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Attomeys for Claudette A. Earl; Earl Manufacturing Company, Inc.,
a California corporation, dissolved on March 17, 2014

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

In re. Cleanup and Abatement Order No. NO.
R4-2015-0011; Former Ear] Manufacturing,
11862 Burke Street, Santa Fe Springs, Califomia| PETITION FOR REVIEW ACTION;
(SCP No. 0725 and Site ID No. 2040351) REQUEST FOR STAY

Pursuant to Water Code Section 13320 and California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Section.
2050, et seq., Ms. Claudette A. Earl and Earl Manufacturing Cdmpany, Inc., a California
corporation, dissolved on March 17, 2014 (“Company,” and collectively with Ms. Earl,
“Petitioners”) hereby respectfully submits this Petition for Review (“Petition”) to the State Water
Resources Control Board (“State Board”) for review and stay of the Cleanup and Abatement Order
No. R4-2015-0011 (the “Order”) dated January 14, 2015, issued by the Executive Officer éf the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (“Regional Board™) with regard to the former Earl
Manufacturing Inc. site, located at 11862 Burke Street, Santa Fe Springs, California (SCP No. 0725
and Site ID No. 2040351) (the “Site™). A true and correct copy of the Order is attached hereto as
Exhibit A. |

1. Name, address, telephone number and e-mail address of the petitioner.

Claudette A, Earl

304 Armsley Square
Ontario, California 91762
(909) 986-0532
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Earl Manufacturing Company, Inc..,
a California corporation, dissolved on March 17, 2014

Petitioners can be contacted through their counsel of record:

Tammy M. J. Hong, Esq. _
Demetriou, Del Guercio, Springer & Francis, LLP
700 South Flower Street, Suite 2325

Los Angeles, California 90017

Phone (213) 624-8407

Fax (213) 624-0174

Email: mfrancis@ddsffirm.com

2. The action or inaction of the Regional Board being petitioned.
The Regional Board action for which this Petition is submitted concerns the issuance of the
Order and the contents and requirements set forth in the Order. The Order requires Petitioner to,
among other things: (a) assess the environment at, under or around the Site, (b) assess, characterize
and delineate the alleg'ed wastes in soil matrix, soil vapor and groundwater, (c) conduct indoor air
monitoring to assess risk levels; (d) implement a cleanup and abatement program; (e) irnplehqent a
plume-wide groundwater monitoring program; and (f) submit periodic work plans and reports.
3. The date the Regional Water Board acted, refused to act, or was requested to act.
The date of the Regional Board’s action, which is subject to review pursuant to the Petitioh
18 January 14, 2015, the date the Order was issued by the Executive Officer of the Regional Board.
4. A statement of the reasons the action or inaction was inappropriate or improper. |
Earl is a single woman who resides in Ontario, California. She is retired with véry modest
means. Her only sources of income are the rent she receives from the Site and Social Security.
Ms. Earl inherited the Site from her father who operated the Company on the Site. The Company
manufactured springs, sparkplugs, automotive jacks and other machine parts on the Site. The -
Company ceased its operations in December 2000. Shortly after it ceased operations, the Cdmpany
sold its equipment. The Company then became suspended from doing business in the State of
California. Ms. Earl solely paid the taxes for the Company, Further, Ms. Earl personally paid for
the repair and maintenance expenses for the Site, and real estate agent commissions for lease of the
Site to make it an income producing property. For example, from 2010-2012, Ms, Earl spent almost

$80,000 in property repair and maintenance, including but not limited to, roof replacement and
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pavement repairs, and real estate commissions.

In addition to the already significant expenses related to the taxes for the Company,
maintenance and repairs costs and commissions expended for the Site, Ms. Earl has paid the costs -
for performing the investigation of the Site as directed by the Regional Board. However, Ms. Earl’s
limited income and significant personal injuries éreafed a financial hardship fof her to carrir on the
investigation work, including, but not limited to, implementing the approved work plan, and
preparing and submitting the requested technical report. Accordingly, on June 27, 2011 , Petitioners
submitted their confidential financial information and materials for financial hardship analysis
(hereinafter collectively, “Financial Hardship Application”) to the Regional Board. (Attached _
hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of the cover letter under which Financial Hardship
Application was submitted.)

On June 8, 2012, Petitioners had to likewise submit a substantially similar set of evidence in
response to the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (“EPA”™) September 28, 2013
Omega Chemical Company Superfund Site (“Omega Site™) Opérable Unit IT (“‘OU-Q”) “Special -
Notice” letter. Petitioners understand that EPA considers Petitioners’ evidence to be complete for
and demonstrates an “inability to paf’ determination. Petitioners are still waiting for EPA’s
confirmation for its inability to pay status and EPA’s response to Ms. Earl’s good faith offer..

On or about May 16, 2013, the Regional Board issued Draft Cleanup and Abatement.Order
No. R4-2013-0012 (“Draft Order™). (A true and correct copy of the Draft Order is attached hereté
as Exhibit C.) The Draft Order made certain allegations against Petitioners and regarding the Site,
and, if finalized, purported to require an extensivé set of very costly investigatiohs and femediation-
work. However, regardless of Petitioners’ alleged legal liability with respect to the Site, and
regardless of the alleged feasibility or reasonableness of the Regional Board’s required actions,
Petitioners’ insolvent or near-insolvent financial condition rendered sﬁch alleged issues moot with
respect to Petifuioners.{ Further, since the Financial Hardship Application was sigbmitted on June 27,
2011, Ms. Earl experienced a further significant setback in her financial condition as a result of

approximately $75,000 in payments to the Internal Revenue Service and California Board of

! Petitioners reserve the right to submit supplemental analysis and argument in connection with their alleged liability
and the alleged feasibility or reasonableness of the Regional Board’s required actions. :
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Equalization for the 2012 tax year. On June 28, 2013, Ms, Earl provided the Regional Board with
supplemental financial information to show her exacerbated financial condition, Accordingly, thé
Financial Hardship Appl'i‘cétion, as supplemented, demonstrated that Petitioners are not in a position
to perform the extensive set of work contemplated in the Order.

Notwithstanding Ms. Earl’s demonstration of ﬁnancial hardship, in a good faith effort to
direct her limited resources to the actual investigation of the Sité, on June 27, 2013, Ms. Earl made
the following proposals to the Regional Board. First, Petitioners requested that the Regional Board
place the issuance of an Order on hold indefinitely. Petitioners submitted that an Order would be
counterproductive given Ms. Earl’s very limited financial resources. The issuance of an Order
would exacerbate Ms. Earl’s financial condition to insolvency. In exchange for placing the Order
on an indefinite abeyance, Ms, Earl proposed that she would have certain work performed over tifne
as .her limited resources permit. As Ms, Earl’s initial work proposal, she proposed to have a subslab
soil vapor assessment workplan prepared and subfnitted to the Regional Board for its review and
approval. Ms. Earl proposed that such workplan would be submitted to the Regional Board within
30 days of the Regional Board’s acceptance of her proposal. Ms. Earl further proposed the
implementation of such workplan and the submittal of the results in a technical report upon the
Regional Board’s approval of the workplan. ,

Then, depending upon the results of the proposed soil vapor assessment, and provided. that |

Ms. Earl continues to receive at least the same level of rental income from the Site, Ms. Earl

commitied to earmark and expend $8,000 per year for further inveétigative and remediation work as

agreed upon and approved by the Regional Board. Ms, Earl proposed that such level of work
continue until the Site investigation is complete and any required soil remediation is performed.

In the meantime, in an effort to supplement the funds to perform the Regioﬁal Board’s
required investigation and clean-up work at the Site, Ms. Earl contacted a representative of the
Omega Site Potentially Responsible Parties Organized Group (“OPOG”), and proposed that OPOG
fund and perform the Regional Board’s required investigation and cleanup work at the Site in
exchange for OPOG’s use of a portion of Ms. Earl’s property in connection with a portion éf the
Omega Site QU-2 interim remedy. Since then, OPOG has rejected this offer.
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In a letter dated July 30, 3014, the Regional Board accepted Ms. Earl’s proposal to.conduct a
limited soil vapor survey for vapor intrusion evaluation and to submit a report. However, the
Regional Board stated that $8,000 annual commitment for future investigation and remediation
work is inadequate, and demanded that additional funds must be sought and committed to
investigate and clean up contamination allegedly released at the Site.

Ms. Earl then caused that certain Soil-Vapor Survey, Vapor Intrusion Investigation' and
Health Risk Assessment Work Plan (“Work Plan”) dated August 30, 2013 to be timely submitted to
the Regional Board, which was revised on or about October 21, 2013. The Regional Board
approved the revised Work Plan on February 6, 2014, The Regional Board also ordered that a Soil-
Vapor Survey, Vapor Intrusion Invéstigation and Screening Level Health Risk Assessment_Re'port
be submitted, and Ms. Earl caused such report to be timely submitted on July 15,2014, In additién,
the Regional Board ordered another rotind of soil vapor tes_ting and an assessment report including
u.pdated vapor intrusion evaluation and human health risk assessment to be submitted. However,
already having expended over $12,000 in the investigation and the Regional Boérd’s oversight
costs, Ms. Earl requested an extension of time to perform the additional round of soil vapor
sampling and to submit the updated assessmeﬁt report, which were estimated to cost approximately
$11,000. In addition, Ms. Earl requested that the Regional Board waive its current and future
oversight costs with respect to the Site so that Ms, Earl could spend all of her budgeted amount to
perform the actual investigation work ordered by the Regional Board. |

As a further impact to Ms. Earl’s financial condition, on August 15, 2014, OPOG sued ‘

Petitioners alleging, among other things, cost tecovery cause of action in Alcoa, Inc., et al. v. APC

Investment Co., et al, (2:14-cv-06456-R-E) (“Lawsuit”). (Attached hereto as Exhibit D is a true and

correct copy of the Amended Complaint filed in the Lawsuit.)

Until the issuance bf the Order, Ms. Earl received no determination on the Financial
Hardship Application. In its response to Petitioners’ comments to the Draft Order, the Regional
Board stated that the State Board, Office of Research and Planning, and Performance determined
that Ms. Earl has the ability to pay, but “may encounter possible financial hardship.” Further,

without any suggestion as to how, the Regional Board demanded “additional funds must be sought

. 5.
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and comumitted to investigate and cleanup contamination....”> The Regional Board’s determination

on Petitioners’ Financial Hardship Application was without any support or basis. Ms. Earl obtained

| an estimate of the investigation and remediation work required under the Order. (Attached

collectively hereto as Exhibit E are true and correct copies of the estimates of the work required
under the Order.) The total estimated cost is approximately $256,000, with the additional opefating
costs. As demonstrated in Petitioners’ financials, there is no source for additional funds available to
Ms. Earl. That is, Ms. Earl has no further assets that may be used to obtain additionallﬁmds.
Further, the Site cannot be used as a collateral for any loans due to the contamination.

In sum, Ms. Earl has limited financial resources in her retirement, and is exposed to
significant liability from the EPA, plaintiffs in the Lawsuit and the Regional Board. Ms. Earl
proposed a reasonable approach to apply her limited resources to investigation and remediation of
the Site, as her finances permit. However, the Re‘gional lBoard continues to demand that Ms. Earl _
perform investigation and remediation work, which are clearly beyond her means and unreasonable
given her demonstration of financial hardship. As a result of the Regional Board’s continued |
demand that Ms. Earl perform expensive investigation and remediation work, which are cleaﬂy‘
outside her means, Ms. Earl suffers anxiety and fear for her subsistence in her retirement.

5. How the petitioner is aggrieved.
As demonstrated, Ms. Earl has very limited financial resources in her retirement, and is

exposed to significant liability from the EPA, plaintiffs in the Lawsuit and the Regional Board. Ms.

| Barl proposed a reasonable approach to apply her limited resources to investigation and remediation

of the Site, as her finances permit. However, the Regional Board continues to demand that Ms. Earl
perform investigation and remediation work, which are clearly beyond her means and unreasonable
given her demonstration of financial hardship. As a result of the Regional Board’s continu.e.d 7 7
demand that Ms. Earl perform expensive investigation and remediation work, which are clearly.
outside her means, Ms. Earl suffers anxiety and fear for her subsistence in her retirement.

i

? As noted above, in cfforts to provide for the Site investigation and remediation as directed by the Regional Board, Ms.
Larl did contact OPOG and offered the use of a portion of her property in connection with the Omega Site OU-2 Interim
Remedy in exchange for OPOG’s performance of the investigation and cleanup of the Site. However, OPOG refuséd
such offer. 6
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6. The action the petitioner requests the State Water Board to take.

P.e_titioners respectfully request the State Board determine that the Regional Board’s action
in issuing the Order was inappropriate and improper, and to vacate the QOrder pursuant to this
Petition and in accordance with the applicable law. |

In the alternative, Petitioners request that the State Board to direct the Regional Board to
revise the Order to reflect a more realistic and pljibrity specific approach to investigate and
remediate the Site that comports with Ms. Earl’s financial condition.

7. A statement of points and authorities for any legal issues raised in the petition,
including citations to documents or hearing transcripts that are referred to.

Petitioners reserve the right to submit a detailed statement of points and authorities.

8." A statement that copies of the petition have been sent to the Regional Water Board and
to the discharger, if different from the petitioner.

A true and correct copy of this Petition is sent to Samuel Unger, the Executive Ofﬁéer of the
Regional Board via U,S. First Class Mail on February 12, 2015.

9. A statement that the issues raised in the petition were presented to the regional board
before the regional board acted.

Petitioner presented the issues raised in the Petition to the Regional Board. On or about
May 16, 2013, the Regional Board issued Draft Order and invited comments and/or evidence
regarding the Draft Order. As is readily apparent, the Draft Order, including the proposed required
actions, is substantially similar to the Order. On June 6, 2013, Petitioners requested an extension of
time to July. 1, 2013 to submit their comments to the Draft Order, On June 27 and 28, 2013,
Petitioners submitted their comments and evidence in responsé to the Draft Order. (The Jﬁhe 27
and 28, 2013 responses to the Draft Order are collectively attached hereto as Exhibit F.)
Accordingly, the issues raised in the Petition were presented to the Regional Board, but Petitioners
remain without adequate relief.

REQUEST FOR STAY -

Pursuant to the Water Code Section 13321 and Title 23, California Code of Regulations

Section 2053, Petitioners respectfully request a stay of the Regional Board’s enforcement of the
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Order.
1. There will be substantial harm to the Petitioners or to the public interest if a stéy is
“not granted.

Ms. Earl is a single woman in her retirement, living on a limited income. (Declarafion of
Tammy M. J. Hong attached hereto [“Hong Decl.”] §3.) The Company ceased its operation in.
2000, sold all its equipment, and is dissolved as of March 2014. (Hong Decl. §5.) Ms. Earl is
solely responsible for the investigation and remediation work ordered by the Regional Board.
(Hong Decl. §6.) In June 2011, Ms. Earl demonstrated financial hardship by submitting a. |
comprehensive set of financial documents. (Hong Decl. §7.) Still, the Regional Board
unreasonably and without basis, persists to take the position that Ms. Earl has the means to pay for
the environmental investigation and remediation of the Site. (Hong Decl. 9.) The Order 'requires
Ms. Earl to expend approximately $256,000 in investigation and remediation work with additional
operating costs. (Hong Decl. §10.) Mé. Earl simply does not'héve the means to perform the work -
required uﬁder the Order. (Hong Decl. J13.) Attempt tb comply with the Order will severely
jeopardize Ms. Earl’s subsistenée in her retirement. (Hong Decl. §14.) As a result of the Order and
required work thereunder, Ms. Earl suffers from anxiety, and fears for her subsistence. (Hong
Decl. 15.) | o

The Order reqﬁires Ms. Earl to; among other things, develop a site conceptual model and |
complete assessment and delineation of waste discharge and impact to indoor air quality by July
15,2015. (Hong Decl. J11.) The consultants requite at least 60 days to complete these tasks.
(Hong Decl. §12.) If the Order is not stayed by early May 2015, Ms. Earl will be forced to perform
investigation work that she simply cannot afford. (Hong Decl ﬂlB.) Accordingly, Ms. Eatl faces a |
substantial harm if this request for stay of the Order is not granted.

2. There will be no substantial harm to other interested persons é.nd to the public

interest if a stay is granted.

As discussed above, Ms. Earl is exposed to liability from EPA, plaintiffs in the Lawsuii and

the Regional Board. These claimants have a common objective in that they seek remediation of the '

groundwater at and around the Site. By virtue of being exposed to a number of claimants who all
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have a common objective, Ms. Earl will be comipelled to contribute to remediation of the Site and
the regional groundwater. Fﬁl‘ther, the Site is located in a Superfund site with significant regional
impact that remains to be investigated for many years to come by numerous potentially responsible
parties. (Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information |
System as ID No. CAD042245001.) (Hong Decl. §16.) Given such enormous task of investigating
and remediating the regional impact and Ms. Earl’s limited resources, the interested pa.rtieé should
prior-iﬁze the investigation and cleanup tasks based on the level of risks involved. (Flong Decl.
€16.) A blanket order to spend hundreds of thousands of dollars on tasks that are not on high
priority or tha‘t may be duplicative of other region-wide investigation and remediation works will -
result in a waste of valuable resources. (Hong Decl. §18.) Accordingly, the public interest is better
served by a stay of the Order. |

3. There are substantial questions of fact or law regarding the disputed action.

The Order made certain allegations against Petitioners and regarding the Site, and, pufp-orts
to require an extensive set of very costly investigations and remediation work. However, regardleés
of Petitioners’ alleged legal liability with respect to the Site, and regardless of the alleged feasibility
or reasonableness of the Regional Board’s required actions, Petitioners’ insolvent or near-insolvent
state rendered such alleged issues moot with respect to Petitioners. Rather, the dispute with the
Order lies in the fact that the Order requires very costly investigaﬁon and remediation work, which

are contrary to and unsupported by Ms. Earl’s demonstration of financial hardship.

DEMETRIOU, DEL GUERCIO, SPRINGER &
FRANCIS, LLP

W

Tammy M. J. Horlg
- Attorneys for Claudette Larl; Earl

Manufacturing Company, Ing,, & California
corporation, dissolved on March 17,2014

DATED: February 12, 2015

-9.
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DECLARATION OF TAMMY M. J. HONG
- INSUPPORT OF THE REQUEST FOR STAY
I, TAMMY M. J. HONG, hercby declare as follows:

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of California. I am an a’és'ociate
with the law firm of Demetriou, Del Guercio, Springer & Francis, LLP, counsel for Petitioners Ms.
Claudette A. Earl and Earl Manufacturing Company, Inc., a California corporation, dissolved on
March 17, 2014 (“Company,” and collectively with Ms. Earl, “Petitioners™). I make this
Declaration in support of Petitioners’ Request for Stay.

2. Except as to those alleged based on information and belief, which I believe them to
be true, I have personal knowledge of facts set forth in this declaration, and if called upon, could
and would testify competently to those facts. |

3. Ms. Earl is a single woman in her retirement, living on a limited income.

4, Ms. Earl inherited the former Earl Manufacturing Inc. site, located at 11862 Burke
Street, Santa Fe Springs, California (SCP No. 0725 and Site ID No. 2040351) (the “Site™) from her
father who operated the Company.on the Site. |

5. The Company manufactured springs, sparkplugs, automotive jacks and othér
machine parts on the Site. The Company ceased its operations in December 2000. Shortly after it
ceased operations, the Company sold its equipment, and is dissolved as of March 2014.

6. Ms. Earl is solely responsible for the investigation and remediation work ordered by
the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (“Regional Board”) in connection with the
Site, |

7. In June 2011, Ms. Earl demonstrated financial hardship by submitting a
comprehensive set of financial documents to the Regional Board.

8. The Executive Officer of the Regional Board issued the Cleanup and Abatement
Order No. R4-2015-0011 (the “Order”) dated January 14, 2015, with regard to the Site.

9. Despite Petitioners” demonstration of financial hardship, Regional Board
unreasonably and without basis, persists to take the position that Ms. Earl has the means to pay for |

the environmental investigation and remediation of the Site,
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10.  The Order requires Ms. Earl to expend approximately $256,000 in investigation and
remediation work with additional operating costs, |

11.  The Order requires Ms, Earl to, among other things, develop a site conceptual model
and complete assessment and delineation of waste discharge and impact to indoor air quality by July
15,2015.

12, Ttelephoned Leymaster Environmental Consulting, LLC, (“LEC™) Petitioners’
consultants, and inquired when they must commence work to prepare and complete the site
conceptual model and complete assessment and delineation of waste discharge and impact to indoor
air quality by July 15,2 015. LEC stated that they need at least 60 days to complete these tasks.

13, Ms. Earl simply does not have the means to perform the work required under the -
Order.

14, Attempt to comply with the Order will severely jedpardize Ms. Earl’s subsistence in

her retirement.

15. Asaresult of the Order and required work thereunder, Ms. Earl suffers from anxiety,
and fears for her subsistence., |

16.  The Site is located in a Superfund site with significant regional impact that remains
to be investigated for many years to come by numerous potentially responsible parties.
(Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System as ID
No. CAD042245001.) |

17.  Given such enormous task of investigating and remediating the regional impact and
Ms. Earl’s limited resources, the interested parties ghould pribriti‘ze the investigation and cleanup
tasks based on the level of risks involved.

18. A blanket order to spend hundreds of thousands.of dollars on tasks that are pdt on
high priority or that may be duplicative of other region-wide investigation and remediation Wor,ks‘
will result in a waste of valuable resources.

i
i
/!
-11 -
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
is true and cortect,

Executed on February 12, 2015 at Los Angeles, California,

v

TAMMY M. J. HdQG

e
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Gontrol Board

January 14, 2015

Ms. Ciauc[ette Earl R : o Cettified Mall. L

Earl Manufacturmg Cfam;aauy, Inc, : C ' Return Reveipt Requested :
304 Armsley Squére. N o _ _ Claim No. 7013 1090 0060 7172 5690

Ontario, CA 91762

SHBQECT': CLEANUP ANI) &BATEMENT ORDER N() R4~2015-0011

SITE/CA‘SE FQﬁRMER EA,RL N.{ANUFACTURING, 11862 BURKE STREET, SANTA FE
: SPRINGS CALIF@RNIA (SCP NO. 0725 ANB SITE I N() 204&351) '
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; - "Lmd and surface water quality fbr alli : _ |
'h&ﬂefcml ises w1th in magor poﬁlohs of Las Angeles Caumty and Ventura, County, including the aboves . .-

referericed gits. In aecordance with these responsibilities, e:xmloscd is: Cleaﬂup and Abatement. Order No..
R4-2015-0011 (Order) dirscting . you to assess, monitor, and cleantip and abite the cffects of vo_at;lez-' :

- organic Somipounds (VOCs) and oflier contaninants of concern discharged to soif and groundwater at | 1862 :
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A draﬂ of‘ i:hls Order‘ Wi 'prQVIded e} you on M ay 16 2013 mvmng COMMENts. Comments Were pmwdﬁd- '_i
by your attorrieys, Mr. Michael Francts and Ms, Tammy Hong, of Demettiou, Del Guereio; Springer &
- Francis, LLP, dated Jung 27, 2013 and June 28, 2013, tespectively. ‘The aftached docmment “tifled |

Responsiveness Summiary - Draft Cleanwup- arid Abaz‘emem Order R4-207 3~0012 qummarlzes your

attcsmey 8 commenfs and out responses

In making o detemmatxon to ﬁnahze the: Order, 1he Regional Board has: consxdered hIStUi‘]C data atid-
the latest data iiv the Soil-Vapor Survey, Vapor Intrusion Investigation and Ser eening Level Heajth Risk
Assessment Report dated July 15, 2014. Based on the high levels of subsurface contaminatios at the site -
dnd-the potential health risks assoctated with indoor. air -contamination, ‘the Regional. Bo_ard__has :
deterrmined that an Ordér is appropriate at this time to achieve reasonable levels of progress in assessing
and remediating the site; The Order, and futiite amendnieits thereto, will establish a dedicated’ schiedule -
(within: redsonable timefranies) to submit technical féports and- implement retnedial actiong to cleanup -

“and/or-abate the Impwts to soﬂ soil vapor, groundwater, and indoor air at the subject site and vicinity,

‘The Regional Board also received a lfetter from your attorsrey dated July 22, 2014, reqnestiﬁg an extensmn
to subinit an additional subsurface investigation report and updated vapor intrusion evaluation and human
health rigk assessment from Disceniber 15, 2014-ta July 15, 2015. The attached CAO includes a-schiedile,
which requires submittal of the human haaith risk assessnmnt by July 15, 2015 ds requested. All cuttent
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Ms. Claudette Earl 2. ~ January 14, 2015
Former Earl Manufacturing :
SCP-No. 0725

and future due dates for submittal of technical reports will be established with issuance of the enclosed
“CAO. Due dates may be révised upon approval by the Executive Officer as amendments to the Order,
The refereniced letter also requests that the Regional Board waive its current and future oversight costs sa
that your limited financial resources can be used to perform required investigation work at the subject
gite. The Regional Board does not have the authority to. waive our oversight charges. Please note that the
Regional Board Site Cleanup Program (SCP) is funded through the cost recOvery program,. pursuant to
CWC section 13304, and.as-required by CWC section 13365, : :

If you have any-questions. regarding this CAO, please contact My, David Young at (213) 576-6733
or . davik.young@waterboards.ca.gov, or Ms. Su Han at Q13) 5766735 or
su.han@waterboards.cagov. ‘ :

Sincerely,

“Samuel Ulg PE
‘Executive Officer

Enclosure: 1) Cleanup and Abatement Order No, R4-201 5-0011
2) Responsiveness Summary — Draft Cleanup and Abatement Order R4-2013-0012

Ce: - M. Wayiie Praskins, US Environmental Protectién Agency
Ms. Stephanie Lewis, California Department of Toxic Substances Centrol
M. Tom Hall, Santa Fe Springs Departnient of Fire and Rescue
Mr. Richard Lavin, Los Angeles Counity Department of Public Health
Mr. Ted Johinson, Water Replenishent District of Southern Californis
Mr. Gene Lucero, Omega Chemical Site PRP Organized Group-
Mr. Michael A, Francis, Demetriou, Del Guereis, Springer & Francis, LLP
Ms. Tammy Hong, Demetriou, Del Guercio, Springer & Francis, LLP
M, Charles Lindeman, Leymaster Environmental Consulting, LLC
Mr, Dennis Trepanier, FTR Associates _
Mr, Denny Osborne, Osborne Property (Laird Plastics, Santa Fe Springs)
Ms. Cristal Prieto, Steven Liabel
Ms. Jennifer Price; Bolero Plastics
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RESPONSIVENESS SUI

1 Ne.

Author Comment | Cormment ; 1 Los gmammm W&%o@& Water mnmﬁ% QQEQ Board mw,wwﬂommm

: | Date o . ERTE .WQNH& Wﬁw&mﬂ o Oogﬁﬂm .

1 Miichael 62713 | Mis. Earl does. ﬂaw have fhe. mumuﬁmm m\wmm« o meam on noEEwuﬁ wnnmﬁwm md% the. State Board, Office of |
* Francis, . respond to and implement the fall range of actions | .wommmmmw and mFuEwmq and Performance mowmvmv following its
- Demetriou; directed mthe Braft’ Qmwmmm mmm Abatement @n&mw findneial analysis of - Ms. Earl's ability 1o pay for
“Del Guerdio, - mnmrov . ‘ | ‘environmental ‘investigation. and. cleanup at thé site, ORPP
Springer & . deétermined that Ms. Earl has the ability to mm& but may
.m,mmmﬁw“ e gno;mﬁ. Huomm&mm @ampﬁmm m%&mwﬁ gm@ﬁ nﬁ wnmwow&

” | . 5&% Smoe. 4ir, mam mou. mz% 3@5& uwwwmn mmwmﬁmummop

o | ns. m& w&_mm%%&.mmonmuumww_,@%% anpually for the

- purposes. of environmental investigation and cleanyp at the
“subject site. As:indicated in our lefter dated July 30, 2013,
-+ Regional Board staff determined thet this amount of funding is- |
Vinadeguate to wmwm.amm the high levels of contamination already
mmanﬁg in mom B& %ommmé@m memm& the mm@ Mwmmnm on mmw _

_Emwnmﬁo muﬁ mum omwhmmhwa n&@ n&mﬁwﬁa mmm mﬁ site wwnmwm
| commen’ ‘benchmarks: for decipational exposure fo uﬂﬁmnﬁﬁm .
.Emgn wm. W&%mowmm mm&m Bsmm ww manuvﬁ and o@gn& o

...wumWoﬁn vmuwmwﬁomm mmmm Rumwmmmv at mﬁ mommnm Earl
.@mﬁ:@nﬁzﬁm wmﬂﬁ@
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Michael

g mﬁn&g@m for mmmoﬁa Wwo O>O on an Eaamwﬁn 1

referenced evidence is noﬁﬁmwwm forthe * “ndbility

. aE pay” mﬁoﬁgmwg and i is waiting for EPA’s

ﬁwﬁgm@

G213
| ‘Francis, - ‘| abeyance, Ms; Earl proposes that she will have
Teuietriou, certain weik m@.moﬁ.uo@ over time a5 her _E:H%
- | Dét Guercio, | TESOUTCes permit.
~Springer & :
Franeis, LLF
.m%%% g&awaaaa mﬁm memméxw w&ﬁ Health Risk
- | Assessment Report: submitted by your consultant Leymaster
| Bavironsreiital mcww&ga LG, dated uﬁwﬂ 15, 2014, Muaw
| Tevelsiof mnwmcwmmnm noﬂgﬁmwow at ‘the site: iave resulted 1
: ”wmmm, have: aﬁgma E& mﬁ nammaw chmHomm o& ﬁo&m wmﬁm :
- Clcompleted et site 15 not adequaie considering the sionificant
o E%momm to sl wm‘m «mﬁaw ﬁoﬁmﬁ.mmmﬁ and potentiatly indoor:
. . : ..mﬂﬁ
" Michael T6/7715 | M. Bart advises mﬁ “The mm& m.mﬁ& Trust"no | The Wmm“owmw Board wwm E@&ma @ﬁ £AD to refiect Ms.
Francis, longer mﬁmﬁ. L | Clandette Earl as the primary responsible party ﬁuﬁ%ﬁé@
.| Pemetrion, for ﬂw.a mmwwmﬂw mmnw
Dt Guiercio; _
Springer-&
Framgis, BEP -0 - - [T
Fammy Hong, | 6/28£13 Km Barl wugwnnﬁ fii ummnﬁw wm&mgu nﬁnmun.n.s kum issuance qu ﬁw CAO by mﬁ w@%ommm Board is
Demetrioy, L response to the US Bnvironmental Protection: independent of the US EPA’s review of Ms. Eatl’s ability or
Bel Guercio, Apency’s meu}umv September 78, 2012 Og_@mm - inability to pay. As noted above; the' State Water Board ORPP
Springer & Chemical Oaavm:w Superfiund { w;n Operable Unit. | performed a financial doalysis of Ms. Eal's - submitted
Francis, LLP T “Special Notice” letter. Ms. Earl bélieves the * documietits, resulting in the og&mmmmmm ﬁoﬁm i Comment 1

. .megfm@v
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STATE OF CALIFORN]A o
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
' LOS ANGELES REGIQN

GLEANUF’ AND AB_ATEMENT ORDER: NO R4-ﬁ01 50011
REQUIRINQ

AT FORMER_EARL MANUFACTUR!NG mc FACILiTY
11862 BURKE STREET,
sAMTA FE SPRINGS, CALIFORN:A 90670

(SCP NO 0725 AND SiTE 0 N 2040351)

This Cteanup and Abatement Order No. R4*2015-0011 (Order) is 1ssued to Ms Ciaudetta Earl :
based o provisions of California Water Code sections 13304 and 13267, which: authorize the
‘Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region: (Regionial Board) to issuea Cleanu_p—
and Abatement Orderand r@quire the submitta of technical and monatenng rapor’ts

The Reg}onal Bt}ard flnds that:

BAQKG RQUNE

1. Bischarger Ms. C}Eaueﬂette Earl is the Responsib!a Party due to' her ownerahlp of the

property and hzstcrmal ap@ratmns of the farmer Earl Manufacturing, inc., faciuty

A

The Ragwnal Boarci has evadence that the referenceczf property is currenﬂy ewned by Ms '

Claudette Earl. Furthermors, Ms. Earl has acted as president of Eari Manufacturmg. ne.,

' Iacated at 11862 Eurke Street Santa Fe Sprmgs Callfernia ‘since at Ieaa’c 1988 to 2001

Hsstorlcal mdustﬂai cperatuons at Eﬁarl Manufacturmg (site) frorn the eariy 19605 o 2001 i
resulted 'in the discharge of wastes, including: volatile organic compoinds (VOCs),

‘parficutarly tetrachioroethene (PCE); trzchiareethene (TCE) and other waste z:‘ér‘z"stituents

of concem to the envimhmﬁm

As: detai[ed in this Order, the E}ischarger has saused or permitted waste ta b@

_dlscharged or deposned where it Iss or probably w;l be discharged mto the waters of the

2. Locatmn- The sita s iocated at 11862 Bu;’ke Streat Sanf:a Fe Bprmgs Cahfomla on
approximately 0. 75-acre of land, bounded: by a Los Angeles County flood control. channel
and industriai/commercial property (Laird Plastics) to the south, industrial/commercial
operations to the east (Steven Label) and west (Bofero Plastics), and by Butke Streetts the -
north, Attachment A, Figure 1 (Site Location Map), attachied hereto and incorporated herein

by reference, depicts: the locafion of the site. Addlttonally, Figure 2 (Site Vicinity Map,

Attachment A), also attached hereto and incorporated herein, depicts the building occ:upylng
the site and the surfounding afsa. Land use “setting in the vicinity of the gite is
commercial/industrial, _
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3. Groundwaiter Basin:

The: site is located on the Downey Plain portion of the Coastal Plain of Los Angeles County,
at an elavation of approximately 180 feet above mean sea level. The surface geology inthe
- area is mapped by the California Divigion of Mines and Geology (Gealogic Map of Califortiia
~ Los Angeles Sheef) as Quaternary alluvium. The subsurface at the site; to depths of at
least 45 feet, Is made up of unconsolidated fluvial sedimerits deposited by the San Gahiriel
River. Sediments encountered during the drilling of monitoring: well Myy-1 were mostly silts

and clays ‘above a depth of approximately 25 feet below ground surtace (bgs) and mostly

medium- to coarse-grainad sand between 25 and 43 feetbys.

The site is within-the: Montebelio Forebay of the Lus Angeles Central Groundwater Basin,

approxitately 1%-miles southeast of the San Gabriel River Spreading Grourids. The depth
to groundwater at the site-has been ‘encountered as shallow ‘as 28 feet ‘below ground
‘surface (bgs). BRI o - = S

 SITE HISTORY

4. Site B‘e_s_érip'tibn and Activities: T’Hé ‘site is currently leased by FTR Associates 3(5‘;!‘;’&} for
‘stainless. steai cold rolling operations. FTR manufactures coil and fiat springs and wire -
forms. FTR has occupied the:site since 2001, Acuording to the owner of FTR, :hfyciroéarbbm

based solvents have been used at the'site since 2005.

which manufactured springs, sparkplugs, automotive jacks. and other machined parts
site, The property consists of a'large Industrial building and a parking :area: Du
-operation of the former Earl Manufacturing Comipany, the industrial - building contair
office. area; tool room, machining area; welding: roem, vapor degreaser room, autommc _
jack department, and a shipping department as shown on Figure 3 (Site Map, Attachment A

‘From the early 1960s to 2001, the site was reportedly occupled by Earl Manufasturing,
)

o
e

)

The subject ite is focated In an industrialicommercial area. Adjacent propertiss are
mostly light industrial facilities, A flood control charinel traverses the southern property.
- boundary and approximately 11 feet of the parcel extends ‘onto the flood control channel. -
5. Cheinical Usage and Storage: The raw materials used ‘at Earl Manufacturing were

A vapor degreaser was used on site from 1966 to 1992, The vapor degreaser and a 500-
gallon abdveground storage tank (AST) for PCE were. both located south of the building's
center. Santa Fe Springs Fire: Department records indicate that both PCE and TCE were
utilized on site. TCE storage was reporied to Have been at the southwaest exterior corner of
the building. Waste solvent from the facility's vapor degreaser, some of the waste Trim-Sol
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c:uft}t'ing/ggrindih_g.fl_uidsj, and srall amounis_ of waste acetone were r&bb:rfedl-y sﬁt@_radiin :a:the
referenced 1,000-gallon UST located at the southeast exterior corner of the subject building

adjavent to an area identified for solvent and rust inhibitor oil storage:

According. to documents. from the Los Angeles County Sanitation Distrigt’ (LACSD), the
- vapor degreaser was installed in 1966 and the on-site bullding hat 4 roof-top cooling tower
to-circulate cold water. through the condensing calls in the vapor degreaser. An industrial
wastewater discharge permit (Pefmit No, 11819) was lssued by the LACSD to Earl
~Manufacturing in 1989 to-dlscharge cooling tower blesd-off to the sewer. The industrial
wastewater permit was terminated In 1992 when tha vapor degreaser was converted to a
fiot- water degreaser. . - o . L S R

 Santa fs Springs Fire Depariment (SFSFD) records related to the storage and Handling of
. chemicals at the site indicate that a PCE bulk storage area, paint booth, paint storage-area,
TCE sforage area, and a solvent rust inhibitor oil storage area were located at the site. POE
- was stored in a_500-galon above ground storage tank next o the vapor degreaser.
Approximately 460 to 500 gallons. of waste. Trirm-8ol cutting ol ahd PCE were generated at
the sité each year. : . . . _

EVIDENCE OF WASTE DISCHARGE AND BASIS FOR SECTION 13304 ORDER

6. Waste Discharges: A nofice of violation issued by the Gounty of Los Angéles Department
~ of Health Services dated Marsh 21, 1984, indicated unautharized dischatges of paint to
ground surfaces near the paint booth, - - R
On August 13, 1997, the 1,000-gallon waste Trim-Sol oil/solvent UST was removed from
the site. 'A sample of the siudge and ol was collected: fromi the UST and analyzed for. -

VOCs, petroleum hydrocarbons, and metals. PGE and TCE were detected In the sludge

sample at concentrations of 7,180,000 and 632,000 micrograms per kilogram (jig/kg),

tespectively, and hydrocarbions with carbon - chains below Cio were detected at
58,000,000 pgfky, and ini the Cjo to Gy range at 63,600,000 pgrkg. Metal concentrations

were detected for chromium and lead at 89,000 and 508,000 alkg, respectively, in the |

sludge from the WUST,

~ PCE and total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbions (TRPH) were also detected at
concentrations up to 422,000 pglkg and 1,840,000 pgike, respectively, in-soll samples

collacted from the bottom: of the UST excavation.

Limited soil matrix, soil vapor, and groundwater sampling was conducted at the site
. between 1998 and 2014, These investigations Included: sampling soil vapor probes to
depths.up to 18 feet bgé and four soil borings to depths up to 60 feet bgs, and. installing
and sampling: one monitoring well (MW-1). at the-site. The primary Waste constituent,
PCE, was detacted in'soil vapor up. to 1,600 micrograms per liter {(Mg/L), up to 180,000

kg/kg insoil,-and up'to 13,700 pg/l. in groundwater.

7. Source Elinilnation and Remediation Status: On August 13, 1997, the 1,000-gallon -
waste Trim»S'o‘I: oil/solvent UST was removed from the site, 2

8. Summary of Findings- from Site Investigations

The Regional Board has reviewed and evaluated the fechnical reports and tecords
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10,

11,

12.

pertaining fo the discharge, déteﬁcﬁ‘on, and distribution of wastes at the site and the site

vicinity. Elevated levels of VOCs, such as PCE and TCE, and other wastes have béen
detected in-sdil matrix, soil vapor and groundwater benaath the site.

A Earl M;éxriufactwiﬂg Gompaﬁy had stored, used, and discharged VOCs, inciuding PCE
and TCE, during its historical operations at the site.

B. PCE and TCE have been detected in grouridwater at 'co.nci;e.ntrfat-inns upto 13,700 pg/L

C. The VOCs p_iumé: in gremndwai:er orig'inating from:the site has migrated offsite; aﬁeéﬁhgk
more groundwater resources; and has not been adequately delineated. .

D. Due to the high concentrations of wastes dischiarged to soll and groundwater beneath

the site a human health risk assessment (HHRA) was completed in 2014 to evaluate the
potential indoor air intrsion risk from the impacted subsurface medla. Based 6n the
caloulations, itis estimated that indoor air concentrations 6f PCE and TOE are 3,348 afid
588 micrograms. per cuble meter (ug/m®), respectively. The ctimulative cancer tisk
estimate relatad to these estimated indoor air concentrations of YOGs is 5.1 x 170%, Ina
memorandum dated September 30, 2014, following their review of the referenced
HHRA, the Office of Environmental Health Hazard ‘Assessmant (OEHHA) indicates that
the estimated risks calculated for the site exceed common benchrarks for occupational

Regulatory Status: Thefe have been o orders issusd to the site to date frori the Regional -
Board, S T .

The 'site is '_;iécated' within “the ‘U8 Environmental Protection Agenicy ('LJSE?SA)_'O:mé_'ga_
Superfund site plume boundaries, o o

Impairment of Drinking Water Wells: The Regional Board has the authority to require the
Discharger and other dischargers to pay for or provide uninterrupted replacement water -

California Water Code section 13304.

sepvice to each affected public water supplier or priVate_-wall owner in accordance with

Sourges of Information: The sources for the eviderice summarized above include but are
niat limited to: reports and other documentation in'the Regional Board files, telephone calls .
and e-mail communication with responsible parties, their attorneys and consultants, and site
vigits. x - ‘

AUTHORITY - LEGAL REQUIREMENTS
Section 13304(a) of the Water Ca‘&ié provides that.

“Any. person who has discharged or discharges waste info the waters of this state in
violation -of any waste discharge requirement or dther order or prohibition issued by a
regional board or the state board, or who has caused or permitted, causes or permits, or
threatens fo cause or permit ahy waste to be discharged or deposited where it is, or
probably will be, discharged Into the watets of the state and creates, or threatens to create,
a condition of pollution or nuisance, shall upon order of the regional board, clean up ihe
waste or abate the effects of the waste, or, in the case of threatened pollution or nuisance;
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- take other necessary remedial action; including, but not limited-to, overseeing cleahup and
abatement efforts. A cleahup and abatement order fssuéd by the state board of & regional
board may require the provision of, or payment for, uninferrupted replacement water service,

“which may Include wellnsad treatment, to each affected public water supplier or private well
owner, -Upon failure of ‘any person to comply. with the cleanup or abatement order, the-
“Aftorney General, af the request of the board; shall petition the superior court for that eounty -

-~ for the issuance of an stion requiring the persen to comply with the order. In the suft,

the .court shall _have jurisdiction fo-grant a prohibitory or- mandatory injunction;  either

prelirhinary or permanent, ds the facts may warrant, SR . R

13, Section 13304(c)(1) of the California Water Code provides that: i
*.. the person or persons who discharged the waste, discharges the waste, or thisatened
to-cause or permit the discharge of the waste within the meaning of subdivision (a); are”
fiable to-that govemment agency to the: extent of the feasonable costs actually incurred in-

- cleaning up the waste; abating the effests of the waste, supervising cleanup-or abatement.
activities, or taking other remedial mctions; " oo o

14, Saction 1__3:23?(&):(*5.)791’-‘t}ﬁé Qaiii.fb_rh;ifa Water Code wf@ﬁidas';ghéi': e

"In _conducting an Investigation..., the regional board may require that any pérson who has.
discharged,  discharges, -or is suspected of having: discharged- or, discharging, of who -
. proposes fo-discharge waste within -its region .. ,shall furnish, ‘under penafty of 1 s
technical ‘or - manftoring. program reports which the regional board. requires: The burden,
including costs, of these reports shall bear a reasonable relationship-to the need for the report - -

' and the benefits to be obtained fron the reports. In requiring those reports, the ragional board -

-+ shall provide the person with & written explanation with regard to the need for the reports, and .-

shall identify the evidence that supports réquiring that person to provide the reports.”.

15. Public Participation: The Regional Board may tequire the Discharger to submit a Public
Participation. Plan or engage in- other activities to disseminate information -and: gather

community input regarding the Site, as authorized or required by Water Code: gections -

13307.1,13307.5 and 13307.6. . T O S e

. The State Water Resolirces Control’ Boat

-Resolution 92-49 requires- the waste to 'bé cleaned up to background, or If that is net
reasonable; to an alfernative level that Is the most stringent level that is economically and
technologically feasible in ‘accordance with Title 23, California Code of Regulations (CCR)
Section 2550.4. Any alternative cleanup level to background must (1) b consistent with the

- maximum benefit to the people of the state; (2) not' Unreasoriably affect present -and-
anticipated beneficial use of such water; and (3) not result in water quality less than that
preseribed in the Basin Plan and applicable Water Quality Contrsl Plans and Policies. of the

State Water Board.

17. The Regional Board adopted the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Ang_ei'eé Region
(Basin Plan), which identifies beneficial uses and establishes water quality objectives to
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protect those uses. The site overlies groundwater within the Central Basin. The bensficial
uses of the groundwater beneath the site are municipal (MUN), industrial (IND), ‘ahd

- agricultural supply (AGR). Water quality objectives that apply to the groundwater atthe site

include the state maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). The MCL for PCE and TCE is 5
Hg/L. PCE, TCE and other VOCs and waste constituents discharged at the site conistitute
‘waste” as defined in Water Code section 13050(d). | L .

The concentrations of PCE and TCE in groundwater at and downgradiert of the site exceed
the water quality objectives for the wastes. The exceedance of applicable water quality

objectives constitutes poliutian as defined in Water Gode section 13050(1)(1). The wastes
detected im soll matrix; soll vapor, and groundwater at the 'site have caused pollution, ..

“including contamination; and nuisatice, The continued presence of wastes at the  site

18.

19,

threaten to continue to cause pollution and/or nuisance at and near the site.
| * DISCHARGER LIABILITY

As described In. Findings of this. Order, the Discharger is subject:to- an-order-pursuant to -
Water Code section 13304 because the Discharger has caused or permitted waste to be
discharged or deposited where ithas discharged to-waters of the state and has created, and "
continues to threaten to create, 'a condition of poliution of nuisarice. The condition of
pellution Is a priority violation and issuance of adoption of a cleanup or abatement order

Reglonal Board.

“pursuant to Water Code: Section 13304 is. appropriate- and ”con‘si's'tsnt with- policies of the -

Due to the activities described in this Order, the Discharger has causad or permitted wastes,

 Including VOCs, particularly PCE and TCE, to be discharged or deposited where the wastes

are, or probably will be discharged into the waters of the State which créates a condition of

poliution or nuisance. The Discharger has caused or permitted VOCs, particularly PCE: 1o,

be discharged or deposited where: the wastes pose a potential human health threat to
‘occupants of the building onsite through direct contact exposure to contamiriated soil and/or

- groundwater or. through vapor intrusion into indoor ait.. The Discharger, as the former

20,

21.

22.

owner/operator of a historical facility on the: property, is responsible for complying with this
Order. . ' R

This Order requiress Investigation and cleanup of the site In cormpliance with the Water Code,
the applicable Basin Plan, Resolution 92-49, and other applicable plans, poficies, and
regulations. : . e o SRR

As desgribed in Findings in this Order, the Discharger is subject to an order pursuant to
Water Code section 13267 to submit technical reports hecause éxisting data and
information about the site indicate that waste has been discharged, is discharging, ot is
suspected of discharging, at the property, which is ownsd and was operated by the
Discharger naniad in- this Order, Ms. Claudette Earl of the former Earl Manifacturing
Company, its agents, succassors, and assigns. The technical reports required by this Order
are necessary to assure compliance with Section 13304 -of the Water Code, including to
adequately investigate and cleahup the site to protect the benieficial uses of waters of the
state, to protect against nuisance, and to protect hurman health and the erivifohment.

- CONCLUSIONS
The Reglonal Board Is declining to name additional potentially responsible parties _fF‘RPs)
for the site in this Order at this time. Substantial evidence indicates that the Discharger
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c:a'ujsed: -‘of permitted waste to be di?s:ch'arged into- waters of the State and is therefore

appropriately named as a responsible party in this Order. The Regional Board may amend
this Order or issue a separate order or orders inthe future 8s a result of thig-investigation
and as more information becomes available. : S

23, Issuance of this Order is being taken for the protection of the environment and as such is
exempt from- provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act {(CEQA) (Pubic
Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) in-accordance. with California Code of Regulations,
title: 14, sections. 15061(b)(3), 15308, 15307, 15308, ‘and 15321, This Order generally
requires the Discharger to submit plans for approval prior to implementation of cleanup

activities -at the site. Mere submittal of plans is exempt from CEQA as subrmittal will not

cannot poss
would be prematt ; Imply: not enough informat ncerming -
the Discharger's proposed  remedial activities and possible associated environmental
impagcts. If the Regional Board determines ‘that implementation of any plan: fequired by this
Order will have a significant effect on'the ‘environment, the Regional Board will conduct the -
‘necessary and appropriate environmental review prior to the Executive Officers approval of
the-applicable plan. - - S R

24. 1t s t’h’é 'ﬁ@lit}_y of the: :Sifa"té of 3;Gétifbr'nia_ :t:hat;every human being has the right to safe, glean;
affordable; and accessible water adequate for human consumption, ‘cooking, and sanitary -

purposes.  This - order promotes that policy by requiring discharges to dlean up the

groundwater to meet drinking water standards,

25. Pursuani to Water Code section 13304, the Reglonal Board may seek reimbursement for all
~reasonable costs to oversee cleanup of such: waste, abatement of the effects thereof, or
~other remedialaction.. : - e - R :

26. Any person aggrieved by this action of the Regional Board may petition the State Wafer
‘Board to review the astion in accordante with Water Code sectlon 13320 and California Code of
‘Regulations; title 23, sections 2050 and following. The State Water Board must receive the
Petition by £:00-p.m., 30 days after the date-of this Order, except that if the-thirtisth day following
the date of this Order falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or state Holiday, the petition must be
received by the State Water Board by 5:00 p.m, on the next business day: Copies 6f the law
-and - regulations. -applicable to - filing petitions may be found on . the Internet at:
hitp.//www.waterboards.ca.gov/public_netices/petitionsiwater_quality; or will be provided upon
request, o R '

REQUIRED ACTIONS |
THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, pursuant to sections 13304 and 13267 of the

California Water Code, that the Discharger shall investigate, cleanup the waste and abate the
effects of waste forthwith discharging at and: from 1 1862 Burke Street, Santa Fe Springs,
California. “Forthwith” means as soon as reasonably possible, butin any eventno later'than the

compliance dates specified below, which may bé revised by the Executive Officer without

revising this Order. More specifically, the Discharger shall: _
1. Develop and Submit a Site Conceptual Model: The Sits Congeptual Model (SCM) should

include a written presentation with graphi¢ fllustrations (Including crosg-gection and plain-
view) of discharge scenario, geology and hydrogeology, waste fate and transport in -soil
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matrix, soll gas and groundwater, distribution of wastes, exposure pathways, sensitive
receptors and other relevant information. Thie SCM shall be constructed based upon actual

data collected from thes;te o | |

“The SCM shall includs the findings of the complsted HHRA. The SCM shall b updated and
submitted upon requiest by the Regional Board as new information becomes available. =

 interpretation of the SCM or its Update suggests that assessmiént, characterization and

delineation of Wasfe constituents is incor plete, you shall prepare and submit a work plan{s)
to complete assessment and characterization of VOCs and other waste constituents in soi

mairix, soil vapor and groundwater and fo fully delineate the vertical and lateral extent of
wastes in the soil and groundwater ansite and offsite as set forth in paragrapt2 below. -
2. Develop and Submit Sits Assessment Work Plans and Reports to Assess,
apor and
‘Groundwater; and, conduct indoor alr nfiaﬁimﬁng?tbi.g:onﬁ:m;;egﬁ_wmd_:-,‘;gk._;éyg;g__ |

Characterize and Delineate the Extent of Wastes in Soil Matrix, Soil Vapo

calculated for thie'site:

| A FU“V 533@'3515"“53 565’*6?56@&2@-?&@ Comﬁlétezlj:dé-li‘lﬁ@fafg fheyerﬁcgi and ]atgr:a_]%:éktéﬁf;of

‘B, Idenilfy the locations of all waiste sources at the site such as USTS, clarfiers, sumps,
and other sources to-allow for full assessment of the extent of wastes discharged-at the
site; 3 ST T TR — R

C. Update the current concentrations of waste consfituents and delineate the extent of the

VOCs plume in soll vapor by conduicting site-wide and plume-wide soil vapor surveys.

D. Install groundwater wells on-and off-site to delineste the lateral and vertical extent of the
VOCs plume originating from the site. DS ST

E. Inchude & time schidule for implerentation of the praposed scope of wark within each
Site Assessment Work Plan required pursuant to this Order. BRI

‘implement the. Sife Assessment Work Plans in- accordanice with the approved time
schedule. | | o |
G. Completion of the site assessment and plume delineation may require multiple work
~ plansand reports. - S . | Lo TRRIRE wol
H. Al "é-ubisfti'rfa:ce'sbiil, i-.s,oil,vép;far, and :graundwa't@r asgéggfﬁ'ghtfi_nye_sﬁgaﬂdn: reports shall
Include summary tables and iso-concentration maps (including cross-section(s) with scil
lithology and plain view) at least for primary waste' constitents when there are sufficient
data points for the investigated area(s). g
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3. Conduct Remedial Action: Implement & cleanup and abatemeit program for the cleanup
of wastes in soil matrix, soll vapor, and groundwater and the abatement of the effects of the

discharges of waste on beneficial uses of water. Spetifically, you ghall:

A. Develop a comiprshensive Remedial Action Plan (RAP) or phased-approach RAPs for
- - tleanip of wastes in the soil matrix, soil vapor‘and groundwater originating frony the site
~and submit It/them to the Regional Board for review and approval. The RAP(s) shall

'
I .

iii.

Preliminary cleanup goals for soil and groundwater in sompliance with State Water
-Board:Resolution 92-48 (*Folicies and Procedures for Investigation and Cleanup and-
‘Abatoment of Discharges: Under Water Code Section 13304").. ‘Resolution: 92:49;

Section -1IL.G. requires- cleanup to background, unless that I not. feasonable.

Alternative cleanup levels: to background must comply With California Code of
Regulations, Title 23, section 2550.4; and be consistent with maximurm: benefit fo'th

 groundwater exgeeding water Quality objectives in the Basin Plan, including
California’s MCLs and. Nofification Levels for drinking water as -established by the -

 State Department of Public Health.

The following references and guidelines shall be cansidered When establishing
preliminary site cleanup-goals: - x : SRR

a. Methodology to develop soil cléanup scraening levels for VOGs and TPH sets
farth in the: Regional Board's Interim Site Assessment and Cledanup. Guidebook,

May1 9‘9’;6.,; :fdrfih"e‘ protection of :Q’_?Cél'uﬁi‘éldwa‘f_ﬁi" beneath the .:site;an.d vicinity,

b. "Human health protsction screening levels set forth in the current USEPA Region
IX's Ragional Screening Levels (RSLs), e o

January 2005 (or later version) Use of Human Health Sereening Lévels

a. Protection of indoor air quality from vapor intrusion based o the California EPA's

(CHHSLS) in Evaluation  of Contaminated ~ Properties. “Boil " vapor
Investigation/evaluation procedures -and methodologies: are statsd Tn the
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and Reglonal Board April 2012
(or latest version) Advisory ~ Active-Soll Gas Investigations, arid the DTSC
Qctober 2011 (or latest version) Guidance: for the Evaluation and Mitigation -of

Subsurface Vapor intrusion to Indoor Air.

, lﬁ)isi:ussianj of jthe-tecjhnoiggy(_ies)' proposed for remediation of soil matrix, soll vapor

and groundwater,

Description of the selection criteria for choosing the proposed method over other
potential remedial options. Discuss the téchnical merit, suitability of the selected
method under the given site conditions and waste constituents prasent, econemic.

and temporal feasibility, and immediate and/or future beneficial results.
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iv. Estimation of curhulative mass of wastes o be removed with the selected mettiod.

Include all calculations-and meth;i‘do!'ogy.ﬁs:eﬁ' to obtain this estimate. -

v. A proposed ime schedule for completion of eash proposed remedial action.

Vi Revisions to o additional RAPs may. be rieeded if the implemented: remedial
measure does not completely achieve all site cleanup-goals, o L

_B_.'"um:Qm?e_gio_n-ai_;aoﬁz}d-_agprova"z._of_m:@.m?('s),. you shall implement the RAP(s) in
:a.;;cordanfc:e.WEfnh'th‘E:a_‘ppi*éqve.d:_tifr;r’ae-;schadu_le;.:__.- - e -

C. You shall submit quarterly remediation progress réports to this Regional Board as set

forth in the Monitoring and -Reporting Program (Attachment C).. The -quarterly. . =

“operating systems. :

remediation progress reports shall document all petformance data associated with the

D. Upon completion of implementation of the RAP(s) or reaching the limits of approved
Remediation Completion Report according to the schedule specified by the Executive
Officer, - - bR PR ORROIIRG Hyhe Exeaue.

4. Conduct Grouridwater Monitoring: Implement a plume-wide groundwater monitoring
- program:as set forth in thie Monitoring and Reporting Program {Attachment C). o

6, Time Schedule: The Discharger shall subimit all required work plans and reparts and

~ complete work within the fime schedule listed in Attachment B and Aftachiment ¢ aftached

hereto and incorporated herein by reference, which may be revised by the Executive Officer
- without revising the remalnder of this Order. .~ "~ R

6. The Regional Board's authorized representative(s) shal be allowed:

A Entry upon premises whers & regulated facllity or activity is zada'te'd, ?céh'du'ateq-,f.'eiﬁ:whe.r}eé;

recordg-are stored, under the cond ltions of this Order;
"B, Atoess to copy any records that are sfored under the canditions of this Order;

C. Acsess to inspect any fadility, equipment (including monitoring and control equlprment),
practices, or operations fegulated or required Under this Order; and - B ER

D, The right to photograph, sammple, and monitor the site for the purpose of ensuring
compliance with-this Order, or ds:otherwise authorized by the California Water Code. .

Professions Code Sections 6735, 7835, and 78351, all repoits shall be prepared by, ar
under the supervision of, ‘a California registersd professional engineer’ or geologist and.
signed by the registered professional. All technical reports. submitted by the Discharger

shall Include a statement signed by the authorized rapresentative certifying under penalty of
law that the representative has examined and is familiar with the répott and that to his
knowledge, the report is frue, complete, and accurate. All technical documents shall be
signed by and stamped with the seal of the above-mentioned qualified ‘professionals that
reflects a license expiration date. '

7. Coritractor/Consultant Qudlification: As required by the California  Business and
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daes it Iaga[sze thase waata traatment and dispoaaf fa0||:t|es and {t Ieaves unaffectad any -

further restrictions on those: familttes which may be c:mntalned in othar statutes Or raquweci by '
: other agenclea o _ _

9. The Dtscharger shall. submit a 30 day advanee nati'c'e to tha Reglonal Board of any pianned | E
- changes in name, owrership, or control of the site and shall p |

_ ngtice of any ipianned physncal changes to the sﬂe that may
: _Ordar ralntha '

?_O.Abandanmant o any groundwater wail(a) msta[ed for ;nvesttgatlon and ramed iation. of the
- groundwater - plume: ariginating. from the site must. be. approved by and: re
: '_Executlva Ofﬁcer at ieast 30 days |n adVan ~Any groundwater wells rémon 'd,zmust be
ogation. approved by the Executlve Oﬁ" icer. W|th-

' reques,ts not approved in ertlng with r&ference to thls Order are demed

12. Raference hereln to determmatlons and c‘,'dnSIdarattons to be mada by the Reglonal Beard-_
regarding the terms of the: Order shall. be mada by the Executive Officer. ‘Degisions and
directives made by the Executlve @ff:cer in regards to this Order shail be as if made by fhai
Regfonal Board _

13. The Raglonai Board, through |ts Executave Ofﬁcar may rev&aa this Order as addiiionat -
information becomes available. Upon request by the Discharger, and for.good cause showr;
the Executive Officer may defer, delete or extend the date of compliance for any: actlon
réquired . of the Discharger under this Order. The authtrlty of: the: Ragional Board, as
contaified in:the California Water Code, to order investigation and claanup, in add;t;on to
that described harem is ir no way limited by this Crder.

14, Oontmue any ramadiatmn or momtarlng sictivities untit such time as the Regtena Baard :

determines that sufficient cleanup has been accompifshad and this Order has bsen:
satisfied.

?'5. Reimburse the Reglonal Board for reasenable costs assac;ated with oversight of the
investigation and cteanup of the site solls and groundwater emanating from the SIta
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Provide the Regional Board with the name or names and contact information for the peérson
to be provided billing statements from the State Water Resources Control Board,

16. A Public Participation Plan shall be prepared and/or updated when directed by the Executive
Officer as necessary to reflect the degree of public intergst in the investigation and cleanup
© process,

17. The Regional Board, under the authority given by Water Code section 13267(b)(1), requires
you to include: a perjury statement in .all reports submitted under this Order. The perjury
statement shall be signed by a senior authorized representative {not by a congultant). The
perjury statement shall be in the following format;

“l, INAME], certify under penalty of law that this document and all aftachments were
prepared by me, or under my direction or supervision, in accordance with a system
designed o assure that qualified personnel properly gathered and evaluated the
information submitfed. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the
system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the
information submitfed is, to the best of my knowledge ‘and belief, ‘true, acourats, and
complete, | am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information,
including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations.” '

18. The State Water Board adopted regulations requiring the electronic submittals of Information
over the interriet Using the State Water Board GeoTracker data management system. You
are required to comply with the regulations by uploading all groundwater
monitoring/remediation well data, laboratory analytical data, .and all reports and
Correspondence prepared to date and in the future on to the GeoTracker data management
system by the due dates specified in the Regional Board letter and this Order issued to you,
However, you may be required to subit hard copies of selected documents, data, and
maps to the Regional Board in addition to electronic submittal of information to GeoTracker.

The text of the regulations can be found at the URL:
http:/Awww.waterboards.ca.gov/ustielsctronic_submittal/

19. Failure to comply with the terms or conditions of this Order may result in imposition of civil
liabilities, imposed either administratively by the Regional Board:or judicially by the Superior
Court -in accordance with sections 13268, 13304, 13308, andfor 13350 “of the California -
‘Water Code, and/for referral to the Attorney General of the State of California.

20. None of the obligations imposed by this Order on the Discharger are intended to constitute a

- debt, damage claim, penalty or other civil action which-should be limited or discharged in a

bankruptoy proceeding, All obligations -are imposed pursuant to the police powers of the
State of California intended to protect the public health, safety, welfare, and environmtent.

Samuel Unger, P.E, ™

Date’ Q’M '3 oS
Executive Officer |
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FIGURE 1: SITE LOCAL AREA MAP
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Figure 1 - L

Map.

5500 E. Atherton St., Suite 210
Long Beach, CA 90815

11862 Burke Street.

Santa Fe Springs, Ca
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FIGURE 2: SITE VICINITY MAP
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JEFFREY 2. B. SPRINGER
STEPHEN A, DEL GUERCIO
MICHAEL. A, FRANCIS
JOHNE MACKEL I

BRIAN 0, LANGA
JEMNIFER T. TAGGART
TAMMY M. ). HONG

DEMETRIOU, DEL GUERCIO, SPRINGER & FRANCIS, LLP

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
801 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE. 10TH FLOOR
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 80017-4613
(213) 624-8407
FAX (213) 6240174
WWW,DDSFFIRM. COM

CHRIS G. DEMETRIOU (191%- 1989}
RONALD J, GEL GUERCIO (RETIRED)

RICHARD A. DEL GUERGCIO (RETIRER)

OF CGUNSEL
JOANN E, VICTQR

SENDER'S EMAIL ADDRESS
MFRANCIS@DDSFFIRM.COM

June 27, 2011 SENDER'S DIRECT LINE
‘ (213) 624-B4Q7 EXT. 144

CONFIDENTIAL _
This Letter’s Enclosures Contain Confidential Information.

VIA E-MAIL - DYoung@waterboards.ca.gov; AND
CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr, David A. Young, PG

Engineer Geologist

Site Cleanup Program Unit I .

State of California '
Regional Water Quality Control Board
L.os Angeles Region

320 West Fourth Street, Suite 200

L.os Angeles, California 90013

"Re: 11862 Burke Strect, Santa Fe Springs, California (""Property')
Request for Extension and Financial Hardship Consideration
(RWQCB Case/Site - SPC No. (725, SITE 1D NO. 2040351)

Dear Mr. Young:

Ms. Claudette A, Earl thanks the Regional Water Quality Contro! Board (“RWQCB™) for
the extensions of time and for providing the forms to demonstrate financial hardship. Pursuant to
the requests set forth in your May 3, 2011 letter, enclosed please find Earl Manufacturing Co.,
Inc., a California corporation and Ms, Claudette A. Earl’s (collectively “Applicants™) financial
information and materials for financial hardship analysis. Specifically, provided herein are: (i)
the completed Financial Data Request Form, together with the executed Certification; and (i1) the
information and financial data in response to the Sma!l Business Financial Data for an Ability to
Pay Analysis.

Earl Manufacturing Co., Inc. ceased its operation in December 2000. Shortly after
ceasing its operations, it sold its equipment. The corporation is suspended from doing business

EXHIBIT B
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in the State of California. Ms. Earl pays the taxes for the corporation, and paid the costs for
performing the investigation of the Pr operty as directed by the RWQCB. However, Ms. Earl’s
limited income and recent personal injuries created a financial hardship for her to car ry on the

- investigation work, including, but not limited to, implementing the approved work plan, and
preparing and submitting the requested technical report. (For your information, a copy of the x-
ray image of Ms. Earl’s 2011 injuries is also enclosed.)

Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the RWQCB and the State Water
Resources Control Board-perform the financial hardship analysis, and determine that it is not
teasible for the Apphcants to perform the RWQCB directed work.

Thank you for your assistance, and please do not hesitate contact me with any questions. -

Very truly youy,

MAF/blt
Enclosures |

ce:  Ms. Claudette A. Earl (Via U.S. Mail)
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May 18, 2013

Ms. Claudette Earl CERTIFIED MAIL

Ear! Manufacturing Co., Ine:; and, RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Ms. Dot A. Barl, Trusf@e . CLAIM NO. 7011 8500 00033491 0803
“The Earl Family Trust

804 Armsley Square
‘Ontarfo, CA-91762.

SUBJECT:  DRAFT CLEANUP AND ABATEMENT ORDER NO. R4-2013-0012

SITEICASE: FORMER EARL MANUFACTURING, 11862 BURKE $TR&E’? BANTA FE
SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA (SCP' NO 6?25 AND SITE iﬁ NO. 2040351) -

‘The California Regicnal Water Quality Control B‘éar“d Las Angeles Region (Regional Board) is
the public agency with primary: responsibillty forthe pr&teci’ n:of ground and surface waters an
their beneficial uses within major portions of Los Angeles County and Ventura County “The
_above-referenced site is situatéd within the Jurisdiction of the Regional Board.

Enclaseci p!ease ﬁnd iraft Cleanup and Abatement*@rci_er Na Rc’énzm&f}@ﬁ (lraft CAE)); that

resporzse to commerﬁtsl recammend appraprsate modlﬁcatlons tc !he E}raﬁ GA' aﬁd stbmit the
materials to the Executive Officer for his: consideration. Oral hearings are rarefy convéned to. -
canszder CAOS Ther&fore, piease ensure thaf au evudence and ccamments that you wish: 3taff :

,,,,,,

If you have any questions regarding this letfer, ;aieasa contact Mr. David Young at (2’! 3)'
576-6733 or dyoung@waterhoards.caigov; -or Ms. Su Han at (213) 5766735 or
~ shan@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincarely,

Pagla Rasmussen
Assistant Executive Offiger

- Enclosure:  Draft Cleanup and Abatemant Order No. R4-2013-0012

Napgs Mlbsneey, cnid | SAsel Ukaem, sEEsanis greibes

50 Westdth B, Sue 208, Los Anggtas, CRONNLE e winterfoaids, thagoviiosing slds
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Ms. Claudette Earl _ -2~ Mdy 16, 2013
Former Earl Manufacturing

ot Ms. Lynda Deschambault, US Environmental Protection Agency
‘Ms. Stephanie Lewis, California. Department of Toxic Substances Control
Mr. Tom Hall, Santa Fe Springs Department of Fire and Rescue
Mr. Richard Lavin, Los Angeles County Departrrierit of Public Health
Mr. Ted Johnson, Water Replenishment District of Southern California
Mr. Michael'A. Francis, Demetriow, Del Guercio, § pringer & Francis, LLP
Mr. Charles Linderman, Leymaster Environmental Consultinig, LLG
Mr. Paul Lipinski, Leymaster Environmental Consulting, LLGC
Mr. Dennis Trepanier, FTR Associates '

. y Qsbiorne, Osbore Property (Laird Pldstics, Santa Fe Springs)
Ms. Cristal Pristo, Steven Label
Ms. Jennifer Price, Bolero Plastics
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD'
LOS ANGELES REGION

CLEANUP AND ABATEMENT ORDER NO. R4-2013-001 2
REQUIRING

THE EARL FAMILY TRUST AND MS, CLAUDETTE EARL

TO ASSESS, CLEANU - . AND ABATE
WASTE DISCHARGED TO W, TERS OF THE STATE
(PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA WATER CODE’ SECTION 13504)

AT FORMER EARL MANUFACTURING; ING. Eﬁguw
msz BURKE STREET, .

' reports

The Regional Board finds that:

1, mschargers* Tha Es
tnc famitty

5% that the referenced property was formerly owned by
currenily ewned by Ms. Claudette: Earl; Furthermore, Ma.

(a) The Reglé
The B3l B

Earl Has a %:as prasident. of Earl Manufacturing, inc., located at 11862 Burke' S:reet
Banta Fe Springs, C ia, since atleast 1988 to 2‘001

(b} Historical indus tions at Earl Manufaoturmg (site) from the early1960s to' 2001
resulted in the discharge of wastes, including volatife organic compounds (VOCs),
particutarly tetrachioroethene (PCE), trichloroethene (TGE) and other waste constituents
of congern 1o the environment.

(o) As detailed in this Order, the Dsschargers have caused or permltted waste to be
 dischatged or deposited where it s, or probably will be discharged info'the waters of the
state which creates, or threatens to create; a condition of pollttien of nuisance:,

2. Location: The site is located 4t 11862 Burkeé Strest, Santa Fe Spﬂngs California on
approximately 0. 75-atre of land, hounded by & Los Angeles County flood control channel
and industrialicommercial pmperty (Lalrd Plastics) to’ the south, industrialicommercial
operations to the east (Steven Label) and west (Bolero P} astics), and by Burke Streetto the
north, Attaghment A, Figure 1 (Site Location Map); attached hereto and incorporated harein
by reference, dapicts the focation of the site. Additionally, Figure 2 (Site Vieinity Map,
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Aftachment A), lso ‘attached hereto and incorporated Hierein, depicts the building coctipying
the site and the surrounding area. Land use sefting in the vicliity of the site is
comraercial/industrial. '

3. ‘Groundwater Basin:

The site-is located on the Downey Plain portion of the Coastal Plain of Los Angeles County,
at-an elevation of approximately 150 feet above mean sea level. Tre surface geology. in the

- area s mapped by the California Division of Mines and Geology (Geologic Map of California
Los Angeles Sheet) as Quaternary alluvium. The subsurface i the site, to depths of at
lzast 45 feet, is made up of unconsolidated fluvial sediments deposited by the San Gabriel
River. Sediments encountered during the drifling of menitating-well MW-1 were mostly silfs.
and clays above a depth of approximately 25 fest: below ground surface (bgs)-and mostly
medium~ o coarse-graifted sand bietween 26 and 43 feet b ' |

The slte is withir the Mantebello Forebay of the Les A
approximately 1%-miles southeast of the San Gabriel,
to - groundwater at ‘the site has besn encounter:
surface {bgs).

ng

SITE HISTOF

4. Site Degcription and Activities: The
stainléss steel cold rolling operations:
forts: FTR has occupied the site since
based solvents have been used at ths site

d by FTR Associates (FTR) for -
- and flat splings and wire
 the owner of FTR, hydracarbon-

eportedly: occupied by Earl Manufacturing,
otive jacks and other machined parts atithe
ouitding ‘and. & parking area; Dufing the
, ustrial building contained an
welding room, vapor degreaser room, attomotive
artment as shown on Figure 3 (Site Map, Attachment A)

site. The property 6
operation of the farm
office area, !
Jack'departy

el

d in an industrialicommercial ares, Adjacent properties are
iliies. A flood control channel traverses the southerm property
’ - extends onto the flood cantrol channel,

. Chemical Usage and Storage: The raw matetlals used at Earl Mariufacturing were

aluminum and mild steel. Trim-Sol, a cutting and grinding fiuid was used Tn the saw drills,
lathes; and the punch presses in the nyschining area, and waste oll was placed in 56-gallon
drumns pending appropriate dispesal. Scrap metal from magch ng works was also disposed
off-site approptiately. The assemibled parts were claaned using PCE in a vapor degreaser.
Waste solvent from the vapor degreaser and somie of the Trim-Sol waste oll was stored ina
1,000-gallon UST iocated in the southern area of the site. After cleaning; the: dssembled
parts. were spray-painted in a booth in the southwéstern cormier of the gite, and paint filters
disposed of in the dumpsters. A small amount of acetone was also used for ¢lesning and
waste acetone wae added to the UST.. :

A vapor:degreaser Was used on site from 1966 to 1692, The vapor degreaserand a 500~
gallon aboveground storage tank (AST) for PCE were both located south of the: Building’s-
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center. Santa Fe Spiings Fire I:}epartment records indicate that both: PCE and TCE weré
utilized on site. TCE storage was reported to have been at the southwest exterior corner of
the building. Waste solvent from the fachity's vapor degreaser, some of the waste Tritn-Sof
cutting/grinding fluids, and small armounts of- watte acetone were r@pﬁrtediy stored in a
1,000-galion underground gtarage tank (UST) located 4t the southeast exterior corner of the

subject building adjacent to an srea identified for solvernt: and rust nbibitor oif storage.

According to documents from the Lbs Angeles County Sanitation. District (LACSD), the
vapor degreaser was- installed in 1866 and the cnssite buildi ing had & roof-top cooling tower
fo circulate oold water %hreugh the cordenging colls in the vaper- degraaser A industrial
wastewater discharge: permit (Permit No. 11818) was issued by the LACSD to Earl

: Manufaeturmg in 1989 to discharge cooling tower bleeds off to the sewer. The industrial
wastewater permit wag terminated in 1992 when the vapor degﬂeaser was converted to a
hot water degreaaer

Santa Fe Springs Fire Departrent (SFSFD) records rel
chemicals atthe site indicate that a PCE bk storage,
trichicroethene (TCE). storage area, and a solvent rustinhibitor oil s
“at the site. PCE was stored in a 500:galon abov ground storage;
degreaser. Approximately 4000 800 gallonsof was
generated at the site sach year.

:'sfdrage and handiing of
poth 'pami siorage area

6. Waste Discharges: A notxc%,gf wolahon?éségd by ,e- .County of f.os Angeles %Zaapartmerﬁ
of Health Services date%gﬁ”a”“ chz21,

1, 1984‘%
ground suffaces near . _

%tmﬁ

: ?‘*-'E and TGE »}véfe -dietected in thé sEudgLe
) ‘_ | _*;000 and 6»2-,000 mscragrams per kllmgram (;Jg g},-ﬁ

0004 Cm to- (‘:12 range at: 53 599 600 ygikg Metal f;ence
were detected and lead at 89,000 and 608,000 pg/kg‘ respectively, ir

sludge from the

concentratfam up to 422 600 pg/kg and 1 840 GQG pgikg! respectivaiy, in soti samp%es
collected from tHe bottom of the UST excavatlon

be‘tweeﬁ 1998 amf 2012 T‘hese |miestlgat|c}ns moluded sam;ﬁ!mg esght soil vapor prabese .
to depths Up to 18 fest bgs and four soil borings to depths up to 50 fest bgs, and
instalfing ‘and_sampling one monitoring well {MW 1) at the site. The pnmar}; waste:
constituent, PCE, was detected in soil vapor up to 21 micrograms per liter {(ug/il); up o
180,000 pg/kg in soil, and up to 13,700 fgiL in gmundwater

7. Source Elinination and Remediation Status: On August 13; 1997, the 1 00@~galléon:
‘waste Trim-Sol oil/solvent UST was removed from thesite.
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- Superfund site plume boundarigs, %

10.

1.

12.

Summary of Findings from Site Investigations

The Regional Board has reviewed and ewa.luat_ed;' the technical reports angd reeords
pertaibing to the discharge, detection, and distribution of wastes at the site and the site
vicinity. Elevated levels of VOCs, such as PCE and TCE, and other wastes have beer

detected in soil matrix, soil vapor and groundwater bengath the site.

a. Earl Manufacturing Company had stored, Used, and discharged VOGs, irnf_;iuﬁmg- PCE

ard TCE; during s histdrical operations. atthe site,

b. PCE and TCE have been detected in groundwater at concentrations up to. 13,700 pgil.
and 1,730 pgll, respectively. Y

6. The VOCs plume in groundwater originating from th
“more groundwater resources; ‘and has ot been adet

d. ‘Due to the high '.cqnceriiraﬁans_Qf;w*astes-dé'smﬁ?’g? i to sol
the site there may be a potential indoor air-jatr
and groundwater beneath the site.

roundwater beneath
ad soll, scil vapor,

Regulatory Status: There have been no orders issued t
Board.. :

otection Agency (USEPA) Omega

The site- is located within- the US Environmental Pr

k-

Impairment of Drinking Water Wells: The. Regional Board has the-authority to require the
Dischargers and other dischargers to pay for or provide uninterrupted replacement water
setvice to each affected public water supplier or private well owner if accordarice  with

Califorriia Waté

Sources of If
not fimited
and.e-mail ¢
vislts.

ence summarized above inclisde bit are’
imentation in the Reglonal Board files, telephone calls
h resparnsible parties, thelr attorneys and consultants, and-site.

AWUTHORITY - LEGAL REQUIREMENTS
i -
Section 13304(a) of the Water Code provides that:

“Any person who has discharged or discharges wasle info the waters of this state in

violation- of any waste discharge. requirerient or ofher order of prohibition jssued by a
reglonal board or the state board. or who fras caused or permitted, causes or permits, ar
threatens to cause or permit any waste. to. be discharged or depaosited where it is, or
probably will be, discharged info the waters of the state and créates, or threatens to creats,.
a condition of pollution or nuisance, shall upon order of the regional board, clean upthe:
waste or-abate the effects of the waste, or, i the case of threatened pollution 6r nuisance,

take other necessary remedial aotion, including, bt not limited to, oversesing cleanyp and

abatement efforfs. A tleanup and abatement order issiied by the stafe board-or a reglonal

board may requiire the provision of, or payment for, uninterrupted ‘ﬂrep!ac_emant"wa%;ersajrvice, S

EXHIBIT C
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which may Include wellhead treatment; to each affected public water suppiisr or private well
owner. Upon failure of any. person fo comply with the oleanup or gbatement order,. the.
Aftorney General, at the request of the board, shall pefition the superior court for that county
for the issuance of an injunction requiring the person to comply with the: order. In: the Sult;
the court shall have jurisdiction ‘fo grant a prohibitory or mandatary” injunction, either
preliminary or permanet, as the facts may warrant.” '

13. Section 13304(c)(1) of the California Water Code provides that:

", « » the person or persons who discharged the waste, discharges the waste, or-threatensd

to cause or permit the discharge of the waste within the: meaning of subdivision (a); are
liable to that goverment agency to the extent of the reagoniable costs agtually incurred in
dleaning up the waste, abating the sifects of the waste, suparyising cleanup. or abatement
activities, ortaking other remedial actions. . .” =

14. Section 13287(b}(1) of the California Water Code provides'ts

discharged, discharges; or Is suspested of -
propases to discharge waste within its reg)
technical or manitoring program reports: which 1
incuding -costs, of these reports shall bear a reasonablg e

and the bengfits to be obtained from: orts.. i requ

shall provide the person with a written exple
shall identity the evidence thal supports ra% ]

“In conducting an investigation..., the regional bog require any- person who has.

shallefurnish, undor fy Jiry
nal board requires, The burden,
anship o the heed for the report
hose reperts, the-ragional board
-regandito the need forthe reports; and-
ersoi to provide the reports”

15. Public Participation: The Reglonal Board may require the Dischargers to submit a Py blic
Participation Plan or snghge i ot liities to disseminate information and gather
comfnunity input regarding rized of required by Water Code sections
13307.1, 13307.6 and 1330

of Board (hereafter State Water Board) has adopted
. 92-49, Poileigsand Procedures for Investigation and Cleanup af |
Dischargestnder Water Code Section 15304. This Policy sets forth the
dures to be used during an investigation or cieanup of & polluted site and
p levelsibe consistent with ‘State Water Board Resolution 6816, the
Respect 0 Maintaining High Quality of Waters n California,
¢ Basin Plan estabiish. the cleanup lévels t be achieved,
ires the waste 1o be cleaned up to background, or if that is not

policies andp
requires that cle
Statement of Po
Resolution 9249 a
Resolution 92-49 te > Was rou

reasonable, 1o an alternative level that is the most stringent leval that s econiomically and:-

techinologically feasible in accordarice with Titie 23, Californta Gode of Regt
Section 25504, Any altemiative cleanup level to backgrotind must (1) be consistent with the
maxirmum benefit to the people of the state; (2) not unreasonably affect prasent and
anticipated beneficial use of such water; and (3) not result in water quality less than that
prescribed in the Basin Plan-and applicable Water Quality Control Plans and Policles of the
State Water Boaid, '

~17.The Regional Board adopted the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angsles Region
(Basin Plan), which identifies beneficial 'uses and establishes water quality obfestives to
protect those uses. The site overlies groundwater within the Central Basin. The beneficial
uses of the- groundwafer beneath the site are municipal (MUN), industrial (IND), and
agricultural supply (AGR). Water guality objectives that apply to the groundwater at the site

EXHIBIT C
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Include: the state maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). The MOL for PCE and TCE is. 6'
pg/. PCE, TCE and other VOCs and waste constituents dischargad at the site constitute
wa*:sten" as defined in Water Code section 13050(d).

The concenitrations of POE and TCE In groundwater at and downgradient of the site'excesd
the water qualtty objectives for the wastes, The exceedance of applicable water quality
objectives gonstitutes pollution as defined in Water Code séction *!3{}5&(1)(‘! ) THe wastes
detected in soil matrix, goil vapor, and. groundwater at the site have caused pollustion,

including ‘contamination, and. nuisance. The gontitusd’ presence of wastes at the m%eg
threaten to continue to cause pallution andlor nuisance at and rear the slte.

DISCHARGERS LIABILITY

18, As described in Fmdmg& of this. Order, the Dischargers are: %gb%ct toan order pursuant to-
Water Code section 13304 becalise the Dischargers have saused or penitted waste to- be
d[sc:harged or depgsnt_ed_where it has: é;scharged to: _water-_ ‘o te-and has created, and

ance, The condition of
o o abatement order

pursuant to Waier caeie Secti‘mn 13304 18- app
Regional Board.

19. Due to the activities described in this Grdef‘ tha
wastes, |nciud|ng VOCs, pamcuiarl and TCE
the wastes are, or probably wi | be d

particularfy PCE 1o be Eflscharged m‘ de; osit
a potential human E:i_ealth threa

this Order, the: Dischargers are subjest to-an order pursuant to
3 G subm|t technical reports because existing data -and
& "_"mdlcate that waste has been discharged, is dischargmg, or s
Spected or aiser at the property, which is or was owned -and/or opers i fhe
Digchiargers named in this Order, The Earl Far ly Tr,u;sﬁt;:andst;_-ctaucietta;s Ear,

f the former
Earl Manufacturing Campany, its- agents successors and assigns. The technleal reports
required. by fhis Order are necessary to assure comgzlzance ‘with Section 13304 of the Watet
Code, including to adequately investigate and.cleanup the site to protect the bereficial uses
of waters of the state, to protect against nussance, and: to profect human heaith and the-

grivironment.
~ CONGLUSIONS
22. The Regioﬁai Board is declining 1o name additional: potentially responisivle parties (PRPs)
for-the site in this Order at this time, ‘Substantial evidence indicates that the D|schargers:

caused or permitted waste fo be discharged into waters of the State ‘and is therefore
appropriateiy niamed as a resporisible party in this Ordér, The Regionaé Board may amem:f;

EXHIBIT C



Former Earl Manufaaturmg | , 8GPN6 0725
Page 7 Order No. R4-2013-0042

this Order or issue a separate order or érders i th& future as & result of this investzg:ateon
and as more information becotries avaﬁable

23.1ssuance of this Order is. bamg taken for the protection of the ehvironment and as &uch is
exempt from provisions of the Califorria Environmental -Quality Act {CEQA) (Puhic
Resources Cader sectlon 21000 et seq.)in: accordance with California Code of Regulations;
tiths 14, sections- 15061{b)(3), 16308, 15307, 15308, and 18321 This Order generally
requires the Dischargers to submit plans for apprcwaf prior to implementatioty of cleantp
activities -at the site. Mere submittal of plans is ex ot from CEQA . as submittal. will not
cause a direct. or indirect physical .change .in the e rsnment andfor is an actwrty that
cannot possibly have a significant effect on the ‘environ | Syiew .2
would be premature and speculative, as there is simply not en h
the Dischargers” proposed remedial activities and "possibless ,} i
impacts. If the Regional Baard determings that implementationof
- Order will have = significant effect-on the: envirenment, th
necessary and appropriate environmental review pnor g
the a;}pﬁf&able plan.

Of & an' requtrec! by thIS
nat Bosard will conduct the
tive Officer's approval .of

24 lis the policy of the State of California that B
afforcfa%::ie and ae‘cessrbte water adequate ‘

Q% umptior, ceoking 'anitery'
rmg d;scharges ta ciean up the"

reasonable ccsts te wersa@ cieanup ' &, al _ ment of the effects thereaf c;sr
other remedial:action.

26, Any parmn aggﬂeved by#this

Water C”cde: sec’fzan ’%3326 and C‘.:ahfor‘ .
nd foﬁowmg Th@ Qta_te Water Board
o t 1

is Order falls on a%aturday, Sun&ay, o state hohday- L
Water Board ; ‘:GG p m.on the hext bus;ness ay—;-

or-will .be._pmvi%déé? upon -re-q‘uéisﬁt.
REQUIRED ACTIONS

THEREFORE, 1T IS HEREBY ORDERED, purr«suantvm sactlons 13304 and 13267 of the
‘California: Water Code, that the Dischargers shall iny igate, cleanup the:waste and - dkate the
effects of waste forthwith dﬁschargmg at and from 11862 Burke Strest,. Santa Fe Bprings,
California. “Forthiwith’ means ‘a8 s00n a8 reasonably possible, but.in any event ho later than the
compliance dates spécified below, which . rfay be revised by the Executive Officer Without
revising this Order.. More s;:;ec%ﬁcai?y, the Dischargers shall:

1, Develop and Submita Site Conceptual Model: The Site Canceptual Model {SCM) shotild |
include a written presentation with graphic illustrations {including cross-section :and pLzaanw

EXHIBIT C
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view) of dissharge scenario, deology and hydrogeology, waste faw and transpert in soll
matrix, soll gas and groundwater, distiibution of wastes, exposure pathways, sensitive
receptors and other relevant information. The SCM shall be éonstructed based upon actual

data collected from the site,

The SCM shall include a preliminary buman health risk assessment (HPERA) censa‘darmg all |

waste constitients in the soll matrix, soll gas and groundwater, all exposure path and

senwtwe rece;jmm Th@ SCM _s_h_afl be ated and submitted upon request by the: R@grona{
lable.

if interpretation of the SCM or s update suggests that agsessment, -Sharacterization and

delineation of waste constituents is incomiplete, youshall pr‘epare and submit a work. p lan(s) -
to complete assessment and characterization- of VOOS and other waste Gonstituents in soll
matrix; soil vapor and groundwater and to fully delinsate: ,:cai and af’era_-'extem of-
wastes in the soil and groundwater onsite and affsrte as @et:

h Charactarize anei melinaate ihe Extent of
Groundwater:

A

sfit‘eﬁ

C. Update the cu:‘rent X
VOCs plums in soil ve

or mpiementatlon of the proposed scope of work wnihm each
2lan required pursuant ts this Qrder,

F. Upon Executive .Officer approval of the Sate Assessment Work Plans, you ‘shiall
implement the Site Assessment Work Plans in accordance with the approved: time
schedule, :

G. Completion of the site assessment and plume delineation may require multiple ‘work.
plans and reports..

H. All subsurface soif; soil vapor, dnd groundwater assessmentfinvestigation reports shall
include summary tables and iso-coricentration maps (inoluding: cross-section(s) with soil
lithology and plain. view) at least for primaty waste cons%rfuents when there are sufﬁclent"
-data points for the: invest[gated area(s).
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3. Conduct Remedial Action: Implement a cleanup and abatement program for the cleanup
of wastes in soil matrix, soil vapor, and groundwater and the:abatement of the effects-of the

discharges of waste on bensficial uses of water, Specifically, you shall:

A. Develop a comprehensive Remedial Actian Plan (RAPF) or phased-approach RAF’S for

cleanup of wastes in the soil matrix; soil vapor and groundwater originating from the site
and submit itithem to the Regional Board for review and approval. The RAP(s) shall
include, at & minirmuri: - :

kD
L

ik

ifi.

‘cleanup: levels for soil and soil vapo

Preliminary cleanup’ goals for soil and groundwater in compliance with State Waiter
Board Resolution 92-48 (‘Polivies and Progedures far Investigation and Cleanup and
Abatement of Discharges Under Water-Code Section 13304, Resolution 9249,
Bection U.G. requires clearup to background, ‘unie o thzt |5 riot Togsonable
Alternative cleanup levels o background  must comply ‘with California Code of
Regulations, Title 23, section 2550.4, and be consist i to the
people of the state, protect beneficial uses; and.6:
Plan. Altermative cleanup lévels for groundw:

objectives in the Basin Plan, includ

drinking water as established by the

groundwater exceeding water quality cbisetiies | | _
California’s MCLs and Notification Levels for grinking water as established by the
State Department of Public Heg| _ s

The following references and- ghidel be considered when establishing
prefiminary site cleanup goals; %

a. Methodelogy f*  soll cleapup screening fevals for VOCs and TPH sets
forth in the Regional Board's- InferySite Assessment and Cleanup Guidebook,
aeprotection of grotindwater beneath the site and vicinity,

creening levels set fortls Ih-the current USEPA Reglon
evels (RSLs). '-
air quality from vapar intrusion based on the California EPA's
r later version) Use of Human Health Screshing Levels
Evalyation. of Contaminated Properties. Sl - vapor
aluation procedures’ and methodologies  are stated in the:
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and Regional Board April 2012
(or latest version) Advisory -~ Active Soil Gas Investigations, and the DTSC
October 2011 (or latest verslot) Guidance for the Evaluation and Mifigation of
Subsurface Vapor Intrusion to ndoor Air. ‘ ' '

Discussion of the technology(ies) proposed for remediation of soll matrix, soif vapor
and groundwater. '

Description of the seléction criteria for chogsing the proposed method over other:
poteritial remedial options. Discuss the technical menit, suitability of the. selected
msthod under the given site comditions and waste constituents “present, sconomic:

and temporal feasibility, and immediate and/or future beneficial results,

EXHIBIT C
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iv. Estimation of cumulative mass of ws:si@s to be removed with the selected method.

Inglude all calculations and methodology used to-obtain this estimate.
v. A proposed time .sac;‘hadufa for completion of afa;:éh' proposed remedial action..

vi. Revisions to or additional RAPs may be. needed if the implementad  remedial

measure does not completaly achieve all site cleanup goals.

B. Upon Regional Board approval of the RAP(s), you shall implement. the RAP(5]) in
accordance with the -approved time schedule, '

C. Yau shal submit quarterly remediation. progress reports to this. Regional Board as set .
forth in the Monitoring and Reporting Pragram  (Attaghment C). The quarterly
remediation progress reporfs shall dogutent all performatice data associated with the

operating systems. | |

the fimits. of approved
KPlans/Reports or a
by the Executive

D. Upon completion of implementation of the RAP(S) 6r reach
remedial actions, submit Remedial Action Eonfirmatio
Remediation Completion Report according:
Officer.

lume-wide groundwater mariitoring
1 (Attachment C),

4. Conduct Groundwater Monitoring: Imp

program as set forth in-the Monitoring ar

5. Time Schedule: The Dischargers shall
complete work within the tim edule |
hereto and incarporated herein: sfarer

without revising the renair

gulated facllity or activity is located, conducted, or where
Tonditions of this Order;

facility, equipment {including moritoring and control equipmenty,
onis regulated or required under this Order; and '

D. Theright t’o":phomfgj’r'a_}pfh;; saniple, and manitor the site for the purpose of ensuring

compliance with this Order, or as otherwise authorized by the California Water-Code:

7. Contractor/Consultant Qualification: As required by the California. Business . arid
Professions Code Sections 6735, 7835, and 78351, ali reports shall be prépared by, or
under the supervision of, ‘a California registered. professional engineer or geologist and
signed by the registered professional. All technical reports submitted by the Dischargers
shall include a statement signed by the authorized representative certifying under penalty of
faw.that the representative has examined and Is familiar with. the report and that fo his
knowledge, the report is true,. complete, and' accurate. Al technieal docurients shall b
signed by and stamped with the seal of the above-mentionsd qualified professionals: that:
reflects a livense expiration date. |

EXHIBIT C
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8. This Order is not intended to permit or allow the Dischargers {o cease any work required by
any. other Order issued by the Regional Board,. tior-shall it be used as a reason to stop or
redirect. any investigation or cleanup or remedzatlen programs -ordersd by the Reg ongl .
Baarcf or any other agency Furthermore thss @l’dﬁf daes fiot exemipt the stmhargers fram- '

iwes: which may tie-applicabl

daas it Eegaizzﬁ ihaae wast@ tr@atment am:l eﬁsposal fac;fftles, and I leaves. unaffeeted any.
further restrictions on those fatilities which may be-contained in other stafutes of required by
other: agenc:es

9. The Dischargers shall submita 30-day advance notice to the: Regional Board of any. pianned;'
changes In riame, ownership, or-contral of the site and shall provide a 30-day advarics
 notice of any planned. physical changae; to the site that m ect compliance with this
" Order. In'the event of a_shange ln nwrmrahlp o;“ aperator th gers ai‘so shali prowdeQ
a Bawday advame A it

_Execut ve Gﬁ" icer at Ieast 30 days in advanc;
_repiaaeﬁ Within & reasonable time ata locatio
written. justification, the: ffice
wells without rep[a _.m-eni Wﬁen
agcordance with California Department
Standards,” Monitoring We_ll Standards.

11. 10 the avent campliance ¢

an) sims of this Order, the Dischargers
:-have the nppc»rfun‘ity_ (s} regu
_ t- .

iér} of th"e'"iiméi s-peeiﬁeﬁ- Ths eXfS"S'O’?

d;rectlvess mad‘
‘Regional Board:

13. The Regional Board; _
information. becomes avaifable Upon requeﬁt iay the Dlschargers, arztzi for g@ﬁd cause_. :
:shewn the Exeau 've E}fﬁcer may defer ﬁielete or extend tha date of camphance for any' ,

that descnbeci harem is m no way iimited by th%s Order

B %4;-Gont|nue any remediaﬂon or monitoring activities until ‘such time as the Regwnai Board
determines that sufficient. eleanup has- been accam;:[isheet and this Grder‘ has been

satisfied. :

16. Reamburse the Re:gmnal Board for reasonable. costs assoclated with oversight. of the
investigation and cleanup of the site ‘soils. and Qrsundwater emanating from the site:

EXHIBIT C
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Prwme the Regional Board with the name or names. and contact information for the parson
to be provided billing staiemenw from the State Water Resources Contral Board.,
16, A Public Participation Plan shall be prepared and/or updated when directed by the Exscutive

Officer as necessary fo reflect the degres of public interest i the Env@st;gahon and cteanup- |
process. . ‘

17. The Regional Board, under the authority given by Water Cede section iazﬁ?{b}(?) requires.
you to include a perjury tatement in all reports submitted under this Order, The. parjury
statement shail be sigried By a senior authorized representative (not by & consultant). The

perjury statement shall be in the' faitowmg format:

“i [NAME?] c&mf‘y under pefnalfy nf faw that this dwcumenr -—-and alf attachments were

) scms wha maﬁage tbez
the mformaf;an thga:-

groundwatef

o ccnmply W|th ) al
anci aii r&perts ind

efﬁadzatlen we}l data

The tekt 'éf thé fegu?
‘htpiffww watETEs;

19. Efal_Eure_&t%@\
Ix.a:b l_es_,_

_fonditmns of this Order may tesult in imposition-of civil
i ively: by the: Regional Board c}r ;ucﬁlmaily by the Superlor_
ith" § etzons 13268 133{"}4 ‘133@8" andlor '133

bankruptcy pr@ceediﬁg AEI obllgatmns are ;mposed pursuént tb the: pa%ica pow s of
State of California intended fo protéct the public heatth safety, welfare, and enwronment

Ordéred by:: Date:
Samuei Ungar P E.
Executive Officer
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ATTACHMENT A {MAPS)
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aster Environmental Consulfing, LLC

5500 E. Atherton St., Suite 210
Long Beach, CA 90815

11862 Burke Street

Santa Fe Springs, California
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- F&rmer Earl Manufacturing i

Mtachment B

Site Cleanup No. 0725
Order No. R4-2013.0012

ATTACHMENT B: TIME SCHEDULE

DIRECTIVE

DUE DATE

| [Note that the Reglonial Board ‘may reqis
{to the Site. Conceptual Mode! as ne
| complete the Model]

.| Dévelop a Site Concaptual Model:

Prepare and submit a Bite Conceptual Model whish:|
provides details on and ilustrates Waste ‘discharge:
| seenario,
| constituent fate and transport. in soil,
_ grcxa.mdwater
| exppsure pathways, sensitive: receptors and athar'
- relevant information.

geology anﬁ hydmgaoiogy,

distribution  &f waste constituents;

Include a preliminary or screening Human health risk:
| assessment
1-congtituents
| groundwater, all exposure ‘pathways and sen
- | feceptors.

(HHRA}
in the soil

considering &l wa
fratrix, saéi gas '

128 -:'

126

-Complete Assessment and Delme tion af
| Pischarge:

‘_ :oﬂ’szt;e,.

Fimplement the Site.

to the approved sched

i_'Upen complﬁtmn of " 1m;alamentation of fhe appmvedf'
| Site Agsessment Work plan,
| Assessment Report.

submit- a Site

waste
soil gas and

f Jttuents mij _
ronsite and |

Wark Plan according.| Accordi
' '_'Executwe Offfcer

July 18, 2018

| August 16,2013

g to the schedule approved by -_ o

Acasrdlng tar the schedule: appr@ved or

I specified by Executive: Officer

[Mtiple Site Assessment Work Plans and Repﬂﬁs '
. |-may be required to complete dgsessment of and fuiiy
| delineate waste discharge :

| Exgoutive E}fﬁcer

:Accardmg to the scheciulea spemﬁed by' -

.....
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Formar Earl Manufacturing It

Attachment B

Site Cleanup No. 0725
Order No. R4-2013-0012

DIREGTIVE

DUE DATE

3a

3b

TConduct Remedial Ketiom

Submit a Remedial Action Plar (RAP) for eleanup of
wastes in soil, soil vapor and groundwater, that

- | includes 4 time schedule for implementation.

implemnent the RAP

',Upan completion of implementation:of the RAP or:
| reaching the limits of approved remedial actiots,
| submit Remedial Action Confirmation '

f ;WorkPlamiseports or a Remediation Completion
Report,

[ Accarding to the schedule specified by
- | Executive Officer

- According to the schedule approved of
| spacified by Executive Officer

Multiple RAPS and Gonﬁrmatmn Wﬁrkplams/Reports 4

and Remediation Gﬁmr:slétmn Reports may be
required to implemant multiple reme ;
achieve all site cleanu als,
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Former Earl Manufacturing i Site Cleanup No. 0725
Attachment C . Order No. R4-2013.0012

ATTACHMENT G-

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
CLEANUP AND ABATEMENT ORDER NO. R4-2013-0012

This an:torlng and: Reporting Program is part of CI leanup and Abatement Order No. R4~
2013-0012 {(CAQ). Failiire to comply with: this program . constitutes noncompliance w :
CAQ and California Watst Code, which can result in the rmpositzon of oivil moretsr
liability. Al sampling and analyses shall be by USEPA approved methods. The
methods chosen for detection of the constiluents of concern s%ﬁ‘ "be subject to rev n
concuirence by the California Regional Water Quality Cottrol Board, Los Angeles Reg:on
{Reglonal Water Board),

Laboratory analytical repmts ta be mcluded in techn
chemical o@ns : :
_acfditmn

.and a Qopy of the ccrmpieted cham of c
-analyses must be performed by @ Cal
laboratory.

The Regional Board's |
reference and guidance
data reporting. The gul

1, September 2008; can be used as.a
ing sampfe collection,. handlmg, analysis and*
gional Board's weh: site-at: ,

hittp:/wwiv.watérbo
SFVCleanupPr

groundwater sampies from grouﬁdwater mamtarmg wells:
: vestigation and. mohitoring. Any menlmrlng wells in aﬁled
_in tﬁe fumre __sf i ed o the graursdwater monitering  program and. s. _
semiannually. The grﬁsu {dwater surface elavation {in feet above mean sea level [N all
monitoring  wells shall be measured and used to determine the gradient and direrftion of
groundwater flow.

The fml!awmg shall constitute the mommrmg program for groundwater.

i  Conatitient —EPA M-eztﬁ#d_ -
Volatils Organic Compounds full’ scan) T

Total petroieum hydrocariﬁenﬁ as g;_alme

‘Metals

|.1.4-dioxane o _'_'_:;E:PAez?oq

{ Temperature - Fleld*
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Former Earl Manufacturing i Site Cleanup No, 0725

Attachment C Order Nu. R4.2013-0012
~ Comstitient | EPA Method
Foi . R I A , —
 Electiical Condustivity L Field*
Dissolved oxvgen | Field®
Oxidation-Redustion Potential {E)F{F’) o Fleld™
Turbidity ] . — L EIEld

*Fig;m - Ta;i,li;s_efimé‘eswéd'E'n'fiti"{e fiealet, T

-'remad:aflon systama

1. Maps showing location of all remediation wells and gfoliqiater monitaring wells, if
appﬁcabl

2, erating- aric. down
3 d performance
raret - ‘ 1aton system' : : T )
4. Sysiem ens;ae_ on sheets shall d cument f ey gonducted during esch
site visit and shall be included in the
MONITOR
S‘péﬂfiﬁﬁ:’ﬂfﬁ@nzg in-this monitarin n are'ggblect ‘z‘red&c revrstons i’viom{ormg

Treguirements may be m Forfgyised by t
monitoring data submitteddtirsuant o this Orc e;ﬂitormg frequencles may be aefjusted
‘or parameters and locatiens J r added '

“indicate that the changes 2

H\,‘vs}nt the requrred 'Ebrmat w;l be REJECTED and the
ed to be in noncomp_i:&nce with the Momtmng and

'if)sscﬁargéi?é lsh-
Reporting. Progr

2, Bemiannial grﬂuncf ater monitoring reparts shall be submitted: to the Regional Wafasr'
Board according to the scheduls’ below. .

Moniftoring ngrlod R t Due
January - March Apnl 15 ,
duly - September October 15

Groundwater monitoring - reports -shall include a contour map showing groundwater
elevations at the slte and the groundwater flow diréttion. The guarterly groundwater
monitoring repoits shall Include tables summarizing the historical depth-to-water,
groundwater elevations and historical anaiytical results for sach monitoring well. The
results of any momtormg done more fraquently than required at the-locations specified in
- the Monitoring and Reporting Program shall be reported to the Regional Water Board.

EXHIBIT C




Former Earl Mamfmturmg i Site Cleanup No. 0725
Attachment € ' Order No. R4.2013:0012

Field monitoring well aamphng sheets shall be completad for each mommrmg well
sampled and included in the report.

Quarterly- remediation progress reports shafl b &ubmit’ted tc: €he R@gi@ﬁaf Water Bczard
_aac:mrdmg to-the schedule below. .

Monitoring Period
January - Mareh

Aprit= June \
July » September - October 31
~October - December January 31

the cumulative mass of
e, the éffectiveriass of
on and maintenance of
‘all interruptions’ in the. -
ken to cotrect and

3. Remediation  progress reports shall include an estimate ©
~ contaminarit removed from the subsurface, system oper
the remediation system, any field notes «paﬁa Mg to 4
the systam and, if appl cabte the reasuﬁs fet and

e,

e arevant zﬂterruptmns

i tabular form so
dily discernible: The data.
quirements. All data shall be_
nal Water Board.

4. Inreporting the mamtc:;ring data, the Dischargér
- that the date, the cﬂnstttuents and the conc_
shasi be summarrzed tcf

nclude waste- constitugnt jso-
soil lithology data.
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Case 2/14-cv-06456-GW-E Document 11 Filed 11/24/14 Page 1 of 105 Page D #:130
', |INANCY SHER COHEN, SBN 81706
1 ncohen@proskauer.com
RONALIYA. VALENZUELA, SBN 210025
2 rvalenzuela(%%roskauer.com
SHAWN S. LEDINGHAM, JR., SBN 275268
3 sledingham@ﬁroskauer.c_om
PROSKAUER ROSE LLP |
4 12049 Century Park East, 32nd Floor
Los Angeles, California 90067
> [ Telephone: (310) 557-2900
6 Facsimile: (310)557-2193
Attorneys for Plaintiffs '
7 | [See List of Plaintiffs, attached as Exhibit A]
8 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
9 CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
10 | ALCOA INC.; ALPHA THERAPEUTIC Case No.: 2:14-cv-06456 GW (Ex.)
CORPORATION; APPLIED MICRO - )
1 ICIRCUITS CORB.; ARLON, LLC; ASTRO ) AMENDED COMPLAINT
ALUMINUM TREATING CO., INC.: BASF
12 | CORPORATION; BAXTER HEALTHCARE
CORPORATION; CAL-TAPE & LABEL 1. Cost Recovery (Owners and
13 1 CO.; CALIFORNIA HYDROFORMING : Operators), Comprehensive
COMPANY, INC.: CINTAS _ Environmental Response
14 FCORPORATION: COLUMBIA SHOWCASE Compensation and Liability
& CABINET COMPANY, INC.; COUNTY . Act, 42 US.C. § 9601, et seq.;
15 |OF LOS ANGELES; CROSBY & 2. Cost Recovery (Arrangers),
OVERTON, INC.; DISNEY ENTERPRISES, Comprehensive - '
16 | INC.; FORENCO, INC.; GENERAL Environmental Response
_ IDYNAMICS CORPORATION: ~ Compensation and Liability
17 | GULFSTREAM AEROSPACE Act, 42 U.S.C. § 9601, et seq.;
CORPORATION; HEXCEL 3. Declaratory Judgment,
18 | CORPORATION;HONEYWELL Comprehensive
INTERNATIONAL INC.; Environmental Response
19 | INTERNATIONAL PAPER COMPANY: Compensation and Liability
JOHNS MANVILLE; KIMBERLY-CLARK Act, 42 U.S.C. § 9601, ef seq.
20 | WORLDWIDE, INC.; KINDER MORGAN and Declaratory Judgment
LIQéJIDS TERMINALS LLC; LOS Act, 28 U.S.C. §§ 2701, 2202:
21 | ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN 4. Abatement of Imminent and
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY; Substantial Endangerment,
22 IMASCO CORPORATION OF INDIANA; Resource Conservation and
MATTEL, INC.; MERCK SHARP & Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. §
23 | DOHME CORPORATION: 6901, et seq..
NBCUNIVERSAL MEDIA, LLC; PACIFIC 5. Contuqum%Public Nuisance,
24 | BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY" Cal. Civil Code §§ 3479-80
PILKINGTON GROUP LIMITED; QUEST g
25 | DIAGNOSTICS CLINICAL
LABORATORIES, INC.: RAYTHEON
26 | COMPANY; RIO TINTO AUM COMPANY:
SAFETY-KI.EEN SYSTEMS, INC.: -
27 | SCRIPTO-TOKAI CORPORATION;
SEMPRA GLOBAL: SHILEY, LLC:
28 || SIGNET ARMORLITE, INC.;’SOCO WEST,
B T T T AMENDED COMPLAINT
Case No.: 2:14-¢v-06456 GW (Ex.)
EXHIBIT D
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INC.; SONOCO PRODUCTS COMPANY:
SPARTON TECHNOLOGY, INC.: TEXACO
INC.; TEXAS INSTRUMENTS '
INCORPORATED: THE BOEING |
COMPANY; THE DOW CHEMICAL
COMPANY; THE REGENTS OF THE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA: THE
SHERWIN-WILLIAMS COMPARNY:
TRIMAS CORPORATION; UNION OIL
COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA: UNIVAR
USA INC.; UNIVERSAL CITY STUDIOS
LLC; AND YORT, INC.

Plaintiffs,

[—

v,

APC INVESTMENT CO.: ASSOCIATED
PLATING COMPANY; ASSOCIATED
PLATING COMPANY. INC.: BODYCOTE
|| THERMAL PROCESSING, iNC.: BURKE
STREET, LLC; POWERINE OII.
COMPANY; CONTINENTAL HEAT
TREATING, INC.; CONTINENTAL
DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, LP: -
CLAUDETTE EARL, AN INDIVIDUAL:
EARL MFG. CO,, INC.; EXXONMOBIL. OIL
CORPORATION.; FERRO CORP.: .
FIRMENICH, INC.; FOSS PLATING
COMPANY, INC.; GORDON E. MCCANN,
AN INDIVIDUAL; LYNNEA R, MCCANN
AN INDIVIDUAL: DARRELL &
GOLNICK, AN INDIVIDUAL; CLARE S.
GOLNICK, AN INDIVIDUAL: CHERYI, A.
GOLNICK, AN INDIVIDUAL KEKROPIA.
INC.; MISSION LINEN SUPPLY:
MOMENTIVE SPECIALTY CHEMICALS,
INC.; WILLIAM K. PALLEY, AN |
INDIVIDUAL; PALLEY SUPPLY
COMPANY; PALMTREE ACOUISITION
CORPORATION: PHIBRO-TECH, INC.;
PILOT CHEMICAL CORP.; PMC
SPECIALTIES GROUP, INC.: UNION
PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY: AND
FIRST DICE ROAD COMPANY, INC., and
Does 1 — 250, INCLUSIVE :
Defendants.
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T - AMENDED COMPLAINT ~~~— —= ==
Case No.: 2:14-cv-06456 GW (Ex.)
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Plaintiffs Alcoa Inc.; Alpha Therapeutic Corporation; Applied Micrd ‘Ci‘r:cﬁits
Corp.; Arlon, LLC; Astro Aluminum Treating Co., Inc.; BASF Corporation; Baxter
Healthcare Corporation; Cal-Tape & Label Co.; California Hydroforming Company,
Inc.; Cintas Corporation; Columbia Showcase & Cabinet Company, Inc.; ; County of
Los Angeles; Crosby & Overton, Inc.; Disney Enterprises, Inc.; Forenco, Inc.;
General Dynamics Corporation; Gulfstream Aerospace Corporat.ion; Hexcel
Corporation; Honeywell International Inc.; International Paper Company; Johns
Manville; Kimberly-Clark Worldwide, Inc.: Kinder Morgan Liquids Terminals LLC;
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority; Masco Corporation of
Indiana; Mattel, Inc.; Merck Sharp & Dohme Corporation; NBCUniversal Media;
LLGC; Pacific Bell Telephone Company; Pilkington Group Limited; Quest
Diagnostics Clinical Laboratories, Inc.; Raytheon Company; Rio Tinto AUM
Company; Safety-Kleen Systems, Inc.; Scripto-Tokai Corporation; Sempra Global;
Shiley, LLC; Signet Armorlite, Inc.; Soco West, Inc.: Sonoco Products Company;
Sparton Technology, Inc.; Texaco Inc.; Texas Instruments Incorporated; The Boeing
Company; The Dow Chemical Company; The Regents of the University of
California; The Sherwin-Williams Company; TriMas Corporation; Union Qi
Company of California; Univar USA Inc.; Universal City Studios LLC; and Yort, Inc.
(collectively, “Plaintiffs”), by their attorneys, Proskauer Rose LLP, against "
Defendants APC Investment Co.; Associated Plating Company; Associated Plating
Comﬁany, Inc. (f/k/a Associated Plating Acquisition Corp.); Bodycote Thermal
Processing, Inc.; Burke Street, LLC; Powerine Oil Company; Continental Heat
Treating, Inc.; Continental Development Company, LP; Claudette Earl, én indiViduaI;I

Earl Mfg. Co., Inc.; ExxonMobil Qil Corpox_‘ation; Ferro Corp.; Firmenich, Inc.: Foss

|| Plating Company, Inc.; Gordon E. McCann, an individual; Lynnea R. McCann, an

individual; Darrelll'K. Golnick, an individual; Clare S. Golnick, an individual; Cheryl

A. Golnick, an individual; Kekropia, Inc.; Mission Linen Supply: Momentive

-1 -
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Specialty Chemicals, Inc.; William K. Palley, an individual; Palley Supply Company;
Palmtree Acquisition Corporation; Phibro-Tech, Inc.; Pilot Chemical Corp.; PMC
Specialties Group, Inc.; Union Pacific Railroad Company; First Dice Road Company;
and DOES 1 through 250 (collectively, “Defendants™), allege upon knowledge as to
themselves and upon information and belief as to others, the following:

NATURE OF THE ACTION

1. This is a civil action arising ﬁom environmental contammatlon caused
by Defendants and by which Plaintiffs seek cost recovery and a deciaratory judgment
under sections 107(a) and 113(g)(2) of the federal Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act, as amended 42 U.S.C. §§9601-9675
(“CERCLA”); abatement of an imminent and substaritial endangerment to health or
the environment under section 7002 of the federal Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act, asamended 42 U .S.C. §§ 6901-6992k (“RCRA’ ), and injunctive relief
and compensatory damages under California law.

2. Groundwater underlying portions of the Whittier and Santa Fe Splmgs
communities is purportedly contaminated with high concentrations of numMerous
substances that are hazardous to the environment and human health, 11'1c1ud1ng
hexavalent chromium and chlorinated and non-chlorinated solvents. According to the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™), action to address the
contamination is necessary to protect the public health and the environment. EPA has
designated this regional groundwater contamination, which covers an area
approximately 4% miles long, as Operable Unit No. 2 of the Omega Superfund Site
(the “OU-2 Facility™). |

3. For decades, Defendants have owned properties or operated businesses,

or arranged for the treatment of wastes at businesses, that sit atop or very near the
OU-2 Facility at which substantial quantities of hazardous substances and hazardous

waste, including chlorinated and non-chlorinated solvents and hexavalent chromium,

-2.
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have been spilled or discharged onto the ground and migrated downward into the soil
and groundwater. These businesses include chemical manufacturing or processing
piants, industrial laundry operations, businesses that perform mechanical work,
painting, detailing and spot chroming on automobiles, oil production and refining
plants, manufacturing plants, and metal processing plants. The soil and groundwater
underlying these source properties have beett contaminated by operations conducted
there, resulting in multiple plumes of contamination that have blended together into
regional groundwater contamination.

4, EPA has evaluated many Defendants in connection with the OU-2 |
Facility and has concluded that certain of them are potentially responsible pafties
(“PRPs”) warranting receipt of a Special Notice Letter (“SNL”) from EPA. In the
SNL sent to these Defendants (the “SNL Defendants”), the EPA identifies each
recipient as potentially liable under CERCLA Section 107 for the OU-2 Facility
groundwater contamination as well as past and future costs to clean up that .
contamination, provides information concerning its basis for this conclusion, and
solicits offers from the SNL Defendants to (a) perform the OU-2 Facility remedial
design and remedial action selected by EPA and (b) pay the unreimbursed response
costs EPA has incurred in connection with the QU-2 Facility. According to ‘EPA 'the
primary purposes of each SNL are to invoke the statutory moratorium on certam EPA
actions and to initiate formal settlement negotiations with the recipient for a response
action and the recovery of EPA’s unreimbursed costs. 7

5. EPA also utilizes General Notice Letters (“GNLs"), which inform the
recipient that EPA considers it potentially liable for cleanup costs at a Superfund site
and invite the recipient to discuss its involvement at the site. Fach GNL also serves to
begin or continue the process of information exchange, and to initiate the process of
“informal” negotiations with EPA. Generally speaking, EPA issues a GNL after

concluding that there is sufficient information to name the recipient as a PRP, and as a

~3 .
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means to open a dlalogue with EPA and to offer the recipient an opportunity to
explain why it should not receive an SNL. EPA sent GNLs to several PRP
Defendants (the “GNL Defendants”) that identify the GNL Defendants as potentially
liable under CERCLA Section 107 for the QU-2 Facility groundwater contamination,
and for past and future costs to clean up that contamination. The GNLs all requested
responses as to the GNL Defendants’ willingness to negotiate regarding their
potential liability for the OU-2 Facility response costs. |

6. Upon information and belief, EPA recognizes that there are a large
number of industrial properties that occupy the OU-2 Facility, continues to evaluate
whether there are additional source properties and PRPs as time and resources allow,
and encourages those persons and entities it has already named as PRPs to perfolrin
the work nécessary to identify other PRPs.

7. Plaintiffs, or their predeceséors, affiliated entities, assignees or obligees,
are companies that allegedly sent chemicals to Omega Chemical Corporation
(“Omega Chemical”j in Whittier for appropriate processing and recycling. EPA
contends that Omega C.hemical failed to properly process, recycle or diSpose of those
chemicals, resulting in groundwater contamination, and that Plaintiffs are responsible
to remediate the groundwater contamination underneath the Omega Chemical
property. |

8. EPA, however, has not limited Plaintiffs’ responsibility for rmﬁedi_&ition
to the groundwater underneath the Omega Chemical property. Because EPA

contends that the Omega Chemical property is one of multiple source properties of the

'OU-2 Facility groundwater contamination, and that CERCLA imposes joint and

several liability for releases of hazardous substances in actions brought by the
govermnent BEPA. asserts that Plaintiffs are responsible for remediating the OU—2
Facility.

-4.
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9. | Plaintiffs have each voluntarfly incurred significant costs to investigate
the sources to, and the remediation of, the OU-2 Facility, collectively spending
millions of dollars to address it, and may incur millions of dollars more in future -
response costs. EPA has determined that the contaminated groundwater should be
contained, extracted, and treated so that it can be used in a beneficial 1nanner. This
remedy will require tens of millions of dollars in capital and operating expendltures
for years to come. Upon information and belief, Defendants are responsible for
releases of hazardous substances to the QU-2 F acility groundwater and therefore
should bear the costs to clean up the resulting 'contaminat_ion.

10.  EPA’s proposal to contain regional groundwater to address the
contaminants that have already migrated away from Defendants’ properties, however,
would not address the imminent and substantial endahgermen‘t to human health and
the environment that is presented by the failure of some of the Defendants to
implement source control measures to prevent groundwater exceeding health-based
levels from continuing to leave the source property as aresult of contaminated on-site
soils or other on-site contamination including groundwater above health- based leVels
1hat is directly below site sources. The lack of adequate property source control at
numerous Defendant properties results in groundwater exceeding health-based levels

continuing to migrate into OU2. The Defendants associated with those source

properties have thus far failed to adequately address the problem, despite having been

on notice of the contamination for a very long time. In addition, without appropriate
monitoring to determine the extent of offsite groundwater contamination resulting
from each Defendants’ handling of solid or hazardous waste at their properties,
including contaminated soils, and without measures to control the contamination at its
source, the contamination will continue to pose a threat to human health and.the
environment, and swell the costs and duration of efforts to contain and eventually |

clean-up the OU2 groundwater.

.5
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11. By this action, Plaintiffs seek to recover from Defendants the necessary

costs of response that Plaintiffs have incurred and will continue to incur in a manner

consistent with the National Contingency Plan (“NCP”), 40 C.F.R, Part 300 et seq.,
caused by the release or threatened release of hazardous substances that have
contaminated the QU-2 Facility groundwater. Plaintiffs also seek a declar atory

judgment that Defendants are liable for future response costs or damages that will be

|| binding on any subsequent actions to recover further response costs or damages.

Through this suit, Plaintiffs also seek an injunction requiring certain Defendants to
stop the release of the hazardous substances coming from the source propertles they
Own or operate and to remediate the soil and groundwater contamination emanating
from their source properties to control the further spread and migration of the
hazardous substances in the QU-2 F acility.
PARTIES
A.  Plaintiffs

12,  Plaintiff Alcoa Inc. is a corporation duly organized and existing under
the laws of the State of Pennsylvama with its principal place of business in New York,
New York.

13, Plaintiff Alpha Therapeutic Corporation .is a corporation duly of.ganiz'ed
and existing under the laws of the state of California with its principal place of
business in New York, New York.

14. Plaintiff Applied Micro Circuits Corp. is a corporation duly or gamzed
and existing under the laws of the state of Delaware W1th its principal place of
business in Sunnyvale, California.

15. Plaintiff Arlon, LLC is a limited liability company duly organized and
existing under the laws of the State of Deiaware with its principal place of business in

Bear, Delaware,

-6-
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16, Plaintiff Astro Aluminum Treating Co., Inc. is a corporation duly'
organized and existing under the laws of the State of California with its principa-l‘
place of business in South Gate, California.

17.  Plaintiff BASF Corporation is a corporation duly organized and ex1st1ng
under the laws of the State of Delaware with its pr1n01pal place of business in Florham
Park, New Jersey. | |

18.  Plaintiff Baxter Healthcare Corporation is a corporation duly organized
and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of
business in Deerfield, Illinois. |

19.  Plaintiff Cal-Tape & Label Co. is a corporation duly organized and
existing under the laws of the State of California with its principal place of business in
Anaheim, California. |

20. - Plaintiff California Hydroforming Company, Inc. is a corporation duly
organized and existing under the laws of the State of California with its principal
place of business in City of Industry, California. |

2L, Plaintiff Cintas Corporation is a corporation duly organized and existing
under the laws of the State of Washington with its principal place of business in
Mason, Ohio. |

22.  Plaintiff Columbia Showcase & Cabinet Company, Inc. is a COI‘pOI‘El’thl‘l

duly organized and eXlStlng under the laws of the State of California with its principal

place of business in Sun Valley, California.

23.  Plaintiff County of Los Angeles is a public entity and duly constituted
California governmental entity.

24, Plaintiff Crosby & Overton, Inc. is a corporation duly organized ahd_
eXisting under the laws of the State of California with its principal place of business in

Long Beach, California.
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25, Plaintiff Disney Enterprises, Inc. is a corporation duly organized and
existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of business in
Burbank, California. |

26.  Plaintiff Forenco, Inc. .is‘é corporation duly organized and existing uﬁder
the laws of the State of Illinois with its principal place of business in Chicago, Illinois.

27.  Plaintiff General Dynamics quporétion is a corporation duly organized
and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of
business in Falls Church, Virginia. | '

28.  Plaintiff Gulfstream Aerospace Corporation is a corporation duly
organized and existing under the laws of the State of Georgia with its principal place
of business in Savannah, Georgia. | |

29.  Plaintiff Hexcel Corporationis a corporatlon duly organized and ex1st1ng
under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of business in
Stamford, Connecticut.

30.  Plaintiff Honeywell International Inc. is a corporation duly organized
and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of
business in Morristown, New Jersey.

31.  Plaintiff International Paper Company is a corporation dgly organized
and existing under the laws of the State of New York with its principal pllacc of
business in Memphis, Tennessee.

32.  Plaintiff Johns Meanville is a corporation duly organized and ex1st1ng
under the laws of Delaware with its principal place of business in Denver, CoIorado

33.  Plaintiff Kimberly-Clark Worldwide, Inc. is a corporation duly
organized and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place

of business in [rving, Texas.

-8-

- AMENDED COMPLAINT
Case No.: 2:14-cv-06456 GW (Ex.)

EXHIBIT D




Case 2:

W 0o ~3 O th B W RN e

g\lO\Lh-hbJMHO@OO\JO\Lh-&wNHO

L4-cv-06456-GW-E  Document 11 Filed 11/24/14 Page 11 of 105 Fage ID #:140

34.  Plaintiff Kinder Morgan Liquids Terminals LLC is a limited liability
company duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of Delawaré with its
principal place of business in Houston, Texas. |

35.  Plaintiff Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority is a
public corporation and county commission, duly authorized by California law to plan,
construct and operate public mass transit in the County of Los Angeles.

36.  Plaintiff Mattel, Inc. is a corporation duly organized and existing under
the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of business in El Segundo,
California. '

37, Plaintiff Masco Corporation of Indiana is a corporation duly ofganizéd
and existing under the laws of the Stafe of Indiana with its principal place of buéiness
in Taylor, Michigan.

38.  Plaintiff Merck Sharp & Dohme Corporation is a corporation duly
organized and existing under the laws of the State of New Jersey with its principal
place of business in Whitehouse Station, New Jersey.

39.  Plaintiff NBCUniversal Media, LLC is a limited liability company duly
organized and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place
of business in New York, New York.

40.  Plaintiff Pacific Bell Telephone Company is a corporation dulj?
organized and éxisting unider the laws of the State of California with its principél
place of business in San Francisco, California.

41.  Plaintiff Pilkington Group Limited, formerly known as Pilkinton PLC, is
a private limited company duly organized and existing under the laws of England with
its principal place of business in Lathom, England.

42.  Plaintiff Quest Diagnostics Clinical Laboratories, Inc. is a corporation
duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal

place of business in Madison, New Jersey.

.0

: . AMENDED COMPLAINT
Case No.: 2:14-cv-06456 GW (Ex.) :

EXHIBIT D -




Case Z:

o0 N1 Y B LW N -

[ [ [\ T N [\ B = = = e = 3 e e e e

Hl4-¢v—06456—GW-E Document 11 Filed 11/24/14 Page 12 of 105 Page ID #1441

43.  Plaintiff Raytheon Company is a corporation duly organized and
existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of business in
Waltham, Massachusetts.

44. Plaintiff Rio Tinto AUM Company is a corporation duly organized and
existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of .business in
South Jordan, Utah. _ ,

45.  Plaintiff Safety-Kleen Systems, Inc. is a corporation duly_orgaﬁized and
existing under the laws of the State of Wisconsin with its principal place of business
in Norwell, Massachusetts. 7

46.  Plaintiff Scripto-Tokai Corporation is a corporation duly organized and
existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of bUSi'heSs in
Ontario, California.

47.  Plaintiff Sempra Global is a corporation duly organized and existing
under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of business in San
Diego, California.

48, Plaintiff Shiley, LLC is a limited liability company duly organized and

existing under the laws of the State of California with its principal place of business in

New York, New York.

49.  Plaintiff Signet Armorlite, Inc. is a corporation duly organized and
existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of business in
Dallas, Texas. | | |

50. Plaintiff Soco West, Inc. is a corporation duly organized and existing
under the laws of the State of Delaware With its principal place of business in
Stamford, Connecticut. '

51.  Plaintiff Sonoco Products Company isa corporation duly organized and
existing under the laws of the State of South Carolina with its principal place of

business in Hartsville, South Carolina.
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52. - Plaintiff Sparton Technology, Inc. is a corporation duly organizéd and
existing under the laws of the New Mexico with its principal place of business in
Schaumberg, Iilinois.

53.  Plaintiff Texaco Inc. is a corporation duly organized and existing under
the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of business in San Ramon,
California.

54.  Plaintiff Texas Instruments Inborporated is a corporation duly brganized
and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of
business in Dallas, Texas.

55.  Plaintiff The Boeing Company is a corporation duly organized and
existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of business in
Chicago, Illinois.

56.  Plaintiff The Dow Chemical Company is a corporation duly organized
and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of
business in Midland, Michigan. |

57.  Plaintiff The Regents of the University of California is, and at all times
relevant to this action was, pursuent to Article IX, Section 9, subdivisions (a) and (f)
of the California Constitution, a California coﬁstitutional corporation, auth@fized and
empowered to administer a public trust known as the University of California, With
full powers of organization and government thereof, including all powers necessary
or convenient for the effective administration of the trust with its principal place of
business in Oakland, California, |

58.  Plaintiff The Sherwin-Williams Company is a corporétion duly
organized and existing under the laws of the State of Ohio with its prmc1pal place of

busmess in Cleveland, Ohio.

“1] -

AMENDED COMPLAINT
Case No.: 2:14-cv-06456 GW (Ex.)

EXHIBIT D




Case 2.

WO =3 Y th W RS

[ T o TR N T N T N T N T SN

14-cv-06456-GW-E Document 11 Filed 11/24/14 Page 14 of 105 Page ID #:143

39, Plaintiff TriMas Corporation is a corporation duly organized and
existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of business in
Bloomfield Hills, Michigan. | _

60.  Plaintiff Union Oil Company of California is a corporation duly
organized and existing under the laws of the State of California with its principal
place of business in San Ramon, California. | ' |

61.  Plaintiff Univar USA Inc. is a corporation duly organized and existing
under the laws of the State of Washington with its principal place of busmess in
Downers Grove, Illinois.

62.  Plaintiff Universal City Studios LLC is a limited liability company duly
organized and existing under the laws ofthe State of Delaware with its principal place
of business in Universal City, California.

63.  Plaintiff Yort, Inc. is a corporation duly organized and existing under the
laws of the State of California with its principal pface of business in Andover, |
Massachusetts, | |

B. Defendants |

64.  Each Defendant falls into one of four categories: (i) a PRP that received
an SNL from EPA in connection with its ownership of, or Opefational activities at, a
contamination source property (“Source Property”): (ii} a PRP that 1‘eceived‘a GNL
from EPA in connection with its ownership of, or operational acti\}ities at, a Soufée
Property; (iii) a PRP that has not yet received a notice letter from EPA; or (iv) a PRP
that received an SNL from EPA because it sent chemicals‘to Omega Chemical.

1. Special Notice Letter Defendant PRPs & Other PRPs
Associated With SNL Source Properties

¢ Bodycote SNL Source Property

65. Defendant Bodycote Thermal Processing, Inc. (“Bodycote”) is a
corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of the Delaware with its
- -12-
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principal place of business in Dallas, Texas. As alleged more fully herein, Bodycote
is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined under
CERCLA, of the Bodycote Source Property, as that term is defined below in
Paragraph 115. As alleged more fully herein, Bodycote is a “person” and is, or was, a
generator, transporter, or owner or operator of a “treatment,” “storage,” or “disposal”
facility who has contributed or is contributing to the past or present handling,

» U

“storage,” “treatment,” transportation, or “disposal” of a “solid waste” or “hazardous
waste,” as those terms are defined under RCRA. Upon information and belief,

Bodycote is a successor-in-interest to Techni-Braze, Inc.
b.  Chrysler SNL Source Property

66.. Defendant Burke Street, LLC (“Burke Street”) is a limited liability
corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of California with
its principal place of business in Santa Fe Springs, California. As alleged more fully
herein, Burke Street is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are
defined under CERCLA, of the Chrysler Source Profaerty, as that term is deﬁned
below in Paragraph 133. | |

67.  Defendant Palmtree Acquisition Corporation (“Palmtree”) is a
corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with
its principal place of business in Denver, Colorado. As alleged more fully herein,
Palmtree is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined
under CERCLA, of the Chrysler Source Property. Upon information and belié'f,, |
Palmtree is a successor-in-interest to Southern Pacific Industrial Development -
Company. | |

68.  Defendant Union Pacific Railroad Companys (“Union Paciﬁc”j‘is a

corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with
its principal place of business in Omaha, Nebraska. As alleged more fully héreiﬁ,’

Union Pacific is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are
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defined under CERCLA, of the Chrysler Source Property. Upon information and
belief, Union Pacific is a successor-in-interest to Pacific Blectric Railway Company

and Southern Pacific Railroad.
c. Earl Mfg. SNL Source Property

69.  Defendant Claudette Earl is an individual. As alleged more fully herein,
Claudette Earl is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are
defined under CERCLA, of the Earl Mifg. Source Property, as that term is defined
‘below in Paragraph 149. As alleged more fully herein, Claudette Earl is a “person”
and is, or was, a generator, transporter, or owner or operator of a “treatment,” |
“storage,” or “disposal” facility who has contributed or ig contributing to the past or

resent handling, “storage,” “treatment,” trans ortation, or “disposal” of a “soljd
P g g | p P

waste” or “hazardous waste,” as those terms are defined under RCRA |
70. Defendant Earl Mfg. Co., Inc. (“Earl Mfg ") is a corporation duly

organlzed and existing under the laws of the State of California with its principal
place of business in Santa Fe Springs, California. As alleged more fully herein, Ear]
Mfg. is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined under
CERCLA, of the Earl Mfg. Source Property. As alleged more fully herein, Earl Mfg
is a “person” and is, or was, a generator, transporter, or owner or operator of a |
“treatment,” “storage,” or “disposal” facility who has contributed or is contnbutlng to
the past or present handling, “storage,” “treatment,” transportation, or “disposal” of a

“solid waste” or “hazardous waste,” as those terms are defined under RCRA

d. Foss Plating SNL Source Provem)
71. Defendant Foss Plating Company, Inc. (“Foss Pl ating”) is a corporation

duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of California with its principal
place of business in Santa Fe Springs, California. As alleged more fully herein, Foss
Plating is a current or previous “owner” or ¢ ‘operator,” as those terms are defined

under CERCLA, of the Foss Plating Source Property, as that term is defined bélbw in
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Paragraph 171. As alleged more fully herein, Foss Plating is a “person” and is, or
was, a generator, transporter, or owner Or operator ofa “treatment,” “storage,” or.
“dispdsal” facility who has contributed or is contributing to the past or present
handling, “storage,” “treatment,” transportation, or “disposal” of a “solid waste” or

“hazardous waste,” as those terms are defined under RCRA..

e. Mission Linen SNL Source Property

72.  Defendant Mission Linen Supply (“Mission Linen™) is a corpofatioﬁ
duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of California with its prinéipal
place of business in Santa Barbara, California. As alleged more fully herein, Mission
Linen is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined under
CERCLA, of the Mission Linen Source Property, as that term is defined below in
Paragraph 189.

f Phibro-Tech SNL Source Property |
73, Defendant Phibro-Tech, Inc. (“Phibro-Tech”) is a corporation duly

organized and existing under the laws of the state of Delaware with its principal place
of business in Teaneck, New Jersey. As alleged more fully herein, Phibl'o—Tech isa
current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined under ,
CERCLA, of the Phibro-Tech Source Property and an arranger of hazardous waste
disposal at the Phibro-Tech Source Property, as that term is defined below in
Paragraph 202. Upon information and belief, Phibro-Tech is a successor-in-interest
to Southern California Chemical Company (f/k/a Pacific Western Chemical
Company). As alleged more fully herein, Phibro-Tech is a “person” and is, or was, a
generator, transporter, or owner or operator of a “treatment,” “storage,” or “disposal”
facility who has contributed or is contributing to the past or present handling,

93 4

“storage,” “treatment,” transportation, or “disposal” of a “solid waste” or “hazardous

waste,” as those terms are defined under RCRA..

-15 -

AMENDED COMPLAINT
Case No.: 2:14-¢cv-06456 GW (Ex.)

EXHIBIT D




Case 2;

N = NV, T U S S N S

L N o T o L S b—

14-Cv-06456-GW-E Document 11 Filed 11/24/14 Page 18 of 105 Page ID #3147

74.  As alleged more fully herein, Defendant Union Pacific is a current or

previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined under CERCLA, of the

Phibro-Tech Source Property.

75.  Defendant First Dice Road Company (“First Dice”) is a limited
partnership duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of California with
its principal place of business in Santa Fe Springs, California. As alieged more fully
herein, Defendant First Dice is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those
terms are defined under CERCLA, of the Phibro-Tech Source Property.

I Pilot Chemical SNI Source Property
76.  Defendant Pilot Chemical Corp. (“Pilot”) is a corporation duly

organized and existing under the laws of the State of California with its pr1nc1pal
place of business in Santa Fe Springs, California. As alleged more fully herein, Pilot
is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined under
CERCLA, of the Pilot Chemical Source Propetty and former owner of the Pilot
Chemical Source Property, as that term is defined below in Paragraph 229.

2. GNL Defendant PRPs & Other PRPs Associated with GNL
Source Properties -

a. Continental GNI, Source Pronerty

77.  Defendant Continental Heat Treating, Inc. (“Continental”) is a

corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of California with

- || its principal place of business in Santa Fe Springs, California. As alleged more fuiiy

herein, Continental is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are
defined under CERCLA, of the Continental Source Property, as that term is defined
below in Paragraph 247. As alleged more fully herein, Continental is a “person” and
is, or was, a generator, transporter, or owner or operator of a “treatment,” “storage,”

or “disposal” facility who has contributed or is contributing to the past or present -
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handling, “storage,” “treatment,” transportation, or “disposal” of a “solid waste” or
“hazardous waste,” as those terms are defined under RCRA.,

78,  Defendant Continental Development Company, L.P, (“Continental
Development”) is a limited partoership duly organized and ex1st1ng under the laws of
the State of California with its principal place of business in Santa Fe Sprmgs
California. As alleged more fully herein, Continental Development is a current or
previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined under CERCLA, of the
Continental Source .Prop.erty.= As alleged more fully herein, Continental Development
is a “person” and is, or was, a. genera’tor, transporter, or owner or operator of a
“treatment,” “storage,” or “disposal” facili'ty who has contributed or is contributing to
the past or present handling, “storage,” “treatment,” transportation, or “dlsposal” ofa

“solid waste” or “hazardous waste,” as those terms are defined under RCRA
b Mobil Jalk Fee GNL Source Property

79.  Defendant ExxonMobil Oil Corporation (“ExxonMobil”) is a
ccnporatlon duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of New York with
its principal place of business in Irving, Texas. As alleged more fully herein,
ExxonMobil is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are
defined under CERCLA, of the Mobil Jalk Fee Source PrOperty, as that term is
defined below in Paragraph 266, As alleged more fully herein, ExxonMobil is a_

“person” and is, or was, a genelator, transporter, or owner or operator of a
“treatment,” “storage,” or “disposal” facility who has contributed or is contributing to
the past or present handling, “storage,” “treatment,” transportation, or “disposal” of a
“solid waste” or “hazardous waste,” as those terms are defined under RCRA. Upon
information and belief, ExxonMobil is a successor-in- interest to General Petroleum

Corporatlon and Mobil Oil Corporation (f/k/a Socony Mobil Oil Company, f/k/a

Standard Oil Company of New York).
3. Non-Notice Letter Defendant PRPS
-17-
AMEND‘ED COMPLAINT

Case No.: 2:14-cv-06456 GW (Ex.)

EXHIBIT D



~ Case 2J14-cv-06456-GW-E  Document 11 Filed 11/24/14 Page 20 of 105 Page ID #:149

o R R Y. T ST FUR NG SR

a.  Associated Plating Source Property

80.  Defendant APC Investment Company (“APC”) is a corporation duly
organized and existing under the laws of the State of California with its principal
place of business in Reno, Nevada. As alleged more fully herein, APC is a current or
previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined under CERCLA, of'the
Associated Plating Source Property, as that term is defined below in Paragraph 286.

81.  Defendant Associated Plating Company, Inc. (f/k/a Associated Plating
Acquisition Corp.) (“Associated Plating Inc.”) is a corporation duly organi:iéd and
existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of business in
Santa Fe Springs, California. As alleged more fully herein, Associated Plating Inc. is
a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined under

CERCLA, of the Associated Plating Source Property. As alleged more fully hérein, _

| Associated Plating Inc. is a “person” and is, or was, a generator, transporter, or owner

or operator of a “treatment,” “storage,” or “disposal” facility who has contributed or is
contributing to the past or present handling, “storage,” “treatment,” transpoi*tation, or
“disposal” of a “solid waste” or “hazardous waste,” as those terms are defined under
RCRA. |

82. Defendant Associated Plating Company (“Associated Plating”) is a |
corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of California with
its principal place of business in Santa Fe Springs, California. As alleged more fully
herein, Associated Plating is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those
terms are defined under CERCLA, of the Associated Plating Source Property.

83.  Defendant Gordon E. Me¢Cann is an individual, who, upon information
and belief, resides in Santa Ana, California. As alleged more fully hereir, Gordon
McCann is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined
under CERCLA, of the Associated Plating So-urce Property. As alleged more fully

herein, Gordon McCann is'a “person” and is, or was, a generator, transporter, or
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owner or operator of a “reatment,” “storage,” or “disposal” facility who has

[ contributed or is contributing to the past or present handling, “storage,” “treatment,”

transportation, or “disposal” of a “solid waste” or “hazardous waste,” as those terms
are defined under RCRA. |

84.  Defendant Lynnea R. McCann is an individual, who, upon informaﬁbn
and belief, resides in Santa Ana, California. As alleged more fully herein, Lynnea R.
McCann is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined
under CERCLA, of the Associated Plating Source Property. As alleged more fully
herein, Lynnea McCann is a “person” and is, or was, a generator, transporter, or |
owner or operator of a “treatment,” “storage,” or “disposal” facility who has
contributed or is contributing to the past or present handling, “storage,” “treatment,”

transportation, or “disposal” of a “solid waste” or “hazardous waste,” as those terms

tare defined under RCRA.

85, Defendant Darrell K. Golnick is an individual, who, upon infofinatibh

and belief, resides in Carlsbad, California. As alleged more fully herein, Dari'ell K.
Golnick is a current or previous “owner” or “6perat0r,” as those terms are defined
under CERCLA, of the Associated Plating Source Property. |

86. Defendant Clare S. Golnick is an individual, who, upon information and
belief, resides in Reno, Nevada. As alleged more fully herein, Clare S. Golnick is a
current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined under
CERCLA, of the Associated Plating Source Property.

87.  Defendant Cheryl A. Golnick is an individual, who, upon information
and belief, resides in Reno, Névada. As alleged more fully herein, Cheryl A. Golnick
is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined under |

CERCLA, of the Associated Plating Source Property.
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b. Cenco Refining Source Property

88. Defendant Powerihe 0Oil Company (“Powerine”) is a corporation duly
organized and existing under the Jaws of the State of California with its principal
place of business in Santa Fe Springs, California. As alleged more fully herein,
Powerine is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined
under CERCLA, of the Cenco Refining Source Property as that term is deﬁned below
in Paragraph 306. As alleged more fully herein, Powerine is a “person” and i is, or was,
a generator, transporter, or owner or operator of a “reatment,” “storage,” or
“disposal” facility who has contributed or is contributing to the past or present
handling, “storage,” “treatment,” transportation, or “disposal” of a “solid waste” or

“hazardous waste,” as those terms are defined under RCRA.
¢.  Paisouras Source Property

89.  Defendant Kekropia, Inc. (“Kekropia®) is a corporation duly organized
and existing under the laws of the State of California with its principal place of
business in Santa Fe Springs, California. As alleged more fully herein, Kel{ropla is a
current or p1ev10us “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined under
CERCLA, of the Patsouras Source Property, as that term is defined below in
Paragraph 328, As alleged more fully herein, Kekropia is a “person” and is, or was, a
generator, transporter, or owner or operator of a “treatment,” “storage,” or “dispbs‘al”
facility who has contributed or is contributing to the past or present handhng,

“storage,” “treatment,” transpor tation, or “disposal” of a “solid waste” or “hazardous
waste,” as those terms are defined under RCRA.,

90.  Defendant Palley Supply Company (“Palley Supply”) is a corporation’
duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of California with its principal
place of business in Los Angeles, California. As alleged more fully herein, Palley
Supply is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined

under CERCLA, of the Patsouras Source Property.
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91.  Defendant William X, Palley is an individual, As alleged more fully
herein, William K. Palley is a current or previous “owner” or “operator,” as those

terms are defined under CERCLA, of the Patsouras Source Property.
d. PMC Source Property

92.  Defendant Ferro Corp. (“Ferro”) is a corporation duly organized aﬁd
existing under the laws of the State of Ohio with its principal place of business in
Mayfield Heights, Ohio. As alleged more fully herein, Ferro is a current or previous
“owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined under CERCLA, of the PMC | |
Sourcé Property, as that term is defined below in Paragraph 351. As alleged more
fully herein, Ferro is a “person” and is, or was, a generator, transporter, or owner or
operator of a “treatment,” “storage,” or “disposal” facility who has contributed or is
contributing to the past or present handling, “storage,.” “treatment,” transportation, or
“disposal” of a “solid waste” or “hazardous waste,” as those terms are defined under
RCRA. |

93.  Defendant PMC Specialties Group, Inc. (“PMC”) is a corporation duly
organized and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with its pr1n01pal place
of business in Cincinnati, Ohio. As alleged more fully herein, PMC is a current or
previous “owner” or “operator,” as those terms are defined under CERCLA, of the
PMC Source Property.

4. SNL Defendant PRPs Firmenich and Momentive

94.  Defendant Firmenich, Inc. (° ‘anemch”) is a corporation duly organized
and existing under the laws of the State of New J ersey with its pr 1n01pa1 place of
business in Geneva, Switzerland. As alleged more fully herein, F11memch is an
“arranger,” as that term is defined under CERCLA, ofhazardous waste disposal at the
Omega Chemical property. Upon information and belief, Firmenich obtained a |
partial interest in MCP Industrial Food Products (“MCP”) and isa

successor-in-interest to MCP.
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95.  Upon information and belief, Defendant Momentive Specialty
Chemicals, Inc. (f/k/a Hexion Specialty Chemicals, Inc.) (“Momentive™) is a
corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of New J ersey
with its principal place of .business in Columbus, Ohio. As alleged more fully herein,
Momentive is an “arranger,” as that term is defined under CERCLA, of hazardous
waste disposal at the Omega Chemical property. Upon information and belief, |
Momentive, through its affiliate, Hexion Specialty Chemicals, Inc., obtained a partial
interest in MCP and is a successor:in-inferest to MCP.

C.  Doe Defendants

96.  Plaintiffs are ignorant of the true names and capacities of the defendants

sued fictitiously as DOES 1 through 100, inclusive, and therefore sue these
defendants by such fictitious names. Plaintiffs will amend this Complaint to allege
their true names and capacities when ascertained, but are presently informed and
believe that each of the fictitiously named defendants is an owner, member, or
affiliate of a named Defendant with such unity of interest and ownership that thé |
separate personalities between the Doe Defendant and the named Defendant no
longer exist and that failure to disregard their separate identities would result in fraud
or injustice.

97.  Plaintiffs are ignorant of the true names and capacities of the defendants
sued fictitiously as DOES 101 through 250, inclusive, and therefore sue these
defendants by such fictitious names. Plaintiffs will amend this Complaint to allege
their true names and capacities when ascertained, but are presently informed and
believe that each of the fictitiously named defendants is a person or entity that
arranged for the disposal of hazardous substances at a Source Property, whiéh is

responsible in some manner for some or all of the acts alleged herein.
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE

98.  This is a civil action arising under the C_ompréhensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (‘CERCLA”), 42 U.S.C. § 9601 ef se.
and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (“RCRA™), 42 U.S.C. § 6901‘, et
seq. This Court has original jurisdiction pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 9613(b), 42 U.S.C. §
6972(a), and 28 U.S.C. § 1331. |

99.  In addition, the Declaratory Judgments Act, 28 U.S.C. §§ 2201, 2202
and Section 113(g)(2) of CERCLA, 42 U.8.C. § 9613(2)(2), authorize this Court to
grant Plaintiffs declaratory relief.

W oo ~3 v Lt A W b
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100.  This Court has jurisdiction over Plaintiff’s public nuisance cause of

[—
[—

action under the doctrine of supplemental jurisdiction and 28 U.S.C. § 1367, because

this claim arises out of the same set of operative facts and as the federal claims.

—
w N

101. Venue is proper in this district pursuant to Section 1 13(b) of CERCLA,
42 U.S.C. § 9613(b), and Section 7002(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6972(a), because the

releases of hazardous substances and endangerment to health and environment whlch

—_ o
(= U T S .

give rise to the claims asserted herein occurred in this district.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS
A.  QU-2 Facility Regional Groundwater Contamination

o =~

—y
O

102. EPA has concluded that the groundwater underlying portions of Whittier

o
<

and Santa Fe Springs, California is contaminated with hazardous substances.

Although the concentration of chemicals in the groundwater vary throughout the -

SR S
) =

region, the contamination extends approximately 4% miles and is roughly bordered

by Whittier Boulevard to the north, Imperial Highway to the south, Bloomfield

b N
AW

Avenue and Santa Fe Springs Road to the east and several blocks west of the 5 and

NS
h

605 freeways. The chemicals in the groundwater include but are not limited to: |

b2
(@)

e Antimony;

s Arsenic,

BN
o =]
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e Benzene;

e Chloroform;

e Chromium;

e Hexavalent chromium;

Total chromium;

. 1,2-Dib1‘omo—3-ch10f0prdpane (“DBCP™);
» 1,1-Dichloroethane (“1,1-DCA™);

¢ 1,2-Dichloroethane (“1,2-DCA);

e 1,1-Dichloroethene (“1,1-DCE”);’
Cis-1,2-dichloroethene (“c-1,2-DCE™);
Methylene chloride (“DCM”);
Cis-1,3-dichloropropene (*“c-1,3-DCP”);
T1'ans-1,3ndichloropropene (“t-1,3-DCP”);
Bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (“DEHP*);
1,4-Dioxane; |
1,2-Dibromoethane (“EDB”);

Carbon tetrachloride;

N 1 O U B LW N = T
]
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Trichlorofluoromethane (“Freon 11°;

1,1,2-Trichloro-1 ,2,2-trifluoroethane (“Freon 113™);

—
WO
(]

20 e Isopropyl alcohol (“IPA™);

21 * Manganese;

22 » Mercury;

23 e Methyl tert-butyl ether (“MTBE”);

24 |« N-nitrosodimethylamine (“NDMA™):
25 e Naphthalene; |
26 e Nickel; |
27 e 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane;
28
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" Tetrachloroethylene (“PCE™);

¢ Selenium,;

* 1,1,1-Trichloroethane (“1,1,1-TCA™);

» 1,1,2-Trichloroethane (“1,1,2-TCA”);

¢ Trichloroethylene (“TCE”);

o Thallium;

o Toluene; and

¢ Vinyl chloride. |
Each of these substances is a “hazardous substance” as that term is defined under -
CERCLA and, when discarded, a “solid waste”, and potentially a .“hazardous waste”,
as those terms are defined under RCRA. The groundwater is also contaminated with
aluminum; perchlorate; 1,2,3~Trichloropr0pane (“TCP™); chlorides; nitrates; sulfates;
and dissolved solids, as well as any other hazardous substances identified by EPA
from time to time as contaminants of concern in the OU-2 Facility. Upon information
and 'Belieﬂ EPA contends that exposure to one or more of these substances pdses a
risk to human health and safety. Because hazardous substances were deposirted,_r |
stored, disposed of, placed, or otherwise came to be located in groundwater
underlying portions of the Whittier and Santa Fe Springs communities, this area is a
“facility” within the meaning of Section 101(9) of CERCLA, 42 US.C. § 9601(9).

- 103, Historically, the land that sits atop the OU-2 Facility has been used..
mostly for industrial or commercial purposes. The area includes chemical
manufacturing and processing plants, oil refinery and oil production faci.lities,
including wells and pipelines, industrial laundry operations, metal processing and |
heat treating plants, railroad operations, gas stations, and machine shops, many of
which involved storage of significant quantities of chemicals for use in Oper-atiolhs.

104. Certain Defendants currently operate, or formerly operated, such

businesses, or currently own, or formerly owned, the property on which those
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businesses operated. Other Defendants arranged for the treatment or disposal of
wastes at businesses that sit on top of or very near to the QU-2 Facility. In addition,
ExxonMobil, Continental Development, Continental, Associated Plating Ing.,
Gordon McCann, Lynnea McCann, Claudette Earl, Earl Mfg., Ferro, PMC, Foss |
Plafing, Bodycote, Powerine, Kekropia, and Phibro-Tech (collectively, the “RCRA
Defendants™) each contributed or is confributing to the past or present handling,

1% L

“storage,” “treatment,” transportation, or “disposal” of a “solid waste” or “hazardous
waste,” as those terms are defined under RCRA. | |

105.  State and regulatory agencies have identified the properties owned by
Defendants, or upon which they operated, as well as the Omega Chemical propérty, as
sources of the OU-2 Facility groundwater contamination. They have identified
numerous instances of releases of hazardous substances, such as PCE, TCE, _1',1-DCE.‘
and hexavalent chromium, ontor the ground and into the soil at and underneath thdse
properties.

106. EPA believes that the subsurface directly beneath these source areas .
consists of portions of permeable soil containing lower concentrations of water,
resulting in migration of contaminants generally downward by gravity. As the -
contaminants in the soil sink to lower depths and reach the saturated zone, the
contaminants travel laterally and downgradient with the flow of the groundwater.

107. EPA reports that it has searcﬁed and reviewed records and state and loca]
agency files, performed field investigations at several of the confirmed and pdtential
source areas of the OU-2 Facility groundwater contamination, and has determinéd
that many source areas of significantly contaminated soil and groundwater have likely
contributed contaminants to the OU-2 Facility. EPA has issued SNLs to Defendants
Phibro-Tech, Inc.; Union Pacific; Bodycote; Pilot Chemical; Mission Linen; Foss
Plating; Earl Mfg.; Claudette Earl; Palmtree Acquisition Coi*poration; Burke Street;

Firmenich; and Momentive, identifying each of these Defendants as potentially liable
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for past and future costs to remediate the contaminated regional groundwater. Upon
information and belief, the content of EPA’s Remedial Investigation / Feasibility
Study, and the SNLs themselves, provide information concerning the basis for EPA’s
belief that these Defendants have contributed to the OU-2 Facility and the SNLs
invite the SNL Defendants to discuss with EPA the future cleanup work. - |

108. Also, EPA has sent GNLs to Defendants Continental and ExxonMobil.
In the letters, EPA identifies the recipients as potentially liable for past and future
costs to remediate the contaminated regional groundwater.

109. The majority of the groundwater contamination at the QU-2 Facility is
limited to the upper portion of the groundwater aquifer. The groundwater within the
OU-2 Facility area is used as a source of drinking water by several munidpal and
private water purveyors, although the current drinking water wells in the OU-2 area
draw water primarily from deeper portions of the aquifer than are currently affected
by the contamination. The contamination, however, if left unabafed could spread
into other portions of the acuifer that are sources of dr inking water. Upon 1nf01mat10n
and belief, groundwater production well monitoring data on file with the California
Department of Public Health show that these production wells have had low levels of
contamination dating back to 1985. The water purveyors have installed and maintain
wellhead treatment systems on affected production wells to remove contaminants to

acceptable regulatory levels. If left unabated, the contamination may also, upon

infbn_nation and belief, affect soil, around or adjacent to the contaminated
groundwater, that is not already impacted, including but not limited to soil at or
underneath public property and infrastructure. )

' i10. EPA has concluded that the contamination described above poses al |
threat to public health, welfare and the environment and that a response to address the
contarnination is therefore necessary. Accordingly, EPA has identified a groundwater

‘pump-and-treat system that is intended to remove contaminant mass from the
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groundwater, limit the movement of contaminated groundwater, and prevent any |
turther spreading of hazardous substances to uncontaminated areas of the aquifer and
nearby water production wells (the “Selected Remedy”). Implementing the Seledted
Remedy is estimated to cost in the tens of millions of dollars

111. The contamination at and near the source propetrties at which the RCRA
Defendants contributed or are contributing to the handling, storage, treatment,
transportation, or disposal of solid or hazardous wastes continues to migrate away
from those source properties presenting an imminent and substantial endangerment to
human health and the environment. Upon information and belief, the RCRA
Defendants have long been on notice of the contamination but they have failed to
adequately address it. The Selected Remedy does not address the need to control the
continuing release of hazardous substances to groundwater from those source
properties (“Source Control™), nor is it intended to. In fact, EPA has 1nd1cated that the
OU2 interim remedy would need to operate indefinitely without property source
control and it has recognized the importance of source controls for successful
long-term remediation.

112, EPA contends that Plaintiffs, which sent chemicals to Omega Chemical
for proper treatment, processing and disposal, and others, should bear the costs of the
Selected Remedy, as well as past costs EPA has incurred in connection with the Oou-2
Facility. _

113. Beginning no later than 2009, each Plaintiff has incurred signiﬁcan‘t |
costs to monitor,rassess and evaluate the OU-2 Facility, to imvestigate the
environmental conditions associated with the OU-2 Facility, including the sources of
contamination, to identify PRPs, and to evaluate the means to address the |
contamination. Plaintiffs cbllectively have incurred millions of dollars to date in such
costs. In addition, Plaintiffs have spent and may in the future spend significant sums

to address the contamination contributed to the OU-2 Facility by Defendants that may
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affect soil, around or adjacent to the contaminated groundwater, that is not already
impacted, including but not limited to soil at or underneath public property énd

infrastructure. These costs have neither been reimbursed nor indemnified, nor are
they duplicative of any costs incurred by any other person, entity, or govenﬁfnenfeil

entity in connection with the QU-2 Facility.

B.  Defendants Have Contributed to the OU-2 Facilitv Regional
' Groundwater Contamination

114.  Each of the source properties set forth below is located above or adjacent
to the OU-2 Facility. Upon information and belief, each is a source of the QU-2
Facility groundwafer contamination. The approximate locations of the source
properties are shown in the attached Exhibit B.

1. The SNL Defendants’ Source Properties

a. The Bodycote Source Property — 11845 Burke Street
115. Upon information and belief, releases of contamination have occurred

from property located at and/or adjacent to 11845 Burke Street, Santa Fe Springs, '

California and businesses operating thereon (the “Bodycote Source Property™).
| i. Source Property Ownership and Operation -

116.  Since at least 1966, Defendant Bodycote (including its predecessor
company, Techni-BraZe, Inc.) has been conducting metalwork operations at the
Bodycote Source Property, such as heat treating of metal, metal brazing, metal
testing, and metal coating. Bodycote purchased the Bodycote Source Prope,rty- in
1997 and remains the current owner today. | |

117. Opefations of fhe type Bodycote conducted frequently involved the use
of halogenated solvents. Before a part can be heat treated or coated, it must be
cleaned of foreign substances, such as oil and grease. A device called a vapor .
degreaser is generally used to do so. A typical vapof degreaser boils a halogenated
solvent (such as PCE, TCE, 1,1,1-TCA, or Freon 1 1) to create a hot vapor into which
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metal, glass, or plastic items are immersed to remové grease, fats, oils, wax',' or soil.
Although vapor degreasers often reuse the vapor after it cools and condenses, the
process generates hazardous waste in the form of residual liquid solvent and sludge
that must either be disposed of or treated. The storage and use of solvents in vapor
degreasers has historically been associated with SplllS leaks and releases into the

environment.

ii. Disposal & Releases of Hazardous Substances

118. Upon information and belief, hazardous substances, including waste oi]
and the solvents PCE and TCE were stored, used, or were otherwise present in
hazardous waste at the Bodycote Source Property. From 1980 (when Bodycote’s
predecessor installed a vapor degreaser at the Bodycote Source Property) to at least
1998 (when Bodycote reported it had ceased using chlorinated solvents on the
property), Bodycote and its predeceséor used PCE and TCE in connection with
Bodycote’s metalworking operations. During the time it operated the degreaser,
Bodycote estimated it was using approximately 55 gallons a month of PCE in
degreasing operations.

119. Bodycote has repeatedly been found in violation of hazardous substance
regulations. In 1984 and 1989, the Los Angeles County Department of Health
Services issued notices of violation regarding Bodycote’s predecessor’s practices for
storage and disposal of PCE, waste oil, and other hazardous waste. In 1998, the Santa
Fe Springs Fire Department inspected the Bodycote Source Property and tound
numerous violations, including unsafe storage of hazardous waste, disposal of
solvent-soaked towels in the garbage, and improper storage of PCE and TCAV,‘aIl of
which were found to be a failure of Bodycote’s responsibility to “minimize possibility
of ... sudden and non-sudden release of hazardous waste to sloil,rair, or water.”

120. Bodycote’s operations and waste disposal practices resulted in one or

more hazardous substances, including but not limited to PCE, being placed onto the
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ground or into the soil at or near the Bodycote Source Property. Soil samples taken at
the Bodycote Source Property have detected benzene; 1,1-DCE; PCE; TCE; and
toluéne. A historical analysis of the property by Bodycote’s consultant led the
consultant to conclude that chronic spilling of PCE had occurred behihd the main
building on the property and in the northwest corner of the property, and that the
resulting soil contamination was the source of local groundwater contamination. Soil
samples taken at the Bodycote Source Property have répeatedly shown PCE | |
contamination at much higher concentrations in soil in the areas where Bodycote |
stored and used the solvent.. During an assessment of the Bodycote Source Property
in 1991, oily stains were observed under and around the degreaser on the property.
Later that year, in Augﬁst 1991, another assessment found PCE in the soil on the
property and concluded that there had been a release of PCE from storage containers
or degreasing operations and that the release had contaminated the soil and
underlyihg groundwater on the property:

121. Upon information and belief, the hazardous substances present in the
soil at the Bodycote Source Property have migrated and continue to migrate |
downward into the saturated zone beneath the property and have come to be locatéd in
the groundwater, resulting in contamination of the gr’oundwatef with benzene;
1,1-DCA; 1,2-DCA; 1,1-DCE; 1,1,1,2-tétrachloroethane; PCE; TCA; 1,1,1-TCA;
1,1,2-TCA; TCE; 1,4-dioxane; and toluene. An investigation of the property in 1995
concluded that soil contamination at the Bodycote Source Property extended to the
groundwater. Groundwater samples taken at the Bodycote Sourcé Property have
found PCE contamnination at much higher concentrations in the areas where Bodycote
stored and used PCE. In 2007, Bodycote’s environmental consultants concluded that
the presence of 1,1-DCA; 1,2-DCA; 1,1-DCE; and TCA in groundwater on the

|| property were attributable to the chemical degradation of PCE released from the

property.
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122. Upon information and belief, wastewater containing hazardous -
substances, including chromium, was discharged by Bodycote and its predecessor
from the Bodycote Source Property into a drain channel, where it migrated downward
into the saturated zone and came to be located in the reg'ionaI groundwater. In 1975,
the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the Los Angeles County Samtatlon
District each determined that Bodycote’s predecessor, Techni-Braze, was dischar ging
wastewater from the Bodycote Source Property containing chromium in excess of
permitted amounts; the Sanitation District also detected chlorinated hydrocarbons in
the wastewater.

123. Because hazardous substances were deposited, stored, disposed of] or
placed, or otherwise came to be located at the Bodycote Source Property, the
Bodycote Source Property is a “facility” within the meamng of Section 101(9) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(9). _ '

124.  Groundwater monitoring data indicates that the contaminants 1n tht_a' |
groundwater from the soil at the Bodycote Source Property have migrated offsite in
the same general direction as the groundwater flow. Assessments of the property in
1991 and 1995 analyzed contamination from Bodycote’s operations and concluded
that the contammatlon may have migrated offsite. -

12'5. In 2010, EPA cited with approval investigations that had conchided that
contamination at the Bodycote Source Property with PCE and its degradation
products, such as TCE, was caused by spills or leé,ks from Bodycote’s storage of PCE
or related operations, and that the contamination had migrated offsite, In or around
September 2012, Plaintiffs allege on information and belief, EPA sent an SNL to
Bodycote, which, among other things, identifies Bodycote as a PRP for the OU—Q
Facility groundwater contamination and solicits an offer for Bodycote to perform the
OU-2 Facility remedial design and remedial action and pay EPA’s unreimbursed

response costs.
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iil.  Continuing Migration of Contaminants

126, As alleg'ed above, releases of contaminants have occurred at the
Bodycote Source Property and are continuing to occur. The contaminants continue to
migrate away from the property, posing a continuing. threat to the regional
groundwater and the health of area residents.

127. Bodycote has not taken adequate steps to remediate the onsite and
near-site soils, resulting in a continuing source for contaminant migration. It has not
adequately monitored the extent to which contaminants continue to migrate from the
Bodycote Source Property into offsite groundwater, and the Bodycote Source |
Property does not have a groundwater monitoring system in place that is sufficient to
demonstrate that releases from the property to regional groundwater above
health-based levels has been fully controlled,
| 128, In2005, the following QU2 contaminanfs were detected: PCE iﬁlS wells
at concentrations ranging from 1.4 pg/lto 12,000 ng/l; 1,1,1-TCA in 2 wells at 1.9
pg/I'and 3.0 pg/l; TCE in several wells at levels from 12 pg/l to 42 pg/l; and 1,1-DCE
in five wells at 8 pg/l, 9.8 pg/l, 15 ug/l, 3.6 ugfl, and 5.6 pg/l. |

129. The 2011 concentration trend for PCE in wells MW-8, MW-6, MW-12,
and MW-7 suggests continuing migration of onsite source materials from the |
Bodycote Source Property above health-based levels. |

~130. The 2011 PCE detections ih the boundary well MW-7 at 500 pg/I
represents offsite migration of contaminants from the Bodycote Source Property at
100 times the maximum contaminant level (“MCL”); Other readings oh the
down—grédient side of the property were even higher. |

131. Wells MW-2 and MW-3, which are identified as “deeper” groundwater
wells, also exhibit concentrations of PCE above the MCL.

132. The lack of offsite monitoring wells in the “shallow” aquifer precludes
an appropriate evaluation of the lateral and vertical delineation of offsite groundWé,tsr
contamination, making it impossible to optimize any source control remedy to ensure
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the remedy actually prevents offsite migration of contaminants above heaitthased
levels from the Bodycote Source Property,
b. The Chrysler Source Property

133. Upon information and belief, releases of contamination have occurred

from property, and businesses operating thereon, located at and/or adjacent to the
former address 12140 Slauson Ave., Santa Fe Springs, California. The original
property has since been subdivided and has come to be known as the La Salle
Property, Central Property, North-Central Property and Multitenant Property, more
specifically identified, respectively, by Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 8168-002~4 12;

|| 8168-002-403 through 405, 8168-002-405, and 8168-002-418 and 419;

8168-002-412, and 8168-002-803 and 804; and 8168-002-402 (the “Chrysler Source
Property™).
i. Source Property Qwnership

134.  Beginning no Jater than 1888, Defendant Union Pacific, or a prédeceSsor
company or subsidiary of Defendant Union Pacific, began acquiring portions of the
Chrysler Source Property, and by no later than 1966 had écquired title to the entire
Chrysler Source Propetty-

135. In 1974, Southern Pacific Industrial Development Company, a |
predecessor to Defendant Palmtree, acquired title to the Chrysler Source Proper,ty..

136. In72000, Defendant Burke Street acquired a portion of the Chrysler
Source Property and by 2002 Burke Street had acquired the entire Central Property
portion of the Chrysler Source Property. In December 2009, Burke Street admitted,
in response to an EPA CERCLA Section 104(e) request, that as of that time, it had not

engaged in any cleanup activities of the Chrysler Source Property.

ii_. Source Property Operation

137. Beginning in 1963, certain entities conducted automobile preparation

operations at the Chrysler Source Property. At this time, there were six buildings
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onsite and by 1966 there were a total of nine bulldlngs on the central and northwestern
portions of the Chrysler Source Property and a portion of the site was covered by
asphalt and used for automobile storage, By 1979 there were 17 buildings onsite and
hundreds of cars parked at the Chrysler Source Property. Operations included body
and mechanical work, tune-ups, front-end alignment, emissions control testing,
painting, washing, detailing, performance testing, and spot chroming. |

138. Beginning in approximately 1963, Pacific Electric |eased aportion of the .
Chrysler Source Property, approximately 27.67 acre in size, to Dallas Smith Service
Corporation (“Dallas Smith”), which conducted various automobile preparation
operations at the site including those operations set forth in pau agraph 137 above

139. In 1967, Defendant Union Pacific (then known as Southern Pacific. :
Company) leased the 27.67 acre Dallas Smith portion of the Chrysler Source Property
plus an additional 11.90 acres to the Chrysler Realty Corporation, which continued
conducting automobile preparation operations under the name Nucar Prep Systems at
the Chrysler Source Property, including those operations set forth in paragraph 137
above. Chrysler operated at the Chrysler Source Property under various names
including Nucar Prep Systems, Chrysler Corp. — California Emission Test Facility,
Nu Car Prep System Inc., Chrysler Shelby Center, and Pre-Check Corp. |

140. 1In 1988, Chrysler ceased operations at the Chrysler Source Property, and
as of 1999, car preparation structures gt the Chrysler Source Property had been razed

and the property had been redeveloped into office and warehouse buildings.
“lii. - Disposal & Releases of Hazardous Substances

141. Upon information and belief, hazardous substances were disposed of at
the Chrysler Source Property between 1963 and 1988. According to at least one -
report, as well as Material Safety Data Sheets maintained by companies operating at
the Chrysler Source Property during this period, compounds present there included

detergents and flammable solvents; chlorinated hydrocarbons, including TCE and
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PCE used for degreasing parts and washing cars and trucks, and MEK; purgeable -
halocarbons, toluene, xylenes, butyl alcohol; emulsifiers; acetone; metals; new and
used motor oil from car maintenance operations; and acrylic and enamel paint from
spray paint operations. Chrysler used hexavalent chromium (and, potentially, other
chromium compounds) at the Chrysler Source Property and stored waste chromium
for transportation off-site. |

142.  Upon information and belief, Dallas Smith obtained Industrial Waste
Disposal Permits to dispose of liquid waste or wastewater generated in connection
with its operations to the sanitary sewer, and a storm drain located on or adjacent to
the property. In 1970, and again in 1976, public agencies found Chrysler to be in
violation of water discharge permits fo.r disposing of hexavalent chromium (and,
potentially, other chromium compounds) into a storm drain. No later than 1973,
Chrysler used and disposed of solvents, cosmoline (rust-preventative) remover, and
wastewater at the Chrysler Source Property. Chrysler improperly disposed of
hazardous paint residue into a storm drain on or near the Chrysler Source Property,
improperly placed hazardous wastes in the garbage for disposal, and used both TCE
and PCE at the Chrysler Source Property for cosmoline removal in or before 1985. In
addition to operating seven licensed underglound storage tanks containing various

chemicals, Chrysler operated at least two unlicensed and undocumented underground
storage tanks SOmetilne between 1967 and 1985.

143.  During the closure of the Chrysler Source Property in 1988, |
approximately 1,000 cubic yards of soil contaminated with hazardous substances
were removed from the property, in addition to two undocumented, rusted storage
tanks. An investigation that same year uncovered soil contaminated with TCE and
other hazardous substances. In 1989, an agsessment of the Chrysler Source Property

concluded that the hkellhood that the soil was contammated around the plant’s
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plumbing and drainage systems was high, and indeed, PCE was detected in the soil

later that year.

from the body works building at the property in 1988. At the time the soil was

removed, visibly stained soil with a chemical odor was observed, The soil was

1,2-DCE, and the contamination extended 33 feet below ground surface (“bgs™) -
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PCE was found to still be present in the soil at the Chrysler Source Property

(S I (O T 5 R NS
[ S N TS B

specifically, chromium, PCE, TCE, TCA, DCA, DCE 1,1-DCE, 1,2-DCE and
Freon-11. In 1990 and 1991, investigations of groundwater under a 750-gallon
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clarifier at the Chrysler Source Property revealed that the groundwater beneath the
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144. . In 1990 and 1991, an 1nvest1gat10n was conducted of soil near and under

a former 750-gallon clarifier at the Chrysler Source Property that had been Iemoved
contaminated with high levels of: TCE; PCE; chloroform; 1,1-DCA; 1,1,1-TCA and
which was the depth groundwater was first encountered. At the time, stockpiled soil
PCE; TCA; and TCE. Soil gas samples were found to contain: 1,1-DCE; PCE; and
Freon 11. Approximately 1,000 cubic yards of contaminated soil, extendmg down to
the top of the groundwater table, was removed. The piume of contaminants was found
Source Property that same yea1 also found oily sludge and extensive staining in the.
1,1-DEC, and PCE. In 1992, during the installation of sewers at the Chrysler Source
Property, contaminated soil was dlscovered and removed. The same year, additional
soil contaminated with hazardous substances was discovered and removed. In 1996,
145.  Upon information and belief, the hazardous substances in the 3011 at the

Chrysler Source Property have migrated and continue to mj grate downward into the

saturated zone beneath the property and have come to be located in the groundwater —
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clarifier was contaminated with: 1,1-DCE, Freon 11, PCE, TCA, and TCE. Tests of
other parts of the Chrysler Source Property in 1991 showed groundwater
contaminated with chromium, 1,1-DCE, 1,2-DCE, Freon 11, 1,2-DCA, PCE, TCA,
and TCE. The same year, wells at the Chrysler Source Property showed higher levels
of some chlorinated solvents than did wells located upgradient of the plant, .
Additional groundwater testing between 1994 and 1999 indicated that the
groundwater at the Chrysler Source Property was contaminated with: 1,1-DCE,
1,2-DCE, Freon 11, Freon 113, PCE, and TCE.,

146. Because hazardous substances were deposited, stored, disposed of, or
placed, or otherwise came to be located at the Chryslér Source Property, the Chrysler
Source Property is a “facility” within the meanmg of Section 101(9) of CERCLA 42
U.S.C. § 9601(9).

147. Upon information and belief, contaminants in the groundwater ﬁom the
soil at the Chrysler Source Property have migrated offsite in the same gener dl
dnectlon as the groundwater flow. |

148. In 2010, the EPA concluded that based on elevated concentrations of
PCE, TCE, and 1,1-DCE in soil, the Chrysler Source Property is a source of
groundwater contamination by these compounds. In or around February 2009, EPA
sent a GNL to Chrysler LLC, which, among other things, identifies Chrysler LLC'asa |
PRP for the OU-2 Facility groundwater contamination, requests a response as to |
Chrysler LLC’s willingness to negotiate with EPA regarding its potential liability for
QU-2 Facility response costs, and requests certain information about the status of
Chrysler LLC’s activities. In or around September 2012, Plaintiffs allege on
information and belief, EPA sent SNLSs to Burke Street and Palmtree as successors to
Chrysler LLC. Among other things, the SNLs identify those Defendants as PRPs for

the OU-2 Facility groundwater contamination, and solicits offers from Burke Street
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and Palmtree to perform the OU-2 Facility remedial design and remedial action, and

pay EPA’s unreimbursed response costs.
c. The Earl Mfg. Source Prozaerrv 11862 Burke Street

149. Upon information and belief, releases of contamination have occurrecl
from property located at and/or adjacent to 11862 Burke Street, Santa Fe Springs,

California and businesses operating thereon (the “Earl Mfg. Source Property”).
' i Source Property Ownership and Operation

150. Upon information and belief, Defendant Earl Mfg. began operations at
the Earl Mfg. Source Property in 1960. At the time, the Earl Mfg. Source Property
was owned by William E. Ear] and Dot A. Ear]l. Earl Mfg. manufactul ed springs,
spark plugs, jacks and other machined pats.

151. In 1990, William E. Earl and Dot A. Earl granted the property to
Defendant Claudette Earl, who remains the current owner.

152. In 2000, Defendant Earl Mfg. ceased operations at the Earl Mfg: -Source
Property.

ii.  Disposal & Releases of Hazardous Substances

153." Upon information and belief, hazardous substances were disposed of at
the Earl Mfg. Source Property between 1960 and 2000,

- 154, Earl ].\/Ifg;’s operations involved significant use of solvents, such as:
TCE; DCA; and 1,1,1-TCA, as well as 400 to 500 ga_llons of PCE annually, which
was stored in a 500-gallon aboveground storage tank. Waste PCE and a mixture of
chlorinated solvent wastes were stored in a rusted 1,000-gallon underground storage
tank. Earl Mfg. also used other solvents. Earl Mfg.’s operations also included the use
and/or waste generation of several halogenated solvents including: PCE which was
used in a vapor degreaser and stored in a 500-gallon storage tank adjacent to lther |

degreaser and in a bulk storage area; TCE which was maintained in the TCE storage
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area; 1,1,1-TCA which was likely used in conjunction with the onsite paint booth; and
waste solvent mixtures containing a dicloroethane.

| 155, In 1966, Defendant Earl Mfg. installed a Vapor degreaser at the Earl
Mfg. Source Pr operty that was used until 1992. Waste solvent from the degreaser and
Trim-Sol waste oil was reportedly stored onsite in the 1,000- -gallon undergr ound
storage tank. Water from a cooling tower located on the roof of the vapor degreaser
room was discharged daily into the public sewer. Beginning in 1976, degreasing
operations alsd involved use of a 100-gallon PCE dip tank,

156. In 1989, the Los Angeles County Department of Health Services issued a

Notice of Violation and Order to Comply to Defendant Ear]l Mfg. to, among other

things, segregate waste cooling oil from spent solvent waste, and recommended a

|| containment area to prevent oily runoff into a nearby Creek.

157, In 1997, the 1,000 gallon underground storage tank was removed from
the Earl Mfg. Source Property. Upon removal, the tank was inspected and found to be
moderately rusty. The tank reportedly was used to store PCE and a metalworking
coolant with the trade name “Trim Sol”. -However, studge found in the tank'during

removal contained more than 20 volatile organic compounds (“VOCs™), including;

| PCE, TCE, 1,1-DCA, 1,2-DCA, DCM, 1,1,1-TCA, toluene, and vinyl chloride.

Contemporaneous soil sampling detected PCE, TCE, and 1,1-DCA in the soﬂ under
the tank. In 2012, additional soil samples collected from the Barl Mifg. Source
Property revealed the presence of elevated levels of PCE and TCE.

- 138, Upon information and belief, the hazardous substances present in the
soil at the Earl Mfg. Source Property have mlgrated and continue to migrate
downward into the saturated zone beneath the property and have come to be ocated in
the groundwater — specifically, PCE, TCE, and 1,1-DCA. Because of the elevated
concehtrations of contaminants in the soil, the Santa Fe Springs Fire Department in

1997 referred Defendant Earl Mfg. to the Regional Water Quality Control Board, -
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stating that the contaminants indicated a potential threat to groundwater. In 1999,
groundwater tests conducted at the Earl Mfg. Source Property revealed PCE and TCE
contamination at concentrations higher than backgtound levels. Groundwater
samples collected in 2012 also revealed 1,1-DCA, 1,1-DCE, PCE, and TCE
contamination. In 2013, the Regional Water Quality Control Board issued a draft
cleanup and abatement order to Defendant Claudette Earl, stating that a VOC | .
groundwatet plume had originated at the Barl Mfg. Source Property and had migrated
offsite. )

159. Because hazardous substances were deposited, stored, disposed of, or
placed, or otherwise came to be located at the Earl Mfg. Source Property, the Barl
Mfg. Source Property is a “facility” within the meaning of Section 101(9) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(9).

| 160. Upon information and belief, contaminants in the groundwater from the
soil at the Earl Mfg. Source Property have migrated offsite in the same general -
direction as the groundwater flow. In 2013, the Regional Water Quality Co.nfrol_
Board concluded that a plume of VOCs originating at the property had migrated |
offsite, affecting offsite groundwater resources, |

161. In2010, EPA concluded that the Earl Mfg. Source Property was a source
of TCE and PCE, as well as of 1,1-DCA and 1,1-DCE contamination in the QU-2
Facility. In or around September 2012, Plaintiffs allege on information and belief,
EPA sent an SNL to Claudette Earl and one to Earl Mfg., which, among other things,
identify those Defendants as PRPs for the OU-2 Facility groundwater contaminatibn
and solicit a offers for Claudette Barl and Early Mfg. to perform the QU-2 Facility

remedial design and remedial action and pay EPA’s unreimbursed response costs.

iil.  Continuing Migration of Contarninants

162.  As alleged above, releases of contaminants have occurred at the Earl
Mig. Source Property and are continuing to occur. The contaminants continue to -
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migrate away from the property, posing a continuing threat to the regional
groundwater and the health of area residents.

163. Neither Claudette Earl nor Earl Mfg, has taken adequate steps to
remediate the onsite and near-site soils, from which contaminants are rnigrating.' |
Neither has adequately monitored the extent to which contaminants contimue to
migrate from the Earl Mfg. Source Property into offsite groundwater. The Earl Mfg,
Source Propetty does not have a groundwater monitoring system in place that is
sufficient to demonstrate that releases from the property to regional groundwat-er |
above health-based levels has been fuﬂy controlled. Upon information and belief,
Claudette Earl is and has been aware of the contamination occurring at the property,
which she owns or owned

164. Site soﬂs at the Earl Mfg. Source Pmperty are highly contaminated, Soil
samples collected and analyzed during removal of an underground storage tank from
the property in 1997 found both PCE and 1,1-DCA in soil samples collected beneath
the former tank. PCE was detected from samples taken at both the east end and the
west end of the tank at 1,470 pg/kg and 422,000 ug/kg respectively. 1,1-DCA was
detected at the west end of the tank at 228 ug/kg. The detection limit at the easf end of |
the tank was 25,000 pg/kg. The goil samplesl were collected at four feet below the
tank which was 10 feet below grade. PCE was detected in 12 out of 28 soil vapor
samples clustered around the former tank excavation at a maximum reading of
257 pg/l. _

165. In1998, soil sainples collected at 11.5 and 20 feet “ from beneath the
fonnef underground storage tank at the Earl Mfg. Source Property were found to
contain PCE at 270 pg/kg and 950 pg/kg, respectively. Soil samples also contained
elevated levels of 1,1-DCA, TCE, and 1,1,1-TCA. | |

166. Follow up soil sampling in 2012 in the vicinity of the former degreaser at

the Earl Mfg. Source Property included sampling to a depth of 30 feet, where PCE

-42 -

) AMENDED COMPLAINT
Case No.: 2:14-cv-06456 GW (Ex.)

EXHIBIT D




Case 2.

AL v o e e W ¥ SN - N 'S B NG Ty Sy

lg)o 8 g b e W o Ll - B o v o ! T =, W ) R = S U L N R ="

ﬁ1L4-cv—06456-GW~E Document 11 Filed 11/24/14 Page 45 of 105 Page ID #:174

was detected in all six samples from the vapor degreaser area ranging from 40 ug/kg
(25 feet) to 180,000 pg/kg (20 feet). PCE was also detected in four of six samples
collected from the former exterior TCE storage area (10 ng/kg at 5 feet to 84 ug/ke at
25 feet) and in four of six samples collected at the former 1,000 gallon waste solvent
underground storage tank (130 pg/kg at 5 feet to 22 pg/kg at 10 feet). .
167. In 2014, PCE and TCE were detected throughout the area under the
former operations building at the Earl Mfg. Source Pr operty, with partloularly high
levels below the area of the former vapor degreaser.
168, There are three wells onsite. MW-1 is downgradient of the .other two
wells. In 1999, this well contained 13,700 pg/l of PCE and 1,730 ug/l of TCE.
169. Hydropunch sampling was performed at the Earl Mfg. Source Pfoperty
in 2012 in three locations along the southern portion of the property (the former 1 ,000
gallon underground storage tank (“UST"), the exterior TCE storage area, and the
former degreaser) with results for PCE in groundwater ranging from 2,000 to 3,000 :
ug/l and TCE ranging from 240 to 340 ug/l. 7 |
170. There has been no offsite sampling to delineate the lateral and vertical

extent of groundwater contamination leaving the Earl Mfg. Source Property above

health-based levels and an adequate groundwater sampling network has not been

installed.

d The Foss Plating Source Property — 8140 Secura Way

171. Upon information and belief, releases of contamination have occurred
from property located at and/or adjacent to 8140 Secura Way, Santa Fe Springs,

California and businesses operating thereon (the “Foss Plating Source Property™).

i Source Property Ownership and Operation

172.  Upon information and belief, in or around 1960, Foss Plating purchased
the Foss Plating Source Property and, as of 1968, was operating on the property.

Defendant Foss Plating conducted metal plating operations at the Foss Plating Source
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Property, consisting primarily of chrome and nickel plating of parts and metal

polishing. ) N |
173. In 2002, Devr Properties, a company related to Foss Plating, purchaéed

portions of the Foss Plating Source Property, including portions of the property upon

which hazardous waste was stored. Devr Properties leased back the portion of the

|| property it had purchased to Foss Plating, which continued its operations on the

property until 2005.
il. Disposal & Releases of Hazardous Substances

174. Upon information and belief, hazardous substances were disposed of at
the Foss Plating Source Property between 1960 and 2005.

175. Metal plating is the process by which a thin surface coating of one metal
is applied to a part by placing the part in a bath of chemical plating solution, withAor
without the use of an electric cm"rent. Metal plating generates wastewater ‘containing
chromium and other metals as weil as toxic organic chemicals, Additionally, before a
part can be plated, it is typically cleaned of foreign substances, such as oil and grease,
using, for example, a vapor degreaser and a solvent, resulting in solvent waste.

176. Upon information and belief, beginning in 1968 until 1994 or 1995
(when Foss Plating reportedly removed its vapor degreasing system), Foss Plating
operated one or more vapor degreasers on the property that used PCE until 1985, and
thereafter used 1,1,1-TCA. Each month, Foss Plating used as much as 120 galIons of
solvent in its degreasing operations, and generated as much as 35 -40 gallons of |
solvent sludge. Additionally, Foss Plating used compounds containing hexavalent
chromium to plate items with that metal as part of the chromium plating process.

177. Foss Plating has repeétedly been found in violation of hazardous ,
substance regulations.. In 1983, Foss Plating Was cited for discharging wastewater
from the property that contained'chromium, and in 1999, Foss Plating was cited for

discharging wastewater containing hexavalent chromium (and, potentially, other
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chromium compounds). In 1989, Foss Plating was issued a notice of violation for
disposing of solvent sludge with wastewater. In 1998, Foss Plating was informed that
its hazardous substance sforage and containment procedures, including its
containment of chemicals used in plating, were out of compliance with regulatory
requirements. |

178.  Upon information and belief, Foss Plating’s operations and waste
disposal practices resulted in one or more hazardous substances, including but not
limited to the solvents PCE and 1,1,1-TCA and chromium, being placed onto the_
ground or into the soil at or near the Foss Pléting Source Property. Soil and soil vapor
samples taken at the Foss Plating Source Property have detected: chloroform;
hexavalent chromium (and, potentially, other chromium compounds); 1,1-DCE;
nickel; PCE; 1,1,1-TCA; and TCE. Soil contaminated with PCE and hexavalent
chromium was concentrated around one of the plating lines and a trench drain on the
property, which a consultant of Foss Plating concluded was the likely source of a
plume of chromium contamination in the soil under the plant. Soil samples taken near
Foss Plating’s wastewater treatment system revealed PCE and h.igh levels of
chromium. During a joint inspection by the California Department of Toxics _
Substance Control (“DTSC”) and the Santa Fe Springs Fire Department, inspectors
found the ground around the plating line soaked with plating solution and found
evidence of releases of PCE, chromium, and nickel to the soil on the property. In -
2003, a corroded clarifier was removed from the property and contemporaneous soil
samples found the soil contaminated with chromium. ‘

179. Upon information and belief, the hazardous substances present in the
soil at the Foss Plating Source Property have migrated and continue to migrate
downward into the saturated zone beneath the property and have come to bé located in
the groundwater, resulting in contamination of the groundwater with: chlorofbfm;

hexavalent chromium (and, potentially, other chromium compounds); 1,1-DCE;
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PCE; and TCE. In 2006, a consultant for Foss Plating concluded that, based on Foss
Plating’s historical ilse of PCE and chromium and the contamination data, Foss
Plating could be a source of groundwater contamination on the property.

180. Because hazardous substances were deposited, stored, disposed of, or
placed, or otherwise came to be located at the Foss Plating Source PrOperty, the F 0S8
Platmg Source Property is a “facility” w1th1n the meaning of Section 101(9) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(9).

181. Upon information and belief, contaminants in the soil and in the
groundwater from the soil at the Foss Plating Source Property have migrated offsite in |
the same general direction as the groundwater flow. In 2003, DTSC concluded that
hazardous wastes released at the Foss Plating Source Property had migrated, or may
migrate, offsite through soil, surface water, groundwater, air, particulate matter, and
water run-off channels. |

182. In 2010, EPA concluded that hexavalent chromium, PCE, and TCE had
been released at the Foss Plating Source Property, and indicated that investi.-gations
had concluded that Foss Plating was a contributor to soil and groundwater
contamination with chromium, PCE, and zinc. In or around September 2012,
Plaintiffs allege on information and belief, EPA sent an SNL to Foss Plating,_Which,
among other things, identifies Foss Plating as a PRP for the OU-2 Facility -
groundwater contamination, and solicits an offer for Foss Plating to perfofm the OU-2
Facility remedial-désign and remedial action and pay EPA’s unreimbursed response

costs.

iii.  Continuing Migration of Contaminants

183. As alleged above, releases of contaminants have occurred at the Foss
Plating Source Property and are continuing to occur. The contaminants continue to
migrate away from the property, posing a continuing threat to the regional

groundwater and the health of area residents.
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184. TFoss Plating has not taken adequate steps to remediate the onsite and
near-site soils, from which contaminants are migrating. Nor has Foss Plating
adequately monitored the extent to which contaminaﬁts continue to migrate from the
Foss Plating Source Property into offsite groundwater. The Foss Plating Source
Property does not have a groundwater monitoring system in placé that is sufficient to
demonstrate that releases from the property to regional groundwater above
health-based levels has been fully controlled. o

185. Site soils at the Foss Plating Source Property are highly contaminated.
In 1999, PCE was detected up to 48 ppb jn very shallow soils at the property. In 2004,
concentrations for hexavalent chromium were widespread with the highest reading at
807 ppm at a 10 foot depth. In 2006, hexavalent chromium was found in certain.
borings up to 1,800 'ppm. Soil vapor data in 2006 indicated PCE to depths of 15 feet
bgs. )

186. The extent of onsite soil contamination at the Foss Plating Source
Property has not been fully delineated both vertically and laterally. There remain
nuimerous potential onsite contamination sources including historical degreasér
operations, the plating room area, the underground clarifier, and the overall )
wastewater treatment systei‘n.

187.  The Foss Plating Source Prbperty has three onsite wells. MW-3 is
downgradient of the other two and is located approximately 80 feet within the
downgradient property boundary and contains the highest concentrations of PCE at
490 pg/l. Hexavalent chromium has been deteoted in groundwater at concentrations
greater than 900 pg/l.

188. There are no offsite groundwater monitoring wells and the lateral and
vertical extent of offsite groundwéter contamination from the Foss Plating Source

Property has not been assessed.

-47 -

 AMENDED COMPLAINT
Case No.: 2:14-cv-06456 GW (Ex.)

EXHIBIT D




Case 2;

W oo -3 v i B W N~

JL4-cv-06456-GW-E Document 11 Filed 11/24/14 Page 50 of 105 Page ID #179

e The Mission Linen Source Propertv 11904-11 920 Easf
ashington Boulevard

189. Upon information and belief, releases of contamination have occurred
from property located at and/or adjacent to 11904-11920 East Washington Boulevard,
Santa Fe Springs, California and businesses operating thereon (the “Mission Linen
Source Property”). o

i Source Property Qwnership and Operation
190.  From approximately 1960 to 1973, Whittier Laundry Company operated

a dry cleaning business on the Mission Linen Source Property. In 1973, Defendant
Mission Linen acquired the Mission Linen Source Property, and began conducting
industrial laundry operations on or about that same year. |

191. Defendant Mission Linen ceased Opei°ations at the Mission Linen Source
Property by 1992 but, upon information and belief, continues to own the property.

ii.  Disposal & Releases of Hazardous Substances

192. Upon information and belief, hazardous substances were dispo-s'ed of at
the Mission Linen Source Property between 1960 and 1992.

193. Dry cleaning operations routinely involve the use of solvents to remove
stains from fabrics. After World War II, PCE became the most popular and primary
solvent used by most dry cleaners in the United States. Other solvents used at dry
cleaning facilities may include 1,1,1-TCA and TCE. The clothes are cleaned in a

liquid solution consisting mostly of solvent, usually PCE, with very little water if any

| (hence, the term “dry cleaning”). These solvents are ordinarily stored in large

underground storage tanks. Large dry cleaning facilities may purchase more than
2,000 gallons of PCE each year. | |
194, Used solvent is typically distilled and purified on the property so that it
can be reused. This process separates the solvent from waste residues like detergents,
dye, dirt and oil, and involves the use of filters to purify the solvent. Still residue from

this process and used filters, both of which contain solvent and certain solvent |
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residues, like PCE, are hazardous waste that must be properly disposed. Large dry
cleaning facilities may generéte more than 2,000 pounds of hazardous waste each
month, which is often stored onsite before being disposed. | |

195.  Wastewater and cooling water generated in the dry cleaning process also

contain solvents that must be properly disposed or treated. Dry cleaning facilities

|| have been known to dispose of water containing PCE or other solvents into.shallow

disposal systems such as dry wells and seplic systems, sewer systems and settling
basins. |

196. Industrial laundries may also generate waste containing solvents and
metals, such as hexavalent chromium. Industrial laundries receive and launder rags
and industrial wipes from a wide variety of industrial operations, many of which are
soakled in solvents and contain metal waste. These hazardous substances are removed |
from the rags and wipes during laundering and must be disposed of by the laundry.

197.  Several sumps located at the Mission Linen Source Property were found
to contain: PCE; 1,1,1-TCA; 1,1-DCE; t-1,2-DCE; chromium; and zine. Mission
Linen used numerous underground storage tanks on the property to store fuel and
waste oil at least until'1987.. ‘When those tanks were removed in 1987, soil under the
tanks was found to be con‘t'aminatedwith hazardous substarces. In 1993, the Los
Angeles County Fire Department issued a notice of violation to Mission Linen for
improper waste storage practices, In 1996, soil at the Mission Linen Source Property
was found to be contaminated and a plume of PCE was identified beneath the Source
Property. A 2000 property assessment also identified PCE in the soil at the Mission
Linen Source Property. Soil samples taken at the Mission Linen Source Propérty in
2010 revealed the presence of benzene, c-1,2-DCE, PCE, and TCE. Even after asoil
vapor extraction system had removed 430 pounds of PCE from the soil on the |

property, PCE contamination was still prevalent in the soil. Soil vapor samples taken
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at the Mission Linen Source Property in 2013 continued to show the presence of
xylene contamination. |

198. Upon information and belief, the hazardous substances present in the
soil at and underneath the Mission Linen Source Property, including: PCE; o
¢-1,2-DCE; t-1,2-DCE; 1,1-DCE; and TCE, have migrated downward into the
saturated zone beneath the Mission Linen Source Property and have come to be
located in the groundwater. A property assessment conducted in 2000 found PCE in
the groundwater at the Mission Linen Source Property and concluded that itha.d _
migrated there from the soil at.the Mission Linen Source Property. TCE and 1,1-DCE
were also discovered in groundwater on the property. EPA has previously concluded
that the Mission Linen Source Property has impacted groundwater with PCE and
TCE, and confirmed that c-1,2-DCE, 1,1-DCE, and 1,2-DCA are present in -
groundwater. _ )

199. Because hazardous substances were deposited, stored, disposed of, or
placed, or otherwise came to be located at the Mission Linen Source Property, the

Mission Linen Source Property is a “facility” within the meaning of Section 101(9) of

| CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(9).

200. Groundwater monitoring data indicates that the contaminants in the
groundwater from the soil at the Mission Linen Source Property have migrated offsite
in the same general direction as the groundwater flow. In 2005, data showed that the

concentrations of PCE in the groundwater near the Mission Linen Source Property

were highest just downgradient from the former dry cleaning building,

| 201. In 2010, EPA concluded that Mission Linen had impacted groundwater
with PCE and TCE and concluded that the company was a source of contamination to
the QU-2 Facility. In or around September 2012, Plaintiffs allege on information and
belief that EPA sent an SNL to Mission Linen, which, among other things, i_d-ent.iﬁes

Mission Linen as a PRP for the OU-2 Facility groundwater contamination, and
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solicits an offer for Mission Linen to perform the OU-2 Facility remedial design and
remedial action and pay EPA’s unreimbursed response costs.

f The Phibro-Tech Source Property — 8851 Dice Road

202. Upon information and belief, releases of contaminants have occurred

from property located at and/or adjacent to 8851 Dice Road, Santa Fe Springs,

California and businesses operating thereon (the “Phibro-Tech Source Property™). |

1. Source Property Ownership and Operation

W0 s v o B W N —

conducted chemical manufacturing and reprocessing operations at the Phibro-Tech

— e
O

from raw ingredients and from used chemicals and hazardous wastes sent to the

ok
b

property. Inorganic chemicals are typically used for industrial or manufacturing

e
L

purposes. Chemical manufacture inherently carries with it the risk of chemical

H
N

releases to the environment and the EPA has noted that one of the most frequently

s
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released hazardous wastes from inorganic chemical manufacturing operations is

chromium.
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Chemical Company (renamed Southern California Chemical Compatty in 1959) -
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O

began operating at the Phibro-Tech Source Property, leasing the prOperty.frem
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Union Pacific (then known as Southern Pacific Company) in 1965.

NN
B N ST

maintain, and operate an industrial railway spur on the property to facilitate rail

by
Lh

shipments to and from the Phibro-Tech Source Property and, in 1964, the two

]
(o))

companies entered into a lease for the related property.

[N S
[ RS |
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203. Since 1957, Defendant Phibro-Tech and its predecessor companies have

Source Property, consisting primarily of the manufacture of inorganic chemicals, both

204. In 1957, a predecessor to Defendant Phibro-Tech named Pacific Western |

Pacific Electric Railway Company. Pacific Electric Railway merged into Defendant

205. 1In 1961, the predecessor to Union Pacific entered into an agreement with

Phibro-Tech’s predecessor, the Southern California Chemical Company, to consu uct,
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206. Since at least 1963, Phibro-Tech and its predecessors have received
hazardous waste on the property for use in chemical manufacturing. Upon |
information and belief, Does 101 through 250 generated hazardous waste and
arranged for its disposal and/or treatment at the Phibro-Tech Source Property.

207. In 1984, CP Chemicals, Inc. purchased the Phibro-Tech Source Property
and Southern California Chemical became a srrbsidiary of CP Chemicals. Shortly
after the purchase, a Santa Fe Springs city official observed that key management of
the plantwincludirrg those directly responsible for improper discharges of hazardous
waste—were the same personnel who had held those positions prior to the purchase.

208. In 1985, Union Pacific, then known as the Southern Pacific
Transportation Company, deeded the property that CP Chemicals had purchased to
Defendant First Dice, a subsidiary of CP Chemicals and corporate affiliate sf | |
Phibro-Tech.

209. In 1994, after several name changes, the operating company on the

property was renamed Phibro-Tech, Inc.

il.  Disposal & Releases of Hazardous Substances

210. Upon information and belief, significant quantities of hazardous
substances, including hexavalent chromium and other chromjum compounds and
PCE were stored, used, or were otherwise present in hazardous waste at the
Phibro-Tech Source Property. Since at least 1963, Phibro-Tech and its predecessors
have also received hazardous waste on the property for use in chemical |
manufacturing.

211. Upon information and belief, the operators of the Phibro-Tech Source
Property have had a long history of improper waste handling, storage, and disposal
téchniques, which have resulted in disposal of hazardous substances at the - | |
Phibro-Tech Source Property since at least 1957, and significant releases into the

environment. In 1959, Phibro-Tech’s predecessor received a notice of violation for
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numerous egregious waste disposal practices, including discharging hexavalent
chromjum through a pipe that emptied onto land adjacent to the property anci dumping
hexavalent chromium on the ground at the entrance to the property; the company
readily admitted to both violations. |

212. Phibro-Tech received numerous notices of violation and complaints for
its active discharge of hazardous waste onto the railroad right-of-way on the property
and failing to maintain adequate containment processes to keep waste from sp1111ng
onto the 11ght~0f ~way. Ultimately, a misdemeanor charge was pressed agamst
Phibro-Tech’s predecessor for discharging waste onto the right-of-way, public
streets, and private property. In 1987, the Los Angeles County District Attorney
brought another criminal charge agajnst Phibro-Tech’s predecessor for additional
statutory hazardous waste violations. ,

213. In 2000 and 2003, Phibro-Tech received notices of violation for
discharging wastewater with excessive amounts of toxic organic chemicals. In 2003,
DTSC found numerous waste storage violations at the Phibro-Tech Source Property,
including Phibro-Tech’s storage of approximately nine thousand drums of hazardous
waste on the property, .almost three times the number of drums Phibro-Tech was
authorized to store. In 2009 and 2011, Phibro-Tech again was found to be in violaﬁon
of hazardous waste storage requirements, |

214. Phibro-Tech’s operations and waste disposal practices resulted in one or
more hazardous substances, including but not limited to hexavalent chromium, being
placed onto the ground or into the soil at or near the Phibro-Tech Source Property.
Soil and soil gas samples collected at the Phibro-Tech Source Property have revealed
the presence of: barium; benzene; cadmium; chloroform; hexavalent chromium (and,

potentially, other chromium compounds); total chromium; copper; 1,1-DCA;

1,2-DCA; 1,1-DCE; 1,2-DCE; ¢-1,2-DCE; t-1,2-DCE; DCM; ethylbenzene; nickel;
PCE; polychlorinated biphenyls; 1,1,1-TCA; TCE; toluene; xylene; and zinc. Soil
253 -
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contaminated with hexavalent chromium has been found to be especially high near a
former chromic acid underground storage tank, a wastewater pond, the railroad
tracks, and a drum storage areé. In 1961, Phibro-Tech’s predecessor was using an
unlined sludge pond on the property, was cited for discharging sludge that contained
19.5% volatile solids, including chromium, into a sewer. |

215, In 1968, county inspectors observed visible evidence that wastewater
had been discharged to the ground on the property. The inspectors also learﬁed that
an exposed sump on the property that was designed to store tank spillage and leaks for

recovery, overflowed during wet weather events. Upon information and belief, the |
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contents of the sump contained hazardous substances that spilled onto the adjacent

—
—

railroad and into a field, where it was absorbed into the ground. On or before May 21,

—
B

1976, waste liquids were discharged at the Phibro-Tech Source Property, which

—_
(VS

resulted in saturation of the soil with numerous chemicals, including solvents and

—
N

chromium. In 1984, a sewer line at the Phibro-Tech Source Property leaked,

-
wn

discharging wastewater to the ground, where it formed a small pond, and led to the

e
(=2%

nearby reporting of a solvent odor. In 1985, a consultant concluded that chromjum

[t
~3

contamination in the soil may have originated from a combination of surface spillage,

C—
oo

wastewater ponds, and a leaking hexavalent chromium undergrbund storage'tank. An

H.
O

assessment of the propérty two years later found extensive evidence of leakage and

)
S

spillage, including chemical discoloration of most of the pavement and equipment in

(W]
—_

the process areas, leading to the conclusion that a wastewater pond and chromium

underground storage tank were potential sources of contamination.

NOR
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'216. Upon information and belief, the hazardous substances present in the

[\
N

soil at the Phibro-Tech Source Property have migrated and continue to migi"ate '

M.
“Lh

downward into the saturated zone beneath the property and have come to be located in

b
(=

the groundwater, resulting in contamination of the groundwater with: benzene;

P2
~1

cadmium; chloroform; hexavalent chromium and other chromium compounds; total

]
(ee]
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chromium; copper; 1,1-DCA; 1,2-DCA; 1,1-DCE; ¢-1,2-DCE; t-1,2-DCE; DCM;
ethylbenzene; PCE; 1,1,1-TCA; TCE; toluene; xylene; and zinc. As early as 1968,
the Los Angeles Department of County Engiﬁeers, upon inspection of the property,
concluded that historically poor waste handling practices and the deteriorated state of
the plant and its containment system had created a critical groundwater pollution
problem at the plant. In 1:993, two plumes of contaminated groundwater were
determined to originate on the property: a TCE plume and a chromium plume, both of
which originated in the 'vicinity of a former chromic acid underground storage tank.
In 1994, EPA and DTSC concluded that ponds at the Phibro-Tech Source Property
had contributed to cadmium, chromium, and high-volatility organic compound
contamination of the regional aquifer. A Phibro-Tech consultant likewise coﬁéluded
in 2005 that a former underground storage tank, a spent contéiner storage area, |
drainage ditch, and the railroad dumping location were potential sources of
halogenated VOCs and chromium containination, with the ditch and railroad
dumping being the most likely sources. In 2013, DTSC concluded that TCE
contamination of the groundwater on the property originated from a release of
chlorinated solvents including TCE on the property.

217.  Defendant Union Pacific (then known as Southern Pacific Company)
was aware of the contamination occurring at the Phibro-Tech Source Property, which
Union Pacific then owned, as early as 1968 when Union Pacific reported to a
Phibro-Tech’s predecessor that a very large quantity of chemical substance had |
saturated the roadbed and ground under the industrial railroad spur, and concluded
that chemical wastes had been allowed to flow onto the ground for an extended period |
of time. Despite knowledge of the contamination occurring on the property, upon |
information and belief, Union Pacific did not curb its tenants’ practices, take stepé to
mitigate the spread of contaminants or remediate the contamination that was already

present on its property.
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218. Because hazardous substances were deposited, stored, disposed of, or
placed, or otherwise came to be located at the Phibro-Tech Source Property, the
Phibro-Tech Source Property is a “facility” within the meaning of Section 101(9) of
CERCLA, 42 U.8.C. § 9601(9). | |

219.  Upon information and belief, contaminants in the groundwater from the
soil at the Phibro-Tech Source Property have migrated offsite in the same gcneral
direction as the groundwater flow. In 1994, EPA and DTSC concluded that |
groundwater data indicated hazardous substances such as 1,2-DCA, cbromiuin’, and
TCE were migrating downgradient from two ponds at the Phibro-Tech Sourbe |
Property.

220. Plaintiffs allegé on information and belief that in or around September
2012, EPA sent SNLs to Phibro-Tech and Union Pacific, which, among other things,
identify those Defendants as PRPs for the OU-2 Facility grouﬁdwater contamination
and solicit offers for Phibro-Tech and Union Pacific to perform the OU-2 Facility
remedial design and remedial action aﬁd, pay EPA’s unreimbursed response costs.
Plaintiffs further allege on information and belief that EPA sent an SNL to First Dice,
which, among other things, identifies First Dice as a PRP for the OU-2 Facility
groundwater contamination, and solicits an offer for First Dice to perform thé oU-2
Facility remedial design and remedial action and pay EPA’s unreimbursed response

costs.

iii.  Continuing Migration of Contaminants

221, As alleged above, releases of contaminants have occurred at the
Phibro-Tech Source Property and are continuing to occur. The contaminants
continue to migrate away from the property, posing a continuing threat o the regional
groundwater and the health of area residents.

222. Phibro-Tech has not taken adequate steps to remediate the onsite and

near-site soils, from which contaminants are migrating. It has not adequately
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monitored the extent to which contaminants continue to migrate from the |
Phibro-Tech Source Property into offsite groundwater. The Phibro-Tech Source |
Property does not have an off-site downgradient groundwater monitoring system in
place that is sufficient to demonstrate that releases from the property to regional
groundwater above health-based levels has been fully controlled. |

223. Phibro-Tech Source Property soils continue to adversely impact
groundwater. In 2001, a TCE footprint was identified at the Phibro~-Tech Source
Property that extended northeast-southwest approximately between the spent
container storage area (“SCSA”) and the plate and frame filter press. Concentrations
ranged up to 62 pg/l. A deeper footprint extended northeast-southwest apprQXimately
between the SCSA and the southern end of Pond 1 with concentrations undér the
SCSA up to 452 pg/l. | |

224.  Soil impacts were identified in 2007 from 103 soil samples collected to a
depth of 75 feet bgs. The five most commonly detected halogenated VOCs were
TCE, 1,1-DCA, ¢-1,2-DCE, 1,1-DCE, and PCE. The highest TCE reading was
12, 000 pe/ke at 30 feet bgs. Hexavalent chromium levels ranged from 0.22 mg/kg
(14 feet bgs) to 330 mg/kg (43 feet bgs). _

225. Wells at the Phibro-Tech Source Pr operty boundaries are 1mpacted by
TCE and PCE above MCLs for those contaminants. _ |

226. The upgradient well to downgradient well concentration trend for onsite

wells is consistent with continuing contribution to groundwater from identified source

areas at the Phibro-Tech Source Property.

227. InJanuary 2012, concentrations of PCE and TCE in the southern
Phibro-Tech Source Property boundary wells (MW-05, MW- 07, and MW06B) were
reported to be above MCL levels. The data trend for TCE in MW-06D (which is
screened in the Lower Hollydale Aquifer) marks an increasing trend. Based on data

in the swrrounding area, these results and trends are attributable to the Phibro-Tech
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Source Property.
228. The lack of an adequate downgradient (offsite) monitoring well network |
to evaluate continuing contribution represents a significant data gap in the site
conceptual model and an inability to accurately assess the quantity of mass
contribution to regional groundwater impacts. Today there are no offsite
groundwater wells and insufficient property boundary wells. There is no adequate
well system capable of deﬁnmg the lateral and vertical extent of current contammants

originating from the Phibro-Tech Source Property. |
g The Pilot Chemical Source Property — 11756 Burke Street

229. Upon information and belief, releases of contamination have occurred .
from property located at and/or adjacent to 11756 Burke Street, Santa Fe Springs,

California and businesses operating thereon (the “Pilot Chemical Source Property™).

. Source Property Ownership and Operation

230. Defendent Pilot Chemical began operating a chemical manufacturing
plant at the Pilot Chemical Source Property in 1951, and acquired the Pilot Chemlcal
Source Property in 1966. | |

231. Defendant Pilot Chemical’s operations at the Pilot Chemical Source
Property included the manufacture of chemicéls, such as: detergents and emulsiﬁers.
Chemicals used in the process of Defendant Pilot Chemical’s operations included
1,2-DCA; toluene; and xylene. 1,4-Dioxarne is a common byproduct associated with
the manufacture of these chemicals and was included in the hazardous materials
mventory filed by Defendant Pilot Chemical in 2000, and is a constituent of concern .
at the OU-2 Facility. ‘ |

232. In 2008, Defendant Pilot Chemical ceased operations at the Pilot
Chemical Source Property.-
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ii.  Disposal & Releases of Hazardous Substances

233. Upon information and belief, hazardous substances were disposed of at
the Pilot Chemical Source Property between 1951 and 2008. |

234. Defendant Pilot Chemical’s operations at the Pilot Chemical Source
Property generated approximately 13,000 gallons of Wastewater per day, including
such chemicals as alkyl and alkyl aryl sulfonates and sulfates, amides, and cletefgent
mixtures. Pilot Chemical also generated other chemical waste, such as sulfonic acid,
sulfuric acid, and xylene.

235. As 011975, Defendant Pilot Chemical’s opetations at the Pilot Chemical
Source Property involved the use of a wide variety of raw chemicals, including: |
ammonia; caustic soda; coconut oil; detergent alkylate; diethanolamine; maleic
anhydride; sodium bisulfate; sodium sulfate; sulfur dioxide; sulfur trioxide; sulfuric
acid; triethanolamine; and xylene. , |

236. As of 1986, Defendant Pilot Chemical stored: C10-C12 alkylbenzene;
C10-C13 alkylbenzene; ammonia; sodium hydroxide; sulfur dioxide; and xylene in
underground storage tanks at the Pilot Chemical Source Property. Benzene and
toluene were also stored on the property during this time.

237. Upon information and belief, hazardous substances used, stored, or

otherwise present in hazardous waste in the chemical manufacturing operations at the

Pilot Chemical Source Property include: alkylbenzene; benzene; chloroform;

chromium; 1,4-dioxane; linear alkyl benzene sulphonic acid (“LABSA”™); toluene;
and toluene sulfonic acid.

238. Defendant Pilot Chemical has a long history of improper waste storage
and handling of hazardous substances. Upon information and belief, as of 1954,
Defendant Pilot Chemical was disposing of liquid industrial waste into dry wells at
the Pilot Chemical Source Property. In 1959, a fatal fire occurred at the Pilot

Chemical Source Property, resulting in the spillage of large amounts of hazardous
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chemicals. The fire broke out in the area of the plant where the solvent toluene was
converted into acid. Toluene and toluene sulfonic acid, which spilled during the fire,
were so dangerous that they reportedly dissolved the shoes of the firefighters who
responded to the scene. In 1960, a Los Angeles County inspector detected explosive
gas in the sewer at the Pilot Chemical Source Property, the cause of which was
believed to be a leaking toluene container. In 1970, Defendant Pilot Chemical was
issued a notice of violation and was ordered to clean up chemical deposits ai‘;rthe Pilot
Chemical Source Property resulting from the discharge of chemicals into the ground.
In 1976, Defendant Pilot Chemical was issued a cleanup and abatement order in
response to a chemical spill that had occurred at the Pilot Chemical Source Property.

239. Upon information and belief, Defendant Pilot Chemical’s operations and
waste disposal practices resulted in one or more hazardous substances being placed
onto the ground or into the soil at or near the Pilot Chemical Source Property. These
substances included but not limited to: benzene; toluene; and 1,2-DCA. An
inspection of the Pilot Chemical Source Property in 1981 found that tanks used for
holding or mixing LABSA were leaking and spilling onto unpaved ground, ‘i‘esuhing
in LABSA ponding near the tanks. The LABSA tanks were still leaking durin‘g- a
1985 inspection of the property. In 1984, Defendant Pilot Chemical was found to
have improperly disposed of wastev;/ater containing excessive amounts of
ethylbenzene and xylene. In 1985, a CERCLA property inspection found a stréam of
chemicals running from T:hé Pilot Chemical Source Property onto railroad tracks
adjacent to the propetty. ,

240. In 1988, the Los Angeles Department of Public Works was informed of a
release of benzene and xylene from an underground storage tank at the Pilot Chemical
Source Property. Soil samples taken that year in the vicinity of unde'rgrou_nd storage
tanks showed elevated levels of xylene. Upon information and belief, the 1,2-D.7CA

present in the soil at the Pilot Chemical Source Property is the result of spills
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associated with Defendant Pilot Chemical’s manufacture of styrene-maleic anhydride
copolymers on the Pilot Chemical Source Property and from leaks or spills from an
old emergency wastewater storage tank. |

241. In 1989, an inspector observed discolored soil in an area of the-'Pilot'
Chemical Source Property where raw chemical materials were stored, noted that
small spills had accumulated in the area, and observed that pumps and pipes were
leaking. In 1990, five underground storage tanks were removed from the Pilot
Chemical Source Property. The soil in the vicinity of those tanks was found to be
contaminated with VOCs. In 1992, two aboveground storage tanks that had held
detergent alkylate containing alkylbenzene wete removed from the Pilot Chemical
Source Property. The soil in the vicinity of the tanks was contaminated by spills from
piping and pumps associated with the tanks. Other soil on the property was also
found to be‘contaminated with haz'ardotis substanceé. Approximately 2,140 tons of
contaminated soil was removed from the Pilof Chemical Source Property in 1992.

242.  As 0f 2009, a soil vapor extraction system that began operating at the |
Pilot Chemical Source Property in 2006 had extracted approximately 3,637 pounds of
VOCs from soil on the property. Soil vapor samples taken that year showed,that? |
despite the removal of almost two tons of VOCs from the soil, the soil on the property
was still contaminated with: benzéne; chloroform; 1,2-DCA,; PCE; TCE; and vinyl
chloride. An additional 8,919 pounds of VOCs were removed from the soil by vapor
extraction between January 2011 and April 2012. In 2010, an underground storage
tank was removed from fhe Pilot Chemical Source Prdperty, This underground
storage tank, which was the source of the 1,2-DCA contamination, was the old
emergency waste water tank that stopped being used in the 70s but was forgotten
about until it was closed in place in 1992 and finally removed in 2010. This provided
a continuing source of contamination for over 30 years. Soil samples taken i_n-the

vicinity of the tank showed elevated levels of 1,2-DCA. During the demolition of
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2013, soil samples at the Pilot Chemical Source Property showed the presence of:
benzene; chloi‘Qform; 1,2-DCA,; 1,1-DCE; ¢-1,2-DCE; DCM; PCE; and TCE.
243. Upon information and belief, the hazardous substances present in thé

soil at the Pilot Chemical Source Property have migrated and continue to migrate
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the groundwater — specifically: PCE; TCE; 1,2-DCA; c-1,2-DCE; ethylbenzene;
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Freon 11; benzene; and chloroform. In 1988, it was determined that soil
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contamination extended below the water table, and groundwater was found to be
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contaminated with benzene: chloroform; and 1,2-DCA. Groundwater sampling
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benzene; chloroform; 1,2-DCA; c-1,2-DCE; PCE; and TCE. In 2013, groundwater
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11; PCE; and TCE.

244, Because hazardous substances were deposited, stor'ed, disposed of, or
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placed, or otherwise came to be located at the Pilot Chemical Source Property, the
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CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(9).
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measured, in the soil and in the groundwater from the soil at the Pilot Chemical
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portions of the Pilot Chemical Source Property in 2011, PCE was found in $oil in the
vicinity of a clarifier, beneath a warehouse pad, beneath a terra cotta clay pipe, near a

wastewater interceptor, and in a parking lot. Benzene was also detected in the soil. In

downward into the saturated zone beneath the property and have come 1o be located in

subsequently conducted at the Pilot Chemical Source Property in the 1990s detected
the presence of: benzene; chloroform; 1,2-DCA; ethylbenzene; PCE; and TCE. The
concentrations of 1,2-DCA were highest near the area where the UST was rémovéd in
2010, suggestingthat the UST was the source of the contamination. Purther sémPling
of the groundwater at the Pilot Chemical Source Property in 2009 and 2012 detected:

sampling detected: chloroform; chromium; 1,2-DCA; 1,1-DCE; c-1,2-DCE; Freon

Pilot Chemical Source Property is a “facility” within the meaning of Section 101(9) of

245. Upon information and belief, contaminants, both measured and not yet
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Source Property have migrated offsite in the same general direction as the
groundwater flow.

246, Plaintiffs allege on information and beliéf that in or around Sefjtemb'er
2012, EPA sent an SNL to Pilot Chemical, which, among other things, identifies Pilot
Chemical as a PRP for the QU-2 Facility groundwater contamination and solicits an
offer for Pilot Chemical to perform the QU-2 Facﬂlty remedial des1gn and remedlal

action and pay EPA’s unreimbursed response costs.

2. Tlle GNL Defendants’ Source Properties
a. . The Continental Source Property ~ 10643 South Norwalk

Boulevard

247. Upon information and belief, releases of contamination have occurred
from property located at and/or adjacent to 10643 South Norwalk Boulevard, Santa
Fe Springs, California and businesses operating thereon (the “Continental Source

Property™).
' i.  Source Property Ownership and Overation

248. Defendant Continental conducts metalwork operations at the
Continental Source Property, consisting primarily of heat treating of metal, and has
done so there since at least 1969, |

249, Defendant Continental Development purchased the Norwalk Boulevar.d
property in 2002, and, upon information and belief, remained the pr operty owner untll
2013, whcn Continental purchased the Continental Source Property. Upon

1nfonna110n and belief, Continental is currently the property owner.
ii.  Disposal & Releases of Hazardous Substances

~250. Upon information and belief, significant quantities of hazardous -
substances, including hexavalent chromium and the solvents PCE and 1,1,I-TCA,
were stored, used, or were otherwise present at the Continental Source Property.
Upon information and belief, from 1969 (when Continental installed two vapor -
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degreasers at the Continental Source Property) until at least 1994 (when Continental
reported it had ceased conducting vapor degreas ing on the property), Continental
generated approximately 2,200 gallons of waste PCE annually in connection with its
metal treating operations. |

251. Continental used a cooling tower at the Continental Source Projaerty
that, upon information and belief, contained hexavalent chromium, consistent with
other similar metalworking operations that typically used chromium in cooling towers
until the South Coast Air Quali'ty Management District prohibited such use in 1990.

252. Continental has repeatedly been found to be in violation of hazardous
substance regulations. In 1988, the Santa Fe Springs Fire Department issued a notice
of violation as a result of Continental’s discharge of “blow down” water from its
cooling tower to the street. In 1989, the Los Angeles County Fire Department issued
a notice of violation following Continental’s disposal of waste oil onto the ground and
overfilling of hazardous waste containers. Additionally, Continental was kﬁown to
store waste PCE in 55-gallon drums. In 1994, the Los Angelés County Fire
Department investigated the location at the property where Continental had-operated
a vapor degreas er at the Continental Source Property and found evidence of spills,
leaks, and sloppy practices. Based on its findings, the Los Angeles County Fire
Department issued a notice of violation and order to develop a plan to address the -
contamination. Between 1999 and 2008, at a rate of almost once a year, the Santa Fe
Springs Fire Department issued sevén notices of violation to Continental for releases
of chemicals resulting from the overflow of chemicals used in metal plating and
Continental’s improper storage of hazardous waste. )

253. Upon information and belief, Continental has had repeated catastrophic
accidents or conducted operations in a manner that resulted in sudden discharges of
hazardous waéte, including but not limited to illegal discharge of PCE into subsurface

soil. In the ten months between October 2, 1987 and August 1, 198 8, there were three
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fires that started in Continental’s degreaser tank that, , upon information and belief,
resulted in spills or other releases of chlorinated solvents. In 1986, the eoohng tower
purmp at the Continental Source Property broke, resultmg in an overflow of a
blue-green chemical mixture into the street. In 1987, an earthquake caused
Continental’s cooling tower pump to break again, resulting in another discharge of
chemicals to the street. |

- 254, Continental’s operations and waste disposal practices resulted in one or
more hazardous substances, including but not limited to chromium, PCE, and TCE,
being placed onto the ground or into the soil at or near the Continental Source
Property. Soil and soil gaé samples taken at the Continental Source Property have
contained: benzene; chromjum; 1,2-DCE; c-1,2-DCE; t-1,2-DCE; PCE; tolﬁene;'and
vinyl chloride. Upon information and belief, the wastewater released from the
cooling tower in the leaks of 1986 and 1987, as well as the discharge to the street in
1988, contained chromium. Soil samples taken at the Contmental Source Property
have repeatedly shown PCE contamination at high concentrations in soil i in the areas
where Continental conducted its degl easing operations. There are also very high
concentrations of PCE in soil gas at 15’ bgs in the northwest corner of the site where
the liquid chemical storage area was.

255. Upon information and belief, the hazardous substances present in the
soil at the Continental Source Property have migra_ted and continue to rigrate
downward into the saturated zone beneath the property and have come to be located in
the groundWater, resulting in contamination of the groundwater with: benzene;
c-1,2-DCE; t-1,2'~DCE; PCE; toluene; and vinyl chloride. An investigation of the
property in 1997 concluded that soil contamination at the Continental Source
Property extended to the groundwater, 7

256. Because hazardous substances were deposited, stored, disposed of, or

placed, or otherwise came to be located at the Continental Source Property, the
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Continental Source Property is a “facility” within the meaning of Section 101(9) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(9). |

257. Data indicates that the contaminants in the groundwater from the soil at
the Continental Source Property have migrated offsite, both in the groundwater in.t'he
same general direction as the groundwater flow, as well as through the soil. The Los
Angeles County Fire Department concluded that chlorinated hydrocarbons could
have migrated offsite from Continental’s degreasing operations.

258. In 2010, EPA concluded that Continental was a potential source of PCE,

TCE, and their degradation products in the regional groundwater. In or around
December 2013, EPA sent a GNL to Continental, which, among other things,

identifies Continental as a PRP for the QU-2 Facility groundwater contamination, and

requests a response as to Continental’s willingness to negotiate regarding 1ts hablllty

for the OU-2 Facility response costs.

iii. Continuing Migration of Contaminants

259. As alleged above, releases of contaminants have occurred at the
Continental Source Property and are continuing to occur. The contaminants continue
to migrate away from the property, posing a continuing threat to the regional
groundwater and the health of area residents.

260. Neither Continental nor Continental Development has taken adequate

steps to remediate the onsite and near-site soils, from which contaminants are

migrating—Neither has adequa‘teiy monitored the exfent to which contammants
continue to migrate from the Continental Source Property into offsite gr oundwater
The Continental Source Property does not have a groundwater monitoring system in
place that is sufficient to demonstrate that releases from the property to regional
groundwater above health-based levels has been fully controlled, Upon information
and belief, Continental and Continental Development are and have been aware of the

contamination occutring at the property, which each owns or once owned.
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261. In 1995 and 1997, TCE and PCE were detected in the vicinity of the
former vapor degreaser at the Continental Source Property at depths from the surface
down to 60 féet bgs (the depth of groundwater) which ranged from 7.7 pg/kg to 4,759
ne/kg and 31 pg/kg — 7,514 pg/kg, respectively. The highest concentrations were at
the surface which would indicate spillage; however, levels stayed high throughbut: the
soil column. | |

262. Soil vapor sampling at the Continental Source Property in 1996 and
1997 identified PCE (1.172 mg/L) and TCE (103 pg/L) impacts o depths down to the
maximum depth analyzed, 35 feet bgs. Soil vapor sampling .performed in 2011
continues fo demonstrate significant impacts in soil ~v.apor to depths of 90 feet bgs.
PCE was detected at 15 feet bgs at 12,742 pg /. |

263. In 2010, soil sampling at the Continental Source Property confirmed

chlorinated solvent impacts to soils at the property at depths between the surface and

1190 feet bgs. Additional soil sampling in 2011 and 2012 indicate PCE (up t0__3.51_ .

mg/kg at 30 feet bgs) and TCE (up to 206 pg/kg at 35 feet bgs) impacts in soils from
the surface tb depths up to 95 feet bgs. Significant subsurface soil contamination was
also present for other chlorinated materials.

264. PCE contamination down to groundwater levels was detected at the
Continental Source Property as early as 1995, Monitoring has found concentrations
for PCE (up to 338 ng/L) and TCE (up to 224 pg/L.) in onsite wells continuing to

exceed health-based levels by significant levels-across-the site-—Other VOCg;— - ---| -

o I O A .
0 ~ O U BN

including benzene, chloroform, 1,1-DCA, ¢-1,2-DCA, t-1,2-DCA, 1,2-DCA,
1,1-DCE, and viny! chloride have been recorded as frequently exceeding Ce;lifornia
environmental screening levels during ev.ery monitoring period and at every we_ll,‘
between August 2010 and October 2013.

265. There are no offsite wells associated with the property to provide for an

assessment of the lateral and vertical extent of contaminants leaving the Continental
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Source Property and entering the regional groundwater. Without an adequate offsite
groundwater monitoring network, it is not possible to evaluate the extent to wh1ch any
source control activities will prevent the continued release of contaminants to

groundwater above health-based levels.

b The Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property ~ 10607 Norwalk
Boulevard

266. Upon information and belief, releases of contamination have occurred
from property located at and/or adjacent to the former address 10607 Norwalk
Boulevard, Santa Fe Springs, California and businesses operating thereon (the “Mobil

Jalk Fee Source Property”). |
i. Source Property Ownership and Operation

267. Since 1922, the Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property has been used for oil
extraction, production, transportation and storage operations. General Petroleum -
Corporation, a predecessor company to Defendant ExxonMobil, acquired the Mobil
Jalk Fee Source Property in 1922 and conducted oil drlllmg operations there unt1l the
1940s. |

268. In 1926, the Standard Oil Company of New York (or “Socony”)
purchased General Petroleum Corporatlon and became the owner of the property
Socony changed its name to Socony Mobil Oil Company in 1955, Wthh in turn
became the Mobil Oil Corporation in 1966. L

269. Asof 1941, Hathaway Company was operating at the Mobil Jalk F ee‘
Source Property, constmctihg and operating oil wells. Upon information and belief,
Hathaway Company leased the Mobil J alk Fee Source Property from ExxonMobil’s
predecessors. In 1971, Hathaway Company merged into a company calied Pyramid
Oil Company. Following reorgénization in 1985, the merged entity’s Southern _

California operations were spun off into a new Hathaway Company, which continued
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to operate at the Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property until in or around. 1999, All
operations at the Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property ceased around 2000,

270. In 1988, Mobil Qil gifted the Mobil J alk Fee Source Property to Mobil
Foundation, Inc., and, through a series of transactions in 1999 and 2000, Mobil N
Foundation subdivided the property and sold it.

ii. Disposal & Releases of Hazardous Substances

271. Upon information and belief, hazardous substances were disposed of at
the Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property between 1922 and 2000.

272. From 1938 to until at least 1956, a portibn of the Mobil Jalk Fee Source
Property was used as a “boneyard” dumping area for metal refuse, including, upon
information and belief, refuse containing chromium. As early as 1988, preliminary
investigations of the Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property identified several environmental
areas of concern and areas requiring further assessment. | | |

273. Upon information and belief, the operations and hazardous subétancés
handling practices of ExxonMobil, its predecessors, and its lessees have resulted in
one or more hazardous substances, inclﬁding but not limited to chromium and the
solvents PCE and TCE, being released to the ground or into the soil at or near the
Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property. Soil and soil vapor'samples taken at the Mobil Jalk
Fee Source Property have detécted: chloroform; chromium; 1,1-DCA; 1,1-DCE;
c-1,2-DCE;t-1,2-DCE; DCM; Freon 11; 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane; PCE; TCE; and
vinyl chloride. In 1988, halogenated VOCs were detected in soil samples taken from
the property. In 1991, soil samples were taken from various portions of the MObil

Jalk Fee Source Property revealed the presence of PCE, TCE and ¢-1 ,2-DCE in_the

portion of the property that had formerly operated as an aboveground storage tank |
farm. Additionally, chromium was found in the “boneyard,” where metal refuse was
dumped, and both benzene and chromium have been detected in soil from the former

tank farm area. EPA observed that operations at the Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property

- 69 -

AMENDED COMPLAINT
Case No.: 2:14-cv-06456 GW (Ex.)
| EXHIBIT D




Case 2

Mo Y O U B W R

oogo‘u\-ihm S = (= B~ N R O e S N

:Hl4-cv-06456«GW-E Document 11 Filed 11/24/14 Page 72 of 105 Page ID #:201

inclﬁded the dumping of materials from trucks on an unpaved Jot. Soil samples taken 7
at the Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property in 1995 found PCE contarnination at the
northern end of the property, near a former trucking operations area. In 1998,
approximately 2,600 tons of near-surface soil that was contaminated with chlorinated
solvents was removed from the Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property. o

274. Upon information and belief, the hazardous substances present in thé
soil at the Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property have migrated and continuc to migrate
downward into the saturated zone beneath the property and have come to be located in
the groundwater, resulting in contamination of the groundwater with: chloroform;
chromium; 1,1-DCA; 1,1-DCE; ¢-1,2-DCE; t-1 2 DCE; Freon 11; PCE; TCE; and
vinyl chloride.

275. Because hazardous substances were deposited, stored, disposed of, or
placed, or otherwise came to be located at the Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property, the
Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property is a “facility” within the meaning of Section 101(9) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(9). _

276. Upon information and belief, contaminants in the groundwater from the
soil at the Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property have migrated offsite in the same general
direction as the groundwater flow. .

277. In2010, EPA concluded that the Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property is a.
source of PCE, TCE, aﬁd their daughter products that are present in groundwater
within the OU-2 Facility, In or around December 2013, EPA sent .a GNL to
ExxonMobil, which, among other things, identifies ExxonMobil as a PRP for the
OU-2 Facility groundwater contamination, requests a response as to ExxonMobil’s
willingness to negotiate regarding its liability for the OU-2 Fz—icility response-costs;

and requests certain information about the status of ExxonMobil’s activities.

iii.  Continuing Migration of Contaminants

278.  As alleged above, releases of contaminants have occurred at the Mobil
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Jalk Fee Source Property and are continuing to occur. The contaminants continue to
migrate away from the property, posing a continuing threat to the regional |
groundwater and the health of area residents. |

279. ExxonMobil has not taken adequate steps to remediate the onsite and
near-site soils, from which contaminants are migrating. Nor has ExxonMobil
adequately monitored the extent to which contaminants continue to migrate from the
Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property into offsite groundwater, The Mobil J aIk-Fcé So_urce
Property does not have an offsite downgradient groundwater monitoring system iﬁ
place that is sufficient to démonstrate that releases from the property to regional
groundwater above health-based levels has been fully controlled.

280. Soil sampling at the Mobii Jalk Fee Source Property in 1994 indicated
PCE (up to 55 ppm) and TCE (up to 2.7 ppm) impacts in soils up to depths of 48 feet
and 30 feet bgs, respectively. Soil sampling in 1995 identified PCE and TCE impacts |
to depths of 55 feet and 40 feet bgs, respectively. Soil sampling in 1997 1dentified
PCE and TCE impacts to depths of 60 feet bgs.
| 281. In2000, piping that had been associated with crude oil transport, four oil
wells, above-ground storage tanks from the former tank farm, and some soil wer.e‘
removed from the Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property. A total of '63 trenches were clu'g
and excavated in seven areas across the site from depths ranging from 6 feet to 24 feet
bgs. After thé soil and pipe removal activities had taken place, PCE-impacted soil

was found up to 2.5 ppm at § feet below grade. Soil sampling performed in2011

during installation of wells MW-6, -7, and -8 showed TCE and PCE contamination at |
‘awide range of depths. Soil and soil vapor testing in 2012 also showed very elevated
PCE and TCE levels and showed increasing soil concentrations with depth. |
Continued investigation at the Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property shows highly B
contaminated soils at'a wide range of depths. |

282. Soil vapor sampling at the Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property from 2012 to
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2013 to depths of 82 feet bgs identified PCE at every depth sampled from 5 feet to 82
feet bgs ranging from 120 mg/m3 to 48,600 mg/m3. TCE was also detected in every
sample, at every depth, ranging from 9.8 mg/m3 to 580 mg/m3, _

283. Groundwater concentrations for PCE, and TCE in wells at the Mobil Jalk

|| Fee Source Property are detected at concentrations up to 1800 pg/l, and 255 pg/l

respectively, orders of magnitude above health-based levels.

284. Since the early 2000s, there has not been a clear upgradient well to
compare onsite contaminant levels to and to determine what, if any, upgradieht
sources there are. Previously, groundwater concentrations across thé property
(upgradient to downgradient) for PCE and TCE showed an increasing trend of
contamination as water moved across the property. In 2011, MW-6B, downgradient
of the majority of Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property soil contamination, contained
concentrations of PCE at 1200 pg/l. In addition, MW9A, B, and C are also’
downgradient of historic pracfices which resulted in soil contamination. In
Novefnber 2011, these groundwater results also significantly exceeded PCE MCls.

285. The Mobil Jalk Fee Source Property has gone for marly years with high
levels of contaminated soils remaining in the ground onsite below the level of the
previous excavations. These soils continue to act as a continuing source of
groundwater contamination. There has been no meaningful effort made to control

source soils below depths of 15 feet to 24 feet bgs.

3. The Non-Notice Letter Defendants’ Source Properties

a. The Associated Plating Source Property — 9636 Ann Street |

286. Upon information and belief, releases of contamination have occurred
from property located at and/or adjacent to 9636 Ann Street, Santa Fe Springs,
California and businesses operating thereon (the “Associated Plating Source

Property”).
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1. Source Property Ownership and Operation

287. Since at least 1978, various defendants have leased the Associéted h
Plating Source Property from other defendants and have conducted speciaity métal
plating operations at the Associated Plating Source Property, consisting primarily of
electroplating and electroless plating of metal parts for military, electronic, aerospace,
and commercial uses. Electroplating is the process by which a thin surface coaﬁng of
one metal is applied to a part made of another metal by placing the part in a bath of
chemical plating solution and using an electric current to transfer metal jons.
Electroless plating likewise deposits a thin metal coating on a part by immei*sing it in
a chemical plating solution without the use of electric current. Electroplating and
eiectroless plating both generate wastewater containing chromium and other metals as
well as toxic organic chemicals. Additionally, before a part can be plated, it s
typically cleaned of foreign substances, such as oil and grease, using a vapor
degreaser and a solvent, resulting in solvent waste. | |

288. In 1977, the owners of Associated Plating, Defendants Gordon MéCann,
Lynnea McCann, Darrell Golnick, Clare Golnick and Chery! Golnick (collectively,
the “Golnicks”), purchased the Associated Plating Source Property. From 1978 to
1993, the Golnicks leased the Associated Plating Source Property to Associated
Plating, though in 1990, Defendant Mary Golnick had transferred her interest in the
property to Darrell Golnick. o

289. 1In 1993, Defendant APC purchased the Associated Plating Source
Property. APC continued to lease the Associated Plating Source Property to
Associated Plating until 1999, when Defendan_t Associated Plating Inc. purchased the
operating company. - |

290, Si'nce 1999, Associated Plating Inc. (at times operating as Associated
Plating Acquisition Corp.) has leased the Associated Plating Source Property from
APC and continued plating Operations on the property. |
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i1. Disposal & Releases of Hazardous Substances

291, Upon information and belief, hazardous substances were disposed of at
the Associated Plating Source Property since 1978. )

292. Since 1981, when Associated Plating installed a vapor degreaser at .the
Associated Plating Source Property, Associated Plating and Associated Plating Inc.
used PCE in connection with their plating operations. Additionally, Associated
Plating Inc. and, upon information and belief, Associated Plating used compoun'ds
containing chromium to plate items with that metal. |

293. The Defendants associated with the Associated Plating Source Property
have repeatedly been found in violation of hazardous substance regulations. In 1983,
Associated Plating was cited for discharging wastewater used in parts washing into
the street. In 2001, the DTSC concluded that Associated Plating Inc. had vi\ola’ted
numerous hazardous substances regulations, including improper waste storage and

handling procedures. In 2000 and 2002, the Santa Fe Springs Fire Department issued

notices of violation to Associated Plating Inc. for improper storage of hazardous
waste and for releases of chemicals, including leaking drums and unpermitted
discharge of run-off water into the sewer. In 2002, the Santa Fe Springs Fire
Department also discovered that Associated Plating Inc. was treating chromium waste
without a permit. In 2007, the Santa Fe Springs Fire Department issued yet another
notice of violation when it discovered a chemical mixture containing chromium in a

trench at the Associated Plating Source Property. In 2003, 20035, and 2010, EPA

[ found Associated Plating Inc. in violation of numerous hazardous waste handling and

storage requirements, including storage of hazardous waste without a permit and
storage of hazardous waste in open containers.

294. Associated Plating’s and Associated Plating Inc.’s operations and waste
disposal practices resulted in one or more hazardous substances, including but not

limited to PCE and chromium, being placed onto the ground or into the soil at or near
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the Associated Plating Source Property. Soil samples taken at the Associated Plaﬁng
Source Property have contained: benzene; chloroform; hexavalent chromium (and,
potentially, other chromipm compounds); 1,1-DCA; 1,1-DCE; ¢-1,2-DCE;
t-1,2-DCE; DCM; MTBE; PCE; TCE; toluene; and vinyl chloride. In 2000, the Santa
Fe Springs Fire Department cited Associated Plating Inc. for unpermitted discharge
of run-off water into the sewer. In 2002, the Santa Fe Springs Fire Department
observed leaking chemical drums at the Associated Plating Source Property. In 2007,
a liquid chemical mixture was found in a trench at the Associated Plating Source
Property that contained chromium. o

295. Upon information and belief, the hazardous substances preéent in thé :
soil at the Associated Plating Source Property have migrated and continue to migrate
downward into the saturated zone beneath the property and have come to be located in
the groundwater, resulting in contamination of the groundwater with PCE and vinyl
chloride. In 2012, DTSC determined that the high level of vinyl chloride in the soil at
the Associated Plating Source Property indicated the property was a likely source of
vinyl chloride in the groundwater. In 2013, DTSC observed that PCE contamination
on the property extended through the soil to the groundwater level.

296. Because hazardous substances were deposited, stored, disposed of, or
placed, or otherwise came. to be located at the Associated Plating Source Proﬁ'erty, the
Associated Plating Source Propefty is a “facility” within the meaning of_Sectrion.
101(9) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(9).

- 297. Upon information and belief, contaminants in the grbundWater from the
soil at the Associated Plating Source Property have migrated offsite in the same -

general direction as the groundwater flow.

iii.  Continuing Migration of Contaminants
298. As alleged above, releases of contaminants have occurred at the
Associated Plating Source Property and are continuing to occur. The contaminants
_75 .
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continue to migrate away from the property, posing a continuing threat to the regional
groundwater and the heélth of area residents. N

299. Neither Associated Plating Inc. nor Gordon McCann nor Lynnea
McCann has taken adequate steps to remediate the onsite and near-site soils, from
which contaminants are migrating. None has adéqu_ately monitored the extent to
which contaminants continue to migrate from the Associated Plating Source Property
into offsite groundwater. The Associated Plating Source Property does not have a
groundwater monitoring system in place that is sufficient to demonstrate that releases
from the property to regional groundwater above health-based levels has beén lfully
controlled. Upon information and belief, Gordon and Lynnea McCann are and have
been aware of the contamination occurring at the property, which they own 61' owned.

300. Soil samples that have been collected from the Associated Platihg
Source Property demonstrate significant releases of contaminants. Soil samples
collected in the 2004 and 2005 time period were focused on soils depths less than 10
feet. Concentrations of PCE, TCE, and vinyl chloride in those shallow soils exhibited
high levels of contamination. | -

301. Levels found in shallow soil gas sampling performed at the Associated
Plating Source .Property in 2004 and 2005 also support the need to conduct |
assessment of the deeper soils. |

302. DTSC has determined that the high level of vinyl chloride in soil
indicates the Associated Plating Source Property is a likely source of the vinyl
chloride that has been detected in groundwater.

303. Upon information and belief, no work plan for the Associated Plating
Source Property exists that would fully characterize the lateral and vertical exténAt‘ of
contamination in onsite soils deeper than 35 feet bgé and in groundwater below the
property and emanating from the property in a downgradient direction into the

regional groundwater.
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304. Determination of'the lateral and vertical extent of contaminants in soil
and groundwater, both onsite at the Associated Plating Source Property and offsite, is |
necessary to complete the site conceptual model and adequately define necessary
remedial activities. This includes careful characterization bf hexavalent chrsomiur'n.

305. The lack of well placement along the southern boundary of the propetty,
downgradient from the former vapor degreasers, as well as offsite, precludes an
adequate understanding of the continuing impact of Associated Plating Source

Property soil contamination on offsite groundwater.

b. The Cenco Refining Source Property — 12345-12354
Lakeland noad

306. Upon information and belief, releases of contamination have occurred

from property located at and/or adjacent to 12345-12354 Lakeland Road, Santa Fe
Springs, California and businesses operating thereon (the “Cenco Refining Souréé
Property™). |
1. Source Property Ownership and Operation
307. In the late 1930s, Rothschild Oil Company, predecessor to Defendant
Powerine, acquired the Cenco Refining Source Property, and in 1936, the County of
Los Angeles approved the Cenco Refining Source Property location for oil refinery
operations. Processing operations produced leaded and unleaded gasoline, aviation
fuel, jet fuel, diesel fuel, petroleum cake, kerosene, coke and sulfur.
308, In 1995, oil refining operations ceased at the Cenco Refining Soulce
Property.
309. In 1998, Defendant Powerine sold the property and plant.
ii.  Disposal & Releases of Hazardous Substances
310. Upon information and belief, hazardoué substances were disposed of at
the Cenco Refining Source Property when each of the Defendants owned or operated
it.
277 -
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311. As of 1975, the Cenco Refining Source Property was discharging 11.8
million gallons of wastewater to a stornﬁ drain at the plent per day. As of 1990,
Défendant Powerine’s operations at the Cenco Refining Source Property included use
of chlorinated solvents and chromium. Between 1993 and 1998, Defendant Powerine
shipped hazardous waste from the Cenco Refining Source Property containiﬁg
benzene; chromium; PCE; and other solvents. '

- 312. Asof 1996, carbon tetrachloride and PCE were stored at the Cenco
Refining Source Property. As of 1997, Defendant Powerine used a solvent at the
Cenco Refining Source Property containing: benzene; lead; MEK; PCE; and TCE. It
also used 1,2-DCA and PCE, which were stored in above-ground tanks. For years
after the plant closed, chemicals were stored onsite with the purported intention that
Defendant Powerine eventually would resume operations. |

313. Other hazardous substances stored, used, or were otherwise present in
the hazardous waste in the refining operations at the Cenco Refining Source Property
between 1936 and 2012 include: arsenic; benzene; chloroform; chromium; |
hexavalent chromium; copper; 1,2-DCA; 1,1-DCE; ¢-1,2-DCE; t-1,2-DCE; DCM,;
dibeni[a,h]anthracene; Freon 113; MEK faoly~aromat‘ic hydrocarbons (“PAHs™);
sulfides; 1,1,1-TCA; 1,1,2-TCA, thiols; thiosulfate; toluene; and vinyl chlor_idé. |

314. The Cenco Refining Source Property has a history of extensively and -
pervasively failing to safely handle and store chemicals and hazardous waste. During
a 1996 inspection of the Cenco Refining Source Property, for example, an dngoing
spill of oily water was observed and Defendant Powerine was issued a nofic:e-of
violation for failure to document handling of solventé. In 1997, the Regional Water
Quality Control Board ordered Defendant Powerine to clean up the property in order
to abate the offsite migration of contaminants from the property,

315. In 1999, an assessment conducted by the Santa Fe Springs F.ire

Department concluded that more than 50% of the 1,800 containers at the plant were in
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violatioﬁ of waste management requirements. In 2000, the Santa Fe Springs Fire
Department investigated over 1,000 dfums at the Cenco Refining Source Property,
the contents.of some of which were not ascertainable, and many of which were in
various stages of decay and corrosion. Many drum labels indicated that the drums
contained waste generated as early as 1995. Some drums had rusted, others were
bulging, and at least one had ruptured. Hundreds of drums that once held hazérdo’us
materiéls were empty. Employees of Defendant Powerine were unable to identify. the
contents of many unlabeled drums. Many drums had been left open and spillé were
observed oh the ground. -

316. Upon information and belief, Defendants Powerine’s operations and
waste disposal practices resulted in one or more hazardous substances, including but
not limited to: PCE; TCE; 1,2-DCA; 1,1-DCE; c-1,2-DCE; t-1,2-DCE; DCM:
1,1,1,2-tetrachloroethane; benzene; chromium; chlm'ofomi; and vinyl chlotide, being
placed onto the ground or into the soil at or near the Cenco Refining Source Property.
In 1986, soil samples taken at the Cenco Refining Source Property containe.d.
benzene, chromium and PCE. In 1990, during an inspection of the Cenco Reﬁniﬁg
Source Property’s hazardous waste area, drums labeled “unknown solid” were found
to have corroded and leaked, resulting in the preéence of an oily residue in the run-off
water surface area. Between 1988 and 1993, Defendant Powerine disposed of |
eipproximately 1,163 pounds of catbon tetrachloride at the Cenco Refining Source
Property. In 1996, soil samples taken at the Cenco Refining Source Property
contained benzene and 1,1,1-TCA. In 1997, 1,2-DCA was detected in soil near
storage tanks at the Cenco Refining Source Property. Other contaminants found in
soil samples taken in 1997 included benzene. In 1999, soil samples were taken at the
Cenco Refining Source Property containing hexavalent chromium (and, poténtialiy,

other chromium compounds) and PCE. In 2003, Lakeland Development disclosed
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that wastewater from the Cenco Refining Source Property contained benzene, MTBE
and other VOCs. | | -

317. In 2000, fhe Santa Fe Springs Fire Department concluded that there had
been historical contamination at the Cenco Refining Source Property with
halogenated VOCs and that test results also suggested a recent release of TCE on the
property. In 2006 and 2007, soil and soil gas samples taken from the Cenco‘ Refining
Source Property were found to be contaminated with: benzene; chloroform;
1,2-DCA; cml.,2-DCE; t-1,2-DCE; 1,1,1,2-tetrachloroethane; MTBE; hexavélent' '
chromiu‘m; PCE; and TCE; and vinyl chloride. Soil tested from the Cenco Refining
Source Property that same year contained total chromium, and samples taken from the

Cenco Refining Source Property in 2009 and 2012 revealed that the soil was |

| contaminated with numerous high-volatility organic compounds, including:

chloroform; ¢-1,2-DCE; t-1,2-DCE; DCM; 1,1,1,2-tetrachloroethane: PCE; TCE; and
vinyl chloride. Benzene, hexavalent chromium (as well as, potentially, other |
chromium compounds), total chromium, and MTBE were also detected.

318. Upon information and belief, the hazardous substances present in the
soil at the Cenco Refining Source Property have migrated and continue to niigrate
downward into the saturated zone beneath the property and have come to be located in
the groundwater, specifically: PCE; TCE; 1,2—DCA; c-1,2-DCE; t-1,2-DCE;
1,1,1-,2-tetr:achloroethane; benzene; chroinium; chloroform; and vinyl chlorid.e.
Groundwater samples taken in 1986 from multiple wells across the property. all N
contained benzene and some contained 1,2-DCA. Between 1987 and 1996, benzene,
1,2-DCA, PCE; and TCE were detected in groundwater samples taken from the
Cenco Refining Source Property. In 1995, an assessmeht of the Cenco Réﬁning
Source Property found that éontaminants, including VOCs, had been released to the

groundwater.
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319. In 2002, groundwater samples taken from the Cenco Refining Source
Property were found to con.téin: benzene; chloroform; ¢-1,2-DCE; PCE; and TCE. In
2006 and 2007, groundwater samples were found to be contaminated with: benzene;
1,4-dioxane; chloroform; hexavalent chromium; 1,1-DCE; 1,1-DCA; 1,2-DCA;
¢-1,2-DCE; t-1,2-DCE; ethylbenzene; MTBE; PCE; TCE; vinyl chloride and xylene,
Halogenated VOCs were concentrated near a storm water impoundment area and two
storage tanks; high concentrations of PCE and TCE were found near a laboratory and
a tank on the property; and 1,2-DCA. was found in the middle ofa storage tank area.
GroundWater monitoring at the Cenco Reﬁning Source Property since 2010 h'as
revealed the presence of: benzene; 1,2-DCA; 1,1-DCE; c-1,2- DCE; t-1,2-DCE; PCE
TCE and vinyl chloride.

320. Because hazardous substanées were deposited, stored, disposed of, or
placed, of otherwise came to be located at the Cenco Refining Source Property, the
Cenco Refining Source Property is a “facility” within the meaning of Section 101(9)
of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(9). .

321. Upon information and belief, contaminants in the soil and in the
groundwater from the soil at the Cenco Refining Source Pr operty have m1grated

offsite in the same general direction as the regional groundwater flow,

iii.  Continuing Migration of Contaminants

322. Asalleged above, releases of contaminants have occurred at the Cenco
Refining Source Property and are continiling to occur. The contaminants continue to

migrate away from the property, posing a continuing threat to the regional

| groundwater and the health of area residents.

323. Powerine has not taken adequate steps to remediate the onsite and
near-site soils, from which contaminants are migrating, including soil and |
groundwater contamination originating from the 12354 Lakeland Property and

contamination caused due to the interconnecting pipelines to the former Marine
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continue to migrate from the Cenco Refining Source Property into offsite |
groundwater. The Cenco Refining Source Property does not have a groundwater

monitoring system in place that is sufficient to demonstrate that releases from the

toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes (“BTEX") and metals in significant
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(80 feet bgs) and chloroform which was 2.3 mg/kg (60 feet bgs).
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325. In 2006; there was a soil gas survey at 221 locations at the Cenco

—_—
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samples were analyzed for VOCs and seventeen wells were analyzed for total

—
)

petroleum hydrocarbons (“TPH”), VOCs, oxygenates, and hexavalent chromium.

S —t
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Another location of 1,2-DCA was the middle of the west tank farm.
326. The significant concentrations of BTEX, VOCs, and PAHs detected in

MBS
_ O

onsite and downgradient wells demonstrate continued offsite migration of

[\
[y®]

contaminants from the Cenco Refining Source Property, as demonstrated in
MW-503B and MW-504.

B Do
NS

327. The presence of free product in wells demonstrate the presence of |

)
A

substantial source mass of contaminants at the Cenco Refining Source Property.
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Terminal. Nor has Powerine adequately monitored the extent to which contaminants

prbperty to regional groundwater above health-based levels has been fully controlled.
324. Recent soil samples collected in 20 boring drilled to 90 feet bgs at the
Cenco Refining Source Property detected concentrations of VOCs; PAHs; benzene,

concentrations that in some cases were orders of magnitude above regulatory limits.

TCE was found in site soils to depths of 70 feet at 100 pg/kg with 840 pg/kg found at
30 feet bgs, 1,2-DCA which was at 190 igfke (90 feet bgs), 1,1,2-TCA at 340 pg/kg

Refining Source Property to a dépth of 50 feet bgs. All 2 feet, 5 feet and 10 f_eet bgs

The highest concentrations of PCE and TCE were located just west of the laboratory.

Another area of high concentration was near the crude unit and boiler feed water tank.
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c. The Patsouras Source Property — 11630-11700 Burke
Street

328. Upon information and belief, releases of contamination have oceurred
from property located at and/or adjacent to 11630-11700 Burke Street, Santa Fe -
Springs, California and businesses operating thereon (the “Patsouras Source
Property™). '

i Source Property Qwnership

329. In'1973, Defendant William K. Palley acquired the Patsouras Source
Property. o |

330. In 1984, Defendant William K. Palley deeded the Patsouras Source
Property to the RCR Family Trust. In 1985 , the RCR Family Trust deeded the
Patsouras Source Property back to Defendant William K. Palley.

331 In 1993, Defendant Kekropia (owned by Larry Patsouras) acquired the

Patsouras Source Property and remains as the current property owner.
il.  Source Property Operation

332. Asof 1958 and until at least 1973, Globe International, then known as
Globe Oil Tools Co. (collectively, “Globe”), operated at the Patsouras Source
Property, manufacturing oil well drilling equipment and tools.

333. In 1973, Defendant Palley Supply and its owner, Defendant William K.
Palley, began operations at the Patsouras Source Property, performing maintenance
and warehousing of aircraft and hydraulic equipment. Defendants Palley Supply and
William K. Palley ceased operations at the Patsouras Source Propetty in 1987

334, In 1'99’7, El Greco Wholesale Grocers, Inc. and its owner, Larry
Patsouras, began operating on the Patsouras Source Property as a wholesale or ocery

warehouse, and continue to operate there today.

iii.  Disposal & Releases.of Hazardous Substances

335. Upon information and belief, hazardous substances were disposed of at
the Patsouras Source Property when each of the Defendants owned or operated it.
-83 -
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336. The Patsouras Source Property has a long history of opérators

improperly handling and storing hazardous substances. In 1970, Globe International
was 1ssued a notice of violation for dlsposmg of rinse water contalnmg hexavalent
chromium to the ground at the Patsouras Source Property. In 1978, Defendant
William K. Palley received a notice of violation for disposing of industrial wastewater
from steam cleaning operations into a sanitary sewer. In 1987, a criminal complaint
was filed against Defendant William K. Pal ley by the Los Angeles County
Department of Health Services for hazardous waste practices at the Patsouras Source
Property. In 1988, Defendant William K. Palley pled guilty to the illegal _
transportation and disposal of hazardous waste. In addition, as of 1988, two.' 7
subsurface clarifiers at the Patsouras Source Property had been abandoned full of
waste. During a rainstorm that year, the clarifiers overflowed, spilling to the ground.
The Santa Fe Springs Fire Department ordered Defendant William K. Palley to
dispose of approximately 3,500 gallons of waste in the clarifiers and drums on the
property. 7

337. Contamination is greatest near the area of the property where fourteen
containers were used to store paint and other hazardous substances. |

338. Upon information and belief, Globe’s and Defendants Palley Supply s,
William K. Palley’s, and Kekropia’s operations and waste disposal practices resulted
in the generation of one or more hazardous substances, including but not limited to:
arsenic; barium; carbon tetrachloride; chloroform; chromium; cobalt; copper;
1,1-DCE; PCE and TCE being placed onto the ground or into the soil at or neér the
Patsouras Source Property. In 1994, soil samples at the Pétsouras Source Property
indicated the soil was contaminated with: chloroform; chromium; PCE; and TCE.
The highest levels of contamination were near the clarifiers and a storage shed where
hazardous chemicals had been stored. An envir onmental consultant issued a report

stating that soil remediation was necessary in those areas. In 2006, chromium was
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detected in soil at the Patsouras Source Property. In 2009, soil samples revealed that
the soil was contaminated with: carbon tetrachloride; chloroform; 1,1-DCE; PCE; and
TCE. In 2013, soil from the Patsouras Source Property was tested for heavy __metéls,
and was determined to be contaminated with: arsenic; barium; chromium; cobalt;
copper; nickel; vanadium; and zinc. |

339. Upon information and belief, the hazardous substances present in the
soil at the Patsouras Source Property have migrated and continue to migrate
downward into the saturate_d'zone beneath the property and have come to be located in
the groundwater, specifically, PCE, TCE, 1,1-DCE, chloroform, and hexavalent
chromium. A groundwater sample taken in1994 detected the presence of chromium,
PCE, and TCE in concentrations that exceeded drinking water standards. )
GroundWater monitoring at the Patsouras Source Property from 1995 to 2012 ha's
found the groundwater on the property to be contaminated with: chloroform;
hexavalent chromium; 1,1-DCE; PCE and TCE.
| 340. Because hazardous substances were deposited, stored, disposed of, or
placed, or otherwisé came fo be located at the Patsouras Source Property, the
Patsouras Source Property is a “facility” within the meaning of Section 101(9) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(9).

341. Upon information and belief, contaminants in the soil and in the
groundwater from the soil at the Patsouras Source Property have migrated o_ffsite in

the same general direction as the regional groundwater flow.

iv.  Continuing Migration of Contaminants

342. As alleged above, releases of contaminants have occurred at the
Patsouras Source Property and are continuing to occur.. The contaminants continue to
migrate away from the property, posing a continuing threat to the regional -
groundwater and the health of area residents.

343. Kekropia has not taken adequate steps to remediate the onsite and
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monitored the extent to which contaminants continue to migrate from the Patsouras
Source Property into offsrte groundwater. Upon information and belief, Kekropla is
and has been aware of the contamination occurring at the property, which it owns or
owned. The Patsouras Source Property does not have a groundwater monitoring
system in place that is sufficient to demonstrate that releases from the property to
regional groundwater above health-based levels has been fully controlled.

344. There are numerous potential source areas at the Patsouras SourCe
Property including the cooling tower area, the stained soil area, the clarlﬁer/hlstorlcal
paint/steam cleanmg area, the hazardous chemical storage shed, and the storm water
clarifier. The characterization of the lateral and vertical extent of soil impacts from
VOCs and hexavalent chromiulrl remains incomplete after twenty years. _

345. In 1994, PCE and TCE were identified at significant levels in deep soils
at the Patsouras Source Property. Chromium was also detected in site soils to depths
of 35 feet bgs.

346. Soil taken from certain areas of the Patsouras Source Property in 2006,
to approximately 20 feet bgs, have been found to contain arsenic.

347. In 2009, a soil gas survey was conducted at the Patsouras Sourcré
Property. The soil vapor exposure pathways and the consistent detections at the 15
foot interval confirm the need to perform assessment of soil impacts at the 20 to 50
ﬁootrntervals |

348. PCE concentrations in MW-4, the most downgradient well at the
Patsouras Source Property, continue to exceed the MCL. Hexavalent chromium:
levels have also been high in this well and from July 2009 through June 2012 the
downgradient well has displayed the hi ghest hexavalent chromium readmgs
However, this well is not downgradient of all of the various onsite source areas and

MW-3, which is located adjacent to the former storage shed has the highest
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concentrations of hexavalent chromium. |

349. The impacts of the remainiﬁg site soils on groundwater in the central -
portion of the Patsouras Source Property and along the southern portion of the
property (within the downgradient flow direction) is not known as there are no
monitoring wells in this area. _

350. The lack of a sentinel well downgradient of MW-4 and at the central
portion of the southern Patsouras Source Property boundary does not allow for
reasonable delineation of the lateral and vertical extent of impact to both onsite and

offsite groundwater. , |
d.  The PMC Source Property — 10051 Romandel Avenue

351. Upon information and belief, releases of contamination have occurred
from property located at and/or adjacent to 10051 Romandel Avenue, Santa Fe

Springs, California and businesses operating thereon (the “PMC Source Property”).
1. Source Property Ownetship and Operation

352. From 1947 to 1992, certain entities conducted manufacturing operations
at the PMC Source Property, manufacturing chemicals sold to other companies for the
production of plastics, solvents, hydraulic fluids, gasoline additives, and paints.

353. Sometime in or after 1947, a chemical company called Productol, Inc.
purchased the PMC Source Property and_ conducted chemical manufacture operations
there, involving, among other substances, cresylic acid, naphthenic acid, and |
alkylated phenols. |

354. In or about 1976, Defendant Ferro acquired the PMC Source Property
and continued chemical manufacturing operations until 1986. .

355. In 1986, Defendant PMC acquired the Productol division and the PMC
Source Property from Ferro and continued chemical manufacturing operations until
1992.
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ii, Disposal & Releases of Hazardous Substances

356. Upon information and belief, hazardous substances were disposed of at
the PMC Source Property when Defendants Ferro and PMC owned or operated it.

- 357. While wastewater was disposed into the sewer at the PMC Source |
Property pursuant to a permit requiring treatment of the water before discharge, on
multiple occasions in the 1970s (both before and after Ferro acquired the property),
wastewater containing impermissible chemical levels was discharged. EPA records
indicate that, between 1987 and 1992, cresol, MEK, phenol, propylere, styrene, and
sulfuric acid were disposed of at the PMC Source Property. In 2011, EPA concluded
that cresol and phenol had been disposed of at the PMC Source Property.

358. Fora few months in 1981, the PMC Source Property was licensed for the
treatment of hazardous waste. That year, a survey of the PMC Source Property hoted
chemical drums stored on unpaved surfaces and the potential for runoff durihg a |
storm. |

359. In 1981 and 1985, soil contamination at the PMC Source Property was
observed and resulted in a notice of violation from the California Department of
Health Services. Some time prior to 1986, employees of Defendant Ferro observed
Benz&ne ponding near a storage tank at the PMC Source Property. In 1986, after
Defendant PMC acquired the PMC Source Property, a fire at the plant damaged 12
chemical storage tanks. In 1987, a storage tank was removed from the PMC Source
Property and soil underneath the tank was found to be contaminated with: benzene;
ethylbenzene; and other chemicals. The presence of benzene in the soil wa‘s‘ |
determined to be the likely result of surface spillage from pipes associated with other
nearby tanks. In 1988, benzene was observed ponding near two tanks at the PMC
Source Property t.lmt was atfributed to a leaking pipe. In 1988, Defendant PMC
ceased using a chemical storage tank at the PMC Source Property that had two cracks
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in the side and a one-inch hole in the bottom. Analysis of the tank’s contents
indicated that it had held benzene, p-cresol, ethylbenzene and 2;4-dimethylphenol.
360. Between 1986 and 1992, sdil investigations at the PMC Source Property
revealed the presence of numerous hazardous substances, including: benzene;
ethylbenzene; PCE; TCE;'toiuene; naphthalene; and 1 ,1,2-TCA. Several of these
substances, including, benzene; PCE; TCE; toluene; and 1,1,2-TCA, were found just
below abandoned and removed chemical tanks. Soil sampling at the PMC Source
Property in 2007 found benzene and TCE in the soil. Benzene concentrations were
most significant near the former cresylic acid plant, the former alkylated phepdl plémt,
and the southern tanks. 7 | )
361. Upon information and belief, the hazardous substances present in the
soil at the PMC Source Property have rriigrated and continue to migrate downward -
into the saturated zone beneath the property and have come to be located in the
grouhdwater, specifically: TCE; benzene; ethylbenzene; p-cresol; naphthalene; and
2-4-dimethylphenol. For example, groundwater testing at the PMC Source Property
in 1988 found: benzene; ethylbenzene; TCE; and xylene. In 1995, the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board concluded that the operations at the PMC
Source Property contaminated the soil and groundwater on the property, degfading
the water quality. In 1999, soil and groundwater testing at the PMC SourcerProp erty
found contamination with: benzene; p-cresol; and 2-4-dimethylphenol. Benzene was
noted as being concentrated primarily in areas near former storage tanks, a loading
area, and a storage area, and as migrating downgradient in the groundwater, In 2007,
groundwater testing found contamination including benzene and PCE breakdown
products, including TCE, which breaks down to 1,2-IDCE, which in turn breaks down
to vinyl chloride, which breaks down td.ethylene which breaks down to acetylene.
Groundwater analysis completed in the region indicétes that benzene and toluene

have migrated downgradient from the PMC Source Property.,
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362. Because hazardous substances were deposited, stored, disposed of, or
placed, or otherwise came to be located at the PMC Source Property, the PMC Source
Property is a “facility” within the meaning of Section 101(9) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.
§ 9601(9). | |

363. Upon information and belief, contaminants in the soil and in the
groundwater from the soil at the PMC Source Property have migrated offsite in the
same general direction as the regional groundwater flow. Groundwater samﬁles taken
in 1999 found elevated levels of contaminants in offsite wells downgradient from the

former cresylic acid plant.

11i. Continuin,q Migration of Contaminants

364. As alleged above, releases of contaminants have occurred at the PMC
Source Property and are continuing to occur. The contaminants continue to migrate
away from the property, posing a continuing threat to the regional groundwater and
the health of area residents.

365. Neither Ferro nor PMC has taken adequate steps to remediate the onsite

and near-site soils, from which contaminants are migrating. Neither has adéquately
monitored the extent to which contaminants continue to migrate from the PMC |
Source Property into offsite groundwater. The PMC Source Property does not have a
groundwater monitoring system in place that is sufficient to demonétrate that releases
from the property to regional groundwater above health-based levels has beeh fullly
controlled. ' _

366. The PMC Source Property infrastructure is extremely complicated and
the investigative history is incomplete. There is no complete conceptual site model
for the property. o

367. Significant VOCs and semivolatile or'geinic compounds (“SVOCs”) are
present in soils at the PMC Source Property to depths of 40’bgs. Benzene, toluene,
PCE, 1,1,2-TCA, and TCE have been detected up to a maximum of 48 ppm (30 feet
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bgs), 26 ppm (20 feet bgs), 2.9 ppm (2 feet bgs), 90 ppm (2 feet bgs), and 97 ppm (2
feet bgs). In 1990, toluene was found at 26,000 pg/ke at 20 feet bgs. PCE in 2007 was
found at 7,000 pg/kg at 30-45 feet bgs. High levels of 1,1-DCE were also found in
deep soils.

368. As with the investigations of soil and soil vapor impacts, the
groundwater analytical history at the PMC Source Property is incomplete. The
distribution of VOCs in the groundwater is poorly defined. Extremely high levels of
benzene and toluene and SVOCs in groundwater have frequently resulted in elevated
method detection limits for VOCs which leaves open data gaps and no information as
to the fate and transport of detected VOCs in soils. However, evidence from a
downgradient site, OFRP, has confirmed that releases of benzene and toluene from.
the PMC Source Property are impacting offsite downgradient groundwater. |

369. In 1995‘, the Regional Water Quality Control Board determined that |
previous operations at the PMC Source Property had contaminated both soil and
groundwater beneath the facility. In 2007, concentrations of 1,1-DCE, TCE,
c-1,2-DCE, and benzene were detected in groundwater above MCLs.

370. Given the expansive use of chemicals at the PMC Source Property over
decades and the lack of existing data on soil and groundwater impacts, adequate site
characterization is needed to fully characterize the vertical and horizontal irpacts of
contaminations in soil so that adequ.ate source control can occur. Also, given the long
operating history at this property, a groundwater monitoring system capable_of
evaluating the lateral and vertical extent of offsite contamination above heaIth»baéed
levels from this site is necessary. Groundwater wells installed on the OFRP site to the
west and downgradient of the PMC Source Property found levels of benzene and
toluene orders of magnitude above MCLs coming from upgradient. Upon
information and belief, the source of contamination at thé OFRP site is the PMC.

Source Property.
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4. SNL PRPs Firmenich and Momentive
371. Upon information and belief, releases of contamination have occurred
from the Omega Chemical property, located at 12504 and 12512 Whittier Boulevard,
Whittier, California, (the “Omega Chemical Property™).
a.  Source Property Ownership and Operation

372. From 1976 to 1.995, Omega Chemical (including a Successor compélhy
formed in 1991, when Omega Chemical filed for bankruptcy) conducted chemical
treatment operations on the property, inéluding operations that included the storage,
consolidation, and treatment of commercial and industrial wastes, primarily so_lvenf
and refrigerant (Freons) waste. ‘

373. In 1987, Omega Chemical purchased the 12504 Whittier Boulevard
property and the neighboring 12512 Whittier Boulevard property (the southern
portion of the Omega Chemical Property). Van Owen Holdings LLC pUICh’lSGd the

Omega Chemical Property in 2003.
b.  Disposal & Releases of Hazardous Substances

374. Upon information and belief, significant quantities of hazardous
substances, including isopropyl alcohol (“IPA”), were stored or were otherwise
present in hazardous waste at the Omega Chemical Property. From 1976 to 1995,
Omega Chemical conducted chemical treatment operations on the property, including
opérations at the Omega Chemical Property that included the storage, consoIiclation,
and treatment of commercial and industrial wastes received from other entities,
including Defendants Firmenich’s and Momentive’s predecessor-in-interest, MCP
Industrial Food Products. |

375. Upon information and belief, Defendants Firmenich’s and Momentive’s
predecessor-in-interest, MCP, owned or otherwise possessed hazardous wasté,
including flammable waste isopropyl alcohol from concentrate production processes
conducted in connection with MCP’s flavoring and food processing plantin
Anaheim, California, that was generated between 1989 and 1992.
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376. Hazardous waste manifests demonstrate that MCP intenttonajly
provided for the freatment of its hazardous waste at the Omega Chemical Propérty, or
otherwise arranged for the delivery of IPA to the property, shipping hazardous waste
to the property between 1989 and 1992, The manifests, which purport to be executed
by a representative of Omega Chemical; demonstrate that MCP’s hazardous waste
was 1'eceiv_ed at the Omega Chemical Property.

377. According to EPA, there have been numerous instances of releases of
hazardous substances to the soil and groundwater at and near the Omega Chemical
Property from spills and leaks of various chemicals at the Omega Chemical Property
resulting in soil and groundwater contaminated with chlorinated and non-chlorinated
solvents. _ _ |

378. Contaminants from the Omega Chemical Property are reported to ha{/e
migrated offsite in the same general direction as the groundwater flow. EPA has
concluded that VOCs, such as PCE and TCE, in soil and groundwater have migrated
from the Omega Chemical Property. Upoh information and belief, the rate and extent
of this migration were increased and exacerbated by the presence of waste IP'A, which
MPA sent to the Omega Chemical Property in large quantities. IPA functions as a
“co-solvent,” which increases the solubility of solvents, such as PCE and TCE, and
facilitates moffement of those solvents thrbugh soil and groundwater.

379. In or around September 2012, on information and belief, that EPA sent
SNLs to Firmenich and Momentive, which, among other things, identify those
Defendants as PRPs for the OU-2 Facility groundwater contamination and solicit
offers for Firmenich and Momentive to perform the OU-2 Facility remedial design

and remedial action and pay EPA’s unreimbursed response costs.
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FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Cost Recovery Under CERCLA (Owners and Operators) — Against All

'Defendﬁnts, Except Firmenich, Inc., and Momentive Specialty Chemicals, Inc.

380. Plaintiffs repeé.t and re-allege paragraphs 1 through 379 above; as
though fully set forth herein.

381. Plaintiffs bring this claim for cost recovery pursuant to Section 107 of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607.

382. Each Defendant is a “person” within the meaning of Section 101(21) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(21). o

383. Upon information and belief, each Defendant is a covered person within
the meaning of one or more of Section 107(a)(1), (2), (3), or (4), 42 U.S.C. §
9607(a)(1), (2). | | |

384. Upon information and belief, each Defendant Source Propertyisa
“facility” within the meaning of Section 101(9) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(9).

385. Upon information and belief, releases and/or threatened releases of
hazardous substances into the environment have occurred at each Source Pfoperty
within the meaning of Section 101(22) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9602(22). | |

386. Plaintiffs have undertaken, and continue to undertake, actions tl(') address
the OU-2 Facility groundwater contamination in response to releases or threatened
releases of hazardous substances from the Source Property facilities, and have
incurred and will incur necessary costs of response consistent with the NCP. |

387. Plaintiffs have incurred substantial costs that constitute necessaxy-colsts
of response incurred in a manner consistent with the NCP under 42 U.S.C. §
9607(a)(4)(B) (the “Response Costs™) to remediate hazardous substances.

388. Pursuant to Section 107(a)(4)(B) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §

9607(a)(4)(B), by this action, Plaintiffs are entitled to cost recovery from Defendants
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in connection with the OU-2 Facility, and Defendants are liable for all responsé costs
incurted by Plaintiffs or which Plaintiffs may incur.

389. Plaintiffs are also.entitled to attorneys’ fees, including private attorney
general fees pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5.

390. Plaintiffs are entitled to interest on _the- amount recovered on this claim
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a)(2). |

391. Notice of this action is being provided to the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency and the United States Attorney General, pursuant
to 42 U.S.C. § 9613(1).

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF S

Cost Recovery Under CERCLA (Arrangers) — Against Phibro-Tech, Inc.;

Firmenich, Inc.; and Momentive Specialty Chemicals, Inc.

392. Plaintiffs repeat and remallege paragraphs 1 through 391 above, as
though fully set forth herein.

393. Plaintiffs bring this claim for coét recovery pursuant to Section 107 of
CERCLA, 42 US.C. § 9607. |

394. Each of Defendants Phibro-Tech, Inc., Firmenich, Ihc and Momentive
Specialty Chemicals, Inc. is a “person” within the meaning of Section 101(21) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(21). -

395, Upon information and belief, each of Defendants Phibro-Tech, Inc., |
Firmenich, Inc., and Momentive Specialty Chemicals, Inc. is a covered person within-
the meaning of Section 107(a)(3), as a person who by contract or agreement or
otherwise arranged for the disposal or treatment of hazardous substances at a facility

owned or operated by another entity, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a)(3).

396. Upon information and belief, releases and/or threatened releases of

hazardous substances into the environment have occurred at the Phibro-Tech Source
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Property and the Omega Chemical Property within the meaning of Section 101(22) of
CERCLA, 42 U.8.C. § 9602(22). _

397. Plaintiffs have undertaken, and continue to undertake, actions tb ad_dfess
the OU-2 Facility groundwater contamination in response to releases or threatened
releases of hazardous substances from the Phibro-Tech Source Property and the
Omega Chemical Property, and have incurred and will incur necessary costs of
response consistent with the NCP.

398. Plaintiffs have incurred substantial costs that constitute necessary costs
of response incurred in a manner consistent with the NCP under 42 1.S.C. §
9607(a)(4)(B) to remediate hazardous substances.

399. Pursuant to Section 107(a)(4)(B) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §
9607(a)(4)(B), by this action, Plaintiffs are entitled to cost recovery from each of
Defendants Phibro- Tech, Inc., Firmenich, Inc., and Momentive Specialty Chemicals,
Inc. in connection with the OU-2 Facility groundwater contamination, and those
Defendants are liable for all response costs incurred by Plaintiffs or which Plaintiffs
may incur. |

400. Plaintiffs are also entitled to attorneys’ fees, inéluding private attorney
general fees pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5,

401. Plaintiffs are entitled to interest on the amount recovered on this claim
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a)(2).

402. Notice of this action is being provided to the Administrator of fhe
Environmental Protection Agency and the United States Attorney General, pursuant
to 42 U.S8.C. § 9613(]).

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Declaratory Judgment on Liability for Response Costs — Against All I)efendants

403. Plaintiffs incorporate and re-allege paragraphs 1 through 402 above; as

though fully set forth herein.
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404. Plaintiffs bring this declaratory relief claim pursuant to Sections 107 and
113 of CERCLA, 42 U.8.C. §§ 9607(a), 9613(g)(2), and the Declaratory Judgment
Act, 28 U.S.C. §§ 2201, 2202.

405. An actual and substantial controversy has arisen between Plaintiffs_and
Defendants regarding their respective rights and obligations for the Response C.oéts
that have been incurred and the Resﬁonse Costs that will be incurred to respond to the
releases of contaminants from the'Sourcé Property facilities. o

406. Until such time as remediation of the OU-2 Facility is complete,
additional Response Costs will be needed to respond to the OU-2 Facility.
Defendants are jointly and severally liable for payment of those Response Costs.

407. Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 9613(g)(2) and 28 U.S.C. §§ 2201, 2202,
Plaintiffs seek and are entitled to a declaratory judgment against Defendants that each
of them, jointly and severally, are liable to Plaintiffs for past and future Response
Costs incurred by Plaintiffs in connection with the OU-2 Facility., :

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Abatement of Imminent and Substantial Endangerment Under RCRA - Against
~ ExxonMobil Oil Corporation; Continéntal Development Company, LP;
Continental Heat Treating, Inc.; Associated Plating Company, Inc.; Gordon
McCann; Lynnea McCann; Claudette Earl; Earl Mfg. ACo., Inc.; Ferro Corp.;
PMC Specialties Group, Inc.; Foss Plating Company, Inc.; Bodycote Thermal
Processing, Inc.; Powerine Oil Company; Kekropia, Inc.; and Phibro-Tech, Inc.

408. Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege paragraphs 1 through 407 above, as
though fully set forth herein. | |

409. Plaintiffs bring this claim for abatement of imminent and substdntial
endangerment to health or the environment pursuant to Section 7002 of RCRA, 42
US.C.§6972. |

410, Fachof the RCRA Defendants is a person within the meaning of Section
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1004(15) of RCRA, 42 U.8.C. § 6903(15). ,

411. Each of the RCRA Defendants is a past or present generator, pést or
present transporter; or past or present owner or operator of a solid waste treatment,
storage, or disposal facility. |

412. Each of the RCRA Defendants has contributed or is contributing to the
past or present handling, storage, treatment, transportation, or disposal of a solid or
hazardous waste, within the meaning of Sections 1004(3), 1004(5) and 1004(27) of
RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 6903(3), (5), (27).

413. The‘RCRA Defendants have failed to implement adequate Source
Control at the source properties with which they are associated, including but not
limited to: cessation of improper waste handling, storage, and treatment prdcedm'tas;
remediation of soil and groundwater at the source property; monitoring of the spread
of groundwater contamination away from the source property through the installation
and operation of an adequate network of site boundary and offsite monitoring wells;
reporting of monitoring well data; and implementation of groundwater contaimnent
systems to prevent additional contaminated groundwater above health-based levels
from leaving the source property. | |

414, As a result of the RCRA Defendants’ failure to implement adequate
Source Control, groundwater contamination above health—bésed levels originating at -
the source properties with which they are associated has migrated and continues to
migrate away from the Site, expanding the scope of the contamination. Additionally,
the RCRA Defendants’ failure to implement adequate monitoring at and
down- gradient from the source properties has impeded assessment of the scope of the
migration of contaminants downgradieht from the source properties. | |

415. The presence of the contaminants in the soil, saturated subsurface zdn’e, '
and in the groundwéter, the migration of those contaminants away from the source

properties, and the RCRA. Defendants’ failure to implement adequate Source Control
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presents or may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to human health
or the environment.

416. Each of the contaminants handled, stored, treated, transported, or |
disposed of by the RCRA Defendants (either directly or by contributing to the =
handling, storage, treatment, transportation, or disposal) is a solid waste because,
among other reasons, each of those contaminants is discarded material resul'ting from
industrial or commercial operations.

417. Each of the contaminants handled, stored, tleated transported, or
disposed of by the RCRA Defendants (either directly or by contrlbutmg to the
handling, storage; treatment, transportation, or disposal), when discarded, is a “solid
waste”, and potentially a “hazardous waste”, as those terms are defined under RCRA
because, among other reasons, each of those contaminants may pose a present cr
potential hazard to human health or the envifonment when improperly managed |
because of its quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics.

418. Plaintiffs provided notice ofthe actual and threatened endangerment, -
injury and damage alleged herein by mailing Notices of Endangerment and Intent to
Sue Pursuant to Resource Conservation and Recoverj_f Act § 7002(a)(1}(B) (“RCRA
Notices”) to EPA’s Administrator and Regional Administrator, the Director of
California’s Department of Toxic Substances Control, and all RCRA Defendants.

419. REach of the RCRA Defendants received a RCRA Notice on or before
August 26, 2014.

420. Plaintiffs waited at least ninety days after the RCRA Defendants 1c~;ce1pt
of the RCRA Notices before bringing this cause of action against each of them.

421. Pursuant to Section 7002(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6972(a), by this
action, Plaintiffs are entitled to an injunction ordering the RCRA Defendants to abate
the imminent and substantial endangerment to health and the environment by

determining the extent of offsite groundwater contamination resulting from handling
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of solid or haéardous waste and implementing soil and groundwater source control
sufficient to prevent continued migration of hazardous constituents to groundwater
above health-based levels.

422. Plaintiffs are also entitléd to the costs of litigation, including p;‘iVate
attorney general fees pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5 and
attorney fees, expert witness fees, and other costs pursuant to Section 7002(e) of
RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6972(e).

423. Notice of this action is being provided to the EPA Administrator and the
United States Attorney General, pursuant to Section 7002(b)(2)}(F) of RCRA, 42
U.S.C. § 6972(b)(2)(F).

FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Continuin‘g Public Nuisance — Against All Defendants

424. Plaintiffs i Incorporate and re-allege paragraphs 1 through 423 above as
though fully set forth herein. |

425. Plaintiffs bring this public nuisance claim pursuant to California Civil
Code §§ 3479 and 3480.

426. The contamination of the groundwater in the Santa Fe Springs and
Whittier regions constitutes a nuisance within the meaning of Section 3479 of fhe,
California Civil Code in that it has interfered and continues to interfere with the
public’s use and enjoyment of the groundwater supply and right to an unpolluted
water supply, including, according to the EPA, posing a continuing threat td the
region’s drinking water supply. |

427. As aresult of the groundwater contamination, Plaintiffs have been
forced to incur Response Costs and will be forced to incur further Response Costs, an
injury that is separate and distinct from the injury suffered by the public.

428. The OU-2 Facility groundwater contamination can be reasonably abated.

EPA has developed the Selected Remedy, which is intended to remove contaminant
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mass from the groundwater, limit the movement of contaminated groundwater, and
prevent any further spreading of hazardous substances to uncontaminated areas ofthe
aquifer and nearby water production wells. Further, the contamination at each of the
Defendant Source Properties and ongoing practices that have resulted, and may result
in the release or threatened release of hazardous substances from the Source
Properties into the groundwater, may be reasonably controlled or mitigated to prevent
such releases or threatened releases. B

429.  As an actual and proximate cause of the public nuisance created and/or
maintained by Defendants, Plaintiffs have and will continue to incur removal,
remediation, and related expenses. | _

430. Pursuant to California Civil Code §§ 3281 and 3479 ez seg., Plaintiffs
seek from all Defendants and are entitled to receive compensatory damages, including
for all response costs incurred by Plaintiffs or which Plaintiffs may incur.

431. Notwithstanding the reasonable possibility of abating the public
nuisance, Defendants have not abated and are not abating the public nuisanqe; though
each knew or should have known, at the time each owned or operated at theVSou'rCe
Property, about the nuisance and the conditions contributing to it, permitting
contamination to spr'ead through the soil and groundwater. Plaintiffs have no

adequate remedy at law to address the ongoing and progressive interference with the

‘| public’s use and enjoyment of the OU-2 Facility regional groundwater supply and

right to an unpolluted drinking water supply and resulting increased response costs.
432. Plaintiffs therefore seek injunctive relief resﬁraining and enjoining each
of the Defendants, with the exception of Defendants Firmenich and Momentive, from
maintaining or contributing to the public nuisance described herein and requiring
each of them to promptly and competently take such action as is necessary to abate

that public nuisance.
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433. Plaintiffs are also entitled to attorneys’ fees, including private attorney

general fees pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5. |
PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment in its favor and against
Defendants, to the extent authorized by law, as follows:

(1) ON THE FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF, for recovery of all Response
Costs incurred in connection with the QU-2 Facility consistent with the National
Contingency Plan, including pre-judgment interest thereon as allowed by law: :

(2) ONTHE SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF, for recovery of all Response
Costs incurred in connection with the OU»Z Facility consistent with the National
Contingency Plan, including pre-judgment interest thereoﬁ as allowed by law;

(3) ~ ON THE THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF, for a judicial declaration that
Defendants are jointly and severally liable for all Response Costs .incurred and to be
incurred in connection with the OU-2 Facility consistent with the National
Contingency Plan; | |

(4) ON THE FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF, for an injunction ordering
the RCRA Defendants to ébate the imminent and substantial endangerment to health
and the environment; | _

(4) ON THE FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF, for an injunction requiring
Defendants to remediate the OU-2 Facility groundwater contamination as generally
described in paragraphs 11 and 421 above, and to prevent the continuing release of
hazardous substances from the Non-Omega Source Propertieé into the groundwater,

as generally described above in paragraphs 11, 111, and 414-15;

(5) ON THE FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF, for compensatory damages in
an amount to be determined at trial;
--102 -
AMENDED COMPLAINT

Case No.: 2:14-cv-06456 GW (Ex.)
: EXHIBIT D




Case 2:]

W oo =1 O i B WD — T

4-cv-06456-GW-E Document 11 Filed 11/24/14 Page 105 of 105 Page ID #:234

(6) ON THE FIRST, SECOND, FOURTH AND FIFTH CLAIMS FOR
RELIEF, for attorneys’ fees, iﬁcluding private attorney general fees pursuaxﬁ‘ to
California Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5; _

(7) ASTO ALL CLAIMS FOR RELIEF, for all costs and expenses incurred
in this actlon, to the extent provided for by law; o

(8) ASTO ALL CLAIMS FOR RELIEF, for such other and further relief as

the Court may deem just and proper.

DATED: November 24, 2014 PROSKAUER ROSE LLP
' NANCY SHER COHEN
RONALD A. VALENZUELA
SHAWN S. LEDINGHAM, JR.

By: /s/ Nancy Sher Cohen

Nancy Sher Cohen

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

- 103 -

o ] AMENDED COMPLAINT
Case No.: 2:14-cv-06456 GW (Ex.)
EXHIBIT D




Case 2:14-cv-06456-GW-E  Document 11-1 Filed 11/24/1.4 Page 1l of 3 Page ID #:235

vt

Exhibit A

EXHIBIT D



Case 2

O 0 ~1 O bh B W N s

) M R R R — o e e s e e e e
ocgcmm.hmws—loxooe\qmm&wmn—o

14-cv-06456-GW-E - Document 11-1 Filed 11/24/14 | Page 2 of 3 Page ID #:236

[—
.

I A

S G E BN =S8 x N9 n s L0 eSS

ATTACHMENT A
(PLAINTIFFS)

Alcoa Inc.

Alpha Therapeutic Corporation

Applied Micro Circuits Corp. -

Arlon, LLC

Astro Aluminum Treating Co., Inc.
BASF Corporation

Baxter Healthcare Corporation
Cal-Tape & Label Co.

California Hydroforming Company, Inc. -
Cintas Corporation

Columbia Showcase & Cabinet Company, Inc.
County of Los Angeles

Crosby & Overton, Inc.

Disney Enterprises, Inc.

FForenco, Inc.

General Dynamics Corporation
Gulfstream Aerospace Corporation
Hexcel Corporation |
Honeywell International Inc.
International Paper Company

Johns Manville

Kimberly-Clark Worldwide, Inc.
Kinder Morgan Liquids Terminals L1LC

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

Masco Corporation of Indiana

Mattel, Inc.
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27.
28.
29,
30.
31.
32,
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39,
40.
41,
42,
43.
44,
45.
46.
47.
48,
49,
50.
51.
52.

Merck Sharp & Dohme Corporation ,
NBCUniversal Media, LLC

Pacific Bell Telephone Company
Pilkington Group Limited

Quest Diagnostics Clinical Laboratories, Inc.
Raytheon Company

Rio Tinto AUM Company
Safety-Kleen Systems, Inc.
Scripto-Tokai Corporation

Sempra Global

Shiley, LLC

Signet Armorlite, Inc.

Soco West, Inc.

Sonoco Products Company

Sparton Technology, Inc.

Texaco Inc.

Texas Instruments Incorporated

- The Boeing Company

The Dow Chemical Company

The Regents of the University of California
The Sherwin-Williams Company

TriMas Corporation

Union Oil Company of California

Univar USA Inc.

Universal City Studios.LLC

Yort, Inc.
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LEY ONSULTING, LLC

5500 East Atherton Street, Suite 210
Long Beach, California 90815
Phone: (562) 799-9866
Fax: (562) 799-1963

January 21, 2015

Michael Francis, Esqg.
Demetriou, Del Guercio, Springer & Francis, LLP.

- 700 S. Flower Street, Suite 2325

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Re:

CAOQ Cost Estimate
11862 Burke Street

Santa Fe Springs, California

Dear Mr. Francis:

This CAO Cost Estimate letter for the above-referenced site was prepared at your request.
There are four items in the January 14, 2015, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) letter that require responses this year:

1.

2.
3.
4.

Additional subsurface investigation, updated vapor intrusion evaluation and human
health risk assessment

Semi-annual groundwater sampling and reporting

Develop and submit a Site Conceptual Model

Prepare and submit a Site Assessment Work Plan

The estimated associated costs for each item are as follows:

I.

The cost for the additional subsurface investigation (i.e., install and sample cight
exterior vapor probes) and updated vapor intrusion evaluation and human health risk
assessment (7.e., additional interior vapor sampling) is estimated to be $11,000.
There is currently one groundwater monitoring well on the site that is the
responsibility of the property owner. A dedicated pump will be installed in the well
for low-flow sampling. The first sampling event will be more expensive due to the
cost and installation of the pump. The cost for the initial sampling of the on-site
non-EPA well is estimated to be $2,500. The sampling cost for each subsequent
groundwater sampling event is estimated to be $1,900.

The cost to develop a Site Conceptual Model is estimated to be $8,000. ,

The cost to develop the initial Site Assessment Work Plan to determine the extent of .
the soil, soil-vapor, and groundwater contamination, only on the site, is estimated to
be $1,500.
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a. It is likely that additional Site Assessment Work Plans will be required to

assist in determining the vertical and lateral extent of the contamination off

site. It is unlikely that an additional Site Assessment Work Plan would be

required in 2015." Future Site Assessment Work Plans would likely be near
$1,500.

It is difficult to give a good cost estimate to complete the scope of work in -
the Site Assessment Work Plan until the Site Conceptual Model has been
completed. However, the range to determine the extent of soil and soil-
vapor contamination on the site is $20,000 to $30,000. While the RWQCB
typically requires the installation and monitoring of a minimum of three
groundwater monitoring wells, I do not believe that it is necessary to install
anymore groundwater monitoring wells on the site at this time. USEPA
monitoring wells screened in the “A” groundwater zone and “B”
groundwater zone are located on-site, north of the building.

We do not know at this time if it will be necessary for soil, soil-vapor, or
groundwater investigations to be completed off site. The concentrations and

extent of the potential off-site contamination will determine the potential
cost. ' '

Please call me if you have any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely,

Mark Leymaster, EP
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LEYMASTER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULT

ING, LLC

5500 East Atherton Street, Suite 210
Long Beach, California 90815
Phone: (562) 799-9866
Fax: (562) 799-1963

February 3, 2015

Michael Francis, Esq.

Demetriou, Del Guercio, Springer & Francis, LLP
700 S. Flower Street, Suite 2325

Los Angeles, CA 90017 '

Re:  Mitigation of Vapor Intrusion Cost Estimate
11862 Burke Street '
Santa Fe Springs, California

Dear Mr. Francis:

This Mitigation of Vapor Intrusion Cost Estimate letter for the above-referenced site was
prepared at your request. The conclusion of the July 15, 2014, Soil-Vapor Survey, Vapor
Intrusion Investigation and Screening Level Health Risk Assessment Report is that the
cumulative cancer risk from vapor infrusion to indoor air at the above-referenced facility is
above the State’s acceptable risk management range.

* Interim mitigation measures will likely be required and usually include one or more of the

following: ' 7

1. Increasing building pressurization and/or ventilation or switching the ventilation to -
ambient air versus recirculation of indoor air.

2. Sealing potential conduits (cracks, seams, etc.) where vapors may be entering the
building. 4 '

3. 'Treating the indoor air with carbon filtration or air purifiers.

4. Installing and operating engineered exposure controls such as passive or active sub-
slab ventilation.

Leymaster Environmental Consulting (LEC) does not believe the first three items are
reasonable or effective measures to correct the vapor intrusion issue at this site. A sub-slab

ventilation system could be installed inside the facility that could possibly lower the -

- cumulative cancer risk to acceptable levels, although that is not certain. The cost to install
the sub-slab system would likely be around $70,000 and would be a significant disruption to
the operations. This sub-slab ventilation would not remediate the contamination.
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The mstallation of a vapor extraction system would remediate the contamination and lower
the cancer risk to acceplable levels. The cost to install a vapor extraction system would
likely cost between $75,000 and $100,000. Yearly operating cost of the vapor extraction

system would likely be $60,000 to $100,000 per year for two to five years of operation.
- However, a vapor extraction system will remediate the contamination beneath the building.

Please call me if you have any questions regarding this letter.

Mark Leymaster, EP
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DEMETRIOU, DEL GUERCIO, SPRINGER & FRANCIS, LLP
ATTORNEYS AT | AW
700 SOUTH FLOWER STREET, SUITE 2328
: LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 9001742008 :
JEFFREY Z. B, SPRINGER . (213) 624-8407 CHRIS G. DEMETRICU (1915 1988

STEPHEN A, DEL, GUERCID RONALD J, DEL GUERCIO {RETIRED)
MICHAEL A, FRANCIS FAX (213)624-0174 RICHARD A, DEL GUERGIO {RETIRED)
BRIAN D, LANGA WIWW.DDSFRIRM.COM

JOHN E. MACKEL Il N .
JENNIFER T, TAGGART _ JOANN EVIETOR

TAMMY M, J. HONG
SENDER'S EMAIL ADDRESS
MFRANCISBDOSFFIRM.COM

June 27, 2013 : SENDER'S DIRECT LINE
(213) 6248407 ExT, 144

- VIA E-MAIL - PRASMUSSEN@WATERBOARDS.CA.GOV

Ms. Paula Rasmussen

Assistant Executive Officer

State of California

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street

Suite 200

Los Angeles, California 90013

Re: Commeﬁts/Request Regarding Draft Cleanup and Abatement Order
No. R4-2013-0012 (“Draft CAQ”)

Dear Ms. Ragmussen:

This letter is provided on behalf of Ms, Claudette Earl and Earl Manufacturing Company,
Inc. (“Company”) in connection with the Draft CAO. As an initial matter, Ms. Earl thanks the
~Regional Water Quality Control Board (“RWQCB”) for extending the due date for comment
from June 17, 2013 to July 1, 2013.

By way of background, Ms. Earl is a single woman who resides in Ontario, California.
She is refired with very modest means. Her only sources of income are the rent she receives
from the former Company site on Burke Street in Santa Fe Springs, California and Social
Security. As Ms. Earl has demonstrated in her June 27, 2011 confidential financial disclosure to
the RWQCB and her June 8, 2012 “ability to pay applications” to the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”), Ms. Earl does not have the financial ability to
respond to and implement the full range of actions directed in the Draft CAO or the EPA’s
September 28, 2013 Omega Chemical Company Superfund Site Operable Unit I (“Omega OU
Iy “Special Notice™ letter. As a matter of fact, Ms, Earl’s financial condition has deteriorated
since these submissions due to substantial tax payments that were made in 2013.

Nevertheless, Ms. Earl makes the following requests and proposals for the RWQCB’s

consideration, First, Ms. Earl and the Company respectfully request that the RWQCRB place the
issuance of a CAO indefinitely on hold. It is believed that a CAO would be counterproductive
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given Ms, Earl’s very limited financial resources. The issuance of the CAQ likely will
exacerbate Ms. Earl’s financial condition to insolvency. Although the Draft CAQO asserts that its
obligations are not dischargeable in a bankruptcy proceeding, without debating the merits of such
assertion, the fact remains that Ms. Earl does not possess the financial resources to respond to the
obligations under the CAQ. :

In exchange for placing the CAQO on an indefinite abeyance, Ms, Earl proposes that she
will have certain work performed, over time as her limited resources permit. As Ms. Earl’s
initial work proposal, she proposes to have a subslab soil vapor assessment workplan prepared
and submitted to the RWQCB for its review and approval. Such workplan would be submitted
to the RWQCB within 30 days of the RWQCB’s acceptance of Ms. Earl’s proposal. Ms. Earl
proposes the implementation of such workplan and the submittal of the results in a technical
report within four months of the RWQCRB’s approval of the workplan.

Ms. Earl proposes a subslab vapor assessment because she understands that it will serve
two functions. That is, such an assessment will assess the vapor intrusion risk and further define
the lateral extent of the volatile organic compound subsurface impacts at the 11862 Burke Street
facility (“Property™).

Looking forward, and depending upon the results of the proposed soil vapor assessment,
Ms. Earl will earmark a certain portion of her rental income for further work at the Property.
Ms. Earl proposes to earmark and expend $8,000.00 per year on such further investigative and
remediation work as agreed upon and approved by the RWQCB. Of course, this proposed sum
assumes, and it is contingent upon Ms. Harl continuing to receive at least the same level of rerital
income from the Property, Ms. Earl proposes that such level of work contitnie until the Property
mvestlgataon is complete and any required soil remediation performed.

Further, in an effort to supplement the funds to perform the RWQCB required
investigation and clean-up work at the Property, Ms, Earl has contacted a representative of the
Omega Chemical Site Potentially Responsible Parties Organized Group (“OPOG”), and
proposed that OPOG fund and perform the RWQCB required investigation and clean-up work at
the Property in exchange for OPOG’s use of a portion of Ms, Earl’s property in connection with
a portion of the Omega OU II interim remedy. Ms. Earl has not yet received a response from the
OPOG up regarding this proposal.

By way of clarification, Ms. Earl advises that “The Earl Family Trust” no longer exists.
Further, although the Company may exist, it does so-in name only because it has no assets '
whatsoever. Ms. Earl has searched for historical insurance policies that may have been issued to
the Company, but no policies or evidence of policies was discovered as all Company records
were destroyed many years ago.
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Ms Earl apipreciates the RWQCB's consideration of her request-and proposals. M, Earl
 respectfilly requests the RWQCB grant her request-and ac:eept her proposals, :

. MAF/blt

ce:  Ms. Clandette Earl (Via 11,8, Mail)
‘Dr: Arthur Heath (Via B-mail)
Ms;, SuHan (Via E-ma:
Mt David Young(Via E~ma11)
Tammy M, J. Hong, Bsq. (Via B-mail)
Mr. Mark Leymaster (Via Bsmaily
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DEMETRIOU, DEL GUERCIO, SPRINGER & FRANCIS, LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
700 SOUTH FLOWER STREET, SUITE 2-‘325
. : LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90017-4200
JEFFREY Z. B, SPRINGER (213) 8624-83407 CHRIS ¢, DEMETRIOU (1915 1089

STEPHEN A, DEL. GUERGIO : . RONALD J. DEL GUERCIO (ReTAzo)
MICHAEL. A, PRANCIS FAX (213) 824-0174 RICHARD A, DEL GUERCIO (RETIRED!
BRIAN D LANGA . WWW.DDSFFIRM.COM A
JONN E. MACKEL Il OF COUNSEL

JENNIFER T, TAGGART JOANN E. VICTCR
TAMMY M, J, HONG :

. SENDER'S EMAIL ADDRESS

TMJHONGEDDSFFRM.COM

June 28, 2013 ' SENDER'S DIRECT LINE
(213} 624-B407 EXT, 143

VIA E-MAIL - PRASMUSSEN@WATERBOARDS.CA.GOV

Ms. Paula Rasmussen

Assistant Executive Officer

State of California

Los Angeles Regionial Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4ih Street

Suite 200

Los Angeles, California 90013

Re:  Comments and Evidence Regarding Draft Cleanup and Abatement Order
_' No. R4-2013-0012 (“Draft CAO”)

~ Dear Ms. Rasmussen:

In conjunction with that certain letter dated June 27, 2013 submitted by Michael A.
Francis, Esq. of this firm on behalf of Ms. Claudette Earl and Ear! Manufacturing Company,
Inc., a California corporation (“Company™; the Company and Ms. Earl are collectively
hereinafter referred to as “Applicants™), this letter fulther responds to the Draft CAO and
provides evidence herewith.

, Under a cover letter dated June 27, 2011, Applicants submitted to the Regional Water
Quality Control Board (“RWQCB") their confidential financial information and materials for
financial hardship analysis (hereinafter collectively, “Financial Hardship Application™.
(Enclosed for your reference is a copy of the previously submitted Financial Hardship
Application.) Applicants demonstrated that the Company ceased its operations and has no viable
assets. Ms. Earl pays the corporation taxes and has solely borne the burden of expenses related
to the RWQCB directed investigation work in connection with the property located at 11862
Burke Street, Santa Fe Springs, California (“Property”). However, Ms. Earl’s limited income
and severe injury sustained in 2011 created such financial hardship that she cannot perform the
extensive RWQCB directed wo1k set forth in the Draft CAQ. '

Ms. Earl’s financial state has not improved‘ As a matter of fact, since the submiital of

Financial Hardship Application, Ms. Earl experienced further set back in her financial condition
as a result of approximately $75,000 in payments to the Internal Revenue Service and California
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Board of Equalization for the 2012 tax year. (As.an update to the Financial 1431&:&@3&15:
Application, enelosed is-a capy of Applicants” tespestive confidential 2012 tax retuths. )

 The Draft CAO makes certain allegations against Applicants and regarding the Property,

-and, if finalized, would require an extensive set of very costly investigations and remediation
work, However, regardlessof Applicants™ alleged legal liability with respect to the Rroperty, and
regardless of the alleged feasibility orreasonableness of the RWQUR"s required actions, |

- Applicants’ Insolvent or near-insolvent state tenders such alleged fssues moot with respeet o
Applicants. Accardingly, the previously filed Financial Hartdship Application, together with the
enclosed 2012 tax retuns, demonstrate that the Applicants-ate not in & position to pesform the
extensive set of work contemplated in the Diaft CAO.

_ _Applicants bad to likewise submit a substantially similar set of-evidence in responseto
the United States Environmeiital Protection Ageney’s (“EPA”Y Septetiber 28, 2013 Oniega
Chemical Company Superlund Site Operable Unit 11 “Special Notice” letter. Applicants are
given to understand that EPA- considers the Applicants” evidence to be complete for e
“inability to pay™ determination. Applicants are waiting for EPA’y response to their inability to
pay apphoation and good Taith offer.

To the extent thatthe Draft CAQ-anticipates and RWQCB secks technioal respoiise;
Applicants reserve theh vight to submiit same in (he eventthat RWOCH persists intequiring
Applicants to perform the investigation and remediation work described in the Draft CAO, or
RWQCB and Applicants cannot coiie fo'an agreement for a phased work approach-as proposed
inthe June 27, 2013 letter, ' ' . '

Please contact Michael A. Francis, Bsq.or me with any gudstions.

TMIHAp

ce:  Ms Claydette Earl (Via U.S. Mail)
Di: Arthur Heatl (Via E+mail)
Ms. 8o Han (Via Banail)
Mr. David Young (Via E-mail)
Michael A, Francis, Esq. (Via B-mail)
Mr. Mark Leymsster (Via B-muil)

EXHIBIT F



