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Dear Ms. Townsend:

Alameda County Environmental Health (ACEH) staff has received the Notice of Opportunity for Public
Comment dated August 31, 2012, and the Revised Notice of Opportunity for Public Comment, dated
September 5, 2012, signed by Lisa Babcock, Fund Manager of the Underground Storage Tank Cleanup
Fund (USTCF or Fund). The purpose of these notifications is to inform interested parties of 1) the
USTCF's intent to recommend closure of the subject site to the California State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB) at a future Board meeting, and 2) the sixty day public comment period on the Fund'’s
UST Case Closure Summary, dated August 31, 2012, and signed by Lisa Babcock. According to the
Revised Notice of Opportunity for Public Comment, written comments to the SWRCB on the Fund’'s Case
Closure Summary must be received by 12:00 noon on November 5, 2012. This letter herein transmits
ACEH’s comments.

Requirements for Investigation and Cleanup of Unauthorized Releases from USTs

ACEH reviewed the USTCF's UST Case Closure Summary, including Attachment 1. Compliance with
State Water Board Policies and State Law (i.e., the SWRCB’s Low-Threat UST Case Closure Policy
Paper Check List), and Attachment 2: Summary of Basic Site Information (Conceptual Site Model) in
conjunction with the case files for the above-referenced site. A complete record of the case files (i.e.,
regulatory directives and correspondence, reports, data submitted in electronic deliverable format, etc.)
can be obtained through review of both the SWRCB’s Geotracker database, and the ACEH website at
http://www.acgov.org/aceh/index.htm.

ACEH has additionally reviewed the requirements for investigation and cleanup of unauthorized releases
from USTs contained in the following resolutions, policies, codes, and regulations:

e SWRCB Draft Resolution 2012-xx, Additional Actions to Improve the UST Cleanup Program, to
be considered for adoption by the SWRCB at their November 6", 2012 meeting;

e SWRCB Draft Plan for Implementation of Low-Threat UST Case Closure Policy and Additional
Program Improvements, to be considered for adoption by the SWRCB at their November 6",
2012 meeting;

e SWRCB Resolution 2012-0016, Approve a Substitute Environmental Document and Adopt a
Proposed Water Quality Control Policy for Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure,
adopted on May 1, 2012; and effective August 17, 2012;
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e California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 23, Article 5 and Article 11, UST Regulations, as
amended and effective July 1, 2011;

e California Health & Safety Code (HS&C) Sections 25280-15299.8, Underground Storage of
Hazardous Substances, as amended on January 1, 2011;

e SWRCB Resolution 2009-0081, Directing Additional Actions to Improve Administration of the UST
Cleanup Fund and UST Cleanup Program, adopted November 17, 2009;

e SWRCB Resolution 2009-0042, Actions to Improve Administration of the UST Cleanup Fund and
UST Cleanup Program, adopted May 19, 2009;

e SWRCB Resolution 1992-0049, Policies and Procedures for the Cleanup and Abatement of
Discharges under California Water Code Section 13304, as amended on April 21, 1994 and
October 2, 1996.

Application of Case Review Tools

ACEH’s case closure evaluation was also guided by the application of the principles and strategies
presented in the Leaking Underground Fuel Tank Guidance Manual (CA LUFT Manual), dated
September 2012, developed by the SWRCB “...[tJo provide guidance for implementing the requirements
established by the Case Closure Policy” (Low Threat Closure Policy or LTCP) and associated reference
documents including but not limited to:

e Technical Justification for Vapor Intrusion Media-Specific Criteria, SWRCB dated March 21, 2012;
e Technical Justification for Groundwater Media-Specific Criteria, SWRCB dated April 24, 2012;

e Technical Justification for Soil Screening Levels for Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure
Pathways, SWRCB dated March 15, 2012;

e Guidance for the Evaluation and Mitigation of Subsurface Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air, Final
DTSC, dated October, 2011.

ACEH also utilized other case review tools developed by the SWRCB to aid in determining compliance of
the subject fuel leak site with LTCP criteria, including both paper and electronic policy checklists. While
ACEH has found the CA LUFT Manual to be a valuable tool, we are concerned that the over simplicity of
the SWRCB checklists can result in erroneous conclusions regarding recommendations for case closure
and a lack of transparency regarding the decision making process. Therefore, to attempt to address this
issue, ACEH staff have enhanced the LTCP checklist by integrating the requisite level of questioning to
enable consistent application of the LTCP, ensure that decisions are founded in appropriate technical
basis, identify impediments to closure, improve the efficiency of the UST cleanup program, and document
the decision making process as transparently as possible for all interested parties. This enhanced
checklist, entitled the Low Threat UST Case Closure Policy Compliance and Identification of Impediments
to Case Closure Checklist, was utilized by ACEH staff during our evaluation of the USTCF's Case
Closure Summary and the Fund’s recommendation for case closure of the subject site, and is included as
an attachment to this response letter. ACEH is committed to implementing the LTCP and continuing to
develop this tool to facilitate case review and identification of impediments to closure, and thereby make
the cleanup and closure process more efficient.

Summary of ACEH’s Review of the USTCF's UST Case Closure Summary

The results of ACEH’s case closure review, indicates the USTCF closure recommendation under the
LTCP to be lacking an appropriate technical basis. ACEH does not agree with the USTCF’s technical
analysis presented in their UST Case Closure Summary. ACEH'’s review indicates that the Conceptual
Site Model (CSM) is deficient and that the site is uncharacterized in a number of elements. Our concerns
include but are not limited to potential impacts to a local creek and public park due to the mismanagement
and resultant discharge of highly contaminated groundwater (observed sheen or light non-agueous phase
liquid [LNAPL]) that daylights (or surfaces) at the site; potential and known impacts to existing domestic
and irrigation wells downgradient of the site; lack of identification of an apparent diesel source; lack of
characterization of secondary sources and shallow soil including analysis for the analytical suite of
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chemicals associated with unauthorized releases of waste oil and diesel fuel including PAHs and
napthalene. Details of our analysis are provided in the narrative section below and in the accompanying
attachments including the Low-Threat UST Case Closure Policy Compliance and Identification of
Impediments to Case Closure Checklist.

ACEH presented our analysis of site data and our concerns about the appropriateness of recommending
the site for closure under the LTCP to the USTCF prior to their issuance of the UST Case Closure
Summary for the subject site. Although we were told that our objections would be incorporated into the
UST Case Closure Summary for the subject site, our review of the document indicates that the USTCF
staff has inappropriately oversimplified our technical evaluation.

ACEH’s Review of the USTCF's Compliance with Public Notification Requirements

While the USTCF has made the UST Case Closure Summary available for public comment on the
SWRCB'’s website, it appears to have failed to notify in a timely basis all interested parties, including the
actual site property owner, as required by the LTCP, CCR Chapter 16, and Chapter 6.7 of the H&SC.

According to the LTCP Notification Requirements “municipal and county water districts, water
replenishment districts, special act districts with groundwater management authority, agencies with
authority to issue building permits for land affected by the petroleum release, and owners and occupants
of all parcels adjacent to the impacted property shall be notified of the proposed case closure and
provided a 60 day period to comment.”

Further, it appears the USTCF has not conducted public notification requirements in accordance with the
SWRCB and Regional Water Quality Control Board’'s April 2005 guidance document entitled Final Draft
Public Participation at Cleanup Sites. According to this document “...[tlhe level of public participation
effort at a particular site should be based on the site’s threat (to human health, water quality, and the
environment), the degree of public concern or interest in site cleanup, and any environmental justice
factors associated with the site. There may be more public concern or interest about a site when:
contaminants have migrated or are likely to migrate off-site...”.

The USTCF's Revised Notice of Opportunity for Public Comment, dated September 5, 2012, states that
“a copy of the Case Closure Summary has been provided to the owner/operator, environmental
consultant of record, the local agency that has been overseeing corrective action, the local water
purveyor, and the water district specified by H&SC section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1).” Concerned by
this limited list of parties, ACEH contacted the USTCF and requested the list of recipients that the
Revised Notice of Opportunity for Public Comment was sent to. Our review of this list of recipients
indicates a lack of natification of the actual site property owner, several downgradient public schools and
multiple well owners.

Case Closure Analysis Using the LTCP General and Media Specific Criteria

ACEH'’s case closure analysis is provided in the narrative section below and in the following attachments,
including the Low-Threat UST Case Closure Policy Compliance and ldentification of Impediments to
Closure Checklist.

General Criteria a: The unauthorized release is located within the service area of a public water
system.

The water provider is the East Bay Municipal Utility District; however, the City of Piedmont Park
(Piedmont Park) located immediately across Highland Avenue from the subject site, has a fully
functioning irrigation well. The park well is located approximately 580 feet from the subject site’s
groundwater monitoring well C-2 in a down- to cross-gradient position. At least four groundwater
sampling events of the park well have occurred since 2007. In January 17, 2007 260 micrograms per liter
(ug/l) of total petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel (TPHd), 0.7 ug/l of toluene, and 0.5 pg/l of total xylenes
were detected in groundwater samples collected from the park well. During two subsequent sampling
events conducted on March 25, 2011 and May 4, 2011, no contaminants were detected above laboratory
reporting limits. However, on May 22, 2012 the well was resampled in connection with the City of
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Piedmont site (Fuel Leak Case No. RO0003047), and 52 ug/l of total petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline
(TPHg) was detected. The source location of this contamination has not been determined. This well is
not screened in a shallow zone, consequently the well documents hydrocarbon impacts at depth.

Based on a 1998 well survey a minimum of three additional wells appear to be present downgradient
within 1,000 feet of the release, including two classified as domestic. Groundwater from these wells has
not been tested to determine if they have been impacted by the petroleum release at the subject site.
Additional water supply wells are understood to have been installed since 1998 in the general vicinity, but
they have not been considered in an updated CSM to determine if they are located within a 1,000 foot
distance.

General Criteria b: The unauthorized release consists only of petroleum.

The unauthorized release consists of petroleum hydrocarbons originating from gasoline USTs and waste
oil USTs. An apparent diesel source remains unidentified at the site.

General Criteria c: The unauthorized (“primary”) release from the UST system has been stopped.

The primary source has not been identified; however, three releases have been identified from soil and
groundwater analytical concentration trends collected from the site’s groundwater monitoring wells,
including:

e A pre-1983 non-oxygenated fuel release (LNAPL discovered in well C-2 during well installation
and development);

e Increasing TPHg and benzene trends in well C-2 that peaked in 1993 — 1995; and
e Increasing methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) concentration trends that peaked in 1997.

A fourth release to soil is documented from soil samples collected during the waste oil UST removal
conducted in 1999; however, required analysis for waste oil constituents including motor oil and related
compounds (chlorinated volatile organic compounds [VOCs], semi-volatile organic compounds [SVOCs],
metals, polychlorinated biphenyl [PCB], creosote, etc.) do not appear to have been included in analytical
testing. The source of recently discovered diesel contamination has not been located, investigated, or
characterized.

Based on concentrations of contaminants in groundwater, the gasoline release has been stopped.
Residual soil contamination appears to be the source of on-going groundwater contamination; however
the gasoline soil source has not been characterized.

General Criteria d: Free product has been removed to the maximum extent practicable.

LNAPL was reported at a thickness of %-inch (0.06 feet) at the time of development of well C-2. However,
as onsite wells appear to be submerged by between 4 to nearly 7 feet (see discussion in General Criteria
e), potentially up to 7 feet of product may have been present at that date, and not been detected.
Analytical data indicates that contaminant concentrations are on a declining trend at the site; however,
technical literature, including that cited in the SWRCB’s CA LUFT Manual, suggest that submerged wells
do not produce representative groundwater concentrations or determine the thickness of LNAPL.

The UST Case Closure Summary notes the November 16, 2006 Cambria CSM update hypothesizing
that the UST tank pit is filled with ponded groundwater as a result of the excavation of the pit into bedrock
(i.e., creating a bathtub effect). This interpretation, which is not validated by available soil bore lithologic
data, would also indicate that well C-2 is submerged by up to 7 feet. A well in this condition would not be
capable of collecting required representative groundwater or LNAPL characterization data. In submerged
well conditions LNAPL may be excluded from well entry by the refiling from the most productive
(permeable) water zone (see cited technical literature, including that cited in the CA LUFT Manual). The
presence of sheen and odor observed in groundwater monitoring wells during the May 2012 groundwater
sampling event indicate substantial residual impact to soil. ACEH notes that the shallow source zone
remains uncharacterized in multiple source areas as required by the policy and therefore does not meet
the LTCP requirements.




Ms. Jeanine Townsend
RO0000269
11/5/2012, Page 5

The Case Closure Summary also indicates that well C-2 dewaters with purging on a regular basis. Data
indicates that the well has been dry during that the last three sampling events (September 2011 to March
2012). These conditions represent a change in groundwater conditions not previously captured at the
site. A complete review of past groundwater monitoring events indicates that the well has dewatered four
times out of the 39 events that have been conducted since January 1995 (The majority of groundwater
events conducted prior to the January 1995 date do not provide well purging details).

Please refer to Attachment 1, Technical References Table for a list of relevant state-of-the-practice
technical references for appropriate well screen selection for LNAPL determination, and the significance
of the absence of LNAPL in a well (and other relevant reference topics).

General Criteria e: A conceptual site model has been developed.

While a CSM was produced in 2003 and updated slightly in 2006, the CSM does not identify or address
the following inconsistencies or data gaps that have been identified in more recent data as per the
guidance presented in the CA LUFT Manual:

o Identification of and discussion of well conditions. As discussed above, submerged wells are
incapable of collecting representative groundwater or LNAPL thickness measurements. Data
documenting submerged conditions in wells at the site did not become available until February
2008, and thus this condition was not evaluated in the 2003 CSM and 2006 CSM update.
Available generic (non-specific) well construction details indicate wells C-1 to C-4 were installed
to depths of 15 feet below ground surface (bgs), with well screens installed between 5 and 15 feet
bgs; however, field well depth measurements indicate these wells were installed to 17 feet bgs,
thus the screen may be installed between 7 to 17 feet bgs, (implied by selection of a standard
screen section length). Although no well construction details are available for wells C-1, C-2, and
C-3. Given that depth to water at the site ranges from 0.25_to 1.4 feet bgs, the site wells may
consequently be submerged 6 to 7 feet. The exception to these apparently submerged water-
table wells, is well MW-6 which was artesian shortly after installation and was therefore
decommissioned; no other site wells have been artesian. The November 16, 2006 Cambria CSM
update report states that there appears to be no hydraulic connection between well MW-6 and
other site wells. This further suggests that well C-2 acts more as a submerged water-table well.
Well C-2 is also currently measured to be 11.12 feet in depth and therefore contains up to
approximately 6 feet of sediment. See Attachments 2, 3, and 4 for well construction details.

e Source area characterization. The upper five feet in a source area remains uncharacterized.
Inherent inconsistency between soil bores C-A and C-E, which describe contaminated fill sand
with a moderate to strong chemical odor between the depths of 2 and 12 feet and the presence of
brick and shell fragments, and the 2012 geophysical survey which did not identify any fill soil or
USTs in the same location of the site. Concentrations up to 1,600 milligrams per kilogram
(mg/kg) TPHg, and 0.11 mg/kg benzene were detected in soil samples collected from the
contaminated fill sand source area at depths of 5.5 feet bgs and deeper. A concentration of 220
mg/kg TPHg and 0.051 mg/kg benzene were detected in soil samples collected from gore C-E at
11.5 feet bgs. This is a data gap that affects the appropriate categorization of the site within the
LTCP and is an impediment to implementation of the LTCP.

e Removal and off-site disposal of impacted soil. The UST Case Closure Summary acknowledges
that an unknown number of USTs of unknown size appear to have been removed from the site,
based on the July 2012 geophysical survey report. The removal and offsite disposal of soil
associated with these USTs is not documented, would not be expected in the pre-environmental
era, and the backfilled soil (a source area) is uncharacterized. This is a data gap that affects the
appropriate categorization of the site within the LTCP and is an impediment to implementation of
the LTCP. The UST Case Closure Summary states that impacted soil was removed from the
site; this is not documented in the case file, and is contrary to standard practices in the pre-
environmental era.

e Diesel source. Diesel has not previously been associated with the site, however, has been
detected in well C-2, even with the use of silica gel cleanup, at elevated concentrations (recently
at 5,700 pg/l). The USTCF misstates that the City of Piedmont site is upgradient of the subject
site and is the source of the diesel contamination. The City of Piedmont site is not up-gradient of
the site, but is down-gradient to cross-gradient and thus cannot be the source of the diesel
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contamination. Well C-5 is positioned between the two source areas of the two sites, is not
submerged to the extent of well C-2, and is nondetectable for TPHd. The source of the TPHd has
not been located, nor has the extent of soil contamination been characterized. The discovery of a
debris pit at the upgradient edge of the subject site by the geophysical survey may be a potential
source for this contamination and remains uncharacterized.

e Waste oil USTs. The presence of analytes known to be associated with waste oil USTs do not
appear to have been previously investigated in soil or groundwater. Concentrations up to 1,600
mg/kg of total petroleum hydrocarbons as motor oil (TPHmMo), 190 mg/kg TPHd, 4.2 mg/kg TPHg,
4.0 mg/kg MTBE; and non-detect for benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX)
(collected at unknown depths) have been detected in soil samples; however, chlorinated VOCs,
SVOCs, metals, PCB, creosote, etc. have not been included in the analytical suite. This is a
LTCP data gap.

e Napthalene concentrations. The Risk Criteria section of the UST Case Closure Summary
dismisses the lack of naphthalene data as relevant due to the belief that the release is entirely
gasoline, and thereby fails to recognize the presence of TPHd and TPHmo detections and their
likely effect on naphthalene concentrations. This is a LTCP data gap.

e Disposal of contaminated groundwater. The disposal method associated with the onsite surfacing
of potentially significantly contaminated groundwater or disposal of “Grease Interceptor” drain
liquids has not been addressed. Discharge to both sanitary sewers and storm drains has been
suggested. Disposal of the liquids to the storm drain appears to be present based on photos in
Attachments 5 & 6. Discharge to Piedmont Creek directly downgradient at an approximate
distance of 336 feet has not been eliminated and would be characterized as either a nuisance or
an ecologic concern under the LTCP. ACEH notes the interceptor trench is not called a French
Drain, for control of nuisance waters, but a Grease Interceptor drain, implying “Grease” (assumed
to be sheen or thick LNAPL, etc.) was observed in the discharging waters as of late 2006. At a
minimum this site will require an institutional control for this condition potentially with periodic
regulatory review, if case closure is considered for this site.

General Criteria f: Secondary source removal has been addressed. The secondary source is the
petroleum-impacted soil, free product, or groundwater that acts as a long-term source releasing
contamination to the surrounding area. Unless site conditions prevent secondary source removal
(e.g. physical or infrastructural constraints exist whose removal or relocation would be technically
or economically infeasible), petroleum-release sites are required to undergo secondary source
removal to the extent practicable.

Secondary source zone removal has not been conducted nor addressed at the site. The USTCF states in
the UST Case Closure Summary that impacted soil has been removed from the site. To date the removal
of contaminated soil from the site has not been documented. The disposal of soil excavated during the
removal of the waste oil UST remains undocumented. The disposal of liquids associated with this action
is documented and manifested. Reuse of contaminated soil is presumed without required documentation
and is considered a data gap.

In the UST Case Closure Summary the USTCF acknowledges that an unknown number of USTs of
unknown size appear to have been removed from the site, based on the July 2012 geophysical survey
report. The removal and offsite disposal of soil associated with these USTs is not documented, and
would not be expected in the pre-environmental era. The backfilled soil (in a source area) remains
uncharacterized. This is a data gap that can affect the appropriate implementation of the LTCP.

General Criteria g: Soil or groundwater has been tested for MTBE and results reported in
accordance with Health and Safety Code section 25296.15.

Soil and groundwater has been tested for MTBE.

General Criteria h: Nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 does not exist at the site.

Based on surfacing of potentially significantly contaminated groundwater as documented in the attached
photographs (previously discussed in General Criteria e, Attachments 5 & 6), public nuisance factors can
and appear to still be present at the site. Pavement at this location has been repaired; however,
discharge to the storm drain system and the local creek appear to be present. Without functioning
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engineering and institutional controls, and based on the definition of nuisance contained in Water Code
section 13050, nuisance issues appear to be present at the site.

Media-Specific Criteria 1. Groundwater: If groundwater with a designated beneficial use is affected by
an unauthorized release, to satisfy the media-specific criteria for groundwater, the contaminant plume that
exceeds water quality objectives must be stable or decreasing in areal (sic) extent, and meet all of the
additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites listed in the Policy. A plume that is “stable or
decreasing” is a contaminant mass that has expanded to its maximum extent: the distance from the
release where attenuation exceeds migration.

While contaminant concentrations in groundwater appear to suggest a declining trend at the site,
submerged wells cannot produce representative groundwater concentrations or determine the thickness
of LNAPL (See Attachment 1; Technical References Table, and the CA LUFT Manual). In the UST Case
Closure Summary, the USTCF staff selected Class 5 of the groundwater-specific criteria to demonstrate
compliance with the LTCP. This consists of a review of site-specific conditions coupled with a finding that
the contaminant plume poses a low threat to human health and safety, and safety to the environment.
The USTCF's review and selection of this criteria is based on an incomplete data set (uncharacterized
soil in the upper 5 feet as required by the policy), and was generated from wells with screens incapable of
answering the requisite question (LNAPL or valid groundwater concentrations due to inappropriately
screened wells as discussed in multiple technical references, including the CA LUFT Manual). Existing
characterization of the site does not support this conclusion.

Media-Specific Criteria 2. Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air: The low-threat vapor-intrusion
criteria in the Policy apply to release sites and impacted or potentially impacted adjacent parcels when:
(1) existing buildings are occupied or may be reasonably expected to be occupied in the future, or (2)
buildings for human occupancy are reasonably expected to be constructed in the near future.

The site is an active gasoline service station, and the groundwater flow path does not suggest impacts to
adjacent parcels by vapor concentrations derived from groundwater.

Media-Specific Criteria 3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure. Release sites where human
exposure may occur satisfy the media-specific criteria for direct contact and outdoor air exposure and
shall be considered low-threat if they meet any of the following:

a. Maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil are less than or equal to those listed in
Table 1 for the specified depth below ground surface (bgs). The concentration limits for O to 5 feet
bgs protect from ingestion of soil, dermal contact with soil, inhalation of volatile soil emissions and
inhalation of particulate emissions, and the 5 to 10 feet bgs concentration limits protect from
inhalation of volatile soil emissions. Both the 0 to 5 feet bgs concentration limits and the 5 to 10
feet bgs concentration limits for the appropriate site classification (Residential or
Commercial/Industrial) shall be satisfied. In addition, if exposure to construction workers or utility
trench workers are reasonably anticipated, the concentration limits for Utility Worker shall also be
satisfied; or

b. Maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil are less than levels that a site specific
risk assessment demonstrates will have no significant risk of adversely affecting human health; or

c. As aresult of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation measures or through the use of
institutional or engineering controls, the regulatory agency determines that the concentrations of
petroleum constituents in soil will have no significant risk of adversely affecting human health.

The lack of source area characterization between 0 to 5 feet in depth in source areas indicates sufficient
data does not exist yet to demonstrate that site characterization is complete. The UST Case Closure
Review specifically utilizes option b above to satisfy the LTCP criteria; comparison of maximum
concentrations in soil to a site specific risk assessment. However, the risk assessment does not appear to
have utilized maximum concentrations due to insufficient characterization in the shallow soil and therefore
a data gap in USTCF'’s implementation of the LTCP for this site exists.

The Risk Criteria section of the UST Case Closure Review indicates that soil vapor has been sampled.
ACEH is not aware of any soil vapor data for the site. The data referenced by USTCF appears to be for
another site; therefore any conclusions about health risks at the site drawn from this data are invalid.
Availability of soil vapor data would be insightful in determining the extent of shallow soil impacts at the




Ms. Jeanine Townsend
RO0000269
11/5/2012, Page 8

site and would provide multiple lines of evidence that all technical references indicate are appropriate,
including the CA LUFT Manual (“Risk Evaluation and Risk Management” section).

The Risk Criteria section of the UST Case Closure Review also dismisses the lack of naphthalene
concentrations as relevant believing the release to be limited to gasoline, and therefore fails to recognize
the presence of TPHd and TPHmo detections and their likely effect on naphthalene concentrations.

Low-Threat Case Closure: If a case has been determined by the regulatory agency to meet the criteria
in this policy, the regulatory agency shall notify responsible parties that they are eligible for case closure
and that the following items, if applicable, shall be completed prior to the issuance of a uniform closure
letter specified in Health and Safety Code section 25296.10:

a. Notification Requirements: Municipal and county water districts, water replenishment districts,
special acts districts with groundwater management authority, agencies with authority to issue
building permits for land affected by the petroleum release, and the owners and occupants of all
parcels adjacent to the impacted property shall be notified of the proposed case closure and
provided a 60 day period to comment.

b. Monitoring Well Destruction: All wells and borings installed for the purpose of investigating,
remediating, or monitoring the unauthorized release shall be properly destroyed prior to case
closure unless a property owner certifies that they will keep and maintain the wells or borings in
accordance with applicable local or state requirements.

c. Waste Removal: All waste piles, drums, debris and other investigation or remediation derived
materials shall be removed from the site and property managed in accordance with regulatory
agency requirements.

A review of the Notice of Opportunity for Public Comment dated August 31, 2012, and the Revised Notice
of Opportunity for Public Comment, dated September 5, 2012 appears to indicate that only the
Responsible Party causing the release has been provided the opportunity to comment; neglecting the
current property owner and other RPs of record. While ACEH has received (October 22, 2012) a list of
immediately adjacent property owners, there is no indication that these interested parties were included in
the original mailing. In fact the actual property owners of the site were not included in the list received
from the USTCF. Interested parties that would be notified (RPs of record, immediately adjacent
neighbors, owners of all adjacent potentially impacted property above a plume, and property tenants
when appropriate) do not appear to have been included in USTCF’s list. Natification of each of these
potentially interested parties is required by California H&SC and the SWRCB and Regional Water Quality
Control Board’s April 2005 guidance document entitled Final Draft Public Participation at Cleanup Sites.
The lack of clarity or transparency is contrary to the intent of the Low Threat Closure Policy. Please be
aware that as standard ACEH procedure, notified individuals are and remain publically available in the
electronic case record. ACEH has attached a copy of an appropriate public notification area map and a
list of owners and tenants (Attachment 7), which for this site this includes several downgradient public
schools and multiple documented well owners.

Path to Closure Plan

ACEH believes that the data gaps identified above and in the attached Low-Threat UST Case Closure
Policy Compliance and Identification of Impediments to Closure Tool can be largely addressed in a single
comprehensive effort. ACEH anticipates requisite activities would include a search and submittal of
overlooked site records and documents, a multiple pronged targeted site investigation, and a well survey
and door-to-door canvas, and supply well sampling. This data would either support closure of the site
under the LTCP or identify additional impediments to closure.

In accordance with the SWRCB’s Draft Plan for Implementation of Low-Threat UST Case Closure Policy
and Additional Program Improvements, ACEH recommends that a Path to Closure Plan be developed to
include specific milestones and timelines for resolution of these impediments to closure and a goal date
for closure.
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Conclusions

The USTCF's evaluation fails to demonstrate that this site meets the criteria for the Low-Threat Closure
Policy. As conducted, the USTCF's review conflicts with multiple technical resources, including the CA
LUFT Manual which has been revised in part to provide support for the LTCP. The site has not been
characterized to the extent required by the policy. While ACEH recognizes that the policy allows for
exceptions, the preponderance of exceptions required for this site indicates that the review is insufficient.
The recommended closure does not protect existing users of groundwater in the vicinity, may not protect
a local creek and park, does not require maintenance of potentially existing engineering controls, and has
not notified all appropriate interested parties of potential closure, including the current landowner, as
required by regulations and policies. Consequently ACEH recommends that SWRCB not concur with
closure at this time, the CSM be updated, that data gaps be addressed as identified in the attached
ACEH Low-Threat UST Case Closure Policy Compliance Checklist and Identification of Impediments to
Case Closure Checklist, a data gap work plan be prepared and submitted to ACEH for review and
approval, and the work be conducted in order to progress the site towards closure under the LTCP.

Thank you for providing ACEH with the opportunity to comment on the subject site. Should you have any
guestions regarding the responses above, please contact me at (510) 567-6876 or send me an electronic
mail message at mark.detterman@acgov.org.

Sincerely,

Digitally signed by Donna L. Drogos
DN: cn=Donna L. Drogos, o=Alameda
County Environmental Health, ou,

i i email=donna.drogos@acgov.org, c=US
Date: 2012.11.05 11:19:09 -08'00'

Donna L. Drogos, P.E.
Division Chief
‘-\ Digitally signed by Mark E. Detterman
r/\ 444&/-,5 ,‘Trg—’;"’__,,) DN: cn=Mark E. Detterman, o, ou, email, c=US
| =5 Y Date: 2012.11.05 11:33:26 -08'00'
Mark E. Detterman, PG, CEG
Senior Hazardous Materials Specialist

Attachments:  Attachment 1 — Technical Reference Table
Attachment 2 — Well Construction Diagram
Attachment 3 — Well Construction Data Table
Attachment 4 — Well Gauging Data Sheet
Attachment 5 — City of Piedmont Site Drainage Photos
Attachment 6 — CRA Site Drainage Repair Photos (2 pages)
Attachment 7 — Public Notification Map and List of Owners and Tenants
Attachment 8 — ACEH LTCP and Impediment Identification Checklist

cc: Mr. John Randall, Chevron Products Co, 6101 Bollinger Canyon Road, #5244, San Ramon, CA
94583

Ms. Catalina Espino Devine, Chevron Environmental Management Co, 6101 Bollinger Canyon
Road, San Ramon, CA,; (sent via electronic mail to espino@chevron.com)

Nathan Lee, Conestoga-Rovers & Assoc., 5900 Hollis Street, Suite A, Emeryville, CA 94608
(sent via electronic mail to nlee@craworld.com)

Lisa Babcock, State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Financial Assistance, 1001 |
Street, Sacramento, CA 95814, (Sent via E-mail to: LBabcock@waterboards.ca.gov)




Ms. Jeanine Townsend
RO0000269
11/5/2012, Page 10

Pat Cullen, State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Financial Assistance, 1001 | Street,
Sacramento, CA 95814; (Sent via E-mail to: PCullen@waterboards.ca.gov)

Robert Trommer, State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Financial Assistance, 1001 |
Street, Sacramento, CA 95814; (Sent via E-mail to: RTrommer@waterboards.ca.gov)

Mary Rose Cassa, San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1515 Clay Street, Suite
1400, Oakland, CA 94612 (Sent via E-mail to: MCassa@waterboards.ca.qov)

Ariu Levi, (sent via electronic mail to ariu.levi@acgov.org)

Donna Drogos, (sent via electronic mail to donna.drogos@acgov.org)
Mark Detterman, (sent via electronic mail to mark.detterman@acgov.org)
Electronic File, GeoTracker




Technical References Table

Selection of Appropriate
Screen Interval for LNAPL
Detection

Wells intended to monitor for LNAPL can
have long (10 - 15 ft) well screens that
MUST extend across the interface; shorter
well screens are recommended as
appropriate for depth specific sampling

For wells installed specifically to monitor the presence of LNAPLSs, well screen length must be determined by the degree of
water table fluctuation. ...the screen must be long enough to keep the water table within it during extreme highs as well as
extreme lows, which means the...historical water-level data for the site or surrounding data [must be considered]. If the water
table rises above the top of the screen, or falls below the bottom of the screen, it is not possible to use the well for LNAPL
detection. Additionally, if a sediment sump is used on a well in which the bottom of the screen is above the water table, the
sump may remain filled with water and the well may provide a false indication of the absence of LNAPL. Therefore, the well
screen must be long enough to extend above the historical high (at least 3 feet), and below the historical low (at least 2 feet)
and, if a sediment sump is used, it should have a drain hole to allow water to escape in the event the water level drops below
the bottom of the screen. ...wells that are used for LNAPL detection, and in which LNAPLSs are found, should not be used to
collect groundwater samples for determination of dissolved-phase concentrations.

Practical Handbook of Environmental
Characterization and Groundwater
Monitoring; David Nielson; 2006; 2nd
ed.

(pg 643; paraphrasing) ... well screens that monitor groundwater quality at the top of the water table usually are 10 to 15 ft
long, depending on anticipated long-term changes in groundwater elevation, and that some of the screen remains above the
water table in the vadose zone. Wells with this design are used to monitor for the presence of LNAPLs (and well yield is
sufficient to obtain a reliable water sample — e.g. is not a production well). This same paragraph also states that well screens
(non-water table implied) are typically 5 to 10 ft in length because samples should come from specific depths (again because
well yield is not the main objective).

Groundwater & Wells; Robert J. Sterrett;
2007; 3rd ed. (The new Johnson Screen
Book)

(see further below). - -
To avoid dilution, well screens should be kept to the minimum length appropriate for intercepting a contaminant plume, Monitoring Well Design and
especially in a high-yielding aquifer, The screen length should generally not exceed 10 feet. If construction of a water table well | Construction for Hydrogeologic
is the objective, either for defining flow gradient or detecting the presence of floating non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPL), then a |Characterization; CalEPA; July 1995
longer screen spanning the water table is acceptable, to account for NAPL's or seasonal water table fluctuations. The RP
should not use screen lengths that create a conduit for contaminant transport across hydraulically separated geologic units.
_the well screen must be designed to prevent clogging and intercept the water table at both high- and low-groundwater 40 CFR Section 280.43(f) and Preamble
conditions....
Contaminant Hydrogeology, C.W.
Section 8.2.7, Screen Length and Setting, pp 385 - 388, it states " To monitor the position of the water table or to detect the Fetter; 2008, 2nd ed.
presence of LNAPLS, the screen must be set so that it intersects the water table. The screen must be long enough to intersect
the water table over the range of annual fluctuation...” See Figure 8.6 for examples of screens set incorrectly and correctly.
Evaluating LNAPL Remedial
The absence of LNAPL in a monitoring well means that LNAPL is not present at that Location. Technologies for Achieving Project
Goals; ITRC LNAPLs Team; December
Not necessarily true ; The presence of LNAPL in a well in an LNAPL-affected area is highly dependent on the water table 2009; Appendix D
elevation, in relation to the LNAPL impacts, as well as many other factors relating to the characteristics of the LNAPL and soil.
In an unconfined setting, in-well LNAPL thicknesses often vary inversely with water table elevation. Hence, an increase in
water table elevation typically results in a decrease in in-well LNAPL thickness. Sometimes, during high water tables, the
The Absence of LNAPL in a LNAPL Myths LNAP‘L becomes entirely submerged. and no LNAPL remains_ in l|_1e well. However_. as the wa!er taple eiev_auon dec_reasesl
Well (InWell LNAPL Thickness Dilemmas) over time, the LNAPL reappears in the well. In a confined setting, in-well LNAPL thickness varies directly with potentiometric

surface elevation. Hence, as the potentiometric surface elevation increases, in-well LNAPL thicknesses also tend to increase.

LNAPL showing up in a well(s) where it hasn't been detected in an extended period of time (months or years) suggests that
the plume is migrating or that a new release has occurred.

Not necessarily true: Water table elevations/fluctuations may precent LNAPL from appearing in a given well for months or
years. The LNAPL has not necessarily moved away; it may simply be submerged and does not have the ability to displace
water and flow into the well screen.

Evaluating LNAPL Remedial
Technologies for Achieving Project
Goals; ITRC LNAPLs Team; December
2009; Appendix D
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Technical References Table

Contaminant Dilution

Contaminant dilution is a factor of screen
length

If the objective of a monitoring program is to define the true nature and distribution of groundwater contamination and hydraulic
heads at a site where complex geologic and hydraulic conditions and contaminant distribution patterns occur...multiple wells
with short screens placed at close intervals, or multilevel monitoring systems are needed. Wells screens should generally be
between 2 and 5 feet, rarely exceeding 10 feet in length. On the other hand if the objective of the well is to monitor for gross
presence of contaminants in an aquifer, a longer screen might be selected. This type of well would provide both an integrated
water sample and an integrated hydraulic head measurement, and would thus serve only as a screening toal.

Groundwater & Wells; Robert J. Sterrett;
2007; 3rd ed. (The new Johnson Screen
Book)

...concentration of chemical constituents in samples collected from wells are composited over the length of the screen, typically
representing a weighted average of concentrations across the screen. Concentrations are normally skewed toward zones of
highest hydraulic conductivity, which will yield more water to the well when it is purged and sampled. Because the highest
hydraulic conductivity zones are the most important contaminant transport pathways, it may be rationalized that such samples
are acceptable in terms of accurately representing conditions in the formation. However, significant dilution of samples, caused
by screens penetrating zones in which contaminants may not be present (e.g., lower hydraulic conductivity zones) and by

inappropriate purging and sampling practices (e.g., purging large volume of water prior to sampling) is bound to occur.....in fact
concentrations in water table wells can vary by several orders of magnitude, depending on well screen placement and length.

Groundwater & Wells; Robert J. Sterrett;
2007; 3rd ed. (The new Johnson Screen
Book)

Seasonal variations in concentrations of dissolved-phase hydrocarbons can be extreme, because the vertical profiles of
contamination below the water table essentially remain constant as the water table rises (when concentrations are typically
more dilute) and falls (when concentrations are typically higher). Complicating this situation is the fact that in water table wells,
samples represent a smaller interval of the saturated zone when the water table is lower, and a larger interval when the water
table is higher. This makes accurate interpretation of sampling results, in terms of defining contaminant plumes, very difficult
at best.

Groundwater & Wells; Robert J. Sterretf;
2007; 3rd ed. (The new Johnson Screen
Book)

...because of heterogeneities in geologic material that control contaminant transport, contaminant concentrations often vary by
one to three orders of magnitude over vertical distances ranging from a few inches to a few feet.

Groundwater & Wells; Robert J. Sterreft;
2007; 3rd ed. (The new Johnson Screen
Book)

The length of the well screens in wells installed to define these conditions [groundwater chemistry, contaminant distribution,
and hydraulic head] is the most important element in the success of a contaminant detection and monitoring program.

Groundwater & Wells; Robert J. Sterrett;
2007; 3rd ed. (The new Johnson Screen
Book)

Conceptual Site Model

The Official ASTM Definition:
A CSM is not scattered

ASTM Method 1689-95 describes development of an CSM. Section 1, Scope, states that this guide is intended to assist in the
development of CSMs to be used for integration of technical information from various sources. Section 6.1, Assembling
Information, under Procedure, calls for assembling information from numerous types of data. Per a dictionary "assembling” is
an antonym for "scatter”.

ASTM 1689-95

DTSC Vapor Guidance

The State of the Practice -
The collection of valid vapor data

Quoting the DTSC Website:

"DTSC's Vapor Intrusion Guidance provides a stepwise and sometimes iterative process for the investigation of vapor
intrusion and describes procedures for screening and site-specific evaluation of potential risks associated with this exposure
pathway. Indoor air concentrations estimated from soil gas or groundwater concentrations by fate and transport models for
vapor intrusion and/or measured indoor air concentrations are used in the assessment. Models for estimating indoor air
concentrations include default attenuation factors for vapor migration from soil gas or groundwater to indoor air, and default
and site-specific inputs to the U.S. EPA version of the Johnson and Ettinger vapor intrusion model."

Final Guidance for the Evaluation & Mitigation
of Subsurface Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air

(October 2011

http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Vapor _Int
rusion.cfm
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ATTACHMENT 3

Table 1 Wall Construction Data, Former Chevron Station 9-0329, 340 Highland Avenue, Pledmont, California

Top of Casing Total Screen
Well  Elevation (ft msi) Depth (ft) Diameter {(In) Interval (fbg) Comments
C-1 Unknown 17.0 2 Unknown  This well was never sampled. It's status Is unknown.
c-2 343.239 17.0 2 Unknown  Logs do not indicate screen interval
C-3 347.08 17.0 2 Unknown Logs do not indicate screen interval
C-4 344.94 130 2 Unknown  Logs do not indicate screen interval
C-5 345.14 18.0 2 3-18
C6 338.61 175 2 25175
MW-6 Not Surveyed 20.0 2 520 Well abandoned
ft = feat ms! = mean sea level
fbg = ft below grade in = inches

1\9-0329 Piedmont\Site Conceptual ModelWell Construction.xls
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WELL GAUGING DATA
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@ ATTACHMENTS @

34} Highland Ave.
1. Southern driveway showing continued seepage and pavement distortion.
2. Sewer drain inlet at end of driveway showing continued malfunctioning.
3. Small concrete patch of criveway at location of former barricades.

340 Highland Ave. 11-30-06/CGN




ATTACHMENT 6
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CONESTOGA-ROVERS
& ASSOCIATES

January 26, 2011 Reference No 311776

Repair of Grease Interceptor/Drain and Asphalt Paving

As shown in the photo below, it appears that the asphalt surrounding the interceptor drain has
been repaired. CRA and Chevron have attempted to gather information related to the repair,
but no one has replied to our inquiries. Chevron does not own this property or facility and is
not able to control the repairs requested by the ACEH.

Utility Map

All utility locations and depths and diameters in the vicinity of the site are depicted on Figure 2.
Based on CRA's site visit and Pacific Environmental Group’s 1998 utility survey, the grease
interceptor drain is connected to the sanitary sewer, not the storm water drains.! A sanitary

1 Pacific Environmental Group, Inc., Workplan for Groundwater Investigation date September 9, 1998.

Worldwide Engineering, Environmental, Construction, and IT Services
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l RO269 Chevron #9-0329 Public Notification Map
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BAINS TARVINDER TRUST
Parcel #: 50-4623-6-1

6111 TURNBERRY CT
DUBLIN CA 94568

BERLEKAMP ELWYN &
Parcel #: 51-4676-24-1

120 HAZEL LN
PIEDMONT CA 94611

CASTRO ROBERTO B &
Parcel #: 51-4676-5

137 GUILFORD RD
PIEDMONT CA 94611

CITY OF PIEDMONT
Parcel #: 51-4676-1
120 VISTA AVE
PIEDMONT CA 94611

COLBY CHRISTOPHER P &
Parcel #: 51-4676-29

104 HAZEL LN

PIEDMONT CA 94611

CROWLEY THOMAS B JR &
Parcel #: 51-4676-43

151 HAZEL LN

OAKLAND CA 94611

GOLDMAN JAY M &
Parcel #: 51-4676-7

793 HIGHLAND AVE
PIEDMONT CA 94611

HOFFMAN INVESTMENT
Parcel #: 50-4623-5

1035 EDWARDS RD
BURLINGAME CA 94010

JOSEPH CATHERINE & TOM
Parcel #: 51-4676-20

124 GUILFORD RD
PIEDMONT CA 94611

LEE CHARLES S & KIM YAERI
Parcel #: 50-4625-4

342 BONITA AVE

PIEDMONT CA 94611

BENSON JOHN E & DIANE C
Parcel #: 51-4676-36

140 HAZEL LN

PIEDMONT CA 94611

BURGE R G & TERRI S
Parcel #: 51-4676-45

131 HAZEL LN
PIEDMONT CA 94611

CITY OF PIEDMONT
Parcel #: 50-4625-1-3
120 VISTA AVE
PIEDMONT CA 94611

CITY OF PIEDMONT
Parcel #: 50-4625-3-1
120 VISTA AVE
PIEDMONT CA 94611

COMBES GENEVIEVE &
Parcel #: 51-4676-31-3

160 HAZEL LN
PIEDMONT CA 94611

DEUTSCHE RICHARD A &
Parcel #: 51-4676-41

121 HAZEL LN
PIEDMONT CA 94611

HOEFS WILLIAM F & M K TRS
Parcel #: 51-4676-32

156 HAZEL LN

PIEDMONT CA 94611

JEWELL NICHOLASP &
Parcel #: 51-4676-28

108 HAZEL LN
PIEDMONT CA 94611

KRUSI GEORGE S & BARBARA
Parcel #: 51-4676-42

111 HAZEL LN

PIEDMONT CA 94611

MANOLIS PAUL G & ELENE Z
Parcel #: 51-4676-21

100 GUILFORD RD
PIEDMONT CA 94611

BERL STEVEN H & BLOCH
Parcel #: 51-4676-38

132 HAZEL LN

PIEDMONT CA 94611

CALVIN & JANE
Parcel #: 51-4676-3-1
777 HIGHLAND AVE
PIEDMONT CA 94611

CITY OF PIEDMONT
Parcel #: 51-4680-1-4

760 MAGNOLIA AVE
PIEDMONT CA 94611

CLARK FREDERIC H & NOLAN
Parcel #: 51-4676-25-1

114 HAZEL LN

PIEDMONT CA 94611

CORNELIUS JODY A TR
Parcel #: 51-4676-44

141 HAZEL LN
PIEDMONT CA 94611

ESCOBOSA PAUL & LAURA
Parcel #: 51-4676-39

128 HAZEL LN

PIEDMONT CA 94611

HOFFMAN INVESTMENT
Parcel #: 50-4623-6-2

1035 EDWARDS RD
BURLINGAME CA 94010

JOHN & ELIZABETH D
Parcel #: 51-4676-6

791 HIGHLAND AVE
PIEDMONT CA 94611

KWAN SIMON H & CHAN
Parcel #: 51-4676-40-2

124 HAZEL LN
PIEDMONT CA 94611

MULHOLLAND LESLIE D TR
Parcel #: 51-4676-19

132 GUILFORD RD
PIEDMONT CA 94611




NEWTON PAUL & DEBORAH K
Parcel #: 51-4676-17

131 GUILFORD RD

PIEDMONT CA 94611

RESIDENT

Parcel #: 51-4676-22
129 GUILFORD RD
PIEDMONT CA 94611

RESIDENT

Parcel #: 51-4676-1
711 HIGHLAND AVE
PIEDMONT CA 94611

RESIDENT

Parcel #: 50-4623-6-1
340 HIGHLAND AVE
PIEDMONT CA 94611

SEAVEY WILLIAM A & MARY
Parcel #: 51-4676-16

90 HAZEL LN

PIEDMONT CA 94611

STRAUCH ROGER A &
Parcel #: 51-4676-23

125 GUILFORD RD
PIEDMONT CA 94611

TAYLOR ROBERT O, ANNR &
Parcel #: 51-4676-34

152 HAZEL LN

PIEDMONT CA 94611

WIETELMANN ROLF T &
Parcel #: 51-4676-37

136 HAZEL LN
PIEDMONT CA 94611

NUGENT GEORGE J & DIANA
Parcel #: 51-4676-18

135 GUILFORD RD
PIEDMONT CA 94611

RESIDENT

Parcel #: 50-4623-6-2
356 HIGHLAND AVE
PIEDMONT CA 94611

RESIDENT

Parcel #: 51-4676-34
HAZEL LN
PIEDMONT CA 94610

RESIDENT

Parcel #: 50-4623-5
HIGHLAND AVE
PIEDMONT CA 94610

SHERRERD SUSAN M
Parcel #: 51-4676-35
144 HAZEL LN
PIEDMONT CA 94611

SULLIVAN WILLIAM J &
Parcel #: 51-4676-22

1530 LEIMERT BLVD
OAKLAND CA 94602

THEIS DAVID S & ROYCE
Parcel #: 51-4676-30

100 HAZEL LN
PIEDMONT CA 94611

PIEDMONT CHURCH CORP
Parcel #: 50-4623-4

400 HIGHLAND AVE
PIEDMONT CA 94611

RESIDENT

Parcel #: 51-4680-1-4
MAGNOLIA AVE
PIEDMONT CA 94611

RESIDENT

Parcel #: 50-4625-3-1
801 MAGNOLIA AVE
PIEDMONT CA 94611

SCHMIDT DAVID E & MARION
Parcel #: 51-4676-4-1

781 HIGHLAND AVE
PIEDMONT CA 94611

STOCK JOHN V & PEGGY M
Parcel #: 51-4676-2

50 GUILFORD RD
PIEDMONT CA 94611

TAYLOR ROBERT O, ANNR &
Parcel #: 51-4676-33

152 HAZEL LN

PIEDMONT CA 94611

VANDERBYL MICHAEL
Parcel #: 51-4676-8

795 HIGHLAND AVE
PIEDMONT CA 94611
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANGE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGREM__

Agency Name : Alameda County Environmental Heaith

Local Oversight Program Date: N 2, 200

Case Worker: e ]\@w Fuel Leak Case No. R0 oved 2.9

Site Name: gt £9_0329 GeoTracker Global ID: “T0OlLo0 LO[BES

Site Address: 340 [hiohlawd Aoz, PodnpnosT USTCF Claim No: {o001

R} 7 .

~[Orass[JFAL

The site does [complies/does ith the requirements of the Low-Threat Underground

Storage Tank Case Closure >PYas described below.

This site [complies/does not comply] with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCE) policies
and state law. Section 25296.10 of the Health and Safety Code requires that sites be cleaned up to
protect human health, safety, and the environment. The current conceptual site model based on
information contained in the case file databases (Alameda County Environmental Health website and
SWRCB GeoTracker website), is hot adequate to determine that residual petroleum.constituents at the-
site do not pose a significant risk to human health, safety, or the environment. ' T e

LTCP Introductory Statement

“The purpose of this policy is to establish consistent statewide case closure criteria for low-threat

~ petroleum UST sites. The policy is consistent with existing statutes, regulations, State Water L
Board precedential decisicns, policies and resolutions, and is intended to provide clear direction. to
responsible parties, their service providers, and regulatory agencies. The policy seeks to increase UST
cleanup process efficiency. A benefit of improved efficiency is the preservation of limited resources for
mitigation of releases posing a greater threat to human and environmental heaith.

This policy is a state policy for water quality control and applies 1o all petroleum UST sites subject: to
Chapter 6.7 of Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code and Chapter 16 of Division 3 of Title 23 of the
California Code of Regulations. The term “regulatory agencies” in this policy means the State Water
Board, Regional Water Quality Control Boards {(Regional Water Boards) and local agencies authorized to
implement Health and Safety Code section 25296.10. Unless expressly provided in this policy, the terms
in this policy shall have the same definitions provided in Chapter 6.7 of Division 20 of the Health and
Safety Code and Chapter 16 of Division 3 of Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations. .

Criteria for'Low-Threat Casé CIoéura l

In the absence of unique attributes of a case or site-specific conditions that demonstrably increase the -
risk associated with residual petroleum constituents, cases that meet the general and media-specific .
criteria described in this policy pose a low threat to human health, safety or the environment and are
appropriate for closure pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 25296.10. Cases that meet the _
criteria in this policy do hot require further corrective action and shall be issued a uniform closure letter -
consistent with Health and Safety Code section 25296.10. Annually, or at the request of the responsible
party or party conducting the corrective action, the regulatory agency shali conduct a review to determine
whether the site meets the criteria contained in this policy.

It is important to emphasize that the criteria described in this policy do not attempt to describe the
conditions at all low-threat petroleum UST sites in the State. The regulatory agency shall issue a closure
letter for a case that does not meet these criteria if the regulatory agency determines the site to be low-
threat based upon a site specific analysis.

This policy recognizes that some petroleumn-release sites may possess unique attributes and that some
site specific conditions may make case closure under this policy inappropriate, despite the satisfaction of
the stated criteria in thig policy. It is impossible to completely capture those sets of atiributes that may
render a site ineligible for closure based on this low-threat policy. This paolicy relies on the regulatory

Low Threat Closure Policy and impediment Identification Checklist_V1_2012-11-01 : 1182
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
 ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROCRAM

agency's use of the ccnceptual. site model to identify the special attributes that would require specific
attention prior to the application of low-threat criteria. In these cases, it is the regulatory agency’s
responsibility to identify the conditions that make closure under the policy inappropriate.

General Criteria |

“General criteria that must be satisfied by all candidate sites are listed as follows:

a. The unauthorized release is located within the service area of a public water system;

b. The unauthorized release consists oniy of petroleum;

¢. The unauthorized ("primary”) release from the UST system has been stopped;

d. Free product has been removed to the maximum extent practicable;

e. A conceptual site model that assesses the nature, extent, and mobility of the release has
been developed;

f. Secondary source has been removed to the extent practicable;

g. Soil or groundwater has been tested for methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE) and results reported
in accordance with Heaith and Safety Code section 25296.15; and '

h. Nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 does not exist at the site.”

Media-Specific Criteria

“Releases from USTs can impact human health and the environment through contact with any
or all of the following contaminated media: groundwater, surface water, soil, and soil vapor. '
Although this contact can occur through ingestion, dermai contact, or inhalation of the various
media, the most common drivers of health risk are ingestion of groundwater from drinking water
wells, inhalation of vapors accumulated in buildings, contact with near surface contaminated
soil, and inhalation of vapors in the outdoor environment. To simplify implementation, these
media and pathways have been evaluated and the most common exposure scenarios have
been combined into three media-specific criteria:

1. GroundWater
2. Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air
3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure

Candidate sites must satisfy all three of these media-specific critéria as described below.”
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CHECKLIST KEY:
[3 UND = Undetermined of Unknown [ NE = Not evatuated ~ [0 NA = Not applicable

' ‘ Pl
General Criteria a: Is the unauthorized release located within the service area of a public water B{es CINo
system? , . JUND -

LTCP Statement: “This policy is protective of existing water supply wells. New water supply wells
are unlikely to be installed in the shaflow groundwater near former UST releass sites. However, it is
difficult to predict, on a statewide basis, where new wells will be installed, particularly in rural areas
that are undergoing new development. This policy is fimited to areas with available public water
systems to reduce the likefihood that new wells in developing areas will be inadvertently impacted by
residual petroleum in groundwater. Case closure outside of areas with a public water system should
be evaluated based upon the fundamental principles in this policy and a site specific evaluation of
developing water supplies in the area. For purposes of this policy, a public water system is a system
for the provision of water for human consumption through pipes or other constructed conveyances
that has 15 or more service connections or regularly serves at least 25 individuals daily at least 60
days out of the year,”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

Approaches for evaluation of sites outside a public water supply system. “These sites should
be evaluated based upon the fundamental principles in this policy and a site-specific evaluation of
developing water supplies in the area. The following list includes additional characteristics fo _
consider that might result in a low-threat designation even for a site outside a public water supply:

« Impacted groundwater that is shallower than the sanitary seai requirement for supply wells in
the applicable county. : .

* Impacted perched water zones are not a viable potential water supply

o High salinity or fow yield that negate the impacted groundwater from drinking water beneficial’
use per State Water Board Resolution 1985-0063, or de-designated areas in various Basin
Plans. '

» Groundwater plumes where WQOs will be attained through natural attenuation within a
reasonable fime, prior to the expected need for use of any affecled groundwater.” ‘

Name y.public water system: ' . '
[AEast Bay Municipai Utity District 1 Zone7 ] Hayward Water

ya

: _ yd
Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for {1Yes [fMNo. [JUND
compliance evaluation? {refer to General Criteria e for specific information)

**End of General Criteria a Evaluation™*
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General Criteria b: Does the unauthorized release consist only of petroleum? .‘ E’E::DD No

LTCP Statement: “For purposes of this policy, petroleum is defined as crude oll, or any fraction
thereof, which is liquid at standard conditions and temperature and pressure, which means 80
degrees Fahrenheit and 14.7 pounds per square inch absclute including the following substances;
motor fuels, jet fuels, distiliate fuel oils, residual fuel oils, lubricants, petroleum solvents and used
oiis, including any additives and blending agents such as oxygenates contained in the formulation of
the substances.” . . ' :

CA LUFT Manual Guidance SGatemant

Approaches for evaluation sites with petroleum releases that are not from a UST system.
“This policy may still be used to evaluate whether a pefroleum-only site that is not associated with
USTs is low-threat as long as the ©Xposure assumptions are equivalent to those in this policy, or are
shown to be low-threat by a site-specific analysis. For example, site with petroleum releases form
natural gas/oil field operations, pipelines, or aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) may be evaluated
using this policy as fong as these sites meet all of the criteria and the impacted soil is less than 82
feet by 82 feet in areal extent (to meet the direct contact CSM), or a site-specific risk assessment
shows that the impacted soil is low-risk for direct contact pathway.” '

Approaches for evaluation of sites with crude oil releases. “Although this policy was developed
for fuel releases, crude oil releases could also be evaluated using this policy, as long as data for
BTEX, naphthalene, and PAHs have been coliected. This is because the carbon range for crude oil
overlaps the combined carbon ranges for gasoline, diesel, and bunker fuel”

Approaches for sites containing non-petroleum chemicais {e.g., solvents) in solil. “These sites
should be evaluated using a traditional risk assessment. Risk can be evaluated in severat ways, but
is often evaluated using a tiered approach in which the complexity of the evaluation increases with
each tier (or step) in the process ” . .

s .
Has pertinent information been provided In the CSM for ~ q Yes EYNoe [JUND
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria ¢ for specific information

***End of General Criteria b Evaluation*
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IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TQO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST .

_ : e
General Criteria ¢: Has the unauthorized (“primary”) release from the UST system been [FYes [ No
stopped? . | 0 uND

LTCP Statement: “The tank, pipe, or other appurtenant structure that released petrocleum into the
environment (i.e. the primary source) has been removed, repaired or replaced. It is not the intent of
this policy to allow sites with ongoing leaks from the UST system to qualify for low-threat closure.”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for [Yes [JNo [JUND
complance evaluation? {refer to General Criteria e for spedific information) - :

“End of General Criteria ¢ Evaluation Section*™*
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~
[ Yes [] No [UND

: H ‘ t ?
General Criteria d: Has fres product been removed to the maximum extent practicable 1 [ FP Not Encountered

LTCP ‘Statement: “At petroleum unauthorized release sites where investigations indicate
the presence of free product, free product shall be removed to the maximum extent
practicable. in meeting the requirements of this section:

(@) Free product shall be removed in a manner that minimizes the spread of the
unauthorized release inte previously uncontaminated zones by using recovery and
disposal techniques appropriate to the hydrogeologic conditions at the site, and that
properly treats, discharges or disposes of recovery byproducts in compliance with
applicable laws;

(b} Abatement of free product migration shall be used as a minimum objective for the
design of any free product removal system; and

{c) Flammable pra&ucts shall be stored for disposal in a safe and competent manner to
prevent fires or explosions.”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

d

Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for. ] Yes Eﬂlo 1 UND
compliance evaluation? (refer to Gene_ral Criteria e for specific information)

“*End of General Criteria d Evaluation**
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General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site modet that adeguately assesses the nature, extent, and | []Yes F¥No

mobtlity of the release been developed? E1UND

LTCP Statement: “The Conceptual Site Model (CSM) is a fundamental element of a comprehensive
site investigation. The CSM establishes the source and atiributes of the unauthorized release,
describes alf affected media (including soil, groundwater, and soil vapor as appropriate), describes
local geclogy, hydrogeology and other physical site characteristics that affect contaminant
envircnmental transport and fate, and identifies all confirmed and potential contaminant receptors
(including water supply wells, surface water bodies, structures and their inhabitants). The CSM is
relied upon by practitioners as a guide for investigative design and data collection, Petroleum release
sites in California occur in a wide variety of hydrogeologic settings. As a result, contaminant fate and
transport and mechanisms by which receptors may be impacted by contaminants vary greatly from
location to location. Therefore, the CSM is unique to each individual release site. All relevant site
characleristics identified by the CSM shall be assessed and supported by data so that the nature,
extent and mobility of the release have been established to determine conformance with applicable
criteria in this pollcy The supporting data and analysis used to develep the CSM are not required to
be contained in a single raporl and may be contained in multiple reports submitted to the regulatory
| ‘agency over a period of time.”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:
“The objectives of a CSM are;

s To convey an understanding of the origin, nature, and lateral and vertical extent of contamination.

« To identify potential contaminant fate-and-transport processes and paﬂvways See the Fate and
Transport chapter for further details.

« To identify potential human and environmental receptors that may be mpacted by oontammatlon
associated with the site.

« To guide site inveshgatlun activities and identify additional data needed (if any) to draw
reasonable conclusions regarding the source(s), pathways, and receptors.

¢ To frame the evaluation of risk to hurman health, safety and the environment posed by releases at
a LUFT site.

The objectives emphasize the need for an approach where a CSM is developed early and is iteratively
refined through the project life cycle. Each piece of data that is collected shouid serve to refine the
CSM. The Interstate Technology & Regulator Council {ITRC) Vapor Infrusion Pathway Guidancs
document (ITRC 2007) provides additional information on developlnga CsSM.”

Hasacsmmatadequatelymthenatum, DvesE’Nol:] UND CINE CINA
extent and mobility of the release in affected
media at in the vicinity of the site been developed?

Groundwater Assessment [ Yes B’Iﬂa LJUND [ INE[| NA
Surface Water Assessment L] Yes [fNo ] UND [1NE [JNA
Soil Assessment [ Yes (ANo [ JUND LJNE[] NA
Soil Vapor Assessment - ] Yes [ 1 No ND %E LINA
Indogr Alr Assessment [1Yes [ 1Mo []UND E[] NA
Potential Receptors identified [d Yes kANo [ D]j NE NA
Exposure Pathways ldentified Yes [ No NE
Hydrogeology Defined ﬂUND [INE[] NA
Contaminant Transport Assessment Yes No [1UND [INE[]NA
_ Source(s) Defined o [TUND CTNETTNA

{(General Criteria e evaluation continued on next page)
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Criteriz e: Has a conceptual site model that adeguately assesses the nature, extent,and | [] Yes BT No
mobility of the release boen developed? (continued) ‘ ' _|[JUND
e -

Has the CSM been developed in accordance with - Yes @'No [J UND [ NE I NA

industry standards? J o .
SWRCB CA LUFT Manual, September 2012 [ Yes [ANo [JUND [J NE [] NA
ITRC Vapor Infrusion Pathway Guidance document
(TR 2007) - | O Yes‘I:I No [ZﬁND CINE[NA
ASTM Method 1689-95 - Standard Guide for Developing
Conceptual Site Models for Contaminated Sites D Yes Eﬁ L1 UND ONETNA
ASTM Method 2531-6 - Standard Guide for :

Development of Conceptual Models for Light [ Yes B{o 0 UND (I NE CINA
Nonaquéous-Phase Liquids Released to the Subsurface
DTSC Final Guidance for the Evaluation and Mitigation E(
of Subsurface Vapar Intrusion to Indoor Air (October O Yes ETNo [JUND [JNE[JNA
2011) : ) .

. - . .

Is the CSM preeented in one comprehensive document? [ Yes [@No [J UND L] NE [] NA
if no, then has a summary document been submitted B/ '
that identifies the documents where the requisite CSM | [] Yes &'Ne ] UND [ NE [J NA
elements are located?

//

Is the CSM current? [ Yes [&@No [ UND [ NE [] NA
Is the CSM representative of current site conditions? L] Yes [ N/o [CJUND [ONETINA
Does the final closure review validate the CSM? [ Yes MNo [T UND LINE LINA

—
Have the requisite components of the CSM been [J Yes (] No ['UND [J NE [ NA
submitted? : . :
' s

Hydrogeclogic Setting Evaluation L1 Yes [T N6 UND [T NE [ ] NA |

Source Evaluation - ' [l Yes MANo [T U NE [1 NA

Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways ] Yes LI No ND [} NE T NA

Evaluation ) : : '

Receptors Evaluation [(Yes[TNo[fUNDCINE[INA

. =

Have data gaps been identified that requira further ' N

[investigation during subsequent phases of work? E/Yes LINo LJ UND [INE DI NA
{General Criteria e evaluation continued on next page)
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. _ ‘ Vi
General Criteria o: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and | L] Yes L300

mobility of the release been developed? (continued) _ UND {
Has the Hydrogeologic Seﬂtling Been Adequately Evaluated? E S : ‘D E:ISD _ °

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement: - :

Hydrogeologic Setting — “The hydrogeology (geclogic factors that affect groundwater fiow) of a site
generally controls contaminant migration. Gaining an understanding of the geologic setting will alsa
help to determine the pathways of migration. Much of the geologic information for a LUFT site can he
gathered from historical reports, state and federal environmental databases {including boring logs
cbtained from cases in the GeoTracker database), and electronic and paper files covering the site and
adjacent properties from various federal, state, and local agencies. Geologic aspects to consider

when conceptualizing the geology at a LUFT site include:
» Site topography.
~ « Regional and focal geoiogic conditions, including key aquifer and aquitard units.

-+ Site-specific soil textureflithology (e.g., identify the predominant types of soil at the site, such as
clay, sand, gravel, fractured bedrock, sediments, eic.), stratigraphy, and structures (dipping strata,
faults, efc.) that may affect contaminant transport.

An understanding of the regional hydrogsology is also important in developing the CSM, especially if
groundwater could potentially become impacted or is already impacted. Hydrogeologic features to be
considered when developing the CSM include:

* Depth to the water table and its seasonal and known historical fluctuation.

» Groundwater flow within the shallowest aquifer (gradient direction, hydrauiic conductivity, flow
velocity), vertical gradient and degres of interconnection between unconfined, semi-confined, and
confined groundwater.

» Whether or not the source is beneath a low-permeability surface (such as asphalt or concrete).
* Designated beneficial uses of groundwater beneath the site. =~~~
» Location of proximal supply wells that may influence groundwater flow or be potential receptors.

» Location of nearby surface-water badies (if any} and potential transport pathways to surface-water
bodies.” ~ . _

. __Z -
A description of the monitoring well networkat | GW: [9'Yes [J No CTUND [ NE[J NA
the site for collecting soil gas and groundwater SG: [JYes[]No[JUND E[JNA
data?

— wrm— e o vre—

Summary table listing all wells in the monitoring GW: FTYes [JNo[JUND [JNELCINA
network and providing construction details including

date installed, screen intervals, screen length, - _
formations screened, type of wellhead (j.e., flush- . E/ '
mounted or stove top), date of last well 8G: [ Yes {7 No [] unND TNE [ NA
development, and date of last survey and survey

datum? ' _ . P

An analysis of the quality and validity of data GW: [ Yes Eﬂlo CJunD O NELI NA

obtained by the monitoring well network incdluding
the appropriateness of field sampling protocols and :
use of appropriate laboratory reporting limits? 58G: [dvYes[d No CJUND EmE [INA

Identication of submergedidry well condiions and | GW: L] Yes [%No [ UND LI NE [ NA
an analysis of the effects on sample bias due to
dilution and ability to detect free product? s6: [ yes [J No [] UND EF'NE [ NA

eW: [M'Yes (ONo CJUND I NE[J NA
SG: [ Yes [ No[JUND EINE [] NA

Monitoring well construction logs?

{Hydrogeologic Setting Evaluation continued on next page)
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General Criteria o: Has a conceptual site modal that adeguately assesses the nature, extent, and | L] Yes [4No

mobitity of the release been developed? (continued) __{LJUND T
Has the Hydrogeclogic Seiting Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) o EI] E?DE'N"
P : '
Analysis of anomalous water-level data? j [ Yes ['No [T UND [ NE ] NA
Ainlyslsefoonbmonailteplanshuwing ClYes ONe CJUNDINEINA -
groundwater slevations which do not make sense? N . -
Analysis of operator error? (1 Yes [J] No [J UND I NE OO NA
Inciusion of water-level elevations in nearby wells which '
are not consistent and from which there cannot be [1Yes [ No [T UND [J NE [ NA:

| [calculated any obvious flow direction or gradient?
Contouring water-level elevations using data obtained |
| [from muliiple aquifers (perched, water tabie, confined)? | [J Yes (0 No (J UND [INE [ NA

Contouring water-level elevations using data obtained
, m aquifers with larger vertical upward or downward '
gradients? [ Yes [T No ] UND C1 NE [T NA

Collecting water-lev| data before wells have had time -

1 {to equilibrate after opening the well cap? [ Yes L1 No [JUND [T NE CINA
Faifing to measure depths to water with sufficient speed | |
in areas with significant tidal influences? L1 Yes [1 No [] UND [ NE C] NA

Using measurements from wells which have filled with
(sediment or have become plugged in some manner? L1 Yes L1 No [J UND [J NE I NA

Eomputer—genemted contour maps that have not

liowed for professional geologic interpretation of site |l Yes OnNo[d UND ONELINA
pecific features?

z
i

Analysis of hydrogeclogic site conditions causing [] Yes [0 [] UND ONE[JNA

error?

Abrupt changes in stratigraphy across a site, such

as a stream chafinel meandering with coarse ' IH’(
matenial adjacent to and interfaced with fine-grained L] Yes o LIUND LINELINA

material?

Pods of low-permeability material creating a semi-
confined condition in an otherwise water-tabie [l Yes CINoe CJUND [ONE I NA
(unconfined) aquifer that cause water-level elevation :

to not track evenly across the site?

Wells located next fo buried utilities where well
perforations have hydraulic continuity with the utiity | ['Yes []1Ne [JUND CINE [J NA
backfll? -

Wells located near and in continuity with a former or

cuirent UST pit resulting in anomalous high or low CJYes CONe CJUND CJNE[] NA
water lavels?

/ .
Perched water zone on a portion of 3 sita? [0 Yes EANe CJUND CINE[ONA
Wells perforated across two or more waler-bearing
zones with different hydraulic heads? [lYes LI1No [JUND CINE ] NA

Well measurements taken immediately after a major

| rainfall event and before the aquifer system has time [Jyves CINo [JUND CINE[TNA
to equilibrate? .

(Hydrogeologic Setting Evaluation continued on next page)
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Low Threat Closure Policy and Impediment Identification Checklist V1_2012-11-01

General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site mode! that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and | L] Yes 0
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) - _ [JUND A
Has the Hydrogeologic Setting Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) ' g E;SD o
s 3 . . :
Analysis of anomalous water-level data? (continued) [ Yes E1No [JUND O NE [ NA
Analysis of consistent data points?
Depth-to-water-level measuremsnts in a monitoring
well or wells that is always the same, or varies very
littie when other wells at a site show variance, c . : : ‘
signaling that water levels have fallen below the [ Yes CONo [JUND [ NE [INA
screened interval of the monitoring well and that only A _
residual water in the well's end cap is being
measured. '
Have water level measurements been compared with '
the known total depth of the well, or has the boltom of '
the well been measured and compared fo the water- DYes CINo[J UND = NE LINA
level results.
Analysis of anomalous gradients?
Data from adjacent or nearby sites differs significantly
| from what the site data? [3 Yes [1No [JUND [JNE [1NA
Have wells casings been cut? Ovyes CONo [ JUND CONE FINA
Have well casings sank due to high traffic in the area? | [J Yes [ No [J UND [ NE [JNA
Have well casings been accurately surveyed for top-
-of-casing elevations? | OYes D No[JUND [INE CINA
Interpretation of Data ' yd
A statement about data validation [J Yes FTNo CJUND [ NE [JINA
Conformance with quality assurance/quality control O Yes CINo CIUND CINE [INA
{(QA/QC) limits -
Conformance with data quality objectives (DQOs) O Yes [@No [JUND CINE [JINA.
if DQOs have not been met than a statement [1Yes [INoCTUND [INE [INA
regarding whether the data are still valid and useable,
and the underlying rationale for the conclusion '
| Analysis of the hydraulic flow system in the vicinity L] Yes [J No ] UND L1NE L] NA
of the site?
Rose diagrams which depict groundwater flow OYes [JNo[JUND [INE [INA
direction on groundwater elevation contour maps? :
An evaluation of changes in hydraulic flow system due _
to seasonal precipitation and groundwater pumping O'yes [INo CJUND CINE LINA
An evaluation for potential interconnection between
shallow and deep aquifers D_,Yes EINo LJUND CINE [JNA
An analysis of vertical hydraulic gradients, and effects | [] Yes [ ] No [] UND [J NE LJ NA
of pumping rates on hydraulic head from nearby water
supply wells - .
Cross sections depicting the piezomefric surface in
differsnt water bearing zones "1 OYes CINo [JUND [CINE CINA
Hydragraphs of ali monitoring wells i1Yes [TNo[ JUND TTNE TINA
(Hydrogeologic Setting Evaluation continued on next page) -
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.D Yes [&No

General a e: Has a conceptual site mode! that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) ' CJ UND
Has the Hydrogeologic Sefting Been Adequately Evalusted? {continued) ' Elﬁ ;;SDE Ro
Plume (soll gas and groundwater) development and O Yes [JNo JUNDINE O NA
dynamics? '
Evaluation of aging of source(s) [JYes [I1Ne [JUND[JNE [INA
Evaluation of phase distribution (NAPL, digsoived, vapor, . :
residual) DYes_I'_':[NoDUNDEINE I NA
Evaluation of diving plumes 0 ves CINoJUND CJNE [INA
Evaluation of attenuation mechanisms [ Yes CI1No CJUND I NE [ NA
Evaluation of migration routes OYes CINo[JUND [ NE [ NA
Presentation of magnitude of COCs [ yes [INo[JUNDCJNE [ NA
Evaluation of spatial and temporal changes in
| concentrations 7 O ves [0NoCJUND O NE [JNA
Two-dimensional plan view maps of the source -
distribution and of groundwater and soll vapor plumes Lves [INoJUNDIJNE JNA
depicting the contaminant distribution of each COC
Cross sections depicting the vertical delineation of
groundwater pitimes and source distribution (] Yes CJNo CJUND I NE [INA
Summary tables of chemical concentrations in different '
media (i.e., soil, groundwater, and soil vapor)? L1 Yes [1No CJUND [JNE [JNA
Environmentel screening leveis on all tables "OvYes CINeJunp ONE [ NA
Graphs of contaminant concentrations versus time [ Yes [0 No JUND I NE []NA
Current and historic facility stnictures (e.g., buildings,
drain systems, sewer systems, underground utilities, etc))
and physical features including topographical features _
(e.g.. hills, gradients, surface vegetation, or pavement) Cl'ves 1N CJUND CINE CINA
and surface water features (e.g. routes of drainage
| ditches, links to water bodies). ' .
Current site maps [dYes [JNo CJUND[JNE [JNA
Current and historic site operations/ (e.g., parts cleaning,
chemical storage areas, manufacturing, etc.)? [JYes LINo [JUNDCINE CINA
Historic site maps {dYes [ NoJUND [JNE CINA
Other contaminant release sites in the vicinity of the
site? [ Yes {0 No JUND O NE [INA
7 - -
| rSeL;;nan;earsy it:s ;mrk and technical findings from nearby [JYes [JNo [JUND [ NE [ NA
*End of Hydrogeologic Setting Evaluation section**
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' ‘ —
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that agdequately assesses the nature, extent, and | L Yes T No

mobility of the release been developed? {continued) 7 [JUND
Has the Source{s) Beén Adequately Evaluated? o ' . R ' , E E:fn

"CA LUFT Manual Guidance S@tement

Source — “A “source” is/are the environmental medium/media containing efevated contaminant
concentrations associated with a release. Some risk-based corrective action (RBCA) programs define
the source to be the original cause of the contamination; however, it is possible that, by the time a site
becomes a LUFT site, the original source has been -eliminated and the current source of
contamination is soil and/or groundwater. ltems to consider when detenmining the source are included
in the list below. Some of the specifics may be determined based on historical information; others will
need o be determined during site assassment.

* The origin(s) of the release (e.g., a leaking UST, dispenser, product piping, and/or surface spiil).

+ The number of USTs, the capacity of the tanks (e.g., 12,000 gallons), the products stored, the
date of installation, and the removal date(s) (if applicable). - . :

» The location of historicat and active USTs, dispensers, and product piping. .
+ Details about the specific release location(s) (e.g., spilf locations and time frame/dates if krowr).

« The type of fuel released and the constituents of concem (CCCs) associated with the fuel. The
Fate and Transport chapter of this Manual presents guidance on identifying potential COCs
- associated with fuel.

* The historical use of fuel additives (e.g., methyl tertiary butyl ether [MTBE)] or other fuel
. oxygenates, lead, lead scavengers),

* The media that are impacted (e.g., soll, groundwater).

« Other potential sources such as surface spilis, aboveground storage tank (AST) Ieakége,. or
pipeline leakage. : ‘

“The information needed to define the source—to be obtained during the site assessment—includes
the following: :

» Lateral and vertical extent of:
»  light non-aqueous-phase liquid {LNAPL)
» COCs in unsaturated-zone soil

» COCs in saturated-zone soll and the smear zone
» COCs in groundwater

» The distribution of the COCs in the impacted media.

After evaluating the information obtained during site characlerization, the extent and magnitude of the
contamination can be defined. This is not an exact science; usually some assumptions will need to be
made. In these cases, it is important, from a risk-evalustion perspective, to be conservative.”

. Free Produét Evaluation
Has the presence of free product been evaluated? [Yes [TNaJUNDJNE [INA
Has a preferential pathway study been conducted to

determing the probability of free product encountering

geologic and anthropogenic preferential pathways v N ND ‘TINA
and conduits that can act as contaminant migration = es LINo DI VU NE'D)
pathways to or from the site?

] yd
Is monitoring well construction adequate to detect the :
_presence ofgfree product? ‘eq [ Yes Bﬁ[] UND [ NE [JNA

'(Fm product evaluation section continued on next page)

{Source Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

¥

_ . -
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and | [J Yes (9o
| mohility of the release been developed? (confinued) ) [J UND

Has the Source(s) Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) - | e Il

Free Product Evaluation (continued) s
Has free product removal been implemented? | OYes [JNo[JUND[FRE [ NA

If yes, removal method i_] Absorbent Materials
tried? [ Bailing

(1 Skimmer

] HVDPE

C1 Other

Is free product removal still being conducted? [JYes [JNo[JUNDJNE [JNA

Does data indicate rebound of free product subsequent o
product removal? : _ {J¥es ONoOJQUNDONE [INA

Has MTBE soil and groundwater contamination been

adequately characterized? yd
Sufficient data including tables and figures to assess | [ ] Yes LI No CJUND EYNE T NA

whether MTBE is or was present in soll at the site :

Sufficient data including tables and figures to assess UvYes [JNo[JUNDTINE [INA

whether MTBE is or was present in groundwater at the |.
| site ]

Has Pertinent Information Been Provided? [0 Yes iNo CJUND CINE [J NA
Description of investigation and monitoring activities '

‘that have .
been undertaken to assess whether free product is [ Yes LINo [JUND [INE [INA

resent?

Data including tables and figures showing any _ - ‘
observation - | O Yes CO'Noe [J UND [INE [JNA
and measurements of free product? : o
Preferential pathway study results and conclusions? [J Yes [ No [J UND I NE ] NA-

Description of corrective action(s} that were taken to

remove N N NA

product, dates of removal actions, and volumes Ci'Yes CINo [JUND OINE o

removed? :

An evaluation of whethér free product removai is :

practicable, : :

or if not practicable, a dascription of the conditions that (Jves 'No [JUND I NE [INA
revent free product removal? -

Discussion for monitoring well network and Q/ '

appropriateness OYes £4No T UND CINE [INA

of screen interval to detect free product?

Tabulation and evaluation of historic groundwater - :

levels and flow direction and identification of smear [ Yes [ No[JUND ONE [JNA

Zone?

(Source Evaluation secticn continued on next page)

Low Threat Closure Policy and Impediment Identification Checklist V1_2012-11-01 _ 1462




LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

_ALAMEDA COUNTY ' ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM ]

i
General Criteria e: Has a coneepmal site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and | [ Yes [<¥No
maobllity of the reloase been developed? (continued) C1UND
Has the Source(s) Bosn Adequatsly Evaluated? (continued) ' m"_;:,so No
. : yd
Has groundwater contamination been fully characterized? [J Yes [<fflo [ UND [INE CINA
Have petroleum hydrocarbons been detected in | [Dres (I No CJUND I NE [JNA
grounciwater? 7 -
%??ﬁuels: : 7 Leaded Gasoline maifferentiated
es [ONo [INE [INA [ Unleaded Gasoline
TPH Middle Distillates: [ Diesel L] Kerosene
TYes [INo [INE []NA [ Stoddard Solvent "] Home Heating Fuel
L1 Jet Fuel ] Others
Residual Fuels: % ‘?Janker gl E Lubricating Ol
g ( aste Oils Oil and Grease
Dves ONo LINA [ Hydraulic O [ Others
Fuel Okygenates: L] MTBE O TBA
es Cl1No CINE [INA L]ETBE L] DIPE
[0 TAME [J Others
Leag Scavengers: [] EDB
es [INo CONE [ONA JEDc
atic Compounds: ' L] Benzene [ Xylenes
) [T Teluene O others
es [INo [] NE OINA (] Ethylbenzene
PAHs: d/ [ Naphthalene
OYes [JNo E ONA (] Others .
£
Have other contaminants been detected In O Yes [1No ] UND &¥NE [JNA
in groundwater?
VOCs: B PCE 8 Chioroform
TCE Chlorobenzene
[ves [ONo lQ’ﬁE - CINA CIve J Others.
SVOCs: List:
[JYes [N Ef{E CINA
Dioxans & Furag/ List:
[IYes [INo B¥NE [INA
Other PAHs: E/ ' O creosote
[Yes [INo ['NE [INA [ PNas
PCBs: [Q/ List:
OOYes [ONo 'NA [CINE
Phenols: Ei/ [ 7 Phenol
OYes [INo INE OONA [ Others
Metais: |3/ EIJ Lead H Zinc
Cadmium Nickel
Dlves [INo [INE [INA [ Chromium [] Other.
Organo Chiorine Herbic&t:;nd Pesticides: List:
OYes TINo [INE A st
{Source Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA CO

UNTY OTALTI'I LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

v
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adegquately assesses the nature, extent, and | [ Yes [d%0
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) CJ UND
Has the Source(s) Been Adequately Evaluated? {continued) 0 E:ISD °
: ' 7
Has soll contamination been fully characterized? [ Yes [Sflo (] UNDCINE ] NA
s . .
Have petmlaum hydrocarbons beén detected in soil? E-‘(es CONoJUND ] NE O NA
M ueis: . L[] Leaded Gasoline | [J Undifferentiated
es [INe CINE [INA O Unleaded Gasoline
TPH Middle Distillatge: L] Diesel [ Kerosene
| Oves O No IR ONA [J Stoddard Solvent | [] Home Heating Fuel
‘ [ Jet Fuel ] Others
Resid(al Fuels: ' E\?\:msl;er gl B lat_:bric:tgag oil
aste Oils il and Grease
es LINo [JNE [INA 01 Hydrauiic Ol [] Others
Fuel Oxygenates: B !I\E"’ITBBEE E -IS?I;’AE
LlYes [INo [INE [OINA. [ TAME [ Cthers
Lead Scavengers: L1EDR
CdYes COONo [JNE [JNA Oebc
Aromafic Compounds: L] Benzene [ Xylenes
: . [] Toluene ] Others
es D No LINE [INA 1 [ Ethylbenzene '
PAHs: ] Naphthalene
1 Yes E]NoTZ/ME CONA [] Others
Have other contaminants been detected in soll? [J Yes ] No [JUND ] NE [JNA _
VOCs: CI1PCE L] Chioraform
Clyes [INo EI(E- CINA E{ ;l;gE S gm::gbenzene
SvOCs: List:
{dYes TINc ENE [JNA
Dioxans & Furans: List:
[IYes (ONo E [ONA
Other PAHs: !g/ [ Creosote
Cyes ONo NE ONA [ PNAs
PCBs: _ List:
CIYes OJNo ONA E :
Phenols: E/ ] Phenol
LI Yes [INo EANE [INA [ Others
Metals: - , [ Lead [1 Zinc
L] Cadmium [ Nickel
Clves CINo [NE [JNA O Chromium [T Other
Organo Chlorine Herhl%?a’nd Pesticides: List:
[Jves [ONo [INE A Baids
{Source Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

General Criteria ¢: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and | L] Yes [O-No
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) ' CJUND

_ - _ , X | OYes W0
Has the Source(s) Been Adequately Evalugted? (confinued) . : o [ UND.,

appurtenant structures that released peotroleum into

)
Have the tank(s), piping, dispenser islands, or other % Yes [ No [JUND CINE [1NA .
the environment been removed, repalred or repl/a}eed? ‘

Tanks PRemoved [ Repaired [IReplaced [ NA
Piping ' o "TIRemoved [ Repaired [JReplaced LJNA
Digpenser Islands [JRemoved [ Repaired [JReplaced [JNA
Other Structures | [JRemoved [ Repaired [JRepiaced []NA
Were/fare the tanks pemnitted by a local regulatory es [_{No[ JUND [ ] NE [1NA

agency having jurisdiction over USTs?

Have the operating records heen reviewed (i.c, s
operating permit, types of products dispensed, tanks (J Yes (O No [J UND [CJNE [INA
construction, tank capacity, tank tightness fests, ete)? _ .

N
— . : ‘i — - _
Have the USTs been properly decommissioned &XYes [INoJUNDJNE [INA
Was a tank removal permit issued by the local ‘g} os CJNo L] UND LI NE LINA )

regulatory agency? ] _ ‘
Was a tank removal report submitted and reviewed? @’es [INo [JUND [JNE [INA

Were confimmation soil samples collected to confirm the J71 Yes [.TNo [TUND [TNE [JNA
presence or absence of an unauthorized releasa?

Were confirmation soil samples collected from the tank
pit? : J%fes DE? O unD ONE [OnA
Were confirmation soil samples collected from beneath
the tank piping? [ Yes ﬁlo O UuND CINE [ONA
Were confirmation soil samples coliected from beneath
the dispensgers? [ Yes %o O unND ONE [ONA

Were the confirmation soil samples collected in .

accordance with the recommendations presented in the ﬁ\’es ﬁ No [1 UND O NE [CINA

CA LUFT Manual (Tables 12-1 and 12-2)

Were the confirmation soil samples analyzed for the _ '

recommended minimum verification armalysis for USTs [ Yes gﬁ\lo CJunD O NE ONA
ri Regicnai, October 10, 2006)? ' '

. ya .
Was groundwater encountered in the excavation? (XYes [TNo[[TUNDINE [ INA
Was the tank pit purged and allowed to refill before

bikadvia O Yes DNuE}@D CINE [CINA
Was impacted groundwater extracted from the pit? | [] Yes [ ] No [<PUND [ I NE [INA
Were groundwater samples collected in accordance with '
the recommendations presented in the CA LUFT OYes CONo[JUND CONE [JNA
Manual?

Were the results evaluated for potentially negative bias
in detected COCs due to aeration during excavation ‘

activities, or positive bias in detected COCs due to [OYes CINo [JUND [INE [INA
turbidity, sheen and product globules?

(Source Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

| Criteria ¢: Has a conceptual site model that wﬂassessee the nature, extent, and

General Criteria e:
mobility of the release been developed? {continued)

Has the Source(s) Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued)

Have the tank(s), piping, dispenser islands, or other
appurtenant structures that released petroleum into

{2’?&5 I No [JJUND [ NE [ONA

| the environment been removed, repaired or replaced? (continued)

" |
Was stockpiled soil characterized and disposed of properly? [] Yes [] No [ANE [INA

Were confirmation samples collected in accordance
with the CA LUFT Manual? {i.e., one sample per 100
cubic yards of soil linearly and between 2 and 4 feet
below the surface of the stockpiie)?

[ Yes DNODUND%NE ONA

Was the stockpiled soil disposed of at an ofi-site
rmitted disposal site?

I Yes [JNo[JUND .E(NE CINA

Was the stockpiled soil used as backfill in the tank pit?

Was the stockpiled soil treated on-site?

Was the stockpiled soil characterized and reused on
site in accordance with the technical reference
document entitied Characterization and Reuse of
Petroleum Hydrocarbon Impacted Soil and Inert Waste
(RWQCB, October 2008)?

LlYes [INo[JUND A NE [ INA
Yes [ 1No [ 1 UND g NE [ INA

[ Yes [ No (1 UND }é’NE CINA

Was the tank pit and piping french excavationa
backfilled with imported material?

ol )
L1Yes I Ne (JUND ANE LINA

Was the former tank pit backfilled with clean material
with physical properties similar to the native material?

[Jves (O No D_- UNDﬂNE CINA

‘Was the former tank pit backfilled with clean material
in accordance with the DTSC Information Advisory for
Clean Imported Fill Material?

[JYes OONo [T UND %NE MINA

Is their evidence that a “bathtub”™ effect has been
created in the former tank pit (i.e., groundwater
mounding and dispersion)?

O ves DNoDUNDﬂuE CONA

Has Pertinent Information Been Provided?

Caleulated mass remain in situ and contaminant
| degradation rate '

1 Yes [INo [JUND fne [INA

Tables showing the maximum soif and groundwater
concentrations detected at the site, and highest soil and
groundwater concentration levels and deepest soil and
groundwater concentrations remaining at the sile after
remediation : '

[ Yes {3 No [J UND ﬁNE [INA

Site maps showing maximum detected groundwater
concentrations and curent groundwater conditions in
each welil

[Jves I No[JUND [JNE [OJNA

Site maps and cross section(s) showing lithology, boring
and well locations and depths, sampling results,
contaminant contours, and remediation locations

O Yes CINo CJUND [INE [INA

Tables and graphs showing vapor concentrations as
well as periodic and cumulative vapor krydrocarbon
removal rates and volumes, if vapor extraction has been
conducted

" [JYes CONo [JUND [JNE [INA

Tables and graphs showing pericdic and cumuiative free
product and groundwater removal rates and volumes, if
free product and/or groundwater remediation has been
conducted at the site '

'[I'es CINo [T UND CINE [INA

Disposal information concerning any impacted materials |
generated at the site, such as manifests {(when

available)

[ Yes [0 No [JUND O NE [CINA

Low Threat Closure Policy and Impediment ldentification Checklist_V1_2012-11-01
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

/)
%ﬁl Criteria e: Has a conceptual ‘site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and OvYes[Ano
mobility of the release been dewaloped? {continued) _ CJUN
Has the Source(s) Boen Adequately Evaluated? (continued) o Dﬂ f,:fP No.

)
ls there indication that a new release(s) have occurred F’?es CINe O uND CONE [INA
subsequent to the initial release?
Soil ]:}es NQUNDDNE L _INA
Groundwater
Soil Vapor '
Surface Water

If yos, then,

Is the site currently an active commercial fueling ,E’/‘
station? . Yes (JNc CJUND [ NE [INA

Have the tanks, piping, and/or dispenser islands
moved fo a different location at the site? [ Yes L] No[JUND lé; NE CINA

Are there spikes or increasing concentration trends in JZZ( _
historic data subsequent to the initial release? es [JNo[JUND [ NE [INA

Are there new detections of free product subsequent te ' ﬁ
the initial release in historic data? - O Yes [I No[JUND JZINE [INA

Have new contaminants been detected in historic data

| subsequent to the initial release? % es [1No[JUND CINE [INA
Have new petroleum hydrocanrbon or other hazardous
products been dispansed of at the site since the initial ﬁ Yes [JNo ] UND COINE [INA
release occurred? :

For active commercial fueling faciiities, have the tanks g’
failed tank tightness tests? O Yes CJ No ] UND JZINE [INA

is there indication of new impacts from offsite sources? | []Yes [JNo [} UND !z NE [INA

A description of the release history, Including potential ] Yes [ No[J UND [INE [JNA
| source(s) of releases, potential COCs associated with

each potential release, confirmed source locations,

confirmed release locations, and existing delineation of

release areas?

Primary leak source(s) (e.g., a tank, sump, pipeline, etc.) O Yes [ No [JUND E]NE [INA
Secondary sources (e.g., high-concentration contaminants | [ Yes [J No [JUND [INE [INA
in low-permeability lithologic ol units that sustam
groundwater or vapor plumes)

1 Local and regional plan view maps that illustrate the [0 Yes CONeJUND CINE [INA
Iocation of sources (former facilities, piping, tarks, etc.)

{Somce' Evaluation section continued on next page) .
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Criteria o: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesees the nature, extent, and 1 Yes [{{ No
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) ] UN
Has the Source(s) Beon Adequately Evaluated? (continued) - T | E uﬁ? No
Has the petrols D = lgr, at or
immediately beneath the point of re| from the ).
primary source, been removed to the extent O Yes [1No [T UND [XNE LINA
practicable? : :

[ yes, then describe remediation method(s):

JASISVE LJDPE Excavation SVE - [lraT
[T in-situ injection | [] Ozone Sparge | [ JPRB Other _
- ——7
Is site remediation in progress? O Yes mo CONA
If yes, then describe remediation method(s) h
CIASISVE CIDPE Excavation | [ |SVE [JP&T
In-situ injection | [] Ozone Sparge PRB Other

Estimated time frame to complete remediation: _ _ . ,
LD <8 months []>6months and s 1 year {1>1yearand<5years []>5yea 4]

identify impediments to removing petroleum-impacted groundwater:

"1 Remediation Was Designed Incorrectly Poor Remediation O&M
Remaediation Was Shut Off Prematurely Cther

[ Site conditions prevent secondary source
{e.g., physical or infrastructural constraints
exist whose removal or relocation would

- be technically or economically infeasibile)

77
Are additional removal or active remedial actions ] Yes [ NoJUND [ZANE [INA
Necessary to abate a demonsirated threat to human health? :

it yes, then describe;

{Source Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

] : : /1

- General Criteria @: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and | (] Yes {4 No
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) _ _ _ [J UND ‘
Has the Source(s) Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) R Elﬁ E:fnﬁ No.
Has petroleum-impacted sof, at or immediately
beneath the point of release

from the primary source, | [ ] Yes 1 No[J UND ﬁ NE [ONA
been removed 1o the extent practicable? '

If yes, then describe remediation rﬁethod(s):
ASISVE EDPE ClExcavation | [ ISVE CIPaT
In-situ Injection Ozone Sparge | [ JPRB (] Other
- i
Is site remediation in progress? [ ves -E’No [C1NA
if yes, then describe remediation method(s) “
CIAS/SVE [IDPE {JExcavation | [ISVE Op&t
{ O] In-sita Injection | [ 10zone Sparge | LIPRB

[] Other

Eslimated time frame to complete remediation:-

LEI s 6 months [] > 6 months and < 1 year [] > 1 year and s 5 years [] > 5 years

Identify impediments to removing petroleum-impacted groundwater:
Ll Remediation Was Designed Incorrectiy Poor Remediation Q&M
Remediation Was Shut Off Prematurely Other
Site conditions prevent secondary source
{e.g., physical or infrastructural constraints -
exist whose remeval or relocation would
be technically or economically infeasible)

Are additional removal or active remedial actions O yes [ No{JUND F’NE [INA
Necessary to abate a demonstrated threat to human health?
If yes, then describe:

{Source Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

: /2
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adeq telx assesses the nature, extent, and | [JYes [FINo
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) g UN
. No .
Has the Soume{s)-a_een Adequately Eva!uawd? {continuad) 0 E:ISD . °
. /) :
Has sufficient data been presented to demonstrate O Yes pl\lo O unD I NE CNA
that site characterization acfivities have defined the :
horizontal and vertical extent of the plume? .
i
Has plume stability been demonstrated using a Ll Yes ﬁNo LJUND []JNE [INA
| valid technical analysis that considers the following? : /) :
The accuracy of data from the wells [TYes ZNo [TUND LI1NE [ INA
Placement within the plume [dyes [ I No[[JUND LINE A
Changes in areal extent of the plume [ Yes [JNo[JUND [JNE [INA
Valid concantration trends within the plume (Note: [ ves o ] UND [1NE [INA
plotting of decreasing concentrations using data from a
single well is not likely to be sufficient)
| Have the following factors been considered? I Yes [ No L1 UND O NE LINA
Seasonal variability lYes (JNo[JUND [I1NE [INA
Waler level changes [J Yes L1 No CJTUND [JNE [INA
Sampling methods O Yes [1No CJUND [INE [INA
Well construction - Yes LI1No[JUND LJNE LINA
Cther factors that can affect data Yes [ INo| JUND [ INE LINA
Has a recent weil survey that uses all available I YesP’ho CJunND O NE ONA
wells from the following agencies been presented? A :
Department of Water Resolrces [lYes [ZNo [TTUND [1NE [INA
Zone 7 Water Agency O Yes [1Ne [JUND [1NE [[JNA
Alameda County Public Works [1Yes [ZNo [JUND [JNE [INA
vi -
Is data on supply wells located within 2,000 feet of the []¥Yes F’NoﬂUND [0 NE OONA
site presented?
| Figure (with rose dlagram) |dennM each well O Yes [INo[JUND [INE [INA
Table with the well consiruction details O Yes CJNo [JUND [[JNE [INA
_ {Source Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

Generai Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adeguately assesses the nature, extent, and

] Yes
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) [ZJUN
Has the Source(s) Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) %E:f
‘[ Has the foliowing pertinent information besn provided? [ Yes [ No [J UND [J NE [JNA

History of pilot tests conducted at the site including the [J Yes [JNo LJUND [JNE LINA
| types of tests conducted, dates of actions, and results? -
History of corrective actions for the site including the types | [_] Yes [] No [[] UND I NE [CINA
of cleanup aclions taken, dates of the actions, and mass oo
removed? _
Figures depicting the location of the removal action? ElYes I I Nol[ |UND EINE [INA
Confirmation sampling resulis which demonstrate the EdYes [I1NoLJUND [1NE [INA
effectiveness of secondary source removai? ) ‘
Narrative description of the actions and areas of success | L] Yes [ JNo[] UND L1NE [INA
or infeasibility of actions?
Long-term monitoring data for in-situ corrective actions [JYes [J No LJUND LJNE LINA
that demonstrate the concentrations have not rebounded .
following the cessation of corrective sctions?
Has pertinent information been provided to assess if [ Yes I:I No CJ UND I NE [CINA
contamination consists only of petroleum?
[ Phase | Reports identilying potential COCs? ClYes [JNo[[JUND [JNE [INA
iption of history, of ical
ll:lise::nagtgrex :n:'i?te istory, types of products or chemical [J Yes 1 No (JUND CINE CINA
Historic site facilities maps showing locations of chemical
storage, O Yes [OJNo [JUND O NE [NA
releases, underground utilities, and storm drains? :
Historic aerial photos? - [JYes [INo[JUND [ JNE [INA
Sanborn Maps? [1Yes [1No [JUND [INE [ONA
Hisfory of fypes of releases? D Yes [1No [JUND [JNE [INA
Hazardous Material Business Plans? [ Yes [0 No CJUND [INE CINA
Figures and tabulation and discussion of sampling resulis |
for all chemicals other than pefroleum? L Yes CINo [JUND [INE [INA
= i ﬂ - n n —c-
le;tetas:;Lclrg:sgg gures and, tables and discussion of off- [ Yes [ No I:l UND [INE [INA
Discussion of whether detected COCs in soil, soil vapor
and ' ;
groundwater are oonsstent with reporled site uses and O ves D No LJUND [I NE [INA
documented facility COCs? '
(Source Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Gengral Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequatsly assesses the nature, extent, and

lj Yes [ | No
[J UND

mabil_ity of the release been developed? (continued)
Has the Source(s) Besn Adequately Eva!uated? {continued)

‘T yesONo
O uUND

. | Has Pertinent information Been Provided? [ Yes [ Ne [J UND ONE [CINA

Description of the history of release(s) and the actions
that were .

were taken to stop each release not provided or [l Yes LINo[JUND CINE [INA
incomplete? .

Evaluation and accounting for changing contaminant? | [ Yes [ No [1UND [ NE [INA
Tabulation and discussion of sampiling results and '

evaluation of increasing/decreasing concentration trends | []Yes [ No[J] UND [J NE [INA
over the full time period of site investigation?

Concenration graphs versus time? CJYes [0 No[[JUND [INE [CINA
Tank Removal Report? . [dYes [ No [JUND [ JNE [ INA
Tank Tighiness Tests? Yes No [TUND [T NE [INA
[nitial Unauthorized Release report? Yes Emj UND []NE [INA
UST Pemiit (curent)? [dves CINo [JUND [[I NE [INA
l;l.uaz“:::)t;us Materiais Business Plans (historic an [J Yes [JNo [ JUND [INE [INA |

Data from other sites in the vicinity with unauthorized

releases of petroleum hydrocarbons or other hazardous | [J Yes ] No CJUND CINE [ONA
materials? ’ .

***End of Source Evaluation Section™*
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
‘ IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adeguately assesses the nature, extent,and | [J Yes j?'ﬂo

mobility of the release been developed? (continued) _ o _ ] UND
Have Contaminant Tra'nspor_t ‘andlExposure Pathways Been Adequately Evaluated? = . 0 END

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways — “Pathways are the mechanisms by which a
receptor may contact the COCs at a site. Exposure pathways consist of (1) a source of
contaminants {as described previously), (2) contaminant transport or the physical migration of the
contaminants, (3) a point of exposure where the receptor may come into contact with contaminants,
| and (4) an exposure route {such as ingestion or inhalation). ' :

The Fate and Transport chapler of this Manual provides guidance on the various phases of
petroleum constituents and how they behave in the subsurface. This information is critical for
evaiuaiing migration pathways or indirect exposure pathways. Typical migration pathways for LUFT
sites include: _ , .

« LNAPL migration from the source area through soil.

« Dissolved-phase migration of COCs in the groundwater zone.

o Vapor migration of COCs from soil, groundwater, or LNAFL.

» Migration of COCs with groundwater and discharging of COCs to surface water.

in the surface-water example, the receptors may include ecological receptors as well as human
receptors.” .

Points of Exposﬁre — “A “point of exposure” is where a receptor comes into comact with
contamination; The exposure point may, or may not, be at the same location as the source.
Exposure points should include potential future uses of the land, including adjacent land if there is a
poiential for exposure to off-site receptors {(o.9., groundwater containing LNAPL moving
downgradient, or volatilization into & future residence). Some examples of peints of exposure
include: : ’

= Surface s0il :

« Water faucet used for drinking water - _

» Air inside a residence or commercialfindusinial building

« Outdoor (ambient) air (from volatilization from surface soil to air}

For ecological receptors, the exposure point may be surface water or sediment that has been
impacted {or could become impacted) from the source.

Exposure Route - Exposure routes are the mechanisms by which receptors may come into contact
with contamination.. Exposure routes at LUFT sites include: . . :

« Dérmal contact with contaminated soil

» Ingestion of contaminated soil

Inhalation of cutdoor air impacted by volatile emissions

» ingestion of contaminated groundwater .

‘» Inhalation of vapors (in indoor air at a residence or commercial building) from contaminated soil, |
groundwater, or LNAPL '

'« Dermal contact with impacted surface water and/or sediments ‘
While developing the CSM, each of the elements of a pathway should be considered and
investigated as necessary. For example, if groundwater at the site is hot potable and the COCs in

groundwater are not expected to migrate and impact a current or future potable water source above
established limits, then the groundwater migration pathway may be eliminated.” L

{Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next pags)
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 LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

ri Has a conceptual site model that dguate!! assesses the nature, extent, and

General Criteria ¢:
mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

O Yes

sl
No
C1UND
[l Yes ﬁ No

Have Contaminant Transpost and Exposure Patlmays Been Adequately Evaluaud? (con‘hnuad) CJUND -
Has soil gas contamination been fully characterized? [ Yes [1No [CIUND [INE }ZﬁA
Have petroleum hydrocarbons been detected in [0 ves CINa[JUND CONE [INA
soll gas? , ‘ :
| | Motor Fuels: . [] Leaded Gasoline ] Undifferentiated
Clves [ONo CINE [INA Ul Unleaded Gasoline
TPH Middle Distillates: ~ [] Diesel | E Home He.
iddle ates: ome Heating
[ Stoddard Solvent :
EYes [TONo CINE LINA Fuel _
[ Jet Fuel [] Others
Residual Fuels: [ Bunker € 1 [ Lubricating Qil’
[ waste Qils [1 il and Grease
[IYes [JNo LINE LINA [ Hydraulic Ol [] Others
Fuel Oxygenates: B g;gg E]' B?;E
Clves [INo [INE L[1NA £ TAME [ Others
| Lead Scavengers: J EDB
Ovyes OONo ONE [INA [ ebc
; N (] Benzene [ Xylenss
Aromatic Compounds: ] Toluene [ Others
OYes [INo TINE [INA [] Ethylbenzene
PAHs: ] Naphthaiene
{ ClYes [dNo [INE [(ONA []1 Others
Have other contarminants been detected in sofl gas? [ Yes [JNo [JUND [ NEﬂNA
VOCs: C1PCE L] Chloroform”
TCE [ Chiorebenzene
[dYes TINo E]NE ONA Evc-. [ Others
SVOCs: | List:
1 ClYes TONe CONE CINA
Dioxans & Furans: List:
CIYes [ONo CINE [INA
Other PAHs: ] Creosote
‘Cyes CONo CINE [ONA C1PNAs -
PCBs: List:
| OdYes ONo [CINA [CINE o
Phenols: O Phenol
OOyes CONo [ONE [INA [ Others
Moetals: . [ Lead [1Zinc
[ Cadmium [ Nickel
1 Des C1No LINE LINA [J Chromium [ Other
Organo Chlorine Herbicides and Pesticides: List
OYes [INo JNE [INA '
(Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on néxt page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY -COMPLIANGE AND
. IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adeguately assesses the nature, extent, and

[ YesﬁNo

| mobility of the release been developed? (continued) [ UND
es o
Have Contaminant Tlansport and Exposure Pathways Been Adoquately Evaluaisd‘? (conﬁnued) in T}ND :
)
Has surface water contamination been fuuy T Oves F’&o CJUND CINE CINA
charactsrized? _
Have petroleum hydrocarbons been detected A Yes [1NoJUND [ONE [INA
in surface water? : _
r Fuels: : ] Leaded Gasoline [J Undifferentiated
' Yes [INo CINE [INA 3 Unleaded Gasoline
- . : ] Kerosene
TPH Middie Distiljates: [] Diesel ] Home Heating
dYes [INo %IE CINA 8 f;??:ﬂfld Solvent Fuei
' [] Others
Residual Fuels: [ Bunker G [ Lubricating Oil
: | [0 Waste OQils 1 Oil and Grease
Oves [INo ﬁ NE LINA 1 Hydraulic Oil (] Others
Fuel Oxygenates: c L1MTBE O TBA
CYes CINo CINE [CINA L]ETBE LJDIPE
es o , 1 TAME [] oOthers
Lead Scavengers: . [J DB
COyes ONo ANE CONA CJEDC
. : [] Benzene [ Xylenes'
Al a_ltlc Compounds: O] Toluene [ Others
Yes D No D NE D NA i D Ethyibenzene :
PAHS: - ' [ Naphthalene
OYes [CONo [INE L[INA [ Others
Have other contaminants been detected in surface ] Yes [INc T UND [ NE EINA
water?
VOCs: ' O] PCE L1 Chioroform
Chiorobenzehe
1 ves EINo;ﬁNE Ona H ek L] Ghiora
SVDCs: List: . :
OYes CINo IZ(NE I NA :
Dioxans & Furans; ‘ List:
Ovyes [ INo LANE [INA
Other PAHs: - ) : [ Creosote
OYes EINo IfNE' O NA N [0 PNAs
PCBs: , List;
OYes [ 1No K{NA CINE
Phenols: : 1 Phenol
OYes CINo ‘ﬁNE O NaA [ Others _
Metals: [ Lead [1Zine
[ Cadmium ] Nickel
[JYes [1No ﬁNE m NA L] Chromium [ Other
Organo Chiorine Herbicides “and Pesticides: List:
COyes [ONo CINE [ANA
i
1
{Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

) o _ -
{ General Criteria : Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and [l Yes E’ No
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) [JUND

Have conhmlnant Transport and Exposure Pathways Been Adequately Evaluated? (Gonllnued) E E:ISDWO

Has the site been evaluated for vapor Intrusion? [TYes [TNo CJUND [INE !% |

Guidance Statement: Analyte List. Indoor air should be analyzed for sll known and potential
subsurface contaminants so that contaminants in the subsurface and indoor air can be correlated in
the evaluation of vapor intrusion and the cumulative health rigks asscgiated with vapor intrugion can
ke characterized. Limiting the indoor air testing to a few target analytes is not recommended,
particutarly for initial sampling events. Subsequent to the initial sampling event, Iimiting target
analytes might be justified on a cass-by-case basis for sites that are fully characterized and all
contaminants are known with certainty. Analyzing air samples for a large suite of analytes may
detect vapor intrusion-derived contaminants not previously detected in the subsurface.
Contaminants may not have been detected in the subsurface for various reasons, including but not
limited to, a) elevated detection limits resulting from high concentrations of co-contaminants, b)
sampling and analytical errors, c} temporal and spatial varigtion, d) inappropriate sampling locations
and depths, and e) generation of unanticipated degradation and transformation products. Multiple
lines of evidence should be used to determine vapor intrusion-derived contaminants. Data for
indoor sources may indicate a potential background risk that should be communicated to occupants
and considered in risk management decisions conceming the subsurface contamination. It is
| generally desirable to conduct concurrent sampling of other media, such as sub-slab soil gas,
and/or groundwater, when sampling indoor air. Sampling all media concurrently will give a more
accurate representation of contaminant migration and reduce the uncertainty. associated with the
temporal variability in contaminant concentration data.”

“The chemicals in Table 1 [see next page] are volatile and toxic enough to pose an indoor air risk. If

a_site oon;gmg ang of the chemical listed in Tatle 1. the site should be evalualed for vapor
intrusion.” )

{DTSC, October 2011

Does the site contain any of the chemicals listed in Table | [] Yes [ No[L] UND L] NE [INA
1 {see next page)?

(Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page)

Low Threat Closure Policy and Impediment Identification Checkiist_v1_2012-11-01 ' 28|62




LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COU CONTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Low Threat Closure Policy and Impediment Identification Checklist_V1_2012-11-01-

M Has a conceptual site model that_eggm assesses the nature, extent, and | [] Yes No
mobillty of the release been developed? (continued) L1 UND
.Have Contaminant Transport and Exposum Pathways Been Adequately Evalumd? (conunued) o E Eﬁbu No.
Table 1 — List of Chemicals l:o be Considered for the Vapor Intruston Pathway .
(DTSC, Vapor Intrusion Guidance Manual)

Chemical Chemical Chemical
1,1,1,2-Tetrachlorosthane | [ {Bsnzylchicride [Hexachiorobenzene
1.1,1-Trichloroethane beta-Chloronaphthalene Hexachlorocycloperntadiene
1,1,2.2-Tetrachloroethane _]Biphenyl Hexachioroethane
1.1,2-Trichioro- Bis{2-chloroethylether Hexane
1,2 2-trifluoroethane ] - )

_81 1.2-Trichloroethane } %B'gz-chioruisogromgger
1,1-Dichloroethane Bis{chloromethylather
11, 1-Dichloroethylene Bromodichioromethane
1,2, 3-Trichloropropansa Bromoform
1,2 4-Trichlorobenzene Carbon disulfide
1,2,4-Trimethylberizene [ICarbon tetrachioride [ IMethyl acetate
1,2-Dibromo- CIChiordane CMethyl acryiate
3-chloropropane
1,2-Dibromoethane LiChlorobenzene [ Methyl bromide
' . {bromomethane)
[Li1.2-Dichiorobenzene IChiorodibromomethane LIMethyl chloride
_ {chloromethane)
1,2-Dichloroethane [ IChlorodifiuoromethane Methyl tert-butyt ether (MTBE)
1,2-Dichlorapropane [IChioroethane Methylcyclohexane
‘ {ethyl chloride) ,
1,3.5-Trimethylbenzene | IChloroform [ IMethylene bromide -
1,3-Butadiene IChrysene Methylene chioride
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 1 [cis-1,2-Dichloroethyiene CIMethylethylketone
: 2-butanone) .
1,3-Dichicropropene ClCrotonaldehyde (2-butenal) Methylisobutylketone
B1 .4Dichlorobenzene CJCumene | CIMethyimethacrylate
. {i sopmnylbenzene)
1,4-Dioxane EDDE E@onocmommphenyl (PCB)
1-Chiorobutane Dibenzofuran m-Xylene
T2-Chioro- [IDichiorobiphenyl (PCB) [INaphthalene
1,3-butadiene (chloroprene) :
Dichiorodiflucromethane r=-Bufylbenzene
Dieldrin Nitrobenzene
Diisopropyl ether (DIPE) N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine
Endosutfan Cin-Propylbenzene
Epichlorohydrin o-Nitrotoluene
Ethyl ether o-Xylene
Ethy! tert-butyi ether p-Xylene
(ETBE)
Ethylaceiate Pyrene
Ethyibenzene sec-Butylbenzene
- :%‘A:ln {propenal} Ethylene oxide Styrene .
nitrile Ethyimethacrylate Tert-amyl methyl ether
L . (TAME)
drin Fluorene Tert-butyl alcohol (TBA)
alpha-HCH (alpha-BHC) Furan- tert-Butylbenzene
Benzaldehyde amma-HCH (indane) Tetrachlorosthylens
Benzene Heptachlor oluene
Benzo(h)uoranthene I THexachloro-1,3-butdiene ns-1,2-Dichlorocthylene
{Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANGE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM _

Mr_l_te;nﬁ Has a coneeptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, exhent, and O Yesm’No

mobility of the release been developed? (continued) [JUND
Have Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Been Adequately Evaluated? (confinued) B e

Mitigation Measures and Engineering Controls:

2
As a result of controlling exposure through the use [ Yes 1 No (] UND P{ NE CINA
of mitigation measures and/or engineering controls, '

has it been determined that the concentrations of

petroleum constituents in soil will haveno significant

tisk of adversely affecting human health?

 Are there existing mitigation measures and ~ Yes LINoLIUND [JNE LINA
engineering controls at the site? ‘A -

L1 vapor Intrusion Barriers | [ ] Subslab Ventilation Interceptor Trench

| L1Cap [ ] Permeable Reactive Barrier {1 ] Other

If other, then describe:

Are there proposed mitigation measures and engineering controls at the site™\ )/ )\f]

Vapor intrusion Barriers | | | Sub-slab Ventilation Interceptor Trenth
Cap _ [_] Permeable Reactive Barrier Other
If other, then describe: DICM'-. P\o{;,gﬁ&
/7
Has Pertinent Information Been Provided? [ Yes [fNo [T UND [INE [INA
Financial assurance Requirements [J¥es [TNo[JUND [JNE [INA
Soil Managernent Plan [ Yes o []UND [I1NE [INA
Mitigation or Englneenng Control System ~ | [J Yes o[ JUND [INE [INA
Do%mentatlon ]
1Design documents
JConsiruction documents
1Y As-built Documentation

ﬂA Operations & Maintenance Plans
: V‘_ onitoring and Reporting Pian
Continen Plans

{Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

M

General Criteria ¢: Has a conceptual site model that adequstely assesses the nature, extent,and | []Yes
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) CJUN

Have Conhmlnant Transport and Exposure Pathways Been Adequately Evaiuated? (continued) " | 8 E:f

[ institutional Controts:

As s romit o controling exposure fhrough the use of []Yes (1 No [ UND ﬁNE CINA
nstitutional controls (existing or proposed), has it been .

detarmmed that the concentrations of patroleum congtituents

in soll will have no significant risk of adversely affecting human health?

Are proprietary controls in place or proposed:

[ Easements ‘ ] Covenants [ Other i

Are govemmerml controls in place or propoaed?

Zoning Ordinances . [ Waste Discharge Requirements
11 Building Modification Restrictions Financial Assurance Mechanisms
[J Groundwater Use Restrictions [] Enforcement Mechanisms
1 Air Permits ) Qther

Excavation Restrictions

‘Are informational devices in place or proposed:
Health Advisories

SWRCB Geol racker Website
[ Deed Notices % I Other State Registries or Tracking Systems

gContamlnant Transport and ExEure Pathways Eva!uation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE GLOSURE CHECKLIST
_ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT FROGRAN

General Criferia e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and | 3 Yes[ANo
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) IH| UNDIi
Yes o

Have Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Been Adequately Evaluated? {continued) . . [J UND

. : o
Has a utility corridor assessment been conducted iR P‘(as [INoCJUND [CINE LINA
1o determine if wiility corridors {sewer, electricai, fiber

oplic cable, calile, water, elc) are present?

Have facility and public records showing the spatial [JVes L1NoLJUND LJNE [NA
.locations of existing utility corridors been reviewed?

Is there enough information for a CSM? [ Yes _INo[]UND O NE LINA
De future development activities include new utility [1Yes CiNo LJUND INE [INA

corridors or covering of large areas of the site with
pavement that may significantly aiter vapor migration and

concentrations?

Do these conduits lead from subsurface contamination to | [ Yes L] No []UND [JNE [INA
| occupied buildings : :

Does a continuous low pemmeability surface (such as [OYes [ No [ JUND LINE LINA

pavement or surface clay layers) cover the ground
betwesn the contamination and the building? :
Does the vadose zone have very high gas permeability [T Yes [INo[JUND [INE CINA
| due to fracturing? | _
Has a field investigation been conducted of utility corridors. | L1 Yes L1 No [JUND [ NE [INA
| (active and/or passive soil gas survey)?

Are vapors present in the utility corridors? ] Yes L1 NoCJUND LINE [INA
Do vapors pose and unacceptable risk to indoor LlYes LI No[JUND [JNE LINA
occupants? . )

Have remedial actions been developed and implemented | L] Yes L} No [JUND [TNE L INA
Lto mitigate vapors in the ufility corridors?

| {Contaminant Trangport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next pags)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PEOSE

T Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model u\atgge_gggsslu assesses the nature, extent, and T Yes [[INo
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) : ' C

Have Contamnunt Transport and Exposure Pathways Been Adequately Eﬁiuated? (chﬁnuad)- g

Vapor Inlmslon Evaluation ) ~ :
Has the subsurface contamination reached steady state Fﬂ(es [0 No LJUND CINE CINA

state conditions (.e., have the subsurface soil gas and
groundwater plumes reached the maximum migration
potential)? ]
Has data been colilected over a sufficient period of fme | LJYes L1No JUND CONE LINA
to
determine contaminant trends of groundwater
monitoring plumes? .
Do temporal contaminant rends of data collected from FTYes [1No L1UND TINE LINA
routine sampling of groundwater monitoring wells -
indicate stable or decreasing freads? . .
Has data been collected over a sufficient poriod of tme | L1 Yes [TNo CTUND LINE [INA
to _ .
determine contaminant trends of soil gas plumes? ‘
Do temporal contaminant trends of data collected from Yes L NoLJUND LINE NA
routine sampling of permanent or temporaty soil gas .
sampling points indicate stable or decreasing treads?
1f there is minimat temporal soil gas data, has the length | L1 Yes TINo LJUND LINE CINA
of time to reach steady-state conditions been estimated
from the date that the chemical releases ceased at the
site uging the methods in Johnson and others {1999)

Have Existing and Fuiure Buildings been Evaluated? LI Yes_FfNo T1UND D NE [INA

Have existing buildings within 100 feet of soil gas or . TT¥es LI1No[JUND LINE CINA
groundwater plumes been evaluated for vapor
intrusion?
Have exisiing buildings greater than 100 feet froma [ Yes L1Ne[1UND O NE DINA
plume boundary, with a preferential pathway{either :
natural or anthropogenic) that link the puildings with
the contaminant plume been evaluated for vapor
intrusion been evaluated for vapor intrusion? _ o -
For future buildings, do development activities indude | L] Yes [ONoJUND LINE [INA
new utility corridors or covering of large d@reas of the
site with pavement that may significantly alter vapor
migration and concentrations?

At sites where unacceptable contaminant levels are [JYes L1Nc [ JUND CINE [INA

left in the subsurface, are engineering controls .
proposed for future buildings within 100 feet from
contamination? '
Does a continuous low pemmeability surface (such as [T¥es L1No[JUND LINE [INA -
pavement or surface clay layers) cover the ground
between the contamination and the building? :
Does the vadose zone have very high gas [T¥es L1No CTUND [INE CINA
permeability due to fracturing? . -

(Contaminant Transport and Exposuré Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page}
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
|DENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
_ ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENT AL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT FROGRAN

General Criteria ¢: Has a conceptual site model that adequataly 25909508 the nature, extent, and | L Yes[/{No
mobitity of the release been developed? {(continued) _ O UND

Have Conﬁt_l_tinant_'l‘r_'qnsport and Exposure Pathways Been Adetuately Evaluat;od? (continued) - | 1 ynp

accondance the risk assessment guidance documents
referenced in the SWRCB Technical Justification for Sof
Screening Levels for Direct Contact and Outdoor Air
Exposure Pathways {SWRCB, 2012)7

TUSEPA "Risk Assessment Guide for Superfund (RAGS) [1ves L] No J UND [INE LINA
1 Volume | Human Health Evaluation Manual (Part A)", . :
EPA/540/1/89/002, December 1989
ASTM “Standard Guide to Risk-Based Corrective Action TTves LJ No LJUND [JNE LINA
_ lied at Petroleum Release Sites”, £1739-95,1995 7 .
DTSC Office of Human and Ecological Risk (HERO) [T¥es [I1No[]UND LINE [INA
“Recommended :
DTSC Default Exposure Factors for Use in Risk
Asssssment at :
Califomia Hazardous Waste Sites and Permitted
Facilities”, May 2011 _
USEPA “Integrated Risk Information System (on-line [JYes CINe CJUND LINE CINA
database of toxicity parameters (May 2011} :

Has a site spacific risk agsessment been conducted in ﬁ‘(es ?/Nu [JUND [INE [INA

Was the risk assessment conducted in accordance with the [ Yes TINe [LJUND [INE ﬁfa
DTSC Guidance for the Evaluation and Mitigation of Subsurface _ :
Vapor intrusion to Indoor Air (October 2011)?

\gere the foliowing DTSC Guidance recommendations [1Yes CONo [1UND CINE [ONA
Howed? - ‘ -
Use of multiple lines of evidence (j.e., soil gas, soil [1Yes (INo[1UND []NE [INA
matrix, and groundwater data) to reasonably estimaie _
the level of risk posed by vapor intrusion? ) ‘

Use of maximum contaminant concentrations (i.s., data | L] Yes L1No CTUND OO NE CINA
collected above the source)? .
Use of reasonable site-specific input parameters in the | [] Yes [dNo L] UND [INE [INA
California version of the USEPA's Vapor Intrusion
Mode! by Johnson and Ettinger, created by the oTsSC
to inciude California-specific chemical toxicity factors?
Calculation of cumulative health effects conducted? [JVes [ INoLJUND LINE [ INA
Use of data representing saasonable variability before Yes LJ No[JUND [INE [INA
making a final risk determination as shoit term :
measurements rarely represent long-term conditions? | -

Nao preferential pathways exist at the site? T ¥es [INo[J UND [INE LINA

Knowledge of adjacent building construction {e.9., slab- [dYes [ No ] UND E } NE LINA |
on-grade, crawi spaces, stc.)? :

{Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page)
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1L OW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
_ ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL |

EALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM ___

General Criteria o: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and

mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

Have Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Been Adéquataly!vélutbed? (mnﬂnued}

]

probabiiity of non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPL) and/or
plumes {groundwater andior soil vapor) encountering
preferential pathways and conduits {geologlc and
anthropogenic) that can act as contaminant migration
pathways to or from the site?

Proferential pathway study to cetermine the poteatial ] Yes [1No[JUND {gzﬂs Ona

site? .

Evaluation of historic land uses at and in the vicinity of the | ['] Yes [INo [JUND [CINE CINA

|dentification of underground utility lines and trenches _
{e.q., sewers, storm drains, water, electric, gas, )

remadiation piping, trench backfill, etc.) and wells that {JYes TINe CTUND CINE [INA
could act as preferential pathways within andnearthe _

site and plume area(s)?

Maps and cross-sections illustrating historic groundwater : ,

elevations at the site and location and depth of all utility [1Yes C1No CJUND [INE [INA
lines and trenches within and near the site and phume , :
areas{s)?

identification of all active, inactive, standby,
decommissioned (sealed with concrete), unrecorded, and
abandoned (improperly decommissioned or lost) wells []Yes CINo [JUND CINE CINA
including monitoring, remediation, irrigation, water supply.
dewatering, drainage, and cathodic protection welis within
a one mile radius of the subject site? ‘

Copies of historical maps, such as Sanborn maps, aerial []Yes [ No [ UND CINE ONA

photegraphs, etc.? :

s»*End of Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation Sectlon*™*

Low Threat Closure Policy and Impediment Identification Checklist_v1_2012-11-01

35]82




LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
" IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

_ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTE LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROCGRAV___

General Critgria o: Has a conceptual site model that gdequately 28385563 the nature, extent, and | L1 Yes ifiNo

mobility of the release been developed? (continued) O UND
Have Raceptors Been Adequately Evaluated? - . [:I‘lfﬁ No

CALUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

Receptors — “A receptor is a human or other living organism with the potential fo be exposed to and
adversely afiected by. contaminants a& a result of contact with contaminated media either at the
source or along a contaminant migration pathway. Potential receptors at LUFT sites may include:

« Adults and children in a residential scenario
« Adults in an occupational scenario
« Adults in a construction/utility worker scenario

» Adults and children using groundwater that has been contaminated by a release at the site as a
potabie water supply

« Aquatic receptors such as fish and benthic invertebrates
“Sansitive” human receplors are not evaluated separately, becauge the California Environmental

Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) toxicity
values used in risk evaluations already consider sensitive subgroups.

Terrestrial ecological receptors may not be a very common type of recepior, considering that LUFT
sites are typically small, paved, and located in largely urban and/or otherwise disturbed environments.
Significant impacts to ecological receptors ae unlikely to occur in most cases. However, if the
potential to impact sensitive habitats or nearby surfage water exists, these receptors should be
included in the CSM. Situations in-which potential impacts to ecological receptors may warrant
evaluation include cases in which impacted groundwater may migrate and discharge {0 nearby
surface-water bodies and cases in which the LUFT site is located in areas where specigl-status
ecological recepiors may reside.

It is important to consider the current and reasonably likely future uses of the site and adjacent
properties when identifying receptors. Local zoning and planning agencies can generally assist in
these determinations. Determining conditional uses at the LUFT site and adjacent properties is
important, because changes in use may require consideration of different receptors. For example, a
light-industrial park being re-developed for residential living needs fo be evaluated for both adults and
children who may live on the property. :

Receptor Identification - The fypes of potential receptors located on adjacent properties should be
identified if they could come onto the site or be exposed to the chemicals at the site. The extent of the
area where receptors should be identified will vary based on the exposure pathways, as weilt as the
extent and type of contamination. '

1n order to identify whether receptors may be drinking potentially impacted groundwater, a survey of
water supply wells near the site may be conducted. (See the Fate and Transport chapter for more
information on potential plume lengths.) This survey is generally based on reviewing Department of
\Water Resources {DWR) well records and asking local water district and appficable City andfor
County staff if they are aware of any wells within the search radius. Areas with known multiple private
wells nearby may require door-to-door contact of local residents to determine their source of water.

!nf;rur:aﬁon about water-supply wells can often be obtained from the well owner. Desired information
n 25

» Current status of the well (operationai or idle) and pumping rate.
« Purpose of the well, such s drinking water, imigation, industrial, livestock, etc.
« Well construction details {i.e., the depth and length of the well scraen and sand pack interval).”

{Receptors Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM _
L . . ' /)
General Criteriae: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and [1VYes m’No
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) [ UND
Have Rocsptors Boen Adequately Evalusted? (confinuedh R < | H o
Has the following pertinent information been provided?

“Has sufficient data been presented 10 demonstrate that
site characterization is compiete for the prescribed depth |
ranesofOtosfeetinordertoassessprotecﬁonfmn [ Yes [FNo [JUND 3 NE [ONA

ingestion of soil, dermal contact with soil, and inhalation

of volatile soit emissions and inhalation of particulate

emisgions?

Has sufficient data been presented o demonstrate that

site characterization is compiete for the prescribed depth [J Yes [ No [ UND: NE [INA

ranges of 5 io 10 feet in order to assess protection from '
inhalation of volatile soil emissions?

Has anatytical data for all chemicals of concem including ' ' '

total petroleum hydrocarbons been presented in order to [ Yes [# No T UND O NE [CINA

assess whether unique conditions not considered in the ‘

Policy may exisl -at the site? :

Have figures and tables showing the soil data for eachof |. _ ' ,
the prescribed depth ranges with a comparison to the {1 ves [ No CJUND [ANE [ONA
screening levels for each exposure scenario been '
presented? ' -
Has data representativeness, quality, and spatial '
distribution relative to current or potential receptorsand | [1Yes o CJUND O NE CINA
sources, and temporal variabllity been considered in the
evaluation?

Has a description of current and expected future land
use, redevelopment, o construction for the site been O Yes [1No Ciunp CIne [INA

pregentod?
Fal J—
il _ : 7/ ‘ _
Suffident daia o evaluate whether site comamination is Q’Yes TTNo L] UND LINE CINA
nt in locations that currently exdst or potentially
- could exist in the future to pose nuisance conditions
during common of reasonably expected site activities? /i
Descriptions of the type and vertical and laterai extent of ;Z'Yes [TNoJUND LINE CINA
shaliow soil? .
Data on the lateral extent of surface soil contamination? Yes L No L] UND NE [ INA
Discussion of odors or visual evidence of contamination? es L No[ | UND NE [ INA
Preferential pathway and utility conduit surveys? Yes |1 No LiUND LINE NA
Review of potential points for exposure such as Yes [ZyNo L1 UND LINE NA
groundwater seeps into basements?
Current use of the site? T TYes [ No L] UND NE LINA
Expecied use of the site? . Yes ol ] UND NE [_INA
| Description of surface water runoff from the property to | Yes kd'No UND L NE LINA
storm drains of other sites? ' . £ :

(Receptors Evaluation section continued on next page)

" Low Threat Closure Policy and tmpediment Identification Checklist_V1_201 2-11-01 I 37|62




LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
LLAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM _

Gengral Criteria g: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the hature, extent, and | [J Yes [[FNo

mobility of the release been developed? {continued) _ O uND _

Have Receptors Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) o ' Dﬁ Eﬁ? ii."'.' '
If Yes, then Describe Nuisance Condition: Vi

Is injurious 1o health, indecent or offensive to the
senses, or is an obstruction to the free use of property
86 as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of lifa
or praperty?

Affects at the same time an entire community or

neighborhood, or any considerable number of persons,
although the extent of the annoyance or damage

|_inflicted upon individuals may be unequal? - .
Yes [ INo JUND TINE INA

Oceurs during, or as a result of, the treatment or
disposal of wastes? :

%]"\’es LINeOUND [ONE [INA

Yes [ I{NoL1UND CINE LINA

(Receptors Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

_ o
I Criteria ¢: Has a canceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and | (J Yes [ANo
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) _ [JUND

Have Receptors Bean Adequately Ev'aluhud? {continued) o _ - E ‘ o I'_'IE:ISD No

_ . /7
Are Indoor air concentrations in existing buildings [Yes C1No CJ UND [JNE. s

accepizble? 7 _ . - .
Is the site a candidate for vapor intrusion? [JIYes CINo [JUND JNE LINA _

Has a site-specific evaluation of vapor intrusion been [JYes [ JNo CJTUND LINE LINA
conducted in accordance with the USEPA Vapor intrusion
maodei? .

Have the geotechnical parameters in [ Yes [ No
the mode! been adequately detemined
to reduce uncertainty concerning
human health exposure (i.e., have
physical properties (i.e., bulk density,
grain size distribution, total porosity,
moisture content, fraction of organic
carbon) of the vadose zone been .
determined)? : ‘

Has the average soil and groundwater O Yes L] No
temperature been used to correct _
Henry's law constant for the chemical
of concem? . -
Is there an imminent hazard in existing buildings?

Has an emergency remedial action LJ Yes ] No Ld'Yes CINo CTUND [JNE [INA
1 been conducted?

Doss the site pass a screening evaluation?

Has a Building Survey been conducted?
Have indoor air sampies been collected and data
evaluated? -

(Receptors Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
B AMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

‘ A
Ge it¢ria e: Hase a conceptual site model that adeguately assesses the nature, extent, and | L] Yes [ No
mabllity of the release been developed? (continusd) . . CJUND :
Have Recaptors Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) . - T Dﬁz:lsDﬁ- o

| Has the following Pertinent Information been Provided? (continued), -
Land uses and exposure scenarios on the facility and [ Yes j?’ NoJUND O NE [INA
adjacent properties? .

Beneficial resources {e.g., groundwater classification, O Yes [JNo[JUND EINE CINA
wetlands, natural resources, etc.)?

Resource use locations (e.g., water supply wells, [JYes [JNo[JUND [JNE [INA

{ surface water intakes)? .
Subpopulation types and locations {e.g., schools, [ Yes Jﬁ’ No [1UND CINE [INA
hospitals, day care centers, elc.)? .
Exposure scenarios (e.9. residential, industrial, O YesﬂNo O uND CINE [ONA
recreational, farming)? ' ‘ .

Exposure pathways and potential threat to sensitive OYes CINe CTUND [ NE INA
receptors .

Analysis of the contaminant volatiization from The ‘ . '
subsurface to indoorfoutdoor air exposure route {i.e., - []Yes [3No[JUND OINE OONaA

vapor pathway)?

Sanbom maps? [JYes [JNo[JUND [TNE [INA
Aerial photographs? . _tlJYes [INoe[JUND [INE CINA
Site development plans? O Yes [JNoJUND [INE [INA

Are there existing water supply wells or other sources
of Wer in the vicinity of the site”?

Eﬁomestic Water Supply Weils _ I_?q(es O wWoJUND CJNE ONA

1 Irigation Wells

Other Capture Systems

Are these supply wells or other sources of water used by | [J Yes [] No [] UND ,j? NE [INA
| _Property ownersAenants in the vicinity of the site?
Have these supply wells or other sourcas of water been q\,es ﬁ” o [JUND CJNE [INA

sampled for chemicals of concem {COCs) associated

with the release site? -

Have these supply weils or other sources of boen Ul Yes (JNo O UND COINE LINA
roperly ebandoned? :

Could these other water sources be reasonably :

anticipated to be relisd on by property owners in the site lzﬂ'es [OINo CJUND [INE [INA

vicinity during drought conditions or post emergency

| _situations?
DWR Well Search ' Yes UND []NE ['INA
Alameda County Public Works Well Search Yes o [ ] UND NE [ INA
Neighbertiood backyard domestic waterfirrigation well Yes o [JUND [JNE LJNA

assessment including canvassing/survey results 1 7
Agreements between Responsibie Parties (RPs)and | [JYes Jﬁ’ No L] UND [JNE LINA
property owners to discontinue operation of domestic s

well use i

‘+ | Results of domestic well sampling and analytical results Yes No UND [INE [ INA
Well destruction records Yes [ INo[JUND NE | INA

"*End of Receptors Evaluation Section™
"*End of General Criteria & Evaluation Saction**
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL

OVERSIGHT PROGRAM __

Generai Criterla f - Has secondary source been removed to the extent'practicable?

R

LTCP Statement: “Secondary source” is defined as petroleum-impacted soil or groundwater located
at or immediately beneath the point of release from the primary source. Unless site attributes prevent
secondary source removal (e.9. physical or infrastructural constraints exist whose removal or
relocation would be technically or economically infeasible), petroleum-release sites are required fo

practicable” means implementing a cost-effective corrective action which removes or destroys-in-
place the most readily recoverable fraction of source-area mass. It is expected that most secondary
mass removal efforts will be complated in ohe year of less. Following removal or destruction of the
secondary source, additional removal or active remedial actions shall not be required by regulatory
agencies -unless (1) necessary to abate a demonstrated threat to human health or (2) the

undergo secondary source removal to the extent praclicable as described herein. “To the extent |.

groundwater plume does not meet the definition of fow threat as described in this policy.”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance:

' 77
Has pertinent Information been provided in the CSM for I%] Yes g No J UND
n .

compliance evaluation? {refer to General Criteria e for specific informatio

**End of General Criteria f evaluation section*™*

C
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
, IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST .
s S AMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

ks
General Criteria g - Has soll or groundwater been tested for MTBE and results reported in ﬁ’fes CINe
accordance with Health and Safsty Code Section 25206.157 _ ' UND

CA LUFT Manual Guidance:

27
Has pertinent informatlon been provided in the GSM Tor F’Yas L1No [JUND
compliance evaluation? {refer to General Criteria e for specific information

**End of Generaf Criteria g Evaluation Section**
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
'IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

2
FqYes I:I.No

General Criteria h: Does a nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 exist at the site? K UND

| LTCP Statement: “Water Code section 13050 defines "nuisance” as anything which meets all of
the following requirements:

(1) Is injurious to health, or is indecent or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the free use
of property, so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or property.

{2) Affects at the same time an entire community or neighborhood, or any considerable number of
persens, although the extent of the annoyance or damage inflicted upon individuals may be
unequal,

(3} Occurs during, or as a result of, the treatment or disposal of wastes.

For the purpose of this policy, waste means a petroloum releass.”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance:

; - ~ -
Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM far W?‘Yes [INo [JUND |
compliance svaluation? {refer to General Criteria e for spécific informatigh) -

***End of General Critetia h. Evaluation Section***
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

' ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Yes {_J No

1. Media Specific Criteria: Groyndwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater? [UND

i

LTCP Statement: “This policy describes criteria on which o base a determination that threats to
existing and anticipated beneficial uses of groundwater have been mitigated or are de minimis,
including cases that have not affected groundwater.

State Water Board Resolytion 9249, Policies and Procedures for investigation and Cleanup and
Abatement of Discharges Under Water Code Section 13304 is a state policy for water quality cantrol
and applies to petroleum UST cases. Resolution 9249 directs that water affected by an
unauthorized release attain either background water quality or the best water quality that is
reasonable if background water quality cannot be restored. Any aiternative level of water quality
less stringent than background must be consistent with the maximum benefit to the pecple of the
state, not unreasonably affect current and anticipated beneficial use of affected water, and not resuit
in water quality less than that prescribed in the water quality control plan for the basin within which
the site is located. Resolution No. 92-49 does not require that the requisite level of water quality be
met at the time of case closure; it specifies compliance with cleanup goals and objectives within a
reasonable time frame, ' :

Water quality control plans (Basin Plans) generally establish “background” water quality as a
restorative endpoint. This policy recognizes the regulatory authority of the Basin Plans but
underscores the flexibility contained in Resolution 92-49,

it is a fundamental tenet of this low-threat closure policy that if the closure criteria described in this
policy are satisfied at a petroleum unauthorized release site, atiaining background water quality is
not feasibie, establishing an alternate level of water quality not o exceed that prescribed in the
applicable Besin Plan is appropriate, and that water quality objectives will be attained through
natural attenuation within a reasonable fime, prior to the expecied need for use of any affected
groundwater. ‘

if groundwater with a designated beneficial use is affected by an unauthorized releass, to satisfy the
media-specific criteria for groundwater, the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives
must be stable or decreasing in areal extent, and meet all of the additional characteristics of one of |-
the five classes of sites listed below. A plume that is “stable or decreasing” is a contaminant mass
that has expanded to its maximum extent: the distance from the release where attenuation exceeds

migration.
CA LUFT Manual Guidance: ‘

{Media Specific Criteria for Groundwater Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
aALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

1. Media Specific Criteria; Groundwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater?

Douﬂn.ﬂtnﬂualifyforﬂnsﬁ!bninasnExempﬁon{RohaséhasnﬂAﬁecbd

‘LTCP Statement: "Sites with soil that does not contain sufficient mobile constituents [leachate,
vapors, or light non-aqueous-phase liquids (LNAPL)] to cause groundwater to exceed the
groundwater criteria in this policy shalf be considered low-threat sites for the groundwater medium,
Provided the general criteria and criteria for other media are aisc met, those sites are eligible for
case closure. For clder releases, the absence of current groundwater impact is often a good
indication that residual concentrations present in the soil are not a source for groundwater poliution.”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance: .

. . Vsl
Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for qg@as [dNo CJUND
compliance evaluation? {refer to General Criteria e for specific informatigh)

**End of Soil Only Exemption evaluation section*
{Media Specific Criteria for Groundwater Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

' Y No
1. i clfic Criteria: Groun : Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater? BJJESDD

if Site Does Not Qu for Soll On xemption, then,

Is the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives stable or decreasing in areal E E:ISDD No.
‘extent, and meets all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of stes listed i

below?
“*;;;i_’_. P

LTCP Statement: ‘A plume that is stable or decreasing is a contaminant mass that has expanded to
its. maximum extent: the distance from the release where attenuation exceeds migration.”

| CA LUFT Manual Guidance:

Has pertinent information been pwvidéd inthe CSMfor [JYes [IMo [JUND
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria & for specific information)

_ ***End of Plume Stability Evaluation Section***
(Media Specific Criteria for Groundwater Evaluation section continued on next page) -
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
AMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

1. fi ifi i3: Groundwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater? ] UND
-8 the contaminant plume that exceeds water qn?l’iiy-opjeﬁm stable or decreasing inareal . '
xtmt,;aﬁmeeuallof&maddlﬂomlehameﬁaﬂsﬁesdmsofmﬂveemw'smmted' _

| CA LUFT Manual Guidance:

{Plume -Characteristics Evaluation continued on next page) ‘
(Media Specific Criteria for Groundwater Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSICHT PROSTAL e

1. Media Specific Criteria: r: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater? 'E?HSDD No
Is the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives stable or decreasing in arsal | YesJ No
extent, and meets all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites listed -
below? (continued - ' ' : -
Class 1 - - Yes 0 UND
Is < 100 fest in length Yes [ | No [ JUND
There is no free product ’ CYesLIN D

~The naarest exsfing water supply well is > 250 feet from the defined TJVes LINo |_]UND

plume boundary -
"The nearest existing surface water body is > 250 feet from the defined [T¥es CINo LIUND
plume boundary . ‘ e

Class 2 , [JYesEdNo L1 UND
is < 260 feetin length ' Yes [ JNo [ JUND
There is ho free product . ' - Yes [ | N D
The nearest existing water supply well is > 1,000 feet from the defined Yes [ ] No L] UND
plume

boundary

The nearsst existing surface water body is > 1,000 feet from the ) Yes LI No L] UND
defined plume : _

boundary '

The dissolved concentration of benzene is <3,000 pg/. L] Yes LI1No [ 1UND
The dissolved concentration of MTBE is <1.000 pgf [1Yes [1No []UND
Clags 3 . Ye No | | UND
Is < 250 feet in length Yes [ | No L | UND
Free product has been removed to the maximum extent practicable, Yes 1 No ND
may stili be present below the site where the release originated, but -

does not extend off-site -

[ The plume has been stable or decreasing for a minimum of 5 years [J Yes [1No L]UND
The nearest existing water supply well is > 1,000 feet from the defined Yes [Z¥No [J UND
plume boundary ) oy
The nearest existing surface water body is > 1,000 feet from the Cl Yefmo LIUND
defined plume boundary : '

The property owner is willing lo accept a fand use restriction if the [ Yes LI No [1UND
_regulatory agency requires ajand use restriction as & condition for

dlosure ' .

Class 4 Yi No L JUND
Is < 1,000 feet in length . Yes [ | No D
There is no free product Yes [ I1No ND
The nearest existing water supply well or surface water body is > 1,000 Yes o°L] UND
feet from the defined plume boundary

The nearest existing surface water body is > 1,000 feet from the () Yes‘pNo CTunD
defined plume boundary :

The dissolved concentration of benzene s <1,000 TIves[ 1No L] UND
The dissolved concentration of MTBE is <1,000 pght- " TTTYes Ll No L1 UND
Class 5 Yes ' No [ ] UND
The regulatory agency determines, based on an analysis of site Yes [zFNo | UND
specific condiions, that the site under current and reasonable '

anticipated near-term future scenarios, the contaminant plume poses a

jow threat to human health and safety and to the environment and

water quality objectives will be achieved within a reasonable time frame
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
e EDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

i. M ific Criteria: n r: Does the site. meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater? B E:ISDD No

1s the contaminant plume that axceeds water quaiity objectives stable or decreasing in areal [ Yes [ No-
extent, and meets all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites listed Funp -

Indicate those conditions that do not mest the characteristics of one of the five classes of
sites listed ahave, .
Piume Length {Fhat Exceeds Water Quality Chjactives) 2 100 feet and < 250 fest
Oz 250 feet and < 1,000 feet
[z 1,000 fest
Unknown
Free Product in Groundwater Yes
_ I No
nknown
Free Product Has Been Removed to the Maximum Extent No
Practicable Known
For Sites with Free Product, the Plume has Been Stable of Mo |
Decreasing for 5-Years - [ T3 Unknown
For Sites with Free Product, owner Willing to Accepta Land Use | L] No
Restriction (If Required) L1 Unknown
Free Product Extends Offsite T Yes
| [ [J Dnknown
Benzene Concentration . 1[0 21,000 pg/lL and < 3,000 g/l
L] 23,000 ygil-
O Unknown -
MTBE Concentration . : : 1 21,000 pgl
- - 'Unknown
Nearest Supply Well {From Plume Boundary) < 250 Feet :
. 250 Feet and < 1,000 Fest
) A L] Unknown
Nearest Surface Water Body (From Plume Boundary) < 250 Feet
. _ﬁ&m and < 1,000 Fest
/1 [ Unknown

**£nd of Evaluation of Medla Specific Criteria for Groundwater Section**
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

2. Media ific Criteria: I Va lonto. t Air: Does the site meet the LTCP

criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air?

Y N
N

Policy Statement: “Exposure to petroleum vapors migrating from soil or groundwater to indoor air

may pose unacceptable human health risks. This policy describes conditions, including

bicattenuation zones, which if met will assure that exposure to petroleum vapors in indoor air will

not pose unacceptable health risks. In many petroleum release cases, potential human exposures

to vapors are mitigated by bioattenuation processes as vapors migrate foward the ground surface.

For the purposes of this section, the term “bicattenuation zone® means an area of soil with
- conditions that support biodegradation of petroleum hydrocarbon vapors.

The low-threat vapor-intrusion criteria described below apply to sites where the release originated
and impacted or potentially impacted adjacent parcels when:

(2) buildings for human occupancy are reasonably expected fo be constructed in the future.

Appendices 1 through 4 (attached) illustrate four potential exposure scenarios and describe
characteristics and criteria associated with each scenario. Petroleum release sites shall satisfy the
media-specific criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air and be considered low-threat for
the vapor-intrusion-to-indoor-air pathway if:

a. Site-specific conditions at the release site satiefy all of the characteristics and criteria of
scenarios 1 through 3 as applicable, or all of the characteristics and criteria of scenario 4 as
applicable; or :

b. A site-specific risk assessment for the vapor intrusion pathway is conducted and demonstrates
that human health is protected to the satisfaction of the regulatory agency; or

. As a result of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation measures or through the use
of institutional or engineering controls, the regulatory agency determines that petroleum
vapors migrafing from soil or groundwater will have no significant risk of adversely affecting
human health.”

(1) existing buildings are occupied or may be reasonably expected to be cocupied in the future, or

EXEMPTION — Active Commercial Petroleum Facility: s the site an active commercial petroleum
fueling facility? ' .

AV es [T No

[J UND-

LTCP Statement: “Exposures to petroleum vapors associated with historical fuel system releases
are comparatively insignificant relative to exposures from small surface spills and fugitive vapor
releases that typically occur at active fueling facilities. Therefore, satisfaction of the media-specific
criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air is not required at active commercial petroieum
fueling facilities, except in cases where release characteristics can be reagsonably believed to pose
an unacceptable health risk.”

Are release characteristics reasonably believed to pose {1 Yes [] No FYUND CJNE [J NA
an unacceptable health risk to facility users or nearby facilities? :

On-site Users or Workers DOVYes[ONoOUNDTINE I NA
Residences

Day Care Facilities
Schools

Mixed-Use Developments

Hospitals , S dYes[INo [JUND [INE [ J NA
Senior Facilities ‘ dyes INoJUND [ INE !} NA
Commercial Sites ' OYes CONoJUND LINELI NA

**End of active commercial petroleum fueling facility evaluation™*

{Media Specific Criteria for Vapor Intrusion to Indaor Alr Evaluation continued on next page)
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2. Media Specific Criteria: Petroieum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air: Does the site meetthe LTCP ~ | [] Yes [J No

criteria for petroleum vapor mtrusmn to indoor air? | J UND

M“mih O ONG O -EY:?DDND
critoria listed below (a, b, orc}? u

Kk : B
E %, X £ i T e 3 h

o A ; ;i
PR G 4 . 5 v ¥ 3y I

ey k3

Seenaﬁo 1: u"mathemd LNAPL in Groundwaﬁer - ' . - Yes[INo

The bicattenuation zone is a continuous zone provides a _

separation of at least 30 feet vertically between the LNAPL in —_ '

groundwater and the foundation of existing or potential ClYes LINo[JUND [ NE [INA

buildi

Total TPH (TPl-l-g and TPH-d combined) are less than 100 :
mg/kg throughout the entire depth of the bioattenuation [ Yes DN CIUND ONELINA
Zone

Scenario 2: Unweathered LNAPL in Soil ] Yes [INo

The bicattenuation zone is a continuous zone that provides a
separation of at least 30 feet vertically between the LNAPL in | [] Yes [J No [] UND CINE [JNA

soll and the foundation of existing or potential buildings; and
Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) are <100 mg/kg

throughout the entire lateral and vertical extent of the ] Yes [T No ] UND ] NE [ NA

bicattenuation zone .

Scenario 3: Dissolved Phase Benzene Concentrations in Groundwater JYes[INo
Defining the Bioattenuation Zone For Sites without Oxygen Data 0 Yes I No
or Where Oxygen is <4% .

Figure A: For Benzene concentrations < 100 pgAl []Yes [JNo
The bicattenuation zone is a continuous zone that O Ves CONo CTUNDLCINELINA |

provides a separation of at least 5 fest vertically
between the dissolved phase benzene and the

foundation of existing or potential buildings; and .
Contains total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) < 100 | [J Yes [0 No TJ UND O NE CINA
mg/kg throughout the enhre depth of the bioattenuation '
zone

OR-
Figure B: For Benzene concentrations > 100 pgiL. but < 1,000 pg/L. [ Yes [ No
The bioattenuation zohe is a continuous zone that [1Yes INoJUND IJNE[INA

“provides a separation of at least 10 feet vertically
between the dissclved phase benzene and the

foundation of existing or Et_e_ntia! buiidings

Defining the Bioattenuation Zone For Sites with Oxygen = 4% 0 Yes LINo
Figure C: For Benzene concentrations < 1,000 pg/L 1 Yes 1 No

A continuous zone that provides a separation of at ieast | [ Yes [] No CJ UND [J NE [J NA
10 foet vertically between the dissolved phase benzene :

and the foundation of existing or potential buildings _
Contains total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) < 100 | [ Yes LI Ne LJUND I NE [J NA
mg/kg thmughout the entire depth of the bicattenuation
| zone

(Vapor lntrusloﬁ Criteria a evaluation continued on next page)
{Madia Specific Criteria for Vapor Intrugion to Indoor Air Evaluation continued on next pags)

- Low Threat Closure Policy and Impediment Identification Checklist_V1_2012-14-01 51|62




LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
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2. Media Specific Criteria: Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air: Does the snte meet the LTCP [1Yes (I No
criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air? - LJUND

Doeslhirehalesﬂn meet o5

apor intrusion fo i

Scenario 4: Direct Measurement of Soil Gas Concentrations

[ Yes [J No
Were appropriate soil gas sampling protocols followed? [ Yes [] No
' Were soil gas samples obtained from the following locations? [ Yes [] No

Beneath or adjacent to an existing building: Soil gas | {J Yes [J No [ UND I NE [J NA
safnples collected at least 5 feet below the bottom of the
building foundation

Future construction: Soil gas samples from at least [ Yes (3 No [ UND (I NE [ NA
five feet below ground surface :
Were solil gﬁs samples collected In accordance with DTSC Advisory []Yes [ No
with DTSC Advisory — Active Soil Gas Investigations {April 2012)7 '
Are all of the following criteria for a bioattenuation zone satisfied? [ Yes C1No

There is a minimum of five vertical feet of soil between the | [] Yes [J No [J UND CINE I NA
soil vapor measurements and the foundation of an existing
building or ground surface of future construction; and

' TPH (TPHg + TPHd) Is less than 100 mg/kg (measured in | [J Yes L] No [J UND TINE CINA
at least two depihs within the five-foot zone; and .
Oxygen is z 4% measured at the botiom of the five-foot [J Yes [ Ne [J unD O NE O NA
zone
¥ the bicattenuation zone criteria are al] saGsfied, then .
Do soil gas concentrations meet the following criteria? [ Yes [ No
. Residential | Commercial
Constituent Soil Gas Concentration (pg/m)
Benzens _<85,000 <280,000
Ethylbenzene <1,100,000 <3,600,000
Napthalene <93,000 <310,000
If the bioattenuation zone criteria are not safisfied, then
Do soil gas concentrations meet the following criteria? O Yes [ No
Resgidential l Commercial
Constituent ___Soil Gas Concentration {ugim’)
Benzene <85 <280
. Ethylbenzene <1,100 <3,600
_Napthalene <03 <310

**End of Vapor Intrusion Criteria a evaluation ***
(Media Specific Criteria for Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Evaluation continued on next page)
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IDENTIFICATION OF iIMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement.

Has pertinent information been pravided in the CSM for - D Yes LI1No [] UHD
| compliance evaluation? {refer to General Criteria e for spacrﬁc information)

**End of Vapor Intrusion Criteria b evaluation section™*

(Iledia Specific Cntena for Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Alr Evaluation continued on next page)
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ia Specific Criteria: Petroloum Vapor | | Indoor Alr: Does the site meet the LTCP Ll Yes LI Na
criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air? ' ] UND 7
Does the rolease site meet one of £l Yes [INo -
aritera ited below @ b, oro) LJuno

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for EI Yes I se LIUND
compliance evaluation? {refer to General Criteria e for specific information) _

**End of Vapor Infrusion Criteria ¢ svaluation section™

{Media Specific Criterla for Vapor Intrusien to Indoor Air Evaluation continued on hext page)
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2. Media Specific Criteria: Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air: Does the site meet the LTCP . | [] Yes [1No
criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indeor air? {JUND
Additional questions for sites that do not meet the LTCP criteria (a, b, orc) -
| Indlcate those conditions that do not meet the policy criteria: . ,
Soil Gas ! Insufficient number to be [J Not taken at two depths within
Samples representative 5 foot zone
[] Temporal variability not evaluated [ High spatial or temporal
: variability
| L] No soii gas samples [ Insufficient analytes
Taken incomrectly
Exposure Type | L] Residential "] Commercial
Free Product | ] In Groundwater [Tin Soi
‘ L] Unknown '
TPH in the 02100 mpikg T[] Unknown
- Bioatfenuation
Zone
Bioattenuation | L] < 5 feet (No Biozone) []=30 Feet
Zone Thickness
: 25 feet and < 10 fest i | 30 Feet BioZone compromised
210 feet and < 30 feet Unknown
Oxygen Data in No Oxygen Data
Bioattenuation Oxygen < 4% L] Oxygen 2 4%
Zone . :
Benzene in 1 2100 pg/t. and < 1,000 pgi ] Unknown -
Groundwater
_ 21000uggl; [ 2 280,000 pg/m”
Soil Gas 2 85 pg/m” and < 280 pg/m” Dzsﬁﬂﬂﬂpglm and < 280,000
Berxene uglm
L2280 pg/m® and < 85,000 pg/m” U] Unknown
Soil Gas [T = 1,100 pg/m*®_and < 3,600 pg/m’ [] 2 3,600,000 pg/im’
Ethylbenzene | [] 23,600 pg/m® and < 1,100,000 ug/m” | [] Unknown
(121 100000uglm and < 3,600,000
Soil Gas 293 pg/m° and < 310 pg/m” 2 310,000 pg/m”
Napthalene 2 310 pg/m” and < 93,000 pg/im” Unknown
] 2 53,000 pg/m” and<310000|gglm :
*=End of Evaluation of Media Specific Criteria: Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air***
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3. Media-Spacific Criteria; Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Expogure - Does the site meet satlsfy [ Yes , o

the madia-specific criteria for direct contact and outdoor air exposure (8, b, or ¢)? : [JUND

LTCP Statement: “This policy describes conditions where direct contact with contaminated <oil or

inhalation of contaminants volatized to outdoor air poses a low threat to human health. Release sites
“where human exposure may occur gatisfy the media-specific criteria for direct contact and outdoor air

exposure and shall be considered low-threat if they meet any of the following (4. b. or ¢, below).”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statsment

“If a site does not meet the media-gpecific criteria for direct contact and outdoor air exposure, then a
medium-specific analysis may need to be performed to demonstrate that the medium and its
associated exposure pathways are low-threat. For an evaluation of direct contact and volatilization to
outdoor air, calculate a more reasonable exposure concentration by averaging the measured
concentration over an appropriate (conservative) exposure area. The Case Closure Policy indicates
that the maximum concentrations shouid be. used in this analysis, so be sure to include the
maximum values when calculating the average. For a residential exposure, a reasonable exposure
area may comespond to the size of a small backyard."

E_mmption - Is the upper 10 feet of soil free of petroleum contamination? B B I};SD

LTCP Statement:

CA LUFT Manual Guidance:

P 4 IR
Has pertinent lnfomaﬁon been provided in the CSM for [ Yes CJuND
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information) ,
|a. Are maximum concentrations of petroloum constituents in soll less than or equal to those L[] Yes [INo
_listed In Tabie 1 for the specified depth below ground surface (bgs)? S D
4

LTCP Statement: “Maximum concentrations of pstroleum constituents in sl are less than or equal
to those listed in Table 1 for the specified depth below ground surface (bgs). The concentration limits
for 0 to 5 feet bgs protect from ingestion of soil, dermal contact with soil, and inhalation of volatile soil
emissions and inhalation of particulate emissions. The 5 to 10 feet bgs concentration limits protect

from mhalahon of volatile soil emissions. the O to f i tration limits and the 5 fo 10
feet bgs conceniration limils  for dasslﬁcatmn eside
Qommerugmgggg&g) shall be satisfied. In addition, rf exposure to construction workers or utmty
trench workers is reasonably anticipated, the concentration limits for Utility Worker shall also be
satisfied.”

_ (Criteria a evaluation continued on next page)
{Media 8pecific Criteria for Direct Contact and Qutdoor Air Evaluation continued on next page)
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/
a-8 loria: : lact and Outdoor Al posure - Does the site meet satisfy L] Yes L4 No

the media-specific criterfa for direct contact and outdcor air exposure? (continued) [1UND
a 'Atema_lxlmuneoneentraﬁomofpwawnconﬁmenﬁinsoilhssﬁmnoraquauomM' - FElYes|EINo
Histad in Table 1 for the specified depth bgs? (continued) . - ) o lguno

Table 1 - Concentrations of Petroleum Constituents In Soil
That will Have No Significant Risk of Adversely Affecting Human Health

Residential Commercialfindustrial Utliity Worker
Otobftbgs | 5to10ftbgs Oto 5fthgs §to101'l:bgs Oto10ftbgs

Chemical {mg/kg) {mg/kg) {(mgikg) (mplkg) (mglkg)
1.9 )

Benzene - 2.3 ] 8.2 12 14
| Max Soil Conc’ insert insort insert insent Insert
Ethylbenzane ik 32 8s 134 314
Max Soil Conc’ Insert Insert Insert Insert Insert
Napthalens 9.7 9.7 45 45 219
Max Scif Conc” insert insart Insert Insert - Insert
PAH 0.063 NA 0.68 NA 4.5
Msax Soil Cong’ insert insert __Insert nsert - Insert

. ;encentrations brole % in 50il should be compared to those listad in

Table 1 {Technical Justification for Soi! Screening Levels for Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposura
Pathways, SWRCB) : :

2. Based on the seven carcinogenic poly-aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) as benzo{a)pyrene toxicity
equivalent [BaPe]. Sampling and analysis for PAHSs is only necessary where soil is affscted by either
waste oil or Bunker C oil. . . :

: —
Are both the 0 to 5 feet bgs concentration limits 5 to 10 feet bgs [ Yes CINo [ZOND
concentration limits for the appropriate site cJagsification satisfied? ) _

Residential: L]Yes [ ]No ND
Commercial/industrial: [T Yes (1 No [AOND
[ exposure to construction of utility trench workers is reasonably | L1 Ves [ No ﬁ'ND
anticipated, are the concentration limits for the Utility Worker -
satisfied? .
Have the requirements for using the screening levels in Table 1 O Yes (I No %ND

boen satisfied (i.e., have the model assumptions presented in the
SWRCB document entitied “Technicaf Juslification for Soil Screening
Levels for Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure Pathiways™ been met?

Is the area of impacted soil where a particular exposure | L] Yes [ 1 No L] UND LINE [] NA

occurs

s B2 feet by 82 feet? - ' . .

Is the receptor located at the downgradient edge fo Ll Yes CINo JUND [JTNE LINA

Inhalation

exposura? .

Is the wind speed < 2.25 meters per second L} Yes CTNe CTUNDTINE LI NA
(7.38 feet per second) on average? ‘

Are thers different exposure scenarios than residential, | L] Yes [] No [ ] UND LI NE L] NA

commercialfindustrial, utility worker} at the site? '

i no, then is a site-epecific risk analysis warranted? O Yes [1No [JUND
. — :
Has pertinent Information been provided in the CSM for ] YesF No L] UND
compilance evaluation? {refer to General Criteria e for specific informetion;)

**End of Criteria a evaluation™*

(Media Specific Criteria for Direct Contact and Qutdoor Air Evaluation continued on next page}
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bosure - Does the site meet satisfy | [ Yes ﬁlc

3- Mﬂd | - i o t GO | Al v
the media-specific criteria for direct contact and outdoor air exposure? (continued) JunD
b. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in sofl less than or equal tothose - .| [1Yes LINo
. listed in Table 1 for the specified dopth bgs? (continued) - SR ND .
Has pertinent information been provided in the CSMfor O Yes CINo [CJUND

compiliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information)

s*End of Criteria b evalaution***

¢. As aresult of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation maaéum or through the - oL
use of Institutional or engineering controls, has the regulatory agency determined that the es [ ] No

-concentrations of petroleum constituents In soil will have no significant risk of adversely - . ND
affecting human health? - - - S yai

Guidance Document: Institutional Controls A Guide to Planning Implementing Maintaining and
Enforcing Institutional Controls at Contaminated Sites, interim Final. USEPA Nov 2010 540-R-09-001

EPA defines institutional controls as non-engineered instruments, such as administrative and legal
controls, that help to minimize the potential for human health exposure to contamination and/or
protect the integrity of a response action. ICs are typically designed to work by limiting land or
resource use or by providing information that helps modify or guide human behavior ata site.

. Fa) |
Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for L1 Yes Fﬂo {JUND
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information) '

*End of Criteria ¢ evaluation***

{Media Speciﬁc Criteria for Direct Contact and Qutdoor Air Evaluation continued on next page)
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3. Mgdlé-smrﬂg Criteria: Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exgo_sure Does the site meet satisfy | LI Yes'[iNo
the media-specific criteria for direct contact and outdoor air exposure? {continued) CJ UND
Additional questions if the site does not meet any of the Direct Contact and Outdoor Air I
Exposure scenarios ' ‘ ,
Indicate only those conditions that do not meet the policy:
[ Exposure Type: [ Residential [T Utitity Worker
Commerciat '
[ Petroleum Constittx Consﬁments in s 5feat bgs nknown
Soll: > 5 feet bgs and < 10 fest bgs [1> 12 mg/ky and < 14 mgikg
Soilconunh'aﬁonsof > 1.9 mp/kg and < 2.8 mg/kg > 14 mghg
Benzene: :H > 2.8 mg/kg and < 8.2 mg/kg inknown
> B.2 mpfkg and < 12 mg/g ]
SOIICOHcenmtIomof LU > 21 mo/ka and < 32 mgikg L1>134 mgfkg and S 314 mgkg |
Ethylbenzene: > 32 and s 89 ma/kg > 314 mg/kg
;' L} > 85 mg/kg and < 134 Kknown
Soll Concentrations of > 9.7 mg/kg and s 45 mg/k > 219 mg/kg
Naphthalene: > 45 mg/kg and s 219 mum nknown
Soil Concentrations of > 0.063 mg/kg and < 0,68 mgikg i > 45matg
PAH: - > 0,68 mg/kg and s 4.5 T Unknpwn
Area of Impacted Sofl: Alaaoflmpacted Soil > 82 by 82 Feet F_ZTJnknown
This case should be closed in sp:ﬁe of not meeting pollcy criteria O Yesﬂﬁo
Explanation: i
*** End of Media Specific Criteria: Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure Evaluation™
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Low-Threat Case Closure Notification Reqdirements - Has the regulatory agency recommending | [] Yes o
closure complied with the Low Threal Closure Policy public notification requirements? [JUN

LTCP Statement: “Cases that meet the general and media-specific criteria established in this policy
pose a low threat to human health, safety and the environment and safisfy the case-closure
requirements of Health and Safety Code section 25296.10, and case closure is consistent with State
Water Board Resclution 92-49 that requires that cleanup goals and objectives be met within a
reasonable time frame. If the case has been determined by the regulatory agency to meet the criteria
in this policy, the regulatory agency shall notify responsible parties that they are eligible for case
closure and that the following items, if applicable, shall be completed prior to the issuance of a
uniforn closure letter specified in Health and Safety Code section 25296.10. After completion of
these items, and uniess the regulatory agency revises its determination based on comments
received on the proposed case closure, the regulatory agency shall issue a uniform closure letter
within 30 days from the end of the comment period.

Municipal and county water districts, water replenishment districts, special act districts with
groundwater management authority, agencies with authority to issue building permits for land
affected by the petroleum release, owners and occupants of the property impacted by the petroleum
release, and the owners and occupants of all parcels adjacent to the impacted property shail be
.| notified of the proposed case closure and provided a 60 day pericd to comment. The reguiatory
agency shall consider any comments received when determining if the case should be closed or if
site specific conditions warrant otherwise.

Municipal and county water districts, water replenishment districts, special act districts with
groundwater management authority, agencies with authority to issue building permits for land
affected by the petroleum release, owners and occupants of the property impacted by the petroleum
release, and the owners and occupants of all parcels adjacent to the impacted property shall be
nolified of the proposed case closure and provided a 80 day period to comment. The regulatory
agency shall consider any comments received when determining if the case should be closed or if

1 site specific conditions warrant otherwise.” .

Name of the Regulatory Agency Making Recommendatlon for Case Closure:

| L_| Alameda County Environmental Health | [ Regional Water Quality Control Board

Underground Storage Tgnk Cleanup Fund [] State Water Resources Control Board
Does ACEH Concur with Closure Recommendation? - [JYegfANo

| Have the appropriate parties been notified of the proposed closure? Yes e T UNK
closure and provided a 60 day pericd to comment? '

Municipal and County Water Districts? [ Yes [ No NK
(LI EBMUD { []Zone?7 | T City of Hayward |
Water Replenishment Districts? : [ Yes [ONo JUNK
[TJEBMUD | [Zone7 [ 1
Agencies with authority to issue building permits for OYes ONo NK
land affected by the petroleum? o
| County: [T Alameda County |

] Alameda ] Dublin L] Hayward igdmont

[ Albany [T Emeryville Livermore Pleasanton

[0 Alameda Oakland [ San Leandro
B W

Owners and Occupants of all parcels adjacent to the impacted [ ] Yes [] No WNK
property? . |
[ Gwners: ] Yes [ INo ﬁNK [ Occupants: DY&MNO | LWK_:_

{Low Threat Notification Requirements Evaluation Section continued on next page)
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l' Low-Threat Case Closure Notification Requirements - Has the regulatory agency recommending O Yes @o
closure complied with the Low Threat Closure Policy public netification requirements? {conﬁnuad) JUND

| Has the regulatory agency given public notice to gther affected paries [ Yes O UNK
or potentiaily affected parties beside the owners and occupants of _

adjacent parcels in compliance with the public participation requirements

of Chapter 16 of Division 3 of Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations

and Chapter 6.7 of Divigion 20 if the Health and Safety Code? '

/) .
(Cwners:— TTVes g'uo [TUNK [ Ocouperts: —— TTVes Polo [TUNK |

Has public participation been conducied in accordance with the SWRCB [ Yes o [ UNK
and Regional Water Quality Controf Boards April 2005 guidance document !
entitied “Final Draft Public Parficipation at Cleanup Sifes™?

Guidance Statement: The level of public participation effort at a particular site should be based
on the site's threat (fo human health, water quality, and the environment), the degree of public - -
concamn or interest in site cleanup, and any environmental justice factors associated with the site.
There may be more public concern or interest about a site when: contaminants have migrated or
are Hkely to migrate off site, cleanup could generate dust and noise, or cleanup is linked o
redevelopment of the property. -

Category 1 Public Participation Requirements

Guidance Statement: Category 1 includes most leaking underground fuel tank (LUFT) sites
'| and many small commercial facilities. Category 1 sites are characterized by soil or groundwater
contamination that does not pose an immediate human health threat and gms_ﬁ_gﬂgml_oﬂ;

site onto neighboring properties. Off-site groundwater plumes that extend only into the public
right of way are also included in this category.

Have surrounding property owners and residents withinan . - O Yes [ No /l?' UNK

appropriate distance of the site been notified (e.g., 200 foot radius in :

an urban setting, 1,000 foot in a rural setting per the April 2005

document)? (The term *site” refers to the full extent of known

contamination) [

Have other interested parties or groups, including other public L] Yes _?’ No [J UNK
agencies and environmental and community groups been notified? )

Category 2 Public Participation Requirsments

Guidance Statement: Category 2 includes larger industrial or commercial sites with significant
soil and groundwater contamination. At these sites, the groundwater piume extands off-gite
beyond the public right of way (or is assumed to extend off-gite until investigation shows
otherwise.) This category includes many sclvent sites. A few LUFT sites will fall into this
category. This category also includes California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act (CLRRA)
sites, where a buyer or landowner has applied for liability relief pursuant to this Brownsfield

- legislation.
Have all property owners and residents _a_fm, or potentially UDNIES J?I No L
affected by coffsite migration of the plume been natified?

***End of Low-Threat Case Closure Notification Requirements Evaluation™*
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‘ at Case Clogure Monitoring We ruct amoval Requirements - Have [ Yes N0
“all wells and berings instalied for the puipose of investigating, remediating, or monitoring the [JUN
unauthorized release been properly destroyed? : A

Have all monitoring wells and borings been properiy destroyed? _ EII'UN

LTCP Statement: “All wells and borings installed for the purpos' of investigating, remediating, or
" monitoring the unauthorized release shall be properly destroyed prior to case closure unless a
property owner certifies that they will keep and maintain the wells or borings in accordance with |-

applicable local or state requirements.”

1f all wells and borings have not been property destroyed, then

Has the property owner certified that they will keep ang []Yes (1o [JUNK
maintain the wells or borings in accordance with applicable
| local or state requirements?

[Tias pertinent information been provided in the CSM for [T¥es CiNo
| compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information)

s=End of Monitoring Well Destruction Requirements Evaluation™

Have all waste piles, drums, debris, and other investigation or remediation derived materials been [J Yes [[] No.
removed from the site and properly managed in accordance with regulstory agency requirements? CJUND '

Policy Statement: All waste piles, drums, debris and other investigation or remediation derived

materials shall be removed from the site and properly managed in accordance with regulatory
agency requirements.

Fias pertinent information been provided in the CSM for CYes L]No
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information)

*»*End of Waste Remo\ra'l Requirements Evaiuation"‘"‘
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