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Agenda

« Bankruptcy Settlement Agreement -
Creation of RACER Trust

e Part 201 vs RCRA Corrective Action
— Similarities/Differences

— How the two regulatory programs are
being combined

e Site History

— Site Use

VI CSM

VI Investigation
Collaboration




GM Bankruptcy Settlement
Agreement
June 2009 to October 2010

IMOTORS LIQUIDATION COMPANY |l

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

JUSTICE




RACER TRUST CREATED
MARCH 31, 2011
MICHIGAN SITES

=g napids ™
.

Lfil"-"_‘__"ﬂi'__f“ Mt Fleasant M'd!_aj'j BayCity, /
i & « 4 » P

Union Charter )

Eremont Townzhip

I , Sasaw
JIJ e 1= L
j g Frankenmuth

kegon
: N

Fort ".il'rlllul
| Twp
Grangryapids 2 4 | Moa s
Sarnia
Wiyamings _— :
yo k] 9 !

Tep5 [entwood .m’ﬂ‘ f

Holland ; If «=#East Lansin
\ | t[ ansihg im_”j ”.i
\\ |
!

69

| 96
Battle Creek \
L K"!|alT'IEIK_UU % = Ann a"ﬁ.rhr,.r»

o, ETEREL

_.—.» Paw PUHI.“]D i | S {




How the RACER Trust Was Created

* Federal and State environmental
regulators used in-house and
outside experts to determine
necessary remedial and
administrative costs for each site

e Largest environmental response
trust in any bankruptcy case to date




Why the States and the U.S.
Entered Into the Trust

} Avoids unaddressed contamination and
abandoned properties in bankruptcy

} Promotes property redevelopment and
other economic and employment
opportunities

} Returns property to municipal/city tax
rolls

} Not Many Other Attractive Options....



* RACER conducts and pays for cleanups.

e (leanups approved by state and/or

federal regulatory agencies.

RACER can sell or lease properties even
before cleanups begin or are completed,
as long as RACER access is guaranteed.

RACER'’s goal is to obtain “No Further
Action” letters from environmental
regulators for all locations where
cleanups are required.
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Our Missions Align
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The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality promotes
wise management of Michigan’s air, land, and water resources to
support a sustainable environment, healthy communities,

and vibrant economy.




RCRA CA and Part 201
RCRA/Part 111 vs. Part 201

e Liability scheme

e Environmental protection standards, including:
— September 2012 criteria
— Background solls
— Vapor intrusion MIOSHA provisions
— EPA VI Guidance

e \WWaste classification

e Administrative processes, including:
— Terminology
— Reporting/Tracking
— 525 Deed Notices




We Can Do It!

WAR PRODUCTION CO-DRDINATING COMMITIEE
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History
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o 315 acres with a building footprint of approx. 3.8
million ft?
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Background

Originally developed in 1941 as a bomber production plant

Over the following years the plant was used to produce
airplane and automobile components

Plant ceased operations in 2010
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Background

A 138,900 square foot portion of the main
plant building Is being redeveloped

e




Background

Steam tunnel ran under the portion
of the building that was left in place




Background



YAM Case Study Agenda

Background

Conceptual

Site Model §
(CSM) R
DEQ Timeline ‘"L,j,.,wé“;
Investigations oo

and Sampling e =
¢

Results

Conclusion

General conceptual model for the
PVI pathway.

ITRC — Petroleum Vapor Intrusion,
October 2014



CSM

e Source depth and location
* Geology and hydrogeology
e Chemical type/LNAPL type

« Potential receptors [ coverere

 Building Characteristics S

o Steam tunnel, former electrical = o
conduits, former trenches and I AP NDICATED ON LIF LOG

footings and foundations
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CSM

« BBM

 Building Characteristics

e Large open areas

e >43,000 ft?

e Cellings >36ft

e Slab on grade with concrete >6 inches
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LNAPL Limits defined by in well thickness (2008)

Extent of LNAPL defined by LIF investigation and in well
thickness (2011)

YAM portion of Site




CSM-LNAPL Plumes

'wo major LNAPL plumes located at
the Site

"he plumes are located under the
eastern and central portions of the
remaining plant slab

Plumes are a mixture of 3 types of oll
that have accumulated from trenches,
storage tanks, and spills over the many
years of plant operations

Plumes have a combined footprint of
approximately 45 acres.




CSM-LNAPL Plumes

A portion of the
eastern plume sits
directly under
approximately 35% of §  —t=  _ S—=
the remaining portlon ' ’ ) ¢

of the plant g Vv

LNAPL is typically
present at a depth of
approximately 5-7
feet below grade

LNAPL was the main .
driving force in the -
vapor intrusion
Investigation

8

_ YAM portion of Site



VI Investigation Timeline

Feb. 2012: Site wide soil gas investigation - collected
soll gas samples biased over LNAPL areas

June 2014: VI Taps team meeting
Oct. 2014: YAM soll gas investigation

Nov. 2014: Collected soil, GW, and LNAPL samples
under YAM

Spring 2015: Determined COCs, worked with DEQ
on VI sampling protocol

March 2015: Hands on dry run of sampling training
with Lab, GHD, and DEQ

March 2015: YAM soll gas investigation (TO-15 and
TO-17), TAPs team reps onsite to observe field work




DEQ/EPA PVI Guidance

g
- F 2 Y Em United States
Environmental Protection
.l 7
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Agency EPA 510-R-15-001
Guidance Document

FOR THE VAPOR INTRUSION PATHWAY

MAY 2013 Technical Guide For Addressing

REMEDIATION AND REDEVELOPEMENT DIVISION

Petroleum Vapor Intrusion

At Leaking Underground Storage
Tank Sites
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LS. Environmental Protection Agency
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Washington, D.C.

Prepared by:

Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
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Lansing, Michigan 45933

i"_ﬂrutecting Michigan's Environment. Ensuring Michigan's Future,

June 2015




Petroleum VI Guide
Rationale and Applicability

« PHCs are aerobically biodegradable
(in contrast to chlorinated solvents)

* Focused on typical gas station sites

 May be helpful understanding PHC
releases at other sites

 ITRC PVI Guidance Document (Oct.
2014) provides several other
applicable sites




PVI Guide Rationale and
Applicability

Vadose Zone




Previous Investigation

Results

Previous sub slab soil gas investigations

at the site have been conducted for VOCs

(TO-15)

— 2012: Site wide sub slab solil gas investigation

— 2014: First round of sub slab soil gas
Investigation in YAM

— No VOC concentrations were present above
generic non-residential screening levels
during any of the previous investigations

Due to the presence of the LNAPL,
additional investigation to evaluate other
compounds other than VOCs was

recommended



2012 Soil Gas — Site wide

e 16 Locations sampled across the site
* No individual VOCs exceeded non-residential sub slab

screenlnq Ievels




2014 YAM VI Investigation
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2014 YAM VI Investigation

« 22 locations selected and biased near
potential sources (LNAPL), utilities etc.

 All locations screened with GEM, PID and
sampled for laboratory analysis (TO-15)

* No Individual VOCs exceeded non-
residential sub slab screening levels

e Methane detected at two locations, one
>25% LEL (1.25% by volume in air)

— Concentrations of methane from lab analysis
from the two locations below 1.25%

— 2 Additional rounds of field monitoring did not
confirm methane > 1.25%




Basis for Post Demo YAM

Investigation

VI assessment vs Presumptive Mitigation
Multiple lines of evidence

Historical analytical results of biased (worst
case) soll, groundwater, soil gas, and
LNAPL data were used to determine
constituents of concern (COCs)

Evaluation included review and comparison
of the MDEQ and USEPA published
Henry’s law constant, Michigan Part 201
screening levels, Michigan VI Guidance
screening values, detections of constituents
In LNAPL, and EPA COCs for VI



Flow Chart Evaluation

Doesthe constituent have a Henry's Law

Do not carry forward for sampling.

Constant?
l ¥E5

Doesthe constituent have a Henry's Law
Constant > 10°% atm-m3/mole ?

Do not carry forward for sampling.

¥EZ

Iz the constituent a COC (defined as
exceedance of screening criteria/levels)
based on;

1 —Part 201 Generic Criteria®

2 -V Guidance Screening levelst

3 —Detected in LNAPL

- peiedia) ppeas T D ooresanvatiie

Do not carry forward for sampling.

l yesto at least

Doesthe constituent have a sub-slab soil
gas screening level (MDEQ 2013V
guidance|?

Do not carry forward for sampling.

¥EZ

Carry forward for further evaluation.

RCRA Work Plan Addendum No. 4, GHD, March 2015




COC
Selection

Using the flow
chart evaluation,
25 constituents
were identified
to be carried
forward for
sampling

Gas

Methane

SVOCs

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene

2-Methylnaphthalene

Dibenzofuran

Fluorene

Naphthalene

Phenanthrene

Pyrene

VOCs

1,1,1-Trichloroethane

1,1-Dichloroethane

1,1-Dichloroethene

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene

1,2-Dichlorobenzene

Benzene

Chloroethane

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene

Cyclohexane

Ethylbenzene

Isopropyl benzene

Methylene chloride

Tetrachloroethene

Toluene

Trichloroethene

Vinyl chloride

Xylenes (total)




Sampling I\/Iethodology

« TO-15: VOCs collected and
analyzed utilizing the MDEQ
recommended method using
Bottle-Vacs

e TO-17: SVOCs collected
and analyzed utilizing
absorbent tubes

Although a specific list of COCs
was identified using the flow
chart, after the analysis, RACER.
and DEQ agreed that all of the | == =
sample locations would reporta o
= full laboratory specific list of '
Desa VOCs and SVOCs - including
| all site specific COCs.




Sampling Plan

« MDEQ May 2013 Guidance Document
for the Vapor Intrusion Pathway was
utilized to prepare the sample plan for
the YAM portion of the Site

e Given the large size and open area of
the YAM building (approximately
138,900 ft2), the ceiling height, and the
thick concrete slab the big building
model approach was used to develop
the overall VI Sampling Strategy




Sampllng Plan
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Sub-slab Soil Gas Probe
Installation

No Deep Soil Gas Probes
Vapor Pins installed

During the installation process, each location was field
monitored for methane and VOC:s.

No methane or VOCs were detected during the
Installation of the vapor pins.

The vapor pin installation followed the standard
operating procedure (SOP) presented |n the MDE ) VI
gwdance g e




Sample Locations

27 Locations were sampled for VOCs and
= SVOCs utilizing TO-15 and TO-17




Sampling Procedures

Schematic of the sample train/set up that
was utilized at each location

Helium Shroud Helium port/test

regulator

TO-15 sample train

e e e e — — — — — — — —

~
absorbent tube |

TO-17 sample train




Sampling Procedures

T0-15: A Bottle-Vac with flow regulator was used at
each location to collect the sample.

A helium shroud was set up at each location to test
each sample set up for leaks before the sample was
collected

The TO-15 sampling activities followed the SOP for
VOCs presented in the MDEQ VI guidance




Sampling Procedures

e TO-17: A small
sample pump and
thermal desorption
tube was used at —
each location to iy
collect the sample

» Leak test for the | e
TO-17 tubes for R —
each location




Results

o Atotal of 27 locations
e TO-15and TO-17 Analysis

 Compared to residential and non-residential
shallow soll gas screenmg levels (MDEQ, 2013)




Results

VOCs

o 22 VOCs were detected at various
sample locations

e No samples exceeded non-
residential screening levels for
VOCs.

 Three sample locations had VOC
detections above the residential
screening levels




Results

SVOCS

5 SVOCs detected at various
sample locations

e No sample locations exceeded
residential or non-residential
screening levels for SVOC:s.




Results

Methane

All sample locations were field
screened for methane during the post
demo sampling event in YAM

— No concentrations of methane were

detected at any of the 27 sample
locations




Conclusion

For any confirmed or Conduct an adequate
suspected release, site characterization Delineats a
R R and construct a Lateral
Conceptual Site present, do Inclusion Zone Are any
Vapors posean Y o Model (CSM) prefarential (including all existing or planned
Immed(ate threat fincluding all factors pathways connect i s bulldings within the
to safety of h ffoct th vaper source and lateral inclusion
bullding el e bullding? Ll 2
occupants? wvapor intrusion vapor intrusion
y pathway—see Spacial pathway)
YES Caonsiderations, vES
Section 1) Determine Vertical
L4 3 Separation Distances for
{a) Alart first e SEL a"dh R lding fincluding all
attenuati PHC
responl:l:trs E‘. : Eimen:a = s factors that may affect the
a55255 potentia 1 inz P ; T wapor intrusion pathwey)
fhroat of hiro {1) Measuring PHLCs in near-slab

and,or explosion
(b} Mitigate threats as

i al
i s EUI i i paired with sub-slab soil gas il
Gl s il famples
=i e di thickness of
x m"ta"?'mahmf il e clean, biclogically active
contact with a building, EPA soll greater than the
Community Engagement recommends indacr air sampling, et SRy o

Federal megulations under 40 CFR 2E0.67
require implementing agencies to provide
notice to those members of the public who
are directly affected by a release fram 2 UST
and the planned corrective action if such a

Evaluate vapor
source(s] and

and deep (near source) soll
gas, or
{2) Collecting indoor air samgples

separation
distance?

potential thraat
of PyI Indicated by
near-siab & deep

release requires a corrective action plan,
Implementing agencies are adviced to tailor YES
community engagement activities based on

of PV indicated by
indoor air & sub-

slab soll gas
site-specific circumstances. Such  activities ampllnEgE‘ B e =
may occur at any point(s) in the assessment
and mitigation process. It is recognized that : PV not
ND likely to be

earlier and more frequent communication
yields positive results.

k4

& Concern

Reference: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency




Summary

e Shallow LNAPL LNAPL Source
present, do not have
15-feet vertical ?
separation ( S {f ML

e Three rounds of soll N
gas completed, we do == = |
not exceed screening B e
levels petss |

ﬁrr Hpm b fei#ij‘: Anaerobic

Table -' - . Iﬂwuen-danmadl

l

e Based on these
events, PVI not likely sz

=" F—w I
e
LOW | i

to be a concern v
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Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
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