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|CALDWELL LESLIE & PROCTOR, PC

I MICHAEL R, LESLIE, State Bar No. 126820
| leslie@caldwell-leslie.com

{DAVID ZAFT, State Bar No. 237365

| zaft@caldwell-leslie.com

725 8. Figueroa Street, 31st Floor
Los Angeles, Califormia 90017

| Telephone: (213) 629-9040
| Facsimile: (213) 629-9022

| Attorneys for Petitioners EQUILON ENTERPRISES
|LLC dba SHELL OIL PRODUCTS US and
| SHELL OIL COMPANY

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

| In the Matter of the Petition of ‘ | Case No.,

| EQUILON ENTERPRISES LLC dba SHELL | | N

L OIL PRODUCTS US and SHELL, OIL PETITION FOR REVIEW AND
1 COMPANY REQUEST FOR HEARING

California Regional Water Quality Control

Equilon Enterprises LLC dba Shell Oil Products US and Shell Oil Company (ooﬁllecﬁve_ly

and David Marx. Shell also requests that an order be issued staying certain requiréments in the

| subject Directive and that a hearing regarding this Petition be granted: -See Water Code § 13320,

123 Cal. Code Reg. § 2053. Notwithstanding the technical issues raised in this protective Petition,
244 '

257

26 | Remedial Action Plan and the Human Health Risk Assessment Report, along with drafts of

which are the subject of ongoing discussions between Shell and the California Regional Watet

Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (the “Regional Board”), Shell intends to submiit the

| preliminary environmental documents, to the Regional Board by the March 10, 2014 deadline,
28 |1
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Shell alleges as follows:

I. Shell’s mailing address is 20945 South Wilmington Avenue, Carson, California
90810, (Weimer Decl., §2.) Shell requests that copies of all communications telating to this
Petition should be sent to Mr. Wéimcr at the foregoing address with copies sent to the above-
captioned counsel,

2, Since 2008, Shell has been conducting an environmental investigation of the
| former Kast Property located southeast of the intersection of Marbella Avenue and E. 244th
| Street in Carson, California (“Site”). (Weimer Decl., 3.y On March 11, 2011, the Regional
Board issued Cleanup and Abatement Order No. R4-2011-0046 (the “CAO?) which, inter alia,

| directed Shell to “submiit site-specific cleanup goals for residential (i.e., unrestricted) land use”
| that “shall include detailed technical rationale and assumptions underlying each goal.” (Exh. 1,
[p. 13)" On February 22, 2013, Shell timely sabmitted its initial Site-Specific Cleanp Goal

Report (“Initial SSCG Report”). On-August 21,2013, the Regional Board issued a response to’

|| the Tnitial SSCG Report and directed Shell to revise the Site-Specific Cleanup Goals (“SSCGs™)

for the Site in accordance with certain comments and directives, On October 21, 2013, Shell
timely submitted a Revised Site-Specific Cleanup Goal Repott (“Revised SSCG Report”) that
addressed and incorporated the Regional Board’s comments and directives,®

3. On January 23, 2014, the Regional Board issued its Review of Revised Site:

Specific leeahup Goal Report and Directive to Submit the Remedial Action Plan, Human Health

[ Risk Analysis, and Environmental Analysis for Cleanup of the Carousel Tract Purstiiant to

 California Water Code Section 13304 (“Directive”).” In the Directive, the Regional Board

TAll exhibits referenced herein.are gttached to the Weimer Declaration..

ort; the Regional Board s Augast 21,2013 response, and
mltteci as Exhibits 2 to 4, mspestwe}y The text, tables and
| fipures Revised S8CG Repoits ate attached to the Weimer Declaration, and
|copies-of the. fni'i_wports {with the appendiees) are included on CDs that are included with the
‘hard copy of the Petition.

* A copy of the Regional Board’s Directive is submitted as Exhibit S.

2
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.approv'ed the SSCGs proposed in the Revised SSCG Report with certain modifications, and
{required Shell to submit a Remedial Action Plan for the Site (“R_AP"’) by March 10, 2014, along
‘with a Human Health Risk Assessment Report (“HHRA Report”), and “draft environmental

| documents consistent with the California Environmiental Quaﬁty Act (CEQA) analjrzing the
potential environniental impacts associated with remediation alternatives considered in the

T RAP.” (Exh. 5,p.9.)

4, Shell submits this Petition for Review to requést review by the State Water

Resources Control Board (“State Board”) of certain requirements in the Regional Board’s

| Directive. Shell i.s diligently working to prepare-and finalize the RAP, HHRA Report; and a draft
. ;CEQA Tnitial Study and proposed Notice of Preparation (“NOP”),: and intends to submit these
‘documents by March 10, 2014, the date specified in the Directive. However, Shell believes that
:ficertain- requirements and statements in the Directive lack evidentiary, legal and/or technical
;?:._support and should be revised as described below. Shell therefore files this protective Petition in
ét:order to protect its fights and requests that the Petition be held in abeyance while Shell and the:
IRepional Board discuss thesc issues, If Shel] and the Regional Board are unable to resolve the
::issﬁ-es raised herein, Shell will request that the State Board proceed with its review of Shell’s

‘Petition and the relevant requirements in the Regional Board’s Directive.

5, This Petition for Review is made on the following grounds;

a. First, in its Directive, the Regional Board erroneously states that the

§f:éremedia1 action objective (“RAO”) for methane in the Revised SSCG Report provides that
| ‘methane will not exceed two percent of the lower explosive limit (“LEL™) and “will be r-em‘b‘ved;
| to-less than two percent of the LEL and to the greatest extent technologically and economically:

:.feasible.” (Bxh. 5, pp. 2-3.) This isinaccurate. The actual RAO for methane proposed inthe

Revised SSCG Report is to “[p]revent fire/explosion risks in indoor air and/or enclosed spaces”

: ._-due to methane accumulation caused by degradation of petroleum hydrocarbons in the soil, and.

::-to “[e]liminate methane in the subsurface to the extent technologically and economically

feasible.” (Exh. 4, p. 34.) Shell assumes that the language on pages 2 and 3 is 4 clerical error,

However, to avoid any confusion regarding the RAO for methane, the relevant language it the

TFETITION FOR REVIEW AND REQUEST FOR TTARING |
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Directive should be res¢inded and revised to reflect the actual RAQO for methane contained in the

Revised SSCG Report. The Directive also states that “[tThe SSCG for methane should be the

t more stringent of the lower explosive limit or the level that is technically and economically
| feasible.” (Exh. 5, p. 6) This statement misapplies State Water Board Resolution No. 92-49;and
_.2'3 Code of Regulations § 2550.4, which authorize the establishment of a cleanup goal that'is |
: ;:gr_eater than background and that is technologically and economically achievable. Thus, the
' :-SSCG for methane should be Shell’s stated RAO or the level that is techiicologically and

| economically feasible to achieve, and not whichever is “the more stringent™ of the two.

b, Second, while the Regional Board -has approved the application of depth-

based soil cleanup levels, the Regional Board selected intervals of 0-5 feet below ground surface.

| (“bgs™) for increased exposures and 5-10 feet l:;g's for less frequent exposures. (Exh. 5,p.4.) In
| selecting these intervals, the Regional Board concluded that “institutional controls are already in
place throughout Los Angeles County” because the Los Angeles County Building Code requires
| that residents obtain an excavation permit before excavating below five feet. (Jd) Shell agrees
‘with this principle, but the actual ordinance applicable to the Site, the City of*Carson Building
fCodG § 8105-, requires that residents obtain a permit for excavations deepet than 3 feet bgs. .In

| addition, guidance from the Environmental Protection Agency (“US EPA”) regarding exposure

assumptions and soil cleanup depths, and conirnents by the independent Expert Panel that is

‘advising the Re.gional Board, all support the use of depth imtervals for risk-based soil cleanup
‘goals of 0-2 feet bgs and greater than 2-10 feet bgs. Given this, and in order to align the depth
intervals with the applicable ordinance, Shell requésts that the risk-based soil cleanup goals in |
| the Directive be revised to incorporate and reflect depth mtervals of 0-3 feet bgs and 3%10 feet
;'bgs, which is more conservative than what UJS EPA guidance and- Expeft.?ane'l comments

| support,

C. Third, in its Directive, the Regional Board directs Shell to “develop odor-

:E ‘based screening levels for indoor air based on 50 percent odor-recognition thresholds as
27 | .published in the ATSDR Toxicolagical Profiles. For soil gas, follow the ESL for odor and other

* 81| nuisance to calculate a ceiling level for residential land use.” (Exh. 5, p. 4, fn. 3.) In fact, Shell

4
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;éproposed screening values for soil gas in the Revised SSCG Report that followed the ESL, but
Ithe Regional Board reduced the TPH nuisance value by half without any explanation. Shell

| believes the:Regional Board’s revised sereening value is not supported and, in fact, contiadicts

the Regiqnal Board’s express direction in footnote 3 of the Directive to “follow the ESL,”

Accordingly, Shell requests that the TPH nuisance screening value'in the Directive be rescinded
_'and revised to include the value submitted by Shell, which is consistent with the Regional

Board’s direction in footnote 3 of the Directive.

d. Fourth, the Regional Board revised the soil cleanup levels based on

|1eaching to groundwater proposed by Shell in its Revised SSCG Report, but in so doing it relied
{on improper assumptions-and an inapplicable regulation, and its methodology generated
| erroneous values, especially with respect to the revised value for total petroleum hydrocarbons as

‘motor oil (“TPH motor 0il”). In particular, the Regional Board failed to apply a dilution

attenuation factor when it derived its soil cleanup-levels based on leaching -to--grdun'dWater. (Exh,

- ‘S-_, p. 5.) Accordingly, Shell requests that the Ieaching to groutidwater soil cleanup levels in the

| Directive be rescinded and replaced with those proposed in the Revised SSCG Report,

d. Fifih, while the Revised SSCG Report proposed an attenuation factor of

10,001 to apply to sub-slab.soil vapor concentrations based on analysis of actual Site data, the
éRegional: Board directs Shell to use an attenuation factor of 0.002 to caleulate SSCGs for soil

: -vapor fhat.i't bases on default numbers it states are recommended in recent agency guidance |

| ‘documments. (Exh. 5, pp. 5-6.) However; these default attenuation factor valucs are provided to:
calculate soil vapor cleanup values in the absence of Site data, and in this instance, the Regional

Board has correctly described the Site-data collected by Shell as “reliable, comprehensive, and

high-quality,” (Exh. 3, p. 2.) Given the existence of such a robust and comprehensive data set

| for the Site, the use of default values is not warranted, The requirement in the Directive to use an
|| attenuation factor of 0.002 should therefore be rescinded and revised to approve the attenuation

factor proposed by Shell based on Site data, which is 0,001,

e. Sixth, while the Regional Board appears to agree that chlorinated

5
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; Shell futher requests that the State Board confirm that such compounds should not be listed as:

crude oil and bunker oil, and thérefore most such compounds are not Site-related Chernicals of

‘Concern (“COCs™), the Regional Board states in the Directive that tetrachloroethylene (“PCE”)

and trichloroethylene (“T'CE”)in soil and soil vapor cannot be excluded from the list of COCs

for the Site. (Exh. 5,p.7) In makin’gjthis determination, the Regional Board concedes the
:Zexistence of off-Site source’s.for-thesé compounds, and it does not point to any evidence that
;;'Shcll in fact used PCE or TCE at the Site (and Shell has been unable to find any such évidence).
Instead, the only r“evi-dencc” the Regional Board identifics is the inclusion of chlorinated solvents

in a description for large industrial processes in the EPA’s Toxic Release Inventory for the

Petroleum Industry. (/d) Shell does not believe this general agency inventory is a proper.or.

sufficient basis for inclusion of PCE and TCE in the list of COCs for this specific Site, especially

in light of the documented off-site sources for these compounds and the absence of evidence that

such compounds were used during Shell’s ownership of the Site, For these reasons, Shell

requests that the inclusion of PCE and TCE as Site-related COCs be reseinded and the Directive
be revised to-include only petroleum-related hydrocarbons as Site-related COCs, In addition; to
the extent that the Directive requires Shell to include other chlorinated compounds, such as
trihalomethanes (“THMSs™), as Site-related COCs—despite the absence of evidence connecting
the presence of these compounds with Shell’s historical use of the Site and the fact that such

chemicals are recognized to result from the use of municipal water in and around the hothe—

Site-related COCs.

 # Seventh, the Directive includes a requirement that Shell submit by March

| Act:(CEQA) analyzing the potential environmental impacts associated with remediation

alternatives considered in the RAP.” (Exh. 5, p. 9.) This rétmirement’ is vague and could be

construed to require-submission of a Draft Environmental Impact Report alonig with the RAP,

which would not comply with the sequencing.of environmental review actionsrequired by

CEQA and its implementing regulations. Preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report

6
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the lead agency for both the RAP and CEQA process, not Shell. Shell is supporting the ZRe:gional
Board’s environmental review process by, e.g., paying for an experienced and qualified

contractor to assist the Regional Board in complying with CEQA, and preparing to.submit

| preliminaty environmental documents with the RAP and HHRA Report, including a draft Initial

{ Study, a draft Notice of Preparation, and a draft timeline for the environmental review process.

Shell will continue to support the Regional Board’s environmental review process as.the agency.

and the CEQA consultant move forward. For all of the above reasons, however, the above-

quoted requirement in the Directive is erroneous, infeasible and improper and should be clarified
or rescinded,

6. This Petition is filed pursuant to Section 13320, which authorizes any aggrieved

person to petition the State Board to review any action (or fiilure to act) by a regional board, See
-i Water Code § 13223 (actions of the regi'ona'lib'oard shall include actions by its ex%acutiVe_ officer
*%'pur'suant to powers and duties delegated to him by the regional board). Shell is-an aggrieved

; party in this instance because the requirements and slatements in the Directive that are the subject
| of this Petition are vague and/or lack evidentiary, legal and/or technical support, or are otherwise

fetroneous, and should be revised as described below.

7. Shell respectfully requests that the State Board grant the relief set forth in the

: ;.?R;e.q.uest for Relief. Shell herewith submits a Request for Stay and asks the State Board to order

i ;that the challenged portions of the Directive be stayed pending review of this Petition,

8. Shell requests a hearing regarding this Petition. The arguments that Shell wishes

éto make at the hearing are summarized in this Petition, as is the testimony and evidence.that Shell
_gwould-introduce at the hearing, which also are contained in the administrative record for this
‘matter. Shell reserves its right to supplement the testimony and evidence both prior to, and at,

{ the hearing on this Petition.

9. Shell’s Statement of Points and Authorities in:support of the issues raised by this

| Petition commences below. Shell previously raised the issues discussed herein with the Regional

Board. (Weimer Decl;, § 26.)

7
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10. Shell reserves the right to modify and supplement this Petition, and also requests

o

| an opportunity to present additional evidence, including any svidence that comes to light
following the filing of this Petition, See 23 Cal. Code Regs, § 2050.6.
11.  Copies of this Petition and Shell’s Request for Stay are being sent on this day by

personal delivery to the Regional Boatd to the attention of Mr. Samuel Unger, Executive Officer.
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285 homes which now form the residential tract in Carson, California known as the Carousel

STATEMENT OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

|I.  BACKGROUND

- Shell’s Investigation of the Site

12.  The Site is an approximately 44-acre residential housing tract located southeast of

 Marbella Avenue and E. 244th Street in-Carson, California. (Weimer Decl., 4 3.) Historical

records have established the folIowing background regarding the Site. In 1923, Shell Company -
of California, a corporation, purchased the Site for use as an oil storage facility at a time when

the surtounding area was largely undeveloped.: (Id., 18.) It then constructed three large

| reservoirs on the property, which were lined with concrete and surrounded by 'IST_foot high

| levees, (/d.) The reservoirs were covered by frame roofs on wood posts. (J7.) The reservoirs

were primarily used to store crude oil. (fd.) '
13, Active use.of the reservoirs generally ceased by the early 1960s. (I4.,99.) In

1965, after removing most of the oil from the conerete reservoirs, Shell Oil Company sold the

property to Richard Barclay of Barclay Hollander Curci and Lomita Development Compariy (the:

“Developers™). (Jd.) Shell is informed and believes that Barclay Hollander Curci becdtne
Batclay Hollander Corporation, which is now an affiliate of'Dole Food Company, Inc, (Ia’) The"
Developers bought the property from Shell with knowledge of the prope_rty*s former use and

of the reservoirs, and permitting and grading. (d.) The-DeveIOpers secured a zoning change for

the property, decommissioned the reserveirs, graded the property, and constructed and-sold the

neighborhood, (Zd) However, to da‘te, the Develofuers have not participated in the

‘environmental investigation or agreed to participate in any future cleanup. (/d.)

14, In 2008, Turco Products, Inc. (“Turco”), which was investigating contamination

‘Site, performed step-out sampling which revealed pétroleum hydrocarbon contamination at the:
'Site. (14, Y 10.) The Department of Toxic Substances Control (“DTSC”) notified the Regional

['Board regarding the petroleum contamination, which i_ﬂ turn notified Shell, (Jd) Based on
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1 |[review of historical aerial maps of the area, the former oil storage reservoirs were identified as a

7 || potential source of contamination at the Site. (fd.)

wa

15.  Following notification from the Regional Board, Shell began an extensive and
ééz_thorough inv‘e'sﬁgation of the soil, soil vapor, groundwater, and indoor and outdoor air at and
?ébeneat_h the Site and adjacent areas, including both public and residential areas, (Jd.,911.} The.
i -:_sam-pling: protocol proposed by Shell and approved by the Regional Board for the 285 residences
at thie Site requires the collection and analysis of the following samples: (1) soil at multiple

{locations and depths in the front- and backyards at each residence where exposed; (2) sub-slab

o8 N ooy W B

soil vapor 4t three locations from beneath the slab of each resident at the Site where feasible; and

10 r %:(3) the indoor.and outdoor air at the residence on two oc.casi'ons-at least 90 days apart, (/d.) In

11 ?_'addition, an indoor air methane screening program is utilized early in the process to.assess

12 :'.whether méthan.e is-an issue in any of the residences. (fd) The results of the tests are submitted

13 |1 to the Regional Board, posted: on the State Board’s publicly accessible Geotracker website, and

14 also are forwarded to the Carousel residents or their designated legal representatives. (Jd:)

151 16.  The testing program is ongoing as access is granted by the residents. (%d,, §12.)

16 | As of January 17, 2014, Shell has collected samples at 94% of the homes in the Carousel

17} -nei:ghbdrhood, and has completed all required testing_at 78% of the homes. (/) Shell has been

18 conducting outreach to schedule the-remaining houses and complete all residential testing. (7d)

19 ::. 17.  Shell has also conducted an extensive testing program in the public rights-of-way

.2_0' li(e.g., below the streets and-sidewalks) in the Carousel neighborhood and surrounding ‘

271 ;:connnunities that has included soil, soil vapor and groundwater sampling, and methane

22 émonitoring in utifity vaults, stormwater drains and the like. (7d., 9 13.) Shell continues to

23 regularly conduct groundwater and sub-surface soil vapor sampling, and conduet methane

24| ;mo-ni‘c_oring on an origoing basis. (/) All sampling results are submitted t;J the Regional Board

25 _'and posted to the Geotracker website. (Jd.)

26 18.  The Regional Board has described Shell’s investigation of the Site as “thorough”
27 and “extensive” and stated that Shell’s site investigation has “provided reliable, comprehensive,
o8 {land high-quality data.” (Exh. 3,p.2.) As of December 31,2013, Shell had collected 11,031 soil
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1 samples, 2,695 soil vapor samptles, and over 2,457 indoor and outdoor air samples, and the

|testing program is. ongoing, (Weimer Decl., § 14.)

The Results of the Sampliﬁg at the Site

19.  While Shell is continting to seek access to the remaining residencés to complete

;__its investigation of the Site, the investigation is nearly completed. (Weimer Decl., § 15.) Based
{on the data obtained thus far (all of which-has been submitted to_the Regional Board and posted

1 on the State Board’s Geotracker website), the results can be summarized as foltows.

20,  First, the Regional Board and the Los Angeles County Department of Public

| Health have concluded that, while environmental impacts exist at the Site related to Shell’s

| former use of the Site and the subsequent development of the Site by the Developers, the
-énvironmental conditions at the Site do not pose an imminent threat to the health and safety of
égthe Carousel residents. (/d., 9 16.) Shell has performed regular methane menitoring using field
'_?instruments at 69 locations in the public-ri ghts-of-way such as utility vaults, stormwater drains
{1 and similar locations, and methane has never been detected at levels of concetn. (Id)) The Los
;.;_Angeles'Coun't_y Fire Department has also performed methane monitoring in the public areds of

: ?'the Site and has not detected methane at levels of concerti. (/d,)

21.  Methane has not been detected in laboratory analysis of any of the more than

1,400 indoor air samples that have been collected from Carousel residences. ‘(Id., §17.) The
residential methane screening program, which is conducted ptior to indoor air sampling, has

| detected only isolated instances of clevated methane due to natural gas leaks froin utility lines or

appliances, and in those instances Shell has advised the residents to repair those leaks. (Id.)

|l'Subsequent testing, when performed; has not revealed any methane hazards, ‘(/d) In the gingle

{|instance whete elevated methane related to petroleum hydrocarbon degtadation was detected in

the sub-slab soil gas beneath a garage, Shell installed a methane mitigation systém according to

| an engineering design and work plan approved by the Regional Boatd and Los Angelés County

1| Department of Public Works Environmental Programs Division, dd) Multiple rounds of

follow-up testing have not shown any methane hazard at that home, (/d)

11
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22, While elevated levels of methane presurnably related to anaerobic biodegradation

| of petroleum hydrocarbons have been detected at depth, the lack of oxygen and any significant

| vapor pressure at depth mitigates any risk related to explosion or fire. (I2, 118.) Site data,
indicate that methane generated by degradation’ of petroleum hydrocarbons at depth under.

| anaerobic conditions is naturally controlled through-biodegradation as it migrates through aerobic

\surface soil. (Id.)

23,  Second, analysis of the indoor air, outdoor air and sub-slab soil vapor samples

| collected from the residences at the Site generally have shown indoor air coricentrations to be
| consistent with background values and to be correlated with garage and outdoor-air, (Id,, 719,)
1| As the Regional Board has recognized, this data does not indicate that vapor intrusion is an issue

[at the Site. (fd.)

24.  Third, there are widespread but uneven soil impacts af the Site that appear to be

3.1 related to the grading of the Site. (Jd, §20.) The spatial distribution of the soil impacts is

somewhat stochastie and does not appear as a. plume. (Id.)

25.  Fourth, the groundwater beneath'the Site is impacted by a plume that-isfsitéble

| with-downgradient concentrations quickly drapping to levels below analytical reporting limits.

1 (Id., 1 21.). Thete exist multiple documented upgradient impacts that likely contribute to the

| groundwater conditions berieath the Site. (/d) Petroleum hydrocarbons in the form of light non-
1| aqueous phase liquid (“LNAPL”) have been detected in two monitoring wells located in the:

|l western portion of the Site, and LNAPL removal from these wells is performed on aregular

' basis. (Id) The groundwater at the Site is not used for municipal supply. (/d.) Carousel

residents obtain their drinking water from municipal supply provided by California Water

Service Company, which has confirmed that the Site’s water supply meets quality standards for

{| drinking water, (Jd.)

Skell’s Actions in Response to the CAQ
26.  OnMarch 11, 2011, the Regional Board issued the CAO for the Site. (Exh. 1.)
The CAQ directed Shell to (1) complete delineation of on- and off-Site impacts in sol, soil vapor

and groundwater related to Shell’s historical use of the Site; (2) continue groundwater monitoring
| | 12
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éand reporting; (3) develop and conduct a pilot testing work plan to evaluate remedial options for-
'ithe Site; and (4) conduct an assessment of any potential environmental impacts of residual

| concrete slabs that were left at the Site by the developers, and evaluate whether removal of the
f.;concretc is necessary and feasible, (Exh. 1, pp. 9-11.) Shell has completed (or, in the case of the:
: éreside'n.ti‘al sampling, nearly completed) the above actions and has submitted reports to the
Regional Board that include analysis of the data. (Weimer Decl,, 122.) The pilot test work
conducted by Shell included pilot testing of different excavation methods, soil vapor extraction,
‘bioventing, and chemical oxidation technologies. (7d.) Shell continues to:perform quarterly

| groundwater monitoring. (Jd.)

27.  Perthe Directive, the RAP fequired by the CAQ and the HHRA Report are due on

{March 10, 2014, (Exh. 1, pp. 11-12; Exh. 5,p. 9.)

The Regional Board’s Directive

28.  The CAO also required Shell to prepare .and “submit site-specific cleanup goals

;for residential (i.e., unrestricted) land use” that “shall include detailed technical rationale and

;assumfjtions underlying -each goal” (Exh. 1, p. 13.) On February 22,2013, Shell timely

submitted its Initial SSCG Report. (Exh, 2)) On August21, 2013, the Regional Board issued a

5 response to the Initial SSCG Report and directed Shell to-revise the éSCGS for the Site in
: é__a(':(:ordénce with certalsr comments and directi\_fes. (Exh. 3.) On Qctober 21,2013, Sheli timely
: _iz.Subrinitted a Revised SSCG Report that addressed and incorporated the Regional Board's

;Ecor'nmcn‘ts and directives. (Exh. 4.)

29,  On January 23, 2014, the Regional Board issued its Directive, which is the subject

1 of this Petition. {Exh. 5.) In the Directive, the Regional Board approved the SSCGs proposed in
i| the Revised SSCG Report with certain modifications, and required Shell to submit the RAP,

: éHI—IRA Report, and “draft environmental documents consistent with the California

: Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analyzing the potential environmental impacts associated

| with remediation alternatives considered in the RAP.” (Exh, 5, p. 9.)

30.  Shell is in the process of preparing the RAP, HHRA Report and certain draft

 environmental documents. Notwithstanding the issues rajsed in. this Petition, Shell intends to

13
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|.submit the RAP and the HHRA Report, alﬁng with drafts of preliminary environmental
_5: documents, to the Regional Board by the March 10, 2014 deadline specified in the Directive.
(Weimer Decl., 125.)

31. However, the Directive contains cértain requirements and statements that are

vague and/or lack evidentiary, legal and/or technical support or are otherwise erroneous, and

should be revised as described below, To protect its rights in this regard, Shell files this

protective Petition and secks State Board review of these specific requirements and staternents in

the event it is not able to resolve these issues with the Regional Board,

L THE CHALLENGED SECTIONS OF THE DIRECTIVE SHOULD BE

RESCINDED AND REVISED

A The Statement in the Directive Regarding the RAO for Methane Is Tnaccurate

32.  In'the Directive, the Regional Board acknowledges that Shell’s “Revised Repott
addressed many o_f'the'connnents in the Regional Board August 21, 2013 letier.” (Exh, 5,p.2)

1 However, the Regional Board then erroneously states that the Revised 8SCG Report “revised the
| proposed remedial action objective (RAQ) for methane such that methane will not exceed two
|1pereent of the lower exp‘lo‘sive limit and will be removed to less than two percent of the lower
:; explosive limit and to the greatest extent technologically and economically feasible.” {ld., pp. 2-

13.) This is not an accurate statement, The actual RAQO proposed for methane states as.follows:

Prevent fire/explosion tisks in indoor air and/or enclosed spaces
(&.g,, utility vaults) due to the accumulation of methane generated
from the anaerobic biodegradation of petroleum hydrocarbons in
soils, Eliminat_e methane in the subsurface to -the extent

technologically and econom'iqa;lly feasible.

33, Thus, the proposed RAO does not require the removal of nethane to: less than two

percent of the LEL, but instead priéritizes the prevention of fire and explogion risks in homes and

‘enclosed spaces, and also proposes to eliminate subsurface methane to the extent technolagicaily

and econotnically feasible. Elsewhere in the Directive_, thé Regional Board characterizes the
14
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RAO for methane on page 2 of the Directive is a clerical error. However, to avoid any confusion,

,_.
-~

“*Hinterim: méasuxes ATe NECESSA
|idetected bc:r;mcn twoand b

propesed SSCGs, whiclrare consistent wit

| RAO for methane proposed in the Revised SSCG Report differently. (See Exh. 3, p. 6 (“In the

Revised Report, the revised RAOs proposes prevention of fire/explosion risks in indoor air

and/or enclosed spaces due to generation of methane by eliminating methane to the extert

: technologidaliy and economically feasible.”).)* Thus, it appears that the statemerit regarding the

2

Shell requests that this language he reseinded and revised to properly reflect the RAO proposed

|in the Revised SSCG Report and quoted above,

34.  The Directive also states that “[t|he SSCG for methane should be the more

| stringent of the lower explosive limit or the level that is technically and economically feasible.”

{(Bxlr. 5, p. 6.) This statement misapplies State Water Board Resolution No. 92:49:and 23 Code
-E-.Of Regulations § 2550.4, which authorize the establishment of a cleanup goal that is greatet than
| :ba'ck_g'r()und and that is technologically and economically achievable, Thus, the SSCG for

| methane should be Sell’s stated RAO or the level that is technicologically and economically

| feasible to achieve, and not whichever is “the more stringent” of the two.

B, The Risk Exposure Assumptions in the Directive Rely on an Inapplicable
Municipal Code and Disregard Applicable US EPA Guidance
35.  The Revised SSCG Report proposed risk-based soil cleanup levels for 0-2 feet bgs &

1 based on more frequent typical residential exposures, and a second set of values for 2-10 feet bgs

based on the very low likelihood of'residents contacting soils at such depths. (Exh. 4, pp. 42,

144)) In ifs Directive, the Regional Board approved the application of depth-based exposure

|{ scenarios in setting risk-based soil cleanup levels, but it selected depths of 0-5 feet bgs and 5-10

| Notably, the 55 f"r methang i the Revised $8CEG Report: "rop&ae Gertain responises based
@ tbf& detectm {)t sp@(: fad oy

ane level ch are the stime responses that the Regional
tx e Site for deciding when.

When met}wne is

b
the response 1s to perform follow-up

+ guidant 1 \ St
fien two pereent of the-LEL “The Direetive

sites, do not require the removal o methane o

"zmtcs thell the Regional Board will review the response actions confained in'the RAP. (Exh 5,
HED)

15
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18105 (amending I.os Angeles Cty, Building Code § 7003.1). Thus, application of the approach

feet bgs. (Exh. 5, p.4.) The Regional Board'Based_ these intervals on its conelusion that
| “institutional controls are already in place throughout Los Angeles County™ because the Los
Angeles County Building Coede requires that residents obtain-an excavation permit before

| excavating below five feet. (/d)

36.  Shell agrees that local permitting ordinances serve as an institutional control that-

"help minimize residential contact with soils at depths where excavation to such depths trigger the
1 need for obtaining an excavation and/or grading permits. However, the specific ordinance
| applicable to the Site requires that any. excavation at the Site may only be conducted after

|| obtaining a grading permit unless the excavation “(a) is less than three (3) feet in depth below

natural grade, or (b) does not create a cut slope greater than three (3) feetin height and steeper-

than one and one-half (1-1/2) horizontal to one (1) vertical.” City of Carson Building Code §

used in the Directive and the specific permitting ordinance applicable to the Site results in depth

intervals for risk-based soil cleanup levels 0_1‘" 0-3 feet bgs and 3-10 bgs. Shell requests that this

portion of the Directive be rescinded and revised to reflect these depth intervals.

37, The use of these risk-based soil depth intervals is consistent with comments from

the independent advisory Expert Panel, which stated in-a memorandum dated January 14, 2014

that “[w]e agree that the 0-2 feet interval is appropriate for the typical residential exposure and

‘expect, given the established nature of the neighborhood, the assumption that the resident is

‘Memo. from UCLA Expert Panel, Gary Krieger, to Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control

38. In'r_eaching this conclusi_on, the Expert Panel cited US EPA guidance indludihg

'V;Soi! Screening Guidance: User's Guide, Second Edition, Ofﬂcf; of Solid Waste and Emergency
‘Response (July 1996), and Supplemental Guidance for Developing Soil Screenin_g'Levels for

Superfund Sites, Office of Solid Wasié and Emergency Response (December 2002), The 1996

|Us EPA guidance states that “the decision to sample soils below 2 centimeters depends on the

likelihood of deeper soils being disturbed and brought to the surface (e.g., from gardening,

16
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| landscaping or constructiorn activitics.” (USEPA, 1996, p. 12.) In the 2002 supplemental

| guidance, the US EPA states that “residential activities (e.g., gardening) or commercial/industrial
H(eg., outdoor maintenance or landscaping) or construction activities that may disturb soilstoa
| depth-of up to two feet, potentially exposing receptors to contarninants in a subsurface soil via

| direct coritact pathways such as ingestion and dermal absorption.” (USEPA, 2002, pp. 2-8.) The
| Expert Panel also cited Superfund Lead-Contaminated Residential Sites Handbook, Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response (August 2003), which recommends for remediation that “it

s strongly recommended that a minimum of twelve (12) inches of clean soil be used to establish -

S R - N TN S T R S

an-adequate barrier from contaminated soil in a residential yard for the protection of human

—
jo=]

| health. ... With the exception of gardening the typical activities of children and adults in
i residential properties do not extend below a 12-inch depth.” (USEPA, 2003, p. 37.) Moreover,

—_
[ R

“[t]wenty-four (24):inches of clean soil cover is generally considered to be adequate for

| gardening areas .. ..” (Id)

Pt
L2

39. Given the depths set forth in these guidance documents, and the Expert Panel

ek,
I

memorandum supporting the proposal in the Directive to use risk-based soil depth intervals of 0-

—
Ln

{12 feet bgs and 2-10 feet bgs, the Regional Board's reference to the precautionary principle to

—_

11 support the depth intervals included in the Directivé is inapposite here. The precantionary

—
-~

| principle provides that in the face of uncertainty or a lack of scientific consensus, regulatory

—
o o

1| controls should incorporate & margin of safety, (Stewart, R.B., “Environmental Regulatory
| Decision Making Under Uncertainty,” Research in Law and Economics, 20: 76 (2002).) Here,

[ ]
]

11the US EPA guidance documents state that 1 foot of clean soil provides “an adequate barrier” for

L)
—

| adults and children, and, in arcas where gardening may take place, 2 feet of cover is adequate.

]
(]

| Moreover, these guidance documents and the SSCGs for the site are conservative and already

[
13%)

build'in a margin of safety. The Regional Board has not provided any basis or evidence to

b
L

|1 support a conclusion that there is a lack of scientific consensus regarding the US EPA’s

CEENY
S

1} guidelines. Absent such uncertainty or scientific consensus, the precautionary principle does not
27 : operate, and there should not be a requirement to apply moré siringent cleanup levels to soil

28 || depths (such as 4 and 5 feet), with which residents are highly unlikely to ever come into contact,
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t1according to agency guidance. This conclusion is further bolstered by consideration of the

‘ fgpe‘rmitti-ng rules in the City of Carson Building Code, which, applying the Regional Board’s

?p_rinciple, act as an institutional control for excavations greater than 3 feet bgs.

40,  Thus, while'Shell continues to believe that depth intervals of 0-2 f‘e‘et bgs and

Egreate_r than 2-10 feet bgs as proposed in the Revised SSCG Report are sufficient to protect
| :residents against any potential risks from long term exposure to soil, Shell requests that the
relevarit portion of the Directive be rescinded and revised to require depth intervals for risk-based
':.gsoi'l cleanup goals of 0-3 feet bgs and greater than 3-10 feet bgs to align with the applicable

' pei‘mitting ordinance.

C The Regional Board’s Reduction of the TPH Nuisance Value for Soil Vapor Is
Arbitrary and Contradicts Its Own Direction

4i.  IntheRevised SSCG Report, Shell developed screening levels for soil vapor

| based on the ESL to address -potential odor and other nuisance concerns. (See San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFRWQCB), May 2013 (“SFRWQCB, 2013”}.) In its
:rDirccti:ve, the Regional Board cut the TPH nuisance value by 50% without explanation or
ljustification. (Exh.’5, Table 2 (listing TPH nuisance value of 50 ug/m3 instead of the

| SERWQCB ESL. value for nuisance of 100 ug/m3).) The Regional Board’s revision of this

| value is not supported by reference to guidance and, in fact, its revision contradicts its own

direction to Shell elsewhere in the Directive to “follow the ESL for odor and other nudsance to

':'calculate-a ceiling for residential land use” when calculating screening levels for soil gas. (Exh.
115, p. 4, fn. 3.) Shell believes the Regional Board’s TPH nuisance value in Table 2 of the

| ‘_Di'rectiv'e' is not supported. Accordingly, Shell requests that the-odor-based screening values in.
the Directive be rescinded and revised to include the values included in the Revised SSCG

| 'Report, which are consistent with the Regional Board’s direction in footnote 3.

18
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D. The Soil Clean up Levels Based on Leaching to Groundwater in the Directive
Are Erroneous and Should Be Revised to Incorporate Use of an Attenuation
Factor
42, Inits Revised SSCG Report, Shell cal:cula‘ced-a sec;)'nd set of soil cleanup goals
for the top 10 feet of soil based on the potential for Site-related COCs to leach to groundwater as
a result of infiltration of rainwater in exposed areas. of the Site. (Exh. 4, pp. 46-49, Table 6-2.)
The methodology used in the Revised SSCG Report accounted for three transport components:
(1) leaching between soil and soil moisture, (2) attenuation due to distance above the-
groundwater, and (3) a dilution-attenuation factor (“DAF™) that accounts for the infiltration rate

of leachate through Site soils and mixing with groundwater flow. Consideration of the Jeaching

| and DAF in the caleulation of soil cleanup goals is consistent with guidance docuinents that Shell
| was directed to apply in the development of Site cleanup goafs; (Exh. 1, pp. 11-12; see also

| USEPA Regional Screening Levels Users Guide, November 2013 (“USEPA, 2013”); USEPA
Supplemental Guidance for Developing Soil Screening Levels for Superfund Sites, December

' 12002 (“USEPA, 20027); SFRWQCB, 2013; and Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department

of Environmental Protection; Characteriziig Risks Posed by Petroleum Contaminated Sites:
Implementation of the MADEP VPE/EPH Approach, Policy #WSC-‘OZ—M 1

1| Backeround/Support Documentation for the Development of Publication Guidelines-& Rule of
1l Thumb, October 2002-(.“C.0mrri0nwealth-0f Massachussetts DEP, 20027).) Additionallﬁy,-the
111996 California Regional Water Quality Control Board’s-.[nl‘@rim Site Assessment & Cleanup

| ”'Guideboak (LARWQCB, 1996) (“LARWQCB Guidebook™) includes the following three

1 {transport components for the caleulation of soil screening levels: (1) leaching between soil and
1}s0il moisture, (2) attenuation due to distance above the groundwater, and (3) 'atténu_ati:on dueto
: Z:Soil type. The attenuation factors for soil types in the LARWQCB Guidebook account for

5 || varying infiltration rates of leachate for different soil types.

43.  Inthe Revised SSCG Report, the leaching step was modeled using the
LARWQCB Guidebook for organic chemicals and the US EPA Regional Scréening

Methodology for metals. (Exh. 4,p. 47.) The leachate-groundwater mixing step was modeled
19 '
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using the Soil Attenuation Model develaped by J. A. Connor, etal. (Id, pp. 47-48.) The cleanup
values were then calculated using regulatory groundwater quality standards and the application of
1|aDAF, as recormended in the Soil Attenuation Model. (4, p. 48.) |

44. = Inits Directive, the Regional Board rejected the application'of a DAF based on
' the fact that groundwater beneath the Site is aliready:impacted‘ (Exh. 5, p. 5 and Memo. from
I Yue Rong, Ph,D),, and Wei-xo'n:g Tong, Ph.D., PG, CHG to Samuel Uhge_r, P.E., Executive
Officer, dated December 10, 2013-(“Staff Memo™).} Insiead, the Regional Board proposed:soil
SSCGs for the leaching pathway that neglect to apply.the DAF, and then divided the x;ralu_es
| presented in the Revised SSCG Report by a factor of 6.24. (Exh. 5, Table 1.) By incotporating

- A T T T

{1 this modification, the Regional Board has neglected to account for the effect of 'inﬁitration- rate.

— it -
B e =

|} on the calculations. It is inappropriate to neglect this component of the conceptual model in.
:c.alculatingisoil cleanup goals. To the contrary, the infiltration rate is included in the LARWQCB

1-Guidebook as well as-other guidance documents that describe methodologies to calculate soil
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fin the development of clearup goals, such as USEPA, 2013; USEPA, 2002; SFRWQCB, 2013;
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| and Commonwealth of Massachusetts DEP, 2002. (See Exh. 1, pp. 11-12).

45, Additionally, the Regional Board erroneously applied a modification factor of
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|'the Revised SSCG Report was based on the residual saturation concentration. (See Exh. 4, Table

—_
O

19.2)) The DAF was not used in the-calculation of this cleanup goal and consequently it Is

[ B ]
—

| inappropriate to include the modification proposed by the Regional Board.
46.  Further, the statement by Regional Board staff that the use of'a DAF “is against.

r
N -

| the State Anti-degradation Policy” is mistaken, (Exh. 5, Staff Memo, p. 2.) This policy, which is

™o
)

: documehted’ in State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16, was passed toregulate “the granting of

&2
=

[\
(W]

| permits and licenses for unappropriated waters and the disposal of wastes into the waters of the

)
=

[l State,” Section'1 of Resolution 68-16 states:
27 Whenever the existing quality of water is better than the quality
218+ establistied in policies as of the date on which such policies
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$SCG Report proposes cleanup levels for existing historical impacts.
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23 |{time the Basin Plan was adopted in 1994, By 1994, the environmental conditions at 'Tlle_Site; had
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become effective, such existing high quality will be maintained
until it has been demonstrated to the State that any change will be
consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the State, will
not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial use of
such water and will not result in water quality less than that

prescribed in the policies.

(Emphasis added.) Section 2 of Resolution No. 68-16 states:

Any activity which produces or may produce a waste or inéreased-
volume or concentration of waste and which discharges or
proposes.to discharge fo existing. high quality waters will be
requited to meet waste discharge requirements which will result in
the best practicable treatment or conirol of the discharge necessary.
to assure that (a) a pollution or nuisance will not-occur and (b) the
highest water-quality consistent with maximum benefit to the

people of the State will be maintained.

47.  Resolution No. 68-16 does not apply in this case for two reasons. First, nothing

in the Revised SSCG Report proposes a new activity that would result in'discharges to existing

‘high quality waters, or requests the issuance of waste discharge permits. Instead, the Revised

48,  Second, it is highly unlikely that the water quality levels for the relevant

‘constituents beneath the Site were better than the water quality levels set in the Basin Plan at the

-existed for at least-twenty-five years and included impacts from upgradient sources including the

Turco facility and the former Fletcher Oil Refinery. Thus, it is highly likely that the groundwater

-was already impacted in 1994, Indeed, groundwater sampling data indicates that the groundwater

plume is stable or decreasing, which suggests that impacts have been present in the groundwater

for a substantial period of time. Given this, Resclution No, 68-16—which, dgain, is aimed at
21
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| Site and calculated an attenuation factor for soil vapoer of 0,001, (Exh; 4, App. B, pp. B-17 and
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g:zpres_erving better-than-established water quality levels—is inapplicable here.  As one court

explained:

When undertaking an antidegradation analysis, the Regional Board
must compare the baseline water quality . . . to the water quality
obj:ectives. If the baseline water quality is equal to or less than the
objectives, the objectives set forth the water quality that must be
maintained or achieved, Jn that case the antidegradation policy is
not triggered. However, if the baseline water quality-is better than
the water quality objectives, the baseline water quality must be
maintained in the absence of findings required by the
antidegradation policy,
Asaciacion de Gente Unida por el Agua v. Cent: Valley Reg’l Water Quality Control Bd., 210
Cal App.4th 1255, 1270 (2012) (emphasis added).
49,  For the reasons stated-above, Shell requests that the soil cleanup levels in the

Directive based on leaching to groundwater be rescinded and revised-to conform with the values

[ proposed m the Revised SSCG Report,

E. The Regional Board’s Doubling of the Soil Vapor Attenuation Factor Proposed
in the Revised SSCG Report Is Erroneous and Unsupported
50.  Inthe Revised SSCG Report, Shell analyzed soil vapor and indoor air data for the

| B-18.) ‘In its Directive, the Regional Board does-not criticize Shell’s analysis or methodology?

:but nevertheless directs Shell to use an attenmation factor of'0.002 to calculate SSCGs for soil
vapor that the Regional Board based on default numbers it states are recommended in DTSC and:
US EPA agency guidance documents, (Exh. S, pp. 5-6.) However, the default attenuation factor
values in these guidance documents are-intended to be used for preliminary screening
evaluations. (DTSC Vapor Intrusion Guidance Document, October 2011, p. 16.) Here, extensive
Site data have already been collected and analyzed, and the Regional Board has described this

data set as “reliable, comprehensive, and high-quality.” (Exh. 3, p. 2.) Given this, the Regional.
_ 2 _
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5 The presence- o“f THMs at the Site are most’
| sup iy to nnga
(Exh. 4

Board’s reliance on, and use of, default values is unnecessary and misplaced, and the requirement: -

}in the Directive to use an attenuation factor of 0.002 should be rescinded and revised to

}incorporate the attenuation factor of 0,001 presented in the Revised SSCG Repott.

F. The Directive’s Inclusion of PCE and TCE as Site-Related COCs Lacks
Evidentiary Support and Should Be Rescinded
51, Inthe Revised SSCG Report, Shell explained that although chlorinated

['compounds have been detected at the Site, they are not considered Sité-related COCs because no -
| historical evidence exists that chlotinated solvents were used at the Site, and because off-Site
-isources for these compounds exist. (Exh. 4, pp. 10-13.) This includes PCE and TCE, as well as

{ THMs such as bromomethane, chloroform and oth_ers,5

52, While the Regional Board has previously stated that Shell is not responsible for

|l'addressing compounds that are not associated with its historical use of the Site, the Regional

1 Board states in the Directive that PCE and TCE in soil and soil vapor cannot be excluded from

the list of COCs for the Site. (Exh, 5, p. 7.} In making this determination, the Regional Board

|| concedes the existence of off-site sources for these compounds (which are well documented and

described in detail in the Revised SSCG Report, see Exh. 4, pp. 11+12), and it does net point to

‘any evidence that Shell in fact used PCE or TCE at the Site (and Shell has been unable to find
;'any-suchievidence). Instead, the only “evidence” the Regional Board identifies is the inclusion of
échlorinated solvents in a description for large industrial processes i the EPA’s Toxic Release:
;Inventory for the Petroleum Industry. Such a generalized industry “inventory” is not a.proper or

‘I sufficient basis for inclusion of PCE and TCE in the list of COCs for this specific Si-te, eSpccially-

in light of the absence of evidence that such compounds were used during Shell’s ownetship of

the Site and the presence of documented. oft-Site sources for these compounds. 1t is well-

gly conngeted 1o the vse of mummpal water
tg water lines: a‘ad ather Household watet use
¢ treatment by _,e loritie &t r:hlﬁ;

yards and fands Apmg otk
l "“I‘HMS are byp £y
been fmmd in the domestic water supplied to the

.‘—L

Company. (Id) Other chlorinated compounds: detected at the E:sit@ are assocmtad ith-cotmmion
|household products. (I, p. 14.)

23
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{ established that a party can only be required to address the effects of the dischérge it caused. 7n
::f"e HR Texton, Inc;, WQ 942, 1994 WL 86342, at #3-4 (Cal.St.Wat.Res.Bd.) (substantial
evidence must show both that the named party caused or permitted the discharge in-question and
_géthat: the discharge caused the contamination that is the subject of the order). Accordingly, Shell
;requests that the inclusion of PCE and TCE as Site-related COCs be rescinded and the Ijirecti-v.e

{ be revised to include only petroleum-related hydrocarbons as Site-related COCs, .

53, Shell has previously explained why other chlorinated compounds, such as THMs,

?.s_ho_u_ld not be included as Site-related COCs. To the extent?that the Directive requires Shell to
‘include othier chlorinated compounds, including trihalomethanes THMs, as Site-related COCs
despite the absence of evidence connecting the presence of these compounds with Shell’s

_ .historical use of the Site, Shell further requests that the State Board confirm that such compounds
| should not be listed as Site-related COCs.

G The Directive’s Requirement that Shell Submit Draft Environmental
Docinients Cousistent with CEQA Is Vague, Unrealistic and Inéonsistent-with
the Mandated Order of Actions Under CEQA and Tts Regulations

54,  Inthe Directive, the Regional Board directs Shell to submit, with the RAP and the

I HERA Report, “draft environmental documents consistent with the California Environniental
| Quality Act (CEQA) analyzing the potential environmental impacts associated with remediation
| alternatives considered in the RAP.” (Exh. 5, p. 9.) Fornumerous reaé_on-s, Shell believes this

! -requirement.s‘hbuld be rescinded,

55.  First; the requirement is vague in that it does not specify which “draft

environmental documents” are required to be submitted on March 10, 2014 with the RAP and the

| HHRA. Report. For this reason, Shell cannot know what specifically is required of it and what it

41 must do to comply.

56,  Second, to the extent this is meant to require the submission of the Draft

| Environmental Tmpact Report (“EIR”") or a similar document, such a requirement would not

lcomply with CEQA. A Draft EIR cannot be prepated until after the project has been defined and

the lead agency has sent a Notice of Preparation to the State clearinghouse and each responsible:
24
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{lagency. 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15082(a). The Notice-of Preparation must include “Sufﬁ:cient_

—

| information describing the project and the potential environmental effects to-enablé the
.responsible agencies to mé.ke a meaningful response.” 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15082(a)(1). While
| work: on the draft EIR may begin immediately after the submission of the Notice of Preparation,

i .'th'e “lead agency shall not circulate a draft EIR. for public review before the time period for

| responses to the notice of preparation has expired.” 14 Cal.Code Regs, § 15082(a)(4). Here, the
Notice of Preparation had to await the Board’s approval of the. SSCGs for the Site, which only

occurred on January 23, 2014, as well as the development of the RAP, which is cutrently under

I - R S

way. Thus, the only “draft environmental documents” that could be submitted with the RAP and

.
=

the HHRA Report on March 10, 2014 in compliance with CEQA would be & draft Initial Study
{land a draft Notice of Preparation. Anything further would not comply with CEQA’s |

—_
A =

{1 implementing regulations,

57.  Third, in addition to being premature, any .re.qui're'ment to submit & Draft EIR by

—
tad

March 10, 2014 would-also be infeasible. For a project of thiscomplex-ity, the preparation of &

— ot
L I~

|| Draft EIR, including the identification of a range or reasonable alternatives to the project which

H would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially

— =
~ N

{|lessen any of the significant effects of the project (see 14 Cal. Code Reg. § 15126.6), typically
fé.requirejs at least 12 weeks gffer the project has been defined. (Declaration of David Marx, Y 3:)

b
0

|| Prior to the Regional Board’s approval of the SSCGs for the Site on _Januéry 23,2014, Shcll

s
o

1| lacked critical information that is directly relevant to the potential remedy for the Site. Ttis

o]
-]

| important to note here that the Regional Board did not.approve the Initial SSCGReport:and

]
—

tinstead directed Shell to revise the SSCGs, and when the Regional Board ultimately approved.

G

118SCGs it directed Shell to include altérnatives that had previously been screenied out as part of

the preliminary feasibility analysis that was included in the Revised SSCG Report. Thus,

=

+ Epreparation of a Draft EIR was unquestionably premature prior to the approval of the SSCGs.

)
A

Fven assuming that the preparation of the Draft EIR could have commenced on the date the

)
Rl

27 éRegio’naI Board approved the SSCGs, it would have been logistically infeasible to complete the

28 ‘preparation of the Draft EIR in six weeks. (/d) Moreover, given that the RAP is currently being
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fprepared, Shell does not belicve that it is feasible or legally permissible to begih to prepare the
4 éDriafti EIR until the remedy has been proposed in the RAP; accordingly, it is even more infeasible

that a Draft EIR could be submitted at the same time that the RAP is due.

58.  Fourth, the requirement in the Directive for Shell to submit “draft environmental

documents™ is misplaced. Under CEQA, it is the-Regional Board, as the lead agency; that is
?‘V:require_d to perform the environmental review, not Shell, See Public Res, Code § 21080.1 (“[tThe
{lead agency shall be responsible for determining whether an énvironmental impact report, a

1 negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration shall be required for any project”);

{Public Res. Code § 210804 (“[i]f a lead agency determines that an environmental impact report-

is required for a project, the lead agency shall immediately send notice of that determination by

certified mail or an equivalent procedure to each responsible agency, the Office of Planning and

| Research, and those public agencies having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by

the project , . .”); 14 Cal. Codc Regs. § 15082(a) (“the lead agency shall send . . , a notice of

TIR™); Planning and Conservation League v. Department of Water Resources, 83 Cal. App.4th
892, 903 (2000) (under CEQA lead agency is responsible “for preparing the EIR and in;clud-ing it
in any report of the project”). Nothing in the Water Code authorizes the Regional Board to shift
'the CEQA requirements onto Shell, and indeed such a delegation is-proseribed. Planning and
Conservation League, 83 Cal. App.4th at 907 (“So significant is the role of the lead agericy that

CEQA proscribes delegation™). Nevertheless, it is not unusual for a responsible party to support

the agency’s environmental review process, and. Shell is doing this by, e.g., paying for an
experienced and qualified contractor to assist the Regional Board in complying with CEQA, and- * |
prepaﬂng to submit preliminary environmental documents with the RAP and HHRA Report,
including a draft Initial Study, and a-draft Notice of Preparation.. Shell will continue to support
the Regional Board’s environmental review process as the agency-and the CEQA consultant

move forward.

26
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For the reasons set forth above, Shell respectfully requests that the State Board grant

| Shell the following relicf:

L. That the State Board grant Equilon’s Request for Stay, filed concutrently

‘herewith, and stay those requirements in the Regional Board’s Directive that are the subject of

- {I this Petition pending the State Board’s decision,

2, That the State Board hold a hearing on the CAQ, and Shell be permitted fo present

' ‘evidence and testimony supporting the arguments contained herein,

3, That the challenged pottions of the Directive be rescinded by the State Board and:

that the State Board direct the Regional Board to revise those portions as described above,

4. In the alternative, that the State Board grant Shell’s Request for Stay and hold this

Petition in abeyance pursuant to. California Code of Regulations, Title 23 §2020.5(d) to permit

thie Regional Board and Shell to engage in discussions in an attempt to informally resolve this

mattet,

5. Such other relief as the State Board may deem just and proper:

{ DATED: February 24, 2014 CALDWELL LESLIE & PROCTOR, PC

MICHARL R. LESLIE
DAVID ZAFT

Attorneys for Petltmners EQUILON ENTERPRISES'
LLC dba SHELL OIL PRODUCTS US and
SHELL OIL COMPANY
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DECLARATION OF. DOUGLAS J. W

1, Douglas J. Weimer, declare and state:
L. I am a Senior Principal Program Manager empl_oyed by Equilon Enterprises LL.C
dba Shell il Products US (“Equilon™). My duties include directing -and managing

environmental investigations and remediation projects. Based on'my involvement in Equilon’s

_ activities relating to-the former Kast Property, T have personal knowledge of the facts stated
'Q,herein, or [ have been informed of and believe such fac:t_s, and could and would testify

‘competently thereto if called as a witness in this matter.

2. Equilon’s mailing address is 20945 South Wilmington Avenue, Carson,

California 90810,

3. Since 2008, Equilon, on behalf of Shell Oil Company, has been conducting an

environmental investigation of the former Kast Property, which is approximately 44 acres in size
5f and is located southeast of the intersection of Marbella Avenue and E. 244th Street in Carson,
-?éiCa:li_fomia- (“Site”). (Equilon and Shell Oil Company are referred to colléctively as “Shell.”) On
{| March 11, 2011, the California Regional Water-Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (the.
;“Régional Board”) issued Cleanup and Abatement Order No. R4-2011-0046 (the “CAO”), A

i true and correct copy of the CAQ is attached hereto as Exhibit 1. The CAO directed Shell to,
;;z'nter alia, “submit site-specific cleanup goals for residential (i.e:, unrestricted) land ‘use™ that

|} “shall include detailed technical rationale and assilrnptions-undeirlying each goal,” (Exh; 1

{(CAO), p. 13)

4, On February 22, 2013, Shell timely submitted its initial Site-Specific. Cie'anup-

'E;Goal.Re'poirt (“Initial SSCG Report™). A true and correct 60?3’ of the Initial SSCG Report is
| submitted herewith as Exhibit 2.

5. On August 21, 2013, the Regional Board issued a response to the Initial SSCG

;Report and directed Shell to revise the Site-Specific Cleanup -Goals (“SSCGs”) for the Site in

accordance with certain comments and directives, A true and correct copy of the Regional

Board’s August 21, 2013 response {etter is attached hereot as Exhibit 3.

T DECLARATION OF DOUGLAS J. WEIMER |
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6. On-QOctober 21, 2013, Shell timely submitted a Revised Si‘te—Spe_ciﬂc Cleanup

.'Goal Report (“Revised SSCG Report™) that addressed and incorporated the Regional Board’s
lcomments and directives. A true and cotrect copy of the Revised SSCG Report is submitted

hetewith as Fxhibit 4. |

7. OnJanuary 23, 2014, the Regional Board issued its Review of Revised Site-

Specific Cleanup Goal Report and Directive to Submit the Remedial Action Plan, Human Health
|| Risk Analysis, and Environmental Analysis for Cleanup.of the Carousel Tract Pursuant to
California Water Code Section 13304 (the “Directive”), which is the subject of this Petition. A

: frue and correct copy of the Directive is attached hereto as Exhibit 5.

Shell’s Investigation of the Site

8. Historical records have established the following background regarding the Site.

Tn 1923, Shell Company of California, a corporation, purchased the Site foruse as an oil storage

_ facil;ity at a time when the swrrounding area was largely undeveloped. It then constructed three.

large reservoirs on the property, which were lined with concrete and surrounded by 15-foot high

| levees. The reservoirs were covered by frame roofs on wood posts. The reservoirs were-

| primarily used to store erude oil.

9. Active use of the reservoirs generally ceased by the eatly 1960s. In 1965, after

‘removing most of the oil from the concrete reservolrs, Shell Gil Company sold the propetty to

| Richard Barclay. of Barclay Hollander Curci and Lomita Development Company (the

{1 Hollander Corporation, which is now an affiliate of Dole-Food Company, Inc. The Devélopers
:;bough‘fc'the property from Shell with knowledge of the property’s former Use and agteed to

|| perform the site-clearing work; including removal of the remaining liquids, demolition of the

| fes_e_rvoirs, and permitting and grading. The Developers secured a zoning change for the

| property, decommissioned the reservoirs, graded the property, and constructed and sold the 285

| homes which now form a residential tract in Cdrson, California known as the Carousel

neighborhood. However, to date, the Developers have not patticipated in the environmental

ihvestigation or agreed to participate in any future cleanup.

.::."2'.‘
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10. In 2008, Turco Products, Inc. (“Turco™), which was investigating contamination-

|| (primarily chlorinated compound impacts) at its facility adjacent to the northwest portion of the
| Site, performed:step-out sampling which revealed petroleum hydrocarbon contamination at the
| Site. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (“DTSC”) notitied the Regional Board

i regarding the petroleum contamination, which in turn notified Shell, Based on review of"

| historical aetial maps of the area, the former oil storage reservoirs were identified as a potential

| soutee of contamination at the Site.

11, Following notification from the Regional Board; Shell began an extensive and

thorough investigation of the soil, soil vapor, groundwater, and indoor and outdoor air at and

‘bencath the Site and adjacent areas, including both public and residential areas. The sampling
| pratocol proposed by Shell and approved by the Regional Board for the 285 residences atft_h-efSite ::
_ér'equires the collection and analysis of the following samples: (1) soil at multiple locations and -
| depths in the front- and backyards at each residence where exposed; (2) sub-slab soil vapor at
{three locations from beneath the slabs of each residence at the Site wheré feasible; and (3). the
;:indcb(jr and outdoor air at the residence on two occasions at least 90-days-apart. In addition, an
itidoor air methane screening pragram is utilized éarly in the process to .a's.'seSs whether metharie
is an issue in any of the residences. The results of the tests are submitted to the Regional Board,
'.p()sted on the State Board’s publicly accessible:(ieotrack:er- website, aﬁd also are forwatded to the

|| Carousel residents or their designated legal representatives,

12.  The testing program is ongoing as access is: granted by theresidents, As of

_ Jamnary 17, 2014, Shell has collected samples at 94% of the homes in the Carousel

||neighbothood, and has completed all required testing at 78% of the homes. Shell has been

conducting outreach to schedule the remaining houses a,nd‘-complete'a;ll residential testing.
13.  Shell has also conducted an extensive testing program in the public rights-of-way

(e.g.., below the streets and sidewalks) in the Carousel neighborhood and surrounding

{communities that has included soil, soil vapor and groundwater sampling, and methane

monitoring in utility vaults, stormwater drains and the like. Shell continues to regularly conduet

| groundwater-and sub-surface soil vapor sampling, and conduct methane monitoring on an

3
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ongoing basis. All sampling results are submitted to the Regional Board and posted to the

| Geotracker website,

14. TheRegional Board has described Shell’s investigation of the Site as “thorough”
and “cxtensive” and stated that Shell’s site investigation has “provided reliable, comprehensive,

and: high-qtiali’ty data.” (Exh. 3, p. 2.) As of December 31, 2013, Shell had collected 11,031 soil.

samples, 2,695 soil vapor samples;-and over 2,457 indoor and outdoor air samples. The testing

| program. is ongoing.

i ot the Site

The Results

15, While Shell is continuing to seek access to the remaining residences to complete.

of the Saniplin

its investigation of the Site, the investigation is nearly conipleted. Based on the data obtain_ed

|| thus far (all of which has been submitted to the Regional Board and posted on the State Board’s

| Geotracker website), the results can be summarized as follows.

16.  First, the Regional Board and the Los Angeles County Deparnmﬁt of Public

i :fOI’I’l’lfCI’ use of the Site and the subsequent development of the Site by the Developers, the
jenvironmental conditions at the Site do not pose-an imminent threat to the health and safety of

|| the Carousel residents. Shell has performed regular methane monitoring using field instriiments
] at 69 locations in the public rights-of-way such as utility vaults, stormwater drains-and similar

q locations,.dnd methane has never been detected at levels of concern. The Los Angeles County

4 Fire.Departmcnt-has- also performed methane monitoring in the public areas of the Sﬁe-a'nd has:

| not detected methane at levels of concern.

17. Methane has not been detected in laboratory analysis of any of the more than

: : 51,400 indoor air samples that have been collected from Carousel residences. The residential

| methane screening program, which is conducted prior to indoor air sampling, has detéct_ed:only
|| isolated instances of elevated methanc due to natural gas leaks from utility lines or appliances,
|and in those instances'Shell has advised the residents to repair those leaks. Subsequent testing,
‘when performed, has not revealed any methane hazards. In the single instarce where elevated

‘methane related to petroleum hydrocarbon degradation was detected in the sub-slab soil gas
CALDWELL {}: ‘
LESLIE & {}’
PROCTOR |-
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:be_n_eath a garage, Shell installed a methane mitigation system according to an engineering desigi
{['and work plan'appr_o:ved by the Regional Board and Los Angeles County Department of Public

| Works Environmental Programs Division, Multiple rounds of follow-up testing have not shown

any methane hazard &t that home.

18, While-clevated levels of methane presumably related to anaerobic biodegradation

{of petroleum hydrocarbons have been detected at depth, the lack of oxygen and any significant
év;apor pressure at depth mitigate any risk related to explosion or fire. Site data indicate that
'.methane pencrated by degradation of petroiewn.hydrt)caibons at depth under anaerobic

g ‘conditions is naturally controlled through biodegradation as it migrates through aerobie surface

| s0il.

19, Second, analysis of the indoor air, outdoor air and sub-slab s6il vapor samplés

collected from the residences at the Site ‘generally have shown indoor air concentrations to be-
'éconsis.tent' with background values and to be correlated with garage and outdoor dir, As-the
3E;Regiona1 Board has recognized, this data does not indicate fhat vapor intrusion is.an issue at the

|'Site,

20, Third, there arc widespread but uneven soil impacts at the Site that appear to be

|| related to the grading of the Site. The spatial distribution of the soil impacts is somewhat

| stochastic and does not appear as a plume.

21, Fourth, the groundwater beneath the Site is impacted by a plume that is stable

[Fwith downgradient concentrations quickly dropping to levels below analytical réporting limits.

1 Eico.nditio_ns beneath the Site. Petroleum hydrocarbons in the form of light non-aquicous phase

| liquid (“LNAPL"™) has been detected in two monitoring wells located in the western portion of

the Site, and LNAPL rémoval from these wells is performed on a regular basis. The groundwater

‘at the Site is not used for municipal supply. Carousel residents obtain their drinking water from

| municipal supply provided by California Water Service Company, which has confirmed that the

Site’s water supply meets quality standards-for drinking water,

T DECLARATION OF DOUGLAS T, WEIVER ~ |
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Shell’s Actions in Res & _
. 22, OnMarch 11, 2011, the Regional Board issued the CAO for-the Site. (Exh. 1.)

The CAQ directed Shell to (1) complete delineation of on- and off-Site impacts in 6il, soil vapor

1and groundwater related to Shell’s historical use of the Site; (2) continue groundwater-monitoring
|} and reporting; (3) develop and conduct a pilot testing work plan to evaluate remedial ojptibn;s for

| the Site; and (4) conduct an assessment of any potential environmental impacts of residual

conctete slabs that were left at the Site by the developers, and evaluate whether removal of the

concrete is necessary and feasible, (Exh, 1, pp. 9-11.) Shell has completed (o, in the case of the

residential sampling, nearly completed) the above actions and has submitted reports‘to the
{| Regional Board that include analysis of the data. The pilot test work conducted by Shell
| i-ncluded.ﬁilot.testin.g of different excavation methods, soil vapor extraction, bioventing, and.

|| chemical oxidation teehnologies. Shell continues to perform quarterly groundwater monitoring,

23.  Per the Directive, the RAP required by the CAO and the HHRA Report are due on

{| March 10, 2014, (BExh. 1, pp. 11-12; Exh. 5, p. 9.)

The Regional Board’s Directive

24.  On January 23, 2014, the Regional Board issued the Directive, which is the

| subject of this P.etition._ (Exh. 5.) In the Directive, the Regional Board approved the SSCGs.
proposed in the Revised SSCG Report with certain modifications, and required Shell to submit:
| .'thé RAP, HHRA Report, and “draft environmental documents consistent with the California

| Envitonmental Quality Act (CEQA) analyzing the potential environmertal impacts associated

| with remediation alternatives considered in the RAP.” (Exh. 5,p. 9.)

25.  Shellis in the-process of preparing the RAP, HHRA Report and certain draft

1 environmental documents. Notwithstanding the igsues raised in this Petition, Shell intends to
{submit the RAP and the HHRA Report, along with drafts of preliminary environmental
{1 documents, to the Regional Board by the March 10, 2014 deadline specified in the Directive.

26. - However, the Directive contains cettain requirements and statements that are

vague, arbitrary, erroneous, unsupported by the evidence and the relevant guidance, do not

| comply with the applicabl'e laws and regulations and accepted guidance documents, and/or rely

y v6.—
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1 | on inapplicable laws and regulations, Shell previously raised these issues with the Regional

8

' Board, and-Shell and the Regional Board have engaged in discussions to resolve these issues.

+ However, to protect its rights in this regard, Shell files this protective Petition and seeks State
Board review of these specific requirements and statements in the event it is not'dbie to resolve

; these issues with the RegionaliBoard.

| I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that'the:
foregoing is true-and correct, and that this Declaration was executed on February 24, 2014 in Los

| Angeles, California,

ﬁz.c,{/ /A{f’w&lﬁ%f{
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DECLARATION OF DAVID MARX

I, David Marx, declare and state:

- 1. I am a Principle at Geosyntee Consultants, Based on my experience, | have

| personal knowledge of the facts stated herein, or T have been informed of and believe such facts,

and could and would festify competently thereto if called as a witness in this mattér.
2, I have over thirty years of experience in environmental resource management,
permitting, and regulatory compliance for clients in the solid waste, natural gas, power,

petroleum, transportation, and aerospace sectors. I have contributed to and performed

|-environmental reviews pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act:(“CEQA”) for over

twenty yeats, Thave been involved in over 200 environmental reviews, and have personally
 prepared and drafted, or assisted in the preparation and drafting of; various documents réquired :
Hunder _CE'QA relating to numerous projects, including initial studies, notices of preparation,
technical studies, negative declarations, mitigated negative declarations, DréftiEnvironmentaf
Impact Reports (“BIRs™) and Final EIRs. Among other projects, I led the environmental analysis
and preliminary design process for a major landfill expansion in southern California, two
composting facilities and a 200-mile section of the California High Speed Rail project,

3. T am familiar with the environmental investigation at the former Kast Property.
'Based.on my experience and my knowledge about the former Kast Property project and the
 remediés being considered, I believe that it would'typicaily take 12 weeks or'more to prepare a

Draft EIR for aproject of this size and complexity. Before the preparation of a Draft EIR could

with the State by the lead agency.
1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct, and that this Declaration was executed on February 24, 2014 in San
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| the Service List. I placed the envelope or package for. wﬁ%mon and overnight

|
o N

PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

At the time of service, I was over 18 years of age and not a party to this action. Iam

employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. My business address is 725 South
TFigueroa Street, 31% Floor, Los Angeles, California 90017-5524,

On February 24,2014, T served true copies of the following document(s)-deseribed a3

action as follows:

PETITION FOR REVIEW AND REQUEST FOR HEARING on the interested parties in thls

? tSta'te ‘Water Resources Control Board
| Office of Chief Counsel

Jeannette L, Bashaw, Legal Analyst

1001 “I” Street, 22™ Floor
‘Sacramento, CA 95814

Telephone: (916)341-5155
Facsimile: (916) 341-5199

| E-Mail: jbashaw@waterboards.ca.gov

BY E-MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION: I caused a copy of the dooument(s) to

|'be sent from e-mail address odanaka@caldwell leslie.com to the persons at the e-mail addresses
| Listed in the Service List. I.did not receive, within a reasonable time after the transmission, any
| electronic message or other indication that the transnnssmn was unsuccessful,

BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY: I enclosed sa1d document(s) in an envelope or package

provided by the overnight service carrier and addregsed:to the persons at the dildresses listed in
ilvery at an
office or a regularly utilized drop box of the: ‘overnight setvice carrier o éi&iwamei 51,;@1‘;
document(s) to a courier or driver authorized by the overnight service carrier to receive
documents,

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

| foregoing is true and cotrect.

Executed on February 24, 2014, at Los Angeles, California.
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| addresses listed in the Service List. (1) For a party-représenied by ¢
to the attorney or at the attorney's office by leaving the d

| of the office. (2) For a party, delivéry: was iidde to th th he:
|| party's residence with some person not less than 1§ years of age betweeni the. ‘hovsof eight in the
[l morning and six in the evening,

o] —_ =

'PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

At the time of service, I was over 18 years of age and not a party to this action. [ am

| employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. My business address is Apex
Attorney Services, 1055 West Seventh Street, Suite 230, Los Angeles, CA 90017,

On February 24, 2014, [ served true copies of the following document(s) described as
PETITION FOR REVIEW AND REQUEST FOR HEARING on the interested parties in this

il action as follows;

Samuel Unger

 California Regional Water Quality Control
' Board - Los Angeles Region

320 W. Fourth Street, Suite 200

| Los Angeles, CA 90013

Tel.: (213) 576-6600
E-Mail: sunger@waterboards.ca.gov

BY PERSONAL SERVICE: I personally delivered the document(s) to the person being at the
; _att:czms:ay, dexl;v simade

clearly labeled to identify the attouney being served mﬁlawnépuamskm individ 'haj-a?gﬁ
party ar by leaving the do he

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

: foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on February 24, 2014, at Los Angeles, California.

| Apex Aito»msy Semces .
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[ Cleanup and Abatement Order R4-2011-0046
California Regional Water Quility Control
Board, Los Angeles Region

| California Water Code § 13304
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1 CALDWELL LESLIE & PROCTOR, PC

{ MICHAEL R. LESLIE, State Bar No. 126820
| leslie@caldwell-leslie.com

DAVID ZAFT, State Bar No. 237365

: zaﬁ@caldwel! leslie.com

725 8. Figueroa Street, 31st Floor

1 Los Angeles, Cahforma 90017

‘Telephone: (213) 629-9040

Facsimile: (213) 629-9022
Attorneys for Petitioners EQUILON ENTERPRISES

LLC dba SHELL OIL PRODUCTS US and
SHELL OIL COMPANY

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
~ FORTHE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

{In the Matter of the Petition of Case No.

'EQUILON ENTERPRISES LLC dba SHELL
OIL PRODUCTS US and SHELL OIL REQUEST FOR STAY
COMPANY

]
e

O]

1I.  INTRODUCTION

In accordance with Water Code section 13321(a) and section 2053 of Title 23 of the

| California Code of Regulations, Equilon Enterprises LLC dba Shell Oil Products US and Shell
01l Company (collectively “Shell”) hereby request a stay of certain requirements-in the January
15:23, 2014 dircetive entitled “Review of Revised Site-Specific Cleanup Goal Report and Directive.
:-t'o Submit th_é Remedial Action Plan, Human Health Risk Analysis, and Environmental Analysis -

for Cleanup of the Carousel Tract Pursuant to California Water Code Section 133047

1| (“Directive”) issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles

Region (the “Regional Board”). A copy of the Directive is atlached as Exhibit 5 to Shell’s

“REQUEST FOR STAY
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Notwithstanding the technical issues raised in Shell’s protective Petition regarding certain

requirements and statements in the Directive, which are the subject of ongoing discussions
{between Shell and the Regional Board, Shell intends to submit the Remedial Action Plan
| (“RAP”Yand the Human Health Risk Assessment Report (“HHRA Report”), along with drafts of

preliminary environmental documents, to the Regional Board by the March 10, 2014 deadline.

The grounds for stay are set forth below and in the Petition and supporting Declarations -

-of Douglas J. Weimer and David Marx filed herewith and incorporated herein by reference.

Because of the March 10, 2014 deadline con_tainéd in the Directive, Shell requests that the State
Watet Resources Control Board (“State Board™) issue the requested stay and conduct a hearing

on this matter as soon as possible.

1 {{IL A STAY OF THE EFFECT OF THE CHALLENGED PORTIONS OF

DIRECTIVE IS WARRANTED IN THIS CASE
Utider Section 2053 of the Staté Board’s regulations (23 Cal. Code Regs, §2053), 2 stay.

{| of the effect of an order shall be granted if the petitioner shows:

(1)  substantial harm to petitioner or to.the public interest if a stay is not granted;

(2)  alack of substantial harm to other interested parties and to-the public if a stay is
granted; and

(3)  substantial questions of fact orlaw regarding the disputed action exist.

Here, the requirements for issuance of a stay are clearly met.

A, Shell Will Suffer Substantial Harm If a Stay Is Not Granted

Shell believes that certain requirements and staternents in the Directive that are the

subject of this Petition are the proper subject of review by the State Board and should be revi_se_d.

| Specifically:

. The Directive erroneously states that the remedial action objective (“RAQ”) for |
for methane proposed in the Revised Site Specific Cleanup Croal:s_ Report |
(“Revised SSCG Report™) provides that methane will not exceed two percent of
the lower explosive limit (“LEL”) and “will be removed to Tess than two percent |

2
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of the LEL and to the greatest extent technologically and economically feasib'le.”r
(Exh, 5, pp. 2-3.) This is inaccurate, The actual RAQ for methane proposed in
the Revised SSCG Report is to “[p]revent fire/explosion risks in indoor air and/or
enclosed spaces” due to methane accum_ulatiqn caused by degradation of
petroleum. hydrocarbons in the seil, and to ‘;[e]liminate methane in the subsurface
to the extent technologically and economically feasible.” (Exh. 4, p. 34.)

The Directive also s-tétes that “[t/he SSCG for methane should bé the more
stringent of the l-ower explosive limit or the level that is tcchnically ‘and
economically feasible,” (Exh, 5, p. 6.) This statement misapplies State Water
Board Resolution No. 92-49 and 23 Code of Regulations § 2550.4, which

authorize the establishment of a cleamip goal ‘that is greater than background and

that is technologically and economically achievable,

While the Regional Board has approved the application of: depth-based soil
cleanup levels, it selected intervals of 0-5 feet belov;( ground surface (“bgs™) for
increased exposures-and 5-10 feet bgs for less frequent exposures. (Exh. 5, p:4.)
In selecting these intervals, the Regional Board concluded that “institutional
controls are already in place throughout Los Angeles ,Cbunty” because the Los
Angeles County Building Code requires that residents obtain an excavation permit
before excavating below five feet. (id) Shell agrees with this principle, but the
actual ordinance applicable to the Site, the City of Carson Building Code § 8105,
requireé that residents obtain a-permit. for excavations deeper than 3 feet bgs. In
addition, guidance from the Environmental Protection Agency (“US FPA”)
regarding exposure assumptions and soil cleahup depths; and comments by the

independent Expert Panel that is advising the Regional Board, all support the use

of depth intervals for risk-based soil cleanup goals of 0-2 feet bgs and greater than

2-10 feet bgs. Given this, and in order to align the depth intervals with the |

applicable ordinance, Shell requests that the risk-based soil cleanup goals in the :
3

FFQUEST FOR STAY |
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Dircctive be revised to incorporate and reflect depth intervals of 0-3 feet bgs and
3-10 feet bgs, which is more conservative than what US EPA  guidance and Expert
Panel comments support. |

In its Directive, the Regional Board directeds Shell to “develop odor-based
screening levels for indoor air based on 50 percent odor-recognition thresholds as
published in the ATSDR Toxicclogical Profiles. For soil gas, follow the ESL for
odor and other nuisance-to calculate a ceiling level for residential land use.” (Exh.
5, p. 4, fn. 3.) In fact, Shell proposed a TPH 'nuisdHCe screening values for soil
gas in the Revised SSCG Report that followed the ESL, but the Regional Board
reduced the value by half without any explanation. Shell believes the :chibnal_
Board’s revised Screen.ing value is not supported and, in fact, contradicts the
Regional Board’s expre.ss direction in footnote 3 of the Directive to “follow the
ESL.”  Accordingly, Shell requests that the odor-based screening value in the
Ditective be rescinded and revised to include the value submitted by Shell, which .
The Regional Board revised the soil cleanup levels based on leaching to - |
groundwater proposed by Shell in.its Revised SSCG Report, but in so doing it |
relied on improper assumptions and an inapplicable regulation, and iis |
methodology generated erroneous values, éspec’ially with respect'to the revised
value for total petroleum hydrocarbons as motor oil (“TPH motor oil™): In

particular, the -Re'gio_n‘zﬂ Board failed to apply a dilution attenuation factor when it

derived its soil cleanup levels based on leaching to groundwater. (Exh. 5,p. 5)

Accordingly, Shell requests that the lcaching to groundwater soil cleanup levelsin

 the Directive be rescinded and replaced with those proposed in the Revised SSCG ;'

Report,
The Revised SSCG Report proposed an attenuation factor of 0,001 to apply to

sub-slab soil vapor concentrations based-on analysis of actual Site data, However,
4

TREQUEST FOR STAY -
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the Regional Board directed Shell to use an attenué‘[ion factor of 0.002 to calculate
SSCGs for soil vapor that it based on default numbers it stated are recommended
in recent agency guidance documents. (Exh.S, pp. 5-6.) [However, these default
attenuation factor values are provided to calculate soil vapor cleanup values in the

abserice of Site data, and in this-instance, a robust and ‘comprehensive data set

exists for the Site. Accordingly, the use of default values is not warranted. The

requirement in the Directive to use an attenuation factor of 0002 should therefore

be. rescinded and revised to approve the attenuation factor proposed by Shell
based on Site data, which is'0.001,

While the Regional Board appears to agree that chlorinated hydrocarbons detected
at tﬁe Site are not related to Shell’s historical use of the Site for storage of crude. |
oil and bunker oil, and therefore most such compounds are not Site-related
Chemicals of Concern (“COCs”), the Regional Board stated in the Directive that
tetrachloroethylene (“PCE") and trichloroethylene (“I'CE”) i soil and soil vapor |
cannot be excluded from the list of COCs for the Site. (Exh. 5,p. 7.) In making

this determination, the Regional Board conceded the existence of off-Site sources

for these compounds and it did not point to any evidence that Shell in fact used
PCE or TCE at the Site (and Shell has been unable to find any:such 'evi;d'enc-e).

Instead, the only “evidence” the Regional Board ideritified is the inclusion. of

chlorinated solvents in a description for large industrial processes in the EPA’s

Toxic Release [nventory for the Petroleum Industry, (7d.) Shell does not;believe

this. géneral agency inventory is a proper or sufficient basis for in¢lusion of PCE

and TCE in the list of COCs for this specific Site, especially in light of the
documented off-site sources for these compounds and the absence of evidence that
such compounds were used during Shell’s ownership of the Site. For these

reasons, Shell requests that the inclusion of PCE and TCE as Site-related COCs

...... - : - T REQUEST FOR §TAY




1 be rescinded and the Directive be revised to include only pefroleum-related
2| hydrocarbons as Site-related COCs,
3 . | In addition, to the extent that the Directive requires Shell to include other ;.
4 chlorinated compounds, such as trihalomethanes (“THMSs”), as Site-related
5 COCs—despite the absence of evidence connecting t"he presence of these
6| compounds with Shell’s historical use of the Site and the: fact that such chemicals |
7 Ej are recognized to result from the use of municipal water in and areund the
8 home—Shell further requests that the State Board confirm that such compounds
9  should not be listed as Site-related COC, |
. 10 . Finally, the Directive includes a requirement that Shell submit “draft
11 envirorimental documents consistent with the California EnviroMeﬂtaﬂ 'Quality.
12 -_ Act (CEQA) analyzing the potential -environmental impacts associated with
13 remediation alternatives considered in the RAP.,” (Exh. 5, p. 9.) This requirement
1 is vague and could be construed to require submission of a Draft Environmental
b : Impact Report along with the RAP, which would not comply with the sequencing |
o ‘of environmental review actions required by CEQA and its implementing
i regulations, and is not feasible to prepare given the March 10, 2014-deadline. It
. also fails to r'ecbgnize that the Regional Board is the lead agency for both the RAP
;3 and CEQA process, not Shell, Shell is supporting thc'.Regionaii Board’s
211 environmental teview process by, e.g., paying for an experienced and qualified
ol contractor to assist the -Reg;’onal'BOard-in complying with CEQA, and preparing
sl to submit preliminary environmental documents with the RAP and HHRA Report,
2 4 | including a draft Initial Study, a draft Notice of Preparation, and a draft timeline -
95 for the environmental review process. Shell will continue to support the R.egion.al
26 ‘Board’s environmiental review process as the agency and the CEQA consultant: 'E
2711 move forward. The above-quoted requirement in the Directive is erroncous and
78 ? improper-and should be clarified of rescinded.
aama | 6 |
PROCTOR | | “REGUEST KOR STAY
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As noted above, Shell intends to submit the RAP, the IHRA Report and certain draft

| environmental documents by March 10, 2014, the deadline set forth in the Ditective. However,
| given the above issues, certain statements, proposals and assumptions contained in these
documents may not comply with the requirements and statements in the Directive discussed

above and in the Petition, Absent a stay, Shefl may face the threat of administrative sanctions,

which include substantial daily penalties. Such substantial harm can be avoided through a stay:

{'while the State Board considers the merits of Shell’spetition. Also; an immediate stay of the
|| relevant portions of the Directive will allow Shell and the Regional Board to continue discussing,
: and hopetully resolve, these issues in connection with the Regional Board’s review of the RAP

| and the HHRA Report, and through the course of the environmental review process.

B.  The Public Will Not Be Substantially Harmed If a Stay is Granted

There is no known risk of substantial harm to-the public or to wat_er'q-u-ality'if the stay is

I granted. The request for a stay focuses only on certain requirements and statements in the

| Directive. Shell intends to submit the RAP, HHRA Report and draft environmenta! documents
onMarch 10, 2014, Thus, review, approval'.and_implementatiqn of the 'proposed remedial -
:str-ategy. for the Site will not be slowéd by a stay of the specific por‘t:ions of the Directive that are

challenged in the Petition.

C. The Petition Raises Substantial Questions of Law and Fuct

Shell’s Petition raises substantial questions of law and fact, including, inter alia; (1)

::'thther it is proper under Stite Water Board Resolution No. 92-40 for the Regional Board to

‘establish a cleanup goal for methane that is the more stringent of the LEL or the:level that is

technologically and cconomically feasible; (2) whether the precautionary principle should be

| invoked inreviewing and setting soil cleanup goals in the absence of a scientific dispute

| regarding exposure assumptions; (3) whether the Regional Board may require a regulated party to
- ;icons-ider: and apply specified guidance documents and, after cleariup goals or other values are

: developed pursuant to those guidance documents, set its own goals or values that deviate from

| the guidance without explanation or justification; (4) whether the Regional Board can direct the

lregulated' party to include compounds as Site-related COCs in the absence of evidence showing

7
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| éthat-the compounds were ever used by the Regulated Party at the Site and despite established data
showing off-Site sources for the compounds; (5) whéther reliance on a generalized industry

| “Inventory” is a proper basis for requiring the inclusion of certain comp.ounds as Site-related
COCs; and.(6) whether the Regional Board may order the regulated party to prepare

| envirenmental documents under CEQA, require the preparation of such documents outside of the

order mandated by CEQA and its implementing regulations, and requite the preparation of such

| documents without allowing sufficient time to do so.

{1 HL.  CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Shell respectfully requests that the State Board stay the

relevant portions of the Directive pending a decision on the merits of the concurrently filed

Petition. Shell requests that the State Board expeditiously issue a stay as soonas possible in

order to avoid irrecoverable investment of resources in advance of a decision on the merits.

DATED: February 24, 2014 CALDWELL LESLIE & PROCTOR, PC
| MICITAEL R. LESLIE
DAVID ZAFT

Attomeys for Petitioners EQUILON ENTERPRISES'
LLC dba SHELL OIL PRODUCTS US and
SHELL OIL COMPANY

“REQUEST FOR STAY
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PROQF OF SERVICE

|| STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

At the time of service, T was over 18 years of age and not a party to this action, Tam

| employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. My business address is 725 South
1 Figueroa Street, 31" Floor, Los Angeles, California 90017-5524.

On February 24; 2014, T served true copies of the following document(s) described as

1| REQUEST FOR STAY on the interested parties in this action as follows:

-State Water Resources Control Board
F Office of Chief Counsel

| Jeannette L. Bashaw, Legal Analyst
11001 “I”* Street, 22™ Floor
"Sacramento, CA 95814

Telephone: (916) 341-5155
Facsimile: (916) 341-5199
E-Mail: jbashaw@waterboards.ca.gov

BY E-MATL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION: I caused a copy of the document(s) to

besent from e-mail address odanaka@ealdwell-leslie.com to the persons at the e-mail addresses
listed in the Service List. 1did not receive, within a reasonable time after the transmission, any
‘electronic message or other indication that the transmission was unsuccessful.

| BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY: 1 enclosed said document(s) in-an envelope or package

't provided by the overnight service carriér and addressed to the persons dt the addresses listed in
' the Service List. I placed the envelope or package for collection and overnight delivery at an
{office or a regularly utilized drop box of the overnight service carrier or delivered such

' document(s) to a courier or driver authorized by the overnight service cartier to receive

docurments,

T declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on February 24, 2014, at Los Angeles,.Calzifomia.

PN
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PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

At the time of service, I was over 18 years of age and not a party to this action. Lam

employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. My business address is Apex

Attorney Services, 1055 West Seventh Street, Suite 250, Los Angeles, CA 90017.

On February 24, 2014, I served true copies of the following document(s) described as
REQUEST FOR STAY on the interested parties in this action as follows:

Samuel Unger :

 California Regional Water Quality Control
‘Board - Los Angeles Region

320 W. Fourth Street, Suite 200

| Los Angeles, CA 90013

Tel.; (213) 576-6600

| E-Mail: sunger@waterboards.ca.gov

|i BY PERSONAL SERVICE: I personally delivered the document(s) to the person being at the

|} addresses listed in the Service List, (1) For a party represented by an attorney, delivery was made
| to the aftorney or at the attorney's office by leaving the documents in an envelope or package

| elearly labeled to identify the attorney being served with a receptionist or an individual in charge

{[ of the office. (2) For a party, delivery was made to the party ot by leaving the documents at the
party's residence with some person not less than 18 years of age between the hours of cight in the
1} morning and six in the evéning,

[ declare under penally of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

| foregoing is true and correct. :

Executed on February 24, 2014, at Los Angeles, California.

o Apex Altofney Services ”




o STATE OF CALIFORNIA
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

' LOS ANGELES REGION
CLEANUP AND ABATEMENT ORDER NO. R4-2011-0046
REQUIRING
SHELL OIL COMPANY

TO CLEANUP AND ABATE WASTE
, DISCHARGED TO WATERS OF THE STATE
PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA WATER CODE SECTION 13304
AT THE FORMER KAST PROPERTY TANK FARM,
CARSON, CALIFORNIA :

(FILE NO. 97-043) .

Cleanup and Abatement Order No. R4-2011-0046 (Order) requires Shell Oil Company (hereinafter,
.the “Discharger”) to assess, monitor, and cleanup and abate the effects of petroleum hydrocarbon -
compounds and othér contaminants of concern discharged to soil and groundwater at their former
Kast Property Tark Farm facility (hereinafter, the “Site”) located southeast of the intersection of
- Marbelta Avenue and East 244™ Street, in Carson, California. :

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (Regional Board)
herein finds: : » ‘ : _ T o

BACKGROUND

1. Discharger: Shell Oil Company (SOC), previously Shell Company of California, i3 a
Responsible Party (RP) due to its: (a) ownership of the former Kast Property Tank Farm,

. and (b) former operation of a petroleum hydrocarbon tank farm at the Site. The Discharger
has’caused or permitted Waste to be discharged or deposited where it s, or probably will be,
discharged into the waters of the state and has created a condition of pollution or nuisance. ' -

2. Location: The Site is [ocated southeast of the intersection of Marbella Avenue and East
244™ Street, in the City of Carson, California. The Site occupies approximately 44 acres
of land and is bordeted by the Ios Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority railroad right-of-way on the north, Lomita Boulevard on the south, Marbella
Avenue on the west, and Panama Avenue on the east (Figure 1). The Site was previously
owned: by the Discharger, who operated three oil storage reservoirs from the 19205 to the
mid-1960s. The central and southern reservoirs each had a capacity of 750,000 barrels.
of 0il and the northernmost reservoir had a capacity of 2,000,000 barrels of oil. The Site
presently consists of the Carousel residential neighborhood-and city streets.

! Water Code section 13304 (a) states: Any person who has discharged or discharges waste into the waters of
this stafe in violation of any waste discharge requirement or other order or prohibition issued by a regional
board or the state board, or who has caused or permitted, causes or permits, or threatens to cause or perit any
- waste to be discharged-or deposited where it is, or probably will be, discharged into the waters of the state and
creates, or throatens to create, a condition of pollution or nuisance, shall upon order of the regional board, clean
up the waste or abate the effects of the waste, or, in the case of threatened pollution or nuisance, take other
necessary remedial action, including, but not limited to, overseeing cleanup and abatement efforts.



Shell Oil Company - -2~ ' File No. 97 - 043
Former Kast Property Tank Farm . . .
Cleanup and Abatement Order No. R4-2011-004

3. Groundwater Basin: The Site is located on the Torrance Plain of the West Coast
.Groundwater Basin (Basin), in the southwestern part of the Coastal Plain of Los Angeles
County. Beneath the Site, the first encountered groundwater is estimated at 54 feet below
- ground surface (bgs). The Basin is underlain by a series of aquifers, the deeper of which
are used for drinking water production. These aquifers are with increasing ‘depth, the
Gage aquifer, Lynwood aquifer, and Silverado aquifer. The nearest municipal water
supply well is located approximately 400 feet west of the Site. As set forth in the Water
Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region (the Basin Plan), adopted on June 13,
1994, the Regional Board has designated beneficial uses for groundwater (among which
*  include municipal and domestic drinking water supplies) in the West Coast Basin and
has established water quality objectives for the protection of'these beneficial uses.
‘ oo \ .
4. As detailed in the findings below, the Discharger’s activities at the Site have caused or .
permitted the discharge of waste resulting in soil, soil vapor, and groundwater pollution,
including discharges of waste to the waters of the state, and nuisance.

SITE HISTORY

5. Property 6wnership and Leaseheld Information: Based bn_information submitted to the
Regional Board by the Discharger, the Site has the following property ownership and
leasehold histary: T . ‘

a. According to the Sanborn maps dated 1924 and 1925, the Site was owned and
operated by “Shell Company of California (Kast Property)” beginning in
approximately 1924 until the mid-1960s. The Site was used as a tank farm,

" which iricluded three crude oil storage reservoirs, Reservoir Nos. §, 6 and 7.
‘Reservoir No.5, the center reservoir, had a capacity of 750,000 barrels of oil
and was under lease to General Petroleum Corporation, Reservoir No. 6, the
southernmost reservoir, had a capacity of 750,000 barrels of oil; and Reservoir
No. 7, the northernmost reservoit, had a capacity of 2,000,000 barrels of oil,"
According to Sanborn map notations, the reservoirs had concrete-lined earth-
slopes with frame roofs on wood posts, surrounded by earth levees averaging
20 feet in height with 7 foot wide walks on top.”One oil pump house was
depicted on the 1925 Sanborn map within the southern portion of the Site.
Since construction, the Site was used as a crude ol storage reservoir.

b. In 1966, SOC sold the Site to Lomita Development Company, an affiliate of
Richard Barclay and Barclay-Hollander-Curci (BHC), with the reservoirs in
place. The Pacific Soils Engineering Reports dated January 7, 1966; March
11, 1966; July.31, 1967; and June 11, 1968 documnented that: 1) Lornita
Development Company emptied and demolished the reservoirs, and graded the
Site prior to it developing the Site as residential housing; 2) part of the
-concrete tloor of the central reservoir was removed by Lomita Development
Company from the Site; and 3) where the reservoir bottoms were left in place,
Lomita Development Company made 8-inch wide circular trenches in
conceniric circles approximately 15 feet apart to permit water drainage to
allow the percolation of water and sludge present in the reservoirs info the
subsurface.



Shell Oil Company 32 " File No. 97 - 043
Former Kast Property Tank Farm
Cleanup and Abatement Order No. R4-2011-0046

¢. In phases between 1967 and 1969, Lomita Development Company developed
the Site into one- and two-story single family residential parcels and sold the

developed lots to individual homeowners,

6. Site Description and Activities: According to information in the Regfonal Board’s file

on-this Site, oil related operations at the Site began in 1923 and ended by the early
1960s. The Site was previously owned and operated by Shell Company of California,
which was subsequently renamed Shell Oil Company, as a crude oil storage facility. The
facility included equipment that pumped the oil to the nearby SOC’s refinery for .
processing from three concrete-lined oil storage reservoirs with a total capacity of 3.5
‘million barrels. In 1966, SOC closed the Site and SOC sold the Site to Lomita
Development Company, an affiliate of Richard Barclay and Barclay-Hollander-Curci.
Subsequently, Lomita Development Company developed the Site into the Carousel
residential neighborhood, which contains 285 single-family homes. - o

7. Chemieal Usage: Based on the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) dated July
14, 2008 conducted by Shell Oil Products® (SOPUS) consultant, URS Corporation, the
Site was used for the storage of crude oil in all three reservoirs on the propetty from at
least 1924 to 1966. Subsequent records indicate that in the 1960s the reservoirs may also
have been used for storage of bunker oil. Ongoing investigations indicate petroleum

hydrocarbon compounds including volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and semi-volatile
organic compounds (SVOCs) are impacted in the subsurface soil, soil vapor, and
groundwater underlying the Site.

EVIDENCE OF DISCHARGES OF WASTE AND BASIS FOR ORDER

8. Waste Discharges: The, following summarizes assessment activities dssociated with the
Site: ‘ ' : ‘

a. In 2007, under the regulatory oversight of the California Department of Toxic

Substances Control (DTSC), an environmental investigation was initiated at the

- former Turco Products Facility (TPF). Soil vapor and groundwater- were-
investigated in areas directly west of the Site and at locations in the northwestern -
portion of the Site. The DTSC-required investigation detected petrolenm
hydrocarbons, benzene, toluene, and chlorinated solvents in soil and soil vapor.

- A multi-depth soil vapor survey, which included soil vapor sampling on the Site
at locations coincident with the former Kast Site footprints, detected benzene at
concentrations up to 150 micrograms per liter (ug/l). Benzene was detected at
TEF groundwater monitoring well MW-8, which has a northeast flow direction,
at & concentration of 1,800 pg/l: Therefore, groundwater monitoring welt MW-8
i§ located upgradient of the Kast Site. Chlorinated solvents were also detected at
the Kast Site groundwater monitoring well MW-5,

b, The Final Phase I Site Characterization Report dated October 15, 2009, which
was prepared by URS Cotporation on behalf of SOPUS showed that soil impacts .
consisted primarily of petroleum hydrocarbons spanning a wide range of carbon
chains and including Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) as gasoline (g), TPH

% Shell Qil Products US is the d/b/a for Equilon Enterprises LLC, which i wholly owned by Shell Oil
Company, : -
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as diesel (TPHd), TPH as motor oil (TPHmo), benzene, and naphthalene (See
Tables 1, 24, 2B, and 3). ‘

L In June 2009, a subsurface investigation of public streets in the Carousel
neighborhood consisting of ten cone penetrometer/rapid optical screening
tools (CPT/ROST) was performed. The CPT/ROST logs indicated severa!
locations within the Site with elevated hydrocarbon concentrations. The
CPT/ROST logs also showed that the highest apparent soil impacts
occurred at depths of 12 feet bgs, 36 feet bgs, and 40 feet bgs.

L. A total of 228 soil samples were collected during the Phase I Site
Characterization, The analytical data for soil samples collected from soi]
borings advanced on public streets across the Site (Figure 2) were as
follows: ‘ ,

.i. The highest detected concentration of TPH was 22,000 milligralns
per kilogram (mg/kg) and TPHg, TPHd, and TPHmo were 8,800,
22,000, and 21,000 mg/kg, respectively; :

ii, Benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylenes were detected 'in_

- concentrations as high as 21,000 micrograms per kilogram
(ngkg), 32,000 pg/ks, 12,000 pghkg, and 140,000 pgikg,
respectively; :

iii. SVOCs were detected in concentrations as high as 47 mg/kg of
naphthalene, 38 mg/kg of 1-methylnaphthalene, 63 mg/kg of 2-
methylnaphthalne, 12 mg/kg phenanthrene, and 9.0 mg/kg pyrene;
and ‘ . ' :

iv. Arsenic and lead were detected in concentrations as high as 53.2
mg/kg and 52.5 mg/kg, respectively.

I Soil vapor samples collected from a $-foot depth and greater bélow the

“public sireets in the Carousel neighborhood indicated elevated benzene
and methane (Figures 3 and 4), Benzene was detected at a ‘maximum
concentration of 3,800pg/1, which exceeds the California Hundan Health
Screening Level .(CHHSL) value of 0.036 pg/l for benzene set for -
shallow soil vapot in a residential area. Methane was also detected in
concentrations as high as 59.7 % (by volume). that significantly exceed
its lower. explosive limit of 5% (by volume), posing a potential safety
hazard.

¢. Between September-2009 and February 2010, residential soil and sub-slab soil
vapor sampling was conducted at 41 parcels (Figure 5 a — £ Tables 1 and 2) and
the results were as follows:

L Surface and subsurface soil (0 to 10 feet bgs) detected coneentrations of
chemicals of concern that significantly exceeded sqil screening levels as
follows: ' '
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i- VOCs - Benzene (14,000 png/kg), tet:achloroaﬂlylene (PCE)
(22,000 pgkg), 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene (34,000 pg/kg), and 1,3,5-
trlmethylbenzena (14 000 pg/lcg), .

ii. SVOCs - Naphthalene (18 mg/kg), Benzo(a)pyrene (2.9 mg/kg), ‘
benzo(a)anthracene (0.1 mgrkg), chrysene = (0.27 mgkg),
phenanthrene (0.28 mg/kg), and pyrene (0.19 mg/kg); and

ili. Lead was also detected ata maximum concentration of 307 mgkg.

I. The highest detected concentration of TPHg was 5,000 mg/kg, TPHd
was 33,000 mg/kg, and TPHmo was 41,000 mg/kg;

I As of September 27, 2010, sub-slab soil Vapor samples have been
~ “collected from 172-homes in the Carousel neighborhood, Additional
data continues to be collected as patt of the Phase II 'Site
Characterization. The validated data from the first 41 homes detected
‘benzene, naphthalene, 1,2 4\tr1mat hylbenzene, 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene,
ethylbenzene, p/m-xylenes, toluene, and acetone, at a max1mum
concentratlon of 4,500 m1crograms per cubic meter (pg/m) 2,200

‘pg/m’, 1,000 pg/m’, 1,100 pg/m’, 5,200 pg/m 700 pg/m’, 270 pg/m
respectively.

d. Between November 19, 2009 and February 15, 2010, additional step-out soil and
soil vapor sampling at the elevated soil vapor sampling Iocations were conducted
in selected locations beneath the public streets at the Site. The measured
concentrations for petroleum hydrocarb ons in seil were as follows:

I The highest detected concentrations of TPHg was 9,800 mg/kg, TPHd .
was 22,000 mg/kg, and TPHmo was 21,100 mg/kg,

L The highest detected - concentrations of benzene was 33,000 pg/kg,
Ethylbenzene was 42,000 pg/kg, toluene was 11,000 pg/kg, and xylenes '
were 140,000 pg/kg, respectlvely, :

I SVOCs were detected in concentrations as high as 47 mg/kg of
~naphthalene, 33 mg/kg of 1-methylnaphthalene, 53 mg/kg of 2-
methylnaphmalne 6. 1 mg/kg phenanthrene, and-3.9 mg/kg pyrene; and

Iv. Arsemc and lead were detected in concentrations as high as 28.2 mg/kg
and 13.6 mg/kg, respectively. :

e. In July 2009, the installation of six on-site groundwater monitoring wells (Figure
6) were completed and quarterly groundwater monitoring was initiated.
Groundwater was encountered at 53 feet bgs. Groundwater samples from five of
the six wells contained concentrations of benzene at a maximum concentration
of 140 pg/L. and frichloroethylene (TCE) at a maximum concentration of 290
pe/L. One of the monitoring .wells (MW-3) contains & free product or a light
non-aqueous phase liquid (LNAPL) with a maximum measured thickness of 9.01
foot as of May 27, 2010.
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9. Source Elimination and Remediation Status at the Site

a. The results of the initial soil and soil vapor investigation indicate the presence of
elevated methane and benzene at concentraticns exceeding the Lower Explosive
. Limit and the CHHSL for shallow soil vapor, at several locations beneath the
public streets at the Site, On October 15, 2009, the Regmnal Board directed the

- Discharger to expeditiously design and implement an interim remedial action.

b. On May 12, 2010 the Regioeal Board approved SOPUS’s proposed Soil Vapor
Extraction (SVE) pilot test in order to evaluate the use of this technology as a
remedial option for VOCs at the Site.

10, Sunimary of Findings from Subsurface Investigations

. Regional Board staff have reviewed and evaluated numerous technical reports and
‘records pertaining to the release, detection, and distribution of wastes on the Site
and its vicinity. The Dlscharger has stored, used, and/or discharged petroleum

" hydrocarbon compounds at the Site. Elevated levels of TPH and other wastes have
been detected in soil, soil vapor and groundwater beneath the Site,

b, The sources for the evidence summarized above include, but are not limited to:

L Varlous technical reports and documants submltted by the Discharger or its
representatlves to Regional Board staff, -

II.  Site inspections conducted by Regmnal Board staff, as well as meetings,
: letters, electronic mails, and telephone communications between Reglonal
Board staff and the Discharger andfor its representatives.

IO, Subsurface drainage study for the Site reservoirs submitted by Girardi and
Keese, the law firm retained by some of the residents of the Carousel
nelghborhood

11. Summary of Current Conditions Requiring Cleanup and Abatement

g Based on the Phase I ESA for the Site dated July 14, 2008 (prepared by URS
Corporation) and the most recent information provided to the Regional Board by
SOPUS: 1) SOC sold the Kast Site to Lomita Develepment Company, an
affiliate of Richard Barclay and Barclay-Hollander-Curci, in 1966 with the
reservoirs in place; 2) the Pacific Soils Engineering Reports from 1966 fo 1968
indicate that Lomita Development Company emptied and demolished the
reservoirs, and residential housing; 3) part of the concrete floor of the central
reservoir was removed by Lomita Development Company from the Site; and 4)
where the rescrvoir bottoms were left in place, Lomita Development Company
made 8-inch wide circular trenches in concentric circles approximately 15 feet
apart to permit water drainage to allow percolation of water and sludge present
in the reservoirs into the subsurface.
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b. There is no consistent trend in the vertical distribution of detected concentrations
of petroleum hydrocarbon compounds that can be.discerned from soil boring data -
to date. Although, the majority. of the aforementioned highest detected TPH
concentrations were obtained from the 2.5-foot depth samples, there were'
multiple locations where the highest concentrations were in the 5-foot or 10-foot
samples. This may be due to the nature of previous development activities by
Lomita Development Company at the Site (i.e., the construction and demolition
of the former reservoirs and site grading in preparatmn for development of the
residential tract). ‘ '

c. On May 11, 2010, Environmental Engineering and Contracting, consultants
hired by Girardi and Keese, conducted exploratory trenching in order to locate
and identify the obstructions that have been frequently encountered during the
advancement of shallow soil borings at many of the residential homes
investigated to date. Regional Board staff observed the encountering of an-

- approximately 8-inch thick concrete slab extending at the trench excavation

- termination depth of & feet, 2 inches. The Pacific Soils Engineering Report
dated January 7, 1966 states that the reservoirs were lined with a “four inch -
blanket of reinforced concrete”. These obstructions are presumed to be remnants
of the concrete liners of the former reservoir.

d. Results from the 169 Interim Residential Sampling Reports Submltted to the
Regional Board through November -17, 2010 indicate that for surface and
subsurface soil sampling (0 to 10 fest bgs), the cancer risk index estimate is
between 0 and 10 for 107 residential parcels, between 10 and 100 for 60 parcels,
and exceeded 100 for 2 parcels. In the area where the highest cancer index is
documented, SVOCs (ie. Benzo(a)pyrene; benzo(a)anthracene,
benzo(b)ﬂuoranthene and chrysene), benzene, and ethylbenzene were the -
primary chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) contributing to the cancer risk
index.

‘For the Carousel neighborhood investigation, the Regional Board is using the
most protective cancer risk screening levels recommended by the State and
federal governments, which is one in one million (1 x 10) additional risks. For
screening purposes, the Regional Board routinely uses the most conservative

. (health-protective. assumptions) risk based screening levels of 1 x 10 for the
target chemical. This screeriing level is based on a target risk level at the Jower
end of the US Environmental Protecnon Agency (USEPA) risk management

range of one- m—a—mllhon risk (1 x 10®) for cancer risk and & hazard quotient of
1. _

The presence of a chemical at concentrations in excess of a CHHSL does not
indicate that adverse impacts-to human health are occutring or will occur; but
suggests that further evaluation of potential human health concerns is warranted
(Cal-EPA, 2005). It should also be noted that CHHSLs are not intended to “set

. final cleanup or action levels to be applied at contaminated sites™ (Cal-EPA,
2005).

e. Results from the 169 Interim Residential Sampling Reports submitted to the
Regional Board through November 17, 2010 also indicate that for the sub-slab .
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soil vapor data collected from the residential parcels, tho cancer risk index
estimate was between 0 and 10 for 147 parcels, between 10 and 100 for 20
parcels, and greater than 100 for 2 parcels. The two highest cancer risk index
were estimated as 550 and 120. In most cases, benzene was the primary
contributor to the'cancer risk index estimate.

£ The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) performed a
quantitative risk evaluation of TPH using surface and subsurface (0 to 10 feet bgs)
soil TPH fractionation data for the 41 residential parcels (Table 3). Based on the
risk calculation, OEHHA estimated maximum exposures for a child and compared
the resulting exposure estimates of reference dosages with that provided by DTSC
interim guidance dated June 16, 2009. OEHHA concluded that aromatic
Hydrocarbons in the C9 to C-32 range at ﬁve parcels exceeded thelr reference

_ values for children (Exhibit 1).

g The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board developed the

- Environmental Screening Level (ESL) as guidance for determining when

concentration of TPH may present a nuisance and detectable odor. The ESL, based

on calculated odor indexes, for residential land-use. is 100 mg/kg for TPHg and

TPHd. The soil TPHg and TPHd data obtained from the Site were detected up to
9,800 mg/kg and 85,000 mg/kg, respectively, which exceed the ESL

12. Pollution of Waters of the State: The Discharger has caused or permitted waste to be

discharged or deposited where it is, or probably will be, discharged into the waters of the
state and creates, or threatens to create, a condition of pollution or nuisance. As described
in this Order and the record of the Regional Board, the Discharger owned and/or operated
the site in a manner that resulted in the discharges of waste. The constituents found at the
site as described in Finding 8 constitte “waste” as defined in Water Code section
13050(d). The discharge of waste has resulted in pollution, as defined in Water Code
sectiont 13050(1). The concentration of waste constituents in soil and groundwater exceed
water quality objectives contained in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles
Region (Basin Plan), including state-promulgated maximum contaminant” levels, The
presence of waste at the Site constitutes a “nuisance” as defined in Water Code section
13050(m). The waste is present at concentrations and locations that “is injurious to
health, or is indecent, or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the free use of

- property, so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or property . . . and

[a]ffects at the same time an entire community or neighborhood, or any considerable
number of persons, although the extent of the ammoyance or damage inflicied upon .
individuals may be unequal." .

13. Need for Technical Reports: This Order requires the submiltal of technical or

monitoring reports pursuant to Water Code section 13267°. The Discharger is required
to submit the reports because, as described in the Findings in this Order, the Discharger
is responsible for the discharge of waste that has caused pollution and nuisance. The
reports are necessary o evaluate the extent of the impacts on water quality and public
health and to determine the scope of the remedy.

7 Water Code section 13267 authorized the Regional Board 1o require any person who has discharged, ‘

discharges, or is suspect of having discharged or dzschargmg, waste tO submit techmcal or monitoring
program repotts.
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13. Although requested by the Discharger, the Regional Board is declining to name additional

potentially responsible parties (PRPs) to this Order at this time. Substantial evidence

. indicates that the Discharger caused or permitted waste to be discharged into waters of state

14.

and is therefore appropriately named as a responsible party in this Order. However, the
Regional Board will continue to investigate whether additional PRPs (including, but not
limited to, Lomita Development Company, Richard Barclay, Barclay-Hollander-Curci,
and/or any of its successors) caused or permitted the discharge of waste at the Site and
whether these or other parties should be named as additional responsible parties to this
Order or a separate Order. The Regional Board may amend this Order ‘or issue a separate
Order in the future as a result of this investigation. Although investigation concerning
additional PRPs is ongoing, the Regional Board desires to issue this Order as waiting will
only delay remediation of the Site,

The Discharge'r, in a letter to the Regional Board dated May 5, 2010 (Fxhibit 2), stated that

. it is considering a variety of potential alternatives that can be applied at specific parcels and

in the public streets in order to avoid environmental impacts and avoid any significant risks
to human health at this Site. The Discharger also indicated that if it becomes necessaty for

_ residents to relocate temporarily to perform this work, the Discharger will take appropriate

1.

16.

steps to minimize any inconvenience and compensate them for any resulting expenses.

Issuance of this Order is being taken for the protection of the environment and as such ig
exempt from provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pubic
Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) in accordance with California Code of Regulations,
title 14, sections 15061(b)(3), 15306, 15307, 15308, and 15321. This Order generally
requires the Discharger to submit plans for approval prior to. implementation of cleanup
activities at the Site, ‘Mere submittal of plans is exempt from CEQA as submittal will not
cause a direct or indirect physical change in the environment and/or is an activity that
cannot possibly have a significant effect on the environment. CEQA review at this time
would be premature and speculative, as there is simply not enough information concerning
the Discharger’s proposed remedial activities and possible associated environmental
impacts. If the Regional Board determines that implementation of any plan required by this
Order will have a significant effect on the environment, the Regional Board will conduct

" the necessary and appropriate environmental review prior to Executive Officer approval of

the applicable plan

Pursuant to section 13304 of the California Water Code, the Regional Board may seek
reimbursement for all reasonable costs to oversee cleanup of such waste, abatement of the
effects thereof or other remedial action.

THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, pursuant to California Water Code section 13304
and 13267, that the Discharger shall cleanup the waste and abate the effects of the discharge,
including, but not limited to, total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) and other TPH-related wastes
discharged to soil and groundwater at the Site in accordance with the following requirements:

1. Complete Delineation of On- and Off-Site Waste Discharges: Completely delineate
the extent of waste in soil, s0il vapor, and groundwater caused by the discharge of
wastes including, but not limited to, TPH and other TPH-related waste constituents at
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the Site into the saturated and unsaturated zones. Assessment has been ongoing under
Regional Board oversight, but assessment is not yet complete. If ongoing
reinterpretation of new data derived from the tasks performed suggests that
modification or expansion of the tasks approved by the Regional Board is necessary for
complete assessment, the Discharger is required to Submlt a work plan addendum(a).

Contmue to Conduct Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting'

a. Continue the eXisting quarterly groundwater monitoring and reportmg program
previously required by the Regional Board, and .

b. As new wells are installed, they are to be mcorporated into the gxisting
groundwater monitoring and reporting program

Conduct Remedial Action: Injtiate & phased cleanup and abatement program for the
cleanup of waste in soil, soil vapor, and groundwater, and abatement of the effecis of
the discharges, but not limited to, petroleum and petroleum related contaminated
shallow soils and pollution sources as highest priority.

Shallow soils in this Order are deﬂned as soils found to a nominal depth of 10 feet,
where potential exposure for residents and/or construction and utility maintenance

workers is considered likely (Ref. Supplemental Guidance for Human Health
Multimedia Risk Assessments of Hazardous Waste Sites and Permitted Facilities —
CalEPA 1996).

Siaeciﬁcally-,.t]w Discharger shall:

a. Develop a pilot testing work plan, which includes 1) evaluation of the
feasibility of removing impacted soils to 10 feet and removal of contaminated’
shallow soils and reservoir concrete slabs encountered within the uppermost 10
feet, including areas beneath residential houses; and 2) remedial opt1ons that
can be carried out where site characterization (including indoor air testing) is
completed; 3} plans for relocation of residents during soil removal activities,
plans for management of excavated soil on-site, and plans to minimize odors
and noise during soil removal, The Discharger is required to submit this Pilot
Test Work Plan to the Regional Board for. review and approval by the
Executive Officer no later than 60 days after the date of issuance of this Order.
Upon approval of the Pilot Test Work Plan by the Executive Officer, the
Discharger shall implement the Pilot Test Work Plan submit the Pilot Test
Report that includes the findings, conclusions, and recommendations within
120 days of the i issuance of the approval of the Pilot Test Work Plan.

b.. Conduct an assessment of any potential environmental :mpacts of the residual
concrete slabs of the former reservoir that includes: (1) the impact of the
remaining concrete floors on waste migration where the concrete floors might
still be present; (2) whether there is a need for the removal of the concrete; and
(3) the feasibility of removing the concrete floors beneath (i) unpaved areas at
the Site, (ii) paved areas at the Site, and (iii) homes at the Site. The Discharger
is required to submit this env1ronmenta1 impact assessment of the residual
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concrete slabs to the Regional Board no later than 30 days after the completion
of the Pilot Test.

c. Prepa.re a full-scale impacted soil Remedial Action Plan (RAP) for the Site.
The Discharger is required to submit the RAP to the Regional Board for
review and approval by the Executive Officer no later than 60 days after the
date of the Executive Officer’s approval of the Pilot Test Report.

I. The RAP shall include, at a miniinum, but is not limited to:

i A detailed plan for remediation of wastes in shallow soil that
will incorporate the results from the Soil Vapor Extraction
Pilot Test currently being performed. -

ii. A plan to address any impacted area beneath any existing
paved areas and concrete foundations of the homes, if
warranted;

iil. A detailed surface containment and soil management plan;

iv. An evaluation of all available opfions including proposed
selected methods for remediation of shallow soil and soil
_ vapor; and

v, Continuation of interim measures for mitigatidn according to
the Regmnal Board approved Interml Remedlatmn Action
Plan (IRAP). :

vi. A schedule of actions to implement the RAP,

II.  The RAP, at a minimum, shall apply the following guidelines and Pohcnes
‘to cleanup wastes in soil and groundwatet. The cleanup goals shall
include:

i. Soil cleanup goals set forth in the Regional Board’s Interim
Site Assessment and Cleanup Guidebook, May 1996, waste
concentrations, depth to the water table, the nature of the
chemicals, soil conditions and texture, and attenuation
trends, human health protection levels set forth in USEPA
Regional  Screening  Levels  (Formerly  Prelimingry
Remediation Goals), for evaluation of the potential
intrusion of subsurface vapors (soil vapor) into buildings
and subsequent impact to indoor air quality, California

. Envircnmental Protection Agency’s Use of Human Heath
Screening Levels (CHHSLS) in Evaluation of Contaminated
Properties, dated January 2005, or its latest version, and
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon -Criteria Working Group,
Volumes 1 through 5, 1997, 1998, 1999; Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, Department of Environmental. Protection,
Characterizing Risks Posed by Petroleum Contaminated
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Sites: Implementation of MADEP VPH/EPH approach;
MADEP  2002; Commonwealth of Massachusetts,
Department of Environmental Protection, Updated
Petroleum Hydrocarbon Fraction Toxicity Values for the
VPH/EPH/APH Methodology; MADEP 2003;
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Department of
Environmental Protection, Method for the Determination of
Air-Phase Petroleum Hydrocarbons (APH) Final, MADEP
2008, Soil vapor sampling requirements are stated in the
DTSC Interim Guidance and the Regional Board’s ddvisory
— Active Soil Gas Investigations, dated January 28, 2003, or
its latest version, DTSC’s Guidance for the Evaluation and
Mitigation of Subsurface Vapor Intrusion to Idoor Air,
revised February 7, 2005, or its latest version, USEPA Risk
Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Parts A through E;
USEPA. User’s Guide for Evaluating Subsurface Vapor
Intrusion into" Buildings, 2003; USEPA Supplemental
Guidance for Developing Soil Screening Levels for
Superfund Sites, 2002; USEPA Supplemental Guidance for
Comparing Background and Chemical Concentrations in
Soil for CERCLA Sites, 2002; CalEPA Selecting Inorganic
Constituents as Chemicals of Potential Concern at Risk
Assessments at Hazardous Waste Sites and Permitted
Facilities, CalEPA DTSC, February 1997; CalEPA Use of
the Northern and Southern California Polynuclear Aromatic

. Hydrocarbons (PAH) Studies in the Manufactured Gas Plant

Site Cleanup Process, CalEPA DTSC, July 2009. Cleanup
goals for all contaminant of concerns shall be based on

' residential (i.e,, unrestricted) land use.

Groundwater cleanup goals shall at a minimum achieve

. applicable Basin Plan water quality objectives, including

ii.

California’s Maximum Contaminant Levels or Action

" Levels for drinking water as established by the California

Department of Public Health, and the State Water Resources
Control Board’s “Antidegradation Policy” (State Board
Resolution No. 68-16), at a point of compliance approved by
the Regional Board, and comply with other applicable

_implementation programs in the Basin Plan.

The = State .- Water Resources Control  Board’s

“Antidegradation Policy”,which requires attainment of
background levels of water quality, or the highest level of:
water quality that is reasonable in the event that background

levels cannot. be restored. Cleanup levels other than

background must be consistent with the maximum benefit to

the people of the State, not unreasonably affect present and

anticipated beneficial uses of water, and not result in

exceedence of water quality objectives in the Regional

Board’s Basin Plan.
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iv. The State Water Resources Control Board’s “Policies and
- Procedures for Investigation and Cleanup and Abatement of
Discharges Under Water Code Section 13304” (State Board
Resolution' No. 92-49), requires cleanup to background or
the best water quality which is reasonable if background
levels cannot be achieved and sets forth criteria to consider
where cleanup to background water quality may not be
© reasonable,

1. The Discharger shall submit site-specific cleanup goals for residential (i.e.,

unresiricted) land use for the Executive Officer’s approval concurrent with

. the submittal date of the- Pilot Test Report. The proposed site-specific

cleanup goals shall include detailed technical rationale and assumptions
underlying each goal. : '

IV. Upon approval of the RAP by the Executive Officer, the Dischérger shall
implement the RAP within 60 days of the issuance of the approval of the

d.' Continue to conduct residential surface and subsurface soil and sub-slab soil
vapor sampling under the current Regional Board approved work plan dated
September 24, 2009. If the ongoing reinterpretation of new assessment data
derived from the tasks described in the work plan suggests that modification or
expansion of the tasks proposed in the RAP is necessary for complete cleanup,
then the Discharger shall submit addenda to the September 24, 2009 work plan
to the Regional Board for review and approval by the Executive Officer no _
later than 60 days of the date of issuance of this Order.

e. If the ongoing groundwater monitoring and investigation warrants, the
Discharger shall: ‘ ' - :

L Install new wells in order to complete the groundwater monitoring
well network and to fully delineate the impacted groundwater plume,
and : : ‘

Il Prepare a detailed impacted groundwater RAP. The Regional Board
will set forth the due date of the groundwater RAP at a later date. '

4, Public Review and Involvement:

a. Cleanup proposals and RAP submitted to the Regional Board for approval in
compliance with the terms of this Order shall be made available to the public
for a minimum 30-day period to allow for public review and comment. The
Regional Board will consider any comments received before taking final action
on a cleanup proposal and RAP. -
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b. The Discharger shall encourage public participation. The Discharger is
required to prepare and submit a Public Patticipation Plan for review and
approval by the Executive Officer, with the goal of having the Regional Board
provide'the stakeholders and other interested persons with:

I Information, appropriately targeted to the literacy and translational
needs of the commumty, about the investigation and remedial
activities concerning the dlscharges of waste at the Site; and

I Periodic, meaningful opportunities to review, comment upon, and to
influence investigation and cleanup activities at the Site.

c. Public participation activities shall coincide with key decision making points
throughout the process as specified or as d1rected by the Executive Officer of
" the Regmnal Board.

Time Schedule: The Discharger ‘shall submit all required techmical work plans and
reports by the deadlines stated in this Order, which are summarized in Table 4. As
field activities at this Site are in progress, additional technical docurnents may be .

required and/or new or revised deadlines for the technical documents may be issued.

Therefore, Table 4 may be updated as necessary. The Discharger shall continue any
remediation or monitoring activities wuntil such time as the Executive Officer
determines that sufficient cleanup has been accomplished to fully comply with thls
Order..

The Regional Board’s authorized repi‘esehtative(s) shall be allowed:’

a. Eniry upon premises where a regulated facility or activity is located,
conducted, or where records-are stored, under the conditions of this Order;

b. Access to copy any records that are stored under the conditions of this
Order;

¢.” Access to inspect any facility, equipment (including monitoring and control
equiptnent), practlces or operations regulated or 1equ1red under this Order;
and

d,” The right to photograph sample, and monitor the Site for the purpose of
ensuring compliance with this Order, or as otherwise authorized by the
California Water Code.

Contractor/Consultant Quahﬂcanon' A California 11censed professional civil
engineer or geologist, or a certified engineering geologlst or hydrogeologist shall
conduct or direct the subsurface investigation and cleanup program. All technical
documents required by this Order shall be signed by and sta.mped with the seal of the
above-mentloned qualified professionals.

This Order is not intended to permit or allow the Discharger to cease any work
required by any other Order issued by this Regional Board, nor shall it be used as a
reason to stop or redirect any investigation or cleanup or remediation programs
ordered by this Regional Board or any other agency. Furthermore, this Order does



" Shell Oil Company : ‘ -15- File No. 97 - 043
Former Kast Property Tank Farm '
.Cleanup and Abatement Order No. R4~2011 0046

10,

11

12.

I3

14.

not exempt the Discharger from compliance with any other laws, regulations, or
ordinances which may be applicable, nor does it legalize these waste treatment and
disposal facilities, and it leaves unaffected any further restrictions on those facilities
which may be contained in other statues or required by other agencies.

The Discharger shall submit 30-day advance notice to the Regional Board of any
planned changes in name, ownership, or control of the facility; and shall provide 30~
day advance notice of any planned physical changes to the Site that.may affect
compliance with this Order. In the event of a change in ownership or operator, the
Discharger aiso shall provide 30-day advance notice, by letter, to the succeeding
owner/operator of the existence of this Order, and shall submit a copy of this
advance notice to the Regional Board.

Abandonment of any groundwater well(s) at the .Site. must be approved by and
reported to the Executive Officer of the Regional Board at least 14 days in advance.
Any groundwater wells removed must be replaced within -a reasonable time, at a
location approved by the Executive Officer. With written justification, the Executive

- Officer may approve of the abandenment of groundwater wells without replacement.

When a well is removed, all work shall be completed in accordance with California
Department of Water Resources Bulletin 74-80, “Cahfomla Well Standards,”
Momtormg Well Standards Chapter, Part III, Sections 16-19. '

The Regional Board, through its Executive Officer or other delegate, may revise this
Order as additional information becomes available. Upon request by the Discharger;
and for good cause shown, the Executive Officer may defer, delete or extend the date
of compliance for any action required of the Discharger under this ‘Order. The
authority. of the Regional Board, as contained in the California Water Code, to order
investigation and cleanup, in addition to that described herem is in no way 11m1ted
by thls Order.

Any person aggrieved by this action of the Regional Board may petition the State
Water Resources Control Board (State Water ‘Board) to review the action. in
accordance with Water Code section 13320 and California Code of Regulations, title
23, sections 2050 and following. The State Water Board must receive the petition by
5:00 pm,, 30.days after the date of this Order, except that if the thirtieth day
following the date of this Order falls on a Saturday, Sunday, of state holiday, the
petition must be received by the State Water Board by 5:00 p.m. on the next business
day. Copies of the Jaw and regulations applicable to filing petitions may be found on
the Internet at: .
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/public_notices/petitions/water_quality -
or will be provided upon request. ‘

Failure to comply with the terms or conditions of this Order may result in imposition
of civil liabilities, imposed either administratively by the Regional Board ot |
judicially by the Superior Court in accordance with Sections 13268, 13308, and/or
13350, of the California Water Code, and/or 1efer1al to the Attorney General of the
State of Cahforma

None of the obhgatlons imposed by this Order on the Discharger are intended to
constitute a debt, damage claim, penalty or other civil action which should be limited
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or discharged in a bankruptcy proceeding. All obligatidlls are imposed pursuant to the
police powers of the State of California intended. to protect the public health, safety,
welfare, and enviromnent.

Ordered by; + Date: -1/
Deborah J"$mith
Chief Deplty Executive Officer
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TABLE . 4.4
Summary of Solt 8ample Anslytical Hasuits: YOS, SVOCs, and TPH
Addendun to the IRAP- Further Site Characterization Roport
Former Kast Property

&
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TABLE 2[h
Buimmiry-of Soll Vapor Analyﬁcal Results - VOCs and Fixod Suses
IRAP Further Site Charmteriza!ion

Fariner Kast Property
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Table 3

Maximum Concontrations of Aliphatic and Aromatic Hydrocarbons by Hydrogarbon Fractionation
at hisdividuat Fropartios
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Table 4: Target Schedule

Task

Estimatad
Btart
Date

Target

‘Date

Comptation

Behedule
{on; aliead:
nr behind)
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JPiot Testing Work Plan

(R

Ge/iit
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Wikhin 60 days of the esuance o the
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Q51
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{Regional Board raviews Reportand |
Jissues-Response and approval

(PlldL T et Repart

aFMz/ts

THi0FiT

‘[Final Report due within 120 days with.a b
Tmatithly: progress reporting '

Envianmental Impact Assessmont (£14) Regor

NA

ife- Gpediiic Cleanip Goals (GSCG)

|0 day Pubiic Review of S8C6

NA.

R0
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Within 30 days of the complation of the’ -

B170u8H 2
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110711
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1108

181981
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T2

o3z

Within 30 days of the sompletion of the
1Pilot Tes&lngg;lgghnrt.

Veanznz
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0BI20/1Z
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Exhibit 1
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
' o * Joun E. Dentos, PR.D,, Dicecor il
Heatlgunrters o 1001 1 Street v Sacramento. Clifornia SREL
Mapiling Addreis: PO, Box 4010'¢ Sacrimento, Caltlornin 958124610
Oakland Officew Malling Addresss 1815 Clay Streed, 14" Floor e Oaklasd, Californis 4613

Eabn gl B gl AR Sehn A enbpEs T
Ncrptairi-for Bdvironmionsal Prbtoetins L Gmieder

MEMORANDUM

TO: Or, Teklewold Aydlew
Enginsering Geologist
Reglonal Water Quality Control Bosrd
320'West 4" Stret, Sulte 200
Los:Angeles, CA 80013

FROM: James C. Catlisle, D.V.M,, M.Sc.,
Lead Staff Toxicolagist |
Integrated Risk Assessment Branch

DATE: May 19, 2010

SUBJECT. TPH DATA FOR 41 HOMES AT THE FORMER KAST SITE IN CARSON,

CA (R4-09-17) -OEHHA # 660212-01

Document reviewed
»  Memo: “Kast TPH Data for 41 hotnes™ dated April 6, 2010.
Site characterization |
N _An,a%yﬁcali data E’fq_r TPH in soils data are supplied for 41 homes. Sample depths
are not.always stated but those that are provided are either 0.5 or 5 Feet,
Hazard Assessment.

Based on the data in the memo, | estimated maximum exgosures for a-child and
compared the resulting exposure estimates to DTSC reference dosages (Rffs).
¢ I the table below, colurfing 3-8 show the riaximum TPH concentrations
detected at-each property: .
¢ Columns 8-14 show the sorresponding TPH ingestion by a 15 kg child
ingesting 200 mg soit per day. ' )
¢ Columns 16-20 show the correspanding hazard guatients fora 15 kg child,
chitained by dividing the daily ingestion by the reference dose. Hazard
quotients exceeding unity are it bold fanit,

5 L
S—

__Ealifornia Environmental Pmtgcﬁ;qn “"W
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Exhibit 2

Shall ONl Gompany

May 5, 2010 © One ShellPiza

‘Ms. Tracy Egoscue:

Execitive Officer _ S el {713) 241 5126

California Regioral Water. Quality Control Board. Email, ed.plat@shel.corm
Los Angeles Region Taternet http:fwww, shell. com,

320 W. 4™ Btreet, Suite 200 ' '

Los Angeles, CA'G0013

Reference: Forimar Kast Proparty, Carson, Calitornia
Site Cleanup No. 1230; Site iD 2040330

Dear Ms Egoscue:

As you Know, during the past seviral manthis, Sheli ﬁé'l'c‘ompan_y“emgluyegs' and contractors
have worked tirelessly to Investigate and address the enwironmantal issues at the formier Kast -

Property.. To dale, we have sam pled at approximatety ene-third of the fiomes in the Carsusel

neighborhood, andwe wilt confinue oir work in conjunction with the RWQICE, based:upor

applicable amnt appropriste scientific. anid regulatory standards that are protective of human
health and the environment. Like:the RWQCB, our goalis to protect the résidents of the
Cdrousel nelghborhood and address the enviconmental issues, while minimizing discuption to
residents and presenving the integrity of thecommunity.

streets and gt certain resideritial properies, based on the.daia collected so-far, there.is no
imnminent: risk to residents or the pubtic in the: Carousel neighborhood. Also, while Shell's

Althaugh elevated lavels of compounds of concerm (COCs) have. been found ‘bendgath the

investigation is nolyet compiate, it does not appear at ihis: tinta that there is any significant off..
site migration of soil impacts or sollvaporimpacts fiony the former KastProperty.

Qur approagh, which is1o develop a coherent condeptual framswork Tor the witigation and

remediation of the Carousel neighiborhood, Is consistent with ihe RWQUB's guidelings providing
for a principled, phased approach to Investigating and remediating snvirenmental impacts.
Spacifically, this approgch follows the guidance set outin the State Watsr Resources Control
Board's Resolufion ¢

'92-49. In accordanice with these guidelines, if Includes “an evaluation of

cleanup altematives that are feasible atthe sife"-and consistent with the maximum benefilto the
peopla ot the State. Because the soil and groundwaler assessment is ongoing, a-full evalugtion
of cleanup alternalives.is pretrature at this Yme.

Neveriheless, we are considering a variely of potential aliernalives tHat can be applied af
spegific properties and in the public streefs in order to address environmentat impacts and avold
any significant.risk to human health in the Carouset neighborhood. For exaimple, Bhell-has
submitted-a wotk plaf for the soil vapor. extraction pilot fesl, While evaluating alternatives, we
place a priority on keeping the community intact whd minimizing any disruption to residents of

the Carousel community. If it becomios; necessary for tesidents to relocate tamporanly to

perform. this work, Shell wilf take appropriate steps to minimize any ineanveniense and

compensate.them for any resulting expenses. We are dlso sensilive to-ihe residents’ soncems

about thelr propeny values and are open {o.a dialogue with the RWQCH tegarding these issues,



In addition, Shell is continuing to monitor the grounthwater to-ensure thal there. are no significant
impacts'emanating fram the Tormer Kast Property. Inthis regard, it is egsential thal
graun&w:atefmnﬁ‘ifimsgbmh-:upr_g_nadéjaht.az;;i_aaw_rz-gria&:ﬁem?ba'avaiuatm Ta dale, our
investigation suggsts thal groundwater up-gradient of the former Kast propetty is significantly
sontaminated. ‘One poténtial source of this cantamination appears to be the Tormer Fletchar Ol

Refinary, which we understand the Counly Saritation District is remedialing,

We ook forward te further dialogue with the RWQCE regarding the draft Feasibiity Study
cutlline; recantly submitted, as well as the Slis Conceptual Model, to be submitted later this
month. The Site Conceptual Model will provide: A1):8n averview of our investigation-efforts to
date; (2) additivhal Information fegarding potential on-and off:site sources for the COCs; and {3)
@ review of the available options for remediation of the former Kast propety,

We appreciate your feadership oh this. projest.

Niliam E. Platt

Manager, Environmiental Claims
Shell Oil Company
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Log Angeles Bagional Water Guality Control Board:

August 21, 2013

Dovglas I. Weimer, PG

Shell il Produets US:
Environmental Services Company-
209458, Wilmington Avenue
Carson, CA S0810-

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF SITE-SPECIPIC CLEANUP GOAL REPORT

SITE: FORMER KAST PROPERTY TANK FARM, CARSON, CALIFORNIA
(SCP-NO. 1230, SITE 1D NO. 2040330, CAO NO. R4-2011-0046) |

Dear Mr, Weimer;

The Forrer Kagt Property “I‘amk Farm (Site) is located southeast of the intersection of Marbella
Avenue and East 244" Street in Carson, California. Shell 0il Company (Shell) owned and
operated. a crude oil tank firm at the Site from the 19205 oyl the mid-1960s when it was
redeveloped into the Carousel residential housing tract (Carousel Tract). Residual ofl from the
taink farm was not compl %ely regioved priorto or duting Site redevelopmert and fhivs remains i
the soils berieath the existing houses. Environmental investigations to date indicate that, in
addition to crude oil detected in shallow soils at the Site, hydrocarbons and other constituents of
congern (COCS) have also been detected in the soil, soil vapor, and growndwater gt the Site-

The Califorpia. Regional Water Quality Conirol Board, Los. Angeles Region (Regiopal Boaxd} is
the primaty state agehoy thiat reg,uiates discharges of wastes to ground and-swifage waters'in the
.Los Angeles Reglon, including Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, under the authority of the
Parter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (PorterCologne Act) (Cal, Wat: Code {,sfg 13000 ot
&ﬁg) The. Regional Board has served as the lead agency overseeing the environmental
investigation and retnediation of the Sife since 2008. The Regional Board’s ovessight is
supported by other publie agencies, including the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (OEHHAY, the Los Angeles County Deparfment 'of Public Health, and the Los
Angeles County Fire Department;

On March 11, 201 1,-the Regional Board issued Cleanup.and Abatement Order No. R4-2011-
0046 (CAQ), pursuant to Califotnia Water Code section 13304, The CAQ directed Shell to

completely investigate the Site, continue to conduct gmun&wa’%er monftoring and reporting, and
conduct remedial action to ¢leanup and abate (he waste in the soil, soil 'vapor, and gionndivater at
‘the Site. As part of conducting remisdial action,. Sheil was required. to evaluate cleanup
methiodologies through phiot testing, assess any potential environmental impacts of the residual
concrete slabs of the formet reservoir, submit and implement a remedial action plan (RA®) to
cleanup. the wastes at and below the Site, and comtinue to conduct residential swface and
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Dougl‘as J. Weimer e A.ugust oA 1, 2013
Shell Oil Products US

subsunface soil and sub-slab soil vapor sampling, The CAQ directed Shell 1o submit cleanip
goals, including sife-spécific cleantp goals (SSCG&) for all COCs for residential (i.e.
unrestricted) land use. Proposed SSCGs were requived to include detailed technical rationale and
assumptions uhdetlying each goal. The CAQ required Shell 1o apply the fellowmg guidelings
and policiesto the proposed cleanup goaLs i} cleanup goals must comply with various state and
federal policies and guidance identified in the CAO; (ii) groundwater cleanup goals shall achieve
applicable water quality objectives in the R@gmﬁai Boards’ Water Quality Control Plan. for the
Los Angeles Region (Basin Plan), including California’s Maxinum Contaminant Levely (MCM)
ar Action Levels for drinking water as established by the California Depatirent of Public Health
and the state’s “anti-degradation policy”™ in State Water Resources Control Board (State Water
Board) Resolution No, 68-16 (“Statement of Policy With Respect to Maintaining High Quality of
Waters v Cahfumw”) (iif) all cleanup goals must comply with: the State Water Board’s “anti-
dagradauon policy”; and (w) all.cleanup goats must comply with State Water Board Resolution
No. 92-49 (“Policies and Prodedures for livestigation and Cleaniyp and Abateinent of Discharges
Under Water Code Section 133 04™ (Re;solunon 9249,

In aceordance with-the CAO, Shell timely submitied proposed SSCGs to the Regmnal Bowrd ina
report entitled *Site-Specific Cleanup Goal Report” (Report) on February 22, 2013, The
Regional chrd circulated the Report for a 30-day public review.and gomment period, and
received. comments from interested persors. In addition, the Regional Bouard received a
memorandum from GEHIA dated July 22, 2013 (OEHHA Memorandan), ag well as a repost
- from the Expert Panel from the- University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA Expert Panzl) that
was convensd o p\mwde reconuendations o the Regional Board un varfous technical aspects of
the Site investigation and cleanup. The UCLA Expert Panel’s repart is ertitied “Interim Revigw
of the Site-Speeific Cleanup Goal Reportamnd Human Health Sereeriing Risk Evaluation™ (UCLA
Expert Panel Intgmm Report) and is dated July 24, 2013, The Regional Board agrees with all of
the comments in. the OEHHA Memorandum and the UCLA Expert Pancl Interim Repott,

Regional Bowd staff also prepared a memorandum dated August' 14, 2013 regarding vapor
infrusion (Regional Board Staff Memorandum). The Regional Board' reviewed the Report
taking into dccount applicable law and policy, the requirements of the CAO, and the comments
received from interested persons, OEHHA, and the UCLA Expert Pangl,

The Regional Bourd acknowledges that Shei} has condueted a thorough investigation of the Site
in compliance with the CAQ. This investi gat;on includes the collection of exteristve site data that
characterizad soil, soil vapor, indoor air: and vapor intrusion on a pareel- “by-parcel basis;
groundwater underlying the Site; and soil and ambient dir conditions at reference sites inthe
vicinity of the Site to evaluate ambient Gutdoor air and baakgmund soil coliditions for COCs,
The Regional Board finds that the site investigation provided reliable, comprehensive, and high
-qua.lﬁy dats, Basédon the dam collécted, Shell proposed SSCGs iargely based-on hurdas health
sereening risk-evaluations (HHSRES). Shell has submitted HHSREs for individual parcels based
on-enviropmental investigation date collected during the Site investigation. The Regional Board

' Note that for purposes of this lettor, the ferm “Regional Board™ refers to the staff, including the. Excoutive Officer.
Consistent with-the Porter-Cologoe Aet, the Regional Board members themselves have not taken agtion. with respect
1. the CAQ or Report,



Douglas J; Weimer -3- Avgust 21, 2013
Shell (il Products US '

supports the use of human health considerations for sites with residential uses, such as the
Carousel Traet, In thelr comments on the Report, OEHHA and the UCLA Expert Panel
genaraiiy agras Wlfh thie rnethodﬁiogy usad 1o caleulate the HHSRIS but nated that some areas

mzh apphcabie practwes ragardmg caloulatmn af HHSRES, the pmpcmeci ﬁSGGfs requxm mvzsmn-
for the reasons described in this letter. The proposed SSCGs alse do not appear to take into
aceount Resolution 92-49, the Basin Plan, and other federal and state policies and guidance as
required by the CAQ, and may not be fully protective of unrestricted residential ia:nd nse.

This letter provides the Regional Board’s reasons for not appravmg the §SCGs and directs Shell
to revise the Report.and the SﬁCGﬂ, as appropriate. This letter is organmed by the following
topies: Regulatory Requirements for. Establishitig SSCGs; Comments and Directives on the
Proposed  Remdiedial Action Objectives and 8SCGs; and Directive to Revise the Repo'rt
Addanmaﬂy, the ONHHA Memorandum and the UCLA Expert Panel Interim Repari reg&rdmg]
the HHSREs, as well as ‘the Regional Board Staff Memorandum regarditg vapor iitrusion, are
all attached to this letter. As indicated below, Shell is directed to address the comments in-alt
three attachments when revising the Report,

Regulatory Requirements for Establishing SSCGs

Key regulations and policies geverning establishment of cleanp goals, including S8CGs, for the
Site arg set forth in the CAQ. These include: Resolution 92-49 (which incorporates Califomia
Code of R%uiatmns (CCR), title 23, section 25504), the Regional Board’s Basin Plan, the
California Department of Public Healjh § MICLs, State Water Bourd Resolition No. 68-16 (the
state’s “anti-degradation policy™), and other state: and - federal pohmes and guidance for
establishing cleanup goals. An overview of these policies and regulations is provided below..

State Water Board Resolution No. 92-49

The CAQ requires all cleanup goals to comply with Resolution 52-49. In determining cleanup

levels for sites subject to the Porter-Cologne Act, the Regional Board is required to implenent
Resolution 92-49. Resolunon 92-49 reqmres the Regional Board to assure that waste is-cleaned

up to background cond;ucms or1f that is not reasonable, to an aliemative level that Is the tost.
stringent level that is @csnamlcally and technologically feamble in accordance with CCR, title
23, section 2550:4, Any alternative cleanup level to background must: (1) be consistent with the

-aaximum benefit to the people of the state; (2} ot unreasonably affeet present and anticipated

beneficial uses of such water; and (3) not result 15 water quahty less than that presmhad in the-
Basin Plan and applicable: Wafser Quality Control Piang and Poficies of'the Sm‘fe Water Board,

z Background conditions mean the water quality that existed befoie the discharge of waste.



Douglas J. Weimer o August 21,2013
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California Code of Regulations, Title 23

Resolytion 92-49 incorporates, by reference, CCR, title 23, section 2550.4. Section 2350.4
guides the 'axt&blism;@ﬁt} of coneentration limits for COCs in corrective getion programs i
California. Section 2550.4, states, in part:

(¢) For « corrective action program, the regional board shall establish @
concentration Hmit for a constiwent of concern that is greaier than ihe

 background value of thai cowstituent only if the regional board finds that it is
feﬁrhnoiagzcaffy ar economically infeasible to achieve the background value for
that constituent and that the constituent will not pose @ substanfiul present or
potentiol hazard to human health or the savironment as long as the concentration
limit greater than background is not exceeded In making this finding,. the
regional board shall consider thar factors specifi ted in subsection (i of this
waction, the results of the engineering Jeasihility study submitted pursuant to
subsection 2550.9(¢) of this article, data submitted by the dischargér pursuamt-to
section 2330.9(d)(2} of this article o support the proposed concentration Timit.
greater than background, public testimony on the proposal, and any ddditional
data obtained during the evalintion of the monitoring program.

(d). D establizhing a concentration Jimit greater than backgrownd for o
constituent of concers, the régional bodard shiadli counsider the f@llc)wmgfactﬁrq
) powm‘xa.’ cdverse effects on ground waler. uality and beneficial vses,
eonsidering:

TR

(G) the potential for health rishs caused by humgn gxposure to waste
constituents,

(1) the persistence und permonence of the potential adi)’ssmca,'.eﬁﬁcﬁ?

Regional Board’s Basin Plan

The CAO requires that groundwafer cleanup goals achieve ‘the applicable Water quality
objectives-set forth in the Basin Plan, indluding California’s MCLS or Action Levels for drinking
water established by the: Catifornia Department.of Public. Health and the State Water Board’s
“anti-degradation policy” in State Water Board Resalution No. 68-16, Groundwater beneath the
Site Iy designated for municipal supply.” The Bdsin Plan sets forth water quality objectives to
protect berieficial uses, including MCLs for drinking water.

? Wote that tim resldrxms of the- Caroisel Tract ave not being supplied drinking warer frory e dndexlyirig
groungwater af the Sita. : '
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State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16

The CAO requires that all cleaniip goals comply with the State Water Board’s “anti-degradation.
policy.” This policy: reqmres attainment of background levels of water qaahiy, or the highest
tevel of ‘water quality thaf is reasonable in the event that background levels cannot be restored.
Cleanup levels other than background must be consistent. with the maximum benefir. to the
people of the State; not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial uses of water, and
ot result in excesdance of water quality objectives ih the Reglonal Board’s Basin Plan.

State-and Foderal Policies and Guidané

The CAO requires that cleanup goals for all COCs shall support residential (i.e. unresiricted)
land use and be consistent with the following state and federal policies and guidance:

s Sail cleanup goals set forth in the Regional Board's Inferim Site Assessment and Cleanup
Guidebook Muy 1996

» Human health protection levels set forth in USEPA Regionul Ser ‘eening Lewl s (Formerly
meammary Remediation Goals)

« California Environmental Protection Agency's (CalEPA) Use of Hunian Health. Screenmg
Levels (CHHSLS) s Evaluation of Contaminated Properites, dated January 2005, or its
latest-version

s Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon Criteria Working Group, Vilumes | thrangh 5, 1997,
1998, 1999

@ San Franeisco Bay Regionial Water Quality Conitrol Board’s Environmerital Scréening
Levels (ESL) document

-+ Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Depariment of Environmentsl Profeetion,
Charagterizing Risks Posed by Petrolewn Contaminated Sites: Implementation of
MADEP VPH/EPH approach; MADEP 2002

» Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Department of Environmental Protection, Updared
Petrolenm Hydrocarbon Fraction Toxicity Values for the VPH/EPHIAPH Methodology;
MADEP 2003 _

»  Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Department of Environmemtal Protection, Method for
the Determination of Air-Phase Petrolewin Hydrocarbons (APH) Final, MADEP 2008

o Departmeiit of Toxic Substances Control (DISC) Iiterim Guidance snd the Reglonal
Board's ddvisory « Active Soil Gas Investigations, dated Tanuary. 28, 2003, or its latest
‘Vel‘SiOﬁ

o DTSC's Guidance for the Eveluation and lezgafwﬁ of Subsurface Vapor Intrusion to
Indoor #ir, revised February 7, 2003, or ils latest-version

¢ US. Environmemal Protection Agency’s (USEPA) Risk Assessment Guzdmwe Jor
Superfund, Parts A through B

o  USEPA’s User's Guide for Evaluating Subsurface Vapm Intrusion into Buildings, 2003
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«  USEPA’s Supplemental: Guidaricé for Developing Soil Screening Levels for Superfund
Sires, 2002

» USEPA’s Supplemental Guidance Jar  Comparing Eaﬁfcgmum? and Chemical
Concentrations in Sofl for CERCLA Sites, 2002

o CalEPA’s Se!eazing fnorganie Constitients i Chemicals of Potentlal Concern at Risk
Assessments .at Hazardous Waste Sites and Permitted Foeilities, CalEPA DT SC,
February 1997 _ _

w CalEPA’s Use of the Northern aud Southern Culifornia Polyrinclear Aromutic
Hydrocarbons {?éffﬁ Studies In the Manufaczwed Gas Plant Site Cleanup: Fmaem
CalEPA DTSC, July 2009

The Regional Board’s fuierim Site Assessment and Cleanup Guidebook, May 1996, recommiends
taking into consideration the waste concentrations, depth to the- water-table, the natme of the
chemicals, soil conditions and texture, and attenuation trends, and human health protection lovels
set forth in USEPA Regional Screening Levels (Formerly Prelimingry. Remediation Geals).

Comments and Directives on the Propesed Rémedial Action Objectives and S8CEs

T b'c"{{eport sets forth both proposed remedial action objeatives (RADS) and proposed $SCGs for
COCs in'soil, soil vapor, indoor air {mciuclmg but riot limited to methane), and groundwater, -
The COCs at the Site inelude total petroleum hydrocarbons (TRH); TPH-related volatile organic
compounds (VQQ&) TPH-related sepi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) including
_po}y{,yci;c aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs); metals (lesd and arsenie); and methane., This section
summarizes Shell’s proposed RAOs and SSCGs. Afier each’ summaty, the Regional Board
, pmwcl&s comments on the proposed RAOs and $SCGs and. provides directives to Shell for
revision.

Summary of Shell’s Proposed RAOs

"The Report proposes RAOs that define the basis and methmdolog@y for deriving the propesed
S8CGs. Shell proposed the following RAOs Tor the Site: '

«  Prevent human exposires to of-site residemts and construction and utility maintenance
workers to concentrations of COCs in soil, soil vaper, and indoor air such that total
ixfeume maremental carcmogemc mshs arg wﬁhm the Naiicmal 011 and Hazard()us
non-cancer hagard mchces e k«se than 1 ar comentraimns are below hackgmmd
whichever is hlgher

» Prevent fire/explosion risks in indoor air and/or encfc:»sed spaces due 1o the genevation of
methane;

» Remove light non-aqueous phase. liquid (LNAPL) fo the extent practicable and where a
signifieant reduction it eurrent and future rigk to groundwater will result; and
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e  Maintain a stablée or decreasing plume of COCs in groundwater bencath the Site.

“The Regional Board has the following comments on each RAOs:

e The Regional Board disagrees that ths proposed COCs are lzmﬂed to- TPH- relaieci
Cﬁmpaunds During the Site investigation, chlorinated VOCs were detected on Site.
Shell is required to inelude all componiids detécted on site as COCs and dﬁ‘u’@l&)p RAOs
and SSCOs 1o address all COCs.  Also, as indicated by the UCLA- Expert. Panel’s
Interim Report, “Ht'is possible that cleaning of machinery and other operations on-site
resulted in release of these CVOCs on-site;  Thi cannot be ruled ‘out™ (See UCLA
Expert Pane}. Interim Report at p, 13.) )

o The Regional Board agrees with the RAO of preventing. human e;xpasure and-also’ apfoes:
that the NCP sets forth a risk management range of 10 to 10 The Regional Beard
agrees thal such & fange is appropriate for construction and utility maintenance Workers.
However, the Regional Board rotes that the Report propetly proposes o use a target
incremenital cancer risk of 10 and a non-cancer hazard quotient of 1 as the point of
departure.  The Departiment of Toxic Substanees Control’s (DTSC) Vapor Intrusion
Mitigation Advisary (October ’}{)I 1)sets forth the point.of: dep&rtum forrisk management
decigions for saneer risk at 10°, A target cancer risk of 10°° or less iy considered
protective of on-site: residents by Cal/BPA and should be used 6 support an-anrestiicted
land use scenario.

« The Reglonsl Board agrees that an RAQ for methane should be to prevert fire dnd
explosions: The RAC should alse focus on eliminating methane to the extént technically
and economically feasible.

« The Regional Board generally agrees with the RAO with respect to LNAPL. However, -
the RAO should be reworded to say “remove or treat 1o the extent techmically and
economically feasible,” rather than *to the extent practwable;’ to rrirror the language in
Resolution 92449,

» The Regional Board does not fuﬁy agree with:the RAO for groundwater. Mamtammg &
stable plume in groundwater is importent, but the RAQ should be to reduce the plume 1o
the extent techmca‘dy and economically feasible to achieve, at & minimum, the water
quality objectives:in the Basin Plan to protect the designated beneficial uses, including

municipal supply. Maintenance of plume stability ay not restore groundwater 10 its
designated beneficial nses.

Ditective: Revise the proposed RADs in accordance with the comuments ‘above.
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The intent of the proposed S8CGs is to achieve the proposed RAQs described above, The
methodology for developing the SSCGs involved -evaltiating and mitigating risks to hunian
hiealth and safety, and reducing continued. hydrocarhon loading to the groundwater beneath the
Site. Shell’s methodology, organized by medium, is.as follows:

Soil;
The Repart proposes ntmerical SSCGs for TPH in seil. These SSCGs ware developed nalng a
risk- assessment methodology that is similar to the methodology used for HESREs for analyzing

potential rigks from indoor vapor ‘intrusion in the Site nvestigation. Key eélemernts of the
HHSERES are; :

v The proposed SSCGs to address residential expasures are chemigal-speeific numerical
values assiuning a target increméntal cancer tisk of 10°° and & non-cancer hazard quotient
of 1. These proposed numerical values are to be applied to individual chemicals and soils
not coverad by hardseape and are caleulated for both surface soils (0-2 feet below ground
surface (bgs))y and sub-surface soils (>2-10 feet bgs). The former is based on expostte for
350 days per vear, while the: latter is based on 4 exposure days per year 1o reflect aless
frequent exposure to deeper soil. The proposed SSCGs.ate not based on cumulative risk
assessmients, There are ng SSCOs proposed for areas below hardscape,

o The proposed SSCGs for construction and utility maintenance. workers are chemical-
spacifie numerical values assuming a target indremental cancer risk of 10% and a hazard
quotient-of 1. These criteria are _p—_mpo_sgd to be applied to soils from 0-10 féet bygs.

Soil Vapor:

Shell evaluated the vapor infrusion exposure pathway to devélop SSCGs for soil vapor for VOGs
and  methane based on a residential exposure scehario. The Repoz’t concluded that swmeric
S8CGs for residential exposure of soil vapor are net warranted die to a “multiple lities-of-
eviderice™ dnalysis of the vapor intrision pathway as follows:

' Indoor air and eutdoor air concentrations delected al the properties are indistinguishable
front background and within the typical ranges reported in literature,

*  Vapor intrusion is not affecting indoor afr quality af the Site for COCs based onmuliiple-

- linear regression analysis in which indoor alr councentrations were found to be

significantly correlated with garage air and outdogr air concentrations but shows poor
correlation with sub-glab vapor concentrations.

« Variability in indoor air concentrations is attributed to the presence of door sources of
VOCs. These sources include owtdoor air, indoor product use; residential building
materials, dry clearied clothing, and sotitces withia attached garages,
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# An empirical vapor intrusion aitenuation factor cannot be caloulated for the Site on the
basis of the obsetved similatity of indoor and background air concentrations, and the lagk
of significant correlation beéwc:en sub-siab soil vaporand indoor air concentrations.-

Rased ‘on the multiple. lines-of-evidence analysis described above, the Report proposes thiat &
vapor intrusion assessment will be:made on a property-specific. basis to assess whether the sub-

slab: data result in indoor air coneentrations sbove background, rather than 4 humeric SSCG for
soil vapor.

Indoor Air (Methane): | |

The Report considers fire and explosion risks from methane. The proposed 88CGsare consistent
with DTSC guidance for school sites that state methane levels of greater than 5000 parts per
willion by volunie {ppmv) and soil vapor pressure greater than 13.9 inches water shall be
evaluated for en gingering contrals.

G‘mzmd#mter‘

» Remove LNAPL to'the extent practicable;

v;' Maiitain a stable of decregsing pluive beheath the Site through a. mamtormg program to.
be présented in the RAP;

L3 Re“turn shalmw zone a:md Gage aquer g,lc}undwawr qualfty t(: background eveis for.
an GXIdmna chemwa} ﬁnwmnmem oyer nme3 and
s No documented ot expected future use of site gromndvvater is anticipated..

Comments and Direclives vn Shell’s Proposed SSCGs

The propesed 8SCGs are gererally derived from human health risk dssessments that focus on
teducing risks associated with COCs to a level that is acceptable for residential land use.
However, the CAO also requires the proposed SSCGs to comply with Resohition 9249, the
Basin Plan, ¢ther regulations and policies, and He based on urrestricted residential Jand use.
Shell is therefore required to-address the following commienty in its revised Report,

Soil

The proposed $8CGs for soils for many of the COCs, mc}udmg but not Hmited to TPH aud
benzene, exceed background levels. The Repoit does not eontain dn analysis of the cleanup
levels that are economicaily and technically feasible for the COCs. To cﬂmply -with Resohition
92-49, the 8SCGs must range between background and. the level that is technically znd
ceoniomically feasible. The S8CC must als be protective of groundwater and be based on
unrestricted residential land use.. The SSCQs also do not eomport with the Regional Board’s
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Interim Stte Assessment and Cleanup Guidebook, May 1996, and do not consider criteria such as
waste concentrations; depth to the water ‘table, the nature of the chémicals, soil conditions and
texture, and attenuation trends, and human health protection levels set forth in USEPA Regional
Screening Levels (Formerly Prelimingry Remediation Goals). The Report derives §SCGs based
on contamisant fate and transport and human health risk criterfa.  This methodology does not
-c:ompietely coniport with CCR, title 23, section 25504, which requires that cleanup levels must
be protective of groundwater quahty The proposed §8CGs would allow s1gmﬁcam quantities of
wastes to remain beneath the Site, which may not be protective of groundwater and support
untestrigted residential land uses. Further, in some areas of the Site, these wastes may persist
and continueto generate soil vapor.

The Report also uses methodologies and assumptions that miay not comport with' the CAD, s
described below:

» The Regional Board disagrees that the proposed COCs are Hmited to TPH-related
c@mpounds During the Site investigation, chiorinated VOCs were deteeted on Site.
Shell is required to inctisde all compounds-detested on site as COCs'and develop RAOs
and 88CGs to address all COTs.  Also, as.indicated by the UCLA Exyeﬂ Panel’s
Interim: Report, “¥t-is possible that cleaning of machinery and other operations on-site
resulted in release of these CVOCs on-gite. This canriot be tuled out.” (See UCLA
Expert Panel Inferim Report at p. 13.)

. The OFHHA Memoranduim and UCLA Expert Pariel Intetim Repott identify several
133%5 rsgardmg, the rask ca}uulatzons A. ke‘y zssue cxaneems segmgatmg the ﬁhallaw scnl

SmI SSCGS for T PH rang@'s (App@ndlx A Pag@ 17 EG} far soll béftWeen 2 atncl 10 i’ézet bgs
are guite high. The Report assures specific exposwe conditions of 4 days per year
exposure frequency o subsyrface s0ils between 2 and: 16 feet bgs.

¢ The proposed chemical-spesific SSCGs are based on the average concentrations or the
95[%} Upper Conﬁdame me (%UCL} chenucal concemratwns eaicml;atad fc:vr waiﬁ

QSU(,L was appmved by t%m Regmnai ﬁoaxd f‘or Hmnan Health Screranmg E*vaiuatwns
95UCL may not be appropriate for $5CGs.

* The proposed SSCGs sre based on chemwai—specxﬁc risks and do not eonsider
cumulative risks t0'receptors that fiay exceed: 10%,

s “The proposed SSCGs need to address-all arcas of the Site: The proposed. $SCGs do not
address areas below hardseape. The Reglonal Board does not typmaily dmungmsh
S8CGs based on hardscape and softscape because such an approach is not kely to. be

' prot@c:t;we of unrestricted residential land usé or groundwater protection.

o  Fruity-and vegetables grown in the yards of the homes at the Site. may uptake COCs, but
© that exposure scenario has not been considered in developing SSCGs.



Dn-t;gi-ésj . Weimer - 11 - ' Auvgust 21,2013
Shell Oil Products US

The proposed 8SCGs for TPH in soil do not support unrestricted regidential tand use for several
reasons, including, but niot liniited to: _

* Using the proposed 8SCGs, land use restrictions (also known as deed restrictions or
environmental covenants) may be necessary 1o inform and protect existing and fu’tum
residents from exposure to certain COCs.  The proposed SSCGs in soil cannot exceed
humian health values for dermal contact at shallow depths unless land use restrictions to
control exposare are implemented. Any Jand use restrictions would be requwed o be
recorded by the existing property owner.

« The proposed 88CGs for TPH would cc}mmue to pose 2 nuisance as defined in California
Water Code section 13050(m) because the properties would be subject to continuing land
use restrictions,

-mcllzdmg dﬁtermlmng cleanup iev&]ﬁ ’Lhat are Iechnlcally and. ecammmally f@ambie“ (2} pmv:de
SSCGs that are inclusive of both hardscape and softseape areas of-the Site; (3). provide the
rationale for using average concentrations or propose anethier methodology; and (4) address the
cordments regarding: snpportm;, >unresiricted residential Tand uses,

Soil Vapors:

‘The. Repcm does not propose SSCGs for soil vaper COCs because the Report states that vapor
inirusion is not affacunﬂ indoor ait quality: based on an analysis of approximately 300 indoor air
tests. A muiuple lines-of-evidence approach was used to reach this conclusion. However, the
Regional Board notes thatsoil vapor ean be generated fiom COCs sorbed 1o the soil column.and
can continue to be generated into the future. Overall, the proposed S8CGs would leave a
significant mass. of hydrocarbons in the: subsurface. Such hydrocarbons may continue to degrade
and gererate VOCS that may pose fidture risks to Humans, The proposed SSCGs 86 hot dppedr o
considet the persistence and permanence of potential adverse effects, The Regional Board notes
that the Report proposes that a vapor intrusion assessment will be made on a, propetty-specific
basis to dssess whether the sub-slab data result-in indoor alr concentrations abovs badcground
rather than a numeric site-specific oleanup for soil vapar: In addition, the concrete:in the soils
below grade may contribute to soil vapors and needs to be evaluated. The Regional Board Has 7
received, and is evaluatmg* a separate report from: Shell regarding the slabs, Given that the
-amount of hydrocarbons in the. sabsurfac:e varies throughout the Site, & pre’per‘[ymspeczﬁc
evaluation is. appropriate.

The: Report 5p£~}ciﬁe$; screening levels for VOCs in sub-slab vapors that are 1% of the: CHHSLS
for indoor air. This implies that indoor air concentrations resulting from: vapor intrusion are:
expected to-be no more than. 1% of the sub-slab concéntrations (Le., the attenvation factor is
assumed to be 001 oz less) Regional Board staff review of the stausncal analysis of sub<slab
soil vapor-and indoor air data for vapor intrusion evaluation suggests that some VOUs detected
in indoor air may be there in part from the intrision of sub-slab vapors. {See attached Regilonal
Board Staff Memorandum), Also, as indicated by the. UCLA Expeit Panel’s Interitn Report
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“any determination: that there is a relationship between subsslab soil vapor and indoer air will
tave a direct and profound impaet on all risk estimates.and cleanup. caieul&tmms » (See atfached
UCLA Expert Panel Interiin Report at p. 5:)

Directive: Shell is required to address the following; (1) Propose mamieric 88CGs for VOCs in
soil vapor that are equivalent 10 sub-slab screening levels or devalo;a a site-specifie attenustion
factor (AF) to support development of a site-specific sub-slab vapor cleanup goal using: indoor
air and sub-slab data for VOCs; (2) develop SSCGy for seil vapor based on potential vapor
intrusion coricerns in individual homes; and (3} determine when concentrations of TPH muy
present a nuisance and detectable odot in accordance with the Saf Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Coutre} Board’s Envifonmental Scréening Levels (ESL) decument,

Indoor Air (Methane):

The Regional Board agrees that the proposed 88CGs for methane may be suitable for risk
management screening levels. The SSUGs are also consistent with. DTSC. guadanae and have
ticen approved by the Loy Anpeles County Fire Department for Site investigation ser eering
levels. However, the proposed SSCGs only consider methane above ground or .in “vaults.
Methane in soil vapor also represents a safety risk as it may contribute to elevated levels that can
accomilate in sfructates, which pose a potential safety risk.

Directive: Shell 18 directad to cieva!c}p $8CGs for methane in-soil vapor for residential exposure
scenarios,

Groundwaler;

The g,réundwa&r beneath the. Site is impectad by petroletim hydmcarbans ineluding LNAPL
free phase prodact. The Report does propose removal of LNAPL 1o the extent practicable.
However, pursuant to Resolution 92:49, LNAPL should be removed “lo, the extent technically
and eeonomieally Feasible.”

‘The Report does not propose numeric SSCGs for groundwater. Rathier, the Reporf_ proposes to
achieve background concentrations. in  groundwater throngh momtormg apd nataral
biodegradation. The proposed 88CGs for soil do moet consider the effects of eontinuing:
migration of waste into groundwater in ¢xcess of Basin Plan water quality objecﬁvea noer the
perinanence of the potential adverse effects, To comply with Resolution 92-49, cleanup levels:
Tess stingent than background conditions ‘must not result i1 exceedance of water quahty
obijectives set forth in the Basin Plan. Groundwater beneath the site is impacted with various
‘chemicals that exceed their regpeciive M{CLs, including benzene, naphthalene, tetrachlorosthene:
(PCE), trichloroethene (TCE), and tert-butyl alcohol (TBA). Although the proposed S8CGs to
achieve background. conditions appear appropriate; the perivd of time {0 reach these goals
through motitoring and natural aitenuation has not. been analyzed.. The atteduatibn tate for the
COCs at the Site may be so Tong as-to tender these methods wasuitable for'meeting the proposed
$SCGs within a reasonable tinte frame and eliminate the poteniial impact to underlying aquifers.

Directive: Shell is requived to: (1) propose removal of LNAPL “to the exient technically and
- economically feasible” in accordance with Resolution 92-49; and (2) propose SS€Gs for
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‘groundwater-to achieve, at a minimum, applicable Basin Plan water quality objectives within a
reasonable time frame and that take into decount continuing mi igration of waste inte
groundwater.

Directive to Revise the Report

Shell is required. to tevise the Report and the S8CGs, as apprmpmzte, in accordance with- the
specific directives and other comments provided in this letter. Shell is also diteeted to address
all comments in'the attached OEHITA Metnorandum, UCLA Expért Panel Interim Report, and
Regmnal Board 8taff Memorandum, Shell must submit the revised Report by Oetober 21, 2013,

Sheil is further ditected to meet with Regiondl Board staff o later than September 18, 2013 to
discuss Shell’s approach to rewsmg the Report.and proposed $5CGs, Revisions are necessary-to
take into consideration the requirements of Resolution 92-49, the Basin Flan, and rﬁgulan@ns and
policies referred 1o in these comuments; to dddress the comments contained in the aftached
OEHHA Memorandum, UCLA BExpert Panel Interim Report, and Regional Board Staff
‘Memorandum; and 10 assure that SSCGs are suffictent to be protective of ubrestricted residential
Jand uses.

Th@ due daie ixs.:r th’e revxsed rapears cansmtutus an. amemiment to Cleanup dnci Abatement Order

Cahforma Water C@d@ fallmfe to compiy WJth th@ mqmrements of Order No R4 2011 0646 by
the specified due date, ncluding dates in this amendment, may resalt in civil liability
adminiswatively imposed by the Regmnal Board il an ammunt of upto five thousand dollars
{35000) for cach day of noncompliance. :

Please note that the Regional Board requires Shell fo include a perjury statement in all reports
submittéd under the CA{) The perjury statement shall be signed by a senior authorized Shell Ol
Products US représéntative (and not by a-consultant), The statement: shail ‘betin the fc)liowmg '
format:

“I, [INAME], do hereby declare, under pendlty of petjury under the laws of the State of
'Cahf‘omla that I am {_J OB TITLE] fm Shell (il Company, that I am authormed to attest to the

mfemlatlon oon‘tame{i in the m__portq ,descrzbed _hr::mm is true an_d correct, fmd thai th;s declaratio_n
wag executed at [PLACE], [STATE], on DATE]”
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If you have any guestions, please contact the project manager, Dr. Teklewold Ayalew, ut
(213) 576-6739 (fayalew@watorhoards.ea.gov), or Ms. Thizar Tintut-Williams, Site
Cleanup Unit XII Chief; at (213} 576-6723 (twilliams@waterboards.ca.gov),

Sincerely,

Saamue] Unger, PE
Executive Officer

Attachments: (1) OFHHA Memorandum, dated July 22, 2013
(2) Regional Board Staff Memorandum, dated Atgust 14, 2013
(3 UCLA Expert Panel Imerrm Report, dated July 24, 2{}13

cc: See Malling List (next page)
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Mailing List

Janice Hahn, Honorable Congresswoman, US House of Représgritatives, California’s 44th
District

‘Ted Lieu, Senator, California Senate District 28

Isadore Hall, T, Assembly Meniber, 64th Assembly District
Mark RldleymThonms Supervisor, Second District County of Los Angeles
Jim Deat; Mayor, City of Carson

Sheri Repp-Loadsman, City of Carson

Ky Truong, City of Carson

Sam Ghaly, City of Carsen-

Michael Lauffer, State Water: Resourees Control Board
Frances MeChesnay, State Water Resources-Control Boatd
Robert Egel, State Water Resouices Control Board

Rﬂbert Romem De;aamnent @f Toxm Subsmmes C{)niml

Blil Jom Los Angales Clmmty Flre l?}epaﬁmam

Barry Nugent, Los Angeles County Fire Department

Shahin Nourished, Los Angeles County Fire Department.
Miguel Garcia, Los Angeles County Fire Department

Alfonso Meding, Los Angeles County Depaitment of Health
Cole Landowski, Los Angeles County Department of Health
Ajigelo Bellome, Los Angeles County Department of Health
Karen A. Lyons, Shell Ofl Producis US

Roy Pattersony, URS Corporation

Chiris Ostarberg, URS Corporation

Michelle Vega, Edelman.

Robert Eftinger, Geosyntee

Mark Grivetti, Geosyntec

Thomas V. Girardi, Girardi and Keese Lawyers

Robert W. Boweock, Integrated Resonrces Management, LLC
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Gedrge V., Alexeeft, PO, DASBY, Director
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Maiting Addriss: PO, Box 4010« Bacramento, California 68124010
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Edmimnd G, Brown Jo

orgry f  Governod
Emﬂimmenm Pm{aat{or: N _ o e
MEMORANDUM
TO: Teklewold Ayalew, Ph.D., P.G.
Engineering Geologist
Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4" Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA. 90{)‘} 3
FROW: James G, Carlisle, DMVM, M. 8{: (gﬁ
Staff Toxicologlst
Air, Community, and Erivi ronmental Resgarch. Branch
DATE: July 22, 2013
SUBJECT: SITE-SPECIFIC CLEAN-UP GOAL REPORT FOR KAST PROPERTIES,
CARSON, CA SWRCB#R4-09-17 OEHHA #880212-01
Pocument rwi‘eweﬁi

¢ Site-Specific Clean-Up Goal Report for Former Kast:Properties, Carson,
California, dated Februgry 22, 2013 by Geosyniec Consultants

Beopeof raview

s OEHHA's reviewis focused solely on risk-based and background-based SSCGs;
therefore the comments herein refer only those issues. OEHHA recognizes that
there are other considerations besides heaith risks in determining the final
remediai goals.

»  OEHHA's review excluded the ground water section,
Expasure pathw&ys and exposuz’e assessment.

snte—specmc; and shuuid be bas&d Qn tha mosit iik@ y cansts’ucimn scenarios.
2. Pmpaa@d gastmmteai;nal and-dermal absorption fractions should be referenced.

3. Residents are oniy considered to be exposed {0 deeper solls 4 days per year,
based oni a tree planting stenaria. Page 23 states that soils from 0-10 feet were
evaluated to address the scenario that deep soils contact would oceur during-a
major renovation project such as pool instaflation-or underground utility work.
Since the site is fully developed, this scenario is considered uﬂilkﬁfy
Monetheless, this is a.commanly evaluated scenario-and its omission may be
questionsed, regardiess of how unitikely it is. If renovation involving excavation
were to oceur, then tesidents coukt be exposed to deeper soils that are

California Environmental Protection Agency
" i wnergy chattenge faclig Calitornia by real, Svery Callfornian neads 1o Take nmediate avflonto rdes ey scastiilon,

B Peindadon Beoyelad Pager 7
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redistributed to the aurfacee and this exposure would likely be greater than four
idays per year. During our teleconference, OEHHA wag advised that there is no
room to place excavated soil on these lots, and that any excavated soil would
have to be hauled away.

4, Please explain the differences between the VF equation in Section 3.1.2 1and
Equation 4-8 i the EPA Soil Screening Guidance on which it is based:

5. Construction and ma:ntenance workers are assurmed to be-exposed to vapors
from soil and soil vapor. These pathways may also be complete for onsite
residents, who would have a greater exposure, resu ling inlower $SCGs.

Background assessment

6. Inorderto fu!lfy-avalfu'afce' background arsenic and PAHS, reviewers need {o sée
site-wide arsenic & PAH data.
7. Page 27 states.thatthe Site-Specific Clean-Up Goals (88CGs) will be compared
to the 85 percent upper confidence limit {UCLgs) for each property.
a. OEHHA agrees that this Is appropriate for risk-based S8CGs; _
b. However, OEHHA does not agree that this s appropriate for background-
based SSC}Gs if the Southern California UTL. (the- upper. confidence limit
on the 95" percentile). is used, for the following reason:

i A person exposed to general Southern California soil arsenic-woudd be
exposed mostly to solls with less than 12 mg/ky arsenic, with |e$s than .
5% of samples equal to:or graatar than 12 myfkg.

il.. However, a person exposed to soils on & property with 8 UCLgs soil
arsenic concentration of 12 ‘mglkg would be exposed to soils with
argenic concentrations above and below 12 mg/kg. This person's
exposure would exceed the gereral Southern California background
EXPOSLHE.

¢. An-upper-end.statistic.like a UTL of 2 maximuim would be a more
reasonable basis for comparison.
Exposure pa‘int concentrations
8. The site-wide average and UCLys concentrations of the compounds of concern:
are-niot useful metrics for-assessing exposure to the residents on the 285
individual fots. This site-wide approach could mask localized problem sreas:
the UCL on the mean for the enfire site-couid be below risk-based thresholds

despite risk and hazard estimates for-some individual properties exceedmg risk-
based thresholds,

8. OEHHA supports assessment of exposure and risk over the area to which
individuals are likely to be exposed, Each resident is exposed primarily to the soll
on hss or her individual lot and to the air in and around and his or her-house. That
means assessing exposure for each parcel separately.

10. Parcel-specific risks may be caloulated based onthe UCLes for that parcel;
hcwever, if there are.insufficient samples from & given parcel to caloulate a LGL,
the exposure and risk calculations should be based on the maximum detected
concentration in‘a particular medium on that parcel.

California Esmmnmaﬁtai Protection Agenagm

‘n‘m Bpsrgy chgﬁange fmiﬁg Cafitarnla is raal. &%’wy Cﬂifamlﬁn Pl s ke imxasswm acf;m {e fmaw aﬂww s:mmmmm
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Pages : L o

11.The statement (page 29) that sail vapor samples collected at-depth.are not
censidamd in the residential receptor analysis needs further explanation:

§8CGs
12.0EHHA calculated risks and hazards corresponding to selected SSCGs Using

-standard exposure equatlons forworkers and residents. The reasuliing risk and
hazard estimates were 1 x 10°° and the resultmg hazard estimates were 1 orless.

13.85CGs must be evaluated i the context of how they will be used. CEHHA
supports the summation of chemical-specific risks and hazards to estimate
‘cumulative risks and hazards (as propesed on page27).

14.No $SCGS are provided for VOCs in soil gas.
Vapor intrusion analysis

15.Table B-1-gives concentrations of various YOCs used in the regression analysis:
For non-detects, the minimum analytical reporting limit was. used i the analysis.
These values differ from the detection limits citéd in the individual property
reports. Please explain the use of the minimum analytical reporting limits.

16. As more paired indoor/sub-stab date are generated, the regression analysis
should be. expanded to includethese data. Since co-variation could fimit the
effect of removing one variable on 12, OEHHA suggests single regression in
addition fo the multiple regression method used.

17. Paired indoor/sub-slab data for various VOCs can be used to estimate site-
specific attenuation factors (SSAFs). If supported by adequate data, thése
S8AFs may provide an afternative-to the generic assumed AF of 0.01.

Communication Issues

18, The. saparaté‘on of soit vapor and indoor airinto- saparate sections seams
unnecessary and results in redundancy.

19. Table A9 presents risk-based clean-up goals; Table 12 presents background-
‘based ciean-up goals. A table of final clean-up goals with a column showing.
whether they were risk-based or backgrount-based would improve transparency.

20. The first three senfences i the second full paragraph on page 24 deal with
COCs. The next three sentences discuss: sampling strategies, and do not belong
i the same paragraph.

21. The statement that metals that are below. CHHSLs are iot considered sitew
related defles logic, Site-related chemicals can be present at concentrations less
than CHHSLs.

22.The second full paragraph on page 26 deals with background metals except for
thi last sentence. The latter does not belong in tha paragrzaph and its presence
there could be cenfusing.

23.1n the samie paragraph, the phrase "will be- used”, implying that the werk will be
done in the future, is confusing, since it appears that this selection is-complete,
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Pare 4

24, Table 7 1s titled “Site- &pacﬁlc cleanlp goals for soll”, but these do not appear to

be final clean-up goals since some of them are below background.

25, In the first:sentence in section 7, “prevent” should. probably be “iimit".
28 In'the following paragraph, “impacts” should prebably be "vapars” (3x).
Conclusions.

-

Please reconsider whether residents could be exposed to soils in the 2‘-16 foot.
depth horizon more than 4 days per year. This could be fcllawmg major
renovation prajects stch as pool instaflation or underground ulifity work involving

radistribution of soils and/or in the course of gardening, _plaﬁhng Eiied

A Table showing final SSCGs and whether each is health-based or background-
based would Improve fransparency.,

OEHHA questions the appropriateness of comparing background-based S8CEs

to the 95 percenit upper confidence limit (UClLgg) for ach property. In order to

fulfy evaluate background arsenic and PAMS, reviewers need to see site-wide

arsenic & PAH data.
Please consider evaluating the outdoor vapor inhalation pathway for residentsor |

explain the exclusion of this pathway.

OEHHA supports assessing exposure and risk-over the area to which individuals

are likely to be exposed. This is typically the UCLgs for each property, but if there
are not enough samples from a given parcel to caloulate-a UCL, the exposLre
and risk calculations should be based on the maxinmum cfe‘sec:ted concentration in

a particular medium on that parc&l

OEHHA supports the summation of chemical:specific risks and hazards to
estimate cumulative risks-and hazards. The implication of cumulative risks andfor
hazards that exceed target levels neads to be considered.

The communication issues noted above should be addressed by prmwding
additional information and/or correcting the text 58 indicated.

Memo peer reviewed by:

“Hristo Hristov, M.D., Ph.D.
Staff Toxicologist.
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Expert Panel Interim Beview of the
Site-Specific Cleanup Goal Report and
Buman Health Screening Risk Evaluation

July 24, 2013

1, Introduction

This-report contains the Expert Panel's interim review of the 20173 Site-Specific
Cleanup Goal Report and Human Health Sereentng Risk Evaluation (2009, amended
2010 and 2811) as requested by the Regional Water. Quality Contral Board.

The Expert Panel’s charge it toprovide ity recommendation for the Reglonal Board
to-gonsider i determining whether remedial actions and cleanup goals proposed by
the responsible parties named in the Cleanup Order are consistentwith applicable
legal authorities, inchiding State Water Resources Control Board (Stats Water
Board) Resolution No. 92:49 (“Policies and Procedures for Investigation and
Cleanip and Abatement of Dis¢harges Under Water Code Section 13304)
{Resolution 92-49). Resolution 92-49 governs the Regional Board in requiring
responsible parties o remedmte the site to levels that'will resultin meeting all
water quality standards and are “consistent with the maximum benefit to the. paopie
of the state,”

The Expert Panel has reviewed several aspects of the Site-Specific Cleanup Goal
Report ($8CG) and Human Health Screening Rigk Evaluation [HHSRE}:-First, the
panel evaluated the transparency, consistency, objectivity and the use of
appropriate sensitivity analysis within and across the reports. Second, the panel
identified-areas of patentially important uncertainty in the reported knowledge of
sources, transport and exposure to chemieal of potential concern,

This Interim report begins by’ iymg ouif technical review criteria/principles. Section
3 then contains batkground information relevant to how the’ Expert Panel applied
these technical ¢riteria/principlesin their review of the $5CG and HHSRE, Section 4
introduces:concérns that arise when applying these principles to the 8566 and
HHSRE. Section 5 contains other concerns/questions thatarise from Insufficlent
evidence, Finally, Section 6 summarizes énd applies State Water Board Resolution
92-49 o this.interim review. .

2. Technical Review Criteria
This interim review of the human health risk assessment and cleanup goals work for

‘the Former Kast Property (herein after referred to as Kast) hasbeen :malyzed hased
upon these principles:



« Transparency- A regulatorand/or informed reader should be able to clearly
 identify and follow the logic and underiying assumptions {incl uding those made
underthe bagner of "hest professional judgment”) utilized in (i) the derivation
of cleanup goals-and (1) overall risks for the site as a whole and atan indlvidual
homeowner level,

»  Consistency- Methodological approaches for the risk assessment work should
be based on a combination of (i) guidance and progedurés publislied by the
relevant regulatory agencies/autheritles and as rieeded (i) peer-reviewed
sclentific literature. If possible, methodological disparities {e.g, selection of
chemicals ofconcern) should bie mihimized; howsver, ifthese differences oceur a
stlentific and/or regulatory rationale showld be provided,

s Objectivity {evidence based)- There should be a relevantand reasonably
complete database that is useable for quantitative risk assessment, If there ate
mgmﬁcant data gaps for (ij medla speclf" c data sety (e g, sor] arr, water, bmta),
pattems'), and (m) key toxzcolﬂgmal parametem (e g sl@pe fac‘tors, reference
doses, toxic equivalency factmrs] then clear explanation and justification for
bridging assumptions sheuld be provided;

» Sensitivity- “How do we know what's important?” As applied to risk
assessment, sensitivity analysis is “any systematic; common sense techuigue
“used to understand how risk estimates and, in particular risk-based decisions,
are-dependent on variability and uncertainty in the factors contributing te visk"

(USEPA, 2001). - |
o Itis extremely useful for regulators and readers to understand the major
“drivers” of the risk estimates, i.e., those parameters, factors, and
assumptions that'are sighifieantly-impacting the calcilated risk

3. Background Relevant to Application of the Technical Review
Principles

The S8GG has thesestated objectives:

Evaluate impacts to shallow soils 0-10 feet below ground surface.
Consider listed guidelines and Polices.in the development of cléanup goals.
Addtess groundwater tleanup goals.

Davelop site-specific cleanup levels for residential land use and Fm"
construction/utility worker exposures.

The SSCG utilizes over 550 Phase 1L Interim and Follow-up Repoits that contain
praperty-specific investigations and these include a Human Hedlth Screening Risk
Evalyotion (HHSRE), The HHSREs {various dates 2009 /2010/2011) provided dn
initial evaluation, residential property by praperty, of calenlated potential risks and



is tantamount, in many respects, £o a baseline human health risk assessment. The
'HHSRE was designed to assist in interim response planning,

‘I"i'c}wever itis nnt clear whather 1) the HHSRFS are now consxdered ta consntuﬂm‘:

scheduleci far release in the future, asis statcx:f in the SSCG repmt. "A Fuli Humau
Health Risk Assessment (HHRA)Y incorporating the SSCGs proposed inthis report
will be conducted to further evaluate potential health risks once the site
characterization work fs complete. The HHRA will be used to guide final resporise
action for impacted media at the Siteand-will likely be included in the Remediation
Action Plan” {Site-Specific Cleanup Goal Report; Feb, 2013, page BS-1). The Expert.
Panel has concerns with either scenario 1) or 2).

}.} The HHSRE dqes net fmli@w the guidelines ofa standard human health risk
assessment.

2) Alternatively, the utility of developing this dacument after the execution and
refease of the SSCG is potentially problematicfor key decision makers at the Water
Board. Typically, a human risk assessment should inform cleanup gaals rather than
be released after the cleariup goals are determined,

ther Issiies:
e Thereare mathematzcal, and methodological connections between caiwiatmg el
cleanup level and a sereening risk assessment; hence, there are Hnks betweeln
the SSCGand the HHSREs. While the stated purposes of the two are “different,”
there is substantial meﬂm{domgwai overlap.

o There'should be transpareney; consistency; objectivity (same J/similar
data sets) and sensitivity fmathematical connection between the two,
calculated gutcomes, o

= {f) Cleanup tevel based on atarget tisk (S8C6)-and;
" (11} Praperty-specific risk based onan underlying medid-specific
screening level.

o Both the SSCG and HHSRES utilize the sathe eore caleulation equation{s),
it is simply a ‘matter of variable rearrangement.

»  Thebasic media -specific data sets are similar {thé 5SCGhasa
somewhat fuller set simply because it a more recent report}

¥ Core exposure factors are the same as the residential scenatios;

s Core toxicology parameters, ¢.g., reference deses, slope factors
‘would be the same unless there was-a published regulstory
Tevisian.

o SSCG uses a ‘target risk’ level to back calculate scenario and media-
specific cleanup levels, e.g, a residential scenario, assuming (&) standard
exposure factors/parameters, (b) medid-specific data sets for chosen



chermicals of concern (COCs) aud {c) standard chemical-specific toxicity
factors

HHSREs uses (a) media-specific data combined plus a GOC selection
Process (all detects are included) in Combination with (b) exposure
factors and () toxicity parameters in order to caleulate media-specific
(e.g., soll, idoor aii-arid sub-slab soil vapor) “cumulative risk index” for
both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic COCs, as well as a separate total
pétroleum hydrocarban scieen.

[18 B 10 4] anci non- r:arcmagens {hazami mdex «=:1 9) tbe pmnt i;lf
departure is conservative, i.e, carcinogens 106,
» Risk ratige and points.of departure are the same for both the §SCG.
and the HHSRE.

Both dovuments correctly state (and this requires emphasis) that risk
estimates generated should not be interpreted as the expected rates of
disease in'the exposed population but rather as estimates of potential
risk, based on current knowledge and a number of assumptions.

* There are a variety of uncertainty factors integrated within the.
toxicity factors that are meant to err on the side of publichealth
protection in order toayoid underestimation of risk:

* Riskassessment is best used as a rulerto compare ene source with,
another and to prioritize concerns.

- Risk estimates.are best used to prioritize differént options and scénarios
for desision makers, The risk estimates do notinform either an indlvidual
or a defined population whether a defined disease endpmnt {e.g., cancer)
is going to be-actually developed.
& Consistency-and transparency of methodalagicaé 3p§3roach@s arg
essential for regulators.
] Changes incertain key inputs have a cascade effect onthe risk:
estimates {or risk indices) as the variables ave connpcted

Sensitivity analysisiga ase,fn_ftéél;f@:ﬁr‘imv‘ea-}in_gi which -
variable in the visk model contribute mostto the variation
in éstimates-of risk,

Accordingto USEPA.[2601), “This variation inrisk could
Tepresent variability, uncertainty, ot both, depending on
the type of risk model and characterization of input
variables”



4. Generaland Specific Analysis

*®

Sub-slab soil vapor and residential air quality.

The most.consequential decision is whether to accept, reject, or request

modifications to the Geosyntec analysis of the relationship, {or lack thereaf),

Letween chemical-specific sub-slab soil vapor concentrations and vesidential

indodr alr monitoring.

o Any determination that there is a relationship bétween sub-slabsoil Vapor
and indoor air will havea direct and profound impact on all risk estimates

and cleanup calculations, i.e, there will be 4 definite increase inrisk
estimates-and a concomitant lowering (more stringent) of chemical- “8pacitic
cleanup leveis as pathwayadditivity will clearlychange the calculations.

Tha 5tatxst1{:al, analysis-done to determine whether there issub-slah-to indoor
alr VOU {velatile organic compound) transfer, although impressive in the
volume of data used, is flawed because it ignores spatial and temporal
factors, It would be much more valuable ifit was done for each individual
hame, rather than for the aggregate; mixitg data from various time pariods
can alse distert the results.

However, a review of the sub-slab concentrations compared to-the indoor air
cotcentrations for each of the VOCs indicates thak: {1} thi 10<12hotmes with
elevated levels of a given VOC in the sub-slab soil vapors do nothave
elevated levels of that VOU inindoor afr; (2) the few homes with:glevated
levels of a given VOU in indoor airhave Jow Jevels.of the same VO in sub-
slabrvapots; (3) higherlevels of indeoer benzene or toluche concentrations
correlate well with bigh levels of garage benzene ortoluene concentrations,

suggesting that this {5 the more likely source of benzene or toluene in these:

homes.The only dpparent-exceplions ffroma pretiminary sha Iysig) were

high levels of PCE in sub-slab soil vaper-and indoors for 24436 Panama Ave,

24617 Marbella Ave and 24737 Marbella. Ave,

In light of the-assertions by Everett and Associates that the input data in'the
statisticalanalysis is.incomplete (as depictad in Everett's letter in Page 93}, it
may be-necessary to review the results-with a higher level of seruting,

Consistency in (:hemi‘ca{ of concern sélection between the $SCG and HASRE,
The absolute mimber of potential cheniicals of concern (COCs) retained matters
as themore carcinogens that are retained, mathematically the more it will drive
back calculated cleanup levels as carcinogens are considered to be additive.

o It matters if there are 10 versus 30 carcinogenic and/or nens-carcinogenic

compoundselected.

Longern:
DTSC guidance typically advises that compounds. retained if thers is-a “it”



.

regardless of whether there are othérwise numerous non-detects:for the
same compound. This procedure was followed for the HHSRE; however, a
different process was utilized in the SSCG.

The §8CG excluded vertain detoets based on overall frequency of detection, Ih
risk assessiment practice there is a screening argument that is often made for
dropping compounds based onlevel of non-detects versus a single detect.

1epm o3 3}10111&1 i:e highizghted AND the 1mpact of ’thxs demsson furthezr
characterized {sensitivity).

Consistency of methodology is critical for regulators and decision-makers,
* The calculated media-specific SSCG values would
mathematzcal?y change (becomie more smng@nt) ifthe COC
process used in the HHSRE was utilizéd,

Calculation of SSCG without considering additivity of risk-and hazards.
HHRA Note 4 (Page 12] states “Risk niust be swinmed across all carcinogenic
chemicals and exposure. pathways (including: vapor intrusion to indoor air
evdluated separately from omparison to RSLs). Shmilarly, hazard quotients must
be summed wcross all chemicals and exposure pathways (including vapot
intrusionte indoorair evaluated separately from comparison to RSLs) for
threshold (non-carcividgenic) effects to providea hazard lndex..... If the summrrad.
hazard index-for the site is greater than one, then the hazard i:nadex- may be
recalcuiated for chemicals which have the sarie tokic manifestation or whieh
affect the same target organ”

Coricern:

The number of both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic chericals is greateér
than10 for both site-wide and residential-specific COCs. While the $5€G uses
106 as the target risk-and 1.0 for threshold hazard index, as the number of
CUCs becomes 10, the mathematical impact results inan overall risk greater
than 10-5 and hazard risk well-over 1. The $§CG does-take gdditivity partially
it acwunt by mult;;ply any target orth resh old by (} 1 but agam t:hem are:
carainmge__n;_c target _ Wh:le cumula?:we aad/or mdm.dual usks.can be at i;he
10 Jevel this is not typical and may not be agreeable to either regulators or
Water Board decision makers.

» 55CGsfor soils.
Theanalysis provide foi the developmeént of SSCGs for setls-in general

follows reasonable methods and assumptions. Yet several issues deserve
attention




One important point 15 the SSCGs were developed for each €OC

‘independently, but there may be severdl COCsat any one location that exceed

the SSCEs, and even though they may all e remediated tothe SSEGs, when
added up them maystill exceed theoneina million or HQ =1 target levels;

adeluate measures nesd to be in place to avold this situation, The 0-2 ftbgs

levels (EF =350 days/yr) seem adequate for protecting residents, including.
children, to exposure of site soils. There is-a bit more concern with the 2-10 ft

bgs (EF = 4 days/yr) levels which are two.orders of magnitude higher in

general, due to the low exposure frequency (EF) expected. While it is validto .
assume a very low exposure frequency, these Higherlevels in suils may under
certain circumstances be-a source of sub-slab sofl vapors that coutd slowly
leak into the subsurface soils (0-2 ftbelow-gruond surface o bgs)and under
excepitional circumstances into homes. It may also be-a concern for
construction workers, although this has been addressed (Table 8), In faet, the
difference between the subsurface levels {0-21% bgs) for residents and the 0-
10 ft bgs 85CGs of VOCs for construction workers s so small, that it makes
sense to use the $SCGs for VOCs from the subsurface levels throughout the
entive first ten feet bgs,

It has been suggested that the 95 UCL be used as the-criterion to use for each
property. The PRPs should realizethat a greater number-ofsoils samples wilf
be needed todetermine a 95 UCL, given the large variability in COC
concéntrations in a given property. In addition, when there arve some clear
hot spots above the 95 UCL,a more thorough investigationis warranted to
make sure that a site with high levels of contaminationin séme small hot

spots is not classified as not requiring remediation because the-hot spot is .
combined with data from cléaner soils,

In addition, giventhe tolerance in $SCGs (e.g not requiring ¢cleanup to TPH =
100 mg/kg), it may make sense to réquest that the PRPs set up & trustfund
that would be avatlable in the:firture {next 20-25 yers) for-(1) long term
monitoring of COCs in'indoor alr atid sub-skab soil vapors (once a yedr in key
locations which havetested high inthe past, plus a few randorm:additional
locationis); {2) providing adequate protection to constiuction workers-and.
nearby residents in the case that excavation belew2 ft bgs is needed for an
extended period (eg 5 days or more); (3¥ éngingering controls for methane -
in sub-suiface asneeded.

Sensitivity. _

As the COCselection results in 26 different carcinegens (12 Site COCs) and 34
non-carginogens (15 Site.COCs) the SSCG can be caleulated based on the target
risk oraceceptable-hazard quetient divided by the number of COC that make up
that risk/hazard.

L.oncern/iss

7



The sensitivity (impacet) of this change should and can be easily shown for Board
decision makers.

Consistency and objectivity of screening levels,

Screening levels developed in the HHSRE (Human Health Screening Bvaluation
Waork Plan; Geosyntec 2009) are stated (pg 3) to be “consistent with” Cal-EPA-
OEHHA and USERA RSL." Geosyntech writes that COC screening was conducted -
using risk-based screening levels (RBSLs) that-were calculated assuming
potential residential exposures to COC in soil and soil vapar-as part of the HHSRE:
process and presénted in'the approved HHSRE Work Plan. (Geosyntec 2009) and
that the screening criterfals 1710 of the RBSLs regardless whether.of Cancer (€
orNon Carider (NC). Geosyntech also describes the backgmund Sereen forboth
metals and carcinogenic PAHs (1 (known as“cPAH").

o Objectivity- 1t is unclear at this stage of the réview whether the DTSC list
of ePAHs was analyzed versus the shorter QEHHA ¢PAH list, L6, DTSC
includes several PAHs as “carcinogenic” that re not typically cﬂngidwed
g ¢PAHs by USEPA or QEHHA.

Londefns: '

1. Cal-EPA Jannary 2005 (Human-Exposure-Based Screening Nunibers
Developed to Aid Estimation of Cleanup Costs for Cantaminated Soil, page &)
indicates that standard "Supm tund”algorithms are used for unvestricted
land usé scenario, HHRA Note 3 (version August 2012 ypdated May 2013,
see Sumniary page 1) indicates that the EPA RSLs.are appropriate risk based
screening levels unless the analyte is listed on one of the aceamparnying
tables thien the RSL on the table should be used.

a. EPARSL equations were not used as mutagenic effects were not
included {1 the RBSL caleulations (determiined using verification
caleulations-and the-provided spreadsheets), While HHRA Note 3
(Page 4) indleates that in 2008 the RSLs did nvlude thisteffoct, it 1
unclear whether Cal-EPA fully implements the uncertainty factorsas
the corresporiding equations have not be reférenced in the Cal-EPA
documents review te date. This would impact the PAH RBSLs which

- are caleulated using Cal-EPA toxicity values.

b, PEF Calealation: Inthe HHSRE (Table 3}, the F‘[x) is-specific for Los
Angeles so-the resulting PEF is 1.2E+11 m¥fkg: However, in 85CG
Report, Appendix A, page5, the F(x) is noted to be the default from
USEPA 2002 (Supplemental Guidance for Developing Soil Screening
Levels for Superfund Sites) but themean wind speed is spécific for
Los Angeles, so the change results in a PEFof 2.88+9 m#/kg. Thisis
two orders of magnitude more conservative, o this miay have beena
requested change, as USEPA 2002 does not specifythatthe default be
used. USEPA 1996 (Soil Sereening Guidance: Technical Background,
Docurment)actually provides the Los Angéles specific number for Fix)
per Cowherd 1985, as recommend in USEPA 2002, (Note the 2009



HHSRE Work Plan did include the Los Angeles F{x) but all later
versions of the PEF calculation did not),

while the inhalation dose from particulates is typically very small ra!ative to the
incidental ingestion making this variance insignificant (in of {tself), it does
denjonstrate that RBSLs-were modified between the HHSRE and the ones used in
the SSCG Report. This would indicate that Geosyntec could have made other-
updates, especlally in the case of toxicity updates or guidance updates between
2009 and 2013. The 2010 HHSRE addendum does demonstrate updates dueto
toxicity, in this case cPAH;

¢ Does notdppear that for analytes listed on the HHRA Note 3 Tahle 1
that the table’s soil screening values were used but nstead the
corresponding Cal-EPA toxicity values fronrthe on-line screening
calculator with the exception of the cPAH which used the
carrespondmg TEQ of the Cal-BEPA 2010 BaP toxicity valug, Thisis.
AHPro: te but as there were ria- medlfmatlons to the e:{posure

abwe in 1&1 (mutagenif: aﬁmt‘s) an{i 1b {PEF whmh is msxgnificant) it
Is unclear why the residential soil RBSLafrom USEPA RSLs and the
Gal-EPA HHRA Note'3 Teble 1 were caleulated versus uging the
published screening concertrations.

2. HHRA Note 4 (Page 3) dated June 2011 supparts the aboveconcerns with the
following statement: “As disenssed in HHRA Note 3, for the najority of the
706 listed chemicals with RSLs, HERQ recominerids useof the sofl and tap
water values Hsted in the Spring 2010 U:S. EPA RSL-table. However some
values listet] in the U.S. EPA RSL table differ significantly (greater than four-
fold) than values calculated using Cal/EPA toxicity criterfa and risk
agsessment procedures: HERO hag prépared a referetice table for goil and tap
water RSLs which indicate contaminants for which: 1) thie 2004 EPA Region
9 PRG should be used; Z) the 2004 EPA Region9 ‘Gal-nyodified” PRG should
be used; or 3) the: Cal/EPA California Human Health Scr eening Level (CHHSL)
should be uged.”

3. HMHRA Note 4 (Page 9) also indicated that RBSLs used should be annotated as
they “do not considet phy’ﬂﬁ‘a limitations such as soil saturation'and some:
RSLs exeeed the “ceiling limit” concentration of 1x10+5 mg/kg. Soil RSLs that

‘exceed Csat are denoted as s.” Soll RSLs exceeding %10+ mg/kgare
dernoted as “m", meaning that thie chemital Teprasenits more than 10% by
wmght of the ssil sample. At such concentrations, the assumptiois for goil
contact used to derive the RSLs mayno longer be valid, Cases in which the
chemicals are presentat concentrations exceeding 1x10+% mg/kg or, Csat
need to be Identified and addressed in the risk assessment ! Thiswe ;
done.




4. HHRA Note4 (Page 12) "In general, HERQ recommends that all detected
compounds bé selected as COPCs sind be included in the quantitative risk
evaluation. .. Potential chemical breakdawn praducts must also be
considered, and the rationale should not be based on a “bright line” approach
(esg, preliminary cancer risk <1 07, prefiminary HQ<0.1). As.detailed above,
inorganics which are determined to be present at concentrations consistent
with background will still need to be included in the total risk and hazard
evaluation,”

5, RBSLs do nat appear to have beenupdated from the HHSRE (Geosyntee
2009, Table 10} using the more recent Cal-EPA guidance, though small inpug
parameters are indicated (see 1b) to have been différent, Earlier Cal-EPA
(2005] guidance set the default sub-slab soil vapor to indoor air attenuation
factoras 0.01 mg/m? to mg/mi; whergas carrent guldance Cal-EPA [2011b,
Guidance for the Evaluation and Mxtlgatlm of Subsurface Vapor Intrusion'to
IndoarAir [Vapor Intrusion Guidance)] recommends the attenvation factor
0f 0.05' rag/m?3 to mg/ m? Reviewing the COG selection for Seil Vaporand
myltiply the screening concentration by 0.2 for the correction, an additional
four COCwould be selected (styreneand. vinyl acetate from non-sup-slab
samplesand 1,2-dichlorobenzene and cis-1,2-dichloroethene from sub-glab
samples), Additfonally bromometiiane, already selected from sub-slab
samples would be selected in the non-sub-slab:samples. One would assume
only styrene would be.classified as a Site COC,

‘While the vapor Intrusion pathway used for the derivation of the RBSL for soil
vapor, these SSCGs for sofl vapor were caleulated for the Utility Worker Scenario’
for all COCs. 1f the vapor intrusion-intoithe residential structure {8 believed to be
an-ineomplete pathway (a8 per Appendix B of the S5C6 Report), the RBSLs for
sbil vaper could be-calculated using anindustrial airRSL and the soil vapor
attenuation for ttenchy/utility workers i order to possibly reduce the number: of
501l vapor $56Gs,

Definition of surface soil,

HHRA Note 4 (Page 10) states "For evaluation of future residential land-use
scenidrios, soil samples from the.0 to 10 foot (ft) below ground surface (bgs)
interval should be collected. While recommended soil samypling depths may vary
‘based on site-specific conditions; in general, discrete soil samples should be
collected from bothsurface (0 to 0.5 ftbgs) and subsurface soil”

erns: While the data collection appears tohave foll{:»ng this sampling’
fthe depth of surface soil was extended to 2 feet, This is considered
reasonable given the potential for gardening as referenced in the test.
However the data were not presented by depthr in any of the documents
reviewed, especially in the SSCG degument,
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Multiple S5CGs for subsurface soil, _
25CGs were calculated for both restdentiak-and construction /utility worker

" exposure to subsurface soils (Tables 7 and 8, respectively). However, the 85CGs

for constriction and utility maintenance worker: exposures ... will be applied to
soils-from 0-10 feet bgs” (pags 48),

Loncerns: Due'to the exposurecalculation using the-child exposurefactors in
the-residential exposure scenario, the SSCGs for the subsurface soils are miore
conservative for the residential subsurface exposure than the

constructian Autility worker, Why then was the worker-based 5SCGs selected
for the subsurface soils?

Use of cPAH: HHRA Note 4 (Page 13).

In'some:cases, benzo(a)pyrene (BaP)-equivalent concentrations are calculated
and used in screening-level risk evaluations to assess risk from careinoganic
PAHs. ... If the BaP- -aquivalent concentration is calculated, the OEHHA potency
eguivalency factors (PEFs) should be used (OEHHA 2002} Seé Table 1.

Concern; Docwment references use of cPAH, especially for background
characterization, but the data tables do not show that the ¢cPAH were-
calcutated and background concentration was uged only for BaP: Since the
maximum BaP coneentration was greater than background ¢PAH, the point
becomies moot but should be considered ag it makes the drgument weak.

Lead.
- Use of the Adult Lead Madel (ALM) for the intermittent exposures to subsurface

sojls is inaceurate due to the lack of steady state scenario.

Conrcery: Lead SSCG is not accurate:for subisurface sotl. USEPA (1994, 20033,
2003b) fecommends a mintmum fr equeticy of one day per week angd
duratzan afthree c:onSecutave monthg Far muat af the constmcz on/utihty
SLm Given 'Ch"{ft haituht’e of leac“i n hlnad is 30 tiays the lead EeVe]S i the bload
will not reach steady state but will probably be at least partly flushed from
the blood' priorto the next gxposute. The currgnt biokinetic niodels are not -
appropriate to evaluate non-steady-state exposures to lead and may
underestimate the peak blood concentrations following short-term transwnt
EXPOSUFe.

USEPA's 2003b guidance ASSESSING INTERM T OR VARIABLE
EXPOSURES AT LEAD SITES addmsses hEJW “'m use the iEUBK mcndel and ALM
to assess a wider variety of exposure scenarios, includinig exposure from
more than one location, varying tensities of exposure, track-in of sofl frém
atiother lotation, and intermittent afiexposures,” Given the subsurface
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adu}t) t:_o come in contact with subsurfac& saﬂ 4 t_imes _per year,__the_USE?A
guidance would recommend using the time-weighted average to evaluaté the
child éxposure, USEPA guidante (2003b) considers three{3) months “to be
the minfmum-exposure to produce a guasi-steady-state PbB concentration.
The reliability of the models for predicting PbB concentrations for exposure
durations'shorter than 3 months has not been assessed.” This decument for
the ALM recommends using the shortest. averagingtime of the exposure, for
example the exposure could be per weekor 90 days:

White the utility worker exposure isnotover 'the full exposure petiad, the
weighted media gancentration will not be annualized across the year, even
though the models will-assume the exposure occurs averayear. The TRW
recomraends not annualizing the weighted concentrations. eventhough some
of the lead burden accumulated during the exposure season will be
eliminated during the intervening months between seasonal exposures,
However; neitherthe TRUBK nor the ALM can simulate this loss oflead, so
model predictions correspond toafull year of exposure to&.constant
exposure level regardless of the attual exphsure perlod. The seasonal
expasure €an. m:cur successively GVEI’ years m t"or (mly ong: yeer Smca the

assessmen_t is pmbably ove_r-»esl:zmatmg the Jesultmg rlsk

Recap of the technical review.

An-interim review of the Kast.risk assessment hag heen performed.
Knowledgeable and sophisticatéd practitionershave obviously performed the
work, Spot chieck of risk spréadsheets demonstrates no calculation ervors. The
complexity and numerosity of the risk assessment reports {s formidable almost
to-a fault. If the point bf the entire risk assessment-exercise is to provide a clear
road-map-for regulators, Water Board decision makers and the public
stakeliolders then there are critical issues that should be moré élearly addressad.
Critical stakeholders should e able to'mare clearly follow a transparent,
consistentand abjective analysis that includes ai analysis of the sensitivity of
key assumptionsand technical decistons.

Iniportant Unkoowns: Needed Additional Information

GW Plume delineation.

The extent of the plumey (different plumes for different COCs) Is notexplicitly
determined in the information provided. In addition, the plume delineation:
analysis should establish the rate of migration of the various COCs, to'better
understand the risk to nelghbaring propertiesand wells, A grachent isprovided,
as'well as soil types (sands) for the aquifers, but there should be some
evaluation of adsorption (retardation), biodegradation and other processes that
will support the agsertion that the plumes are stable and will eventually be

12



decréasing, notjust a statistical analysis (MARGS) of benmne fone COC): At
presentnotail locations indicate stable or decr easing; some are increasing and
many had “no trend” which means there is insufficient information to state they
are stable or decreasing Stable could be the-norm for decades given the levels of
TPH and the presence of LNAPLs: While it most cages the concentrations are not
very high, there are a fow locations where the concentrations of some COCs Is
many times abovethe MCL. The proposed 35CG of maintaining a stable or
décreasing plume would- require more monitoring. Given the sigmificant amount
of TRH in the overlying sofls (Fighre 108 in Plume Delineation Report indicates a
very thick zone contaminated with petreleum derived compounds, at depth (8-
40:ft bgs)), it 15 likely that the petroleum derived COC plumes wiil last for
decades, with a significant monitoring cost to the PRPs. These can also bea
continuous source of soil vapors to the sub-slab region, While thereis not
suffictent evidence fo indicate that there is much migration of COC vapors from
sub-slab toindooralr {see below), it will remain a concern that needs to he
motiftored for decades,

»  (VOCssources.
There-are CVOCS (chlorinated YOCs, a Iedgedly frot off-site activities) &t
relatively high concentrations in MW-041, which is not downgradientof Turco,
May be from former OTC. However, many CVOECs found in sub-stab goil saniples
at concentrations that appeartobe too high for volatilization from groundwater
53ifeet below (Bellflower aquifer), Figures 154 & B, 16 A & B (Plume Delinestion
Report) provide some sense of PCE & TCE contamination at shallow depths,
which is difficult to explain as.a restlt of GW transport from Turco or OTC. If
these- vapars.ate in equilibrivim {or néar egidlibrivm]) with the soils in the:
shallow-ares, the concentrations in the soils are significant; Asindicated bythe
-SSLG report; one woild not expect transport from off-site to or-gite to be
,;sign ficant dueto. zzdsorgtmn, dilution, biodegradation-and other fate and
transport processes. 1t 15 possible that cledning of machinery and ather
operations on-site resulted in release of these CVOCs on-site. This cannot be
ruled out.

Lack.ofmaps for GVOCs hinder ability to better understand their distribution
and thus sourcesand risks, There isan emphas‘ss on only congidering petroleam-
based GOCs, eventhouglidata is available for many other COCs. Most of the
CVOE data is mzly presented in tables and not copsidered insome of the
analyses, which is not helpful for determining risk, regardless of PRP, ‘They are
considered:as part of the SSCGs, and must ke considerad in the remodial action
plan.

6. Cleanup Goals and the “Maximal benefit” Criteria
State Water Board Resolution 92-49 governs the Regional Board in requiring

responsible parties to remediate the site tolevels that will result in meeting al
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water quality standards and are "consistent with maximum benefit to the paople of
the state.” The current SSCG remains consistent with this so longas it seeks to
enable unrestricted land use of the pareels and is.consistent with; and presesves, the
previous level of residential land use and the value detfved theve from subject to it
being economically and technically feasible, Whether it achioves thesestandards
depends, in part, upon addressing the concerns raised above in the technical review
af the SSCG and HHSRE.
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Los Angeles Regifaﬁal: Water Quality Control Board R/

’“E"hls mamorandum containg cammanﬁa on; th@ S‘btaizsttcal Anatysis fcr Vapor intrusmn “
Evaluation at Kast Proﬁerty (Site) performed by Geosyntech Consultants dated February
22, 2013,

1. Toassess the vaper intrusion pathway at the former Kast property, the: spaﬁa%
distribiution ‘of concentrations of sub-slab seil vapor, indeor air, and Gutdoor ait
respecfweiy for benzene, athylbanzem, naphthalene and toluens were analyzed by
‘staff using 2012 data-and presented.in Figure 1 through Figure 4. [t can be seen
from thege Figures that at some of the:pargels the toncentrations of sub-sfab soil
vapor are higher thanthose of indoor sir and outdoor air as shiown in Table 1 as well,
The maximum measured concentrations. of petroleum hydrocarhms vary from 1200
to 15 In different petroleum compounds at syb-slaby layer, 91 to 4.4 atindoor layer,
j-and than 22 o 1.6:at autdeqr anar Stmfiazr yfor mean measumd com@nirat[gns of
.|ayer 8. 44 to 0.53 at .mdopr iayer and them 3 36 to 0 22 at ou!:dﬂor Iayar fis
obvious that high concentrations of these compounds disperse and transpoit from
sub-slab soilto indoorair, and then outdoor air. These physical pathways
demonsirate that the indoor air concentrations above indoor screening levels at
some of the parcels appear to be from the sub-stab soll vapor, which is the result.of
vapbr iftrusion. ,

2. ‘Theconcentrations of sub-slab and indoor air vary both spatially and. temporally as
indicated above. Assuch, the linear régression analysis used, by Gegsyntadh to
avaluate the direct relationship between indoor. air concentrafions and sub-slaly soil
vapor:concentrations would be insignificant. As. shown i the: tatistical resiits
obtainéd by Geosyntech using dataset in' 2012, it indicated that there is no-
statistically significant relationship between the sub-slab soil vapeor and.indoor ajr
concentrations for petroleum hydrocarbons. As mentioned above, staff does ot
completaly agree with this conclusion because of the inconsistency with spatial
distribution of field data as discussed in item 1 above.

3. btaff also found that there exists a significant relationship between: vapor aftenuation
~ factor and sub-slab-soil vapor concentration for petroleum hydrocarbon compounds
{(PHCs). Vapor attenuation factor is defined as the ratio:of the indoor air
concentration to the subsurface vapor concentration, which is a measurement of the
overall diiution that occurs:as vapors migrate from a subsurfac:e source into a

s M b ma st | Eraaum, Tiss, B SRR

HRE ngss Hbhs B, Bodty 3(3{,! Loy Aaugela, GA &3{%@34 § v R 1 : g

% el e oavym



building. These relationships in log-log scale are presented in Figure 5 through
Figure 8.The probability distributions of vapor attenuation factor for these PHCs are
-also shown in Figure 9through Figure 12, It ean be seen that when vapor attentstion
factor sgreening level is set to ba 0.01 to 0.5, the indoor air concentrations have
-strong relationship with subsslab soil vapor concentrations for PHCs at some.of the:
parcels. in addition, the refationships in log-normial scale are presented In Figure 13
through Figure 16. It can be seen that a constant-valued attenuation factor (the
horizontal portion of the line in Figure 13 through 16).is observed at high'sub-slab
soil concentrations. At smaller sub-slab solt concentrations; the backgrourid
contribution to indoor-air concentrations becomes larger than the subsurface
contribution, which manifests as a plateau In indoor air concentrations and imposes
an upward blas in the atteruation factor. These analyses demonstrate that
attenuation factors representing vapor Intrugion are obsefved when indoor aif
‘concentrations-are greater than background indoor airlevels (i.e, not contribited by
sub-stab- concentrations) and/or when sub-slab soil concentrations are-high. '

In summary, these resuilts including the spatial distribution of concentrations-and the
relationiships between attenuation factor and sub-slab concentration support the line of
evidence for vapor intrusion in the Kast Proparty.
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Figure 1 Spatial distribution of Benzene concentrations for sub-slab soil Vapor,
indoor air and outdoor air respectively using 2012 data
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Figure 2 Spatial distribution of th}benzarie concentrations for sub-slab soil vapor,
indoor_air and eutdoor air respectively using 2012 data
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Figure 3 Spatial distribution of Toluene concentrations for sub-stab soil vapor,
indoor air and outdoor air regpectively using 2012 data
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Figure 4 Spatial disteibution of Naphthalene concenirations for sub-siab soil vapor,
indoor air and outdoor air respectively using 2012 data
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Table 1 Mean and maximupm concentrations of petrolennt hy&mcaﬁboﬁ compounds
in difﬁcmnt Spatlal layers based on measured data at ihe Slte in 2012

lenzene o

Sub-STab Soil Vapor |

_Indoor Air |

“Ouidoor Air

| Average

13.08

138

0:99

1200

T3

' Maximim

BExyl ebenzeue

: :SuE—Slab Soil Vapor.

Indoar Air

Outdoor Ait

| Average

267

121

0.55

13

32

Maxituin

170

“Toluene: .

_Sub~SléiE Soil Vapor

' Indoor Air

Gutdmr Au’- -

Avérage :

10,64

3.36

91

Maximum

1 2‘{){5}_

Naphthalene -

)

&ub—Siah Seil Vapor .

indc}nr Adr

Gutdoor Air

Average

248

0.53

0.22

Maximum

i

4.4

1.6

Note: concentrations are repotted in pg/m’




Figuire 5 Vapor attetiuation factor vs, sub-slabsoil vapor in log-log scale
for Benzene

Relationship Between Attenuation Factor with Sub-Slab Sail Vaopr
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Fignre 6 Vapor atienuation factor v, sub-slab soil vapor in log-log scale
_Tor Ethylbenzene
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Figure 7 Vapor attenuation factor vs. sub-slah sml vapor in log-log scale

for Naphthalene
Reiationship Between Attenuation Factur with Sub-Slab Soil Vaopr
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Figure 8 Vapor attenuation factor vs. sub-slab soil vapor ifi log-log sc:aée
for Toluene
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Tigure 9 Percentile distribution of vapor attenuation Factor for Beirzene
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Figure 10 Percentile distribution of vapor attenuation factor for Ethylbenzene
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Figure 11 Percentile distribution of vapor attenuation factor for Naphthalene
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Figure 12 Percentile digiribution of vapor attenmation factor for Toluene:
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Figure 13 Vapor atienuation factor s, sub-slab soil vapor inlog-normal scale
for Benzene

Relationship Between Attenuation Factor with Sub-Slab Soil Vaopr
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Figure 14 Vapor attenuation factor vs. subvs]ab soil vapor in fog-normal scale
for Ethylbenzene

Réfationship Between Attenuation Factor with Sub-Slab Seoil Vaopr
Ingten{AF for Ethyibenzene) = 0 ﬁ7893 001461 5pb~§%ab Sulf Vapor E%hyfb

i 118 gavisei | |
100,000 | R-sg PO |
ReSalady)  228% |

LO00

0,100 1

0,010 ' &

0,001 4

6 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 168 180
' Sub-§lab Soil Vapor-Ethyih

Attenudtion Factor {C /€ sub) for aﬁyhenz‘ene

12



Figore 15 Vapor attenuation factor vs. sub-slab soil vapor in log=normal seale

for Naphthalene
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Figure 16 Vapor attenuation factor. vs, $ub-slab soil vapor in log-notmal scale

for Toluene
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CERTIFICATION
REVISED SITE-SPECIFIC CLEANUP GOAL REPORT
FORMER KAST PROPERTY

CARSON, CALIFORNIA

I am the Project Manager for Equilon Enterprises LLC doing business as Shell Oil
Products US for this project. -1 am informed and believe that the matters stated in the
Revised Site-Specific Cleanup Goal Report dated October 21, 2013 are true, and on that
ground I declare, under penalty of perjury in accordance with Water Code section
13267, that the statements contained therein are true and correct.

Doug Weimer
Project Manager
Shell Oil Products US
QOctober 21, 2013
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Revised Site-specific Cleanup Goal Report (Revised SSCG Report) was prepared
for the Former Kast Property (Site) in Carson, California by Equilon Enterprises LLC,
doing business as Shell Oil Products US (SOPUS) for Shell Oil Company, (Shell). In
the Cleanup and Abatement Order No. R4-2011-0046, issued March 11, 2011 (CAO),
Shell was required to submit Site-specific cleanup goals (SSCGs) following the
completion of pilot testing at the Site and in advance of the Remedial Action Plan
(RAP) for the Site. This Revised SSCG Report addresses comments provided by the
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) in their letter
dated August 21, 2013.' In the letter, the Regional Board requested that the Site-
specific Cleanup Goal Report originally submitted February 22, 2013 be revised in
accordance with the specific directives and other comments provided in the letter.
SOPUS was also directed to address all comments in the attachments to the Regional
Board letter, including comments from the Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (OEI—H—IA), the UCLA Expert Panel, and Regional Board Staff,

Once the SSCGs are approved by the Regional Board, a full Human Health Risk
 Assessment (HEHRA) incorporating the SSCGs will be conducted. The HHRA will
further evaluate potential human health risks and will be used to guide final response
actions for impacted media (soil, soil vapor and indoor air) at each residence on the
Site. Evaluation of the final response actions may include a detailed Feasibility Study
to select the final Site remedy. Details of the final Site remedy, as well as the
Feasibility Study if conducted, will be included in the RAP, which is duc to be
submitted within 45 days after the Regional Board approves the SSCGs. The HHRA
will be submitted prior to or concurrent with the RAP.

The Site is a former petroleum storage facility that operated from the mid-1920s to the
mid-1960s, and was sold by Shell to residential developers Lomita Development
Company and Barclay Hollander Corporation, now a subsidiary of Dole Food
Company, Inc. The developers drained and decommissioned the reservoirs, graded the
Site, and redeveloped it into the Carousel Community residential housing tract in the
late 1960s. The objectives of the Revised SSCG Report are to propose remedial action
objectives (RAOs) and site-specific cleanup goals (SSCGs) for soil, soil vapor, indoor
air, and groundwater that will be used in preparation of the RAP. As required by the

! Appendix D contains responses by SOPUS to the agency and Expert Panel comments to the February
22, 2013 Site-specific Cleanup Goals Report.
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Regional Board comments, the Revised SSCG Report presents cleanup goals that are
based on technological and economic feasibility and that include all constituents of
concern (COCs) identified for the Site, whether associated with Shell’s historic use of
the Site or associated with activities by other parties. Soil SSCGs are based on human
health considerations and potential leaching to groundwater assuming that groundwater
“is a potable water source. For soil vapor, SSCGs have been developed for the vapor
intrusion pathway into indoor air and potential human exposuire, as well as considering
both nuisance and potential methane-related risks. Groundwater SSCGs have been
developed considering the Basin Plan, State Board Resolution No. 68-16, and State
Board Resolution No. 92-49.

In order to meet the Regional Board’s requirement that SSCGs are technologically and
economically feasible, a Screening Feasibility Study (Screening FS) was conducted to
evaluate a number of factors related to potential remedial alternatives that could be
implemented at the Site. These factors included implementability; environmental
considerations; reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume; social considerations; other
issues; and estimated cost of each remedial alternative. The remedial alternatives
encompassed a range of possible response actions, including options which would result
in unrestricted and restricted land use. Based on the outcome of this evaluation, the
SSCGs associated with the most technologically and economically feasible alternative
remedies were selected for the Site. As stated above, a more detailed Feasibility Study
may be conducted in conjunction with the preparation of the RAP to evaluate potential
response actions and select a final Site remedy.

Previous Site Evaluations

Analysis to develop SSCGs included data from the extensive environmental
investigation of the Site, which has been conducted under the directives of the Regional
Board. Environmental characterization of the Site has followed agency-approved work
plans and according to accepted scientific protocols. The investigation is ongoing and
is nearly completed as to soils, soil vapor and indoor air at the residential properties. As
part of the characterization, investigations conducted include Site-wide and off-Site
assessment of soil, soil vapor, and groundwater in roadways and an adjacent rail right-
of-way.  Property-specific investigations at individual residential properties have
included assessment of soil, sub-slab soil vapor, indoor air, and methane screening.
Over 10,000 soil samples, 2,000 scil vapor samples and 1,000 indoor air samples have
been collected so far.

Through August 31, 2013, the following number of residential properties have been
sampled:

SB0484\Revised SSCG Report Final 21-0¢t-2013.docx ES-2
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® 267 propettics (94%) have been screened for methane,

s 266 properties (93%) have had soil samples collected,

s 265 properties (93%) have had sub-slab soil vapor collected, and

s 241 properties (85%) have had been sampled for indoor air samples collected
(of which 147 properties (52%) have had the required two rounds of indoor air
sampling).

These investigations have indicated the presence of petroleum-related and some non-
petroleum-related constituents. To date, over 700 Phase II Interim, Follow-up, and
Final Interim Reports® have been prepared to document the results of these property-
specific investigations and submitted to the Regional Board, These reports included
property-specific Human Health Screening Risk Evaluations (HHSRES) and evaluation
of interim response actions, which have been reviewed by the Regional Board and
OEHHA on an ongoing basis.

The HHSREs provide a preliminary evaluation of potential human health risks
associated with detected chemicals at individual properties to assist in interim response
planning. The screening-level concentrations used in the HHSREs were developed
following California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal-EPA), OEHHA and United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) guidance. Screening levels are
based on conservative health-protective assumptions and are used to gain a general
understanding of potential issues at the Site. The presence of a chemical at a
concentration in excess of a screening level does not indicate that adverse impacts to
human health are occurring or will occur, but rather suggests that further evaluation of
potential human health concerns is warranted.

As indicated in the Phase II Interim, Follow-up, and Final Interim Reports,
concentrations of potential COCs exceeding screening levels were detected in various
media (soil, scil vapor, indoor air and groundwater) at various properties at the Site.
Based on these results, interim response actions to limit exposure to impacted soils and
soil vapor were recommended, as appropriate. The investigations conducted at the Site
to date have not found potentially hazardous levels of methane due to petroleum
degradation in indoor air or in public areas at the Site. Additionally, the investigations
to date have concluded that COCs detected in indoor air are reflective of background
.levels and are not indicative of vapor intrusion into indoor air,

* Multiple reports are submitted for each property.
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Constituents of Concern

Potential COCs were initially identified by reviewing the Site investigation results and
include constituents associated with the petroleum storage facility activities in the 1924
to 1966 time frame, as well as constituents that are interpreted to have been introduced
from non-Site-related sources, such as the adjacent Turco chemical facility and the
Fletcher Oil site, and post-development residential land-use activities. COCs
potentially related to the previous operation of the Site as a crude/bunker oil storage
facility are considered as Site-related COCs. The remaining COCs are considered non-
Site-related COCs. Potential Site-related COCs include:

¢ Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH);

¢ TPH-related volatile organic compounds (VOCs);

¢ TPH-related semi-volatile organic compounds (S§VOCs) (including polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons [PAHs]);

e Metals (lead and arsenic); and

¢ Methane. '

Non-Site-related COCs include:

¢ Chlorinated VOCs;

e Trihalomethanes (THMSs, which are associated with municipal water treatment);
e Oxygenated. VOCs (including tert-butyl alcohol [TBAY]); and

o Metals present in soil or groundwater at background levels.

SSCGs for all COCs (i.e., both Site-related and non-Site-related COCs) are presented in
this report. The final list of COCs that was incorporated into the SSCG derivation was
selected using a conservative screening process based on (1) detection of the constituent
during Site investigation activities, (2) the screening levels presented in the HHSRE
reports, and (3) background levels.

Remedial Action Objectives and Site-specific Cleanup Goals

Medium -specific response action objectives (RAOs) for soil, soil vapor, indoor air and
groundwater were developed based on the results of the Site investigation and HHSRES
The proposed objectives of the remedial action at the Site are:

¢ Prevent human exposures to concentrations of COCs in soil, soil vapor, and
indoor air such that total (i.e., cumulative) lifetime incremental carcinogenic
risks are within the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP) risk range of 1x10™ (one in a million) to 1x10™ (or
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one in ten thousand) and noncancer hazard indices are less than 1, or COC
concentrations are below background, whichever is higher. Potential human
exposures include onsite residents and construction and utility maintenance -
workers. The point of departure risk level for onsite residents is the lower end
of the NCP risk range (i.e., 1%10°°) and a noncancer hazard index less than 1.

* Prevent fire or explosion risks in homes, garages and other enclosed spaces
(such as neighborhood utility vaults) due to the potential accumulation of
methane generated from anaerobic biodegradation of petroleum hydrocarbons
in soils. Eliminate methane in the subsurface to the extent technologically and
economically feasible.

* Remove or ftreat light non-aqueous phase liquid {(LNAPL) to the extent
technologically and economically feasible, and where a significant reduction
in current and future risk to groundwater will result.

.® Reduce COCs in groundwater to the extent technologically and economically
feasible to achieve, at a minimum, the water quality objectives in the Basin
Plan to protect designated beneficial uses, including possible use as municipal
supply i the future.

This Revised SSCG Reéport proposes medium-specific SSCGs for soil, soil vapor,
indoor air, and groundwater designed to achieve these RAOs. The SSCGs were
developed using the guidance documents and agency policies identified by the Regional
Board, as well as other applicable resources. The SSCGs for each medium are
summarized below.

SSCGs for Soil

SSCGs for soil were calculated considering human health exposure pathways (i.e., risk-
based SSCGs), and the leaching to groundwater pathway. Risk-based SSCGs were
developed using a methodology and approach similar to that used to conduct the
property-specific HHRSEs. Risk-based SSCGs for the residential scenario are based on
(1) frequent exposure assumptions (350 days per year) for shallow soil (e.g., from 0 to 2
feet below ground surface [bgs]), and (2) infrequent exposure assumptions (4 days per
year) for soils at depth that residents are unlikely to contact more than a few times per
year (e.g., from 2 to 10 feet bgs). Risk-based SSCGs for the construction and utility
maintenance worker scenario are developed assuming exposures can occur to soil at

W

* Shallow impacted groundwater at the Site is not currently used for drinking water nor will be in th
foreseeable future. :
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depths from 0 to 10 feet below ground surface (bgs). Soil SSCGs for the leaching to
groundwater pathway are calculated using Site-specific soil physical properties
following methods recommended in Regional Board (1996) and relevant USEPA
guidance documents.

The SSCGs for soil are detailed in Section 6;

e The Soil SSCGs for residential exposures are chemical-specific numerical
values for COCs assuming a target incremental cancer risk of 1x10° and a
hazard quotient of 1. These numerical SSCGs are calculated for both frequent
and infrequent exposure assumptions.

e The Soil SSCGs for construction and utility maintenance worker exposures are
chemical-specific numerical values for COCs assuming a target incremental
cancer risk of 1x10” and a hazard quotient of 1. These numerical SSCGs will
be applied to soils from 0-10 feet bgs.

e The Soil SSCGs for the leaching fo groundwater pathway are chemical-specific
numerical values for COCs based on protection of groundwater to California
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs), Notification Levels (NLs), or risk-
based values for COCs with no published MCL or NL.

The technological and economic feasibility of the various soil SSCGs were evaluated in
the Screening FS. Based on the findings of the Screemng FS, soil SSCGs to be used in
preparation of the RAP are proposed.

SSCGs for Soil Vapor and Indoor Air

Soil vapor cleanup goals for the residential scenario are based on the sub-slab soil vapor
analytical results, the indoor and outdoor air sample results, and a multiple-lines-of-
evidence vapor intrusion pathway evaluation. In other words, multiple data evaluation
approaches were used to assess whether there is a correlation between the sub-slab COC -
levels and the COC levels found in indoor air. As summarized here and discussed in
detail in Section 7, the results of this multiple-lines-of-evidence evaluation indicate that
sub-slab soil vapor concentrations do not have a significant effect on indoor air quality,
and that COCs found in indoor air are related to COCs from outdoor air, attached
garages and household product use. In their review of the residential sampling reports
the Reg10na1 Board and OEHHA have generally concurred in these findings.

Similar to the approach used to calculate soil SSCGs for the construction and utility
maintenance worker exposure scenario, the soil vapor SSCGs for the construction and
utility maintenance worker consider exposure to volatiles during excavation activities.
Additionally, fire and explosion risks are considered for methane.
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The multiple-lines-of-evidence evaluation considered the sub-slab soil vapor, indoor air,
garage air, and outdoor air data for the 241 properties where indoor air and concomitant
sub-slab soil vapor sampling has been conducted as of August 31, 2013. The evaluation
relied on published studies of background concentrations of indoor and ocutdoor air
quality. The conclusions of the evaluation are as follows.

* Indoor air and outdoor air concentrations of VOCs detected at the properties
evaluated are indistinguishable from background and within the typical ranges
of background concentrations reported in the literature.

e Multiple regression analysis results indicate that indoor air concentrations are
correlated with outdoor or garage air concentrations and/or largely influenced
by indoor sources. This statistical analysis indicates that sub-slab soil vapor
concentrations do not have a significant effect on indoor air concentrations as
compared to these other sources.

e The presence of background sources’ of VOCs contributes to the variability in
indoor air concentrations detected at the Site. Common household sources of
VOCs include “cigarette and cigar smoke, gasoline- or diesel-powered
equipment, paints, glues, solvents, cleaners, and natural gas leaks. In addition,
outdoor air COC levels, which impact indoor air, often exceed screening levels
for indoor air.

» Although the literature background comparison and the multiple linear
regression analysis indicate that the indoor air COC concentrations are due to
background sources and not related to sub-slab soil vapor levels, sub-slab soil
vapor SSCGs were calculated based on a vapor intrusion attenuation factor as
directed by the Regional Board. These sub-slab soil vapor SSCGs may be used
for corrective action planning; however, because the indoor air concentrations
are due to background sources, mitigation or remediation will not result in a
measureable reduction in indoor air risks.

»  Using a single regression analysis of sub-slab soil vapor and indoor air results,
a conservative upper-bound vapor intrusion attenuation factor of 0.001 was
calculated to determine sub-slab soil vapor SSCGs as required by the Regional
Board.

* For vapor intrusion evaluations, background is defined as sources that are not due to subsurface
impacts (i.e., contributions due to outdoor air or indoor sources),
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The technological and economic feasibility of the potential residential soil vapor SSCGs
were evaluated in the Screening FS. Based on the findings of the Screening FS,
residential soil vapor SSCGs to be used in preparation of the RAP are proposed.

The SSCGs for construction and utility maintenance worker exposures are chemical-
specific numerical values for COCs assuming a target incremental cancer risk of 1x107
and a hazard quotient of 1. These numerical SSCGs will be applied to soil vapor from
0-10 feet bgs. These numerical values are listed in the report.

Methane screening has been conducted in indoor structures on the Site and in utility
vaults, storm drains, and sewer manholes at and surrounding the Site. The screening
assessments have not found methane concentrations in enclosed spaces that would
indicate a potential safety risk. Methane has not been detected in any of the more than
1,000 indoor air samples collected at the residences. Additionally, more than 2,000
sub-slab soil vapor samples have been collected at 265 propetties at the Site and
analyzed for methane. Methane resulting from anaerobic biodegradation of residual
petroleum hydrocarbons above the interim action levels of 0.1% and 0.5% has been
~ found in one sub-slab soil vapor probe located beneath the garage at a single property
(out of more than 840 soil vapor probes installed at the Site); however, no methane
exceedances were indicated during the indoor air screening at this-property and methane
was not detected in the analytical results of the indoor air sampling. Engineering
- controls were installed to mitigate potential risks due to methane detected beneath the
garage at this location. Methane has been detected as a result of leaking natural gas
utility lines, which were found at four of the residential properties, and a leaking sewer
line at one residential property.

Proposed SSCGs for methane are the same as those presented in the Data Evaluation
and Decision Matrix previously prepared for the Site. These SSCGs are consistent with
California Environmental Protection Agency Department of Toxic Substances Control
(Cal-EPA DTSC) guidance for addressing methane detected at school sites.

Methane Level | Response

>10%LEL (> 5,000 ppmv) Evaluate engineering controls
Soil vapor pressure > 13.9 in H,O _
> 2% - 10%LEL (> 1,000 - 5,000 Perform follow-up sampling and
ppmv) evaluate engineering controls

Soil vapor pressure > 2.8 in H.0

SB0484\Revised SSCG Report Final 21-0ct-2013.docx ES-8



Geosyntec®

. consultants

SSCGs for Groundwater

Uppermost (or first) groundwater (Shallow Zone) occurs at variable depths of
approximately 51-68 feet bgs depending on well location and timing of sampling. The
Gage aquifer underlies the Site at a depth of approximately 80-90 feet bgs, and is
underlain by low permeability materials which separate the Gage aquifer from the
underlying Lynwood aquifer. There is no documented or expected future use of
groundwater within the Shallow Zone or Gage aquifer at or near the Site, and these
water-bearing zones are not used as sources of drinking water. Furthermore, the local
water purveyor has stated that drinking water supplied to the Carousel Community is
safe.

Groundwater beneath the Site, including groundwater in the Shallow Zone and Gage
aquifer, is impacted with various chemicals including petroleum hydrocarbons,
chlorinated hydrocarbons, metals, and general minerals. Of these, potential Site-related
COCs in groundwater which exceed a California drinking water MCL or health-based
 NL include benzene, naphthalene, and arsenic.

e Benzene: The distribution of benzene in groundwater beneath the Site is
well defined, both laterally and vertically, and the dissolved benzene plume
- at the Site appears to be stable or declining. Concentrations of benzene are
non-detect or close to non-detect in the three off-Site, downgradient
monitoring wells located near the Site boundaries. The stable or declining
plume is consistent with an old crude oil source and the well-documented
process of natural degradation of petroleum hydrocarbon compounds in the
subsurface environment through microbial activity.

* Naphthalene: Concentrations of naphthalene exceed the NL in two
monitoring wells on-Site, both of which are also impacted by benzene.

e Arsenic: Concentrations of arsenic are above the MCL in multiple Site
monitoring wells, with higher concentrations detected in the west central
portion of the Site. The source of arsenic is likely naturally occurring. The
concentrations of arsenic may be locally enhanced due to the presence of
degrading petroleum hydrocarbon compounds which can cause arsenic to
dissolve into groundwater from some naturally occurring minerals found
beneath the Site. "Arsenic is recognized as a regional contaminant in
southern California groundwater.

« TPH: TPH doés not have an MCL or NL. Concentrations of TPH
exceeding the San Francisco RWQCB Environmental Screening Levels
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(ESL)s were detected in four on-Site wells and the off-Site upgradient well
(MW-7) in the most recent monitoring event.

Because no current or future use of the Shallow Zone and Gage aquifer at or near the
Site is anticipated, the following groundwater SSCGs are proposed for the Site
(consistent with the RAOs):

* Remove or treat LNAPL to the extent technologically and economically
feasible, and where a significant reduction in current and future risk to
groundwater will result, and

"~ & Reduce concentrations of COCs in groundwater to the extent technologically
and economically feasible to achieve, at a minimum, the water quality
objectives in the Basin Plan to protect the designated beneficial uses, including
municipal supply.

The technological and economic feasibility of the potential groundwater SSCGs, -
detailed in Section 8, were evaluated in the Screening FS. Based on the findings of the
Screening FS, groundwater SSCGs are proposed to be used in preparation of the RAP.

Screening Feasibility Study

A Screening F'S was conducted to evaluate the technological and economic feasibility of
the SSCGs. The Screening FS consists of a preliminary evaluation of representative
remedial alternatives that could achieve various site SSCGs at the residential properties.
The technological and economic feasibility for each alternative were compared and
evaluated to the extent practical at this level of project development, and the
technologically and economically feasible alternatives were selected for further detailed
evaluation in the RAP.

Several remedial alternatives were evaluated in the Screening FS. The alternatives
consist of different combinations of the following technologies:

o Sub-slab vapor mitigation;

e Capping;

¢ Institutional controls;

o Excavation;

e Soil vapor extraction (SVE);

¢ [NAPL/source removal;

» Hot spot remediation of groundwater; and
e Monitored natural attenuation (MNA).
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The preliminary remedial alternatives were screened on the basis of the following
criteria:

a) Implementability;

b) Environmental considerations;

¢) Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume;
d) Social considerations; and

e) BEstimated cost.

Cleanup goals that are technologically and economically feasible have been identified
using the Screening FS. Based on this evaluation, four remedial alternatives and their
associated SSCGs are recommended and will be further evaluated in the RAP. The
technologically and economically feasible remedial alternatives identified in the
Screening FS consist of:

* Surface soil excavation (0-2 feet bgs) in either open areas and/or areas beneath
open and hardscape in areas exceeding soil SSCGs;

» Installation of sub-slab depressurization or ventilation system for propertles

- exceeding soil vapor SSCGs;

* LNAPL removal to the extent technologically and economically feasible;

e Hot spot groundwater and deep soil remediation;

* Monitored natural attenuation for groundwater to achieve MCLs and/or
background concentrations; and

* Institutional controls to address residual COCs in soils beneath homes ancl to
limit access to unexcavated soils below 2 feet bgs and groundwater.

Under the identified remedial alternatives, the excavated and filled Site areas would
achieve all proposed soil SSCGs. The unexcavated soils would meet the residential
“human health SSCGs assuming infrequent exposure and the utilization of institutional
controls, and would meet nuisance goals.

Soil cleanup levels for groundwater protection (leaching to groundwater) may not be
met in all the soils that remain in place. However, over time, groundwater
concentrations for the petroleum-related COCs (TPH, naphthalene, benzene and to
some extent arsenic) are expected to decline to levels protective of a municipal use for
the water. This conclusion is based on the stable to declining plume present at the Site,
‘the age of the source materials {leaching of the COCs has already occurred), and the
proposed actions which include further source reduction (hot spot groundwater and
deeper soil remediation with SVE). It is also noted that there will be no use of the
impacted groundwater in the foresecable future. Meeting municipal levels for other
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COCs in Site groundwater including CVOCs and TBA will require remediation of
upgradient sources.

Additionally, the identified remedial alternatives for soil vapor will achieve the SSCGs
for VOCs and methane,
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Revised Site-specific Cleanup Goal Report (Revised SSCG Report) was prepared
for the Former Kast Property (Site} in Carson, California on behalf of Equilon
Enterprises LLC, doing business as Shell Oil Products US (SOPUS), for Shell Oil
Company (“Shell”). This Revised SSCG Report responds to comments provided by the
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB or Regional Board) in
their letter dated August 21, 2013. In the letter, the RWQCB requested that the Site-
specific Cleanup Goal Report originally submitted February 22, 2013 (Geosyntec,
2013a) be revised in accordance with the specific directives and other comments
provided in the letter. Shell was also directed to address all comments in the
attachments to the letter, including comments from the Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), the UCLA Expert Panel Interim Report, and Regional
Board Staff. A summary of responses to comments contained in the RWQCB August
21 letter and attachments is provided in Appendix D. This summary provides a
response to the comment and, where appropriate, a description of the location within the
Revised SSCG Report where the comment is specifically addressed.

The Former Kast Property is a former petroleum storage facility that operated from the
mid-1920s to the mid-1960s that was sold by Shell to residential real estate developers
- Lomita Development Company and Barclay Hollander Corporation, now a subsidiary
of Dole Food Company, Inc., who had knowledge of the Site’s former use and
developers, who drained and decommissioned the reservoirs, graded the site and
redeveloped it into the Carousel Community residential housing tract in the late 1960s.
The site is located in the area between Marbella Avenue on the west and Panama
Avenue on the east and E. 244th Street on the north to E. 249th Street to the south

(Figure 1).
1.1 Background

This report was prepared in response to Cleanup and Abatement Order (CAO) No, R4-
2011-0046 issued to Shell on March 11, 2011 by the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board — Los Angeles Region (RWQCB or Regional Board). Section 3.¢ of the
CAO orders Shell to “prepare a full-scale impacted soil Remedial Action Plan (RAP)
for the Site.” As a part of the RAP several requirements have been set forth that address
the development of remedial action objectives (RAOs) and cleanup goals for the Site.

The CAO also ordered that a SSCG report be prepared in advance of the RAP and
submitted concurrently with the Pilot Test Report. Pilot tests for the following
technologies have been evaluated for applicability at the Site: soil vapor extraction
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(SVE), in-situ chemical oxidation (ISCO), bioventing, and excavation. The results of
these pilot studies have been submitted to the Regional Board (URS, 2010b; Geosyntec,
2012a; Geosyntec, 2012b; Geosyntec, 2013b; and URS, 2013a, d). Pilot Test Reports
summarizing the results of the pilot studies were submitted to RWQCB in May 2013
and August 2013 (URS, 2013e, g) and an evaluation of the feasibility of removing the
concrete slabs of the former reservoirs was submitted in June 2013 (URS and
Geosyntec, 2013).

The SSCG Report was prepared to address these requirements of the CAQ and provide
an overview of the Site conditions, as well as the RAOs and cleanup goals to address
petroleum hydrocarbon impacts at the Site. As noted above, this Revised SSCG Report
addresses comments provided by the RWQCB on the February 22, 2013 SSCG Report.

The Revised SSCG Report presents cleanup goals that are based on technological and
cconomic feasibility and includes all constituents of concern (COCs) identified for the
Site. Soil SSCGs are based on exposure to human health and potential feaching to
groundwater considering the groundwater as a potable water source. For soil vapor,
SSCGs have been developed for the vapor intrusion pathway and considering nuisance
and methane. Groundwater SSCGs have been developed considering the Basin Plan,
State Board Resolution No. 68-16, and State Board Resolution No. 92-49,

The Revised SSCG Report is organized into the following sections:

e 1.0 Introduction

e 2.0 Site Conceptual Model

e 3.0 Pilot Test Results

¢ 4.0 Constituents of Concern and Remedial Action Objectives
¢ 5.0 Guidance Documents Considered

¢ 6.0 Soil

¢ 7.0 Soil Vapor, Indoor Air, and Qutdoor Air

¢ 3.0 Groundwater

¢ 9.0 Evaluation of Technological and Economic Feasibility of SSCGs and
Selection of SSCGs

¢ 10.0 Summary
s 1.0 References
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1.2 Objectives

The objectives of this report are to provide the RAOs and site-specific cleanup goals
(SSCGs) that will be used in the forthcoming Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA)

and RAP for the Site. Specifically, this report addresses the following requirements of
the CAO:

e Hvaluate impacts to shallow soils, defined in the CAO as soils from 0-10 feet
below ground surface (bgs)® (CAO Section 3);

» Consider listed guidelines and Policies in the development of cleanup goals
(CAO Section 3.c.ILi);

e Address groundwater cleanup goals considering the Basin Plan, State Board
Resolution No. 68-16, and State Board Resolution No, 92-49 (CAO Sections

.....

» Develop site-specific cleanup levels for residential (i.e., unrestricted) land use
(CAO Section 3.c.IIT) and for construction/utility worker exposures.

In addition, this Revised SSCG Report addresses the directives provided in the
August 21, 2013 RWQCB Review of the February 22, 2013 SSCG Report (Geosyntec,
2013a) to determine site-specific cleanup levels that -are technologically and
economically feasible,

1.3 Previous Response Actions

URS Corporation (URS) and Geosyntec Consultants (Geosyntec) are conducting
environmental characterization at the Site on behalf of SOPUS and Shell, as requested
in the Regional Board’s Section 13267 letter dated May 8, 2008. As part of the
characterization, investigations conducted at the Site include (1) Site-wide assessment
of soil, soil vapor, and groundwater in roadways and an adjacent rail right-of-way, and
(2) property-specific investigations at individual residential properties that have
included assessment of soil, sub-slab-soil vapor, and indoor air and methane screening.

Resulis of these investigations have detected the presence of a number of petroleum-
related and some non-petroleum-related constituents. Total petroleum hydrocarbons
(TPH) quantified as gasoline-range organics (TPHg), diesel-range organics (TPHd), and

5 Impacts to shallow soils for residential properties and public rights of way are addressed in this report.
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motor oil-range organics (TPHmo) have been detected in Site soils and groundwater. A
number of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), including compounds associated with
petroleum hydrocarbons (e.g., benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes [BTEX],
trimethylbenzenes, and other substituted aromatic compounds), and non-petroleum-
related VOCs, including the chlorinated solvents trichloroethene (TCE) and
tetrachloroethene (PCE) and related breakdown products, as well as chloroform and
trihalomethanes associated with drinking water purification byproducts, have been
detected in Site soils, groundwater, soil vapor, and indoor/outdoor air. In addition,
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHSs), including naphthalene and benzo(a)pyrene,
“have been detected in Site soils associated with hydrocarbon impacts. Various metals
including arsenic have been detected in site soils and groundwater.

For each of the property-specific evaluations, a Human Health Screening Risk
Evaluation (HHSRE) was conducted to provide a preliminary evaluation of potential
human health risks associated with chemicals detected at the property. These were
based on the analytical results of the soil, sub-slab soil vapor, and indoor air samples
collected to date and conservative screening levels. The HHSREs were conducted in
accordance with the approved HHSRE Work Plan (Geosyntec, 2009) and addendum
(Geosyntec, 2010b). In conjunction with the HHSRE Work Plan, a Data Evaluation and
Decision Matrix was developed (Geosyntec, 2010a). The purpose of the matrix was to
identify potential follow-up interim response actions that could be performed upon
evaluation of Phase II Site characterization of soil, sub-slab soil vapor, and indoor air
analytical data and HHSRE screening results. The screening level concentrations that
were used in the HHSRE are consistent with the California Environmental Protection
Agency (Cal-EPA), Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) screening levels. Screening
levels are based on general assumptions and are useful to gain a general understanding
of potential issues at the Site. The presence of a chemical at concentrations in excess of a
screening level does not indicate that adverse impacts to human health are occurring or will
occur but suggests that further evalvation of potential human health concerns is warranted.
A full Human Health Risk Assessment (HIHRA) and an update to the Soil Background
Evaluation (URS, 2010) will be conducted to further evaluate potential health risks and
will be submitted with the RAP.

Based on the findings of the Phase Il investigations, potential follow-up interim
response actions were identified. The interim response actions that could be used at the
Site were documented in the Interim Remediation Action Plan (IRAP, URS, 2009a).
Through August 31, 2013, the number of properties that have been evaluated for
potential interim response actions based on the matrix criteria and the IRAP are;
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e 267 properties (94%) screened for methane,

e 266 properties (93%) for soil,

e 265 properties (93%) for sub-slab soil vapor, and

» 241 properties (85%) for indoor air (of which 147 properties (52%) have had
the required two rounds of indoor air sampling).

These investigations have indicated the presence of petroleum-related and some non-
petroleum-related constituents, To date, over 700 Phase II Interim, Follow-up, and
Final Interim Reports® have been prepared to document the results of these property-
specific investigations and submitted to the Regional Board. These reports included
property-specific Human Health Screening Risk Evaluations (HHSRESs) and evaluation
of interim response actions.

The HHSREs provide a preliminary evaluation of potential human health risks
associated with detected chemicals at individual properties to assist in interim response
planning. The screening-level concentrations used in the HHSREs were developed
following California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal-EPA), OEHHA and United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) guidance. Screening levels are
based on conservative health-protective assumptions and are used to gain a general
understanding of potential issues at the Site. The presence of a chemical at a
concentration in excess of a screening level does not indicate that adverse impacts to
human health are occurring or will occur, but rather suggests that further evaluation of
potential human health concerns is warranted.

As indicated in the Phase II Interim, Follow-up, and Final Interim Reports,
concentrations -of potential COCs exceeding screening levels were detected in various
media (soil, soil vapor, indoor air and groundwater) across the Site. Based on these
results, interim response actions to limit exposure to impacted soils and soil vapor were
recommended, as appropriate. The investigations conducted at the Site did not identify
potentially hazardous levels of methane due to petroleum degradation in indoor air or in
public areas at the Site. Additionally, COCs detected in indoor air are reflective of
background levels and are not indicative of vapor intrusion into indoor air, Interim
response actions for COCs exceeding screening levels in soils were further evaluated at
21 properties and reported in the Evaluation of Interim Institutional and/or Engineering
Control Letters submitted to the Regional Board.

8 Muiltiple reports are submitted for each property.
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As stated previously, a full HHRA will be submitted with the RAP. The HHRA will
incorporate the SSCGs developed in this report and will be used to guide final response
actions for impacted media at the Site.
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2.0 SITE CONCEPTUAL MODEL -

This section summarizes and updates the Site Conceptual Model (SCM), which was
included as an appendix to the Plume Delineation Report (PDR) (URS, 2010a). The
objectives of the SCM were to summarize the Site understanding related to: (1)
identification of potential constituents of concern (COCs); (2) sources of COCs and
potential release mechanisms; and (3) potential fate and transport of COCs, including
identification of exposure pathways and receptors for the COCs. The information in
this section has been updated to incorporate new data and understanding of the site

obtained through site investigations conducted subsequent to the September 2010 date
of the PDR.

2.1 Potential Sources and Potential Constituents of Concern

Historically, petroleum-related operations were associated with the Site.. Crude oil was
stored in three concrete-lined earthen reservoirs from 1924 to about 1966. Bunker oil, a
very viscous residuum from refining of lighter-end hydrocarbons, was apparently also
stored at the Site. Some records also refer to the storage of other heavy intermediate
refinery streams. Due to the nature of former crude oil storage operations at the Site,
and the oil production and former industrial operations in the surrounding area, a
number of sources may have contributed to the contaminants that have been detected at
and around the Site. Detailed information about potential sources was included in
Section 4.0 of the SCM (URS, 2010a), and is summarized below.

The historical onsite petroleum storage reservoirs are considered to have been a source
of petroleum releases to Site soils. The reservoirs are believed to have had reinforced
concrete-lined earthen floors and sloped sidewalls with wood frame roofs supported by
wooden posts and/or concrete pedestals, and they were surrounded by earthen levees
averaging 20 feet in height. The site was sold by Shell to residential real estate
developers Lomita Development Company and Barclay Hollander, now a subsidiary of
Dole Food Company, Inc., who drained and demolished the reservoirs in the mid-late
1960s for the development of the residential housing tract. Where concrete from the
reservoirs was not removed, records indicate that following the removal of residual
hydrocarbons remaining in the reservoirs by the residential developer, the developer’s
confractors cut trenches into the reservoir bases so that the reservoirs would not pond
water and adversely affect drainage/infiltration for the subsequent residential
development on the Site. Concrete from the reservoir sides was then reportedly placed
by the developer’s contractors into the base of the reservoirs, and soil from the
_surrounding levees was subsequently graded and compacted in place, spreading existing
petroleum impacts around the site.
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In addition to the reservoirs, other potential sources include former pipelines, an onsite
oil pump house, various offsite operations by others at surrounding facilities (including
- refining operations, refined hydrocarbon storage, industrial chemicals processing, and
chemical milling operations, dry cleaners), offsite oil wells owned and operated by
others, atmospheric depositions, and, likely to a smaller extent, various residential
activities.

Compounds associated with crude or bunker oil include TPH and TPH-related
compounds such as certain VOCs (primarily BTEX: benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene,
and xylene), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and possibly metals, Potential
COCs were identified by reviewing the historical and current uses associated with the
Site and were selected based on their likelihood of being associated with the petroleum
storage facility operating in the 1924 to 1966 time frame. The potential introduction of
COCs from non-Site-related sources and residential land-use activities was also
considered. Section 5.0 of the SCM (URS, 2010a) contains detailed information about
sources for each potential COC. Only COCs related to the previous operation of the
Site as a crude/bunker oil storage facility are considered as Site-related COCs’. The
remaining COCs are considered non-Site-related COCs. The remainder of this section
discusses key potential COCs as follows:

« TPH;

s VOCs;

* Semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) including PAHs;
s Metals; and

e Methane.

In addition to the above constituents, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), pesticides, and
fuel oxygenates were considered. PCBs and pesticides have not been detected in Site
soils and are not considered COCs. The oxygenate tert-butyl alcohol (TBA) and other
oxygenates have been detected in Site groundwater and/or other mbdia; however as
discussed below, TBA and other oxygenates were not used before the 1970°s and are
considered non-Site-related COCs.

7 Note that Site- varsus non-Site -related COCs are identified for purposes of the Site Conceptual Model. 55CGs for all compounds
are provided later In this document In accordance with RWQCB directives.
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2.1.1 Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons

The specific source of the crude oil stored in the reservoirs is not known. Crude oil is a
complex mixture of various petroleum hydrocarbon compounds. TPH concentrations
are often reported in general hydrocarbon chain ranges corresponding to gasoline,
diesel, and motor oil. If the TPH from crude or bunker oil is present at sufficiently high
concentration it will occur as a non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPL), which typically has
lower density than water and is often referred to as “light NAPL” or LNAPL. LNAPL
has been detected at the Site. An LNAPL sample collected and analyzed from Site
monitoring well MW-3 was characterized as a relatively unweathered crude oil likely
produced from the Monterey Formation, a common oil-producing geologic formation
found throughout southern California.

Borings completed during Site characterization found evidence of petroleum releases at
the Site. Elevated TPH and other indicators of petroleum releases were found;
(1) beneath the footprint of the former reservoirs (below their bases, but primarily along
the perimeter, in the area near the presumed joint between the reservoir bases and the
reservoir sidewalls); (2) within the fill material above the base level of the former
reservoirs (the source of these impacts appears to be from the developer’s reuse of
petroleum-impacted fill from other portions of the Site, such as berm areas), and (3) in
areas outside the footprints of the former reservoirs. The impacts outside the former
reservoirs are potentially from a combination of sources, including the developer’s
grading activities, possible former on-Site/off-Site pipelines or spills during operation
of the storage facility, offsite sources, and shallow soil sources associated with
residential activities. .

2.1.2 Volatile Organic Compounds

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are light molecular weight hydrocarbons which
have low boiling points and therefore evaporate readily. Some VOCs occur naturally in
the environment, others occur only as a result of manmade activities, and some have
both origins. Only VOCs associated with crude oil such as aromatic and aliphatic
hydrocarbons are considered Site-related COCs. In addition to a crude oil source, these
compounds may also have been released to the Site though accidental releases of
gasoline or other refined petroleum products following residential development.

Site-related VOCs: The most prevalent VOCs associated with crude oil include
aromatic compounds such as BTEX and aliphatic compounds such as the alkanes (e.g.,
hexane, heptane). They can impact soil or volatilize from the liquid or sorbed phase to
impact soil vapor. For example, BTEX could volatilize from LNAPL and migrate
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through soil as a soil vapor to an enclosed space or enter a building through vapor
intrusion.

Benzene has been detected in Site soil, soil vapor, and groundwater. However, as
indicated in regional groundwater concentration maps shown in Appendix E (Figure
E-3), benzene is widespread in groundwater in the general Site area and additional
sources in the area have been identified. For example, concentrations of benzene in
excess of 3,000 png/L have been detected at the Fletcher Qil and Refining Company site
(Fletcher Oil site} located 1,300 feet west (generally upgradient) of the Site. Similarly,
Leymaster Environmental Consulting (Leymaster, 2013) reports concentrations of
benzene as high as 4,600 pg/L detected in shallow groundwater at the adjacent Turco
 site, likely associated with their former leaking underground storage tank (UST) (see
discussion below),

It is apparent that former Site crude oil operations have contributed to the presence of
benzene in shallow groundwater beneath the Site, but some off-Site sources (e.g., Turco
leaking UST) have likely contributed to hydrocarbons detected in Site groundwater. It
is unlikely that a significant mass of benzene from the Fletcher Qil site has migrated
onto the Site, based on the distribution of benzene detections shown in Figure 1-3 and
the fact that the Fletcher Oil site is located approximately 1,000 feet from the Site.
However, the Turco site which is located immediately upgradient of the Site and has
had elevated benzene concentrations detected in monitoring wells located adjacent to
the Site’s western boundary, has likely contributed some benzene in the northwest
portion of the Site. '

Non-Site-related Chlorinated VOCs: Chlorinated VOCs include hydrocarbon
compounds that contain chlorine atoms and are typically used as solvents (such as
tetrachloroethene [PCE] and trichloroethene [TCE]). Although these compounds have
been infrequently detected at the Site, they are not considered Site-related COCs
because there is no historical evidence that chlorinated solvents were used at the Site
and the observed distributions of TCE and PCE in soil do not indicate that these
constituents are related to Site activities. If these constituents were used during former
Site operations (there is no historical evidence that they were) and subsequently
released to Site soils, it is expected that they would be more widely distributed and
present in deeper soils. A general description of TCE and PCE in Site soils follows.

e TCE was detected in approximately 0.5% of the on-Site soil samples with a
maximum concentration of 0,72 mg/kg (see Appendix E, Figure E-1). TCE was
only detected in vadose-zone samples collected in shallow soil (i.e., 0 - 10 feet
bgs) and only 11 of the 10,290 soil samples collected on the Site had
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concentrations greater than 0.001 mg/kg. There were no detections of TCE in
soils between 10 feet bgs and groundwater (a total of 249 samples).

e PCE was detected in approximately 1.6% of the on-Site soil samples with a
maximum concentration of 19 mg/kg (see Appendix E, Figure E-2). The
maximum PCE concentration was detected in a sample on the western edge of
the Site. PCE was only detected in vadose-zone samples collected in shallow
soil (i.e., 0 - 10 feet bgs) and only 66 of the 10,290 soil samples collected on the
Site had concentrations greater than 0.001 mg/kg, There were no detections of
PCE in soils between 10 feet bgs and groundwater (a total of 249 samples).

» TCE and PCE were most frequently detected in shallow soils on the western
. border of the Site. As shown on the figures included in Appendix E, other than
samples collected on the western border of the Site, detected concentrations of
TCE and PCE were generally less than 0.001 mg/kg. The detections of these
constituents at higher concentrations along the western border of the Site, and
only in shallow soils, suggest that their presence is related to other sources.
These scurces include the adjacent former Turco Products/Purex facility
(Turco) where they are an identified COC (see below); the former Oil Transport
Company, Inc. (OTC) site, which is now the location of the Monterey Pines
community directly west of the Former Kast Property; or possibly residential

chemical product use. A general description of the potential off-site sources,
Turco and OTC, follows.

Turco: Turco’s former operations, which included the processing of industrial
chemicals and chemical milling operations associated with aircraft production,
resulted in contamination of soil and groundwater with VOCs. Contamination
is greatest in the areas formerly used for chemical and hazardous waste storage,
handling, and treatment. A summary of results of Turco’s soil and groundwater
investigations indicated that volatile compounds, including benzene, toluene,
and chlorinated VOCs, were detected in the groundwater (ERM, 2010). These
results are further discussed in Section 8.0. Soil, soil vapor, and groundwater
samples were also collected in the Carousel Tract residential area east of the
former Turco facility as part of Turco’s investigation. Hydrocarbons, including
benzene, toluene, xylenes, and ethylbenzene, and chlorinated solvents were
_detected (ERM, 2010; Leymaster, 2010; and Leymaster, 2013). In an April
2008 Fact Sheet for the former Turco facility, California Environmental
Protection Agency Department of Toxic Substances Control (Cal-EPA DTSC)

associated the detected VOCs within the soil vapor with past Turco operations
(Cal-EPA DTSC, 2008).
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Former OTC Facility: OTC operated a trucking firm from 1953 .to 1996
specializing in the transportation of crude oil and asphalt (Cal-EPA DTSC,
2009a). The OTC site was used for truck parking and maintenance. The OTC
site included one active oil well, above ground and underground fuel and water
storage tanks, a clarifier, garage and mechanic shops, and truck wash down
areas (PIC Environmental Services, 1996). It is documented that activities at -
the former OTC facility included the use of chlorinated solvents in the clarifier
area (Ecology and Environment, Inc., 2013). In 1997, Blue Jay Pariners
constructed a residential subdivision called Monterey Pines on the OTC site.
Prior to construction operations, seven underground storage tanks (USTs) used
to store gasoline, diesel, and waste oil, and associated piping and dispensing
islands, were excavated and removed from the site. A brick-lined sump and
concrete clarifier were also removed. Soil sampling during the UST and
clarifier removal indicated TPH, BTEX, TCE, and PCE impacts in soil (PIC
Environmental Services, 1995). PCE and TCE concentrations as high as
1,840 pg/kg and 7,850 ug/kg, respectively, were detected in soils collected
during soil excavation operations (PIC, 1995a). Cal EPA-DTSC (2009a)
reported that during construction of the residential subdivision, contaminated
soils were consolidated under the roads of the new subdivision. As part of the
environmental investigation and plume delineation for the Former Kast
Property, URS documented elevated concentrations of chlorinated VOCs
beneath Monterey and Carmel Drives (URS, 2010a). URS reported TCE and
PCE soil vapor concentrations as high as 20,000 pg/m’ and 82,000 pg/m?,
respectively. These soil vapor concentrations are approximately one to two
orders of magnitude higher than any TCE and PCE soil vapor concentrations
reported in the adjacent southwest corner of the Site. More recently, USEPA
completed an investigation within the OTC area (Monterey Pines
neighborhood) and also documented the presence of chlorinated VOCs in both
soil and soil vapor in areas near the Site (Ecology and Environment, 2013).
DTSC did not believe the chlorinated VOC plume beneath the current
Monterey Pines Development to be associated with the Former Kast Property
(USEPA, 2012a).

In summary, although chlorinated solvents have been detected at the Site, it is unlikely
that they are related to former Site operations for the following reasons:

» No records indicate that chlorinated solvents were used or stored at the former
oil storage facility.
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¢ Generally, TCE and PCE in vadose zone soils have been detected at relatively
low concentrations and sporadically at shallow depths. There are no detections
of these compounds in vadose zone soils between 10 feet and groundwater. If -
undocumented use of these solvents during former Site operations resulted in
releases to Site soils, it is likely that they would be detected at higher
concentrations, be more widely distributed, and be present in deeper soils.

¢ The number of TCE and PCE detections in soil (especially PCE) is relatively
high on the western boundary of the Site, adjacent to the former Turco facility
where TCE and PCE are COCs. Consequently, TCE and PCE in the western
portion of the Site may be related to this off-Site facility.

The preponderance of the evidence points to the fact that chlorinated VOCs detected in
Site soils are not related to Shell’s operations at the Site:

e TCE and PCE were not detected in soil samples collected below a depth of 10
feet at the Site,

e TCE and PCE were detected very infrequently in the upper 10 feet at the Site,
and

o The limited detections of TCE and PCE in the upper 10 feet at the Site were at
low concentrations.

Given the low concentrations of these compounds in shallow Site soils and their lack of
detection in deeper Site soils, the potential for any significant migration to groundwater
from on-Site shallow soils is extremely low. As discussed in Section 8.0, off-Site
sources are the most likely sources of the TCE, PCE, and other chlorinated solvents
observed in groundwater beneath the Site.

Trihalomethanes (THMs) are another group of VOCs detected at the Site, and these can
be present from residential activities. Common THMs include bromomethane,
chloroform, bromodichloromethane, dibromochloromethane, and bromoform. These
have all been detected in Site soils and soil vapor. Their presence at the Site is most
likely related to irrigation of yards and landscaping or leaking water lines and other
household water use, as THMs are found in the domestic water supply from the
California Water Service Company which provides water to the area. THMs are used
for water treatment/purification (California Water, 2008/2009).  Although these
compounds are present at the Site, they are not considered Site-related COCs.
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Additionally, some chlorinated VOCs that have been detected at the Site are often found
in household products that are generally perceived as safe by the average consumer.
For example, 1,4-dichlorobenzene is a compound that.is commeonly detected in homes
due to its presence in household products, including air fresheners, mothballs, and toilet
deodorizer blocks (ATSDR, 2006). Other household products that contain these VOCs
include paint degreasers and removers, adhesives and adhesive removers, and auto
products including brake cleaners, carburetor cleaners, degreasers, and lubricants.
Although typical releases are expected to be small, some of these compounds may have
been released through resident activities. A list of commonly detected chemicals
present on some of the residential properties as well as some known household products
that contain these chemicals was provided in the SCM (URS, 2010a).

Non-Site-related Oxvgenated VOCs: TBA has been detected in groundwater beneath
the Site. TBA is a fuel oxygenate additive and is also a breakdown product of methyl-
tert butyl ether (MTBE). TBA and MTBE were both used as gasoline additives
beginning in 1979. Although this compound has been detected in Site groundwater, it is
considered a non-Site-related COC because its use post-dates the Site use as a crude oil
storage facility that ended in the 1960s. The presence of TBA at the Site is likely
related to other sources, including offsite sources such as'the adjacent former Turco site
{discussed above) and the Fletcher Oil site located 1,300 feet west of the Site.
Leymaster (2009) indicated that the Fletcher Oil site was used to refine and store
petroleum products including crude oil, light distillates such as gasoline, naphtha, and -
intermediate and heavier distillates such as diesel and asphalt. The refinery was in
operation from 1939 to 1992. TBA was detected in groundwater at both the Turco and
Fletcher Oil sites. Available information indicates that TBA in groundwater was
detected as high as 850 pg/L at the Turco site (Leymaster, 2010) and 800 pg/l. at the
Fletcher Oil site (Leymaster, 2012).

Residential Activities: Various residential activities which are not related to historical
Site activities, including lawn care, hobbies and crafts, auto repair, and home
maintenance such as painting, may have resulted in release of and subsequent detections
of chemicals in soil, soil vapor, or indoor air. Although it is unlikely that a large
volume of a contaminant would be released to the ground surface by resident activities,
localized impacts could be noticeable in surface soils, soil vapor, or indoor air.

In summa.ry; with respect to VOCs, only TPH-related VOCs are considered to be
related to historical Site activities. Chlorinated VOCs, though present at the Site are not
considered Site-related because their presence is not consistent with previous operation
of the Site as a crude and bunker oil storage facility and for the other reasons detailed
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above. Chlorinated VOCs are believed to be present at the Site as a result of either
offsite sources (e.g., Turco or OTC) and/or residential activities. Oxygenated VOCs are
similarly not considered Site-related because their presence is not consistent with
previous operation of the Site as a crude and bunker oil storage facility and for the other
reasons listed above. In particular, TBA and MTBE did not come into use as gasoline
additives until the late 1970s, many years after the use of the Site as a crude oil storage
facility had ended and Shell had sold the Site to others, which occurred in the mid-
1960s.

2.1.3 Semi-volatile Organic Compounds

Semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) are organic compounds which have a
boiling point higher than water, but may volatilize when exposed to temperatures above
room temperature. SVOCs vary widely in their chemical structures. Forms include, but
are not limited to, PAHs, phthalates, and phenols. Certain SVOCs can be associated
with crude oil and petroleum, and/or produced through combustion. Because of their
association with crude oil, select SVOCSs are considered Site-related COCs.

PAHs are composed of two or more aromatic hydrocarbon rings bound in a lattice
formation. They are commonly found in crude oil, tar, coal, and residues from former
manufactured gas plant sites. PAHs are also commonly produced as a by-product of
burning fossil fuels (in power plants or vehicle emissions) or biomass fuels (like wood),
or as residues from brush or forest fires. While PAHs may have been introduced
historically from the crude oil storage operations at the Site, there are other natural and
anthropogenic sources that may also be sources of PAHs detected at the Site. In
addition to their derivation from the burning of organic materials, PAHs are widely
distributed throughout modem urban areas in near-surface soils as a result of
atmospheric deposition. As a result, PAHs are found in almost all urban and rural
surface soils. PAHs are generally found at higher ambient concentrations in urban
areas, near heavily traveled roadways, areas that have been occupied/established for an
extended period of time, and areas downwind of urbanized areas (Cal-EPA DTSC,
2009b; Environ, 2002). The PAHs that have been most regularly detected at the Site
include pyrene, phenanthrene, chrysene, benzo(a)anthracene, fluoranthene, 2-
methylnaphthalene,  naphthalene,  benzo(a)pyrene,  benzo(b)fluorathene,  and
benzo(g,h,i)perylenc. = Chrysene, benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, and-
benzo(b)fluorathene are in a group of PAHs that are associated with carcinogenic
cffects and are commonly evaluated together as the carcinogenic PAHs (cPAH).
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2.1.4 Metals

Metals may be found in crude oil in trace amounts, but are also naturally occurring in
southern California soils or are present due to anthropogenic sources.  Site
investigations indicated the limited, localized presence of arsenic and lead in soils at
concentrations above their respective California Human Health Screening Level
(CHHSL, Cal-EPA OEHHA, 2005) or regional background values. The sources of
these metals are not known. Other metals that are consistent with background
concentrations or below CHHSLs are not considered COCs for the Site.

Lead is known to be deposited in urban areas through atmospheric deposition, which
was most significant historically prior to the widespread phase-out of leaded gasoline in
the late 1970s. Other potential sources of lead include lead-based paint, which may
have been used during the crude oil storage operation and on residences before the use
of lead-based paint was restricted in 1978, '

Arsenic has been used in the past as a pesticide/rodenticide agent and as a wood
preservative. It is not known to have been specifically used at the Site. However, it is
possible it was used during the crude oil storage period, the residential period, or both,
Arsenic is also known to occur naturally in soils and groundwater at concentrations
exceeding risk-based screening levels.

Several other metals exceed the California Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) in
groundwater beneath the Site. These metals are arsenic, thallium, and antimony.
Additional discussion of the distribution of these metals in groundwater is presented in
Section 8.0. '

2.1.5 Methane

Methane has been detected in soil vapor samples collected at the Site. Based on the
characterization work completed, methane is present primarily as the by-product of
anaerobic biological degradation of crude oil compounds in the soils beneath the Site
(biogenic methane). Methane has also been detected as a result of leaking natural gas
utility lines, which were found at several of the residential properties, and a leaking
sewer line at one residential property.

Although petroleum hydrocarbons in the subsurface have likely fermented to produce
methane at depth, such methane is generally not present in the shallow subsurface and
has not been detected in residences or enclosed areas of the Site at levels that pose a
hazard. Tn one instance to date, methane believed to be attributable to fermentation of
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petroleum hydrocarbons was detected at a concentration above the interim action level
in a sub-slab probe beneath a garage; however, methane was not detected above the
interim action level in other sub-slab soil vapor probes located at this property and no
methane exceedances were found during the indoor air screening and sampling
conducted at this property. The detection at this location is anomalous in that it
represents the only detection of petroleum hydrocarbon-related methane out of 840 sub-
slab soil vapor locations sampled through August 31, 2013. Although methane has
been indicated by. hand-held instrument readings in a few instances during indoor air
screening, in each of those cases the source was determined to be leaking natural gas
lines or connections to a stove, clothes dryer, furnace, or fireplace. In none of these
instances was the methane linked to subsurface hydrocarbon impacts.

Methane generated at depth typically migrates very slowly through soils because it is
not under significant pressure. Transport is primarily through diffusion, and methane
moving upward from depth is typically biologically degraded and/or significantly
attenuated in the aerobic shallow soils before it reaches the surface. This bio-
attenuation in the vadose zone is evident in the soil vapor data collected at the Site that
has been reported in the Interim, Follow-up, and Final Interim Reports and the street
soil vapor monitoring reports (URS, 2013b). These natural mechanisms explain the
lack of elevated methané levels in the sub-slab soil vapor samples and in indoor air
within the residences that have been tested.

2.1.6 Summary of Potential COCs

The SCM identifies a range of constituents that are potential COCs. These are divided
into Site-related COCs (i.e., COCs considered to be potentially related to the previous
operation of a crude/bunker oil storage facility) and non-Site-related COCs (i.e., COCs
related to offsite activities, COCs related to site activities following Site redevelopment,
and COCs representative of background conditions). Potential Site-related COCs
include:

« TPH;

o TPH-related VOCs; .

o TPH-related SVOCs (including PAHs);
e Metals (lead and arsenic); and

¢ Methane.

Non-Site-related COCs include:

¢ (Chlorinated YOCs;
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o THMs;
o  Oxygenated VOCs including TBA; and
e Metals present in soil or groundwater at background levels.

Further discussion of COCs is provided in Section 4.0. The RAP will propose what
corrective actions, if any, are warranted for the different COCs identified in this report.

2.2 Fate and Transport

Based on the presence of petroleum impacted soils, it appears that crude oil was
released to the Site from the former crude oil storage operations. It is assumed that one
release mechanism was through leakage of the crude oil storage reservoirs (primarily in
the area where the side walls and floors were joined). Also, site grading for residential
development appears to have redistributed impacted soils, particularly in the areas
overlying the former reservoirs and outside the reservoir boundaries. There may also
have been releases from former on-Site pipelines, in adjacent streets and rights-of-way,
from adjacent oil production and industrial facilities owned and operated by others, and
oil field operations (oil wells) owned and operated by others.

COCs released to soils during the crude oil storage operation presumably migrated
downward through soils in the liquid phase. If sufficient volume existed (i.e., through
significant leakage over a long period of time), crude oil containing the associated
COCs would have migrated downward through the soil profile to the groundwater table
as LNAPL. LNAPL has been detected at the groundwater table at MW-3 and adjacent
MW-12 near the former location of a sidewall and floor joint of the central storage
TeServoir.

Petroleum VOCs, PAHs, and metals detected at the Site may be related to crude oil;
however, some may be from other sources. For example, their origin at the Site may be
through mechanisms such as atmospheric deposition or a combination of Site releases
and atmospheric deposition as well as natural occurrence. The presence of secondary
sources may complicate the pattern of detections in environmental media and therefore
interpretation of transport pathways.

Once COCs enter the soil, they may migrate or have been redistributed via one or more
of the mechanisms described below.

Construction_Activities; The demolition, grading, and home construction activities,
particularly Site grading by Lomita Development Company and Barclay Hollander,
now a subsidiary of Dole Food Company, Inc., and their contractors, appear to have
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redistributed some petroleum-containing soils at the Site, especially in surface soils
(approximately the upper 10 feet). Such fill may have been derived from the Site itself
{c.g., the berms that formed the reservoirs). Redistribution of petroleum-containing soil
during grading by the developer is the most likely explanation for detection of
petroleum hydrocarbons in the soils at the Site above the elevation of the former
reservoir bases.

LNAPL Migration: If sufficient driving force was present, crude oil in the liquid phase
could migrate directly through the soil column. For example, the presence of LNAPL
in Site monitoring well (MW-3) indicates that crude oil migrated downward from near-
surface release(s) to groundwater at this location. However, cessation of crude storage’
operations and decommissioning of the reservoirs, which occurred by the mid-1960s,
have reduced this potential downward driving force for LNAPL migration.

Leaching: COCs may also have partitioned out of residual crude oil released to Site
soils and into infiltrating water (via leaching) from rainfall or Site irrigation water that
eventually came in contact with the crude oil in the subsurface. COCs most subject to
leaching include VOCs, certain SVOCs, and, to a much lesser degree, PAHs and metals.
Infiltrating water could potentially have carried these compounds downward through
the soil column and eventually into groundwater.

Based on the SCM and the age of potential petroleum releases at the Site, groundwater
impacts due to leaching from Site soils are expected to be stable or decrease. This is
discussed further in Section 8 and supported by the age of on-Site releases (greater than
45 years) and the plume stability analysis conducted for the most significant Site-related
COC - benzene. It is expected that the VOCs and other COCs currently present in the
vadose zone will be further reduced over time through degradation processes and/or
continued, but reduced leaching, as the sources diminish. As a result, constituents
detected in soil, but not identified as groundwater COCs are not considered COCs for
the soil leaching to groundwater pathway.

Groundwater Transport: COCs that reach groundwater would be subject to transport
via moving groundwater.  Shallow groundwater at the Site currently flows
northeastward. The vertical gradient at the Site between the shallow water table aquifer
and the underlying Gage aquifer is slightly downward or slightly upward depending
upon the area of the Site (URS, 2013¢). COCs are expected to migrate at rates much
lower than the actual flow of groundwater, as concentrations will attenuate through
adsorption to soil particles, dilution, biodegradation, and other mechanisms.
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Volatilization:  Some VOCs associated with crude oil, including BTEX and
naphthalene, may have partitioned from crude oil into the vapor phase (soil
vapor). These compounds have the potential to migrate through the Site soils and
potentially impact residences through the vapor intrusion pathway. BTEX and
naphthalene have generally been detected in deeper soil and soil vapor samples
collected throughout the Site. Their presence in these deeper zones is generally
attributed to their persistence in anaerobic (no or limited oxygen) conditions. Their
migration upward into the shallow soils is limited because these soils are generally
aerobic' (contain oxygen) which then facilitates their degradation through microbial
activity.

Degradation: As with most organic materials, crude oil is subject to biological
degradation. A significant by-product of anaerobic biodegradation of crude oil is
methane, which is present in the subsurface at the Site. As biological degradation
proceeds, the volume of crude oil is decreased. Methane has the potential to migrate
‘through the soil profile and impact residences through the vapor intrusion pathway.
However, methane rapidly degrades biologically in the presence of sufficient bacteria
and oxygen (Ririe and Sweeney, 1995; Eklund, 2010), It is likely that significant
degradation of methane occurs in near-surface (top several feet) soils at the Site where
oxygen is more plentiful than deeper zones (URS, 2013b). It is important to note that
aerobic degradation of other petroleum compounds such as benzene also likely occurs
in the near-surface soils at the Site.

Plant Uptake: Plant uptake of chemicals is controlled by the physical/chemical
propertics of the chemical, the environmental conditions, and the plant species.
Lipophilicity (attraction to faity compounds) and volatility are the two major parameters
that dictate a chemical’s potential for plant uptake. Hydrophilic (water-loving) and
non-volatile organic compounds can enter plants by root uptake and be translocated to
the aboveground parts of the plants through the transpiration stream; while lipophilic
and volatile organic compounds enter plants mainly through-air deposition.

For the COCs related to crude oil, PAHs, and BTEX, results of prior investigations
suggests that the soil-root-above ground plant or fruit-pathway plays an insignificant
role in their uptake. For PAHs, a number of studies suggest that air deposition is the
major pathway for plant uptake of PAHs (Edwards, 1983; Nakajima et al,, 1995;
Kipopoulou et al., 1999; Wilcke, 2000; Li et al., 2010). Li et al. (2010) investigated
PAH distribution in water, sediment, soil, and plants, and no correlation was found
between PAH concentrations in soils and plants, suggesting that plants accumulate
PAHs mainly through air deposition and not through translocation from the soil to the
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plant. Kaliszova et al. (2010) summarizes that “plant root PAH uptake was observed in
some species, but the available data suggest that it does not represent a significant
public health risk, even in heavily polluted soils.” In addition, green plants may
naturally produce benzo(a)pyrene (New Zealand Ministry for the Environment, 2011).
For BTEX, either rapid degradation in the root-zone or volatilization to the atmosphere
would occur, preventing effective uptake by plant roots. Volatile contaminants have a
low potential to accumulate by root uptake because they quickly escape to air (Trapp
and Legind, 2011). Consistent with the literature, Cal-EPA OEHHA does not require -
evaluation of the soil to root uptake pathway for organic compounds (Cal-EPA
OEHHA, 2012). In addition, the CHHSLs which are derived by OEHHA based on an
unrestricted land use do not include the produce ingestion pathway,

2.3 Potential Exposure Pathways Evaluated

Potential exposure to COCs at the Site is partly dependent on the type of chemicals that
are present and the respective exposure media. For VOCs detected in soil, exposure
may occur via direct contact to soil (dermal contact or incidental ingestion) as well as
indirect exposure from vapors migrating from the subsurface into indoor or outdoor
air. For non-volatile chemicals such as metals and most SVOCs and PAHSs, direct
human contact exposures should be considered as well as inhalation of particulates.

While the water beneath the Site is not currently used for drinking water, COCs in Site
soils may migrate to groundwater through leaching and need to be addressed consistent
with the Basin Plan, State Board Resolution No. 68-16 (if applicable), and State Board
Resolution No. 92-49. As discussed in Section 2.2, chemical uptake from soil into
plants for the primary COCs is considered insignificant, Therefore this pathway was
not included in the SSCG derivation,

The potential for exposure is also dependent on the locations at which impacts are
identified and the likelihood of different receptors to contact an impacted media. For
example, reasonable maximum exposure assumptions are considered for soils which are
readily available for human contact. Conversely, infrequent exposures may be
considered for soils where limited contact. is expected (e.g., soils covered by
impermeable media such as a building foundation, driveway, or hardscape, or soils at
greater depths), Consequently, this report evaluates cleanup goals for surface soils
(considering frequent- and infrequent-exposure scenarios) as well as potential leaching
to groundwater. Additionally, the residential exposure scenario is assumed to be limited
to the residential properties, while construction and utility maintenance worker may be
exposed to impact present on residential properties or within the public rights of way
(e.g., utility work within streets).
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The following receptors and exposure pathways are considered relevant for the Site.

Potentially Complete

Receptor Exposure Medium Exposure Pathway

o Incidental Ingestion
¢ Dermal Contact
* Qutdoor Air Inhalation

Shallow Surface Soil.
(0-2 feet bgs)

¢ Infrequent Incidental Ingestion

Shall
Onsite Resid So?l oW Subsurface e Infrequent Dermal Contact
nsite Resicent (>2-10 feet bgs) ¢ Outdoor Air Inhalation
. # Vapor Inhalation in Indoor Air
Soil Vapor via Vapor Intrusion
Indoor Air ¢ Inhalation in Indoor Air

¢ Incidental Ingestion
® Dermal Contact
® QOutdoor Air Inhalation

: . Shallow Soil
Construction and Utility (0-10 feet bgs)

Maintenance Worker

Soil Vapor ¢ Vapor Inhalation in Outdoor Air

Groundwater “Shallow Soil s Leaching to Groundwater
(0-10 feet bgs)
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3.0 PILOT TEST RESULTS

Pilot tests have been completed in accordance with RWQCB-approved work plans to
evaluate potential remedial actions for the Site. Pilot tests include:

e Soil vapor extraction (SVE) pilot testing at three locations;

e In-situ chemical oxidation (ISCO) bench-scale testing using persulfate and
ozone;

¢ Bioventing pilot testing at six locations; and
s Excavation pilot testing at two locations.

Detailed pilot testing procedures and results were provided in individual pilot test
reports prepared by URS and Geosyntec and are summarized in the Final Pilot Test
Summary Report — Part 1 dated May 30, 2013 (URS, 2013¢) and Final Pilot Test
Summary Report — Part 2 dated August 30, 2013 (URS, 2013g).

3.1 SVE Pilot Tests

SVE pilot tests were conducted to evaluate the potential effectiveness of using SVE to
remove vapor-phase VOCs from subsurface soils. The SVE pilot test activities and
results are detailed in the Soil Vapor Extraction Pilot Test Report (URS, 2010b).

SVE pilot tests were conducted at three onsite locations in areas with soil conditions
ranging from likely favorable to potentially unfavorable for SVE. At each location,
tests were done at three different depth intervals to evaluate the radius of vapor
influence (ROVI) in shallow (5 to 10 feet bgs), intermediate (15 to 25 feet bgs), and
deep (30 to 40 feet bgs) depth intervals.

On average, vapor flow rates observed from the extraction wells were sufficient for

- SVE operation. The effective ROVT in the shallow zone (5 to 10 feet bgs) ranged from
24 to 78 feet with an average of approximately 50 feet. The effective ROVI in the
intermediate zone (15 to 25 feet bgs) was estimated to be 112 to 131 feet with an
average of approximately 125 feet, and the estimated ROVI in the deep zone (30 to 40
feet bgs) was 75 to 156 feet with an average of approximately 115 feet.

Based on findings from the SVE pilot tests, URS concluded that SVE is a potentially
feasible option for the remediation of TPHg and VOC-impacted soils at the Site in the
intermediate and deep zones. For two of the three shallow test locations, soil
permeability to air flow estimates indicated margmal suitability for SVE operations in
the shallow zone. '
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Although SVE technology is potentially feasible for remediation of the lighter gasoline-
range petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs, and methane, this technology would not be
effective for diesel and motor oil-range petroleum hydrocarbons and SVOCs., However,
increased air flow induced by an operating vapor extraction system might promote
microbial degradation of longer-chain hydrocarbons and, over the long term, could
potentially reduce concentrations of these non-volatile compounds.

3.2 ISCO Bench-Scale Testing

A preliminary feasibility evaluation for ISCO was conducted at the time the Pilot Test
Work Plan was prepared (URS and Geosyatec, 2011). - The preliminary feasibility
evaluation concluded that sodium persulfate and ozone had greater potential for
freatment of COCs than other oxidants considered, and laboratory bench- scale testing
was conducted using sodium persulfate and ozone.

Sodium persulfate was found not to be effective for treatment of TPH and PAHs,
despite refatively high doses of sodium persulfate application. Based on the bench-
scale test results, Geosyntec concluded that hydrocarbon treatment using high doses of
sodium persulfate would not be effective for Site soils, and field-scale tests were
therefore not conducted.

ISCO pilot testing using -ozone was conducted in two phases. The first phase is
documented in the Technical Memorandum prepared by Geosyntec dated July 16, 2012
(Geosyntec, 2012a). The second expanded bench-testing phase is documented in the
Phase II Bench-Scale Report (Geosyntec, 2013b).

The results from the Phase I studies indicated that ozone treatment could be effective on
Site soils (at the bench-scale level); however, the dose required for achieving greater
than 90% treatment was very high and an excessive quantity of ozone would be
required for field application. Additionally, ozone consumption rates were slow,
presenting the potential for fugitive ozone emissions. As a result, field-scale pilot
testing was not recommended based on feasibility analysis and modeling' that was
reported the Technical Memorandum suminarizing Phase I results (Geosyntec, 2012a).

Phase Il ozone treatment bench-scale soil column tests were designed to evaluate the
impact of varying ozone concentrations and flow rates, and thus doses, on the treatment
of TPH in Site soils, and to provide additional insight into the feasibility of in-situ
chemical oxidation using ozone. The Phase II test results indicated that higher ozone
utilization could be achieved using lower flow rates and lower applied ozone dose per
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mass of soil; however, less than approximately 50% reduction in TPH concentrations
was observed in the Phase I tests.

As with the Phase | findings, Geosyntec concluded that effective field applications
would require an excessive quantity of ozone to treat a single injection location, and
that full-scale treatment would require an excessive quantity of ozone to achieve greater
than 50% reduction in hydrocarbon mass. Therefore, field pilot testing of ISCO using
ozone was not recommended based on both Phase I and Phase II findings, and will not
be considered as a possible remedial alternative in the RAP.

3.3 Bioventing Pilot Testing

Bioventing pilot testing was conducted at six locations at the Site: four locations used
- vertical bioventing wells and two locations used horizontal wells installed in a trench.
At each location a series of monitoring probes was installed to monitor fixed gases with
field instruments during the tests. Individual tests ran for one to two weeks, followed
by a week of respirometry measurements. Results from the bioventing pilot tests are
summarized in the final Bioventing Pilot Test Summary Report (Geosyntec, 2012b).

Evidence of degradation of petroleum hydrocarbons was observed during the pilot tests,
indicating that bioventing is a potential technology to remediate residual petroleum
hydrocarbons. The bioventing pilot test results indicate that relatively low flow rates
are necessary to deliver sufficient oxygen to the subsurface meet the bioventing oxygen
demand. Because the horizontal wells affect a larger volume of soils, higher flow rates
are required when using the horizontal well configuration. Results of the fan
technology testing indicated that required flow rates theoretically can be achieved using
commercially available fans; however, radon fans were shown to be more effective than
the other two fan technologies tested.

The time frame required for bioventing system operation was estimated using
biodegradation rates calculated from respirometry tests conducted at the extraction
wells and vapor monitoring probes during the bioventing tests. The mean initial
biodegradation rate from the six bioventing tests is 6.6 mg/kg/day and the mean average
biodegradation rate is 0.31 mg/kg/day.

The bioventing time frame for hydrocarbon reduction is dependent on the
biodegradation rates as well as initial TPH concentration and remedial objectives. To
calculate bioventing time frame, Geosyntec. assumed an initial soil TPH concentration
of 10,000 mg/kg, which is representative of the midrange of the concentrations
measured during the pilot tests. The calculated time frame for bioventing system
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operations ranged from approximately 1 to 4 years, assuming the higher initial
biodegradation rate, to several decades assuming the average biodegradation rate.

Based on the pilot test results, the following conclusions were reached regarding
application of bioventing at the Site:

e Oxygen delivery is generally more effective using horizontal wells than vertical
wells.

» No benefit was observed from using the vapor monitoring probes as passive
vents to enhance subsurface flow.

¢ The radon fans evaluated during the pilot testing provide sufficient air flow to
meet the bioventing oxygen demands.

e Radius of influence for the bioventing extraction wells ranged from less than
5 feet to 20 feet with an average radius of influence of approximately 10 feet.

3.4 Excavation Pilot Testing

Excavation pilot testing was conducted to evaluate the feasibility of excavating
impacted soils to a depth of 10 feet bgs and removing the concrete reservoir bases
(slabs) located at approximately 8 to 10 feet bgs beneath portions of the former oil
storage reservoirs, and also to evaluate smaller “surgical” excavation. The excavation
pilot tests were conducted in accordance with the Pilot Test Work Plan (URS and
Geosyntec, 2011). '

A slot-trench excavation was completed to approximately 10 feet bgs, including
removal of the concrete slab, in the front yard of a property, and a surgical excavation
was done to approximately 6 feet bgs in the back yard of a property to evaluate the
ability to conduct hot spot removal. The scope of pilot test excavations at these two
locations was expanded to include excavation of the remaining portions of the front and
back yards, respectively, to a depth of 2 feet throughout the entire non-hardscape
covered portions of the yards. Details are provided in the individual excavation pilot
test reports (URS, 20132 and 2013d).

Engineering controls and mitigation measures were implemented during excavation
activities to mitigate impacts to the community, including:

e Hstablishing an exclusion zone around work areas to limit access to essential
personnel;

e Installing sound attenuation panels around noise-generating equipment operating
onsite to lessen noise impacts associated with equipment operations;
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Use of ground protection mats and/or plywood sheeting to prevent damage to
hardscape flatwork and adjacent structures;

Implementing traffic control, as approved by the City of Carson, to manage
traffic in the vicinity of excavation operations;

Offsite staging of trucks to minimize idling of trucks within the neighborhood;
Application of water mist to control fugitive dust;

Use and pilot testing of different vapor and odor suppressants to mitigate
fugitive vapors; and

Providing for site security during non-working hours.

Monitoring conducted during pilot excavation activities included:

Monitoring of existing cracks in hardscape near excavation areas for changes
potentially associated with excavation activitics (none were noted);

Menitoring of ground stability in the Vlclmty of the excavations (no indications
of instability were noted);

Vibration monitoring for potential structurally-damaging vibration levels
associated with excavation activities (no potentially damaging vibrations were
noted);

Real-time monitoring of the worker’s breathing zone for worker health and
safety and collection of time-weighted samples to monitor worker VOC
exposure (no worker health and safety issues were identified);

VOC emissions monitoring in compliance with South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 1166 {compliance with the Rule 1166

© permit was maintained);

Meteorological monitoring for wind speed and direction and ambient
temperature; '

Monitoring for VOCs upwind and downwind of the work area for laboratory
analysis for VOCs {no downwind impacts were observed);

Dust monitoring surrounding the work area for SCAQMD Rule 403 compliance
(dust control measures were implemented periodically in accordance with
monitoring results);

Odor monitoring within the exclusion zone, at the property boundary, and within
the adjacent neighborhood (odor control measures were implemented
periodically in accordance with monitoring results); and

Noise monitoring at multiple locations adjacent to and across the street from
excavation operations.

Based upon setbacks from existing structures, a slot-trench excavation 12 feet wide by
26 feet long was completed in the front yard of a selected property. A medium-sized
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