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Thank you for attending 

I am Eileen Fanelli, I have spoken with a few of you on the phone.  We have developed this presentation to explain the results of recent soil testing in your neighborhood and to answer some of the questions I received over the phone.  



Agenda
 Welcome and Introductions 
 Overview of Presidio Remediation Program 
 DTSC Site Cleanup Process
 Results of Soil Testing at Lendrum Court
 Trust Recommendations for Next Steps 
 Questions & Answers 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Let me introduce the other Trust staff that are here today

In the remediation department, Genevieve Coyle
From Real Estate, Ann Ostrander
From John Stewart Co, Darin Delanges
And Public Affairs,

I am also pleased that the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) could join us.  

Lori Koch is a Civil Engineer and project manager with DTSC.  With her is George Chow, who has a chemistry background and is also a project manager with DTSC.

Tonight I would like to give you a very brief overview of the Presidio Trust’s remediation program because it will put the investigations we have performed to date in context and help explain the DTSC site clean up process.

We will also review the results of the soil testing and give you an overview of historic site development in your neighborhood.  The history of development is important, because the remediation department uses that information when we design our investigation plans.

Finally, because we have data that suggests a potential risk to human health, the Trust is proposing to conduct additional investigations and is working with the DTSC and the Army  on next steps. We will share those next steps and then open the floor to answer your questions.   



Presidio Remediation Program
 Objective: Remediation of former Army Waste Release Sites 

and cleanup of lead-based paint (LBP) in soil around buildings
 Trust took responsibility for program in 1999
 Regulatory Oversight by:

 California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) for 
waste regulated under CERCLA and LBP in soil

 State Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for 
Petroleum waste releases

 Waste release sites located throughout the Presidio in 
residential, commercial, and recreational areas

 Over 800 buildings and structures assessed for LBP
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The goal or objective of the remediation program is to clean up former Army waste release sites throughout the Presidio.  As you know, the Presidio was an Army base for over 100 years.  Until 1999 the Army remained responsible for clean up of any contamination associated with their tenure here.  

The Trust took over that responsibility in 1999. We took it over because the mission of the Presidio Trust is different than the mission of the Army and our goal was to clean up to a standard reflective of the Presidio as a park and area of revitalized neighborhoods.  

In fact, since 1999 the Trust has spent about 150 million doing clean ups through out the Presidio in residential, commercial and recreational areas. You likely have seen some of this work in progress – most recently along the bluffs by Merchant Road and Langdon Court. You likely remember our work to remove lead-based paint in soil from the drip line of your buildings. 

All the clean up work is completed under the oversight of either DTSC or the RWQCB. The work required is outlined in two formal regulatory documents – the consent agreement with DTSC and the Water Board order with RWQCB. 

Only cleanup actions approved by DTSC or RWQCB as protective of human health and the environment are implemented by the Trust. 



Overview of Enumerated CERCLA and Petroleum Sites

Not shown: 500+ former petroleum tanks at several building sites; 8 miles of petroleum-fuel piping serving individual 
tanks
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As I mentioned, the clean up sites the Trust took responsibility for from the Army are located throughout the Presidio.  This map gives you an idea of the distribution of those sites, as identified in the Consent Agreement with DTSC . Those are shown in green.  The areas in blue are being cleaned up under the oversight of the RWQCB. 

Additionally each of the buildings shown are included in the LBP program. 

Here are the two sites I mentioned on the Baker Beach bluffs. These are in recreational areas, frequented by hikers and runners. Other sites have been in residential areas – BAPR and LFE for example, LF10 and FS1.  FS6B is building debris underlying a large portion of the Letterman District – we have both commercial and dormitory-style housing here. Building and incinerator debris is a common waste from former Army operations and the nature of contamination is similar across sites.

You can also see from this map that there are no “known” sites in the Lendrum Court Area – so the debris that has been discovered and that we have tested was not known to previously exist. 




Site Cleanup Process
 Site Discovery
 Remedial Investigations to characterize nature and extent of 

contamination
 Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment
 Feasibility Study to evaluate remedial alternatives
 Remedial Action Plan or similar document to select remedy 
 California Environmental Quality Act Initial Study to evaluate 

environmental impacts of remedy
 Remedial Construction to implement remedy
 Regulatory Agency certification that remedy was implemented  

per plan
 Operation & Maintenance of remediated site
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So what happens at waste release sites – once we know about them.  

Initially we do what we call Remedial Investigations to characterize the nature and extent of contamination. Often there is more than one episode of investigation – why?  We collect data in phases so we can direct our investigations. 

Investigation is iterative with conducting human and eco health risk as well.  

If the data we collect shows we have a potential risk to human health or the environment, we complete feasibility evaluations to screen options for mitigating that risk – looking at the alternatives to prevent human contact or exposure to the waste. 

Because DTSC has final say on what is an appropriate option (or remedy to use clean up lingo) we prepare a Remedial Action Plan or a similar document that presents the preferred alternative.  DTSC  generally issues that document for public comment or conducts some public outreach before making its final decision that an alternative is OK.

Once DTSC approves the alternative, then the Trust can move forward with remedial construction. Even so, we keep working with DTSC who will certify that we implemented the alternative as approved and if we have on-going maintenance DTSC oversees that as well. 

This process can take time.  For other sites the Trust has cleaned-up, the process has taken as many as 3 or 4 plus years.  That said, there are means to accelerate and the Trust has asked DTSC to facilitate a quicker resolution for Lendrum Court. 

 



Lendrum Court Background
 Lendrum Court not previously identified as an Army waste site
 In response to reports of glass, Trust completed 3 trenches (test 

pits) at Lendrum Court
 Debris and ash were encountered 2.5-feet below ground surface in 1 

of the 3 test pits
 Trust sampled and tested the debris/ash layer 

 Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and dioxins and furans 
(constituents often present in ash) were detected at concentrations 
above human health screening levels but within regional background

 Trust notified Army and DTSC of the potential waste release site at 
Lendrum Court

 DTSC provided written guidance to conduct further assessment to 
clarify potential human health risks
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Let’s talk specifically about Lendrum court now. 

It wasn’t previously known.  In 2010, based on emails from you regarding the glass, the Trust went out and dug three test pits.  We found debris in one of those test pits.  We sampled it, and found two constituents in particular – PAHs and Dioxins/Furans were above screening levels. These are two organic compounds commonly found in urban environments (asphalt, burned materials) and the concentrations detected are within urban background values.  I’ll talk about screening values a bit more latter. 

The debris is also located beneath 2 plus feet of soil – which can serve as a barrier to human contact - although we know that gophers were bringing glass, derived from the fill, up to the ground surface. Following our agreements with the Army and the cleanup process, we went back to the US Army and to DTSC to consult on next steps. We did this coordination as part of the on-going environmental remediation program.  
 



Research into Site History
 Army Archives Review

 No data indicating land filling activity or other sources of 
contamination in Army’s records

 Photo Documentation Review
 1921 map shows a potential incinerator 150 feet southeast 

of present day Lendrum Court, not identified on later maps
 1936 Doyle Drive constructed through area where potential 

incinerator was located
 1936 – 1970 - Site remains undeveloped 
 1970 and 1975 - Residential buildings, parking, and 

landscaping constructed
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One of the first things we did was research the history of the area to see if we could find previous land use or activities that would be the source of the debris or additional information on landfilling/grading activities in the area, that would have caused the debris to be placed there. 

The best information we have is from historic photo documentation of the area. I have these photos to show you – they are also in the appendix to the report that has been posted if you want to review them further. 



Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is the only map we have – from 1921 - that shows an incinerator nearby.  The Army operated many incinerators on the Presidio and the remediation department has cleaned up ash and debris from incinerators at several known sites. 

For this one, we don’t have much additional evidence of its operation – no photos or other maps documenting its operation, such as smoke or clear  piles of debris from an operating furnace. 



April 1929
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This photo from 1929 shows a structure – in that approximate location – which we presume is the incinerator shown on the 1921 map. 



January 1938
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By 1938, the area the structure was located in is occupied by Doyle Drive.  Again, we don’t see evidence of a large debris pile.  You can see the beginnings of the forest being planted. 



May 1969
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The area was generally open space until 1970 when your houses were constructed. 



March 1975
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That construction was substantially completed by 1975. 

The housing was occupied by military families.  The Army did not map this area as having contamination.  Should point out that based on our agreement with the Army when we took over responsibility for cleanup that it was in the Army’s best interest to tell us if they knew about this material because the Army agreed to retain responsibility for unknown contamination – so we have no reason to suspect the Army was trying to conceal this.



June 2013 Field Investigation
 15 trenches dug around residential buildings, targeting 

areas with glass and debris at ground surface
 Subsurface layers encountered

 Overburden soil – 0.5 to 2.5 feet below ground surface, no 
debris

 Debris – 3 inches to 5 feet thick below overburden soil; 
glass fragments, melted glass, ash, bottles, ceramics, terra 
cotta, and other miscellaneous items

 Bottom fill soil and native soil below debris, no debris
 37 soil samples collected from the three earth layers
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So what did our next phase of remedial investigation include: 

In consultation with and at the direction of DTSC, we did the next phase of investigation in July.  We dug several additional test pits that demonstrated the debris was more extensive and we sampled both the soil that covered the debris, the debris layer, and the soils beneath the debris. 
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Here is where we dug –




Results of Soil Sampling
 PAHs and dioxins and furans detected above soil 

screening levels for human health, but concentrations 
within expected urban ambient (background) range

 Metals detected in debris layer and overburden soil 
above soil screening levels for human health

 Metals also detected above soil screening levels for 
protection of ecological species
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What we found –

We still had PAHs and dioxin/furans and although above screening levels, they were still within what is considered urban background levels. 
I will discuss screening levels in greater detail shortly.  

We also had metals at concentrations we had not detected before.  In particular lead. 



Human Health Screening Risk 
Evaluation
 Screening-level evaluation of risk to represent 

“reasonable maximum exposure” conditions
 Assumes residents and landscape/maintenance workers 

could be exposed to contaminants in soil via incidental 
ingestion and dermal contact at high soil contact rates

 Lead is primary contaminant of concern in soil
 Detected above residential soil screening level of 80 mg/kg 

in 13 of 16 trenches, and worker level of 320 mg/kg in 9 of 
16 trenches

 Present in debris layer and overburden where debris 
brought to the surface by gophers
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[SO THE NEXT STEP WE CONDUCTED WAS A HUMAN HEALTH SCREENING RISK EVALUATION WHICH INVOLVED COMPARING THE CONCENTRATIONS WE FOUND IN SOIL TO SCREENING LEVELS.]  What are screening levels –

They are conservative estimates of risk assuming what is called “Reasonable Maximum Exposure” conditions.  This means the estimate assumes human exposure at very high levels – although those levels are not likely experienced by the average person. We’ll talk more about that in a minute. 

The lead residential screening level used is 80 parts per million or milligrams per kilogram, and it was present in 13 trenches above that concentration.  Lead above the worker screening level was documented in 9 of the 16 trenches. 
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This figure is in the report and shows where lead above screening was encountered. 



Soil Screening Levels for Lead
 Soil screening level using DTSC LeadSpread Model 
 Assumes reasonable maximum exposure to soil (e.g., child eats 100 

mg of soil 7 days per week for unlimited duration)
 Assumes unrestricted residential land use with no restrictions on 

subsurface soil contact by child

Recent Changes to 
LeadSpread 
Model by DTSC:

LeadSpread 
Model 7

New (2011)
LeadSpread 

Model 8
Target threshold 
blood-lead 
concentration in child

10 µg lead /
 dL blood

1 µg lead / 
dL blood

Soil screening level 400 mg/kg 
(ppm)

80 mg/kg
(ppm)
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Let’s talk more specifically about lead screening levels.  They are developed using a DTSC model called Leadspread.  

[AS I MENTIONED BEFORE, THE MODEL ASSUMES VERY CONSERVATIVE AND HEALTH-PROTECTIVE EXPOSURE CONDITIONS. FOR EXAMPLE, THE SCREENING LEVEL ASSUMES A CHILD WOULD BE HOME 7 DAYS PER WEEK AND EAT 100 MG OF SOIL DAILY - WHICH IS A VERY HIGH LEVEL OF EXPOSURE AND IS INTENDED TO BE THE MAXIMUM LEVEL TO WHICH A CHILD COULD BE EXPOSED. 

So the model predicts 80 PPM as a safe soil concentration that would not be expected to increase the concentration in the child’s blood more than 1 ug/dL.

In 2010 when we did the first investigation, we relied on Leadspread 7. In 2011 the model was updated. The change in the model was the target blood lead level in a child.  That changed the screening level. 




Trust’s Recommended Next Steps
 Complete additional investigations to determine extent of 

debris and site boundaries
 To include broader area of playground, Armistead Road, 

and Ramsel Court to confirm site is limited to Lendrum 
Court

 Evaluate site-specific human health risks for residents and 
workers

 Develop remedial alternatives to mitigate human health 
and conduct site cleanup under DTSC oversight

 Continue neighborhood meetings to provide updates and 
solicit input



Project Contacts
 Remediation Related

 Eileen Fanelli, Presidio Trust Remediation Program Manager
 efanelli@presidiotrust.gov; (415) 561-4259

 Lori Koch, DTSC Presidio Project Manager
 Lori.Koch@dtsc.ca.gov; (510) 540-3951

 Housing Related
 Ann Ostrander, Presidio Trust Associate Director of 

Residential Asset Management
 aostrander@presidiotrust.gov; (415) 561-5328



Questions and Answers
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