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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Cleanup Staff’s Response to Comments on Tentative Order for
625 Jackson Street, Fairfield, Solano County

This document provides Regional Water Board cleanup staff’s response to comments received
on the Tentative Order (TO) for final Site Cleanup Requirements (SCR) for the subject Site. On
April 13, 2012, cleanup staff distributed the TO to the appropriate parties for comment. We
received comments on the TO from the following parties:

Date Commenter

05/15/12 | Regional Water Board Advisory Team

05/16/12 | Ann Lewczyk, as personal representative of the Michael Mclnnis Revocable Trust,
and Robert Dittmer (current owners of the property at 625 Jackson Street, Fairfield) —
submitted by Doyle Graham, Esq., of Isola Law Group

05/16/12 | Obie Goins, Ray Johnson, (former owners of Fairfield Cleaners, located at 625
Jackson Street), Lucilla Hazard, and Judy Lawing — submitted by Jeremy Price, Esq.,
of Hunt & Jeppson

05/16/12 | Jewel Hirsch (dba Fairfield Cleaners, located at 625 Jackson Street) — submitted by
Allison McAdam, Esq., of Hunsucker Goodstein & Nelson

The comments are summarized below together with our responses.

Regional Water Board Advisory Team

1. Comment: The reference to “Appleby-Stewart” in Findings 2 and 3 is unclear.

Response: We agree. The Tentative Order has been revised to eliminate the reference to
“Appleby-Stewart.”

2. Comment: Tasks 1 and 2 state that delineation of sources has been completed but
Finding 6 states that the extent of the contaminant plume is unknown and that data gaps
remain. These statements appear to be inconsistent and should be clarified.

Response: We disagree. These statements are consistent because the source area and the
contaminant plume are different components of the contamination at this Site. The
source area is the location where the contaminants were discharged. That location has
been identified. The plume is the result of contaminants moving away from the source




area through transport in groundwater and soil gas. The distance that the contaminants
have moved away from the source area is unknown and requires delineation.

3. Comment: The identification of 712 Madison in the TO and on Figure 1 is inconsistent.

Response: We agree. The Tentative Order has been revised to eliminate this
inconsistency.

Ann Lewczyk, as personal representative of the Michael Mclnnis Revocable Trust, and
Robert Dittmer

1. Comment: According to information contained in her deposition the time period that Ms.
Hirsch conducted dry cleaning at 625 Jackson Street as described in the Tentative Order
IS incorrect.

Response: We agree. The Tentative Order has been revised to reflect this new
information.

2. Comment: The Tentative Order should name Ms. Appleby-Stewart, Ms. Hazard and/or
Ms. Lawing as dischargers.

Response: We disagree. There is insufficient information in the record to justify naming
any of these parties at this time. Mr. Blue and Mr. Goins have indicated that Blue, Goins,
and Johnson were the sole partners in the business. There is insufficient information
about Ms. Appelby Stewart’s connection to and involvement with the Blue, Goins, and
Johnson dry cleaning business. If additional information comes to light showing that she
caused and permitted a discharge, the cleanup order can be revised to include her. As for
Ms. Hazard and Ms. Lawing, they are not named because they did not cause or permit
waste to be discharged by virtue of having once been married to Goins and Johnson,
respectively, and there is no legal basis to name them (see Attachment 1, Technical
Report from Hazard and Lawing).

3. Comment: Itis unclear if a statement in the Tentative Order regarding discontinuities in
sanitary sewer lines is a general statement or if it refers to sewer lines in the vicinity of
this Site. The Tentative Order should clarify this statement and identify the source of the
information for this statement.

Response: We agree. The Tentative Order has been revised to indicate that this
statement is directed at the sewer lines in the vicinity of the Site. Genesis Engineering
and Redevelopment, on behalf of the current owners of the 625 Jackson Street property,
conducted a video survey of the sewers in this area and documented several
discontinuities of the piping in Alley C adjacent to this property (Genesis, November 8,
2009). That information provides the basis for this statement. Additional information
about the sewer lines has been included in the Tentative Order.
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4. Comment: The Tentative Order (TO) presents an incomplete picture of the PCE
distribution at and downgradient of the Site. The TO cites PCE concentrations in
groundwater samples from monitoring wells MW-12 and MW-12I, but does not state that
wells MW-161 and MW-18I, which are upgradient of well MW-121 and downgradient of
the Site, have lower concentrations of PCE. These data indicate another source of
contaminants to the east-southeast of 625 Jackson Street.

Response: We generally disagree. The Tentative Order states that delineation of the PCE
plume downgradient of the Site is incomplete and requires further work to provide a
complete picture of groundwater contamination. We conclude that PCE concentration
differences between the two well pairs cited are due to hydrogeological complexities and
not necessarily to another PCE source to the east-southeast of 625 Jackson Street. Our
current interpretation of the differences between the contaminant concentrations in wells
MW-12I and MW-161 and MW-18lI is that these wells reflect the concentrations present
in different geologic strata. Geologic cross-sections prepared for this Site by the current
owners of the 625 Jackson Street property suggest these different wells may intersect
different contaminant migration pathways (i.e., buried stream channels), and therefore the
contaminant concentrations would be expected to be dissimilar. Because of the
subsurface geologic complexity in this area, we disagree that the limited data available
for what the property owners have described as the intermediate water-bearing zone
indicates another source of contaminants to the east-southeast of the Site.

5. Comment: The Regional Water Board should not use wells MW-12 and MW-121 to
assess the downgradient extent of the contamination from the Site because these wells are
not downgradient of the Site.

Response: We disagree. The commenter’s own technical reports show this well pair to
be down-gradient of the Site (based on nine years of groundwater monitoring data;
Genesis Engineering and Redevelopment report dated March 28, 2012). Figures 4 and 5
included in this report show both current and historical groundwater gradient directions
for the shallow and intermediate groundwater zones. These figures indicate that these
wells are downgradient of 625 Jackson Street and that, based on the concentrations of
contaminants reported in groundwater at this location, the groundwater contaminant
plume extends past these wells

6. Comment: The Order adopted by the RWQCB should require dischargers at 712
Madison and 622-630 Jackson to begin to analyze all samples for EPA analytical method
8015 and EPA analytical method 8260 and to submit all chromatograms with the lab
sheets at the time they submit their reports to the RWQCB.

Response: We generally agree. The Tentative Orders for the sites referenced and for 625
Jackson Street have been revised to require that groundwater samples for all new wells be
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analyzed using EPA Method 8015 for the full range of compounds. The Tentative Orders
have also been revised to require that shallow soil samples also be analyzed using EPA
Method 8015 and to require submittal of chromatograms with all reports of laboratory
results.

7. Comment: The RWQCB should clarify what additional work is contemplated under the
“Risk Evaluation and Remedial Investigation Workplan” task included in the Tentative
Order. This information is contained in the site conceptual model (SCM) previously
submitted for this Site.

Response: We agree. The previously submitted SCM included a general discussion of
threats to human health and the environment, but did not quantify either human health
risk or ecological risk. We disagree that the SCM delineated and described the lateral
and vertical extent of soil and groundwater pollution downgradient of the Site, or that the
SCM adequately defined potential contaminant migration pathways. The Tentative Order
has been revised to provide more specific guidance for the work required in Task 3.
Further, the equivalent task is very similar for the other two sites.

8. Comment: In the “Self-Monitoring Program” there is an inconsistency between the text
and the table with respect to which groundwater samples are required to be analyzed by
EPA Method 8015. Well MW-14 does not exist and should be removed from the table of
monitoring wells.

Response: We agree. The table in the Tentative Order has been revised to eliminate this
inconsistency and omit well MW-14.

Obie Goins, Lucilla Hazard, Ray Johnson, and Judy Lawing

1. Comment: Concluding that Obie Goins, Lucilla Hazard, Ray Johnson, and Judy Lawing
followed common industry practice by disposing of PCE onsite is speculative.

Response: We disagree. The Blue, Goins, and Johnson partnership did in fact follow the
common industry practice of disposing of PCE onsite, because they purchased the
cleaners from Hirsch, who employed common industry practices that resulted in onsite
disposal of PCE (see Response to Comment 2 on p. 5 below), and she has stated in her
deposition that she trained Goins’ step-daughter, an employee, to operate the facility
(Attachment 2 - Jewel Hirsch Deposition Transcript, dated April 18, p. 371). In addition,
when the partnership purchased Fairfield Cleaners in 1980, it used the wet-to-dry transfer
dry cleaner system, which lacked any secondary containment, and this likely resulted in
PCE discharges on-site. The system also entailed collecting separator water and dumping
it into floor drains. The Tentative Order does not name Lucilla Hazard or Judy Lawing
for the reason set forth in Response to Lewczyk Comment 2 on p.2 above.



2. Comment: Obie Goins, Lucilla Hazard, Ray Johnson, and Judy Lawing were passive
investors and not involved in the operations of Fairfield Cleaners.

Response: We disagree. Blue, Goins, and Johnson operated Fairfield Cleaners as a
partnership from sometime in 1980 to 1981. Hirsch has testified in a deposition that about
four or five months after she sold the business to the partnership, the partnership failed to
make payments to her and that she took the cleaners back from the partnership two or
three months thereafter. Goins and Johnson have stated they owned the dry cleaners from
about August 1980 to sometime in 1981 (possibly December). It appears the partnership
operated the dry cleaners as little as six to eight months or as much as sixteen months.

During their ownership and operation, Goins and Johnson were not passive investors.
Johnson stated in a sworn submission to the Board that he, along with Goins and Blue,
was an owner-partner in the business and his role was to market the business and find
new customers (see Attachment 1, Technical Report from Johnson). Goins stated in a
sworn submission to the Board that he was an owner-partner in the business, along with
Johnson and Blue, and his role was as business consultant (see Attachment 1, Technical
Report from Goins). Both claim that Blue (who is deceased and therefore not named to
the Tentative Order) conducted the day-to-day operations of the dry cleaners. In any
event, as set forth in the Tentative Order, each general partner is an agent of the
partnership and an act of a partner in carrying on the ordinary course of the partnership
business binds the partnership. (Corp. Code § 16301.) Further, each partner is jointly and
severally liable for the obligations of the partnership. (Corp. Code § 16306.) Blue acted
in the ordinary course of the business of the partnership in operating the dry cleaners and
discharged PCE because it was an industry-wide practice to use and dispose of PCE
during the time of his operations. The partnership is, therefore, liable for the injury
caused by his acts, and Goins and Johnson are liable for the obligations of the
partnership.

This business assumed an ongoing operation from Hirsch. It is unlikely, due to the short
time the business was in operation, that substantial changes in operating procedures were
made. Hirsch has also stated she trained an employee of the partnership when it first
acquired the business. See Response to Goins et al. Comment 1 on p. 4 above.

With respect to Hazard and Lawing, they are not named in the Tentative Order for the
reason set forth in Response to Lewczyk Comment 2 on p. 2 above.

3. Comment: Equitable consideration requires that our clients not be named as dischargers,
or at the very least require that the Regional Water Board limit our clients’ liability,
because they owned this business for only a short time, and are elderly and have limited
financial resources.



Response: We disagree. As the State Water Board held, “generally speaking it is
appropriate and responsible” for the Regional Water Board to name all persons who have
caused or permitted a discharge (State Water Board Orders WQ 85-7 (Exxon)). While
cleanup staff understand that the general partnership did not operate Fairfield Cleaners
for a very long time and the surviving members are elderly, there is substantial evidence
that the partnership caused and permitted a discharge, and, therefore, the surviving
members should be named.

Jewel Hirsch

1. Comment: The Tentative Order does not provide substantial evidence that Jewel Hirsch
caused or permitted waste to be discharged into the waters of the State.

Response: We disagree. Substantial evidence supports naming Hirsch as a responsible
party. Under the State Water Resources Control Board’s Resolution 92-49 (“Cleanup
Policy”), in naming parties under Water Code section 13304, the regional water boards
are to use any relevant evidence, whether direct or circumstantial, including but not
limited to, evidence in the following categories:

a. Documentation of historical or current activities, waste characteristics, chemical use,
storage or disposal information, as documented by public records, responses to
questionnaires, or other sources of information;

Site characteristics and location in relation to other potential sources of a discharge;
Hydrologic and hydrogeological information, such as differences in upgradient and
downgradient water quality;

d. Industry-wide operational practices that historically have led to discharges, such as
leakage of pollutants from wastewater collection and conveyance systems, sumps,
storage tanks, landfills, and clarifiers;

e. Evidence of poor management of materials or wastes, such as improper storage
practices or inability to reconcile inventories;

f. Lack of documentation of responsible management of materials or wastes, such as
lack of manifests or lack of documentation of proper disposal;

g. Physical evidence, such as analytical data, soil or pavement staining, distressed
vegetation, or unusual odor or appearance;

h. Reports and complaints;

i. Other agencies' records of possible or known discharge; and

J.  Refusal or failure to respond to Regional Water Board inquiries.

Hirsch operated Fairfield Cleaners, a dry cleaning business, at the property from 1975 to
1980 and from1981 to around 2003. According to a transcript of her recent deposition,
she used PCE in her operations during this period, except around 1993 to 1996 when dry
cleaning was performed offsite. Thus, she has operated Fairfield Cleaners as a dry cleaner



for more than 20 years. Shallow soil and groundwater at the property are contaminated
with PCE and related volatile organic compounds, indicating that there was a discharge
of PCE at the property. Even if groundwater contamination is partly due to offsite
sources, those sources would not produce such high soil concentrations because PCE
does not preferentially move from a lower concentration in groundwater to a higher
concentration in soil.

Hirsch caused and permitted PCE discharges consistent with the industry-wide practice
of dry cleaners to use and dispose of PCE on-site. The cleanup staff’s experience is that
historically, dry cleaners routinely discharged high levels of PCE in separator water into
the sanitary sewer system, which then contaminated surrounding soil and groundwater (in
this case, a video survey of the sanitary sewer serving Fairfield Cleaners conducted by
the current property owners shows discontinuities in the sewer line allowing for releases).
Among older dry cleaning facilities, discharges from PCE water separators were a
common cause of soil and groundwater contamination. Other potential discharge
mechanisms include directly plumbing the dry cleaning machine to the sanitary sewer,
surface spillage during clothes transfer to the dryer, and incidental spillage from the
transfer hose during delivery of dry cleaning solvent.

Hirsch’s deposition and associated exhibits support that she discharged PCE consistent
with the prevailing industry practices. Starting in 1975, she operated a wet-to-dry
transfer dry cleaning system where she manually transferred clothes from the washer to
the dryer. Around 1986, she replaced the wet-to-dry transfer system with a Marvel dry-
to-dry cleaning system. In 1998, she replaced this machine with a closed-system dry
cleaning machine. She discharged separator water from both the wet-to-dry and dry-to-
dry systems into a bucket and dumped the contents of the bucket down one of two floor
drains connected to the sanitary sewer (see, e.g., Attachment 2 - Jewel Hirsch Deposition
Transcript, dated April 18, 2012, pp. 155-156). She testified in her deposition that the
bucket capacity was 5 gallons and that she would dump it into the floor drain when it was
half full, which occurred more than once a week (Attachment 2 - Jewel Hirsch
Deposition Transcript, dated April 18, 2012, p. 355). The separator water contained PCE
because there was no mechanism available to an operator to remove PCE from the
separator water; and, as stated above, the sanitary sewer serving Fairfield Cleaners has
discontinuities, which allow for releases into soil and groundwater.

Furthermore, since the start of her operations as a dry cleaner, Hirsch also used no
secondary containment devices for her dry cleaning machines until 1998 when she
purchased a closed-system dry cleaning system with secondary containment. During such
time, as she testified in her deposition, the dry cleaning machines rested on cement
(which was not sealed) that “probably had cracks” (Attachment 2 - Jewel Hirsch
Deposition Transcript dated April 18, 2012, p. 49).



Hirsch also likely discharged PCE onto the floor and into the subsurface and sewer
system in connection with her garment waterproofing practice, which consisted of
soaking a garment in a PCE and water repellant solution in a drum, then hanging the
garment to “let it drain out” and finally transferring by hand the wet garment into the dry
cleaning machine to fully extract the liquid (Attachment 2 - Jewel Hirsch Deposition
Transcript dated April 18, 2012, pp. 105, 347). She testified in her deposition that this did
not result in drops of PCE on the floor, but cleanup staff do not believe this testimony.
For example, Gerald Duensing, the dry cleaning operator at 712 Madison Street, testified
in his deposition that he stopped this very practice because of the spillage, explaining he
did not like the system because “[y]ou took the garment out of the bucket, wrung it out as
best as possible into the bucket, and — but as you were returning it to the dry cleaner to go
ahead and extract, there was a trail of solvent that went across the floor” (Attachment 2 -
Gerald Duensing Deposition Transcript dated June 10, 2011, p. 198).

Finally, there are official inspection records concerning Hirsch’s hazardous waste
handling practices. In 1999, the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District noted in an inspection
report that she was in violation of pollution control requirements (see Attachment 3).
Among other violations, the report states that she did not have hazardous waste manifests
available; spill cleanup kits; a spill response plan; and employee training in spill cleanup,
proper waste disposal, storm drain protection, and sanitary sewer protection. In addition,
the inspector noted floor drains were not free of stains. In September 2002, Solano
County Department of Environmental Management issued her a warning notice for
similar violations (see Attachment 3). The County inspector concluded, among other
violations, that hazardous waste was not managed properly, the facility was not designed
to minimize release of hazardous waste, and there was unauthorized disposal of
hazardous waste. He also stated, “Lots of staining on the shop floor and floor drain within
5 feet of PERC machine (and work area) make spill recognition and response
ineffective.” In December 2002, the County issued Hirsch another warning notice for,
among other things, failing to have hazardous waste manifests, not plugging the floor
drain, not labeling a hazardous waste drum, and not storing waste to prevent spills from
entering the sanitary and storm sewers (see Attachment 3). In April 2003, the County
inspector noted improvements in her facility, but still issued her a warning notice, noting
that a corner of the facility was “wet, making it hard to identify unwanted spills and to
respond appropriately” and a “leaking washing machine in the area creates a need for the
floor drain” (see Attachment 3).

Thus, there is substantial evidence that Hirsch, as a long-time operator of Fairfield
Cleaners, caused and permitted a discharge of PCE. Moreover, precedential State Water
Resource Control Board orders have routinely held operators liable for discharges. (See,
e.g., State Water Board Order No. WQ 86-16 (Stinnes-Western Chemical Corporation)
(operator is a responsible party where soil contamination of chemicals known to be stored
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in underground tanks has been found adjacent to the tanks, aboveground small spills
occurred, and the historical standard practices of the chemical industry in question have
generally been insufficient to protect the environment from chemical pollutions); State
Water Board Order No. WQ 87-1(Spencer Rental Service) (operator liable where he
leased the site, stored petroleum products there, and gas was found directly under the gas
tank used by operator); and State Water Board Order No. WQ 91-7 (Bacharach and
Borsuk) (operator is a responsible party if he used gas tanks when leaks occurred).)

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, Hirsch did engage in active and affirmative
conduct in discharging waste. She operated a dry cleaner and discharged PCE from her
operations. She is unlike the railroad that owned a French drain that passed contamination
in Redevelopment Agency of City of Stockton v. BNSF Railway, (9™ Cir. 2011) 643 F.3d
668.

Comment: The Tentative Order incorrectly states when Jewel Hirsh began operating
Fairfield Cleaners.

Response: We agree. The Tentative Order has been revised to reflect new information.

Comment: The Tentative Order misstates the number of times that Fairfield Cleaners
changed ownership.

Response: We agree. The Tentative Order has been revised to reflect new information.

Comment: The Tentative Order incorrectly states when Jewel Hirsch first purchased
Fairfield Cleaners.

Response: We agree. The Tentative Order has been revised to reflect new information.

Comment: The Tentative Order does not provide any evidence or facts in support of the
allegation that pollutants were discharged at Fairfield Cleaners during Jewel Hirsch’s
operations.

Response: We disagree. See response to Jewel Hirsch Comment # 1.

Comment: Well MW-12 is not downgradient of 625 Jackson Street, and instead is
immediately downgradient of 622-630 Jackson Street. (See Figures 1 and 2.) The levels
of contaminants detected in well MW-12 are indicative of a release from the 622-630
Jackson Street property, and not from 625 Jackson Street.

Response: We disagree. PCE contamination in the vicinity of well MW-12 is attributable
to a release at 625 Jackson (and not 622-630 Jackson) for three reasons: (1) there is no
compelling evidence that PCE was used or released at 622-630 Jackson, (2) hydro-



geological conditions at the site do not produce simple PCE migration, and (3)
groundwater monitoring reports for 625 Jackson clearly show well MW-12 as being
down-gradient from 625 Jackson. We elaborate on each reason below.

We disagree that PCE reported in groundwater samples from well MW-12 indicate that
PCE was discharged at the 622-630 Jackson Street property. Shallow soil and
groundwater samples collected adjacent to the building at 622-630 Jackson Street do not
contain reportable concentrations of PCE or PCE breakdown products. This is consistent
with information obtained from the City of Fairfield’s business records and other sources
that it is unlikely that PCE was used or discharged to soil and groundwater at this Site.

The subsurface materials in this area are highly heterogeneous; therefore permeability is
not uniform. The interpretations depicted in Figures 2, 3, and 5 that were included with
your comments do not adequately consider some of the variables that are likely to
influence subsurface contaminant transport in the downtown Fairfield area. Factors that
need to be further considered include: 1) the contaminant release mechanism(s); 2) the
spacing and locations of the monitoring wells; 3) the depth of the well screens and the
permeability of the material they are screened in; 4) the relative degree of hydraulic
communication between wells; 5) the presence of preferred contaminant migration
pathways; 6) the rate of contaminant discharge; 7) the time over which the contaminant
discharge occurred; and 8) the amount of time since the contaminant discharge ceased.

We know from hydrogeological reports prepared by Genesis Engineering and
Redevelopment for the current owners of 625 Jackson Street that the subsurface material
in this area is highly variable and that the monitoring wells that they have installed are
screened at different depths in materials of varying permeability. Genesis noted in their
site conceptual model (November 4, 2011, p.4), “...most lenses [of coarser grained
sediment — i.e., more permeable] cannot be traced to adjacent borings... .” This
statement indicates that contaminant concentrations in groundwater samples from one
well may not be directly comparable to those from another well, even one in fairly close
proximity, because groundwater typically does not flow directly from one well to
another. It is also unclear if the concentrations of contaminants in groundwater samples
from the wells nearest 625 Jackson Street are actually representative of the contaminants
discharged at this property because it is uncertain what their relationship is to the
contaminant release mechanism(s) and whether data from these wells is representative of
actual subsurface conditions because of where the wells are located, the material in which
the wells are screened, or the depth and length of the screened interval. The conclusions
implied in this comment and the interpretations shown in Figures 2, 3, and 5 omit
important considerations and are based upon assumptions that are incomplete or
incorrect.
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Groundwater elevation data shown on Figures 4 and 5 included in the first quarter 2012
groundwater monitoring report prepared by Genesis Engineering and Redevelopment
(dated March 28, 2012) submitted on behalf of the current owners of the 625 Jackson
Street property indicate that well MW-12 is downgradient of the 625 Jackson Street, 622-
630 Jackson Street, and 712 Madison Street properties. These latest data are consistent
with nine years of groundwater monitoring data for this area reported by Genesis.

Comment: As Figure 2 (attached to these comments) shows, the Tentative Order would
require Mrs. Hirsch to investigate up-gradient and cross-gradient groundwater conditions
and clean up groundwater which was impacted by sources other than Fairfield Cleaners.

Response: We disagree with the premise underlying this comment: that VOCs released
at 625 Jackson have had only small or localized impacts to soil and groundwater and that
most VOCs found in groundwater at and downgradient from 625 Jackson Street are
attributable to other offsite sources. The discharger has used data selectively to support
this premise, as described in the paragraph below. When all relevant data are considered,
we conclude that the VOCs released at 625 Jackson Street have impacted a considerably
larger area, extending more than 300 feet downgradient from this site.

Our view of Figure 2 (Ground Zero Analysis, Inc., 05/11/12) is that it provides an overly
simplified interpretation of groundwater monitoring results because important
hydrogeological characteristics are overlooked or omitted. For example, nine years of
groundwater monitoring data submitted to the Regional Water Board by the current
owners of 625 Jackson Street, shows that well MW-16 is directly downgradient from 625
Jackson Street and cross-gradient from 622-630 Jackson Street. In Figure 2 the
laboratory results for samples from MW-16 are erroneously included within a
contaminant plume presumably associated only with 622-630 Jackson Street. This
interpretation essentially minimizes the VOC plume associated with 625 Jackson Street
while maximizing the extent of the plume associated with 622-630 Jackson Street. The
complex subsurface geology in this area and monitoring data developed by the current
owners of the 625 Jackson Street property indicate that contaminant transport as depicted
in Figure 2 is improbable.

Further investigation is needed at 625 Jackson Street, 712 Madison Street, and 622-630
Jackson Street, and the Tentative Orders require these investigations. The results of this
further investigation will reduce uncertainty over the extent of pollution attributable to
each site. The Regional Water Board will not require dischargers to clean up
groundwater plumes that they did not contribute to.

Comment: The sanitary sewer line under Alley C that serves the 625 Jackson Street
property empties into the main sewer under Jackson Street and does not flow across
Jackson Street as stated in the Tentative Order.
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Response: We agree, but this statement does not absolve the 625 Jackson Street
dischargers of responsibility for PCE contamination in groundwater extending across
Jackson Street. A map of the sanitary sewer along Alley C near Jackson Street shows that
the sewer lines in Alley C connect with the sewer main near the centerline of Jackson
Street. The Tentative Order has been revised to discount the importance of the condition
of the sewer pipe and to reflect that the granular material used for sewer trench bedding
and backfill, which is more permeable than the surrounding native soil, is likely to serve
as a preferential pathway for contaminants. Similarly, the large excavation used to install
a manhole (e.g., along the sewer line in Jackson Street) is also backfilled with permeable
material. Based on groundwater elevation data collected since 2003, the sewer pipe is
below the water table.

Comment: The concentration of PCE and related contaminants in wells MW-12 and
MW-15 is lower than in wells directly downgradient of 625 Jackson Street. This
distribution of contaminants together with the construction of the Alley C sewer suggests
that the 622-630 Jackson Street property is the source of the contaminants, rather than the
625 Jackson Street property. Figures 2, 3, and 5 (Ground Zero Analysis) demonstrate the
contribution of contaminants from the 622-630 Jackson Street property based on
currently available data.

Response: We disagree. This comment incorrectly presumes that the subsurface
materials in the area of these properties are uniform and that the permeability of these
materials is uniform throughout. The interpretations depicted in Figures 2, 3, and 5 do
not appear to consider most variables that influence contaminant transport in groundwater
in this area. Based on information currently available, the apparent distribution of
contaminants in groundwater here is based on a number of factors, including: 1) the
contaminant release mechanism(s); 2) the spacing and locations of the monitoring wells;
3) the depth of the well screens and the permeability of the material they are screened in;
4) the relative degree of hydraulic communication between wells; 5) the presence of
preferred contaminant migration pathways; 6) the rate of contaminant discharge; 7) the
time over which the contaminant discharge occurred; and 8) the amount of time since the
contaminant discharge ceased.

Because PCE and related contaminants are transported away from the source of the
discharge by groundwater flow and other mechanisms, it would be expected that after a
period of years the concentration of contaminants at a given point downgradient of the
source would increase (e.g., a location that is “clean” begins to show effects of
contaminant migration as the plume approaches and passes this location). We know from
hydrogeological reports submitted by Genesis Engineering and Redevelopment that the
subsurface material in this area is highly variable and that the monitoring wells that they
have installed are screened at different depths in materials of varying permeability.
Genesis noted in their site conceptual model (November 4, 2011, p.4), “...most lenses [of
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10.

11.

coarser grained sediment — i.e., more permeable] cannot be traced to adjacent borings...
.7 Such inability to trace lenses from one well to the next is not uncommon in settings
such as described in Finding 5 of the Tentative Order. It is unclear if the concentrations
of contaminants in groundwater samples from the wells nearest 625 Jackson Street are
actually representative of the contaminants discharged at this property because it is
uncertain what their relationship is to the contaminant release mechanism(s). It is also
unclear if data from these wells are representative of actual subsurface conditions because
of where the wells are located, the material in which the wells are screened, or the depth
and length of the screened interval. The conclusions implied in this comment and the
interpretations shown in Figures 2, 3, and 5 omit important considerations, and are based
upon assumptions that are incomplete or incorrect.

Comment: Contamination detected in wells MW-8, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 19, and 21 should
be associated with the 622-630 Jackson Street property rather than with 625 Jackson
Street.

Response: We disagree. As stated in the Tentative Order, multiple lines of evidence
suggest that PCE was not used at the 622-630 Jackson Street property. VOCs have been
reported in shallow soil and groundwater near the sanitary sewer line in Alley C, but were
not detected in shallow soil and groundwater adjacent to the building at 622-630 Jackson
Street. Monitoring data submitted by the current owners of the 625 Jackson Street
property indicate that the wells enumerated in the comment are downgradient of the 625
Jackson Street property, as shown on Figure 4 of the Genesis first quarter 2012
monitoring report, dated March 28, 2012. The low concentrations of VOCs reported in
groundwater samples from well MW-8 appear to represent the northern margin of a
contaminant plume that, based on nine years of groundwater monitoring data for this area
developed by Genesis, is downgradient of 625 Jackson Street. VOC contamination has
not been reported in groundwater samples collected from well MW-13.

Comment: It appears very likely that there is another source of PCE upgradient from 625
Jackson Street. Figures 3 and 4 (attached to this comment) indicate that there is another
source impacting well MW-2.

Response: We agree that contaminants reported in groundwater samples from well MW-
2 may not have originated at Fairfield Cleaners, and there may be other upgradient
sources. A Tentative Order has been prepared for former Fairfield One Hour Cleaners at
712 Madison Street. We anticipate that data developed during the investigation at the
Madison Street property will help answer questions about potential upgradient source(s).
However, we disagree with the interpretations shown in Figures 3 and 4 because the
chemical isoconcentration contours shown on these figures are largely unsupported by
data and cannot be verified because these contours are drawn through areas where there
are no monitoring wells and no groundwater analytical data. They also appear to be
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oversimplified and do not reflect the complex subsurface geology in this area or potential
additional subsurface contaminant migration pathways such as utility corridors. The
contaminant isoconcentration contours depicted on these figures are based on few data
points, are speculative, and do not accurately reflect the complex subsurface
hydrostratigraphy found in this area.

Comment: The PRPs for the Tentative Order should not be responsible for sampling
well MW-2, nor should they be required to perform further investigation or any cleanup
upgradient or cross-gradient of the 625 Jackson Street property.

Response: We agree, but note that the Tentative Order does not require the 625 Jackson
Street dischargers to do additional work in areas they have not impacted. Well MW-2
was installed by the current owners of the 625 Jackson Street property to evaluate the
upgradient extent of contamination at their property and monitor upgradient groundwater
quality, allowing them to assess the quality of groundwater that may flow beneath their
property. As additional groundwater characterization is conducted in this area
monitoring data from this well will provide a valuable record of groundwater quality at
this location.

Comment: Figure 5 attached to this comment shows that Fairfield Cleaners has had
little or no impact on the intermediate groundwater zone. It appears, as shown on Figure
3 (attached) that only a relatively small plume in the shallow groundwater zone could
possibly be associated with the 625 Jackson Street property.

Response: We disagree that the concentrations of contaminants in groundwater
downgradient of the 625 Jackson Street property are lower than those upgradient and
cross-gradient of this Site and that Fairfield Cleaners has had minimal impact on the
intermediate groundwater zone. The comment is contrary to nine years of groundwater
monitoring data that show high contaminant concentrations in monitoring wells MW-12,
MW-15, MW-16, MW-21, MW-111, MW-121, and other wells that are downgradient of
this property. Concentrations of contaminants in groundwater samples collected from the
various monitoring wells around the 625 Jackson Street property are not directly
comparable with each other because these wells are not completed in the same geologic
strata. The degree to which these different strata may or may not be in hydraulic
communication is uncertain, requiring a more comprehensive analysis than the simplistic
two-dimensional model depicted in Figures 3 and 5. Additionally, we disagree with the
interpretation of groundwater analytical data shown on Figure 3 (Ground Zero Analysis,
05/11/12) for the reasons outlined in our response to Comment 9, above. The
contaminant isoconcentration contours depicted on these figures are based on limited data
points, appear speculative, and do not accurately reflect the complex subsurface
hydrostratigraphy found in this area.
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14. Comment: The contaminant plumes that extend farthest downgradient and the high

15.

16.

contaminant concentrations in the wells farthest downgradient from the 625 Jackson
Street property should be associated with the 622-630 Jackson Street property.

Response: We disagree. The statements in the Tentative Order associating the
contaminant plume and the high contaminant concentrations farthest downgradient from
625 Jackson Street with that property are based on nine years of groundwater monitoring
data submitted to the Regional Water Board by Genesis Engineering and Redevelopment.
These monitoring data clearly show that the farthest downgradient wells, MW-12 and
MW?121, are directly downgradient of the 625 Jackson Street property. The nearly forty
year period since dry cleaning began at this location is ample time for PCE and other
contaminants to have reached these wells.

Comment: The groundwater contaminant plume downgradient of 625 Jackson Street has
been adequately defined to remediate any contribution from Fairfield Cleaners.

Response: We disagree that the vertical and lateral extent of the groundwater
contaminant plume downgradient of 625 Jackson Street has been adequately delineated.
The extent of this contamination must be characterized in order to develop an effective
approach to clean up groundwater. The first quarter 2012 groundwater monitoring report
submitted to the Regional Water Board by Genesis Engineering and Redevelopment
(March 28, 2012) on behalf of the current owners of the 625 Jackson Street property
shows that monitoring wells MW-12 and MW-121 are the farthest downgradient wells
from this property. Groundwater samples collected in February 2012 from shallow zone
well MW-12 were reported to contain 140 micrograms per liter (ug/L) perchloroethylene
(PCE) and 63.4 ug/L trichloroethylene (TCE). Groundwater samples collected during
the same sampling event from intermediate zone well were reported to contain 1,550
ug/L PCE and 96.2 ug/L TCE. The high contaminant concentrations reported at the
farthest downgradient wells indicate that the contaminants have been transported well
past these well locations, documenting that the lateral extent of the contamination has not
been characterized. There is no well in the deep groundwater zone near wells MW-12
and MW-121, verifying that the vertical extent of contamination has not been
characterized.

Comment: Based on the available Site data, there currently is no indication of a
contribution from Fairfield Cleaners of PCE to the intermediate groundwater zone.
Figure 5 demonstrates the distribution of PCE in the intermediate zone as indicated by
current data. Further, the extent of PCE in shallow groundwater down-gradient of the
625 Jackson property has been adequately characterized, as evidenced by the fact that
concentrations of PCE at MW-7 are at or below drinking water standards. This is
reflected in Figure 2.
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Response: We disagree with the interpretation of groundwater sample analytical data
depicted on Figure 5 (Ground Zero Analysis, 05/14/12) for the reasons noted in several of
our responses above, including our response to comment #13. Based on groundwater
data provided in successive quarterly groundwater monitoring reports submitted by
Genesis Engineering and Redevelopment, together with data from boring logs and cross-
sections included in the Genesis site conceptual model report (November 4, 2011) we
conclude that well MW-7 is not directly downgradient of the 625 Jackson Street property.
Therefore, groundwater analytical data from this well would be expected to provide
information regarding the lateral limits of the contaminant plume in the shallow zone at
that location, rather than the downgradient extent of the contaminant plume. Genesis has
never reported PCE or its breakdown products in groundwater samples collected from
well MW-7, indicating that groundwater at this specific location is outside the
contaminant plume and has not been impacted.

Comment: The PRPs for 625 Jackson Street should not be required to monitor wells
which are up- or cross-gradient from the property, regardless of who originally installed
the wells. Enough data has been generated to date to clearly establish Fairfield Cleaners
is not the source of any COCs detected in the wells other than those hydrogeologically
down-gradient of the 625 Jackson property — specifically, MWs-17 and 18. Future
monitoring by the PRPs for 625 Jackson Street should be limited to MWs-17 and 18.

Response: We disagree with the assertion that wells MW-17 and MW-18 are the only
wells hydrogeologically downgradient of Fairfield Cleaners. As noted in our responses
to comments # 10, 13, 14, and 15, nine years of groundwater monitoring data show that
wells MW-17 and MW-18 are only two of more than a dozen monitoring wells
downgradient of the Fairfield Cleaners. Groundwater monitoring activities are an
important aspect of site characterization. Monitoring wells installed by the current
owners of 625 Jackson Street property provide valuable information regarding the extent
of groundwater contamination and contaminant trends over time.

Comment: Water Code Section 13304 liability is not joint and several. The language of
this Water Code section imposes only a several obligation.

Response: We disagree. Joint and several liability describes the “liability of copromisors
of the same performance when each of them, individually, has the duty of fully
performing the obligation, and the obligee can sue all or any of them upon breach of
performance.” (Black’s Law Dictionary 6" ed. 1991) p. 583.) Liability is “joint and
several when the creditor may demand payment or sue one or more of the parties to such
liability separately, or all of them together at his option.” (Ibid.) Dischargers under Water
Code section 13304 are jointly and severally liable. (See, e.g., State Water Board Order
WQ 90-2 (Union Qil).). The Water Board’s practice is to name all parties who are
responsible to a cleanup and abatement order. Each party, however, is responsible for
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fully complying with the order. The presumption against joint and several obligations
unless there are express words to the contrary applies to rights created in favor of several
persons, not obligations such as here. (See Civ. Code § 1431.) Thus, the named
dischargers to the Tentative Order for 625 Jackson are jointly and severally liable.

Comment: Mrs. Hirsch is not potentially responsible for releases from 712 Madison
Street, 622-630 Jackson Street or any property other than 625 Jackson Street.
Nonetheless, the Tentative Order would require Mrs. Hirsch to address groundwater
contamination caused by discharges from other properties at the Site.

Response: We disagree. See our response to Jewel Hirsch Comment #7, above.

Comment: The Tentative Order requires Mrs. Hirsch to investigate and cleanup
contamination in groundwater caused by releases from other persons at other properties.
These requirements that Mrs. Hirsch perform investigation and cleanup of discharges of
waste she did not cause or permit is contrary to the statutory language of the Water Code,
as well as the public policy as enacted by the People of the State of California.

Response: We disagree. See our response to Jewel Hirsch Comment #7, above.

Attachments:

1. Technical Reports Submitted by Johnson, Goins, Hazard, Lawing
2. Deposition Transcripts, Excerpts
3. Inspection Records
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TECHNICAL REPORT
{(Water Code § 13267)

Author: Lucilla Hazard
215 Sage Meadows
Rio Vista, California 94571

Subject: Property at 625 Jackson Street, Fairfield, Solano County — Requirement for
Technical Report on Site History Pursuant to California Regional Water
Quality Control Board Letter Dated December 20, 2011

Date: January 25, 2012
I, Lucilla Hazard, declare, to the best of my knowledge and recollection, as follows:

1. 1was formerly married to Obie Goins during the time he was an owner-partner, along
with Ray Johnson and John Blue, of the business known as Fairfield Laundry and Cleaners.
M. Goins was an owner-partner of that business from on or about June 1980 until sometime
in 1981 when the business was resold to Jewel Hirsch. Fairfield Cleaners operated at the
property located at 625 Jackson St. in Fairfield, California.

2. Fairfield Cleaners was a dry cleaning business. I was not involved in the day-to-day

business operations. As stated above, I was merely married to and lived with Obie Goins
who was one of the owners-partners of the business. My current contact information is as

follows:

Lucilla Hazard
215 Sage Meadows
Rio Vista, California 94571
Phone: 707-374-3810
E-mail: lucillahazard@yahoo.com

3. TFairfield Cleaners was purchased from Jewel Hirsch in or about June 1980. The
business was sold back to Jewel Hirsch sometime in 1981. Jewel Hirsch’s contact
information is as follows:

Jewel Hirsch
1712 Sky Mountain Way
Henderson, Nevada 89014

4. Besides Jewel Hirsch, John Blue (who I believe is deceased), Ray Johnson (3242
Congressional Circle, Fairfield, California Fairfield, California 94534, Phone: 707-426-9719,
E-mail: rayjohnson1@msn.com), and Obie Goins (8121 Blackstaliion Ct., Sacramento,
California 95829, phone: 916-320-7336, e-mail: gri@goinsgri.net), I am not aware of the
contact information for any prior or current business operators or property owners.
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5. 1was not involved in the day-ta-day business operations. As stated above, I was
merely manied to and lived with Obie Goins who was one of the owners-partners of the
business.

6. I have no knowledge of the chemicals stored, used, handled, produced, recycled, or
disposed at the property during the period of operation.

7. In making this declaration, I consulted my ettorney Jeremy Price, Hunt & Jeppson,
LLP.

I declare undex penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is full, true, and correct.

Dated: ol — /(;' - 0/(?0/‘?’”




TECHNICAL REPORT
(Water Code § 13267)

Author: Ray Johnson
3242 Congressional Circle
Fairfield, California 94534

Subject: Property at 625 Jackson Street, Fairfield, Solano County — Requirement for
Technical Report on Site History Pursuant to California Regional Water
Quality Control Board Letter Dated December 20, 2011

Date: Janwnary 25, 2012
I, Ray Johnson, declare, to the best of my knowledge and recollection, as follows:

. Iwas an owner-partner, along with Obie Goins and John Blue, of the business known
as Fairfield Laundry and Cieaners from on or about August 1980 until sometime in 1981
(possibly December 1981) when the business was resold to Jewel Hirsch. Fairfield Cleaners
operated at 1he property located at 625 Jackson St. in Fairfield, California.

2. Fairfield Cleaners was a dry cleaning business. 1 was not involved in the day-to-day
business operations. That was performed by John Blue. T was an investor in the partnership
and my role was to market the business and find new customers. My current contact
information is as follows:

Ray Johnson
3242 Congressional Circle
Fairfield, California 94534
Phone: 707-426-9719
E-mail: rayjohnson] @msn.com

3. Fairfield Cleaners was purchased from Jewel Hirsch in or about June 1980. The
business was sold back to Jewel Hirsch sometime in 1981 (possibly December 1981). Jewel
Hirsch’s contact information is as follows:

Jewel Hirsch
1712 Sky Mountain Way
Henderson, Nevada 89014

4. Besides Jewel Hirsch, John Blue (who I believe is deceased), and Obie Goins (8121
Biackstallion Ct., Sacramento, California 95829, phone; 916-320-7336, e-mail:
gri@goinsgri net), I am not aware of the contact information for any prior or current business
aperators or property owners,



5. 1was nol involved in the day-to-day business operations. That was performed by
John Blue. I was an investor in the partnership and my role was to market the business and
find new cusiomers

6. Ihave no knowledge of the chemicals stored, used, handled, produced, recycled, or
disposed at the property during the period of operation.

7. In making this declaration, ! used my personal recollection and consulted my attorney
Jeremy Price, Hunt & Jeppson, LLP.

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

foregoing is full, true, and correct. /
’ ')i/.‘/i/"'yr '/
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Dated: |~ e 0 -
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TECHNICAL REPORT
(Water Code § 13267)

Author: Obie Goins
$121 Blackstabtion Ct.
Sacramento, Califomnia 95829

Subject: Property at 623 Jackson Street, Fairfield, Solano County — Requirement for
Technical Report on Site History Pursuant to California Regional Water
Quality Contiol Board Letter Dated December 20, 201 |

Pate: January 252017
I. Obic Goins, declare, (o the best ol my knowledge and recollection, as follows:

1. ['was an owner-partner. along with Ray Johnson and John Blue, of the business
known as Faitfield Laundry and Cleaners from June 1980 until sometime in 1981 when the
business was resold to Jewel Hirsch. Fairficld Cleaners operated at the property located at
625 tackson St in Fairfleld. California.

2. Fairfield Cleaners was a dry cleaning business. The day-to-day operations of the
business were perfoimed by lohn Blue. The business was not operated by me. My role in
the partnership was (o serve as a business consultant and investor. My current contact
information is as follows:

Oble Goins
8121 Blackstailion 1.
Sacramento, California 95829
Phone: 916-320-7336
E-mail: prif@goinsgri.net

3. Tairfield Cleaners was purchased from Jewel Hirsch in or about June 1980, The
business was sold back 10 Jewe! Hirsch sometime in 1981 Jewel] Hirseh's contact
information is as folfows:

Jjewel Hirsch
F712 Sky Mountain Way
Henderson. Nevada 89014

4. Bestdes lewel Hirsch, John Blue {who 1 believe is deceased), and Ray lohnson {3242
Congressional Circle, Fairfield, California Fairfield, Califoinia 94534, Phone: 707-426-9719,

E-mail: iayjohnsonl@msn com). | am not aware of the contact information for any prior or
current business operators or property owners.



5 The day-to-day operations of the business were performed by John Blue. The
business was not operated by me. My role in the parinership was 1o serve as a business
consultant and investor

6 1 have no knowledge of the chemicals stored, used, handled. produced. recyeled, or
disposed at the property during the period of operation.

7 Inmaking this declaration, | reviewed a 1980 partnership 1ax return for the business
and consufted my attorney Jeremy Price. Hunt & Jeppson. LLP

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is full. true, and correct.

c;;.w"(rd -
Dated: &/ AL FOS L %w 4,42:—4'{/_/
JBIE GOINS



TECHNICAL REPORT
(Water Code § 13267)

Author: Judy Lawing
302 Phillip Drive #103
Daly City, California 94015

Subject: Property at 625 Jackson Street, Fairfield, Solano County — Requirement for
Technical Report on Site History Pursuant to California Regional Water
Quality Control Board Letter Dated December 20, 2011

Date: January 25, 2012

I, Judy Lawing, declare, to the best of my knowledge and recollection, as follows:

1. T'was formerly married to Ray Johnson during the time he was an owner-partner,
along with Obie Goins and John Biue, of the business known as Fairfield Laundry and
Cleaners. Mr. Johnson was an owner-partner of that business from on or about August 1980
until sometime it 1981 {possibly December 1981) when the business was resold to Jewel
Hirsch. Fairfield Cleaners operated at the property located at 625 Jackson St. in Fairfield,

California.

2. Fairfield Cleaners was a dry cleaning business. I was not involved in the day-to-day
business operations. As stated above, 1 was merely married to and lived with Ray Johnson
who was one of the owners-partners of the business. My current contact information is as

follows:

Tudy Lawing
302 Phillip Drive #103
Daly City, California 94015
Phone: 650-756-7006
E-mail: mydccave@yahoo.com

3. Fairfield Cleaners was purchased from Jewel Hirsch in or about June 1980. The
business was sold back to Jewel Hirsch sometime in 1981 (possibly December 1981). Jewel
Hirsch’s contact information is as follows:

Jewel Hirsch
1712 Sky Mountain Way
Henderson, Nevada 89014

4. Besides Jewel Hirsch, John Blue (whe I believe is deceased), Ray Johnson (3242
Congressional Circle, Fairfield, California Fairfield, California 94534, Phone: 707-426-9719,
E-mail: rayjohnsonl@msn.com), and Obie Goins (8121 Blackstallion Ct,, Sacramento,
California 95829, phone: 916-320-7336, e-mail: gri@goinsgrinet), I am not aware of the
contact information for any prior or current business Operators or property owners,



5 Jwas not involved in the day-to-day business operations. As stated above, 1 was
merely married to and lived with Ray Johnson who was one of the owners-partners of the

business.

6. I have no knowledge of the chemicals stored, used, handled, produced, recycled, or
disposed at the property during the pericd of operation.

7. In making this declaration, I consulted Ray Johnson and my attorney Jeremy Price,
Hunt & Jeppson, LLP.

1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is full, true, and correct.

Dated: /’ / a)ﬁ// /?L’ /X QL‘( ::-‘5(/74/4}5 AP Yy

JUDY LAVANG - / /



Gerald Duensing June 10, 2011

198 200

1 the waterproofing mixture, the five-to-one PERC mixture, 1 So the vendor would be there longer than a half

2 and | believe you mentioned that you used that from 2 hour because he had to unload hangers or whatever on top

3 approximately 1979 through 1981 and that you ceased that | 3  of the pumping of PERC.

4 process due to spillage. 4 Q. Okay. During the time that you operated the

5 Is that a correct understanding of your 5  dry-to-dry system, how often did you receive deliveries

6  testimony? Let me rephrase. 6 of PERC?

7 A. 1 didn't like the process because the 7 A. Maybe every three weeks. More often than the

8  possibility was there. 8  transfer.

9 Q. Do you recall an occurrence where there was 9 Q. And how long was that process? How long did
10  spillage during that process? 10 that take from start of the delivery to the end of the
11 A. Every time that there was a garment dipped in 11 delivery?

12  that bucket and returned to the dry cleaner, the space 12 A. Same time.
13  between the bucket and the dry cleaner, which was 13 Q. 20 minutes?
14  probably that far (indicating), there was a trail of 14 A. Yeah.
15 PERC that went across. 15 Q. During the time that you operated the transfer
16 You took the garment out of the bucket, wrung 16  system -- strike that.
17  itoutas best as possible into the bucket, and -- but 17 Each time PERC was delivered to your business
18  asyou were returning it to the dry cleaner to go ahead 18  during the time you operated it, was the mechanism by
19  and extract, there was a trail of solvent that went 19  which it was delivered through a hose? Was it always
20  across the floor. 20  through a hose?
21 That's why | didn't like that system. 21 A. Yes.
22 Q. Was there a containment system for the transfer 22 Q. Okay.
23 system? 23 A. | never received drums of PERC. How it got off
24 A. No. 24 the truck, | can't swear that it was always 55-gallon
25 Q. Do you recall during your use of the transfer 25  drums. It might have been a larger container.

199 201

1  system any need to notify the neighbors regarding a 1 I couldn't bear witness to that exactly, but it

2 spill? 2 was always in a hose.

3 A. No. 3 MR. PRICE: Thank you, Mr. Duensing. That's

4 MS. McADAM: All right. | think those are my 4 all I have.

5  questions for now. Thank you very much. 5 MR. SHAMIYEH: You done?

6 EXAMINATION 6 MR. PRICE: Yeah.

7 BY MR.PRICE: 7 EXAMINATION

8 Q. Good afternoon, Mr. Duensing. You and | met 8 BY MR. SHAMIYEH:

9  earlier today. My name is Jeremy Price, and | represent 9 Q. Hi, Mr. Duensing. I'm again, Nick Shamiyeh. |
10  Obie Goins, Lucilla Hazard, Judy Lawing and Ray Johnson.| 10 represent Mr. and Mrs. Assad, who own the property at
11 I just have a couple of quick questions, follow-up 11 716 Jackson Street, the next block over from you.

12 questions for you. 12 When you purchased the business, did you have
13 During the time you operated the transfer 13  totake a test from the State?

14  system, how often did you receive deliveries of PERC? 14 A. To my knowledge, it wasn't the State. It was
15 A. 1 would get PERC, as best as | can remember, 15 the school that | went to. Whether the State was

16  about once a month. 16  funding and operating that school, | don't know.

17 Q. And how long was the process -- how long did 17 I never took -- boy. No, the only test | ever

18  the process take from the start of the delivery to the 18  took for the license was at the school. That was the
19  end of the delivery of the PERC? 19  only one I ever took.

20 A. Oh, maybe 20 minutes, half hour. 20 Q. Do you recall whether or not you received a
21 Q. Okay. 21  license in your name as an operator of a dry cleaning
22 A. Now, that would all depend on whether the 22 from the State?

23 individual vendor was just delivering PERC or whether 23 A. Yes, | did.

24 the particular -- I can remember instances where the 24 Q. Okay. Was that renewed annually; do you know?
25  particular vehicle had PERC plus my other items on it. 25 Do you recall?
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1 A. They would be extracted the best they

2 could.

3 Q. Still damp though?

4 A. But they would still be damp. Yeah.

5 Q. Would there be occasions when a drop or two

6 or maybe more would drop off the clothes while they were

7 being moved from one machine to the other?

8 A, I don't recall that ever happening.

9 0. Ms. Hirsch, when you and your husband

10 acquired -- let's go back to even before you acquired it.

11 Starting the first day you began work at

12 625 Jackson straight through to the present, do you remember
13 seeing any cracks in the interior foundation floor at that
14 location?

15 A, Well, it was cement. So I'm going to say

16 there was probably cracks.

17 Q. Do any particular cracks stand out in your

18 mind?

19 A. No.
20 Q. Do you ever remember at any point in time
21 while you either owned or worked at the 625 Jackson location
22 notifying the property owner that there were cracks in the
23 interior floor, the concrete floor?
24 A, No.
25 Q. When the dry cleaning equipment was moved

Toll Free: 800.211.DEPO
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into a drum, a free-sgtanding drum. And then you added the
water repellant chemical in there.

And you swished it around. And then if you
had to water repellant something, it had a basket that went
down ingide. And you soaked the garment in the drum. And
then you pulled out the basket and hung it on the side like
a deep fryer.

And then you'd just let it drain out. Then
you would take the garment out of the water repellant drum
and extract it in the cleaning machine, and then put it in
the dryer.

Now, that's as best as I can remember.

BY MR. FARRELL:

Q. Is that how you performed waterproofing of
garments in the early stages of your tenure at 625
Jackson?

A. Yes.

Q. Did that process change at any point in time
before you ceased operations?

A. Yes.

JEWEL L. HIRSCH - Volume I April 18, 2012
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the road, and I'm sure Mr. Graham will follow up, if I
missed anything.
But describe for me, if you would, what was
involved in how you waterproofed garments?
A, I don't remember the ratio. But you put perc

ESQUIR

(4]

DEPOSITION SOLUTIORS
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sniffer?

A | don't know.

Q Do you recall -- do you have any
recol l ection of a separate piece of equi prment
besi des the Marvel unit that m ght have been one
of those itens?

A You nean a water separator?

Q Yeah. |'mjust curious whether there's
any recol |l ection on your part about whether the
still water separator and/or sniffer were separate

fromthe Marvel unit or whether they were built
i nto the machi ne.
M5. McADAM  (nj ection; specul ation.
THE WTNESS: The sniffer was
separate, but | couldn't tell you about the water
separ at or .
BY MR FARRELL:
Q And did you acquire -- was a sniffer
acquired at the sane tine as the Marvel dry-to-dry

syst enf?
A No.
Q The sniffer was -- had been used

previously with the transfer systen?
A Yes.
Q | tem nunber three states, "The water

f Toll Free: 800.211.DEPO
Facsimile: 415.591.3335
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separator drains into a bucket. The contents
(water) are disposed in the sewer system"

| think we touched on this briefly

yesterday with the transfer system and | believe
you did indicate that the water separator drained
into the bucket, and that when it cane tine to
drain that bucket -- I'mtrying to recall what you
said. It was poured --

A Into the hole in the floor.

Q That's correct, into the floor drain.

A Ri ght.

Q Right. Did that practice stay the sane

after the Marvel dry-to-dry systemwas installed
in terns of the separator water?

A Yes.

Q So the reference here to, "The contents
are disposed in the sewer system" that would be
the pouring it into the floor drain?

A Yes.

Q Al right. Nunber four, M. Hirsch,
states that, "They changed carriage filters often
so as not to have to use the still."

Was that your practice, both with the
ol der transfer system and the repl acenent Marvel
syst enf?

f Toll Free: 800.211.DEPO
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A Yes.
Q Did you still provide themin the
same -- in -- with the perc and the perc sol ution?
A | don't recall. It mght have been when

we were using the aerosol cans.

Q As you sit here today, do you ever
recall waterproofing any garnents in the perc and
perc solution and then placing theminto the
dry-to-dry nachi ne?

A | don't recall

Q You said in your waterproofing process,
you used a drumfor the perc and the perc
solution; is that correct?

A Yes.
Q And how big was that drunf
A | don't know, nmaybe -- is that a

15-gal lon drun? That's --
Q Three to four feet high?
Yeah.
Ckay. And how wi de?
That big (indicating).
Coul d you estimate how long that is for

O >» O >

A Three feet, maybe.
Q We have video, so --

f Toll Free: 800.211.DEPO
Facsimile: 415.591.3335

Suite 1100

IR 44 Montgomery Street
San Francisco, CA 94104

an Alexander Gallo Company www.esquiresolutions.com
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More than once a week?
M5. MADAM (bjection; calls for

355
A Yes.
Q How qui ckly woul d that bucket fill up?
A | don't recall.
Q On a daily basis would it fill up?
A No.
Q Weekl y?
A Yes.
Q

specul ati on.
THE WTNESS: | think so.
BY MR PRI CE:

Q So when the bucket filled up, that's
when you would take it and dunp it into the floor
dr ai n?

A Actually, | would dunp it when it got
half full. | couldn't carry it when it was full.

Q Ckay. How big was the bucket?

A 5-gal l on pail.

Q Ckay. Wien | refer to how qui ckly does
t he bucket fill up, and you said, well, on a
weekly basis, is that -- are you neaning to say
that on a weekly basis, the bucket would fill
hal fway up, and that's when you would dunp it?

A Yes.

f Toll Free: 800.211.DEPO
Facsimile: 415.591.3335

Suite 1100

IR 44 Montgomery Street
San Francisco, CA 94104

an Alexander Gallo Company www.esquiresolutions.com
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to

to

371

Q Do you recall providing any training to

Ray Johnson?

A No.
Q Do you recall providing any training to

John Bl ue?

A No.
Q Do you recall providing training to

LaVer ne Appl ebee or LaVerne Bl ue?

A No.
Q So if | understand your prior testinony,

then, that the only training that you provi ded was

bi e' s step-daughter?

A Correct.

Q kay. And the training was wth regard
how to operate the equi pnent?

A Yes.
Wi ch equi pnment are you referring to?
The dry cl eani ng machi ne.
kay. What about spotting?

> O » O

Spotting -- probably sone spotting, too,

yes.

Q Are you guessi ng?
A Yeah, |'m guessing, because she al ready

went to Laney Coll ege and got her |icense.

Q Ckay.

f Toll Free: 800.211.DEPO
Facsimile: 415.591.3335

Suite 1100

IR 44 Montgomery Street
San Francisco, CA 94104

an Alexander Gallo Company www.esquiresolutions.com
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS INSPECTION REPORT {
\
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PERMIT APPLICATION COMPLETE? v_n& [?“Mr Chén L1 14 a,a//-mm,r 'Zu Yt /?J%?:/
INVENTORY DATE; 18,
1. HAZMAT INVENTORY AGGURATET — Y_N_L~ l" //Jcrm.ra_g/ ;{Lu/jaw g Terss / / L sl
3. CONTAINERS PROPERLY LABELED? Y__N
a.wwmm’szgs:unscgngs Y" J‘:/ 4 /% 24,-44:/: /L;nxwé ﬂwq d5e m/-q—ﬂ/(g
AVAILABLE? 0 e Y__Ni
5. SPILL CONTANENT?  SPILLS? YN ft[ vired 2er (ol /7{;//%9'-‘5}472, éa{' ~£¢.7.233v3 g
SITE LAYOUT/FACILITY MAP: /o
5 ORIENT,EFDTO NORTH? Y_N _“_,} Camp/t 7z 72(, frmmp i@ ~y7 4‘/’.0/ lesrrabs
7. ALL HAZMAT/WASTE SHOWN? Y_N — - .
'8, FIRE FIGHTING EQUIPMENT? y_Ni | Lleéns C toilf be Cuv
sy CIPEROUTES HEADCOONT, | s 2042 Y /Aﬂrﬁ/m z Cr j/&ffj Lrrmp .
10, STORM DRAINS, SEWERS, RUN OFF
PATTERNS? YN | R OT ypor ﬂlf ar7 :
11. SHUT-OFFS (GAS, ELECTRIC, WATER)? Y__N_&~ pf) 7 ) ih S‘f"od' .
12. LOCATION OF MSDS? Y-N—:/@ ry rfuwu part s aclose ¢ L%
EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN: 7 2y
13, MITIGATION PROCEDURES? Y_N___l,/' ST: // /VW‘\ [0(’[:( 0@77\9/[’\ C) 13 p/U"‘!' /?:_
?
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Received By:

Date:

B Lo Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District - (707) 429-8930
S . . Joint Water Pollutlon Prevention lnspectxon Report 3 0-% 3
: Page of
Name: ¢g,f/{ ///‘/l/m.w.r a é&é/ﬂ&/f’q Sweeps No.: 307 J / e oa ) i
R |
Address biS‘ ;(;75 e . ; z;f& 7 No. of Employees: / - L/ - !
leity: * fsinfr el zm: § 2532 Telephone: { ) & -OtLs C
- T :
Owner: :ng@ / /%VJC4
Ma}orProductorServSoe C/[ é’?'o/:j’ //&3 l/ﬂéjé" 48
4
Reast‘m tor lnspectlon. { lme { ) Reinspection [ | Complaint
Educatlonal Info on Provided by Inspector:
{ aErochure _[ ] Verbal [ 1 Other {describe):
Sanitary Sewer/Starm Drain Checklist
Yes | No | NIA ‘ ) . Yes | No NIA
A. DRAIN MANAGEMENT 5 €. WASTE MANAGEMENT - 13 TR T :
1 Floor drains in work area free of stains 1 Haz. wastes properly dispoged? }
2 Sinks and toilets free of unusual'staing? . | -7 27 Haz. wastes hauling manifests avallable? . &=
3 Extenior suriaces frae of stains?  * LYt 7 3 Hauled waste volume appmpnate for waste M‘
4 Arez around storm drains free of stains? : [ stream? - - -
§ Sewer clean-outs free of stains and/ar slgns of t/' 4 Spent parts cleaning solution propeny 6/'
llegat dumping? il N | *,_managed and disposed? = .
.6 On:site manholes free of unusual, stalhs?' S =i TN "5 "Area behind business free of dumps?
7__Loading dotX draing free of stains/debris? . te”, 8 DumpsierArash covered and not leaking?
8 Causes of any observed stains identified? PN AR e Y Conainers coveredinrotected from rain? v
9 Ollwater separators regularly and propaﬂy = . %8 Wash waters and mop waters drained 1o 4/’
rnaintained? . N\, sanltary sewer?
*10" Drains from process units protected an ¢( B lery 9) Car wash water discharped to landscaping or g
. sealed from sanitary sewer? Y ;:,g - Latww ~ 4 [ || sanitary sewer? '
11 Interior drains connected to sani sewar? {JAR A ' 4 R e
12 Drains from roof equipment (non-condensate) D. SPILL CLEAN-UP and PREVENTION g SERIA
fiow 1o sanhary sewer? v |2 1 Spiils deaned using dry cleaning methods?
13 Steam cieaning/pressure washng dmlnecho M/:’ 2 Spil clean-up kits readily available? [=d
sanitary sewer? 3 Written splil response plan on siha? Aoe”l”
e | PR R .
B. EQUIPMENT/MATERIALS STORAGE - ,.  |HiEH! el g‘ &f EMPLOYEE TRAINING. % ;.. * 74t ¢ ’ ; ,::.lfé it 8.,
1 Haz. materials stored (o prevent spills from - { |~ Régulartraining i spil deawp? A i e
entering sanitary sewer and stormn drains? » Ty bt wild] 2 (Regular Wailing i broper waste giSposalty o = o * |1~ As] - "
2 Other malterials/process wastas managed to L g HogE s 3% Refular training in housekeeping mathods? ¥ &
prevent entry into sanitary sewer/storrn drains? 1.« 64 4 A 4 Regulartraining on storm drain protection? & R
3 Materals and products protected from rain?.” ¢ . 7 I'5_ Regular training on sanitary sewer protection? *
4 Exterior squipment free of olls and other o ¢ - . . gl i ik
residues that may enter storm drains? F. Other GEs i
5§ Drip pans used to collect fiyfds from leskingg - ! .
equipment and vehicles? 7 LLR.. 1] |
Problem/Activity Lo Severlty In Compliance with pollution controt
- Chetk Ong——ew—> 0 1 ] 2 Severity Codes reguirements?
A. Drain Mansgement i 0=in Compliance . . .o
B. Equipment/Materals Storage [N . 1=Minor { IYes . { o
C. Waste Management = 2=Sevare . £ .
D. Solit Clean-up and Prevention f ¥ 4t A - - /5" &
E. Emplovee Traning N b . ..//J e
F. Cther - IR 'y e
N~ P o
. 4 e s ‘» P (’ & ef’
Enforcement Action Level: [ §7Warning Notice { Conplese YT 00 7’3«» f TFe J7 vt 2
(Check One) ; " [ ] Notice of Minor Violation &/¢§¥¢, Dewrlsyp S, ple 3/?{?/4 ris
-7 [ '] Ndtice of Major Violation Paf‘ p,a\,ﬁ/ te L :
1 1 : ) "
< ( L - TR
Water Pollution Prevenhon Program violanons shall be corrected w:thin days.
%7 LA
lnspectorSrgnature //é/‘}’é /%/32 ?/2‘}/ fj

1

Copy Distctrution: Wiwe ~ Diainel Yelow  Fis, Pra ~ Contacl Person
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SOLANO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANA GEMENT
. 601 TEXAS STREET, FAIRFIELD CA 94533 707-421-6765 '

"SWEEPS #

nm- 30774«

www.solanocounty.com

G25 ek S

4 — Supplemental UST checklist attached:

[QNS NOT

[ NO VIOL

Received By

=S

nspectaor,

Business Name %}ZJ (O fponecs Address :
City. ZIP 'F%“M Q422 Manager \WM&Q H‘] Y seh
Phone 1 427, 0t/ Emergency Phone / ‘% Z? 1SZ58. # Employees 4/ Pg. £ oot 1r J
fmab() !
NDEGE HAZARDOQUS MATERIALS RELEASE RESPONSE PLAN & INVENTORY and HAZARDOUS WASTE
E BB B The items below have been inspected. Circled items represent violations of the California Health and Safety Code (HSC) or the
L £ R B | California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 22, or other Regulations as listed and shall be corrected as follows or as noted on page __: B
| vioLATIONs | | correcTIVEACTIONS |
( A) BUSINESS PLAN INSPECTED ? (S5 __ NQ.. ‘Consent to inspect, photograph, semple¥ES 9~ NO
o] ol Ptan not availabie, on fie, or updated | Subit the HITMP with saf is report, Keep plan on site. Update
HSC 25503.5, 25504, 25505 changes or update plan every three years. (Threshold: 55 gallons, 500 pounds, 200 cuft)
1l a1 6 ,,aehcmical inventory statement not filed, | Submit an inventory anmually. Submit for100% increase in material, new undi:cla.fcd matzrial,
! or updated ~ HSC 25504, 25505, 25510 change of address/ownership/name. Submit withi 15 days from his 3
12| 4oV ,rgitc diagram not accurate ~ HSC 25509 | Complete a site diagram to scale, that depicts site layout, location of haz-mai, exits, fire
fighting_equipment, utility shuaoffs, water drainage patterns, streets.
1l 44 A" Notification procedures and phore #s Notification phone numbers shall be listed on the HMMP. All releases of haz-mat shall be
not available — HSC 25504, 25507, 25509 | reported immediately to this office~ 707-421-6765 and the State OES- 800-852-7550.
14 w4 | Hazardous Materials not labeled All harardous materials containers shall be labeled with the manufacturer's label to x‘nc.lude
: @P’ OSHA 1910.1200 & 8CCR 5194(f)(4) contents and hazard category. Label all containers within 30 days, MSDS shall be available
15 4 75[ RMP required and not prepared; RMP | You shall prepare and submit an RMP to The Federal EPA and this office within
not being implemented — HSC 25535 months of the daje of this report or by Chemical: .
(B) WASTE INSPECTED ?' /YES NO___Consent to tnspect, photopraph, sampl YES- NO
1o 40| 70l V/W aste determination nol made Before you transfer, treat, store or dispose of any waste, you shall determine if the waste is
CCR 66262.11 hazardous. Generator knowledge may suffice.
ul a1l 7 //No EPA ID number - CCR 66262.12, You shall obtain an EPA ID number from DTSC within 30/15 days of the date of this report.
66263.42, HSC 25250.8 Call: 916-255-1136 (1-800-61-TOXIC)
12 42 @> V,Gomaincrslxanks not labeled Label with: Hazardous waste, generator address, contents, hazardous properties, physical state
CCR 6626234 and_accumulation date. Moax accumulation: 90/180/270 days. Label containers/sanks today.
1 43l 73 /,GUnlainers/&anks not managed Consainers shall be: I Closed when not in use; 2. Serviceable; 3. Compatible with stored materia
properly ~ CCR_66265.170-178 & 190-202| 4, Containment required for tanks ( facilities » 1000 ke/month)
14 44 74 /,!ﬁcompmiblcs not seperated CCR Incompatible wastes shall not be stored in the same container (e.. acids and bases). A container
66262.34 & 66265.177 holding hazardous waste that is incompatible with another waste or material must be separated.
15 45l 75 //Ig'nitab!drcactivc waste pot 50" from Containers holding ignitable or reactive wastes shall be located a1 least 50° from the property
property line - CCR 66265.176 Line and shall be properily grounded if metallic,
16 24 V)Wast: area not inspected weekly Inspect waste storage area (containers weekly and 1anks daily), for damage or evidence of
: CCR 66265.174 &.195 leaks or spills. A log shall be kept recording the inspections by date and person inspecting.
Al el ‘//Spill Kt, communication device or All facilities shall be equipped with communications or alarm devices for summoning help, fire
N alarm not available - CCR 66265.32 control equipment, spill control and dec rion equipment and adequate water supply,
1 48 @; V,‘Faciliry not designed to mintmize Facilities mainiained/operated io minimize the possibility of fire, explosion, or release of baz.
release — CCR 66265.31 wasles to air, soil. or surfuce water which could threaten human health or the envirorment
L dianifests/receipts not avajlable Manifest copies provided 1o CalEPA & the TSPF. Receipts gnd manifzst cqpiesshall be
19 4 DY ecr s6262.00 o i o e years, S S22 - el @W
a0l z0f 80l //ﬁhauthon'zcd disposal of waste The disposal of any hazardous waste, or the lausing thereof, is prohibited when the disposal
HSC 25) '89.5 is at a facility which does not have a permir issued by the appropriate agency. (see page )
21 51l 81 Waste oil filiers not managed properly | Filters drained of free flowing oil, siored in an appropriate closed container, labeled wish the
CR 66266.130 words “Drained used oil filters" and accumulation date. Dispose of filters (<] ton) annually.
(C) COMMON VIOLATIONS
'Contingency/Emcrgcncy Response plan | Design plan to minimize hazards to human health or the enviromment resulting from explosion
38 68 98 inadequate CCR 66265.50-56, HSC25504 | fire or release of hazardous material or waste, Evaluate danger from fire and spitls, consider
i evacugtion and_mitigation. Revise and submit the E.R. plan within 30 days.
3 G;T a9 Training: records not available or not Personnel shall be trained within 6 mos. of hiring. Training documented and records kept undil
docurnented - CCR 66265.16, HSC 25504 | facility closure, Include response to fires, spills, equipment and system failures. Annual refresher.
Corrected On Site = COS  Not Later Than = NLT
Class I = Major threat (to human health, safety or the envirc ) Class I = Moderate threat Minor = Low threat
[l - SPCC is available on site for this facility: N/A & Yes __ No __ (66071320 gal) #of ASTs ____Size (916 227.43(:4;]
2 - Supplemental Tiered Permitting checklist atached:  Yes __ No ~ o et ces e - .
3 - Supplemental RMP checklist artached: Yes _ No = Submit the Return to Compliance Letter in 30 days __

15 days __(NLT ) (for any

violations ch corrected on site)

NSt 0 [idor

Yes __

r:\envhealth\hazmat\cupalo mcialcup;cbcckhsliﬁc'ygo

; *"L Exhibit

Ll 16 )

JH0008338
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Solano Gounty Environmental Mdnagement ~ {707) 4216785
Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District - (707) 429-8330

Joint Water Poliution Prevention Inspection Report rage ey
Name: ﬁ -’/‘W W Swacps No.: %O 7Z2(
Address: (O'Z{ Tkg,ks\."\ &"{\ No. of Employees: 4-‘

City: ﬁt\("w Zip: 2 Tslaphone: ( )4&7 0/@/
Reason for ins: n:
Owner: Tewel EXicsch | osine 1) F:;%m | apcempiaint
or;
) erbal

Educational Information Provided by |
[ } Brochwe { { 1 Other

Malor Product or Service:

Bantary Sewer/Storm Drain Checklist
Yes-| No NIA

A. DRAIN MANAGENMENT e el G, WASTE MANAGEMENT
Floor drams, siks, and {ollets free of ofi and ‘/ 3 Raz. wastes properly managed, dispased and
chemical siains? are Haz.waste manifests avaliabie?
ExXierior sUrfaces, Sorm draing, (oading Gock |, Havied waste votume appropriate for expected | . QD

2 drains, manholes, and sanliary sewer clean- waste stream? .
outs free of chemical steins and ofl stains? e s ¥

i i Z drai dl p -
3 O water separators (if present) reguiarly and / a Wa;h walsrs and mop wat rs_ rained 10 (j Cj(

} sanitary sewerirs

propshiy maintsined/documented? . P
—&auses ol any shserved siains identified? KAy 4 Dumosterarash covered and nol lesking?
C §_Mitenor drans tonnecied lo sanitary sewer? Liv] §_ Ares bening business free of dumps?
F~raims from process units protected andfor e :
Cﬁealed {n pravant discharge 1o sanitary / [ S:;;as:xé:;dnsch&rged o landzcaping of
sewetfslom drain? A i
Non-tondensate drains from roaf equipment /
flow to sanitary sewar? 10, SPILL CLEAN-UP and PREVENTION
Stear cleaning/pressure washing dramed to 1_Spilis claaned using dry clepning methods?
oliiwater seperator and/or sanitary sewer? 2 Spill clean-up kits raadiy availsdie?

3 Wvritten spil response plan on site?
4 Rap service & clean sweep use documenied?

B. EQUIPMENT/MATERIALS STORAGE

3 Materialsiwastes stored 10 prevent spills from E. EMPLDYEE TRAINING
antering sanitary sewer and storm drains? 1 Reguiar training in spill clean-up? o
2 Maierials, products, and containers protected 7 Reguiar raining in praper waste disposal? A ARSI XA
from rain? 3 Renviar traming Ih housekeeping methods? /1 \.X -7
3 Exteriar equipmant free of oils and ather ; %_Repuls’ training on storm drain prolection? 3 P VTV
residuss that may enter storm drains? /f&( 5 Repulsr ireining on sanitary sewe’ Emtectmm N T
4 Dnp pans used lo collect fiuids fﬁ\‘ 1eagﬁ9fs ¢ Do employses know the diference between a )
equipment and vehices? |.” storm draln and a sanitary sewer? - i
J i
i ([ in Compliance with Poliution Contro! Rg uirements ? Enforcement Leve! of not in compliance, eheck ane}:
t )f 11 Yes t o f’m\:NG NOTICE
&‘ [ ] NOTICE DF MINDR VIDLATION
[ )} NOTICE OF MAJOR VIOLATION

inspector Comments: {\fo c/uweh-!' Wp c)ﬂ-{:ﬂ(:, qu\::z«f\ Q/um— '&-L-’Z&.é& M\éa.xng.r:s
N opagdy libeled gy cordaines sV tt pe labelolley origiet
Q Laleod ¢ /e o " anil dade emptred.Lofs ol struricy o

1 : —S@r dain wxﬁmi of Peec achine(B Wk =
malce, %mv(_mr:@fm\dww + EROONP (,me:{f%ohvc Ispose of extva
5 Condldrecs el an Pl . Ao e _weder  Rle K amP |
7 Tk crnanes, ourel) i ol lest 3 years of oSk i andSols.

OB s Como\von ower gveril apec onde W«ﬁ st | baoercerdensis

o desk, fiwaiafffw&&q ot Jepister a_ram—ra-g}w wneler C?("c.D AT
Water Poih}‘gon Preven%olahons shall be ccrrected within %2 daYs

inspecior Signature; Date: /[(" (2'

Pocoies B A \é@*ﬁ)—) | mﬂg@go 2
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SOLANO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
: 601 TEXAS STREET,'FAXRFII‘;LD‘CA 94533 707-421-6765 :

www.solanocounty.com’

Business Name

%" J\m (’/Qan"w& Address

o —Reksv. S

NALZZ

eUid  orwssh

‘City. ZIP e Manager
Phone / O/ @/ Emergency Phone 1 A29) 52K #Employees L pg { of T
nhgek HAZARDOUS MATERIALS RELEASE PONSE PLAN & NTORY and HAZARDOU WASTE
5 E B B The items below have been inspected. Circled items represent violations of the California Realth and Safety Code (HSC) or the
- ;1 ﬁ E California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 22, or other Regulations as listed and shall be corrected as follows or as noted on page ___: B
VIOLATIONS | correcTIvEACTIONS |
( A) BUSINESS PLAN INSPECTED @ NO  Consent to Inspect, photograph, sample YES NO
1o 40 70 | #lan not available, on file, or updated Submit the HMMP within 30/15 days of the date of this report. Keep plan on site. Update
#| HSC 25503.5, 25504, 25505 changes or update plan every three years. (Threshold: 55 gallons, 300 pounds, 200 cuft)
1 @ - L -€hemical inventory statement not filed, | Swbmit an inventory annually. Submit forl 00% increase in material, new undi:clo.?ed material,
M or updated — HSC 25504, 25505, 25510 change of address/ownershipame. Submit within 30/15 days from the date of this report,
1ol 42 72 /*’ﬁtc diagram not accurate ~ HSC 25509 | Complete a site diagram to scale, that depicis site layout, location of haz-mat, exits, fire
fighting _equipmeny, utiliry shwtoffs, water drainage patterns, streets.
13 43| 79 /motiﬁcaﬁon procedures and phone #5 | Notification phone numbers shall be listed on the HMMP. All releases of haz-mat shall be
not available — HSC 25504, 25507, 25509 | reported immediotely to this office~ 707-421 6765 and the State OES- 800-852-7550.
14 @) 74 |Aiazardous Materials not labeled All hazardous materials containers shall be labeled with the manufaciurer's label to include
| OSHA 1910.1200 & BCCR 5194(£)4) contents and hazard category. Label all ¢ rs within 30 days. MSDS shall be available
1l 48l 75 RMP required znd not prepared; RMP | You shall prepare and submit an RMP to The Federal EPA and this office within _______
not being implemented ~ HSC 25535 months of the-date of this report or by Chemical:
(B) WASTE INSPECTED ? { YES|J  NO __ Caonsent to jnspect, pholograph. sample YES NO .
10| 40| 70 Waste determination not made Before you Trariijer, treat, siore or dispose of any waste, you shall determine if the waste is
CCR 66262.11 hazardous. Generator knowledge may suffice.
1l 4t 71 No EPA ID pumber - CCR 66262.12, You shall obtaint an EPA ID number from DTSC within 30/15 days of the date of this report.
66263.42, HSC 25250.8 Call: 916-255-1136 (1-800-61-TOXIC) e
1ol 40 2 V[r(imtainers/lanks not labeled Label with: Hazardous waste, generator address, coruents, hazardous properties, physical stale
CCR.66262.34 and accumulation date. Max accumulation: 907180/270 days. Label containers/tanks today.
13l 43 7 Containers/tanks not managed Containers shall be: 1 Clasez_i when not in use; 2. Serviceable; 3. Compatible with-stored materials
propedy — CCR 66265.170-178 & 190-202| 4. Conyainmens required for wanks { facilities > 1000 kg/month) .
14l 44| 7 Incompatibles not separated CCR Incompatible wastes shall not be stored in the same container (e.g. acids and bases). A conaine
6626234 & 66265.177 holding hazardous waste that is incompatible with another waste or material must be separated.
15! 48 75 Ignitable/reactive waste not 50° from Containers kolding fgnitabie or reactive wastes shall be located at least 50° from the property -
property line - CCR 66265.176 Line and shall be properly grounded if metallic.
1 464 7 ‘A)Vaslc area not inspected weekly Inspect waste storage area {containers weekly and tanks daily), for damage or evidence of
CCR 66265.174 &.195 leaks or spills. A log shall be kept recording the inspections by date and person inspecting.
a7 Spill kit, wmniMon device or All facilities shall be equipped with communications or alarm devices for summoning help, fire
alarm not available - CCR 66265.32 contral equipment, spill control and decontamination equipmenz and adeguate water supply.
1 8@> 1 LFacility not designed to % acilities mairtained/operated to minimize the possibility of fire, explosion, or release of haz.
release — CCR 66265.31 stes 10 air, soil, or surface water which could threaten human health or the environment
10\(a3 7 V/Manifcst;/rcccipts not avaﬂﬂ;ﬁ( M Manifest copies provided 1o CalEPA & the TSDF. Receipts and manifest copies shall be
CCR 66262.40 v available for three years,
2 o0 Unauthorized disposal of waste ' |JThe disposal of any hazardous wasie, or the causing thereof, is prohibised when the disposal
HSC 25189.5 is at a facility which does not have a permit issued by the appropriate agency. (see page )
21] 51 81 Waste oil filters not managed properly | Filters drained of free flowing oil, stored in an appropriate closed container, labeled with the
CCR 66266.130 words “Drained used oil filters” and pccumulation date. Dispose of filters (<1 son) annually.
{C) COMMON VIQLATIONS
Contingency/Emergency Response plan | Design plan 1o minimize hazards to human health or the environmen resulting from explosion
33 98 inadequate CCR 66265.50-56, HSC25504 | fire or release of harardous material or wasie. Evaluate danger from fire and spills, consider
evacuation and mitigation. Revise and submit the E.R, plan within 30 days.
a0l gol oo Training; records not available or not Personnel sholl be trained within 6 mos. of hiring. Training documented and records kept until
documented ~ OCR 66265.16, HSC 25504 | facility closure, Include response 1o fires, spills, equipment and system failures. Annual refresher. |

Correcied On Site = COS  Not Later Than = NLT

Class {1 = Moderate threat Minor = Low threat

Class [ = Major threat (1o }

health, safety or the environment)

{916- 227-4364)

(66071320 gal) # of ASTs Size s

[1-'SPCC is available on site for this facility: N/AZ) Yes _ No ..
2 - Supplemental Tiered Permitting checklist attached:

ch ed:

d:

S|

=
h

3- Suppl:gm?}l;l?
4 — Supplerkemal UST checkl

NS N

Inspecior, E gié §

z;:z - ﬁg - Submit the Retum to Compliance Letter in 30 days __
Yes _ No _ 15 days __ (NLT, ) (for any

violations not correcied on site)

Date gzd/g éZ—

o

»ﬂt Exhibit

' JHO0008340



‘froTyASE830

ot Fé'nrﬂeld Su:sun Sewer Dnlstn‘ct‘

: : S Jomt Water Pollut«on Prevent:on !nspect:on Repoz‘t ‘
. Nnm'ev: . ﬁ (“4@&/‘0’& <. oL . o Sweeps'No’.: - “ i
: . . L) ; T L T
_|Address: £ 1@'}’5{#\ s T No- of Employees: * . N
§ N i .
fe City: . T@——— ' z.p- q 35 Telephone { ]/?7 (Jré‘;’ [
LT Tt Reason tor Inspection: .
ol ownar: » et LJL/{ 1 }C, l‘\ . | ) Routing (..}/Reinspedion : [ ]Corpp!ginﬂ
% T . Educational information Provided by inspector .
¥4 Major Pmduct orServu:e‘ : . . ) Lo { ]Brochure .. .. .[,,]-‘\ﬁ‘bal [ lOthEt‘v
-,f i g R : Samtary SewerlStorm Drain Checklns\
[ ' ; Yes.] No | NiA - e
MY : S R e Lo WASTE MANAGEMENT,' RS RREE I
2 1. rHaz. vmsle.s properly’ managad dssposea and
p I aurtaoes storrn‘ﬁrmné A?admg.da&.
z;i o ary'sewer Sled
o 4ho ol stains 7%’
£ i-séparators (1{ prueni) reguiatly,and",
£ malftained/dotumented? - - AN
g;‘ K ."C:auses of any.observad:stains identlfied? .
[ Jmenor drains connected-o.sanitary sewer?. b
P . . A
kS “seated 10 preven(.dlsdx 7
¢ .. sewer/siorm draing A
’, .'7 Non-condensate dminsfrummolequpmem o e e toe
’ " flow to sanhary'sewer? D. SPILL CLEAN-UP and PREVENTION
8 Stedin cleaning/pressure washing drained to 1 Spilis cleaned uSi_ng dry cleaning methods?
o)uWater séperator andlor sanitary sewsr? 5 Soill clean-up kits raadily availabla?. P

-m ) Mmen spill response plan on site? ]
=4 Rao service & clean sweep use aowmemad? i

- ,kié(C\"WJ Dl s
' ‘,,U.l,,w. M)

“‘\
B EQUIPMENT/MATERIALS STORAGE

"y Matenialsiwastes siored 1o prevent spilis from <} . . e 1e. eMPLOYEE TRAINING et
.«~"entering sanitary sewsr ang storm drains? . 1 Reoular training in spill dean-up?
2 ‘Materials, products, and containers pmteded 2 Regular reining in proper waste tisposal?
from rain? . ; " 3 Regular raining in housekeeping methods? > | . ,
Extenor equipment lree of pils and other / A Requlartraining on storrn drain protection? .+ . - °
residues that may enter storm drains? ¥ 5 Regular training pn santary sewer protection?? |, .
. . Drip pans used to collect fluids rom ieakmg g Doemployees know the difference betwsen?i T e
. " equipment and vemdes? i storm dealn and a sardtary sewer? R .

. In Comphance wsth Pollution Controt Reqmrements? ot Enforcement Leve! wmm cor
ci Lt ],Yes : . [,r]‘{o', N [vrv’VARNmG NOTICE Y may - .
O : R AN U ¢ ]NOT‘ICEDFMINORWOU\TION o ke
) ' R : LT { 1 NOT)CEOFMAJORVIOLAT‘ION SRS S

lnspe{:ﬁorcm. ﬁ[’ b }'/ '-S. ”24—7‘16"7&/\1"//1 ‘L LL.&&'\ /{(/v A“.,“/f 9///%/#,4;
{/'Lf:..apfff'?f*ﬂ ’f)ﬂ?*”’} £oe o Lecr 1 /'/é;._,ﬁ ik s ri?r,r/{léwarp Cw"f/ﬂ#
"l’f Ve !‘Jj(-""\?/ﬂ/ /L"{f"'l'i // é‘f’ ).:36/[‘“/-/‘ M{” /vuar:é‘y 'E/r/: f[#[{.f,\
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(@‘ﬂ\rﬁf’rbw\ [{-"-m'{“ s\f\al’{ S \;ezs“ I IS A i i et 43 {zuu/u’,(_
G ) l?\g,ch ff*x,v‘] - />l?312/'5€ 0[ & Yf\d ('f"r’}ﬁ 1848 Une Nlet Lead
. water Pollutlnn Preventlon ngram»vlolabons shau be corrected wrthm N % < _days.. _'f: /J-JL/' -Zt/
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SOLANO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGENLENT

601 TEXAS STREET, FAIRFIELD CA 94533 707421'6765 11 sweeps #_77/
www.solanocounty.com 2i/22- 30 4

Bx;sincss Nameé 'f:&/fpfw‘ O/’@ﬂf/lm Address < _Jac Z&? ol S:L
City. ZIP s /73“&(/ F4ER Manager ._ b& i f'SClA .
Phone /42 7/ ole/ Emergency Phope / @7/ 258 # Employees 4 Pg L Of“.é_

nhkEE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS RELEASE RESPONSE PLAN & INVENTORY and HAZARDOUS WASTE
BB E 8 The items below have been inspected. Circled items represent violations of the California Health and Safety Code (HSC) or the
. f'_: P § California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 22, or other Regulations as listed and shall be corrected as follows or as noted on page ___
[ VIOLATIONS ‘ f CORRECTIVE ACTIONS
( A) BUSINESS PLAN INSPECTED ? @ NO _ Consent to inspeet, photograph, sample YES NO
10 4ol 70 Plan not available, on file, or updated | Submit the HMMP within 30/15 days of the date of this report. Keep plan on site. Update
HSC 23503.5, 25504, 25505 changes or update plan every three years. (Threshold: 55 gallons, 500 pounds, 200 cuft)
ol a1l 7 ‘/vﬁ'mﬁr | inventory statement not filed, | Submit an inventory annually. Submit forl00% increase in material, new undisclosed material,
or updated - HSC 25504, 25505, 25510 change of address/ownership/name. Submit within 30/15 days from the date of this report.
12l 42| 72 V’S’n: diagram not acaurate — HSC 25509 | Complete a site diagram to scale, that depicts site layouklocation of haz-maj , fire
fighting equipment, utility shutoffs, water drainage patterns, streeis.. j&
13 43 7 Notification procedures and pbone #s Nof:ﬁcatwn phone numbers shall be listed on the HMMP. All releases of haz-mat shall be
not available ~ HSC 25504, 25507, 25509 | reported i diately to this office~ 707-421-6765 and the State OES- 800-852-7550.
14 44} 74 Hazardous Materials not labeled All hazardous materials containers shall be labeled with the manufacsurer's label to include
QSHA 1910.1200 & 8CCR 5194()(4) contents and hazard category, Label all containers within 30 days. MSDS shall be available
15| 48] 75 RMP required and not prepared; RMP | You shall prepare and submit an RMP 1o The Federal EPA and this office within _____
not being implemented - HSC 25535 months of thesdsge-of this report or by Chemical:
(B) WASTE INSPECTED ? / YES~" _ NO __Consent la Inspect, photograph, snmple YES NO
1o 4d 70 Waste determination not made Before you transfer, treat, store or dispose of any waste, you shall determine if the waste is :
CCR 66262.11 hazardous, Generator knowledge may suffice. .
ul 41l 7 No EPA ID number - CCR 66262.12, You shall obtain an EPA ID number from DTSC within 30/15 days of the date of this report.
66263.42, HSC 25250.8 Call: 916-255-1136 (1-800-61-TOXIC)
1| 42| 72 Containers/tanks not labeled Label with: Hazardous waste, generator address, contents, hazardous propertics, physical state
* | CCR66262.34 and accumulation date. Max accumulation: 90/180/270 days. Label containers/tanks today. :
19 ad 73 Containers/tanks not managed Fpntamers shall be: | Closed when not in use; 2. Serviceable; 3. Compatible with stored marerials '
propexly — CCR 66265.170-178 & 190-202 | 4. Containment required for tanks ( facilities > 1000 kg/month)
14l 44 74 Incompatibles not separated CCR | Incompaiible wastes shall not be stored in the same container (e.g. acids and bases). A container
66262.34 & 66265.177 holding hazardous waste thai is incompatible with another waste or material must be separated.
15 4g 75 Ignitable/reactive waste not 50" from Containers holding ignitable or reactive wastes shall be located at least 50" from the property
property line ~ CCR 66265.176 Line and shall be properly grounded if mesallic.
16l 4¢l 78 Waste area not inspected weekly Inspect waste storage area (containers weekly and tanks daily), for damage or evidence of
CCR 66265.174 &.195 leaks or spills. A log shall be kept recording the inspections by date and person inspecring.
4l Spill kit, communication device or All facilities shall be equipped with communicarions or alarm devices for summoning heip, fire
alarm not available — CCR 66265.32 control equipment, spill control and decontamination equipmernt and adequate water supply.
18 gl 76 V/Facility not designed to minimize Facilities maintained/operated to minimize the possibility of fire, explosion, or release of haz.
;&leasc ~ CCR. 66265.31 M wastes to air, 5oil, or surface waler whic;; could threaten human health or the environment
anifests/recei t availab t copies pyovi 10 CalEPA & the TSDF. Regeipts and manifest copies shall be
19 49 VT CCR screrdoge f3okol /)c of39, 1 %ﬁ: ]%yeﬂ oK a5 wedd. If/ 725 /{/ (o :
20l 50/ 80 Unauthorized disposal of was b mi The disposal of any hazardous waste, or the causing thereof, is prohibited. when rhé"duposd m y
HSC 25189.5 #is at a facility which does not have a permit issued by the appropriate agescy. (see page _..) )
21l 51 81 Waste oil filters not mw Filters drained of free flowing oil, stored in an appropriate closed container, labeled with the -
CCR 66266.130 S 1 words “Drained used oil filters” and accurulation date. Dispose of filters (<1 ton) annually.
(C) COMMON VIOLATIONS 2072 — 2803 %
Contingency/Emergency Response plan | Design plan 10 minimize hazards to human health or the environment resulting from explosion '
36| 68; 98 inadequate CCR 66265.50-56, BSC25504 | fire or release of hazardous maierial or wasie. Evaluate danger from fire and spills, consider
evacuation and mirigation. Revise and submit the E.R. plan within 30 days,
a9l eol 20 Training; records not available or not Personnel shall be trained within 6 mos. of hiring. Training documented and records kept until
documented — CCR 66265.16, HSC 25504 | facility closure, Inciude response to fires, spills, equipment and system failures. Annual refresher.

Corrected On Site = COS  Not Later Than = NLT ,
Class T = Major threat (to human health, safetv or the environment) Class I1 = Moderate threat Minor = Low threat

I 1 - SPCC Is available on site for this facility: N/A __ Yes _ No _ (660/1320 gal) #of ASTs ____Size (916~ 227-4364)
B —g : Ssuppllc mental Tigred Permittinig checklist auachied:Yes L NG™__ Submit the Return to Compliance Letter in 30 days __
~ Supplemen P chec attached: )Ics __No _ 15 da
4 — Supplemefital USTk ist attached: Yes __ No __ §days, (NLT ) (for any
] vxolauons nb(\cforrec&ed on s:lc)

[NO VIGLATID sksmm,.‘ il

Received By : =
Y \cnvhca}lh\hazmat\cupa\ofﬁcm']cupachcckhsﬂhicgo

@(M LA 4/14{/03

Inspector.

MC Exnibic JH0008342




‘—4'1 ‘-»' -v,a . ) . “' 4-".‘:".': . 1." *' .'A." .".' o A-:‘ ’ v -' :
Solano Cdunty Environmental Management - {707) 421-6765 S e T 1
Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District ~ (707} 429-8330 o v : .

Joint Water Poliution Prevention Inspection Report - R
3 p p Page :Z_Of7 Lo

-Name: 6{/’%&’@ @&ﬂ ners S\;aecps No.: =207 7/
Address: @ZS’“ JKC&’V\ &7[) No. of Employees: -
. . G9<s% i 827, Or
e 3&% [/1 £ Reason for inspection: Telephons: { : & J .
Owner; - sc { 1Routine H’ﬁnspedion { }Camplaint : ;

Educational Information Provided by Inspector

Ma]or Product or Service: . : chure 1 §Verbal { }Other
Sanitary Sewer/Storm D,ryyt@heckhst
- Yes No NIA Yes | No N/A
A. DRAIN MANAGEMENT . RRaRA T A A e WASTE MANAGEMENT b R
Floor drains, sinks, 2nd toilets free of oit and 7 Ytiaz. wastes properly managed, disposed and K
chemical stains? are Ha2.waste manifests svallable? 0
|77 Yexteror surfaces, slerm drains, loading dock . g ate
( 2 /dreins, mannales, and sanitary sewer clean- / . :::‘Ii;::r(::olumz appropriate for expecied
outs free of chemical siains and oll stains?
3 Ol water separaiors {f present) regutanty and . ’3 Wash waters and mop waters drained to
property maintained/documented? sanitary sewer?
4 Causes of any observed siains identified? 4 Dumpster/irash covered and not feaking?
5 interior drains connectad fosankary sewer? [ 5 Area behind business free of dumps?
Drains from process units protected ani/or . . .
i gt Car wash water discharged to landscaping or
€ sealed to prevent discharge to sanilary ' 6 sanitary s » .

sewer/stonm drain?

7 Non-condensate drains from roof equ1pmem
fiow to sanitary sewer? D. SPILL CLEAN-UP and PREVENTION
Steam cleaning/prassure washing drained to 1 Spills cleaned using dry cleaning melhads? )

.  |_p/Biliwater seperator andlor sanitary sewer? 2 Spill clean-up kits readily available?

3_ Written spill response plan on sie?

i 4 Rag service & ciean sweep use documented?

Vﬁ\)( . EQUIPMENT/MATERIALS STORAGE

& Q Materials/wastes stored 10 prevent spllis from E. EMPLOYEE TRAINING
))/\ ( enlering sanilary sewer and siorm drains? 1 Reqular tralning in spil clean-up?
. 2 Matarial§, products, and containers protected I 2 Reoutar training in proper waste disposal?
from rain? 3 Regular training in_housekeeping methods?
Exterior equipment iree of ofis and other 4 Reqular tralning on storm drain protection? o
residues tha{ may enter storm drains? - 5 Regular training on sanitary sewer protection? ’
Drip pans used 5 collect fluids from leaking & Do employees know the difierence between 2
eauipment and vehicles? storm drain and a sanitary sewer? - : ’ i
In Compliance witirPollution Control Requirements? Enforcement Level of notin compliance, check onel. ,
17 Ye ‘ [ 1No { -7 WARNING NOTICE |
{0/; /o‘z. 20 ( a7 tbs o 28 ?alQ { ] NOTICE OF MINOR VIOLATION )
{ ] NOTICE OF MAJOR VIOLATION l
|
|

{nspecior Comments: %Q -Q/\(_M A -TA] G—M(LZJ/LM W A EN t¥€’
5 cfutbevime Fho MMMZS?‘\MAWOF —NL
SNow . Ths pseg Jis plse pedf— pmakotcy L b
> idedrdy uncowaled it /b s
&mwﬁm&/ A AMA m_ Neza Ao wble mqﬂrvéhl: e
o secn [ifaolor and 10/ e no yeeodd L hedrocon
Hese pon _ochpd . ALlin Nas beem lodied o dfe -
—F_Qazﬂ“aﬁw oy ph a cuds seteeniad devie | A
eaE s washins W‘chdzfuz, W4 crazde.?7nzéf crg/f —1Aeo.
’ io be co'rrected within Df\m ;—’J_days __'_%57______
Inspeciar Signature: : ) ™\ : 4 (/ oS
Received By: va ( Dale:

AN e v vt — Crairic, Pt = i, ¥ shome Mnmw———w
-ﬂtw«‘d\wﬂ /(WV - FO&C / m

Water Pollution Prevent:{n Program y
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