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OVERVIEW 

When the public comment period began, EPA had completed the 

Operable Unit Feasibility Study for the Bartolo Well Field 

site and had prepared and distributed a fact sheet describ­

ing the alternatives considered and the alternative recom­

mended by EPA. The recommended alternative involves 

constructing an air stripping facility at the existing well 

field location with granular activated carbon treatment of 

the off-gas and modification of the wells to selectively 

pump portions of the aquifer that are the most contaminated 

and in greatest need of treatment. The treated water would 

be distributed to Suburban Water Systems' customers. 

The comments received during the comment period demonstrated 

general support for EPA's proposed remedial action. Resi­

dents living nearby were quite strongly opposed to locating 

the facility at the alternate Strong Avenue location and 

were supportive of using carbon treatment for the off-gas, 

whether or not the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District (SCAQMD) requires it under Rule 1164. A variety of 

other specific concerns and comments were presented to EPA 

and are summarized in this responsiveness summary. 

This responsiveness summary is divided into the following 

sections: 
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o Background on community involvement 

o Summary of comments received during the public 

comment period and EPA's responses 

o Remaining concerns that EPA was unable to 

address completely 

o Appendices (including transcript of the public 

meeting and copies of related documents and 

correspondence) 

BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

EPA ACTIVITIES PRIOR TO THE PUBLIC MEETING 

Beginning in June 1988, EPA conducted a variety of activities 

to inform the community about the Suburban Operable Unit 

Feasibility Study (OUFS) and to encourage comment on EPA's 

proposed remedial action plan. EPA scheduled the formal 

public comment period for June 22 to July 22 to correspond 

to the completion of the Draft Feasibility Study Report in 

mid-June. 

Prior to the beginning of the public comment period, EPA 

published a public notice on June 19 in both the San Gabriel 
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Valley Tribune and the Whittier Dai~y News. This notice 

briefly described the proposed remedial action plan and an­

nounced both the public comment period and the upcoming pub­

lic meeting. The notice also announced locations where the 

OUFS report could be reviewed in more detail. These repos­

itories included the Whittier Public Library, the La Puente 

Public Library, the Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water 

District, and the EPA Region IX office in San Francisco. A 

copy of the notice is included in Appendix A. 

EPA also prepared an 8-page fact sheet describing the Sub­

urban OUFS and the proposed remedial action plan. This fact 

sheet and the OUFS report were delivered to the information 

repositories on June 22. Copies of the fact sheet were also 

mailed on June 24 to the general mailing list for the San 

Gabriel Valley Superfund site. This general mailing list 

consisted, at that time, of about 800 names, including 

elected officials and media representatives in the La Puente 

and Whittier areas, as well as in other cities in the San 

Gabriel Valley area. A copy of the fact sheet is included 

in Appendix A. 

A major issue regarding the proposed plan concerned locating 

the treatment facility within the 100-year flood plain. To 

specifically solicit comments from the community on the pos­

sibility of constructing the facility at the alternative 

Bartolo Transmission Main High Point location, away from the 
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flood plain and near the intersection of Strong Avenue and 

Workman Mill Road, EPA decided to deliver notices door-to­

door in the area nearby. These notices included a copy of 

the fact sheet, a map of the Bartolo Well Field/North 

Whittier area, and a cover letter encouraging input on the 

alternative location. Because of the limited amount of time 

available before the public meeting to print additional fact 

sheets and to arrange for door-to-door delivery, the deli­

very was made in two phases. On Saturday, July 9, the 

notices were delivered to about 800 homes in the residential 

area near the Strong Avenue intersection. These residents 

were thought to be within visual range of the potential 

site. On July 13, notices were delivered to about 

2,400 homes located somewhat further from the Strong Avenue 

intersection, but these residents may use Workman Mill Road 

during day-to-day travel. The two areas are shown on the 

map in Figure 1. A copy of the notice is included in 

Appendix A. 

In addition to these more general notices, EPA sent a letter 

to the Whittier City Manager and called the local League of 

Women Voters and City of Whittier Planning Department. A 

copy of the letter is included in Appendix A. 
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SUBURBAN WATER SYSTEMS ACTIVITIES PRIOR TO THE PUBLIC 

MEETING 

On June 22, Suburban Water Systems mailed a notice to all 

their customers in the Whittier and La Mirada service dis­

tricts, which includes approximately 34,000 customers. The 

notice briefly described the OUFS, announced the public com­

ment period and the public meeting, and invited customers to 

contact Suburban for a copy of the EPA fact sheet. EPA pro­

vided Suburban with approximately 800 copies of the fact 

sheet, which were distributed to customers who called in a 

request. A copy of the notice is included in Appendix B. 

Suburban Water Systems also sent letters to the city managers 

of both Whittier and La Mirada. Copies of these letters are 

also included in Appendix B. 

INTERAGENCY REVIEW OF THE SUBURBAN OUFS 

EPA also distributed the OUFS report for interagency review. 

Copies were sent to: 

1. The San Gabriel Valley Superfund Project Technical 

Committee 

2. The Central and West Basin Replenishment District 

3. Suburban Water Systems 
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4. California Department of Health Services/Toxic 

Substances Control Division 

5. Governor's Office of Planning and Research/State 

Clearinghouse 

The cover letters are included in Appendix C. Names of spec­

ific addressees can be found in those letters. 

PUBLIC MEETING ON THE SUBURBAN OUFS 

A public meeting was held on the evening of July 13, 1988 at 

the Whittier Community Center Theater in Whittier. Approxi­

mately 60 people attended the meeting. EPA presented infor­

mation on both the general Superfund program and the Suburban 

OUFS. The EPA Remedial Project Manager described EPA's cur­

rent understanding of the contamination problem, the alterna­

tives considered during the Feasibility Study, and the 

remedial action proposed by EPA. Suburban representatives 

also briefly described their previous efforts at investigat­

ing the contamination, preparing a treatment facility design, 

and determining potential impacts of the groundwater contami­

nation plume on their ability to provide water to their 

customers. 

A copy of the handout from the public meeting is provided in 

Appendix D. 
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A transcript of the public meeting is included in 

Appendix E. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING 

THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND 

EPA'S RESPONSES 

The comments described below were received by EPA during the 

public comment period, June 22, 1988 to July 22, 1988. Copies 

of the written comments are included in Appendix F. Questions 

and comments from the public meeting that cannot be fully 

addressed at this time are also included. The comments sum­

marized below have been consolidated into related topics. 

EPA responses are also included. 

COMMENTS REGARDING THE OUFS, THE PROPOSED PLAN, AND EPA'S 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS 

Purpose and Scope of the Remedial Action 

1. One resident asked why, if the contamination was coming 

from an area north of the Bartolo Well Field, EPA did 

not plan to install a treatment facility between the 

contamination and the well field so that contamination 

of the well field would be prevented. 
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EPA Response: Preventing contamination of the well 

field and protecting the valuable resource of clean 

water would, of course, be the most desirable course of 

action. Unfortunately, contamination has already been 

detected in the Bartolo Well Field, and the exact dimen­

sions and location of the plume of contamination that 

is affecting the well field are not well understood. 

In addition, the original source of the contamination 

is not yet known, so the contamination cannot be traced 

back and controlled at the source. Therefore, it is 

unlikely that an extraction system could be designed at 

this time that would intercept at an upgradient loca­

tion all contaminated groundwater migrating toward the 

well field to protect Suburban Water Systems' water 

supply. Also, to minimize unnecessary costs, EPA would 

prefer to use existing wells to extract the groundwater 

rather than spend approximately $250,000 per well to 

construct new wells elsewhere. 

2. A local resident asked about how the Bartolo Well Field 

operable unit fits into a unified plan for the entire 

Whittier Narrows area, considering the importance EPA 

has placed on controlling migration of the plume into 

the Central Basin. 

EPA Response: EPA is currently in the preparation 

stages of the Whittier Narrows Operable Unit. An OUFS 

for Whittier Narrows is expected to be completed by the 
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fall of 1989 and the Record of Decision is expected by 

the end of 1989. 

EPA has chosen to proceed with the Operable Unit for 

the Bartolo Well Field prior to the Whittier Narrows 

Operable Unit because available data on wells upgrad­

ient of the Bartolo Well Field indicated that these 

wells may become more contaminated in the near future. 

Immediate action was deemed appropriate because of this 

imminent threat to this water supply, since these wells 

constitute the primary source of water for Suburban 

Water Systems' Whittier Service District. The Bartolo 

project will be a first step toward extraction of the 

contamination in the Whittier Narrows area and control­

ling migration of the plume through Whittier Narrows. 

The facility constructed by EPA may be expanded in the 

future as part of the Whittier Narrows Operable Unit to 

treat a greater volume of contaminated groundwater. 

Total control of plume movement at Whittier Narrows 

will require gathering more information than is 

currently available. 

Public Health Assessment 

1. The general manager of the Central and West Basin Water 

Replenishment District (Central Basin) questioned the 

use of maximum upgradient conditions, which will over­

state the risk. 
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EPA Response: Risk analyses have been run on both the 

maximum and the geometric mean values of each contami­

nant detected in upgradient wells and Bartolo wells. 

Table 5-8 in the OUFS contains a summary of estimated 

excess lifetime cancer risks for exposure to upgradient 

well contamination. This table contains a range of 

risk from the excess risk associated with the geometric 

mean concentrations up to the risk associated with ex­

posure to the maximum concentrations. These are esti­

mated risk only; actual risks may be lower. 

Remedial Action Technology Screening 

1. Several residents questioned why home-treatment units 

were not considered. 

EPA Response: Home-treatment systems were considered 

but eliminated from further consideration in the prepa­

ration of the OUFS, see Table 6-1, page 6-5, Noncentral­

ized Treatment Facility. Home-treatment systems are of 

two general types: point-of-entry and point-of-use. 

Point-of-entry systems are used to treat the entire 

flow to a home or business. Federal Regulations 

(40 CFR 141, National Primary Drinking Water Regula­

tions--see Appendix G) require that public water sys­

tems using point-of-entry systems to meet maximum 
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contaminant levels (MCLs) be operated and maintained by 

the water system. Also, every connection in the system 

must be equipped with a treatment system. For a service 

area as large as the Whittier District, a centralized 

treatment facility would be more economical than indi­

vidual point-of-entry systems. 

Point-of-use systems are used to treat only a portion 

of the water used, depending upon the intended use, 

such as drinking or showering. Point-of-use systems 

are prohibited by the National Primary Drinking Regula­

tions, except on a temporary basis. If used, their 

cost would be greater than a centralized treatment sys­

tem. In addition, point-of-use systems would do noth­

ing to reduce the potential inhalation exposure to 

volatile organic compound (VOC) contaminants that 

volatilize during showers, clothes washing, and other 

non-drinking water uses. 

2. One resident asked if solid carbon block was considered. 

EPA Response: The only use of solid carbon block with 

which EPA is familiar is in home-treatment carbon fil­

tration, where shaped blocks of carbon are used. Home­

treatment was not considered for the reasons stated 

above. 
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Development and Description of the Remedial Action 

Alternatives 

1. Several residents questioned why only two sites for 

locating the treatment facility were considered. 

EPA Response: In preparing the OUFS, three sites were 

originally considered: (1) the Bartolo Well Field site 

owned by Suburban Water Systems, (2) a general site, 

not specifically located, but assumed to be near the 

high point of the Bartolo Transmission Main, and 

(3) the chlorination site, owned by the Corps of 

Engineers and located just downstream of the Whittier 

Narrows Darn. 

The well field site has several distinct advantages in 

that it was away from any nearby residents and is al­

ready owned by Suburban Water Systems. Its disadvan­

tage is its location in the flood plain. In order to 

build in the flood plain, EPA must establish the flood 

plain site as the only practical alternative. This was 

done by the Flood Plains Assessment that was part of 

the OUFS. 

The high point site, or any other site outside the well 

field, is undesirable because it is not currently owned 

by Suburban Water Systems and would, thus, have to be 
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purchased or acquired through eminent domain. This 

would probably lead to a significant delay in implemen­

tation of the project. 

The chlorination site was dropped from consideration 

early in the OUFS process because of its size, which 

could limit future expansion, and the presence of over­

head high-voltage transmission lines. 

2. Several residents requested that the potential for 

transferring air pollution contaminants from the air to 

the water in the air stripper be addressed. Several 

residents suggested that the inlet air be filtered. 

EPA Response: The major constituents in air pollution 

near the Whittier Narrows (Pico Rivera monitoring sta­

tion) are listed on the Air Quality Data-1987 summary 

obtained from SCAQMD (Appendix H). The gaseous con­

stituents include carbon monoxide, ozone, nitrogen 

dioxide, and sulfur dioxide, all of which are only 

slightly soluble in water at the conditions in the air 

stripping tower. 

The particulate matter (including lead) that is found 

in air pollution, is so small that it will not beef­

fectively removed by the packed tower. 
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The periodic sampling that Suburban conducts to deter­

mine compliance with state and federal drinking stand­

ards will be able to monitor contamination from the 

air. 

The air stripper as proposed will include an inlet air 

filter similar to a home furnace filter, to remove 

larger particles such as localized dust clouds or in­

sects. Material passing through the filter will be 

either too small to be removed by the air stripping 

tower or will be disinfected by the downstream chlorine 

addition. 

3. Two questions were received regarding the connection to 

the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) alternative. One 

resident advocated a permanent MWD connection for water 

supply. Another resident questioned the differences 

between the OUFS and Brown and Caldwell cost estimates 

for the MWD connection. 

EPA Response: Suburban Water Systems is currently con­

nected to MWD through a connection to the La Habra 

Heights Water District. This connection is used to 

meet peak and emergency demands. This MWD connection 

is not large enough to supply the Whittier District on 

a continuous basis. In order to use MWD water, a new, 

larger connection must be constructed. MWD water is 
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not a guaranteed supply and is expensive compared to 

the Bartolo water supply ($232 per acre-foot versus 

approximately $70 per acre-foot). 

The equipment costs for the MWD connection presented in 

the OUFS and the Brown and Caldwell estimates are simi­

lar. The differences are in the costs of MWD water 

($2.3 million versus $1.1 million) and the calculation 

of the present worths. The OUFS and the proposed plan 

used 30 years and 5 percent interest and Brown and 

Caldwell used 40 years and 12 percent. 

4. Concerning potential for well modification to selec­

tively extract contaminated groundwater, the general 

manager of the Central Basin questioned whether suf­

ficient water could be withdrawn from the contaminated 

portions of the aquifer to meet system demands. 

EPA Response: The purpose of selective extraction is 

to maximize the withdrawal of contaminants to poten­

tially minimize the amount of contamination that flows 

through the Whittier Narrows into the Central Basin. 

Well modification for selective extraction and treat­

ment of the most contaminated groundwater will be 

evaluated by aquifer testing of the discrete intervals 

to determine their respective capacities. It is recog­

nized that meeting system demand is the foremost prior-
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ity in using existing wells. Consequently, extraction 

from several zones within the aquifer may be required; 

however, efforts will be made to optimize extraction 

from the most contaminated interval(s). In addition, 

implementation of well modification may include the 

installation of additional production wells designed to 

extract from the most contaminated zones of the aquifer 

to replace any well production capacity lost due to 

modification of the existing wells. 

Proposed Plan 

The majority of the respondents supported EPA's Proposed 

Plan: Alternative E--The Installation of Maximum Air Strip­

ping at the Bartolo Well Field Location with Off-gas Carbon 

Treatment. Opposition to locating an air stripper near the 

high point site was particularly strong among nearby resi­

dents who would have to tolerate its presence but would not 

derive any direct benefit since they are served by another 

water purveyor. Specific additional comments on the pro­

posed plan are discussed below. 

1. Several respondents favored the well field site because 

it would eliminate any delay in attempting to locate 

and purchase another property. 

EPA Response: By placing the proposed air stripping 
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facility at the Bartolo Well Field site, property owned 

by Suburban Water Systems could be used. Locating away 

from the well field site would require the acquisition 

of property to house the treatment facility. Under 

existing CERCLA policies, EPA would ask CDHS to obtain 

access to the property on which the treatment facility 

would be located. According to CDHS, the acquisition 

of property could result in delays of 2 to 5 years. 

2. The General Manager of the Central Basin generally sup­

ported the proposed plan, but was concerned that too 

much of the limited funds might be spent on design of 

the proposed air stripping system. 

EPA Response: The capital costs of minimum air strip­

ping at the well field are $2.8 million. Maximum air 

stripping will add $600,000 for a total of 

$3.4 million. Off-gas carbon will cost an additional 

$2.0 million or $5.4 million. 

The plan to install the maximum air stripping system at 

about a 10 to 15 percent increase in total cost, will 

provide increased removal efficiency and greater flexi­

bility in treating the groundwater obtained from selec­

tive extraction or from the Whittier Narrows remedial 

actions that will occur in the future. 
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The target level of treatment chosen is to achieve a 

cumulative 10-6 cancer risk level. This corresponds 

with the maximum air stripping design alternative. 

This level of treatment, which will result in contami­

nant levels well below MCLs and DHS action levels in 

the treated water, is more protective of human health. 

The choice of an overall 10-6 risk level versus treat-

ment to MCLs was made because of: (1) the multiple 

contaminants in the groundwater in the vicinity of the 

Bartolo Well Field, (2) the fact that an approximately 

10- to 15-percent increase in cost could result in a 

reduction of risk level of over an order of magnitude, 

and (3) the implementation of well modification to 

selectively extract the most highly contaminated water 

may lead to greater uncertainty in the contaminant con­

centrations of influent water; the increased level of 

treatment will provide additional protection of public 

health. 

If the voe concentrations do not increase sufficiently 

to warrant the maximum operation, one of the towers can 

be taken out of service, and the remaining two towers 

operated at reduced air flow. This will result in an­

nual operating costs similar to the minimum design 

alternative. 

Air emission controls will be used to reduce the level 
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of voe emissions. The emission controls are included 

in the selected remedy because: (1) they would be 

necessary to comply with SCAQMD Rule 1167, enforcement 

of which has been temporarily delayed due to a court 

judgment in a lawsuit, but for which SCAQMD is fully 

intending to meet the procedural and substantive re­

quirements of the court judgment to allow promulgation 

of a legally enforceable requirement, (2) they would 

reduce the ozone precursor emissions in the most pol­

luted air basin in the nation with respect to ozone air 

quality, and (3) public comments received were over­

whelmingly in favor of including emission controls 

because of the severe existing air pollution in the 

San Gabriel Valley, regardless of the legal status of 

SCAQMD Rule 1167. 

3. One resident favored reducing off-gas voe concentra­

tions by 98 percent. 

EPA Response: The proposed voe removal of 90 percent 

is the minimum removal required by SCAQMD Rule 1167. A 

review of available literature indicates that greater 

than 90 percent removal by carbon adsorption is attain­

able, but at proportionately higher carbon consumption 

and cost. The actual removal efficiency can only be 

determined by pilot testing or operating experience. 

The proposed voe removal efficiency will reduce 
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emissions by an order of magnitude at an increase in 

cost of approximately 80 percent. 

Other technologies are available to control voe emis­

sion at higher efficiencies, but are two to five times 

as costly. These technologies are thermal treatment by 

incineration or thermal oxidation. 

4. Several residents wanted to know if an Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) is required before the proposed 

facility is constructed. 

EPA Response: Federal requirements including the OUFS 

and EPA's public participation process conducted under 

the procedures required by the National Contingency 

Plan for NPL sites are at least as stringent as the 

requirements of the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA). Thus, CEQA is not implicated, and a 

separate EIR is not required. 

Public Participation Process 

1. Several residents protested the short notice they were 

given of the public comment period and the public meet­

ing, and some requested an extension of the comment 

period. 
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EPA Response: EPA regrets any inconveniences to local 

residents or misunderstandings associated with the pub­

lic comment period. The steps EPA took to notify area 

residents are described in a previous section of this 

responsiveness summary, "Background on Community In­

volvement." Standard procedures for gathering public 

comment on Superfund projects were followed in this 

case. 

The issue of locating the treatment facility in the 

floodplain came up rather late in the process, after 

the fact sheet describing EPA's recommended alternative 

was distributed. Door-to-door notification of resi­

dents near the alternate location at Strong Avenue 

supplemented earlier notification activities. Those 

residents who did not receive notification at their 

doorstep until the afternoon before the public meeting 

do not receive water from Suburban Water Systems' 

Bartolo well field and were not thought to be located 

close enough to the Strong Avenue intersection to be 

directly affected by construction of a treatment 

facility there. 

At the public meeting, EPA stated that before consider­

ing an extension of the public comment period, the need 

for the extension would have to be explained in a re­

quest for an extension. EPA did not extend the public 
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comment period because no members 0£ the public pro­

vided reasons for granting an extension. 

2. One resident requested a more detailed map and explana­

tion 0£ the broken line shown on the map provided in 

the public meeting notice delivered door-to-door. 

EPA Response: ~he broken line is the approximate route 

of the Bartolo Transmission Main that transports water 

from Suburban's Bartolo Well Field to its customers in 

the Whittier District. Additional detail on the route 

is shown in Figure 2-4 of the OUFS. Exact routing can 

be obtained from Suburban Water Systems. 

REMAINING CONCERNS 

Several questions, issues, and concerns were identified dur­

ing the public comment period that cannot be fully addressed 

at this time. Some of these are outside the scope of this 

OUFS or will be addressed during the detailed design. These 

are discussed below. 

1. Several res1dents requested detai1ed information on the 

design of the proposed air stripping fpcility. Informa­

tion requested included design details for flood pro­

tection, earthquake protection. tower diameter and 

packing depth, noise reduction, and monitoring. 
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EPA Response: The level of detail presented in the 

OUFS for the proposed air stripping system was prelimi­

nary and sufficient only to conduct comparative analyses 

and to develop relative order-of-magnitude cost esti­

mates. Many of the detailed questions asked cannot be 

answered based on the preliminary design prepared for 

the OUFS. However, Suburban Water Systems had a de­

tailed design prepared by Brown and Caldwell for the 

air stripping system, which will be turned over to the 

Army Corps of Engineers for review prior to final de­

sign and implementation. 

As part of the detailed design prepared by Brown and 

Caldwell, many of the residents' question were already 

addressed and are discussed below: 

A. Flood protection would be provided by mounting 

much of the water-sensitive equipment on skids or 

trailers for ease of removal. The wetwell and 

towers will be constructed to withstand flooding. 

In addition, during the project design phase, the 

Army Corps of Engineers will identify and evaluate 

additional floodproofing measures that may be in­

corporated into the final design. 

B. A preliminary geotechnical investigation was con­

ducted by Leighton and Associates to provide pre-
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liminary recommendations for constructing the 

treatment facility in an area subject to seismic 

activity. The report concluded that construction 

was feasible if deep compaction of the site was 

performed. This should add approximately $200,000 

to the total project costs. 

C. Brown and Caldwell investigated several different 

types of packing and tower construction techniques 

to provide adequate tower removal efficiency. 

D. Noise reduction will be included by placing si­

lencers on the fan inlets, the major source of 

noise. 

E. Sampling ports will be provided for performance 

testing and compliance monitoring of both water 

and air streams. 

2. One resident requested that EPA put more restrictions 

on the use of voes and that violators be prosecuted. 

EPA Response: The use of organic chemicals such as 

those found in the groundwater of the San Gabriel Basin 

is very widespread, with perhaps over 1,000 companies 

using one or more of the compounds. Adequate regulatory 

control over their use and disposal is provided by nu-
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merous local, state, and federal regulations. However, 

sufficient manpower and resources are not available to 

continuously monitor all users to determine their com­

pliance. The Regional Water Quality Control Board has 

an active program underway to locate sources that are 

contaminating the basin. 

3. One resident requested that EPA determine the level of 

contamination on store-bought or home-grown produce in 

the affected area. 

EPA Response: Use of the voe-contaminated water on 

produce is not a major concern. The simple spraying of 

water will cause most of the voes to volatilize into 

the air. In addition, voes are not taken up by produce 

like most metals and many other inorganic compounds. 

Also, Suburban Water Systems has not provided any water 

to customers from the Bartolo Well Field that does not 

meet state and federal voe drinking water standards. 

Implementation of EPA's proposed plan will ensure that 

water provided to customers in the future continues to 

meet applicable drinking water standards. 

4. One resident asked EPA to conduct a survey of cancer 

incidences among Suburban Water Systems' customers. 
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EPA Response: Cancer studies ~nd health surveys speci­

fic to individual neighborhoods can be very expensive, 

and are not normally conducted at Superfund sites un­

less warranted by very high risk levels and known, ab­

normally high cancer incidence levels. 

As part of the Bartolo Well Field Operable Unit Feasi­

bility Study, EPA did conduct a public health assess­

ment of the possible public health effects of not 

constructing a treatment facility at the Bartolo well 

field. This was a quantitative, statistical analysis 

of existing data and involved calculations of the can­

cer risk related to exposure to contaminants in ground­

water from the Bartolo well field. 

Using the maximum levels of voe contamination detected 

at the Bartolo Well Field during the last 7 years, EPA 

estimated a lifetime excess cancer risk level of 

2xlo-5 . This means that if people drank 2 litres of 

water contaminated at these concentrations for over 70 

years, you would expect 1 person out of 50,000 to 

contract cancer due to this exposure to contamination. 

However, these maximum levels were generally not 

detected at the Bartolo Well Field until quite 

recently. In addition, Suburban Water System customers 

receive water that is blended from all four Bartolo 

wells and then carried through the Suburban Water 
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Systems' distribution systems; therefore, actual levels 

of contamination in water served to customers, and the 

associated risk, would be lower than the results of 

EPA's public health evaluation indicate. Implemen­

tation of this remedial action will reduce the 

estimated risk due to exposure to contaminated 

groundwater from the Bartolo Well Field to about a 1 in 

one million (10- 6 ) excess cancer risk level or less. 

Citizens can also petition the Agency for Toxic Sub­

stances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) to conduct a 

health assessment. ATSDR is part of the Federal Center 

for Disease Control and employs specialists in medi­

cine, epidemiology, toxicology, public health, and 

environmental engineering. ATSDR is funded by Con­

gressional appropriations from the Superfund Trust 

Fund. 

An ATSDR assessment is more qualitative than an EPA 

assessment and is more focused on medical and public 

health concerns in the local area surrounding the 

Superfund site. An ATSDR health assessment would in­

volve evaluating existing data, assessing current or 

future impacts on public health, developing health ad­

visories or other health recommendations, and identify­

ing further studies or actions needed to evaluate and 

prevent human health effects. 
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ATSDR is required by the Superfund Amendments and Re­

authorization Act of 1986 to conduct a health assess­

ment for every site included on the National Priorities 

List (NPL). ATSDR is mandated to have completed at 

least a preliminary health assessment by December 10, 

1988. 

For more information about ATSDR health assessments, 

including how to petition for one, call the EPA 

Region IX office, toll-free at 800-231-3075. 

5. One resident was concerned about the possible contami­

nation resulting from the number of animals, especially 

horses, that are on the ground in the San Gabriel area. 

EPA Response: Water pollution can occur from animals 

or human wastes leaching into water supplies. The major 

concern from this type of pollution is the potential 

for infection by contagious diseases primarily contained 

in human waste. Animal wastes also contain bacteria 

and viruses, however, these are often not of health 

concern to man. Nitrate is also a water pollutant that 

can be caused by sanitary wastes. 

The most common occurrence related to this type of pol­

lution is surface drinking water supplies or shallow 

groundwater wells that have porous sands and gravels 
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that would enable wastes and associated bacterial and 

viral organisms to quickly be transported to a drinking 

water supply. The San Gabriel Basin drinking water 

supplies are generally in deeper aquifers that are not 

expected to be influenced by wastes unless there is a 

broken well or sanitary sewage line that could act as a 

conduit for this type of surface contamination. 

Protection of drinking water supplies from this type of 

contaminations is very important to the responsible 

agencies and water purveyors. Most drinking water sys­

tems use chlorination as a disinfectant to protect from 

inadvertent waste pollution. Additionally, the Safe 

Drinking Water Act requires regular monitoring for coli­

form bacteria, which is used as an indicator of sanitary 

waste contamination, as well as an extensive list of 

volatile organic and inorganic compounds. 

SFR62/062 
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APPENDIX A 

EPA NOTICES PRIOR TO THE PUBLIC MEETING 



I' 

Son Gabriel Volley 
Superfund Sites 

EPA Invites Publlc Comment on Proposal to Install 
a Groundwater Treatment Facility at Suburban 
Water Systems' Bartolo Well Field 

1he U.S. Envlronmen1al Protection Agercy (EPA) has 
released for public comment the Feasibility Study Report 
on the &.iburban Operable Unt Feaslblltty Study. 1hls 
report descr1bes vartous alternatives for addressing the 
groundwater contanlnaflon problem at SUbuban Water 
SVSfem Company's Bartolo WeU Reid In the Whittler 
Narrows area. Based on the Feoslbluty study, EPA's 
proposed plan for deanup Involves building an air 
s1rfpplng rower to treat the confamlnated water along 
with an accompanying granularacffvated carbon tllter 1o 
control air emissions at the Bartolo Well Field site. 1he · 
water pumped from this facility Is dlstr1buted to SUburban 
Water Systems' customers In the Whittler and La Mirada 
Service Dlstrlcfs. 1he well tleld site Is within the 
11:X}year floodploln of the San Gabriel River. Based on the 
comments received during the publlc comment period 
(June 22. 198810 Juy 22. 1988), EPA wlU make a flnal 
choice among the alternatives later this summer. 

Public Comment Period Begins June 22, 1988 
EPA encourages the pubOc 1o review the alternatives 
presented In the Feaslblllty Study Report and to submit 
wr1tten comments during the formal public comment period 
beginning Ji..ne 22. 1988 ard ending Juy 22. 1988. 
Written comments may be sent to: Nell Zlemba, Remedial 
Project Manager. U.S. EPA. 215 Fremont Street (T-1-4). 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Community MMtfng on July 13, 1988 
You are also Invited to attend a plbllc meeflng on Juy 13, 
1988 at the Wlittler Community Center 1l'8ater at 7:30 PM. 
which Is located at 7630 Washington street In Whittler. 
At fhls meeting. EPA representattves will present 
Information about the various altemoffves being 
considered for the Bartolo Well Field site. EPA will 
respond to your questions about th9 p~oposal and win 
receive formal public comment, either written or verbal. 

For More Information 
Coples of the FeaslblDty study Report and a fact sheet 
summorlzlng EPA's proposed plan are avallable by callng 
EPA toll free at (800) 231-3075 or the Upper San Gobrlel 
Valley Mu,lclpal Water Dlstr1ct at (818) 443-2207. Coples 
are alsQ avallable at 1he following publlc Dbrarles: 

'M-Jttler Cenifal La Puente Publlc Llbra,y 
Publlc Ubrary 159'20 East Central Avenue 
7344 South Washington La Puente, CA 
'M-Jttler. CA 213-968-4613 
213-698-8949 

:~, 
a 

48" BALL & CLAW TABLE 
WITH 24" LEAF s2399s 

SOLID OAK PRESS BACK CHAIR 

MASSIVE 
SWIVEL 

OAK 
STOOi. 
TlMO 

15995 

$3995 

SELECTED. :SAVE 1.-f QOI 
FLOOR SAMPLES - :,I /0 

LOADS OF OAK 
BOOKCASES 

COUNTRY & 
CONTEMPORARY 

:~~~ s1599s 
c I.EAOEO { L244) 

PRICED FROM 

$79ss 
I'· AVAILABLE IN: 
. • Clear Glass 

• Leade<J Glass 
or • Open 30 to 
84" High. 24 to 

48" Wide 

C 

I SOLID OAK BEDROOM I 
4 POSTER BED 0UEEN s43ggs 

OAK ANTIC 
COMPUTE~ 

STATIC 
.c.i .. s15 •Or-

. CHEST ·. -} '27\~i. h~_...~"'il 

. ' .. r:::•,,,:-
- NIGHT -T.. STANO 

·::.:""' - '179" ""°"""' .. DRAWER 
ARMOIRE SOLID OAK C' 
'469" ,. . .,. '129" .. 

CHEST 

" HOURS: MON. 10·6 • TUES. 10-6 • 

SANT A ANA 5~~:i=~e 

T DRAWER DRESSER 137911 

= 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

215 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, Ca. 94105 

TO: Residents of the Neighborhood Near the Intersection of 
Strong Avenue and Workman Mill Road In the Whittier Narrows 
Area 

Attached for your information is a fact sheet describing the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) proposed plan to clean up 
contaminated groundwater at Suburban Water System's Bartolo well 
field in the Whittier Narrows Area. EPA is currently accepting 
comments from the public on the proposed project. 

EPA's proposed cleanup project involves constructing an air 
stripping treatment system to treat water pumped from Suburban 
Water System's wells located at the Bartolo well field site along 
the San Gabriel River (see attached map for location). The 
proposed construction site, however, is within the 100-year 
floodplain of the river and would be subject to potential damage 
during any future flood situations. 

Therefore, an alternative location (shown on the attached map) 
near the intersection of strong Avenue and Workman Mill Road is 
also under consideration by EPA. Although EPA is proposing to 
locate the treatment system at the well field site, we would like 
to receive comments from the community as to the acceptability of 
the alternative location. 

EPA invites you to attend a community meeting scheduled for 
Wednesday, July 13, 1988 at the Whittier Community Center 
Theater, 7630 South Washington Street in Whittier at which EPA 
will discuss the proposed project including the alternati~e 
location for the proposed treatment system. The public will have 
an opportunity to comment on the proposed location, as well as 
any other aspect of the proposed project. 

EPA encourages you to attend the community meeting or to send 
written comments regarding the project (procedures for submitting 
written comments are described in the attached fact sheet). 

Attachments 
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San Gabriel Valley Sites 
EPA Proposes Cleanup Plan for 
Contaminated Groundwater at 

Suburban Water Systems' Bartolo Well Field 
in the Whittier Narrows Area 

INTRODUCTION -~ :. - -

An Operable Unit Feasibility Study• (OUFS) Report outlining 
the alternatives for cleanup of a portion of the San Gabriel Valley 
Superfund Site is being released for public review and comment 
in June 1988. The study, conducted by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), explores options for tteating 
contaminated groundwater in the Bartolo Well Field. which is 
owned by the SubUiban Water Systems Company. 

The Bartolo Well Field consists of four wells and is located in Los 
Angeles County in the Whittier Narrows area, which has known 
volatile organic compound (VOC) contamination. (See Figure 
1) The Bartolo Well Field supplies 60 percent of the local water 
supply for approximately 17,000 local commercial and residential 
water customers in Suburban's Whittier Service District In 
addition, the Bartolo Well Field also provides a small percentage 
of the water supply for the neighboring -La Mirada Service 
District Although contamination has been detected at the Bartolo 
Well Field, customers in the Whittier and La Mirada districts are 
receiving water that meets state and federal drinking water 
standards. 

• Phrases or words in boldface are included in the Glossary. 

Public Comment Period 

EPA encourages the public to review the alternatives presented 
in the Operable Unit Feasibility Study and to submit written com­
ments during the formal public comment period: Jlllle 22 to July 
22, 1988. Written comments must be postmarked by July 22nd 
and may be sent to: 

Neil Ziemba 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
215 Fremont Streeet (T -4-1) 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

~As:s 

BAR~J 
WELL FIELD 

SAN GABRIEL SITE AREA 

BARTOLO TRANSMISSION 
MAIN HIGH POINT 

SUBURBAN WATER SYSTEMS 
BARTOLO TRANSMISSION MAIN 

Figure 1. Site Location Map 

Community Meeting on July 13th 

The public is invited to attend a community meeting on July 13th 
at 7:30 p.m. at the Whittier Community Center Theater, 7630 
South Washington Street in Whittier. At this meeting, EPA 
representatives will present information about the various alterna­
tives considered for the Bartolo Well Field site. EPA will respond 
to your questions about the proposal and will also receive your 
verbal and written comments about the proposal. 



This fact sheet briefly summam.es the contamination problem at 
the Bartolo Well Field. the alternatives evaluated in the OUFS 
Report. and EPA 's proposed plan fa cleanup. This fact sheet also 
describes where you can find out more inf onnation about the site, 
how you can panicipate in the final decision, and provides a 
glossary of terms and frequently used acronyms. 

BACKGROUND ON THE 
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION 
AT THE BARTOLO WELL FIELD 

Twelve voes have been detected in the Bartolo Well Field. Only 
one contaminant, Tricbloroetbylene (TCE), has been detected at 
a level slightly above the state and federal standards for drinking 
water. The highest measured level was 5.8 parts per billion (ppb ). 
This can be compared to the California Department of Health 
Services {OHS) action level and the EPA drinking water standard 
that are both set at 5 ppb forTCE. However, the wells are thought 
to be in the path of a moving plume of contaminated groundwater 
and therefore might pump water with higher levels of contami­
nants in the future. 

voes have been detected in the Bartolo Well Field since the wells 
were first tested for voes in 1980. The drinking water standard 

for TCE was first exceeded in one well in late 1987. Although no 
other drinking watet standards have been exceeded, voes, 
including TCE, Perchloroethyleoe (PCE) and Dicbloroetb­
ylene (DCE), have been increasing since 1980. Watet that does 
not meet both the state and federal standards is blended with water 
from other sources to ensure compliance with the standards, 
which are set by EPA and DHS at levels to protect public health. 

The OUFS at Bartolo Well Field is part of a much larger investi­
gation of groundwater contamination in the San Gabriel Valley. 
This basin-wide investigation has been described in earlier fact 
sheets, and current activities will be discussed in an upcoming 
general fact sheet to be published this summer. 

---- A Bartolo Main High Point Location Minimum 
.--- Air Stripping ------1 

L----- C Bartolo Well Field Location 

____ B Bartolo Main High Point Location 
with off gas carbon treatment 

1v1i&in1tirrt ._ ____ .,r--- D Bartolo Well Field Location 
._.. 1'tt~trlpplr,~ 

CARBON 
ADSORPTION 

I DualBed 

7_ Single Bed 

.. ---:•:~•···••:;;~~·•:t~~:~:t:;:.;1~~ 
____ F Bartolo Main High Point Location 

...__ ___ G Bartolo Well Field Location 

--------- H Bartolo Well Field Location 

AL TERNA TE WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVE --------1 Connect to MWD 

2 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE I : A Alternative Eis the alternative proposed.by EPA. 

1 Well modification can be used_in_conjunction with either air •tr:ipping ~ ~rbon 
adsorption. (See text for descnption). EPA proposes to use it m combination 
with a,r sbipping. 

2 The No Action Altemative was used as a baseline for comparison to the 
other alternatives (A-I above) 

Figure 2. Alternatives for Remedial Action at the Bartolo Well Field 
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Project Objectives 

Before identifying a range of cleanup alternatives for evaluation, 
the objectives of the cleanup must first be identified. In addition 
ao the more specific objectives below, the chosen alternatives 
must, according to law, adequately protect public health and the 
environment, be technically feasible, and be cost effective. 

The cleanup objectives specifically chosen for the Bartolo Well 
Field are listed below. The primary objectives are: 

• To control the movement and spread of contaminants in the 
Whittier Narrows area of the San Gabriel Groundwater 
Basin, which underlies the San Gabriel Valley 

• To provide residents in the Suburban Water Systems' Whit­
tier and La Mirada Service Districts with a water supply that 
meets state and federal drinking water standards 

The secondary objectives are: 

• To reduce groundwater contamination in an area within the 
San Gabriel Basin 

• To develop a remedial action that is consistent with the 
approach to be used in the future by EPA, in the Whittier 
Narrows area and in the San Gabriel Basin as a whole. 

Air Stripping 

Air Stripping causes voes like TCE to evaporate from the water 
into the air. The contaminated groundwater is pumped to the top 
of an air stripping tower. The water flows down through the tower 
and air is blown upward. Packing material inside the tower creates 
a larger surface area, which allows the voes to evaporate into the 
air faster and more easily than the water molecules. Air stripping 
has been successfully used to remove voes from groundwater in 
many areas of the United States. Figure 2 shows the 5 different 
variations of air stripping that were evaluated for treating ground­
water from the Bartolo Well Field. The air stripping alternatives 
differ in how the following three components of the system are 
combined: level of treatment, location and control of emissions 
released into the air. 

Level of Treatnunt. The difference between the maximum and 
minimum air stripping options shown in Figure 2 is the height of 
the packing material in the tower. Minimum.air stripping uses 18 
feet of packing while maximum air stripping involves 25 feet of 
packing. A larger area of packing material allows for more Voes 
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Alternatives Evaluation 

EPA looked at many possible alternatives, including air stripping, 
carbon adsorption, an alternate water supply, well modification, 
and no action. Investigators then evaluated and compared these 
alternatives in detail, eliminating some that did not meet the 
objectives and identifying those that did meet the objectives. 
Figure 2 shows the nine alternatives chosen for final evaluation. 
For a comprehensive explanation of the screening procedures 
used to select the final alternatives, please refer to the OUFS 
Report available at the information repositories listed later in this 
fact sheet. 

The nine alternatives chosen for detailed consideration were 
evaluated on the basis of: 

• Effectiveness of the remedy in protecting public health 
and the environment, 

• Technical and administrative feasibility, 

• Capital and long-term operating costs, and 

• Consistency with potential final remedies for the San 
Gabriel Valley sites 

The estimated capital and operating costs of each alternative are 
summarized in Table 1. The alternatives are briefly described 
below. 

to evaporate, thereby increasing the efficiency of the treatment 

The minimum air stripping system is designed to treat the con­
taminated water to meet state and federal drinking water stan­
dards. The maximum system is designed to produce drinking 
water with voe concentrations even lower than drinking water 
standards, essentially down to the laboratory detection limits. 

Location. The two different sites proposed for the air stripping 
tower are shown in Figure 1. One is at the Bartolo Well Field 
site and the other is at the Bartolo Transmission Main High 
Point. The Bartolo Well Field site is located within the 100-year 
floodplain of the San Gabriel River. EPA has, therefore, · 
prepared an assessment of flood hazards, which is described 
later in this fact sheet 

Control of Emissions. The VOCs removed from the water by 
the air stripper remain in the air that leaves the top of the tower. 
Hit is necessary to control these voe emissions, an off-gas 
carbon treatment system can be added to the air stripping 
system. Off-gas carbon treatment filters the air containing 



voes through a vessel containing granular activated carbon. 
Granular activated carbon is a specially-processed material that 
attracts contaminants. Contaminants will attach (adsorb) to the 
carbon, thereby reducing the level of contaminants released into 
the air. 

Carbon Adsorption 

Using this process, contaminants are removed by forcing (in a 
pressurized vessel) the contaminated groundwater through granu­
lar activated carbon. Granular activated carbon has a very high 
surface area and a strong attraction for many organic compounds. 
Contaminated water would be pumped from the wells to the top of 
pressure vessels containing granular activated carbon. As the 
liquid flows down through the granular activated carbon beds, the 
voes would be removed from the water, would cling to the 
carbon material, and the concentration of VOCs in the water 
would deaeasc. 

Carbon adsorption systems can be designed to use single or dual 
carbon beds. Dual-bed carbon adsorption allows for more efficient 
VOC removal and a higher safety margin than does the single-bed 
system because the water passes through two separate carbon beds 
instead of only one. The margin of safety is higher because if 
contamination isn't removed completely in the first bed, the 
second bed can provide additional treatment Dual-bed systems 
do, however, involve a significantly higher capital cost than single 
bed systems. 

In addition to evaluating the use of single-bed and dual-bed carbon 
systems, EPA also evaluated locating the carbon adsorption sys­
tem at either the well field or the Bartolo Transmission Main High 
Point sites. (See Figure 1) 

Alternate Water Supply 

The alternate water supply alternative would involve replacing the 
water supply from the Bartolo Well Field with water purchased 
from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) of Southern Cali­
fornia MWD imports water from the Colorado River and the State 
Water Project Although this alternative would meet che objective 
of providing water that meets federal and state drinking water 
standards to Suburban's customers it does not meet the other 
primary objective of controlling the spread of groundwater con­
tamination in the San Gabriel Basin. 

Well Modification 

The well modification alternative is designed to be combined with 
one of the other treatment alternatives. Modficiation of the 
operation of existing wells could increase the removal of contami­
nation from the Bartolo Well Field area. 
The well modification alternative would involve testing existing 
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wells to determine al what depths below che surface the contami­
nation is found. The ~ults of this testing could show which depth 
intervals of the well contain che highest concentrations of con­
tamination. If depth intervals where the groundwater is clean are 
sealed off, then additional pumping al depths where the contami­
nation is very concentrated would allow the removal and treat­
ment of a larger quantity of contamination. If well modification 
is not possible, new wells could be installed to pump from the 
depth intervals where the contamination is highly concentrated. 

No Action 

With the no action alternative, Suburban Waler Systems would 
continue pumping from the Bartolo wells and no treatment system 
would be installed. This alternative is evaluated to provide a 
baseline for comparison to the other altemati ves under considera­
tion. Based on EP A's current knowledge of the groundwater 
contamination in the San Gabriel Valley, it appears that contami­
nant levels in Suburban's Bartolo wells will increase in che future. 
Therefore, if this alternative were chosen, Subwban may be 
unable to ensure that water provided to its customers would meet 
all federal and state drinking water standards. 

EPA's Proposed Plan 

The alternative being proposed by EPA is alternative E: the 
installation of the maximum air stripping facility at the Bartolo 
Well Field location with activated carbon treatment of the off-gas. 
(See Figure 2) In addition, EPA proposes to incorporate well 
modifications into che cleanup plan for the Bartolo Well Field. 
This alternative is considered to be the most flexible and best 
suited for the Bartolo Well Field Operable Unit A diagram of the 
air stripper facility is shown in Figure 3. 

A maximum air stripping facility is recommended over the 
minimum air stripper because it provides greater treatment effi­
ciencies that may be needed al the site, particularly if modifica­
tions of well operation allow for the capture of more highly 
contaminated groundwater. 

Location of the treatment facility at the Bartolo Well Field site is 
recommended for three primary reasons: 

• The treatment facilities could be expanded in the future to in­
corporate facilities for the nearby Whittier Narrows Operable 
Unit. 

• Because Suburban W arer Systems already owns che property, 
no additional land would have to be purchased. (This will 
allow design and construction to begin immediately without 
any major delays.) 

• No residential neighborhoods are located close to the well 
field. 



TOWER 
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Figure3 

KEY: 

.,_ WATER FLOW 

- AIR FLOW 

Diagram or a typical Air Stripping Facility with a Granular 
Activated Carbon (GAC) Air Filter 

The off-gas carbon treatment is recommended IO assure that the 
facility is in compliance with South Coast Air Quality Manag­
ment District regulations covering emissions of VOC's into the 
air. 

Well modification, in combination with the air stripping alterna­
tive, is recommended to maximize the capture of contaminated 
groundwater moving through the San Gabriel Basin. This will 
most effectively meet the objective of controlling the movement 
and spread of contaminants in the San Gabriel Basin. The 
estimated capital c~t of this proposed remedy is $5,111,000. 
Annual operating and maintenance costs are estimated at $675,000. 
If a 30-year present worth cost is calculated using a 5 percent 
discount rate, the total cost of EPA's proposed remedy is 
$15,500,000. 

Table 1 
Estimated Cost or Alternatives 

Alternative 
A: Minimum Air Stripping at Bartolo Main High Point 

B: Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Main High Point with Off- Gas Carbon Treatment 

C: Minimum Air Stripping at Bartolo Well Field 

0: Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Well Field 

E: Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Well Field with Off-Gas Carbon Treatment 

F: Dual Bed Carbon Adsorption at Bartolo Main High Point 

G: Dual Bed Carbon Adsorption at Bartolo Well Field 

H: Single Bed Carbon Adsorption at Bartolo Well Field 

I. Replace Bartolo Well Field Water Supply with Water From MWD 

~ 
$6,621,000 

15,209,000 

6,750,000 

8,397,000 

15,266,000 

26,116,000 

25,498,000 

23,609,000 

42,140,000 

Well Modification Qn addition to or in combination with one of the alternatives described above) 2,595,000 

• Includes capital Cost and 30-Year Present Worth 
Operation and Maintenance Cost with a Discount Rate of 5% 
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For further infonnation or to ask questions about either the OUFS 
Report or other EPAactivities in the San Gabriel Valley. please call 
Mary O'Donnell, the EPA Community Relations Coordinator. at 
(415) 974-7724 or Bob Berlien, General Manager of the Upper 
San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District. at (818) 443-2297. 

A toll-free infonnation line (800-231-3075)-at EPA is also avail­
able for your use. Please leave a message on the answering 
machine. and your call will be returned as quickly as possible. In 
addition, copies of the OUFS Report are available at: 

La Puente Public Library 
1592 East Central Avenue 
La Puente. CA 
(213) 968-4613 

Action level: Drinking water quality guidelines ~, by the 
California Department of Health Services (DHS) at levels to 
protectpublichealth. Forcarcinogensindrinkingwater,state 
action levels are based on a one-in-a-million cancer risk. This 
means that a person exposed to that level of contamination 
throughout his or her lifetime ( drinking two liters a day for 70 
years) has a one-in-a-million chance of developing cancer be­
cause of exposure to the contaminant. For example, the action 
level for TCE is 5 parts per billion. 

Dichloroethylene (DCE): A volatile organic chemical used 
as a cleaning agent in chemical manufacturing. It is some­
timesfound in groundwater as the result of the decomposition 
of TCE. It is a possible carcinogen. 

Drinking water standards: The concentration of chemical 
contaminants established by EPA under the Safe Drinking 
Water Act as an acceptable level for drinking water ( also 
termed Maximum Contaminant Levels or MCLs). To be in 
compliance with the Safe Drinking Water Act, water suppliers 
must provide water with average contaminant concentrations 
below the drinking water standards. Also see the definition of 
Action Level in this glossary. 

Floodplain: Area su"ounding a river or other water body 
that may be flooded duringperiodsof heavywaterflow. A JOO­
year floodplain is defined as the area that has a one in one 
hundred chance of being flooded in any one year. 

Groundwater: Underground water that fills pores between 
particles of soil, sand, and gravel or opening in rocks to the 
point of saturation. Where groundwater occurs in significant 
quantity, it can be used as a source of water supply. 
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Whittier Central Public Library 
7344 S. Washington 
Whittier, CA 
(213) 698-8949 

Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District 
11310 East Valley Boulevard 
EIMonte,CA 
(818) 443-2297 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Toxics and Waste Management Division 
215 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, CA 
(800)231-3075 

Laboratory detection limit: The lowest concentration of a 
chemical at which the presence of the chemical in water can 
be confirmed using a particular laboratory technique. 

Operable Unit Feasibility Study (OUFS): An operable unit 
is a discrete action that contributes to the permanent site 
cleanup by addressing a part of the overall problem. A 
number of operable units can be conducted during the course 
of a single Superfund project. The Feasiblity Study (FS) is a 
major part of the Superfund process. During the FS, a report 
is prepared that identifies alternative actions that may be used 
at the site. Based on the FS, EPA proposes a cleanup plan. A 
30-day public comment period is conducted prior to EPA' s 
final decision about which cleanup alternative is most appro­
priate. 

Perchloroethylene (PCE): A nonflammable solvent used 
commonly in dry cleaning and to remove grease from equip­
ment. It is a suspected carcinogen. 

Remedial action: The construction or implementation of the 
selected cleanup alternative, which occurs after the feasibility 
study is completed and EPA has made aformal decision. 

Trichloroethylene (TCE): A nonflammable liquid used 
commonly in industrial processes and to remove grease from 
metal. It is a suspected carcinogen. 

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs): An organic com­
pound ( carbon containing) that evaporates (volatilizes) read­
ily at room temperature. 



United States 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IX 

Official Bwiness 
Penalty for Private Use, 
$300 

llli\l:•···••·•·•··•·•··••·l·····•·~·~· · 1nror 
:1::

1 na;iir 
LPublit 
F Period 

215 Fremont Street (T-4-1) 
Attention: Neil Ziemba 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

FIRST CLASS MAIL 
U.S. POSTAGE 

PAlb 
San Francisco, CA 
Permit No. G-35 



APPENDIX B 

SUBURBAN WATER SYSTEMS NOTICES PRIOR TO THE PUBLIC MEETING 



~ 
( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

(. 

Suburban Water Systems 
ZIP + c PRESORT 

16340 East Maplegrove St. FIRST-Cl.ASS MAIL 

LA Puente, California 91744-1399 U.S. POSTAGE 
PAID 

PERMIT No. I 

L 
I 
I 

Dear Customer: 

The threat of groundwater contamination in the Whittler Narrows region of the Main San 
Gabriel Valley Groundwater Basin has become a growing concern for both Suburban 
Water Systems and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). In an effort to 
protect our groundwater supply, the EPA has proposed a clean-up project utilizing 
Suburban's facilities. Funded by the Federal Superfund Project, the proposed facility will 
focus on two primary objectives: 

7 

_J 

1) to continue to allow Suburban Water Systems to provide an uninterrupted supply of safe 

( 

( . 

drinking water to our Whittier District customers, and 1. . 

2) to remove migrating plumes of volatile organic chemicals from the groundwater, 
preventing their spread into adjacent groundwater basins. 

A period for public comment will begin June 22, 1988 and continue through July 22, 1988; 
in addition, a public meeting will be held on July 13, 1988. Details regarding the public ( 
meeting and other aspects of the project have been included in a Project Fact Sheet that 
describes EPA's proposed plan. To request a Fact Sheet, please call Timothy Jochem, 
Suburban Water Systems, (818) 918-1231, Ext. 344. 

( 

( 

~ 

l 



June 20, 1988 

Mr. Thomas Mauk 
City Manager 
CITY OF WHITTIER 
13230 East Penn Street 
Whittier, CA 90602 

~ar Tom: 

Suburban Water Systems 

In order to protect our groundwater supply at Whittier 
Narrows, Suburban has proposed a joint venture water 
treatment facility with the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, funded under the Federal Superfund Program. This 
project, once completed, will assist in accomplishing two 
significant objectives: 

l) it will help Suburban to continue to provide its Whittier 
and La Mirada customers with a safe supply of drinking 
water, and 

2) it will contain and control contaminant plumes, 
preventing their migration through Whittier Narrows into 
the Central Groundwater Basin. 

A recent EPA study at the well field confirmed the potential 
effectiveness of the proposed project. our treatment 
facility design is currently under review by both the EPA and 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

The public review period, customary for federally funded 
projects such as this, begins June 22, 1988, and continues 
through July 22, 1988. A public meeting to offer information 
on the project is scheduled for July 13 at the Whittier 
Community Center Theater, 7630 s. Washington Ave., Whittier, 
at 7:30 p.m. The meeting will be conducted by EPA 
representatives. 

I hope you will plan to attend the July 13 meeting. In the 
meantime, if you have any questions about the project or 
would like more detailed information, please feel free to 
give me a call. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Randell J: Vogel 
Executive Vice President 
Chief Operating Officer 

RJV:ctw 
16340 EAST MAPLEGROVE STREET• LA PUENTE. CA 91744-1399 
TELEPHONE {818) 918-1231 

,, 



June 20, 1988 

Mr. Gary Sloan 
City Manager 
CITY OF LA MIRADA 

Suburban Water Systems 

13700 La Mirada Boulevard --=-- La Mirada, CA 90638 -_______ ,........ 
Dear Gary: 

In order to protect our groundwater supply at Whittier 
Narrows, Suburban has proposed a joint venture water 
treatment facility with'the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, funded under the Federal Superfund Program. This 
project, once completed, will assist in accomplishing two 
significant objectives: 

l) it will help Suburban to continue to provide its Whittier 
and La Mirada customers with a safe supply of drinking 
water, and 

2) it will contain and control contaminant plumes, 
preventing their migration through Whittier Narrows into 
the Central Groundwater Basin. 

A recent EPA study at the well field confirmed the potential 
effectiveness of the proposed project. Our treatment 
facility design is currently under review by both the EPA and 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

The public review period, customary for federally funded 
projects such as this, begins June 22, 1988, and continues 
through July 22, 1988. A public meeting to offer information 
on the project is scheduled for July 13 at the Whittier 
Community Center Theater, 7630 s. Washington Ave., Whittier, 
at 7:30 p.m. The meeting will be conducted by EPA 
representatives. 

I hope you will plan to attend the July 13 meeting. In the 
meantime, if you have any questions about the project or 
would like more detailed information, please feel free to 
give me a call. 

Sincerely, . 

Ra~~ 
Executive Vice President 
Chief Operating Officer 

RJV:ctw 
16340 EAST MAPLEGROVE STREET• lA PUENTE. CA 91744-1399 
TELEPHONE (818} 918-1231 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IX 

2i 5 Fremont Street 

San Francisco. Ca. 94105 

Tim Jochem 
Suburban Water Systems 
16340 East Maplegrove Street 
La Puente, CA 91744 

Dear Mr. Jochem: 

June 22, 1988 

Enclosed for your review and comment is a copy of the "Public 
Comment Review Draft" Operable Unit Feasibility Study for 
Suburban Water systems Bartolo Well Field of San Gabriel Areas 
1-4 Sites in Los Angeles County. 

Also enclosed is a fact sheet describing EPA's proposed plan for 
this project. EPA is proposing to implement remedial action 
including the following components 

o Alternative E--maximum air-stripping design at the Bartolo 
well field site with off-gas carbon adsorption treatment. 

o Well modifications to allow extraction of water from the 
most highly contaminated zones. 

The key issue that has been identified for consideration 
internally at EPA and in discussions with the Department of 
Health Services is whether EPA should construct the treatment 
system at the Bartolo well field site, which is within the 
100-year floodplain of the San Gabriel River. EPA currently 
proposes to implement the remedial action at the well field site 
because to locate the treatment system remote from the Bartolo 
well field would cause a significant delay in implementation of 
the project for property to be located and acquired before design 
and construction of the facility could begin. This delay would 
be unacceptable due to the serious public health and 
environmental threat posed by contamination of the Bartolo well 
field and migration of contamination through the Whittier Narrows 
area of the San Gabriel Valley. 
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As we discussed previously and as described in the enclosed fact 
sheet, a public comment period will run from June 22 to July 22, 
1988. In addition, a public meeting will be held on July 13,th in 
Whittier (details in the fact sheet). 

I would like to take this opportunity to invite you or another 
representative of Suburban Water Systems to make a brief (5-10 
minute) presentation at the public meeting that describes the 
efforts Suburban Water Systems has taken thus far to address the 
contamination problem in the B~rtolo well field. In addition, we 
would appreciate it if Suburban's representative could also be 
available to answer any questions that specifically concern 
Suburban's existing water system and current operations. Please 
let me know if Suburban wishes to participate in the public 
meeting. If you do, we can discuss our plans for the meeting the 
week of July 5-8. 

After a review of comments from the general public and State and 
local agencies, EPA will prepare a Record of Decision (ROD) that 
will formally document EPA's selection of remedy for the site. 
We currently are planning to sign a final ROD for this project in 
September 1988. 

Please provide any comments on EPA's proposed plan and the draft 
report by the end of the public comment period, July 22, 1988. 
If you have any questions about the proposed project, please feel 
free to call me at (415) 974-7174 or Heather Stone at (415) 
974-7413. Thank you for your cooperation. I look forward to 
receiving your comments. 

Sincerely, 

?i~-1 /. /t~>_.,_ .. t:~ 
✓ 

Neil L. Ziemba 
Remedial Project Manager 

Enclosures 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IX 

Nestor Acedera 

215 Fremont Street 

San Francisco. Ca. 94 105 

24 June 1988 

California Department of Health Services 
Toxic Substances Control Division 
107 South Broadway, Room 7011 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Acedera: 

Enclosed for OHS review and comment is the "public comment review 
draft" of the Operable Unit Feasibility Study {OUFS) report for 
the Suburban Water Systems Bartolo Well Field of the San Gabriel 
Superfund Sites in Los Angeles County, California. 

This report has been revised from the "agency review draft" that 
was provided to your offices for review with a transmittal letter 
dated May 12, 1988. In addition, a fact sheet that describes our 
proposed remedial action plan is also attached for your review. 

This draft of the OUFS report has been released to the public for 
comment. The formal public comment period ends on July 22, 1988. 
In addition, a public meeting will be held on July 13, 1988 to 
solicit additional comments from the public. After a review of 
comments received from the general public, the State, and EPA 
program offices, a draft Record of Decision {ROD) will be 
prepared that will recommend which remedial action alternative 
EPA should select as the remedy for the site. The draft ROD 
document will also be provided to your office for review and 
comment. 

The draft report incorporates numerous minor revisions from the 
previous draft report. The one major revision was the addition 
of a floodplains assessment to comply with the provisions of the 
Floodplain Management Executive Order and EPA's implementing 
regulations. 

At this time, the major issue with respect to this project 
concerns whether EPA should construct the treatment plant as 
proposed in the 100-year floodplain of the San Gabriel River. We 
believe this proposal to be in compliance with Executive Order 
11988--Floodplain Management--because to locate the treatment 
system remote from the Bartolo well field (which is located 
within the 100-year floodplain) would cause a significant delay 

• 
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in implementation of the project for property to be located and 
acquired before design and construction of the facility could 
begin. This delay would be unacceptable due to the serious 
public health and environmental threat posed by contamination of· 
the Bartolo well field and migration of contamination through the 
Whittier Narrows area of the San Gabriel Valley. 

To meet our schedule for signing the Record of Decision for this 
project in September 1988, we must receive your comments by the 
end of the public comment periop, July 22, 1988. 

Please feel free to call me or Neil Ziemba of my staff at (415) 
974-7174 if you have any questions regarding the OUFS. Thank you 
for your cooperation. We look forward to receiving your 
comments. 

Enclosures 

o~::·~~ 
4:1~ ";i:son 

Chief 
State Programs Section 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IX 

Robert Martinez 

215 Fremont Street 

San Francisco. Ca. 94105 

July 22, 1988 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
1400 10th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 ', 

ATTN: Glenn Stober 

Dear Mr. Martinez: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is proposing to 
fund a Superfund project in the Whittier Narrows area of Los 
Angeles County. This proposed cleanup project is planned to 
partially address the groundwater contamination problem for the 
San Gabriel Valley Areas 1,2, and 4 Superfund National Priorities 
List sites. This project is subject to the intergovernmental 
review process. 

We have enclosed for your review and comment, ten copies of the 
report, "Draft Operable Unit Feasibility Study for Suburban Water 
Systems Bartolo Well Field of San Gabriel Areas 1-4, Los Angeles 
County, California," and a fact sheet that describes EPA's 
proposed cleanup plan. The report evaluates various remedial 
action alternatives to address the groundwater contamination 
problem at the Bartolo Well Field in the San. Gabriel Valley; the 
fact sheet identifies EPA's recommended alternative. 

To expedite your review of the proposed Superfund project, we 
have prepared and enclosed a "Notice of Completion and 
Environmental Document Form" for the proposed project. Due to 
the relatively urgent nature of this project, we would appreciate 
an expedited review. In a phone conversation with Glenn Stober 
of your staff, it was agreed that a 45-day comment period would 
be sufficient for this project. The 45-day comment period will 
begin five days after the date of this letter. Please address 
any comments to 

Neil Ziemba 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
215 Fremont Street (T-4-1} 
San Francisco, CA, 94105. 
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Any specific questions concerning the proposed project may be 
answered by myself at (415) 974-7174 or by Heather Stone at (415) 
974-7413. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Neil Ziemba 

~Remedial Project Manager 

Enclosures 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IX 

215 Fremont Street 

San Francisco, Ca.94105 

June 22, 1988 

Subject: Public Comment Period for the Draft Operable Unit 
Feasibility Study for Suburban Water Systems Bartolo 
Well Field of San Gabriel Areas 1-4 Sites in Los 
Angeles County 

To: Addressees 

Enclosed for your review and comment is a copy of the "Public 
Comment Review Draft" Operable Unit Feasibility Study for 
Suburban Water systems Bartolo Well Field of San Gabriel Areas 
1-4 Sites in Los Angeles County. 

Also enclosed is a fact sheet describing EPA's proposed plan for 
this project. EPA is proposing to implement remedial action 
including the following components 

o Alternative E--maximum air-stripping design at the Bartolo 
well field site with off-gas carbon adsorption treatment. 

o Well modifications to allow extraction of water from the 
most highly contaminated zones. 

I would like to highlight a key issue for your consideration 
during your review of the draft report--whether EPA should 
construct the treatment system at the Bartolo well field site, 
which is within the 100-year floodplain of the San Gabriel River. 
EPA currently proposes to implement the remedial action at the 
well field site because to locate the treatment system remote 
from the Bartolo well field would cause a significant delay in 
implementation of the project for property to be located and 
acquired before design and construction of the facility could 
begin. This delay would be unacceptable due to the serious 
public health and environmental threat posed by contamination of 
the Bartolo well field and migration of contamination through the 
Whittier Narrows area of the San Gabriel Valley. 
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As described in the enclosed fact sheet, a public comment period 
will run from June 22 to July 22, 1988. In addition, a public 
meeting will be held on July 13th in Whittier (details in the 
fact sheet). After a review of comments from the general public 
and State and local agencies, EPA will prepare a Record of 
Decision (ROD) that will formally document EPA's selection of 
remedy for the site. We currently are planning to sign a final 
ROD for this project in September 1988. 

Please provide any comments on EPA's proposed plan and the draft 
report by the end of the public comment period, July 22, 1988. 
If you have any questions about the proposed project, please feel 
free to call me at (415) 974-7174 or Heather Stone at (415) 
974-7413. Thank you for your cooperation. I look forward to 
receiving your comments. 

Sincerely, 

Neil L. Ziemba 
Remedial Project Manager 

Enclosures 

Addressees: 
San Gabriel Technical Committee: 
Reginald Stone, Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster 
Thomas Stetson, Stetson Engineers, Inc. 
George Ames, South Coast Air Quality Management District 
Phillip crocker, San Gabriel County Water District 
Ahlnad Hassan, California Department of Water Resources 
Carl Sjoberg, L.A. County Department of Public Works 
Joseph Crisologo, California Department of Health Services 
Gary Yamamoto, California Department of Health Services 
Hank Yacoub, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Seiichi Saito, L.A. County Department of Health Services 
Robert Berlien, Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District 

Central and West Basin Replenishment District; 
John Joham, General Manager 
Richard Rhone, Bookman-Edmonston Engineering, Inc. 

cc: Larry Holm, CH2M Hill 
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FIGURE 2-3 
BARTOLO WELL FIELD 
BARTOLO WELL FIELD OUFS 



CURRENT AND PROJECTED CONTAMINANT 
CONCENTRATIONS AT BARTOLO WELL FIELD 

Potential 
Drinking Maximum Future Potential 

Water Historical Concentration Concentrations 
Standard Concentration (0-5 years) at Depth 

Trichloroethylene 5 

Perchloroethylene 4* 

5.8 

3.9 

* OHS Action Level; No Current EPA Standard 

17.0 

18.5 

54.4 

64.1 



WELL PUMPING WITHOUT 
WELL MODIFICATION 

11 ppb TCE Well Casing 

Legend 

t::~:~j Perforated Interval 

[J Clay 

1-~o 'I Sand and Gravel 

(> Water 



ALTERNATIVES FOR REMEDIAL ACTION AT THE 
BARTOLO WELL FIELD 

CARBON 
ADSORPTION 

Minimum 
-- Air Stripping 

.----- A Bartolo Main High Point Location 
-------f 

----C Bartolo Well Field Location 

.----- B Bartolo Main High Point Location 
with off gas carbon treatment 

< Matxlmilrrf ·•·· ---- D Bartolo Well Field Location 
._--4XA1r.Sttl ·1ri> .... ----. 

··••· •·•· ........ flP .. g E Banholo Well Fleid Location 
> < wit .· off gas carbon treatment · 

I DualBed 

~ Single Bed 

.. :-.-:••·.•. ••, ::,;_ .. ··.::-:::..::.--:: .. : •.••::;· . 

.----- F Bartolo Main High Point Location 

----G Bartolo Well Field Location 

--------- H Bartolo Well Field Location 

ALTERNATE WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVE --------1 Connect to MWD 

2 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE c::J Alternative E Is lhe ahemalive proposed by EPA. 

1 Wen modification can be used In conjt!nclion wilh either air stripping or carbon 
adsorption. (See text for description). EPA proposes lo use it in combination 
with a\r stripping. 

2 The No Action Alternative was used as a basefine for comparison lo lhe 
other alternatives (A-I above) 



ESTIMATED COST OF ALTERNATIVES 

ALTERNATIVE 

A Minimum Air Stripping at Bartolo Main High Point 
B Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Main High Point with Off-Gas 

Carbon Treatment 
C Minimum Air Stripping at Bartolo Well Field 
D Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Well Field 
E Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Well Field with Off-Gas Carbon 

Treatment 
F Dual Bed Carbon Adsorption at Bartolo Main High Point 
G Dual Bed Carbon Adsorption at Bartolo Well Field 
H Single Bed Carbon Adsorption at Bartolo Well Field 
I Replace Bartolo Well Field Water Supply with Water from MWD 

cosr 
$6,621,000 
15,209,000 

6,750,000 
8,397,000 

15,266,000 

26,116,000 
25,498,000 
23,609,000 
42,140,000 

Well Modification (In combination with one of the treatment alternatives, A-H, described above) 2,595,000 
* Includes Cspltal Cost and 30-Year Present Worth Operation and Maintenance Cost based on a Discount 

Rateof5% 
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

ALTERNATIVE 

A Minimum Air Stripping at Bartolo Main High Point 
B Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Main High Point with Off-Gas 

Carbon Treatment 
C Minimum Air Stripping at Bartolo Well Field 
D Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Well Field 
E Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Well Field with Off-Gas Carbon 

Treatment 
F Dual Bed Carbon Adsorption at Bartolo Main High Point 
G Dual Bed Carbon· Adsorption at Bartolo Well Field 
H Single Bed Carbon Adsorption at Bartolo Well Field 

COSP 
$6,621,000 
15,209,000 

6,750,000 
8,397,000 

15,266,000 . 

26,116,000 
25,498,000 
23,609,000 

Well Modification (In combination with one of the treatment aHernatives, A-H, described above 2,595,000 
* Includes Cspltal Cost and 30-Year Present Worth Operation and Maintenance Cost based on a Discount 

Rateof5% 

• 
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11 KEY: 

+- WATER FLOW 

- AIR FLOW Typical 
Air Stripping 
Facility 
with a Granular 
Activated Carbon 
(GAC) Air Filter 
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

ALTERNATIVE 

A Minimum Air Stripping at Bartolo Main High Point 
B Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Main High Point with Off-Gas 

Carbon Treatment 
C Minimum Air Stripping at Bartolo Well Field 
D Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Well Field 
E Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Well Field with Off-Gas Carbon 

Treatment 

cosr 
$6,621,000 
15,209,000 

6,750,000 
8,397,000 

15,266,000 

Well Modification (In combination with one of the treatment attematlves, A-H, described above) 2 595 000 
' ' 

* Includes Cap/ts/ Cost and 30-Yesr Present Worth Operation and Maintenance Cost based on a Discount 
Rateof5% 

-



ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

ALTERNATIVE 

B Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Main High Point with Off-Gas 
Carbon Treatment 

D Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Well Field 

E Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Well Field with Off-Gas Carbon 
Treatment 

cosr 
15,209,000 

8,397,000 

15,266,000 

Well Modification (In combination "4ith one of the treatment aHernatlves, A-H, described above) 2,595,000 

* Includes Capital Cost and 30-Year Present Worth Operation and Maintenance Cost based on a Discount 
Rateof5% 



South Coast Air Quality Management District 
RULE 1167 

D Air stripping systems with emissions of vola­
tile organic compounds (VOC) to the air of 
greater than one pound per day: 

• Require an emissions control system that 
reduces emissions by 90% 

D Off-gas carbon adsorption treatment filters 
can be installed to comply with Rule 1167 

• 



ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

ALTERNATIVE cosr 
B Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Main High Point with Off-Gas 15,209,000 

Carbon Treatment 

E Maximum Air Stripping at Bartolo Well Field with Off-Gas Carbon 15,266,000 
Treatment 

Well Modification (In combination with one of the treatment alternatives, A-H, described above) 2,595,000 

* Includes Capita/ Cost and 30-Year Present Worth Operation and Maintenance Cost based on a Discount 
Rateof5% 





FLOOD PLAIN ASSESSMENT 

D EPA Drinking Water and Flood Plain Management 
Regulations: 

• A void construction within 100-year Flood Plain 
unless there is NO PRACTICAL ALTERNATIVE 



FLOOD PLAIN ASSESSMENT 

0 ALTERNATIVE LOCATION 
• Bartolo Transmission Main High Point 

0 REDUCING POTENTIAL FLOOD DAMAGE 
• Maximum Flood Protection 
• Partial Flood Protection 

0 LOSS OF TREATMENT SYSTEM USE 
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... ,. 

PROPOSED REMEDY 

ALTERNATIVE E: COST 

Maximum Air Stripping at the Bartolo $15,266,000 
Well Field with Off-Gas Carbon 
Treatment 

Well Modification 2,595,000 

Total Cost of Proposed Remedy $11,as1,ooo 

Capital Cost $5,429,ooo 

Annual Operating Cost $809,ooo 
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July 13, 1988 

Whittier, California 

MR. SOBEL: Good evening. We will get started. 

Ny name is Phil Bobel. I am with the 

Environmental Protection Agency in San Francisco. I would 

like to welcome you to this meeting on the San Gabriel 

Superfund site. Specifically it relates to EPA's proposed 

plan to pump and treat contaminated groundwater in the 

Whittier Narrows area. 

The main purpose of tonight's meeting is 

really to get your input, your comments and your questions 

answered on our proposed plan to treat this contaminated 

groundwater. 

Let me stress that no one is drinking water 

over action limits now. Our goal is to make sure that 

doesn't occur in the future and to prevent the 

contamination from continuing to move downgradient. 

This blue sheet tells you what we're going to 

be up to. We're going to try to keep the Agency comments 

quick, but still give you enough information to really get 

your questions answered and then make comments on the 

proposal. 

We're going to have an overview of the 

Superfund process by Paula Bisson -- this is Paula here 

(714) 558-9400 
(213) 637-3550 3 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

with EPA. Then Neil Ziemba of our office also is going to 

give a detailed description of the proposed plan. Neil is 

over there. 

Then we're going to have a representative of 

the Suburban company, the water company whose well field 

this project affects, give a short presentation as well. 

Who was going to do that? I'm sorry. 

Randell Vogel. 

After we do all of that, then we're going to 

get to the part we're really here for, which is answering 

questions you have about the project and taking public 

comment on it. 

To take your questions, if you'd rather do it 

via a card, rather than stand up and ask the question, we 

have attached those white sheets onto the top of the fact 

sheets. So if you'd prefer to write your question down 

and ask it that way, Heather Stone, also from our office, 

will collect them. 

You can do that any time as the presentation 

goes on and the question comes to you. You can just hold 

those up, and we'll try to come by and get them. Or 

you're more than welcome to just ask the question yourself 

and come up here and do that. 

We're going to separate clarifying questions 

from comments to the extent that we can. You'll see on 

r . X .. lCERTIFIED 
Llwl l~~ERS ..,.,.,.,,.&,sw_ ........ 
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the agenda that that's the last, but most important 

feature of the meeting is to get any comments you have on 

our proposal. If you think we should do it some other 

way, you don't like a piece of what we're up to, that's 

what we need to hear about. 

We're actually in the middle or toward the 

end of a public comment period that ends July 22nd. So 

tonight is not your last opportunity to give us those 

comments. As long as they're sent to us postmarked July 

22nd, we will be happy and ready to deal with them. 

We've got a court reporter, as you've 

probably noticed, up here: so when you speak, we'd like 

you to give your name and an affiliation1 if there is one 

that you'd like to give: and we'll get into that again 

when it gets closer to your time to talk. 

Is everybody okay with the agenda and what 

we're going to be up to? 

Good. We'll get into it then. 

Our first speaker is going to be Paula Bisson 

talking about the Superfund process in general and as it 

relates specifically to this site. 

MS. BISSON: Good evening. As Phil indicated, my 

name is Paula Bisson: and I'm also from the EPA San 

Francisco office. 

The San Gabriel project that we'll be talking 

(714) 558-9400 
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about tonight is one of several projects that I work on in 

that office. For this it would help to have the first 

slide. 

What I'm going to be talking to you about 

very briefly is the Superfund process, to sort of put in 

context why we're here tonight at this time talking to 

you. 

The Superfund law, the law that is called 

Superfund, was passed by Congress in 1980~ and that law 

gave EPA the authority to investigate and clean up sites 

that have been contaminated with hazardous waste, 

especially those sites that have potential public health 

impacts. 

The first slide that we have shows the 

Superfund process, and I'll walk through that for you. 

Unfortunately you didn't get a copy of that in your 

package, but you will have a copy of all the other slides 

as we go through the presentation. 

The groundwater contamination in the San 

Gabriel Valley was first brought to EPA's attention in 

1983. Essentially that is the top box on the slide. 

That's when this problem was discovered in our 

terminology. This slide further shows what we do with the 

site after it's discovered. 

The second box indicates that in order for us 

r • & • 1CE1ITTFIED i I I I ~wgrRfERS 
(714) 558-9400 
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to actually get involved and do alot of work on the site, 

we have to put it on the National Priorities List. That's 

what the NPL stands for. That's EPA's National Priority 

List or the list of the most hazardous toxic sites that 

would be addressed under the Superfund program. 

So the four San Gabriel areas which you have 

seen on the map outside, in your fact sheet here and also 

later tonight were placed on the National Priority List in 

May of 1984. 

What that allows us to do is once the site is 

put on that list is to spend Superfund money to 

investigate the problem. The first step, which we call 

the remedial investigation, is our attempts to find out 

what is there, what are the contaminants, how concentrated 

are they and how widespread are they, where are they 

located. 

Our investigation began in 1985 with an 

initial sampling program: and that involved sampling 

numerous wells, which we're continuing today. So we're 

still in the investigation phase for the Valley as a 

whole. 

However, we have enough information for this 

particular area; and Neil will present later some of the 

information that we have that allows us to move forward to 

the second phase for the Bartolo Well Field. That second 

(714) SSS-9400 
(213) 637·3SS0 7 
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phase is what we call the Feasibi°lity Study. 

In the Feasibility Study we look at various 

options for cleaning up the contamination that we found. 

These various options are evaluated based on several 

factors that include things like the reliability of the 

technology that we're looking at: how well will it work in 

the future; the ability to construct the technology: how 

difficult is it to build what we're talking about; 

compliance with standards, various standards for drinking 

water, for air emissions; do the technologies comply with 

those; public health impacts from implementing the various 

technologies. Of course, we have to look at the cost of 

the various technologies. 

This evaluation or Feasibility Study is the 

main purpose of our meeting tonight: and this is what Neil 

will be describing more in detail. The study does not 

cover the entire San Gabriel Valley. All we're looking at 

here tonight is the Suburban Water Systems Bartolo Well 

Field. So it's a very limited portion of the Valley. 

Once we have prepared the Feasibility Study, 

the actual document, we will come to a very critical part 

of EPA's process. It's not delineated on the slide. The 

Superfund Law requires that we go out to the public and 

get public input before we make any clean-up decisions. 

So that's the reason that we're here tonight, 

(714) 558-9400 
(213) 637-3550 8 
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to present the information that we're basing our decision 

on and to get your comments, which we can take into 

consideration before we actually make the actual decision. 

We have already distributed the proposed 

plan, and that•• the fact sheet that you've seen. As we 

told you, the public comment period opened on June 22nd. 

It will close on July 22nd, so you have until then to get 

comments into us. 

The public meeting tonight will give you an 

opportunity to ask questions if there is something that 

isn't clear from the material we have provided to you~ and 

it's also your oWC>rtunity to make or.al comments, if you 

so desire, on the project that we have proposed. 

As I said, you have thrOllgh the end of the 

comment period, or through July 22nd, to make your written 

comments. You'll notice that on the £irst page of the 

fact sheet, we give Neil's name and address. That's where 

you can submit your comments if you'd 1ike to submit some 

in writing afteT this meeting. 

Once we have closed the a:>mment period, we 

will consider all of the comments that you've given us in 

writing in what we call the Record of Decision. The 

Record of Decision is the .document that EPA uses to 

formally select a clean-up remedy. 

Once that's been signed, the next stages in 

r- & • 1CERTIFIED 11 11 ~RfERS 
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the process are to design the clean-up remedy that we have 

selected to implement that remedy. Then obviously in this 

case it will be operated for quite awhile in order to 

provide clean groundwater. 

Now I'd like to turn it over to Neil to 

describe more of the specifics of this particular project. 

MR. ZIEMBA: If would you switch to the next slide, 

please. 

As Paula described, this is part of the 

larger project dealing with the contamination in the 

entire San Gabriel Valley. Just to give you a little 

background on the overall problem, this map shows the 

Valley bounded by the San Gabriel Mountains to the north 

with the Puente Bills, Merced Bills surrounding on the 

other borders. This map shows the areas of groundwater 

contamination. 

This is the contamination by volatile organic 

compounds, the main ones being Trichloroethylene, TCE, and 

Perchloroethylene, PCE. These are solvents that are used 

in industrial processes. They're used as degreasers and 

in dry cleaners. 

The area that is shown in red -- this is the 

large one up in Irwindale/Azusa -- is the area of highest 

contamination; and the levels there are above 50 parts per 

billion. That compares to drinking water standards for 

(714} 558-9400 
(213) 637-3550 10 
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TCE and PCE of 5 and 4 parts per billion. A part per 

billion is one part out of one billion, so it's an 

extremely small amount of contaminant in the water. 

The green area then is the large area where 

wells are above drinking water standards. So the wells 

within the green area are generally above 5 or 4 parts per 

billion for those two contaminants. 

Then the larger blue areas are just those 

areas in which traces of these chemicals are found in 

groundwater; but they're below the drinking water 

standards that have been established by EPA and the 

California Department of Health Services. 

One of the things, the groundwater in the San 

Gabriel Valley flows towards the center of the Valley 

where the San Gabriel River is; and then it drains out 

through the Whittier Narrows Area and into a larger 

groundwater basin to the south called Central Basin. 

Next slide, please. 

This slide is a blow-up of the Whittier 

Narrows Area itself. We have the Merced Bills and the 

Puente Bills. Here is a different representation of the 

contamination just within that area. In this area the 

orange is the area in which wells are above drinking water 

standards. The yellow area is the area where it's in 

between where we find levels of contamination, but it's 

(714) 558-9400 
(213) 637-3550 11 
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not above standards. 

The four Bartolo wells for Suburban are right 

here; and the concern is that the contamination upstream 

is moving in the direction of the Bartola wells. 

Next slide, please. 

As part of our overall project, we currently 

have three separate projects each addressing a portion of 

the overall problem. One project, the Richwood Water 

Company project in El Monte, involves a water company 

whose wells are over almost a hundred parts per billion of 

PCE, so well above the standard; and it serves about 200 

families. For that water company we're going to start 

construction this summer of a treatment system for their 

well. 

The project we're here to talk about today is 

the Suburban Bartolo Well Field. Then another project 

which we're working on now and we will have our 

Feasibility Study and proposed clean-up plan available 

next year is for the entire Whittier Narrows Area. The 

objective of that will be to control the spread of 

contamination through this area so that it doesn't 

continue to spread down into Central Basin to the south. 

Next slide, please. 

This is a map that is shown in the fact 

sheet. It shows the general location of the four Bartolo 

r • & • 1CERTIFIED II II ~~RS 
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wells. Bere the water from those wells is put into a 

transmission main which then brings the water down to the 

Whittier Service District of Suburban Water Systems~ and 

also some of the water goes into the La Mirada Service 

District as well. 

Next slide. 

This is an aerial photo of the area where the 

Bartolo well is. If you look, the well field is bounded 

by the San Gabriel River to the west and the San Gabriel 

Freeway to the east. It's just above the Whittier Narrows 

Dam. You can see the four dots are the location of the 

well field: so it's right within the plain alongside the 

San Gabriel River. 

Next slide. 

This is just a picture of what that area does 

look like. 

Next slide. 

This is a picture of what one of the well 

facilities looks like now. As I said, there are four of 

them dotted in there with the water coming out through the 

pump there and then inside the building is the motor for 

the pump. 

Next slide, please. 

This slide here gives you an idea of the 

problem in that it shows the levels of TCE over the last 

(714) 558-9400 
(213) 637-3550 13 
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eight years since contamination was first found in the 

Valley back in 1980. This is between basically zero and 

one part per billion. It has always been very low, which 

compares with the standard of s. But just within the last 

year and half to two years, we see it begin to rise. 

In one of the four wells last November it did 

go above the standard for TCE. That's not the case in the 

other wells up to now. So that the water that is being 

delivered right now is still below the standard; but we 

feel that as time goes on, these levels will continue to 

rise, so there will be a problem in the future. 

Next slide. 

This table here gives you an idea of the 

problem as we project it. We show the drinking water 

standard and TCE and PCE at 5 and 4. Up to now the 

highest levels ever found in the wells are 5.8 for TCE and 

3.9 for PCE. But based on the level in wells upstream of 

the Bartolo Well Field, we project that within five years 

the levels could get as high as around 17 or 18 parts per 

billion. 

In addition these wells are very deep. Some 

of them are 600 feet or more. Generally what we find in 

situations like this is that at different depths the level 

of contamination is different. Based on some testing 

we've done within specific depths, we feel that the 

r- , . 1CERTIFIED 
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contamination at a particular depth may have a maximum of 

SO to 60 parts peT billion as well in the future. 

Ne%t slide, please. 

S'0 with that being the problem, we then 

looked at what are OUT alternatives to deal with it. If 

you look at it here, we basically have two main options. 

One is to either treat the water: and for that there are 

two treatment systems to look at -- air stripping and 

carbon absorption. I 1 ll explain each of them in more 

detail later. 

~he otheT option is to stop using water from 

the Bartolo Well Tield and obtain water from the 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, which 

would be imported surface water from either the Colorado 

River or from the California State Water Project. 

The other alternative, the No-Action 

Alternative, was rul~ out based on our rejection of the 

potential probleni in the future. 

Within the two treatment system alternatives, 

there are then kind of sub-alternatives, different types 

of systems we could do based on where do we locate the 

treatment system, whether or not we put controls to 

control air emissions from the treatment systems or as 

well as the way we design the system to remove what level 

of contaminants to Temove to. I'll go into that in more 

(714) 558-94-00 
(213) 637-3550 15 
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detail. 

Next slide, please. 

This chart here shows the recall cost of the 

alternatives. It's actually in the fact sheet, so if you 

don't have one, you can get one out front later so you can 

look at it in more detail. 

The point I want to make right here is 

looking at Alternative I, which is replace the water 

supply from Bartolo Well Field with surface water from the 

Metropolitan Water District, we see that the cost for that 

at 42 million is almost twice as high as any of the 

treatment system alternatives. 

Therefore, we ruled that out based upon both 

the costs and the fact that that alternative would do 

nothing to remove the contamination from the groundwater. 

Next slide. 

Now, I'll talk about the tr~atment system 

alternatives. First, the carbon absorption system. Bow 

that works is we would have that vessel, and it would be 

filled with granular activated carbon, w.hich you can think 

of as kind of like charcoal. 

This carbon has the ability to attract the 

contaminants. The contaminants would stick to the carbon. 

so how this treatment system works is that water is pumped 

from the wells to the top of this vessel and then flows 

r. X • lCERTIFIED 
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through a bed of carbon and comes out of the bottom: and 

basically the contaminants stick to the carbon as it flows 

through and what comes out at the bottom is clean water. 

over time eventually you can think of the 

carbon as becoming filled with contaminants and it loses 

the ability to attract different contaminants; so you have 

to come in, pull out the carbon that's been in there and 

put in fresh carbon. The old carbon then has to go to 

either regenerate it, which one method is to burn off the 

contaminants and reuse the carbon, or it would have to be 

disposed of in a landfill, hazardous waste landfill as 

well because of these chemicals sticking to the carbon. 

Next slide, please. 

This is just a picture showing what a carbon 

absorption facility would look like; and here we have the 

large tank. The water would then flow in up at the pipe 

at the top. Then what came out at the bottom would be 

clean water. 

Next slide. 

This is a picture of what it would like in 

terms of changing the carbon, which could occur, say, 

every six to twelve months for the carbon facility or 

more, depending en your level cf contamination. 

Basically a vacuum truck would be pulled up, 

and you would pull cut the old carbon that was in the 

(714) 558-9400 
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vessel; and then another truck would come in with a fresh 

load of carbon and you would use a hose to get that into 

the facility. 

Next slide. 

In looking at the carbon we have three 

different carbon alternatives -- F, G and B. Basically 

the difference between them is, one, where they're 

located. We have two different locations. And also how 

the system is actually designed, the detail and design. 

In looking at the cost of these alternatives, 

we see that here the cost of the carbon alternative is 

generally at least almost twice as high as any of the air 

stripping alternatives, which is A through E. 

The air stripping treatment system is just as 

efficient as removing these contaminants: so, therefore, 

since you don't get anything additional from the carbon 

absorption system, we ruled those three alternatives out 

in proposing our plan. 

Next slide. 

Bere to describe now the remaining group of 

alternatives, which are the air stripping alternatives, 

how air stripping works is the water would be collected 

from the wells, pumped to the top of the air stripping 

tower, which could be as high as 40 to 45 feet. It's then 

sent down through -- and these towers can be about 12 feet 
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in diameter -- and it's sent through a packing material. 

We have like 20 or 30 feet filled with packing material, 

which are generally small pieces of plastic of odd shapes. 

What this does is it breaks up the water; and 

at the same time the water flows down, we have air blown 

up through the tower. What happens is this operation 

basically allows the contaminants to evaporate into the 

air so it comes out at the top of the tower. It is an air 

stream with the contaminants that have been removed from 

water. 

Now, in some operations that is vented 

directly to the atmosphere. Then with the additional 

dilution in the atmosphere, it reduces the levels that 

would end up in the air. But in some systems the air 

emissions are controlled. If that is the case, it would 

then be sent out through a pipe at the top and directed 

down to a carbon filter. 

This would be similar to the other system in 

which you have a carbon filter and you pass the water 

through it. In this one you just pass air through the 

carbon. Again the contaminants are attracted to the 

carbon and cling to it. Then the air that's now clean 

would then come out through and vented through a stack 

from the carbon filter. 

Next slide. 
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Sere are some pictures of some air stripping 

systems in operation. Sere is an air stripping tower that 

is located in Washington. We have a pair of towers. Here 

is a pipe. You see how the water is going up to the top. 

The water flows down while air is blown up. What comes 

out here is the cleaner water. Then the air in this one 

is vented directly to the atmosphere. 

Next slide. 

This slide shows a system where the air 

emissions are controlled. It's not a very good picture, 

but you can see it comes down out the top, and it's vented 

down through a pipe, which then enters into these, which 

are the two carbon filters, and goes through the carbon 

filters. The contaminants are removed, and then it's 

vented out through those stacks. 

Next slide, please. 

So we were left with these five different 

alternatives, all different combinations of air stripping 

alternatives. One of the differences between these 

alternatives has to do with the efficiency of removal, how 

much the contamination system could remove. 

We have two options there, which we call 

minimum and maximum. The minimum air stripping design is 

designed to remove just enough contamination so that the 

water that came out the bottom would just meet drinking 
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water standards, so basically 5 parts per billion TCE and 

4 parts per billion PCE. 

The maximum air stripping design is designed 

to remove a greater amount of the contaminants so that the 

water that comes out of the bottom will essentially have 

less than one part per billion of the contaminants. 

The difference physically in the design 

generally would be in the level of packing. So that, for 

example, the minimum design may have only 20 feet of 

packing through which the water would flow, while the 

maximum may have 30 or more. 

We have looked at those two, and when you 

compare them, it's about a 15- or 20-percent cost 

difference in going with the maximum design. Because of 

the uncertainty in the level of contamination that we may 

find within the Whittier Narrows and the need to control 

the contamination, we have decided to propose to go with 

the maximum design. So because of that, we have ruled out 

Alternatives A and B, which are the minimum design. 

Next slide, please. 

So of the three alternatives that we have 

remaining, one difference between them is whether or not 

they have air emissions control. Alternatives Band E 

have air emissions control; Alternative D does not. 

Next slide. 
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One of the requirements of the Superfund Law 

is that our actions meet federal and state environmental 

requirements. When we were doing this Feasibility Study 

and preparing our proposed plan, the South Coast Air 

Quality Management District had passed a law in the last 

half year or so that required air stripping systems that 

were to emit more than a pound a day of these chemicals to 

put air emissions control. The system that could be used 

was the carbon absorption system that I described. 

Because of that fact that this requirement 

was going to go into effect in December, to meet that 

requirement we proposed the air emissions controls. Now, 

we have recently become aware of the fact that there was a 

court challenge to this rule. Recently a judge apparently 

ruled that the South Coast District must prepare an 

environmental impact report before this rule can go into 

effect. 

Because of that, there is no existing 

requirement right now, and so they're not required to meet 

it. Therefore, our decision to put air emissions control 

will be based on the public health and environmental risk 

posed by those emissions. 

We welcome your comments tonight as well as 

in the rest of the public comment period on that issue of 

whether we should put air emissions control on the system 
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even in the absence of this applicable rule here. 

Next slide, please. 

Anyway, in terms of when we put the proposed 

plan together, this rule appeared to be going into effect, 

so we determined that we should treat air emissions; and 

we're left with Alternatives Band E. The difference 

between them has to do with their location. 

Next slide. 

The reason we looked at different locations 

is shown in this slide. Here we show the four Bartolo 

wells, and here is the Whittier Narrows Dam. What is 

shown in here shaded in blue is called the 100-year Flood 

Plan. What that means is the area in which in any year 

there is a l-in-100 chance that flooding would cover that 

area. Or another way of looking at it is over a 100-year 

period, you would expect at least once that that area 

would be inundated by a flood. 

So because of that, it appeared if we put the 

treatment system right where the wells are, which is the 

logical location of the site for the treatment system, 

there could be a potential problem with the flooding of 

the system. 

Next slide. 

EPA has some specific regulations that apply 

in this situation. There are both drinking water 
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regulations and general floodplain regulations. Generally 

you can sum up the requirements in that EPA should avoid 

constructing anything within the 100-year floodplain, 

unless there is no practical alternative. 

Next slide. 

Because of that, to comply with the rule, we 

prepared what is called the Floodplain Assessment, and 

it's done as part of the Feasibility Study. One of the 

parts of it was to look at was there another practical 

alternative. So we looked at any alternative location. 

Next slide. 

That's shown on here. In this slide we show 

where the Bartolo Well Field is. Another logical place to 

put the treatment system in would be along the 

transmission line that takes the water down to the City of 

Whittier. So if we go south to the Whittier Narrows 

Dam -- and there's actually a high point, a rise, at which 

the transmission line is going through. So it makes sense 

to look about locating a treatment system right at the top 

of the hill so after the treatment we don't have to pump 

the water back uphill. 

In that location we identified an area that 

we call the transmission main high point site. It's near 

the intersection of Strong Avenue and Workman Mill. 

Next slide. 
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This slide shows what that area and what one 

potential location looks like. We haven't actually 

identified a specific piece of property, but this is one 

potential area. Toward this area it's undeveloped. Also 

then up in this area we have Rose Bills Cemetery. On the 

other side it's a developed area. 

Back-up the slides. 

Because of that, with the transmission main 

high point site, there were two main disadvantages we saw 

with the site. One has to do with the fact that we don't 

actually have the property identified and acquired up to 

this point. The well field site is owned by Suburban 

Water Systems, so we can design the plant and go ahead and 

build it there. But for a high point site, first we would 

have to identify the specific location, then acquire that 

property before we could begin design and construction. 

We felt that this delay was a serious problem 

due to the fact that we see the levels in the well rising, 

and we feel that action needs to be taken. 

Another disadvantage is the fact that the 

high point site is a developed area, and there are 

residential areas nearby. So there will be several 

impacts from the facility. One would be visual impact of 

40-foot towers or so sticking up in the area, as well as 

there would be potentially some noise from the pumps and 
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air blowers. So we saw that as a potential disadvantage. 

Because of that we felt that that alternative may not be 

practical. 

Therefore, in going back to the well field 

site, we looked at what we could do to minimize the damage 

during a flood. There were two options. One, which we 

called maximum flood protection, would have involved 

building the treatment system up on basically a large 

mound. That would raise it above the level at which you 

would expect a flood. 

This would add a significant cost to the 

project, as well as some delay. Also there is a potential 

problem of insuring that what we do does not increase the 

flooding nearby. So, therefore, we looked at more parts 

of flood protection measures, which might elevate the 

more sensitive equipment, such as the electrical motor 

controls. Perhaps in designing it so, the sensitive 

equipment could be removed upon warning in a flood. 

The other issue that we looked at, the other 

concern was if a flood did occur and the treatment system 

had to be taken out of service while whatever repairs or 

maintenance had to be done before it could start up again, 

would there be a loss of water supply? 

In discussions with Suburban Water Systems 

they have identified that they do have some alternative 
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sources that they could go to for the short term where we 

could perhaps have a treatment system out of service 

perhaps four to six weeks after a flood of say a 100-year 

level that inundated. But it appeared that they would be 

able to continue to supply water. 

Therefore, based on that, we decided to 

propose the treatment system at the well field site with 

the partial flood protection measures. 

The second part of the alternative, the 

proposed plan we've made, is something that could be done 

in conjunction with any of the treatment system 

alternatives. We term it well modification. 

If you go could foward to that slide, please. 

To explain that, let me first explain to you 

how the well is actually working. This diagram shows, as 

I said, some of the wells are as deep as 600 feet. 

Generally they don't take water from all the depths. 

You'll have a steel casing. Then at various intervals, or 

perhaps SO feet or so, the casing would be slotted, and 

you would pull water in. 

So here is an example to give you of what 

might be happening out there where you might have one zone 

that has lower contamination. As an example, we say we 

have two parts per billion of TCE. And then maybe you 

have another zone that you're drawing water from that is 
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20 parts per billion. And it's mixed, so what you get at 

the top is a mixture at a concentration somewhat in 

between these two levels. 

What a well modification would entail, the 

purpose of it would be really trying to find the more 

highly contaminated water so that we use our treatment 

system to remove a greater amount of contamination area. 

Bow that could be done, one method would be 

to seal off the well at the zone of lower contamination. 

So now when we pump the well, water is only coming from 

this zone, which has a higher level of contamination. So 

what comes out of the well on top is the higher level of 

contamination. 

In looking at the treatment system design, we 

would use our estimates of what the levels might be in the 

high contamination zone in terms of designing how large 

should our treatment facility be. What this allows us is, 

as I said, we remove more contamination and this makes it 

more consistent with our overall goal in the San Gabriel 

Valley, and particularly in the Whittier Narrows Area, of 

beginning to remove the contamination from the groundwater 

and stop the spread of contamination. So that's what this 

would involve. 

In actual implementation, what we would have 

to do is before we design anything, we would have to go 
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out and do tests of Suburban's four wells, as well as 

perhaps drill a monitoring well nearby to try to identify 

at what depths do these higher contaminations occur. Once 

we find out where that happens, we would then make a 

determination of, one, whether it is feasible to do this 

to modify the well to extract from that zone. 

What we might find is perhaps there is not 

much difference between the different levels, in which 

case it won't help us much to modify the wells: but we 

hope that the testing will show that it is possible, and 

then we would go and design some specific modification 

such as this, or we would perhaps drill a new well 

specifically within the contaminated zone to draw that 

water in. 

Next slide. 

We have decided that that is consistent with 

our overall goals in San Gabriel Valley so that our 

proposed remedy overall is Alternative E, which is the air 

stripping system at the Bartolo Well Field with the carbon 

air emissions control and also with the maximum level of 

treatment design. So that would remove the greatest level 

of contamination. 

We also proposed to incorporate well 

modification as well if it appears to be possible after 

our additional testing. The total cost of the remedy as 
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outlined here is approximately 17.9 .million. The capital 

cost to actually construct the facility is about five and 

half million. Then once that facility is in place, the 

annual operating cost will be about BOD,000. The bulk of 

that cost would be electricity to run the pumps and 

blowers, as well as the cost to replace the carbon in the 

air emissions system that periodically would have to be 

replaced when it becomes filled with contaminants. 

That's my presentation. 1.l'hank you. 

MR. BOBEL: Thanks, Neil. 

The next presentation that we have is from 

Suburban Water District. Randell is going to do that for 

us. 

MR. VOGEL: Just a few brief comments. 

I'm Randell Vogel, Executive Vice-President, 

Chief Operating Officer for Suburban Water Systems. 

As you've seen, the four .ells located in the 

Whittier Narrows area next to the 605 l'reeway are the 

primary source of water for the 18,000 ~ustomers in 

Whittier and at times even can serve water to an 

additional 13,000 customers in our La «irada area. 

In 1981 we started picking up contamination 

in some of these wells, primarily the voe contamination, 

Trichloroethylene and Perchloroethylene. It was gradually 

increasing to a point where we felt we needed to develop 
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some contingency plans in case the contamination continued 

to increase, because we did not want to face the situation 

where the wells would increase to a point where they may 

exceed the MCL level. of contamination. 

We hired Brown, Caldwell, which is an 

engineering consulting firm, to look at all the 

alternatives and to make a recommendation to our company 

as to what we should do about the contamination in these 

wells. 

~hey did look at all the alternatives. They 

came back to as witb their recommendation, which was based 

upon the best available technology today, that we should 

build an air stripping facility. '!'hat facility has been 

designed by us, and we were prepared to build it whenever 

it was needed. 

We also looked around for alternative 

funding, because, as you have seen, this facility tends to 

be very expensive. We talked to tbe EPA, and they said 

yes, we would consider funding and building this facility; 

and that's why we're here tonight. 

MR. BOBEL: There you have our presentations as to 

what we're up to and what the proposed plan is. 

What we would like to do next is collect 

questions frClll you. What we propose to do is take a short 

break. It says ten minutes on here. Why don't we take a 
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five-minute break and get any questions that you want in 

writing and let us assemble ourselves up here to answer 

them. 

We'll take a five-minute break. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Do you want our names on 

the card for the questions? 

MR. BOBEL: It's not critical. We will take oral 

questions, too. If you'd rather do it by just asking us a 

question, that's fine. If you'd rather pass them to the 

center or give them to Heather, that would be good, too. 

Five minutes. Thanks. 

(Recess taken.) 

MR. BOBEL: I'm going to ask Paula and Neil from 

our office to join me at the table to take your questions. 

Also we're going to ask Reginald Stone and Tim Jochem from 

Suburban to help us with some of these. 

We'll take the questions on the cards first. 

Then we'll open it back up to people that wanted to ask 

them themselves. 

We had a couple of questions that had to do 

with the source of the orignal pollution. 

One person asked, •What can be done to stop 

the original source of the contamination?" 

Then another person asked, "Is.the source of 

the contamination known? Is it now stopped or controlled, 
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or is this a continuing problem?" 

Then another person asked, "Are the sources 

of contamination being cleaned up?" 

Another one just came in. "What about the 

source of this contamination?" 

So there is a lot of interest about that. 

Neil, are you the best one to address those? 

MR. ZIEMBA: I can a say little about the sources. 

One, these chemicals are widely used. For example, PCE is 

commonly used in dry cleaners. It is also used in many 

industrial processes, both larger electronic firms or 

aerospace firms as well as small corner metal shops would 

use these chemicals. So they're widely used. We're 

probably talking about a thousand or more companies that 

use these chemicals throughout the Valley. 

The amount of chemical that needs to be 

spilled and get into the groundwater to create a problem 

is extremely small. Because we're talking in the range of 

5 parts per billion or so, just spilling one gallon on the 

ground and having that get down can contaminate millions 

of gallons of water. 

So what we found is we have done some looking 

at the different solid users out there to see who made the 

sources. The Regional Water Quality Control Board has a 

very active investigation to find the sources out there. 
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To kind of characterize what we've seen up to 

now is this problem is probably due to a hundred or more 

different sources. The Regional Board is actively looking 

in two areas now, La Puente and El Monte. When they find 

the sources, they basically require the companies to begin 

investigating and find out what the extent of 

contamination on their site is and then take action to 

clean it up. 

It might be if they have a leaking tank, 

first stop that leak and then take a look at removing the 

contaminated soil. That's ongoing, but it is a very large 

project, because we're talking about hundreds of 

facilities. We're hoping to increase the Regional Board's 

investigation by funding them, as well as some work we're 

doing by ourselves. It's clearly a multi-area effort to 

find all the sources. 

The specific source of contamination at the 

Bartolo Well Field is even more of a problem in that it's 

probably not due to sources nearby, say within a quarter 

of a mile or a half mile of the well. But what it appears 

to be is the leading edge of the contamination that has 

traveled from the upstream sources. 

I showed you the area in Azusa and Irwindale 

where really high levels are. There is a similar area up 

in the Puente Valley, in the City of Industry; and El 
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Monte has an area like that as well. There is evidence 

that we believe that it's actually the contamination from 

those areas which has now traveled four, five or even more 

miles to hit the Bartolo Well Field. 

So as far as the specific sources, we don't 

know the specific sources for those wells: but clearly 

it's probably a combination of dozens of different 

sources. Action is beginning to be taken by ourselves as 

well as other agencies to try to find them, but it will be 

a very long-term effort to find them. 

MR. BOBEL: We have got a couple of questions that 

deal with the relationship of this water company to 

others. 

•1s the water from the San Gabriel Valley 

Water District affected? Is it planned to have other 

water companies in the same area tied into this facility? 

Or will it only serve the Suburban Water Company?" 

MR. ZIEMBA: The answer to that one is this 

facility is specifically to serve Suburban. It's that 

particular well field, those four Bartolo wells which are 

owned by Suburban and used by Suburban to supply water. 

As far as other wells that may be 

contaminated, we would look to treat those wells in other 

projects. I mentioned the one with Richwood Mutual Water 

Company and a third one we have planned in Whittier 
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Narrows. We will look at all wells that are within that 

Whittier Narrows area. That encompasses several water 

companies. 

Actually, perhaps, Reg, you could better 

explain this. 

MR. STONE: The question about the San Gabriel 

Valley Water District, is that the San Gabriel Water 

Company, whoever had that question? 

I can only assume that it probably is. 

They right now are in the same position we 

are in. They are serving water that does meet the levels. 

They face the potential and they are vulnerable. So in 

that respect, they do fall into that category. It would 

probably fall more under the Whittier Narrows Feasibility 

Study, which is following ours. 

As far as other water companies we have out 

of that same facility, we do have the California Domestic 

Water Company, which is a mutual water company; and we do 

have the facilities whereby we can take water from 

California Domestic and we can, in turn, supply water to 

California Domestic Water Company for use to their 

customers. 

MR. SOBEL: There are several questions on cost. 

•What is the projected consumer cost per 

cubic foot?" That's the way the question came in. "What 
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will it do to our water bill?" 

MR. STONE: I can 9ive it generally. I can't be 

specific, because we don't know until the Record of 

Decision comes out and we have the remedy and we know just 

exactly what is going to be constructed. 

As far as the effect on the water bill, it is 

directly related to those costs that Suburban would have 

to seek financing on its own and then go to the Public 

Utilities Commission and request rates. 

So if the Superfund goes through and is 

constructed by EPA, then we're not looking for any great 

impact to our Whittier and/or La Mirada customers. 

MS. BISSON: Actually just to let you know how the 

Superfund Law is worded and then also what we've done in a 

similar situation, the law is worded that the State must 

assure the operation and maintenance of the facility, 

which means EPA is involved in paying for 90 percent of 

the operations for up to ten years. 

Obviously this thing may be needed longer 

than ten years; and beyond that time it's up to the State. 

In this case it's the Department of Health Services that 

is the lead agency within the State to assure that the 

treatment system will be operated beyond ten years. 

We are just starting to talk with them about 

this, and we don't know what arrangements might be worked 
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out here. The only thing that I can give you for 

comparison is we put in a similar system in the North 

Hollywood area that is right now being constructed; and 

that would be in the San Fernando Valley. 

The agreement that was worked out between 

EPA, the State Department of Health Services and the Los 

Angeles Department of Water and Power, which is the water 

supplier there, is that EPA will pay 90 percent of the 

construction cost. The State has assured that they would 

pay 10 percent of the construction cost, so that gives us 

the whole construction cost. 

Then the Department of Water and Power has 

assured that they will pay any portion of the operation 

and maintenance costs that is involved. So, as you can 

see, in that particular case that would have been passed 

on to the customers. We don't know what that cost is. 

It's a totally different cost than you'd be involved with 

here, because it's a much different sized facility. But 

at least it gives you some idea that the construction 

costs have been covered by other than the people who are 

drinking the water; but a portion of the operating costs 

may have to be paid by people who are being served. 

MR. BOBEL: One person asked, •What about the 

increased air pollution from this project?" 

MR. ZIEMBA: As I said, with the air stripping 
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system, it does involve and can involve emitting all of 

the contaminants removed from the water to the air. As we 

have put in our proposed plan, we propose to put some 

controls on the emissions and would basically reduce the 

levels by about 90 percent. 

If we get these projected levels that we 

think may happen in the water when the plan is running at 

full steam, you could have perhaps five to ten pounds a 

day. So when you put the controls on it, it would be less 

than a pound a day of these contaminants. Just as a 

comparison on overall air pollution, some things such as a 

dry cleaner would emit much more than that. 

If we do it as proposed, we will be reducing 

it to the extent we can with available technology. Though 

that again is one of the things I brought up is that now 

it appears there may not be a regulation requiring us to 

do it. 

So that is one thing you could comment on is 

whether we should actually control the emissions to the 

extent we can with the carbon system, because we would 

have to look at what is the overall impact of those 

emissions before we decided whether to use the controls or 

not. 

MR. BOBEL: We can get one comment rather than a 

question that we should install that carbon treatment 
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system regardless of whether it is an official requirement 

of South Coast. 

I'd like if the person that said that during 

our comment period, which is coming up, would make that 

comment and give us their name. We are going to need to 

have that as an official comment. 

Now related to the location of the air 

stripping unit, "Why don't you propose the air stripping 

facility be built where the chlorine treatment facility is 

now? That area does not appear to be in the 100-year 

flood plan." 

MR. STONE: That particular site was looked at as a 

possible alternative. The reason that it was is we do not 

own the land where that chlorine facility is located. We 

lease that portion of land from the o.s. Army Corps of 

Engineers. That is information that they are aware of; 

and as we do get further along, an alternative may come up 

again to be considered. That was the reason. 

We own the land north of the dam and lease 

that portion where our chlorination facility is just south 

of the dam. 

MR. ZIEMBA: I might add a little to that. In 

Suburban's initial study that Brown, Caldwell did before 

we got involved, that was the primary reason they did not 

look at that area. 
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When we looked at it, we did again re-examine 

that area, and one of the reasons that we ruled it out was 

the fact that there are power lines in the area. And with 

the air stripping towers we are talking about a 40- to 

45-foot facility there: and it would be very difficult to 

construct it right in a smaller area with overhead power 

lines nearby. So that is one of the major reasons why we 

did not use that as an alternate location. 

MR. SOBEL: Neil, could you just explain where the 

chlorine treatment facility is relative to the well field, 

relative to the high point site that you referenced. 

MR. ZIEMBA: It is on the one aerial photo. 

Basically you have the well field. Just below the well 

field was the Whittier Narrows Dam. The chlorination 

facility was just to the south of the dam. So far north 

of where the high point is. The high point is farther 

down, perhaps a mile or two towards the City of Whittier. 

I don't know if it was in the package or not. 

Yes, it actually is. You have the package that was here 

was this photo. It's kind of dark. Where it would 

located on it is just below the dam. You can't read it. 

It's hard to read it, but that is where the chlorination 

facility is just to the south of the dam. 

MR. SOBEL: We did have one person submit what is 

really a comment that we should not locate this at what we 
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call the high point plant. Again, if that person wouldn't 

mind, it would be great to take that as a comment. 

The question was have we eliminated that? 

No, not completely. It's not the proposed plan, but it 

would be important to submit to us as a comment that you 

don't want the high point site and your reasons, so that 

if for some other reason in the future we are forced to 

reconsider that high point site, we've got your comment on 

the record against it. 

Back to the pollutants involved, one question 

was, "What does the contamination do to the human body? 

What is the effect of these particular contaminants on the 

human body?" 

MR. ZIEMBA: Well, there are two things. Let me 

first say that these contaminants at very high levels can 

actually cause a number of problems -- liver damage, 

kidney damage. But at the levels we're talking about 

we are going to have some questions after we finish. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: I want to know what you 

consider a high level. 

MR. ZIEMBA: Part-per-million range. So roughly 

100 to 1,000 times higher than what we're talking about in 

these wells. At the levels we see in the wells in the 

general below SO-parts-per-billion range for these 

compounds, the primary concern is the effect of long-term 
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exposure over a long period of time; and the concern is 

that these compounds can, if you do consume them over a 

long period of time, increase the risk of contracting 

cancer. 

To give you an idea of what level that risk 

is, at a level of PCE of perhaps one part per billion 

based on animal tests, there are some estimates that 

perhaps if you had a population of a million people who 

drank water of PCE at one part per billion, and they drank 

it over their lifetime, that perhaps one person in that 

group of a million would contract cancer due to exposure 

to that chemical. 

So we're not talking of an extremely high 

risk in that if you're exposed to this, you would assume 

that yes, you're going to get cancer; but over a large 

population being exposed, there is an increased risk. 

MR. BOBEL: Thanks, Neil. 

I'm going to need some help on this question. 

You say, "Explain your statement 'funding and 

building'." 

Could you elaborate on that? 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: A statement was made on 

cost of the equipment and so forth. I think Neil made the 

statement. And somebody covered that before. The lady 

covered that. I think she said that EPA would pay 90 
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percent of the building: is that right? 

MR. BOBEL: So the question is who is going to be 

paying for this project? 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Am I going to pay for it? 

MR. BOBEL: Right, who pays for this project? 

MS. BISSON: Let me repeat it and you can continue 

to ask if you still have questions. 

As I said earlier, the EPA out of the 

Superfund would pay 90 percent of the construction and 90 

percent, in this case, of the first ten years of 

operation. The Superfund Law requires the State to assure 

the rest. So the State has to make an assurance to us 

that the other ten percent be paid for those first years 

and also that 100 percent will be paid after EPA is no 

longer funding part of it. 

What remains to be seen is exactly how the 

State will make that assurance, whether they will use 

State funds or whether they'll try to work with the water 

companies to get the companies to pay some of the funds. 

Unfortunately we just don't know that tonight because we 

haven't worked out those details. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: The taxpayers pay for it 

eventually. 

MS. BISSON: This is true, although the Superfund 

actually comes from a tax on industry, which you probably 
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pay for as a byproduct from those industries. 

MR. BOBEL: Vern had another question. 

•What is the direction of the underground 

water flow?" 

NR. ZIEMBA: In the vicinity of the Bartolo Well 

Field it's basically from the northeast. It's basically 

parallel to the San Gabriel River, from the north to the 

south along the San Gabriel River. 

That's where the concern is that over time 

the contamination will continue to flow and eventually go 

out of the San Gabriel Basin and into the Central Basin to 

the south. So that's g~neral flow in that area. 

MR. BOBEL: Thanks, Neil. 

Let's see what other questions we've got. 

MR. SMITH: I've got three items. The first item 

is that if you're going to be using air stripping, 

absolutely I want to see a carbon filter on the effluent 

end. 

MR. BOBEL: Tell you what. Let's get through 

clarifying questions. I want to take that as a comment. 

MR. SMITH: Item 2 is a question. If you're going 

to take ambient air, blow it through the water in this 

tower, and we're in a smog zone. On a heavy smog day if 

you're blowing this air with all the smog contaminants, 

which are oxides and nitrogen and sulphur and all other 

r . X • lCEKTIFIED 
1 lc,I I ~OOTRTERS 

..,.,...,.u.,.-............ 

(714) 558-9400 
(213) 637-3550 45 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

things, what effect is that going to have on the drinking 

water? 

What of those items that are in the air, that 

are contaminants in the air will now be contaminants in 

the water? 

In talking to Neil during the break, he 

didn't know and he doesn't think it's been studied. So 

I'd like to put down as a question before this thing 

starts to go to the alternative, you find out what 

contaminants might be added by the process to get rid of 

the two contaminants you're trying to get rid of. 

MR. BOBEL: To make sure I understand your concern, 

is it if the contaminants go up in the air and via the 

rainfall they're brought back down into the water? 

MR. SMITH: No. You've got a tower that you're 

pumping water into with plastic particles in it. If 

you're taking the air with smog in it and blowing in 

through that tower, obviously you're going to have some 

filters to keep out possums and roaches and sticks and 

stones, but are you going to put a carbon filter on that 

to take the contaminants out of the air before you put it 

into the water? 

MR. BOB.EL: That is a question we don't have an 

answer for tonight. 

MR. SMITH: I understand. 
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MR. ZIEMBA: Let me just mention this. One is you 

•~ould probably make it also as a comment so that we will 

investigate it. 

MR. SMITB: The stenographer can note that as a 

comment also. 

MR. ZIEMBA: Just to respond, as I said, I was 

unaware of any specific studies that looked at that, 

though this technology has been widely used. Again I'm 

unaware that that's ever been brought up as a concern. 

Also one thing to keep in mind too is that 

specific contaminants have specific effects, so a chemical 

that's in the air that has an effect on the respiratory 

system also does not necessarily have the same biological 

effect if it's dissolved in water. Again I would 

encourage you to make that a comment as well during the 

comment period. 

MR. SMITH: Well, oxide of sulphur when it gets 

into water becomes a sulphuric acid or an acid of sulphur. 

The third item is that in talking to the 

folks from Suburban during the break, they've been working 

with you folks for about a year on this particular 

contaminant problemi and that approximately a year before 

that they had become concerned about increasing levels of 

these particular contaminants, although it had been going 

on since '81 when we first found out about it, and it's 
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been increasing. 

So it's been a concern of theirs for 

approximately two years. Less than two areas ago there 

was another meeting when Suburban asked the Public 

Utilities Commission for information to refurbish the 

Bartolo line at a cost of over $7 million, which all of us 

get to pay for over 40 years of the life of that 

particular project. 

One of the alternatives considered by Brown & 

Caldwell, who was the consulting and engineering firm on 

that project, was tying in with an alternative source of 

water. I don't remember the exact figure, but I know it 

was a whole lot less than 42 million. Although I 

understand 42 million is the present worth of a 30-year 

run of costs. 

Coming backwards, I would say the current 

outlay is 12 million or less. And at that time the 

Bartolo refurbishment project was a cost of 7 million. 

The alternative solution was somewhere around that same 

ballpark, if I remember correctly. 

So I don't know where your figures of 42 

million, the present value, or a lesser figure than that 

of the current value would be. ·But I would like to make a 

comment that I would like you folks to investigate the 

result of the Brown, Caldwell study for the Bartolo line 
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refurbishment and also crank that into the study as a 

possible alternative. 

I realize it doesn't do anything for the 

contaminants out there in the groundwater, but that could 

be handled at a different time. 

MR. BOBEL: That's really a comment. Let's get 

your name, please. 

MR. SMITH: Lou Smith, 8528 California Avenue, 

Whittier. 

MR. BOBEL: Let's hold this down to clarifying 

questions and see if we can get through them real quickly 

and move to the comment period. If it's something you 

think we need to investigate further, that kind of 

question, let's hold that. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: I'd like to ask if you 

know whether the home filtering systems take out any TCE 

or PCE, like a reverse osmosis system? 

MR. BOBEL: The home filtering systems, whether 

they take out the contaminants, the volatile organics. 

Who can answer that one? 

MR. STONE: I know they have done a lot of research 

and a lot of studies. The best information that we have 

at hand as a public water purveyor is we certainly would 

not recommend home filtering units. We are not in any 

disagreement, and we're not about to compete with anybody 

~1•U.---•Midau 
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that's out there in that business. 

Your best bet is if you have one available, 

get the information that they have about that particular 

unit: because there are a whole lot of them out there. 

There has been a lot of media-printed pros and cons. 

Get that information. Look it over yourself. 

Suburban would be glad to take a look at that information 

and agree or disagree with it: but we cannot recommend 

that yes, this unit will not do this or no, this unit will 

not do that. We would have to take each individual case 

by itself. 

MR. ZIEMBA: Let me add something here. I can't 

address specifically whether a reverse osmosis unit will 

work or not; but one system that does work is basically 

they have small units of carbon absorption, which I 

described. 

One problem with that in terms of putting it 

into individual homes -- and that would be theoretically 

another alternative -- is rather than have a central 

facility at the well field is to put into individual 

homes. 

The problem there has to do with, the key to 

having a system work is to releasing the carbon at the 

proper time. In a home system you never know if the 

levels fluctuate or something and carbon gets built up. 
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After awhile you may not be removing any contamination. 

The only way you can tell is by monitoring that water, 

which would be several hundred dollars to monitor it for 

this contaminant. Therefore, you would never be sure of 

whether your system is working. 

• 

The other problem is sometimes you find in 

systems like that that over time, because they're 

filtering a lot of organic material out of the water, 

there can begin to be a bacteria build-up in the systems 

as well. Again if it's spread out among different houses, 

you won't necessarily have the testing while in a large 

facility like this, a central facility for the entire 

well. There would be monitoring ongoing that would start 

out at a very closely, perhaps a weekly basis, and then 

over time maybe go back to every few weeks or every month, 

that you're able to track how well the system is working. 

When a problem such as bacteria levels rising 

or the carbon begins to not move the contaminant, you find 

it through the monitoring and then you change it. But 

that's very difficult to do with a home system. That's 

one problem with it. 

MR. SACKLER: My name is Al Sackler. I would like 

to know how much water is pumped from one of those four 

wells. 

MR. STONE: We have a capacity of 10,000 gallons 
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per minute that we QJ1 put out of that well field through 

that transmission line. 

MR. SACKLER: The reason I asked that question is 

that calculates to 1ess than a pound a day (inaudible). 

MR. BOBLER: lle's asking how that translates in 

terms of pounds per .day of pollution and whether it 

requires air treatment. 

MR. ZIEMBA: If you look at present concentrations, 

that is true. But basically we're building this system 

based on what we're projecting it to go up; and 

specifically 4'J.so it'• to •llow for if we modify the well, 

to specifically get the higher contamination water that we 

feel at that point it will 90 above a pound a day. That's 

why we incorporated it. 

MR. SACKLER: Have you looked at anything like an 

ordinary cooling tower in place of air stripping. They, 

in effect, operate the same way, and it costs a lot less. 

MR. ZIEMBA: "?he quation was could you use an 

ordinary cooling tower as q>posed to this pack tower 

aeration. 

The answer to that has to do with the removal 

efficiency. You would get some removal of the 

contaminants through a cooJ..i.ng tower type of operation, 

but the pack tower is the most cost effective to get the 

high removal efficiency. we're talking about on some of 
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the contaminants getting over 99-plus percent removal. 

That's what we need to insure that we can reduce the 

levels down to say one part per billion level based on our 

projected levels. What is the cost of MWD water? 

MR. STONE: The present cost of MWD water today is 

$232 per acre foot. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Bow much is that a gallon? 

Can you calculate that? 

MR. BOBEL: Be's asking the engineers up front to 

change units. 

MEMBER OF TBE AUDIENCE: $232 per acre foot? 

MR. STONE: Right, 43,560. 

MR. BOBEL: Let's go to the back. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: This is obviously a 

band-aid remedy to a hemorrhaging of pollutants here in 

the San Gabriel Valley. There seems to be that this is a 

foregone conclusion that you're going to do air/water 

stripping, based on the facts that I received this 

information this afternoon. 

What do you need to do to change the 

recommendation of EPA? It seems like it's basically a 

foregone conclusion. What process do we employ? 

MR. BOBEL: This is part of the process tonight. 

Let's take that as a comment in just a second. Let's get 

any other clarifying questions. 
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MEMBER OF THE AODIENCE: I asked you a question. 

MR. BOBEL: This is part of the process where we 

would take that kind of comment. We haven't made a final 

decision on this, so we can take that into account. 

MEMBER OF TBE AUDIENCE: What do we do after the 

meeting tonight to elicit some sort of change? 

MR. BOBEL: You would submit it as a comment or 

make it tonight, which is what you can do in just a 

second. 

MR. ZIEMBA: Let me just add to that. You are 

probably in a group that got it hand delivered to your 

household. 

MEMBER OF TBE AUDIENCE: Right. 

MR. ZIEMBA: That was done specifically for those 

residents in the area around the alternative high-point 

site. Many of the others have shown an interest in this 

problem before. They received a mailed copy several weeks 

ago. 

In terms of specifically what you can do is 

you now have the proposed plan. Read that, and if you're 

looking for more detailed information, it mentions two 

libraries where you can see the full report. Then again 

if you have any comments to make during the comment 

section tonight, or if you have a specific comment you 

want to make, then you can send written comments before 
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the end of the public comment period. 

In terms of the process, as Phil said, we're 

in the process now. We would then take all those comments 

into account and would have to respond to them in deciding 

do we go with what we propose here or do we pick another 

alternative that we listed here or perhaps another 

completely different alternative that's not been discussed 

already here. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: I'm just concerned about 

the fact that this is just some sort of formality, when 

two months down the road they're already beginning to do 

this and the public hasn't really had a say. That's what 

I'm concerned about. I just want to know what can we do 

to reverse the recommendation of the EPA. 

MS. BISSON: The concern is expressed that this is 

just a formality we're going through, and then in a couple 

months we'll actually be out constructing. I'm not sure 

how much comfort I can give you other than that this is a 

process where we're out here getting public comments. 

It's only fair to tell you that we can't always change 

what we're doing just based on one comment. The more that 

you can help us by giving us reasons why we should do 

something different, the better chance that we can change 

our minds. 

-----

What I can tell you is that in other sites we 
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have made different decisions than what we have proposed. 

But, of course, then there are the sites where we go ahead 

after considering the comment and construct what we have 

proposed. 

So it's happened both ways, and I suppose if 

we do something that is positive in relation to your 

comment, you'll feel good; and if we don't, you'll feel 

that it wasn't listened to. All I can say is that your 

comments are considered along with all of the other 

factors that Congress has asked us to consider in the law, 

which includes things like cost effectiveness of the 

project, impacts on public health, whether we can actually 

construct the project. 

We have to weigh all of that in addition to 

your specific comments about whether you like something 

and what the concerns are that you have. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: I am a resident of La 

Mirada. I'm a little confused about how much I'm involved 

in this, since some of the water is diverted to La Mirada. 

It's a small amount. 

MR. BOBEL: Be's asking how much of the water goes 

to La Mirada from this project area. 

MR. STONE: If you saw the diagram of the two 

service area districts, we have the Whittier service area. 

We take our water through that transmission main over to 
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the WhittiJ!r area. We have 18,000 service connections in 

that particular area. 

~he La Mirada service area is contiguous or 

connected to it. We have two locatitma, two active 

locations where we have pipeline connections where we can 

take the water south from the Whittier district to the La 

Mirada district. Depending on demand in the area, what 

the customer demand is, we have the capability of moving 

that water down. 

We can take anywhere from no water down there 

to amounts probably in excess of two tn 3.ooo gallons per 

minute that we could take south down there. So it is a 

part of that through pipeline interconnection. 

MEMBER OF TBE AUOIENCE: I need a little further 

clarification. Say, over the last seven years how much of 

the water has been involved in terms of getting somewhere? 

(lnaudible.) What are you really saying? 

.MR. STONE: At times there woulu be none involved, 

because we would supplying La Mirada district with a local 

supply that would also depend where you 1ive in the La 

Mirada service area. whether you would see any part of 

this water if you•re in the northern pai-t of La Mirada 

service area; and that's up in the are.a around Imperial 

Bigbway, Valley View, out through there. 

Then you would see, of coun-e -- if you're 
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down in the central or southern part of it, you're 

probably not seeing this water that we're bringing down 

from Whittier. We have wells in the La Mirada district 

that we are pumping out of the central basin; and we do 

have an MWD connection located in La Mirada. 

So if you can clarify where you live, I can 

probably put a better number on it; but that's in general 

what it is. We supplement the La Mirada supply with the 

excess water. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: I live within (inaudible). 

Is that the area you're talking about? 

MR. STONE: Can you give me a cross street? 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: La Mirada Boulevard and 

Excelsior. 

MR. STONE: Most of that water down there is coming 

from local wells right down around the Stage Road area. 

We have a well located down south of the freeway which we 

could pump north. So you're getting very, very little 

water that would come as excess out of the Whittier 

system. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Mine is three separate 

questions. 

When Paula was speaking on the chart as to 

how this trickle system finally gets to where there's an 

action taken, Randell Vogel had mentioned that in '81 
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Suburban originally detected some sort of chemicals; in 

'83 contamination was found by EPA; in '84 that area was 

put on the EPA's list; and in '85 investigation began. 

Now we're going into Phases 4, 5, 6 and 7 before we get to 

the Operation and Maintenance, the OM Phase of Phase 7. 

Since 1981 when would this, whichever 

proposal is accepted, when would it be built, when would 

it be operational? 

MR. BOBEL: The question is when is it likely to be 

built and when is it likely to be operational? 

MR. ZIEMBA: Our current schedule now is the public 

comment period closes on July 22nd. Our schedule is that 

we would then make a final decision by the end of 

September of this year. Once that was in place, then we 

would go into an interagency agreement with the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers, which will be the agency responsible 

for design and construction of the system. 

We have a design of a treatment system 

already, which Suburban had completed by Brown & Caldwell. 

The one aspect which it does not have is the air emissions 

control or the well modification; so we would have to add 

that design. But that additional design work could take 

perhaps six months; and then construction of the system is 

probably another nine months after that. 

So assuming we stay to the schedule, we would 
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probably not see a treatment plant in operation until 

probably early 1990. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Along with that question, 

noticing the rise in the levels of contamination since '87 

to '88, if that contamination rises to the levels you show 

in the end of your graph here when you were talking, what 

do we do between now and 1990? 

And don't tell me that would pump off of 

another well, and in turn this could seep out and get into 

other wells. As we know, the EPA understands there are 

approximately 1400 contaminated wells in the United 

States, 850 of them that you people have targeted. 

There is only so much money to clean these 

things up. Then eventually we would wind up doing what, 

drawing off of the Metropolitan Water District, and if so, 

would our costs not be there anyway? 

MR. STONE: The alternatives that we as a water 

producer have is to -- MWD is one alternative that we can 

turn to. We have an existing MWD connection. We can take 

that water north. That is short-term. We cannot plan 

around our entire water year with that. We also have, as 

I stated before, a mutual water company in which we have 

facilities where we can take water back and forth between 

them. 

Beyond that -- and that's the reason that we 
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have the concern and the reason that we have gone into the 

design is to try to set this early warning and stay within 

that frame of time on it. 

I think one comment I'd like to add is that 

particular slide that Neil showed you shows the trend in 

that particular well. That is one well out of our four 

that we do have down there. That is the one that we 

experience that spike on that. And the other wells have 

not indicated a spike of that magnitude. 

So, yes, the potential is there; and we are 

making every endeavor we can to stay ahead of it and get 

that thing in before that does come; because we have 

certain alternatives. That's as far as they go with it. 

MEMBER OF TBE AUDIENCE: Then my second question is 

as we understand medically today, there are many things in 

the water that we have found that only five years ago did 

not seem to affect our health and today we know that it 

does. 

I believe the EPA has identified or at least 

listed 660 pollutants, chemicals and toxins in the water 

that are harmful to our health. Of those 660 

approximately 140 of them have now been identified as 

carcinogens. 

If that's the case, and as you are able to 

identify more of these as far as the health problems that 
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they might relate to ourselves and our beings go, and the 

levels that you have put as safe, I have trouble with the 

word •safe.• You say the water is contaminated. You tell 

me I'm drinking unsafe water. Contaminated to me doesn't 

jibe. 

But nevertheless you say that these levels, 

that parts per billion or parts per million that they're 

safe; and then you find later on that those aren't safe. 

What system have you developed within the scheme, as far 

as this particular well goes, your system that you would 

put in, that would be the air stripping, that would be 

able to reduce those levels? 

MR. BOBEL: So your question is if we find later 

that there's another contaminant or a lower level of a 

contaminant we're now aware of, how can we adjust the 

treatment system to take into account the need to now go 

lower with the contaminant level? 

MEMBER OF TBE AUDIENCE: Right. 

MR. ZIEMBA: Let me say a few things here. First 

I show the two main contaminants, PCE and TCE. Actually 

these wells have been sampled for a large number of 

contaminants total, probably about 130 or 140 different 

contaminants than what EPA set up as called a priority 

pollutant, which are a number of contaminants commonly 

found in water. 
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Of all those contaminants, about seven or 

eight in total have been found in the Bartolo Well Field, 

though the only two that near levels that are near the 

drinking water standards are TCE and PCE. 

The air stripping tower, that technology can 

basically treat all the contaminants currently found in 

the well, the volatile organic compounds. As I said, 

we've also looked at a number of others: and we've yet to 

find any. 

If new contaminants were found at levels that 

would cause a concern to the health effects, basically the 

option would be, one, if it was a volatile compound, 

probably this system would work on it as well. If it was 

not, then we would basically have to look at that time of 

what our options were. 

Carbon absorption often works on most organic 

compounds. So we would perhaps have to retrofit and add 

another treatment unit on top of it. But based on 

information now of monitoring throughout the San Gabriel 

Valley over close to to 300 wells or so have been sampled 

in the Valley; and up to now, excepting a few specific 

wells, the contaminant problem as far as organics has been 

the volatile organics which an air stripping system should 

remove. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: My last question would be 
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that I think the government estimates as far as known 

contaminated wells today that it would cost in the 

neighborhood of $50 billion to clean up those areas. The 

government is simply saying we are not going to do that. 

We do not have that kind of money. 

Basically the bottom line is that it's not 

necessary to clean up those wells for you to wash your car 

and water your lawn. I concur with that. I believe we 

also supposedly drink and cook with only one half of one 

percent of all the water that comes through our home 

within a month's time. If that be the case, when do we 

get around to educating the public? 

That point of view seems to be the answer 

versus these systems that the well next door goes sour and 

another system and on and on. And we spend these 40 and 

100 millions and so forth and we can't keep up with it. 

MR. BOBEL: That is more of a comment. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Then I'll ask the 

question. When do we educate the public? I commend you 

for being as open as you have here. But when do we get 

into the educational process instead of the -- as this 

fellow put it -- the band-aid effect? 

MR. BOBEL: The process of educating the public as 

to the amount of, the type of water and uses we put it to, 

whether that's a proposed alternative way of addressing a 

(714) 558-9400 
(213) 637-3550 64 



1 

2 

3 

' s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

problem like this. Is that what you're getting at, 

possibly drinking just certain water and earmarking others 

for other types of use? 

Does anybody want to tackle that one, whether 

that's an option in the near term to ask the public to 

have one tap for drinking water and 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: No, that's not what I was 

suggesting. 

MR. STONE: I think your comment is well taken. I 

have to say I think that should go on record as a comment, 

because we do have that answer. That's a very good 

question. I would suggest that we turn that into a 

comment. That would be one comment that would be 

considered as part of this meeting tonight. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: For the record my name is 

Rudolph Kelner. I'm senior partner of Kelner, Scarivino & 

Associates, a public speaking and consulting firm and also 

national distributor for a system in house that is 

medically and scientifically approved by the government. 

I won't get commercial and name it. 

MR. ZIEMBA: Just to coDDDent on one thing. You 

brought up the point of the fact that we do get drinking 

water quality water and then use it everywhere. 

One thing is on these particular compounds, 

volatile organics, some research that EPA and other people 
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have conducted show that compounds volatilize in other 

uses in the home as well. So, for example, in showering 

or just the water that's standing in the toilet that the 

contaminant volatilize and you're actually exposed to it 

through breathing within your house. 

Some studies show that perhaps that is just 

as important as the drinking water. It's not as clean 

necessarily as just treating the water you drink, but 

there may be other household uses as well. 

Obviously it's different in terms of what you 

use to water your lawn. That's another thing you have to 

think about with these particular contaminants. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: We understand the 

evaporation effect (inaudible). 

MR. BOBEL: Let's work back this way. You had a 

question. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: I am wondering why the 

public comment period is so brief. We have a houseful of 

people here that a lot of this information came to a very 

short time ago. Everybody is anxious to hear more and 

have more questions. We have just a little over a week to 

send in written comments. 

So I'm wondering if this comment period can 

be extended. 

MR. BOBEL: We have used our standard public 
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comment period here. Our hope was that the comments, if 

they couldn't come tonight, could come by the 22nd. If 

you've got a particular need for more time, we would have 

to hear what that particular need is and what kind of 

investigation or more did you want to do in the interim. 

It is possible for you to submit a request for more time. 

What would you do with the more time? 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Well, in the least it 

would me time to compose a letter for written comments. 

If we're into the comment period now, I could give my 

name. 

MR. BOBEL: Let's hold that then. Do we have any 

more clarifying questions here then? 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: I'm curious. If we use 

the water on our fruits and vegetables, are these 

chemicals in your fruits and vegetables that we eat? 

MR. BOBEL: Can you say that again? 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Since we use the water to 

water our fruits and vegetables, are the chemicals in the 

fruits and vegetables that we are eating? 

MR. BOBEL: Are organic chemicals getting into 

fruits and vegetables from irrigation? 

MR. ZIEMBA: I don't know if I can answer that 

specifically except to say one aspect of it is that these 

are volatile compounds. Particularly it's like a 
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sprinkler system. You're spraying the water. You're 

going to have the same effect as you have in an air 

stripping system in that the chemicals would volatilize. 

If any traces of these chemicals appeared in 

fruits and vegetables, it would depend on how much 

volatilized. 

MEMBER OF TBE AUDIENCE: So you haven't tested any 

food? 

MR. ZIEMBA: Not in this area. I am unaware of any 

area where that has found to be the case. Then the other 

point is that up to this point all the water that is being 

served does meet drinking water standards; so it's not 

highly contaminated water that's out there now. This 

treatment system would insure that that would remain the 

case in the future as well. 

MEMBER OF TBE AUDIENCE: I have three questions. 

My first question is what happens if the 

plant breaks down or somehow becomes nonoperational, not 

the flood but, for example, a fire or earthquake, 

especially given the fact that it's located up in the 

epicenter of our last earthquake? 

MR. SOBEL: What would happen if the plants 

couldn't operate? 

MR. STONE: It would during that time that we would 

be going to the other two sources that I mentioned. We 
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would utilize MWD and the California domestic water 

company sources for that period if we did have to take 

that plant down. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: My second question is why 

go to the water and try to treat the water in the wells, 

rather than attacking the source of the problem? Whatever 

is seeping into the groundwater, why not attack that? 

MR. BOBEL: Why not attack the source of 

contamination instead of the place where it is now? 

MR. ZIEMBA: I'll answer that in two parts. I 

talked about it before. One, obviously you have to attack 

the source and begin to clean that up. What I also said 

is it's going to be a very large project and it's going 

take years to find out which users have caused it and to 

clean them up. That effort is starting, our efforts as 

well as the efforts of other state and local agencies. 

But the second fact is even if you went out 

right now and stopped all sources, there is a large mass 

of contaminated water that is already in the groundwater. 

That is that map that we showed of basically 20 or more 

square miles of groundwater is already contaminated. 

That will continue to flow regardless of 

whether you stop any sources. So this project basically 

addresses what is already in the water and would continue 

to stay in there until it is removed or if it just becomes 
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dilute by mixing with other cleaner water. 

So there are two parts to the problem and 

they both need to be done. This project addresses one 

part of it. 

MEMBER OF TBE AUDIENCE: The last question is also 

basically why we received such short notice given the fact 

that the water district has known I guess two years at 

least~ the EPA has been studying this for a prolonged 

period of time; and we received the notice this afternoon 

in the Whittier area, which is the most affected area. 

We had a few hours and we're halfway into the 

written comments. So not only is our chance to comment 

written or verbally very short, but the fact that the EPA 

and the water district have known so long and haven't told 

us. It's two parts to why it's such short notice, and I'd 

like to know why. 

MR. STONE: Are you a customer of Suburban Water 

Systems? 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: I live in Whittier. 

MR. STONE: At what location? Because we do not 

serve the entire Whittier area. 

MEMBER OF TBE AUDIENCE: We're right off Rose Bills 

Drive right off Workman Mill; so we're right near the 

proposed site. 

MR. STONE: We mailed to every customer a notice. 
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Those have been out for sometime. 

MR. ZIEMBA: Let me explain that. As this project 

as a whole -- and we've been trying to get information out 

in terms of newspaper articles, a number of fact sheets 

from other meetings or times we've been there. 

For this specific project we sent out notices 

to everyone who was already on our mailing list who in the 

past have had questions about the problem. 

As Reg said, Suburban Water Systems 

specifically sent to their water customers, those who 

would actually receive water from this treatment system. 

If you just received it today, what that was 

was that once we came to a public meeting, we realized if 

we were proposing to build at the well field, we should 

notify the residents specifically around that transmission 

main high point. If you were with Suburban, you would 

have been noticed already. So chances are you're probably 

not getting your water from Suburban; but we noticed you 

because we wanted to be aware that that was the potential 

location. 

Unfortunately, we didn't plan to get enough 

printed up to have it hand delivered like we did. It 

started in the area closest to the high point site last 

Thursday, and you are in an area somewhat away from the 

high point. So we thought it was better to at least give 
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it to you on this day, than to otherwise not ever hear. 

We also had notice in the local Whittier paper and the San 

Gabriel Tribune. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: We looked in the local 

papers, and there wasn't anything that we saw. Also if we 

live in Whittier, where else are we getting our water 

from? 

MR. STONE: You live in Whittier, and in Whittier 

there are several utilities that do serve portions of it. 

There is the City of Whittier Water Company: there is 

Suburban Water Systems; there are at least two small 

mutual water companies that I am aware of. 

There is the California Domestic Water 

Company; there is the San Gabriel Vally Water Company. So 

it's not a single utility that is there. It's whoever you 

are paying your water bill to is the person or the entity 

that is serving you the water. 

MEMBER OF TBE AUDIENCE: Well, who are you then? I 

don't understand. 

MR. STONE: I am representing Suburban Water 

Systems. 

MEMBER OF TBE AUDIENCE: I don't understand what 

you have to do with the project then. 

MR. STONE: Our service area is located in 

Whittier. We have 18,000 service connections located in 
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the Whittier area. A lot of it is in the county area of 

Whittier. There are other portions within the city 

proper, for instance, that is served by the City of 

Whittier. It's our wells, and the water that is being 

serviced from Suburban Water Systems is the reason that we 

are here tonight. 

MEMBER OF TBE AUDIENCE: You didn't answer my 

question. 

MR. BOBEL: Do you get your bills from Suburban 

Water? 

MEMBER OF TSE AUDIENCE: May I answer that? 

MR. JOCBEM: Excuse me, ma'am. Could you give me 

the approximate location where you live? 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: In between Beverly and 

Whittier Boulevard. 

MR. JOCBEM: That's not within our service area 

proper. I believe it's within the City of Whittier 

service area. You're not provided service by us. I 

believe the reason you were notified is because nearby you 

is the proposed alternative location for this treatment 

facility. 

MEMBER OF TSE AUDIENCE: Does that mean that our 

water isn't contaminated then? 

JIR. JOCBEM: I would contact the City of Whittier 

Water Department. 
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(Laughter.) 

MR. SOBEL: Let me just reiterate. One thing we're 

emphasizing is that due to taking wells off line that have 

been contaminated, we don't believe that people are 

receiving contaminated water above the standards, either 

in this area or other areas in the San Gabriel Valley. So 

what we're talking about tonight is a preventative measure 

so we would never have to serve water that was above those 

levels. 

We've got a problem here. Our problem is 

that they have told us that we may have to vacate this 

room by ten o'clock. We'll stay until somebody bodily 

throws us out: but in case that does happen at ten 

o'clock, I'm going to have to switch gears here. We're 

going to have to move to the comment period. 

That means that what we want to take now is 

formal public comments: formal only in the sense that 

we're going to ask for you to either identify yourself and 

come up here so that we can better record what you have to 

say in the way of comments. 

That comment can take the form of a question 

that you think is unanswered that you want us to explore 

and respond to you in a responsiveness summary. We're 

going to come to the question of the length of this 

comment period right at the end of the meeting after we 
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see how severe of a problem that is and what comments that 

we have that reflect the need for more time. 

If that is going to be your comment, I'd ask 

you to be a little bit specific as you can about the exact 

need for more time, what would you do with the time 

exactly so that we can evaluate. 

We'll definitely stay after to talk to people 

who want to talk, even if we have to do it out in the 

parking lot. We will be here to take any questions. 

Several people submitted comments in essence 

on these sheets1 and maybe if they would like to get us 

started, that would be good. 

One was with respect to the high point area. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: The written comments, 

can't they be taken under advisement by your board and 

limit this discussion to the oral comments? 

MR. BOBEL: Sure. Anybody that wants to can submit 

comments in writing to us. The hand-outs contain the 

address to do that. It's on the first page of the fact 

sheet. So comments can definitely be submitted in 

writing. 

You opened up a good subject, and that is 

let's keep the verbal comments as brief as we can, get the 

main point across; and then details can come in writing. 

Let's give your name for the court reporter 
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and if you have an affiliation. 

MS. PAGOSIAN: My name is Pat Pagi:,sian. I live in 

the Spy Glass area. I woula propose that they use the 

pollution control as best as possibl~. nmnber one. I also 

would like it not ti, be the high point site, if possible. 

I live at 4054 South OVererest Drive in 

Whittier. 

MR. SOBEL: Thank you. Other CDIIIJlents? 

MS. PRATHER: Judith Prather. President of the 

Whittier League Df Women Voters. 

~he National League of WClmen Voters last week 

adopted water quality as one of the tc,p priorities. As 

many of you may know, the League never takes a position on 

an issue unless they have studied it extensively. 

There are several comments we would like to 

make along that line. First of all, in our water project 

several years ago in california Dne of am exerts 

testifi~ that 5 parts per billion of "fl:!: and PCE could 

potentially cause death to two in one million people. 

The drinking water standards ~re guidelines. 

They'ze not a level of necessary safety. We always need 

to be aware of where that line exists And what the ideal 

is. And our objective is not just what has been 

established .as though ~t•s S1'1Dethin9 that Dbjectively 

means .safety. 
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Second of all, we take a very strong position 

regarding the, quote, recycling of pollutants from the air 

and water and back and forth. So we would also confirm 

that the carbon systea should be initiated as part of the 

project when it's completed so that we do not have 

pollutants from other areas creating problems. 

The other area we have considerable concern 

about is simply making politics a process of one for the 

people. We would suggest several avenues along this line. 

One is that if there is more than 20 people 

who would wish an extension of the date for public 

comment, that that be initiated simply for the process 

that people are involved and to feel noticed and know 

what's going on. 

At that level we would request that the 

proceedings transcript of this particular meeting be also 

available in the library for public perusal and comment. 

We would volunteer to be a conduit for ongoing information 

in this process: and we would request that the public 

hearing not be the end of public involvement in this 

process and that the public be noticed about how the 

different steps that yet need to be accomplished before 

completion are being accomplished. 

Again we are more than willing to act as a 

conduit to get that information to the community on an 
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informational and objective basis. 

Thank you very much. 

(Applause.} 

MR. BOBEL: Thank you. 

I'm going to call on several people so you 

can come over to the microphone and be in line. 

You're first; you're second; and you're 

third. 

MR. HENRY: I'm Oliver Benry. I reside in La 

Mirada. 

This site at the pumping, the well site, is 

subject to flooding; and besides that, it's on very poor 

foundation as far as earthquake damage goes. 

There has been earthquake predictions of 

major earthquakes here. I think that besides the site 

being subject to flooding there, it would also be subject 

to severe earthquake damage in there. 

In the event of an earthquake the possiblity 

of the entire water supply of Southern California being 

immobilized or put out of order would be quite strong. It 

seems that both the Colorado River and the CSWP both cross 

the San Andreas Fault. 

I'm thinking that strong consideration should 

be given to locating this facility in a safer place and 

one that could be relied on to supply emergency water in 

r- & • 1CERTIFIED LI I I ~WoRfuRS 
a.,_,.,.u.-............. 

(714) 558-9400 
(213) 637-3550 78 



l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

the event of a civil disaster caused by an earthquake. 

That's all I can think of right now. Thank 

you. 

MR. BOBEL: Thank you. 

MR. BENNETT: My name is Paul Bennett. I reside at 

10312 Strong Avenue, Whittier, 90601. 

I did not receive a copy of this. Neither 

did three of my neighbors. Just a comment. 

I'd like to talk about the high point. From 

what I heard tonight, this project has been built, will be 

completed by 1990. 

I think I heard that correctly; is that 

right? 

MR. BOBEL: Yes. 

MR. BENNETT: Nothing has been said about the high 

point, the secondary spot. From the slide, you are 

looking at Mitchell Energy, a company that is drilling for 

oil back in Sycamore Canyon. But if you go from your 

proposed site at Bartolo in Whittier Narrows to the high 

point on Workman Mill, you're looking at a large company 

with large investments and a large piece of property. 

That is going to be a battle; and you will not complete 

this in 1990, I believe. I'm only one person. 

The only reason I'm here tonight is my 

neighbor who lives on Rideout Way, which is a high point 
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behind Beverly and Workman Mill and Norwalk, which is the 

extension of Workman Mill -- they change names there for 

your benefit. Be called me, and I just got back from 

vacation. I've been down to the beach and had a hell of a 

good time. I'm concerned about the high point. I object; 

my neighbors object. And I just want to make that for the 

record. 

Thank you very much. 

MR. BOBEL: Thank you. 

MR. MACDONALD: My name is Robert MacDonald. As 

President of the Board of Directors of Whittier Hill 'N 

Dale Association at 5248 Javalambre Drive, Whittier, 

90601, I represent 83 households that are located in the 

vicinity of the Strong Avenue site. 

I have written comments, which I will 

abridge. 

We understand that the fact sheet says that 

the Strong Avenue site had been considered and rejected as 

an alternative site and that there is no intention to 

build a facility of any kind at this site. 

If for any reason Strong Avenue is 

reconsidered in the future as a possible site, we 

homeowners at Bill 'N Dale would need to know the complete 

and detailed environmental impact of the project. 

Specifically we would need to know the 
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precise location of the facility~.its size and its output 

of noise and otheT pollutants. 

We would strongly oppose any facility that 

has any negative environmental impact on Hill 'N Dale or 

its vicinity. The Bill 'N Dale homeowners would question 

the advisability of transmitting contaminated groundwater 

from the isolated Bartolo site to the densely populated 

Strong Avenue location for decontamination, especially 

since homeowners at Bill '5 Dale do not out utilize the 

Bartolo water. 

We thank you £or the opportunity to let us 

make our position known. 

MR. BOBEL: Thank you very much. 

Bow many more individuals do we have that 

intend to make a comment? 

You're next; then you; then you. 

We're getting near the end. 

MR. ROHN: My name is Richard llohn. I'm the 

consulting engineer for the Central and West Basin Water 

Replenishment District, which is the area located 

downstream of WhittieT Narrows. 

This District will be submitting written 

comments before the end of the period. We appreciate the 

opportunity to review the report. 

We are very much in £avor 0£ the solution 
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recommended in the report of extracting the groundwater 

and treating it. The extraction of the water, the 

treatment of it is the only way to really protect the 

groundwater supplies that we have and to keep it from 

moving into Whittier Narrows. 

We are very much concerned about the 

economics. We are concerned about spending additional 

money that doesn't have to be spent, because there is a 

limited resource of money. The air stripping procedure is 

an excellent procedure. We'd like to see the cost kept 

down so that other units can be built as they are needed; 

and they will be needed. 

We will have written comments. Thank you. 

MR. WILDER: My name is Joe Wilder. I would like 

to recommend that I'm for installing the carbon treatment 

building at the well site to reduce the wait until the 

start of construction; using maximum air stripping; and do 

go ahead with the well modifications. 

Thank you. 

MR. CUNNINGHAM: My name is Robert Cunningham. I'm 

President of the Leffingwell Creek Homeowners Association. 

I remember back in 1970 or '71 the government 

was saying that the water and the environment was going to 

be cleaned up in the early 1980's. In view of the fact 

that we haven't gotten there yet and it's just gotten 
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dirtier, what I'd like to say is that I think it's about 

time that this government start treating the world as if 

it's not just one great big trash can and throwing 

everything away. We should start having the government 

make us recycle things and eliminate producing things that 

are harmful to our environment. 

Thank you. 

MR. BOBEL: Thank you. 

MS. BARBA: My name is Elizabeth Barba. I'm from 

Whittier. 

I propose that the maximum air stripping at 

the well field should been built with the off gas carbon 

treatment. I didn't get the question answered, but I am 

wondering what you think about some things that they might 

make us have to have this gas treatment, but it's not law 

right now. 

It's possible that if you don't build it with 

this thing on it, you guys may end up without money or 

something; and we're going to get stuck with a $7-rnillion 

bill. If you say there's 18,000 customers and a 

$7-million bill, 

MR. BOBEL: 

on? 

MS. BARBA: 

MR. BOBEL: 

it's going to affect us. 

You're advocating we put 

Yes. 

Thank you. 
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MR. FIFER: My name is Vern Fifer, F-i-f-e-r. I 

live in La Mirada. All evening all we have heard is 

comments on the pollution of the well; but nobody has made 

a statement in regard to the Metropolitan Water District. 

That's all. Thank you. 

MR. BOBEL: Thank you. Let's see how many we have 

now. 

MR. RITCHEY: Thank you. My name is George Ritchey 

from Monterey Park. 

I went to the treatment center and got cured 

of a disease. I'm no longer a federal bureaucrat. I have 

conducted public meetings. I'd like to talk about the 

process. 

The discussion tonight concerned itself with 

18,000 hookups and maybe 13 more in La Mirada. We're 

talking about 31,000 service connections. We're talking 

about $15 million minimum. And we're talking about a 

period of operation that's going to pay the 15 million; 

that's $500 per service connection. 

Am I wrong so far? 

You're dealing with several million people in 

the San Gabriel Valley. My water district, by the way, 

draws water from Whittier Narrows right next to the wells 

concerned. I know that those plumes and alluvial 

movements don't bother -- aren't terribly concerned about 
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city managers. So I am a little worried about what you're 

doing here, guys. 

Back to the point. If it's $500 per service 

connection over the period involved, and you're talking 

about 10 million people in Southern California, how many 

billions of dollars is it going to take even to begin to 

deal with the TCE and PCE, which doesn't begin to touch 

the surface of the organic problem. 

I'm not a chemist. I'm not a physicist. But 

one gentleman raised the question over there about systems 

that you put in your home. The gentleman raised the same 

question. The gentleman over there asked a question about 

area pollution problems, what happens when particulate 

matter, like sulphur and heavy metals, get precipitated 

off into the water system. 

One of things I guess I'm telling you, Mr. 

Bobel, has to do with the EPA and the process by which you 

gather information is imperfect. But more than this 

imperfection is the method by which you communicate, that 

which you are capable of doing. What is even worse in 

terms of imperfection is the knowledge with which the 

federal bureaucrat presents the dissemination of the 

problem to the general public. 

We really don't know what the best range of 

alternative systems could be. You're in a better position 
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than we. I can state as a nonchemist that when the 

gentleman raised the question over here about whether he 

should have a home filtration system, and the gentleman 

over here says no, it's a bunch of garbage, you have to 

remember that what you're talking about is a carbon system 

that you're going to use over here. 

Isn't part of your filtration system in your 

house would be the carbon system? If it works there, why 

doesn't it work over here? If it works here, why doesn't 

it work over there? Maybe I'm not making any sense, but 

it seems to me that experts sometimes don't communicate. 

Is it any wonder that we then get confused as whether we 

ought to spend 15 million or five cents? Put in a 

stripping tower here to obstruct the view. 

Maybe that's not the issue. Maybe it's how 

we as human beings are going to learn to live together in 

a world that is becoming increasingly hostile to the 

action we have already taken. 

So what we can convey again the third time to 

all those good folks here, and I know there are some, that 

you had better find a way to communicate with us more 

intelligently; but the facts are and what the reasonable 

alternatives in the short term -- not in a year, not in 

five years or ten years, but tommorrow. What can we do to 

save our own skins? 
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Thank you. 

MR. SMITH: Lou Smith, Whittier, California. I was 

up here speaking once before. I'll make a comment for the 

comment section. The first comment is I'd like to see the 

carbon filtration system of the effluent air, if air 

stripping is used. 

The second comment is I'd like to see the air 

that is used for air stripping filtered prior to air 

stripping. The reason that I make this comment is I have 

seen systems that are used to take air pollutants out of 

the air by filtering them through a water system with 

plastic particles. 

That is an approved by, I believe, the EPA 

and the South Coast Air Quality Management District to do 

it for plating shops that do chrome plating and that sort 

of thing. So it works one way as a cleaning agent, it can 

be used the other way as a polluting agent. 

The third item is that I would like to see 

the results and all the paperwork that was generated 

previously on the Bartolo main repair project, and the 

Public Utilities Commission be incorporated into the 

decisiorunaking process for this current project, that is 

to do something about the pollutants in the water that's 

being pumped out of wells. With special emphasis on 

possibly using a permanent hook-up with the Metropolitan 
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Water District via Bartolo wells. 

This could be either used all the time or 

once the problem in the San Gabriel River Basin is taken 

care of, the Bartolo wells could then be used again; but 

to have an alternative solution that we could use, not 

only in the case of emergency, but on a full-time basis, 

for maybe the next 50 or 60 years so that our children and 

grandchildren will be able to use the Bartolo system 

again. 

Thank you. 

MR. BOBEL: Thank you. 

Are there more people that would like to 

offer a comment? 

MR. KELNER: This one is going to be really quick. 

Rudolph Kelner of Kelner, Scaravino & Associates, main 

office, La Habra. 

When you speak of the GAC system, what 

studies have been done as far as the trickle system is 

going to be used so that in turn the impurities are drawn 

out? As we all know, water takes the course of least 

resistence and, therefore, can bypass the GAC effect. 

So, if that be the case, was a solid carbon 

block ever considered? And, if not, why not; and, if so, 

what kept you from using it? 

Thank you. 
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MR. BOBEL: Thank you. 

MS. PICCADO: My name is Joanne Piccado, 12142 

Goldendale Drive, La Mirada. 

My comment is in the form of a question. I 

want to know how much more contaminated the wells are 

going to become before they finally get the system 

implemented; and do we need to start drinking bottled 

water? 

Also our water is brown. It stinks, and it's 

cloudy as hell. We have had to get a water softener, and 

I don't even know if that's going to do any good for much 

longer. 

Thank you. 
• 

MR. BOBEL: Thank you. 

Any other comments? 

MS. PRATHER: If I could just mention that the 

California State of League of Women Voters does have a 

number of materials, including the study that was done and 

water quality management in the State of California 

available. 

If any of you are interested, just let me 

know. I have to order them from the state office; but I'd 

be glad to get them for anybody for free if they want 

them. 

MR. BOBEL: They haven't thrown us out yet. We can 
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take a few more questions. Let me make sure there isn't 

anyone else who wants to make a formal comment before we 

move to that. 

We will continue to take questions until they 

throw us out or no one is left in the room. 

For those of you that have to leave, let me 

just kind of wrap this up by Yeminding you that comments 

can be submitted in writing until July 22nd. 

If you have a special problem with that, get 

in touch with us. Although there was some concern about 

the length 0£ the ~omment peTiodr I didn't hear any 

details of w.bat would be done by an individual who needed 

more time. So if you think you do need more time, please 

see us after the meeting or call us. 

Neil, your number is in the --

~ere is also a toll-free nuJimEr, which is 

even better. ~hat toll-free number can be used for 

questions. it can be used to ~ontact us with questions 

about that time fr.a.me. 

I really appreciate all thi! good comments we 

got tonight. There were many excellent questions. To 

reiterate how we're going to handle those, we're going to 

prepare a responsiveness summary. We're going to make the 

tYanscript fTom tonight's meeting available. Both of 

those do.cmnents will be in our rJ!Positories. Those 
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addresses are listed in the fact sheet. 

Based on our determinations with respect to 

those comments, we'll be making a final decision. We'll 

be notifying you with another fact sheet as a mechanism 

notifying you all of what our final decision was. 

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: I have a question. We got 

it in the mailbox from the EPA. Are they going to do that 

again? 

MR. ZIEMBA: If you received it in the mail -­

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: No, in our mailbox. 

MR. ZIEMBA: If it was in your mailbox, there was a 

card to get on our mailing list; or there are other cards 

available on the table on the way out. Maybe you could 

give us your address. A number of people are already on 

our mailing list, and they received it in the mail. 

Make sure you put your name and address on 

the card and either hand it in to us tonight or mail it to 

us. 

MR. BOBEL: I hope everybody heard that. It's on 

the back of the cards to become part of our mailing list. 

Then you will be notified of our final decision. 

The repositories will have the responsiveness 

summary where we respond to the comments and the 

transcript of tonight's meeting for those of you who want 

to see it. 
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For those of you who have to leave, many 

thanks. Excellent questions, excellent concerns. We've 

got our work cut out for us to respond to those. I 

appreciate your patience, as it was a long evening 

tonight. Many thanks. 

Now we'll go back to more questions. 

MR. CUNNINGHAM: I have a general question 

regarding the total national cost of clean-up for the EPA, 

whether Superfund or whatever, is there any figure on 

that, any ballpark figure for the entire country? 

Second, regarding bottled water, my 

understanding is Arrowhead gets all their water from 

Arrowhead Springs. Is there any TCE or PCE in that area? 

MR. BOBEL: First of all, your first question, what 

is the total bill expected to be for all of the Superfund 

sites nationally, we do have to make allocations with that 

money, because we expect it will exceed the amount of 

money currently authorized by Congress, which is eight and 

half billion dollars. So it is in excess of that. 

MR. CUNNINGHAM: That's what they're authorizing. 

I'm asking what the total cost would be. 

MR. BOBEL: I don't think we have made any firm 

estimates of how much it would exceed that value. So many 

of these are uncertain. The final clean-up costs are 

unknown. It's speculation. 

{714} 558-9400 
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Does anybody know about the Arrowhead area? 

I'm afraid that the people who might know left tonight, 

the water purveyors. 

MR. ZIEMBA: If you have a question about the 

quality of bottled water, I would contact the Department 

of Health Services. 

MR. BOBEL: We've kind of broken down. Why don't 

people who have other questions come up, because we've got 

a couple of conversations going on. 

Thanks again. 

(END OF PROCEEDING.) 
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APPENDIX F 

PUBLIC WRITTEN COMMENTS 



HANDWRITTEN COMMENTS SUBMITTED AT PUBLIC MEETING 

Comment: Did I understand from the presentation that the 

Strong-Workman Mill Road has been eliminated? If 

not, I would strongly object to noise and building 

height detracting from the highly impacted resi­

dential area. I live on the hill for the simple 

reason of having a lovely view--high towers would 

detract from the view and in the end have an im­

pact on property values. 

Comment: I feel the off-gas carbon treatment should be 

included--regardless of legislation requiring it. 

Comment: Joseph P. Wilger 

10424 Cliota Street 

Whittier, California 90601-1712 

1. Install carbon 

2. Build at well site to reduce wait until start 

of construction. This reduces delay in at­

tempting to purchase "high point" area 

property. 

1 



3. Build using maximum air stripping. 

4. Do go ahead with well modifications. 

SFR164/040 

2 
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Mr. Neil Ziemba 

b.>..Vlb •• c.\.HN, b. 6NC.. 

10718 SfYC.L.\.SS HILL KO.>..b 

WHITTl€R, c.\.LIFOKNI.\. 9()6oI 
July 9, 1988 

Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
215 Fremont Street (T-4-1) 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Re: Bartolo Oil Field OUFS 

Dear Mr. Ziemba: 

As I will be unable to attend the July 13 community 
meeting-on the Bartolo Well Field clean-up, I appre­
ciate this opportunity to provide written comments. 
My occupation is in the environmental field and it 
is interesting to experience a CERCLA clean-up from 
a new perspective! 

Your proposed VOC decontamination alternative, Alter­
native E, does appear to be the best from both the 
standpoints of technical effectiveness and community 
acceptance. Installation of treatment facilities 
at the Bartolo Main High:Point site indeed would be 
intrusive and unsightly to the local residents. I 
suspect that such a plan would give rise to the 
"NIMBY" syndrome, especially because of concerns 
about potential toxic air emissions and the possible 
handling of hazardous wastes (spent carbon filters). 

While I understand the necessity to evaluate the 
Main High Point site, as pointed out in your tho­
rough Floodplain Impact Assessment, the major treat­
ment equipment can be designed to withstand flooding. 
Your suggestion of locating sensitive equipment (mo­
tors, switchgear, controls, monitors and recorders) 
on elevated platforms is sound. This would minimize 
flooding potential and could provide additional se­
curity for the presumably unattended installation 
through restricted access ladders. In any event, 
location at the 30-year recurrence elevation does 
not seem to pose a major risk, even considering the 
potentially long term of operations of the facility. 

Again, I appreciate this opportunity to comment upon 
this project and commend EPA for the clarity of Fact 
Sheet 5 and the manner in which you are providing 
for public comment. 

tSbcl 
David S. Cahn 



Mr. Neil Ziemba 

11736 Rancho Verde Drive 
Whittier, Calif. 90601 
July 10, 1988 

Remedial Project Manager 
U.S.Environmental Protection Agency 
215 Fremont Street (T-4-1) 
San Francisco, Calif. 94105 

Dear Sir: 

I just received information regarding the EPA Proposal for cleanup 
for the contaminated groundwater at Suburban Water Systems' Bartolo 
Well Field in the Whittier Narrows Area. I fully agree with the 
EPA proposed plan to install the air stripping facility at the 
Bartolo Well Field site. We live just down-wind of the possible 
site at the Main High Point and do not want to have our air any 
more contaminated than it is, especially for water that is not for 
our use. We already live near the Puente Hills Landfill which is 
doing more than its share of g~rbage collection for Los Angeles as 
other landfills are being continally closed down. 

Please continue your policy of information sharing. 

Sincerely, 
/ \ /~- - . '. -

,.,0.,CA..-Li.?.,: ~ 
. ' 

lf~ne B. Dicus 
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DATE: July 14, 1988 

TO: Neil Ziemba 
Remedial Project Manager 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
215 Fremont Street (T-4-1) 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

We live in one of the homes adjacent to the Suburban Water Systems' Transmission 
Main High Point and we strongly object to the placement of this facility at this 
location. 

Placing this type of facility in a residential area should not be even a consider­
ation. It will be unsightly, noisy, and there is a distinct possibility that con­
taminants removed from the water will be emitted into the air. 

The meeting held July 13, 1988 at the Whittier Community Theater left us with many 
questions concerning this project. 
1. Is the E.P.A. required to prepare an Environmental Impact Report before they 

build such a facility? 

2. A question was raised as to reverse contamination from polluted air to the water. 
Answer was unclear. 

3. If the four Suburban wells at the Bartolo well fields are in such danger of con­
tamination from water coming from an area north of it (red area on your slides), 
why isn't the problem confronted at that area before the water seeps into the 
Bartolo wells instead of waiting for it to get to Bartolo. 

4. Question was asked concerning the use of the site of the chlorination plant 
which appears to be on higher ground. The answer was thatSuburban Water does 
not own that land. (They do not own the "High Point site either). 

S. We are not serviced by the Suburban Water Systems, even though you propose an 
air stripping facility right next to us. Nothing has been said about the 
Whittier Water Department which does serve our area and it also has wells at 
the Bartolo well field. Do you have plans for cleaning up all the water in 
this water table or only the four Suburban Water System wells? This narrow 
focus does not seem to be what we expect from E.P.A. 

6. Why would minimum air stripping be considered - just because the law does not 
require maximum air stripping during a certain period of time until requirements 
are issued. 

We urge that you-eliminate the location at Workman Mill Road and Strong Avenue 
as a possible site for an air stripping plant. 

Thank you. 

&d Mrs. Gilbert Richards 
10618 Cordoba Ct. 
Whittier, CA 90601 



July 15, 1988 

Mary O' D:>nnell.. 
o:mrunity Relations Clxm:linator 
u .s. EnVironment.a.l Protection 'Agercy 
215 Frem:>nt Street ( 'l'-1-3 ) 
San Francisco, CA. 95105 

Dear Mrs. O' D:>nnell., 

I wish to register a protest. Infonnation conce:rning SUrl::urban water Syst:ans 
contamination problems was placed an my doorstep on July 13, 1988. By the 
time I arrived at lore on that evening it was too late to atterd. If govern­
ment noney is being spent on printing it seems letter, brochures, etc. , 
sh:>uld be delivered in time for the resident of the h:rre to attend any 
neetings Ileltioned. Erx:ugh time stould be allowed to do ne-::essary research 
also. 

'!hank you for your tirne and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

catherine Dibelka 
11338 Howard Street 
Whittier, CA 90601 



Mary O'Donnell 
Ccmmunity Relations Coordinator 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
215 Fremont Street (T-1-3) 
San Francisco, Ca. 95105 

Dear Ms. O'Donnell: 

July 15, 1988 

I wish to·register a strong protest. A packet of materials was 
hung on my doorknob on July 13th concerning Suburban Water Systems 
contamination problems. It mentions a public canment period fran 
June 22nd to July 22nd and gives notice of a public meeting July 13, 
1988 in Whittier. By the time I got home to read the material it 
was already too late to attend the meeting and long past the 
beginning of the public comment periOd. 

I am not qualified to assess the impact of the various questions 
involved and had no opportunity to hear the information given at 
the public meeting. I would like to know of other impartial 
exper~s in this field for their recomme~dation and advice. 

Also, I would like a more detailed map and an explanation of 
what is involved on the route of the heavy broken line and 
exactly where it runs south of Beverly Blvd. and east of Norwalk 
Blvd. 

Your prompt response, due to the short time remaining for public 
comment, will be greatly appreciated. 

Yours very truly, 

tk1-tN tt:R~ 
Vera H. Alger 
12506 Dorland 
Whittier, Ca. 90601 

cc: Ccngressman Esteban Torres 



CENTRAL AND WEST BASIN DlllCTOU 

WATER REPLENISHMENT DISTRICT 
709 EAST FLORENCE AVENUE 

DAN GLASGOW, PUSIDl!NT 
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• TELEPHONE (213) 927-2611 JOHN G. JOHAM, JR., GENERAL MANAGER 

July 19, 1988 

Mr. Neil Ziemba 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
2154 Fremont Street (T-4-1) 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

SUBJECT: Bartolo Well Field 

Dear Mr. Ziemba: 

Thank you for allowing us to review "Draft - Operable Unit Feasibility Study 
for Suburban Water Systems Bartolo Well Field of San Gabriel Areas 1-4, Los 
Angeles County, California," dated June 24, 1988. The report appears to be 
complete although a thorough review has not been made due to limited time. 

We support the plan for continued use of the Bartolo Wells because the 
extraction of water thereby adds to the water quality protection of the 
Central Basin. The selection of air stripping equipment, in our opinion, is 
correct. Placement of the facility in the Whittier Narrows area is 
expedient and logical. 

The plan calling for modification of wells will be difficult to accomplish 
because the limited aquifers with high concentrations of volatile organics 
may not yield the required flow rate. Selective pumping should be 
considered, but it will require a flexible operation especially as 
conditions change with time. 

Your letter of transmittal recommends Alternative E with maximum air 
stripping and off-gas carbon absorption. This plan has a total cost, 
including capitalized operation, of $15,000,000; compared to minimum air 
stripping with a cost of less than $7,000,000. The efficiency of the two 
air strippers are 92. 2 percent TCE removal with minimum air stripping and 
98.8 percent with maximum air stripping. Incrementally, the increase in air 
stripping adds $1,600,000 while the off-gas carbon absorption adds 
$6,900,000. The marginal efficiency of the maximum unit does not appear to 
warrant the added cost. The incremental cost of off-gas carbon absorption 
required for removal of about three pounds per day is very expensive, 
especially considering that volatiles will total one to three pounds per 
day. 

ilia SECUT.UY 



Mr. Neil Ziemba 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

July 19, 1988 
Page Two 

This District takes the position that the minimum cost plan which meets the 
requirements should be utilized. We note that the effluent water under this 
plan meets all the established limits. Our concern for economics is because 
we considered the cleanup to be extremely important and very costly. The 
expenditure of more money than required for any given operable unit will 
increase the difficulty of completing the cleanup operation because of 
limited funds. Air stripping units can be added in stages as needed and 
over-design is not necessary. Consideration in design should allow for 
flexible operation. 

It appears that risk analyses have been run, based on maximum upgradient 
conditions rather than mean conditions. If this is the case, then the risk 
analyses are overstating the risk. It further appears that off-gas carbon 
treatment has been selected. The plan ought to indicate that such treatment 
is only necessary to meet SCAQMD requirements and if those requirements are 
at any time not applicable, then off-gas treatment can cease. 

In summary, we fully support the decision to continue production at the 
Bartolo Well Field and provide well head treatment by air stripping. Our 
concern is that the units should be economical so that additional units may 
be installed at other locations. Because of the unknown upgradient 
contamination, flexibility in design should be considered. 

We appreciate your consideration in providing us with a draft copy of this 
report. If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned or 
Richard A. Rhone of Bookman-Edmonston Engineering, Inc. 

Sincerely, 

/L f) ~Vj Q 
I ITI\t~c~ u~ I 

J~n G. o m, rr· 
General Manager 

JGJ :js 

cc: Bookman-Edmonston Engineering, Inc. 
Thomas Stetson 
Suburban Water Systems 
Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District 
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July 22, 1988 

Neil Ziemba 
E.P.A. 
215 Fremont St. 
San Francisco, CA. 94105 

Dear Sir: 

I attended the public mcetin~ on July 13, 1988, in ,ihit.Licr 
regarding groundwater contaminJtion in Whit~ier Narrows. 

My comments are as follows: 

1. If the air-strip~iny systems are used, t,>ledse hdVt:! tile 
off-yas carbon absor~tion treatment filter~ instdlled. 
I have 3 persons with Asthma in our home and we havt:! no 
choice but to breathe the air ("'e cio have a choice in t.ne 
water we drink). 

I would like to see the emissions reduced even further. 
if possible (98%). If another ttt>e of filter becomes 
available that would do this, ,.;lease use it in the futurt:!. 

If you should decide not to J:~ v~ t.ia~ uf t -yas car1:>011 filter~ 
installed, that you have a public meetiD-y on this issue. 

The air coming into the syster.1 shvuld hav~ dn additiondl 
filter, as we ure in c:1 smo~ ~vuc. 

2. Request that a study be made L: l.11':! i::. r'.,\. to ascertain 
the level of contamination in storl?-bou~ht and home ~ruwu 
produce in the affected areus. Re..,uest tudt locdtious oe 
set up where our produce Cdll b~ taken tu oe tested. 

3. Request that the E.P.A. put more restrictions on tne use uf 
the VOC's and that any industrial ~olluters are ~rosecutea 
and fined heavily. 

· 4. Within 2 sq. miles of my res1aence 4 nei~hbors/friends laave 
come down with various cancers durin~ the ~ast 12 months. 
A partial profile of these cancer victims is: 

Kind 
1. A middle-aged man UNK. 
2. A 9-year old bot Bone Cancer 
3. A 39 year old female UNK. 
4. A 19 year old female LJrntlh GldUU 

Consequently, I request that the E.P.A. take a survet of the 
Suburban Water Customer to ascertain Cancer incidence::; amon~ t.hem. 

CallC 



- 2 -

The E.P.A. is the logical ayenct to do this studt because eac11 
of these persons goes to different medical centers. 

I am sure that there aree other cancer victims in uur art:!a t.ltat 

I am not aware of. Please make your findin~s ~ublic. 

Please reply to me personally on each ~ne of the~e ~oi1,ts. 

Sincerely, 

-,, 
cc: Ralph Nader ,~ 

Congressman David Drier 
Senator Bill Campbell 
Assemblyman Frank Hill 

,, 

I 



Jaditll ht Bear, 
1«51 Ku.I& DtiTt 

I.a llin.u. Callt•ral& M6SI 
,211> N6-sn, 

July 22, 1988 

Mr. Niel Ziemba 
Remedial Project Manaaer 
U. S. Environmental ProtectJon Aaency 
215 Fr• mont Street (T -'4-1) 
San Francisco, California 9~105 

Dear Mr. Ziemba: 

Enclosed are my comments on the drart Operable Unit FeuibWty 
Study for Suburban Water Systems' Bartolo Well Pield of San Gabriel Areas 
1·4. Los Angeles County. California (EPA Wort Assi&nment No. 14f·9L27.l). 
I assume I'll be notified when this 1tudy it finalized and • Record or Decisioc 
iHued. 

I'd also lite to be informed when the feasibility 1tudy for the Whittier 
Narrows Operable Un.It Js issued ror comment, and or any public meetinas or 
documents released relatina to Whittier Narrows or the San Gabriel Basin. 

Thank you tor your assistance. 

oerely, 

jah 
Enclosure 

cc Cw/enclosures): Mr. Tim jocham 
Surburban Water Systems 

Ms. Mary Johnson 
League or Women Voters 

nH~ 

w..:reo:s.o ee 



J91Ut• Aaa INr, 
14-1,1 NauaDtht 

La lllrda. Callfenla tllSI 
1215) t46-J215 

c. .... a. 

Dnh Oi,erabte 1Jeit. FeuJbWty Study 
Suburbf.A Taier SysteJU Butolo Yell Field 

s~ Gabriel Areu 1◄ 
Los AAae!et r.ou.a.ty. c,Jif'oral& 

Review or Fiaures 3 .. 1 dlrough 3·9 or th.it OUFS. ud data obtalAed from ot.ber sources. ladic&Je ,. 
widespread problem ,rith co.at.&mlAILlon IA the St.0 c;.briel Bashi. a.ad Curt.her froblema Yit.b. 
aiarwoii from the SU G&brlel &ulo iAto t.be CeAi.NJ BuiA t.hrou1h the l'hiU.ier Harrow, uea. 
Luse ueas or the Su Gabriel Bui.n tho,, high levels or co.oe&ml.aatloii Yitb volaUle orauic 
com~uads. Tb.is ours s,rese.at, co.oviAc~1 u1umeaa, for muiJnum "1r tt.ri_ppia1 Yitb orr ps 
cubo.ri a.nwnect. a, the oi,UIUI method for reaoval or volt.tile or1ulc1 from. 1roundwa.ie.r from 
Suburbu Water's tupply. By e1t.e.a.tlo.a.. 1hnU,r trewneot methods a.re Utety to be I.he ttea.t.meAt or 
choice tor the larger Whiu.ier Nuro,,1 area a, & whole. aad for ,ott.iotts or the Sao. Gabriel Basin. Mo 
decition hu yet bee.a reached (aor 1s oAe uUci~ated iil the near tutu re) on Lbe St.n Gabriel BuiA. 
Bo•ever., r,a.ibllity study tor the 'lbiU.ler Narrows Operable Unit ii Ao• iA prepUtJ.1011 ud c&n be 
11.oected Yithln t. NASO.Gable ,eriod. 

The ours JUtes iiusnerous m.eo.tio.n.1 of future lAteatt.tlon or ita recom.me.nded facility ,rit.h 
remediaUoA ot the encomp&9SiJll 1'hitutt Nurova ,Problem. It Also 1oes i.t\U) so.me detail o.n the 
difficulties &i1d in crea,ed costs of coi,.structina such a facility o.n • nood pla.in. Add.itio.aal _problem 
wiLh eut.hqua.te safety, 10il liquifaction duri.ag euthqut.tes. ud t.he difficulty or c0Ast.ruct.i!l1 a 
facility which is both "'nood&ble" (as described i4 AopeAdiJ ·r> a.ad which conforms U) eut.b.qu&te 
tafety requiremeAts ,vilJ surely be addressed iA t.he detl1A NTie,v _phase. T.bne co.a.sidet&tioAs Till, 
of course. require t1111il'icant 11peaid1tures to o\'e.rco.me. No doubt due to the J.imjted scape of t.hls 
ours, it bu f~ed to co.osider Lb.at the,e 1iia1 clifticult.ies &ftd t.be usociated sicc ~.re~uat.ion ud 
desi111 costs TilJ be encountered with ANY facility coAte.mDl&Ud OA the Whit.Lier Narrows noodpl&iA. 

The OUFS has evaluaud oAJy wo sites. both DYned by Surburbltl l'&tet ~d recom.me.ads th&t a facility 
for mnimum &it st.ripr,!Aa •ith off au ca.tbon tnauneAt be COAstructed oA the site cur.re21tJy owned 
by Suburban Water at t.he well field itself. I .must IU'OAllJ dis&&ree •!th t.his sltiJl& teco.auneiulatioi,. 
a., Nor tb.e &ost cott•ctfecLiTe &lter.utlve. 

Cett&i4 phruc, co.nta.iAed isl t.hit ours .bl.At that &ft ezpuded t11dllty .may be under coAsidet&tion u 
~a.rt of the Y bittier NartoYs Opetf.ble UAit. (P&,e 1-4: ·tuilities for Lbe Bartolo I' ell Field could be 
incor,Po.rated direcUy or Tit.b. 11odifica.tlon iAIO a 1a.t1er Whittier Nuro,rs arouachraur troatmeAt 
fadlity"; f&ie 8-12: • •.. it is tJ1Uci~ated to iilclude additioo.111 ... tre&t.ment systcJU thtoutht the area .. 
. A1tcr.0ativcs A through B Till ... comi,li.ment "'1')' n.eY tte&tmcAt re.medl&J actions ... laiclu~g the,e 
&re&t.ments facilities 1n. t. luaer tteat.meiu system for the Whittier Narrows vill be easy U) usisile.ment 
becautc the Butolo 'foll Field is loc~ at tbe Y.biwer N1troT1."; &Dd ot.b.er rctareacea.) 

This OUFS has .n.ot co.a.aidered the 90,sibllty ot acquitinl a more ,uit&ble tite either specifict.lly tor a 
Suburb&l\-ow.aed ta.dlity. lot a lhued facility servi.n1 a1J or Whittier Narrows. or to.r • Ngioul 
ftcility (see the me.atlo.n. of a re1ioai&1 fa.dlity iA Vernon ,ne.a.Uoned iA Tt.ble 6· 1) tervin& the en.tJ.te 
Whittier Nurows area and portioAs of the St.A Gabriel Valley &siA. A .reeioA&l ft.eility would. of 
course. require added ex.r,eAditures for pl_peli.a.es. a decil.io.a. OA &dmlAistrat.ioa (joiAtly. '-' a Mi,uatt 

C O c:I 

Wd90: 90 ee 'L.;e 'L.O 



,Judith Aan Henry 
Comments oA Dr&tt FeasibWty Study 
Subutb&4 I' at.er Syste.m.s' B&rtolo I' ell Field 
July 22, 1988 
Paae2 

comm.erclal venture, orEPA-oi,erated), ud t lon1er lHcH.lae tor i,wiAiA& ud coattructloA. It, 
&dvUlta.get would iAclude lm,Ptoved Nfety &Ad dilaater-,Np&rtdAHS, AON COA11'ten.cy iA Lb• 
handli.na or re.lated Yater-qu&llty problems, t.itd economies or scale. Cosis or coa.ttructio.a. may be lets 
than for & eeries or sma.11, iAder,tAde.n.tly-open.ted racWties. There ii 11&r1e t&A&e or optloas 
betTee.c auUii,te. u,.&11 tacllties ud & s!A&l• n1ional f&eillty. 

Suburban Yater has been deUveriA1 Yater fA conrorawice Yith &11 ai,plic&ble st&.0.duds &Ad, s,er 
tables in Section 3 or thl.l OUFS, cu cont.lAue &o do 10 for at leut t,vo yean Tic.bout e&Jit&l 
aodlfic&tions of their ellsU.n1 facility. This OUFS eltiJn.&tes, 9-.m.onth iJlptementa.Uon ,c.lledute tor 
its recom.mea.dtd alternative. AA OUFS for t.bt 1'hiu.ier Huro•• O,r.etlhle Uait it AOT bl prepuailoa, 
ud will surely lddNsa thete ovet&U J.stues. 

In ll&ht ot the ron1ol.n1 coaaeiu,. i,tease tesJoAd s,ecillc&Uy to the tolloYiAI questions: 

1. The relatJvetr short lead time tor t.h• facility pf'Oposed does not seem to JustJ.ty moviAa lhtad 
Yith t.hil p.roJect bf tore a unified flu has bee1l pNpued tor the e.ntite Whittier Narrows. 
1'.by 1s EPA 9roceedi.c1 to a Record of DecisloA oa the Bartolo l'ells Operable UAit betore the 
Whittier Narrow, teuibility study ii av&il&blt? 

Z. EPA hu advuced thil 9toject as im.POl'tlAt iA co.nt&iiliJ1& migration o!Yolatile or1a.nic 
compounds from tbe S&n Gabriel B&.siA to the Ceatt&l Bw.a. T11e i,ropoted fa.cWty will aot. in 
i&NU', cosutJ.tute & complete barrier. What _plus doe• EPA have to coAt&iA t.he b&l&Ace of thil 
now, ud what Js the time rruie for such i,J.us? 

3. Yhy huEPA choteA to tnat the Bl.rU,lo l'eU. uait iAclependenUy from U\e l'hittier NuroTS 
uai,1 

4. Should &n &it tt.rli,pin1 facility be const.tucted at the Butolo Well Field lite. wh&t impact is this 
ll.tely to have OA EPA'• i,114s tor l'hiU.ier Nt.rtoYS as a Thole? . 

,. Yhy Jl&ve oaly two sites NeA considered? 

Al.so, I have beea. provided with a copy of the i,relim.uluy 1eotecho.ical 1Avest11&UoA for the l'.hlU.ier 
Nurova uea. The pre~uy reJott recom.meAds deei, co.m.pactlon i,rocedures to reduct 
llqult&ctloA dur.u11 teismic eveAts. Quest1oo.1 on tills subject: 

1. T.h&t It the estimated cost or such procedures? · 
2. Baa esperie11e• duriA1 th• October, 1987 Whittier Huro•• tuthquat• (&Ad diacover, of th• 

associ.Ued rauti) altered these recommeAdations? 
3. Bo• wW floodic1 eplsodts lm~t & site .PNl\&Nd Tith these procedure•? l'ill Npeated 

tloodl.11& reduce its ertecuv111etS? 

e e ''- c: .'- 0 



Mr. Meil Z19Jllba 
Remedial Project l'.anager 
U.S. &vironmental Protection Agency 
21S Fremont Street (T-4-1) 
San Francisco, CA 9410S 

Dear ~. Ziemba: 

10606 Cordoba Court 
Whittier, Ca 90601 
July 22, 1988 

Re: San Gabriel Valley Superfund Site 
Bartolo Well Field 

I am a resident or the neighborhood near the intersection ot 
Strong Avenue and Workman Mill Road, the alternative locati011 tor 
the proposed air-stripping facility. There are over 200 condomini.UJIIS 
immediately adjacent to this alternative location and JIJ&I11' lovely' 
homes nearby. The facili t7 would not be apprOJ:>riate in this location. 

My recommendation would be that, 1f the proposed location at 
the Bartolo Well Field does not prove feasible, the site or Suburban 
Water S)"stems Chlorination Station be seriously- considered as the 
alterna~ site. It is not located in the 100-year fiood plain and 
there would be no homeowners arrected. 

In addition, I am strongly in favor or the orr gas carbon 
treatment to reduce air pollution. 

Sincerel,-, 

~'"""Ul~~ 
Mary W. MjcDonald 



July 22-88. 

Neil Ziemba 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S.Environroental agency 
215 fremont St.T-4-1. 
San Francisco Ca 94105. 

Dear .Sir: 

II JUL 198i 

As a resident of the Whittier area since 1942.I have been aware 

of water ~roblems for a long time. Although my water comes 

from the ground I am aware of geberal conditions that may 

' jeopardize the water table. 

Permit me to bring up the subject of pollution from the •tand­

po1nt of too many animals on the ground. 

In my immediate neighborhood, there is a heavily occuppied 

h&hse Ranch, next door are too many horses etc. on a small 

acreage, and in the government area along .the Ban Gabriel River 

are ~any horses and horse involved activities. 

We are,,all concerned about the pollution of our drinking water 

and feel that too ~any animals on the water producing areas 

is a proble~ to be seriously considered. 

Hoping you will take notice of this in solving the problrm 

and that s~~eth1ng can be done to solve this serious situation. 

Mr. and Mrs. J.H.Wil~ott 
10044 E. Kratt Lane 
Whittier Ca. 90601. 

Respectfull yours, 



APPENDIX G 

NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER REGULATIONS 



Revisions to 40 CFR 141 
National Primary Drinking Water Regulations 

25718 Federal Register / Vol. 52. No. 13t> / Wednesday, July 8. 1987 / Rules and Regulations 

(I) All community and non-transient, 
non-community water systems shall 
repeat the monitoring required in 
I 141.40 no less frequently than every 
five years from the dates specified in 
I 14t.40(a). 

g. Section 141.50 ia amended by 
revising paragraph (b) to read as 
follows: 

I 141.50 Maximum contaminant level gc la 
for organic contamlnanta. 

• • 
(b) MCLGs for the following 

contaminants are as indicated: 

~ 

1111.1-0oc:hlo,oelh,.,,._ ·-·-·-··---· 
(211.1,l•Tnchlo<oethane ..... - ...... -._-·-··-·--·-
(3) para•Oichlotobenz-...... _ .. _ ... _ ..................... -

MC 3 
in ,, 

0 17 
0 
0 5 

h. Section 141.60 is revised to read , 
follows: 

f 141.IO Effective dates. 

(a) The effective date for I 141.61 ia 
January 9, 1989. 

(b) The effective date for 
§ 141.62(b)(2} is October 2, 1987. 

i. Section 141.61 is added as follows: 

§ 141.61 Maximum contaminant levels fci 
organic contaminants. 

(a) The following maximum 
contaminant levels for organic 
contaminants apply to community watE 
systems and non-transient non­
community water systems. 

CAS No 

71--43 .. 2 
7S-01--4 
56-23-5 

107--06-2 
7~1~ 
75 .. 3~ 
71 .. 5~ 

106-46-7 

~ 

Benzene ........................................ -. 
Vinyl chlOnde .... - ................ __ ....... . 
Carbon lelrachlonde ....................... .. 
1.2·0lchl0roa.,,.,,. ...... - .. _ ............. .. 
Tnchlo<oelhy-. .... -.--.. ·•· ......... . 
I. I •OlcNoroelt,yllne .............. - ....... . 
1.1.1.Tnchtoroettw.._ .. __ .... _. 

pa,a-Oichlotobenz-··----·--

..,_ 
Monr I 

o. I 
0 ~ 
o. 
0 
o. 
o., 
o.: 
0.0 

(b) The Administrator, pursuant to 
section 1412 of the Act. hereby identifie 
the following as the best technology, 
treatment technique,, or other mearui 
generally available for achieving 
compliance with the maximum 
contaminant level for synthetic organic 
chemicals (I 141.61(a)): Central 
treatment using packed tower aeratio1 
central treatment using granulu 
activated carbon for all these chemica 
except vinyl chloride. 

j. Part 141 ia amended by adding a 
new Subpart), consisting of 1141.100 
and I 141.101., to read aa folloWL 
Subparts H and l ue reserved. 

Subpart J-Uae of Non-Centrallzed 
Treatment Devices 

Sec. 
141.100 Criteria and procedures for public 

waler ay1lem1 U1U18 point-of-entry 
device,. 

141.101 Use of other non-centralized j 
treatment devir .. 

SUbpart J-Uae of Non-Centralized 
Treatment Devlen 

water system customer convey with title 
upon sale of property. 

§ 141.101 Use of other non-centralized 
treatment devices. 

Public water systems shall not use 
bottled water or point-of-use devices to 
achieve compliance with an MCL. 
Bottled water or point-of-use devices 
may be used on a temporary basis to 
avoid an unreasonable risk to health. 

f 141.100 Criteria and procedures for 1 public: water ayatems using point-of-entry I PART 142-(AMENDEDl 
devtcn. 2. In Part 142: 

(a) Public water systems may use 
point-of-entry devices to comply with 
maximum contaminant levels only if 
they meet the ·requirements of this 
section. 

(b) It is the responsibility of the public 
water system to operate and maintain 
the point-of-entry treatment system. 

(c) The public water system must 
develop and obtain State approval for a 
monitoring plan before point-of-entry 
devices are installed for compliance. 
Under the plan approved by the State, 
point-of-entry devices must provide 
health protection equivalent to central 
water treatment. "Equivalent" means 
that the water would meet all Primary 
and Secondary Drinking Water 
Standards and would be of acceptable 
quality similar to water distributed by a 
well-operated central treatment plant. In 
addition to the VOCs. monitoring must 
include physical measurements and 
observations such as total flow treated 
and mechanical condition of the 
treatment equipment 

(d} Effective technology must be 
properly applied under a plan approved 
by the State and the microbiological 
safety of the water must be maintained. 

(1) The State must require adequate 
certification of performance, field 
testing, and, if not included in the 
certification process. a rigorous 
engineering deaign review of the point­
of-entry devicea. 

(2) The design and application of the 
point-of-entry devices must consider the 
tendency for increase in heterotrophic 
bacteria concentrations in water treated 
with activated carbon. It may be 
necessary lo uae frequent backwashing, 
post-contractor disinfection. and 
Heterotrophic Plate Count monitoring to 
ensure that the microbiological safety of 
the water ii not compromised. 

(e) All consumer■ shall be protected. 
Every building connected to the aystem 
must have a point-of-entry device 
installed. maintained. and adequately 
monitored. The Slate must be anured 
that every building is subject to 
treatment and monitoring, and that th• 
rights and respon1ibililiet of the public 

a. The authority citation for 40 CFR 
Part 142 continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 300g--2. 3(.)()g-3, 300g-1, 
--:., ..:. 300j--4, and 300j-9. 

b. A new i 142.56 is added to Subpart 
•, to read as follows; 

142.51 Bottled water and point-of-use 

(a) A State may require a public water 
ystem to use bottled water or point-of­
Jse devices as a condition for granting 
an exemption from the requirements of 
I 141.61(a} of this part. 

(b) Public water systems that use 
:>ottled water 88 a condition of obtaining 
m exemption from the requirements of 

141.61(a) must meet the requirements 
et out in I 142.62{£) of this part. 

(cl Public water systems that uae 
oint-of-use devices as a condition for 
ceiving an exemption must meet the 
quirements set out in § 142.62(g) of 
is part. 

c. A new I 142.62 is added to Subpart 
to read as follows: 

h -ta.62 Yartancea from the maximum 
ontamlnant levels tor aynthetlc organic 
~emlc:ala. 
(a) The Administrator, pursuant to 

l=!ction 1415{a)(l)(A) of the Act. hereby 
kentifies the following as the best 
~chnology, treatment techniques, or 
ther mean, available for achieving 
ompliance with the maximum 
ontaminant levels for synthetic organic 

~hemicals: Removal using packed tower 
aeration; removal using granular 
activated carbon (except for vinyl 
chloride}. 

(b) A State ahall require community 
water systems and non-transient, non­
community water systems to install 
and/rx use any treatment method 
identified in I 141.62(a) aa a condition 
for granting a variance except as 
provided in paragraph (c}. If, after the 
syatem'1 in1tallation of the treatment 
method, the system cannot meet the 
MCL. that system shall be eligible for a 
variance under the proviaions of section 
1415(a)(l)(A} of the Act. 



APPENDIX H 
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AIR QUALITY DATA 1P87 
SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Source/ Location Max. Max. 

Receptor of Cone, Cone. 

Area Air Monitoring in in 

No. Station PPM PPM 
1-Hour 8-Hour 

1 Loa Angelu 15 10.9 

2 W. Loa AngelH 13 7.5 

3 Hawthorne 22 14.1 

4 Long leach 13 9.4 

5 Whit.,•• 13 9.7 

6 Reaede 15 12.1 

7 Burbank 15 12.5 

8 Pasadena 15 11.3 

9 AZl88 9 6.0 
0 Gl---.r• NM NM 

10 p- 14 10.0 

11 Pico Rivera 12 10.0 

12 Lynwood 26 19.6 

13 lletllall NM 11M 

14 LencHter 12 3.9 

16 Le Habra 21 10.6 

17 Analla!■ 16 8.7 

17 Loe Al•ltoe 11M Ill 

18 Coeta -a 12 8.4 
19 El Toro 8 6.3 

22 Norco NM NM 

23 ll&mldoux 9 6. 1 

23 ltveratde (Magno! i•> 13 7.6 

24 Perri a NM NM 

28 H-t NM NM 

29 ..... ing NM NM 

30 Pel■ srtnaa 5 2.9 
30 lndioe NM NM 

32 Upland 7 5.1 

33 Ontario NM NM 

33 Chinof) NM NM 

" Fontene 6 4.0 

34 5., Bernardi no 11 6.7 

35 Redlands NM NM 

37 crest! ine NM NM 

PPM • Pert• by YOlUN per ■illion parts of air. 
MM • Arnlal Arlt'-tic Me.,. 

NM • Pollut.,t not ■oni tored. 

• · Data received froa FAA. 

Carbon Mono• i de 

No. Days Standard 

Exceeded Max. 

Federal State Cone. 

! 9.5 > 35 ?. 9.1 > 20 in 
PPM PPM PPM PPM PPM 

8·Hr. 1-Hr. 8·Hr. 1·Hr. 1·Hour 

1 0 1 0 .22 
0 0 0 0 .28 

.18 0 22 2 .20 
0 0 1 0 .17 
1 0 1 0 23 
1 0 2 0 .22 

9 0 11 0 .23 
2 0 2 0 .28 
0 0 0 0 .30 

NM NM NM NM .33 
1 0 1 0 .29 
1 0 2 0 .28 

40 0 47 10 .24 

NM 11M NM NM .21 

0 0 0 0 .17 

2 0 3 1 .24 

0 0 0 0 .22 

11M 11M NM NM .17 
0 0 0 0 .16 

0 0 0 0 .20 
11M NM 11M NM .24 

0 0 0 0 .29 
0 0 0 0 11M 

NM NM NM NM .20 

NM NM NM NM .18 

NM NM NM NM .21 

0 0 0 0 .17 

NM NM NM NM .16 

0 0 0 0 .28 

NM NM NM NM NM 

NM NM NM NM .04 

0 0 0 0 .29 

0 0 0 0 .25 

NM NM NM NM .24 

NM NM NM NM .29 

•> • The federal Standard la annual arithn,etic • ., N02 greater than 0.0534 ppo. 

Ozone 

No. Days Standard 
Exceeded 

~ ll!!!.... 
> .12 ?. .10 

PPM PPM 
1-Hour 1-Hour 

36 91 

16 58 

3 10 
4 11 

40 71 

60 121 
76 130 
95 150 

111 163 
135 180 
n 122 
63 120 
11 24 
67 129 
32 105 
41 n 
25 48 
4 15 
2 Zl 

16 36 
73 139 

113 168 

NM NM 
B2 136 
27 83 

53 96 

33 74 

14 41 
101 150 

NM NM 

0 0 
116 165 
117 166 

120 161 
119 156 

b) • The other federal (]·hour average > 0.50 PPM; 0.03 PPM, MM) and state (1·hour > 0.25 PPM) 

standards were also not exceeded. 
c) • Twenty-four hour average so

2 
! 0.05 PPM with 1-hour Ozone?. 0.10 PPM, or with 24-hour TSP! 100 ug/■3 . 

d) • Visibility standard is less than 10 11i les for hours with relative huwidity leaa than 70X. 

e) • ozone IIIOl'litored July 1 - Septelllber 18, 1987. 
f) • ozone 110nitoring terminated January 30, 1987. 

Nitroaen Dio•ide 
Standard No. Days 

Max. Criterion•> St•d. Exc'd. Max. 

cone. Federal --1!!!.L cone. 
in MM X > .25 in 
PPM in MM PPM PPM 

1-Hour PPM Exc'd. 1-Hour 1-Hour 

.42 .0537 0.56 4 .03 

.27 .0378 0 1 .03 

.23 .0353 0 0 .03 

.26 .0432 0 1 .06 ,~ 0486 0 0 07 

.15 .0319 0 0 .02 

.26 .0516 0 1 .02 

.21 .0420 0 0 .02 

.23 .04911 0 0 .03 

.17 0""' 0 0 NM 

.22 .0547 2.40 0 NM 

.24 .0486 0 0 .09 

.26 .0429 0 1 .06 
NM NM Ill 11M 11M 
09 .0161 0 0 NM 

.22 .0382 0 0 .04 

.22 .0421 0 0 .03 
11M NM Ill NM .03 

.19 .0281 0 0 ,03 
NM NM NM NM NM 

11M NM NM NM NM 

.21 .0269 0 0 .02 
NM NM NM 11M 11M 
NM NM NM NM NM 
NM NM NM NM NM 

NM NM NM NM NM 
.08 .0190 0 0 NM 

NM NM NM NM NM 

.20 .04n 0 0 .02 
NM NM NM NM NM 

NM NM NM NM NM 
.18 0383 0 0 .02 
.19 .0430 0 0 .03 

NM NM NM NM NM 
NM NM NM NM NM 

Sul fur Dio•ide Visibilitv• 

Standard No. Days 
Criterion St•d. Exc•d. b) Days not 

Federal fB!:l!. ...1WJ Meeting 
MM > .14 ! .05 Location State 
in PPM PPM St•d.d) 

PPM 24-Hr. 24-Hr. C) 

.0042 0 0 Burbenlt Airport 242 

.0022 0 0 

.0038 0 0 Loa Angeln 

.0058 0 0 Internet i anal 129 
0038 0 n 

.0022 0 0 Long leech 

.0023 0 0 Airport ,n 

.0020 0 0 

.0024 0 0 
11N .. 11N Willi• J, Fox 
11M 11M NM Airport 1 

.0036 0 0 <Lancaster) 

.0054 0 0 
11M 11M Ill 

NM NM NM 

.0042 0 0 

.0028 0 0 

.0024 0 0 

.0020 0 0 
NM NM 1111 

11M 11M NM March Field 
.0015 0 0 (ltveralde) 215 

11M 1111 1111 
NM NM NM 

NM 1111 11111 

NM NM NM 
NM NM NM 
NM NM NM 

.0011 0 0 Norton Air 
NM NM NM Force Base 237 
NM NM NM ( 5., Bernard I no) 

.0014 0 0 Ontario 

.0019 0 0 Airport 235 
NM NM NM 

NM NM NM 

SOUTH COAST 
AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 
9150 Flair Drive 
El Monte, CA 91731 



AIR QUALITY DATA 1987 
SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Suspended Particulates PM 10 
9) Particulates lSP" 1 

No. (ll\) Sao,ples 
Exceeding Percfflt Standard 

Source/ Location Standard Exceeded i J 

Receptor of 

Area Air Monitoring Nax. federal State federal lt•te Nex. 

No. Station Nuitier 24·Hr. MN AGN Nllli>er 24-Nr. AGII 

of Cane. >150 u,g/•3 >50 u,g/•3 Cane. Cane. >50 >30 of Cane. Cane. 
S8111ples ua/•3 24-Hour 24·Hour ll'J/•3 ""'""3 ""'"'3 ug/r,.3 Sa111ples uu/•3 ua/•3 

1 Los Angeles 58 158 1,(1.7) 36 (62.1) 56.6 50.6 13.2 68.7 61 216 91.4 

2 II. Los Angeles NM NII NII NN NN NM NN NM 59 125 57.2 

3 Hawthorne NN NII NII NM NM NM NM NM 59 150 76.5 
4 Long Beach 55 113 0 (0) 18 (32.7) 50.5 45.8 1.0 52.7 60 174 86.3 
5 llhittier NM NM NN NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM 

6 Reseda NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM 

7 Burbenl< 59 147 0 (OJ 36 (61.0) 60.2 53.7 20.4 78.9 61 180 91.9 

8 Pasadena NM NM NM NM NII NM NM NM 59 139 70.0 
9 Azusa 59 1118 2 (3.4) 38 (64.4) 68.2 58.7 36.4 95.7 61 254 111.B 

9 r.1-r■ NM NM NII NM NM NM NM NM NM NN NM 

10 p- NM NM NN NM NII NM NM NM NM NM NM 

11 Pico Rivera NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM 60 263 95.0 

12 Lynwood NII NM Ill NM NII NN NM NM 53 221 115.2 

13 Newhal 1 NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NII NM NM NM 

14 Lancaster NM NM NM NM NM NM tlM tlM 60 187 64.2 

16 La Habra NM NM NII NN NN NM NN NII NM NM NM 

17 Anahei• NM NM NM NM NM NN NM NM 61 202 84.6 
17 Los Al•ltos 59 163 1 (1.7) 21 (35.6) 48.6 42.4 0 41.3 57 648 l) 91.9 

18 Costa Ne■- NM NM NM NM NM NN NM NII NM NN NM 

19 El Toro 61 107 0 (0) 15 (24.6) 40.0 36.1 0 20.J 60 150 68.8 
22 Norco NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM 

23 Rlbidoux 60 219 7 (11.7) 46 (76. 7) 89.6 73.5 47,0 145.0 60 305 116.9 

23 Riverside (Magnol ie NM NM NM NN NM NM NM NM 61 234 106.5 

24 Perri• 15i> 187 0 (0) 5 (33.3) 49.2 31.8 0 6.0 59 255 118.2 

28 N-t NN NM NM NN NM NM NM NM NM NM NM 

29 Beming 61 163 1 (1.6) 22 (36.1) 44.1 34.0 0 13.3 61 213 68.7 

30 Pel• Springs 20k) 121 0 (0) 5 (25.0) 33.4 24.1 0 0 61 180 58.8 

30 Indio 61 115 0 (0) 25 141.0l 51.4 44.2 2.8 47.3 60 331 100.6 

32 Upland NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM 61 212 92.2 

33 Ontario 60 182 1 (1.7) 41 (68.3) 69.8 60.3 39.6 101.0 55 242 106,0 

33 Chino NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM 

34 Fontana 60 203 3 15.0l 38 163.31 73.9 57.6 47.8 92.0 59 298 108.3 

34 San Bernardino 61 211 2 (3.3) 36 (59.0) 70.0 55 .2 40.0 84.0 60 271 107.6 

35 Redlands NM NM NH NM NM NH NM NH NM NM NM 

37 crest I ine NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM 60 218 48.2 

Microgr- per cubic •ter of air. ug/ro3 

AGN A,....,.I Geoonetric Mean. inlet high voluoe aao,pler with quartz filter llledia 
g) susPfflded particulates PM

10 
sa11"les were collected every 6 days ':"'ing the size-selective 

(PM refers to fine particles with aerodynamic dian,eter of 10 .,,crometers or less). . 
h) lot!~ ausPfflded particulates, lead, and sulfate were deter,wined fr0111 sao,ples collected every 6 days by the high volune s-.,ler •thod, an 

glass fiber filter llledia. Federal TSP standard superseded by PM10 standard, July 1, 1987. 

i) federal PM standard is MN >50 ll'J/ro3: state standard is AGN >30 ll'J/M
3

• 
10 

jl - S"""I ing period: October - Oecl!ftDer. 

kl - S"""l ing period: Septeri>er • Decl!ftDer • 3 
, , . A"Jacent parking lot was being swept during s...,ling period, second high concentration 310 ug/m 

LeJJ Sulfate"J 

Nllli>er of 

Occasions No. Sao,ples 

Exceeding Std. Exceeding Std. 

Nax. Federal lt1te Nall. llm 
24·Hr. 24-Hr. 

Cane. >1.5 u,g/•3 ?.1.5 IJll/•3 cane. ?.25 IJll/•3 

ua/•3 Qrtly Avg. No. Avg. uu/•3 24·Hr. 

0.43 0 0 14.5 0 

NM NII NII 15.2 0 
0.44 0 0 20.6 0 
0.53 0 0 17.6 0 
NM NM 1111 NII NM 
NM NM Ill NM Ill 

0.44 0 0 17.5 0 
NM NM Ill 14.0 0 
NM Ill Ill 15.4 0 
NM NM ... NM NM 

NM NM NM NM NM 

o.n 0 0 11.8 0 
0.54 0 0 18.2 0 
1111 . Ill 1111 Ill 1111 
NM NM NM 7 3 0 
NM NM NM NM NN 

0.28 0 0 14.6 0 
NM 11N 11N 18.2 0 

NM NM Ill NM NII 
NM NM NII 14 3 0 
NM 11N NM NM NM 
0.20 0 0 16.1 0 
0.27 0 0 19.7 0 
NM NM NM 15.6 0 
NM NM NM NM NM 

NM NM NM 15.2 0 
NM NM NM 10.4 0 
NM NM NM 10.3 0 
0.23 0 0 18.0 0 
NM NM NM 17.8 0 
NM NM NM NM NM 
NM NM NM 18 7 0 
0.23 0 0 17.6 0 
NM NM NN NM NM 
NM NM NM 13,1 0 




