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These comments are being submitted by Saied Molavi and the Dolores Hansen Trust
(Molavi Group) in response to the Draft Order dated October 10, 2008 (Draft Order) in the
Matter of the Petition of Ultramar, Inc. For Review of Sonoma County’s Notice of Revision
to Responsible Party Designation (Petition). The Draft Order and Petition are identified as
SWRCB/OCC File P06-230.

The Molavi Group believes that the Draft Order as it now stands should not be adopted by
the State Water Resources Control Board because the conclusion that the Petition should be
granted is based on several factual and interpretative errors, and because the Draft Otrder is
not specific in apportioning responsibility for future site clean up. In the Comments
summary section below we have summarized five points that we wish the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to consider before evaluating whether to finalize the
Draft Otder as it now stands. Each of the five points is then explained separately in greater
detail in the sections that follow the summary. Background documents that support the
points made in the explanations are presented in Appendices attached to this comment
letter.

Comments Summary

Comment 1. The Draft Order contends that there are two lines of evidence for establishing
that a second (post-1991) release (of MTBE vapors) has occurred at the site. The first line
of evidence involves underground storage tank (UST) system testing results for two separate
tank tests. The first UST system test was completed on the UST system’s secondary
containment system on October 8, 2002, and produced a failing test result indicating that the
secondary containment system was not air tight. At no time during the original secondary
containments system testing or follow up ptimary containment system testing was thete any
indication that the primary containment system, which actually holds the fuel product, had
leaked or failed a tank test. Yet the Draft Order makes the false claim that the “product
lines from the USTs to the dispensers failed”. Given that the product lines are part of the
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ptimary containment system, we find it incredible that such an jnaccuracy would be
contained in the Draft Order, patticularly after we had previously supplied the SWRCB with
abundant documentation of the testing procedures, repairs to the secondary containment
system and an explanation of the difference between a primaty and secondary containment
test failure. All of these issues are discussed in more detail in the Explanation section of this
document.

The Molavi Group also previously provided information that called in to question the
validity of the December 2004 Enhanced Leak Detection (ELD) test, which the Draft Order
references as the second UST system test that shows that a hydrocarbon release occurted
during the Molavi Group’s ownership of the site. The points that bring the 2004 ELD test
results in to question include the fact that the testing was a new requirement and as such the
testing methodology had not been fully vetted; the fact that the methodology for testing was
substantially changed between the 2004 ELD test and a follow up ELD test in 2006 that the
UST system passed; the fact that no significant repairs were made to the UST system during
the time between the two ELD tests; and some discrepancies in the testing result reports
that indicate that there are plausible explanations for the UST system failing the first EL.D
test other than a significant leak in the UST system. The detailed explanation of these points
is presented following this summary section.

Comment 2. The Draft Order’s contention that monitoring data supports a conclusion that
a second hydrocarbon release consisting of MTBE vapors (in addition to the documented
and long standing Ultramar release) has occurred at the site is based on a false assumption
tegarding the persistence of MTBE in a degrading groundwater contamination plume. On
Page 8 Paragraph 1, the Draft Order states that “Because MTBE tends to diminish from a
source area more readily than BTEX, a transitory and spatial increase in MTBE
concentrations, while BTEX concentrations are decreasing, indicates an addition of MTBE
mass to groundwater .” The scientific literature widely acknowledges a point that directly
contradicts the Draft Order assumption regarding the tendency of MTBE to diminish from
a source area more readily than benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylenes (BTEX). There
are numerous scientific studies that have found that MTBE is more recalcitrant to biological
breakdown when compared to other gasoline constituents such as BIEX. This causes
MTBE to persist in groundwater longer than BTEX, rather than diminish as the Draft Order
contends. The scientific literature is corroborated by groundwater monitoring data for the
leaking tank site directly across the street from the Ultramar site, which shows that MTBE
has persisted in groundwater long after BTEX compounds have degraded. In other words,
the basis for the Draft Order’s contention that groundwater monitoring results support a
second release scenario at the Ultramar site is directly contradicted by both scientific studies
and by 10 years of monitoring data at another leaking tank site, with similar subsurface
conditions, that is located within 150 feet of the Ultramar site.

Comment 3. The Draft Order contains several inferences and conclusions that are said to be
based on the groundwater monitoring data for the Ultramar site, but that are not consistent
with the actual monitoring record. These errors in presentation and/ot misinterpretations of
the monitoring data cast a substantial shadow of doubt on the validity of the Draft Order’s
conclusion that the monitoring data is consistent with a post-Ultramar release of MTBE
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vapors that impacted groundwater at the site. The monitoring recotd is discussed in detail in
the explanation section of this document.

Comment 4. Analysis of the groundwater monitoring data before and after the dates when
the Draft Order states that a MTBE vapor release must have occurred does not indicate an
Impact to groundwater that would require investigation or clean up in addition to the work
requited to clean up the initial unauthorized release for which Ultramar is responsible. It
should be noted that in the seventeen years since the underground tanks were replaced and
Ultramatr sold the setvice station to the Molavi Group, the sum total of clean up work
petformed by Ultramar was the intermittent operation of a Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE)
remediation system over a petiod of apptoximately 2 years. The system was installed in 1994
and shut down in 1996,

According to the Sonoma County Department of Health Services — Environmental Health
Division (SCDHS-EHD) letter to Ulttamar dated August 14, 2006, (copy included in
previously submitted comments) “The system had little if any apparent effect on
groundwater contamination. The effectiveness of remediation on soil contamination is
unknown because the extent of the on-site soil plume has not been adequately defined.”
The SCDHS-EHD is the lead regulatory agency for the site clean up. Their letter indicates
that 15 yeats after Ultramar assumed responsibility for site clean up very little effective
remediation had been performed and the initial Ultramar release had not even been propetly
charactetized and investigated. Since 1996 Ultramar has not done any work to clean up the
contamination for which it is responsible, or any work to mitigate the migration of the
contamination. They also never implemented the original Cotrective Action Plan prepared
for the site by their consultant in 1994. At this point, designating the Molavi Group as an
equal primary responsible party with Ulttamar rewards Ulttamar for delaying for 12 long
yeats the clean up they were supposedly obligated to petform. What kind of message does
this send with regards to the state’s seriousness in compelling responsible patties to live up
to their responsibilities?

Comment 5. The Draft Order does not address the issue of how much the MTBE vapor
release that it postulates occurred during the Molavi ownership of the site added to the
already existing, well documented contamination plume that resulted from the Ultramar
release and which was never cleaned up. This would leave the issue of who is responsible
for what portion of future cortective action work unresolved and makes it likely that more
money in the future will be spent on legal fees trying to address this question than will be
spent on site clean up. This is not beneficial to any of the parties involved. A revised Draft
Order that is more specific and detailed would likely save all parties (including the State)
significant time and money. It also could save the Molavi Group from a bureaucratic
nightmare that could casily put them out of business for no good reason. This point is
explained in more detail in the explanation section of this letter.

Based on the points which we have summarized here, and which are explained in more detail
below, the Molavi Group requests that the SWRCB not adopt the Draft Order which is now
before it. At a minimum we request that the Draft Order be evaluated by the Board itself or
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additional representatives of the Board to address the multiple deficiencies which we have
discussed. Thank you for your consideration.

Further Explanation of Point 1

On Page 9, the Draft Order states that “results from the UST system testing and
information accompanying those results also indicate that a release occurred from the
existing USTs at the site.”” This statement is not substantiated by any of the tank testing
completed for the site. The USTs have never been shown to leak since the Molavis have
owned the property and a thorough reading and understanding of the tank testing results
documents this fact.

The UST system testing that the Draft Order references consists of two testing events, one
in 2002 and one in 2004. The first event was testing completed on October 8, 2002, to the
secondaty containment system for the tanks, product lines and dispensers (Draft Ordet::
“On October 8, 2002 the secondary containment was tested by Tanknology. The USTs
passed but the product lines from the USTs to the dispensers failed and the under-dispenser
containment failed the test.”). The Draft Order does not acknowledge or discuss extensive
documentation previously submitted by the Molavi Group explaining that for a release to
occur both the primary and secondary systems must fail, and at no point in the October
2002 secondary system testing or the required follow up testing of the primary containment
system was there any evidence that the ptimary containment system failed. If the ptrimary
system does not fail then there is no product in the secondary containment system to leak
and a secondary containment test failure does not indicate a hydrocarbon release.

The full documentation of the testing, which was supplied in the Molavi Group’s previous
comments provided to the SWRCB, documents that there was no component of the
October 8, 2002 secondary containment test, the November 14, 2002 product line testing or
the January 2003 tepairs which showed any evidence that a release of hydrocarbons had
occurred at the site. This is the reason that no unauthorized release form was ever filed
based on the testing results and the Sonoma County Department of Environmental Health —
Environmental Health Division (SCDHS-EHD) determined that thete was no evidence of a
hydrocarbon release.

The Draft Order presents a false impression of the test results because of Inaccuracies,
contradictions and omission of relevant facts in the record. The Draft Order contradicts
itself by first stating that “the secondary containment was tested” and then saying “the
product lines from the USTs to the dispensers failed”. The second statement regardine the
product lines is simply not true and directly contradicts the first statement. The product
lines themselves never failed a leak test. The product lines are the primary containment
system which actually carries fuel, and they were not tested on October 8, 2002 and did not
fail any test. As the Draft Order states, approximately one month later (November 14, 2002)
the product lines themselves were ptessure tested to insure that no product was leaking, The
product lines passed this test, reinforcing the point that there was no product in the
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secondary containment system to leak. It’s hard to understand how the Draft Order can
misrepresent the product line testing,

The Draft Order further states that, “ The record indicates that there were repairs made to
the under-dispenser containment in January of 2003. On March 19, 2003, the under-
dispenser containment and the product lines were tested again and they both passed.” The
Draft Order does not acknowledge that the Molavi Group supplied extensive
documentation of exactly what repair was made in January 2003 along with a statement from
the repait contractor stating that “we found no evidence of petroleum product releases at
any of the points of repait”, and that no repairs were required or made to the ptimary
containment system. In contrast to the full documentation of the testing procedures that the
Molavi Group provided to support its position that no hydrocarbon release had occurred.
The Draft Order misrepresents the testing procedures and contradicts itself within the space
of two sentences.

The Draft Order also does not acknowledge or refute the information provided by the
Molavi Group which calls in to question the validity of the first Enhanced Ieak Detection
(ELD) test which was completed in December 2004. The requirement for E1.D testing was
tssued in 2003 and affected service stations had to complete the testing before January 1,
2005. The Molavi setvice station was among a group of four stations in the Sonoma vicinity
that were the first to conduct ELD tests in that area. According to Mr. Molavi’s follow up
conversations with the other site owners or operatorts, all four of the stations failed their first
ELD test. All four stations also passed their second tests without making any significant
repairs to their tank systems. Accordjng to Mr. Molavi’s conversations with the other
owners/operators none of the other 4 stations were cited for having caused a new,
unauthorized release of hydrocatbons based on the initial test results, with the exception of
the Draft Order in this case. None of these points are acknowledged in the Draft Order and
there is no indication that there was any follow up completed in the Draft Order preparation
to evaluate the question of the validity of the original testing which the Molavi Group raised
in eatlier comments submitted to the SWRCB. The Molavi Group has also had extensive
conversations with companies certified to petform the ELLD testing and was told that the
methodology that was used in the original 2004 test is no longer used because of problems
with the methodology.

The follow up ELD test was performed at the site in January 2006 using the new
methodology that is now generally practiced which includes a “pre-test”. The pre-test is
designed to find and repair any leaks in the exposed portions of the containment system
before running the final EL.D test. This avoids the scenario where a test failure is caused by
a minor component of the containment system having a small or insignificant leak. This is
important because the test is very expensive and operators can not afford to do multiple
ELD tests to chase down an inconsequential leak in 2 non product bearing part of the tank
System.

With regards to the January 2006 follow up ELD test the Draft Order states “The USTs
passed, but the testing summary states that ‘[d]etected leaks were tepaired by contractor and
re-tested tight before the end of the testing event.”. The repairs that the Draft Order refers
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to were the minor repairs made as part of the pre-test and before the final ELD test was
completed. The log that was completed by the testing contractor is reproduced in Appendix
A (Leak Log, Job # 38713EL) and has the following notes that document the ‘repairs’;

2a) Used soap and water found no visible signs of bubbles to indicate a leak. Wrapped
vapor recover line with shrink wrap.

2b)Wrapped flex hose with shrink wrap found no visible leaks with soap and water.

2¢)During inoculation the lids to the tank interstitial were exposed. With the wind direction
we believe there was some contamination into the tank, as well as the soil around the fill
riser we tesample the interstitial, and VP no increase in rate

The Test Summaty that the Draft Order quotes, by not including reference to the actual
tepairs made, can lead to the mistaken imptession that substantial repairs had to be made to
the USTSs before they could pass the second ELD test. This amounts to a
mischaracterization of the results through omission of pertinent points that are available in
the record. It is not fair to the Molavi Group to present only that portion of the testing
record that could be misinterpreted. Given that the SWRCE is interested in providing a fair
and accurate consideration of this issue we request that the Draft Order be amended to fully
present and evaluate the second ELD testing results.

The Draft Order should also be amended to correct the following false statement that is
made, “The premium UST was not re-tested”. The record shows that the premium UST
was re-tested during the January 2006 EL.D testing and passed the test with no pre-test
repaits required (Appendix A). The omissions and inaccuracies contained in the Draft
Order lead us to question whether the results of the ELD testing were fully understood and
evaluated when the Draft Order was prepared.

The full repair record for the 2006 ELD test also may be helpful in answering the question
of how the tank system could have failed the 2004 ELD test and passed the 2006 ELD test
with no repairs having been made to the system between the two dates except for the very
minor pre-test repairs documented in the contractots leak log. Since the two test results
don’t agree, one has to question which test gave a false result.

With regards to the 2004 ELD test the Draft Order states, “This test showed that the
primary and secondary containment systems for two of the three USTSs (regular and
premium gasoline) were faulty. Eleven of the 14 vapor samples collected at depths ranging
from 4.9 to 10.9 feet bgs from the backfill around the USTs reported concentrations of the
tracer gas. On March 28, 2005, the product lines were tested and they passed.” This
statement gives the impression that the actual USTs themselves must have failed, to allow
tracer gas to entet the soil. But if the USTs had failed then tracer gas would have been
found in the annular space between the UST wall and the wall of the secondary containment
unit. This was not the case. The same tank testing details that the Draft Order cites with
regards to the vapor samples show that none of the three tracer gases used for the three
different tanks tested were detected in the annular space samples collected (Appendix A).
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So if the USTs didn’t fail how did the tracer gas getin to the soil? You will note that
description 2c of the 2006 pre-test Leak Log (Appendix A)states, “During inoculation the
lids to the tank interstitial were exposed. With the wind direction we believe there was some
contamination into the tank as well as the soil around the fill riset” This comment
documents the ELD tank testing personnel stating that they believe they may have
j.nadvertently contaminated the soil in the test area with the tracer gas being used for testing.
There is certainly a possibility that similar cases of inadvertent contamination of soils with
the test gas could have occurred during the initial 2004 ELD test inoculation, resulting in the
detection of the tracer sample in the soil vapor samples that were collected later. It seems
that such errors would have been even more likely in 2004, given that the testing procedures
were relatively new and not as refined as in 2006, Also, in 2004 the soil vapor samples were
not collected until a full 10 days after the tank system had been inoculated with the tracer
gas. This would give ample time for any tracer gas that was inadvertently discharged to soils
ample time to disperse. Current EL.D testing protocol generally has samples collected and
analyzed the day after inoculation of the tank system with tracer gas, using an on-site mobile
laboratow for the analyses.

Although the Draft Order considers the tesults of the 2004 ELD testing as positive proof
that a MTBE vapor release must have occurred at the site the groundwater monitoring
results do not show any significant increase of MTBE concentrations in groundwater during
the period between the December 2004 ELD test and the minor repairs made as past of the
January 2006 ELD test. No other tepairs to the system were made during that time except
for a mandated replacement of the spill buckets (which had passed in the 2004 ELD test).
The lack of documented impacts to groundwater leaves one with the question that even if
the MTBE vapor release that the Draft Order postulates occurted (and we don’t think there
Is any convincing evidence that it did) why should the Molavi Group be made a primary
tesponsible party if the supposed release did not matetially affect the already existing
groundwater contamination problem?

Further Explanation of Point 2

The original Ultramar appeal and the SWRCB draft findings use an assumption that directly
contradicts the scientific literature to argue that a second release of MTBE has occurred at
the site. This is the assertion that MTBE “tends to diminish from a source area more readily
than BTEX”. Here’s what the science has to say:

“In water, BTEX compounds undergo biological transformations; however, most studies
have indicated that MTBE does not biodegtrade easily under various environmental
conditions. If a research investigation determines that a compound does not degrade, a half-
life is not reported and the compound is simply classified as recalcitrant,. MTBE is generally
reported as recalcitrant and there are no widely accepted estimates of the half-life.” (From:
USGS Environmental Behavior and Fate of Methyl tert-Butyl Ether (MTBE ), Fact sheet FS-203-96
(Revised 2/98).
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compromise the use of natural attenuation at some sites due to the greater mobility and
persistence of MTBE, compared to BTEX, some data indicate that MTBE plumes do
eventually stabilize.”(From the abstract for the article: Rewiew of Natural Attenuation of BTEX
and MTBE in Groundwater, Practical Petiodical of Hazardous Toxic and Radioactive Waste
Management, Vol. 6, Issue 3, Pp- 156 to 172 — July 2002).

This point was made on pages 7 and 8 of the October 3, 2006 Petition Response prepared
by Black Point Environemtal, Inc. (BPE) on behalf of the Molavi Group as follows:

Trinity’s basis for claiming that there has been a post-1991 hydrocarbon release at
the site also relies heavily on the assumption that TPH as gasoline and benzene
concentrations decreasing more rapidly than repotted MTBE concentrations would
not be expected, except if additional hydrocarbon releases had occurred. However, a
slower reduction in MTBE concentrations is precisely what would be expected to
occur in a naturally degrading plume of gasoline contamination that contained
MTBE as one of its constituents. On page 164 of the 1999 publication Nazura/
Attennation of Fuels and Chlorinated Solvents in the Subsurface’ the authors make the point
that oxygenates such as MTBE, “appear to be the most biologically recalcitrant of
common contaminants”, and “are much less amenable to biodegradation than are
the lighter fractions of petroleum hydrocarbons”. This slower biological breakdown
characteristic of MTBE is widely acknowledged in  petroleum hydrocarbon
remediation literature. The result of this characteristic of MTBE 1s that MTBE
contamination degrades more slowly than many other gasoline constituents, such as
benzene, and MTBE contamination is often present after TPH as gasoline and
BTEX compounds have significantly decreased, ot even degraded to non-detectable
levels.

The setvice station on the opposite side of Sonoma Highway from the Ultramar No.
12705 station is a classic example. After the USTs at the site were replaced in 1997,
groundwater monitoring in the 3 on-site monitoring wells near the former UST
excavation between 1999 and 2002 reported MTBE concentrations ranging from
1,130 pg/1 to 8,180 pg/l, with no detectable benzene or other BTEX compounds
reported to occur. Although TPH as gasoline was reported at concentrations
approximately equal to the MTBE concentrations, these results have been footnoted
with the disclaimer that “reported TPH as gasoline concentration noted to consist
entirely of MTBE”.

This discussion indicates that data which Trinity would have us believe is evidence of
a post-1991 hydrocarbon release at the site is in fact just the opposite. The data is
actually consistent with a slowly degrading contamination plume that originated from
a pre-1991 hydrocarbon release that contained MTBE.
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The Draft Order does not discuss or acknowledge this point that was made in the Molavi
Group’s October 3, 2006 submittal, and does not acknowledge or refute the literature that
indicates that MTBE would be expected to persist at a leaking tank site longer than BTEX
compounds. Instead it assumes that MTBE, should dissipate and/or degrade long before
BTEX, just the opposite of what scientific study has found and what the groundwater
monitoring data for the site directly across the street from the Ultramar site corroborates

Further Explanation of Point 3

In discussing how the groundwater monitoring data leads to a conclusion of a post 1991
hydrocarbon release the Draft Order makes several factually inaccurate or misleading
statements. If the facts suppotting the Draft Order’s conclusions are wrong we suggest that
the Draft Otder should therefore not be adopted and the data should be reevaluated.
Several misstatements are presented and discussed below. Charts showing concentrations of
IPH as gasoline and MTBE in groundwater in key wells using data presented in Ultramart’s
Fourth Quarter 2006 Groundwater Monitoring Report are referenced in the text and are
presented in Appendix B).

The Draft Order states “Concentrations of MTBE in groundwater samples from wells MW-
1, MW-2, MW-3 and MW-4, which ate located 10 to 50 feet from the USTs, show two
petiods where concentrations of MTBE increased, peaked and then declined: February 1997
through November 1998 and May 2000 through May 2005.”

Previous comments submitted by Black Point Environmental, Inc. (BPE) on behalf of the
Molavi Group and dated July 5, 2007 outlined in detail how remediation petformed at the
site from 1994 to 1996 had the effect of temporatily reducing total petroleum hydrocarbons
(TPH) as gasoline concentrations (including BTEX,). This can be clearly seen on the chart
for TPH as gasoline concentrations in well MW-3 (Appendix B) where a record low
concentration of TPH as gasoline is recorded for the March 1996 sampling, which occurred
duting active remediation. This is followed by a trend of increasing TPH as gasoline
concentrations which reach 2 peak in F ebruary 1998.  This type of tebound in
concentrations is frequently found after remediation systems are shut down. Reviewing the
chart for MTBE concentrations in well MW-3 shows that the MTBE increases starting in
late 1996 (when the system was shut down) and reaches a peak in February 1998, at the same
time as the TPH as gasoline concentrations. This data directly contradicts the Draft Order
which implies that MTBE concentrations in well MW-3 increase during the period of

decreasing. In fact both are decreasing due to a rebound effect. The Draft Order discounts
the tebound effect by saying “Rebound is a phenomenon that is typically complete within a
few months of a remediation system shut down. Increasing concentrations in groundwater
several years after the cessation of the remediation system cannot reasonably be attributed to
” Yet even though the first increase in MTBE concentrations that the Draft Otrder
cites occurred within a reasonable time frame for rebound effects to occur (approximately 15
months after remediation ended), the Draft Order sees the increase in MTBE concentrations
as evidence of a new release rather than considering the well documented and reasonable
explanation of a post-remediation tebound,
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BPE’s previous comments also pointed out that it is commonly recognized that fluctuations
in groundwater levels will lead to fluctuations in hydrocarbon concentrations. This can
occur for many reasons and often leads to higher concentrations during high groundwater
conditions when water makes contact with contaminated soil that is usually above the water
table.  This was pointed out to explain that temporary increases in hydrocarbon
concentrations are not unusual in the monitoring recotd for sites and generally do not
indicate that a new release of hydrocarbons has occurred, as Ultramar’s Petition would have
one believe. In groundwater monitoring data the signature of seasonal fluctuations in
concentrations of hydrocarbons related to changing groundwater levels is a “saw tooth” type
of pattern which shows repeated episodes of concentrations going up and down over a
petiod of years. In contrast, the signature of a new leak or release scenatio is generally
monitoring data where hydrocarbon concentrations steadily increase for several monitoring
events until the leak is recognized and stopped, at which point the concentrations should
plateau or slightly decrease.

The sawtooth pattern that is associated with seasonal fluctuations is very evident in the
monitoring data charts showing the TPH as gasoline and MTBE concentrations for wells
MW-1, MW-3 and MW-4, the wells which the Draft Order cites as providing evidence for a
new release. The only places in the charts where something resembling a steadily increasing
cutve is found, are the MTBE charts for wells MW-1 and MW-3 during the period from
1999 to 2001. But the reason we don’t see a seasonal “saw tooth pattern” during these years
is because the sampling interval was changed. Instead of the typical 4 sampling events pet
year that monitor seasonal changes, there were only 2 sampling events in 1999 and 2000, and
one sampling event in 2001. So the change in pattern is an artifact of the change in the
sampling frequency and does not cotrespond with any documented hydrocarbon release.

In looking at the MTBE concentration chatts for wells MW-1 and MW-2 the high point in
concenttrations for both wells occur in a single monitoring event (February 1998 and May
2002 respectively) where concentrations spike way up from one monitoring event to the
next, and then drop down in the following monitoring event. To someone who is not
familiar with groundwater monitoring data this might appear to be the signature of a tank
leak release. But for that to be the case the tank would have had to have had a sudden and
substantial leak that heavily impacted groundwater, and then the leak would have had to be
repaired almost immediately to allow the reported concentration to decline sharply by the
time of the next monitoring event. There is no point in the history of the tank operations at
the site that fits this scenario. If you look at the period from December 2004 to January
2006, when the Draft Order contends that there is tank testing evidence for a release to have
occurred, there is no evidence of steadily increasing MTBE concentrations and there is no
major MTBE spike associated with that period.

The Draft Order also presents a spike in MTBE concentration in well MW-2 as evidence of
a pulse of contamination that shows up as “an MTBE release that is first detected at wells
MW-1 and MW-3 and then sequentially at wells in relation to their distance and groundwater
flow direction from the USTs.” The reported MTBE concentrations for well MW-2 went
from 15 ug/1 in November 1997 to 4,900 ug/1 in February 1998 and then back down to 110
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ug/l in May 1998. With MW.-2 being located in a somewhat down gradient direction from
the tank area, and farther away from the tanks than wells MW-1 and MW-3, that may sound
like a reasonable explanation for the February 1998 MTBE spike. But if you look at the data
for wells MW-1 and MW-3 ptior to the February 1998 MTBE spike in well MW-2, neithet
well had a MTBE spike at a concentration close to 4,900 ug/1 before the spike in well MW/-2.
The MTBE concentration for well MW-3 in February 1998 reached a peak of 3,400 ug/1 and
a spike in MTBE (3,400 ug/I) was also reported for the May 1998 sample from well MW/-4.
But this data contradicts the Draft Order’s scenario of a pulsed release that shows up
sequentially in wells as you move away from the tank area, in that the highest concentration
was reported in the well furthest away from the tanks and at the same time or before the
peaks seen in the wells closer to the tanks,

A more reasonable and plausible explanation for the short term spikes ot peaks in MTBE,
concentrations like those found in wells MW-2 and MW-3 in February 1998, and well MW-4
in May 1998 is a substantial increase in water levels that puts groundwater in contact with
residual MTBE contamination in soil which has been above the water table and out of
contact with groundwater for an extended petiod of time. This would cause 2 shott term
spike of hydrocarbon contamination to occut in groundwater, with MTBE levels rising more
than other gas constituents because of its higher solubility in water. The high concentration

residual soil contamination, as we see in the monitoring tecord. But the Draft Order
completely discounts the role of groundwater fluctuations in producing spikes in MTBE
concentrations when it states: “The record shows that long-term (i.e. four or more quarters)
concentration trends of MTBE in groundwater samples from wells MW-1 and MW-3
increase and decrease independently of groundwater fluctuations, suggesting an ongoing
telease.”

To be honest, we’re not sure exactly what the Draft Order is trying to say there. Rather than
relying on, and citing, specific data in the monitoring record to support the conclusion that
concentrations increase and decrease independently of groundwater fluctuations, the Draft
Order resorts to a grand and nebulous statement about long term, yeat-to-year trends in
MTBE concentrations versus water levels. This is absolutely not supported by the
monitoring record because there is insufficient data on water levels in the record to do that
kind of analysis. We are left to wonder how the Draft Order came to its knowledge of long
term groundwater fluctuations, given that the monitoring record generally only provides one
to five groundwater level mmeasurements pet year. ‘To have even 2 rudimentary
understanding of comparative trends in groundwater levels from year to yeat, so that you
can then compare those trends to MTBE concentrations, it would seem prudent to have at
least semi-monthly, if not weekly measurements of groundwater levels. Absent that detailed
information, which certainly does not exist in the monitoring record, a review and discussion
of overall rainfall trends in the Sonoma Valley area during the monitoring period would at
least put the data in some kind of general context with regards to water levels. But instead
the Draft Order again makes proclamations with absolutely no supporting data.

To make up for this deﬁciency we accessed a record on monthly precipitation totals for
Sonoma, California, that the Western Regional Climate Center of NOAA has posted on the
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internet. The NOAA records document the period from 1893 to 2008, and we have
reproduced the page that covers 1968 to 2008 in Appendix C. When this rainfall data is
compared to the sampling dates for the MTBE spikes discussed above, the data certainly
appears to substantiate the idea that these spikes are related to extreme groundwater
fluctuations caused by unusually heavy rainfall. The record shows that the February and
May 1998 concentration spikes in wells MW-2, MW-3 and MW-4 coincide with or closely
follow an unusually wet January and February when 30.9 inches of rain was recorded in just
those two months. The 18.89 inches of rain recorded for February 1998 was the highest
total rainfall for any February on record, going back to 1893. But the Draft Order claims
that MTBE concentrations increase and decrease independently of groundwater fluctuations.

Point after point made in the Draft Order that putports to show the groundwater
monitoring data supports the conclusion that a post-1991 release of MTBE has impacted
groundwater, proves not to be a supporting argument when the actual monitoring record is
carefully reviewed and analyzed. Again we ask that the Draft Order be rejected, or at the
least be amended to correct the discrepancies that have been pointed out.

Further Explanation of Point 4

As was outlined in the summary section of this document no effort has been made by
Ultramar to clean up the residual hydrocarbon contamination at the site since the SVE
system installed in September 1994 was shut down in 1996, According to a workplan that
Ultramar’s consultant (T tinity) prepared for the site “The system operated intermittently,
with shutdowns due to high water levels and/or low influent concentrations. The system
was shut down in November 1996 due to modification of the electrical outlet by the local
clectrical power provider. Overhead electrical lines in the area were converted to
underground electrical lines at that time.” There is no indication why SVE could not be
reinitiated after the electrical changes or why no other method of remediation has been
initiated in the 12 vears since the remediation system was shut down.

The Ttinity document further states in another section that “In 1993, dual-phase extraction
testing was performed by AEI (Aegis Envitonmental, Inc.) using a stinger loweted
sequentially into wells MW-1, MW-3 and MW-4.” Further, the document states that in 1994
a Corrective Action Plan detailing the recommendation for dual-phase extraction from Wells
MW-1, MW-3 and MW-4 was issued by AEIL There is no indication as to why no other
method of remediation other than SVE has been used at the site. This is particularly
puzzling given that Ultramar’s consultant, AEI, tested a different remediation method (dual-
phase extraction) and prepated a Cotrective Action Plan for implementing this remediation
in 1994. Why 14 years later has dual-phase extraction never been used to clean up the site?
We would also like to point out that the groundwater monitoring results for the service
station across the street from the Ultramar site provide an example of how effective DPE
remediation can be under similar site conditions. Contamination levels at that site declined
substantially following a DPE remediation event that lasted less than 10 days. Why has a
strategy of a decade of no action and petitioning the SWRCB to name another responsible
party been pursued instead of the effective remediation method recommended by Ultramar’s
consultant in 19947
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Further Explanation of Point 5

As we have outlined in these comments, the Molavi Group believes that the decision
reached in the Draft Ordet, which is to accept the Ultramar Petition, is based on faulty data
interpretation and a lack of acknowledgement of some of the key issues pertaining to
whether a post-1991 hydrocarbon release has occurred. Putting those issues aside, we also
do not believe that the Draft Order should be accepted by the SWRCB as it now stands
because it is deficient in not addressing an apportionment of responsibility for future clean
up between the first (Ultramar) and second (Molavi Group) primary Responsible Parties
(RPs) that the Draft Order would establish. We believe that such an apportionment, with an
explanation of the rationale for the apportionment, would be highly beneficial to all parties
given that the Draft Order as it now stands does not provide any explanation of the
SWRCB’s thinking in this regard, and therefore provides no guidance to the local oversight
agency for how to direct the RPs in future cleanup activities and no guidance for the
Underground Storage Tank (UST) Cleanup Fund with respect to eligibility for clean up cost
reimbursement. Specific apportionment is extremely important for a small business like Mr.
Molavi’s because they do not have the funds to mount a legal battle with a major oil
company regarding the degree of each party’s responsibility if that company continues to be
recalcitrant in living up to its obligations for site clean up, a coutse they have been following
for over a decade.

With respect to the UST Cleanup Fund (Cleanup Fund) the issue of apportionment is also
extremely important for the Molavi Group as they should be eligible for claimant status with
the Cleanup Fund in the case of an unauthorized release during their propetty ownership,
given their compliance with all tegulations governing their UST operations. However, when
they initially inquired about establishing a Cleanup Fund claim, should they be made a
ptimary RP by virtue of 2 SWRCB Order, they were rejected by the Cleanup Fund. It is our
understanding that the Fund bases their actions with regard to accepting a second claim on a
leaking tank site on the definition of a separate “Occurrence” at a site as contained in
California Health and Safety Code Section 25299.19. The Code reads as follows:
“Occurrence” means an accident, including continuous or repeated exposure to conditions,
which results in an unauthorized release of petroleum from an underground storage tank.
Unauthotized releases at the same site which tequire only a single site investigation shall be
considered as one occurrence, an unauthorized release subsequent to a previous
unauthorized release at the same site shall only be considered a separate occurrence if an
initial site investigation has been completed for the prior unauthorized release,

The Molavi Group could face a scenario where the State of California, through the SWRCB
decision on one hand designates the Molavi Group as responsible for cleaning up the
Ultramar site because of a supposed MTBE vapor telease, but on the other hand denies
them the funding for site cleanup to which they should be entitled, because the Cleanup
Fund does not believe they are a significant contributor to the contamination at the site such
that a separate “Occurrence” is documented. To avoid this potential nightmare, if the Draft
Order names the Molavi Group as a primary responsible patty it must also be amended to
provide guidance on what portion of the remaining contamination is their responsibility.
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We know the SWRCB is not interested in putting hard working Californians such as the
Molavi Group out of business because of technicalities in the law such as the one we are
discussing here. We therefore tespectfully request that the Draft Order as it now stands
before the SWRCB be rejected, or if not rejected at least modified to address the concetns
we have outlined in these comments. We thank you for your time and patience in fully
considering all of the points that we have raised.

Sincerely,

Sated Molavi and the Dolores Hansen Trust

Attachments:

Appendix A: Documents Related to Tank Testing

Appendix B: Charts Presenting Groundwater Monitoring Results
Appendix C: Monthly Precipitation, Sonoma California
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Ms. Jeanine Townsend
November 2, 2008

Appendix B

Charts Presenting Groundwater Monitoring Results




Sampling
Date

TPH as
Gasoline

10/18/2006

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-1

March 1, 1991 to October 18, 2006

160,000 -

TPH as Gasoline Concentrations (ug/l)

140,000

120,000
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80,000

60,000

40,000 |

20,000 -




Sampling

10/18/2006

TPH as
Gasoline

.........

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-1
May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006
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e \ l
H | [\ v . A
IR i DL
| | w
b B B sl e 60
== = & = & S8 o5 S




Sampling

10/18/2006

TPH as
Gasoline

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL
MW-1
May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006
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MTBE Concentrations (ug/l)

)
|
/|
i
|
- b
A Rl
PLE T L e
g B e ESeE. & 8.8 & &
Els gE e = 8 B B2 2




Sampling

10/1R/2006

TPH as
Gasoline

MONITORING WELL MW-2
May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006

MTBE Concentrations (ug/l)

6,000 T

5,000 3

4,000

3,000
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Sampling TPH as
Date Gasoline
“7/16/1994_|...41,000 _
anficed ) 34000,
A ises | ati000 MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-3
"'5/17/1995 .| .36,000 February 6, 1994 to October 18, 2006
8/15/1995 | 32,000
“11/22/1995 | 27,000
3/5/199 | 7,000 . ;
“sigjioss | 14,006 TPH as Gasoline Concentrations (ug/l)
"8/29/1996 | 28,000 "
11251996, | 28,000
2/20/1997 29,000
eS| e | |59,000 7
"8/21/1997 | 36,000
"9/24/1997 | 33,000
111/14/1997. |...28,000 50,000
5/6/1998. | 46,000
'5/26/1998 | 32,000 7
8/3/1998 No_boo
| Hmee | |40,000 % t
551999 | 26,000
11101998 '| 32,000 /
572412000 | 19,000 " 30.000 A 2
10/19/2000 | 49,000 " _ e
10/29/2001 | 33,000
5282000 || 29,000 " "
11/13/2002, | 28,000 "
”._@mg.u.g.ﬁ ..... 24,000 20,000 : . /\
"9/30/2003 | 28,000
12/29/2003 | "30,000
.12/23(2004 | ..28,000 10,000
"'5/34/2004 | 23,000 !
7j29(2004 | 19,000
11/18/2004 | 24,000
_2[2[2005 | 21,000 0 _ , | _ : , : : :
"5/0/2005 | 18,000 e B s b LT
7/28/2005 | 16,000
Tappos”| 23000 g s R R
2/22/2006 | 18,000
e | ani000 40O (Tl B 40 gh (0 ¢ O e
" 7/20/2006 | 16,000
10/18/2006 16,000
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Sampling TPH as

... Date | Gasoline |

..5/16/19% | ... 19,000

..8/29/19% | . 28,000

. 11/25/19% | .. 28,000 |

..2/20/1997.. |..... 29,000

M e MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-3
92471997 | 33,000 May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006

11/14/1997 | 28,000

..... 2/6/1998 | 46,000

..5/26/1998 | .. 32,000

..... 8/3/1998 | ..29,000 |

L 11/6/1998 | .. 34,000 : .

_____ 5/5/1999....|....26,000 TPH as Gasoline Concentrations (ug/l)
11/10/1999. | . .32,000

. 5/24/2000 | .. 19,000 60,000 -

.10/19/2000 | 49,000

.10/29/2001 _ | ....33,000 50,000

5/28/2002 | 729,000 1 | 44 000 i A N

11/13/2002 | 28,000 ! \ //

6302003 1 24,000 | 30.000 - A

79/30/2003 | 28,000 _ >

.12/29/2003 | .. 30,000 . 20,000 ¢

. 2/23/2004 | . 28,000

“sp42004 | 23,000 10,000 1

.7/29/2004 | . 19,000 0 _ ﬁ _ _ * | _ * | *
11/18/2004 | 24,000 | e e g WA e
..... 2(2/2005  |....21,000 =2l e — T i
..... m\%@_ﬁ_._._.._.5@8.._._ = = s =8 = = = .2 =
. 7/28/2005 | 16,000

12/7/2005 | 22,000 | = = e == Boa 3 =08 =
2020006 & 18,000

5j10p008 1 12,000

.. 7/20/2006 | .. 16,000

10/18/2006A 16.000




mm__w:u_m:m m._.v_.__mm

5D ate | G asoline

5[i5/196""1 950 -—— MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-3
m\wm\%%%mwww ....... May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006
2/20/1997. | 830

ngyeay | 1,000 :
EpigEg MTBE Concentrations (ug/l)
941997 | 1,400
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Ms. Jeanine Townsend
November 2, 2008

Appendix C

Monthly Precipitation, Sonoma California




w ~ A Western Regional
Climate Center

Address:

WRCC

2215 Raggio Parkway
Reno, 89512

qumw 674-7010 - phone

<R

Mﬂm m.ﬁ-qoum - fax
L EMWMN.Q - Friday 8am-4pm
Desert Research Institute
Period of Record Statistics

MEAN 626 523 411 179 079 023 003 009 034 163 394 522 3001
SD. 399 406 335 155 105 040 014 023 071 189 300 387 966
SKEW 098 107 109 127 164 264 706 292 330 168 073 090 105
MAX 2020 1889 1377 687 390 228 111 102 410 912 1295 1687 63.45
MIN 036 008 003 003 000 000 000 000 000 000 OO0 001 1134
NOYRS 65 64 61 63 65 66 64 65 63 3 64 63 52



YEAR(S) JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC ANN
1968 734 360 392 027 047 000 000 027 000 198 315 795 2004
1060 801 009 166 227 000 010 000 000 000 180 108 823 3224
1970 1631 293 216 024 000 048 000 000 000 154 1071 847 4284
1971 243 044 399 074 028 000 000 000 012 023 268 617 1704
1972 316 206 026 127 010 022 000 000 085 458 692 420 2371
1073 1379 860 376 003 005 000 000 000 063 173 1295 540 4604
1074 534 241 604 305 000 000 111 001 000 139 056 414 2405
1975 312 1093 734 156 005 005 018 005 000 473 119 080 3009
1976 036 278 123 183 002 003 000 098 067 050 192 102 1134 OHHH M\
1977 174 143 242 022 147 001 000 000 071 062 804 691 2357
1978 1102 601 619 339 006 000 000 000 040 000 251 077 3035 ol :
1979 1212 681 212 155 056 000 000 000 000 000z 504 639 3450
1980 799 1062 155 180 025 014 018 000 000 026 033 239 2560 wﬁmﬁﬂﬁﬂ.ﬁm—”“_.o:
1081 500 215 582 030 021 000 000 000 020 251 749 1040 3408 )
1982 1197 610 872 360 000 005 000 000 120 315 878 353 4719

=
(Fa)
=
=3
<

=) 2 dn

Wh =) La

1683 928 1361 1377 382 040 000 000 083 066 0735 907 112
1984 049 248 205 192 000z 045 001 035 000 248 1004

Sonoma

1985 142 304 000z 0.00z 0.00z 0.00z 0.002 0.00 053 136 362 278 12.

1986 647 1480 762 042 030 000 000 000 128 031 021 33.76 m _. %.. .
1087 552 522 390 012 021 000 000 000 000 159 508 2003

1988 654 054 012 167 088 024 000 000 000 019 536a 19.42 m. 1 OH H.H—.D.
1989 150 161 1008 079 006 006 000 000 177 223 17la 19.82

1990 692 340 143 035 368 000 000 002 005 045 051 18.07

1991 069 419 1051 074 016 053 003 036 000 302 123 24.00

1002 221 982 701 090 000 092 000 000 003 447 040 35.55

1993 1079 771 267 152 205b 088 0002 000 000 182 332a 33.89

1994 3352 546 023 132 137 005 000 000 000 059 649a 277

1995 20290 082 1329 133 189 104 000 000 000 000 025 48.86 o

1996 895 827 261 349 337 000 000 000 017 217 349 4563 ﬁoﬁ.mmﬁOBn_m to data
1997 10352 065 102 078 039 027 000 102 021 125 748 2697 .

1998 1201a 1889 231 235 390 016 000 000 005 085 567 4763 Uc_urmrmn_ _uu;_gm
1999 421 1133 413 262 005 003 000 000 012 094 319 2750 .

2000 571 1080 273 258 172 029 000 002 014 264 121a 29.43 Western Wmm_OSm_
2000 337 474 173 089 000 005 000 000 035a 075 858a 31.45 -

2002 3982 253 266 048 123 000 000 000 000 000 395 24 80 Climate Center.

2003 299¢ 229 238 467 110 000 000 000 000 000 288a 2426

2004 3002 631a 106 044 007 000 000 000 011 520 231a 28.93

2005 566a 436 478 173 373 034 000 000 000 051 239a 38.72

2006 5382 411 801 543 083 000 000 000 000 055 420 33.11

2007 047 593 003 205 037 000 003 000 015 203 065a 15.95

2008 1101a 382 021 015 021 000 0.00z 0.00z 0.00z 0.00z 0.00z 15.40




Comments On The Draft
Order By The SWRCB




Point #1

Page g Paragraph 2 of the Draft Order States:

On October 8, 2002, the secondary containment was tested by
Tanknology. The USTs passed, but the product lines from the USTs
to the dispensers failed, and the under-dispenser containment failed
the test.

This statement is incorrect and gives the false
impression that the product lines holding the fuel
had a leak.

The Draft Order fails to differentiate between Primary
containment and Secondary containment. The Actual
failure was related to the Secondary Interstitial piping.




Point

FOLLOW UP TESTING

October 23, 2002: Monitoring System was tested and

passed ‘ SONOMA GOUNTY CUPA INSPECTION REFORT J

Notice to Comply
Uqltl-‘:.'-'l-SF...'-r"l

November 14, 2002: Primary Product Lines were
tested and passed




Point #3

Page 9 Paragraph 2 of the Draft Order States:

The record indicates that there were repairs made to the under-
dispenser containment in January of 2003.

WHITEMAN PETROLEUM MADE THE REFERENCED REPAIRS.

"During the course of these repairs we found no evidence of
petroleum product releases at any of the points of repair. Also
no repairs were required or made by us to the primary
containment system including the primary lines and piping."

Gary Whiteman




Point #4
Page 9 Paragraph 2 of the Draft Order States:

On December 13, 2004, a Tracer Tight® ELD test was performed on the UST
system. This test showed that the primary and secondary containment systems for
two of the three USTs (reqular and premium gasoline) were faulty.

This site was among the first group in Sonoma tested. All four sites failed
the test.

THIS TESTING METHODOLOGY IS NO LONGER USED

When contacted, CGRS refused to comment on this 2004 test.

When contacted, Leak Detection Technologies stated that “Our company will
not do offsite remote sampling projects at the ELD sensitivity without a
comprehensive pretest, and then we recommend against it.”




Point #5

Page 9 Paragraph 2 of the Draft Order States:

On January 25, 2006, a second ELD test was performed
on the reqular and plus USTs. The premium UST was
not re-tested.

Fact: All three tanks were re-tested including the
premium tank




Point #6

Page 9 Paragraph 2 of the Draft Order States:

The USTs passed, but the testirélq summary states that: "[d]etected leaks
were repaired by contractor and re-tested tight before the end of the

testing event.

THIS IS A SUMMARY STATEMENT ONLY.
WHAT WERE THE REPAIRS ?
SOAP, WATER, VISUAL VERIFICATION
AND
SHRINK WRAP

See the following Leak Log for complete details of recorded leaks and
resolutions:




LEAK LOG

Job#

38713EL

SWO #

Site: |Sonoma Super Saver|Client:

Shirley Environmental

Client Contact

April Weemes

Site Address: 18618 Sonoma Hwy |Sonoma Ca 95476 Contact # (909) 467-7443
Kevin Ashle
_ TEM

01/23/06 1a 11:36 BU 50 ppm Dectected with heliest will investigate
Used soap and water found no visible signs of
bubbles to indicate a leak. Wrapped vapor

01/23/06 2a 11:45 BU 89 TK TS Note Note recover line with shrink wrap.

01/23/06 1b 19:17|  Final 89 TK TS 89 TS A = 0.0005 ug/ Sample collected at 19:04 will investigate
Wrapped flex hose with shrink wrap found no

01/24/06 2b 8:45|  Final 89 TK Note Note Note visible leaks with soap and water

01/24/06 ic 9:59|  Final 87 TK ATG 87 ATG A = 0.0026 ug/l Sample collected at 9:45 will investigate
During inoculation the lids to the tank
interstitial were exposed. With the wind

1 direction we believe there was some

contamination into the tank, as well as the soil
around the fill riser we resample the interstitial,

01/24/06 2c 15:20 Final Note Note Note Note and vp no increase in rate

Leak log and
resolution
contractor

notes

1. This Comment was
referring to the inoculated
tracer gas possibly escaping
in the wind condition.




Sonoma County
Department of
Emergency Services
inspection form October
8, 2002

*This is submitted as
evidence that Sonoma
County had access to
this information based
on this inspection
report, indicating that a
Sonoma County
Inspector was present
for the October 8th,

2002 SB 989 test.

COUNTY OF SONOMA
DEPARTMENT OF EMERGENCY SERVICES

FIRE SERVICES +« EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT + HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

VERNON A. LosH II, DirecTor

SONOMA COUNTY CUPA INSPECTION REPORT
Notice to Comply
[[] Hazwaste Generator [ ] Hazardous Materials ] ueT [ ] aBst [ ] urc [] RMPP

pHONE: SH8 ~S © 054

CITY:

BUSINESS NAME: {M/hq..”f\ = el
568 Sener: Ky
CONDITIONS DISCUSSED WITH: Saicd  Molavi
PERMIT NUMBER: &5 ) DATE: _ /O-§F-02
[~ CoDE DESCRIPTION
! SO _TFD s A

—_
/%'/ér 4/-//:)/ - ‘7;:4:;-« /or{l/
3 Jsr /4

g ey

ADDRESS:

DATE
CORRECTED

.05—13

nioe“»u:_: «lt  FAILED

3 eSS, ‘l’.f'-j

< (":lﬂl'i"'s (‘ J n( \ {‘IMC ﬁ!/c./

s
C< = Mfo/fﬂj LTE sco”

|

P
D:SM’ It 447" m.. 7)“
L 3 == Ed

’r B 3 -_— i

})“S"o?. - (ﬁf A’ﬂ!’?:

Au’f ‘ﬁ_;m‘a_ﬂf #’fﬁ;‘]_ J;fl.f )
i L

4 _ l}L L3003 -

"’lved by:

Sub it information to/ this office confirming actions taken to cornt/eﬂlblatlons
'ﬂ’l thirty (30) days of this notice.

Date’< M—é”t’z— i

Date:

L] /ﬂ

DU Fanmts Panias PMeiva Qulta 1714 Bi-i-n... M naans



Tanknology-October 8, 2002

SH-080 SECONDARY COMTANMENT SUMMARY RESULTS
J» Tunknology

i CALIFORNIA FOOU & ITE

G0N SomTWA BT

) Wemon

'rmm-nu.-l'rul

"= I ut=n
*114:5.15 Ny
r—— Fatd

SECONDARY CONTAINMENT
TESTING REQUIRED UNDER
REG SB989

SECONDARY CONTAINMENT
ON UST'S PASSED ON ALL
THREE PRODUCTS

SECONDARY PIPING FAILED
ON ALL THREE PRODUCTS

ONE PRODUCT SUMP(SUPER)
AND ALL SECONDARY UNDER
DISPENSER CONTAINMENT
FAILED




COUNTY OF SONOMA

Sonor'ﬁé_“County Department of Emergency Services-
October 2314, 2002

DEPARTMENT OF EMERGENCY SERVICES

FIRE SERVICES + EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT + HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

VEernon A. Losg I, Director

SONOMA COUNTY CUPA INSPECTION REPORT
O Notice to Comply

[ moweoumiws [

dous Materials Euar [ asst [ urc [] rmep

susiess NavE:_ O [ tvame, —~ Cel Fpodl o Foe PHONE:
Appress:_LE 61§ San thsy cITY: O i
CONDITIONS DISCUSSED WITH: q—e: :rr,o Mg laur
PERMIT NUMBER: __ 3 / DATE: _I0-23-O2
[ CobE DESCRIPTION BATE
L.).;‘m@r.o .daéaﬂ- 5-;5']5«1 Yii YA .
2 _Seeys — o \ :-;Jg&g_i _—
% ﬂanu\e/ £y =— C‘u 'Jq-ss ed
Cxs speases \ - -ﬂgﬁ, pmg A
" a3 —
s —

__QML@@_M_GQ&&%,

____-\:as}_‘r_md*"s_!?z__&-st-ol.

_ O\ SlbnF the K 87 FAs? s/

il I rmatlon to this ofﬂco  confirming actions taken to correct vlol;\t)m

/ if thirty (30) days of this notice.

2300 Countv Center Drive, Suite 221A. Santa Rosa, CA 95403 * ohane (707

4565-1152 » fax (707 5465-1172

SONOMA CO.
INSPECTOR WITNESSED
LEAK DETECTION
MONITORING SYSTEM
INSPECTION INDICATING
THAT ALL LEAK
DETECTION
MONITORING SYSTEMS

WERE WORKING.
INCLUDING ALL THE
AREAS THAT FAILED
THE SECONDARY
CONTAINMENT TEST ON
OCTOBER 8™, 2002.



Mouonitoring System Certification

D). Results of Testing/Servicing

ware Version Insalled:

Complete the following checklist:
Yes | O Mo*® | lsthe audible alarm operational?

Tes 2 No* | 1s the visual alarm operational?
Yes | O No* | Were all sensors visually inspected, functionally tested, and confirmed operational?
K Yes | O Mo* | Were all sensors installed at lowest point of secondary containment and positioned so that other ecu:

- not interfere with their proper operauon? e
Z/ K J Yes | M No* | If alarms are relayed o a remole monitoring station, is all commumications equipment oy ¢
MONITORING SYSTEM CERTIFICATION . )l O N/A_| operational? -
j For Use By All Jurisdictions Within the State of California 3 Yes !,H No* | For pressunzed piping sysiems, does the turbine automatically shut down if the piping secondary conw .
Auikarity Cited Chapter 6.7, Health and Safety Code; Chapter 16, Division 3. Title 23. California Code of Regulatiors I O N/A | monnoring system detects a leak, fails to operate, or is electrically disconnected? [f yes: wiuch ser

positive shut-down? (Check all that apply} O Sump/Trench Sensors; O Dispenser Contunment 5

forrn must be used to document testing and servicing of moniwri Juif » t. A scparate cerufication of repon must be . " s i D ! > . ;
each ’“‘?L‘A‘LE.&EE.‘E’MQLP.’M gf;, the l.cchmcfan who M::ns the work. A copy of this form must be provided | 21 1_J|d you confirm positive shut-down d!.lt‘..lt‘l leaks and sensor I'a.du.rc_.fd.rsa.unnuuon.’ O Yes: &\:,_1 B
oumer The owner/ must submit a copy of this form to the local agency regulating UST systems witry o No* | For tank systems thot utilize the monitoring system as the primery nk overfill waming de

cavs of test date ; 1 I. O N/A | mechanical overfill prevention valve is installed), is the overfill warning alarm visible and audible at tie
fill point(s) and opemmg_pmpcrly? If 50, at what percent of tank capacily does the alarm ngger” _

CR T R O Yes* | X No Was any itonng replaced? If yes, identify specific sensors, probes, or other equipne:
tv Name 2 Bldg. No. — and list the manufs cr name and model Fcr all rePIacemcm parts in Section E, below

; :g é # W . 5: Y : 2 Yes* | X No Was liguid found inside any dary systems designed as dry systems? (Check all T
S ANseEs e — Cliy: 2y S EL Product; O Water. If yes, describe causes in Section E, below.
F <t Person: Contact Phone Ne.: ( A H N Ves | O No* | Was monitoring system sel-up reviewed to ensure proper seftings? Attach set up reponts, ifapplicable
- E 7 . TR > 0 . - "
akeModel of Monitoring Systen: eSS 15-5 Date of Testing/Servicing ,ﬂ z_—, oz (M Yes | O No Is all monitoring equipment operational per manufacturer's specifications?
N ; * In Section E below, describe how and when these deficiencies were or will be corrected.
B. loventory of Equipment Tested/Certified PO
( neck the appropriste bozes to (ndieste specific equipment Inspected/serviced: - )
Tank 1D /e Tank ID: _#- 2 pléeed : L. Comments: o "
X sk Gauging Probe. Maodel: ﬂln Tank Gauging Frobe Monjtering System Certificution
= ¢ or War't Senzor. Madcl: ia: Spoce or Yault Sanser = .
x Trench Sensar(s).  Model: Pnpu:s Sump / Trench Sensor(s) =" : . )
a S:nw::; Model: ‘R O Fill Sump Sensor(s) | F. In-Tank Gauging / SIR Equipment: O Check this box ifank gauging is used oaly 2
X Line Leak Detector.  Model: L4 I Lise Leak Persero | 0 Check this box if no tank gaugmg or SUR equipiment is sl
a Line Leak Detector Model: 0O El Line Leak Detector. [

! High-Level Sensor. Model: O Tank Overfill / High-Leve! Sensor.

c:fy equipment tvpe and model in Section E on Page 7). O Other (speci
#Z = ﬂt‘%‘ £ Tank ID:

i Moddl: O In-Tark Gauging Probe —= Model. [] | - _Lomplete the following checklist: S
ar Space or Vault Sensor Model O Annular Space or Vault Sensor, Model: = Yes | O No* | Has all input wiring been inspecied for proper entry and iermanution, including tesung for grownd fauis

Piping Sump/ Treoch Sensor(s).  Madel: g€ O Piping Sump / Trench Sensor(s) fodel st T Yes | O Mo* | Were all unk : robes viguall 1ed I and doe buildun?

| Sump ‘,cnmr(s) Model: | O Fill Sump Sensor(s). Model 'q s gaupng p " U s or dagage PeRIE DuBCup!

nc Leak Detector.  Model: O Mechanical Line Leak Detector,  Model " [ Yes [0 Nov | Was accuracy of system product level readings tested?

equipment type and model in Scclion E section must be completed if in-tank gauging equipment is used to perform leak detection ¢

=S10u

b
'
E B

CROERE

i cak Detestas Model: | 9E Line Leak Detectos Mode! M Yes | O No* | Was accuracy of sysiem water level readings tested? P
v} ‘High-Level Sensor. Model: | O Tank Overfill / High-Level Sensor. Model: Yer 100 No® | W . -
o onher [specufy equipment fype and model in Section E on Page 2), 0 Other (specify cquipment type and model in Section E on fuge - } 3 ~ = - @] -.‘.0. wcrc::]I Pmb“ ":S.m‘d L Lz T - r o I ~ e
——— - 2 _Lm e s #’3,’5 Z? ______ ) fes | Mo ‘cre all items on the equipment manufacturer's maintenance checklist completed F
O Dispenser Containment Sensor(s).  Model: O Disp Conlai Sensor(s). Model: * In the Section H, below, describe how snd when these deflclencivs were or will be correcied.
| 8 Shear Valve(s) M Shear Valve(s). >
3L 0ispenser Containment Float(s) and Chains). W Dispenser Containment Floalls) and ChMMS) o G. Line Leak Detectors (LLD): O Check tis bos if LLD are not insualld
Dispenser 1D 3 D 1D: v i
3 Duspenser Containment Sensor(s).  Modei: QD C. Sensor(s). Model: = . 4
X Saear Valve(s) O Shear Valve(s) T‘,m_i'lm the '?"_'D‘.'I"R ghectdlat: — — T
2‘-’ e Fioai(s) and Chain(s). O Dispenser Containment Float(s) and Chainis) | |9 Yes O M For equipment start-up or wnnual equpment certification, was & leak simulated w wenfh LLD penorman.e
= 'L—""_""' T O WA | (Check all that apply) Simulated leak rave: O 3 gph: D00 gph; Q02 gph
Containment Sensor(s).  Model: Q Disp l“ Sensor(s)  Madel : " = e - - -
g \ m‘p ' enice) N 3 Shexr Valvel). D Yes | O No~ | Were all LLDs confinmed operational and accurale within regulatory requisrements? L EC
JDipenser Containment Flaat(s) and Chain(s). O Dispenser Containmen! Floal(s) and Chainis) L '} " 13 ¥es | O Wo* | Was the tenting apparatus properly calibrated?
" fac antains more tanks or dispensers, copy this form. Include information for every tank and dispenser at the facility = O Wes | O Mo® | For mechanical LLDs, does the LLID restrict product Now if it detects a leak? e
€. Certification -1 certify that the equip In this di was lnspectediserviced In accordunce with the manufacru-es (=0 -
guldellnes. Artached to this Certification s Information (e.g. fi ers’ checklists) y to verify that this information . L Q Yes | O MNo* | Foe clestronic LLDs, docs the wurbine sutomarically shut off if the LLD detects a beak?
correct sud a Plat Plan showlng the lnyout of monitorlng equ) For any equ) capable of generuting such reports, | huve a 0 WA |
artached a copy of the report; (check all that, ;fyfy) E_'Syslem set-up Al h’“"”?? % O ¥es | O Mo | For clectronic LLDs, does the turbine sutomatically sht off if any portion of the menitonng system
1an Name (print): 2 Sigs e O WA | or disconnected?
o0 No > 5 License. No.: L a W QO Yes g Not | Fv.:lclacl.mmt LLDs, does the wusbine sulomatically shut off if any portion of the monilaring system =«
V) NIA | or fuls a ten?
Tesung Corr Name: m (AL ﬁ-- g O . —_
esung Lommpany. Name: - Phone No..( ) & 3—/ —— O Yes | O Na® | For electronic LLDs, have all accessible wiring connections been visually inspected?
Sie Address: AL, Fcry M Date of Testing/Servicwng /2. 23 02 | O WA ik
LS008 - 14 Page 1 of 3 N e O Yes | O No* | Wore all ems on the equipment manufaciurer’s maintenance checklist completed” e

* I the Section H, below, describe how snd when these deficiencies were or will be corrected.
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Sewcondary Containment Repair Permit

COUNTY OF BONOMA OBPARTMENT OF EMERGENCY SEXVICES
2390 COUNTY CENTER DRWVIL SUTE ZT1A, BANTARCSA, CAMO , /| ..k
TOTRA6-1161 PHONE  TOT/B68-4171 PAX 2114

APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO: '37 4 2§1.¢
O Prosmary ions Je0eclon el O Task _ﬁ“ O PecewsiBxiecsion O Closers
0 Claarwnos i ] (aat, dutecion, produc nes. eic)

THIS PERMIT MUST BE SIONED I THE PRIMARY CONTRACTOR
FACLITY L =& AL Euli.  PuOME
ADDRESS | \ pad At b 3l TP Zasiamb, dT4Tl
ASZESSORS PARCEL # mm-iﬂs.ﬁmt._‘
OWNER NAME _SA1ED rAmy s PHOME 707 = A4 - Sooul
ADDRESS Shvaf CITYBTATED®
CPERATOR MAME _ = 4« PrOsE
ADORESS =L CITYSTATEDP
PRIARY CONTRACTOR NAME LI TE Mt PETEsl e PHONE 157 B35
ucenseTveeae - UA2.  parerolrle s womers cowrroucyel Tz 02
ADDRESS 14D CLSREEC Cofcig CITYMTATEDP saiubiag © A F0e
susconTRacToR Nave U/ A PIOME.

LICENSE TYPE AW DATE WORKERS COMP POLICY #
ADCRE 25 CITYETATEDP

TERMS OF PERMIT
APPLICANT AGRELS THAT:
Dept. of Emerponcy Servioss Firw inagect v il b nofied § munemum of 48 houn pricr 1 Commsnang

g, of Emargercy Sorvions Fire inipnctor amgetos wil be otdsred &8 Fourd pror 1 cowering The wen

(murrn mgpicatie |

Ay ekt o apprved plan/permll wifoul prioe acproval of the Direcior of Emeegoncy Servioes =il
;:—h.ﬂnﬂt-l-n-u-—-nmnw

el mHMI“ L
oo ot o 2 b in roncorfonanos wiih Soncea County Code or

L-_l“hq-un____uu-wm--qﬂ
ety geolechncal Sl W le iidevarrent Irformanon to e County of Sonces Degt of Emegency
Sarvioss sn scon s B s avaliabis nd B proviced i me o oy eoresentates.

Primuary contrcion shadl mboniTec orfy B8 et Dy Te regrreres of T B & Professons
Cande el Trooe reguirements of B Contractor's Ueesing Boar?
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WHITEMAN
PETROLEUM, INC.

140 Elsbere Clecle Windsor CA 95452

Cosmacion’s 1542257 TO7/BE-1807

July 3, 2007

Mr. Saied Molswi
Sonomma Super Gas
18618 Sonoma Highway
Sonoma, A 25474

Dearr Mr. Moland,

Thas letier s imfended to document the scope of the repairs that Whiteman Petrolenm [ne
conducted on the underground tank systern at your 18618 Sonoms Highwey property on January
20, 2003, The scope of work performed was to the secondary contalnment hoots under the
dispenser pans and was conducted to comect a pressuse test friluse o the secondary containment
system that ocourred on October B, 2002

Dwring the cousse of these repairs we found no evidence of petroleum product relenses
any of the poinls of repadr. Also no repalrs were required or made by us 1o the primary
copainment system incloding the primary lines and piping. all repairs that we made were to the
secomdary containment system.

1If you have any questions or required further information reganding the above plense call

me &l
T B3E-1807,
Sincercly,

]
&ﬁhﬁ;w-—“
Grary Whin
President

e

Contractor's Statement and Sco'p'e of Work

INVDICE & T4
INVOICE DATE: 0205/03

DURBATE: AuouwT DUE
UPON RECEIFPT

140 Elsbree Circle
Windsor, CA 95492
707 /838-1807

BILL TO:

Sased Mol

Cal. Food and Fuel
18805 Sonoma Ave
Sonoma, CA 85478

DESCRIFTION

Permit So. Co. Emergency Services
12/12/02 Caulk piping pemetrations. Test secondary
piping. Lake test dispeénseér pans
Dernis Taipale
Dave Daniels
Dave Daniels
Utility truck
01720403 Jack Hammer and remove Concrate
Haul concrete to dump.
Excavate to piping.
Dennis Taipale
Dave Daniels
Luis Badoya
Dave Tatpale
Rocca Cecharelis
Htilty Trucks
Air Compressor

01421403 Excavate tp piping. Test to find leaks
o

Remowe boots and flanges at

?’ disperser pang
Dawid Taipale

Dave Damigls

65.000/ hrs
58,000/ hrs
58,0001 hrs
20,000/ e

&5, 000/ hrs
£8.000 hrs
58.000/ hrg
55.000 / hrs
40,000/ hre
20,0007 ea
250007 hrs

550007 hrg
58000/ hrs

Frvdices not osd be dus cabe will InCur interest charees sausl 85 1 5% monthiv, APR BT




: Tahknology— March 19, 2003
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Comments on Draft Order Testing Conclusions

The Draft Order as stated fails to address the issue that the failures
of the October 8th, 2002 SBg89 test does not conclude that there
was a release. Based on the results of the subsequent testing of the
Leak Monitoring Equipment on 10/23/08(no where is this test
mentioned in the Draft) and the testing of the Primary product
lines on 11/14/02 substantiates the conclusion that there was no
confirmed release as a result of the October 8th, 2002 test failure.
The Draft should support this conclusion as this is one of the lines
of evidence used by tlEe Petitioner. In addition the Draft document
should change the terminology used on page 9 paragraph 2 that
states

"the product lines from the USTs to the dispensers failed".
This is not accurate terminology and is misleading. This was not
product lines it was the secondary Interstitial piping that
failed. The product lines passed as evidenced in the November 14,
2002 Product Line Test.




est Summary

Offsite Remote Sampling ELD Test

Investigation revealed this test is no
longer conducted without a pre-test.
The two licensed ELD testers listed
on the California EPA website CGRS
and Leak Detection Technologies, do
not do this type of test without a
pre-test.

When contacted, CGRS refused to
comment on this 2004 test.

When contacted, Leak Detection
Technologies stated that “Our
company will not do offsite remote
sampling projects at the ELD
sensitivity without a comprehensive
pretest, and then we recommend
against it.”

COPY

TRACER TIGHT® TEST RESULTS

12/13/2004
CGRS Job No: 870021
2.0, Box 1489 Sonoma Super Gas / Beacon #106
F1, Collins, CO 80524 18618 Sonoma Highway

Sonoma, CA 95476
SYSTEM STATUS

SYSTEMW# PRODUCT SIZE TRACER SYSTEM STATUS
Tank | 87 10,000 w FAIL
Tank 2 91 10,000 G FAIL
Tank 3 89 10,000 R PASS

Soil permeability is greater than 89.1 darcys.

GROUND WATER AND PRODUCT INFO

AT INOCULATION AT SAMPLING DEPTH FROM GRADE
11/05/04 11/15/04 WATER TANK TANK
TABLE BOTTOM TOP
SYSTEM# H20 PROD H20 PROD
(in) (in) (in) (in) (in) {in} (in}
Tank | 0.00 34.90 0.00 34.60 >141 177 81
Tank 2 0.00 41.80 0.00 36.70 >141 177 Bl
Tank 3 0.00 56.80 0.00 32.10 =141 177 81
FEST EVENTS
INSTALLATION INOCULATION SAMPLING ANALYSIS
11/05/04 11/05/04 11/15/04 12/02/04

FILL RISER — SPILL BUCKET TEST

TANKH PASS/FAIL
Tank | Pass
Tank 2 Pass
Tank 3 Pass

I declare under penalty of perjury that | am a licensed tank tester in the State of California and that
the infurmation contained in this report is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

I'J...r.ﬂ*flrlucurm f .-&Im" CA Lic. No: Obf~ LS Signu.turexnﬂ_ﬁér oo - Date l}‘3 /DS_-
Sampler M \CMW rarron CA Lic. No: O ? Signaure__ g~14¢ —& : Ehace
IRC An.-lyq/%&&"{)/%c_m— CA Lic Nud/‘w/ Signuture v . Oﬂ"fz—/fd’ﬁ‘?‘



Praxair Services Job No. 870021 Page 2 of 4 Praxair Services Job No. 870021 Page 3 of 4

Sample Date: 12/02/04 CONDENSED DATA Sample Date: 12/02/04 CONDENSED DATA
Location Compound Concentration Location Compound Concentration
001 G 0.0000 009 w 0.0106
001 R 0.0000 009 TVHC 0.0000
001 W 0.0000
001 TVHC 0.0000 010 G 0.0000
010 R 0.0000
002 G 0.0000 010 w 0.0094
002 ; R 0.0000 010 TVHC 0.0000
002 w 0.0837 »
002 TVHC 12.2400 011 G 0.0000
011 R 0.0000
003 G 0.0000 011 w 0.0373
003 R 0.0000 o1l TVHC 0.2600
003 w 0.0093 o
+ 003 TVHC 0.1400 . 012 G 0.0000
012 R 0.0000
004 G 0.0007 012 w 0.0161
004 R 0.0000 012 TVHC 0.0000
004 W 0.0000
004 TVHC 0.0700 013 G 0.0000
) 013 R : 0.0000
005 G 0.0005 013 w 0.0579
005 R 0.0000 013 TVHC 23000
005 w 0.0000
005 TVHC 4.5200 014 G 0.0000
014 R 0.0000
006 G 0.0000 014 w 0.0351
006 R 0.0000 014 TVHC 0.0500
006 w 0.0000
006 TVHC 0.3000 015 G 0.0000
015 R 0.0000
007 G 0.0000 015 w 0.1050
007 R 0.0000 015 TVHC 16.4200
007 W 0.0000
007 TVHC 6.2100 016 G 0.0000
016 R 0.0000
008 G 0.0000 016 w 0.0000
008 R 0.0000 016 TVHC 0.0600
008 W 0.0000
008 TVHC 0.0000 017 G 0.0000
017 R 0.0000
009 G 0.0000 017 w 0.0000
009 . R 0.0000 017 TVHC 0.0000
r A, E, G, H, I, R, W and TVHC values reported in micrograma/liter (ug/L). \ E.G, H, I, R, W and TVHC values reported in micrograma/liter (jg/L).

00 = Not Detected -999999.99999 = No sample = Not Detected -999999.99999 = No sample



Praxair Services Job No. 870021 Page 4 of 4

) Sample Date: 12/02/04 CONDENSED DATA
Location Compound Concentration
018 G 0.0000
018 R 0.0000
018 w 0.0000
018 TVHC 0.0000
019 G 0.0000
019 R 0.0000
019 W 0.0000
019 TVHC 0.0000
87 Annular G 0.0000
, 87 Annular R 0.0000
87 Annular A" 0.0000
87 Annular TVHC 0.6100
87 T-Sump G 0.0008
87 T-Sump R 0.0000
: 87 T-Sump w 0.0000
/ - 87 T-Sump TVHC 5.4300
89 Annular G 0.0000
89 Annular R 0.0000
89 Annular w 0.0000
89 Annular TVHC 0.3800
89 T-Sump G 0.0000
89 T-Sump R 0.0000
89 T-Sump w 0.0000
89 T-Sump TVHC 0.0600
91 Annular G 0.0000
91 Annular R 0.0000
91 Annular w 0.0000
91 Annular TVHC 2.4400
91 T-Sump G 0.0007
91 T-Sump R 0.0000
91 T-Sump w 0.0000
91 T-Sump TVHC 1.3900

)nur A, E, G, H, I, R, W and TVHC values reported in micrograma/liter (Jug/L).
+ 0.00000 = Not Detected -999999.99999 = No sample



Praxair Services, Inc.

Tank 3
10,000 gal
89
Tracer [R]

Tank 2
10,000 gal
91
Tracer [G]

Tank 1

10,000 gal ___|

87
Tracer [wW]

870021

CGR S
EXPLANATION : Sonoma Super Gas / Beacon #106

Sampling Probe Location 18618 SONOMA MYIURWAY
SONOHA, CALIPORMERA

Approximate Pipeline Location

EAMPLING LoOcATION 8‘]

Figure 1




CUSTOMER ¢

Praxair Services, Inc.

3755 N. Business Center Drive
Tucson, AZ 85705

Tel: (B00) 354-9928

Fax: (520) 293-1306

IN SERVICE ENHANCED LEAK DETECTION (ISELD)
TEST RESULTS
Date:| 1/25/2006 |Site Info:  Job No:
Sonoma Super Saver
18618 Sonoma Hwy
Sonoma Ca 95476
STATUS - ( Pass/ Fail)

Praxair Services, Inc.

Test Summary

Client | 38713EL

Shirley Environmental

9595 Lucas Ranch Rd, Suite 100

Rancho Cucamango Ca 31730
SYSTEM

Product Primary Vent

Product | System (Primary)
B Pass
iz Pass
91 Pass

Primary)
Pass
Pass
Pass

Vapor Recovery Pass
Under Dispenser

Containment (UDC) 3 Pass

GROUND WATER AND PRODUCT INFO

Praduct | System

IN_TANK H2O
{in)

Product Lewel
{In)

Ground Wator
{in}

Tank Bottom
{in} Tank Tep

ar 1] 45978

68 a8

=192 inch

BS o 2130

=192 inch 168 48

891 0 2551

=182 inch 168 48

SPILL BUCKET - H20 TEST

TANK Fill Bucket PassiFall

Vapor Recovery Bucket Pass/Fall

87 Pass

Pass

Ba Pass

Pass

a1 Pass

Pass

I declare under penalty of perjury that | am a licensed tank tester in the State of California and that the
information contained in this report is true and correct 1o the best of my knowledge

Edwin Coreas

Hren [P

Tester:

Signature:

State Lic. #: 03-1652

Date: 1252006

Copy of 387T13EL Super Saver Fin




> :.Efggpm’k Praxair Services, Inc.

ZIZ= 3755 N. Business Center Drive
; . Tucson, AZ 85705

Praxair Services, Inc. Tel: (800) 394-9929

Fax: (520) 293-1306

IN SERVICE ENHANCED LEAK DETECTION (ISELD)
TEST RESULTS

Client | Date:| 1/25/2006 [Site Info:  Job No: 38713EL

Shirley Environmental Sonoma Super Saver
9595 Lucas Ranch Rd, Suite 100 18618 Sonoma Hwy

It is necessary to Rancho Cucamango Ca 91730 Sonoma Ca 95476
review the details of TEST SUMMARY
the leak log on the

L] L]
fOIIOWII‘l Sllde tO QA Review: Test data and information has been reviewed and conforms to ELD procedures and
protocol. Detected leaks were repaired by contractor and re-tested tight before end of testing event.

accurately interpret
this statement. ———— l
Page 9 bottom of

the first paragraph
of the draft order

2/7/2006

Reviewed By: Dgw Burk

cu bl

Signature:




LEAK LOG

Job#

38713EL

SWO #

Site: |Sonoma Super Saver|Client:

Shirley Environmental

Client Contact

April Weemes

Site Address: 18618 Sonoma Hwy |Sonoma Ca 95476 Contact # (909) 467-7443
Kevin Ashle
_ TEM

01/23/06 1a 11:36 BU 50 ppm Dectected with heliest will investigate
Used soap and water found no visible signs of
bubbles to indicate a leak. Wrapped vapor

01/23/06 2a 11:45 BU 89 TK TS Note Note recover line with shrink wrap.

01/23/06 1b 19:17|  Final 89 TK TS 89 TS A = 0.0005 ug/ Sample collected at 19:04 will investigate
Wrapped flex hose with shrink wrap found no

01/24/06 2b 8:45|  Final 89 TK Note Note Note visible leaks with soap and water

01/24/06 ic 9:59|  Final 87 TK ATG 87 ATG A = 0.0026 ug/l Sample collected at 9:45 will investigate
During inoculation the lids to the tank
interstitial were exposed. With the wind

1 direction we believe there was some

contamination into the tank, as well as the soil
around the fill riser we resample the interstitial,

01/24/06 2c 15:20 Final Note Note Note Note and vp no increase in rate

Leak log and
resolution
contractor

notes

1. This Comment was
referring to the inoculated
tracer gas possibly escaping
in the wind condition.




UST Component

October 8, 2002

November 13, 2003

SB 989 Sec Cont

SB989 Sec Cont Retest -
ec Con eleSt——=
— Passed
I All Tests
3 Plus/Midgrade Passed 0
e Summarize
CONTAINMENT UST d
COMPONENT
UST
1 Regular Passed
2 Super Passed e
; November 14,
3 Plus/Midgrade Passed CONTAINMENT 2002
Product Lines
Piping Interstital & Leak
secondary) : Dectector
1 Regular Failed Passed Iirgduc: Lines s
2 Super Failed Passed UL Aot
: : 2 Super Passed
3 Plus/Midgrade Failed Passed ?
3 Plus/Midgrade Passed
ump &
Underdispenser Leak Detectors
1 Regular (Sump) Passed 1 Regular Passed
2 Super (Sump) Failed Passed 2 Super Passed
3 Midgrade (Sump) Passed ;
3 Plus/Midgrade Passed
1 Regular (Disp.) Failed October 23, 2002 Passed
Monitoring Decmber January
2 Super (Disp.) Failed Certification Passed ELD TESTING 13, 2004 25, 2006
idgrade (Di Failed P d ELD ELD
3 Midgrade (Disp.) aile asse USTs
Annulars Space or ; Segular 'Iza!:eg gasseg
Vault Leak Sensor IpEn alie B
1 Regular Tank Passed 3 Plus/Midgrade Passed Passed
2 Super Tank Passed
3 Plus/Midgrade
Tank Passed Fill Riser-Spill
Bucket Test
Piping 1 Regular Passed Passed
Sump/Trench 2 Super Passed Passed
Sensor
1 Regular Passed 3 Plus/Midgrade Passed Passed
2 Super Passed
3 Plus/Midgrade Passed
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Comments on the Draft Order regarding ELD Testing Conclusion:
1 of 2

The Petitioner uses the failure of the 2004 ELD test as a line of evidence to conclude that a release occurred
post 1991. Supplemental investigation revealed that the use of an offsite remote ELD sampling test that was used
at this site is no longer conducted without pre testing; because of the high sensitivity, the failure rate is very high.
The Draft does not address this issue nor does it state that in the 2004 ELD test conducted at this site pre
testing was not utilized. In addition the Draft does not note that a 10 day time span occurred between the
inoculation of the tracer gas and the sampling of the tracer borings. By not acknowledging these points the
Draft does not fairly present the possibility that the 2004 ELD test was compromised. Tlgis %ine of evidence is
supported by the fact that no repairs were made to the USTs, between December 13, 2004 and January 25, 2006 .
The 2006 ELD concluded that all components of the UST system passed. Both an onsite mobile lab and pre-
testing were utilized during the 2006 ELD test

The Daft makes reference to the 2006 ELD testing summary comments on page 9 paragraph 2, stating that
"detected leaks were repaired by contractor and re-tested tight before the end of the testing event.”
ThekDraft fails to point out the details of these detected leaks and the resolution to these leaks noted in the
Leak Log.

In reference to the Leak Log:
#1a line 1 on January 23, 2006 Detected with heliest will investigate.

#2a line 2 Used soap and water found no visible signs of bubbles to indicate a leak. Wrapped vapor recover line with shrink wrap.
Complete details are reflected on the copy of the Leak Log included with this package.

The Draft also makes reference to this same data on page 9 paragraph 3.

In addition the Draft states on page d9 paragraph 2, "The premium UST was not re-tested". This is an error, supported by details on page 1 of

the January 25, 2006 ELD test passed result of the premium tank.

In conclusion we believe the Draft Order as it now stands should not be adopted by the SWRCB because the conclusion that there is credible
evidence that indicates there was a release of vapor-phase gasoline from the USTs is based on several factual and interpretative errors.




Comments on the Draft Order regarding ELD Testing Conclusion:
20l

In reference to the Leak Log:
#1a line 1 on January 23, 2006 Detected with heliest will investigate.

#2a line 2 Used soap and water found no visible signs of bubbles to indicate a
leak. Wrapped vapor recover line with shrink wrap.

Complete details are reflected on the next slide.
The Draft also makes reference to this same data on page 9 paragraph 3.

In addition the Draft states on page 9 paragraph 2, "The premium UST was not re-
tested". This is an error, supported by details on page 1 of the January 25, 2006 ELD test
passed result of the premium tank.

In conclusion we believe the Draft Order as it now stands should not be adopted by the
SWRCB because the conclusion that there is credible evidence that indicates there was a
release of vapor-phase gasoline from the USTs is based on several factual and
interpretative errors.




LEAK LOG

Job#

38713EL

SWO #

Site: |Sonoma Super Saver|Client:

Shirley Environmental

Client Contact

April Weemes

Site Address: 18618 Sonoma Hwy |Sonoma Ca 95476 Contact # (909) 467-7443
Kevin Ashle
_ TEM

01/23/06 1a 11:36 BU 50 ppm Dectected with heliest will investigate
Used soap and water found no visible signs of
bubbles to indicate a leak. Wrapped vapor

01/23/06 2a 11:45 BU 89 TK TS Note Note recover line with shrink wrap.

01/23/06 1b 19:17|  Final 89 TK TS 89 TS A = 0.0005 ug/ Sample collected at 19:04 will investigate
Wrapped flex hose with shrink wrap found no

01/24/06 2b 8:45|  Final 89 TK Note Note Note visible leaks with soap and water

01/24/06 ic 9:59|  Final 87 TK ATG 87 ATG A = 0.0026 ug/l Sample collected at 9:45 will investigate
During inoculation the lids to the tank
interstitial were exposed. With the wind

1 direction we believe there was some

contamination into the tank, as well as the soil
around the fill riser we resample the interstitial,

01/24/06 2c 15:20 Final Note Note Note Note and vp no increase in rate

Leak log and
resolution
contractor

notes

1. This Comment was
referring to the inoculated
tracer gas possibly escaping
in the wind condition.




Sampling
Date

TPH as
Gasoline

3/5/1991

81211993

111993 |

.2/16/1994

551994 |

. .8/16/1994

1172271904 |

. 1/31/1995

. 5/17/1995 |

. 8/15/1995

1172271995 |

.3/5/1996

. 5/16/1996 |

.8/29/1996

. 11/25/1996 |

.2/20/1997

5811997 |

6/21/1997

. 9f24/1997 |

. 11/14/1997

SP)[iat e e

. 5/26/1998

RERB/S R R

11/6/1998

..5/5/1999 |

. 11/10/1999

S 22000 P i

. 10/19/2000

Sl e et

.5/28/2002

F e P00 En et

.6/30/2003

973072003 |

. 12/29/2003

TP St

.5/24/2004

S LY PR el

. 11/18/2004

IR e Ao

..5/9/2005

o 7I98/2005 o

12/7/2005

.2/22/2006 |

..5/10/2006

R TI201200F v

110,000........
k80,0000
210,000
65,000 ...
41,000 .
237,000 .
27,000 .
.40000
35,000
..18,000
26,000 ...
21,000
129,000
11,000
12,000 ...
..29,000
123,000
18,000
29,000 ...
26,000 ...
34,000 ..
..22,000
1,100
18,000 .
7,800
27,000
18,000 .
..35,000
12,000 ...
23,000
34,000
8,800 ..
221,000
8,000
9,800 ...
L5800
3,000 ...
5,800
14,000
L4000
5,200 ...
L8700
L2900
28700
4500
L2100
4,100 ...

160,000
140,000
120,000
100,000
80,000
60,000
40,000
20,000
0

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-1
March 1, 1991 to October 18, 2006

TPH as Gasoline Concentrations (ug/l)

WM I\/j\ rA N

WV

q&@&@@@@@@@@@@@@
é\‘b @‘Z} \X\‘b @’?} %{b é\‘b é\‘?} é\"b @"b %\‘b \&\‘b @‘b @"b @’2} @‘2} @fb



Sampling

TPH as
Gasoline

11/25/1996 | 23,000 |
2/20/1997 | 18,000 |
.5/8/1997 | 29,000 |
6/21/1997 | 26,000
. 9/24/1997 | 34,000 |

11/14/1997 | 22,
.2/6/1998 | 1,1

/. 5/26/1998 | 18,
.8/3/1998 | 7,500 |
11/6/1998 | 27,000 |
5/5/1999 | 18,000 |
11/10/1999 | 31,000 |
5/24/2000 | 12,000 |
10/19/2000 | 23,000
10/29/2001 | 34,
. 5/28/2002 | 6,600 |
11/13/2002 | 11,000
. 6/30/2003 | 8,
1 9/30/2003 | 9,5
12/29/2003 | 1.6

2/23/2004 | 3,

. 5/24/2004 | 5,

7/29/2004 | 1/
11/18/2004 | 4,

2/2/2005 | 5,2
.5/9/2005 | 6,7
7/28/2005 | 5,9
127772005 | 6,7
1 2/22/2006 | 4,500 |
. 5/10/2006 | 5,100 |

7/20/2006 | 4,1

40,000
35,000
30,000
25000
20,000

15,000 -

10,000
5.000

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-1
May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006

TPH as Gasoline Concentrations (ugl/l)

May-96
May-00 -
May-01
May-02



Sampling
Date
5/16/1996
8/29/1996
11/25/19%
2/20/1997
5/8/1997
6/21/1997
9/24/1997
11/14/1997
2/6/1998
5/26/1998
8/3/1998
11/6/1998
5/5/1999
11/10/1999
5/24/2000
10/19/2000
10/29/2001
5/28/2002
11/13/2002
6/30/2003
9/30/2003
12/29/2003
2/23/2004
5/24/2004
7[29/2004
11/18/2004
2/2/2005
5/9/2005
12/7/2005
2222006
5/10/2006
7120/2006

.....

TPH as

Gasoline
1,200
490

580
2,000
1,400

840
1,500

86

750

630

390

860

800

890
1,200
2,200
7,200

950
2,800
1,200

210
1,000

790
1,400

180

440

600

600

340

230

250

220

160

8,000
7,000
6,000
5,000
4,000
3,000
2,000
1,000

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL
MW

May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006

MTBE Concentrations (ug/l)




Sampling

 8/29/1996
11/25/1996 |
.2/201997 |
.o/8/1997 |
. 6/21/1997 |
972471997
(1171471997 |
.2/6/1998 | 4

5/26/1998

.8/3/1998 |
. 11/6/1998
. Of5/1999 |
(11/10/1999 |

. 5/24/2000

10/19/2000 |
. 10/29/2001 |
. 5/28/2002 | €
. 11/13/2002 | 2
. 6/30/2003 | 1
. 9/30/2003 | 2,
. 12/29/2003 | 4

2/23/2004

. 5/24/2004 | 2
. 7129/2004 | 4

11/18/2004

921900555 Lt
~ 5/9/2005

7/28/2005

. A2/7/2005 |
2/22/2006 | 7
.5/10/2006 |
. 7/120/2006 |

TPH as

Gasoline

91—
180
BEATE
S
IR
fEC e

MONITORING WELL MW-2

May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006

6,000

MTBE Concentrations (ug/l)

5,000

4,000

3,000

2,000

1,000

D#*—o-ﬂ-—ol

May-96
May-97

May-04 - Z

May-00 -
May-01

May-02 -
May-03 -

|
© o
-
> >
© ©
= =



Sampling TPH as
Date Gasoline

2/16/1994 41,000

Vsinioss | 41000 MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-3
_5/17/1995 | 36,000 February 6, 1994 to October 18, 2006

..8/15/1995 | 32,000
. A1/22/1995 | 27,000
...3/5/1996 | 7,000 . -
| 5/16/1996 | 19,000 TPH as Gasoline Concentrations (ug/l)
..8/29/1996 | 28,000
.11/25/1996 | 28,000
..2/20/1997 | 29,000 o
...5/8/1997 | 41,000 BD‘GDD
..6/21/1997 | 36,000
9/24/1997 33,000

11/14/1997 | 28,000 50,000
.2/6/1998 | 46,000 '
. 5/26/1998 | 32,000

.8/3/1998 | 29,000

11/6/1998 | 34,000 40,000 A t A

“5/51999 | 26,000

11/10/1999 | 32,000 A
5/24/2000 19,000

10/19/2000 | 49,000
1072072001 | 33,000
'5/28/2002 | 29,000 A
11/13/2002 28,000
6/30/2003 | 24,000 20,000 ¥ - \/
9/30/2003 | 28,000
12/20/2003 | 30,000
“2/23/2004 | 281000 10.000
5/24/2004 | 23,000 '
702972004 | 19,000
"11/18/2004 | 24,000
" 2/2/2005 | 21,000 0 T . T . T ; T ;
5/9/2005 18,000
7/28/2005 | 16,000  H OO0 A DB O O N H X H O
127772005 | 22.000 .093 ‘09’ < .0‘:-’) . ‘09-" QQ ‘OQ‘ ‘Q@'QQ' ‘QQ' .QQ' QQ
2/22/2006 18,000
Sn0i2006 | 120000 S S SIS S S i S Sl S S Sl e
“7/20/2006 | 16,000
10/18/2006 16,000




Sampling

. 8/29/1996 1 28,000
. 11/25/1996 | 28,000
2/20/1997 | 29,000
..o/8/1997 | 41,000
. 6/21/1997 | 36,000
.9/24/1997 | 33,000
1171471997 | 28,000
..2/6/1998 | 46,000
.5/26/1998 | 32,000
.8/3/1998 | 29,000
. 11/6/1998 | 34,000
/51999 | 26,000
. A1/10/1999 | 32,000
_.5/24/2000 | 19,000
~.10/19/2000 | 49,000
10/29/2001 | 33,000
.5/28/2002 | 29,000
11/13/2002 | 28,000
~..6/30/2003 | 24,000
..9/30/2003 | 28,000
.12/29/2003 | 30,000
2/23/2004 | 28,000
..5/24/2004 | 23,000
7/29/2004 | 19,000
11/18/2004 | 24,000
..2/2/2005 | 21,000
.9/9/2005 | 18,000
.7/28/2005 | 16,000
12/7/2005 | 22,000
.2/22/2006 | 18,000
~.5/10/2006 | 12,000

7/20/2006 | 16,000

TPH as

_Gasoline

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-3
May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006

TPH as Gasoline Concentrations (ug/l)

A
A
N k\/\AVA\r




Sampling TPH as
Date _Gasoline

5/16/1996 | 950 MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-3

8/29/1996 550
nsnees | s May b e eI RO

2/2011997 | 830 ||
5/8/1997 | 1,000
ef11997 |
9/24/1997 | 1,400
11/14/1997 2,300

aeses | 3400 | 6,000
| 5/26/1998 | 1,200
8/3/1998 | 2,000
“11/6/1998 | 1,100 | 9,000
 5/5/1999 | 1,100

0 11/10/1999 | 1,100
5/24/2000 | 1,000 | 4,000 v*

MTBE Concentrations (ug/l)

110/19/2000 | 1,500
.10/29/2001 | 2,500 1
5/28/2002 | 2,800 | 3000
SEII5/2002 = oon0 ]

6/30/2003 | 2,800

.9/30/2003 | 3,700

122072003 | oo || 2.000 '
2232004 | 4900
5/24/2004 | 3:300

71292004 | 4,100 | 1,000
|11/18/2004 | 3,300

2/2/2005 | 2,400
5/9/2005 | 1,200 0

[

May-96
May-97
May-98 -
May-99
May-00
May-01 -

12/7/2005 | 1,800

.2/22/2006 | 2,000

.5/10/2006 | 1,300

7/20/2006 | 1,600
) /12/700)A ()

May-02
May-03

May-04 -
May-05 -
May-06




Sampling

Cd2rtigge—T

2/16/1994

...5/5/1994 |

8/16/1994

RNV YL R R vy

(/3171995

51771995 |

.8/15/1995

1201005 NS
3/5/1996 |

5/16/1996

.8/29/1996 |

. 11/25/1996

2/20/1997 |

.5/8/1997

. 6/21/1997 |
9/24/11997 |

. 11/14/1997

I OBIgOBE T IR
5/26/1998 |

..8/3/1998 _

L. A1/6/1998 |
.5/51999 |

. 11/10/1999

.5/24/2000 |
10/19/2000 |

10/29/2001 |

ol s e

. 11/13/2002

6/30/2003 |

..9/30/2003

A PITP R e
o2/ 23/onnlave e

5/24/2004

. T7/29/2004 |
11/18/2004 |

21212005

2vib/912005 s e

7/28/2005

20005 |

.2/22/2006

- 5/10/2006 |

.7/20/2006

" 10/18/2006 |

TPH as
.............. Gasoline
..100,000
...48,000

i Ry
SRl

29,000 .

42,000
11,000 .
41,000
10,000
SO0 s
24,600
4,100
24,800
24,000
6,200 .
24,700
22,900
24,200
3,400
O
AP
3:9000 v
a0
960
B0y
24,0000
21,900
860 ...
0005 s
4,700
2,100
1,100
22,000
i R ot
A0S
21,200
23100
1,000
2,300
130
AR A
200 R
21,500
..800 .
1,600 ..
1,900

12,000 .|

120,000

100,000

80,000

60,000

40,000

20,000

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-4

July 1, 1992 to October 18, 2006

TPH as Gasoline Concentrations (ug/l)

>

?

Jul-92
Jul-93
Jul-94 -
Jul-95
Jul-96
Jul-97
Jul-98
Jul-99
Jul-00

Jul-01

L

I

Jul-02
Jul-03
Jul-04
Jul-05
Jul-06




Sampling

11/25/1996 | 6,200
. 2/20/1997 | 4,700
.5/8/1997 | 5,900
6/21/1997 | 4,100
.9/24/1997 | 3,400
1171471997 | <50
.2/6/1998 | <50
.5/26/1998 | 3,900
. 8/3/1998 | <50
11/6/1998 | 560
5/5/1999 | 780
1171071999 | 1,000
.5/24/2000 | 1,900
/10/19/2000 | 860
110/29/2001 | 4,000
5/28/2002 | 4,700
11/13/2002 | 2,100
. 6/30/2003 | 1,100
.9/30/2003 | 2,000
12/29/2003 | <50
2/23/2004 | 440
.5/24/2004 | 1,200
7/29/2004 | 310
(11/18/2004 | 1,000
.2/2/2005 | 2,300
.5/9/2005 | 130
7/28/2005 | 590
(12/7/2005 | 2,700
2/22/2006 | 1,500
5/10/2006 | 800
7/20/2006 | 1,600

TPH as
Gasoline

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-4
May 16, 1991 to October 18, 2006

TPH as Gasoline Concentrations (ug/l)




Sampling

. 8/29/1996

11/25/1996 |
.2/201997 |
o/8/1997 |
. 6/21/1997 |
92471997 |

11/14/1997

.2/6/1998 |

.5/26/1998 |
.8/3/1998 |
. 11/6/1998 |

_5/5/1999

1171071999 |
_5[24/2000 |
. 10/19/2000 |
10/29/2001 |
.5/28/2002 |

11/13/2002

. 6/30/2003 |
.9/30/2003 |
12/29/2003 |
2/23/2004 |
_.5/24/2004 |

. 1/29/2004

. 11/18/2004 |
21212005 |
592005 |
. 1/28/2005 |

12/7/2005 |

~2/22/2006

 5/10/2006 |
7/20/2006 |

TPH as

Gasoline
..220
Slohes
150
270

110

<5.0

32

091
Bl
..086
e
96
Ay

<50

<50
3,400
.=5.0 |
220
7.8
361
230
Ao
Ol
ey
e

4,000
3,500
3,000
2,500
2,000
1,500
1,000

500

MONITORING WELL MW-4

May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006

MTBE Concentrations (ug/l)




Sampling | TPH as
Gasoline

.8/29/1996 |58
112571996 | 9.0 . . MONITORING WELL MW-5
.2/20/1997 | 120 May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006
B9 S Be -
6/21/1997 ]
9foa1gay o5 MTBE Concentrations (ug/l)
ALAA709 7 e BA
..2/6/1998 | 96
.5/26/1998 | 110
..8/3/1998 | 110
11/6/1998 | 240
.5/5/1999 | 180
.11/10/1999 | 450
.5/24/2000

A
110/19/2000 | 420
S10/29/20D T S50 /\
e P A M Dl ep
1 11/13/2002 | 850
6/30/2003 | 960

.9/30/2003 | 1,000 I
0 12/29/2003 | 28 / \

.2/23/2004 | 180
.5/24/2004 | 690
7/29/2004 | 690
11/18/2004 | 840
.2/2/2005 | 700
.5/9/2005 | 550
7/28/2005 | 360
12/7/2005 | 800
.2/22/2006 | 760
.5/10/2006 | 590
7/20/2006 | 640
(/1 2/700)A




Sampling

19/20/2002 |
16/30/2003 |
19/30/2003 |
12/29/2003 |
12/23/2004 |
©/24/2004 |
1/29/2004 |
11/18/2004|
21272005 |
/972005 |
1/28/2005 |
127772005 |
12/22/2006 |
- ©/10/2006 |

1/20/2006 |

10/18/2006

TPH as

Gasoline

11

3,000
870
250
340
,57CXWH..
70
59
54
1z
24
12
18
25
18

80

3,500
3,000
2,500
2,000
1,900
1,000

500

MONITORING WELL MW-8
September 20, 2002 to October 18, 2006

MTBE Concentrations (ug/l)

R T & 5}’@“"0 F Q& ¥

i‘



Sampling

19/20/2002 | 4,200
16/30/2003 | 260
1 9/30/2003
12/29/2003) 380
12/23/2004 | 180
5/24/2004 | 94
7/29/2004 | 72
11/18/2004| 93
. 2/2/2005 | 120
- 5/9/2005 | 56
7/28/2005 | <50
12/7/2005
2/22/2006 | 51
/5/10/2006 | <50

7/20/2006
10/18/2006

TPH as

Gasoline

500 -

MONITORING WELL MW-9
September 20, 2002 to October 18, 2006

TPH as Gasoline Concentrations (ug/l)

U T T 1 T T T T

Vv gV dP NSNS d? QP o> o
N &

© o

Q?‘ib d? P F S
L
PG R Fed Q' F T @“s‘bfb@q




Sampling | TPH as
|- Gasoline
.9/20/2002 | 1,700

- 6/30/2003

MONITORING WELL MW-9

e September 20, 2002 to October 18, 2006

12/29/2003
~2123/2004 9T v
5/24/2004 MTBE Concentrations (ug/l)

1/29/2004

11/18/2004

2/2/2005 | 36

- 2/9/2005

1/28/2005

5

12/7/2005 | 7. A
v
e in 0 +—— . — e

5/10/2006 | 4. N4 ;51/ Q”’ (‘35 ca'b ':3”-’ QP‘ QP‘ Q:P‘ Na (:?3 c:s“’ $ $ c} (§'~’ &

CJ
7/20/2006 | 4. B FeF & S TR T

10/18/2006




Western Regional
Climate Center

Address:
WRCC
2215 Raggio Parkway
Reno, NV 89512
775; 674-7010 - phone
775) 674-7016 - fax
Hours:
Monday - Friday 8am-4pm

Desert Research Institute wrec@dri.edu
Period of Record Statistics

MEAN 626 523 4.11 179 0.79 0.23 0.03 0.0 0.34
SD. 399 406 335 155 1.05 040 0.14 023 0.71
SKEW 098 107 109 127 164 264 7.06 2.92 3.3
MAX 20.29 1889 13.77 6.87 390 228 1.11 1.02 4.10
MIN 036 008 003 003 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
NOYRS 65 64 61 63 65 66 64 65 63



mailto:wrcc@dri.edu
http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/wrccmssn.html
http://www.noaa.gov/
http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/rcc.html
http://www.dri.edu/

YEAR(S)
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1930
1981
1982
1983
19534
1983
1986
1987
1988
1939
1990
1991
1992
1993
1954
1985
1956
1997
1933
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2003
2006
2007
2008

JAM
134
801

1631
243
316

1379
334
312
036
1.74

11.02

1212
199
390

1197
G283
049
142
647
552
6.54
1.50
6.02
0.60
221

10.79
333a

2029b
803

10.35a

12.01a

421
i) |
337
3082
200:
3.00a
j.66a
338a
0.47

11.01a

3.60
0.00
2903
044
206
3.60
241
10.93
278
1.43
6.01
6.81
10.62
213
6.10
13.61
243
304
14.30
522
0.34
1.61
340
419
.32
mn
346
.82
827
0.65
13.39
1133
10.30
474
233
229
631a
436
1411
303
3.82

MAR
302
1.66
216
3.99
026
3.76
6.04
134
123
242
6.19
212
1.33
5.82
812
1377
203
0.00=
1.62
3.90
0.12
10.08
1.43
1031
101
2467
023
1329
261
1.02
)|
413
273
1.73
266
238
1.06
4738
8.0
0.03
0.21

APE MAY JUN

027
an
024
0.74
127
0.03
3.05
1.56
1.33
022
339
1.33
1.39
030
3.69
3.82
1.2
0.00z
0.42
0.12
1.67
0.79
033
0.74
0.90
1352
132
133
349
0.78
235
262
258
0.39
0.43
4467
044
1.73
543
203
0.15

0.47
0.00
0.00
023
0.10
0.03
0.00
0.05
0.02
1.47
0.06
0.36
023
021
0.00
040
0,00z
0.00z
0.30
021
0.33
0.06
3.63
0.16
0.00
205b
137
1.89
337
0.39
300
0.03
1.72
0.00
123
1.10
0.07
373
0.83
037
021

0.00
0.10
0.43
0.00
022
0.00
0.00
0.05
0.03
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.14
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.43
0.00=
0.00
0.00
024
0.04
0.00
0.33
0.92
0.33
0.03
1.04
0.00
0.27
0.14
0.03
024
0.03
0.00
0.00
0.00
034
0.00
0.00
0.00

JUL
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.11
0.18
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
013
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.00=z
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.00a
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.03

AUG SEP

027
0.00
0.00
0,00
0,00
0.00
0.01
0.05
093
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
033
0335
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.02
036
0.00
0.00
0,00
0.00
0.00
1.02
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0,00
0,00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.12
0.83
0.63
0.00
0.00
0.67
071
040
0.00
0.00
020
120
0.66
0.00
0.53
1.28
0.00
0.00
1.77
0.03
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.17
021
0.03
0.12
0.14
0.33a
0.00
0.00
0.11
0.00
0.00
0.135

OCT
1.08
1.30
134
023
438
1.73
1.39
473
0.50
0.62
0.00
0.00=
026
231
313
0.73
243
1.36
0.31
1359
0.19
2323
0.43
302
447
1.32
0.39
0.00
217
125
0.83
0.94
264
0.73
0.00
0.00
320
031
0.33
203

NOV
3135
1.08

10.71
264
6.92

1293
0.56
1.19
1.02
3.04
231
504
033
149
8.78
9.07

10.04
3.62
0.21
5.08
5.36a
1.71a
0.31
123
0.40
332a
6.4%a
023
349
148
5.67
3.19
121a
338a
395
238a
231a
23%a
420
0.63a

0.00z 0.00z 0.00z 0.00z 0.0z

DEC
193
823
347
6.17
429
340
414
0.39
1.02
691
077
6.30
239

10.40
333

1128
1.30
2.78
2.35
820
3.8
0.01
126
254
079
3.13b
3%
993

13.11
3.55
144
0.33
139

10.90a
0972
1935

10430

1522a
4.60
424a
0.00=

ANN
2004
3224
4234
17.04
230
4554
24.05
30.09
1134
2357
3033
3430
25.60
3403
4719
63435
20
12.75
3376
2003
19.42
19.82
18.07
24.00
3535
3339
2n
453.86
4563
2697
47.63
2750
2043
3145
2480
2426
2893
3872
331
1595
15.40

Monthly
Precipitation,
Sonoma
California

**Corresponds to data
published by the
Western Regional
Climate Center.
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