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E P CON SU |_T AN TS 6520 Seacove Drive - Rancho Palos Verdes - California - 90275-5873

office 310 541 5407 - facsimile 310 541 4527
MANAGEMENT CONSULTING SERVICES www.epconsultants.net

October 26, 2007 BY E-MAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL:
RECEIPT NO. 7005 0390 0006 4477 4422

Mr. Mohinder S. Sandhu, P.E., Chief

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Standardized Permit and Corrective Action Branch
8800 Cal Center Drive, MS R1-2

Sacramento, California 95826

Subject: Briefing Period Arguments on Appeal
Industrial Service Oil Company, Inc.
1700 South Soto Street
Los Angeles, California
USEPA 1D No. CAD 099 452 708

Dear Mr. Sandhu:

On behalf of Industrial Service Oil Company, Inc. (ISOCI) and pursuant to the
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Order No. HWCA 06/07-P002 ', EP
Consultants (EPC) is pleased to submit the following written arguments pertaining
to the 20 appeal comments for which DTSC has granted review. The following
written arguments with supporting statements of reasons address all 20 appeal
comments granted review, including 16 submitted by Communities for a Better
Environment (CBE) and four submitted by EPC on behalf of ISOCI.

With respect to the possibility of an Informal Appeals Conference on this matter,
please note that EPC and ISOCI are not independently requesting such a conference,
but, in the event that such a conference is contemplated or scheduled in the future,
ISOCI may choose to be represented and/or provide oral arguments. As such, please
inform us of the date, time, location, and participation requirements for any possible
Informal Appeals Conference at your earliest convenience.

! This is the docket number on DTSC’s Order to Set Briefing Period for Petition for Review and Denial of
Review that was signed by Mr. Mohinder S. Sandhu and mailed to ISOCI by DTSC on June 29, 2007.
The order number referenced in DTSC’s Public Notice of Permit Appeal Briefing Period is HWCA 06/07-
P003, of which we have no record. It is our assumption that this is merely a typographical error, and
that both references are to the same June 29, 2007 order of which we have a copy. If this is not the
case, EPC requests that DTSC immediately provide us with a copy of order HWCA 06/07-P003 and
provide EPC at least one week for review and additional briefing comments as necessary.
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ISOCI APPEAL COMMENTS GRANTED REVIEW

A Statement of Reasons for the four ISOCI appeal comments granted review is
contained in EPC’s March 5, 2007 Petition/Request for Review of Final Permit Decision
(Petition) that was submitted to Mr. Watson Gin of DTSC. That Statement of Reasons
is incorporated herein, with new and supplemental arguments presented below.

Comment 3-1 by ISOCI: This comment states that testing of polychlorinated
biphenyl compounds (PCBs) in each truck-to-receiving tank transfer is unnecessary
and establishes a precedent which would pose an obstacle to the routine collection
and transportation of used oil in California. Alternatively, the comment suggests
that ISOCI's Hazardous Waste Facility Permit No. 06-GLN-17 (Final Permit) be
revised to allow PCB analysis of used oil from receiving storage tanks.

Attachment 1 includes pages 14-15 from DTSC’s December 8, 2006 Response to
Comments for American Oil Company’s (AOC’s) standardized permit. As stated
therein by Ms. Jodi Smith on behalf of DeMenno/Kerdoon (D/K):

“At D/K's Compton facility, each tank receiving used oil must be tested to
determine whether the used oil contains less than 2 [parts per million, assumed
on a weight/volume basis] ppm PCBs. If a tank contains PCBs at a
concentration of 2 ppm or greater, D/K must trace the source of the PCBs back
to the individual shipment by testing samples that are collected from each of the
incoming trucks prior to transferring their loads into a tank. If any of the
individual loads contains PCBs at a concentration of 5 ppm or greater, D/K must
dispose of the entire tank as PCB-containing hazardous waste.

“In its recent call-in letters to used oil transfer facilities, DTSC sought to impose
PCB testing requirements on storage tanks prior to shipment to recycling
facilities that are similar to the PCB testing on truck-to-truck transfers that it now
proposes at American Oil. The conditions requiring PCB testing for each truck-
to-truck transfer in this Permit are of grave concern to D/K because requiring
such testing for used oil that is destined for in-state recycling is unnecessary,
highly impractical and would pose tremendous delays in routine used oil
transportation.”

D/K Compton’s approach to analyze used oil samples from storage tanks rather than
individual truck shipments is consistent with current and proposed operations at
ISOCI. Furthermore, DTSC has recognized this argument in responding to D/K’s
comment, as stated on page 15 of the Response to Comments for AOC:

“...DTSC recognizes that it would be difficult to have each incoming load of used
oil tested for PCBs to ensure it does not contain greater than 5 ppm of PCBs.
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Instead, DTSC allows used oil facilities to test each outgoing load for PCBs at 2
ppm to account for the dilution factor.

“These permit conditions are necessary to ensure that the used oil in the
outgoing tanker trailer does not contain PCBs at a concentration of 2 ppm or
greater. If the test result in the outgoing tanker trailer confirms that the used oil
contains PCBs at a concentration of 2 ppm or greater, it would be necessary to
test the representative sample taken from each tanker truck before it was
unloaded into the tanker trailer to determine whether the used oil in any of the
tanker trucks contained PCBs at a concentration at or above 5 ppm; and if it
does, the entire tanker trailer would have to be shipped to a facility that is
authorized to accept PCB-contaminated hazardous waste. These conditions are
necessary to ensure that AOC is receiving the types of hazardous waste that it
is authorized to receive, regardless of the final destination of the used oil.

“These permit conditions are practical because testing of each incoming tanker
truck is only required after the test result in the outgoing tanker trailer confirms
that the used oil contains PCBs at a concentration of 2 ppm or greater.”

Therefore, to be consistent and equitable with respect to PCB testing requirements for
D/K Compton, AOC, and existing ISOCI operations, ISOCI requests that the Final
Permit be modified to allow for PCB testing of “commingled” used oil in receiving
storage tanks with a dilution-based action level of 2 ppm.

Comment 3-2 by ISOCI: This comment states that Special Condition 1(b) on page 52
of the Final Permit regarding the closure cost estimate (CCE) is an erroneous
application of the law. In fact, DTSC’s CCE as contained in the Final Permit is based
on software and standardized cost factors that are obtained from other agencies and
industry average rates for labor, analytical services, equipment, and other cost
categories. However, ISOCI and EPC have provided DTSC with CCE amounts for
existing and proposed operations based on site-specific third-party quotes for
closure-related activities.

Per 22 CCR §66264.142 (see Attachment 2), DTSC’s use of generic software and
standardized cost factors is an erroneous application of the law, particularly when a
CCE based on third-party quotes is readily available. Quoting 22 CCR
§66264.142(a)(2), “[t]he closure cost estimate shall be based on the costs to the owner
or operator of hiring a third party to close the facility...”

ISOCI’s CCE was previously provided to DTSC in an August 20, 2004 and October
31, 2005 letters from EPC to Mr. Allan Plaza of DTSC (Attachments 3 and 4). The

earlier letter includes actual quotations from “typical service providers that may be
used for potential closure activities including contractors, equipment vendors, and
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analytical laboratories,” all of which are third parties. Therefore, it is our present
contention that the ISOCI CCE should be the basis of establishing a CCE and
tinancial assurance basis for existing and proposed operations, and not the software
version that DTSC has used for the CCE amounts in the Final Permit.

Comment 3-3 by ISOCI: This comment states that Special Condition 2(f) on page 53
of the Final Permit, requiring that all waste profiles shall be analyzed by a certified
laboratory on an annual basis, is unnecessarily burdensome and costly to generators,
especially those who conduct auto and truck repair and maintenance services and
produce used oil and spent antifreeze.

In addition to the arguments provided in EPC’s Petition, ISOCI believes that the
mandatory requirement for annual certified analyses is excessive and imposes an
undue cost on generators, with no corresponding benefit to the environment or
public health. ISOCI believes that it is reasonable and consistent with DTSC and
USEPA policy to require annual review of waste profiles, and for additional certified
analyses if and when there is a significant change in the nature of accepted wastes or
the processes from which such wastes are generated.

A statement to be signed and certified by generators could serve to establish “no
significant change” on an annual basis. ISOCI has developed a draft of such a
statement, and would be pleased to work with DTSC to established an approved
format/language that is reasonable, protective, and consistent with the spirit and
intent of federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) regulations that
state “waste analysis must be repeated as often as necessary to ensure that it is
accurate and up to date...” per 40 CFR §§264.13(a)(3) /265.13(a)(3).

Comment 3-4 by ISOCI: This comment states that Special Condition 2(u) on page 57
of the Final Permit requiring that ISOCI obtain a local land use permit is an
erroneous application of the law. In addition to the fact that DTSC has no
jurisdiction of local land use decisions, it is noted that the ISOCI facility is “permitted
by right” as a hazardous waste facility in an M3 heavy manufacturing zone as
established by the City of Los Angeles. Therefore, ISOCI does not need a new land
use permit for any existing or new activities provided that they do not require new
construction that triggers a conditional use permit.

As a “permitted by right” facility, ISOCI has a current, valid land use permit in the
context of California HSC §25199.3(a). As repeated in DTSC Order No. HWCA
06/07-P002 at lines 22-23 on page 6, lines 22-23 on page 7, lines 12-13 on page 36,
lines 19-22 on page 37, and lines 19-20 on page 38, DTSC has no authority or
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jurisdiction to require a new land use permit/application or conditional use
permit/application, and the disputed language imposes such a requirement and
should therefore be removed.

For your reference and further consideration, three documents are attached herein -
Attachment 5 includes a March 24, 1993 letter from the Los Angeles Department of
City Planning (LADCP) to Mr. Jose Kou of DTSC, stating that existing hazardous
waste facilities existing prior to August 6, 1990 (as is the case with the ISOCI facility)
in the M3 zone are permitted by right. Attachment 6 includes an excerpt from the
Los Angeles City Zoning Code, Section 12.24(A) which states that certain conditional
use approval procedures apply only to uses in zones when not permitted by right.
Attachment 7 is a parcel profile report for ISOCI’s facility taken from the LADCP
web site that states that the ISOCI property is zoned as M3-1, heavy manufacturing.

ISOCI has every intention of complying with local land use laws, regulations, and
ordinances. Should it be required by law, ISOCI will obtain the necessary additional
land use or conditional use permit or approval. ISOCI believes that the first part of
Special Condition 2(u) which states that ISOCI shall not begin construction without
the required local permits fully satisfies the intent of California HSC §25199.3(a), and
does not exceed DTSC’s jurisdiction.

CBE APPEAL COMMENTS GRANTED REVIEW

Comment 1-7 by CBE: This comment states that the Final Permit allows ISOCI to
store up to 250,000 gallons of hazardous wastes in rail cars for up to one year on a
rail spur without adequate secondary containment, and that storage of this amount
of hazardous waste for such an extended period of time is unprecedented in
California.

With respect to secondary containment, all of ISOCI’s hazardous waste handling
operations have and will continue to comply with the secondary containment
requirements prescribed by law at 22 CCR §66264.175. The ISOCI facility has been
subject to numerous DTSC inspections that have verified that the secondary
containment systems at the existing facility are in compliance with the law, so there
is no reason to believe that secondary containment is or will be inadequate.

With respect to the statement pertaining to “unprecedented” amount of hazardous
waste for an extended period of time, ISOCI believes that this does not meet the
standard for appeal comments per 22 CCR §66271.18(a), in that it is not addressing
an erroneous finding of fact or conclusion of law, and it does not address an exercise
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of discretion or important policy consideration. Furthermore, there is no evidence
that ISOCI’s requested rail car storage would present an unmitigated or significant
risk to the public or environment.

Comment 1-9 by CBE: This comment addresses complexity, employee training,
waste receiving procedures, and laboratory identification aspects of the Waste
Analysis Plan (WAP). While it is understood that the WAP may appear complex and
difficult to understand to the layperson, ISOCI personnel have successfully
implemented the similar “pre-Part B” WAP at the facility for many years, and there
have been no implementation problems due to the “complexity” of the current WAP.

Regarding employee training and waste receiving procedures, ISOCI staff involved
with WAP implementation will continue to be properly trained to implement the
WAP. If necessary, ISOCI will employ outside training consultants to provide
additional training with respect to waste receiving and sample handling procedures,
laboratory methods, and data analysis.

With respect to in-house and outside laboratory services, this is a business decision
for ISOCI based on the cost, complexity, reliability, turn-around time, and demand
for required analytical methods. ISOCI will continue to use laboratory service
providers that are accredited and/or certified as required by applicable laws and
regulations.

Comment 1-11 by CBE: This comment discusses the adequacy of laboratory
methodologies for all the chemicals listed on Table III of ISOCI’s hazardous waste
permit application. ISOCI intends to continue current practices of accepting only
those waste streams for which adequate analytical methods are available for
profiling and characterization based on waste codes and generator knowledge.

Comment 1-12 by CBE: This comment states that DTSC has not explained why
ISOCI will be allowed to process wastes containing PCBs up to 49 ppm. Federal used
oil regulations at 40 CFR §279.10(i) allow up to 50 ppm PCBs in used oil without
triggering the applicability of PCB and PCB item management regulations at 40 CFR
§761. It is our understanding that this is the basis for DTSC’s limit of 49 ppm.

Comment 1-13 by CBE: This comment addresses PCBs testing in commingled used
oil and potential PCBs in wastewater. As addressed herein and previously by ISOCI
(see above Comment 3-1 by ISOCI), ISOCI agrees that the issue of PCB testing in
commingled used oil needs to be modified in the Final Permit, with a condition to
address dilution (e.g., an action level of 2 ppm PCBs rather than 5 ppm PCBs).
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Regarding the comment on potential PCBs in wastewater, Table I1I-4 of ISOCI’s
hazardous waste permit application (revision 7, August 2005) states that PCBs will be
analyzed for waste profiles of non-RCRA wastewaters containing over 10% oil, waste
antifreeze containing over 5% oil, and all other incoming waste streams. Any
wastewater discharge will have to comply with discharge requirements as
established by the Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation (LABS), which will likely
include a prohibition on discharge of hazardous waste as well as extensive analytical
requirements. Therefore, ISOCI believes that the concerns raised in CBE’s comment,
although understandable, are adequately addressed in the current Final Permit.

Comment 1-16 by CBE: This comment states that the Final Permit should require
ISOCI to analyze each bulk waste shipment for the characteristic of reactivity. ISOCI
does not intend to receive bulk shipments of reactive wastes, and waste code D003 is
not listed in Table III-1 of ISOCI’s hazardous waste permit application. For all
incoming waste streams, ISOCI will continue to require that generators identify the
hazardous characteristics of their wastes, including reactivity.

Comment 1-17 by CBE: This comment addresses containerized waste that may
potentially exhibit the characteristic of reactivity. ISOCI does not intend to handle
containers of reactive wastes. For all incoming waste streams, ISOCI will continue to
require that generators identify the hazardous characteristics of their wastes,
including reactivity.

Comment 1-20 by CBE: This comment requests clarification of hazardous waste
management activities that will be conducted in the “Truck Loading/Unloading and
Storage Areas,” and associated secondary containment. ISOCI will use this area for
transfer, staging, and short term (less than 24 hours) storage of waste before transfer
to a container storage area or tank farm. This area has adequate secondary
containment for ISOCI’s intended use, and will continue to be in compliance with
California HSC §25200.19(c)(4).

Comment 1-21 by CBE: This comment states that DTSC must add a narrative that
describes the truck loading/unloading activities and the loading/unloading areas, as
other permits do. Noting that loading/unloading is not a RCRA-permitted activity,
ISOCI believes that there is no statutory basis for any action on this comment.

Comments 1-22 and 1-23 by CBE: These comments address procedures for
identifying and segregating incompatible wastes. ISOCI does not intend to handle
incompatible waste streams. For all incoming waste streams, ISOCI will continue to
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require that generators identify the hazardous characteristics of their wastes,
including incompatibility.

Comment 1-26 by CBE: This comment addresses container management practices
and authorized staging practices. Please note that ISOCI intends to handle and store
any hazardous waste containers in secondary containment areas.

Comment 1-27 by CBE: This comment states that tank certifications should be
conducted every three years, questions DTSC’s basis for requiring the certifications
every five years, and also requires certification by a California-registered
professional engineer with a confined space certification.

In accordance with 22 CCR §66264.192 requires tank assessments be conducted by a
California-registered professional engineer, and that the assessments will be valid for
a period of five years or less, as determined by the professional engineer. With
respect to confined space certification, tank assessments may be conducted without
tank entry if methods such as ultrasonic testing are used to determine tank wall
thickness. Therefore, a confined space certification would not be required in all
cases. In the event that tank entry is necessary, ISOCI will ensure that any personnel
that may enter a confined space will have the necessary training, certification, and
personal protective equipment.

Comment 1-28 by CBE: This comment states that the CCEs for existing and
proposed operations are insufficient. ISOCI agrees that the CCEs in the Final Permit
are in dispute and not in compliance with 22 CCR §66264.142, as previously stated in
Comment 3-2 by ISOCI and the supplemental arguments supporting that comment
as provided in this letter.

Comment 1-29 by CBE: This comment states that DTSC should require revision of
the closure plan and CCE to list all facilities permitted to handle waste generated
during the closure of the facility. ISOCI believes that the closure plan meets
regulatory requirements for existing and proposed operations at the ISOCI facility.
With respect to the CCEs, please refer to Comment 3-2 by ISOCI and the
supplemental arguments supporting that comment as provided in this letter.

Comment 1-30 by CBE: This comment states that the description of waste streams to
be treated by the waste water treatment system in the permit is inconsistent with the
description in the Health Risk Assessment (HRA), and that the permit should be
amended to require compliance with Clean Water Act (CWA) regulations. As stated
in the earlier response to Comment 1-13 by CBE, any ISOCI wastewater discharge
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will have to comply with discharge requirements as established by the LABS. LABS
discharge permits typically have extensive requirements pertaining to CWA
requirements, including pretreatment standards, concentration and mass based
discharge limits, and discharge prohibitions. As any sewer discharge from the ISOCI
facility will be to the LABS publicly-owned treatment works (POTW), ISOCI believes
that DTSC does not have jurisdiction over this matter and it will be adequately
addressed by LABS prior to the sewer discharge of treated wastewater.

With respect to any inconsistencies between the Health Risk Assessment and the
Final Permit, , ISOCI believes that this does not meet the standard for appeal
comments per 22 CCR §66271.18(a), in that it is not addressing an erroneous finding
of fact or conclusion of law, and it does not address an exercise of discretion or
important policy consideration. Furthermore, the HRA and Final Permit were both
prepared by DTSC and/or DTSC contractor, and ISOCI leaves it up to DTSC to
address any potential inconsistencies in an appropriate manner.

On behalf of ISOCI, EPC appreciates your attention to the aforementioned
comments. If you have any questions or comments, please call me at (310) 541-5407.

Very truly yours,
E P CONSULTANTS

/loriginal signed by//

Anu Sood, P.E., C.P.P., R.E.A.
Principal
anu@epconsultants.net

Attachments:

Excerpts from Response to Comments for AOC (Pages 14-15; 12/8/06)
22 CCR §66264.142 (Closure Cost Estimate)

EPC Letter on Closure Cost Estimate to Mr. Allan Plaza (8/20/04)
EPC Letter on Closure Cost Estimate to Mr. Allan Plaza (10/31/05)
LADCP Letter on Permit by Right to Mr. Jose Kou (3/24/93)

Excerpt from LA City Zoning Code, Section 12.24 §§(A)-(H)

LADCP Parcel Profile Report for ISOCI Facility (1/23/06)

NNk WO =

cc:  Claudia Bohorquez, Attorney-at-Law
John Shubin, ISOCI
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Excerpts from Response to Comments for
AOC (Pages 14-15; 12/8/06)



American Oil Company December 8, 2006
Response to Comments Page 14

Commenter #4: Jodi Smith of Paul, Hastings, Janofsky, & Walker LLP on
behalf of DeMenno/Kerdoon (Letter dated May 22, 2006)

Comment #4-1

The following comments on the Draft Standardized Hazardous Waste Facility
Permit ("Permit") for the American Oil Company ("American Oil") are being
submitted on behalf of DeMenno/Kerdoon ("D/K"). D/K wishes to provide the
following comments on this Permit in the context of DTSC’s recent aborted effort
to call in permit modifications for PCB testing at all in-state used oil transfer
facilities. D/K believes that the requirement for PCB testing on each truck-to-
truck transfer, without regard for the destination of the waste, would set a
precedent for other transfer facilities. Implementation of this proposal at all in-
state transfer facilities would adversely affect the California used oil industry and
California consumers. D/K proposes that DTSC instead limit the mandatory PCB
testing to all tankers of used oil that will be sent out of state. If the oil will be
processed in-state at a permitted treatment and recycling facility, the oil should
be tested at the in-state facility consistent with that facility's WAP. D/K also
proposes that DTSC enhance compliance with Health and Safety Code Section
25250.09.

At D/K's Compton facility, each tank receiving used oil must be tested to
determine whether the used oil contains less than 2 ppm PCBs. If a tank
contains PCBs at a concentration of 2 ppm or greater, D/K must trace the source
of the PCBs back to the individual shipment by testing samples that are collected
from each of the incoming trucks prior to transferring their loads into a tank. If
any of the individual loads contains PCBs at a concentration of 5 ppm or greater,
D/K must dispose of the entire tank as PCB-containing hazardous waste.

In its recent call-in letters to used oil transfer facilities, DTSC sought to impose
PCB testing requirements on storage tanks prior to shipment to recycling facilities
that are similar to the PCB testing on truck-to-truck transfers that it now proposes
at American Oil. The conditions requiring PCB testing for each truck-to-truck
transfer in this Permit are of grave concern to D/K because requiring such testing
for used oil that is destined for in-state recycling is unnecessary, highly
impractical and would pose tremendous delays in routine used oil transportation.

Response:

Used oil transfer facilities, such as AOC, are eligible to apply for a Standardized
Permit with DTSC since used oil is not regulated as a RCRA hazardous waste
under federal law. The California Health and Safety Code section 25250.1
excludes as “used oil” any oil containing more than 5 ppm of PCBs. Any used oll
facility intending to receive used oil with more than 5 ppm of PCBs would not
gualify for a Standardized Permit. Therefore, used oil transfer facilities must
ensure that incoming shipments of used oil do not contain more than 5 ppm of
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PCBs. DTSC recognizes that it would be difficult to have each incoming load of
used oil tested for PCBs to ensure it does not contain greater than 5 ppm of
PCBs. Instead, DTSC allows used oil facilities to test each outgoing load for
PCBs at 2 ppm to account for the dilution factor.

These permit conditions are necessary to ensure that the used oil in the outgoing
tanker trailer does not contain PCBs at a concentration of 2 ppm or greater. If
the test result in the outgoing tanker trailer confirms that the used oil contains
PCBs at a concentration of 2 ppm or greater, it would be necessary to test the
representative sample taken from each tanker truck before it was unloaded into
the tanker trailer to determine whether the used oil in any of the tanker trucks
contained PCBs at a concentration at or above 5 ppm; and if it does, the entire
tanker trailer would have to be shipped to a facility that is authorized to accept
PCB-contaminated hazardous waste. These conditions are necessary to ensure
that AOC is receiving the types of hazardous waste that it is authorized to
receive, regardless of the final destination of the used oil.

These permit conditions are practical because testing of each incoming tanker
truck is only required after the test result in the outgoing tanker trailer confirms
that the used oil contains PCBs at a concentration of 2 ppm or greater.

These permit conditions also provide flexibility in that it allows AOC either to test
the outgoing oil for PCBs or to instruct the receiving facility to test the tanker
truck containing used oil load from AOC for PCBs. The used oil recycling facility
must provide AOC with documentation that the load has been tested and does
not contain greater than 2 ppm of PCBs. Used oil recycling facilities such as
Industrial Services and Evergreen QOil are already testing used oil in each in-
coming truck before it is unloaded into the tanks.

Comment #4-2

D/K understands that the proposed testing requirement is appropriate for oil that
is being transported out-of-state because the standards for used oil ate so much
less stringent outside of California. However, imposing blanket PCB testing
requirements on each transfer facility will discourage rather than encourage
compliance with PCB testing requirements. Once a transporter drives to another
state, the transporter is only required to meet the federal 50 ppb standard under
TSCA. Deleting the option of sending the used oil to an in-state facility without
testing will encourage transporters to flaunt the California regulations and ship
waste out of state. As oil prices continue to increase with no end in sight, there is
even more incentive for transporters to take oil out of state. Used oil can be used
in a variety ways under the federal regulations. Used oil can be reconditioned by
removing impurities, introduced into a refining process as a feedstock to produce
gasoline and coke, or processed and burned for energy recovery. Thus, oil that
does not meet California standards for used oil and must be managed as a
hazardous waste in California may be a valuable commodity in states with less
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22 CCR 866264.142 (Closure Cost Estimate)
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Cal. Admin. Code tit. 22, s 66264.142

BARCLAYS OFFICIAL CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS
TITLE 22. SOCIAL SECURITY
DIVISION 4.5. ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH STANDARDS FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF HAZARDOUS
WASTE
CHAPTER 14. STANDARDS FOR OWNERS AND OPERATORS OF HAZARDOUS WASTE TRANSFER,
TREATMENT, STORAGE, AND DISPOSAL FACILITIES
ARTICLE 8. FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS
This database is current through 10/12/07, Register 2007, No. 41
s 66264.142. Cost Estimate for Closure.

(a) The owner or operator shall prepare and submit to the Department a detailed written estimate, in current dollars, of the cost of closing the
facility in accordance with the requirements in sections 66264.111 through 66264.115 and applicable closure requirements in sections 66264.178,
66264.197, 66264.228, 66264.258, 66264.280, 66264.310, 66264.351, 66264.601 through 66264.603, and 66264.1102.

(1) The estimate shall be submitted in accordance with sections 66270.10 and 66270.14. The estimate shall equal the cost of final
closure at the point in the facility's active life when the extent and manner of its operation would make closure the most expensive,
as indicated by its closure plan (see section 66264.112(b)).

(2) The closure cost estimate shall be based on the costs to the owner or operator of hiring a third party to close the facility. A third
party is a party who is neither a parent nor a subsidiary of the owner or operator. (See definition of parent corporation in section
66260.10.) The owner or operator may use costs for on-site disposal if it can be demonstrated that on-site disposal capacity will exist
at all times over the life of the facility.

(3) The closure cost estimate shall not incorporate any salvage value that may be realized with the sale of hazardous wastes, or
non-hazardous wastes if applicable under section 66264.113(d), facility structures or equipment, land, or other assets associated with
the facility at the time of partial or final closure.

(4) The owner or operator shall not incorporate a zero cost for hazardous wastes, or non-hazardous wastes if applicable under section
66264.113(d), that might have economic value.

(b) During the active life of the facility, the owner or operator shall adjust the closure cost estimate for inflation within 60 days prior to the
anniversary date of the establishment of the financial instrument(s) used to comply with section 66264.143. For owners and operators using the
financial test or corporate guarantee, the closure cost estimate shall be updated for inflation within 30 days after the close of the firm's fiscal year
and before submission of updated information to the Department as specified in section 66264.143(f)(3). The adjustment shall be made by
recalculating the maximum costs of closure in current dollars, or by using an inflation factor derived from the most recent Implicit Price Deflator for
Gross National Product published by the U.S. Department of Commerce in its Survey of Current Business, as specified in subsections (b)(1) and (2)
of this section. The inflation factor is the result of dividing the latest published annual Deflator by the Deflator for the previous year.

(1) The first adjustment is made by multiplying the closure cost estimate by the inflation factor. The result is the adjusted closure
cost estimate.

(2) Subsequent adjustments are made by multiplying the latest adjusted closure cost estimate by the latest inflation factor.

(c) During the active life of the facility, the owner or operator shall revise the closure cost estimate no later than 30 days after the Department has
approved the request to modify the closure plan, if the change in the closure plan increases the cost of closure. The revised closure cost estimate
shall be adjusted for inflation as specified in subsection (b) of this section.

(d) The owner or operator shall keep the following at the facility during the operating life of the facility: the latest closure cost estimate prepared in

accordance with subsections (a) and (c) of this section and, when this estimate has been adjusted in accordance with subsection (b) of this
section, the latest adjusted closure cost estimate.

Note: Authority cited: Sections 25150, 25159, 25159.5, 25179.6, 25245, 58004 and 58012, Health and Safety Code. Reference:
Sections 25159, 25159.5 and 25245, Health and Safety Code; 40 CFR Section 264.142.
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E P CONSULTANTS 6520 Seacove Drive - Rancho Palos Verdes - California - 90275-5873

office 310 541 5407 - facsimile 310 541 5437
MANAGEMENT CONSULTING SERVIGES www.epconsultants.net

August 20, 2004 SENT BY CERTIFIED MAIL
| No. 7003 1010 0000 0237 6165

Mr, Allan Plaza, P.E.

Unit Chief

Department of Toxic Substances Control
1011 North Grandview Avenue
Glendale, California 91201

Subject: Comments on DTSC’s Closure Cost Estimate
Industrial Service Oil Company, Inc.
Los Angeles, California

Dear Mr. Plaza:

On behalf of Industrial Service Oil Company, Inc. (ISOCI), EP Consultants (EPC) is
pleased to provide you with our comments and a comparative review of the
Department of Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC) closure cost estimate (CCE) for the
ISOCT facility at 1700 South Soto Street, Los Angeles, California (Facility).

EPC has reviewed the DTSC’s CCE of $4,238,320, as detailed in your October 29, 2003
letter to ISOCI, and we have prepared a line-by-line comparison of DTSC’s estimate
with EPC’s August 6, 2004 estimate of $1,748,240, as included with ISOCI's Hazardous
Waste Facility Permit Application — RCRA Part A & B for the Facility, as revised
through revision 5 (Application).

EPC’s CCE is based on the approach and assumptions enumerated in the Closure
Plan (CP) contained in the Application. In addition, EPC’s CCE reflects closure
activities for Facility equipment, processes, unit descriptions, wastes, and other
materials as described in the Application.

Overview and Summary

To develop the EPC CCE, actual quotations were obtained from typical service
providers that may be used for potential closure activities including contractors,
equipment vendors, and analytieal laboratories. Copies of the quotations are
provided as enclosures to this letter. Attached Table 1, Comparison of DTSC and EPC
Closure Cost Estimates as Proposed in ISOCI’s Part B Application, provides an itemized
comparison of the DTSC and EPC estimates. The following table provides a
summary by main element, and narrative descriptions follow:
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August 20, 2004
Summary of DTSC and EPC Closure Cost Estimates for ISOCI Facility
Element DTSC Estimate EPC Estimate CCE Decrease
Field Activities $ 3,563,861 $ 1,428,168 $ 2,135,693
Air Monitoring (equipment) 18,751 4,432 14,319
Pressure Washers 110,473 20,041 90,432
Sampling and Analysis 461,686 219,168 242,518
Concrete Coring 10,041 4,560 5,481
Project Scientist/Engineer 27,349 36,233 - 8,884
Miscellaneous Costs 35,647 35,638 9
Mathematical Discrepancy 10,512 0 10,512
TOTALS $ 4,238,320 $ 1,748,240 $ 2,490,080

Field Activities

For decontamination, transportation, and disposal activities, EPC obtained a
quotation from Environmental Recovery Service, Inc. of Signal Hill, California

(Enviroserv); see Attachment 1. Enviroserv’s quote was developed to implement the
CP in accordance with the Facility description and processes, as described in the
current Application. In accordance with the CP, EPC’s CCE assumes that piping will
be decontaminated and not dismantled; therefore, the cost of removing metal piping
is not included in EPC's estimate. While the DTSC CCE generally assumes 100 days
for closure activities, EPC’s CCE is based on 30-50 days for closure activities,
depending on the specific task.

EPC’s estimate for the field activities element of the CCE is $1,428,168 (= $876,591
quoted by Enviroserv, $313,549 in additional costs, plus $238,028 for 20%
contingency), and includes the following resources: field project manager,
construction manager, environmental technician, equipment operators, equipment
rental and purchase, equipment for liquid transfer from tanks and piping,
decontamination services, transportation and disposal of waste materials, and
incineration fees. EPC estimates that the corresponding portion of DTSC’s CCE is
$3,563,861.

Air Monitoring

EPC’s CCE assumes outright purchase of an organic vapor analyzer instead of rental
as included in DTSC’s CCE. A quote from U.S. Environmental & Laboratory
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Supplies, LLC (US E&L) is provided in Attachment 2. EPC’s estimate for this
component of the CCE is $4,432 and DTSC'’s estimate is $18,751.

Pressure Washers

EPC’s CCE assumes outright purchase of two pressure washers instead of rental as
included in DTSC’s CCE. Quotes from Tyler Tool Company (Tyler Tool) and Tuff
Industries are provided in Attachments 3 and 4. EPC's estimate for this component
of the CCE is $20,041 and DTSC’s estimate is $110,473.

Sampling and Analysis

EPC’s CCE assumes one sample from each of 29 oil/wastewater storage tanks and 12
antifreeze/glycol storage tanks. In contrast, DTSC’s CCE assumes 42 samples from
oil/wastewater storage tanks and 2 samples from antifreeze/glycol storage tanks.
The analytical parameters in both estimates are comparable.

For analysis of verification samples (storage tanks, pipe flushing, secondary
containment) as well as soil samples, EPC’s CCE is based on a quotation from
Applied P & Ch Laboratories (APCL), inclusive of documentation packages. A copy
of APCL’s quote is provided in Attachment 5. EPC’s estimate for this analytical
component of the CCE is $219,168 and DTSC’s estimate is $461,686.

Concrete Coring

EPC’s concrete coring estimate is based on a Skaggs Concrete Cutting, Inc. (Skaggs
Concrete) price list, as provided in Attachment 6. EPC’s estimate for this component
of the CCE 1s $4,560 and DTSC'’s estimate is $10,041.

Project Scientist/Engineer

For professional labor related to planning documents, reporting, as built drawings,
permitting, and public notice activities, EPC’s estimate is $36,233 and DTSC’s
corresponding estimate is projected at $27,349.

Miscellaneous Costs

For costs such as personal protective equipment, materials such as dry ice and
bentonite slurry, sampling supplies, and drill rig rental, EPC’s estimate is $35,638 and
DTSC’s estimate is $35,647.
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Mathematical Discrepancy

There is a mathematical discrepancy in DTSC’s CCE as provided, resulting in an
overstated cost by $10,512. The “Project Cost Over Time Report” in DTSC’s CCE
indicates a summarized cost for the rail unit at $485,200 exclusive of contingency.
With the 20% contingency, this amount is $582,240. However, the four “Technology
Detail Report” totals provide with DTSC’s CCE add up to $476,440 before
contingency. With the 20% contingency, this amount is $571,728.

On behalf of ISOCI, EPC appreciates your attention to our comments and revisions to
DTSC’s CCE, and we would be pleased to meet with you to discuss the differences.
If you have any questions or comments, please call me at (310) 541-5407.

Very truly yours,
E P CONSULTANTS

/loriginal signed by//

Anu Sood, PE, CPP., RE.A.
Principal
anu@epconsultants.net

Enclosures:  Table1 - Comparison of DTSC and EPC Closure Cost Estimates as
Proposed in ISOCI’s Part B Application

Attachment 1 — Proposed Facility Closure Cost Estimate (Enviroserv)
Attachment 2 — Quote for Organic Vapor Analyzer (US E&L)
Attachment 3 — Quote for Electric Pressure Washer (Tyler Tool)
Attachment 4 - Quote for High-Pressure Washer (Tuff Industries)
Attachment 5 — Quote for Analytical Services (APCL)
Attachment 6 — Price List (Skaggs Concrete)

cc:  Claudia Bohorquez, Attorney-at-Law
Pete Kotoff, ISOCI
Romeo Ricarte, EPC
John Shubin, ISOCI


KAnder
Text Box

//original signed by//
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TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF DTSC AND EPC CLOSURE COST ESTIMATES AS PROPOSED IN ISOCI's PART B APPLICATION
(see legend and notes on last page)

Task/ DTSC (10/29/03 ietter from A. Plaza) EPC (8/6/04, Part B revision 5)
Subtask Task Description Resource Description Units Notes
Number Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension | Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension
TASK A: OIL/IWASTEWATER STORAGE TANKS
Subtask A.1 - Tank Decontamination
1.1 Labor
1.1.1 Wipe contaminated surfaces Environmental Technician hour 629 $35.000] $ 22,015 32015 35000 | % 11,200 [1]
1.1.2 Decontaminate light equipment Environmental Technician hour 800 $39.148| $ 31,319 400 |8 39140 | % 15,656 [11
113 I;;f:n:’a’zif;o:a:? 032 5F Environmental Technician hour 5164 |  gsoools 180740 800 | 35000 | 2000 [
1.1.4 Dry ice purge of tanks Environmental Technician hour 1,705 $25,000( & 59,675 168 ]% 35000 1% 5,880 1]
1.15 Project Management Project Manager hour 562 $65.010| § 36,536 400 1% 650008 26,000 [1]
1.1.6 Planning Documents Project Scientist/Engineer hour 25 $55.534) § 1,388 25{% 55000 % 1,375
117 Reporting Project Scientist /Engineer hour 25 $54.804| § 1,370 2518 55000 | % 1,375
1.2 Material
1.2.1 Personal protective equipment Level "C" Respirator Cartridges each 200 $15.600] § 3,120 2005 15600 | % 3,120
122 Personal protective equipment Disposable Boot Covers (Tyvek) pair 400 $1.450] 580 400 | § 1450 [ § 580
1.2.3 Personal protective equipment Dispesable Gloves (Latex) pair 800 $0.264| 211 8005 0260(5% 208
1.24 Personal protective equipment Disposable Coveralls (Latex) each W00 $5.623] § 2,249 400 (% 562003 2,248
1.2 Personal protective equipment Face Shields (Reusable) each 2 $26.330| § 53 2|5 263305 53
1.2.6 Persoral protective equipment Disposable Ear Plugs " pair 400 $0.152| $§ 61 4008 0150 |5 60
127 Tank content sampling f:::ifl";w“”’ disposable, 200mb |y 2| se90ts|s 200 2|5 99920 (s 200
1.2.8 Tank purging Tank Purging with Dry Ice KGAL 761 $0.030| § 23 761(% 00301]% 23
Operation of Presgure washer,
129 Operation of pressure washer including Water, Soap, Electricity & hours 800 $8.593] $ 6,874 240 | & B5%0 | $ 2,062 1)
Labor
1.3 Eguipment
1.31 Vapor monitoring Hand-held organic vapor monitor each 100 5141.940/ $ 14,194 1]$3693375 1§ 3,693 2]
132 Pressure washing Pressure Washer each 4| $1353.698) % 5415 2% 546868 | 5 1,094 (3]
1.3.3 Tank purging Dry lce KGAL 761 $2.589| & 1,970 7618 2570 % 1,956
Industrial Service Qil Co., Inc., Los Angeles, California Page 1 0f 14 USEPA |ID# CAD099452708

8/20/04 Rev. 1: Submittal to DTSC.
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TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF DTSC AND EPC CLOSURE COST ESTIMATES AS PROPOSED IN ISOCI's PART B APPLICATION
(see tegend and notes on last page)

Task/ DTSC (10/29/03 letter from A. Plaza) EPC {8/6/04, Part B revision 5)

Subtask Task Description Resource Description Units Notes

Number Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension | Quantity | UnitCost| Extension
1.34 Wipe sampling Wipes and supplies day 76 $15.119| 1,149 76 % 14250 (% 1,083
1.3.5 Decontamination of tank High-pressure Wash, 40 5F/Hour each 31,932 $1.796( $ 57,335 257803682 §% 15,607 (43
1.4 Subcontractor - Analyticel
1.4.1 Water analysis TAL Metals (EPA 6010/7000} each 2 $401.1411 § 16,848 29 [$ 100.000 | § 2,900 (5]
1.4.2 Water analysis Purgeable Hydrocarbons (EPA 601) each 42 $137.516( 8 5,776 2291% 90.000|% 2,610 [5]

© 143 Water analysis Purgeable Aromatics (EPA 602} each 12 $102.510( $ 4,322 29(% 9%0000|% 2,610 [5]
144 Water analysis Chlorinated Hydrocarbons (EPA 625} each 42 $238.509| $ 10,017 291% 170000 | $ 4,930 [51
145 Water analysis Organochlorine Pesticides & PCBs each 2| $2160%2|8 9,073 29 |$ 140.000 | § 4,060 | 5]

(EPA 617)
1456 Water analysis (T;x;;e;;‘;le“’“ Hydrocasbons each 42| $94.634|8 3,975 2($ 780005 2262 5]
1.4.7 QA/QC documentation Data & Benchwork each 42 $141.252| § 5,933 29 | § - |8 - [5]
Subtask A.2 - Used Ol Transporiation & Disposal
2.1 Labor
2.1.1 Decontaminate light equipment Environmental Technician hour 72 $35011) § 2,521 7218 350001% 2,520
212 Liquid loading into tank truck Environmental Technician hour 2,398 $35.000| § 83,93 3|8 35000 | % 10,500 [1]
2.1.3 Project Management Project Manager hour 562 $65.010| § 36,536 BO{S 65000 |8 5,200 {1l
2.1.4 Planning Documents Project Scientist/Engineer hour 25 $55.534| $ 1,388 251% 55000 % 1,375
215 Reporting Praject Scientist /Engineer hour 2 $54.804| $ 1,370 5|8 55000 % 1,375
2.2 Equipment
2.21 Liquid loading into bulk tanker Equipment rental per truckload load ]3?1 $14].092| ] 19,330 See Subtagk 2.2.2
2.2.2 Liquid loading into bulk tanker Equipment yental per day day See Subtask 2.2.1 18] $  500.000 I $ 9,000 f11
2.3 Subcontractar - Analytical
231 Waste analysis Profiling each | 21]  sse0818] 3 11,777 - Is - s - [ s
2.4 Subcontractor -Transportation & Disposal
24.1 Transportation Truck Loads each 137 $934.696 $ 128,053 See Subtask 2.4.4 & 2.4.6
242 Decontamination Truck Loads each 137 $193.385| $ 26,494 See Subtask 2.4.4 & 2.4.6
Industrial Service Qil Co., Inc., Los Angeles, California Page 2 of 14 USEPA ID# CAD099452708

8/20/04 Rev. 1: Submittal to DTSC.




TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF DTSC AND EPC CLOSURE COST ESTIMATES AS PROPOSED IN 1ISOCI's PARY B APPLICATION
(see legend and notes on last page)

E P CONSULTANTS

Task/ DTSC (10/29/03 letter from A. Plaza) EPC (8/6/04, Part B revision 5)
Subtask Task Description Resource Description Units Notes
Number Quantity [ Unit Cost| Extension | Quantity | UnitCost| Extension

24.3 Disposal Incineration fee gals 684,686 $0.579| § 396,645 See Sublask 2.4.4 & 2.4.4

2.44 Transportation Used Qil Product gals See Subtask 2.4.1 & 2.4.3 430,000 |$ 0060 |5 25,800 i1]
2.4.5 Transportation Cily Wastewater gals See Subtask 2.4.1 & 2.4.3 470,000 | $ 0.058 | & 27,260 [1}
246 Disposal Used Qil Product gals See Subtask 2.4.1 & 2,43 430,000 [ § 0.050 | § 21,500 [1]
247 Disposal Oily Wastewater gals Sew Subtask 2,4.7 & 24.3 470,000 | § 450 1 8 211,500 {1}
Subtask A.3 - Sludge Transportation & Disposal

3.1 Labor

31 Decontaminate light equipment Environmentel Technician hour 6 $35.000| § 210 6185 35.000|% 210

3.1.2 Liquid loading info tank truck Environmental Technician hour 280 $£35.000] $ 9,800 80{% 35000|% 2,800 [11
313 Project Management Project Manager hour 562 $65.010] % 36,536 2015 65000 )% 1,200 [11
314 Flanning Documents Project Scientist/ Engineer hour 25 $55.53| § 1,388 2518 G5.000 )% 1,375

3.1.5 Reporting Project Scientist/Engineer hour 25 $54.804] $ 1,370 25]% 55000} % 1,375

3.2 Equipment

321 | Liquid loading into bulk tanker | _Equipment rental per truckload | each 16 [ $141.219( $ 2,260 | 16 (% 141.080 [ § 2,257 |

3.3 Subconiractor - Analytical

331 | Waste analysis | Profiling | each T 2| $s60.820( § 1122 | 2{$ 560820 [$ 1122 |

3.4 Subcontractor - Transporiation & Disposal

341 Transportation if:::ez‘c‘:;ge' Truck Loads (600 miles 9,600 $2.809] s 27,352 See Subtask 3.4.4 & 3.4.5

34.2 Decontamination RCRA Sludge, Truck Loads each 16 $193.386( § 3,094 16 , 5?93.386! $ 3,04

343 Disposal RCRA Sludge Incineration fee cY 304 | $1,668.400| % 507,196 See Subtask 3.4.4 & 3.4.5
‘344 Transportation RCRA Sludge, Truck Loads Tons See Subtask 3.4.1 & 3.4.3 450 | $ 50.000 | $ 22,500 [1]
345 Disposal RCRA 5ludge Incineration fee Tons See Subtask 3.4.1 & 3.4.3 450 |$ 150000 | $ 67,500 f1]
Subtask A.4 - Rinseate Wastewater Transportation & Disposal

4.1 Labor

4.1.1 Decontaminate light equipment Envirgnmental Technician hour 6 $35.010( % 210 6% 35000{% 210

4.1.2 Liquid loading into task truck Environmental Technician hour 2,517 $35.000] $ 88,095 15018 35000} 8 3,500 (3]
4.1.3 Project Management Project Manager hour 562 $65.010{ § 36,536 20{% 65000|5% 1,300 {1}
414 Planning Documents Project Scientist/Engineer hour 25 $55.534| $ 1,388 2515 55000 | % 1,375

Industrial Service Qil Co,, Inc., Los Angeles, California Page 3 of 14 USEPA ID# CAD(99452708

8/20/04 Rev. 1: Submittal to DTSC.
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TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF DTSC AND EPC CLOSURE COST ESTIMATES AS PROPOSED IN ISOCI's PART B APPLICATION
(see legend and notes on last page)

Task/ DTSC (10/29/03 letter from A. Plaza) EPC (8/6/04, Part B revision 5)
Subtask Task Description Resource Description Units Notes
Number Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension | Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension
415 Reporting Project Scientist/Engineer hour 25 $54.804| $ 1,370 25|% 55000 (% 1,375
4.2 Equipment
4.2.1 Liquid loading into bulk tanker Equipment rental per truckload each 144 I $141.949I § 20,441 See Subtask 4.2.2
422 Liquid loading into bulk tanker Equipment rental per day day See Subtask 4.2.1 5 i § 500.000 I § 2,500 f1]
4.3 Subconiracior - Analytical
431 Waste analysis Profiling [ each 15]  $560.817] § 8,412 | 15[ § 560820 [ § 8,412
4.4 Subcontractor -Transportation & Disposal
44.1 Transportation Truck Loads each 144 $934.696 ¥ 134,596 30|8 934700 | % 28,041 (1]
442 Decontamination Truck Loads each 144 $193.385} % 27,847 30 (% 193390 | § 5,802 (1]
443 Disposal Incineration fee gals 419,115 $0.579( § 242,797 154,350 |$  0.580 | % 89,523 1
Subtask A.4 - Confirmation Soil Sampiing
5.1 Labor
51.1 Decontaminate light equipment Environmental Technician hour 72 $34.798| § 2,505 91% 35000|% 315
312 Project Maragement Project Manager hour 562 $65.010| 5 36,536 3215 65000 )% 2,080 {1}
513 Planning Documents Project Scientist/Engineer hour 25 $55.534| § 1,388 25|% 55.000 (% 1,375
514 Reporting Project Scientist/Engineer hour 25 $54.804] § 1,370 25|% 55000 (% 1,375
5.2 Equipnent
521 _r Vapor monitoring 1 Hand-held organic vapor monitor day r 8 I 141,944 § 1,136 See Subtask 1.3.1 l [2]
5.3 Material
5.3.1 Personal protective equipment Hard Hat each 2 $10.380) § 21 218 10380 (% 21
53.2 Personal protective equipment Disposable Gloves pair 64 $0.264| 17 6415 02605 17
53.3 Personal protective equipment Disposable Coverall (Tyvek) each 32 $5.623| 8 180 3218 562015 180
5.3.4 Personal protective equipment Disposable Ear Plugs pair 64 $0.152] § 10 64|85 0150 |% 10
5.3.5 Personal protective equipment Safety Goggles each 2 $6.250] § 17 2]% 820§ 17
5.3.6 Personal protective equipment Disposable Materials for Sample each 177 $9.889) § 1,750 17718 9890 | 3% 1,751
5.4 Subconlractor -Drilling
5.4.1 Drilling of soil borings CPT Drill Rig day 4| $3,323.570| % 13,294 4153323570 | § 13,294
5.4.2 Grout holes Bentenite Sturry feet 590 $2.077| & 1,226 590 | % 2080 |8 1,227
Industrial Service Qil Co., Inc., Los Angeles, California Page 4 of 14 USEPA ID# CAD099452708
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TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF DTSC AND EPC CLOSURE COST ESTIMATES AS PROPOSED IN {SOCI's PART B APPLICATION
{see legend and notes on last page)

Task ! DTSC (10/25/03 letter from A, Plaza) EPC (8/6/04, Part B revision 5)
Subtask Task Description Resource Description Units : Notes
Number Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension { Quantity | Unit Cost | Extension
5.5 Subconfractor - Analytical
5.5.1 Soil analysis TAL Metals (EPA 6010/7000) each 177 $401.141| 5 71,002 177 (% 100000 | % 17,700 [7)
5.5.2 Soil analysis P each 177 | $253.884) $ 44,937 17718 90000 [ $ 15,930 )
553 Soil analysis Semi Volatile Organics (EPA 8270C) each 177 $373.902( § 66,181 177 1§ 170000 | % 30,090 71
554 Soil analysis %‘E:“B%C;];/’:U‘g: sticdes & PCBs each 77| $212916(8 37,686 177 |'$ 140000 | 8 24,780 71
555 Soil analysis ;rs"‘:f;{; e;;le“m Hydrocarbons each 177 $81.866| 14,490 177 §$  78.000 | § 13,806 7]
TASK B: ANTIFREEZE/GLYCOL STORAGE TANKS
Subtask B.1 - Used Antifreeze Tank Deconiamination
6.1 Labor
61.1 Project Management Project Manager hour 8 $71.348| 8 571 Bi$ 65000]% 520
61.2 Planning Documents Project Scientist/Engineer hour 8 $57.079] $ 457 8F$% 550001{% 440
6.1.3 Construction Oversight Construction Supervisior hour 6 $61.835) § 371 6|% 55000}% 330
6.1.4 Reporting Project Scientist/Engineer hour 2 $42.809| 86 21% 5500018 110
6.1.5 As-Built Drawings Project Scientist /Engineer hour 2 $42.809} & 86 2|5 55000|¢% 110
6.1.6 Public Notice Project Scientist/Engineer hour 1 $28.540] $ 29 1% 28540 % 29
6.1.7 Permitting Project Scientist/Engineer hour 0 $57.079| & 571 W% 550008 550
6.18 Decontaminate light equipment Environmental Technician hour 19 $35.236| § 669 1915 350800 |8 665
6.1.9 Decontaminate tank Environmentat Technpician hour 112 $35.000| $ 3,920 11219 35000 |6 3,920
6.1.10 Tank purging Environmental Technician hour 21 $35.000| 8 735 2t{% 35000 (% 735
6.2 Material
621 Personal protective equipment ;‘;‘;e;:;:::::?mg Apparatus (Half-) 2 $41.800( § 84 21s 41s00|s$ 7
6.2.2 Personal protective equipment Level "C" Respirator Cartridges each 4 $16.290| $ 65 418 16290 | % 65
6.2.3 Personal protective equipment Diisposable Boot Covers (Tyvek) pair 8 $1.5151 & 12 §t% 1510 | $ 12
6.2.4 Personal protective equipment Disposable Gloves (Latex)} pair 16 50.276| ¥ 4 1615 0.280 | § 4
6.2.5 Persunal protective equipment Disposable Coveralls (Tyvek) each $5.8701 § 47 8i% 5870 |§ 47
6.2.6 Personal protective equipment Face Shields (Reusable) each $25.780| § 52 2|% 26780 |8 52
Industrial Service Oil Co,, Inc., Los Angeles, California Page 5 of 14 USEPA ID# CAD099452708
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TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF DTSC AND EPC CLOSURE COST ESTIMATES AS PROPOSED IN ISCCI's PART B APPLICATION
{see legend and notes on last page)

Task/ DTSC (10/29/03 letter from A. Plaza) EPC (8/6/04, Part B revision 5)
Subtask Task Description Resource Description Units Notes
Number Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension | Quantity | UnitCost{ Extension

6.2.7 Personal protective equipment Disposable Ear Plugs pair 16 $0.158| $ 3 16|% 0160 % 3

6.2.8 Sampling f;::if;’;iwam‘ disposable, 200m each 1{  s104340| 5 104 1|s 104340 |3 104

629 Tank purging Tank Purging with Dry lce KGAL 7 30.030( $ 0 8415 0030 )|% 3

6.2.10 Personal protective equipment Hard Hats each 2 $10.840| § 2 21% 10840 |5 22

6211 Sampling ;:;;a;rv;i:ﬁ';t:‘ Vial with Septa, each 1 $74.720| 5 75 1|3 74720 s 75

6.2.12 Sampling Jce Chest each $47.120| § 94 218 47120(% 94

6.2.13 Sampling Blue Ice Soft Packs each 52.170] $ 4 218 2170 | § 4

6.3 Equipment

6.3.1 Vapor monitoring Hand-held organic vapor monitor day 2 $148.230( % 296 See Subtask 1.3.1 21
6.3.2 Pressure washing Pressure Washer Month 1] $1,348.010{ % 1,348 " See Subtask 1.3.2 3]
6.3.3 Tank purging Dry Ice KGAL 7 $3.1731 § 22 84 | $ 19320 ] $ 1,623 18]
6.3.4 Decontamination of tank High-pressure Wash, 40 SF/Hour SF 653 $2.165] § 1414 See Subtask 1.3.5 ' 4]
6.4 Subcontractor - Analytical

6.4.1 Water analysis Tank Decontamination Samples each 2 $310.220} $ 620 121% 100000 | $ 1,200 [9].
6.4.2 Water analysis TAL Metals (EP A 6010/7000) each 2 $418.890} % 838 12]% 90000 % 1,080 [9)
6.4.3 Water analysis Purgeable Halocarbons (EPA 601) each 2 $143.600| $ 287 12{% 90.000|% 1,080 [91
6.4.4 Water analysis Purgeable Aromatics (EPA 602) each 2 $107.460| 15 12 (% 90000 (¢ 1,080 [0
64.5 Water analysis Chlorinated Hydrocarbons (EPA 625) each 2 $249.060 $ 498 12§ 170000 | % 2,040 I9)
646 | Wateranalysis oo iorine Festicdes & PCB 1 auch 2 $225590] $ 151 12($ 14000 |5 Lee| o)
647 Water anatysis Exg f;;’l"“m Hydrocarbons each 2] sess0|s 198 12|s 78000 s 93| ol
6.4.8 QA /QC documentation Data & Benchwork ~ each 1 $147.500} § 148 121% - % - 93
Subtask B.2 - Used Antifreeze Transportation & Disposal
6.5 Labor
651 Project management Project Manager hour $71.348| § 571 B8 65000]% 520
6.5.2 Planning documents Project Scientist / Engineer hour $57.079( $ 457 8|35 55000 440
6.5.3 Construction oversight Construction Supervisior hour $61.835| § 371 6|% 55000}% 330
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TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF DTSC AND EPC CLOSURE COST ESTIMATES AS PROPOSED IN ISOCI's PART B APPLICATION
(see legend and notes on last page)

-
E P CONSULTANTS

Task/ DTSC (10/25/03 letter from A. Plaza) EPC (8/6/04, Part B revision 5)

Subtagk Task Description Resource Description Units Notes

Number Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension | Quantity | Unit Cost | BExtension
6.5.4 Reporting Project Scientist / Engineer hour 2 $42.809| $ 86 2|% 55000 |8 110
655 As-built drawings Project Scientist / Engineer hour 2 $42.809] $ 86 2i% 55000(% 110
656 Public notice Project Scientist / Engineer hour $28.540| $ 29 - $ 28540 | % -
6.57 Permitting Project Scientist / Engineer hour 10 $57.079| $ 571 - |$ 55000(% -
6.5.8 Decontaminate light equipment Environmental Technician hour 6 $37.422| % 225 6|% 35000 |8 210
6.5.9 Liquid loading in to tank truck Environmental Technician hour 18 $90.358| % 1,626 18|% 90358(% 1,626
6.6 Subcontracior - Analytical
6.6.1 Water analysis Profiling each 1] ss8s.630] 8 586 | 1]s sesea0]s 586
6.7 Subcontractor -Transportation & Disposal
6.7.1 Transportation Twa:sl::r};drir;ii:l:;g?:n:; (;l: Hazardous each 2 $976.050} 3 1,952 See Subtask 6.7.4 & 6.7.5
6.7.2 Decontarmnination Truck Washout/Decontamination each 2 $201.940] % 404 See Subtask 6.7.4 & 6.7.5
6.7.3 Disposal RCRA Water Incineration fee gals 5,529 $0.605] § 3,345 See Subtask 6.7.4 & 6.7.5
6.7.4 Transportation of antifreeze, glycol F{::;?J::ﬁzﬂ?;; ':: Hazardous gals See Subtask 6.7.1 & 6.7.3 43957 |8 0070 | & 3,077 (1}
67.5 Transportation of fuel blend product ﬁ:;ﬂ::ﬁ:l:z:fr;: Hazardous See Subkask 6.7.1 & 6.7.3 11325 |$  0.600 | § 66,795 [
6.7.6 Disposal of antifreeze, glycol Disposal fee gals See Subtask 6.7.1 & 6.7.3 43957 1 § 0.180 | § 4,3% 1]
6.7.7 Disposal of fuel blend Disposal fee of RCRA Waste gals See Subtask 6.7.1 & 6.7.3 111,325 1 § 0.350 38,964 [1]
6.7.8 Transportation ﬁlﬁaﬁﬁﬁiﬁ?ﬁ?ﬁ?ﬁlx;ste gals See Subtask 6.7.1 & 6.7.3 35200 |5 0.600 |5 21,120 8)]
6.7.9 Disposal RCRA Waste Solid fee gals See Subtask 6.7.1 & 6.7.3 35,200 | $ 0.350 | § 12,320 1]
Subtask B.3 - Sludge Transportation & Disposal
6.8 Labor
6.8.1 Decontaminate light equipment Environmental Technician hour 61 $37422 |$ 225 618 350003 210
6.8.2 Liquid loading in to tank truck Environmental Technician hour 18| 536378 | $ 655 188 36378 | % 655
6.8.3 Project management Project Manager hour 8] $71.48 |$ 571 5|5 650008 520
6.84 Planning documents Project Scientist / Engineer hour 8| $57079 |$ 457 8|% ©55000)% 440
6.8.5 Construction oversight Construction Supervisior hour 6| $61.835 |§ 371 61% 55000]% 330
6.8.6 Reporting Project Scientist / Engineer hour 2| 342809 | % 86 218 55000)% 110
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TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF DTSC AND EPC CLOSURE COST ESTIMATES AS PROPOSED IN ISOCI's PART B APPLICATION
{see legend and notes on last page)

E P CONSULTANTS

Task/ DTSC (10/29/03 letter from A. Plaza) EPC (8/6/04, Part B revision 5)
Subtask Task Description Resource Description Units Notes
Number Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension | Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension
687 As-built drawings Project Scientist / Engineer hour 2| $42803 |3 86 218 550001% 110
6.8.8 Public notice Project Scientist / Engineer hour 1| $28540 |8 29 1| 2854013 29
689 Permitting Project Scientist / Engineer hour 16| $57.079 |§% 571 10]% 55000 % 550
6.9 Equipment
6.9.1 ! Liquid loading into bulk tanker Equipment rental per truckload each IJ $158.410| b 158 r 1 I $ 158410 i $ 158 ]
6.0 Subcontracior - Analytical
6101 | Water analysis Profiling each 1] $585.630] § 586 | 115 sss630]s 586 |
6,11 Subconiractor -Transportation & Dispesal
6.11.1 Transportation RCRA, Sludge, Truck Loads (600 Miles 600 $2.975| 1,785 See Subtask 6,11.4 t0 6.11.9
miles each)
6.11.2 Decontamination RCRA Sludge, Truck Loads each 1 $201.940| 5 202 See Sublask 6.11.4 to 6.11.9
6.11.3 Disposal RCRA Sludge Incineration fee - CY 4| $1,742.230{ % 7,143 See Subtask 6.11.4 to 6.11.9
6.11.4 Transportation RCRA Sludge, Truck Loads load See Subtask 6.11.1 & 6.11.3 118,200,000 | $ 1,200 ]
6.11.5 Disposal RCRA Sludge Incineration fee Tons See Subtask 6.11.1 & 6.11.3 10(|$ 145000 [ $ 1,450 (11
6.11.6 Transportation CMA#1 Drums RCRA Sludge content load See Subtask 6.11.1 & 6.11.3 6% 1,200000 | % 7,200 11]
6.11.7 Disposal RCRA Sludge Incineration fee Tons See Subtask 6.11.1 & 6.11.3 143 | § 145.000 | $ 20,735 [1}
6.11.8 Transportation Empty Drums as RCRA solid load See Subtask 6.11.1 & 6.11.3 1]5%1,200.000 | & 1,200 (1}
6.11.9 Drisposal Disposal fee as RCRA solid each See Subtask 6.11.1 & 6.11.3 840 | § 10000 | § 8,400 fi] .
Subtask B.4 - Rinseate Wastewater Transportation & Disposal
6.12 Labor
6.12.1 Project management Project Manager hour 8 $71.348| § 571 B|$5 6500018 520
6.12.2 Planning documents Project Scientist / Engineer hour 8 $57.079] $ 457 B1% 55000(% 440
6.12.3 Construction oversight Construction Supervisior hour [ $61.835 & 371 6|8 55000(% 330
6.12.4 Reporting Project Scientist / Engineer hour 2 $42.809| $ 86 2% 550008 110
6.12.5 As-built drawings Project Scientist / Engineer hour 2 $42.809] § 86 21% 55000|% 110
6.12.6 Public notice Project Scientist / Engineer hour 1 $28.540| § 29 1% 28540 (5§ 29
6.12.7 Permitting Project Scientist / Engineer hour 10 $57.079| $ 571 Ww(% 55000(% 550
6.12.8 Decontaminate light equipment Environmental Technician hour 6 $37.422| $ 225 6{8 35000|% 210
6.12.9 Liquid loading in to tank truck Environmental Technician hour 18 $35.000| & 630 185 35000 |5 630
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TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF DTSC AND EPC CLOSURE COST ESTIMATES AS PROPOSED IN 1ISOCI's PART B APPLICATION
{see legend and notes on last page)

T
E P CONSULTANTS

Task/ DTSC {10/25/03 letter from A. Plaza) EPC (8/6/04, Part B revision 5)
Subtask Task Description Resource Description Units Notes
Number Quantity | Unit Cost|{ Extension | Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension

6.13 Equipment

6.13.1 L Liquid loading into bulk tanker l Equipment rental per truckload I each I 1 | $183.220I $ 183 l 1 | $ 158410 i $ 158 |

6.14 Subcontracior - Analytical

6141 | Waste analysis [ Profiling | each | t]  5585.630[ 5 586 | 1[s 585620 s 586 |

6.15 Subcontractor -Transportation & Disposal

6.15.1 Transportation I;Tﬁﬁaélﬁi:mdw’ Waste each 1§ $976.050| 5 976 1|5 976050 |8 976

6.15.2 Decontamination Hazardous Waste, Truck Loads each 1 $201.940| § 202 1]1% 201940 % 02

6.15.3 Disposal RCRA Bulk Liquids Incineration Fee gals 14,695 30.605] § 8,890 12,000 {5 0600} % 7,200 1

TASK C: SECONDARY CONTAINMENT SURFACE DECONTAMINATION & PIPE FLUSHING

Subtask C.1 - Surface Decontamination

6.16 Labor

6.16.1 Concrete coring Environmental Technician haur 158 $35.000| & 5,530 See Subtask 6.20.2 [10}
6.16.2 Decontaminate surface Environmental Technician hour 2,131 $35.000| % 74,585 350 1% 35.000 | % 12,250 1
6.16.4 Project management Project Manager hour 122 $65.000] $ 7,930 BO(§ 65.000(% 5,200 (1
6.16.5 Plannirg documents Project Scientist / Engineer hour 5 $55.000) § 275 5|% 5500053 275

6.16.6 Reporting Project Scientist / Engineer hour 5 $55.000| $ 275 5|% 55000(% 275

6.17 Material

6.17.1 Personal protective equipment }.evel "C"'Breathing Apparatus (Halt each 2 540.030] $ 80 21% 400301% 8O

ace Respirator)

6.17.2 Personal protective equipment Level "C" Respirator Cartridges each 82 $15.6001 $ 1,279 821% 15600 (% 1,279

6.17.3 Fersonal protective equipment Disposable Boot Covers (Tyvek) pair 164 $1.450| § 238 164 |$ 1450 | § 238

6.17.4 Personal protective equipment Disposable Gloves (Latex) pair 328 $0.260] % 85 328|% 0260 |% 85

6.17.5 Personal protective equipment Disposable Coveralls (Latex) each 164 $5.620| § 922 164 {8 5620 | $ 922

6.17.6 Personal protective equipment Face Shields (Reusable) each 2 $24.690] $ 49 2|18 246%0[8% 49

6.17.7 Personal protective equipment Disposable Ear Plugs pair 328 $0.150] % 49 328|% 010§ 49

6.17.8 Sampling Glass Coliwasas, disposable, 200ml each 1] $114.100( 5 114 1| 114100 |8 114

case of 4
6.17.9 Personal protective equipment Hard Hat each 2 $10.380| § 21 2% 10380 % 21
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E P CONBULTANTS

TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF DTSC AND EPC CLOSURE COST ESTIMATES AS PROPOSED IN ISOCI's PART B APPLICATION
(see legend and notes on last page)

Task/ DTSC (106/29/03 letter from A, Plaza) EPC (8/6/04, Part B revision 5)
Subtask Task Description Resource Description Units Notes
Number Quantity | UnitCost| Extension | Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension
6.18 Equipment
6.18.1 Pressure washing Pressure Washer Rental Manth 2 51353700 | § 2,707 See Subtask 1.3.2 {31 4]
6,18.2 Decontamination of Surface Pressure Washing, 105 5F /hour SF 34,060 $0.700 $ 23,842 See Subtask 1.3.5 13] 14}
6.18.3 Concrete coring Coring Machine each 41 51,852000 | $ 7,408 See Subtask 6.20.2 [10]
6.1 Subcontractor - Analytical .
6.19.1 Water analysis TAL Metals (EPA 6010/7000) each 4 $401.140| $ 1,605 419 100000 (% 400 [11]
6.19.2 Water analysis Purgeable Halocarbons (EPA 601) each 5 $137.520] ¢ 688 5% 90.000]8% 450 [11]
6.19.3 Water analysis Purgeable Arcmatics (EPA 602) each 5 $102.910( § 515 5% 90.000|S$ 450 (11
] ici PCB:
6.19.4 Water analysis Osganochlorine Pesticides & PCBs each 5| $216080] s 1,080 5|5 140000 | § 00| 11
(EPA 617)
: Tatal Petroleum Hydrocarbons
6.19.5 Water analysis (SWS0158} each 5 $94.630| $ 473 5% 78000)% 390 1]
6.20 Subcontractor
6.20.1 Concrete coring Concrete Coring Machine with supplies day 4| $239.800 (% 959 See Subtask 6.20.2
6.20.2 Concrete coring Concrete Coring Machine with supplies day See Subtask 6.20.1 4% 950000 % 3,800 1101
Subtask C.2 - Pipe Flushing
6.21 Labor
6.21.1 Remove metal pipe to 4" Environmental Technician hour 815 $35.000] $ 28,665 - $ 30008 - [12}
6.21.2 Drain/flush pipe Environmental Technician hour 154 $35.000[ $ 5,390 154 {$ 35000 | § 5,390
6.21.3 Decontaminate heavy equipment Environmental Technician hour 21 $35.000] § 735 21|% 35000 (% 735
6.21.4 Project management Project Manager hour 122 $65.000] § 7,930 1221$ 65000 % 7,930
6.21.5 Planning documents . Project Scientist / Engineer hour 5 $55.000] § 275 51% 550008 275
6.21.6 Repotting Project Scientist / Engineer hour 5 $55.000| $ 275 5(% 55000|% 275
6.22 Material
6.22.1 Sampling Glass Coliwasas, disposable, 200ml each 3 $99.920| $ 300 als owow|s 300
case of 12
6222 Drain/flush liquids in pipes Pumps, Hoses, Blower, Fittings far each 83{ $214.350| § 17,791 See Subtask 6.22.3
draining pipelines
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E P CONSULTANTS

TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF DTSC AND EPC CLOSURE COST ESTIMATES AS PROPOSED IN ISOCi's PART B APPLICATION
‘ {(see legend and notes on last page}

Task/ DTSC (10/29/03 letter from A. Plaza) EPC {8/6/04, Part B revision 5)
Subtask Task Description Resource Description Units Notes
Number Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension { Quantity { Unit Cost| Extension
6223 | Drain/flush liquids in pipes z;:“‘hz:';;‘;;‘zri:wer' Fittings for day See Subtask 6.22.2 als s00.000 | s 2000 [
6.23 Subcontractor - Analytical
6.23.1 Water analysis TAL Metals (EPA 6010,/7000) each 33 $401.140| § 13,238 331% 100.000 | % 3,300 [11]
6.23.2 Water analysis Purgeable Hydrocarbons (EPA 601) each 33 $137.520| $ 4,538 33|% 90.000(% 2,970 [11]
6.23.3 Water analysis Purgeable Aromatics (EPA 602) each 33 $102.910] $ 3,3% 331% 90000}% 2,970 [11]
6234 Water analysis Chlorinated Hydrocarbons (EPA 625)|  -each 33 $238.510( $ 7,871 3318 170000 | $ 5,610 {111
6235 | Water analysis Organochlorine Pesticides & FCBs each 3| $216090| 8 7,129 33 [s 140000 | ae0| (1
(EPA 617}
6.23.6 Water analysis g‘i:,a;;e;;le“m Hydrocarbons each 33| $9463|$ 3,123 33| 78000 |5 2574 | (1}
Subtask C.3 - Rinseate Wastewater Transportation & Disposal
6.24 Labor
6.24.1 Liquid loading Environmental Technician hour 444 $35.000] 15,540 20(% 35000 |$% 700 [1]
6.24.2 Project management Project Manager hour 122 $65.000) % 7,930 5% 650008 325 [t]
6.24.3 Planning documents Project Scientist / Engineer hour 5 $55.0009 % 275 5{% b55000|% 275
6.24.4 Reporting Project Scientist / Engineer hour 5 $55.0001 § 275 5|% 55000 (% 75
6.25 Eguipment
6.25.1 Liquid loading into hulk tanker Equipment rental per truckload each 25 $143.560| § 3,589 See Subtask 6.25.2
6252 Drain/Flush Liquids in Pipes Pumps, Hoses, Blower, Fittings for day See Subtask 6.25.1 11s s00000 |8 so| [
draining pipelines
6.26 Subcontractor - Transportation & Disposal
6.26.1 Transportation Lﬁ:{:u-:ag:;g:z“dws Waste each 5| g93a700] 5 23,368 21% 934700 |5 1,869 3
£.26.2 Decontamination Hazardous Waste, Truck Loads each 25 $193.390( 4,835 21% 193390 |% ’ 387 [1]
6.26.3 Disposal RCRA Bulk Liquids Incineration Fee gals 122,064 $0.580| $ 70,797 10,000 |8 0580 % 5800 1]
6.27 Subcontractor - Analytical
6.27.1 Water analysis Profiling ] each 2] $560.820] § 1,122 | 2]s se0820]s 1,122 |

Industrial Service Qil Co., Inc., Los Angeles, California
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E P CONSULTANTS

TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF DTSC AND EPC CLOSURE COST ESTIMATES AS PROPOSED IN ISOCI's PART B APPLICATION
{see legend and notes on last page)

Task/ DTSC (10/29/03 letter from A. Plaza) EPC (8/6/04, Part B revision 5)
Subtask Task Description Resource Description Units Notes
Number Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension | Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension
TASK D: RAIL CAR UNIT
IRRECONCILABLE DISCREPANCY IN DFSC "PROJECT COST OVER TIME REFPORT" t I $ 8,685 l
Subtask D.1 - Pipeline Drain/Flushing & Removal
6.28 Labor
6.28.1 Remove metal pipe Environmental Technician hour 1,661 $35.014| $ 58,156 - |8 - | % - 12
6.28.2 Drain/Flush liquids in pipes Environmental Technician hour 312 $35.000| § 10,920 312 | % 35000 % 10,920
6.28.3 Haul & dispose debris Environmental Technician hour 2 $35.000| § 70 2(% 350001% 70
6.28.4 Project management Project Manager hour 150 $72.285| $ 10,843 43 [$ 65000 |8 2,600 | 1
6285 Planning documents Project Scientist / Engineer hour 6 $67.767| & 407 615 55000]% 330
6.28.6 Reporting Project Scientist / Engineer hour [} $67.767| % 407 6|% 550001% 330
6.29 Material
6.29.1 Drain /Flush Liquids in Pipes Pumps, Hoses, Blower, Fittings for each 168 | 5214.378)§ 36,015 See Subtask 6.29.2
draining pipelines
s . Pumps, Hoses, Blower, Fittings for
6.29.2 Drain/Flush Liquids in Pipes AN day See Subtask 6.29.1 51% 500000 |§ 2,500 m
draining pipelines
6.30 Equipment
6301 | Haul & dispose debris 16,5 CY Truck, 10 mile, Landfifl | CY | 1| sa52008 63 ] Mls 520 63 |
6.31 Subcontractor - Analytical
6311 Water analysis TAL Metals (EPA 6010/7000) each 12 $401.1401 $ 4,814 12|88 10000018 1,200 [11]
6.31.2 Water analysis Purgeable Hydrocarbons (EPA 601) each 12 $137.516| $ 1,650 1245 900005 1,080 111)
6.31.3 Water analysis Purgeable Aromatics (EPA 602) each 12 $102.910] % 1,235 12]% 90000 & 1,080 [11]
6314 Waler analysis Chlorinated Hydrocarbons (EP A 625} each 12 $238.510| $ 2,862 1215 170000 | 2,040 [11]
6315 Water analysis Organochlorine Pesticides & PCBs cach 12| sn6030]s 2,592 12|$ 140000 |5 1680 |
(EPA 617)
. Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
.31, 12 ' . A
6.31.6 Water analysis (SWE015B) each 594634 $ 1,136 12|% 78000|% 936 f11]
H b
6317 Water analysis ;rf;all)mmle“m Iydrocarbons (BPA | 12| sBiB67|$ 982 12{s 78000 s 93 | 1]
6.31.8 Water analysis Volatile Organic Analysis (EPA 624) each 12 $253.884 % 3,047 12t% 90000 [ § 1,080 g
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E P CONSULTANTS

TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF DTSC AND EPC CLOSURE COST ESTIMATES AS PROPOSED IN ISOCI's PART 8 APPLICATION
(see legend and notes on last page)

Task/ DTSC (10429403 letter from A. Plaza) EPC (8/604, Part B revision 5)
Subtask Task Description Resource Description Units Notes
Number Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension | Quantity | UnitCost| Extension
£31.9 QA /QC documentation Data & Benchwork each 12 $141.252] % 1,685 3 - |8 - 1]
6.32 Subcontractor -Transporiation & Disposal
6321 | Haul, dispose debris [ Landiill Disposal Fee [ oy ] 4] sw9.874] 8 1,538 1] 112600 [ 1578 | i
Subtask D.2 - Disposal of Inventory
6.33 Labor :
6.33.1 Decontaminate medium equipment Environmental Technician hour 36 $35.518| § 1,279 3615 35000 (|6 1,260
6.33.2 Liquid loading Environmental Technician hour 852 $35.000 $ 29,820 32018 35000 |9 11,200 1
6.33.3 Project management Project Manager hour 150 $72.285 % 10,843 4018 65000 % 2,600 [
6.33.4 Planning documents Project Scientist / Engineer hour 6 $67.767| % 407 6|% 406600 | % 2,440
6.33.5 Reporting Project Scientist / Engineer hour 6 $67.767| % 407 6% 406600 |¢ 2,440

6.34 Eguipment
6341 | Liquid loading into bulk tanker Equipment rental per trucklond each | 48]  $43824) 5 690¢ | 4818 143560 | 6,891 |
6,35 Swubcontractor -Transpertation & Disposal

6351 | Transportation 35:1‘“:';"2:;;’2“;;‘;’: Hazardous | aen 48] §934.696| $ 44,865 8|5 934700 |8 14,866
6.35.2 Decontamination Truck Washout/Decontamination each 48 $193.385] § 5,283 4815 193390 | & 9,283
6353 Disposal RCRA Water Incineration fee gals 239,688 $0.644] § 154,281 235,688 | $ 0.640 | § 153,400
6.36 Subconiractar - Analytical
6361 | Waste analysis | Profiling each | 5| $560.820] s 2,804 | 5)s 560.820 5 2,804 | .
Subtask D.3 - Disposal of Rinseate Wastewater ;
6.37 Labor
6.37.1 Liquid loading Environmental Technician hour 462 $35.000] % 16,170 160 |$ 350005 5,600 [1]
637.2 Project management Project Manager hour 150 $72.285( § 10,843 40 |§ 65000 | S 2,600 [1
6.37.3 Planning documents Project Scientist / Engineer hour 6 $67.767| $ 407 6|5 406.600]5 2440
6.37.4 Reporting Project Scientist / Engineer hour 6 $67.767 $ 467 6% 406600 % 2,440
6.38 Equipment
6381 | Liquid loading intobulk tanker |  Equipment rental per truckload | each | 26| 143150 8 3,722 | 26| s143.150] $ 3722 |
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E P CONSULTANTS

TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF DTSC AND EPC CLOSURE COST ESTIMATES AS PROPOSED IN ISOCi's PART B APPLICATION
{see legend and notes on last page)

Task/ DTSC (10/29/03 letter from A, Plaza) EPC (8/6/04, Part B revision 5)
Subtask Task Description Resource Description Units Notes
Number Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension | Quantity | Unit Cost| Extension

6.39 Subcontractor -Transportation & Disposal
. Tanker Trailer Transport Hazardous

6.39.1 Transportation Waste Minimum Charge each 26 $934.696| § 24,302 2615 934700 )% 24,302

6.39.2 Decontamination Truck Washout/Decontamination rach 26 $193.385] $ 5,028 26| 193390 | % 5,028

6.39.3 Disposai RCRA Water Incineration fee gals 25,125 $0.579| § 14,555 25,125 | $ D580 [ $ 14,573

6.40 Subcontractor - Analytical
6.40.1 Waste analysis Profiting each 3| $560.820| $ 1,682 3|9 5608201 % 1,682
Sub Total $ 3,531,933 $ 1,456,887
20% Contingency $ 706,387 $ 201,373
Totat Closure Cost $ 4,23831% $ 1,748,240
Legend:
KGAL = 1,000 gallons; gals = gallons; SF = square feet; CY= cubic yard; CMA = container management area.
Notes:
[1)  Enviroserv estimate (Attachment 1).

2]
[31
14)

EPC assumes outright purchase. See 8/5/04 facsimile quote from U.S. Environmental & Laboratory Supplies (Attachment 2}.
EPC assumes outright purchase. See 8/5/04 internet quote from Tyler Tool Company (Attachment 3).
EPC assumes outright purchase. See §/5/04 internet quote from Tuff Industries (Attachment 4).

[5]  EPC assumes 29 tanks with 1 sample from each. EPC unit pricing based on actual laboratory quote. See 8/5/04 facsimile quote from Applied P & Ch Laboratory {Attachment 5). Documentation
package included in Jaboratory pricing,

[6] EPC assumes analytical data from each tanks are sufficient.

71 EPC unit pricing based on actual laboratory quote. See §/5/04 facsimile quote from Applied P & Ch Laboratory (Attachment 5). Documentation package included in laboratory pricing,

18]  EPC estimate includes purging of 12 tanks.

[5]1  EPC estimate includes samples for 12 tanks. EPC unit pricing based on actual laboratory quote. See 8/5/04 facsimile guote from Applied P & Ch Laboratory (Attachment 5). Documentation package
included in laboratory pricing.

110} EPC estimate based on 8/5/04 facsimile quote from Skaggs Concrete Cutting Inc. (Attachment 6),

[11] EPC unit pricing based on actual laboratory quote. See 8/5/04 facsimile quote from Applied P & Ch Labotatory {Attachment 5). Documentation package included in laboratory pricing.

{12] The Closure Plan states that piping will be decontaminated but not dismantled, therefore cost of removing metal pipe is not included in EPC's estimate.
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E P CONSULTANTS

Attachment 1

Proposed Facility Closure Cost Estimate
(Enviroserv)




ENVIRONMENTAL RECOVERY SERVICES, INC.

2650 LIME AVENUE - SIGNAL HILL, CALIFORNIA 90806 - TEL. (562) 427-7277 - (R00) 368-4778 - FAX (562) 490-7272

E Mail: nfrumkin@enviroserv.net

August 6, 2004

Mr. John Shubin, President
Industrial Service Oil Company, Inc.
1700 South Soto St.

Los Angeles, CA. 90023

Re:  Proposed Facility Closure Cost Estimate
Dear Mr. Shubin:

Based on your current NON-RCRA waste characteristics and PROPOSED RCRA waste
characteristics and inventories combined with our current labor, matenial, transportation
and disposal costs, Environmental Recovery Services (Enviroserv) has reviewed the
Closure Cost Estimate for the Proposed Facility Operations for Industrial Service Oil
Company (ISOCI), prepared by EP Consultants (EPC). The closure cost estimate reflects
the Closure Plan, as presented in the Hazardous Waste Facility Permit Application —
RCRA Part A & B (Application), as revised through June 2004. Based on our
professional judgment, Enviroserv agrees with the closure cost estimates as prepared.

Please keep in mind that these costs are subject to change over the course of time and
should be revised annually to capture any cost increases/decreases.

Enviroserv has worked with ISOCI in the past and is familiar with the facility operations.
With its dedicated and professional staff, Enviroserv can implement ISOCI’s closure plan
at the time of closure.

Please feel free to contact me at 562-427-7277 with any questions or comments.

Sincerely,
ENVIRONMENTAL RECOVERY SERVICES, INC.

/loriginal signed by//

Neil\Frumkin °
Field Services Manager

Attachment; Closure Cost Estimate
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BASED ON PART B HAZARDOUS PERMIT APPLICATION UNIT DESCRIPTIONS THROUGH JUNE 2004 (REVISION 4)

CLOSURE COST ESTIMATE FOR PROPOSED ISOCI FACILITY

Task / Subtask Number Task Description Resource Description Units | Quantity | UnitCost | Extended Cost
Task A: Used Oil Tanks
Subtask A.1 - Tank Decontamination
1.1 Labor
Wipe contaminated surfaces Environmental Technician hour 320 | % 35.000 1 % 11,200
Decontaminate light equipment Environmental Technirian hour 400[$  39.140{% 15,656
g;‘gh‘p'em wash decontamination, 31932 | o mental Technician hour goo|s 350003 28,000
Dry ice purge of tanks Environmental Technician haur 168 | § 35.000 | $ 5,880
Project Management Project Manager hour 400 | % 65.000 | $ 26,000
1.2 Material B
Operation of pressure washer Ope:rl ahot;l ;f[l':;u;m'e washer, including Water, Soap, hours 240 | $ 8590 |% 2,062
Subtask A.2 - Used Oll Transportation & Disposal
2.1 Labor
Liquid loading into tank truck Envitonmental Technician hour 300[$  35000{% 10,500
Project Management Project Manager haur 801%  65000(% 5,200
2.2 Equipment
1 Liquid loading into bulk tanker Equipment rental per day day 18|$ 500000 [$ 9,000
2.4 Subcontractor -Transportation & Disposal
Transportation Used Qil Product gals 430,000 | % 0060 % 25,800
Transportation Qily Wastewater gals 470,000 | $ 0.058 | § 27,260
Disposal Used Oil Product gals 430000 [$  0050][s 21,500
Disposal Qily Wastewater gals 470,000 | § 0450 | § 211,500
Subtask A.3 - Sludge Transportation & Dispasal
3.1 Labor
Liquid loading into tank truck Environmental Technician hour 805 35000]$ 2,800
Project Management Project Managet hour 20|% 65000 [§ 1,300
3.4 Subcontractor -Transportation & Disposal
Transportation RCRA Sludge, Truck Loads Tons 450[s  s0000]s 22,500
Disposal RCRA Sludge Incineration fee Tons 450 |8 150000 | % 67,500
Subtask A.4 - Rinseate Wastewater Transportation & Disposal
4.1 Labor
Liquid loading into tank truck Environmental Technician hour 100{% 35000 $ 3,500
Project Management Project Manager hour 207% 65000 % 1,300
Industrial Service Qil Co., Inc. Page 1 of3 August 6, 2004



CLOSURE COST ESTIMATE FOR PROPOSED ISOCI FACILITY
BASED ON PART B HAZARDOUS PERMIT APPLICATION UNIT DESCRIPTIONS THROUGH JUNE 2004 (REVISION 4)

Task / Subtask Number Task Description Resource Description Units { Quantity | UnitCost | Extended Cost
4.2 Equipment
[ Liquid loading into bulk tanker | Equipment rental per day | day | 5[s  s00.000]$ 2,500
4.4 Subcontractor -Transportation & Disposal
Transportation Truck Loads each 30|% 934700 % 28,041
Decontamination Truck Loads each 30|% 193390]§% 5802
Disposal Ircineration fee gals 154,350 | $ 0.580 | % 89,523
Subtask A.4 - Confirmation Soll Sampling
5.1 Labor
| Project Management | Project Manager | hour | 32[%  65000]8 2,080

Task B: Used Antifreeze Tanks

Subtask B.2 - Used Antifreeze Transportation & Disposal
6.7 Subcontractor -Transportation & Disposal

Transportation of antifreeze, glycol I;:‘r;: Trailer Transport Hazardous Waste Minimum | =, 239575 00708 3,077
Transportation of fuel blend product meﬂer Transport Hazardous Waste Minirwm. | ¢ M35 |5 0s00]s 66,795
Disposal of antifreeze, glycol Disposal fee gals 43957 | $ 0100 | $ 4,396
Disposal of fuel blend Disposal fee of RCRA Waste gals 11325]$  0350]% 38,964
Transportation mgsg‘?v‘;zm Containment Management Area | o) 15200(5 0600 |s 21,120
Disposal RCRA Waste Solid fee gals 352008 0350 (s 12,320
Subtask B.2 - Sludge Transportation & Disposal
6.11 Subcontractor -Transpartgtion & Disposal
Transportation RCRA Sludge, Truck Loads load 1[$ 12000003 1,200
Disposal RCRA Studge Incineration fee Tons 0% 1450008 1,450
Transportation CMA#]1 Drums RCRA Sludge content load 6% 1,200,000 | $ 7,200
Disposal RCRA Sludge Incineration fee Tons 143 s 145000 [5 20,735
Transportation Empty Drums as RCRA solid load 1[$ 1,200.000 [ § 1,200
Disposal Disposal fee as RCRA solid each 840 | & 10.000 | § 8,400
Subtask B.4 - Rinseate Wastewater Transportation & Disposal
6.15 Subcontractor -Transportation & Disposal
| Disposat | RCRA Bulk Liguids Incineration Fee | s [ 1200]5  o0s00[s 7,200

Task C: Secondary Containment Surface Decontamination & Pipe Flushing

Industrial Service Oil Co., Inc. Page 2 of 3 August 8, 2004




CLOSURE COST ESTIMATE FOR PROPOSED ISOCI FACILITY
BASED ON PART B HAZARDOUS PERMIT APPLICATION UNIT DESCRIPTIONS THROUGH JUNE 2004 (REVISION 4)

Task / Subtask Number Task Description Resource Description Units | Quantity | UnitCost | Extended Cost
Subtask C.1 - Surface Decontamination
6.16 Labor
Decontaminate surface Environmental Technician hour 350 [$  35000]% 12,250
‘ Project management Project Manager hour BD|% 65.000 { 5 5,200
Subtask C.2 - Pipe Flushing
6.22 Material
[ Drain/flush liquids in pipes | Pumps, Hoses, Blower, Fittings for draining pipelines | day | 4]s 5000008 2,000
Subtask C.3 - Rinseate Wastewater Transportation & Disposal
6.24 Labor
Liquid loading Environmental Technician hour 205 350003 700
Project management Project Manager hour 5% 65.000 | $ 325
6.25 Equipment
| Drain/Flush Liguids in Pipes [ Pumps, Hoses, Blower, Fittings for draining pipelines | day | 1]$ 500000 ]$ 500
6.26 Subcontracior - Transportation & Disposal
Transportation Tanker Trailer Hazardous Waste Minimum Charge each 218 934700 | % 1,869
Decortamination Hazardous Waste, Truck Loads each 2% 193390 | § 387
Disposal RCRA Bulk Liguids Incineration Fee gals 10,000 | $ 0.580 | § 5,800

Task D: Rail Car Unit

Subtask D.1 - Pipeline Drain/Flushing & Removal

6.28 Labor
| Project management | Project Manager [ hour | 40([s 650008 2,600
6.29 Material
| Drain/Flush Liquids in Pipes [ Pumps, Hoses, Blower, Bittings for draining pipelines | day | 5/ 500000 [§ 2,500
Subtask D.2 - Disposal of Inventory
6.33 Labor
Liquid loading Environmental Technician hour 320($ 35000 8% 11,200
Project management Project Manager hour 01[% 65.000 | § 2,600
Subtask D.3 - Disposal of Rinseate Wastowater
6.37 Labor
Liquid loading Environmental Technician hour 16015 350003 5,600
Project management Project Manager hour 018 65.000 | $ 2,600
GRAND TOTAL $ 876,591

Industriai Service Oil Co., Inc. Page 3 of 3 August 6, 2004
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AUG-S-2084 11:84 FROM:DON STRENGER 7142429281 T0: 19497792331

aNeoYE [ 2-.7
N.S. Lavirowmenfal & Laboratory Supplies - ..

Rentals, Ssles snd Service

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL SHEET

TO: FROM:

Dhananjay Rawal Don Strenger

COMPANY: DATE.
Enviro Compliance Solutions, I 8/5/2004

FAX NUMBER: TQTAL NO. OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER:
948-770-2331 {

PHONE NUMBER: SENDER'S REFERENCE NUMBER-
949-413-6486

RE: YOUR REFERENCE NUMBER:

O urGent [OForRREVIEW [ pLEASE COMMENT [ PLEASE REPLY [J PLEASE RECYCLE

NOTEE/COMMENTE:;

Dhananjay:

Per our conversation, please find the attached pricing:

RAE Systems MiniRAE 2000 PID: s 2,950. o™

PhotovaXicroFlD: $W5.

These prices exclude carrying case, shipping, handling & sales tax. Units are
available for immediate delivery.

Thanks for the opportunity. If you have any additional questions or need further

infonnr:?jease feel free to call.
Best rds

[loriginal signed by//

Don Strenger

1735 €. Wiishire Ave.. Suite BJS Santa Ana, GA 82705 / phone 714-547-7955 / fan 714-242-8281 / e-mai) dstrenger2thoor.ned
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Attachment 3

Quote for Electric Power Washer
(Tyler Tool)



Porter-Cable PCE1700 1700 psi 2hp Electric Pressure Washer Page 1 of 2

NoTE [[2]
Tyler Tool Company

Porter-Cable PCE1700 1700 psi 2hp Electric Pressure Washer

Commercial Electric Pressure Washer featuring:
1700 PSI at 1.7 GPM produces 2,890 cleaning units
2.0 HP 120 volt industrial efectric motor

35' x 14 gauge electric cord with GFCI plug

10” all-terrain pneumatic wheels

Q.C. spray wand with 4 spray nozzles

25' x 516" heavy-duty hose with quick connect fittings

Availability: Usually ships the same business day.

PORCAB PCE1700 Suggested Industry price: $750.00 Sale price: $459.00
% Order/Check Availability. ]

mTeReET ¢ 3504

Special Offer!!! For a limited time, place an online order for 99.00 or more and get
FREE Ground Shipping in the lower 48 states. If your order is 99.00 or more, just
select the Standard Ground option from the shipping methods! If your order is less,
it's still only $5.50 per order in the lower 48 states! This applies to all items except
babbitt, chain, bandsaw blades and Jet Equipment! On these items the shipment
charges will be quoted upon request. Other methods and destinations are available
and quoted at your request.

We strive to ship all orders the same day if ordered by 12:00 Noon CST.

hitp://store.yahoo.com/tylertool/porpcel 1 7psi.himl 8/5/2004
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Tuff Industries(elect.stationary pressure washer) 4.2 GPM (@ 2000 PSI, 6 HP 230V / 3 phase-TNG series:... Page 1 of 2

NOTE [4] /2,0

Orderline: 1-877-389-3131

NS

HIGHER POV
. SIT'PLIES com
S Cormos [ v accoumt 1+ Stasce |2 oasrer

Sign In for more_features! Back to: Catalog Home > Pressure Washers & Supplies > Hot FREE Shipping

Water Electric Pressure Washers

e " ’ AR RN ETER SYE fdesi N

P WINDOW CLEANING

e Tuff Industries(elect.stationary pressure
CIUCTEEE  washer) 4.2 GPM @ 2000 PSi, 6 HP 230V / 3
P >AFETY VE‘.JU!PVHENT phase-TNG series

¥ MORE DEPARTMENTS

i Search for:

| ||

Quiick Oider:

éénter D;oduut .4 @@iﬁ;
SKU: TI-TF402007B Featured Preducts

MSRP: $4,830.00
Your Price: Too low {o
advertise!

Add to basket to see
your special pricing.

Toll-Free Qrderiine: 1-877-389-3131

| NEWSLETTER SIGNUP |

HERO (Hydrapuise) Line
Striper Paint Sprayer 1.0
GPM @ 3.000 PSI-Gas

[cantmoa LOCATOR]

| usep cuassiFrens |

i
|

Add to Saved Shopping List

Select Options
Profit in Power Washing :
. - How to Start & Run a
Include Steam Cleaning Combination (+$60.50) Prassure Washing Service -
A Business Start-Up Manuai
%dude Draft Diverter 10" (+$75.00)

Vlnclude Conversion Natural Gas to LP {w/ regulators) {(+$77.95) Unger ME’S Deluxeu\;\ﬁndow

Cleaning Kit
“ndude Wheel Kit w/ LP Bottle Rack (+$285.95)

/lnclude Standing Pilot to Electranic Ignition (+$158.25) ‘M

J Include Time Delay Shutdown (+$227.50)

(Include Remote Operating w/ One Station(+$360.95) ? lg l c '

Mnclude Remote Operating, Time Delay, w/ One Station (+$360.95)

Wnc!ude Remote Control Box Assy., Standard (+$310.00)

Product info

http://www.higherpowersupplies.com/page/HPS/PROD/1PW-HWE/TI-TF402007B 8/5/2004




Tuff Industries(elect.stationary pressure washer) 4.2 GPM @ 2000 PSI, 6 HP 230V / 3 phase-TNG series:... Page 2 of 2

Standard Features:

Available Natural Gas or LP Heated
Available in 120V, 230V and 460V

TriPlex Ceramic Plunger Pump Legacy
Heavy Duty Block Mounted Unloader
Forklift Guides for Installation Convenience
Burner Power 120V AC

Pressure Relief Valve

Trigger Gun & 36" Insulated Wand

Dimensions: 27.5" x 44
Weight: 650 Ibs

Availability: Usually ships 7-10 business days
Ships via Freight. Shipping Information

Warranty Information

P next product

‘ © 1999-2084 Higher Power Supplies, Inc. Ali rights reserved.

Cieaning & JIanitorial Supplies Home | Ad Specials | Customer Service/Support | Ordering, Credit & Leasing Info 1 Site Map
Affiliate Program--coming soon!
Advertlse with Us | Become a Supplier | Career Oportunities | Press Releases

I

I3 Toll-Free Grderline: 1-877-389-3131

Your use of this sife is subject to these Terms & Conditions, and please read our Privacy Policy,
L3

ORF05/7004 LT

http://www.higherpowersupplies.com/page/HPS/PROD/1PW-HWE/TI-TF402007B 8/5/2004
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ARug 05 04 09:30a RPCL 9085901488 p.1

NoTES 57,02, (9]

g Applied P & Ch Laboratory [‘ l ’J

APCL 3768 Maguolia Ave. Chine CA 91710
Tel: (989)5%0-1828 Fax: (909)590-1498 Marketing Fax: (909) 902-1661

APCL Quotation

Quotation No. 2004 _0067
Quotation Date 8/5/2004
Attn Project Manager: Dhananjay Rawal
Client Name EP Consultants
Client Address 24282 Sunnybrook Circle
City, State, Zip Code Lake Forest CA 92630
Phone: (949)413-6486
Fax: (949)770-2331
No[Cata. Noj  Description of Analysis  Method Codej Sample Matrix | Unit Price($) | Quantityl Price($)
1] 1011 |TAL Metals 6010B Water s 100.00 1060 | $ 10,000.00
Purgeable Halocarbons &
2 | 2490 |Aromatics 624 Water $ $0.00 100 |5 9,000.00
3] 2601 |Chlorinated Hydrocarbons 625 Water $ 170.00 100 | $17,000.00
Organochlorine pesticides &
4| 2705 |PCBs 608 Water $ 140.00 100__| §14,000.00
5| 2335 |TPH: Gasoline & Diesel 8015M Water $ 78.00 100 | $ 7,800.00
6] 1011 |TAL Metals 6010B Soil s 100.00 177 | $17,700.00
71 2490 [vVOCs 8260B Soil $ 90.00 177 | $15,930.00
8 | 2610 [Semi-Volatile Organics 8270C Soil $ 170.00 177 $ 310,090.00
Organochlorine pesticides &
9| 2710 [PCBs 8081/8082 Soil 3 140.00 177 1 $24,780.00
10] 2335 |TPH: Gasoline & Diescl 8015M Soil 3 78.00 177 | $13,806.00
Subtotal:
B. Special Service and Terms

01. Regular TAT: 7-10 working days

02. Rush Service Surcharge for report: 24 hours- B0%,

03. 48 hours -60%, 72 hours -40%, 4 days -30%, 5 days-10%

04. Documentation Package for QA Verification Included

05. This quotation is valid for 90 days starting from the quated date.
06. Payment Terms: 30 days from the invoice date.

7. EDD and/or Package regular 21 days

Please feel free to call should you have any questions.

/loriginal signed by//

Prepared by Title: Marketing Director Date: August 5, 2004
Dan Dischner
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AUG-5-2004 11:86 FROM: SKAGGSCONG 7149939487 TO: 19497782331 P:1/4

Phone: (714)-993.0488

P (1145030487 N d.z. C ' OJ
Fax  (47e5%)

T EPC, From: DANNY E. SKAGGS
Fax:  940-770-2331 Bate: August 5, 2004
Phone: 949-413-8486 Pages: 4-

Re:  PRICE LIST CC: DAVE

OUment HForReview {1 Pleass Commont [ Please Neply O Mlenws Racycie

sComments:;



AUG-5-2084 11:87 FROM:SKAGGSCONC 7149539487

SKAGGS

TO: 19497782331

P:2-4

CONCRETE CUTTING, INC.
ST LIC. #481718 CORE DRILLING
Hourly Rate $95.00
Plus Travel Time
(Price Per Ft/Per Hole)
FLAT LIGHT MEDIUM HEAVY ON
VAC, BASE STEEL STEEL STEEL WALL
HORIZONTAL VERTICAL

1™ $19.00 £ 20.50 52200 $ 24.00 $3.00
[ W i 20.50 22.00 24.00 26.00 3.00
» 22.00 24.00 26,00 29.00 3.00
2112 24.00 26.00 29.00 32.00 300
3 26.00 29.00 32.00 34.00 3.00
e 29.00 12,00 34.00 38.00 3.00
4" 30.00 34.00 36.00 40.00 3.00
41727 32.00 16.00 40.00 46.00 3.00
5" 36.00 40.00 46.00 54.00 3.00
6" 40,00 46.00 54.00 62.00 31.00
7 46.00 54,00 62.00 75.00 5.00
8" 52.00 58.00 66.00 79.00 5.00
9" 58.00 66.00 70.00 92.00 5.00
107 66.00 76.00 92.00 105.00 5.00
1 72.00 331.00 106.00 130.00 5.00
12" 78.00 50.00 120.00 155.00 5.00
14" 98.00 125.00 150.00 200.00 5.00
16" 200.00 225.00 250.00 300.00 5.00
18" 225.00 25000 300.00 350.00 5.00

The ahove prices are estimates only and should be modified to take into consideration hole location, number of
holes, amount of rebar to be encountered, layous, elean up, aic.

WALL SAWING
Minimum Job $330.00
(Hourly Rate $110.00)
Plus Travel Time

WALL THICKNESS 8" 10™ 12"
BLOCK MASONRY §7.50 $10.00 51200 31500
REINFORCED CONCRETE 5.00 12.00 15.00 18.00
REINFORCED CONCRETE HEAVY STEEL 925 14.00 20.50 14.60

The above prices are based on cost per foot

The above prices are estimates only and should be modified to take into consideration location of cufting, clean

np, lavous, #te.

Reviscd- May 2004

1125 §. LAS BRISAS PLACE * PLACENTIA, CA 92870-6644 ¢ 714 / 993-948R * 210 / £37-R705 * FAX 714 / 993.9487

SATURDAY & NIGHT WORK ADD $15.00 PER HOUR

sy b v



AUG-35-2884 11:87 FROM:SKAGGSCONC 7149939487

SKAGGS

TO: 19497782331

P:3-4

CONCRETE CUTYING, INC.

ST. LIC. #4R1718 CONCRETE FLAT SAWING
GAS OR PROPANE
HOURLY RATE $95.00
PLUS TRAVEL TIME

UP TO 12” DEEP CONCRETE SLAB SAWING AVAILABLE

DEPTH OF CUT " 2" k 4 5" 6"

0" -24° $80.00 $80.00 $80.00 $80.00 $80.00 $80.00
25' - 49 80.00 80.00 20.00 80.00 218 248
50" - 99" 80.00 80.00 112 1.38 1.68 1.96
100" - 299" A2 66 88 1.16 1.50 1.82
100" - 499° 28 A48 68 92 1.18 1.46
500" - 999° 24 40 58 82 1.08 132
QUANTITY 20 34 S50 .68 92 1.12

ASPHALT FLAT SAWING
HOURLY RATE 595.00
PLUS TRAVEL TIME
UP TO 127 DEEP ASPHALT SLAB SAWING AVAILABLE

DEPTH OF CUT - i 3" 4" 5" 6

0" -99° $80.00 $30.00 $80.00 $80.00 $31.00 $90.00
100" - 199 80.00 80.00 98.00 85 99 1.12
200" - 299 81.00 103.00 58 &7 78 .90
300" - 399° 26 37 A8 58 .68 .79
400° - 499° 22 32 4] 52 63 74
500" - 999" 18 27 39 49 60 T2
QUANTITY 16 23 Kyl 41 51 .60

(GREEN CONCRETE ADD $.09 TO ASPHALT PRICES)

The Above Prices are estimates only and should be modified to take into consideration location of cutting, amount
of rcbar. clean up, lavout, ete.

AVAILABLE: HOURLY OR BID

GAS HAND SAWING
ELECTRIC HAND SAWING

DRY PRILLING
ROCK DRILLING

SATURDAY & NIGHT WORK ADD 520.60 PER HOUR

.R.cviacd- May 2004

1125 8. LAS BRISAS FLACE * PLACENTIA, CA 92B70-6644 * 714 / 993-9488 » 310/ GA7-8705 » FAJ 714 7 993-9487




AUG-5-2004 11:87 FROM: SKAGGSCONC 7149939487 T0:194977B2331 P49
CONCRETE CUTTING, INC.
ST. LIC. 481718 BREAKING AND REMOVAL

Flatbed Dump and Compressor
1 MAN 3 85.00 PER HOUR - 3 HOUR MINIMUM
2 MEN $ 125.00 PER HOUR. - 2 HOUR MINIMUM

CHIPPING GUNS 90 LB. JACK HAMMERS
RIVET BUSTERS 60 LB. JACK HAMMERS
" HAND SAW CUTTING TORCHES

PLUS TRAVEL TIME & DUMP FEES

BOBCAT
BOBCAT WITH LOADER $95.00 PER HOUR
BOBCAT WITH BACKHOE $95.00 PER HOUR
BOBCAT WITH BREAKER $115.00 PER HOUR
BOBCAT WITH AUGER $115.00 PER HOUR
BOBCAT/BOBTAIL DUMP/COMBO $110.00 PER HOUR
BOBCAT/10 WHEEL DUMP/COMBO $120.00 PER HOUR

PLUS TRAVEL TIME & DUMP FEES

AVAILABLE: HOURLY OR BID

PRICES SUBJECT TO CHANGE

SATURDAY & NIGHT WORK ADD 520.00 FER HOUR

1125 5. LAS BRISAS FLALLE * FLAULEN LA, WA YZO /U003 = JLS 1 773-7900 ~ J4U7 UL/ GIVF 20w 1471 sre o7V
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EPC Letter on Closure Cost Estimate to Mr.
Allan Plaza (10/31/05)



E P CONSUL TAS 6520 acove Drive - Rancho Palos emres c:;i\i;omfa - 90275-5873

office 310 541 5407 - facsimile 310 541 5437
MANAGEMENT CONSULTING SERVICES www.epconsultants.net

October 31, 2005 HAND-DELIVERED

Mr. Allan Plaza, P.E.

Unit Chief

Department of Toxic Substances Control
1011 North Grandview Avenue
Glendale, California 91201

Subject: Response to DTSC Comments on Closure
Cost Estimate (Existing/Proposed Facility)
Industrial Service Oil Company, Inc.
Los Angeles, California

Dear Mr. Plaza:

On behalf of Industrial Service Oil Company, Inc. ISOCI), EP Consultants (EPC) is
pleased to provide you with our response to your September 26, 2005 letter to ISOCI
regarding the closure cost estimate (CCE) for the ISOCI facility at 1700 South Soto
Street, Los Angeles, California (Facility). Your letter follows up on our September 12,
2005 meeting, and provides a comparison of DTSC’s August 30, 2005 CCE and EPC’s
August 20, 2004 CCE. In addition, your letter provides an update to DTSC’s August
2005 CCE to incorporate changes discussed during the meeting.

The following includes an overview of the current DTSC and EPC CCE's, followed
by responses on specific CCE elements that are in question. In summary, there are
two significant differences and issues between the DTSC and EPC CCE'’s.

First, EPC’s CCE for the existing Facility is based on the CCE that was prepared by
DTSC and ISOCI in 1994, with annual adjustments for inflation. Now, DTSC is
proposing a cost that is four times as high. For over 10 years, DTSC did not express
any concern about the existing Facility CCE and, in fact, it was found acceptable in
May 2005 by Ms. Daphne Tseng and Mr. Satish Gulati. During our meeting last
month, DTSC stated that the existing Facility CCE has to be adjusted as a part of the
Part B permitting process. There have been no material changes to authorized
operations at the existing Facility. DTSC did not provide any compelling reason for
the change other than the availability of new software. It is unreasonable to increase
the existing Facility CCE four-fold, expect ISOCT to incur the cost of additional



E P CONSULTANTS

Mr. Allan Plaza, P.E. Page 2
October 31, 2005

financial assurance mechanism, require a new ISD modification, and create further
delays in the Part B permitting process. We implore you to revert to the existing
Facility CCE as has been established.

The second major difference between the DTSC and EPC CCE’s is about the cost
basis and DTSC’s software. DTSC has used unit cost factors provided by the
software and is not adjusting them to reflect actual quotes that EPC has provided for
labor, equipment, and other cost categories. ISOCI believes that generic cost factors
and software limitations are not appropriate and should not prevail when actual
quotes and real-world unit cost data are provided.

There are other relatively minor differences as described below, such as rental versus
purchase of equipment, and the need for wipe and chip samples.

CCE Overview

DTSC’s August 2005 CCE was $2,175,517 for the existing Facility and $3,431,146 for
the proposed Facility. Your letter provides a revision to the existing Facility CCE,
presumably shifting costs from existing to proposed, for equipment that is not
currently authorized (e.g., wastewater treatment system, glycol recovery system),
with a new CCE of $1,707,928 for the existing Facility.

EPC’s July 2005 CCE update is $428,214 for the existing Facility, and EPC’s August
2004 CCE is $1,748,240 (2004 dollars) for the proposed Facility.

In summary, our understanding of the current CCE amounts is as follows:

DTSC and EPC Closure Cost Estimates for ISOCI Facility (as of 9/26/05)
Facility Configuration DTSC Estimate | EPC Estimate | Difference
Existing (Currently Authorized per ISD) $1,707,928 $428,214 $1,279,714
Proposed (Full Implementation of Part B) $3,431,146 $1,791,072 * $ 1,640,074
* 2004 CCE increased by 2.45% to account for 2005 implicit price deflator {1/1/04 to 1/1/05).

Please note that the difference between DTSC and EPC estimates for the existing
Facility is significantly greater than the $438,452 amount stated in your letter.
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Field Activities

Your letter states that EPC’s 2004 CCE for the proposed Facility indicates that a
quotation was received from Environmental Recovery Service, Inc. (Enviroserv), but
that no actual quotation was provided. In fact, the estimate provided in Attachment
1 to EPC’s 2004 CCE package is intended to be a quotation from Enviroserv, and we
can request any wording revisions necessary to satisfy your needs for it to be
considered a “quotation.”

With respect to your comment that the DTSC’s CCE software does not have the
option to input costs for labor, material, equipment and transportation: This is not a
problem or concern as long as the total cost is reasonable and consistent with the
costs that we may obtain from actual vendor/contractor quotes. Nevertheless, we
are adamant that limitations of the software should not prevail over costs and quotes
obtained from real-world vendors and contractors.

Air Monitoring

Your letter states that DTSC’s CCE software does not have an individual item for
rental or purchase of an organic vapor analyzer (OVA), and that the cost is built in to
labor and equipment costs. See the comment above regarding vendor and contractor
quotes — this is acceptable to us as long as the cost is reasonable and consistent with
actual vendor quotes that we may obtain. Note that EPC’s 2004 CCE for the
proposed Facility includes purchase of an OVA for $4,432, whereas DTSC’s 2003 CCE
included rental of an OVA for $18, 751 over 110 days. In sucha case, EPC’s purchase
option is the efficient, cost-effective, and appropriate choice.

Pressure Washers

Your letter states that DTSC’s CCE software does not have an individual item for
rental or purchase of a pressure washer, and that the cost is built in to labor and
equipment costs. See the comment above regarding vendor and contractor quotes -
this is acceptable to us as long as the cost is reasonable and consistent with actual
vendor quotes that we may obtain. Note that EPC’s 2004 CCE for the proposed
Facility includes purchase of two pressure washers for $1,094, whereas DTSC’s 2003
CCE included rental of pressure washers for $9,450 over 7 months. In such a case,
EPC’s purchase option is the efficient, cost-effective, and appropriate choice.
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Analytical Costs

Your letter states that EPC’s 2004 CCE does not include costs for wipe and concrete
samples. This is because DTSC’s 2003 CCE did not include wipe and concrete
sampling costs, and EPC’s 2004 CCE was intended to provide a line-by-line
comparison of the two CCE’s. In addition, EPC’s proposed approach is to
decontaminate all surfaces and analyze rinseate samples, thereby eliminating the
need for wipe and concrete samples.

We request that DTSC reconsider the need for wipe and concrete samples. If it is
concluded that these samples are needed, EPC can obtain and provide you with a
quote for associated analytical costs.

Concrete Coring

DTSC’s concrete coring cost is more than 200% higher than the quote that EPC
obtained in 2004. If DTSC can get the cost to be reasonable and consistent with EPC’s
actual quote, the software limitation that you reference is acceptable to us.

Project Scientist/Engineer

There is a significant difference in this cost element. Your letter indicates that
DTSC’s software uses a 10 percent factor for engineering expenses, however EPC’s
estimate is significantly less and is based on EPC’s professional experience with
planning and reporting documents for RCRA closure activities. If desired, EPC can
provide a separate letter with a quote for this effort, with wording to your
specification. EPC’s current engineering cost estimate for the proposed Facility is
$36,233, and DTSC’s estimate for the existing Facility is $146,927. (For reference,
DTSC’s 2003 estimate for the proposed Facility was only $27,349).

Miscellaneous Costs

Although your letter references a software limitation regarding these costs, it is not a
great concern to us as long as pertinent costs are consistent with DTSC’s previous
2003 CCE. The only reason for this category in EPC’s 2004 CCE for the proposed
Facility is that DTSC’s 2003 CCE had some unclassifiable costs.
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On behalf of ISOCI, EPC appreciates your attention to our comments. If you have
any questions or comments, please call me at (310) 541-5407.

Very truly yours,
E P CONSULTANTS

/loriginal signed by//

Anu Sood, P.E, C.PP., REA.
Principal
anu@epconsultants.net

cc: Leonard Robinson, DTSC
Claudia Bohorquez, Attorney-at-Law
John Shubin, ISOCI



KAnder
Text Box

//original signed by//


[ EEEaaa—  EE—— B
E P CONSULTANTS

Attachment 5

LADCP Letter on Permit by Right to Mr. Jose
Kou (3/24/93)



Attachment 1: i;k

Permit Condition II1.V
Zoning Reguirements

City oF LLos ANGELE

Ciﬁ PLANMING CALIPCMNLA - DEPARTMINT OF
MM ot _l'l CITY PLANNING
Roowu BR), ity Haly
ROD W Armna 2T
LO% AHOELEE. CA WL 4V01

WILLIAM ¢, LUDDY
AACEIDENT
THEODOE STEIN, JK.
VICE.MACCIDENT

G0N HOWT,
LYDIA R KENNARD

T BUREYTE NENIAN : - : .
s ~FRBNANOO TORRKE-Glle - - e e R ADCET

FRANKLIN P, EBERHARD

1213) 237-1RAN
RAMONA HARD MFLANIE R. FALLDN

SECRETARY . . Epé- 4 { /t/ . bERUTY DIRESTOR

ROBERT H. SUTTON
DEPUTY DINECTONR

(213 406-6071
(‘a"l(“ L"'c?u"‘ ) 1213) 2374018
. | PAX (2131 23700882

March 24, 1993

Jona Xou, Chiaf

Facilitios Managoment RBranch
Departmont of Toxiec Subatances Control
1011 Narth Grandviae Avanua

Glandale, CA 91201

Daar Mr. Kou:
IIA_ZARDOUB WASTE FACILITY PROJECT AT 3150 EABT TIC0 BOULEVARD

In rosponooc to your roquoxt of FPabruary 22, 1993 Lo Robert Janovieil, Chief of
Zoning Admwinismtration, please bu advipsd Lhat operating hozardous waata
Faailitioe exinting prdoer to Auguwot 6, 1990 in the M3 Zonn elasaificatien,
Are parmittad by zight. Such faeilitien which coemo into axictonce aftor that
dato would rogquiro a conditional use parmit to beoe pgrontod by tho City
DPlanning Commission. ’

GON ROWE
Directer of Planning

/loriginal signed by//

Chiecf Examiner

QI DIt: xhy

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT O!I'POH'I'UNRTY — AFFIMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER  Aeitie vt made bow resvebd wosk. qu
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Excerpt from LA City Zoning Code, Section
12.24 8§(A)-(H)



Los Angeles Planning and Zoning
MUNICIPAL CODE, CHAPTER | (PLANNING AND ZONING CODE)
CHAPTER | GENERAL PROVISIONS AND ZONING
ARTICLE 2 SPECIFIC PLANNING - ZONING COMPREHENSIVE ZONING PLAN
SEC. 12.24. CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS AND OTHER SIMILAR QUASI-JUDICIAL APPROVALS.

SEC. 12.24. CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS AND OTHER SIMILAR QUASI-
JUDICIAL APPROVALS.

(Amended by Ord. No. 173,268, Eff. 7/1/00, Oper. 7/1/00.)

A. Applicability. (Amended by Ord. No. 173,492, Eff. 10/10/00.) This section shall
apply to the conditional use approvals listed in Subsections U, V and W and to the other
similar quasi-judicial approvals listed in Subsection X. These procedures apply only to uses
in zones when not permitted by right.

B. Application for Permit. To apply for a permit, an applicant shall file an application
with the Department of City Planning, on a form provided by the Department, and include all
information required by the instructions on the application and the guidelines adopted by the
Director of Planning. The Director of Planning shall adopt guidelines which shall be used to
determine when an application is deemed complete.

C. Initial Decision. Except as otherwise provided in Charter Section 564 and Section
12.36 of this Code, the initial decision on an application shall be made by the Zoning
Administrator, the Area Planning Commission or the City Planning Commission, as
prescribed in Subsections U, V, W and X.

For purposes of this section, the initial decision shall mean approval in whole or in part
with or without conditions, or denial of the application.

D. Public Hearing and Notice. Upon receipt of a complete application, the initial
decision-maker shall set the matter for public hearing at which evidence shall be taken and
may conduct the hearing itself or may designate a hearing officer to conduct the hearing.

The Department shall give notice in all of the following manners:

1. Publication. By at least one publication in a newspaper of general circulation
in the City, designated for that purpose by the City Clerk, no less than 24 days prior to
the date of hearing; and

2. Written Notice.

() By mailing a written notice no less than 24 days prior to the date of
the hearing to the applicant, the owner or owners of the property involved, and
to the owners of all property within and outside of the City that is within 500
feet of the exterior boundaries of the property involved, using for the purpose
of notification, the last known name and address of owners as shown on the
records of the City Clerk or the records of the County Assessor. Where all
property within the 500-foot radius is under the same ownership as the
property involved in the application, the owners of all property that adjoins that
ownership, or is separated from it only by a street, alley, public right-of-way or
other easement, shall also be notified as set forth above; and

(b) By mailing a written notice no less than 24 days prior to the date of
the hearing to residential, commercial and industrial occupants of all property
within 500 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property involved. This
requirement can be met by mailing the notice to “occupant”; and
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(c) If notice pursuant to Paragraphs (a) and (b) above will not result in
notice being given to at least 20 different owners of at least 20 different lots
other than the subject property, then the 500-foot radius for notification shall
be increased in increments of 50 feet until the required number of persons and
lots are encompassed within the expanded area. Notification shall then be
given to all property owners and occupants within the expanded area.

3.  Site Posting. By the applicant posting notice of the public hearing in a
conspicuous place on the property involved at least ten days prior to the date of the
public hearing. If a hearing examiner is designated to conduct the public hearing, then
the applicant, in addition to posting notice of the public hearing, shall also post notice
of the initial meeting of the decision-making body on the matter. This notice shall be
posted in a conspicuous place on the property involved at least ten days prior to the
date of the meeting. The Director of Planning may adopt guidelines consistent with
this section for the posting of notices if the Director determines that those guidelines
are necessary and appropriate.

E. Findings for Approval. In approving any conditional use, the decision-maker must
find that the proposed location will be desirable to the public convenience or welfare, is
proper in relation to adjacent uses or the development of the community, will not be
materially detrimental to the character of development in the immediate neighborhood, and
will be in harmony with the various elements and objectives of the General Plan. In addition,
the decision-maker shall make any further findings required by Subsections U, V, W and X
and shall determine that the proposed conditional use satisfies any applicable requirements for
the use set forth in those sections. The decision-maker shall adopt written findings of fact
supporting the decision based upon evidence in the record, including decision-maker or staff
investigations.

F.  Conditions of Approval. In approving the location of any conditional use, the
decision-maker may impose those conditions, based upon written findings, which it deems
necessary to protect the best interests of the surrounding property or neighborhood, to ensure
that the development is compatible with the surrounding properties or neighborhood, or to
lessen or prevent any detrimental effect on the surrounding property or neighborhood or to
secure appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan. The
decision may state that the height and area regulations required by other provisions of this
chapter shall not apply to the conditional use approved.

G. Time to Act. (Amended by Ord. No. 173,492, Eff. 10/10/00.) The initial decision
shall be made within 75 days of the date the application is deemed complete, or within an
extended period as mutually agreed upon in writing by the applicant and the decision-maker.
An initial decision shall not be considered made until written findings are adopted in
accordance with Subsection E. Upon making its decision, the initial decision-maker shall
transmit a copy of the written findings and decision to the applicant, to all owners of
properties abutting, across the street or alley from, or having a common corner with the
subject property and to all persons who have filed a written request for the notice with the
Department of City Planning.
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Notwithstanding any provisions of this section to the contrary, the initial decision-maker
shall make its decision on any application for a hazardous waste storage, treatment, or
disposal facility, as governed by Subdivisions 10 and 11 of Subsection U of this section,
pursuant to the time limits as set forth in Article 8.7 of the California Health and Safety Code.

H. Failure to Act - Transfer of Jurisdiction.

1. If the initial decision-maker fails to act on an application within 75 days from
the date of filing a complete application, or within a mutually agreed upon extension
of time, the applicant may file a request for a transfer of jurisdiction to the designated
appellate body for decision. The designated appellate body is the body to whom the
matter would normally be appealable, pursuant to Subsections U, V, W and X. The
Director of Planning shall prescribe the form and manner of filing requests for
transfers of jurisdiction.

2. When the designated appellate body receives the applicant’s request for a
transfer of jurisdiction, the initial decision-maker shall lose jurisdiction. However, the
body to whom the matter is transferred may remand the matter to the initial decision-
maker who shall regain jurisdiction for the time and purpose specified in the remand
action. In addition, upon receipt of a written request by the applicant for withdrawal
of the transfer of jurisdiction prior to the matter being heard by the appellate body, the
matter shall be remanded to the initial decision-maker.

3. If the matter is not remanded, the decision-maker to whom the matter has been
transferred shall consider the application following the same procedures and subject to
the same limitations as are applicable to the initial decision-maker, except that the
body to which the matter has been transferred shall act within 45 days of the transfer
of jurisdiction. The Department of City Planning, including the Office of Zoning
Administration, shall make investigations and furnish any reports requested by the
body to which the matter has been transferred.

.  Appeals.

1.  Effective Date of Initial Decision. An initial decision becomes final and
effective upon the close of the 15-day appeal period if not appealed, or as provided in
this subsection if appealed.

2. Filing of an Appeal. An applicant or any other person aggrieved by the
initial decision of the Zoning Administrator may appeal the decision to the Area
Planning Commission. An applicant or any other person aggrieved by the initial
decision of the Area Planning Commission or the City Planning Commission may
appeal the decision to the City Council. The appeal shall be filed within 15 days of
the date of mailing of the initial decision on forms provided by the Department. The
appeal shall set forth specifically the points at issue, the reasons for the appeal, and the
basis upon which the appellant claims there was an error or abuse of discretion by the
initial decision-maker. Any appeal not filed within the 15-day period shall not be
considered by the appellate body. The filing of an appeal stays proceedings in the
matter until the appellate body has made a decision. Once an appeal is filed, the initial
decision-maker shall transmit the appeal and the file to the appellate body, together
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LADCP Parcel Profile Report for ISOCI Facility
(1/23/06)



PROPERTY ADDRESSES
1700 S SOTO ST

ZIP CODES
50023

RECENT ACTIVITY

ENV-2006-48-CE
CPC-200648-ICO

CASE NUMBERS
CPC-1995-336-CRA
CPC-1986-445-GPC
ORD-166585-SA3760FF

Address/Legal Information
PIN Number:

Area {Calculated);

Thomas Brothers Grid:

Assessor Parcel Number:
Tract:

Map Reference:

Block:

Lot

Arb (Lot Cut Reference):

Jurisdictional Information
Community Plan Area:
Area Planning Commission:
Neighborhwood Council:
Councit District;

Census Tract #:

LADBS District Office:
Building Permit Info:

Planning and Zoning Information
Special Notes:

Zoning:

Zoning Information (Z1):

General Plan Land Use:

Specific Plan Area:

Historic Preservation Overlay Zone:
Historical Cultural Monument:

Mills Act Contract Number:

POD - Pedastrian Oriented Districts:
CDO - Community Design Overay:
Streetscape:

Sign District:

Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area:
35% Density Bonus:

CRA - Community Redevelopment Agency:

Central City Parking:
Downiown Parking:
Building Line:

500 Ft School Zone:

Additional Information

Airport Hazard:

Coastal Zone,

Farmland:

Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone:
Fire District No. 1:

Fire District No. 2:

Flood Zone;

Hazardous Waste / Border Zone Properties:

City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning

01/23/2006
PARCEL PROFILE REPORT

118-5A221 68
102,746.0 (sq i)
PAGE 674 - GRID J1
PAGE 675 - GRID A1
5169017BRK

TR 8626

M B 121-96/100
None

FRLTS8

1

Boyle Heights

East Los Angeles
Boyle Heights

CD 14 - Jose Huizar
2051.20

Los Angeles Metro
View

None

Ma-1

Z1-1192 2000 ft. Buffer Zone for
BZP Site {3200 East Washington
Boulevard)

Z1-2270 Adelante Eastside
Redevelopment Project

Z1-2129 Eastside State Enterprise
Zone

Heavy Manufacturing

None

None

None

None

None

Nane

No

Na

None

Not Eligible

Adelante Easiside Redevelopment
Project

None

None

Area not Mapped
No

No

Yes

None

2000 . Buffer Zone for BZP Site
(3200 East Washington
Boulevard)






