-7 public Comment
UST Case Closure — RCH Corp
. Deadline: 11/19/10 by 12 noon

Chairman Charles R. Hoppin, Vic Chair Frances Spivy-Webet, Board Mgt A
Baggett. I, Board Member Tam M. Doduc. Board Member Walter Pt i

" ‘State Water Resources Control Board - . - T

10011 Steet . S e
Sacramento, CA 95814

Mk

'SUBJECT:  UST CASE CLOSURE, PETITION OF RCH CORPORATION, 7891
S STOCKTON BOULEVARD,SACRAMENTO. =

“1n response to your Notice Of : Gppertumty FOrPubthOmmem On.The 3?%9?@5?;& Denial -
'Of Underground Storage Tank Case Closure For RCH Corporation, 7891 Stockton

Boulevard, Sacramento, we, the residents of Victory Avenue, Robinette Road, Lenhart
.. Road, and Stey,er;.son-Avenne_é)_ff,_‘fer_tﬁ_e_ following comments: . ..

R U We are extremely gratified that the State WaiféfRéﬁmfﬁes Co;itrol_'-B:Q:a}ﬁ -
" (SWRCB) staff has recommended denial of the case closure fora site that has
-~ polluted the source of many of our water supply wells. We noté'thatthe .~

 SWRCB staff draft order requires the completion of a site agsessimentto

 address: “a. The extent to which groundwater affected by the Petitioner’s . -
unauthorized petroleum release migrated to depths greater than the. screened.
iitervals of the existing monitoring wells; and'b. The vertical and lateral

- extent of MTBE and 1,2-DCA in groundwater down gradient of wells, MW-

e are also pleased that the draftorder requires the sampling and analysisof
-~ groundwater from domestic supply wells within'a 1,000 foot radius of the '
"subj'ect'Siz@-..'-“ B T T R I A IS S : TR

h -W-e are, ho.wgéﬁagf,_' Verjcdﬁéémeﬁ':thatihg's_'cgp'e. c‘j:f.__t];é ;iﬁ%@aStigati:on-in:_{hé o

" area down gradient of MW-103.and MW-104 will be limited to only MTBE

" and 1,2-DCA. Both of these wells (and MW-9) are screened across the

current water table (approximately 51 feet BGS)-and while we goncur with ..
this recommendation, we ask that Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as/gasoling
(TPHg), and Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as diesel (TPHd) and Benzene, -
“Toluene, Ethylbenzene, 'Xy}'ehés'(Cjcille;ti_'vefkyfknéiaéﬁias:BT:EX)_'aﬁd-‘f; N

" Naphthalene bé added to the analyte suite for delineation both in the shallow o

- Additionally, because MW-103; 104 or MW-9 do not intersect the historical .
*water table (approximately 70 feet BGS) where free product is believed to be
- “4rapped” by the rising water table, we roquest that additional lateral R
" delineation of the extent of free product be determined in that zone.” L

- Furthermore, we ask that our well-watet be analyzed fotTPHg, TPHd, and =
- Napbthalene in additional to BTEX, MTBE, and 1,2-DCA.. We understand.
 that the apalysis for BTEX, MTBE, and 1.2-DCA includes TPHg, and .
. Naphthalene and that little or no extra cost would be incuired by the Petitioner o




1o include these additional analytes. We also understand that the TPHA could.
be included as ananalyte for minimalcost;
2 We are very.concerned with Section. D of the draft Order (Page 8) which
' - delays removal of free prod;m-fmmfcﬁ_r‘mﬁteiisq_x‘:gé;---Giv_é;z thatthe .
- Petitioner has dorie io work to reduce the pollution ather than groundwater L
monitoring and tank and soil removal since approximately 2004, we feel that
- itis crucial that free product removal as well a mediation of the dissolved
. constituents bé__in_i_pi_ementea-asﬁ's:o'cn_'as:piaé:_ncab}g;'_'i;e;.éﬁerithe_Rgg;iﬁﬁal I
~ Water Quality Control Board - Central Valley has reviewed the necessary
feasibility study. .~ T T e T

We :cbj_ECét '_thaf the State Water Kés’omé__é’ Contrel Board would resmct the
. Regional Board from protecting and restoring the water-bearing zones

. (aquifers) underlying the sité that we depen ‘on forour domesticsupply, T
3. The draft Order iricorrectly describes the well construction for the onsite water -+
o * supply well. The well was constructed usit acable ool using adriven =
- casing. The 6-inch casing extends to 132 , and & 5-inch liner éxtends -
- this'casing to 146 feet BGS. The total depth of the well is 201 fest ~pot .~ . -

- “about 145 feet deep” as shown in the first paragraph of Page 4 of the draft

- Order. The well logiis found-on the Geotracker website. Thus this wellis

- drawing water from the interval between 146 and 201 feet BGS and'is cased -

 off from the “free product” zone and the water-bearing zone located between

102 and ﬁiﬁgffeet-BGS; Use of the lack of contamination found in this well to .

.- argue that contamination has not reached deeper water-bearing zones is

. misleading atbest. e T T

' In-addition, please note that the consultant’s use of wells with long well
- screens which intersect different lengths of the water colunin and in onecase .

- overlap is ot a hydrologicaly sound argument that vertical gradients donot -
exist a the site (sce Rogional Board Ieter dared 28 September 2010

4. We are very concerned with the SWRCB's staff’s response to the Regional 3
-~ Board’s comment No. 1 where it is surmised t additional free product
removal at the Site would require additional corrective action at considerable -
cost,’ If, as stated on Page 2, the SWRCB’s own Resolution 92-49. “directs
- that water affected by an unauthorized release aitain either backgroind water
quality or the best water quality that is reasonable if background water . =
- quality ednnot be restored. . Any alternative Jevel of water guality less:
- stringent than background must be consistent with the maximum benefit to the
| people of the state, nof unreasonably affect current and anticipated beneficial
- use of affected water, and not result in water qiality less than that prescribed
- In the water quality control plan for the basin within which the site is o _
located.... Resolution 92-49 does not require, however, that the requisite water
quality be met ar the time of site closure. ‘Resolution No. 92-49 specifies” -
compliance with cleanup goals and objectives within a reasonable time -
frame.....The Basin Plon specifies that the following narrative. water-quality =

_ ) -




i : }grant closure to 7891 Stockton Bouievard especzally When such hlgh le’vels of

"objef tive for ”Taste,s and Odor Grozmd waters shalf not conzam fasz‘e or
 odor producing. subgfances in c'oncemratzons z}’eaz cause nuisarnce or. adversely
affect beneficial uses..., " it would seem: logical to us: that the free product that
will confinue to. dxssolve and degraﬁe our water resource sheuld be removed -
as soon as practicable. The SWRCB stalfs argument appears to contradict
the Board’s own reselution and the Regmnai Baard’s Basm Plan f@r ’che ek

Sacmmento Val%ey i - L e '

5. 5 | We are equally dlsturbed by the SWRCB § staff’ g respfmse to the ReglonaE
1. Board’s comment No. 3 that declmmg contathinant. trends:-cannotbe -
- estabiished for all site weiis axzd that a pred;ctlon cannot be made of {he t1_me

jf_'-reasonable amennt of tlme Thzs reqmremant Of Resoiuhcn 97 49 a_ pedl
be conveniently. overlooked or disregarded by the. pmfessxonai cngmeers and
geologists at the SWRCB. Tt seems pretty plain to us- the Petitioner is
- required to show: that Water Quallty Ob3 conves WEH be met w1ﬂ1m a
-reasonable amoxmt of t.mae .

have seen No. data that zmcrobes are present and cgmumm g the contammamon
- (such as dissolved oxygen concentrations versus time — is there sufficient -
dzssolved oxygen to sustain microbial popu 1at1cms‘? “Or sulfate, manganese,
: _.1ron and nitrate concentmtmns Versus ttmc?) These md;catoxs Of namrai

LUPTmanuaI

L 'Agam we are very grdtn" ied iha.t your staff has recommcnded dema}; of the Petmcm to

 water. Supply

 Sincerely,

~Sigatwe T Prmtedene LT T Dae
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