From: Drogos, Donna. Env. Health

To: Detterman, Mark, Env. Health; Roe. Dilan, Env. Health; Detterman, Karel, Env. Health; Wickham. Jerry, Env.
Health; Jakub. Barbara. Env. Health; Nowell. Keith. Env. Health

Subject: FW: FUND MANAGER RECOMMENDATIONS FOR UST CASE CLOSURES

Date: Friday, September 07, 2012 2:40:43 PM

Attachments: notice_with ust case closure summary bobs stop _shop.pdf

notice_with ust case closure summary bp11133.pdf

notice_with ust case closure summary chevron 9-0329.pdf
notice_with ust case closure summary_former braaa electric.pdf
notice_with ust case closure summary metro car wash.pdf
notice_with ust case closure summary_stanton mobil.pdf
notice_with ust case closure summary _thrifty oil.pdf

From: Babcock, Lisa@Waterboards [mailto:Lisa.Babcock@waterboards.ca.gov]
Sent: Friday, September 07, 2012 9:31 AM

To: ghiggins@ocha.com; jmartens@tularehhsa.org; Drogos, Donna, Env. Health
Cc: Trommer, Bob@Waterboards

Subject: FUND MANAGER RECOMMENDATIONS FOR UST CASE CLOSURES

All,

The following UST cases have been recommended to the State Water Board for closure by the UST
Cleanup Fund Manager. These are the first cases to be reviewed under the Low-Threat Policy
which requires a 60-day comment period. The comment period ends at noon on Monday
November 5, 2012. These cases may be noticed for consideration by the State Water Board at
their November 6, 2012 board meeting or a later date.

The recommendation for closure triggers a mandatory reduction in the budget available for these
cases to $10,000 per year for corrective action unless the Fund Manager approves a different
budget.

It is our preference that local agencies close cases. Please let us know if any of these cases will be
closed by the end of October.

Thanks,

Lisa Babcock
UST Cleanup Fund Manager

From: lyris@swrcb18.waterboards.ca.gov [mailto:lyris@swrcb18.waterboards.ca.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 9:50 PM

To: Babcock, Lisa@Waterboards

Subject: NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON VARIOUS UST CASE CLOSURES
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NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK CLEANUP FUND (FUND), CASE CLOSURE
RECOMMENDATION, PURSUANT TO HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 25299.39.2:
CLAIM NUMBER: 13078; SITE ADDRESS:

BOB’S STOP & SHOP; 14963 ROAD 192, PORTERVILLE, CA 93257

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water
Board) will accept comments on the proposed underground storage tank (UST) case closure for
Tulare County Environmental Health Care Agency case number 727, 14963 Road 192,
Porterville, Tulare County. The State Water Board will be considering this UST case closure
summary at a future board meeting. The meeting will be noticed separately.

Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1) requires that the Fund Manager
notify UST owners or operators who have a Letter of Commitment (LOC) that has been in active
status for five or more years and to review the case history of these sites on an annual basis
unless otherwise notified by the UST owner or operator. In addition, Health & Safety Code
section 25299.39.2 further states that the Fund Manager, with approval of the UST owner or
operator, may recommend regulatory case closure to the State Water Board. This process is
called the “5-Year Review.” The State Water Board may close or require the closure of any
UST case.

Having obtained the owner/operator’s approval, and pursuant to Health & Safety Code section
25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1), the Fund Manager recommends closure of the UST. Enclosed is
a copy of the UST Case Closure Summary for the UST case. The case closure summary
contains information about the UST case and forms the basis for the UST Cleanup Fund
Manager’'s recommendation to the State Water Board for UST case closure. A copy of the
Case Closure Summary has been provided to the owner/operator, environmental consultant of
record, the local agency that has been overseeing corrective action, the local water purveyor,
and the water district specified by Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1).

New requirements specified in Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(2)

require that the State Water Board limit reimbursement of any correction action costs incurred
after the date of this letter to $10,000 per year, excepting special circumstances.

CHaRLEs R. HoppiN, CHAIRMAN | THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

1001 | Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 | Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100 cramento, CA 95812-0100 | www.waterboards.ca.gov
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SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

Written comments on the case closure summary to the State Water Board must be received
by 12:00 Noon on November 5, 2012. After the deadline, staff will not accept additional
written comments unless the State Water Board determines that such comments should be
accepted. Please provide the following information in the subject line: “Comment Letter —
Bob’s Stop & Shop Case Closure Summary.” Comments must be addressed to:

Ms. Jeanine Townsend

Clerk to the Board

State Water Resources Control Board

1001 | Street, 24™ Floor [95814]

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

(tel) 916-341-5600

(fax) 916-341-5620

(email) commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov

Hand and special deliveries should also be addressed to Ms. Townsend at the address above.
Couriers delivering comments must check in with lobby security and have them contact
Ms. Townsend at (916) 341-5600.

Please direct questions about this notice to Bob Trommer, UST Cleanup Fund, at
(916) 341-5684 (btrommer@waterboards.ca.gov) or Nathan Jacobsen, Staff Counsel at
(916) 341-5181 (njacobsen@waterboards.ca.gov).

September 4, 2012 éﬁavnu’w J QUJI’LAM

Date Jeaning Townsend
Clerk to'the Board
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State Water Resources Control Board

UST CASE CLOSURE SUMMARY

_Agency Information

Agency Name: Tulare County Department of | Address: 5957 South Mooney Boulevard,
Environmental Health Visalia, CA 93277
(County)
Agency Caseworker: Harmeet Singh Case No.: 727
Case Information
USTCF Claim No.: 13078 Global ID: T0610700368
Site Name: Bob’s Stop & Shop Site Address: 14963 Road 192,
Poplar, CA 93257
Responsible Party (RP): Robert Stevens Address: 14963 Road 192,
Poplar, CA 93257
USTCF Expenditures to Date: $521,176 Number of Years Case Open: 15

URL: http:/geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/profile _report.asp?global id=T0610700368

Summary

The Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy (Low-Threat Policy) contains
general and media-specific criteria, and cases that meet those criteria are appropriate for
closure pursuant to the Low-Threat Policy. This case meets all of the required criteria of the
Low-Threat Policy. A summary evaluation of compliance with the Low-Threat Policy is shown in
Attachment 1: Compliance With State Water Board Policies and State Law. The
Conceptual Site Model upon which the evaluation of the case has been made is described in
Attachment 2: Summary of Basic Site Information. Highlights of the Conceptual Site Model
of the case follow:

This property is currently used by residents living in mobile homes and as a storage facility. A
leak was identified in January 1997. Since 1999, seven monitoring wells have been installed
and monitored regularly. Soil vapor extraction, conducted from February 2007 through
February 2012 for a total of 13,994 hours, removed approximately 6,213 pounds of TPHg.
According to data available in GeoTracker, there are nine California Department of Public
Health (CDPH) regulated public supply wells within %2 mile of the site. The nearest CDPH well
(inactive) is 1,273 feet north (cross gradient) from the Site. No domestic public supply wells
were identified within %2 mile of the Site. No other supply wells were identified in the files
reviewed. Water users in the vicinity of the site rely on the City of Porterville Public Works. To
date, $521,176 in corrective action costs have been reimbursed by the Fund.

The petroleum release is limited to the shallow soil and groundwater. The affected groundwater
is not currently being used as a source of drinking water or for any other beneficial use, and it is
highly unlikely that the affected groundwater will be used as a source of drinking water or for
any other beneficial use in the foreseeable future. Public supply wells are usually constructed
with competent sanitary seals and intake screens that are in deeper more protected aquifers.
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Other designated beneficial uses of impacted groundwater are not threatened and it is highly
unlikely that they will be considering these factors in the context of the Site setting. Remaining
petroleum hydrocarbon constituents are limited, stable and concentrations declining. Remedial
actions have been implemented and further remediation would be ineffective and expensive.
Additional assessment/monitoring will not likely change the conceptual model. Any remaining
petroleum hydrocarbon constituents do not pose significant risk to human health, safety or the
environment. The corrective action performed is protective of human health, safety, and the
environment.

Rationale for Closure under the Low-Threat Policy

e General Criteria — Meets all eight general criteria.

» Groundwater — Site-specific analysis, using Groundwater-Specific Criterion (5)a, shows
that under current and reasonably anticipated near-term future scenarios, the
contaminant plume poses a low threat to human health and safety and to the
environment, and water quality objectives will be achieved within a reasonable
timeframe. .

* Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air — The case meets Policy Criterion 2.a. Site-specific
conditions satisfy Scenario 3.

» Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure — This case meets Policy Criterion 3.B. A
professional assessment of site-specific risk from exposure shows that maximum
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no significant risk of adversely
affecting human health.

Objections to Closure

The County objects to UST case closure for this case because confirmation soil boring should
be taken to assess residual mass. In addition, the County believes that borings should be
advanced into groundwater and converted to monitoring wells to further assess the water quality
beneath the Site.

Response to Objections to Closure

Confirmation soil borings or additional monitoring wells are not necessary. Minimal groundwater
contamination has been identified at this site and water quality objectives were achieved in all
site wells in February 2012. Historically, minor concentrations (6.4 micrograms per liter [ug/L])
of benzene have been detected in source area monitoring well MW-7 in 2011 and in down
gradient well MW-6 (4.1 ug/L) in 2008. However, after 12 years of monitoring, the groundwater
plume is decreasing in size and concentration. Analytical data indicate that water quality
objectives (WQOs) have been achieved in all wells. The affected shallow groundwater is not
used as a source of water supply nor is it likely to be used as a source of water supply in the
foreseeable future. Water users in the vicinity of the site rely on the City of Porterville Public
Works.
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Fund Manager Recommendation for Closure

Based on available information, residual petroleum hydrocarbons at the Site do not pose
significant risks to human health, safety, or the environment, and the case meets the
requirements of the Low-Threat Policy. Accordingly, the Fund Manager recommends that the
case be closed. The State Water Board is conducting public notification. The County has the
regulatory responsibility to supervise the abandonment of monitoring wells.

‘ézdﬂgé%é@ﬁ; 1_35’/ 3/;/ fz_
Lisa Babcock, P.G. 3939, C.E.G 1235 Daté
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ATTACHMENT 1: COMPLIANCE WITH STATE WATER BOARD POLICIES AND STATE LAW

The site complies with the State Water Resources Control Board policies and state law. Section
25296.10 of the Health and Safety Code requires that sites be cleaned up to protect human health,
safety, and the environment. Based on available information, any residual petroleum constituents at

the site do not pose significant risk to human health, safety, or the environment.

The site complies with the requirements of the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank (UST)

Case Closure Policy as described below.'

Is corrective action consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety
Code and implementing regulations?

The corrective action provisions contained in Chapter 6.7 of the Health and
Safety Code and the implementing regulations govern the entire corrective action
process at leaking UST sites. If it is determined, at any stage in the corrective
action process, that UST case closure is appropriate, further compliance with
corrective action requirements is not necessary. Corrective action at this site has
been consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety Code and
implementing regulations and, since this case meets applicable case-closure
requirements, further corrective action is not necessary, unless the activity is
necessary for case closure.

® Yes O No

Have waste discharge requirements or any other orders issued pursuant to
Division 7 of the Water Code been issued at this site?

O Yes @ No

If so, was the corrective action performed consistent with any
order?

There was an order issued for this site. The corrective action performed
in the past is consistent with that order. Since this case meets applicable
case-closure requirements, further corrective action under the order that
is not necessary, unless the activity is necessary for case closure.

O Yes O No @ NA

General Criteria
General criteria that must be satisfied by all candidate sites:

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

Does the unauthorized release consist only of petroleum?

Has the unauthorized (“primary”) release from the UST system been
stopped?

Has free product been removed to the maximum extent practicable?

Yes O No

Yes O No

Yes O No

O Yes ONo @ NA

! Refer to the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy for closure criteria for low-threat

petroleum UST sites.
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Has a conceptual site model that assesses the nature, extent, and mobility Yes 0 No
of the release been developed?
Has secondary source been removed to the extent practicable?

Yes O No
Has soil or groundwater been tested for MTBE and results reported in
accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 25296.15? Yes 0O No
Nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 does not exist at the
site? Yes ONo
Are there unique site attributes or site-specific conditions that 00 Yes ® No

demonstrably increase the risk associated with residual petroleum
constituents?

Media-Specific Criteria
Candidate sites must satisfy all three of these media-specific criteria:

1. Groundwater:
To satisfy the media-specific criteria for groundwater, the contaminant plume that
exceeds water quality objectives must be stable or decreasing in areal extent,
and meet all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites:

Is the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives stable
or decreasing in areal extent?

Does the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives meet
all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites?

If YES, check applicableclass: 01 02 03 04 ®m5

Do site soils contain insufficient mobile constituents (leachate, vapors,
or light non-aqueous phase liquids) to threaten groundwater?

@ Yes O No ONA

@ Yes ONo ONA

@ Yes ONo O NA

2. Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air:
The site is considered low-threat for vapor intrusion to indoor air if site-specific
conditions satisfy all of the characteristics of one of the three classes of sites (a
through c) or if the exception for active commercial fueling facilities applies.

Is the site an active commercial petroleum fueling facility?

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

a. Do site-specific conditions at the release site satisfy all of the
applicable characteristics and criteria of scenarios 1 through 3 or all
of the applicable characteristics and criteria of scenario 4?

If YES, check applicable scenarios: 001 02 X3 OJ4

O Yes @ No

®Yes O No O NA
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b. Has a site-specific risk assessment for the vapor intrusion pathway
been conducted and demonstrates that human health is protected to | 5 yes O No @ N A
the satisfaction of the regulatory agency?

c. As aresult of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that petroleum O Yes 0ONo @ NA
vapors migrating from soil or groundwater will have no significant
risk of adversely affecting human health?

3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure:

The site is considered low-threat for direct contact and outdoor air exposure if

site-specific conditions satisfy one of the three classes of sites (a through c).

a. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less O Yes O No m NA
than or equal to those listed in Table 1 for the specified depth below
ground surface (bgs)?

b. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less Yes 0O0No ONA
than levels that a site specific risk assessment demonstrates will
have no significant risk of adversely affecting human health?

c. As aresult of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation O Yes ONo mNA

measures or through the use of institutional or engineering
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that the
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no
significant risk of adversely affecting human health?
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ATTACHMENT 2: SUMMARY OF BASIC SITE INFORMATION (Conceptual Site Model)

Site Location/ History
e The Site is located at 14963 Road 192 in Poplar, California.
e The Site is bounded by a residence to the west, agricultural fields to the north and south

and County Road 192 to the east. The surrounding land use is mixed residential,
commercial and agricultural.

* In October 1996, soil contamination was identified during the removal of USTs.
e Seven monitoring wells have been installed and monitored regularly.

e A Site map showing the location of the former USTs, monitoring wells and groundwater
level contours is provided at the end of this closure summary.

Pollutant Source
e Nature of Contaminants of Concern: Petroleum hydrocarbons only.

e Source, Date reported, and Status of Release: UST system, January 2, 1997, USTs
removed.

e Free Phase Hydrocarbons: None reported.

Geology/ Hydrogeology

o Stratigraphy: The Site is underlain by interbedded and intermixed gravel, sand, silt and
clay.

Maximum soil depth: 116 feet below ground surface (bgs).

Minimum Groundwater Depth: 89.71 feet bgs at monitoring well MW-6.

Maximum Groundwater Depth: 114.42 feet bgs at monitoring well MW-8.

Current Average Depth to Groundwater: 98 feet bgs.

Saturated Zones(s) Studied: 108 to 123 bgs.

Groundwater Flow Direction: Variable, westerly at approximately 0.008 feet per foot.

Groundwater Trends:

o There are more than 12 years of groundwater monitoring data for this Site. Benzene
trends are shown below, source area (MW-7) and down gradient (MW-5).

Benzene trend for MW-7

Benzene (ug/L)
OFRNWRERULO N
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State Water Resources Control Board

NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK CLEANUP FUND (FUND) CASE CLOSURE
RECOMMENDATION PURSUANT TO HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 25299.39.2:
CLAIM NUMBER: 5502, SITE ADDRESS: BP #11133,

2220 98TH AVENUE, OAKLAND, CA 94603

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water
Board) will accept comments on the proposed underground storage tank (UST) case closure for
Alameda County Environmental Health Care Agency case humber RO0000403,

2220 98™ Avenue, Oakland, Alameda County. The State Water Board will be considering this
UST case closure summary at a future board meeting. The meeting will be noticed separately.

Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1) requires that the Fund Manager
notify UST owners or operators who have a Letter of Commitment (LOC) that has been in active
status for five or more years and to review the case history of these sites on an annual basis
unless otherwise notified by the UST owner or operator. In addition, Health & Safety Code
section 25299.39.2 further states that the Fund Manager, with approval of the UST owner or
operator, may recommend regulatory case closure to the State Water Board. This process is
called the “5-Year Review.” The State Water Board may close or require the closure of any
UST case.

Having obtained the owner/operator’s approval, and pursuant to Health & Safety Code section
25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1), the Fund Manager recommends closure of the UST. Enclosed is
a copy of the UST Case Closure Summary for the UST case. The case closure summary
contains information about the UST case and forms the basis for the UST Cleanup Fund
Manager’'s recommendation to the State Water Board for UST case closure. A copy of the
Case Closure Summary has been provided to the owner/operator, environmental consultant of
record, the local agency that has been overseeing corrective action, the local water purveyor,
and the water district specified by Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1).

New requirements specified in Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(2)

require that the State Water Board limit reimbursement of any correction action costs incurred
after the date of this letter to $10,000 per year, excepting special circumstances.

CHARLES R. HoPPIN, CHAIRMAN THomMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIREGTOR
) )

1001 | Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 | Mailing Address: P.QO. Box 100, Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 | www.waterboards.ca.gov
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SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

Written comments on the case closure summary to the State Water Board must be received
by 12:00 Noon on November 5, 2012. After the deadline, staff will not accept additional
written comments unless the State Water Board determines that such comments should be
accepted. Please provide the following information in the subject line: “Comment Letter —
BP #11133 Case Closure Summary.” Comments must be addressed to:

Ms. Jeanine Townsend

Clerk to the Board

State Water Resources Control Board

1001 | Street, 24™ Floor [95814]

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

(tel) 916-341-5600

(fax) 916-341-5620

(email) commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov

Hand and special deliveries should also be addressed to Ms. Townsend at the address above.
Couriers delivering comments must check in with lobby security and have them contact
Ms. Townsend at (916) 341-5600.

Please direct questions about this notice to Bob Trommer, UST Cleanup Fund, at
(916) 341-5684 (btrommer@waterboards.ca.gov) or Nathan Jacobsen, Staff Counsel at
(916) 341-5181 (njacobsen@waterboards.ca.gov).

September 4, 2012 éﬁavnu’w J QUJI’LAM

Date Jeaning Townsend
Clerk to'the Board
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UST CASE CLOSURE SUMMARY

Agency Information

Agency Name: Alameda County Address: 1131 Harbor Bay Parkway,
Environmental Health Department (Local Alameda, CA 94502
Oversight Program (County)
Agency Caseworker: Dilan Roe Case No. RO0000403
Case Information
USTCF Claim No.: 5502 Global ID: T0600100210
Site Name: BP #11133 Site Address: 2220 98" Street,
Oakland CA 94603
Responsible Party 1:  ConocoPhillips, Address: 76 Broadway Street
Attn: Terry Grayson Sacramento, CA 95818
Responsible Party 2:  Suncor Holdings Corp. Address: 11601 Wilshire Blvd,#700
Attn: Keith Marks Los Angeles, CA 90025
Responsible Party 3: BP/ARCO, Janet Wager | Address: 100 Montgomery, Suite 300,
Attn: Hollis Phillips San Francisco, CA 94104
USTCF Expenditures to Date: $574,684 Number of Years Case Open: 25

URL: http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/profile report.asp?qlobal id=T0600100210

Summary

The Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy (Low-Threat Policy) contains
general and media-specific criteria, and cases that meet those criteria are appropriate for
closure pursuant to the Low-Threat Policy. This case meets all of the required criteria of the
Low-Threat Policy. A summary evaluation of compliance with the Low-Threat Policy is shown in
Attachment 1: Closure of Underground Storage Tank Sites’ Checklist for Compliance
with State Water Board Policies and State Law. The Conceptual Site Model upon which the
evaluation of the case has been made is described in Attachment 2: Summary of Basic Site
Information. Highlights of the Conceptual Site Model of the case follow:

This is currently a vacant lot. A leak was reported in June 1987 during the removal of USTs.
Since 1998, thirteen monitoring wells have been installed, contaminated soil excavated, and soil
and groundwater remediation accounting for the removal of 13,839 pounds of petroleum
hydrocarbons from soil vapor and groundwater. According to groundwater data, water quality
objectives have been achieved for all constituents except for TPH gasoline (TPHg), MTBE and
benzene in one well. To date, $574,684 in corrective action costs have been reimbursed by the
Fund.





BP #11133 2 August 2012
Claim No. 5502

There are no public supply wells regulated by the California Department of Public Health
(CDPH) near the Site. No domestic wells have been identified. Shallow groundwater is not
currently being used as a source of drinking water. Water is provided to water users near the
Site by the East Bay Municipal Utility District. It is highly unlikely that any groundwater that may
be impacted will be used as a source of drinking water or other beneficial use in the foreseeable
future. The corrective action performed is protective of human health, safety, and the
environment.

The petroleum release is limited to the shallow soil and groundwater. The affected groundwater
is not currently being used as a source of drinking water or for any other beneficial use, and it is
highly unlikely that the affected groundwater will be used as a source of drinking water or for
any other beneficial use in the foreseeable future. Public supply wells are usually constructed
with competent sanitary seals and intake screens that are in deeper more protected aquifers.
Other designated beneficial uses of impacted groundwater are not threatened and it is highly
unlikely that they will be considering these factors in the context of the Site setting. Remaining
petroleum hydrocarbon constituents are limited, stable and concentrations declining. Remedial
actions have been implemented and further remediation would be ineffective and expensive.
Additional assessment/monitoring will not likely change the conceptual model. Any remaining
petroleum hydrocarbon constituents do not pose significant risk to human health, safety or the
environment. The corrective action performed is protective of human health, safety, and the
environment.

Rationale for Closure under the Low-Threat Policy

e General Criteria — The case meets all eight general criteria.

* Groundwater — The case meets Groundwater-Specific Criterion 1.

» Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air — The case is a vacant lot. Vapor assessment indicates
human health is protected.

» Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure — This case meets Policy Criterion 3.B. A
professional assessment of site-specific risk from exposure shows that maximum
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no significant risk of adversely
affecting human health.

Objections to Closure

The County states the following:

» Groundwater monitoring wells have submerged well screens so reported concentrations
of contaminants may be lower than actual concentrations.

e Verification monitoring after implementation of remediation activities is underway. The
scheduled date to end verification monitoring was the Fourth Quarter 2011, as approved
in the corrective action plan (CAP). The final report for the approved work performed
has not been submitted and is required before case closure consideration.

¢ The existing risk assessment is approximately ten years old and is considered by the
County to be out-dated in its methods.

e There is a school within a quarter-mile.
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Response to Objections to Closure

Wells have had submerged screens only the last few years with any regularity — even
then, most of the critical monitoring wells are commonly submerged less than three feet.
Current (July 2011) data report wells AW-1, MW-3, and RW-1, as being submerged an
average of less than a foot and a half, a fairly insignificant amount (especially in light of
wells being purged prior to the collection of a sample). Wells AW-4 and MW-1 are not
submerged currently. Measured concentrations are so low that the small degree of
potential dilution is unlikely to mask petroleum hydrocarbons in quantities of concern to
human health or the environment. Taken collectively, these five wells delineate the
plume adequately to show concentration decrease over time and plume stability.

The County did receive the required four quarters of verification monitoring data in a
report titled: “Case Closure Summary Report, dated November 30, 2011”, which was
uploaded to GeoTracker. The County denied this submittal on the basis it had not been
uploaded to the County database. The County has had eight months to review this
report and close the case.

The risk assessment conducted by Montgomery Watson Harza was accepted by the
County about nine years ago and has not previously been found to be deficient. The
County has not required a new risk assessment nor identified areas where there is
significant risk to human health or the environment.

The nearest school, Reach Academy, is located across Bancroft Avenue, approximately
100 feet southwest (downgradient) of the groundwater plume. The plume is at least 25
years old and has not caused significant impacts to date, nor is it likely to now that
groundwater has been remediated. The plume has been delineated and is restricted
largely to the Site. Downgradient well AW-2, located in the Bancroft Avenue median,
reports non-detect concentrations of the constituents of concern. The impacted zone on-
site is ringed by wells with low to non-detect concentrations. Additionally, potential risk to
off-site residents from soil vapor was evaluated by Montgomery Watson Harza in their
2002 risk assessment; no significant risk existed.

Fund Manager Recommendation for Closure

Based on available information, residual petroleum hydrocarbons at the Site do not pose
significant risks to human health, safety, or the environment, and the case meets the
requirements of the Low-Threat Policy. Accordingly, the Fund Manager recommends that the
case be closed. The State Water Board is conducting public notification. The County has the
regulatory responsibility to supervise the abandonment of monitoring wells.

laal Babesok 3/3//1a

Lisa Babcock, P.G. 3939, C.E.G. 1235 Date’
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ATTACHMENT 1: COMPLIANCE WITH STATE WATER BOARD POLICIES AND STATE LAW

The site complies with the State Water Resources Control Board policies and state law. Section
25296.10 of the Health and Safety Code requires that sites be cleaned up to protect human health, safety,
and the environment. Based on available information, any residual petroleum constituents at the site do
not pose significant risk to human health, safety, or the environment.

The site complies with the requirements of the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank (UST)
Case Closure Policy as described below.!

Is corrective action consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety Yes [ No
Code and implementing regulations?

The corrective action provisions contained in Chapter 6.7 of the Health and
Safety Code and the implementing regulations govern the entire corrective action
process at leaking UST sites. If it is determined, at any stage in the corrective
action process, that UST case closure is appropriate, further compliance with
corrective action requirements is not necessary. Corrective action at this site has
been consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety Code and implementing
regulations and, since this case meets applicable case-closure requirements,
further corrective action is not necessary, unless the activity is necessary for case
closure.

Have waste discharge requirements or any other orders issued pursuant to [ Yes X No
Division 7 of the Water Code been issued at this site?

If so, was the corrective action performed consistent with any order? O Yes O No X
There was an order issued for this site. The corrective action performed in
the past is consistent with that order. Since this case meets applicable NA
case-closure requirements, further corrective action under the order that is
not necessary, unless the activity is necessary for case closure.

General Criteria
General criteria that must be satisfied by all candidate sites:

Is the unauthorized release located within the service area of a public water K Yes [J No
system?

Does the unauthorized release consist only of petroleum? Yes [0 No

Has the unauthorized (“primary”) release from the UST system been
stopped? Yes [0 No

' Refer to the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy for closure criteria for low-threat
petroleum UST sites.
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Has free product been removed to the maximum extent practicable?

Has a conceptual site model that assesses the nature, extent, and mobility of
the release been developed?

Has secondary source been removed to the extent practicable?

Has soil or groundwater been tested for MTBE and results reported in
accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 25296.15?

Nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 does not exist at the site?

Are there unique site attributes or site-specific conditions that demonstrably
increase the risk associated with residual petroleum constituents?

X Yes O No O
NA
X Yes O No

Yes O No

Yes O No

Yes [0 No

O Yes No

Media-Specific Criteria
Candidate sites must satisfy all three of these media-specific criteria:

1. Groundwater:

To satisfy the media-specific criteria for groundwater, the contaminant plume that
exceeds water quality objectives must be stable or decreasing in areal extent, and
meet all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites:

Is the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives stable or
decreasing in areal extent?

Does the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives meet
all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites?

If YES, check applicable class: 102030405

For sites with releases that have not affected groundwater, do mobile
constituents (leachate, vapors, or light non-aqueous phase liquids)
contain sufficient mobile constituents to cause groundwater to exceed the
groundwater criteria?

Yes ONo O
NA

Yes ONo O
NA

O Yes O No
NA

2. Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air:

The site is considered low-threat for vapor intrusion to indoor air if site-specific
conditions satisfy all of the characteristics of one of the three classes of sites (a
through c) or if the exception for active commercial fueling facilities applies.

Is the site an active commercial petroleum fueling facility?
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Exception: Satisfaction of the media-specific criteria for petroleum vapor O Yes X No
intrusion to indoor air is not required at active commercial petroleum fueling
facilities, except in cases where release characteristics can be reasonably believed
to pose an unacceptable health risk.

a. Do site-specific conditions at the release site satisfy all of the
applicable characteristics and criteria of scenarios 1 through 3orall | OYes [0 No X NA
of the applicable characteristics and criteria of scenario 4?

If YES, check applicable scenarips: 01 02 O3 4

b. Has a site-specific risk assessment for the vapor intrusion pathway
been conducted and demonstrates that human health is protected to
the satisfaction of the regulatory agency? Yes [0 No O

C. As aresult of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation NA
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that petroleum
vapors migrating from soil or groundwater will have no significant
risk of adversely affecting human health? O Yes O No

NA

3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure:
The site is considered low-threat for direct contact and outdoor air exposure if
site-specific conditions satisfy one of the three classes of sites (a through c).

a. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less O Yes O No
than or equal to those listed in Table 1 for the specified depth below
ground surface (bgs)? NA

b. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less
than levels that a site specific risk assessment demonstrates will Yes 0 No [

have no significant risk of adversely affecting human health?

NA

c. As aresult of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that the
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no
significant risk of adversely affecting human health? D) Yes L No

NA
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ATTACHMENT 2: SUMMARY OF BASIC SITE INFORMATION (Conceptual Site Model)

Site Location/ History

The Site currently consists of a vacant, flat lot covered with gravel, soil, concrete, and
low-lying vegetation, and is located at the southeastern corner of 98th Avenue and
Bancroft Avenue in Oakland, California. BP acquired the Site from Mobil Oil Corporation
in 1989; and, in January 1994, BP transferred the Site to TOSCO Marketing Company
(TOSCO; now known as ConocoPhillips) and did not operate the facility. TOSCO
ceased the capability of gasoline retail operations at the Site in 1999.

The land use in the immediate vicinity of the Site is mixed commercial and residential.
In June 1987, soil contamination was identified.

Thirteen monitoring wells have been installed and monitored regularly.

Site map showing the location of the former USTs, monitoring wells, and groundwater
level contours is provided at the end of this summary.

Pollutant Source

Nature of Contaminants of Concern: Petroleum hydrocarbons only.

Source, Date Reported, and Status of Release: UST system, June15, 1987, USTs
removed.

Free-Phase Hydrocarbons: Yes.

Geology/ Hydrogeology

Stratigraphy: The Site is underlain by clay, silty clay and clayey silt.
Maximum Sample Depth: 32 feet bgs.

Minimum Groundwater Depth: 5.31 feet below ground surface (bgs) at monitoring well
VEW-9.

* Maximum Groundwater Depth: 21.07 feet bgs at monitoring well AW-9.

e Current Average Depth to Groundwater: 14 feet bgs.

» Saturated Zones(s) Studied: 5 - 35 bgs.

* Groundwater Flow Direction: West with an average gradient of 0.01 feet/foot (ft/ft).
Groundwater Trends:

There are 21 years of groundwater monitoring data for this Site which demonstrate the
concentrations are decreasing and the plume is stable.
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Source area well

Results for AW-1
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Results for MW-1
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Receptors

e GW Basin: Santa Clara Valley — East Bay Plain.

* Beneficial Uses: Municipal and Domestic Supply.

* Land Use Designation: Unspecified, however review of aerial photography indicates
land use in the area is of mixed use with a park to the west, a school to the south and
southwest, and multifamily residential to the north and east.

e Public Water System: East Bay Municipal Utility District.
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Distance to Nearest Supply Well: According to data available in GeoTracker, there are
no public supply wells regulated by CDPH within %2 mile of the Site. No domestic wells
were identified in any of the files reviewed.

Risk Criteria

Estimate of Hydrocarbon Mass in Soil: None reported.

Soil/Groundwater tested for MTBE: Yes, see table below.

Plume Mobility: Petroleum hydrocarbon constituents are limited to a very small area
near the former service station building (AW-1) and the TPHg plume does not extend
beyond the property boundary.

Contaminated Zone(s) Used for Drinking Water: No.

Risk from Residual Petroleum Hydrocarbon: Results of the Oakland RBCA Tier 3
evaluation completed by Newfields in 2000, indicated that “residual levels of petroleum
hydrocarbons at the Site were below City of Oakland and United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) acceptable cancer risk and non-cancer risk levels.”

in May 2002, Montgomery Watson Harza (MWH) performed a revised RBCA evaluation
for the Site using Oakland and ASTM Tier 1 through Tier 3 RBCA values (MWH 2002).
Results of the MWH RBCA evaluation indicated that the theoretical upper-bound
incremental lifetime cancer risks and non-cancer hazard indices associated with levels of
TPH, BTEX, and MTBE in site soil and groundwater were below acceptable levels.
Accordingly, it was concluded that no further action was necessary for the protection of
human health at the Site.

The most current soil concentrations are below the thresholds in Table 1 of the Policy.
However, there are no results in GeoTracker for naphthalene. The amount of
naphthalene in gasoline is very low — generally on the order of 0.25 percent (Potter and
Simmons, 1998). The amount of benzene, however, is on the order of 3 percent (ten
times greater). Since the concentrations of benzene at this Site are lower than the Table
1 naphthalene threshold concentration, it is highly unlikely that naphthalene
concentrations in soil at the Site, if any, exceed that threshold.

Remediation Summary (Secondary Source Removal)

Free Product: Yes, upto 1.11 feetin MW-1 and 1.38 feet in RW-1. A total of 162
gallons recovered by 2001. No free product has been reported since 2001.

Soil Excavation: Two excavations have occurred at the Site:

1987 - An unknown amount of soil was excavated, transported and disposed offsite.
1998 - Approximately 655 tons of soil was excavated, transported and disposed offsite.
In-Situ Soil and Groundwater Remediation: A soil vapor extraction system (SVE) in
conjunction with a groundwater extraction and treatment system (GWETS) was installed
and started operation in 1994. In December 1998, when the system was turned off, a
total of 13,839 pounds of petroleum hydrocarbons were documented to have been
removed.
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Supporting Site Data
Tank Information
Tank No. Size in Gallons Contents Closed in Place/ Date
Removed/Active
1 10,000 Gasoline Removed June 1987
2 8,000 Gasoline Removed June 1987
3 5,000 Gasoline Removed June 1987
4 10,000 Gasoline Removed October 1998
5 10,000 Gasoline Removed October 1998
6 12,000 Gasoline Removed October 1998

Monitoring Well Information

Well Designation Date Installed Screen Interval Depth to Water
(feet bgs) (feet bgs)
(7/14/2011)
AW-1 June1990 15-35 14.05
AW-2 April 1991 20-40 14.92
AW-3 April 1991 15-35 13.54
AW-4 June1990 15-35 15.50
AW-5 April 1991 20-45 16.7
AW-6 April 1991 20-35 14.23
AW-7 April 1991 20-35 No Access
AW-8 April 1991 20-40 14.92
AW-9 January 1997 12-28 15.85
MW-1 May 1988 10-29 10.96
MW-2 May 1988 12-32 8.90
MW-3 May 1988 14-34 11.96
RW-1 April 1991 - 15-40 13.87
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Petroleum Hydrocarbon Constituent Concentration
Contaminant Soil (mg/kg) Water (ug/L) WQOs
Maximum Maximum | Maximum Latest (ug/L)
0-5ftbgs | 5-10 ft bgs > (7/14/2011)
TPHg 9.4 23 | 1,800,000 1,600 NL
TPHd 3,900 <1 NA NA NL
Benzene 0.9 0.92 57,000 35 1
Toluene 0.096 0.48 190,000 <0.5 300
Ethylbenzene 0.52 0.23 48,000 92 700
Xylenes 3 0.96 281,000 6.8 1,750
MTBE 4 NA 7,400 47 5
TBA NA NA 2,100 20 1,200°
Naphthalene NA NA NA NA 170°

NA: Not Analyzed, Not Applicable or Data Not Available

NL: Not listed

mg/kg: milligrams per kilogram, parts per million
ug/L: micrograms per liter, parts per billion
WQOs: Water Quality Objectives, Region 2 Basin Plan

? According to Reports, soil
b According to Geotracker, wells

¢ California Department of Public Health Response Level
¢ California Department of Public Health, Action level in drinking water
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‘ r SECRETARY FOR

Water BOardS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

State Water Resources Control Board

NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK CLEANUP FUND (FUND), CASE CLOSURE
RECOMMENDATION, PURSUANT TO HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 25299.39.2:
CLAIM NUMBER: 6001; SITE ADDRESS:

CHEVRON #9-0329; 340 HIGHLAND AVENUE, PIEDMONT, CA 94611

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water
Board) will accept comments on the proposed underground storage tank (UST) case closure for
Alameda County Environmental Health Care Agency case humber RO0000269, 340 Highland
Avenue, Piedmont, Alameda County. The State Water Board will be considering this UST case
closure summary at a future board meeting. The meeting will be noticed separately.

Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1) requires that the Fund Manager
notify UST owners or operators who have a Letter of Commitment (LOC) that has been in active
status for five or more years and to review the case history of these sites on an annual basis
unless otherwise notified by the UST owner or operator. In addition, Health & Safety Code
section 25299.39.2 further states that the Fund Manager, with approval of the UST owner or
operator, may recommend regulatory case closure to the State Water Board. This process is
called the “5-Year Review.” The State Water Board may close or require the closure of any
UST case.

Having obtained the owner/operator’s approval, and pursuant to Health & Safety Code section
25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1), the Fund Manager recommends closure of the UST. Enclosed is
a copy of the UST Case Closure Summary for the UST case. The case closure summary
contains information about the UST case and forms the basis for the UST Cleanup Fund
Manager’'s recommendation to the State Water Board for UST case closure. A copy of the
Case Closure Summary has been provided to the owner/operator, environmental consultant of
record, the local agency that has been overseeing corrective action, the local water purveyor,
and the water district specified by Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1).

New requirements specified in Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(2)

require that the State Water Board limit reimbursement of any correction action costs incurred
after the date of this letter to $10,000 per year, excepting special circumstances.

CHaRLEs R. HoppiN, CHAIRMAN | THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

1001 | Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 | Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100 cramento, CA 95812-0100 | www.waterboards.ca.gov

{9 RECYCLED PAPER





SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

Written comments on the case closure summary to the State Water Board must be received
by 12:00 Noon on November 5, 2012. After the deadline, staff will not accept additional
written comments unless the State Water Board determines that such comments should be
accepted. Please provide the following information in the subject line: “Comment Letter —
Chevron #9-0329 Case Closure Summary.” Comments must be addressed to:

Ms. Jeanine Townsend

Clerk to the Board

State Water Resources Control Board

1001 | Street, 24™ Floor [95814]

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

(tel) 916-341-5600

(fax) 916-341-5620

(email) commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov

Hand and special deliveries should also be addressed to Ms. Townsend at the address above.
Couriers delivering comments must check in with lobby security and have them contact
Ms. Townsend at (916) 341-5600.

Please direct questions about this notice to Bob Trommer, UST Cleanup Fund, at
(916) 341-5684 (btrommer@waterboards.ca.gov) or Nathan Jacobsen, Staff Counsel at
(916) 341-5181 (njacobsen@waterboards.ca.gov).

September 4, 2012 éﬁavnu'w J Q(X)M

Date Jeaning Townsend
Clerk to'the Board



mailto:commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov
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UST CASE CLOSURE SUMMARY

Agency Information

Agency Name: Alameda County Address: 1131 Harbor Bay Parkway,
Environmental Health Department (Local Alameda, CA 94502
Oversight Program (County)
Agency Caseworker: Mark Detterman Case No. RO0000269

Case Information
USTCF Claim No.: 6001 Global ID: T0600101885
Site Name: Chevron #9-0329 Site Address: 340 Highland Avenue,

Piedmont, CA 94611
Responsible Party: Chevron Environmental | Address: 6111 Bollinger Canyon Rd.
Management Company San Ramon, CA 94583
USTCF Expenditures to Date: $214,832 Number of Years Case Open: 29

URL: http://gectracker.waterboards.ca.gov/profile _report.asp?alobal id=T0600101885

Summary

The Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy (Low-Threat Policy) contains
general and media-specific criteria, and cases that meet those criteria are appropriate for
closure pursuant to the Low-Threat Policy. This case meets all of the required criteria of the
Low-Threat Policy. A summary evaluation of compliance with the Low-Threat Policy is shown in
Attachment 1: Closure of Underground Storage Tank Sites’ Checklist for Compliance
with State Water Board Policies and State Law. The Conceptual Site Model upon which the
evaluation of the case has been made is described in Attachment 2: Summary of Basic Site
Information. Highlights of the Conceptual Site Model of the case follow:

This is currently an active service station. A leak was reported in 1983. Since 1983, nine
monitoring wells have been installed, and contaminated soil excavated. No soil or groundwater
remedial actions have been implemented. According to groundwater data, water quality
objectives have been achieved for all constituents except for TPH gasoline (TPHg) in three
wells (C-2, C-3 & C-4), total petroleum hydrocarbons diesel (TPHd) in one well (C-3 off Site
source), benzene in one well (C-2), and MTBE in one well (C-2). No public supply wells
regulated by the California Department of Public Health (CDPH) within %2 mile of the Site. A
total of 41 domestic, irrigation, cathodic protection, and monitoring wells have been identified
within a one mile radius of the Site. These wells are not at risk because the residual petroleum
hydrocarbons at the Site do not leave the Site. Water is provided to water users near the Site
by the East Bay Municipal Utility District. It is highly unlikely that any groundwater that may be
impacted will be used as a source of drinking water or other beneficial use in the foreseeable
future.
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The petroleum release is limited to the shallow soil and groundwater. The affected groundwater
is not currently being used as a source of drinking water or for any other beneficial use, and it is
highly unlikely that the affected groundwater will be used as a source of drinking water or for
any other beneficial use in the foreseeable future. Public supply wells are usually constructed
with competent sanitary seals and intake screens that are in deeper more protected aquifers.
Other designated beneficial uses of impacted groundwater are not threatened and it is highly
unlikely that they will be considering these factors in the context of the Site setting. Remaining
petroleum hydrocarbon constituents are limited, stable and concentrations declining. Remedial
actions have been implemented and further remediation would be ineffective and expensive.
Additional assessment/monitoring will not likely-change the conceptual model. Any remaining
petroleum hydrocarbon constituents do not pose significant risk to human health, safety or the
environment. The corrective action performed is protective of human health, safety, and the
environment.

Rationale for Closure under the Low-Threat Policy

¢ General Criteria — Meets all eight general criteria.

e Groundwater — Site-specific analysis, using Groundwater-Specific Criterion (5)a, shows
that under current and reasonably anticipated near-term future scenarios, the
contaminant plume poses a low threat to human health and safety and to the
environment, and water quality objectives will be achieved within a reasonable
timeframe.

e Vapor Intrusion to indoor Air — Soil vapor evaluation is not required because site is an
active commercial petroleum fueling facility.

e Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure — This case meets Policy Criterion 3.B. A
professional assessment of site-specific risk from exposure shows that maximum
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no significant risk of adversely
affecting human health.

Objections to Closure

The County states the following:

o Possibility of undocumented filled UST excavations at the site. Because the size of the
undocumented UST complex is unknown the groundwater investigation at the Site is
incomplete. The County has requested a work plan to locate the size and depth of the
unknown USTs and conduct another soil vapor and sub-slab vapor assessment.

e Groundwater monitoring wells have submerged well screens so reported concentrations
of contaminants may be lower than actual concentrations.

e Significant source remains based on the concentrations in one well (C-2) and five very
shallow soil borings (0.5 to 1.5 feet below ground surface (bgs)) which indicates a
significant source.

» Significant dissolved concentrations are flowing off site in seepage at the surface,
preferential pathways, or storm drains.

Response to Objections to Closure

e A geophysical survey report was submitted on July 27, 2012, documenting that no other
undocumented UST excavations are present at the Site.

e The wells have had submerged screens since 1983 and the County has accepted the
data for 29 years and only recently raised a concern. During sampling activities, well
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C-2 regularly is pumped dry during purging; the resulting sample, collected during
recharge of the well, should be fairly representative of the groundwater conditions.

e Remaining concentrations in well C-2 are relatively low and decreasing. Contaminant
plume is defined, stable and decreasing.

e In 2006, Cambria, conducted a Water Seep Assessment that reported that the primary
constituents of concern when evaluating the risk associated with exposure to gasoline
are the benzene, toluene, eythylbenzene, and toluene components. The results of the
analysis of water ponded at the site during periods of seepage found that the ponded
water does not pose significant risk to public health, safety or the environment. The
dermal and vapor intrusion were also evaluated and did not meet the threshold criteria
indicating adverse impact to indoor air quality.

Fund Manager Recommendation for Closure

Based on available information, residual petroleum hydrocarbons at the Site do not pose
significant risks to human health, safety, or the environment, and the case meets the
requirements of the Low-Threat Policy. Accordingly, the Fund Manager recommends that the
case be closed. The State Water Board is conducting public notification. The County has the
regulatory responsibility to supervise the abandonment of monitoring wells.

b

Lisa Babcock, P.G. 3939, C.E.G. 1235 Date ”

y /2
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ATTACHMENT 1: COMPLIANCE WITH STATE WATER BOARD POLICIES AND STATE LAW

The site complies with the State Water Resources Control Board policies and state law. Section
25296.10 of the Health and Safety Code requires that sites be cleaned up to protect human health,
safety, and the environment. Based on available information, any residual petroleum constituents at

the site do not pose significant risk to human health, safety, or the environment.

The site complies with the requirements of the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank (UST)

Case Closure Policy as described below.'

Is corrective action consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety
Code and implementing regulations?

The corrective action provisions contained in Chapter 6.7 of the Health and
Safety Code and the implementing regulations govern the entire corrective action
process at leaking UST sites. If it is determined, at any stage in the corrective
action process, that UST case closure is appropriate, further compliance with
corrective action requirements is not necessary. Corrective action at this site has
been consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety Code and
implementing regulations and, since this case meets applicable case-closure
requirements, further corrective action is not necessary, unless the activity is
necessary for case closure.

Yes ONo

Have waste discharge requirements or any other orders issued pursuant to
Division 7 of the Water Code been issued at this site?

O Yes ® No

if so, was the corrective action performed consistent with any
order?

There was an order issued for this site. The corrective action performed
in the past is consistent with that order. Since this case meets applicable
case-closure requirements, further corrective action under the order that
is not necessary, unless the activity is necessary for case closure.

O Yes ONo @ NA

General Criteria
General criteria that must be satisfied by all candidate sites:

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

Does the unauthorized release consist only of petroleum?

Has the unauthorized (“primary”) release from the UST system been
stopped?

Has free product been removed to the maximum extent practicable?

Yes O No

Yes ONo

Yes O No

® Yes ONo ONA

! Refer to the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy for closure criteria for low-threat

petroleum UST sites.
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Has a conceptual site model that assesses the nature, extent, and mobility Yes 00 No
of the release been developed?
Has secondary source been removed to the extent practicable? Yes O No
Has soil or groundwater been tested for MTBE and results reported in Yes 00 No
accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 25296.15?
Nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 does not exist at the ® Yes O No
site?

O Yes @ No

Are there unique site attributes or site-specific conditions that
demonstrably increase the risk associated with residual petroleum
constituents?

Media-Specific Criteria
Candidate sites must satisfy all three of these media-specific criteria:

1. Groundwater:
To satisfy the media-specific criteria for groundwater, the contaminant plume that
exceeds water quality objectives must be stable or decreasing in areal extent,
and meet all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites:

Is the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives stable
or decreasing in areal extent?

Does the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives meet
all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites?

If YES, check applicableclass: 01 02 03 04 ®m5

Do site soils contain insufficient mobile constituents (leachate, vapors,
or light non-aqueous phase liquids) to threaten groundwater?

® Yes ONo O NA

® Yes O No ONA

@ Yes ONo ONA

2. Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to indoor Air:
The site is considered low-threat for vapor intrusion to indoor air if site-specific
conditions satisfy all of the characteristics of one of the three classes of sites (a
through c) or if the exception for active commercial fueling facilities applies.

Is the site an active commercial petroleum fueling facility?

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

a. Do site-specific conditions at the release site
satisfy all of the applicable characteristics and criteria of scenarios
1 through 3 or all of the applicable characteristics and criteria of
scenario 4?

If YES, check applicable scenarios: 01 02 O3 O4

Yes O No

OYes O No @ NA
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b. Has a site-specific risk assessment for the vapor OYes ONo @®mNA
intrusion pathway been conducted and demonstrates that human
health is protected to the satisfaction of the regulatory agency?

c. As a result of controlling exposure through the use
of mitigation measures or through the use of institutional or 0OYes ONo @ NA
engineering controls, has the regulatory agency determined that
petroleum vapors migrating from soil or groundwater will have no
significant risk of adversely affecting human health?

3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure:

The site is considered low-threat for direct contact and outdoor air exposure if

site-specific conditions satisfy one of the three classes of sites (a through c).

a. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum O Yes 0O No mNA
constituents in soil less than or equal to those listed in Table 1 for
the specified depth below ground surface (bgs)?

b. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum Yes O No OONA
constituents in soil less than levels that a site specific risk
assessment demonstrates will have no significant risk of adversely
affecting human health?

O Yes ONo @ NA

c. As a result of controlling exposure through the use
of mitigation measures or through the use of institutional or
engineering controls, has the regulatory agency determined that the
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no
significant risk of adversely affecting human health?
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ATTACHMENT 2: SUMMARY OF BASIC SITE INFORMATION (Conceptual Site Model)

Site Location/History

e The Site is currently an active service station operating at the corner of Highland Avenue
and Highland Way in the City of Piedmont. The Site was formerly owned and operated
by Chevron but was sold in 1990 to the Hoffman Investment Company.

The land use in the immediate vicinity of the Site is commercial.

In June 19883, soil contamination was identified.

Nine monitoring wells have been installed and monitored regularly.

Site map showing the location of the Site facilities, monitoring wells, and groundwater
level contours is included at the end of this summary.

Pollutant Source
» Nature of Contaminants of Concern: Petroleum hydrocarbons only.
o Source, Date reported, and Status of Release: UST system, January 1983, USTs

removed in 1989. A second source, City of Piedmont City Halll, is responsible for the
diesel in the immediate area which is upgradient of the Site.

» Neither diesel nor oxygenated fuels were sold on this Site during Chevron’s operation of
the service station.

e Free-Phase Hydrocarbons: Historically, none currently.

Geology/Hydrogeology
o Stratigraphy: A thin 2.5 to 5.0 foot-thick veneer of silts and sands is underlain by shallow
bedrock, sandstone.
Maximum Sample Depth: 18 feet bgs.
Minimum Groundwater Depth: Artesian at monitoring well MW-6.
Maximum Groundwater Depth: 6.4 feet (bgs) at monitoring well C-4.
Current Average Depth to Groundwater: 1.5 feet bgs.
Saturated Zones(s) Studied: Surface to 18 feet bgs.

Groundwater Flow Direction: Southerly with an average gradient of 0.04 feet/foot (ft/ft)
(March 2012).

Groundwater Trends:

e There are 29 years of groundwater monitoring data for this Site that demonstrates the
concentrations are decreasing and the plume is stable. Well C-2 is in the source area
and well C-6 is 90 feet downgradient.
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Receptors

GW Basin: Santa Clara Valley - South Bay - East Bay Cities.

Beneficial Uses: Municipal and Domestic Supply.

Land Use Designation: Commercial.

Public Water System: East Bay Municipal Utility District.

Distance to Nearest Supply Well: According to data available in GeoTracker, there are

no public supply wells regulated by CDPH within 2 mile of the Site. City of Piedmont

Well #4 is located approximately 0.11 miles south of the Site and is used as an irrigation

well for the City Park. Thirteen domestic and 28 other (monitoring, cathodic protection

and irrigation) private wells were identified within a one mile radius of the Site.

e Distance to Nearest Surface Water: An intermittent creek is located in Piedmont Park
approximately 336 feet south of the Site.

Risk Criteria

e Estimate of Hydrocarbon Mass in Soil: None reported.

e Soil/Groundwater tested for MTBE: Yes, see table below.

e Plume Length, Extent and Mobility: Petroleum hydrocarbon constituents are limited to a
very small area downgradient of the former USTs near well C-2. The constituents of
petroleum hydrocarbons present are a combination of upgradient sources (City Hall),
possible fill material imported (not typical TPHd), current operations (MTBE and
benzene) and past operations. This mix of sources indicates the petroleum
hydrocarbons are moderately mobile in the thin veneer of soil overlying bedrock.
Contaminated Zone(s) Used for Drinking Water: No.

» Risk from Residual Petroleum Hydrocarbon: RBCA Tier 2 evaluation completed, in
2002, for possible use as future residential land use. Using the residential risk factor of
1 X 10%and the site conditions, contaminants indicate the risk was acceptable except for
the ingestion pathway. Groundwater is not used in the area for a drinking water source.
In 2006, soil vapors were resampled and were at concentrations below the
environmental screening level for petroleum hydrocarbon constituents. The most current
soil concentrations are below the thresholds in Table 1 of the Policy. However, there are
no results in GeoTracker for naphthalene. The amount of naphthalene in gasoline is
very low — generally on the order of 0.25 percent (Potter and Simmons, 1998). The
amount of benzene, however, is on the order of 3 percent (ten times greater). Since the
concentrations of benzene at this Site are lower than the Table 1 naphthalene threshold
concentration, it is highly unlikely that naphthalene concentrations in soil at the Site, if
any, exceed that threshold. Further, the Site is paved and accidental access to site soils
is prevented. As an active gas station, any construction worker working at the Site or
adjacent to the Site will be prepared for exposure in their normal daily work.

Remediation Summary (Secondary Source Removal)
e Free Product: Noted in C-2 (up to 0.75 inches) in 1987.
e Soil Excavation: Impacted soil was removed from the Site.
* In-Situ Soil and Groundwater Remediation: No remediation activities were implemented.
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Supporting Site Data
Tank Information
Tank No. Size in Gallons Contents Closed in Place/ Date
Removed/Active
1 550 Used Oil Removed September 1999
Unknown Unknown Removed July 2012
Geophysical Survey
Monitoring Well Information
Well Designation Date Installed Screen Interval Depth to Water
(feet bgs) (feet bgs)
(3/9/2012)
A 1983 Open bottom 1.37
B 1983 Open bottom 3.60
C-1 1983 7-17 Abandoned 1991
c-2? 1983 7-17 0.90
C-3 1983 7-17 1.42
C-4 1983 3-13 2.42
C-5 1996 3-18 2.45
C-6 1996 2.5-17.5 0.72
MW-6 1996 Unknown Destroyed soon after installation
due to artisan flow

?#Note C-2 had 0.75 inches of free product last reported in 1987
Petroleum Hydrocarbon Constituent Concentration

Contaminant Soil (mg/kg) Water (ug/L) WQOs
Maximum Maximum | Maximum Latest (ug/L)
0-5ftbgs | 5-10 ft bgs b (3/9/2012)
a a
TPHg 5,800 1,600 56,000 3,900 NL
TPHd NA NA 5,900 5,700 NL
Benzene 0.23 0.16 2,500 33 1
Toluene 0.002 1.2 750 2 300
Ethylbenzene 7.1 12 800 3 700
Xylenes 7.9 37 6,000 5 1,750
MTBE 0.5 NA 210 41 5
TBA 0.14 NA 890 NA 1,200°
Naphthalene NA NA NA NA 170°

NA: Not Analyzed, Not Applicable or Data Not Available

NL: Not listed

mg/kg: milligrams per kilogram, parts per million
ug/L: micrograms per liter, parts per billion
WQOs: Water Quality Objectives, Region 2 Basin Plan
# According to Reports, soil
According to Geotracker, wells
° CA Department of Health Services Notification Level
¢ CA Department of Health Services Action Level in drinking water
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State Water Resources Control Board

NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK CLEANUP FUND (FUND), CASE CLOSURE
RECOMMENDATION, PURSUANT TO HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 25299.39.2:
CLAIM NUMBER: 14694; SITE ADDRESS:

FORMER BRAGG ELECTRIC; 14942 JACKSON STREET, MIDWAY CITY, CA 92655

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water
Board) will accept comments on the proposed underground storage tank (UST) case closure for
Orange County Environmental Health Care Agency case nhumber 93UT063, 14942 Jackson
Street, Midway City, Orange County. The State Water Board will be considering this UST case
closure summary at a future board meeting. The meeting will be noticed separately.

Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1) requires that the Fund Manager
notify UST owners or operators who have a Letter of Commitment (LOC) that has been in active
status for five or more years and to review the case history of these sites on an annual basis
unless otherwise notified by the UST owner or operator. In addition, Health & Safety Code
section 25299.39.2 further states that the Fund Manager, with approval of the UST owner or
operator, may recommend regulatory case closure to the State Water Board. This process is
called the “5-Year Review.” The State Water Board may close or require the closure of any
UST case.

Having obtained the owner/operator’s approval, and pursuant to Health & Safety Code section
25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1), the Fund Manager recommends closure of the UST. Enclosed is
a copy of the UST Case Closure Summary for the UST case. The case closure summary
contains information about the UST case and forms the basis for the UST Cleanup Fund
Manager’'s recommendation to the State Water Board for UST case closure. A copy of the
Case Closure Summary has been provided to the owner/operator, environmental consultant of
record, the local agency that has been overseeing corrective action, the local water purveyor,
and the water district specified by Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1).

New requirements specified in Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(2)

require that the State Water Board limit reimbursement of any correction action costs incurred
after the date of this letter to $10,000 per year, excepting special circumstances.

CHaRLEs R. HoppiN, CHAIRMAN | THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

1001 | Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 | Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100 cramento, CA 95812-0100 | www.waterboards.ca.gov
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SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

Written comments on the case closure summary to the State Water Board must be received
by 12:00 Noon on November 5, 2012. After the deadline, staff will not accept additional
written comments unless the State Water Board determines that such comments should be
accepted. Please provide the following information in the subject line: “Comment Letter —
Former Bragg Electric Case Closure Summary.” Comments must be addressed to:

Ms. Jeanine Townsend

Clerk to the Board

State Water Resources Control Board

1001 | Street, 24™ Floor [95814]

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

(tel) 916-341-5600

(fax) 916-341-5620

(email) commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov

Hand and special deliveries should also be addressed to Ms. Townsend at the address above.
Couriers delivering comments must check in with lobby security and have them contact
Ms. Townsend at (916) 341-5600.

Please direct questions about this notice to Bob Trommer, UST Cleanup Fund, at
(916) 341-5684 (btrommer@waterboards.ca.gov) or Nathan Jacobsen, Staff Counsel at
(916) 341-5181 (njacobsen@waterboards.ca.gov).

September 4, 2012 éﬁavnu'w J Q(X)M

Date Jeaning Townsend
Clerk to'the Board



mailto:commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov
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UST CASE CLOSURE SUMMARY

Agency Information

Agency: Orange County Health Care
Agency (County)

Address: 1241 East Dyer Road, Suite 120,
Santa Ana, CA

Agency Caseworker: Kevin Lambert

Case No.: 93UTO063

Eomuno G. Brown Jm

Case Information
USTCF Claim No.: 14694
Site Name: Former Bragg Electric

Global ID: T0605901689

Site Address: 14942 Jackson Street,
Midway City, CA

Address: Private address

Number of Years Case Open: 19

Responsible Party: Eric Tran
USTCF Expenditures to Date: $428,351

URL: http:/geotracker.waterboards.ca.qov/profile report.asp?qlobal id=T0605901689

Summary

The Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy (Low-Threat Policy) contains
general and media-specific criteria, and cases that meet those criteria are appropriate for
closure pursuant to the Low-Threat Policy. This case meets all of the required criteria of the
Low-Threat Policy. A summary evaluation of compliance with the Low-Threat Policy is shown in
Attachment 1: Compliance with State Water Board Policies and State Law. The
Conceptual Site Model upon which the evaluation of the case has been made is described in
Attachment 2: Summary of Basic Site Information. Highlights of the Conceptual Site Model
of the case follow:

This is currently a parking lot. An unauthorized release was identified in July 1993 after UST
system removal, at which time the County opened an UST case No. 93UT063 at this site. Dual-
phase extraction was conducted from 2002 to 2007 which removed approximately 304,810
gallons of impacted water and 487 gallons of gasoline in vapor form. To date $428,351 in
corrective action costs have been reimbursed by the Fund.

The nearest public supply well regulated by the California Department of Public Health (CDPH)
is located 1,000 feet up-gradient and north from the site. No domestic wells have been
identified. Shallow groundwater is not currently being used as a source of drinking water.
Water is provided to water users near the site by Midway City Mutual Water Company. It is
highly unlikely that any groundwater that may be impacted will be used as a source of drinking
water or other beneficial use in the foreseeable future.

The petroleum release is limited to the shallow soil and groundwater. The shallow groundwater
is not currently being used as a source of drinking water or for any other designated beneficial
use, and it is highly unlikely that the shallow groundwater will be used as a source of drinking
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water or for any other beneficial use in the foreseeable future. Public supply wells are usually
constructed with competent sanitary seals and intake screens that are in deeper more protected
aquifers. Other designated beneficial uses of impacted groundwater are not threatened and it is
highly unlikely that they will be considering these factors in the context of the site setting.

Remaining petroleum constituents are limited, stable and declining. Remedial actions have
been implemented and further remediation would be ineffective and expensive. Additional
assessment/monitoring will not likely change the conceptual model. Any remaining petroleum
constituents do not pose significant risk to human health, safety or the environment. The
corrective action performed is protective of human health, safety, and the environment.

Rationale for Closure under the Low-Threat Policy

e General Criteria — The case meets all eight Policy General Criteria.
Groundwater — The case meets Policy Groundwater-Specific Criterion 1.

Vapor Intrusion — The case meets Policy Criterion 2.a. Site-specific conditions satisfy
Scenario 3.

» Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure — The case meets Policy Criterion 3.a.

Maximum concentrations in soil are less than those in Table 1 for Commercial and the
concentration limits for Utility Worker are satisfied.

Objections to Closure

The County did not object to case closure; however, it appears the closure review process has
been backlogged.

Response to Objections to Closure
None.
Fund Manager Recommendation for Closure

Based on available information, residual petroleum hydrocarbons at the Site do not pose
significant risks to human health, safety, or the environment, and the case meets the
requirements of the Low-Threat Policy. Accordingly, the Fund Manager recommends that the
case be closed. The State Water Board is conducting public notification. The County has the
regulatory responsibility to supervise the abandonment of monitoring wells.

Lo Babsack. 5/31/12

Lisa Babcock, P.G. 3939, C.E.G. 1235 Date '
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ATTACHMENT 1: COMPLIANCE WITH STATE WATER BOARD POLICIES AND STATE LAW

The site complies with the State Water Resources Control Board policies and state law. Section
25296.10 of the Health and Safety Code requires that sites be cleaned up to protect human health,
safety, and the environment. Based on available information, any residual petroleum constituents at

the site do not pose significant risk to human health, safety, or the environment.

- The site complies with the requirements of the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank (UST)

Case Closure Policy as described below.'

Is corrective action consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety
Code and implementing regulations?

The corrective action provisions contained in Chapter 6.7 of the Health and
Safety Code and the implementing regulations govern the entire corrective action
process at leaking UST sites. If it is determined, at any stage in the corrective
action process, that UST case closure is appropriate, further compliance with
corrective action requirements is not necessary. Corrective action at this site has
been consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety Code and
implementing regulations and, since this case meets applicable case-closure
requirements, further corrective action is not necessary, unless the activity is
necessary for case closure.

® Yes O No

Have waste discharge requirements or any other orders issued pursuant to
Division 7 of the Water Code been issued at this site?

O Yes @ No

If so, was the corrective action performed consistent with any
order?

There was an order issued for this site. The corrective action performed
in the past is consistent with that order. Since this case meets applicable
case-closure requirements, further corrective action under the order that
is not necessary, unless the activity is necessary for case closure.

O Yes O No @ NA

General Criteria
General criteria that must be satisfied by all candidate sites:

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

Does the unauthorized release consist only of petroleum?

Has the unauthorized (“primary”) release from the UST system been
stopped?

Has free product been removed to the maximum extent practicable?

Yes O No

Yes O No

Yes O No

@ Yes ONo ONA

' Refer to the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy for closure criteria for low-threat

petroleum UST sites.
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Has a conceptual site model that assesses the nature, extent, and mobility ® Yes O No
of the release been developed?
Has secondary source been removed to the extent practicable? Yes ONo
Has soil or groundwater been tested for MTBE and results reported in Yes O No
accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 25296.15?
Nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 does not exist at the Yes O No
site?

O Yes @ No

Are there unique site attributes or site-specific conditions that
demonstrably increase the risk associated with residual petroleum
constituents?

Media-Specific Criteria
Candidate sites must satisfy all three of these media-specific criteria:

1. Groundwater:
To satisfy the media-specific criteria for groundwater, the contaminant plume that
exceeds water quality objectives must be stable or decreasing in areal extent,
and meet all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites:

Is the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives stable
or decreasing in areal extent?

Does the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives meet
all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites?

If YES, check applicable class: 102030405

Do site soils contain insufficient mobile constituents (leachate, vapors,
or light non-aqueous phase liquids) to threaten groundwater?

® Yes O No ONA

® Yes ONo ONA

™ Yes O No ONA

2. Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air:
The site is considered low-threat for vapor intrusion to indoor air if site-specific
conditions satisfy all of the characteristics of one of the three classes of sites (a
through c) or if the exception for active commercial fueling facilities applies.

Is the site an active commercial petroleum fueling facility?

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

a. Do site-specific conditions at the release site satisfy all of the
applicable characteristics and criteria of scenarios 1 through 3 or all
of the applicable characteristics and criteria of scenario 4?

If YES, check applicable scenarios: 01 02 m3 04

O Yes ® No

®Yes O No ONA
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b. Has a site-specific risk assessment for the vapor intrusion pathway
been conducted and demonstrates that human health is protected to
the satisfaction of the regulatory agency?

c. As a result of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that petroleum
vapors migrating from soil or groundwater will have no significant
risk of adversely affecting human health?

O Yes O No @ NA

O Yes O No @ NA

3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure:
The site is considered low-threat for direct contact and outdoor air exposure if
site-specific conditions satisfy one of the three classes of sites (a through c).

a. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less
than or equal to those listed in Table 1 for the specified depth below
ground surface (bgs)?

b. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less
than levels that a site specific risk assessment demonstrates will
have no significant risk of adversely affecting human health?

c. As aresult of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that the
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no
significant risk of adversely affecting human health?

@™ Yes ONo ONA

O Yes ONo ONA

O Yes ONo @ NA
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ATTACHMENT 2: SUMMARY OF BASIC SITE INFORMATION (Conceptual Site Model)

Site Location/ History

The site is located approximately 300 feet northeast of the intersection of Bolsa Avenue
and Jackson Street, in Midway City, California. The site boundaries include an alley
immediately to the south, commercial buildings to the north and west. South of the site
is an automotive accessories shop, parking lot, fire station, and a liquor store. A private
residence borders the site to the east.

The site was operated as an Exxon service station until November 1992. An
unauthorized release was reported in July 1993 after UST system removal. The site is
currently used as a parking lot.

Three monitoring wells and four water extraction wells have been installed and
monitored.

Two site maps showing the locations of the monitoring wells, groundwater level
contours, and groundwater TPH-g plume are provided at the end of this summary.

Poliutant Source

Nature of Contaminants of Concern: Petroleum hydrocarbons only.

Source; Date reported; and Status of Release: UST system; July 1993; UST system
removed.

Free Phase Hydrocarbons: Free product was reported at 10 feet below ground surface
(bgs) during the UST removal and was removed.

Geology/ Hydrogeology

Stratigraphy: The site is underlain by fine-grained sands, clay and silty sand to sandy
silt.

Maximum Sample Depth: 20 feet bgs

Minimum Groundwater Depth: 6.45 feet bgs at monitoring well MW-1.

Maximum Groundwater Depth: 10.45 feet bgs at monitoring well EW-1.

Current Average Depth to Groundwater: 8.25 feet bgs in August 2010.

Appropriate Screen Interval: Yes.

Saturated Zones(s) Studied: 6 to 20 feet bgs

Groundwater Flow Direction: Predominately to the south.

Groundwater Trends:
The graphs below show significant reduction in TPH-g, benzene, MTBE and TBA in
groundwater in the source area extraction well EW-2.
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‘ r SECRETARY FOR

Water BOardS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

State Water Resources Control Board

NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK CLEANUP FUND (FUND), CASE CLOSURE
RECOMMENDATION, PURSUANT TO HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 25299.39.2:
CLAIM NUMBER: 12812; SITE ADDRESS:

METRO CAR WASH; 387 TUSTIN AVENUE N, ORANGE, CA 92867

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water
Board) will accept comments on the proposed underground storage tank (UST) case closure for
Orange County Environmental Health Care Agency case nhumber 98UT003, 387 Tustin Ave. N,
Orange, Orange County. The State Water Board will be considering this UST case closure
summary at a future board meeting. The meeting will be noticed separately.

Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1) requires that the Fund Manager
notify UST owners or operators who have a Letter of Commitment (LOC) that has been in active
status for five or more years and to review the case history of these sites on an annual basis
unless otherwise notified by the UST owner or operator. In addition, Health & Safety Code
section 25299.39.2 further states that the Fund Manager, with approval of the UST owner or
operator, may recommend regulatory case closure to the State Water Board. This process is
called the “5-Year Review.” The State Water Board may close or require the closure of any
UST case.

Having obtained the owner/operator’s approval, and pursuant to Health & Safety Code section
25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1), the Fund Manager recommends closure of the UST. Enclosed is
a copy of the UST Case Closure Summary for the UST case. The case closure summary
contains information about the UST case and forms the basis for the UST Cleanup Fund
Manager’'s recommendation to the State Water Board for UST case closure. A copy of the
Case Closure Summary has been provided to the owner/operator, environmental consultant of
record, the local agency that has been overseeing corrective action, the local water purveyor,
and the water district specified by Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1).

New requirements specified in Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(2)

require that the State Water Board limit reimbursement of any correction action costs incurred
after the date of this letter to $10,000 per year, excepting special circumstances.

CHaRLEs R. HoppiN, CHAIRMAN | THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

1001 | Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 | Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100 cramento, CA 95812-0100 | www.waterboards.ca.gov
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SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

Written comments on the case closure summary to the State Water Board must be received
by 12:00 Noon on November 5, 2012. After the deadline, staff will not accept additional
written comments unless the State Water Board determines that such comments should be
accepted. Please provide the following information in the subject line: “Comment Letter —
Metro Car Wash Case Closure Summary.” Comments must be addressed to:

Ms. Jeanine Townsend

Clerk to the Board

State Water Resources Control Board

1001 | Street, 24™ Floor [95814]

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

(tel) 916-341-5600

(fax) 916-341-5620

(email) commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov

Hand and special deliveries should also be addressed to Ms. Townsend at the address above.
Couriers delivering comments must check in with lobby security and have them contact
Ms. Townsend at (916) 341-5600.

Please direct questions about this notice to Bob Trommer, UST Cleanup Fund, at
(916) 341-5684 (btrommer@waterboards.ca.gov) or Nathan Jacobsen, Staff Counsel at
(916) 341-5181 (njacobsen@waterboards.ca.gov).

September 4, 2012 éﬁavnu'w J Q(X)M

Date Jeaning Townsend
Clerk to'the Board
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UST CASE CLOSURE SUMMARY

Agency Information
Agency: Orange County Health Care Address: 1241 East Dyer Road, Suite 120
Agency (County) Santa Ana, CA

Agency Caseworker: Shyamala Sundaram | Case No.: 98UT003

Case Information

USTCF Claim No.: 12812 Global ID: T0605902040

Site Name: Metro Car Wash Site Address: 387 N. Tustin Street, Orange, CA

Responsible Party: Metro California Address: 2950 Harbor Blvd., Costa Mesa, CA
Business Ent. :

USTCF Expenditures to Date: $1,186,514 | Number of Years Case Open: 15

URL.: http.//geotracker.waterboards.ca.qov/profile report.asp?alobal id=T0605902040

Summary

The Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy (Low-Threat Policy) contains
general and media-specific criteria, and cases that meet those criteria are appropriate for
closure pursuant to the Low-Threat Policy. This case meets all of the required criteria of the
Low-Threat Policy. A summary evaluation of compliance with the Low-Threat Policy is shown in
Attachment 1: Closure of Underground Storage Tank Sites’ Checklist for Compliance
with State Water Board Policies and State Law. The Conceptual Site Model upon which the
evaluation of the case has been made is described in Attachment 2: Summary of Basic Site
Information. Highlights of the Conceptual Site Model of the case follow:

This is currently a car wash paved with asphalt and concrete. An unauthorized release was
reported in February 1997 during the UST system removal, and the County opened an UST
Case No. 98UT003 at this site. Multiple remediation events were conducted at the site from
2000 to 2001, removing approximately 57,043 pounds of hydrocarbon vapor. The nearest
public supply well regulated by the California Department of Public Health (CDPH) is located
2,653 feet southwest of the site, and Orange County Water District reports the nearest
production well located approximately 2,000 feet southwest of the site. No domestic wells have
been identified. Shallow groundwater is not currently being used as a source of drinking water.
Water is provided to water users near the site by the City of Orange Public Works. To date over
$1 million in corrective action costs have been reimbursed by the Fund.

The groundwater at the site is not impacted by petroleum hydrocarbons. The soil impact has
been remediated to the extent practicable. The shallow groundwater is not currently being used
as a source of drinking water or for any other designated beneficial use, and it is highly unlikely
that the shallow groundwater will be used as a source of drinking water or for any other
beneficial use in the foreseeable future. Public supply wells are usually constructed with
competent sanitary seals and intake screens that are in deeper more protected aquifers. Other

1
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designated beneficial uses of impacted groundwater are not threatened and it is highly unlikely
that they will be considering these factors in the context of the site setting. The corrective action
performed is protective of human health, safety, and the environment.

Rationale for Closure under the Low-Threat Policy

General Criteria — The case meets all eight general criteria.

e Groundwater — Groundwater is not impacted.
Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air — This case satisfies the requirements of all applicable
vapor intrusion scenarios.

» Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure — This case meets Policy Criterion 3.B. A
professional assessment of site-specific risk from exposure shows that maximum

concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no significant risk of adversely
affecting human health.

Objections to Closure

The County required the claimant and his consultant to upload several additional documents to
the GeoTracker database, before the site could be reviewed for closure. The County otherwise
did not object to the site closure, and had agreed the claimant could remove the remediation
system from the site.

Response to Objections to Closure

Based on review of the GeoTracker database, the requested additional documents have been
uploaded by the consultant, and the County has not closed the case.

Fund Manager Recommendation for Closure

Based on available information, residual petroleum hydrocarbons at the site do not pose
significant risks to human health, safety, or the environment, and the case meets the
requirements of the Low-Threat Policy. Accordingly, the Fund Manager recommends that the
case be closed. The State Water Board is conducting public notification. The County has the
regulatory responsibility to supervise the abandonment of monitoring wells.

A@AMW/ 8, / 3/ / (Z
Lisa Babcock, P.G. 3939, C.E.G. 1235 Date
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ATTACHMENT 1: COMPLIANCE WITH STATE WATER BOARD POLICIES AND STATE LAW

The site complies with the State Water Resources Control Board policies and state law. Section
25296.10 of the Health and Safety Code requires that sites be cleaned up to protect human health,
safety, and the environment. Based on available information, this site does not pose significant risk to
human health, safety, or the environment.

The site complies with the requirements of the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank (UST)
Case Closure Policy as described below.’

Is corrective action consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety Yes 0O No
Code and implementing regulations? :
The corrective action provisions contained in Chapter 6.7 of the Health and
Safety Code and the implementing regulations govern the entire corrective action
process at leaking UST sites. If it is determined, at any stage in the corrective
action process, that UST case closure is appropriate, further compliance with
corrective action requirements is not necessary. Corrective action at this site has
been consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety Code and
implementing regulations and, since this case meets applicable case-closure
requirements, further corrective action is not necessary, unless the activity is
necessary for case closure.

Have waste discharge requirements or any other orders issued pursuant to | 5 ves m No
Division 7 of the Water Code been issued at this site?

If so, was the corrective action performed consistent with any OYes 0ONo mNA
order? .

There was an order issued for this site. The corrective action performed
in the past is consistent with that order. Since this case meets applicable
case-closure requirements, further corrective action under the order that
is not necessary, unless the activity is necessary for case closure.

General Criteria
General criteria that must be satisfied by all candidate sites:

Is the unauthorized release located within the service area of a public water Yes O No

system?

Does the unauthorized release consist only of petroleum? Yes O No

Has the unauthorized (“primary”) release from the UST system been ® Yes O No
stopped?

Has free product been removed to the maximum extent practicable? OYes ONo ®mNA

! Refer to the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy for closure criteria for low-threat
petroleum UST sites.
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Has a conceptual site model that assesses the nature, extent, and mobility Yes 0 No
of the release been developed?

Has secondary source been removed to the extent practicable? Yes O No
Has soil or groundwater been tested for MTBE and results reported in Yes 0O No
accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 25296.157?

Nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 does not exist at the Yes O No
site?

Are there unique site attributes or site-specific conditions that O Yes @ No

demonstrably increase the risk associated with residual petroleum
constituents?

Media-Specific Criteria
Candidate sites must satisfy all three of these media-specific criteria:

1. Groundwater:
To satisfy the media-specific criteria for groundwater, the contaminant plume that
exceeds water quality objectives must be stable or decreasing in areal extent,
and meet all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites:

Is the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives stable
or decreasing in areal extent?

Does the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives meet
all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites?

If YES, check applicableclass: 01 02 03 04 O5

Do site soils contain insufficient mobile constituents (leachate, vapors,
or light non-aqueous phase liquids) to threaten groundwater?

OYes ONo @ NA

OYes ONo @ NA

@ Yes ONo ONA

2. Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air:
The site is considered low-threat for vapor intrusion to indoor air if site-specific
conditions satisfy all of the characteristics of one of the three classes of sites (a
through c) or if the exception for active commercial fueling facilities applies.

Is the site an active commercial petroleum fueling facility?

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

a. Do site-specific conditions at the release site satisfy all of the
applicable characteristics and criteria of scenarios 1 through 3 or all
of the applicable characteristics and criteria of scenario 4?

If YES, check applicable scenarios: 01 02 ®m3 04

O Yes @ No

@M Yes 0ONo ONA
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b. Has a site-specific risk assessment for the vapor intrusion pathway
been conducted and demonstrates that human health is protected to
the satisfaction of the regulatory agency?

c. As a result of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that petroleum
vapors migrating from soil or groundwater will have no significant
risk of adversely affecting human health?

O Yes ONo @ NA

OYes ONo mNA

3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure:
The site is considered low-threat for direct contact and outdoor air exposure if
site-specific conditions satisfy one of the three classes of sites (a through c).

a. Are maximum concentrations of petfoleum constituents in soil less
than or equal to those listed in Table 1 for the specified depth below
ground surface (bgs)?

b. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less
than levels that a site specific risk assessment demonstrates will
have no significant risk of adversely affecting human health?

c. As aresult of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that the
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no
significant risk of adversely affecting human health?

OYes 0ONo m NA

™ Yes ONo O NA

O Yes OONo ® NA
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ATTACHMENT 2: SUMMARY OF BASIC SITE INFORMATION (Conceptual Site Model)

Site Location/ History

» The Site is located at the east side of North Tustin Street in Orange, California, between
East Walnut Avenue and East Palm Avenue. Itis surrounded by commercial
establishments.

* Anunauthorized release was reported in February 1997, after the UST system removal.
The Site is currently used as an active car wash.

e One monitoring well has been installed and monitored.

 Site map showing the locations of the former UST system, monitoring well, vapor
extraction wells, and soil borings, is provided at the end of this summary.

Pollutant Source
» Nature of Contaminants of Concern: Petroleum hydrocarbons only.

» Source, Date reported, and Status of Release: UST system, February 1997, UST
system removed.
e Free Phase Hydrocarbons: None reported.

Geology/ Hydrogeology

 Stratigraphy: The site is underlain by stiff to hard layers of clay and silty clay. The depth
to groundwater varies between 110 feet to 150 feet below ground surface (bgs).
Maximum Sample Depth: 110 feet bgs.
Minimum Groundwater Depth: 110.26 feet bgs at monitoring well MW-1.
Maximum Groundwater Depth: Greater than 115 feet bgs at monitoring well MW-1.
Current Depth to Groundwater: 127.58 feet bgs on October 17, 2011.
Appropriate Screen Interval: Yes.
Saturated Zones(s) Studied: 110 to 115 feet bgs.
Groundwater Flow Direction: Not available, no other sites in the area for estimation.

Groundwater Trends:
The only groundwater monitoring well at the site (MW-1) was monitored for seven years, and no
hydrocarbon impact was ever detected.

Receptors
e GW Basin: Coastal Plain of Orange County.
Beneficial Uses: Municipal and domestic supply.
Land Use Designation: Commercial.
Public Water System: City of Orange Public Works.
Distance to Nearest Supply Well: According to data available in GeoTracker, there are
two CDPH regulated water supply wells within %2 mile of the site (including site buffer);
the closest well is located 2,653 feet southwest from the site. Orange County Water
District reports the nearest production well located approximately 2,000 feet southwest
of the site.
 Distance to Nearest Surface Water: Santiago Creek is located approximately 2,300 feet
southeast of the site.
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Risk Criteria

Estimate of Hydrocarbon Mass in Soil: Soil has been remediated to the extent
practicable.

Soil/Groundwater tested for MTBE: Yes, see table below.

Plume extent and mobility: This is a soil-only case.

Contaminated Zone(s) Used for Drinking Water: No.

Risk from Residual Petroleum Hydrocarbons: From the June 11, 2011, soil confirmation
assessment, no petroleum hydrocarbons were detected above 55 feet bgs; therefore
there is no indication of soil hydrocarbon impact within the first 10 feet bgs.

Remediation Summary (Secondary Source Removal)

Free Product: None reported.

Soil Excavation: None reported.

In-Situ Soil Remediation: A soil vapor extraction (SVE) system operated from June 2000
to August 2003, and removed 10,768 pounds of hydrocarbons. From 2005 to 2006,
several monthly SVE events took place at the site. From August 2007 to

November 2011, another SVE system operated at the site to enhance soil remediation.
Overall 57,043 pounds of hydrocarbons were removed using SVE throughout the years.
Groundwater Remediation: This is a soil-only case.
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Tank Information

Tank No. Size in Gallons Contents Closed in Place/ Date

Removed/Active

1 10,000 Gasoline Removed February 1997
2 10,000 Gasoline Removed February 1997
3 10,000 Gasoline Removed February 1997
4 10,000 Gasoline Removed February 1997
5 10,000 Gasoline Removed February 1997

Monitoring Well Information

Well Date Installed Screen Interval Depth to Water
Designation (feet bgs) (feet bgs)
(10/17/11)
MW-1 April 2004 110 - 151 127.58
Petroleum Hydrocarbon Constituent Concentration
Contaminant Soil (mg/kg) Water (ug/L) WQOs
Maximum | Maximum | Maximum Latest (ng/L)
0-5ftbgs | 5-10 ft bgs ’ (10/17/11)
a a
TPHg <0.1 288 <50 <50 NL
Benzene <0.005 <0.005 <0.5 <0.5 1/250
Toluene <0.005 0.5 <0.5 <0.5 150/300
Ethylbenzene <0.005 1.35 <0.5 <0.5 300/680
Xylenes <0.005 21.8 <0.6 <0.5 1,750/1,750
MTBE <0.005 0.057 <5 <1 13 primary/5
secondary
TBA <0.25 <0.25 <25 <10 12/1,200°
Naphthalene NA NA <1 NA 170°

ND: Not detected above lab detection limit
NA: Not Analyzed, Not Applicable or Data Not Available

NL: Not listed

mg/kg: milligrams per kilogram, parts per million

Hg/L: micrograms per liter, parts per billion

WQOs: Water Quality Objectives, Region 8 Basin Plan
2 Accordlng to Reports, soil (1999)

Accordlng to Reports, wells

¢ Callfornla Department of Public Health Notification Level/ Response Level
? California Department of Public Health, Drinking water Action Level
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NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK CLEANUP FUND (FUND), CASE CLOSURE
RECOMMENDATION, PURSUANT TO HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 25299.39.2:
CLAIM NUMBER: 14412; SITE ADDRESS:

STANTON MOBIL; 12493 BEACH BOULEVARD, STANTON, CA 90680

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water
Board) will accept comments on the proposed underground storage tank (UST) case closure for
Orange County Environmental Health Care Agency case number 99UT0302,

12493 Beach Boulevard, Orange County. The State Water Board will be considering this UST
case closure summary at a future board meeting. The meeting will be noticed separately.

Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1) requires that the Fund Manager
notify UST owners or operators who have a Letter of Commitment (LOC) that has been in active
status for five or more years and to review the case history of these sites on an annual basis
unless otherwise notified by the UST owner or operator. In addition, Health & Safety Code
section 25299.39.2 further states that the Fund Manager, with approval of the UST owner or
operator, may recommend regulatory case closure to the State Water Board. This process is
called the “5-Year Review.” The State Water Board may close or require the closure of any
UST case.

Having obtained the owner/operator’s approval, and pursuant to Health & Safety Code section
25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1), the Fund Manager recommends closure of the UST. Enclosed is
a copy of the UST Case Closure Summary for the UST case. The case closure summary
contains information about the UST case and forms the basis for the UST Cleanup Fund
Manager’'s recommendation to the State Water Board for UST case closure. A copy of the
Case Closure Summary has been provided to the owner/operator, environmental consultant of
record, the local agency that has been overseeing corrective action, the local water purveyor,
and the water district specified by Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1).

New requirements specified in Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(2)

require that the State Water Board limit reimbursement of any correction action costs incurred
after the date of this letter to $10,000 per year, excepting special circumstances.

CHaRLEs R. HoppiN, CHAIRMAN | THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

1001 | Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 | Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100 cramento, CA 95812-0100 | www.waterboards.ca.gov
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SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

Written comments on the case closure summary to the State Water Board must be received
by 12:00 Noon on November 5, 2012. After the deadline, staff will not accept additional
written comments unless the State Water Board determines that such comments should be
accepted. Please provide the following information in the subject line: “Comment Letter —
Stanton Mobil Case Closure Summary.” Comments must be addressed to:

Ms. Jeanine Townsend

Clerk to the Board

State Water Resources Control Board

1001 | Street, 24™ Floor [95814]

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

(tel) 916-341-5600

(fax) 916-341-5620

(email) commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov

Hand and special deliveries should also be addressed to Ms. Townsend at the address above.
Couriers delivering comments must check in with lobby security and have them contact
Ms. Townsend at (916) 341-5600.

Please direct questions about this notice to Bob Trommer, UST Cleanup Fund, at
(916) 341-5684 (btrommer@waterboards.ca.gov) or Nathan Jacobsen, Staff Counsel at
(916) 341-5181 (njacobsen@waterboards.ca.gov).

September 4, 2012 éﬁavnu'w J Q(X)M

Date Jeaning Townsend
Clerk to'the Board



mailto:commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov



2\ Eomuno G. Browin JR.
GCVEANOR

=

CALIFORNIA Q M»‘-T‘[HEW RODFIDUEZ
W ar S fiﬁ&i’iﬂ!.ﬂ‘l‘l PRGTECTION
ater Board o '

State Water Resources Control Board

UST CASE CLOSURE SUMMARY

gency Name: Orange County Address: 1241 East Dyer Road, Suite 120,
Environmental Health Care Agency (County) Santa Ana, CA 92705
| Agency Caseworker: Shyamala Sundaram Case No.: 99UT032

’Agency Information
A

Case Information

USTCF Claim No.: 14412 Global ID: T0605902327

Site Name: Farjami Mobil Site Address: 12493 Beach Blvd., Stanton, CA
Responsible Party (RP): Fred Farjami Address: 12493 Beach Blvd., Stanton, CA
USTCF Expenditures to Date: $1,093,173 Number of Years Case Open: 14

URL: http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/profile report.asp?global id=T0605902361

Summary

The Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy (Low-Threat Policy) contains
general and media-specific criteria, and cases that meet those criteria are appropriate for
closure pursuant to the Low-Threat Policy. This case meets all of the required criteria of the
Low-Threat Policy. A summary evaluation of compliance with the Low-Threat Policy is shown in
Attachment 1: Compliance with State Water Board Policies and State Law. The
Conceptual Site Model upon which the evaluation of the case has been made is described in
Attachment 2: Summary of Basic Site Information. Highlights of the Conceptual Site Model
of the case follow:

This is currently an active gas station. A leak was identified in 1992 and the County opened an
initial UST case No. 92UT053 at this site. In May 1999 the UST case No. 92UT053 was closed,
and a new UST case No. 99UT032 was opened by the County to address MTBE and TBA in
groundwater. Since 1993, 20 monitoring wells have been installed. A groundwater extraction
and treatment system (GWETS) operated from June 2003 to September 2008, treating
approximately 5,882,180 gallons of groundwater removing approximately 278 pounds of TBA.
An oxygen infusion was in place from 2008 to 2010; and a scaled-back GWETS operated at the
site from November 2010 to November 2011. To date, over $1 million in corrective action costs
have been reimbursed by the Fund.

According to groundwater monitoring data, water quality objectives for petroleum hydrocarbons
have been achieved, except for TBA. Impacted groundwater is not currently being used as a
source of drinking water or for other beneficial uses. Water in the vicinity of the site is provided
by the City of Golden State Water Company and one mobile home park, Villa Capri Mobile
Estates (cross-gradient). No petroleum hydrocarbon constituents have been/were detected in
either of the public supply wells according to GeoTracker data. No domestic wells were
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identified. Based on the available information, the residual petroleum hydrocarbon at the site
does not pose a significant risk to human health, safety, or the environment.

Rationale for Closure under the Low-Threat Policy

e General Criteria — The case meets all eight Policy General Criteria.

e Groundwater — The case meets Groundwater-Specific Criterion 1.

e Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air — Soil vapor evaluation is not required because site is an
active commercial petroleum fueling facility.

e Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure — This case meets Policy Criterion 3.B. A
professional assessment of site-specific risk from exposure shows that maximum
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no significant risk of adversely
affecting human health. The Site is paved and accidental access to site soils is
prevented. As an active gas station, any construction worker working at the Site or
adjacent to the Site will be prepared for exposure in their normal daily work.

Objections to Closure

The County initially objected to UST case closure for this case because:

¢ TBA concentration increased to 4,500 ug/L in one well during post-remedial monitoring,
and the RP was conducting targeted remediation on-site.

Water Purveyor Golden State Water Company objected to UST case closure for this case
because:

e A downward vertical groundwater gradient exists at the site and it is unclear if potential
downward migration of petroleum hydrocarbons and fuel oxygenates has been
adequately evaluated.

¢ Based on available information, additional remediation (groundwater extraction from
monitoring well MW-13) was conducted in late 2011 and early 2012.

¢ Post-remediation groundwater monitoring is commonly conducted for one year after all
active and passive remedial efforts are terminated.

Response to Objections to Closure

e County has agreed to close the Site. The petroleum hydrocarbon concentrations in all
monitoring wells are below the laboratory detection limits with the exception of TBA in
one monitoring well, which is now near or below the CDPH Response Level as the result
of the recent focused remedial actions.

¢ Groundwater contamination has been delineated by the deeper screened wells (MW-8B,
MW-9B, MW-10B, MW-8C, MW-9C, and MW-10C), which all report non-detect
concentrations of the constituents of concern. The nearest Golden State Water
Company well is approximately 952 feet upgradient to the north. The nearest
downgradient Golden State Water Company well is located approximately 2,304 feet to
the southeast.

e MW-13 was purged of three casing volumes prior to sampling; this is a common practice
prior to collection of a groundwater sample and is not considered groundwater
remediation.

e Concentrations of constituents of concern continue to decline post-remediation; no
rebound in contaminant concentrations was observed.
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Fund Manager Recommendation for Closure

Based on available information, residual petroleum hydrocarbons at the Site do not pose
significant risks to human health, safety, or the environment, and the case meets the
requirements of the Low-Threat Policy. Accordingly, the Fund Manager recommends that the
case be closed. The State Water Board is conducting public notification. The County has the
regulatory responsibility to supervise the abandonment of monitoring wells.

g Laboisek ¢/31 /12

Lisa Babcock, P.G. 3939, C.E.G. 1235 Date
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ATTACHMENT 1: COMPLIANCE WITH STATE WATER BOARD POLICIES AND STATE LAW

The site complies with the State Water Resources Control Board policies and state law. Section
25296.10 of the Health and Safety Code requires that sites be cleaned up to protect human health,
safety, and the environment. Based on available information, any residual petroleum constituents at

the site do not pose significant risk to human health, safety, or the environment.

The site complies with the requirements of the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank (UST)

Case Closure Policy as described below.'

Is corrective action consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety
Code and implementing regulations?

The corrective action provisions contained in Chapter 6.7 of the Health and
Safety Code and the implementing regulations govern the entire corrective action
process at leaking UST sites. If it is determined, at any stage in the corrective
action process, that UST case closure is appropriate, further compliance with
corrective action requirements is not necessary. Corrective action at this site has
been consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety Code and
implementing regulations and, since this case meets applicable case-closure
requirements, further corrective action is not necessary, unless the activity is
necessary for case closure.

Yes O No

Have waste discharge requirements or any other orders issued pursuant to
Division 7 of the Water Code been issued at this site?

O Yes @ No

If so, was the corrective action performed consistent with any
order?

There was an order issued for this site. The corrective action performed
in the past is consistent with that order. Since this case meets applicable
case-closure requirements, further corrective action under the order that

O Yes ONo @ NA

is not necessary, unless the activity is necessary for case closure.

General Criteria
General criteria that must be satisfied by all candidate sites:

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

Does the unauthorized release consist only of petroleum?

Has the unauthorized (“primary”) release from the UST system been
stopped?

Has free product been removed to the maximum extent practicable?

Yes O No

Yes O No

Yes O No

® Yes ONo ONA

! Refer to the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy for closure criteria for low-threat

petroleum UST sites.
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Has a conceptual site model that assesses the nature, extent, and mobility Yes O No
of the release been developed?

Has secondary source been removed to the extent practicable? @ Yes O No
Has soil or groundwater been tested for MTBE and results reported in ® Yes O No
accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 25296.15?

Nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 does not exist at the m@Yes O No
site?

Are there unique site attributes or site-specific conditions that 0 Yes m No

demonstrably increase the risk associated with residual petroleum
constituents?

Media-Specific Criteria
Candidate sites must satisfy all three of these media-specific criteria:

1. Groundwater:
To satisfy the media-specific criteria for groundwater, the contaminant plume that
exceeds water quality objectives must be stable or decreasing in areal extent,
and meet all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites:

Is the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives stable
or decreasing in areal extent?

Does the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives meet
all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites?

If YES, check applicable class: 102030405

Do site soils contain insufficient mobile constituents (leachate, vapors,
or light non-aqueous phase liquids) to threaten groundwater?

@ Yes ONo ONA

® Yes O No ONA

O Yes ONo @ NA

2. Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air:
The site is considered low-threat for vapor intrusion to indoor air if site-specific
conditions satisfy all of the characteristics of one of the three classes of sites (a
through c) or if the exception for active commercial fueling facilities applies.

Is the site an active commercial petroleum fueling facility?

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

a. Do site-specific conditions at the release site satisfy all of the
applicable characteristics and criteria of scenarios 1 through 3 or all
of the applicable characteristics and criteria of scenario 4?

If YES, check applicable scenarios: 01 02 03 004

Yes O No

OYes O No NA
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b. Has a site-specific risk assessment for the vapor intrusion pathway | 5 ves 0 No @ NA
been conducted and demonstrates that human health is protected to
the satisfaction of the regulatory agency?

c. As aresult of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering OYes ONo @NA
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that petroleum
vapors migrating from soil or groundwater will have no significant
risk of adversely affecting human health?

3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure:
The site is considered low-threat for direct contact and outdoor air exposure if
site-specific conditions satisfy one of the three classes of sites (a through c).

a. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less | 1 ves m No O NA
than or equal to those listed in Table 1 for the specified depth below
ground surface (bgs)?

b. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less | ® Yes ONo O NA
than levels that a site specific risk assessment demonstrates will
have no significant risk of adversely affecting human health?

c. As aresult of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation O Yes 0O No ®NA
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that the
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no

_significant risk of adversely affecting human health?
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ATTACHMENT 2: SUMMARY OF BASIC SITE INFORMATION (Conceptual Site Model)

Site Location/ History

e The site is an active gasoline service station on the northwestern corner of the
intersection of Beach Boulevard and Lampson Avenue in Stanton, California. The area
is of mixed land use, with commercial establishments next to the major intersections,
and residential areas on the opposite side of the blocks.

e The site was operated as an Exxon service station until November 1992. An
unauthorized release was reported in March 1992. The site is currently operated as an
active 76 service station.

e Twenty monitoring wells have been installed and monitored.

¢ Site map showing the location of the current USTs, monitoring wells and groundwater
level contours, is provided at the end of this closure review summary.

Pollutant Source
¢ Nature of Contaminants of Concern: Petroleum hydrocarbons only.
e Source, Date reported and Status of Release: UST system, June 8, 1998, USTs
replaced.
e Free Phase Hydrocarbons: None reported.

Geology/ Hydrogeology
e Stratigraphy: The site is underlain by sands, clayey silts and silty clays.
Maximum Sample Depth: 75 feet below ground surface (bgs).
Minimum Groundwater Depth: 11.37 feet bgs at monitoring well MW-7.
Maximum Groundwater Depth: 23.27 feet bgs at monitoring well MW-9C.
Current Average Depth to Groundwater: 14 feet bgs.
Appropriate Screen Interval: Yes.
Saturated Zones(s) Studied: 10 to 75 bgs.
Groundwater Flow Direction: Predominately southwest for the shallow and intermediate
zones, and southeast in the deeper zone.

Groundwater Trends:

The graphs below represent groundwater TBA trends in well MW-13 (source area) and
downgradient well MW-7, which is located within the site boundaries. The reduction appears to
be unrelated to variations in depth to water.
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e GW Basin: Coastal Plain of Orange County.

e Beneficial Uses: Municipal and domestic supply.
¢ Land Use Designation: Commercial.
[ ]

Public Water System: Golden State Water Company, Villa Capri Mobile Estates, and

Magic Lamp Mobile Estates (inactive).

¢ Distance to Nearest Supply Well: According to data available in GeoTracker, there are
five CDPH regulated water supply wells within %z mile of the site. These wells range in
distance from 949 feet to 2,295 feet from the site. The water purveyor, Golden State
Water Company (GSWC), reports that their company has a total of five public water
supply wells within a one-mile radius of the Site (GSWC, June 8, 2012). GSWC reports
that the uppermost perforations of the well located approximately 900 feet north of the
Site are located approximately 200 feet bgs. In addition, two mobile home parks had
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been supplying water to their residents, Magic Lamp Mobile Estates (well listed as
inactive) and Villa Capri Mobile Estates downgradient and cross-gradient of the Site,
respectively. No domestic supply wells were identified.

Risk Criteria

Estimate of Hydrocarbon Mass in Soil: None reported.

Soil/Groundwater tested for MTBE: Yes, see table below.

Plume Length, Extent and Mobility: TBA is detected in one monitoring well (source
area). Downgradient on-Site monitoring wells have no detectable TBA, and the plume is
less than 100 feet, defined, and decreasing in size and concentration.

Contaminated Zone(s) Used for Drinking Water: No.

Risk from Residual Petroleum Hydrocarbons: According to the Low Threat Closure
Policy, soil vapor assessments are not necessary at active gas stations. The Site is
paved and accidental access to site soils is prevented. Any construction worker working
at the Site or adjacent to the Site will be prepared for exposure in their normal daily
work.

Remediation Summary (Secondary Source Removal)

Free Product: None reported.

Soil Excavation: An unknown volume of impacted soil was removed and disposed.
In-Situ Soil Remediation: An air sparging/soil vapor extraction system operated at the
site from June 1994 to September 1995.

Groundwater Remediation: A groundwater extraction and treatment system (GWETS)
was started during the second quarter of 2003, until it was shut down when it reached
the point of diminishing return on September 4, 2008. During the operation of the
GWETS, approximately 5,882,180 gallons of affected groundwater were extracted,
treated and discharged. It was estimated that approximately 278 pounds of TBA was
removed during the operation of the GWETS.

Remediation continued with the infusion of oxygen into well MW-13, starting in early
2009. The infuser however was later removed from MW-13 when TBA passed by MW-
13 and appeared in the down-gradient well MW-7. Wells MW-13 and MW-7 were
reconnected to a scaled-back GWETS in November 2010. As groundwater TBA in the
wells continued to decline, the system was discontinued in November 2011.

Supporting Site Data
Tank Information
Tank No. Size in Gallons Contents Closed in Place/ Date
Removed/Active
1 Not available Gasoline Removed 1993
2 Not available Gasoline Removed 1993
3 Not available Gasoline Removed 1993
4 Not available Waste Oil Removed 1993
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Monitoring Well Information
Well Designation Date Installed Screen Interval Depth to Water
(feet bgs) (feet bgs)
(07/2012)

MW-1 1992 5-25 12.23

MW-2 1992 10-30 13.50

MW-3 1992 10-30 12.75

MW-4 1992 10-30 13.79

MW-5 1993 5-35 11.99

MW-6 1993 5-35 12.69

MW-7 1993 4-24 11.37

MW-8A 2001 4-24 11.98

MW-8B 2001 45-50 12.41

MW-8C 2001 70-75 13.57

MW-9A 2001 5-25 13.64

MW-9B 2001 45-50 14.34

MW-9C 2001 70-75 15.85

MW-10A 2001 5-25 13.84

MW-10B 2001 45-50 14.85

MW-10C 2001 70-75 16.89

MW-11 2005 10-25 12.31

MW-12 2005 10-25 12.74

MW-13 2005 10-25 12.11

Petroleum Hydrocarbon Constituent Concentration

Contaminant Water (ug/L) WQOs
Maximum ® Latest (ug/L)
(7/10/2012) MCL/Low
Risk

TPHg 4,000 <50 NL
Benzene 8.4 <0.5 1/250
Toluene 17 <1.0 150/300
Ethylbenzene 3.5 <1.0 300/680
Xylenes 17.4 <1.0 1,750/1,750
MTBE 47,000 2.1 13 primary/5
secondary
TBA 1,500,000 420 12/1,200 "
Naphthalene NA NA 170 °

NA: Not Analyzed, Not Applicable or Data Not Available

NL: Not listed

mg/kg: milligrams per kilogram, parts per million
pg/L: micrograms per liter, parts per billion
WQOs: Water Quality Objectives, Region 8 RWQCB Basin Plan
2 According to GeoTracker Data for monitoring well groundwater data only
® California Department of Public Health Notification Level/ Response Level
¢ California Department of Public Health Action Level
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‘ r SECRETARY FOR

Water BOardS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

State Water Resources Control Board

NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK CLEANUP FUND (FUND), CASE CLOSURE
RECOMMENDATION, PURSUANT TO HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 25299.39.2:
CLAIM NUMBER: 13541; SITE ADDRESS:

THRIFTY OIL #383; 18520 BROOKHURST STREET, FOUNTAIN VALLEY, CA 92708

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water
Board) will accept comments on the proposed underground storage tank (UST) case closure for
Orange County Environmental Health Care Agency case humber 87UT050, 18520 Brookhurst
Street, Fountain Valley, Orange County. The State Water Board will be considering this UST
case closure summary at a future board meeting. The meeting will be noticed separately.

Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1) requires that the Fund Manager
notify UST owners or operators who have a Letter of Commitment (LOC) that has been in active
status for five or more years and to review the case history of these sites on an annual basis
unless otherwise notified by the UST owner or operator. In addition, Health & Safety Code
section 25299.39.2 further states that the Fund Manager, with approval of the UST owner or
operator, may recommend regulatory case closure to the State Water Board. This process is
called the “5-Year Review.” The State Water Board may close or require the closure of any
UST case.

Having obtained the owner/operator’s approval, and pursuant to Health & Safety Code section
25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1), the Fund Manager recommends closure of the UST. Enclosed is
a copy of the UST Case Closure Summary for the UST case. The case closure summary
contains information about the UST case and forms the basis for the UST Cleanup Fund
Manager’'s recommendation to the State Water Board for UST case closure. A copy of the
Case Closure Summary has been provided to the owner/operator, environmental consultant of
record, the local agency that has been overseeing corrective action, the local water purveyor,
and the water district specified by Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1).

New requirements specified in Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(2)

require that the State Water Board limit reimbursement of any correction action costs incurred
after the date of this letter to $10,000 per year, excepting special circumstances.

CHaRLEs R. HoppiN, CHAIRMAN | THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

1001 | Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 | Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100 cramento, CA 95812-0100 | www.waterboards.ca.gov

{9 RECYCLED PAPER





SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

Written comments on the case closure summary to the State Water Board must be received
by 12:00 Noon on November 5, 2012. After the deadline, staff will not accept additional
written comments unless the State Water Board determines that such comments should be
accepted. Please provide the following information in the subject line: “Comment Letter —
Thrifty Oil #383 Case Closure Summary.” Comments must be addressed to:

Ms. Jeanine Townsend

Clerk to the Board

State Water Resources Control Board

1001 | Street, 24™ Floor [95814]

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

(tel) 916-341-5600

(fax) 916-341-5620

(email) commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov

Hand and special deliveries should also be addressed to Ms. Townsend at the address above.
Couriers delivering comments must check in with lobby security and have them contact
Ms. Townsend at (916) 341-5600.

Please direct questions about this notice to Bob Trommer, UST Cleanup Fund, at
(916) 341-5684 (btrommer@waterboards.ca.gov) or Nathan Jacobsen, Staff Counsel at
(916) 341-5181 (njacobsen@waterboards.ca.gov).

September 4, 2012 éﬁavnu'w J Q(X)M

Date Jeaning Townsend
Clerk to'the Board




mailto:commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov
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State Water Resources Control Board

UST CASE CLOSURE SUMMARY

Agency Information

Agency: Orange County Environmental Address: 1241 East Dyer Road, Suite 120,
Health Department (County) Santa Ana, CA
Agency Caseworker: Tamara Escobedo Case No.: 87UT050
Case Information
USTCF Claim No.: 13541 Global ID: T0605900650
Site Name: Thrifty Oil #383 Site Address: 18520 Brookhurst Street
Fountain Valley, CA

Responsible Party: Thrifty Oil Company | Address: 13116 Imperial Hwy,
Attn: Barry Berkett Santa Fe Springs, CA

USTCF Expenditures to Date: $984,716 | Number of Years Case Open: 25

URL: hitp:/geotracker.waterboards.ca.qov/profile report.asp?global id=T0605900650

Summary

The Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy (Low-Threat Policy) contains
general and media-specific criteria, and cases that meet those criteria are appropriate for
closure pursuant to the Low-Threat Policy. This case meets all of the required criteria of the
Low-Threat Policy. A summary evaluation of compliance with the Low-Threat Policy is shown in
Attachment 1: Compliance with State Water Board Policies and State Law. The
Conceptual Site Model upon which the evaluation of the case has been made is described in
Attachment 2: Summary of Basic Site Information. Highlights of the Conceptual Site Model
of the case follow:

This is currently an active gas station. A leak was identified in 1987 during an UST system
replacement. Dual phase extraction/ soil vapor extraction was conducted from January 2001 to
September 2007 and removed approximately 59,744 pounds of total petroleum hydrocarbons
(TPHg) and 599,100 gallons of contaminated groundwater. From April 2009 to February 2010
approximately 600 pounds of ozone has been injected into groundwater through eight ozone
injection points, to accelerate TBA degradation. The City of Fountain Valley Water Division
provides drinking water in the area. To date, nearly $1 million in corrective action costs have
been reimbursed by the Fund.

The petroleum release is limited to the shallow soil and groundwater. The affected groundwater
is not currently being used as a source of drinking water or for any other designated beneficial
use, and it is highly unlikely that the affected groundwater will be used as a source of drinking
water or for any other beneficial use in the foreseeable future. Public supply wells are usually
constructed with competent sanitary seals and intake screens that are in deeper more protected
aquifers. Other designated beneficial uses of impacted groundwater are not threatened and it is
highly unlikely that they will be considering these factors in the context of the site setting.
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Remaining petroleum constituents are limited, stable and declining. Remedial actions have
been implemented and further remediation would be ineffective and expensive. Additional
assessment/monitoring will not likely change the conceptual model. Any remaining petroleum
constituents do not pose significant risk to human health, safety or the environment. The
corrective action performed is protective of human health, safety, and the environment.

Rationale for Closure under the Low-Threat Policy

» General Criteria — The case meets all eight Low-Threat Policy General Criteria.
Groundwater — The case meets Groundwater-Specific Criterion 1.

* Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air— Soil vapor evaluation is not required because site is an
active commercial petroleum fueling facility.

* Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure — This case meets Policy Criterion 3.B. A
professional assessment of site-specific risk from exposure shows that maximum
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no significant risk of adversely
affecting human health.

Objections to Closure

The County objects to case closure because the TBA concentration in monitoring well MW-3
increased to 7,300 ug/L during post-remedial monitoring and the contaminant plume was neither
stable nor shrinking.

Response to Objections to Closure

The groundwater monitoring data demonstrate that the TBA plume is defined: less than 100 feet
in length and decreasing in size and concentration. The monitoring data also demonstrate the
plume is not migrating to deeper groundwater, and will not likely impact deeper groundwater.

The affected shallow groundwater is seaward of the saltwater intrusion barrier. According to the
City of Fountain Valley Water Department, the shallow groundwater and groundwater in general
in this area, is not used as a source of public water supply, and it is not likely to be used as a
source of public water supply in the foreseeable future.

Additionally according to the Orange County Water District, there is no groundwater production
within three miles of the site because groundwater in the area is severely degraded by seawater
intrusion. (GeoHydrologic Consultants, Inc., 2008)

The Site has exhausted cost-effective means of remediating the residual TBA plume, and the
residual hydrocarbon plume poses low risk to human health, safety and the environment.
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Fund Manager Recommendation for Closure

Based on available information, residual petroleum hydrocarbons at the Site do not pose
significant risks to human health, safety, or the environment, and the case meets the
requirements of the Low-Threat Policy. Accordingly, the Fund Manager recommends that the
case be closed. The State Water Board is conducting public notification. The County has the
regulatory responsibility to supervise the abandonment of monitoring wells.

(g Bobdost #3112

Lisa BabcocR, P.G. 3939, C.E.G. 1235 Date
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ATTACHMENT 1: COMPLIANCE WITH STATE WATER BOARD POLICIES AND STATE LAW

The site complies with the State Water Resources Control Board policies and state law. Section
25296.10 of the Health and Safety Code requires that sites be cleaned up to protect human health,
safety, and the environment. Based on available information, any residual petroleum constituents at

the site do not pose significant risk to human health, safety, or the environment.

The site complies with the requirements of the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank (UST)

Case Closure Policy as described below.’

Is corrective action consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety
Code and implementing regulations?

The corrective action provisions contained in Chapter 6.7 of the Health and
Safety Code and the implementing regulations govern the entire corrective action
process at leaking UST sites. If it is determined, at any stage in the corrective
action process, that UST case closure is appropriate, further compliance with
corrective action requirements is not necessary. Corrective action at this site has
been consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety Code and
implementing regulations and, since this case meets applicable case-closure
requirements, further corrective action is not necessary, unless the activity is
necessary for case closure.

™ Yes O No

Have waste discharge requirements or any other orders issued pursuant to
Division 7 of the Water Code been issued at this site?

O Yes ® No

If so, was the corrective action performed consistent with any
order?

There was an order issued for this site. The corrective action performed
in the past is consistent with that order. Since this case meets applicable
case-closure requirements, further corrective action under the order that
is not necessary, unless the activity is necessary for case closure.

O Yes ONo @ NA

General Criteria
General criteria that must be satisfied by all candidate sites:

Is the unauthorized release located within the service area of a public water
system? (City of Fountain Valley Water Department)

Does the unauthorized release consist only of petroleum?

Has the unauthorized (“primary”) release from the UST system been
stopped?

Has free product been removed to the maximum extent practicable?

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

Yes O No

® Yes O No

Yes O No

@ Yes ONo ONA
® Yes O No

! Refer to the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy for closure criteria for low-threat

petroleum UST sites.
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of the release been developed?

Has secondary source been removed to the extent practicable? Yes 0O No
Has soil or groundwater been tested for MTBE and results reported in

accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 25296.15? @ Yes O No
Nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 does not exist at the Yes O No
site?

Are there unique site attributes or site-specific conditions that O Yes ®mNo

demonstrably increase the risk associated with residual petroleum
constituents?

Media-Specific Criteria
Candidate sites must satisfy all three of these media-specific criteria:

1. Groundwater:
To satisfy the media-specific criteria for groundwater, the contaminant plume that
exceeds water quality objectives must be stable or decreasing in areal extent,
and meet all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites:

Is the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives stable
or decreasing in areal extent?

Does the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives meet
all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites?

If YES, check applicable class: ®1 02 03 04 O5

For sites with releases that have not affected groundwater, do mobile
constituents (leachate, vapors, or light non-aqueous phase liquids)
contain sufficient mobile constituents to cause groundwater to exceed
the groundwater criteria?

® Yes ONo ONA

®Yes ONo ONA

OYes ONo @ NA

2. Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air:
The site is considered low-threat for vapor intrusion to indoor air if site-specific
conditions satisfy all of the characteristics of one of the three classes of sites (a
through c) or if the exception for active commercial fueling facilities applies.

Is the site an active commercial petroleum fueling facility?

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

Yes O No

OYes O No @ NA
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a. Do site-specific conditions at the release site satisfy all of the
applicable characteristics and criteria of scenarios 1 through 3 or all
of the applicable characteristics and criteria of scenario 4? O Yes ONo @ NA

If YES, check applicable scenarios: 01 02 O3 04

b. Has a site-specific risk assessment for the vapor intrusion pathway
been conducted and demonstrates that human health is protected to
the satisfaction of the regulatory agency? O Yes ONo @ NA

c. As aresult of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that petroleum
vapors migrating from soil or groundwater will have no significant
risk of adversely affecting human health?

3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure:
The site is considered low-threat for direct contact and outdoor air exposure if
site-specific conditions satisfy one of the three classes of sites (a through c).

a. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less OYes 0OONo @ NA
than or equal to those listed in Table 1 for the specified depth below :
ground surface (bgs)?

b. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less Yes O No ONA
than levels that a site specific risk assessment demonstrates will
have no significant risk of adversely affecting human health?

c. As aresult of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation OYes 0ONo mNA
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that the
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no

significant risk of adversely affecting human health?
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ATTACHMENT 2: SUMMARY OF BASIC SITE INFORMATION (Conceptual Site Model)

Site Location/ History

The Site is an active service station operated by ARCO BP until May 2012 and is now
operated by Tesoro Refining and Marketing. It is located at the southeast corner of
Brookhurst Street and Ellis Avenue, in Fountain Valley, CA. The area surround the Site
is mixed residential and commercial. The northeastern corner of the same intersection
is occupied by another gas station, currently owned and operated by ARCO Products
Company.

An unauthorized release was reported in March 1987, during the UST system removal.
Nineteen monitoring wells have been installed on and off the site and monitored
regularly.

Site map showing the locations of the current and former USTs, monitoring wells, and
groundwater level contours, is provided at the end of this summary.

Pollutant Source

Nature of Contaminants of Concern: Petroleum hydrocarbons only.

Source; Date reported; and Status of Release: UST system; 4 March 1987; USTs
replaced.

Free Phase Hydrocarbons: Historically.

- Geology/ Hydrogeology

Stratigraphy: The Site is underlain by silty clay, silt with occasional lenses of sand, and
silty sand. An organic-rich silty clay lens was encountered in some soil borings at a
depth of 15 feet below ground surface (bgs).

Maximum Sample Depth: 67 feet bgs.

Minimum Groundwater Depth: 3.20 feet bgs at monitoring well BW-1.

Maximum Groundwater Depth: 34.35 feet bgs at monitoring well DW-1.

Current Average Depth to Groundwater: 8 feet bgs.

Appropriate Screen Interval: Yes for the shallow zone wells, but several deep zone
wells’ screens are submerged.

Saturated Zones(s) Studied: 5 to 67 feet bgs.

Groundwater Flow Direction: Predominately to the west and southwest in the shallow

zone, with a gradient of 0.008 foot/foot, and to the east in the deeper zone, with a
gradient of 0.011 foot/foot.

Groundwater Trends:

There are more than 17 years of groundwater monitoring data for this site. The graphs
below show TBA concentration trends in source zone well BW-4, and the downgradient
on-site well BW-3. The further downgradient off-site well BW-7 has consistently shown
TBA concentrations below detection limits since November 1995.
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Receptors

e GW Basin: Coastal Plain of Orange County.

e Beneficial Uses: Municipal and domestic supply.

¢ Land Use Designation: Commercial.

» Public Water System: City of Fountain Valley Water Division (City of Fountain Valley
UWMP, May 2011).

o Distance to Nearest Supply Well: According to data available in GeoTracker, there are
no DPH water supply wells within %2 mile of the site. Two non-CDPH production wells
were identified by the claimant’s consultant within % mile of the site. According to the
Orange County Water District, one well (Fountain Valley Cal FV) was located over 500
feet north (up-gradient) of the site, and the other well (Fountain Valley GKAW-FV) was
located over 1,000 feet west (cross-gradient) of the site. Both wells were identified as
agriculture wells. (GeoHydrologic Consultants, Inc., 2008).

o Distance to Nearest Surface Water: The nearest surface water feature is more than
Y2 mile from the Site.

Risk Criteria

e Estimate of Hydrocarbon Mass in Soil: None reported.

e Soil/Groundwater tested for MTBE: Yes, see table below.

e Plume Length, Extent, and Mobility: Less than 100 feet, defined, Groundwater TBA
plume extends off the site, however the plume is stable and defined. Down-gradient
wells BW-7 and BW-8, which are located 90 and 50 feet from the site, respectively, have
consistently shown non-detectable for TBA.

e Contaminated Zone(s) Used for Drinking Water: No.

e Risk from Residual Petroleum Hydrocarbons: Soil vapor assessments are not
necessary at active gas stations. The Site is paved and accidental access to site soils is
prevented. In addition, the soil concentrations are below the thresholds in Table 1 of the
Low-Threat Policy. However, there are no results in GeoTracker for naphthalene. The
amount of naphthalene in gasoline is very low — generally on the order of 0.25 percent
(Potter and Simmons, 1998). The amount of benzene, however, is on the order of 3
percent (ten times greater). Since the concentrations of benzene at this Site are lower
than the Table 1 naphthalene threshold concentration, it is highly unlikely that
naphthalene concentrations in soil at the Site, if any, exceed that threshold. As an active
gas station, any construction worker working at the Site or adjacent to the Site will be
prepared for exposure in their normal daily work.

Remediation Summary (Secondary Source Removal)

» Free Product: During the UST replacement in May 1987, free product and waste oil
were observed in the UST excavation. A free product recovery system was installed.
Since 1997 only sporadic free product was observed. A total of 3,559 gallons of free
product had been recovered. No free product has been observed since November
2002.

» Soil Excavation: During the 1987 UST replacement, TPH affected soil was removed,
aerated, and disposed off-site. Another 200 tons of soil was excavated and removed
from the site during a system upgrade in February 2003.

* In-Situ Soil Remediation: From January 2001 to September 2007, a soil vapor
extraction system, as part of a dual phase extraction (DPE) system, operated at the site.

e Groundwater Remediation: From June 2001 to September 2007, the DPE system
operated at the site. Approximately 59,744 pounds of hydrocarbons and 599,100
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gallons of groundwater were removed. From April 2009 to February 2010, 600 pounds
of ozone had been injected into groundwater through eight ozone injection points, to

accelerate TBA degradation.

» Oxygen Concentrations in Soil Vapor: Due peroxide injection oxygen concentrations are

not valid.

Tank Information

Supporting Site Data

Tank No. Size in Gallons Contents Closed in Place/ Date
Removed/Active
1 12,000 Gasoline Removed May 1987
2 10,000 Gasoline Removed May 1987
3 8,000 Gasoline Removed May 1987
4 280 Waste Oil Removed May 1987
5 12,000 Gasoline Active Not applicable
6 12,000 Gasoline Active Not applicable
7 12,000 Gasoline Active Not applicable

Monitoring Well Information

Well Designation Date Installed Screen Interval Depth to Water
(feet bgs) (feet bgs)
(3/15/12)

BW-1 November 1995 5-30 6.34
BW-2 November 1995 5-30 7.72
BW-3 November 1995 5-30 7.87
BW-4 November 1995 5-30 7.71
BW-5 November 1995 5-30 7.83
BW-6 November 1995 4-19 7.94
BW-7 November 1995 4-19 8.58
BW-8 November 1995 4-19 8.67
MW-A November 1995 7.5-12.5 8.12
MW-B November 1995 6.5-11.5 8.43
HVE-1 August 2000 5-30 7.53
HVE-2 August 2000 5-30 7.83
DW-1 July 2001 56.5-61.5 7.31
DW-2 July 2001 59-64 4.69
DW-3 July 2001 61.5-66.5 4.73

T-1 August 1995 4-19 8.17

T-2 August 1995 7-17 7.93

T-3 August 1995 7-17 8.95

T-4 August 1995 5-15 7.11
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Petroleum Hydrocarbon Constituent Concentration

Contaminant Soil (mg/kg) Water (ug/L) WQOs
Maximum Maximum Maximum Latest (Mg/L)
0-5ftbgs | 5-10 ft bgs b (3/15/12)

TPHg <0.03 2,060 54,900 125 NL

Benzene <0.00032 0.253 4,130 <5 1

Toluene <0.00038 3.89 1,300 <25 150

Ethylbenzene <0.00032 22.7 3,480 <25 300

Xylenes <0.00032 210 13,900 <25 1,750

MTBE <0.00032 0.66 1,800 9.4 5

TBA <0.005 3.78 39,200 6,100 1,200°

Naphthalene NA NA NA NA 170°

NA: Not Analyzed, Not Applicable or Data Not Available

NL: Not listed

mg/kg: milligrams per kilogram, parts per million
ug/L: micrograms per liter, parts per billion

WQOs: Water Quality Objectives, Region 8 Basin Plan

2 According to Reports, soil
According to GeoTracker, wells

¢ California Department of Public Health Response Level

¢ California Department of Public Health Action Level
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This is a message from the State Water Resources

Control Board.

Attached are seven Notice of Opportunity to Comment with Case Closure Summary on the following:

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK CLEANUP FUND (FUND), CASE CLOSURE
RECOMMENDATION, PURSUANT TO HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 25299.39.2:

CLAIM NUMBER: 13078; SITE ADDRESS: BOB’S STOP & SHOP; 14963 ROAD 192, PORTERVILLE,
CA 932

CLAIM NUMBER: 5502, SITE ADDRESS: BP #11133, 2220 98TH AVENUE, OAKLAND, CA 94603

CLAIM NUMBER: 6001; SITE ADDRESS: CHEVRON #9-0329; 340 HIGHLAND AVENUE,
PIEDMONT, CA 94611

CLAIM NUMBER: 14694; SITE ADDRESS: FORMER BRAGG ELECTRIC; 14942 JACKSON STREET,
MIDWAY CITY, CA 92655

CLAIM NUMBER: 12812; SITE ADDRESS: METRO CAR WASH; 387 TUSTIN AVENUE N, ORANGE,
CA 92867

CLAIM NUMBER: 14412; SITE ADDRESS: STANTON MOBIL; 12493 BEACH BOULEVARD,
STANTON, CA 90680

CLAIM NUMBER: 13541; SITE ADDRESS: THRIFTY OIL #383; 18520 BROOKHURST STREET,
FOUNTAIN VALLEY, CA 92708

Comment deadline for all of them is November 5, 2012 by 12 noon.

Thank you,

Jeanine Townsend

Clerk to-the Boowd

State Water Resources Control Boowd,
(916) 341-5600

You are currently subscribed to regs_general as: Ibabcock@waterboards.ca.gov.

To unsubscribe click here: http://swrcb18.waterboards.ca.gov/u?

1d=331844.6¢cclcafbl72bc22116cd0ebcdb65f155&n=T &I=regs_general&0=381483
(It may be necessary to cut and paste the above URL if the line is broken)

or send a blank email to leave-381483-

331844.6cclcafbl72bc22116cd0ebc4b65f155@swrcb18.waterboards.ca.gov


mailto:lbabcock@waterboards.ca.gov
http://swrcb18.waterboards.ca.gov/u?id=331844.6cc1c4fb172bc22116cd0ebc4b65f155&n=T&l=regs_general&o=381483
http://swrcb18.waterboards.ca.gov/u?id=331844.6cc1c4fb172bc22116cd0ebc4b65f155&n=T&l=regs_general&o=381483
mailto:leave-381483-331844.6cc1c4fb172bc22116cd0ebc4b65f155@swrcb18.waterboards.ca.gov
mailto:leave-381483-331844.6cc1c4fb172bc22116cd0ebc4b65f155@swrcb18.waterboards.ca.gov
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State Water Resources Control Board

NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK CLEANUP FUND (FUND) CASE CLOSURE
RECOMMENDATION PURSUANT TO HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 25299.39.2:
CLAIM NUMBER: 5502, SITE ADDRESS: BP #11133,

2220 98TH AVENUE, OAKLAND, CA 94603

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water
Board) will accept comments on the proposed underground storage tank (UST) case closure for
Alameda County Environmental Health Care Agency case humber RO0000403,

2220 98™ Avenue, Oakland, Alameda County. The State Water Board will be considering this
UST case closure summary at a future board meeting. The meeting will be noticed separately.

Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1) requires that the Fund Manager
notify UST owners or operators who have a Letter of Commitment (LOC) that has been in active
status for five or more years and to review the case history of these sites on an annual basis
unless otherwise notified by the UST owner or operator. In addition, Health & Safety Code
section 25299.39.2 further states that the Fund Manager, with approval of the UST owner or
operator, may recommend regulatory case closure to the State Water Board. This process is
called the “5-Year Review.” The State Water Board may close or require the closure of any
UST case.

Having obtained the owner/operator’s approval, and pursuant to Health & Safety Code section
25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1), the Fund Manager recommends closure of the UST. Enclosed is
a copy of the UST Case Closure Summary for the UST case. The case closure summary
contains information about the UST case and forms the basis for the UST Cleanup Fund
Manager’'s recommendation to the State Water Board for UST case closure. A copy of the
Case Closure Summary has been provided to the owner/operator, environmental consultant of
record, the local agency that has been overseeing corrective action, the local water purveyor,
and the water district specified by Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1).

New requirements specified in Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(2)

require that the State Water Board limit reimbursement of any correction action costs incurred
after the date of this letter to $10,000 per year, excepting special circumstances.

CHARLES R. HoPPIN, CHAIRMAN THomMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIREGTOR
) )

1001 | Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 | Mailing Address: P.QO. Box 100, Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 | www.waterboards.ca.gov

{9 RECYCLED PAPER



SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

Written comments on the case closure summary to the State Water Board must be received
by 12:00 Noon on November 5, 2012. After the deadline, staff will not accept additional
written comments unless the State Water Board determines that such comments should be
accepted. Please provide the following information in the subject line: “Comment Letter —
BP #11133 Case Closure Summary.” Comments must be addressed to:

Ms. Jeanine Townsend

Clerk to the Board

State Water Resources Control Board

1001 | Street, 24™ Floor [95814]

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

(tel) 916-341-5600

(fax) 916-341-5620

(email) commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov

Hand and special deliveries should also be addressed to Ms. Townsend at the address above.
Couriers delivering comments must check in with lobby security and have them contact
Ms. Townsend at (916) 341-5600.

Please direct questions about this notice to Bob Trommer, UST Cleanup Fund, at
(916) 341-5684 (btrommer@waterboards.ca.gov) or Nathan Jacobsen, Staff Counsel at
(916) 341-5181 (njacobsen@waterboards.ca.gov).

September 4, 2012 éﬁavnu’w J QUJI’LAM

Date Jeaning Townsend
Clerk to'the Board
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State Water Resources Control Board

UST CASE CLOSURE SUMMARY

Agency Information

Agency Name: Alameda County Address: 1131 Harbor Bay Parkway,
Environmental Health Department (Local Alameda, CA 94502
Oversight Program (County)
Agency Caseworker: Dilan Roe Case No. RO0000403
Case Information
USTCF Claim No.: 5502 Global ID: T0600100210
Site Name: BP #11133 Site Address: 2220 98" Street,
Oakland CA 94603
Responsible Party 1:  ConocoPhillips, Address: 76 Broadway Street
Attn: Terry Grayson Sacramento, CA 95818
Responsible Party 2:  Suncor Holdings Corp. Address: 11601 Wilshire Blvd,#700
Attn: Keith Marks Los Angeles, CA 90025
Responsible Party 3: BP/ARCO, Janet Wager | Address: 100 Montgomery, Suite 300,
Attn: Hollis Phillips San Francisco, CA 94104
USTCF Expenditures to Date: $574,684 Number of Years Case Open: 25

URL: http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/profile report.asp?qlobal id=T0600100210

Summary

The Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy (Low-Threat Policy) contains
general and media-specific criteria, and cases that meet those criteria are appropriate for
closure pursuant to the Low-Threat Policy. This case meets all of the required criteria of the
Low-Threat Policy. A summary evaluation of compliance with the Low-Threat Policy is shown in
Attachment 1: Closure of Underground Storage Tank Sites’ Checklist for Compliance
with State Water Board Policies and State Law. The Conceptual Site Model upon which the
evaluation of the case has been made is described in Attachment 2: Summary of Basic Site
Information. Highlights of the Conceptual Site Model of the case follow:

This is currently a vacant lot. A leak was reported in June 1987 during the removal of USTs.
Since 1998, thirteen monitoring wells have been installed, contaminated soil excavated, and soil
and groundwater remediation accounting for the removal of 13,839 pounds of petroleum
hydrocarbons from soil vapor and groundwater. According to groundwater data, water quality
objectives have been achieved for all constituents except for TPH gasoline (TPHg), MTBE and
benzene in one well. To date, $574,684 in corrective action costs have been reimbursed by the
Fund.
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There are no public supply wells regulated by the California Department of Public Health
(CDPH) near the Site. No domestic wells have been identified. Shallow groundwater is not
currently being used as a source of drinking water. Water is provided to water users near the
Site by the East Bay Municipal Utility District. It is highly unlikely that any groundwater that may
be impacted will be used as a source of drinking water or other beneficial use in the foreseeable
future. The corrective action performed is protective of human health, safety, and the
environment.

The petroleum release is limited to the shallow soil and groundwater. The affected groundwater
is not currently being used as a source of drinking water or for any other beneficial use, and it is
highly unlikely that the affected groundwater will be used as a source of drinking water or for
any other beneficial use in the foreseeable future. Public supply wells are usually constructed
with competent sanitary seals and intake screens that are in deeper more protected aquifers.
Other designated beneficial uses of impacted groundwater are not threatened and it is highly
unlikely that they will be considering these factors in the context of the Site setting. Remaining
petroleum hydrocarbon constituents are limited, stable and concentrations declining. Remedial
actions have been implemented and further remediation would be ineffective and expensive.
Additional assessment/monitoring will not likely change the conceptual model. Any remaining
petroleum hydrocarbon constituents do not pose significant risk to human health, safety or the
environment. The corrective action performed is protective of human health, safety, and the
environment.

Rationale for Closure under the Low-Threat Policy

e General Criteria — The case meets all eight general criteria.

* Groundwater — The case meets Groundwater-Specific Criterion 1.

» Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air — The case is a vacant lot. Vapor assessment indicates
human health is protected.

» Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure — This case meets Policy Criterion 3.B. A
professional assessment of site-specific risk from exposure shows that maximum
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no significant risk of adversely
affecting human health.

Objections to Closure

The County states the following:

» Groundwater monitoring wells have submerged well screens so reported concentrations
of contaminants may be lower than actual concentrations.

e Verification monitoring after implementation of remediation activities is underway. The
scheduled date to end verification monitoring was the Fourth Quarter 2011, as approved
in the corrective action plan (CAP). The final report for the approved work performed
has not been submitted and is required before case closure consideration.

¢ The existing risk assessment is approximately ten years old and is considered by the
County to be out-dated in its methods.

e There is a school within a quarter-mile.
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Response to Objections to Closure

Wells have had submerged screens only the last few years with any regularity — even
then, most of the critical monitoring wells are commonly submerged less than three feet.
Current (July 2011) data report wells AW-1, MW-3, and RW-1, as being submerged an
average of less than a foot and a half, a fairly insignificant amount (especially in light of
wells being purged prior to the collection of a sample). Wells AW-4 and MW-1 are not
submerged currently. Measured concentrations are so low that the small degree of
potential dilution is unlikely to mask petroleum hydrocarbons in quantities of concern to
human health or the environment. Taken collectively, these five wells delineate the
plume adequately to show concentration decrease over time and plume stability.

The County did receive the required four quarters of verification monitoring data in a
report titled: “Case Closure Summary Report, dated November 30, 2011”, which was
uploaded to GeoTracker. The County denied this submittal on the basis it had not been
uploaded to the County database. The County has had eight months to review this
report and close the case.

The risk assessment conducted by Montgomery Watson Harza was accepted by the
County about nine years ago and has not previously been found to be deficient. The
County has not required a new risk assessment nor identified areas where there is
significant risk to human health or the environment.

The nearest school, Reach Academy, is located across Bancroft Avenue, approximately
100 feet southwest (downgradient) of the groundwater plume. The plume is at least 25
years old and has not caused significant impacts to date, nor is it likely to now that
groundwater has been remediated. The plume has been delineated and is restricted
largely to the Site. Downgradient well AW-2, located in the Bancroft Avenue median,
reports non-detect concentrations of the constituents of concern. The impacted zone on-
site is ringed by wells with low to non-detect concentrations. Additionally, potential risk to
off-site residents from soil vapor was evaluated by Montgomery Watson Harza in their
2002 risk assessment; no significant risk existed.

Fund Manager Recommendation for Closure

Based on available information, residual petroleum hydrocarbons at the Site do not pose
significant risks to human health, safety, or the environment, and the case meets the
requirements of the Low-Threat Policy. Accordingly, the Fund Manager recommends that the
case be closed. The State Water Board is conducting public notification. The County has the
regulatory responsibility to supervise the abandonment of monitoring wells.

laal Babesok 3/3//1a

Lisa Babcock, P.G. 3939, C.E.G. 1235 Date’
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ATTACHMENT 1: COMPLIANCE WITH STATE WATER BOARD POLICIES AND STATE LAW

The site complies with the State Water Resources Control Board policies and state law. Section
25296.10 of the Health and Safety Code requires that sites be cleaned up to protect human health, safety,
and the environment. Based on available information, any residual petroleum constituents at the site do
not pose significant risk to human health, safety, or the environment.

The site complies with the requirements of the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank (UST)
Case Closure Policy as described below.!

Is corrective action consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety Yes [ No
Code and implementing regulations?

The corrective action provisions contained in Chapter 6.7 of the Health and
Safety Code and the implementing regulations govern the entire corrective action
process at leaking UST sites. If it is determined, at any stage in the corrective
action process, that UST case closure is appropriate, further compliance with
corrective action requirements is not necessary. Corrective action at this site has
been consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety Code and implementing
regulations and, since this case meets applicable case-closure requirements,
further corrective action is not necessary, unless the activity is necessary for case
closure.

Have waste discharge requirements or any other orders issued pursuant to [ Yes X No
Division 7 of the Water Code been issued at this site?

If so, was the corrective action performed consistent with any order? O Yes O No X
There was an order issued for this site. The corrective action performed in
the past is consistent with that order. Since this case meets applicable NA
case-closure requirements, further corrective action under the order that is
not necessary, unless the activity is necessary for case closure.

General Criteria
General criteria that must be satisfied by all candidate sites:

Is the unauthorized release located within the service area of a public water K Yes [J No
system?

Does the unauthorized release consist only of petroleum? Yes [0 No

Has the unauthorized (“primary”) release from the UST system been
stopped? Yes [0 No

' Refer to the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy for closure criteria for low-threat
petroleum UST sites.




BP #11133 2
Claim 5502

PASS

Has free product been removed to the maximum extent practicable?

Has a conceptual site model that assesses the nature, extent, and mobility of
the release been developed?

Has secondary source been removed to the extent practicable?

Has soil or groundwater been tested for MTBE and results reported in
accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 25296.15?

Nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 does not exist at the site?

Are there unique site attributes or site-specific conditions that demonstrably
increase the risk associated with residual petroleum constituents?

X Yes O No O
NA
X Yes O No

Yes O No

Yes O No

Yes [0 No

O Yes No

Media-Specific Criteria
Candidate sites must satisfy all three of these media-specific criteria:

1. Groundwater:

To satisfy the media-specific criteria for groundwater, the contaminant plume that
exceeds water quality objectives must be stable or decreasing in areal extent, and
meet all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites:

Is the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives stable or
decreasing in areal extent?

Does the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives meet
all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites?

If YES, check applicable class: 102030405

For sites with releases that have not affected groundwater, do mobile
constituents (leachate, vapors, or light non-aqueous phase liquids)
contain sufficient mobile constituents to cause groundwater to exceed the
groundwater criteria?

Yes ONo O
NA

Yes ONo O
NA

O Yes O No
NA

2. Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air:

The site is considered low-threat for vapor intrusion to indoor air if site-specific
conditions satisfy all of the characteristics of one of the three classes of sites (a
through c) or if the exception for active commercial fueling facilities applies.

Is the site an active commercial petroleum fueling facility?
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Exception: Satisfaction of the media-specific criteria for petroleum vapor O Yes X No
intrusion to indoor air is not required at active commercial petroleum fueling
facilities, except in cases where release characteristics can be reasonably believed
to pose an unacceptable health risk.

a. Do site-specific conditions at the release site satisfy all of the
applicable characteristics and criteria of scenarios 1 through 3orall | OYes [0 No X NA
of the applicable characteristics and criteria of scenario 4?

If YES, check applicable scenarips: 01 02 O3 4

b. Has a site-specific risk assessment for the vapor intrusion pathway
been conducted and demonstrates that human health is protected to
the satisfaction of the regulatory agency? Yes [0 No O

C. As aresult of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation NA
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that petroleum
vapors migrating from soil or groundwater will have no significant
risk of adversely affecting human health? O Yes O No

NA

3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure:
The site is considered low-threat for direct contact and outdoor air exposure if
site-specific conditions satisfy one of the three classes of sites (a through c).

a. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less O Yes O No
than or equal to those listed in Table 1 for the specified depth below
ground surface (bgs)? NA

b. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less
than levels that a site specific risk assessment demonstrates will Yes 0 No [

have no significant risk of adversely affecting human health?

NA

c. As aresult of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that the
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no
significant risk of adversely affecting human health? D) Yes L No

NA
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ATTACHMENT 2: SUMMARY OF BASIC SITE INFORMATION (Conceptual Site Model)

Site Location/ History

The Site currently consists of a vacant, flat lot covered with gravel, soil, concrete, and
low-lying vegetation, and is located at the southeastern corner of 98th Avenue and
Bancroft Avenue in Oakland, California. BP acquired the Site from Mobil Oil Corporation
in 1989; and, in January 1994, BP transferred the Site to TOSCO Marketing Company
(TOSCO; now known as ConocoPhillips) and did not operate the facility. TOSCO
ceased the capability of gasoline retail operations at the Site in 1999.

The land use in the immediate vicinity of the Site is mixed commercial and residential.
In June 1987, soil contamination was identified.

Thirteen monitoring wells have been installed and monitored regularly.

Site map showing the location of the former USTs, monitoring wells, and groundwater
level contours is provided at the end of this summary.

Pollutant Source

Nature of Contaminants of Concern: Petroleum hydrocarbons only.

Source, Date Reported, and Status of Release: UST system, June15, 1987, USTs
removed.

Free-Phase Hydrocarbons: Yes.

Geology/ Hydrogeology

Stratigraphy: The Site is underlain by clay, silty clay and clayey silt.
Maximum Sample Depth: 32 feet bgs.

Minimum Groundwater Depth: 5.31 feet below ground surface (bgs) at monitoring well
VEW-9.

* Maximum Groundwater Depth: 21.07 feet bgs at monitoring well AW-9.

e Current Average Depth to Groundwater: 14 feet bgs.

» Saturated Zones(s) Studied: 5 - 35 bgs.

* Groundwater Flow Direction: West with an average gradient of 0.01 feet/foot (ft/ft).
Groundwater Trends:

There are 21 years of groundwater monitoring data for this Site which demonstrate the
concentrations are decreasing and the plume is stable.
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Source area well
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Downgradient well near property line.

Results for MW-1
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Receptors

e GW Basin: Santa Clara Valley — East Bay Plain.

* Beneficial Uses: Municipal and Domestic Supply.

* Land Use Designation: Unspecified, however review of aerial photography indicates
land use in the area is of mixed use with a park to the west, a school to the south and
southwest, and multifamily residential to the north and east.

e Public Water System: East Bay Municipal Utility District.
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Distance to Nearest Supply Well: According to data available in GeoTracker, there are
no public supply wells regulated by CDPH within %2 mile of the Site. No domestic wells
were identified in any of the files reviewed.

Risk Criteria

Estimate of Hydrocarbon Mass in Soil: None reported.

Soil/Groundwater tested for MTBE: Yes, see table below.

Plume Mobility: Petroleum hydrocarbon constituents are limited to a very small area
near the former service station building (AW-1) and the TPHg plume does not extend
beyond the property boundary.

Contaminated Zone(s) Used for Drinking Water: No.

Risk from Residual Petroleum Hydrocarbon: Results of the Oakland RBCA Tier 3
evaluation completed by Newfields in 2000, indicated that “residual levels of petroleum
hydrocarbons at the Site were below City of Oakland and United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) acceptable cancer risk and non-cancer risk levels.”

in May 2002, Montgomery Watson Harza (MWH) performed a revised RBCA evaluation
for the Site using Oakland and ASTM Tier 1 through Tier 3 RBCA values (MWH 2002).
Results of the MWH RBCA evaluation indicated that the theoretical upper-bound
incremental lifetime cancer risks and non-cancer hazard indices associated with levels of
TPH, BTEX, and MTBE in site soil and groundwater were below acceptable levels.
Accordingly, it was concluded that no further action was necessary for the protection of
human health at the Site.

The most current soil concentrations are below the thresholds in Table 1 of the Policy.
However, there are no results in GeoTracker for naphthalene. The amount of
naphthalene in gasoline is very low — generally on the order of 0.25 percent (Potter and
Simmons, 1998). The amount of benzene, however, is on the order of 3 percent (ten
times greater). Since the concentrations of benzene at this Site are lower than the Table
1 naphthalene threshold concentration, it is highly unlikely that naphthalene
concentrations in soil at the Site, if any, exceed that threshold.

Remediation Summary (Secondary Source Removal)

Free Product: Yes, upto 1.11 feetin MW-1 and 1.38 feet in RW-1. A total of 162
gallons recovered by 2001. No free product has been reported since 2001.

Soil Excavation: Two excavations have occurred at the Site:

1987 - An unknown amount of soil was excavated, transported and disposed offsite.
1998 - Approximately 655 tons of soil was excavated, transported and disposed offsite.
In-Situ Soil and Groundwater Remediation: A soil vapor extraction system (SVE) in
conjunction with a groundwater extraction and treatment system (GWETS) was installed
and started operation in 1994. In December 1998, when the system was turned off, a
total of 13,839 pounds of petroleum hydrocarbons were documented to have been
removed.
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Supporting Site Data
Tank Information
Tank No. Size in Gallons Contents Closed in Place/ Date
Removed/Active
1 10,000 Gasoline Removed June 1987
2 8,000 Gasoline Removed June 1987
3 5,000 Gasoline Removed June 1987
4 10,000 Gasoline Removed October 1998
5 10,000 Gasoline Removed October 1998
6 12,000 Gasoline Removed October 1998

Monitoring Well Information

Well Designation Date Installed Screen Interval Depth to Water
(feet bgs) (feet bgs)
(7/14/2011)
AW-1 June1990 15-35 14.05
AW-2 April 1991 20-40 14.92
AW-3 April 1991 15-35 13.54
AW-4 June1990 15-35 15.50
AW-5 April 1991 20-45 16.7
AW-6 April 1991 20-35 14.23
AW-7 April 1991 20-35 No Access
AW-8 April 1991 20-40 14.92
AW-9 January 1997 12-28 15.85
MW-1 May 1988 10-29 10.96
MW-2 May 1988 12-32 8.90
MW-3 May 1988 14-34 11.96
RW-1 April 1991 - 15-40 13.87
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Petroleum Hydrocarbon Constituent Concentration
Contaminant Soil (mg/kg) Water (ug/L) WQOs
Maximum Maximum | Maximum Latest (ug/L)
0-5ftbgs | 5-10 ft bgs > (7/14/2011)
TPHg 9.4 23 | 1,800,000 1,600 NL
TPHd 3,900 <1 NA NA NL
Benzene 0.9 0.92 57,000 35 1
Toluene 0.096 0.48 190,000 <0.5 300
Ethylbenzene 0.52 0.23 48,000 92 700
Xylenes 3 0.96 281,000 6.8 1,750
MTBE 4 NA 7,400 47 5
TBA NA NA 2,100 20 1,200°
Naphthalene NA NA NA NA 170°

NA: Not Analyzed, Not Applicable or Data Not Available

NL: Not listed

mg/kg: milligrams per kilogram, parts per million
ug/L: micrograms per liter, parts per billion
WQOs: Water Quality Objectives, Region 2 Basin Plan

? According to Reports, soil
b According to Geotracker, wells

¢ California Department of Public Health Response Level
¢ California Department of Public Health, Action level in drinking water
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NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK CLEANUP FUND (FUND) CASE CLOSURE
RECOMMENDATION PURSUANT TO HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 25299.39.2:
CLAIM NUMBER: 5502, SITE ADDRESS: BP #11133,

2220 98TH AVENUE, OAKLAND, CA 94603

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water
Board) will accept comments on the proposed underground storage tank (UST) case closure for
Alameda County Environmental Health Care Agency case humber RO0000403,

2220 98™ Avenue, Oakland, Alameda County. The State Water Board will be considering this
UST case closure summary at a future board meeting. The meeting will be noticed separately.

Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1) requires that the Fund Manager
notify UST owners or operators who have a Letter of Commitment (LOC) that has been in active
status for five or more years and to review the case history of these sites on an annual basis
unless otherwise notified by the UST owner or operator. In addition, Health & Safety Code
section 25299.39.2 further states that the Fund Manager, with approval of the UST owner or
operator, may recommend regulatory case closure to the State Water Board. This process is
called the “5-Year Review.” The State Water Board may close or require the closure of any
UST case.

Having obtained the owner/operator’s approval, and pursuant to Health & Safety Code section
25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1), the Fund Manager recommends closure of the UST. Enclosed is
a copy of the UST Case Closure Summary for the UST case. The case closure summary
contains information about the UST case and forms the basis for the UST Cleanup Fund
Manager’'s recommendation to the State Water Board for UST case closure. A copy of the
Case Closure Summary has been provided to the owner/operator, environmental consultant of
record, the local agency that has been overseeing corrective action, the local water purveyor,
and the water district specified by Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(1).

New requirements specified in Health & Safety Code section 25299.39.2 subdivision (a)(2)

require that the State Water Board limit reimbursement of any correction action costs incurred
after the date of this letter to $10,000 per year, excepting special circumstances.

CHARLES R. HoPPIN, CHAIRMAN THomMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIREGTOR
) )

1001 | Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 | Mailing Address: P.QO. Box 100, Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 | www.waterboards.ca.gov

{9 RECYCLED PAPER



SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

Written comments on the case closure summary to the State Water Board must be received
by 12:00 Noon on November 5, 2012. After the deadline, staff will not accept additional
written comments unless the State Water Board determines that such comments should be
accepted. Please provide the following information in the subject line: “Comment Letter —
BP #11133 Case Closure Summary.” Comments must be addressed to:

Ms. Jeanine Townsend

Clerk to the Board

State Water Resources Control Board

1001 | Street, 24™ Floor [95814]

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

(tel) 916-341-5600

(fax) 916-341-5620

(email) commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov

Hand and special deliveries should also be addressed to Ms. Townsend at the address above.
Couriers delivering comments must check in with lobby security and have them contact
Ms. Townsend at (916) 341-5600.

Please direct questions about this notice to Bob Trommer, UST Cleanup Fund, at
(916) 341-5684 (btrommer@waterboards.ca.gov) or Nathan Jacobsen, Staff Counsel at
(916) 341-5181 (njacobsen@waterboards.ca.gov).

September 4, 2012 éﬁavnu’w J QUJI’LAM

Date Jeaning Townsend
Clerk to'the Board
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UST CASE CLOSURE SUMMARY

Agency Information

Agency Name: Alameda County Address: 1131 Harbor Bay Parkway,
Environmental Health Department (Local Alameda, CA 94502
Oversight Program (County)
Agency Caseworker: Dilan Roe Case No. RO0000403
Case Information
USTCF Claim No.: 5502 Global ID: T0600100210
Site Name: BP #11133 Site Address: 2220 98" Street,
Oakland CA 94603
Responsible Party 1:  ConocoPhillips, Address: 76 Broadway Street
Attn: Terry Grayson Sacramento, CA 95818
Responsible Party 2:  Suncor Holdings Corp. Address: 11601 Wilshire Blvd,#700
Attn: Keith Marks Los Angeles, CA 90025
Responsible Party 3: BP/ARCO, Janet Wager | Address: 100 Montgomery, Suite 300,
Attn: Hollis Phillips San Francisco, CA 94104
USTCF Expenditures to Date: $574,684 Number of Years Case Open: 25

URL: http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/profile report.asp?qlobal id=T0600100210

Summary

The Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy (Low-Threat Policy) contains
general and media-specific criteria, and cases that meet those criteria are appropriate for
closure pursuant to the Low-Threat Policy. This case meets all of the required criteria of the
Low-Threat Policy. A summary evaluation of compliance with the Low-Threat Policy is shown in
Attachment 1: Closure of Underground Storage Tank Sites’ Checklist for Compliance
with State Water Board Policies and State Law. The Conceptual Site Model upon which the
evaluation of the case has been made is described in Attachment 2: Summary of Basic Site
Information. Highlights of the Conceptual Site Model of the case follow:

This is currently a vacant lot. A leak was reported in June 1987 during the removal of USTs.
Since 1998, thirteen monitoring wells have been installed, contaminated soil excavated, and soil
and groundwater remediation accounting for the removal of 13,839 pounds of petroleum
hydrocarbons from soil vapor and groundwater. According to groundwater data, water quality
objectives have been achieved for all constituents except for TPH gasoline (TPHg), MTBE and
benzene in one well. To date, $574,684 in corrective action costs have been reimbursed by the
Fund.
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There are no public supply wells regulated by the California Department of Public Health
(CDPH) near the Site. No domestic wells have been identified. Shallow groundwater is not
currently being used as a source of drinking water. Water is provided to water users near the
Site by the East Bay Municipal Utility District. It is highly unlikely that any groundwater that may
be impacted will be used as a source of drinking water or other beneficial use in the foreseeable
future. The corrective action performed is protective of human health, safety, and the
environment.

The petroleum release is limited to the shallow soil and groundwater. The affected groundwater
is not currently being used as a source of drinking water or for any other beneficial use, and it is
highly unlikely that the affected groundwater will be used as a source of drinking water or for
any other beneficial use in the foreseeable future. Public supply wells are usually constructed
with competent sanitary seals and intake screens that are in deeper more protected aquifers.
Other designated beneficial uses of impacted groundwater are not threatened and it is highly
unlikely that they will be considering these factors in the context of the Site setting. Remaining
petroleum hydrocarbon constituents are limited, stable and concentrations declining. Remedial
actions have been implemented and further remediation would be ineffective and expensive.
Additional assessment/monitoring will not likely change the conceptual model. Any remaining
petroleum hydrocarbon constituents do not pose significant risk to human health, safety or the
environment. The corrective action performed is protective of human health, safety, and the
environment.

Rationale for Closure under the Low-Threat Policy

e General Criteria — The case meets all eight general criteria.

* Groundwater — The case meets Groundwater-Specific Criterion 1.

» Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air — The case is a vacant lot. Vapor assessment indicates
human health is protected.

» Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure — This case meets Policy Criterion 3.B. A
professional assessment of site-specific risk from exposure shows that maximum
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no significant risk of adversely
affecting human health.

Objections to Closure

The County states the following:

» Groundwater monitoring wells have submerged well screens so reported concentrations
of contaminants may be lower than actual concentrations.

e Verification monitoring after implementation of remediation activities is underway. The
scheduled date to end verification monitoring was the Fourth Quarter 2011, as approved
in the corrective action plan (CAP). The final report for the approved work performed
has not been submitted and is required before case closure consideration.

¢ The existing risk assessment is approximately ten years old and is considered by the
County to be out-dated in its methods.

e There is a school within a quarter-mile.
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Response to Objections to Closure

Wells have had submerged screens only the last few years with any regularity — even
then, most of the critical monitoring wells are commonly submerged less than three feet.
Current (July 2011) data report wells AW-1, MW-3, and RW-1, as being submerged an
average of less than a foot and a half, a fairly insignificant amount (especially in light of
wells being purged prior to the collection of a sample). Wells AW-4 and MW-1 are not
submerged currently. Measured concentrations are so low that the small degree of
potential dilution is unlikely to mask petroleum hydrocarbons in quantities of concern to
human health or the environment. Taken collectively, these five wells delineate the
plume adequately to show concentration decrease over time and plume stability.

The County did receive the required four quarters of verification monitoring data in a
report titled: “Case Closure Summary Report, dated November 30, 2011”, which was
uploaded to GeoTracker. The County denied this submittal on the basis it had not been
uploaded to the County database. The County has had eight months to review this
report and close the case.

The risk assessment conducted by Montgomery Watson Harza was accepted by the
County about nine years ago and has not previously been found to be deficient. The
County has not required a new risk assessment nor identified areas where there is
significant risk to human health or the environment.

The nearest school, Reach Academy, is located across Bancroft Avenue, approximately
100 feet southwest (downgradient) of the groundwater plume. The plume is at least 25
years old and has not caused significant impacts to date, nor is it likely to now that
groundwater has been remediated. The plume has been delineated and is restricted
largely to the Site. Downgradient well AW-2, located in the Bancroft Avenue median,
reports non-detect concentrations of the constituents of concern. The impacted zone on-
site is ringed by wells with low to non-detect concentrations. Additionally, potential risk to
off-site residents from soil vapor was evaluated by Montgomery Watson Harza in their
2002 risk assessment; no significant risk existed.

Fund Manager Recommendation for Closure

Based on available information, residual petroleum hydrocarbons at the Site do not pose
significant risks to human health, safety, or the environment, and the case meets the
requirements of the Low-Threat Policy. Accordingly, the Fund Manager recommends that the
case be closed. The State Water Board is conducting public notification. The County has the
regulatory responsibility to supervise the abandonment of monitoring wells.

laal Babesok 3/3//1a

Lisa Babcock, P.G. 3939, C.E.G. 1235 Date’
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ATTACHMENT 1: COMPLIANCE WITH STATE WATER BOARD POLICIES AND STATE LAW

The site complies with the State Water Resources Control Board policies and state law. Section
25296.10 of the Health and Safety Code requires that sites be cleaned up to protect human health, safety,
and the environment. Based on available information, any residual petroleum constituents at the site do
not pose significant risk to human health, safety, or the environment.

The site complies with the requirements of the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank (UST)
Case Closure Policy as described below.!

Is corrective action consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety Yes [ No
Code and implementing regulations?

The corrective action provisions contained in Chapter 6.7 of the Health and
Safety Code and the implementing regulations govern the entire corrective action
process at leaking UST sites. If it is determined, at any stage in the corrective
action process, that UST case closure is appropriate, further compliance with
corrective action requirements is not necessary. Corrective action at this site has
been consistent with Chapter 6.7 of the Health and Safety Code and implementing
regulations and, since this case meets applicable case-closure requirements,
further corrective action is not necessary, unless the activity is necessary for case
closure.

Have waste discharge requirements or any other orders issued pursuant to [ Yes X No
Division 7 of the Water Code been issued at this site?

If so, was the corrective action performed consistent with any order? O Yes O No X
There was an order issued for this site. The corrective action performed in
the past is consistent with that order. Since this case meets applicable NA
case-closure requirements, further corrective action under the order that is
not necessary, unless the activity is necessary for case closure.

General Criteria
General criteria that must be satisfied by all candidate sites:

Is the unauthorized release located within the service area of a public water K Yes [J No
system?

Does the unauthorized release consist only of petroleum? Yes [0 No

Has the unauthorized (“primary”) release from the UST system been
stopped? Yes [0 No

' Refer to the Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy for closure criteria for low-threat
petroleum UST sites.
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Has free product been removed to the maximum extent practicable?

Has a conceptual site model that assesses the nature, extent, and mobility of
the release been developed?

Has secondary source been removed to the extent practicable?

Has soil or groundwater been tested for MTBE and results reported in
accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 25296.15?

Nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 does not exist at the site?

Are there unique site attributes or site-specific conditions that demonstrably
increase the risk associated with residual petroleum constituents?

X Yes O No O
NA
X Yes O No

Yes O No

Yes O No

Yes [0 No

O Yes No

Media-Specific Criteria
Candidate sites must satisfy all three of these media-specific criteria:

1. Groundwater:

To satisfy the media-specific criteria for groundwater, the contaminant plume that
exceeds water quality objectives must be stable or decreasing in areal extent, and
meet all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites:

Is the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives stable or
decreasing in areal extent?

Does the contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives meet
all of the additional characteristics of one of the five classes of sites?

If YES, check applicable class: 102030405

For sites with releases that have not affected groundwater, do mobile
constituents (leachate, vapors, or light non-aqueous phase liquids)
contain sufficient mobile constituents to cause groundwater to exceed the
groundwater criteria?

Yes ONo O
NA

Yes ONo O
NA

O Yes O No
NA

2. Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air:

The site is considered low-threat for vapor intrusion to indoor air if site-specific
conditions satisfy all of the characteristics of one of the three classes of sites (a
through c) or if the exception for active commercial fueling facilities applies.

Is the site an active commercial petroleum fueling facility?
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Exception: Satisfaction of the media-specific criteria for petroleum vapor O Yes X No
intrusion to indoor air is not required at active commercial petroleum fueling
facilities, except in cases where release characteristics can be reasonably believed
to pose an unacceptable health risk.

a. Do site-specific conditions at the release site satisfy all of the
applicable characteristics and criteria of scenarios 1 through 3orall | OYes [0 No X NA
of the applicable characteristics and criteria of scenario 4?

If YES, check applicable scenarips: 01 02 O3 4

b. Has a site-specific risk assessment for the vapor intrusion pathway
been conducted and demonstrates that human health is protected to
the satisfaction of the regulatory agency? Yes [0 No O

C. As aresult of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation NA
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that petroleum
vapors migrating from soil or groundwater will have no significant
risk of adversely affecting human health? O Yes O No

NA

3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure:
The site is considered low-threat for direct contact and outdoor air exposure if
site-specific conditions satisfy one of the three classes of sites (a through c).

a. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less O Yes O No
than or equal to those listed in Table 1 for the specified depth below
ground surface (bgs)? NA

b. Are maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil less
than levels that a site specific risk assessment demonstrates will Yes 0 No [

have no significant risk of adversely affecting human health?

NA

c. As aresult of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation
measures or through the use of institutional or engineering
controls, has the regulatory agency determined that the
concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no
significant risk of adversely affecting human health? D) Yes L No

NA
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ATTACHMENT 2: SUMMARY OF BASIC SITE INFORMATION (Conceptual Site Model)

Site Location/ History

The Site currently consists of a vacant, flat lot covered with gravel, soil, concrete, and
low-lying vegetation, and is located at the southeastern corner of 98th Avenue and
Bancroft Avenue in Oakland, California. BP acquired the Site from Mobil Oil Corporation
in 1989; and, in January 1994, BP transferred the Site to TOSCO Marketing Company
(TOSCO; now known as ConocoPhillips) and did not operate the facility. TOSCO
ceased the capability of gasoline retail operations at the Site in 1999.

The land use in the immediate vicinity of the Site is mixed commercial and residential.
In June 1987, soil contamination was identified.

Thirteen monitoring wells have been installed and monitored regularly.

Site map showing the location of the former USTs, monitoring wells, and groundwater
level contours is provided at the end of this summary.

Pollutant Source

Nature of Contaminants of Concern: Petroleum hydrocarbons only.

Source, Date Reported, and Status of Release: UST system, June15, 1987, USTs
removed.

Free-Phase Hydrocarbons: Yes.

Geology/ Hydrogeology

Stratigraphy: The Site is underlain by clay, silty clay and clayey silt.
Maximum Sample Depth: 32 feet bgs.

Minimum Groundwater Depth: 5.31 feet below ground surface (bgs) at monitoring well
VEW-9.

* Maximum Groundwater Depth: 21.07 feet bgs at monitoring well AW-9.

e Current Average Depth to Groundwater: 14 feet bgs.

» Saturated Zones(s) Studied: 5 - 35 bgs.

* Groundwater Flow Direction: West with an average gradient of 0.01 feet/foot (ft/ft).
Groundwater Trends:

There are 21 years of groundwater monitoring data for this Site which demonstrate the
concentrations are decreasing and the plume is stable.
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Source area well

Results for AW-1
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Downgradient well near property line.

Results for MW-1
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Receptors

e GW Basin: Santa Clara Valley — East Bay Plain.

* Beneficial Uses: Municipal and Domestic Supply.

* Land Use Designation: Unspecified, however review of aerial photography indicates
land use in the area is of mixed use with a park to the west, a school to the south and
southwest, and multifamily residential to the north and east.

e Public Water System: East Bay Municipal Utility District.
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Distance to Nearest Supply Well: According to data available in GeoTracker, there are
no public supply wells regulated by CDPH within %2 mile of the Site. No domestic wells
were identified in any of the files reviewed.

Risk Criteria

Estimate of Hydrocarbon Mass in Soil: None reported.

Soil/Groundwater tested for MTBE: Yes, see table below.

Plume Mobility: Petroleum hydrocarbon constituents are limited to a very small area
near the former service station building (AW-1) and the TPHg plume does not extend
beyond the property boundary.

Contaminated Zone(s) Used for Drinking Water: No.

Risk from Residual Petroleum Hydrocarbon: Results of the Oakland RBCA Tier 3
evaluation completed by Newfields in 2000, indicated that “residual levels of petroleum
hydrocarbons at the Site were below City of Oakland and United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) acceptable cancer risk and non-cancer risk levels.”

in May 2002, Montgomery Watson Harza (MWH) performed a revised RBCA evaluation
for the Site using Oakland and ASTM Tier 1 through Tier 3 RBCA values (MWH 2002).
Results of the MWH RBCA evaluation indicated that the theoretical upper-bound
incremental lifetime cancer risks and non-cancer hazard indices associated with levels of
TPH, BTEX, and MTBE in site soil and groundwater were below acceptable levels.
Accordingly, it was concluded that no further action was necessary for the protection of
human health at the Site.

The most current soil concentrations are below the thresholds in Table 1 of the Policy.
However, there are no results in GeoTracker for naphthalene. The amount of
naphthalene in gasoline is very low — generally on the order of 0.25 percent (Potter and
Simmons, 1998). The amount of benzene, however, is on the order of 3 percent (ten
times greater). Since the concentrations of benzene at this Site are lower than the Table
1 naphthalene threshold concentration, it is highly unlikely that naphthalene
concentrations in soil at the Site, if any, exceed that threshold.

Remediation Summary (Secondary Source Removal)

Free Product: Yes, upto 1.11 feetin MW-1 and 1.38 feet in RW-1. A total of 162
gallons recovered by 2001. No free product has been reported since 2001.

Soil Excavation: Two excavations have occurred at the Site:

1987 - An unknown amount of soil was excavated, transported and disposed offsite.
1998 - Approximately 655 tons of soil was excavated, transported and disposed offsite.
In-Situ Soil and Groundwater Remediation: A soil vapor extraction system (SVE) in
conjunction with a groundwater extraction and treatment system (GWETS) was installed
and started operation in 1994. In December 1998, when the system was turned off, a
total of 13,839 pounds of petroleum hydrocarbons were documented to have been
removed.
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Supporting Site Data
Tank Information
Tank No. Size in Gallons Contents Closed in Place/ Date
Removed/Active
1 10,000 Gasoline Removed June 1987
2 8,000 Gasoline Removed June 1987
3 5,000 Gasoline Removed June 1987
4 10,000 Gasoline Removed October 1998
5 10,000 Gasoline Removed October 1998
6 12,000 Gasoline Removed October 1998

Monitoring Well Information

Well Designation Date Installed Screen Interval Depth to Water
(feet bgs) (feet bgs)
(7/14/2011)
AW-1 June1990 15-35 14.05
AW-2 April 1991 20-40 14.92
AW-3 April 1991 15-35 13.54
AW-4 June1990 15-35 15.50
AW-5 April 1991 20-45 16.7
AW-6 April 1991 20-35 14.23
AW-7 April 1991 20-35 No Access
AW-8 April 1991 20-40 14.92
AW-9 January 1997 12-28 15.85
MW-1 May 1988 10-29 10.96
MW-2 May 1988 12-32 8.90
MW-3 May 1988 14-34 11.96
RW-1 April 1991 - 15-40 13.87
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Petroleum Hydrocarbon Constituent Concentration
Contaminant Soil (mg/kg) Water (ug/L) WQOs
Maximum Maximum | Maximum Latest (ug/L)
0-5ftbgs | 5-10 ft bgs > (7/14/2011)
TPHg 9.4 23 | 1,800,000 1,600 NL
TPHd 3,900 <1 NA NA NL
Benzene 0.9 0.92 57,000 35 1
Toluene 0.096 0.48 190,000 <0.5 300
Ethylbenzene 0.52 0.23 48,000 92 700
Xylenes 3 0.96 281,000 6.8 1,750
MTBE 4 NA 7,400 47 5
TBA NA NA 2,100 20 1,200°
Naphthalene NA NA NA NA 170°

NA: Not Analyzed, Not Applicable or Data Not Available

NL: Not listed

mg/kg: milligrams per kilogram, parts per million
ug/L: micrograms per liter, parts per billion
WQOs: Water Quality Objectives, Region 2 Basin Plan

? According to Reports, soil
b According to Geotracker, wells

¢ California Department of Public Health Response Level
¢ California Department of Public Health, Action level in drinking water
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