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This item is on the agenda at the request of Mayor Pro Tem Santarina to provide
updates at all regularly scheduled City Council meetings related to the
environmental investigation of the Carousel Tract.

RECOMMENDATION

RECEIVE and FILE.

ALTERNATIVES

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

BACKGROUND

- Revised Site-Specific Cleanup Goal Report

On October 21, 2013, Shell Ol Products US (Shell) submitted a Revised Site-
Specific Cleanup Goal Report to the Regional Board to address certain
deficiencies and comments addressed in the Regional Board letter dated August
21, 2013, On January 8, 2014, the Regional Board provided comments on the
Assessment of Environmental Impact and Feasibility of Removal of Residual
Concrete Reservoir Slabs (Residential Concrete Slab Report) dated June 28, 2013
(Exhibit No. 1). On January 23, 2014, the Regional Board provided comments on
the Revised Site-Specific Cleanup Goal Report and determined that the Revised
Report may not fully support unrestricted residential land use, protect human
health from exposure to contaminants of concern in the long term, and prevent
further degradation of groundwater as required by the CAQ (Exhibit No. 2).

On February 10, 2014, the Regional Board provided a clarification and revision to
their January 8, 2014 letter (effective date of January 13, 2014) regarding the
Residential Concrete Slab Report. The initial Regional Board comment and
directive referred to state regulations that apply to underground storage tanks and
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directed that Shell include in the Remedial Action Plan (RAP) a proposal to:
“Either remove the residual concrete slabs as appropriate or isolate the residual
concrete slabs beneath the foundation of the homes and paved areas. using
engineering techniques to the extent necessary to address long term health risks or
nuisance concerns.” Use of the underground storage tank regulations suggested
that the residual concrete slabs may need to be removed causing more potential for
homes to be impacted. Upon further discussion with Shell, the Regional Board
determined that the regulation pertaining to underground storage tanks does not
apply to oil storage tanks. Shell is now directed to identify in the RAP remedial
options to address long term health risks, water quality, and nuisance concems
using a cleanup level that is the most stringent economically and technically
feasible.

Shell is required to submit a remedial action plan (RAP) by March 10, 2014 that
addresses remedial alternatives, a relocation plan, soil remediation boundaries,
potential removal of residual slabs and a soil management plan for on-going
monitoring requirements. Concurrently with the RAP, Shell is required to submit
a Human Health Risk Assessment (HHHRA) Report and draft environmental
documents that will be utilized to initiate review pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act. Upon receipt of the various documents, the Regional
Board will provide an opportunity for public review and comment, '

Timeline of Activities

A general timeline that tracks past and current activities of the Carousel Tract
environmental mvestigation is included as Exhibit No. 3.

FISCAL IMPACT

Mone.

EXHIBITS

1. Letter from Regional Board to Shell dated January 8, 2014 (pgs. 4-7)

2. Letter from Regional Board to Shell dated January 23, 2014 (pgs. 8-18)

3. Letter from Regional Board to Shell dated February 10, 2014 (pgs. 19-21)
4. Carousel Tract Environmental Investigation Timeline (pgs. 22-25)

Prepared by: Sheri Repp-Loadsman, Planning Officer
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Los Angeles Reglonal Water Guality Control Board

January 8, 2014

Douglas J. Weimer

Shell Gil Products US
Environmental Services Company
20945 5. Wilmington Avenue
Carson, CA 90810

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AND
FEASIBILITY OF REMOVAL OF RESIDUAL CONCRETE RESERVOIR
SLABS PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA WATER CODE SECTION 13304

SITE: FORMER KAST PROPERTY TANK FARM LOCATED SOUTHEAST OF THE
INTERSECTION OF MARBELLA AVENUE AND EAST 244TH STREET,
CARSON, CALIFORNIA (SCP NO. 1230, SITE YD NO. 2049330, CAQ NO. R4-
2011-0046)

Dear Mr. Weimer:

On June 28, 2013, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regicnal Board) received the
Report titled Assessment of Environmental Impact and Feasibility of Remioval of Residual Concrete
Reservoir Slabs (Report) dated June 28, 2013 for the former Kast Tank Farm Property (Site) and prepared
by URS Corporation (URS) on behalf of Shell Oi] Products US (Shell). The Report is in response to the
Cleanup and Abatement Order No, R4-2011-0046 (CAO) that directed Shell to “Conduet an assessment
of any potentiai environmental impacts of the residual concrete slabs of the former reserveir that includes;
(1) the impact of the remaining concrete floors on waste migration where the concrete floors might still be
present; (2) whether there 1s a need for the removal of the concerete; and (3) the feasibility of removing the
conerete floors beneath (i) unpaved areas at the Site, {ii) paved areas at the Site, and (iii) homes at the
Ste” '

Prior to the construction of the residential properties at the Carousel Tract, the subject property was used
as & tank farm which included three crude oil storage reservoirs, Reserveir Nos. 5. 6 and 7. Reservoir No.
5, the center reservoir had a capacity of 750,000 barrels (bbls), Reservoir No. 6, the southernmost
reservoir, had a capacity of 750,000 bbls, and Reservoir No. 7, the northernmost reservoir, had a capacity
of 2,000,000 bbls. According to the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment Report prepared by URS, the
reservolrs consisted of concrete-lined earth siopes with frame roofs (asbestos composition covered) on
wood posts, surrounded by carth levees averaging 20 feet in height with 7 foot wide walkways on top.

SUMMARY OF TECHNICAL REPORT

The Report provides information regarding the former onsite structures, discussion of the impact of
concrete reservolr slabs on contaminant migration, and the need for feasibility and environmental impacts
associated with slab removal. The Report cites the historic account of the site demolition and subsequent
grading performed by Lomita Development Company (Lomita), as a designee for the purchase of the Site
provided by the Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. {PSE) reports dated January 7, 1966: March 11, 1966; July
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31,1967 and June 11, 1968, PSE performed gectechnical work and documented the following: 1) Lomita
emptied and demolished the reservoirs, and graded the Site prior to developing the Site as restdential
housing; 2) part of the concrete floor of the central reservoir was removed by Lomita from the Site; and 3)
the reservoir bottoms were left in place. In addition, the PSE report described that soil used to fill in the
reservolrs and return the Property to its natural grade came from the berms surrounding each reservoir and
surrounding the perimeter of the Site. In phases between 1967 and 1969, Lomita developed the Site into
one- and two-story single family residential parcels and sold the developed lots to "individual
homeowners,

Based on more than 2,400 shallow soil borings advanced to a target completion depth of 10 feet below
ground surface (bgs) at 265 of the 285 properties in the Carouse] Tract, with an average of nine borings
per property, a strong correspondence between boring refusal and the outlines of the reservoir slabs
emerges. The observed concrete slabs are 4 to 6 inches thick. Boring logs indicated that refusal was
encountered at 132 properties in one or more borings at depths ranging from less than | foot to 12 feet bgs
and the soils were “variably oil stained” showing petroleum residues in shallow soil. In more than half of
the properties situzated in the northemn Reservoir No. 7 and the central Reserveir No. 5, refusal was
encountered in shallow soil borings. Refusal was more frequent in the north westers approximately two-
thirds of the Reservoir No. 7 and less frequent in the south-eastern one-third of the reservoir. Contrary 1o
reporis by PSE that the reservoir slab was entirely remaved from the western half of the central reservoir
{Reservoir No. 5}, refusal was encountered in properties occupying the referenced arca, Boring refusal
was encountered less frequently in the area of southern Reservoir No. 6,

The findings and conclusions are summarized as follows:
1. Based on the lack of observed significant water above the slabs from 2,400 boring logs completed
at residential properties at the Site and the PSE soil engineering report, Shell concluded that the

residual concrete bases do not have a significant impact on the migration of contaminants:

There is no need for concrete slab removal based on consideration that the concrete slabs are no

-
different than dense material residing within the soil profile or potentiaily impacted soils since the
slabs are not significantly inhibiting the migration of infiltrating water or waste materials at the
Site, and do not constitute a source material or unigue waste material;

3. The feasibility of successful removal of slabs from larger vard areas, ie., an area of

approximately 250 square feet, was carried out with the siot-trench excavation pilot test
conducted at 24612 Neptune Avenue. Concrete slabs can only be removed where they can be
accessed for excavation by sufficiently large equipment to achieve excavation to 10 feet bgs;

4. The presence of utilities on residential jots as well as beneath city streets is complicated by both
interruption of utility service and access to the residences; that will cause a great disruption to the
COmMUNitY;

5. Large-scale excavation, whether in accessible areas of vards or full excavation of the residual
reservoir slabs, could significantly impact the surrounding residents at properties outside of the
former reservoir areas, as well as the neighboring community; and excavation invoiving full, or
even partial, removal of the concrete slabs will almost certainly resvit in significant
environmental impacts to the community; and

6. Based on all of the items listed above, Shell concludes that the concrete reservoir siabs do not
require removal.
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REGIONAL BOARD COMMENTS

Shell has implemented an exfensive site assessment and moaitoring program that includes sampling of all
potentially impacted media at all accessible locations and depths. The inadequate decommissioning of the
reservoirs and grading of the site resulted in soil and benms containing petroleum residue and concrete
slabs to be distributed within ten feet of the ground surface. According to the PSE report, holes were
bored into the reservoirs resulting in water and sludge discharging beneath the concrete reservoirs into the
subsurface. The Report provides no information regarding whether Hquid and sludge from the reservoirs
and associated piping before the reservoirs were partially removed or buried in place.

The Regional Board requests that Shell map the known locations of the residual concrete slabs and
appurtenance releases, where feasible. The seismic refraction method had limited success in mapping the
concrete reservoir slabs and the locations have only been identified through boring refusals encountered
across the site.

Based on the information provided in the Repoz't and all other site characterization, data gaps exist in
mapping the extent of the residual concrete slabs across the Carousel Tract.

DIRECTIVE TO ADDRESS REMOVAL ANIVOR ISOLATION OF RESIDUAL SLARBS

The results of the site assessment suggest that large volumes of total petroleum hydrocarbons remain
underneath the homes and hardscape areas. The Regional Board staff considers the residual concrete slabs
as a pelential source material since the reservoirs were used to store crude oil. Although the Kast
reservoirs were apparently above ground tanks before demolition, the residual slabs were buried with no
records of decontamination or recycling. According to the California Code of Regulations (CCR) that
govern tank removal activities m the state of California, the tank itself should be treated as contaminated
regardiess of whether it is to be recycled or disposed (CCR Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 16, Article 7).

Due to the potential adverse effects of the impact of the remaining concrete slabs on waste migration
where the concrete floors might still be present, the Regional Board staff disagrees with report’s
conciusions that there is no need for residual slab removal. There is not sufficient information to make
 that determination. Therefore, additional evalulition regarding the feasibility of removing the concrete
siabs beneath paved areas and the homes where the residual slabs extend underneath the foundation at the
Site to the extent necessary to address long term health risks should be conducted. In developing the
Remedial Action Plan for the Site, Shell should evaluate alternatives including removal of some or all of
the residual concrete slabs as appropriate or isolation of the residual concrete slabs beneath the foundation
of homes and paved areas using engineering technigues,

Based on the review of the information provided in the Report and documents in our file, and taking into
account applicable law and policy, you are directed to include in the development of the Remedial Action
Plan the following:

e Lither remove the residual conerete slabs as appropriate or isolate the residual concrete slabs
beneath the foundation of the homes and paved areas vsing engineering technigues {o the extent
necessary o address long term health risks or nuisance concerns,
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If you have any questions, please contact the project manager, Dr. Teklewold Ayalew at (213) 876-
6739 (tayalew@waterboards.ca.gov), or Ms. Thizar Tintut-Williams, Site Cleanup Unit IIT Chief, at
(213) §76-6723 (twilllams@waterboards.ca.gov).

Sincerely,

%5:&/%0 p C/?’jl-ﬁ/' ™
Samuel Unger, PE
Executive Officer

ce: Janice Hahn, Honorable Congresswoman, US House of Representatives,
California’s 44th Digtrict
Mark Ridley-Thomas, Supervisor, Second District County of Los Angeles
Isadore Hall, I, Assembly member, 64th Assembly District
Jim Dear, Mayor of Carson
Sheri Repp-Loadsman, City of Carson
Ky Truong, City of Carson
Jennifer Fordyce, Office of Chief Counsel, State Water Rescurces Contro! Board
Robert Romero, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Jackie Acosta, Carson Acting City Manager _
James Carlisle, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
Bill Jones, Los Angeles County Fire Department
Barry Nugent, Los Angeles County Fire Department
Shahin Nourishad, Los Angeles County Fire Department
Miguel Garcia, Los Angeles County Fire Department
AHonso Medina, Los Angeles County Departiment of Health
Cole Landowski, Los Angeles County Department of Healtl
Angelo Bellomo, Los Angeles County Department of Health
Karen A. Lyons, Shell Gil Products US
Alison Abbott Chassin, Shell Oil Products US
Roy Pattersen, URS Corporation
Chris Osterberg, URS Corporation
Micheile Vega, Edelman
Robert Fitinger, Geosyntec
Mark Grivetti, Geosyniec
Themas V. Girardi, Girardi and Keese Lawyers
Robert W. Bowcock, Integrated Resources Management, LLC
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

January 23, 2614

Mr. Douglas Weimer '
Shell Oif Products, United States
Environmental Services Company
20945 5. Wilmington Avenue
Carson, CA 90810

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF REVISED SITE-SPECIFIC CLEANUP GOAL REPORT AND
DIRECTIVE TO SUBMIT REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN, HUMAN HEALTH
RISK ANALYSIS, AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS FOR CLEANUP OF
THE CAROUSEL TRACT PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA WATER COBE
SECTION 13304

SETE: FORMER KAST PROPERTY TANK FARM LOCATED SOUTHEAST OF THE
INTERSECTION OF MARBELLA AVENUE AND EAST 244TH STREET,
CARSBON, CALIFORNIA (SCP NO. 1230, SITE I NO. 2040330, CAO NO. R4
2011-8045)

Dear Mr., Weimer;

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (Regional Board) is the lead
agency overseeing the environmental investigation and cleanup of the Former Kast property (Site) located
in Carson, California. The Former Kast property was owned and operated by Shel]l Oil Company (Shell)
as a crude oil storage facility from the 1920s to the 1960s when it was sold t developers and converted
into a residential tract with 2835 single family homes known as the Carousel Tract. Wastes associated with
the tank farm activities, including crude oil in soils, were not fully removed from the site during its
development and crude oil wastes remain in soil and groundwater underlying the Site.

The Site was brought to the attention of the Regional Board in 2008 by the California Department of
Toxic Substances Control (IDTSC). Soon thereafter, the Regional Board issued an investigative order in
accordance with California Water Code section 13267 requiring Shell to delineate the nature and extent of
wastes throughout the property, including wastes in soil vapor, indoor air within homes, and soil and
groundwater beneath the Site. To date, Shell has collected extensive data to define the nature and extent
of petroleum hydrocarbons and associated wastes on the Site.

On March 11, 2011, the Regional Board issued Cleanup and Abatement Order No. R4-2011-0046 (CAO),
pursuant to California Water Code section 13304, The CAO directed Shell to continue to investigate the
Site, continue to conduct groundwater monitoring and reporting, evaluate cleanup methodologies, propose
site-specific cleanup goals (88CGs) for Regional Board approval, submit a proposed remedial action plan
(RAP}, and upon approval of the RAP conduct remedial actions to cleanup and abate the waste in the soil,
soil vapor, and groundwater at the Site. The site investigation under oversight by the Regional Board has
been on-going since 2069 and has consisted of horizontal and vertical delineation of wastes beneath the
Site, sub-slab and indoor air testing in most of the homes, and pilot remediation tesis to determine the
efficacy of different remedial technologies.
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"Fhe CAQ directed Shell to SSCGs for residential (i.e., unrestricted) land use for the Executive Officer's
approval. The CAQ required Shell to apply the following guidelines and policies in proposing SSCGs for
wastes in soil and groundwater: (i) various state and federal policies and guidance regarding cleanup
levels to address human health risks, including guidance specific to petroleum hydrocarbons; (ii)
applicable water quality objectives in the Regional Board’'s Water Quality Control Plan for the Los
Angeles Region (Basin Plan}, including California’s Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) or Action
Levels for drinking water as established by the California Department of Public Health, and the state’s
“anti-degradation policy” in State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) Resolution No.
68-16 (“Statement of Policy With Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California™); and
(iii) 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). See CAO Paragraph
3.ch

On February 22, 2013, Shell submitted a Site-Specific Cleanup Goal Report (Report) to the Regional
Board proposing $5CGs. On August 13, 2013, the Regiona! Board issued a response to the Report
notifying Shell that the proposed SSCGs were nof approved and directed Shell to revise the SSCGs in
accordance with comments and directives contained in the letter. The Regional Board also provided Shell
comments from the Expert Panel (convened to provide inpui to the Regional Board regarding site
cleanup) and the State of California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and
requested that Shell address those comments, As detailed in the August 21, 2013 letter, the Regional
Board concluded that the proposed SSCGs did not meet the CAO requirement that the SSCGs must
suppott residential standards for unrestricted use and that the Report had not taken into account State
Water Board Resolution 92-49. The Regional Board also commented that the depth intervals proposed by
Shell of zero fo two feet below grade surface (bgs) and two feet to ten feet were not appropriate for setting
cleanup goals in a residential setting, and that the initially proposed SSCGs for total pefroleum
hydrocarbons (TPH) would result in leaving significant amounts of waste in the soils beneath some
portions of the Site. '

On October 21, 2013, Shell submitted a revised $8CG Report (Revised Report) that included a screening
feasibility study (FS) for the proposed SSCGs and provided a technological and economic feasibility
analysis of several remediation scenarios for the Site. The screening FS was included in the Revised
Report to address Regicnal Board comments that the $SCGs must address requirements of Stale Water
Board Resolution 92-49 as required by the CAQ. State Water Board Resolution 92-49 requires that
S5CGs must be, in part, based on technological and economic feasibility, and the screening FS provides
some information to address this requirement.,’ The Revised Report zlso contained four appendices that
provide detailed rationale for development of the revised SSCGs, and responses to Regional Board,
OEHHA, and Expert Pancl comments in the Regiona! Board August 21, 2013 letter.

The Revised Report addressed many of the comments in the Regional Board August 21, 2013 fetter. In
particutar. the Revised Report included numeric SSCGs for constituents of concer (COCs) in soil vapor;
revised the proposed remedial action obiective (RAQ) for methane such that methane will aot exceed two
percent of the lower explosive limit and will be removed to fess than two percent of the lower explosive

iy the Revised Report, Shell commented on the interpretation of Resolution 92-49 in propesing S5CGs. Resolution 92-49
requires the Regional Board to assure that the cieanup promotes attaininent of background water quality or the best water quality
that Is reasonable. In addition. the alternative cleanup level, ather than background. must take into account the criteria set forth in
Section 235504 of Title 23, California Code of Regulations, which includes criteria to protect human health: must address
nuisance conditions. and must be consistent with the maximum benefit w© the peaple of the state. In evaluating 53CGs and the
remedics to be proposed in the RAP. the Regional Board will consider water quality, human health, and nuissnce conditions.
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fimit and to the greatest extent technologically and economically feasible; revised the RAO for
groundwater beneath the Site such that it attains the best quality that is technologically and economically
feasible; and developed SSCGs for soil to address COCs leaching 1o groundwater.

The selecied remedy must ensure compliance with the $SCGs for the long term and concludes that a
cleanup based on the revised SSCGs proposed in the Revised Report may not fully support unrestricted
residential fand use, protect human health from exposure to COCs in the long term, and prevent further
degradation of groundwater as required by the CAO. As discussed below under “Specific Comments”™,
the Regional Board hereby approves SS5CGs as revised to address groundwater and nuisance issues that
were not fully addressed in the Revised Report,

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
For the Carousel Tract, SSCGs must result in:

® protecting residents from health risks due to potential exposure to COCs in soil vapors and direct
contact with COCs in soil based on appropriate risk-based standards;

® abating nuisance conditions from COCs in soil and soil vapor; and

@ restoring and protecting the beneficial uses of groundwater (i.e., attaining applicable water quality
objectives in the groundwater).

The methodologies for deriving SSCGs are based on human health risk assessments, COC pértitionh}g
and migration analysis, quantification of COC leaching rates into groundwater, and the assessment of the
potential for COC-caused nuisance. The Site investigation has provided site specific studies and
extensive data’ that arc available for derivation of numeric S8CGs.

S5CGs for COCs in soil vapor must consider human health risks due to exposure through inhalation.
S5CGs for COCs for soil must consider healih risks and nuisance oder issues due to direct contact and
odors.and must consider leaching rates and water quality objectives to protect groundwater quality. The
proposed S5CGs for COCs in soil are presented in Table 9-2 of the Revised Report. Proposed SSCGs for
COCs in soil vapor are presented in Table 9-3 of the Revised Report. Proposed S8SCGs for COCs in
groundwater are presented in Table 9-4 of the Revised Report. Some of (he proposed SSCGs set {orth in
Tables 9-2, 9-3. and 9-4 of the Revised Report do not meet all applicable criteria for selecting SSCGs, as
described below. To address these comments, the Regional Board has developed Tables 1, 2, and 3
which are attached to this letter. Tables 1, 2, and 3 provide S8CGs for COCs in soil, soil vapor and
groundwater and supersede Tables 9-2, 9-3, and 9-4 of the Revised Report. The S8CGs in Tables 1, 2,
and 3 are protective of human health and groundwater quality, and will address potential nuisance from
COCs at the Site. As set forth below under “Conclusions and Directives”, Shell shall develop the RAP,
the final Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) Report, and the environmental analysis using the
58CGs in Tables 1, 2 and 3.

Soil Depth Intervals

Shell provided SSCGs for COCs in soil o a depth of ten feet as required by the CAC. Based on the
human health risk exposure scenarios for direct contact with COCs in soil in a residential setting, Shell

* See Auached Reference List,
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divided the upper ten feet into two intervals of zero to two feet below grade surface {bgs), and from two
feet 1o ten bgs. Shell based the proposed SSCGs on human health risk assessments from direct contact
with soil.in the upper two feet on an exposure scenario of 350 days per year over a period of 70 vears,
For the soil interval of two feet to ten feet Shell caleulated risk to human health from direct contact with
soil on an exposure scenario of four days per year. These exposure scenarios result in different SSCGs in
the two soil intervals,

Regulatory guidance that incorporates a soil interval of zero to ten feet as appropriate for addressing risk
in residential land use has been published by DTSC and the San Francisco Bay Regional Board, The
Supplemental Guidance For Human Health Multimedia Risk Assessments of Hazardous Waste Sites ond
Permitied Facilifies (CalEPA 1996), Human Health Risk Assessment Note 4 (DFSC, 2011) and the San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board — Screening for Environmenial Concerns at Sites
with Contaminated Soil and Groundwater, Interim Final (December 2013} (ESL) use the exposure
scenario of zero to ten feet for 350 days per year as the default. It is reasonable, for the purpose of
protecting residents from direct contact with soil and nuisance associated with odors,” to assume that
residents will have less frequent exposure 1o soils in a deeper soil interval than to soils in a shallower
interval as suggested by Shell. The depth interval proposed by Shell may not, howevet, support
unrestricted residential use as required by the CAQ. Residents can readily dig in soil at depths lower than
two feet for gardening or other home improvements, at which point they may be exposed to COCs at a
greater exposure frequency than that used in developing the proposed SSCGs. Regional Board staff
concludes that defining the uppermost soil interval from zero to five feet is supportive of unrestricted
residential use because institutional controls are already in place throughout Los Angeles County,
including the City of Carson and Carouse! Tract for excavations that are deeper than five feet. These
controls require a soils investigation as well as grading and shoring permits in order to excavate at depths
below five feet. In the Carousel Tract, the Los Angeles County building code is administered by the City
of Carson. Because the City must be notified and approve excavations below five feet {Los Angeles
County Building Code Sections 3304.1.2, 3307.1, 1803.5.7, J103, 1104) the City could readily inform
residents and workers of other appropriate precautions necessary for excavations below five foet through
existing administrative processes. Consequently, the Regional Board concludes that soil depth intervals of
zero to five and five to fen feet bgs provide unrestricted use for gardening and other activities to a depth
that C{iyincidcs with existing institutional measures (i.e. obtaining excavation permits) that are already in
place.”

[t is noted that the Expert Panel has opined on the issue of separating the shallow soil interval of zero 1o

ten feet bgs with different direct contact exposure frequencies. The Expert Panel agrees with the use of

separate shallow and deeper soil intervals proposed by Sheil. The Expert Panel agrees with Shell’s use of

a zero to two feet bgs as acceptable, but also agrees with the Regional Board’s approach of setting forth a

zere to five feet shallow sub-interval based on the precautionary principle. See attached “Soil depth -
intervals used to calculate the Site Specific Cleanup Goals™ (January 14, 2014) from the Expert Panel.

! In the course of conducting vicanup thal involves excavation. Shell may encounter soils with detectable odors due 1o the
presence of TPH. To assure protection of residents, the RAP will necd to include a method to determing i# TPH concentration in
soil presents g detectable odor in accordance with (the ESE and develop odor-based screening levels for indoor air based on 50
percent ador-recognition threshoids as published in the ATSDR Toxicological Profiles. For soif gas. follow the ESL for odor and
other nuisance to calculale a ceiling level for residential land use.

* The Regional Board agrecs with the preposed risk-based scenaric to address exposure of construction or utitity workers in non-
residential arcas of the Site for four days per year. As noted above. the City of Carson implements ordinances to address
excavation.
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Table 9-2. Stie Specific Cleanup Goals, Soil

Shell provided S5CGs for COCs in soil in Table 9-2 of the Revised Report. In response to the Regional
Board’s August 21, 2013 letter, Shell considered both risk to human health and restoration and protection

- of groundwater. To derive the most appropriate SSCGs for COCs in soil, the more stringent of the human
health-based and groundwater-based SSCGs needs to be selected for each COC in both soil depth
intervals to meet both goals of protecting human health and groundwater. As described above, Shell
provided SSCGs based on two soil intervals (zero 1o two feet and from two feet to ten bgs). However,
Table 9-2 omits consideration of the groundwater leaching SSCGs in the deeper soil interval. The
Revised Report does not provide explanation for omitting the leaching potential analysis from the deeper
soil interval. The COCs can leach from any soil depth above the groundwater table and at some Site
tocations, the groundwater already exceeds applicable water quality objectives. Waste present at deeper
intervals is most likely coniributing to continuing degradation of groundwater. The SSCGs for COCs in
soil must consider leaching to groundwater for both depth intervals, Table 1 includes SSCGs for COCs in
soil that protect both human health and groundwater in the entire soil interval of zero to ten feet and
identifies the more stringent of the health risk based and leaching potential based 88CGs.

The Regional Board also finds an error in the Revised Report’s calculations of the SSCGs for COCs in
soil based on leaching potential. Shell calculated the SSCGs to address COC leaching to groundwater
based on the May 1996 Regional Board Interim Site Assessment & Cleanup Guidebook. The proposed
S8CGs in the Revised Report based on COCs leaching to groundwater used a Dilution Attenuation Factor
(DAF) of 6.24. This DAF is not appropriate for the Site because groundwater beneath the Site is aiready
potluted by COCs. See attached Regional Board Staff Internal Memorandum dated December 10, 2013,

Table 9-2 does not inciude two COCs -~ xylenes and toluene — that have been detected at the Site. The
Expert Panel commented in the attached memorandum that the Revised Report describes the COC iist as
preliminary, With respect to Table 9-2, the Regionat Board considers the list of COCs complete with the
addition of xylenes and toluene. Table 1 includes sylenes and toluene as COCs in soil.

Finally, the clarity of Table 9-2 is compromised by referring io the shallow soil horizon as “Excavated
Area” and the deeper soil horizon as the *Non-Excavated Area” Table 1 defines the soil intervals to be
used based on soil depth. The Regional Board stated in the August 21, 2013 letter that the Regional
Board does not distinguish between excavated and non-excavated areas in setting SSCGs and directed
Shell to develop protective SSCGs for all site soils,

To address these comments, Table 1, attached to this letter, sets forth SSCGs that take into account
feaching potential for both soil intervals, and adds xylenes and toluene to the list of COCs with
appropriate S5CGs. Table 1 also includes soil intervals for zero to five feet below grade as discussed
above under “Soil Depth Intervals.”

Table 9-3, Site Specific Cleanup Goals, Soil Vapor

The proposed SSCGs for COCs in soil vapor are presented in Table 9-3 of the Revised Report. The
55CGs for COCs are intended to protect human health from inhalation of COCs and are based on [YTSC
guidance for protective concentrations in indoor air, The Revised Report uses an atienuation factor of
0.001 that ties indoor air standards to soil gas COC concentrations in soil vapor. Recent guidance entitled
Final Guidance for the Evaluation and Mitigation of Subsurface Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air (Vapor
Intrusion Guidunce), Califormia Envirenmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances
Control, (DTSC. 2011) and US. EPAs Vapor Intrusion Database: Preliminary Evialuation of
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Attenuation Factors, Office of Solid Waste (U.S. EPA. 2008.) recommend use of an attenuation factor of
0.002 (see aiso Section B.3. of the Expert Panel Memorandum dated December 18, 2013). The Regional
Board hereby approves the 88CGs for COC in soil vapor based on the attenuation factor of 0.002. The
approved SSCGs for COC in soil vapor are provided in Table 2, attached to this letter.

Table 9-4. Site Specific Cleanup Goals, Groundwater

the proposed SSCGs for groundwater are presented in Table 9-4 of the Revised Report.  The
groundwater beneath the Site is designated in the Regional Board’s Basin Plan as municipal supply’, and,
therefore, water quality objectives to protect that beneficial use are the appropriate standards. The water
quality objectives set forth in the Basin Plan, include primary and secondary MCLs (i.e., drinking water
standards) adopted by the California Department of Public Health and incorporated inte the Basin Plan
and the narrative water quality objective for Chemical Constituents. The proposed S8CGs for
groundwater are based on the primary MCLs, the Notification Level, a health based environmental
screening level, or zero to represent natural background. Generally, the proposed S5CGs are acceptable
with the exception of the S8CGs for TPH. The proposed SSCGs for TPH as gasoline, diesel, and motor
oil are based on the ESL. To comply with the Basin Plan water quality objectives, the $SCGs for TPH as
gasoline, diesel, and motor oil should be based on the secondary taste and odor threshold of 100
micrograms per liter for TPH as diesel. See State Water Board’s “A Compiiation of Water Quality
Goals”, 16" Edition {Aprit 2011).° The approved SSCGs for COCs in groundwater are provided in Table
3 attached to this letter,

Methane

In the Revised Report, the revised RAOs proposes prevention of fire/explosion risks in indoor air and/or
enclosed spaces due to generation of methane by eliminating methane to the extent technologically and
economically feasible. The proposed SSCG for methane is consistent with the DTSC guidance for
addressing methane defected at school sites (CalEPA DTSC, 2005) and is applicable to concentrations
measured in soil vapor, in vaults, or above ground. The SSCG for methane should be the more stringent
of the lower explosive limit or the leve! that is technically and ceononically feasible. The “Response” on
pages 16 and 78 of the Revised Report include response actions when the SSCG is exceeded. The
Regional Board does not approve the response action at this time and will review the response actions that
will be contained in the RAP.

The Screening Feasibility Study

The screening FS presented in the Revised Report sets forth several different cleanup alternatives that are
based on excavation to different depths and implementation of soil vapor extraction, Shell developed a
screening FS {o address comments in the Regional Board’s August 21, 2013 letter that information
regarding the technological and economic feasibility of remedial alternatives was required in accordance
with State Water Board Resolution 92-49 in order to apprave 5S5CGs that are greater (i.e. less siringent)
than necessary to attain background water quality.

* 1t is important to note that the groundwater at the Sk is not currently used for municipal supply, The residents of the Carousel
Tract obtain their drinking water from municipal supply provided by California Water Service Company.

¢ http://www.waicrboardaca.gev/watcrjssucsfprugrams/wa%erwquai ity_poals/
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State Water Board Resolution 92-49 defines economic feasibility as follows:

“Economic feasibility is an objective balancing of the incremental benefit of attaining
further reductions in the concentrations of constituents of concern as compared with the
incremental cost of achieving those reductions. The evaluation of economic feasibility
will include consideration of current, planned, or future land use, social, and economic
impacts to the surrounding community including property owners other than the
discharger. '

Ecenomic feasibility, in this Policy, does not refer to the discharger’s ability to finance
cleanup. Availability of financial resources should be considered in the establishment of
reasonable compliance schedules.”

The underlying basis for estimating remedial alternative costs is not provided in the Revised Report and
cleanup meirics such as mass of wastes removed or risks abated is not provided. As discussed in further
detail in the attached Regional Board staff memorandum titled Conmnents on the Revised Site-Specific
Cleanup Goal Report, dated December 23, 2013, the range of accuracy is overly broad such that the
economic differences between different alternatives may not be discernible. Additionally, the screening
FS inciuded statements that certain remedial scenarios might affect the tax basis of the City of Carson but
did not provide a basis for this statement. ‘

Resolution No. 92-49 defines technological feasibility as foliows:

“Technological feasibility is determined by assessing available technologies, which have
shown to be cffective under similar hydrogeologic conditions in reducing the
concentration of the constituents of concern. Bench scale or pilot-scale studies may be
necessary 10 make this feasibility assessment.””

Regional Board notes that Shell undertook bench-scale and pilot scale studies of a number of
technolegies, including in~situ bioremediation. These technologies have been documented in the pilot test
(Final Pifor Test Summary Report — Part 1, [URS, May 30, 2013]).  The pilot test indicated
bioremediation is a potential technology to remediate residual pefroleum hydrocarbons. However, the
technology was not included in the remediation alternatives set forth in the Revised Report. In
developing the RAP, Shell must consider all technologies that have demonstrated effectiveness in bench
and pilot studies, including bioremediation as a potential remedial alternative.

Chlorinated Solvents

The Regional Board staff disagree with the Revised Report which suggested that the tetrachloroethyiene
(PCE) and trichlorocthylene (TCE} detected in both on-site soils and soil vapor is from off-site sources
exclusively. Although there may be off-site sources of PCE and TCE at the Site, those COCs are often
associated with the petroleur industry and on-site sources should not be discounted. The USEPA Toxic
Release Inventery for the Petroleum Industry includes the use of chlorinated solvents in large industrial
process description. Therefore, the Regional Board cannot exclude PCE and TCE from the list of COCs
for the Site. The Expert Panel aisc recommends that PCE and TCE should not be excluded from the list
of COCs. See Expert Panel memorandum dated December 18, 2013,

" Note that Shell has conducted numerous pilot studics and those can he used 1o evaluaic technical feasibility. The Regional
Board s not suggesting that additional pilot studies are necessary.
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CONCLUSIONS AND DIRECTIVES

Upon review of the Revised Report and other relevant documents, the Regional Board approves the
following SSCGs as set forth in the attached Tables 1, 2, and 3 with the understanding that the 88CGs
may be further revised as necessary to address cumulative risks identified in the forthcoming HHRA that
exceed the RAUs,

L.~ SSCGs for COCs in Soil: The approved revised SSCGs for COCs in soil are provided in
Table 1. As described above, 10 address direct contact with soils, Table | provides
55CGs that consider a 350-day per year exposure scenario 1o soif zero to five feet bgs to
be appropriate for unrestricted residential land use and a four- day per year exposure
scenario to soil five to ten feet bgs to be appropriate for limited direct contact. To
address potential leaching to groundwater, Table 1 provides SSCGs for a soil interval of
zero to ten feet bgs. The more stringent of the SSCGs for each soil interval are the
approved SSCGs. In addition, SSCGs for toluene and xylenes shall be developed in
accordance with the comments above and added to the iist of COCs .

2. SSCGs for COCs in Seil Vapor: The approved revised SSCGs for protection of human
health are provided in Table 2. As described above, they have been adjusted {0 take into
account recent guidance.  In addition, SSCGs shall be revised if necessary to take into
account cumulative risks and the final HHRA Report.

SSCGs for COCs i Groundwater: The approved revised SSCGs for groundwater are
provided in Table 3. As described above, the SSCGs for TPH have been adjusted to
address applicabie water quality objectives.

L

The CAO required Shell to submit the RAP to the Executive Officer no later than 60 days after the
Executive Officer’s approval of the Pilot Test Report, In a letter dated April 25, 2013, the Regional
Board revised the due date for the RAP to 45 days following approval of the SSCGs. Therefore, in
accordance with the revised due date, Shell is now directed to submit the RAP on March 16, 2014 {0 the
Executive Officer for review and approval. The RAP shall take into zccount the requirements set forth in
the CAQ under Paragraph 3, including an evaluation of all available options for remediation, and is based
on the comments in this fetter and the revised approved SSCGs set forth in Tables 1, 2, and 3 attached to
this letter.

To be consistent with the CAQ, the RAP shall include, at a minimum:

A, Remedial Alternatives: The RAP shall consider all technologies that were pilot fested,
including bioventing, as alternatives. The RAP shall be developed to address COCs in
soils in the soil intervals consistent with these comments. The sereening FS alternatives
in the Revised Report that address this requirement include Alternatives 3B and 4B.
Atthough other alternatives set forth in the screening FS may also be addressed in the
RAP, the RAP and environmental analysis must address Alternatives 3B or 4B to take
into account the revised SSCGs set forth in Tables 1, 2, and 3. Consistent with State
Water Board Resolution 92449, the RAP shall evaluate the alternatives with respeet 1o
cffectiveness, feasibility, and cost and propose a remedy or remedies that have a
substantial likelihood to achieve compliance, within a reasonable time frame, with the
cleanup geals and objectives,

B. Relocation Plan: The RAP shall provide a preliminary relocation plan for residents of the
Carousel Tract during remedial activities. The relocation plan shail be based on the
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environmental analysis to be submitled in the RAP such that residents are not exposed to
COCs or other environmental impacts during the cleanup. A final relocation plan shall be
submitied following approval of the RAP.

Soil Remediation Boundaries: Shell developed site-wide shallow soil concentration
contours for discrete depths of 2, 5, and 10 feet below ground surface in the Site
Delineation Report. Shell shall consider the results in the Site Delineation Report, soil
concentrations contours and the resulis of the property-by-property investigations in
developing the RAP. :

@

. Residual Slabs: The RAP shail consider the removal of residual slabs as discussed in the
Regional Board’s response to the Assessment of Environmental Impact and Feasibility of
Removal of Residual Concrete Reservoir Slabs in a letter dated, January 13, 2014 where
necessary to protect human health and water quality and address nuisance concerns.

L. Soit Management Plan: The RAP shall inciude a proposed Soil Management Plan for al}
soils containing COCs, The RAP shall address on-going monitoring requirements and
identification of other governmental agencies that may be responsible for implementing
the Soil Management Plan,

The Regional Board concurs with the comments provided by OEHHA dated December 16, 2013 and the
Expert Panel dated December 18, 2013, The RAP should address the comments by the Expert Panei that
are not already addressed in this letier.

In addition, Shell is directed 1o concurrently submit with the RAP (1) the final HHRA Report and (2)
draft environmental documents consistent with the California Environmental Quaiity Act (CEQA)
analyzing the potential environmental impacts associated with remediation alternatives considered in the
RAP. :

The RAP shall address any arcas that the HHRA Report identifies that will not meet the remedial action
objectives (RAOs) of a cancer risk of 1 X 10" and non-cancer risk of 1. The RAP shall ensure that these
areas shall be remediated to meet the RAOs.

In summary, the RAP, HHRA Report, and environmental documents are due to the Regional Board by
5:00 pm on March i, 2014,

Following receipt of the required documents, the Regional Board will provide an opportunity for Expert
Panel, OEHHA, other agencies, and public review and comment. Following its review of the documents
and comments, the Regional Board will consider certification of the environmental documents and
approval of RAP.

The due date for the above required documents constitutes an amendment to the requirements of Cleanup
and Abatement Order No. R4-201 1-0046 originally dated March 11, 2011, All other aspects of Order No.
R4-2011-0046 originally dated March 11, 2011 and amendments thereto, remain in full force and effect.
Pursuant to section 13330 of the California Water Code, failure to comply with the requirements of Oeder
No. R4-2011-0046 by the specified due date, including the due date for the RAP, HHRA Report and
CEQA documents set forth in this letter, may result in civil lability administratively imposed by the
Regional Board in an amount up to five thousand dollars ($5000) for each day of failure fo comply.

The State Water Board adopted regulations requiring the electronic submittals of information over the
lnternet using the State Water Board GeoTracker database. You are required not only te submit hard




Mr. Doug Weimer - 10 - January 23, 2014
shell Oil Products US

copy reports required in this Order but also to comply by uploading all reports and correspondence
prepared to date and additional required data formats to the GeoTracker system. Information about
GeoTracker submittals, including links to text of the governing regulations, can be found on the Internet
at the following link:

hitp://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/ ust/electronic_submittal

Please note that, the Regional Board requires you to include a perjury statement in all reports submitted
under the CAO. The perjury statement shall be signed by a senior authorized Shell representative {and not
by a'consultant). The statement shall be in the following format:

“ 1, [NAME], do hereby declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws of State of California, that T am
[JOB TITLE] for Shell Oil Company that | am authorized to atiest to the veracity of the information
contained in [NAME AND DATE OF REPORT] is true and correct, and that this declaration was
executed at [PLACE], ISTATE), on DATE]L”

If you have any questions, please contact the project manager, Dr. Teklewold Ayalew at (213) 576-6739
(tayalew@waterboards.ca.gov) or Ms. Thizar Tintut-Williams, Site Cleanup Unit I Chief, at (213) 576-
6723 (twilliams@waterboards.ca.gov).

Sincerely,

ém‘:&-ﬁ_u“j -,
Samuel Unger, PE
Executive Officer

Attachments:  Table 1: Site Specific Cleanup Goals, Soil (revised Table 9-2)
Table 2: Site Specific Cleanup Goals, Soil Vapor (revised Table 9-3)
Table 3: Site Specifie Cicanup Goals, Groundwater (revised Table G-4)
$S5CGs Development Support Documents References
Comments from the Expert Panel dated January 14, 2014
Regional Board Staff Internal Memorandum | dated December 16, 2013
Comments from the Expert Panel dated December 18, 2013
Regionai Board Staff Internal Memorandum 2 dated December 23, 2013
OEHHA Memorandum dated November 21, 2013
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List

yanice Hahn, Honorable Congresswoman, US House of Representatives,
California’s 44th District

Isadore Hall, 11, Assembiy member, 64th Assembly District

Mark Ridley-Thomas, Supervisor, Second District County of Los Angeles

Jim Drear, Mayor of Carson

Michael Lauffer, Office of Chief Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board

Frances McChesney, Office of Chief Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board

James Carlisle, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment

Robert Romero, Department of Toxic Substances Control

Alfonso Medina, Los Angeles County Department of Health

Angelo Bellomo, Los Angeles County Department of Heaith

Bill Jones, Los Angeles County Fire Department

Barry Nugent, Los Angeles County Fire Department

Shahin Nourishad, Los Angeles County Fire Department

Miguel Garcia, Los Angeles County Fire Department

lackie Acosta, Carson Acting City Manager

Sheri Repp-Loadsman, City of Carson

Ky Truong, City of Carson

Karen A. Lyons, Shell Oil Products US

Alison Abbott Chassin, Shell Oil Products US

Roy Patterson, URS Corporation

Chris Osterberg, URS Corporation

Michelle Vega, Edelman

Rebert Ettinger, Geosyntec

Mark Grivetti, Geosyntec

Thomas V. Girardi, Girardi and Keese Lawyers

Robert W. Bowcock, Integrated Resource Management, LLC

Deanne L. Miller, Morgan, Lewis & Rockius LLP

Patrick Denuis, Gibson Dunn
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Los Angeles Hegional Water Quality Control Board

February 10, 2014

Douglas J. Weimer

Shell Gil Products US
Environmental Services Company
20945 S, Wilmington Avenue
Carson, CA 90810

SUBIECT: CLARIFICATION AND REVISION OF REGIONAL BOARD’S JANUARY 13,
2614 REVIEW OF ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AND
FEASIBILITY OF REMOVAL OF RESIDUAL CONCRETE RESERVOIR
SLABS PURSUANT TO WATER CODE SECTION 13304

SITE: FORMER KAST PROPERTY TANK FARM LOCATED SOUTHEAST OF THE
INTERSECTION OF MARBELLA AVENUE AND EAST 244TH STREET,
CARSON, CALIFORNIA (SCP NO. 1230, SITE ID NO. 2046330, CAO NO. R4-
2011-0846)

Dear Mr. Weimer:

On January 13, 2014, the Executive Officer of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Contro! Board
(Regional Board) sent you 2 letfer by email’ regarding the Report titled Assessment of Environmental
Impact and Feasibility of Removal of Residual Concrete Reservoir Siabs (Residual Concrete Siab
Report), which was prepared by URS Corporation on behalf of Shell Oil Products US (Shell) regarding
the above-referenced Site. The lanuary 13, 2014 letter provided the Regional Board’s comments and
dircctives regarding the Report. That letter incorrectly referred to the applicable regulatory standards, On
January 23, 2014, the Regional Board sent you a letter regarding Shell’s Site-Specific Cleanup Goal
Report {S5CG Report}, which includes a directive regarding the residual concrete slabs. The purpose of
today’s letter is to clarify and revise the January 13, 2014 letter with respect to the Regional Board’s
regulatory authority and intent regarding residual concrete slabs and to make a corresponding revision to
the January 23, 2014 letter,

The January 13, 2014 letter referred to state regulations found at California Code of Regulations, title 23,
division 3, chapter 16, article 7 (Chapter 16). The Chapter 16 regulations apply to underground storage
tanks as defined in California Health and Safety Code section 25281, which specifically excludes the type
of structure used to store oil at the tank farm. Because the Chapter 16 regulations do not apply to the type
of tanks that were once present at the Site, the reference to those regulations in the January 13, 2014 jetter
is incorrect. '

‘the January 13, 2614 letter also directed that Shell inciude in the Remedial Action Plan (RAP) a proposal
to: “Either remove the residual concrete slabs as appropriate or isolate the residual concrete slabs beneath

' Wole that the letter was dated Jenuary 8 2013, but it was not actually sent to Mr. Weimer and the Interested Partics until
January 13, 2014, so January 13, 2014 is the effective datc of the letter,

Manmia Munanan, cran | Bamuel UNGER, EXECUTIVE OFFIGER

320 West 4th 3L, Suite 200, Los Angeles. CA 36013 | www . waterboards.ca.govwiesangeles
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the foundation of the homes and paved areas using engineering techniques to the extent necessary 1o
address long term health risks or nuisance concerns.”

The regulatory standards that apply to determining the appropriate remedial action at the Site are
contained in State Water Resources Control Board Resolution 92-4% - “Policies and Procedures for
Investigation and Cleanup and Abatement of Discharges Under Water Code Section 13304 - (Resolution
§2-49). not the Chapter 16 regulations. Resolution 92-49 sets forth the policies that apply to investigation
and cleanup of wastes that could impact water quality or cause nuisance that are subject to Water Code
section 13304, Resolution 92-49 requires the Regional Board to ensure that cleanup levels that are less
stringent than background comply with California Code of Regulations, title 23 CCR, section 2550.4,
which in turn requires that the cleanup level selected take into account various factors and result in a
cleanup that is the most stringent economically and technically feasible.

Pursuant to Resolution 92-49, the RAP should present remedial options that will achieve the site-specific
cleanup goals for the constituents of concern consistent with Resolution 92-49, With respect to the
residual concrete slabs, the remedial options should address the constituents of concern associated with
the slabs, such as contaminated soil adhering to the slabs, that pose long term health risks, water quality,
or nuisance concerns, particularly for residual concrete slabs encountered during excavations.

The directive portion of the January 13, 2014 letter is replaced as follows. Shell shall identify in the
RAP:

¢ Remedial options to address long term health risks, water quality, and nuisance concems caused
by constituents of concerns associated with residual concrete slabs that will meet the approved
site-specific cleanup goals consistent with State Water Resources Control Board Resclution 92-
49,

Inits January 23, 2014 letter regarding the revised SSCG Report submitted by Shell, the Regional Board
revised some of the 55CGs proposed by Shell and directed Shell to submit a RAP by March 10, 2014
based on the revised SSCGs. Paragraph D of the fanuary 23, 2014 letter regarding the SSCG Report
stated: “The RAP shall consider removal of the residual slabs as discussed in the Regional Board's
[fanuary 13, 2014 letter] where necessary to protect human health and water quality and address nuisance
concerns.”  Because today’s letter clarifies and revises the directive set forth in the January 13, 2014
letier, the letfer of January 23, 2014 is hereby revised to replace the directive regarding the residual
conerete slabs consistent with today’s letier to state:

e D. Residual Slabs: The RAP shall consider remiedial options to address long term health risks,
water quality, and nuisance concerns consistent with the Regional Board’s response to
Assessment of Environmental Impact and Feasibility of Removal of Residual Concrete Reservoir
Slabs in a letter dated January 13, 2014, as revised and clarified in the Regional Board’s letter
dated February 10, 2014,

In addition, the January 13, 2014 letter requested Shell to map the known locations of the residual
concrete siabs and appurtenance releases, where feasible. To clarify, the Regional Board does not expect
Shell to conduct more onsite investigations regarding residual concrete slabs and appurtenance releases at
this time, but expects Shell to address remadial options in the RAP as addressed above.
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I you have any guestions, please contact the project manager, Dr. Teldewold Ayalew at (213) 576-
6739 (tayalew@waterboards.ca.gov), or Ms. Thizar Tintut-Williams, Site Cleanup Uni¢ 1T Chief, at
(213) 876-6723 (twilllams@waterboards.ca.pov).

Sincerely,

Sapmsce [ g
Samuel Unger, PE
Executive Officer

ce Janice Hahn, Honorable Congresswoman, US House of Representatives,

California’s 44th District '

Isadore Hall, 11, Assembly member, 64th Assembly District

Mark Ridley-Thomas, Supervisor, Second District County of Los Angeles

Jim Dear, Mayor of Carson

Michael },auf fer, Office of Chief Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board

Frances McChesney, Office of Chief Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board

James Carlisle, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment

Robert Romero, Department of Toxic Substances Control

Alfonso Medina, Los Angeles County Departiment of Health

Angelo Bellomo, Los Angeles County Department of Health

Bill Jones, Los Angeles County Fire Departinent

Barry Nugent, Los Angeles County Fire Department

Shahin Nourishad, Los Angeles County Fire Department

Miguel Gareia, Los Angeles County Fire Department

Jackie Acosta, Carson Acting City Manager

Sheri Repp-Loadsman, City of Carqon

Ky Truong, City of Carson

Karen A. Lvons, Shell Oil Products US

Alison Abbott Chassin, Shell Oil Products US

Roy Patterson, URS Corporation

Chris Osterberg, URS Corporation

Michelle Vega, Edelman

Robert Eitinger, Geosynies

Mark Grivetti, Geosyntec

Thomas V. Girardi, Girardi and Keese Lawyers

Robert W. Bowcock, Integrated Resource Management, LLC

Deanne L. Miller, Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP

Patrick Dennis, Gibson Dunn




Carousel Tract Environmental Investigation Timeline

ignificant Actions/Reports

March 11, 2008

DTSC informed LARWQOCR about
former Shell Oil Company Tank
Farm

May 2008 LAWRGCE initiated an
environmental investigation
December 2008 LAWRQCB approved proposed

work plan submitted by Shell to
investigate contaminates of
concern

December 31, 2008

LARWQCB issued California
Water Code § 13267
Investigative Order

QOctober 15, 2009

Shell submitted Final Phase | Site
Characterization Report

March 2011

LARWOQCB issued Cleanup and
Abatement Order No. R4-
201100046

February 22, 2013

Shell submitted Site-Specific
Cleanup Goal Report

May 2013

LAWRQCB issued a fact sheet ~
providing information and
advising of comment period for
Site-Specific Cleanup Goal Report

30-day comment period ending
June 24, 2013

June 24, 2013

City submitted comments o
Site-Specific Cleanup Goal Report

Forwarded reports by Everett &
Associates and Soil/Water/Air
Protection Enterprise

July 18, 2013

City Council conducted
workshop to aliow presentation
by Mr. Sam Unger, Executive
Director of LARWQCB

Presentation by Dr. Lorene
Evereti and James T. Wells PhD
raising concerns related to
environmental conditions

July 29, 2013

City Council adopted Resolution
No. 13-081 declaring the
existence of an emergency in the
Carousel Tract

July 30, 2013 Letters sent to the Governor, Requested immediate
Attorney General, Los Angeles assistance due to emergency
County Board of Supervisors and | conditions in Carouse! Tract
Mr. Unger

July 31, 2013 City staff, Mr. Bob Bowcock, br. | City Council declaration of

Everett and Mr. Wells met with
representatives of Los Angeles
County Fire Department and Los
Angeles County Department of
Public Health

emergency conditions
discussed and copies of Everett
& Associates reports
transmitted for review

August 21, 2013

LARWOQCR sent detailed letter to
Shell denying proposed site-

LARWQCRB incorporated OEHHA
Memorandum dated July 22,




Carousel Tract Environmental Investigation Timeline

Significant Actions/Reports

Notes

specific cleanup goals and
requiring revisions to he
submitted by October 21, 2013

2013 and UCLA Expert Panel
interim Report dated July 24,
2013

September 11, 2013

City letter to Mr. Sam Unger

Expressing appreciation from
City Council and community for
response to Site-Specific
Cleanup Goal Report.

September 24, 2013

LARWQCB community open
house CEQA scoping meeting

Request for input from
community and public agencies
related to evaluation of
environmental impacts.
Comment period ends on
October 8, 2013

September 30 — October 10,
2013

LARWQCSE Public Participation
Specialist to conduct office hours
at city hall

Opportunity for LARWQCS to
meet with residents and
community stakeholders

October 8, 2013

CEQA scoping comments due to
LARWQCB from September 9
through October 8, 2013

Comment letters sent by City of
Carson and Bob
Bowcock/Barbara Post

October 10, 2013

City staff arranging for a meeting
with LARWQCB, LACOFD, Los
Angeles County Department of
Public Health, OEHHA, Mr.
Bowcack, Dr. Everett and Mr.
Wells PhD,

Review of technical reports and
discussion of public agencies
responses and actions

October 21, 2013

Sheil submitted a Re&;’sed Site-
Specific Cleanup Goal Report to
LARWQCB

Shell proposed to evaluate
options that provide excavation
in specific areas and does not
include any further evaluation
associated with the removatl of
homes.

Cctober 24, 2013

Los Angeles County Depariment
of Public Health Letter to City of
Carson

Letter states there is not an
immediate health threat from
site conditions.

Gcetober 30, 2013

LARWQCR letter to Shell for
review of Community Outdoor
Air Sampling and Analysis Report

Based on statistical tests,
LARWQCS concludes that
outdoor air concentrations do
not differ between the site and
surrounding area. Sheil is
reqitired 1o address OEHHA
comments and to develop a
wark plan for an additional soil-
vapor survey by November 29,
2013, LARWQCSE determined
onJanuary 13, 2014 that no
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further evaluation required.

October 31, 2013

LARWOCB notice on Proposed
Draft Revised Cleanup and
Abatement Order No. R4-2011-
0046

The proposed draft order
names Dole Food Company,
Inc. as an adaoitional responsible
party. Comments and evidence
must be submitted by 12:00
p.m. on December 6, 2013,
Dole Food Company has
requested an extension to
January 2014 to provide
comments, Regional Board
approved extension to January
13, 2014. On January 7, 2014,
Regionat Board approved
extension to January 21, 2014,

November 12, 2013

Letter to Carousei Tract Owners
and Occupants advising of
November 19, 2013 City Council
Workshop

November 19, 2013

City Councii conducted
workshop with Los Angeles
County Department of Public
Health and Los Angeles County
Fire Department

Jdanuary 8, 2014

LARWGQCE respense to
Assessment of Environmental
Impact and Feasibility of
Removal of Residuai Concrete
Reservoir Slabs

Directs Shell to either remove
the residential concrete slabs as
appropriate orisolate the
residual concrete slabs beneath
the foundation of the homes
and paved areas using
engineering techniques to the
extent necessary to address
long term health risks or
nuisance concerns,

January 13, 2014

LARWQCE response to Revised
Community Outdoor Alr
Sampling and Analysis Report

LARWQCR conciudes that
outdoor air concentrations do
not differ between the site and
surrounding area. No further
evaluation required,

January 21, 2014

Dole response t¢ Proposed Draft
Revised Cleanup ond Abatement
Order No. R4-2011-0046

Dole requested to not be
included in the Draft Order
since their subsidiary, Barclay
Hollander Corporation, did not
discharge any of the
contaminants of concern.
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Notes

January 23, 2014

Community meeting organized
by Congresswoman Hahn.

Meeting to hear from residents
and discuss options for
obtaining improved levels of
response from the Regional
Board.

january 23, 2014

LARWQCB response to Revised
Site-Specific Cleanup Goal Report

Regional Board identified
deficiencies in the Shell Revised
Report and divected a remedial
action pian, Human Health Risk
Assessment and other
environmenial documents be
submitted by March 10, 2014,

February 10, 2014

LARWQOCS clarification and
revision to their January 8, 2014
letter (effective date of January
13, 2014) regarding the
Residential Concrete Siab
Report.

Regional Board removed
reference to regulations for
underground storage tanks.




