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

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Agency Name : Alameda County Environmental Health
Local Oversiqht Proqram

Date: NW. 2, 2an
Case Wo*er: \^-k J\a-rr.-^,--* Fuel Leakcase No: Ro Oooo Zlcq
Site Name: cl;^,*,* g9-rr3Jt ceoTracker Global lD: TOG'co t ot8b5
Site Address: 34o 11,";1^J A"o. PiJ*^-r USTCF Claim No: Gul

N PASS N FAIL
/-------\

The site does [conplbel{6ce nat co||FM *ith the ]equirements of the Low-Thr€at Underground
Storage Tank Case Closfue Policy (LEePfas described below.

This site [@mplhs/does not comply] with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) policies
and state law. Section 2529610 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, orthe 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 Tesources 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 "regulatory agencies" in this policy means the State Water
Board, Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional Water Boards) and local agencies authorized to
implement Health and Safety Code section 25296.10. Unless expressly provided in this policy, the terms
in this policy shall have the same definitions provided in Chapter 6.7 of Division 20 of the Health and
Safety Code and Chapter 16 of Division 3 of Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations.

C.iteria for Low-Threat Case Closure

In the absence of unique attributes of a cese 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 aftributes and that some
site specific conditions may make case closure under this policy inappropriate, despite the tatisfaction of
the stated criteria in this policy. lt 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{hreat 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 only of petroleum;

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

d. Free product has been removed to ihe 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-butyt ether (MTBE) and results reported
in accordance with Health and Safety Code section 25296.1 5; and

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

Medi a.S p ec ifi c C riteri a

"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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General Criteria a: ls the unauthorized release located within the service area of a public water

LTCP Statement: "This policy is protective of existing water supplv wells. New water supplv 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, pariiculady in rural areas
thai 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 sile specific evaluation of
developing waler supplies in the area. For purposes of this policy, a oublic water svstem 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
davs out of the vear."

Easl Bay Municipal Utility Dist c{ lZoneT E Haywardwater

Has pertinent infomation been provided in the CSM for E Yes
comirliance evaluation? (refer toGeneral Criteria e for specifn information)

E] UND

**'End of General Criteria a Evaluation***

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 outside a public water supply:

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

. lmpacted perched waler zones are not a viable potential water supply

. High salinity or low yield that negate the impacted groundwater from drinking water beneficial
use per State Water Board Resolution 1988-0063, or de-designated areas in various Basin
Plans.

CHECKLIST KEY:

E UtrtO = Undetermined of Unknown E NE = Not evaluated E NA = Not applicable
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General Criteria b; Does the unauthorized release con6ist only of pstroleum? ! Y.es I No
EfOND

purposes of this policy, as cruoe o . or anv
thereof, which is liquid at standard conditions and tempemlure and pressure, which means 60
degrees Fahrenheit and 14.7 pounds per square inch absolute including the following substances;
motor fuels, jel fuels, distillate fuel oils, residual fuel oils, lubricants, pelroleum solvents and used
oils, including any additives and blending agents such as orygenates contained in the formulation of

Has pertinent information been provided in the CSM for D yes
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for soecific informatioij

E UND

'*'End of General Criteria b Evaluation"*

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 gayoil 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 meel lhe direct contact CSM), or a site.specific risk assessment
shows that the impac{ed soil is low-risk for direct contact pathway."

Approachca 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 collected. 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 chemicals (e.g., solvents) in soil. ,,These sites
should be evaluated using a tradilional risk assessment. Risk can be evaluated in severalways, but
is ofien evaluated using a tiered approach in which the complexity of the evaluation increases with
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@SLCri!gIs-9: Has the unauthorlzed ("primary") release from the UST system been
stopped?

des E t'to
E UND

LTCP Statement "The tank, pipe, or other appurlenant structure that released petroleum into the

environment (i.e. the primary source) has been removed, repaired or replaced. lt is not the intent of
this policy to allow sites with ongoing leaks fiom the UST system to qualify for low'threat closure "

CA LUFT Manusl Guidance Statement:

Has pertinent information been provlded in the csM for El'Yes ENo iUND
compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteda e for specific information)

**End of General Criteria c Evaluation Section***
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General Criteria d: Has free product been removed to the maximum extent practicable?

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

Has portinent information been provided in the CSM for E y€s gNo ! UND
compliance evaluation? (rafer to General Ctiteria e for specitic information)

***End of General Criteria d Evaluation*.*

LTCP Statement: At petroleum unaulhorized release sites where investigations indic€te
the presence of free product, free product shall be removed to the maximum extent
practicable. In meeting the requirements of this section:
(a) 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 treats, discharges or disposes of recovery byproducts in compliance with
applicable laws;

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

(c) Flammable products shall be stored for disposal in a safe and competent manner to
flres or exolosions-"
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Has a conceptual site model that 3dgqgEly assesses the nature, extent, and
been developed?

(General Criteria e evaluation continued on next page)

LTCP Statement 'The Conceptual Site lvlodel (CSNI) is a fundamental element of a comprehensive
site investigation. The CSM establishes lhe source and attributes of the unauthorized release,
describes all affected media (including soil, groundwater, and soil vapor as appropriate), desclibes
local geology, hydrogeology and olher physical site characteristics that affecl contaminant
environmental transport and fute, and identifies all con{irmed and potential contaminant receptors
(including water supply welts, surface waler bodies, structures and their inhabitants). The CSN4 is
relied upon by practitioners as a guide for investigative design and data mllection. Petroleum release
sites in California occur in a wide variety of hydrogeologic settings, As a result, contaminant fate and
transport and mechanisms by which receptors may be impacted by contaminants vary greatly from
location to location. Therefore, the CSM is unique to each individual release site. All relevant site
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
criieda in this polidy. The supporting data and analysis used to develop lhe CSM are not required to
be contained in a single report and may be contained in multiple reports submitted to ihe regulatory

"The obiectives of a CSM are:

. To convey an understanding of the origin, nature, and lateral and verticalextent of contamination.

. To idenfiry 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 idenlify additional data needod (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 (ITRC 2007) Drovides additional infornation on developinq a CSM."

Has a CSM that adequately assesses the natur€, n Yes EfNo E UND E NE D NA
extent and mobillty of the release in affected
media at in lhe vicinity of the site been developed?

Groundwater Assessment Yes N. UND NA
Surface Water Assessment Yes

,NO
UND NE NA

Soil Assessment Yes 't lo UND NE NA
Soil Vapor Assessment Yes No {,ND NE NA
lndoor Air Assessment Yes No UND NE NA
Potential Receptors ldentifi ed Yes 'No u.tp NE NA
Exposure Pathways ldentifi ed Yes No lJND NE NA
Hydroqeolosy Defined Yes No

.UND NE NA
Contami nant Transport Assessment Yes M UND NE NA
Source(s) Defined Yes flo UND NE NA
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Has a conceptual site model that 3grutsly assesses the naturc, extent, and
been

(General Criteria e evaluation continued on next page)

Has the CSM b€en developed in accordence with E Yes [EfNo E UND f] NE fl NA

ITRC Vapor Intrusion Pathway Guidance
N yes E No ZTUND E NE E NA

ASTM Method '1689-95 - Standard Guide for Devetoping E Yes EfNo tr UNo tr NE n NA

ASTM Method 2531-6 - Standard Guide for
Development of Conceptual Models for Light

Liquids Released to the Subsurface
tr v"" E/ruo ! uND ! NE fl NA

DTSC Final Guidance for the Evaluation €nd
of Subsurface Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air (October E ves EJtto trUNDtrNEENA

ls the CSM presenied in one comprehensive documentz E ves El't|o D UND tr NE fl NA

lf no, then has a summary document been submitted
that identifies the documents where the reouisite CSM I E Yes NO EUNDENEf]NA
elements are located?

E Yes ETNo E UND D NE N NA

ls the CSM representative of current site conditions? Ll Yes L:l No Ll UND Ll NE Ll NA

Does the flnal closure review validate the CSI\4? tl Yes ElNo ! UND tr NE E NA

Have the rcquisite components of the CSM boen EyesE No ErUND!NEflNA

!I!!!ogeologic Sefting Evaluation Yes lJND NE NA
Source Evaluation Yes No Ll U)lO NE NA
Contaminant Transport and Exposure pathways
Evaluation

Ll Yes LJ No EfUND Ll NE Ll NA
,/

ReceptoG Evaluation Yes I No IrI UND f NE NA

Have data gaps been identified that require further
investigation durinq subsequent Dhases of work? Efves E No fl UND E NE E NA
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General Criteria e: Has a conceptual 6ite model that adequatelv assesses lhe nature, extonq and
mobiliW of the release been developed? (continued)

t
t

Yes ILl.{rIo
UND ,/

Has the Hydrogeologic Setting Been Adequately Evaluated?
Yes Efl.lo
UND

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

Hydrogeologic Setting - "The hydrogeology (geologic factors that affeci groundwater flow) of a site
generally conkols contaminant migration. Gaining an understanding of the geologic setting will also
help to determine the pathways of migration. Much of the geologic iniormation for a LUFT site can be
gathered from hislorical reports, state and federal environmental databases (including boring logs
obtained from cases in the GeoTracker database), and electronic and paper liles covering the site and
adjacent properties from various federal, state, and local agencies, Geologic aspects to consider
when conceptualizing the geology at a LUFT site include:

. Site topography.

. Regional and local geologic conditions, including key aquifer and aquitard units.

. Site-specific soil texture/lithology (e.9., identiry the predominant types of soil at the site, such as
clay, sand, gravel, fractured bedrock, sediments, etc,), stratigraphy, and structures (dipping strata,
faults, etc.) that may affect contaminant transport.

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:

. Deoth to the water table and its seasonal and known historical fluctuation.

. Groundwater flow within the shallowest aquifer (gradient direction, hydraulic conductivity, flo\,!,

velocity), vertical gradient and degree of interconnection between unconfined, semi-confined, and
confined groundwater.

. Whether or not the source is benealh a low-permeability surface (such as asphalt or concrete).

. Designaled 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 transport pathways to surface-water
bodies."

(Hvdrooeolooic Settinq Evaluation continued on next page)

cw: El'Y6E NoE UND tr NrE NA

SG: E YES E NO f] UND EI4{E E] NA
A d$cription of the monitoring well netyrork at
the site for collecting soil gas and groundwater
data?

YesENoIUNDENEENASummary table listing all wells in the monitoring
network and providing construction details including
date installed, screen intervals, screen length,
formations screened, type of wellhead (i.e., flush-
mounted or stove top), date of last well
development, and date of last survey and survey
datum?

SG: E Yes E No D UND ETNE E NA

GW: EYes E[NoE] UND tr NE f] NAAn analysis of the quality and validity of data
obtainsd by the monitoring well network including
the appropriateness of feld sampling protocols and

SG: EYesINgEUNDtrNEENA
Gw: E Yes E[No tr UND tr NE E NAldentification of submerged/dry well condilions and

an analysis of the effects on sample bias due to
SG: E Y,S E NO E UND EI,NE E NA

YesENoEUND
Monitoring well construclion logs? SG: EYesE No ! UNDEJNE E NA
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Has a conceptual site model that gdCgEjblt assesses the nature, extent, and
been

Has the Hydrtgoologic Setting Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued)

Evaluation continued on next

Analysis of anomalous water-levol data? I yes Eftrto E UND I NE E NA

Anelysb ot conburr on a slte plen slwing
groundwaier elevetions whach do not make so||36?

trYeetrNoEUNDENEETN

EyesENoDUNDtrNEtrNA
Inclusion of waterlevel elevations in nearby wells which

not consistent and from which there cannot be lYesnNoEUNDnNEtrNA

water-level elevations using data obtained
multiple aquifers (perched, water table, confined)? EYes!NoEUNDENEINA

waterlevel elevations using data obtained
aquifers with larger vertical upward or downward

IYesfl NoEUNDtrNEnNA
water-level data before wells have had time

equilibrate afrer opening the well cap? EYesENoEUNDtrNEtrNA
ailing to measure depths to water with sufticient speed
areas with significant tidal influences? NYesNNo!UNDENEENA

measurements from wells which have filled with
or have become plugged in some manner? NYesENo!UNDENEENA

contour maps that have not
for professional geologic interpretation of site
features?

EYesENoEUNDENEENA

Analysis of hydrogeologic site conditions causing ! yes
error?

f] UND f] NE E NA

Abrupt changes in stratigraphy across a sile, such
as a stream channel meandering with coarse
material adjacent to and interlaced with flne-grained
material?

lv." g(nuND ! NE E NA

Pods of low-permeability material creating a semi-
confined condition in an otherwise water-table
(unconfined) aquifer that cause water-level elevation
to not track evenly across lhe site?

IYes nNo E UND !NEtrNA

Wells located next to buried utilities where well
perforalions have hydraulic continuity with the utility
backfill?

IVes ENo E UND !NEtrNA

Wells located near and in continuity with a former or
current UST pit resulting in anomalous high or low
water levels?

NYes ENo !UND ENEENA

Perched water zone on a portion of a site? E ves B'tto E uruo a NE fl NA

Wells perforated across two or more water-bearing
zones with different hydraulic heads" EYes !No E UND ENEENA
Well measurements taken immediately afler a major
rainfall event and before the aquifer system has time
to equilibrate?

Dves ENo E UND ENEfINA
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@glglgdbXg-e: Has a conceptual site model that 3deqg4lglt assesses the nature, extent, and

Has the tlydrogeologlc Setting Been Adequebly Evaluated? (cor inued)

Setti continued on

Analysis of the hydraullc flolr system in the vicinity Eyes El NoE UND nNE ENA
ofthe site?

IYES ENOEUND DNE trNARose diagrams which depict groundwater flow

E yes ENoEUND ENE ENAevaluation of changes in hydraulic flo\,!, system
to seasonal orecioitation and

Eves ENoEUND ENE ENAAn evaluation for potential interconneetion between
ghallow and deeD aquifers

Yes INoEUND ENE LINAverlic€l hydraulic gradients, and
of pumping rates on hydraulic head fmm nearby water

!Yes ENoEUND ENE DNACross sections depicling the piezometric surface in

Analysia of anomalous waterJevet data? (continued) EYes El-No tr UND trNEENA
Analysls of consistenl data points?

Depth-lo-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
screened interval ofthe monitoring welland that only
residual water in the well's end cap is being
measured.

IYes ENoEUND !NE ENA

Have water level measurements been comDared with
the known total deDth of the well. or has the bottom of
the well b€en measured and compared to the water-
level results-

!Yes - NoE UND trNE trNA

Analysis of anomalous g|?dients?

Data from adjacent or nearby sites differs signiflcantly
from what the site data?

! Yes E No E ut'to D NE fl NA

Have wells casings been cut? !Yes ENoEUND ENE flNA
Have well casings sank due to high haffic in lhe area? IYes ENoEUND !NE f] NA

Have well casings been accurately surveyed for top-
of-casino elevations? IYES ENODUND DNE ENA

of Data
A statement about data validation EYES EINOE UND ENE T]NA

Conformance with quality assurance/quality control
(QAJQC) limits

I ves ENoEUND trNE NNA
'.

Conformance wilh data quality objectives (DQOs) n ves Effio E UND fl NE E NA

lf DQOS have not been met than a statement
regarding whether the data are still valid and useable,
and the underlyinq rationale for the conclusion

EYES ENOEUND f]NE ENA
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Has a conceptual site model that adCgg3lgly assesses the natur€, extent, and

Has the Hydrogeologlc Setting Bcen Adequably Eveluated? (continued)

**End of Hydrogsologic Seting Evaluation section***

Plume (soil gas and groundwater) development and
dynamica?

! ves g NoE Ul,lDE NE ENA

Evaluation of aging of source(s) EYes ENoEUNDENE ENA
Evaluation of phase distribution (NAPL, dissolved, vapor,
residual) E ves E NoE UND tr NE f] NA

Evaluation of diving plumes I Yes E NoE UND E NE NNA
Evaluation of attenuation mechanisms IYes ENoEUNDTNE NNA
Evaluation of migration routes Eves ENoEUNDENE ENA
Presentation of magnitude of COCS EYes !NoEUNDENE ENA
Evaluation of spatial and temporal changes in
concenlrations EYes INoEUNDENE ENA
Two-dimensional plan view maps ofthe source
distdbution and of groundwater and soil vapor plumes
depicting the contaminant distribution of each COC

EYes E NoE UNDE NE ENA

Cross sections depicting the vertical delineation of
glqundwaler plumes and source distribution EYes ENoEUNDT]NE L] NA

Summary tables of chemical concentrations in differenl
media (i.e., soil, groundwater, and soilvapor)? I Yes E NoE UND E NE f] NA

Environmental screening levels on all tables Eves E NoE UND E NE ENA
Graphs of contaminant concentrations versus time IYes E NoE UNDE NE nNA
Current and historic facility structures (e.9., buildings,
drain systems, sewer systems, underground utilities, etc.)
and physical features including topographical feaiures
(e.9., hills, gradients, surface vegetation, or pavement)
and surface water foatures (e.9. routes of drainage
ditches, links to water bodies).

E ves ENoEUNDENE f]NA

Current site maps EYes ENoEUNDf]NE trNA
Current and historic site operationy (e.9., parls cleaning,
chemical storaqe areas. manufacturino, etc.l? ! Yes DNoIUNDDNE ENA
Historic site maps E Yes E NoE UND E NE ENA
Other contaminant release sites in the vicinitv of the
site? EYes !NoIUNDtrNE trNA
Summary of work and technical findings fom nearby
release sites? IYes ENoEUNDENE f]NA
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@!.']9Ii!gEg-g: Has a conceptual site model that e4g$Ely assesses the nature, extsnt, and
mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

! Yes EfNo
n UND -.-

H.s thE Sourcs(s) Been Adequately Eyaluated?
fl Yes l^4No
f] UND

Statement:
Source -'A "source" is/are the environmental medium/media containing elevated contaminant
@ncentrations associated with a release. Some risk-based corrective action (RBCA) programs define
the source to be the original cause of the conlamination; however, it is possible that, by the time a site

becomes a LUFT site, the original source has been eliminated and the cunent source of
contamination is soil and/or groundwater. ltems to consider when determining lhe 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) ofthe release (e.g., a teaking UST, dispenser, product piping, and/or surface spill).

. The number of USTS, the capacity of the tanks (e.9,, 12,000 gallons), the products stored, the
date of installation, and the removal date(s) (if applicable).

. The location of historical and aclive USTs, dispensers, and producl piping.

. Details about the specific release localion(s) (e.9., spill locations and time frame/dates if known).

e The type of fuel released and the constituents of concern (COCS) associated with the fuel. The
Fate and Transport chapter of this Manudl presents guidance on idenfirying potential COCS

associaled with fuel-

. The historical use of fuel additives (e.9., methyl tertiary butyl ether [N,|TBE] or other fuel
oxygenales, lead, lead scavengers).

. The media that are impacted (e.9., soil, groundwater).

. Other potenlial sources such as surface spills, aboveground
pipeline leakage.

The information needed to define the sourcs-to be obtalned dunng the site assessment-includes
the following:

. Lateral and vertical extent of:

> light non-aqueous-phase liquid (LNAPL)

> COCS in unsaturated-zone soil

> COCS in salurated-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 magniiude of the
contaminaiion can be defined. This is not an exact science; usually some assumptions will need to be
made. ln

storage tank (AST) leakage, or

(Source Evaluation section continued on next page)

Free Product Evaluation

Has a preferential pathway study been conduc-ted to
delermine the probability of free product encountering
geologic and anthropogenic preferential pathways
and conduits that can act as contaminant migration
pathways to or from the site?

,/
E ves ! No n UND ErNE E NA

ls monitoring well construction adequate to detect the
oresence of free oroduct? tr v"" E/no tr uND ! NE fl NA

(Free product evaluation secdon 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

Gensral Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that 3grulCly assesses the nature, extent, and
mobility of the r€lease bsen develoEed? (contlnued)

Ll Yes L:fNo
trl UND -,.

Has the Source($) B6en Adequately Evaluated? (continued) I Yss lf,Hqo
N UND

(Source Evaluation section continued on next page)

Free Product Evaluation (continued)

Has free product removal been implemented?
yes, removal method Absorbent Materials

Bailing
Skimmer
HVDPE

Ll Yes Ll No L-l UND IYNE L-l NA

ls free producl removal still being conducted? E ves E NoE UND E NE DNA
Does data indicate rebound of free Drcduct subs€quent to
product removal? E ves E NoE UNDE NE ENA

Has MTBE soil and groundwater contamination been
adoquately characterized?

dala including tables and figures to assess
whether I,TBE is or was Dresent in soil at
Sufficient data including tables and figures to assess
whether |\4TBE is or was present in groundwater at the
sle

Yes LINoI IUNDI-I NE I INA

Has Pedinent Information Been Provided? nyes EfNoE UND E NE ENA
Description of investigation and monitoring activities
that have
been undertaken to assess whether free Droduct is
oresent?

EYes !NoEUNDNNE !NA

Data including tables and figures showing any
observation
and measurements of free oroduct?

Eves ENoEUNDTNE trNA

Preferential pathway studv results and conclusions? IYes ENoEUNDENE trNA
Description of corrective action(s) that were laken to
remove
product, dates of removal actions, and volumes
removed?

Eyes ENoEUNDENE f]NA

An evaluation ofwhether free product removal is
practicable,
or if not practicable, a description of the condilions that
prevenl free product removal?

E Yes EI,No E UND f] NE E] NA

Discussion for monitoring well network and
appropnateness
of screen inierval to detect free product?

EYu" g/Nofl uND El NE E NA

Tabulation and evaluation of historic groundwater
levels and flow direction and identification of smear
zone?

!Yes !NoEUNDENE ENA
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE GHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Has a conceptual aite model that 3d9@E!I asseaasa the nature, extent, and
boen

Hae the Source(s) Been Adoquately Evaluated? (continued)

Evaluation on next

/
l{as groundwater contamination been fully chaHcterizEd?

Have petroleum hydrocarbons been detscted in g#s E No E UND E t{E I NA

n Leaded Gasoline
E Unleaded Gasolinees ENo lNE lNA

TPtldiddle Distillates:
EfYes [NolNE ENA

Residual Fuels: ,/
E] ves E] No EPIIE E NA

E r{e

Aro/'atic Compounds:
EJ ves ENo ENE ENA

PAHS: ,/.
EYes E No ErNE E NA

Have other contaminanb been dotected in E Ysa ENoEUND

vOCs: ,/
E Yes E No EI'NE E NA

SVOCs: ,/
E Yes E No BfNE E NA

Dioxans & Furans:

E Yes n No EfNE E NA

Other PAHS: ,/
EYes E No EfNE n NA

PCBS: ,/
EYes E No EfNA E NE

Phenols: /
I ves E No EI,NE U NA

Metal6: /
E yes ENo ETNE lNA

lYes ENo ENE

E Yee trUNDtrNE !NA
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLTST

ALAMEDA GOUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

General Criteria e: Has a conceplual slie model that adequatelv assesses the nature, extent and
mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

Ll Yes Ll-ilto
E UND L/

Has the Source(B) Been Adoquately Evaluaied? (continued) I Yes El4{o
f] UND

lHassoil contamination been fully cheracterized? E yes EfftotrUNOgNE ENA

(Source Evaluation section continued on next page)

Have petroleum hydrocarbons been detected in soit? El4Es E No E UND D NE fl NA

Motq,Pfuels:
ffies JNo ENE ENA
TPH Middle Distillalec:
I Yes E tto E/rue E tu

E Diesel
E stoddard Solvent
E Jet Fuel

nesjdGl Fuels:

ElYes ENo ENE ENA

Fuel Oxygenates:

EYes ENo ENE ENA
Lead Scavengers:
EYes NNo ENE ENA
Arorrdfic Compounds:
Efyes ENo ENE ENA
PAHs: ./-
E Yes E No EINE nNA

Have other contaminants been detected in soit? Eyes ENoIUNDENE f]NA

VOCa; /-
lYes f] No EINE NNA f

PCE
TCE
VC

ff
f

Chloroform
Chlorobenzene
Others

SVOCS: ,/
E yes ENo EJNE ENA

List:

Dioxans & Furans: /
E Yes E No Eh]E N NA

List:

OtherPAHs: /
E Yes ! No ETNE E NA

tr
tr

Creosote
PNAs

PCBg: /
EYes E No E NA EfNE

List:

Phenols: /
NYes E No gJNE,N NA

tr
tr

Phenol
Others

Metals: ,/
D yes E No EI'NE n NA

Eff
Lead
Cadmium
Chromium

-
tr

Zinc
Nickel
Other

Organo Chlorine Herbiciderie-nd Pesticides:
E yes E No ! NE El{{A

List:
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFIGATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

g@!grilgl!C-g: Has a conceptual siie model that SdgaEbly assesses the nature, extent, and

Has the Soutce(3) Boen Adequaiely Evaluated? (continu€d)

Have the tank(s), piping, dispenser blands, or othEr
appurtenant structules that released petroleum into

Yes DNoDUNDENE ENA

th€ environment beon removed, repaircd or

E Repaired EReplacod E NA

ERemoved E Repaired EReplaced E NA

DRemoved E Repaired ERePlaced E NA

ERemoved E Repaired flReplaced I NA

agency having jurisdiction over USTs?

Eves ENoEUND ENE lNA
Have the operating records been reviewed (i.e.,
operating permit, types of products dispensed, tanks

es E No n uno 5 NE flNAWas a tank removal permit issued by the local

pre3€nce or absence of an unauthorized rclease?

es E NoE UND ENE lNAWere confirmalion soil samples collected

! ves ffI'Io E UND E NE f]NAsoil samDles collecled from beneath

!YeS ETNo E UND f] NE ENAWere confirmation soil samDles collected from beneath

yfr." ff*.E uND ! NE ENA
soil samDles collecled in

accordance with the re@mmendations Dresented in the
LUFT l\4anual fiables 12-1 and 12-

Av.= iluoJuND E NE INA
Were the confirmation soil samples analyzed for the
recommended minimum verification analysis for USTs

E Yes E tloand allowed to refill before

E Yes E No E UND f] NE ENA
groundwater samples collected in accordance

the recommendations Dresented in the CA LUFT
lvlanual?

! Yes E No E UND fl NE ENA
the results evaluated for potentially negative

in detected COCS due to aeration during excavation
activities. or oositive bias in detected COCS due to

(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 COUNry ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

: Has a concephralsite model that adCgggtsly assesses the naturc, extent, and

Fhs the Source{s) Been Adequatety Evaluated? (continued)

Have the tank(s), piplng, dbpenser islands, or ottrer
appurtenant structurgs that released petrol€um into

es E No E UND E NE flNA

the environment be€n removed, repaircd or rcplaced? (conlinued)

Was stockpiled soil characterized and dispoGed of propedy? E yes E No
Were confirmation samples collecled in accordance
with the CA LUFT [,lanual? (i,e., one sampte per 100
cubic yards of soil linearly and between 2 and 4 feet n ves E ruotr uruoflre trlrn

the stockpiled soil disposed of at an E yes E No E UND EJNE trNA

site in accordance with the technical reference
document entitled Characterization and Reuse of
Petroleum Hydrocarbon lmpacted Soil and Inert Waste

__n
LI Yes LI No L-I UND IzJ NE LINA

L

backfillcd with imported matsrial?
Was the former tank pit backfilled with ctean material
with physical properties similar to the native material? E yes E ruo tr ulrorfr're trnn
Was lhe former tank pit backfilled with clean material
in accordance with the DTSC Information Advisory for
Clean lmDorted Fill N4aterial?

E ves E No E uND /r= nro
ls their evidence that a "bathtub" effect has been
created in the former tank pit (i.e-, groundwater
mounding and dispersion)?

E Yes E No E uND,i4NE INA

mass remain in situ and contaminant

showing lhe maximum soil and
concentrations detected at the site, and highest soil and
groundwater con@ntration levels and deepest soil and
groundwater @ncentrations remaining at the site afrer

t
Eves E Notr UNDP NE NNA

I

maps showing maximum detected groundwater
concentralions and slrrent groundwater conditions in I Yes ENoEUND DNE ENA

maps and cross section(s) showing lithology,
and well localions and depths, sampling results, Eves E NoE UND trNE ENA

9raphs showing vapor @ncentrations as
well as periodic and cumulative vapor hydrocarbon
removal rate8 and volumes, ifvapor extraction has been Eves ENoEUND ENE f]NA

ables and graphs showing periodic and cumulative free
product and groundwater removal rates and volumes, if
free product and/or groundwater remediation ha6 been E ves I No n UND tl NE flNA

generated at the site, such as manifesls (when E yes E No E UND tr NE f]NA
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LOW THREAT UST GASE GLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COIJNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAIII

@!SIi!9Iig-C.: Has a conceptual site model that gdggtsll asse6aes the nature, extent, and
mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

! Yes l/ No
N UND 

-"
I Yesp No
N UN6

|3 ttere indication that a new relea8e(s) haw occurred WYes E No E UND tr NE trNA
subsequent to the initial rclease?

Soil Yes No NE NA

Groundwaler Yes No Ut NE NA

oil VaDor Yes No UND NA

rce Water Yes No UND NE

es E No E UND f] NE f]NAcurrently an active commercial fueling

EYes E NoE UND ETNE trNAHave the tanks, piping, and/or dispenser islands

es NNoEUND ENE ENAAre there spikes or increasing concenlration trends in

I Yes -I No E UND ZTNE trNAAre there new detections of free Droduct subsequent to
the initial release in historic data?

es E I.Io E UND E NE ENAHave new contaminants been delected in historic data
to the initial release?

4(v* ENo E uND fl NE ENA
new petroleum hydrocarbon or other hazardous

products been dispensed of at the site since the initial
release occuned?

Eves ENoEUND
ls there indication of new imoacts from offsite sources?

(Source Evaluation secton continued on next page)

A deacription of the rclease history, including potential E Yes E No E UND fl NE lNA
source(s) of releases, potentlal COCS a3sociated with
each potential rclease, confinned sour@ locationg,
contirmed release locations, and existing delineation of
release areas?

Primary leak aource(6) (e.q., a tank, sump, pipeline, etc.) Eves ENoDUND NNE ENA
Secondary sources (e.9., high-concentration mntaminants
in low-pormeability lithologic soil units that sustain
Eroundwater or vapor plumes)

EYes ENoEUND NNE ENA

Local and regional plan view maps that illustrate the
location of sources (former iacilities, piping, tanks, etc,)

! Yes ENoEUND EINE trNA
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLIGY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

General Caiteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adequately assesses the nature, extent, and
mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

I Yes &l'No-l 
UND, -

Ha8 the Sourcqs) Bcen Adequately Evaluated? (continued) J Ye6 IJfNo-'l uNd

Has ihe pqtloleumimpacted oroundrvatgr, at ol
immediately beneath the point of release from the
primary source, been Gmoved to the extent

//
!Yes EtlotrUtlonflrue trrun

lf yes, then describe remediation method(s):

DPE Excavation SVE LJP&T
In-situ Iniection Ozone Sparge PRB Other

ls site remediation in progress? ! Yes Zl'fio E NA

time frame to remediation:

E sO months E >6 months and < 1 year [ > l year and <Syears [ > b years

lf yes, then describe remediation

ldentify impediments to removing petroleum-impacted groundwater:

Remediation Was Desiqned Inconectlv Poor Remediation O&M
Remediation Was Shut Off Prematurelv Other

Ll Site conditions prevent secondary source
(e.9., physical or infrastructural constraints
exist whose removal or relocalion would
be technicallv or economicallv infeasible)

Are additional removal or active remedial actions E yes ! No E UND EJ NE ENA
Necessary to abate a demonstrated threat to human health?

(Source Evaluation section continued on next oaoe!
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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

Has a conceptual site model that e!!43!ely assesses the nalure, extent, and

HaB pCug!g@_99!!, at or immedlately
b€neath the point of aelease from the primary source,
been removed to the extsnt practicable?

I Yes E ruo tr ur'roXfr're trrun

lf ves. then describe remediation method(s):

AS/SVE DPE xcavarion ltrsvE ltrpar
In-situ Iniection Ozone SDarqe PRB | - other

ls site remediation in progress? E Yes Wl' No E NA

Estimated time frame to complete remediation:

E <6months E >6 monthsand<1year E > l yearandssyears ! >5years

ldentifu impediments to removing petroleum-impacted groundwater:

Remedialion Was Desioned lncorrectlv Poor Remediation O&M
Remediation Was Shut Off Prematurelv Other

! Site conditions prevent secondary source
(e.9., physical or infrastruclural constraints
exist whose removal or relocation would
be technicallv or economicallv infeasible)

Are additional removal or active remedial actions nyes INoEUND ZJNE lNA
Necessary io abate a demonstrated threat to human health?

lf yes, lhen 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

General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that gdgqgaEly asa€ss€s the nature, extent, and
mobility of the rclease been developed? (conlinued) Hli,"#i"
Has the Source(s) B€en Adequately Evaluated? (continued) [f Yes ErNo

N UNDI

Has sufficient data been presenled to demonstrate Eyes ZlNoE UND ENE EINA
that site characlerization activities have defined the
horizontal and vertical extent of the Dlume?

stability been demonstrated using a |:l Yes -LfNo [J UND LJ NE
valid technical analysis that considers the

The accuracv of data from the wells Ll Yes No UND NE NA
Placement within the plume Ll Yes No UND t\lE NA
Changes in areal extent of the plume Ll Yes No UND NE NA
Valid concentration trends within the plume (Note:
plotting of decreasing concentrations using data from a
sinsle well is not likelv to be sufficient)

L_)Yes rA'1rol UND U NE L_INA

Seasonal variability Ll Yes Ll No Ll UND Ll NE LINA
Water level chanqes Yes No UND NE NA
Samplinq methods Yes No UND NE NA
Well construction Yes No UND NE NA
Other factors that can affect data Yes No UND NE NA

Has a recentw€ll survey that uses allavailable fl Yes Eft"to E UND flNE DNA
wells ftom the following agencies been presented?

ls data on supply wells located within 2.000 feet of the Oyes WnoWUND fl NE flNA
site presented?

Fiqure (with rose diaqram) identifuinq each well Yes No UND NE NA
Table with the well construction details Yes No UND NE NA

(Source Evaluation section continued on next oaoe)
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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 modol that gdggEll assesses the nature, extent, and
mobility of the r€lease been developed? (continued)

I Yes f/ No
-l UNd ^

Has the Source(s) B€en Adoquatoly Evaluated? (conlinued) -l Yes-l 
UNT

WNo
I

tlas the fc owing pertincnt infomation been provided? [ Yes E No D UND D NE ENA
tests conducted at the site including the

History of corrective actions for the site
of cleanup actions taken, dates of lhe aclions, and mass
removed?

results which demonstrate the

ac{ions and areas of success

that demonstrate the concenlrations have not rebounded

(Source Evaluation section continued on next page)

Has pertinent information been providsd to assess if IYes ENoEUND trNE trNA
contamination consists only of petroleum?

rase I ReDorts identiMnq potential cocs Yes No NANEND

Description of site history, types of products or chemical
used at lhe site? I Yes E No E UI*IO E NE ENA

Historic sile facilities maps showing locations of chemical
srorage,
releases. underqround utilities, and storm drains?

EYes ENoEUND ENE ENA

Historic aerial Dhotos Yes E No E UND fl NE DNA
Sanbom Maps? EYes ENoEUND NNE ENA
History of types of releases? EYes E NoE UND trNE ENA
Hazardous Material Business Plans? IYee E NoE UND I NE f]NA
Figures and tabulation and discussion of sampling results
for all chemicals other than petroleum? E Yes ENoDUND ENE ENA

Data including figures and, tables and discussion of ofi-
site sourcas? tr Yes E No E UND f] NE ENA
Discussion of vyhether detected COCS in soil, soil vapor
anq
groundwater are @nsistent with reported site uses and
documented facilitv COCS?

Eves ENoEUND ENE ENA
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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 C.iteria e: Has a concophtal aite modet that gdggggbly assesses the nature, extent, and
mobility of the release been develoDed? (continued)

EYesENo
E UND

Has the Soutce(s) Been Ad€quately Evaluated? (continued) [J Yes lJ No
N UND

***End of Source Evaluation Section***

Has Pertinent Infomation Been Provided? EYes ENoEUND ENE ENA
Description ofthe history of release(s) and the actions
that were
were taken to stop each release not providod or
incomplete?

E ves E NoE UND ENE ENA

Evaluation and accounting for changing contaminant? lYes INoIUND DNE trNA
Tabulation and discussion of sampling results and
evaluation of increasing/decreasing concentration trends
over the full time oeriod of site investioation?

EYes E NoE UND E NE ENA

Concentration graphs versus lime? EYes E NoE UND rlNE NNA
Tank Removal Reoort? D Yes E No E UND E NE L-INA
Tank Tightness Tests? E Yes E No E UND fl NE EINA
Initial Unauthorized Release report? Ll Yes Ll No | | UND I I NE flNA
UST Permit (current)? E yes E No LI UND N NE NNA
Hazardous Materials Business Plans ftistoric and
current)? E yes ENoEUND f]NE f]NA
Data frorn other sites in the vicinity with unauthorized
releases of petroleum hydrocarbons or other hazardous
materials?

E Yes ENoDUND ENE f]NA

Low Threat Closure Policy and lmpediment tdentitication Checklist V1 2O't2-11-O1 24 162



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

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Has a conceptual site model that 3qrylEE asse6ses the nature, extent, and

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

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

The Fate and Transport chapter of this l\4anual provides guidance on the various phases of
petroleum constituents and how they behave in the subsurface. This information is critical for

evaluating migration pathways or indirect exposure pathways. Typical migration pathways for LUFT

sites include:

. LNAPL migration ftom the source area through soil.

. Dissolved-phase migration ofCOCS in lhe 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
receplors."

Points of Exposul€ - "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 landif there is a
potential for exposure to off-site receptors (e.g., groundwater conlaining LNAPL moving

dolr,/ngradient, or volatilization into a fuiure residence). Some examples of points of exposure
include:

. Surtace soil

. water faucet used for drinking water

. Air inside a residence or commercial/industdal building

. Outdoor (ambient) air (from volatilization from surface soilto 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 siles include:

. Dermal contact with contaminated soil

. Ingestion ot contaminated soil

. Inhalation ofoutdoorair impacled by volatile emissions

. Ingestion of contaminated groundwater

. lnhalation of vapors (in indoor air at a residence or @mmercial building) from contaminated soil,
groundwater, or LNAPL

. Dermal contac{ with impacted surface water and/or sediments

While developing the CSM, each of the elements of a pathway should be considered and
investigaled as nicessary. For example, if groundwatel 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
the oroundwater miqration pathwav may be

inant T and Evaluation section continued on next
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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 Critsria e: Has a conceptual site model that qdgEldy assesses the nature, extent" and
mobility of the release been dsveloped? (continued)

Ll Yes I/No
TI UND'\,/

Ha\re Contamlmnt Tlansport and Expoeute PathmyB Be€n Adequately Eyaluated? (continued) I Yes El No
E UND

Has soil gas contamination been fully characterized? IYes ENotrUND ENE
Hav6 petroleum hydroca&ong bosn detected in
soil gas?

E ves E No E UND E NE f]NA

Motor Fuels:

Eyes !No ENE INA
ff

Leaded Gasoline
Unleaded Gasoline

E Undifferentiated

TPH Middle Distillates:
lYes ENo ENE ENA

-
f
f

Diesel
Stoddard Solvent
Jet Fuel

! Kerosene
E Home Heating
Fuel
[-l others

Residual Fuels:

EYes ENo ENE ENA
f
f
tr

Bunker C
Waste Oils
Hydraulic Oil

tr
tr
n

Lubricating Oil
Oil and Grease
Others

Fuel Oxygenates:

[1 Yes lNo ENE ENA
fff

MTBE
ETBE
TAME

tr
tr
!

TBA
DIPE
Others

Lead Scavengers:
EYes ENo ENE ENA

f
f

EDB
EDC

Aromatic Compounds:
lYes lNo ENE ENA

f
-
f

Benzene
Toluene
Ethylbenzene

! Xylenes
E otners

PAHs:

n ves ENo ENE lNA
-
f

Naphthalene
Others

Have other contaminants been detected in soil gas? Eyes DNoEUND ENE
VOCS:

lYes ENo NNE T]NA
SVOCs:

EYes lNo ENE ENA
Dioxans & Furans:

EYes ENo INE ENA
Other PAHS:

E Yes ENo ENE NNA
PCBs:

EYes ENo ENA ENE
Phenols:

EYES ENO ENE f] NA

Metals:

Eyes ENo ENE ENA
Organo Chlorine
E yes ENo ENE ENA

(Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOWTHREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Has a conceptual aite model that gdggggEly assesses the nahire, extent, and

Ha3 surface water contamination been fully
charactedzed?

E Yes E] UND D NE ENA

Haw p€trolGum hydrocarbons been debcted frvet E No E UND El NE flNA

Yes ENo trNE trNA

TPH Middle Distilf4tes:
EYes nNoFNE lNA

Residual Fuel6: ,
Eves ENo dne Erun

Fuel Oxygenates:
EYes ENo ENE ENA
Lead ScavengeB:
flves fl No INE INA

Yes ENo ENE trNA
PAHS:

EYes ENo ENE ENA

Have other contaminanb been detected in surface !Yes ENoEUND ENE ENA
water?

VOCs: h
E Yes ENo EINE ENA
SVOCS: tl
lYes E No ANE E NA

EYes E No ZNE n NA

Oiher PAHS: n
[Yes ENo dNE ENA
PCBS: /
EYes ENo ZNA INE
Phenols: ll
Eves ENo ENE ENA
Metals: n
E Yes ENo ENE ENA

Chlorinb Herbicides and Pesticides:
I Yes E No E NE EJNA

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

ALAMEDA GOUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Gens|al Criteria e: Has a conceptual sits model that Adggggtsly assessea the nature, extent, and
mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

E Yespf No
E] UND -

Haye Contaminant Transpod and Exposurc Pethway3 Been Adoquately Evaluated? (continued) lJ Yes l:tNo
TI UND.

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 indoor air lesting to a few target analytes is not recommended,
particulady for initial sampling events. Subsequent to the inilial sampling event, limiling target
analytes mighl be justified on a cas+by.case basis for sites that are fully characterized and all
contaminants are known with certainty. Analyzing air samples for a large suite of analytes may
detec't vapor intrusion-derived conlaminants not oreviouslv detected in the subsurface.
Contaminants may nol have been detected in the subsurface for various reasons, including but not
limited to, a) elevaled detection limits resulting from high concentrations of co-contaminants, b)
sampling and analytical errors, c) temporaland spatiat variation, d) inappropriate sampling locations
and depths, and e) generation of unanticipated degradation and lransformation products. Multiple
lines of evidence should be used lo delermine vapor intrusion-derived contaminants. Data for
indoor sources may indicate a potential background risk that should be communicaled to oceupants
and considered in risk management decisions @ncerning the subsurface contamination. lt is
generally de€irable to mnduct concunent sampling of olher media, such as sub.slab soil gas,
and/or groundwater, when sampling indoor air. Sampling all media concurrently will give a more
accurate representalion of contaminant migration and reduce the uncerlainty associated with the
temporal variability in contaminant concentration data."

The chemicals in Table 1 lsee next are volatile and toxic enough to pose an indoor air risk. !J

intrusion.

the site contain any of the chemicals lisled

(Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathway3 Evaluation section continued on next Daqe)
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LOWTHREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFIGATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Gene€l Criteria e: Has a conceptual aiiE model that SdggEbll assesses the nature, extent' and

to be Considered for the vapor
(DTSC, Vapor lntrusion GuidancE i,lanual)

Chemical Chemical Chemical
. I -2-Telrachloroethane lBenzvlchloride exachlorobenzene

1.1-Trichlomethane )hloronaDhthalene Hexachlorocvclopentadiene

, 1,2,z-Tetrachloroethane BiDhenvl Hexachloroethane
tr1,1,2-Trichloro-

1.2.2-triJluoroethane
EBis(2-chloroethyl)ether EHexane

1 .1 .2-Tdcfiloroethane iis(2-chloroisopropyDether fHydrogen cyanide
.1-Dicfiloroethane 1yl)ether llsobutanol

1 , 1 -Didrloroethylene
1,2.3-Trichloroprooane

ll Bromodichlorom€thane
Bromoform

Mercury (elemental)
Methacrylonitrile

1.2.+Trichlorobenzene rrbon disultide Methoxychlor
1.2.+Trimethvlbenzene rrbon tetrachloride lMethyl aceiate

lll,2-Dibromo-
3-ch loroorooane

EChlordane [Methyl acrylate

E1,2-Dibromoethane EChlorobenzene nMethyl bromido
(bromomethane)

E l,2-Dichlorob€nzene IChlorodibromomethane EMethyl chloride
(chloromethane)

1.2-Dichloroethane lChlorodifl uoromethane lMelhyl terl-butyl ether (MTBE)

ll,2-Dichloropropane EChloroethane
(ethyl chloride)

EMethylcyclohexane

'1.3.s-Trimethvlbenzene Chloroform lMethylene bromide
'1.3-Butadiene Chrysene lMethvlene chloride

Ll 1,3-Dichlorobenzene Ecis-1,2-Dichloroethylene !Methylethylketone
(2-butanone)

I ,3-Dichloropropene ECrotonaldehyde (2-butenal) lMethylisobutylketon6
lJ'1,4-Dichlorobenzene EGumene

(isopfopylbenzene)
EMethylmethacrylate

1.4-Dioxane ]DDE |envl (PcB)

1-Chlorobutane lDibenzofuran m-Xylene

tl2-Chloro-
1.3-butadiene (chloroDrene)

EDichlorobiphenyl (PCB) nNaphthalene

Dichlorodifl uoromethane n-Butylbenzene
) h loroorooane Dieldrin N itrobenzene

2-Methvlnaohthalene DiisooroDvl ether (DIPE) N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine
2-Nitropropane osulfan n-Propvlbenzene
Acenaphthene ohlorohydrin lo-Nitrotoluene

lAcetaldehvde Ethvl ether lo-Xvlene
EAcetone EEthyl tert-butyl ether

(ETBE)
llp-xytene

e lEthvlacetate lPvrene
)nenone lEthvlbenzene lsec-Butvlbenzene

lAcrolein (proDenal) lEthvlene oxide lstyrene
lAcrylonitile EEthylmethacrylate ETert-amyl methyl ether

fiAME)
lAldrin lFluorene lTert-butyl alcohol C[BA)
lalDha-tlCH (ateha+HC) Furan heri-Butylbenzene

Benzaldehyde lEamma-HCH (lindane) JTetrachloroethylene
Benzene Heplachlor lToluene
Benzo(b)fluoranthene lHexachloro-1,3-butadiene Itrans-1,?-Dichloroelhylene
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LOW THREAT UST GASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Has a conceptual site model that gdggEll assesses the natul€, extent, and
been

inant Transport and Evaluation section continued on next

As a result of controlling exposure through the use
of mitigation measures ancuor enoineerino controls,
has it been detemined f|at the concentralions of
petroleum constituents in soil will haveno sionifcant
risk of adversely affecling human health?

EYes ENoEUND UNE trNA

Has Pertincnt Information Been Provided? E yes Ef No E UND fl NE ENA
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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 9gC@!9!y asseaaea the nahtre, extent, and
mobility of the rclease been developed? (continued) T Ii'ff"

Ef
Yesp'trlo
UND

lnstitutional Contmls:

As a result of controlling expGure though the use of
Institulional controls (existino or propose , has it been
determined that the concentrations of petroleum constituents

EYes Druotruuo/ue trr.rn

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

Are proprietary controls in place or proposed:

E Easements E covenants I other

A|e govemmentsl controls in place or proposed?

Zoninq Ordinances Waste Discharqe Requirements
Building Modification Restrictions Financial Assurance Mechanisms
Groundwater Use Restrictions Enforcement Mechanisms
Air Permits Other
Excavation Restrictions

(contaminant TransDort and Exposure Pathwavs Evaluation section continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO GASE CLOSURE GHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

: Has a conceptual site model that gdgggtsU assesses the nature, extent, and

llave Conteminant Transport end ExposuE Pathruay3 Been Adequately Evaluatod? (continued)

to determine if utility conidors (sewer, electricat, fiber

Have facility and public record$ showing the spatiat
locations of existing utility corridors been reviewed?

develoDment activities include new
@nidors or covering of large areas of the site with
pavement thal may signifcantly alier vapor migration and

Yes Ll No Ll UND I INE

conduits lead from subsurface contamination to
occupied buildings

a @ntinuous low Demeabilitv surface (such as
pavement or surface clay laye|E) cover the ground
between the contamination and the

Yes Ll No Ll UND Ll NE

Does the vadose zone have very high gas permeability

Has a feld investigation been @nducted of utility corridors

Are vapors present in the utility

Do vapors pose and unacceptable risk to indoor

remedial actions been developed
lo mitiqate vaDors in the

inant T and Evaluation section continued on next
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LOW THREAT UST GASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

General Criteria e: Has a conceptual gite mod6l that adeouatelv assesses the nature, extont, and
mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

! Yes @No
TI UNd -
Eli,'f""

Vapor Inbusion Evaluation

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

es E No E UND E NE flNA

Has data been collected over a sufflcient oeriod of time

determine contaminant trends of groundwater
monitorino Dlumes?

Ll Yes Ll No Ll UND Ll NE LINA

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

EYes ! NoE UND ENE []NA

Has data been collected over a sufficient period of time
to
determine contaminant trends of soil oas Dlumes?

E Yes n No E UND E NE LINA

Do temporal contaminant trends of data collected from
routine sampling of permanent or temporary soil gas
samDlino Doints indicate stable or decreasinq treads?

E Yes ENoEUND ENE ENA

lf 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 usino the methods in Johnson and others (1999)

! Yes [J No Ll UND Ll NE LINA

Have exisiing buildings wilhin 100 feel of soil gas or
groundwater plumes been evaluated for vapor
intrusion?

E Yes E No Ll UND Ll NE LINA

Have existing buildings greater than '100 feet from a
plume boundary, with a preferential pathway(either
natural or anthropogenic) thal link the buildings with
the contaminant plume been evaluated for vapor
intrusion been evaluated lor vaoor inlrusion?

! Yes E No ! UND Ll NE UNA

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

I Yes n No E UND Ll NE t-lNA

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

! Yes E NoU UND Ll NE LINA

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

E Yes fl No Ll UND Ll NE LINA

Does the vadose zone have very high gas
oermeabilitv due to frac{urino?

E Yes E No E UND L] NE trNA

(Contaminant TransDort and ExBosure Pathwavs 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 conceptualsite model that gllgggAbly ass€sses the nature, extent, and
mobillty of the release been develobed? (continued) EIi,'"Fj"

{:l Yes EINo
E UND

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

Has a site specific risk assessment been conducted in WVes WUoE UND El NE ENA
accordance the risk assessment guidance documents
referenced in the SWRCB Technical Justification for Soil
Sffeening Levels for Direct Contact and Oddoor Air
Exposure Pathways (SWRCB, 2012)?

USEPA'Risk Assessment Guide for
Volume I Human Health Evaluation Manual (Part A)",

Yes Ll No Ll UND Ll NE

ASTM "Standard Guide to Risk-Based Conective Action

'Recommended
DTSC Dofault Exposure Factors for Use in Risk
Assessmenl at
Califomia Hazardous Waste Sites and Permitted

USEPA "lntegrated Risk Infomation Svstem (on-line

DTSC Guidance for the Evaluation and Mitigation of Subsurface
Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air (October 2011)?

Were the following DTSC Guidance recommendations
followed?

!Yes ENoEUND ENE ENA

Use of multiple lines of evidence (i.e., soil gas, soil
matrix, and groundwater data) to reasonably estimate
the level of risk Dosed bv vaDor intrusi.rn?

UND LI NE LINA

Yes Ll No Ll UND Ll NE

reasonable site-specific input parameters in the
California version of the USEPA'S Vaoor lntrusion
Model by Johnson and Ettinger, created by the DTSC

include California-specific chemical toxicitv factors?

Use of data represenling seasonable variability before
making a final risk determination as short term

UND L] NE L INA

adjacenl building construction (e.9., es Ll No Ll UND Ll NE
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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

998!qleriFd4.: Has a conceptual site model that SdggEly assesses the natune, extent, and
mobilitv of the release been developod? (continued)

t
f Ii,'#)"

Ha\re Contaminant Transport and Exposune Pathways Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) f
f Ii,"oK""

'*End of Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation Section***

Prcfercntial pathvray study to detetmine the poiential
probability of non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPL) and/or
plumes (groundrvaier andror soil vapor) encountering
p]€fe|ential pathways and condultg (geologic and
anthlopogenic) that can act as conbminant migration
pathways to or from the site?

IYes ENoEUND Drun

Evaluation of historic land uses at and in the vicinitv of the
site?

EYes INoEUND ENE trNA

ldentification ofunderground utility lines and trenches
(e.9., sewers, storm drains, water, electric, gas,
remediation piping, trench backtill, etc.) and wells that
could act as preferential pathways within and near the
site and plume area(s)?

Eves ENoEUND ENE DNA

Maps and cross-sections illustrating hisloric groundwater
elevalions ai the site and location and depth of all utility
lines and trenches within and near the site and Dlume
areas(s)?

E YES !NOEUND f]NE f]NA

ldentification of all active, inactive, standby,
decommissioned (sealed with concrete), unrecorded, and
abandoned (improperly decommissioned or lost) wells
including monitoring, remediation, irrjgation, water supply,
dewatering, drainage, and cathodic proteclion wells within
a one mile radius of the subject site?

E Yes E No E UND f] NE ENA

Copies of historical maps, such as Sanborn maps, aerial
ohotoqraDhs, etc.?

E Yes E No E UND f] NE ENA
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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 gdCgBbly assesses the natr,rre, exter*, and
mobllity of the release b€en develoDed? (continued)

! ves fftto
E UND 'z

Ha\re RecoptoE Been Adequately Evaluakd? E Yes [fNon uNd'

(Receptors Evaluation seciion continued on next page)

LU

. Well construclion details and lenqth of the well screen

ReceptoB - "A receptor is a human or other living organism with the potential to be exposed to and
adversely affected by mntaminants as a result of contact with contaminated media either at the
source or along a contaminant migration palhway. potential receptors at LUFT siles may include:

. Adults and children in a residential scenario

. Adults in an occupational scenario

. Adults in a construction/utility worker scenario

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

. Aquatic receptors such as lish and benthic invertebrates

'sensitive" human re@ptors are not evaluated separately, because the california Environmenlal
Prolection Agency (cauEPA) and the united states Environmentat protection Agenry (EpA) toxicity
values used in risk evaluations already consider sensitive subgroups.
T€rrestrial 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 otheMise disturbed environments.
Signifcant impacts to ecological receptors are unlikely to o@ur in most cases. However, if the
potential to impact sensilive habitats or nearby surface water exists, these receptors should be
included in the csM. situations in which potential impasls to ecological receptors may wanant
evaluation include cases in which impacted groundwater may migrate and discharge io nearby
aurface-water bodies and cases in which the LUFT site is located in areas where ipecial-status
ecological receptors may reside.

It is impo(ant to consider the current and reasonably likely future uses of lhe site and adjacent
properties when identi0ing receplors. Local zoning and planning agencies can generally asiist in
these determinations. Determining conditional uses at the LUFT site and adjac€nt properties is
iTPgla.nt because changes in use may require consideration of different recepiors. Foi exampte, a
lighfindustrial park being reieveloped for residential living needs to be evaluated for bolh adults and
children who may live on the property.

R€eeptor ldentification - The types of potential receptors locatod 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 mntamination.

In order to identii/ whether receptors may be drinking potentially impacted groundwater, a survey of
water supply wells near the site may be conducled. (see the Fate and rrinsport chapter for more
infomalion on potential plume lengths,) This survey is generally based on reviewing Department of
waler Res-ources (DWR) well records and asking locat wate; district and applicable bity and/or
county staff if they are awarc of any wells within th; search radius. Areas wilh known multipl; private
wells nearby may require door-tG.door contact of local residents to determine their source of water-
Informalion about water-supply wells can ofren 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, irrigation, industrial, liveslock, etc.
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LOWTHREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

: Has a conceptual site model that adgqgebly assesses ihe nature, extent, and

Haw Rocepto]ls B66n Ad6quat0ly Evaluated? (continued)

(Receptors Evaluation section continued on next page)

been

Has sufficient data been presenled io demonstrde that
site characlorization is complete for the prescribed depth
ranges ofo to 5 feet in order to assess protection from
ingestion of soil, dermal contiact with soil, and inhalation
ofvolatile soil emissions and inhalation of particulale
emissions?

Av." /notruND El NE flNA

Has suffcient dala been presented io demonstrate that
site characterization is complete for the prescdbed depth
ranges of 5 to l0 feet in order to assess protection ftom
inhalation of volatile soil emissions?

E Yes trnotruruo/rue trrun

Has analytical data for all chemicals of concern including
total petroleum hydrocarbons been presented in order to
assess whether unioue conditions not considered in lhe
Policv mav exist at the site?

! v", y'ruo tr uND E NE ENA

Have fgureg and iables shovring the soil data for each of
the prescribed depth ranges with a comparison to the
screening levels for each exposure scenado been

oresented?

tr ves /ruo tr uND n NE ENA

Has data representaliveness, quality, and spatial
disldbution relaiive to current or potential receptors and
sources, and temporal variability been considered in lhe
evaluation?

trYes qrfiotruND flNE ENA

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

E Yes DNoEUND trNE trNA

presenl in locations that currently exist or potentially
could exist in the ftJture to Dose nuisance conditions

common or reasonablv exDected site
lype and vertical and lateral extent of

Data on the lateral exteni of
odors or visual evidence of

D$cription of surfac€ waler runofi fiom the property to
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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 gggggEu assesses the nature, extent and
mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

! Yes pfNo
nuNri'^

Have ReceptoF Been Adequately EvaluaGd? (continu6d) E YesFl'llo
N UND

lf Yes, then Describe Nuisance Condition:

ls injurious to health, indecent or offensive to the
senses, or is an obstruction to the fr6e use of property
so as lo interfere with the cornfortable enioyment of li|e
or property?

^El 
Yes l-l No tl UND ! NE ENA

Affects at the same time an entire community or
neighboftood, or any considerable number of persons,
although the extent ofthe annoyance or damage
inflicted upon individuals may be unequal?

{Yes tr No E UND E NE lNA

n
Occurs during, or as a result oi lhe treatment or
disDosal ofwastes?

LAYES LJ No[I UND [I NE LINA

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

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Gengral Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that adeouatelv assegges the naturc, extent, and
mobiliW of the release been developed? (continued)

f
tr

Yes F No
UND,

Have ReceptoE Been AdEquately Evaluatad? (continued) f
f

Yes Lg No
UND -

Are indoor air concentrations in existing buildings EYes ENoEUND DNE

acceptable?

ls the site a candidate for vapor intrusion? Ll Yes Ll No Ll UND U NE UNA

Ha8 a site-specific evaluation of vapor intrusion been
conducled in accordance r,vith the USEPA Vapor Intrusion
model?

[J Yes LJ No Ll UND Ll NE LINA

Have the geotechnical parameters in
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

Yes Ll No

Has the average soil and groundwater
temperature been used lo conec,t
Henry's law constant for the chemical
of concem?

Yes Ll No

ls there an imminent hazard in existing buildings?

Has an emergency remedial action I n Yes n No E ves E No E UND El NE EINA

Does lhe site pass a screening evaluation? Yes NE INA
NE f]NAlas a Buildinq Survev been conducted? Yes No Ll UND

Have indoor air samples been collected and data
evaluated?

tl Yes Ll No LJ UND l-J NE UNA

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

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that eg!rulEll asseaaes thc nature, cxtent, and
mobilitv of the rclease been develooed? (continued)

! Yes ffNo
E UND '^

l{sve Reccpto]1B Been Adequately Evaluated? (continueo fl Yes ElNo
N UND'

Has the following Pertinent Infomation b€en Provided? (continued)

Land uses and exposure scenarios on the hcility and ! Yes FNo E UND E NE ENA
properties

Benellcial resourc€s (e.9., gmundwaler classification,
wetlands, natural resources, etc.)?

EYes ! No! UND n NE flNA

Resource use locations (e.9., water supply wells,
surface water intakes)?

IYes ENoEUND ENE ENA

Subpopulation types and locations (e.9., schools,
hospitals, day care centers, etc.)?

tr Yes FNo n UND fl NE EINA

Exposure scenarios (e.g- residenlial, industrial,
recreational, farming)?

Eves pnoZ UND fl NE trNA

Exposure pathways and potential lhreat to sensitive
receotors

! Yes N No E UND f] NE f]NA

Analysis of the conlaminant volatilization {rom the
subsurface to indoor/outdoor air exposure route (i.e.,
vapor pathway)?

IYes ENoEUND NNE ENA

Sanborn maps? E ves ! No ! UND fl NE flNA
Aerial photographs? fl Yes fl No l-l UND T'l NE TINA
Site development plans? IYes ENo-UND !NE ENA

Are there existing water supply wells or other sources
of rylter in the vicinity oflhe site?

{v"" aNo E uND E NE flNA

Are these supply w€lls or other sourc,es of water used by
DroDerty owners^enants in the vicinitv of the site?

E Yes E No E UND ryNE flNA

Have these supply wells or other sources of water been
sampled for chemicals of concem (COCS) associated
with the releas€ sit6?

frves ffiuo- uND ENE ENA

Have thes€ supply wells or other sources of been
propedy abandoned?

EYes INoEUND nNE INA

Could these other water sources be reasonably
anticipated to be relied on by property ourners in the site
vicinity during drought conditions or post emergency
situations?

#* ONo ! uND E NE flNA

DWR Well Search Yes No UND
Alameda County PublicWorks Well Search Yes lo UND NE NA
Neighborhood backyard domestic water/irrigation well
assessment includino canvassind/survev results

lJ Yes LI NE LINAfJ'No Ll UND
/1

Agreements between Responsible Parties (RPs) and
property owners to discontinue operation of domestic
well use

Ll Yes-UTNo Ll UND LINE LINA

, ..r'
Results of domestic well samplinq and analvtical results Yes I No UND N NA
Well destruclion records Ye: No UND NE ,lA

*.End of Recepto6 Evaluation Section"*
***End of General Criteria e Evaluation Section***
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General Criteria f - Has secondary source been remoyed to the edent pnacticable? EHiLtr'"
LTCP Statement: "Secondary source" is defned as petroleum-impacted soil or groundwater located
at or immediately beneath the point of release ftom the primary source. Unless site attributes prevent

secondary sour@ removal (e.9. physical or infrastruc'tural constraints exist whose removal or
relocation would be technically or economically infeasible), petroleum-release sites are required to
undergo secondary source removal to the extent practicable as described herein, "To the extent
practic€ble' means implementing a cosl-effective corrective action which removes or destroys-in-
place the most readily recoverable fraction of source-area mass. lt is expected that most secondary
mass removal efforts will be completed in one year or less, Follo\./ing removal or destruction of the
secondary source, additional removal or active remedial aciions 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 meel the defnition of low threat as described in lhis policy."

**End of General Criteria f evaluation section'*

n been
(refer to
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General Griteria q - Has soil or groundwater b€en tested for MTBE and results reported in
accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 25296.15?

E4esf]no'E ulto

LTCP Statement "Health and Safety Code section 25296.15 prohibits closing a UST case unless the
soil, groundwater, or both, as applicable have been lested for |\4TBE and the results of that testing are
known to the Regional 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, sha be satisfied.'

CA LUFT Manual Guidance:

Has pertinont information been orovided in the CSM for Wyes fl No n UND
compliance ovaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific informationf

t*"End of General Criteria g Evaluation Section***
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GeneEl Criteria h: Does a nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 exist at the site? Yes Ll No
UND

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

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

(2) Affects at the same time an enlire 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 ol the treatment or disposal ofwastes.

For the purpose of this policy, waste means a petroleum release."

**End of General Criteria h Evaluation Section..*

complience evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific iniol
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l. Media Specific Criteria: croundwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater? ffis tr ttto

LTCP Statement "This policy describes criteria on which to base a determination that threats to
exisling and anticipated beneficial uses of groundwater have been mitigated or are de minimis,
including cases that have nol affecied groundwater.

State Water Board Resolution 9249, Policies and Procedures for tnvestigation and Cleanup and
Abatement of Discharyes 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 lhat is
reasonable if background water quality cannot be restored. Any allernative level of water quality
less stringent than background must be consistent with the maximum beneflt to the people of the
state, not unreasonably affec't current and anticipated beneficial use of affec{ed 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 lhe lime of case closure; it sp€cifies compliance with cleanup goals and objectives wilhin a
reasonable time frame.

Water quality control plans (Basin Plans) generally establish "background' water quality as a
restorative endpoint- This policy recognizes the regulatory aulhority of the Basin Plans but
underscores lhe flexibility contained in Resolution 9249.

It is a fundamental tenet of this low-threal closure policy that if the closure criteria described in this
policy are satisfied at a petroleum unauthodzed release site, attaining background water quality is
not feasible, establishing an alternate level of water quality not to exceed that prescribed in the
applicable Basin Plan is appropriate, and that waler quality objectives will be attained through
natural attenuation within a reasonable tiile, prior to the expected need for use of any affscted
groundwater.

lf groundwater with a designated beneficial use is affected by an unauthorized release, to satisry the
media-specific criteria for groundwater, the contaminanl plume that exceeds waler qualily obiectives
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 v{here attenuation exceeds

(Media Specific Criteria for Groundwater Evaluation section continued on next page)
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1. Media Sbecific Criteria: Gfoundwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater? LJ Yes Ll No
IZANO ^

DooB the Site Ouality fo, th€ Soil Only Case Exemption (Rol€ase has E! Affeclted
Groundwater)? Elff#^"

LTGP Statement "Sites with soil that does not contain sufficient mobile constituents fleachate,
vapors, or lighl non-aqueous-phase liquids (LNAPL)I to cause groundwater to exceed the
groundwater criteda in this policy shall be considered low-threat sites for the groundwater medium.
Provided the general criteria and crileria for other media are also met, those sites are eligible for
case closure. For older releases, the absence of current groundwater impact is often a good
indication lhat residual concentrations present in the soil are not a source for groundwater pollution."

Manual

Has pertinent infomation been provided ln the cSM for frves E No E UND
compliance eyaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific

..*End of Soil Only Exemption evaluation section**
(Media Specific Criteria for Groundwater Evaluation section continued on next page)
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l. Media Specific Criteria: Groundwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater?

lf Slte Do€ Not Oualifv for Soil Onlv Exemption, then,

ls tlre contamimnt plume that exca€ds watBr quallty objectiv€ stable or docrcasing in arcal
Hdent, 4d mccts all of the additioml charecbriatics of one of the five claseas of aites lisbd
below?

E ves E lto
f] UND

.**End of Plume Stabitity Evaluation Section**
(Media Specific Criteria for Groundwater Evaluation section continued on next page)

is siable or decreasing is a contaminant mass that has expanded to
its maximum extent: the distance from the release where attenuation exceeds mioration."

rt informatlon heen provided in the CSM for trYes trNo E UND
evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for sDecifrc information)
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1. Media Soocific Criteria: Groundwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater?

ls the contaminant plume that exceeds watEr quality obiectiyes stable or
extent, and meets all of lhe additional characterFtics of one of the frve d&eo of slbs l|sted

CA LUFT Manual Guidance:

(Plume Characteristics Evaluation continued on next page)

Criteria for Groundwater Evaluation section continued on next
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1. Media SEecific Cdteria: Gmundwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwateP

|E me contamrnam prume tnat exoeeds watgr qua[ty objec$vsa atabte ot d6crca3i
extent, 4l meets all of th6 additional chaEBterbtica of one of the fi\re classes of EYesENo

tr UND

Class 2 Yes, Tlo UND
ls < 250 feet in length Yes No UND
There is no free producl Yes Na-ElUl.lD
The nearest existing waler supply well is > 1,000 feet from the defined
plume
boundarv

Ll Yes Ll No Ll UND

The nearest existing surface water body is > 1,000 Get from the
detined plume
boundarv

LI Yes LI No LI UND

The disgolved concentration of benzene is <3.000 uo/L Yes No UND
The dissolved concentration of MTBE is <1.000 uo/L Yes No UND

Class 3 Yes.{al No
ls < 250 feet in lenqlh Yes LI No
Free prcduct has been removed lo lhe maximum extent praclicable,
may still be present below the site where the release originaied, but
does nol extend ofi-sile

Ll Yes Ll No(VWND

The Dlume has b6en stable or decreasino for a minimum of 5 vears !Yes ENo ! UND
The nearost existing water supply well is > 1,000 feet from the defined
plume boundary

LJ Ye?lZlNo U UND

The nearest existing surface water body is > 1,000 feet from the
detined glume boundarv

tr Yelzl4lo tr UND

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

U Yes L-l No Ll UND

Class 4 Yes, No UND
ls < 1,000 feet in lenqth YeS No IIND
There is no fr€6 Droduct Yes T]ND
The nearest existing watar supply well or surface water body is > 1,000
feet from the delined plume boundary

U Yesfo'U UND

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

Ll YesTUtlNo Ll UND

The di*solved concentration of benzene is <1.000 uq/L Yes No UND
The dissolved concentration of MTBE is <1.000 uq/L Yes No UND

Class 5 YesWNo UND
The regulatory agency determines, based on an analysis of sile
sp€cific conditions, that the site under current and reasonable
anticipated near-term future scenarios, he contaminant plume poses a
low threat lo human health and safety and to the environment and
water quality objectives will be achieved within a reasonable time frame

U YetsNo U UND

The nearest existing surface water body is > 250 feet from the
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l. Modia Specific CriGria: Groundwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater?

ra rne corTramrnanr prume mar excBgds waer quatfty objocthre€ $aDte or oocneastng In arcal
oxtenq and meets all of the additional characteristics of one of the fi\re class€s of Bites listed

***End of Evaluation of Media Section***

Indlcate thoae conditiona that do not meet the char"ctEristica of one of the five classes of
site8 listed above.

Plume Length (That Erceeds Water Quality Objectives) :100feetand < 250 feet
> 250 feet and < 1.000 feet
2 1.000 feet
Unknown

Free Product in Groundwater Yes
No

inown
Froa Product Haa Eeen Removed to the l{aximum Extsni
Practicable

No
inown

For Slt6a with Free Product, the Plume has Boen Stabl€ or
Decreasing for s-Years

N
Unknown

For Sit€6 wllh Fl€e Product, owner Willing to Accopt a Land Use
Restriction (if R€qulrsd)

No
Unknown

Free Product Extends Oflsite Yes
Unknown

Benzene Concentration E > 1,000 us./L and < 3,000 us/L

E > 3,ooo uq/L

E Unknown
MTBE Concentration > '1.000 uo/L

unkno\/l/n
NeaBst Supply Well (From Plumc Boundary) < 250 Feet

,t 250 Fe€t and s 1.q)0 F€€t
unkno!^rn

Nearast Surface Water Body (From Plumo Boundary) <J50 Feet
t 25O Feet and < '1.000 Feet
Unknown
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2. Media Specific Criteria: Petroleum Vaoor Intrusion to lndoor Air: Does the site meet the LTCP
criteria for Delroleum vaDor intrusion to indoor aift

Ll Yes ll No
E 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
bioattenuation zones, which if met will assure that exposure to petroleum vapors in indoor air will
not pose unacceptable health risks, In many petroleum release cases, potential human exposures
to vapors are mitigated by bioatienuation processes as vapors migrate toward the ground surface.
For the purposes ot this section, the term "bioaftenuation zone" means an area of soil with
conditions that support biodegradation of petroleum hydrocarbon vapors.

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

(1) existing buildings are occupied or may be reasonably expected to be occupied in the future, eI
(2) buildings for human occupanoy 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 satisfu the
media-specitic criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air and be considered low{hreat for
the vapor-intrusion-to-indoor-air pathway if :

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

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

c. As a result of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation measures or through the use
of institutional or engineering controls, lhe regulatory agency determines that petroleum
vapors migrating from soil or groundwater will have no significant risk of adversely affec'ting
human health."

EXEMmO - Active Commercial Petroleum Facillty: ls lhe site an ac{ive commercial pe|Ioloum
fueling facility?

fu{eEflno
fl UND

I

'*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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crit6.ia listed bolour {a,

Scenario {: Unweathered LNAPL In Groundwater

EvesENoEUNDINEf]NA
The bioattenuation zone is a continuous zone provides a
separation of at least 30 feet vertically between the LNAPL in
groundwater and the foundation of existing or potential

mg/kg throughout lhe entire depth of the bioattenuation EYesENoEUNDEI-IEEruE

Sconado 2: Unwoathered LNAPL in Soil

separation of at least 30 feet vertically between the LNAPL in EYesENoEUNDENEENA

EvesENoEUNDf]NEf]NA
TotalTPH OPH-g and TPH-d combined) are <100 mgftg
throughout the entire lateral and vertical extent ofthe

Scenado 3: Dissolved Phase Benzene Concentrations in Groundwater E Yes

Criteria for lntrusion to lndoor Air Evaluation continued on next

Detining the Bioattenuation Zone For Sites wihout Orygen Data
or Where Orygen ls <4%

EYesENo

Figure A: For Benzene concentrations < 100 Fg/l EYesENo
YesENoEUNDENELINAThe bioattenuation zone is a mntinuous zone that

provides a separation of at least 5 feet vertically
between the dissolved Dhase benzene and the

Contains total TPH OPH-g and TPH-d combined) < 100
mg/kg throughout lhe entire depth oflhe bioatlenuation
zone

Figure B: For Benzene concentrations > 100 IgtL but < 1,000 Ig/L E Yes E No

The bioattenuation zone is a mntinuous zone ihat
provides a separation of at least 10 feet vertically
between the dissolved phase benzene and the

Yes I I No Ll UND

Deflnlng the Bioattenuation Zone For Sit6 with Oxygen > 4% EYesENo
Figur€ C: For Benzene concentrations < 1,000 pg/L

A continuous zone lhat provides a separation of at least
10 feet verticallv betlveen the dissolved Dhase benzene
and the foundation of existinq or

and TPH-d combined) < 100
mg/kg throughout the entire depth ofihe bioattenuation
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2. Media Sn€cific Criteria: Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air: Does the sile meet the LTCP
crilelia for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air?

EYesENo
fl UND

Does the release slte meet one of tho thrc€ oetroleum vapor intrGion to indoor air spsclfic
cdtoria listsd b€low (a, b, or c!?

EYesENo
E ut'to

Scenario 4: Dircct lteagurement of Soil Gas Concentrations EYesENo

*"'End of Vapor Intrusion Criteria a evaluation '*
(Media Specific Criteria for Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Evaluation continued on next oaoe)

Were appropriate goil gas sampling protocols followed?

Were soil gas samples collected in accordance with DTSC Advisory
with DTSC Advisory - Activs Soil Gas Investigations (April20121?

E Yes

EYeslNo

Were soil gas samplss obtained from the following locations? E Yes E No

Beneath or adjacent to an existing building: Soil gas
samples collected at least 5 feet below the botlom of the

YesI INoIIUNDIINEIINA

Future construction: Soil gas samples from at least
five teet below qround surface

EYesENoEUNDENE

ArE all of the followino criteria for a bioattenuatlon zone satisfled? E Yes E No

There is a minimum of live vertical feet of soil between the
soil vapor measurements and the foundation of an existing
building or ground surface of future constructioni and

!YesnNonuNDflNEflNA

TPH (TPHg + TPHd) is less than 100 mg/kg (measured in
at least two depths within the tive-foot zone: and

EYesENoEUNDENEtrNA

Oxygen is > 4% measured at the bottom ofthe five-foot
zone

DYes!NoluNDflNEflNA

Do soil gas concentrations meet the following criteria? EYesENo
Residential Commercial

Constituent Soil Gas Concentration (ug/m")
Benzene <85,000 <280.000
Ethylbenzene < 1 .100.000 <3,600.000
Napthalene <93,000 <310,000

zone

EYesENoDo soil gas concentrations meet the following criteria?
Residential Commercial

Constituent Soil Gas Concentration (uq/m')
Benzene <85 <280
Ethylbenzene < 1 ,100 <3,600
Napthalene <93 <3'l 0
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: Does the site meet the LTCP

EY€s E No
f] UND

**End of Vapor Intrusion Criteria c evaluation eection'*

Criteria for VaDor lntrusion to Indoor Air Evaluation continued on next

complianc€ evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information)
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2. Media Soecific Criteria: Petroleum Vaoor Inbusion to lndoor Air: Does the site meet the LTCP
criteria for peiroleum vaoor intrusion to indoor air?

EYesENo
fl UND

Additonal questions ior sites that do not m€et the LTCP crileria (a, b, or c)

Indicale tho€e conditions that do not meet the policy criteda:
Soil Gas
Samples

LJ Insufiicient number to be
reDresentative

LJ Not taken ai two deplhs wilhin
5 foot zone

Ll Temporal variability not evaluated Ll High spatial or temporal
variabilitv

No soil gas samples Insufficient analytes
Taken inconectly

Eposure Type Ll Residential I Commercial

Free Product n Groundwater ln Soil
Unknown

TPH in the
Bioattenuation
Zone

Ll > 10O mg/kg Ll Unknown

Bioattenuation
Zone Thickness

Ll < 5 feet (No Biozone) Ll >30 Feet

>5 feet and < 10 feet 30 Feet Biozone comoromised
>10 feet and < 30 feet Unknown

Orygen Data in
Bioattenuation
Zone

No Oxvoen Data
U Oxygen < 4016 lJ Orygen > 4%

Benzene in
Groundwater

Ll > 100 ug/t and < 1 ,000 pgil LJ Unknown

L] > L000 uo/L > 280.000 uq/m'
Soil Gas
Benzene

U > 85 pgh" and < 280 pg/m" U > 85,000 ug/m" and <280,000
uo/m"

U > 280 Ig/m" and < 85,000 pgr'm" fl Unknown

Soil Gas
Ethylbenzene

L] > 1.100 uo/m" and < 3.600 uo/m > 3.600.000 uo/m"
Ll > 3,600 pgim" and < 1,100,000 pg/m E Unknown

> L100.000 uo/m' and < 3.600.000
Soil Gas
Napthalene

> 93 uo/m" and < 310 uc/m" > 310.000 ud/m"
> 310 us/m" and < 93.000 uo/m Unknown
> 93.000 uo/m" and < 310.000 uo/m"

**End of Evaluation of Media Specific Criteria: Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Aid'*
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3, Mediasoecific Criteria: Direct Contact and Outdoor Air ExDosuro - Does the site meet safisry
the media-specific criteria for direct contacl and outdoor air exposure (a, b, or c)? EIi,"Fr"

"lf 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{hreat. For an evaluation of direct contact and volatilization lo
ouldoor air, calculate a more reasonable exposure @ncentration by averaging the measured
concentration over an appropriate (conservative) exposure area. The Case Closure Policy indicates
that the maximum concentrations should be used in lhis analysis, so be 6ure 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 - b the upper l0 feet of soil free of petroleum contamina$on? E ves Strlo
fl UND (-

Has pertinent infomatlon been provided in the CSM for D Yes
conplianc€ evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific information)

a. Are maxlmum eoncentEtioE of petroloum constituents in soil l€€a than or equal to those
li8ted in Table 1 for the specified depor below ground surface (bgs)?

EJes E No
Wno

(Criteria a evaluation continued on next page)

(Media Specific Criteria for Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Evaluation continued on next paqe)

LTCP Statement: "Maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil are less lhan or equal
to those listed in Table 1 for the specified depth below ground surface (bgs), The concentration limits
for 0 to 5 feet bgs protect from ingestion of soil, dermal contact with soil, and inhalation of volatile soil
emissions and inhalation of parti@late emissions. The 5 to 10 feet bgs concentration limits protect
from inhalation of volatile soil emissions. Both the 0 to 5 feet bos concentration limits and the 5 to 10

Commercial/lndustrial) shall be satisfied. In if exposure to construction workers or utility
trench workers is reasonably anticipated, the concentration limits for Utility Worker shall also be
satisfied.'
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the media-specific criteria for direct contacl and outdoor air-

- Does the site meet satsry

Table I ior the specifled d6pth bqs? (continu€d)

Criteria for Contact and Air Evaluation

compliance evaluation? (refer to General Criteria e for specific infomation)
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t Media€pecific Criteria: Dirsct Contact and Outdoor Ar Exposure - Does the site meet safisry

the media€pedfic crlteriilor direct contact and outdoor air exposure? (continued) " -

I Yes flNo
E UND

ss than or equal to those
tbted in Table I for ths sDecifiod dopth bq3? (continu€d)

feg lJ No
iND

Has pertinent lnformation been provided in the Cslrl for EYe3 ENo E UND

compliance evaluation? (refer to General CriteJia e for specific infotmation)

.."End of Criteria b evalaution**'

mesurc3 or through the-' 
uie of institutlonal or En'ginlering cor*rols, haa the rcgulatory agency determined that the
concer*rations of petroleum con-titrentE h 3oil will havc no signmcant ri3k of ad\relEely
.ff.ctino human h€alth?

-FtrF*

/1

| ^^-nti.n.. av'h''ti^n" frFfar tn General Criterie e for soecific information) t

***End of Criteria c evaluation***

(Media SDecific Criteria for Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Evaluation continued on next page)

inforcing Institutionat controls at contaminated Sites, Interim Final. USEPA Nov 2010 54GR-09-001

EPA defines institutional controls as non-engineered instruments, such as administrative and legal

controls, that help to minimize the potenliai for human health exposure to contamination and/or

protect ihe integiity oi a response action. l6s are typically designed to work by limiting land or

,""orrce use or-bv orovidinq information that helps modiry or Sulde human behavio
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3. Media€pecific Criteria: Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposut€ - Does the site meet satisfy
the media-specific criteria for direct conlact and outdoor air exposure? (continued)

[:l Yes E No
E UND

Additional queeuorB if the sitE doe€ not m€et any of the Dilect Contaci and Outdoor Air
Expoaurc acenarios

Indlcste only thoee conditions that do not meet the policy:
Expoeure Typ€: Residential Utility Worker

Comm6rcial
Petroleum Constituentg in
Soll:

< 5 feet bos nknown
>5 feet bqs and < 10 feet bos > 12 mo/ko and < 14 mo/ko

Soil Goncantrations of
Benzene:

>1 mgy'kg and s 2.8 ms/ks > 14 mo/ko
>2. mc/ko and s 8.2 mo/ko nknown
> 8.2 mgr'kg and < '12 mgikg

Soll Concentrations of
Ethylbenzene:

>21 mo/ko and < 32 mo/ko > 134 mo/ko and < 314 mo/ko
mq/kq and s Eg mq/kq > 314 mo/ko
mo/ko and < 134 mo/ko I/nknown

Soil Concontratlon3 of
Naphthalene:

>9 mq/kq and s 45 mo/ko > 2'9 mo/ko
>4 mq&q and 3 219 mo/l(o inown

Soil Concentrations of
PAH:

>o 3 mq/kq and s 0.6E mo/ko > 4.5 mo/ko
> 0.68 mqikq and < 4.5 mq/ko Unknown

Ar€a of lmpacted Soil; Area of lmDad8d Soil > 82 by 82 Feet Unkno$rn

This c€se should be closed in spits of Dg! meeting policy criteria E Yes

* End of Media Specific Criteria: Direci Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure Evaluation**
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Low-Thr€at Case Closure Notification Requircments - Has the regulatory agency recommending
closure comolied with the Low Threal Closure Policv Dublic notification reouirements?

f
f

Yes kl:lo
UND

I pose a low threat to human health, safety and the environment and satisfy the casedosure 
I

i requirements of Health and Safety Code section 25296.10, and case closure is consistent with State 
I

] Water Board Resolution 9249 that requires that cleanup goals and objectives be met within a 
I

reasonable lime frame. lf the case has been delermined by the regulatory agency to meel the criteria 
I

I in this policy, the regulatory agency shall notify responsible parties that they are eligible for case 
I

I closure and that the following items, if applicable, shall be completed prior to the issuance of a 
I

I uniform closure letter sDecified in Health and Safetv Code section 25296.10. After completion of I

I these items, and unless the regulalory agency revises its determination based on comments 
I

I received on the proposed case closure, the regulatory agency shall issue a unifom dosure letter 
I

I within 30 davs from the end of the comment oeriod. 
I

I Uunicipat and county water districts, water replenishment districts, special act dislricts w h 
I

I groundwater management authority. agencies with authority to issue building permits tor land 
I

I affecied by the petroleum release, owners and occupants of the property impacled by the petroleum 
I

I release, and the owners and occupants of all parcels adiacent to the impacted property shall be 
I

I notifed of the proposed case closure and provided a 60 day period to comment. The regulatory 
|

I agency shall consider any comments received when determining if the case should be closed or if 
I

I site specifc conditions warrant othe]wise. 
I

I Municipal and county water districts, water replenishment districts, special act districls with 
I

I groundwater management authority, ag€ncies with authority to issue building permits for land 
I

I afiected by the petroleum release, owners and occupants of the property impacted by the petroleum 
I

I release, and the owners and occupants of all parcels adjacent to the impacted property shall be 
I

I notified ofthe proposed case closure and provided a 60 day period to commenl. The regulatory 
|

agency shall consider any comments received when determining if the case should be closed or if 
I

site specillc conditions warrant otherwise."
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Low-Threat Case Closure Notiftcation RequiremenE - Has the regulatory agen6V recommending
closure complied with the Low Threat Closure Poliry public notification requirements? (continued)

E ves 6{of] UND \-

Has the regulatory agency given public notice to other affected parlies E Yes
or poteltiallv affected pariies beside the owners and occupants of
adiacent oarcels in compliance with the public participation requirements
of Chapter 16 of Division 3 of Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations
and chapter 6.7 of Division 20jf the Heatth and safety code?

.*End of Low-Threat Case Closure Notification ReouiremenE Evaluation***

Has public pariicipation been conducted in accordance with lhe SWRCB E Yes E UNK
and RegionalWater Quality Conirol Boards April 2005 guidance document
ertiilled'Final Drafr Puwic Pafticjpatbn at Cleanup Siteg'?

Guidance Statement The level of public participation efiort al 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 environmentaljustice factor associated with the site.
There may be more public concern or interest about a site when: contiaminants have migrated or
are likely to migrate off site, cleanup could generate dust and noiae, or cleanup is linked to
redevelopment of the property.

Category 1 Public Participation Requirements

Guidance Statement Category 1 includes most leaking underground tuel tank (LUFD sites
and many small commercial facilities. Category 1 sites are characterized by soil or qroundwater
contamination that does not pose an immediate human heallh threat and does not extend off-
site onto neiohborinq properties. Off-site groundwater plumes that extend only into the public
right ofway are also included in this

Have surrounding property owners and residents within an
appropriate distance of the site been notified (e.9., 200 foot radius in
an urban setling, 1 ,000 foot in a rural setting per the April 2005
document)? (The term "site' refers to the full extent of known

Have other interested parties or groups, including other public

Category 2 Public Participalion Requirements

Guidance Statement Category 2 includes larger industrial or commercial siles wilh significant
soil and groundwater contamination. At these siles, the oroundwater plume extends off-sile
bevond the public riqht 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 Brov,,nsfield

Have all property owners and residents affected, or potentiallv
afiected by offsite migration of the plume been notified?
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Low-Thrcat case Closure Monitorind well Destrucuon and Waste Removal Requirements - Have
all wells and borings installed for the purpose of investigating, remediating, or monitoring the
unauthorized release been properly destroyed? Eli,'f""

tr
tr

YesFNo

LTCP Statemenk "All wells and borings installed for the purpose of investigating, remediating, or
monitoring the unauthorized release shall be properly destroyed prior lo case closure unless a
property owner certifles that they will keep and maintain the wells or borings in accordance with
applicable local or state requirements."

lf all wells and bojings have not been properly destroyed, then

Has the property owner certified that they will keep and EYes ENo E UNK
maintain the wells or borings in accordance with applicable
local or state reouirements?

**End of Moniioring well Destruction Requirements Evaluation***

? arefer to General Criteria e for soecitic information

Have all waste piles, drums, debris, and other investigation or remediation derived materials been
removed from the site and properly managod in accordancs with regulatory agency requirements?

f
tr

Yes D No
UND

Policy Statement: Allwaste piles, drums, debris and other investigation or remediation derived
materials shall be removed tom the site and properly managed in accordance with regulatory

pertinent informa6on been provided in es
evaluauon? (refer to General Cfiteria e for

*".End of Waste Removal Requirements Evaluation***

..*End of Low Threat closure Policv and lmpediment ldentification checklise*
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