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Ms. Eva Chu, Hazardous Materials Specialist
Alameda County Deparnnent of Environmental Health
Hazardous Materials Division
1131 Harbor Bay Parkway, Suite 250
Alameda, Calrt omia 9 4502- 6 57 7

RE: ADDENDUM TO ASTM RBCA TIER TWO EVALUATION
STID 553 . FORMER GRIMIT AUTO AND REPAIR

,&F&fl@SUAffi.dr'FUE
OAKLAND. CALIFORNIA

Dear Ms. Chu:

INTRODUCTION

as opposed to
selecting an average I
applicable.individual

two or three wells, which you suggested. In particular, the most
s are situated in near proxirnity to the receplors, such as on-sirc

workers and adjacent site residences. In our opinion, use of the most applicable well
represents a morc
impact

assessment of the contaminant soufce and its on and off-site

This letter provides the supplemental evaluation, as requested. As there is relatively little
soil data from less thaq eight feet depth, we have included samples to a dl$f,l ov1-
approximately fi}ff#ft&F 

-In 
addition, we have "".rlgC"tb*ta$*inwnr{s;dnr

sampling rounds
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This addendum follows our recent telephone conversation, and pertains to our RBCA Tier
Two Evaluation report issued December 18, 1997. You have requested that we compare
average soil and ground water contaminant levels from the site with the previously
calculated ASTM Tier Two evaluation site specific urget values (SSTLs). Specifically,
you recommended we average the last four ground water sampling rounds for the
applicable wells, and average shallow Qess than approximately eight feet) soil values. In
addition, you asked whether naturally occurring biodegradation had been considered in the
evaluation.

EVALUATION

s oL!,=



The revised comparison data are plesented on the enclosed Table 5 (rgvised). The revision
has resulted in th'e elimhadon of ieveral categories and compounds of concern, particularly
soil contamination as it relates to soil gas inigration. However.€SElr.odre|bfual*

::amgCnCfgrhnedll*'ground wat€I s-ource data. In.panicllar, SSTLs for ridrrtirlr,
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DISCUSSION

for ground water ingestion continue to be exceeded'

r. 1\.iq a- VphA cXFos"rB r\

The "Tier Two RBCA Tool Kit" published by Groundwater Services, Inc. (GSI), which
was utilized for our evaluation, utilizes a ground water transport model which incoryorates
a direct simulation of in-situ biodegrcdad6n processes. The evaluation uses the Domenico
solute transpon model, which incorporates an elecffon accepbr superposition algorithm.

CONCLUSIONS

We conclude from *ris addendum evaluation that contaminant levels at the site continue to
sienificantlv exceed the respective Tier Two risk based Screening levels. Therefore, we
reEommendinitiation of site iemediation, as previously recommended'

CLOSING

If you have any questions, or require additional information, please do not hesitate to call.

Very truly yours,

HOEXTER CONSULTING, INC.

oi+.Ift--
David F. Hoexter, RC/CEG/REA
Principal Geologist

Enclosure: Table 5 (revised): Tier II Site Specific Target lrvels

Hoexter Consulting, Inc. 734 Toneya Court, Palo Alto, California 94303 (650) 494-2505

BIODEGRADATION
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