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

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOGAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

CHECKLIST KEY:

E Utlo = Undetermined of Unknown E NE = Not evaluated E NA = Not applicable

General Criteria a: ls the unauthorized rslease located within the service area ofa public watgl
gvstem? E

Yes E No
UND

LTCP Statement "This policy is protective of existing water supolv wells. New water suooly wells
are unlikely to be installed in the shallow groundwater near former UST release sites. Holvever, it is
difficult to predict, on a statewide basis, where new wells will be installed, particularly in rural areas
that are undergoing new development. This policy is limited to areas with available public water
systems to reduce the likelihood that new wells in developing areas will be inadvertently impac'ted by
residual petroleum in groundwater. Case closure outside of areas with a public water system should
be evaluated based upon the fundamental principles in this policy and a site specilic evaluation of
developing water supplies in the area. For purposes of this policy, a Dublic water system is a system
for the provision of water for human consumption through pipes or other constructed @nveyances
that has 15 or more service connections or regulady serves at least 25 individuals daily at least 60
days out of the year."

Name of public weter system:

East Bay Municipal Utility Distict E Zone 7 ! Hayward Water

Has portinent infomation bcen provided in the CSM for
comiliance evaluation? (rebr toceneral Criteria e for specific

Yeg D l{o E UND

'*End of Generel criteria a Evaluation**

Approaches for evaluation of sites outside a public r,vater supply system. "These sites should
be evaluated based upon the fundamental principles in this policy and a site-specific evaluation of
developing water supplies in the area. The following list includes additional characteristics to
consider lhat might result in a low-threat designation even for a site outside a public water supply:

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

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

. High salinity or low yield that negate the impacted groundwater from drinking water benefcial
use per Siale Water Board Resolution 1988-0063, or de-designaled areas in various Basin
Plans.
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY GOMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

@d.!gIg_b: Does the unauthorized release coneist only of p€troleum? flYes ! No
fl UND

thereof, which is liquid at standard conditions and temperature and pressure, which means 60
degrees Fahrenheit and 14-7 pounds per square inch absolute including the following substances:
motor fuels, jet fuels, distillate fuel oils, residual fuel oils, lubricants, petroleum solvents and used
oils, including any additives and blending agents such as oxygenates contained in the formulation of

Haa rt information been provided in the CS-M for .- . - ..,4Yo tr No E UND
evaluation? (refer to ceneral CriteJia e for specific informati6n)'

***End of General Criteria b Evaluation*'

Guidance Statement:

Approaches for evaluation siteg with petroleum releases that are not from a UST system.
"This policy may still be used to evaluate whether a petroleum-only site that is not associated with
USTS is low{hreal as long as the exposure assumptions are equivalent to those in lhis policy, or ale
shown lo be low{hreat by a site-specific analysis. For example, site with petroleum releases form
natural gas/oil tield operations, pipelines, or aboveground storage tanks (ASTS) may be evaluated
using this policy as long as these sites meet all of the criteria and the impacted soil is less than 82
feet by 82 feet in areal extenl (to meet the direct contact CSM), or a site-specific risk assessment
shows that the impacted soil is lorar+isk for direct conlact pattlway."

Approaches for evaluation of sites with crude oil releases. ,,Although this policy was developed
for fuel releases, crude oil releases muld also be evaluated using this policy, as long as data for
BTEX, naphthalene, and PAHS have been collecled. This is because the carbon range for crude oil
overlaps the combined carbon ranges for gasoline, diesel, and bunker fue|."

Approaches for sites containing non-petroleum chemicals (e.g., solvents) in soil. "These sites
should be evaluated using a traditional risk assessment. Risk can be evaluated in several ways, but
is ofren evaluated using a tiered approach in which the complexity of the evaluation incroases with

in the Drocess."
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

g@!-gI!glig J: Ha3 the unauthorlzed ("primary") release from the UST sysiem been
stopped?

fivesEHo
E utto

LTCP Statement: "The tank, pipe, or other appurtenant structure that released petroleum into the
environment (i.e. the primary source) has been removed, repaired or replaced. lt is not the inlent of
ihis policy to allow sites with ongoing leaks from the UST system to qualiry for low'threat closure.'

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

Ha8 pertinsnt information been provided In the CSM for fi Yes ENo !UND
compllance evaluation? (refer to General Crilelia s for specific

*'*End of General Criteria c Evaluation Section***
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IIIIPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAIIIIEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

General Critgria d: Has free product been removod to the maximum extsnt practicablo? n Yes E NoEI.UND

E FP Not Encountered

LTCP Statement: "At pelroleum unauthorized release sites where investigations indicate
the presence of free product, free producl shall b€ removed to the maximum extent
practicable. In meeting the requirements of this section:

(a) Free product shall be removed in a manner that minimizes the spread of the
unauthodzed release into previously uncontaminated zones by using recovery and
disposal techniques appropriate lo lhe hydrogeologic conditions at the site, and that
properly treats, discharges or disposes of recovery byproducls in compliance with
applicable laws;

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

(c) Flammable producls shall be stored for disposal in a safe and competent manner to

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

Has pertinent infomation boon provided in O|e CSM for E yes XUo tr UnO
complianco ovaluation? (refer to General Criteda e for specific informatiori)

."*End of General Criteria d Evaluation**
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that Sdgggg@U assesses the nahtrc, Gxtent, and
mobility of the rclease been developed?

tr
tr

ves Fl Ho

Has a CSM that adequately assesses the natrG, E YeB El No D UND ff NE El NA
extent and mobility ofthe rclease in afrected '
medie ai in the vicinity of tho sito been developed?

(General Criteria e evaluation continued on next page)

LTCP Statement:'The Conceptual Site Model (CSM) is a fundamental element ofa comprehensive
site investigation. The CSM establishes the source and attribules ot the unauthorized release,
describes all affected media (including soil, groundwater, and soil vapor as appropriate), describes
local geology, hydrogeology and other physical site charactedstics that affect @ntaminant
environmental transport and fate, and identifies all confirmed and potential contaminant receptors
(including water supply wells, surface water bodies, structures and their inhabitants). The CSM is
relied upon by practitioners as a guide for investigalive design and data collection- Petroleum ralease
sites in Galifomia occur in a wide variety of hydrogeologic settings. As a result, contaminant fate and
transport and mechanisms by which receptoB may be impacied by contaminants vary greatly from
locstion to location. Therefore, the CSM is unique to eacfi individual release site All relevant site
characteristics identified by the CSM shall be assessed and supported by data so that the nature,
exlenl and mobility of the release have been established to determine conformance with applicable
criteria in this policy. The supporting data and analysis used to develop the CSM are not required to
be contained in a single report and may be contained in multiple reports submitted to the regulatory

of time."

"The obrectives of a CSM are;

. To @nvey an understanding of the origin, nature, and lateral and verticalexient of contamination.

. To identify potential contaminant fat+and-transport processes and pathways. See the Fate and
Transport chapler ior further details.

. To identifo potential human and environmental receplors that may be impacted by contamination
associated with the site.

. To guide site investigation activities and identry additional data ne€ded (it any) to draw
reasonable conclusions regarding the source(s), pathways, and receptors.

. To frame the evaluation of risk to human health, safely, and the environment posed by releases at
a LUFT site.

The objectives emphasize lhe need for an approach where a CSM is developed early and is iteralively
refined through the proiect life cycle. Each piece of data lhat is collected should serve to refine lhe
CSM. The Interstate Technology & Regulator Council (ITRC) Vapor Intrusion Pathway Guidance
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANGE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

@:Hagaconceptua|sit6mode|thatgdesaE|ya3so9se6thenature'extent,and
mobiliW of th€ relsase b€en deyeloped? (continued)

E Yes EI No
E UND

Has the CSM b€on developed in accodance with
industry standa.ds?

trY""FNoEUNDENEENA

SWRCB CA LUFT Manual. Seotember 2012 E YesE No E UND f] NE f] NA
ITRC Vapor Intrusion Pathway Guidance document
flTRC 2007) [1 YespNo f] UNDE NEE NA

ASTM Method 1689-95 - Standard Guide for Developing
ConceDtual Site lvodels for Contaminated Siles E Yes $No fluNDtr NEE NA

ASTM Method 2531-6 - Standard Guide for
Development of Conceptual Nlodels for Light
Nonaqueous-Phase Liquids Released to the Subsurface

tr Yes flNo fl UND tr NE fl NA

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

trvesf,no truNDtrNEENA

ls tho CSM prEsented in one comprchenslye document? E ves M,tto fl UND fl NE fl NA

lf no, then has a summary document been submitted
that identifies the documents where the reouisite CSM
elements are located?

trYesflNo EUNDENEEINA

ls the CSM current? SVesENoEUNDENEf]NA

ls the CSM reDresentative of current site condilions? Ll Yes X No Ll UND Ll NE U NA

Does the final closure review validate the CSN4? ! vef No n UND Ll NE Ll NA

Ha\re the rcquisite componenta of the CSM been ! Yes [No tr UND n NE E NA
submitled?

Have data gaps been require pves tr No E UND tr NE ! NA
of work?

Hydrogeologic Setting Evaluation Yes No UND NE
Source Evaluation Yes No UND NE NA
Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathwayg
Evaluation

EYeSENoLUNDLINEUNA

ReceDtors Evaluation f Yes WNo UND INEI NA

(General Criteria e evaluation continued on next page)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Gene|al Criteria e: Has a concoptual site model that Sdgglgly aasessea the nature, extent, and
mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

t
t-

Yes SNo
UNtr

f
E

YoB
TJI*E

FlNo

CA LUFT manual Guidance Statement:

Hydrogeologic S€tting - "The hydrogeology (geologic factors that affect groundwaler flotv) of a site
generally controls conlaminant migration. Gaining an understanding of lhe geologic setting will also
help to determine the pathways of migration. Much of the geologic information for a LUFT site can be
gathered from historical reports, state and federal environmental databases (including boring logs

obtained fom cases in the GeoTracker database), and electronic and paper files covering the site and
adjacent properties from various federal, state, and local agencies- Geologic aspects to consider
when conceptualizing the geology at a LUFT site indude:

. Site topography,

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

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

An understanding of the regional hydrogeology is also important in developing the CSM, especially if
groundwater could potentially become impacted or is already impacted Hydrogeologic features to be
considered when developing the cSM include:

I Depth to the water table and its seasonal and known historical fluctuation.

. Groundwater flow within the shallowest aquifer (gradient direction, hydraulic conductivity, flow
velocity), vertical gradient and degree 6f interconnection between unconfned, semi-confined' and
confined groundwater.

. Vvhether or not the source is beneath a lo,tJ-permeability surfac€ (such as asphalt or concrete).

. Designaled beneficial uses of groundwater beneath the site.

. Location of proximal supply wells that may influence groundwater flow or be potential receptors.

. Location of nearby surface-water bodies (if any) and potential hansport pathways to surface-water
bodies.'

(Hvdroqeoloqic Settinq Evaluation continued on next page)

Gw: fl Yec$ NoE UND E NE E] NA

SG: EYes ENo tr UND E NE f] NA
A description of the monitoring w€ll netwod( at
the sito ior collecting soil gas and groundraier
data?

GW: ! Yes $No fl UND tr NE E NASummary table listing all wells in the monitoring
network and providing construction delails induding
date installed, screen irilervals, screen length,
formations sdeened, typ€ of wellhead (.e., flush-
mounted or Etove top), date of last well
developmenl, and date of last survey and suruey
datum?

5o: gvesSruoE UND E NE T] NA

cw: E vesfi No E UND E NE E] NAAn analysis of the quality and validity of data
obtained by the monitoring well network including
lhe appropriateness of lield sampling protocols and
uss of approoriate laboratory reporting limits? SG: IYESEINOtr UNDtr NEf] NA

NoEUNDENEENAldontification of submerged/dry well conditions and
an analysis ofthe effects on sample bias due to

SG: E Yes EINo tr UND tr NE f] NA

Monitoring wsll construc{ion logs? NoNUNDENEf]NA
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that gd@tsU assossos thg natuE, extent, and
mobilily of the release beon developed? (continued)

f
tr [es 

Stlo

Has th€ Hydrogeologlc Sotting B€en Adeque ely Eyaluabd? (continued) Ef
YMFNO

of anomalous wabr-level data? E Yes E lto uNo fl NE fl NA

EYes{NoIUNDINEtrNA
of water-level elevations in nearbv wells which

not consistent and from which there cannol be trYesFNoEuNDflNEflNA

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

water-level elevations using data obtained
aquifers with larger verlical upward or downward

EYesEINoEUNDENEENA
water-level data before wells have had time

equilibrate after opening the well cap? EYesMNoEUNDENEENA
ailing to measure depths to watef with sufficient sDeed
areas with significant tidal influences? ! Yes EtrNo E UND E NE E NA

measuremenls from wells which have filled with
or have become plugged in some mannef E ves E], ruo tr UND E] NE E NA

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

tr ves $, no tr uND Ll NE fl NA

Analysis of hydrogeologic site conditions causing ! yes
error?

tr UND trNEENA

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

trves flno nuND fINEENA

Pods of low-permeability material creating a semi-
confined condition in an otheMise water-table
(unconfined) aquifer that cause waterlevel elevation
to not track evenlv across the site?

trves pNo EUND trNEENA

Wells located next to buried utilities where well
perforations have hydraulic conlinuity with the utility
backfill?

Eves Sruo !uno ANEENA

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

nves 
fruo 

truND trNEENA

Perched water zone on a portion of a site? IYes EI No E UND ENEE]NA
Wells perforated across two or more water-bearino
zones with different hydraulic heads? Dves f;No EuND ENEfINA
Well measurements taken immediately afler a major
rainfall event and before the aquifer system has time
to equilibrate?

trves 
$ruo 

tr uND n NEn NA

(Hydrogeologic Settinq Evaluation continued on next oaoel
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHEGKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGMM

9g4gtr!,gIl!gl!g-9: Ha3 a conceptual site model that gdeSlEU assesses the nature, extent, and
mobility of the rclease been developed? (continued)

n
tr

Yes F No
UND'

lts8 the HydEgBologic S€fring 8e€n Adeqrlesly Eveluated? (@ntho€d) t
E

Analysis of anomalous water{€vol data? (continued} [ Yes Sllto trUND trNEfl NA

Analysls of consistent data points?

Depth-to-water-level measurements in a monitoring
well or wells that is always the same, or varies very
little when other wells at a site show variance,
signaling that water levels have fallen below the
screened interval ofthe monitoring well and that only
residual water in the well's end cap is being
measureo.

trves 
flruotruND 

ENE flNA

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

EYes qNotruND trNE !NA

Analysis of anomalous gradients?

Data from adiacent or nearby sites differs significantly
from what the site data? trves flNoluND ENE ENA

Have wells casings been cul? E Yes E, t''lo a uno tr NE E NA

Have well casings sank due to high traffic in the area? E Yes E[No! UND ENE f]NA
Have well casings been accurately surveyed for top-
of-casing elevations? tr ves pruo tr uND fl NE E NA

A statement about data validation trvesSNoEuND nNE trNA

Conformance with quality assurance/quality control
(QA,/QC) limits

trvespNoEuND flNE trNA

Conformance with data quality objectives (DQOs) !ves pNoEuND ENE !NA

lf DQOs have not been met lhan a statemenl
regarding whether the data are still valid and useable,
and the underlvino ralionale for the conclusion

trYes pruotruND nNE ENA

(Hvdrooeolooic Settino Evaluation continued on next page)

Analysis of the hydtaullc flow system in tfte vicinity E Yes
of the site?

No E UND

tr ves 
fi,r,ro 

tr uND E NE E NARose diagrams whicfi depid groundwater flot

E Yes UINoEUND ENE trNAfloti, syslem due
to seasonal DreciDitation and
An evaluation for potential
shallow and deep aquifers

of pumping rates on hydraulic head from nearby water

trves ffiruotruND nNE ENACross sections depicting the piezometric surface in
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

General Ctiteria e: Has a conceptual site model thai gg@!9!I assesses the nature, extent, and
mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

lYesUNo-'l 
UND

llas &6 lifdrogeologic s€tling B€en Adesratety E\atuated? {continued)
I Y€s [ ]to.I 

UND

*.End of Hydrogeologic Sefring Evaluation section**

Plume {soll ges and grcundwater) development and
dynamicb?

tr Yes trNogUNDtrNE trNA

NoEUNDENE ENA
phase disfibution (NAPL, dissolved, vapor, E ves fiNo D UND fl NE fl NA

NotrUNDENE flNA
Eves EIIIo E UND f] NE ENA

NoEUNDENE ENA
Presentation of magnitude of COCS EYes EINoE UNDf] NE ENA

of spatial and tomporal changes in NoEUNDENE L] NA

Two{imensional plan view maps of the source
distribution and of groundwaler and soil va@r t nves fiNoEUNDEINE EINA

sections depicding the \rertical delinealion of E Yes EJNoE UND E NE ENA

EYes EINoEUNDENE ENA
Envhonmental scfeening levels on all tables NoEUNDENE flNA
Graphs of contaminant concentrations versus time NoEUNDENE ENA

drain systems, gewer systems, undergrourd utilitios, etc.)
and phyeical feaiures including topographical features
(e.9., hill6, gradients, surface vegetalion, or pavement)
and surfa@ water features (e.9. roubs of drainage

tr ves p r.ro tr uND tl NE El t.tn

NoEUNDEIIe Erun
site operations,/ (e.9., parts cleaning, !ves pNoEuNDENE ENA

NOEUNDENE DNA
contaminant release sites in the vicinitv trv"" fuNoEuNDENE ENA

work and technical findings iom neaty Eves NNotrUNDENE ENA
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LOWTHREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOGAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

@:Hasaconceptua|sitemode|that3d9g!gbua33EasesthenatuB,extent,and
mobility of th6 rclease been developed? (continued)

tr
n

Yes FNo
UND

lhc fre 8ourc6(81 E6on ftbquaLly EwlrEtrd? E
T

YeefllNo
UHD '

Source - ? "source' is/are the environmental medium/media containing elevated mntaminant
concentralions associated with a release. Some risk-based conective action (RBCA) programs define
the source to be the original cause of the contamination; however, it is possible that, by the time a site
becomes a LUFT site, the original source has been eliminated and the current source of
contamination is soil and/or groundwaler. ltems to consider when determining the source are included
in the list below. Some of the specifics may be determined based on historical information; others will
need lo be determined during site assessment.

. The origin(s) ofthe release (e.9., a leaking UST, dispenser, product piping, and/or surface spill)

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

. The location of historical and aetive USTS, dispensers, and product piping.

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

. The type of fuel released and the constituents of concem (COCS) associated with the fuel The
Fate and Transport chapter of this Manual presents guidance on identifying potential COCS

associated with fuel.

. The historical use of fuel additives (e,9., methyl tertiary butyl ether [MTBEI or other fuel
oxygenates, lead, lead scavengers).

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

. Other potential sources such as surface spills, aboveground storage tank (ASI) leakage, or
pipeline leakage.

The information needed to define the source-to be obtained during the site assessmert-includes
the following;

. Lateral and verticalextent ot

> light non-aqueous-phase liquid (LNAPL)

) COCs in unsaturated-zone soil

F COCs in saturated-zone soil and the smear zone

> COCS in grcundwater

. The distribution ot lhe COCS in the imDacted media.

After evaluating the information obtained during site characterization, the exient and magnitude of the
coniamination can be defined. This is not an exact science; usually some assumptions will need to be

from a to be conservative."

(Source Evaluation section continued on next page)

Frce Product Evaluation

trves flNotruNDfl 
NE flNA

Has a preferential pathway study been conducted to
determine the probability of free product encountering
geologic and anthropogenic preferential pathways
and conduits that can acl as @ntaminant migration
oathwavs to or from the site?

NYESMNOEUNDf]NE f]NAls monitoring well construction adequate to detect the

Low Threat Closure Policy and lmpediment ldenlification Checklist-Vl 2012'11-01 11 162



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

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that 3dgltElEly assesses the nature, extent, and
mobility of the rtlease been devBloped? (continued)

lJ Yes LJ No
tr UND

Has ih€ Source{3) Been Adequatsry Evahlated? (@nlinued) I Yea E ],lo
nurfl)

Frce Prcduct Evaluation (conlinued)

Haa free product rcmoval been implemented?

Skimmer
HVDPE

Sves trNoEUNDENE ENA

ls free producl removal still being conducted? Eves[J NotrUNDENE f]NA
Does data indicate rebound of free product subsequent to
product removal? pves trNoEUNDENE ENA

Has MTBE soil and groundwater contamination been
adequately characterized?

data including tables and figures to assess
MTBE is or was Dresent in soil at

Sufficient data including tabtes and fiqures to assess
whether MTBE is or was present in groundwater at the
stte

Has Pe inent Infomation Eben providod? Eyes ENoEUNDENE El NA

Description of investigation and monitoring activities
that have
been undertaken to assess whether free oroduct is
Dresent?

tr Yes 
FNo 

tr UND fl NE fl NA

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

trves pNoEUNDnNE flNA

Preferential pathway study results and conclusions? E ves El NoIUNDENE ENA
Description of corrective action(s) thal were taken to
remove
product, dates of removal actions, ano votumes
removed?

EutrvesflruoluNDflNE

An evalualion ofwhether free product removal is
practicable,
or if not practicable, a description of the conditions that
prevent free product removal?

trvespNoEuNDflNE flNA

Discussion for monitoring well network and
appropriateness
of screen interval to detect free product?

!runtr v"" pr'ro tr uND n NE

Tabulalion and evaluation of historic groundwater
levels and flow direction and identifcation of smear
zone?

nv*pNoluNDENE ENA

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

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGMM

@gElgliteria_9,: Has a conceptual site model that 4dg$gtslt asses6e6 the natue, extent, and
mobility of the teloase been developed? (continued)

f
t:

Yes F,No
UND'

fr I Yes
I UNE

FtNo

l-l

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

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

gc@!.']9!itsI!4: Has a conceptual site model that 3dg@tsly assesses the natur€, extent and
mobiliW of the release b€en developed? (continued)

f
T

Yes FNo
UND I

Ha3 the SourE€(s) Been Adequately Evaluated? (continued) f
E

Ybs
tlt[ PHo

Has soil contaminatlon been fully cha|ecterized? D Yes ENoIUND!NE ENA

Have petroleum hydrocarbons been dctected in soil? E Yes E No ! UND tr NE fl NA

n Leaded Gasoline
! Unleaded casolineEves ENo ENE ENA

TPH Middle Distillates:

EYes nNo ENE ENA
n Diesel
E Stoddard Solvent
E Jet Fuel

Residual Fuels:

EYes nNo ENE LNA

Fuel Oxygenates:

EYes !No ENE ENA
Lead Scavengers:

EYes ENo ENE ENA

Aromatic Compounds:
Eves ENo ENE flNA

Yes ENo ENE ENA

Have other contaminants been detected in soil? tr Yes DNoEUNDENE El NA

VOCS:

[Yes ENo ENE ENA
fff

PCE
TCE
VC

f
f
f

Chloroform
Chlorobenzene
Others

SVOCS:

EYes ENo ENE ENA
List:

Dioxans & Furans:

Eves DNo ENE ENA
List:

Other PAHS:

EYes ENo ENE ENA
f
f

Creosote
PNAs

PCBs:

[Yes ENo !NA ENE
LiSt:

Phenols:
[Yes ENo ENE ENA

Lf
Phenol
Others

Metals:

Eves ENo ENE ENA
f
Ef

Cadmium
Chromium

f
E
E

Zinc
Nickel
Other

Organo Chlorine Herbicides and Pesticides:
[Yes ENo ENE ENA

List:

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

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGMM

9c@I.']gd&!i4: Has a conceptual site model that gllggg3blt assceses the nature, extent, and
mobility of the rclsase been developed? (continued)

Ll Yes Xl No
I-I UNd

Have the tank{s), piping, dispenser Flande, or olher
appurtenant structuros that released petrobum into
th6 envircnment boen r€moved, rcpairEd or replaced?

D Yeg tr NoEUNDENE ENA

Tanks lRemoved E Repaired EReplaced I NA

Piping [Removed E] Repaired nReplaced D NA

Disoenser lslands fiRemoved ! Repaired EReplaced E NA

Other Structures [Removed E Repaireo EReplaced E NA

agency having jurisdiction over USTS?

Have the operating records been reviewed (i-e.,
operating permit, types of products dispensed, tanks
construction. tank caDacitv. tank etc)?

E Yes I NoE UND fl NE flNA

presence or absence of an unautholized rclease?

EYes ENo!UND trNE ENAWere confirmation soil samDles collected from the

lYes ENoEUND ENE NNAWere
the tE

soil samDles collected

!Yes ENoEUND ENE ENAWere confimalion soil samoles collected from beneath

!Yes E NoE UND trNE trNA
Were the conlirmation soil samples collected in
accordance with the recommendations presented in the

! Yes ENoEUND DNE trNA
Were the confirmation soil samples analyzed for the
recommended minimum verification analvsis for USTs

EYes ENoEUND trNE trNA

I YES E NO E UND f] NE trNA
samDles collecled in accordance with

lhe recommendations presented in the CA LUFT

I Yes E No f] UND E NE ENA
Were the results evaluated for potentially negative
in detected COCS due to aeraiion during excavalion
activities. or oositive bias in detected COCS due to

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

ALAMEDA GOUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Gener.l Criteria e: Has a conceptusl site model that Adgqlglgly assesses the nature, extEnt, and

Has tfie SourEe(sl Ec6n Adequetety Enaluatcd? (continued)

Have the tank(B), Fiping, dbpEnser |slands, or other EYee trNoEUND trNE trt,|A
appudenant gtructul€s that rcleased petroleum into
the envircnment been rcmoved, lEpaired or rcplaced? (continued)

Was stockpiled soil characterized and dispo€ed of properly? [Yes ENo ENE E] NA
samples collected ln accordance

with the CA LUFT Manual? (i.e., one sample per 100
cubic yards of soil lineady and between 2 and 4 feet n Yes ENoIUND ENE trNA

Was the stockpiled soil disposed of at an nYes !NoEUND trNE trNA
soil used as backfill in

Was the stockpiled soil characterized and reused on
site in accordance with the technical reference
document enlitled Characterization and Reuse of
Petroieum Hydrocarbon lmpacted Soil and Inert Waste

!Yes nNolUND ENE ENA

backfilled wi*l impofted material?
Was the former tank pit backtilled with clean material
with physical properties similar to the native material? EYes nNolUND !NE ENA
Was the former tank pit backfilled with clean material
in accordanc€ with the DTSC Information Advisory for
Clean lmoorted Fill N4aterial?

EYes NNoEUND trNE trNA

ls their evidence that a'balhtub" effect has been
created in lhe former tank pit (i.e., groundwater
moundinq and dispersion)?

E Yes E No n UND fl NE flNA

mass
I rate

Tables shorving the maximum soil and groundwater
concentrations detec{ed at the site, and highest soil and
groundwster con@ntration levels and deepest soil and
groundwater concentrations remaining at the site after

E ves ENoEUND EINE flNA

maps showing maximum
concentrations and curr€nt groundwater conditions in E Yes E No E UND El NE EINA

maps and cross section(s) showing
and well locations and depths, sampling results, E Yes E No E UND E NE flNA

well as pedodic and cumulative vapor hydrocarbon
removal rates ard volumes, if vapor exlrac{ion hag been Eves ENoEUND ENE ENA

producl and groundwater removal rates and volumes, if
free product and/or groundwater remediation has been IYes ENoEUND ENE ENA

DiEposal information conceming any impacted
generated at the site, such as manibsis (when E Yes ENoEUND ENE ENA
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Gene|al Criteria e: Hae a conceptual site model that gglC@tsly asseases tho nature! erdent, and
mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

f
tr

Yes F,No
UNY

f
E

YE*{J o
U}ID

ls therc indication that a new rclease(s) haw occunrd Eves ENoEUND ENE ENA
subsequent to the initial |€lease?

Soil Yes No NE NA
Groundwater Yes No NE NA

)oil VaDor Yes No UND NA

urface Water Yes No UND ,lA

lf yes, then,

ls the site currently an active commercial fueling
station? ! Yes E No E UND ! NE flNA
Have the tanks, piping, and/or dispenser islands
moved to a differenl location at the site? E Ves E No E UND f] NE ENA

Are there spikes or increasing concentration trends in
historic dala subseouent to the initial release?

E Yes E No E UND tr NE f]NA

Are there new detections of free product subsequent to
the initial release in historic data? IYES ENOEUND ENE f]NA

Have new contaminants been detected in historic data
subseouent to the initial release?

Eves E Non UND flNE flNA
Have new petroleum hydrocarbon or other hazardous
products been dispensed of at the site since the initial
release occured?

IYes E NoE UND E NE f]NA

For active commercial fueling facilities, have the tanks
failed tank tiohtness tests? IYCS E NOE UND INE trNA

ls there indication of new imoacts from offsite sources? E Yes E NoE UND ENE trNA

(Source Evaluation section continued on next page)

A description ot the rcbase history, including potential
source(8) of |€leas€3, poGntlal COCa associated with
each Foiential release, confirmed source locatons,
conflmed releaie locations, and exiiting delineation of
|€lgese arcas?

!Yes ENoEUND ENE trNA

Primarv leak source(s) (6.q., a tank, eump, pipeline. etc.) E ves ENoIUND trNE trNA
Secondary sources (e.9., high-concentrEtion contaminants
in lolv-permeability lithologic soil units that sustain
groundwater or vapor plumeg)

EYes ENoEUND ENE NNA

Local and regional plan vier/ maps lhat illustrate the
localion of sources (former facilities, piping, tanks, etc.)

Eves ENoEUND nNE ENA
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

GoneEl Ctiteria e: Has a conceptual site model that edryiEly assetsses the natune, extent, and
mobility of the release bsen developed? (continued) - Yes D4 No

UNDI

f
E

Yes [)O'1o
I,JND'

(Source Evaluation section continued on next Daoe)

Fhs the DeEoleum-lmoected orcundwater. at or I

imm€diately benoath the point of release from tfie lny"= nNoEUND EINE EINAprimary source, been rcmoved to tho €xtent | " ' * 'practicable? 
,

I

I 
lf yes, then describe remediation method(s):

ttl
I I Ll In-situ Inieaion lllOzoneSparse IEPRB lEOtner I lll

I

I ls site remediation in progress? E yes E No E NA ll
I llfyes, then describe remediation method(s) lllI ll

| | Estimated lime frame to comptete rem l II itl

Ittl
| | Ll Remedi€tion Was Shut Off Prematurelv I fl Other | | |

| | LJ srre condrr|ons prevent secondary source I | | I

ll (€,S., physic€lor infrastructural constraints I lll
| | exist whose removal or relocation would I I | |

| | be technically or economicatty infeasibte) | | I I

I nr" 
"UUition"l 

," 
1

I Necessary to abate a demonstrated threat to human health? | |lllltlll| |l
lrt

lf yes, then describe remediation method(s):

AS/SVE DPE Excavation VE LIP&T
ln-situ lniection Ozone SDaroe PRB Other

ls site remediation in progress? lYes ENo ENA

time frame to complete remediation:

E <6 months E >6 monthsands l year [ > l yearand<5years E>Syears

ldentify impediments to removing petroleum-impacted groundwater:

Site conditions prevent secondary source
(e,9., physical or infrastructural constraints
exist whose removal or relocation would

Are additional removal or active remedial actions Eyes ENoEUND trNE flNA
Necessary to abate a demonstrated threat to human health?

yes, then describe:
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

@:Hasaconceptualaitemode|tftategegggE!tassesseslhenatur6,extent,and
mobility of the rcl€ase been developed? (conlinued)

f
tr

Yesdp No

Ir
Has Ee!!g@!EElE!!gi!, at or immediately
beneath the poii{ of rcleaae from the primary source,
been t€moved to ihe extent practicable?

El ves E No E UND E NE IINA

lf yes, then describe remediation method(s):

AS/SVE DPE Excavation !P&T
In-situ Iniection Ozone Sparge PRB Other

lf yes, then describe remediation method(s)

@mDlele remediation:

E <6 months ! >6monthsands l year E > l yearand3syears ! >Syears

ldentify impediments to removing petroleum-impacted groundwater:

Remediation Was Incorrectlv Poor Remediation O&M
Remediation Was ;hut Off Prematurelv Other

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

Are additional removal or active remedialactions E ves E No E UND fl NE ENA
Necessary to abate a demonstrated threat to human health?

yes,

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

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

General Criieria e: llas a conceptual site model that 399@ts!y assesses the nature, extent and
mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

I Yes ZNo
N UNd

The accuracv of data from the wells

in areal extent of the
concentration lrends within the plume (Note:

plotting of decreasing concentrations using data from a
Yes LINoLIUND LINE

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

Hssa recent wEllsurveythat uses att avaitabte tr Yes trNoEUND ENE flNA
wells from the tollowing agencies b6en presented?

DeDartment of Water Resources Yes NO UND NE NA
Zone 7 Water Agency Yes No UND NE NA
Alameda County Public Works Yes No UND NE NA

ls data on supply wells located within 2,000 feet of the flYes !NoEUND EINE EINA
site oresented?

Figure (with rose diaoram) identifvinq each well Yes No UND NE NA
Table with the well construction details Yes No UND NE NA

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

ALAIIIEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

ggnel3lgdlede-C: Has a conceptual site model that gde@lEu assesses the nature, extent, and
mobiliW of the rclease been developed? (continued)

t
T JffiF'"
u

Yes El N9
uH6

Has the foltowing pertinent information boen provided? ! Yes I No E UND E NE

History of pilot lests conducted ai the site

Yes E No I UND [J NE
of cleanup adions taken, dates ofthe actiona, and mass
removed?

which demonstrate the

Nanative descriotion of the ac{ions and areas of succass

NE
that demonshate the concentrations have not rebounded

(Source Evaluation section continued on next paqe)

Has pertinent Information be€n provided to asseoe lf
contamination col€ists only of petloleum?

I Yes ENoEUND trNE f]NA

Phase I Reoorts identifoinq ootrential COC8? Yes E No I UND Ll NE LINA
Oescripiion of site history, type6 of produc;ts or cfiemical
used at the sile? I Yes E NoEUND NNE ENA

Hisioric site ffaciliiies maps stp$ring locations of chembsl
storage,
releases. underoround ulilities. and stonn drains?

E Yes E No E UND E NE flNA

c aerial D os? es ENoEUND ENE ENA
Sanbom MaDs? D Ves ENoEUND trNE trNA
History of types of releases? E Yes E No E UND tr NE flNA
Hazardous Material Business Plans? IYes E NoE UND tr NE DNA
Figures and iabulation and discussion of sampling results
for all chemicale other than Detroleum? EYes ENoEUND ENE flNA

Data indudirg figures and, tables and discussion of ofi-
site sources? EVes ENoEUND ilNE trNA
Discu€sion of whether detecfed COCS in soil, soil vapor
ano
groundr,vater are @nsistent wifrl reported site uses and
documented facilitv COC8?

Eves ENoEUND ENE ENA
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOGAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

General Criteria e: llas a conceptual site model that gdruitsll assesses the nature, extent, and
mobility of the rslsasE been developed? (continued)

f
tr

Yes ryl No
UND'

H.g th. Sourcds) E€€n Adequaery Ewlurbd? (cofitinuod) E
E lxff#^"

***End of Source Evaluation Section*'*

Has Pertinent InfoBnation Eeen Provided?

Description ofthe history of release(s) and the ac{ions
thai were
were taken to stop each release not provided or
incomolete?

Eves ENoEUND DNE ENA

Evaluation and accounting for cfianging contaminant? Yes LJ No Ll UND Ll NE

evaluaiion of indeasing/decreasing concentration lrends E Yas E No E UND fl NE flNA

Hazardous Materials Business Plans (hisloric and EYes ENoEUND trNE trNA

Data from other sites in the vicinity with unauthodzed
releases of petdeum hydrocarbons or olher hazardous
matsrials?

tr Yes ENoEUND trNE trNA
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA GOUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

@qElgd!g!i3-g: Haa a conceptual site model that gdgggglgly assessos the natune, extent, and
mobility of the releaee been developed? (continued)

L
t- Ji,"#*"
t
I

Y€d
l.ilgfi

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

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

The Fate and Transport chapter of this Manual provides guidance on the various phases of
peiroleum conslituents and how they behave in the subsurface. This information is critical for
evaluating migration pathways or indirect exposure pathways. Typical migration pathways for LUFT
siles include:

. LNAPL migraiion from the source area lhrough soil.

. Dissolved-phase migration of COCS in the groundwater zone.

. Vapor migration of COCS from soil, groundwater, or LNAPL.

. Migration of COCS with groundwater and discharging of COCS to surface water.

In the surface-water example, the receptors may include ecologic€l receptors as well as human
receptors.'

Points of Exposure - 'A 'point of exposure" is where a re@ptor comes into coniact with
coniamination. The exposure point may, or may not, be at the same location as the source.
Beosure points should indude potential fulure uses of the land, including adjacent land if there is a
potential for exposure to off-site receptors (e.9., groundwater containing LNAPL moving
dovJngradient, or volatilization into a future residence)- Some examples of points of exposure
include:

. Surface soil

. Water faucet used for drinking water

. Air inside a residence or commercial/industrial building

. Outdoor (ambient) air (from volatilization from surface soil to air)

For ecological receptors, the exposure point may be surface water or sediment that has been
impacted (or could become impacted) fom the source.

Exposute Route - Exposure routes are the mechanisms by which rec€ptors may come into contact
wilh contaminalion. ExDosure roules at LUFT sites include:

. Dermalcontact with contaminated soil

. Ingestion of contaminated soil

. inhalation of outdoor air impac{ed by volatile emissions

. Ingestion of contaminated groundwater

. Inhalation of vapors (in indoor air at a residence or commercial building) from contaminated soil,
groundwaler, or LNAPL

. Dermal contact with impacled surface water and/or sediments

Vvhile developing the CSM, each of the elements of a pathway should be considered and
investigated as necessary, For example, if groundwater at the site is not potable and the COCS in
groundwaler are not expected to migrate and impacl a current or future potable water source above

acontaminant TransDort and ExDo€ure Pathnavs Evaluation seclion continued on next paqe)

Low Threat Closure Policy and lmpediment ldentification Checklist_V1_2012-11-O1 23162



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

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

gc@!.']gIel!4: Has a conceptual slte model that gglCgtsE assesses the nature, extent, and
mobiliw of the rclease been dovolopod? (continued)

t
-

Yes ryI No
UND/

Haw Contaminant Transpofrt and Expqsu|E Ptth*aF B€on Adeguately E\,e|u#d? (Dd|tlnusd) f
I mF*

Has soil g€a contamination b€en fully characterizod? Eves ENoOUND LINE flNA
Have petroleum hydrocarbons been de{ecied in E Yes E No E UND El NE flNA
soil gas?

Motor Fuels:

lYes nNo ENE lNA
tr
f

Leaded Gasoline
Unleaded Gasoline

E Undifferentiated

TPH Middle Distillates:
lYes nNo INE ENA

f
-
-

Diesel
Stoddard Solvenl
Jet Fuel

I Kerosene
! Home Heating
Fuel
fl others

Residual Fuels:

Eves ENo ENE ENA
-
f
-

Bunker C
Waste Oils
Hydraulic Oil

n Lubricating Oil
I Oil and Grease
l-l others

Fuel Oxygenates:

lYes ENo ENE ENA
-
f

MTBE
ETBE
TAM E

tr
tr
f-

TBA
DIPE
Olhers

Lead Scavengers:

f]yes INo ENE ENA
f
-

EDB
EDC

Aromatic Compounds:

EYes INo INE LNA
f
-
f

Benzene
Toluene
Ethylbenzene

I Xylenes
E otners

PAHs:

[Yes ENo trNE trNA
r
f

Naphthalene
Others

Haw other contaminants b€en detected in boil gas? EYes El NoE UND ENE EINA

VOCS:

EYes ENo ENE ENA f
PCE
TCE
VC

f
f
c

Chloroform
Chlorobenzene
Others

SVOGs:

[Yes El No ENE ENA
List:

Dioxans & Furans:

EYes ENo ENE ENA
List:

Other PAHS:

[Yes ENo nNE ENA
f
f

Creosote
PNAs

PCBs:

EYes ENo ENA ENE
List:

Phenols:
EYes lNo NNE ENA

-
f

Phenol
Others

Metals:

Eyes EI No ENE ENA
f
Ef

Lead
Cadmium
Chromium

f
Ef

Zinc
Nickel
Other

Organo Chlorine Herbicides and Pesticides:
Eves ENo ENE ENA

List:

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

ALAMEDA GOUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

GenerEl Criterla e: Has a conceptJal site model that gdggEu asse3ses the natuta, extent, and
mobility of the rclease been developed? (continued)

!
t-

Yes DC'lo
I.JND I

Has sudace wEter contamination been fully DYes ENoEUND trNE EINA
characterized?

Have petroleum hydrocarbons been debcted E yes E No I UND tr NE trNA
in surface wabr?

Motor Fuels:

EYes ENo nNE nNA
f
tr

Leaded Gasoline
Unleaded Gasoline

E Undifferentiated

TPH Middle Distillates:
EYes [No ENE nNA

trf
tr

Diesel
Stoddard Solvent
Jet Fuel

f
tr
FL

T

Kerosene
Home Heating

rel

I others

Residual Fuels:

[Yes ENo ENE ENA
-
tr
tr

Bunker C
Waste Oils
Hydraulic Oil

ff
|-

Lubricating Oil
Oil and Grease
Olhers

Fuel Oxygenates:

nYes nNo ENE ENA
trf
tr

MTBE
ETBE
TAME

f
tr
f

TBA
DIPE
Others

Lead Scavengers:
Eves ENo ENE ENA

ff
EDB
EDC

Aromatic Compounds:

Eves ENo ENE ENA
fff

Benzene
Toluene
Ethylbenzene

! xytenes
! others

PAHS:

Eves E No E NE -] NA
ff

Naphthalene
Others

Hav6 other contaminanb been de'tected in surtuce IYes fl NoE UND trNE f]NA
water?

VOCS:

lYes INo ENE ENA
tr
tr
tr

PCE

VC

n
tr
!

Chloroform
Chlorobenzene
Others

SVOCS:

fl Yes nNo ENE ENA
List:

Dioxans & Furans:
Eyes ENo ENE ENA

List;

Other PAHS:

[Yes ENo nNE nNA
f
-

Creosote
PNAs

PCBg:

EYes ENo ENA !NE
List:

Phenols:

Eves ENo f] NE ENA
f
tr

Phenol
Others

I'iletals:

[Yes ENo ENE ENA
f
f
E

Lead
Cadmium
Chromium

f
-

Zinc
Nickel
Other

Organo Chlorine Herbicides and Pesticides:

lYes nNo ENE ENA
List:

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

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

General Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model tftat adCgEtsIy assess€s the nature, extent, and
mobility of the release been devoloped? (continued)

Yes
UND

ENo

L
I

YdG

ur&

(Contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathwavs Evaluation section continued on nexl Daoe)
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE GLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM
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General Criteria E: Has a conceptual site model that gdggg3jlgly assessea the nature, extent, and
mobility of the release b€on develoDed? (continued)

fr Yes FJNo

f
f

YffiFIHo

Contaminant Transport and Exposure Paihwavs Evaluation section continued on next Daoe)

Measur€s and Enginooring Controls:

As a result of controlling exposure through th€ use
of mitioation measures and/or enoineering contols,
has it been determined thai lhe concentrations of
petroleum coNtituents in soil will haveno significant
dsk ot adversely afiecting human health?

D Yes E No E UND N NE E]NA

engineering controls at the site?

lf other, then describe:

Are there proposed mitigation measurea and engineering controls at the site?\
Vapor Intrusion Barriers Sub-slab Ventilation InterceDtor Trench
Cap Permeable Reactive Barrier Other

lf other, then describe:

Has Peltinent Information Been Provided? E ves E No E UND tr NE trNA
Financial assurance Reouirements Yes UND NE
Soil Manaqement Plan Yes No UND NE NA
Mitigation or Engineering Control Syslem
Documenlation

Design documents
)onstruction documents
As-built Documentation
Operalions & Maintenance Plans
Monitoring and ReDortjnq Plan
Conlingencv Plans

Ll Yes LJ No Ll UND Ll NE LINA
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Gc@!.'lg4eli4: Has a conceptual site model that ggEqBlgu assesses the nature, extent, and
mobility of the ]Bloass beon developed? (col inued)

L
tr

Yes +No
UND'

ETffF*
hstitutional Controls:

As a result ofcontrolling e,\po8ure through the use of EYes ENoEUND trNE SNA
lnstitulional controls (odsting or proposed, has it been I
determined that the concentralions of p€trdeum conslituents
in soil will have no significant risk of adversely afieciing human health?

Are ploprietaly conEols in place or propo6€d:

E Easements E covenants ! other

Ar€ govemmental controb in place or proposed?

Zoninq Ordinances Waste Discharqe Requirements
Buildino Modiflcation Restrictions Financial Assurance Mechanisms
Groundwater Use Restrictions Enforcement Mechanisms
Air Permits Other
Excavalion Restrictions

(Contaminant TransDort and ExDosure Pathwavs Evaluaiion section continued on next page)
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General CritEria e: Has a conceptual site model that adoouatelv a$esses the nature, extent, and
mobility of the rElease been developed? (continued) Iiil?n"

lcontaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next paqe)
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@g!a!-9dterig-9.: Haa a conceptual site model that 4d$atslI assesses the nature, ert6nt, and
mobillty of the r€lease been developed? (continued)

fr JffifI"
L
I

Ye3
I.JNE

Vapor lntrusion Evaluation

Has th6 subsurfaca contamination reached steady state E Yes E No mUND E NE ENA
EtaG condilions (i.e., have the subsurface soilgas and I
groundwater plumes reached the maximum migration
potenliaD?

Has data been collected over a sufiicient period of lime
to
determine conlaminant lrends of groundwaler
monitorino olumes?

E Yes LI NE UNA
TNoU 

UND

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

E Yes nNofluND ENE LINA

Has data been collected over a sufficient Deriod of time
to
delemine contaminant trends of soil oas olumes?

E Yes E No $,UND I NE ENA

Do temporal contaminant trends of dala collected from
routine sampling of pemanent or temporary soil gas
samolino ooints indicate stable or deseasinq treads?

!Yes ENoIUND LINE LINA

lf there is minimal temporal soil gas data, has the length
of time to reach steady-stale conditions been estimated
from the date that the chemic€l releases ceased at the
site usino the methods in Johnson and others (1999)

E Yes E No 

Y 
UND Ll NE LINA

Have Existing and Future Buildings been

Have existing buildings within 100 feet of soil gas or
groundwater plumes been evaluated for vapor
intrusion?

E Yes \l No n UND Ll NE LINA

^t.
Have existing buildings greater than 100 feet from a
plume boundary, with a preferential pathway(either
natural or anthropogenic) that link the buildings with
the mntaminant plume been evaluated for vapor
intrusion been evaluated for vaoor intrusion?

! Yes
fitlo 

tr Uwo Ll NE LINA

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

tr ves 
fl 

ttto ! UND Ll NE LINA

At sites where unacceDtable contaminant levels are
left in the subsurface, are engineering controls
proposed for future buildings within 100 feet irom
conlamination?

n Yes Dl NoU UND Ll NE LINA

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

! Yes fl,No ll UND Ll NE LINA

Does the vadose zone have very high gas
oermeabilitu due to fracturino?

tr ves s No ! UND Ll NE f]NA

(Contaminant TransDoft and ExDosure Pathwavs Evaluation section continued on next page)
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General Criteda e: Has a conceptual site model ihat 3ggglgly asseases the nature, extent and
mobiliW of lhe |elease been developed? (continued)

t
tr

Yes l.&i No
UND-

Har/e Cortemlneril Trensport and Exposure P!$tmy* Been Adequably Eyelua!.d? (cofithugd) fr Yes
tjt*l

XINO.

(Contaminant Tranaport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation section continued on next page)
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gc@!]gl!elig-9,: Has a conceptual site model that adggEtsU asseeses the nature, extont, and
mobility of the release beon doveloped? (continued) 1J"r"#*

***End of contaminant Transport and Exposure Pathways Evaluation Section***

Pr€feruntial pathway study to dabrmine tho poGntlal tr Yes MlNo tr UND E NE ENA
probablllty of non-aqueous pha3e liquid {tlAPL) and/or I
plunes (ground{vater and/or soil vapor} oncounteting
pr€ferEnfral pathways and conduits (geologic and
anthrcpogenic) tftat can act as contamlnant migration
pathway3 to or from the sib?

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

trveslNoEuND trNE trNA

ldentification of underground utility lines and trenches
(e.g-, sewers, storm drains, water, electric, gas,
remediation piping, trench backfill, etc.) and wells that
could act as preferential pathways within and near the
site and Dlume area(s)?

! Yes ryNo E UND E NE ENA

Maps and cross-sections illustrating historic groundwater
elevations at the site and location and depth of all utility
lines and trenches within and near the site and plume
areas(s)?

trves pruotr uND fl NE flNA

ldentification of all active, inactive, standby,
decommissioned (sealed with concrete), unrecorded, and
abandoned (improp€rly decommissioned or lost) wells
including monitoring, remediation, irrigation, water supply,
dewatering, drainage, and cathodic protection wells within
a one mile radius ofthe subiect site?

n Yes f] NE ENA$r" r uro

Copies of historical maps, such as Sanbom maps, aerial
Dhotooraohs. elc.? trv*pNoEuND DNE ENA
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General Criteria o: Has a conceptual site model that gdggEll assesses the nature, extent, and
mobility of the release been d€veloped? (continued)

L
tr

Yes [l No
UND

L
E

Ysr ill No
t iaD

(Receptors Evaluation section continued on next page)

Receplol1g - "A receptor is a human or other living organism with the potential to be exposed to and
adversely affected by contaminants as a result of contact with contaminated media either at the
source or along a contaminant migration pathway. Potential receptors at LUFT sites may include:

. Adults and children in a residential scenario

. Adults in an occupational scenario

. Adults in a construction/utility worker scenario

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

. Aquatic receptors such as fish and benthic invertebrates

"Sensitive' human receptors are not evaluated separately, because the California Environmental
Protection Agency (CallEPA) and the United States Environmental protection Agency (EpA) toxicity
values used in risk evaluations already consider eensitive subgroups.

Terrestrial ecological receptors may not be a very common type of receplor, considering that LUFT
sites are typically small, paved, and located in largely urban and/or otheMise disturbed environments.
Signifcant impacts to ecological receptors are unlikely to occur in most cases. However, if the
potential to impact sensitive habitats or nearby surface water exists, these receptors should be
included in the CSM. Situations in which potential impacts to ecologic€l receptors may warrant
evaluation include cases in which impacted groundwater may migrate and discharge to nearby
surface-water bodies and cases in which the LUFT site is located in areas where apecial-statui
ecological receptors may reside.

ll is important to consider the current and reasonably likely future us€s of the site and adjacent
properties when identrying receptors. Local zoning and planning agencies can generally assist in
these determinations. Determining conditional uses at the LUFT site and adjacent properties is
important, because changes in use may require consideration of difierent receptors. For example, a
lighlindustrial park being re-developed for residential living needs to be evaluated for both adults and
children who may live on the property.

Receptor ldentification - The types of potentiat receptors located on adjacent properties shoutd be
identitied ifthey could come onto the site or be exposed to the dremicals at the site. The extent of the
area where receptors should be identified will vary based on the exposure pathways, as well as the
extent and type of contamination.

In order to identiry whether receptors may be drinking potentially impacted groundwater, a survey of
water supply wells near the site may be conducted. (See he Fate and Transport cftapter for more
information on potential plume lengths.) This survey is generally based on reviewing Department of
Water Resources (DWR) well re@rds and askng tocal water district and applicable City and/or
County stafi if they are aware of any wells within the search radius. Areas wilh known multiple private
wells nearby may require door{o-door contact of local residents to determine their source ofwater.
Information about water-supply wells can often be obtained fiom the well owner. Desired information
includes:

. Current stalus of the well (operalional or idle) and pumping rate.

. Purpose ofthe well, such as drinking water, irdgation, industriat, livestock, etc.

and sand oack inlerval)."
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@CAg!Cdtef!93: Has a conceptual site model that edegglFly assess€s the nature, odent, and
mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

L
tr Ii,'o9 "
EY*US$toIl|ll#'

(Receptors Evaluation section continued on next page)

Sufriclent data to evaluate whether site contamination is
presenl in localions lhat currently exist or potentially
could exist in ihe fulure to pose nuisance conditions
durino common or reasonablv exoec*ed sit€ activilies?

tr Yes F No U UND U NE LINA

Descliptions of lhe type and verlical and lateral extsnt of
shallow soil?

tr Yes pNoE UND INE |:lNA

Dala on the lateral extent of surface soil contamination? Yes No NE NA
Discussion of odors or visual evidence of contamination? Yes No NE NA
Preferenlial pathway and utility conduit surveys? Yes JNo NE NA

Revie$/ of potenlial poir s for ereoaure auch as
oroundwater seeDs into basements?

tr Yes pNoI UND ENE ENA

]unont us€ of the site Yes XNo fI UNO L] NE LINA
xoected use of the site? Yes

fifi"""EtfrB#+FHFDescription of surface water runofi fiom the property to
Btorm drains or other sites?

11 ves I
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Genoral Criteria e: Has a conceptual site model that lgryEu asseases the nature, extent, and
mobility of the releage boen develoDed? (conlinued) - Yes Ll No

UND

Havd fttcep{o|?.B6€n Adc+Jate}f Evaluated? (continu€d) I Yec fl No
EU}ID

(ReceptoE Evaluation section continued on next page)

lf Ye.s, then Describe Nuisance Condition:

ls injurious to health, indecent or offensive to the
senses, or is an obsfuction to th6 free use of property
so as to interfere with fte comfortable enjoyment oi life
or property?

LI Yes IPNo LI UND U NE UNA

Afiects at the same time an entire community or
neighborhood, or any considerable number of persons,
although the extent of the annoyance or damage
inflicted upon individuals mav bs unequal?

tl Yes lllNo U UND LJ NE LINA

O@urs during, or as a result of, the treatment or
disposal of wasteg?

U Yes 
fLNo 

Ll UND Ll NE LJNA
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gg@!.,1q!!9!!4: Has a conceptual site model that 3dg$lbly assesses the natute, extent' and
mobilitv ofthe t€lease been developed? (continued)

tr
f

Yes F)No
UNDI

f
t:

(Receptors Evaluation section continued on next page)

A|b indoor air concentEtlons ln exbtlng buildings E yes ENo N NE trNA

eccep,table?

a candidate for vapor intrusion?

Yes I No E UND tl NEHas a site-specific evaluation of vapor
eonducted in accordance with the USEPA Vapor Intrusion
model?

Have the geotechnical parameters in
the model been adequately determined
to reduce uncertainty concerning
human health exposure (i.e., have
physical properties (i.e., bulk density,
grain size distribution, total porosity,
moisture content, fraction of organic
carbon) of the vadose zone been

average soil and groundwater
temperature been used to correct
Henry's law constant for the chemical

! Yes ENoEUND trNE trNA

indoor air samDles been
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IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
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General Criteria e: Has a conceptual sie model that adggB@ly assesses the nature, extent, and
mobility of the release been developed? (continued)

tr
tr

Yes FNo
UNt'

Have Rece&r8 Be6n Adsqu.kly Ev.luated? (conlinrrcd) E Yes Elflotrulor
HaB the following Pertinent Infomatlon been Proyided? (con$nued)

Land uses and exposure scenarios on lhe facility and E ves E tlo E UND El NE EINA

Benellcial resources (e.9., groundwater
wetlands, natural resources, etc.)?

tr UND tr NE ENA

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

! ves SNo tr UND fl NE ENA

IYes BNoEUND ENE ENAtypes and locations
hospitals, day care centers, etc.)?
Exposure scenarios (e.9. residential, industrial,
recreational, farming)?

!Yes yNotr UND fl NE ENA

pathways and potenlial threal to sensitive tr ves 
flruo 

tr UND D NE lNA

Analysis of the contaminant volatilization from the
subsurface to indoor/outdoor air exoosure route fi.e.. ! ves 

)tlo 
tr UND fl NE ENA

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

Domestic Water Supplv Wells
lrrigation Wells
Olher Capture Systems

trYes DNoFUND trrue trua

Are these supply w€lls or other sources of water used by
property owners^enants in the vicinitv of the site?

trYespNotrUND flNE LINA

Have these supply wells or other sources of water been
sampled for chemicals of concern (COC9) associated
with the release site?

E Yes El No E UND fl NE flNA

Have the6e Bupdy wells or other sources of been
properly abandoned?

! Yes E No I UND f] NE flNA

Could these other wster gources be raasonably
anticip€ted to be relisd on by property olvners in lhe site
vicini$ dudng drought conditions or pogt ernergency
situations?

trvesSruotruND ENE ENA

DWR Well Soarcfl Yes NoEUN NE NA
Alameda Countv Public Works Well Search Yeg NA
Neighborhood backyard domeslic water/irrigation well
assessment includinq canvassinq/survev results

LI Yes LI No I.-I UNO LI NE LINA

Agreemenis between Responsible Parties (RPs) and
property owners to dlscor inue operation of domestic
well use

[-] Yes Ll No lJ UND lJ NE IJNA

Results of dom6stic well samplinq and analwcal results Yes No E UND
NoE UND

NE NA
Well destruction records Yes NE NA

*'End of ReceEtors Evaluation Section*
"*End of General Criteria e Evaluation Seciion***
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g@!$qiC.! - tlas secondary source beEn removed to the extent practicable? E Yes Xruo
N UNd

CA LUFT Manual Guldance:

**"End of General Criteria f evaluation section**

LTCP Statement: "Secondary source" is defined as pelroleum-impaded soil or groundwater located
at or immediately beneaih the point of release from the primary sourca. Unless site attributes prevent

secondary source removal (e.9. physical or infrastructural constraints exist whose removal or
relocation would ba tochnically or economically infeasible), petroleum-release siteg arc required to
undergo secondary source removal to the extent practicable as described herein. "To the extent
pradicablo" m6ans implementing a cosl-efiective coneclive action which removes or destroys-in-
place the most readily recoverable frac{ion of sourc+.area mass. lt is expected that most se@ndary
mass removal €fforts will be completed in one year or less. Following removal or deslruction of the
semndary source, additional removal or active remedial actions shall not be required by regulatory
agencies unless (1) necessary to abate a demonstrated threat to human health or (2) the

plume does not meet the defnition of low threat as descdbed in this policy.'
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General Cdteria d - Has soil or groundwater been tested for MTBE and results reported in
accordanc€ with Healtft and Safety Code S€ction 25296.15?

fl ves ffi.ruo
E UNDT

LTCP Statement: "Health and Safety Code section 25296.15 prohibits closing a UST case unless the
soil, groundwater, or both, as applicable have been tested for MTBE and the results of thal testing are
known to the Regional Water Board. The exception to lhis requirement is where a regulatory agency
determines that the UST that leaked has only eontained diesel or jet fuel. Before closing a UST casedetermines that the UST that leaked has only eontained diesel or jet fuel. Before closing a UST case
pursuant to this policy, lhe requirements of Bection 25296.15, if applicable, shall be satisfied.'

Guidance:

".*End of General Criteria g Evaluation Section*

been
sfer to
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Generat Cdteria h: Does a nuisance as defined by Water Code soction 13050 exist at the site? f
E Ji,'# 

*"

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

(1) ls iniurious to health, or is indocent or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the fre€ use
of property, so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoymeni of life or property.

(2) Atrects at the same time an entire community or neighborhood, or any considerable number of
persons, although the extent of the annoyance or damage inflicted upon individuals may be
uneouat,

(3) Occurs during, or as a rosult ol the treatment or disposal of wastes.

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

.""End of General Criteria h Evaluation Section***
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f. iledia Soecific Criteria: Groundwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwater?
Yes Ll No
UND

LTCP Statement "This poliry describes criteria on which to base a determination that threats to
existing and anticipated beneficial uses of groundwater have been mitigated or are de minimis,
including cases that have not affected groundwater.

State Water Board Resolution 9249, Pdicies and Procedures for lnv$tigation and Cleanup and
Abatement of Dischatges Undet Weter Code Section 73304 is a state policy for water quality control
and applies to petroleum UST cases. Resolution 9249 direcG lhat water affected by an
unauthorized release atlain either background water quality or the best water quality that is
reasonable if background water quality cannot be restored. Any altemative level of water quality
less stringent than background must be consistent with the maximum benefit lo the people of the
stale, not unreasonably affeci cunent and anticipated beneficial use of affected water, and not result
in water quality less than that prescribed in the water quality control plan for the basin wilhin which
the site is located. Resolution No, 92-49 does not require that the requisite level of water quality be
met at the time of case closure; ii specifies compliance with cleanup goals and objectives within a
reasonable time frame.

Water qualily control plans (Basin Plans) generally esiablish "background" water quality as a
restorative endpoint. This policy recognizes the regulatory authority of lhe Basin Plans but
undeGcores the flexibility contained in Resolution 9249.

It i8 a fundamental tenet of this low-threal closure policy that if the closure criteria described in lhis
policy are satisfed at a petroleum unauthorized release site, attaining background water quality is
not feasible, asEblishing an altemate level of water quality not to exceed thal prescribed in the
applicable Basin Plan is appropriate, and that waier quality obiectives will be attained through
natural attenuation within a reasonable time, prior to the expected need for use of any afiected
groundwater.

lf groundwater with a designated beneficial use is affected by an unauthorized release, to satisfy the
media-specific critoria for groundwater, the coniaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives
must be stable or decreasing in areal extent, and meet all of th6 additional characteristics of one of
the flve classes of sites listed below. A plume thal is "stable or decreasing" is a contaminant mass
that has expanded lo ils maximum extent: the distance tom the release where attenuation exceeds

(Media Specific Criteria for Groundwater Evaluation section continued on next page)
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1, luedia Specific Criteda: Groundwater: Does the site meet tho LTCP criteria for groundwater? E
E

Yes [| No
UNd

LTCP Statement "Sites with soil that does not contain suffciel mobile constituents lleachate,
vapors, or light non-aqueous-phase liquids (LNAPL)I to cause groundwater to exceed the
groundwater criteria in this policy shall be considered low-lhreat sites for the groundwater medium.
Provided the general criteria and criteria for other media are also met, those sites are eligible for
case closure. For older releases, the absence of curent groundwater impacl is often a good
indication that residual concentrations present in the soil are not a source for groundwater pollution,'

Ha3 pertinent infomation been provid€d in thE CSM for EJEB E No E UND
complianc€ ovaluation? (retsr to General Critetia e for specitic informatiqf) -

'*'End of Soil Only Exemption evaluation section**'

(Media Specific Criteria for Groundwater Evaluation section continued on next page)
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l. Media Speclf,c Ctiteria: Groundwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for gfoundwatef E
E

Yes Ul No
UND.

lf Sib Doed t{d Ouelih, for Soil Ontv Eremdon, then,

13 tha conbnit€nt pllsne ttet exceedr w$r qudity objeclius steble or dectBt$lng in e|gd
ordtrt arid meeti all of the addtional challao{grbtics of one of the five chs6€a of at'te6 llBtad
betow?

.*'End of Plume Stability Evaluation Section**
(Media Specific Criteria for Groundwater Evaluation ssction continued on next pag€)
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l. edia Specific Criteria: Gmundwaten Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwateP tf Jiilr""

CA LUFT Manual Guidance:

(Plume Characteristics Evaluaiion continued on next page)

(Media Specific Criteria for Groundwater Evaluation section continued on next page)
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ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

'1. liledia Specific Crlteria: Groundwater: Does the site meet the LTCP criteria for groundwatef f
f Ii,'oFt"

18 tfte eontaminent Flume $at sooeds uakr quamy oEicctiy68 s{rbls or ddcirhdihg in afoal
exbrtr' ql meeb ell of the additior*tl characterirllca of om of ll|€ fivE da$€r of sih lbbd
bolow? (corfnuedl

E Yes! l,lo

Bwa ,

Class I Yes No UND
ls < 10O feet in lenqth Yes No UND
lhere ie no fi6e o.oducl U Yes J No UND
Ine neare$ ex$rng lvater suppty wefl is > z5o feet ftom the deltned
uume Doundarv

E Yes E No FUND
The nearest existing surface water body is > 25O feet from the defned
glume boundary

Ll Yes Ll No 
F.UND

Class 2 Yes No UND
ls < 250 feet in lenoh Yes No z UND
There is no free product Yes No UND
The nearest exisiing water supply well is > 1,000 feet from the defined
Dlume
boundarv

Ll Yes L-l No 
9d 

UND

The nearest existing surface water body iE > 1,000 feet fiom the
defined plume
boundarv

UYesU No E{UND

The dissolved concertration of benzene is <3,000 uq/L Yes No UND
The dissolvod concentration of MTBE is < l ,000 !q/L Yes No UND

Class 3 Yes No UND
ls < 250 feel in lenqth Yes No 1 UND
Free product has been removed to the maximum extent Dracticable,
may still be preser below the sit6 where the release originated, but
does not ext€nd off-site

Ll Yes Ll No Fl UND

The plume has been stable or decrcasinE for a minimum of 5 vears Yes I No lxl UNo
The nearest existing water supply well is > 1,000 fe€t from the defned
plume boundary

[J Yes [J No Fl UND

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

Ll Yes U No l0 UND

The prop€rty owner is willing to accept a land use resticlion if the
rogulatory agency requires a land us€ rsstriction as a condition for
closure

LI YEs LI NO EI UND

Class 4 Yes No ND
ls < I,q)o feet in lenqth Yes No ND
There is no free product Yes
The nearest existing water supply well or surface water body is > 1,000
feet fiom the defned Dlume boundarv

Ll Yes U No y UND

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

Ll Yes Ll No II UND

The dissolved concentration of b€nzene is <'1.000 uo/L Yes No UND
The dissolved concentration of MTBE is <1.000 uq/L Yes No UND

regulatory agency determines, based on an analysis of site
specmc conditions, that the site under curent and reasonable
anticipaied near{em future scenarios, the contaminant plume poses a
low threat to human health and safety and to the environment and
watet quality obi€€tives will be achieved within
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
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l. @: Does the site meet the LTCP critelia for groundwatef f
E

Yes lS, No
UND '

sites listed above.

*'End of Evaluation of Media SDecific Criteria for Groundwater Section**
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

2.! ibecific Crit€ria: Potroloum Vaoor lntrusion to lndoor Ain Does the site meet the LTCP
)r Detroleum vaoor intrusion to indoor air?

Yes LJ No
UND

Policy Statement: "Exposure to petroleum vaporE migrating fiom soil or groundwater to indoor air
may pose unacceptable human health risks. This policy describes conditions, including
bioattenuation zones, which if met will assure that exposure lo petroleum vapors in indoor air will
not pos€ unacceptable health risks. In many petroleum release cases. potential human exposures
to vapors are mitigated by bioattenuation processes as vapors migrate toward the ground surface.
For the purposes of this section, lhe term "bioattenuation zone' means an area of soil with
mnditions that support biodegradation of petroleum hydrocarbon vapors.

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

(1) existing buildings are occupied or may be reasonably expectod lo be occupied in the future, g!
(2) buildings for human occupancy are rea€onably exp€cted to be construc{ed in the future-

Appendices 1 through 4 (attached) illustrate four potential exposure scenarios and describe
characterislics and criteria associated with each scenario. Petroleum release sites shall satisry he
media-specific criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air and be considered low-threat for
the vapor-intrusion-to-indoor-air pathway if :

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

b. A site-specific risk assessment forthe vapor intrusion pathway is conducted and demonslrates
that human health is protecded to the satisfaction of the regulatory agency; qI

c. As a result of mntrolling exposure through the use of mitigation measures or through the use
of institutional or engineering controls, the regulatory agency determines lhat petroleum
vapors migrating from soil or groundwater will have no significant risk of adversely affecting
human health.'

EXgtlPTKrlI - Aciitre Commerclal Petmbum Facillty: ls the site an ac{ve corurerdal petrcbum
tuding trcilltt/?

E Yee E i*o
tl utiD

r*rEnd of active commercial petroleum fueling facility evaluation'**
(Media Specific Criteria for Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Evaluation continued on next page)

are comparatively insignifcant relative lo exposures from small surface spills and fugitive vapor
raleases that typically occur at active fueling facilities. Therefore, satisfaction of the media-specific
criteria for petroleum vapor irtrusion to indoor air is not required at active commercial petroleum
fueling facilities, axcept in cases where release eharacteristics can b€ reasonably believed to pose

Are release charac{eristica reasonably b€lieved to pose E Yes E No fl UND tr
an unacceptable health dsk to facility users or nearbv facilities?

NEf]NA

Or}site Users or WorkeE Ll Yes Ll No IJ&UND U NE U NA
ResidenceE Yeg No IND NE NA
Day Care Facilities Yes No IND NE NA
Schoolg Yes No UND NE NA
Mixed-Use DeveloDments Yes No UND tr NE l NA
Hospihls Yes No UND NE NA
Senior Facilities Yes No UND NE NA
Commercial Sites tr Yes L] No UND LJ NE I NA
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY GOMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

2. Media Soocific Cdteria: Petroleum Vapor lntrusion to lndoor Air: Does the site meet the LTCP
criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air?

E
E Ii,iF""

Doer the rolease slb

***End of Vapor Intrusion Criteria a evaluation *"*

(Media Specific Criteria for Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Evaluadon continued on next Daqel

Wsrc appropriate soll gas sampling plotocols iollowed?

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

E Yes

EYesnNo

Were soil gas sampl€ obtained from the following locations? E Yes E Ho

IYesENoEUNDf]NEflNABeneath or adjacent to an exieting building: Soil gas
samples collected at leasl 5 feet below the bottom of the.

Future construction: Soil gas samples from at l€ast
{ive feet below sround surface

IYesENolUNDf]NEflNA

Ae all of the followinq cribda for a bioetlenuation zono satisfied? E Yes E No

There is a minimum of flve vertical feet of soil between the
soil vapor measurements and the foundation of an existing
buildinq or qround surface of future construction: and

EvesENoIUNDL]NEnNA

TPH fiPHg + TPHd) is less than 100 mg/kg (measured in

at least two depths within the five-foot zone: and
EYesENoIUNDDNENNA

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

EYesENoEUNDDNEENA

Do Boil gas concentrations meEt the follovuing critGria? E Yes E No

Residential Commercial
Constituent Soil Gas Concentration (uq/m")
Benzene <85.000 <280.000
Ethylbenzene <1.100.000 <3.600.000
Napthalene <93,000 <310.000

Do soil 96s concentEtions meet the followlng criteda? EYesENo
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

2. Media Sq€cific Criteda: Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to lndool Air: Does the site meet lhe LTCP
criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor ait? HJi,"#*

CA LUFT Manual Guidance Statement:

*'*End of Vapor Intrusion Criteria b evaluation section"*

(Media Specific Criteria for Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Evaluation continued on next page)

compliance evaluatlon? (refer to General Cdteria e for specific infomation)

Low Threat Closure Policy and lmpediment ldentification Checklist-V1-2012-11-01 51 162



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

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

2. Media Specific Criteria: Petroleum Vaoor Intrusion to Indoor Air: Does lhe site meet the LTCP
criteria for Detroleum vaDor intusion to indoor air?

L
E

Yes Ll(}lo
UND /

Its€d $F tE{€*c $itF
crilprig lisisd b6low {a,

**End of Vapor Intrusion Criteria c evaluation section***

(Media Specific Criteria for Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Evaluation continued on next paqel
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

2. Media Specilic Criterla: Petroleum Vaoor lntlusion to lndool Air: Does the siie meet the LTCP
criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air?

EYesENo
fl UND

ld$tional q esdons for rl!6e that do not meet fte LTCP edtrde{*r h or c}

Indicab those conditions that do not meet the policy cdterle:
Soil Gas
Samples

L_l Insuflicient number to be
reDresenlative

E Not taken at two dephs within
5 foot zone

Ll Temporal variability not evaluated Ll High spatial or temporal
variabilitv

No soil gas samples tr lnsufficient analYtes
Taken inconectlv

beosure Type E Residential Ll Commercial

Free Product ln Groundwater ln Soil
Unknown

TPH in the
Bioattenuation
Zone

Ll > 1O0 mgl(g

Bioattenualion
Zone Thickness

L,l < 5 feet (No Biozone) E >30 Feet

>5 feet and < 10 feel 30 Feet Biozone comoromised
> 1 0 feet and < 30 feet Unknown

Orygen Data in
Bioattsnuation
Zone

No OxvEen Data
U Orygen < 4% E Oxygen > 4%

Benzene in
Groundwater

L-l > 100 ug/L and < 1,000 pg/L E unknown

> 1.000 uo/L L] > 280.00O uq/m"
Soil Gas
Benzene

Ll > 85 pgfn" and < 280 pg/m" Ll > 85,q00 pglm" and < 280,000
uo/m"

Ll > 280 pg/m" and < 85,@0 Fglm E Unknown

Soil Gas
Ethylbenzene

> 1.100 uo/m" and < 3.600 uo/m" ft > 3.600.000 uo/m
Ll > 3,600 Ug/m' and < 1,100,000 pg/m E Unknown

2 1.100.000 uo/m" and < 3.600.000
Soil Gas
Napthalene

> 93 uo/m' and < 310 uo/m" > 310.000 uo/m"
> 310 uq/m' and < 93.000 uo/m" Unknown
> 93.d)0 uo/m" and < 310.000 !o/m

*"*End of Evaluation of Media Specific Cfiteria: Petroleum Vapor Intrusion lo Indoor Aid*'
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LOW THREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

l. Media€beclflc Griteria: Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exoosur€ - Does the site meet satisfy
the media-specific crileria for direct contact and outdoor air elposure (a, b, or c)?

E
T

ves! t'lo

policy describes contact with
inhalalion of contiaminants volatized to outdoor air Doses a low threat to human healf|. Release sites
where human exposure may occur salisry the media-specific crilejia for direct contact and outdoor air
exposure and shall b€ considered low{hreat if they meet e0y ofthe following (a. b, or c. below)."

or

CA LUFT

"lf a site does not meet the media-specific criteria for direct contact and outdoor air exposure, then a
medium-specific analysis may need to be performed to demonstrate that the medium and its
associated exposure pathways are lo\,t/-threat. For an evaluation of direct contact and volatilization to
outdoor air, calculate a more reasonable exposure concentration by averaging the measured
concentration over an appropriate (conservative) exposure area. The Case Closure Policy indicates
that the maximum crncentrations should be used in lhis analysis, so be sure to indude the
maximum values when calculating the average. For a residential exposure, a reasonable exposure
area may correspond to the size of a small backyard."

ExemFtion - l$ lhe uppef I 0 neet of soil fr06 of p6trolEum contaminaton?
l-

t

Has pertinent informaton been pr$vided in the CSM for E Y€ E No E UND
compllancc evaluation? (refer to General Crileria e for specific information)

* A|€ rflaxiErsm concenffiot€ sf pa{|oldtm conadtuenb in coll less than or equal to tlrosa
ll3&d ln teue I fof the Sscitlod delth be|Brv ground surfacs (bgFF

B YaB il tlo
EUJNB

LTCP Statement "Maximum concentrations of petroleum mnstituents in soil are less than or equal
to those listed in Table 1 for the specifed depth below ground surface (bgs). The concentration limits
for 0 to 5 feel bgs protect from ingestion of soil, dermal contact with soil, and inhalation of volalile soil
emissions and inhalation of particulate emissions. The 5 to l0 feet bgs concentration limits protect
from inhalation of volatile soil emissions. Both lhe 0 to 5 feet bqs concentration limits and the 5 to l0
feet bos concentration limits for the appropriate site classification (Residential or
Commercial/lndustriaD shall be satisfied. In addition, if expogure to construction workers or utility
lrench workers is reasonably anticipated, the concentration limits for Utility Worker shall also be
satisfied.'

(Criieria a evaluation continued on next page)

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

Low Threat Closure Policy and lmpediment ldentification Checklist_V1_2012-11-O1 54 162



LOWTHREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND

IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST

ALAMEDA GOUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

LowThreat Closure Policy and lmpediment ldentification Checktist-V'l-2012-11-O1 55 162



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

ALAMEDA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH LOCAL OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Low Threat Closure Poticy and lmpediment ldentitication Checklist V1 2O12_,t1_O1 56 162



LOWTHREAT UST CASE CLOSURE POLICY COMPLIANCE AND
IOENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO CASE CLOSURE CHECKLIST
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3. Mediaspecltic Crite.ia: Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposur€ - Does the site meet safisry
the media-specifie cdteria for direct contact and outdoor air exposure? (continued)

LJ Yes Ll No
n UND

those condltlom that do not meet the policy:

This case should be clos€d in spite of !g! me€ting policy critefia E Yes ENo
Explanalion:

..* End of Media Specific Criteria: Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure Evaluation*
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Low-Thrcat Case Closu]€ Notification Requi]€men6 - Has the regulatory agency recommending
closure comDlied with the Low Threat Closure Policv Dublic notification requirements?

L
E

Yes lElNo
UND

LTCP Staiement: "Cases that meet the general and media-specific criteria established in this policy
pose a low threat to human health, safety and the environment and satisfy the case-closure
requirements of Health and Safety Code sec'tion 25296.10, and case closure is consisteni wilh State
Water Board Resolution 92-49 that requires that cleanup goals and objeciives be met within a
reasonable time frame. lf the case has been determined by the regulatory agency to meet the criteria
in this policy, ths regulatory agency shall notiry responsible palties that they are eligible for case
closure and that the following items, if applicable, shall be completed prior to the issuance of a
uniform closure letter speciiied in Health and Safety Code section 25296.10. Affer completion of
these items, and unless the regulatory agency revises its determination based on comments
received on the proposed case closure, the regulatory agency shall issue a uniform dosure letter
wilhin 30 days trom the end ofthe comment period.

Municipal and county water districts, water replenishment districts, specia! act districis with
groundwator management authority, agencies with authority to issue building permits for land
afiected by the petroleum release, owners and occupants of the property impacted by the petroleum
release, and the owners and occupants of all parcels adjacent to the impacted property shall be
noiitied of the proposed case closure and provided a 00 day period to comment. The regulatory
agency shall consider any commenls received when delemining if the case thould be closed or if
site 6o€cific conditions wanant otheMise.

Municipal and county water districts, water replenishment districts, special act districts with
groundwater management aulhority, ag€ncies with authority to issu€ building permits for land
affecled by the petroleum release, owners and occupants ofthe property impacted by the petroleum
release, and lhe owners and occupants of all parcels adjacent to the impacted property shall bs
notifed of the proposed case closure and provided a 60 day peliod to comment. The regulatory
agency shall consider any comments received when determining if the cas€ should be closod or if
site sDecific condilions warranl otheMise."
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Lour-Threat Case Closurc Nodflcation RequiGments - Has the regulatory agency recommending
closure complied with the Low Threat Closure Policy public notification requiroments? (continued)

E ves *fio
E UND/ -

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