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WRITTEN STATEMENT OF DISPUTE FOR MARINE CORPS AIR STATION (MCAS)

I'

II.

EL _TORO

Nature Of The Dispute:

The Department of the Navy (DON) is disputing the placement
of conditions (i.e., requiring amendment of the FFA to
include enforceable secondary documents/milestones and two
other conditions) on the approval of its schedule extension
request for MCAS El Toro, by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) and the State of California (as represented by
the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)), despite
agreement that sufficient justification exists for these
extensions.

Issues And Positions With Respect To The Dispute:

A. Do EPA and the State have the authority to deny an
extension request when the elements stated in FFA §9.1 have
been satisfied?

Position: No. FFA §9.1 requires the extension of time-
tables, deadlines and schedules upon a timely request
for which sufficient justification (i.e., good cause)
exists, where the party has described the extension’s
effect on related timetables, deadlines, and schedules.
DON has satisfied these requirements. (See enclosures
(1), (5), (10), (12) & (13)).

B. Did EPA and the State impose unauthorized conditions
upon the approval of extension requests?

Position: Yes. Both EPA and the State conditioned
their approval of DON’s schedule extension request for
MCAS El1l Toro. The conditions, among other things,
require DON to amend the FFA to make interim deliver-
ables (secondary documents/milestones) enforceable.

The FFA states no other conditions for the granting of
an extension, other than those listed in FFA §9.1. The
ability to impose conditions on the granting of exten-
sions, beyond those provided for in §9, would abrogate
the protection against unreasonable denials that was
negotiated into the model FFA by DOD and EPA headgquar-
ters. These model FFA provisions can be found in EPA’s
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER)
Directive No. 9992.4 ("Federal Facilities Hazardous
Waste Compliance Manual, 01/09/90).



III.

Iv.

c. Does the FFA provide for enforceability of secondary
documents/milestones?

Position: No. FFA §7.4 (b) provides that the Project
Managers will establish target dates for the completion
and transmission of secondary documents. FFA §7.3 (c)
clearly provides that: "...target dates do not become
enforceable by their inclusion in the primary documents
and are not subject to Section 8 (Deadlines), Section 9
(Extensions) or Section 13 (Enforceability)." This is
model language from which we are not authorized to
deviate.

The subject conditions constitute an unauthorized at-
tempt to force DON to modify the model language of the
FFA. Amendment or modification of the FFA may be
pursued only under FFA §29, which requires written
consent of all parties. DON has already decided at the
Secretariat level that it is not willing to amend the
FFA to include enforceability of secondary documents/
milestones.

Work fected The Dispute:

No work is currently affected by this dispute, except that
the OU #4 RI/FS Workplan deadline has passed. The Draft RFA
Report and resulting RI/FS Workplan for OU#4 continue to be
worked upon. Work for all other OUs continues.

Discussion: ortin actua echnica & o -
tion
A. t atio

1. On December 13, 1991, DON requested a time exten-
sion on behalf of MCAS El Toro for Operable Unit (OU)
#4’s Draft Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
(RI/FS) Work Plan submission, which was due on 15
December 1991. This letter formalized an extension
request, the details of which were previously negotiat-
ed among the parties’ project managers. This was to
include an extension of the target date for the Draft
RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) Report, which was due on
the same date. (See enclosure (1)). The extension
request cited the significant increase in project scope
as justification, which would satisfy the "good cause"
provisions of the FFA. OU#4 was not a pre-existing ou.
Rather, it was developed to receive sites that were
designated for further action in the RFA Report.
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2. On December 19, 1991, DTSC rejected the extension
request stating that the request was not submitted in a
timely manner as required by §9.1 of the FFA and that
the good cause requirements in §9.2 of the FFA were not
satisfied. (See enclosure (2)).

3. On December 23, 1991, the EPA responded to DON’s
extension request in a similar manner. EPA stated that
the request was untimely and failed to establish good
cause. (See enclosure (3)).

4. On December 31, 1991, the Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Santa Ana Region (RWQCB) responded to
DON’s extension request, stating that it was untimely
and that insufficient documentation was provided to
satisfy the good cause provisions of the FFA. (See
enclosure (4)).

5. On December 31, 1991, DON responded to the EPA‘s
rejection of December 23, 1991. (See enclosure (5)).
The DON letter rebutted the contention that the request
was untimely, clearly establishing that the extension
request was submitted in a timely manner, within the
meaning of §4.1(d) of the FFA. The DON letter provided
additional information and explanation supporting its
contention that it had stated good cause for the exten-
sions, within the meaning of §§9 and 10 of the FFa.
Specifically, it explained in greater detail how OU#4'’s
scope had increased and what impact this had on the
RI/FS workplan deadline. DON notified EPA of its
intent to take this issue to dispute resolution, but
urged an informal resolution of the matter.

6. On January 2 and 8, 1992, DON responded to the
DTSC and RWQCB letters of December 19 & 31, 1991, re-
spectively. (See enclosures (6 & 7)). The DON letters
referred to the explanation given in DON’s December 31,
1991 letter to EPA and reiterated that the extension
request was submitted in a timely manner and that good
cause had been demonstrated. It also notified the
parties of DON’s intent to take the issue to dispute
resolution.

7. From 9 January 1992 to 14 February 1992, the
parties’ project managers engaged in informal dispute
resolution to address the stated issues. At this time,
discussions were expanded to include extensions for OUs
#1, #2, & #3, although no deadlines for these OUs were
yet approaching.

8. On January 17, 1992, the DON sent a letter to EPA,
DTSC, and the RWQCB confirming the mutually agreed upon
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extension of the date for submission of the "written
statement of dispute," required under Section 12.2 of
the FFA, to February 7, 1992. (See enclosure (8)).

9. On January 31, 1992, DON sent a similar letter to
EPA, DTSC and the RWQCB confirming the agreement to
further extend the date for submission of the written
statement to February 14, 1992. (See enclosure (9)).

10. During the period of February 3, 1992 through
February 13, 1992, issues concerning whether or not DON
field personnel have authority to agree to the enforce-
ability of secondary documents/milestones were elevated
within DON. As a result, mixed signals may have been
sent to the other FFA parties. This issue was resolved
within DON by February 14, 1992.

11. On February 14, 1992, the DON sent a letter to the
EPA, with copies provided to DTSC and the RWQCB. (See
enclosure (10)). This letter summarized schedule
revisions, which were the product of project manager
consensus and that of EPA’s Julie Anderson. The letter
confirmed a previous mutual agreement to defer the
submission of the written statement of dispute to
twenty-one days after EPA’s response to the DON letter
of February 14, 1992. The letter formalized DON’s
extension request for OUs #1, #2, & #3 and requested
concurrence on a proposed revised schedule for 0OU #4
(including the target date for the Draft RFA Report),
which offered a time reduction from the OU #4 extension
proposed in DON’s December 13, 1991 letter. DON also
stated its commitment to start a groundwater removal
action, prior to the signing of the Record of Decision.

The enclosures to the letter of February 14, 1992 are
significant because they supply: the proposed revisions
to FFA Appendix "A" (timetables, deadlines and sched-
ules); much greater detail (in the form of bar charts)
as to the RI/FS and RFA "History of Events"; a detailed
breakdown into time segments (bar chart form) of the
proposed schedule revisions (i.e., time extensions);
additional detail in the description of good cause for
the extensions requested; and a description of DON’s
support of groundwater remediation through the Orange
County Water District Desalter Project.

12. The revised Appendix "A", enclosed in the February
14, 1992 letter, did not provide for the enforceability
of secondary documents/milestones. The decision that
agreement to secondary document enforceability was not
possible was made at the Navy’s Secretariat level,



which advised DON field personnel that agreement to
such a deviation from the model FFA was not authorized.

13. On the same date, February 14, 1992, DON responded
to EPA, DTSC, & RWQCB letters concerning a similar
situation at Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB),
Barstow. This letter explained that DON could not
agree to the enforceability of secondary
documents/milestones. (See enclosure (11)).

14. On February 21, 1992, the DTSC responded to DON’s
MCAS El1 Toro letter of February 14, 1992. (See enclo-
sure (12)). The DTSC letter stated:

"You have demonstrated to us the
technical merits of accepting your
February 14, 1992 request as a
reasonable schedule."

The letter also noted that DON’s February 14 letter
included a change to the agreement that was reached in
negotiations prior to the February 14, 1992 letter
(i.e., the enforceability of secondary documents/
milestones). DTSC then accepted the DON extension
request on the conditiopn that DON amend the FFA to make
the additional interim deliverables enforceable as
primary documents. Two other conditions were also
required: that DON would commit to performance of
appropriate pre-ROD removal actions and to make its
best effort to identify schedule reduction opportuni-
ties.

15. On February 23, 1992, EPA responded to the DON’s
MCAS El1 Toro letter of February 14, 1992. (See enclo-
sure (13)). The EPA letter stated:

"We appreciate the effort your
staff demonstrated in presenting a
comprehensive justification for the
extension request. We agree that
the project scope has increased
significantly from original projec-
tions and schedule extensions are
justified. We believe your request
meets the criteria listed in Sec-
tion 9.1 of the FFA for granting an
extension."

Despite its agreement with DON that good cause existed,
EPA recognized that the enforceability of interim
deadlines was not reflected in the February 14, 1992
DON letter. EPA then stated that they approved the
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extension request subject to the condition that DON
amends the FFA to include the interim enforceable
deadlines. EPA also requested commitments to identify
appropriate interim removal actions and to look for
opportunities to streamline the process.

16. On March 5, 1992, DON sent a letter to EPA, the
DTSC, and the RWQCB which briefly explained that DON
could not agree to enforceability of secondary docu-
ments/milestones. (See enclosure (14)). The letter
also suggested that the parties meet again to attempt
informal dispute resolution and requested that the
submission date for the written statement of dispute be
postponed to a date subsequent to the informal meeting.

17. On March 11, 1992, the DON sent a letter to EPA,
DTSC, and the RWQCB which confirmed a previous agree-
ment to extend the date for submission of the written
statement of dispute to March 25, 1992 and to meet on
March 23, 1992 to continue informal dispute resolution.
(See enclosure (15)).

18. On March 12, 1992, EPA sent a letter to DON stat-
ing that the interim enforceable deadlines are essen-
tial and that they accept DON’s rejection of the condi-
tion as notification for formal dispute resolution.

EPA agreed to meet on March 23, 1992 to informally
discuss the dispute. It also requested that DON sug-
gest other viable alternatives. Additionally, EPA
agreed to extend the date for submission of the written
statement of dispute for both MCAS El Toro and MCLB
Barstow to March 25, 1992. (See enclosure (16)).

See enclosures (1) and (10) for more detailed informa-
tion regarding schedules, technical approach, and scope
increases.

ertine eqga atio

EPA and DTSC have stated that the length of the project
requires that interim enforceable deadlines be imposed
to ensure adequate progress throughout the RI. The
following discussion provides background supporting the
contention that the law neither requires nor supports
this viewpoint.

The "Defense Environmental Restoration Program" (DERP),
10 U.S.C. §2701, et seq. and §120 of the Comprehensive
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Environmental Response, Compensation, & Liability Act
(CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. §9601, et seq. govern the investi-
gation and cleanup of DON sites contaminated with
hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants.
with the enactment of DERP Congress evinced the intent
to give special focus to DOD’s Environmental Restora-
tion Program. Paragraph (a)(2) of 10 U.S.C. §2701
reads as follows:

"(2) APPLICATION OF SECTION 120 OF
CERCLA.--Activities of the program
described in subsection (b) (1)
shall be carried out subject to,
and in a manner consistent with,
section 120 (relating to Federal
facilities) of...CERCLA...

DERP requires that DOD work in consultation with EPA.
10 U.S.C. §2701 (a) (3) states:

" (3) CONSULTATION WITH EPA.--The
program shall be carried out in
consultation with the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection
Agency."

10 U.S.C. §2705, entitled "Notice of environmental
restoration activities," requires that EPA and State
and local agencies be given prompt notice of releases
to the environment and the associated threat to public
health and the environment. It also requires that EPA
and State and local agencies be provided the opportuni-
ty to review and comment on such notices and response
action proposals.

Similarly, CERCLA §120 (e) (1), 42 U.S.C. §9620 (e) (1)
requires that federal facilities on the National Prior-
ities List (NPL) commence RI/FS within six months of
listing, in consultation with the EPA Administrator and
appropriate State authorities. Paragraph (e) (4) of
§120 sets out the requirements for the interagency
agreement. It provides for joint review of alternative
remedial actions and joint selection by the federal
facility head and EPA. Only if agreement can’t be
reached, on the selection of remedial action, does the
Administrator have the statutory authority to make an
overriding selection.

Paragraph (f) of §120 requires that EPA and relevant
State and local officials be given the opportunity to
participate in the planning and selection of remedial



action. State officials are to participate in accor-
dance with §121 (i.e., the ARARs process).

It is DON’s position that the statutory language clear-
ly sets out a partnership, not an enforcement approach
between EPA, the State, and DOD in the investigation
and cleanup of DOD facilities -- especially for NPL
sites. Pursuant to this partnership approach, DOD and
EPA headquarters agreed to enter into FFAs earlier in
the process than is required by law. However, a criti-
cal aspect of the agreement to enter into FFAS was that
stipulated penalties could only be assessed for missing
primary document deadlines.

And while the law requires EPA and the State to publish
timetables and deadlines for the expeditious completion
of the RI/FS, there is no statutory time limit on the
RI/FS. In fact, the next statutory deadline is not
until 180 days after EPA has reviewed the RI/FS, when
EPA and the federal facility are required to enter into
an interagency agreement for expeditious completion of
all necessary remedial action. CERCLA §120 (e) (2).
However, DON is mindful of Congress’ intent to have the
RI/FS phase completed expeditiously. DON is trying to
complete the RI/FS as quickly as possible, but it must
be recognized that the complexity and/or length of the
RI/FS will vary.from facility to facility due to un-
foreseen site conditions, number of sites, and perhaps
the need to change technical approach.

Therefore, the law does appear to allow the FFA parties
the flexibility to change the timetables and deadlines
without negative repercussions. The process contem-
plates trial and error in the development of better
technical approaches and treatment technologies. In-
deed, enclosure (2) to DON’s February 14, 1992 letter
(gsee enclosure (10)) describes such changes in techni-
cal approach, as agreed among the project managers,
which are responsible for the project’s significant
increase in scope.

Furthermore, EPA and DOD specifically recognized in the
model FFA language that:

", ..one possible basis for exten-
sion of the deadlines for comple-
tion of the Remedial Investigation
and Feasibility Study Reports is
the identification of significant
new Site conditions during the
performance of the remedial inves-
tigation."



See MCAS El Toro FFA §8.4. It is DON’s position that
the addition of new sites and changes in technical
approach fall into the category of "new site condi-
tions”. With the expanded number of sites and changes

in technical approach, a lengthy RI/FS should not be
unexpected.

Finally, changes in technical direction and schedules
are the natural result of entering into these agree-
ments earlier than is required by law. The statutory
requirement for an interagency agreement was based on
completion of the RI/FS, where all unknowns had been
addressed, site conditions had been assessed, and
technical analysis of data and alternatives had been
completed. Such is not the case at MCAS El Toro.



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

SOUTHWEST DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
1220 PACIFIC MIGHWAY 5090
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92132-51%0 Ser 1812.AP/1637

13 Dec 91

Ms. Julie Anderson
Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Ms. Anderson:

I am requesting time extensions for deliverables of the Draft RCRA
Facility Assessment (RFA) Report and Draft Remedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan for Operable Unit 4 for the
Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro in accordance with Section
9 of the FFA.

I am requesting these extensions based on "good cause" provisions
of Subsection 9.2 (a) and (g) of the FFA. Since the negotiation of
the FFA, the scope of work has increased significantly. The RFA
which initiates Operable Unit 4, has identified 299 sites with 157
recommended for a sampling visit, much more than the 35-37 sites
identified by the water control board. Added increases in scope
have also occurred in the development of the Site Office and
Decontamination Facilities and the Waste Management Plan which
impacts the RFA efforts. '

According to Section 9.4 of the FFA, a response is required within
seven days of receipt of a request for time extension. To enable
the Parties of the FFA to negotiate a project schedule which is the
product of consensus to the maximum extent possible, I propose not
to invoke Section 9.4 of the FFA for a period of 60 days from the
date of this letter.

The Draft Detailed Project Schedule, which will be sent under
separate cover within seven days of this letter, will define the
lengths of the extensions for each project deliverable. A similar
draft schedule has been presented and discussed during project
managers meetings in September and November 1991.

If there are any questions concerning this correspondence, please
contact me at (619) 532-3825.

74,

S. E. TOWER

Commander, CEC, U.S. Navy

Head, Facilities Management Department
By direction of the Commanding Officer

1 enclosurs (1)



5090
Ser 1812.AP/
13 Dec 91 1637
Enclosures
(1) Revised FFA Attachment A dated 13 December 1991
(2) Proposal for the FFA Schedule Extension dated 13 December
1991

Copy to:

Mr. John Hamill

Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Manny Alonzo

California Department of
Toxic Substances Control
Region 4

245 West Broadway, Suite 350
Long Beach, CA 90802

Mr. Ken Williams

California Regional Water Quality cOntrol Board
Santa Ana Region

2010 Iowa Avenue, Suite 100

Riverside, CA 92507

Commandant of the Marine Corps
Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps (LFL)
Washington, DC 20380-0001

Commanding General
Marine Corps Air Station
El Toro (Santa Ana), CA 92709-5001



13 December 1991

PROPOSED REVISED APPENDIX A

ORIGINAL EXTENDED

DELIVERABLE OR MILESTONE COMPLETION DATE COMPLETION DATE®
Operable Unit 1
Draft RI/PS Work Plan 30 sep 90 N/A
Phase I Technical Memo N/A (in detail sched)
Phase I Testability Study

and Draft Report H/A (in detail sched)
Draft Phase II Work Plan “W7a (in detail sched)
Start Phase II Fieldwork N/A (in detail sched)
Draft RI Report 15 Jun 92 (in detail sched)
Draft FS Report 15 Aug 92 (in detail sched)
Draft Proposed Plan 15 Nov 92 (in detail sched)
Draft Record of Decision 15 Apr 93 (in detail sched)
Operable Unit 2 and 3
Draft RI/FS Work Plan 30 Ssep 90 N/A
Phase I Technical Memo N/A (in detail sched)
Phase I Feasibility Study

and Draft Report N/A (in detail sched)
Draft Phase 1I Work Plan N/A (in detail sched)
Start Phase II Fieldwork N/A (in detail sched)
Draft RI Report 15 Oct 92 (in detail sched)
Draft FS Report 15 Feb 93 (in detail sched)
Draft Proposed Plan 15 May 93 (in detail sched)
Draft Record of Decision 15 Oct 93 (in detail sched)
RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA)
Draft Report on Records

Search, VSI & Sample Plan 15 Mar 91 N/A
Draft RFA Report 15 Dec 91 09 Sep 93

er
Draft RI/FS Work Plan 1S Dec 91 01 Feb 94
Draft RI Report 15 Sep 93 TBD
Draft FS Report 15 Jan 94 TBD
Draft Proposed Plan 15 Apr 94 TBD
Draft Record of Decision 15 Sep 94 TBD

' The extended completion dates are enforceable.
TBD: To Be Determined following approval of the RFA Report.

Enclosure (1)



13 December 1991

PROPOSAL FOR SCHEDULE EXTENSION

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro

References

(a)
(b)

(c)

Project Managers’ Meeting at MCAS El Toro on 12 and 13
November 1991

Phone call between EPA Mr. Hamill/Navy Mr. Piszkin of
25 November 1991

Project igers’ Conference Call EPA Mr. Hamill/EPA
(SAIC) Mr. Tindall/DTSC Mr. Broderick/Santa Ana Region
Water Quality Control Board Mr. Williams/MCAS El Toro
LCDR Serafini/MCAS E1 Toro Ms. Mitchell/Navy Mr.
Piszkin of 11 December 1991

During references (a), (b), and (c), the conditions for the
approval of the Navy’s request for schedule extension were

discussed.

These conditions are summarized in the following

paragraphs.

(1)

(2)

(3)

The Navy must establish enforceable interim deadlines
for the RI/FS process such as Phase I Technical Memo-
randa and Phase II Draft Work Plan.

The Navy has proposed four interim milestones for
Operable Units 1, 2, and 3 which are listed on the
revised Attachment A. Those interim completion dates
are enforceable.

For Operable Unit 1, the Navy must agree to implement a
groundwater removal action prior to the signing of the
Record of Decision.

The Navy and Marine Corps Air Station El Toro are
currently in the process of framing a Memorandum of
Agreement with the Orange County Water District (OCWD)
on the OCWD Desalter Project that is scheduled to begin
operations in November 1993.

The Navy should reduce the time period to complete the
Draft ROD on all Operable Units by six months.

The Navy has reviewed the detailed project schedule and
has determined that a six month reduction in the ROD
schedule for all Operable Units is not practical. The
original FFA milestones were negotiated prior to the

1 Enclosure (2)



(4)

13 December 1991

completion of the Draft Final RI/FS Work Plan and
Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) dated 28 February
1991. Since the FFA was negotiated, the scope of work
has increased significantly. Between the SAP of Sep-
tember 1990 and the SAP of February 1991, the number of
proposed monitoring wells increased from 95 to 126 and
the total number of samples required increased from
approximately 498 to 875. Additional increases in
scope have occurred in developing the Site Office and
Decontamination Facilities and the Waste Management
Plan. The RFA which initiates Operable Unit 4, has
identified 299 sites with 157 recommended for a sam-
pling visit. With an increase in scope comes an in-
crease 1in cost and time. The additional cost of work
has a direct impact on the Navy’s contract procurement
process. When a contract’s value becomes greater than
$5,000,000, Naval Facility Engineering Command (NAVFAC)
Headquarters must approve all Pre-Business and Post
Business Clearances; this extra approval process takes
time and was not anticipated at the time the FFA was
negotiated. The Navy’s proposed extended schedule
provides for the completion of the currently known
level of effort and contractual requirements.

The Navy must complete a comprehensive scoping effort
for all RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) sites for the
purpose of preparing a toxicological screening assess-
ment for each site. ERach site is to be classified as
"high" risk, "low" risk, or "no" risk. After the RFA
Report is completed, the milestone schedule of Operable
Unit 4 will be negotiated.

The Draft RFA Report will include the classification of
all RFA sites and recommendations for Operable Unit 4
sites. Following the approval of the RFA Report, an
enforceable project schedule for Operable Unit 4 will
be developed and incorporated into the Federal Facility
Agreement.

2 Enclosure (2)
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor

- DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
T N4
ST BROADWAY, SUITE 350
L BEACH, CA 90802

December 19, 1991

Commander S. E. Tower, CEC , U.S. Navy
Head Facilities Management Department
Southwest Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1220 Pacitic Highway

San Diego, California 92132-5190

Dear Commander Tower:

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION FOR DELIVERABLES OF THE DRAFT RFA REPORT
AND DRAFT RI/FS WORKFLAN FOR OPERABLE UNIT 4 FOR MCAS EL TORO

The Department of Toxics Substances Control received a fax
copy of your letter of December 13, 1991 to Ms. Julie Anderson of
the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9. In your
letter you request time extensions for deliverables of the Draft
RFA Report and the Draft RI/FS Work plan for Operable Unit 4
(which was due December 15, 1991) for the Marine Corps Air
Station El1 Toro (MC2S) in accordance with Section 9 of the
Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA).

According to Section 9.1 of the FFA, timetables, deadlines
and schedules shall be extended upon receipt of a timely request
for extension and when a good cause exists for the requested
extension. The Department received the facsimile of your letter
at 17:40, Friday, December 13, 1991 and cculd not make it
available to our staff until Monday, December 16, 1991.
Therefore, your request lacks the timeliness specified in the
FFA.

Furthermore, Subsection 9.1 (d) stipulates that any reguest
for extension by a party shall specify the extent to which any
related timetable and deadline would be affected if the extension
were granted. The Draft Detailed Project Schedule shouid have
been attached to your reguest.

The Department disagrees with your basis of "good cause"
provision of Subsection 9.2 (a). It is the Department’s opinion
that no event of Force Majeure exist to justify delay in the
deliverables specified in the FFA. The Department is aware of
the Navy’s complicated contract procurement process which might
have caused delays in meeting deadlines in this project.

However, neither proof of the exercise of reasonable diligence in
seeking funds nor proof of insufficient availability of
appropriated funds which have been diligently sought have been
provided to the FFA parties.

Ar""""-"- .
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Commander S. E. Tower
Page 2
December 19, 1991

Based on the above mentioned issues, MCAS El Toro has failed

to submit two primary documents and failed to submit a timely
request for extension. Therefore, the Department denies your
request for extension and recommends that the U. S. Environmental
Protection Agency asses penalties stipulated in Section 14.1 to
MCAS El Toro.

If you have any gquestions, please contact Mr. Manny Alonzo

at (213) 590-4904.

ccC:

Sincerely,

Albert Arellano, Jr., P.E.
Unit Chief

Federal Facilities Unit
Site Mitigation Branch

Mr. John Hamill

Remedial Project Manager

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Hazardous Waste Management Division, H-7-5
75 Hawthor— = Street

San Francisco, California 94105

Mr. Ken Williams

Water Resource Control Engineer

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region
2010 Iowa Avenue, Suite 100

Riverside, California 92507

Mr. Andy Piszkin, Code 1811

Remedial Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, California 92132-5190

Commandant of the Marine Corps
Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps (LFL)
Washington, D. C. 20380-0001

Commanding General
Marine Corps Air Station -
El Toro (Santa Ana), California 92709%-50C1
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76 Hawthorne Street
8an FPrancisco, Ca. 94105-3001

23 Decembar 1991

Commander 8.E. Tower

Head, Facilities Management Department
Southwest Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, California 92132-=5190

Re: Schedule Extension Request for
Marine Corps Air sStation, Bl Toro

Dear Commander Tower:

This letter is in response to your 13 December 1951 fac-
simile requesting schedula extensions for Federal Facility Agree-
ment (FFA) deliverables for the Marine Corps Air Station (MCAas),
El Toro. Your facsimile arrived at the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) arfter working hours on Friday, December 13, 1991,
anad was not received by my staff until Monday, December 16. The
due date for the Draft Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
(RI/FS) Work Plan for the MCAS El Toro Operable Unit 4 was 15
December 1991. Therefore, your request lacks the timeliness
gspecified in Section 9.1 of the FFA.

Section 9.1 of the FFA states that "timetables, deadlines
and schedules shall be extended upon receipt of a timely request
for extension and when good cause exists for the requested
extension." The request shall specify (a) the deadline that is
sought to be extended; (b) the length of the extension sought;
(c) the good causes for the extension; and (Q) the extent to
which any related deadline or schedule would be affected if the
extension were granted. Section 9.2 of the FFA identifies what
constitutes "good cause" for seeking extensions.

Your 13 December 1991 facsimile states that you are reguest-
ing these extensions based on "good cause" provisions of Subsec-
tion 9.2 (a) and (g) of the FFA. A review of your request fails
to provide evidence that the request fulfills the requirements of
either Section 9.1 or 9.2 of the FFA. Your request fails to
identify all of the requirements of Section 9.1, specifically
Subsections 9.1 (¢) and (d).

gnclosure (3 )
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In addition, our review does not provide evidence that your
request complies with Subsections 9.2 (a) and (g) of the FFA.
Subsection 9.2 (a) requires the identification of an event of
Force Majeure. Section 10 of the FFA identifies all the evaents
that constitute Force Majeure. Your request fails to identify
any Force Najeure svent. Subsaction 9.2 (g) of the FFA atates
that "good cause" exists when sought in regard to "any other
event or series of events mutually agreed to by the Parties as
constituting good cause." We have no information which leads us
to believe that the Parties have mutually agreed that any event
or series of avents have constitutad "good cause" for the MCAS El
Toro extension request. In summary, your 13 December 1991 re-
quest for time extansions is late, incomplete and therefore not a
timely request for extension as required by Section 9.1 of the
FFA,

For these reasons, we must deny, at this time, your proposed
schedule extension request. The Navy’s failure to submit by
December 15, 1991, in compliance with Section 9.1 of the FFA, the
Dratt Remedial Investigation/Feasibility study Work Plan for
Operable Unit 4 constitutes a failure to comply with Sections’
7.3., 8.1, and 9.1 of the FPFA. Section 14 of the FFA for the
MCAS El Toro allows EPA to assess stipulated penalty against the
Marine Corps for (a) failure to submit a primary document listed
in Section 7 or for (b) failure to comply with a term or condi-
tion of the FFA.

Therefore, in accordance with Section 14, Stipulated
Penalties, of the FFA for Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, the
Environmental Protection Agency is notifying you of our intent to
assess a stipulated panalty against the Marine Corps. In accor-
dance with Section 14.1 of the FFA, the EPA is providing notice
to the Marine Corps of our intent to assess a penalty of $5,000
for the first week and $10,000 for each additional week (or part
thereof) until the Draft RI/FS Workplan for OU 4 is submitted, or
a new schedule is agreed to by all the Parties.

Your 13 December 1991 facsimile stated that you would submit
a Dratt Detalled Project Schedule within seven days of the fac-
simile. We have not, as of today, raceived such Schedula. We
hope that we can proceed with the negotiation of the Project
Schedule, and eagerly await your new schedule proposal.

In accordance with Sectlon 14.2 of the FFA, the Marine Corps
has 15 days after receipt of this notice to invoke dispute
resolution on the question of whether failure did in fact occur.



If you have any questions concerning these issues, please

contact John Hamill of my staff at (413) 744~2391.

cC:

Sincerely,

iéulie Anderson

Acting Chief
Federal Facility Enforcement
Branch

A. Piszkin, Navy

M. Alonzo, DTSC

K. Williams, RWQCB

L. Serafini, USMC, El Toro

Commanding General, USMC, El Toro

commandant of the Marine Corps, USMC Headquarters



STATE OF CALIFORNIA PETE WILSON. Governor

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SANTA ANA REGION
~~*0 IOWA AVENUE, SUITE 100
ZRSIDE, CAUFORNIA 92507-2409
ONE: (714) 7824130
. <LECOPIER: (714) 781-6288

December 31, 1991

Commander S. E. Tower, CEC, U. S. Navy
Head, Facilities Management Department
Southwest Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, California 92132-5190

SUBJECT: Response to Extension Request for Deliverables Schedule
Draft Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, OU #4
Marine Corps Air Station, El1 Toro

Dear Commander Tower:

The Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region has
reviewed your December 13, 1991 request for extensions to the
submittal schedule for the above-referenced document. With the
submittal date for the Draft RI/FS Work Plan for Operable Unit #4
being December 15, 1991, the receipt of a facsimile copy of your
request for extension after working hours on the afternoon of
December 13, 1991 clearly violates the timeliness clause in Section
9.1 of the Federal Facilities Agreement.

It is our position that your request for an extension to the
schedule for deliverable through the "good cause" aspects of
Section 9.2 is incomplete. This is due to the lack of sufficient
elaboration or documentation as to the grounds for Force Majeure
under which the request 1is being made. As of this date, this
office has not received any additional elaboration on this matter
or the detailed Draft Project Schedule. Therefore, we cannot agree
that either a Force Majeure situation or a scenario of "any event
or series of events" which constitutes a "good cause" reason for
delays, as mutually agreed to by the Parties of the Federai
Facilities Agreement, exists at the present time.

Therefore, we cannot acknowledge your December 13, 1991
correspondence as an appropriate request for an extension to the
present schedule for the submittal of primary documents for
Operable Unit #4. Additionally, we are in agreement with and
support the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency's position in
regard to the applicability of stipulated penalties, as stated in
their December 23, 1991 letter.

We await your submittal of additional documentation to support this
request and the detailed Draft Project Schedule and the subsequent
discussion of this matter. It is our goal to arrive at a mutually
agreeable schedule for the submittal of primary documents for
Operable Unit 3#4.

enclosure (Z)m~



Commander S. E. Tower December 31, 1991

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me
at (714) 782-4496.

Sincerely,

g > -
- s
/L//// —%7/ "
,A/Z%%Vﬁfffj R
Kenneth R. Williams

Associate Engineering Geologist
Special Projects Section

cc: A. Piszkin, SOUTHWESDIV
J. Hamill, US EPA
M. Alonzo, DTSC
LCDR. L. Serafini, MCAS El1 Toro



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
SOUTHWEST DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 82132-5190

5090
Ser 09C4/5021
Dec 31, 1991

Mr. Keith Takata

Deputy Director For Superfund Programs
Environmental Protection Agency

Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Subject: Rejection of Schedule Extension Request Under The
Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) For Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS), El Toro

Dear Mr. Takata:

This letter is in response to Ms. Julie Anderson’s letter of

23 December 1991. In that letter EPA rejected Southwest Divi-
sion’s request to extend the time for submission of the Draft
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan for
Operable Unit (OU) #4. It did not directly address the request
to extend the deadline for the Draft RCRA Facility Assessment
(RFA) Report, although both documents had the same due date.
However, we must assume that EPA will not concur in this request
as well. As more particularly described below, we do not agree
with the reasons for rejection stated in Ms. Anderson’s letter.

Before discussing the contents of the December 23 letter, we do
apologize for the confusion caused by the December 13 letter’s
reference to submission of a Detailed Project Schedule within
seven (7) days. Based on discussions at the December 11 project
manager meeting (by telephone), EPA may have been expecting an
extension request for OUs #1, #2, & #3, in addition to a request
for the Draft RFA Report and the OU #4 Draft RI/FS Workplan. The
request for these OUs was omitted at the last minute from the
December 13 letter, because these deadlines were not yet ap-
proaching, and we wanted to simplify the extension process. We
inadvertently forgot to omit the reference to the Detailed
Project Schedule and those portions of enclosures (1) and (2) of
that letter, which related to OUs #1, #2, & #3. Because the
Detailed Project Schedule is not relevant to OU #4, this informa-
tion will not be submitted in connection with the current re-
quest.

With respect to EPA’s December 23 letter, it is first stated that
the request must be rejected as untimely, although EPA acknowl-
edges that Southwest Division sent its request by facsimile
transmission on Friday afternoon, December 13, 1991. EPA states
that this was untimely because it was sent too late in the day to

enclosure {5 )



Subject: Rejection of Schedule Extension Request Under The
Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) For Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS), El1l Toro

be received by the EPA groject manager, prior to the Sunday,
December 15, 1991 deadline. For two important reasons, we must
disagree with EPA’s characterization of the request as untimely:

a. FFA §4.1 (d) clearly states that: "Any submittal that
under the terms of the Agreement would be due on Saturday,
Sunday, or [a] holiday shall be due on the following business
day". 1In this case, the next business day would have been
Monday, December 16, 1991. We presume that the extension request
was waiting for the project manager upon his arrival on Monday
morning.

b. Neither EPA nor the State can claim that they were
surprised by the extension request. EPA and the State had been
aware of our intent to seek an extension for a substantial amount
of time prior to the formal request. In fact, the need for an
extension was discussed at meetings held on July 18, September
12, November 13, and December 11, 1991. The request was withheld
until some details were ironed out and there was an agreement in
principle among the project managers. This occurred during the
December 11, 1991 conference call among the FFA parties.

Next, EPA states that Southwest Division’s letter of December 13
did not comply with the FFA §§9.1 and 9.2, specifically citing a
failure to fulfill the requirements of 9.1 (c) and (d). Again we
must disagree with this characterization.

For the record, subsection 9.1 (c) requires "good cause" for the
extension to be stated in the request. Events constituting "good
cause" are listed in §9.2. Southwest Division’s December 13
letter specifically cited subsections 9.2 (a) and (g) as alterna-
tive events constituting good cause. Subsection 9.2 (a) refers
to the existence of "[a]ln event of Force Majeure". Subsection
9.2 (g) refers to the existence of "[a]ny other event or series
of events mutually agreed to by the Parties as constituting good
cause'".

The §9 extension process outlined in the FFA is a description of
procedures which will facilitate the parties’ working relation-
ship. While we acknowledge that the process contemplates suffi-
cient justification for granting of time extensions, nothing in
the FFA requires submission of extensive documentation with the
extension request itself. 1In light of the numerous previous
discussions among the parties (cited above), we believe that EPA
and the State have already been supplied sufficient justification
for the extension. Indeed, it was our understanding that the
parties agreed that the extension was warranted and therefore
subsection 9.2 (g) is the event of good cause supporting granting
of the extension.



Subject: Rejection of Schedule Extension Request Under The
Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) For Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS), El Toro

In Southwest Division’s December 13 letter, the events constitut-
ing good cause were identified as follows:

"since the negotiation of the FFA, the scope of work has
increased significantly. The RFA which initiates Operable
Unit 4, has identified 299 sites with 157 recommended for a
sampling visit, much more than the 35-37 sites identified by
the water control board. Added increases in scope have also
occurred in the development of the Site Office and Decontam-
ination Facilities and the Waste Management Plan which
impacts the RFA efforts."

We believe that this description was sufficient to summarize for
the record what the parties had already discussed. Although we
understand that extension length still needs to be negotiated, in
light of our belief that the EPA and State project managers had
agreed in principle with orally stated justifications, the act of
filing the extension request was understood to be a mere formal-
ity necessary to satisfy the FFA provisions. Even if the parties
had not come to agreement prior to f£iling the request, the
description above is certainly sufficient to satisfy the §9
requirements, in light of these previous discussions.

It must be added that your December 23 letter, which becomes part
of the public record, ignores the fact that the Marine Corps,
State, and EPA project managers are in almost constant communica-
tion regarding the El Toro cleanup. A member of the public might
read your letter and be misled into believing that we surprised
the FFA parties with our request. This is not the case.

Your letter also rejects the idea that a force majeure has
occurred, such that subsection 9.2 (a) would be applicable to the
instant situation. You state that the December 13 letter fails
to identify any force majeure event, because we did not cite to a
specific force majeure listed in §10. This conclusion flows from
your belief that "[s]ection 10 of the FFA identifies all the
events that constitute Force Majeure". (emphasis supplied)

This is a misstatement of both the wording and intent of §10.
Section 10 does not purport to be an exhaustive list of forces
majeure. Rather, it is couched in terms of "...including, but
not limited to:..." It is my understanding that the original
drafters of the model language recognized that the list could not
be exhaustive. The environmental restoration program deals with
the study of unknown conditions out in the field and reconstruc-
tion of decades of history. It is only logical that this can
lead to unforeseen delays outside the control of the parties.



Subject: Rejection of Schedule Extension Request Under The
Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) For Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS), El Toro

The reasons stated in our December 13 letter (and previous
meetings), constitute sufficient justification for a "miscella-
neous" force majeure, implicit in the FFA language.

We therefore believe that subsection 9.2 (a) has been satisfied,
even if you contend that subsection 9.2 (g) does not apply
because you did not agree to an extension on December 11.

In turn, this means that we have satisfied subsection 9.1 (c).

As to a description of the effect on schedules, required by
subsection 9.2 (d), we attached a proposed revised schedule to
our December 13 letter. This schedule did include new proposed
completion dates for the deliverables in question; however we did
not include completion dates for subsequent OU #4 deliverables
because the parties had specifically agreed on December 11 that
these dates would be the subject of future discussion. If EPA is
now denying our request because we did not include a statement to
this effect in our request letter, we think that this is overly
formalistic and unfair.

Finally, we are quite frankly confused to see that EPA would
place a position in the public record, without prior warning,
which is inconsistent with the posltlons it has taken during
recent pro;ect manager meetings. We have contlnually approached
the process in a spirit of good faith, cooperatlon, and teamwork.
We believe that use of the FFA as a "club" is short-sighted and
counterproductlve. While some regulatory relationships may
require this enforcement posture, this is not one of those
relationships. We believe that the primary goal of the parties
should be to instill confidence in the public and Congress that
the parties are asse551ng the situations accurately and are then
making progress in dealing with them.

By always blamlng us for delays, EPA will not instill greater
confidence in the public and Congress. Rather, such confidence
in the process will result from seeing a greater cooperative
effort and less bickering. There will be greater confidence in
the process if we, EPA, and the State negotiate realistic sched-
ules up front, rather than overly aggressive, unrealistic sched-
ules which foreseeably necessitate multiple extensions.

Neither the public nor Congress need to see the assessment of
stipulated penalties or the casting of blame to know that EPA and
the State are doing their jobs. We think that the public is
intelligent enough to understand the nature and causes for our
setbacks. They are capable of understanding the difference
between recalcitrant parties who need penalties as motivation and



Subject: Rejection of Schedule Extension Request Under The
Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) For Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS), El Toro

a federal facility which has acted in good faith and has commit-
ted tens of millions of dollars to its environmental restoration

efforts.

It is time that the FFA parties admit that the schedules origi-
nally negotiated were a mutual, inaccurate assessment of the
amount of work needed to be done and of our ability to meet the
timelines within our contractual and funding capabilities. At
least at the project manager level, EPA and the State have
acknowledged that the scope of the RFA has grown far beyond the
number of sites contemplated when the FFA was being negotiated.
Where the RFA increases the universe of potential sites from the
35-37 originally identified by the Regional Water Quality Control
Board to 299, a reasonable person would expect that the deadline
originally negotiated for the Draft RFA Report would have to be

extended.

Likewise, the Draft RI/FS Workplan for OU #4 must be developed
from knowledge derived from the Draft RFA Report. This OU is to
include those sites which are recommended for further action in
the RFA Report. Requiring submission of the Draft Workplan on
the same date as the Draft RFA Report makes little sense unless
the number of RFA sites is small. We originally consented to
concurrent dates because the parties agreed that they could
concurrently and quickly translate draft information from the RFA
process into RI/FS Workplan requirements. The unexpected in-
crease in scope has made this highly impractical, if not impossi-

ble.

In conclusion, we believe that our extension request was timely
filed and duly justified, such that a failure under FFA §14 did
not occur and the assessment of stipulated penalties is unwar-
ranted. However, because EPA has stated its intent to assess
stipulated penalties, then pursuant to FFA §14.2 we are hereby
notifying you of our intent to take this issue to formal dispute
resolution. I remain confident, however, that this apparent
dlspute can be resolved 1nformally I 1ook forward to doing so

Captain, CEC, USN

Copy to:

COMCABWEST EL TORO

DTSC REGION IV (ALBERT ARELLANO)
RWQCB, SANTA ANA REGION (KEN WILLIAMS)



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
SOUTHWEST DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 32132-5190

5090
Ser 09C4/5022
Jan. 2, 1992

Mr. Albert Arellano, Jr., P.E.

Unit Chief, Federal Facilities Unit
Site Mitigation Branch

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4

245 West Broadway, Suite 350

Long Beach, CA 90802

Subject: Rejection of Schedule Extension Request Under The
Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) For Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS), El Toro

Dear Mr. Arellano:

This is in response to your letter of December 19, 1991. In that
letter you rejected Southwest Division’s request to extend the
time for submission of the Draft Remedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan for Operable Unit #4 and the
Draft RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) Report.

The reasons cited in your letter are similar to those stated in
EPA’s response letter of December 23, 1991:

a. Untimely filing of the extension request, and
b. Failure to demonstrate good cause.

For reasons which are more fully explained in the attached copy
of our response to EPA’s December 23 letter, we must disagree
that the alleged failures have occurred. To the contrary, we
believe that our extension request was timely filed and duly
justified.

It should be clarified that we have not claimed that procurement
or funding precblems are the direct cause of our need for an
extension for the Draft RFA Report and the Operable Unit (OU) #4
Draft RI/FS Workplan. Rather, the "good cause" stated in our
December 13 letter was the tremendous increase in the scope of
the RFA beyond the expectations held by the parties at the time
the FFA was negotiated. We do note that, in previous project
manager discussions, we have mentioned procurement and funding
problems in connection with OUs #1, #2, & #3. However, we are
not seeking extensions for these OUs at this time.

You have further recommended that EPA assess stipulated penalties
in accordance with FFA §14 against MCAS El1 Toro. We feel that

i,

snclosure {6 )



Subject: Rejection of Schedule Extension Request Under The
Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) For Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS), El Toro

the imposition of such penalties is unwarranted and believe that
this apparent dispute can be resolved informally. However,
because you support EPA’s stated intent to assess stipulated
penalties, then pursuant to FFA §14.2 we must preserve our rights
by hereby notifying you of our intent to take this issue to
formal dispute resolution. I look forward to discussing this
matter with you at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely,
G
S.E. TOWER

Commander, CEC, U.S. Navy
By direction of the Commanding
Officer

Copy to:

COMCABWEST

EPA Region IX (Mr. John Hamill)

RWQCB, Santa Ana Region (Mr. Ken Williams)



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
SOUTHWEST DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92132-5190

5090
Ser 09C4/5024
Jan. 8, 1992

Mr. Kenneth R. Williams

Special Projects Section

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Santa Ana Region

2010 Iowa Avenue, Suite 100

Riverside, CA 92507-2409

Subject: Rejection of Schedule Extension Request Under The
Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) For Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS), El Toro

Dear Mr. Williams:

This is in response to your letter of December 31, 1991. 1In that
letter you rejected Southwest Division’s request to extend the
time for submission of the Draft Remedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan for Operable Unit #4 and the
Draft RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) Report.

The reasons cited in your letter are similar to those stated in
EPA’s response letter of December 23, 1991:

a. Untimely filing of the extension request, and
b. Failure to demonstrate good cause.

For reasons which are more fully explained in the attached copy
of our response to EPA’s December 23 letter, we must disagree
that the alleged failures have occurred. To the contrary, we
believe that our extension request was timely filed and duly
justified.

You have further recommended that EPA assess stipulated penalties
in accordance with FFA §14 against MCAS El1 Toro. We feel that
the imposition of such penalties is unwarranted and believe that
this apparent dispute can be resolved informally. However,
because you support EPA’s stated intent to assess stipulated
penalties, then pursuant to FFA §14.2 we must preserve our rights
by hereby notifying you of our intent to take this issue to

enclosuie (7 )



Subject: Rejection of Schedule Extension Request Under The
Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) For Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS), El1l Toro

formal dispute resolution. I look forward to discussing this
matter with you at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely,

7 (s
S.E. TOWER
Commander, CEC, U.S. Navy
By direction of the Commanding
Officer
Enclosure:

As stated

Copy to: (without enclosure)

COMCABWEST

EPA Region IX (Mr. John Hamill)

DTSC, Region IV (Mr. Albert Arellano, Jr.)



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
SOUTHWEST DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 921325190

5090
Ser 09C4/ 5026
Jan. 17, 1992

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

Mr. John Hamill (H-7-3)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Manny Alonzo

Site Mitigation Branch

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4

245 West Broadway, Suite 350

Long Beach, CA 90802

Mr. Kenneth R. Williams

Special Projects Section

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Santa Ana Region ,

2010 Iowa Avenue, Suite 100

Riverside, CA 92507-2409

Subject: Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) Dispute Resolution
Procedure Related To Rejection of Marine Corps Air
Station, El Toro’s Request For Time Extension

Dear Sirs:

This will confirm that the Department of the Navy, EPA Region IX,
the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region, and
the Department of Toxic Substances Control Region 4 have mutual-
ly agreed to extend the date for submission of the "written
statement of dispute" (pursuant to FFA §12.2) to February 7,
1992.

This will give the parties additional time to discuss the Navy’s
proposed revised schedule, which has already been transmitted to
the other parties.

Sincerely,

il

{ it : ‘

S.E. TOWER

Commander, CEC, U.S. Navy

By direction of the Commanding
Officer

enclosure (8 )



Subject: Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) Dispute Resolution
Procedure Related To Rejection of Marine Corps Air
Station, El Toro’s Request For Time Extension

Copy to:
COMCABWEST
WACO (Capt Brennan)



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
SOUTHWEST DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
1220 PACIEIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 921325190

5090
Ser 09C4/5027
Jan. 31, 1992

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

Mr. John Hamill (H-7-3)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Manny Alonzo

Site Mitigation Branch

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4

245 West Broadway, Suite 350

Long Beach, CaA 90802

Mr. Kenneth R. Williams

Special Projects Section

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Santa Ana Region o

2010 Iowa Avenue, Suite 100

Riverside, CA 92507-2409.

Subject: Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) Dispute Resolution
Procedure Related To Rejection of Marine Corps Air
Station, El1 Toro’s Request For Time Extension

Dear Sirs:

This will confirm that the Department of the Navy, EPA Region IX,
the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region, and
the Department of Toxic Substances Control, Region 4 have mutual-
ly agreed to extend the date for submission of the "written
statement of dispute" (pursuant to FFA §12.2) from February 7,
1992 to February 14, 1992.

This will give the parties additional time to discuss the Navy’s
proposed revised schedule, which has been discussed among all
parties during the Managers meeting of January 30, 1992.

Sincerely,

T U

S.E. TOWER

Commander, CEC, U.S. Navy

By direction of the Commanding
Officer

enclosure (9 )



Subject: Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) Dispute Resolution
Procedure Related To Rejection of Marine Corps Air
Station, El Toro’s Request For Time Extension

Copy to:
COMCABWEST
WACO (Capt Brennan)



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
SOUTHWEST DIVISION

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 5090
1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 32132-5190 Ser 1812.AP/ 1750
14 Feb 92

Ms. Julie Anderson
Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Ms. Anderson:

With this letter we are requesting your concurrence on two issues regarding the
Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) for the Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) E1 Toro.
First, we are requesting a schedule extension to the FFA milestones in accordance
with Section 9 of the FFA for Operable Units (OU) #1, #2, and #3. Secondly, we
are asking for a consensus on schedule extensions for the OU #4 submittals
including the target date for the RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) Report. The RFA
and OU #4 dates in enclosure (1) are earlier than the dates requested in our 13
December 1991 letter to which you denied an extension. On 13 February 1992, the
Project Managers for the Navy, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region IX,
the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Santa Ana Region, and the
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Region 4 mutually agreed to defer
the submission of the "written statement of dispute" (pursuant to FFA Section
12.2) from the current due date of 14 February 1992 to twenty-one days after your
response to this letter. These issues were discussed and mutually resolved by
all the Project Managers at the Project Managers meeting held at MCAS E1 Toro on
29 and 30 January 1992. _

For OUs #1, #2, and #3, we have specified the timetable, deadline or schedules
that are sought to be extended including the lengths of the extensions sought in
Enclosure (1) in accordance with the requirements of Sections 9.1 (a) and (b) of
the FFA. We have described the good causes for the extensions in Enclosure (2)
in accordance with the requirements of Section 9.1 (c) of the FFA. We have
specified the extent to which any related timetable and deadline or schedules
would be affected if the extensions were granted in Enclosure (1) in accordance
with the requirements of Section 9.1 (d) of the FFA.

As for the RFA and OU #4 schedules, we are reaffirming the schedule extension
dates that were presented during the meeting on 30 January 1992. Enclosure (1)
gives the new completion dates and the lengths of extension. As agreed to in
past meetings and requested by the EPA’s manager, only the submittal of the OU
#4 Draft RI/FS Work Plan is given a deadline at this time. Future submittal
dates will be negotiated following concurrence of the RFA Report which develops
the 1ist of sites for OU #4. Enclosure (2) also contains good causes with regard
to the RFA/OU #4 efforts. Enclosure (3) includes a detailed schedule for the RFA
and the submittal of the Draft OU #4 Work Plan.

In the 30 January 1992 meeting, there was a concern of the regulatory agency
managers that the Navy was not concerned with the contaminated groundwater or its
remediation. The Navy is committed to supporting the Orange County Water
District (OCWD) Desalter Project. We are currently reviewing the project’s
economical and environmental merits. From this evaluation, we will request the
appropriate amount of funds in fiscal year 1993 to finance our portion of the

enclosure {10}
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groundwater removal efforts. With or without the OCWD Desalter Project, the Navy
agrees to implement a groundwater removal action at MCAS E1 Toro prior to the
signing of the Record of Decision (ROD) as approximated in the revised OU #]
schedule addressed in enclosure (3). To express our commitment, the Navy is
willing to execute the proposals listed in enclosure (4) to promote the Desalter
Project, expedite groundwater remediation, and communicate our responsibility to
the public,

We have participated in Project Managers conference calls with representatives
from EPA Region IX, RWQCB Santa Ana Region, and DTSC Region 4 on December 11,
1991, and January 16, 1992, and a meeting on January 30, 1992 to discuss and
negotiate the justification for the schedule extensions and the length of the
schedule extensions.

We believe that the increase in project scope was beyond the reasonable control
of the Parties so as to constitute good cause as a miscellaneous "force majeure"
in accordance with FFA Section 9.2 (a) and Section 10. In the alternative, we
believe that the Parties mutually agreed that the increase in project scope
justifies extensions as described in the enclosures in accordance with Section
9.2 (g) of the FFA.

If there are questions concerning this correspondence, please contact me at (619)

532-3825. )
{ CLxE;%§§;ézi¢AiJ¥@k2524:/
T. C. CRANE
Captain, CEC, U.S. Navy
Encl:

(1) Proposed Revised FFA Appendix A

(2) Justification for Request for
FFA Schedule Extension

(3) Detailed Schedules for OU-1,
QuU-2/3, and FA/OU-4.

(4) Desalter Support Proposals



5090
Ser 1812.AP/ 1750
14 Feb 92

Copy to:

Mr. John Hamill

Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Manny Alonzo

California Department of Toxic
Substances Control

Region 4

245 West Broadway, Suite 350
Long Beach, CA 90802

Mr. Ken Williams

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Santa Ana Region

2010 Iowa Avenue, Suite 100

Riverside, CA 92507

Commandant of the Marine Corps
Headquarters, U. S. Marine Corps (LFL)
Washington, D.C. 20380-0001

Commanding General
Marine Corps Air Station
E1 Toro (Santa Ana), CA 92709-5001

Western Area Counsel Office
Marine Corps Base
Camp Pendleton, CA 92055-5001



07 February 1992

PROPOSED REVISED FFA APPENDIX A
MCAS El Toro

Original Extended Length of
Deliverable or Milestone Completion Completion Extension
Date Date {(Yr-Mo)
Operable Unit 1
Draft RI/FS Work Plan 30 Sep 90 N/A
Phase I Technical Memo N/A 07 May 93°
Phase I Treatability Study
and Draft Report N/A 06 Aug 93°
Draft Phase II Work Plan N/A 09 Aug 93°
OCWD Desalter Removal Action N/A 25 Feb 94"
Start Phase II Fieldwork N/A 08 Mar 94°
Draft RI Report 15 Jun 92 30 Dec 94 2yr- 6mo
Draft FS Report 15 Aug 92 23 Mar 95 2yr- 7mo
Draft Proposed Plan 15 Nov 92 23 Jun 95 2yr- 7mo
Draft Record of Decision 15 Apr 93 29 Dec 95 2yr- 8mo
Operable Units 2 and 3
Draft RI/FS Work Plan 30 Sep 90 N/A
Phase I Technical Memo N/A 07 May 93°
Phase I Feasibility Study
and Draft Report N/A ' 06 Aug 93°
Draft Phase II Work Plan N/A 09 Aug 93°
Start Phase II Fieldwork N/A 08 Mar 94°
Draft RI Report 15 Oct 92 02 Jan 95 2yr- 3mo
Draft FS Report 15 Feb 93 01 Jun 95 2yr- 4mo
Draft Proposed Plan 15 May 93 01 Sep 95 2yr- 4mo
Draft Record of Decision 15 Oct 93 12 Mar 96 2yr- 5mo
RCRA Pacility Assessment (RFA)
Draft Report on Records
Search, VSI & Sample Plan 15 Mar 91 N/A
Draft RFA Report 15 Dec 91 18 Mar 93" lyr- 3mo
Operable Unit 4
Draft RI/FS Work Plan 15 Dec 91 18 Aug 93 lyr- 8mo
Draft RI Report 15 Sep 93 TBD
Draft FS Report 15 Jan 94 TBD
Draft Proposed Plan 15 Apr 94 TBD
Draft Record of Decision 15 sSep 94 TBD

These completion dates are target dates (not enforceable).
Removal Action not controlled by the Federal Facility Agreement.
Secondary Document.

TBD: To Be Determined following concurrence of the RFA Report.

*s

ane

Encl (1)
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JUSTIFICATION FOR FEDERAL PACILITY AGREEMENT (PPA) SCHEDULRE EXTENSION
MCAS EL TORO

Time extensions to the FFA have been requested because the situation at MCAS
El Toro has differed considerably since the FFA was initially signed in
October 1990. The justification which is described in this enclosure has been
openly discussed in all or part during Project Managers conference calls on 11
December 1991 and 16 January 1992, and during meetings on 18 July, 12 Septem-
ber, and 13 November 1991, and 30 January 1992.

Philosophy/Level of Effort:

In the Draft Work Plan and Sampling and Analysis Plan, the approach was to
perform the RI/FS in two phases. Listed are some of the major differences

between the time of the signing of the FFA and the current situation facing
the project managers.

Signing of FFA.

For phase 1, OU #1 was the major emphasis, exploration on a Remedial Investi-
gation (RI) level. OU #2 & #3 would be explored on a Site Imspection (SI)
level and the areas of concern would be tested for suspected contaminants
only. The Waste Management plan involved drumming the investigative wastes,
store on base, and deal with the drums at a later time. For phase 2, OU #1
efforts were to resolve minor data gaps produced by phase 1. The soil, oU #2
& #3, would be studied at a RI level to find the extent of contamination and
fill-in the required data gaps identified from phase 1. Again, the sites
would be tested for suspected contaminants only.

Current Situation.

For phase 1, OU #1 philosophy remained unchanged, but the level of effort
increased with the addition of two cluster wells. One cluster well may
involve the drilling, installation, and development of five separate wells.
OU #2 & #3 efforts have been increased to a RI level, and to test each site
for the universe of chemicals. Installation of deep wells at the soil sites
were added. No clean sites would be identified or deleted after phase 1. The
Waste Management plan includes teating, segregating, and sometimes treating
the investigation derived wastes. During phase 1, Data Quality Objectives
(DQO) will be established for phase 2.

Like before, phase 2 is to resclve minor data gaps, and test for suspected
contaminants only to define the extent of contamination. DQOs will be
implemented.

Estimated Field Quantities:

Since the negotiation of the FFA, the scope of work has increased signifi-
cantly and under mutual agreement through onqoing project managers’ meetings.
Between the Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) of September 1990 and the SAP of
February 1991, the number of proposed monitoring wells increased from 95 to
126 and the total number of samples required increased from approximately 500
to 875. The RFA, which initiates Operable Unit 4, has identified 299 sites
with 157 recommended for a sampling visit, much more than the 35-37 sites
identified by the water control board. Added inecreases in scope have also

occurred in the development of the Site 0Office and Decontamination Facilities
and the Waste Management Plan.

1 Encl (2)
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Listed below is a comparison of RI/FS field quantities identified for phase 1

between the two plans, excluding QA/QC, waste managemsnt, and required lab
sampling. Phase 2 quantities are unknown.

Sep 90 Feb 91 Difference

Soil samples= 350 639 +289

Sediment Samples= 17 49 + 32

Groundwater Samples= 113 145 + 32

Surface Water Samples= _18 _42 + 24
Total Samples= 458 875 +377 (+76%)

Vertical Soil Borings= 24 10 - 14
Monitoring Wells= 95 126 + 31 (+33%)

Estimated Cost of RI/F8 Efforts:

With an increase of effort comes an increase in project cost and duration.
Prior to the FFA negotiations, the anticipated cost of the RI/FS work was
estimated to be $5,300,000 for phase 1, and $4,500,000 for phase 2. With the
changes to the project that have occurred since the asigning of the FFA, the
estimated costs have also changed. The current cost estimate of $20,000,000
is estimated for completing each of the two phases and work.

Contracting Requirements:

Cost of work has a direct impact on Navy contract procurement procedures. Due
to the initial estimated costs, the Navy contracting process was not consid-
ered as having any impact on the technical progress of the project; such is
currently not the case, Coat and the contracting process must be considaered.
A period of 2-3 months is required for the procurement of indirect investiga-
tion efforts (work plans, studies, reports), and 7-8 months for direct fiald
efforts and major sub-contracting awards (large construction activities,
drilling, laboratory analysis, and professional services). In managing the
project as efficiently as possible, contracting and performance tasks are
packaged in a logical manner to reduce administrative burdens, overhead costs,
and fragmentation of the program.

For the sake of some clarification, the following is a comparison between
contracting efforts at MCLB Barstow and MCAS El Toro. The goals are the same
but the methods are different. Different methodologies develop when similar
projects are managed by different Navy, consultant, contract, and regulatory
agency managers. Regulatory requirements impact the direction of not only
technical components, but also administrative and contractual considerations.
Contract tasks of value greater thanm $5,000,000 require Naval Facilities
Engineering Command Headquarters (NAVFAC) approval. Depending on the magni-
tude ($6 mil vs. $19 mil) and complexity, NAVFAC approval time may vary
greatly.

MCLB Barstow MCAS FEl Toro
3 Separate Contract Tasks. 2 Separate Contract Tasks.
May 91-Jun 91 § 1,0 mil
Aug 91-Oct 91 §$ 5.6 mil Mar 91-May 91 $ 0.5 mil
Dec 91-Mar 92 $ 5.0 mil May 91-Dec 91 $17.5 mil
Totals: 10 Months $11.6 mil Totals: 10 Months $18.0 mil

Barstow’s $5.6 million contract task to NAVFAC did not include subcontract
consent packages, detailed waste Management plan concerns, or information
regarding a significant Site Office and Decontamination Facility. El Toro's
$17.5 million contract task to NAVFAC included major subcontract consent

2 Encl (2)
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packages for Drilling, Laboratory Analysis (3), professional services, and the
design and construction of a significant Site Office and Decontamination

Facility. Also included in the package was the development and implementation
of a detailed Waste Management Plan.

Schedule Differences:

At the 18 July 1991 managers meating, the Navy presented a schedule to the
team that showed significant differences than the milestones set in the FFA.
The July schedule was reviaewed by the requlatory agency managers and deemad,
in general, not unreascnable. Detailed schedules similar to the one presented
in July 1991 were introduced at the managers meeting of 30 January 1992. At
that meeting and in the few days that followed, detailed schedules were
negotiated and approved by the project managers from the Environmental

Protection Agency, Department of Toxics Substances Control, Santa Ana Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Navy, and MCAS El Toro.

These schedules identified the following tasks not incorporated into the July
1991 schedule: 1) Navy contracting tasks, 2) the DQO processes for phase 2
effort, 3) separation of RI and FS reports, 4) public comment period and
responsiveness summary preparation activities between the submittal of the
Propcsed Plan and the Record of Decision, and 5) the Orange County Water

District (OCWD) Desalter groundwater removal project design, construction and
start of the raemoval action.

3 Encl (2)
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MCAS El Toro
RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA)
History of Events
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RI/FS Schedule for OU-1
MCAS El Toro

1 .. ]
Tooh Kame Ouston| et | ™ m|g|ig;fm Q1 o [ a | @ anJnim.*meu ot | o
§00WD Duasnwr Gewin 144wl 01 Noy 91| 20 Jan 0O = — " "ha
OCWD Dogaier Conprystion_ | 901 28 Feb 04 ha =
oo n—.”m_d:g_mh i._..
P rolminacy At tva T XY MRTFIT) = ~d
2194 YY)
a ’ 10m
-
st
N 5.0 o
< man 1T X T
T
revipbity Roood om
15
L,
“e-
sha
¢tm
Y 7 o8 o
0.0
e
' K]
14w
49 nd
1.4 ™
204
l iu-‘
Mon
20m
nem
- e
e
' ]
I
-
LT}
e
-
‘tom
\F ]
-
-
| ® 1l L 1
Prtad 04 Fob 02
Pays ¢

ENCL(3)



RVFS Schedule for OU-2/3
MCAS El Toro
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RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) Schedule
MCAS El Toro

1992 1993
Task Name Duration | Stat End [ Jan[Feb | Mar | Apr [May | Jun | Jul [Avg [Sep | Oci [Nov [Dec | Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr [May | Jun | 4 Sep
CTO for RFA Fleldwork 53.0d] 06 Jan 92| 20 Mar 82 Zam
Start RFA Fleldwork 0.0d] 20 Mar 92 20 Mar 92 gom
Driliing & Sampling 65.0d| 23 Mar 82| 22 Jun 92 om
Sample Analysls €500 21Apr92] 22Ju92 jom
|Duta Validation 85.0d] 21 May 82| 21 Aug 92 %.Om
|Deta Entry 85.0d] 23Jun92| 238ep 92 T 30m |
{Oeta Anelysis 87.0d| 21 Augo2| 28 Dec 92 6 40m
{Prepare Draft RFA Report 65.0d] 11 Dec92] 18 Mar 83 '[_ﬂ h3jom
Submit RFA Draft Report 0.0d| 18 Mar 3| 18 Mar 93 olom
Review 43.0d| 18 Mar 53| 18 May 53 2om
|cTo _tor OU-4_Work Plan 53.0d] 04 Mar 53] 18 May 83 2j4m
Prepare Draft OU4 Work Plen|  85.0d| 18 May 93| 18 Aug 93 gaom
o[0m

Submit Draft OU-4 Work Plan 0.0d| 18 Aug83| 18 Aug 93

Printed: 13 Feb 92
Page 1
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12 February 1992

SUPPORT OF GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION

THROUGH THE ORANGE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT (OCWD) DESALTER PROJECT
Narine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro

The following proposals are tasks the Navy has identified at MCAS El Toro as
being above and beyond the stipulations of the original terms of the Pederal
Facility Agreement of October 1990. 1In fully supporting remediation of
contaminated groundwater in the area of MCAS E1 Toro, the Navy is willing to
exacute the proposals listed below. 1In doing so, the Navy will expedite the
groundwater remediation through promotion of the OCWD Desalter Project, and
communicate our responsibility to the public. It must be made clear, the Navy
chooses to support the OCWD Desalter Project as being the gquickest and most
effective means of groundwater remediation. 1If a superior alternative is

identified, the Navy may pursue groundwater remediation other than with the
OCWD Desalter.

1. Construction Permits/Easements on El Toro Property.

Proposal: MCAS El Toro agrees that a portion of the Desalter Project,

production wells and associated pumps and pipelines, can be constructed on
Base property; target is mid-April 1992.

El Torc and OCWD met on 10 February 1992 to define what each party needs to do
to support the fast-track design and construction of that portion of the
project located within Base boundaries.

This proposal has been regarded by OCWD as the single most important factor

MCAS El Torc can do to support efforts in getting the Desalter Project started
and operating. :

2, Additional Multiport Well.

Proposal: At the Southwest perimeter of El Toro, substitute the two shallow
monitoring wells along Marshburn Channel (near Main Gate and at SW corner)

with an intermediate/deep cluster well (multiport) at their midpoint along the
Channel.

This multiport well will not only supply similar data as the shallow wells,
but also provide information critical for evaluating the relationship between
the many possible agquifers in that region. The multiports will permit
digscreet observation of potential contaminant migration across the southwest
edge of the base. The shallow wells cam mot be used for such analysis.

The OCWD has stated that there is a lack of groundwater monitoring points in
this area, and have requested a realignment of well locations at additional
depths to further support known subsurface conditions. The information
obtained from the proposed multiport well will enhance the design of the
Desalter Project now, and provide long-term monitoring for future adjustments
to maintain safety and improve efficiency.

This proposal is sharply endorsed by the OCWD.

1 Encl (4)
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3. Installation of Bee Canyon/Perimeter Wells.

Proposal: During the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)

fieldwork, the priority and sequence of well installation will be adjusted by
the needs of the OCWD Desalter design team.

The current sequence of well installation and soil sampling is predicated on
economic and efficiency issues. Without impacting the soundness of the RI/FS
process, this proposal will redirect our strategy to fully supporting the
subsurface and groundwater data requirements of the Desalter designers. This
proposal will help OCWD base the Desalter design on economic, production, and
efficiency criteria at the earliaest opportunity.

4. Participate in Desalter Pump Tests Using El Toro Wells.

Proposal: The RI/FS fieldwork will include additional pump test tasks to help
OCWD analyze the characteristics of the Desalter production wells and the
relationships among the shallow and deeper aquifers.

In order to accurately define the Desalter well capacities and design the
associated piping and pumps, reliable pump test data is needed. MCAS El Toro
will assist OCWD in gathering critical information during the pump testing of
the Desalter production wells. This task will be accomplished during phase 1
RI/FS field operations by teaming additional field personnel with OCWD
hydrologists during their pump testing. The two teams will coordinate the
monitoring and gathering of hydraulic data at all the wells within the zone of
Desalter production well influence. These include newly installed single

wells, multiport wells, and previously constructed wells owned by MCAS El Toro
in that vicinity.

§. Public & Media Outdoor Open House.

Proposal: MCAS El Toro will put on an outdoor open house to kickoff the start
of RI/FS Phase 1 Field operations.

The public and media will be invited to participate at a "hands-on" open house
event that will include an exhibit of selected drilling, sampling, and safety
equipment. In addition to the equipment, there will be an educational display
board describing the Installation Restoration Program, the upcoming field

operations, and the proposed joint venture efforts between MCAS El Toro and
the Orange County Water District (Desalter Project).

This event will be announced to the media and the public to assure appropriate
exposure to both the on-base and surrounding communities. This action is in
addition to the initial plans involving Phase 1 of the RI/FS.

Concurrent with the fieldwork and the development of the Phase 1 Technical
Memo, short informational flyers will be distributed to the public. The
flyers will address current operations, findings, and progress on ongoing
projects associated with MCAS El Toro such as the Desalter and the lining of
Agua Chinon Wash by the city of Irvine.

2 Encl (4)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
SOUTHWEST DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92132-5190

5090

Ser 09C4/5029

February 14, 1992
FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

Ms. Julie Anderson
Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Mr. John Scandura

Chief, Site Mitigation Branch
Department of Toxic Substance Control
245 West Broadway, Suite 350

Long Beach, CA 90802-4444

Ms. Averil Biggar

California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Lahontan Region

15428 Civic Drive, Suite 100

Victorville, CA 92392-2359

Subject: SCHEDULE EXTENSION REQUEST PURSUANT TO FEDERAL FACILITY .
AGREEMENT (FFA) FOR MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE,
BARSTOW

Dear Ladies and Sir:

This letter responds to your letters of February 7, 1992. 1In
those letters, our proposal to extend the Remedial Investigation
and Feasibility (RI/FS) study reporting deadlines was accepted,
conditioned upon the Department of the Navy’s (DON) acceptance of
deadlines for secondary documents and other interim milestones as
enforceable. In addition, the EPA and RWQCB letters recommended
and the DTSC letter further conditioned acceptance upon receiving
Navy/Marine Corps commitments to appropriate removal actions and
streamlining the schedule.

The DON continues to be committed to the identification and
performance of appropriate removal actions. We agree that where
possible and appropriate, schedules should be streamlined. We
propose to meet with you at least annually to discuss opportuni-
ties to reduce the schedule.

I have supported interim enforceable deadlines up the chain of
command, but their concern over changes to the model FFA negoti-
ated between EPA and DOD headquarters precludes agreement on this
issue. Region IX will be contacted by a DON official on this
subject.

enclosure (11)



Subject: SCHEDULE EXTENSION REQUEST PURSUANT TO FEDERAL FACILITY
AGREEMENT (FFA) FOR MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE,
BARSTOW

If you find this proposal unacceptable, then in order to preserve
DON’s rights under the FFA, please accept this letter as notifi-

cation of our intent to take this issue to dispute resolution. I
remain confident that formal dispute resolution will be unneces-

sary. I continue to be deeply committed to cleaning up this base
as fast as possible and to work together doing so.

I look forward to discussing this matter with you at your earli-
est convenience.

Sincerely,

T. C. CRANE
Captain, CEC, USN
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CO MCLB Barstow



STATE OF CALIFORNIA — ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY PETE WILSON. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

Region 4 'b
‘Nest Broadway, Suite 350
each, CA 90802-4444

February 21, 1992

Captain T. C. Crane, CEC

Commanding Officer

Southwest Division Naval Facilities
Engineering Command

1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, California 92132-5190

Dear Captain Crane:

SCHEDULE EXTENSION REQUEST TO THE FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT
(FFA) FOR MARINE CORPS AIR STATION EL TORO

The Department of Toxic Substances Control received on
February 14, 1992, a facsimile of your letter to Ms. Julie
Anderson requesting a schedule extension to the FFA deliverables
in accordance with Section 9. We appreciate the hard work,
spirit of cooperation, and patience you and your staff have
demonstrated in this process of negotiation for a schedule
extension.

The request referenced above, is the result of an on-going
process which has centered on a two year and eight month
extension to many of the deliverable dates in the FFA since our
receipt of your 1991 Detailed Project Schedule. You have
demonstrated to us the technical merits of accepting your
February 14, 1992 request as a reasonable schedule.

However, your latest proposal has a change which we did not
expect and cannot agree to. You are requesting that the interim
deliverables be secondary documents, which are not enforceable.
It was our understanding that the additional interim deliverables
would be enforceable as primary documents as was agreed to
previously by yourself and by the remedial project managers for
the FFA signatory agencies. We cannot agree to extend the
schedule by almost three years without enforceable milestone
dates within the next three years.

The Department will grant your request if the Navy/Marine
Corps is willing to agree to the following conditions:

1. The interim deliverable documents will be primary
enforceable documents, and are subject to the deadlines set
forth in your proposal dated February 14, 1992. These
documents include the deliverables marked with an asterisk
in Enclosure 1 of said proposal.

enclosure (12)
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Captain T. C. Crane, CEC

February 21, 1992
Page 2

2. The Navy/Marine Corps will commit to performing
appropriate removal actions within the next three years and
make said actions prior to the Record of Decision.

3. The Navy/Marine Corps will commit to making its best
effort to identify where the schedule can be reduced
whenever such an opportunity occurs.

If the Navy/Marine Corps accepts in writing the three
conditions listed above within seven calendar days of this
letter, and a signed amended FFA schedule with the additional
interim deadlines as enforceable is received no later than April
13, 1992, the FFA schedule extension request is granted by the
Department. If the Navy/Marine Corps fails to submit a signed
amended FFA schedule by April 13, 1992, the Department will
consider the Navy in continued violation of the FFA and will
recommend to USEPA the assessment of accrued penalties.

If the Navy/Marine Corps does not accept the three
conditions listed above within seven calendar days of this letter
and commits to sign an amended FFA schedule with the additional
enforceable dates, the FFA schedule extension request is
respectfully denied. If the Navy/Marine Corps chain of command
concern over changes to the FFA precludes agreement on this
issue, as expressed in your letter of February 14, 1992, the
Department is determined to settle it through dispute resolution.

Thank you for consideration of these issues, please call
Manny Alonzo or me at (310) 590-4856 for any questions.

Sincerely,

Site Mitigation Branch

cc: Commanding Officer
Marine Corps Air Station
El Toro, California 92709



Captain T. C. Crane, CEC
February 21, 1992
Page 3

cc: Mr. John Hamill (code H-7-5)
United States Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, California 94105

Mr. Ken Williams

Water Resource Control Engineer

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region
2010 Iowa Avenue, Suite 100

Riverside, California 92507

V/ﬁ;. Andy Piszkin

Remedial Project Manager
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Code 1811

1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, California 92132-5190



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
. w“i REGION IX

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94105-3901

T.C Crane February 23, 1992
Captain, CEC, U.S. Navy

Southwest Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command

1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, California 92132-5190

Re: Schedule Extension Request for
Marine Corps Air Station, El1l Toro

Dear Captain Crane:

This letter is in response to your 14 February 1992 letter
requesting schedule extensions for Federal Facility Agreement
(FFA) deliverables for the Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS), El
Toro. While John Hamill of my staff received an unsigned draft
of this letter by facsimile February 13, I first received a
signed copy on February 21. This copy was delivered through
regular mail service.

As you know, all Parties to the FFA have met and expended
significant effort to negotiate an extended schedule in the
spirit of cooperative teamwork. We appreciate the effort your
staff demonstrated in presenting a comprehensive justification
for the extension request. We agree that the project scope has
increased significantly from original projections and that
schedule extensions are justified. We believe your request meets
the criteria listed in Section 9.1 of the FFA for granting an ex-
tension. However, the agreement reached by the Parties to the
FFA in our negotiations was not fully reflected in your extension
request.

One condition for accepting your extension request was that
the Navy agree to establish interim enforceable deadlines for the
period prior to the submittal of the Draft RI. We feel this is
critical because your proposed new schedule significantly (more
than 2 1/2 years) extends the period ror conducting the RI. Un-
der your proposed schedule, the next enforceable deadlines would
be two to three years from now. While technically such an ex-
panded schedule for the RI may be justified, the length of the
project requires that we have some interim enforceable deadlines

Printed on Recycled Paper
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to ensure that adequate progress is maintained throughout the RI.
Interim enforceable deliverables were discussed and agreed to at
Project Manager's Meetings of November 13 and 14, 1991, and
January 29 and 30, 1992, and at the conference call of December
11, 1991, and even formally submitted by the Navy in your Decem-
ber 13, 1991 extension request to EPA. Your current submittal
identifies these additional deadlines as target dates which are
not enforceable.

On 23 December 1991, EPA denied the Navy an extension of the
December 15, 1991 submission of the Draft RI/FS Workplan for
Operable Unit 4, and notified you of our intent to assess a
stipulated penalty against the Marine Corps. The Navy has still
not complied with the FFA in that the Draft RI/FS Workplan for OU
4 has not been submitted, nor has a project schedule reflecting
the consensus of the project managers.

However, per my conversation with Commander Steve Tower on
February 6, 1992 in Phoenix, Arizona, I was informed that the
Navy is willing to accept the interim deadlines as enforceable,
pending the formal amendment of the FFA schedule. Additionally,
you have submitted in your proposal mitigation to the delays
caused by your schedule extension request. Recognizing that the
main environmental concern at the MCAS El Toro is the groundwater
contamination, we are pleased to see that you agree to implement
a groundwater removal action prior to signing a Record of Deci-
sion. In your extension request you state that the Navy is com-
mitting to promote the proposed groundwater removal action by
Orange County Water District (OCWD), assist OCWD to expedite
their removal action, and communicate your responsibility to the
public.

EPA agrees with your 14 February 1992 proposal package and
will approve the proposed schedule if it receives from the Navy
by no later than April 13, 1992, a signed amended FFA schedule
with the additional interim deadlines as enforceable. If the
Navy does not submit a signed amended FFA by April 13, 1992, EPA
will consider the Navy to be in continued violation of the FFA
since December 15, 1991, and consider other courses of action.
In accordance with Section 12 of the FFA, the Navy should submit
to the Dispute Resolution Committee (DRC) a written statement of
dispute by no later than April 13, 1992, if it wishes to pursue
the dispute.

In closing, we must restate our general concern for the
length of this RI. While we are confident that agreement can be
reached to confirm the new schedule, we wish to express our con-
tinued commitment to work with the Navy to seek methods to
streamline this schedule and more quickly achieve our mutual goal
of cleaning up the El1 Toro site. Specifically, if field work
determines locations where interim removal actions can and should
be conducted, we will recommend that the Navy take such actions.
In addition, where procedural streamlining to achieve earlier
RODs is appropriate, we will suggest such change. We request



your like commitment to also identify appropriate interim removal
actions and to look for opportunities to streamline the process
to achieve a faster remediation of the El Toro site.

We look forward to a continued cooperative working relation-

ship with you. If you have any questions concerning these
issues, please contact John Hamill of my staff at (415) 744-2391
(after March 5), or me at 744-2420.

cc:

Sincerely,
/

Julie Anderson

Chief

Federal Facility Enforcement
Branch

M. Alonzo, DTSC

K. Williams, RWQCB

Commanding General, USMCAS, El Toro

Commandant of the Marlne Corps, USMC Headquarters
W. Lee, USMC, El Toro

A. Plszkln Navy



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL
COUNSEL FOR SOUTHWEST DIVISION

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92132-5190

5090
Ser 09C4/5030
March 5, 1992

Karen Goldberg, Esquire

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region IX

Office of Regional Counsel

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Orchid Kwei, Esquire

California Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Toxics Legal Office

400 P Street

Sacramento, CA 94234-7320

Frances McChesney, Esquire

California Environmental Protection Agency
State Water Resources Control Board

901 P Street

P.0. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

Subject: COMMENCEMENT OF FORMAL DISPUTE RESOLUTION UNDER THE
FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENTS (FFAs) FOR MARINE CORPS AIR
STATION (MCAS), EL TORO AND MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE
(MCLB) , BARSTOW

Dear Karen, Orchid, & Frances:

Pursuant to my telephone conversation with Karen the other day, I
am writing to explain why I think that one more attempt at
informal dispute resolution is a worthwhile endeavor.

First, I understand that your agencies may be somewhat confused
by what is perceived to be the Department of the Navy’s (DON’s)
change in position on the issue of enforceability of secondary

documents or milestones. Perhaps I can briefly explain.

On a majority of issues, Southwest Division, in coordination with
the installation, has the flexibility and authority to make
commitments to the regulators on behalf of DON. A few issues
exist, however, which are matters of nationwide DON policy or are
deemed vital to the preservation of DON’s legal rights. The
enforceability of secondary documents/milestones is such an
issue.

Wo (12)



Subject: COMMENCEMENT OF FORMAL DISPUTE RESOLUTION UNDER THE
FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENTS (FFAs) FOR MARINE CORPS AIR
STATION (MCAS), EL TORO AND MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE
(MCLB) , BARSTOW

We can assure you that Southwest Division personnel were acting
with the best of intentions in this matter and apologize for any
confusion caused.

Next, although I will save the details for future discussions, I
would like to list some of the reasons which are preventing DON
from agreement to enforceable secondary documents/milestones:

a. The DTSC letter of February 21, 1992 and the EPA letter
of February 23, 1992 (regarding MCAS El Toro), and the EPA,
DTSC, and RWQCB letters of February 7, 1992 (regarding MCLB
Barstow) recognize the projects’ significant scope increases
and the technical merit in our proposed schedule extensions,
in effect agreeing with DON that good cause existed for the
extensions we recently requested for these bases. FFA §9.1
requires that extensions be granted if "good cause" is
demonstrated by DON. There is no provision for placing
conditions on the granting of an extension warranted for
"good cause".

b. CERCLA §120 (e) clearly states that the DON/EPA working
relationship in the investigation and cleanup of our NPL
facilities is a "consultation", not an enforcement action.
The state is given an opportunity to participate in accor-
dance with CERCLA §§120 (f) and 121.

c. CERCLA §120 (e) only requires a post-Record of Decision
interagency agreement. Department of Defense and EPA head-
quarters agreed to enter into agreements earlier than is
required by law. They have negotiated a set of model provi-
sions that expressly provide a limited set of documents/
milestones (i.e., primary documents), the deadlines for
which penalties can be assessed.

d. Although CERCLA §120 (e) specifies commencement dates
for the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and
Remedial Action (RA) and requires expeditious completion of
the RI/FS, it is important to recognize that the law does
not specify a time limit for RI/FS completion.

e. The regulators’ stated concern has been the need to
keep DON motivated. 1In the context of these agreements and
our business relationship, I believe that our project manag-
ers have demonstrated the utmost motivation to adhere to
deadlines. While other circumstances have contributed to
delays, lack of DON motivation is not one of them. In addi-
tion, the FFAs continue to provide for project manager



Subject: COMMENCEMENT OF FORMAL DISPUTE RESOLUTION UNDER THE
FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENTS (FFAs) FOR MARINE CORPS AIR
STATION (MCAS), EL TORO AND MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE
(MCLB) , BARSTOW

meetings every 90 days and progress reports. See FFA §§7.6 and
18.3. Surely, these means are sufficient to ensure regulator
input and to keep the regulators apprised of DON progress.

While our respective clients have engaged in informal dispute
resolution to arrive at agreement on the existence of "good
cause" and mutually acceptable schedules for MCLB Barstow and
MCAS El1 Toro, they have not discussed most of the above-listed
issues. To the extent that the only dispute which remains is the
enforceability of secondary documents/milestones, I believe we
are talking about legal or quasi-legal issues.

For this reason, we suggest that at least one more round of
informal face-to-face discussions be held. We believe that each
FFA party should be represented by supervisory technical person-
nel and counsel. I recommend that technical personnel be below
the Dispute Resolution Committee (DRC) level. This will enable
the DRC to take a fresh look at the issues, if we are unsuccess-
ful. Of course, each party can also have observers (e.g.,
project managers, base personnel) at the discussions. If you and
your clients agree to this approach, DON’s negotiation team will
consist of Dana Sakamoto, .Captain Brennan of the Marine Corps’
Western Area Counsel Office, and myself.

Finally, the matter remains of identifying the due dates for
transmission of the written statements of dispute to the DRC, in
accordance with FFA §12.2. 1Internally, we have calculated
several possible due dates for the MCLB Barstow and MCAS El Toro
matters. If all parties agree to one more attempt at informal
dispute resolution, then we would like to postpone the deadline
to a date subsequent to our informal resolution period. If the
parties do not wish to proceed informally, then we need to arrive
at a common reading of the due dates. For MCLB Barstow, we
propose March 16 -- 30 days from Southwest Division’s February
13, 1992 letter which stated our intent to go to dispute resolu-
tion. For MCAS El Toro, we propose March 13 -- 21 days from
DTSC’s February 21, 1992 response to our latest proposal.

Please contact me at your earliest convenience so that we can
arrive at a mutual understanding of the deadlines for the written
statements of dispute. Likewise, we are willing to meet with you
as early as next week to continue informal discussions.

Sincerely,

/27
PERRY"H. SOBEL
Associate Counsel (Environmental)



Subject: COMMENCEMENT OF FORMAL DISPUTE RESOLUTION UNDER THE
FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENTS (FFAs) FOR MARINE CORPS AIR

STATION (MCAS), EL TORO AND MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE
(MCLB) , BARSTOW

Copy to:

Counsel, Western Bases, USMC
Counsel, MCAS El1l Toro

SJA, MCLB Barstow

o~



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL
COUNSEL FOR SOUTHWEST DIVISION

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92132-5190

11 March 1992

Karen Goldberg, Esquire

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region IX

Office of Regional Counsel

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Orchid Kwei, Esquire

California Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Toxics Legal Office

400 P Street

Sacramento, CA 94234-7320

Frances McChesney, Esquire

California Environmental Protection Agency
State Water Resources Control Board

901 P Street

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

Re: Extension of Deadline For Submission of Written Statements
of Dispute For Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro and
Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB) Barstow

Dear Karen, Orchid, and Frances:

This will confirm our clients’ agreement to extend to 25 March
1992 the submission deadlines for the MCLB Barstow and MCAS El
Toro written statements of dispute.

This will enable the parties to continue informal dispute resolu-
tion in the afternoon of 23 March, without cutting into the
Dispute Resolution Committee’s 21 day resolution period. oOur
understanding is that EPA would like the meeting to start at 1:00
PM.

Perhaps we can agree on an agenda for the meeting to help ensure
progress.

enciosure (15}



Thank you for your cooperation. We look forward to meeting with
you and your clients.

Since Y,

td

PE YL;;;ZOBEL
Associate Counsel (Environmental)

Copy to:

Western Area Counsel Office, Capt Brennan
Counsel, MCAS E1 Toro
SJA, MCLB Barstow
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w UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION X

75 Hawthorne Street
8sn Franocisco, Ca. 94105-3901

12 March 1992

T.C. Crane

Captain, CEC, U.S. Navy

Southwest Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Commana
1220 Pacific liighway

San Diego, California 92132-3190

Re: Commencement of Formal Dispute Resolution
Under the Federal Facility Agreements (FFAS)
for Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS), El1 Toro and
Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB), Barstow

Dear Captain Crane:

This letter is in response to your 14 February 1992 letter
in which you notified us that the Department of the Navy (DON)
cannot accept deadlines for secondary documents and other interinm
milestones as enforceable. This was a condition for EPA’s ap-
proval of the schedule extension requests for both MCAS El Toro
and MCLB Barstow. EPA concurs with the February 21, 1992, letter
sant to you by the Department of Toxic Substances Control and the
February 26, 1992, letter from the Lahontan Regional water
Quality control, in which they state the position that the in-
terim enforceable deadlines are essential, and that the rejection
of this condition is not acceptable. Therefore, EPA accepts your
letter as notification for formal dispute resolution per Section
12 of the FFA.

Because the interim enforceable dates were agreed to by all
Parties at both the Remedial Project Manager’s level and im-
mediate and mid~level supervisors, we feel that the Navy needs to
clearly articulate the reasons for the reversal in position and
suggest other viable alternatives. Per your request, we are
willing to meet informally at 1:30 p.m. on March 23, 1992, at
your office to discuss the dispute. Please inform us and the
other Parties if this date is acceptable, and submit to us an
agenda for this meeting.

Section 12.2 of the FFA states, in part, "Within thirty (30)
days after: ... (b) any action which leads to or generates a dis-
pute, the disputing Party shall submit to the Dispute Resolution
Committee (DRC) a written statement of dispute setting forth the
nature of the dispute, the work aftected by the dispute, the dis-
puting Party’s position with respect to the dispute, and the

enclosure ‘16) Prinied on Recycled Peper



technical, legal or factual information the disputing Party is
relying upon to support its position." Pursuant to this posi~-
tion, your submittal of the above written statement would be due
by no later than 30 days from the date of your letter,

However, as indicated by a letter dated March 11, 1992 from
your Counsel, Perry Sobel to Karen Goldberg, EPA’s Counsel, we
agree to extend the due date for the submittal of the written
statements of dispute to the DRC for MCLB Barstow and MCAS El
Toro until March 25, 1992, so that the submittal can reflect the
results of the meeting of March 23, 1992. We agree to this ex-

tension in order to allow the Parties one final informal dispute
rasolution meeting.

We look forward to a continued cooperative working relation-
ship with you. If you have any questions concerning these
issues, please contact John Hamill of my staff at (415) 744-2391
or me at 744-2420.

Sinceraly,

Julie Anderson

Chief

Federal Facility Enforcement
Branch

cc: M, Alonzo, DTSC
K. Williams, RWQCB, Santa ana
Commanding General, USMCAS, El Toro
Commandant of the Marine Corps, USMC Headquarters
W. Lee, USMCAS, El Toro
A. Piszkin, Navy
L. Hornecker, Navy
D. DeMars, MCLB, Barstow
commanding Officer, MCLB, Barstow
J. Broderick, DTSC
A. Biggyar, RWQCB, Lahontan



R YA . ePa SAMPLE NO.
CLATILE mETHOD 3JLANK SUMMARY

: i
H VBLK2? |

3L i SRl IF LT ANALTY T T DAL Cantrack: i :

Lan Zous FALIF I3se nNo. SAS No. S0G No.

.ac < o SLELTY Lab Sample ID: QCQOC

DscE Anslorag, PP I Time Analyzed: 1524

00 Talemn UASFIOOC 1D Z (mm? Heated Purge: (Y/N) N

Inctrument 1D~ JERE

SLAMK AFPRUIES TO THE FOLLCOWING SAMPLES, MS, AND MSD:

H
11
_..‘l
T
i3
[}
G

TIME
ANALYIED

i.AB ' LAB
3AMPLE ID ' FILE ID

T e et m e o e e ot e e e

Q1 INFLUENT
02 | BETWEEN

LL2031
LL2041

1631
1722

03! ;
04a: :

ol '
G35 .

D61 ;
07 :
081
Q9
i0]
111
121
138
1414
158
161
171
181
191
201
213
221
231
241
2951
261
271
281
291
30!

1
¥
«
i
1
i
]
i
1
1
1
1
§
1
t
[
‘
i
1
[l
i
+
1
1
1
L
¥
t
1]
¥
)
1
)
X
(]
t
(]
]
1
t
)
]
]
]
¥
t
1
t
]
"
3
1]
1]
'
1]
¥
1
i
1
]
1
L
[
]
13
1

E wm eT SE BE R EE NE EE G He mE e mE e E dew R e e e e e R e e e e o ma

COMMENTS:

of _1

page _1
FORM IV VOA

008002



aa EPA SAMPLE NO.
UGLATILI METHOD BLANK SUMMARY

s ]

1 1

! YBLA30 :
Lo Mama FTAIISII aMAL ST TITAL lantrtact: H H
izg Coie  FAIIE 2232 NG SAE Mo 206 Mo

a T.L=s IZ LL303¢L iab Zamnla II: 30000

F3Ta o Ane .l EFI 04 /22 =2 Tima Anaiytaq: 1G4S
30 T idmn LAEFLICG 2 2 (mm Heated Purge: (Y NI N

nstrument I

THI3 METHCD 3LANK APPLIES TO THE FOLLOWING SAMPLES, MS, AND MED:

: EPA ! LAB : LAB t TIME
SeMPLE NC. SAMPLE ID ! FILE ID ! ANALYZED !
fi:EFﬂu:UT 118103 L3 06! ‘1330 f
03! : Z \ ;
041 : : ; :
05! : . ; :
o0& , f ; =
07! ; ; : !
08! : I ; R
0% ; ; l |
101 ; ; ; A
11d ; ! ! -
12! ; ; ; i
131 : ' ; X
141 ; : ; R
151 : ; ; X
161 ; ; ; -
171 ' ; ; X
181 ‘ ; ' -
191 ! ! ! -
20! : : , -

i 21!
' 221
231

24

29!

26 H w

271 3

28!

29

30:

[
1
%
1
]
3
1]
]
1
]
¥
'
1]
]
1]
1)
1
]
¥
1
]
1
)
i
1]
[l

- me w. e B e ew ew oe a .
e e e m. e e m. e e

COMMENTS:

page _1 of -1

FORM IV VOA . : 3/90

000008



SaA
VOLATILE ORGANIC INSTRUMENT PERFORMANCE CHECK
SROMOFLUORCBENZENE (BFB)

Lab Name:FACIFIC ANALYTICAL Contract: LiC0O%S
LLab Code: PACIF Case No.: 180435 SAS No. : SDG No. : X421
Lab File ID: BF8S011 BFE Injecfion Date:04/21/%2
Instrument ID: VG#Z BFE Injecticn Time: (0726
GC Column: 1%SP1000 ID: 2 (mm} Heated Purge: (Y/N) N
! } { % RELATIVE |
! m/e | ION ABUNDANCE CRITERIA H ABUNDANCE |
i 50 1 8.0 - 40. 0% of mass 95 i 23.2 H
i 75 1 30.0 - 66.0% of mass 95 t 47.95 H
! 95 | Base peak, 100% relative abundance {100. 0 !
i 96 1 5.0 - 9.0% of mass 95 i 6.6 H
i 173 | Less than 2. 0% of mass 173 it 0.0 ¢ 0. 01!
i 174 1 50.0 ~ 120. 0% of mass %S i 75.1 H
{175 1 4.0 - 9.0%4 of mass 174 i 5.4 ( 7.2)11
V176 1 93.0 - 101. 0% of mass 174 { 74.9 ( 99.8)11¢
{177 | 5.0 - 9.0% of mass 176 4.5 ( 60028
¥ 1 1 1
1-Value is % mass 174 2-Value is 7% mass 176

THIS CHECK APPLIES TO THE FOLLOWING SAMPLES, MS, MSD, ELANKS, AND STANDARDS:

LAB LAB DATA

EPA i H TIME
SAMPLE ID H FILE ID i ANALYZED

i SAMPLE NO.

ANALYZED

ILL1011 104/21/92 10814
1LL1031 104/21/92 10953
{LL1051 104721792 11134
ILL1061 104721792 11225
ILL2011 104/21/92 11437

01i1VSTD200

021VSTDO20

03iVSTDO10O

04 1VSTDOSO

05i1VSTD100

061

BRESE S ..:‘-':.: T Q71
: 081
09!

'
]
H
$
]
2
104 H
H
H
H
!
;
!
[
!
:
!

111
128
13!
14|
151
161
171
181
194
201
211
221

t
1
t
t
1
1
11
1
)
1
1
L}
1
s
]
13
1
1
1
]
[}
L3
3
t
[}
1
[]
¢
1
1
[]
]
4
1
]
t
(]
)
[]
'
[
[}
1]
t
[1
i
1
[}
[]
¢

S mm m e me we we me e mE e we mm e e e w
M R e W W e M mm M M e e me e e e
W R A AR R Emm AR Ge wEm R AR e mE e e e we .

page _1 of _1 1: . )
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INSH xl  DBogd=412  14-MAY-32 15:29+B:21:48 £l
=218y TIC=6311086 AU 5U Aont
Tt B4/21/92 CTINE 8726 BFSB1L AVE 413-421)

188_ 35
35 .
38
83 .

80 _
79 174

4 = m
-
[ w =)

/8
B3 |
68

5

2. 58

18 | 68

3] 38 l 61 83
O Y
48 58 89 . 188 128 148~ 168 188

000005




BFBTUNS#1 x1 Bgd=412 14-MAY=-92 15: 29+0: 21: 48 YC#2 EI+ i

BpM=93 I=218mv Hm=177 TIC=5311CC0 av Su Acnt: Sys: BFB91
Text:04/21/92 _TIME_0O726_ BFBSC11_AVE_(419-421)}-SPT=C Cal
Mass Abs. Ht % Mass
35 &000 0.4
37 4600C 3.2
28 50000 3.3
39 22000 1.3
4G 2000 C. 2
45 4000 G. 4
47 18000 1.3
48 6000 .4
4G 57000 4. 0
20 333000 23. 2
51 98000 6.8
o6 15000 i.0
o7 37000 2.6
o8 7000 Q0.3
&0 7000 0.5
&1 49000 3.4
&2 42000 2.9
&3 3000C0 2.1
-¥4 4000 0.3
&8 127000 8.9
&9 1110006 7.7
70 8000 0.6
72 4000 0.3
73 21000 3. &
74 222000 15. 5
75 681000 47. 5
76 52000 3.6
77 8000 0. 6
78 4000 0.3
79 12000 0.8
80 4000 0.3
81 15000 1.0
82 3000 0.2
87 $3000 3.7
88 &0000 4.2
;}.”_;~E; 89 4000 0.3
e o1 3000 0.2
. 92 29000 2.0
A 93 45000 3.1
- ’ 94 131000 2.1
95 1433000 100. 0
96 94000 6.6
105 S000 0.3
117 5000 0.3
. . 119 2000 0.3
. 128 4000 0.3
141 5000 0.3
143 6000 0.4
174 1076000 75. 1
175 77000 5.4
176 1074000 74. 9
177 64000 4.5

000006



2.00000

B8
95|
9
g5 |
0.
)"
%
65
6o
55|
g5 |
T
3
3.
25

2B

18
5 ]

BFBS811  #5-519 21-APR-32 B7:26 VGH2 (E1+) Sys:BFBI1 [HP
Chromatogram Identifiers :  B1:35:268 f:
Text: eFBTUNE

400

L

(AL SLEN SN AL S AL BLEN B0 0 b BLAL BN AL AL BLAL LN NERN NN )

T A R M M T PR M
543 10:46 1548 2051 9553 IS 355 4LBD d6E3 5105

53665000

SCAN
TIHE



»

SA
VOLATILE TREANIC INSTRUMENT PERFORMANCE CHECK
ZRCOMCFLUCROBENZENE (BFR)

30 Name PACIFIC ANALYTICAL Contract:

Lab Toda: RPACIF Zase No. : SAS No. SDG Ne.

Lat File Do BFREQLL BFB Injection Date:  04/21/52

Iinssrument 10 UGHD 3F3 Injection Time: Q0726

oL lumn LASPIA0N0 I 2 {mm? Heated Purge: (Y/N) N

! i i 7% RELATIVE |
- t m/e | ION ABUNDANCE CRITERIA ! ABUNDANCE |

i 30 | B.0 - 40. OZ of mass 95 1 22. 3 !

i 75 1 30.0 - &46.0% of mass 95 i 42. 9 H

i 95 | Base peak, 100% relative abundance 1100. O i

T 86 1 5.0 - 2.0% of mass 95 T 6.4 H

i 173 | Less than 2. 0% of mass 174 0.4 ( 0. .4)11

i 174 | 50.0 - 120. 0% of mass 95 i 80 2 i

1172 1 4.0 - 9 Q% of mass 174 H 3.4 ( &.8)1!

1 176 1 93.0 - 101. 0% of mass 174 V739 (94 211

V177 1 5.0 - 2.0 of mass 176 i 5.0 ( 6. .632!

1-Value is % mass 174 2-Value is % mass 176

THIS CHECK APPLIES TO THE FOLLOWING SAMPLES. MS, MSD, BLANKS, AND STANDARDS:

TIME
ANALYZED

g EFA ! LAB ; LAB : DATA
i SAMPLE NO. | SAMPLE ID H FILE 1D i ANALYZED

01:VSTDOS50 100050 iLL10&1 i04/21/92 11225
02 1 VBLK29 100000 LL2021 104/21/92 11524
031 INFLUENT 115101 LL2031 104/21/92 114631
04 | BETWEEN 115102 1LL2041 104/21/92 11722
051
061
07!

g 08!

071
101
111
123
131
14}
15:
161
17}
181
194
201
211
221

]
L]
1
1
1
L]
[
1
[}
1]
I3
L]
)
L]
[]
L}
H
L]
1
1
1
.
13
3
]
]
1
1)
L
1
[
]
1]
1
1
]
1
.
[]
]
(]
1]
[]
'
1
1
1]
4
[}
]

tE e em mw AN me NE me e M e eE EE e e W mw me
. M e me w8 e en e we e e - Ee e e ea wE e
e mm e e e mw e me me m. GE EE == mm eE e e .
- S Me e e NS MN G. SE S GE mE e R e we e

page _1 of _1
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SFATINSE: 0 Bgd=i12 21-APR-92 BR:28+8:21:48 £l

<zida; TICZE300908 AV U Rent
Toxt §4,21/37 TINE 725 BFBSA1L AVE (417421
qc
R R

1

=8 i

luL,,l,Blg.l o

B8 198 128 148 168 180
000009

38
H “l _Jl UJ
58

41 -




i)

BFBTUNS# 1 . 3ga=4izZ Zi-APR-72 08:20+0: 21:48 VG#Z EI+ 1.1

RpM=2% [=213m “m=1TT TIC=03110C0 AV SU Acnt: Sys: BFB?1
Texs: 0472192 _TIME_2726 _ BFBSO11_AVE_(419-421)-SPT=0 Cal:
Mz i3 ~bs. HE % Mass
35 SC00 0.4
zT 325000 3.2
=32 2C0C0 3.5
37 ZEGCCO 1B
A1 Z00GC 0.2
1z 5200 2.4
AT 13000 1.3
4 50C0 3.4
1& STO00 4.0
3G ZZ30060 23. 2
21 F3CCO 6.8
24 15000 1.0
37 270C0 2.6
29 7000 0.5
&0 7000 0.5
&1 43000 3.4
&2 42000 2.9
&3 30000 2.1
=7 40GC0 0.3
62 127000 8.9
&7 1:11CCO 7.7
7o 3000 0.6
732 4000 0.3
72 51000 3.6
74 222000 15. 95
7S 681000 47. 95
7& 32000 3.6
77 8000 0.6
78 4Q00 0.3
72 12060 0.8
80 4000 0.3
81 15000 1.0
82 3000 0.2
87 53000 3.7
a8 &0000 4. 2
89 4000 0.3
71 3000 0.2
92 29000 2.0
?3 435000 3.1
?4 131000 9.1
T3 1433000 100. 0
& 24000 6.6
105 2000 0.3
117 5000 0.3
119 5000 0.3
128 4000 0.3
141 5000 0.3
143 6000 0.4
174 1076000 75. 1
175 77000 5.4
176 1074000 74. 9
177 654000 4.5

000010



BFBSB11 #5-519 21-APR-32 87:26 VG2 (E1+) 5ys:BFR31 [HP

Chromatogram Identifiers - B1:35:268 B 596RS6AA
- Text:
Bgﬁp_
J

9 |
03 .
80 .
/5]
/B ]
65 |
b |
33
5.
4.
4
35

15 ;
0 424
54 J\
188 chB 388 408 il il B il 6K [HHd SCHN
543 1846 15:48  28:51  25:53 3855 3550 4L-EB 58T SLES TINE

110000



’

SA
VOLATILE ORGANIC INSTRUMENT PERFORMANCE CHECK
) BROMOFLUGROBENZENE (BFB)

t3p Name: FSCIFIC ANALVYTICAL Contract:

t.ap ZTads. PACIF ZTase Np. SAS No. : SDG No. :

Lab File ID: BFB&01: B3FB Injection Date: Q4/22/92
instrument ID: VYG#2 BFB Injection Time: 0743

&C Column: 1XSP1CO0 iD: 2 {mm) Heated Purge: (Y/N) N

% RELATIVE

mie | ION ABUNDANCE CRITERIA i ABUNDANCE

s t 50 | 8.0 - 40. 0% of mass 95 1 22. 3 H
""" P79 ) 30.0 - 66.0% of mass 95 ! 42. 9 !
H S | Base peak. 100X relative abundance 1100. O i

i R4 1 5.0 - 2.G% nf mass 95 v 4.4 H

i 173 | Less than 2. 0% of mass 174 i 0.4 ( 0.4)1:

{174 | 530.0 - 120. 0% of mass 95 { 80.2 {

1 175 1 4.0 — 9. 0% of mass 174 I 5.4 ( 6.8)11

v 176 1 93.0 - 101. 0% of mass 174 1 75.9 (. 94. 218

V177 1 5.0 - 9.0% of mass 176 i 5.0 ( & 621

; d H H

1-Value is % mass 174 2-Value is % mass 176

THIS CHECK APPLIES TO THE FOLLOWING SAMPLES, MS, MSD, BLANKS, AND STANDARDS:

EPA LAB

i i LAB i  DATA TIME
i SAMPLE NO. | SAMPLE ID i

FILE ID i ANALYZED | ANALYZED

= = =!m===
LL3021 104722792 10918
LL3031 104/22/92 11045
LL3061 104722792 11330

01iVSTDOS0 100050
021 VBLK30 { 00000
O3 EFFLUENT 115103
041
051
06!
071
081
071
101
114
12}
131
141
153
161
171
181
194
201
211
) 221

1
3
i
¢
]
L
1
$
1
1
1
+
1
t
)
1
)
]
]
L}
[]
[ ]
t
L}
1
]
)
]
[]
]
?
3
(]
1
[]
1]
[}
)
13
1
[]
]
[]
1
L]
1
1
[}
1

e e S eE GE e Se Gw wE e W Emm we BE DR eR e e we
W e e B MR me NG Eme ek G mm RE GN = &R e W a
M RS me @ em Am we e mm e mE mm e N wmE ma W e

page _1 of _1
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RTINS +l  Bgd=41@  22-APR-92 BO:1G-B:21:47 El+

) [EBlw TIESTISERR AU S| Aot -
Teus #4/22,92 _TIME_A743_ BFBEBI1_AVE [413-421)
19@_ 35
45 4
95 |

65 |
59 |
55 |
59 |
. 75
4

50

. 50 R R IRERE
000013



BFBTUNS#1 11 8gd=41G 22-APR-292 08: 16+0:21: 47 VG#2 EI+ 1.1

[pM=2E I=Z&lmy Hm=ZSZ TIC=7778000 AV SU Acnt: Sys: BFB91
Taxt: 04/22/22 _TIME_0O743 _ BFB&O11_AVE _(419-421)-SPT=0 Cal:
) Mass Abs. Ht % Mass
a6 13000 0.8
37 55000 4.0
28 =7000 3.3
39 15000 1.1
45 170C0O 1.0
47 =2000 1.3
48 FQ00 0.9
49 740CC 4.3
S0 382000 22. 3
s1 1190G0 7.0
=2 7000 0.4
595 3000 0.2
________ 56 21000 1.2
57 35000 2.0
S 6000 0.4
&0 14000 0.8
o1 &2000 3.6
b 63000 3 7
&3 51000 3.0
&3 5000 0.3
Y 5000 0.3
&7 2000 0.1
&8 143000 8.4
69 133000 7.8
70 8000 0.5
72 &000 0.4
) 73 62000 3.6
' 74 245000 14. 3
75 734000 42. 9
76 68000 4.0
77 14000 0.8
78 4000 0.2
79 15000 0.9
80 5000 0.3
81 25000 1.5
82 3000 0.2
87 79000 4. 6
a8 &2000 4.0
?1 2000 0.1
92 38000 2.2
93 &7000 3.9
94 174000 10. 2
9% 1711000 100. 0
6 109000 6.4
@7 3000 0.2
99 4000 0.2
101 4000 0.2
104 SQ00 0.3
105 9000 0.5
106 8000 0.5
111 4000 02
i12 4000 0.2
113 3000 0.2
115 4000 0.2
116 95000 0.3
117 7000 0.4

000014



BFBTUNS#1 tl Boa=410 22-APR-92 08: 16+0:21: 47 VG#2 EI+ 1.2

BpM=v5 I=261mv  Hm=292 TIC=7778000 AV SU Acnt: Sys: BFB91
Text: 04/22/92 _TIME_0Q742 _ BFB&0O11_AVE_(419-421)~5PT=0 Cal:
) Mass Aabs. Ht 4 Mass
113 5000 0.3
11% 3000 0.2
129 5000 0.3
130 3000 0.3
131 S000 0.3
133 4000 0.2
137 3000 0.2
141 2000 0.5
143 10000 0.6
145 4000 0.2
146 4000 0.2
148 4000 0.2
L 150 3000 0.2
' 155 4000 0.2
157 4000 0.2
159 4000 0.2
167 4000 0.2
173 6000 0.4
174 1372000 80. 2
175 f3000 5 4
176 1292000 75. 5
177 85000 5.0
178 4000 0.2
186 4000 0.2
207 3000 0.2

000015



BFBGBI1 #5-538

e2-APR-32 B7:43 UGke (E1+)

Chronatogram [dentifiers = B1:35:268
Text:

B168.

- 910000

g5 |

90 |
iNg

BH

75 |
/8
B5 |
68 |
55 4
o8
45 |
40
3
30
25 |
2B |
15
18

C
J

428

i

N \MM MJW%M- ‘\—o-f-'w-'-*-f«——'

Sys:BFB3!

Ty ™t T ¥ T LI SLAN GLASLACRE Bt B A LN B L L AR NERELRLL N R S AL N

T I
C.42 1045 1547 2050 P5iSe 3855 39

TV T T rT T Y

i

R
41

4h- 12

[HP
B:

18
51:05

1915/808

SCHN
HIHE



— - S40 .
CCLATILT GHITERMAL STANDARD AREA AND RT SUMMaRY

‘ La Mawe FSCIF I AMALL s T ITAL Cantract:
Laa Taode  FallF Tase Ne.o SAE No. SDG No.
Lak Fuoe 1D Zsanaars —inilal Date Analyzed: 04/21/92
Imstruwmunrt IDo ViEHE Time Analyzad: 1225
GO Coluamn: LUNSPICCC ID:Z {mm} Heated Purge: (Y/NIN

i IS2(DFB)
RT #: AREA #

s

11. G671 735846002
11.571147172003
10. 571 3&793001

IS3(CBZ}
AREA #

a
—~
®

; AREA #

27.
27.
26.

62722001
125444001
31361000

¢ 12 HOUR STD! 12 21.
PUPPER LIMIT: 22

LOWER LIMIT! b
i EPA SAMPLE
i NG.

i
L
1
t
1
=
b
1
t
t
]
t

M ®mw
00O

21.

21.87
21. 88
21. 90

68088002
73321002
71703002

Q1 iVBLKED 12207000
02! INFLUENT 13187000
53 i BETWEEN 12542000
04!
05!
y 061!
' 07!
08!
091
10}
11!
12!

i
i
i
131 i
H
)
[}

11. 081 764624002
11. 051 80373002
11. 071 82839001

27.
27.
27.

WWw
OWR

W e MR e SR M@ B G M GG W R MR W R M@ EE R WA R e G R me R e e A M e e e

14}
151
161
174
181
191
201
211
221

o e e BE M mm mE R EE GE M EE mE e N Ew mm mE wm e e me m e e
e e e B @R R *E Ee M S B EE R W e BE e MEB e R MR R e mm mE e e e e e e

IS1 (BCM) = Bromochloromethane
ISs2 (DFB) = 1,4-Difluorobenzene
IS3 (CBZ) = Chlorobenzene~dS

AREA UPPER LIMIT +100% of internal standard area
AREA LOWER LIMIT - 350X of internal standard area
RT UPPER LIMIT = +0. 530 minutes of internal standard RT
RT LOWER LIMIT = -0. 30 minutes of internal standard RT

] # Column used to flag values ogutside QC limits with an asterisk.
# Values outside of QGC limits.

page _1 of _1 | 000017

FORM VIII VOA 3/90




34,
YOLATILI IMTERNMNAL STANDARD AREA AND RT SUMMARY

3
T Lzn vame TalIFIC AnNAL TTIZAL Contract:
=0 2dae. FACIF Tasas No. SAS No. SDG No.
2o Fola I CShanasra s JLE0ZE Date Analyzed: 04/22/92
insTrument 1D IGRE Time Analyzed: 0718
FT Lolumn: I1RZPICCO ID:Z {mm) Heated Purge: (Y/NIN
H i Is1(8BCM)» i ISS(DFB) | t IS3(CBZy | H
! ! AREA #! RT #i AREA #! RT #| AREA #! RT #:
{12 HOUR STDI 11649000 | 11.13] 71856369 | 21. 921 6&328&617 1 27.32:
1 UPPER LIMIT! 23298000 | 11. 631143712739 | 22. 421126573224 | 27.821
! LOWER LIMIT! 5824500  10Q. 63! 35928185 | 21.42) 31643308 | 24.821
! EPA SAMPLE ) : i H H i
H NGO ! : - ! H : H
jzmmoommsEsnDs ) SSTSoomoms o H | z=mmmem= s | s H
C1 i VBLKGO V11998000 ¢ 11.10f 73313010 | 21. 931 64253001 | 27. 32!
02 EFFLUENT 1 11731000 ! 11.0S! 70060506 | 21.88! 64535513 | 27. 33!
Q3! : d ' ' i ' i
04 i H ! ! ' H H
‘ 051 i H } i H : !
) 061 H ! ! ! ! H !
07} i ! H H H H H
08! : H H H H { :
094 : : ! H H i H
10} H H ! H { : H
11} H i f i H H H
12 H H H H H H H
131 ! ! H H H H H
14} H : ! H : H '
151 H ' : ! ! H i
161 H { H H H H H
17! H H H ! H { H
igi H H ! ' ! H H
19} ! 4 ' H H H i
201 H ! : H H H H
21! H : H H : i H
221 H H ! H ' ! H
IS1 (BCM) Bromochlaoromethane

Is2 (DFB) = 1,4-Difluorobenzene
IS3 (CBZ) = Chlorobenzene—d35

AREA UPPER LIMIT = +100%Z of internal standard area
AREA LOWER LIMIT = - 30%Z of internal standard area
RT UPPER LIMIT = +0. 530 minutes of internal standard RT
RT LOWER LIMIT = 0. 50 minutes of internal standard RT

J # Column used to flag values outside QC limits with an asterisk.
# Values outside of QC limits

page 1 of 1 | 000018-
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14 . EPA SAMPLE NO.
HCLATILE TRGANICS ANALYEIS DATA SHEET

)

: INFLUENT |
Lab dMama: 201510 analy s AL Contract: : '
tab Zode FalIlF tase g 3A5 No. SDG No.
Matriu: 3c.l. u23%27: wATER Lab Sample ID: 15101
Sample wt/ vol. S Sigomi. M Lab File ID: L2031
Lavel: (lnw/mec’ LOW Date Received: ov/os/s2
% Moiszture: not dec. O Date Analyzed: 04/21/92
AAAAA 7 BRC Column: 1%SP1000 ID: 2 (mm) Dilution Factor: 1.0
- 8Boil Extract Volume: (ull) Soil Aliquot Volume: (ol
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
CAS NG, CTMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kglug/L €]
! ' H H
174-87-3 Chloromethane : 10} Ui
1 74-33-9 Bromomethane H 101 (O H
175-01-4 Vinyl Chloride : 101 Ui
1 75-00-23 Chloroethane H 101 Ui
175-09-2 Methylene Chloride : 86! H
| 167-64-1 Acetone : 381 H
' 179-15-0 Carbon Disulfide : 10! Ui
1 795-35-4 1,1-Dichloraoethene H 10} Ui
175-35-3 1,1-Dichloroethane ' 10} (VH
1 156—-60-5 1,2-Dichloroethene (total) ! 101 Ul
167-66-3 Chloroform ! 101 Uil
{107-06-2 1,2-Dichloroethane : 10 Ui
178-93-3 2-Butanone H 10t Ui
171-55-4 1,1, 1-Trichloroethane H 101 U1
156—-23-5 Carbon Tetrachloride ' 10¢ (VH
175-27-4 Bromodichloromethane H 10¢ [V
178-87-5 1,2-Dichloropropane ' 10! Ui
110061-01-5 cis—1,3-Dichloropropene H 10: ui
{79-01-6 Trichloroethene H 18! H
1124481 Dibromachloromethane H 10! Ui
{79-00-5 1,1,2-Trichloraethane H 10¢ Ui
171-43-2 Benzene H 101 Ut
110061-02-6 trans—1, 3-dichloropropene ! 10¢ Ui
175-25-2 Bromoform H 10} (WH
1591-78-6 4-Methyl—-2-Pentanone ! 1014 Ui
1108-10-1 2—-Hexanone ' 10¢ Ui
1127-18-4 Tetrachloroethene H 101 Ji
179-34-5 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane { 101 (W
1108-88-3 Toluene : 104 Ui
1108-90-7 Chlorobenzene H 101 Ut
1100-41-4 Ethylbenzene H 10 (VH
1100-42~-5 Styrene H 101 Ui
) 11330-20-7 Xylene (total) H 10! u!

FORM I vOA

3/90

000013~



EFPA SAMPLE NO.

-

1E
VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET

INFLUENT

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS

)

-

ontract:

ot

c

Lab Name: PACIFIC ANALYTICAL

D
Uiy

PACIF Case No.:

LLab Code:

ID: 15101

lLab Sample

{(soil/water) WATER

Matrix:

Lab File ILD: LL2031

mi-

5. 0(g/mi)

Sample wt/vol:

04/09/92

Date Received:

LOW

{low/med)

Level:

04/21/92

Date Analyzed:

not dec.

Moisture:

%

1.

Dilution Factor:

2{mm}

ID:

1%5P1000

- 6C Column:

(ul)

Soil Aliquot Velume:

(ull)

V»_ Soil Extract Volume:

m
-~
-
e
e N
=]
Z X
Q~
4
= 2
<t
o -
= 0
=
(T
[T
2 o™
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L)~
h-)
[ 4
]
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o4
"
Q
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-
-
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r- ]
=
3
-4

T e e NG e He . SN e e S e e R TR SR SN e SE e e SR GE G WE M M mE ee e e —e e e

<

5
=z

EST. CONC.

RT

COMPOUND NAME

i
t
]
1
1
1

CAS NUMBER

. - -

1066 50O

~PROPANOL

1

&7-63-0

- 0l

<3

. e e EmE e S mm s e WS RS SN mE e we W e e e e W e e W e e M

e e W NS e M e ek W B We e G e me e me we e

s me e e s mE mE EmE SR e HE Me eE B ER e SR WE mR EE e ek me we Em e
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At ol et At =S S NN NN M

W ESegw WE® AR @® WmE mE SR e WE Re EME WE WS WE WG BE BE EE e Se EE EE Ee e GE me

-

3/90
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LL2a31 #5-831 21-APR-92 16:31 VG#2 (El+) Sys: YORS! [HF
Chromatogram Identifiers = B1:35:268 B: GG4H10E0
Text - INFLUENT 15181

B168.

35
% ] 13/ 568

3
68 .

7. 81

. 529
65|

0 |
o |
g |
4]
- 206
0 o 856

a5 | & o, | W
2 |

g l 417 ‘

19 ] f
1 l t |
H L*- “,.J A_JJ L_an) L\_JLJ —d

L
-‘TTWMWﬁf TrT -1'1-\—1*1-1—1'1—1 - 1 B B et S vy e

188 il 08 468 g1l il /il %Hd iﬁi [t gl
543 1845 ~15‘48 I R T | E R WER AN || N1t B I

- 120000



“Interim Repur® Zamplie Analysis, 22-APR-92 (7. 295: 30

o 2t et ey St S it i i i s o i S M e Y S S e v oy e S St ey S o S it e e S S R e iy o T e A S e v o o S Y T e S it it e R o T S T e s b e A S e e s S o ey o e T

'lDataFilat L2031 Z1-APR-92 1&: 31
Databacsz: “2AFLG
Library: YOATL
Instrumens: VeHD &ﬁﬁ
Account: L“'I/b\cll’
Text: INFILUENT 15101 i
72
Spactrum  Scan Peak Scan Quan Compound
No. Rank Martch Fik Difd Area Flgs Found Pred m/z Name
100 2?3 39 O 13187000 bb 206 206 128 Bromochloromethane
vvvvv ==, 23 37 3% C =1085000 bb 263 263 65 1,2-Dichloroethane~dé
53 3 ?9 2 38000 bb 22 20 50 Chloraomethane
40 1 77 =3 48000 bb 48 91 94 Bromomethane
20 C a0 S 4000 bb 56
————————————— No Trace Found 70 &2 Vinyl Chloride
————————————— Ng Trace

Found 88 64 Chloroeth

og 30 28 2 50913000 bv 137 135
21 72 g9 1 2459069 vv# 150 149
59 41 70 0 156000 bb 170 170 74 CTarbon Disulfide
1 82 57 e -1 125000 bb 195 196 96 1, 1-Dichlaroethene
1 &3 27 90 0 133000 bb 223 223 63 1,1-Dichloroethane
38 0 0 -17 135000 bb 206
1 7 33 99 0 224000 bb 238 238 96 1,2-Dichloraoethene (to
1 87 78 99 & 827000 bb 251 2495 83 Chloroform
i 41 28 48 Q 329000 bb 266 266 62 1,2-Dichloroethane
1 52 o) 99 =1 153000 bb 262 263 43 2-Butanone
44 ) 84 -6 12000 ?b 257
43 be 84 -8 37000 bb 235
& 84 &1 97 1 80373000 bb 421 420 114 1,4-Difluorobenzene
S2 22 75 0 40000 bb 293 293 97 1,1, 1-Trichloroethane
1 No Trace Found 301 117 Carbon Tetrachloride
1 No Trace Found 285 1
2 &2 35 82 1 162000 bb 313 312 83 Bromodichloromethane
. 2 67 38 88 0 73000 bb 340 340 63 1,2-Dichloropropane
a2 80 56 95 1 221000 bb 3446 3435 75 cis=— =Dichloropropen
95 81 9 1 11282000 bb 357 356 1:30
o &2 18 99 1 190000 bb 372 371 129 Dibromo oromethane
RN~ 84 59 99 0 496000 bb 374 374 97 1,1,2-Trichloroethane
2 86 70 3 1 685000 bb 367 366 78 Benzene
2 58 13 94 1 209000 bb 373 372 79 ¢trans—1,3—-dichloroprop
2 Na Trace Found 367 1
2 43 13 &7 0 83000 bb 430 430 173 Bromoform
92 78 98 2 73321000 bv¥ 929 927 117 Chlorobenzene—d5
89 &9 99 1 37580000 bv 6546 6385 95 4-Bromofluorcbenzene
’ = 84 &4 95 1 0778000 bb 500 499 98 Toluene—d8
3& 68 38 g2 2 213538 vb 438 436 43 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone
3 61 29 88 2 4162 v? 471 4469 43 2~-Hexanone
49 23 g8 14 3154 77 483
44 22 86 18 372 ?7? 487
o6 85 o9 2 5330000 bb 477 475 168¢ Tetrachloroethene
7Y 7 99 1 410000 bb 480 47% 83 1,1,2,J-Tetrachloroeth
77 46 9 1 2551000 bb 5095 504 2?1 Toluene
46 4 84 1 362000 bb 533 532 112 Chlorohbenzene
50 12 83 -1 58000 bb 585 586 1046 Ethylbenzene
48 12 81 2 218000 bb &97 675 104 Styrene ()00022 -
44 10 77 -1 30000 b 703 704 106 m—-Xylene
44 11 78 -3 80000 bb 701

49 14 81 -4 174000 hb 731 735 104 no—/p—Xulene



BRI E 11 Bgd=i32  21-APR-32 [B:-31+8:47:3¢ £l+
) T=2, % TIU=SEER0HEY | Acnt
e AT R iilﬂa_ﬁﬂﬂhgieﬂe Chloride

LA, 13

o

™4 LENsk St St o S St ShuLinan S SL RN SN St N S BuS SuEL BN S Sk Al AR AN SN RENLAMEL BN N SN SNL LA S -y

w4 50 58 7 3% 99

=LEHE1S%EET i1 Byd=132 21-APR-92 16:31+8:8/-34 ¢El+
[=g, 5 Z= 54 58HH il Hent
HT 15181 Methylene Chlorude

191 43

) bt [T
T

ot

,._45_ -
l‘"‘
l""‘l»—~

84

. 47 ]
I L) F U1 Y B - -4 N I

el 4B 58 58 78 89 99

YB2484/ x1  Bgd=l 1-DEC-89 13:83+8:88:23 EI+
[=234mv TIC=18318088 Aent : UG#2
Text:Methylene ChLoride

108 84
]

143
b8 Ll 1 R &

L pand e T T Ty Y T
........ i 1 ¥ | ¥

“¢ T4y B9 sa 108 196 140 168 188 @@ o8 240
| 000023 ~



LLcHzlw1%d il Bgd=izf  21-APR-32 1B6:31+8:38:13 LI+
) 1= 1 WSy Tffii’??@ﬁﬁ Acnt:
Tgnt THE_JEdT 15181 Hoetone

-

139 43

[ |

1 L . .
d ‘ ”,T.af'}z!lr.'! I 4'9, b1485

W 45 5 B 78 88 98
LLPBIISH154 «1  Bgd=146  P1-APR-92 15:31+@:@3:13 El~
[=183my  TIC=1115668 5y Aent :

Text: IMFLUEWT 15181 Acetone

{98 43

58

B '3'9L!

I

3B 4@ rrr?jjgf.TJB,gr'?hB,Br S,B

YB248483 x1 Bgd=1 1-DEC-83 13:83+8:88:26 EI+
[=2cbny TIC=11124889 Aent - VG2
Text :Acetone

11 98

LZNN S SENNY SENNE M S Smie SUNN 4

s 68 88 106 120 140 166 188 268 228 odd
000024

P | 235247




RREETEEN i1 Bgd=§49 c1-APR-32 1b:31+B:-18:d8d EI+
; 15536844 |

) [=33Hmy  TI0=155 Aont:
Tesb- IMELJedT (5181 TrichLaroethene

35

4 2 4]}
R 2

4 BB R R 140
LL2M3154557  xl Bgd=351 21-APR-32 16:31+B:18:48 El+
[=¢BBny  TIC=15586888  SU Aent -

Text  [HFLUEMT 15181 TrichLoroethene

138
188 95

. 5H
|
L

l I —— Ll‘l

- E8

g 3FL, EEH N Y -S|/ N ER 1 N P
43 68 88 189 128 148
- yg248423 xI  Bgd=l 1-DEC-89 13:83+@8:81:11 EI+
e [=25iav TIC=11543000 Acnt - VG#e
Text:TrichLoroethene
188_ 138

35

% 5§ g 8 88 98 188 118 128 138 148 158
= 000025



LLoHal#E w1 pgd=4/2  cl-APR-32 16:31+8:24-42 EI+
) =2 Bwy TIN=3831030 Rcnt:
Teaf  INFLUEAT 15181 TetrachLoroethene
195 196

- ﬂﬁ
.
4. % 53 a9
o 135 A‘ | ] l
I‘] ! 1 %4 11'11 !V j;u_]l, - . - lll , i IT r . v r - adal 1, T . v v i

% 6B 88 189 128 148  16@ 188

LLEQEES%%F? %1 Boa=472  21-APR-32 16:31+B:24:42 LI+
[=27my  TIC=3R4.588 51 Aont
Text  INFLUEMT 15181 Tetrachloroethene
148 166
) i 123

_ 34
47
. 53
B3!5l,,!.,-,'..,El‘?";.',i,v..,-‘-Jr;r--;""

44 68 g4 188 12H 144 168 188

- Yg2464#35 x1 Bgd=1 1-DEC-89 13:03+8:81:47 EI+
i [=248mv TIC=11347088 Acnt - YG#2
Text :Tetrachloroethene
186_ 166
: 131
. . |
g | I |

rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr

% 68 8B 189 128 148 168 188
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LLEB3 14111 %1 Bgd=1 21-APR-32 16:31+8:86:16 EI+
[=334mv TIC=48186868 Acnt :
Text:INFLUENT 15181

18_ 43
99
89 |
78
58 |
58
a0 | 46
38 |
28 | 43

18 | 47 44
' I . 3 I v
38 3c 34 36 33 40 42 44 4B 48 58
SPESUBBA#] x1 Bgd=188 21-APR-32 16:31+B:86:16 EI+

[=328my  TIC=3653008 5U Acnt -
Text: INFLUENT _15181

1808_ 45

98 _
68 |
/8 |
68 |
58 |
4 | 46
38 |
28 _ 43

19 4
g | 4 | 4 47

B R 34 36 38 48 42 44 45 48 58
000027




x1 Bgd=1 SPESUBAA

LIBFITS1#1%
2 -PROPANOL 683 67-63-#
C3.H8.0. Bpk: 45 Mut: 6@
196_ - 45
) 27
B ,.rl.llg,..,,.!:I;.L...f..”fl!g.lJ..”,.. hﬁsi.g,........,—,
19 20 39 49 o8 68 78
LIBFITS1#2+ x]  Bgd=1 SPESLIBRA
METHANETHIAL, HOMOPOLYMER 744 38699-99-1
C.H2.S. Bpk: 45 Mut: 46
106_ 43
B g, 8w e 1
28 49 58 80 198 128
LIBFITS1#3% x]  Bgd=1 SPESLIBAB
HYDRAZINE,, METHYL- MEB1 68-34-4
C.HE.N2. Bpk: 46 Mut: 4B
188_ 46
] 28
| 3
] 43
" R 1 B 1 A T T B A
20 25 39 35 49 - 45 5B

000028
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14 . EPA SAMPLE NO.
UOLATILE IRGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET

11330-20-7

? : BETWEEN !
Lab MName PACIFTIL O AMNALYTICAL Cantrack: : H
i.ab JSadsz =0 IF tas2 No ZAS No SDG No.
Matr cilouwater) WHTER Lab Sample ID: 13102
Bampla wt/val 2.3/ /mly ML Lab File ID: L2041
Level. {iousmed) LOW Date Raceived: ©O¢/ot/52
% Moisture: not dec. Q Date Analyzed: 04/21/92
77 @C Column: 1Y%SP1000 ID: 2 (mm) Dilution Factor: 1.0
- B0il Extract Volume: (ull) So0il Aliquot Volume: (ul)
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
CAS NC. CCMPOUND fug/L or ug/Kglug/L Q
1\ 74-87-23 Chloraomethane H 101 (WH
1 74-83-9 Bromomethane ! 10} (OH
179-01-4 Vinyl Chleride { 10! Ui
175-00-3 Chloroethane H 101 (VH
175092 Methylene Chloride H 291 !
167641 Acetone H 14} H
175-15-0 Carbon Disulfide H 101} Ui
175-35-4 1, 1~Dichloroethene ' 10} Ui
175-35-3 1:1-Dichloroethane ' 10! Ul
1156-60-5 1, 2-Dichloroethene (total) } 10! (WH
167-66-3 Chlorofarm H 10} Ul
1107~06-2 1,2-Dichleroethane H 10} ul
1 78-93-3 2—-Butanone H 104 Ui
171-55-6 1,1,1-Trichloroethane H 10} (O
196—-23-5 Carbon Tetrachloride H 10} Ui
175-27-4 Bromodichloromethane H 10} Ui
1 78-87-5 1,2~-Dichloropropane H 10} (VN
110061-01-5 cis-1,3-Dichloropropene ! 10! ui
179-01-6 Trichlaoroethene H 101 Ut
i124-48-1 Dibromochloromethane H 101 Ui
{1 79-00~-5 1,1,2-Trichloroethane H 10¢ U
171-43-2 Benzene H 10! (V3]
{110061-02-6 trans—1,3-dichloropropene : 10! ul
175-259-2 Bromoform H 101 (P
1591-78-6 4-Methyl—-2-Pentanone ! 101 VN
1108-10-1 2—-Hexanone H 10¢ Ui
1127-18-4 Tetrachloraethene H 101 Ui
{79-34-5 11,2, 2-Tetrachloroethane H 104 U!
1108-88-3 Toluene H 10¢ - Ui
1108-90-7 Chlorobenzene | 10! Ut
{100-41-4 Ethylbenzene H 101 Ui
1100-42-5 Styrene ' 10! (W H
Xylene (total) H 101 Ui

FORM I V0A

*Tfo0030°



- w e

BETWEEN

EPA SAMPLE NO.

tract:

Con

P

iE
VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS

Lab Name: PACIFIC ANALYTICAL

ch
m

SAS No. :

PACIF Case No.:

Lab Code:

13102

(D:

-
FY

Lab Sample

{sogil/water) WATER

Matrix:

mi- Lab File ID: LL20G41

5. 0{(g/miL)

Sample wt/vol:

04/09/92

Date Received:

LOW

{low/med)

Level:

04/21/92

Date Analyzed:

not dec.

Mpisture:

%

i.

Dilution Factor:

2{mm)}

ID:

1%45P1000

GC Column:

(ul)

Soil Aliquot Volume:

{ul)

Soil Extract Volume:

UNITS:

CONCENTRATION

(ug/L or ug/Kglrug/L

Number TICs found:

M M M R S8 SN e e W e W R S S M MO e M T T e e W ME W WY EE W W e e me e

EST. CONC.
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L
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H
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e = e me R e W EE e B M e RS e S M M M R R W e WS WS W G W M

COMPOUND NAME

W e e ME S me i W M e e M WA MR MG We e W W e WS e e e e e mes M

CAS NUMBER

ANF B ONDFO AN TNINDE SISO OGN @O O
! M At At A A S NN NAUNNN NG

- e m EE A me e R e R e e M S A M e WM R N B e e Ge e e EE e e e e
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280000

L2641 #5-898 c1-APR-32 17:22 VGk? (E1+) Sys:YORS!
Chronatogram Identifiers : B1:35:268
- TextBETWEEN 15182
B1AA.
15
gg* HH8
B

0
W 21
65 | 529
il
95
5
45 |
0. 206
] | (5

ac

|
15 I}‘
‘i

1]

‘| 27 33
H R b A L__._-\..d k‘«_ﬁﬁj L "

D44 1846 15:43  28:51 ES?FS MAE AR dLHD ke

T"l’?“i""l"‘i“f"\"‘i"?"‘l"‘l“l"rl"'l-\'"‘(' VT f”."'l"""’l"‘n' LT YT 'T"‘"!'“T VTN 'I“ ' Vo

D R R TR T

[HP
B

el

i

b35h3668

i



100 73 G5 2
= 339 25 e <
‘ TE F 3 D

22 2 782 18
sz 2 S¢ 2
35 3 F9 2
21 3 T3 O

130 =T 33 .
= =i 57 T3 -1
E 2% L 7E i

14 3% 52 9 i
11 38 &é& EAd Q
12 L g 39 .
R ?9 3& A &
: SC 78 1
o) 99 0

& 34 -7

G 234 4

51 G O

6Z ?7 Q

2% 87 0

3 &7 -8B
————————————— No Tr

75 99
77 28
81 99
7& 99
38 99
52 99
g2 25
23 g9
No T
&8 99

~
Q
0
0
|

LM
B
0
(8]
[y

» ~3
W (3y)
0 g
0 R
i
HH O+ QOO0 R 0071 OO0 RO

8]
-0
~0
o
Q

54 99 -1

1]
n
[

[a]
1]

- No Trace Found

Scan
Found Pred

Quan Campound
mn/z Name

Fas
AT e3 Flg

12542000 &b 206
21892000 bb =263
154000 &b 21
4000 bb 3
122000 bb 47
4100G bb &b
32000 bb 20
16196060 bbb 137
882947 bv 150
&60500C bb 169
245000 bb 195
834000 bb 222
2134000 bb 237
2639000 bb 250
1387000 bb 266
288000 vv 262
27000 7?7 29%
288000 7 2646
82839000 nhx 421
292000 bb 292
137000 bb 300
18000 bb 292

Found
1125000 bb 313
619000 bb 340
1457000 bb 346
438000 bb 354
1189000 bb 371
1324000 bb 374
1634000 bb 367
1240000 bb 373
Found ———————————=
563000 bb 430
71703000 bbb 528
37073000 bv 655
88406000 bb 500
684333 vv 437
3994667 vv 470
o ?? 484
222000 bb 477
1448000 bb 479
2399000 bb 308
1733000 bb 533
479000 bb 583
1705000 bb &£95
633000 bb 702
1386000 bb 730

206
263
21

47

&6

S0
137
151
168
194
222
237
250
265
262

421
292
300

285
312
340
345
356
371
374
346
372
367
430
528
656
300
437
470

476
479
504
532
o84
&794
702
731

128 Bromochloromethane
65 1,2-Dichloroethane—-d4
S0 Chloromethane

94 Bromomethane
&2 Vinyl Chloride

64 Ch - G-

84 Methylene Chloride
43 ACETITE >

76 Disultide

?6 1, 1-Dichloroethene

&3 1, 1-Dichloroethane

96 1,2-Dichloroethene (to
83 Chloraoform

62 1,2-Dichloroethane

43 2-Butanone

114 1, 4-Difluorobenzene
?7 1,1, 1-Trichloraethane
117 Carbon Tetrachloride

i
83 Bromodichloromethane
63 1,2-Dichloropropane
75 cis—-1,3-Dichloropropen
130 Trichloroethene
129 Dibromochloromethane
97 1,1,2-Trichloroethane
78 Benzene
753 trans-1,3~dichloroprop
1
173 Bromoform
117 Chlorobenzene—d5
95 4-Bromofluorobenzene
98 Toluene—d8
43 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone
43 2-Hexanone

164 Tetrachloroethene

83 1,1,2:2~Tetrachloraoeth
21 Toluene

112 Chlorobenzene

106 Ethylbenzene

104 Styrene

106 m—Xylene

106 o-/p=Xylene ()00033




Lloudigios il Bgog=::l  21-APR-32 [7:22+8 4735 fl+

T2 U= tRSATHER Hont

stz iTlaZ Methylene Chioride
LG i

ll.!
LN S S S S Sk S S S miee T

sa n an 39

IR R S Wl igi=ist 21-APR-92 17:22+8:47:3% El+
P=g8day T LO=1IHRAENY Sl Hont
Teav aRTHEZM 1512 Methylens Chloride

155 43
_ 34
85

e o248k / x1 Bgd=1 1-DEC-83 13:83+8:80:23 EI+
T [=234my  TIC=1831ABBA Acnt - VG#2
Text:Methylene ChLoride

198. 84

A mim N ni
™ T YT T T T Lo | L | T T T T T Y T

48 B 8@ 188 128 148 160 188 288 279 248
000034 -
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= 3;';!"".; ﬂ%'_\%_ R
MEESAYEY nonte

LB oRCatans

1

' ty;

I Ly

': i?‘_.. i i

'1 R

; ! i i oy
q B 44 a4
, i —l - L

_cmdiEiag Al oga=idd  Z1-APR-52 17:22+@:858:14 EIl+
== Tir=EE YA il Hont
Tesh BETHEEN 15182 Heoetone

1BR_ 43

58

i Pl

--------- T LARNLANLANL A A A SIS A AR AN A R I S S B R R SN L M N DR Sl S SND Su e Ja aun

£ 48 5B 5B 78 B 9p

Yg2484a x1 Bgd=1 1-DEC-89 13:83+B:88:26 EIl+
[=22bmy TIC=11124884 Acnt - YG#2
Text:Acetone

184

-

3 I -+ 1.2

49 BB 88 160 120 140 16@ 180 290 208 248
000035




1A . EPA SAMPLE NO.

VOLATILE CRGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET

) f\
LLab Name: PACIFIZ ANALYTICAL

11330-20-7

FORM I vOA

3/450003 6.

! EFFLUENT !
Cantract: ! H

Lab Coade: PACIF <Case No.: SAS Nga. : SDG No. :

Matrix: (soil/water) WATER Lab Sample ID: 15103

Sample wt/vol: S.0(g/mL> ML Lab File ID: LL3061

Level: (low/med) LOW Date Received: ay/aaél_

% Moisture: not dec. o Date Analyzed: 04/22/92

" GC Column: 1%SP1000 ID: 2 (mm) Dilution Factor: 1.0
7 Goil Extract Volume: (ul) Soil Aliquot Volume: (ul)
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
CAS NO. COMPOUND {ug/L or ug/Kglug/L GQ

174-57-3 Chloromethane H 101 Ui
1 74-83-9 Bromomethane H 101 Ui
175~-01-4 Vinyl Chlaride : 10! (W
175-00-3 Chloroethane H 10! Ut

. 1 75-09-2 Methylene Chloride : 121 H

! 167-64-1 Acetone ! 201 H
175-15-0 Carbon Disulfide H 10! Ui
175-35-4 1, 1-Dichloroethene i 10! (P
175-35-3 1,1-Dichloroethane i 101 Ui
1156-60-3 1,2-Dichloroethene (total} H 1014 Ui
167663 Chloroform H 10} Ui
1107-06-2 1,2-Dichloroethane i 10t Ui
178-93-3 2-Butanone H 10! (VH
171-55-6 1,1, 1-Trichloroethane : 10! U
156-23-5 Carbon Tetrachloride H 10! u!
175-27-4 Bromodichloromethane ' 10¢ u
{78-87-9 1.2-Dichloropropane { 101 Ui
110061-01-5 cis—1,3-Dichloropropene ' 10¢ Ui
179-01-6 Trichloroethene : 1014 Ui
1124-48-1 Dibromochloromethane H 10} (VH
1 79-00-5 1,1,2-Trichlorocethane H 10!} Ui
171-43-2 Benzene ' 10} Ui
110061-02-6 trans—1,3-dichloropropene H 10! (' H
175—-25-2 Bromoform H 10! Ui
1591-78-6 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone H 10! (VH
1108-10-1 2-Hexanone H 10!} Ui
1127-18-4 Tetrachloroethene H 10! Ui
1 79~-34-5 1. 1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ' 10! ui
1108-88-3 Toluene H 10! Ui
1108-90~-7 Chlorobenzene H 101 Ui
1100-41-4 Ethylbenzene H 10} (VK

: 1100-42-5 Styrene i 101 U
) Xylene (total) ] 104 u!



iE ‘ EPA SAMPLE NO.

VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS

J EFFLUENT
iab Name:PACIFIC ANALYTICAL Contract:

—— e
- ae e

Lab Code: PACIF Case No.: SAS No. : SDG Nao. :
Matrix: (soil/water) WATER Lab Sample ID: 15103
Sample wt/vol: 5.0{(g/mL} mL Lab File ID: LL3Gs1
Level: {low/med) LOW Date Received: 04/09/92
% Moisture: not dec. 0 Date Analyzed: 04/22/92
i GC Column: 1%4SP1000 ID: 2(mm) Dilution Factor: 1.0
Soil Extract Volume: (ul) Soil Aliquot Volume: {ul)

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
Number TICs found: | (ug/L or ug/Kglug/L

EST. CONC.

o e e s o e o

CAS NUMBER

=t —_—
67-63-0

]
COMPOUND NAME H RT
]

[T

e
B

2-PROPANDL
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5.
b
7
8
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-
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FORM I VDA-TIC 1 3/90
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M60050 ., 000065

) 24
\ WATER VOLATILE SYSTEM MONITORING COMPOUND RECOVERY
Lab Name: PACIFIC ANALYTICAL Contract:

Lab CodiL_PAEIF Case No.: 5A5 No. : SDGE Ne.

SMC3 0THER
{DCE ) #!

94
95
g2
93
101

sSMC2
(BFB)#

{ EPA
i SAMPLE NO.

SMC1
(TOL#

01 {VBLK29
02! VBLK30
03! INFLUENT
04 EFFLUENT
05 | BETWEEN
06!
07!
08!
09!
10!
11!
121
13!
14!
151
\ 161
/ 171
18!
191
201
211
221
231
04!
951
261
27!
28!
291
30!

99
102
99
97
98

103
99
102
95
103

T e ME WM s e W W S MM W W W M MR EL e teem W e M W W e e e R et M e teas Mo e

BE MG WE RE Rm W MG N @ W B S MW G EW MR MR e W e W W e W M e we G e e e
M e e @ B e R e Wie W MR M A M mm e sk s e e e e e M e e e =

QC LIMITS
SMC1 (TOL? Toluene—-dB8 (88-110}
SMC2 (BFB) Bromofluorobenzene (B&6—115)
SMC3 (DCE) = {,2-Dichloroethane—d4 (76—114}

# Column to be used to flag recovery values
# Values outside of contract required GC limits

D System Monitoring Compound diluted out

page _1 of _1

FORM II vOA-1 ‘ 3/30 Rev.
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LL3861 #5-838 22-APR-92 13:38 VGH2
Chromatogram Identifiers - B1:35:268
Text:EFFLUENT 15183
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o Sapo i Anailysis 23-APR-92 08:41:45

Pegk Scan Quan Caompound
Mo, Tzn Area Flgs Found Pred m/z Name
100 31 9 -1 11731000 bv 206 207 128 Bromochloromethane
23 2& 9 1 20066000 hv+# 263 262 65 1,2-Dichloroethane—d4
S4 Py 9% 0 &8000 bv= 22 22 50 Chlaromethane
S1 1 8 2 32000 v 25
43 ) 23 7 1300Q 7 29
4 =C < ;4 i’ S2006G wvv 48 48 74 Bromomethane
17 3 52 2 11060 77 31
SE 2 7T 3 1000G 77 36
! 49 1 =g 2 FOCO bb 70 &7 &2 Vinyl Chloride
Az 3 37 =7 3000 bk &0
2 o 1 -1t 3000 bb 36
1 a0 P 85 ~it 4000 bb 30 21 64 Chloroethane
26 2 846 -18 8000 bb 73 .
35 2 77 14 8000 bb 105 TTTT—
Gl o7 85 e 1 6165000 by 137 136 (B4 '
&/ e= s6 99 -1 1300758 bv# 150 151
E 45 34 S0 2 395000 bv 170 168 aroon Disulfide
14 &0 15 98 1 36000 bb 195 194 946 1, 1-Dichloroethene
11 S22 19 99 1 229000 bb 223 222 43 1, 1-Dichloroethane
43 0 29 -15 143000 bb 207
40 3 ?1 15 45000 bb 237 .
19 &5 29 99 1 97000 bb 238 237 ?6 1,2-Dichloroethene (to
13 87 &b 99 1 1046000 bbd 231 250 83 Chloroform
14 33 21 41 1 151000 bb 264 265 62 1,2-Dichloroethane
27 3 63 19 3000 bb 284
15 52 0 9 2 71400 vb 263 261 43 2-Butanone
82 4 99 -5 Q0L7 2?7 256
50 0 98 4 71400 b 265
83 &0 99 2 70060500 bb 421 419 114 1,4-Diflucrobenzene
&0 15 98 0 72000 bb 293 293 97 1,1, 1-Trichloroethane
34 3 &8 -9 11000 bb 292 301 117 Carbon Tetrachloride
14 0 33 -18 3000 bb 283
iR No Trace Found 285 1
20 43 8 81 0 48000 bb 313 313 83 Bromodichloromethane
2 No Trace Found 340 63 1,2-Dichloropropane
24 30 p= 54 -3 9857 27 345 346 75 cis—1,3-Dichloropropen
30 2 54 1 9857 7 347
28 4 b2 —-14 1360 7?7 330
23 64 21 99 0 43000 bb 357 357 130 Trichloroethene
No Trace Found 372 129 Dibromochloromethane
23 -17 30000 bb 357 374 97 1,1,2-Trichloroethane
7 1 184000 bb 3468 367 78 Benzene
82 1 30000 bb 374 373 75 trans-—1,3-dichloroprop
66 =6 3846 7 367
59 -3 1400 7?7 370 :
No Trace Found - 367 1 P .
- - Ng Trace Found —~—=———————- 430 173 Bromoform 000039
2 77 98 i 64535510 bv 529 528 117 Chlorobenzene~dS

83 &8 9 -1 23401700 hv AS4 AS7 95 A-Rramnflunrnhanzane



s 2 =2 a4 - TE23454C v =1819] 501 P8 Toluene—dB
‘r".‘ i P =1 2 21097 vb 42 438 43 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone
T LI == -4 3452 T 434
=1 1S e 10 8953 7 443 LL30¢]
Ex &3 hedel 32 i 46667 77 471 471 42 2-Hexangne
) 2. =z 3% 4 41000 =27 475
3z e 37 -a &G00 7T 4558
B35 A et =7 B, 280006 ob a77 477 164 Tetrachlorgethene
o =7 i g -~z 115000 bb a7oe 3g1 83 1.1, 2,2-Tetrachloroeth
R 2 20 =] TO00 bb 489
35 z TH =12 3000 bb 4468
E? g ii *7 C 2770C0 bv 505 503 2?1 Toluene
(3 s Mg Trace Found ———————————— 533 112 Chlorobenzene
ESd 43 £ 7S C 29000 bb 585 985 106 Ethylbhenzane
38 4 &8 -2 8000 b*? 583
2 &2 21 36 i 485000 bb 694 &725 104 Styrene
L 44 2 74 Q 7000 ~b 704 704 106 m—Xylene
41 < i -4 16000 b? 700
= 42 b 72 -1 25000 7b 731 732 106 o-/p-Xylene
36 4 &2 =6 7000 b~ 726
3 No Trace Found 0 -

000040



SN a joo=i cc-APR-32 13:38-8:87:34 LI+

Poida TTOETESTEEY | Hont:
Trom o crRUURHT otEs Methulene Chlorode

.

s 8 158 288 250 308

3 il 13 2C-APR-92 13:36+8:87:34 EIl+
TI0=72 150y 54U Aent
HEWT | . :

R 198 158 208 258 399
V3447 x!  Bgd=l  1-DEC-83 13:83+:8@:23 EI-
[=234ny  TIC=18918A08 Rent : YG#2
Text:Methylene Chioride
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BEEEES A ! gga=! cZ-APR-32 13:38+8:85:13 EI+
T R Acnt
Tealesrribodl 15143 Heoebons

1

; a5

|

1HH_

Laas 1l 46 131 243

46 &0 85 198 100 148 158 188 288 208 248
LL3MEISHISA 1 Bgd=145 22-APR-92 13:30+8-88:13 EI+
=530 TIC=521068 3y Acnt -

Text:EFFLUEMT 15183 Acetone

58

S N O - ¢ ) 131

44 BB 88 IBB 198 148 168 188 288 °EB 24B
Yg24a48 x1 Bgd=1 1-0EC-89 13:83+B:88:26 EI+
[=22bmy TIC=11124684 Acnt - YG#e
Text:Rcetone

235847|

5 60 89 18 128 140 166 180 298 200 240
000042



LL3BE1#111 %1 Bgd=1 cc-APR-9¢ 13:38+8:86:16 EI+
[=454my TIC=b122ABA Rcnt:
Text:EFFLUENT 15183

g, 43
90 _
30 _
78
5B
58
49
30
20
19

4D 6B 88 100 129 148 168 186 208 220 248 268 280
SPESUB@@#!  x1  Bgd=187  22-APR-G2 13:38-8:86:16 EI-

[=451my TIC=56/8888 SU Aent :
Text -EFFLUENT 15183
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Bgd=1

| LIBFITS141+ x1 SPESUBRA
) 2 -PROPANDL M676 B7-63-8
C3.H8.0. Bpk: 45 Mut: 6@
108_ 43
] 27
B f I|L4'II! e,..,.vﬁﬁj,Ssg,f..,ﬁﬂh
19 29 39 49 5B 58 78
LIBFITS1#24 x1  Bgd=l SPESUBRA
METHAWETHIAL, HOMOPOLYMER M775 38699-99-1
C.H2.S. Bpk: 45 Mut: 46
108_ 43
T
o] TR all, 8 8 s 1
28 48 50 88 180 120
LIBFITS1#3% x]  Bgd=1 SPESUBGS
HYDRAZINE, METHYL- MGl B@-34-4
C.HE.N2. Bpk: 46 Mut: 46
188_ 46
] 28
| 3
] 43
’BlHﬁlIl —_—
208 25 39 35 48 45 (mmM4_
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o I

&
VOLATILE ORGANICE INITIAL CALIBRATICHN ZATA

Lab Name: PACIFIC ANALYTICAL Contract: D100%S

Lab Code: PACIF Case No.: 18043 SAS No.: SGD Mo.: X428t
Instrument ID: VG#2 Calibration Date(s):04/2:/92 04/21/°2
Heated Purge: (Y/N) N Calibration Times: 1437 0814

6C Column: 1%4SP1000 ID: 2 {(mm)

{LAB FILE ID: RRF10 =LL1051 RRF20 =i_.1031 H
IRRF50=LL1061 RRF100=LL2011 RRF200=0L1.1011 H
! ! ! ! i ! ot 4
i  COMPOUND IRRF10 IRRF20 !RRFS50 (RRFICOIRRFZ0CG! RRF | RSD |
IChloromethane i 2.0581 1.7951 2.072! 1.2C4! {.815! 1.929! 6.8!
iBromomethane # 0.6381 0.645! 0.4631! 0.35&2! 0.4602! 0.6201 4. 2%
tVinygl Chloride # 1.350! 1.301! 1.435i 1.230! 1.389! 1.341! 5 9=
iChloroethane ! 0.706F 0.693% 0.7431 0.5t 0.714% 0.48%! 8.4
iMethylene Chloride ! 3.815) 2.728¢ 2.251! 1.8811 1.797¢ 2.494) 33. 1!
tAcetone i1 0.789! 0.547: 0.247) 0.243% 0.201% 0. 405! &2. 9!
{Carbon Disulfide 1 6.4321 6.1491 6.452! 5. 858! 5.341! 6.04&6F 7.7}
} ‘1, 1-Dichloroethene # 1.899! 1.810! 1.8731 1.730! 1.727! 1.808! 4. 4=
{1, 1-Dichloroethane # 3.806! 3.579¢ 3.725! 3.457! 3.297! 3.573¢ 5. 7%
! i1,2-Dichloroethene (total) ! 2.138! 2.08%9! 2. 157! 1.924&! 1.842! 2.030! &. 9!
iChloroform # 3.685! 3.446! 3.493! 3. 286! 3.019! 3.386! 7. 4%
‘1, 2-Dichloroethane # 1.95911 2.120! 2.0291 1.990! 1.653! 1.957! 9. i%
12-Butanone ! 0.488¢ 0.574! 0.425! 0.447! 0.398! 0. 4646 14. 7!
11,1, 1-Trichlorocethane # 0.433! 0.446: 0.443! 0.428! 0.433! 0.4341 3. 2=
iCarbon Tetrachloride # 0.385! 0.399! 0.418! 0.390! 0.3846! 0. 396 3. 5%
iBromodichloromethane * 0.4271 0.434661 0.442! €. 446! 0.4246% 0.4841F 3. 7%
i{,2-Dichloraopropane ! 0.310! 0.334! 0.335! 0.333¢ 0.325! 0.327! 3.2!
icis~1,3-Dichloropropene * 0.512% 0.580¢ 0.542! 0.542! 0.5146! 0.538! 5.0x»
iTrichloroethene # 0.387! 0.389! 0.399! 0.372! 0.3468! 0.383! 3.3+
. iDibromochloromethane #* 0.285! 0.330! 0.309! 0.312! 0.285! 0.304! 6&.3%
L 11, 1, 2-Trichloroethane * 0.234) 0.2462¢ 0.2431 0.254! 0.231! 0.245! 5. 4+
- {Benzene * 1,179 1.388! 1.202! 1.1482! 1.036! 1.193! 10. &%
{trans—1,3-dichloropropene % 0.340! 0.394! 0.355! 0.369! 0.33C! 0.358! 7.0=*
{Bromoform * 0.125! 0. 160! 0.150! 0. 168! 0.152! 0.151! 10. 7%
{4-Methyl-2-Pentanone ! 0.1951 0.249! 0.193! 0.220! 0.223! 0.218! 11. 0!
i12-Hexanone 1 0.1211 0. 164} 0. 1261 0. 152! 0. 145! 0. 142 12. 71!
iTetrachloroethene #+ 0.378) 0.356! 0.377! 0.338! 0.312! 0.352! 7.9+
1,1, 2, 2~Tetrachloroethane # 0.336! 0.3846! 0.334! 0.349! 0.305! 0.342! 8. &+
{Toluene * 1.4221 1.362! 1.408! 1.325! 1.178% 1.339! 7.3»
{Chlorobenzene # 1.022¢ 0.998! 0.999! 0.977! 0.883! 0.977! 5.3%
tEthylbenzene # 0.514! 0.538! 0.526! 0.504! 0.500! 0.5146! 3.0x
‘Styrene * 0.99551 0.9761 0.957! 0.950! 0.926! 0.953! 1. 9%
{Xylene {(total) * 0.46241 0.607! 0.609! 0.588! 0.572! 0.600! 3. 4%
13 e t
{Toluene—d8 1 1.4447 1.307: 1.256! 1.494! 1.156! 1.331! 10. 4!}
{4-Bromofluorcbenzene # 0.6671 0.700! 0.503! 0.4657! 0.4%61 0. 605! 16. 1*
{1, 2-Dichloroethane-d4 ! 1.904 1.880:¢ 1.735! 2. 156! 1.535! 1.842! 12. 4!
[} (] ] 1 r: [} ] 3

* Comp&unds with required minimum RRF and maximum %RSD values.

All other compounds must meet a minimum RRF of 0. 010. ) | 0o -
FORM VI VOA ”QQ»Q“Q
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LL1851 45-889 21-APR-92 11:34 UG? (ET+) Sys - YORI!
Chrosatogram Identifiers :  B1:35:268
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g e

caszfilE A il ol
Databazs:
wiBragegs
IgEothum Scan Fa2ax Scan Guan Campoaund
No. Ra3nk Marto STik Di#s ATa3 Fl3z Found Pred @/2 Name
1120 3= 29 o) 11136000 4b 206 2064 128 Bromochloromethane
2 2e &85 9 o] 4249000 bt 263 263 65 i, 2-Dichlosroethane—d4
3 S8 &7 A 1 4591000 bb 21 20 50 Chloromethane
4 74 d& 3% -4 136FCCC by 47 51 94 Bromomethane
] a3 s& 9 -3 3012000 5t %) 70 &2 Vinyl Chloride
& =7 &3 3 : 1374CC0 83 39 38 &4 Thloroethane
I =2 == 92 : 3312000 =3 i3 133 84 Methylens Chloride
2 G RS 23 = 174&C73C awv 181 i49 43 Acatone
g 22 2. ??  -= 1a3300GCC ov 1&8 170 76 Carhon Disulfida
10 S Z8 IR -z 1228000 4b 174 196 o L, 1-Dizhlaroethene
11 21 Ta Q. -1 [491C00 55 222 223 43 1. 1-Dichloroethane
2 77 23 CA I PS400C0 hbd G7 238 94 1: 2-Dichlorogethene (%o~
13 k¢ 57 ¢ 3 8S222CC0 38 250 243 83 Chloroform
i4 24 21 97 -1 4443000 bb 2695 266 42 1,2-Dichloroethane
] 15 7 4 ¢ -1 1088000 vv 262 263 43 2-Butansne
44 b 84 -4 18000 77 257
41 0 2 ~13 35000 »7 250
& b 99 (e} 74579000 bv 420 420 114 1, 4~-Difluorobenzene
7 a8 P -t &4353000 bb a2 293 @7 1,1, 1-Trichlorgethane
3 78 f8 -1 5746000 vb 300 301 117 Carbon Tetrachloride
No Trace Found 285 1
95 79 99 o] &369000 bb 312 312 83 Bromadichloromethane
97 83 %9 o] 45630000 bb 340 340 63 1,2-Dichloropropane
94 81 99 o] 7642000 bb 345 345 79 cis—1,3-Dichloropropen
26 80 9 0 5776000 bb 356 356 130 Trichloroethene
73 37 99 (o] 4246000 bb 371 371 129 Dibromochlaraomethane
79 48 9 o 3488000 bb 374 374 97 1,1,2~-Trichloroethane
o8 87 96 0 17589000 bb 366 366 78 Benzene
&8 28 o9 (o] 85076000 vb 372 372 79 trans-1,3-dichloroprop
No Trace Found 367 i
99 87 99 0 1867000 bb 430 430 173 Bromoform
o1 75 98 1 634645000 bb S28 527 117 Chlorobenzene-d3
89 67 99 0 8484000 bb &55 655 25 4—-Bromofluorobenzene
87 &é 7 O 18379000 bb 499 499 ?8 Toluene—d8
98 86 99 1 2484364 vb 437 436 43 4-Methyl—-2-Pentanone
94 80 99 1 1541333 vv 470 449 43 2-Hexanone
94 80 9 i 4806000 bb 476 475 164 Tetrachlorogethene
73 28 99 0 4281000 bb 479 479 83 1,1,2,2-Tetrachlorgeth
2 76 99 -1 18102000 bb 503 504 2?1 Toluene
77 S 99 0 13003000 bv 532 932 112 Chlorchenzene
?0 77 99 -3 &£540000 bb 983 586 106 Ethylbenzene
?1 72 99 0 12157000 bb 695 695 104 Styrene
F0 75 98 -2 794900Q bb 702 704 106 m—Xylene
91 82 99 -5 15551000 bb 730 735 106 o—-/p—Xylene
No Trace Found 0 - :

000043 -
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LL1831 #5-898 21-APR-92 089:53 VG2 (ET+) Sys: VDR [P
Chromatogram Identifiers : B1:35:268 | B 41144060
Text :VSTOAZB BAG2E
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inkar.im danarcz SE.2 L ANEalud .z, I1l-aPR~¥3 14:351: 48

IrzaTroom ZoET Seax Scan Quan Zompound
Ne. Rank Marza Si5 Zif= Area Figs Foung Pred m/z Mame
1120 7 w2 < LC84acCOC v 206 =206 128 Bromochlorcmethane
z 22 £ 29 2 BL1S0000 5b 243 263 &5 1,2=Dichloroethane—-d4
3 30 73 sc 2 7781000 5b 22 20 30 Chloromethane
= a7 7i T =3 2798000 b 48 S1 2?4 Bromomethane
= 37 3 IS -4 5441000 5o bé 70 62 VYinyl Chloride
& I T3 ST = 30C&000 36 30 83 &4 Chloroethane
i 28 =0 =2 = 11338000 sb 127 zS 84 M=athylane Chloride
3 Ti TS e z 23TLCA9 yve 182 149 43 Acsztons
? T R e =3 254359950 Hv 168 17¢ 765 Carbvon Disulfide
13 7 < = - 784306C 3w 198 154 F&4 1, 1-Dichloroethens
11 21 T3 e -t 185820000 a»n 222 223 &3 1, 1-Dichloroethane
12 7 a3 Fe -1 1811400C 3b 23 238 P6 1, 2-Dichlaroethene (%o
1z = 27 Fe = 14942000 he 25 245 83 Chloroform
14 >3 3% <8 2 7192000 bb 246 266 &2 1, 2-Dichloroethane
: 15 G 13 F¢ -1 24920000 wvv 262 263 43 2—-Butanone
) 4z 4 24 =7 12000 b7 296
40 1 34 -5 &000 ?b 254
14 34 &G 99 1 47355000 bHv# 421 420 114 1, 4~Difluaorabenzene
17 27 33 EATE 12024000 ab 292 293 97 1,1,1-Trichloroethane
18 ?3 73 8 -1 10745120 vb 300 301 117 Carhbon Tetrachloride
19 Ne Trace Faund 285 i
20 93 77 29 1 12564000 bb 313 312 83 Bromodichloromethane
21 95 78 93 o] 89846730 vb 340 340 43 1,2-Dichloropropane
22 92 79 99 1 15636000 bb 346 345 79 cis—1,3-Dichloropropen
. o 23 ?1 72 99 o] 10449000 bb 356 356 130 Trichloroethene
s TRUE D4 &7 27 9 1 8880000 bb 372 371 129 Dibromochloromethane
e 25 74 40 59 (o] 7046000 bb 374 374 97 1, 1,2-Trichloroethane
e 26 o4 79 Q6 o) 37403380 vb# 366 366 78 Benzene
e 27 &6 26 99 1 10624450 vv 373 372 75 trans—-1,3-dichlaroprop
28 No Trace Found 367 1
29 58 g4 99 o] 4323000 bb 430 430 173 Bromoform
30 88 70 99 2 60893000 bv# 929 527 117 Chlorobenzene—d5
31 89 &9 99 1 17059000 bv &56 6535 93 4-~-Bromofluorobenzene
32 86 63 98 1 31830000 bv S00 499 98 Toluene—d8
33 8 87 99 1 &0650S0 bv 437 434 43 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone
34 98 ot 39 i 4002500 bb 470 4469 43 2-Hexanone
35 91 79 9% 2 8678000 bb 477 473 1464 Tetrachloroethene
36 77 47 99 1 ?414000 bb 480 479 83 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroeth
37 95 79 ?9 o] 33170000 bb S04 S04 91 Toluene
38 84 50 A 1 24320000 bb $33 932 112 Chlorabenzene
39 92 75 S | 130926000 bb 585 5846 106 Ethylbenzene
4G 9 81 99 -1 23784000 bb &94 695 104 Styrene
41 30 7 7 -2 14790000 bb 702 704 106 m—Xylene
4z 92 84 99 =5 28341000 bb 730 735 106 o-/p—Xylene
43 - - No Traces Found o) - :

000050 -




LL1BE1  #5-B4 21-APR-92 12:25 UGH? (EI+) Sys:WORIL  THP
Chromatogram Identifiers :  B1:35:260 B: 1571660
- Text-VST0R50_0A858
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Interim Report Sample Analysis 21-APR-92 14:50:17

Datafile: LL10O61 21-APR-92 12:25
Datsbase: VCADIF
Library: vaa<l

InstTument: WYGi#2 Q\‘L’?
Account: t,{*\'L\lCJ‘L
Tert: VETDOSC_00CsS0 - (7
W/
Sgzcirum  Scarn Pezak Scan Quan Compound
MNa. =snk Matcr Fit Dif? 4T RE Figs Founa Pred a/: Name
LS K ola FZ tA iz L1322C00 bs 20& 20& 128 2rsmochloromethane
s 23 22 3¢ 2 1SE4AT30 bv =26C 263 &% 1, 2-Dichloroathane-d4
] <4 = oz i =Z245700C bb 21 20 S50 Chlgraomethane
4 71 =51 F¢ -4 714580C0 bb 47 o1 ?4 Bromamethane
3 K2 g ¥ -4 LEZ33000 bb aé 7 &2 Vinyl Chloride
& 72 7S F° P 5411000 bhd GC S& 64 Chlorcethane
7 33 s 3 2 ZE=ZL0CC bb+ 137 138 24 Methylane Chloride
g8 22 77 =5 = 2801742 av 151 145 43 Acatane
G 2% =1 ¢ -2 TE0E2490 hvs 1&8 17¢ 75 Carhon Disulfide
i¢ ?5 =24 F? == Z12040C0 5v 194 19¢& 245 1, 1-Dichlinroethens
11! 21 73 7S -t 42173030 bv 222 223 83 1, 1-Dichlioroethane
= 7 32E g -1 43844000 bv 237 238 ?6 1,2-Dichloraethane (to
13 3 28 e9 S 32551000 bv 250 24% 83 Chloroform
14 92 t=10] 97 -1 22974000 bvb 245 266 42 1., 2-LCichloroethane
13 S8 i0 29 -1 4810000 vv 262 263 43 2—-Butanone
) 43 s a4 8 29000 2?7 271
42 7 84 11 43000 7?7 274
S4 a1 9% 1 73584000 hv# 421 420 114 1, 4-Difluorocbenzene
?7 84 99 -1 34088000 bb 292 293 97 1,1, 1-Trichloroethane
93 78 98 -1 30744000 vb 300 301 117 Carbon Tetrachloride
No Trace Found 28% 1

32544000 bb 312 312 83 Bromodichloromethane

~0
4]
N
90
0
0
Q0

97 8z 99 24667000 bb 340 340 63 1, 2-Dichlorapropane

b 81 99 Q 39871000 bb 345 345 795 cis—1.3-Dichloropropen

b7 81 99 (0] 293921000 bv 356 336 130 Trichloroethene

73 38 %9 o] 22721000 bb 371 371 129 Dibromochloramethane

78 46 99 o] 17838000 vb 374 374 97 1.,1,2-Trichlorcethane

97 86 96 o] 88483000 bb 366 346 78 Benzene

68 29 99 O 26120260 vb 372 372 75 trans-1,3-dichloroprop
Ne Trace Found 367 i

11031000 bb 430 430 173 Bromoform

62722000 bv# 528 527 117 Chlorobenzene—d5S
31529000 bb &56 &55 95 4-Bromofluorobenzene
78798000 bv S00 499 98 Toluene—d8

12122640 vv 437 436 43 4-Methyl-2~Pentanone
7889242 vv 470 4469 43 2-Hexanone

23673000 bb 476 475 1464 Tetrachloroethene
20962000 vb+#* 479 479 83 1,1,2;2-Tetrachloroeth
88285000 bb 304 504 ?1 Toluene

62666000 bv 532 332 112 Chlorobenzene
32993000 bb 584 98B& 106 Ethylbenzene
59997000 bb 694 695 104 Styrene

38215000 702 704 106 m—Xylene

40495950 ?b 731 735 106 o—-/p—-Xylene

39078640 729 o - ?}) NBz KD '{/Ll/ﬁb
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LL2B1!  #5-889 21-APR-92 14:37 VGH2 (E1+) Sys: YR IHP
Chromatogram Identifiers :  B1:35:268 B: 132043008
~ Text: usToI0O
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5:45  10:47 1550 e8:%2 o505 35 3589 4182 46:Bd SLB TINE



~——"

inssTumsrs SGaz
Accnun
Tax . JsTD oo 0O \OS
Sp2crun Zcar Pask 2 Quan Compound
No. Rani Manch Fis Diss ATes Figs Faun red m/z Name
1 L1oC g2 e o] 12585000 bHb 206 206 128 Bromochloromethane
2 2 73 ?5 ») $42646000 bb 263 263 65 1,2-Dichloraethane—d4
2 = 21 9 3 47926000 hb 21 20 30 Chloromethane
4 & 87 g -3 14147000 bv 48 S1 ?4 Bromomethane
s 2z t=1o] )¢ =3 30965000 av &7 70 62 Vinyl Chloride
& = Z0 = 32 148&4C00 ab F1 8e 64 Chlarcethane
7 ) TG =] 2 17344000 v 37 135 84 Methylene Chloride
5 21 50 S < 81264677 bdv 153 149 43 Acetona
e e I Fe =2 147454000 hvs 1468 170 76 Carhon Disulfide
19 37 4 EA I 43924000 bbb i9c 196 F4 1, 1-Dichlcroethane
11 = 73 A 3 37018730 sv 223 223 63 1, 1-Bichloroethane
12 27 35 ¢S -1 6947740 hHvw 237 238 96 1,2-Dichlorgethene (to
13 21 3é 29 5 32697000 bv 251 243 83 Chloraoform
14 9 31 7 2 S009500C bdv 266 266 &2 1., 2-Dichloroethane
) 15 57 7 9° S 11259070 bv+ 263 263 43 2-Butanone
4z = g4 =7 5500 7?7 256
41 7 84 12 28258 77 2795
34 &0 9 1 76095000 bbb+ 421 420 114 1,4-Difluorobenzene
8 24 ?Q 0 65070000 bb 293 293 @7 1,1, 1-Trichloroethane
90 71 4= Q 59314000 vb 301 301 117 Carbon Tetrachloride
No Trace Found 285 i
4 79 99 1 67859730 bv 313 312 83 Bromodichloromethane
7 82 99 0 50734000 bb 340 340 &3 1,2-Dichloropropane
?4 80 99 1 82333160 vv 346 345 75 cis—1,3-Dichloropropen
4 80 9 i 56344000 bv 357 356 130 Trichloroethene
69 32 99 1 47%49000 bb 372 371 129 Dibromochloromethane
795 42 99 (o] 38635000 vb 374 374 97 1.,1,2-Trichloroethane
96 86 6 1 176834700 bv# 367 366 78 Benzene
&7 zZ8 99 1 56217300 vv 373 372 75 trans-1,3-dichloroprop
No Trace Found 367 1
100 92 99 0 29541000 bb 430 430 173 Bromoform
81 55 99 1 66328000 bb* 528 527 117 Chlorobenzene~dS
0 70 99 o] 87094620 bv 655 &35 95 4—-Bromofluorobenzene
87 &é 97 0 198227100 bb 499 499 98 Toluene-d8
100 70 99 1 305468580 vv 437 436 43 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone
86 &3 99 1 20141910 vv 470 4469 43 2-Hexanone
21 74 99 1 44834000 bb 476 475 164 Tetrachloroethene
72 36 98 0Q 46247000 bv 479 479 83 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroeth
& 81 9 0 175793100 bdv 504 S04 9?1 Toluene
87 Y-} 7 -1 129543000 bv 531 932 112 Chlorobenzene
91 79 99 -3 646854000 bb 583 586 106 Ethylbenzene
94 81 99 -2 125979000 bb 623 695 104 Styrene
93 79 e -2 780035510 bb 702 704 106 m—Xylene
92 85 99 -5 148159400 bv 730 735 106 o-/p—-Xylene
- No Trace Found o} - :

000054
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LL1BIT #5-852 c1-APR-32 B8:14 VG2 CET+) Sys < VORI! [HP
Chromatogran Identifiers :  B1:35:268 B 21M3R56
Text :YST0200_AB200
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R

ZpzzsTum Scan Peak Scan duan Campound
No. Rank Mawch it Diss Area Figs Found Pred m/:z Name
1 100 =z Cad i 12886000 av 207 206 12B Bromochleromethane
2 7 Sé e H 77233000 bdv 2643 263 65 1,2~Dichlornethane—-d4
3 24 b= P 99 2 21373000 bb 22 20 50 Chloromethane
4 28 3% g9 -2 20215000 bHv 49 51 94 Bromomethane
5 3 31 e =3 &%9120C0 bb &7 70 62 Vinyl Chieride
& 73 =5 33 z 8924000 Hv 21 28 54 Chlaroethane
7 37 FC =g Z F048R2E80 bv 138 138 84 Methylene Chloride
8 3 21 T 2 1i011700C wvv 12 149 43 Acetane
g  10C 3C 2 -3 2&BG7F200 hv 159 170 76 Carbon Disulfide
10 28 23 < S 86952000 bbo+# 195 196 96 1, i~-Dichloroethene
it 2 73 3 O 165970700 bhv 223 223 63 1, 1-Dichloroethane
12 SR 33 99 Q 185488200 bv 238 238 & L, 2-Dichlornethene {(to
13 71 Za ¢ & 151989100 bv 251 2453 83 Chloroform
14 4 7e 28 G 83217000 bav 266 266 62 1,2-Dichloroethane
is 59 11 93 0 20012880 bv 263 263 43 2-Butanone
49 7 ?9 10 20012880 b7 273
ag 7 %% 12 60273 ?7? 279
16 =] &0 A i 71334000 bb#* 421 420 114 1,4-Difluorcbenzene
17 8 88 ?e o} 23782000 bb 293 293 97 1,1,1-Trichlorogethane
18 21 72 °8 o} 110411000 vb 301 301 117 Carbon Tetrachloride
1] Ne Trace Found 283 1
20 4 79 99 i 121852300 bv 313 312 83 Bromodichloromethane
21 96 83 o9 1 2963000 bhv 341 340 &3 1.2-Dichlaropraopane
22 %4 80 9 1 147506900 bv 346 345 7% cis—1,3-Dichloropropen
23 95 81 92 1 105320000 bv 357 356 130 Trichloroethene
24 71 35 e i 81437000 bb 372 371 129 Dibromochloromethane
25 78 48 99 1 66090000 vb 375 374 97 1,1.2-Trichloroethane
24 29 87 98 1 296538600 bv= 3467 366 78 Benzene
27 &8 30 99 1 94377600 vv 373 372 75 trans~1,3-dichloroprop
28 No Trace Found 367 1
29 100 o2 I o] 43351000 bb 430 430 173 Bromoform
30 80 952 99 1 643679000 bb 528 $27 117 Chlorabenzene~dS
a1 89 70 99 i 127687400 bv 656 655 95 4—-Bromofluorobenzene
32 87 -Y-) o2 1 297327300 bv 500 499 98 Toluene—d8
33 99 91 99 2 57436360 vv# 438 436 43 4-Methyl—-2-Pentanane
34 100 90 99 1 37459410 bv 470 4469 43 2-Hexanone
92 7 99 2 80248000 bb 477 475 164 Tetrachlorogethene
77 46 99 1 78523000 vv# 480 47% 83 1,1,2,2~Tetrachloroeth
25 79 99 0 303356100 bv 504 504 ?1 Toluene
2 73 99 0 228734100 bv 532 532 112 Chlorobenzene
23 80 99 -2 128838000 bv 584 586 106 Ethylbenzenea
%6 82 99 -1 238440200 bb &94 695 104 Styrene
21 77 93 -2 147279000 bh 702 704 10& m—Xylene
23 8S e -3 2764567400 bv 731 735 106 o—-/p—Xylene
Ne Trace Found 0 - :

000058
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YOLATILE COMTINUING CTALIBRATION CHECK

—a Name FACIFILC ANaALYTICAL Contract:
Ak Tode RPAZIF Zas2 No. SAS No. 5DG No.
Imstzrument 1D VERE Calibration Date:04/21/92 Time: 1225
iLab Fila ID: LiLid&l init. Calib. Date(s):04,/21/92 04/21/92
Heatad Purge: (Y/N)Y N Init. Calib. Times:
GC Column: 1%SP1C0O0 ID: 2 (mm)
H Vo i MIN ! i MAX!
i COMPOUND i RRF IRRFS50 { RRF { ZD { %D i
L Iy m—— PP i ) T - ) 1
iChloromethane 1 1.9291 2.072! T =7.01 !
iBromomethane 1 0.6207 0.63110. 100/ -2. 0123, 0!
ivinyl Chloride i 1.3411 1.435i0. 100! -=7.0!25. 0!
iChloroethane ! 0.6892! 0.743! i -8. 01 !
iMethylene Chloride i 2.494) 2. 251! H 10. 0! H
tAcetone it 0.405) 0.247% i 3%.0! :
iCarbon Disulfide 6. 0461 6. 452! v =7. 01 !
i, 1=-Dichloroethene 1 1.808: 1.87310. 100! -4, 0:25. 0!
11, 1-Dichloroethane i 3.5731 3.72510.200! =-4.0i25. 0!
[ 11, 2-Dichlorogethene (total) | 2.030: 2. 157! i 6.0 :
’ !Chloroform ! 3.38&! 3.493!0.200: -3.0!25.0:
t1,2-Dichloroethane 11,9571 2.02910. 100! -4.0:i25. 0!
i2-Butanone i 0. 46461 0. 425! : 9. 04 H
i1, 1, 1-Trichloroethane i 0.441) 0.4463:0. 100! ~5.0:25. 01
iCarbon Tetrachloride i 0.396: 0.41810. 100! -6.0i25. 0!
i{Bromodichloromethane v 0.4411 0.442:0. 200! Q.0:125. 01
i1, 2-Dichloropraopane i 0.3271 0.335: I -2.01 H
icis-1,3-Dichloropropene + 0.538! 0.54210. 200 -1.0i25.0!
iTrichloroethene i 0.3831! 0.399:0.300! -4, 0i25.0¢
iDibromochloromethane i 0.304! 0.30910.100! -2.0:25. 0
11,1, 2-Trichloroethane { 0.245! 0.243:0. 100! 1.0i25. 0!
iBenzene 11,1931 1.202:i0. 500! -1.0i25. 0!
itrans—1,3—-dichloropropene | 0.338! 0.355!0. 100! 1.0:25. 0!
iBromoform i 0.151! 0.15010. 100 1.0:25. 01
i4-Methyl-2-Pentanone 1 0.218! 0. 193¢ ' i1. O! H
i2-Hexanaone i 0.1321 0. 1261 ' i1. 0! H
{Tetrachloroethene i 0.352! 0.37710.200! -7.0i25.0!
i1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane | 0. 342! 0.334:10. 500! 2.0125. 0!
iToluene i1 1.3391 1.40810.400; -5.0:25.0!
iChlorobenzene 1 0.9771 0.99910. 500! -2.0:i25.0!
iEthylbenzene i 0.95161 0.52610. 1001 -2 0i25. 01
¢ iStyrene i 0.953! 0.957:0. 300! 0.0i28. 0!
iXylene (total? t 0.600! 0.609i0.300! -2.0:i253.0!
1 ——— - —-——— ——1
tToluene—-d8 {0 1.3311 1,256 H &. 01 i
\ i4-Breomofluorobenzene it 0.605: 0.50310. 200! 17.0123. 01
‘} i1, 2-Dichloroethane—~d4 i 1.8421 1.735! H 6. 0! -
] 1 ] []

1 ] 1

All other compounds must meet a minimum RRF of O.010.

FORM VII VOA 3790 RQ\DOOSK—
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Chromatogram Identifiers :
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Intarim Report Sampi=2 Analysis, 21-APR~%2 14:350:17

s oo e gme A e gote e San s e o e ST = i mm T = e e v ———m e o e o i e e S i s S T S e T S I T e s e sew S b e
TN T T N T T N I N T T T T T T N RN SN EERE I ENESTESES == =

}DataFgle L1061 Z1-aPR-22 12: 325
Datsbase: VCASLF
.igrany is-tal
Instrumant get 2 GQGIJ;
Account: WNLJQ7'
Taxti: VETDOED _OCCEQ
- &
Spsctrum  Scan Peak Scan Guan Compound
No. Rank Match Fit Dif# ATea Filgs Found Pred m/z Name
1 10C¢ 2 dcd ) 11323000 bb 206 20& 128 Bromochloromethane
,,,,,, 2 38 %] 29 0 19644000 bv 263 263 65 1,2-Dichloroethane—d4
3 4 7 99 1 23457000 bb 21 20 50 Chloromethane X-07((
4 21 31 9 -4 71480G0 bb 47 21 ?4 Bromamethane
5 20 73 %9 -4 14248000 bb &é6 70 62 Yinyl Chloride
& 2 78 o9 2 8411000 bb 0 88 64 Chloroethane
7 33 2 I3 =) 254910C0 bb= 137 135 84 Methylene Chloride
a 32 77 S =2 2801742 bv 151 149 43 Acetone
G 2% 1 7 -2 73053490 bv+# 1468 170 746 Carbon Disulfide
1¢ 5 54 P2 =2 21204000 bv 194 196 @& 1, 1-Dichlaoroethene
11 21 73 9 -1 42173050 bHv 222 223 63 1, 1-Dichloroethane
12 97 39 g9 -1 48844000 bv 237 238 P& 1,2-Dichloroethene (to
13 33 36 29 S 39851000 bv 250 245 83 Chloroform
14 3 a0 97 ~-1 22974000 bb 2695 266 642 1,2-Dichloroethane
i3 28 10 7?9 -1 4810000 vv 262 263 43 2-Butanone
) 43 5 84 g 29000 7 271
42 7 84 11 43000 77 274
16 84 &l 97 1 73586000 bv# 421 420 114 1, 4-Difluorobenzene
17 7 84 99 -1 34088000 bb 292 293 97 1,1, 1-Trichloroethane
18 93 78 %8 -1 30764000 vb 300 301 117 Carbon Tetrachloride
19 No Trace Found 285 1

32546000 bb 312 312 83 Bromodichloromethane

24669000 bb 340 340 63 1,2-Dichloropropane

39871000 bb 345 345 75 cis—1,3-Dichloropropen

29321000 bv 356 356 130 Trichloroethene

22721000 bb 371 371 129 Dibromochloromethane

17838000 vb 374 374 97 1,1,2-Trichloroethane

88483000 bb 366 366 78 Benzene

26120260 vb 372 372 75 trans—1i,3-dichloroprop
ace Found 367 1

11031000 bb 430 430 173 Bromoform

62722000 bv# 528 527 117 Chlorobenzene—d5

31529000 bb 6346 655 95 4-Bromofluorobenzene

78798000 bv 500 499 98 Toluene—d8

12122640 vv 437 436 43 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone

7889242 vv 470 469 43 2-Hexanone

23675000 bb 476 473 164 Tetrachloroethene

20962000 vb* 479 479 83 1,1,2;2~Tetrachlaoroeth

20 95 79 99
21 97 8z 99
22 246 81 99
23 26 a1 99
24 73 38 99
25 78 446 99
26 97 86 96
27 68 29 99

N
o
rd
(=]
~

29 100 91 99
87 &7 98
89 &9 99
87 45 99
99 89 99
99 88 ?9
?6 ge 99
72 35 99

%6 80 99 88285000 bb 504 504 91 Toluene
88 65 ?9 62666000 bv 532 532 112 Chlorobenzene
93 79 %P - 32993000 bb 584 586 106 Ethylbenzene
4 79 9F - 59997000 bb &94 695 104 Styrene

NM=PRO0OrHFKHMHHEHPLPOTOOOO0O00OO0OOD

22 78 98 38215000_bb 702 704 106 m—Xylene
?3 84 9 -4 404 50;?:) 731 735 106 o-/p-Xylene
b?

%0 84 99 -4 39078640 729 }
e PP Yo s1 L2 @0’ —u/éz/

43 No Trace Foomd 05:) -
L




A
LJOLATILE CONTINUING CALIBRATION CHECK

3 dame, TACIETT AMALYTICAL Contract:
G Lsaga Bl IE Lase N SAS No. SDG Mo.
Imstroument [T G EZ Calibration Date: 04/22/92 Time: 0918
asb Filae LD LLLEGZ Init. Calib. Date(s):04/21/°22 04/21/92
Heaktsg Pyrge: (Y N N Init <Calib. Times:
GC Tolumn: 1XEPLICOD  ID: 2 {(mm)
H S i MIN | i MAX|
P COMPOUND ! RRF {RRFSO | RRF { %D t %D ¢
iChloromethane 1,929 21041 P =2, 0! H
Bromne ﬁn*ﬁare v 0. 68200 0. 60510, 1001 2 0i123. 0}
‘Yinyl Chiorige P 1,341 1. 36710, 1001 -2 .0125. 0!
;Chlcraa*haﬂa 1 0. &89 0. 724! i =5.0! :
iMethylena Chloride ! 2.494) 2. 1924 H 12. 0! H
tAcatone ' 0. 4081 0.279! v 31.0! H
iCarbon Disulfide i & 046 6. 31461 =4, 01 H
i1, 1-Dichloroethene i 1.8081 1.815:0. 100! 0.01235. 01
{1. 1-Dichloroasthane 1 3.5731 3.73010. 200! -4, 0123, 0!
) i1, 2=Dichlorcethene (total) | 2.030 2. 077 i =-2.01 i
' iChloroform ! 3.386&1 3.49910.200! -3.0125. 0}
11, 2-Dichioroethane P 1.9571 2.18610. 100! —-12. 0125. 0!
i?-Butanone i 0. 466 0.487] i =501 H
1.1, 1-Trichloroethane i 0.4411 0.48210. 100} -2.0:12%3. 0}
iCarben Tetrachloride i 0.3961 0.42910. 100} ~-B.0125. 0!
iBromodichloromethane i 0.441) 0.45810.200! -4.0:25. 0}
{1, 2-Dichloropropane i 0.327: 0. 3541 i -B.0! '
teis—1,3-Dichloropropene i 0.538! 0.5469:0. 200! -6.0:125. 01
iTrichloroethene it 0.383" 0.40510.300 =-6.0125.01
tDibromochloromethane i 0.304: 0.33410. 100! -10.0125. 0!
11,1, 2-Trichloroethane ! 0.2451 0.265:10. 100! -8.0125. 01
iBenzene i 1.193% 1. 194:10. 500! £.0:125. 0!
itrans-1,3-dichloropropene | 0.358i 0. 39510.100! -10.0:i25. 0!
iBromoform 1 0.151! 0.17610. 1001 -17.0125. 0}
ta-Methyl-2-Pentanone i 0.218! 0.224¢ i =301 H
‘2~Hexanone v 6.1427 0. 147 i -4 04 !
tTatrachloroethene P 0.3521 0.374:0. 2001 -=6.0125. 0!
11,1, 2, 2-Tetrachloroethane | 0. 342! 0.39310. 5001 ~-15.0i125. 0}
iToluene i1 1.339! 1.4881!0. 4001 —-11.0i125. 0}
iChlorobenzene i 0.9771 1.00110. 500! -2.0i125. 0!
iEthylbenzene t 0.5167 0.52110. 100! -1.0i25. 0!
iStyrene i 0.953! 0.983!0.300! -3.0125. 01
iXylene (total) i 0.600! 0.60910.300F -2.0:25.01
I m=sss=ss =moa mmomnn = - ==
{Toluene—d8 i 1.3311 1,251} ; &. 0! H
) {4-Bromofluorobenzene i 0.6031 0.355910. 2001 8.0125. 0!
J {1, 2-Dichloroethane-d4 ! 1.842! 1,833} ] 0.0} !
H H i ! '

+ '
t 1 +

All other compounds must meet a minimum RRF of O.010.

FORM VII VOA as90 BA0060



. Soil

1A EPA SAMPLE NO.

UGLATILE TRGAMICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
H vSTDOSO |

fuall Mam= PACITIC AaNALYTIZAL Contract: H H

Lab 32 PACIF Tase Mo SAS No. SDG No.

Makhrix 3aa i 2T} WATER Lab Sample ID: 000350

2amc le wGtSsal S Cug/miny ML tab File ID: LL3021

Lavel: (locw/med) LCW Date Received:

% Moisture: not dec. o] Date Analyzed: 04/22/92

T GC Cnlumn: 1X%SPI10GO0 1ID: 2 (mm} Dilution Factor: 1.0
Extract Ysolume: (ull) Soil Aliquot Volume: (ull)
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
CAS NC COMPOGUND {ug/L or ug/Kglug/L Q

1\ 74-87~-3 Chloromethane H 301 H
1 74-83-9 Bromamethane ! 3501 H
175~01-4 Yinyl Chloride H 504 :
1 75-00~-3 Chlorpethane i 501 :

_ 1 75-09-2 Methylene Chloride ! 501 H

) 167-64-1 Acetone H 501 H
1 75-15-0 Carbon Disulfide H 501! '
1 75-35-4 1,1-Dichlorcethene H 501 H
175-35-3 1,1-Dichloroethane H 30! :
1156—-60-35 1,2-Dichloroethene (total) H 100} H
1&7-66-3 Chloroform H 501 H
1107-06-2 1,2-Dichloroethane 1 501 !
1 78-93-3 2-Butanone H 501 H
171-55-6 1,1,1-Trichloroethane H 501 H
156=-23-5 Carbon Tetrachloride H 501 H
179-27-4 Bromodichloromethane H 303 H
178-87-5 1,2-Dichloropropane : 501! H
110061-01-5 cis—~1,3-Dichloropropene H 501 H
1 79-01-6 Trichloroethene H 301 |
1124-48-1 Dibromochloromethane H 301 H
1 79-00-5 1,1,2-Trichloroethane ! 50! H
171-43-2 Benzene : 50 H
110061-02-4 trans—-1,3-dichloropropene H 501 !
175-25-2 Bromoform H 501 H
1991-78-46 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone ' 501 :
1108~-10~-1 2-Hexanone H 501 H
1127-18-4 Tetrachloroethene ! 501 H
179-34-5 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane H 501} H
1108-88-3 Toluene H 901 H
1108-90-7 Chlorobenzene ! 50} H
1100-41-4 Ethylbenzene ! 501 H
1100-42-5 Styrene H 501 H

) 11330-20-7 Xylene (total) : 1501 !
H H } H

FORM 1 vOA 3/90
000061



230000

L3821 #5-854 ¢2-APR-32 83:18 VG2 (El+) Sys:YORI! [HP
Chronatogram [dentifiers = B1:35:268 B: h5RHAGAD

- Text-V5T0858_BoRSA
1. 373
43 238 :
65 | :
08 _ ] 477
5
.
08 35 L 73

59 !

45 139
18 A
05

2l |

. i

815_ ﬁ? | |
1148 Iy |
.g“JQLJMLm“l 1 LﬁljgbgngHJJE

T S R T T R 1 T R R
45 1947 1550 PRSP US55 ST SSG qLEE 46 Shw
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(05 T
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e
e
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InsoTuym2 o>

AT Gun Y

1 100 71
2 89 59
3 95 78
4 95 =}
5 94 77
5 94 76
T %8 3
3 29 52
9 100 FC
10 37 34
11 ey 72
12 98 35
13 99 S6
14 96 62
15 59 1
) 44 &
as &
16 85 60
17 98 34
18 90 70
19
20 95 78
21 96 82

99

e 0 O e O (G

QOO O s

Trace

115649000 bv 207
21348000 bv 263
24515000 bbb 22
7048558 vv 48
15930000 bb &7
8437000 bb# F1
25838000 bv# 137
3247900 bvw 152
73874580 bHv 169
21142000 wv# 199
434354530 hv+# 223
48387780 bve 238
40758000 bv =51
25461000 bv 266
S&EBATT7 vvE 262
21118 77 276
21118 77 278
71856370 bv* 421
34670000 bb 293
30843000 vb 301
Found
32877470 vb 313
25414000 bv 340
40897390 vb 346
29110000 bv 357
23975000 bv 372
19036000 vv 374
85821710 bv# 367
28387720 vv# 373
Found
12673000 bb 430
63286620 bv# 528
35360710 vv &36
792178100 bv 500
14156110 bv* 437
9294870 bv 470
23698000 bb 476
24875640 vv¥ 480
941463020 vv 504
63333700 bv 532
32988000 bv S84
62183500 bb 694
38552000 bb 702
73385270 bv 731
Found

128
183
169
196
223
238
251
266
263

421
293
301
285
313
341
346
357
372
375
367
373
367
431
528
&56
500
438
470
477
480
S04
232
584
695
703
731

114
7
117

83
63
795
130
129
Q7
78
75

173
117
95
98
43
43
164
83
?1
112
106
104
106
106

Compound
Name

Bromochloromethane
1,2-DRichloroethane—-d4
Chloromethane 2.t04
Bromomethane
Vinyl Chloride
Chloroethane
Methylene Chloride
Acz2tone
Carbon Disulfide
1, i-Dichloroethene
1,1-Dichioroethane
1, 2-Dichloroethene
Chloroform
1,2-Dichloroethane
2-Butanone

{(to

1,4-Difluorobenzene
1,1, 1-Trichloroethane
Carbon Tetrachloride

Bromodichloromethane
1, 2-Dichloropropane
cis-1,3-Dichloropropen
Trichloroethene
Dibromochloromethane
1,1,2-Trichloroethane
Benzene
trans—-1,3~-dichloroprop

Bromoform
Chlorobenzene~dS
4-Bromofluoroebenzene
Toluene-—-d8
4-Methyl-2~-Pentanone
2-Hexanone
Tetrachloroethene
1,1.2,2-Tetrachloroeth
Toluene
Chlorobenzene
Ethylbenzene

Styrene

m—~Xylene

o~-/p-Xylene

0008



1A . EPA SAMPLE NO.
IRGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET

) | :

: VBLKZ®? |
Lab slame: FACIFIC AMALYTITAL Contract: ! H
Lab Zode PaIF Sas=2 Mg SAS No. SCG No.
Matriis ‘soilswater: WATER Lab Sample ID: 00000
Samplae wh.wn S Oflg/sml) MU Lab File ID: LL2021
Lavel (low med: LOW Date Received: NA
% Moisture: not dec. Q Date Analyzed: 0Q4/21/92
GC Column: 1XA5P1C0O0 ID: 2 {mm) Dilution Factor: 1.0
S0il Extract Volume: {ul) Soil Aliquot VYolume: (ubl)
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
CAS NO COMPOUND {ug/L or ug/Kgirug/L G
1 H H ]
174-87-3 Chloromethane ; 10! Ui
1 74-83-9 Bromomethane H 101 Ui
175-01-4 Yinyl Chloride H 101 Ui
1 75-00-3 Chlorocethane : 10 Ul
1 75-09-2 Methylene Chloride H 10¢ (VH
J 167 ~64-1 Acetone ! 10! u!
175-15-0 Carbon Disulfide ; 104 Uil
175-35-4 1, 1-Dichlorcethene ! 101 (Oh
1759-33-3 1, 1-Dichloroethane ; 10! Ui
1156—-60-5 1,2-Dichloroethene (total) i 101 Ut
167663 Chloroform H 10 (VH
{107-06-2 1,2-Dichloroethane H 101 Ui
178-93-3 2—-Butanone H 10¢ Ui
171-55-6 1,1,1-Trichloroethane H 10! Ui
156—-23-5 Carbon Tetrachloride ' 10¢ Ui
-------- 1 75-27-4 Bromodichloromethane H 101 (V]
{178-87-5 1,2-Dichloropropane : 101 Ui
110061-01-5 tis—1,3-Dichloropropene : 104 (¥ H
179-01-6 Trichloroethene ! 10! Ui
1124-48-1 Dibromochloromethane H 101 Ui
1 79-00-5 1.1,2-Trichloroethane H 101 Ui
171-43-2 Benzene H 101 Ui
110061-02-6 trans—1,3-dichloropropene { 10} Ui
1 75=-25-2 Bromoform H 10} Ui
1591-78-6 4-Methyl—-2-Pentanone ! 101 Ui
1108-10-1 2-Hexanone ' 10} Ui
1127-18-4 Tetrachloroethene H 101 Ui
179-34-5 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane H 10! (VH
1108-868-3 Toluene { 101 Ut
1108-90-7 Chlorobenzene H 10¢ Ui
1100-41-4 Ethylbenzene H 10! ut
\ {100-42-5 Styrene H 10¢ Ui
I 11330-20-7 Xylene (total) H 10! TH

FORM 1 VOA

3990006 4



SAMPLE NO.

Toud

EPRA

-

1

&

VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET

9

d

VBLK

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS

)

ontract:

a
A s

Lab Name: PACIFIC ANALYTICAL

(4]
m

SAS No.:

FACIF Case No.:

i.ab Code:

ample ID: VBLK29

=
=

Lab

{(soil/water) WATER

Matrix:

LL2021

T -
HY ¥

ile

-
-
h

Lab

mi

5. 0{g/mL}

Sample wt/vol:

Date Rec=zived:

LOW

{low/med)

lL.evel:

04/21/92

Date Anaiyzed:

not dec.

Moisture:

%

1.

Dilution Factor:

178P1000 ID: 2(mm)

- &C Column:

(ul.)

Soil Aliquot Volume:

{ull)

Soil Extract Volume:

CONCENTRATION UNITS:

(ug/L or ug/Kglug/L

Number TICs found:

M R M E me S W e ME S RD WS S EE EE R e e e me W G e e e e e e MW e e me me

G

T S MR ME e e SE e W Me e SN SE GR e N PE e N BE SN N e S EE R W e me me @ e

CONC.

EST.

COMPOUND NAME

CAS NUMBER

SN IND O NI N INOEOS S AT ONO OO
_ et vttt ot = NN NNNNNNOD

e M v e me e LR M S e G MR A M M ME e M Y W WA W W e W mm e me wm me

3/90

FORM I VOA-TIC

¥ 98]

11000&
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-230000

108
1.
30
0
6 .
23]
/8 .
63 ]
b |
2.
il

5 ]
3 |

3
a9

L'T
28
15

1

LLea2!  #5-889 21-APR-92 15:24 UGk? (ET+) 5ys - YORI! [P
Chromatogram Identifiers - B1:35:260 B: 55314000

Text :VBLK23 BaAA0
i 439

€l e

207
264 b5

-

136

| — _gl___JL_d_____J_JLJu__JAJlJ1 T

f']"”l"'f |'1"T'T“Y“f‘r"l_m"l"l'“i Ll [ 'r‘x--r‘rv"r"r"r'r'l"r'r'ri‘“. RO N T

R R A T S R 1 T
45 1847 1558 2850 2555 IS M LB 4B L



inter:n Rancrt Sample Analysis, Z2Z—-APR-9Z 07:20: 41

-l

‘Datafile; LLE0Z21 Z1-APR-92 1524
"Databasa vOAILS
Libeozmy SOAF1
Insirumant #T DVU& \CYd
LS TT » Viztho,
Accaunst q\)’b
Texs CBLKIS 00000 e
ga3ctrum  Scan Peak Scan Guan Campound
tch Fit DLif+ AT2a Flgs Found Pred m/z Name
I3 39 0] 12207000 bb 206 206 128 Brecmoachloromethane
7 e 1 19933000 bv 264 263 65 1,2-Dichloropethane—d4
3 S 2 36000 bb 22 20 50 Chloromethane
= 77 -2 38000 bb 49 91 94 Bromomethane
————————————— Ng Trace Found 70 62 Vinyl Chloride
————————————— Mg Trace Found - - 88 64 Chloroethane
8¢ 23 3 132500C bbb 138 139 84 Methylene Chloridse
S1 E = 340795 vv 131 149 43 Acataone
31 TS o 21&000 bob 170 176 76 Carbon Digulfide
i3 22 ~i 26000 bb 193 194 & 1, 1-Dichloroethene
13 F1 -1 49000 bb 222 223 63 1, 1-Dichioroethane
0 I3 —-18 129000 bbb 207
4 &8 1S 24000 bb 238
sz AC 0 83000 bb 238 238 2?46 1,2-Dichloroethene (to
38 34 ) 136000 bb 251 245 83 Chloroform
26 45 0O 271000 bb 266 266 62 1,2-Dichloroethane
Q g9 0O 294000 bb 263 263 43 2-Butanone
S 84 -7 6000 bb 256
& 84 -9 25000 b 254
a1 99 0 76624000 bv 420 420 114 1,4-Difluorobenzene
24 7% 0] 70000 bb 293 293 97 1,1, 1-Trichloroethane
37 0 7000 bb 301 301 117 Carbon Tetrachloride
No Trace Found 285 1
88 1 138000 bb 313 312 83 Bromodichloromethane
82 0 64000 bb 340 340 63 1,2-Dichloropropane
95 b 221000 bb 346 345 75 cis—1,3-Dichloropropen
99 o] 108000 bb 356 356 130 Trichloroethene
99 1 242000 bb 372 371 129 Dibromochloromethane
99 0 281000 hb 374 374 97 1,1,2-Trichloroethane
85 1 3950000 bb 367 366 78 Benzene
38 1 268000 bb 373 372 7% trans—1,3—-dichloroprop

No Trace Found 367 1

89 Q 192000 bb 430 430 173 Bromoform

98 1 48088000 bvi# 528 S27 117 Chlorobenzene—d5

9 o} 33152000 bv# 655 655 95 4-Bromofluorobenzene
94 0 84864000 bb 499 499 98 Toluene-d8

97 1 603462 vv 437 436 43 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone
29 1 397154 vb 470 4469 43 2-Hexanone

2 i 42000 bb 476 473 1464 Tetrachloroethene

99 0 747000 bb 479 479 83 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroeth
7 0 356000 bb 504 504 ?1 Toluene

21 1 3468000 bb 533 532 112 Chlorobenzene

79 -3 54000 bb 583 5846 106 Ethylbenzene

83 o} 251000 bb 695 695 104 Styrene

g2 -3 44000 7b 701 704 106 m-Xylene
77 -5 24000 b?  &99 - .
g2 -5 195000 bb 730 735 106 o-/p-Xylene 0000e?
No Trace Found - - 0 -




1A . EPA SAMPLE NO.
YOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET

! VBLK30 !
Lab Nama. PACIFII aNALYTICAL Contract: H H
Lab Tnoda: PACIF Tase No. o SAS Nao. SDG No. :
Matrix: (30ii/water: WATER iLab Sample ID: COO00Q0
Sample wt/val: S.0(g/mL)y ML Lab File ID: LL3031
Lavel: {lowsmed) LOW Date Received: MA
% Moisture: not dec. 0 Date Analyzed: 04/22/92
GC Column: 1Z8P1000 1ID: 2 (mm) Dilution Factor: 1.0
- . Soil Extract Volume: (ul) Soil Aliquot Volume: (ub)
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
CASE NO. COMPQUND (ug/L ot ug/Kglug/L <]
{174-87-3 Chloromethane H 101 Ui
1 74-83-9 Bromomethane ! 10} Ul
175-01-4 Vinyl Chloride H 10} (SN
175-00-3 Chloroethane ! 101 [Sh
173-09-2 Methylene Chloride ' 10} Ui
j 167-64-1 Acetone ; 10} WH
i 175=-15-0 Carbon Disulfide H 101 Ui
175-35-4 1,1-Dichloroethene H 10} Ui
175-35-3 1, 1-Dichlorocethane { 101 (W
1156-60~5 1,2-Dichloroethene (total) H 104 Ui
1 &7—66-3 Chloroform H 10! U
1107-06-2 1,2-Dichlorocethane : 10! Ul
178-93-3 2-Butanone ! 10! Ul
171-55~-6 1,1,1-Trichloroethane : 10! Ui
N 156-23-5 Carbon Tetrachloride H 101 ui
LA 175-27-4 Bromodichloromethane ! 10!} Ut
' : 178-87-5 1,2-Dichloropropane ; 10} Ui
110061-01-5 cis—1,3-Dichloropropene H 101 Ui
179-01-6 Trichloroethene : 101 Uil
1124-48-1 Dibromochloromethane H 101 Ui
1 79-00-3 1,1,2-Trichloroethane H 101 Ui
171-43-2 Benzene ! 10¢ (VH
110061-02-6 trans—1,3-dichlaropropene i 101} Ui
175-25-2 Bromoform H 10¢ Ut
1591-78-6 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone i 10} Ui
1108-10~-1 2-~Hexanone | 10! Ui
1127-18-4 Tetrachloroethene ' 104 Ui
1 79-34-5 1,1,2,2~Tetrachloroethane H 10¢ (V)
1108-88-3 Toluene ! 101 Ui
{108-90~-7 Chlorobenzene : 10! Ui
1100-41-4 Ethylbenzene H 104 ui
1100-42-5 Styrene i 10} [VH
! 11330-20-7 Xylene (total) ! 10! Ui
(] 1 3 =
FORM I VOA 3/9

foous®

P



1E : EPA SAMPLE NO.
VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS

) ; VBLK30 !
iLab Name: PACIFIC ANALYTICAL Contract: ; H
LLab Code: PACIF Case No.: SAS No. : SCG No. :
Matrix: {(soil/water) WATER l.ab Sample 1ID: VBLK30
Sample wt/vol: ' 5.0(g/mL; mL Lab File ID: LL3031
Level: {low/med) LOW Date Recaived:
% Moisture: not dec. 0 Date Analyzed: 04/22/92
GC Column: 1%5FP1000 ID: 2(mm) Dilution Factor: 1.0
Soil Extract Volume: (ul) Soil Aliquot Volume: {ul)
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
Number TICs found: 0 (ug/L or ug/Kglug/L
} ! i ! ! 1
i CAS NUMBER i COMPOUND NAME : RT i EST. CONC. I Q@ !
Po1 Z : . E 2
P2 H ! H H H
i3 ; H } H :
¥ 4. H H H ! :
2 5. H i H ! H
L% H ! H H !
Y 5 ! H ! H ;
! B. ! H i 4 H
9. H H H ! i
i 10, H ! H ' !
S H ! H ! !
P12, : H H ! !
P13 H H ! 4 !
i 14, ' H H ! !
V15, H ‘ : H H
S ¥-% H H ' H !
V17, { } ' ! H
i 1B. ! ! H ! !
P19, H H ! H !
i 20. ' ! H H {
i 21 : ' H ' }
i 22. ' ! H ! {
1 23. ! ' H H !
i 24. ! ! H | H
. ! H ! H H
! H H | :
' | - i {
' i H H H
H : H H H
H H : H H
FORM I VOA-TIC 1 3/90

0000L > -
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LL3831 #5-827 cc-fAPR-32 18:45 UGke (El+) Sys: VORI! [HP
Chromatogram Identifiers : B1:35:268 B: 53585600

Text :VBLK30 ABAGA

40¢
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£hd
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Interim Jxsavs 33MD .2 AnAi4sis
j Satadln SLEGTE ZE-APR-3T
Ja3tanggas CAasll

Libvary SrTl

Ingrrumens IR

ACgount

fexs. BLAZC _S00C0

L= Laat = a o g

sCtTUMm  3g£an Peak
zh Fit Di+F¥F Area Flgs Found Pred
G2 9 ) 11998000 bv 207
a7 99 1 20803000 bv# 2464
=2 99 O &3000 vv 22
0 20 -2 11000 b7 19
i ?3 S 49000 7b 30
4 20 =2 50296 vv S50
H 7E =T 2926 77 45
1 T == 3074 77 43
1 24 ! 15000 b7 &8
H 72 S 1QCCC Th 72
2 1 13 3000 bhb t=Te}
= 20 5 70C0 b 94
2 89 3 3000 7 4
1 86 ~3 7000 bb 86
73 98 i 1724000 bv 138
20 ¢ -3 22000 hv# 151
4 99 s 20727 7?7 158
: 3 39 (= 32182 77 160
70 40 24 = 432000 bv 171
&3 22 *8 i 42000 bb 196
52 7 91 1 446000 bb 224
43 o 99 -15 166000 bb 208
33 0 &8 -8 3000 bb 215
&7 28 98 1 51000 bb 239
72 37 92 1 29000 bb 292
33 22 41 1 133000 bb 267
52 O 98 1 23568 vv 263
51 ¢ 95 -6 8270 7?7 236
42 4 84 -9 8800 77 253
83 59 99 i 73313010 bv# 422
44 2 75 -1 34000 bb 293
24 1 St 1t 8000 bb 305
17 i 36 9 4000 bb 303
35 3 &3 0 18000 bb 302
24 2 45 -2 4000 b7 300
-— No Trace Found
51 13 a8z 0 88000 bb 314
&0 28 85 i 53000 bb 342
73 38 98 0 104000 bb 347
67 26 99 O 49000 bb 358
5% 12 99 0 86000 bb 373
&b 28 6 o} 88000 bb 3795
75 44 97 0 283000 bb 368
58 11 98 0 105000 bb 374
————————————— No Trace Found -
S& 1s 8< 0 35000 bb 431
4 77 98 0 64253000 bv 529
88 &8 29 -1 35490760 vv 656
83 &3 Q4 -1 hv

S o T S T L T A O e e T T T S T N T L T N T N S L N T S N e TN o NSTmSRom o ImTs

Scan

82254440

500

207
263
22

48

&7

71

137
132

16°%
193
223

238
251
246
262

421
294

302

285
314
341
347
358
373

75
368
374
367
431
529
657
501

Guan

m/z

Compound
Name

128
53
20

74

54

84
43

-
£

P&
&3

26
83
&2
43

114
97

117

83
&3
75
130
129
7
78
79

173
117
95
45

Bromochloromethane
1,2-Dichloroethane—d4
Chloramethane

Bromomethane
Vinyl Chloride
Chloroethane

Methylene Chloride
Acetone

Carbon Disulfide
1, 1-Dichloroethene
i1, 1-Dichloroethane

1, 2-Dichloroethene (to
Chloroform
1,2-Dichloroethane

2-Butanone

1,4-Difluorobenzene
1,1, 1~-Trichloroethane

Carbon Tetrachloride

Bromodichloromethane
i,2-Dichloropropane
cis-1,3-Dichloropropen
Trichloroethene
Dibromochloromethane
1, 1,2-Trichloroethane
Benzene
trans—1,3-dichloroprop
Bromoform

. -
Chlorobenzene—-d5 (’O()Ol L

4-Bromofluyorobenzene
Tnluena—-dR



33 71 34 7S i 118000 vv 43 438 42 4-Methyl-Z-Pentanone
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N Tl 23 38 11 bbOHT TT 482
LS o) Z 2 H 23000 bhb a7 477 164 Tetrachliorocethene
S S 20 E -5 232000 5o 18¢ 481 83 i, 1,2, 2-Tetrachlorceth
41 = e 3 3C0C bb 186
E .2 i = IC0G hHo 4839
37 S = B o IBTCO0C bb 203 303 ?1 Tolvuene
1o i z = M ZOFC0G nb £34 S33 112 Chiorobenzene
3% 532 = 39 < 470C00C b 385 385 106 Ethylbenzene
34 s L2 D4 = 74000 Th &F7 695 104 Styrene
; 4 3 22 ) 159000 bb &93
29 2 22 12 5000 bbb 707
44 & 77 ] 18000 7b 704 704 106 m~Xylene
44 =z 77 -G 33000 b7 701
37 5 7 2 5000 bhb 707
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31 il 36 -2 &£2C000 b7 730
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