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CALIFORNIA STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD  

LOS ANGELES REGION 

 

 

In the Matter of Investigative Order No. 

R4-2016-0336, Order to Respond to 

Questionnaire for Information on Hazardous 

Materials or Waste Uses or Storage 

 

 

PETITION FOR REVIEW 

 

[Declaration of Gregory Bischoff 

filed concurrently herewith] 

 

CraneVeyor Corp. ("CraneVeyor" or "Petitioner") hereby files this petition for review and 

request for a hearing by the State Water Resources Control Board ("State Board") of that certain 

Investigative Order No.R4-2016-0336, Order to Respond to Questionnaire for Information on 

Hazardous Materials or Waste Use or Storage ("Order") issued by the Executive Officer of the 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, ("Regional Board") on 

December 20, 2016, as served on CraneVeyor on December 20, 2016. This petition for review is 

filed pursuant to the United States Constitution, the California Constitution, Water Code § 13320 

and 23 CCR §§2050 et. seq.  A copy of the Order and letter of transmittal are attached to the 

Declaration of Gregory Bischoff (“Declaration”) as Exhibit “A”. 

 

Petitioner seeks a stay of the Order at this time because the Order requires CraneVeyor to 

respond to a Technical Report and Response to Chemical Storage and Use Questionnaire for 

Information on Hazardous Materials or Waste Uses or Storage on or before March 20, 2017.  

However, there are no events or circumstances that have occurred that give rise to any grounds 

for the Order and, in fact, none of the documents attached to the Order are dated later than the 

year 1985 and all of said documents have previously been produced to the State Board.  

 

As to the Order and Questionnaire,  Petitioner requests that the State Board stay the 

Order, conduct a formal adjudicatory hearing before the State Board on the factual and legal 

assertions set forth in the Order, and determine whether any response by CraneVeyor to the Order 

is warranted or necessary.     
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I. Name and Address of Petitioner 

 

Petitioner CraneVeyor Corp., a California corporation, can be contacted through its 

counsel of record, Randall S. Guritzky, 1524 North Potrero Avenue, South El Monte, CA 91733, 

and Mark B. Frazier, Esq., Rutan & Tucker, LLP, 611 Anton Blvd., Suite 1400, Costa Mesa, CA 

92626. 

 

II. The State Board Action for Which This Petition For Review is Sought 

 

The State Board action for which this petition is filed is the issuance of a document 

labeled "Investigative Order No. R4-2016-0336, Order to Respond to the Questionnaire for 

Information on Hazardous Materials and Waste Uses or Storage, dated December 20, 2016, and 

served on Petitioner on or about December 20, 2016, and served on the Petitioner by the 

Executive Officer. 

 

III. The Date the State Board Acted. 

 

The date of the State Board Executive Officer's issuance of the Order is December 20, 

2016. 

 

IV. Statement of the Reasons the Action is Inappropriate and Improper. 

 

The statements of purported facts set forth in the Order are contrary to the true facts and 

evidence related to the issues.  The State Board  should review the evidence and determine 

whether circumstances warrant any further response by Petitioner, and, if so, the State Board 

should carefully set the boundaries for such response to avoid unnecessary time consumption, 

expenses and costs.   

 

In or about July, 1996, a soil-gas survey was performed by TEG.  A report dated 

August 8, 1996 (attached to the Declaration as Exhibit “B”) shows that testing was performed at 

11 locations, 10 of which at 5 feet depth and 1 of which at 10 feet depth. The test results were 

"non-detect"("ND") for TCE and PCE at both depths, and TCA was ND at 5 feet depth, and only 

2 ug/L at 10 feet depth.  Thus, TEG determined that there was no threat to the groundwater and 

no need to perform additional soil or gas tests. 

 

In fact, as the No Action Report states, the groundwater was cleaner on  the south side of 

Petitioner’s Property, downgradient, rather than the north side, which conclusively demonstrates 

that CraneVeyor’s soil is clean and is not contributing to any groundwater issues.  Hence, the 

year 1996 investigation confirmed the soil was clean at a depth of fifteen feet (15 ft.), which 

further proves conclusively that CraneVeyor did not and could not have been a contributor to the 

underground water contamination.   

 

On December 19, 1996, the Los Angeles Regional Water Board, through its many 

consultants findings and recommendations, issued its report, and and copied to Ms. Bella Dizon, 

U.S. EPA, Region IX, concluded that, based on the results of the testing of the soil matrix, soil 

vapor, and groundwater investigation data, the Regional Board had no further requirements 

with respect to the San Gabriel Valley Cleanup Program, that the soil had been only impacted 
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from ground surface to the capillary fringe, and that soil cleanup would not be required based on 

its Interim Site Assessment and Cleanup Guidebook (May 1996).  Attached to the Declaration as 

Exhibit “C” is a true and correct copy of the “No Further Requirements” letter.  Thus, there is no 

basis for the allegations, and no evidence whatsoever that Petitioner’s business activities have 

given rise to or caused any introduction of any of the chemicals of concern to the groundwater as 

has been alleged in the subject Order.   

 

Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that the State Board lacks standing 

with which to bring this Order against Petitioner in that all of the issues contained in the Petition 

have previously been adjudicated in the United States District Court, Central District of 

California, Case No.: CV 02-4565 ABC (JCx) (hereinafter the “Action”).  In the Action, 

Petitioner has resolved all issues related to this Order with a Settlement Agreement by and 

between the San Gabriel Valley Water Quality Authority, Golden State Water Company, 

Southern California Water Company, San Gabriel Water Company, and the City of Monterey 

Park, on the one hand, and Petitioner on the other hand (hereinafter the “Settlement Agreement”), 

and by and through a Partial Consent Decree filed in the Action where a settlement was reached 

between the United States Environmental Protection Agency  (“EPA”) and the California 

Department of Toxic Substances Control (“DTSC”), on the one hand, and the Petitioner, on the 

other hand (hereinafter the “Partial Consent Decree”).  Attached to the Declaration as Exhibits 

“D” and “E”, respectively, are the Settlement Agreement and the Partial Consent Decree.  In 

connection with the Action, Petitioner paid the sum of Eight Hundred Thousand Dollars and No 

Cents ($800,000.00) to resolve the issues that the State Board apparently now seeks to re-open by 

and through this Order.  

 

The Order is arbitrary and capricious in that it seeks to impose the obligations and 

burdens upon Petitioner without regard to the prior resolution of matters in Settlement 

Agreements and there is a complete lack of evidence to support any further investigation of 

CraneVeyor’s property.  

 

The entire CraneVeyor facility is completely paved over with asphalt and sealed and there 

are no exposed areas, and since then there is no possibility that any of the named chemicals of 

concern could enter the ground.    

 

Further, the Order indicates that the State Board is concerned with contaminants from 

rocket fuel, but CraneVeyor has never used any rocket fuel.  The only chemical ever used by 

CraneVeyor that is the subject of the Order was 1,1,1 –trichloroethane, a small amount of which 

was used twenty-five (25) years ago, and in fact, is a chemical CraneVeyor was forced to use 25 

years ago due to a directive by the Air Quality Management District (“AQMD”).  CraneVeyor 

has never used 1,1,1–tricloroethane at any time since that point in time.  CraneVeyor has never 

used any of the other listed VOC and chemical substances in the Order at any time.  Further, 

CraneVeyor now has been using only water-based paint for over 25 years. 

 

In closing, CraneVeyor has never been shown by any means to be a contributor to the 

groundwater condition in South El Monte, California.  In fact, to our knowledge, CraneVeyor is 

the only entity to have received a No Further Requirements Report requiring no further soil 

remediation, and, in fact, no soil remediation was requested of or required of CraneVeyor at any 

time or means whatsoever, due to the fact that, after the testing by a third-party entity, entitled 



egional Water Board, the Regional Water Board
10) - fifteen (15) in one small area due to an
gallons that was immediately cleaned up and
way.

V. Petitioner is Asgrieved.

Petitioner is aggrieved for the reasons set forth in paragraph rv.

vr.

Petitioner respectfully requests that the State Board srAy the order and provide anevidentiary hearing on the order pursuant to the United States constitution, the californiaconstitution, water code $ 13320,23 ccR $ 648 et seq. and Government code $ 11400 et. seq.,after full opportunity for discovery, and further requestsihat the order be RESCINDED.

VII.

Petitioner will provide a detailed statement of points and authorities in the event theExecutive officer or the Regional Board take further action which necessitate petitioner to takeany further action.

VIII. List of fnterested persons.

A list of "interested persons" is attached hereto as Exhibit .,1,'.

A copy of this petition has been transmitted to the Executive officer of the State Boardon January 19,2017.

By copy of this petition to the Executive officer of the State Board, petitioner herebyrequests the preparation of the administrative record herein.

Respectfully submitted,

DATED: January 19,2017

IX.

X.

By:

OF RANDALL S. GURITZKY

Guritzky, Esq.Randall

Petitioner, CRANEVEYOR CORp.
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RANDALL S. GUzuTZKY ISBN rrg784]
LAW OFFICES OF RANDALL S. GURITZKY
1524 North Potrero Avenue
South El Monte, CA91733
Telephone & Facsimile: (626) 580-3275
Email : randall. gur itzky @gmail. com

MARK B. FRAZTER ISBN r07z2ll
RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP
611 Anton Boulevard, Suite 1400
Costa Mesa, California 92626-193I
Telephone: 714-641-5100
Facsimile: 714-546-9035
Email : mfr aziei @rutan. com

In the Matter of Investigative Order No.
R4-2016-0336, Order to Respond to

Questionnaire for Information on Hazardous
Materials or Waste Uses or Storase

CALIFORNIA STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARI)

LOS ANGELES REGION

PETITION FOR REVIEW

EXHIBIT '(I)' _ LIST OF
INTERESTED PARTIES

TO THE COURT AND ALL PARTIES OF RECORD:

CraneVeyor Corp. ("CraneVeyor" or "Petitioner") hereby submits the following List of
Interested Parties in the above-entitled matter:

1. CRANEVEYOR CORP.,1524 North Potrero Avenue, South El Monte, CA
9t733.

The undersigned counsel certifies that above named party may have a pecuniary interest

in the outcome of this case. These representations are made to allow this court or tribunal to
evaluate possible disqualification or recusal.

Respectfully submitted,

DATED: January 19,2017 FFICES OF RANDALL S. GURITZKY

l{andall S. Guritzky, Esq.
'Attorney for Petitioner, CRANEVEYOR CORP.

1
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CALIFORNIA STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD  

LOS ANGELES REGION 

 

 

In the Matter of Investigative Order No. 

R4-2016-0336, Order to Respond to 

Questionnaire for Information on Hazardous 

Materials or Waste Uses or Storage 

 

 

DECLARATION OF GREGORY 

BISCHOFF IN SUPPORT OF 

PETITION FOR REVIEW 

 

 

I, GREGORY BISCHOFF, declare as follows: 

1. I am over the age of eighteen.  My business address is CraneVeyor Corp., 1524 North 

Potrero Avenue, South El Monte, CA 91733 (“CraneVeyor”) who is the Petitioner in this matter.   

2. I am now and at all times relevant, since approximately 1981, and continuously was 

employed by CraneVeyor and worked at the above-address. 

3. Petitioner is filing this Petition for Review (“Petition”) and request for a hearing by 

the State Water Resources Control Board ("State Board") of that certain Investigative Order 

No. R4-2016-0336, Order to Respond to Questionnaire for Information on Hazardous Materials or 

Waste Use or Storage ("Order") issued by the Executive Officer of the California Regional Water 

Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, on December 20, 2016, as served on CraneVeyor on 

December 20, 2016. This petition for review is filed pursuant to the United States Constitution, the 

mailto:randall.guritzky@gmail.com
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California Constitution, Water Code § 13320 and 23 CCR §§2050 et. seq.  A copy of the Order and 

letter of transmittal are attached hereto as Exhibit “A”. 

4. Petitioner seeks a stay of the Order at this time because the Order requires 

CraneVeyor to respond to Technical Report and Response to Chemical Storage and Use 

Questionnaire for Information on Hazardous Materials or Waste Uses or Storage on or before 

March 20, 2017.   

5. There are no events or circumstances that have occurred that give rise to any grounds 

for the Order and, in fact, none of the documents attached to the Order are dated later than the year 

1985 and all of said documents have previously been produced to the Water Board.  

6. As to the Order, which requires CraneVeyor to respond to a Questionnaire for 

Information on Hazardous Materials or Waste Uses or Storage on or before March 20, 2017, 

Petitioner requests that the State Board stay the Order, conduct a formal adjudicatory hearing before 

the State Board on the factual and legal assertions set forth in the Order, and determine whether any 

response by CraneVeyor to the Order is warranted or necessary.     

7. The State Board action for which this petition is filed is the issuance of a document 

labeled "Investigative Order No. R4-2016-0336, Order to Respond to the Questionnaire for 

Information on Hazardous Materials and Waste Uses or Storage, dated December 20, 2016, and 

served on Petitioner on or about December 20, 2016, and served on the Petitioner by the Executive 

Officer. 

8. The date of the State Board Executive Officer's issuance of the Order is December 20, 

2016.  

9. The statements as to why the State Board is requesting CraneVeyor to respond to the 

Questionnaire lack any basis at all. 

10. In or about July, 1996, a soil-gas survey was performed by TEG.  A report dated 

August 8, 1996 (attached as Exhibit “B”) shows that testing was performed at 11 locations, 10 of 

which at 5 feet depth and 1 of which at 10 feet depth. The test results were "non-detect"("ND") for 

TCE and PCE at both depths, and TCA was ND at 5 feet depth, and only 2 ug/L at 10 feet depth.  
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Thus, TEG determined that there was no threat to the groundwater and no need to perform additional 

soil or gas tests. 

11. In fact, as the No Action Report states, the groundwater was cleaner on  the south side 

of Petitioner’s Property, downgradient, rather than the north side, which conclusively demonstrates 

that CraneVeyor’s soil is clean and is not contributing to any groundwater issues.  Hence, the year 

1996 investigation confirmed the soil was clean at a depth of fifteen feet (15 ft.), which further 

proves conclusively that CraneVeyor did not and could not have been a contributor to the 

underground water contamination.   

12. On December 19, 1996, the Los Angeles Regional Water Board, through its many 

consultants findings and recommendations, issued its report, and copied to Ms. Bella Dizon, U.S. 

EPA, Region IX, concluded that, based on the results of the testing of the soil matrix, soil vapor, and 

groundwater investigation data, the Regional Board had no further requirements with respect to the 

San Gabriel Valley Cleanup Program, that the soil had been only impacted from ground surface to 

the capillary fringe, and that soil cleanup would not be required based on its Interim Site Assessment 

and Cleanup Guidebook (May 1996).  Attached hereto as Exhibit “C” is a true and correct copy of 

the “No Further Requirements” letter.  Thus, there is no basis for the allegations, and no evidence 

whatsoever that Petitioner’s business activities have given rise to or caused any introduction of any 

of the chemicals of concern to the groundwater as has been alleged in the subject Order.   

13. Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that the Water Board lacks 

standing with which to bring this Order against Petitioner in that all of the issues contained in the 

Petition have previously been adjudicated in the United States District Court, Central District of 

California, Case No.: CV 02-4565 ABC (JCx) (hereinafter the “Action”).  In the Action, Petitioner 

has resolved all issues related to this Order with a Settlement Agreement by and between the San 

Gabriel Valley Water Quality Authority, Golden State Water Company, Southern California Water 

Company, San Gabriel Water Company, and the City of Monterey Park, on the one hand, and 

Petitioner on the other hand (hereinafter the “Settlement Agreement”), and by and through a Partial 

Consent Decree filed in the Action where a settlement was reached between the United States 
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Environmental Protection Agency  (“EPA”) and the California Department of Toxic Substances 

Control (“DTSC”), on the one hand, and the Petitioner, on the other hand (hereinafter the “Partial 

Consent Decree”).  Attached hereto as Exhibits “D” and “E”, respectively, are the Settlement 

Agreement and the Partial Consent Decree.  In connection with the Action, Petitioner paid the sum of 

Eight Hundred Thousand Dollars and No Cents ($800,000.00) to resolve the issues that the State 

Board apparently now seeks to re-open by and through this Order.  

14. The entire CraneVeyor facility is completely paved over with asphalt and sealed and 

there are no exposed areas, and since then there is no possibility that any of the named chemicals of 

concern could enter the ground.    

15. Further, the Order indicates that the State Board is concerned with contaminants from 

rocket fuel, but CraneVeyor has never used any rocket fuel.  The only chemical ever used by 

CraneVeyor that is the subject of the Order was 1,1,1–trichloroethane, a small amount of which was 

used twenty-five (25) years ago, and in fact, is a chemical CraneVeyor was forced to use 25 years ago 

due to a directive by the Air Quality Management District (“AQMD”).  CraneVeyor has never used 

1,1,1–tricloroethane at any time since that point in time.  CraneVeyor has never used any of the other 

listed VOC and chemical substances in the Order at any time.  Further, CraneVeyor now has been 

using only water-based paint for over 25 years. 

16. CraneVeyor has never been shown by any means to be a contributor to the 

groundwater condition in South El Monte.   In fact, to our knowledge, CraneVeyor is the only entity 

to have received a No Further Requirements Report requiring no further soil remediation (to be clear, 

no soil remediation was ever required of CraneVeyor) at any time or means whatsoever, due to the 

fact that, after the testing by a third-party entity (TEG), the findings of which were provided to the 

Regional Water Board, the Regional Water Board concluded with a non-detect reading after a ten 

(10) – fifteen (15) in one small area due to an accidental surface spill that was of approximately five 

(5) gallons that was immediately cleaned up and could never have reached the groundwater in any 

way. 

 



17 . Petitioner further respectfully requests that the State Board STAY the Order. For the

reasons stated above, there will be substantial harm to the petitioner or to the public interest if a stay

is not granted; there will be no substantial harm to other interested persons and to the public interest

if a stay is granted; and there are substantial questions of fact or law regarding the disputed action.

1 8. The Petitioner further requests that the State Board provide an evidentiary hearing on

the Order pursuant to the United States Constitution, the California Constitution, Water Code

$ 13320, 23 CCR $ 648 et seq. and Government Code $ 11400 et. seq., after full opportunity for

discovery, and FURTHER requests that the Order be RESCINDED.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

is true and correct. Executed this 19th day of January,2017.

By:
GREGORY BISCHOFF. Declarant
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EXHIBIT B 



Mr. Yi Lu
RWQCB
101 Centre Pla'a Drive

Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156

suBJECT: Soil vapor Report - craneveyor corp. - (RWQCB File #107.0777)

Mr. Lu:

please frnd enclosed a data report for the soii vapor survey conducted by TEG at

Cr*.Vryo, Corp., 1524 El Monte' CA' The soil vapor

*.y was conducted in wIP March 1996 soil gas

guidelines following the

Project Review

around the property at a depth offive
ll samples were measured on-site in

atile halogenated and aromatic

hydrocarbons, following WIP protocols'

Sampling Procedures

Soil vapor probes were constructed of l'5-iuch

hardened stiel tip. The probes were driven in ei

with TEG's STRATAPROBE direct push s stem
r sampting port. A small diameter inert

threaded into a gas tight fitting just above

I calibrated samples without having to puge

cross-contamination of the sampling system

during probe insertion.

r (cc)
three
three

tsd by purging 40 cc ofvapor (8 probe dead

analysis. All samples wete immediately

minutes of collection'

August 8, 1995

432 NoRIH CEDI?C€ AVENUE . SoLANA B€ACH, CA 92075 o 619-79$@1' FAX 6 1 9-793-0404

cRA 0000426
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Mr. Yi Lu
August 8, 1996

Page2

This procedure ensured adequate sample flow was obtained without excessive prrmping of

air oiinroduction of surface air into the sample'

Each probehole was filleel after prob ulated bentonite' Satisfactory

Ji"'g rf the probehole was Achiev and no loss or shrinkage was

observed. Surface restoration with cement was performed if the

probehole was placed in a covered area'

summarizing depth of penetration' refusal,

ation, when tubing was replace4 any. visual

r unusual occulrences which occurred at a

particular samPling location.

Analytical Procedures

column co Resulting detector responses were

processed(Peaksimple)_andquantifiedusing
average re tion curves. Quatity controvquality

assurance y the March 1996 WIP soil gas

specifications.
Details of the collection and analytical procedr.ues are given in the attached soil vapor

SOP.

SurveY Results

Values for all of the RWQ CB (igetcompounds were below the I ugfl-vapor detection

limit for all of the ,u.pt.i collecied at five feet. At the ten foot depth (sv-12)' all of the

RwecB target *;;;;;"were below the t ug/t-vapor detection timit' except for 1l I

trichioroethane (TCA) with a reported value of 1.8 to 2.0 ug^-vapor.

cRA 0000427
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Mr. YiLu
August 8, 1996

Page 3

Recommendations

Eleven of the twelve sampling locations show no evidence of contamination in the soil

vapor. Compared to the previous soil vapor data collected in January 1992, values have

decreased, presumably due to natural degradation processes in the vadoze zone. The one

detected value of TCA of 2 ug/l-vapor is exnemely low and is not indicative of
significant vadoze zone contamination. These values are too low to be considered a

tfueat to groundwater and do not justifr any further work.

Ifyou have any questions about these data or report, please do not hesitate to call.

fu-* ft,^i,,A
Dr. Blayne Hartman

cRA 0000428
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"L2/20/96 
l5:5$ FAX 818.442?520

\
CMNEVEYOR CORF\ @02

DaoWiLoo
Govctlor

GRA 0000078

\
I

CgWPA

lpr AnlCcr
Bcgblrttilrfcr
Qqrlibt Contml
Borrd

l0l Canflrallrivo
Md.iltltdqCA
il?5+tl5d
(rt3)26fi7500
FAt(ell)267600

Retyclcd PaPzr

December 19, 1995

Itlfr, Sam Magluf'ut
CrureVeyor CorPoration
I 524'North Potrero Avcnue

South El Montq CA 91733

SAI{ GABRIEL VALLEY CLEAI.ITJP PROGMI\4 - NO FIJRTHERBEO-UI8EIT,F!ryE!

cr,uwrrsvoR CoRPoRATION, ls24 NoRTII POTRERo AVENIJq SOUTII EL

MOl.lTE, CA (FILENo. 107.07?7)

two soil gas $.rvey
subnittd by your
$e following:

1. Based on site inspections by Regional

subject sito included: l) a formcr
on degradad ssphalq 2) a Potentid
where soil rrras stained and had a s
storage area in the northern part ofthc sita.

2. Anffial soil st 1988' Thres soil boringswurc

drilled in the 6 udkg)' rnethylene c'bloride(88

ug;/kg)'ardsoiltoadepthoflOfeetbelow
ground nrfacc (bgs)'

3, In July 1989, thrcc monitoring wclls wcrc installed' two noar thc drum storago arca

and onc in the southwcst corncr of thc sitc. PCE (4'5 ue/kd and tolucne Q2 uglkg)

werc detectciin tt 
" 

soil to e depth of 35 fect bgs. llowcvcr, not dl soil samplcs

collected werc analYzcd.

4. During ttc initisl soilges
instaledhtrtsitq mody
of 60 udl l,l-DCA and 56.7 ugilt TCA
bgs.

5. During thp additionrl soil gas $rvey in July 1995' a total of onc lo-foot and deven

s-foot-probel werc insta[;. Morimum cinccrrtrations of 2'0 ug/l TCA soil vapors

were detcstcd to a dcpth of Eve fcet bgs'

6. m three cxisting rnonitoring
ug/l t, l-DC f\ Z'4 ugfi T,2-

TCE wcrc dctectcd in thc

Our mitriol it to lt.satt ad athona th. qroli| olcaltfoaniol walar rsourozt' and

annvc thdr propc ahation ort tffciallt utcfort'lubcn$t a{pruenrndfuwt gadanlationt'$
DEC ?6 '96 I 7:59 8ta.A4?13?A PAGE. AEe
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L2/20/gO 15:53 FAX 8184.4"q1520

!

n"t

Mr. SamMaghrynl
Pagc 2

groundwarer, with ttre highest VOC concentrations detested in the up-gradient well.

Ground watef w8s meesJred recently d 8bout 27 feet bgs urd ffowing in a southwest

direction.

1, Bacerl on boring logs ftom previous irrvestigations, the zubsurface geolory of the site

consists of fine to rnedium.grained sand Fom zurfscc to approxirnately 45 fect bgs

(bottom of the monitoring wells), with lelses of silt and clay at differeot depths.

8. The subject faoility has been notified by USEPA to join the regional groundwater

cleanup progrun.

Bascd on the above soil mariL soil vapor, and groundwatu investigation det& we have no

fi5ther requiremcnts uith rcspcct to the San Gabricl Vsllcy Clcanup Program' Soil has bccn

impactcd'from gmund surFacc to tho capillary fringc. Soil clcanup, horrwcF, will not bc

required based on our Intcrim Sitc Asscssmcnt md Clcanup Guidcbook (tr{ay 1996).

Because past operations have impacted

potentially responsible party for the r
USEPA This Reeional Board encoruage

the ongoing regtonal groundwater cleanup

at thJsubjea- site have been selected by USEPA as part of the regiorral groundwater

monitoring nerrrork, N.{qr-l Erd I{W-3 uni U" monitored for groundwatT q$ity' and }"{W-

2 for gro-undwater elevatiors. Pleasc coordinetc tbc sampling and dcvation-monitoring

activiti-ies uith the USEPA Thereforq all the monitoriag wells on site must be propuly

maintained and made availablc for possible future sampliflg.

Thejurisdiction requirements of other agcncieq nrch as the LSEPA are not asected by this

Regional Board's "no further re4riremeni" decision Such agencies may choose to make their

own decisions regarding the grouriduater oontamination in thc rcgion.

CRAI'{EVEYON CORP

Ms, Bella Dizon, U.S, EPA' Region [K

6/r tnlrtlon lt lo Pr.r,er:,, ond cthsnoe llu qualiry of Califonia't vnor rcsowce, snd

nrwttheirpropersllorglrio andsfrcicntutelorthebfJ/lelllofuuenttnillaMfig,g'sfotiont'

@0s

cRA 0000079

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Yr Lu at (213) 266-7642 and address all

conespondence to his attention.

$ Recyrled Popu

Arthur G. Heath, Ph,D.
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