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NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK CLEANUP FUND (FUND) CASE CLOSURE
RECOMMENDATION PURSUANT TO HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 25299.39.2
AND THE STATE WATER RESCURCES CONTROL BOARD ‘
LOW-THREAT UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK CASE CLOSURE POLICY:
CLAIM NUMBER: 10630, SITE ADDRESS: 3810 BROADWAY, OAKLAND, CA 94611

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water
Board) will accept comments on the proposed underground storage tank (UST) case closure for
Alameda County Environmental Health Department {County), case number RO0000056, 3810
Broadway, Oakland, CA 94611. This matter will be presented to the Executive Director of the
State Water Board for consideration. Written comments may be submitted as described below.

Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2, subdivision (a)(1) requires the Fund Manager to
notify UST owners or operators who have a Letter of Commitment (LOC) that has been in active
status for five or more years and to review the case history of these sites on an annual basis
unless otherwise notified by the UST owner or operator. This process is called the “5-Year
Review.” Effective January 1, 2013, Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2, subdivision
(a)(1)(A), provides that the Fund Manager's determination that closure of the tank case is
appropriate shall be documented in a review summary report provided to the regulatory agency.

~ In addition, Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 further states that the Fund Manager, with
-approval of the UST owner or opéerator, may recommend regulatory case closure to the State
Water Board. The State Water Board may close or require the closure of any UST case. The
above-referenced case may be closed by the Executive Director of the State Water Board.
Pursuant to State Water Board Resolution No. 2012-0061, the Executive Director of the State
Water Board may close or require closure of cases that meet the criteria specified in the State
Water Board’s Low Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy (Low-Threat
Closure Policy) adopted by State Water Board Resolution No. 2012-0016.

Having obtained the owner/operator’s approval, and pursuant to Health & Safety Code section
26299.39.2, subdivision (a)(1), the Fund Manager recommends closure of the above-referenced
UST Case. Enclosed is a copy of the UST Case Closure Review Summary Report for the UST
case. The Case Closure Review Summary Report contains information about the UST case -
and forms the basis for the UST Cleanup Fund Manager’s determination that case closure is
appropriate and recommendation to the State Water Board for UST case closure. A copy of the

~ Case Closure Review Summary Report has been provided to all parties. The interested parties
includes but not limited 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 the Low-Threat Closure policy and the Health & Safety Code section
25299.39.2, subdivision (a )(1)




Chevron #21-1283/Express Auto

The Fund Manager determination that case closure is appropriate triggers the provision in
Health and Safety Code section 25299.39.2, subdivision {a)(4) which states that the regulatory
agency shall not issue a corrective action directive or enforce an existing corrective action
directive for the tank case until the board issues a decision on the closure of the tank case, with
limited exceptions.

Finally, the Fund Manager recommendation for case closure triggers provisions in Health &
Safety Code section 25299.39.2, subdivision (a)(2) requiring the State Water Board to limit
reimbursement of any correction action costs incurred after the date of this letter to $10,000 per
year, excepting special circumstances.

SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

Written comments on the Case Closure Review Summary Report to the State Water Board
must be received by 12:00 Noon on May 27, 2013. Please provide the following information
in the subject line: “Comment Letter — Chevron #21-1283/Express Auto Case Closure
Summary.”

Comments must be addressed to:

Mr. Pete Mizera

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street, 16th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Comments by email must be addressed to: USTClosuresComments@waterboards.ca.qov

Please direct questions about this notice to Bob Trommer, UST Cleanup Fund, at
(916) 341-5684 (btrommer@waterboards.ca.gov) or Nathan Jacobsen, Staff Counsel at
(916) 341-5181 (njacobsen@waterboards.ca.qov).

i | LY

Pete ?t\iera . Date

Executive Assistant
Divisioh of Financial Assistance
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UST CASE CLOSURE REVIEW SUMMARY REPORT

Agency Information

Health Department (County)

Agency Name: Alameda County Environmental

Address: 1131 Harbor Bay Parkway
Alameda, CA 94502

Agency Caseworker: Mark Detterman

Case No.: RO0000056

Case Information

USTCF Claim No.: 10630

.| Global 1D:

10600101108

Site Name: Chevron #21-1283/Express Auto

Site Address: 3810 Broadway
Oakland, CA 94611

Responsible Party #1: Gerald Friedkin

Address: 300 Grand Avenue
' Oakland, CA 94610

Responsible Party #2: Chevron EMC
Attn: Ms. Kelly Esters

Address: 6101 Bollinger Canyon Rd.,
Room 5323,
San Ramon, CA 94583

Responsible Party #3: Express Auto Clinic
Attn:. Mr. Joe Zadik-

Address: 8255 San Leandro Street
Oakland, CA 94621

USTCF Expenditures to Date: $76,151

Number of Years Case Open: 21

URL: http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.qoviprofile report.aép‘?qlobal id=T0600101108

Summary : -
The Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank (UST) Case Closure Policy (Policy) contains general
and media-specific criteria, and cases that meet those criteria are appropriate for closure pursuant
to the Policy. This case meets all of the required criteria of the Policy. A summary evaluation of
compliance with the Policy is shown in Attachment 1: Compliance with State Water Board
Policies and State Law. The Conceptual Site Model upon which the evaluation of the case has

- been made is described in Attachment 2: Summary of Basic Case Information (Conceptual
Site Model). Highlights of the case follow:

The Site is an active commercial petroleum fueling and automobile repair facility. A 550-gallon
waste oil UST was removed and an unauthorized leak was reported in May 1991. An unknown
volume of impacted soil was excavated during the removal of the UST. Additional excavation of
approximately 1,400 cubic yards of impacted soil was performed in February to March 2000. The
excavation in the source area extended to a depth of 22 feet below ground surface (bgs) and was
backfilled with clean fill (approximately 800 pounds of oxygen release compound mixed with solil
was placed in the bottom of the excavation). According to groundwater data, water quality -
objectives have been achieved or nearly achieved for all constituents except for benzene and
methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE).

The petroleum release is limited to the shallow soil and groundwater. According to data available
in GeoTracker, there are no supply wells regulated by the California Department of Public Health
or surface water bodies within 1,000 feet of the defined plume boundary. No other water supply

CHarLes R, HoPPIN, cHAIRMAN | THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

1001 | Straet, Sacramento, GA 95814 | Mailing Address:rP.O. Box 100, Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 | www.waterboards.ca.gov
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wells have been identified within 1,000 feet of the defined plume boundary in files reviewed. Water
is provided to water users near the Site by East Bay Municipal Utilities District.

The affected groundwater is not currently being used as a source of drinking water, and it is highly
unlikely that the affected groundwater will be used as a source of drinking water in the foreseeable
future. Other designated beneficial uses of impacted groundwater are not threatened, and it is
highly uniikely that they will be, considering these factors in the context of the site setting.
Remaining petroleum hydrocarbon constituents are limited, stable and concentrations declining.
Corrective actions have been implemented and additional corrective actions are not necessary.
Any remaining petroleum hydrocarbon constituents do not pose a significant risk to human health,
safety or the environment.

Rationale for Closure under the Policy

+ General Criteria: The case meets all eight Policy general criteria.

» Groundwater Specific Criteria: The case meets Policy Criterion 1 by Class 2. The
contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives is less than 250 feet in length.
There is no free product. The nearest water supply well or surface water body is greater
than 1,000 feet from the defined plume boundary. The dissolved concentration of benzene
is less than 3,000 ug/L, and the dissolved concentration of MTBE is less than 1,000 ug/L.

» Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air: Policy Exclusion for Active Station. Soil vapor evaluation is
not required because the Site is an active commercial petroleum fueling facility.

» Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure: The case meets Policy Criterion 3a. Maximum
concentrations in soil are less than those in Policy Table 1 for Commercial/Industrial use,
and the concentration limits for a Utility Worker are not exceeded. There are no soil sample
results in the case record for naphthalene. However, the relative concentration of
naphthalene in soil can be conservatively estimated using the published relative
concentrations of naphthalene and benzene in gascline. Taken from Potter and Simmons
(1998), gasoline mixtures contain approximately 2 percent benzene and 0.25 percent
naphthalene. Therefore, benzene can be directly substituted for naphthalene
concentrations with a safety factor of eight. Benzene concentrations from the Site are
below the naphthalene thresholds in Policy Table 1. Therefore, the estimated naphthalene
concentrations meet the thresholds in Table 1 and the Policy criteria for direct contact by a
factor of eight. It is highly unlikely that naphthalene concentrations in the soil, if any,
exceed the threshold.

Objections to Closure and Responses
The County, as documented in the Closure Review located on the 09-42 Case Review page in
GeoTracker (dated 4/15/2010) objects to UST case closure for this case because:

+ Site characterization is not complete and contamination is not defined.

RESPONSE: Concentrations in soil and groundwater are defined to low to non-detect
levels. -

s Source control is feasible and needed to reduce offsite migration and reduce source mass.
RESPONSE: No free product has been documented in site wells since 2000. The
secondary source has been removed to the extent practicable. The petroleum hydrocarbon
plume is stable or decreasing.

»  Soil vapor risks are not identified.

RESPONSE: The Site is an active commercial petroleum fueling facility. Remaining
maximum concentrations in soil are less than those in Policy Table 1 for both
Commercial/Industrial and Residential f[and uses. Remaining petroleum hydrocarbon
constituents do not pose a significant risk to human health.
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« Designated beneficial uses of groundwater at the Site (municipal and domestic supply)
need to be protected.
RESPONSE: Water is provided to water users near the Site by East Bay Municipal Utilities
District. The affected groundwater is not currently being used as a source of drinking water,
and-it is highly unlikely that the affected groundwater will be used as a source of drinking
water in the foreseeable future. ‘

Determination : ‘
Based on the review performed in accordance with Health & Safety Code Section 25299.39.2
subdivision (a), the Fund Manager has determined that closure of the case is appropriate. .

Recommendation for Closure

- Based on available information, residual petroleum hydrocarbons at the Site do not pose a
significant risk to human health, safety, or the environment, and the case meets the requirements
of the Policy. Accordingly, the Fund Manager recommends that the case be closed. The State
Water Board is conducting public notification as required by the Policy. Alameda County has the
regulatory respensibility to supervise theé abandonment of monitoring wells.

lega. Batertrrate - 5/22/)3

Lisa Babcock, P.G. 3939, C.E.G. 1235 Date

Prepared by: Roger Hoffmore, P.G. 7660
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3810 Broadway, Oakland
Claim No: 10630

ATTACHMENT 1: COMPLIANCE WITH STATE WATER BOARD POLICIES AND STATE LAW

The case complies with the State Water Resources Control Board 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. Based on available information, any residual petroleum constituents

at the site do not pose significant risk to human health, safety, or the environment.

The case cbmplies with the requirements of the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank

(UST) Case Closure Policy as described below.’

Is corrective action consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety
Code and implementing regulations?

The corrective action provisions contained in Chapter 6.7 of the Health and
Safety Code and the implementing regulations govern the entire corrective action
process at leaking UST sites. If it is determined, at any stage in the corrective
action process, that UST site closure is appropriate, further compliance with
corrective action requirements is not necessary. Corrective action at this site has
been consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety Code and )
implementing regulations and, since this case meets applicable case-closure
requirements, further corrective action is not necessary, uniess the activity is
necessary for case closure.

Yes

O No

Have waste discharge requirements or any other orders issued pursuant to
Division 7 of the Water Code heen issued at this case? ' ‘

1 Yes

® No

If so, was the corrective action performed consistent with any order?

1 Yes

O No

®NA

General Criteria
General criteria that must be satisfied by all candidate sites:

Is the unauthorized release located within the service area of a public water
system?

Does the unauthorized release consist only of petroleum?

‘Has the unauthorized (“primary”) release from the UST system been
stopped? -

Has free product been removed to the maximum extent practicable?

Has a conceptual site model that assesses the nature, extent, and mobility
of the release been developed?

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

1 No

O No

O No

O No

O No

ONA-

' Refer to the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy for closure criteria for low-threat

petroleum UST sites.

hitp://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board decisions/adopted orders/resolutions/2012/rs2012 0016atta. pdf
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Has secondary source been removed to the extent practicable?

® Yes O No

Has soil or groundwater been tested for MTBE and results reported in

accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 25296.15? _ Yes O No
‘Nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 does not exist at the - Yes 0O No
site?

Are there unique site attributes or site-specific conditions that O Yes @ No
demonstrably increase the risk associated with residual petroleum

constituents? : '

Media-Specific Criteria

Candidate sites must satisfy all three of these media-specific criteria:

1. Groundwater:
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:

Is the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives stable
or decreasing in areal extent?

Yes 2 No [ NA
Does the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives meet
all of the additional characteristics of one pf the five clqsses of sites? Yes O No ONA

If YES, check applicableclass: 01 ®2 03 04 O5

For sites with releases that have not affected groundwater, do mobile

constituents (leachate, vapors, or light non-aqueous phase ligquids) [ Yes CONo @ NA

contain sufficient mobile constituents to cause groundwater to exceed
_the groundwater criteria?

2. Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air:
The site is considered low-threat for vapor intrusion to indoor air if site-specific
conditions satisfy all of the characteristics of one of the three classes of sites (a
through c) or if the exception for active commercial fueling facilities applies.

Is the site an active commercial petroleum fueling facility? ‘
Exception: Satisfaction of the media-specific criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion
to indoor air is not required at active commercial petroleum fueling facilities,
except in cases where release characteristics can be reasonably believed to

pose an unacceptable health risk.

® Yes I No
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a.

C.

Do site-specific conditions at the release site satisfy all of the
applicable characteristics and criteria of scenarios 1 through 3 or all
of the applicable characteristics and criteria of scenario 47

if YES, check applicable scenarios: 01 02 O3 04

Has a site-specific risk assessment for the vapor intrusion pathway
been conducted and demonstrates that human health is protected to
the satisfaction of the regulatory agency?

As a result of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering _
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that petrofeum
vapors migrating from soil or groundwater will have no significant
risk of adversely affecting human health?

OYes [ No mNA

D Yes ONo @ NA

O Yes O No mNA-

3.

- Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure: _
The site is considered low-threat for direct contact and outdoor air exposure if

site~-specific conditions satisfy one of the three classes of sites (a through c).

a.

b.

Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less
than or equal to those listed in Table 1 for the specified depth below
ground surface (bgs)? '

Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less
than levels that a site specific risk assessment demonstrates will
have no significant risk of adversely affecting human health?

As a result of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that the
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no
significant risk of adversely affecting human health?

™ Yes ONo LI NA

OYes ONo @ NA

O Yes O No @ NA
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ATTACHMENT 2: SUMMARY OF BASIC CASE INFORMATION (Conceptual Site Model)

Site Location/History

The Site is located at the northeast corner of the intersection of Broadway and 38th Street
in Oakland and is an active commercial petroleum fueling and automobile repair facility.
Current site features include a station building, automobile repair building, fuel dispenser
islands, and a UST complex.

The Site is bounded on the northwest by Broadway, to the southwest by 38" Street, to the
southeast by residential apartments, and to the northeast by commercial and residential
buildings. On the far side of Broadway and 38" Streets is the Kaiser Hospital complex.
Site maps showing the location of the USTs, monitoring wells, groundwater leve! contours,
and contaminant concentrations are provided at the end of this closure review summary
(ARCADIS, 2013). : -
Nature of Contaminants of Concern: Petroleum hydrocarbons only.

Source: UST system.

Date reported: May 1991,

Status of Release: USTs removed.

Free Product: Free product was last reported in monitoring well MW-2, MW-3 and MW-8 in
2000. o

Tank Information

Tank No. Size in Contents Closed in Place/ Date
Gallons Removed/Active

1 6,000 | Unknown Removed February 1980

-2 6,000 | Unknown Removed ' February 1980
3 6,000 | Unknown Removed February 1980
4 6,000 | Unknown Removed : February 1980
5 550 | Waste Qil Removed May 1991

Receptors

GW Basin: Santa Clara Valley — East Bay Plain.

Beneficial Uses: The San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional
Water Board) Basin Plan lists Municipal and Domestic Supply.

Land Use Designation: Commercial. ‘

Public Water System: East Bay Municipal Water District.

Distance to Nearest Supply Well: According to data available in GeoTracker, there are no
public supply wells regulated by California Department of Public Health within 1,000 feet of
the defined plume. No other water supply wells were identified within 1,000 feet of the
defined plume boundary in the files reviewed. '

Distance to Nearest Surface Water: There is no identified surface water within 1,000 feet of

. the defined plume boundary.

Geology/Hydrogeology

Stratigraphy: The Site is underlain primarily by uncensolidated fill material overlying sandy
silts and clays, interbedded with well sorted sands and silty sands (ARCADIS, 2012).
Maximum Sample Depth: 35 feet below ground surface (bgs).

Minimum Groundwater Depth: 14.00 feet bgs at monitoring well MW-9,
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Claim No: 10630
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Maximum Groundwater Depth: 34.24 feet bgs at monitoring well MW-11.
Current Average Depth to Groundwater: Approximately 20 feet bgs.

Saturated Zones(s) Studied: Approximately 14 - 40 feet bgs.
Appropriate Screen Interval: Yes.
Groundwater Flow Direction: Groundwater flow direction varies considerably, ranging

among north, west and south. Groundwater mounding and groundwater depressions

related to offsite dewatering (on the Kaiser property during construction) have also been
observed (ARCADIS, 2012). Predominant groundwater flow direction is currently to the
west (ARCADIS, 2013).

Monitoring Well Information

Well Designation _Date Installed Screen Interval Depth to Water
(feet bgs) (feet bgs)
(12/28/2012)

MW-1 October 1991 24-34 NM
MW-4 October 1895 26-36 19.30
MW-5B May 2002 10-30 20.52
MW-6 September 1996 10-35 21.39
MW-7 September 1996 10-35 19.18
MW-9 September 1996 10-35 17.37
MW-10 September 1996 10-35 19.19
MW-11 August 2000 15-40 25.55
MW-12 May 2002 10-30 19.60

NM: Not measured

Remediation Summary
» Free Product; Free product was last reported in monitoring well MW-2, MW-3, and M-8 in

2000.

« Soil Excavation: An unknown volume of impacted soil was excavated during the removal of

the waste oil UST in 1991. Additional excavation of approximately 1,400 cubic yards of

petroleum hydrocarbon impacted soil was performed at the Site in February to March 2000
and extended in the source area to a depth of 22 feet bgs and was backfilled with clean fill.

Approximately 800 pounds of oxygen release compound mixed with soil was placed in the
hottom of the excavation.
» In-Situ Soil/Groundwater Remediation: None reported.

Most Recent Concentrations of Petroleum Constituents in Soil

Constituent

Maximum 0-5 feet bys
[mg/kg and (date)}

Maximum 5-10 feet bgs
[mg/kg and (date)]

Benzene <0.002 (06/29/12) <2 (07/02/12)
Ethylbenzene <0.002 (06/29/12) 0.57 (07/02/12)
Naphthalene NA NA
PAHs NA NA

NA: Not Analyzed, Not Applicable or Data Not Avaitable
mg/kg: Milligrams per kilogram, parts per million
<: Not detected at ar above stated reporting limit

PAHs: Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
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Most Recent Concentrations of Petroleum Constituents in Groundwater

Sample | Sample | TPHg | TPHd | Benzene | Ethyl- Xylenes | MTBE | TBA
Date | (pg/L) | (ug/L) | (pg/L) B?nzlcle_r;e (rg/L) | (ugiLl) | (ngiL)

. | Mg .
MW-4 12/28/12 1 <50 a0 <0.5 <0.5 <1.0] 055 <10
‘MW-5B 12/28/12 72 61 <0.5 <0.5 <1.0 14| <10
MW-6 12/28/12 | 2,100 | 100 460 13 99| <25 58
MW-7 12/28/12| <50 | <48 <0.5 <0.5 <1.0] <05 <10
MW-9 12/28/12| <50] <48| <05 <0.5 <1.0 43 16
MW-10 12/28/12| 340 . 100 <0.5 <0.5| - <1.0| <05| <10
MW-11 12/28/12 | <50 | <48 <0.5 <0.5 <1.0| <05| <10
MW-12 12/28/12 | 3,900 120 850 34 29| <50 <100
WQOs - - - 1 - 700 1,750 5° | 1,200

NA: Not Analyzed, Not Applicable or Data Not Available

pg/l: Micrograms per liter, parts per biltion

<; Not detected at or above stated reporting limit

TPHg: Total petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoiine

TPHd: Total petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel w/ silica gel clean-up

MTBE: Methyl tert-butyl ether :

TBA: Tert-butyl alcohol

WQOs: Water Quality Objectives, Regional Water Board except where indicated
- Regional Water Board Basin Plan has no numeric WQO for TPHg and TPHd
% Secondary maximum contaminant level {MCL)

b California Department of Public Health, Response Level
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Groundwater Trends

e There are 21 years of groundwater monitoring data for this case. Benzene trends remain
high and decreasing in the source area (MW-5B and MW-12). MTBE exceeds water quality
objectives and are decreasing north of the plume (MW-5B and MW-7). Site shows effects
of groundwater mounding northeast of Site. Benzene trends are shown below:

Source Area Well

BENZENE Resulis for MW-12
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Downgradient Well
BENZENE Results for MW-6
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Evaluation of Current Risk

» Estimate of Hydrocarbon Mass in Soil: None reported,
Soilf Groundwater tested for MTBE: Yes, see table above.
Oxygen Concentrations in Soil Vapor: None reported.
Plume Length: <250 feet long.
Plume Stable or Degrading: Yes.
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» Contaminated Zone(s) Used for Drinking Water: No.

e Groundwater Risk from Residual Petroleum Hydrocarbons: The case meets Policy
Criterion 1 by Class 2. The contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives is less
than 250 feet in length. There is no free product. The nearest water supply well or surface
water body is greater than 1,000 feet from the defined plume boundary. The dissolved
concentration of benzene is less than 3,000 ug/L, and the dissolved concentration of MTBE
is less than 1,000 pg/L.

« Indoor Vapor Risk from Residual Petroleum Hydrocarbons: Policy Exclusion for Active
Station. Soil vapor evaluation is not required because the Site is an active commercial
petroleum fueling facility. '

» Direct Contact Risk from Residual Petroleum Hydrocarbons: The case meets Policy
Criterion 3a. Maximum concentrations in soil are less than those in Policy Table 1 for
Commercial/industrial use, and the concentration limits for a Utility Worker are not
exceeded. There are no soil sample results in the case record for naphthalene. However,
the relative concentration of naphthalene in soil can be conservatively estimated using the
published relative concentrations of naphthalene and benzene in gasoline. Taken from
Potter and Simmons (1998), gasoline mixtures contain approximately 2 percent benzene
and 0.25 percent naphthalene. Therefore, benzene can be directly substituted for
naphthalene concentrations with a safety factor of eight. Benzene concentrations from the
Site are below the naphthalene thresholds in Policy Table 1. Therefore, the estimated
naphthalene concentrations meet the thresholds in Table 1 and the Policy criteria for direct
contact by a factor of eight. It is highly unlikely that naphthalene concentrations in the soil,
if any, exceed the threshold.

Page 12 of 14



Q€901 ‘ON wiejd

puepieQ ‘Aempeoig 018¢

SIUNID OINY SSBUAXT/ERZ -1 Z# UOIABYD

LEGEND:
e e FROPERTY LINE
[*.] MONITORING WELL LOGATION
-3 FORMERWELL LOCATION
. UST Y UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK

ceze) SHOUNDWATER ELEVATION IN FEET
- ABOVE MEAN SEA LEVEL (FT AMEL)

GROUNDWATER ELEVATICN
64,7 —= CONTOUR, DASHED WHERE
INFERRED (FT ANSL)

APPROXIMATE DIRECTICN CF
h GROUNDWATER FLOW. HYDRAULIC
GRADIENT 15 APPROXIMATELY 0.02
FEET PER FOOT (FTFT)
Na  NOTAVAILRAELE

NOTES:

1. BASE MAP DIGITIZED FROM A DRAWING BY
CONESTOGA-ROVERS & ASSOCIATES, ING.. TITLED
“GROUNDWATER ELEVATION AND HYDROCAREBON
CONCENTRATION MAP™, DATED AUGUST 11, 2041,

2, WELL LOCATICN COORDINATES FROM WELL SURVEY
COMPLETED JUNE 24, 2002 EY MORROW SURVEYING OF
WEST SACRAMENTO, CA. HORIZONTAL COORDINATE
SYSTEM IS NORTH AMERICAN OATUM OF 1383,
CALIFORNIA STATE PLANE ZONE 3. ELEVATIONS
REFERENCED TO DAKLAND BENCHMARK_ FEET ARQVE
MEAN SEA LEVEL.

¥1 jo g} sbed

o 20 40

GRAPHIC SCALE

% KORHEDM P ST PUTMR MDRESEY IREMALVOWR LR DS CFFIEF
L EHYCADSALYSEWC PAGME & AT CADT (R W dy LAYOUT 2 AVED VA3 £23F. ACMHER 1 13 (NS THOH) PACESETUR w— PLOTSTMLETASLE PLTFULL CTR PLOTTEG 1ATHIATIPM Bv: LISTAR, PallL

=0

FIGURE

2 ARCADIS 2

2
5l FORMER TEXACO SERVICE STATION 211283
H 5 3810 BROADWAY, DAKLANE, CA
g 3 GROUNDWATER ELEVATION
.. CONTOUR MAP -
: i DECEMBER 28, 2012
N
E

£10C yalew




U5 TRCH; PAGENNIL. -— PLOISTARTATLE: BLIFKLET PEATES. UJ&I1S CEGPL BV, LISTER PAF.

¥1 jo ¥ sbed

TRGH TS —

A BAYEAT AT AT B I YL IIT VY AWDCHS Jud | LAYOUT. I SAUED. VISH0IS 17t ACACATIL fh 18l
PALED,

I STRNE, Y DRAmc kMR GOV GL BLITER DU WL TUANCHETTE T8, AL TR BLAKZE LYALON- OFFGR
=

TPH-DRO  TOTAL PETROLELM HYDROCARSONS AS DXESEL
TPH-GRO  TOTAL PETROLEUM HYDROCARDONS AS GASTEINE

MTEE METHYL TERTIARY SWTYL ETHER
NS NOT SAMPLED
LA S NOTES:
HW-10 )
ANALYTE | RESILY 1 BASE MAP DIGITIZED FROM A DRAWING BY
TPH-DRO - : CONESTOGA-ROVERS & ASSOCIATES, INC., TITLED
TPH=GRD R y *GROUNOWATER ELEVATION AND HYDRCCARBON
BENZENE | <0.50 - CONCENTRATIGN MAF", DATED AUGUST 11, 2611
MTEE <0.50 i

2 WELL LOCATION COOROINATES FROM WELL SURVEY
COMPLETED JUNE 24, 2002 BY MORROW SURVEYING OF
WEST SACRAMENTO, CA. HORIZONTAL COORDINATE
SYSTEM IS NQRTH AMERICAN DATUM OF 1532,
CALFORNIA STATE PLANE ZONE 3. ELEVATIONS
REFERENCED TO OAKLAND BENCHMARK, FEET ABOVE
MEAN SEA LEVEL

a ALL CONCENTRATIONS IN MICROGRAMS PER LITER,

4, TPH-DRO PERFIRMED WITH SILICA GEL CLEAN-UP.

1] 20' 0"

GRAPHIC SCALE

ON wWieis

puepieQ ‘Aempeoig 01.8¢

21UlD) oIy SSAIAXT/EGTL-12# UOIASYD

0€o0L

FORMER TEXACC SERVICE STATION 21-1285
3810 BROADWAY, DAKLAND, CA

CONCENTRATION MAP

FIBURE

£ ARCADIS 3

€102 Yaleiy



STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

ORDER WQ 2013-00XX-UST

In the Matter of Underground Storage Tank Case Closure

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 25299.39.2 and the Low Threat
Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy

BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR"

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 25299.39.2, the Manager of the |
Underground Storage Tank Cleanup Fund (Fund) recommends closure of the underground
storage tank (UST) case at the site listed below.? The name of the Fund claimant, the Fund

claim number, the site name and the applicable site address are as follows:

Gerald Friedkin -

Chevron EMC

Express Auto Clinic

Claim No. 10630

Chevron #21-1283/Express Auto
3810 Broadway, QOakland

Alameda County Environmental Health Department

I STATUTORY AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
Section 25299.39.2 directs the Fund manager to review the casé history of claims that
have been active for five years or more (five-year review), unless there is an objection from the
UST owner or operator. This section further authorizes the Fund Manager to make
" recommendations to the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) for closure
of a five-year-review case if the UST owner or operator approves. Inresponsetoa

recommendation by the Fund Manager, the State Water Board, or in certain cases the State

" State Water Board Resolution No. ( ) delegates to the Executive Director the authority to close or require the
closure of any UST case if the case mests the criteria found in the State Water Board’s Low Threat Underground
Storage Tank Case Closure Policy adopted by State Water Board Resolution No. 2012-00186,

% Unless otherwise noted, all references are to the Health and Safety Code.




Water Board Executive Director, may close a case or require the closure of a UST case.
 Closure of a UST caée is appropriate where the corrective action ensures the protection of

human health, safety, and the environment and where the corrective action is consistent with:

1) Chapter 6.7 of Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code and implementing regulations;

2) Any applicable waste discharge requirements or other orders issued pursuant to Division 7 of
 the Water Code; 3) All applicable state policies for water quality control; and 4) All applicable
~ water quality control plans. '

| The Fund Manager has completed a five-year réview of the UST case identified above,

and recommends that this case be closed. The recommendation is based upon the facts and
circumstances of this particular UST case. A UST Case Closure Review Summary Report has
" been prepared for the case identified above and the bases for determining compliance with the
Water Quality Control Policy for Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closures (Low-

Threat Closure Policy or Policy) are explained in the Case Closure Review Summary Report.

A. Low-Threat Closure Policy

In State Water Board Resolution No. 2012-0016, the State Water Board adopted the Low
Threat Closure Policy. The Policy became effective on August 17, 2012. The Policy establishes
consistent statewide case closure criteria for certain low-threat pefroleum UST sites. In the
‘absence of unique attributes or site-specific conditions that demonstrably increase the risk
associated with residual petroleum constituents, cases that meet the general and media-specific
criteria in the Low-Threat Closure Policy pose a low threat to human health, safety and the
environment and are appropriate for closure under Health and Safety Code section 25296.10.
The Policy provides that if a regulatory agency determines that a case meefs the general and
media-épeoifio criteria of the Policy, then the regulatory agency shall notify responsible parties
and other specified interested persons that the case is eligible for case closure. Unless the
regulatory agency revises its determination based on comments received on the proposed case
closure, the Policy provides that the agency shall issue a closure letter as specified in Health and
Safety Code section 25296.10. The closure letter may only be issued after the expiration of the
60-day comment period, proper destruction or maintenance of monitoring wells or borings, and
removal of waste associated with investigation and remediation of the site.

Health and Safety Code section 25299.57, subdivision (1)(1) provides that claims for
reirhbursement of corrective action costs that are received by the Fund more than 365 days
after the date of a Closure letter or a Letter of Commitment, whichever occurs later, shall not bé
reimbursed unless specified conditions are satisfiéd. A Letter of Commitment has already been

issued on the claim subject to this order and the respective Fund claimant, so the 365-day

2



timeframe for the submittal of claims for corrective action costs will start upon the issuance of
the closure letter.

Il. FINDINGS

Based upon the UST Case Closure Review Summary Report prepared for the case
attached hereto, the State Water Board finds that corrective action taken to address the
unauthorized release of petroleum at the UST release site identified as:

. Claim No. 10630
Chevron #21-1283/Express Auto
ensures protection of human health, safety and the environment and is consistent with
Chapter 6.7 of Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code and Emplementing regulations, the
Low-Threat Closure Policy and other water quality coritrol policies and applicable water quality
control plans. |

Pursuant to the Low-Threat Closure Policy, notification has been provided to all entities
that are required to receive notice of the proposed case closure, a 60- -day comment period has
been provided to notified parties, and any comments received have been considered by the
Board in determining that the case should be closed. ‘

The UST case identified above may be the subject of orders issued by the Regional
Water Quality Control Water Board (Regional Water Board) pursuant to Division 7 of the Water
Code. Any orders that have been issued by the Regional Water Board pursuant to Division 7 of
the Water Code, or directives lssued by a Local Oversight Program agency for-this case should
be rescinded to the extent they are mconsnstent wath this Order.

Hl. ORDER

IT 1S THEREFORE ORDERED that:

A. The UST case identified in Section Il of this Order, meeting the genera! and media-
- specific criteria established in the Low-Threat Closure Policy, be closed in accordance
with the following conditions and after the following actions are cemplete. Prior to the
issuance of a closure letter, the Fund claimant is ordered to:




1. Properly destroy monitoring wells and borings unless the owner of real .
_property on which the well or bbring is located certifies that the wells or borings will be
maintained in accordance with local or state requirements;

2. Properly remove from the site and manage all waste piles, drums, debris, and
other investigation and remediation derived materials in accordance with local or state
requirements; and '

3. Within six months of the déte of this Order, submit documentation to the
regulatory agency overseeing the UST case identified in section If of this Order that the
tasks in subparagraphs (1) and (2) have been completed.

. The tasks in subparagraphs (1) and (2) of Paragraph (A) are ordered pursuant to Health
and Safety Code section 25296.10 and failure to comply with these requirements may
result in the imposition of civil penalties pursuant to Health and Safety Code

section 25299 subdivision (d){(1). Penalties méy be imposed administratively by the
State Water Board or Regional Water Board.

. Within 30 days of receipt of*pfoper documentation from the Fund claimant that
_requirementé in subparagraphs (1) and (2) of Paragraph (A) are complete, the regulatory
agency that is responsible for oversight of the UST case identified in Section Il of this
Order shall notify the State Water Board that the tasks have been satisfactorily

completed.

. Within 30 days of notification from the regulatory agency that the tasks are complete
pursuant to Paragraph (C), the Deputy Director of the Division of Financial Assistance
shall issue a closure letter consistent with Health and Safety Code, section 25296.10,
subdivision (g} and ub!oad the closure letter and UST Case Closure Review Summary
Report to GeoTracker. |

. As specified in Health and Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a) (2), corrective
action costs incurred after a recorﬁmendation of closure shall be limited to $10,0'00 per
year unless the Board or its delegated representative agrees that corrective action in
excess of that amount is necessary to meet closure requirements, or additional
corrective actions are necessary pursuant to section 25296.10 subdivision {a) and (b).

Pursuant to section 25299.57, subdivision (I} (1), and except in specified circumstances,



all claims for reimbursement of corrective action costs must be received by the Fund

- within 365 days of issuance of the closure letter in order for the costs to be considered.-

. Any Regional Water Board or Local Oversight Program Agency directive or order that
- directs corrective action or other action incbnsistent with case closure for the UST case
identified in Section |l is rescinded, but only to the extent the Regional Water Board
order or Local Oversight Program Agency directive is inconsistent with this Order.

Executive Director , Date




