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Pursuant to the California Water Code section 13320 and Title 23 of the California Code of 

Regulations §§2050 et seq., Petitioner, Chevron Environmental Management Company (“Chevron” 

or “Petitioner”), as attorney-in-fact for Chevron U.S.A. Inc. (“CUSA”)1 which is the successor to 

Standard Oil Company of California (“Standard Oil”), hereby petitions the State Water Resources 

Control Board (“State Water Board”) for review of Investigative Order No. R7-2023-0029-1, 

Requirement for a Technical Report Pursuant to Water Code Section 13267 (“Investigative Order”) 

issued by the California Regional Water Control Board, Colorado River Basin Region (“Regional 

Water Board”) on February 7, 2024.  The Investigative Order requires Chevron to investigate a 

 
1 Chevron manages environmental matters on behalf of its affiliate, CUSA. 
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suspected discharge of petroleum hydrocarbon on a site owned and operated by Beck Oil Company 

at 85-119 Avenue 50 in Coachella, California (APNs: 778-010-002, 778-010-003 and 778-010-004, 

collectively the “Site”).  The Investigative Order finds, without supporting evidence, that Chevron is 

a “discharger” for purposes of Water Code section 13267 (“Section 13267”). Chevron disputes this 

determination for the reasons set forth below.  Chevron requests a hearing in this matter and a stay of 

the Investigative Order until this matter is resolved. 

The Board issued an earlier order in this matter, Investigative Order No. 2023-0029 

(“Request for Information”), to five parties believed to have owned or operated the site: Lee Escher 

Oil Company, Beck Oil Inc., Par Petroleum Inc., Equilon Enterprises LLC dba Shell Oil Products 

US, and Chevron Environmental Management Company.  Chevron submitted a timely response to 

the original order stating that it did not have any records indicating that there had been any discharge 

from any facility owned or operated by Standard Oil (to which CUSA is a successor) prior to the sale 

of APN 778-010-003 (“Parcel 003”) and facilities to Lee Escher Oil Company (“Lee Escher”) in 

1979.  (For purposes of this Petition, all the Lee Escher Oil Company individuals and entities are 

referred to as “Lee Escher”.) Chevron reserved its right to challenge any determination identifying it 

as a “discharger” under the Order. 

The Investigative Order’s designation of Chevron as a “discharger” is contrary to the facts in 

the record. First, based on the extensive investigation of the Site to date conducted by Lee Escher 

and its consultants, the contamination at issue resulted in large part from the USTs on APN 778-010-

002 (“Parcel 002”).  The tanks apparently were in highly degraded condition when removed by Lee 

Escher in 1986.  Parcel 002 and the USTs at issue have never been owned or operated by CUSA or 

Standard Oil. Chevron believes that Parcel 002 and the USTs were owned by Shell Oil until the 

parcel and facilities were sold to Lee Escher Oil Company (“Lee Escher”) which eventually removed 

the USTs in 1986.   

Second, there is no evidence in the record that the contamination at issue is attributable to 

releases prior to 1980 from the aboveground storage tanks (“ASTs”) located on Parcel 003.  As 

stated in its response to the Request for Information, Chevron has no record of any discharges prior 

to the time Parcel 003 was sold to Lee Escher in 1979 and the Regional Water Board did not cite to 
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any evidence of such discharges in the Investigative Order.  Numerous spills apparently did occur 

and have been documented commencing in the 1980s after Parcel 003 was sold and are a likely 

source of contamination on the Site. 

Finally, and most important, groundwater and soil samples for the Site indicate the presence 

of fuel oxygenates (such as MTBE) introduced in the fuel supply after the sale of Parcel 003 to Lee 

Escher.  Given the presence of MTBE in soil and groundwater, along with DIPE (known to be a 

proprietary Shell additive), ETBE, and TAME, it is clear that the contamination arose from sources 

other than Standard Oil and CUSA, which has not owned or operated the Site for nearly a half-

century and sold Parcel 003 years before the use of these fuel oxygenates.   

For these reasons, the decision by the Regional Water Board to issue an Investigative Order 

for the Site to Chevron was unsupported by the evidence in the record and therefore arbitrary and 

capricious and in violation of the law. 

I. PETITIONER  

The name and address of Petitioner is: 

Chevron Environmental Management Company 
6001 Bollinger Canyon Road 
San Ramon, California 94583 

Petitioner should be contacted through its legal counsel: 

Hunton Andrews Kurth 
Elisabeth R. Gunther 
50 California Street, 17th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94104 
Telephone:  415.975.3712 
Facsimile:  415.975.3701 
E-mail: egunther@huntonak.com 

II. ACTION OF THE REGIONAL WATER BOARD TO BE 
REVIEWED 

Chevron is petitioning for review of the Investigative Order, specifically (1) the 

determination that Chevron is a “discharger” under Section 13267 with respect to the Site and (2) the 

requirement that Chevron investigate contamination present on the Site that resulted from the 

operations of other parties.  Chevron further requests that the Board review the decision to issue the 
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Investigative Order to Chevron given the existence of current and former owners and operators of 

the Site which have controlled the Site and any resulting contamination from their operations since 

1980. 

III. DATE OF THE REGIONAL WATER BOARD ACTION 

The Regional Water Board signed the Investigative Order on February 7, 2024.  This Petition 

is timely pursuant to Water Code Section 13320. 

IV. STATEMENT OF REASONS WHY THE REGIONAL WATER BOARD’S 
ACTION WAS INAPPROPRIATE AND IMPROPER 

As set forth more fully below, the action of the Regional Water Board was not supported by 

the record, was arbitrary and capricious, and in violation of law and policy.  Accordingly, Petitioner 

requests that the State Water Board direct the Regional Water Board to rescind the Investigation 

Order. 

A. Background 

According to the Request for Information dated April 24, 20232, the Site is located on the 

southwest corner of Leoco Lane (formerly Avenue 50) and is identified by Assessor’s Parcel 

Numbers 778-01-002, 778-010-003 and 778-010-004.3  As reflected in Table 1 of the Investigative 

Order4, Parcel 002 was owned and/or operated by Shell Oil Company from approximately 1921 until 

the parcel was sold to Lee Escher Oil Company.  In its Request for Information, the Regional Water 

Board erroneously identified Standard Oil as the owner of Parcel 002 prior to 1953.  This was 

corrected in the Investigative Order to show Shell Oil as the owner during that time period.   

Standard Oil owned Parcel 003 from approximately 1921 until late 1979 when the parcel and 

facilities were sold to Lee Escher Oil Company.5  Standard Oil and CUSA have not owned or 

operated any facilities on Parcel 003 or on the larger Site since 1979.  During the time that Standard 

Oil owned Parcel 003, there were only ASTs on the property.  According to the most recent 

information in GeoTracker6, the contamination at the Site is the result of the historic operation of the 
 

2 See Attachment A (April 24, 2023 Request for Information) 
3 See Attachment B (Figure 2. Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) Map, April 24, 2023 Request for Information) 
4 See Attachment C (February 7, 2024 Investigative Order) 
5 See Attachment D (Deed of Transfer dated October 22, 1979)  
6 Letter from EnviroApplications, Inc. to  State Water Resources Control Board dated June 10, 2022 at 
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USTs on Parcel 002 and possibly more recent surface spills on Parcel 003.  To the best of Chevron’s 

knowledge, there have never been any USTs on Parcel 003 at any point in time, including during 

Standard Oil and CUSA’s ownership. The Investigative Order does not cite any evidence showing 

that the USTs were present at Parcel 003 during Standard Oil or CUSA’s ownership.   

As described in the Investigative Order, Standard Oil operated a bulk terminal on Parcel 003 

consisting of eight ASTs and a dispenser rack for bulk loading until the facility was sold to Lee 

Escher in late 1979.  Chevron understands and believes that Lee Escher continued to operate the 

bulk loading terminal until Lee Escher sold its interest to Beck Investments and/or Beck Oil 

Company in the 2007 timeframe.   

The Regional Water Board stated in the April 24, 2023 Request for Information that: 

Due to the historical use at the Site, soil and groundwater underlying the Site have 
been impacted with gasoline-related constituents of concern (COCs).  During Site 
environmental assessments, total petroleum-gasoline (TPH-g), TPH-diesel, benzene-
toluene-ethylbenzene-xylene (BTEX), methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE), Di-isopropyl 
ether (DIPE), ethyl tertiary-butyl ether (ETBE) tert-Amyl methyl ether (TAME) and 
tertiary amyl methyl ether (TBA) have been identified as the COCs at the Site.  

See Request for Information at 1. 

According to the Investigative Order, Lee Escher removed numerous USTs from Parcel 002 

in 1986.  An unauthorized release report was filed by Riverside County in 1988 naming Lee Escher 

as the responsible party. Since the USTs were removed (apparently in degraded condition), Lee 

Escher has conducted an extensive investigation of the Site and has implemented several phases of 

remediation.   

Chevron has no record of releases, including surface spills, during Standard Oil or CUSA’s 

ownership and operation of the bulk terminal on Parcel 003.  As stated in its July 14, 2023 response 

to the Request for Information7: 

CEMC has conducted an extensive search of available data bases and its document 
repositories to locate responsive records for the Site.  Among other things, these data 
bases included a title and lease search, EDR databases, and a repository of historical 
documents from Standard Oil and Chevron, including deeds, correspondence, and 

 
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/esi/uploads/geo_report/2772189140/SL0606529297.PDF 
7 See Attachment E (CEMC July 14, 2023 Response to Order) 

https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/esi/uploads/geo_report/2772189140/SL0606529297.PDF
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environmental documents.  All records associated with the Site were retrieved and 
reviewed.  CEMC did not identify any records related to unauthorized releases from 
the facility or contamination on the Site prior to the sale of the property in 1980.  
CEMC did not identify any site assessment or remediation reports, sample analytical 
results or correspondence regarding environmental assessment for the Site. 

See CEMC July 14 Response at 2. 

Information in GeoTracker indicates that the Regional Water Board suspects that soil 

contamination may have resulted from poor housekeeping at the bulk terminal as well as a possible 

spill in the late 1980s, well after the facility was sold to Lee Escher.8  The most recent sampling data 

shows the presence of MTBE in both the soil and groundwater downgradient of the ASTs, indicating 

that if the contamination is from the ASTs, the discharge occurred after Parcel 003 was sold to Lee 

Escher, since MTBE was first used as a fuel additive beginning in the mid-1980s. 

B. The Regional Water Board’s Action naming Chevron as a “Discharger” 
is not Supported by Substantial Evidence and is Contrary to Law 

A regional water board must have a “reasonable basis on which to name each responsible 

party.”  In the matter of the Petitioner Exxon Company, U.S.A., 1985 WL 20026 at *6. A reasonable 

basis is established when “credible and reasonable…evidence indicates the named party has 

responsibility.” Id.  This is consistent with the language of Water Code Section 13304(a), which 

requires “active, affirmative or knowing conduct” with regard to contamination. Redevelopment 

Agency v. BNSF Ry., 643 F. 3d 668, 678 (9th Cir. 2011); See also City of Modesto Redevelopment 

Agency v. Superior Court, 119 Cal. App. 4th 28,44 (2004)(Section 13304’s “causes and permits” 

language was not intended “to encompass those whose involvement with a spill was remote or 

passive.”) 

Past ownership of a site alone does not constitute “credible and reasonable” evidence that a 

party discharged contamination. In taking action under Section 13267, the regional water board 

“must identify the evidence that supports requiring that person to provide the [technical and 

monitoring plan] reports.” In the Matter of the Petition of Chevron Products Company, 2004 WL 

1378359, at *3. Where the weight of the evidence demonstrates that the contamination originated 

 
8 Regional Water Board Letter dated April, 13, 2012 at 
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/view_documents?global_id=SL0606529297&enforcement_id=6130267 

https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/view_documents?global_id=SL0606529297&enforcement_id=6130267
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from a source on another parcel or discharges that occurred after a party sold its facility, there is no 

“reasonable basis” to suspect a discharge occurred when the party owned or operated the site.  Even 

if there may have been minor discharges during a party’s ownership or operation of a facility, where 

there is no evidence that such releases made any appreciable contribution to the contamination at 

issue, the party should not be named as a discharger. Id. at *4 (“These data suggest that a past release 

of petroleum hydrocarbons may have occurred at the former Chevron site but that any such release 

does not contribute to the need for cleanup at the site.”)   

Finally, where the data from a site indicates the presence of contaminants that clearly did not 

come from a party’s operations, the regional water board has no reasonable basis to hold that party 

responsible for investigation. The State Water Board has recognized that certain fuel additives, such 

as MTBE, were not in wide-spread use in the early 1980s in California. See Mehdi Mohammadian, 

2002 WL 31694368, at *5 (“[L]arge-scale use of MTBE as a gasoline additive first began during the 

Winter of 1992.”)  The presence of these fuel additives at the Site provides substantial evidence that 

any discharge must have occurred after Standard Oil and CUSA no longer owned or operated Parcel 

003. 

Notably, the Investigative Order does not point to any reasonable or credible evidence that 

there actually was a release or other discharge on Parcel 003 during the period of Standard Oil’s 

ownership. A review of the extensive history and record of the Site contained in GeoTracker reveals 

no evidence to support the Regional Water Board’s finding with regard to Standard Oil or Chevron, 

but rather points clearly to several other historical and current sources of contamination.  One of 

these, Lee Escher, has been the identified as the responsible party at the Site for more than 35 years.  

The other two, Equilon Enterprises (Shell) and Beck Oil, are the former and current owner of the 

parcels where discharges have been documented in the record to have occurred and are capable of 

both funding and conducting any further investigation. 

1. Chevron (and Standard Oil) Never Owned or Operated the Parcel 
002 on which the UST Release Occurred 

Initially, the Regional Water Board erroneously determined that Standard Oil owned Parcel 

002 on which the USTs were located.  It appears to have corrected the ownership information 
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attached to the Investigative Order, but nonetheless has continued to identify Chevron as a 

discharger under Section 13267 and a responsible party under Title 23 based on Chevron’s alleged 

ownership of the property on which the discharge occurred.  Both conclusions are factually and 

legally incorrect and not supported by the evidence.  

Based on the information for the Site contained in GeoTracker, eight USTs were removed 

from Parcel 002 in 1986.  The USTs apparently were in degraded condition9 and were found to be 

the source of significant contamination on Parcel 002 and the larger Site.  Numerous investigations 

and site summaries have concluded that the contamination at issue originated largely from the USTs 

removed in 1986.10  Most recently, the Regional Water Board reopened the UST case for the former 

USTs on Parcel 002 based on new sampling data from the tank pits.11  As discussed above, Standard 

Oil and CUSA never owned or operated Parcel 002 or the USTs and are not a “discharger” in 

connection with this contamination. 

2. There is No Evidence in the Record to Support a Determination that 
Releases from the ASTs on Parcel 003 Prior to 1980 Resulted in the 
Contamination at Issue 

Of apparent concern to the Regional Water Board is an LNAPL plume located southwest of 

the Lee Escher office building that was first identified in approximately 2009. The Regional Water 

Board appears to believe that the LNAPL plume may have resulted from past surface spills and poor 

housekeeping at the AST facility.  The records in GeoTracker document spills in 1981 and 1982, 

along with a major spill of gasoline in 1986 in the vicinity of the fueling station at the AST facility.12  

The records also document a diesel release in 1988.  In 2012, the Regional Water Board concluded 

that the Site had been adversely impacted by Lee Escher’s operations over 25 years.13 

 
9 Garrison Law Corporation Letter dated December 13, 1996 at 
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/view_documents?global_id=SL0606529297&enforcement_id=6130622     
10 Letter from EnviroApplications, Inc. to  State Water Resources Control Board dated June 10, 2022 at 
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/esi/uploads/geo_report/2772189140/SL0606529297.PDF  
11 Letter from Regional Board to Leo Escher dated October 31, 2017 at 
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/view_documents?global_id=SL0606529297&enforcement_id=6340016  
12 Garrison Law Corporation Letter dated December 13, 1996 at 
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/view_documents?global_id=SL0606529297&enforcement_id=6130622     
13 Regional Water Board Letter dated April, 13, 2012 at 
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/view_documents?global_id=SL0606529297&enforcement_id=6130267  

https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/view_documents?global_id=SL0606529297&enforcement_id=6130622
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/esi/uploads/geo_report/2772189140/SL0606529297.PDF
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/view_documents?global_id=SL0606529297&enforcement_id=6340016
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/view_documents?global_id=SL0606529297&enforcement_id=6130622
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/view_documents?global_id=SL0606529297&enforcement_id=6130267
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All these spills were documented to have occurred after the property was sold to Lee Escher.  

There is no evidence in Regional Water Board correspondence regarding the Site or in GeoTracker 

generally of spills or other discharges in the pre-1980 time period.  Chevron has not identified any 

documentation of any such spills in its records and it is highly unlikely that any undocumented 

minor spills that may have occurred prior to 1980 contributed to the existing LNAPL plume.  The 

presence of MTBE in the vicinity of the plume more than substantiates this conclusion as discussed 

below. 

3. The Contamination at Issue Includes the Presence of Fuel Additives 
that were Introduced After Parcel 003 was Sold to Lee Escher and 
Could not have Resulted from Standard Oil’s Operation of the 
ASTs. 

Parcel 003 and the AST facility were sold to Lee Escher in late 1979, well before MTBE was 

widely used in California. Chevron began introducing MTBE into its gasoline in 1987. Any 

contamination containing MTBE identified at the Site originated from a source other than pre-1980 

Standard Oil operations.  The LNAPL plume of current concern to the Regional Water Board 

contains evidence of the presence of MTBE.  This is clearly demonstrated in the most recent 

sampling data for the Site detailed at page 13 of the Second 2023 Semi-Annual Groundwater 

Monitoring Report submitted by EnviroApplications and uploaded into GeoTracker.14  The presence 

of MTBE in the vicinity of the LNAPL plume suggests that the plume is the result of spills and other 

discharges in the late 1980’s and possibly more recently. 

V. THE MANNER IN WHICH PETITIONER HAS BEEN AGGRIEVED 

Chevron has been aggrieved by the Regional Water Board’s action because it will be 

subjected to provisions of an arbitrary and capricious finding and action unsupported by the evidence 

in the record.  As a result of being named as a discharger in connection with the Site, Chevron will 

be forced to shoulder significant costs of compliance and suffer other serious economic 

consequences to its business operations, including bearing the costs that should be borne by the 

actual dischargers at the Site. 

 
14 https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/esi/uploads/geo_report/5966053664/SL0606529297.PDF 
 

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/esi/uploads/geo_report/5966053664/SL0606529297.PDF__;!!PcOnccQ!F3l4Gy546A2J3xkVoKpEgnkBk9k6TPeRVDqwtnbg2eBQ2KwuSME6CZR9TOKi9JuFGWsif4m946MutWLb$
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VI. STATE WATER BOARD ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER 

Chevron requests that the State Water Board find that the Regional Water Board’s naming of 

Chevron as the “discharger” in the Investigative Order was arbitrary and capricious or otherwise 

inappropriate or improper.  Chevron further requests that the State Water Board require the Regional 

Water Board to rescind the Order. 

VII. STATEMENT OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF LEGAL 
ISSUES RAISED IN THE PETITION 

For purposes of this filing, the Statement of Points and Authorities is subsumed in section IV 

of this Petition.  Chevron reserves the right to file a Supplemental Statement of Points and 

Authorities, including references to the complete administrative record.   

Chevron also reserves the right to supplement its request for a hearing to consider testimony, 

other evidence and argument. 

VIII. STATEMENT REGARDING SERVICE OF THE PETITION ON THE 
REGIONAL WATER BOARD 

A copy of this Petition was sent to the Regional Water Board to the attention of Paula 

Rasmussen, Executive Officer.  

IX. STATEMENT REGARDING ISSUES PRESENTED TO THE REGIONAL 
WATER BOARD 

To the extent that it had the opportunity to do so, Petitioner raised the substantive issues and 

objections contained herein before the Regional Water Board, specifically in its July 16, 2023 

Response to Investigative Order No. 2023-0029 wherein Petitioner stated that there is no evidence of 

a discharge or suspected discharge by Petitioner. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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For all of the foregoing reasons, Chevron respectfully request that the State Water Board 

review the finding in the Regional Water Board’s Order that Chevron is a “discharger” under 

Section 13267 and grant the relief as set forth above. 
 
 
Dated:  March 7, 2024   HUNTON ANDREWS KURTH 
 
 
 
      By:        
 ELISABETH R. GÜNTHER 
 Attorneys for Petitioner 
 Chevron Environmental Management Company 
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Chevron Environmental Management Company 

6001 Bollinger Canyon Road, San Ramon, CA 

Tel 925 842 4440 Mobile 925 786 3760  

acoulter@chevron.com 

Alexis Coulter 
Manager, Claims & Risk Management 

 
 
 
 
Phan Le 
Water Resources Control Engineer 
Site Clean Up Program Unit 
Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board 
73-720 Fred Waring Drive, Ste. 100 
Palm Desert, California 92260 
 
 
Re:  California Water Code Section 13267 Investigative Order No. R7-2023-0029 

Former Escher Oil Company / 85-119 Avenue 50, Coachella, Riverside County  
 
 
Dear Ms. Le: 
 
On behalf of Chevron Environmental Management Company (“CEMC”), this letter 
responds to the request for information contained in Order No. R7-2023-0029, dated 
April 24, 2023 (“Order”), directed to CEMC (on behalf of Standard Oil Company of 
California) regarding the Former Escher Oil Site (“Site”) defined under the Order as 85-
119 Avenue 50 in Coachella, California, including APNs: 778-010-002, 778-010-003, 
778-010-004. 
 
The Order indicates that according to the Board’s records, Standard Oil Company of 
California owned/operated APN 778-010-002 and 778-010-003, commencing as early 
as 1921. According to 1928 and 1931 Sanborn Maps obtained by CEMC, APN 778-010-
002 was owned by Shell Oil Company.  Based on our records, Standard Oil purchased 
APN 778-010-003 (85-119 Avenue 50) in 1912. Standard Oil and its successor, 
Chevron U.S.A., Inc. (“Chevron”) operated a bulk petroleum distribution facility on the 
Site starting sometime between 1912 and 1928 and continuing until 1975, when it 
leased the facility to L.J. Escher. Chevron sold both the property and then-existing 
improvements to Lee Escher Oil Company in 1980.  
 
The Order further indicates that there was a report of an unauthorized release filed with 
the County of Riverside Department of Health in 1988 identifying Lee Escher as the 
responsible party. 
 
The Order identifies Chevron as a responsible party at the Site “because Chevron is the 
former owner/operator of the property where the unauthorized release occurred.”  
CEMC intends to fully cooperate with the Board in its investigation of the Site; however, 
based on our review of our records and as more fully described below, CEMC did not 
identify any information indicating that an unauthorized release occurred during 
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Standard Oil or Chevron’s ownership or operation of the Site or storage tanks on the 
Site.  Thus, the basis for determining that Chevron is a responsible party is not clear 
and Chevron reserves the right to dispute this determination.  If you have further 
information about the Site that supports your determination, we would appreciate it if 
you could share it with us as you move forward with the investigation. 
 
The Order specifically requires CEMC to provide the following information for the Site: 
 

a. Facility contact person’s name, phone number and email address 
b. Facility mailing address 
c. All information regarding any containment release(s) to soil and/or groundwater 
d. Copies of previous site assessment and/or remediation report(s) 
e. Reports of previous soil and groundwater sample analytical results 
f. Name, telephone number, and email address of your environmental consultants 
g. Copies of all correspondence regarding environmental assessment for the Site 
h. Name and contact information for all property owner(s) (current and former) 

 
The Order required submission of responsive information by May 24, 2023.  An 
extension request was submitted and an extension subsequently granted through July 
15, 2023. 
 
To the best of CEMC’s knowledge, the facility is now owned and operated by Beck Oil 
Company.  Accordingly, in response to Items a. and b., CEMC does not have a current 
facility contact name or addresses for Beck Oil Company or this Site.   
 
CEMC has conducted an extensive search of available databases and its document 
repositories to locate responsive records for the Site.  Among other things, these 
databases included a title and lease search, EDR databases, and a repository of 
internal historical documents from Standard Oil and Chevron, including deeds, 
correspondence, and environmental documents. All records associated with the Site 
were retrieved and reviewed. CEMC did not identify any records related to unauthorized 
releases from the facility or contamination on the Site prior to the sale of the property in 
1980.  CEMC did not identify any site assessment or remediation reports, sample 
analytical results or correspondence regarding environmental assessment for the Site.  
As such, CEMC has not identified any information or records responsive to Items c., d., 
e., or g.  
 
In response to f., CEMC has not at this point in time retained an environmental 
consultant for the Site.  Arcadis U.S., Inc. generally conducts investigative work on 
CEMC’s behalf in California, but is not assigned to this Site at this point in time. 
 
CEMC’s review of Site records indicates that, in addition to Standard Oil Company of 
California, former owners include Shell Oil Company, Lee Escher Oil Co, Inc., LEOCO 
LLC, Beck Investments LLC, Beck Oil Inc. and Par Petroleum. We are still awaiting the 
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results of a commissioned title report, which we will provide to the Board should it 
identify any new or additional information not contained in this response. 
 
CEMC does not have the name and contact information for all current and former 
property owners. The contact information for CEMC (on behalf of Standard Oil 
Company of California) is: 
 
Michael Mailloux 
P.O. Box 1332 
San Luis Obispo, CA  93406 
Email: mmailloux@chevron.com 
 
 
Again, CEMC will continue to work with the Board as its investigation of the Site 
proceeds and will provide the Board with any further information it identifies.  Should 
you have any further questions regarding the information in this letter, please contact 
Theo Foster at 832-854-4428 or theofoster@chevron.com. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Alexis Coulter 
Manager, Claims & Risk Management 

 
 
 
I, Alexis Coulter, certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were 
prepared by me, or under my direction or supervision, in accordance with a system 
designed to ensure that qualified personnel properly gathered and evaluated the 
information submitted.  Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the 
system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the 
information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate and 
complete.  I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false 
information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations. 
 

 
___________________ 
Alexis Coulter 
Manager, Claims & Risk Management 
Chevron Environmental Management Company 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
 

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California.  I am over the age of 18 
years and not a party to this action.  My business address is 550 South Hope Street, Suite 2000, Los 
Angeles, California 90071. 

 
On March 7, 2024, I served the foregoing document(s) described as PETITION FOR 

REVIEW on the interested parties in this action: 
 

State Water Resources Control Board 
Office of Chief Counsel 
Adrianna M. Crowl 
1001 "I" Street, 22nd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
waterqualitypetitions@waterboards.ca.gov 
 
Paula Rasmussen, Executive Officer 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Colorado River Basin 
73-720 Fred Waring Drive, Suite 100 
Palm Desert, California 92260 
Paula.rasmussen@waterboards.ca.gov  

 

 By MAIL:  by placing true and correct copy(ies) thereof in an envelope addressed to the 
attorney(s) of record, addressed as stated above. 

 By PERSONAL SERVICE:  I delivered the envelope by hand on the addressee, 
addressed as stated above. 

 By OVERNIGHT MAIL:  by overnight courier, I arranged for the above-referenced 
document(s) to be delivered to an authorized overnight courier service for delivery to the 
addressee(s) above, in an envelope or package designated by the overnight courier service 
with delivery fees paid or provided for. 

 By ELECTRONIC MAIL:  by causing a true and correct copy thereof to be transmitted 
electronically to the attorney(s) of record at the e-mail address(es) indicated above. 

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

Executed on March 7, 2024, Los Angeles, California. 

  
Rita O’Flaherty 
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