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1.0 INTRODUCTION

PES Environmental, Inc. (PES) has prepared this Site Management and Contingency Plan
(SMP) on behalf of Anton Emeryville, LLC (Anton) for redevelopment construction at the
property located at 6701 - 6707 Shellmound Street (previously known as Bay Street) in
Emeryville, California (the site or subject property, as shown on Plate 1). The redevelopment
will consist of: demolition and removal of two existing commercial buildings; site grading;
construction of the foundation system for the new building including drilled piers and limited
excavations for foundations and underground utility installations; and construction of a new
multi-story residential building and associated parking, open space and landscaped areas.

PES was retained by Anton to develop procedures for soil and groundwater management,
environmental health and safety during construction, and contingency planning.

The subject property is currently listed as an open Spills, Leaks, Investigation and Cleanup
(SLIC) case with Alameda County Environmental Health Services (ACEH) as the lead
environmental regulatory agency. It is listed under Mike Roberts Color Production (MRCP)
at 6707 Bay Street, and the database lists other solvents and non-petroleum hydrocarbons as
the potential contaminants of concern. PES is assisting Anton in working with ACEH to
obtain SLIC case closure as part of the site redevelopment process. Based on known and/or
suspected soil and groundwater contamination at and beneath the site, and information from
ACEH, submittal and ACEH approval of a SMP is required to facilitate redevelopment of the
site for residential purposes and support ACEH’s closure of the SLIC case.

1.1 Purpose

The objective of this SMP is to describe procedures to be followed by environmental
consultants, construction contractors and workers, and other property owner representatives
during redevelopment construction and in the future. The SMP includes a summary of
existing soil and groundwater data for the site, identifies safety and training requirements for
construction workers, and establishes procedures for assessing and managing contaminated

soil and groundwater that could be encountered during construction activities (e.g., demolition,
grading, and excavation) and potential subsurface work in the future. Soil management
procedures will be implemented in a manner that are protective of human health and the
environment and that are consistent with the planned redevelopment. Specifically, this SMP
provides the following information and procedures:

e A description of the site and summary of previous investigation and remedial activities,
including information on the areas and contaminants subject to soil management
requirements. The summary is presented in Appendix A;

e A summary and review of information and data from previous site investigations and
characterization activities that provides data relevant to building design criteria, soil
and other media management, worker safety, and protection of human health and the
environment;
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e Provisions for site redevelopment activities (e.g., building demolition and foundation
slab removal, asphalt parking lot removal/installation, site grading/excavation activities,
building and parking structure foundation construction, and utility trench construction);

e Health and Safety Plan (HASP) procedures for workers to follow during
pre-construction and construction activities (not including asbestos-containing materials
or other hazardous materials in existing building materials). The HASP is included as
Appendix D;

e Field screening and observation during intrusive construction activities;
e Soil matrix sampling/characterization protocols;

e Soil and groundwater management practices (e.g., segregation/storage/transportation of
soils, dust control, and decontamination procedures);

e A soil and groundwater management and contingency plan;

¢ Implementing contingencies to manage presently unknown environmental conditions
(e.g., suspect soil conditions, encountering underground storage tanks [USTs] or other
subsurface features, elevated vapor concentrations, etc.). Appropriate contingency
measures may include sampling, testing, and disposal, in the event that such conditions
are identified during site demolition or redevelopment construction;

e An Intrusive Earthwork Guidance Plan for post-construction site operations, with
procedures for protecting workers conducting subsurface work at the site including
decommissioning of groundwater monitoring wells (included as Appendix E); and

e A Post-Construction Operations and Management Plan (included as Appendix F).

1.2 Regulatory Framework

Based on a review of historical site documents, several environmental site assessments,
sampling investigations, groundwater monitoring events, and remedial actions have been
conducted at the site since 1989. The site was initially investigated as follow up to a

January 1989 ACEH inspection of the facility that was operated by Mike Roberts Color
Production (MRCP) at that time. Based on the inspection, ACEH issued a Notice of Violation
(NOV) to MRCP for hazardous waste management and storage violations including lack of

an United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) identification number, no
copies of hazardous waste manifests on-site, on-site storage of hazardous waste for more than
90 days, and hazardous waste storage areas that lacked secondary containment (ACEH, 1989).
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In response to the ACEH inspection and NOV, LW Environmental Services, Inc.

(LW Environmental) conducted characterization for 90 drums of hazardous waste stored at
the west end of the facility (i.e., former drum storage area shown on Plate 2) in March 1989.
Based on the characterization results the drums were profiled and properly disposed off-site.
LW Environmental identified additional environmental concerns at the site including a sump
on the west side of the warehouse building that collected chemical wastes from drains in the
warehouse (and connected to the municipal sewer system), a ditch area along the western
property boundary that received runoff from paved areas including the drum storage area,
and three USTs that were located in the eastern portion of the site. Soil in the sump and
ditch areas was excavated and the USTs were removed and transported off-site for disposal
in October 1989. The location of the former sump and ditch excavations and approximate
extent of the former UST excavation are shown on Plate 2.

The USTs were reportedly used by Dymo Industries, Inc. (Dymo), which manufactured label
tape and label tape punchers at the site from approximately 1963 to 1979, to store methyl
isobutyl ketone (MIBK, which is also known as 4-methyl-2-pentanone) and methyl ethyl ketone
(MEK, which is also known as 2-butanone) for their manufacturing processes (Bechtel, 1992).
Discovery and reporting of impacts related to these USTs led to the leaking underground
storage tank (LUST) case (ACEH fuel leak case number RO0000548) that has been closed

by ACEH. According to the Underground Tank Closure/Modification Plans form submitted
to ACEH, the USTs historically contained MIBK and MEK solvents and had capacities of
1,650, 2,000, and 3,200 gallons. Approximately 1,075 gallons of liquid, which was profiled
as MEK and water, was pumped from the USTs and transported off-site for disposal. Soil that
was excavated during the removal of the USTs was placed back into the excavation and a soil
vapor extraction system was installed in 1990 to remediate this soil. Groundwater extraction
and treatment was also conducted during 1990. These remediation systems were
decommissioned in 1993.

From 1991 to 1996, additional assessment and groundwater monitoring related to the former
USTs was conducted. Based on results of the final monitoring event, which was conducted in
May 1996, Subsurface Consultants, Inc. indicated that all measures required in the Addendum
No. 1, Work Plan and Revised Request for “No Further Action” were completed and requested
confirmation that “no further action” was required for the site and that the site may be closed
(Subsurface Consultants, Inc., 1995a and 1996).

A deed notice was provided to the ACEH on February 1, 1995, as a requirement by the
ACEH and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board for the San Francisco Bay
Region for closure of the UST case (Pettit & Martin, 1995). The deed notice was recorded
and imposed conditions and/or restrictions on the use of the property related to groundwater
use, soil excavation and potential future construction activities. Subsequently in December
1996, following the completion of groundwater monitoring activities at the site, ACEH issued
a conditional site closure letter stating that further remediation and/or monitoring related to
the former USTs removed from the site is not required, but the recorded deed notice must be
modified to change specific information regarding risk management measures (ACEH, 1996).
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No information was obtained by PES that indicated the deed notice had been modified to be
consistent with the December 1996 ACEH letter.

According to the California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) LUST database,
the LUST case (ACEH fuel leak case number RO0000548) has been conditionally closed by
ACEH under conditions associated with a deed notice. The site remains listed as an open
remediation case in the SLIC database (GeoTracker Global ID T0600100894) with ACEH as
the lead environmental regulatory agency. As noted above, the case is listed under MRCP
(6707 Bay Street), and the database lists other solvents and non-petroleum hydrocarbons as
the potential contaminants of concern.

U.S. EPA involvement with the subject property includes a Preliminary Assessment (PA)
in 1990 and a Site Inspection (SI) in 1992. ICF Technology Incorporated (ICF) conducted
a PA of the subject property in 1990 on behalf of the U.S. EPA (ICF, 1990). U.S. EPA
requested the PA because the subject property was identified as a potential hazardous waste
site and entered into the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Information System (CERCLIS) database in February 1989 due to a telephone complaint
concerning the storage of drums behind the warehouse. Based on the PA report’s findings,
U.S. EPA recommended the site for low priority SSI (site status information). Bechtel
conducted a SI of the subject property in 1992 on behalf of U.S. EPA (Bechtel, 1992).
Based on the SI's findings, U.S. EPA concluded that no further action was required under
the authority of CERCLA.

This SMP, including the attached HASP (Appendix A), has been prepared in accordance with
the conditions in 1995 deed notice and related modifications requested by ACEH in 1996,

to mitigate potential exposure to residual waste materials at the site during the planned
redevelopment construction. In conjunction with redevelopment of the site, Anton plans

to prepare and submit an environmental land use covenant (LUC) to ACEH for approval.

The new LUC will be recorded and will replace the existing deed notice. The LUC document
will be prepared using a Model Alameda County Covenant and Environmental Restriction
provided by ACEH. The LUC will identify the contamination at the site, restrictions

on development and use of the site, restrictions on use of underlying groundwater,

and requirements for maintenance of the site and notification to ACEH.

1.3 Redevelopment Overview

Current improvements on the subject property, as shown on Plate 2, consist of two commercial
buildings (a two-story office building and a single-story warehouse building), surface-level
parking, and landscaped areas on approximately 2.27 acres identified by Alameda County
Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 049-14906-02. The site has most recently been operated by
Nady Systems, Inc. (Nady) for packaging and distribution of communication systems, such as
wireless microphones and specialty audio systems.
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The redevelopment plans for the subject property are to construct a new multi unit residential
building with related amenities and facilities including parking, bike storage, fitness

areas, lobby, leasing office and mail room. The building will be a seven-story at-grade

(i.e., no basement levels) structure that will occupy the majority of the subject property
(refer to Plate 2). The ground level (first floor) and second floor will be comprised primarily
of parking areas with some residential units and the lobby and amenities areas, with five levels
of residential units on the upper floors. Common areas (main entrance and lobby, fitness
room, bike repair room/storage, dog spa) will be located on the first floor in the east portion
of the new building along Shellmound Street. Elevators will provide access from the ground
level to floors two though seven. New sidewalk and landscaping will be installed on the east
side (front) of the building site along Shellmound Street. Vehicle access will be via a new
driveway entrance off Shellmound Street at the southeast corner of the site (replacing the
existing entrance off Shellmound Street). Open spaces consisting of concrete pathways,
synthetic turf and landscape rock over turf block, and planter areas will be located around
the north, west and south perimeters of the site. A dog park area is planned to occupy the
southwest corner of the site. After redevelopment, the entire site will be covered by the
building and paved parking areas and sidewalks with the exception of planter and landscaped
areas. The conceptual post-redevelopment ground floor plan is shown on Plate 4.

Construction redevelopment activities related to this SMP include: (1) removal of existing
building foundations/slabs, surface parking, curbs, sidewalks, trees, planting areas, and

light poles; (2) decommissioning of existing groundwater monitoring wells; (3) grading;

(4) excavation and installation of building foundations; (5) trench excavation and underground
utility installation; and (6) installation of new curbs, sidewalks, landscape/planting areas, trees,
and new pole-mounted lights.

1.4 Site Setting

The site is located at 6701, 6705, and 6707 Shellmound Street (previously known as

Bay Street), in a mixed industrial, commercial, and residential area of Emeryville, Alameda
County, California. According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) Oakland West,
California Quadrangle 7.5-minute series topographic map dated 1993, the site is situated at an
elevation of approximately 18 feet above mean sea level. The site is relatively flat, but the
vicinity slopes gently to the west/southwest. The closest surface water body is San Francisco
Bay, located approximately 1,000 feet to the west.

1.4.1 Site History

The land on which the site is located historically consisted of San Francisco Bay tidal mud flats
and was below sea level until the mid- to late-1930s, when a levee was built west of the subject
property and a highway (Eastshore Highway, now Interstate 80) was constructed on the levee.
From that time until the early to mid-1950s the area between the highway and the former
shoreline, including the subject property and vicinity, were filled in by non-native soils to
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create buildable land. The existing site buildings were constructed over fill materials in
approximately 1963.

Dymo operated at the site from approximately 1963 to 1979, and manufactured label tape
and label tape punchers. As discussed above, Dymo’s production operations used chemicals
including MIBK and MEK that were stored in three USTs that were located in the eastern
portion of the site and removed in 1989. MRCP operated at the site from 1979 to 1989, and
initially manufactured and printed colored postcards. They later expanded into color printing,
lithography, and off-set printing operations (Bechtel, 1992). These operations produced
waste that included printing ink, solvent cleaning compounds, volatile and semi-volatile
hydrocarbons, and color pigments, which were stored in 55-gallon drums on the west side

of the warehouse building (i.e., in the former drum storage area shown on Plate 2). Nady
purchased the property from MRCP in 1990 and has continued to operate at the site to the
present. The site is used for offices and for storage of electronic sound equipment, product
shipping and receiving, and minor equipment repair. Nady has used only limited amounts of
chemicals in its operations.

1.4.2 Physical Setting

Based on the results of investigations performed on the subject property and in the vicinity,
the site is underlain by fill material overlying deposits of native silts and clays known locally
as Old Bay Mud. The fill material ranges in thickness from approximately 10 to 19 feet and
consists primarily of coarse-grained sands and gravels that contain varying amounts of fines,
and fine-grained silts and clay. The fill material has been encountered throughout the site and
is generally most abundant on the western half of the site and at depths below approximately

8 to 10 feet below ground surface (bgs). The fill material often contains debris (e.g., brick,
concrete, metal, asphalt, glass, wood, fabric, and rubber). Fine-grained soils are present
directly below the fill material. These soils generally consisted of dark-colored clays and
occasional silts with organic material that represent Old Bay Mud deposits. Depth to
groundwater varies locally but is generally shallow. Shallow groundwater at the site is present
at depths ranging from approximately at approximately 8 to 12 feet bgs. Based on topography
and the results of historical groundwater investigations performed at the site, the predominant
groundwater flow direction beneath the site is to the south-southwest toward the San Francisco
Bay with localized flow towards the west-northwest in the area of the former USTs in the
eastern portion of the site.

There are currently five groundwater monitoring wells known to exist at the site that

were installed during previous investigations and are consistent with locations in previous
investigation reports (MW-1, MW-3, MW-7, MW-8 and MW-9). No current indications of
other monitoring wells installed during previous investigations (MW-5, MW-6 and MW-10)
have been observed at the reported locations. The disposition of wells MW-5, MW-6 and
MW-10 is not known. There are five existing vapor wells (SG-1 through SG-5) that were
installed in 2013. Locations of the known existing monitoring wells and vapor wells are
shown on Plate 3.
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1.5 Project Contacts

The following section provides the contact information for representatives involved with
redevelopment activities and implementation of this SMP.

Property and Redevelopment Representative:
Ms. Rachel Green / Mr. Trey Teller
Anton Emeryville, LLC
1415 L Street, Suite 450
Sacramento, California 95814
(916) 400-2072
rgreen@anton.com / cteller@anton.com

Construction Contractor/Manager:
Mr./Ms. (To be determined)
Address (To be determined)
Phone (To be determined)
tbd@email.com

Owner’s Environmental Consultant:
Mr. Kyle Flory, P.G.
PES Environmental, Inc.
1682 Novato Boulevard, Suite 100
Novato, California 94947
(415) 899-1600
kflory@pesenv.com

2.0 SUMMARY OF PRIOR ENVIRONMENTAL INVESTIGATIONS AND REMEDIAL
ACTIONS

A summary of prior environmental investigations and remedial actions implemented at the site,
as well as a list of environmental documents prepared for the site, is presented in Appendix A.

3.0 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL SITE CONDITIONS

As summarized in Appendix A - Summary of Environmental Investigations and Remedial
Actions, numerous soil and groundwater characterization, removal, and remediation
activities have been performed at the site since 1989. Environmental conditions have

been characterized, and analytical data from previous investigations indicate that petroleum
hydrocarbons quantified as gasoline, diesel, and motor oil (TPHg, TPHd, and TPHmo,
respectively), oil & grease, volatile organic compounds (VOCs); benzene, toluene,
ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX); semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs),
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs); metals; soluble metals; and/or the pesticide DDT have
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been detected in soil and groundwater. VOCs have been detected in soil vapor samples.
Remediation has been conducted to address areas of the site affected by stored hazardous
materials and the former USTs. A discussion of the subsurface conditions and analytical
results is provided below.

The distribution of the contaminants of concern (COCs) found in the subsurface at the site is
summarized below. COCs are related to the historical fill materials originally used to create
the subject property. The site is underlain by heterogeneous fill placed to create buildable
land, like much of the filled bay-shore area of Emeryville. As such, sporadic and various
chemicals can be detected when samples of soil, soil gas, and/or groundwater are tested.

In addition, releases associated with the former USTSs and the site’s historical use have
contributed to chemical constituents detected in soil, groundwater, and soil vapor samples
collected during environmental investigations conducted at the site.

The occurrence of methane in soil gas has been documented in the Emeryville shoreline area.
As described previously, the site vicinity was a former tidal marsh, a depositional environment
that is conducive to accumulation of organic-rich silts and clays related to the breakdown of
marsh vegetation. Atmospheric oxygen is limited and dissolved oxygen is quickly depleted

by bacteria as the organic materials decompose, potentially resulting in anaerobic or reducing
conditions. A similar process occurs with the breakdown of petroleum hydrocarbons in soil
and groundwater, where anaerobic conditions prevail. Once sufficient reducing conditions are
reached, methanogenesis results in the production of methane gas. Methane is nontoxic to
humans; however, it is a combustible gas when present between 5 and 15 percent by volume
in air. As discussed in subsequent sections (Sections 4.4 and 8.0), installation and maintenance
of a vapor mitigation system (e.g., vapor barrier and passive vents) beneath all areas of the
ground floor except the parking garage is being incorporated into the redevelopment design
plans to address potential methane and VOCs in subsurface soil vapor.

3.1 Subsurface Conditions

Subsurface conditions consist of fill material from below the ground surface to depths ranging
from 10 to 19 feet bgs. The fill materials generally consist of clayey, and/or silty sand and
gravel material with debris (e.g., brick, concrete, metal, asphalt, glass, wood, fabric, and
rubber). The fill overlies Old Bay Mud, which is generally described as dense silty clay,
with minor amounts of sand and gravel and occasional silts with organic material. Shallow
groundwater at the site is present at depths ranging from approximately 8 to 12 feet bgs.
Petroleum odor and staining were noted in the boring logs prepared during subsurface
investigations conducted at the site.
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3.2 Soil Analytical Results

TPHg, TPHd and TPHmo were detected at maximum concentrations of 300, 290 and

1,400 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg), respectively. Detected concentrations of oil & grease
ranged from 20 mg/kg to 45,000 mg/kg. VOCs detected in soil include MIBK, MEK, BTEX,
and dichlorobenzenes (1,2-, 1,3-, and 1,4-DCB). Relatively low concentrations of the SVOCs
including chrysene, fluoranthene, 2-methylnaphthalene, naphthalene, phenanthrene, pyrene,
benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, and
ideno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene were reported in soil samples. PCBs (Aroclors 1260, 1262, and 1268)
were detected in soil with concentrations of Aroclor 1260 ranging from 0.013 to 14 mg/kg.
Trace concentrations of the organochlorine pesticide DDT (maximum concentration of

0.42 mg/kg) were also detected in soil samples.

Results of Title 22 metals analyses indicate that detected concentrations of lead (1,100 to
10,000 mg/kg) in 10 soil samples collected at depths ranging from 5.5 to 15.5 feet bgs were
above the lead Total Threshold Leaching Concentration (TTLC) criteria of 1,000 mg/kg.
Results of California Wet Extraction Test (WET) analysis showed that concentrations of lead
in six soil samples from depths of 2 to 8 feet bgs ranged from 7.5 to 39 milligrams per liter
(mg/L), exceeding the Soluble Threshold Leaching Concentration (STLC) lead limit of

5.0 mg/L. One soil sample collected at boring location SB1 at 5.5 feet bgs had a Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) lead concentration of 6.1 mg/L which is above the
TCLP lead limit of 5.0 mg/L.. The detected concentration of vanadium (11,000 mg/kg) in one
soil sample collected from 10 feet bgs at location SB18 was above the vanadium TTLC criteria
of 2,400 mg/kg. The reported concentrations of zinc (5,400 to 6,200 mg/kg) in three soil
samples collected at depths ranging from 9 to 16 feet bgs were above the zinc TTLC criteria
of 5,000 mg/kg.

The concentrations of lead detected in soil samples from PES’ 2013 investigations are included
on the cross sections presented in Appendix G.

3.3 Groundwater Monitoring and Analytical Results

Groundwater monitoring was conducted at the site on a periodic basis related to the former
USTs from 1994 to 1996. The monitoring data indicate the predominant direction of shallow
groundwater flow is to the south-southwest with localized flow toward the west-northwest

in the vicinity of the former USTs. During this period the depth to water ranged from

5.15 feet bgs (MW-7; 5/9/95) to 11.7 feet bgs (MW-10; 11/13/95). Analysis of the
groundwater samples has included: TPHg; TPHd; TPHmo; oil & grease; total recoverable
hydrocarbons (TPH analysis by U.S. EPA Method 418.1); total extractable hydrocarbons
(TEH); total volatile hydrocarbons (TVH); VOCs; BTEX; SVOCs; PCBs; and/or Title 22
metals.
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Results for oil & grease in groundwater samples collected in 1989 to 1994 from monitoring
wells MW-1, MW-3, MW8, MW-9 and MW-10 were non-detectable (ND) with laboratory
detection limits of 5 and 10 mg/L, except for one detection of 14 mg/L (14,000 ug/L)

for well MW-8 in November 1993. TPH analysis by U.S. EPA Method 418.1 detected
concentrations ranging from 500 ug/L (in well MW-1) to 103,000 pg/L (in well MW-8) in
1990. Groundwater samples were collected from these wells in 1994 to 1996, and detected
THE concentrations ranged from 430 pg/L for well MW-3 to 4,400 ug/L for well MW-10.
The reported concentrations of TVH ranged from 60 pug/L (MW-3) to 7,200 pug/L (MW-8).
Groundwater samples collected from sampling locations SG-1, SG-4, and SG-5 by ENVIRON
in April 2013 had reported concentrations of 920 to 58,000 pg/L TPHd, and 5,600 to
12,000 pg/L TPHmo.

Relatively low concentrations of SVOCs were detected in groundwater samples collected in
1989 from monitoring wells MW-1, MW-3, MW-5, and MW-6 (LW Environmental, 1989d).
Bis-(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate was detected in groundwater samples from all the wells at
concentrations of 20 to 80 ug/L. The groundwater sample from well MW-5 also had
detectable concentrations of three other SVOCs (2,4-dimethylphenol at 6 pg/L, naphthalene
at 5 pg/L, and 2-methyl-naphthalene at 16 pg/L). No SVOCs were detected at concentrations
greater than or equal to the laboratory reporting limit in groundwater samples collected

in 1990 from monitoring wells MW-1, MW-3, MW-5, MW-6, MW-7, and MW-8

(SCS Engineers, 1990). A groundwater sample collected from monitoring well MW-1

in 1989 was analyzed for CAM 17 metals and no metals were reportedly detected at
concentrations above the Title 22 STLC values (LW Environmental, 1989d). No PCBs

were detected at or above concentrations greater than or equal to the laboratory reporting
limit in one groundwater sample collected in 1989 from well MW-1.

VOCs most commonly detected historically in groundwater include MIBK, MEK, BTEX,
acetone, chlorobenzene, and naphthalene (naphthalene is a VOC and SVOC analyte).

As summarized below, other VOCs have been sporadically detected in groundwater samples.
In 1989, four VOCs (vinyl chloride at 4 ug/L, trans-1,2-DCE at 8 ug/L, benzene at 8 ug/L,
and ethylbenzene at 6 ug/L) were detected in a groundwater sample collected from monitoring
well MW-5. In 1990, benzene was detected in groundwater from well MW-5 at a
concentration of 12 ug/L. From 1990 to 1996, VOCs analysis was conducted on groundwater
samples collected from monitoring wells MW-1, MW-3, MW-8, MW-9, and/or MW-10.

The following is a summary of the results.

MIBK (4-methyl-2-pentanone)

e MW-8 -840 to 160,000 ug/L detected in 13 samples from 1990 to 1996;
e MW-9 - 120 ug/L detected in one sample in 1994; and

e MW-10 - 23 pg/L detected in one sample in 1994.
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MEK (2-butanone)

e MW-8 - 10,000 and 78 ug/L detected in 2 samples from 1990 and 1995, respectively.
Benzene

e MW-8-63to02,100 ug/L detected in 5 samples from 1990 to 1995;
e MW-10 - 6.6 to 31 ug/L detected in 6 samples from 1994 to 1996; and

e MW-1-7 ug/L detected in one sample in 1990.
Acetone
e MW-8 - 3,200 and 40 pug/L detected in 2 samples from 1990 and 1995, respectively.

Low concentrations of chlorobenzene (3 to 11 ug/L) and carbon disulfide (3 ug/L) were
detected in wells MW-8 and MW-10 in 1995 and 1996.

During the final monitoring event in May 1996, groundwater samples from wells MW-1,
MW-8, MW-9 and MW-10 were analyzed for VOCs. MIBK was detected at a concentration
of 15,000 pg/L in groundwater samples collected from well MW-8, and benzene and
chlorobenzene were detected in samples collected from well MW-10 at concentrations of

7.5 ug/L and 3.5 ug/L, respectively.

The most recent groundwater sampling and analysis was conducted in April and November
2013 by ENVIRON and PES, respectively. In addition to groundwater analysis for TPHd
and TPHmo conducted by ENVIRON in April 2013 (results discussed above), groundwater
samples from locations SG-1, SG-4 and SG-5 were analyzed for VOCs and Title 22 metals
(total). Groundwater samples collected by PES in November 2013 from location GGW-1
through GGW-6 were analyzed for Title 22 metals (dissolved).

Groundwater samples collected from sampling locations SG-1, SG-4, and SG-5 by ENVIRON
in April 2013 were analyzed for VOCs. Benzene was detected in the groundwater samples
from locations SG-4 and SG-5 at concentrations of 2 and 8.1 ug/L, respectively. Analysis

of the sample from SG-5, located in the southwest portion of the site, indicated the presence
of ethylbenzene (45 ug/L), naphthalene (84 ug/L), and xylenes (59 ug/L). Other VOCs
detected in groundwater at SG-5 were n-butlybenzene, sec-butlybenzene, isopropylbenzene,
4-isopropyltoluene, n-propylbenzene, 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene, and 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene.
Low concentrations of carbon disulfide (1.1 ug/L) and chlorobenzene (4.4 ug/L) were detected
in the sample from location SG-1. Low concentrations of sec-butlybenzene (1.3 ug/L),
carbon disulfide (3.9 ug/L), cis-1,2-DCE (0.69 ug/L), isopropylbenzene (1.1 ug/L),

and toluene (0.54 ug/L) were detected in the sample from location SG-4.
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Analysis of groundwater samples collected during the April 2013 investigation conducted by
ENVIRON, indicated the presence of elevated concentrations (i.e., exceeding California MCLs
and ESLs) of total metals (antimony, arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper,
lead, mercury, molybdenum, nickel, silver, vanadium and zinc). Groundwater samples from
locations SG-4 and SG-5 had reported total lead concentrations of 26,000 and 60,000 pg/L
which are above the Title 22 STLC value (hazardous waste criteria) of 5,000 ug/L.
Additionally, total copper was reported at a concentration of 34,000 pg/L for the sample

from SG-5, above the Title 22 STLC value of 25,000 ug/L.

Analysis of groundwater samples collected during the November 2013 PES investigation
indicated the presence of the following dissolved metals: arsenic, barium, chromium,
copper, lead, mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, vanadium and zinc. The reported
concentrations of dissolved lead at locations GGW-1, GGW-2, and GGW-3 (17 to 190 ug/L)
exceeded the California Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 15 ug/L. The reported
concentration of dissolved arsenic at GGW-3 (32 ug/L) exceeded the California MCL of

10 pug/L. No reported concentrations of dissolved metals were above the Title 22 STLC
values.

As discussed previously, PES believes that based on a comparison of dissolved lead and other
metals results obtained during PES’ November 2013 investigation to those obtained during
ENVIRON’s April 2013 investigation, it appears that the April 2013 metal results were
anomalously high and not representative of groundwater conditions beneath the site.

3.4 2013 Soil Vapor Analytical Results

As part of the April 2013 investigation, ENVIRON collected soil gas samples at locations

SG-1 through SG-5 for analysis of VOCs. VOCs were detected in soil gas samples collected
from locations SG-1 through SG-5. Benzene was detected at locations SG-1, SG-3, SG-4 and
SG-5 at concentrations of 8.6 to 73 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m’). The concentration
of 73 pg/m® detected at SG-3 is above the Regional Water Quality Control Board, San
Francisco Bay Region (RWQCB) Environmental Screening Level (ESL) for shallow soil gas at
residential sites which is 42 pg/m?. The presence of tracer gas and elevated levels of oxygen
and argon in the soil gas sample from SG-3, suggest that the sample may have been affected by
ambient air and therefore may not be representative of subsurface conditions.

3.5 2015 Soil Vapor Analytical Results

During a meeting at ACEH on April 8, 2015, a limited soil vapor and sub-slab investigaiton
was agreed to be conducted to further evaluate subsurface conditions in the vicinity of the
former USTs and beneath concrete slab of the existing warehouse building. The additional
investigation included conducting soil gas and sub-slab vapor sampling for VOCs, methane,
carbon dioxide, and oxygen in order to advance the open SLIC case towards closure and assess
the site for potential vapor intrusion concerns. Accordingly, on April 24, 2015, PES and its
subcontractor collected soil gas samples from three exterior locations at approximate depths of
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5 and 10 feet bgs and sub-slab vapor samples from four interior locations at the site for
analysis of VOCs (including MEK and MIBK), methane, carbon dioxide, and oxygen.

Samples of vapor within the shroud and soil vapor samples were also analyzed for the leak
detection compound, 1,1-difluoroethane (1,1-DFA). A detailed description of PES’ April 2015
soil gas and sub-slab vapor investigation is presented as Appendix B to this SMP.

Soil Vapor Sampling and Analysis Results

The analytical results indicate residual levels of VOCs, including BTEX compounds, MEK,
and MIBK, are present in soil gas at approximate depths of 5 and 10 feet bgs in the vicinity

of the former USTs. Benzene was detected in one soil gas sample (location SV2 at a depth

of 5 feet bgs) at a concentration above applicable ESLs developed for a residential setting,

but well below the respective ESLs developed for commercial/industrial settings. Other VOCs
detected in soil gas were below applicable residential ESLs. Methane was not detected in the
soil vapor samples at or above the laboratory reporting limit, carbon dioxide was detected at
levels ranging from 4.52 percent by volume (%volume) to 13.6 %volume, and oxygen levels
ranged from 6.53 %volume to 15.9 %volume. The leak detection compound, 1,1-DFA,

was not detected at or above the laboratory reporting limit in any of the soil vapor samples.

Sub-Slab Vapor Sampling and Analysis Results

Low levels of VOCs, including PCE, 1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA), styrene, and MEK
were detected in sub-slab vapor samples collected beneath the warehouse building. Using the
DTSC recommended attenuation factor of 0.05 for estimation of indoor air concentrations
based on sub-slab vapor analytical results, PCE reported in sample SSV1 is above the
concentration which would theoretically result in an indoor air concentration above the
applicable residential ESL. The result is also slightly above the concentration which would
theoretically result in an indoor air concentration above the applicable commercial/industrial
ESL. The reported results for other VOCs are well below the concentrations which would
theoretically result in indoor air concentrations above applicable ESLs. Methane was not
detected in the sub-slab vapor samples at or above the laboratory reporting limit, carbon
dioxide was detected in three of the four samples at levels ranging from 0.272 % volume to
4.25 %volume, and oxygen levels ranged from 8.97 %volume to 19.1 %volume. The leak
detection compound, 1,1-DFA, was not detected at or above the laboratory reporting limit in
any of the sub-slab vapor samples.

As discussed in Section 4.4, a vapor mitigation system will be designed and installed beneath
the floor slab to mitigate the potential accumulation and migration of VOCs in soil vapor into
ground floor building areas following the proposed redevelopment of the site. The system
will consist of impermeable vapor barriers with passive venting. Based on the findings of this
investigation and the proposed vapor intrusion mitigation measures, additional soil gas and/or
sub-slab vapor investigation activities at the site does not appear warranted.
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3.6 General Distribution of Contaminants of Concern in the Subsurface

The distribution of the COCs found in the subsurface at the site is summarized below.
COC:s are related to the historical fill materials originally used to create the subject property
and residual contamination related to historical site operations including a release from the
former USTs. There may also be residual contamination (TPH and VOC:s) in the southwest
portion of the site related to historical operations/features in this area (former drum storage
area, sump and ditch). Otherwise, the residual contamination in soil/fill and related impacts
to groundwater (TPH, oil & grease, metals, PCBs, low levels of VOCs including BTEX,
and SVOCs) are attributed to the historical fill material that was placed to originally create
the land occupied by the subject property and adjacent areas along the Emeryville bay front.

The highest concentrations of TPH, oil & grease, and metals (primarily lead) in soil were
generally found at depths of approximately 8 to 12 feet bgs which coincide with the depth
interval of groundwater fluctuations beneath the site. Concentrations generally increase with
depth to 8 to 12 feet bgs, then decrease with additional depth. However, the subsurface fill
material is heterogeneous and significant contaminant concentrations were found at various
depths across the entire site. SVOCs and PCBs were detected sporadically across the site and
appear to coincide with areas of elevated TPH concentrations. The most current subsurface
characterization data indicate that residual impacts from VOCs, including MIBK, associated
with the former USTs have been remediated and/or attenuated.

There may be residual VOC and TPH impacts in groundwater related to historical site
operations; however, based on the distribution of COCs detected in groundwater

(TPH, oil & grease, metals, and low concentrations of VOCs and SVOCs not related to

site operations), their presence in groundwater is primarily the result of associated impacts
from the soil/fill material beneath the site. These residual groundwater impacts are distributed
across the site and other adjacent and nearby properties that overly the historical soil/fill
materials.

Soil vapor sampling and analysis for VOCs conducted in April 2013 indicated that areas of
VOC:s in soil vapor were present primarily at locations SG-3, SG-4 and SG-5, located in the
western portion of the site. In addition to BTEX, other VOCs were detected in soil vapor
samples that have also been found in soil and groundwater indicating that the source of these
constituents may be the soil/fill and groundwater beneath the site. Available data indicate that
concentrations of VOCs in soil vapor are relatively low and with the possible exception of
benzene, the reported concentrations are below the ESLs for residential site uses.

3.7 Conceptual Site Model (CSM)

A conceptual site model (CSM) has been prepared based on data and information from
previous environmental investigations and plans for site redevelopment and future use

(PES, 2015). The CSM was developed using data from previous environmental investigations
and site characteristics to identify potential human receptors and evaluate potentially complete
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exposure pathways at the site for the COCs present in soil, groundwater and soil gas. The
planned future land use at the site is residential with some commercial use. Human receptors
at the site include future residents, current and future indoor commercial workers and future
construction workers. Potential exposure pathways and receptors for construction work during
redevelopment and future site occupants were evaluated. Existing and planned engineering and
institutional controls were also considered in developing the CSM.

The detected concentrations of COCs at the site were compared to residential risk-based
screening levels including U. S. EPA Region 9, January 2015 Regional Screening Levels
(RSLs) and RWQCB December 2013 Tier 1 ESLs for residential soil (shallow soil and non-
drinking water). ESLs have been developed for specific exposure scenarios and receptors
including direct exposure and vapor intrusion for volatile chemicals. Soil and groundwater
concentrations were also compared to direct exposure ESLs and vapor intrusion ESLs for
volatile COCs that may be potentially applicable to the site. Vapor intrusion ESLs for
residential receptors and ESLs for direct exposure for construction and trench workers were
used for comparisons.

One potentially complete exposure pathway was identified in the CSM:

¢ Incidental ingestion of or dermal contact by future construction and maintenance
workers with subsurface soil.

As described previously, the site will be paved or covered by buildings and no direct contact or
soil incidental ingestions/dermal contact pathway exists for users of the site. Direct exposure
for construction workers via contact with soil during temporary subsurface excavation or
trenching will be regulated at the site by this SMP and the associated HASP (Appendix D)

and Intrusive Earthwork Guidance Plan (Appendix E) that stipulate procedures for conducting
subsurface work in the future (i.e., post-construction) that are protective of the public and
workers involved in subsurface work at the site.

For construction and trench worker direct contact criteria, concentrations exceed the direct
exposure ESLs for TPH, arsenic, lead, vanadium, benzo(a)pyrene, and PCBs. The potential
for direct exposures to soil for construction and trench workers will be addressed by
implementing procedures and controls included in this SMP and associated HASP.

The indoor air inhalation pathway and outdoor air ambient volatilization are not considered
significant based on existing information. The concentration of benzene detected in soil gas

at one sampling location in 2013 exceeded the ESL; however, benzene concentrations at four
other sampling locations were below the ESL. As noted above and in Appendix A, the soil gas
sampling results suggest this sample was affected by ambient air and may not be representative
of subsurface conditions. Benzene concentrations in soil and groundwater are below applicable
ESLs and continued attenuation is expected. Concentrations for other COCs were below the
applicable ESL concentrations for soil vapor and vapor intrusion concerns.
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There is a potential for future generation and migration of methane in the subsurface.
Therefore as a precautionary measure, the potential for migration of VOC vapors and methane
to indoor air will be mitigated by installing a vapor intrusion mitigation system, comprised of a
physical barrier and passive venting system, beneath enclosed ground-floor portions of the new
building that will be occupied (parking garage not included) as well as elevator pits.

Based on development and evaluation of the CSM, conditions at the site are summarized
below:

e No significant unacceptable exposure scenarios for future site residents and workers
were identified;

e The potential for construction worker exposure to COC residuals in the subsurface will
be mitigated by the requirements of this SMP and appended HASP. The potential for
future maintenance worker exposure will be mitigated by the requirements in the
appended Intrusion Earthwork Guidance Plan, and Operations and Maintenance Plan
that will be implemented for redevelopment construction and future maintenance at the
site. These documents specify health and safety precautions to be implemented for any
significant subsurface work;

e There are no identified preferential pathways of significance;

e VOC residuals in the vicinity of the former USTs have been remediated and attenuated
to concentrations below risk-based concentrations; and

e Natural attenuation of organic COCs will continue to reduce residual levels.

In summary, investigation, remediation and monitoring activities conducted at the site since
1989 have adequately defined the extent of contamination and associated risks from COCs at
the site. The information supports the planned redevelopment in conjunction with prescribed
institutional and engineering controls.

3.8 Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA)

A human health risk assessment (HHRA) has been prepared for the site by SLR International
Corporation (SLR) to evaluate potential human health risks associated with exposure to
chemicals detected in soil, groundwater, and soil gas during and following redevelopment of
the site.. The risk assessment was conducted consistent with guidance provided by CalEPA,
RWQCB, and USEPA. The approach used in the HHRA is consistent with Tier 1 outlined
by the RWQCB (2013b). Where relevant, chemicals exceeding the Tier 1 ESLs are then
quantitatively evaluated in a baseline risk assessment, which generally corresponds to Tier 3
of the guidance. A copy of the HHRA is presented as Appendix C to this SMP.
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The following hypothetical future onsite receptors were identified in the HHRA as likely
present at the site:

e Construction worker receptor
e Maintenance/utility worker receptor
e Commercial worker receptor

e Residential receptor (adult and child)

The construction worker receptor was assumed to work at the site during redevelopment. This
receptor would potentially contact soil at depths down to 12 feet bgs. The maintenance/utility
worker receptor was assumed to work at the site following redevelopment for short periods of
time, to maintain underground utility lines and/or landscaping. This receptor would potentially
contact soil at depths down to 12 feet bgs, the maximum depth of utility lines planned for

the redevelopment. Retail worker receptors were assumed to work at the site following
redevelopment in retail space located on the first two floors. Adult and child residential
receptors were assumed to live in units on all floors, but primarily on the third floor and
above. All of these hypothetical future onsite receptors are shown on Plate 3 of the HHRA
(Appendix C).

On the basis of the discussions provided in the HHRA, the following exposure pathways were
identified as potentially (or theoretically) complete and were evaluated in Tier 1:

¢ Future onsite construction worker receptor:
— Direct contact with soil via ingestion and dermal exposure; and
— Inhalation of vapors and dusts in outdoor air.
e Future onsite maintenance/utility worker receptor:
— Direct contact with soil via ingestion and dermal exposure; and
— Inhalation of vapors and dusts in outdoor air.
e Future onsite commercial (retail) worker receptor:
— Direct contact with soil via ingestion and dermal exposure;
— Inhalation of vapors in indoor air due to subsurface vapor intrusion; and

— Inhalation of dusts and vapors in outdoor air.
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e Future onsite residential receptor:
— Direct contact with soil via ingestion and dermal exposure;
— Inhalation of vapors in indoor air due to subsurface vapor intrusion; and

— Inhalation of dusts and vapors in outdoor air.

As discussed in the HHRA (Appendix C), the Tier 1 evaluation utilizes screening levels, some
of which are receptor- and pathway-specific. Therefore, in addition to identifying chemicals
that should be further evaluated, Tier 1 also serves to distinguish potentially complete but
insignificant pathways from those that are potentially complete and significant for the two
receptors that are most likely to have complete exposure scenarios at the site, the construction
and maintenance/utility worker receptors. The exposure scenarios identified for onsite future
commercial and residential receptors assume no mitigation measures will occur to manage
potential vapor intrusion. However, a vapor mitigation system (consisting of a vapor barrier
and venting system) will be installed beneath occupied spaces of the proposed development,
eliminating any potential exposure via this pathway. Therefore, only the two invasive receptors
(future onsite construction worker and future onsite maintenance/utility worker) were further
evaluated beyond Tier 1 in the HHRA.

Site data were screened against residential, commercial, and construction worker-based ESLs,
and six chemicals in soil exceeding construction worker-based ESLs were quantitatively
addressed in the HHRA (benzo(a)pyrene, total PCBs, arsenic, lead, vanadium, and TPHd).
Although some chemical concentrations also exceeded residential and commercial ESLs

for contact with soil (and three chemicals for vapor intrusion), the LUC and this SMP will
preclude exposure by these receptors to chemicals in site soil. Vapor intrusion ESLs for
benzene were exceeded at several groundwater sampling locations, but only two values in

soil gas exceeded the ESL and only for residential land use. Vinyl chloride exceeded the
groundwater ESL, but was only detected in one groundwater sample and was not detected in
soil gas. Additionally, PCE was detected in one subslab soil gas sample at a concentration that
exceeded the adjusted indoor air ESLs, but was not detected in soil or groundwater, and was
detected in soil vapor in a single sample below ESLs. Development plans indicate that only

a small fraction of the first floor will be comprised of commercial or residential space, and

it is unlikely that vapors from these limited locations could affect people in the building in

the future. Additionally, a vapor mitigation system will be installed beneath ground level
residential units, elevator pits, and common and amenity areas.

One location with high vanadium concentrations led to an Hazard Index (HI) above one for the
construction worker receptor from dust inhalation, and arsenic exposures resulted in a lifetime
excess cancer risk (LECR) of 7 x 10 for this receptor. Benzo(a)pyrene, PCBs, arsenic, and
lead concentrations resulted in a LECR of 9 x 10 for the maintenance/utility worker receptor.
Arsenic concentrations, which are responsible for the majority of soil LECR estimates for
these receptors, are likely consistent with background conditions. As a conservative measure
the HHRA assumed these workers would ignore this SMP and HASP; however, actual
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exposures should be well below levels of concern once this document is provided to these
receptors and the measures contained in this SMP are followed for redevelopment and post-
redevelopment activities.

Overall, based on the specific site redevelopment plans there is a complete lack of future
exposure scenarios for residential and commercial/retail worker receptors. Given the lack
of exposure scenarios, there is also no unacceptable risk to these receptors from detected
chemicals at the site. Risks to future construction and maintenance/utility workers assuming
no health and safety requirements are followed will likely be mitigated by the clean fill cap
and by the required adherence to this SMP.

4.0 CONSTRUCTION PLANNING ACTIVITIES

The following sections summarize construction activities and planning for the redevelopment
work.

4.1 Scope of Intrusive Earthwork Construction Activities

The various intrusive earthwork construction activities that are likely to encounter COC-
affected soil and or groundwater are described below. These activities will be conducted
in a manner consistent with the procedures and protocols described herein and the HASP
(Appendix D).

Existing utilities, including sanitary sewer, storm drain, and electrical utilities, will be
excavated and capped/terminated at locations that do not conflict with planned construction
and/or are convenient for establishing future connections. New utility trenches will be
excavated to replace these utilities as needed, and to install drinking water, fire water,
recycled water, natural gas, and communications (telephone, data, and television) lines.
The excavations for sanitary sewer and storm are expected to range from 9 to 12 feet bgs,
while those for the other utilities will typically range up to 4 to 5 feet bgs.

Grading will be performed to create the building pad, surrounding open and landscaped

areas, and associated amenities and driveway on the eastern portion. To conform to existing
grades and elevations, the maximum depth of grading is not expected to exceed approximately
3 feet bgs.

The preliminary foundation design for the new building consists of drilled displacement piers
and associated pier caps. Auger pressure-grouted displacement (APGD) piers will be installed
with a specialized auger that laterally displaces soil by means of mechanical compaction as the
auger is advanced and withdrawn from the borehole. Little to no cuttings are generated during
installation. Soil surrounding the piers will be excavated to approximately 4 feet bgs so that
pier caps and other structural foundation elements (e.g., grade beams) can be constructed.
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The selected foundation design technique results in little or no excavated soil or fill material
generated and therefore significant management and removal of soil from the site is
anticipated.

Landscape design for the project includes planters for various types of ornamental vegetation.
Along Shellmound Street planter boxes for trees will be excavated to approximately 5 feet bgs.
Structural soil and treatment soil (i.e., a planting mix designed for both moisture retention and
infiltration), along with drain rock, will be used to backfill the planter boxes in preparation for
planting. Additional planter boxes for ornamental grasses and shrubs will require shallower
excavations to approximately 2 feet bgs. A minimum 2 feet-thick layer of clean soil/fill
material will be placed at the surface for planter and landscaped areas.

Small localized excavations or boreholes will be advanced for non-structural purposes such as
light poles, signs, and parking bollards.

Decommissioning of five existing monitoring wells (MW-1, MW-3, MW-7, MW-8 and
MW-9) and five soil vapor probes (SG-1 through SG-5) will require drilling to depths of
up to approximately 30 feet bgs. Well and vapor probe decommissioning permits will be
obtained from Alameda County Department of Public Works Agency-California Water
Resources prior to conducting the work. A California licensed drilling contractor will be
retained to permanently abandon the existing groundwater monitoring wells and soil vapor
probes in accordance with California Department of Water Resource Water Well Standards
(Bulletin 74-90). It is assumed the wells and probes will be decommissioned by over-drilling
using a hollow-stem auger drill rig or equivalent and each borehole will be tremie-grouted
from the bottom of the borehole to the ground surface. The decommissioning work will be
conducted under the supervision of a California-registered geologist or engineer. Waste
generated during the well destructions will be containerized in 55-gallon drums, classified
through laboratory analysis, and subsequently transported offsite for disposal.

4.2 Pre-Demolition Survey for Hazardous Materials

Prior to the commencement of building demolition activities, a pre-demolition sampling
program will be performed to assist in the project planning and provide additional current
data to: (1) protect the health and safety of workers, nearby receptors, and visitors to the site;
(2) assess whether previously unidentified environmental conditions exist that might pose a
risk to human health or the environment; and (3) assist in planning for management/disposal
of demolition and construction debris.

A survey of the existing building for hazardous construction materials such as asbestos
containing materials (ACM), lead-based or lead-containing paints (LBP or LCP),
lead-containing materials (LCM), and PCB-containing fluorescent light ballasts will be
performed as part of pre-demolition activities. Sampling will be performed by a California
Department of Occupation Safety and Health (Cal-OSHA) Certified Asbestos Consultant
(CAC) and California Department of Public Health (CDPH) LBP Inspector/Assessors.
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The materials survey task is not an explicit component of this SMP, but is included here
for completeness.

4.3 Pre-Construction Sampling

No additional sampling or site characterization activities are planned prior to construction

and site redevelopment. This may change based on conditions or unforeseen circumstances
encountered in the field and, if so, will be handled consistent with the Contingency Procedures
outlined below in Section 6.0.

Adequate site characterization data exists from previous site investigations to: (1) protect the
health and safety of workers, nearby receptors, and visitors to the site; (2) assess whether
environmental conditions exist that might pose a risk to human health or the environment;

(3) facilitate building design criteria (e.g., vapor mitigation system); and (4) assist in planning
for management/disposal of soil and groundwater.

For the purposes of subsurface construction work at the site and this SMP, all subsurface
media (existing soil/fill, groundwater, and soil vapor) is considered to be affected by COCs.
As such, the appropriate measures, procedures and protocols included in this SMP will be
implemented to reduce potential exposures to COCs and properly manage affected media
during construction.

A site-specific HASP has been prepared in accordance with applicable OSHA and Alameda
County Health Services regulations and consistent with the existing property deed notice and
future LUC to be submitted to ACEH, and is included as Appendix D. The HASP provides
information that addresses the health risks and hazards for each site task, employee training
assignments to assure compliance with Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations,

personal protective equipment, personnel monitoring, site control measures, decontamination
procedures, and an Emergency Response Plan. The Emergency Response Plan addresses
reasonably foreseeable accident or upset conditions and outlines the procedures to be followed
in the event of an emergency at the site. Emergencies that may occur at the site can include
chemical spills, fires, explosions, and personal injuries. The HASP will be updated to address
new findings and information and changes in site conditions, as appropriate.

4.4 Vapor Intrusion Mitigation

The new building plans include ground floor residential units on the west and north sides of
the building, elevator pits in the center area of the building, and common and amenity areas in
the east portion of the building (Plate 4). To mitigate for potential accumulation and migration
of VOCs and methane in soil vapor into these ground floor building areas, a vapor mitigation
system will be designed and installed beneath the floor slab underlying these portions of

the building. The system will consist of impermeable vapor barriers with passive venting.

The vapor mitigation system will be incorporated into the building design and details and
specifications will be provided in the building plans.
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5.0 MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES

5.1 Phase-Specific Implementation Plan

Prior to commencement of redevelopment activities, a phase-specific Implementation Plan
Memorandum (IPM) will be developed for that conforms to the framework of this SMP

and outlines the planned construction phases. The IPM will serve as a guide for construction
worker and contractors working at the site and will include information regarding the
environmental concerns and related procedures and protocols to be followed. The IPM will
identify known areas affected by COCs and will focus on final construction design and features
involving subsurface work. (e.g., utility trench locations, building foundation design, vapor
mitigation system design, and identification of grading/excavation areas).

The soil, groundwater, and soil vapor data will be evaluated, interpreted, and utilized

to confirm adherence to the procedures specified within the SMP and the need for other
mitigation measures during construction. The soil and groundwater data will be evaluated to
confirm that sufficient data has been collected for preliminary waste disposal characterization
and other purposes. Although not anticipated to be needed, procedures for characterizing and
transporting waste soil for off-site disposal, and for managing groundwater during construction
are included below.

5.2 Segregation of Soil

Based on the construction and foundation plans and due to space constraints, extensive soil
stockpiling is not likely to occur during the redevelopment process. In the event that small
quantities of waste soil are retained temporarily on site, soil stockpiles will be constructed
with plastic sheeting beneath (unless the ground surface is paved) and above the soil to prevent
run-on/runoff, fugitive dust, and/or odor emissions. Stockpiled soil will be covered and
secured at the end of each day. Stockpiles will be removed from the site after the excavations
are completed, waste characterized, and disposal facility approvals have been obtained.

Plans are to re-use all excavated soil on-site, and therefore transportation and off-site

disposal is not anticipated. However, if appropriate, waste soil that may be unsuitable for
re-use will be segregated during excavation into discrete waste streams and handled in a
manner appropriate for that material including possible transportation and disposal off-site.

If necessary, data obtained during the previous investigations will be used to select appropriate
landfills for the disposal of the waste soil. The existing soil analytical data may be sufficient
for landfill acceptance criteria. However, once the landfill site(s) are identified, the soil will
be profiled and additional waste characterization testing may be performed as required by the
landfill waste acceptance criteria.
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5.3 Transportation and Disposal Plan for Soil

If transportation and off-site disposal of soil becomes necessary, the soil will be loaded into
licensed haul trucks (end-dumps or transfers) and transported off the site following appropriate
California and federal waste manifesting procedures, after acceptance at an appropriate
disposal facility (more than one facility may be required based on the characterization results).
The waste manifest documentation will be provided to the truck driver hauling the soil offsite.

As each truck is filled, an inspection will be made to verify that the soil and solid waste is
securely covered and that the tires of the haul trucks are reasonably free of accumulated soil
prior to leaving the site. Soil residue on the excavator tracks/tires and truck tires will be
removed using a combination of wet and dry methods. During dry conditions, soil residues
will be removed by dry brushing with a stiff-bristled broom and/or wire brush. Soil that
cannot be removed by this procedure will be removed from equipment by washing with
high-pressure hot water in a prepared decontamination area. During wet conditions,
high-pressure hot water washing will be used in a prepared decontamination area to remove
material residues and mud from the tracks and tires of equipment. Water generated during
decontamination activities will be contained for analysis and appropriate disposal/recycling.

The work areas will be kept clean and free of excessive soil or debris. A street sweeper will
be made available, as needed, to keep the loading area and haul roads clean. The soil will
be wetted, as necessary, to reduce the potential for dust generation during loading and
transportation activities. To verify that trucks are loaded within appropriate weight limits,
the weight of initial trucks will be verified using scales integral to the trucks, portable scales
onsite, or nearby stationary scales.

Haul routes from the subject property will use surface streets to access the closest suitable
freeway on-ramp. Truck traffic travelling along this surface street route will pass through
commercial and light industrial areas only. No residential areas will be entered. Once on
the freeway, the exact truck route will be dependent on the location of the applicable disposal
facility. Specific haul routes from the subject property to the selected landfill sites will be
determined once appropriate facilities have been identified for the waste soil.

5.4 Groundwater Management

Based on the depth to groundwater at the site (approximately 8 to 12 feet bgs) and the limited
depth of planned construction, it is not expected that dewatering activities will be necessary in
excavations for foundations and underground utilities. In the event that dewatering becomes
necessary (e.g., localized deep excavations for elevator pits or deeper subsurface utilities),
the general groundwater management procedures described below shall be applied.
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Excavation dewatering, if required, will be conducted in accordance with applicable federal
and state regulations. It is anticipated that the dewatering fluids generated during dewatering
activities will be discharged under permit to the publicly owned treatment works (POTW)
operated by East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD). Based on historical information,
groundwater in the excavation area may contain petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs, SVOCs,
metals, and possibly other contaminants. Treatment prior to discharge to the POTW is
regulated by EBMUD. The nature and levels of chemical constituents in the groundwater,
and the need for treatment prior to discharge, may necessitate pre-excavation investigation of
groundwater.

The water will be treated (if necessary) and discharged in compliance with a permit that will

be obtained from EBMUD. A treatment system capable of reducing contaminant levels to the
extent needed to satisfy EBMUD discharge requirements will be operated on-site. Components
of the treatment system may include such equipment as settling tanks, an oil-water separator,
particulate filters, activated carbon units, and other filtration media to remove dissolved
metals. Effluent discharge compliance sampling will be performed in accordance with permit
requirements.

In the event that small quantities of groundwater are generated or effluent criteria are not
attainable, the fluids may be temporarily stored on-site in applicable storage containers or

conveyed to tanker trucks for transport to a permitted facility.

5.5 Dust and Odor Management Plan

Depending upon the soil and weather conditions during excavation, there is a potential to have
a nuisance dust condition. Water will be applied to the work area where soil is being disturbed
on an as needed basis to mitigate the potential for dust generation. Dust level monitoring of air
will be conducted to evaluate the potential exposure to site personnel and to offsite downwind
receptors. The presence of airborne dust will be evaluated through the use of real time
personal sampling equipment and perimeter air sampling. The dust standard will be based on
a ceiling level of no more than 50 micrograms per cubic meter difference between upwind and
downwind sampling locations. If this level is exceeded additional dust suppression activities
such as water application, will be conducted in the areas of active soil excavation and handling.
Information gathered will be used to verify the adequacy of the levels of protection being
employed at the site, and may be used as the basis for upgrading or downgrading levels of
personal protection, at the discretion of the Site Safety Officer. Dust level monitoring for air
is further described below.

Stockpile management practices discussed in the previous section will also be used to control
fugitive odor or dust emissions in the stockpile staging area. Trucks used for transporting
affected soil will be covered to reduce the potential for fugitive dust during transport to the
disposal facility. Street sweeping will be used to remove soil/dust from public roadways as
required. Swept material will be added to the soil stockpile for subsequent disposal off-site.
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To the extent feasible, the presence of airborne contaminants will be evaluated through the use
of portable monitoring equipment. Information gathered will be used to ensure the adequacy
of the levels of protection being employed at the site, and may be used as the basis for
upgrading or downgrading levels of personal protection, at the discretion of the Site Safety
Officer and as described in the site-specific Health and Safety Plan (Appendix D).

The following air sampling equipment will/may be utilized for dust and odor monitoring:
e Photo-Ionization Detector (PID); and

e Dust monitor (MiniRAM, Dataram, or similar).

The PID will serve as the primary instrument for personal exposure monitoring during
excavation. The instrument will utilized to fully characterize potential employee exposure
and the need for equipment upgrades/downgrades.

Dust monitoring will be conducted to characterize the potential for exposure to site personnel
during soil disruption operations using a direct-reading dust monitor. In addition, perimeter
or “fence line” monitoring will be performed at a location(s) downwind of site operations on a
periodic basis. After initial site screening, personal sampling and/or perimeter air monitoring
shall be conducted periodically (e.g., every 30 minutes) or anytime site conditions might be
altered (i.e., weather, drilling, excavation, spills, etc.). Pending the initial screening results,
the need for continued use of real time personal sampling equipment and perimeter air
sampling will be evaluated.

Integrated Industrial Hygiene (IH) sampling for lead will be conducted during the excavation
process and/or loading operation. Lead was selected on the basis of its detection in site soil
above the RWQCB direct exposure ESL for commercial/industrial workers and for
construction/ trench workers of 320 mg/kg for lead in soil. This IH sampling will be
performed to properly characterize potential employee exposures and/or to establish baseline
levels. Sampling may include personnel monitoring and fence line sampling. The duration of
such monitoring will be determined based upon analytical results, regulatory requirements, etc.

Results of monitoring information shall be recorded, including time, date, location
operations, and any other conditions that may contribute to potential exposures.
Maintenance and calibration information shall be maintained and made available upon
request. The monitoring equipment will be calibrated in accordance with the
manufacturer’s specifications, and the records of such maintained with the project
health and safety plan.

Dust mitigation measures will be specified based on the results of the dust monitoring.

The best (most reasonable) available control measures will be used to minimize dust emissions.
The preferred method of dust control at this site is spraying water over the dust source(s)
periodically to keep the exposed surface moist. Plastic sheets will be used to cover stockpiled
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soil and construction debris as well as other exposed areas. If the wind speed rises to greater
than 15 miles per hour (mph), operations will cease.

Control measures for fugitive dust include, but are not limited to, the following procedures:
¢ Dust monitoring;
e Watering the area of demolition and/or excavation at least twice daily;
e Covering construction debris and/or soil stock piles with plastic tarps or equivalent;
e Ceasing operation during high wind (greater than 15 mph);
o Sufficiently watering and/or securely covering material transported offsite;
e Minimizing the area that requires excavation and earth moving operation;
e Impose site speed limits for all vehicles to less than 5 miles per hour; and

e Minimizing the drop height of soil from the excavator bucket to the soil
stockpile and haul truck bed.

5.6 Stormwater Management

A storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) to address monitoring and mitigation of
potential surface stormwater impacts during construction will be prepared by others as part
of general construction permitting and planning; as such, it is not a part of the SMP.

5.7 Worker Health and Safety

In addition to following the SMP, each contractor engaged in subsurface construction activities
conducted under this SMP will have its workers comply with the site-specific HASP provided
in Appendix D. The purpose of the HASP is to provide: (1) health and safety guidelines for
those who may potentially encounter chemicals during site excavation for construction of
subgrade portions of the building, and in areas where earthwork will be performed outside

of the building footprint (e.g., dewatering well installation, underground utility work, etc.);
and (2) contingency procedures to be implemented by contractors to protect worker health and
safety should hazardous materials be encountered. A HASP has been prepared for the project
in accordance with California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (CAL-OSHA)
Construction Safety Orders within Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR).

A copy of the HASP is included as Appendix D. All environmental consultants implementing
this SMP at the project site are required to be 40-hour Hazardous Waste Operations and
Emergency Response (HAZWOPER)-trained. In addition, contractors working on-site are
required to be 40-hour HAZWOPER-trained if they are:
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e Working in areas where suspect soil conditions have been identified based on site
characterization data or field screening; and

e Conducting activities where exposure to shallow groundwater might occur, such as
deeper excavations and monitoring well decommissioning.

However, at the discretion of the construction contractor/manager, in consultation with the
environmental consultant, the information gathered during the field screening protocol
discussed in Appendix D may be used as the basis for downgrading from the requirement
to be 40-hour HAZWOPER-trained.

6.0 CONTINGENCY PROCEDURES

The following contingency measures will be implemented in the event that previously
unknown suspect soil conditions or subsurface features (e.g., USTs) are identified during
site redevelopment. Contingency measures will be conducted by HAZWOPER-trained
environmental professionals and/or workers following the HASP. Preliminary assessment

in the vicinity of the previously unidentified suspect soil will include confirmation that access
control measures installed by the construction contractor/manager are adequate to provide
necessary protection to on-site workers and the public during the evaluation phase.
Confirmation will consist of visual assessment of the installed barriers as well as monitoring
of the air outside the secured area.

Air sampling will be conducted around the perimeter of the secured area using a combination
handheld PID meter to measure VOCs in the breathing zone and a handheld lower explosive
limit (LEL)/oxygen (O2) meter to measure concentrations of combustible gases and available
oxygen. If the air sampling suggests that the control measures are improperly positioned to
provide necessary protection to on-site workers, the barriers will be relocated as necessary.

The environmental consultant will conduct a preliminary assessment to determine if the
previously unidentified suspect soil is considered a significant risk to human health or the
environment. The preliminary assessment will be conducted as follows:

1. A soil sample will be collected from the same location and depth as the suspect sample
location and 1-foot below this depth. Additional samples will also be collected at the
same depths at a minimum of four step-out locations to assess soil condition around
the suspect sample location. The four step-out location will be located approximately
5 feet to the north, south, east, and west of the suspect sample location. Each sample
will be observed for evidence of odors and staining and screened for VOCs using a
PID. Soil samples to be field screened with the PID will be placed in a re-sealable bag
and after a minimum waiting period of 30 seconds the PID probe tip will be placed near
the soil to obtain a headspace reading in the bag; and
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2. If any of the samples show evidence of odors and staining and VOCs are detected
above 10 ppmv then environmental sample(s) will be collected following the
procedures discussed below. If field observations suggest that the suspect conditions
are de minimus and: (1) do not present a threat to human health or the environment;
or (2) would generally not be subject of an enforcement action if brought to the
attention of appropriate governmental agencies; then the consultant will terminate
the contingency plan process and release the suspect area to the construction
contractor/manager.

If conditions in the suspect area are not considered de minimus, the consultant shall evaluate
the nature and extent of the potentially chemically-affected soil. This evaluation will include
collecting representative sample(s) using hand and/or mechanized equipment at an appropriate
frequency determined by the environmental contractor and consultant. The suspect soil
sample(s) will then be submitted to a State-certified analytical laboratory for testing in
accordance with U.S. EPA-approved methods. The analytical program will be developed by
the environmental contractor and consultant based on on-site historical chemical use, visual
observations, and field measurements.

After the evaluation is complete, the environmental contractor and consultant shall provide the
Owner and construction contractor/manager with conclusions regarding potential risks of the
suspect material to human health and the environment as well as recommendations for proper
removal and disposal of the affected soil. If soil removal is recommended then the procedures
presented in Section 5.0 will be used to manage the soil.

7.0 SMP IMPLEMENTATION REPORTING

Following the completion of subsurface construction and environmental management activities
performed under this SMP, an SMP Implementation Report will be prepared to document the
completed activities. Depending on the timing and duration of the redevelopment phases,

one or more implementation reports may be prepared (i.e., a report may cover one or more
construction phases). The reports will describe, as applicable: (1) subsurface environmental
features that were encountered, if any, and their disposition; (2) results of additional

sampling and analyses, if conducted; (3) description and location of contaminated soil and/or
groundwater that were encountered; (4) description of implemented soil and groundwater
management procedures; and (5) documentation of offsite soil and groundwater disposal.

The report(s) will include applicable permits, maps showing the locations of contaminated

soil and/or groundwater encountered, and copies of laboratory analytical reports for soil and/or
groundwater samples. The reports will be submitted to ACEH for review and concurrence that
the work was completed in accordance with the applicable Deed Covenants and this SMP.
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8.0 POST CONSTRUCTION OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

8.1 Post-Construction Operation and Maintenance Plan

After construction and redevelopment, inspection and maintenance of the surface cap features
(concrete building slab, asphaltic concrete parking garage/lot, and open and landscaped areas)
and vapor mitigation system will be performed to ensure their condition and performance is
maintained consistent with design parameters. The goal of the inspection and maintenance
actions is to maintain the integrity and performance of the cap and vapor mitigation system.
These activities are outlined along with additional information in the Post-Construction
Operation and Maintenance Plan presented in Appendix F. The plan details procedures to

be followed and actions to be taken, defines the frequency of inspections/maintenance checks
to be performed, and documents reporting requirements.

8.2 Intrusive Earthwork Guidance Plan

An Intrusive Earthwork Guidance Plan (Plan), has been prepared to manage intrusive
earthwork activities that may occur post-construction at the site. A copy of the Plan is
provided in Appendix E.

The Plan has been developed to provide: (1) an summary of subsurface environmental
conditions at the site; (2) a description of unregulated or routine activities which may be
conducted at the site; (3) a description of regulated activities to which the Plan applies;

(4) procedures to be followed prior to commencement of regulated activities; (5) guidance for
Contractor development of a HASP; and (6) soil management procedures to be followed so
that potentially hazardous materials, if encountered, are handled, managed and disposed in
accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.
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APPENDIX A

SUMMARY OF PRIOR ENVIRONMENTAL INVESTIGATIONS
AND REMEDIAL ACTIONS

The following sections provide a summary of site characterization and remediation activities
and other environmental actions conducted at the subject property. Pertinent reference
documents are included in Section 9.0, and copies of historical data tables and plates from
previous reports are presented in Appendix G. Previous investigation sampling locations are
included on Plate 3.

A.1 1989 Site Inspection, Waste Characterization and Disposal, and Site Investigations

The ACEH inspected the MRCP facility in January 1989, and subsequently issued MRCP a
Notice of Violation under four sections of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 22.
The violations included citations for lack of an EPA identification number, no copies of
hazardous waste manifests on-site, on-site storage of hazardous waste for more than 90 days,
and hazardous waste storage areas that lacked secondary containment (ACEH, 1989).
Following the 1989 ACEH inspection and NOV citation to MRCP, LW Environmental
conducted characterization for 90 drums of hazardous waste and other waste materials at the
facility which were then profiled and properly disposed off-site (LW Environmental, 1989a).
LW Environmental identified additional environmental concerns at the site including a sump
on the west side of the warehouse building that collected chemical wastes from drains in the
warehouse (and connected to the municipal sewer system), a ditch area along the western
property boundary that received runoff from paved areas including the drum storage area, and
three USTs that were located in the eastern portion of the site. From April to September 1989,
LW Environmental conducted the following site assessment work (LW Environmental, 1989b,
1989c, and 1989d). The three USTs were removed in October 1989 as discussed below.

e The sump area on the west side of the warehouse building was excavated on
August 21, 1989. The location of the sump excavation is shown on Plate 3.
The confirmation sample collected at 1-foot below ground surface (bgs) from the
sump area was nondetect for purgeable organic compounds;

e The ditch area along the western side of the property line where runoff from the
asphalt was channeled (Plate 3) was excavated to approximately 3 feet bgs on
August 21, 1989. Confirmation samples collected at 1 and 3 feet bgs were analyzed
for purgeable organic compounds. Ethylbenzene, total xylenes, and/or toluene were
detected in the one-foot depth sample at concentrations of 20 milligrams per kilogram
(mg/kg), 360 mg/kg, and 80 mg/kg, respectively. Ethylbenzene and total xylenes were
detected in the three-foot depth sample at concentrations of 20 mg/kg, and 77 mg/kg,
respectively. Toluene was not detected at or above the laboratory reporting limit of
4,000 mg/kg;
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From April 26 to August 31, 1989, LW Environmental drilled eight borings (IS-1,
IS-2, and B-1 through B-6) and installed four groundwater monitoring wells (MW-1
in boring B-1, MW-3 in boring B-3, MW-5 in boring B-5, and MW-6 in boring B-6).

Soils samples from the boring were analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH),
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes, (BTEX), oil & grease, polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs), halogenated volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and 17 CAM
(California Title 22) metals. Analytical results for the soil samples indicated

the presence of TPH (as diesel and gasoline), oil & grease, PCBs, and metals

(i.e., cadmium, cobalt, copper, lead, nickel vanadium, and zinc). Oil & grease

were detected at concentrations up to 36,535 mg/kg. Lead and zinc were detected

at concentrations up to 4,300 and 6,040 mg/kg, respectively. Relatively low
concentrations of BTEX, and halogenated VOCs (1,2-dichloroethane [1,2-DCA],
tri-chloroethene, and chlorobenzene) were also detected in the soil samples.

Groundwater samples were collected from monitoring well MW-1 on July 8 and
September 7, 1989, and from monitoring wells MW-3, MW-5, and MW-6 on
September 7, 1989. Groundwater samples were analyzed for TPH as diesel,

TPH as gasoline, oil & grease, BTEX, purgeable organics, halogenated VOCs,
acid and base neutral extractables (semi-volatile organic compounds [SVOCS]),

and CAM metals. Analytical results indicated nondectable concentrations for TPH
as diesel, TPH as gasoline, oil & grease, halogenated VOCs, and PCBs. One SVOC,
bis-(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, was detected in groundwater samples from all the wells.
The groundwater sample from well MW-5 also had detectable concentrations of
three other SVOCs (2,4-dimethylphenol, naphthalene, and 2-methyl-naphthalene),
and four VOCs (vinyl chloride, trans-1,2-dichloroethene [trans-1,2-DCE], benzene
and ethylbenzene). The groundwater sample from well MW-1 was analyzed for

the list of CAM (Title 22) 17 metals and no metals were reportedly detected at
concentrations above the Title 22 Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration (STLC)
values; and

Groundwater elevation data collected on September 7, 1989 indicated a local
groundwater flow direction towards the northwest.

Based on the results of the investigations, LW Environmental recommended that hydrocarbon
impacts to shallow soils at the rear of the site (assumed to be ditch area along the western
side of the property) should be further delineated and excavated, and continued groundwater
sampling for the existing monitoring wells should be conducted to monitor contaminant
concentrations.
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A.2 1989 Underground Storage Tank Removal

On October 2, 1989, LW Environmental oversaw the removal of the contents of the

three USTs located on the eastern side of the subject site (LW Environmental, 1989¢).

The approximate extent of the former UST excavation and confirmation sample locations

are shown on Plate 3. According to the Underground Tank Closure/Modification Plans
form submitted to ACEH, the USTs historically contained solvents and had capacities of
1,650, 2,000, and 3,200 gallons. Approximately 1,075 gallons of liquid, which was profiled
as MEK and water, was pumped from the USTs and transported off-site for disposal.

On October 5, 1989, the USTs were removed and transported off-site for disposal. Soil
excavated during the removal was stockpiled on-site. After the USTs were removed, soil
confirmation samples were collected (under the direction of an ACEH inspector) along the
excavation walls at both ends of the USTs (sample IDs SS-1 through SS-6). The samples
were analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons quantified as diesel (TPHd) and TPH
quantified as gasoline (TPHg), BTEX, and halogenated VOCs. The confirmation samples
analytical results indicated the presence of TPHg, TPHd, BTEX, 1,2-dichlorobenzene
(1,2-DCB), 1,3-dichlorobenzene (1,3-DCB), and 1,4-dichlorobenzene (1,4-DCB).

Based on a December 19, 1989 letter from SCS Engineers to Mr. John Nady, the soil that
was excavated during the removal of the USTs was placed back into the excavation upon
agreement with LW Environmental (SCS Engineers, 1989) because it contained “relatively
high concentrations of methyl-isobutyl-ketone.” SCS Engineers indicated in the letter that a
soil vapor extraction system would be installed to remediate this soil.

A.3 1989 Phase I Review of Documents and Verification of Groundwater Flow Direction

In November 1989, McLaren prepared a review of the environmental work performed to date
at the site and verified groundwater flow direction (McLaren, 1989). The scope of work
included a site visit (including a building walk through) and neighborhood drive-by, a review
of published lists for known hazardous waste sites, surveying of four existing site groundwater
wells, and measurement of the water levels in the wells to verify the groundwater flow
direction.

Results of McLaren’s work verified that the apparent groundwater flow direction is to the
northwest in the vicinity of the USTs. Based on their review findings, McLaren
recommended:

e Further review of neighboring sites and historical chemical use to determine if off-site
contamination is migrating onto the site;

e Further excavation in the UST area and additional soil and groundwater sampling in
this area;
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e Conduct a second round of sampling on the four on-site monitoring wells to establish
baseline conditions; and

e Install wells and soil borings upgradient of well MW-5 to determine whether
contaminated groundwater is migrating onto the subject site from the adjacent
6601/6603 Shellmound Street property to the south.

A.4 1990 Environmental Assessment

SCS Engineers’ Environmental Assessment of the site consisted of: (1) performing an off-site
records search and assessment, and a reconnaissance of the site and surrounding areas; and
(2) conducting a subsurface investigation in January 1989 (SCS Engineers, 1990). The
subsurface investigation involved drilling five borings (i.e., B-9 through B-13) and installing
two groundwater monitoring wells (i.e., MW-7 and MW-8). Well MW-8 was installed within
10 feet to the northwest (downgradient) of the UST excavation and MW-7 was installed in the
former drum storage area in the southwest portion of the site. These monitoring wells and the
four existing wells (i.e., MW-1, MW-3, MW-5, and MW-6) were sampled as part of their
investigation activities.

SCS Engineers concluded that their off-site records search and assessment indicated that there
is a possibility that the site was being impacted by contamination from off-site sources and
that the site may possibly be located over an abandoned landfill. Construction and fill debris
was found in the borings advanced during the investigation. Soil saturated with black oil-like
substance was observed in samples from borings B-9, B-10, B-11 and MW-7.

In summary, the subsurface investigation found contamination in vadose zone soil and
groundwater beneath the site. Oil & grease (up to 45,000 mg/kg) was detected in all

of the soil samples, and diesel (up to 5,050 mg/kg) and PCBs (up to 4.2 mg/kg) were detected
in some of the soil samples. Metals were detected in the soil samples with lead concentrations
as high as 3,000 mg/kg in boring B-12. Low levels of VOCs (including MIBK at 8.3 mg/kg
in boring MW-8 and BTEX in borings B-7, B-9, B-10 and B-11) were found in soil. SVOCs,
including chrysene, fluoranthene, 2-methylnaphthalene, naphthalene, phenanthrene, pyrene,
benzo (a) anthracene, and benzo (a) pyrene, were also detected in soil from several borings.
The groundwater monitoring well samples showed little or no contamination in most of the
wells except:

e Benzene in wells MW-5 (at 12 micrograms per liter [ug/L]) and MW-8
(up to 2,100 pg/L);

e TPH (analyzed by U.S. EPA Method 418.1) at concentrations ranging from 500 pug/L
(in well MW-1) to 103,000 pg/L (in well MW-8); and

e MIBK (160,000 pg/L) in well MW-8.
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Based on the results of their investigations, SCS Engineers concluded that the MIBK impacts
near the former USTs was the primary concern at the site and recommended the installation of
soil vapor extraction system and groundwater extraction and treatment system in the vicinity
of the former USTs to remove and treat MIBK in soil and groundwater. SCS Engineers also
recommended installation of a system in the southwest portion of the site using either well
MW-5 or MW-7 to extract and treat groundwater to address TPH contamination in this area.
The source of other contaminants in soil (heavy oil & grease, PCBs, SVOCs, and metals) was
primarily attributed to sources in the fill material and former landfill.

A.5 1990 Preliminary Assessment

ICF conducted a PA of the subject property in 1990 on behalf of the U.S. EPA (ICF, 1990).
The U.S. EPA requested the PA because the subject property was identified as a potential
hazardous waste site and entered into CERCLIS on February 13, 1989. The site was entered
into the CERCLIS files in February 1989 due to a telephone complaint concerning the storage
of drums behind the warehouse. ICF’s PA report discussed the site’s facility process and
waste management, apparent problems, regulatory involvement with the site, operation history,
investigation efforts and results to date, and hazard ranking system factors, which assesses

the relative threat associated with actual or potential releases of hazardous substances at the
site. Based on the report’s findings, U.S. EPA recommended the site for low priority SSI

(site status information).

A.6 1991 Interim Report for Construction and Operation of the Remediation Systems

SCS Engineers prepared this document to provide updated information regarding subsurface
conditions beneath the site, and to discuss construction and operation of the remediation
systems installed at the site (SCS Engineers, 1991). The report indicated that SCS Engineers
had conducted the following work since January 1990:

e Pump test at MW-7 and MW-8 were conducted in July 1990;
e Construction of the remediation systems took place from June through September 1990;

e The vapor extraction and treatment system began operating in July 1990 and the
groundwater extraction and treatment system began operating in October 1990; and

e The groundwater remediation effluent and influent were sampled in November and
December of 1990 and the rate of flow from the system was measured to determine
the amount of water being discharged to the landscaped area.

The report indicated a vapor extraction system was installed in the area of the former USTs,
and groundwater extraction and treatment systems were installed in the vicinity of the UST
excavation using well MW-8 as an extraction well and in the southwest portion of the site
using MW-7 as an extraction well.
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The vapor extraction system ran from late July to late September 1990 and the influent vapor
stream readings dropped to 2 parts per million (ppm) before the system was shutdown to allow
contaminants to buildup in the vicinity of the extraction wells. The report indicated that after
the shutdown the system had not exceeded 10 ppm since October 22, 1990. Based on these
results they concluded that the system appeared to have been successful.

The report also discussed pre-remediation groundwater results for wells MW-7 and MW-8
versus results for samples collected 2-months into remediation. Lower TPH concentrations
were detected in both wells, and lower concentrations of benzene and MIBK were detected in
well MW-8.

A.7 1991 Investigation of Site Conditions Near the Former USTs

PES prepared a report in 1991, which was addressed to the ACEH, summarizing results of the
investigation of site conditions in the vicinity of the former USTs conducted in September 1991
(PES, 1991). The investigation consisted of:

¢ Drilling two soil borings (i.e., PB-1 and PB-2) in the area of the former USTs
and collecting soil samples for laboratory analysis; and

e Sampling and analysis of groundwater from three existing monitoring wells (MW-1,
MW-3, and MW-8) in the area of the former USTs to evaluate groundwater conditions.

No contaminants were detected in the soils in the vicinity of the former USTs. Based on these
results PES concluded that the soil vapor extraction system appeared to have been effective

in reducing MIBK concentrations in unsaturated soils in the vicinity of the former USTs.

In the report, PES recommended that the ACEH approve no further action with respect to

soil contamination in the former UST area and allow the system to be abandoned.

The groundwater results indicated that detectable amounts of MIBK were present in the area

of the former USTs. Analysis of groundwater from MW-8 showed the presence of MIBK

at 150,000 pg/L. Groundwater from MW-1 showed the presence of benzene at 7 ug/L,
toluene at 8 pg/L, and xylenes at 3 pg/L. PES indicated that MIBK had not been detected in
any well other than MW-8. PES also noted that benzene, toluene, and xylenes were detected
in MW-1 for the first time and that no toluene and xylenes have been detected in the vicinity of
the former USTs. Groundwater monitoring for three additional quarters was recommended to
monitor the apparent lack of MIBK migration and sporadic low concentrations of benzene,
toluene, and xylenes.
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A.8 1992 Site Inspection

Bechtel conducted a site inspection of the subject property in 1992 on behalf of the U.S. EPA
(Bechtel, 1992). As discussed above, a PA of the subject property was conducted for the EPA
by ICF in 1990. The inspection report indicated that MIBK, lead, copper, zinc, benzene, and
toluene were detected in groundwater at the site and subsurface soil sampling indicates the
presence of MIBK, lead, copper, zinc, and BTEX. Bechtel’s report discussed the site’s
operational history, investigation efforts and results to date, and hazard ranking system factors,
which assesses the relative threat associated with actual or potential releases of hazardous
substances at the site. Based on the report’s findings, U.S. EPA recommended no further
action was required under the authority of CERCLA.

A.9 1993 Treatment System Decommissioning

As discussed in the Quarterly Groundwater Monitoring and Treatment System
Decommissioning prepared by Subsurface Consultants, Inc., the treatment systems were
decommissioned in May 1993 (Subsurface Consultants, Inc., 1993a).

A.10 1994 Supplemental MIBK Contamination Assessment

Subsurface Consultants, Inc. conducted a supplemental investigation to further investigation
the extent of MIBK in the vicinity of the former USTs (Subsurface Consultants, Inc., 1994c).
The investigation involved:

¢ Drilling nine borings (i.e., T1 through T7 and the two well boreholes indicated below)
to depths of approximately 15 feet bgs;

e Installing monitoring wells in two of the boring (i.e., MW-9 and MW-10);

e Sampling wells MW-8, MW-9, and MW-10 in April 1994, well MW-8 in May 1994,
and wells MW-1, MW-3, MW-8, MW-9, and MW-10 in August 1994; and

e Performing slug tests in monitoring wells MW-3, MW-8, MW-9, and MW-10 to
estimate the hydraulic conductivity of soils in the former UST area.

In soil, MIBK was detected in 5 of 16 samples at concentrations ranging from 6 micrograms
per kilogram (ug/kg) to 7,800 ug/kg (in the 14 feet bgs sample collected from boring T7).
In groundwater, MIBK was detected at concentrations ranging from 23 ug/L in well MW-10
(April event) to 140,000 pg/L in well MW-8 (May event).

Based on the results of the investigation Subsurface Consultants, Inc. concluded that significant
soil and groundwater remediation had occurred in the area of the former USTs, but elevated
levels of MIBK still remained, predominantly within clayey soil and in groundwater
downgradient of the former USTs.
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A.11 Deed Notice

As discussed previously, a deed notice was provided to the ACEH on February 1, 1995 as a
requirement by the ACEH and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board for the
San Francisco Bay Region for closure of the UST case (Pettit & Martin, 1995). The deed
notice imposed the following conditions and/or restrictions on the use of the property:

1. If soil is excavated, it may be considered hazardous waste under state and federal law;
2. Groundwater from the site is not usable for domestic, irrigation or industrial purposes;

3. If future construction includes structures extending below the ground level (that being
approximately 7 to 10 feet), groundwater generated during dewatering operations will
require treatment prior to discharge;

4. An approved Health and Safety Plan will be required by the Alameda County Health
Care Services Agency (ACHCSA) prior to any work requiring significant subsurface
excavations; and

5. An environmental risk assessment may be required by the ACHCSA if any significant
change in land use is proposed.

Subsequently in December 1996, following the completion of groundwater monitoring
activities at the site, the ACEH issued a conditional site closure letter stating that further
remediation and/or monitoring related to the former USTs removed from the site is not
required, but the recorded deed notice must be modified to include the following risk
management measures (ACEH, 1996):

1. The shallow groundwater beneath the site shall not be used. This statement should
replace condition #2 as recorded in the previous deed notice.

2. Appropriate Health and Safety plans shall be prepared prior to and followed during any
activities involving exposure to pollution in soil or groundwater. This statement should
replace condition #4.

3. A health risk assessment shall be required if a change in land use, structural
configuration or site activities are proposed such that more conservative scenarios
should be evaluated. This statement should replace condition #5.

4. Potential vertical conduits between the shallow and deep aquifers shall not be created.
This statement should replace condition #6.

No information was obtained by PES that indicated the deed notice had been modified to be
consistent with the December 1996 letter.
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A.12 1993 to 1996 Groundwater Monitoring Activities

Subsurface Consultants, Inc. conducted periodic groundwater monitoring from 1993 to 1996
which included sampling and analysis for VOCs for monitoring wells MW-1, MW-3, MW-§,
MW-9 and MW-10. The monitoring activities, results and data are presented in associated
monitoring reports (Subsurface Consultants, Inc., 1993a, 1993b, 1994a, 1994b, 1995b, 1995c,
and 1996). The following summarizes the monitoring data:

No VOCs were detected in groundwater samples from wells MW-1 and MW-3;

With the exception of MIBK detected at a concentration of 120 ug/L in April 1994,
no VOCs were detected in groundwater samples from well MW-9;.

For well MW-10, MIBK was detected at a concentration of 23 ug/L in April 1994,
and benzene was detected at concentrations ranging from 6.6 to 31 ug/L in April 1994
to May 1996. Low concentrations of chlorobenzene (3.0 to 3.5 ug/L) were reported
in groundwater samples from well MW-10 in February and May 1995, and May 1996.
Carbon disulfide was reported at a concentration of 3.0 ug/L in May 1995; and

For well MW-8, MIBK was detected at concentrations ranging from 840 to
140,000 pg/L during 1993 to 1996, benzene was detected at concentrations of

63 to 69 pg/L in February to November 1995, and acetone and MEK were detected
at concentrations of 40 and 78, ug/L, respectively in February 1995. Low
concentrations of chlorobenzene (10 and 11 pug/L) were reported in groundwater
samples from well MW-8 in February and May 1995.

During the final monitoring event, which was conducted on May 9, 1996, water samples were
collected from wells MW-1, MW-8, MW-9, and MW-10. Constituents detected during this
event included:

MIBK at a concentration of 15,000 ug/L in well MW-8;

Benzene and chlorobenzene in well MW-10 at concentrations of 7.5 ug/L and
3.5 ug/L, respectively;

Total extractable hydrocarbons (TEH) at concentrations ranging from 1.0 to
5.7 milligrams per liter (mg/L); and

Total volatile hydrocarbons (TVH) at concentrations ranging from 0.05 to 3.6 mg/L.

Subsurface Consultants, Inc. indicated that all measured required in the Addendum No. 1,
Work Plan and Revised Request for “No Further Action” were completed and requested
confirmation that “no further action” was required for the site and that the site may be closed
(Subsurface Consultants, Inc., 1995a).
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A.13 April 2013 Phase I Site Assessment and Phase Il Investigation

ENVIRON International Corporation (ENVIRON) conducted a Phase I ESA and Phase II
investigation of the site in April 2013. The findings of their Phase I ESA and Phase II
investigation are presented in the July 3, 2013 draft report titled Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment (ENVIRON, 2013b). The results of the Phase II investigation are also presented
in ENVIRON’s document titled Summary of Environmental Findings (ENVIRON, 2013a).

During the Phase II investigation, ENVIRON collect soil, soil gas, and/or grab groundwater
samples from locations SG-1 through SG-5. The analytical results for the investigation are
summarized below:

e Soil: Impacted with TPHd and TPH quantified as motor oil (TPHmo). PCBs were
detected at concentrations above regulatory screening levels at locations SG-3
(at 14 mg/kg) and SG-4 (at 8 mg/kg). The pesticide DDT was detected at 4 of
the 5 locations, but at concentrations below regulatory screening levels. Elevated
concentrations of metals (primarily arsenic and lead) where detected in most of the
soil samples;

e Grab Groundwater: Impacted with TPHd and TPHmo at concentrations above
regulatory screening levels. Groundwater on the western portion of the site (SG-5) is
also impacted with VOCs including benzene, ethylbenzene, naphthalene, and xylenes.
Elevated concentrations of total metals (antimony, arsenic, barium, cadmium, cobalt,
copper, lead, mercury, molybdenum, nickel, silver, vanadium and zinc) were detected.
Subsequent groundwater sampling and analysis for dissolved metals indicated these
findings were anomalous'; and

e Soil Gas: VOCs were detected in soil gas samples collected from locations SG-1
through SG-5. Benzene was detected at locations SG-3 and SG-4 at concentrations that
are above the California Human Health Screening Levels® (CHHSLS) for shallow soil
gas at residential sites. The presence of tracer gas and elevated levels of oxygen and
argon in the soil gas sample from SG-3, suggest that the sample may have been affected
by ambient air and therefore may not be representative of subsurface conditions.

Based on findings of these Phase I ESA and Phase II investigation, ENVIRON identified the
following RECs in connection with the property:

e Soil, soil gas, and groundwater contamination detected during environmental
investigations conducted at the site;

e Residual contamination from prior environmental remediation activities; and

' As discussed in Section 2.14, subsequent sampling and analysis indicates that the reported values of metals in
groundwater are not reflective of actual site conditions.

2 DTSC, 2005. Use of California Human Health Screening Levels in Evaluation of Contaminated Properties.
January.
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Open SLIC Case. The site is listed on the SLIC database as being the focus of an open
remediation case at the ACEH Local Oversight Program (LOP).

A discussion of each of these RECs is presented in ENVIRON’s report.

A.14 November 2013 Supplemental Subsurface Investigation

In November 2013, PES conducted a supplemental subsurface investigation at the subject
property (PES, 2014a). The investigation consisted of drilling, logging and sampling at

18 soil borings at exterior (SB1 through SB13) and interior (SB14 through SB18) locations.
Large diameter continuous soil cores were retrieved from the soil borings and logged to
evaluate subsurface lithologic and fill material conditions. In addition, groundwater samples
were collected through temporary well casings from six borings (GGW-1 through GGW-6)
advanced in the exterior portions of the site.

In summary, the results of the supplemental investigation indicated:

Fill material ranging from 14 to 19 feet thick underlies the entire, and is generally
thinner in the central portion of the site and toward the west, and thickest toward the
northern and southern portions of the site. Fill material debris, including brick, metal,
concrete, asphalt, glass, wood, fabric, and rubber, has been encountered throughout the
site, but is generally most abundant on the western half of the site and at depths below
approximately 8 to 10 feet bgs. Fine-grained Bay Mud deposits were encountered
directly below the fill material;

The soil results for samples collected from the fill material suggest the presence of
elevated concentrations (i.e., equal to or above regulatory screening levels®) of SVOCs,
PCBs, and metals (i.e., antimony, arsenic, cadmium, cobalt, copper, lead, nickel,
vanadium, and zinc). The concentrations of lead in five of the samples and vanadium
in one sample also exceeded their respective Total Threshold Limit Concentration
(TTLC) values;

Waste Extraction Test (WET) was performed on seven selected samples; five of the
seven results were at concentrations above the STLC lead limit of 5.0 milligrams per
liter (mg/L). The Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) was performed
on eight soil samples with elevated total lead concentrations. Only one sample
contained a concentration that was above the TCLP lead limit of 5.0 mg/L; and

Groundwater is impacted with dissolved metals (i.e., arsenic and lead) that exceed
State of California Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs?).

* U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), Region 9, November 2013 Regional Screening Levels
(RSLs) for residential soil.
* California Department of Public Health Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs).
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The maximum concentration of dissolved lead detected in groundwater during PES
investigation was 190 pg/L in boring GGW-2. This boring was advanced on the western
portion of the site. PES indicated that based on a comparison of dissolved lead and other
metals results to those obtained during the April 2013 investigation, it appears that the
April 2013 metal results were anomalously high and, therefore, not representative of
groundwater conditions beneath the site.

A.15 November 2013 Phase I Site Environmental Site Assessment

PES conducted a Phase I ESA of the site in November 2013. The findings are presented in the
Phase I ESA report dated January 17, 2014 (PES 2014b) and summarized below.

The subject property consists of land reclaimed by filling from San Francisco Bay and has been
the subject of industrial uses since the early 1960s. Numerous environmental investigations
have been undertaken to evaluate the site, as well as several remedial actions to mitigate
documented environmental conditions. The LUST case has been closed under conditions
associated with a deed notice. The SLIC case for the site is still open.

Based on findings of the Phase I ESA, PES identified the following RECs in connection with
the property.

e The site is underlain by heterogeneous fill placed to create buildable land, like much
of the filled bay-shore area of Emeryville. As such, sporadic and various chemicals
can be detected when samples of soil, soil gas, and/or groundwater are tested.

In addition, releases associated with the former USTs and the site’s historical use
may have contributed to chemical constituents detected in soil, groundwater, and soil
gas samples collected during environmental investigations conducted at the site; and

¢ Environmental investigations at the site have identified the presence of primarily
non-chlorinated VOC:s in soil, soil vapor, and groundwater. If these VOCs in the
subsurface are unmitigated, there is a potential for vapor intrusion on the subject

property.
The following Controlled REC’ has been identified at the subject property:

e Three USTs were removed from the subject property in 1989. The LUST case for
the former USTs has been closed under conditions associated with a deed notice.

> A Controlled REC is defined in the American Society for Testing and Materials guidelines for Phase I
Environmental Site Assessments (ASTM E 1527-13) as a recognized environmental condition resulting from a
past release of hazardous substances or petroleum products that has been addressed to the satisfaction of the
applicable regulatory authority (for example, as evidenced by the issuance of a no further action letter or
equivalent, or meeting risk-based criteria established by regulatory authority), with hazardous substances or
petroleum products allowed to remain in place subject to the implementation of required controls (for example,
property use restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls, or engineering controls).
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In addition, PES noted the following observations during the performance of the Phase I ESA:

e The presence of four unlabelled 55-gallon drums, which are located adjacent to the
southwest corner of the warehouse building. Three of the four drums were covered.
The uncovered drum appears to contain soil. The content of the remaining drums is
not known. The drums are aged and discolored, but appeared to have maintained
their integrity and no evidence of staining was observed. Characterization and
proper off-site disposal of the drums should be conducted; and

e Numerous groundwater monitoring wells associated with the closed LUST case and
vapor wells installed during prior investigations are currently located on the subject
property. These wells should be properly destroyed under permit.

A discussion of each of these RECs and observations is presented in PES’ report.
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APPENDIX B

2015 SOIL VAPOR INVESTIGATION

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report has been prepared by PES Environmental, Inc. (PES) on behalf of Anton
Emeryville, LLC (Anton) to document the results of a limited soil vapor and sub-slab vapor
sampling investigation conducted at the property located at 6701-6707 Shellmound Street
(previously known as Bay Street) in Emeryville, California (the site, as shown on Plates 1
and 2 of the Site Management and Contingency Plan [SMP]).

The subject property is currently listed as an open Spills, Leaks, Investigation and Cleanup
(SLIC) case with Alameda County Environmental Health Services (ACEH) as the lead
environmental regulatory agency. The SLIC case is listed in the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) GeoTracker database under Mike Roberts Color Production (MRCP)
at 6707 Bay Street, and the database lists other solvents and non-petroleum hydrocarbons as the
potential contaminants of concern. PES is assisting Anton in working with ACEH to obtain
SLIC case closure as part of the site redevelopment process.

During a meeting at ACEH on April 8, 2015, a limited soil vapor and sub-slab investigation
was agreed to be conducted to further evaluate subsurface conditions in the vicinity of the
former underground storage tanks (USTs) and beneath concrete slab of the existing warehouse
building. The additional investigation included conducting soil gas and sub-slab vapor sampling
for VOCs, methane, carbon dioxide, and oxygen in order to advance the open SLIC case
towards closure and assess the site for potential vapor intrusion concerns. Accordingly, on
April 24, 2015 soil vapor samples were collected from three exterior locations at approximate
depths of 5 and 10 feet below ground surface (bgs) and sub-slab vapor samples were collected
from four interior locations on the site and analyzed for VOCs including methyl ethyl ketone
(MEK) and methyl isobutyl ketone (MIBK), and methane, carbon dioxide, and oxygen.

This report is organized as follows:

e Section 2 summarizes the field activities and methods utilized for the soil vapor and
sub-slab vapor investigations;

e Section 3 summarizes the soil vapor and sub-slab vapor laboratory analytical results;
and

e Section 4 contains a discussion of the investigation results and presents
recommendations based on the findings of this investigation.
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2.0 SOIL VAPOR AND SUB-SLAB VAPOR SAMPLING ACTIVITIES AND
METHODS

On April 24, 20135, soil vapor and sub-slab vapor samples were collected from select areas
beneath the site (Plate B-2). The following sections present the field activities and methods
and analytical results for the soil vapor and sub-slab vapor investigations. The survey followed
the procedures outlined in the document titled Advisory — Active Soil Gas Investigations

(ASGI; DTSC, 2012)". Drilling and sampling activities were conducted with oversight

by a licensed California Professional Geologist.

2.1 Pre-Field Activities

PES coordinated with the property owner and site occupants to arrange for access to the site,
and a subsurface drilling permit (Well Permit No. W2015-0338) was obtained from the
Alameda County Public Works Agency, Water Resources Section (ACPWA). A copy of the
permit is provided in Appendix B-A. PES updated the existing Health and Safety Plan (HASP)
for the site, which complies with applicable federal and California Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (OSHA) guidelines, for use during the soil vapor and sub-slab vapor
sampling activities.

Underground Service Alert was contacted more than 48 hours before beginning drilling
activities and C. Cruz Sub-Surface Locators, Inc. of Milpitas, California was retained to clear
the soil vapor sample locations for subsurface utilities. PES retained Environmental Control
Associates, Inc. (ECA) of Santa Cruz, California, a State of California C-57-licensed drilling
contractor, to install the soil vapor probes and sub-slab sampling ports.

2.2 Soil Vapor Sampling

Soil vapor samples were collected on April 24, 2015 at the three locations (SV1, SV2, and
SV3) shown on Plate B-2 to assess current soil vapor conditions at multiple depths in the
vicinity of the former underground storage tanks (USTs).

Under PES oversight, the temporary soil vapor sampling probes were installed by ECA
using a limited access, hydraulically-driven, direct push Geoprobe™ drill rig. Soil samples
were collected continuously for lithologic description, field screening for VOCs using a
photoionization detector (PID). Reusable drilling and soil sampling equipment coming in
contact with subsurface material were decontaminated between sampling points using an
Alconox™ wash and potable water rinse.

' (DTSC, 2012). Advisory - Active Soil Gas Investigations. Jointly developed by the California Environmental
Protection Agency Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board - Los Angeles Region (LARWQCB) and RWQCB - San Francisco Region (SFRWQCB). April.
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Upon reaching the target depth of 10.25 feet bgs at boring location SV1, a new ceramic soil
vapor probe was placed at approximately 10 feet bgs within a #2/12 sand pack extending three
inches above and below the sampling interval, and attached to %-inch diameter Teflon™ tubing
extending to ground surface. One foot of dry granular bentonite was placed on top of the sand
pack to preclude the infiltration of hydrated bentonite grout into the sand pack. The borehole
annular space between approximately 8.75 and 5.25 feet bgs was filled with hydrated
bentonite. At boring locations SV2 and SV3, groundwater was encountered at a depth of
approximately 10 feet bgs, therefore the probe tip was placed at 9.5 feet bgs within a sand
pack extending three inches above and below the sampling interval, one foot of dry granular
bentonite was placed on top of the sand pack, and the borehole annular space between
approximately 8.25 and 5.25 feet bgs was filled with hydrated bentonite.

A shallower soil vapor probe was installed within the same borehole as the deeper probe at
each boring location. The shallow ceramic probe tip was placed at approximately 5 feet bgs
within a #2/12 sand pack extending three inches above and below the sampling interval, and
attached to %-inch diameter Teflon™ tubing extending to ground surface. One foot of dry
granular bentonite was placed on top of the sand pack. The borehole annular space from
approximately 3.75 feet bgs to ground surface was filled with hydrated bentonite. The upper
end of the tubing for each probe was capped with a vapor-tight fitting and marked at the
surface to identify the probe location and depth. Boring logs and soil vapor probe construction
details are included in Appendix B-A.

Each soil vapor probe was allowed to equilibrate for a minimum of two hours after installation.
Prior to purging and collecting the soil vapor samples, shut-in leak testing was performed.

The shut-in test consisted of assembling the above-ground sampling apparatus (e.g., valves,
lines and fittings downstream from the top of the probe), and evacuating the lines to a
measured vacuum of approximately 100 inches of water column (inH20), then shutting the
vacuum in with closed valves on each end of the sampling train. A vacuum gauge was then
used to assess any observable loss of vacuum for a minimum period of one minute prior

to purging and the collection of soil vapor samples. If observable vacuum loss was noted,

then the sample train was re-assembled and the shut-in test was repeated. This process was
repeated as necessary until a successful shut-in test was performed.

The volume of the sampling tubing, soil vapor probes, and sand pack void space was then
calculated and a minimum of three volumes were purged using a six-liter SUMMA™ canister
prior to collecting each soil vapor sample.

Following completion of the shut-in leak test and purging, sample train leak testing was
performed using 1,1-difluoroethane (1,1-DFA) as a propellant tracer in combination with

a shroud box. The tracer shroud box consisted of a polycarbonate box equipped with a
sampling port. The sample train was connected to a 1-liter batch-certified clean SUMMA™
canister, a second SUMMA™ canister was set up to sample air within the shroud box, and the
shroud box was placed over the soil vapor probe and sample train. Prior to sampling, the
shroud box was charged by spraying 1,1-DFA propellant into the shroud box through an access
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port. The shroud box was allowed to remain in place for the duration of sampling.

In accordance with the ASGI, purging and collection of soil vapor samples was performed
using a flow rate of 100 to 200 milliliters per minute (mL/min) and maintaining a vacuum of
less than 100 inH20. Each sample canister was filled until the vacuum gauge read
approximately 5 inches of mercury (inHg).

Following the completion of the soil vapor sampling at each location, ECA removed the
sampling probe and backfilled the boring with neat cement grout. The ground surface was
repaired to match the surrounding surface. Investigation-derived waste (IDW) soil was
contained in one 5-gallon bucket and stored onsite pending profiling and transportation to an
appropriate waste disposal or recycling facility.

2.3 Sub-Slab Vapor Port Installation and Sampling

On April 24, 2015, sub-slab vapor samples were collected at the four locations (SSV1 through
SSV4) shown on Plate B-2 to assess concentrations of VOCs beneath the onsite warehouse
building.

Under PES oversight, ECA installed four sub-slab vapor sampling ports at locations in the
warehouse. The sub-slab vapor ports were co-located with previous borings SB14, SB16,
SB17 and SB18, which were advanced by PES in November 2013 (Plate B-2).

Each sub-slab sampling port was installed by drilling a 5/8-inch diameter hole through the
concrete slab and into the underlying fill material using a hand-operated rotary hammer drill.
A sub-slab implant, consisting of a three inch long purpose-made brass barb fitting and silicone
sleeve (Vapor Pin™, manufactured by Cox-Colvin & Associates of Plain City, Ohio), was then
hammered into the drill hole using a dead blow mallet. A secondary seal consisting of a 1-inch
thick layer of hydrated bentonite was then placed at the interface between each implant and the
surrounding concrete slab. Each implant barb was then fitted with a vapor- and water-tight
rubber cap. Each sub-slab vapor sampling point was allowed to equilibrate for a minimum of
two hours after installation.

Each implant was then connected to a clean laboratory-provided vapor purging and sampling
apparatus using new Teflon™ tubing, followed by a shut-in test on each sampling apparatus
for a minimum one minute period, as described in Section 2.2. Following a successful shut-in
test, the sample tubing and sub-slab implant were purged of a minimum of three volumes.
Purging and collection of sub-slab vapor samples was performed using a flow rate of

100 to 200 mL/min and maintaining a vacuum of less than 100 inH20 to mitigate ambient air
breakthrough into the samples. Sample train leak testing was performed using 1,1-DFA as a
propellant tracer in combination with a shroud box as described in Section 2.2. Each sample
canister was filled until the vacuum gauge read approximately 5 inHg.
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Following the completion of the sub-slab vapor sampling at each location, ECA removed the
sub-slab vapor port and the slab was sealed with neat cement and concrete and repaired to
match the surrounding surface.

2.4 Sample Analysis

Following completion of soil vapor and sub-slab vapor sampling, each SUMMA™ canister
was transported under chain-of-custody protocol to K Prime Inc. (K Prime) of Santa Rosa,
California, a State of California-certified laboratory. The soil vapor and sub-slab vapor
samples were analyzed for VOCs including MEK and MIBK using U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Method TO-15; 1,1-DFA by U.S. EPA Method TO-3; and
methane, carbon dioxide, and oxygen using ASTM International (ASTM) Method D1946.
The shroud samples were analyzed for 1,1-DFA by U.S. EPA Method TO-3.

3.0 LABORATORY ANALYTICAL RESULTS

The following sections summarize the laboratory analytical results for the soil vapor and
sub-slab vapor samples. Analytical results for the soil vapor and sub-slab vapor samples
are summarized on Tables B-1 and B-2, respectively. The soil vapor and sub-slab vapor

laboratory analytical reports are presented in Appendix B-B.

3.1 Soil Vapor Sample Analytical Results

The soil vapor results were compared to soil vapor environmental screening levels (ESLs)
developed by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region
(RWQCB)* for residential land use. The laboratory analytical results for soil vapor are
summarized below:

Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene, and Xylenes (BTEX)

e Benzene was detected in four of the six soil vapor samples at concentrations ranging
from 5.72 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m*) (sample SV1-10.0) to 76.3 pg/m’
(SV2-5.0). One of the four soil vapor samples (SV2-5.0) yielded a benzene
concentration of 76.3 pug/m’, above the applicable RWQCB ESL of 42 ug/m® for soil
vapor in a residential setting. Benzene concentrations were reported below ESLs in
the remaining soil vapor samples. Laboratory reporting limits for benzene in sample
SV3-9.5 were elevated above the residential ESL due to interference in the sample; and

2 SFRWQCB, 2013. December 2013 Update to Environmental Screening Levels. December 23.
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e Toluene was detected in three of the six soil vapor samples analyzed, and m,p-xylene
was detected in two of the six soil vapor samples analyzed. Reported concentrations of
toluene and m,p-xylene were well below applicable ESLs. Ethylbenzene and o-xylene
were not detected above laboratory reporting limits in any of the soil vapor samples
analyzed.

MEK and MIBK

e MEK was detected in three of the six soil vapor samples at concentrations of
28.6 pug/m’ (SV1-5.0), 37.0 pg/m’ (SV2-9.5), and 28.9 ug/m’ (SV3-5.0). MIBK was
detected in two of the six **" vapor samples analyzed at concentrations of 397 pg/m’
(SV2-5.0) and 518 ug/m® (SV2-9.5). Reported concentrations of MEK and MIBK were
well below applicable ESLs.

Chlorinated VOCs

e PCE, TCE, cis-1,2-°"°F, vinyl chloride, and other chlorinated VOCs were not detected
at or above the respective laboratory reporting limits in any of the soil vapor samples.

Other VOCs

e Other VOCs were not detected above laboratory reporting limits in any of the soil
vapor samples.

Methane

e Methane was not detected in the soil vapor samples at or above the laboratory reporting
limit.

Carbon Dioxide and Oxygen

e Carbon dioxide was detected in the soil vapor samples at levels ranging from
4.52 percent by volume (%volume) to 13.6 %volume, and oxygen levels ranged from
6.53 %volume to 15.9 %volume.

1,1-DFA

e The leak detection compound, 1,1-DFA, was not detected at or above the laboratory
reporting limit in any * the soil vapor samples.
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3.2 Sub-Slab Vapor Sample Analytical Results

The sub-slab vapor results were compared indirectly to indoor air environmental screening
levels (ESLs) developed by the RWQCB for residential land use and adjusted using an
attenuation factor of 0.05 as recommended by the DTSC® for estimation of indoor air
concentrations based on sub-slab vapor analytical results. The laboratory analytical results
for sub-slab vapor are summarized below:

BTEX

e BTEX compounds were not detected above laboratory reporting limits in any of the
sub-slab vapor samples.

MEK and MIBK

e MEK was detected in each of the four sub-slab vapor samples at concentrations
ranging from 8.60 ug/m’® (SSV4) to 15.8 ug/m’ (SSV2). MIBK was not detected
above laboratory reporting limits in any of the sub-slab vapor samples. Reported
concentrations of MEK were well below applicable indoor air ESLs as modified
using the DTSC sub-slab vapor to indoor air attenuation factor of 0.05.

Chlorinated VOCs

e PCE was detected in one of the four sub-slab vapor samples at a concentration of
43.8 pg/m’ (SSV1). Using the DTSC recommended attenuation factor of 0.05 for
estimation of indoor air concentrations based on sub-slab vapor analytical results,
PCE reported in sample SSV1 (2.19 ug/m*) is above the concentration which would
theoretically result in an indoor air concentration above the applicable residential indoor
air ESL (0.41 pg/m’). The result is slightly above the concentration which would
theoretically result in an indoor air concentration above the applicable
commercial/industrial indoor air ESL (2.1 pg/m’*);

e 1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA) was detected in one of the four sub-slab vapor
samples analyzed at a concentration of 6.66 ug/m’ (SSV2). Using the DTSC
recommended attenuation factor of 0.05, 1,1,1-TCA reported in sample SSV1 is well
below the concentration which would theoretically result in an indoor air concentration
above the applicable residential indoor air ESL (5,000 pug/m®); and

e TCE, cis-1,2-DCE, vinyl chloride and other chlorinated VOCs were not detected at or
above the respective laboratory reporting limits in any of the sub-slab vapor samples.

3 DTSC, 2011. Guidance for the Evaluation and Mitigation of Subsurface Vapor Intrusion fo Indoor Air.
October.
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Other VOCs

e Styrene was detected in three of the four sub-slab vapor samples at concentrations of
9.16 pg/m’ (SSV2), 8.82 ug/m’ (SSV3), and 8.18 ug/m’ (SSV4). Using the DTSC
recommended attenuation factor of 0.05, the reported results for styrene are well below
the concentration which would theoretically result in an indoor air concentration above
applicable ESLs; and

e Other VOCs were not detected above laboratory reporting limits in any of the sub-slab
vapor samples.

Methane

e Methane was not detected in the sub-slab vapor samples at or above the laboratory
reporting limit.

Carbon Dioxide and Oxygen

e Carbon dioxide was detected in three of the four sub-slab samples at levels ranging
from 0.272 % volume to 4.25 %volume, and oxygen levels ranged from 8.97 %volume
to 19.1 %volume.

1,1-DFA

e The leak detection compound, 1,1-DFA, was not detected at or above the laboratory
reporting limit in any of the sub-slab vapor samples.

3.3 Leak Detection Compound and Shroud Sample Analytical Results

As noted above, the leak check compound (1,1-DFA) was not detected in any of the soil vapor
or sub-slab vapor samples analyzed. Analysis of samples collected within the shroud box
yielded 1,1-DFA at concentrations ranging from 2,370 to 17,100 parts per million by volume
(ppmV). Therefore, the soil vapor and sub-slab vapor data presented are deemed valid with
respect to sample train competency and lack of leaks and atmospheric dilution. Laboratory
analytical reports for the shroud box samples are included in Appendix B-B.

3.4 QA/QC Evaluation of Analytical Results

Data quality for the soil vapor and sub-slab samples was assessed by implementing appropriate
QA/QC procedures and through review of analytical data, including evaluation of laboratory
QA/QC data. The following is a summary of the data quality review:
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e All samples were analyzed within the required holding times for the requested analyses;

e The method blanks did not contain VOCs at or above the laboratory reporting limits;
and

e The results of the laboratory control and laboratory control duplicate samples were
within acceptable recovery ranges.

4.0 DISCUSSION OF INVESTIGATION RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

On April 24, 2015, PES collected soil vapor samples from three exterior locations at the site
at approximate depths of 5 and 10 feet bgs and sub-slab vapor samples from four interior
locations within the site warehouse building for analysis of VOCs, methane, carbon dioxide,
and oxygen.

The analytical results indicate residual levels of VOCs, including BTEX compounds, MEK,
and MIBK, are present in soil vapor at approximate depths of 5 and 10 feet bgs in the vicinity
of the former USTs. Benzene was detected in one soil vapor sample (location SV2 at a depth
of 5 feet bgs) at a concentration above applicable residential ESL for soil vapor in a residential
setting, but well below ESLs developed for commercial/industrial settings. Other VOCs
detected in soil vapor were below applicable residential ESLs.

Low levels of VOCs, including PCE, 1,1,1-TCA, styrene, and MEK were detected in sub-slab
vapor samples collected beneath the warehouse building. Using the DTSC-recommended
attenuation factor of 0.05 for estimation of indoor air concentrations based on sub-slab vapor
analytical results, PCE reported in sample SSV1 is above the concentration which would
theoretically result in an indoor air concentration above the applicable residential ESL.
Based on the DTSC-recommended attenuation factor, the PCE result for sample SSV1
would theoretically result in an indoor air concentration effectively equal to the applicable
commercial/industrial ESL and indicates that the presence of the PCE does not present an
unacceptable risk to current site users. The reported results for other VOCs are well below
the concentrations which would theoretically result in indoor air concentrations above
applicable ESLs.

To mitigate potential accumulation and migration of VOCs in soil vapor into ground floor
building areas following the proposed redevelopment of the site, a vapor mitigation system will
be designed and installed beneath the floor slab of occupied spaces of the new development.
The system will consist of impermeable vapor barriers with passive venting. Based on the
findings of this investigation and the proposed vapor intrusion mitigation measures, additional
soil vapor and/or sub-slab vapor investigation activities at the site do not appear warranted.
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Table B-1

Summary of Soil Vapor Analytical Results

2015 Limited Soil Vapor and Sub-Slab Investigation
6701 - 6707 Shellmound Street, Emeryville, California

PES Environmental, Inc.

Sample Date Sample 1D Ssg;?rl]e PCE3 TCE3 cis—l,2—l)30E Cr\1/|i:r)i/(lje Benzer31e Toluer;e Ethylbenszene m,p—XyIcsene o—Xerrsme 1,2,4—Tl;/IB 1,3,5—Tl;/IB MEK3 MIBK3 Chloromeghane Other VCS)CS Methane g?(;:icc;r; Oxygen 1,1,-DFA
Location | Sampled (feet bgs) (Hg/m®) (Hg/m®) (Hg/m®) (ug/m®) (Hg/m®) (Hg/m®) (Hg/m®) (Hg/m®) (Hg/m®) (ng/m”) (g/m”) (ng/m”) (ng/m”) (Hg/m®) (Hg/m®) (%vol) (%vol) (%vol) (ppmV)
4/24/2015 SV1-5.0 5.0 ND(6.78) ND(5.37) ND(3.97) ND(2.56) 6.68 6.41 ND(4.34) 34.2 ND(4.34) ND(4.92) ND(4.92) 28.6 ND(8.18) ND(2.07) AllND ND(0.100) 11.4 6.92 ND(10.0)
sV 4/24/2015 SV1-10.0 10.0 ND(6.78) ND(5.37) ND(3.97) ND(2.56) 5.72 6.86 ND(4.34) 31.6 ND(4.34) ND(4.92) ND(4.92) ND(5.89) ND(8.18) ND(2.07) AllND ND(0.100) 13.6 6.53 ND(10.0)
4/24/2015 SV2-5.0 5.0 ND(136) ND(107) ND(79.3) ND(51.1) 76.3 ND(75.4) ND(86.8) ND(86.8) ND(86.8) ND(98.3) ND(98.3) ND(118) 397 ND(41.3) AllND ND(0.100) 4,52 15.9 ND(10.0)
sv2 4/24/2015 SV2-9.5 9.5 ND(13.6) ND(10.7) ND(7.93) ND(5.11) 19.6 14.0 ND(8.68) ND(8.68) ND(8.68) ND(9.83) ND(9.83) 37.0 518 ND(4.13) AllND ND(0.100) 6.57 15.4 ND(10.0)
4/24/2015 SV3-5.0 5.0 ND(13.6) ND(10.7) ND(7.93) ND(5.11) ND(6.39) ND(7.54) ND(8.68) ND(8.68) ND(8.68) ND(9.83) ND(9.83) 28.9 ND(16.4) ND(4.13) AllND ND(0.100) 6.17 12.4 ND(10.0)
sV 4/24/2015 SV3-9.5 9.5 ND(136) ND(107) ND(79.3) ND(51.1) ND(63.9) ND(75.4) ND(86.8) ND(86.8) ND(86.8) ND(98.3) ND(98.3) ND(118) ND(164) ND(41.3) AllND ND(0.100) 7.74 11.2 ND(10.0)
Residential land use ESL ™% 210 300 3,700 16 42 160,000 490 52,000 NE NE 2,600,000 1,600,000 47,000 - NE NE NE NE
Commercialfindustrial land use ESL ™% 2,100 3,000 31,000 160 420 1,300,000 4,900 440,000 NE NE 22,000,000 | 13,000,000 390,000 - NE NE NE NE
Notes:

Detections are shown in bold. Results equal to or exceeding regulatory screening level for residential land use are shaded.

ug/m3 = Micrograms per cubic meter.

ppmV = Parts per million by volume.
%vol = Percent by volume

bgs = Below ground surface.
ND(6.78) = Not detected at or above the indicated laboratory reporting limit.

PCE = Tetrachloroethene.
TCE = Trichloroethene.
cis-1,2-DCE = cis-1,2-dichloroethene.
1,3,5-TMB = 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene.
1,2,4-TMB = 1,2 4-trimethylbenzene.
MEK = methyl ethyl ketone or 2-butanone
MIBK = methyl isobutyl ketone or 4-methyl-2-pentanone.
VOCs = volatile organic compounds.
1,1-DFA = 1,1-difluoroethane (leak check compound).

1. ESL = December 2013 Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (SFRWQCB) Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs), Table E-2 Soil Gas Screening Levels for Evaluation of Potential Vapor Intrusion.

NE = Not established.
-- = Not applicable.
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Table B-2

Summary of Sub-Slab Vapor Analytical Results
2015 Limited Soil Vapor and Sub-Slab Investigation
6701 - 6707 Shellmound Street, Emeryville, California

PES Environmental, Inc.

Sub-Slab Po‘rt Sample Sample ID Date PCE3 TCE3 Cis-1.2-I2CE Vinyl ChI(3)ride 1.1,1-T(33A Benzer;e Tquer;e Ethylbenszene m,p-Xylgne o-><y|er31e Styren3e MEK3 MIBK3 Other VC3)Cs Methane gs}rzgg Oxygen | 1,1,-DFA

Location Sampled (Hg/m®) (Hg/m®) (Hg/m®) (Hg/m®) (Hg/m®) (Hg/m®) (Hg/m®) (Hg/m®) (Hg/m®) (Hg/m®) (Hg/m7) (ng/m7) (Hg/m®) (ug/m®) (%vol) (%vol) (%vol) | (ppmV)

Ssvi Ssvi 4/24/2015 438° ND(5.37) ND(3.97) ND(2.56) ND(5.46) ND(3.19) ND(3.77) ND(4.34) ND(4.34) ND(4.34) ND(4.26) 10.2 ND(8.18) AllND ND(0.100)| 0.462 185 | ND(10.0)

SSV2 SSsv2 4]24/2015 ND(6.78) ND(5.37) ND(3.97) ND(2.56) 6.66 ND(3.19) ND(3.77) ND(4.34) ND(4.34) ND(4.34) 9.16 15.8 ND(8.18) AllND ND(0.100)| < 0.100 19.1 ND(10.0)

Ssv3 Ssv3 4/24/2015 ND(6.78) ND(5.37) ND(3.97) ND(2.56) ND(5.46) ND(3.19) ND(3.77) ND(4.34) ND(4.34) ND(4.34) 8.82 10.8 ND(8.18) AllND ND(0.100)| 4.25 8.97 | ND(10.0)

SSV4 Ssv4 4]24/2015 ND(6.78) ND(5.37) ND(3.97) ND(2.56) ND(5.46) ND(3.19) ND(3.77) ND(4.34) ND(4.34) ND(4.34) 8.18 8.60 ND(8.18) All ND ND(0.100)| 0.272 17.0 ND(10.0)
Residential land use ESL (Indoor Air) "2 0.41 0.59 7.3 0.031 5,200 0.084 310 0.97 100 940 5,200 3,100 - NE NE NE NE
Commercial/industrial land use ESL (Indoor Air) @t 12 2.1 3.0 31 0.16 22,000 0.42 1,300 4.9 440 3,900 22,000 13,000 - NE NE NE NE

Notes:

Detections are shown in bold. Results equal to or exceeding regulatory screening level for residential land use are shaded.

ug/m3 = Micrograms per cubic meter.
%vol = Percent by volume

ppmV = Parts per million by volume.

ND(6.78) = Not detected at or above the indicated laboratory reporting limit.

ND = Not Detected

DUP = Duplicate sample.

PCE = Tetrachloroethene.

TCE = Trichloroethene.

cis-1,2-DCE = cis-1,2-dichloroethene.
VOCs = volatile organic compounds.

1. ESL = December 2013 Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (SFRWQCB) Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs), Table E-3

Ambient and Indoor Air Screening Levels.

2. In order to estimate concentrations of VOCs in sub-slab vapor which would theoretically result in an indoor air concentration above the applicable indoor air ESL,
the California Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC, 2011) recommends applying a default attenution factor of 0.05 to

the sub-slab analytical result.

3. Applying the DTSC-recommended attenuation factor of 0.05, the estimated indoor air concentration based on the sub-slab vapor analytical result for PCE at

location SSV1 is 2.19 pg/m>.
NE = Not established.
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Explanation
== ++ == Approximate Property Boundary

NOTES Z . . -
Concentrations are in micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m>). Ml‘ﬂf o4 a4 , SSV1 - Sub-Slab Vapor Sampling Location (PES, April 2015)
bgs = below ground surface. ff e Sv1i ¢ Soil Vapor Sampling Location (PES, April 2015)

ND(6.78) = Not detected at or above the indicated laboratory SB13O  Soil Boring (PES, November 2013)

reporting limit. .
PCE = tetrachloroethene. g - o GGW1A  Grab Groundwater Boring (PES, November 2013)
1,1,1-TCA = 1,1,1-trichloroethane. . sﬂo P 8 e % J' %:32 B-1 ® Geotechnical Boring (Geosphere, 2013)
MEK = methyl ethyl ketone or 2-butanone AP £55 R ] ! gl B-1 ® Geotechnical Boring (URS, 2005)
MIBK = methyl isobutyl ketone or 4-methy|-_2-pentano_ne. _— . 1 CPT-1 @ CPT Location (URS, 2005)
Results that are equal to or exceed the applicable Regional SV S e | _ _

Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region T A o ol O - 3 VI w o SG-5 + Soil, Soil Gas and Groundwater

: s 3 7 - SoToons Wt ¥ EnE T Sampling Location (Environ, 2013)

(SFRWQCB) December 2013 residential land use
Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) are shaded.
* = Result is above the concentration which would
theoretically result in an indoor air concentration above
the applicable residential land use indoor air ESL, when
the DTSC-recommended attenuation factor of 0.05 is

SG-3 € Soil Gas and Soil Sampling Location (Environ, 2013)
MW-5/B-5 -¢- Monitoring Well (Environ, 2013)
T2 ® Historical Test Boring (Environ, 2013)

SS-5 A Historical Confirmation Sample from
Tank Excavation (Environ, 2013)

NO. 6701 SHELLMOUND STREET
2- STORY CONCRETE & STEEL FRAME
OFFICE BUILDING

applied. (BUILDING FOOTPRINT = + 7,470 SQUARE FEET)
_®B-10 = Proposed Building Footprint
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PARCEL ONE SR
e A T S/ e oo (A24/2015)
NADY TRUST SB17 l Depth (feet bgs) 5 9.5
INSTRUMENT NO. 97.098818, 04/17/1997 SSV vly Benzene 76.3 19.6
z=4_9 Toulene ND(75.4) 14.0
bt 0
= ,p-Xylene ND(86.8) ND(8.68)
NO. 6705-6707 SHELL| L =83, m/p
1 STORY GONVERTED WAREROUSE PCE ND(136) ND(13.6)
SB18 SsV3 1,1,1-TCA ND(109) ND(10.9)
s 3%, & Styrene ND(85.2) ND(8.52)
el bl e NIRRT MEK ND(118) 37.0
Y et N ———— N mipm B G . > =

} AGGW-lS_2 ) B-IE SV1 (4/24/2015)

o, ’&‘, 1o / @;E 2 3 Depth (feet bgs) 5 10
Fm o /-5 ® /‘6 / /“ / I, g Benzene 6.68 5.72
Anorvtaag ST - swosodie 1 L s i S IRbrS ey £ N ‘ S 2 Toulene 6.41 6.86
L =2_75,44 !*"':f;" 5. | e N 88°51°33" W (BA ﬁﬁﬁlﬂ%s) 576.63' WEEDS AND DEBRIF (NOACGESS TO THIS ARER) / ~ METALGARE Lo B RATE ® m,p-Xylene 34.2 31.6

Rosw J A3 e 8 85 PRNERA e PCE ND(6.78) ND(6.78)
L=sso ) /% EE Lotk SEcToN £8 R W il g 1,1,1-TCA ND(5.46) ND(5.46)
: | 22 3 ‘ - Styrene ND(4.26) ND(4.26)
7/ g MEK 28.6 ND(5.89)
S L MOUND STREET Nl 6501 SHELLMOUND STREET MIBK ND(8.18) ND(8.18)
ONE-STORY CONVERTED WAREHOUSE R =4970"
U= L Con s A=01°35'26"
SSV1 (4/24/2015) SSV2 (4/24/2015) SSV4 (4/24/2015) — SSV3 (4/24/2015) SV3 (4/24/2015)
Benzene ND(3.19) Benzene ND(3.19) Benzene ND(3.19)  hoos Benzene ND(3.19) Depth (feet bgs) 5 9.5
Pa Toulene ND(3.77) Toulene ND(3.77) Toulene ND(3.77) Toulene ND(3.77)