September 17, 2013
New Business Consent

SUBJECT: CONSIDER STATUS REPORT ON THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL
BOARD ENVIRONMENTAL INVESTIGATION AND CARSON DECLARATION OF
THE EXISTENCE OF AN EMERGENCY WITHIN THE CAROUSEL TRACT
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Submitted by Clifferd W---Braves ) A@?r(}véﬂ by }{écqueéyﬁ Acosia
Director of Community Development Acting City Manager
i. SUMMARY

This item: is on the agenda at the divection of the City Council to provide
engoing updates related to the environmental mvestigation of the Carousel Tract

{Kast Property}.
. RECOMMENDATION
RECEIVE and FILE.
111 ALTERNATIVES

TAKE another action as the City Council deems appropriate consistent with the
requirements of law.

1v. BACKGROUND

On March 11, 2011, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(Regional Board) issued Cleanup and Abatement Order No. R4-2011-0046
(CAQ) directing Shell Ol Company (Shell} to invesugate the Carousel Tract
(former Kast Tank Farm Property) and provide remedial action to cleanup and
abate the waste i the soil, soll vapor and groundwater associated with
contamination from the former tank farm. In accordance with the CAQ, Shell
submitted a Site-Specific Cleanup Goal Report dated February 22, 2013.

The Site-Specific Cleanup Goal Report was released for public review and both
the City of Carson and the law firm of Girardi & Keese submutted comments by
the end of the comment period on June 24, 2013. The City Council conducted a
workshop on July 18, 2013, to allow for a presentation by Mr. Sam Unger,
Executive Director of the Regional Board, explaining the process for developing
a2 Remedial Action Plan for the Carousel Tract. On July 29, 2013, due to
concerns raised at the workshop, the City Council declared the existence of an
emergency within the Carousel Tract and adopted City Council Resolution No.
13-081 (Exhibit No. 1). Letters were sent to the Governor, Attorney General,
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors and Mr. Sam Unger seeking
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immediate assistance to ensure that the residents of the Carousel Tract and
surrounding community are protected (Exhibit Nos. 2, 3, 4 and 5). Staff has
communicated with a number of agencies to discuss City Council Resolution No.
13-081 and the ongoing concerns related to the Carousel Tract,

On August 21, 2013, the Regional Board sent a detailed letter to Shell advising
that the proposed site-gpecific cleanup goals contaiped in the Site-Specific
Cleanup Goal Report dated February 22, 2013 were not approved and that
revisions must be submitted by October 21, 2013 (Exhibit No 6). As requested
by the City Council, a letter was sent to Mr. Sam Unger expressing appreciation
for the stringent requirements applied to Shell for revisions to the Site-Specific
Cleanup Goal Report (Exhibit No. 7).

The CAO issued by the Regional Board requires Shell to propose and submit a
Remedial Action Plan by the end of 2013 for the cleanup of the Carousel Tract.
The approval of the Remedial Action Plan is subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). For purposes of CEQA, the Regional
Board will be evaluating the environmental impacts associated witht the
implementation of the Remedial Action Plan, m particular, the pmpacts
associated with the possible methods to be used and the extent of the cleanup.
On September 11, 2013, staff participated In an agency scopmg discussion o
frame some of the techmical evaluations to be used in the CEQA process. A
notice has also been issued by the Regional Board announcing a community open
house and CEQA scoping meeting for Tuesday, September 24, from 6 to & p.m.
at the Juanita Millender-McDonald Community Center (Exhibit No. 8).

FISCAL IMPACT

None.

EXHIBITS

Resolution No. 13-081. (pgs. 4-8)

Letter to Governor Brown dated July 30, 2013, (pg. 9)

Letter to Attorney General dated July 30, 2013, (pg. 10)

Letter io Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors dated July 30, 2013.
(pg- 11)

5. Letter to Mr. Sam Unger dated July 30, 2013, (pg. i2)

6. Letter from the Regional Board to Shell dated August 21, 2013. (pgs. 13-59)
7. Letter to Mr. Sam Unger dated September 10, 2013, (pg. 60)

8. Public Notice from Regional Board for Community Open House on
September 24, 2013. (pgs. 61-63)
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RESOLUTION MO, 13-08]

A RESCLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CARSON, CALIFORNIA,
DECLARING THE EXISTENCE OF AN EMERGENCY IN THE VICHUTY OF THE ]
CAROUSEL TRACT NEIGHBORHOOD DUE F'0O THE PERSISTENCE OF EXPLOSIVE

METHANE GAS, CARCINOGENIC BENZENE AND OTHER CHEMICALS OF CONCERN,
AND ISSUING SUCH FINDINGS OR ORDERS AS ARE AUTHORIZED BY LAW

WHEREAS, on March 11, 2008, the Department of Toxic Substances. Control miormed
the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCR) about a former Shell Of)

Company (Shell) tank farm (Kast Property) and om Aprll 29, 2008, the LARWOCR bagan its
Bite Asscssment; and

WHEREAS, In Mey 2008 the LARWQCE initiated an snvironmenta] investigation of the
former Kast Property; the LARWQCE ordered Shell as the owner and operator of the former
tank farm and subsequently ordered Barclay Hollander Curcl, Inc., & wholly owned subsidiary of
Dols Food Company, Inc., (Responsible Parties) as the entity re sponszb & for the development of
the housmg tract to condum a comprehenswc enwmmentai mvestigatmn by ou’dmmg the

WHEREAS, based on the LARWQCE directive Shell; submitted a work plan for review.
Said review was compieted and the LARWQCE issued an approval of the proposed work in
Tlecember 2008, The LARWQCE approved investigation activities included: 1. collecting soil, :
soil vapor and groundwater samples, and 2. investigating the contaminants of concern, and I
defining the extent of impact, and 3. evaluation of the potenttial threat to haman health: and, !

k. z;,

WHEREAS, Shell conducted an all mwedia (soil, soil vapor and gmumi%vatﬂ;) o
mvastigatmn ag approved by the LARWQCB in its Californie Water Code § 13267 inv&sugaﬁve“
Order dated December 31, 2008, The goal of the initial investigation was to eval uatém Whether s ':E
the Site poses an inumediate risk to those living, visiting or working at the Site. The mmai
investigation involved taking soil, soil vapor and sub-slab soil vapor samples afwell as.

groundwater investigation following procedures either approved or recommended by~ bo‘ih ihﬁ:q ¥
Cal/BPA and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA); and
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WHEREAS, on August 20, 2009 an mierim report followed by an October 15, 2009
“Final Phase I Sife Characterization Report” was submitied to the LARWQCR. The review of
the repost confirmed that soil and greundwater beneath the site is severely ‘impacted by
petrolsum hydrocarbons, The results indicated the presence of methane gas and benzene in
shallow soil gas at high concentration across the Site; and

WHEREAS, methane gas was detected at 2 concentration as kigh as 52.7% by volume
and just 5 feet below homes as high as 22% by volume which exceeds the Jower explosive Timii
(LEL) of 3% by volume posing a real fime emergency safety hazard; methane gas poses a fire
and explosion hazard when accumulates In an enciosed space with a source of ignition; and

IMORE]

EXHIBITNG. 01




RESOLUTION NO. 13-081
PAGE 2 OF 5

WHEREAS, benzene, & known carcinogen, is alse detected at a concentration of
3,800,000 micrograms per meter cube (ug/m3), and exceeds the Californie Human Health
Screening Level (CHHSL) value of 36.2 ug/m3 by maore than 100,000 times for shaliow soil gas
for o residential scenavic; and

WHEREAS, other sxtremely dangerous chemicals and heavy metals persist in the vards
of the Carousel Trael family homes, the Shell, s consultamt URE Corporation and the
LARWOQCE have all issued writien warnings o the residents to avoid outdoor activities and soil
contact; and

WHEREAS, three years after the %ﬁﬁ&lm‘ﬁﬂg its investigation, the LARWOCE issued
Order Mo, R4-2011-0046 (Ordery on March 11, 2011, requiring Shell o Cleanup and Abate
Wastes Prischarged at the Carousel Tract; and

WHEREAS, Shell has since then spent over 28-months conducting Remedial Piiot Tests,
Indoor Air Tests, Soil Vapor Tests and Groundwater Sampling resulting in additional
unwarranted exposure o carcinogenic chemicals of concern and causing dangerous migration of

explostve soil gas by altering the soil matrix pressure dynamice by creating open excavations and
allowing off-gassing from deeper soil; and

WHEREAS, the LARWQCB has granied mumpi extensions of time without any
meaningiul explanation; and

W HER_EAS, LARWOQCE issued a California Water Code § 13267 Investigative Order to
the Responsible Parfiss without any further action requiring their participation in the cleanup and
abatement of wastes discharged at the Carousel Tract; and

WHEREAS, after over five vears of study Shell submitted to the LARWQCE its Site
Specific Cleanup Goals for Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons, which are 66-times greater than the
teast protective Standards preseribed in the LARWQCE’s own 1996 Guidebook; snd

WHEREAS, on or sbout June, 2013, three (3) technical reposts authored by L
EVERETT & AS&OCIATES and SOIL/WATER/AIR PROTECTION ENTERPRISE were
provided to the City and forwarded to the LARWOQCE by letter from the City Council dated June
18, 2013, in which the City Council warned LARWQCE that conditions within the Carousel
Tract had reached “a pivotal moment in the clean up {of] this site. Action must be taken, and it
must be T&kﬂf} NOW:” and }

WHEREAS during direct questioning of Dr. Loren Bverett, LD, D Sc., FASCE, an
internationally recognized expert in the vadose zone and the behavior of boﬂ gasses, including
benzene and methane, by members of the City Council did he describe the true extent of the
emergency conditions persisting in the Carousel Tract, Dr. Everett said, “Dangerous levels of
carcinogenic benzene and explosive methane are present in soil gas at a depth of only five fest
beneath homes in the Carousel Tract. These dangerous conditions are spread widely across the
site and the degree of exposure to these chemicals is highly variable and extremely difficult to
predict due to numerous factors such as veriable s0ii moisture and atmospheric conditions

[VORE)
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RESOLUTION NO, 13-081
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WHEREAS, sotwithstanding its June 18, 2013 letier advising LARWOQUE that further
“delay is unacceplable to the Carson City Council md to our enfive community,” no further
action has been teken fo mitigate and remediate conditions within the Carousel Tract requiring
the immediste consideration of this resolution. :

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Counct! of the City of Carson, California, does hereby
FEND and DETERWMIMNE, and based thereon, ORDERS as follows:

I The foregoing recitals are true and correct and ave incorporated herein by
this reference. '

2, That, commencing on or about 7:00 pan. on the 18% day of July, 2012, and
continuing o the present, the conditions bave atisen and now exist within that cortain portion of
the City of Carson commonty referred to as the “Carousel Tract,” and that the same has been and
is caused by the persistent migration of explosive methane gas and carcinogenic benzene, s the
same is depicted herein. '

3, That ths aforesaid condifions warmrant and necessifate, snd the Clty
Council of the City of Carson hereby dectares the existence of an emergency within that certain
portion of the City of Carson commonly referred to as the “Carousel Tract.”

4, The City Council bereby directs the Acting City Manager for the City of
Carson to transmit this resolution to the Governor of the State of Californie and the State Watey
Resources Contral Board fo request that the State of Califurnis make available to the City of
Carson such resources as mey exist to address and mitigate the emergency conditions at the
Carouse! Tract.

5. The City Council hereby diveets the Acting City Manager for the City of
Carson to transmit this resolution and demand that the Executive Gificer of the LARWQLE

immediately crder anet require Shell to fully comply with that certain Cleanup and Abatement
Order No. B4-2011-0046.

6. The City Council hereby divects the Acting City Manager for the City of
Carson to transmit thie resolution and solicit aid and other available resources from the Office of
the California Attorney General to support efforls by the LARWQUB to immediately order and

require Shell to fully comply with that certain Cleanup and Abatement Order No. R4-2011-0046.

7. The City Council hereby directs the Acting City Manager for the City of

Carson to transmit thig resoiation to the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors 1o reguast

that the County of Los Angeles make available to the City of Carson such resources from the

epartment of Public Health, the Los Angeles County Fire Department and other services to
address and mitigate the emergency conditions af the Carousel Tract.

%, The Kast Property upon which the City Council declares an emergency is
described hereinabove and 15 depicted hereinafier as follows:

MORE}
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Californis.
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City Clerk Donesia L. Gaose, CMC

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Yot~

City Attomey/

PASSED, APPROVED, and ADOPTED this 29th day of July, 2013, at Carson,

W‘e \._,/w«é@’é/?w

F MORE]

~ Jim Dear, Mavor
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RESOLUTION NO. 13-48]
PAGE 5QF 5

STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) ss
CITY OF CARSON )

I, Donesia L. Gause, City Clerk of the City of Carson, Cabiomia, do hereby eertify that the
whole namber of members of the City Council is five; that the fore
Resolution Mo, 13-081 was duly and regularly adopt
duly and regularly held on the 29" day of July, 2013,
by (e following vote:

going resolution, being
ed by said Council at a special meeting
and that the same wag passed and artopted

AYEE: COUNCIL MEMEBERS:  Mayor Diear, Santarins, Davis-Holmes, and Robles
HWOEH: COUNCIL MEMBERS:  Nore

ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS:  None

ABBENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS:  Gipson

{ Ly YO
City Clerk Donesia L. Gause, CMC




OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER

July 30, 2013

Governar Jetry Brown
State Capitol, Suite 1173
Sacramento, A 85814

Dear Governar Brown,

On behalf of the Carson City Council and our community, | write to you to express concern
regarding the 285 homes within the Carouse! Tract. a neighborhood develoned in the late
1960's on a former tank farm. Over the past five years, these residents have been waiting
for the environrmental investigation overseen by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board 1o finally conciude so they will know if their homes are safe or they need to
relocate. Aftached is Resolution No. 13-081, adopted by the Carson City Councl on July
29, 2013, encouraging the State of California and the County of Los Angeles to take

appropriate steps to address and mitigate the urgent environmental condition within the
Carousel Tract.

in light of the potential impacts fo our citizens, we hope you will make sure that the State of
Cafifornia uses all necessary resources {0 protect our citizens from the high leveis of
methane and contamination from Denzena and other chemicals found at the Carcuse! Tract,
The City of Carson locks forward {o working with you and other siate officials fo enstre that
the residents of the Carousel Tract and surrounding community are protected.

Sincerely,
I

bR

_,.»'/ VAL lvm -
!;J_a kie Acosta

Acting City Manager

Atftachment: Resolution No. 13081

oTol Mayor and City Council
City Attomey
Girardi & Kease

CITY HALL = 701 £ CARSON STREET » P.O. BOX 8234 « CARSON. O 90744

< (B0 9%2-1729
WEBSITE! cl.earson.cn. us
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CITY OF CARSON

July 30, 2013

Hon. Kamala D, Hards, Attorney General

Office of the Attorney General, State of Californiz
PO Box 544255

Sacramento, Califoria B4244

Dear Atiorney General,

O behalf of the Carson City Councit and our community, | write fo you {0 express concem
regarding the 285 homes within the Carousel Tract, a neighborhood developed in the late
1980's on a former tank farm. Over the past five years, these residents have been wailing
for the environmental investigation overseen by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board to finally conclude so they }Afi[! know if their homes are safe or they need to
relocafe. Aftached is Resolution No. 13-081, adopted by the Carson City Counclt or July
29, 2013, encouraging the State of California and the County of Los Angeles to take
appropriate steps to address and mifigate the urgent environmental condition within the
Carouse!l Tracl

try light of the potential impacts to our cilizens, we hope you will use all necessary resources
to support enforcement efforts to profect our cifizens from the high levels of methane and
contamination from benzene and other chemicals found at the Carousel Tract. The City of
Cargon appreciates the actions that your office can initiate {o ensure that the residenis of
the Carousel Tract and surrounding community are protected.

Sincerely,

4

P H
. L E
‘/ i Al =AY
"t.lﬁickie Acosia
Acting City Manager

Aftachiment: Resolution No. 13-081

ce: Mavor and City Council
City Altornay
Girardi & Keese

SHTY HALL ¢ 701 B CARSON STREET « PO BOX 6224 « CARSON, CA 20749

= (310Y 8521728
WERSITE! Cil.earsoi.onus

EXHIBIT
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July 30, 2013

ARSON

Board of Supervisors
County of Los Angeles
500 W, Ternple Street
Los Angeles, CA Q0012

Dear Supervisors,

On behalf of the Carson City Council and our community, | write to you to express concern
regarding the 285 homes within the Carcusel Tract, a neighborhood developed in the late
1960's on a former tank farm. Over the past five years, these residents have been waiting
for the environmental investigation overseen by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Controf Board to finally conclude so they will krvow if their homes are safe or they need o
refocate. Aftached is Resolution No. 13-081, adopted by the Carson Gity Council on July
28, 2013, encouraging the State of California and the County of Los Angeles 1o take

appropriate steps to sddress and mitigate the urgent epvironmenital condition within the
Carousei Tract.

in light of the potential impacts to our cifizens, we hope you will make sure that the County
of l.os Angeles uses all necessary resources 1o protect our citizens from the high levels of
methane and contarination from benzene and other chemicals found at the Carousel Tract.
The City of Carson looks forward to working Board of Supervisors and other County officials

to ensure that the residents of the Carousel Tract and surrounding community are
protected.

Sincerely,
Y
{I \ifj{.{.‘.\«;ﬁ\ {_J‘f’ }\_

“Jackie Acosta
Acting City Manager

Attachmant Resoclution No. 13-D81
oe! Mavyor and City Councii

City Atiornay
Girardi & Keese

CITY HALL = 701 E. CARSON STREET = #.0. BOX 6234 « CARSON, CA Q0744 « (310 8521725
WEBSITE. £1,Carson.ca. us

EXriBIT




OFFICE QF THE CITY MANAGER

July 30, 2013

hr Sam Unger, P.E

Executive Director

Californiz Regional Water Quality Control Board Las Angeles Region
320V 4th 50

Los Angeles, CA Q0013

Dear Mr. Unger,

On behalf of the Carson City Council and our community,  write to you to express concem
regarding the 285 homes within the Carousel Tract, a neighborhood developed in the iate
1960's on a former taok fanmm. Over the past five years, these residents have been waiting
far the environmental investigation overseen by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board to finally conclude so they will know if their homes are safe or they need o
relocate. Attached is Resolution No. 13-081, adopied by the Carson City Council on July
29, 2013, encouraging the State of California and the County of Los Angeles to take

appropriate steps to address and mitigate the urgent environmental condition within the
Carouse! Tract.

In light of the potential iImpacts to our cilizens, we hope you will use all necessary resources
to support enforcement efforts to protect our citizens from the high ievels of methane and
contamination from benzene and other chemnicals found at the Carouse! Tract. The City of
Carson appreciates the actions that your office can inifiaie to ensure that the residenis of
the Carousel Tract and surrounding communily are protected.

Sincerely,

,f{‘ \ (it ‘,ﬁ“‘\’ i
g;,Jéckie Acosia
Acting City Manager

Attachment. Resolution MNo. 13-081

ce! F\zlg,;fnor and City Council
Tty Attorney
Girardi & Keese

CITY MALL = 707 E. CARSON STREET = F.O, BOX 6234 « CARSORN, OA 80740 o (310 952-1729
WEBSITE! ch.carson.ca.us :

EXHIBIT NO.03




Water Bm&rés

Los Angeles Reglonal Water Guality Jontrel Board

August 21,2013

Douglas . Weimer, PG

Shell Oil Products Ub
Fnvironmental Services Company
20845 5. Wilmingion Avenus
Carson, CA 90811

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF SITE-SPECIFIC CLEANUP GOAL REPORT

SITE: FORMER KAST PROPERTY TANK FARM, CARSON, CALIFORNEA
(S8CP NO. 1238, SITE 1D NO. 2040338, CAO NO. R4-2011-0046)

Dear Mr, Weimer:

The Former Kast Property Tank Farm (Site) is located southeast of the intersection of Marbells
Avenue and East 244% Sweet in Carson, California. Shell Gjl Company (Shell) owned and
aperated a crude oil tank farm at the Site from the 1920s until the mid-1960s when it was
redeveloped inw the Carousel residential housing tract (Carousel Tract). Residual oil from the
tank farm was not completely removed prior to or during Site redevelopment and thus remains in
the soils beneath the existing houses. Environmemai mvestigations to date indicate that, in
addition to crude oil detected in shallow soils at the Site, hydrocarbons and other constituents of
concern (COCs) have also been detected in the soil, soil vapor, and groundwater at the Site,

The California Regiopal Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (Regional Board) 15
the primary state agency that regulates discharges of wastes to ground and surface waters in the
Los Angeles Region, including Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, under the authority of the
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act) (Cal. Wat. Code §§ 13000 e
seg).: The Regional Board has served as the lead agency overseeing the environmental
investigation and remediation of the Site since 2008. The Regional Board’s oversight is
supporied by other public agencies, including the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (OEHHA), the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health, and the Los
Angeles County Fire Department.

Om March 11, 2011, the Regional Board issued Cleanup and Abatemnent Order No. R4-2011-
0046 (CAQ), pursuant to California Water Code section 13304. The CAO directed Shell to
cnmﬁleteiv investigate the Site, continue o conduct groundwater monitoring and reporting, and
conduc‘i remedial action to cleanup and abate the waste in the soil, soil vapor, and groundwater at
the Site. As part of conducting remedial action, Shell was required to evaluate cleanup
methodologies through pilot testing, assess any potential environmental impacts of the residual
concrete slabs of the former reservoir, submit and implement a remedial action plan (RAP) to
cleanup the wastes at and below the Site, and continue to conduct residential surface and
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Douglas J. Weimer -

August 21, 2013
Shell 0il Products US

subsurface soil and sub-slab soil vapor samphng. The CAOG directed Shell fo submit cleanup
goals, including site-specific cleanwp goals (88CGs), for all COCs for residential (i.e.,
anrestricted) land nse. Proposed SS5CGs were requived to nclude detsiled technizal rationale and
assumptions underlying each goal. The CAOG required Shell 1o apply the following puidelines
and policies to the proposed cleanup goals: (i) cleanup goals must comply with varicus state and
federal policies and guidance identified 1n the CAO:; {i1) groundwater ¢cleanup goals shall achieve
applicable water quality objectives in the Regional Boards® Water Quality Control Plan for the
Los Angeles Region (Basin Plan), inchuding Celifornia’s Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs)
or Action Levels for drinking water as established by the Californis Department of Public Health
and the staie’s “anti-degradation pohicy™ in State Water Resources Control Board (Stare Water
Board) Resolution No. 68-16 {(“Statement of Policy With Respect to Maintaining High Quality of
Waters n Califorma™); (3i1) all cleanup goals must comply with the Staie Water Board’s “anti-
degradation policy™; and (iv) all cleanup goals must comply with State Water Board Fesolution
No. 92-49 (“Policies and Procedures for Investigation and Cleanup and Abatement of Discharges
Under Water Code Section 13304™) (Resolution 92-49),

In accordance with the CAQ, Shell timely subrmitted proposed S8CGs 10 the Regional Board in a
report entitied “Site-8pecific Cleanup Goal Report” (Report) on February 22, 2013, The
Regional Board circulated the Report for a 30-day public review and comment period, and
received comments from interested persons. lIn addiion, the Regional Board received a
memorandum from OEHHA dated July 22, 2013 {OEHHA Memorandum), as well as a report
from the Expert Panel from the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA Expert Panel) that
was convened to provide recommendations to the Regional Board on various technical aspects of
the Site investigation and cieanup. The UCLA Expert Panel’s report is entitled “Interim Review
of the Site-Specific Cleamp Goal Report and Human Health Screening Risk Bvaluation” (UCLA
Expert Panel Interim Report) and is dated July 24, 2013, The Regional Board agrees with all of
the comments in the OEHHA Memorandum and the UCLA Expert Panel Interim Report
Repional Board staff also prepared a memorandum dated August 14, 2013 regarding vapor
intrusion (Regional Board Staff Memorandum). The Regional Board' reviewsd the Report
taking into accourt applicable law and policy, the requirements of the CAQ, and the comments
received from interested persons, OEHHA, and the UCLA Expert Panel.

The Regional Board acknowledges that Shell has conducted a thorough investigation of the Site
in compliance with the CAQ. This investigation inctudes the collection of extensive site data that
characterized soil, soil vapor, indeor air and vapor infrusion on a parcel-by-parcel basis;
groundwater underlying the Site; and soil and ambient air conditions at reference sites i the
vicinity of the Site to evaluate ambient outdoor air and background soil conditions for COCs.
The Regional Board finds that the site investigation provided reliable, comprehensive, and high
quality data. Based on the data collected, Shell proposed SSCGs largely based on human health
screening risk evalopations (HHSREs). Shell has submitted HHSREs for individual parcels based
on environmental investigation data collected during the Site investigation. The Regional Board

' Noteithat for purposes of this letter, the term “Regional Board” refers 1o the staff, including the Executive Officer.
Consistent with the Porter-Cologne Act, the Regionzl Board members themselves bave not taken action with respect
to the CAQ or Report.
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supports the use of human health considerations for sites with residential uses, such as the
Carouse! Tract. In their comments on the Report, OEHHA and the UCLA Expert Panel
generally agree with the methodology used 1o calculate the HHSRES, but nowed that some areas
of the HHSREs require greater clarity. Although the proposed 88CGs are generally consistent
with applicable practices regarding calculation of THSRES, the proposed S58CGs reguire revision
for the reasons described in this letter. The proposed S8CGs also do not appear o take o
sccount Resolution 92-49, the Basin Plan, and otheer federal and state policies and guidance as
required by the CAQ, and may not be fully protective of unrestricted residential land use.

This letter provides the Regional Board’s reasons for not approving the 53CGs and directs Shell
10 revise the Report and the 58CGs, 28 appropriate. This letwer is organized by the following
wpics: Regulatory Requirements for Eatablishing S8CGs; Commenis and Directives on the
Proposed Remedial Action Objectives and S8CGs; and Directive to Revise the Report
Additionally, the OEHHA Memorandum and the UCLA Expert Panel Interim Report regarding
the HHSREs, as well as the Regional Board Staff Memorandum regarding vapor intrusion, are
all attached to this letter. As indicated below, Shell is directed to address the comments m all
three attachrents when revising the Report.

Repgulatory Requirements for Establishing 85CGs

Key regulations and policies poverning establishment of cleanup goals, including SSCGs, for the
$ite are set forth in the CAQ. These includer Resohution $2-4% (which incorporates California
Code of Regulations (CCR), title 23, section 2550.4), the Regional Board’s Basin Plan, the
California Department of Public Health’s MCLs, Swate Water Board Resolution No. 68-16 (the
state’'s “anti-degradation policy™), and other state and federal policies and guidance for
establishing cleanup goals. An overview of these policies and regulations is provided below.

Qiate Water Board Resolution No. 92-49

The CAQ reguires all cleanup goals to comply with Resolution 92-49. In determining cleanup
levels for sites subject 1o the Porter-Cologne Act, the Regional Board is required 0 implement
Resolution 92-49. Resoluiion 92-49 requires the Regional Board o assure that waste is cleaned
up to background conditions®, or if that is not reasonable, © an alternative level that is the most
stringent level that is economicaily and technologically feasible in accordance with CCR, title
23, section 2550.4. Any alternative cleanup level 10 background must: (1) be consistent with the
maximum benefit to the people of the state; (2) not unreascnably affect present and aniicipated
heneficial uses of such water; and (3) not result in water quality less than that prescribed in the
Basin Plan and applicable Water Quality Control Plans and Policies of the State Water Board.

* Backeround conditiens mean the water quality that existed before the discharge of wasie.
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Californiz Code of Reeulations, Title 25, Section 25504

Resolution 92-49 incorporates, by reference, CCR, utle 23, section 2350.4. Section 25504
guides the establishment of concentration limiis for COCs in corrective action programs In
California. Section 2530 4, states, 1n part:

(¢c) For o corrective action program, rthe regional board shall esiablish o
concentration limii for o constitueni of concern that Is greaier thon the
background value of thai constituent only If the regional board Jinds thot i is
technologically or economicolly infeasible o achieve the background value for
that constituent and that the constituent will not pose o subsiantial present or
potentiol hazard 1o humaon health or the environmeni as long as the concentration
limit greater than buckground is not exceeded. In making this finding, the
regional board shall consider that factors specified in subsection (d) of this
section, the results of the engineering feasibility study submified pursuant to
subsection 2550.9(c) of this article, data submitied by the discharger pursuant io
section 2550.9(ch(2) of this article to suppori the proposed concentration limil
greater than background, public testimony on the proposal, and any additional
data obtained during the evaluation of the monitoring program

(d) In establishing a concentration limit greater than background for «
constituent of concern, the regional board shall consider the following factors:
(1) potential adverse effects on ground water quality and beneficial uses,
considering:
(G the potential for health risks caused by human exposure 1o waste
constituents;

(1) the persisience and permanence of the polential adverse effects . ...

Regional Board's Basin Plan

The CAO requires that groundwater cleanup goals achieve the applicable water quality
objectives set forth in the Basin Plan, including California’s MCLs or Action Levels for drinking
water established by the California Department of Public Health and the State Water Board’s
“anti-degradation policy” in State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16. Groundwater beneath the
Site is designated for municipal supply The Basin Plan sets forth water quality objectives o
protect beneficial uses, including MCLs for drinking water.

5 Wote that the residents of the Carousel Tract are not being supplied drinking water from the underlying
groundwater at the Site.
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State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16

The CAO requires that all cleanup goals comply with the State Water Board’s “anti-depradation
policy.” This policy requires attainment of background levels of water quality, or the highes:
level of water quality that is reasonable in the event that background levels cannot be restored.
Cleanup levels other than background must be consistent with the maximum benefit to the
people of the State, not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial uses of water, and
not result 1n exceedance of water guality objectives in the Regional Board’s Basin Plan.

State and Federal Policies and Guidancs

The CAQ requires thai cleanup goals for all COCs shall support residential (i.e. unrestricted)
land use and be consistent with the foliowing state and federal policies and guidance:

= Soil cleanup goals set forth in the Regional Board's fnterim Site Assessment and Cleanup
Guidebook, May 1996

e Human health protecrion levels set forth in USEPA Regional Screening Levels (Formerly
Preliminary Remediation Goals)

o Californis Environmental Protection Agency's (CalEPA)Y Use of Human Health Screening
Levels (CHHSLS) in Evaluation of Contaminated Properiies, dated January 2005, or s
latest version

¢ Total Pewoleum Hydrocarbon Criteria Working Group, Volumes 1 through 5, 1997,
199%, 1999

e San Francisco Bay Regilonal Water Quality Conwol Beard's Environmental Screening
Levels (ESL) document

e Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Department of Environmental Protection,
Characterizing Risks Posed by Petrolewm Comtaminated Sites: Implemeniation of
MADEP VPH/EPH appreach; MADEP 2002

e« Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Department of Environmental Protection, Updared
Petroleum Hydrocarbon Fraction Toxicity Values for the VPH/EPH/APH Methodology,
MADEP 2003

o Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Depariment of Environmental Protection, Method for
the Determination of Air-Phase Petroleum Hydrocarbans (APH)} Final, MADEP 2008

o  Department of Toxic Subsiances Control (DTSC) Imterim Guidance and the Regional
Board's Advisory - Active Soil Gas Investigotions, dated January 28, 2003, or its latest
version

e DTSC's Guidance for the Evaluation and Mitigation of Subsurface Vapor Intrusion io
Indoor Air, revised February 7, 2005, or its latest version

e U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) Risk Assessment Guidance jor
Superfund, Paris A through E

e  USEPA’s User's Guide for Evaluating Subsurface Vapor Intrusion into Buildings, 2003
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o USEPA’s Supplemental Guidance for Developing Soil Screening Levels for Superfund
Sites, 2002

o  USEPA’s Supplemental Guidance for  Comparing  Background and  Chemical
Concentrations in Soil for CERCLA Sites, 2002

o CalEPA’s Selecting Inovgemic Constituents as Chemicals of Potential Concern ar Risk
Assessments af Hozordous Waste Sites  and Permined Facilities, CalEPA DTSC,
February 1997 .

o CalEPA’s Use of the Northern and Southern Californic Polynuclear Arowatic

Hydrocarbons (PAH) Studies in the Marfactured Gas Planw Site Cleanup Process,
CalEPA DTEC, July 2009

The Regional Board's Jnrerim Site Assessmernt and Clearmup Guidebook, May 1996, recommends
taking into consideration the wagie concentrations, depth 1o the water tble, the nature of the
chemicals, soil conditions and texture, and attenuvation trends, and human health protection levels
set forth in USEPA Regional Screening Levels (Formerly Preliminary Remediation Goals).

Comments and Directives on the Proposed Remedial Action Objectives and $8CGs

The Report sets forth both proposed remedial action objectives (RAOs) and proposed S5CGs for
COCs in soil, soil vapor, indeor air {(including but not limited 10 methane), and groundwater.
The COCs at the Site include total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPHY; TPH-related volatile organic
compounds (VOCs); TPH-related semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) including
polyeyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHSs); metals {lead and arsemic); and methane. This section
summarizes Shell’s proposed RAOs and 55CGs. After each summary, the Regional Board

provides comments on the proposed RAGs and SSCGs and provides directives to Shell for
rEvision.

Summary of Shell’s Proposed RAOs

The Report proposes RAOs that define the basis and methodology for deriving the proposed
SSCGs, Shell proposed the following RAOs for the Site;

o Prevent human exposures to on-site residents and construction and wility maintenance
workers 10 concentrations of COCs in soil, soil vapor, and indoor air such that total
liferine incremental carcinogenic risks are within the National 01l and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) risk management range of 10 t0 10™ and

non-cancer hazard indices are less than 1 or concentrations are below background,
whichever is higher,

e Prevent firefexplosion risks in indoor air and/or enclosed spaces due to the generation of
methane;

¢ Remove light non-aquecus phase liquid (LNAPL) to the extent practicable and where a
significant reduction in current and future risk to groundwater will result; and
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e Maintain a stable or decreasing plume of COCs in groundwazer benesath the Site.

Comments and Birective on Shell’s Proposed RADs

The Regional Board has the following commenis on each RAOs:

¢ The Repgional Board disagrees thai the proposed COCs are limited to TPH-related
compounds.  During the Site investigation, chlorinated VOCs were detected on Bite.
Shell is required to include all compounds detected on site as COCs and develop RAOs
and SSCGs 0 address all COCs,  Also, as indicated by the UCLA Expert Panel's
Interim Report, “It 1 possible that cleaning of machinery and other operations on-site
resulted in release of these CVOCs onesite.  This cannot be ruled out” (See UCLA
Experi Panel Interim Report at p. 13}

¢ The Regional Board agrees with the RAQ of preventing human exposure and also agrees
that the NCP sets forth a risk management range of 10 to 10, The Regional Board
agrees that such & range is appropriate for construction and utility maintenance workers.
However, the Regional Board notes that the Report properly proposes to use 2 target
incremental cancer risk of 10° and a non-cancer hazard quotient of 1 as the point of
departure, The Department of Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC) Vapor Intrusion
Mitigation Advisory {October ’7{)1 1} sets forth the point of departure for risk management
decisions for cancer risk at 10°. A wget cancer risk of 107 or less is considered

protective of on-site residents by Cal/EPA and should be used to support an unrestricted
land use scenario.

« The Regional Board agrees that an RAO for methane should be to prevent fire and
explosions. The RAQ should also focus on eliminating methane o the extent technically
and economically feasible.

» The Regional Board generally agrees with the RAO with respect to LNAPL. However,
the RAQO should be reworded to say “remaove or weat to the extent technically and
economically feasible,” rather than “to the exient practicable,” to mirror the language in
Resolution 92-49.

e The Regional Board does not fully agree with the RAO for groundwater. Mainiaining &
stable plume in groundwater is tmportant, but the RAO should be to reduce the plume 10
the extent technically and economically feasible to achieve, at a minimum, the water
quality objectives in the Basin Plan 1o protect the designated beneficial uses, including

municipal supply. Maintenance of plume stability may not restore groundwater to ifs
designated beneficial uses.

Directive: Revise the proposed RAQs in accordance with the comments above.
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Summary of Bhell’s Proposed SSCGs

The intent of the propesed SSCGs is to achieve the proposed RAOs described above. The
methodology for developing the S8CGs involved evaluating and mitigating risks to human
health and safety, and reducing continued hydrocarbon loading to the groundwater beneath the
Site, Shell’s methodology, organized by medium, 18 as foliows:

Kodl:
The Report proposes numerical S3CGs for TPH in seil. These 35CGs were developed vsing &
risk assessment methodology that is similar 1o the methodology used for HHSREs for analyzing

potential risks from indoor vapor intrusion in the Site lpvestigation. Key clements of the
HHSREs are:

s The pmposed SSCGs 1o address residential exposuras are chemical-specific numerical
values assuming a target incremental cancer risk of 10" and & non-cancer hazard quotient
of 1. These proposed numerical values are to be applied to individual chemicals and sotls
not covered by hardscape and are caleulated for both surface soils (0-2 feet below ground
surface (bgs)) and sub-surface soils (>2-10 feet bgs). The former is based on exposure for
3530 days per year, while the latter is based on 4 exposure days per year to reflect a less
frequent exposure 1o deeper soil. The proposed S8CGs are not based on cumulative risk
assessments. There are no $8CGs proposed for areas below hardscape.

s The proposed SSCGs for construction and ufility maintenance workers are chemical-
specific numerical values assuming a target incremental cancer risk of 107 and 2 hazard
quotient of 1. These criteria are proposed to be applied 1o soils from 0-10 feet bgs.

Soil Vapor:

Shell evaluated the vapor intrusion exposure pathway to develop S8CGs for soil vapor for VOCs
and methane based on a residential exposure scenario. The Report concluded that numerc
SSCGs for residential exposuwre of soil vapor are not warranted due to a “multiple lines-of-
evidence” analysis of the vapor intrusion pathway as follows:

e Indoor air and outdoor air concentrations detected at the properties are indistinguishable
from background and within the typical ranges reported in literature.

@ Vapor intrusion is not affecting indoor air quality at the Site for COCs based on multiple-
linear regression anmalysis in which indoor air concenirations were found to be
sisnificantly correlated with garage air and outdoor alr copcentrations but shows poor
correlation with sub-siab vapor concentrations.

¢ Varability in indoor air concentrations is attributed to the presence of indoor sources of
VOCs. These sources include outdoor awr, indoor product use, residential building
materials, drv cleaned clothing, and sources within attached garages.
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+ An empirical vapor Intrusion attenuation factor cannot be caleolated for the Sire on the
hasis of the cheerved similarity of indoor and background air concenirations, and the lack
of significant correlation betweesn sub-siab soil vapor and indoor air coneentrations.

Based on the multiple lines-of-evidence analysis described above, the Report proposes that a
vapor intrusion assessment witl be made on a property-spectiic basis to assess whether the sub-
staly data result in indoor air concentrations above background, rather than a numeric SSCG for
soil vapor.

Tndoor Air {Methane):
The Report considers fire and explosion risks from methane. The proposed S8CGs are consistent
with DTSC guidance for school sites that state methane levels of greater than 5000 parts per

million by velume (ppmv) and soil vapor pressure greater than 13.9 inches water shall be
evaluated for engineering conirols.

Groandwalter:
The proposed SSCGs for groundwarter are as follows:

s Remove LNAPL 10 the extent practicable:

e Maintain a stable or decreasing plume beneath the Site thwough a monitoring program 10
be presented in the RAF,

e Return shallow zene and Gage aquifer groundwater guality to background levels for
petrolenm hydrocarbons through natural biodegradation, and arsenic through maintaining
an oxidizing chemical enviroruent over time; and

e No documented or expected future use of site groundwater is anticipated.

Comments and Directives on Shell’s Proposed S5CGs

The proposed SSCGs are generally derived from human health risk assessments that focus on
reducing risks associated with COCs to a level that is acceptable for residential land use.
However, the CAC also requires the proposed 58CGs 1o comply with Resolmtion 92-49, the
Basin Plan, other regulations and policies, and be based on unreswricted residemiial land use,
Shel! is therefore required to address the following comments in its revised Report.

Soil:

The proposed SSCGs for seils for many of the COCs, including but not limited to TPH and
benzene, exceed background ievels. The Report does not contain an analysis of the cleanup
levels that are economically and technically feasible for the COCs. To comply with Resolution
62.49, the SSCGs must range between background and the level that is technically and
economically feasible. The SSCGs must also be protective of groundwater and be based on
vrrestricted residential land use. The SSCGs also do not comport with the Regional Board’s




Douglas I, Weimer - 10 ~ August 21, 2013
Shell Off Products US

Interim Site Assessment and Cleanup Guidebook, hay 1996, and do not consider criteria such as
wasie concentrations, depth to the water table, the nature of the chemicals, sotl conditions and
texure, and atienuation trends, and human health protection levels set forth in USEPA Regional
Screening Levels (Formerly Preliminary Remediation Goals). The Report derives 55CGs based
on contarninant fate and transport and human heaith risk criteriz.  This methodology does not
compietely comport with CCR, iitle 23, section 25504, which requires that cleanup levels must
be protective of groundwater quality. The proposed SS8CGs would atlow significant quantities of
wastes 1o remain beneath the Site, which may not be protective of groundwaler and support
unrestricted residential land uses. Further, in some areas of the Site, these wastes may persist
and contipue 1o generaic soi vapor.

The Report also uses methodologies and assumpiions that may not comport with the CAD, as
described below:

e The Regional Board disagrees that the proposed COCs are limited o TPH-related
compounds. During the Site investigation, chlorinated VOCs were detecied on Site.
Shell is required to include all compounds detected on site as COCs and develop RAQs
and SSCGs to address all COCs. Alse, as indicated by the UCLA Expert Panel's
Interirn Repori, “It is possible that cleaning of machinery and other operations on-site
resulied in release of these. CVOCs on-site. This cannot be ruled out.” (See UCLA
Expert Panel Trierim Reportat p. 13.)

¢ The OEHHA Memorandum and UCLA Expert Panel Interim Report identify several
issues regarding the risk calculations. A key issue concemns segregating the shallow soil
exposure scenario into two layers: 0-2 feet bgs and 2-10 feet bgs. The fraction-specific
soil S8CGs for TPH ranges (Appendix A Page 17-20) for soil between 2 and 10 feet bgs
are quite high. The Report assumes specific exposure conditions of 4 days per year
exposure frequency o subsurface soils between 2 and 10 feet bgs.

e The proposed chemical-specific S3CGs are based on the average concentrations or the
051%] Upper Confidence Limit (25UCL} chemical concentrations calculated for each
property, rather than using maimum concentrations in soil. Although the use of the
95UCI. was approved by the Regional Board for Human Health Screening Evaluations,
95UCL may not be appropriate for S5CGs.

e The proposed SSCGs are based on chemical-specific risks and do not consider
cumulative risks to receptors that may exceed 107,

e The proposed SSCGs need to address all areas of the Site. The proposed SSCGs do not
address areas below hardscape. The Regional Board does not typically distinguish
$8CGs based on hardscape and softscape because such an approach is not likely 10 be
protective of unrestricted residential land use or groundwater protection.

e Fruits and vegetables grown in the yards of the homes at the Site may uptake COCs, but
that exposure scenario has not been considered i developing SSCGs.
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The proposed SSCGs for TPH o soil do not support unrestricted residentiat land vse for several
reasons, wcluding, but not limited 1o

» Using the proposed S5CGs, land use restnctions {also known as deed regirictions or
environmental covenams) may be necessary 10 inform and protect existing and fuiure
residents from exposure 1o certain COCs. The proposed S8CGs in soil cannot exceed
human health values for dermal contact at shaliow depths unless land use restrictions 1o
control exposure are implemented. Any land use restrictions would be required 10 be
recorded by the existing property owner

e The proposed S5CGs for TPH would continue to pose a nuisance as defined in California
Water Code section 13050(m) because the properties would be subject to continuing land
use restrictions.

Directive: Revise the Report 1o: (1) include an evaluation of compliance with Resolution 92-49,
including determining cleanup levels that are techmically and economically feasible; (2) provide
SSCGs that are inclusive of both hardscape and sofiscape aveas of the Site; (3) provide the
rationale for using average concentrations or propose another methodology; and (4) address the
comments regarding supporting unrestricted residential land uses.

Soil Vapor:

The Report does not propose SSCGs for soil vapor COCs because the Report states that vapor
intrusion is not affecting indoor air guality based on an analysis of approximately 300 indoor air
tests. A multiple lines-of-evidence approach was used to reach this conclusion. However, the
Regional Board notes that soil vapor can be generated from COCs sorbed to the soil column and
can continue 1 he generated into the future. Owerall, the proposed 53CGs would leave a
significant mass of hydrocarbons in the subsurface. Such hydrocarbons may continue to degrade
and generate VOCs that may pose future risks to humans. The proposed 88CGs do not appear 1o
consider the persistence and permanence of poiential adverse effecis. The Regional Board notes
that the Report proposes that a vapor intrusion assessment will be made on a property-specific
basis 1o assess whether the sub-slab data result in ndoor air concentrations above background,
rather than & numeric site-specific cleanup for soil vapor. In addition, the conerete in the soils
below grade may contribute to soil vapors and needs to be evaluated. The Regional Board has
received, and is evaluating, a separate report from Shell regarding the slabs, Given that the
amount of hydrocarbons in the subsurface varies throughout the Site, a property-specific
evaluation is appropriate.

The Report specifies screening Jevels for VOCs in sub-siab vapors that are 1% of the CHHSLS
for indoor air. This implies that indoor air concentrations resulting from vapor intrusion are
expected 10 be no more than 1% of the sub-slab concentrations (i.e., the attenuation factor is
assumed to be .01 or less). Regional Board staff review of the statistical analysis of sub-slab
soil vaper and indoor air data for vapor intrusion evaluation suggests that some VOCs detected
in indoor air may be there in part from the intrusion of sub-slab vapors. (See attached Regional
Board Staff Memorandum). Alse, as indicated by the UCLA Expert Panel’s Interim Report,
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“any determination that there is a relationship between sub-slab soil vapor and indoor air will

have & direct and profound impact on ail risk estimates and cleanup caleulations.” (See attached
UCLA Expert Panel Interim Report at p. 5.

Diirective: Shell is required to address the following: (1) Propose numeric S8CGs for VOCs 1o
soil vapor that are equivalent 1o sub-slab screening levels or develop a siie-specific atlenuation
factor (AF) to support development of a site-specific sub-slab vapor cleanup goal using indoor
air and sub-slab data for VOCs: (2) develop SSCGs for soil vapor based on poiential vapor
intrusion concerns in individual homes; and (3) determine when concenwations of TPH may
present a nuisance and detectable odor in accordance with the San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Cuality Control Board’s Environmenial Screening Levels [EbL) document.

Fndoor Alr (Methane;:

The Regional Board agrees that the proposed SSCGs for methane may be suitable for risk
ranagement screening levels. The SSCGs are also consistent with DTSC guidance and have
been approved by the Los Angeles County Fire Department for Ste investigation screening
levels. However, the proposed SSCGs only consider methane above ground or in vaults,
Methane in soil vapor alse represents a safety risk as it may contribute to elevated levels that can
accurmulate in structures, which pose a potential safety nisk.

Directive: Shell is directed to develop S8CGs for methane in soil vapor for residential exposure
SCEneros.

Groundwater:
The groundwater beneath the Site is impacted by petroleum hydrocarbons, mciuding LNAPL
free phase product. The Report does propose removal of INAPL to the exient practicable.

However, pursnant to Resolution 92-49, LNAPL should be removed “1o0 the exient technically
and economically feasible.”

The Report does not propose numeric SSCGs for groundwater. Rather, the Report proposes t©
achieve background concentrations in groundwater through monitoring and natural
biodegradation. The proposed SS3CGs for soil do not consider the effects of continuing
migration of waste into groundwater in.excess of Basin Plan water quality objectives nor the
permanence of the potential adverse effects. To comply with Resolution 92-49, cleanup levels
jess stringent than background conditions must not result in exceedance of water quality
objectives set forth in the Basin Plan. Groundwater beneath the site is impacted with various
chemicals that exceed their respective MCLs, including benzene, naphthalene, iewrachloroethene
(PCE), trichloroethene (TCE), and tert-butyl alcohol (TBA). Although the proposed S5CGs to
achieve background conditions appear appropriate, the period of tme to yeach these goals
shrough menitoring and natrel atienuation has not been analyzed. The atienuation rate for the
COCs at the Site may be so long as to render these methods unsuitable for meeting the proposed
SS( (s within a reasonable time frame and eliminate the potential impact 1o underlying aguifers.

Directive: Shell is required to: (1) propose removal of LNAPL “to the extent technically and
economically feasible” in accordance with Resolution 92-49; and (2) propose SSCGs for
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groundwater to achieve, at & minimun, applicable Basin Plan water guality objectives within a
reasonable tme frame and that tske into account continuing mnigration of wasie imio
groundwater.

Directive to Hevise the Report

Shell is required to revise the Report and the S5CGs, as appropriate, in accordance with the
specific directives and other comments provided in this lewer. Shell is also directed to address
all comments in the attached OEHHA Memorandum, UCLA BExpert Panel Interim Report, and
Regional Board Safl Memorandum. Shell mugt submir the revised Report by Octeber 21, 2013
Shell is further directed to meet with Regional Bourd stafl no later than Sentember 18, 2013 1o
discuss Shell’s approach o revising the Report and proposed $SCGs. Revisions are necessary o
take into consideration the requirsments of Resolution 92-49, the Basin Plan, and reguiations and
policies referred to in these comuments; to address the comments contained in the atached
OBHHA Memorandom, UCLA EBxpert Panel Tmterim Report, and Regional Board Staff
Memaorandurm; and 1o assure that SSCGs are sufficient to be protective of unresiricied residential
land uses.

The due date for the revised report constituies an amendment to Cleanup and Abatement Order
No. R4-2011-0046, originally dated March 11, 2011, All other aspecis of Grder No. R4-2011-
0046, and amendments thereto, remain in full force and effect. Pursuant to section 13350 of the
California Water Code, failure to comply with the requirements of Order No. R4-2011-0046 by
the specified due date, including dates in this amendment, may result in civil Hability
administratively imposed by the Regional Board in an amount of up to five thousand dollars
(35000) for each day of noncompiiance. ' '

Please note that the Regional Board requires Shell to include a perjury statement in all reports
submitted under the CAQ. The perjury statement shall be signed by a senior authorized Shell' i

Products US representative (and not by a consultant). The statement shall be in the following
format:

“I, INAME], do hereby declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California, that 1 am [JOB TITLE] for Shell Gil Company, that [ am authorized to attest to the
veracity of the information contained in [NAME AND DATE OF REPORT], that the
information contained in the reports described herein is true and correct, and that this declaration
was execuied at [PLACE] [STATE], on DATE]L”
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If vou have any guestions, please contfact the project manager, Dr. Teklewold Ayalew, at
{213) 576-673% (fayalew@waterboards.ca.govy, or Ms. Thizar Tintut-Williams, Site
Clesnup Unit 1} Chief, 2t {213) 576-6723 (twillimms@waterboards.ca.gov).

Sincerely,

o PR PR
bt e TR
Samuel Unger, PE
Executive Officer
Atmchments: {1} OFEHHA Memorandum, dated July 22, 2013

(2} Regional Board Staff Memorandum, dated August 14, 2013
(31 UCLA Expert Panel Interim Report, dated July 24, 2013

ce: See Mailing List (next page}
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MEMORANDUM

T Teklewold Ayalew, Ph.D., P.G.
Engineering Gaologist
Regional Water Gualily Control Board
320 West 4™ Streat, Suiie 200
Los Angeles, CA B0O13

-FROM: James O Carlisle, DV M., M. i

Staff Toxicologist
Air, Community, and mvwonmem&l Research Branch

DATE: July 22, 2013

SUBIECT: SITE-SPECIFIC CLEAN-UP GOAL REPORT FOR KAST PROPERTIES,
CARSON, CA SWRCBH#R4-08-17 CEHHA #880212-01

Discument roviewerd

s Site-Spedific Clean-Up Goal Report for Former Kast Properties, Carson,
Cualifornia, dated February 22, 2013 by Geosyntec Consultanis

Seopo of review

o  QOEHHA's review is focused solely on risk-based and background-based §5CGs;
therefore the comments herein refer ondy those issues. OEHHA recognizes that
there are other considerafions besides heatth risks in determining the final
rermeadial goals.

cs  OEMHHA's review exciuded the ground water section,
Eﬁép@sw@ pathways and exposure assessment

. 1. The appropriate exposure frequency and duration for the construction worker are

site-specific and should be based on the most likely construction scenarios.

. 2. Proposed gastrointestinal and dermal absorption fractions shouid be referenced.

- 2. Residents are only considered to be exposed o deeper soils 4 days per year,

‘ based pn a tree planting scenario. Page 23 states that soils from 0-10 feet were
svaluated 1o address the scenario that deep soils comtact would ocour during s
majer renovation project such as pool installation or underground utility work.
Since the site is fully developed, this scenario is considered unlikely.
Nonetheless, this is a commenly evaluated soenario and its emission may be
guestioned, regardless of how unlikely it is. If renovation involving excavation
were 1o occur, then residents could be exposed fo deeper soils that are

Caltfornis Environmental Protection Agency
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redistribuled o the surface, and this exposure would likely be greater than four
days per year. During our teleconference, OEHMA was advised that there is no

roor (o place excavated soil on these lots, and that any excavated soil would
himve fo be hauled away.

4. Please exp%aﬁn the differences between ihe VF equation in Section 3.1.2 1and
Eguation 4-8 in the EPA Soil Screening Guidance on which it is based.

5 Censtrucion and maintenance workers are assumed (o be exposed W vapors
from soil and soil vapor. These pathways may also be complets for onsite
regidents, who would have a greatsr exposure, resulling in lower S8CGs

Bachkyround assesamant

& in order to fully evaluate background arsenic and PAHs, reviewers need © see
sife-wide arsenic & PAH data.

7. Page 27 states that the Site-Specific Clean-Up Goals (S5CGs) will be compared
to the 95 percent upper confidence limit (UCLgs) for each property.

a. OEHHA agrees that this is appropriate for risk-based S8CGs.

b, However, OEHHA does not agree that this is appropriate for background-
hased 88CGs if the Southern California UTL (the upper confidence limit
on the 85" percentile) is used, for the following reason:

i. A person exposed fo general Southern Californiz soll arsenic would be
exposad mostly (o soils with less than 12 mgfkg arsenic, with less than
5% of samples equal to or greater than 12 mofkg.

i, However, a person exposed to soils on a property with a UClLgs soil
arsenic concentration of 12 mo/kg would be exposed o soils with
arsenic concentrations above and below 12 mg/kg. This person's
exposure would exceed the general Southern California background
BXpOSUrE.

¢. Anupper-end statistic ike a UTL of & maximum would be a more
reasonable basis for comparison.

Exposure point concenirations

8. The site-wide average and UCLes concentrations of the compounds of concern
are not useful metrics for assessing axposure to the residents on the 285
individual lots. Thie site-wide approach could mask localized problem areas:
the LICL on the mean for the entire site could be below risk-based thresholds

despite risk and hazard estirmates for some individual properties exceeding risk-
based thresholds.

9. OEHHA supports assessment of exposure and risk over the area (o which
individuats are likely to be exposed. Each resident is exposed primarily to the soil
on his or her individual lot and to the air in and around and his or her house. That
means assessing exposure for each parcel separately.

10. Parcel-specific risks may be calculated based on the UCLgs for that parcet,
however, if there are insufficient sampies from a given parcel o calcutate a UCL,
the exposure and risk calculations shouid be based on the maximum detected
conceniration in & particular medium on that parcel.

California Environmental Profection Agency
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14. The statement {page 29} that soil vapor samples collected at depth are not
considered in the residential receptor anmlysis neads further explanation.

58CGs

12. DEHHA caloulated risks and hazards corresponding (o selected S8CGs using
standard axposure eguations for workers and residents. The resulling risk and
hazard estimates were 1% 10° and the resulting hazard esimates were 1 or less.

13. 880G must be evaluated in the context of how they will be used. OEHHA
supports the summation of chemical-specific risks and hazards to estimste
curmiilative risks and haezards (as proposed on page 27)

14, No SSCGS are provided for VOCs in soll gas.
Yapor intrusion analysis

15. Table B-1 gives concentraiions of varous VOCUs used in the regression analysis.
For nen-defects, the minimum analviical reporiing limit was used in the analysis.
These velugs differ from the detection limits cited in the individua! property
reports. Please explain the use of the minimum analytical reporiing fimits,

16. As rove paired indoor/sub-slab data are generated, the regression analysis
should be expanded to include these data. Since co-variation could limit the
affect of rermoving one variable on P OEHHA suggests single regressian in
addilion o the multiple regression method used.

17. Paired indoor/sub-slab data for various YOCs can be used o estimaie site-
specific attenuation factors (SSAFs). If supported by adequate data, these
S5AFs may provide an alternative 1o the generic assumed AF of 0.01.

Communication issuss

18. The separation of soil vapor and indoor air into separate sections ssems
unnecessary and results in redundancy.

19. Tabie A9 presents risk-based clean-up goais; Table 12 presents background-
based cean-up goals. A able of final clean-up goals with & column showing
whether they were risk-based or background-based would improve transparency.

20. The first three sentences in the second full paragraph on page 24 deal with
COCs. The next three sentences discuss sampling strategies, and do not belong
in the same paragraph.

21. The statement that metals that are below CHHSLs are not considered site-
related defies logic. Site-relaied chemicals can be present at concentrations less
than CHHSLs.

22.The second full paragraph on page 26 deals with background metals except for
the tast sentence. The latter does not belong in that paragraph and its presence
there could be confusing.

23.1n the same paragraph, the phrase “will be used”, implying that the work will be
done in the future, is confusing, since It appears that this selection is complete.

LCalifornia Envirorunestal Protection Agency
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24 Table 7 is titled "Site-specific cleanup goals for soil”, but these do net appesr fo
be final clean-up goals since some of them are below background.

25.1n the first sentence in section 7, "prevent” should probably be “limit”.

26 in the foliowing paragraoh, “impacts” should probably be “vapors” (3x).
Concliisions

s Please reconsider whether residents could be exposed to soils In the 2-10 foot
depth horizon more than 4 days per year. This could be following major

renovation projects such as pool instaliation of underground ulifity work involving
redistribuion of soils andfor in the course of gardening, planting, el

o A Table showing final S8CGs and whather each is health-based or background-
pased would improve lransparency.

»  OEHHA questions the appropriateness of comparing background-based S8CGs
to the 95 percent upper confidence limit (UCLgs) for each property. In order o
fully evaluate background arsenic and PAHs, reviewers need o see sife-wide
arsenic & PAH data.

» Please consider evatuating the outdoor vapor inhalation pathway for residents or
axplain the exciusion of this pathway.

o  QOEMHA supports assessing exposure and risk over the area to which individuals
are likely to be exposed. This is typically the UCLgs foreach property, but if there
are not enough samples from a given parcel fo calculate a UCL, the exposure
and risk caiculations should be based on the maxmum detected concentration in
a particular medium on that parcet,

«  OEHHA supporis the summation of chemical-specific risks and hazards to
estimate cumulaiive risks and hazards. The implication of cumulative risks and/or
hazards that excesd target levels needs o be considared.

e The communication issues noted above should be addressed by providing
additional information andf/or corredting the text as indicated.

Memo peer reviewed by,

Hristo Hristov, M.D., Ph.D.
Staff Toxicologist

California Environmental Protection Agency
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Water Boards

Los Angeles Regiona!l Waltsr Guality Control Board

Date: August 14, 2013

Subject: Comments on Statistical Analysis for Vapor intrusion Evaluation at iGast
Property Performed by Geosyntech Consultants

Frorre C.P. Lal PR PE | Water Resources Control Enginesr (”"{ .
Los Angsles Regional Water Guality Congrol Board -

Thégfmemomndum containg comments on the Stalistical Analysis for Vapor Intrusion

Evaifuatiaﬂ at Kast Property (Site) performed by Geosyntech Uonsultants dated February
22, 2013,

1. Vo assess the vapor intrusion pathway at the former Kast property, the spatial
distribution of consentrations of sub-siab soil vapor, indoor @i, and sutdoor air
respectively for benzene, ethylbenzene, naphthalene and toluene were analyzed by
staff using 2012 data and presented in Figure 1 through Figure 4. it can be seen
frorn these Figures that at some of the parcels the concentrations of sub-siab soil
vapor are higher than those of indoor air and outdoor air as shown in Table 1 as well.
The maximum measured concentrations of petroleum hvdrocarbons vary fram 1200
o 15 in different patroleum compounds at sub-siab laver, 91 10 4.4 at indoor layer,
and then 22 io 1.6 at cutdoor layer. Similarly for mean measured concentrations of
pﬁe%mteum hydrocarbons at different layers, they vary from 13.08 to 2.48 at sub-siab
layer, 8.44 to 0.53 at indoor fayer, and then 3.36 1o 0.22 at outdoor layer. ttis
dbvious that high concentrations of these compounds disperse and fransport from
sub-siab soil to indoor air, and then outdoor air. These physical pathways
demaonsirate that the indoor air concentrations above indoor screening levels at

some of the parcels appear to be from the sub-slab soil vapor, which is the resulf of
dapor infrusion.

2. The concentrations of sub-slab and indoor air vary both spatially and temporally as
indicated above. As such, the linear regression analysis used by Geosyntech to
evaluate the direct relationship between indoor air concentrations and sub-slab sofl
vapor concenirations would be insignificant. As shown in the stafistical results
gbtained by Geosyntech using dataset in 2012, it indicated that there s no
statistically significant refationship between the sub-slab soil vapor and indeor air
doncemmtions for petroleum hydrocarbons. As mentioned above, staff does not
dompletely agree with this conclusion because of the inconsistency with spatial
distribution of field data as discussed in item 1 above,

"3, $ta€f aiso found that there exists a significant relationship between vapor attenuation
factor and sub-slab soil vapor concentration for petroleum hydroecarbon compounds
(PHCS). Vapor attenuation facior is defined as the ratio of the indoor air
cinncentfation o the supsurface vapor concentrafion, which is & measurement of the
overall dilution that ccours 3s vapors migrate from a subsurface source into a
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budiding. These relationships in log-log scale are presented in Figure 5 through
Figure 8. The probability distributions of vapor altenuation factor for these PHOs are
alse shown in Figure 8 through Figure 12, | can be seen that when vapor atienuation
factor screening level is set to be 0.01 to 0.5, the indoor air concentrations have
strong relationship with sub-slab soil vapor conwentrations for PHCs at some of the
parcels. in addition, the relationships in log-normal scale are presented in Figure 13
through Figure 16, 1t can be seen that a constani-valued attenuation factor (the
horizontal portion of the line in Figure 13 through 16) is observed at high sub-slab
soll concentrations. Af smaller sub-slal soit concenirations, the background
contibution to indoor air concentrations becomes larger than the subsurface
contribution, which manifzsts as & plateau n indogr air concentrations and mposes
an upward bias in the atienuation facior. These anealyses demenstrate that
attenuation factors representing vapor intrusion are obsarved when indoor air
concantrations are greater than background indoor aif levels {Le. not contnbuted by
sub-slab concerntrations) and/or when sub-siab soll concentrations are high.

in summary, these results including the spatial distribution of concentrations and the
relationships between attenuation factor and sub-slab concentration support the fine of
evidence for vapor intrusion in the Kast Property.

References:

1."Site-specific Cleanup Goal Report for Former Kast Property”, prepared by
Geosyntech Consultanis, February 22, 2013.

2. PEPA’s Vapor intrusion Datebase. Evatuation and Characierization of Aftenuation
Fantors for Chlorinated Volatile Organic Compounds and Residentiad Buildings”
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response U S, Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC, EPA 530-R-10-002, March 16, 2012

4" Guidance For Addressing Pelroleum Vapor Intrusion Al Leaking Underground
Storage Tank Sites”, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Solid Waste and

Emergency Response Office of Underground Storage Tanks, Washington, D.C_,
EPA 510-R-13-x0x, April, 2013.




Figure 1 Spaiial disiribution of Benzene concentrations for sub-slab soit vapor,
meoor air and outdoor air respectively using 2012 data
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Figure 2 Spatial distribution of Ethylbenzene concentraiions for sub-slab soil vapor,
indoor air and outdoor air respectively using 2012 data
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Figure 3 Spatial distribution of Toluene concentrations for sub-slab soil vapor,
indoor air and outdoor air respectively using 2012 data
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Figure 4 Spatial distribution of Naphthalene concentrations for sub-slab soil vapor,
indoor air and outdoor air respectively using 2012 data
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Table T Mean and maximum concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbon compounds
in different spatial layers based on measured data at the Site in 2012

B Benzens
| Sub-Slab Soil Vapor | Indoor Air Outdoor Ay
Average 13.08 | 1.38 .99

Maximum 1200 | 638 45

i Exylebenzene ‘

B 7 | Sub-Slab Soil Vapor | Indoor Air | Outdoor Alr
Average | 267 j.2 1 058
Miaxintirn L 170 13 3.2

: Toluene

Sub-8lab Seil Yapor i Indoor Alr ~ Ouidoor Adr

Average 10.64 | 844 1.36
Maximum 1200 R 22

- Naphthalene '

‘ Sub-Slab Soil Vapor | Indoor Alr Outdoor Air
Average 2.48 .53 0.22

| Maximum 15 4.4 1.6

Note: concentrations are reported in pgx’m3




Figure 5 Vapor attenuation {actor vs. sub-siab soil vapor in log-log scale

for Benzene
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Figure 6 Vapor attenuation factor vs, sub-slab soil vapor in lop-log scate

for Ethyvlbenzene
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Figure 7 Vapor attenuation factor vs. sub-slab soil vapor in log-log scale
for Maphthalene

Relationship Between Attenuation Factor with Sub-$iab Sofl Vaopr
Isgten{AF for Naphthalene) = - 0,3455 - 1,124 logten{Sub-Siab Soil Vapor-Naph)
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Figure § Vapor attenuation factor vs. sub-siab soit vapor in log-log scale
for Toluene :

Relationship Between Attenuation Facior with Sub-$iab Soll Vaoor
togten(AF for Toluene} = 0.8138 - 1002 logten{Sub-Slab Soil Vapor-Toluene)
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Figure 9 Percentile distribution of vapor atienuation facior for Benzene
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Figure 11 Peroentite distribution of vapor atfenuation factor for Naphthalene
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Figure 17 Percentile distribution of vapor atienuation factor for Toluene
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Figure 13 Vapor attenuation factor vs. sub-sialy soil vapor in log-normal scale

for Benzene
Relationship Between Attenuation Fachor with Sub-Slab Soil Yaopr
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Figure 14 Vapor atienuation factor vs. sub-slab soil vapor in log-normal scaie
__ for Ethylbenzene
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Figure 15 Vapor atienuation facior vs. sub-siab soil vapor in log-normal scale
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Figure 16 Vapor aitemiation factor vs. sub-slab soi! vapor in log-normal scale
for Toluene
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Exper? Panel Interizm Review of the
Site-Specific Cleanup Goal Report and
Human Health Screening Risk Evaluation

faly 24, 24013

1. Introguction

This report contains the Expert Panel's interiyn review of the 2013 Site-Specific
Cleanup Goal Report and Human Health Screening Rigk Evaluation (2009, amended
2010 and 2011} as requested by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

The Expert Panel’s charge it to provide its recommendation for the Regional Beard
to consider in determining whether remedial actions and cleanup goals proposed by
the responsible parties named in the Cleanup Order are consistent with applicable
legal authorities, including State Water Resources Control Board {State Water
Board) Resolution No. 92-49 (“Policies and Procedures for investigation and
Cleanup and Abatement of Discharges Under Water Code Section 13304)
{Resolution 92-49}. Resolution $2-49 governs the Regional Board in requiring
responsible parties to remediate the site to levels that will result in meeting all

water quality standards and are “consistent with the maximum benefit to the people
of the state.”

The Expert Panel has reviewed several aspects of the Site-Specific Cleanup Goal
Report (SSCG) and Human Health Screening Risk Evaluation {HHSRE). First, the
panel evaluated the transparency, consistency, objectivity and the use of
appropriate sensitivity analysis within and across the reports. Second, the panel
identified areas of potentially important uncertainty in the reported knowledge of
sources, traisport and exposure to chemical of potential concern.

This interim report begins by lving out technical review criteria/principles. Section
3 then contains background information relevant to how the Expert Panel applied
these technical criteria/principies in their review of the S5CG and HHSRE. Section 4
introduces concerns that arise when applying these principles to the SSCG and
HHSRE. Section 5 contains other concerns/questions that arise from insufficient
evidence. Finally, Section 6 summarizes and applies State Water Board Resolution
§2-4% to this interim review.

2. Techrical Review Criteria

This interim review of the human health risk assessment and cleanup goals work for

the Former Kast Property {herein after referred to as Kast) has been analyzed based
upon these principles:




« Transparency- A regulator and/or informed reader should be able to clearly
identify and follow the logic and underlying assumptions {including those made
unger the banner of "best professional judgment”) utilized in (i) the derivation

of cleanup goals and {ii} overall risks for the site as a whole and at an individus]
homeowner tevel.

»  Comsistency- Methodological approaches for the risk assessment work should
be based on & combination of {i} guidance and procedures published by the
relevant regulatory agencies/authorities and as needed (if) peer-reviewed
scientific literature. If possible, methodological disparities (e.g,, selection of
chemicals of concern) sheuld be minimized; however, if these differences oeeur 3
scientific and/or regulatory raticnale shoulc be provided.

» {biectivity (evidence based}- There should be a relevant and reasonably
complete database that is useable for quantitative risk assessment. If there are
significant data gaps for (i) media specific data sets {a.g,, soil, air, water, biota),
{if) exposure assessment parameters (e.g., frequency, duration, behavioral
patterns}, and (iii) key toxicological parameters {e.g, slope factors, reference
doses, toxic equivalency factors) then clear explanation and justification for
bridging assumptions should be provided.

s  Sensitivity- “How do we know what's important?” As applied to risk
assessment, sensitivity analysis is “any systematic, comimon sense technigue
used to understand how risk estimates and, in particular risk-based decisions,
are dependent on variability and uncertainty in the factors contributing to risk”
{USEPA, 2001).

o itis extremely useful for regulators and readers to understand the major
“drivers”.of the risk estimates, i.e., those parameters, factors, and
assumptions that are significantly impacting the calculated risk.

3. Background Relevant to Application of the Technical Review
Principies

The SSCG has these stated objectives:
= Evajuate impacts to shaliow soils 0-10 feet below ground surface.
= Consider listed guidelines and Polices in the development of cleanup goals.
= Address groundwater cleanup goals.

= Develop site-specific cleanup levels for residential land use and for
construction /utility worker exposures.

The S3CG utilizes over 550 Phase II Interim and Foliow-up Reports that contain
property-specific investigations and these include a Human Health Screening Risk
Evaluation (HHSRE). The HHSREs {various dates 2009/2010/2011) provided an
initial evaluation, residential property by property, of calculated potential risks and




is tantamount, in many respects, to a baseline human health risk assessment. The
HHSRE was designed o assist in interim response planning,

However, it is not clear whether 1) the HHSRES are now considered to constituent
the “full” human health risk assessment, as the Expert Panel is hearing from
Regional Beard staff, or 2) whether a “full” human health risk assessment is
scheduied for release in the future, as is stated in the S5CG report: “A full Human
Health Risk Assessment {HHRA) incorporating the 55CGs proposed in this report
will be conducted o further evaluate potential heaith risks once the site
characterization work is complete. The HHRA will be used to guide final response
action for impacted media at the Slte and will likely be included in the Remediation
Action Plan” (Site-Specific Cleanuyp Goal Report, Feb, 2013, page ES-1). The Expert
Panel has concerns with either scenario 1} or 2.

Loncerns with Either Scenario:

1} The HHSRE does not follow the guidelines of a standard human hiealth risk
assessment

23 Alternatively, the utility of developing this document after the execution and
release of the 8506 is potentially problematic for key decision malkers at the Water

Board. Typically, a human risk assegsment shouid inform cleanup pgoals rather than
be released after the cleanup goals are determined.

Other Issues:

» There are mathematical and methodological connections between calculating a
cleanup level and a screening risk assessment; hence, there are links between
the SSCG and the HHSREs. While the stated purposes of the two are “different,”
there is substantial methodological overlap.

o There should be transparency, consistency, objectivity {same/similar
data sets) and sensitivity {mathematical connection between the two
calculated outcomes.

= {i) Cleanup tevel based on a target risk (S5CG) and;
w  {ii} Property-specific risk based on an underlying media-specific
screening level

o Both the SSCG and HHSRESs utilize the same core calculation equation{s),
it is simply a matter of variable rearrangement.

»  The basic media -specific data sets are similar (the SSCG has a
somewhat fuller set simply because it is a more recent report);
Core exposure factors are the same as the residential scenarios;
Core toxicology parameters, e.g, reference doses, slope factors
would be the same unless there was a published regulatory
revision.

o SSCG uses a ‘target risk’ level to back calculate scenario and media-
specific cleanup levels, e.g., a residential scenario, assuming {a) standard
axposure factors /parameters, (b} media-specific data sets for chosen




chemicals of concern (COUs) and {c) standard chemical-specific toxicity
factors

HHSKEs uses (a} mediz-specific data combined plus a COC selection
pracess {all detects are inciuded] in combination with (b} exposure
factors and (o} toxicity parameters in order to calculate media-specific
{e.g, soil, indoor air and sub-slab soil vapor) “cumulative risk index” for
both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic COCs, as well as a separate total
petroleurn hydrocarbon screen.

While there is an acknowledged risk range that is utilized for carcinegens
{100~ 104} and non-carcinogens {hazard index <1.0) the point of
departure Is congervative, Le, carcinogens 194,
= Risk range and points of departure are the same for both the SSCG
and the HHSRE.

Both documents correctly state {and this requires emphasis} that risk
estimates generated should not be interpreted as the expected rates of
disease in the exposed population but rather as estimates of potential
risk, based on current knowledge and a number of assumptions.

v There are a variety of uncertainty factors integrated within the
toxicity factors that are meant to err on the side of public heaith
protection in erder to avoid underestimation of risk.

Risk assessment is best used as a ruler te compare one source with
another and to prioritize cancerns.

Risk estimates are best used to prioritize different options and scenarios
for decision makers. The risk sstimates do not inform either an individual
or a defined population whether a defined disease endpoint (e.g., cancer)
is going to be actually developed.
= Consistency and transparency of methodological approaches are
essential for regulators.
¥ Changes in certain key inputs have a cascade effect on the risk
estimates {or risk indices} as the variables are connected

Sensitivity analysis is a useful tool for revealing which

variable in the risk model contribute most to the variation
in estimates of risk.

According to USEPA (2001}, “This variation in risk could
represent variability, uncertainty, or both, depending en

the type of risk model and characterization of input
variables.”




4. General and Specific Analysis

= Sub-siab sofl vapor and residental air guality.
The most consequential decision is whether to accept, reject, or request
maodifications to the Geosyntec analysis of the relationship, {or lack thereof),
between chemical-spacific sub-slaby soll vapor concentrations and residential
indoor air monitoring.
o Any determination that there is a relationship between sub-slab soil vapor
and indoor air will have a direct and profound impact ou all risk estimates
and cleanup calculations, Le., there will be a definite increase in risk
estimates and a concomitant lowering {more stringent) of chemical-specific
cleanup levels as pathway additivity will clearly change the calculations.

Concerm;

The statistical analysis done io determine whether there is sub-slab to indoor
air VOC {volatile organic compound) transfer, although impressive in the
volume of data used, is flawed because it ignores spatial and temporal

factors. It would be much meore valuable if it was done for each individual

home, rather than for the aggregate; mixing data from various time periods
can alsp distor{ the resulis.

However, a review of the sub-slab concentrations compared to the indoor air
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concentrations for each of the VOCs indicates that: (1) the 10-12 homes with

elevated levels of a given VOU in the sub-siab soil vapors do not have
elevated levels of that VOC in indoor air; (2) the few homes with elavated
fevels of a given VOC in indoor air have low levels of thesame VOC in sub-
slab vapors; (3) higher levels of indoor benzene or toluene concentrations
correlate well with high levels of garage benzene or toluene concentrations,
suggesting that this is the more likely source of benzene or toluene in these
homes. The only apparent exceptions {from a preliminary analysis} were
high levels of PCE in sub-slab soil vapor and indoors for 24436 Panama Ave,
24617 Marbella Ave and 24737 Marbella Ave.

in light of the assertions by Bverett and Associates that the input data in the
stafistical analysis is incomplete {as depicted in Everett's letter in Page 9, it
may be necessary to review the results with a higher level of scrufiny.

e Counsistency in chemical of concern selection between the S3CG and HHSREE. ’
The absolute number of potential chemicals of cencern {COCs) retained matters
as the more carcinogens that are retained, mathematically the more it will drive
back calculated cleanup levels as carcinogens are considered to be additive,
o It matters if there are 10 versus 30 carcinogenic and/or non-carcinogenic
compound selected.

Concern:
DTSC guidance typically advises that compounds retained if there is a “hit"




regardiess of whether there are otherwise numerous non-detects for the

same compound. This procedure was foliowed for the HHSRE; however, a
different process was utilized in the S5CG.

The S5CG excluded certain detects based on overall frequency of detection. In
risk assessment practice there is a screening argument that is often made for
dropping compounds based on level of non-detects versus a single detect.

In terms of transparency the different COC selection methodelogy across
reports should be highlighted AND the impact of this decision further
characterized {sensitivity).

Consistency of methodology is oritical for reguiators and decision-makers,
v The calculated media-specific 850G values would
mathematically change (becorme more stringent) if the COC
process used in the HHSRE was utilized.

« Calculation of SSCG without considering additivity of risk and hazards,
HHEBA Note 4 {Page 12) states "Risk must be summed across all carcinogenic
chemicals and exposure pathways {including vapor intrusion to indoor air
evaluated separately from comparison to RSLs). Similarly, hazard guotients must
be summed across all chemicals and exposure pathways {including vapor
intrusion to indoor air evaluated separately from comparison to RSLs) for
threshold {non-carcinogenic) effects to provide a hazard index. ... If the summed
hazard index for the site is greater than one, then the hazard index may be
recalculated for chemicals which have the same toxic manifestation or which
affect the same farget organ.”

Lonceriy

The number of both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic chemicals is greater
than 10 for hoth site-wide and residential-specific COCs, While the S5CG uses
10-6 as the target risk and 1.0 for threshold hazard index, as the number of
COCs becomes >10, the mathematical impact results in an overall risk greater
than 10% and hazard risk well over 1. The SSCG does take additivity partially
into account by multiply any target or threshoid by 0.1 but again there are
more than 10 COCs. Most states including California typicaliy use 105 as a
carcinogenic target. While cumulative and/or individual risks can be at the

1074 level this is not typical and may not be agreeable to either regulators or
Water Board decision makers.

=  S$8CGs for soils.

The analysis provide for the development of SSCGs for seils in general
follows reasonable methods and assumptions, Yet several issues degerve
attention.

neerns/lssues:




One important peint is the 58CGs were developed for each COC
independently, but there may be several COCs at any one location that exceed
the $SCGs, and even though they may all be remediated to the S8CGs, when
added up them may still exceed the one in a million or HQ =1 target levels;
adequate measures need to be in place to avoid this situation. The 0-2 ft bgs
{evels (EF = 350 days/yr) seem adequate for protecting residents, inciuding
¢hildren, to exposure of site soils. There is a bit more concern with the 2-10 ft
bgs (EF = 4 days/yr) levels which are two orders of magnitude higher in
general, due to the low exposure frequency (EF} expected. While it is valid to
assume a very low exposure frequency, these higher levels in soils may under
certain circumstances be a source of sub-slab soil vapors that could slowly
leak into the subsurface soils (0-Z ft below gruond surface or bgs) and under
exceptional circumstances into homes. It may alsc be a concern for
construction workers, although this bas been addressed (Table 8). In facy, the
difference berween the subsurface levels {(0-2 i bgs) for residents and the -
10 £t bgs $5CGs of VOCs for construction workers is so small, that it makes

sense touse the S5CGs for VOCs from the subsurface levels threughout the
entire first ten feet bgs.

It has been suggested that the 95 UCL be used as the criterion to vse for each
property. The PRPs should realize that a greater number of solis samples will
be needed to determine a 95 UCL, given the large variability in COC
concentrations in a given property. In addition, when there are some clear
hot spots above the 95 UCL, a more thorough investigation is warranted to
make sure that a site with high levels of contamination in some small hot
spots is not classified as not requiring remediation because the hot spotis
combined with data from cleaner soils.

In addition, given the tolerance in 5S0Gs {e.g. not requiring cleanup to TPH =
100 mg/kg), it may make sense to request that the PRPs set up a trust fund
that would be availahle in the future {next 26-25 vers) for (1) long term
monitoring of COCs in indoor air and sub-slab soil vapors (once a year in key
tocations which have tested high in the past, plus a few random additional
locations); {2) providing adequate protection to construction workers and
nearby residents in the case that excavation below 2 ft bgs is needed for an

extended period (e.g. 5 days or more}; (3} engineering controls for methane
in sub-surface as needed.

+  Sensitivity.
As the COC selection results in 26 different carcinogens {12 Site COCs) and 34
non-carcinogens (15 Site COCs) the 8SCG can be calculated based on the target

risk or acceptable hazard quotient divided by the number of COC that make up
that risk/hazard.

Concern/issue:

~3




The sensitivity (impact) of this change should and can be easily shown for Board
decision makers.

Consistency and objectivily of screening javels.
Screening levels developed in the HHSRE (Human Health Screening Evaluation
Work Plan: Geosyntec 2009) are stated (pg 3] to be “consistent with” Cal-EPA-
OEHHA and USEPA RSL.” Geosyntech writes that COC screening was conducted
using risk-based screening levels {RBSLs} that were calculated assuming
potential residential exposures to COU in soil and soil vapor as part of the HHSRE
process and presented in the approved HHSRE Work Plan (Geosyntec Z009) and
that the screening criteria is 1/10 of the RBSLs regardless whether of Cancer {C)
or Non Cancer (NC). Geosyniech also describes the background screen for both
metals and carcinogenic PAHs (known as “cPAHT).

o Oblectivity- 1t is unclear at this stage of the review whether the DTSC list

of cPAkMs was analyzed versus the shorter OEHHA cPAH list, Le., DTSC

includes several PAHs as “carcinogenic” that are not typically considered
as cPAHs by USEPA or GEHHA.

Cancerns.

1. Cal-EPA january 2005 {Human-Exposure-Based Screehing Numbers
Developed to Aid Estimation of Cleanup Costs for Contaminated Soil, page 6)
indicates that standard “Superfund” algorithms are used for unrestricted
fand use scenario. HHRA Note 3 (version August 2012 updated May 2013,
see Summary page 1) indicates that the EPA RSLs are appropriate risk based
screening levels unless the analyte is listed on one of the accompanying
tables then the RSL on the table should be used.

a. EPA RSL equations were not used as mutagenic effects were not
included in the RBSL calculations (determined using verification

calculations and the provided spreadsheets). While HHRA Note 3
(Page 4) indicates that in 2008 the RSLs did include this effect, it is
unclear whether Cal-EPA fully implements the uncertainty factors as
the corresponding equations have not be referenced in the Cal-EPA
documents review to date. This would impact the PAH RBSLs which
are calculated using Cal-EPA toxicity values.

b. PEF Calcutation: In the HHSRE (Table 3), the F{x) is specific for Los
Angeles so the resulting PEF is 1.2E+11 m3/kg. However, in SSCG
Report, Appendix A, page 5, the F(x) is noted to be the default from
USEPA 2002 {Supplemental Guidance for Developing Seil Screening
Levels for Superfund Sites) but the mean wind speed is specific for
Las Angeles, 5o the change results in a PEF of 2.8E+9 m3/kg. Thisis
two orders of magnitude more conservative, so this may have been a
reguested change, as USEPA 2002 does not specify that the default be
used. USEPA 1996 {Soil Screening Guidance: Technical Background
Document] actually provides the Los Angeles specific nuniber for F{x)
per Cowherd 1985, as recommend in USEPA 2002. {Note the 2009




HHSRE Work Plan did include the Los Angeles F{x) but all later
versions of the PEF caleulation did not).

While the inhalation dose from particulates is typicaily very small relative to the
incidental ingestion making this variance insignificant (in of itself), it does
demonstrate that RBSLs were modified between the HHSRE and the ones used in
the S5CG Report. This would indicate that Geosyntec could have made other
updates, especially in the case of toxicity updates or guidance updates between
2009 and 2013. The 2010 HHSRE addendum does demonstrate updates due to
toxicity, in this case cPAH.

¢, Does not appsar that for analytes listed on the HHRA Bote 3 Table 1
that the table's suil screening values were usad but instead the
corresponding Cal-BEPA toxicity values from the on-line screening
calculator with the exception of the cPAH which used the
corresponding TEQ of the Cal-EPA 2010 BaP toxicity value. This is
approvriate but as there were no modifications te the exposure
parameters or to the equations with the exception of that discussed
above in 1a (mutagenic effecis} and 1b {PEF which is insignificant), it
is unclear why the residential soil RBSLs from USEPA RSLs and the
Cal-EPA HHRA Note 3 Table 1 were calculated versus using the
published screening concenirations.

2. HHRA Note 4 [Page 3} dated June 2011 supports the above cancerns with the
following statement: “As discussed in HHRA Note 3, for the majority of the
706 listed chemicals with RSLs, HERC recommends use of the soil and tap
water values listed in the Spring 2010 1.5, EPA RSL table. However some
values listed in the U.S. EPA RSL table differ significantly {greater than four-
fold) than values calcuiated using Cal/EPA toxicity criteria and risk
assessment procedures. HERO has prepared a reference table for soil and tap
water RSLs which indicate contaminants for which: 1) the 2004 EPA Region
g PRG should be used; 2) the 2004 EPA Region 8 ‘Cal-modified’ PRG should

be used; or 3} the Cal/EPA California Human Health Screening Level {CHHSL)
should be used.”

3. HHRA Note 4 {Page 9) also indicated that RESLs used should be annotated asg
they “do not consider physical limitations such as soil saturation and some
RSLs excead the “ceiling limit" concentration of 1x10+ mg/kg. Soil RSLs that
exceed Csat are denoted as "s.” Sof! RSLs exceeding 1x10%5 mg/kg are
denoted as “m”, meaning that the chemical represents more than 10% by
weight of the soil sample. At such concentrations, the assumptions for soil
coitact used to derive the RSLs may no longer be valid. Cases in which the
chemicals are present at concentrations exceeding 1x10+° mg/kg or Csat

need to be identified and addressed in the risk assessment” This was not
dane.




4. HHRA Note 4 (Page 12) "In general, HERD recommends that ali detected
compounds be selected as COPCs and be inciuded in the quantitative risk
evaluation. ... Potential chemical breakdown products must also be
considered, and the rationale should not be based on a "bright line” approach
{e.g. preliminary cancer risk <1E-07, preliminary HQ<0.1). As detailed above,
inorganics which are determined to be present at concentrations consistent
with background will still need to be included in the total risk and hazard
evaluation.”

5. RBSLs do not appear to have been updated from the HHSRE {Geosyntec

200%, Table 10) using the more recent Cal-EPA guidance, though small inpui
parameters are indicated (see ib) to have been different. Earlier Cal-EP&
{20035) guidance set the default sub-slab soil vapor to indoor air attenuation
factor as .01 mg/m* to mg/m?; whereas current guidance Cal-EPA [2011b,
Guidance for the Evaluation and Mitigation of Subsurface Vapor intrusion to
Indoor Air (Vapor Intrusion Guidance}} recommends the attenuation factor
of 0.05 mg/m? to mg/ m®. Reviewing the COC selection for Soil Vapor and
multiply the screening concentration by 0.2 for the correction, an additional
four COC would be selected (styrene and vinyl acetate from non-sub-slah
samples and 1,2-dichlorobenzene and cis-1,2-dichloroethene from sub-slab
samples). Additionally bromomethane, already selected from sub-siab
samples would be selected in the non-sub-slab samples. One would assume
only styrene would be classified as a Site COC. '

While the vapor intrusion pathway used for the derivation of the RESL for soil
vapor, these 55CGs for soii vapor were calculated for the Utility Worker scenario
for all COCs. If the vapor intrusion into the residential structure is believed to be
an incomplete pathway (as per Appendix B of the SSCG Report), the RRSLs for
soil vapor could be calculated using an industrial air RSL and the soil vapor

attenuation for trench/utility workers in order to possibly reduce the number of
soil vapor SSCGs.

Pefinition of surface soil

HHERA Note 4 {Pape 107 states “For evaluation of future residential land use
scenarios, soil samples from the 0 to 10 foot {ft} below ground surface {bgs)
interval should be collected. While recommended soil sampling depths may vary
based on site-specific conditions; in general, discrete seil samples should be
coliected from both surface {0 to 0.5 ft bgs) and subsurface sgil.”

Concerns: While the data coliection appears to have following this sampling
the depth of surface soil was extended to 2 feet. This is considersad
reasonable given the potential for gardening as referenced in the text.
However the data were not presented by depth in any of the documents
reviewed, especially in the S5CG document.
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« WMultiple S5CGs for subsurface soil.
S500s were calcalated for both residential and construction/utility worker
exposure to subsurface soils (Tables 7 and 8, respectively}. However, the 55CGs
for construction and utility maintenance worker exposures ... will be applied to
soils from 0-10 feet bgs” (page 48}

Concerns: Due to the exposure caleulation using the child exposure factors in
the residential exposure scenario, the S5CGs for the subsurface soils are more
ronservative for the residential subsuvface exposure than the

construction/utility worker, Why then was the worker-based S5CGs selecied
for the subsurface soils?

¢ Useof cPAH: HHRA Note 4 {Page 13]).
in some cases, henzo(a)pyrene {BaP)-eguivalent concentrations are calculated
and used in screening-level risk evaluations to assess risk from carcinogenic
PAHs, .. If the BaP-eguivalent concentration is calculated, the OEHHA potency
equivalency factors {PEFs) should be used (OEHHA 2002). See Table 1.

Concern: Document references use of cPAH, especially for background
characterization, but the data tables do not show that the cPAH were

calculated and background concentration was used only for BaP. Since the
maxinnun BaP concentration was preater than background cPAH, the psint
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hecomes moaot but should be considered as it makes the argument wealk.

¢« Lead

Use of the Adult Lead Model [ALM) for the intermittent exposures to subsurface
soils is inaccurate due to the lack of steady state scenario.

Concern: Lead 55CG is not accurate for subsurface seil. USEPA (1994, 280032,
2003b) recommends a minimum frequency of one day per week and
duration of three consecutive months. For most of the construction/utilicy
worker populations, this assumption is not met within the neighborhood or
Site. Given the half-life of lead in blood is 30 days, the lead levels in the blood
will not reach steady state but will probably be at least partly flushed from
the blood prior to the next exposure. The current biokinetic models are not
appropriate to evaluate non-sieady-state exposures to lead and may
underestimate the peak blood concentrations following short-term transient
exposure.

USEPA's 2003b guidance ASSESSING INTERMITTENT OR VARIABLE
EXPOSURES AT LEAD SITES addresses how “to use the IEUBK model and ALM
to assess a wider variety of exposure scenarios, including exposure from
more than one location, varying intensities of exposure, track-in of soil from
another location, and intermittent air exposures.” Given the subsurface
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exposure is described by Geosyntec as the potental of the resident (child and
adult) to come in contact with subsurface soil 4 times per year, the USEPA
guidance would recommend using the tirme-weighted average to evaluate the
child exposure. USEPA guidance (2003b) considers three {3} months “to be
the minimum exposure to produce a guasi-steady-state PbB concentration.
The reliability of the models for predicting PbB concentrations for exposure
durations shorter than 3 moenths has not been assessed.” This document for
the ALM recommends using the shortest averaging time of the exposure, for
example the exposure could be per week or 90 days.

While the utility worker exposure is not over the full exposure period, the
weighted media concentration will not be annualized across the vear, even
though the madels will assume the exposure occurs over a year. The TRW
recommends not annualizing the weighted concentrations even though some
of the lead burden accumulated during the exposure season will be
eliminated during the intervening months between seasonal exposures.
However, neither the IEUBK nor the ALM can simulate this loss of lead, so
model predictions correspond to a full year of exposure to a constant
exposure level regardless of the actual exposure period. The seasonal
exposure can occur successively over years or for only one year. Since the
model cannot predict the wash out period (no exposure}, the resulting risk
assessment is probably over-estimating the resulting risk.

Recap of the technical review.

An interim review of the Kast risk assessment has been performed.
Knowledgeable and sophisticated practitioners have obvicusly performed the
work. Spot check of risk spreadsheets demonstrates no calculation errors. The
complexity and numeresity of the risk assessment reports is formidable almost
to a fault. If the point of the entire risk assessment exercise is to provide a clear
road map for regulators, Water Board decisien makers and the public
stakeholders then there are critical issues that should be more clearly addressed.
Critical stakeholders should be able to more clearly follow a transparent,
consistent and objective analysis that includes an analysis of the sensitivity of
key assumptions and technical decisions.

. Important Unknowns: Needed Additional information

GW Plume delineation.

The extent of the plmes {different plumes for different COCs) is not explicitly
determined in the information provided. In addition, the plume delineation
analysis should establish the rate of migration of the various COCs, to better
understand the risk to neighboring properties and wells. A gradient is provided,
as well as soil types {sands) for the aquifers, but there should be some
evaluation of adsorption (retardation)}, biodegradation and other processes that
will support the assertion that the plumes are stable and will eventually be
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decreasing, not just a statistical analysis {MAROS) of benzene {one COC). At
present not all locations indicate stable or decreasing; some are increasing and
many had “no trend” which means there is insufficient information to state they
are stable or decreasing. Stable could be thie norm for decades given the levels of
TPH and the presence of LNAPLs. While it most cases the concentrations are not
very high, there are a few locations where the concentrations of some COCs is
many times above the MCL. The proposed SSCG of maintaining a stable or
decreasing plume would require more monitoring. Given the significant amount
of TPH in the overlying soils (Figure 108 in Plume Delineation Report indicates a
very thick zone contaminated with petroleum derived compounds, at depth (8-
40 frbgs), it Is likely that the petroleum derived COC plumes will last for
decades, with a significant monitoring cost to the PRPs. These can also be 2
contnuous source of soil vapors to the sub-slab region. While there is not
sufficient evidence to indicate that there is much migration of COC vapors from

sub-slab to indoor air (see below), it will remain a concern that needs to be
monitored for decades.

= CV0Cs spurces.
There are CVOCs (chiorinated YOCs, alledgedly from off-site activities) at
relatively high concentrations in MW-01, which is not downgradient of Turco.
May be from former OTC. However, many CVOCs found in sub-slab soil samples
at concentrations that appear to be too high for volatilization from groundwater
53 feat below (Bellflower aguifer). Figures 154 & B, 16 A & B {Plume Delineation
Report) provide some sense of PCE & TCE contamination at shallow depths,
which is difficult to explain as a result of GW transport from Turco or OTC. If
these vapors are in equilibrium (or near equilibriam) with the soils in the
shallow area, the concentrations in the solils are significant. As indicated by the
S5CG report, one would not expect transport from off-site to-on-site to be
significant due to adsorption, dilution, blodegradation and other fate and
transport processes. it is possible that cleaning of machinrery and other

operations on-site resulted in release of these CVOCs on-site. This cannot be
ruled out.

Lack of maps for CVOCs hinder ability to better understand their distribution
and thus sources and risks. There is an emphasis on only considering petroleum-
hased COCs, even though data is available for many other COCs. Most of the
CVGC data is only presented in tables and not considered in some of the
analyses, which is not helpful for determining risk, regardless of PRP, They are

considered as part of the SSCGs, and must be considered in the remedial action
plan.

6. Cleanup Goals and the “Maximal benefit” Criteria

tate Water Board Resolution 92-49 governs the Regional Board in requiring
responsible parties to remediate the site to levels that will result in meeting all
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water guality standards and are “consistent with maximum benefit o the peopie of
the state.” The current SSCG remains consistent with this so long ag it seéks to
enable unrestricted land use of the parcels and is consistent with, and preserves, the
previous level of residential land use and the value derived there from subject fo it
being economically and technically feasible, Whether it achieves these standards

depends, in part, upon addressing the concernis raised above in the technical review
of the SSCG and HHSRE.
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER

September 11, 2013

Mr. Sam Unger, P.E., Executive Director
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

320 W. 4" Street

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Subject: Former Kast Property Tank Farm, Carson, California

Dear Mr. Unger,

The Carson City Council has been advised of your response to the Site-Specific Cleanup Goal
Report dated August 21, 2013 not approving the site-specific cleanup goals and directing Shell Oil
Company to make revisions. The City Council requested that [ write to you to express their
appreciation for the efforts shown by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board to
provide firm and clear direction to Shell Oil Company.

While we have labored over the time taken to conduct the environmental investigation, we also
recognize the importance of providing a thorough review consistent with the California Water Code
and applicable environmental regulations. The recent actions taken by your office, the Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (CEHHA), the Expert Panel from the University of
California, Los Angeles and other regulatory agencies renew our hopes that this environmental
investigation will lead to standards that allow our residents to no longer be impacted by
contamination caused by the former tank farm. Our residents deserve to have the unrestricted use of
their properties and we will continue to provide our support to assist in that goal.

Please let me know if there is any additional information or assistance that the city can provide to
facilitate measures to protect the residents of the Carousel Tract and surrounding community, 1may
be reached at (310) 952-1728 or by e-mail at jacosta(@icarson.ca.us.

Sincerely,

3 o j%m/\,

ckie Acosta
Acting City Manager

ce: Mayor and City Council
City Attorney

Girardi & Keese EX HE B ﬁ”
Planning Officer

CITY HALL = 701 E. CARSON STREET » P.C. BOX 6234 « CARSON, CA 80748 « (31013521729
WEBRSITE! cl.carson.ca.us




introduction

Yhe Los Angeles Regional Water Quatity Control
Board (Regional Board) is soliciting input from
the community and stakehoiders on the scope
and content of the environmental documents to
be prepared in compliance with the California
Enwvironmental Quality Act (CEQA). By the end of
2013, Shell O# Products U.S. (Shell} will be
reguired to submit a cleanup strategy, known as
a Remedial Action Plan, or RAP, that details how
Shell proposes to clean up soil and groundwater
cantamination in the community that was
caused by activities at the Former Kast Tank
Farmm.,

in compliance with CEQA, the Regional Board is
hosting a scoping meeting to allow the public
and government agencies an opportunity 1o
orovide comments regarding: 1) potentially
significant environmental impacts that cleanup
activities may have on the environment, 2}
measures that can be taken to avoid or reduce
those impacts, and 3) feasibte remedial
alternatives or mitigation measures that should
be considered in cleanup of the Carousel Tract
community.

EXHIBIT

tate of California
Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

Public Notice
Septemper 2013

CEDQA Process for Cleanup of the
Carouse! Tract Community

- The Regional Board will accept written comments

. p.m., Dctober 8 to:

COMMURNITY OPEN HOUSE
CEQA SCOPING MEETING

Tuesday, Septemiver 24, from 6 1o 8 pun.
Carson Center
Carson-Dominguez Baliroom, Hall ‘A
801 East Carson Street
Carson, CA 80745

The Regional Board will host a public CEQA
scoping meeting to gather input from the
community and stakeholders. This scoping
meeting is intended o reach both the local
community and public agencies. Members of the
general public are also welcome to attend.

WRITTEN COMMENT PERIOD

on CEQA scoping during the public comment
period. Written comments will be acceptad from
September 9 through October 8. Please submit
written comments postmarked or emailed by 5

Regional Water Quality Control Board

320 W. £ Street, Suite 200

Attn: Cynthia Miller, Public Participation Specialist
Los Angeles, CA 30013
cynthia.miller@waterboards.ca.gov




Project Background

The Regional Board issued a Cleanup and
Abatement Order in 2011 that reguires Shell fo
propose and submit a RAP by the end of 2013
for the cleanup of the Carousel Tract
community. The approval of the RAP is subject
o CEQA. For purposes of CEQA, the Regional
Board will be evaluating the environmental
impacts associated with the implementation of
the RAP, in particuiar, the impacts associated
with the possible methods to be used and the
extent of the cleanup. Shell has evaluated
several different methods during pilot tests for
cleaning up the site, including:

= Soil vapor extraction {SVE)

= Excavation of soils impacted by
petroleum hydrocarbons;

e Bioventing to biodegrade petroleum
hydrocarbons in shaliow soils;

e [n-Situ chemical oxidation using ozone
gas for cieanup of shaliow soil;

e Remedial technologies for cleanup of
the vadose zone for grotection of
groundwater and groundwater cleanup.

The Regional Board is seeking comments on the
scope of the CEQA document, including
comments regarding the types of cleanup
methods and extent of cleanup.

California Environmental Quality Act {CEGA)

CEQA is a state law that requires a project’s tead

agency to evaluate the significant
environmental effects of proposed remedial
actions before approving them. The Regional
Board is the lead agency under CEQA with

respect to the cleanup at the Carousel Tract
cormnmunity. The Regional Beard is beginning
the CEQA process, which includes the following
steps:

= Hold 3 scoping meeting to receive input
from the public, including community
members, and other governmental
agencies with jurisdiction in the project
area,

« issue a Motice of Preparation if preparing
an tnvironmental Impact Report.

= Prepare a draft EIR or Negative

Declaration describing existing

conditions in the project area, analyzing

the project’s significant environmental

effects, and identifying measures to

avoid, reduce, or mitigate significantly

acverse environmental impacts of the

remedial process.

Distribute the draft EIR {or Negative

Declaration) and draft RAP for g 30 or

45-day public review period and obtain

comments from agencies and the public.

¢ Prepare written responses to comments
received during the public comment
period.

# Prepare and certify the final EIR or
approve the Negative Declaration,

= Make a decision on the proposed action.

e Fiie the Notice of Determination {NOD).

&

Status of Project Milestones

The Cleanup and Abatement Order {CAO)
required Shell to submit a site-specific cleanup
goal report proposing cleanup goals for the
community: in May of this year, that report was
circulated for a 30-day public comment period,
and evaluations were received from the state
Office of Environmental Health Hazard




Assessment and an expert panel from the
University of Calffornia Los Angeles.

After considering comments and the
requirements of the CAC, the Regional Board
Executive Officer has directed Shell to revise the
report and resubmit by October 21 taking into
consideration applicable State Water Resources
Control Board and Regional Board policies and
guidance governing selection of cleanup goals
and to reevaluate the goals to assure protection
of unrestricted residential land uses and
groundwater guality beneath the site as
required by the CAC.

information Resources

The Regional Beard invites and encourages you
to learn more about this project and to
participate in the Regional Board's decision
making process. Workplans, sampling results
and assessment reparts for the site are available
for public review. For your convenience,
relevant project documents have been placed at
the Carson Public Library. The complete
administrative file is available for review at the
Regional Board's office and can also be accessed
on the Regional Board's website at the URL
listed in the right column of this page.

information Repository Locations

Carson Public Library

1531 E. Carson 5t

Carson, CA 90745-2797

(310} 830-0501

Mon. - Thu: 10 am. -8 g.m,, Fri.: 30 a.m. -
6 p.m., Sat.: 10a.m. -5 pan, Sunc 1-5 pom.

Regional Water Quality Control Board

320 West 4th Street, Suite #200

ios Angeles, CA 90013

By appointment, please call {2131 576-6600 or
fax your request to {213} 576-6717.

To access the complete administrative file for
this project online, go to: http://poo.cl/RGy28a
or www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwachd /Kast/
index.shimi

For More information About This Project
Cynthia Miller

Regionat Board Public Participation Specialist
{213} 576-6654

cynthia.miller@waterboards.ca.gov

Teklewold Avalew, PhD, PG
Regicnal Board Project Manager
{213} 576-6739

tavalew@waterboards.ca.gov

Media Inguiries

Tir Moran

State Water Resources Control Board Public
tnformation Officer

{916) 327-8239

timothy. moran@weaterboards.ce.gov




