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N00217.003859
HUNTER5 POINT
ssrc No. 5090.3

\wpr'

Departnen of
Toxic Substances
hntrol

700 Heira Averute
Suite 2N

Be*eley, Ql
94710-2737

,January 27 , 1997

Eng inee r ing  Fac i l i t y  Ac t i v i t i es ,  Wes t
A tLn :  Mr .  R i cha rd  Powe11  [1 -832 ]
900 Commodore Drive
San  Bruno ,  Ca l i f o rn ia  94065-5005

Dear  Mr .  Powe11 :

PARCET C REMEDIAI, INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT HI'lil:TERS
POINT

The Department of Toxic Substances Control-
(Department ) received t.he Parcel C RI report on
12 /2 /96 .  Desp i te  da ta  gaps ,  i nadequa te  s i t . e
character izat ion,  and omiss ion of  cer ta in  areas of
concern,  there is  adequate in format ion to  proceed wi th
the feas ib i l i ty  s tudy.  The enclosed genera l  comments
should ass isL the Navy in  rev is ing the Parcel  C RI
report. The Department wil l-  review the Revised Parcel
C RI  repor t  in  i ts  ent i re ty  to  ensure issues and
concerns raised by agencies are addressed. Comments
f rom t ,he Reqional -  Water  Board are a lso enclosed.

Sincere ly ,

Pete Wihon
CnOVemOr

fames M. Strock
Secretary for

Envirownental
Proteaion

/t*t
/Cyr:us

/  Pro lS'  o f f i c e

abahari
t Manager

o f  M i l i t a ry Fac i l i t i es

Enclosures

cc:  US EPA Region IX
Attn : Sheryl Lauth lH-9 -21
'75 Hawthorne Street

"  San Francisco,  Cal i forn ia 94L05

Regional  WaLer Qual i ty  Contro l  Board
A t tn :  R i cha rd  H ie t t
210a Webster  St reet . ,  Sui te  500
Oakland,  Cal i forn ia 946]-2
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GENERAL COMMENTS

Although the report provides data tables and maps,
i t  lacks d iscuss ion on character izat ion and
understanding of  the problem areas.  For  example,
we have been able to  f ind very l i t t le  in format ion
wi th respect  to  the VOCs in  the bedrock.  We are
not sure how a t,horough discussion on such an
important area of concern did not get into this
repor t .  I t  is  impor tant  to  note that  the RI
repor t  should conta in a l l  avai lab l -e in format ion
wi th respect  to  nature and extent  o f
contaminat ion.

The Parce1 C RI report contaj-ns inadequate
explanat ion of  the resul ts  of  workpl -an of  L994.
There might be enough data to move ahead
developing the feas ib i l i ty  s tudy,  but  we have been
unabl-e to f ind enough information to satisfy the
object ive of  the RI  repor t .  For  example,  there
are no p lume maps t ,o  i l lus t rate the areas of
concern.  Instead,  severa l -  vo lumes of  data tab les
are prov ided in  l - ieu of ,  what  appears,  d f r  in-depth
ana lys i s  o f  s i t . e  cha rac te r i za t i on .  S i te
character izat ion of  each IR s i te  does not ,  conta in
in format ion wi th  respect  to  the ext ,ent  o f
contaminat ion,  or ig in ,  and how contaminants are
spreading.

P1ease provide a separate chapter on workplan
deviat , ion.  In  1994,  the agencies and the Navy met
and d iscussed the scope of  addi t ional  work.  For
example,  the addi t ional  work inc luded f ie ld  work
to determine the presence of DNAPL at Parcel- C.

The Parcel  C RI  repor t  conta ins unsubstant ia ted
conclusions. For example, the Executive Summary
states the source of the VOCs in the groundwater
a t  IR -58  "may  be"  an  UST sou rce  a t  IR -28 .  However ,
the report does not explain how the VOCs in
groundwater  migrated in  a d i rect , ion opposi te  to
the groundwater  d i rect ion f low.

In absence of a documented release, the Navy
appears to  at t r ibute meta l  contaminat ion to  non-
anthropogenic  sources.  For  example,  the ES states
that  ' rmeta l  concentrat ions"  do not  " ind icaLe"  a
re lease.  As we expla ined in  our  l -e t ter  to  the
Navy  on  1 -1 - /5 /95 ,  i t  i s  o f ten  d i f f i cu l t  t o  f i nd  a
source of  contaminat , ion at  Hunters Point .  There
have been cases where trucks drove around while
unloading the i r  contaminated cargo.  I t  is  thus
incomplete and inaccuraLe to character ize the s i te
so1e1y based on ident i fy ing a source.
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6.  Chapter  on radio log ica l  i -nvest igat ion at  Parcel  C
is  incomplete.  That  chapter  should d iscussed a l - l -
prev ious,  present  f ie ld  invest igat ions.  The repor t
needs to state how the Navy intends to seek
"re lease"  f rom t ,he Depar tment  of  Heal th  Serv ices.

7.  The repor t  should have an in-depth analys is  of  B
aqui fer .  How contaminants migrated in to that
aqui fer? Despi te  severa l  years of  invest igat ion,
why the Navy has fai led to determine the nature
and extent  o f  contaminants in  B aqui fer?

8. The report should provide a chapter on workplan
va r iances .

9.  The Parcel -  C RI  repor t  should inc lude the resul - ts
of  exploratory excavat ion,  i f  avai lab le.

10.  Discuss ion on so i l -  bor ing/hydropunch t ransect ,  as
agreed upon as the resul t  o f  the SI  act iv i t ies is
m i s s i n g .

1-1. The report should be inspected for accuracy and
completeness.  By inspect ing only  few f igures we
have been able to  ident i fy  severa l  anomal ies.  For
example,  F igure N.1-2 conta ins in format ion on F
aqui fer .  What  is  F aqui fer? IR58MW32B seems to
j -nd icate a moni tor ing weI l .  However ,  the legend
explanat ion refers  to  th is  po i -nt  as a so i l  bor ing.
Which one is  i t?  I t  is  impor tant ,  t ,o  put  in-p lace
a system of quali ty control to avoid providing
confus ing in format ion.

1-2.  P lease prov ide a p lume map for  PCBs.

13.  P lease prov ide a separate p lume map showing the
areas wi th  DNAPL.  This  in format ion could a lso be
provided with the VOC plume maps.

1-4. The VOC plume maps should show the UST and AST
l o c a t i o n s .

15.  The presence of  VOCs in  the so i l  and groundwater
can create an unacceptable environment for t.he
people who occupy the bui ld ings.  I t  is  impor tant
that  th j -s  repor t  d iscusses t .he r isk  associated
wi th contaminat ion in  these bui ld ings to  the
present  and fu ture tenants.

L6.  I t  is  impor tant  to  note that  the Depar tment
c o n s i d e r s  L ,  1 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  a s  a  p o i n t  o f  d e p a r t u r e .

rstevens



L 9

1-7.  P lease expla in the resul ts  of  the r isk  assessment
in  the ES.  Pl -ease expla in the resul ts  of  both
res ident ia l  and industr ia l  scenar ios expl ic i t ly .
This information wil l  help the community members
as  we l l  as  o the r  i n te res t ,ed  pa r t i es .  I t  a l so
presents a dec is ion making too l  for  a l l  the
interest ,ed par t ies to  p lan for  appropr ia te and
acceptable c leanup act , ion.  In  the ES,  p lease
expla in the problem areas,  what  data ind j -cate,
what  k ind of  r isk  those chemicals  present  and to
whom, and f ina l ly  what  is  the next  s tep.

18.  P lease expla in how soi l  ambient  leve1s for  cobal - t ,
Nickel and chromium were sel-ected when screening
si tes.  How these va lues were used in  determin ing
the nature and extent. of contamination? How these
values were used in determining whether or not
fur ther  act ion is  requi red? How these va lues were
determined to be re la ted to  ambient? Wi th respect
to  these e lements,  a  regress ion was to  be used to
est imate the ambient  concentrat ion.

There are many maps showing different chemical
concentrat ion in  d i f ferent  media.  However ,
despi te  avai lab le data,  on ly  one f igure was
provided showing an approximate extent of TCE in
the B aquj-fer. We ask the Navy to compile the
data and provide plume maps for chemical groups,
such  as  VOCs ,  me ta l s ,  TPH,  i n  d i f f e renL  aqu i fe rs .
I t ,  is  impossib le  to  d iscern Lhe area of  extent  in
f ragmented fashion,  as prov ided in  the repor t .

The RI report does not describe the part, iculars
nor  prov ide a luc id p ic ture of  the lower aqui fer .
The report does not explain how contamination has
migrated int,o t,he lower aquifer despite i ts upward
gradient ,  ds s tated by the Navy.

The d iscuss ion of  ecologica l  r isk  at  d i f ferent  IR
si tes at  Parce1 C is  very impor tant .  Severa l  areas
of groundwater contamination are near the Bay. And
it. is evident. t .hat contaminat.ed groundwater has a
potent ia l  to  be d ischarged in to the Bay.  I t  is
thus impor tant  to  d iscuss th is  poss ib i l i ty  in
dep th .
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FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT: PARCEL C DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION HUMAN HEALTH RISK
ASSESSMENT
IPCA 14740, SITE 200050-47 H:32]

Backnrnund

We have reviewed portions of the document titled Parcel C Romediat tnvostigation Drafr
Report, Huntors Point Shlpyard, San Fmneisco, Catlfornia and prepared by PRC Environmcntal
Management, Inc. The volumes received for review included: Volume X. Appendix N; Volume Xl,
Appendix N (Continued); Volume Xll, Appendix N (Continued); and Votume Xlil, Appendix O and
P- This review is in response to your written work request.

Hunters Point Annex (HPA) is situated on a promontory in the southwestern portion of
San Francisco Bay. HPA is bounded on the north and east by San Francisco Bay and on the
south and west by the Bayview Hunters Point district of San Francisco, The on-base property at
HPA is approximately 497 acres of land of which 77 acres are contained in Parcel C. Parcel C is
bounded on the east by San Francisco Bay, on the south-southwest by Parcel D, on the north by
ParcelB.

Ge$eralGomments

In general the risk assossment is well written and understandable. We do, however. have some
methodological objections in several areas.

Spocific Commente

1. Please make comparisons of Hunters Point soil concentrations, in addition to those made to
Hunters Point Ambient (HPA) concentrations, to California-specific soil concentrations, rather
than background soil concentrations from the entire United States (Section 2.2,1, page N-2-
4). Bradford, et al.. (1996) contains an analysis of California soils from areas believed to be
unimpacted.

2. Please expand the description of the Installation Restoration sites (Sectio n 3.2.1 , pages N-3-4
through N-3-6) to include the current use. These sections now contain statements that
bulldlngs ars'...currenlty used by me Navy',

j

srATE oF CALIFoRNIA-CAUFoRNIA ENVIRoNMENTAL pnorEc'TtoN AGENcv pETE wtLsoNl Govorntsr

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
oo P Srl | tL t .  4rH rLooH

P.0. BOX 806
SACRAMENTO. CA 95812-0808
(01u1 561-2853 Vorce
(8rB) 661-2841 Facslmllo

M E M O R A N D U M

TO: Cyrus Shabahari, Project Manager
Site Mitigation Branch, Region 2
700 Heinz, Second Floor, Building tr
Berkeloy, CA 94704

\
James M. Potrsrnr, ph.r; \- \r ,. \l f ) ,.
Human and EcologicalRisk Division (HERD) 

\ 
\-\ '\ '-\t-:

January 2g,1gg7 V
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Cyrus Shabahari
January 29, 1997
Page2

3. lt is difficult to imagine the situation where inhalation of volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
associated with the A-aquifer is applicable to the future residential use scenario, but not
appficable to lhe future industrial use scenario (Section 3,2.9.2.2, page N 3 12). Exclusion of
the A-aquifer VOCs from the future use industrial scenario would seem appropriate only for
outdoor workers. lf the future industrial use scenario considers only outdoor workers, that
should be clearly stated, and would be acceptable as long as the future indoor residential
scenario is explicitly used to assess future indoor workers.

4. The units for groundwaler measurements should be mgll rather than rng/kg. In addition, we
cannot follow the logic used to develop the chromium Vl to total chromium ratio (Section
9.2.4.1, pago N-3-17 and Attachment N-D):

a) Chromium Vl was detected in only two of the groundwater samples analyzed for
both totalchromium and chromium Vl (Attachment N-lJ). lhe ratio of cnromium
Vl to tohalchromium in these two samples was 0.0518 and 0,0036 (5,18 percent
and 0.36 percent).

b) The lowest total chromium concentration in the 72 samples with detected total
chromium is stated as 25.9 mg/kg (Attachment N-D).

c) The statement is made that the detected tohal chromium concentration of 25.9
mg/kg implies a chromium Vl concentration less than 0.19 percent.

d) The conclusion is reached that besed on the implication that the chromiurn Vl to
total chromiu m ratio is less th an 0, 1 9 percent that there are 72 clata poinls with
chromium Vl to totalchromium less than 0,19 percent

The lowest detecled concentration of total chromium in groundwater (Table N.D-1) is 0.56
mg/kg in sample 9304A485, not 25.9 mglkg as stated in item b, lt is not possible to infer a
uhromiurn Vl concentration for a sample analyzed for total chromium ae appears to have been
done for the sample with 25,9 mg/kg total chromium in item c. There is no rnbrmation
providecl which supports a belief that the ratio of chromium Vl to total chromium changes with
the concentration of total chromium. We cannot determine how the chromium Vl to tolal
chromium ratio of 0.19 percent was obtained. lt is certainly not the average of the two
chromiurn Vl to total chromium ratios developed from the analytical results in item a. nor is it a
chromium Vl analytical result for the sample with a total chromium concentration of 25.9
mg/kg, In summary, the chromium ratio of 0.0036 does not appear conservalive, as stated in
Attiachment N-D, when the only other shromium Vl to chromium ratio based on analytical
results is 5.18 porcent.

5. We have checked the lead calculations performed with the DTSC spreadsheet. We agree
that the soil lead value of 245 rng/kg used in this assessment is protective of the 99'h
percentile typical child, given the site specific parameters for lead in air and lead in water. The
statement of protection afforded to typical children by use of this soil concentralion is correctly
stated initially (Section 4.3 page N-4-5), In later statements, however, the protection br the
99'h percentile at the 10 ptg/cll blood leaci level is rnisstated:

a) Section 5.3 1.1.1, page N-5-20 should read'DTSC's'blood lead modelpredicts a
blood lead concentration equal to or less than 10 pg/dL in 99 percent of exposed
children at soil lead concentrations equalto or less than 245 mg/kg'.

b) Section 6.4.5, page N-5-8 shoLrlcl read 'A snil lead concentration resulting in
blood-lead concentrations less than 10 pg/dL for the 99h percentile for a typical
child is considered orotective.'
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Cyrus Shabahari
January 29, 1997
Page 3

6. Please erpand the discussion of the sampled air concentrations of VOCs to include a
comparison of the sampled air concentrations in Parcel C buildings with the modeled air
concentrations used in the human health risk assessrnent (Section 5.1.3, page N-5-5).
Ittdicate specifically whetlrer the measured air concentrations firr A aquifur contaminants in
Parcel C buildings is highor or lower than the modeled air concentrations of those
contaminants,

7. There does not appsar to be any presentation of risk or hazard associated with exposure to
both soil and groundwater (Section 5 3 1, pages N-5-13 through N-5-37). For example,
residential incremental cancer risk associated with soil is presented in Table N.5-9 white
residential incremental cancer risk associated with groundwater is in Table N.5-1 1. Please
provide an additional preserrl,atiort of total risk anct hazard fior those exposure areas where
appropriate, Graphical presentation of total risk or hazard may be more appropriate than
tabular presentation because of the differing densities of soil and groundwater samples. We
would accept either presentation method. This same comment was made on the human
health risk assessment in the Rl/FS for Parcel D.

8. Please provide the basis for the four hazard index groupings of less than one: 1 to < 3; 3 to
<7; and greater than 7 (Section 5.3.1 1 .'1, page N-5-18).

Attachment A

9. Plant uptake factor (UF) calculations (Tabte N.3-2) were checked at randorn and found to be
correct within rounding error,

10. Denhal absorption hctors (Table N.3-5) were checked and found to be those recommended
in the DTSC Prellminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) Manuat.

1 1. We do not agree with one of the selection criteria for the average exposure panameters
(Tables N.3-3, N.3.4, N,3-7, N.3-B and N.3-11). The arithmetiC mean was chosen if the data
were normally distributed or the distribution was not tested. lf the distribution is not tested, the
50rh percentile should be used rather than the arithmetic average. Disagreement on this poinl
will not affect any remediation decisions, as EPA Riek,Ase€ssment Guidance for Superfund
(RAGS) requires that remedial alternatives be evaluated on the reasonable maximum
exposure scenario.

12, The average adult resident soil ingestion rate is based on an EPA Review Draft document
(Table N.3-3). We recommend that draft guidance not be used as the basis for risk
assessments.

13, Thc cxposure dose cslculation use 0,2 mglcm2 as the soil adherence factor for ealculating
dermaldose in both the reasonable maximum exposure (RME) calculation and the average
calculation (Table N,3-4). A soiladherence value of 1 0 mglcm2, as contained in the U.S.

. EPA guidance on dermal exposure and DTsc supplementat Guidance for Human Heatth
Risk Assessmentsi is more appropriate for the RME calculation. Please use this value for the
RME calculation. This same comment was made on the human health risk assessment
contained in the Parcel D RllFS, The EPA reference for this value, Dermal Exposure
Assessment: Principles and Applications (EPA/600/B-91/0'l1B), is an Interim Report. The
reference (Page N-R-3) should be amended to indicate.the complete tifle.

14. Reference doses (Table N.4-1) were checked at random and found to be correct.

U r \  l t b
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Cyrus ShBbahari
January ?9, 1997
Page 4

15. Oral and inhatation cancer slope factors (Table N,4-2) were checked at random and all but
one were found h be correct. The Cal/EPA oral slope factor for methylene chloride is listed
as 1.4E-01 (mg/kg-d)-l where the slope factor is 1,4E-A2 (mg/kgd)'1 in the Novernber 1, 1994
Cal/EPA list, Use ol 1.4C.42 (mg/kg-d)'l would reduce the incremental cgncer rislt for
methylene chloride by an order of magnitude from that estimated in the risk assessment.
Based on a check of the cancer risk summary tables, methylene chloride is not a risk'driver'
and the incorrect cancer slope factor should not affect the conclusions of the human health
risk assessment.

16, We did not validate the final calculation of risk and hazard because the intermediate
spreadsheets and results of the dose calculations were not included for review, Please
forward the dose calculation spreadsheets prior t'o submittal of the dr:aft final Parcel C Ri/FS
directly to HERD so that the calculation of total incremental eancer risk and non-cancer
hazard index oan be verified The spreadsheets containing the dose calculations and the
calculation of risk and hazard for the individual COCs should then be included in the draft final
ParcelC RI/FS.

GonclusionE

Despite some methodological disagreements we believe the human health risk
assessment contained in Appendix N identifies the areas of Parcel C which should be addressed
in the Feasibility Study. Some methocl of presenting the cornbined risk and hazard associated
with exposure to soil and groundwater should be included'

Please supply future versions of this risk assessment and other Hunters Point parcels in
etectronic format to facilitate review and conserve paper, This same request was made in the
review of the human health risk assessment for Parcel D, but no eleclronic submitlal was received
for Parcelc.

References

Bradford, G,R,, A, C. Chang, A. L. Page, D. Bakhtar, J. A, Frampton and H, Wright. 1996.
Background Concentrations of Trace and Major Elements in California Soils tJniversity of
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Reviewed oy: Brian K. Davis, Plt'D.
Staff Toxicologist
Human and Ecological Risk Division

cc: Michael J. Wade, Ph,D,, DABT, Senior Toxicologist, OMF Liaison, HERD

Dan Stralka, Ph.D.
U.S. EPA Region lX
Superfund Technlcal Assistane,e Section ( H'9'3)
75 Hawthorne
San Fr:ancisoo, CA 94105
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San Fluncisco Bay
Rcgional Wster Quality Control Bonrd

210l Wcbster Srccr Suitc 500
Ooklnnd. CA 94612
(5 t0)  286- t255
l. 'Ax (510) 2E6-1380

Jrgc,aoJfoo I U. JIC, '  J-ICJ JOJ. ' rH('E: K'J,

Irctc Wibon
Govenor

VIA FACSIMILE
5 1 0 . 5 4 0 . 3 8 1 9
Mr. Cyrus Shabahar i
DTSC, Office of Mil itary Facil it ies
700 Heinz Avenue
Berkeley,  CA 94710

Speci f ic  Comments:

1.  Page ES-6, Ecological  Risk
greatest ecological concern is

January 23, 1997
F i le :  2169.6032

Assessment: This section states that the
tho potential tor migration of contaminants to

RE: DRAFT PARCEL C REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT

HUNTER,S POINT ANNEX (HPA)

Dear Mr.  Shabahar i :

Regional Board Staff have reviewed the aforementioned roport for water

quality related issues and have the following comments:

General  Comments:

On August 1O, 1994 a Parcel  C data pr€sentat ion was given by the Navy's

consuliant Harding Lawson Associat.es (HLA). The presentation included soil

boring data with dVR readings of VOCs in the unsaturatod bedrock at lR 28

anO lR 3O within Parcel C. At that t ime HLA recommended that further

study, via a nested soil vapor well, was required as VOC concentrations tO

several  hundred parts por bi l l ion were found throughout several  bor ings to

approximately t i 6 feet bgs. These "soil" data are presented in Tables

4.4.19 and 4.4.2O, however,  i t  is  not  d iscussed in th is report .  This data gap

wi l l  neod to be addressed in the rovised Rl '

Recyclerl Puper ()ut tnitxlon it l<t lu'e.cer.js Anclenhancr thc qvali'y o!(aldorula's vater ?e'rouroeJ' hnd

vrrsr,rc their prolte, ailoeatio, und cfieienl uv /or the bencfit o/ pmtent and Jbture gsncrations
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o
HPA Draft  Rl
Page 2 of 2

aquat ic receptors.  Othsr sect ions of  th is report  (e.g.  page 5-37) descr ibe the
likely migration of contaminants to tho bay. Please restate this and other
sections to be consistent.

2.  Page 2-12: The Navy has consistent ly stated, in the parcel  B and D Rls
and the ERA 1B that an evaluation of the potential for groundwater transport
of  contaminat ion to San Francisco Bay wi l l  be done. As with previous
comments on the aforementioned documents (e.g Parcel D Rl, parcel B Rl,
Parcel  B FS, Phase I  B ERA) th is has not beon done.

3.  Page 4-7:  NAWOC values for screening cr i ter ia should use non-
consorvat ive chronic values rather than non-conservat ive acute values (See:
Regional  Board lener 10112196 comment #7 HPA Parcel  D Draft  FS).

4. Page 4-62: As stated previously in Regional Board lotter 8l '12198 for the
Parcef D Draft Rl comment #4, dilution is not an appropriate means of
meet ing NAWOC values. Please str ike th is paragraph.

5.  Page 4-105: Def ine the solvont type.

6.  Page 4-76: Appendix O descr ibes gener ic procosses which inf luence
contaminant fate and transport .  l t  is  not  speci f ic  to lR-27. Change rhis
paragraph or col lect  the necessary data to support  th is statement.

7.  Page 4-147: Please state which paragraph within sect ion 4.4.4,  soi l
samples  1R28B182 and 1R28184 are  descr ibed and to  wh ich  bu i ld inq  or  lR
si te they have beon "reassociated".

8.  Page 4-147 and 4-150: The screening value for TPHd is 100 ppb.

For questions regrading tho contents of this letter please contact the
unders igned a t  (510)  286-  4359 or  Ms.  Sh in  Roe i  Lee ar  (51O1 286-0699.

Recycled Paper Ovuntt+ion is lo prwatvc and enhsnae tlw quallty ctl (alifornia's \wlsr rc.\'oyrces, dnd
tnsure thelr proper allcnutiott oad qficient uselcr thv beaelit olpreent andftlurg generations.

Groundwater and Waste
Containment Div is ion
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