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February 25, 2014

Andrew Cooper

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 16" Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Cooper:
Subject: Comment Letter — International Window Corp. Case Closure Summary

The Alameda County Water District (ACWD) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments
on the proposed underground storage tank (UST) case closure for the International Window
Corporation site located at 30526 San Antonio Street, Hayward. We have reviewed the State
Water Resources Control Board’s (State Board) UST Case Closure Review Summary Report
(Summary) dated December 18, 2013, as well as reviewing the subject site for potential closure
pursuant to the State Board’s Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy
(Policy). Based on our review, we have determined that this site does not meet all the closure
criteria specified in the Policy and is not eligible for case closure at this time. The following are
our comments:

I. The Summary states “The petroleum release is limited to the soil and shallow
groundwater.” This is misleading. The vertical extent of the groundwater contamination
is not defined beneath this site. It is unknown if the petroleum release is limited to
shallow groundwater since a deeper groundwater investigation has not been conducted to
determine if the deeper water-bearing zone is impacted.

2. The Summary states “No other water supply wells have been identified within 250 feet of
the plume boundary in files reviewed.” There has been no effort to properly identify all
the water wells (public and private) near the site. A sensitive receptor survey has not
been conducted for this site. It is misleading to state that no other water supply wells
have been identified in files reviewed when the files do not contain a well survey report.
It is also questionable if a 250 feet sensitive receptor survey is appropriate for this site,
since the plume length may be greater than 100 feet (see Item 4).
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3. The Summary states “Water is provided to water users near the Site by the Alameda
County Water District.” The ACWD does not provide water service to this site or the
immediate surrounding properties.

4. The Summary states “The case meets Policy Criterion 1 by Class 1. The contaminant
plume that exceeds water quality objectives is less than 100 feet in length.” The
Summary estimated the plume length by disregarding the contaminants detected in down-
gradient well MW-6. The Summary further states that “The petroleum hydrocarbons
identified in well MW-6 is considered to be a separate and different release not associated
with the USTs because of the distinct difference in components and concentrations when
compared to the data from the UST release.” Although the Summary’s conclusion is
possible, the Summary did not provide adequate data to support its conclusion. The
Summary did not identify any documented use of gasoline or diesel in the onsite
manufacturing operation, nor storage or spillage of petroleum fuels near MW-6. MW-6
is located down-gradient of the USTs, in line with the groundwater gradient. Even
though the concentrations are different, the major contaminants detected (i.e., gasoline,
diesel, ethylbenzene, xylenes and naphthalene) at MW-6 are the same as those detected
historically at MW-2 located near the former USTs. Furthermore, several unauthorized
releases associated with the USTs were documented over the years. The first release was
observed during a 1986 well installation when free product was documented during the
drilling of the well. It was unclear when the release occurred or from which UST. At
that time, one UST contained gasoline and the other contained diesel. In 1988, another
unauthorized release was reported after the tanks failed a pressure test in March and again
in May. At that time, both tanks contained diesel fuel. In 1990, another unauthorized
release report was filed as additional contamination was discovered during the tank
removal. Potentially, the relatively higher contaminant concentrations detected at MW-6
may reflect the timing, volume, and/or different fuel types present during each of the
historical releases and the subsequent soil excavation. Since it appears that the USTs are
the source (or one of the sources) of the contaminants detected at MW-6, then the
groundwater plume is undefined and the plume length is greater than 100 feet.

5. The Summary states “There are no soil sample results in the case record for naphthalene.
However, relative concentration of naphthalene in soil can be conservatively estimated
using the published relative concentrations of naphthalene and benzene in gasoline.”
Since data indicates that there were releases from both the diesel and the gasoline USTs,
the relative concentrations of naphthalene and benzene in gasoline is inadequate to
predict the naphthalene concentration for this site; especially when diesel fuel may
contain a higher percentage of naphthalene than gasoline and almost no benzene (Leaking
Underground Fuel Tank Guidance Manual, September 2012).

6. The Summary concludes the groundwater plume is laterally defined and stable based on
the unconfirmed theory that the petroleum contaminants detected at MW-6 are not
associated with the UST. Again, MW-6 is located down-gradient from the USTs, no
other potential sources have been identified, and the fuel components detected are similar
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to those historically detected at the source well MW-2. There is not enough data
presented to completely exclude the USTs as a source (see Item 4). If the USTs are not
considered to be the source, then additional source area investigation(s) are needed.

7. The Summary states “It seems an unnecessary risk to drill into the drinking water aquifer
below the affected saturated zone and to thereby install potential conduits for shallow
affected groundwater to impact the deeper drinking water zone.” Per the Policy, one of
the fundamental elements of a Conceptual Site Model (CSM) is to collect data to
characterize the nature, extent and mobility of the release. Since groundwater
contamination moves both laterally and vertically, it follows that the vertical extent of the
contaminant plume needs to also be defined as part of the CSM. The Summary
recognized that a drinking water aquifer, which is a sensitive receptor, is present beneath
the impacted zone, yet is not requiring the characterization of the hydrogeological
relationship between the two water bearing zones or to determine if the deeper water-
bearing zone is impacted. Drilling through impacted shallow water-bearing zones at
LUFT sites for vertical plume definition is neither new nor unusual. The risk of cross-
contamination can be abated by following the established well ordinance standards and
using appropriate technology such as conductor casings and dual-tube drilling methods.

Based on the data available, this site does not meet all the criteria for case closure under the
Policy and we object to the closure of this case at this time. The site will be ready for closure
once a sensitive receptor survey is completed, the lateral and vertical extent of the groundwater
plume is defined, and plume stability is demonstrated.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please call Eileen Chen at (510) 668-4473.

Sincerely, _

Thomas J. Berkins
Groundwater Protection Program Coordinator

tb/jm
cc: Eileen Chen, ACWD
Steven Inn, ACWD
Barbara Sieminski, RWQCB
Walter Bahm, SWRCB
Jerry Wise, BRAD Management



