Earth P.O. Box 490, Cedarville, CA 96104 tel (530) 279-2174

Engineers fax (530) 279-6256
May 18, 2004 RECEIVED
M . Robert Weston By lopprojectop at 1:14 pm, May 16, 2006

Al ameda County Environnmental Health Services
Envi ronnmental Protection Division

1131 Har bor Bay Parkway Room 250

Al ameda, CA 94502

Subj ect: 6615 and 6833 Tassaj ara Road, Dublin, California
Dear M. Weston:

This letter is in support of the conclusions and recommendati ons
presented in the April 27, 2004 report, submtted herewith, and
presents my opinion regarding potential Human Health and Safety risk
to future residents.

Cheni cal s of Concern-Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon as gasoline (TPHg);
benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene, and xylenes (BTEX); nmethyl tertiary-
butyl ether (MBE); and dichloroethane (1, 2-DCA)

Source-The soil under the tank does not appear to be a current source
of ground water contam nation with TPHg, BTEX, MBE, or 1,2-DCA. No
source remains.

Ground Water Test Results-Previous testing of grab ground water
sanpl es collected by LFR indicates that ground water contam nation at

| ocation SB-1 adjacent to the fornmer tank was 18,000 parts per billion
(ppb) as TPHg and 71 ppb as benzene. This forner tank is the probable
source of the ground water contam nation, but the rel ease was old and
no source remains. In the absence of a source, the ground water
contam nati on shoul d decrease over tine.

Revi ew of other data presented in LFR s February and April 2001
reports indicates first ground water is 27 feet deep. The soi

bet ween the surface and the first ground water was described as a
clay. First ground water was reported to be in a thin sand | ens and
may be perched.

Donmestic water wells in the area that draw from a deeper source of
ground water were sanpled and anal yzed for TPHg, BTEX, M BE and 1, 2-
DCA and concentrations of TPHg, BTEX, M BE, and 1, 2- DCA were not

det ect ed.

Exposure Pat hways and Ri sk Factors-

1. There were no residual TPHg, BTEX, M BE, or 1, 2-DCA
concentrations detected in the soil above or bel ow the renoved
tank; therefore, there is no risk posed by the soil exposure
pat hway.
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2. Potential direct exposure pathways to ground water and soil by
human contact or ingestions are not credible.

3. The soil vapor above the ground water should pose a very |ow
risk. Proposed fill over 27 feet of clay should not allow the
m gration of vapors fromthe ground water to the surface or
interior of residences.

4. Benzene at 17 ppb is above the MCL, however; the ground water is
not going to be used for a drinking water source.

Fate and M gration-The soil under the tank having no detectable
concentration of TPHg, BTEX, MBE, or 1,2-DCA indicates that the

| ocal i zed ground water concentrations should continue to dissipate.
Through natural dispersion and natural biodegradation, TPHg, BTEX, and
1,2-DCA concentrations in the ground water will dimnish to non-
det ect abl e over tine. The edge of the plune indicates that TPHg,
benzene, and 1,2-DCA is highly localized and should not i npact

addi tional areas.

Heal th and Safety Ri sk-The recommendations in the April 27, 2004,
report are sufficient to protect the public from exposure to a Health
and Safety risk. Therefore, a “tank renoval conpletion” and “no
further action” letter at this tinme is requested.

| decl are, under penalty of perjury, that the information and
recommendati ons contained in this letter is true and correct to the
best of nmy know edge.

Si ncerely

R Mark Arnstr



