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Swiecki, John

From: Steven Johnson .omj
Sent: Sunday, September 01, 2013 5:08 PM
To: Swiecki, John

Subject: Fw: EIR's comments

Attachments: rs2006_0008_rev_rs88_63-1.pdl; IMG_1431 jpg
Dear Mr. Swiecki.

[ sent you several emails for EIR's commients because the file with the pictures is too bi £ o be delivered
to you. Sorry for the inconvenience.

Steven

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: Steven Johnson <

To: "eir@cl.brisbane.ca.us” <eir@ci.brisbane.ca.us>
Sent: Sunday. September 1, 2013 4:36 PM
Subject: Fw: EIR's comments

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: Steven Johnson <i 1>
To: "eir@ci.brisbane.ca.us” <eir@ci.brisbane.ca.us>
Sent: Sunday, September 1, 2013 4:10 PM
Subject: EIR's comments

Dear Mr. Swiecki,

I've been made aware of environmental issues at Sunquest’s property in Brisbane, and have
exchanged several emails with Water Board (see below) to discuss my concern for the

upcoming OU2 remediation at the site.

1 visited the site through my friend, who was an engincer for the contractor when the oil ditch
was being remediated. My fiiend told me that Sunquest’s Project Manager mentioned that
some of the oil seems to be mobile in open space( see the pictures below, Sunquest
also had those pictures from my fiiend) , but he wasn't certain because of the

complexity of the soil composition. He thought that they could resolve the issue by

building a slurry and capping the plume.
From practical perspective, this could be an appropriate approach. However, I've dane a little

rescarch and I'm not sure if this approach would meet the requirements set in regulations
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such as the Draft Low-threat UST Closure Policy (7-14-2011) { see the link:

hitp: www.swreb.cagov ust policy: it elsplev7 141 yxd( ) and State Water Board Resolution

No. 2006-008( see attached).

So far, Sunquest has not established any criteria for the soil and groundwater cleanup at OU1.
I'm worried that the high concentration of heavy metals such as arsenic and lead in the soil could
potentially leachate into the groundwater. The TPH and metals in groundwater should be

addressed according to the Risk Assessment and Remedial Action Plan.

Best Regards,

Steven

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: "Pal, Vi@ Walprbnarde" - e
To: Steven Johnson - . >

Sent: Wednesday, May |, 2013 3:13 PM

Subject: RE: QU2 remediation at Baylands Project

Hi Steven,

Thanks for sharing your comments regarding the development of the Brisbane Baylands site. Please see
my responsc below:

When finalized, the EIR for the site will provide remedial alternatives for different land uses and
therefore exposure scenarios. Once the EIR is certified, it will designate specific land uses for the
various areas throughout the site. The Water Board typically does not interfere in land use decisions as
we are not a land use agency. However, once land uses are known, remedial approaches and plans will
be developed for Water Board review based on assessment of risk for the specific exposure scenarios.
The Water Board is aware of current site conditions, and reviews results of ongoing moniioring. Until
more information is provided regarding future land uses and development requirements. decisions
regarding final remedial requirements are considered premature,

The points you raise in your email are examples of the kinds of review we go through in evaluating
remedial alternatives and requirements for a site impacted by residual chemicals, A thorough review of
site data and risk assessment will be accomplished for this site during our evaluation of remedial
alternatives and subsequent requirements.

From: Steven Johnson ]
Sent: Friday, April 26. 2013 2:57 PM

To: Pal, Vic Waterboards

Cc: Roberson, Keith@ Waterboards

Subject: Re: QU2 remediation at Baylands Project
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Dear Mr. Pal.

Thank you again for your response. [ have a few questions and comments. which [ have written below in

red:

From: "Pal. Vicl, Waterbnarde®
Teo: Steven lohnson o :
Ce: "Roberson, Keilhfr waterboards™

Sent: Wednesday, April 3, 2013 4:21 M

Subject: RE: OU2 remediation at Baylands Project

Hi Steven,

Thanks for your email outlining vour concerns with respect to the QU2 remediation at the Brisbane
Baylands site. I've addressed each item below:

A) The default cleanup standard tor most sites are MCLS. However, with respect to petroleum. the
State Board has shifted its policy in recent years and now will consider closure of petroleum sites above
MCLs provided certain conditions are met. Here is a link to the 2011 Policy document:

hlp: ww w.swreh.cagov ust'poliev-t_clsplev71411.pdf . Additionally. ils not clear at this point
whether the groundwater at this location is considered a drinking water source. Total Dissolved Solids
have to be below 3000 throughout the site. Given that the Baylands and Landfill are adjacent to the Ray.
the TDS might be high enough to exeeed that threshold.

al. Lam notsure i the new policy (Dialt Low-Threat US T Closure Policy ) can b apphicd 1o the
site tor the followmng reasons:
L The site doesn’t meet the items d. o and 17isee below 1 m General € riterta (see page 3
d Free product has been remos ed to the masnnum exlent practical.
¢. A coneeptual site model has been addressed.
I, Secondary source reinov al has been addressad
2. The stie doesn't mect the scenanos | amd 2 ol item 2 (Petiolew Vapor Intruston (o lndoo
A, see page 6) in the Media-<pecitic Criterta, because the TPH concentratioms 1o soil witlun
307 trom the potential toundation at the sie are much highet the allow able masonum

concentriations.

by The reports at the City Hbrary . prepared by Levin Fricke, showed that the most ol 1DS
concentrations at Railviard were below 3,000 ppm However, field wats <heudd be wondue ot
aenily the cummem TS Concentration oo dolermme whethier the ctonndwater at the i can by

used for drinkre water wlhen necessan

¢) MCLs were deemed necessary to meet remedial goals tor Schlisge OU - The remedial goal tor

OU 2 should follow this precedent.
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B) The mabile fractions of TPH need to be mitigated prior to development at the site, The immabile
fractions will need to be evaluated under the previously referenced closure policy

w). Fam wondering how we can determine where the mobile fractions ot TPH we, and where the
immobile fractions of TPH are during the design ~tage (R AIPY 1 it possible 1o Gike this

approach alter the deycloper cap the site based onthe revised O 2 RAP?

b). See my previous comments regarding whether the new closure policy can be applivd to this

site.

) The leaching of metals into groundwater will certainly need to be evaluated, especially i1 it turns
oul that groundwater at this site is considered a drinking water source. The Dischargers will need to
mect appropriate cleanup numbers (MCLs. Environmental Sereen Levels, cte.).

D) To my knowledge, any development above the Bunket C plume will not be residential. If the final
approved development plan changes substantially and this area is rezoned to residential, the w ater board
will need to reconsider the potential ineremental human health risk.

a) Will the concentration of the Bunker C plume be taken into consideration lor any other tvpe ol

development?

by How close o anresidential arca would this plume Tave 1o be 1o be considered a health 1<k ?

Cheers
Vie

From: Sieven Johnsor

Sent: Fnday. March 29, 2013 3:15 PM

To:

Ce:

Subject: Re: OU2 remediation al Baylands Project

Dear Mr. Pal,

Thank you for your explanation. Below are our thoughts for the OU2 remediation approaches after we
finished reviewing the revised QU2 RAP:

A. Based on Resolution No. 2006-008, the site could be suitable for municipal or domestic water
supply. Under this scenario, the groundwater should be remediated to the MCL level. Is this one of the
various mitigation mcasures being discussed?

B. Based on the pictures I provided. it could be not appropriate to conclude that Bunker C oil is a non-
liquid, immobile mass. Additional remedial approach should be taken if the Bunker C cannot be
considered as a non-liquid, immobile mass,
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C. Does the area impacted with heavy metal in soil over 2,500 ppm concentration need to he
remediated because of the leaching issue? Did the owner do the STCL tests to make sure if it could
have any polential leaching issues?

D. Is it appropriate (0 have residential project situated adjacent to the Buncker C impacted
area?

Best Regards,

Steven

From: "Pal, Vic{g, Waterhnarde" « R
Tao: Steven Johnson
Cc: "Roberson, Keith{s Waterboards™ < = "Seward. Terryvie, Waterboards™

dent: Tuesday, Janoary 8, 2014 2:us PM
Subject: RE: QU2 remediation a1 Baylands Project

Hi Steven,

Thanks for your interest and concem in the matter, [ am the project manager for the site. The purpose ot
the OU2 ditch interim remediation project was to protect the ditch from historical releases of bunker
emanating from the subsurtace. The interim measure has been effective in stopping the ongoing releases
of bunker C into the ditch. Investigations done over the years has pinpointed the source of the petroleum
contamination to several acres within QU2,

In the draft EIR. we included language that identified the petroleum in QU2 and described the various
mitigation measures that could be required to mitigate the impairment. 1 would be happy to hear vour
thoughts on the matter. However, please note that any email or written comments we receive would be
part of the public record. The public andror the developer would have aceess 1o this information.

Cheers
Vie

E

L



STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
RESOLUTION NO. 88-63
(as revised by Resolution No. 2006-0008)
ADOPTION OF POLICY ENTITLED
"SOURCES OF DRINKING WATER"

WHEREAS

1 California Water Code section 13140 provides that the State Board shall formulate
and adopt State Policy lor Water Quality Control: and.

(g

California Water Code section 13240 provides that Water Quality Plans "shall
conform" to any State Policy for Water Quality Control; and.

3. The Regional Boards can contorm the Water Quality Control Plans to this palicy by
amending the plans to incorporate the policy: and,

4. The State Board must approve any conforming amendments pursuant 10 Waler
Code section 13243; and,

5. "Sources of drinking water" shall be defined in the Water Quality Control Plans as
those water bodies with beneficial uses designated as suitable, or potentially
suitable, for municipal or domestic water supply (MUN): and,

6. The Water Quality Control Plans do not provide sufficient detail in the description
of water bodies designated MUN to judge clearly what is, or is nol, a source of
drinking water [or various purposes.

7. On February 1, 2006. the State Board adopted Resolution No. 2006-0008, which
amended this policy to establish a site-specific exception for Qld Alamo Creek.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:

All surface and ground waters of the State are considered (0 be suitabte, or potentially
suitable, for municipal or domestic water supply and should be so designated by the
Regional Boards' with the exception” of:

' Thix policy does not alfect any determination ol what is g patential souree of drinking water fo the
limited purposes of mainaining a surface impoundment after June 30, 1988, pursuant to Section 25208 .4 of
the Health and Safety Code.

* This policy contains gencral categories for exceptions from the policy. On Februnry 1. 2006, the State
Board adopted Resolution No. 2006-0008. which established a site-specilic exception {rom the pohey for
Old Alamo Creek. The rationale for the site-specilic exception is contained m the resolution and in Siate
Board Order WQO 20020015, ILA2.d.



1. Surface and eround waters where:

a. The total dissolved solids (TDS) exceed 3,000 mg/1. (5,000 uS-cm. electrical
conductivity) and it is not reasonably expected by Regional Boards to supply a
public water system, or

b. There is contamination. ¢ither by natural processes or by human activity
(unrelated to the specific pollution incident), that cannot reasonably be treated for
domestic use using either Best Management Practices or best economically
achievable treatment practices, or

¢. The waler source does not provide sufficient water to supply a single well capable
ol producing an average, sustained yield of 200 gallons per day.

2 Swiace Waters Where:

a. The water is in systems designed or modified to collect or treat municipal or
industrial wasiewaters, process waters, mining wastewaters, or storm waler
runoff, provided that the discharge from such systems is monitored 10 assure
compliance with all relevant water quality objectives as required by the Regional
Boards: or,

b. The water is in systems designed or modified [or the primary purpose of
conveying or holding agricultural drainage waters, provided that the discharge
from such systems is monitored to assure compliance with all relevant water
quality objectives as required by the Regional Boards.

3. Ground water where:

The aquifer is regulated as a geothermal energy producing source or has been exempied
administratively pursuant to 40 Code of Federal Regulations, section 146.4 for the
purpose of underground injection of [uids associated with the production ol hydrocarbon
or geothermal energy. provided that these fluids do not constitute a hazardous waste
under 40 CFR, section 261.3.

4. Regional Board Authority to Amend Use Desivnations:

Any body ol water which has a currcnt specitic designation previously assigned 10 it by a
Regtonal Board in Water Quality Control Plans may retain that designation at the
Regional Board's discretion. Where a body ol water is not currently designated as MUN
bul, in the opinion of a Regional Board. is presently or potentially suitable for MUN, the
Regional Board shall include MUN in the beneficial use designation.

The Regional Boards shall also assure that the beneficial uses of municipal and domestic
supply are designated for protection wherever those uses are presently being attained, and
assurc that any changes in beneficial use designations for waters of the State are
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consistent with all applicable regulations adopied by the Environmenial Protection
Agency.

The Regional Boards shall review and revise the Water Quality Control Plans 10
incorporate this policy.

CERTIFICATION
The undersigned. Acting Clerk 10 the Board, does hereby certify that the foregoing is a

tull, true, and correct copy of a policy duly and regularly adopted at a mecting of the
State Water Resources Control Board held on May 19, 1988, and amended on

February 1, 2006,

Selica Potter
Acting Clerk to the Board















