Up to date ON/A

Remarks R * Sacert ttas “DatTed Ooresest & 1597

o Avsd e RESPorscd_ F;_ijl SEPARLTE. &fal I-U;S?LA.-\

3 O&M and OSHA Training Records 0O Readily available 0O Up to date ONA

Remarks_ Me. Toereger  das cugrsaT OSM Pereeclel TRAwI~NG

4 Permits and Service Agreements
O Air discharge permit O Readily available OUptodate W N/A
O Effluent discharge O Readily available OUptodate B N/A
O Waste disposal, POTW O Readily available OUptodate RN/A
O Other permuts (0 Readily available O Up to date BEN/A
Remarks rn;&mbe.us WIASTE . TDtSTtezan. BECORDL  ANAILABLE

5 Gas Generation Records [J Readily available 0O Up to date WXN/A
Remarks

6 Settlement Monument Records O Readily available O Up to date ;XN/A
Remarks

7 Groundwater Momitoring Records O Readily available O Up to date ON/A

Remarks NerT od-<vte

8 Leachate Extraction Records 0O Readily available O Up to date ﬂlN/A
Remarks

9 Discharge Comphiance Records
O Awr O Readily available [J Up to date KA
O Water (effluent) )Xkeaduy available OUptodate CON/A
Remarks

10 Daily Access/Secunty Logs MReadlly available O Up to date O N/A

Remarks NeT  oTiwvzes A Tie MME.
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IV O&M COSTS

1 O&M Organization
{1 State in-house ErContractor for State
[ PRP in-house O Contractor for PRP

@ Other  ( owveacxel. FEoe. FEPA
Cost :‘;\Jq—b..iz..m:(-,l ‘{DZD___E.PA 0% Svavre

2 O&M Cost Records
O Readily available O Up to date
O Funding mechanism/agre g‘em in place
Onginal O&M cost estimate / Mevrrd O Breakdown attached
coreenT O M A\lbbb-qtvsq = 30 ooo [ o
Total annual cost by year for review period 1f available

From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To 0O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

3 Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Pengd
Describe costs and reasons - %‘N LeD M o

PeEcalDS  o5ef%. AJAILLAELE

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS 0O Applicable 0O N/A

A Fencing

1 Fencing damaged [0 Location shown on site map O Gates secured O N/A

Remarks Femcuny i Gond Comd iTlemd
ONE. GATE. wasS LEET OoPenl
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B. Other Access Restrictions

1 Signs and other secunity measures O Location shown on site map O N/A
Remarks__ Execvsiord Zanlg g “TAPED -OFF AwD SIaNED
Ne Threoresimen &5 LA a0 mrty

C. Institutional Controls

1 Implementation and enforcement
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented OYes ®@No ONA
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced OYes ENo ONA
Type of monitoring (e g , self-reporting, drive by)
Frequency
Responsible party/agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no

Reporting 1s up-to-date O Yes 0ONo N/A
Reports are verified by the lead agency OYes ONo RNA

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met [0 Yes OO No ON/A
Violations have been reported OYes BNo 0ON/A
Other problems or suggestions O Report attached
Cogeemmy| —THeRE. s A “Deeb RBesTRicnion o2 THE
LM POUNDIMEDT AL EA Acoimesan . Deen REsTecTIoNS

e e TREArtesT PraoT ALEA  ARE, UORNDER
NEemotiamas) OITH 'n\-e_mpem-w‘ SUONEL. .

2 Adequacy O ICs are adequate WCS are 1inadequate O N/A

Remarks o TEED PESTRIcTIoN) (B
T REATIEST FPlLaastT A&AeA |

D General

1 Vandalism/trespassing [ Location shown on site map /d No vandalism evident
Remarks

2 Land use changes onsite Y N/A

Remarks_ ST cunoel ‘—(—AS PPoPeSEn A FoTOLE
INMDUSTRAL.  PALY A THe  SI\TE.

3 Land use changes offsite HN/A
Remarks_ Lagqd \1NDOSTR (e / AGRIcOLUTOR AL / AT
ADJ oY RESIDE~CES ,
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V1. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A Roads %Apphcable ON/A
1 Roads damaged O Location shown on site map Roads adequate ON/A
Remarks Mbwrs AccesS Poatd A DATE

Mot aden)y od S MaD

B Other Site Conditions

Remarks LU0 =Stoce Pl €< O - CoMTAMUILSATED
Solv— _ PEerin, wd N~ ST . CoReeTN CoWVELED
o TH  SEecuRed £s .~ T D e
) At SEPTEMBEL.

1999 . Volomé. LErolTE&nly

S5c00 LB, YARDS

[T LEFT or SITE

Nomelgow

EMMPTY DRromsS

ArD OVERGIOLIN (NEEDS

L4

VII. LANDFILL COVERS Applicable O N/A

A. Landfill Surface

O Trees/Shrubs (1ndicate size and locations on a diagram)
Remarks R asS SPARSE . )

1 Settlement (Low spots) O Location shown on site map ﬁ.Settlemem not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2 Cracks 0O Location shown on site map KCrackmg not evident
Lengths Widths Depths
Remarks

3 Erosion O Location shown on site map %rosmn not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4 Holes O Location shown on site map %oles not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5 Vegetative Cover #’Grass 0O Cover properly established O No signs of stress

APEA<, -

6 Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc ) )Z{N/A
Remarks
E Sute Inspection Checklist E-10 DRAFT October 1999
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2

7 Bulges 0 Location shown on site map %ulges not evident
Areal extent Height
Remarks
8 Wet Areas/Water Damage O Wet areas/water damage not evident
O Wet areas O Location shown on site map Areal extent
W Ponding O Location shown on site map Areal extent_&-O- BT _DIA
O Seeps [0 Location shown on site map Areal extent
O Soft subgrade O Location shown on site map Areal extent

Remarks Loud ARGA NeAl, BAstT FENcE Lige  fexws
GNTE. AD NoRTH FENCE. LINE — ENIDERXE . oF Peuadbml

9 Slope Instability O Shdes O Location shown on site map XNO evidence of slope tnstability
Areal extent
Remarks

B. Benches O Applicable B{N/A

(Honzontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope
m order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined
channel )

1 Flows Bypass Bench O Location shown on site map O N/A or okay
Remarks

2 Bench Breached O Location shown on site map O N/A or okay
Remarks

3 Bench Overtopped O Location shown on site map [ N/A or okay
Remarks

C. Letdown Channels [ Applicable %N/A
(Channel Iined with erosion control 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 eroston gullies )

1 Settlement O Location shown on site map 0 No evidence of settlement
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2 Material Degradation O Location shown on site map O No evidence of degradation
Matenal type Areal extent
Remarks
E Sute Inspection Checklist E-11 DRAFT October 1999
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3 Erosion O Location shown on site map
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

O No evidence of erosion

4 Undercutting O Location shown on site map
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

0O No evidence of undercutting

5 Obstructions  Type
O Location shown on site map Areal extent
Size
Remarks

[ No obstructions

6 Excessive Vegetative Growth Type

O No evidence of excessive growth

O Vegetation 1n channels does not obstruct flow

0O Location shown on stte map Areal extent
Remarks

D. Cover Penetrations [J Applicable XN/A

Remarks T\\b Mo \TORIrDE (O ELS,

1 Gas Vents O Active O Passive
O Properly secured/locked 0O Functioning O Routinely sampled O Good condition
0O Ewvidence of leakage at penetration 0 Needs O&M ON/A
Remarks

2 Gas Monitoring Probes
O Properly secured/locked O Functioning O Routinely sampled O Good condition
0O Evidence of leakage at penetration O Needs O&M ONA
Remarks

3 Momitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)
O Properly secured/locked O Functioming O Routinely sampled O Good condition
O Evidence of leakage at penetration O Needs O&M K/SIA

ODI B C e p 0T

a5 \ M POU S =S AL EN AL DESILWNED

4 Leachate Extraction Wells
O Properly secured/locked O Funcuoming O Routinely sampled O Good condition
O Evidence of leakage at penetration O Needs 0&M ON/A
Remarks
E Sute Inspection Checklist E-12 DRAFT October 1999
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5 Settlement Monuments O Located O Routinely surveyed O N/A
Remarks
E. Gas Collection and Treatment O Applicable XN/A
1 Gas Treatment Facilities
O Flaring O Thermal destruction [0 Collection for reuse
O Good condition O Needs O&M
Remarks
2 Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
O Good condition O Needs O&M
Remarks
3 Gas Momtoring Facilities (e g , gas momtoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
O Good condition [J Needs O&M ON/A
Remarks
F Cover Dramnage Layer X Applicable ON/A
1 Outlet Pipes Inspected O Functioning P(N/A
Remarks
2 Outlet Rock Inspected O Functioning %N/A

Remarks TTESRED T hEsuR L TRLN Act N 7O
A TEPT (BELow  THE cINETE.

G Detention/Sedimentation Ponds KTApphcable O N/A

1 Sijtation Areal extent Depth O N/A

Remarks “Tuoe IRFITRATaS Flups  Arge. 0seD
AL TelmarreEc AT OonvE. NEAr. (RTELVAS

Siltation not evident -~ CATTAIL GQRBVLITL (a0 e, FRRD coRRe~sTiN O

2 Eroston Areal extent Depth
Erosion not evident
Remarks
3 Outlet Works O Functioning Q’N/A
Remarks
4 Dam O Functioning MN/A
Remarks
E Site Inspection Checklist E-13 DRAFT October 1999
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H. Retaining Walls O Applicable ﬁN/A

1 Deformations O Location shown on site map O Deformation not evident
Honzontal displacement Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement
Remarks

2 Degradation O Location shown on site map O Degradation not evident
Remarks

L. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge O Applicable R’N/A

1 Siltation O Location shown on site map O Siltation not evident
Areal extent Depth

Remarks x COWSTR L OFE OEF-—ash\TE_ "I i AR EL

)
2 Vegetative Growth [J Location shown on site map ON/A
O Vegetation does not impede flow
Areal extent Type
Remarks
3 Erosion O Location shown on site map O Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4 Discharge Structure O Functiomng [J N/A
Remarks

VIIL. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS O Apphicable X/ N/A

1 Settlement O Location shown on site map O Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2 Performance Momtoring Type of monitoring
(0 Performance not monitored
Frequency [0 Evidence of breaching
Head differential
Remarks

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

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines #Apphcable ON/A
1 Pumps, Wellbead Plumbing, and Electrical
Good condition O All required wells located O Needs O&M ON/A

emarks__ <5 17E€E. MAP Does Noar  SHow  LocaNamss of
C NEW EXTRAeTON  LOES EW-1A snv EW-2A

(38

Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances

Good condition [J Needs O&M
Remarks
3 Spare Parts and Equipment

Readily available 0 Good condition  [1 Requires upgrade O Needs to be provided
emarks Sowuf. AJAwWAGLE. ov-SiTE. . Paess Avso
sy LaBMEe Tlor L.acht. DiosTRI\BOTOR.

B Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines ﬁ‘Apphcable ON/A
1 Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electncal

¥ Good condition 00 Needs 0&M

Remarks SramlL COLLE CXTw D AL A AVUTSIDE. O

TREAT M T PlLioedT,

2 Surface Water Collechon System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
Good condition O Needs O&M
Remarks
E Site Inspection Checklist E-15 DRAFT October 1999
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3 Spare Parts and Equipment
(8 Readily available 0O Good condition [ Requires upgrade [ Needs to be provided
Remarks SPARE. TPomp AJVAlcASL €,
C. Treatment System XAppllcable ON/A
1 Treatment Tram (Check components that apply)
S Metals removal O Oil/water separation O Bioremediation
O Air stripping O Carbon adsorbers

X Filters MeEoib E\WTERS
¥l Additive (e g, chelation agent, flocculent)  FLoccvt. €T CERRoLS CHloube
O Others chosme. sovEorre Aab
O Good condition ENeeds O&M - mMimon. REPMES
0 Sampling ports properly marked and functional — MNMex mazved
[0 Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date — N o
Equipment properly identified
Quantity of groundwater treated annually A Pout Zoo GQPM
8 Quantity of surface water treated annually . RA)wepauy .  oroty
Remarks LEAx. owl SEAL o opE. Puup fee- TREareD
Leat. ot CAOSTIC. LARE., -0UTSIDE OSF COMNYA M

!

2 Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
O N/A ﬁGood condition O Needs O&M
Remarks
3 Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels
ON/A ﬁGood condition %Proper secondary containment [J Needs O&M

Remarks P opstpasdsbaess T CaAPAC T O,
WIAT TR, LEJEeC A A Q¥E.._

4 Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
ON/A wGood condition O Needs O&M
Remarks
5 Treatment Building(s)
ON/A Good condition (esp roof and doorways) O Needs repair
Chemicals and equipment properly stored
Remarks
6 Monitoring Wells (pump and treatgnt remedy)
1 Properly secured/locked Functioning MRoutmely sampled 0O Good condition

O All required wells located eeds O&M [ON/A
Remarks MAWN HMeard TR NELLS Do NeT lJ—kJe Lol
of. SECLReD DS,
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D. Monitored Natural Attenuation

1 Momtoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy)
O Properly secured/locked O Funcuoning O Routmely sampled O Good condition
O All required wells located O Needs O&M N/A
Remarks

X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet descnibing

the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy An example would be soil
vapor extraction

XI OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

A, Implementation of the Remedy

Describe 1ssues and observations relating to whether the remedy 1s effective and functioning as
designed Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy 1s to accomplish (1 e, to contain
contaminant plume, minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc )

* AFFECTED  Soll 12 OopmameD 18 [MPoyrD MesT
pReEs — Abprex 5000 cuBic. YARDSE o AFFERTED
Soll BPEmMerX 1N STecePLES OUTSIDE OF THE

(M Pov M MerI T

- CReunPwWATER. TREAT MEAIT /S USES To  CesM7ReC
A /éKAVAL&NT‘ Gt./ﬂo»\uu,q Frore | Port? MD7Z€A—(
HAS BedDoaep THE le/Ee o= CrtC a omE
AcrEcries PEsiDENT /4 (RE. T8 < NMCL. oF 5‘@,_.

B Adequacy of O&M

Describe 1ssues and observations related to the implementatton and scope of O&M procedures In
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy
c MoniteR e (oELlS  FoR  /MMPoonPréEnT ALEA
ARe  Notv PRESE~T AS  "DESIANED

Menvrcgmc.f WEMLLS, FoR. TREATAMEATY SNSTEM ARE
Not  SecUred, Tue wews o Videvaed (Mwa-5e
bop MW=l )] ARE 1 AT GRAGE SULTS  SORJERT
< :'\-aaoon-éq‘/

* OFF-SITE DRawpayE 1S NeT QRonTRoLED

Site Inspection Checkiist E-17 DRAFT October 1999
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C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Failure

Describe 15sues and observations such as unexpected changes 1n 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 1n the future

e SRCKFILES OF AFFECAED SoiL.  BEMANN oo
S \TR. Actdoved lese STOCEPILE] O
coum‘w&tze,hlo-r ONDEAL. A FelA
O Lol THE.  \MPouNDMe T AREN

- OFF- SITE DRAINALE (S NeT ComMTROLWED..

® Ne GROUNDLOATER Mo IvoRISL (WS /—Zn,dg_
Pt (MSTALLED ADJACEST 7D THE  paPownD el
DR SEAS, e EFF—EL::-N&,AEJLLQF'FE M PROVND A& T

Qb NOT DE. ALSESSER |

D Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy
o AR S AP S TR Mo e 1ol Sty FAlERQo vy A,rAM
BE. ReDwxeed (= ™E  moTuese

. WASTE. fRam THE CuTel. PRESSES  AS
The. TREsTIse ST PLowsr | Ews%;ﬁucme
SHouLD BE. EJVACOAIEDL  IF RegigLE.
T Pemuce . THOISPosaAl.  Coate,
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Source Pa050033 jpg Pa050017 jpg

00677 1\1st Syr-reviphotos-1 a1 11/14/2000

View from nearest neighboring residence (Abajian) south of site
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Source Pa050018 jpg Pa050011 jpg

006771\1st Syr-reviphotos 2 a1 11/14/2000

Covered stockplile of affected soil
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Source Pa050010 Jpg Pa050013 jpg

00677 1\1st-5yr-reviphotos-3 ar 11/14/2000

Miscellaneous debris

N
a

GEOMATRIX

First Five-Year Review Report
Selma Pressure Treating Site
Selma, California

Project No

006771 0000

Figure




Project No
006771 0000
Figure

._.J

B

Drum storage area adjacent to impoundment area
Drums within the impoundment area
First Five-Year Review Report
Selma Pressure Treating Site
Selma, California
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Project No
0067710000
Figure

= TBNC
At
RSy

California

First Five-Year Review Report
Selma

Selma Pressure Treating Site

Impoundment area vegetative cover
Monitoring well 110 In unsecured at grade vault
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Source Pa050021 jpg Pa050022 jpg

00677 1\1st-Syr-reviphotos 6 a1 11/14/2000

GEOMATRIX
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Project No
006771 0000
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Source Pa050058 Jpg Pa050059 jpg

00677 1\1st-5yr-reviphotos-7 a1 11/14/2000

Drainage ditch north of access road leading towards impoundment area

.,

GEOMATRIX

First Five-Year Review Report
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Source Pa050026 )pg Pa050027 jpg

South infiltration pond currently in use

it
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Project No
006771 0000
Figure

-Year Review Report
Selma Pressure Treating Site
Selma, California

Treatment system piping

Treatment system chemical tanks
First Five
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Source: Pa050044.jpg; Pa050034.jpg

- Leaking pump in treatment systém.

00677 1\1st-5yr-reviphotos-10.ai 11/14/2000

GEOMATRIX

First Five-Year Review Report
Selma Pressure Treating Site
Selma, California

Project No.
006771.000.0

Figure




Project No
006771.000.0
Figure

filter press.

First Five-Year Review Report
.Selma Pressure Treating Site
Selma, California

Cake from treatment system
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