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  SUPPLEMENTAL PHASE II ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT 
 
Dear Mr. Martin: 
 
ENGEO is pleased to submit our findings of our supplemental phase II environmental site 
assessment performed at the subject property (Property), located in Chino Hills, California 
(Figures 1 and 2). The purpose of the study was to conduct additional soil and soil gas sampling 
to determine if current and/or past activities on the Property have impacted the Property. This 
document includes a summary of activities performed, laboratory analysis, and our conclusions 
and recommendations. 
 
1.0 BACKGROUND 
 
The Property is comprised of one parcel identified by the Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) listed 
in the table below.  
 

SITE IDENTIFICATION 

Property Name: Shady View 

City: Chino Hills         County: San Bernardino     State: California 

Assessor’s Parcel Number: 8430-015-018 

 
The approximately 131-acre Property is generally bound by a residential community to the north, 
several residential structures, a firewood operation, vacant land, Highway 71 to the east, and 
generally vacant land to the south and west that comprises sporadic active and inactive oil wells. 
Presently a paved road bisects the Property in the east-west direction, leading to a small 
developed area near the northeastern portion of the Property. The developed area consists of 
three crude oil above-ground storage tanks (ASTs) with small-diameter pipelines, a 
scrapyard/storage area, two trenches (both contain construction debris), and a mobile home. The 
existing ASTs have been present since at least 1959. Based on historical imagery, three 
additional ASTs were formerly located in the northwestern portion of the Property from at least 
1973 through at least 2009, and three former trenches were located in the northeastern portion 
of the Property from at least 1959 to at least 1987. 
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2.0 SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTS 
 
Hillmann Consulting; Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, APN 1057-261-06; Chino Hills, 
California 91709; September 18, 2014. 
 
At the time of the 2014 phase I environmental site assessment, Hillmann Consulting (Hillmann) 
described the Property as mostly undeveloped land with three developed areas near the east-
central boundary. The developed areas were described as, “a paved garage, a paved storage 
tank area for crude oil, and a residential mobile home.” Hillmann noted an “oil pipeline” extending 
west-to-east from the crude oil storage tanks to oil wells located an adjacent site to the west. 
Hillman identified two Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs), no controlled RECs, and no 
historical RECs. The two RECs included: 
 

 The Property has been used to store crude oil produced from oil wells adjacent to the east 
and west for approximately 50 years. Hillmann considers this past use of the Property as a 
REC. 

 Two excavated areas on the Property have been utilized for waste disposal purposes for 
approximately 50 years. Hillmann considers this past use of the Property as a REC. 

 
Hillmann recommended a phase II environmental site assessment subsurface investigation to 
determine whether the current and past use of the Property and adjoining properties for producing 
and storing crude oil had resulted in releases of hazardous or petroleum substances, and to 
characterize the waste disposed in the excavated areas. 
 
Hillmann Consulting; Limited Phase II Subsurface Investigation Report, APN 1057-261-06, Chino 
Hills, California 91709; September 24, 2014. 
 
Hillmann performed a limited subsurface investigation for the Property to test the underlying soil 
and soil vapor for select analytes associated with the past site usage. They utilized a backhoe to 
excavate six pits, maximum depths ranging from 3 to 8 feet below grade, and collected soil 
samples at depths ranging from 1 to 8 feet bgs. After completing the excavation and soil sampling, 
they hand-augured an additional 2 feet deeper than the excavated base to install temporary soil 
gas probes within the hand-augured borings. Upon completing of the temporary soil gas wells, 
they backfilled the excavations with excavation spoils and allowed the probes to equilibrate for 
48 hours. Excavation pits/temporary soil gas probes were located near the existing crude oil 
storage area and sumps, and within the two debris-filled trenches. Soil samples were analyzed 
for select analytes including carbon chain hydrocarbons (gasoline, diesel, and oil-range 
hydrocarbons), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), 
and metals. Soil gas samples were analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOCs). The soil and 
soil gas results were compared to corresponding 2013 San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (SFRWQCB) Tier 1 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs).  
 
Four soil samples reported total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) as gasoline (TPH-gasoline), 
TPH-diesel, and TPH-oil, as non-detectable. Two soil samples, located within the debris-filled 
trenches, reported detectable levels of TPH as follows: sample B1-1 reported TPH-diesel as 
260 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg), and sample B2-1 reported TPH-oil as 190 mg/kg. These two 
samples were also analyzed for SVOCs and PCBs, though concentrations were reported as 
non-detectable. Metal concentrations for the six samples were below the California Human Health 
Screening Levels (CHHSLs), except for arsenic. Though arsenic concentrations exceeded the 
corresponding CHHSL, the concentrations were within the naturally occurring background 
concentration of 12 mg/kg in southern California.  
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Hillmann noted that the six soil gas samples reported VOCs as non-detectable, though Hillman 
did not provide a summary or conclusions regarding soil gas. It should be noted that the soil gas 
sample units were reported in micrograms per liter (ug/L), instead of micrograms per cubic meter 
(µg/m3) utilized by ESLs, making comparison of laboratory detection limits difficult.   
 
Hillmann recommended additional soil sampling to define the extent of hydrocarbon 
contamination in soil near Borings B1 and B2 (located within the debris filled trenches). They 
suggested that the trenches should be excavated to at least the native soil interface, estimated to 
be approximately 3 feet below fill material, which would result in approximately 500 tons of 
material for disposal. They recommended colleting confirmation of soil samples after the debris 
removal to ensure that underlying soil meets residential screening levels, and noted that future 
redevelopment in the crude oil tank area would require confirmation sampling below the tanks.  
 
ENGEO; Shady View (APN 1057-261-06) Phase I Environmental Site Assessment; Chino Hills, 
California; June 18, 2019. 
 
ENGEO also described the Property as mostly undeveloped land, with the exception of minor 
development in the on the northern portion of the Property. The current developed areas 
consisted of three crude-oil above-ground storage tanks (ASTs), a scrap yard with storage area, 
two trenches (both contain construction debris), and a mobile home. Review of historical records 
indicated that the three existing ASTs were present since at least 1959, and that three additional 
ASTs were present in the northwestern portion of the Property from at least 1973 through at least 
2009. ENGEO identified three recognized environmental conditions (RECs) and one potential 
environmental concern for the Property, summarized below. 
 
RECs: 

 Historic Petroleum Storage: Three former ASTs were present in the northwestern portion of 
the Property from at least 1973 through at least 2009. The potential presence of petroleum-
impacted soil and soil gas is a REC for the Property. 

 Current Petroleum Storage: Three existing ASTs are currently present along the eastern 
Property boundary, and three former ASTs were located in the northwestern portion of the 
Property. Numerous drums are also stored at the Property. The potential presence of 
petroleum-impacted soil, groundwater, and soil gas is a REC for the Property. 

 A scrap yard and storage area is located directly north of the existing ASTs. 
 
Potential Environmental Concern: 

 Two trenches are located near the eastern Property boundary, north of the scrap yard. These 
trenches contain visible construction-related debris (bricks, concrete, and wood). In addition, 
the 2014 Limited Subsurface Investigation reported that two soil samples from the trenches 
contained diesel and oil petroleum hydrocarbons at levels that exceed screening levels for 
residential land use. 

 
Based on the above information, ENGEO recommended a subsurface investigation to evaluate 
potential subsurface impacts associated with the past use of the Property. 
 
ENGEO; Shady View (APN 1057-261-06) Phase I Environmental Site Assessment; Chino Hills, 
California; July 10, 2019. 
 
ENGEO’s phase II ESA investigated three general areas, as follows: existing AST area (referred 
to as E-AST), inferred former AST area (referred to F-AST), and existing scrapyard/storage area. 
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A total of 14 borings were advanced at the Property (27 soil samples and 5 soil gas samples), 
with six additional shallow samples collected, summarized below.  
 

 Existing AST Area:  

 Four soil borings advanced to 8 feet bgs; samples collected at surface, 3 feet, and 8 feet 
bgs and analyzed for TPH-gasoline, TPH-diesel and TPH-motor oil, VOCs, and CAM-17 
metals.   

 One of the soil samples was advanced to 35 feet bgs in an attempt to collect a 
grab-groundwater sample, though groundwater was not encountered. 

 Three temporary soil gas wells; samples collected at 5 feet bgs and analyzed for VOCs, 
methane, and 1,1-DFA. 

 Former AST Area:  

 Five soil borings advanced to 8 feet bgs, samples collected at surface, 3 feet, and 8 feet 
bgs and analyzed for TPH-gasoline, TPH-desiel and TPH-motor oil, VOCs, and CAM-17 
metals.   

 Two temporary soil gas wells; samples collected at 5 feet bgs and analyzed for VOCs, 
methane, and 1,1-DFA. 

 Scrapyard/Storage Area:  

 Six shallow soil samples combined into two 3-point composite samples; samples collected 
at 0 to 6 inches bgs, analyzed for TPH-gasoline, TPH-diesel and TPH-motor oil, VOCs, 
and CAM-17 metals.   

 
Based on the laboratory results and visual observations, ENGEO provided the following 
conclusions and recommendations. 
 

 Soil gas samples reported several VOC concentrations exceeding the respective conservative 
“Tier 1” ESLs for soil gas using an attention factor of 0.03. Exceeding screening levels for soil 
gas does not necessarily mean that a health risk exists; rather, exceeding screening levels 
indicates that additional analysis and study should be performed to determine if a health risk, 
such as a potential concern for vapor intrusion, exists under the proposed land redevelopment 
scenario. These “Tier 1” ESLs do not address several factors, including new construction 
material and techniques for foundations.  

 ENGEO recommended additional activities, which could include additional subsurface 
investigations, a site-specific health risk assessment, and/or discussions with appropriate 
agencies. 

 Soil sample results from the former and existing AST areas reported detectable 
concentrations of TPH-diesel in 10 samples, ranging from 18 to 2,200 mg/kg. The 
concentrations reported in three of the samples, located within the existing AST area, exceed 
the respective ESL. The remaining analytes, TPH-motor oil, and VOCs, were reported as 
non-detectable.  

 Prior to demolition and grading, ENGEO recommended that a Site Management Plan be 
developed for use during future subsurface work, specifically for the petroleum-impacted 
soil in the vicinity of the existing AST. The Site Management Plan should establish 
guidelines to address the soil excavation and removal during the construction process. 
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 The scrap yard soil samples reported detectable concentrations of TPH-diesel and TPH-motor 
oil, as well as CAM 17 metals. Each of the concentrations was below the corresponding 
screening level for residential use, though the area near the storage shed had soils with visible 
surface stains. 

 ENGEO recommended scarifying and removing the upper 6 inches of soil near the storage 
shed within the scrap yard area (approximately 0.8 acre), resulting in approximately 
645 cubic yards of soil. We recommended that this soil be disposed of at a non-hazardous 
landfill or potentially be placed in future roadways or deep fill areas. 

 The two debris-filled trenches located north of the scrap yard were not investigated during this 
assessment. However, the 2014 assessment indicated that the two samples collected from 
these trenches had diesel and oil petroleum hydrocarbons concentrations that exceed 
screening levels for residential land use. The 2014 report concluded that the soil from the two 
trenches should be excavated to at least native soil, followed by confirmation soil sampling.  

 In addition to the recommendation to remove the soil and debris, we recommended that a 
Site Management Plan be developed prior to excavation. The Soil Management Plan 
should establish guidelines to address the soil excavation and removal. Based on the 2014 
samples, the debris could be disposed at a non-hazardous landfill. We concurred that 
confirmation samples should be taken after the material is excavated. 

 
3.0 FIELD INVESTIGATION 
 
To screen the soil and soil gas for the possible presence of petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile and 
semi-volatile organic compounds, and/or metals, as well as for potential on-site reuse or off-site 
disposal, ENGEO collected soil and soil gas samples throughout the Property during two separate 
mobilizations. On April 16, 2021, we collected shallow soil samples from 26 locations, and from 
May 12 through May 14, 2021, we collected samples from 40 soil borings and 33 temporary soil 
gas wells (constructed within the soil borings). Prior to drilling, an ENGEO representative 
contacted USA Service Alert to facilitate notification of operators of utilities at or near the Property. 
ENGEO also retained a private utility locator to assess potential utilities at the proposed drilling 
locations. ENGEO retained a C-57 licensed direct-push contractor to advance sample borings at 
73 locations throughout the Property, with maximum depths ranging from 5 to 30 feet below the 
ground surface (bgs). Temporary soil gas wells were installed in 33 of the borings at 5 feet bgs 
and 15 feet bgs, with one location including a sample depth of 30 feet bgs.   
 
An ENGEO representative screened the soil cuttings for volatile organic vapors with a 
photoionization detector (PID) and also logged the borings under the supervision of a Professional 
Geologist. Observed soil was free of staining or olfactory evidence of impact, with the exception 
of minor stains and petroleum hydrocarbon odors at borings SV1-SB-40 and SV1-SB-41, located 
along the pipeline corridor. Groundwater was not encountered.  
 
3.1. SOIL GAS SAMPLING ACTIVITIES 
 
From May 12 through May 13, 2021, ENGEO observed the installation of 33 temporary nested 
soil gas wells throughout the Property. Each of the soil gas wells consisted of nested soil gas 
probes, with the upper probe installed approximately 5 feet bgs and the lower probe installed 
approximately 15 feet bgs, and one location (SV1-SG-05) with an additional probe installed 
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approximately 30 feet bgs. Installation and sampling of the soil gas monitoring wells were 
performed in accordance with the DTSC Final Advisory Active Soil Gas Investigations (2015). 
 
A mobile laboratory was utilized to analyze the 5 foot samples for VOCs; if significant VOC 
concentrations were reported by the mobile laboratory then deeper samples were planned to be 
collected. However, the 33 soil gas samples (plus four duplicate samples) collected at 5 feet bgs 
did not report significantly elevated VOC concentrations, and therefore deeper soil gas samples 
were not collected. ENGEO completed soil gas sampling at the following locations and depths. 
 

 Former AST Area: 7 locations, sample at 5 feet bgs 

 Former Trenches: 2 locations, sample at 5 feet bgs 

 Existing Scrapyard-Storage Area: 10 locations, sample at 5 feet bgs 

 Existing AST Area: 11 locations, sample at 5 feet bgs 

 Truck-loading Area: 3 locations, sample at 5 feet bgs 
 
3.1.1. Sample Collection Procedure 

The installation and sampling of the 33 temporary soil gas wells was performed in general 
conformance with the DTSC Final Advisory Active Soil Gas Investigations (July 2015). A summary 
of procedures is present below: 
 

 A C-57 licensed contractor advanced an approximately 2-inch-diameter boring to a depth of 
15 feet bgs via a direct-push probe rig, and in the case of well SV1-SG-05 to a depth of 
30 feet bgs, and constructed soil gas wells with ¼-inch-diameter Teflon® tubing equipped with 
a filter at the desired sample depths. Construction of the soil gas wells took place under the 
supervision of an ENGEO Professional Geologist. 

 Each of the 33 soil gas wells consisted of nested soil gas probes, with the upper probe 
installed approximately 5 feet bgs and the lower probe installed approximately 15 feet bgs, 
and in the case of well SV1-SG-05 another probe installed approximately 30 feet bgs. The 
contractor equipped the tubing of the lower probe with a filter situated at a depth of 15 feet bgs 
(and 30 feet bgs), centered in the middle of a 1-foot layer of No. 3 sand. Six inches of dry 
bentonite was installed on top of the sand, and the annular space was filled with hydrated 
bentonite grout to approximately 5 feet bgs. A 1-foot layer of No. 3 sand was placed at 
approximately 5 feet bgs, and a filter was centered in the middle of the sand pack. Again, 
6 inches of dry bentonite was installed on top of the sand, and the remaining annular space 
was filled with hydrated bentonite grout to the surface. 

 Following installation of the annular seal, the probe tubing was equipped with a 3-way 
cockstop valve and the mandatory two-hour equilibration time began.  

 After the two-hour equilibration time elapsed, soil gas samples were collected in glass 
gas-tight syringes equipped with Teflon plungers. A shut-in test was conducted to check for 
leaks at each sampling point. Per the mobile laboratory report, “The shut-in test was 
performed on the above ground apparatus by evacuating the line to a vacuum of 100 inches 
of water, sealing the entire system and watching the vacuum for at least one minute. A vacuum 
gauge attached in parallel to the apparatus measured the vacuum. If there was any 
observable loss of vacuum, the fittings were adjusted as needed until the vacuum did not 
change noticeably. The soil gas sample was then taken.” After the shut-in test passed, we 
purged three well volumes from each probe. After purging was complete, we collected the soil 
gas sample in a tedlar bag. 
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 A tracer-gas mixture of n-pentane, n-hexane, and n-heptane was placed at the tubing-surface 
interface before sampling to determine if surface leaks were occurring. Each sample bag was 
labeled with a unique identification number, sampling time and pre- and post-sample vacuum 
readings, and documented under chain-of custody. 

 
3.1.2. Sample Handling Procedure 
 
Within 30 minutes of recovery, tedlar bags were brought to the mobile laboratory to analyze for 
VOCs. Additional samples collected in tedlar bags were transported to the fixed laboratory for 
analysis of fixed gases (methane and oxygen). All samples were documented via 
chain-of-custody to Jones Environmental, Inc., a State-certified laboratory. 
 
3.1.3. Sample Analytical Procedure 
 
We submitted 68 soil gas samples to Enthalpy Analytical LLC for the following analytes: VOCs by 
EPA Test Method 8260B; and methane and oxygen by ASTM Method D-1946. 
 
3.1.4. Quality Control Sampling Procedures 
 
Four duplicate/replicate soil gas samples were collected as field quality control samples, two 
duplicate samples each day of sampling (two days total) collected at depths of 5 feet bgs. The 
laboratory analyzed each duplicate sample for VOCs, or methane and oxygen. The laboratory 
analyzed instrument blanks and sampling blanks, laboratory control sample and laboratory control 
duplicate sample for each batch of soil gas samples. 
 
3.2. SOIL SAMPLING ACTIVITIES 

ENGEO recovered 145 soil samples from throughout the Property, of which the laboratory 
analyzed 66 samples. Shallow soil samples, collected at 0.5 feet bgs, were collected at 
26 locations along the pipeline corridor on April 16, 2021. Pipeline sample locations were 
generally biased towards areas of pipe fittings, flanges, valves, etc. Additionally, 40 soil borings 
were completed on May 12 and 13, 2021 (33 of these soil borings were converted into temporary 
soil gas wells, discussed below in Section 3.2). Three planned boring locations were not 
completed due to site constraints such as terrain and vegetation. 
 
ENGEO completed soil gas sampling at the following locations and depths. 
 

 Pipeline Corridor  

 Hand-auger samples: 26 locations, sample at 0.5 feet bgs 

 Direct-push sample: 6 locations, sample at 2.5, 5, and 10 feet bgs 

 Former AST Area: 7 locations, sample at 5, 10, and 15 feet bgs 

 Former Trenches: 2 locations, sample at 5, 10, and 15 feet bgs 

 Existing Scrapyard-Storage Area: 10 locations, sample 5, 10, and 15 feet bgs 

 Existing AST Area: 11 locations, sample at 5, 10, and 15 feet bgs 

 Truck-loading Area: 3 locations, sample at 5, 10, and 15 feet bgs 
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3.2.1. Sample Collection Procedure 
 
Soil samples were collected in one of the two following ways. 
 

 Hand auger: 26 soil samples were collected via hand auger along the pipeline during the initial 
site visit on April 16, 2021. Samples were collected in stainless steel liners, Teflon sheets 
were placed on the end of each liner, the liners were covered with plastic caps, and sealed 
the caps with electrical tape.  

 Direct-push drill rig: 119 soil samples were retrieved within continuous Geoprobe® acetate 
core liners, and soil cores from each boring will be logged by an ENGEO geologist or engineer. 
Specific soil samples were collected for laboratory analysis by cutting 6-inch portions of the 
Geoprobe soil core liners corresponding to the respective desired sampling depths in each 
location. 

 
Soil cores were screened with a Photoionization Detector (PID) for volatile organic vapors. 
Significant PID readings were not detected in any samples. After samples were completed, a label 
was placed on the sample, including a unique sample number, sample location, time/date 
collected, laboratory analysis, and the sampler’s identification. The soil samples were placed in 
an ice-cooled chest and submitted under documented chain-of-custody to Jones Environmental, 
Inc., a State-certified laboratory.  
 
3.2.2. Sample Analytical Procedure 
 
We submitted 145 soil samples to Jones Environmental, Inc. on various dates from April 16, 2021 
through May 13, 2021, for the following analytes (analyses varied by sample location):  
 
 TPH carbon chain (also reported as TPH-gasoline, -diesel, and -motor oil range) (EPA Method 

8015B with silica gel cleanup) 
 VOCs (EPA Method 8260B) 
 SVOCs (EPA Method 8270 SIM) 
 CAM-17 metals, including arsenic and lead (EPA Method 6010/6020/7471A) 
 Asbestos (EPA Method 600 PLM/TEM) 
 
Each of the 26 samples that were collected via hand auger on April 16 were analyzed. Of the 119 
soil samples collected via direct-push, only the initial samples (40 samples, collected from 
5 feet bgs) were initially analyzed. The deeper soil samples collected from each boring were 
submitted to the analytical laboratory but were held, pending the results of the analysis of 
shallower soil samples. Based on initial results, no deeper samples were analyzed. 
 
4.0 ANALYTICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
ENGEO compared laboratory analytical results to corresponding United States Environmental 
Protection Agency USEPA Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) for residential use1 and 
Department of Toxic Substances Control Screening Levels (DTSC SLs) for residential use2. 
Though screening levels are tools for screening purposes and are not statutory, regulatory 
agencies can choose to apply screening levels as action levels for a site. The results are 

                                                
1 Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Regional Screening Levels (RSLs), for a residential land use scenario, 
June 2021. 
2 DTSC-Modified Screening Levels (DTSC-SLs) DTSC HERO Note 3: Department of Toxic Substances Control, Human 
and Ecological Risk Office Note 3 Screening Levels for Residential Soil (November 2020). 
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summarized in Tables A and B, attached, and the laboratory analysis reports are presented in 
Appendix A. The following is a summary of the laboratory results. 
 
4.1. SOIL GAS RESULTS 
 
Laboratory analytical results for the soil gas samples, analyzed for VOCs, methane, and oxygen, 
are summarized in Table A, with concentrations reported in micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m³). 
The table presents all detections and reporting limits (reporting limits = method detection limits for 
this soil gas sampling), with comparison to screening levels, based on attenuation factors of 0.03 
and 0.001, discussed below in Section 4.1. The laboratory reports are provided in their entirety in 
Appendix A. 
 
4.1.1. Soil Gas Screening Levels 
 
ENGEO compared laboratory analytical results to corresponding residential land-use screening 
levels including the RSLs, and the DTSC SLs. These screening levels are tools for initial 
evaluation purposes and are not statutory; regulatory agencies can choose to apply alternative 
screening levels as action levels for a specific site.  
 
The screening levels for soil vapor are calculated based on a ratio of the acceptable indoor air 
concentration to the soil gas concentration. This ratio is referred to as an attenuation factor (AF). 
DTSC’s previous guidance related to site assessments for vapor intrusion concern (2011 Vapor 
Intrusion Guidance, (VIG)) recommends applying a default AF of 0.001 for new residential 
construction. DTSC developed their default attenuation factors using the national empirical vapor 
intrusion database (US EPA, 2008). In February 2020, DTSC released a public draft of 
Supplemental Guidance: Screening and Evaluating Vapor Intrusion, which applies an AF of 0.001 
for new residential construction, though recommends using the USEPA generic attenuation factor 
of 0.03. This report compares the measured soil gas concentrations to two screening levels – one 
calculated based on the recommended AF of 0.001 for new residential construction, and one 
calculated based on the US EPA’s generic attenuation factor of 0.03. Additionally, a California-
based attenuation factor study was presented at the 2020 California Land Recycling Conference 
2020, and the study presented a more conservative AF than 0.001. It is our understanding that 
the Supplemental Guidance is anticipated to be released to the public in Summer 2021.  
 
4.1.2. Discussion of Results 
 
Each of the 37 soil gas samples (including four duplicate samples) reported detectable 
concentrations of VOCs, all of which were below residential screening levels with the exception 
of benzene and trichloroethylene (TCE).  
 

 Benzene concentrations were reported as non-detectable (below the method detection limit 
reported as 8 µg/m3 in 21 soil gas sample. The remaining 12 samples reported benzene 
concentrations ranging from 8 to 25 µg/m3; each of the 12 samples exceeded the most 
conservative DTSC SL of 3.2 µg/m3, and 5 of the 12 samples exceeded both the RSL of 
12 µg/m3 and the DTSC SL of 3.2 µg/m3 when applying an AF of 0.03. However, when 
applying an AF of 0.001, all of the benzene concentrations were below the corresponding 
DTSC SL and RSL.    

 

 TCE concentrations were reported as detectable in three of the 37 samples, with 
concentrations ranging from 10 to 22 µg/m3. The remaining samples were reported as 
non-detectable (below the method detection limit reported as 8 µg/m3). Of the three detectable 
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samples, one sample exceeded the RSL of 16 µg/m3 when applying an AF of 0.03 (a DTSC 
SL value is not provided for TCE). However, when applying an AF of 0.001, all three TCE 
concentrations were below the corresponding RSL.    

 Oxygen concentrations ranged from 16 percent to 18.9 percent indicating favorable 
biodegradation. 

 The leak-detection compounds (n-pentane, n-hexane, and n-heptane) was reported as 
non-detectable for the 37 soil gas samples. 

 
4.2. SOIL RESULTS 
 
Of the 66 soil samples, 14 samples reported detectable concentrations of TPH-diesel or 
TPH-motor oil, ranging from 11.6 to 55.7 mg/kg for TPH-diesel and ranging from 46.4 to 
286 mg/kg. Additionally, 22 of the 66 samples reported detectable concentrations of VOCs, 
specifically trichloroethene and/or methylene chloride. All detectable concentrations were below 
corresponding screening levels. Metal concentrations were reported to be below corresponding 
screening levels and/or below background concentrations. 
 
Soil sampling locations with laboratory analytical results are summarized in Table B.  
 
5.0 ASSESSMENT CONCLUSIONS 
 
5.1. SOIL GAS 
 
Benzene concentrations in all 12 soil gas samples, and TCE concentrations in one soil gas 
sample, are slightly above corresponding screening levels when applying US EPA’s generic 
attenuation factor 0.03. However, these concentrations are well below screening levels when 
applying DTSC’s more appropriate attenuation factor of 0.001 for new residential construction.  
 

 The exceedance of a screening level does not necessarily indicate adverse health effects. 
Instead, it indicates that further investigation and/or a more site-specific baseline risk 
assessment may be warranted. The exceedances described above are based on a 
conservative attenuation factor (AF) of 0.03, which is an empirically derived AF provided as 
default by USEPA. Currently, DTSC applies an AF of 0.001 for new residential construction, 
though a public draft of DTSC’s Supplemental Guidance: Screening and Evaluating Vapor 
Intrusion, released in February 2020, recommends using the USEPA generic attenuation 
factor of 0.03. The draft Supplemental Guidance was open to public comment through 
June 2020 and will continue to evolve until the final document is released. Applying an AF of 
0.001, if determined to be appropriate at a later time, would result in no VOCs exceeding RSLs 
or DTSC SLs. 

 Oxygen concentrations in soil gas samples ranged from 16 percent to 18.9 percent, indicating 
an aerobic environment for bioattenuation. CAL-EPA recognizes bioattenuation as 
appropriate for TPH-related compounds, including benzene. 

 
Based on the low concentrations of detected VOCs, the generally high oxygen content, and the 
anticipated new construction attenuation factors (for post-tension, slab-on-grade foundations), it 
is ENGEO’s professional opinion that the soil gas concentrations are within the allowable risk 
range for unrestricted land use. ENGEO anticipates that vapor intrusion mitigation systems 
(VIMS) will not be necessary.  
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5.2 Soil 
 
Based on a review of the laboratory analytical results, no analytes from the soil samples reported 
concentrations that exceed the respective DTSC-SLs or RSLs for residential soil, indicating 
representative soil is suitable for residential re-use at much of the Property.  
 
It is our understanding that proposed redevelopment of the Property includes residential buildings 
with slab-on-grade, that plans involve demolition and relocation of the existing crude-oil ASTs, 
and that grading plans call for a “remove and replace” method. Although soil sample 
concentrations did not indicate significant impacts, it is ENGEO’s professional opinion that a Soil 
Management Plan (SMP), in conjunction with a “remove-and-replace” grading plan, should be 
implemented at the Property during earth-moving activities.  
 
The remaining soil, which is below residential screening levels, could be reused on-site or reused 
by off-site projects. Additional soil testing likely would be requested by potential off-site recipients 
and should be considered at a later time if soil off-haul is anticipated. 
 
Prior to site demolition and grading of the Trumark Homes project, ENGEO recommends 
preparing a SMP for use during future grading work. The SMP should establish guidelines to 
address potential areas of impact that could be encountered during demolition and initial grading 
work, including the former ASTs, existing ASTs, pipeline corridor, existing scrapyard, and existing 
debris trenches, and also include protocols for the characterization and handling of excavated 
soil. The SMP would be developed and implemented in a “self-directed” manner for Trumark 
Homes, LLC, and it is not necessary to submit the SMP to a regulatory agency at this time.  
 
6.0 LIMITATIONS 
 
We strived to perform our professional services in accordance with generally accepted principles 
and practices currently employed in the area (prevailing practice); there is no warranty, express 
or implied. This report is based upon field and other conditions discovered at the time of report 
preparation. We developed our conclusions with limited subsurface exploration data. If 
unexpected conditions are encountered, notify ENGEO immediately to review these conditions 
and provide additional and/or modified conclusions, as necessary. 
 
Because prevailing practice and applicable regulatory standards may change over time, our 
conclusions are limited to the circumstances under which we performed our services. It is 
understood that if land use changes or other potential stakeholders are involved, additional 
assessment maybe requested. In addition, the samples recovered and tested as part of this 
assessment are only representative of the noted locations/depths and the analytes tested. We 
are unable to eliminate all risks; therefore, we are unable to guarantee or warrant the results of 
our services. 
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Client: 5/19/2021

Client Address: ST-17505

15535.000.000

Attn: 5/14/2021

5/14/2021

Project: 5/17/2021

Project Address: Soil Gas

GC#:

Jones ID:

Parameter RPD

Acceptability 

Range (%)

Carbon Dioxide (CO2) 1.8% 80-120

Oxygen (O2) 0.3% 80-120

Nitrogen (N2) 0.3% 80-120

Methane (CH4) 0.4% 80-120

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 80-120

Los Angeles, CA 90017                 Client Ref. No.:  

051721-ASTMCCV1

         Report date:

             Date Received:

707 Wilshire Blvd            Jones Ref. No.:

Adrianna Lundberg              Date Sampled:

CCV Recovery (%)

051721-ASTMCCVD1

JONES ENVIRONMENTAL

QUALITY CONTROL INFORMATION

ENGEO

Shady View

ASTM D1946 – Fixed Gases

94% 94%

99% 100%

              Date Analyzed:

6281 Mystic Canyon Drive              Physical State:

CCVD Recovery (%)

Chino, CA 91709

ASTM-051721-01

CCV = Continuing Calibration Verification

CCV = Continuing Calibration Verification Duplicate

94%

RPD = Relative Percent Difference; Acceptability range for RPD is ≤ 15%

99% 99%

111% 113%

95%

7
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ANALYSES REQUESTED 

Soil:  

1. EPA 8015M – Extended Range Hydrocarbons
2. EPA 8260B by 5035 – Volatile Organics by GC/MS + Oxygenates/Gasoline Range Organics
3. EPA 6010B by 3050B and EPA 7471A – CAM 17 Metals

JONES ENVIRONMENTAL 
LABORATORY RESULTS 

Client:  ENGEO Report date: 5/21/2021 
Client Address: 29025 Ave Penn Jones Ref. No.: ST-17500 

Valencia, CA 91355 Client Ref. No.: 15535.000.000 / 004 

Attn: Adrianna Lundberg Date Sampled: 5/12/2021 
Date Received: 5/13/2021 

Project: Shady View Date Analyzed: 05/14,17/2021 
Project Address: SE of Via La Cresta and Coyote St. Physical State: Soil 

Chino Hills, CA 

1 of 36



Client: Report date: 5/21/2021
Client Address: Jones Ref. No.: ST-17500

Client Ref. No.: 15535.000.000 / 004

Attn: Date Sampled: 5/13/2021
Date Received: 5/13/2021

Project: Date Analyzed: 5/19/2021
Project Address: Physical State: Soil

Sample ID: SV1-SB-10 
@5

SV1-SB-11 
@5

SV1-SB-16 
@5

SV1-SB-12 
@5

SV1-SB-13 
@5

Jones ID: ST-17500-01 ST-17500-04 ST-17500-07 ST-17500-10 ST-17500-13 Reporting Limit Units

Carbon Chain Range

C10 - C11 ND ND ND ND 4.4 1.0 mg/kg
C12 - C13 ND ND ND ND 4.7 1.0 mg/kg
C14 - C15 ND ND ND ND 2.9 1.0 mg/kg
C16 - C17 ND ND ND ND 6.7 1.0 mg/kg
C18 - C19 ND ND ND ND 2.0 1.0 mg/kg
C20 - C23 ND ND ND ND 3.6 1.0 mg/kg
C24 - C27 ND ND ND ND ND 1.0 mg/kg
C28 - C31 ND ND ND ND ND 1.0 mg/kg
C32 - C35 ND ND ND ND ND 1.0 mg/kg
C36 - C39 ND ND ND ND ND 1.0 mg/kg
C40 - C43 ND ND ND ND ND 1.0 mg/kg

C13 - C22 ND ND ND ND 17.3 10.0 mg/kg
C23 - C40 ND ND ND ND ND 10.0 mg/kg

Dilution Factor 1 1 1 1 1

Surrogate Recovery:
Hexacosane 85% 93% 76% 71% 85%

Batch: FID8 
_051921 _01

FID8 
_051921 _01

FID8 
_051921 _01

FID8 
_051921 _01

FID8 
_051921 _01

ND = Value less than reporting limit

Shady View
SE of Via La Cresta and Coyote St.

EPA 8015M - Extended Range Hydrocarbons

QC Limits
30 - 120

Chino Hills, CA

JONES ENVIRONMENTAL 

Adeianna Lundberg

ENGEO
LABORATORY RESULTS

29025 Ave Penn
Valencia, CA 91355
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Client: Report date: 5/21/2021
Client Address: Jones Ref. No.: ST-17500

Client Ref. No.: 15535.000.000 / 004

Attn: Date Sampled: 5/13/2021
Date Received: 5/13/2021

Project: Date Analyzed: 5/19/2021
Project Address: Physical State: Soil

Sample ID: SV1-SB-15 
@5

SV1-SB-17 
@5

SV1-SB-19 
@5

SV1-SB-18 
@5

SV1-SB-27 
@5

Jones ID: ST-17500-16 ST-17500-19 ST-17500-22 ST-17500-25 ST-17500-28 Reporting Limit Units

Carbon Chain Range

C10 - C11 4.8 ND 4.9 ND 5.2 1.0 mg/kg
C12 - C13 5.3 ND 3.8 ND 4.2 1.0 mg/kg
C14 - C15 3.4 ND 4.1 ND 3.8 1.0 mg/kg
C16 - C17 7.1 ND 3.7 ND 3.9 1.0 mg/kg
C18 - C19 2.1 ND 2.0 ND 1.9 1.0 mg/kg
C20 - C23 3.9 ND 6.2 ND 5.5 1.0 mg/kg
C24 - C27 ND ND ND ND ND 1.0 mg/kg
C28 - C31 ND ND ND ND ND 1.0 mg/kg
C32 - C35 ND ND ND ND ND 1.0 mg/kg
C36 - C39 ND ND ND ND ND 1.0 mg/kg
C40 - C43 ND ND ND ND ND 1.0 mg/kg

C13 - C22 18.9 ND 14.5 ND 14.6 10.0 mg/kg
C23 - C40 ND ND ND ND ND 10.0 mg/kg

Dilution Factor 1 1 1 1 1

Surrogate Recovery:
Hexacosane 93% 92% 76% 78% 84%

Batch: FID8 
_051921 _01

FID8 
_051921 _01

FID8 
_051921 _01

FID8 
_051921 _01

FID8 
_051921 _01

ND = Value less than reporting limit

QC Limits
30 - 120

Adeianna Lundberg

JONES ENVIRONMENTAL 
LABORATORY RESULTS

ENGEO
29025 Ave Penn
Valencia, CA 91355

Chino Hills, CA
EPA 8015M - Extended Range Hydrocarbons

Shady View
SE of Via La Cresta and Coyote St.

3 of 36
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