STATE OF CALIFORNIA
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
CENTRAL COAST REGION

SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR REGULAR MEETING OF MARCH 20-21, 2008
Prepared on March 13, 2008

ITEM NUMBER: 25

SUBJECT: Direct Staff Whether to Pursue RemoVing the Beneficial Use
Designation (Basin Plan Amendment) and Whether to Consider
Institutional Controls as Part of the Site Closure Strategy

DISCUSSION:

The responsible parties for the sclvent discharge from the former Vapor Cleaners located at 951 Del
Monte Avenue in Monterey (site} submitied letters requesting that this item be delayed until July
2008. This supplemental sheet provides Mr. Quinones’ letter dated March 11, 2008 (Attachment 1),
the City of Monterey’s (City) letter dated March 12, 2008 (Attachment 2), and Central Coast Regional
Water Quality Control Board {Central Coast Water Board) staff's response letter to the City and Mr.
Quinones dated March 14, 2008 (Attachment 3). Attachment 2 also includes the City's February 29,
2008 letter request for the Central Coast Water Board to postpone the agenda item to the July 2008
meeting.

Reason for Not Postponing

As described in detail in Attachment 3, Central Coast Water Board staff does not support postponing
this agenda item because:

1. The Central Coast Water Board must comply with State Water Resource Control Board
(State Water Board) Order WQ 2006-0010 (State Board Order);

2. Mr. Quinones and the City will benefit from knowing the outcome of the Central Coast Water
Board’s decision;

3. More site characterization must occur before a site closure decision can be made; and
This item has already been delayed twice without any clear benefit to discussion of
institutional controls or investigation progress.
Staff Report Clarification

In this supplemental sheet, Central Coast Water Board staff provides clarification to the staff report
as follows: '

1. This agenda item requests Central Coast Water Board direction on removing the municipal
drinking water beneficial use designation for site groundwater and use of institutional
controls, to comply with the State Board Order, not the Central Coast Water Board's decision
regarding site closure.
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2. Pages 2 and 8 of the staff report should reflect Central Coast Water Board staffs
recommendation as Option 1.a.i. or Option 1.a.ii.

1. Ifthe Central Coast retains the MUN use:

a. Require the Dischargers to proceed with characterization and cleanup. Direct
Staff to apply the waler quality objective [e.g. Department of Health Services
maximum contaminant level (MCL)] rather than background (i.e., apply State
Water Board Resolution No. 92-49) as the cleanup goal.

i. If cleanup proceeds o reduce waste constituent concentrations below or
at the MCLs, the Executive Officer would be able to close the case and
no institutional controls will be needed because the Site would have
unrestricted use.

ii. If cleanup proceeds to reduce waste constituent concentrations near but
above the MCLs and Staff determine that there is no current threat to
human health or the environment, the Central Coast Water Board would
determine whether closure is appropriate and would require institutional
controls since the Site would not have unrestricted use.

Central Coast Water Board staff recommends Option 1.a.i. or Option 1.a.ii., not Option 1.b. —
to pursue a site containment zone.

3. The site is a typical groundwater cleanup case located in the Central Coast Region. The site
is not unique because of the type of waste discharged, media impacted, or coastal location.
The Central Coast Water Board should not apply preferential treatment for this site because
other dischargers in our region are regulated in a similar fashion and face the same
technological (investigation and cleanup) and financial challenges.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Mr. Quinones Letter dated March 11, 2008 (received via email on March 12, 2008)
2. City Letter dated March 12, 2008
3. Central Coast Water Board letter dated March 14, 2008

SiSite  Cleanup ProgramiRegulated Sites\Monterey Co\City of Monterey'951 Del Monte - Vapor Cleaner\Board
Meetings\Supplemental Sheetwvapor supp sheet Mar 08 option 1.doc
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March 11, 2008

Jeffery S. Young, Chairperson
Board Members, Each of Them ]
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 895 Aerovista Place, Ste. 101
895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101 San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-75.¢, !
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 -

Subject: Agenda Item 25 Central Coast Board Consideration of State Water
Resource Control Board Remanded Evaluation of Beneficial Use
Designation.

Dear Central Coast Board Members:

I ask you for a continuance of our appearance before the Central Coast Water Quality Control
Board (Central Coast Beard), which was scheduled for March 21, 2008 by Central Coast Board
staff. Various Interested Parties have just now been appraised of Central Coast Board staff plans
and characterization of the items at issue in this case. Namely the State Water Resources Control
Boards designation of the site’s beneficial uses to you the Central Coast Board members and
State Water Resources staff stating no beneficial ground water source at this site. As well as Mr.
Darrin Pholemus head of the Calif. Department of Water Quality stating (Dec. 13, 2006 Board
meeting) the site should be closed, and respond to several potential proposals for institutional
controls relevant to the site at 951 Del Monte Avenue. We would like to be able to work with the
Board staff to review technical information and evaluate what is needed to implement
institutional controls.

It has taken considerable time for all responsible parties to get together. Now that we are
working together we can move forward at an acceptable pace for the Board staff.

After evaluation of over twenty years of data dating back to 1987, reasonable options such as
institutional controls including deed restrictions, deed restrictions for City owned property, and a
well prohibition zone should go a long way towards safeguarding the environment and public
health, especially in light of the documented fact that there is no sustainahle groundwater
resources at the site.

Being a senior citizen and a small business owner I personally do not have either the economic
resources or the extra time to move at the pace in which the Central Coast Board staff is just now
asking with the release of the staff report that are only just being delivered to the Interested
Parties in this case. Being self employed means I am responsible for the day to day operations of
a business which requires long hours, and puts a tremendous amount of strain on what little time
1 do have for myself. My workweek is usually six days, and if equipment repair or maintenance is
needed I have a seven-day week,

Within the next 30 days we want to characterize the three requests of the Ragional Boards letter
from Oct. 3, 2008, and how to reach those goals. The next 30 days would be implementing our
approach. The final 30 days would be the tima needed to prepare this information for the
Regional Board meeting.

I am asking that you be equitable by granting me and the City of Monterey’s request for
continuance of the deadlines set by Central Coast staff, so that we may have the opportunity to
properly prepare and accurately represent the issues at hand before you, the Central Coast Water
Board.

Thank you,

AN 9

Curtis D. ones

Supplementai Sheet Item No. 25
Attachment 1
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895 Aerovista Place, Ste. 101
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-7uu |

Mayaor,
CHUCK DELEA SALA

Councittnembers: . March 12, 2008

LIBBY DOWNEY
JEFIF HAFERMAN
MNANCY SELFRIDGE
FRANK SOLLECITO
Guymese,  Roger Briggs
Executive Officer
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Subject: Former Vapor Cleaners Site, 951 Del Monte Avenue, March 21 Agenda ltem
25

Dear Mr. Briggs:

This |etter is in response to the February 11, 2008 Staff Report regarding the former
Vapor Cleaners Site ("Site"), agenda item 25 on the Regional Board’s March 21
agenda. As you know, Item 25 follows up on State Board Order WQ-2006-0010,
which directed that the Regional Board consider deed restrictions or other institutional
controls and/or a Basin Plan amendment to support closure of the Site. Staff
generally has recommended the institutional control approach rather than the Basin
Plan amendment approach to the closure of this site.

City of Monterey staff concur that institutional controls should provide an appropriate
basis for closing this site. Based upon City staff's evaluation to date of the available
technical information, we believe that deed restrictions on certain City-owned
properties should be sufficient to support site closure, and that a broader well-
prohibition ordinance suggested in the Staff Report is probably unnecessary.
However, we recognize that additional technical evaluation needs to be performed to
support these conclusions, and we intend to work with staff to reach an appropriate
resolution.’

The City is concerned, however, that the description of the Site contained in the Staff
Report could leave the Board with an inaccurately negative impression of the Site and
its current status. This letter briefly summarizes the cleanup history of the Site and the
available monitoring data and describes the reasons why the City currently
recommends that the institutional controls be limited to deed restrictions on City-
owned properties alone.

' Because the City recognizes that additional technical work is needed, we previously
requested that this matter be continued to the July Regional Board meeting in Watsonville.
See Attachment A, February 29 letter. We respectfully request that the requested continuance

be granted by the Board. Supplemental Sheet item No. 25
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As recognized in the Staff Report, the former Vapor Cleaners facility closed
approximately eight years ago. A soil vapor extraction system was operated in 1990
and 1991 that reduced soil vapor concentrations by over 80%. Then, in 2002,
significant quantities of contaminated soil and groundwater were removed from the
site, responding to the discovery of five previously unknown USTs.

The Staff Report generally discounts the extensive soils cleanup undertaken in 2002
as not being “targeted” at the PCE contamination. This characterization, however,
understates the scope, nature and resulting benefits of the 2002 cleanup. Specifically,
approximately 1200 cubic yards of the most contaminated soils were removed from an
approximately 40 by 70 foot area of the Site, together with the associated
groundwater. By way of comparison, the overall Site is approximately 50 by 130 feet
in size, so nearly half the area of the Site was excavated. The location of the 2002
sails removal is shown in Attachment B (Figure 4 to April 18, 2006 Remediation
Testing and Design Report). :

As described in Attachment C (October 28, 2005 Remediation Testing and Design
Report, page 3), “The excavation extended to depths of 8-, 12- and 15-feet below
grade. The deeper portions of the excavation were focused on those areas with the
highest levels of remaining contamination . . . .” This excavation took place in an area
where the groundwater bearing zone ranges from 20- to 25- feet below grade, a depth
just above the level where bedrock is encountered. Id. In other words, the excavation
averaged approximately half the depth to bedrock in the areas where it was
performed.

This excavation was very effective in reducing the sources of PCE, as demonstrated
by the more than 85% reduction in groundwater concentrations in MVV-7 during the
subsequent several years. See Attachment C, Figure 1. Because extensive soils
removal has aiready taken piace, and in fight of the fact that the residual
contamination appears to be limited to City-owned properties, additional soils removal
or other active remediation would not be cost effective.

The groundwater monitoring data also show that elevated groundwater concentrations
of PCE (i.e. above the 5 ppb MCL) generally occur only directly under the Site, which
is now owned by the City of Monterey and dedicated to open space uses (see
Attachment D, exhibit of City and State owned lands; See Attachment E April 18, 2006
Remedial Testing and Design Report, Table 2). Moreover, the Site is entirely
surrounded by lands owned by the City of Monterey and the State of California, also in
open space uses. It is on this basis that the City of Monterey concludes that deed
restrictions on City-owned properties should be sufficient to support site closure. *

?In order to make a focused presentation, only the cover pages and referenced pages are
included in the Attachments to this letter. |t is the City's understanding that ali of the reports
referenced in this letter have previously been provided to the Regional Board, and will be
inciuded in the record of these proceedings. To ensure completeness of the record, however,
the City also anticipates providing copies of the key reports by the Monday, March 17 deadiine.
* Regional Board Staff have also suggested that potential future desalination plants could
change groundwater movement patterns in a way that would increase the risk from the Site.
However, as show by Attachment F (map of potential desalination sites), the nearest proposed




That being said, the City recognizes that additional technical work needs to be
performed to support this conclusion before the Regional Board can approve site
closure. Specifically, during the requested continuance period, the City proposes to
work with Mr. Quinones, the discharger, to prepare a technical report that synthesizes
the existing information regarding the Site for the focused purpose of evaluating the
appropriate nature and scope of institutional controls. If additional data is needed to
support these conclusions, the report will also recommend specific actions to obtain
the needed information. In particular, we will address the statement on page 14 of the
Staff Report that "further characterization and confirmation sampling of groundwater
near Ei Estero Lake and Monterey Bay is necessary .. . ."

We understand that Mr. Quinones also has requested that the Basin Plan be amended
to de-designate the groundwater under the site and in the immediate area as a
drinking water source. We would agree based upon the expert evidence provided,
including the State Board staff's own evaluation, that this aquifer is not a viable source
of drinking water, and that redesignation would be appropriate. Attachment G (August
15, 2006 SWRCB Technical Report prepared by Dennis Parfitt, Division of Water
Quality). However, given that consideration of a less administratively cumbersome
alternative (institutional controls) has been directed by the State Board, redesignation
may not be needed so long as the tack of potential municipal uses at the Site is fully
considered in the site closure decision. Given Mr. Quinones’ interest in pursuing a
redesignation, and the Staff Report's lack of any new information suggesting actual or
potential municipal uses at the site, the City requests that the Regional Board defer
making a decision on this question now (Staff Report, page 2, option 2 for complying
with State Board Order requirement 1).

The City also notes that the Staff Report is internally inconsistent on whether a
containment zone would need to be designated in order to support site closure based
upon institutional controis. On page 2 of the Staff Report, staff recommends what it
labels option 1.a.ii, which is site closure based upon institutional controls, and does
not recommend what it labels option 1.b, which would include establishment of a
containment zone. Later in the Staff Report, including in the conclusion on 15, this
recommendation is less clear. In any event, the State Board order directed
consideration of institutional controls without mention of a containment zone
designation. In the particular circumstances of the Site, where it is acknowledged that
the aquifer is not an actual or potential drinking water source, and where the Site and
the surrounding properties are all in public use as open space, the additional
administrative steps of a containment zone designation would appear unnecessary.

Staff recommendation 1.a.ii on page 8 also inappropriately prejudges the standard for
closure based upon institutional controls, specifically that waste constituent

facility is over a mile distant, so the City does not believe that this is a material concern in the
specific circumstances presented by the Site.

* Because the City intends to cooperate fully in undertaking these next steps, and there is no
evidence that the contamination poses an eminent threat to the environment or human health,
additional formal enforcement measures, such as a new CAQ, would be premature and
unnecessary.




concentrations be “near but above the MCLs." The reference to *near” the MCLs is
unclear, and in any event the appropriate inquiry should be whether the proposed
institutional controls (and any additional measures to-be developed) will ensure
protection of human health and the environment.

Finally, Staff has expressed concern over the precedential effect of a site closure
based on institutional controls. To begin with, that is what the State Board has already
directed the Regional Board to consider. In any event, the City doubts that other
dischargers will be eager to request what has been accomplished at this Site, which is
the transfer of the property and all of the surrounding properties into public ownership
for open space purposes, in a situation where extensive soils removai has already
occurred and the affected aquifer is known to be unusable for municipal purposes,
The City’s requested approach, taken as a whole, is not likely to create an attractive
precedent, and certainly not one that the Regional Board will have difficulty
distinguishing in the future.

In sum, we look forward to working with the Regional Board and its staff to bring this
- matter to a proper resolution under the parameters established by the State Board.

Sincerely,

Chuck Della Sala
Mayor

C. City Manager
Director Plans, Engineering and Environmental Compiliance
City Attorney
Housing and Property Manager
City Engineer
Mr. Quinones
Karyn Steckling, RWQCB
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Mayor:
CHUCK DELLA SALA Roger Bnggs

Counclrmembers: Executive Officer

wrrnareran  Central Coast Reglonal Water Quality Control Board
NANCY SELFRIDGE 805 Aerovista Place, Suite 101

FRANK SOLLEGITD San Luis Obispo, CA 83401

City Manager:
FRED MEURER
. Subject: " Former Vapor Cleaners Site, 951 Del Monte Avenue — Conceptual
Institutional Controls

Dear Mr. Briggs:

This letter is in response to your October 3, 2007 letter (signed by John Robertson)
regarding the above-gntitled. As you know, your letter followed up on State Board Order
WQ-2006-0010, which directed that the Regional Board consider desd restrictions or
other institutional controls and/or a Basin Plan amendment to support closure of the Vapor
Cleaners Site in Monterey. Your letter requested the City to consider deed restrictions on
the subject property (951 Del Monte Avenue), deed restrictions on other nearby City
owned properties, and the adoption of a broader well prohibition ordinance. it also
requested, but did not specify the nature of, additional investigations to determine whether
the contamination plume poses health risks in these areas. Your letter did not discuss the
option of pursuing a Basin Plan amendment. . '

Subsequent correspondence identified a target date for bringing this matter to the Board
at the next meeting in Salinas, which will be held on March 21. Although progress has
been made in addressing your requests, as discussed below, at this point we
unfortunately do not believe that it will be possible to resolve all of the technical and policy
issues raised by your request in time to prepare an item for that meeting. Accordingly, we
respectfully request that this matter be rescheduled for the July 11 meeting to be held in
Watsonville,

City staff agree that institutional controls are an appropriate basis for closure of this site,
and would recommend to the City Council that deed restrictions be adopted for 951 Del
Monte, at minimum. It also appears that the encumbrance-of other City-owned properties
may well be needed, but staff believes that its recommendation to the council should be
based on technical information showing that such restrictions are in fact needed. A
broader well prohibition ordinance affecting non-City properties raises both the necessity -
tssue as well as policy issues since third parties would be affected. Monterey County may
also need to become involved as your letter indicates. All of this will require further
technical and policy evaluation. From the opinions of experts who have been involved in
this project, it's likely that the contamination is contained within the City owned properties.
However, without knowing what your agency's expectations are with respect to the
additional investigations that may be required, and the resulting basis for the actual scope
and nature of the institutional controls, we are not vet prepared to make a detailed
recommendation to our City Council regarding these measures.

CITY HALL « MONTEREY » CALIFORMIA + 03040 » 831.6846.37680 * FAX 831.546.3793
web Sl htip:/rwww.monierey.org

ATTACHMENT A




Feb 29, 2008
page 2 of 2
951 Del Monte Ave.

Since his operations were the source of the contamination and the City is only a
subsequent purchaser, Mr. Quinones is the party that we will be looking towards to
provide the “additional investigations” called for in measure 2 and definition of the “aquifer
characteristics” cailed for in measure 3 and any other issues relating to the definition of
the contamination or technical measures to be taken. We have been in discussions with
Mr. Quinones regarding these issues, but progress towards resolution has been
somewhat irregular. At this time, it appears that there is considerable information about
the hydrogeology of the subject site and the status of contamination in the area. Mr.
Quinones and his team of experts need additional time to synthesize the existing
information that is available, and for City staff to work with your staff to further define the
scope of appropriate institutional controls, including deed restrictions and a potential well
prohibition zone. Once this has been accomplished, we will have the information that we
need to make a decision and recommendation to our City Council that we can present for

approval by your agency.

Mr. Quinones also has requested that the Basin Plan be amended to de-designate the
groundwater under the site and in the immediate area as a drinking water source. We
would agree based upon the expert evidence provided (including the Board’s 2006
Technical Report prepared by Mr. Parfitt) that this aquifer is not a viable source of drinking
water. Although the institutional control approach may be a more efficient pathway to site
closure, we are informed that Mr. Quinones remains interested in exploring that option as

well,

Thank you for your continued consideration of this matter and please do not hesitate to
contact me if you have any questions or concerns. :

Sincerely,

07—
ed Meurer CTT

City Manager

c City Attorney _
Director Plans, Engineering and Environmental Compliance
‘Hpusing and Property Manager ‘
yCﬁy Engineer
Mr. Duke Quinones
Karyn Steckiing, RWQCB
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REMEDIATION TESTING AND DESIGN Review 6f SWRCB Septomber 22, 2005 Memorand
SWRCB/OCC File A-1671 Former Vapor Cleaners, 951 Del Monte Avemne, Monierey, CA

The temporary, very high levels of PCE detected in MW-7 were due to the fact that groundwater

ATTACHMENT C
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TABLE 2 - Summary of Chilorinated Solvent Results
Former Vapor Cleaners, 951 Del Monte Avenue, Monterey, California

Ii _ Concentrations in micrograms per liter {ug/L), parts per billion
Sample Cis- Trans- Yinyl Total
i 11 Date pH ORP | COND | DO PCE TCE 1,2-DCE | 1,2-DCE } chloride VOCs
B MW-4 | 03/13/06 | 7.18 -196 | 4,200 0.90 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 1.7 <LD 1.7
i 06/29/05 | 7.33 135 | 4,300 0.65 <1.0 <10 <10 2.1 1.0 KR |
03/31/05 | 7.15 -179 | 3,000 0.65 <1.0 <1.0 1.7 2.1 2.6 6.4
09/09/04 | 7.55 =317 | 6,600 0.45 <1.0 <L0 1.3 <10 | 16 29
ﬁ 03/16/04 | 7.58 -255 | 4,700 0.45 <1.0 <10 <1.0 2.0 21 4.1
‘ 06/25/03 | 7.5t <172 | 8100 | 0.20 <1.0 <1.0 1.8 1.8 7.4 11.0
09/30/02 | 7.30 -273 1 8,300 0.15 <1.0 <10 4.2 1.5 11 16.7
- Q3/31/02 | 7.40 S35 | 7,500 | CNA <0.5 <0.3 2.0 1.4 8.6 12.0 -
[i 03/06/01 | 6.90 =211 1 3,710 0.17 <1.0 <10 25 24 53 102
08/11/00 | 7.22 -86 | 10,200 { 0.16 S <05 <0.5 © 35 7.5 16 58.5
p 05/25/00 | 7.41 -55 | 19,980 { o.N <035 <05 24 6.5 32 62.5
g 02/15/00 ~ ~ F o~ 0.69 <0.5 <05 30 8.8 23 61.8
12/21/99 | 7.47 -43 10,800 { 0.17 <10 <1.0 29 6.0 32 67.0
09/24/99 | 7.59 -4% | 10,500 | 0.22 <05 <05 27 6.2 15 48.2
- 06/14/99 ~ -104 | 1,700 | 0.15 <20 <2.0. 26 4.9 13 43.9
m 03/10/99 | 7.62 114 | 1z7s0 |o0a2 | <25 <25 47 6.1 <2.5 531
12/23/98 ~ ~ 1 = ~ <235 <2.5 30 <25 n 41
. 06/08/92 | ~ | ~ - ~ <5.0 <50 NA 5.1 <50 | 51
ﬂ o349 | - ~ | - ~ | <04 | <04 | na 12 20 212
12/10/91 ~ L~ -~ ~ <0.4 <0.4 NA 1.7 20 217
03/28/91 ~ ~ ~ ~ <{.5 <0.5 <05 1.2 10 112
ol 05/31/91 ~ ~ ~ ~ <0.5 0.5 27 0.8 <10 28.3.
l 02/21/91 ~ ~ ~ ~ <0.5 <0.5 2.2 <0.5 <10 22
11/15/90 ~ ~ ~ ~ <0.5 <05 5.8 <0.5 <0.5 8.8
! 07/03/90 ~ ~ ~ ~ <05 0.6 7.0 <0.5 <05 . 7.6
I] 01/15/90 ~ ~ ~ ~ <05 1.2 13 <05 | <03 14.2
03/28/85 | 8.30 ~ 15,600 ~ <0.5 9.0 NA 2.0 <1.0 11.0
09/28/88 - ~ ~ ~ <0.5 39 240 <0.5 <10 279
06/18/88 ~ ~ ~ ~ 1,700 <500 NA <500 < 1,000 1,700

D
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I TABLE 2 - Summary of Chlorinated Solvent Results
Former Vapor Cleaners, 951 Del Monte Avenue, Monterey, California
I Concentrations in micrograms per liter (ug/L), parts per billion
Sample Cis- Trans- Vinyl Total
pH ORP | COND DO PCE TCE 1,2-DCE | 1,2-DCE chioride YOCs
) MW-51 03/13/06 | 747 <314 4,800 0.29 <1.0 <1.0 5.7 54 21.1
I 05/29/05 7.46 -1 4,400 0.19 <1.0 <1.0 1.0 1.9 1.7 4.6
03/31/05 7.33 -315 4,000 0.22 <1.0 <1.0 6.1 37 6.3 . 16.1
09/09/04 | 748 =350 5,100 0.14 <1.0 <1.0 10 9.3 17 36.8
l 03/16/04 | 7.60 -370 3,500 0.16 <1.0 < 1.0 8.0 4.8 7.2 20.0
06/25/63 | 7.48 284 4,900 6.13 - <1.0 <10 11 6.6 9.7 273
09/30/02 | 7.30 -345 5,300 0.13 <1.0 <10 - nm 13 25 55
03/31/02 7.31 -336 5,400 NA <0.5 <0.5 21 20 25 66
I 09/27/01 7.54 20 5,400 0.19 1.2 3.1 17 17 61 99.3
08/11/00 | 7.33 241 5,300 0.17 <{.5 <0.5 36 34 31 101
05/25/00 1 T7.48 -186 10,810 0.04 0.73 4.0 29 25 28 86.73
I 021500 |~ ~ ~ 0.39 0.76 L1 17 17 34 69.36
12/21/99 | 7.42 -191 71,600 2.17 < 0.5 0.7 16 13 21 50.7
09/24/99 | 7.67 -233 5,800 0.24 <0.5 0.5 13 11 24 48.5
06/14/99 ~ =245 6,650 0.22 <{0.5 0.84 16 10 17 43.84
I 03/10/99 7.74 -265 6,600 0.14 <0.5 <0.5 17 9.1 14 40.1
12/23/98 ~ - o~ ~ <05 <0.5 17 7.2 16 40.2
08/28/91 ~ ~ ~ ~ <0.5 2.5 25 <Q0.5 17 443
' 05/31/91 ~ ~ ~ -~ <0.5 23 18 48 1.9 27.0
02/21/91 ~ ~ ~ ~ <0.5 2.7 17 6.5 30 56.2
11/19/90 ~ ~ ~ ~ <0.5 2.6 20 1.9 22 52.5
07/03/90 ~ ~ ~ ~ <0.5 2.6 14 6.2 <0.5 . 228
' 01/15/90 y ~ ~ ~ ~ <0.5 2.8 24 6.7 <0.5 335
03/28/89 ~ ~ ~ ~ <10 <10 NA <10 <20 <20
; 09/28/88 ~ ~ ~ ~ <0.5 8.1 © 25 <0.5 <0.5 33.1
I 06/19/88 ~ ~ -~ ~ <5 10 NA <5 <10 10
Iﬁ
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TABLE 2 - Summary of Chlorinated Solvent Results
Former Vapor Cleaners, 951 Del Monte Avenue, Monterey, California

Concenirations in micrograms per liter (ug/L), parts per billion |
Sample ’ ‘ Cis- Trans- Vinyl Total
1) Date pH ORP | COND| DO PCE TCE 1,2-DCE | 1,2-DCE | chioride YOCs
MW-6 | 03/13/06 | 6.86 -126 820 2.79 17 4.2 51 6.2 46 124.4
- 09/29/05 | 6.80 54 890 491 <50 <50 16,000 770 3,500 20,270
03/31/05 | 6.87 -175 650 2.67 16 2.3 28 4.8 17 68.1
09/09/04 | 7.03 -238 1,500 | 4.25 <10 230 7,900 1,200 7,000 16,330
03/16/04 | 6.75 -295 650 0.66 <10 <10 1,000 120 370 1,490
1 06/25/03 | 6.77 -155 1,550 295 1 1,200 <500 10,000 | 1,400 4,200 - 16,800
09/30/02 | 6.73 -229 2,300 | 3.00 480 1,360 31,000 2,400 3,700 38,880
03/31/02 1 6.87 -256 820 NA - < 100 130 5,900 560 910 7,500 | -
09/27/0t | 6.97 17 3,500 ‘NA 920 3,500 29,000 3,700 2,900 40,020
03/06/01 | 690 -99 NA 0.66 10 i3 37 15 120 195
08/11/00 | 7.28 -232 3,600 0.15 3,300 6,300 1,300 680 640 12,220
05/25/00 | T1.12 -111 2,790 0.10 100 780 700 220 470 2,270
02/15/00 ~ ~ ~ 1.76 75 160 110 83 64 492
12/21/99 1 7.55 -201 4,300 0.15 1,100 2,200 720 360 450 4,830
09/24/99 | 7.60 -154 3,400 0.17 1,200 1,100 130 74 94 2,598
06/14/99 -140 1,850 0.11 5.2 240 71 51 120 487.2
03/10/99 | 116 -102 1,045 0.15 12 12 45 16 28 104.6
12/23/98 ~ -~ ~ ~ 110 1,500 1L,100 360 530 3,600
10/07/98 ~ ~ ~ ~ <10 5,100 2,100 - 800 2,300 10,300
08/31/98 ~ ~ ~ ~ < 100 4,300 3,100 760 1,400 9,560
06/23/98 ~ ~ —~ ~ <35 140 230 44 110 524
03/24/98 ~ o~ -~ ~ 42 <5 <5 <5 <35 42
10/0797 | 7.34 ~ 3,500 ~ 520 2,600 930 400 1,100 3,600
05/09/97 | 7.04 ~ 1,600 ~ 34 770 620 150 410 1,584
06/08/92 - - ~ ~ 24 290 NA 370 130 - 814
03/04/92 ~ ~ -~ ~ 640 310 NA 3.3 13 966
1211091 |~ ~ ~ ~ ~ <40 430 NA - 73 83 586
- 08/28/%91 ~ ~ ~ T~ 2,000 2,260 3,800 <250 <250 8,000
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Former Vapor Cleaners,

 TABLE 2 - Summary of Chlorinated Solvent Results

951 Del Monte Avenue, Monterey, California

Concentrations in micrograms per liter (ug/L), parts per billion
Sample Vinyl Total
D chleride VYOCs
MW-7 | 03/13/06 NA -188 1,430 021 9,000 2,800 2,300 <200 240 14,340
09/29/05 | 7.04 10 2,500 0.20 19,000 5,600 4,300 <200 330 29,230
03/31/05 | 717 -76 1,290 .15 16,000 2,400 2,400 <3500 <3500 20,800
12/17/04 | 719 -130 4,800 0.22 34,000 3,100 1,600 <500 <500 38,700
09/09/04 { 7.17 -147 3.200 .11 47,000 2,500 2,000 2,900 < 500 54,800
07/21/04 | T.12 -160 4,000 022 23,000 3,600 3,000 <500 900 30,500
03/16/04 | 7.17 -200 1,750 0.16 37,000 4,000 2,500 < 1,000 < 1,000 43,500
12/08/03 | 7.40 -333 4,800 0.15 63,000 3,100 1,500 < 500 <500 68,200
09/30/03 | 7.27 -281 4,300 0.28 100,000 | . 4,900 2,500 < 1,000 1,000 108,800
06/25/03 | 7.24 -163 5,000 0.16 63,000 3,600 2,600 < 2,000 < 2,000 69,200
12/11/02 | 7.46 -285 7,600 037 | 170,000 6,100 5,100 <2,500 < 2,500 181,200
MW-8 | 03/13/06 NA -254 1,450 0.20 9.7 34 110 40 490 683.7
09/29/05 | 6.78 -289 2,400 0.24 <35.0 41 300 69 210 620
03/31/05 | 7.02 =270 1,150 023 <10 10 150 440 520 1,120
12/17/04 | 6.91 -245 1,800 027 3.1 2,300 2,400 370 570 5,643.1
09/09/04 | 6.83 240 | 5,000 0.20 <1.0 K311 2,100 260 950 3,620
0721/04 | 6.76 -265 1,470 0.55 <10 <10 120 30 760 910
03/16/04 | 6.82 -310 860 0.22 <20 T2 440 - 68 1,600 2,180
12/08/03 | 7.06 -319 7,100 0.22 <10 150 1,500 200 1,500 3,350
09/30/03 | 6.83 -370 3,700 0.22 <20 <20 170 46 1,600 1,816
06/25/03 1 6.91 -198 1 4,100 0.15 <20 <20 <20 490 2,800 3,290
12/11/02 | 7.51 -330 | 11,200 0.08 <20 29 1,600 150 120 1,899
MW-9 | 03/13/06 | 6.68 -301 2,200 0.20 30 120 390 42 100 682
09/29/05 | 650 -283 4,500 0.16 <5.0 21 420 32 16 489
03/31/05 | 692 -305 3,800 0.18 <1.0 7.7 250. 16 72 345.7
12/17/04 | 7.17 .| -286 6,000 031 <10 1.3 25 9.8 20 56.1
09/09/04 | 7.04 -276 4,900 0.14 <10 32 29 5.0 6.1 433
07/21/04 | 6.94 -332 6,500 026 <1.0 1.7 12 2.0 1.6 17.3
03/16/04 | 6.85 -350 3,900 0.13 <1.0 <1.0 81 1.6 11 10.8
12/08/03 | 7.32 <385 4,300 0.10 <0.5 1.6 46 12 8.6 68.2
09/30/03 1 7.13 -343 4,700 0.23 <1.0 1.6 31 6.5 83 47.4
06/25/03 | 6.96 -190 5,600 0.15 <1.0 12 13 2.5 32 19.9
12/11/02 | 7.63 -305 5,000 0.20 <10 1.5 62 10 <10 73.5
MW-10] 03/13/06 NA -308 1,590 0.1% <5.0 <5.0 340 100 1,500 1,940
| 09/29/05 | 7.07 103 4,600 0.12 <350 <50 66 79 290 435
03/31/05 1 7.00 -328 1,540 0.19 <10 <10 4,500 660 4,600 9,760
12/17/04 | 7.34 -295 6,100 0.27 <1.0 39 41 47 490 581.9
09/09/04 | 7.21 -291 5,800 0.11 <10 <§0 1,900 670 5,000 1,570
07/21/04 | 7.14 -281 6,300 0.20 <10 1.9 950 570 5,600 71219
03/16/04 | 7.10 -370 3,100 0.11 <100 85 20,000 2,900 15,000 37,985
12/08/03 | 7.36 -383 5,200 0.10 19 58 220 39 190 456.7
09/30/03 | 734 -375 5,100 (.12 <1.0 1.7 840 150 980 1,971.7
06/25/03 | 7.23 -192 5,800 0.15 1.0 23 3,500 600 3,300 7,903.3
12/11/02 | 7.52 =311 6,700 0.1 100 76 47 8.4 43 274.4

ORP = Oxidation-Reduction Potential in millivolts DCE = dichloroethene
COND = Conductivity measured in micromhos/cm’
DO = Dissolved oxygen measured in milligrams per liter

< 5.0 = not detected at or above method reporting limit

PCE = tetrachiorocthene

TCE = trichloroethene

Soil excavation for Stoddard remediation conducted Oct-Nov 2002,

Vapor extraction system operated onsite August 1990 to July 1991.
Dana & Af S
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TECHNICAL REPORT ,
PETXTION OF MK, CUKTIS D, QUINONES

SWRCB/OCC FILE A-1740

Prepared by:
Dennis Paghitt, CEG 1223
Division of Water Quality

RE: SWRCE/OCC FILE 4-1740, PEYITION OF ME. CURTIS D. QUINONES

This report sddresses the three issues raised by petitioner and outlined in the Mareh 24,
2006 request for technical evaluation from the Water Board Qffice of Chief Counsel;

1.. Reneficial TTans :
2. Biodsgradation
3. Dnvirommental Risk

The specific questions posed by OCC are italisized and then followsd by my Tesponoe.

BACEGROUND

The subject site is located about 200 feet from the edge of Monterey Bay (Fipure 1) in an
arca that was historically ncar the cdge of an estuary. Cica 1580 ur carlier, & broad dike
{to accommiodate a aiiroad edd Del Monite Avenue) was constructed across the
confluence of the estary with the bay creating the 20-acre B] Bstero Like. Presently, the
lake functions to moderate storm water runoff from & 4.5 square mile ephemegsl,
urbanized watershed and is uged as & sovrce of irrigation water in the sumnmer and £all for
the adiacent park and cemetary. s ‘
A dry cleaning establishroent operated ut the sitc continnously for sbuut 80 yeurs. In
January 1987, when workers were zervicing s water main located on city
immediately adjacent to petitioner's site, & strong chemical odor (Tater confinhed to be

- PCE) was discovered in the sandy soil sta depth of about 18 inches. In 2001 five
petroleom USTs were removed from the site. Soil borings were drilled and monitor wells )
were constructed th characterize the extent and magnimde of fugitive petroleum
hydrocarbons and PCE. The data geoerated indieated sp apparent second soutce area of

PCE located near the center of the site about 70-foct south of the relesse discoivored in
1937, . : ;

ATTACHMENT G
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The geology at the site is relatively simple; abont a 22 to 24 foot thickness of fine-to-
coarse sand with minar amounts of &ilt and clay overlying a wave cut terrace of nog-
water bearing bedrock. The hydrelogy however, is complex; over B0% of tie ayuifer is
below mean sea leve] (msl), the water sarface of the lake is maintained at an:elevation of
about 2 to 3 feat mal, the tide] range in Monterey Bay is about -1.5 feet ms] 1o over 6 feet
msl, and the water table at the site varies from about 3 feet msl in the fall to about 4.5 feet
mal in the spring. With the available water level elevation and water quality-date, it can
be inferred that net groundurater flow st the site is to the bay and the lake in fhe winter
and spring (due to groondwatsr mounding from infiltrating rainfall) and from the bay to
the lake in the summer snd fall (due in part to the withdrawal of shont 13,000,000 gallons
[40 acte feet] from the lake for landscape frigation). s

BENEFICIAL USES _ : o

" The Petitioners argue that the Central Coast Water Board incorrectly identified the
Eroundwater basin and beneficial uses that must be protected for groundwater heneath

- the Site. Petitioners alto argue that groundwater meets the criterin for de-designation

" pursuan to State Water Board Resolution No. 88-03, which is incorporated as part of the
Basin Plan. . - ;

What benafirial uver are dmsipnated for the grovmdwarer at the Site? i

“Groundwater throughoat fhic Contral Coastal Dasin --» is suitable for aylcdﬂmu.l water
supply, rmicipal and domestic supply; and industrial use, "t : .

Does groundwater meet the critérig set forth as exémpﬁéu.r in Resolution Mz,E 88-537

Petitioncr asserts that ground water at the site is noz-potable (saline-to-brackish) and
meets the 3,000 ppm total dissolved solids (TDS) criteria of Resolution No. 88-63
exempling the aroundwatcr at the sitc as a source of drinking water, Tl redurd shows
that the TDS® of proundwater sampled from site monitor wells varies spatially,
seasonally, and historically and has ranged from & high of about 30,000 ppm* for

mietals, and nil, . - :

¥ Most of the TDS datw sre derived from electrical coaductivity (EC) measirements collected during well
sampling avente. TR = AT v 0.6 ‘
4 Bex whler bas 2 TDS of about 34,000 pprm.

#3/a8
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groundwater from well MW-3 ia 1987 to a low of about 400 ppm for proundwater from -
well MW-6 in 2004. “the vaciabitity is caused by a combination of factors that inclode
the geometry, character, and positiom of the aguifer berween the bay and the Yake,
sewsonal precipitation pattems, changing land use. and monitor well annstrudtion,

The data show that concentrations of TDS are typically lower in the spring end higher in
. the fall®. This seagonal paitern of fluctusting concanteations is inforred o be'a response
to the influx of winter rainfall and summer and fall seawater intrusion induced by
withdrawals from the lake. The data also show a general decreasing TDS trend for both
the maximium fall concentrations and minimum spring concentrations. This declining
trend is inferred to be 4 response to the conversion of the site from cotomercial land nge
(with largely impermesble ground cover) tn apan xpace. (aad contequent unimpaded
infiltvation of rainfall) in 2001. ;

Monitor well construction, i.e., i purtius of the aquifer scresncd by a well,ig ajso a
factor in the measured TDS concentrations. It has long been known fhat coasta] aguifers
exhibit stroog salinity gradients due in large part to the difference in the densities of salt
water and fresh water”. This phepomencn is apparent when evaluating data dbtained -
" from wells MW-4, MW-5, and MW-6 (see Figure 1). Wells MW-4 and MW-5 are
screensd fram the bedrock contact to about four to five feet below the water toble, Well
MW.6 is screencd from about five feet above the cantaet to near the water table, While
* these wells are equidistant from the bay, the TDS concenteations of pronmdwater samples
[romn well MW-6 have consistendly been less than 3,000 prm {400 ppm to 2,600 ppm,
mea = 1,300 ppm, n=15) while the TDS concentrations of graundwater samples from
wells MW-4 and MW-5 bave typically been thres to five times greater (1,800 ppm to
12,000, mearn = 4,700 ppm, n=27). These data indicate that the saltwatcr/fiesh water
transition zope is about eight t6 ten fect above the bedrock contact. Thus, at the Jocation
of these wells, graundwater in the upper half of the aquifcr (abott 4 to 12 feefbgs) -
qualifies as 2 source of drinking waler per Resolution No. B8-63 while the gréupdwarer
below about 12 feet bes doet not. .
Resolutdon No. 88-63 specifies that water sources which do not produce an average
sustained vield of 200 gallons per day are exceptions to “Smrres of Dirinking Water.” In
this particular case, & domestic sapply well (with a 20 foot sanitary seal) constructed at
the site would Jikely be capable of producing greater than 500 gallons per day. However,
the water produccd wouald-Tikely bave a TDS conceatration uf 5,000 tv 10,000 ppm.

i
'

? About 40 parcent of the TDS manaurcocois obtsined in March, Apeil, od My exveed 3,000 ppm (mean
conceatralion ~3,200 ppm) while sbout 60 percent of the massvrements obmined between Juby and
December oxceed that concentration (focan concentration =3,300 ). - . i

S eg. Wakon, W.C., Groundwater Retource Evaluation, McGmw-Hill, Saa Fraocisca, pp. 194200, 1970,
Todd, D. K., Grotndwater Hydrology, 2% ed., John Wilzy and Sous, New York. pp. 496-502] 1980,
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BIODEGRADATION

The petitioners contend that the water quality objectives at the Site will be m:t within a
reasonable period of time and specifically that applicable maximum rontaminant lavels
will be met within approximately a decode due to biodegradarion. :

if no active remediation is enderwken, how soon will b!adegradaﬁou or nataral
ateniation result in achievement of water quality objectives ind gther applicable warer
qualdty standards? . Z

Petitioners” estimate of the tié. that it will take to meet WQOs is based on water quality
data obtsined from the aualyses of groundwater samples from wells MW-6 (the
replacemuent well for MW-1) aod MW-7. These wells, due to their overly long screg
intervals (15 feet for MW-6 and MW-7 znd 20 feet for MW-1), produce proundwater
sumples diat are negatively biased; i.c., 2 vertical composite szaople of groungdwater.
With regard to dissolved-phase PCE and degradation by-products (TCE, 1,2-DCE, and
vinyl chloride} detected in groundwater samples from these wells, the. reportad
concentrations are analogous to the above discussion of TDS concentrations in site
grounidwater. It can be reasonably inferred from the record that DNAPL PCE is present
in the intorval from the equifcr/bod vock contact to about five to six [esl dlbuve the contact
in'the vicinity of these wells and that shallow groundwater present in the upper half of the
aquifer likely meets WQOs'. While the data suggest that the DNAPL is not wide spread
and of limited mass, moving groundwater that comes in contact with the DNAPL will
contain concentrations of PCE greater than WQOs for decades i not a centuy or roore.

T

Are active remedidtion methods Jeasible at the Site? i
Soll cxcavation aud ieusval uf, thes upper foot or two of the bedrock surface m the ereay
around monitor wells MW-6 and MW.-7 is the only feasible, short term, active remedial
alternative. : .

Would natural attenuation rether than active remediation comply with: the reluirements
nf Resolution Na, 92497 . o

” Reported PCE concentrations in groandwater samplos from well MW1 {complated 6 bedeiek with 8 20
oot sereen) hefore it was destroyed in 1991 and replaced with well MW-6, raaged from 23.5 mg'l o 85
g/t (17% to §0% of PCE's sotubility - sbowt 140 m/l); concentrations iss exmples from woll MW7 -

" {compleeed to bedrock with ¥ 15 foot scroon) have ranged fram 16 mpd o l?ﬂmgfl(l%mlﬂﬂ@oﬂhe

PCE solubifiry). These samples are cempotites of clcan shallow greiindwater ond mww
groundwater flowing theough the DNAPL source zone, This dilubion effec i particulady T whan
tnie vuiaparce the repaited PCR conceattations (.01 maA 192 mg/i) in samples from well MW-§
{screened o § feet above the bedrock contact) with thost for sampies froe MW-1, A groimdwiter spmple
obtaiged in November 2001 from a tewrporary well fastatlation {SB-B, tcreened froms about Sfect to 15 feet
bpz  aboui § feot above the bedrock contact) oented whaut 40 feol uwils ol MW.7, hed a reporcea ~very
strong EVOC odur,” s "sheen ... indicative of the presonce of nou-aquaews phise POE™ aod's PCE
voucentration af 240 mp/l (Soil and Groundwater Investigation Repoct, RTD, Junc 5, 2002). Peported

- eoncentutions in excess of o chanissl’s cahubility i an indication that n noneaqueous pluys -.:51‘u:=

chemical was progeut in the sample.

PAGE B5/88
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With regard to the drinking water beneficial use, yes, “lbere is no reesonable ion

 that groundwater beneath the site will ever be used as a source of drinking m
natral remediation elternative, regardless of the length of tixoe needed to ackieve
drinking water standards, is the preferved option. o )

'ENVIRONMENTAL RISK

The petitioners claim that waste remaining at the Site pores no environmental risk
because, among other things, the waste is not migrating to adjacent water badies.

Culd the ra-mmnmg waste affert the henefivial uses of orber warers?

.In April 1987, 2 soil pas survey was conducted to aid in directing future investigations
relatng o te discharge discovered tn Jaouary”. The survey showed that detectable
concentrations of PCE were present in soil gas from Monterey State Beach 1o the narth to
near the edge of the Jake to the south. Tn December 1987, monitor well MW-2 wag -
installed near the beach and well MW-3 was installed across De] Monte Aveaus near the
lzke (see Figure 1). Analyses of groundwater samyples obtzined from MW-2 in .
Scptember 1988 snd in Januacy and July 1990, hed roparted concontrations (0.6 ppb
less then 10 ppb) of PCE snd/or its degradation products, TCE and 1,2-DCA.: Anplyses
of cight groundwater samples obtained from MW-3 between Decenber 1987and -
February 1991 reported non-detect for all constituentz. The two wells were abandoned in
August 199110, ' .

The beneficial nses of Bl Estero Lake identified in the Central Const Basin Plan are:

Municigal'!
Groundwater recharge® . :
Water contact recreation’! o
Non-contact water recreation ;
Cold freshwater habitat

‘Warm freshwater habitat

Spawning snd reproduction and/or early habitat

Commercial snd sport fishing

& & &8 » v & 08

1
* Califoraia Water Well Staadards (Depactraent of Water Resources Bulletin No.94-50) would rostrict a
Gomestie water supply well [wWith a mmmmmmmmmmumemmpﬁmingm
saline proundwater preseat in the lower two to four feot of the aquifer. A rouicipal supply wall (with &
" muinimom 50 font sanitary sesl) would be restrintsd to production from e non-water bearing badmck.
~ Soil Gas Survey, Yapor Clransrs Property, Mowerey, California, Tewatech, Inc. May 18,1987,
¥ The record indicates that slf involved in the Jnvestigation t that time sgreed the wells szrved no esefu]

E"u‘)‘.'iu: Juke water waz tosted for total coliform and foca! coliform in Nevemiber 1997, The analyses showed
& total colifom valoe of 10,462 cofooies per 100m! and mat for facal coliform at 323 wlonics per 100ml.
The drinking water smandara for fecal coliform is less tham one colony per 100ml. The sourcs of the
colifarm ic likely a combination of ueban mocfl and the loesl ghors bird popuintion. Tha Clty hoe posted
#igms edjacont to the lake baoeing wikc contact recreation - “No Swimming or Wading Allgwed”.

5
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The benaticial uses of the bay ideutified in the Californiz Ocean Plan are:

Indnstrial .

Waler contact recreation

Non-contact water recreition - .
Aesthetic enjoyment oo
Navigation .

Commercial and spart fiching ]

Mariculture (the cultivation of arine organisms for food)

Rarc and esdangered species

Marine habitat

Fish migration

Fish =pawning .

Shelifish harvesting

4 & & 5 0 & P A B oW OPeOe

Of these beneficial uses, water contact reczeation, commercial and sport fishing,
mariculture, marine habitat, and shellfish harvesting in the bay could poteatially be
affected hy the waste: remsining at tha site. The USEPA Nations] Ambient Water
Quality Criteria, Saltwater Aquatic Life Protection, lowest observed effect levels for the
constiteents of concern are: ’ '

ACUTE . CHRONIC
fr————
FCE 10,200 ppb 450 ppb
TCE . 2,000 ppts ==
1ZDCE 24 000pb | =wes
Vinyf chloride - [.-. -

=<~ Jevel not listed.

Is monitoring needed fo ensure that the discharge does not nffact other wam::e?

As a part of the initial investigation in 1987, two momitoring wells were instafled adjacent
to the bay and the'leke (MW 2 and MW 3 sespoctively). A 1991 uarterly repost to the
Regional Board statad that contaminant levels in MW 3 were nou-detect and low ievels
(Tess than 10 ppb) were poriodically detected in MW 2 after over thres years of
monjtoring. Per the 1991 quarterly repart recommendation, MW 2 and MW 3 were
subsequently destroyed without abjection by the Regional Board. i

The findings of low aud non-detect contamninant Jevels away from the immediate sonrce
area are not surprising. The inherent hydranfic dynamic cansed by the unending ebb and
flow of the tide creates a coudilivn where groundwater flow 10 elther the bay br the Jake .
can be viewed ag being metered, episodic pulses at thoge timez of the cycle when the
hydraulic gradient at the site cutweighs the last high tide. Considering ths $ite’s history




ln/87/2686 13:0] 78757568364 LAW OFC HANS HERB

T

' . OCCFILEA-1740 . 8/15/2006

and hydrology, current site conditions are likely at or near stasis and will remair 5o for
the foresessbls fute. ’

The rainfall thut yearly percolates to the wates talle ut Uie sile croates a bargier © the

vapor inhalation and dermal contact cxposure pathway; the ingestion exposuie pathway is

noa-existent, Any contaminant transport in the pulse groundwater discharges to either
the bay or the lake can be inferred to occur aver a diffose area in the sublittaral zone at
elevatious less than dbout -5 fect ms! thus negating any potential exposure of the beach-

- poinp public. Congidering the sbtence of any planaible human expasure scchario,

contipued monitoring of the site would secve no useful purpose,

PAGE ©8/88
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Environmental Frotection

March 14, 2008

Mr. Curtis D. Quinones
Vapor Cleaners, Inc.

P. O. Box 1534

Monterey, CA 93942-1534

City of Monterey
Attn: Mr. Fred Meurer
City Hall

Monterey, CA 93940

Dear Responsible Parties:

SITE CLEANUP PROGRAM: FORMER VAPOR CLEANERS, 951 DEL MONTE
AVENUE, MONTEREY, MONTEREY COUNTY - MARCH 20-21, 2008 BOARD
MEETING ,

This letter: 1) provides background information regarding communications between
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Controt Board (Central Coast Water Board) staff,
the City of Monterey (City), and Mr. Quinones; 2) responds to the City's and Mr.
Quinones' requests for postponement of a pending Central Coast Water Board meeting
agenda item; and 3) provides information regarding Central Coast Water Board meeting
procedures. Based on available information, including materials provided by the City
and Mr. Quinones, we have decided to bring this item to the Central Coast Water Board
for its consideration at the March 20-21, 2008 meeting in Salinas.

1. Background

in December 2006, the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board)
issued Order WQ 2006-0010 (State Board Order). Along with other requirements, the
State Board Order requires the Central Coast Water Board to consider using
institutiona! controls as part of a site closure strategy (e.g., deed restrictions) at the
cleanup site at 951 Del Monte Avenue in Monterey (Site). The City is the current Site
owner.

Discussions with the City and Mr. Quinones, 2006 to 2007

The Central Coast Water Board's April 13, 2007 response letter to Assemblyman Abel
Maldonado (copies sent to Mr. Quinones and City) stated that we originally scheduled to.
bring the State Board Order requirements to the July 6, 2007 Central Coast Water
Board meeting. On April 20, 2007, Mr. Hans Herb (Mr. Quinones’ attorney) notified our
office that he would be unavailable to make the July 6, 2007 meeting because of a

. ' - . Supplemental Sheet ltem No. 25
California Environmental Protection Agency Attachment 3

CCWB Litr dtd 3/14/08

Q":i Recycled Paper
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scheduled trial. For this reason, we rescheduled the item to the December 7, 2007
meeting.

From January 2007 to about July 2007, Karyn Steckling of my staff, tried to coordinate a
conference call with various City staff to discuss whether the City would allow
institutional controls on the Site. Because of scheduling conflicts and turnover in key
City personnel, this call did not happen. The City responded by asking Central Coast
Water Board staff to submit a written request outlining the information necessary, to aid
in the City’s response to the request.

We sent a letter on October 3, 2007, requiring the City provide its position regarding
usage of institutional confrols as part of a closure strategy. The October 3, 2007 letter
required, via California Water Code Section 13267, the City consider (1) recording a
deed restriction on the Site, (2) recording deed restrictions on other, adjacent City-
owned properties, and (3) adopting a well prohibition zone ordinance. We planned to
use the information regarding the City's position to prepare a Staff Report for the
Central Coast Water Board’s decision on the matter. Additionally, the October 3, 2008
letter {copied to Mr. Quinones) indicated that we planned to take the State Board Order
requirements to the December 7, 2007 Ceniral Coast Water Board meeting.

The City did not provide the required information in time to bring the issue to the Centrai
Coast Water Board for the December 7, 2007 meeting, and the City requested
postponing the issue until the March 20-21, 2008 meeting. In a letter dated October 23,
2007 to the City and Mr. Quinones, we agreed to postpone the item to the March 20-21,
2008 meeting, allowing additional time for the City to prepare a response.

City’s February 29, 2008 lefter

On March 3, 2008, we received the City's February 29, 2008 letter (City's February
Letter). The City's February Letter explained that while the City has made progress
towards a response to our October 3, 2007 letter, it will not be able to provide a
response before the scheduled March 20-21, 2008 meeting. The City requested the
Central Coast Water Board postpone this item to the July 11, 2008 meeting in
Watsonville. The City’s February Letter explained that City staff generally agrees that
institutional controls would be appropriate for the Site, but City staff needs additional
technical information before bringing the recommendation to the City Council for
concurrence.

Further Discussions with the City and Mr. Quinones, March 2008

In a March 7, 2008 teleconference, my staff spoke with City staff and Mr. Quinones,
discussing the City's and Mr. Quinones’ request to postpone the item until the July
meeting in Watsonville. Prior to the teleconference, the City and Mr. Quinones had
reviewed the Staff Report on this issue, prepared for the March 20-21, 2008 meeting.
My staff requested the City and Mr. Quinones 1) provide a rationale for again
postponing the item, and 2) submit a list of tasks that each proposed to accomplish prior
to the July Board meeting, shouid this latest postponement request be granted.
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City's March 12, 2008 Letter

In response to our March 7 teleconference request, the City sent a letter on March 12,
2008 (City's March Letter). The City's March Letter reiterated the request to postpone
the item to July, such that the City couid perform additional technical work to support
site closure using institutional controls. This letter did not include a detailed list of tasks
to accomplish before July. In addition, the City's March Letter provided a response to
information provided in the Staff Report.

Mr. Quinones’ March 11, 2008 Letter (received March '12, 2008)

Mr. Quinones March 11, 2008 letter (Mr. Quinones’ Letter) also requested
postponement of the item to allow more time for him to prepare information to present to
the Central Coast Water Board regarding institutional controls.

2. Staff’s Response to Postponement Request

We will bring this item to the Central Coast Water Board for its consideration at the
March 20-21, 2008 meeting in Salinas. We made this determination based on the
following reasons: -

a. Central Coast Water Board’s direction regarding this matter and other related
matters will assist our staff and other parties in moving forward on this site.
Further delays do not serve the interests of the City, Mr. Quinones, or the Central
Coast Water Board. We will provide the Central Coast Water Board with copies
of this letter, the City’s February and March Letters, and Mr. Quinones’ Letier.
This allows the Board to be aware of the requests for delay, the supporting
rationale, and related issues.

b. The State Board Order requires the Central Coast Water Board only to “consider”
institutional controls as a site closure strategy. The State Board Order does not
require institutional controls as a closure strategy. The need for and type of

- institutional controls will be addressed in the future and will depend, in part, on
the Central Coast Water Board’s direction. We agree with the City that more
technical information is needed for the City to proceed with implementing
institutional controls. Board direction will provide some clarity in this area.

c. Although City staff has not obtained the City Council's formal determination
regarding this issue, the City did state in the February Letter, “City staff agree{s]
that institutional controls are an appropriate basis for closure of this site...” This
information alone will assist the Central Coast Water Board in considering what
direction to provide on this matter.

d. The Central Coast Water Board’s decision regarding institutional controls will
help the City Council evaluate institutional controls.

e. The March item requests Central Coast Water Board direction on removing the
municipal use designation for groundwater and use of institutional controls, not a
decision regarding site closure.
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f. No matter what the Central Coast Water Board determines regarding removing
the municipal use designation and/or usage of institutional controls, further
characterization will be necessary at the Site.

g. The City and Mr. Quinones will actually benefit by obtaining the Central Coast
Water Board's position regarding both matters first because the Board’s decision
may better define the scope of further characterization. For example, if the
Board directs staff to develop a Basin Plan amendment to remove the municipal
use designation, this would likely reduce the extent of characterization needed.

h. As the Background Section indicates above, Mr. Quinones and the City have
known that we have been required to bring these matters to the Central Coast
Water Board since the State Board issued the State Board Order on December
13, 2006. Furthermore, Mr. Quinones and the City have known that we would
bring both matters to the Board at the March 20-21, 2008 meeting since our
October 13, 2007 letter. We do not agree with the City or Mr. Quinones that
additional time is needed before the Central Coast Water Board considers both
matters.

3. Board Meeting Information
Written Response

We will include the City’s February and March Letters, and Mr. Quinones’ Letter in a
supplemental submission to the Central Coast Water Board members. If either Mr.
Quinones or the City want to provide additional written responses, you must submit
them to this office by noon on March 18, 2008, in order for us to have time to provide
your written response to the Board Members at the meeting (as stated in the Conduct
for Meeting and Hearing Procedures portion of the March 20-21, 2008 agenda).
Additionally, you must submit the full report referenced as Attachment C (October 28,
2005 Remediation Testing and Design Report, page 3) in the City’s March Letter. This
report has not been previously submitted to the Central Coast Water Board, and is not
currently part of the record.

Board Meeting Written and Verbal Comments

Additionally, you may provide verbal comments at the meeting in Salinas on March 20-
21, 2008. If you decide to provide verbal comments at the meeting, the Central Coast
Water Board requests that you also submit those comments in writing beforehand. You
must submit these written comments to us as soon _as possible. The Central Coast
Water Board allows speakers three minutes for verbal comments. If you would like to
request additional time for yourself or a representative, you must submit your request to
us as soon as possible. The Central Coast Water Board Chair decides whether to
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grant additional time requests, and we will let you know if your request has been
approved.

If you have questions, please contact: Karyn Steckling at (805) 542-4642 or
ksteckling@waterboards.ca.gov or Sheila Soderberg at (805) 549-3592.

Sincerely,

Roger W. Briggs
Executive Officer

S:Site Cleanup Program\Reguiated Sites\Monterey Co\City of Monterey\@51 Del Monte - Vapor CleanerCorrespondence\City
Response letter 03.13.08.doc

cc:

Mr. Hans W. Herb, Law Offices of Hans W. Herb

Mr. Robert Giattino, Remediation Risk Management, Inc.

Mr. Howard Whitney, Remediation Testing and Design, Inc.

Mr. Tim Reeves, City of Monterey

Mr. W.E. Reichmuth, City of Monterey Department of Public Works
Mr. Mr. Rick Marvin, City of Monterey Housing and Property Management
Mr. Cory Welch, Monterey County Health Department

Ms. Elizabeth Karis, Monterey County Health Department

Ms. Kathy Thomasberg, Monterey County Water Resources Agency
Ms. Frances McChesney, Office of Chief Counsel, State Water Board
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