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

Agency N ; i
Lgsa lcéve?;?_geht ;\rlignrggqa County Environmental Health Date: /\/N . 2' 25
Case Worker, T\ I\@W Fuel Leak Case No: R o 0ood 2464
Site Name; C_&LA,,\M iy S -p329 GeoTracker Global ID: T 0lec0 L O[BRS
Site Address: 340 [Yiahlawd Ave, PoderaT USTCF Claim No: lo001

3 F

[1 PASS [ ] FAIL

vith the requirements of the Low-Threat Underground

The site does [complles/dbes not comply]
i ‘as described below.

Storage Tank Case Closure Poli GP

This site [complies/does not comply] with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 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 not adequate to determine that residual petroleum constituents at the
site do not pose a significant risk to human health, safety, or the environment.

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

Board precedential decisions, 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 health.

This policy is a state policy for water quality control and applies to 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 “requlatory 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 8.7 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 Case Closure

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 not 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 shall 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 petroleum-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 this policy. It is impossible to completely capture those sets of attributes that may
render a site ineligible for closure based on this low-threat policy. This policy relies on the regulatory
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agency's use of the conceptual 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 oni'y 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 Health 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, dermal 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 criteria as described below.”
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CHECKLIST KEY:

] UND = Undetermined of Unknown ] NE = Not evaluated J NA = Not applicable

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

ﬁes 1 No

[J UND

LTCP Statement: “This policy is protective of gxisting water supply wells. New water supply wells
are unlikely to be installed in the shallow groundwater near former UST release 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 limited to areas with available public water
systems to reduce the likelihood that new wells in developing areas will be inadvertently impacted by
residual petroleum in groundwater. Case closure outside of areas with a public water sysiem 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 to
consider that might result in a low-threat designation even for a site ouiside a public water supply:

» Impacted groundwater that is shallower than the sanitary seal requirement for supply wells in
the applicable county.

s Impacted perched waler zones are not a viable potential water supply

» High salinity or low yield that negate the impacted groundwater from drinking water bensficial
use per State Water Board Resolution 1988-0083, or de-designated areas in various Basin
Plans.

s Groundwater plumes where WQOs will be attained through natural attenuation within a
reasonable time, prior to the expected need for use of any affected groundwater.”

Name 3f,public water system:

IE]/East Bay Municipal Utility District [1Zone7 ] Hayward Water

v

yd
Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for [0Yes [DNo [1UND
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 unautharized release consist only of petroleum?

LTCP Statement: “For purposes of this policy, petroleum is defined as crude oil, or any fraction
thereof, which is liquid at standard conditions and temperature and pressure, which means 60
degrees Fahrenheit and 14.7 pounds per square inch absolute including the following substances:
motor fuels, jet fuels, distillate fuel ils, residual fuel oils, lubricants, petroleum solvents and used
oils, including any additives and blending agents such as oxygenates contained in the formulation of
the substances.”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

Approaches for evaluation sites with petroleum releases that are not from a UST system.
“This policy may still be used to evaluate whether a petroleum-only site that is not associated with
USTs is low-threat as long as the exposure 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 long 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 soil. “These sites
should be evaluated using a traditional risk assessment. Risk can be evaluated in several 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.”

=
Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for [JYes ©'Ne [JUND
compliance evaluation? {refer to Generai Criteria e for specific information)

***End of General Criteria b Evaluation*™™
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P
General Criteria ¢c: Has the unauthorized {“primary”) release from the UST system been E’fes ] Ne
stopped? C]l UND

LTCP Statement: “The tank, pipe, or other appurtenant structure that released petroleum 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 angoing leaks from the UST system to qualify for low-threat closure.”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement;

pd
Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for IE/Yes [ONe [JUND
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information)

**End of General Criteria c Evaluation Section**
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P
O Yes [J No [WUND

General Criteria d: Has free product been removed to the maximum extent practicable?
P P [] 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 into previously uncontaminated zones by using recovery and
disposal techniques appropriate to the hydrogeologic conditions at the site, and that
properly freats, 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 preduct removal system; and

(c) Flammable pmducts shall be stored for disposal in a safe and competent manner to
prevent fires or explosions.”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

—

Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for [ Yes |E/No (1 UND
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information)

**End of General Criteria d Evaluation***
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pal
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and | [] Yes IZNO
mobility of the release been developed? 1 UND

LTCP Statement: “The Conceptual Site Model (CSM) is a fundamental element of a comprehensive
site investigation. The CSM establishes the source and aftributes of the unauthorized release,
describes all affected media (including soil, groundwater, and soil vapor as appropriate}, describes
local geology, hydrogeology and other “physical site characteristics that affect contaminant
environmental 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 setfings. 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
characteristics 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 policy. The supporting data and analysis used to develop the CSM are not required to
be contained in a single report 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 2 CSM are;

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

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

+ To identify potential human and environmental receptors that may be impacted by contamination
associated with the site.

« To guide site investigation 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 human 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 should serve to refine the
CSM. The Interstate Technology & Regulator Council (ITRC) Vapor Intrusion Pathway Guidance
document (I TRC 2007) provides additional information on developing a CSM.”

el

Has a CSM that adequately assesses the nature, ] Yes &'No CJ UND I NE (I NA

extent and mobility of the release in affected

media at in the vicinity of the site been developed?

P

Groundwater Assessment [0 Yes [M'No [1UND [JNE [] NA
Surface Water Assessment [0 ves o [JUND [INE []NA
Soil Assessment ] Yes ¥No [JUND [ NE [1NA
Soil Vapor Assessment [0 Yes [ ] No [OND [] %E ] NA
Indoor Air Assessment [1Yes [ 1Mo [[JUND E [ NA
Potential Receptors Identified [ Yes MNo TTUND CINE [] NA
Exposure Pathways Identified [ Yes [ No RYUND [JNE[] NA
Hydrogeology Defined [J Yes [ No [«¥UND []NE [] NA
Contaminant Transport Assessment JYes [1No [JUND[JNE[]JNA
Source(s) Defined [ Yes [fo [J UND [ NE [ ] NA

(General Criteria e evaluation continued on hext page)
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/
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and [ Yes I No
mobility of the release been developed? {continued) L] UND
pd
Has the CSM bheen developed in accordance with O Yes [ONo [] UND [] NE ] NA
industry standards? -
SWRCB CA LUFT Manual, September 2012 [ Yes I No [J UND CINE ] NA
ITRC Vapor Intrusion Pathway Guidance document
(T oo [ Yes I No [ZUND [J NE (] NA
ASTM Method 1689-85 - Standard Guide for Develaping
Conceptual Site Models for Contaminated Sites O Yes % [ UND [ NE [ NA
ASTM Method 2531-6 - Standard Guide for
Development of Conceptual Models for Light [ Yes B{o C1UND [INE LI NA
Nonaqueous-Phase Liquids Released to the Subsurface
DTSC Final Guidance for the Evaluation and Mitigation E(
of Subsurface Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air (October {dves[FINo [JUND O NE[JNA
2011)
7
Is the CSM presented in one comprehensive document? [] Yes [@No [J] UND [ NE [J NA
If no, then has a summary document been submitted IE/ '
that identifies the documents where the requisite CSM | (1 Yes M No [] UND [J NE [J NA
elements are located?
//
Is the CSM current? [J Yes [&No ] UND [J NE [ NA
yd
Is the CSM representative of current site conditions? [ Yes (T No [J UND ] NE [J NA
Does the final closure review validate the CSM? [ Yes [<'No [J UND [J NE [] NA
=
Have the requisite components of the CSM been [] Yes [] No [EUND ] NE I NA
submitted?
P
Hydrogeologic Setting Evaluation [ Yes [1 6 [UND FTNE [] NA
Source Evaluation L Yes [eANo LTUND [ NE [ NA
Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways [ Yes [J No [=+UND [J NE [J NA
Evaluation yd
Receptors Evaluation [} Yes [ ] No [fUND [J NE [J NA
7
Have data gaps been identified that require further IQ/Yes [ No 2 UND [J NE [J NA
investigation during subsequent phases of work?
{General Criteria e evaluation ¢ontinued on next page)
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v
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and | [] Yes [} o

mobility of the release been developed? (continued) _ CJUND )
Has the Hydrogeclogic Setting Been Adequately Evaluated? - : El Iﬁjmo

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

Hydrogeologic Setting — “The hydrogeology (geologic factors that affect groundwater flow) of a site
generally controls contaminant migration. Gaining an understanding of the geclogic setting will also
help to determine the pathways of migration. Much of the geologic information for a LUFT site can be
gathered from historical reports, state and federal environmental databases (including boring logs
obtained 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 geoclogy at a LUFT site include:

+ Site topography.
» Regional and local geologic conditions, including key aquifer and aquitard units.

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

An understanding of the regional hydrogeology 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 aguifer (gradient direction, hydraulic conductivity, flow
velocity), vertical gradient and degree 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 bodies (if any) and potential transpart pathways to surface-water
bodies.”

A description of the monitoring well network at GW: [&'Yes (INo CJUND[IN NA

the site for collecting soil gas and groundwater 8G: [] Yes [ No[J UND E [ NA
data?

Summary table listing all wells in the monitoring GW: [TYes [ No [1UND [JNE (I NA
network and providing construction details including
date installed, screen intervals, screen length,

formations screened, type of wellhead (i.e., flush- E/
mounted or stove top), date of last well $G: [ Yes [ No [JUND ETNE [ NA
development, and date of last survey and survey
datum?

yd
An analysis of the guality and validity of data . Y N UND [ NE [ NA
obtained by the monitoring well network including GwW: [lves El/o U n U

the appropriateness of field sampling protocols and
use of appropriate laboratory reporting limits? SG: [J Yes [1Ng []UND Q{E [JNA

Identification of submerged/dry well conditions and | GW: [ Yes B/No COunp NE INA

an analysis of the effects on sample bhias due to

dilution and ability to detect free product? §G: [JYes [JNo[1UND ENE CINA
o . GwW: [M'Yes [J No [J UND [ NE [J NA

Monitoring well construction logs? SG: [ Yes [ No [J UND E/NE CONA

{Hydrogeologic Setting Evaluation continued on next page)
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General Criteria ¢: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and ] Yes [4'No

maobitity of the release been developed? (continued) JUND  _~T
Has the Hydrogeologic Setting Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) E EESDIZ'NO
e
Analysis of anomalous water-level data? ] Yes [Z'No [J UND [J NE [ NA
Analysis of contours on a site plan showing O Yes CONe [JUND I NE[INA
groundwater elevations which do not make sense? .
Analysis of operator error? [ Yes [_] No [JUND [J NE [J NA
Inclusion of water-level elevations in nearby wells which
are not consistent and from which there cannot be [ Yes (1 No [J UND ] NE [ NA

calculated any obvious flow direction or gradient?

Contouring water-level elevations using data obtained
from multiple aquifers (perched, water table, confined)? [ Yes L1 No [ UND [ NE [ NA

Contouring water-level elevations using data obtained
ffrem aquifers with larger vertical upward or downward .
gradients? [ Yes [J No [CTUND [] NE [1 NA

Collecting water-level data before wells have had time
to equilibrate after opening the well cap? U Yes LINo[JUND [INE L1NA

Faiting to measure depths to water with sufficient speed
in areas with significant tidal influences? [1ves [1No L1UND LINE [1NA

Using measurements from wells which have filled with
sediment or have become plugged in some manner? [ Yes [ No LJUND [] NE L] NA

Computer-generated contour maps that have not
allowed for professional geologic interpretation of site [ Yes [J No [J UND [JNE [] NA
specific features?

Wl
: prd

Analysis of hydrogeologic site conditions causing [] Yes E’ﬂo CJUND ONE [ NA
error?

Abrupt changes in stratigraphy across a site, such

as a stream channel meandering with coarse E{

material adjacent to and interlaced with fine-grained [ ves o LIUND LINELINA
material?

Pods of low-permeability material creating a semi-
confined condition in an otherwise water-table [ Yes CDNo [JUND [ NE[INA
(unconfined) aquifer that cause water-level elevation
to not track evenly across the site?

Wells located next to buried utilities where well
perforations have hydraulic continuity with the utility | [J Yes [0 No [CJUND [JNE [ NA
backfill? '

Wells located near and in continuity with a former or
current UST pit resulting in anomalous high or low LIYes LINo [JUND [JNE [JNA
water levels?

e
Perched water zone on a portion of a site? O Yes HNo CJUND O NE O NA

Wells perforated across two or more water-bearing
zones with different hydraulic heads? [1Yes L1No LIUND LINE[JNA

Well measurements taken immediately after a major
rainfall event and before the aquifer systern has time | [J Yes [J No [JUND [ NE [[JNA
to equilibrate?

(Hydrogeologic Setting Evaluation continued on next page)
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General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site modet that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and | [] Yes o
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) ] UND
" ¥ . [ Yes K140
Has the Hydrogeologic Setting Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) CJUND
Analysis of anomalous water-level data? (continued) [] Yes EXNe [1UND [INE[JNA
Analysis of consistent data points?
Depth-to-water-level measurements in a monitoring
well or wells that is always the same, or varies very
little when other wells at a site show variance,
signaling that water levels have fallen below the O Yes [0 Na[JUND CJNE [INA
screened interval of the monitoring well and that only
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 bottom of
the well been measured and compared to the water- [0 Yes CINo[JUND LINE [INA
level results.
Analysis of anomalous gradients?
Data from adjacent or nearby sites differs significantly
from what the site data? [1Yes [INo[JUND LINE LINA
Have wells casings been cut? Yes CONo [JUND [JNE [INA
Have well casings sank due to high traffic in the area? | [J Yes [0 No [J UND O NE I NA
Have well casings been accurately surveyed for top-
of-casing elevations? [ Yes [ No [JUND LINE [INA
Interpretation of Data pdd
A statement about data validation [ Yes [ZrNO O UND [ NE [JNA
Conformance with guality assurance/quality control [0 ves [ No TJUND I NE [ NA
{QA/QC) limits -
Canformance with data quality objeciives (DQOs) [ Yes [@No [JUND [JNE [ NA
If DQOs have not been met than a statement 1Yes CONo JUND I NE [JNA
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 [] Yes [JNo[J UND [1NE []NA
of the site?
Rose diagrams which depict groundwater flow | []vyes [JNo[JUND O NE [INA
direction on groundwater elevation contour maps?
An evaluation of changes in hydraulic flow system due
to seasonal precipitation and groundwater pumping O Yes CINo LTUND [TNE [INA
An evaluation for potential interconnection between
shallow and deep aquifers O ves CINo [1UND CINE [JNA
An analysis of vertical hydraulic gradients, and effects | [] Yes {1 No [J UND [INE [JNA
of pumping rates on hydraulic head from nearby water
supply wells
Cross sections depicting the piezometric surface in [1Yes [CJNo[JUND CINE CINA
different water bearing zones
Hydrographs of all monitoring wells Cves [INo [ JUND [ 1NE [INA
(Hydrogeologic Setting Evaluation continued on next page)
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General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and O Yes B No
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) JUND
Has the Hydrogeologic Setting Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) E' Z;sto
Plume (soil gas and groundwater) development and CJYes (I No [ JUNDLINE [JNA
dynamics?
Evaluation of aging of source(s) (dYes CINoJUND O NE [INA
Evaluation of phase distribution (NAPL, dissolved, vapor,
residual) ] Yes [INo JUND CINE CJNA
Evaluation of diving plumes [J¥Yes CONo[JUND [ONE [INA
Evaluation of attenuation mechanisms O Yes CONo [JUND I NE EINA
Evaluation of migration routes Ovyes (ONo[JUND I NE I NA
Presentation of magnitude of COCs [J¥es [INo[JUND[]NE [JNA
Evaluation of spatial and temporal changes in
concentrations (d¥es [ Ne [JUND[JNE [JNA
Two-dimensional plan view maps of the source
distribution and of groundwater and soil vapor plumes Yes [CINo [JUND ] NE []NA
depicting the contaminant distribution of each COC
Cross sections depicting the vertical delineation of
|_groundwater plumes and source distribution [JYes C1No [1UND [JNE [INA
Summary tables of chemical concentrations in different
media (i.e., soil, groundwater, and soil vapor)? [ Yes [ No[JUND LINE [TNA
Environmental screening levels on all tables OYes C1Ne JUND CJNE CINA
Graphs of contaminant concentrations versus time OYes CONo [JUND CINE [ NA
Current and historic facility structures (e.g., buildings,
drain systems, sewer systems, underground utilities, etc.)
and physical features including topographical feafures
{e.g., hills, gradients, surface vegetation, or pavement) LJYes [1No [JUNDLINE [INA
and surface water features (e.g. routes of drainage
ditches, links to water bodies).
Current site maps Mves [ONo[JUND O NE [JNA
Current and historic site operations/ {e.g., parts cleaning,
chemical storage areas, manufacturing, etc.)? [JYes [1No[TUNDLINE [JNA
Historic site maps [ Yes [ONo[JUND (O NE I NA
gttle'xgr contaminant release sites in the vicinity of the 1 Yes [JNo[JUND [INE []NA
Summary of work and technical findings from nearby
release sites? [ Yes [L1No[JUND [NE [JNA
**End of Hydrogeologic Setting 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 adequately assesses the nature, extent,and | [] Yes [(No
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) CJUND -~
Has the Source(s) Been Adequately Evaluated? ' E; ‘G?QSDIZ'NO
CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:
Source - “A “source” is/are the environmental medium/media containing elevated 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 andfor groundwater. ltems to consider when determining the source are included
in the list below. Some of the specifics may be determined based on historical information; others will
need to be determined during site assessment.
« The origin(s) of the release (e.q., a leaking UST, dispenser, product piping, and/or surface spill).
» 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., spill locations and time frame/dates if known}.
« The type of fuel released and the constituents of concern (COCs) 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., soil, groundwater).
« Other potential sources such as surface spills, aboveground storage tank (AST) leakage, 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 soil and the smear zone
¥» COCs in groundwater
» The distribution of the COCs in the impacted media.
After evaluating the information obtained during site characterization, 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-evaluation perspective, to be conservative.”
Free Product Evaluation
Has the presence of free product been evaluated? [J¥es [INo[JUNDLINE [INA
Has a preferential pathway study been conducted to
determine the probability of free product encountering
geologic and anthropogenic preferential pathways (O Yes [0 No 1 UND B'NE [J NA
and conduits that can act as contaminant migration
pathways to or from the site? .
Is monitoring well construction adequate to detect the
presence of free product? O Yes E{O CJ unD I NE [T NA
{Free 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 [9No
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) [JUND ]

Has the Source(s) Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) : B E;snm"

Free Product Evaluation (continued) /

Has free proeduct removal been implemented? [ Yes ] No 1 UND[&NE []NA

If yes, removal method L] Absorbent Materials
tried? (] Bailing

(1 Skimmer

] HVDFE

O Other

Is free product removal still being conducted? Cyes [INo JUND [ NE [JNA

Does data indicate rebound of free product subsequent to
product removal? ‘ L] Yes LINo[JUND[]NE []NA

Has MTBE soil and groundwater contamination been
adequately characterized?

Sufficient data including tables and figures to assess [ Yes [1No[JUND[M'NE LINA
whether MTBE is or was present in soil at the site
Sufficient data including tables and figures to assess O ¥es [JNo[jJUND ﬁ NE [J NA
whether MTBE is or was present in groundwater at the |

site

Has Pertinent Information Been Provided? [ Yes IB7N0 CIUND EINE O NA

Description of investigation and monitoring activities

that have
been undertaken to assess whether free product is [JYes [1No[JUND LINE [JNA

present?

Data including tables and figures showing any
abservation [dvyes [0 No[JUND[JNE JNA
and measurements of free product?

Preferential pathway study results and conclusions? [ Yes [ No [J UND [INE [J NA
Description of corrective action(s) that were taken to

remove

. Yes No UND NE NA,
product, dates of removal actions, and volumes Dves [ = O O
removed?
An evaluation of whether free product removal is
practicable, N UND [ NE NA
or if not practicable, a description of the conditions that [ ves ol O O
prevent free product removal? .
Discussion for monitoring well network and Q/
appropriateness [OYes £X'No [T UND [JNE [JNA
of screen interval to detect free product?
Tabulation and evaluation of historic groundwater
levels and flow direction and identification of smear [JYes LINo[JUND [ NE [JNA
zone?

(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

ya
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and [ Yes [4No
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) OJunp 7
, ' . [] Yes A No
‘Has the Source(s) Been Adequately Evatuated? (continued) [J UND
yd
Has groundwater contamination been fully characterized? [ Yes Ko [JUND CINE [INA
Have petroleum hydrocarbons been detected in [DPres [1No JUND CJNE [JNA
groundwater? -
MotorFuels: ] Leaded Gasoline Mdifferentiated
es [JNo [JNE [JNA ] Unleaded Gasoline
TPR Middle Distillates: %’ggi?llard Solvent E ﬁemsel-qgat'ng Fuel
ven ome i u
Yes [INo LINE [JNA L Jet Fuel [] Others
Residual Fuels: E Bunker C [ Lubricating Qil
Waste Qils [ Qil and Grease
OYes [INo [GRE L1NA [ Hydraulic Oil O Others
Fuel @xygenates: L] MTBE [ TBA
es [ONo CONE TINA [ ETBE [] DIPE
O TAME [J Others
LeadScavengers: ] Epe
es [INo [INE [INA J EDC
gyﬁtic Compounds: [] Benzene £ Xylenes
O Toluene ] Cthers
Yes [INo [INE []NA [ Ethylbenzene
PAHs: E( [ Naphthalene
(dYes [INo E CINA [ Others
Z
Have other contaminants been detected in O Yes TINo ] UND EYNE [INA
in groundwater?
VOCs: ] PCE E Chloroform
) O ﬁ O TCE Chlorobenzene
O Yes [No E CONA 0 ve O Others
SVOCs: List:
[Oyes [ No IQ{E O nNA
Dioxans & Furalngs/ List:
[dYes [INo NE [CINA
Other PAHs: E/ [ Creosote
CYes (ONo ['NE [ NA O PNAs
PCBs: Et/ List:
OYes O No I'NA [NE
Phenols: |3/ O Phenol
Oves [INo [M¥NE TJNA [ Others
Metals: IB/ [] Lead U] Zinc
[ cadmium [ Nickel
Lyes [INo [INE [INA ] Chromium [ Other,
Organo Chlorine Herbit;iﬂdj:}nd Pesticides: List:
COyes ONe ONE A '
{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 | [] Yes [d#o
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) [CJUND
Has the Source(s) Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) E E:ISDMO
7
Has soil contamination heen fully characterized? O Yes [GNo [JUND [ NE ] NA
P
Have petroleum hydrocarbons been detected in soil?  [J*fes [] No [JUND (] NE ] NA
MotorFuels: [ Leaded Gasoline [ Undifferentiated
es [JNo INE []NA [ Unleaded Gasoline
TPH Micdle Disg%: E gtigsz d Solvent E geroselrl'e ting Fuel
rd Soly ome Heating Fue
[yes [INo [INE [INA [ Jet Fuel [ Others
Resjd{al Fuels: E Bunker C [ Lubricating Oil
Waste Qils ] il and Grease
es [INo [JNE [INA [ Hydraulic Oil ] Others
Fuel Oxygenates: 8 E;gg E -IS?I;AE
I:I Yes D No D NE D NA I:‘ TAME D Others
Lead Scavengers: C1ECE
OYes [INe CONE [ONA JEDC
Aromatic Compounds: L] Benzene L] Xylenes
[ Toluene [ Others
es [JNo [INE [INA [] Ethyibenzene
PAHs: [] Naphthalene
OYes [ONo TZ{E CINA O Others
Have other contaminants been detected in soil ? ] Yes []No[JUND[JNE [JNA
VOCs: O] PCE [] Chioroform
) TCE Chlorobenzene
[JYes [INo IZ@ CINA E‘ Ve E Others
SVOCs: Iz/ List;
Clves [1No FINE [JNA
Dioxans & Furans: List:
Oyes [JNo E [JNA
Other PAHs: lg/ [ Creosote
Ovyes OONo &NE [INA [] PNAs
PCBs: @/ List:
OYes CONe [ONA [TINE
Phenols: J ] Phenol
[TYes [INo EANE [NA O Cthers
Metals: B/ [] Lead 1 Zinc
[1 Cadmium O Nickel
[lves [INo [NE [INA [J Chromium (] Other
Organo Chlorine HerbiciEd%d Pesticides: | . N
Oves [ONo OONE 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 COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent,and | [] Yes Do
mobility_ of the release been developed? (continued) [J UND
Has the Source(s) Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) S EESDM
Won |
Have the tank(s), piping, dispenser islands, or other ﬂ Yes [ No [JUND CJNE [JNA
appurtenant structures that released petroleum into
the environment been removed, repaired or repl/a)ced?
Tanks ﬂﬁemoved [ Repaired [JReplaced [ NA
Piping ‘[JRemoved [ Repaired [IReplaced []NA
Dispenser |slands [ JRemoved [] Repaired [JReplaced [] NA
Other Structures [JRemoved [ Repaired [JRepiaced [NA
)
Were/are the tanks pemmitted by a local regulatory Wes CONoe[JUND [ NE []NA
agency having jurisdiction over USTs?
Have the operating records been reviewed (i.e.,
operating permit, types of products dispensed, tanks O Yes [INo [JUND [JNE [INA
construction, tank capacity, tank tightness tests, etc)?
Pt}
- ;.
Have the USTs been propetly decommissioned ErYes [INo[JUND[JNE INA
Was a tank removal permit issued by the local
K oo ,ﬁ:yes [ No [J UND [INE CINA
Was a tank removal report submitted and reviewed? FI Yes [ ] No[JUND [INE [JNA
e an )
Were confirmation soil samples collected to confirm theﬂ’YesP’No CIUND [ NE [INA
presence or absence of an unauthorized release?
I\;E??re confirmation soil samples collected from the tank JZK’es [1No CJUND CINE CINA
Were confirmation soil samples collected from beneath
the tank piping? [ Yes ﬁ\lo [JUND DINE [INA
Were confirmation soil samples collected from beneath %
the dispensers? [ Yes No [JUND LINE [INA
Were the confirmation soil samples collected in ‘
accordance with the recommendations presented in the ﬁ\’es ﬁ No [J UND [ NE [CINA
CA LUFT Manual (Tables 12-1 and 12-2)
Were the confirmation soil samples analyzed for the
recommended minimum verification analysis for USTs [ Yes gﬁlo OO uUND O NE [INA
{Tri Regional, October 10, 2006)7
s
Was groundwater encountered in the excavation? 4Yes [JNo[JUND[]NE [INA
:\;ﬁptl?:gt?ank pit purged and allowed to refill before [ Yes [ No EQ’L//IND IINE CJNA
Was impacted groundwater extracted from the pit? [JYes [1No YUND [INE [INA
Were groundwater samples collected in accordance with
the recommendations presented in the CA LUFT O Yes (O No [JUND [ NE [NA
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 [1Yes CINo [JUND LINE [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

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

mobility of the release been develaped? {continued)

] Yes E{No

[ UND

-5

. Has the Source{s) Been Adequately Evaluated? (confinued)

Yes
TTUND

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

{Zzes I No [JUND [JNE [INA

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

Was stockpiled soil characterized and disposed of properly? [] Yes [] No m/NE [ 1NA

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 stockpile)?

O Yes DNoElUND,Z(NE [INA

Woas the stockpiled sail disposed of at an off-site
permitted disposal site?

O yes 1 Ne [JUND E(NE CINA

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

[Tves [1Nc [ 1UND A NE LINA

Was the stockpiled soil treated on-site?

Was the stockpiled soil characterized and reused on
site in accordance with the technical reference
document entitled Characterization and Reuse of
Petroleum Hydrecarbon Impacted Soil and Inert Waste
{(RWQCB, October 2008)7?

[[1Yes [1No[JUND s NE [INA

[ Yes [ No CJ UND ﬁNE CINA

Was the tank pit and piping trench excavations
backfilled with imported material?

U ves CONe [ UND/ZTNE LINA

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

[ Yes CINo [JUND_JA/NE CINA

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

[ yes [0 No [JUND LijE [CINA

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

[J Yes [JNo[J UND%IE CINA

Has Pertinent Information Been Provided?

Celculated mass remain in situ and contaminant
degradation rate

yzi
[ Yes [1No[JUND JZ’NE CINA

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

[ ves O No[JUND ﬁNE CINA

Site maps showing maximum detected groundwater
concentrations and current groundwater conditions in
each well

[ Yes CINo[JUND [OJNE [JNA

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

[ ves CONe JUND [CINE [CINA

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

O Yes T No [JUND [JNE [CINA

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

[dYes CONa[CJUND [ NE {INA

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

O ves (I Ne [JUND O NE [INA

Low Threat Closure Policy and Impediment Identification 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

/£
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and (] Yes @No

mobility of the release been developed? (continued) CTUND *,
Has the Source(s) Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) . B et
/7
Is there indication that a new release(s} have occurred P’?es O No JUND [ONE EINA
subsequent to the initial release? :
Soil [JYes [INo [TUND [INE []NA
Groundwater “[Yes [INo [JUND [LINE [JNA
Soil Vapor Yes [ ] No [JUND [INE [ INA
Surface Water [JYes [INo [ JUND [1NE [INA
If yes, then, -
Is the site currently an active commercial fueling %
station? Yes [ No[JUND [JNE [INA
Have the tanks, piping, and/or dispenser islands
moved to a different location at the site? [ Yes [ No[1UND ﬁ]E CINA

Are there spikes or increasing concentration trends in /@7 N
historic data subsequent to the initial release? Yes [1No[1UND [INE LINA

Are there new detections of free product subsequent to ﬁ
the initial release in historic data? [ Yes [} No[JUND NE [INA

Have new contaminants been detected in historic data

subsequent to the initial release? 'E‘é/\y( es [JNo[JUND [INE [INA
Have new petroleum hydrocarbon or other hazardous
products been dispensed of at the site since the initial ﬁ Yes [JNoTJUND O NE [JNA
release occurred?

For active commercial fueling facilities, have the tanks

failed tank tightness tests? ? [ Yes [1No [CJUND ﬁ,,NE [INA
is there indication of new impacts from offsite sources? | [] Yes [ ] No [] UND ﬁ/NE CINA

A description of the release history, including potential [ Yes [0 No [J UND O NE [INA
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 [0 No JUND EINE [INA
Secondary sources (e.g., high-concentration contaminants | [J Yes [J No CJUND [INE [INA
in low-permeability lithologic seil units that sustain
groundwater or vapor plumes)

Local and regicnal plan view maps that illustrate the [0 Yes [dNoJUND [INE [INA
location of sources (former facilities, piping, tanks, etc.)

{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
mobility of the release been developed? {continued)

i
O Yes X No
CJUND

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

[1¥es [FNo
[J UN

Has the petroleum-impacted groundwatsr, at or

immediately beneath the point of release from the N A
primary source, been removed to the extent OYes OONo [ UND(F{E [N

practicable?

if yes, then describe remediation method(s):

[JAS/SVE LIJDPE [JExcavation | [ISVE [ JP&T
L1 In-situ Injection | [] Ozone Sparge | [JPRB [] Other

i
Is site remediation in progress? O Yes E]//ﬁo L1 NA
If ves, then describe remediation method(s) X

[ JAS/ISVE [CIDPE [JExcavation | (JSVE CIP&T
L] In-situ Injection | [] Ozone Sparge | [IPRB [] Other

Estimated time frame to complete remediation:
LEI <8 months [] > 6 months and s 1 year [[]> 1 year and < 5 years [] > & years

|dentify impediments to removing petroleum-impacted groundwater:

1 Remediation Was Designed Incorrectly [] Poor Remediation O&M

["1 Remediation Was Shut Off Prematurely ij Qther

L] Site conditions prevent secondary source
{e.g., physical or infrastructural constraints
exist whose removal or relocation would
be technically or economically infeagible)

77
Are additional removal or active remedial actions [ Yes [JNo[1UND FNE CONA

Necessary to abate a demonstrated threat to human health?
If yes, then describe:

{Source Evaluation section continued on next page)
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/7
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and [ Yes EA No
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) _ [JUND' 4
Has the Source(s) Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) R E E:I%E No

Has petroleum-impacted soil, at or immediately
beneath the point of release from the primary source, | []Yes [ No[] UND ﬁNE [INA
been removed to the extent practicable?

If yes, then describe remediation method(s):
[JAS/SVE LIDPE [lExcavation | [ ISVE CIP&T
[L] In-situ Injection | [ ] Ozone Sparge | [ IPRB [ Other
P
Is site remediation in progress? [ Yes Q/No 1 NA
If yes, then describe remediation method(s) 1
[1AS/SVE [JDPE [ JExcavation | [ISVE [IP&T
[ In-situ injection | [] Ozone Sparge | []PRB [ Other

Estimated time frame to complete remediation:
| ] = 6 months [] > 6 months and < 1 year []> 1 year and s 5 years [] > 5 years

Identify impediments to removing petroleum-impacted groundwater:

(] Remediation Was Designed Incorrectly ] Poor Remediation O&M

[1 Remediation Was Shut Off Prematurely 1 Other

] Site conditions prevent secondary source
(e.g., physical or infrastructural constraints
exist whose remaeval or relocation would
be technically or economically infeasible)

—7
Are additional removal or active remedial actions [ Yes [ No[JUND NE [CINA
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
/7
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and ] Yes [Z No
maobility of the release been developed? {continued) CJUN
Has the Source{s) Been Adequately Evaluated? {continued) E E:ISD No '
)
Has sufficient data been presented to demonstrate T Yes g}/No O unD CINE [CINA
that site characterization activities have defined the
horizontal and vertical extent of the plume? P
7/
Has plume stability been demonstrated using a O Yes ‘JZ’NO LJUND [J NE LINA
valid technical analysis that considers the following? /)
The accuracy of data from the wells [ Yes JZ'No [1UND [1NE [[INA
Placement within the plume [1ves [1No[[JUND [ NE [INA
Changes in areal extent of the plume [l ves [1No[LJUND [1NE [INA
Valid concentration trends within the plume (Note: O Yes/@'ff\lo [JUND O NE [INA
plotting of decreasmg cohcentrations using data from a
single well is not likely to be sufficient)
Have the following factors been considerad? [ Yes [INo[JUND [JNE [INA
Seasonal variability [JYes [IJNo[LJUND LINE [INA
Water level changes [JYes [JNo[JUND [JNE [INA
Sampling methods Oves [INo[JUND [LINE [INA
Well construction Oves [I1No[JUND [CINE [INA
Other factors that can affect data Jyes [I1No[JUND [JNE [INA
Has a recent well survey that uses all available O Yes/Fﬂ\lo JUND [ NE [INA
wells from the following agencies bheen presented? 2
Department of Water Resources [ Yes %/ No [ UND [] NE [INA
Zone 7 Water Agency [ ¥es [ No[JUND [ NE [JNA
Alameda County Public Works [1Yes [ANo [JUND [JNE [INA
i
Is data on supply wells located within 2,000 feet of the O Yes P/No UND [ NE [INA
site presented?
| Figure (with rose diagram) identifying each well [Jyes [INo [JUND [INE [INA
Table with the well construction details [dves CONo [JUND [INE [INA
(Source Evaluation gection 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 [TYes [ANo

maobility of the release been developed? (continued) CJUND A
Has the Source(s) Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) A g ‘6:‘5 No

Has the following pertinent information been provided? [ Yes [ No[[]JUND [JNE [ONA
History of pilot tests conducted at the site including the Yes [ONo [J UND [JNE [INA
tvpes of tests conducted, dates of actions, and results?

History of corrective actions for the site including the types | [] Yes 1 No [JUND [J NE [JNA
of cleanup actions taken, dates of the actions, and mass

removed?
| Figures depicting the location of the removal action? [¥es [INo [TUND [ ]INE [ INA
Confirmation sampling resulis which demonstrate the O Yes [1NoLIUND CINE CINA

effectiveness of secondary source removal?
Narrative description of the actions and areas of success [J Yes [JNe JUND CINE [IJNA
or infeasibility of actions?
Long-term monitoring data for in-situ corrective actions O Yes [1No[JUND [JNE [INA
that demonstrate the concentrations have not rebounded
following the cessation of corrgctive actions?

Has pertinent information been provided to assess if [ Yes CONo JUND CINE [CINA
contamination consists only of petroleum?
Phase | Reports identifying potential COCs? OYes [1No[[JUND [[JNE [[JNA

E:::g;:t#})g ;1; :'I;e history, types of products or chemical [T Yes [1NoCJUND CINE CINA

Historic site ffacilities maps showing locations of chemical

storage, O Yes O No [JUND [JNE CINA
releases, underground uiilities, and storm drains?

Historic aerial photos? [dYes CTNo[JUND [INE [INA
Sanbom Maps? O Yes ONo [JUND I NE [ONA
History of types of releases? [JYes [0 No CJUND [INE [CINA
Hazardous Material Business Plans? [ Yes [0 Neo CJUND [ NE [INA

Figures and tabulation and discussion of sampling results

for all chemicals other than petroleum? [ Yes [INo [JUND [INE [INA
Data including figures and, tables and discussion of off-
site sources?

Discussion of whether detected COCs in soil, soil vapor
and

groundwater are consistent with reported site uses and Cves OONo[1UND LINE [INA
documented facility COCs?

[ Yes I No[JUND [INE [INA

(Source Evaluation section continued on next page)
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Ij Yes [ No

General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and
mability of the release been developed? (continued) CJUND
, . ' ‘Tyes [ No
Has the Source(s) Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) 1 UND
Has Pertinent Information Been Provided? [Yes [dNo [ UND [J NE CINA
Description of the history of release(s) and the actions
that were O Yes O NoCJUND [INE [INA
were taken to stop each release not provided or
incomplete?
Evaluation and accounting for changing contaminant? [ Yes [JNo QJUND [JNE [JNA
Tabulation and discussion of sampling results and
evaluation of increasing/decreasing concentration trends | [ Yes [ No ] UND [J NE [ JNA
over the full time period of site investigation?
Concentration graphs versus time? [yes [ Ne[JUND [ONE [INA
Tank Removal Report? [dYes [ONo [JUND [CJNE [INA
Tank Tightness Tests? [Jyes [1No[[JUND [JNE [JNA
Initial Unauthorized Release report? [JYes [JNo[JUND []NE LINA
UST Permit {current)? [dves [JNo [JUND [[INE [INA
I;I.ua:i::lcti)c‘),us Materials Business Plans (historic an [J Yes [1No[JUND [JNE [INA
Data from other sites in the vicinity with unauthorized
releases of petroleum hydrocarbons or other hazardous [JYes EJNo[JUND I NE [ONA
materials?
**End of Source Evaluation Section***
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/)
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and | [] Yes J?/No
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) [ UND
L] Yes o

Have Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Been Adequately Evalua'lae'd?' o [] UND

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Staterment:

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
cortaminants, (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 chapter of this Manual provides guidance on the various phases of
petroleum consfituents and how they behave in the subsurface. This information is critical for
evaluafing migration pathways or indirect exposure pathways. Typical migration pathways for LUFT
sites include:

s LNAPL migration from the source area through soil.

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

¢ Vapor migration of COCs from soil, groundwater, or LNAPL.

» 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 Exposure — “A “point of exposure” is where a receptor comes into contact 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
potential for exposure to off-site receptors (e.g., groundwater containing LNAPL moving
downgradient, or volatilization into & future residence). Some examples of points of exposure
include:

= Surface soil

+ Water faucet used for drinking water

» Air inside a residence or commercialfindusirial building

» Qutdoor (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:

¢ Dermal contact with contaminated soil

Ingestion of contaminated soil

inhalation of outdoor 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 not 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.”

(Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page)
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2l

General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adeguately assesses the nature, extent, and | [] Yes [;P/No
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) [ UND
Have Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) 8 Eﬁfmﬂ No
o]
Has soil gas contamination been fully characterized? [0 Yes [CINo D UND [INE ﬁﬁA
Have petroleum hydrocarbons been detected in [ yes [ONo[JUND [ NE [INA
soil gas? '
Motor Fuels: [ Leaded Gasotine [ Undiffarentiated
OvYes [JNo CINE [JNA [ Unleaded Gasoline
, O Kerosene
TPH Middle Distillates: E gtlefj?jl d Solvent L] Home Heating
OYes [JNo CINE [JNA 0 et Foal Ve Fuel
[ Others
Residual Fuels: E\?\Fmﬁergl E lf)u|bric:tgg Qil
aste Qils il and Grease
[JYes [1No CINE [INA [ Hydraulic Qil [ Others
Fuel Oxygenates: EI I\EA;FBBI.EE g -IS?F"AE
Clyes [INo [INE [INA 1 TAME [] Others
Lead Scavengers: []EDB
Oyes OONo CONE [ONA [JEDC
Aromatic Compounds: E ?glrl‘]zei';e E ){;)t(rl?nzs
- er
[lYes [INo CINE [JNA ] Ethylbenzene
PAHs: 1 Naphthalene
Yes (ONo ONE NA [] Others
7
Have other contaminants been detected in soil gas? []Yes [INo{JUND [JNE ﬂNA
VOCs: ] PCE ] Chloroform’
) TCE [ Chlorobenzene
[(IYes [ONo [CINE [INA EVC O Others
SVOCs: List:
OYes (ONo CONE [INA
Dioxans & Furans: List;
OYes ONe TINE ONA
Other PAHs: [] Creosote
[OdvYes ONo CONE [ NA [ PNAs
PCBs: List:
LOYes ONo [ONA ONE
Phenols: [ Phenol
CYes [ONe TONE [ONA [ Others
Metals: E Lead E ﬁin::( |
Cadmium icke
OYes DINo [INE [INA [ Chromium [ Other
Organo Chlorine Herbicides and Pesticides: List:
[dYes [ONo CONE [JNA ISt
(Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page)
Low Threat Closure Policy and Impediment Identification Checklist V1_2012-11-01 26|62




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 [1Yes [Z] No

mobility of the release heen developed? (continued) LJUND
S N
Have Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) o B \L’;‘SDW e
/)
Has surface water contamination been fully - OYes F’fﬂo O unD I NE [CINA
characterized? )
Have petroleum hydrocarbons been detected Yes [1No[JUND [OJNE [INA
in surface water?
r Fuels: [] Leaded Gasoline [ Undifferentiated
Yes [ No CONE [OJNA 1 Unleaded Gasoline
: . ] Kerosene
TPH Middle Distillates: [ Diesel ] Home Heating
[Ives [ No gﬁiNE ] NA E Stoddard Solvent | Fuel
{1 Others
Residual Fuels: H Bunker C (] Lubricating Oil
Waste Oils [ Oil and Grease
Oes [INo ﬁNE LINA ] Hydraulic O O] Others
Fuel Oxygenates: L]MTBE L] TBA
[dYes [ONo CINE [INA [JETBE L] DIPE
] TAME [] Others
Lead Scavengers: O EDB
Oves OONe CONE [CINA [JEDC
. . [ Benzene [ xylenes
Argmatic Compounds: C] Toluene [ Others
Yes [INo LINE [JNA [[] Ethyibenzene
PAHs: [ Naphthalene
[Oyes [IMo [CINE [INA [ Others
Have other contaminants been detected in surface O Yes O Ne JUND [JKE [INA
water?
VOCs: 1 PCE [ Chioroform
TCE [ Chlorobenzene
(I yes [INo ﬁNE [ NA ' E e ] Others
SVOCs: ‘ List;
Ovyes [ No E(NE I NA
Dioxans & Furans; List:
[Yes [INo [ANE [INA
Other PAHs: [ Creosote
O Yes CINo QVNE (I NA [ PNAs
PCBs: ) List:
COyes CNo ﬁNA CINE
Phenols: i O Phenol
O ves [ONo ﬂNE O NA [1 Others
Metals: [] Lead O Zine
[] cadmium [ Nickel
[]Yes [1No ﬁNE LINA [ Chromium 1 Other
Organo Chlerine Herbicides and Pesticides: | | jst-
[1Yes [INo CINE [Z/NA

i
13

{Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page)
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General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and
mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

e
[ Yes LA No
CJUND

Have CQntaminanf Transport and Exposure Pathways Been Adequately Evaluated? (oéntinued_) -

O Yes [ANo

[ UND®

/7
Has the site been evaluated for vapor intrusion? [JYes [INo [JUND [] NE’F}NA

Guidance Statement: Analyte List. Indoor air should be analyzed for all 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 risks associated with vapor intrusion can
be characterized. Limiting the indcor air testing to a few target analytes is not recommended,
particularly for initial sampling events. Subsequent to the initial sampling event, limiting target
analytes might be justified on a case-by-case basis for sites that are fully characierized 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 resuiting from high concentrations of co-contaminants, b)
sampling and analytical errors, c} temporal and spatial variation, 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 concerning 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
a2 _site contains any of the chemical listed in Table 1, the site should be evaluated for vepor
intrusion.” i

(DTSC, October 2011)

Does the site contain any of the chemicals listed in Table | [J Yes [1No ] UND [ JNE [INA
1 (see next page)?

(Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page)
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General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adeguately assesses the nature, extent,and | [ Yes [JNo
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) [JUND
Have Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) E E?JSDE] No
Table 1 — List of Chemicals to be Considered for the Vapor Intrusion Pathway
(DTSC, Vapor Intrusion Guidance Manual)
Chemical Chemical Chemical
| []1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane | [ 1Benzylchloride [IHexachlorobenzene
[]1,1,1-Trichloroethane [Ibeta-Chloronaphthalene [ JHexachloracyclopentadiene
[ T11,1,2.2-Tetrachloroethane | [ |Biphenyl [JHexachloroethane
L11,1,2-Trichloro- [IBis(2-chloroethyl)ether [Hexane
1,2 2-triflucroethane
[11,1,2-Trichloroethane [TIBis(2-chioroisopropylether | [ IHydrogen cyanide
T71,1-Dichloroethane [IBis{chloromethyl)ether [Jisobutanal
[]1,1-Dichloroethylene [IBromodichioromethane [ IMercury (elemental}
| [ 11,2,3-Trichloropropane [IBromoform [ IMethacrylonitrile
| 7]1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ClCarbon disulfide [IMethoxychior
[[11,2,4-Trimethylbenzene [ClCarbon tetrachloride CIMethyi acetate
[J1.2-Dibromo- UlChlordane [(Methyl acrylate
3-chloropropane
[1,2-Dibromoethane LIChlorobenzene [ IMethyl bromide
{(bromomethane)
[J1,2-Dichlorobanzene [IChlerodibromomethane CIMethyl chloride
{chloromethane)
[J1,2-Dichloroethane [CIChlorodifiuoromethane [[IMethyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE)
[11,2-Dichloropropane LChloroethane [IMethylcyclohexane
{ethyi chloride)
. [11,3,5-Trimethylbenzene LlChtoroform [IMethylena bromide
_Q1 3-Butadiene [IChrysene CIMethylene chioride
[J1,3-Dichlorobenzene [cis-1,2-Dichlorosthylene [IMethylethylketone
{2-butanone)
[11,3-Dichlcropropene OCrotonaidehyde (Z-butenal} { [ IMethylisobutylketone
[J1,4-Dichlorobenzene [ ICumene [IMethylmethacryiate
{isopropylbenzene)
[ 11,4-Dioxane LIDDE [ IMonochlorobiphenyl (PCB)
[ }1-Chlorchutane [IDibenzofuran {_Im-Xylene
" [J2-Chloro- [IDichlorobiphenyl (PCB} [JNaphthalene
1,3-butadiene (chloroprene)
[ 12-Chlorophencl [CDichlorodiflucromethane [In-Butylbenzene
" [12-Chloropropane Dieldrin [INitrobenzene
[ 12-Methylnaphthalene EDiisopropyl ether (DIPE) N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine
[J2-Nitropropane [IEndosulfan [ In-Propylbenzene
[JAcenaphthene [Epichiorohydrin [ lo-Nitrotoluene
[JAcetaldehyde [ JEthyl ether , [ Jo-Xylene
[JAcetone " [JEthyi tert-butyl ether Llp-Xylene
(ETBE)
[CJAcetonitrile [ Ethylacetate ClPyrene
[lAcetophenane []Ethylbenzene [sec-Butylbenzene
[Acrolein (propenal) [JEthylene oxide [LIStyrene
ClAcryionitrile [OEthyimethacrylate LITert-amyl methyl ether
{TAME)
[JAldrin { JFlucrene [OTert-buty) alcohol (TBA)
[Jalpha-HCH (alpha-BHC) [JFuran [Jtert-Butylbenzene
[ IBenzaldehyde [gamma-HCH (lindane) CITetrachloroethylene
T IBenzene [OHeptachlor [Toluene
T Benzo(b¥luoranthene ["IHexachloro-1,3-butadiene ["ltrans-1,2-Dichlorosthylene
{Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page)
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General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and | [] Yes o

mobility of the release been developed? (continued) [JUND
Have Contaminant Transport and Expostre Pathways Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) H EESEFE iio

Mitigation Measures and Engineering Controls: P

As a result of controliing exposure through the use [dYes [ONo [ UND/@’NE [INA
of mitigation measures andfor engineering contrals,

has it been determined that the concentrations of

petroleum constituents in soil will haveno significant

risk of adversely affecting human health?

Are there existing mitigation measures and [JYes [INo [JUND [ NE [INA
engineering controls at the site? A

[] Vapor Intrusion Barriers [] Subslab Ventilation Interceptor Trench
[ Cap [ | Permeable Reactive Barrier 7' L] Other

If other, then describe:

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

[] Vapor Intrusion Barriers | [ ] Sub-slab Ventilation L] Interceptor Trenth

[] Cap [] Permeable Reactive Barrier | [ | Other

If other, then describe: Nowe PAoPDSEAJ

7
Has Pertinent Information Been Provided? [1Yes /Z' No [J UND O NE [CINA

Financial assurance Reguirements [JYes [TNo [JUND [JNE [INA
Soil Management Plan L yes [ INo [JUND [INE [INA
Mitigation or Engineering Control System ] Yes o [JUND [INE [INA
Docﬁumentati_on

esign documents

onstruction documents

s-built Documentation
Operations & Maintenance Plans
onitoring and Reporting Plan
Contingency Plang

“{

{Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page)
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General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and [1Yes 7 0
mobility of the release been developed? {continued) EJUND .

Have Contamlnant Transport and Exposure Pathways Been Adequately Evaluated? {continued) E 5:155@4\1 ©

Institutional Controls:

As a result of controlling exposure through the use of [ Yes [JNo[JUND /FéyNE CINA
Institutional controls (existing or proposed), has it been

determined that the concentrations of petroleum constituents

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

Are proprietary controls in place or proposed:

O Easements ] Covenants M Other

Are governmental controls in place or proposed?

[ Zoning Ordinances [ Waste Discharge Requnrements
L1 Building Modification Restrictions [] Financial Assurance Mechanisms
[ Groundwater Use Restrictions ] Enforcement Mechanisms

[ Air Permits ] Other

[] Excavation Restrictions

Are informational devices in place or proposed:
[J Health Advisories [1 SWRCB GeaTracker Website
[] Deed Notices [ Other State Registries or Tracking Systems

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

Low Threat Closure Policy and Impediment Identification Checklist_\v1_2012-11-01 31|62




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

YA
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and L] Yes [ANo
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) O uNDt 7
O Yes ]

Have Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Been Adequately Evaluated? (contin_ued)_ o UND

) o)
Has a utility corridor assessment been conducted es [ No (JUND [JNE [INA
to determine if uiility comridors (sewer, electrical, fiber
oplic cable, cable, water, etc) are present?
Have facility and public records showing the spatial [Jves [0 No [JUND JNE [INA
locations of existing utility corridors been reviewed?
is there enough information for a CSM? [Yes No[J UND [ NE [INA
Do future development activities include new utility [JYes LiNo [JUND [INE [JNA

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

Do these conduits lead from subsurface contaminationto | [] Yes [1No [TUND [ONE [INA
occupied buildings
Does a continuous low penmeability surface (such as [1Yes [ Ne JUND [1NE [JNA
pavement or surface clay layers) cover the ground
between the contamination and the building?
Does the vadose zone have very high gas permeability ClYes [1No [JUND [JNE [CINA
due fo fracturing? ,
Has a field investigation been conducted of utility corridors | L] Yes [ 1No [J UND [J NE [INA
(active and/or passive soil gas survey)?

Are vapors present in the utility corridors? [JYes [ONo[TJUND [ NE [INA
Do vapors pose and unacceptable risk to indoor [ Yes C1No[JUND O NE [JNA
occupants?

Have remedial actions been developed and implemented | [J Yes [J No [JUND [ NE [INA
to mitigate vapors in the utility corridors?

Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page)
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27

General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and | [] Yes [[{No

mobility of the release been developed? (continued) CIUND

Have Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Been Adequately Evatuated? (continued) E Eﬁfﬁm’ No
Vapor Intrusion Evaluation A

Has the subsurface contamination reached steady state
state conditions (i.e., have the subsurface scil gas and
groundwater plumes reached the maximum migration
potential)?

Zzé’ves [1No CJUND [CINE [INA

Has data heen collected over a sufficient period of time
to

determine contaminant trends of groundwater
monitoring plumes?

O Yes [J No LJUND CINE [CINA

Do temporal contaminant trends of data collected from
routine sampling of groundwater monitoring wells
indicate stable or decreasing treads?

O Yes [ NoJUND LINE [INA

Has data been collected over a sufficient period of time
o
determing contaminant trends of soil gas plumes?

O Yes [ No[JUND [ NE [JNA

Do temporal contaminant trends of data collected from
routine sampting of permanent or temporary soil gas
sampling points indicate stable or decreasing treads?

O ves [1No[JUND [JNE [JNA

If there is minimal temporal soil gas data, has the length
of time to reach steady-state conditions been estimated
from the date that the chemical releases ceased at the
site using the methods in Johnson and others (1599)

[1Yes L] No[JUND [NE [INA

Have Existing and Future Buildings been Evaluated?

/2
[:IYes_F'NuDUND O NE CINA

Have existing buildings within 100 feet of soil gas or
groundwater plumes been evaluated for vapor
intrusion?

[1Yes [1No[JUND [JNE [INA

Have existing buildings greater than 100 feet from a
plume boundary, with a preferential pathway(gither
natural or anthropogenic} that link the buildings with
the contaminant plume been evaluated for vapor
intrusion been evaluated for vapor intrusion?

L Yes [ No[JUND JNE LINA

For future buildings, do development activities include
new utility corridors or covering of large areas of the
site with pavement that may significantly alter vapor
migration and concentrations?

[dYes [1NeCTIUND [JNE [INA

At sites where unacceptable contaminant levels are
left in the subsurface, are engineering controls
proposed for future buildings within 100 feet from
contamination?

[JYes LINo CJUND CINE CINA

Does a continuous low permeability surface (such as
pavement or surface clay layers) cover the ground
between the contamination and the building?

[1Yes L]No[JUND O NE [INA

Does the vadose zone have very high gas
permeability due to fracturing?

dYes [JNo ] UND [INE [INA

{Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page})
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General Criteria ¢: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and ] Yesﬁ\lo
mobility of the release been developed? {(continued) CJUND' o~

Have Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) g E:ISDHNO

Has a site specific risk assessment been conducted in ﬁ‘(es WNO O unND ONE [INA
accordance the risk assessment guidance documents .

referenced in the SWRCB Technical Justification for Soil

Screening Levels for Direct Contact and Outdoor Air

Exposure Pathways (SWRCB, 2012)7

USEPA "Risk Assessment Guide for Superfund (RAGS) Ll Yes [ No[_JUND [JNE [INA
Volume | Human Health Evaluation Manual (Pari A)",
EPA/540/1/39/002, December 1989

ASTM “Standard Guide tc Risk-Based Corrective Action O Yes [JNo [JUND [INE LINA
Applied at Petroleum Release Sites”, E1739-95,1995
DTSC Office of Human and Ecological Risk (HERO) Ll¥es [INo [JUND [ NE [INA
“Recommended

DTSC Default Exposure Factors for Use in Risk
Assessment at :
Califonia Hazardous Waste Sites and Permitted
Facilities”, May 2011

USEPA “Integrated Risk Information System (on-line [ Yes [INo[JUND CJNE [INA
database of toxicity parameters (May 2011)

ol
Was the risk assessment conducted in accordance withthe [ Yes [_] No L] UND [ ] NE A
DTSC Guidance for the Evaluation and Mitigation of Subsurface
Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air (October 2011)?

Were the following DTSC Guidance recommendations O Yes CONo [JUND [INE [CINA
followed?

Use of multiple lines of evidence (j.e., soil gas, soil [1Yes [1Ne CJUND [INE [INA
matrix, and groundwater data) to reasonably estimate
the level of risk posed by vapor intrusion? ‘

Use of maximum contaminant concentrations (i.e., data | [] Yes [] No [J UND [ NE [INA
collected above the source)?
Use of reasonable site-specific input parameters inthe | [J Yes [JNo [J UND ] NE [JNA
California version of the USEPA's Vapor Intrusion
Model by Johnson and Ettinger, created by the DTSC
to include California-specific chemical toxicity factors?
Calculation of cumulative health effects conducted? LYes CINo[JUND [1NE [INA
Use of data representing seasonable variability before | [] Yes [ No [ L] UND [J NE [INA
making a final risk determination as short term
measurements rarely represent long-term conditions? :
No preferential pathways exist at the site? [1Yes [1No [1UND [1NE [INA
Knowledge of adjacent building construction (e.g., slab- | [ ] Yes [] No [ UND [] NE [CINA
on-grade, crawl spaces, stc.)?

{Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page)
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/]
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and 1 Yesm/No
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) [JUND

Have Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) g '\{};SD _ No.

-]

Preferential pathway study to determine the potential [ Yes CINo [J UND?\IE CInNA

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

Evaluation of historic land uses at and in the vicinity of the | [ Yes [ No [J UND [J NE [INA
site?

Identification of underground utility lines and trenches
(e.9., sewers, storm drains, water, electric, gas,
remediation piping, trench backfill, etc.) and wells that O Yes O Ne [JUND [ NE [JNA
could act as preferential pathways within and near the
site and plume area(s)?

Maps and cross-sections illustrating historic groundwater
elevations at the site and location and depth of all utility [ Yes 0 No[[JUND [ NE [INA
lines and trenches within and near the site and plume
areas(s)?

Identification of all active, inactive, standby,
decommissioned (sealed with concrete), unrecorded, and
abandoned (improperly decormmissioned or lost) wells [ Yes ONo JUND O NE [INA
including monitoring, remediation, irrigation, water supply,
dewatering, drainage, and cathodic protection wells within
a one mile radius of the subject site?

Copies of historical maps, such as Sanborn maps, aenal
photographs, etc.? [1Yes [JNo EJUND D NE [JNA

te ]

=*“End of Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaiuation Section
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General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and
mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

/7
] Yes E’No

Have Receptors Been Adequately Evaluated?

0 UND
[ Yes [Z¥No
[ UN;|

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:
Receptors — “A receptor is a human or other living organism with the potential to be exposed to and

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 chiidren using groundwater that has been contaminated by a release at the site as a
potable water supply

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

values used in risk evaluations already consider sensitive subgroups.

Terrestrial ecological receptors may not be a very common type of receptor, considering that LUFT
sites are typically small, paved, and located in largely urban and/or otherwise disturbed environments.
Significant impacts to ecological receptors are unlikely to occur in most cases. However, if the
potential to impact sensitive habitats or nearby surface 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 {o nearby
surface-water bodies and cases in which the LUFT site is located in areas where special-status
ecological receptors 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 to be evaluated for both adults and
children who may live on the property.

Receptor Identification - The types 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 well as the
extent and type of contamination.

water supply wells near the site may be conducted. (See the Fate and Transport chapter for more

Water Resources (DWR) well records and asking local water district and applicable 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.

Information about water-supply wells can often be obtained from the well owner. Desired information
includes:

» Current status of the well (operational or idle) and pumping rate.
« Purpose of the well, such as drinking water, irfigation, industrial, livestock, etc.
s Well construction details {i.e., the depth and tength of the well screen and sand pack interval).”

adversely affected by contaminants as a result of contact with contaminated media either at the

Protection Agency (CalfEPA) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) toxicity

In order to identify whether receptors may be drinking potentialty impacted groundwater, a survey of

information on potential plume lengths.) This survey is generally based on reviewing Department of

(Receptors Evaluation section continued on next page)
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General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and

mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

Have Receptors Been Adequately Evaluated? {(continued)

Has the following pertinent infonmation been provided?

Has sufficient data been presented to demonstrate that
site characterization is complete for the prescribed depth
ranges of 0 to 5 feet in order fo assess protection from
ingestion of soil, dermal contact with soil, and inhalation
of volatile soil emissions and inhalation of particulate
emissions?

1 Yes leo [JUND O NE [CINA

Has sufficient data been presented to demonstrate that
site characterization is complete for the prescribed depth
ranges of 5 1o 10 feet in order to assess protection from
inhalation of volatile soil emissions?

O Yes CONe [ UNDJﬁNE [OnaA

Has analytical data for all chemicals of concern including
total petroleum hydrocarbons been presented in order to
assess whether unique conditions not considered in the
Policy may exist at the site?

[1Yes /QgNo O unD [ NE [CINA

Have figures and tables showing the soil data for each of

the prescribed depth ranges with a comparison to the
screening levels for each exposure scenario been
presented? :

Oves thlo COJUND CINE [NA

Has data representativeness, quality, and spatial
distribution relative to current or potential receptors and
sources, and temporal variability been considered in the
evaluation?

O Yes q%o O unND O NE [CNA

Has a description of current and expected future land
use, redevelopment, or construction for the site been
presented?

O Yes [INo CJUND [ NE [CNA

Sufficient data to evaluate whether site contamination is
present in locations that currently exist or potentially
could exist in the future to pose nuisance conditions
during common or reasonably expected site activities?

[/
Q’Yes COONo ] UND [ NE LINA

Descriptions of the type and vertical and lateral extent of
shallow soil?

/7
peres OO Ne LJUND [JNE LINA

Data on the lateral extent of surface soil contamination?

Yes [INe [JUND [I1NE [INA

Discussion of odors or visual evidence of contamination?

Yes LI No[JUND [INE [INA

Preferential pathway and utility conduit surveys?

Review of potential points for exposure such as
| groundwater seeps into basements?

Yes | No L] UND [JNE LINA
O Yes %No JUND LI NE [INA

Current use of the site?

Jves [[INo[JUND [JNE [[INA

Expected use of the site?

1L Yes

o [JUND [1NE [INA

Description of surface water runoff from the property to
storm drains or other sites?

[ Yes A No [JUND [ NE [INA

{Receptors Evaluation section continued on next page}
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am
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adeguately assesses the nature, extent, and [ Yes [FNo
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) EJUND" ,
e _ [ Yes fNo
Have Receptors Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) ] UND
If Yes, then Describe Nuisance Condition:

|s injurious to health, indecent or offensive to the ‘@ Yes LINo[JUND [LINE [INA

senses, or is an obstruction to the free use of property

s0 as to interfere with the comiortable enjoyment of life

or property?

Affects at the same time an entire community or Yes [ No L] UND L] NE LINA

neighborhood, or any considerable number of persons,

although the extent of the annoyance or damage

inflicted upon individuals may be unequal? /7

Occurs during, or as a result of, the treatment or %’Yﬁs O NoJUND O NE [JNA

disposal of wastes?

(Recepters Evaluation section continued on next page)
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/1
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adeguately assesses the nature, extent, and [ Yes MNO
mobility of the release been developed? (continued) LJUND /]

Have Receptors Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) - E S:ISDIZNU

/7
Are indoor air concentrations in existing buildings [0 Yes O No CJUND ] NE ,q{lA

acceptable?
Is the site a candidate for vapor intrusion? [1Yes [1Nc [JUND [1NE [INA

Has a site-specific evaluation of vapor intrusion been O yes [JNo [JUND JNE [CINA
conducted in accordance with the USEPA Vapor Intrusion
model? ‘

Have the geotechnical parameters in L] Yes []No
the model been adequately determined
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 | [] Yes [] No
temperature been used to correct
Henry's law ¢constant for the chemical
of concem?

Is there an imminent hazard in existing buildings?

[Tves Tno || O Yes OONo [JUND [INE [INA

Has an emergency remedial action
been conducted?

Does the site pass a screening evaluation? [ Yes FI1No[JUND [INE [INA
Has a Building Survey been conducted? [1Y¥es []No [} UND [1NE [INA
Have indoor air samples been collected and data C1Yes {1 No[J UND [ NE [JNA
evaluated?

(Receptors Evaluation section continued on nexi page)
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fa
General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and [ Yes [JYNo
mobility of the release been developed? {continued) LIUND ',
Have Receptors Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) BE:ISD °
Has the following Pertinent Information been Provided? (continued)
Land uses and exposure scenarios on the facility and [1Yes J?No O unD O NE [NA
adjacent properties?
Beneficial resources {e.g., groundwater classification, O Yes O No CJUND [1NE [INA
wetlands, natural resources, etc.)?
Resource use locations (e.g., water supply wells, [ Yes [1 Ne JUND [JNE [_INA
surface water intakes)? i
Subpopulation types and locations (e.g., schools, O Yes WNO [OJUND [ NE [INA
hospitals, day care centers, etc.)? R
Exposure scenarios (e.g. residential, industrial, O Yeslyﬂ/No CJUND CINE [INA
recreational, farming)?
Exposure pathways and potential threat to sensitive Ov¥es I Ne[CJUND ONE TINA
receptors
Analysis of the contaminant volatilization from the
subsurface to indoor/outdoor air exposure route {i.e., [J Yes [3No[JUND [JNE [INA
vapor pathway)?
Sanborn maps? [0 yes [1Noe [JUND [1NE [CINA
Aerial photographs? [JYes [1Ne [JUND [JNE [CINA
Site development plans? O ves ] NoJUND CINE [INA
Are there existing water supply wells or other sources
of v%ter in the vicinity of the site?
omestic Water Supply Wells ]?%’es [INo[JUND LINE [INA
Irrigation Wells
Other Capture Systems
Are these supply wells or other sources of water used by | (] Yes [ No [J UND M NE [NA
property ownersftenants in the vicinity of the site?
Have these supply wells or other sources of water been ﬁ
sampled for chemicals of concem (COCs) associated EIPY es JINo LTUND [INE [INA
with the release site?
Have these supply wells or other sources of been | []Yes [] No [JUND O NE [INA
properly abandoned? ‘
Could these other water sources be reasonably
anticipated to be relied on by property owners in the site [Zﬂ(es O No[JUND [INE [INA
vicinity during drought conditions or post emergency
situations? '
i
DWR Well Search 7%"Y@s CJUND [INE [INA
Alameda County Public Works Well Search Yes o [JUND [1NE [INA
Neighborhood backyard domestic waterfirrigation well [ Yes o [JUND [CINE [INA
assessment including canvassing/survey results /7
Agreements between Responsible Parties (RPs) and [1Yes E’No CJunD ONE [CINA
property owners to discontinue operation of domestic
well use 4
Resulis of domestic well sampling and analytical results Yes I No [JUND [INE [INA
Well destruction records [J1Yed [1No[JUND [JNE [INA
**End of Receptors Evaluation Section***
***End of General Criteria e Evaluation Section***
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General Criteria f - Has secondary source been removed to the extent practicable? [] Yes [ No

ND
¢

LTCP Statement: “Secondary source” is defined as petroleum-impacted seil or groundwater located
at or immediately beneath the point of release from the primary source. Unless site attributes 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
underge secondary source removal to the extent practicable as described herein. “To the extent
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 completed in one year or 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
groundwater plume does not meet the definiion of low threat as described in this policy.”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance:

i
Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for [] Yes ,? No [JUND
compliance evaluation? {refer to General Criteria e for specific information)

**End of General Criteria f evaluation section™™
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aa
General Criteria g - Has soil or groundwater been tested for MTBE and results reported in %’{es I No
accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 25296.157 UND

LTCP Statement: “Health and Safety Code section 25298.15 prohibits closing a UST case unless the
s0il, groundwater, or both, as applicable have been tested for MTBE and the results of that testing are
known to the Regicnal Water Board. The exception to this requirement is where a regulatory agency
determines that the UST that leaked has only contained diesel or jet fuel. Before closing a UST case
pursuant to this policy, the requirements of section 25296.15, if applicable, shall be satisfied.”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance:

/)
Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for F’Yes [1No [JUND
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information

***End of General Criteria g Evaluation Section***
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)
General Criteria h: Does a nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 exist at the site? E?JSDD No

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 1o 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
persons, 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 petroleum release.”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance:

77
Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for QF/YES I No CJUND
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific informatigh)

***End of General Criteria h Evaluation Section***
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1. Media Specific Criteria: Groundwater: Does the site mest the LTCP criteria for groundwater?

Yes [N
:a:s )

D

LTCP Statement: “This policy describes criteria on which to 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 Resolution 92-49, Policies and Procedures for investigation and Cleanup and
Abatement of Discharges Under Water Code Section 13304 is a state policy for water quality control
and applies to petroleum UST cases. Resolution 92-49 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 alternative level of water quality
less stringent than background must be consistent with the maximum benefit to the people of the
state, not unreasonably affect current and anticipated beneficial use of affected water, and not result
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
reasonhable 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
palicy are satisfied at a petroleum unauthorized release site, attaining background water quality is
not feasible, establishing an alternate level of water quality not to exceed that prescribed in the
applicable Easin Plan is appropriate, and that water quality objectives will be attained through
natural attenuation within a reasonable time, prior to the expecied need for use of any affected
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 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 atienuation exceeds
migration.”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance:

(Media Specific Criteria for Groundwater Evaluation section continued on next page)
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1. Media Specific Criteria: Groundwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater?

Does the Site Qualify for the Soil Only Case Exemption {Release has not Affected
Groundwater)? -

LTCP Statement: "Sites with soil that does not contain sufficient mobile constituents [leachate,
vapors, or light non-aqueous-phase liquids (LNAPL)] to cause groundwater {o exceed the
groundwater criteria in this policy shall be considered low-threat sites for the groundwater medium.
Provided the general criteria and criteria for other media are alsc met, those sites are efigible for
case closure. For older 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 pollution.”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance:

W)
Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for q?/\’es [ No [JUND
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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N
1. Media Specific Criteria: Groundwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater? %E%D °
If Site Does Not Qualify for Soil Only Exemption, then, i
fs the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives stable or decreasing in areal [ Yes [INo

extent, and meets all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites listed
below? .

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 atlenuation exceeds migration.”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance:

Has pertinent information heen provided in the CSM for [JYes [JNo [JUND
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information)

**End of Plume Stability Evaluation Section***
{Media Speclf ic Criteria for Groundwater Evaluation section continued on next page)

CTUND
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L e e e

1. Media Specific Criteria: Groundwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater? % EENSDD No
‘Is the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives stable or decreasing in areal ] Yes A No
extent, and meets all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites listed [T UN
ow? (Co ' ' : :

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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below? (continued

Y N
1. Media Specific Criteria: Groundwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater? E U%SDD °
Is the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives stable or decreasing in areal |:| ves [ No
extent, and meets all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites listed [] UND

Class 1

[ Yes,E’No ] UND

Is <100 feet in length

] Yes [] No [JUND

There is no free product

[ Yes [ Ng_EHUND |

The nearest existing water supply well is > 250 feet from the defined
plume boundary

O Yes [J No [J UND

The nearest existing surface water body is > 250 feet from the defined
plume houndary

[ ves [1No [JUND

Class 2 [ Yes 4o 1 UND
Is < 250 feet in length []Yes [ 1No [1UND
There is no free product 1 Yes [] NaJ-HIND

The nearest existing water supply well is > 1,000 feet from the defined
plume
boundary

] Yes [1 No [J UND

The nearest existing surface water body is > 1,000 feet from the
defined plume
boundary

[ Yes 1 No []UND

The dissolved concentration of benzene is <3,000 pg/lL

[JYes [1No [JUND

The dissoived concentration of MTBE is <1,000 pg/L

[1Yes [INo []JUND

Clags 3

[TVesETNo [TUND

Is < 250 feet in length

[1Yes [I1No [1UND

Free product has been removed to the maximum extent practicable,
may slill be present below the site where the release originated, but
does not extend off-site

[ Yes [ ] No ND

The plume has been stable or decreasing for a minimum of 5 years

[ Yes [ No [JUND

The nearest existing water supply well is > 1,000 feet from the defined
plume boundary

O Ye%ﬂwo CJUND

The nearest existing surface water body is > 1,000 feet from the
defined plume boundary

| Yegﬂﬂo CJUND

The property owner is willing to accept a fand use restriction if the
regulatory agency requires a land use restriction as a condition for
closure

[]Yves [1No []UND

Class 4

Is < 1,000 feet in length

[JYes []No [JUND

[T vesZf No [TUND

There is no free product

[dYes[ 1No ND

The nearest existing water supply well or surface water body is > 1,000
feet from the defined plume boundary

] Yesytﬂo‘lﬂ UND

The nearest existing surface water body iz > 1,000 feet from the
defined plume boundary

] YesﬁNo OJ UND

The dissolved concentration of benzene is <1,000 pgiL

[1Y¥es ] No ] UND

The dissolved concentration of MTBE is <1,000 pg/L

[ 1 Yes L] No L] UND

Class 5

i
[ves JA'No [JUND

The regulatory agency determines, based on an analysis of site
specific conditions, that the site under current and reasonable
anticipated near-term future scenarios, the contaminant plume poses a
low threat to human health and safety and to the environment and
water quality objectives will be achieved within a reasonable time frame

Yes UND
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1. Media Specific Criteria: Groundwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater? E EI?.ISDEI No
Is the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality 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

] uND

olow? (continued e

Indicate those conditions that do not meet the characteristics of one of the five classes of
sites listed above.

Plume Length {That Exceeds Water Quality Objectives) 1z 100 feet and < 250 feet
[z 250 feet and < 1,000 feet
= 1,000 fest
] Unknown

Free Product in Groundwater [ Yes
O No

nknawr
Frae Product Has Been Removed to the Maximum Extent ] No
Practicable nknown
For Sites with Free Product, the Plume has Been Stable or L] No |
Decreasing for 5-Years | TJ Unknown
For Sites with Free Product, owner Willing to Accepta Land Use | [] No
Restriction (if Required) | [T Unknown
Free Product Extends Offsite [ Yes
[1 Unknown
Benzene Concentration [} 21,000 pg/L and < 3,000 ug/L
[0 2 3,000 pgiL
[ Unknown
MTBE Concentration ] 21,000 ug/L
[ Unknown
Nearest Supply Well (From Plume Boundary) [0 < 250 Feet
% 250 Feet and < 1,000 Fest
/] Unknown

Nearest Surface Water Body (From Plume Boundary) [J <250 Feet

: i 250 Feet and < 1,000 Feet
/1 3 Unknown

***End of Evaluation of Media Specific Criteria for Groundwater Section***
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2. Media Specific Criteria: Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air: Does the site meet the LTCP [ ] Yes [ No
criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air? UND

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
biocatienuation 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
fo vapors are mitigated by bicattenuation processes as vapors migrate toward the ground surface.
For the purposes of this section, the term “bicatienuation 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:

(1) existing buitdings 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 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 fo indoor air and be considered fow-threat for
the vapor-intrusion-to-indoor-air pathway if: 7
a. Site-specific conditions at the release site satisfy 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 migrating from soil or groundwater will have no significant risk of adversely affecting
human health.”

Priaiin )
EXEMPTION — Active Commercial Petroleum Facility: Is the site an active commercial petroleum mg I Ne
fueling facility? TJunD

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 faciliies. Therefore, satisfaction of the media-specific
criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air is not required at active commercial petroleum
fueling faciliies, except in cases where release characteristics can be reasonably believed to pose
an unacceptable health risk.”

Are release characteristics reasonably believed to pose O ves [ No(ﬁ:?UND O NE [J NA
an unacceptable health risk to facility users or nearby facilities?
On-site Users or Workers O Yes [ No [T UND [ NE [] NA
Residences 0 ¥es O No JUND LI RE I NA
* | | Day Care Facilities [JYes [1No [JUND LINE [ | NA
Schools [JYes (I No [ JUND [1NE [1NA
Mixed-Use Developments [ Yes [J No L] UND ] NE [ NA
Hospitals B O Yes [1 No [T UND [J NE [[] NA
Senior Facilities [JYes L1 No L] UND CINE [ I NA
Commercial Sites [ Yes [1 No [JUND ] NE [J NA

***End of active commercial petroleum fueling facility evaluation™*
(Media Specific Criteria for Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Evaluation continued on next page)
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2. Media Specific Criteria: Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air: Does the site meet the LTCP L] Yes | No
criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion_ to indoor air? [J UND
Does the release site meet one of the th roleum vapor intrusion to indoor air spec [ Yes E‘ No
criteria listed below (a, b, of ¢)? | LIuND

: T
Scenario 1: Unweathered LNAPL in Groundwater {1 Yes (1 No

The bicattenuation zone is a continuous zone provides &

separation of at least 30 feet vertically between the LNAPL in

groundwater and the foundation of existing or potential OJyes LINo [JUND LINELTNA

buildings; and

Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) are less than 100
mgrkg throughout the entire depth of the bioattenuation O Yes [ No (1 UND [ NE [ NA
zone

Scenario 2: Unweathered LNAPL in Soil [ Yes [ No

The bicattenuation zone is a continuous zone that provides a
separation of at least 30 feet vertically between the LNAPL in | [J Yes [] No (] UND (O NE (] NA
soil 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 [0 Yes [J No [J UND [J NE [T NA
bicattenuation zone .

Scenario 3: Dissolved Phase Benzene Concentrations in Groundwater [ Yes (] No
Defining the Bioattenuation Zone For Sites without Oxygen Data [ Yes T I No
ar Where Oxygen is <4%

Figure A: For Benzene concentrations < 100 pg/l . [0 Yes [J No
The bioattenuation zone is a continucus zone that O Yes L1 No [J UND I NE [ NA

provides a separation of at least 5 feet 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 | L] Yes [J No [J UND L1 NE [T NA
mg/kg throughout the entire depth of the bioattenuation

zone
OR-
Figure B: For Benzene concentrations = 100 pgiL but < 1,000 pg/L [ Yes [] No
The bioattenuation zone is a continuous zone that [ Yes [ ] No [J UND [ NE [] NA

provides a separation of at least 10 feet vertically
between the dissolved phase benzene and the
foundation of existing or potential buildings

Defining the Bioattenuation Zone For Sites with Oxygen = 4% {J Yes [INo
Figure C: For Benzene concentrations < 1,000 pg/L 1 Yes (] No

A continuous zone that provides a separation of at least | [] Yes [] No [J UND [J NE [J NA
10 feet vertically between the dissolved phase benzene
and the foundation of existing or potential buildings
Gontains total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) < 100 | [] Yes [ No [J UND [J NE ] NA
mg/kg throughout the entire depth of the bicattenuation
Zone

(Vapor Intrusion Criteria a evaluation continued on next page)
{Media Specific Criteria for Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Evaluation continued on next page)
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2. Media Specific Criteria: Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air: Does the site meet the LTCP [1¥es [] No
criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air? [JUND
Does the release site me { the three petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air specific g E:#SDB No

criteria listed below {a, b, or ¢)?

e e, 5 et e O TR A Sl e b sy

Scenario 4: Direct Measurement of Soil Gas Concentrations [ Yes [] No
Were appropriate soil gas sampling protocols followed? O Yes (] No
Were soil gas samples obtained from the following locations? O Yes [[] No

Beneath or adjacent to an existing building: Soil gas | [] Yes [] No [J UND [ JNE [J NA
samples collected at least 5 feet below the botiom of the
building foundation

Future construction: Soil gas samples from at least [ Yes [0 No [ UND ] NE [] NA
five feet below ground surface

Were soil gas samples collected in accordance with DTSC Advisory [ Yes [ ] No
with DTSC Advisory — Active Soil Gas Investigations (April 2012)7

Are 2li of the following criteria for a bioattenuation zone satisfied? " [JYes[ONo

There is a minimum of five vertical feet of soil between the | [[] Yes [] Mo [J UND [ NE [J 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 (measuredin | [J Yes [ Mo [J UND ] NE [J NA
at least two depths within the five-foot zone; and

Oxygen is 2 4% measured at the botiom of the five-foot [J ¥es (] No [J UND [ NE (I NA
zone

If the bioattenuation zone criteria are al| satisfied, then

Do soil gas concentrations meet the following criteria? [1Yes [ No
Residential [ Commercial
Constituent Soil Gas Concentration (pugim’)
Benzene <85,000 <280,000
Ethylbenzene <1,100,000 <3,600,000
Napthalene <93,000 <310,000

If the bioattenuation zone criteria are not satisfied, then '
Do soil gas concentrations meet the following criteria? ] Yes [1 No

Residential | Commercial
Constituent Soil Gas Concentration (ug/m®)
Benzene <85 <280
Ethylbenzens <1,100 <3,600
Napthalene <93 <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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2. Media Specific Criteria: Pg. troleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air: Does the site meet the LTCP E 3%3[)13 No

criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air?

Does the release site meet gne of the three petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor ajr g@ggﬂg H E:ISDEI No

cntena listed helow [a, b, or c}?

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement;

Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for [dYes [1No []JUND
compliance evaluation? {refer to General Criteria e for spec_iﬁc information)

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

{Media Specific Criteria for Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Evaluation continued on next page)
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2. Media Specific Criteria: Petroleumn Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air: Does the site meet the LTCP []Yes [INo
criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air? [JUND

Does the release site meet one of the three petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air specific % E'equD No

criteria listed below (a, b, or ¢)?

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for [ Yes [ No [JUND
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information)

**End of Vapor Intrusion Criteria ¢ evaluation section™

{Media Specific Criteria for Vapor Intrusion 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 (] No
criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air? [JuND
Additional questions for sites that do not meet the LTCP criteria (a, b, or ¢)
| Indicate those conditions that do not meet the policy criteria:
Soil Gas U Insufficient number 1o be L] Not taken at two depths within
Samples representative 5 foot zone
L1 Temporal variability not evaluated ] High spatia! or temporal
variability
] No soil gas samples ] Insufficient analytes
[1 Taken incorrectly
Exposure Type | [] Residential [1 Commercial
Free Product L] In Groundwater ] In Seil
L] Unknown
TPH in the [ 2 100 mg/ky ] Unknown
Bioattenuation
Zone
Bioattenuation | [] < 5 feet (No Biozone) [] 230 Feet
Zone Thickness
[ ] =5 feet and < 10 feet [ 130 Feet BioZone compromised
[ 210 feet and < 30 feet [1 Unknown
Oxygen Datain | [ | No Oxygen Data
Bioattenuation | {] Oxygen < 4% O Oxygen = 4%
Zone
Benzene in "1 =100 pg/L and < 1,000 pg/L ] Unknown
Groundwater
(1= 1,000 ug/L [ = 280,000 pg/m®
Soll Gas O =z 85 pg/m® and < 280 pgim” [ = 85,000 ugfm” and < 280,000
Benzene yg:‘ma
[ = 280 pg/m® and < 85,000 pg/im” L] Unknown
Soil Gas [1 = 1,100 pg/m® and < 3,600 pg/m® [ = 3,600,000 pg/m’
Ethylbenzene | [] 23,600 pg/m” and < 1,100,000 ug/m® | [J Unknown
[J= 1,100,000 yg/m’_and < 3,600,000
Soil Gas [J =93 ug/m* and < 310 pg/m” 1 = 310,000 ng/m’
Napthalene [ =310 yg/m® and < 93,000 pg/m” O Unknown
[1 293,000 pg/m” and < 310,000 ug/m®
***End of Evaluation of Media Specific Criteria: Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air***
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3. Media-Specific Criteria; Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure - Does the site meet satisfy
the media-specific criteria for direct contact and outdoor air exposure (a, b, or ¢)?

LTCP Statement: “This policy describes conditions where direct contact with contaminated soil or
inhalation of contaminants volatized to outdoor air poses a low threat to human health. 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_b. or ¢, below).”

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

“If a site does not meet the media-specific 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 should 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 correspond to the size of a small backyard.”

Exemption — Is the upper 10 feet of soil free of petroleum contamination?

[ Yes
[JuND

LTCP Statement:

CA LUFT Manual Guidance:

7]

Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for [ Yes o [JUND
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information)

a. 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)? :

P

LTCP Statement: “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 fest 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 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/lndustrial) shall be satisfied. In addition, if exposure to construction workers or utility
trench workers is reasonably anticipated, the concentration limits for Utility Worker shall also be
satisfied.”

(Criteria a evaluation continued on next page}

{Media Specific Criteria for Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Evaluation continued on next page)
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/£
3. Media-Specific Criteria: Direct Contact and Outdoor Alr Exposyre - Does the site meet satisfy L Yes L4 No
the media-specific criteria for direct contact and outdoor air exposure? (continued) JunD
a. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less than or equatl to those L] Yes [ No
listed in Table 1 for the specified depth bgs? (continued) _ L1 UND
Table 1 - Concentrations of Petroleum Canstituents in Soil
That will Have No Significant Risk of Adversely Affecting Human Health
Residential Commercial/industrial Utility Worker
Oto5fthgs | 5to10ftbgs | Oto5ftbgs | 5to 10 fthgs 0to 10 ft bgs
Chemical {mgikg) {mg/kg) {mglkg) (mglkg) (mg/kg)
Benzene 1.9 2.8 8.2 12 14
Max Soil Conc’ Insert insert Insert Insert ingert
Ethylbenzane M 32 89 134 314
Max Soil Conc’ Insert insert insert Insert Ingert
Napthalene 9.7 9.7 45 45 219
Max Soil Conc’ insert insert insert Insert insert
PAH 0.063 NA 0.68 NA 4.5
Meax Soil Cong” insert Insert Insert insert Insert
Notes: :
1. The maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil should be compared to those listad in
Table 1 (Technical Justification for Soil Screening Levels for Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure
Pathways, SWRCB})
2.Based on the seven carcinogenic poly-aromatic hydrocarbons {PAHSs) as benzo(a)pyrene toxicity
equivalent [BaPe]. Sampling and analysis for PAHs is only necessary where soil is affected by either
waste oil or Bunker C oil.
W
Are both the 0 to 5 feet bgs concentration limits 5 to 10 feet bgs [ Yes ] No WND
concentration limits for the appropriate site classification satisfied? =7
Residential; [ Yes (1 No %ND
Commercial/industrial: [JYes [JNo ND
py]
If exposure to construction or utility trench workers is reasonably [ Yes [JNo pUND
anticipated, are the concentration limits for the Utility Worker
satisfied?
Have the requirements for using the screening levels in Table 1 [ Yes (1 No ?{JND
been satisfied (i.e., have the model assumptions presented in the
SWRCB document entitled “Technical Justification for Soil Screening
Levels for Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure Pathways” been met?
Is the area of impacted soil where a particular exposure | [J Yes [] No [J UND ] NE [] NA
oceurs
= 82 feet by 82 feet?
s the receptor located at the downgradient edge for O Yes LONo CTUND CONE O NA
inhalation
exposure?
Is the wind speed < 2.25 meters per second [J¥es CINo CTUND CJ NE [] NA
7.38 feet per second) on average?
Are there different exposure scenarios than residential, | [] Yes [] No L] UND ] NE L] NA
commercialfindustrial, utility worker) at the site?
i no, then is a site-specific risk analysis warranted? [ Yes [1No [JUND
e
Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for O Yes'F No [JUND
compliance evaluation? {refer to General Criteria e for specific information)
***End of Criteria a evaluation™*
(Media Specific Criteria for Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Evaluation continued on next page}
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£
3. Media-Specific Criteria: Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure - Does the site meet satisfy [] Yes [(A'No
the media-specific criteria for direct contact and outdoor air exposure? (continued) CJUND
b. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less than or equal to those es[INo
listed in Table 1 for the specified depth bgs? (continued) ' ND

Has pertinent information heen provided in the CSM for [ Yes T No [JUND
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information)

*=End of Criteria b evalaution***

¢. 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? '

Dﬁé‘sl} No
ND

Guidance Document: Institutional Controls A Guide to Planning Implementing Maintaining and
Enforcing Institutional Controls at Contaminated Sites, Interim Final. USEPA Nov 2010 540-R-08-001

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 andfor
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 2t a site.

/)
Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for ] Yes JF’NO T UND
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information)

=*End of Criteria ¢ evaluation***

(Media Specific Criteria for Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Evaluation continued on next page)
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3. Media-Specific Criteria: Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure - Does the site meet satisfy | L] Yes [ No
the media-specific criteria for direct contact and outdoor air exposure? (continued) [J UND
Additional questions if the site does not meet any of the Direct Contact and OQutdoor Air
Exposure scenarios : :
Indicate only those conditions that do not meet the policy:
Exposure Type: [] Residential [ Utility Worker
. [0 Commercial A
Petroleum Constituents in | [] < 5 feet bgs nknown
Soll: T > 5 feet bgs and < 10 feet bgs L > 12 mg/kg and < 14 mg/kg
Soil Concentrations of [0 > 1.8 mg/kg and < 2.8 mg/kg [0 > 14 makg
Benzene: [] > 2.8 mg/kg and < 8.2 mg/kg | L3 Bnknown
"> B2 mgikg and = 12 mg/kg 4
Soil Concentrations of L > 21 mg/kg and < 32 mg/kg [1 > 134 mg/kg and < 314 mg/kg |
Ethylbenzene: | 0> 32 mg/kg and s 89 mg/kg [] > 314 mg/kg
[] >89 ma/kg and £ 134 mg/kg known
Soil Concentrations of 1> 9.7 mg/kg and < 45 mg/kg | [1>218 mgikg
Naphthalene: | (7> 45 mg/kg and < 219 mg/kg L2 nknown
Soil Concentrations of 1> 0.063 mg/kg and < 0,68 mg/kg [ > 4.5 mg/kg
PAH: L] > 0.68 mg/kg and < 4.5 mgrkg nknown
Area of Impacted Sofl: [J'Area of Impacted Soil > 82 by 82 Feet 1g:!:lnknwm_
This case should be closed in spite of not meeting policy criteria [ Yesﬂo
Explanation: )
“** End of Media Specific Criteria: Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure Evaluation™*
59|62

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




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

b
Low-Threat Case Closure Notification Requirements - Has the regulatory agency recommending O ves o
closure complied with the Low Threat 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 satisfy 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
uniform closure letter specified in Health and Safety Code section 25206.10. After completion of
these items, and unless the regulatory agency revises its determination based on comments
received on the proposed case closure, the regulatory agency shall issue a uniform closure lefter
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 shall be
notified of the proposed case closure and provided a 60 day period to comment. The regulatory
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
notified of the proposed case closure and provided a 60 day period to comment. The regulatory
agency shall consider any comments received when determining if the case should be closed or if
site specific conditions warrant otherwise.”

Name of the Regulatory Agency Making Recommendation for Case Closure:

[ ] Alameda County Environmental Health [] Regional Water Quality Control Board
T Underground Storage Tank Cleanup Fund L] State Water Resources Control Board
‘Does AGEH Goncur with Closure Recommendation? [1 Yes A No

| Have the appropriate parties been notified of the proposed closure? Yes ﬂ No [J UNK
closure and provided a 60 day period to comment? o

Municipal and County Water Districts? [dYes [1No NK
[ ] EBMUD | C1Zone 7 [ T City of Hayward |
Water Replenishment Districts? O Yes [JNo [JUNK
] EBMUD [ Zone 7 [ ]
Agencies with authority to issue building permits for [ Yes [ No ZYUNK

land affected hy the petroleum?
[ County: [J Alameda County |

City: o

. [ 1 Alameda [ ] Dublin [ ] Hayward iedmont

. [ ] Albany [] Emeryville [] Livermore { ] Pleasanton
] Alameda [L] Oakland L] San Leandro

oo ]
Owners and Occupants of all parcels adjacent to the impacted [] Yes [ ] No [E:UNK
property? i -~
[ Owners: [IYes [JNo [A'UNK [ Oceupants: ] Yeéﬂ No [JUNK |

L
{Low Threat Notification Requirements Evaluation Section continued on next page)
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)
Low-Threat Case Closure Notification Requirements - Has the regulatory agency recommending O ves @/_{\lo
closure complied with the Low Threat Closure Poalicy public notification requirements? (continued) [C1UND

Has the reguiatory agency given public notice to other affected parties [1 Yes Fﬂdo [J UNK
or potentially affected parties beside 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 8.7 of Division 2q;f the Health and Safety Code?

yo,
| Owners: [lYes [ANo [JUNK [ Occupants: [T Yes ‘}Z}No FTUNK |

Has public participation been conducted in accordance with the SWRCB [ YES/WNO [J UNK
and Regional Water Quality Control Boards April 2005 guidance document
entitied "Final Draft Fublic Participation at Cleanup Sifes’?

Guidance Statement: The 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 concem or interest about a site when: contaminants have migrated or
are likely to migrate off site, cleanup could generate dust and noise, or cleanup is linked to
redevelopment of the property.

Category 1 Public Participaticn 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 does not extend off-

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

4
Have surrounding property owners and residents within an O Yes []No /?' 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, inctuding other public ] Yes P’ No [] UNK

agencies and environmental and community groups been notified?

Category 2 Public Participation Requirements

Guidance Statement: Category 2 includes larger industrial or commercial sites with significant
soit and groundwater contamination. At these sites, the groundwater plume extends off-site
beyond the public right of way {or is assumed to extend off-site until investigation shows
otherwise.) This category includes many solvent 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.

7
Have all property owners and residents affected, or potentially UDN;eS J?T No [

affected by offsite migration of the plume been notified?

**End of Low-Threat Case Closure Notification Requirements Evaluation™*
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Low-Threat Case Closure Monitoring Well Destruction and Waste Removal Reguirements - Have [ Yes [ZNo
all wells and borings installed for the purpose of investigating, remediating, or monitoring the I UN
unauthorized release been properly destroyed? ”

T T : : . L] ¥es LANo
Have all monitoring wells and borings been properly destroyed? [JUN

LTCP Statement: “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.”

If all wells and borings have not been properly destroyed, then

Has the property owner certified that they will keep and ves [0 Ne [JUNK
maintain the wells or borings in accordance with applicable
local or state requirements?

Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for [JYes [INo
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information)

**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 regulatory agency requirements? [ UND

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.

Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for OYes [ No
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information)

**End of Waste Removal Requirements Evaluation**

***End of Low Threat Closure Policy and Impediment ldentification Checklist™*
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