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1524 North Potrero Avenue

South El Monte, CA 91733

Telephone & Facsimile: (626) 580-3275

Email: randall.quritzky@gmail.com

MARK B. FRAZIER [SBN 107221]
RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP

611 Anton Boulevard, Suite 1400
Costa Mesa, California 92626-1931
Telephone:  714-641-5100
Facsimile: 714-546-9035

Email: mfrazier@rutan.com

CALIFORNIA STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
LOS ANGELES REGION

In the Matter of Investigative Order No. PETITION FOR REVIEW
R4-2016-0336, Order to Respond to

Questionnaire for Information on Hazardous [Declaration of Gregory Bischoff
Materials or Waste Uses or Storage filed concurrently herewith]

CraneVeyor Corp. ("CraneVeyor" or "Petitioner™) hereby files this petition for review and
request for a hearing by the State Water Resources Control Board ("State Board") of that certain
Investigative Order No.R4-2016-0336, Order to Respond to Questionnaire for Information on
Hazardous Materials or Waste Use or Storage ("Order") issued by the Executive Officer of the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, ("Regional Board") on
December 20, 2016, as served on CraneVeyor on December 20, 2016. This petition for review is
filed pursuant to the United States Constitution, the California Constitution, Water Code § 13320
and 23 CCR 882050 et. seq. A copy of the Order and letter of transmittal are attached to the
Declaration of Gregory Bischoff (“Declaration”) as Exhibit “A”.

Petitioner seeks a stay of the Order at this time because the Order requires CraneVeyor to
respond to a Technical Report and Response to Chemical Storage and Use Questionnaire for
Information on Hazardous Materials or Waste Uses or Storage on or before March 20, 2017.
However, there are no events or circumstances that have occurred that give rise to any grounds
for the Order and, in fact, none of the documents attached to the Order are dated later than the
year 1985 and all of said documents have previously been produced to the State Board.

As to the Order and Questionnaire, Petitioner requests that the State Board stay the
Order, conduct a formal adjudicatory hearing before the State Board on the factual and legal
assertions set forth in the Order, and determine whether any response by CraneVeyor to the Order
is warranted or necessary.
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mailto:mfrazier@rutan.com

l. Name and Address of Petitioner

Petitioner CraneVeyor Corp., a California corporation, can be contacted through its
counsel of record, Randall S. Guritzky, 1524 North Potrero Avenue, South El Monte, CA 91733,
and Mark B. Frazier, Esg., Rutan & Tucker, LLP, 611 Anton Blvd., Suite 1400, Costa Mesa, CA
92626.

1. The State Board Action for Which This Petition For Review is Sought

The State Board action for which this petition is filed is the issuance of a document
labeled "Investigative Order No. R4-2016-0336, Order to Respond to the Questionnaire for
Information on Hazardous Materials and Waste Uses or Storage, dated December 20, 2016, and
served on Petitioner on or about December 20, 2016, and served on the Petitioner by the
Executive Officer.

I1l. The Date the State Board Acted.

The date of the State Board Executive Officer's issuance of the Order is December 20,
2016.

V. Statement of the Reasons the Action is Inappropriate and Improper.

The statements of purported facts set forth in the Order are contrary to the true facts and
evidence related to the issues. The State Board should review the evidence and determine
whether circumstances warrant any further response by Petitioner, and, if so, the State Board
should carefully set the boundaries for such response to avoid unnecessary time consumption,
expenses and costs.

In or about July, 1996, a soil-gas survey was performed by TEG. A report dated
August 8, 1996 (attached to the Declaration as Exhibit “B’’) shows that testing was performed at
11 locations, 10 of which at 5 feet depth and 1 of which at 10 feet depth. The test results were
"non-detect”("ND") for TCE and PCE at both depths, and TCA was ND at 5 feet depth, and only
2 ug/L at 10 feet depth. Thus, TEG determined that there was no threat to the groundwater and
no need to perform additional soil or gas tests.

In fact, as the No Action Report states, the groundwater was cleaner on the south side of
Petitioner’s Property, downgradient, rather than the north side, which conclusively demonstrates
that CraneVeyor’s soil is clean and is not contributing to any groundwater issues. Hence, the
year 1996 investigation confirmed the soil was clean at a depth of fifteen feet (15 ft.), which
further proves conclusively that CraneVeyor did not and could not have been a contributor to the
underground water contamination.

On December 19, 1996, the Los Angeles Regional Water Board, through its many
consultants findings and recommendations, issued its report, and and copied to Ms. Bella Dizon,
U.S. EPA, Region IX, concluded that, based on the results of the testing of the soil matrix, soil
vapor, and groundwater investigation data, the Regional Board had no further requirements
with respect to the San Gabriel Valley Cleanup Program, that the soil had been only impacted
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from ground surface to the capillary fringe, and that soil cleanup would not be required based on
its Interim Site Assessment and Cleanup Guidebook (May 1996). Attached to the Declaration as
Exhibit “C” is a true and correct copy of the “No Further Requirements” letter. Thus, there is no
basis for the allegations, and no evidence whatsoever that Petitioner’s business activities have
given rise to or caused any introduction of any of the chemicals of concern to the groundwater as
has been alleged in the subject Order.

Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that the State Board lacks standing
with which to bring this Order against Petitioner in that all of the issues contained in the Petition
have previously been adjudicated in the United States District Court, Central District of
California, Case No.: CV 02-4565 ABC (JCx) (hereinafter the “Action”). In the Action,
Petitioner has resolved all issues related to this Order with a Settlement Agreement by and
between the San Gabriel VValley Water Quality Authority, Golden State Water Company,
Southern California Water Company, San Gabriel Water Company, and the City of Monterey
Park, on the one hand, and Petitioner on the other hand (hereinafter the “Settlement Agreement”),
and by and through a Partial Consent Decree filed in the Action where a settlement was reached
between the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) and the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (“DTSC”), on the one hand, and the Petitioner, on the
other hand (hereinafter the “Partial Consent Decree”). Attached to the Declaration as Exhibits
“D” and “E”, respectively, are the Settlement Agreement and the Partial Consent Decree. In
connection with the Action, Petitioner paid the sum of Eight Hundred Thousand Dollars and No
Cents ($800,000.00) to resolve the issues that the State Board apparently now seeks to re-open by
and through this Order.

The Order is arbitrary and capricious in that it seeks to impose the obligations and
burdens upon Petitioner without regard to the prior resolution of matters in Settlement
Agreements and there is a complete lack of evidence to support any further investigation of
CraneVeyor’s property.

The entire CraneVeyor facility is completely paved over with asphalt and sealed and there
are no exposed areas, and since then there is no possibility that any of the named chemicals of
concern could enter the ground.

Further, the Order indicates that the State Board is concerned with contaminants from
rocket fuel, but CraneVeyor has never used any rocket fuel. The only chemical ever used by
CraneVeyor that is the subject of the Order was 1,1,1 —trichloroethane, a small amount of which
was used twenty-five (25) years ago, and in fact, is a chemical CraneVeyor was forced to use 25
years ago due to a directive by the Air Quality Management District (“AQMD”). CraneVeyor
has never used 1,1,1-tricloroethane at any time since that point in time. CraneVeyor has never
used any of the other listed VOC and chemical substances in the Order at any time. Further,
CraneVeyor now has been using only water-based paint for over 25 years.

In closing, CraneVeyor has never been shown by any means to be a contributor to the
groundwater condition in South El Monte, California. In fact, to our knowledge, CraneVeyor is
the only entity to have received a No Further Requirements Report requiring no further soil
remediation, and, in fact, no soil remediation was requested of or required of CraneVeyor at any
time or means whatsoever, due to the fact that, after the testing by a third-party entity, entitled



“TEG”, the findings of which were provided to Regional Water Board, the Regional Water Board
concluded with a non-detect reading after a ten (10) — fifteen (15) in one small area due to an
accidental surface spill of approximately five (5) gallons that was immediately cleaned up and
could never have reached the groundwater in any way.

V. Petitioner is Aggrieved.

Petitioner is aggrieved for the reasons set forth in paragraph [V.

VI. Petitioner's Requested Action by the State Board.

Petitioner respectfully requests that the State Board STAY the Order and provide an
evidentiary hearing on the Order pursuant to the United States Constitution, the California
Constitution, Water Code § 13320, 23 CCR § 648 et seq. and Government Code § 11400 et. seq.,
after full opportunity for discovery, and further requests that the Order be RESCINDED.

VII. Statement of Points and Authorities.

Petitioner will provide a detailed statement of points and authorities in the event the
Executive Officer or the Regional Board take further action which necessitate Petitioner to take
any further action.

VIII. List of Interested Persons.

A list of "interested persons" is attached hereto as Exhibit «1”,

IX. Statement of Transmittal of Petition to the State Board,
e S ransimiiial of Tefition to the State Board.

A copy of this petition has been transmitted to the Executive Officer of the State Board
on January 19, 2017.

X. Request to State Board for Preparation of the Administrative Record.

By copy of this petition to the Executive Officer of the State Board, Petitioner hereby
requests the preparation of the administrative record herein.

Respectfully submitted,

DATED: January 19, 2017 LAW OF F[E'E\S\OF RANDALL S. GURITZKY

I'll" \‘:\ :

By: | —"
Randall S/ Guritzky, Esq.

Attorney for Petitioner, CRANEVEYOR CORP.
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RANDALL S. GURITZKY [SBN 119784]

LAW OFFICES OF RANDALL S. GURITZKY
1524 North Potrero Avenue

South El Monte, CA 91733

Telephone & Facsimile: (626) 580-3275

Email: randall.guritzky@gmail.com

MARK B. FRAZIER [SBN 107221]
RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP

611 Anton Boulevard, Suite 1400
Costa Mesa, California 92626-1931
Telephone:  714-641-5100
Facsimile: 714-546-9035

Email: mfrazier@rutan.com

CALIFORNIA STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
LOS ANGELES REGION

In the Matter of Investigative Order No. PETITION FOR REVIEW
R4-2016-0336, Order to Respond to

Questionnaire for Information on Hazardous EXHIBIT “1” — LIST OF
Materials or Waste Uses or Storage INTERESTED PARTIES

TO THE COURT AND ALL PARTIES OF RECORD:

CraneVeyor Corp. ("CraneVeyor" or "Petitioner") hereby submits the following List of
Interested Parties in the above-entitled matter:

1. CRANEVEYOR CORP., 1524 North Potrero Avenue, South El Monte, CA
91733.

The undersigned counsel certifies that above named party may have a pecuniary interest
in the outcome of this case. These representations are made to allow this court or tribunal to
evaluate possible disqualification or recusal.

Respectfully submitted,

DATED: January 19, 2017 LA’W}QFFICES OF RANDALL S. GURITZKY

\ o

\ A
\ g

-

By:

{ B[éndall S. Guritzky, Esq.
“Attorney for Petitioner, CRANEVEYOR CORP.

L
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RANDALL S. GURITZKY [SBN 119784]

LAW OFFICES OF RANDALL S. GURITZKY
1524 North Potrero Avenue

South El Monte, CA 91733

Telephone & Facsimile: (626) 580-3275

Email: randall.quritzky@gmail.com

MARK B. FRAZIER [SBN 107221]
RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP

611 Anton Boulevard, Suite 1400
Costa Mesa, California 92626-1931
Telephone:  714-641-5100
Facsimile: 714-546-9035

Email: mfrazier@rutan.com

CALIFORNIA STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
LOS ANGELES REGION

In the Matter of Investigative Order No. DECLARATION OF GREGORY
R4-2016-0336, Order to Respond to BISCHOFF IN SUPPORT OF
Questionnaire for Information on Hazardous PETITION FOR REVIEW

Materials or Waste Uses or Storage

I, GREGORY BISCHOFF, declare as follows:

1. | am over the age of eighteen. My business address is CraneVeyor Corp., 1524 North
Potrero Avenue, South EI Monte, CA 91733 (“CraneVeyor”) who is the Petitioner in this matter.

2. I am now and at all times relevant, since approximately 1981, and continuously was
employed by CraneVeyor and worked at the above-address.

3. Petitioner is filing this Petition for Review (“Petition’) and request for a hearing by
the State Water Resources Control Board ("State Board™) of that certain Investigative Order
No. R4-2016-0336, Order to Respond to Questionnaire for Information on Hazardous Materials or
Waste Use or Storage ("Order™) issued by the Executive Officer of the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, on December 20, 2016, as served on CraneVeyor on

December 20, 2016. This petition for review is filed pursuant to the United States Constitution, the
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California Constitution, Water Code § 13320 and 23 CCR 882050 et. seq. A copy of the Order and
letter of transmittal are attached hereto as Exhibit “A”.

4. Petitioner seeks a stay of the Order at this time because the Order requires
CraneVeyor to respond to Technical Report and Response to Chemical Storage and Use
Questionnaire for Information on Hazardous Materials or Waste Uses or Storage on or before
March 20, 2017.

5. There are no events or circumstances that have occurred that give rise to any grounds
for the Order and, in fact, none of the documents attached to the Order are dated later than the year
1985 and all of said documents have previously been produced to the Water Board.

6. As to the Order, which requires CraneVeyor to respond to a Questionnaire for
Information on Hazardous Materials or Waste Uses or Storage on or before March 20, 2017,
Petitioner requests that the State Board stay the Order, conduct a formal adjudicatory hearing before
the State Board on the factual and legal assertions set forth in the Order, and determine whether any
response by CraneVeyor to the Order is warranted or necessary.

7. The State Board action for which this petition is filed is the issuance of a document
labeled "Investigative Order No. R4-2016-0336, Order to Respond to the Questionnaire for
Information on Hazardous Materials and Waste Uses or Storage, dated December 20, 2016, and
served on Petitioner on or about December 20, 2016, and served on the Petitioner by the Executive
Officer.

8. The date of the State Board Executive Officer's issuance of the Order is December 20,
2016.

9. The statements as to why the State Board is requesting CraneVeyor to respond to the
Questionnaire lack any basis at all.

10. In or about July, 1996, a soil-gas survey was performed by TEG. A report dated
August 8, 1996 (attached as Exhibit “B”) shows that testing was performed at 11 locations, 10 of
which at 5 feet depth and 1 of which at 10 feet depth. The test results were "non-detect”("ND") for
TCE and PCE at both depths, and TCA was ND at 5 feet depth, and only 2 ug/L at 10 feet depth.



Thus, TEG determined that there was no threat to the groundwater and no need to perform additional
soil or gas tests.

11. In fact, as the No Action Report states, the groundwater was cleaner on the south side
of Petitioner’s Property, downgradient, rather than the north side, which conclusively demonstrates
that CraneVeyor’s soil is clean and is not contributing to any groundwater issues. Hence, the year
1996 investigation confirmed the soil was clean at a depth of fifteen feet (15 ft.), which further
proves conclusively that CraneVeyor did not and could not have been a contributor to the
underground water contamination.

12.  On December 19, 1996, the Los Angeles Regional Water Board, through its many
consultants findings and recommendations, issued its report, and copied to Ms. Bella Dizon, U.S.
EPA, Region IX, concluded that, based on the results of the testing of the soil matrix, soil vapor, and
groundwater investigation data, the Regional Board had no further requirements with respect to the
San Gabriel Valley Cleanup Program, that the soil had been only impacted from ground surface to
the capillary fringe, and that soil cleanup would not be required based on its Interim Site Assessment
and Cleanup Guidebook (May 1996). Attached hereto as Exhibit “C” is a true and correct copy of
the “No Further Requirements” letter. Thus, there is no basis for the allegations, and no evidence
whatsoever that Petitioner’s business activities have given rise to or caused any introduction of any
of the chemicals of concern to the groundwater as has been alleged in the subject Order.

13.  Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that the Water Board lacks
standing with which to bring this Order against Petitioner in that all of the issues contained in the
Petition have previously been adjudicated in the United States District Court, Central District of
California, Case No.: CV 02-4565 ABC (JCx) (hereinafter the “Action”). In the Action, Petitioner
has resolved all issues related to this Order with a Settlement Agreement by and between the San
Gabriel Valley Water Quality Authority, Golden State Water Company, Southern California Water
Company, San Gabriel Water Company, and the City of Monterey Park, on the one hand, and
Petitioner on the other hand (hereinafter the “Settlement Agreement”), and by and through a Partial

Consent Decree filed in the Action where a settlement was reached between the United States



Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) and the California Department of Toxic Substances
Control (“DTSC”), on the one hand, and the Petitioner, on the other hand (hereinafter the “Partial
Consent Decree”). Attached hereto as Exhibits “D” and “E”, respectively, are the Settlement
Agreement and the Partial Consent Decree. In connection with the Action, Petitioner paid the sum of
Eight Hundred Thousand Dollars and No Cents ($800,000.00) to resolve the issues that the State
Board apparently now seeks to re-open by and through this Order.

14.  Theentire CraneVeyor facility is completely paved over with asphalt and sealed and
there are no exposed areas, and since then there is no possibility that any of the named chemicals of
concern could enter the ground.

15. Further, the Order indicates that the State Board is concerned with contaminants from
rocket fuel, but CraneVeyor has never used any rocket fuel. The only chemical ever used by
CraneVeyor that is the subject of the Order was 1,1,1-trichloroethane, a small amount of which was
used twenty-five (25) years ago, and in fact, is a chemical CraneVeyor was forced to use 25 years ago
due to a directive by the Air Quality Management District (“AQMD”’). CraneVeyor has never used
1,1,1-tricloroethane at any time since that point in time. CraneVeyor has never used any of the other
listed VOC and chemical substances in the Order at any time. Further, CraneVeyor now has been
using only water-based paint for over 25 years.

16.  CraneVeyor has never been shown by any means to be a contributor to the
groundwater condition in South EI Monte. In fact, to our knowledge, CraneVeyor is the only entity
to have received a No Further Requirements Report requiring no further soil remediation (to be clear,
no soil remediation was ever required of CraneVeyor) at any time or means whatsoever, due to the
fact that, after the testing by a third-party entity (TEG), the findings of which were provided to the
Regional Water Board, the Regional Water Board concluded with a non-detect reading after a ten
(10) —fifteen (15) in one small area due to an accidental surface spill that was of approximately five
(5) gallons that was immediately cleaned up and could never have reached the groundwater in any

way.



17. Petitioner further respectfully requests that the State Board STAY the Order. For the
reasons stated above, there will be substantial harm to the petitioner or to the public interest if a stay
is not granted; there will be no substantial harm to other interested persons and to the public interest
if a stay is granted; and there are substantial questions of fact or law regarding the disputed action.

18.  The Petitioner further requests that the State Board provide an evidentiary hearing on
the Order pursuant to the United States Constitution, the Califonia Constitution, Water Code
§ 13320, 23 CCR § 648 et seq. and Government Code § 11400 et. seq., after full opportunity for
discovery, and FURTHER requests that the Order be RESCINDED.

[ declare under penaity of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

is true and correct. Executed this 19% day of January, 2017.

By: y s Y 7/

GREGORY BISCHOFF, Declarant
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

December 20, 2016

Mr. Randall S. Guritzky CERTIFIED MAIL

CraneVeyor Corp. RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
1524 N. Potrero Ave. 7015 0640 0006 6112 0478

South El Monte, CA 91733

SUBJECT: REQUIREMENT FOR TECHNICAL REPORT AND RESPONSE TO
CHEMICAL STORAGE AND USE QUESTIONNAIRES PURSUANT TO
CALIFORNIA WATER CODE SECTION 13267(B)

SITE: CRANEVEYOR CORP., 1524 N, POTRERO AVENUE, SOUTH EL. MONTE,
CALIFORNIA (WIFP NO. 107.0777)

Dear Mr. Guritzky:

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (Regional Board) is the
public agency with the primary responsibility for the protection of ground and surface water within major
portions of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties. To accomplish this, the Regional Board issues
investigative orders authorized by the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code
[CWC], Division 7).

The San Gabriel Valley Basin is an important source of drinking water for southern Califernia. The U.S,
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the Regional Board have been investigating the source
of volatile organic compounds {VOCs) contamination in the groundwater beneath large areas of the San
Gabriel Valley since 1984. The U.S. EPA is currently monitoring groundwater contamination through its
Basin-wide Monitoring Program and operating four operable units within the San Gabriel Valley
Superfund Area. Recently, the Regional Board has determined that further site investigation is necessary
due to the detections of VOCs and chemicals of emerging concern, including 1,4-dioxane, 1,2,3-
trichloropropane, N-nitrododimethylamine (NDMA), perchlorate, and hexavalent chromium (in some
areas) in groundwater.

CraneVeyor Corp. (Site) is located in the San Gabriel Valley Groundwater Basin and has been engaged in
practices that require the storage and use of one or more of the chemicals mentioned above. The
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CraneVeyor Corp. -2- December 20, 2016
WIP No. 107.0777

information in our files indicates that VOCs including 1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA) and chromium-
based paints have been used at the Site.

Therefore, pursuant to Section 13267 (b) of the California Water Code, you are required to complete the
attached questionnaire and submit the required technical report to provide information on past or present
chemical storage and use practices at your facility.

Please return the completed questionnaire and the technical report to the Regional Board by March 20,
2017. The return of this questionnaire and the required technical report, properly signed, are required ¢ven
if no chemicals are stored or used at your facility. If you are the new ownets, complete the questionnaire
and answer the questions to the best of your ability and provide available data concerning the past owners
including contact information,

If yon have any questions regarding this project, please contact Ms. Shervin Milani at (213) 576-
6705 or via e-mail at Shervin,Milani@waterboards.ca.gov, or Mr. Greg Bishop, Unit V Chief, at
(213) 576-6727 or via e-mail at Greg.Bishop@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Samuel Ungcr': P.E.
Executive Officer

b Lot B

Attachment;

California Water Code 13267 Order No. R4-2016-0336
cc {via e-mail):

Mr. David Towell, CH2M (David. Towell@ch2m com)

Mr. Richard Hiett, EPA Region 9 (Hiett.Richard@epa.gov)

Ms. Christine Bucklin, DTSC (Christine. Bucklin@dtsc.ca.gov)

Mr. Randy Schoellerman, WQA (Randy@wqa.com)

Mr. David Van, San Gabriel Valley Water Company (Dvan{@sgvwater.cont)
M. Jeff O'Keefe, DDW (Jeff. OKeefe@waterboards.ca.gov)
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Water Boards

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

INVESTIGATIVE ORDER NO. R4-2016-0336

ORDER TO RESPOND TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE
FOR INFORMATION ON HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND
WASTE USES OR STORAGE

CALIFORNIA WATER CODE SECTION 13267

DIRECTED TO
CRANEVEYOR CORP.

CRANEVEYOR CORF.
1524 N. POTRERO AVENUE, SOUTH EL MONTE, CALIFORNIA 91733
(WIP NO. 107.077T)

ON
DECEMBER 20, 2016

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (Regional Board) makes the
following findings and issues this Order pursuant to California Water Code (CWC) Section 13267
requiring CraneVeyor Corp. to further investigate the site located at 1524 N. Potrero Avenue in South El
Monte (Site).

1. CraneVeyor Corp. has been a metal fabricator and a manufacturer of overhead cranes since 1946,
located in the City of South El Monte, in which the Regional Board is currently investigating
potential sources of discharges of wastes including, but not limited to, volatile organic compounds
{(VOCs) and chemicals of emerging concern, such as hexavalent chromium, 1,4-dioxane, 1,2,3-
trichloropropane, N-nitredodimethylamine (NDMA), and perchlorate.

1.1. The information in the Facility INformation Detail (FIND) database of the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) indicates that CraneVeyor Corp., with Standard
Identification Classification (SIC) code 3536 (overhead traveling cranes, hoists, and monorails
systems), currently has permits for open spray equipment which uses 1,1,1-trichloroethane
(1,1,1-TCA) in its operations (Attachment 1).

1.2. On May 4, 1989, the Regional Board issued Cleanup and Abatement Order (CAO) No. 83-050
to CraneVeyor Corporation. Several soil gas surveys were conducted at the Site with maximum
concentrations of 66.7 micrograms per liter (ug/L) 1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA) and 60
pg/L 1,1-dichloroethane (1,i-DCA). Three groundwater monitoring wells were installed at the
Site and maximum concentrations of 170 pg/L 1,1-DCA, 50 pg/L 1,1-dichloroethylene (1,1-

FRbAA MURID?, CHAIR | SAMUEL UNGER. EXECUTIVE OFFICHER

B0 Wesl 4t St Suite 200, Los Angelea, 0A 90013 | wery wniterbonard 5 ca govilosangeles

O GG AL

Exhibit A, Page 8



CraneVeyor Corp. -2- December 20, 2016
WIP No. 107.0777

DCE), 55 pg/L tetrachloroethylene (PCE), and 32 pg/L trichloroethylene (TCE) were detected
in the wells. On December 24, 1997, the Regional Board rescinded CAO No. 89-050.

1.3. The information in our files indicates that chromium-based paints, lead chromate, zinc
chromate, and chromium oxide were/are utilized at the Site (Attachment 2). Soil samples were
not analyzed for metals, including hexavalent chromium.

1.4. 1,1,1-TCA wasfis a major chemical of concern used and stored at the Site (Attachment 3). A
chemical of emerging concern, 1,4-dioxane, a semi-volatile organic compound, has been
historically used as a common stabilizer for 1,1,1-TCA. Soil samples taken at the Site were not
analyzed for 1,4-dioxane.

1.5. On April 24, 2002, the Regional Board required CraneVeyor Corp. to sample the groundwater
monitoring wells located at the Site for the chemicals of emerging concern, including 1.4-
dioxane and hexavalent chromium. Well No. W11CCWOI located in the northern boundary of
the facility was sampled and analyzed. Maximum concentrations of 72 micrograms per liter
(ng/L) 1,4-dioxane and 1.2 pg/L hexavalent chromium were detected in a sample collected
from the groundwater well. The potential impact of CraneVeyor Corp.’s chemical use at the
Site has not been adequately assessed.

1.6. According to the Los Angeles County Office of the Assessor, CraneVeyor Corp. is identified as
the current property owner. According to the California Sccretary of State Business Program
database, CraneVeyor Corp. has been an active business entity since 1946.

2. CWC Section 13267(b)(1) states, in part:

“In conducting an investigation specified in subdivision (a), the regional board may require that any
person who has discharged, discharges, or is suspected of having discharged or, discharging, or who
proposes to discharge waste within its region, or any citizen or domiciliary, or political agency or
entity of this state who has discharged, discharges, or is suspected of having discharged or
discharging, or who proposes to discharge waste outside of its region that could affect the quality of
waters within its region shall furnish, under penalty of perjury, technical or monitoring program
reports which the regional board requires. The burden, including costs, of these reports shall bear a
reasonable relationship to the need for the reports and the benefits to be obtained from the reports. In
requiring those reports, the regional board shall provide the person with a written explanation with
regard to the need for the reports, and shall identify the evidence that supports requiring that person to
provide the reports.”

3. The Regional Board has evidence in the case file for the Site indicating that there is or has been a
potential for discharge of waste at or from the Site. The evidence supporting this is that the Site is
located in the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) San Gabricl Valley
Superfund Site. It is known that groundwater within the Superfund Site, including in the vicinity of
CraneVeyor Corp. facility, is contaminated with VOCs. The CraneVeyor Corp. facility is among the
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suspected sources of waste discharge in the Superfund Site because of the plating and anodizing
operations.

4. This Order identifies CraneVeyor Corp. as the party responsible for suspected unauthorized
discharges of waste identified in paragraph three (3) because CraneVeyor Corp. owns and operates at
the property, and there is or has been a potential for discharge of waste at or from the Site.

5. This Order requires the persons named herein to prepare and submit technical reports that include
current and historical facility operations, chemical vse and storage, and waste treatment methods
and/or disposal. You are expected to submit a complete report as required by this Order, to the
Regional Board. The Regional Board may reject the report if it is deemed incomplete and/or require
revisions to the report under this Order.

6. The burdens, including costs, of these repotts bear a reasonable relationship to the need for the reports
and the benefits to be obtained from the reports. The information is necessary to identify the
chemicals used at CraneVeyor Corp. site, to adequately determine the extent of discharges of waste at
and from the CraneVeyor Corp. site, and to assure adequate cleanup of the CraneVeyor Corp. site, if
necessary, as contaminants at the site may pose a threat to public health and the environment. The
technical report required by this Order is needed by the Regional Board in order to determine whether
the Site is a source of discharges of waste, specifically VOCs and chemicals of emerging concern,
and to cause discharges of waste to waters of the State within the Basin,

7. The issnance of this Order is an enforcement action by a regulatory agency and is categorically
exempt from the provisions of the Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section
15321(a)2), Chapter 3, Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations. This Order requires submittal
of technical reports, and may require the submittal of including workplans. The scope of activities
requited to prepare the reports required by this Order are not yet known. It is unlikely that
compliance with this Order, including implementation of the workplans, could result in anything
more than minor physical changes to the environment. If the implementation of this Order may result
in significant impacts on the environment, the appropriate lead agency will address the CEQA
requirements prior to approval of any workplan.

8. Any person aggrieved by this action of the Regional Water 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 p.m., 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, or 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 law and regulations applicable to filing petitions may be found on the Internet at the following
link: Jrep:/rwww.waterboards.ca.gov/public notices/petitions/water_quality, or will be provided upon
request.
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THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that CraneVeyor Corp. pursuant to Section 13267(b) of
the CWC, is required to complete and submit the following:

1. By March 20, 2017, submit a technical report containing items (a) through (d} listed below:
a. A description of current and historical business and facility operations at the site.

b. Locations of any current and former clarifiers, sumps, chemical storage areas, paint
booths, tanks, plating or any waste treatment/discharge areas. Those locations and
building(s) must be presented on a scaled facility map.

c. Documentation of previous soil, soil vapor, wastewater, and/or groundwater
investigation/cleanup conducted at the site after August 16, 2002. Also, any historical
spill and mitigation records must be included.

d. Documentation of the current condition of the groundwater monitoring wells located at
the Site (i.e. well inspection reports and/or previous monitoring reports). If the wells are
abandoned, you are required to submit the well destruction reports.

2. By March 20, 2017, complete the attached Chemical Storage and Use Questionnaire {Attachment
4).

3. The above items shall be submitted to:

Ms. Shervin Milani

Water Resource Control Engineer

Remediation Section

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4" Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Phone: (213) 576-6705

Email: Shervin.Milani@waterboards.ca.gov

4. TPursuant to Water Code Section 13268 (a), any person who fails to submit reports in accordance
with the Order is guilty of a misdemeanor. Pursuant to Section 13268 (b)(1) of the CWC, failure
to submit the required technical report described above by the specified due date(s) may result in
the imposition of administrative civil liability by the Regional Board in an amount up to one
thousand dollars ($1,000) per day for each day the technical report is not received after the above
due date. These civil liabilities may be assessed by the Regional Board for failure to comply,
beginning with the date that the violations first occurred, and without further warning,

5. The State Water Resources Control Board adopted regulations (Chapter 30, Division 3 of Title 23

& Division 3 of Title 27, California Code of Regulation) requiring the electronic submittals of
information (ESI) for all site cleanup programs, starting January 1, 2005, Currently, all of the
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information on electronic submittals and GeoTracker contacts can be found on the Internet at the
following link: Atep:/Awww.waterboards.ca.gov/ust/electronic_submittal/index. shiml.

To comply with the above-referenced regulation, you are required to upload all technical reports,
documents, and well data to GeoTracker by the due dates specified in the Regional Board letters
and orders issued to you or for the Site. However, the Regional Board may request that you
submit hard copies of selected documents and data in addition to electronic submittal of
information to GeoTracker, For your convenience, the GeoTracker Global ID for this site is
SL603798769.

6. The Regional Board, under the authority given by CWC Section 13267 subdivision (b)(1),
requires you to include a perjury statement in all reports submitted under 13267 Order. The
perjury statement shall be signed by a senior authorized CraneVeyor Corp. representative (not by
a consultant). The perjury statement shall be in the following format:

“I, [NAME], certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared by
me, or under my direction or supervision, in accordance with a system designed to assure that
qualified personnel properly gathered and evaluated the information submitted. Based on my
inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for
gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief,
true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false
information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations.”

SO ORDERED.

/2 <20~/
Samuel Unger, P.E. Date
Executive Officer

Attachments:
1. South Coast Air Quality Management District Permit
2. Material Safety Data Sheet for Chromium-Based Paints
3, Material Safety Data Sheet for 1,1,1-Trichroethane
4, Chemical Storage and Use Questionnaire for CraneVeyor Corp.

Exhibit A, Page 12



Attachment 1

South Coast Air Quality Management District Permit
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Attachment 2

Material Safety Data Sheet for Chromium-Based Paints
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Attachment 3

Material Safety Data Sheet for 1,1,1-Trichroethane
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MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET

24 Hour Emergancy Phone (316} §24-5751

=g
A Divizion of Vulean Materials Company / P.O. Box 7689 « Birmingham, AL 35253-0639

| —IDENTIFICATION

CHEMICAL NAME CHEMICAL FORMULA MOLECULAR WEIGHT
1,1,1 Trichloroethnne CpBatia ¥
TRADE NAME
Solvent 1118, Gemral Pm‘pose Grade, Industrigl Grade
SYNONYMS T T OGT ICENTIFICATION NG,
MYattyl Chloroforn TN 2831

i — PAODUCT AND COMPONENT DATA |

COMPONENT(S) GHEMICAL NAME CAS AEGISTRY NO. % {Appre) ACGIH TLV-TWA

1,1,1 Trichloroethane (grabilized)* =559 103 350 v

*Eraﬁntlwsbeentestaimamimze.'

. TR NN SR,
Hi - PHYSICAL DATA
APPH.RANGE AND ODGR TTsPEGFC GRAVTY T T
, eolorlags liquid, 1.3z 8 25')‘25°
mi.ldly sr.»'af:" oy
TEOILING PGINT - S Tl VAPOA DENSITY iINAR LA = 1) T
162°F (72°C.) : 4.6
| VAPOR PRESSURE T % VOLATILE, 5Y YOLuME B ]
100 o By @ 20°C 100
EVAPORATION RATE SOLUBILITY IN WATER
(ether = 1): 0.4 0.07 gn/1.00 g € 45°¢
IV« REACTIVITY DATA
STASILITY i CENSITIONS TG AVOID T
Stahle [ Avodd cemtact with open flame, electrdoesves, or dorhey ot srfaces
i which can causs themal decomposition,

INCOMPATIBILITY  [Materigla 12 avoics

Strong alkalies, ecldizers, gvd tresetive wetals.

RAZARDOUS DECOMPLIAT iUt PRODLCTS

Hydrogen chlevide, phwgere (omall arwmrs).

HAZARDOUS POLYNERIZATION
NOT OO,

e
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Attachment 4

Chemical Storage and Use Questionnaire for CraneVeyor Corp.
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Water Boards EHVIRTHMENTAL PROIBETION

Los Angeles Regionat Water Quality Control Board

Chemical Storage and Use Questionnaire

I. Facility Information

1. Address: 1524 N. Potrero Avenue, South El Monte, California 91733

il. Property Ownership Information

1. Name of Current Property Owner:

2. Mailing Address of Current Praperty Owner:

3. Telephone: 4. E-Mail:

5. Prior Property Owner{s) (provide a separate sheet of paper, if necessary):

Property Owner Dates of Ownership
Name and Mailing Address From To

HIl. Current Tenant Information

1. Tenant Name:

2. Standard Industrial Classification {SIC) Code:

.

Brief Description of Business:

4. EPA/State Generator Number{s):
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CraneVeyor Corp. =2~

5. Years in business at this location:
6. Contact Name;

7. Telephone:

WIP No. 107.0777

Past Tenants

List any prior tenants. Provide a separate sheet of paper, if necessary.

Combany Narmerard Dates of Operation
pany Type of Business at the Site
Current Mailing Address
From To
Operations

Answer the following questions about operations of both current and past operations, On a separate
sheet of paper, provide additional details for any “Yes” responses, including the time period and the
name of any past tenant for which the “Yes” response applies.

Question Current Tenant Past Tenant(s)
Yes No Yes No

1. | Has manufacturing or plating of circuit boards occurred?

2. | Have there been plating or anodizing tanks?

3. | Has there been metal work performed?

4. | Has there ever been a clarifier, sump, tank, or other
holding tank for waste water?

S. | Has there ever been an underground storage tank
installed?

6. | Has there ever been an above-ground storage tank (AST)
installed?

7. | Has there ever been an industrial waste permit for sewer
discharge?

8. | Has there sver been a septic system in use?

9. | Have chemicals ever been stored at this location?

10. | Have chlorinated solvents been used or stored at this
location?

11. | Has there ever been a release of chemicals to the ground
surface or subsurface?

12 | Use/disposal of solid propellants in rockets, matches,
explosives and fireworks

13 | Use/disposal of air bag inflators

14 | Use/disposal of electric tubes containing perchlorate
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Question Current Tenant Past Tenant(s}
Yes No Yes No
15 | Use/dispose of lubricating oils, fabrics, dyes, rubber,

paints and certain fertilizers ({e.g. sodium nitrate
fertilizer)?

16

Perform leather tanning and finishing activities?

17

Preformed electroplating/ anadizing, aluminum refining
and ¢hromium plating?

18

Hazardous waste sites?

19

Use or dispose of wood preservatives that include
chremium compounds {e.g. potassium dichromate,
chromic acid, and sodium dichromate) and/or chlorinated
volatile organic compounds?

20

Performed pigment making, leather tanning, welding?

21 | Performed paint booth operations?

22 | Use/dispose of solvents, including varnishes and lacquers
and laboratory cryoscopy solvents?

23 | Usefdispose of chloramine with water?

VI. Chemicals of Concern

Provide a list of chemicals or substances that were used, stored, or disposed of at the Site including
such as Trichloroethene (TCE},
Tetrachloroethene (PCE), Vinyl Chloride, 1,2 DCE, and Ethene. Identify the generated waste and its
composition, with the approximate guantity disposed each month.

VvOCs and halogenated or chlorinated hydrocarbons

Vit. Waste Management

1. What are the sources of industrial wastes from the site? Identify sources by process, composition of
wastes generated, and approximate quantity disposed of monthly.

Sewer Information

1.

2.

Circle the type of sewer system currently in use:

(ndustrial Septic Tank Municipal Cesspool

Was a different sewer system used in the past?

Yes No

If yes, specify type:
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VIIl. General Questions

1. Has there ever been a Phase | environmental site assessment (ESA) performed for the property?
Yes No

If “Yes”, include a copy of each Phase | ESA report when submitting this questionnaire to the
Regional Board.

2. Has there ever been a soil, soil vapor, groundwater, or waste water investigation conducted at the
property? Yes No

If “Yes”, on a separate sheet of paper, list all reports or other documents that provide the results of
these investigations. Indicate which government agencies, if any, were involved in the project(s).
Provide copies of these reports or other documents to the Regional Board when submitting this
guestionnaire.

IX. Chemical Storage and Use

1. Were the following chemicals used onsite?

n Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) a Trichloroethylene {TCE) o 1,4-Dioxane

o 1,1,1-Trichloroethane {1,1,1-TCA) o Title 22 metals O Hexavalent Chromium

0 N-Nitrosodimethylamine {(NDMA) a 1,2,3-Trichlorpropane {TCP} o Perchlorate

2. Using the attached Chemical Inventory Form {make additional copies, if necessary), list each

chemical in current use or that has been used at the site in the past.

3. How many pages of Chemical Inventory Forms are attached?

X. Releases of Chemical Wastes

1. Does the site have documented releases of chemicals? O Yes o No

If yes, describe the nature and extent of the releases (date, volume, cause, emergency response
actions).

2. Have the source(s) of the release(s) been removed (yes/no)? O Yes o No
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If no, what sources remain?

3. Has the release been stopped? O Yes o No 0 Not applicable

XI. Site Characterization

1. Has the lateral and vertical extent of contamination at the site been completed?

o Yes o No o Not applicable

2. Describe the field activities completed as part of site characterization (by whom, when, etc.)

Describe any remaining data gaps in site characterization:

3. Has a Conceptual Site Model been developed?

D Yes o No

4. Was a Human Health Risk Assessment {(HHRA) completed?
o Yes o No

if yes, describe conclusions of the HHRA:

XIl. Remedial Actions

1. Have remedial actions for soil, soil gas, or groundwater been performed for this site?
o Yes o No

if yes, describe remedial actions performed:
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2.1s groundwater monitoring being performed at the site?

o Yes o No

If yes, list the contaminants monitored and concentration distribution:

3. Were light non-agueous phase liquids (LNAPL) or dense non-aqueous phase liquids (DNAPL) present?
o Yes o No

4, If yes, specify which were present {check all that apply}?
D LNAPL O DNAPL

5. If yes, were the LNAPL and or DNAPL removed to the extent practical?
o Yes o No

6. What was the land use for the cleanup scenario?
o Unrestricted
0 Residential
o Commercial/industrial
o Other

7. Were any environmental regulatory letters or orders sent in association with the property? If yes,
provide copies with this questionnaire,
o General Correspondence
California Water Code 13267 Order
Cleanup and Abatement Order (CAQ)
Notice of Violation {NOV)
Administrative Civil Liability (ACL)
No Further Requirements (NFR})
Others (Specify):
No environmental regulatory letters or orders have been produced for the site.

OooODooooao

8. Was site closure achieved and approved by the appropriate agency
O Yes a No o Not applicable
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This questionnaire shall be signed below by a principal, an executive of the company, or other
authorized representative of the company in accordance with the following statement:

I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared by me, or
under my direction or supervision, in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified
personnel properly gathered and evaluated the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of
the person or persons who manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for
gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief,
true, accurate, and complete. | am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting
false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing vielations.

Signature: Date:
Printed Name: Title:
Telephone: E-Mail;

Exhibit A, Page 33



=

CALIFORMIA

Water Boards

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

Chemical Inventory Form

Site Address: 1524 N. Potrero Avenue, South El Monte, California 91733

1. Chemical Name:
2. Common/Trade Name:

3. Quantity Stored:

bt
Mermew Roorioue?
EECRETARY FOWt
EHVIROHMEN TAL PAOTEETION

4. Storage Method: ____Underground Tank ___ Drums
___ Above-ground tank ___ Other {specify)
5. Waste Disposal: __ Sewer ___ Onsite recycling
___Hauled ____ Offsite recycling
6. |sthe waste treated prior to disposal? __Yes ____No
7. 1s manifest documentation available for designated __ Yes __No

waste streams? If yes, provide copies with this

questionnaire,

[Ftas MUROZ CHAIR | SAMUEL UNGER, EXECUTIVE OFFICER

220 West 4 51, Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA 80013 | wwrowaterboards cagoviissanqelae

€3 RECYGLED PATER
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August 8, 1996

Mr. YiLlu

RWQCB

101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156

SUBJECT: Soil Vapor Report - CraneVeyor Corp. - (RWQCB File #107.0777)

Mr. Lu:

Please find enclosed a data report for the soil vapor survey conducted by TEG at
CraneVeyor Corp., 1524 North Potrero Avenue, South El Monte, CA. The soil vapor
survey was conducted in accordance with the RWQCB WIP March 1996 soil gas
guidelines following the workplan dated July 11, 1996.

Project Review

Soil vapor was collected from eleven (11) locations around the property at a depth of five
(5) feet and one (1) location at a depth of 10 feet. All samples were measured on-site in
TEG’s RWQCB approved mobile laboratory for volatile halogenated and aromatic
hydrocarbons, following WIP protocols.

Sampling Procedures

Soil vapor probes were constructed of 1.5-inch outside diameter steel equipped with a
hardened steel tip. The probes were driven in either with hand vibrational equipment or
with TEG’s STRATAPROBE direct push system. Once inserted to the desired depth, the
probe was retracted slightly to. expose-the vapor sampling port. A small diameter inert
tubing inserted through the center of the rod was threaded into & gas tight fitting just above
the tip. This design allows for taking small calibrated samples without having to purge
large dead volumes of space and prevents cross-contamination of the sampling system
during probe insertion.

Soil vapor was withdrawn from the inert nylaflow tubing using a 20-cubic centimeter (cc)
syringe connected via an on-off valve. A purge volume test was conducted for three
volumes ranging from 50 cc to 150 cc. The detected values were the same for all three -
volumes, so all subsequent samples were collected by purging 40 cc of vapor (3 probe dead
volumes) and collecting the next 20 cc for analysis. All samples were immediately
transferred to the mobile lab for analysis within minutes of collection.

427 NORTH CECROS AVENUE « SOLANA BEACH, CA 92075 + $19:793-0401 » FAX 419.793-0404

CRA 0000426
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This procedure ensured adequate sample flow was obtained without excessive pumping of
air or introduction of surface air into the sample.

Each probehole was filled after probe withdrawal with grannlated bentonite. Satisfactory
sealing of the probehole was achieved using the bentonite and no loss or shrinkage was
observed. Surface restoration with cold patch asphalt or cement was performed if the
probehole was placed ina covered area.

The field technician maintained a logsheet summarizing depth of penetration, refusal,
which probe was used on cach sampling location, when tubing was replaced, any visual
contamination on the probe, and any other unusual occurrences which occurred at a
particular sampling location.

Analytical Procedures

Soil vapor samples were analyzed immediately upon collection by the on-site laboratory.
An aliquot of the soil vapor (nominally 1 cc) was injected into a gas chromatograph
configured with photoionization, electrolytic conduetivity (HALL), and flame ionization
detectors. The three detector configuration enabled multiple detector as well as multiple
column confirmation for each analytical analysis. Resulting detector responses were
processed by a computer data acquisition system (Peaksimple) and quantified using
average response factors from multi-point calibration curves. Quality control/quality
assurance criteria were fulfilled as required by the March 1996 WIP soil gas
specifications. : :
Details of the collection and analytical procedures are given in the attached soil vapor
SOP.

Survey Results

Values for all of the RWQCB tgrgct compounds were below the 1 ug/l-vapor detection
limit for all of the samples collected at five feet. At the ten foot depth (SV-12), all of the
RWQCB target compounds were below the 1 ug/l-vapor detection limit, except for 111
wichlorosthane (TCA) with a reported value of 1.8 to 2.0 ug/l-vapot.

CRA 0000427
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Recommendations

Eleven of the twelve sampling locations show no evidence of contamination in the soil
vapor. Compared to the previous soil vapor data collected in January 1992, values have
decreased, presumably due to natural degradation processes in the vadoze zone. The one
detected value of TCA of 2 ug/l-vapor is extremely low and is not indicative of
significant vadoze zone contamination. These values are tao low 10 be considered a
threat to groundwater and do not justify any further work.

If you have any questions about these data or report, please do not hesitate to call.

g it

Dr. Blayne Hartman

CRA 0000428
Exhibit B, Page 37



EXHIBIT C



. 12/20/96 15:53 FAX 8134427520 CRANEVEYOR GORE.
Cal/EP.

Los Angeles
Regional Water Mr. Sam Magluyan

Gonlity Control .
Beard CrzneVeyor Corporation

December 19, 1996

1524 North Potrero Averue
10l Cera Flaza Trive  SOUth El Monte, CA 5171}
:lt?ﬂ-zl::h =
(213)266-7500 SAN GABRIEL VALLEY CLEANUP PROGRAM -

NO FURTHER REOUIREMENTS,
FAXQINHET R ANEVEVOR CORPORATION, 1524 NORTH POTRERO AVENUE, SOUTH EL
MONTE, CA (FILE No. 107.6777)

Recent review of files and documents pertaining to this case, including two soil gas survey
reports dated February 12, 1992 and August 8, 1996, respectively, submitted by your
consultant, Transglobal Environmental Geochemistry (TEG), indicated the fallowing:

1. Based on site inspections by Regional Board staff in the past, areas of concem in the
subject site included: 1) a former drum storage area where TCA drums were stored
on degraded asphalt; 2) a potential solvent spill area in the southeast comer of the site
where soil was stained and had a solvent odor; and 3) an oil and metal shavings
storage area in the northern part of the site,

2. An initial soil investigation was performed in August 1988, Three soil borings were
drilled in the three areas of concern. Acetone (316 ug/kg), methylene chioride (88
ug/kg), and PCE (7 ug/kg) were detected in the soil to & depth of 10 faet below
ground surface (bgs).

3. In July 1989, three monitoring wells were installed, iwo near the drum storage area
and one in the southwest cormer of the site. PCE (4.5 ug/kg) and toluene (32 ug'kg)
were detected in the soil 10 & depth of 35 feet bgs. However, not all soil samples
coliected were analyzed,

4, During the initial soil gas survey in January 1992, 8 total of 17 soil gas probes were
installed in the site. mostly in the former drum storage area. Maximum concentrations
of 60 ugA 1,1-DCA and 66,7 ugh TCA soil vapors were detected to 2 depth of 12 feet
bgs.

5. During the additional soil gas survey in July 1996, 2 total of one 10-foot and eleven
S-foot probes wers installed. Maximum concenirations of 2.0 ug/l TCA soil vapors
were detected to a depth of five feet bgs.

6. Based on the analytical data of groundwater samples from three existing monitoring
wells at the site during & total of five sampling events, 170 ug/l 1,1-DCA, 2.4ugh 1,2-
DCA, 50 ug/l 1,1-DCE, 55 ug/l PCE, and 32 ug/l TCE were detected in the

2‘3 Ragycled Paper Our mission iy to preserve ond aohonce iha quality of California’s water rasourees, and
snsirs their proper ollacation and afficient ess for the bandfin of presant mnd fidurs ganerians. CRA 0000078
DEC 28 '96 (7:58 8184427520 PAGE.QE2
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Mr. Sam Magluyan
Page 2

groundwater, with the highest VOC concentrations detected in the up-gradient well.
Ground water was measured recently at sbout 27 feet bgs and flowing in 4 southwest
direction.

7. Basad on boring logs from previous investigations, the subsurfuce geology of the site
consists of fine to medium-prained sand from surface to approximately 45 feet bgs
{(bottom of the monitoring wells), with lenses of gilt and cley at differant depths.

8. The subject facility has been notified by USEPA to join the regional groundwater
¢leanup program,

Based on the sbove sail matrix, soil vapor, and groundwater investigetion data, we have no "
further requirements with respect to the San Gabriel Valley Cleanup Program, Soil has been ~
impacted from ground surface to the cepillary fringe. Soil cleanup, however, will not be
required based on our Interim Site Assessment and Cleanup Guidebook (May 1996),

Because past operations have impacted groundwater beneath this facility, you remain &
potentially responsible party for the regional groundwater cleanup that is being led by
USEPA_ This Regional Board encourages that you continue to participate and cooperate in - .
the ongoing regional groundwater cleanup. Three monitoring wells (MW-1 through MW-3)
at the subject site have been selected by USEPA as part of the regional: groundwater
moritoring network. MW-1 and MW-3 will be monitored for groundwater quality, and MW-

2 for goundwater elevations. Please coordinate the sampling and elevation monitoring
activities with the USEPA  Therefore, all the monitoring wells on site must be properly
maintained and made available for possible future sampling.

The jurisdiction requirements of other agencics, such as the USEPA, are not affected by this
Regional Board's "no further requirement” decision. Such agencies may choose to make their
own decisions regarding the groundwater contamination in the segion.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Yi Lu at (213) 266-7642 and address all
correspondence to his attention.

Arthur G. Heath, Ph.D.
Environmental Specialist IV

cc:  Ms. Bella Dizon, U,S. EPA, Region IX

Q:S Reeyeled Paper Our mission I 10 preserve ond enhange tha guality of Califormia’s water resourcex, ond
maure their proper ollocation and efficient use Jor she benefit o presant and fuhird paneralions, CRA 0000079
DEC 20 '96 1T7:58 9184427520 FARGE.E@B3
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Agreement Among Certain Water Entities,
and CraneVeyor Corp.

This Settlement Agreement (“Agreement”) is made by and between the San Gabriel
Basin Water Quality Authority (*WQA™), Golden State Water Company, which was formerly
known as Southern California Water Company (“GSWC”), San Gabriel Valley Water Company
(“SGVWC”) and the City of Monterey Park (“City”) (individually, a “Water Entity,”
collectively, the “Water Entities”), on the one hand, and CraneVeyor Corp, (“CrancVeyor”),
which one or more of the Water Entities have alleged is a potentially responsible party (“PRP”)
in the South El Monte Operable Unit of the San Gabriel Valley Superfund Site (“SEMOU”), on
the other hand. At times, CraneVeyor and the Water Entities are referred to collectively as the
“Parties” and individually as a “Party.” This Agreement shall be deemed effective as of the [ast
date on which CraneVeyor and the Water Entities execute the Agreement (the “Effective Date™).

1. Payments,

A. Payment by CraneVeyor. CraneVeyor shall pay eight-hundred-thousand dollars
($800,000) to Special Master, Timothy P. Gallagher (“Special Master”) within forty-five (45)
days of the Effective Date (the “Settlement Payment™). The Special Master shall deposit the
Scttlement Payment in an interest bearing account (*“Trust Account™).

B. Distribution of Settlement Payment by Special Master to WOQA and EPA. The
Special Master shall distribute one one-hundred-sixty-thousand dotlars ($160,000) of the
Settlement Payment to WQA, and shall distribute the balance of the Settlement Payment, along
with interest (after taxes) earned by the Trust Account on the Settlement Payment up to the
Superfund rate of interest, to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) as
provided in the Consent Decree among EPA, the State of California’s Department of Toxic
Substances Control ("DTSC™), and CraneVeyor (“CD”). The Superfund rate of interest is
defined in the CD as “Interest”.

The Special Master shall distribute the Settlement Payment to EPA as provided above
within thirty days of entry of the CD, and shall distribute the Settlement Payment to WQA as
provided above within ten (10) days of the last of {a) the date the CD is entered into, approved by
the Court and becomes final; and (b) either: (1) the time, as set forth in Paragraph 4.B. below,
has passed for notification of intent to file a Good Faith Application (as defined below) without
such notification; (2) any such Good Faith Application is withdrawn; or (3) a timely Good Faith
Application, as set forth in Paragraph 4.B. below, is approved by the Court and the order
approving such Good Faith Application becomes final. “Good Faith Application™ as used in this
Agreement shail mean an application to the Court for determination of good faith settlement
pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure sections 877 and §77.6, or similar federal
statutes, common law, rules, or guidelines,

Concurrently with distribution of the Initial Settlement Payment to WQA, the Special
Master shall distribute to WQA any remaining interest (after taxes) earned by the Trust Account
on the Settlement Payment,

C. Return of Initizl Settlement Payment by Special Master to CraneVeyor. Ifthe

Court refuses to enter the CD without material changes or refuses to grant the Good Faith

1

3858031
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Application, or if there is a final order denying entry of the CD, or the Good Faith Application,
the Parties shall meet and confer before the Special Master regarding such Court refusal or final
order for a thirty (30) day period. Within ten (10) days following the conclusion of this thirty
(30) day period either the Water Entities acting collectively (but not individually), on the one
hand, or CraneVeyor, on the other hand, may elect to terminate this Agreement by providing
written notice of termination to the other Parties; provided, however, the Water Entities may not
elect to terminate if CraneVeyor elects to proceed with distribution of the Settlement Payment
notwithstanding such Court refusal or final order. Within ten (10) days of any election to
terminate pursuant to this paragraph, the Special Master shall return the Settlement Payment to
CraneVeyor and shall distribute any interest (after taxes) earned on the Settlement Payment to
WQA. If, despite any such Coutt refusal or final order, the Parties do not terminate this
Agreement pursuant to this Paragraph, then the Special Master shall distribute the Settlement
Payment and any interest earned thereon pursuwant fo Paragraph 1.B above.

2z, Distribution of Settlement Payment by WOQA and EPA: Proijects Cavered by this
Agreement, .

A. The portion of the Settlement Payment received by WQA shall be deposited by
WQA, along with any accrued interest thereon, in a manner consistent with this Paragraph 2. A.
A portion of these funds shall be deposited into a ledger account designated by WQA as the
“SEMOU PRP Group Account,” which portion shall be distributed by WQA, in accordance with
applicable WQA procedures, to or for the benefit of GSWC, SGVWC and the City (coilectively
the “Purveyors™) to pay or partially pay for or reimburse the Purveyors for capital and/or
Operating and Maintenance (“O&M™} costs incurred or to be incurred in connection with volatile
organic compound treatment for the following projects: GSWC SG-1 and 8G-2; SGVWC Plant
#8 and Plant G-4; City Wells Nos. §, 6,9, 12 and 15; and any sentinel or monitoring wells.
required by the California Department of Health Services (“DHS™) for these projects. The
remaining portion of these funds shall be deposited into a ledger account designated by WQA as
the “WQA SEMOU Account,” which portion shall be distributed by WQA, in accordance with
applicable WQA procedures as follows; (1) to or for the benefit of the Purveyors to pay or
partially pay for or reimburse the Purveyors for capital and/or O&M costs incurred or to be
incurred in connection with the following projects: GSWC SG-1, SG-2, Garvey-1, Garvey-2 and
Earle; SGVWC Plant #8 and Plant G-4; City Wells Nos. 1,3, 5, 6,9, 10, 12, 15 and Fern; and
any additional volatile organic compound treatment fagilities, perchlorate treatment facilities, 1,4
dioxane treatment facilities, hexavalent chromium treatment facilities, or any sentinel or
monitoring wells required by the DHS for these projects; or (2) to or for the benefit of WQA to
pay or partially pay for or reimburse WQA for capital and/or O&M costs incurred or to be
incurred in connection with the Projects, WQA’s Shallow Barrier Project, and/or WQA’s
treatment facility (inchuding 1,4-dioxane treatment) at or near the former J.A. Bozung site.

B. Tt is understood by the Parties that the portion of the Settlement Payment received
by EPA is to be provided to WQA by EPA through a Cooperative Agreement with EPA that
permits EPA to provide partia! funding to WQA for certain of the projects identified above, It is
further understood by the Parties that WQA will provide portions of the Seitlement Payment it
receives from EPA to GSWC, SGVWC and the City 1o help fund certain projects identified
above pursuani to agreements between WQA, on the one hand, and GSWC, SGVWC and City,
on the other hand. The refusal or failure of EPA to provide such funding to WQA shall not
provide the basis for termination of this Agreement. '

2
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3 Mutual Relcases.

A, Upon distribution of the Settlement Payment by the Special Master in accordance
with Paragraph 1.B, and except as set forth in Paragraphs 3.D, 3.E and 6 below, each Water
Entity will hereby refease CraneVeyor and its attorneys, insurers (relating solely to
CraneVeyor’s involvement with the “Site” (as defined below)), officers, directors, successors
and predecessors, employees and assigns (“CraneVeyor Releasees™) for any and all costs, claims,
demands, rights, duties, obligations, causes of action and litigation of each and every kind arising
out of, directly or indirectly, groundwater Contamination (as defined below) within the
geographic confines of the SEMOU that originated or is alleged to have originated from 1524
Nerth Potrero Ave., South El Monte, CA (the “Site”) {“Water Entities” Released Claims”).
“Contamination” as used in this Agreement shall mean, without limitation, any chemical,
constitueni, contaminant, material, pollutant, waste, any “hazardous substances” as that term is
defined in Section 101(14) of CERCLA (42 U.S.C. §9601(14)) and any “hazardous materials” as
defined in California Health and Safety Code § 25260, or any concomitant state or local Jaws.

B. Upon distribution of the Settlement Payment by the Special Master in accordance
with Paragraph 1.B, and except as set forth in Paragraph 3.D. below, CraneVeyor will hereby
release each Water Entity, and each of their respective attorneys, insurers (relating solely to the
Waler Entifies involvement with the SEMOU), officers, directors, corporate parents, corporaie or
governmental successors and predecessors, officials, employees and permitted assigns (“Water
Entity Releasees™) for all costs, claims, demands, rights, duties, obligations, causes of action and
litigation of each and every kind arising out of, directly or indirectly, groundwater
Contamination that originated or is alleged to have originated in the SEMOU (“CraneVeyor’s
Released Claims™). The foregoing is not a release of any defenses which any CraneVeyor
Releasee has or in the future may have with respect to claims which are excluded from and/or are
not within the scope of the Water Entities® Released Claims, including claims as to which the
Water Entities’ releases become null and void pursuant to Paragraph 6 of this Agreement.

C. Each Party is aware that it may hereafter discover claims or facts in addition to or
different from those it now knows or believes to be true with respect to the matters released
herein. Neveriheless, and except as set forth in Paragraphs 3.D, 3.E and 6 below, it is the
intention of each Party to fully, finally and forever settle and release all such matters, and all
claims relative thereto, which do now exist, may exist, or heretofore have existed between them
in relation to groundwater Contamination in the SEMOU as provided in Paragraphs 3.A. and
3.B. above. In furtherance of such intention, and except as set forth in Paragraphs 3.3, 3.E
and 6 below, each Party, for itself, its successors, assigns, and any and all persons taking by or
through it, hereby knowingly and voluntarily waives all rights and benefits which are provided
by the terms and provisions of section 1542 of the Civil Code of the State of California, or any
comparable statute or law which may exist under the faws of the State of California, and the
Partics hereby acknowledge that this waiver is an essential and material term of this mutual
release. The Parties, and each of them, acknowledge that Civil Code section 1542 provides as
follows:

A GENERAL RELEASE DOES NOT EXTEND TO CLAIMS
WHICH THE CREDITOR DOES NOT KNOW OR
SUSPECT TO EXIST IN HIS OR HER FAVOR AT THE
TIME OF EXECUTING THE RELEASE, WHICH IF

3
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KNOWN BY HIM OR HER MUST HAVE MATERTALLY
AFFECTED HIS OR HER SETTLEMENT WITH TH
DEBTOR. :

Each Party understands and acknowledges that the significance and consequence of this
waiver of Civil Cade section 1542 is the waiver of any presently unknown Water Entities’
Released Claims and CraneVeyor’s Released Claims (collectively, “Released Claims™), and that
if any Party should eventually suffer additional damages arising out of the respective Released
Claims, that Party will not be able to make any claim for those additional damages against either
the CraneVeyor Releasees or the Water Entity Releasees. Further, ali Parties to-this Agreement
acknowledge that they consciously intend these consequences even as to claims for damages that
may exist as of the Effective Date of this Agreement but which are not known to exist and
which, if known, would materially affect the Parties’ respective decision to execute this
Agreement, regardless of whether the lack of knowledge is the result of ignorance, oversight,
€ITor, negligence, or any other cause. -

D. The releases sct forth in this Agreement are not intended to and do not in any way
compromise, release or affect any claims or rights any Party has now or may have in the future
against any other Party arising from any written claim by, or action brought by, a person or entity
not a Party to this Agreement for “toxic tort” claims, i.e., personal injury claims (or property
damage claims only if the property damage is alleged in conjunction with the personal injury
¢laim) resulting from groundwater Contamination from any cause whatsoever in the SEMOU.
The Parties understand this paragraph 3.D. to apply to and include rights and claims asserted in
the groundwater toxic tort cases previously pending in the Superior Court of the County of Los
Angeles styled In re: Groundwater Cases, Judicial Council Coordination Proceeding No. 4135,
and any future proceedings of a similar nature.

E. The releases set forth in this Agreement are not intended to and do not in any way
compromise, release or affect any claims or rights any Water Entity has now or may have in the
future arising from the transportalion, treatment, storage or disposal, or arrangement for the
transportation, treatment, storage or disposal of Contamination at or from the Site that occurs
after the Effective Date of this Agreement; provided, however, that passive migration of
Contamination at or from the Siie currently existing as of the Effective Date of this Agreement is
included in the Water Entities’ Released Claims, as set forth in Paragraph 3.A above.

4, Good Faith Settlement and Consent Decree.

A. The Waier Entities shall support any Good Faith Application that CraneVeyor or
its officers, directors and employees may file in any Water Entity lawsuit referenced in
Paragraph 7, except that the Water Entities reserve the right to disagree with and/or dispute
CraneVeyor’s valuation of the settlement and/or allocation of the settlement proceeds to the
Water Entities’ respective claims. By indicating that they will so support an application for
determination of good faith settlement, WQA and the Putrveyors are in no way waiving any right
that they may have to collect or sue for any funds from non-parties to this Agreement, except o
the extent such claims are expressly released or barred herein,

B. [f CraneVeyor intends to file 2 Good Faith Application, it shall give notice to the
Water Entities of its intent to file a Good Faith Application within ten (10) days of the Effective
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Date, and shall thereafter file any Good Faith Application to be heard at or about the same time
and date as the United States’ motion for approval and entry of the CD unless otherwise ordered
by the Court. CraneVeyor agrees to diligently pursue 2 ruling and final order on any Good Faith
Application it files.

C. The Water Entities shall not oppose entry of the CD, except that the Water
Entities reserve the right {o oppose the CD to the extent it is inconsistent with the terms of this
Agreement,

D. The Parties shall work with the Special Master, DTSC and EPA and use their best
efforis to have the CI) lodged with the Court within one-hundred eighty (180) days of the
Effective Date. The Special Master will request the Court to monitor the progress of the CD and
assure its timely execution. The Parties and the Special Master may request a stalus conference
during the one hundred eighty day period to review progress towards the one-hundred eighty
(180} day deadline. '

5. [Intentionally omitted. ]

6. Representations and Warranties.

A. CraneVeyor represents and warrants that the extent of its knowledge of soil, vapor
and groundwater Contaminaticn at the Site, has been fully and accurately disclosed in writing to
EPA and/or the Regional Water Quality Control Board or as set forth in Exhibit B. CraneVeyor
acknowledges that the Water Entitics’ releases set forth in Paragraph 3 above are expressly
conditioned on the accuracy of the information so disclosed. If CraneVeyor did not so fully and
accurately disclose the Site’s condition as of the date it executes this Agreement, then the Water
Entities’ releases set forth in Paragraph 3 of this Agreement shall be null and void as to the
CraneVeyor Releasees only as to claims related to the information not so fully and accurately
disclosed.

B. CraneVeyor further represents and warrants that it has not used or stored or
released, and does not have any knowiedge of historical usage or storage of or release of
perchlorate, 1,4 dioxane or hexavalent chromium at the Site, except as disclosed in writing to
EPA and/or the Regional Water Quality Control Board or as set forth in Exhibit B. CraneVeyor
acknowledges that the Water Entities’ releases set forth in Paragraph 3 above are expressly
conditioned on this representation and warranty. If CraneVeyor has used or stored, or had any
knowledge of historical usage or storage of, perchlorate, 1,4 dioxane or hexavalent chromium at
the Site, then the Water Entities’ releases set forth in Paragraph 3 of this Agreement shall be null
and void as to the CraneVeyor Releasecs only as to claims related to the information not so fully
and accurately disclosed.

7. Dismissal of Lawsuits,

Each Water Entity agrees to dismiss, pursuant to the Stipulation of Dismissal attached
hercto as Exhibit C, CraneVeyor from the lawsuit it filed in the United States District Court for
the Central District of California within ten (10) days of the date that the Settlement Payment is
distribuied by the Special Master in accordance with Paragraph 1.B. The Water Entities’
respective lawsuits are siyled: San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority v. Aerojer-General
Corp., et al., Case Number CV 02-4565 ABC (RCx); City of Monterey Park v. Aerojet-General
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Corporation, et al., Case Number CV 02-590% ABC (RCx); Southern California Water
Company v. Aerojet-General Corporation, ef al., Case Number CV (2-6340 ABC (RCx); and
San Gabriel Valley Water Company v. Aergjer-General Corporation, ef af., Case Number CV
02-6346 ABC (RCx). Unless and until the Settlement Payment is distributed by the Special
Master in accordance with Paragraph 1.B, the Water Entities are not required to dismiss
CraneVeyor from the Water Entities” respective lawsuits filed in the United States District Court
for the Central District of California.

8. No Admissions. This Agreement is a compromise of disputed claims, and is not
evidence or an admissicn of fault or liability on the part of any Party, such liability being
expressly denied.

9. Reservations of Rights Against Non-Parties. All rights of WQA, the Purveyors, and
CraneVeyot against non-parties to this Agreement are expressly reserved. However,
CraneVeyor shall not initiate or maintain any legal action against non-partics to this Agreement
for the purpose of recovering any sums paid by CraneVeyor under this Agreement; provided,
however, that CraneVeyor reserves all rights to defend claims that may be brought against it by
non-partics to this Agreement, including prosecution of third-party claims, cross-claims and
counterclaims in connection with payment of such sums except as to the Water Entities released
herein.

10.  Continuing Jurisdiction of the Court. The Partics agree that the Court shall maintain
jurisdiction over this Agreement for all purposes and agree to seek approval of the Court for that
purpose. :

11,  Counterparts. This Agreement shall be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be
deemed an original, and all of which, taken together, shall constitute one and the same
instrument. Signatures sent by facsimile shall be deemed originals and treated in all respects as
originals. A copy of this Agreement shall be deemed to be an original for the purposes of
satisfying the California and/or Federal Rules of Evidence or any other rules of evidence.

12.  Approval. CraneVeyor acknowledges that execution of this Agreement by the Purveyors
and WOQA is conditioned upon any necessary approval of the terms of the Agreement by the
respective governing bodies of the Purveyors and WQA. CraneVeyor shall provide a signed
counterpart of this Agreement to WQA and the Purveyors prior to this Agreement being
presented as necessary fo the governing bodies of WQA and the Purveyors.

13, Authority. In signing below, each of the corporate and government entity Partics
represents and warrants to the others that each is a duly organized or constituted entity, with all
requisite power to carry out its obligations under this Agreement, and that the execution, delivery
and performance of this Agreement have been duly authorized by all necessary action of the
board of directors or other governing body of such Party, and shall not result in a violation of
such Party’s organizational documents.

14,  Governing Law. This Agrcement shall be construed and enforced in accordance with
the laws of the State of California.

15,  Amendment. No amendment of this Agreement shall be binding upon the Parties unless

it is in writing and executed by all of the affected Parties.
]
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16,  Intepration. As between WQA and the Purveyors, on the one hand, and CraneVeyor, on
the other hand, this Agreement, together with the Exhibits hereto, sets forth all of the covenants,
provisions, agreements, conditions and understandings with respect to the matters addressed in
this Agreement and constitutes the final and cormplete agreement of the Parties with respect to
such matters, and supersedes all previous negotiations between them and all drafts or other
documents previously exchanged by them with respect to such matters, Each Party
acknowledges that no other Party, or agent ot attorney of any other Party has made any promise,
representation, or warranty whatsoever, express or implied, not contained herein concerning the
matters addressed in this Agreement, to induce it to authorize the execution of this Agrcement,
and acknowledges that it has not authorized the exccution of this Agreement in reliance upon any
such promise, representation, or warranty ot contained herein,

17.  Further Action., The Parties agree to and shall take such further action and execute and
deliver such additional documents as may be reasonably required to effectuate the terms and
conditions of this Agreement and to the extent consistent with the terms hereof,

18. Notices.

A, Any notices or other writings required to be distributed to the Parties pursuant to
this Agrecment shall be in writing addressed to a Party at the address of the Party as indicated on
Exhibit A attached hereto or at such other address as subsequently may be specified by such
Party in a written notice, Notices may be given by personal delivery, by certified mail, return
receipt requested, or by overnight courier that provides a written confirmation of delivery.
Notice given by personal delivery shall be deemed given and effective upon delivery. Notice
given by certified mail, return receipt requested, shail be deemed given and effective two (2)
business days following mailing. Notice given by overnight coutier shall be deemed given and
effective one (1) business day following mailing.

B. [t is each Party’s obligation to notify the other Patties to this Agreement of any
changes of addresses of those listed in Exhibit A to this Agreement. [f for any rcason, the person
or petsons so listed are no longer available to receive said notice, the notice may be sent to the
registered agent for service of process of the entity involved as listed with the Secretary of State
of California, or any of its officers or directors, or as otherwise permitted under the law for
service of process. If the entity is a trust, the service may be on its current or last Trustee, or as
otherwise permitted under the law for service of process.

19.  No Assignment. No Party shall assign or otherwise transfer its rights or obligations
under this Agreement without the priot written consent of all of the other Parties.

20.  Joint Drafting and Negotiation. This Agreement has been jointly negotiated and
drafied. The language of this Agrecment shall be construed as a whole according to its fair
meaning and without regard to or aid of Civil Code Section 1654 or similar judicial rules of
construction. Each Party acknowledges that it has had the opportunity to seck the advice of
experts and [cgal counsel prior 10 executing this Agreement, and that it is fully aware of and
understands all of its terms and the legal consequences thereof,

21.  Headings. Headings used in this Agreement are for reference only and shalil not affect
the construction of this Agreement. :
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22.  No Third Party Beneficiaries. No third party, other than the CraneVeyor Releasees as
to the Water Entities” Released Claims only and the Water Entity Releasees as to CraneVeyor’s
Released Claims only, shall be entitled to claim or enforce any rights under this Agreement.

23.  Severability. Inthe event that any provision of this Agreement is determined by a court
to be invalid, the court shall reform the provision in a manner that is both consistent with the
terms of this Agreement taken as a whole and legally valid. The remainder of this Agreement
shall not be affected thereby.

24,  Attorneys’ Fees. As between the Parties only, each Party shatl bear its own costs and
attorneys’ fees in connection with the above-described lawsuits and counter-claims and the
negotiation, documentation, and consummation of this Agreement. 1f an action or motion is
instituted by any Party to this Agreement for breach of this Agreement or its terms, or for breach
of any warranty or representation herein, or to interpret or enforce this Agreement, the prevailing
Party shall be entitled to recover its reasonabie attorneys’ fees and other costs incurred therein,
including all attorneys® fees and costs of suit incurred therein in connection with the executing
and collecting upon a final judgment in that litigation, in addition to any other available relief.
Nothing contained in this Paragraph shall be deemed to authorize, or preclude (o the extent
otherwise recoverable), the recovery of costs and attorneys’ fees with respect to claims as to
which, pursuant to Paragraph 6 above, the releases by the Water Entities are deemed nui and
void, or claims that are not released by this Agreement.

25,  Successors and Permitted Assigns. All covenanis and agreements contained in this
Agreement by or on behalf of any of the Parties shall bind and inure to the benefit of their
respective successors and permitted assigns under Paragraph 19, whether so expressed or not.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each Party has executed this Agreement on the date set forth below,
said Agreement to be effective on the Effective Date.

Name of Party: (£ /e o€ youll Corli?

By: (R Enly  L5lsd it el

\
Name. /%'-50/ M"f/

¢

Title: ,W

Date; ':3'// S // &
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22.  No Third Party Beneficiaries. No third party, other than the CraneVeyor Releasees as
to the Water Entities” Released Claims only and the Water Entity Releasees as to CraneVeyor’s
Released Claims only, shall be entitled to claim or enforce any rights under this Agreement.

23. ' Seyerability. In the event that any provision of this Agreement is determined by a court
to be invalid, the court shall reform the provision in a manner that is both consistent with the
terms of this Agreement taken as a whole and legally valid. The remainder of this Agreement

shail not be affected thereby.

24,  Attorneys’ Fees. As between the Parties only, each Party shall bear its own costs and
attorneys’ fees in connection with the above-described lawsuits and counter-claims and the
negotiation, documentation, and consummation of this Agreement. If an action or motion is
instituted by any Party to this Agreement for breach of this Agreement or its terms, or for breach
of any warranty or represeitation herein, or to interpret or enforce this Agreement, the prevailing
Party shall be entitled to recover its reasonable attorneys’ fees and other costs incurred therein,
including all attorneys’ fees and costs of suit incurred therein in connection with the executing
and collecting upon a final judgment in that litigation, in addition to any other available relief.
Nothing contained in this Paragraph shall be deemed to authorize, or preclude (to the extent
otherwise recoverable), the recovery of costs and attorneys’ fees with respect to claims as to
which, pursuant to Paragraph 6 above, the releases by the Water Entities are deemed null and
void, or claims that are not released by this Agreement,

25.  Successors and Permitted Aséigns, All covenants and agreements contained in this
Agreement by or on behalf of any of the Parties shall bind and inure to the benefit of their
respective successors and permitted assigns under Paragraph 19, whether so expressed or not.

IN WITNESS WHEREOT, each Party has executed this Agreement on the date set forth below,
said Agreement to be effective on the Effective Date.

Name of Party: SAN GHAR,E. BASN (JOA
,M-wﬁ
By: /

Name: KameTy K, MANVING

Title: SXECUTIVE 1iéE

Date: 4’A 4,/ i
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22.  No Third Party Beneficiaries. No third party, other than the CraneVeyor Releasees as
to the Water Entities’ Released Claims only and the Water Entity Releasees as to CraneVeyor’s
Released Claims only, shall be entitled to claim or enforce any rights under this Agreement.

23.  Severability. In the event that any provision of this Agreement is determined by a court
to be invalid, the court shali reform the provision in a manner that is both consistent with the
terms of this Agreement taken as a whole and legally valid. The remainder of this Agreement
shall not be affected thereby.

24.  Attorneys’ Fees. As between the Parties only, each Party shall bear its own costs and
attorneys’ fees in connection with the above-described lawsuits and counter-claims and the
negotiation, documentation, and consummation of this Agreement. If an action or motion is
instituted by any Party to this Agreement for breach of this Agreement or its terms, or for breach
of any warranty or representation herein, or to interpret or enforce this Agreement, the prevailing
Party shall be entitled to recover its reasonable attorneys® fees and other costs incurred therein,
including all attorneys’ fees and costs of suit incurred therein in connection with the executing
and collecting upon a final judgment in that litigation, in addition to any other available relief.
Nothing contained in this Paragraph shall be deemed to authorize, or preclude (to the extent
otherwise recoverable), the recovery of costs and attorneys” fees with respect to claims as to
which, pursuant to Paragraph 6 above, the releases by the Water Entities are deemed null and
void, or claims that are not released by this Agreement.

25.  Successors and Permitted Assigns. All covenants and agreements contained in this
Agreement by or on behalf of any of the Parties shall bind and inure to the benefit of their
respective successors and permitted assigns under Paragraph 19, whether so expressed or not.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, each Party has executed this Agreement on the date set forth below,
said Agreement to be effective on the Effective Date.

Name of Party: San Gabriel Valley Water Company
By: (;%»){' (/\J W«Q..

Name: Robert W. Nicholson

Title: President

Date: March 21, 2012
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22,  No Third Party Beneficiaries, No third party, other than the CraneVeyor Releasees as
to the Water Entities’ Released Claims only and the Water Entity Releasees as to CraneVeyor's
Released Claims only, shall be entitled to ¢laim or enforce any rights under this Agreement,

23,  Severability. In the event that any provision of this Agreement is determined by a court
to be invalid, the court shall reform the provision in 2 manner that is both consisient with the
terms of this Agreement taken as a whole and legally valid. The remainder of this Agreement
shall not be affected thereby.

24,  Attorneys’ Fees. As between the Parties only, each Party shall bear its own costs and
attorneys’ fees in connection with the above-deseribed lawsuits and counter-claims and the
negotiation, documentation, and consummation of this Agreement. If an action or motion is
instituted by any Party to this Agreement for breach of this Agreement or its terms, or for breach
of any warranty or representation herein, or to interpret or enforee this Agreement, the prevailing
Party shall be entitled to recover its reasonable attorneys’ fees and other costs incurred therein,
including all attorneys® fees and costs of suit incurred therein in connection with the executing
and collecting upon 4 final judgment in that titigation, in addition to any other available relief.
Nothing contained in this Paragraph shall be deemed to authorize, or preclude (fo the extent
otherwise recoverable), the recovery of costs and attorneys’ fees with respect to claims as to
which, pursuant to Paragraph 6 above, the releases by the Water Entities are deemed null and
void, or claims that are not released by this Agreement.

25.  Successors and Permitted Assigns. All covenants and agreements contained in this
Agreement by or on behalf of any of the Parties shali bind and inure to the benefit of their
respective successors and permitted assigns under Paragraph 19, whether so expressed or not.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, cach Party has cxecuted this Agreement on the date set forth below,
said Agreement to be effective on the Effective Date.

Name of Party; Golden State Water Company

By: @"‘5% M‘@""

Narne: Da‘;rid Chang Em- 6 jﬂ“f.‘

. Tonasces £ €
Title: Vice President, Environmental Quality - jﬂf‘ P" 4 Fo

Date: Mﬂ(/%(, /j’; Zof 2 2412 "63-}7
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22,  No Third Party Beneficiaries. No third party, other than the CraneVeyor Releasees as
to the Water Entitics’ Released Claims only and the Water Entity Releasces as to CraneVeyor’s
Released Claims only, shall be entitled to claim or enforce any rights under this Agreement.

23, Severability. In the event that any provision of this Agreement is detennined by a court
to be invalid, the court shall reform the provision in 2 manner that is both consistent with the
tenns of this Agreement taken as a whole and legally valid. The remainder of this Agreement
shall not be affected thereby.

24.  Attorneys’ Fees. As between the Parties only, each Party shall bear its own costs and
attorneys’ fees in connection with the above-described lawsuits and counter-claims and the
negotiation, documentation, and consummation of this Agreement. If an action or motion is
instituted by any Party to this Agreement for breach of this Agreement or its terms, or for breach
of any warranty or representation herein, or to interpret or enforce this Agreement, the prevailing
Party shal} be entitled to recover its reasonable attorneys’ fees and other costs incurred therein,
including all attorneys’ fees and costs of suit incurred therein in connection with the executing
and collecting upon a final judgment in that litigation, in addition to any other available relief.
Nothing contained in this Paragraph shall be deemed to autherize, or preclude (to the extent
otherwise recoverable), the recovery of costs and attorneys’ fees with respect to claims as to
which, pursuant to Paragraph 6 above, the releases by the Water Entities are deemed null and
void, or claims that are not released by this Agreement.

25.  Successors and Permitted Assigns. All covenants and agreements contained in this
Agreement by or on behalf of any of the Parties shall bind and inure to the benefit of their
respective successors and permitted assigns under Paragraph 19, whether so expressed or not.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, each Party has executed this Agreement on the date set forth below,
said Agreement to be effective on the Effective Date.

Name of Party: (\,{’C“I ofF MBIJ?E’M'_"T' Al
Cp—
By Q,@L, (=K

MName: Paul L. Talbot

Title: City Manager

Date: March 15, 2012
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EXHIBIT A — ADDRESSES FOR NOTICE

City of Monterey Park

Director of Public Works

City of Monterey Park

320 West Newmark Avenue
Monterey Park, California 91754

Copy to:

John C, Cotfi, Esq.

Jenkins & Hogin LLP

Manhattan Towers

1230 Rosecrans Avenue, Suite 110
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266
E-mail: Jcotti@localgovlaw.com
Facsimile: (310) 643-844]
Telephone: (310) 643-8448

San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority

Kenneth Manning, Executive Director
1720 W. Cameron Avenue, Suite 100
West Covina, California 91790

Copy to:

Anthur G. Kidman, Fsq.

Kidman Behrens Tague LLP

630 Town Center Drive, Suite 100
Costa Mesa, California 92626-7187
E-mail: akidman{@kbtlawyers.com
Facsimile: (714) 755-3110
Telephone: (714) 755-3100

and

Craig 5. Bloomgarden, Esq.
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP
11355 W, Olympic Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90064
- E-mail: cbloomgarden@manatt.com
Facsimile: (310) 996-7040
Telephone: (310) 312-4240

43

and
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Brent (3. Cheney, Esq.

Parker, Milliken, Clark, O’Hara, Samuelian, P.C.

535 South Flower Street

Los Angeles, CA 90G71-2440
E-mail: Bcheney@pmeos.com
Facsimile: {213) 683-6669
Telephone:  (213) 683-6575

San Gabriel Valley Water Company

Michael L. Whitehead, President
11142 Garvey Avenve

P.O. Box 6010

El Monte, California 91734-2010

Copy to:

Timothy J. Ryan, General Counsel
11142 Garvey Avenue '

P.O. Box 6010

El Monte, California 91734-2010

and

Aaron P. Allan, Esq.

Glaser Weil Fink Jacobs Howard Avchen & Shapiro LLP
10250 Constellation Boulevard, 19th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90067

E-mail: aallani@glaserweil.com
Facsimile: (310) 556-2920
Telephone: (310} 282-6279

Golden State Water Company

David Chang, Vice-President
1920 West Corporate Way
Anaheim, California 92801

Copy to:

Steven L. Hoch, Esq.

Brownstein Hyatt Farber Shreck
2029 Century Park East, Suite 2100
Los Angeles, CA 90067

E-mail: SHech@bhis.com
Facgimile: (310% 500-4602
Telephone: {310) 500-4600

345803.1
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CraneVevor Corp, .
G <q Bese L\o ((“ . prud{aﬂtm
W5 24 fpetha Latrere Avenant
5. €\ Mmte  California 91133

E-mail: —
Facsimile: (62¢&) A91— F3¥
Telephone: _ /d24) 442 - {524

Copy to:

Todd O. Maiden, Esq.

Reed Smith LLP

101 Second Street Suite 1800
San Francisco, CA 94105

Email: tmaiden@reedsmith.com
Facsimile: 415-391-8269
Telephone: 415-543-8700

11
3355033
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

SAN GABRIEL BASIN WATER Case No. CV 02-4565 ABC (RCx)
QUALITY AUTHORITY,
Plaintiff [Consolidated for pre-trial purposes
’ with Cases Nos. CV 02-5909 ABC (RCx),
V. _ CV 02-6340 ABC (RCx), and
AEROJET-GENERAL CV 02-6346 ABC (RCx)]
CORPORATION, et al,, STIPULATION AND [PROPOSED)
Defendants. ORDER RE DISMISSAL OF
' CRANEVEYOR CORP, AND RETENTION
OF JURISDICTION

Judge: Hon. Audrey B. Collins
Magistrate Judge: Rosalyn M. Chapman

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK, Case No. CV 02-5909 ABC (RCx)
Plaintiif,
V.

AEROJET-GENERAL
CORPORATION, et al.,

Defendants.

385803.1 {0
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WATER | Case No. CV 02-6340 ABC (RCx)
COMPANY, |

Plaintiff,
V.

AEROJET-GENERAL
CORPORATION, et al.,

Defendants.

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY WATER | Case No. CV 02-6346 ABC (RCx)
COMPANY, |

Plaintiff,
v,

AEROJET-GENERAL
CORPORATION, et al.,

Defendants,

STIPULATION

It is here stipulated by and between plaintiffs San Gabriel Basin Water
Quality Authority (“WQA™), Golden State Water Company, which was formerly
known as Southern California Water Company (“GSWC”), San Gabriel Valley
Water Company (“SGVWC”) and the City of Monterey Park (“City™) (collectively,
“Water Entities™), on the one hand, and defendant CraneVeyor Corp.
(“CraneVeyor”), on the other hand, through their respective counsel of record, as
follows:

I.  The Water Entities and CraneVeyor have reached a settlement which
is get forth in that Agreement Among Certain Water Entities and CraneVeyor Corp,
(“Settlcmcnt Agreement”), a copy of which is attached hereto.

2. Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement, the Court should dismiss the
Water Entities’ claims in the above-captioned actions against CraneVeyor, only,

3858033 1

STIPULATION AND [PROPOSED] ORDER RE DISMISSAL AND RETENTION OF JURISDICTION
{(No. CV 024565 ABC RCx)

Exhibit D, Page 58




[

o T O 0 S T T T N S T
Lo B = O L N = T ¥ . S L N 7 Y S U S N S

L= R " TR~ U W R N % B

with prejudice, except to the extent subject to Paragraphs 3.D., 3.E. and 6 of the
Settlement Agreement. To the extent that the Water Entities’ claims against
CraneVeyor are subject to Paragraphs 3.D., 3.E. and 6 of the Settlement

Agreement, the dismissal should be without prejudice.

3. . The Court should retain jurisdiction to enforce the terms of the

Settlement Agreement and resolve any disputes arising under the Settlement
Agreement.
Dated: Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP

By:

Craig S, Bloomgarden
Attorneys for Plaintiff’

SAN GABRIEL BASIN WATER
QUALITY AUTHORITY

Dated: Jenkins & Hogin LLP

By

“John C, Catli, Esq, |
Aftorneys for Plainti
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK

Dated: Brownstein Hyatt Farber Shreck

By

“Steven L. Hoch, Esq.
Attomeys for Plaintifl
GOLDEN STATE WATER COMPANY

385803.) 2
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Dated:

Dated:

3§3803.1

* Glaser Weil Fink Jacobs Howard

Avchen & Shapiro LLP

By:

Aaron P, Allan, Esq.

Attorneys for Plaintiff

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY WATER
COMPANY

Reed Smith LLP

By:

Todd O. Maiden, Esq.
Attorneys for Defendant
CRANEVEYOR CORP.

3

STIPULATION AND |PROPOSED] ORDER RE DISMISSAL AND RETENTION OF JURISDICTION
{No. CV 02-4565 ABC RCx)
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Entitics’ claims against CrancVeyor Corp. are subject to Paragraphs 3.D., 3.E. and

ORDER
Pursuant to the above Stipulation, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:

L. The Water Entities claims in the above-captioned actions against
CraneVeyor Corp., only, are dismissed with prejudice, except to the extent subject
to Paragraphs 3.D., 3.E. and 6 of the Settlement Agreement (which Paragraphs are

incorporated into this Order by this reference). To the extent that the Water

6 of the Settlement Agreement, the claims are dismissed without prejudice.
2. The Court agrees to retain jurisdiction to enforce the terms of the

Settlement Agreement and resolve any disputes arising under the Settlement

Agreement.
Dated: _ By:

Judge of the U.S. District Court
3858031 4
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IGNACIA S. MORENO

Assistant Attorney General

Environmental & Natural Resources Division
LORI JONAS

E-mail: lori_jonas(@usdoj.gov

State Bar No. 158268

GABRIEI, ALLEN

Environmental Enforcement Section
Lnvironmental & Natural Resources Division
United States Depariment of Justice

P.O. Box 7611, Washington, D.C. 20044-7611
Telephone: (202) 514-4080

Attorneys for Plaintiff United States of America

[Additional Counsel listed on next page]

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
WESTERN DIVISION

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
and CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT
OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL,

2:02-cv-04565-ABC-JC Document 1174  Filed 056/15/12 Page 1 of 3¢ Page ID

CIV. NO. : CV 02-4565 ABC (JCx)

PARTIAL CONSENT DECREE

Plaintifts,

Defendants,

SEACHROME CORPORATION, et g/,

)

)

)

)} [Consent Decree with Art Weiss; Anl
} Weiss, Inc.; Astro Seal, Inc.;

) Craneveyor Corp.; Del Ray Industrial
) Enterprises, Inc.; EBA, Inc. d/b/a Earl
) Butler & Assocs.; M&T, LLC; Mary
) Brkich; New Air, Inc.; Pacific Coast
) Drum Co.; Quaker Chemical Corp. |

)
)
)
)
)
)

[consolidated for pretrial and tria)
purposes with CV 11-0382 ABC
{(JCx); CV 02-5909ABC (JCx), CV
02-6350 ABC (JCx); CV 02-6346
ABC (JCx)]
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#7214

KAMALA D. HARRIS

Attorney General of the State of California
SALLY MAGNANI

Senior Assistant Attorney General
BRIAN HEMBACHER

Supervising Deputy Attorney General
OLIVIA W. KARLIN

Deputy Attorney General

California Department of Justice

300 South Spring Street

L.os Angeles, CA 90013

State Bar No. 150432

Tclephone: (213) 897-2608

Attorneys for PlaintifT Catifornia Department of Toxic Substances Control

SARAH M. HART

State Bar No. 155438

MALISSA HATHAWAY McKEITH
State Bar No. 112917

Lewis Brisbois Bisgaard & Smith LLP
221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1200
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Telephone.: (213) 250-1800

Auorneys for Defendant Pacific Coast Drum Co.

KAREN M. JOHNSON

State Bar No. 190115

Walsworth, I'ranklin, Bevins & McCall
707 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 3280
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Telephone: (213) 489-4820

Attorney for Quaker Chemical Corp.

TIMOTHY DODGE MCCOLLUM
State Bar No, 069169
36913 River Belle Lane
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Tollhouse CA 93667
Telephone: (559) 855-5546
Attorncy for M&T, LL.C; Mary Brkich; and New Ait, In¢.

TODD O, MAIDEN

State Bar No. 123524

Reed Smith LLLP

101 Second Street, Suite 1800

San Francisco, CA 94105

Telephone: (415) 543-8700

E-mail: tmaiden@reedsmith.com

Attorneys for Defendants EBA, Inc. and CraneVeyor Corp.

THOMAS J. BOIS

State Bar No. 110250

JAMES C. MACDONALD

State Bar No:175760

Bois & MacDonald

2030 Main Street, Suwite 660

Irvine, California 92614

Telephone: (949) 660-0011

Attorneys for Astro Seal, Inc.; Art Weiss; Art Weiss, Inc.; and
Del Ray Industrial Enterprises, Inc.
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1. BACKGROUND
A.  The United States of America (“United States”), on behalf of the
Administrator of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”™), and
the California Department of Toxic Substances Conirol (“DTSC”), filed a
complaint in this matter pursuant to Section 107 of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C. §
9607, as amended (“CERCLA™), seeking reimbursement of response costs incurred

or to be incurred for response actions taken or to be taken at or in connection with

R =R R T~ A U . R~ N #S R

the release or threatened release of hazardous substances at the South El Monte
Operable Unit (the “Site”) of the San Gabriel Valley Area | Superfund Site in
South El Monte, Los Angeles County, California.

13 B.  The Settling Defendants, as defined below, have entered into this

— —
b —

14 1| Consent Decree and do not admit any liability to Plaintiffs arising out of the

I5 || transactions or occurrences alleged in the complaint,

16 C.  The decision by EPA on the remedial action to be implemented at the
17 || Site 1s embodied in an Interim Record of Decision (“IROD™), executed on

18 [ September 29, 2000. The IROD includes a responsiveness summary to the public
t9 || comments, Notice of the final plan was published in accordance with Section

20 |1 117(b) of CERCLA. The IROD is attached as Appendix A.

21 D.  EPA issued an Explanation of Significant Differences (“ESD”) on

22 || November 10, 2005, addressing certain additional contaminants at the Sitc. The
23 ||ESD is atached as Appendix B.

24 E.  The San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority (“WQA™), City of
25 || Monterey Park, Golden State Water Company, and San Gabriel Valley Water

26 || Company (collectively, the “Water Entities™) have agreed 1o perform the funded
27 |[portions of the IROD Work and the ESD Work, subject to the terms and conditions

28 || of the exccuted agreement between EPA and WQA regarding the Water Entities’
i :
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I || continued performance of this IROD Work and the ESD Work (“Cooperative
Agreement”),

F.  The United States has reviewed the financial information submitted
by the Ability~to-Pay Settling Defendants to determine whether the Ability-to-Pay
Settling Defendants are financially able to pay response costs incurred and to be
6 [[incurred at the Site. Based upon this financial information, the United States has

= L

wn

determined that the Ability-to-Pay Settling Defendants are able to pay the amounts

-1

8 || required under this Consent Decree,

9 G, This Consent Decree is captioned a “Partial Consent Decree” because
10 || there are remaining parties in the case.

11 H.  The United States, D'I'SC, and Settling Defendants agree, and this

12 || Court by entering this Consent Decree finds, that this Consent Decree has been

13 || negotiated by the Parties in good faith, that settlement of this matter will avoid

14 || prolonged and complicated litigation among the Parties, and that this Consent

15 || Decree is fair, reasonable, and in the public interest.

16 THEREFORE, with the consent of the Parties to this Decree, it is

17 || ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED:

18 1. JURISDICTION

19 1.  This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action

20 (| pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 and 1345 and 42 U.5.C. §§ 9607 and 9613(b) and
21 || also has personal jurisdiction over Settling Defendants. Settling Defendants

22 || consent to and shall not challenge entry of this Consent Decree or this Court’s

23 ||jurisdiction to enter and enforce ihis Consent Decree.

24 1I1. PARTIES BOUND

25 2.  This Consent Decree is binding upon the United States, DTSC, and
26 || upon the Settling Defendants and their heirs, successors and assigns, Any change

27 || in ownership or corporate or other legal status, including, but net limited to, any
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I || transfer of assets or real or personal property, shall in no way alter the status or
2 || responsibilities of Settling Defendants under this Consent Decree.
3 1V. DEFINITIONS

4 3. Unless otherwise expressly provided herein, terms used in this

n

Consent Decree which are defined in CERCLA or in regulations promulgated
under CERCLA shall have the meaning assigned to them in CERCLA or in such
regulations. Whenever terms listed below are used in this Consent Decree or in any
-appendix attached hereto, the following definitions shall apply:

a. “Ability-to-Pay Settling Defendants” shall mean those Settling
10 || Defendants identified in Appendix D (List of Settling Defendants and Defendant

e e =IO

[1 || Subgroups} as Ability-to-Pay Settling Defendants.

12 b.  “Basin-Wide Response Costs” shall mean response costs, including

13 || but not limited to direct and indirect costs, including accrued Interest, of the United
14 || States and DTSC, paid for basin-wide (non-operable unit) response actions in

15 || connection with the San Gabriel Valley Superfund Sites, Areas 1 though 4,

16 [|allocated to the Site.

17 ¢c.  “CERCLA” shall mean the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
18 || Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 9601, et seq.
19 d.  “Consent Decree” shall mean this Consent Decree and all appendices

20 (| attached hereto. In the event of conflict between this Consent Decree and any

21 || appendix, this Consent Decree shall control.

22 e.  “DTSC” shall mean the California Department of Toxic Substances
23 || Control and any successor departments, agencies, or instrumentalities.

24 f. “Day” shall mean a calendar day. In computing any period of time

25 || under this Consent Decree, where the last day would fall on a Saturday, Sunday, or
26 || federal hotiday, the period shall run until the close of business of the next working
27 || day.

28
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I g.  “DQOJ” shall mean the United States Department of Justice and any
successor departments, agencies or instrumentalities of the United States.
h.  “Effective Date” shall mean the date on which this Consent Decree is

R

entered by the Court as recorded on the Court docket, or, if the Court instead issues
an order approving the Consent Decree, the date such order is recorded on the

Court docket.

i “EPA” shall mean the United States Environmental Protection

-1 S LA

8 || Agency and any successor departments, agencies or instrumentalities of the United

9 || States,

10 J- “EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund™ shall mean the Hazardous
1T || Substance Superfund established by the Internal Revenue Code, 26 U.8.C. § 9507.
12 k.  “Explanation of Significant Differences” or “ESD” shall mean the

13 || Explanation of Significant Differences relating to the treatment of certain

14 || contamination at the Site, issued by EPA on November 10, 2005.

1S L. “ESD Work” shall mean all activities that implement the additional
16 || interim remedial measures described in the ESD. The "ESD Work" does not

17 || include the "IROD Work."

18 m.  “Future IROD Response Costs” shall mean all response costs that are
19 || incurred by the United States or DTSC for response actions with respect to the

20 [ TROD Work {(excluding Future ESD Response Costs) after the Effective Date,

21 ||including, but not limited to, direct and indirect costs that are incurred by the

22 || United States or DTSC.

23 m.  “Future ESD Response Costs" shall mean all response costs that are
24 || incurred by the United States or DTSC for response actions with respect to the

25 || ESD Work {excluding Future IROD Response Costs) after the Effective Date,

26 ||including, but not limited to, direct and indirect costs that are incurred by the

27 || United States or DTSC,

28
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0.  “Interim Record of Decision™ or “IROD™ shall mean the EPA Interim
Record of Decision relating to the Site signed on Sepiember 29, 2000 by the
Regional Administrator, EPA Region IX, or his’her delegate, and all attachments
thereto.

p-  “IROD Work” shall mean all activities that implement the interim
remedy (addressing containment of the intermediate zone groundwater
contamination present in the northwestern part of the Site) described in the IROD.
The "IRCD Work” does not include the "ESD Work."

q.  “Interest” shall mean interest at the rate specified for interest on

L - = LT O T N P N o

investments of the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund established by 26 1].8.C.

—
—

§ 9507, compounded annually on October 1 of each year, in accordance with 42
U.S.C. § 9607(a). The applicable rate of interest shall be the rate in effect at the

[

13 || time the interest accrues. The rate of interest is subject to change on October 1 of
14 ||cach ycar.

15 r. “Paragraph” shall mean a portion of this Consent Decree identificd by
16 || an Arabic numeral or an upper or lower case letter.

17 s. “Parties” shall mean the Uniled States, DTSC, and the Settling

18 || Defendants.

19 t. “Past Response Costs” shall mean all response costs, including, but
20 || not limited to, direct and indirect costs of the United States and DTSC, paid at or in
21 || connection with the Site through the Effective Date. “Past Response Costs” shall
22 || also include all past Basin-Wide Response Cosls, occurring on or before the

23 || Effective Date.

24 u.  “Plaintiffs” shall mean the United States and DTSC.

23 \ “RCRA” shall mean the Solid Waste Disposal Act, 42 U.S.C, § 6901,
26 ||et seq. (also known as the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act).

27 w,  “Section” shall mean a portion of this Consent Decree identified by a
28 || Roman numeral.
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1 X.  “Settling Defendants™ shall mean the parties identificd in Appendix D.
2 || Settling Defendants include “Ability-to-Pay Settling Defendants,” as defined
3 || above, as a Sub-Group. The term Settling Detfendant is defined to include: (1)

where the Settling Defendant is a corporate entity, its officers, directors,

4
5 || shareholders, and corporate successors; (2) where the Settling Defendant is a

6 || partnership, its partners; (3} where the Settling Defendant is a trust, its trustees and
7 || beneficiaries; (4) where the Seltling Defendant is a limited liability company, its

8 || members and manager; (5) where the Settling Defendant is an individual, that

9 || individual’s heirs and bencficiarics; but only to the extent that such person or entity
10 || within these above categories has no independent liability for the Site other than

11 || liability derived from the person or entity’s relationship to or affiliation with the

12 || Settling Defendants.

13 y.  “Site” shall mean the South El Monte Operable Unit of the San

14 || Gabricl Valley Area 1 Superfund Site, Los Angeles County, California, depicted

15 || generally on the map attached as Appendix C.

16 z.  “United States” shall mean the United States of America, including its
17 || departments, agencics and instrumentalities.

18 aa. “Water Entities” shall mean the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality

19 || Authority, City of Monterey Park, Golden State Water Company, and San Gabriel

20 | Valley Water Company.

21 V. PAYMENT OF RESPONSE COSTS

22 4, Payments by the Seitling Defendants. In consideration of the

2} || Covenants contained in Section V1I of this Consent Decree, Settling Defendants

24 || shall each pay the sum set forth in the schedule attached at Appendix E for such

25 || Settling Defendant. The payments set forth in Appendix E collectively total

26 (| $5,941,500. These settlement funds are allocated as follows: $4,625,080 to EPA
27 [|and $1,316,420 to the Water Entities. No later than 10 days after the Date of

28 || Lodging, Scttling Defendants {other than Astro Seal, Inc.) each shall deposit the

6
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1 ||sum set forth in Appendix E as such Seitling Defendant’s payment (or in the case
of Art Weiss, Art Weiss, Inc., Del Ray Industrial Enterprises,Inc., Quaker
Chemical Corporation; and Astro Seal Inc., such Settling Defendant’s first
payment} in the Trust Account created pursuant to the General SEMOU Trust

td

Agreement and administered by Special Master Timothy Gallagher (“Trust
Account™). Within 30 days of the Effective Date, the United States shall be paid
$4,337,747 plus Interest accruing from 10 days after the Date of Lodging. Art
Weiss, Art Weiss, Inc., Del Ray Industrial Enterprises,Inc., Quaker Chemical

=R - B B = Y U~ T

Corporation; and Astro Seal Inc. shall make additional payments to the United

10 || States as set forth in Appendix E. The payment in the amount of $1,316,420 shall
11 || be paid to the Water Entities as provided in the Settlement Agreements in the

12 || litigation between the Water Entities and the Settling Defendants.

13 5. All amounts paid to EPA pursuant to Paragraph 4 shall be deposited in)
14 || the South El Monte Operable Unit Special Account within the EPA Hazardous

15 || Substance Superfund to be retained and used to conduct or finance response

16 || actions at or in connection with the Site, or to be transferred by EPA to the EPA
17 ||Hazardous Substance Superfund, In consideration of its agreement that all funds
18 (| paid to Plaintiffs shall be so deposited and used by EPA, DTSC will be granted a
19 || credit pursuant to Section 104(c)(5)}A) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9604(c)(S}A)
20 || under the terms of a separate agreement between DTSC and EPA to be used by

21 ||DTSC in any manner permitted by Section 104(c)(S)(F) of CERCI.A, 42 U.8.C. §
22 1| 9604(c)(5)(F).

23 6.  All Payments o the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund shall be
24 || made by FedWire Electronic Funds Transfer (“EFT”) to the U.S. Department of
25 || Justice account in accordance with the current EFT procedures, referencing EPA
26 || Region TX and Site Spill ID Number 094X, and DOJ Case Number 90-11-2-

27 {|09121/5. Payment shall be made in accordance with instructions provided to

28 || Settling Defendants by the Financial Litigation Unit of the U.S. Attorney’s Office
7
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1 ||in the Central District of California following lodging of the Consent Decree. Any
2 || payments received by the Department of Justice after 4:00 p.m. Eastern Time shall

e

be credited on the next business day.

7.  Atthe time of payment, Settling Defendants shall send notice that
payment has been made, to the United States (EPA and DOJ) in accordance with
Section XIV {Notices and Submissions).

V1. FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH CONSENT DECREE

8.  Interest on Late Payments. If any Settling Defendant fails to make

e ) v ot b

any payment to EPA under Paragraph 4 by the required due date, Interest shall
10 || continue to accrue on the unpaid balance through the date of payment.

11 9, Stipulated Penalties,

12 a. If any amounts due to EPA under Paragraph 4 are not paid by the

13 ||required due date, the relevant Settling Defendant shall be in violation of this

i4 ||Consent Decrec and shall pay, as a stipulated penalty to EPA, in addition to the
15 || Interest required by Paragraph 8, $200 per day that any payment is late.

16 b.  Stipulated penalties are due and payable within 30 days of the date of
17 || the demand for payment of the penalties by EPA or DTSC. All payments to EPA
(8 (|or DTSC under this Paragraph shall be identified as “stipulated penalties.” All

19 || payments to EPA under this Paragraph shall be made by certified or cashier’s

20 || check made payable to “EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund.” The check, or a
21 ||letter accompanying the check, shall reference the name and address of the

22 || party(ies) making payment, the Site name, EPA Region 1X, and Site Spill ID

23 [|Number 0927, and DOJ Case Number 90-11-2-09121/5, and shall be sent to:

24 EPA Superfund
5 US EPA
Region 9
26 Aftn: Superfund Accounting
27 P.O. Box 360863M

Pittsburgh, PA 15251.
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! All payments to DTSC under this Paragraph shall be made by check payable

2 || to the California Department of Toxic Substances Control and shall refer to the

3 || “San Gabriel Valley South El Monte Operable Unit.” The check shall be sent to:

4 California Department of Toxic Substances Control

5 Attention: Accounting Unit

South El Monte OU, Project Code No, 300347

6 P.0. Box 806

7 Sacramento, California 95812-0806

8

5 At the time of the payment, Settling Defendant shall send notice that
i payment has been made, to the United States, EPA and DOJ and DTSC in
T accordance with Section XIV {(Notices and Submissions). _
3 c. Penalties shall accrue as provided in this Paragraph regardiess of g
15 || whether EPA or DTSC has notified the Settling Defendants of the violation or |
14 made a demand for payment, but need only be paid upon demand. All penalties
e shall begin to accrue on the day after payment is due and shall continue to accrue
2 through the date of payment. Nothing herein shall prevent the simultaneous ’|
i accrual of separate penalties for separate violations of this Consent Decree.

" 10.  If the Unitcd States or DTSC brings an action te enforce this Consent
" Decree, Setiling Defendants shall reimburse the United States or DTSC, as
0 applicable, for all costs of such action, including but not limited to costs of
i attorney time.
5 i1. Payments made under this Section shall be in addition to any other
2 remedies or sanctions available to Plaintiffs by virtue of Seitling Defendants’
- failure 10 comply with the requirements of this Consent Decree.
> 12. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Section, the United States
26 |17 DTSC may, in their unrcviewable discretion, watve payment of any portion of
. the stipulated penalties that have accrued pursuant to this Consent Decree.
- Payment of stipulated penalties shall not excuse the Settling Defendants from

9
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payment as required by Section V or from performance of any other requirements

of this Consent Decree,
VII. COVENANT NOT TO SUE BY PLAINTIFFS
13.  Covenant Not to Sue by the United States.

a. In consideration of the payments to be made pursuant to Section V
of this Consent Decree, and except as specifically provided in Scction VIII
(Reservation of Rights by Plaintiffs), the United States covenants not to sue or to
take administrative action against Settling Defendants (other than the Ability-to-
Pay Settling Defendants) pursuant to Sections 106 and 107(a) of CERCLA, 42
U.S.C. §§ 9606 and 9607(a), and Section 7003 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6973, tor the
JROD Work, Past Response Costs, Future IROD Response Costs, the ESD Work,

and Future ESD Response Costs. This covenant not to sug is conditioned upon the

R - e T~ L . B - S VY N o

% o - O

satisfactory performance by Settling Defendants of their obligations under this

—
4

Consent Decree. This covenant not to sue extends only to Settling Defendants

(other than Ability-to-Pay Settling Defendants) and does not exiend to any other

Lh

16 || person.

17 b. In consideration of the payments to be made pursuant to Section V of
18 || this Consent Decree, and except as specifically provided in this Paragraph, the

19 || United States covenants not to sue or to take administrative action against the

20 || Ability-10-Pay Settling Defendants pursuant to Sections 106 and 107(a) of

21 ||[CERCLA, 42 U.S8.C. §§ 9606 and 9607(a), with regard to all response actions

22 |taken or to be taken and all response costs incurred or to be incurred at or in

23 || connection with the Site, by the United States or any other person. This covenant
24 || not to sue is conditioned upon the satisfactory performance by Ability-to-Pay

25 || Settling Defendants of their obligations under this Consent Decree including, but
26 ||not limited to, payment of all amounts due by them under Section V (Payment of
27 ||Response Costs) and Paragraphs 8 and 9 of Section VI (Failure to Comply with
28 ||Consent Decree). This covenant not to sue is also conditioned upon the veracity
10
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I ||and completeness of any financial information previously provided to EPA by
Ability-to-Pay Settling Defendants. If any such financial information is
subsequently determined by EPA to be false or, in any material respect, inaccurate,

the submiiting Ability-to-Pay Settling Defendant shall forfeit all payments made

2

3

4

5 |[pursuant to this Consent Decree and this covenant not to sue and the contribution
6 || protection provided to the Ability-to-Pay Settling Defendants in Section X of this
7 || Consent Decree shall be null and void. Such forfeiture shall not constitute

8 || liquidated damages and shall not in any way foreclose the right of the United

9 || States to pursue any other causes of action arising from Ability-to-Pay Scttling
10 || Defendants® false or materially inaccurate information.

n 14.  Covenant Not to Sue by DTSC. Except as specifically provided in

12 || Section VIII (Reservation of Rights by Plaintiffs), DTSC covenants not to sue or to
13 ||1ake administrative action against Settling Defendants pursuant to Section 107(a)
14 [lof CLRCLA, 42 U,S.C, § 9607(a)}, or Health and Safety Code Sections 25355.5,

15 || 25360, and 25323.5 for the IROI Work, Past Response Cosls, and Future IROD
16 || Response Costs, the ESD Work, and Future ESD Response Costs. This covenant
17 || not to sue is conditioned upon the satisfactory performance by Seitling Defendants
18 || of their obligations under this Consent Decree. This covenant not to sue extends
19 Il only to Settling Defendants and does not extend to any other person. As to Ability-
20 ||to-Pay Settling Defendants, this covenant not to sue is also conditioned upon the
21 || veracity and completeness of any financial information previously provided to

22 | EPA by Ability-to-Pay Scttling Defendants. If any such financial information is

23 || subsequently determined by EPA or DTSC to be false or, in any material respect
24 || inaccurate, the submitting Ability-to-Pay Setiling Defendant shall forfeit all

25 || payments made pursuant to this Consent Decree and this covenant not to sue and
26 (|the contribution protection provided to the Ability-to-Pay Settling Defendants in
27 || Section X of this Consent Decree shall be null and void. Such forfeiture shall not

28 || constitute liquidated damages and shall not in any way foreclose the right of DTSC
1
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! ||to pursue any other causes of action arising from Ability-to-Pay Seftling

2 || Defendants’ false or materially inaccurate information.

3 VIII._ RESERVATION OF RIGHTS BY PLAINTIFFS

4 15. The United States and DTSC reserve, and this Consent Decree is

5 || without prejudice to, all rights against Settling Defendants with respect to all

¢ || matters not expressly included within the Covenants Not to Sue by United States
7 ||and DTSC in Paragraphs 13 and 14. Notwithstanding any other provision of this
8 || Consent Decree, the United States and DTSC reserve all rights against Settling

9 || Defendants (other than Ability-to-Pay Settling Defendants). and all rights other

10 || than those set out in subsection (g) against Ability-to-Pay Settling Defendants with
I'1 || respect to:

12 a. liability for failure of Settling Defendants to meet a requirement ol’
13 || this Consent Decree;

14 b.  criminal liability;

15 C. liability for damages for injury to, destruction of, or loss of natural

16 || resources, and for the costs of any natural resource damage assessmenis;

17 d. liability, based upon Settling Defendants’ ownership or operation of
18 |l the Site, or upon Scttlihg Defendants’ transportation, treatment, storage, or

19 || disposal, or the arrangement for the transportation, treatment, storage, or disposal,
20 || of a hazardous substance or a solid waste at or in connection with the Site,

21 || occurring after signature of this Consent Decree by Settling Defendants;

22 ¢.  lability arising from the past, present, or future disposal, release or
23 || threat of release of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant outside of the
24 || Site;

25 f.  liability for performance of response action or for reimbursement of
26 || response costs with respect to any other operable unit of the San Gabriel Valley
27 || Supertund Site, including but not limited to the response costs at the Whittier

28 || Narrows Operable Unit; and
12
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1 g. liability for performance of response action or for reimbursement of
response costs with respect to any response actions selected in any future response
action decision documents for the Site, which response actions are different from
the activities required to implement the IROD Work or the ESI> Work.

1X. COVENANT NOT TO SUE BY SETTLING DEFENDANTS

16,  Settling Defendants covenant not to sue and agree not Lo asscri any

|5 TR N PU R 5

claims or causes of action against the Plaintiffs or their contractors or employees,
with respect to the IROD Work, Past Response Costs, Future IROD Response
Costs, the ESD Work, and Future ESD Response Costs or this Consent Decree.

e =] o )

10 || The Ability-to-Pay Settling Defendanis also covenant not to sue and agree not to
|1 [|assert any claims or causes of action against the Plaintifts or their contractors or
12 || employees, with respect to the Site. The covenants in this Paragraph are including
13 || but not limited to:

14 a.  any direct or indirect claim for reimbursement from the Hazardous

15 || Substance Superfund based on Sections 106(b)(2), 107, 111, 112, or 113 of

16 [|CERCLA, 42 U.8.C. §§ 9606(b)2), 9607, 9611, 9612, or 9613, or any other

17 || provision of law;

18 b. any claim arising out of response actions at or in connection with the
19 || IROD Work, Past Response Costs, Future IROD Response Costs, the ESD Work,
20 || and Future ESD Response Costs, including any claim under the United States

21 || Constitution, the California Constitution, the Tucker Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1491, the
22 || Equal Access to Justice Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2412, as amended, or at common law; or
23 ¢.  any claim against the Plaintiffs pursuant to Sections 107 and 113 of
24 [|CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9607 and 9613, relating to the IROD Work, Past Response
25 || Costs, [Future IROD Responsc Costs, the ESD Work, and Future ESD Response

20 || Costs. These covenants not to sue shall not apply in the event the United States or
27 || DTSC brings a cause of action or issues an order pursuant to the reservations set
28 || forth in Paragraph 15{c)-(g), but only to the extent that Settling Defendants’ claims
13
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1 ||arise from the same response action or response costs that the United States or

2 [|DTSC is seeking pursuant to the applicable reservation.
17.  Nothing in this Conseni Decree shall be deemed to constitute approval

()

or preauthorization of a claim within the meaning of Section 111 of CERCLA, 42
U.S.C. § 9611, or 40 C.F.R. 300.700(d).

18.  Settling Defendants agree not to asscrt any claims and to waive all
claims or causes of action (including but not limited to claims or causes of action
under Sections 107(a) and 113 of CERCLA) that they may have for the IROD
Work, Past Response Costs, Future IROD Response Costs, the ESD Work and
10 || Future ESD Response Costs against each other.

11 X. EFFECT OF SETTLEMENT/CONTRIBUTION PROTECTION
12 19.  Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be construed to create any rights

=T - R N T

13 [|in, or grant any cause of action to, any person not a Party to this Consent Decree.
14 || The Parties expressly reserve any and all rights (including, but not limited to, undern
15 || Section 113 of CERCI.A, 42 U.S.C. § 9613), defenses, claims, demands, and

16 || causes of action which they may have with respect to any matter, transaction, or
17 || occurrence relating in any way to the Site against any person not a Party hereto.

18 || Nothing in this Consent Decree diminishes the right of the United States or DTSC,
19 || pursuant to Section 113(f)(2) and (3) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9613(f}(2)-(3). to
20 || pursue any such persons to obtain additional response costs or response action and
21 ||to enter into settlements that give rise to contribution protection pursuant to

22 || Section 113(6)(2).

23 20. The Parties agree, and by entering this Consent Decree this Court

24 |( finds, that this settlement constitutes a judicially-approved settlement for purposes
25 || of Sections 113(f}(2) and 122(g)(7) of CERCLA, 42 U.5.C. §§ 9613(£)(2) and

26 (|9622(g)(7) and that each Settling Defendant is entitled, as of the Effective Date of
27 ||this Consent Decree, to protection from contribution actions or claims as provided
28 (| by Section 113(f)(2) and 122(g)(7) of CERCLA, 42 U,8.C. §§ 9613(f}(2) and

14
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I [|9622(g)(7), or as may be otherwise provided by law, for “matters addressed™ in

2 || this Consent Decree. The “matters addressed™ in this Consent Decree as to

3 || Settling Defendants (other than Ability-to-Pay Settling Defendants) are the IROD
4 || Work, Past Response Costs, and Future IROD Response Costs, the ESD Work and
5 || Future ESD Response Costs. The “matters addressed” as to the Ability-to-Pay

6 || Scttling Defendants are all response actions taken or to be taken and all response

7 || costs incurred or to be incurred at or in connection with the Site by the United

8 || States or by any other person. The “matters addressed” in this Consent Decree do
9 || not include those response costs or response actions as 1o which the Plaintiffs have
10 || reserved their respective rights under this Consent Decree (except for claims for

1 || failure to comply with this Decree), in the event that the United States or DTSC

12 || asserts rights against Settling Defendants coming within the scope of such

13 ||reservations.

14 21.  Each Settling Defendant shall, with respect to any suit or ¢laim

153 (| brought by it for matters related to this Consent Decree, notify EPA, DOJ, and

16 || DTSC in writing no later than 60 days prior to the initiation of such suit or claim.
17 || Each Settling Defendant shall, with respect to any suit or claim brought against it
18 || for matters related to this Consent Decree, notify EPA, DOJ, and DTSC in writing
19 || within 10 days of service of the complaint or claim upon it. In addition, each

20 || Settling Defendant shall notify EPA, DOJ, and DTSC within 10 days of service or
21 || receipt of any Motion for Summary Judgment, and within 10 days of receipt of any
22 || order from a court setting a casc for trial, for matters related to this Consent

23 || Decree.

24 22.  In any subsequent administrative or judicial proceeding initiated by
25 || the Plaintiffs for injunctive relief, recovery of response costs, or other relief

26 || relating to the Site, Settling Defendants shall not assert, and may nol maintain, any
27 || defense or claim based upon the principles of waiver, res judicata, collateral

28 || estoppel, issue preclusion, claim-splitting, or other defenses based upon any

15

Exhibit E, Page 79



Case 2:02-cv-04565-ABC-JC Document 1174 Filed 05/15/12 Page 19 of 39 Page ID

-

#:7231

1 || contention that the claims raised by the Plaintiffs in the subsequent procceding

2 || were or should have been brought in the instant case; provided, however, that

3 ||nothing in this Paragraph affects the enforceability of the Covenant Not to Sue by

4 (| Plaintiffs set forth in Section VIL

3 XI. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

6 23. Ifthe Site, or any facility at the Site, or any other property where

7 || access and/or land/water use restrictions are needed to implement response

8 ||activities at the Site is owned or controlled by any Settling Defendant, such

9 || Settling Defendant shall:
10 a. commencing on the date of lodging of this Consent Decree, provide
11 || the Plaintifls and their representatives, including EPA, DTSC, and their
12 || contractors, with access at all reasonable times to the Site, or such other property,
13 || for the purpose of conducting any response activity related 10 the Site, including,
t4 || but not limited to, the following activities:

L5 i Monitoring, investigation, removal, remedial or other activities
16 || at the Site;

|7 ii.  Verifying any data or information submitted to the United
18 || States:
19 iti,  Conducting investigations relating to contamination at or near
20 ([ the Site;
21 iv.  Obtaining samples;
22 v.  Assessing the need for, planning, or implementing additional
23 ||response actions at or near the Site;
24 vi.  Inspecting and copying records, operating logs, contracts, or
25 || other documents maintained or generated by Settling Defendants or their agents,
26 || consistent with Section XI1 (Access to Information);
27 vii.  Assessing Settling Defendants’ compliance with this Consent
28 || Decree; and

16
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t vili. Determining whether the Sitc or other property is being used in
2 || a manner that is prohibited or restricted, or that may need to be prohibited or

3 || restricted, by or pursuant to this Consent Decree;

b. commencing on the date of lodging of this Consent Decree, refrain

from using the Site, or such other property, in any manner that would interfere with

4
5
6 ||or adversely affect the implementation, integrity or protectiveness of the remedial
7 ||measures to be performed at the Site; and

8 c. IfTDTSC or EPA determines that institutional controls in any form are
9 || required to implement response activities at the Site, ensure the integrity and

10 || protectiveness thercof, or ensure non-interference therewith, execute and record all
Il [l such necessary legal instruments, and fully cooperate with DTSC and with EPA in
12 || their efforts to secure and enforce such institutional contrels. Institutional controls
13 [|shall include deed restrictions, land use covenants, environmental restrictions, as
14 {|well as any layers of additional protection in the form of state or local laws,

15 || regulations, ordinances or other governmental instruments that serve the purpose of
16 ||institutional conirols set forth above.

17 24, Notwithstanding any provision of this Consent Decree, the United

—_—
=]

| States and DTSC retain all of their access authorities and rights, as well as all of
19 || their rights to require land/water use restrictions, including enforcement authorities
20 || related thereto, under CERCLA, RCRA, and any other applicable statute or

21 ||regulations.

22 XII. ACCESS TO INFORMATION
23 25.  Settling Defendants shall provide to EPA and DTSC, upon request,

24 || copies of all records, reports, or information (hereinafier referred to as “records™)
25 || within their possession or control or that of their contractors or agents relating to
26 || activities at the Site, including, but not limited to, sampling, analysis, chain of

27 || custody records, manifests, trucking logs, receipts, reports, sample traffic routing,
28 || correspondence, or other documents or information related to the Site.

17
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26. Confidential Business Information and Privileged Documents.

a. Settling Defendants may assert business confidentiality claims
covering part or all of the records submitted to EPA or DTSC under this Consent
Decree to the extent permitted by and in accordance with Section 104(c)(7) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9604(e)(7), and 40 C.F.R. § 2.203(b). Records determined
to be confidential by EPA will be accorded the protection specificd in 40 C.F.R.
Part 2, Subpart B. If no claim of confidentiality accompanies records when they
are submitled to EPA or DTSC, or if EPA has notified Settling Defendants that the
records are not confidential under the standards of Section 104(e)(7) of CERCILA
or 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B, the public may be given access to such records
without further notice to Settling Defendants.

b. Settling Defendants may assert that certain records are privileged

= I~ - e = . I U VS D

2o o= =

under the attorney-client privilege or any other privilege recognized by federal law.

N

If Settling Defendants assert such a privilege in liew of providing records, they
shall provide Plaintiffs with the following: 1) the title of the record; 2) the date of

L

A

o

the record; 3) the name and title of the author of the record; 4) the name and title of]|

17 || each addressee and recipient; 3) a description of the subjcct of the record; and 6)
18 || the privilege asserted. However, no records created or generated pursuant to the
19 llrequirements of this or any other settlement with the United States shall be

20 || withheld on the grounds that they are privileged.

3 27.  No claim of confidentiality shall be made with respect to any data,
22 ||including but not limited to, all sampling, analytical, monitoring, hydrogeologic,
23 || scientific, chemical, or engineering data, or any other records evidencing

24 || conditions at or around the Site.

25 XIIl. RETENTION OF RECORDS

26 28.  Until 10 years after the entry of this Consent Decree, each Settling
27 || Defendant shall preserve and retain all records now in its possession or control, or
28 || which come into its possession or control, that relate in any mannet to response

18
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I ||actions taken at the Site or the liability of any person under CERCLA with respect
2 || to the Site, regardless of any corporate retention policy to the contrary.

3 29.  After the conclusion of the document retention period in the preceding
4 || Paragraph, Settling Defendants shall notify Plaintiffs at least 90 days prior to the

5 || destruction of any such records, and, upon request by Plaintiffs, Settling

6 || Defendants shall deliver any such records to Plaintifts. Settling Defendants may

7 || assert that certain records are privileged under the attorney-client privilege or any

8 || other privilege recognized by federal law, If Settling Defendants assert such a

9 || privilege, they shall provide Plaintiffs with the following: 1) the title of the record;
10 |{2) the date of the record, 3) the name and title of the author of the record; 4) the

11 ||name and title of each addressee and recipient; 5) a description of the subject of the
12 ||record; and 6) the privilege asserted. However, no records created or generated

13 || pursuant to the requirements of this or any other settlement with the Plaintiffs shall
14 || be withheld on the grounds that they are privileged.

15 30. a. Each Settling Defendant hereby certifies individually that, to the

16 || best of its knowledge and belief, after reasonable inquiry, it has not altered,

t7 {|mutilated, discarded, destroyed or otherwise disposed of any records, reports, or

18 || information relating to its potential liability regarding the Site since notification of
19 | potential liability by the United States or the filing of suit against it regarding the
20 || Site and that it has fully complied with any and all EPA requests for information

21 || pursuant to Sections 104(e) and 122(e) of CERCI.A, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9604(e) and

22 (19622(¢e), and Section 3007 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6927.

23 b. Each Setiling ATP Defendant further certifics individually that it
24 || has submitted Financial Information that fairly, accurately, and materially sets

25 || forth its financial circumstances, and that those circumstances have not materially
26 || changed between the time the Financial Information was submitted to EPA and the
27 |Itime Settling ATP Defendant executes this Consent Decree.

28 XIV. NOTICES AND SUBMISSIONS

19
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1 31.  Whenever. under the terms of this Consent Decree, notice is required
2 [|to be given or a document is required to be sent by one party to another, it shall be
3 || directed to the individuals listed below, unless those individuals or their successors
4 || give notice of a change to the other Parties in writing. Written notice as specified
5 || herein shall constitute complete satisfaction of any written notice requirement of

6 || the Consent Decree with respect to the United States, EPA, DOJ, DTSC, and
7 || Settling Delendants, respectively.
8 || For Notice to the United States:
9

Chief, Environmental Enforcement Section
Environment and Natural Resources Division

0 U.S. Department of Justice
I P.O. Box 7611
12 Washington, D.C. 20044-7611
. Re: DI # 90-11-2-09121/5
14 Rachelle Thompson
5 Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
16 Region 9
17 75 Hawthorne Street,
= San Francisco, CA 94105
19 Jane Diamond
20 Director, Superfund Division
United States Environmental Protection Agency
21 Region 9
33 75 Hawthorne Street,

San Francisco, CA 94105

24 || For Notice to DTSC, and California Attorney General

2 Stewart W. Black
26 Deputy Director for Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program
= Department of Toxic Substances Control
P.0. Box 806
28 Sacramento, California 95812

20
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Christine Bucklin, I’.G.

Senior Engineering Geologist
Department of Toxic Substances Control
5795 Corporate Avenue

Cypress, California 90630

Olivia W. Karlin

Deputy Attorney General
California Department of Justice
300 South Spring Strect

Los Angeles, CA 90013

A= I e - T V. L - VS N -

For Notice to the Setiling Defendants:
11 To the name and address indicated on the signature page.

12 || - XV. RETENTION OF JURISDICTION
13 32, This Court shall retain jurisdiction over this matter for the purpose of

14 || interpreting and enforcing the terms of this Consent Decree.
15 XVI. INTEGRATION/APPENDICES
16 33. This Consent Decree and its appendices, and the Settlement

17 || Agreement negotiated in the litigation between Settling Defendants and the Water
18 || Entities, constitute the final, complete, and exclusive agreement and understanding
19 || among the Parties with respect to the settlement embodied in this Consent Decree.
20 || The Parties acknowledge that there are no representations, agreements, or

21 || understandings relating to the settlement other than those expressly contained and
22 || referred to, specifically the Settlement Agreement between the Settling Defendants
23 || and Water Entities referred to in Paragraph 4 and the state match credit agreement
24 || between the EPA and DTSC in Paragraph 5, in this Consent Decree.

25 34. The following appendices are attached to and incorporated into this
26 || Consent Decree:

27 Appendix A is the IROD;

28 Appendix B is the ESD;

21
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1 Appendix C is the map of the Site; and

2 Appendix D is the List of Settling Defendants.

3 Appendix E is the Schedule of Settling Defendants’ Payments

4 XVIL. LODGING AND OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

3 35.  This Consent Decree shall be lodged with the Court for a period of not

6 || less than 30 days for public notice and comment. The United States reserves the

7 || right to withdraw or withhold its consent if the comments regarding the Consent

8 || Decree disclose facts or considerations which indicate that this Consent Decree is

9 || inappropriate, improper, or inadequate. Settling Defendants consent to the entry of]
10 || this Consent Decree without further notice.
I 36.  If for any reason this Court should decline to approve this Consent
12 || Decree in the form presented, this agreement is voidable at the discretion of any
13 || party and the terms of the agreement may not be used as evidence in any fitigation
14 || between the Partics.
15 XVIIL. SIGNATORIES/SERVICE
16 37.  Each undersigned representative of a Settling Defendant to this
17 || Consent Decree, the Assistant Attorney General for the Environment and Natural
12 || Resources Division of the United States Department of Justice, and the Deputy
19 || Director for Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program of the California
20 || Department of Toxic Substances Control certify that he or she is authorized to
21 || enter into the terms and conditions of this Consent Decree and to execute and bind
22 (| legally such Party to this document.
23 38. Each Settling Defendant hereby agrees not to oppose ¢ntry of this
24 || Consent Decree by this Court or to challenge any provision of this Consent Decree,
25 || unless the United States or DTSC has notified Settling Defendants in writing that it
26 ||no longer supports entry of the Consent Decree.
27 39, Each Settling Defendant shall identify, on the attached signature page,
28 || the name and address of an agent who is authorized to accept service of process by

22
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mail or email on behalf of that Party with respect to all matters arising under or
relating to this Consent Decree, including for purposes of Notices under Paragraph
32. Settling Defendants hereby agrec to accept service in that manner and to waive
the formal service requirements set forth in Rule 4 of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure and any applicable local rules of this Court, including but not limited to,
service of a summons. The Parties agree that Settling Defendants need not file an
answer to the complaint in this action unless or until the Court expressly declines
1o enter this Consent Decree,
XIX. FINAL JUDGMENT
40. Upon approval and entry of this Consent Decree by the Court, this

NI - ST T S L

—_—
—_ =

Consent Decree shall constitute the final judgment between and among the

[ ]

Plaintiffs and the Settling Defendants. The Court finds that there is no just reason

[a—
Lt

for delay and therefore enters this judgment as a final judgment under Fed. R. Civ.
P. 54 and 58.

[ ST O I £

SO ORDERED.

[a— — [a—
L= ~d

DATE HONORABLE AUDREY B. COLLINS
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

L N N I )
T I e

[
(==
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FOR THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA:

Date: &/ 2.4 [\2- QCLJ._.—
ROBERT G. DREHER
Acting Assistant Attorney General
Environment and Natural Resources Division
U.S. Department of Justice
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Deputy Director, Brownfields and
Environmental Restoration Program
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Deputy Attorney General _
California Department of Justice
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Part | - Declaration

1.1 Site Name and Location

This Interim Record of Decision {ROD) addresses groundwater contamination at the South E1 Monte
Operable Unit (South El Monte OU) located within the San Gabriel Valley Superfund Site Area 1 in Los
Angeles County, California. The San Gabriel Valley Superfund Site Area 1 has &« CERCLIS ID»
CADIR0677355.

1.2 Statement of Basis and Purpose

This ROD presents the selected interim remedial action for the South El Monte OU of the San Gabricl
Valley Superfund Site in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation
and Liability Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601 et. scq., as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) (collectively referred to herein as CERCLA) and to the extent
practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300
(NCP). This decision is based on the Administrative Record for this site.

The State of California, acting through the Celifornia Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB), concur with the selected
temedy.

1.3 Assessment of the Site

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has determined that volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) have been released into proundwater within the South Ei Monte OU, and that a substantial threat
of release to groundwater still exists. The response action selected in this ROD is necessary 1o profect the
public health or welfare or the environment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances
into the environment.

1.4 Description of the Selected Remedy

This interim action ROD addresses groundwater contaminated with VOCs. EPA’s cbjective is to protect
hurman heslth and the environment. The selected remedy is containment of groundwater contaminated
with VOCs in the intermediate zone in the western portion of the South El Monte OU. This remedy
includes performance criteria that will require extraction and treatment of contaminated groundwater at
certain locations along the downgradient edge of the contamination, and other locetions, as nccessary,
and will reqnire continued monitoring and ¢valuation at other locations. The treated groundwater is
cxpected to be delivered 1o local water purveyors, although other discharge options may be evaluated. In
addition, this remedy includes monitoring in the shallow and intermediate groundwater zones in the South
El Monte OU. Alihongh it is not 2 component of the South El Monte QU interim remedy, EPA's planned
remedy in the adjacent downgradient Whittier Narrows OU will play an important role in containing
South El Monte OU contamination and mecting EPA’s South El Monte OU remedial action objectives,
The South El Monte OU interim remedy is the seventh interim remedial action that EPA selected to
contain contaminated groundwater within the San Gabriel Valiey Superfund Sites.

L
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‘1.5 Statutory Determinatlons

" The selected interim action rcmody is protective of human health and the environment, complies with
* federa) and state requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropnate 1o the interim remedial
action, is cost effective, and utilizes permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable. This remedy
also satisfies the statutory preference for treatment as a principal ¢ element of the remedy (i.e., reduces the
mxmty, mob:hty. or volume of materials through trcalment).

Because tlns interim remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining onsite above levels that atlow
for unlimited use or unrestricted exposure, a ‘statutory review will be conducted within five years afler

" initiation of the interim remedial action to ensure that the remedy is, or will be protective of human health
and the environment.

1.6 ROD Data Certification Checklist

_ The following information is presented in the Dec:ston Summuary section of this ROD. Additional
" information can be found in the Adrmmstmtlve Record file for this site.

"+ Chemicals of concern (COCs} and their respechve coneentratwns

- Baseline risk represented by the COCs ]
. * Cwrrent and futhmre gmundwater use assumptions uscd in the baseline risk assessment and ROD
-+ Groundwater use that will be available at the Slte as a result of the selected remedy

- —-« Estimated capital, operatlon and maintenance (O&M), and total present worth costs; discount rate;
5 and the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are projected

- Decisive factors that led to selectmg the remedy {(i.e., how the selected remedy provides the best
= balance of tradeoffs w1th respect to the ba!ancmg and modifying eriteria)

" Cleanup levels in the aqulfcr are not included in this interim action ROD because this is an interim sction
remedy focused on groundwater containment.

ﬁzwm Y 4-74— L
. Keith A, Takata - g . Dae

%, Director of Superfund Division
U.s. Env:rmnnmtal Protectwn Agency, Region X
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Part Il - Decision Summary

This Decision Summary portion of the interim Record of Decision (ROD) summarizes the
information and approaches that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) used to reach
a decision on this remedy, It also establishes the remedy that EPA has selected.

1 Site Name, Location and Description

*

This ROD presents the selected remedial action to address groundwater contamination at the South El
Monte Operable Unit (South El Monte OU) located within the San Gabriel Valley Superfund Site Area 1
in Los Angeles County, Califomia,

1.1 Site Description

The South El Monte QU is part of the San Gabricl Valley Superfund Site Area 1 (CAD980677355),
located in eastern Los Angeles County, California (Figure 1). The term *Operable Unit” (OU) is used to
define a discrete action that is an incremental step toward a comprehensive site remedy, Operable units
may address certain geographic areas, specific site problems, initial phases of a remedy, or a set of
actions over time. In addition to the South El Monte OU, EPA has identified seven other OUs at the San
Gabricl Valley Superfund Site, These are the Alharnbra OU, Baldwin Park OU, El Monte OU, Puente
Velley OU, Richwoad OU, Suburban OU, and Whittier Narrows OU. EPA is the lead regulatory agency
overseeing the cleanup at the San Gabriel Valley Superfund Site.

The San Gabriel Valley encompasees a basin that is approximately 170 square miles. Groundwater in the
San Gabriel Basin is the primary drinking water source for more than one million people. Regional
groundwater contamination by volatile organic compounds (VOCs) prompted EPA to place the San
Gabricl Valley on the National Priorities List (NPL) in 1984, This list identifies the highest prionity
hazardous waste sites in the United States for investigation and cleanup.

The South El Monte QU covers approximately eight square miles in the south central portion of the San
Gabriel Basin. The South E! Monte OU is generally bounded by the San Bemardino Freeway (1-10) on
the north, the Pomona Freeway (Highway 60) on the south, the San Gabriel River Freewsy (I-605) on the
- east, and San Gabriel Boulevard on the west. The western boundary of the OU has moved from Walnut
Grove Avenue, as described in the Feasibily Study and Proposed Plan, to San Gabricl Boulevard because
EPA was made aware that groundwater contamination had migrated further west in the vicinity of San
Gabriel Boulevard. Most of the South E! Monte OU has been developed, except the large area of land
within the Whittier Narrows flood control basin. The South El Monte OU encompasses the entire city of
South El Monte and parts of the cities of El Monte and Rosemead. Mast of the OU arca is zoned for
residential use, particularly the eastern and western portions, and is likely to remain residential, Industrial
activity, primarily small to medium-sized businesses, occurs across the central portion of the South El
Monte OU. -

An underground feature in the South El Monte OU called a groundwater flow divide controls the
direction that groundwater and contaminants in groundwater can move and also affects the development
and evaluation of cleanup alternatives for the OU. The flow divide generally occurs near Rush Street in
the central portion of the OU (see Figures 2 and 3). Groundwater flow in the shallow zone (generally less
than 100 feet below ground surface (bgs) is principelly to the south and southwest towards Whittier

=12
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~ Narrows. Groundwater flow in the intermediate zone (generally besween 100 and 400 feet bgs) in the
i vicinity north of Rush Street is towards the west. South of Rush Street intermediate zone flow is
‘ * - generally south/southwest tawards Whittier Narrows.

. VOCs are the primary organic contaminants found above state and federal drinking water standards
¢-(maximum contaminant levels or MCLs) ifi South El Monte OU groundwater. The VOCs

¥’ tetrachloroethene (PCE) and trichloroethene (TCE) are the primary contaminants of concern (COCs).
", PCE and TCE are the VOCs that are detected most often and at the highest concentrations in
.- groundwater, although other VOCs, including, 1,1-dichlorocthane (1,1-DCA), cis-1,2-dichloroethene
_ (cis-1,2-DCE), and 1,1-dichloroethene (1,1-DCE) have also been detected above drinking water
" standards in the South El Monte OU. ‘

- In general, VOC concentrations are highest in the shallow groundwater near industrial facility source

- -areas where releases have occurred. EPA has not yet identified any specific "principal threat wastes,"

_ such as non-aqueous phase liquids (NAPLs) in the industrial source areas within the South El Monte OU.
" VOCs have also spread downward into the intermediate zone beneath the shallow zone, then migrated

towards drinking water production wells located to the west and to the south in Whittier Narrows. Both

.+ of the impacted aquifer zones in the South El Monte OU (shallow and intermediate) are considered to be
. - drinking water sources by the State of California and the intermediate zone is currently being used to

7 supply drinking water. Several drinking water wells in the South El Monte OU have already been
. impacted by VOC contamination. These wells had to be shut down or equipped with wellhead treatment

= to reduce contaminant leyels to drinking water standards.

* In addition to the drinking water well impacts, contamination from the South El Monte QU has migrated
~" to the south into the Whittier Narrows OU, threatening drinking water sources in the Central Basin south
3, of the San Gabriel Basin. The downgradient groundwater impacts have resulted in EPA taking action to
“" control contaminant migration in the Whittier Narrows OU. EPA's actions in Whittier Narrows will limit
+ any further migration of contaminated groundwater into the Central PBasin. Because EPA has already
# selected a remedial action for the downgradient Whittier Narrows OU, the selected interim remedial
:- action for the South El Monte OU does not address the southerly migration of contamination in the
. shallow and intermediate zones. Figures 2 and 3 show YOC concentrations in shatlow and intermediate
-! groundwater zones as of 1999. The LARWQCB, working under a Cooperative Agreement with EPA,
.. oversees site-specific investigations at individual industrial facilities where releases have occurred. The
"~ LARWQCB has directed individual facilities in the South El Monte OU to cleanup soil and shallow
. groundwater where elevated concentrations of contaminants were identified beneath the facility. These
= focused actions are intended to address the more highly-contaminated source areas, while EPA's actions

" address the widespread regional groundwater contamination. .

l1-1-2
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2 Site History and Enforcement Activities

2.1 Site History

The San Gabriel Valley has been the subject of environmental investigation since 1979 when
groundwater contaminated with VOCs was first identified. In May 1984, four broad areas of
contamination within the basin were listed as San Gabricl Areas 1 through 4 on EPA's NPL, EPA
subsequently divided the basin into eight operable units (OUs) to provide a means of describing
hydrogeology and contaminant distribution, and planning remedial activities in the basin. The source of
groundwater contamination in the basin is from industrial facilities.

In 1986, data were compiled and reviewed to develop 2 preliminary conceptual hydrogeologic model of
the San Gabriel Valley, as described in the Supplemental Sampling Program (SSP) Report (EPA, 1336).
The results of the SSP investigations provided much of the basis for planning the remedial investigations
that have been performed in the San Gabriel Valley since 1986. The Interim San Gabrie] Basin Remedial
Investigation Report (EPA, 1992a) describes these investigations and incorporates their results into an
integrated discussion of EPA's understanding of hydrogeologic conditions in the basin.

EPA issued a draft Statement of Work (SOW) for a remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) to
address groundwater contamination in the South El Monte OU. On July 25, 1995, EPA entered into an
Administrative Consent Order for the South E1 Monte OU RI/FS. The group of PRPs that implemented
the South El Monte OU RIFS was lmown as the South El Monte OU Participants.

Sources of VOC contamination in the South El Monte QU include industrial facilities engaged in the
manufacture of aerospace precision machines, aircraft fittings, pharmaceutical products and injectable
drugs, chemicals, fumiture, salsa, paint, jewelry, machine parts, cosmetic and dental composites,
bathroom hardware, aluminum containers, precision sheet metals, electrical connectors, hand tools, and
compressors; hazardous waste liquid storage and handling; drum reconditioning and recycling; petroleum
storage and distribution; plastic molding; and battery recycling.

2.2 Remedial Investigation Activities

EPA developed the RI/FS process for conducting environmental investigations under Superfund. The
RI/FS approdch is the methodology that the Superfund program has established for characterizing the
nature and extent of tisks posed by uncontrolled hazardous waste sites to evaluate potential remedial
options. The RI serves as a mechanism to collect data for site characterization, The FS serves as the
mechanism for development, screcning, and evaluation of potential remedial alternatives. As stated in the
Statement of Work, the RI/FS was designed to meet the following goals:

= Assess aquifer characteristics and characterize the vertical and lateral distribution of concentrations
of VOCs in groundwater in the South El Monte OU srea to support a foeused FS and the selection of
one or more interim actions for the South El Monte OU area. '

+  Develop and analyze altematives for appropriate interim remedial actions to control the vertical and
horizontal migration of groundwater with relatively higher concentrations of VOCs to areas in the
South El Monte OU with relatively lower cancentrations of VOCs,

An RI progrem was conducfed for the South El Monte QU during 1996 and 1997. The Rl field program
consisted of evaluation of inactive production wells, installation of multi-port monitoring wells completed

1241
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| in the shailow and intermediate zones, groundwater quality and level monitoring. The final RI Report was
submitted to EPA in August 1998,

_ An FS was performed for the South El Monte OU in 1998 and 1999. The FS identified remedial action
-« objectives, assembled remedial action alternatives, and provided an evaluation of the remedial action
.- alternatives using the nine Superfund evaluation criteria established by EPA. The final FS Report was
- submitted to EPA in April 1999.

._ :% 2.3 Enforcement_Activities

- i EPA began its enforcement efforts in the South El Monte QU in 1985 by searching historical federal,
. * state, and local records for evidence of chemical usage, handling, and disposal in the South El Monte OU
" arca. Atapproximately the same time, the RWQCB initiated its Well Investigation Program (WIP) to
- identify sourcas of groundwater contamination. In 1989, EPA entered into a cooperative agreement with
_ & the RWQCB to expand the WIP program, 1o assist EPA in determining the nature and extent of the
" sources of groundwater contamination in the San Gabriel Valley, and to identify responsible parties. The
~ * RWQCB directly oversees facility-specific investigations in the South El Monte OU area; EPA helps
= fund these activities and, when nécessary, uses its enforcement authority to obtain information and ensure
= that facility investigations are promptly completed.

. As of December 1999, the RWQCB has sent chemical use questionnaires to approximately 1,300

* facilities in the South El Monte OU area; inspected approximately 1,000 of these facilities; and directed
- approximately 286 facilities to perform soil, soil gas, and/or groundwater investigations. EPA has

: concurrently used its authority under Section 104(e) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,

: Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) to request information from more than 100 current and

# former owners and operators in the South El Monte OU. From these investigations, EPA has, to date,
= identified 43 facilities as sources of groundwater contamination in the South El Mont= OU. EPA is

. continuing to gather data on facilities in the South El Monte OU and may identify additional facilities as
~; sources of groundwater contamination after issuance of this ROD. The RWQCB has issued

" approximately 15 enforcement orders (Corrective Action Order [CAQ], Administrative Civil Liability
i [ACL), etc.) to facilitics that failed to timely comply with facility-specific investigation and/or cleanup
" activities required by the RWQCB. '

In 1990 and 1991, EPA sent Generat Notice of Liability letiers to representatives of 93 facilities in the
South E1 Monte OU, In February 1994, EPA igsued an Unilateral Administrative Order requiring one
PRP to conduct a remedial investipation at itg facility. On August 15, 1995, EPA sent Notification
Letters to 49 potentially responsible parties (PRPs), representing 42 facilities, requesting that these parties
participate in the South El Monte OU Interim RI/FS. Subsequently, EPA sent Notification Letters to two
additional PRPs. Thirty of these notified PRPs, and three others that did not receive the notices, formed
the South El Monte Participants that conducted the Interim RIFS. The South E! Monte OU Panticipants
. completed the RIES in April 1999. . '

. Since 1995, EPA and the RWQCR have continued to investigate potential sources of contamination end
- expect to notify additional entities that they have been identified as PRPs. EPA is now in the process of
identifying a final group of PRPs for the South E! Monte OU. EPA saticipates issuing Speciat Notice

- Yetters to the South El Monte OU PRPs afier the ROD is issued.

EPA and the RWQCB ha'vq ndertaken enforcement activities elsewhere in the San Gabriel Valley,
-+ including facility investigations, issuance of CERCLA section 104(e) requests for information, issuance
- . of General and Special Notice letters, and filing of cost recovery litigation. PRPs in the Puente Valley
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and El Monte OUs previously entered into Administrative Consent Orders to perform the RIFS aotivities
for their respective OUs. EPA also issued a Unilateral Administrative Order to two parties in the Puente
Valley OU and one party in the El Monte OU. In the Baldwin Park OU, EPA issued a ROD in March
1993, and in May 1997 sent Special Notice letters to 19 PRPs secking performance of the remedial design
and remediat action (RD/RA). Following the discovery of perchlorate contamination and lengthy
negotiations, in July 2000, EPA issued Unilateral Administrative Orders to the 19 PRPs requiring
implementation of the RD/RA.

123
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3 Community Participation

i The Proposed Plan for this remedy, in the form of a fact sheet, was distributed to the parties on EPA’s
mailing list for the South El Monte OU in September 1999. The Proposed Plan, together with the Final
South E! Monte OU RI (Geosystems Consultants, Inc., 1998) and FS (Geosystems Consultants, Ing.,
1999) reports and other pertinent documents, were alse included in the Administrative Record file
available at EPA's Superfund Records Center &t EPA's Regional Office in San Francisco, and locally at
two information repositorics: the West Covina Library and the Rosemead Library. The Administrative
Record for the South El Monte QU was placed in CD-ROM format in each repository

In addition, EPA held a public meeting to present the Proposed Plan and EPA's preferred altemnative on
October 27, 1999, st the South El Monte High School in South El Monte, California. At this meeting,
EPA answered questions and accepted oral comments pertaining to the South El Monte OU and the
preferred alternative. A transcript of this meeting is available at the EPA’s Superfund Records Center and
at the two information repositories.

Notice of EPA's public meeting, availability of the Proposed Plan, and the announcement of a 60-day
public comment period was published in the San Gabricl Valley Daily Tribune on September 30, 1999.

The public comment period ran from September 30 to November 29, 1999. EPA received numerous sets
of written comments during the public comment period. These comiments and the substantive oral
comments are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary, included as Part I of this ROD,

31
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4 Scope and Role of Operable Unit

There are four areas of groundwater contamination in the San Gebriel Basin aquifer listed on the NPL as
San Gabriel Valley Arcas 1 through 4. Groundwater contamination in the San Gabriel Valiey extends
over very large areas (approximately 30 square miles). In the valiey, there are a number of different
areas of contamination with distinct conditions and contaminant sources. To facilitate implementation of
remedial actions, EPA has divided the sitc into eight different OUs (Figure 1)

¢ Alhambra OU — RUFS underway

+  Baldwin Park OU — Interim ROD signed, EPA has ordered the PRPs to implement remedy

« El Monte OU — Interim ROD signed, EPA is negotiating with PRPs to implement remedy

»  South El Monte OU - Subject of this Intertm ROD

¢  Whittier Narows OU — Interim ROD Amendment signed, EPA is currently conducting the Remedial
Design

s Suburban OU — No action remedy selected in ROD,

» Richwood OU — The remedial action for this water supply remedy has been compleied by the state.

*  Puente Valley QU - Interim ROD signed, EPA is negotiating with PRPs to implement remedy

The South E] Monte OU remedial action selected in this ROD is an interim action because it is limited to
controlling the migration of contamination. Additional remediation may be needed to clean up VOC
contamination remaining in the groundwater. EPA will use information collected during operation of the
selected remedy to help determine the need for additional actions and the nature of the final remedy.
Futurc remedial actions may include additional actions at or in the vicinity of industrial facilities
identified as groundwater contamination soutces in the South El Monte OU. This interim action will
neither be incongistent with, nor preclude, implementation of a final remedy. The OU-specific actions
currently being undertaken in the San Gabriel Valley are primarily interim actions. It is anticipated that a
final ROD will be issued for the entire San Gabriel Valley Superfund sites once interim remedial actions
have been selected for the individual OUs.

i
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5 Site Characteristics

5.1 Location and Topography

The South El Monte OU lics in the south-central portion of the San Gabriel Valley (Figure 1),
approximately 25 miles from the Pacific Ocean, in eastern Los Angeles County. The San Gabriel Valley
is a broad piedmont plain that slopes gradually to the southwest at a gradient of approximately 65 feet per
mile (California Department of Water Resources {CDWR}, 1966). The San Gabriel Valley contains the
subsurface San Gabriel Basin. This structural basin is a natural groundwater reservoir that collects rainfall
on the valley floor and run-off from the surrounding highlands, recharging the groundwater aquifer.

The San Gabriel Basin is bounded to the north by the San Gabric] Mountains and to the southwest, south,
and southeast by a crescent-shaped system of low hills, The hills making up the system, from west to
east, are the Repetto, Merced, Puente, and San Jose Hills. The only significant break along this boundary
falls between the Merced and Puente Hills at Whittier Narrows. Whittier Narrows is the lowest point in
the San Gabriel Valley and is the exit for the San Gabricl and Rio Hondo Rivers and their tributaries,
which serve as the drainage system for the valley.

The South El Monts OU covers a surface area of approximately eight square miles. The OU is not
defined by any significant physiographic features. The South El Monte OU varies from approximately
312 feet mean above sea level (MSL) in the northeast to 200 feet above MSL in the southwest.

San Gabriel Boulevard defines the western boundary of the South El Monte QU, as described In Section
1.1. The northem, eastern and southern boundaries coincide with the San Bernardino Freeway (I-10), the
San Gabriel River Freeway (1-605) and the Pomona Freeway (Highway 60), respectively.

Most of the annual precipitation in the South El Monte OU occurs intermittently during the winter months
of December through March. The long-term average precipitation for the San Gabriel Basin is about 18
inches per year. Temperatures are usually moderate; the average annual temperature in the San Gabriel
Valley is about 62 degrees Fahrenheit (°F). January and July are the coldest and warmest months of the

year, respectively.

5.2 Surface Water

Two major stream systems carry surface flow from the San Gabriel Valley: the San Gabricl River and the
Rio Hondo and their tributaries. The headwaters for these two systems are in the San Gabriel Mountains.
The systems transverse the San Gabriel Valley in & southwesterly direction and exit the valley at Whittier
Narrows. Except in the case of significant storms, these channels do not carry much natural run-off.
There is considerable non-natural flow from industrial and wastewater plant discharge and imported
surface water intended for groundwater recharge.

Nearly all of the stream channels comprising the surface water drainags of the San Gabriel Valley have
been modified and concrete.lined (including a portion of the Rio Hondo and its tributaries in the South El
Monte OU vicinity). This lining minimizes recharge of the aquifer by surface water flow.

The San Gabriel River is located near and parallel to the eastem boundary of the South El Monte OU and
is unlined. The Rio Honde is concrete-lined in the northwestern portion of the South E1 Monte OU, but
unlined in the southwestern'portion, The Rio Hondo drains the northwest portion of the San Gabriel
Valley. The Rio Hondo traverses the South El Monte OU from the northwest to the southwest and exits
near the sonthwest corner of the QU. Most of the flow in the Rio Hondo is diverted into the Peck Road
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- Spreading Grounds north of the South El Monte OU, so significant flow in th¢ Rie Hondo through the
South El Monte QU is limited to substantial storm events.

Where the river channels are unlined, surface water recharges the underlying aquifers. Recharge from the
. San Gabricl River occurs year round because of the continuous flow created by discharges of treated
. waste water. Recharge form the Rio Hondo is seasonal but may be significant, particularly downstresm of
the South El Monte OU in Whittier Narrows. .

5.3 Geology

5.3.1 San Gabriel Basin

“ The San Gabriel Basin is filled with alluvial deposits, primarily of Quaternary age, which overlie

" relatively impermeable rock. These depasits are 2,000 to 4,000 fect thick over the center of the basin and
range between approximately 250 to 800 feet thick at the basin outlet in Whittier Narrows. The deepest

" portion of the San Gabriel Basin, reportedly in excess of 4,000 fect deep, is located in the northwest
portion of the South El Monte OU.

- There are two distinct sources of sediment in the basin: the coarse-grained crystalline rocks of the San
' Gabriel Mountains and the finer-grained sedimentary rocks of the hills to the southeast and southwest.
Sediment derived from the San Gabriel Mountains to the north is gencrally ooarscr-gramed than that from
the hills to the south, Consequently, hydraulic conductiviy of the alluvium generally increases with
: proximity to the San Gabriel Mountains. The distribution of the sediments deposited in the basin is also
- contyolled by the position relative 1o river and iributary courses. In particular, coarse-grained sediments
. are prevalent in the San Gabriel River proximity. Most of the San Gabriel Basin is characterized by
- interfingering lenses of alluvial deposits (e.g., cobbles, gravel, silt, and clay) and the alluvial deposits
show a high degree of variability in sediment type, both vertically and laterally.

Major structural features controlling regional ground-water flow in the San Gabriel Basin include the
+ topographic highs (i.e., San Gabriel Mountains and southern hills) and topographic lows (i.e., Whittier
Narrows). Four major faults in the San Gabriel Basin potentially impact ground-water flow: the Sierra
Madre Fault System, the Raymond Fault, the Lone Hill-Way Hill Fault, and the Workman Hill Fault.

5.3.2 South El Monte OU

The sediments encountered during the South El Monte QU RI were unconsolidated alluvial deposits.

_ Based on regional studies (CDWR, 1966), the surface sediments are primarily Recent alluvial deposits

" that arc underlain by Pleistocenc-age older alluvium. The Recent alluvial deposits arc not readily
discernible from the older alluvium. In general, the lithology in the eastern half of the South El Monte
QU is coarser than the western half because of the influence of the San Gabriel River, In the westemn

" portion of the OU, particularly west of the Rio Hondo, the aquifer contains more extensive finer-grained
deposits.

" In significant portions of the South El Monte OU, there is a shallow water-bearing zone that is separated,

. to varying degrees, from a deeper intermediate water-bearing zone by a sequence of finer-grained, low
permeability soils. The separation between the shallow and intermediate zones is cormoborated by

. differences in water chemistry and groundwater levels.

In the western half of the Sduth E1 Monte OU, the shaltow zone extends from the water table to the top of
the separating sequence, which was generally encountered between 60 and 130 foct bgs. The average
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depth to the bottom of the shallow zone is approximately 100 feot bgs. The shallow zone consists of sand
and gravel layers interbedded with finer-grained soils.

Throughout most of the western part of the South El Monte OU, the shallow and intermediate zones are
separated by a sequence of finer-grained soils rather than a single, homogenous fine-grained stratum, The
separating sequence of finer-grained soils varies in thickness from about 45 to 165 feet. The composition
of the separating sequence is variable. In the far northwest portion of the OU, it is primarily silts and
clays. Towards the southern edge of the South El Monte OU, the separating sequence contains increasing
percentages of sand and gravel and in some locations the scparating sequence is poorly defined or gbsent.

The intermediate zone is the water-bearing zone present from the base of the separating sequence toa
depth of approximately 400 feet bgs. The 400 foot depth was selected based on water quality data
indicating that this is approximately the maximum depth of VOC exceedances of drinking water
standerds in the area. The intermediate zone consists of a series of coarse-grained sediments (sands and
gravels) interspersed with periodic thin lenses of finer-grained strata.

5.4 Hydrogeology
5.4.1 San Gabriel Basin

The San Gabriel Groundwater Basin comprises approximately 167 square miles of water-bearing valley
land (CDWR, 1966). The maximum depth of alluviat fill within the main basin is unknown, though
CDWR (1966) shows an alluvial depth of more than 4,000 fect at a location in the northwest portion of
the South E1 Monte OU (CDWR, 1966).

Natural features that control the regional patiem of groundwater movement in the San Gabriel Basin
include topographic highs (San Gabriel Mountains and southern hills) and lows (the valley floor,
especially Whittier Narrows), and to some extent faults. Generally, groundwater in the basin flows from
topographically high to low areas in the absence of groundwater pumping. In addition, groundwater flow
is also controlled by the locations of significant recharge, such as undeveloped alluvial fans, riverbeds
and spreading basins. Recharged groundwater moves away from these areas, generally towards
topographically lower areas. Under natural groundwater flow conditions, such as those encountered in
the first half of this century, groundwater generally flowed away from the margins of the basin towards
the center of the alluvial valley, and then towards Whittier Narrows (EPA, 1992a).

In parts of the basin, including the wester portion of the South El Monte OU, concentrated groundwater
withdrawal by pumping significantly affects the direction and rate of groundwater flow. With the
inereased use of wells to extract groundwater from the basin, the pattem of groundwater flow in the basin
has changed over time (EPA, 1992a). About 80 percent of the groundwater discharge from the San
Gabriel Basin is now 10 production wells (EPA, 1992a). The remaining groundwater discharge consists
of subsurface outflow through Whittier Narrows and minimal discharge to surface water in Whittier
Narrows and Puente Valley, ;

5.4.2 South El Monte QU

As described above, based on the lithologic, water-level, and contamination data generated during the RI,
the aquifer in much of the South El Monte OU has been divided into: a shallow zone (representing
approximately the upper 501 o 100 feet of the aquifer); a finer-grained separating sequence of varying
thickness present beneath the shallow zone; and an intermediate zone that is found beneath the separating
sequence and extends to a depth of approximately 400 feet. The aquifer in the South El Monte OU
extends much deeper than 400 feet (perhaps to as deep as 4,000 feet), however significant contamination

l5-3
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is ot expected at depths of greater than 400 feet. The unconsolidated deposits in the South El Monte OU
are of fluvial origin and consist of interbedded sediments comprised of gravel, sand, silt, and clay and
mixtures of these materials,

" Depth-to-water in the western half of the South El Monte OU (where the RI activities were focused)
- ranges from approximately 40 feet bgs in the northemn portion of the OU to less than 25 feet bgs along the
southern boundary of the OUL

Hydraulic conductivity is a measure of how easily fluids can flow through porous media. The geologic
materials in the South El Monte OU vary from clay to gravel over short distances, thus estimates of

" hydraulic conductivity in the area can very considerably. On average, the hydraulic conductivity of the
shallow zane is expected to be in the 200 to 300 feet/day range and the intermediate zone in the 50 to 100

- feet/day range. Specific testing of two shallow extraction wells installed in the south-central portion of

* the OU during the RI/FS yielded hydraulic conductivity estimates in the 150 to 400 feet/day range.

Groundwater Flow

Groundwaier flow is described below in terms of flow direction and gradient, both in the horizontal and
vertical dimensions. Horizontal flow is discussed for the shallow zone, where higher levels of VOC
contamination occur, and the intermediate zone where lower Jevels of VOC contamination occur.

Shallow groundwater contours prepared during the RI/FS indicate relatively uniform flow to the
southwest throughout most of the South Ef Monte QU at hydraulic gradients averaging about 0.0G2
(Geosystems Consultants, Inc., 1998). The shaltow zone flow direction is less ¢lear in the northwest

_ comer of the OU. There is the potentia! that active production wells located te the west are impacting
shallow zone water levels and flow direction in the northwest corner of the QU,

Intermediate zone piezomelric surface contours preparcd during the RI/FS indicate relatively uniform
flow to the southwest, into Whittier Narrows, with a hydraulic gradient of about 0.002 (Geosystems,

. Consultants, Inc, 1998). In the northwest comer of the QU, however, flow is towards the west and
northwest with a gradient of about 0.003. Flow to the northwest in this area is consistent with extraction
from production wells to the west and northwest. The location of the groundwater flow divide that
separates flow towards the south from flow towards the west likely varies seasonally and with changes in
the western purnping.

The shallow and intermediate Zone groundwater elevation data recorded during the RI/FS were used to
~ estimate vertical hydraulic gradients between adjacent screen intervals in the multi-port monitoring wells,
" In nearly al) cases, vertical gradients are downward, ranging in magnitude from 0.001 to as much as
. 0.238 between the shallow and intermediate zones in the well Jocated in the northwest corer of the OU
: - (Geosystems Consultants, Inc., 1998) The large vertical gradients in the northwest comner of the OU
. indicate the high degree of separation between the shatlow and intermediate zones in this area.

P

" The downward vertical gradients are the result of pumping in the intermediate aquifer and resistance to
© . vertieal flow cauged by the finer-grained separating sequence,

5.5 Groundwater Management

' The South El Monte QU is located in the Main San Gabriel Basin. The rights to pump groundwater from
the San Gabriel Basin are alfjudicated (i.e., assigned to specified users in accordance with a court
judgment). There are two judgments that govern groundwater management in the South El Monte OU
vicinity.

[[5-2)
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5.5.1 San Gabriel Basin Judgment

Water rights in the Main San Gabrie! Basin were adjudicated in a stipulated judgment by the Superior
Court of Los Angeles County in 1973. This adjudication resulted in assigning water rights to
approximately 50 parties that each hold rights to greater than one percent of the natural safe yicld of the
basin (152,700 acre-feet per year, established in the judgment), and approximately 100 parties that each
hold rights to less than 1 percent of the natural safe yield. Also, according to the judgment, only selected
parties have the right to export groundwater out of the Main San Gabriel Basin.

As amended in 1992, the judgment also establishes the duties of 2 Watermaster, which include annually
determining an operating safe yield for the basin, monitoring pumpers' compliance with the judgment,
issuing permits for all new and increased pumping in the basin, and preparing an annual report that
includes details of pumping activities in the basin. The amount of groundwater ‘that each water rights
holder can pump in any year is adjusted by prorating the pumper's prescriptive rights (percentage of
natural safe yield) by the operating safe yicld, as established by the Watermaster.

The majority of the groundwater pumped from the Main San Gabriel Basin is used for drinking water,
supplied to the public by purveyors that are regulated as public water supply systems. Annually,
pumping typically equals or exceeds the operating safe yield of the basin. When excess extraction
occurs, the judgment has established provisions for assessing pumpers the cost of importing replacement
water to replenish the excess amount extracted. Replacement water is imported water purchased by the
Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District and artificially recharged within the basin. The
1997-98 replacement water assessment was $246.65 per acre-foot.

5.5.2 Long Beach Judgment

The Long Beach Judgment is the 1964 settlement of a lawsuit between parties in the Central and San
Gabriel Basins. This judgment mandates that an average of 98,415 acre-feet of useable water will be
delivered to the Central Basin each year. This water consists of: (1) surface flow that passes through
Whittier Narrows, (2) subsurface (groundwater) flow through Whittier Narrows, and (3) & portion of the
water exported (piped) from the San Gabriel Basin to the Central Basin.

Although the Long Beach Judgment specifies an average entitlement of 98,415 acre-feet per year, the
actual entitlement is calculated yearly by the court-appointed San Gabriel River Watermaster. The San
Gabriel River Watermaster tabulates the water discharge through Whittier Narrows. If more than 98,4135
acre-feet are delivered to the Central Basin from the San Gabriel Basin in a year, then the San Gabriel
Basin is credited with the excess. Conversely, if less is delivered, the San Gabriel Basin is required to
make up the difference cither from past credits or, if that is not sufficient, through delivery of imported
surface water as makeup water to the Central Basgin.

56 Groundwater Contamination

VOCs are the primary organic contaminants found in groundwater above state and federal drinking water
standards in the South El Monte OU, PCE and TCE are the VOCs that are detected most often in '
groundwater, although other VOCs, including 1,1-DCA, eis-1,2-DCE, and 1,1-DCE were detected at high
concentrations in selected portions of the shallow zone during the South Et Monte OU R1. One other
VOC., 1 4-dioxane, has also been detected at several locations in the South El Monte OU. but at relatively
low concentrations. 1,4-Digxane is important because it requires different treatment technologies than
most of the other VOCs and is more expensive to remove from the water. A limited number of additional
contaminants were detected during the RL, but at lower concentrations and at fewer locations.

8-
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. In general, VOC concenirations arc highest in the shallow groundwater in the vicinity of industrial facility
sourge areas where rclcases have ocourred. Figure 2 shows the extent of VOC contamination in the South
El Monte OU in the shaliow zone. As shown in this fipure, there are fairly large areas where VOC
concentrations exceed 10 times the drinking water standards (6r 50 micrograms per liter, ug/L) and

" several isolated smaller aress where concentrations exceed 100 times drinking water standards {or 500
ug/L). Tn these areas, concentrations of PCE and TCE detected during the last round of sampling for the
South El Monte OU RI/FS range from about 40 to 730 ug/L and non-detect to 730 pg/L, respectively.
Figure 2 clearly illustrates the large area of shallow contamination that has migrated out of the South El

~ Monte OU and into the downgradient Whittier Narrows OU. :

_ TCE and PCE concentrations in the intermediate zone in the South El Monte OU are much lower,

. generally less than 30 4g/L. However, there are a couple of areas in the intermediate zone with elevated
VOC concentrations, including one srea where PCE concentrations exceed 100 times the drinking water
standards (or 500 ug/L). The highest VOC concentrations detected in the intermediate zone in the South
El Monte OU during the RI/FS was 200 ug/L at a multi-port monitoring well zone screened from 209 to
218 feet bgs. Subsequent sampling of this well showed concentrations of 500 wg/L. As is the case in

* most of the shallow zone, PCE is detected at higher concentrations than TCE in the intermediate zone,

_ The extent of intermediate zone contamination is shown in Figure 3. Multi-port monitoring well data
indicate that exceedances of drinking water standards extend down at least as decp as 400 feet bgs. Only
limited data are available from depths decper than 400 feet bgs. As is the case in shallow zone,
intermediate zone exceedances of drinking water standards extend out of the South El Monte OU and into
the downgradient Whittier Narrows OU.

As described above, EPA has identified numerous industrial facilitics in the South El Monte OU as
contaminant sources where releases have impacted groundwater quality. To address the industrial areas

* that contain these sources, the RWQCB, with funding from EPA, oversees site-specific investigations and
cleanups.

Within the South E] Monte OU, EPA's RI efforts focused on regionat groundwater contamination and
EPA has not yet identified any specific areas of principal threat wastes. At some of the individual
industrial facilities, where elevated concentrations of contaminants have been identified in the vadose
zone and shallow groundwater, the RWQCB is overseeing facility-specific remediat actions. These
focused actions should address the more highly-contaminated source areas.

W
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6 Current and Potential Future Site
and Resource Uses

6.1 Land Uses

The South El Monte OU consists of densely populated residential communities, mixed with light and
heavy industrial areas, and commercial land use. Outside of the portion of the Whittier Narrows
Recreation Area that extends into the southwest corner of the South El Monte OU, the arca is essentially
fully develaped with very limited undeveloped or opeR arcas. Within the OU, there are a number of
relatively large industrial/commercial developments. Much of South El Monte, however, features
numerous small industrial operations. In the portions of the South El Monte OU where the shallow
groundwater contamination addressed in this ROD is found, land use is primarily light and heavy
industrial. Residential areas are found adjacent to these industrial areas.

The South El Monte QU includes the entire City of South El Monte and parts of the cities of EI Monte
and Rogemead. Nearly all of the South E! Monte OU area is fully developed, except the large block of
land in the southem portion of the OU that is patt of the Whittier Narrows flood control basin. Most of
the Jand in the OU is zoned for residential use, particularly in the far castemn and western portions of the
OU. These areas are likely to remain residential. Indusirial activity, primerily small to medium-sized
businesses, occurs across a significant area in the central portion of the South El Monte OU. There is
also a relatively large industrial area along the northern boundary of the OU. Land use in the South El
Monte OU area is not expected to change significantly over time.

6.2 Groundwater Uses

The State of California has designated all portions of the San Gabricl Basin aquifer as either a current or
potential source of drinking water. Currently, groundwater extracted within the South El Monte OU is
used as municipal water supply for residential, commercial and industrial purposes. As discussed
previously, water rights in the Main San Gabriel Basin are fully adjudicated. Thus, the Main San Gabriel
Basin Watermaster monitors all extraction. The producers that extract groundwater from within the
South El Monte OU are: Amarillo Mutual Water Company, California American Water Company,
California Domestic Water Company, Del Rio Mutual Water Company, City of El Monte, Los Angeles
County, City of Monterey Park, San Gabriel Valley Water Company, and Woodland Farms (agricultural
user). VOCs are detected in nearly all production wells in the South El Monte OU area. The City of El
Monte, Los Angeles County, the City of Monterey Park, and San Gabriel Velley Water Company have
had to shut down wells because of contamination and both the City of Monterey Park and San Gabriel
Valley Water Company have installed wellhead treatment systems to address VOC contamination in
production wells,

Production from the shallow zome is limited as most of the production wells are perforated in the deeper
zone. There are currently no drinking water supply wells that draw water from the shallow, highly
conteminated zones in the vicinity of industrial facilities. Future groundwater use in the OU vicinity is
expected to be similar to current use, with active extraction ocowrring in many portions of the OU. Future
extraction will likely be primarily from the intstmediate zone and deeper.

i
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7 Summary of Site Risks

EPA completed a Preliminary Bascline Risk Assessment (RA) for the South El Monte OU in 1997 (EPA,
19972). The baseline risk assessment estimates the human health and environmental risks that the site
could pose if no action were taken. Itis one of the factors that EPA considers in deciding whether to take
action at a sitz, In the South El Monte OU, EPA's decision to take action is based principally on the
presence of contamination in groundwater at levels that excced drinking water standards, evidence that
contamination will continue to migrate into groundwater areas that are presently clean or less
contaminated, and the current and potential use of groundwater in and around the South El Monte OU as
a source of drinking water. The risk assessment is also used to identify (he contaminants and cxposure
pathways that need to be addressed by the remedial action. This section of the ROD summarizes the
results of the Preliminary Bascline RA for the South El Monte OUL

7.1 Summary of Human Health Risk Assessment

This summary of human healih risk includes sections on the identification of chemicals of concerm
(COCs), exposure assessment, oxicity assessment, and risk characterization.

7.1.1 Identification of Chemlcals of Concern

‘The Preliminary Baseline RA is based on data collected from production and monitoring wells between
July 1993 and July 1995, except for 15 monitoring wells where data collected between February 1990
and April 1993 isused. The older data was used for the 15 wells because more recent sampling results
were not available. Sampling data were available from 25 production wells, one EPA monitoring well,
and 131 site assessment monitoring wells during this period. A total of 43 VOCs were detected in South
El Monte OU groundwater and all of the VOCs detected were considered chernicals of potential concem
{COPCs) for evalugtion in the Preliminary Baseline RA. Of these 43 COPCs, only eight contributed
significantly to the estimated risks and are discussed as chemicals of concem (COCs) in this RA
summary. Table 1 provides information on these COCs in each of the seventeen well groupings and
thirteen individual production wells considered in the RA.

As shown in Table 1, the eight COCs found in South El Mente OU groundwater that contribute
significantly to the risk estimates were benzene, 1,2-dichloroethane (1,2-DCA), 1,2-dichlorcethene
(1,2-DCE), cis-1,2-dichlorothene (cis-1,2-DCE), 1,2-dichloropropane (1,2-DCP), trichloroethene (TCE),
tetrachloroethens (PCE), and viny! chieride. All of the COCs are VOCs and all are present in the most
contaminated portion of the shallow zone, Only two of the COCs, PCE and TCE, were also found in the
deeper production wells. The teble also shows the frequency of detection (i.2., the number of times the
chemical was detected in the samples collected from each well grouping or production well), generally
using data from 1993 through 1995. The table indicates that PCE and TCE are the most frequently
detected COCs in the South B! Monte OU and represent the extent of contamination in groundwater at the
site shown in Figures 2 and 3,

Table | presents the exposure point concentration for each of the COCs detected in each of the well
groupings and production wells evaluated. In all cases, the highest exposure point concentrations were
from either TCE or PCE. The arithmetic mean concentration shown in Table 1 was used for the
calculations of "average" potential risk and either the maximum detected concentration or the 95th
percentile (#5%) upper confidence limit (UCL) on the arithmetic mean concentration (whichever was
lower) was used as the expdsure point concentration for calculating the maximum potential risk for each
COC in each well group and production well,

It
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7.1.2 Exposure Aséassment

e Exposure refers to the potential contact on an individual (or receptor) with a chemical. Exposure
assessment is the determination or estimation of the magnitude, frequency, duration, and route of
_ potential exposurc. This section briefly summarizes the potentially exposed populations, the exposure
" pathways evaluated, and the exposure quantification from the Preliminary Baseline RA performed for the
South Ei Monte OU,

_ Land vse in the South El Monte OU is primarily residential, commercial and industrial. As the time of the
" Preliminary Baseline RA, there were twenty-three active or standby production wells in the South El
* Monte QU. Of these, all but one provide drinking water for domestic use. Exposure to contaminants in
* groundwater could occur through the use of groundwater for domestic purposes, such as ingestion of tap
* water, inhalation of contaminants from water used for bathing, cooking and laundering, and dermal
contact with the water. The State of California has designated all portions of the San Gabriel Basin
_ aquifer as either a cusrent or potential source of drinking water. In the bascline RA, EPA evaluated two
" scenarios under which individuals might be exposed to contaminated groundwater:

1. Potential for a current resident to be exposed to contamination in groundwater through demestic use
2. Potential for a future resident to be exposed to contamination in groundwater through domestic use

Based on potential for exposure frequency, duration, and cstimated intake, residents exposed to
contaminated groundwater used for domestic purposes are expected to be the maximally exposed
. population.

- It should be noted that the assumption that residents could be exposed to untreated groundwater from the
well groupings or production wells evaluated is conservative. There are not currently any wells

- producing water for public drinking water supply from the highly contaminated shallow groundwater

- areas in the western or eastern portions of the South El Monte OU. Further, regulations, such as the Safe

" Drinking Water Act, currently prohibit water purveyors from serving water contaminated in excess of
drinking water standards to consumers. ]

 7.1.3 Toxicity Assessment

“ Table 1 shows the eight COCs that are the major risk contributors for the South El Monte QU. Based on
data from various animal studies and other activities, two of the compounds (benzene and vinyl chloride)
are classified as human carcinogens, four of the compounds (1,2-DCA, 1,2-DCP, PCE and TCE) are
classified as probable human carcinogens (EPA weight of evidence class B2). The carcinogenic oral
slope factors (toxicity velues) for these six compounds are shown in Table 2.

All 5ix of the above corr;powds arc also considered carcinogenie through the inhalation route. The
inhalation slope factors, based on data from various animal studies, for these six compounds are
presented in Tabie 2, d :

“. The dermal route of exposure was incorporated into the preliminary baseline RA using an equation that
* incorporates the exposure point concentration and a dermal permeability constant (in centimeters/hour
. [emv/hr]). The dermal exposure risks are presented in Tables 3 and 4. The dermal pertneability constants
for the ¢ight COCs are:

+ Benzene-0.021 cm/hr I
1,2-DCA- 0.0053 cm/hr
1,2-DCE- 0.01 env/hr

L
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1,2-DCP- 0.01 cm/hr
Cis-1,2-DCE- 0.0 civ/hr
PCE- 0.048 cmvhr

TCE- 0.016 em/Ir

Vinyl Chloride- 0.0073 cr/hr

In addition to their classification as probable human carcinogens, six of the seven COCs (all except vinyl
chloride) have toxieity data indicating their potential for adverse noncarcinogenic health ¢ffccts in
humans. The chronic toxicity data available for these compounds have been used to develop oral and
inhalation reference doses (RiDs). The RID represents a level that an individual may be exposed to that
is not expected to cause any deleterious effect. The oral and inhatation RfDs are presented in Table 2.

7.1.4 Risk Characterization

This section presents the results of the evaluation of the potential risks to human health associated with
exposure to contaminated groundwater in the South E1 Monte QU. Exposure scenarios are evaluated by
estimating the noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic risks associated with them.

For carcinogens, risks are generally expressed as the incremental probability of an individual developing
cancer over a lifetime as a result of exposure to the carcinogen. These risks are probabilities that usually
are expressed in scientific notation (e.g., 1 x 10). An excess lifetime cancer risk of 1 x 10 indicates that
an individual has a 1 in 1,000,000 chance of developing cancer as a result of site-related exposure, This
is refexred to as an "excess lifetime cancer risk” because it would be in addition to the risks of cancer
individuals face from other causes such as smoking or exposure to too much sun, The chance of an
individual developing cancer from all other causes has been estimated to be as high as onc in three. EPA's
generally acceptable risk range for site-related exposures is 10” to 10°%. An excess lifetime cancer risk of
greater than one in ten thousand (1 x 10™) is the point at which action is generally required at a site (EPA,
1991a),

The potential for noncarcinogenic effects is evaluated by comparing an exposure level over a specified
time period (c.g., a life-time) with a reference dose (RfD) derived for a similar exposure period. The
ratio of exposure to toxicity is called a hazard quotient (HQ). An HQ less than one indicates that a
receptor's dose of a single contaminant is less than the RfD and that toxic noncarcinogenic effects from
exposure %o that chemical are unlikely, HQs for all COCs that affect the same target organ (e.g., liver) are
added together to generate the Hazard Index (HE). An HI less than one indicates that noncarcinogenic
effects from all the contaminsants are unlikely. Conversely, an HI greater than one indicates that
site-related exposyres may present a risk to human health,

Conclusions

Tables 3a, 3b, 4a and 4b present the risk characterization summaries for carcinogenic (Tables 3a and 3b)
and noncarcinogenic effects (Tables 4a and 4b). The risk estimates presented in these tables are based on
average and reasonable maximum cxposure (RME) and were developed by taking into account various
conservative assumptions shout the frequency and duration of exposure to groundwater, as wells as the
toxicity of the primary COCs.

To assess potential current residential exposure to groundwater through domestic use, data from all active
drinking water wells sampled from July 1993 through July 1995 that had positive detections of VOCs
were used (a total of thirteen production wells). The cumulative estimated hazard index was less than one
for the average exposure and RME scenarios (Table 4a). The estimated excess lifetime cancer risk
ranged from 5x10°® to 5x107 for the average exposure scenario and 5x107 to 3x10 for the RME scenario
(Table 3a). The estimated excess lifetime cancer risks based on exposure to groundwater from the

]
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production wells that are currently active are either less than or towards the lower end of the 10 to 10
acceptable risk range used by EPA to manage risks at Superfund sites. In addition, the estimated risks for
these production wells are conservative because they do not take into account treatment of groundwater
or the blending of groundwater from these wells with other production wells. The water purveyors are

* prohibited from serving water that exceeds MCLs to any of their customers.

To assess potential future residential exposure to contamination in groundwater through domestic use, the
preliminary RA focused on seventeen individual areas within the OU that had groundwater
concentrations exceeding 10 times the primary drinking water standards (MCLs). These seventeen arcas
are represented by Well Groups 1 through 17 on Tables 3b and 4b. The well groups consist primarily of
shallow monitoring wells at or near industriai facilities and include those wells with the highest voC
concentrations in the OU arca. The shallow intervals monitored by these wells are not currently used for
drinking water supply, Use of these well groups to evaluate potential future risk is & conservative
approach. The estimated hazard index ranged from 0.07 to 4 for the average residential exposure
gcenario and 0.1 to 20 for the RME residential scenario (Table 4b). Major chemical contributors to the
estimated hazard indices include benzene, cis-1,2-DCE, 1,2-DCE, PCE, and TCE. The estimated excess
ifetime cancer risk ranged from 2x10° to 8x10° for the average exposure scenario and 2x10° to 9x10*
for the RME (Table 3b). Major chemical contributors to the estimated excess lifetime cancer risk include
benzene, 1,2-DCA, 1,2-DCP, PCE, TCE, and vinyl chloride. The estimated hazard indexes and excess
lifetime cancer risks based on potential fiture exposure to groundwater from many of the Well Groups
exceed the acceptable risk range {1x107 - 1x10°) used by the EPA to manage risks at Superfund sites.
Based on thase estimated risks, the sreas around these well groups should be considered for remediation.

A screening level evaluation of volatile emissions to indoor air provides a conservative estimate of
potential residential exposure to COCs in groundwater via this pathway. Potential current and future
exposures were evaluated for the average and RME scenarios. The estimated hazard quotients for all of
the production wells (used for potential current exposure) and well groups (used for potential future
exposure) were all below 1. The estimated current excess lifetime cancer risks for indoor air using
production wells were below 10° for both average and RME scenarios. The estimated excess lifetime
cancer risks for potential future exposures to volatile emissions from groundwater using data from the 17
well groups ranges from 1x10” to 9x10%.

Based on this risk characterization summary, actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances at this
site, if not addressed by implementing the response action selected in this ROD, present a poteatial threat
to public health, welfare, or the environment. As described in the preceding paragraphs, the groundwater
contamination does not currently threaten public health or welfare.

7.2 Summary of Ecological Risk Assessment

An evaluation was conducted as part of this preliminary groundwater risk assessment to determine
whether there are any potential ecological exposure pathways in the South El Monte OU. The potential
for exposure to ecological receptors is related to the extent that groundwater contaminants migrate to or
are discharged to surface water habitat. The environmental evaluation indicated that there are two
plausible means for ecologicsl receptors to be exposed to groundwater contaminants in the South El
Monte OU: '

s  Extraction and discharFe of contaminated groundwater itto surface water bodies containing
ecological receptors. !

+  Natursl discharge of contaminated groundwater into surface water bodies that contain ecclogical
receptors.
' (LF)
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Outside of periodic, short-duration discharge associated with aquifer testing sctivities, there is no known
surface-water discharge of extracted groundwater in the South El Monte OU. Based on the very limited
frequency and duration of this RI-related type of discharge, no additional evaiuation is warranted for this

potential pathway.

The depth-to-groundwater in the South El Monte OU is generally between 15 and 50 feet bgs. Given
these conditions, it is very unlikely that groundwater could discharge to surface water and potential
exposures to aquatic and terrestrial organisms are unlikely as well. As indicated in EPA's Interim San
Gabriel Basin RI Report (EPA, 1992a), natural discharge of groundwater to surface water (caused by
shallow groundwater levels intersecting stream channel bottoms) is not expected in either the Rio Hondo
or San Gabricl Rivers north of the Pomona Freeway (i.e., in the South El Monte OU arez)”

Based on this screening-level environmental evaluation, there are no complete ecological exposure
pathways in the South El Monte OU,

7.3 Conclusion

In addition to the risk assessment, EPA has considered the state and federal drinking water standards
{MCLs and MCLGs) that have been established for contaminants found in the South El Monte OU.
MCLs and MCLGs are set at levels, including an adequate margin of safety, where no known ar
anticipated adverse health effects are expected to occur. Even if the curnulative carcinogenic site risk to
an individual based on reasonable maximum exposure is less than 10 and the non-carcinogenic hazard
quotient is less than 1, remedial action will generally be warranted if MCLs or non-zero MCLGs are
exceeded ("Role of the Baseline Risk Assessment in Superfund Remedy Selection Decisions,” OSWER

Directive 9355.0-30, April 22, 1991).

Contaminant eoncentrations exceed MCLs throughout a significant portion of the South El Monte OU,
including groundwater regions that are currently uscd as sources of drinking water. In some areas,
contarmination levels exceed 100 times MCLs. Based on the risk characterization, the presence of
widespread contamination in excess of MCLs, the use of groundwater in the South El Monte OU as a
source of drinking water, and evidence thst the contamination is migrating, EPA has determined that
actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances at this site, if not addressed by implementing the
response action selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to public
health, welfare, or the environment. .

U-7-5
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8 Remediation Objectives

EPA's Remedizl Action Objectives (RAOs) for the South El Monte OU are to:
»  Prevent exposure of the public to contaminated groundwater;

s+ Contain further migration of contaminated groundwater from more highly contaminated portions of
the aquifer to less contaminated areas or depths;

» ' Reduce the impact of continued contaminant migration on downgradient water supply wells, and;
» Protect future uses of less contaminated and uncontaminated groundwater.

These objectives reflect EPA's regulatory goal of restoring usable groundwater to its beneficial uses
wherever practicable, within a time frame that is reasonable, or, if restoration is deemed impracticable, 1o
prevent further migration of the plume, prevent exposure to the contaminated groundwater, and evaluate
further risk reduction (40 C.F.R. Section 300.430{a} {1} {iii} {F}). The RAOs address the risks associated
with exposure to contaminated groundwater in the South El Monte OU (described above in Section 7) by
significantly limiting the potential for future exposure.

To meet the RAOs, migration control will be vequired in the South El Monte OU as long as vocC
concentrations in migrating groundwater exceed state or federal drinking water standards. The RAOs for
the South El Monte OU do not include numeric, chemical-specific objectives in the aquifer or a time
frame for restoration because this is an interim action to contain contamination. Although this interim
remedial action is not focused on mass removal, the proposed remedy will remove significant
contaminant mass from the aquifer, in effect beginning the restoration process.

!
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9 Description of Alternatives

EPA evaluated the four alternatives for the South El Monte OU:
*  Altemative 1 — No-Action
»  Alternative 2 — Groundwater Monitoring (No Active Responsc)

o  Alternative 3- Intermediate Zone Control in Western South El Monte OU, modified from that
described in the FS (see Section 14) .

«  Altermnative 4 — Intermediate Zone . Control in Western South El Monte OU and Shallow Zone Source
Controt

A brief description of the four remedial altematives is presented below,

9.1 Alternative 1 — No Action

The NCP requires EPA to consider a no action altemative and to evaluate the risk to the public if no
action were taken, The No-Action Alternative provides a baseline for comparison with other remedial
alternatives under consideration. In this alternative, no remedial actions are taken to control contsminant
migration from or within the South El Monte OU. This alternative does not include any groundwater
monitoring, extraction, or treatment, so there is no cost associated with this alternative

The No-Action Alternative allows continued, uncontrolled migration of contamination. This alternative
does not meet EPA's RADs and does not comply with state and federal requircments.

9.2 Alternative 2 - Groundwater Monitoring
(No Active Response)

The only remedial action specifically incorporated into Altemative 2 is groundwater monitoring to
monitor VOC plume migtation in the shallow and intermediate zones in the South El Monte OU.
Alternative 2 does not have any extraction, treatment, conveyance, or discharge components. This
alternative would rely solely on passive mechanisms such as dilution or dispersion to address
contarninant migration. This alternative also assumes that the groundwater management activities
described in Section 5.5 continue to limit human exposure to groundwater contamination. This
alternative includes implementing a monitoring program using new and existing wells to monitor
contaminant migration and compliance with the South El Monte OU remedial action objectives in the
shallow and intermediats zones.

9.2.1 Monitoring

In order to estimate costs and evaluate effectiveness, this alternative assumes installation of three new
multi-port monitoring wells monitoring the shallow and intermediate zones to supplement the existing
monitoring well network, The monitoring program js assumed to include semi-annual monitoring of
seven existing multi-port wells and three new multi-port wells.

t
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9.3 Alternative 3 Intermediate Zone Control in
.Western South El Monte OU

* Alternative 3 includes extraction, treatment, and monitoring of intermediate zone contaminated
groundwater in the north-western haif of the South El Monte QU. The system would be designed to
contain groundwater with VOC concentrations exceeding primary drinking water standards (i.e., MCLs)
that is moving in the intermediate zone from the source areas in the central portion of the OU towards

" groundwater pumping centers to the west, Drinking water wells completed in the intermediate zone in the
western areas have already been impacted by VOC contamination above drinking water standards.

- Alternative 3 does not include any specific measures to address shallow and intermediate zone
contamination migrating to the south towards Whitticr Narrows, This alterative assumes that EPA's
remédy in the Whittier Narrows OU will provide contsinment of this contamination. The key components
of Alternative 3 are described below.

9.3.1 Extraction

_ For the intermediate zone contamination migrating towards the west, Alternative 3 provides the option of
either installing new extraction wells, using existing San Gabriel Valley Water Company’s (SGVWC'}
 Plant 8 wells, City of Monterey Park’s well MP 5, well MP 12 and proposed well MP 15P, and Southern
. California Water Company’s (SCWC’s) San Gabriel 1 and 2 wells (shown in Figure 5), or using a
combination of new and existing wells. The intermediate zone extraction would control western migration
of groundwater that exceeds drinking water standards. :

The existing production wells that could potentially be incorporated into the extraction component of
Alternative 3 are screened in the depth inferval from approximately 200 fect bgs to 770 feet bgs. If new
. wells arc used, they would likely be screened in the depth interval from approximately 250 to 450 feet

‘bgs. The total extraction rate assumed for cost estimation purposes is 10,020 gallons per minute (gpm).
This extraction rate ig higher than that assumed in the FS. The higher extraction rate is needed to address

* the recently discovered contamination found further to the west than previously depicted (sce Section 14
for additional details). The actual extraction well locations and rates would be determined during
remedial design based on additional evaluation of the extent of contamination and further discussions
with local water purveyors. Two cost estimates are presented in Table 5 to account for the use of either
new extraction wells or existing water purveyor wells.

9.3.2 Treatment

Extracted groundwater containing VOCs that exceed drinking water standards would be treated by either
- air stripping with off-gas treatment or liquid-phase carbon adsorption. For cost estimation purposes, this
. alternative assumes a treatment system consisting of air stripping with carbon adsorption of VOCs in the
~ off-gas. Other treatment processes could be evaluated during remedial design.

9.3.3 Conveyance and Discharge

If the necessary agreements can be reached, the treated water would be delivered to three of the local
water purveyors with impacted wells and existing facilities in the westemn portion of the South E] Monte
OU: SGVWC, the City of Monterey Park, and SCWC. The assumed treatment plant locations arc locased
at or adjacent to the facilities of these three water purveyors, so conveyance of ireated water would be
minimal. If necessary, other'discharge options. such as aquifer recharge or surface water discharge,
would be evaluated during remedial design, -
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9.3.4 Monitoring

Alternative 3 includes implementation of a monitoring program to monitor remedy performance and
ensure compliance with the RAOs in the South El Monte OU. Both groundwater levels and groundwater
quality would be measured as part of the evaluation of remedy performance. In order to estimate costs
and evaluate effectiveness, this alternative assumes installation of two new multi-port monitoring wells
and semi-annual sampling of the two new and seven existing multi-port wells.

9.4 Alternative 4 — Intermediate Zone Control in
Western South El Monte OU and Shallow Zone
Source Control

Alternative 4 includes all of the components described above for Alternative 3, plus 8 groundwater
extraction and treatment system in the shatlow zone source area in the South El Monte OU. The
additional extraction is intended to inhibit migration of high-level shailow zone contamination from the
South El Monte OU into shallow and intermediate zones in the downgradient Whittier Narrows OU that
are cwrrently less contaminated. The key components of the alternative arc described below.

9.4.1 Extraction

The additional groundwater extraction in Altemative 4 would occur at two existing shallow extraction
wells northeast of the Rosemead Boulevard/Highway 60 (Pomona Freeway) interchange (Figure 2). The
shallow containment would focus on the largest area of high level contamination in the southern portion
of the South Bl Monte OU (Figure 2), where contamination migrates to the south towards Whiltier
Narrows. Although the intent of the extraction would be containment, the existing wells are located in
area where they would also remove significant amounts of contamination from the shallow aquifer. The
additional extraction rate assumed for ¢ost estimation purposes is 900 gpm. Thiz would bring the total
extraction rate to 10,920 gpm. The actual extraction rates for the shallow wells would be determined
during remedial design.

9.4.2 Treatment

The treatment assumed for Alternative 4 is the same as that described above for Alternative 3 for the
intermediate groundwater. The shallow groumdwater would be treated for VOC removal by cither air
stripping with off-gas treatment or liquid-phase carbon adsorption. For cost estimation purposes, this
altemative assumes a treatment system consisting of liquid-phase carbon adsorption. Other treatment
processes could be cvaluated during remedial design.

9.4.3 Conveyance and Discharge

Assumptions for the intermediate zone groundwater are the same as described above for Alternative 3.
The discharge assumption for the treated shallow groundwater is groundwater recharge through
infiltration galleries. If necessary, other discharge options, such as surface water discharge, would be
evaluated during remedial design.

i-8-3
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9.4.4 Monitoring

The groundwater monitoring program for Alternative 4 would combine the monitoring program described
above for Alternative 3 with a program to evaluate the performance of the shallow zone extraction
system. To monitor performance of the shallow component of the remedy, installation of four shallow
piezometers and two shallow monitoring wells was assumed downgradient of the extraction wells.

I
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10 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

The four remedial altermatives described in Section 9 are evaluated using the nine Superfund evaluation
criteria listed in 40 C.F.R. Scction 300.430. The comparative analysis provides the basis for determining
which alternative presents the best balance of the criteria. The first two evaluation criteria are considered
threshold criteria that the selected remedial action must meet. The five primary balancing criteria are
balanced 1o achieve the best overall solution. The two modifying criteria, state and community
acceptance, are also ¢onsidered in remedy selection,

Threshold Criteria

*  Dverall Protection of Human Health and the Environment addresses whether cach alternative
provides adequate protection of human heslth and the environment, and describes how risks pased
through cach exposuse pathway are climinated, reduced, or controlled through treatment, engineering
controls, and/or institutional controls.

»  Compliance with ARARs addresses the requirement of Section 121(d) of CERCLA that remedial
actions at lcast attain legally applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and state requirements,
standards, criteria, and limitations, which are collectively referred to as *ARARS," unless such
ARARs are waijved under CERCLA Section 121(d)(4).

Primary Balancing Criteria

»  Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence refers to the ability of a remedy to maintain reliable
protection of human health and the environment over time.

«  Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment refers to the anticipated
performance of the treatment technologies that may be included as part of a remedy.

«  Short-term Effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy and any
adverse impacts that may be posed to workers and the comimunity during construction and operation
of the remedy until clesnup goals are achieved.

«  Implementabllity addresses the technical and sdministrative feasibility of a remedy from design
through construction and operation. Factors such as availability of services and materisls,
administrative feasibility, and coordination with other govemmental entities are alse considered.

«  Cost evaluates the estimated capital, operation and maintenance (O&M), and indirect costs of each
alternative in comparison to other equally protective alternatives.

Modifying Criteria
«  State Accepiance indicates whether the state agrees with, opposes, or has concerus about the
preferred alternative. .

- Cominunity Acceptance includes determining which components of the alternatives interested
persons in the commmity support, have reservations about, or oppose.

This section describes each threshold and primary balancing criterion, evaluates each alternative in
relation to each criterion, and identifies advantages and disadvantages among the alternatives in relation
to each criterion. Figure 4 presents a comparative matrix in which the four alternatives are ranked for
each of the evaluation criterion. The details of how the rankings have been assigned for each criterion are
provided below,

N-10-1
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10.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the
Environment

The NCP requires that all alternatives be assessed to determine whether they can adequately protect
human health and the environment from unacceptable risks from site contamination. These risks can be
mitigated by eliminating, reducing, or controlling exposure to hazardous subistances, pollutants, or
contarminanis, ' :

10.1.4 Overall Pratection of Human Health and the Environment:
Evaluation of Alternatives

_ Alternatives 1 and 2 provide the least overall protection of human health and the environment. Neither
. alternative has an active remedy component that provides migration control or containment of the
- contaminated groundwater. Only the existing groundwater menagement activities discussed in Section
5.5 would be available to control public exposure to the contaminated groundwater but would not contain
the contaminated groundwater. Limitations of Alternative 1 include increased long-term potential for
human exposure; leaving the burden of constructing treatment facilities to water purveyars; and increased
cosl, difficulty, and time required for containment. As long as existing government controls remain in
effect, there should be no increase in long-term potential for hutan exposure with Alternative 2. The
burden end cost of constructing required treatment facilities would be borne by the water purveyars.
Alternative 2 includes groundwater monitoring that- would provide carly warning of increases in
- contaminant concentrations at downgradient drinking water sources. An advantage of Allematives 1 and
- 2 is that there are no risks associated with treatment residuals because none are created.

. Considered in conjunction with EPA's interim remedy for the Whittier Narrows OU, Altematives 3 and 4
both satisfy EPA’s remedial action objectives and reduce long-term risks to human health and the
environment by containing contaminated groundwater and preventing migration from more highly

. contaminated areas to less contaminated areas. Alternatives 3 and 4 both address western intermediate

" zone contamination in the South El Monte OU. The intermediate zone contamination in the western
. portion of the South El Monte OU has impacted several production wells and EPA believes that
centrolting further contaminant migration in the intermediate zone is critical. The treatment technologies

.. employed by these alternatives are effective st meeting federal and state MCLs. Alternative 4 is ranked

* higher than Alternative 3 because it includes discrete containment in a portion of the highly-contaminated

. shallow zone in the South El Monte OU. Alternative 4 extraction also provides additional mass removal
. in the shallow zone in the QU. '

:10.2 Compliance with ARARs

" This evaluation criterion is also a threshold requirement and is used 1o deicrmine if cach alternative
would attain federal and state ARARs, or whether there is adequate justification for invoking waivers for

'10.2.1 Compliance with ARARs: Evaluation of Alternatives

" Altematives 1 and 2 do not meet ARARs. Both alternatives allow for continued migration of
 contaminants above MCLs into less contaminated and uncontaminated portions of the groundwater,

o

-1
Alematives 3 and 4 were dlsigned, in conjunction with EPA’s interim remedy for the Whittier Narrows
OU, to meet the ARARs described in Section 12 of this ROD. These alternatives provide containment of

-2

71
Exhibit E, Page 136



Case 2:02-cv-04565-ABC-JC_Document 1174-1 _ Filed 05/15/12 Page 37 of 41 Page ID
#./ 200

PART Hl = DECISION SUMMARY
SoutH EL MONTE OU INTERM ROD

contaminated groundwater as well as protection of existing production wells and significant portions of
the aquifer that are currently less contaminated or uncontaminated.

10.3 Long-Term Effectiveness

This evaluation criterion assesses the extent to which cach remedial alternative reduces risk after the
remedial action objectives are met. Residual risk can result from exposure to untreated waste or
treatment residuals. The magnitude of the risk depends on the magnitude of the wastes and the adequacy
and reliability of conirols, if any, that are used to manage untreated waste and treatment residuals. For
this interim action, untreated waste refers to any contaminated groundwater not removed from the
aquifer.

The performanee of the alternatives in relation to this criterion is evaluated primarily by estimating the
extent to which each altemnative prevents the migration of contamination into less contaminated and
uncontaminated areas. Preventing or reducing contaminant migration reduces ¢ontaminant
concenirations in downgradient areas, reducing risk by reducing the likelihood of expasure. Because this
is an interim remedy to contain contaminant migration, untreated wastes will remain in the groundwater.

10.3.1 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence: Evaluation of
Alternatives

Alternatives 1 and 2 are ranked low for this criterion because neither alternative has an active remedy
component that provides migration control or containment of the contaminated groundwater.
Contaminated groundwater would continue to migrate downgradicnt. Although natural attenuation
processes (sdsorption, dilution, dispersion) would likely decrease the concentration of contaminants in
the plumes, downgradient water supply wells would be vuinerable to VOC contamination. Alternatives 1
and 2 would not generate any treatment residuals.

In conjunction with EPA's interim remedy for the Whittier Narrows OU, Alternatives 3 and 4 provide
containment of contaminated groundwater as indicated by groundwater modeling. Altematives 4 is
assigned a slightly higher ranking than Alternative 3 because Altemative 4 provides supplemental
shallow zone source control within the South Ef Monte OU. Because the Whittier Narrows OU remedy is
providing containment at the downgradient boundary of conlamination, the benefits of additional shallow
zone control in Alternative 4 are more for contaminant removal than migration control, Less
contaminated groundwater not contained by the remedial actions in Alternatives 3 and 4 would be subject
1o natural attenuation processes g5 it migrates downgredient. The eifectiveness of naturat attenuation
processes would be verified by groundwater sampling.

Tn Alternatives 3 and 4 the residual generated from treatment of contaminated groundwater would be
spent grenulsr activated carbon, This spent geanular activated carbon would be reactivated offsite. The
transportation and reactivation of this residual would be conducted in accordance with applicable
regulations and would present minimal long-term risks because contaminants adsorbed to the granular
activated carbon would be destroyed during the reactivation prooess.

10.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume
Through Treatment

This criterion addresses the ‘prel’crence, as stated in the NCP, for selecting remedial actions employing
treatment technologics that permanently and significantly reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume of the
hazardous substances as a principel element of the action. This preference is satisfied when treatment is

-10-3
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used to reduce the principal threats at a site through destruction of toxic contaminants, reduction of total
mass of toxic contaminants, irreversible reduction in contaminant mobility, or reduction of total volume
of contaminated media.

This evaluation focuses on the following factors for each remedial alternative:
»  Whether the alternative satisfies the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element

» The treatment process employed; including the amount of hazardous materials that will be destroyed
or treated and the degree of expected reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume

= The degree to which treatment is irreversible

= The type and quantity of treatment residuals that wilt remain following treatment.

10.4.1 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through
Treatment: Evaluation of Alternatives

Alternatives | and 2 do not provide any reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume over existing
conditions and do'not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment. Alternatives 3 and 4 satisfy the
statutory preference for ireatment. These alternatives would significantly reduce the volume and mobility
of contamination by inhibiting further contaminant migration, The treatment technologies considered for
Alternatives 3 and 4, air stripping with off-gas controls and liquid-phase carbon adsorption, would

- irreversibly reduce the toxicity and volume of contaminants in the extracted groundwater and result in an
effluent stream that meets drinking water standards for VOCs. Alternative 4 would provide greater
reduction in the volume of contaminants present in the aquifer, although this increased contaminant
removal increases costs substantially. Both treatment technologies would result in the destruction of
VOCs when the granular activated carbon is regenerated

>40.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

This criterion evaluates the effects of each remedial alternative on human health and the environment
* during the construction and implementation phase until remedial action objectives are met. The
following factors are addressed for each alternative:

+ Protection of workers and the community during construction and implementation phases,
This factor qualitatively examines risk that results from implementatioun of the proposed remedial
action and the effectiveness and reliability of protective measures,

+ Environmental Impacts. This factor addresses the potential adverse environmental impacts that
may result from the construction and implementation of an alternative. This factor also evatuates the
reliability of the available mitigation measures to prevent or reduce potential impacts:

- Time until RAOs are achieved. This factor considers the amount of time required to construct
remediation fucilities and meet the remedial action objectives.

40.5.1 Short-Term Effectiveness: Evaluation of Alternatives

Alternative 1 isnot ewlm§1 for this criterion because there is no construction or implementation phase
and RAOs would not be met. None of the other three alternatives pose unmitigable risks to the
community during construction and implementation. Nor do any of the alternatives pose unmitigable
risks to workers beyond general construction hazards associated with large construction projects. No

1104
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unmitigable negative environmentat impact.s are anticipated in the areas in which fucilities would be
constructed.

For Alternative 2, the RAOs would not be met as long as contaminant migration continues, which would
likely be a considerable length of time. For Alternatives 3 and 4, in conjunction with operation of the
Whittier Narvows OU remedy, the RAOs are met as soon as the groundwater extraction end treatment
components begin operation and establish hydraulic control.

10.6 Implementability

This criterion addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of implementing an alternative and the
availability of various services and materials required during its implementation. The following factors
are considered:

Technical Feaslbility
»  Ability to construct and operate: addresses any technical difficulties and unknowns associated with
construction or operation of the technology

« Reliability of technology: focuses on the likelihood that techmical problems associated with
implementation will lead to schedule delays

»  Easec of undertaking additional remedial action: includes a discussion of what, if any, future remedial
actions may need to be undertaken and how the remedial action would interfere with, or facilitate, the
implementation of future actions

Administrative Feasibility

+  Coordination with other agencies, including the need for'agreemenls with parties other than EFA
required for construction and operation of the remedy.

+  Availability of necessary equipment, specialists, and provisions to assure any necessary resources

+  Availability of services and materials, plus the potential for obtaining competitive bide

'10.6.1 Implementability: Evaluation of Aiternatives

Altemative 1 is not evaluated for this criterion because no action is implemented. As described above,
the implementability evaluation incorporates several factors. Each of these is discussed separately in the
following text.

Technical Feasibility: Ability to Construct and Operate. The extraction, treatment, and conveyance
technologies included in Aiternatives 3 and 4 and the monitoring technologics included in Altematives 2
through 4 are widely used. No significant difficulties are expected in construction and operation of these
technologies.

Technical Feasibility: Reliabllity of Technology. The extraction, treatment, conveyance, and
monitoring technologies included in Alternatives 3 and 4 and the monitoring technologies included in
Alternative 2 are generalty proven and known to be reliable.

Technical Feasibility: Eade of Undertaking Additional Remedial Actions. The altematives would
not interfere with the implementation of future response actions to further contain contamination or
restore groundwater in the South Ef Monte OU area.

t-10-8
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Administrative Feasibility. There are not likely to be any significant administrative feasibility issues
associated with implementation of Alternative 2, other than obtaining access agreements for monitoring
well installation. Implementation of Aliernatives 3 and 4 would require acquisition of property and/or
easements for the construction of extraction wells, treatment facilities, and conveyance facilities. In
addition, implementing Alternatives 3 and 4 would require resolution of the following administrative
issues associated with groundwater extraction and discharge of treated water to local water purveyors or
to the Rio Hondo:

+  Agreements may need to be made with the Watermaster or with a water purveyor to account for
extraction from the basin by the partics implementing the selected remedy because these partics may
ot have water rights.

_ » Anagreement with the Watermaster may be required regarding the potential need to pay replacement
water fees for treated water discharged to the Rio Hondo, if the discharged water does not recharge
within the Main San Gabriel Valley basin..

+  Agreements would need to be reached with water purveyors that would receive treated water from the
groundwater treatment facilities. These agreements will need to address the amount of water each
purveyor would accept, the treated water delivery location, responsibility for any necessary capital
improvements to purveyor systems, and other operational, liability, and financial arrangements.

¢« Water purveyors would need to obiain approval for modifications to their water supply permits.

+  If treated water is discharged to the Rio Hondo, RWQCB Basin Plan water quslity objectives for Rio
Hondo would need to be addressed, If the discharge exceeds Basin Plan inorganic water quality
objectives, it may be necessary to conduct an evaluation of the impact of the discharge on
downgradient surface water and groundwater, as well as an evaluation of reuss alternatives for the
VOC-treated groundwater. If water quality impacts arc minimal and reuse altematives infeasible, the
discharge mzy be allowed, .

Availability of Services and Materials. Implementation of Alternatives 3 and 4 would require
fabrication of treatment plant equipment. Required services and materials are believed to be available,
including qualified contractors for construction and operation of the necessary facilities,

Allemative 2 is assigned a higher ranking in Figure 4 because there are no significant issues that could
impact implementability of this monitoring-only alternative. Altematives 3 and 4 are ranked lower
because of the administrative issues associated with groundwater extraction and treated water discharge.

10.7 Cost

- This criterion addresses the total cost of each alternative. This includes short-term and long-term costs,
and capital and O&M costs. The following cost elements are considered for ¢ach alternative:

= Capital Cost. Direct capital cost includes the cost of construction, labor, equipment, land, site
' development, and service. Indirect capital cost includes engincering fees, license and permit cost,
. startup and shakedown costs, and contingencies.

» Q&M Cost. Annual O&M cost includes operating labor cost, maintenance materials and labor,

pumping and treatment energy costs, monitoring costs, and all other post-construction costs necessary
to ensure continuous effective operation of the alternative.
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+  Total Present Warth. The total prescat worth of each alternative is calculated at a discount rate of 7
percent end a time period of 30 years. Total present worth for each altemative includes capital cost
plus the present worth of the annual O&M costs.

The cost estimates are considered order-of-magnitude level estimates (i.e., the cost estimates have an
expected accuracy of +50 to -30 percent). The assumption of a 30-yesr operating period ig based on EPA
guidance and does not reflect any specific finding regarding the duration of the selected remedy.

10.7.1 Cost: Evaluation of Alternatives

Although there is no cost presented for the no-action altemative (Alternative 1), there have been and
would continue to be substantial financial impacts on local water purveyors or their rate payers because
of the continued migration of contamination to their production wells. Table 5 summarizes the estimated
costs for Alternatives 2 through 4.

10.7.2 Cost: Comparison of Alternatives

Table 5 compares the cost of cach aiternative for capital costs, long-term O&M costs, and present worth.
The short-term capital costs range from $450,000 for Alternative 2 to $6,292,000 for Alternative 4. The
annua) O&M costs range from $90,000 for Altemative 2 to $1,130,000 for Alternative 4. The present
worth costs range from $1,540,000 for Alternative 2 to $18,109,000 for Alternative 4. Table 5 presents
two costs, assuming use of gither new or existing facilities. The costs for Aliermatives 3 and 4 are higher
than those presented in the FS besause of the facilitics associated with the additional western extraction
included in the modified Alternative 3 (as described in Section 14).

10.8 State Acceptance

The State of Califomia has provided comments and fecdback to EPA throughout the RI/FS process for
the South El Monte OU. In a letier dated September 25, 2000, the California Department of Toxic
Substance Control (DTSC), as lead agency for the state, concurred with EPA's selected remedy. In
addition, the RWQCB concurred with EPA’s selected remedy in a letter dated September 12, 2000,

10.9 Community'Acceptance

EPA received written comments on the Proposed Plan from numerous individuals, representatives of PRP
companies, and other local stakeholders. EPA responded directly to the oral questions at the public
mecting held in October 1999. All of the written comments received during the 60-day public comment
period, along with EPA's responses to them, arc presented in the Responsiveness Summary in Part Il of
this ROD. The transcript for the public meeting is available at EPA's Superfund Records Center at EPA's
Regional Office in San Francisco, and locally at two information repositories: the West Covina Library
and the Rosemead Library, ' '

Several of the commenters stated their prefercnce for Alternative 4 rather than EPA's preferred
Alternative 3. However, by far ihe majority of the comments submitted to EPA expressed support for
EPA's selection of Altemative 3. EPA does not believe that the additional contaminant removal provided
by the Alternative 4 shallow zone source control justify the additional costs of this altemative, EPA’s
conclusion is that Alternative 3 (the preferred alternative) represents the most approptiate interim remedy
for the South El Monte OU." None of the comments received warranted a change to the proposed remedy.

-10-7
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11 Selected Remedy

Afver considering CERCLA's statutory requirements, the detailed comparison of the alternatives using the
nine evaluation criteria, and public comments, EPA, in consuliation with the State of California, has
determined that the most appropriate remedy for this site is Alternative 3: intermediate zone control in
western South El Monte OU. As described in Section 14 - Documentation of Significant Changes, the
selected remedy is a slightly modified version of Alternative 3 presented in the FS and Proposed Plan.
The performance standards and basic components of the selected remedy match those presented in the
Proposed Plan and FS for Alternative 3, however, more facilities (¢.g., extraction wells and treatment
plants) will be required and the associated costs will be higher than previously assumed,

Summary of Rationale for the Selected Remedy

Alternatives 1 and 2 provide the least overall protection of human health and the environment and do not
fully comply with State and Federal requirements (ARARs). Considered in conjunction with EPA’s
Whittier Narrows OU remedy, Altematives 3 and 4 both satisfy the remedial action cbjectives and
satisfactorily meet the threshold criteria of overall protection of human health and the environment and
compliance with State and Federal requirements. Aliernatives 3 and 4 both address westem intermediate
zone contamination in the South El Monte OU. The intermediate zone contamination in the westemn
portion of the South El Monte OU has impacted several production wells and EPA believes that
controlling further contaminant migration in the intermediate zone is critical. Because the Whittier
Narrows OU remedy wili provide containment at the southern boundary of the contamination, the benefit
of the additional shallow zone contro] provided by Altemative 4 would be to enhance mass removal,
rather than migration control. However, Alternative 4 costs much more then Alternative 3 (see Table 5).
For this containment remedy, EPA does not believe that additional mass removal benefits provided from
the Alternative 4 shallow zone source control justify the additional cost.

The selectad remedy, Alternative 3, meets the two Superfund threshold evaluation criteria, overall protection
of human health and the environment and compliance with ARARs, and provides the best balance of the
remaining Superfund evaluation criteria. EPA expects that this interim remedy will provide the basis for
the final remedy for the South E1 Monte QU.

The selected remedy is an interim action and js focused on controlling the migration of contamination.
Additional remediation may be needed to clean up VOC contemination remaining in the groundwater.
EPA will use informalion collected during operation of the selected remedy to heip determine the need
for additional actions. Additional actions may also be required if facility-specific cleanup or source
control actions in the South El Monte OU are not pregressing as cxpected,

11.1 Description of the Selected Remedy

The selected remedy will be implemented using a performance-based approach. The performance-based
approach specifies criteria (“performance criteria™) that must be met while allowing flexibility in
implementation. The performance criteria described below are designed to attain the RAQs for the South
El Monte OU,

The selected remedy addresses the intermediate zone groundwater contamination present in the norih-
western half of the South El Monte OU. For purposes of describing the remedy, this confamination has
been separated into two areas: 1) the central area of intermediate zone contamination and 2) the westem
srea of intermediate zone contamination.
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The central area of intermediate zone contamination refers to the contamination located in the vicinity of
Monterey Park’s (MP) production wells 12 and 15 (planned) and the San Gabriel Valley Water Company

'{SGVWC) Plant & wells (8A through 8F). Figures 3 and 5 show the intermediate zone contamination and
the locations of these production wells in this area. This area contains the contamination that the original
version of Alternative No. 3, presented in the FS and the Proposed Plan, was designed to contain.

The western area of intermediate zone groundwater contamination refers to the recently discovered

" intermediate zone contarmination downgradient (west) of Monterey Park well No.12 in the vicinity of the
Southern California Water Company (SCWC) wells San Gabriel 1 and 2, Garvey 1 and 2, and Earle 1
and additional Monterey Park wells 1, 3, 5, 6, 10 and Fern. Figures 3 and 5 show the intermediaic zone

' contaminaiion and the locations of the production wells in this area.

11.1.1 Performance Criteria for the Intermediate Zone

The remedial action shall provide sufficient hydraulic control te prevent migration of intermediate
zone groundwatey contaminated above chemical-specific ARARs inte or beyond the Ceniral
Containment Area and inio or beyond the Western Containment Area (defiued in Section 11.1.3.2).

Compliance with this criterion will be verified through monitoring of compliance wells for two

. parameters; hydraulic control and chemical specific ARARs. Wells to be used for monitoring compliance
with chemical-specific criteria should be completed with screen lengths of 20 feet or less within the
intermediate zone. Larger screened intervals may be appropriate for wells used to monitor compliance
with hydraulic control requirements.

The remedial action must create inward hydraulic gradients at cach of the Containment Areas. These
hydrautic gradients must be sufficient to demonstrate that contaminated groundwater is captured by the
extraction wells under all flow conditions {e.g., during both wet and dry periods in the hydrologic cycle).

- Implementation of the remedial ection cannet result in any adverse effects (i.e., increases in migration of
contamination) to production wells that are not part of the remedizl action. In addition, the temedial
action must provide the required capture of contamination gbove chemical-specific ARARs without
relying on the effects of wells that arc not part of the remedial action.

Extracted intermediate zone groundwater will be treated by air stripping (with off-gas controls) or liquid-
phase carbon adsorption. If altemative treatment technologies are identified, EPA will evaluate the
alternative in accordance with the criteria specified in 40 C.F.R. Section 300.430 during remedial design.

~11.1.2 Compliance with Performance Criteria

Compliance with the performanee eriteria will be confirmed by quarterly sampling and water level
monitoring at compliance wells. In the future, if monitoring data demonstrate that the performance
criteria are unlikely to be violated in the short term, monitoring intervals may be lengthened. If it

_ appears, based on rends in monitoring data, that the performance criteria are close to being violated,
maonitoring intervals may be shortened,
In the Central Containment Area, compliance with the performeance criteria will initially be determined
through monitoring of hydraulic gradients. After hydraulic containment has been achicved and
contaminant concentrations downgradient from extraction wells have dropped below ARARs, the
monitoring program will be expanded to include monitoring of compliance with chemical-specific
ARARSs at downgradient wills.
In the Western Containment Arca, compliance with the performance criteria will be determined through
monitoring of hydraulic gradients end chemical-specific ARARs. Contaminant concentrations in

_ downgradient compliance wells must meet chemical-specific criteria at all times.

114.2
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In both Containment Areas, EPA expects that groundwater containment actions will be implemented
sufficiently upgradient of the chemical-specific compliance wells to provide a buffer zone to allow
additional actions to be taken, if necessary, to ensure compliance, but close enough to ensure that
groundwater contamination is being contained. Imminent exceedance of the performance criteria at
compliance wells indicates that groundwater contamination is continuing to migrate and improved
hydraulic containment is required. Additional requirements for compliance wells are included in Section
11.1.3.4,

11.1.3 Supplemental Explanation of Performance Criteria
The following paragraphs provide additional explanation of the performance criteria.

11.1.3.1 The “Intermediate” Zone

The “intermediate” zone is a term intended to describe a general horizon within the aquifer underlying the
South El Monte OU. During the course of the RI and development of the FS, the complex stratigraphy
was simplified with generalizing assumptions about vertical intervals that appear to have similar
characteristics throughout the area. However, actual subsurface conditions are not accurately described
by terms that imply a consistent, well-layered system. The alluvial materials that underlie the South El
Monte QU are heterogeneous and are made up of interfingering lenses of variable hydraulic properties.

The intermediate zone encompasses the coarser interval of the aquifer found beneath the shallow zone
and the separating sequence. The shallow zone and separating sequence generally extend across the
upper 200 feet of the subsurface, plus or minus 50 feet. The separating sequence is comprised of finer-
grained materials that limit the vertical movement of groundwater between the shallow zone and
intermediate zone. The intermediate zone is used extensively for groundwater production and generally
extends across the first 200 to 300 feet of the aquifer beneath the separating sequence. In the context of
this remedy, the intermediate zone extends to the deepest depths where groundwater contamination
exceeds chemical-specific ARARs. In general, this is the upper 450 feet below ground surface.
However, there may be isolated exceedances deeper in the aquifer. The terms shallow zone, separating
sequence and intermediate 2one are used in a manner consistent with their usage in the South El Monte
OU Final Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study Reports (Geosystem Consultants, 1998 and 1999,
respectively).

11.1.3.2 Central and Western Containment Areas

The Central Containment Area includes production wells owsied by the City of Monterey Park and the
San Gabriel Valley Water Company. Intermediate zone groundwater contamination currently extends
into and beyond the Central Containment Area. EPA’s objective in this portion of the intermediate zone
is to ensure that contamination is contained within the Central Containment Area. For purposes of this
remedial action, the Central Containment Area is defined as: (1) the area encompassed by five Monterey
Park wells (Nos. 7, 8, 9, 12, and 15 (planned)) and six San Gabriel Valley Water Company Plant 8 wells
(Nos. 8A, 8B, 8C, 8D, 8E, 8F), and (2) the intermediate zone groundwater contaminated above ARARs
that is present within 1,500 feet downgradient of these wells. The remedial action must contain all
intermediate zone groundwater contamination that is migrating into the Central Containment Areq.

The Westemn Containment Ares contains production wells owned by the City of Monterey Park and
Southern California Water Company. Intermediate zone groundwater contamination cwently extends
into the Western Containment Area. EPA’s objective in this portion of the intermediate zone is to ensure
that contamination does notimigrate beyond the Western Containment Area. For the purposes of this
remedial action, the Western Containment Area is defined as: (1) the area encompassed by the five
Southern California Water Company wells (wells San Gabriel 1 and 2, Garvey 1 and 2, and Earle 1) and
gix Monterey Park wells (wells 1, 3, 5, 6, 10, and Fern), and (2) the extent of intermediate zone

1-11-3

79

Exhibit E, Page 144



Case 2:02-cv-04565-ABC-JC  Document ; 17?249% Filed 05/15/12 Page 4 of 26Pagetb——

. PART || = DECISION SUMMARY
SOoUTH EL MONTE QU INTERIM ROD

. groundwater contamination above ARARs in the vicinity of these wells. The remedial action must not
. allow intermediate zone groundwater contamination to spread beyond ils current extent.

There are two approaches that appear to meet the performance criteria for each of the Containment Areas.
The first relies exclusively on installation of new extraction wells upgradient of the existing production
wells. These new wells would have to provide sufficient hydrauhc control €0 capture contamination
before it migrates inio the production field. Under this scenatio, compliance with the performance
eriteria will be determined at, or upgradient from, the production wells.

. The second approach incorporates the production wells into the remedial action. If this second approach
is used, it must be demonstrated that pumping from the production wells alone, or in combination with
new wells, provides sufficient hydraulic control to meet the performance criteria. For the production
wells to be considered as part of the remedial action, the respongible parties will have to provide
assurances that the wells will operate in a manner that will ensure compliance with the performance
crileria.
11.1.3.3 Compliance Wells
For any remedial approach, compliance will be monitored at wells located downgradicnt of each
Contsinment Area. If a new extraction system is used in cither Containment Area, compliance wells will
also be placed at, or upgradient from, that Containment Area’s production wells,

Compliance wells in the intermediate zone will be located within 2,000 feet of the area where extraction
is occurting. Compliance well screens will generally be 20 feet or less. Concentrations in wells can vary
as a function of screen length because of blending. Therefore, wells with screens longer than 20 feet arc
not generally considered approprizte for monitoring compliance with chemical-specific standards.
However, longer screened intervals may be appropriate for wells used sirictly to evaluate compliance
with hydraulic control requirements.

Central Containment Area

In the Central Containment Area compliance with pcrformancc criteria will initially be determined
through monitoring of hydraulic gradients. Compliance wells will be located sufficiently close to the
extraction locations to be capable of ensuring compliance with hydraulic control requirements. Water
quality data from these wells will also be used to confirm that hydraulic control requirements are being
" met. After hydraulic containment has been achieved end contaminant concentrations downgradient from
the extraction wells have dropped below ARARS, the monitoring program will be expanded to include
monitoring of compliance with chemical-specific ARARs. Wells used to measure compliance with
chemical-specific ARARs will be located downgradient of the arca with groundwater contamination
exceeding ARARs.
Western Containment Area
In the Western Containment Area, compliance with the performance criteria will be determined through
monitoring of hydraulic gradients and chcmwal~spectf' ¢ ARARs. As with the Central Containment Area,
wells used to measure compliance with chemical-specific ARARs will be located downgradient of the
area with groundwater contamination exceeding ARARs. Wells used to monitor hydraulic control will be
located sufficiently close to the extraction locations to be capable of ensuring compliance with hydraulic
control requirements. Compliance wells must be sufficient in number and adequately located to ensure
that contamination above ARARs does not migrate beyond the Western Containment Area.
11.1.3.4 Adverse Effects
The term “adverse effects“ is included in the performance criteria to prevent the design and installation of
a hydraulic control system'that maintains concentrations at compliance wells below specified thresholds
at the expense of production wells that are moi part of the remedy. The principal adverse cffect of
concern is implementation of the remedial ection in a manner that results in increased contaminant
. concenirations in existing production wells that are not part of the remediat action. This requirement
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prevents, for example, the installation of new extraction wells immediately upgradient of the compliance
wells and downgradient of production wells that are not part of the remedial action. The hydraulic
control system must be protective of the environment and not result in adverse effects on production
wells or allow continued spread of groundwater contamination,

11.2 Summary of the Estimated Remedy Costs

A detailed breakdown of the estimated capital, operating and maintenance (O&M), and present worth
costs associated with the selected remedy is included in Table 7. The spesific facilities assumed for
estimating the costs of each of the remedy components are as follows (the actual number, size and
location of facilities will be determined during remedial design):

. Groundwater Extraction- Installation of three new extraction wells in the Central Containment
Avea and three new extraction wells in the Western Containment Area to provide containment.
An average total extraction rate of 10,000 gpm is assumed. .

] Groundwater Treatment- Installation of wellhead treatment facilities at four locations (two in the
Central Containment Area and two in the Western Containment Area). These facilities consist of
air strippers with VGAC treatment of the off-gas. Treatment is assumed to remove contaminant
concentrations to less than 50% of the chemical-specific criteria.

. End Use of Treated Groundwater- Conveyance pipelines to existing water purveyor facilities in
the Central Containment Area and the Westem Containment Area.

- Groundwater Monitoring- Installation of two additional muitiport monitoring wells and
implementation of a long-term monitoring program.

The present worth cost ¢stimates assume a'7 percent (%) discount rate and a 30 year project duration,
These cost estimates are expected to be accurate within +50 to-30%. The total estimated capital costs
are $5.88 million. The estimated annual O&M costs are $0.84 million and the total present worth cost
estimate is $14.1 million. These costs assume land acquisition and installation of new facilities.
However, there are also existing water purveyor facilities, including land, pumps, wells, and pipelines,
that could be incorporated into the remedy. If agreements can be reached to usc these existing facilities
in place of installing new facilities, the estimated capital costs (and the present worth cost) of the remedy
would go down by approximately $2.22 million. Under this scenario, the total estimated capital costs are
$3.66 million, and the estimated present worth cost of the remedy is $11.9 mllion.

These cost estimates assume that the treated water is delivered to water purveyors and that these
purveyors pay $45 per acre-foot for the water they receive. This reimbursement rate is an estimate of the
purveyor’s “avoided cost” of pumping the water from the ground and pressurizing it for delivery to their
distribution system. Incorporating this reimbursement rate into the estimate of annual O&M reduces the
estimated annual O&M costs by $0.73 million. If the necessary agreements cannot be reached to deliver
water to purveyors, annual Q&M costs would increase by $0.73 million. .

The cost estimates also assume that the containment systems in the Western Containment Area would not
need to operate as long as the systems in the Central Containment Ares. The Central Containment Area
cost estimate assumes an operating life of 30 years. Based on the groundwater modeling cvaluations
described in Section 14, it is assumed that one of the systems int the Western Containment Area would
operate for 10 years and the other one for 5 years. However, itis difficult to predict the actual length of
time that these systems will'need to operate. If both systems only operated for 5 years, the total present
worth cost estimate would drop to $13.7 million. Ifboth systems had to operate for as long as 15 years,
the present worth cost estimate would increase to $15.3 million.
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11.3 Expected Outcomes of the Selected Remedy

Once implemented, this remedy will protect the existing beneficial uses of the currently uncontaminated
aquifer downgradient of the compliance wells. The remedy will allow for continued use of the
downgradient areas as a source of drinking water supply. It will also ensure that existing and planned
production wells in the Central and Western Containment areas of the OU arc protected.

Because the interim remedial action selected in this ROD is for containment and not restoration, no final
cleanup standards have been established for restoration of groundwater. This means that at least a portion
of aquifer (both the shallow and intermediate zones) upgradient of the compliance wells and assaciated
extraction systems is expected to remain contaminated and unusable for a considerable length of time.
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12 Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)

Section 121(d) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9621(d) requires that remedial actions at CERCLA sites attain
(or justify the waiver of) any federal or state environmental standards, requirements, criteria, or
limitations that are determined to be legally applicable or relevant and appropriate. These applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements are referred to as "ARARs." Federal ARARs may include
requirements promulgated under any federal environmental laws. State ARARs may only include
promulgated, enforceable environmental or facility-siting laws of general application that are more
stringent or broader in scope than federal requirements and that are identified by the state in a timely
manner.

An ARAR may ba either "applicable,” or "relevant and appropriate,” but not both. If there is no specific
federal or state ARAR for a particular chemical or remedial action, or if the existing ARARSs are not
considered sufficiently protective, then other guidance or criteria to be considered (TBCs) may be
identified and used to ensure the protection of public health and the environment. The NCP, 40 C.F.R.
Part 300, defines "applicable," "relevant and appropriate,” and “to be considered” as follows:

«  Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, or other substantive
requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal environmental or state environmental
or facility siting laws that specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant,
remedial action, location, or other circumstances found at a CERCLA site. Only those state standards
that are identified by a state in a timely manner and that are more stringent than federal requirements
may be applicable.

»  Relevant and appropriate requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, and
other substentive requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal environmental or
state environmental or facility siting jaws that, while not “applicable” to a hazardous substance,
pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance ata CERCLA site, address
problems or situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at the CERCLA site that their use is
well suited to the particular site. Only those state standards that are identified in a timely manner and
that are more stringent than federal requirernents may be relevant and appropriate.

+ TBCs consist of advisories, criteria, or guidance that EPA, other federal agencies, or states developed
that may be useful in developing CERCLA remedies. The TBC values and guidelines may be used as
EPA deems appropriate. 2

ARARs are identificd on a site-specific basis from information about the chemicals at the site, the
remedial actions contemplated, the physical chatacteristics of the site, and other appropriate factors.
ARARs include only substantive, not administrative, requirements, and pertain only to onsite activities.
Offsite activities must comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws, including both substantive
and administrative requirements, that are in effect when the activity takes place. There arc three genersl
catcgories of ARARs;

= Chemical-specific ARARSs are health- or risk-based concentration limits, numerical values, or
methodologies for various environmental media (i.e., groundwater, surface water, air, and soil) that
are established for a specific chemical that may be present in a specific media at the site, or that may
be discharged to the sité during remedial activities. These ARARs set limits on concentrations of
specific hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants in the environment. Examples of this
type of ARAR include state and federal drinking water standards.
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Exhibit E, Page 148



Case 2:02-¢v-04565-ABC-JC Document 1174-2  Filed 05/15/12 Page 8 of 26 Page ID
#:7300

PART 1l = DECISION SUMMARY
SoutH EL MonTE OU INTERIM ROD

¢  Location-specific ARARS set restrictions on certain types of activities based on site characteristics.
Federa) and state location-specific ARARS are restrictions placed on the concentration of a
contaminant or the activitics to be conducted because they are in a specific location. Examples of
spesial locations possibly requiring ARARs may include flood plains, wetlands, historic places, and
" sensitive ecosystems or habitats.

«  Actlon-specific ARARs are technology- or activity-based requirements that are triggered by the type
of remedial activitics under consideration. Examples of this type of ARAR are RCRA repulations for
waste freatment, storage, or disposal.

EPA has evaluated and identified the ARARs for the selected remedy in accordance with CERCLA, the
NCP, and EPA guidance, including the CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual, Part I (Interim
Final), OSWER Directive 9234.1-01 (EPA, 1988a) and CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual,
Part I, OSWER Dircctive 9234.1-02 (EPA, 1589).

12.1 Chemical-Specific ARARs

The chemicals of pou:mi'al concein for the South El Monte OU are compounds that have been detecied in
groundwater in the South El Monte OU. Table 6 lists these compounds and their chemical-specific
ARARs.

12.1.1 Federal Drinking Water Standards

EPA has established MCLs, 40 C_F.R. Part 141, under the Safec Drinking Water Act (SDWA), 42 U.5.C.
§5 300£-j, to protect public health from contaminants that may be found in drinking water sources. MCLs
are applicable at the tap for water that is delivered directly to 25 or more people or to 15 or more service
Connections.

Under the SDWA, EPA has also designated Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGs), 40 C.F.R.
Part 141, which arc health-based goals that may be more stringent than MCLs. MCLGs sre set at levels,
including an adequate margin of safety, where no known or anticipated adverse health effects would
occur. MCLGs greater than zero are relevant and appropriate where multiple contaminants in
groundwater or multiple pathways of exposure present unacceptable health risks (EPA, 1988b). One
chemical detected in the South Bl Monte QU groundwater, 1,1,2-trichloroethane, has a non-zero MCLG
that is more stringent than its MCL,

Under Section 300.430(15) of the NCP, remedial actions must generally attain MCLs and nonzero
MCLGs if the contaminated water is a current or potential source of drinking water. The 1995 Water
Quality Comtrol Plan for the Los Angeles Region (Basin Plan) designates all of the contaminated
groundwater in the South El Monte OU as current and potential sources of drinking water. However,
since this ROD selects an interim remedial action to contain contaminant migration, no final cleanup
standards are established for the restoration of groundwater. Final cleanup standards will be established

~ ina Final ROD. For this Interim ROD, EPA has determined that the federal MCLs and nonzero MCLGs
listed in Table 6 are ARARS for any groundwater that is extracted and used for domestic, municipal,
industrial, or agricultural purposes, and for any groundwater thet is discharged to the environment. In
addition, these MCLs and MCLGs are AR ARs for currently uncontaminated groundwater in the
intermediate zone downgradient of the existing compliance wells established by the remedial action
(EPA, 1988a).

If treated groundwater is td be delivered into a public water supply, all lcgal requirements for drinking
water in existence at the time that the water is served will have to be met because EPA considers the
service of water to the public to be an offite activity,
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12.1.2 California Drinking Water Standards

California has established state MCLs for sources of public drinking water, under the California Safe
Drinking Water Act of 1976, Health and Safety Code (H&SC) §§ 4010.1 and 4026(c), California Code of
Regulations (CCR) Title 22, §§ 64431 and 64444. Some state MCLs are more stringent than the
corresponding federal MCLs. EPA has determined that the more stringent state MCLs are relevant and
appropriate for the South El Monte OU. There are also some chemicals that lack federal MCLs. Where
state MCLs exist for chemicals that lack federal MCLs, EPA has determined that the state MCLs are
relevant and appropriate for the South El Monte OU. State MCLs apply to remedial actions in the South
El Monte OU in the same manner as federal MCLs. Table 6 identifies the state MCLs that are ARARs
for this remedial action.

i contaminants not listed in Table 6 are detected during implementation of the remedy, their state or
federal MCLs (or non-zero MCLGs), whichever is lower, shall be ARARs for containment and treatment

* of the groundwater. If a contaminant is detected that does not have established MCLs or MCLGs (e.g.,
1,4-dioxane), EPA will evaluate available standards and information, such as California Department of
Health Services drinking water action levels, to identify a relevant and appropriate standard for the
contaminant.

12.2 Location-Specific ARARs

This ROD specifies performance criteria for the remedy. As such, the locations of remediation facilities
(e.g., wells, treatment plants, and pipelines) are not specifically identified herein. Locations of
remediation facilities will be determined during the remedial design, and will conform 1o the
location-specific ARARs identified below.

12.2.1 Location Standards for TSD Facilities

California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Section 66264.18 cstablishes location standards for Hazardous
Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (TSDFs). Subsection 66264.18(a) prohibits the
placement of TSDFs within 200 feet of a fault displaced during the Holocene epoch. Subsection
66264.18(b) requires that TSDF's located within a 100-year flood plain be capable of withstanding a
100-year flood. These standards are applicable to the construction of any new groundwater extraction
and treatment facilities used as part of this remedial action,

12.2.2 Endangered Specles Act

The Endangercd Species Act, 15 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1544, and implementing regulations, 40 C.FR. §
6.302(h), 50 C.F.R. Parts 17, 222 and 402, are applicable to any remedial actions that impact a proposed
or listed threatened or endangered species or destroy or adversely modify the critical habitat of a listed
species. No endangered species are known or suspected to occur in the locations where remedial action
facilities might be constructed. If, however, it appears during the implementation of the remedial action
that construction activities or the discharge of treated groundwater might adversely affect a proposed or
listed species, EPA will consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) in accordance with 50
C.F.R. Part 402 and ensure that regulatory requirements are followed so that adverse impacts ars avoided
or mitigated.

12.2.3 California Fish and Game Code

California Fish and Game Cbde sections 2080, 5650(a), (b), and (f), 12015, and 12016 prohibit the
discharge of harmful quantities of hazardous materials into places that may deleteriously affect fish,
wildlife, or plant life. These provisions are applicable if the remedial action will result in the discharge of
treated groumdwater to surface waters.
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12.2.4 National Historic Preservation Act

The National Historic Preservation Act and implementing regulations (16 U.5.C. § 470, 40 C.F.R. Part
6.301(b), 36 C.FR. Part 300) require federal agencies or federal projects to take into account the effect of

* any federally assisted undertaking or licensing on any district, site, building, structure, or object that is
included in, or eligible for, the Register of Historic Places. If remedial action is likely to have an adverse
effect on any cultural resources that are on or near the South El Monte OU, EPA will cxamine whether
feasible alternatives exist that would avoid such effects. If effects cannot reasonably be avoided,
measures will be implemented to minithize or mitigate the potential effect.

No cultural resources are anticipated in the vicinity of facilities for this remedial action. However, during
preliminary design, a complete review of all impacted areas will be made.

12.2.5 Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act

This statute and implementing regulations, 16 U.S.C. § 469, 40 CFR. Part 6.301(c), establish
requirements for the evaluation and preservation of historical and archaeological data that may be
destroyed through alterstion of ierrain as a result of a federa) construction project or a federally licensed
activity or program, Na sites of historical interest are anticipated in the vicinity of facilities for this
remedial action, However, during preliminary design, a complete review will be made of impacted areas.

12.2.6 Historic Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities Act

The Historic Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 461-467, 40 C.F.R, Part 6.301(z),
requires federal agencies to consider the existence and location of landmarks on the National Registry of
Natural Landmarks to avoid undesirable impacts on such landmarks. The remedial action is not
anticipated to affect any of the facilities regulated under the act. However, during prelintinary design, a
complete review will be made of impacted areas. J

12.3 Action-Specific ARARs

12.3.1 Local Air Quality Management

One VOC treatment technology that may be used is air stripping. Air einissions from air strippers are
regulated by the California Air Resources Board, which implements the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), as

* well as the air pollution control requirements of the California H&SC, through local air quality
management districts. Local districts may impose additional regulations to address local air emission
concemns, The local air district for the South El Mente OU is the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD has adopted several rules that are ARARs for air stripper emissions
and construction activities.

SCAQMD Regulation XIII, comprising Rules 1301 through 1313, establishes new source review
requirements. Ruie 1303 requires that all new sources of air poltution in the district use best available
control technology (BACT) and meet appropriate offset requirements. Emissions offsets are required for
all new sources that emit in excess of one pound per day.

SCAQMD Rule 1401 requires that best available control technology for toxics (T-BACT) be employed
for new stationary operating equipment, so that the cumulative carcinogenic impact from air toxies does
not exceed the maximum individual cancer risk limit of 10 in 1 million (1 x 10-5). Many of the
contaminants found in the ﬁouth El Monte OU groundwater are sir toxics subject to Rale 1401,

SCAQMD Rules 401 through 403 are also ARARs for construction and operation of remedial action
facilitics. SCAQMD Rule 401 limits visible emissions from a point source. Rule 402 prohibits discharge
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of material that is odorous or ceuses injury, nuisance, or annoyance to the public. Rule 403 limits
downwind particulate concentrations.

12.3.2 Federal Clean Water Act and California Porter-Cologne
Water Quality Act

California's Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act incorporates the requirements of the federal Clean Water
Act (CWA) and implements additional standards and requirements for surface and groundwaters of the
state,

42.3.2.1 Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region (Basin Plan)

The RWQCB formulates and enforces water quality standards through a Basin Plan. The Basin Plan
identifies the beneficial uses of surface and groundwaters in the San Gabriel River watershed and
establishes water quality objectives necessary to protect these beneficial uses. Water quality objectives
impose limitations on receiving waters, rather than discharges, and are applicable to any water body that
receives discharge from remedial activities in the South El Monte OU.

The selected remedial action could result in the discharge of treated groundwater ta the Rio Hondo.
Table 2-1 of the Basin Plan identifies the following beneficial uses for the Rio Hondo above the Rio
Hondo Spreading Grounds:

Municipal and domestic supply (potential beneficial use)
Groundwater recharge (intermittent beneficial use)

Water contact recreation (intermittent beneficial use)
Noncontact water recreation (existing beneficial use)

Warm freshwater habitat (potential/intermittent beneficial use)
Wildlife habitat (existing beneficial use)

* * & # * &

Because municipal and domestic water supply is a potential beneficial use of these surface waters,
Federal and State MCLs and MCLGg are water quality objectives for the Rio Hondo, except where the

_ California Toxics Rule, 33 U.S.C. § 131.38 {below) imposes more stringent criteria. In addition, the
following water quality objectives from the Basin Plan are ARARs for the Rio Hondo in the SEMOU
vicinity:

Total Dissolved Solids: 750 mpg/L

Sulfate: 300 mg/L

Chloride: 150 mg/L

Boron; 1.0 mg/L

Nitrogen (NO,-N + NO,-N): 8 mg/L

The Basin Plan also establishes water quslity objectives for groundwater in the Main San Gabricl Basin
(Table 3-10). ‘These water quality objectives are applicable as watcr quality objectives if the remedial
action will result in & discharge that impacts groundwater. .

12.3.2.2 Callfornia Toxics Rule

In May 2000, EPA established numeric criteria for priority toxic pollutants in California surface waters.
As amended, 33 U.S.C. § 131.38 establishes water quality criteria for 126 pollutants, including many of
the VOCs found in groundwater at the South El Monte OU. If it is determind that the remedial action
will discharge treated groundwater to the Rio Hondo, EPA will use thesc water quality criteria to develop
water quality-based effluent limitations for the discharge.

4 & & »
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42.3.2.3 State Water Resources Control Board Resolution 68-16

The Basin Plan also incorporates the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) policy *Statement
of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High Water Quality in California" (Resolution 68-16). Resclution
68-16 requires that existing water quality be maintained unless it is demonstrated that a change will
benefit the people of California, will not unreasonably affect present or potentisl uses, snd will not resuit
in water quality less than prescribed by other state policies. Any activity that may increase the volume or
concentration of a waste discharged to surface or groundwater is required to usec the "best practicable
treatment or control.”

Resolution 68-16 is applicable to discharges of treated groundwater. If treated witer is to be discharged to
the Rio Hondo, the RWQCB may require an evaluation of the potential impact of nitrate and TDS
contained in treated groundwater on receiving waters and investigate alternative discharge options. If
water quality impacts are minimal and alternative discharge options infeasible, the RWQCB may allow
the discharge to the Rio Hondo.

12.3.2.4 Stato Water Resources Control Board Resolution 92-49

Subsection IIL.G of the SWRCB's "Policies and Procedures for Investigation and Cleanup and Abatement
of Discharges under Water Code Section 13304" (Resolution 92-49) requires attainment of background

" water quality or, if background levels cannot be restored, the best quality of water that is reasonable.

T Resolution 92.49 ic not an ARAR because thie is an interim remedial action to contain the spread of
contamination, rather than 2 final action to restore groundwater in the South El Monte QUL

12.3.2.5 Standards Applicable to CERCLA Saction 104(b) Discharges to Surface
Waters

Site investigation activities undertaken pursuant to CERCLA § 104(b) are considered to be removal
actions. It is EPA policy that removal actions "comply with ARARs to the extent practicable, considering
the exigencies of the circumstances.” (55 Fed. Reg. §756).

* It is possible that certain site investigation activities will take place during remedial design, which will
. result in temporary high-flow, high-volume discharges of contaminated groundwater (e.g., discharges
from aquifer testing of extraction wells). EPA has considered the best available technology economically
achicvable (BAT) for treatment and disposal of these discharges. The three disposal opfions that EPA
_ considered are: (1) onsite storage and disposal at a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
- (RCRA)-approved hazardous waste facility, (2) discharge to a sanitary sewer for treatment at a
* wastewater treatment plant, and (3) ongite treatment and discharge to surface water channels. EPA has
" conciuded that compliance with chemical-specific ARARs is not practicable, considering the exigencies
* of the circumstances, for many temporary high-flow, high-volume discharges.

EPA has determined that compliance with chemical-specific ARARS is practicable and necessary for
CERCLA § 104(b) activitics that do not result in temporary high-flow, high-volume discharges. EPA
wilt determine the application of chemical-specific ARARs to CERCLA § 104(b) activitieson a

- case-by-cage basis. Where practicable, these discharges must comply with ARARS.

12.3.3 California Hazardous Waste Management Program

The federal RCRA establishes requirements for the management and disposal of hazardous wastes. In
lieu of the federal RCRA program, the State of California is authorized o enforce its Hazardows Wastc
Control Act, and implemeng regulations (CCR Title 22, Division 4.5), subject to the authority retained by
. EPA in accordance with the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 (HSWA). California is
responsible for permitting treatment, storage, and disposal facilitics within its borders and carrying out

124G

pot%]
[=r4]

Exhibit E, Page 153



PART |l - DECISION SUMMARY
S0UTH E. MoNTE OU INTERM ROD

other aspects of the RCRA program. Some of the Title 22 regulations are applicable to the generation
and disposal of hazardous wastes in the South El Monte OU.

12.3.3.1 Hazardous Waste Generator Requirements

CCR Title 22 establishes requirements applicable to generators of hazardous waste. Implementation of
the remedial action may generate hazardous waste as a result of ground-water monitoring and well
installation (c.g., contaminated soil and groundwater and used personal protective equipment).
Hazardous waste fay also be generated as a result of ground-water treatment to remove VOCs{e.g.,
spent carbon). These requirements are applicable to remedial actions in the South El Monte OU.

The preamble to the NCP clarifies that when noncontiguous facilities are treated as one site, the
movement of hazardous waste from one facility to another is subject to RCRA manifest requirements (35
Fed, Reg, 8691). Manifest requirements are ARARs in the event that the remedial action involve
multiple water treatment units at different locations and require the movement of hazardous wastes (&.g.,
spent carbon) between these locations.

12.3.3.2 Land Disposal Restrictions

CCR Title 22 defines hazardous wastes that cannot be disposed of to land without treatment. Land
disposal requirements are applicable to the disposal of spent carbon generated during the treatment of
groundwater for removal of VOCs, if carbon adsorption is used, and the disposal of residuals associated
with groundwater monitoring and well installation (e.g., contaminated soil and groundwater, used
personal protective equipment).

12.3.3.3 Hazardous Waste TSD Facility Requirements

CCR Title 22, Division 4.5, Chapter 14, specifies Hazardous Waste TSDF requirements that regulate the
design, construction, operation, and closure of RCRA-permitted TSDFs. Since the contaminated
groundwater is sufficiently similar to RCRA hazardous wastes, Title 22 TSDF requirements are relevant
and appropriate for the design, construction, operation, and closure of any ground-water treatment
systems. The Title 22 ARARs include the substantive requirements of the following provisions:

Section 66264.14: Security Requirements

Section 66264 25: Seismic and Precipitation Standards

Secticn 66264.94: Groundwater Protection Standards

Sections 66264.111-115: Closure of Treatment Units

Sections 66264.170-178: Usc and Management of Containers _
Sections 66264.600-603; Standards for Miscellaneous Treatment Units

12.4 ARARs Waivers

This interim remedial action shall comply with all ARARs described in this section. Because thisis an
interim action for containment of groundwater contaminatien, EPA has not established chemical-spevific
ARARs for restoration of groundwater remaining onsite. These ARARs will be adilressed in the Final
ROD for the South E Monte OU. .
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13 Statutory Determinations

Under CERCLA Section 121, EPA must select remedies that are protective of human health snd the
environment, comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate requircments (unless a statutory waiver
is justified), ave cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or
Tesource recovery technologics to the maximum extent practicable. In addition, CERCLA includesa
preference for remedies that employ, as a principal element, treatment that permanently and significantly
reduces the volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous wastes. The following sections discuss how the
selecied remedy meets these statutory requirements.

13.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The selected remedy {in conjunction with the interim remedial action in the downgradient Whittier
Narrows OU) will protect human health and the environment by limiting further downgradient migration
of contaminated groundwater and preventing the existing groundwater contamination from impacting
current groundwater users. The remedy will also remove contaminant mass from the aguifer. The
selected remedy will reduce potential risks by decreasing the likelihood and magnitude of future exposure
to contaminated groundwater, Contaminant concentrations in the groundwater in the areas to be
addressed by the remedy are currently well above acceptable levels. Available weatrnent technologies are
technically feasible and proven effective in mecting ARARs for YOCs in the treated groundwater and air.
Implementation of the remedy will not pose unaceeptable short-term risks. In additien, no adverse
cross-media impacts are expected.

13.2 Compliance with ARARs

The selected remedy shall comply with ell ARARs described in Section 12 of this interim ROD. Because
this is an interim action for the containment of groundwater contamination, EPA has not established
chemical-specific ARARs for restoration of groundwater,

13.3 Cost-Effectiveness

. EPA believes the selected remedy is cost-effective for addressing migration of contaruinated groundwater
in the South El Monte OU. Section 300.430(f)(ii)}(D) of the NCP requires EPA to determine
cost-effectiveness by evaluating the cost of an altermative relative to its overall effectiveness.
Effectiveness is defined by three of the five balancing criteria: long-term effectiveness, short-term
effectiveness, and reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume through treatment. The overall
effectiveness is then compared to cost to ensure that the selected remedy is cost-effective.

The estimated present worth cost of the selected remedy is $14.1 million. The selected remedy is the
lowest cost altemative that meets EPA's RAOs for the South El Monte OU, The less cxpensive
groundwater-monitoring only altermative (Alternative 2) does not actively contain migration of
groundwater contamination in the South E1 Monte OU. .

13.4 Utllization of Permanent Solutions and
Alternative Treatment Technologies to the
Maximum Extent Practicable

As an interim remedial action, EPA has determined that the gelected remedy, represents the maximum
extent to which permanent solutions and treatment technologies can be utilized in » practicable manner in
the South E! Monte OU. EPA has alse determined that the selected remedy provides the best balance of
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tradeoffs in terms of the five balancing ¢riteria, while also considering the statutory preference for
treatment as a principal element #nd considering state and community acceptance.

 The selected remedy satisfies the Jong-term effectiveness criterion by removing VOC contamination from
the groundwater and destroying the VOCs during carbon regeneration. Groundwater containment
through extraction effectively reduces the mobility and volume of and potential for exposure to
site-related contamination. The selected remedy does not present any short-term risks that can not be
readily mitigated and EPA expects that the implementability issues associated with the selected remedy
can be resolved in a timely manner, ’

13.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

By treating the contaminated groundwater through air stipping or liquid-phase carbon adsorption, the
selected remedy addresses the site contamination through the use of treatment technologies. By using
freatment as 2 component of the interim remedial action, the statutory preference for remedies that
employ treatment as a principal element is supportied.

13.6 Five-Year Reviews

Because the remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining onsite above levels that allow for
unlimited use and unrestricted expasure, EPA shall conduct a review of the remedy at least once every 3
years after initiation of remedial action, The review will assess whether the remedy continuees to provide
adequate protection of human health and the environment. Ifit is determined that the remedy is no longer
protective of human health and the environment, then modifications to the remedy will be cvalusted and
implemented as necessary. i

h

13-2

9

Exhibit E, Page 156



Case 2:02-¢v-04565-ABC-JC Document 1174-2 Filed 05/15/12 Page 16 of 26 Page ID
i #7308 =— ——

14 Documentation of Significant
- Changes

The Proposed Plan for the South El Monte OU was reteased for public comment in September 1999. The
Proposed Plan identified Alternative 3, Intermediate Zone Control in the Western South El Mente OU, as
the Preferred Alternative for addressing groundwater contamination in the South El Monte OU. EPA
received and reviewed a large number of written and verbal comments submitted during the public
comment period. During this period, EPA was made aware of additions] data on the extent of
groundwater contamination in the intermediate zone in the western portion of the South El Mente QU.
This data indicated that the intermediate zone groundwater contaminated in excess of MCLs had migrated
further west than was depicted in the FS Report {Geosystem Consultants, 1999) and Proposed Plan. EPA
confirmed the larger extent of intermediate zone contamination by installing and sampling two new
multiport monitoring wells in the spring of 2000. Because of this migration, the westem boundary of the
South El Mente OU described as Walnut Grove Avenue in the Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan, has
moved with the contamination to the vicinity of San Gabriel Boulevard.

Although the change in the extent of intermediate zone contamination does not require changes to the
general structure of the preferred alternative, it does impact the locations and cost of the facilities that will
be required to meet the RAOs. In the Proposed Plan, the preferred altemnative only discussed the need for
containment in the vicinity of the San Gabriel Valley Water Company (SGVWC) and Monterey Park well
fields {referred to as the “Central Containment Area” in Section 11). The discovery of significant
contamination downgradient of these locations required EPA to evaluate the potential need for additional
downgradicnt containment to eet the migration control objectives of the remedy. To assess the
magnitade and location of potential supplemental containment, EPA performed groundwater madeling
simulations. The groundwater modeling results ars deseribed in 2 memorandum (EPA, 2000} and
summarized below.

To develop a revised containment scenario, the extraction scenario simulated for Alternative No. 3 in the
FS Report (Geosystem Consultants, 1999) was modified to include additional pumping further west
{referred to as the “Western Containment Area” in Section 11) at the downgradient edge of the plume. In
the modified containment scenario, consistent with the simulations performed for the F§, all of the
extraction is provided by existing water purveyor wells. However, this containment could instead be
provided by extraction from new wells located upgradient of the existing wells. The modified
containment scenario simulation includes the following:

. Operation of existing production wells at close to maximum capacity on a continuous basis if
they have wellhead treatiment systems currently operating or if the water purveyors have plans to
install wellhead treatment systems in the near future. These wells include Monterey Park’s wells
5, 12 and 13; selected SGVWC Plant 8§ (8B, 8C, and §D) wells; and SCWC’s San Gabriel 1 and 2

wells

- Operation of selected additional purveyor wells as necessary to meet peak demands or to
maintain system pressures ' _

’ Sufficient ¢extraction from existing production wells to match historic average annusl production

Tates for sach purveyor’s system
. Operation of EPA’s planned remedy in the Whittier Narrows GU.

The average extraction rates for each of the wells assumed to be operating as part of the modified
Alternative No. 3 are suinmarized as follows:

{I-14-1
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- Monteroy Park No. § well- 1,620 gom
= Monterey Park No. 12 and 15 wells- 4,050 gpm
. SGYWC Pllant 8 wells- 2,500 gpm
«  SCWC San Gabriel 1 and 2wells- 1850 gpm

TOTAL- 10,020 gpm

It should be noted that the extraction rates simulated for the Monterey Park’s No. 12 and 15 wells are
higher than those used in the simulations for Alternative No. 3 performed for the South El Monte OU FS
Report (Geosystem Consultants, 1999). Figure 5 shows the simulation results for the modified Alternative
No. 3. The figure shows the simulated paths of groundwater particles within and around the interpreted
area of VOC contamination in the intermediate zone of the South El Monte OU. The simulated particle
tracks presented in Figure 5 confirm that the extraction wells included in the original Alternative No. 3
(i.e., Monterey Park Nos. 12 and 15; SGVWC’s Plant 8 wells) provide containment of the upgradient

~ (i.e., the “Central Area™) intermediste zone contamination. These extraction wells would also capture
some of the contamination that has migrated downgradient, The remainder of the contamination that has
migrated further downgradient (the “Western Area”) beyond the capture zone of these wells can be
contained by extraction from the Monterey Park No. 5 and the Southern California Water Company
(SCWC) San Gabriel Nos. 1 and 2 wells.

These simulation results show that contsinment can he achieved using extraction from existing wells. As
noted above, containment could also be achicved by using new wells installed upgradient of the existing
wells. Two of the existing well clusters included in the modified Alternative No. 3 simulations were not
included in the origina) Alternative No. 3 presented in the Proposed Plan. These are the Monterey Park
No. 5 and SCWC San Gabriel Nos. 1 and 2 wells. Because these wells are located downgradient of the
primary containment provided by the upgradient Monterey Park/SGYWC wells, they may not need to be
operated for as long to provide containment of this downgradient contamination.

The length of time that the additional containment systems would need to operate has been estimated
using groundwater velocities derived from the simulation illustrated in Figure 5. The simulated
groundwater velocities in the downgradient western area are about 400 feet/year and suggest that all of
the groundwater would be captured by Monterey Park well No. 5 within about 6 years. Because
retardation of contaminants such as PCE likely occurs in the intermediate zone, the estimated time to
temave the contamination from the intermediatc aquifer would be longer, approximately 10 years. This
assumes a retardation factor of 1.8, as was used in the FS Report (Geosystem Consultants, 1999). Less
time should be required to remove the contamination migrating towards the SCWC San Gabriel 1and 2
wells because these wells capture a smaller area of contamination. Using the groundwater velocity and
retardation factor described above, the estimated operational time frame for the SCWC wells is 5 years.
These estimates are based on a number of assumptions; the actual amount of time needed to operate the
containment systems in the Western Containment Area could be considerably different. However, the
times cited above provide an adequate basis for estimating costs.

Revised Remedy Costs

. The estimated present worth cost of the modified Altemative No. 3, assuming use of all new facilities
" (i.e., none of the existing water purveyor wells, pumps, land or other facilities would be used in the
containment systems), is $14.1 million (see Table 7). This cost estimate relies on all of the same cost
assumptions and cost factors used in developing costs for Alternative No. 3 in the FS Report (Geosystem
Consultants, 1999), and includes the costs of installing and operating additional facilities in the vicinity of
Monterey Park No. 5 and SCWC San Gabriel Nos. 1 and 2. The cost estimate assumes that these
facilities would need to operate for 10 and 5 years, respectively. The estimated present worth cost of the
1142
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modified Altemative No. 3 would be reduced to $11.9 million if it is assumed that existing facilities are
used (EPA 2000).

The actual amount of time that the supplemental containment systems for the Western Containment Area
would need to operate is uncertain. Accordingly, the actual costs of the remedy could be higher or lower
than those described above. For example, if both containment systems only needed to operate for 5 years,
the estimated cost of the remedy would be $11.7 million, rather than $14.1 million. Conversely, if both

wellhead treatment facilities had to operate for 15 years, the estimated cost of the remedy would increase

to $15.3 million (EPA 2000),

143
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.

This Responsiveness Summary portion of the interim Record of Decision (ROD) presents the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency's {(EPA) responses to the written and significant oral comments
received at the public meeting and during the public comment period, The section is divided into
Tesponses to written comments and responses to oral comments. Comments are expressed in italics,
EPA's responses in plain text,

1 Responses to Written Comments

This section provides responses to written comments received by EPA during the public comment period.
Writien comments were received from eight focal agencies and cities (Cities of Monterey Park, Pico
Rivera, and South El Monte; Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster; San Gabriel Basin Water Quality
Authority; Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District; Southeast Water Coalition [SEWC]; the
Water Replenishment District); two tocal water purveyors (San Gabriel Valley Water Company and
Southern California Water Company); scventeen individual South El Monte OU potentially responsible
parties and their representatives {Aircrafl Stamping Co., Inc.; APW-Electronic Solutions; Artistic
Polishing and Plating, Inc.; Art Weiss Industrial Properties; Bassett & Obbink; Clamp Manufacturing
Company, Inc.; CraneVeyor Corporation; Eagle Metal Finishing Co., Inc.; Earl Butler and Associates;
EEMUS Manufacturing Corp; Ray Finkle; Jebbia Trust; Roc-Aire Corporation; Seachrome Cotporation;
Smittybilt, Inc.; Tri-Fitting Mfg. Company; and Robert Glenn Vanderbosch); Geosystem Consultants, Inc,
{on behalf of the South El Monte QU Participants); two individuals (R. Brown and Allan Hill); and
Congressman Matthew G. Martinez.

1.1 Responses to Comments from the City of
Monterey Park

Monterey Park Comment No. 1. Thank you for the presentation made on Oclober 27, 1999 abou! the

South El Monte Operable Unit (SEMOU) treatment alternatives. We appreciate the opportunity io hear

the status and the progress of the SEMOU., We support the EPA's choice of Alternative 3. We feel that it

provides the required control for the intermediate contamination and the flexibifity to allow the cholce 1o

either ireat the shallow contamination at Seuth El Monte or in Whittier Narrows, which ever is more cosi
. effective. :

The model that we have all seen for the past three years shows contaminant flow coming west in the
intermediate aguifer from the SEMOU. The City of Monterey Park Weter System (Cily) has 11 drinking
water supply wells locared in the city of Rosemead, south of Garvey Ave. and east of San Gabriel Bivd, In
the past we have had a hisiory of generally low levels of VOC contamination in the City’s wells.
Unfortunately, in 1993, the PCE level for Well no. 12 (2,500 gpm) went to a level thal it was placed on
standby status. The PCE level curvently stands at 34 ug/L.

In addition, Well no. 6 (700 gpm) was put on standby status in October 1999 because of TCE
contamination and Fern Well (1,800 gpm) may have 1o be put on standby status this winier because of
PCE contamination. In September 1998, Well no. 5 (2, 100 gpm) was taken out of service due to PCE
contamination. It was put back in service in September 1999 with a GAC treatment plant (cost
$680,000). '
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. We look forward to working with you for solutions to contain and eliminate the contamination in
- SEMOU in a timely manner. We are planning to stari construction 6f a ireatment plant at the Clty's Well
no. 12 within the next year. As I discussed with Ms. Adams on the 27th, anything that can be done to
assist the RPRs in SEMOU to receive some type of credit for financial assistance for this project would
help this portion of the remedy progress faster. As we first wrote you in April 1997, we have a concern
that the migrating contamination from SEMOU will continue to reduce the number of wells available to
 us. This would be a big problem for us because our only water source is from our wells.

EPA's Response. EPA understands the significant financial and operational impacts of South El Monte
OU contamination on the City’s water supply welis and believes that the sclected romedy will ensure that
the City has access to clean water aver the long-term. EPA will continuc to accelerate implementation of
the selected remedy in the South E1 Monte OU where possible. EPA supports the use of existing water
supply wells and facilities where feasible to meet the objectives of the selected remedy described in this
ROD. We are optimistic that the necessary agreements can be reached to allow the use of existing
facilities and will continue to encourage cooperatian between South El Monte PRP representatives and
Jocal stakeholders, including the City, 1o reach these agreements in a timely manner.

1.2 Responses to Comments from the City of Pico
Rivera

_ Pico Rivera Comment No. 1. Under slternative 3, proposed wells would be Jocated on the westerly
portion of the South El Monte Operable Unit (SEMOU) where they would provide containment of
contaminated groundwater moving towards groundwater pumping centers to the west.

Under Alternative 4, the wells would be located within the central portion (between Rosemend Boulevard
and Chico Avenue) where they would also provide containment of contaminated groundwater migrating
- through the Whittier Narrows,

. Perhaps location of wells in the central portion as a Revision to Alternative 3 would be more effective.
Ideally, for maximum effectiveness, wells should be located in arcas where the shallow and
intermediate tones of VOC contamination overlap.

EPA's Response. The selecied remedy (Aliernative 3) includes containment in the western portion of the
South El Monte OU because this is where the contamination has already migrated. 1f containment were
implemented in the central portion of the QU, large amounts of contamination would continue to migrate
downgradient, impacting additional water supply wells in clean areas. Thus, the containment would be
less effective. Alternative 4 additionally called for pumping in the central portion of the OU. This
pumiping would primarily act as a source control measure, rether than containment.

" Pico Rivera Comment No. 2, Assuming completion of the ROD for the Whiltier Narrows QU by
mid-2000, construction on the plan may not be completed until 2003, It is estimated that the Whittier
Narrows plan, which is running approximately one year ahead of the proposed South El Monte Plan, will

- be completed on or around mid-2002.

Comment: Since migration of contaminated groundwater will continue southerly for two to three
pears if Alternarive 3 is selected, perhaps installation of an emergency inserim contalument remedy
within the Whitter Narrows OU would be appropriate,

" EPA's Response. EPA expects that the Whittier Narrows QU remedy will be operational by the end of
** 2001. There is currently an 'interim containment action operated by the San Gabriel Valley Water Quality
Authority just north of San Gabriel Boulevard in Whittier Narrows o contain the most centaminated
portion of the shallow zone. EPA is planning to perform additional interim extrastion in the shallow zone
in Whittier Narrows in 2000.
: ma.z
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Pico Rivera Comment No. 3. How will the matter of adjudicated water rights be addressed for any
waler drawn? '

EPA's Response. EPA’s preference is for local water purveyors to be the recipients of treated water
from the South El Monte OU remedy. If this is the case, those water purveyors would be expected to
count any water they accept from the project towards their water rights allocation. If agreements cannot
be reached to provide the treated water to local water purveyors, the water will most likely be recharged
to the aquifer within the San Gabriel Basin. In either of these scenarios, EPA expects that arrangements
will be made with local water management agencies to address groundwster management issues.

Pico River Comment No. 4. Will all water purveyors within the Whittier Narrows OU be afforded
water at 345 per acre foot as is comtemplated within the South £] Monte OU? '

EPA's Response. Currently, EPA is expecting purveyors, and perhaps other entities, would bid on
operation of the treatment facilities for the Whitticr Narrows OU. The operator would be expected to pay
all of the necessary fees to local water agencies, including fecs for replacement or replenishment water
for any water they accept that is in excess of their water right for that year. EPA also expects that the
operator would use the treated groundwater as a domestic water supply.

The cost of $45 per acre-foot is used for cost estimating purposes only and is based on a rough estimate
of the "avoided cost” for a purveyor that is no longer paying the costs to pump their own water to the
ground surface,

Pico Rivera Comment No. 5. Would EPA consider remodeling existing purveyor wells to increase
extraction rates?

EPA's Response. The South EY Monte OU Feasibility Study does include the costs of retrofitting
existing wells with new pumps to provide the appropriate capacity for the remedial pumping. Inthe
Whittier Narrows OU, EPA concluded that there were not any existing purveyor wells ideally located to
provide efficient containment of the groundwater contamination.

1.3 Responses to Comments from the City of South
El Monte

South K] Monte Comment No. 1. f have been directed to drajt a lester notifying the United State

Environmental Protection Agency of the South El Monte City Council's decision to support alternative

three, the USEPA's preferred alternative, from among the four cleanup alternatives presented during the
. community meeting held Wednesday, October 27, 1999, at the South El Monte High School.

The action was taken at ihe regularly scheduled November 22, 1999, meeting. A letter signed by mayor
Art Olmos will follow. This letter is being sen! to you in order to have the City Council’s decision on the
record prior to the close of the comment period.

EPA's Response. Comment noted. EPA has selected Alternative No. 3 for the South E! Monte remedy
in this Interim ROD. The majority of the written comments received by EPA during the public comment
period were in support of Altemnative No. 3.

1.4 Responses to Comments from the Main San
Gabriel Basin Watermaster

Watermaster Comment No. 1. Watermaster strongly supporis the use of existing water purveyors
facilities as a part of the remedial action. Use of wells owned by San Gabriel Valley Water Company and

118 B
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the City of Monterey Park will reduce project costs while assuring a reliable water supply for the
purveyors and their customers. The recharge of treated water is not a preferred alternative, especially in
the downstream areas of the Main San Gabriel Basin. The recharge capabilities, which are required for
the spreading of storm runoffs and Replenishment Water, will likely become markedly diminished with
the constant spreading of treated water. In addition to losses in the capture of storm water, the constant
flow of treated water will require a mifigation program to conirol vectors, such as midges. The
utilization of the treated water by the two Producers will avoid these problems.

EPA's Response. Comment noted. EPA also strongly prefers that local water purveyors be the recipients
of treated water from the South El Monte OU remedy. In addition, EPA supports the use of existing
- water supply wells and facilities where feasible to meet the objectives of the selected remedy described in
this ROD. We are optimistic that the necessary agreements can be reached to allow the use of existing
facilitics. EPA will continue to encourage cooperation between South El Monte PRP representatives and
. local stakeholders, including the water purveyors and Watermaster, to reach these agreements in a timely
manner.

1.5 Responses to Comments from the San Gabriel
Basin Water Quality Authority

Water Quality Aathority Comment No. 1. Iz gereral, WQA supports EPA's Proposed Plan for the
SEMOU. The containment specified for the intermediate zong in the northwestern portion of the eperable
unit will be essential in arresting the fiow of contaminants and protecting down gradient groundwater
production centers. The three extraction wells and associated treatment Sacilities that make up the
intermediate zone containment barrier must be implemented immediately to properly mitigate this

" significant threat. In addition, WQA is committed to assuring that the remedy include, to the extent
possible, existing water supply facilities so that impacts to the local water supply are minimized in
conjunction with the cleanup.

EPA’s Response, Comment noted. EPA agrees that rapid implementation of the South El Mente OU
remedy is critical given the existing impacts on water supply wells. EPA will continue to accelerate
implementation of the selected remedy in the South El Monte OU where possible. EPA supports the use
of existing water supply wells and facilities where feasible to meet the objectives of the selected remedy
described in this ROD. We are optimistic that the necessary agreements can be reached to allow the use
of existing facilities and will continue to encourage cooperation between South E! Monte PRP
representatives and local stakeholders to reach these agreements in a timely manner.

~ Water Quality Authority Comment No. 2. QA also acknowledges that an integrated solution is
required to address the contamination found in both the SEMOU and Whittier Narrows Operable Unit
(WNOU). Furthermove, WA agrees that when implemented, the proposed extraction barrier for the
_ WNOU will provide the necessary containment to protect the central basin from the contamination
. emanating from a portion of the SEMOU. However, WQA is concerned that the complexities associated
with the comprehensive WNOU barrier remedy may significantly delay its implementation.

In light of the uncertainties surrounding the implementation of the WNOU barrier; WQA has and will
continue to support actions that can be quickly implemented to remove sources of contamination in
. SEMOU as well as contajning significant threats to the Central Groundwater Basin. These goals
. prompted the implementation of the early action extraction barriers in SEMOU and WNOU. The
. SEMOU early action extraction barrier is currently in operation while the WNOU early action
extraction barrier is scheduled to be operational in December 1999. Continued operation of both these
projects, in conjunction with the comprehensive remedy proposed by the EPA, will be essential to
- ptinimizing the threat 1o Central Basin.

His1et
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EPA's Response. Although there are a number of factors that make implementation of the Whittier
Narrows OU remedy quite complex, EPA is attempting to accelerate implementation of the Whittier
Narrows OU remedy and expects it to be operational within the next 12 months. In the interim, EPA
continues to support installation and operation of carly actions that address the most critical arcas of
contamination. The early action that WQA is surrently operating in Whittier Narrows addresees the most
highly contaminated portion of the shallow zone in Whittier Narrows and should continue to operate until
the full-scale Whittier Narrows remedy is available to take over contairiment at this location.

Water Quality Authority Comment No. 3. Afthough EPA has chosen not to include rhe SEMOU early
aclion exiraction barrier in its preferred alternative for the SEMQU, It has in the past, supported and
encouraged supplemental source removal actions shat would complement actions taken under CERCLA.
EPA's prior support of the SEMOU early action extraction barrier was essential in getting the project
implemented and will be essential in keeping it operational since long-term funding remains unsecured.
Because the South EI Monte early action extraction barrier is primarily a source removal action,
additional commitments by both the EPA and the Los Angeles Regional Quality Control Board (Regional
Board) will be necessary to mandate continuance of the barrier operation under the Regional Board's
site cleanup authority. Such enforcement actions will isolate responsibilily 1o those companies directly
linked 1o the groundwater contamination now being cleaned up by the extraction barrier.

EPA's Response. EPA fully supports implementation of source control actions at individual facilities or
groups of facilities in the South El Monte OU, including WQA's shallow barrier project. EPA will
continue to work with the Regional Water Quality Control Board to ensure that appropriate site-specific
cleanup occurs at South El Monte OU facilities. These types of source removal actions are critical to
EPA's long-term remedial goals in the South El Monte OU and throughout the San Gabriel Basin.

Water Quality Authority Comment No. 4. Jr summary, WQA supports a combination of EPA’s
preferred alternative (alternative No. 3), the SEMOU early action extraction barrier, the WNOU early
exiraction barrier, and EPA's WNOU comprehensive barrier as the remedial actions that are necessary
to addvess the cortamination present within the SEMOU and PNOU. These actions are best
implemented using a combination of regulatory vehicles, including EPA enforcement, EPA fund lead,
Regional Board enforcement and volunsary actions.

EPA's Response. Comment noted. EPA concurs with the ongoing need for both regional containment
actions as EPA is implementing in the Whittier Narrows and South El Monte OUs and localized source
control actions in contaminant source areas.

1.6 Responses to Comments from the Upper San
Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District
(USGVMWD)

USGVMWD Comment No. 1. The Upper District strongly encourages the U.S. Ervironmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) to adopt Alternative 4, the intermediate zone control in western SEMOU
and shallow zere source control for the following reasons:

1. Shallow zane extraction would remove significant high-level contamination in a relatively short
period of time. This will reduce the impact of consinued contaminant migration towards the
Whittier Narvows. Shallow zone source control satisfies the primary balancing criteria as listed
in the proposed pian. It is our feeling that Alternative 4 will reduce costs in the long-run.

2 The increased estimate costs of shallow zone source control are rediiced by incregsed local
participation already taking place. The San Gabriel Valley Water Quality Authority, along with
local water producers, are working with local partnerships to develop local cleanup profects.
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3 These complicated negotiations hinge on the adoption of shallow zone source control in the

Record of Decision for South El Monte. By not including shallow zone source control, the
USEPA is not taking into consideration local participation and finds.

EPA's Response. Although EPA concurs that there are long-term benefits to any shallow zone source
control actions in the South El Monte OU, EPA firmly believes that the additional benefits of Alternative
No. 4 as they relate to long-term groundwater containment (which is the gosl of this remedy) are not
Jarge enough to justify the significant additional costs. However, EPA will continue to work with the
Regional Water Quality Control Board to implement source rernovai and source control actions at
specific facilities or groups of facilities in the South El Monte OU. Further, as we have in the past, EPA

* will continue to support the development of local parmerships to fund and implement source control
actions such as the shallow zone extraction barrier pilot project (SEPP) currently operating in the South
El Monte OU,

Based on comments received from the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority (see Section 1.5
above), we do not believe that agreements for continued operation of local cleanup projects, such as the
* SEPP, hinge on this ROD incorporating shallow zone source control into the South El Monte OU interim
1.7 Responses to Comments from the Southeast
Water Coalition (SEWC)

SEWC Comment No. 1. In the Pra,z':osed Plan for the South El Monte Operable Unit, the USEPA has
identified Alternative 3 as the Preferred Alternative. The USEPA has stated that the additional §4 million
in cost to implement shallow zone control in Alternative 4 compared to Alternative 3 is not justified. In
the Proposed Plan, the USEPA further states, “Alternative 4 would provide much greater reduction in
toxicity, mobility, and volume of contaminants through treatment than Alternative 3, although this
increased contaminant removal increases costs substantially.”

The USEPA has stated that since the Whittter Narrows OU remediation project will be able to collect
and treat any contamination that migrates from South EI Monte, it is not necessary to implement shallow
zone source control in South El Monte. This means that the USEPA will allow shallow contamination,
which is easier and less costly fo remove, to spread and migrate deeper into the intermediate zones,
where it becomes movre difiicult and costly to contain and remove. SEWC feels that the 34 miltion savings

_in elimination of shallow zone control could be much less than the added cost to deal with the
coniamination further downstream in the Whittler Narrows.

SEWC reiterates the importance of the Montebello Forebay to the Central Basin. As a point of
concurrence, Section 5.2 of the Whittier Narrows Operable Unit Feasibility Study Addendum correctly
staies that migration of San Gabriel contamination into the Montebello Forebay area could impact the
water supply for millions of Central Basin water users, Tolal reliance on the Whittier Narrows

- remediation solution to catch ail of the contamination migrating from South El Monte seems very risky.
Every effort to minimize the amount of contamination that will migrate from South El Monte to the

_ Whittier Narrows should be taken. To that end, SEWC strongly supports Alternative 4 of the Proposed
Plan for the South El Monte Operable Unit.

EPA's Response. EPA appreciates the need to protect the Central Basin from the impacts of San Gabriel
Basin contamination and w;ill continue to work towards aceelerated implementation of the Whittier
Narrows OU remedy. The "Whittier Narrows remedy will be designed to contain contamination migrating
through Whitticr Narmows and into the Central Basin. EPA does not concur that it is "risky" to rely solely
on the Whittier Narrows remedy to contain contamination migrating south from the South El Monte QU.

1.8
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EPA does not expect that the shallow zone source condtrol component of Alternative No. 4 would
significantly affect the lateral or vertical extent of contamination exceeding MCLs in Whittier Narrows
(and therefore requiring containment) for many years. Therefore, Altemative No, 4 would not result in
significant cost savings for O&M of the Whittier Narrows remedy because the same amount of water
would need to be pumped and treated. Although Alternative No. 4 would likely reduce influent
concentrations to the Whittier Natrows remedy treatment plant over the Jong-term, these savings would
not be large enough to justify the cost of the alternative. Thus, EPA has concluded that Alternative No. 4
is not the most cost effective containment strategy. However, EPA is still very interested in shallow zone
source removal and control as part of the overall remedial efforts in the South El Monte QU, EPA will
continue to work closely with the Regional Water Quality Control Board and other local stakeholders to
cnsure that source-arca cleanup activitics continue at individual facilities or groups of facilities in the
South El Monte QU,

SEWC Comment No. 2. Additionally, SEWC will not accept any remedial activities that are designed
{0 allow any additional contamination exceeding the maximum contaminant levels to enter the Central
Basin from the San Gabriel Vailey. Also, as SEWC stated in commentary fo the Whittier Narrows
Operable Unit Feasibility Study Addendum, EPA needs to provide a contingency action plan thet will
treat wells in the Central Basin that may become affected by San Gabriel Valley contamination in the

Sfuture.

The SEWC strongly urges the USEPA to continue to work with the Whittier Narrows Local Agency
Workgroup through the finalization of the Proposed Plan for the South El Monte Operable Unit. The
comments provided in this letter are of a general nature and detailed comments will be provided to the
USEPA through continued correspondence on a sechnical level with staff from the SEWC Technical
Advisory Committee and the Water Replenishment District.

EPA's Response. As described in the Whittier Narrows OU ROD Amendment, EPA's objective for the
Whittier Narrows OU remedy is to contain and extract groundwater contaminated with chemicals in
excess of drinking water standards in Whittier Narrows. The intent of this containment is to limit
migration of all groundwater exceeding MCLS into the Central Basin.

As is described further in the Responsiveness Summary portion of the Whittier Narrows OU ROD
Amendment, EPA did not include a wellhead treatment contingency in the ROD Amendment. EPA
intends to continue to apply Agency resources towards the task of protecting the quality of the
groundwater aquifer by containing contsminant source areas and capturing contamination in the aquifer.

Once the Whittier Narrows remedy is implemented, EPA considers it unlikely that any additional Cenirsl

Basin production wells will require wellhead treatment. The remedy should stop migration of

télintaminaﬁonmm the Narrows, thereby reducing the threat of significant contamination reaching the
nire] Basin.

However, EPA does expect that some of the contemination currently in the Narrows will continue to
move into the Central Basin aquifer before the proposed remedy can take effect. EPA will continue to
monitor the wells along the Whittier Narrows Dam. Should contarninant levels increase such that
groundwater contamination poses a significant threat to Central Basin production wells, EPA may
implement a focused, fast-track temporary extraction system to protect Central Basin wells.

Tll=1+7
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1.8 Responses to Comments from the Water
Replenishment District of Southern California

(WRD)

WRD Comment No. 1. In the Proposed Plan for the South El Monte Operable Unit, the USEPA has
identified Alternative 3 as the Preferred Alternative. The USEPA has stated that the additional $4 million
in cost to implement shallow zone conirol in Alternative 4 compared to Alternative 3 is not Justified. In
the Proposed Plan, the USEPA further states, "Alternative 4 would provide much greater reduction in
toxicity, mobility, and volume of contaminanis through treatment than Alternative 3, although this
increased conraminant removal increases costs substantially.”

The USEPA has stated that since the Whittier Narrows QU remediation project will be able 1o collect
and tredi any contamination that migrates from South El Monte, it is not necessary to implement shaliow
zone source contral in South El Monte. This means that the USEPA will allow shallow contamination,
which is easier and less costly to remove, to spread and migrate deeper into the intermediate zones,
where i becomes more difficult and costly to contain and remove. WRD feels that the $4 million savings
in elimination of shallow zone control could be much less than the added cosi te deal with the
contamination fitrther downstream in the Whiitier Narrows.

EPA’s Response. EPA does not expect that the shallow zene source control component of Alternative

- Ne. 4 would significantly affect the lateral or vertical extent of contamination exceeding MCLs in
Whittier Narrows (and therefore requiring containment) for many years. Therefore, Alternative No. 4
would not result in significant cost savings for O&M of the Whittier Narrows remedy because the same
amount of water would need to be pumped and treated. Although Alternative No. 4 would likely reduce
influent concentrations to the Whittier Nammows remedy treatment plant over the long-tem, these savings
would not be large cnough to justify the cost of the altemative. Thus, EPA has concluded that Allernative
No. 4 is not the most cost effective containment strategy. However, EPA is still very interested in shallow

. zone source removal and control as part of the overall remedial efforts in the South El Monte OU. EPA
will continue to work closely with the Regional Water Quality Control Board and other local stakcholders
to ensure that source-aiea cleanup activities contimue at individua] facilitics or groups of facilities in the

* South El Monte OU,

WRD Comment No. 2. WRD believes that both shallow and intermediate zone control in the South Ei
Monte Operable Unit, in conjunction with the proposed shallow and intermediate zone remediation in
the Whittier Narrows Operable Unit (IFWNOU), are vital 10 the protection of the Ceniral Basin from San
Gabriel Valley contamination. Due to the complexities associated with implementation of the WNOU
remediation project, WRD has and will continue to support actions that can be quickly implemented lo
remove sources of contamination in both the SEMOU and the WNOU as well as containing significant
threats to the Central Groundwater Basin. These goals prompted the implementation of the early action
extraction barriers in SEMOU and WNOU. The SEMOU early action extraction barrier is currently in
operation while the WNOU early action extraction barrier is scheduled to be operational in December
1999, The USEPA needs to assure that these projecs will be included in the comprehensive remady
proposed by the USEPA to minimize the contamination threat to the Central Basin. The USEPA has

- ‘recently stated interest in implementing an early removal project in the intermediate zone of the FRNOU.
WRD supporis that interest and encourages promps execution of this project, while the USEPA continues
to implement the regional remediation project in the WNOU.

oUW
EPA's Response. Although there are definite benefits associated with shallow zone control in the South
£l Monte OU, EPA does not concur that South El Monte OU ghallow zone control is "vital” to the
protection of the Central Basin from San Gabriel contamination.
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EPA will continue to move forward on accelerated implementation of the full containment remedy in the
Whittier Narrows OU. EPA also supports local stakeholder cooperation that facilitates carly
implementation of components of the ultimate remedy in cither the Whittier Narrows or South El Monte
QUs.

WRD Comment No. 3. WRD refterates the importance of the Montebello Forebay to the Central Basin,
As a point of concurrence, Section 5.2 of the Whittier Narrows Operable Unit Feasibility Study
Addendum correctly states that migration of San Gabriel contamination into the Montebello Forebay
area could impact the water supply for millions of Central Basin water users. Total reliance on the
Whittier Narrows remediation solution to catch all of the contamination migrating from South El Monte
would be very risky. Every effort to minimize the amount of contamination that will migrate - from South
EI Moite 1o the Whittier Narrows should be taken. To that end, WRD strongly supports Alternative 4 of
the Proposed Plan for the South El Monte Operable Unit.

EPA’s Response. EPA appreciates the need to protect the Central Basin from the impacts of San Gabriel
Basin contamination and will continue to work towards accelerated implementation of the Whittier
Narrows OU remedy, The Whittier Narrows remedy will be designed to contgin contamination migrating
through Whittier Narrows and into the Ceniral Basin. EPA does not concur that it is “risky" to rely solely
on the Whittier Narrows remedy 1o contain contamination migrating south from the South El Monte OU.
As described above in the response to WRD Comment No, 1, EPA has concluded that Alternative No. 4
is not the most cost effective containment strategy. EPA will continue to support source removal and
source control through other avenues, as deseribed abave.

WRD Contment No. 4. Additionally, WRD will not accept any remedial activities that are designed to
allow any additional contamination exceeding the maximwn contaminant levels to enter the Central
Basin from the San Gabriel Valley. Also, as WRD stated in commentary to the Whittier Narrows
Operable Unit Feasibility Study Addendum, EPA needs to provide a contingency action plan that will
treat wells in the Central Basin that may become affected by San Gabriel Valley contamination in the
Juture.

WRD strongly urges the USEPA fo continue to work with the Whittier Narrows Local Agency Workgroup
through the finalization of the Proposed Plan for the South El Monte Operable Unit. The comments
provided in this letter are of a general nature and detailed comments will be provided to the USEPA
through continued correspondence on a technical level with staff from the Water Replenishment District
and the SEWC Technieal Advisory Committee.

EPA's Response. See response to SEWC Comment No. 2 above in Section 1.7.

1.9 Responses to Comments from the San Gabriel
Valley Water Company

San Gabriel Valley Water Company (SGVWC) Comment No. 1. San Gabriel Valiey Water Company
("San Gabriel®) is a public utility providing water service o ail or portions of 18 cities in Los Angeles
County, including nearly all of the area within the South El Monte Operable Unit ("OU"). San Gabriel
fully supports EPA's Preferred Alternative: Alternative 3 - Intermediate Zone Control in Western South
El Monte OU.,

The discussion of Alternative 3 states that “the preferred alternative provides the option of using San
Gabriel Valley Water Company well field extraction systems.” This refers to San Gabriel's Plant No. 8
which is a key water production facility located near the intersection of Rosemead Boulevard and
Garvey Avenue in South E! Monte in the northeast portion of the OU. VOC contamination has been
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detected in four of the five wells ar Plant No. 8 with three of ihese wells currently exceeding the MCL for
PCE. In response, San Gabriel is planning 1o install a wellhead treatment facility i the year 2000.

As stated in Michnel L. Whitehead's March 24, 1999 letter to Gavin McCabe (copy enclosed), "if
_ agreement can be reached with EPA and the Sowth El Monte Operable Unit participans, San Gabriel is
 willing and able fo operate its facilities and commit to meeting [the] operational requirements [of EPAJ
for the duraiion of the EPA required cleanup” at our Plant No. 8.

San Gabriel endorses the use of existing wells to resolve both groundwater cleanup and drinking water
supply issues, and we are pleased that EPA has chosen such a plan as ihe Preferred alternutive it South
El Monte.

EPA's Response. EPA appreciates SGVWC's interest in participating in the South El Monte OU
remedy. In addition to the water supply bencfits gained by providing the oeated water to water purveyors,
EPA believes that the use of cxisting water supply wells and facilities will likely be the most
sost-effective way to implement the South El Monte OU remedy. EPA will continue to work towards
accelerated implementation of the selected remedy in the South El Monte OU and we are optimistic that
the necessary agreements can be reached to allow the use of existing facilities ta the maximum extent
possible to meet the ohjectives of the selected remedy described in this ROD. EPA will continue to

_ encourage cooperation between South E! Monte PRP representatives and local stakeholders, including
SGVWC, to reach these agreements in a timely manner.

San Gabriel Valley Water Company (SGYWC) Comment No, 2. These comments are offered to
assist the EPA in lis evaluation of the South EI Monte Operable Unit ("SEMOU") Drafi Feasibility Study
("Draft FS"). In particular we urge the EPA to endorse the use of existing wells and planned wellhead
treatment facilities of San Gabriel Valley Water Company ("San Gabriel") as an important element of
the groundwater remediation plan in the SEMOU.

San Gabriel is a public utility water company which is subject to the regulatory jurisdiction of the
California Public Utilities Commission (the "CPUC"). San Gubrie! has operated since 1937 and
provides public utility water service to a papulation of over 160,000 in 13 cities including all of South El
Monte, and in unincorporated county areas in the San Gabrie! Valley. San Gabriel produces nearly
40,000 acre feer of water per year from 31 wells in Los Angeles County, including 27 wells in the Main

 San Gabriel Basin, San Gabriel's Plant No. 8 is a key water facility with 3 wells and is within the
SEMOU.

Rising VOC levels necessitated the drilling of a new well at Plant No. 8 in 1998 and a treatment plant is
planned for later this year. The need to provide reliable water supply that meets all federal and state safe
drinking water standards dictates that we design and construct this facility now, regardless of the
cleanup plan required by EPA in the SEMOU. But the cost of building and operating these facilities will
be borne, at least initially. by San Gabriel and it customers. Clearly, in the interest of sound public

. policy, EPA should encourage and allow the SEMOU PRPs o help pay for and incorporate the Plant
No. 8 facilities into their cleanup plan, thereby minimizing their own costs while lifting the cost burden
Jrom San Gabriel and its customers.

Plant No. 8's location at the western edge of the SEMOU VOC plume makes it  logical location for
containment and treatment of the westward migration of VOCs and it has been identified as such in the
Draft FS. The operational requirements of Plant No. 8 for containment of VOCs in the western SEMOU

- as outlined in the Draft FS are achievable with existing factiiiles and at historic pumping rates. If
agreement can be reachedwith EPA and the SEMOU participants, San Gabriel is able to operaie its

- facilities and commit to meeting those operational requirements for the duration of the EPA required
cleanup and San Gabriel is prepared to meet and confer with EPA and the SEMOU participants to
discuss the terms and conditions of such an agreement.

#11.10

Exhibit E, Page 170



Page 4 0f 32- .Page. ID

PART U] - RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
SouTtH EL MoNTE OU INTERIM ROD

In that regard, San Gabriel's longstanding management, technical expertise, and financial resources
should provide EPA ample assurance of San Gabriel's ability to carry out such a cleanup plan, As
previously stated, San Gabriel has provided reliable public utility water service in the San Gabriel
Valley since 1937. San Gabriel's entire water system, including Plant No. 8, is dedicated to public use
and is necessary and useful to San Gabriel in the performance of its obligations as a public utility as
provided in the Public Utilities Code and pursuant to CPUC regulations. As such, none of the Sfacilities
in that water system can be freely transferred, sold or even encumbered as long as they remain necessary
and useful to San Gabriel in the performance of those obligations.

San Gabriel strongly urges EPA to endorse the use of Plant No. 8 as proposed in the Drafi FS. Doing so
will advance the legitimate and appropriate public policy objective of assuring that already
contaminated sources of public water supply are directly remedied in a way that will benefit and bring
much needed relief to San Gabriel and its customers who rely so heavily on groundwater produced
within the SEMOQU area. We would be happy to meet with you to discuss this possibility at the earliest
possible date. ]

EPA's Response. As stated in the response to SGYWC's Comment No. 1, EPA appreciates SGVWC's
willingness to participate in the South E] Monte OU remedy. EPA also understands the significant
financial and operational impacts of South El Monte OU contamination on SGVWC's water supply wells.
- EPA will continue to work towards accelerated implementation of the selected remedy in the South El
Monte OU and supports the use of existing water supply wells and facilities to the maximum extent
possible to help meet the objectives of the selected remedy described in this ROD. We are optimistic that
the necessary agreements can be reached to allow the use of existing facilities and will continue to
encourage coaperation between South El Monie PRP representatives and local stakeholders, including
SGVWC, to reach these agrecments in a timely fashion. EPA does not expect that any operational
agreements would need to include provisions that SGVWC give up control of any portion of their system.
However, SGVWC would need to commit to operating their facilities in a manner that would ensure that
the performance standards described in this ROD are met. :

1.10 Responses to Comments from the Southern
California Water Company (SCWC)

SCWC Comment No. 1. By way of background, SCHC provides retail water service lo approximately
4,600 customers within the cities of Rosemead and South San Gabriel, and portions of the
unincorporated county of Los Angeles. SCWC has relied on groundwater pumped from within the OU o
meet the majority of its customers' needs for many years.

In pariicular, SCWC operates two groundwater wells within the OU: San Gabriel Wells 1 and 2. Both
wells have been impacted by PCE and TCE contamination. One well was shut down in April 1999
because the maximum contaminate level for PCE was exceeded. Low levels of PCE and TCE have been
detected in the other well, and it is currently in a six-month monitoring period under Depariment of
Health scrutiny. .

SCWC's customers face a substantial cost increase in responding lo the shutdown of the Company's
wells. Either SCWC will be forced to install expensive well head treatment, or rely entirely on more
expensive imporied water purchased from the Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District.

SCWC encourages the EPA to continue its aggressive effort to remediate as quickly and efficiently as
possible the contamination In the OU and the San Gabriel Valley Groundwater Basin generally. To that
end, SCWC has several comments on the Proposed Plan which it hopes will be incorporated in the
Record of Decision (ROD).

H-1-11
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»  The Plume Boundary Should be Expanded to the West. The western boundary of the OU ptume is
generally limited by Walnut Grove Boulevard. However, several production welis to the west of this
boundary, including SCWC's, have detected substantial levels of PCE and TCE. As mentioned above,
one gf SCHC's wells is shui down because it has PCE levels above the MCL. The plume has clearly
migrated (o the west and north. Based on the current contaminant levels, a more accurate
represeniation of the western plume boundary would be San Gabriel Boulevard. As discussed below,
effective plume management depends on proper placement of extraction facilities, which in turn is
dependent on proper delineation of the plume boundaries. '

Modification of the phume boundary in this manner is consistent with actions taken by the EPA in
' the Baldwin Park OU. Indeed, the plume boundary in that OU has been shifted south ard west
several times to account for the plume migration.

EPA's Response. At the time the Proposed Plan was prepared, EPA was not aware that MCL
excecdances had been detected further west than Walnut Grove Boulevard. As shown in Figures 3 and 5
in this ROD, the interpreted extent of contamination has been revised to incorporate more recent data,
including new monitoring wells EPA installed in this area since the Proposed Plan was issued. The
updated figure shows the intermediate zone contamination extending further west to encompass the
SCWC and Monterey Parlc wells that exceed MCLs in this arca.

SCWC Comment No. 2. Pump and Treat Facilities Should be Lacated on the Leading Edge of the

Plume. Normally, optimal plume management through the EPA Alternative 3 methodology (pump and
. treat) would involve locating the extraction facilities at the leading edge of the plume. Any other location
may result in creation of multiple plumes or incomplete remediation. Given the migration westward,
location of the pump and trea! facilities on the westernmost boundary of the piuine would be optimal. We
request that the EPA consider this criteria carefilly, particularly in light of the westerly plume
migration, before selecting the site or sites for the pump and treat facilities. Instead of identifying the
exact location of the proposed pump and treat facilities, the EPA ROD should simply reguire as one
criterion the location of the wells on the leading edge of the plume. .

EPA's Response. EPA's performance standards for this remedy (described in Section 11 of this ROD)
do address the entire extent of the intermediate zone contamination in the westermn portion of the South El
Monte OU, including the leading edge of contamination. EPA has not indicated the specific locations of
extraction wells in this ROD (see Seotion 11). This will allow the parties responsible for implementing
the remedy flexibility in determining whete extraction wells should be located and to work out
agreements with water purveyors and local stakeholders to use existing infrastructure as much as possible
to help meet the performance standards for the South El Monte OU remedy.

SCWC Comment No. 3. Pump and Treat Facilities Should be Located to Take Advantage of
. Localized Groundwater Gradients and Pumping Holes. According to the Main Son Gabriel Basin
- Watermaster hydrologic model of the OU, there is a pumping hole in the immediate area around SCWC's

San Gabrie! well facilities. Purmping holes suck as this tend to maximize the groundwater inflow gradient
to the pumping depression. This characteristic might be used to further optimize the placement of pump
and treat facilities. Indeed, SCWC's San Gabriel wells may be an optimal location because they are both
at the leading edge of the plume and within this pumping depression. However, neither SCHC's wells nor

. this general region are listed within the Proposed Plan as possible locations for the pump and ireat
Jactlities. Again, rather than simply identifying the exact location of the proposed pump and treat

* facilities, the EPA showld include reference to the existence of a localized pumping hole in the western
area of the OU unit and lis{s a criterion that the pump and ireat facilisies be located io take advantage
of this characleristic.

EPA's Respouse. As noted above, at the time the Proposed Plan was prepared EPA was not aware that

contantination in excess of MCLs had migrated so fer west, so the City of Monterey Park and SCWC
. Mae12
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wells located west of Walnut Grove Boulevard were not evaluated as potential locations for containment
of the intermediate zone contamination. This ROD does not specify the precise locations of extraction
wells to be used to provide the containment necessary to meet the performance standards described in
Section 11. A more detailed evaluation of groundwater flow directions in this area, including the
influence of the *pumping hole” and the individual production wells in this area (including SCWC's
wells) will be needed during the remedial design phase to select the final extraction locations for the
South El Monte remedy.

SCWC Comment No. 4. Use of Existing Facilities Should be Maximized. SCWC encourages the EP4
1o pursue its approach of maximizing the incorporation and use of existing Jacilities within the final
remedial action. Where practical. existing treatment fucilities should be incorporated info the EPA's
imposed remediation effort so that water suppliers can recover some of the added costs forced on them
by contamination. To the extent feasible, the responsible parties should be required to treat the
contaminated groundwaler resources so that the treated water is safe for human consumption. The water
consumers in the OU have been forced to pay substantially higher water costs because of the
contamination. This expense should be placed on the entities responsible for the contamination to the full
extent possible. This priority criterion is implied in the EPA preferred alternative, but it should be listed
more definitively In the ROD.

EPA's Response. Although this ROD does not require the use of existing water purveyor facilities to
implement the remedy in the South El Monte OU, EPA believes that maximizing the use of existing
facilities will likely be the most cost effective way to implement the remedy. EPA is optimistic that the
necessary agreements can be reached to allow the use of existing facilities to help meet the objectives of
the selected remedy described in this ROD and will continue to cncburage cooperation between South Ef
Monte PRP representatives and local stakeholders and water purveyors to reach these agreements ina
timely manner.

1.11 Responses to Comments from South El Monte
Businesses (Group A)

The following eight South E1 Monte OU businesses and/or property owners all submitted the same set of
comments: CraneVeyor Corporation; Jebbia Trust; Seachrome Corporation; Earl Butler & Associates,
Inc.; Smittybilt Corporation; Roc-Aire Corporation; Bassctt & Obbink; and Ray Finkle. EPA's responses
below cover the comments submitted by each of the companies included in this group, termed Group A
for presentation purposes,

Group A General Comment No. 1. Qf the four remedial alternatives considered by EPA, Alternative 3,
EPA's preferred remedy: (1) adeguately protects human health and the environment; (2} attains
applicable or relévant and appropriate requirements (*ARARS") under federal and state environmertal
laws: and (3) most optimaily balances ali of the "primary balancing criteria® required to be considered
under Section 300.430 of the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan,
Title-40, Code of Federal Regulations Part 300 (the "NCP"). g

EPA's Response. EPA concurs with this conclusion and has selected Alternative No. 3 in this ROD as
the intevim remedy for the South El Monte OU.

Group A General Comment No. 2. Conversely, the alleged marginal increased environmental benefits
assoctated with Alternative £ are far outweighed by the known marginal increased costs of implementing
this alternative. Alternative’¥ costs over 47 percent more than Alternative 3 but does not generate
commensurate heclth and safety benefits for the added dollars.
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EPA's Response. EPA has also concluded that the additional benefiis gained from Altemative No. 4 are
not significant enough to justify the considerable additional costs. EPA has sclccted Alternative No. 3 in
this ROD as the interim remedy for the South El Monte OU,

Group A General Comment No. 3. EPA should continue to encourage stakeholders to implement
supplemental voluntary remediation programs, (including but not limited to the Shallow Zone Extraction
Pilot Project ("SEPP"). However, EPA should not include the SEPP in the SEMOU Record of Decision
("ROD") as it is not necessary to comply with the NCP.

EPA's Response. EPA has not included the Shallow Zone Extraction Pilot Project (SEPP) in this ROD.
However, EPA remains very interested in continued implementation of source control and source
removal actions, such as the SEPP, in the South Ei Monte OU. EPA will continue to work with the
RWQCB and SEMOU PRPs to ensure that appropriate site-specific cleanup is oceurring at individual

.- facitities or groups of facilities.

Group A General Comment No. 4. Additional source identification is warranted. Presently
unidentified or uninvestigated sources within the SEMOU could significantly impact the details and costs
of a final remedy. Moreover, it is extremely inequitable and against public policy for the presently
identified potentially responsible parties ("PRPs") to pay for past or possibly ongoing releases of
contaminanis from neighboring properties. Failure of the Agency to identify a wider group of
responsible parties increases the risk thai future response actions would be funded with Superfund
money or after incurring unnecessary litigation costs better used for remediation.

- EPA's Response. Extensive source identification activities have already occurred throughout the South
- El Monte OU. EPA is continuing to gather data and evaluate individual facilities in the South El Monte
_ QU and it is likely that EPA will identify some additional PRPs.

Group A General Comment No. 5. EPA should rapidly complete its assessment of candidates for early
cashout settlements based on financial and technical criteria. Proceeds raised from such settlements
should be earmarked for future response actions listed in the ROD and not used merely to offset past
EPA oversight cosis. Past oversight costs should be collected from recalcitrant parties.

EPA's Response. EPA is evaluating "ability to pay" information for interested South Ej Monte PRPs and
considering candidates for early settlements and expects to offer settlements to qualifying parties. EPA
expects to issue Special Notice Letters to South Ei Monte OU PRPs following release of this ROD and at
this time cannot respond 1o comments on allocation of setilement proceeds. Further, EPA will not know if
there are any "recalcitrant”® partics until after Special Notice Letters have been issued and consent decree
negotiations initiated.

Group A Specific Comment No. 1, Alternative 3 versus Alternative 4. The primary difference between
Alternative 3 and 4 is that the latter includes a "Shallow Zone Extraction* component in addition to the

1 ocalized Intermediate Zore Exiraction™ common to both alternatives. As discussed below in Specific
Comment 2, an ongoing Shallow Zone Extraction Pilot Project (which would arguably satisfy the
supplemental requirements of Alternative 4) already is being conducted on a voluntary basis.

The comparative water quality benefits of Alternatives 3 and 4 can be seen by looking at the profected
concentrations of key contaminanis at downgradient monitoring points. The two most tmportant
downgradient monitoring points in this ease ave: a) the Whittier Narrows Dam, where the cost of the
Whittier Narrows Operable Unit remedy could be impacied; and b} the Montebello Forebay, a source of
drinking water for the Los ﬁnge!as Central Basin,
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Attached to this letter is a copy of Figures 45 and 46 from the SEMOU Feasibility Study ("FS") that was
reviewed and approved by EPA. Figure 45 is a "Comparison of Projected PCE' concentrations at [the]
Whittier Narrows Dam." The left side of Figure 45 compares PCE concentrations in the shallow zone,
while the right side makes the same comparison for the intermediate zone. Figure 46 makes similar
comparisons at the Montebello Forebay.’ '

In both figures, there is extremely little difference between the PCE concentrations in these locations,
regardless of whether Alternative 3 or 4 are used. As EPA plans to conduct a significant’ groundwater
pump and treat remedy at the Whittier Narrows dam regardless of whether shallow zone extraction is
conducted in the SEMOU, there is little reason to absolutely require that shallow zone extraction in the
SEMOLJ be made part of the Record of Decision. !

EPA estimates the net present value (*NPV") of Alternative 3 is approximately $8,334,400. The estimated
NPV of Alternative 4 is $12,285,000, representing a 47.4 percent cost increase over Alternative 3. When
viewing the projected PCE concentrations at the Dam and the Forebay under both alternatives. there is
insufficient marginal increased protection of human health and the envirorment to warrant the
mandatory inclusion of shallow extraction in the ROD. In gross overview, implementation of Alternative
3 (and of a reasonable remedy which will occur In the WNOU) adequately protects human health and the
environment while complying with all ARARS. Alternative 3 satisfies the threshold criteria in 40 C.F.R.
Section 300.430(0(1)(iHA).

Furihermore, analysis of the NCP's five "primary balancing criteria” in 40 CF.R. Section
300.4300)(1)()(B) does not support a 47.4 percent increase in the cosi of the remedy either.

«  First, there is no evidence in the FS to support a claim that Alternative 3 (and some reasonable
response action in the WNOUD) will not achieve "long-term effectiveness and permanence” in both
the SEMQU and the WNOU,

»  Second, "reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment® should be considered.
Adwmittedly, any additional groundwater extraction well strategically placed in the SEMOU will
likely remove some COCs from the groundwater. However, when balanced with the 47.4 percent
ingrease in costs, it is unlikely that the SEPP will reduce toxicity, mobility or volume at drinking
water wellheads by 47.4 percent, the point mast critical to human exposure 1o contaminated
groundwater. Again, the SEPP is helpful but should not be required in the ROD.

«  Third, EPA should consider "short-term effectiveness” of the SEPP when looking at the overall
SEMOU remedy. While the SEPP is already showing early positive results in remediating shallow
zone contaminants, it does not have any short term impact on contaminants in the intermediate Zone,
which is more likely a source of drinking water, Implementation of the SEPP will not shorten the
overall SEMOU remedy by 47.4 percent,

' Althowugh PCE ix not tha only constituent of concern in the SEMOU, it was viewsed as one of the mast significant contaminaines of
concern {COCs") and a representative of how other COCs will migate under varidus remediol allernatives.

% The FS also compared PCE concentrations of a pulnt under Highway 60. However, this was an arbitrarily chosen point based
only on a major surface landmark qnd Is not relevans 1o the location of a remedial action point (the dam) or a major source of
drinking water (the Forebay).

3 Atpresent, we understand that EPA plans fe pump and reat approximately 8,000 galions per minute of groundwater at the
Whitlier Narrows Dam. To our knowledge, EPA hes not made any commitments about reducing the scope of its WNOU remedy,
svan Iif the SEPP waro mada part of the SEMOU ROD.
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Fourth, EPA should consider "implementability” of the SEPP. The SEPP is being implemenied and is
likely to continue being implemented on a voluniary basis by privase parties. This is not a significant
Jactor in the analysis.

s Fifth, the agency must consider the “cost” of ihe final remedy. This has been discussed above as a
function of the other balancing criteria. We concur with EPA's initial postiion that, while shallow
zone extraction is bengficial to the overall remedy, the cost of requiring additional shallow zone
extraction in the ROD outweighs the associated bengfits.

EPA’s Response. EPA believes that the figures included in the South El Monte QU FS Report
(Geasystems, 1999) showing projected simulated future PCE concentrations at various locations in the
aquifer should only be used for very general comparisons of the remedial alternatives. However, EPA has
reached the same conchusion as the commentor regarding the increased cost of Altemative No. 4
compared to its additional benefits. This ROD selects Alternative No. 3 for the interim remedy in the
South El Monte QU,

Group A Specific Comment No. 2. Shallow Zone Extraction Pilot Project. Although it should not be

. included as a component of the SEMOU ROD, EPA should encourage stakeholders to pursue addiional
response actions including but not limited 1o the Shatlow Zone Exiraction Pilot Project ("SEPP"). The
SEPP is a voluntary project undertaken in part by some private parties and the San Gabriel Valley
Water Quality Authority to remave COCs in shallow groundwater. EPA has also provided vaheable
assistance in the SEPP.

The SEPP is currently funded for at least one more year. Now that inltial remediation statistics are being
generated, additional private parties are showing an interest in raising additional fiends to coniinue
operating the SEPP voluniarily. These actions are laudable and should be recognized in the equitable
appartionmeni of response costs. However, these efforis go above and beyond what is required under the
NCP and shauld not be required in the ROD. i

EPA's Response. EPA appreciates the cfforts of the various entities, including selected South El Monte
OU PRPs and the WQA, that have stepped forwand to fund installation and operation of the SEPP. EPA
believes that additional source control and source removal activities, such as the SEPP, at individual

" facilities or groups of facilities in the South El Monte OU aid clcanup cfforts by removing significant
concentration of contaminant mass. EPA will continue to work with the RWQCR and other local
stakeholders, such as the WQA, to snsure that appropriate source contro) actions are implemented in the
South E] Monte OU.

Group A Specific Comment No. 3. Additional Source Identification. Regardless of what Alternative is

" chosen by EPA, additional source identificziion is necessary if a SEMOU remedy is to be  funded by
private parties. To date, EPA and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board identified a
limited number of PRPs who happened io be in business at the time a PRPs search was conducted. More
effort is needed to identify facilities that engaged in operations similar to those conducted by listed
PRPs. Because other parties were not actively engaged in targeted industrial operations when the initial
screening exercise was conducted, the properties were not reguired to condhuct subsurface investigations
or remediation, even though many other facilities used the same COCs and manmufacturing procedures as

" the listed PRPs. Sites with similar histories of operations and chemical usage should be held to the same
standards of subsurface investigation, remediation and labiiity.

Based on personal Jmow!eqie of the South EI Monte area built up over a number of years, I believe that
" enough financially viable parties could be iraced 10 additional sites to warrant additional PRPs search
activities. Based upon its preliminary screening work fo date, EPA is in the most economically efficient
position to complete its source identification program. The resulting groundwater remediation funds
likely io be generated by newly added PRPs would more than offset this initial investment. These
1il-1-18
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additional costs are easier for EPA to recover than a private party who has a different burden of proving’
compliance with the NCP in a cost recovery action, let alone economic hurdles for funding such work.

Source identification should also take place for sources outside of the SEMOU. For example, attached
Figure 13 from the FS shows a "straight line cut-off " of the PCE and PCE plume in the northeast comer
of the SEMOU. This straight line represents a data gap that can be re-drawn using existing data from
hydrologically upgradient sources to determine the impact on the SEMOU from the Baldwin Park
Operable Unit ("BPOU").

In addition 1o souree identification, this combined information would be helpfal In projecting long term
remediation strategies. For example, receni sampling of SEMOU monitoring wells shows evidence of
perchlorate contamination. Perchlorates are most likely traceable to sources in the BPOU and not to the
SEMOU. Using perchlorates as a tracer elemeni, if would nat be unreasonable to assume that other
COCs released in the BPOU are also migrating Into the SEMOU.

In closing. the fatlure to identify move vesponsible parties’ could well result in insufficient funds being
raised by existing PRPs to support EPA’s proposed remedy for the SEMOU. Additional funding would
have 10 come from etther the Superfund or through inefficient cost recovery litigation,

EPA's Response. As noted in the response to General Comment No. 4 above, extensive source
identification activitics have already occurred throughout the South El Monte OU. EPA is continuing to
gather data and evaluate individual facilities in the South El Monte OU and it is likely that EPA will
identify some additional PRPs. The commentor references persona] knowledge of the South El Monte
area that may help identify additional PRPs. EPA and the RWQCB arc interested in additional
information that could help in identifying potential source areas and would gladly evaluate any new
information provided.

Regarding source areas outside of the South E1 Monte OU, EPA acknowledges that some low-level
contamination is migrating into the South El Monte OU. However, based on the available water quality
and water level data from a number of monitering wells installed upgradient of South E! Monte QU
gource areas, EPA does not believe that any other OU (including the Baldwin Park QU) is contributing a
meaningful portion of the contamination that is to be addressed by this interim remedy or the interim
remedy in the Whittier Narrows OU. If not for contaminant releascs from South El Monte OU facilities,
there would be no need for the interim remedies selected in the South EI Monte and Whittier Narrows
OUs. Figures 2 end 3 in the proposed plan (and in this ROD) show the interpreted extent of VOC
contamination in the South ! Monte OU and nearby portions of surrounding OUs.

Group A Specific Comment No. 4. Early Cashout Setflements. EPA is aware of the fact that, unlike
certain other operable units in the Site, the SEMOU primarily consists of relatively small businesses and
individuals who are particularly impacted by the transaction costs associated with participation in the
CERCLA process. It would be most economically efficient to reack an early, equitable cashout with
financially limited parties as well as parties with demonsirated low impacts o the groundwater.

As the PRP identification process has failed to identify many facilities and PRPs within the SEMOU, the
proceeds from the early cashout settlements must be used for the highest priority: implementation of the
ROD. EPA’s past response costs should be collected from recaicitrant PRPs who have noi participated in
pas1 response actions and who do not plan to contribute to fisture response actions.

EPA's Response. See the response above to General Comment No. 3.
! -
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1.12 Responses to Comments from South El Monte
Businesses (Group B)

" ‘The following thrée South El Monte OU businesses all submitted the same set of comments: Clamp
Manufacturing Company, Ine.; Eagle Metal Finishing Co. Inc.; and Tri-Fitting Manufacturing Company.
EPA's responses below cover the comments submitted by each of the companies included in this group,
termed Group B for presentstion purposes.

Group B Comment No. 1. I would like to offer the following comments on the Proposed Plan Jor the
South EI Monte Operable Unit (SEMOU). The selection of Alternative Three Intermediate Zone Conirol
in Western South El Monte Operable Unit is the wisest choice for attaining EPA's goais ags siated on
page seven of the Proposed Plan. The extensive effort currently under way in the Whittier Narrows
Operable Unit (WNOU) will, in fact, address the southern flow of contamination from SEMOU. This fact
is clearly addressed in the Whittier Narrows Operable Unit Feasibility Study Addendum. ". . . selecting
remedial actions emploving treatment technologies thas permanently and significantly reduce toxicily,
mobility, or volume of hazardous substances as a principal element of the action.”

EPA's Response. EPA concurs that implementation of Alternative No. 3, in conjunction with the
Whittier Narrows OU interim remedy, best meets EPA's goals for the South El Mante OU interim
remedy. Altemative No. 3 has been selected in this ROD.

Group B Comment No. 2, Currently the Shallow Zone Extraction Pilot Program (SEPF) provides a
degree of hydraulic containment and removes a significant mass of VOC jrem the shallow aquifer.

As a containment measure, the SEPP could be considered redundant once EPA's WNQU remedy
becomes operational. As a VOC mass removal or source control measure, however, the SEPP's value
will not be diminished by EPA's remedy. It can be argued, therefore, that in the long run, the SEPP's
mair: role will be VOC mass removal. Because EPA remedies in the San Gabriel Basin are all oriented
loward containment, the SEPP should not be included in the record of decision (ROD).

EPA's Response, For clarification, although EPA's interim remedies selected to date in the San Gabricl
Basin primarily focus on containment, mass removal and source control have also been considered as
secondary objectives for some remedics. EPA concurs that the primary benefits from the SEPP are
related to source control, rather than containment. Although EPA has not included the SEPP as a specific
component of the interim remedy in this ROD, EPA believes that additional source control and source
removal activities, such as the SEPP, at individual facilities or groups of facilities in the South El Monte
OU are an important component of the overall remedial efforts in the OU.

Gronp B Comment No. 3. If Shallow Zone containment is included in the ROD for SEMOU, it is highly
ltkely that EPA will specify a performance requirement rather than speclfying the scope of the remedy. In
other wards, the ROD is mare likely to say something to the effect that measures shall be implemented 1o
prevent contaminants af a ceriain concentration from migrating out of the SEMOU. As currently
operating, the SEPP may not achieve EPA's performance standard. Failure io meet EPA's performarnce
standard could result in additional extraction wells and/or higher exiraction rates.

Operating the SEPP outside of the ROD affords a much greater degree of flexibility than if it is included
in the ROD. This flexibility could be very important if groundwater quality changes occur in the future.

Lastly, the action orientatian that birthed the SEPP needs Slexibility that performance requirements
would only hamper. The SEPP is the only mitigating action now in operation within the area. It's results
could be very helpful to the long run containment efforts, for both the SEMOU and the WNOU.

Hi-1=18
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EPA's Response, EPA concluded that, for this interim remedy, the additional benefits gained from the
shallow zone source control component of Alternative No. 4 were not substantial enough to justify its
higher costs and has not included shallow zone source control in this ROD. However, as noted above in
the responses to several comments, EPA believes that source control/source removal actions such as the
SEPP are an important component of the overall cleanup activities in the South El Monte OU. EPA will
continue to work with the RWQCB and SEMOU PRPs to ensure that source control activities occur in @
flexible, cost-effective fashion at individual facilities or groups of facilities.

1.13 Responses to Comments from South El Monte
Businesses (Group C)

The following two South El Monte OU businesses both submitted the same set of comments: Artistic
Polishing and Plating, Ine. and APW-Electronic Solutions. EPA's responses below cover the comments
submitted by each of the companies included in this group, termed Group C for presentation purposes. .

Group C Comment No. 1. Artistic agrees with EPA's selection of “Alternative 3" as its preferred
remedial plan. Artistic believes Alternative 3 achieves EPA's overall strategy In the San Gabriel Valley
Ground Water Basin which is to control contaminant migration. Alternative 3, when viewed in light of
the Whittier Narrows QU ("WNOU") remedy, is a cost effective interim remedial action that controls
contaminant migration. Additionally, the WNOU remedy and Alternative 3 are complimentary of each
other in that the WNOU remedy will control contaminant migration to the South of the SEMOU and
Alternative 3 will control contaminant migration to the west of the SEMOU.

Alternative 4, on the other hand, should not be selected for the SEMOU because it will provide nothing
more than a costly redundancy to the WNOU remedy. Alternative 4 would cause an extraction field and
treatment system lo be installed between the southern boundary of the SEMOU and the WNOU
extraction wells. Such a cosily remedy will not achieve any greater control over contaminant migration
than that provided by the WNOU remedy. Thus, Alternative 4 can noi be justified an a cost or technical
basis.

EPA's Response. For clarification, the shallow zone source control component of Alternative No. 4
would not have been installed "between the southern boundary of the SEMOU and the WNOU extraction
wells.* It would have been just downgradient of South El Monte OU source areas.

EPA concurs that implementation of Alternative No. 3, in conjunction with the Whittier Narows OU

remedy, best meets EPA's goals for the South El Monte OU intetim remedy. Alternative Ne. 3 has been

selected in this ROD. EPA concluded that, for this interim remedy, the additional benefits gained from

lt::e shallow zone source conirol component of Altemative No. 4 were not substantial enough to justify its
igher costs.

Group € Comment No. 2. Moreover; certain PRPs, which includes Artistic, and the WQA have already
implemented a shalfow zome extraction pilot program ("SZEPP") in the southern portion of the SEMOU.
Artistic and certain other PRPs participated in funding the SZEPP with the expectation and
understanding that the system would not be the subject of EPA control or oversite. Rather, Artistic
believed that the SZEPP was implemented to start mass removal from the shallow zone. Artistic urges the
EPA to view the SZEPP as being similar to the many site specific remedies that have been implemented
in the SEMOU. The suggestion of adding the SZEPP into the EPA's proposed plan (Alternative 4} is as
illogical as adding all of the SEMOU site specific remedies to its proposed plan. The SZEPFP is a
separate remedial measure and should remain as such.

Artistic sypports EPA’s selection of Aliernative 3 as its proposed plan and wrges EPA to reject
Alternative 4,
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EPA's Response. EPA views the SEPP as a site-specific source contzol action for a group of facilities.

And, although EPA has not included the SEPP in this ROD, EPA remains very supportive of the SEFP

and will continue to work with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, local stakeholders and South

El Monte OU PRPs to ensure that appropriate source control and source removal actions are implemented
" (or continued) at individual facilities or groups of facilities in the Scuth El Monte OU.

1.14 Responses to Comments from Art Weiss
Industrial Properties

Art Weiss Industrial Properties Comment No. 1. [ would like to offer the following comments on the
Proposed Plan for the South El Monte Operable Unit (SEMOU). The selection of Alternative Three
Intermediate Zone Control in Western South El Monte Operable Unit is the wisest choice for attaining
EPA's goals as stated on page seven of the Proposed Plan. The exiensive effort currently under way in
the Whilttier Narrows Operable Unit (WNOU) will, in fact, address the southern flow of contamination
from SEMOU. This fact is clearly addressed in the Whittier Narrows Operable Unit Feasibility Study
Addendum. *. . . selecting remedial actions employing treatment technologies that permanently and
significantly reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances as a principal element of the
action.” “ '

EPA's Response. EPA concurs that implementation of Alternative No. 3, in conjunction with the
Whittier Narrows OU remedy, best meets EPA's goals for the South El Monte OU interim remedy,
Alternative No. 3 has been selected in this ROD.

Art Welss Industrial Properties Comment No. 2. Currently the Shallow Zone Extraction Pilot
Program (SEPP) provides a degree of hydraulic containment and removes a significant mass of VOC
from the shallow aguifer.

As @ containment measure, the SEPP could be considered redundant once EPA's WNOU remedy
becomes operational. As a VOC mass removal or source control measure, however, the SEPP's value

" will not be diminished by EPA's remedy. It can be argued, therefore, that in the long run, the SEPP's
main role will be VOC mass removal. Because EPA remedies in the San Gabriel Basin are all oriented
toward containment, the SEPP should not be included in the record of decision (ROD).

EPA's Response. For clarification, although EPA's interim remedies selected to date in the San Gabriel
Basin primarily focus on containment, mass removal and source control have also been considered as
secondary objectives for some remedies. EPA concurs that the primary benefits from the SEPP are
related to source control, rather than containment. Although EPA has not included the SEPP as a specific
component of the interim remedy in this ROD, EPA believes that additional source control and source
removal activities, such as the SEPP, at individual facilities or groups of facilities in the South El Monte
OU arc an important component of the overall remedial cfforts in the OU. '

Art Weiss Industrial Properties Comment No. 3. If Shallow Zone containment is included in the ROD
for SEMOU, it is highly likely that EPA will specify a performance requirement rather than specifying
the scope of the remedy. In other words, the ROD is more likely to say something to the effect that
measures shall be implemented to prevent contaminants at a certain concentration from migrating out of
the SEMOU. As currently operating, the SEPP may not achieve EPA’s performance standard. Failure to
meet EPA's performance standard could result in edditional extraction wells and/or higher extraction
rates. ;

. 11
Finally, operating the SEPP outside of the ROD affords & much greater degree of flexibility than if it is
included in the ROD. This flexibifity could be very imporiant if groundwater quality changes occur in the

JSuture,
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EPA's Response. EPA concluded that, for this interim remedy, the additional benefits gained from the
shallow zone source control component of Alternative No. 4 were not substantial enough to justify its
higher costs and has not included shallow zone source control in this ROD. However, as noted above in
the responses to several comments, EPA believes that source control/source removal actions such as the
SEPP will be an important component of the overall cleanup activities in the South El Monte OU. EPA
will continue to work with the RWQCB and South El Monte OU PRPs to ensure that source control
activities ocour in a flexible, cost-effective fashion at individual facilitics or groups of facilities.

1.15 Responses to Comments from EEMUS
Manufacturing Corp.

EEMUS Manufacturing Corp. Comment No, 1. [ support the EPA’s selection of Alternative 3 Sfrom
the Feasibility Study to address ground water contamination in the South Bl Monie Operable Unit
(SEMOU). The Remedial Action Objeciives outiined by the EP4 will be met by implementation of
Alternative 3 particularly when considering other efforis that are planned by the EPA in the adjacent
Whittier Narrows Operable Unit.

At the October 27th EPA presentation of the solutions to the ground water contaminaiion in the South 5l
Monte Operable Unit (SEMOU) several individuals provided comment that Alternative 4 be implemenied
instead of Alternative 3. These requests do not take into consideration the need for providing a sound
remedial approach but are the more is better selution.

EPA's Response. EPA concurs that implementation of Alternative No. 3, in conjunction with the
‘Whittier Narrows OU remedy, best meets EPA's goals for the South Ei Monte OU interim remedy.
Alternative No. 3 has been selected in this ROD. EPA's evaiuations conclude that the additional benefits
gained from Altemative No. 4 are not significant enough to justify its much higher cost.

EEMUS Manufacturing Corp. Comment No. 2. The addition of the shallow zone extraction barrier
that would be added as the result of selection of Alternative 4 has already been implemented in the
SEMOU. We believe that this project is beneficial and addresses shallow zone contamination removal in
the southern area of the SEMOU., Adding this to the SEMOU ROD will not impact the EPA's overail
solution to containment of contamination to the south in the intermediate ground water levels flowing
from the SEMOU, E! Monte and Baldwin Park Operable Units.

EPA's Response. Asnoted above in the responses to several comments, EPA believes that source
control/source removal actions such as the SEPP are an important component of the overall cleanup
activities in the South El Monte OU.

For clerification, the sclected remedy for the South E1 Monte OU addresses containment of groundwater
contamination in the intermediate zone in the westemn portion of the South El Monte OU. The comment
refers to containment to the south, rather than west. Containment to the south is a component of the
Whittier Narrows OU remedy. The comment algo references containment of contaminated groundwater
flowing from the El Monte and Baldwin Park OUs. This remedy only addresscs the contamination
flowing out of the South El Monte OU.

EEMUS Manufacturing Corp. Comment No. 3. The EP4, in its October 27th presentation of the
solutions to the ground water contamination in the South El Monte Operable Unit (SEMOU) indicated
that contamination from the SEMOU had migrated to Whittler Narrows. Some indication was also made
that the EPA may attemp! tq recover costs for investigation and implementation of a remedial solution in
the Whittier Narrow Operable Unit from the SEMOU participants. The EPA should consider the
Jfollowing issues if its costs for the Whittier Narrows project are allocated o others.

B.1-
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i Many of the individuals designated as PRPs in the SEMOU have worked on the developiment of
the feasibility study and coniributed funding for this project voluntarily. The EPA showid look to
allocate any of their costs to those PRPs that have not contributed to these efforts.

2 There are properties in the SEMOU that are known to have soil contamination where the owners
have made no effort to cleanup the sites. This unaddressed soil contamination has the potential
of undermining the effectiveness and length of any ground water cleanup. These PRPs should be
looked at by EPA for collection of any additional costs as their sites continue to be sources of
contamination to ground water. .

EPA's Response. EPA expeots the South El Monte OU PRPs to allocate costs smongst themselves.

" The sllocation negotiations are the time 1o take into account past contributions, including facility-specific
cleanup activities, = M=

. However, for any PRPs that do not resolve their liability, EPA will take into consideration any failure 1o
contribute to past investigation and cleanup efforts.

EEMUS Manufacturing Corp. Comment No. 4. There is evidence of ground waier cantamination
flowing into the SEMOU and to Whiitier Narrows from the Baldwin Park Operable Unit and the El
Monte Operable Unit. The model provided by EPA shows the contamination flowing from these Operable
Units to be under drinking water limits. EPA has iaken the position that this level of contamination is not
a factor at Whittier Narrows. The contamination that is flowing from these Operable Units is additive
and there may have been slugs of higher concenirations that have entered ar are yet to enier the SEMOU
" or Whititer Narrows from these neighboring Operable Units. If the EPA chooses 10 allocate costs for ils'

Whittier Narrows Operable Unit it is obligated 10 identify all those that potentially contributed to
contamination, that would clearly include the Baldwin Park and EI Monte Operable Units.

EPA's Response. Regarding contamination flowing from Baldwin Park OU and El Monte OU, EPA
scknowledges that some low-level contamination is migrating into the South E1 Monte OU. However,
based on the avajlable water quality and water level data from a number of monitoring wells installed
upgradicnt of South El Monte QU source arcas, EPA does not believe that any other OU is contributing a
meaningful portion of the contamination that is to be addressed by this interim remedy or the interim
remedy in the Whittier Narrows OU. Figures 2 and 3 in the proposed plan (and in this ROD) show the

. interpreted extent of VOC contamination in the South El Monte QU and nearby portions of surrounding
OUs.

1.16 Responses to Comments from Aircraft Stamping
Co., Inc.

Aircraft Stamping Co. Comment No. 1. /n your meeting of October 27, 1999 at South El Monte High
School, EPA stated that in pumping and treating the intermediate zone, the water pumped or treated
would either be discharged into the viver bed or distributed to the water purveyors in that area. It would
be my hope that the water purveyors would be given the first opportunity to purchase the water thereby
alleviating some of the cost that would otherwise have to be borne by the EPA and/or the PRPs.

EPA’s Response, EPA's preference is that the treated water be supplied to water purveyors in the South
El Monte QU. We are optimistic that the necessary agreements ¢an be reached to allow the water

purveyors to accept the waf?r from the remedy.
Alreraft Stamping Co. Comment No. 2. Will EPA be doing a cost benefit and health benefit o
determine whether or not their project in the Whiltier Narrows area is even necessary lo order (o protect
the health and the environment?
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EPA's Response, EPA completed the Whittier Narrows OU Feasibility Study Addendum 2nd released a
Proposed Plan in October 1998. These documents describe the evaluations conducted to determine the
need for an active remedy in the Whintier Narrows OU, including comparisoxis to the nine Superfund
evaluation criteria. The ROD Amendment for the Whitticr Narrows QU, issued in November 1999
further details the need for the selected remedy.

117  Responses to Comments from Mr. Robert
Vanderbosch

Mr. Vanderbosch Comment No. 1. [would like to offer the following comments on the Proposed Plan
for the South El Monte Operable Unit (SEMOU). The selection of Alternative Three Intermediate Zone
Control in Western South EI Monte Operable Unit is the wisest choice for attaining EPA's goals as
stated on page seven of the Proposed Plan. The extensive effort currently under way in the Whittier
Narrows Operable Unit (WNOU) will, in fact, address the southern flow of contamination from SEMOU,
This fuct Is clearly addressed in the Whittier Narrows Operable Unit Feasibility Study Addendum.

EPA's Response. EPA concurs that implementation of Alternative No. 3, in conjunction with the
Whittier Narrows OU remedy, best meets EPA's goals for the South El Monte OU intetimn remedy.
Alternative No. 3 has been sclected in this ROD,

Mr. Vanderbosch Comment No. 2. Currently the Shallow Zone Extraction Piiot Program (SEFF)
provides a degree of hydraulic containment and removes a significant mass of VOC from the shallow
aguifer.

As a containment measure, the SEPP cowld be considered redundant once EPA's WNOU remedy
becomes operational. As a VOC mass removal or source control measure, however, the SEPP's value
will not be diminished by EPA’s remedy. It can be argued, therefore, that in the long run, the SEPP's
main role will be VOC mass removal. Because EPA remedies in the San Gabriel Basin are all orienied
loward containment, the SEPP should not be included in the record of decision (ROD).

FPA's Response. For clarification, although EPA's interim remedies selected to date in the San Gabriel
Basin primarily focus on containment, mass removal and source control have also been considered as
secondary objectives for some remedics. EPA concurs that the primary benefits from the SEPP are
related to source control, tather than contsinment. Although EPA has not included the SEPP as a specific
component of the interim remedy in this ROD, EPA believes that additional source control and source
remova) activities, such as the SEPP, at individual facilities or groups of facilities in the South El Monte
QU are an important component of the overall remedial efforts in the OU.

Mr. Vanderboschk Comment No, 3. If Shallow Zone containment is included in the ROD for SEMOU, it
is highly likely that EPA will specify a performance requirement rather than specifying the scope of the
remedy. In other words, the ROD is more likely to say something to the effect that measures shall be
implemented 1o prevent contaminants at a certain conceniration from migrating out of the SEMQOU. As
currently operating, the SEPP may not achieve EPA's performance standard. Failure to meet EPA’s
performance standard could result in additional extraction wells and/or higher extraction rafes.

Finally, operating the SEPP outside of the ROD affords a much greater degree of flexibility than if it is
included in the ROD. This f&exibib‘ry could be very important if groundwater quality changes occur in the
Juture. :

"EPA's Response. EPA concluded that, for this interim remedy, the additional bencfits gaincd from the
shallow zone source control component of Alternative No. 4 were not substantial enough to justify its
-1-23
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higher costs and has not included shallow zone source control in this ROD. However, as noted above in
the responses to several comments, EPA believes that source control/source removal actions such as the
SEPP are an important component of the overall cleanup activities in the South El Monte OU. EPA will
continue to work with the RWQCB and South El Monte OU PRPs to ensure that source-control activities
occur in a flexible, cost-effective fashion at individual facilities or groups of facilities.

1.18 Responses to Comments from Geosystem
Consultants, Inc. (representing the South El
Monte OU Participants)

Geosystem Consultants Comment No. 1. Overall, the SEMOU Participants and Geosystem concur
with EPA's selection of Alternative 3 as the preferred remedy in the Proposed Plan. Moreover, the
SEMOU Participants and Geosystem are encouraged by EPA's willingness to entertain the use of
existing infrastructure in the preferred remedy. This existing infrastructure is owned by the two SEMOU
water purveyors whase wells have been impacted by volatile organic compounds ( VOCs); namely the
San Gabriel Valley Water Quality Company (SGVWC) and the City of Monterey Park. The SEMOU
Participants and Geosystem have maintained all along that using existing infrastructure is both practical
and cost-effective. Just as importantly, it may help get the remedy implemented several years earlier than
if the “conventional” approach were adopted.

EPA’s Response. Comment noted. EPA concurs that there are a number of potential schedule and cost
benefits associated with using existing water purveyor infrastructure as part of remedy implementation.
EPA will continue to work towards accelerated implementation of the remedy in the South EI Monte QU
and supports the use of existing water supply wells and facilities as much as possible to meet the
objectives of the selected remedy described in this ROD. We are optimistic that the necessary
agreements can be reached to allow the use of existing facilities and will continue to encourage
cooperation between South El Monte PRP representatives and local stakeholders, including the water
purveyors, to reach these agreements in a timely manner.

Geosystem Consultants Comment Ne, 2. Shallow Zone Extraction Barrier Pilot Program. As EPA is
aware, Cardinal Industrial Finishes (Cardinal) and, more recently, the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality
Authority (WQA) have long advocated some type of "early action" in the SEMOU. In brief, the stated
objective of the early action has consistently been to inhibit the migration of high VOC concentrations in
the shallow zone toward Whittier Narrows and to remove VOC mass. After years of effort; and with the
enthusiastic support of the state regulatory agencies, an early action was initiated in September 1999,
Specifically, the SEMOU shallow zone extraction barrier pilot program (SEPF) became operational, The
SEPP involves the extraction of a total of approximately 1,100 gpm from two extraction wells, treatment
using liquid-phase granular activated carbon, and recharge of the treated ground water back into the
shallow zone aquifer via engineered infiltration galleries. Based on the influent concentrations to the
treatment systems, Geosystem estimates that the SEPP will remove around 72 pounds of VOCs per month
(866 pounds per year) from the shallow zone aquifer. Moreover, ground water level data suggest that the
combined effect of extraction via the two wells and recharge via the two infiltration galleries has created
a hydraulic barrier that inhibits most, if not all, VOC migration at concentrations over 200 s/,

The SEMOU Pariicipants and Geosystem believe that an early action program that removes 72 puinids

~ of YOCs per month and that achieves even partial hydraulic containment is a worthwhile effort. In the
Proposed Plan, however, EPA does not mention the SEPP other than as a component of Alternative 4,
which is not EPA’s preferred remedy. While not advacating the selection of Alternative 4 as the preferred
remedy, Geosystem and the SEMOU Participants believe that their efforts to inhibit shallow zone voc
migration toward Whittier Narrows and to remove VOC mass from the shallow zone aquifer should be
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acknowledged in the Proposed Plan. Indeed, Geosystem and the SEMOU Participants believe that the
SEPP should be given time to have a beneficial impact on downgradient ground water quality before
EPA finalizes its plans for the fund-lead remedy in the Whittier Narrows Operable Unit ( WNOU). Even if
EPA believes the SEPP is or could be redundant because of its Whittier Narrows remedy, it could still be
aclmowledged and given credit as a VOC mass removal and/or source control measure.

EPA's Response. EPA appreciates the efforts of the various entities, including Cardinal Industrial
Finishes, other South El Monte OU PRPs and the WQA, that have stepped forward to fund installation
and operation of the SEPP. Source removal actions like the SEPP provide considerable long-term benefits
in cleaning up South El Monte OU groundwater. Although it has not been selected as a specific *
component of the interim containment remedy described in this ROD, EPA believes that source
control/removal activities, such as the SEPP, at individual facilitics or groups of facilities in the South E|
Monte OU will continue to be en important compenent of the averall remedial efforts in the OU. EPA
will contintte to work with the RWQCB, Scuth El Monte PRPs and other local stakeholders, such as the
WQA, to ensure that appropriate source control sctions are implemented in the South El Monte OU.

EPA also acknowledges that operation of the SEPP does provide partial containment of high-level
contamination migrating away from facilities in the South El Monte OU. However, the degree of
containment provided by the SEPP does not mitigate the need for containment of shallow and
intermediate groundwater contemination in the downgradient Whittier Narrows OU. If it continues to
operate for a number of years, the SEPP will eventually affect the contaminant concentrations observed at
containment wells in Whittier Narrows. But, EPA does not expect that the SEPP will significantly
change the size of the area requiring containment in Whittier Narrows for many years to come.

Geosyster Consultants Comment No. 3. Identification of SEMOU PRPs, The search for PRPs in the
SEMOU involved sending a chemical use questionnaire (o selected industrial/commercial facilities. It is
Geasystem's understanding that the questionuaire recipients were selected based on a *drive-by" or
"windshield" survey by Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) personnel. If
the compleled questionnaires indicated that chlorinated solvents were used, stored, or kandled at
particular facility, LARWQCB personnel conducted a physical site inspection. The inspections focused
on jeatures such as chemical storage areas, degreasing units, subsurface clariflers, stained or degraded
surface paving, and the like. Facilities at whick LARWQCB personnel suspected releases may have
occurred were required 1o conduct preliminary subsurface investigations of soil and, at some facilities,

ground water quality.

Because chemical use questionnaires were not sent 10 every commercial and industrial facility in the
SEMOU, it s almost certain that not all solvent users were identified. Furthermore, the source
identification program did rot address anything other than the then current land use. As such, businesses
that had used, stored, or handled solvents in the pasi, but which had ceased operating by the time the
questionnaives were issued, escaped LARWQCR's follow-up inspections. The industrial properties in the
SEMOU are predominantly smail and most have had multiple owners and/or operators over the last 40
ta 50 years. Accordingly, it is almost certain that many facilitles that should have been inspected were
nat identified. Moreover, there are anecdotal indications that some questionnaires.may not have been
filled out correctly and that housekeeping at certain facilities improved dramatically prior to
LARWQCB's inspections; thus, prospective PRPs may have avoided having to conduct subsurface
investigations. Improvements in housekeeping at some fucilities reportedly included remodeling and

repaving.

Based on the above, Geosysfem and the SEMOU Participanis believe that there are more, as yet
unidentified, PRPs in the SEMOU and that past land use should be considered in a renewed atiempt to
identify more PRPs, and spread the financial burden of the SEMOU remedy more equitably.
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EPA’s Response. Given the great number of relatively small industrial facilities present in the South El
Monte OU, it is likely that some potential contaminant sources have not been identificd. In addition to
the “windshield” surveys, the RWQCB revicwed public records to identify potential solvent users.
Overzll, EPA believes that the RWQCE's source identification efforts in the South El Monte OU were
very thorough. EPA is still collecting data and evaluating individual facilities in the South El Monte QU.
EPA expects to name additional PRPs to participate in implementation of this remedy.

If the South 1 Monte OU Participants have relevant infonmation about specific facilities that were not
investigated by the RWQCB, they chould present this information to EPA so that it can be determined if
additional investigation is warranted.

Geosystem Consultants Comment No. 4. Site-Specific Remediation. Drafis of several of the early
RI/ES documents included language to the effect that remediation at individual SEMOU facilities is
critical as part of a broader source mitigation program. Specifically, Geosystem and the SEMOU
Participants reasoned that the systematic elimination of significant vadose zone contamination and/or
ground water "hot spots” is of paramount importance to the success of any remedial alternative, be it
containment or otherwise. In response to requests from EPA, however, the language pertaining to

© site-specific remediation was ultimately deleted from the text of the final deliverabies. In parallel with
the above, there are several SEMOU facilities with significant vadose zone and/or ground water
contamination that have not been forced by local and state regulatory agencies 10 remediate. By way of
example, a Cleanup and Abatement Order (CAQ) issued by the LARWQCR to a SEMOU PRP in 1986
has still not been enforced to this day. In another instance in 1987, the LARWQCB refused a PRP
permission to initiate a vapor extraction system lo mitigate coniamination by alcohols, ketones, and
aromatic VOCs on the basis that "evidence” of PCE contamination would be destroyed.

More recently, LARWQCB has begun to rectify this situation by applying pressure on certain PRPs to

_ initiate site-specific vadose zone remediation programs and/or ground water remediation programs.
Geosystern and the SEMOU Participants believe that more vigorous regulatory agency action againsi
recalcitrant PRPs should be a critical component of the remedy In the SEMOU.

EPA's Response, The commentor does not provide enough information for EPA to speak to the specific
references regarding the lack of site-specific cleanup action. EPA concurs that site-specific actions are an
5~ important component of the overall South El Monte cleanup. EPA will continue to work with the
RWQCB and South El Monte OU PRPs to ensure that appropriate source control activities occur at
. individual facilities or groups of facilities,

Geosystem Consultants Comment No. 5. Inflow of Contaminants from Other Areas. Consistent with
EPA’s presumed remedy of containment using some type of ground water pump-and-treat sysiem, the
emphasis in the SEMOU RI was rightly on where the contaminants are going rather than where they
came from. This emphasis was such that during the preparation of the RUFS deliverables, EPA

“ repeatedly requested that any references 16 the possible inflow of contaminants to the SEMOU from

_ adjacent areas be deleted. However, the sources of contamination are critical to the cost allocation
process, without which there may not be a viable PRP group to fund the remedy. In that contex, there
are several strong indications that inflows of contaminants are occurring or have occurred in the past.

. These indications are as follows:

© «  Perchlorate has been reported in ground water samples collected from two wells in the SEMOU; a
City of Monterey Park well in the Whittier Narvows Golf Course (Well No. 12) and in an EPA
multiport monitoring well on Meeker Avenue (Well No. EPAW417). So far as Geosystem is aware,
perchlorate in the Mait San Gabriel Basin is almost exclusively attributable to sources in the
Baldwin Park Operable Unit (BPOU). While the isolated occurrence of perchlorate in Well No. 12 is
difficult to explain, the proximity of Well EPAW417 io the BPOU is a strong indication that
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contaminants, possibly including VOCs, from that operable unit have impacted SEMOU ground
waler.

«  EPA's own interpretations of VOC distribution in the intermediate zone have consistently shown a
plume extending from Whittier Narrows to the northeastern corner of the SEMOU, at which point it
terminates with an arbitrary straight line immediately southwest of the BPOU. Although EPA stops
short of showing a continuous VOC plume extending from the WNOU into the BPOU, the inference
is clearly that it does. Moreover, it is likely that the isolated areas of higher VOC concentration
along the west side of the San Gabriel River are aitributable to migration from the BPOU. In other
words, these epparently isolated areas may be the residual of a larger, more concentrated VOC
plume that has since largely dissipated. Despite having largely dissipated, however, VOCs migrating
owl of the BPOU have contributed to the overall VOC contamination in the WNOU.

»  The area of higk VOC concentrations in the so-called "duck farm” area on the eastern SEMOU
boundary appear to originate from a source or sources ¢ast of the San Gabriel River and the 605
Freeway. Again, this and other areas of higher VOC concentrations have probably coniributed to
- overail ground water contamination in the SEMOU and the WNOU.

»  Ground water modeling during the SEMOU FS indicater that the active and formerly active
production wells in the northwestern corner of the SEMOU create significant pumping depressions
in the intermediate zone and possibly in the shallow zone. These depressions may be (or may have
been) large and deep enough to draw in ground water from ihe north and northwest, Le., ground
water that may coniain contaminanis originating from the adjacen: E! Monte Operabile Unit,

Geosystem had planned ¢o use the basin-wide CFEST model to perform particle track modeling to show
that ground water and, hence, VOCs from adjacens operable units could enter the SEMOU.
Unfortunately, the particle tracking modide of the CFEST mbdel was not warking corrvectly in the version
of the model provided to Geosystem by EPA. Considering the widespread occurrence of VOCs
throughout the San Gabriel Basin, hawever, it Is almost inconceivable that VOC-contaminated water
from one or more of the surrounding operable units has not flowed into, through, and out of the SEMOU
at some time in the past. Even if VOCs are not currently entering the SEMOU from adjacent operable
units, past VOC migration into the SEMOU has still contributed significantly to the cost of the SEMOU
remedy. As EPA is well aware, the cost allocation process Is often based on the volume of impacied
ground water as well as the mass and concentrations of VOCs in ground water. Thus, a large volume of
ground water contaminated by only low concentrations of VOCs still contributes significantly to the cost
of the remedy.

EPA's Response. There is evidence that some low-level contamination has migrated into the South El
Monte QU from adjacent OUs. However, based on the available water quality and water level data from 2

- pumnber of monitoring wells installed upgradient of South El Monte QU source arcas, EPA does niot
believe that any other OU is contributing a meaningful portion of the contamination that is to be
addressed by this interim remedy ot the interim remedy in the Whittier Narrows OU. The areas of
contamination being addressed in these interim remedies are in the southwest portion of the South El
Monte OU. As shown in Figures 2 and 3, this is a considerable distance from the Baldwin Park QU
contamnination present in the northeast corner of the South E1 Monte OU.

In response to some of the specific issues cited in the comment:

«  Low concentrations of perchlorate (similar to those detected in the City of Monterey Park and EPA
monitoring wells rcfcrclilced in the comment) have recently been detected in the shallowest zone in a
multi-port monitoring well located within one of the primary source areas in the South El Monte OU.
This indicates the potential presence of a local perchlorate souxce.,
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-+ Based on available hydrogeologic data, EPA does not believe that the isolated area of high VOC
concentrations in the shallow aquifer in the far eastem portion of the South El Monte OU has any
impact on groundwater contamination being addressed by the interim containment remedies in the
South El Monte and Whittier Narrows OUs, Figures 2 and 3 in the Proposed Plan (and in this ROD)
show the interpreted extent of VOC contamination in the South El Monte OU and nearby portions of |

surrounding OUs

¢ EPA has installed an additional monitoring well to help assess the potential impact of El Monte ou
contamination on the wells in the pumping center west of the South El Monte OU.

EPA does not believe that available data support the conclusion stated in the comment that "past VOC
migration into the SEMOU has still contributed significantly to the cost of the SEMOU remedy." The
remedy in the South El Monte OU will address very specific areas of contamination that clearly originate
in South El Monte OU source areas. The data clearly indicate that if not for contaminant releases from
South E1 Monte OU facilities, there would be no need for the interim remedies selected in the South El
Monte and Whittier Narrows OUs. Figures 2 and 3 in the Propoesed Plan (snd in this ROD) show the
interpreted extent of VOC contamination in the South El Monte OU and nearby portions of surrounding
QUs.

Geosystem Consultants Comment No., 6. Ceniral Basin Ground Water Quality. Preventing VOCs
from migrating through Whittier Narrows and into the adjoining Central Basin is an undeniably valid
objective and there has been much discussion during the WNOU FS about the relative merits of allowing
only nondetectable VOC concentrations into the Central Basin versus concentrations between detection
limits and MCLs. There has, however, been no discussion whatsoever about existing ground water
quality in the Central Basin. Readers of San Gabriel Basin RI/FS documenis could be forgiven for
assuming that Central Basin ground water is pristine in every respect. In veality, however. the Central
Basin has its own ground water contamination problems atiributable to decades of industrial activity
over a longer period of time and at a high intensity than in the San Gabriel Valley. While Central Basin
ground water consamination should in no way change the remedial objectives for the San Cabriel Basin
* operable units, lts acimowledgment would help keep things in perspective.

EPA's Response. It is true that there are numerous groundwater contamination problems acrogs the large
Central Basin. However, the Montebello Forebay portion of the Central Basin immediately south of
Whittier Narrows Dam is relatively free of contamination except for that migrating in from the San

- Gabriel Basin. In most of the Central Basin, the drinking water aquifers are relatively deep and isolated
from the shallow aquifers by competent aquitards. However, in the Montebello Forebay, these drinking
water aquifers are shallower and are connected dircctly with the shallow aquifers and the Montebello
Forebay is the primary recharge location for the entire Central Basin. These physical features highlight
the significant threat to the Central Basin drinking water aquifers posed by the San Gabricl Basin
contamination. ) ’

1.19 Responses to Comments from R Brown

R Brown Comment No, 1. T must object to the lack of an alternative that would limit the pumping of
contaminated water 10 near where it was contaminated. In South El Monte the groundwater is very

_ shallow and any spills of chenicals will quickly pollute the shallow zone. As a resulf, I request the
consideration of an alternative that only involves pumping of water from the shallow zone in South Ei
Monte Operable Unit.

In addition on the wes! side of the South EI Monte Operable Unit there long has been a ground water
depression caused by over pumping by well owners. It is this high demand for ground water that has
resulted in the contamination migrating down into the immediate zone from the shallow zone. If there

WH1-28
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was less pumping of water on the west side of this operable unit the contaminated water would have
migrated south which is the historic direction of ground water movement in the area where the
contamination oceurred.

EPA's Response. There is considerable contamination in the intermediate zone in the South El Monte
OU migrating towards production wells in the west. Regardless of the reasons for westerly flow, at this
time it is not feasible to eliminate flow towards the west. Accordingly, to meet EPA's objectives for this
remedy (described in Section 8), any remedy implemented in the South El Monte OU must include
containment in the westemn intermediate Zone.

R Brown Comment No. 2. 4 few years ago the EPA in the Baldwin Park Operable Unit strongly
advised the water pumpers in the valley to stop drilling wells away from the plume and start installing
clean up equipment on wells that would extract water from the contaminated zone. This is a good policy.
And it should be part of the solution in the South El Monte Operable Unit. The EPA fact sheet shows that
the highest levels of contamination are only east of Rosemend Bivd in the shallow zone. Only with
removal of the highly contaminated water will the public see a quick solution to the South Ei Monte
problem. Therefore I favor an alternative that removes and treats water  fram the shallow zone.

" EPA's Response. The selected remedy does in fact shift extraction to focus on the contaminated portions
of the aquifer as is recommended in this comment. EPA's expectation is that local water purveyors will
take the treated water from the remedy. These purveyors would reduce extraction from deeper or
downgradient production wells that are currently extracting from less contaminated or uncontaminated
arcas.

Although this ROD selects Alternative No. 3 as the interim remedy for the South El Monte OU, EPA
believes that shallow zone source control at individua) facilities or groups of facilities will continuc to be
an important component of overall cleanup in the South El Monte OU. EPA will work with the Regional
Water Quality Control Board to ensure that appropriate shallow zone cleanup is occurring.

R Brown Comment No. 3. The ground water users of this basin have for a long time had an effort fo
deal with the over draft of ground water to the west of the South EI Monte Operabie Unis. The
Cooperative Water Exchange Agreement has the Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster collect money
from valley users of ground water to pay for the higher cost imported water to be delivered to the City of
Alhambre through USG 5 by Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District so the City of
Alhambra can refrain from pumping ground waier in the area of the water table depression. The
Increased pumping of ground water from the intermediate zone on the West Side of the South El Monte
Operable Unit will complicate the long term correction of the west side ground water over draft. This
can be avoided if the EPA selects an alternative that emphisizes pumping from the shallow zone near to
whare the contamination originally occurred. Alternative 4 as published is closest to my ideal solution,
and if there is not 16 be an only shallow zone pumping alternative, I would favor Alternative Four.

EPA's Response. EPA's hope is that the selected remedy will not result in a net increase in pumping
from the intermediate zone in the westem portion of the Seuth El Monte OU. The most likely
implementation scenario is for the treated water to go to local water purveyors in the vicinity, These
purveyors would then reduce the amount they are currently extracting from other nearby wells. Asnoted
2bove in the response to Comment No. 1, because of the magnitude and cxtent of contamination present
in the intermediate zone, EPA must select a remedy that includes intermediate zone pumping to prevent
the further spread of this contamination and to protect water supply wells and areas of the aquifer that are
currently uncontaminated.
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1.20 Responses to Comments from Mr. Allan Hill

Allaz Hill Comment No. 1. [ recammend that Alternative 4 be implemented. Alternative 3 does not
include shallow 2one source control which is where a substantial part of the probiem exists.

EPA's Response. EPA concluded that, for this interim remedy, the additional benefits gained from the
shallow zone source control component of Alternative No. 4 were not substantial enough to justify its
higher costs. This ROD selegts Alternative No. 3 for the South EIl Monte OU remedy. However, as is
noted throughout this responsiveness summary, EPA believes that source control/source removal actions
are an important component of the overall cleanup activities in the South El Monte OU. EPA will
continue to work with the RWQCB and South El Monte OU PRPs to ensure that appropriate source
¢ontyol activitics occur at individual facilitics or groups of facilitics,

1.21 Responses to Comments from Congressman
Matthew G. Martinez

Congressman Martinez Comment No. 1. Jam a stroxg supporter of EPA's position that the polliters
should pay for the cost of the cleanup. For that reason, I think it is important that we made sure that
those companies selected kave, in fact, been responstble for the polhution through good scientific
determinations. Many of those PRP's which were named by the California Water Regional Control
Board did nothing but have shallow soil contamination with no physical scientific evidence showing a
linkage to ground water. Even through EPA may be abie to kold any PRP named accountable, I believe
that the spirit of the law and of EPA's credo would stipulate that we do not punish people that didn't do
anything. There is no way that you will [sic]

Itis my hope that when EPA issues thelr special notice letters to the PRPs, they will only notify those
that had scientific variable traceable link to ground water polfution and not those companies that simply
had minar soil contamination.

EPA's Response. In the South El Monte QU, the Regional Board’s role has been 10 oversee and direct
investigations at industrial facilities suspected of contaminant releases and, if necessary, to require site-
specific cleanup actions. However, EPA has the responsibility for identifying and naming the PRPs that
will be respensible for implementing the remedy selected in this ROD. EPA will only name as PRPs
those companies or individuals where there is sufficient scientific evidence to support & corclusion that
activities at their property have contributed to the groundwater contamination.

It is important to understand that the historic nature of many of the contaminant releases combined with
the physical conditions in the South El Monte OU (and nearly everywhere else in the San Gabriel Basin),
often complicate the evaluation of the link between soil contamination and groundwater contamination.
EPA carefully reviews all of the available data before making s determination that the owners or
operators of & specific facility are PRPs. EPA intends to only name PRPs where there is sufficient
information to reasonably conclude that the contaminant releases at the facility have resulted in
groundwater contamination.

Congressman Martinez Comment No. 3. 12 is my opinion that soil cleanup should be the duty and
responsibility of the California Water Regional Control Board. I would further hope that those PRFPs
which had only soil contamination, but no traceable link to ground water, would also receive third party
litigation protection from J.-H’A.

EPA's Response. To date, the Regional Board has maintained the responsibility for directing 21l cleanup
actions (both soil and shallow groundwater) at individual facilities. EPA anticipates that for the
* foreseeable future, the Regional Board will continue in this cepacity.
n-1-30
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After EPA has determined which parties will receive Specigl Notice Letters for implementation of the
interim remedy selected in this ROD, EPA may notify those parties not receiving Special Notice that they
are not currently suspected of having contributed to groundwater contamination in the South El Monte
OU. EPA cannot offer third party litigation protection to parties such as these except through settlements
resolving potential liability. EPA will consider making settlement offers to some or all of these parties if

circumstances warrant.
Congressman Martinez Comment No. 4. 7 am very interested in reviewing which PRP's the EPA

intends to include, and which will not be included. If such a list has not yet been compiled, { would
appreciate notlfication at least 10 days in advance of issuance of the notice letters.

IfEPA is not going to take what I believe 10 be a reasonable approach as stated above as to who should
and should not receive notice letters, would you please reply to me and give me your reasons regarding
this subject.

EPA's Response. Because this information may be used in potential enforcernent actions, EPA cannot
share its determinations rogarding Special Notice recipients prior to the issuance of the letters. However,
EPA can keep the Congressman informed as to the expected date for issuing Special Notice Letters.

EPA has every intention of following a reasonable, technically-sound approach in making the final
determination as to who will receive Special Notice Leiters for this remedy.

N-1.31
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2 Responses to Oral Comments

In this section, EPA provides responses to oral comments received at the public meeting held on

October 27, 1999 EPA responded to a number of questions directly at the public meeting. This section
provides responses only to formal oral comments that were not fully addressed at the meeting. Formal
oral comments were received from five parties: Mr. Royal Brown, a member of the public; Mr. Philip
Miller, representing Geosystem Consultants, consultants for the South El Monte OU Participants; Mr. Bill
Robinson, representing the Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District; Mr. Kirby Brill,
representing the San Gabricl Basin Water Quality Authority; and Mr, Lawrence Felix, representing the
South El Monte QU Participants. The full transcript of the public meeting is available at EPA's
Superfund Records Center at EPA's Regional Office in San Francisco, and locally at two information
repositories: the West Covina Library and the Rosemead Library.

2.4 Responses to Comments from Mr. Royal Brown

Mr. Brown Comment No. 1, Transcript Page 25, Line 24. First of all, the presentation tonight
simplified the groundwater flow in this area drastically. It completely forgot the vertical flow, up and
down, as an important part of the component of what happens in genlogy.

It is not just a single zone that's separated from another area. This is nol a pressure aguifer in here, this
is free-flowing ground water, and as a result there can be interchange upon the amount of pumping that

occurs. So any pumping you do from a particular area will have a tendency even to move waler through
clay; and clearly, the simplified presentation that we've heard tonight --it appears that that has been the

idea of the EPA all along -- is to go with a simplified preseniation.

Frankly, I've seen elsewhere in groundwater basins that a major component of the problem has been,
historically, vertical movement of water; therefore, a simplified concept that we have a separate action
possible for shallow and another action for intermediate is really not reflective of what mother nature
has set down here as the geology of this area.

If we had clearly identifiable, sealed areas with a common water table level, there wouldn't be much
movement; but there is no clearly identifiable, sealed zone that's constant. This area was laid down by
flood action, and it is very complex; water can move different directions because of water pressure and
the water table and water pumping.

EPA's Response. EPA acknowledges that there is vertical movement of water in the South El Monte QU
and the evaluations of groundwater flow performed during the RUFS did take into account potential
vertical flow. However, unlike most of the San Gabriel Basin, where the aquifer is not clearly scparated
into specific zones, the South El Monte OU does have distinetly different shallow and intermediate
aquifer zones. It is important to account for these differing groundwater conditions in the evaluation and
selection of remedial actions in the South El Monte OU. In much of the South El Monte OU, there is &
fairly substantive sequence of fine-grained materials that limits vertical movement of groundwater and
results in relatively large head differences (up to 25 feet) between the shallow and intermediate Zones.
Further, in portions of the OU groundwater flow directions are very different between the shallow and
intermediate zone. These differing flow directions indicate that intermediate zone pumping has limited
impacts on the shallow zone. :

Mr, Brown Comment No. 2, Transcript Page 27, Line 5. An importani pari of the evaluation of this
area is the pumping depres.}ian that has historically occurred west of this area. That pumping
depression basically is the cause of the water moving west,
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Ifwe go back and look at early models of this basin, the constant flow was toward Whittier Narrows. Ii's
only with the pumping that we can establish that there's a constant flow, now, to avoid a fill-in of the
pumping depression to the west,

So basically, the Impaortant thing here in the long run for the public is the flow to the south, both in the
intermediate zone and in the shallow zone. As a result, only Alternative 4 really protects the public
interest, and thai is of all the groundwater.

Alternative 3 does not protect the shallow area. It only directs action rtoward the intermediate zone;
therefore, I strongly urge the EPA to discard Alternative 3 as not fuifilling the needs of the American
public for protection of its groundwater, the groundwater that's owned in California by all the citizens of
California, no maiter whether they live in San Gabriel Valley or in northern California or over on the
Colorado River. i

According te our constitution in California, all the people of California own this water; and as a result
of that, we've got to protect all of It, not just one zone.

EPA's Response. Regardless of the reasons for the westerly flow in the intermediate zone, there is
congiderable contamination in the intermediate zone in the South El Monte OU migrating towards
production wells in the west. Based on current purveyor operations in the San Gabriel Basin, there is no
indication that this westerly flow will dissipate in the foreseenble future, Accordingly, to meet EPA's
objectives for this remedy (described in Section 8 of Part I), any remedy implemented in the South E
Monte OU must include containment in the western intermediate zone,

Al of the contamination {both shallow and intermediate) flowing towards the south will be contained by
EPA’s remedy in the downgradient Whittier Narrows Operable Unit. Concurrent with the contginment
actions in the South El Monte and Whittiar Narrows QUs, EPA will continue to work with the RWQCB
and South El Monte PRPs to ensure that source control and source removal actions arc implemented to
reduce contaminant loading and migration in the shaliow zone.

M, Brown Comment No. 3. Transcript Page 28, Line 9. There is a current project thai points toward
cleanup of the shallow zone done by the Water Quality Authority. I'm afraid the EPA has not had good
data about thai profect.

Historically, what is estimated Is one thing; but that project is about to go online and produce real costs.
When you have real costs, you ean find veal benefits, not projected benefis.

There are two areas where we're going 1o see real benefits from that shallow project bound by the Water
Quality Authority. First of all, there's direct removal of the chemicals from the groundwater at the wells
- at which they're pulling the water from;

Secondly, they treat that water, clean it up to above drinking water standards and discharge it as
recharge water south of the weils. Thar water adds to the groundwater flow going in the shallow zone --
as the EPA calls it — towards the south.

Since it's good quality water -- betier than drinking water mqmremm - and there is pollution to the
south, that good water will dilute the existing pollution to the south of this project. That's a second
major benefit,

If the water was sold 1o water companies by the Water Quallty Authority, we would not be getting that
benefit. So the Water Quality Authority's project really gives us two classes of benefits, and that's very
important for the quick cleanup of the groundwater in this area,

I think that realization, an understanding of the costs and the time factor, is what's necessary for the EPA
to understand that in the lorg run, a guick cleanup with lots of groundwater extraction immediately with
: w22
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this cleanup and recharge action could reduce the costs of Alternative 4 inn @ major way. Therefore, I
think it's important for the public to rise up and demand that both local people and responsible parties
can take their local property, do shallow water treatment easily, and discharge it to the drainage system
that we have In this area.

EPA's Response. Although this ROD does not select Alternative No. 4 as the interim remedy for the
South El Monte OU, EPA agrees that the Water Quality Authority’s shallow extraction pilot project does
provide substantial benefits towards long-term cleanup of the South El Monte OU. EPA believes that
shallow zone source control actions (such as the Water Quality Authority’s project) at individual facilities
or groups of facilitics will continue to be an important component of the overall cleanup activities in the
South El Monte QU. EPA will work with the Regional Water Quality Control Board to ensure that
appropriate shallow zone cleanup is occurring. These source control activities are critical to accelerating
cleanup of the groundwater in the South El Monte and Whittier Narrows OUs.

Mr. Brown Comment No. 4. Transcript Page 29, Line 25, We have a whole series of rubber dams.
Any water -- some percent of all the water that falls in this water shed is conserved by these rubber
dams. That means if you dump it into the waste channel, the water is captured again, put into spreading
basins, and is reused downstream by somebody from a well down there in Pico Rivera, Commerce,
Downey, as drinking water. So we get @ mqjor bengfit again.

So I think Alternative ¢ - if it would understand that any of this water dumped on the ground or dumped
into a waste channel has a positive benefit for the public in Los Angeles area, that's important, because
there is a serious punping depression down in central basin that needs to be corrected. The more
recharge we have, the mere cleanup projects on the shallow zone, that means more drainage water
coming toward the central basin, which means correction in the long run, pumping deficiency that we've
historically had in the Montebello Forebay. So for those reasons, I think it's paramount upon the EPA to
adopt Alternative No. 4.

EPA’s Response. This comment implics that Alternative No. 4 included discharge of treated water to
surface water channels with subsequent flow into the Montebello Forebay as a component of the remedy.
This is not the case. Just 85 in Altemative No. 3, the presuruption is that the treated water from
Alternative No. 4 would either be distributed to water purvayors or would recharge within the San
Gabriel Basin. Further, an alternative that extracts waier from the San Gabriel Basin (in the South El
Monte OU) then discharges the treated water for recharge in the Montebello Forebay portion of the
Central Basin would likely be cost prohibitive to implement. Neither EPA nor the South El Monte OU
PRPs have water rights in the San Gabrie] Basin. Thus, if water were extracted and allowed to leave the
basin as part of this remedy, it would need to be off-set with the purchase of the replacement water. This
would substantially increase the estimated operations and maintenance cost of the remedy.

2.2 Responses to Comments from Mr. Philip Miller,
Geosystem Consultants, Inc. (representing the
South El Monte OU Participants)

Mr, Miller Comment No. 1, Transcript Page 31, Line 13. The reason Idon't get ta do that tonight i
we don't disagree with the EPA.'s Alternative 3 as the preferved alternative for South El Monte. Further,
use of infrastructure water in the preferred alternative -- we've maintained all along that It makes sense
technically and financially to use infrastructure water, namely, the San Gabrie! Water Company and the
City of Monterey Park. As &n added bonus, we believe it will help ges the remedy off the ground or part
of the remedy off the ground rather than the years it would take to happen with the traditional route.
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EPA's Response. Comment noted. EPA concurs that there are a number of potential schedule and cost
benefits associated with using existing water purveyor infrastructure as part of remedy implementation.
EPA will continue to work towards accelerated implementation of the remedy in the South El Monte OU
and support the use of existing water supply wells and facilitics as much as possible to mect the
objectives of the selected remedy described in this ROD. We are optimistic that the necessary
agreements can be reached to allow the use of existing facilities and will continue to encourage
cooperation between South El Monte PRP representatives and local stakeholders, including the water
purveyors, (o reach these agreements in a timely manner.

Mr. Miller Comment No, 2, Transeript Page 32, Line 7. The first issue is that the early action project
that was recently started up in South El Monte wasn't acknowledged in the proposed plan. As some of
you may know, we staried the system in September. We estimated we're moving 72 pounds of VOC a
month, if concentrations stay more or less uniform. We think that's significant and should be given some
acknowledgment in the proposed plan

EPA's Response. EPA concurs that there are significant source controi and mass removal benefits
associated with operation of the shallow extraction pilot project (SEPP). EFPA believes that source
removal actions like the SEPP and other site-specific remediation activities occurring in the South El
Monte QU provide considerable long-term benefits in cleaning up South El Monte QU groundwater.

Mzr. Miller Comment No. 3, Transcript Page 32 Line 15, The second issue is the strong suspicion that
there are probably more, as yei, unideniified PRPs in the South El Monte Operable Unit.

EPA's Response, With the large number of relatively small industrial facilities present in the South E
Monte QU, it is likely that sorne potential sources of contamination have not been identified. Gverall,
EPA believes that the RWQCB's source identification efforts in the South El Monte OU have been very
thorough. Extensive source identification and investigation activities occurred throughout the South EI
Monte OU and EPA is still collecting data and evaluating individual fecilitics. EPA expects to name
additional PRPs to participate in implementation of this remedy.

Mr. Miller Comment No, 4, Transcript Page 32, Line 18. Third is that the site-specific remediation
has been under-emphasized throughout the RUFS process.

EPA's Response. The focus of the RU/FS and the intetim remedy selected in this ROD is the regional
groundwater cantamination, rather than site-specific remediation of individual facilities. However, EPA
concurs that site-specific actions are an important component of the overall South El Monte cleanup
activities. EPA will continue to work with the RWQCB end Scuth El Monte OU PRPs to ensure that
appropriate source control activities are oceurring at individual facilities or groups of facilities.

My Milter Comment No. 5. Transcript Page 32, Line 21. 4nd fourth -- and perhaps most significamly
— we think that there's a strong likelihood that contaminants from other operable units have migrated
into the Souith EI Monte Operable Units. In some cases they may have migrated right through the
eperable unit and into Whittier Narrows.

We understand EPA's emphasis in the RI/FS had te be where the contaminants were going o as opposed
to where they came from; bui ai this stage in the process, with the impending eost allocation process, the
issue of where the contamination came from comes much more 1o the forefront. We believe EPA. should
consider the possible contributions from other aperable units in iis cost vecovery efforis for the Whittier
Narrows Operable Unit.

EPA's Response. EPA ackhowledges that some low-level contamination has migrated into the South El
Meonte QU from adjacent OUs. However, based on the available water quality and water level data from
2 number of monitoring wells installed upgradient of South El Monte OU source areas, EPA does not
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believe that any other OU is contributing a meaningful portion of the contamination that is to be
addressed by this interim remedy or the interim remedy in the Whittier Narrows OU.

The remedy in the South El Monte OU will address very specific areas of contamination that clearly
originate in South El Monte OU source areas. The data demonstrate that if not for contaminant releases
from South E Monte OU facilities, there would be no necd for the interim rernedics selected in the South
El Monte and Whittier Narrows OUs. Figures 2 and 3 in the Proposed Plan (and in this ROD) show the
interpreted extent of VOC contamination in the South El Monte OU and nearby portions of surrounding
OUs. .

2.3 Responses to Comments from Mr. Bill Robinson,
Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water
District (USGVMWD)

Mr. Robinson Comment No. 1, Transcript Page 33, Line 20. J support the shallow zone source
control plan even at an added cost of $ million. I think cleanup using containment is a bad approach
because it increases the long-ierm costs of the solution.

Perhaps the responsible parties are looking at this from a narrow perspective, from their own interests,
and I think the EPA. needs to look at the total problem and the entire communily interest when they
choose an alternative,

'm newtral on Alternative 3, but I've already said I support Alternative 4. I recommend that more
attention be paid to the shallow aquifer.

EPA's Response, Although EPA concurs that there are long-term benefits to any shallow zone source
control actions in the South El Monte OU, EPA believes that the additional benefits of Alternative No. 4
as they relate to long-term groundwater containment (which is the goal of this remedy) are not large
enough to justify the significant additional costs. However, EPA will continue to work with the Regional
Water Quality Control Board to implement appropriate source removal and source control actions at
specific facilities or groups of facilities in the South El Monte OU. This could include continued
operation of the WQA’s shallow barrier project.

Mr. Robinson Comment No. 2, Transcript Page 34, Line 8. Some comments have been made tonight
about the treatment of the cleaned up water -- the question of encouragement of distribution of the
cleaned up water to customers or discharge to the aguifer -- and I think the EPA. should support the plan
that maximizes the beneficial use of that water if it's discharged to the aquifer, if that helps the long-term
cominunity interests.

But I think you should also look real hard at working out deals that allow the cleaned up water o be
distributed to customers. You have to balance that and pursue the best approach for the entire
community, not necessarily for the responsible parties.

EPA’s Response. The intermediate zone contamination in the South El Monte OU that is migrating
towards the west has had significant financial and operational impacts on the water supply wells operated
by local water purveyors. EPA believes that the best use of the treated intermediate zone water is to
provide it as drinking water supply to local purveyors, This will provide the greatest benefit to the local
community whose water supply has already been impacted. EPA is optimistic that the nccessary
agreements can be reached to allow for local use of the treated water and will continue to encourage
cooperation between South El Monte PRP representatives and local stakeholdsrs to reach these
agreements it a timely manner, If these agreements can not be reached in a timely manner, EPA will
likely require aquifer recharge as the designated end use for the treated water.

28
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Mr, Robinson Comment No. 3, Transeript Page 34, Line 22, Just to wrap up, 20 years is a long time,
and I just wish that we could increase the pace that we're crawling towards a solution. I'mean, I don't
want 1o come back kiere in 10 years. So I just wrge the plan that reduces the long-term costs of the total
solution. Ibelieve that -- if you look at the community interests, I think that would be Aliernative 4,

EPA's Response. EPA’s primary objective for this initerim remedy is to provide containment of the
regional groundwater contamination migrating away from source areas in the South El Monte OU. In
that context, the additionsl present wotth costs of Altemative No. 4 are not justified. However, this does
not mean that source control and source removal actions will not continue in the South El Monte OU.
Concurrent with implementation of this interim remedy, EPA, will be continuing to work with the
Regional Board to facilitate appropriate remedial actions at individual facilities or groups of facilities in
the South Fl Monte OU. These parallel activitics provide for a cost-effective approach to addreasing the
contamination in the South El Monte OU,

2.4 Responses to Comments from Mr. Kirby Brill,
San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority

Mr. Brill Comment Ne. 1, Transcript Page 35, Line 9. First of all, I'd like to state Water Quality's
support of EPA.'s objectives. I think the Remedial Action Objectives that were spoken of earlier we can
stand behind 100 percent, -

In support of those objeciives, I think feel it's very imporiant that the intermediate zone extraction system
that's been explained, fo the northwest, be implemented as soon as possible. The groundwater
contaminaiion is flowing to the northwest,

There are downgraded wells that are in the path of that contamination, so I think it's very important that
we all move expeditiowsly towards a quick resolution of that project with quick implementation of that
project. !

EPA’s Respense, Comment noted. EPA agrees that rapid implementation of the South El Monte OU
remedy is critical given the existing impacts on water supply wells. EPA will continue to work towards
accelerated implementetion of the selected remedy in the South El Monte OU

Mr. Brill Comment No. 2, Transeript Page 35, Line 24. In addition 1o that, 1 think we feel it's very

. important for the South Ef Monte shallow extraction barrier 1o remain operational. It was construcied
and funded within a consensus of this commutity, and I think there was a realizajion of ihe need of that
project and the positive impacts of that. I would certainly hate to see that project shut down because of
lack of funding.
If that is best achieved through implementation or approval of Alternative 4 as EPA's proposed plan,
then we would certainly support that. [f there's other ways of keeping that shallow extraction barrier
operational, we would support that as well,

1 don’t believe we're necessarily locked into one alternative or ancther and how it's named rather than
the profects thai are listed. I think that those should be implemented as quickly as possible, and in the
case of the shallow extraction barrier that's already up and running — as was mentioned earlier — and

- already having significant positive benefits on the removal of contamination, I think it’s very essential
and crucial that that cleanup project remain operational.
I would underscore on some of the comments made earlier, that there will be significant long-term
benefits that will occur w:‘r}e action occurring immediately. By keeping that project going, it has a strong
likelihood of reducing the overall scope that would be required at a downgraded extraction barrier
located at Whittier Narrows.
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I really feel it's in everyone's best interests to move forward not only wi th the intermediate zone
extraction and northwest of the operable unit, but maintaining the shallow extraction barrier. Ithink the
overall fear with us and 1 believe fear of everyone in this room is that implementation of Allernative 3
will provide no incentive for financial participation o keep the shallow exiraction barrier going.

If that concern is mitigated through other means, then we would certainly support those alternative
actions. Ithink we feel, at least at this point in time, that's best achieved in including the barrier
extraction plant as part of Alternative Plan 4.

EPA's Response. Although this ROD does not select Alternative No. 4, or include the Water Quality
Authority’s SEPP as a specific component of the interim remedy, EPA fully supports its continued
operation as a source control action that provides mass removal and partial containment of the most
contaminated portion of the aquifer in the South El Monte OU. EPA will continue to work with the
Regional Water Quality Control Board to ensure that appropriate site-specific cleanup occurs at South El
Monte OU facilities or groups of facilities. These could potentially include mechanisms for ensuring
continued operation of the shallow barrier project.

2.5 Responses to Comments from Mr. Larry Felix,
South El Monte OU Participants

Mr. Pelix Comment No. 1- Transcript Page 38, Line 15. Early actions in the South El Monte
Operable Unit have also been developed, signed to, and implemented due to the efforts of the same
people responsible for the delivery of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study. We encourage the
continued operation of these early actions on the volunteer basis upon which they were undertaken.

EPA's Response. EPA greatly appreciates the efforts of the South El Monte OU Participants in
completing the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study for the South El Monte OU and
spearheading implementation of the Shallow Extraction Pilot Project (SEPP) as an early action. EPA did
not specifically include the SEPP as a component of the interim remedy selected in this ROD, however
EPA remains very interested in continued implementation of source control and source removal actions in
the South El Monte OU. EPA is encouraging the RWQCB and SEMOU PRP: to take the necessary steps
to ensure that appropriate source control actions (such as the SEPP) continuc at individual facilities or
groups of facilifies.

Mr. Felix Comment No. 2- Transeript Page 38, Line 22. We would also now petition you, EPA,
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Department of Toxic Substance Control, the San Gabriel Basin
Water Quality Authority, and all other agencies and stakeholders responsible for the implementation o
the remedy to use their creative abilities and to utilize whatever resources are currently available to
them to develop programs and policies that address groundwater contamination problems in the South
E! Monte Operable Unit in a manner that provides equity to those who have brought us to this position.

EPA's Respouse. As noted above, EPA appreciates the efforts of the South El Montc QU Participants in
completing the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study for the South El Monte OU. EPA will
continue to work with South E1 Monte OU PRPs and other local stakeholders to implement the interim
remedy in the South El Monte OU in an efficient, cost-effoctive manner. EPA concurs that the effort
already cxpended by members of the South El Monte QU Participants is 4 factor to be taken into account
in allocating the costs of fisture remedial action.

Wl-2+7
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- Table &
Chemnical-Spaclfic ARARs for Chemicals of Concern

ARAR
Compound {ugiL) Source

Acolons - >

| Bonzene 1 CalfomiaMCL |

| Bromochloromethane % 2

| Carbon Disulfide - -

| Carbon Tetrachloride 05 CalforniaMCL |

Chiorobanzens 70 __ CalifomiaMCL |
Chlorgsethane - -
Chioroform' 100 Federal MCL
1,2-Dibromomethane 0.05 Federal MCL.
i,d-mmgmg__nzane 5 Callfornla MCL
1.3-Dichloroathana 5 Califomnta MCL |
1,1-Dichlorpathane B8 California MCL
1, 2-Dichloroethane 0.8 Califormia MCL
1,2-Dichlorostherne - -
cis-1,2-Dichloroethens 5] Califomia MCL
trans-1,2-Dichloroetheng 10 Callfornia MCL
1,2-Dichloropropang ) Federal MCL

| 2.2-Dichloropropane - -
1,1-Dichloropropene - -
4,3-Dichloropropens 0.5 California MCL
Ethylbenzana 700 Fedearal MCL
Isopropylbenzeng - -
Metivwl Ethyl iKetone - -
Methviene Chiorids ) Federal MCL
Naphthaleng - -
n-Propyibenzone - .
Styrene 100 Fedaral MCL
Tetrachiprosthane 5 Federal MCL
Toluena 150 California MCL
1,1,2-Trichiore-1,2, 2-rifluoroathane 1,200 California MCL
1,1,1-Trichloroathane 200 Fedsral MCL
1,1,2-Trchioroethane S Federal MCL
Trichloraethana 5 Federal MCL
Trichloroflucromethang 150 Californis MCL .
1,2 4.Trimathyibenzens - -

| 1.3,5-Trimethylbenzens - .

| Vinyl Chioride 9.5 California MCL

| Xylones, Total 1,750 California MCL
'This chemieal is ane of the four tlhalomethanes (THMs); the MCL listed is for all four THMs
combined: chloroforin, bromodichloromethane, dibromochloromethane, and bromoform.
Notes: - Indicates “no MCL has been established or proposed.”
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‘Table ¥ )
Detailled Costs Estimates for the $electod Remedy
Sauth El Monta ou. lnhrlm ROD
Component * Al T s .“- Unit: 0.4 Unlt Cost ) - Cost
Cagim Costs g!nr.!u ng E g!ﬁeeflng&i’l; ﬁﬁunge rent) w' it gt? -‘ﬁ et wah -»'ﬁ_i_ PN Capital (goa'suli_
Monitering
New MP® monitoring wells 2 e, $108,900 S217.500
Tnitial ground water monitaring 1 Is. $52,000 $52,008
: Mentesey Park Moduls No. I (near wells [2 and 15)
Install and equip. extraction wells 2 o2 $229,050 459,100
Land Acquisition 1 ls. £125.000 $125000
Tremment systcm H Is. $£705,600 £705,600
Conveyance piplng 2 Is. £133,500 $267,000
Manterey Park Module No. 2 (iear Well 5)
Install and squip. extraction well 1 e $226,500 $126,500
Land Acquisition 1 ts. $125,000 S125000
Treatment systom 1 is. $464,700 464,700
Conveysnce piping 1 Is. £125,000 $125,0040
SCWC Module {pear wells Sar Gabrie! | and 2)
Install and equip. extraction wells 2 eq. $226,500 453,000
Land Acquisition 1 Ls. $125.000 5125000
Treatment system ] is. $518,400 3518,400
Conveyante Diping i ls. $125,000 $125,000
SGVWC Module (near Plant §) .
Install and equip. extraction wells 1 BA. $£226,500 £226,500
Land Aequisition 1 Is. $125,000 5115,000
Treatment system i Is. $650,100 3650100
Conveyance Piping 1 Is. $125,000 $125,000
Capital Cost Subtotal 42,115,000
Contingencies (15 percent) 2767000
TOTAL EST!MATED CAPITAL COST $5,882,000
Annal Operations & Maintenance Costs .~~~ Quantity Uit Cost " Annwal Cost (5) _P'C'i:;‘: li’i("s’:!'
Long-term Ground Water Monitoring 1 535,100 $85.100 $1.056,000
Monterey Park Module No. § (Wells 12 and 15) 30 years operation
Treptment systemn monitoring 1 $40,200 $40,200 $429,000
Remadietion system opeeation 1 $146,000 $146,000 $1,312,000
Monterey Park Module No. 2 (Well 5) 10 years operation
“Treatment system monitoring 1 28,400 328,400 $199,000
Remediation systern operation 1 $05,500 395,500 $671,000
SCWC Module (Wells San Gabrie] § and 2) 5 ywars operation
Treaiment sysiem monitoring 1 $32,400 $32,400 $133,000
Remediation sysiem operation 1 $109,000 $105,000 $447,000
SGVWC Module (Wells 8B, C and D) 30 years operation
Treairent system mondtoring 1 543,800 $43,800 544,000
Remediation system operation 1 $147,300 £147.300 51,828,000
Anaual D&M Subtotal: $727,700 $7,189,008
0&M Contingencies {15 percont)(1) $109.200 3L078.000
Amnual O&M Total; $837,000
TOTAL DISCOUNTED O&M COST(1) §8,267,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $5.582,000
v ESTIMATED FRESENT WORTH COST 514,149,000 .
otes
(1) Based on 5 to 30-year project and a\7% discount eate.
(2) Net Present Value Factors = 12,409 for 30 yesrs, 7.024 for 10 yaars, and 4,100 for S years
Capital cost estimates sre not di dk the wrkw:llbeprfumduume.ulymwnnhe praject. Q&M costs are reporied a5 presemt
worth estimates given u 7% di t rote fora d that varies b 5 and 30 years. Cos estimates are based on extraction rates and influent quality
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ity Map

1
South El Monte Operable Unit
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Figure 4: Alternative Evaluation Matrix - South El Monte Operable Unit

Evaluation Alternative1 | Alternative2 | Alternative3 | Alternative4
Criteria Selactad. Remedy rmedi
No action Groundwater Sy Izn:: 2 mm in
maqitoring Intermediate | wwostem South
Zono Control | &1 Monte OU
nWestern
South E' = and Shallow
Sn Zone Source
Monte QU ...
o g | Control
TR T L I
Overall e
Protecliveness O O . .
Compliance
with ARARS O O ® ®
Long-term .
Effectiveness O - . 2} &
& Permanence
Impl t-
:b.lf;i teymen not applicable . . .
Short-term
Effectiveness Rot applicable O & ®
Reduction of
Toxicity,
Mobisity or O O ® (o
¥olulun: b:r
reatmon
Capital Cost $0 $0.45 million $5.88 million | $6.29 million
0O&M $0 $0.09 million | $0.84 million | $1.13 milllon
PWC $0 $1.5d milllon | $14.15 million | $18.11 million
State Agen
Jﬂu:.m;|:tarn:ecl‘r O O . O
Communi
R O O @ -

@ -won

@ = Mediuim

O i

Note: The capital costs of Altamatives 3 and 4 are based on using primarlly new production wells and infre-
structure, If agreements are reached to use existing water purveyor-owned production wells and infrastruciure,
the capital costs of Altematives 3 and 4 could decrease by an estimaled $2,210,000. Annual oparations and
maintenance (O&M) costs fort Alternatives 3 and 4 are based on purveyors using treated water for which they

conlribute $45/ac-ft to

\

Allematives 3 and 4 will Increase by al least an estimated $730,000.

0O&M = Annual Qperations and Maintanance Cost
PWC = Present Worth Gast: 7% Discount Rats, 30 Years

et O&M cosls. If purveyars do not use the treated water, annual O&M costs for

&5
W
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APPENDIX B
EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
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EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
TO THE 2000 INTERIM RECORD OF DECISION
SOUTH EL MONTE OPERABLE UNIT
SAN GABRIEL YALLEY SUPERFUND SITES, AREA 1

Introduction and Purpose

The United Statés Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is updating the Superfund ¢leanup plan
for the South El Mente Operable Unit (“South E] Monte QU™) of the San Gabriel Valley (Figure 1)
in Los Angeles County, Culifurnia in response to the detection of perchlorate, a chemical used in
solid rocket fuel, in the groundwater underlying the area. Perchlorate was detected above the state
of California (State) drinking water advisory level and may require treatment. |.4-dioxane, a
stabilizer in chlorinated solvents, has also been detected in the groundwater. EPA is currently
evaluating the need for 1,4-dioxane treatment and containment. The EPA adopted the original
South El Monte QU cleanup plan in 2000 after extensive public comment.

In addition to perchlorate and 1,4 dioxane, groundwater in the South E1 Monte OU is contaminated
with perchloroethylene (PCE), trichloroethylene (TCE), and other chlorinated solvents. Chlorinated
solvents are members of a group of chemicals called “volatile organic compounds,” or VOCs.

The South El Monte QU 2000 cleanup plan calls for pumping VOC-contaminated groundwater
from the intermediate aquifer in the northwest half, as specified in the Interim ROD, of the South El
Monte OU that migrates towards the west and treating it to remove the VOCs. VOC-contaminated
groundwater in the shallow and intermediate aquifers of the South El Monte OU that migrate to the
south towards Whittier Narrows are addressed in a scparate cleanup plan identified in the Whittier
Narrows OU Interim Record of Decision Amendment, issued by EPA in November 1999. Nearly
all of the VOC-contaminated groundwater in the shallow aquifer and a portion of the VOC-
contaminated groundwater in the intermediate aquifer in the Scouth E1 Monte OU migrate to the
south. EPA has already constructed a groundwater remedy in the Whittier Narrows OU that is
anticipated to capture any VOC contamination from the shallow aquifer and intermediate aquifer of
the South Fl Monte QU that migrates to the south.

The focus of this ESD is o address the potential impacts of adding perchlorate treatment to the
existing treatment systems of the remedy components from the IROD that are intended to capture
that portion of the VOC contaminated groundwater in the intermediate zone that is flowing to the
west. This ESD does not address, and specifically reserves for future determination in a subsequent
decision document, how to contain or treat perchlorate in the shallow zone and those portions of the
intermediate zone that flow south toward Whittier Narrows.

The detection of perchlorate above State drinking water advisory level in the groundwater from the
intermediate aquifer migrating towards the west will change the cleanup project in the South El
Monte OU in one significant way, The technologies typically used to remove chlorinated solvents
from water (air stripping and carbon adsorption), do not effectively remove perchlorate. Installation
of additional treatment facilitics to treat perchlorate in the groundwater may be necessary at one or

53
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more of the VOC treatment facilities, and this will increase the cost of the cleanup, as described
below. The need for containment and treatment of 1,4-dioxane detected above State drinking water
advisory level in the shallow aquifer is currenily being evaluated by EPA. If EPA determines
containment and treatment for 1,4-dioxane in the shallow zone is necessary, this decision will be
documented in a subsequent decision document.

When significant, but not fundamental changes are needed in a Superfund cleanup plan, the EPA
informs the community through an Explanation of Significant Diffcrences (CSD). In this instance,
EPA has determined that an ESD is appropriate becausc the interim remedy remains as outlined in
the 2000 Interim ROD: 1o pump the contaminated groundwater from the northwest half of the
intermediate aquifer beneath the South El Monte OU and to treat it to remove the contaminants.
This ESD does not {inalize the interim remedy.

The lead agency for the South E1 Monte OU cleanup is EPA and the suppott agency is the
California Department of Toxic Substances Conirol.

EPA is issning this Explanation of Significant Differences 10 satisfy its public participation
responsibilities under CERCLA Section 117(c) and National Contingency Plan (NCP) Section
300.435(c)(2)(D).

This ESD will become part of the Administrative Record file for the South El Monte OU pursuant
10 NCP Section 300.825(a)(2) and will be available to the public at the following locations:

EPA Region 9 Superfund Records Center
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, CA 94105 » (415) 536-2000

The Record Centet’s hours are 8:00 am to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.

West Covina Public Library Rosemead Library
1601 West Covina Parkway 8800 Valley Boulevard
West Covina, CA 91790 Rosemead, CA 91770
(626) 962-3541 (626) 573-5220

For hours of operation, interested parties may call the libraries at the numbers listed above.

The ESD is also available on the EPA’s web site at http://yosemite epa.gov/r9/sfund/rodex.nsf
under the San Gabriel Valley (Area 1) heading.

The South El Monte Cleanup: A Brief History

San Gabriel Valley Groundwater Contamination

Groundwater contamination in the San Gabriel Valiey was discovered in 1979. In 1984, the EPA
added four portions of the San Gabriel Valley to the national Superfund list. The South E1 Monte
OU is officially part of the San Gabriel Valley Area I Superfund site. Investigations by the EPA

159
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and others revealed the large extent of groundwater contamination in the South El Monte OU and
the San Gabriel Valley. During the past 20 years, numerous water supply wells throughout the San
Gabriel Valiey have been found to be contaminated with chlorinated solvents and other VOCs. In
response to the contamination, water companics have shut down contaminated wells, installed new
treatment facilities, and taken other steps to ensure that they can continue to supply clean drinking
water to the public.

South El Monte Groundwater Contamination

The remedial investigation/feasibility study (“RI/FS”) for the South EY Monte OU of the San
Gabricl Valley Superfund sites was funded by a group of potentially responsible parties (PRPs) for
contamination of groundwater in the South El Monte area and was completed in 1999. The
remedial investigation determined that PCE, TCE, and other volatile organic compounds were
contaminating the shallow and intermediate depth groundwater aquifers in a fifieen-square-mile
area of the San Gabriel Valley around South El Monte. Businesses in South El Monte and
surrounding areas had used these chemicals for degreasing, metal cleaning, and other purposes, and
had probably released them to the ground through a combination of on-site disposal, careless
handling, leaking pipes. und other means.

The study found that the upper most, or shallow aquifer includes most of the known sources of the
groundwater contamination. VOC contaminant concentrations in portions of the shallow aquifer are
hundreds of times drinking water standards (see Figure 2). In the intermediate aquifer, VOC
contaminant concentrations are generally lower, but still exceed drinking water standards (see
Figure 3).

EPA Adopts Cleanup Plan

On September 29, 2000, the EPA adopted a cleanup plan for the South E]l Monte OU known as the
South El Monte Operable Unit Tnierim Record of Decision. The plan addresses the contamination
described in the RI/FS. The goals of the 2000 cleanup plan are to prevent exposure of the public to
VOC-contaminated groundwater, limit the movement of VOC-contaminated groundwater into clean
ot less contaminated areas and depths of the intermediate zone, reduce the impact of continued
contaminant migration on downgradient water supply wells in the intermediate zone, and protect
future uses of uncontaminated areas.

In the South El Monte QU, nearly ai! of the shallow zone groundwater and a portion of the
intermediate zone groundwater migrate south towards Whittier Narrows. As part of a separate
cleanup plan (identified in the Whittier Narrows OU Interim Record of Decision Amendment, issued
by EPA in November 1999), EPA has already constructed a groundwater remedy in the Whiitier
Narrows OU that is anticipated to capture any shallow zone and intermediate zone VOC
contamination in the South El Monte OU that is migrating to the south. This leaves only the portion
of the intermediate-zone VOC contamination in the northwest half of the South El Monte OU that
migrates towards the west to be addressed in the South El Monte OU cleanup plan.
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The South El Monte OU 2000 cleanup plan calls for pumping the VOC-contaminated groundwater
from a portion of the intermediate aquifer beneath the South E1 Monte OU and treating it to remove
the contaminants. Mare specifically, the plan allows for the use of existing water supply wells,
treatment systems, and pipelines if possible, and the construction of new facilities where needed, to
pump and treat approximately 10,000 gallons per minute of VOC-contaminated groundwater from
the intermediate aquifer. Final decisions on extraction rates and locations will be made during the
remedial design phase of the project.

The 2000 Interim ROD selected a remedy that “is an interim action and is focused on controlling
the migration of contamination” (Interim ROD, 09-2000). The Interim ROD established
Performance Criteria as follows: “The remedial action shall provide sufficient ydraulic control to
prevent migration of intermediate zone groundwater comtaminated above chemical-specific ARARs
(listed in Table 6 of the Interim ROD) into or beyond the Central Containment Area and into or
beyond the Western Containment Area (defined in Section 11.1.3.2 of the Interim ROD).

The EPA has installed and sampled monitoring wells and modeled the groundwater aquifers to
prepare for the implementation of cleanup work for the intermediate aquifer. Water purveyors’
facilitics in the SEMOU have been proposed as part of the SEMOU VOC containment remedy.
These facilities are: 1) San Gabriel Valley Water Company’s Plant 8 production Wells b, ¢, and d
and their associated VOC treatment facility, 2) City of Monterey Park (MP)} Wells 12 and 15 and
their associated VOC treatment facility, 3) MP Well 5 and its associated VOC treatment facility,
and 4) Southern California Water Company (SCWC) San Gabriel Wells 1 and 2 and their associated
VOC treatment facility. In addition to VOC treatment, perchlorate treatment may be required at the
two MP facilities and the SCWC facility listed above.

Tn mid-2002, EPA began start-up operation of its Whittier Narrows OU groundwater remedy.
When fully operational, the Whittier Narrows remedy includes 7 extraction wells (four in the
shallow aquifer and 3 in the intermediate aquifer) installed by EPA to extract approximately 11,000
gpm of VOC-contaminated water. The contaminated groundwater is treated using a two-stage
carbon adsorption system. The Whittier Narrows remedy is currently pumping and treating 2500-
2800 gpm of VOC contaminated groundwater from the shallow aquifer and will be pumping and
treating 6000 gpm of VOC contaminated groundwater from the intermediate aquifer in late 2005.

Reason for this Action: Detection of Perchlorate in the South El Monte OU

After the discovery in 1997 and 1998 of perchlorate, n-nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA), and 1,4-
dioxane in the Baldwin Park area of the San Gabriel Valley, the Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board requested that facilities in several areas of the San Gabriel Valley sample
their groundwater monitoring wells for these newly-discovered “emergent chemicals.” During the
same time period, widespread testing for perchlorate was conducted in the San Gabriel Valley by
water suppliers. EPA also began testing for the emergent chemicals in several areas of the San
Gabriel Valiey, including the South El Monte OU. Perchlorate and 1,4-dioxane were detected in
the groundwater in the South El Monte OU. 1,4- dioxane was detccted at concentrations more than
20 times the State drinking water advisory level of 3 ppb in the shaliow aquifer in the northern and
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southern portions of the South El Monte QU. Congentrations of 1,4-dioxane detected in the
intermediate aquifer were generaily less than the State drinking water advisory level. Perchlorate
detected in the groundwater in the South El Monte OU did not exceed the State drinking water
advisory level of 18 ug/l established in 1997.

In early 2002 and 2004, the State issued new drinking water advisory levels for perchlorate of 4 ppb
and 6 ppb respectively. Susbsequently, perchlorate was detected at concentrations above the State
drinking water advisory leve! of 6 ppb during testing of groundwater in the intermediate aquifer of
the South El Monte OU. Some water purveyors’ wells were impacted by perchlorate
contamination, and consequently, intermediate zone groundwater pumped from these wells has to
be treated for perchlorate. In some cases where the perchlorate concentration in water purveyor
wells is just slightly above the State drinking water advisory level, water purveyors may be able to
blend perchlorate contaminated water with clean water to meet the State drinking water advisory
level, Concentrations of perchlorate in the shallow aquifer were generally less than the State
drinking water advisory level and shallow zone perchlorate treatment is not needed at this time. If
EPA determines containment and treatment for perchlotate in the shallow zone is necessary, this
decision will be addressed in a subsequent decision document.

Figures 4 and 5 depict the approximate extent of perchlorate contamination in shallow and
intermediate groundwater in the South El Monte OU.

The need for conlainment of 1,4-dioxane detected above State drinking water advisory level in the
shallow aquifer is currently being evaluated by CPA using groundwater modeling. The evaluation
will assess 1) the likelihood of elevated concentrations of 1,4-dioxane in the shallow aquifer in the
South E1 Monte QU migrating to the Whittier Narrows OU in the future and impacting the Whittier
Narrows OU remedy extraction wells, and 2) the potential for 1,4-dioxane in shallow aquifer source
areas in the northern portion of the South El Monte QU to migrate into the intermediate aquifer and
affect extraction wells proposed as components of the South El Monte OU interim remedial action.
If EPA determines containment for 1,4-dioxane in the shallow zone is necessary, this decision will
be documented in a subsequent decision document.

In the intermediate aquifer, concentrations of 1,4-dioxane in the South El Monte QU are generally
less than the State drinking water advisory level. Treatment for 1,4-dioxane in the intermediate
aquifer is not included as part of the remedy at this time. 1f EPA determines containment for 1,4~
dioxane in the intermediate zone is necessary, this decision will be documented in a subsequent
decision document.

NDMA and hexavalent chromium have also been detected in groundwater in the South EI Monte
OU, but do not exceed Federal or State water quality regulatory levels. Thus, additional treatment
processes for NDMA and hexavalent chromium are not needed at this time. Treatment processes
for these chemicals may be required in the future however, if ongoing monitoring indicates
exceedance of water quality standards in the intermediate aquifer. 1f EPA determines containment
and treatment of either NDMA or hexavalent chromium or both is necessary in the shallow or
intermediate zone or both, that decision will be documented in a subsequent decision document.

I bk
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In March 2002, EPA sent Special Notice letters to 67 PRPs to begin formal EPA-PRP negotiations
to obtain a binding commitment from the PRPs to carry out the South El Monte OU cleanup plen for
the design, construction, and operation of the groundwater extraction, treatment, and discharge
facilities specified in the South El Monte OU Interim ROD. EPA is currently negotiating this
commitment, called a Consent Decree, with a group of South El Monte OU PRPs.

Because perchlorate at concentrations above the State drinking water advisory level was discovered
after EPA issued the South El Monte OU Interim ROD, EPA is now modifying the cleamup decision
to address the need to potentially treat perchlorate at those portions of the IROD remedy that are
operating in the intermediate zone. As a result, one of the perchlorate treatment techuologies
described below may be required. To the extent treatment is required for perchlorate, the
groundwater has to be treated to achieve the treatment levels described below. In some cases, where
the perchlorate concentration is close to the State drinking water advisory level, there may be an
opportunity to blend perchlorate contaminated water with clean water to meet the State drinking
water advisory level, under the purview of the California Department of Health Services.

Table | shows the significant differences between the remedy as presented in the 2000 Interim ROD
and the action now proposed.

Description of Treatment Options for Perchlorate

Since 1997, when perchlorate was discovered in the San Gabriel Valley groundwater basin, the
availability and capability of technologies for removing perchiorate from groundwater have
improved considerably. There are two commonly used perchlorate removal technologies: ion
exchange and biological treatment,

In the ion exchange treatment technology, the perchlorate ion is replaced by chloride, a chemically
similar but non-toxic ion, lon exchange processes have been used in homes and businesses for
sofiening hard water for decades. In the spring of 2001, a 2,500-gallon-per-minute groundwater
treatment system using ion exchange to remove perchlorate began operation in the Baldwin Park
Operable Unit, producing potable water for use in the San Gabriel Valley.

In the biological treatment process, nutrients are added to the contaminated water to sustain
microbes that destroy perchlorate. The microbes convert the perchlorate ion to oxygen and chloride,
which are present at low levels in all drinking water. The biological treatment process is being used
in a full-scale treatment system at the Aerojet Superfund site in northern California.

Liquid-phase granular-activated-carbon (LGAC) is another technology that has been proven capable
of removing perchlorate from water, to a limited extent and at higher costs. Conventional filtration,
sedimentation, or air-stripping technologies cannot remove perchlorate from water.
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Treatment Levels
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)

The treatment technologies used in the South El Monte OU will have to be capable of effectively
and reliably removing VOCs, and if necessary, perchlorate from the groundwater.

ARARS include only substantive, not administrative, requirements, pertain only to on-site activities,
and are frozen at the time of the ROD, or ESD. Off-site activities must comply with all applicable
federal, state, and local laws, including both substantive and administrative requirements that are n
effect when the activity takes place.

As noted in the Interim ROD, delivery of treated water into a public water supply is considered 1o be
an off-site activity, and must meet all legal requirements for drinkitg water in existence at the time
the water is served, including obtaining necessary State water supply permits. If any of the treated
groundwater in the intermediate aquifer of the SEMOU is to be used as drinking water, it must meet
all applicabie Federal and State drinking water standards in cxistence at the time the water is served,
inciuding any permit requirements. :

Generally, the applicable drinking water standard is the Maximum Contaminant Level MCL)
established by State and Federal regulation. However, while MCLs have been established for some
of the chemicals in the groundwater in the South El Monte OU, neither of the recently detected
emergent chemicals has a MCL.

For some chemicals that lack MCLs, the state of California Departiment of Health Services (DHS)
has specified nofification levels that are health-based advisory levels for drinking water use.
Notification levels are established as precautionary measures for coniaminants that may be
considered candidates for establishment of MCLs. DHS has established notification levels for
perchiorate at 6 ug/l and set the Public Health Goal for perchlorate at 6 ug/l. Although not an
enforceable standard, a notification level is the concentration level of a contaminant in drinking
water that DHS has determined, based on available scientific information, does not pose a
significant health risk but warrants notification. California Health & Safety Code Section 116453,
Chapter 679, Statutes of 2004, AB2528, (Lowental) requires that the operator of a public water
system notify local government authorities when a drinking water well exceeds a notification level.
If a public water system is a water company regulated by the California Public Utilities
Commission, the public water system shall notify the Commission when a drinking water well
exceeds a notification level. In addition, DHS requires that drinking water purveyors notify the

" public if notification levels are exceeded, unless the wells in question are taken out of service.

EPA’s cleanup plan also allows for other discharge options for the treated water such as surface
water discharge, with or without the goal of aquifer recharge, instead of delivering it for use as
drinking water. The 2000 Interim ROD sets forth the ARARs for the South El Monte OU for
discharges to surface water. These ARARs include: 1) the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) Basin Plan, as applied in the Interim ROD; 2) the California Toxics Rule,

Vs
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which establishes water quality criteria for 126 pollutants, including many of the VOCs found in
groundwater at the South EL Monte OU, as applied in the Interim ROD; 3) the State Water
Resources Control Board Resolution No. 68-16, as applied in the Interim ROD; and 4) the
chemical specific ARARS listed in Table 6 of the Interim ROD. Except as noted herein, the
ARARs identified in the 2000 Interim ROD remain unchanged.

Consistent with CERCLA section 121 (e)(1), an on-site discharge from a CERCLA site to surface
waters must meet the substantive National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit
(‘NPDES") requirements, but need not obtain an NPDES permit nor comply with the
administrative requirements of the permitting process. Dischargers under the NPDES program may
apply for a general permit if there is an applicable general permit available for the type of discharge
contemplated, or a facility specific permit. The NPDES authority under the CWA has been
delegated to the state of California, and is outlined in the RWQCB Basin Plan.

If any treated water is to be discharged to surface water, except w1th respect to the perchlorate level
noted below, Region 9 is selecting Table F of the General Permit’ as an ARAR for discharges to
surface water because it generally reflects the substantive requirements or discharge levels that the
State would require, if a permit was necessary. The General Permit selects 4 ug/1 as the discharge
limit for perchlorate. However, since the General Permit was issued in 2002, California modified
the notification level for perchlorate from 4 to 6 ug/l and the Office of Eavironmental Health
Hazard Assessment set the PHG for perchlorate at 6 ug/l. Therefore, this ESD selects 6 ug/l as the
ARAR for the surface water discharge of treated water containing perchlorate because it is the level
or substantive requirement the State would require, if a facility specific NPDES permit was
necessary.

Estimated Costs

In the 2000 Interim ROD, EPA estimated the cost of the VOC cleanup in the South El Monte OU at
$5.9 million in capital costs associated with construction, and $837,000 per year in operation and
maintenance {O&M) costs. EPA has revised the cost estimate to account for the additional
treatment needed for perchlorate in the intermediate groundwater and the "double barrier” treatment
for VOCs in groundwater. The revised cost estimate may potentiaily range from $10.9 million in

! The General Permit is California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
(LARWQCB), Order No. R4-2002-0107, “Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of
Treated Groundwater from Investigation and/or Cleanup of Velatile Organic Compounds
Contaminated-Sites to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties
(GENERAL NPDES PERMIT NO. CAG914001).”
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capital costs and $2.2 million per year in O&M costs to $17.5 million in capital costs and $4.8
milfion per year in O&M costs based on the same extraction and treatment rates as the 2000 Interim
ROD. The capital costs are based on using primarily new production wells and infrastructure. 1f
agreements are reached to use existing water purveyor-owned production wells and infrastructure,
the capital costs could decrease by approximately $2 million.

There is a range in the revised cost estimates because some of the water purveyors whese wells are
contaminated with perchlorate may be able to blend (lower-end) to bring the perchlorate
contamination in the VOC-treated groundwater to below the State drinking water advisory level of
6 ug/L, and others may have to treat for perchiorate (higher-end). Some of the factors to consider
in blending are: concentrations of perchlorate in the VOC treated water, source of clean
groundwater to use for blending, and DHS approval.

The higher-end cost estimate includes additional treatment ai three water purveyor’s facilities to
reduce perchlorate in treated water to below the State drinking water advisory level. The lower-end
cost estimate includes additional treatment for perchlorate at only one water purveyor facility and
blending of perchlorate-contaminated water at the other two water purveyor facilities with clean
water to reduce perchlorate in the blended water to below the State drin king water advisory level.

EPA’s revised cost estimates also include "double barrier” treatment for VOCs at two water
purveyor facilities where VOC concentrations in groundwater exceed 10 times State dri nking water
standards. Under California DHS Policy Memo 97-005%. California DHS requires "double barrier"
treatment when concentrations of contaminants in the source water exceed 10 times the drinking
water standards - in this case, the MCL for at least one VOC. Although California DHS Policy
Memo 97-005 is not an ARAR for the South El Monte OU, its requirements must be met by water
purveyars who serve the treated water as drinking water,

The additional treatment needed for perchlorate in the intermediate groundwater and the "double
barrier® treatment for VOCs in groundwater are the primary factors responsible for the increases in
the cleanup cost estimates in the South El Monte OU.

2 California DHS Policy Memo 97-003 is a guidance document that sets forth the position
and the basic tenets by which the California Drinking Water Program would evaluate proposals,
establish appropriate permit conditions, and approve the use of an extremely impaired source for
any direct potable use.

L6
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It should be noted that water purveyors, whose wells and treatment facilities are proposed for use as
part of the SEMOU remedy, have developed capital and annual G&M cost estimates for their VOC
and perchlorate trcatment facilities in the SEMOU. The water purveyors’ cost estimates are higher
than GPA’s estimates presented in this ESD. The difference in costs is primarily due to three
factors namely: 1) water purveyors extraction rates at some facilities are greater than the rates
specified in the SEMOU 2000 Interim ROD, 2) water purveyors periods of operation at some
facilities are longer than those specified in the ROD, and 3) water purveyors costs for the operation
and maintenance of some facilities (resin costs) are higher than EPA’s cost estimates.

Final Selection of Treatment Technologies

EPA will select the final treatment technologies for the South El Monte OU over the next year
during completion of pre-design activities and the design of the South FI Monte OU cleanup
facilities for the new contaminant. During this time, additional cost and performance data from
operation of full-scale treatment systems in the San Gabriel Valley and the results of treatment
studies elsewhere will become available. EPA will incorporate this information into the selection
of treatment technologies for the South El Monte OU.

State Concurrence

The California Department of Toxic Substances Control documented concurrence with this ESD in
a letter dated November 8, 2005.

Statutory Determination
As required by CERCLA Section 121(d), the maodified cleanup plan for the South E] Monte OU

remains protective of human health and the environment and will continue to meet all ARARs
identified in the 2000 Interim ROD, as moditied by this ESD.

Public Participation Compliance
An ESD notice will be published in November 2005 in a local newspaper as required by the NCP,

section 300.435(c)(2)(IMB). The public participation requirements set out in the NCP, sections
300.435(c)2)i) and 300.825(a)(2} will continue to be met.

Zludel | Q{omeo Noyenbor 10,2005~

Elizal Adams, CEef ' Date
Supe Site p Branch

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 3
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Table 1. Comparison of Cleanup Plans — Most Aspects of the 2000 Plan

Have Not Changed

Remedial Action Categories

QOriginal Cleanup Plan

Updated Cleanup Plan

Remedial Objectives

Prevent exposure, limit further
migration of contarminated
groundwater, reduce impacts on
downgradient water supply wells,
prolect fuiure uses of clean areas.

Same

Groundwater Extraction Areas

Extract water from the intermediate
aquifer.

Same

Groundwaltsr Extraction Rates

Extract contaminated groundwater at
rates needed to meet remedial
objectives. Determing final rates
during remedial design. Initial estimate
was 10,020 gpm.

Same

Groundwater Treatment
TFechnologies

Use air stnpping with off gas freatment
or liquid-phase granular-activated
carbon {LGAC) to remove VOCs from
the groundwater. Finalize
technologies during remadial design.

Use same technologies to remove
WOCs. Potentially use ion exchange
or biolggical lreatment to reduce
perchlorate. Finalizs technology
during remedial design.

Groundwater Treatment Standards

Design treatment systems to reduce
VQOC concantrations to below MCLs.

Reduce VOUT concenirations to below
MCLs; reduce perchlorate
concentration 1o below State drinking
water advigory levals.

Use of Treated Groundwater

Supply water to water companies for
distribution, or surface water
discharge, with or without aquifer
recharge. Make final decision during
remedial design.

Same

11
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Project Costs

Estimated capital costs of $5.9 million;
estimated operation and maintenance
costs of $837,000 per year.

Estimaied capital costs and cperation
and maintenanca costs, including
perchlorate treatment at only one
facility, biending for parchlorate at bwo
facilities, and double barier treatment
for VOCs, potentially increass to
$10.9 mibion and $2.2 million per year
respectively.

Estimated capital costs and operation
and maintenance costs, including
perchiorate treatment at three
facllities, and double bamier treatment
for VOCe, potentially increase to
$17.5 million and $4.8 million per year
taspactivaly.

12
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1 APPENDIX D
> LIST OF SETTLING DEFENDANTS AND SUB-GROUP
; SETTLING DEFENDANTS:
: “Settling Dcfendants™ are the following:
1. Art Weiss, individually; Art Weiss, Inc.; Del Ray Industrial Enterprises, Inc.
i 2. Astro Seal, Inc.
: 3. Craneveyor Corp.
4. EAB, Inc. d/b/a Earl Butler & Associates
IE 5. M & T Company
N 6. Mary Brkich, individually
7. New Air, Inc.
:j 8. Pacific Coast Drum Company
" 9. Quaker Chemical Corporation
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
39
|77
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7

SETTLING DEFENDANTS SUB-GROUP

“ABILITY-TO-PAY SETTLING DEFENDANTS” are the following:
1. Astro Seal, Inc.
2. EBA, Inc. d/b/a Earl Butler & Associates
3. New Air, Inc.
4. Pacific Coast Drum Company
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APPENDIX E

SCHEDULE OF SETTLING DEFENDANTS® PAYMENTS

Settling Defendant

Art Weiss, Inc.; Del Ray
Industrial Enterprises,
Inc.; Quaker Chemical
Corporation

Astro Scal, Inc.

Art Weiss, 'ihdi_v_ial'iélly;

Pavment to EPA

Payment to Water

Entities

| $2,646,000 within 30

days of Effective Date;

$154,000 plus interest due

one year afier Effective
Datc

| $506,667 within 30 days

of Effective Date;
$66,667 plus interest due
onc year after Effective
Date; $66,666 plus
interest due two years

| $126,667 within 30 days

$661,500 within 30 days
of Effective Date;
$38,500 plus interest
due one year aller
Effective Date

of Effective Date;
$16,667 plus interest
due one year after
Effective Date; $16,666
plus interest due two

after Effective Date years after Effective
Dare
Crancveyor Corp. $640,000 $160,000
‘EBA, Inc. d/b/a Garl $67,580 $31,420
Butler & Assoctates
M&T,LLC $100,000 $25,000
Mary Brkich, $25,000 $100,000
individually
New Alr, Inc. $72,300 $70,000
Pacific Coast Drum $280,000 $70,000 N
Company
41
179
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