Novarr, Davida

Sent: Thursday, April 07, 2005 9:39 AM

To: Novarr, Davida

Subject: FW: Tarped Soil Stockpile:Sampling/Characterization/Recommended Disposal
Attachments: UCLs-Copper.pdf; WP_TarpedStockpile_040105.pdf; Tables_TarpedStockpile_040105.xls;

Soil Stockpile sample location Figure 1.pdf

B B i

UCLs-Copper.pWP_TarpedStoTables_Tarped Soil Stockpile
df (146 KB) )ile_040105.pdickpile_040105mple location.

From: Doug Mosteller [mailto:dmosteller@cherokeefund.com]

Sent: Thursday, April 07, 2005 9:37 AM

To: Lynn Nakashima; Barbara Cook

Cc: brian.spiller@astrazeneca.com; Dwight Stenseth; jedgcomb@edgcomb-law.com;
mrosegay@pillsburywinthrop.com; JRPitto@simprop.com; SCronk@simprop.com;
william.carson@Ifr.com; Neil Ziemba; mkking@ekiconsult.com; ejames@ekiconsult.com
Subject: RE: Tarped Soil Stockpile:Sampling/Characterization/Recommended

Disposal

Lynn,
Per your request, please find data sheet that displays the different UCLs generated by ProUCL. Also
attached are the April 1st submittals including the work plan, tables, and figure.

I will call you later today to see if you have additional questions on the attached.

Thank you,
Doug

From: Lynn Nakashima [mailto:LNakashima@dtsc.ca.gov]

Sent: Monday, April 04, 2005 4:48 PM

To: Doug Mosteller; Barbara Cook

Cc: brian.spiller@astrazeneca.com; Dwight Stenseth; jedgcomb@edgcomb-law.com;
mrosegay@pillsburywinthrop.com; JRPitto@simprop.com; SCronk@simprop.com
Subject: Re: Tarped Soil Stockpile:Sampling/Characterization/Recommended
Disposal

Doug - your letter indicates that ProUCL was used to determine the 90%UCL on the mean for

copper. Can you provide the data sheet that displays the different UCLs generated by the program?
Thanks, Lynn

>>> "Doug Mosteller" <dmosteller@cherokeefund.com> 4/1/2005 4:31:00 PM
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>>>
Barbara / Lynn,

Attached, please find a letter that describes soil sampling, characterization, and recommended
disposal for the tarped soil stockpile that currently exists on Lot 3 of the former Zeneca property,
now known as Campus Bay. We would like to begin removal of these materials next week.

Please let me know if you have any questions or comments.
Thank you,

Douglas C. Mosteller

Cherokee Investment Partners, LLC
4600 South Ulster Street

Suite 500

Denver, CO 80237

Phone: 303 689-1460
Fax: 303 689-1461
Direct: 303 689-1476

Email: DMosteller@cherokeefund.com
<mailto:DMosteller@cherokeefund.com>
Web:  www.cherokeefund.com <http://www.cherokeefund.com>



Cherokee Investment Partners, LLC
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4600 S. Ulster Street, Suite 500
Denver, CO 80237
(303) 689-1460

April 1, 2005 (303) 689-1461 (Fax)

Barbara J. Cook, P.E.

Regional Branch Chief

Attention: Lynn Nakashima

Site Mitigation Branch

Department of Toxic Substances Control
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200

Berkeley, California 94710

RE:  Soil Sampling, Waste Characterization, and Disposal — Tarped Stockpiled Soils
Site Investigation Order
Docket No. 04/05-006

Dear Barbara and Lynn,

This letter describes the soil sampling for waste characterization completed for the tarped,
stockpiled soils at the former Zeneca property, now known as Campus Bay (Site). This letter is
being submitted the California Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) on behalf of Cherokee Simeon Venture I, LLC (CSV); Zeneca, Inc.,
successor to ICI Americas, Inc. (Zeneca); and Bayer CropScience Inc., successor to Stauffer
Chemical Company, collectively known as the Respondents to Site Investigation Order, Docket
No. 04/05-006 (Order).

LFR Levine Fricke (LFR) has collected soil samples for chemical analysis to characterize the
excess soil generated and stockpiled from the Lot 1 excavation and grading activities at the Site.
The excess soil (approximately 1,300 cubic yards) is currently stockpiled on Lot 3,
approximately 200 feet north of the upper freshwater lagoon. Based on previous soil
investigations conducted within Lot 1, composite soil samples were collected from the soil
stockpile and chemically analyzed for metals to characterize the soil for proper disposal from the
Site. The soil sampling was conducted on March 8, 2005.

Scope of Work
To characterize the soil for proper disposal from the Site, LFR collected three 4-point-composite
soil samples from the soil stockpile. The soil was composited from the following locations from

within the stockpile.

o 4 sub-samples collected from locations in the top 3 feet of the soil stockpile.
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e 4 sub-samples collected at depths ranging from 3 feet to 6 feet below the top of the soil
stockpile (btos).

o 4 sub-samples collected at depths ranging from 6 feet to 9 feet btos.

Each sub-sample was collected from four separate areas across the Stockpile as illustrated in
Figure 1. The sub-samples collected from corresponding depths were combined together to
obtain representative composite samples of the excess soil stockpile at depths of 3 feet, 6 feet,
and 9 feet btos.

Soil sub-samples were collected by removing the exisiting tarp and pot-holing from the top of
the excess soil stockpile. At each location illustrated on Figure 1, soil was excavated to the
appropriate depth with the use of an excavator provided by Pacific States Environmental
Contractor (PSEC). Soil sub-samples were collected from the excavator bucket at the depths
specified above. Each soil sub-sample was placed into a glass jar, properly labeled, and
submitted to Curtis and Tompkins of Berkeley, California (Curtis and Tompkins), for chemical
analysis. The soil sub-samples were composited by Curtis and Tompkins. Discrete samples were
retained by Curtis and Tompkins for further analysis. After completion of the sampling, the tarp
was replaced on the stockpile.

Analytical Results and Screening Criteria

The composite samples were initially analyzed by Curtis and Tompkins for the following
analysis:

o California Code of Regulations Title 22 metals (CAM 17): antimony, arsenic, barium,
beryllium, cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, mercury, molybdenum, nickel,
selenium, silver, thallium, vanadium, and zinc, using 6000/7000 Series Methods.

« Organochlorine Pesticides by Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Method 8081, as
requested by the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).

The analytical reports have been attached to this letter. The organochlorine pesticides reported in
the soil composite sample from 3 feet btos, included alpha-BHC at 12 micrograms per liter
(ug/l), 4, 4°-DDE at 24 ug/kg, and 4, 4°-DDD at 27 ug/kg, and 4,4’-DDT at 140 ug/kg. The
composite sample for soils collected at 6 feet and 9 feet btos contain 4,4’-DDT at a concentration
of 130 ug/kg, and 51 ug/kg respectively. These concentrations do not exceed total threshold limit
concentration (TTLC) for California regulated hazardous waste (1,000 ug/kg).

LFR then compared the CAM 17 analytical data to the total threshold limit concentration
(TTLC), soluble threshold limit concentrations (STLC), and the toxicity characteristic leaching
procedure (TCLP) as specified by Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). Table 1
compares the CAM 17 metals analytical results reported for the composite samples against the
TTLC, STLC (10x), and TCLP (20x) thresholds. CAM 17 metal concentrations reported for the
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composite soil samples were reported to be below the corresponding TTLC thresholds. However,
the concentrations of copper and lead were 10 times greater than the corresponding STLC
thresholds. Therefore, in accordance with the Work Plan, a waste extraction test (WET) for lead
and copper was requested for the composite samples to assess if the soil is a California
Hazardous Waste. Additionally concentrations of lead exceeded 20 times the TCLP in two
samples. Therefore, TCLP analysis was performed for each composite sample to assess if the soil
is a RCRA Hazardous waste. Analytical results for the WET analysis of copper and lead has
been provided in Table 2, along with the STLC thresholds. Copper exceeded the STLC
thresholds in the 3 foot btos and 6 foot btos composite samples. Lead exceeded the STLC
thresholds in the 9 foot btos composite sample. Results of the TCLP analysis have also been
provided in Table 2 along with the TCLP threshold concentrations. Lead was detected at
concentrations below the TCLP threshold concentrations in all of the composite samples;
therefore the material is not a RCRA hazardous waste.

The analytical data of the depth specific composite samples indicated that portions of the excess
soil stockpile may need to be disposed of off site as a California Hazardous Waste. To
characterize the excess soil stockpile in more detail, LFR requested that a WET analysis for
copper and lead be conducted on each discrete sample collected from the pile. Table 3 presents
the analytical results for the 12 WET analyses of copper and lead reported for the discrete soil
samples, along with the STLC threshold concentrations. As presented in Table 3, copper
concentrations exceeded the STLC screening concentration in the soil sub-samples collected
from location 1 at approximately 3 feet btos and 6 feet btos, and location 3 at approximately 3
feet btos. Lead concentrations exceeded the STLC threshold in the soil sample collected from
location 1 at 9 feet btos.

Waste Characterization

The STLC data for the samples presented in Table 2, and Table 3, indicate that portions of the
excess soil stockpile are characteristic of a California Hazardous Waste for concentrations of
copper and lead. The results of the TCLP analysis for lead presented in Table 2 are well below
the TCLP threshold for lead concentrations and therefore indicate that the excess soil stockpile is
not characteristic of a RCRA Hazardous Waste. However, to further delineate the portion of the
excess soil stockpile to be characterized as a California Hazardous Waste, LFR completed a
statistical assessment of the WET analysis for lead and copper reported for the discrete samples.

The concentrations exceeding the STLC for both lead and copper were largely around Location
1. Therefore, it is recommended that the material in this vicinity be removed from the pile and
disposed of as a California Regulated Hazardous Waste (as shown in Figure 1). The remaining
lead sample results all are below the STLC for lead. To evaluate the remaining pile for copper,
LFR used ProUCL, Version 3.0 to evaluate the 90% UCL on the mean for the copper data
collected for the remaining 9 discrete samples. ProUCL was revised in December 2002 by the
EPA revised the Guidance Document to Calculate the Upper Confidence Limits (UCL) for
Exposure Point Concentrations at Hazardous Waste Sites (OSWER 9285.670). It consists of all
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parametric and non-parametric UCL computation methods as described in this revised EPA UCL
Guidance Document.

The 90% UCL for these nine samples for WET test for copper is 11.9 mg/l and is less than the
STLC for copper of 25 mg/l. Therefore, it is recommended that the remaining soil stockpile
(excluding material in the vicinity of Location #1 as shown on Figure 1) be disposed as a
nonhazardous waste.

Please let me know if you have any questions or comments regarding this submittal or in any
other aspect of this project. I may be reached by phone at (303) 689-1476.

Regards,

Db C uitd

Douglas C. Mosteller
Engineering Project Manager
Cherokee Simeon Venture I, LLC

Attachment

cc: Lynn Nakashima, DTSC
Dwight Stenseth, Cherokee Investment Partners
J. Russell Pitto, SIMEON Commercial Properties LLC
Brian A. Spiller, Astra Zeneca
John D. Edgcomb
Margaret Rosegay, Pillsbury Winthrop LLP



General Statistics

Data File | § | ‘Variable: [copper
Raw Statistics Normal Distribution Test ‘
Number of Valid Samples 8 Shapiro-Wilk Test Statisitic . . 1.0.594753
Number of Unique Samples 9 Shapiro-Wilk 5% Critical Value ' 0.829
Minimum 2100, Data not normal at 5% significance level ¢ |
Maximum 30000 e,
Mean . 7486667 95% UCL (Assuming Normal Distribution) .
Median 4600, Student's-t UCL . 12830.24
Standard Deviation - 8653.034 i e ]
Variance 74875000 Gamma Distribution Test _
Coefficient of Variation 1.158889: A-DTestStatistic . _ 1 0.817821
Skewness 2739102  A-D 5% Critical Value 0.733502
e s K-S Test Statistic . :0.250746
Gamma Statistics K-S 5% Critical Value 0.2837
k hat ] 1.593469 _Data follow approximate gamma distibution
k star (bias corrected) 11363871 at 5% significance level e
Theta hat 4685.792 . .
Theta star 6570.531 95% UCLs (Assuming Gamma Distribution)
nu hat 28.68245 _ Approximate Gamma UCL. . . 13654.07
nu star 20.45497! Adjusted Gamma UCL 15629.46
Approx.Chi Square Value (.05) 11.18571 - _ o o
Adjusted Level of Significance 0.02308 Lognormal Distribution Test
Adjusted Chi Square Value | 9.771957!  Shapiro-Wilk Test Statisitic _ . ..0.88703
_ ‘ Shapiro-Wilk 5% Critical Value - 0.829
" Log-transformed Statistics ' | Dataarelognormal at 5% significance level
Minimum of log data 7.6496893 ) )
Maximum oflogdata 1030895 95% UCLs (Assuming Lognormal Distribution)
Mean of log data | 8572717 95% H-UCL 15714.4
Standard Deviation of log data | _0.78369 95% Chebyshev (MVUE)UCL | 14967.93
Variance of log data 0.614171  97.5% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL 1 18460.8
D — 99% Chebyshev (MVUE)UCL = | 25321.86
- 95% Non-parametricUCLs
CLT UCL o 1 12210.89
. S DO N | Adi-CLT UCL (Adjusted for skewness) | 15024.93
,,,,,,,, Mod-t UCL (Adjusted for skewness) 13269.16
Jackknife UCL . ... . 12830.24
Standard Bootstrap UCL 11937.03
- , . Bootstrap-tUCL . . 1.27450.93
RECOMMENDATION Hall's Bootstrap UCL o .133539.48
Assuming gamma distribution (0.05) Percentile Bootstrap UCL . 12766.67
BCA Bootstrap UCL _ 13866.67
-F Use Approximate Gamma UCL _ 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 20039.23
97.5% Chebysheyv (Mean, SdyUCL | 25479.39
S 1 99%Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 1.36165.53
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General Statistics

Data File | E \Variable: lcopper |
Raw Statistics Normal Distribution Test
Number of Valid Samples 9  Shapiro-Wilk Test Statisitic _: 0.594753
Number of Unique Samples 9 Shapiro-Wilk 5% Critical Value 0.829
Minimum - __...2100] _Data not normal at 5% significance level
Maximum 30000 . e
Mean o _7466.667:  90% UCL {Assuming Nermal Distribution)
Median 4600 _ Student's-t UCL | 11495.56
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Variance 74875000 Gamma Distribution Test
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Skewness P 2.739102)  A-D 5% Critical Value
. K-S Test Statistic . . 0.250746
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Log;;[ansforrr']'ed Statistics

Minimum of log data

7649693

Data are lognormal at 5% significance level

Maximum of logdata

| 1030895

90% UCLs (Assuming Lognormal Distribution)

Meanoflogdata 717 90% H-UCL 12371.77
Standard Deviation of log data 0.78369:  90% Chebyshev (MVUE)UCL 1+ 12451.38
Variance of log data 0.614171 95% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL i 14967.93
I . 97.5% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL 18460.8

99% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL 25321.86

_90% Non-parametric UCLs

IR N cLTucr o 1o111e3a
1 Adi-CLT UCL (Adjusted for skewness) 13043.75

e et Mod-t UCL (Adjusted for skewness) 11934.48
Jackknife UCL 11495.56

N i . Standard BootstrapUCL | 10949.76
BootstraptUCL . .2381931

. ) _i__Hall'sBootstrapUCL i 30719.02

v . Percentile Bootstrap UCL _

10788.89

b . _ BCABootstrapUCL ... 13200

NO RECOMMENDATION AVAILABLE 90% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 16119.7
_ et 9% Chebyshev (Mean, SA) UCL 20039.23

Select 95% Confidence Coefficient 97.5% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd)UCL | 25479.39
| ' 99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL | 36165.53
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CAM 17 Metals With TTLC and STLC Screening Criteria
Stockpile Waste Characterization

Table 1

Meade Street Operable Unit

Richmond, California

Concentrations for composite samples expressed in milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg)
| ¢ | = | 2| 5| E . : | E : = |
g = E E 2 = 5} = o) =} I 32 = ©
Location ID Sa.mple. Sample E § E = g g 2 Sy s é § 3 ‘s E = < g
Identification Date = 5 s £ = = S S - ) = iz = 7 = £ N
< = ) o 6 = E wn = >
3 Foot Composite 3 3/8/2005 7.3 49 230 0.35 2.9 31 10 980° 120° 0.63 6.9 27 5.5 2.4 <0.17 39 330
6 Foot Composite 6' 3/8/2005 4.5 36 220 0.31 2.2 36 7.2 550° 60 0.57 6.2 26 3.9 1.6 <0.15 36 260
9 Foot Composite 9' 3/8/2005 4.6 40 230 0.31 2.4 30 7.5 480° 190° 0.85 9.0 27 5.0 1.6 <0.17 34 270
TTLC Sceening Criteria (mg/kg) 500 500 10,000 75 100 2,500 8,000 2,500 1,000 20 3,500 2,000 100 500 700 2,400 5,000
STLC Screening Criteria (mg/ll) 15 5 100 0.75 1 560 80 25 5 0.2 350 20 1 5 7 24 250
TCLP Screening Criteria (mg/ll) - 5 100 - 1 5 - - 5 0.2 - - 1 5 - - -

Data Input: AMR QA/QC:
Notes

TTLC - Total Threshold Limit Concentration as specified by Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). Reported as mg/kg
STLC - Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration as specified by Title 22 of the CCR. Reported as mg/1

1= milligrams per liter

? _ Concentration is 10x greater than the corresponding STLC value
? - Concentration is 20x greater than the corresponding TCLP value




Table 2

Waste Extraction Test Results
Stockpile Waste Characterization
Meade Street Operable Unit

Richmond, California

Concentrations expressed as milligrams per liter (mg/l)

. Sample Sample 1 1
Location ID Identi . Cooper WET Leachate Lead WET Leachate Lead TCLP? Leachate
entification Date
3 Foot Composite 3 3/8/2005 29.0 1.2 <.03
6 Foot Composite 6' 3/8/2005 28.0 0.58 0.21
9 Foot Composite 9' 3/8/2005 14.0 7.3 0.21
STLC?® Screening Criteria 25 5 NA
TCLP* Screening Criteria NA NA 5
Notes

' = Waste Extraction Test

2 = Toxicity leaching procedure

? = Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration as specified by Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations.
* = Toxicity leaching procedure threshold concentrations as specified by the Resources Conservation and Recovery Act

NA = Not applicable




