CITY

OF

ALHAMBRA

NOTICE OF SPECIAL MEETING
OF THE
ALHAMBRA CITY COUNCIL
(Notice No. N2M21-103)

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a special meeting of the Alhambra City Council will be held
on Tuesday, August 10, 2021, commencing at 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of the
Alhambra City Hall, 111 South First Street, Alhambra, California pursuant to the order of the
Mayor of the City of Alhambra, the Alhambra City Charter, the Alhambra Municipal Code, and
Sections 54955 and 54956 of the Government Code of the State of California.
Consistent with Executive Orders No. N-08-21 and No. N-35-20 from the Executive Department
of the State of California and the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Health Safer At
Home Order, the Alhambra City Council meeting will not be physically open to the public,
although the public may participate by video conference or teleconference and some of
the Council Members may choose to participate via video conference or teleconference
rather than attend in person.
An agenda of such special meeting is attached hereto incorporated herein by reference and
made a part hereof as though fully set forth herein.
LAUREN MYLES, CMC
CITY CLERK

Dated:
Notice No.

August 5, 2021
N2M21-103
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CITY OF ALHAMBRA
AGENDA
ALHAMBRA CITY COUNCIL
AUGUST 10, 2021
MISSION STATEMENT
The City of Alhambra is dedicated to responsive, creative leadership and
quality services, ensuring desirable neighborhoods and a supportive
business environment, while being sensitive to the diversity of our
community.

CORONAVIRUS (COVID-19) ADVISORY NOTICE
Consistent with Executive Orders No. N-08-21 and No. N-35-20 from the Executive Department of
the State of California and the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Health Safer At Home
Order, the Alhambra City Council meeting will not be physically open to the public, although
the public may participate by video conference or teleconference and some of the Council
Members may choose to participate via video conference or teleconference rather than attend
in person.
To watch and listen to the meeting: To maximize public safety while still maintaining transparency
and public access, members of the public can participate by using Zoom Webinar as follows:
Zoom Webinar direct link:
https://cityofalhambra-org.zoom.us/j/85331637105?pwd=TXlpT3djcmx1cFlRNFVGVlZxc3VUdz09

Webinar ID: 853 3163 7105, Passcode: 970922
Or by telephone by dialing 888-475-4499 (Toll Free) or 833-548-0276 (Toll Free) or 833-548-0282
(Toll Free) or 877-853-5257 (Toll Free) or 1-669-900-9128 or 1-346-248-7799 or 1-253-215-8782 or
1-646-558-8656 or 1-301-715-8592 or 1-312-626-6799 and entering Webinar ID: 853 3163 7105
and Passcode: 970922. Please Note: All members of the public calling or logging into the meeting
will be muted so that the meeting can proceed.
For those wishing to speak on an agenda item, please email Van Nguyen at
vnguyen@cityofalhambra.org by 5:00 p.m. prior to the meeting with the item number you wish to
speak on and the phone number you will use when calling or the name you will use when
logging into the meeting. You should then call or log into the meeting at least 10 minutes prior to
its start time. Staff will unmute you and announce you when it is your time to speak. You will have
five minutes to speak, unless that time is adjusted by the Mayor. If you do not have access to a
computer, please call 626-570-3248 to request public comment.
As an alternative to speaking during the meeting, you can email your comments to the City
Clerk at lmyles@cityofalhambra.org by no later than 5:00 p.m. on August 10, 2021 to ensure that
the City Clerk has time to print the emails prior to the beginning of the meeting. Comments will then
be read into the record by the City Clerk, with a maximum allowance of 5 minutes per individual
comment, subject to the Mayor’s discretion. If a comment is received after 5:00 p.m. but before the
conclusion of the meeting based upon its time stamp, the comment will still be included as a part of
the record of the meeting but will not be read into the record. Any member of the public who needs
accommodations or who needs their comments translated should email or call the City Clerk at
lmyles@cityofalhambra.org or (626) 570-5090 who will use their best efforts to provide reasonable
accommodations to provide as much accessibility as possible while also maintaining public
safety. Given the challenges of teleconference and video conference meetings, all
participants are encouraged to email their comments prior to the beginning of the meeting.
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AGENDA
Special Meeting
ALHAMBRA CITY COUNCIL
Council Chambers, 111 South First Street
August 10, 2021
6:00 p.m.

ROLL CALL:

Maza, Maloney, Andrade-Stadler, Pérez, Lee

CITY CLERK REPORT - NOTICE NO. N2M21-103
The City Clerk hereby reports that she duly gave notice of the special meeting of the City
Council being held this evening pursuant to the order of the Mayor and in accordance with
Section 54956 of the Government Code of the State of California.
CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING
1.

APPLICATIONS FOR VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP TT 74194, RESIDENTIAL
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT RP-17-7, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CU-17-9
AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSED
VILLAGES AT THE ALHAMBRA PROJECT (PROJECT) WITH 294 NEW, FOR-SALE,
RESIDENTIAL DWELLING UNITS IN FIVE-STORY STACKED FLAT AND
TOWNHOME CONFIGURATIONS; 545 NEW RENTAL APARTMENTS IN FIVESTORY STACKED FLAT CONFIGURATIONS; AND UP TO 4,347 TOTAL PARKING
SPACES TO ACCOMMODATE ALL NEW USES. IT IS EXPECTED THAT IF THE
PROJECT IS APPROVED THE APPLICANT WILL IMPLEMENT A PARKING
REDUCTION PURSUANT TO ALHAMBRA MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 23.52.060.
THE PROJECT SITE IS LOCATED IN THE PO (PROFESSIONAL OFFICE) ZONE. AN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT HAS BEEN PREPARED FOR THE PROJECT
AND WILL ALSO BE CONSIDERED WITH THE PROJECT ALONG WITH A
POSSIBLE STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS – F2M17-50, N2M20163
At the July 6, 2021 Special City Council meeting, the Council considered the item and
following a brief discussion the Council continued the item to this evening for the Water
Quality Control Board to provide a reassessment of the project. Since the Council’s last
meeting, the Water Quality Control Board submitted a letter and made a presentation at
the regular meeting of City Council on July 12, 2021 summarizing that previous analysis
and guidance was still valid and offered additional recommendations. In addition, an
updated draft of the development agreement has been completed incorporating terms
negotiated by the two Council Sub-Committees for Council’s consideration. Staff has
reviewed the agreement and provided comments which have been incorporated into the
agreement. The development agreement includes the following provisions: Inclusionary
Housing; Vapor Mitigation; Hazardous Substances Indemnification (Corner Plan Area –
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Lot 8); Traffic Assessment and Management; Open Space and Community Access;
Trees and Landscaping; and, Sales Tax Point of Sale Designation. Should the City
Council provide direction to approve or deny the project, staff would return at the
September 13th or other special meeting, as determined by the Council, with resolutions
reflecting the Council direction. In that regard, also attached to the August 10, 2021
report by the Director of Community Development are excerpts from the City’s code
concerning findings required for the entitlements requested for the project. Approval of
the project will require the Council affirmatively make these required findings based upon
information provided over the course of the Council’s various public hearings on the
matter. Denial will require that the Council determine one or more of the required
findings cannot be made, based upon information provided over the course of the public
hearings. Should the Council direct preparation of approval documents, staff would also
work with the Applicant on any revisions to the development agreement needed for
clarity and implementation.
Recommended Action:
1.

It is recommended that the City Council:

Direct staff to return with documents and resolutions to either approve or deny
the project at the September 13 or other Special City Council meeting.

ADJOURNMENT
NOTICE
Agenda Items: Copies of the staff reports or other written documentation relating to the items
listed on this agenda are available on the City’s website. If you would like to sign-up to receive
the City Council meeting agenda and staff reports packet, please visit the City’s website at
www.cityofalhambra.org and you will be able to submit your email address on the homepage to
the subscription service.
LAUREN MYLES, CMC
CITY CLERK
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
July 9, 2021
Ms. Sasha Renee Perez
Councilmember
City of Alhambra
111 South First Street
Alhambra, CA 91801
SUBJECT:

RESPONSE TO YOUR JUNE 17, 2021 LETTER REGARDING SITE A AND SITE B OF
1000 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE, ALHAMBRA

Dear Ms. Perez:
.
Per your request, a Teams meeting was held on June 16, 2021 to discuss Site A and Site B of 1000
South Fremont Avenue, Alhambra (hereafter, Site A and Site B), two cleanup sites previously
overseen by this Regional Board, on which the Alhambra “Village Project” is proposed to be
developed. The participants of the Teams meeting included technical, legal and managerial staff
from the Regional Board, technical and legal consultants for and the managerial staff of the
Ratkovich Company, you and your colleague Mr. Jeffrey Koji Maloney, City Councilmember of
Alhambra.
Thereafter, on June 17, 2021, you sent the Regional Board a letter requesting responses to
questions on certain issues related to the No Further Requirements (NFR) letters previously
issued by this Reginal Board to Site A and Site B. Your June 17, 2021 letter summarizes a list of
items you would like further clarification on, with a focus on if the rationale and standards used
in issuing the June 19, 2017 Soil NFR for Site A and Site B are still valid given the updated draft
Supplemental Guidance for Screening and Evaluating Vapor Intrusion. This letter provides some
background on the sites, the standards used to determine whether to issue an NFR letter, and
responds to the issues raised in your June 17, 2021 letter.
SITE A AND SITE B of 1000 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
Both Site A and Site B share the same address of 1000 South Fremont Avenue, Alhambra. Site A
includes parcels APN 5342-001-022, 023, 024, 026, 027, 028 and Site B refers to APN 5342-001025. Regional Board staff oversaw the environmental investigations at both Site A and Site B.
Following the completion of the necessary site investigations, including a risk assessment based
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on site specific factors, the Regional Board, on June 19, 2017, issued a NFR determination, for
soils only, letter to Site A without a land use covenant and to Site B with a land use covenant,
respectively. The NFR letters for Site A and Site B were issued in 2017 based on the appropriate
State of California regulations and guidelines, including the guidance for vapor intrusion risk
evaluation, in use at the time.
GUIDANCE UPDATE
In 2015, the USEPA Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER) published a
Technical Guide for Assessing and Mitigating the Vapor Intrusion Pathway from Subsurface Vapor
Sources to Indoor Air (OSWER, 2015). The primary function of this technical guide in 2015 was to
establish a recommended framework for assessing vapor intrusion that relies on collecting and
evaluating multiple lines of evidence to support risk management decisions (Section 1, Page 1
OSWER, 2015). As a framework, this guidance provides context for planning and conducting
vapor intrusion investigations, rather than a prescriptive step-by-step approach to be applied at
every site (Section 3.2, Page 39 OSWER, 2015). The 2015 OSWER includes a default conservative
attenuation factor of 0.03 yet still allows additional opportunities for the end user to incorporate
site-specific data into the assessment of potential vapor intrusion, including attenuation factor
data (Section 7.1, Page 117, OSWER, 2015). This conservative attenuation factor was not
immediately incorporated into the State of California guidelines. Therefore, the 0.03 attenuation
factor was not used when the June 19, 2017 Soil NFRs for Site A and Site B were considered.
As the state of science on soil vapor intrusion improves, the California Environmental Protection
Agency (CalEPA) takes actions to update its guidance on vapor intrusion. In February 2020, CalEPA
released draft Supplemental Guidance for Screening and Evaluating Vapor Intrusion
(Supplemental Guidance). Following extensive public comment that concluded last summer, the
revised Supplemental Guidance is expected to be finalized sometime in 2021.
SITE A AND SITE B NFRs
A review of the 2017 Soil NFRs for Site A and Site B (attached) indicate the following:
1. Site A received a soil NFR without an environmental land use covenant (LUC) after it was
determined having met the cleanup objectives for a residential land use scenario;
2. Site B received a soil NFR with an LUC after it was determined having met the appropriate
cleanup objectives. The LUC for Site B (attached) states that the site shall be limited for
industrial and commercial land use scenarios, without additional vapor mitigation and
monitoring requirements (Page 3, LUC). If Site B is being considered for a residential land
use scenario, specific vapor mitigation system (including vapor barrier and passive vapor
collection beneath the entire residential structure) and monitoring program shall be
implemented (Page 5, LUC).
The vapor mitigation system and vapor monitoring program are intended to effectively
eliminate or significantly minimize the exposure pathway for any residual sub-slab soil
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vapors to enter the future building space. Therefore, as an institutional control, the vapor
mitigation system and vapor monitoring program are included in the LUC to provide an
adequate level of protection for a potential future residential land use scenario.
SUMMARY
A further review of its 2016 Soil Closure Risk Evaluation indicates that Equipoise considered sitespecific conditions and used an average modeled attenuation of 0.001 for Sites A and B in shallow
soils during the Tier 2 risk evaluation process. The tiered process and assumptions used in the
2016 Soil Closure Risk Evaluations were extensively reviewed and validated by the Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). On July 1, 2021, OEHHA stated that the DTSC
October 2011 Vapor Intrusion Guidance used by Equipoise 2016 is still valid.
Given the concerns raised, we recommend the following:
1) The revised Supplemental Guidance is expected to be finalized soon. It is prudent that the
developer conduct a professional review of soil vapor risk assessment approach used in
the Equipoise 2016 Soil Closure Risk Evaluation versus the updated approach in the
revised Supplemental Guidance and bring it up to date as appropriate.
2) A Soil Management Plan (SMP) is intended to provide a post-closure process to effectively
handle any encountered soil impact unidentified prior to development activities. The
SMP has become a required submittal for any site receiving a soil NFR. We recommend
that an SMP be prepared and submitted for the Regional Board’s or its designee’s review
and approval.
3) In addition, the LUC for Site B requires the implementation of a soil vapor mitigation
system and a vapor monitoring program. We recommend that the developer prepare a
soil vapor mitigation system design and vapor monitoring workplan for the Regional
Board’s or its designee’s review and approval.
Responses to your specific questions are summarized in the attachment.
We thank you for your interest in our overseen projects and looking forward to working together
with you for a cleaner and safer community in Alhambra.
Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Jeffrey Hu at (213)
576-6803 (jeffrey.hu@waterboards.ca.gov).
Sincerely,

Renee Purdy

for

Councilmember Perez
City of Alhambra
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Executive Officer
Attachment: Specific Responses to Ms. Perez’s questions
2017 Soil NFRs for Site A and Site B
Site B LUC
Enclosure:
Letter from the City of Alhambra Councilmember Dated June 17, 2021
cc:

Mr. Jeffrey Koji Maloney (jmaloney@cityofalhambra.org)
Ms. Megan Moloughney (mmoloughney@ratkovich.com)
Ms. Sophie Froelich
Ms. Tracy Egoscue (Tracy@egoscuelaw.com)
Mr. Martin Ray (mray@cityofalhambra.org)
Mr. Rick Blackmer (rick.blackmer@equipoisecorp.com)
Ms. Jillian Ly

Attachment: Specific Response to Ms. Perez Questions
Ms. Perez Question: As you requested, I am providing the following in response to your request that the
RWQCB should consider and address in its review and reassessment of the file associated with Sites A
and B of the proposed Villages site (hereafter “Reassessment”), as defined in the Board’s NFR
determinations of June 19, 2017 (hereafter “2017 NFRs”).
RB Response: This response is intended to provide clarification on some of the issues raised in your
letter, rather than a “Reassessment”.
Ms. Perez Question (in black font): I first make a few process requests followed by the technical requests
that follow:
a) In the Reassessment please include a complete review of the file(s) for Sites A and B and the
Board’s prior 2017 NFR determinations. Please include and consider all changes and updates that
have occurred since 2016/2017 that affect the result of the Reassessment.
Please address the following:
(i)
adequacy of data collected (for groundwater, soil vapor, soil, and soil gas) and used in the
Board’s Reassessment;
RB Response: The soil vapor and soil data used to support the 2017 NFR were deemed
adequate. Groundwater beneath Site A and Site B was not investigated because the levels
of soil and soil vapor impact detected at the areas of concerns were relative insignificant
and not considered to be a threat to groundwater. (Note: Soil gas and soil vapor in this
type of investigation are often exchangeable.)
(ii)
justification that no additional data is needed, especially based on a review of the
historical uses at Sites A and B and adjoining sites from which contaminants could
migrate onto Sites A and B and/or migrate within Sites A and B;
RB Response: The soil impact in soil vapor and soil matrix used to support the Soil NFRs
were deemed adequately assessed and characterized. However, we recommend a Soil
Management Plan be prepared and submitted to address potential wastes/contaminants
encountered in the future prior to redevelopment activities.
(iii)
justification if any data is excluded;
RB Response: The Regional Board has no knowledge that data needed for the evaluation
of soil NFRs was excluded.
(iv)
changes in sampling methodology and laboratory detection limits that affect the data used
in the Reassessment;
RB Response: No known changes in sampling methodology and laboratory detection
limits would affect the determination of the 2017 NFRs.
(v)
changes in toxicological parameters for various contaminants that are part of the
Reassessment;
RB Response: We will refer this question to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (OEHHA). changes in exposure assumptions given the proposed, residential
future use contemplated at the Sites A and B;
RB Response: The 2017 NFR for Site A determined, based on then current cleanup
objectives and guidance, that the site is suitable for development without restriction, i.e.
residential development; The 2017 NFR for Site B determined, based on then current
cleanup objectives and guidance, that the site is suitable for residential development with
an environmental land use covenant (LUC, or deed restriction). The exposure
assumptions will be addressed when OEHHA completes its response to Item a)(iv) above.
(vi)
changes in risk assessment methodology, including screening and detailed methodologies
that may be used in the Reassessment;
RB Response: In February 2020, the California Environmental Protection Agency
(CalEPA) released the draft Supplemental Guidance for Screening and Evaluating Vapor

Intrusion. Following extensive public comment that concluded last summer, a revised
Supplemental Guidance is expected sometime in 2021. The Regional Board encourages the
developer to retain a toxicologist and conduct a review of the soil vapor risk assessment
approach used in the Equipoise 2016 Soil Closure Risk Evaluation versus the updated
approach in the revised Supplemental Guidance and bring it up to date as appropriate.
(vii)
any other changes that the Board feels need to be reviewed in the Reassessment.
RB Response: Soil Management Plan (SMP) is intended to provide a post-cleanup process
to address any encountered soil impact unidentified prior to redevelopment activities. The
SMP has become a required submittal for any site receiving a soil NFR. We recommend
that an SMP be prepared and submitted for the Regional Board’s or its designee’s review
and approval.
In addition, the LUC for Site B requires the implementation of a soil vapor mitigation
system and a vapor monitoring program. We recommend that the developer prepare a soil
vapor mitigation system design and vapor monitoring workplan for the regional Board’s
or its designee’s review and approval.
b) Please identify all documents that the Board relies upon as part of its Reassessment;
RB Response: The response to all the questions is based on the documents in our case files on
Geotracker.
c) Please provide a technical support document (“TSD”) or similar document providing the details
of the Board’s Reassessment so that the public understands the final decision of the Board after
its Reassessment. The TSD should include all of the items noted in (a) and (b) above.
RB Response: As indicated at the beginning of this response, the Regional Board intends to
provide clarification to your questions on the 2017 NFRs, not to do a “Reassessment” of the
NFRs issued previously.
d) Please provide me and city staff with your Reassessment by Monday, June 28, 2021. City Staff
will make these documents available to the public for their review and questions. On Tuesday,
July 6, 2021 at 6:00 pm, the Council will host a public hearing on the Villages project. During
this time we will receive public comments and ask questions about the results of the
Reassessment. We would appreciate if a member of your team could be present to answer
questions during the July 6, 2021 meeting.
RB Response: As indicated in our email to you on June 25th, a written response to your letter is
being prepared and will be sent out in the next few days. We apologize for not having been able to
send this response to you by June 28th, due to staff’s busy workload and our review process. As
stated in our email, we want to thank you for your invitation for our staff to participate at your July
6th Public Hearing. As you may be aware, our management normally will participate at those
public hearing, together with staff as a team. After checking the schedules of our team members
for the July 6th public hearing, we won’t be able to attend. However, we are set and looking
forward to participating the July 12th City Council Meeting, as planned.
e) confirm the rationale for why soil gas samples were collected from the locations shown in the
Equipoise 2016 report, especially considering: (i) historical land use at Sites A and B as discussed
in the Draft EIR for the Villages project; and (ii) potential for contaminant migration from other
adjacent properties, such as the sites currently under the Board’s investigation to the East of the
Corner property and Site B, etc.
RB Response: The soil (gas) vapor sampling locations were proposed based on site use history,
facility features, existing site information, and step-out (from any know source) approach etc. (see
work plan). The ultimate goal of the soil assessment is to adequately delineate the spatial extent of
soil and soil vapor impact. Based on staff’s review of the submitted site assessment report, the soil
and soil vapor impact was adequately characterized to the extent that the soil NFR could be
evaluated and determined.

We recognize that there are sites across Date Avenue under our oversight that are undergoing site
investigation and/or interim remediation. These sites are required to completely delineate and
adequately cleanup their respective onsite and offsite contaminant plumes.
To address any new soil issues at the site, we recommend a soil management plan (SMP) be
prepared and submitted for the Regional Board or its designee to review and approve before
redevelopment begins. The SMP may include a procedure to assess if any soil vapor impact is
detected and has potentially migrated from an adjacent site.
f) identify if additional samples need to be collected for the risk assessment to have robust
conclusions;
RB Response: The assessment data used for the 2017 NFRs was deemed adequate for the risk
assessment.
g) address whether the Board will continue to rely on the Johnson and Ettinger (J&E)-based analysis
provided in Equipoise 2016 (and previously relied upon in issuance of the 2017 NFR
determinations, in light of EPA’s 2015 Guidance1 and the Draft CalEPA 2020 Guidance2 that
does not recommend the use of J&E;
RB Response: The Regional Board recommends that the updated approach in the revised
Supplemental Guidance be used for cases currently under our oversight. For those sites
previously closed using the J&Emodel, we recommend that these sites, if deemed less protective
after being reevaluated, bring the risk assessment up to date as appropriate.
h) justify the use of the attenuation factor of 0.001 from shallow (5 and/or 10 feet below ground
surface) soil vapor data used in Equipoise 2016 to derive indoor air concentrations. This is (and
was) inconsistent with EPA’s 2015 Guidance which was clearly available in 2016 (when the
Equipoise 2016 report was submitted to the Board) and in 2017 when the Board issued the two
NFR letters. I also note that the current draft CalEPA 2020 Guidance explicitly recommends
using the EPA’s 2015 Guidance and the attenuation factor of 0.03, starting from soil gas;
RB Response: In 2015, the USEPA Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER)
published a Technical Guide for Assessing and Mitigating the Vapor Intrusion Pathway from
Subsurface Vapor Sources to Indoor Air (OSWER, 2015). The primary function of this technical
guide in 2015 was to establish a recommended framework for assessing vapor intrusion that relies
on collecting and evaluating multiple lines of evidence to support risk management decisions
(Section 1, Page 1 OSWER, 2015). As a framework, this guidance provides context for planning
and conducting vapor intrusion investigations, rather than a prescriptive step-by-step approach to
be applied at each and every site (Section 3.2, Page 39 OSWER, 2015). The 2015 OSWER includes
a default conservative attenuation factor of 0.03 and allows additional opportunities for the end
user to incorporate site-specific data into the assessment of potential vapor intrusion, including
attenuation factor data (Section 7.1, Page 117, OSWER, 2015). This conservative attenuation
factor was not immediately incorporated into the State of California guidelines. The use of the
attenuation factor of 0.001 in Equipoise 2016 to derive indoor air concentrations was acceptable
following then current guidance and concurred by OEHHA.
We acknowledge that the draft Supplemental Guidance recommends using the attenuation factor
of 0.03. We also recognize that the draft Supplemental Guidance does allow for use of alternative
approaches supported by adequate technical and site information.
i)

justify the use of the toxicological parameters used in the Equipoise 2016 work or update as
needed (for example, for chloroform, etc.)
RB Response: We will refer this question to OEHHA, and will forward their response back to
you.

j)

include age-specific considerations in the risk assessment given the residential use of the Sites A
and B.
RB Response: We refer this question to OEHHA, and will forward their response back to you.
Ms. Perez Question: Would the Board require mitigation (for soil vapor) to avoid vapor intrusion
as a result of the intended residential land use and a technical justification is no such mitigation is
required by the Board as a result of the Reassessment? If so, what would be the nature and type of
such mitigation (i.e., active, passive) and its overall design and verification? I am also interested
in whether the Board will require any indoor air testing in the future order to verify the results of
the Board’s analysis.
RB Response: As stated in the earlier responses, if Site B is considered for a residential land use
scenario, a specific vapor mitigation system (including vapor barrier and passive vapor collection
beneath the entire residential structure etc.) and monitoring program shall be required (Pages 45, Site B LUC). Again, we recommend that the developer prepare a soil vapor mitigation system
design and vapor monitoring workplan for the regional Board’s or its designee’s review and
approval.

City of Alhambra
Office of the Mayor and City Council

June 17, 2021
Dear Regional Water Quality Control Board Members and Staff,

Gateway
to the

Thank you for taking the time to meet with me yesterday afternoon. As you requested, I am
providing the following clarifications and requests that the RWQCB should consider and address
in its review and reassessment of the file associated with Sites A and B of the proposed Villages
site (hereafter “Reassessment”), as defined in the Board’s NFR determinations of June 19, 2017
(hereafter “2017 NFRs”). My questions are based on a review of the Soil Closure Risk Evaluation
dated May 24, 2016 by Equipoise Consultants (hereafter “Equipoise 2016”) since it is the only
document that is noted in the 2017 NFR letters upon which the Board relied upon to issue the 2017
NFR letters.
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I first make a few process requests followed by the technical requests that follow:
(a) In the Reassessment please include a complete review of the file(s) for Sites A and B and the
Board’s prior 2017 NFR determinations. Please include and consider all changes and updates that
have occurred since 2016/2017 that affect the result of the Reassessment. Please address the
following:
(i) adequacy of data collected (for groundwater, soil vapor, soil, and soil gas) and used in
the Board’s Reassessment;
(ii) justification that no additional data is needed, especially based on a review of the
historical uses at Sites A and B and adjoining sites from which contaminants could migrate
onto Sites A and B and/or migrate within Sites A and B;
(iii) justification if any data is excluded;
(iv) changes in sampling methodology and laboratory detection limits that affect the data
used in the Reassessment;
(v) changes in toxicological parameters for various contaminants that are part of the
Reassessment;
(vi) changes in exposure assumptions given the proposed, residential future use
contemplated at the Sites A and B;
(vii) changes in risk assessment methodology, including screening and detailed
methodologies that may be used in the Reassessment;
(viii) any other changes that the Board feels need to be reviewed in the Reassessment.
(b) Please identify all documents that the Board relies upon as part of its Reassessment;
(c) Please provide a technical support document (“TSD”) or similar document providing the details
of the Board’s Reassessment so that the public understands the final decision of the Board after its
Reassessment. The TSD should include all of the items noted in (a) and (b) above.
(d) Please provide me and city staff with your Reassessment by Monday, June 28, 2021. City Staff
will make these documents available to the public for their review and questions. On Tuesday, July
6, 2021 at 6:00 pm, the Council will host a public hearing on the Villages project. During this time
we will receive public comments and ask questions about the results of the Reassessment. We
would appreciate if a member of your team could be present to answer questions during the July 6,
2021 meeting.
Also, please address the following technical issues:
(e) confirm the rationale for why soil gas samples were collected from the locations shown in the
Equipoise 2016 report, especially considering: (i) historical land use at Sites A and B as discussed
in the Draft EIR for the Villages project; and (ii) potential for contaminant migration from other
adjacent properties, such as the sites currently under the Board’s investigation to the East of the
Corner property and Site B, etc.
(f) identify if additional samples need to be collected for the risk assessment to have robust
conclusions;

(g) address whether the Board will continue to rely on the Johnson and Ettinger (J&E)-based analysis provided
in Equipoise 2016 (and previously relied upon in issuance of the 2017 NFR determinations, in light of EPA’s
2015 Guidance1 and the Draft CalEPA 2020 Guidance2 that does not recommend the use of J&E;
(h) justify the use of the attenuation factor of 0.001 from shallow (5 and/or 10 feet below ground surface) soil
vapor data used in Equipoise 2016 to derive indoor air concentrations. This is (and was) inconsistent with EPA’s
2015 Guidance which was clearly available in 2016 (when the Equipoise 2016 report was submitted to the
Board) and in 2017 when the Board issued the two NFR letters. I also note that the current draft CalEPA 2020
Guidance explicitly recommends using the EPA’s 2015 Guidance and the attenuation factor of 0.03, starting
from soil gas;
(i) justify the use of the toxicological parameters used in the Equipoise 2016 work or update as needed (for
example, for chloroform, etc.)
(j) include age-specific considerations in the risk assessment given the residential use of the Sites A and B.
Would the Board require mitigation (for soil vapor) to avoid vapor intrusion as a result of the intended residential
land use and a technical justification is no such mitigation is required by the Board as a result of the
Reassessment? If so, what would be the nature and type of such mitigation (i.e., active, passive) and its overall
design and verification? I am also interested in whether the Board will require any indoor air testing in the future
order to verify the results of the Board’s analysis.
I sincerely appreciate the Board’s willingness to revisit its prior determinations and look forward to your
findings. Thank you for serving the Alhambra community.

Best,
Sasha Renee Perez
Councilmember
City of Alhambra

1

EPA, June 2015, OSWER Publication 9200.2-154, OSWER Technical Guide for Assessing
and Mitigating the Vapor Intrusion Pathway from Subsurface Vapor Sources to Indoor Air.
2
CalEPA, February 2020, Public Draft Supplemental Guidance: Screening and Evaluating Vapor
Intrusion.

