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MEETING SUMMARY

l. Approval of Previous RAB Meeting Minutes
Mr. Brooks called the meeting to order at 6:35 p.m.

The approval of the January minutes was left open for discussion until the March meeting, when
Mr. Humphreys will attend.

I1. Co-Chair Announcements

Patrick Brooks (Navy co-chair) gave a brief update on the Navy’s progress at several sites. Mr.
Brooks noted that there were no health and safety incidents during January and congratulated the
cleanup team for keeping safety as their primary goal. Mr. Brooks said that the Seaplane Lagoon
debris pile was excavated in January. Debris pile 1 has been completely excavated, with
approximately 25,000 cubic yards (cy) of soil excavated in total. Debris pile 2 work is ongoing;
the orange boom that helps control turbidity has been removed and only a small portion of soil is
left to be excavated. Mr. Brooks noted that all the debris is waiting to be hauled off. There is
30,000 cy of material left to be hauled away, and each truck holds approximately 14 cy; hence,
this process will take time.

Mr. Brooks said that there has been progress in the storm drain removal. Forty percent of the
work has been completed overall, including pipe removal, pipe replacement, backfilling, and
screening.

Mr. Brooks reviewed the action items:

Action Item 1: Mr. Brooks said he would provide a short update on Site 26 and would cover
progress at Site 26 in detail at the RAB technical subcommittee meeting. Fenton’s reagent was
used as the oxidant to treat chemicals in the groundwater. Fenton’s reagent is a mixture of
hydrogen peroxide (8 percent solution) and a catalyst). Mr. Brooks noted that the Navy
encountered problems in treating the groundwater. It was difficult to inject the oxidant into less
permeable zones in the sub-surface and as a result the planned volume of injection took much
longer than anticipated. At five injection points, low permeability caused the oxidant to flow
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past the seals and onto the asphalt surface. At these areas, the injection pressure had to be
decreased. The rapid release of gas was also a problem. Hydrogen peroxide breaks down to
oxygen and water, and carbon dioxide is released when organic compounds are oxidized. The
oxidant was supposed to increase dissolved oxygen in groundwater for approximately 6 months
after injection, but dissolved oxygen was observed to decrease to baseline conditions in several
weeks. Mr. Brooks said the contaminant reduction results were mixed, with some points
showing a reduction of contaminant while the concentrations increased in other areas. Mr.
Brooks said that based on the problems encountered at Site 26, the Navy will use the “push-pull”
method that was applied at Site 14, using a series of injection and extraction wells. Water will be
pumped from extraction wells and sent to a mixing tank where the oxidant will be added. This
amended water will then be injected in the injection wells where the oxidant will treat
groundwater in-situ. The oxidant will also be changed from Fenton’s reagent to sodium
persulfate, which does not react as quickly. Sodium persulfate will allow the dissolved oxygen
to build up in the groundwater. Ms. Sweeney asked about the “push-pull” method. Mr. Brooks
explained that the groundwater is pumped from a series of extraction wells, blended with an
oxidant in a mixing tank for about an hour, and then pumped back into another well. As the
water is injected (pushed) into another well, the extraction well begins to pull the water, which
forms a circulation loop.

Mr. Hoffman commented that that the design calls for injecting the oxidant into specific
horizontal layers, allowing diffusion to contact the contaminant in different zones vertically. Mr.
Hoffman asked if the Navy had enough information to determine if the layers were flooded with
reagent. Mr. Brooks replied that the Navy has some information and the results were mixed. In
some layers, there was good contaminant reduction, while in others there was less. He added
that in the new design, several weeks will be available to circulate the material into the
groundwater. Mr. Hoffman asked if hydraulic testing was done in each layer. Mr. Brooks
replied injection data (flow and applied pressure) are available to evaluate the hydrology. Mr.
Hoffman asked if the Navy has a list of lessons learned from the injection method at Site 26. Mr.
Brooks said that he does not have a list of lessons learned. Ms. Cook said that for the February
BRAC Cleanup Team (BCT) meeting, the regulators have asked the Navy to provide an in-depth
technical evaluation of Site 26 and Site 14 and how decisions made relate to the design for Site
27. During the March RAB meeting, the Navy would be in a better position to detail the lessons
learned. Mr. Brooks said that a thorough evaluation on Site 26 will be provided. Mr. Hoffman
asked if Site 26 was on the agenda for the March RAB meeting. Mr. Brooks said that it will be
on the agenda.

Action Item 2: Operable Unit (OU)-2C will be presented at the March RAB meeting.

Action Item 3: Mr. Brooks noted that Mr. Curtis Moss (Navy) is mailing out the OU-2B plume
figures on CDs to the RAB members.

Action Item 4: Mr. Brooks provided a detailed trenching map and trenching logs for the Site 1
landfill investigation (Attachment B-1), which is a section of the trenching report. Mr. Brooks
said that all the trench logs show orientation, except for trench log number T.015.01. He noted
that the end points for all the trenches were surveyed. Mr. Brooks pointed out the trench log
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number T.015.02, noting that the trench number is provided as the last two digits. Mr. Brooks
noted that although the trenches are 25 feet long, they only appear as dots in Figure 1-1. The
trench report is available at the information repository. Ms. Sweeney said that the trenches seem
to be all at the border rather than in the middle. Mr. Robinson said that the trench locations were
selected to stay away from the seasonal wetland boundary as well as the runway. Ms. Konrad
asked about the line between the disposal cells. Mr. Brooks responded that the line represents
the disposal cell boundary, which came from historical aerial photographs. Ms. Konrad asked
why trench 11 was dug in the asphalt area and about the depth of the asphalt layer. Mr.
Robinson said that the asphalt was 0 to 3 inches deep. Ms. Sweeney asked about the types of
pipes found in the trenches. Mr. Brooks said that the Navy was not able to identify the previous
use of the pipes and that the pipes were now debris rather than a functional pipeline. Ms.
Sweeney said that the trenching report included photos of pipes. Mr. Brooks said that the report
includes photos and a video. Mr. Robinson thought that the pipes were either old storm drains or
possibly from a fire hydrant.

Mr. Brooks distributed the Alameda Point Restoration Advisory Board Rules of Operation
handout (Attachment B-2). Mr. Brooks read out Rule G-2 on page 5 of the attachment. Mr.
Brooks said that every 2 years the RAB should review the rules of operations to see if they need
to be amended. Mr. Brooks asked the RAB to review the rules of operations. Ms. Sweeney
asked if the Navy receives an update note for Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) or Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization
Act (SARA) about the changes of rules that need to be made. Mr. Brooks said that the Navy
does not receive any updates and added that the amendments must be consistent with the rules
that govern the RAB. Ms. Smith asked if Mr. Brooks could provide the RAB with the
governmental rules. Mr. Brooks said that he would provide some of the governmental rules as a
background. Mr. West asked if the RAB had a vice community co-chair. Ms. Smith said that
the RAB has stopped nominating a vice co-chair.

Mr. Brooks said that the Navy will update the community relations plan (CRP), which was last
updated in 2003. He asked Ms. Damrel (Tetra Tech) to provide an update. Ms. Damrel said that
Tetra Tech will be updating the CRP. The 2003 updated CRP is in the information repository
(Alameda Library at the base). Ms. Damrel said that the CRP is a document that guides the
Navy on how to communicate with and involve the community. The document can also be used
by the community to know about Alameda Point and who to contact at the Navy. Ms. Damrel
said that the CRP would include how to demographically and geographically describe the base,
history, and the current site status and the community involvement activities. One of the key
components of the CRP is to interview people. A list of 25 potential interviewees and a
questionnaire will be developed. Ms. Damrel said that the RAB could help in identifying the
potential interviewees. She added that a broad variety of people need to be interviewed (RAB
members, residents, environmental groups, religious groups, schools, city government, and so
forth) and noted that the RAB mailing list will be used to start the identification process. Ms.
Damrel said that a scoping call was conducted with the regulatory agencies to discuss plans and
schedules. She added that a list of potential interviewees will be distributed during the next RAB
meeting and she also wants the RAB members to sign up for an interview. Ms. Damrel noted
that the interviews will be conducted in March and April.
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Mr. Brooks asked if members from the regulatory agencies wanted to add more to the CRP
update as they will be drafting the document with the Navy. Ms. Sweeney asked what types of
questions will be asked in the interview. Ms. Damrel responded that questions such as what do
you know about the base, what to you want to know about the base, how do you want to get more
information, and perception questions such as do you feel like the Navy and the regulatory
agencies are keeping people informed, and also identify what concerns people have and what
would be the best method to contact them. Mr. Simpson (DTSC) added that one question that is
largely asked to update the CRP is who would you recommend we speak to next, which provides
an opportunity to take suggestions to other potential interviewees. Mr. Simpson said that the
interview process not only helps get answers from the community but also gives the community
an opportunity to ask questions and generate discussions. Ms. Konrad suggested a map that
shows contaminated areas and measures being applied to clean up the contamination. She said
that this information would help convey the problems and why things are done in a particular
way. Mr. Simpson said that graphical representation will be a part of the CRP update.

Ms. Smith distributed the list of documents received in January (Attachment B-3). Mr. Torrey
commented that the list of action items at the end of the minutes has been useful.

I11.  Installation Restoration Site 2 Feasibility Study

Mr. Brooks introduced Frances Fadullon (Navy) to begin the presentation on the Installation
Restoration (IR) Site 2 Feasibility Study (FS) (Attachment B-4). Ms. Fadullon provided a brief
introduction on Site 2, which is at the southwest portion of Alameda Point and is bordered by
San Francisco Bay on the western and southern sides. Ms. Fadullon outlined the presentation
topics (Slide 2). She noted that the changes to the FS were based on the agencies and RAB
comments and the time critical removal action (TCRA) field work. Ms. Fadullon reviewed the
remedial action and FS remedial alternatives on Slides 4 and 5.

Ms. Fadullon explained the comparative analysis of alternatives for soil on Slide 6. She said that
the alternatives were compared using National Contingency Plan (NCP) criteria to help select the
preferred alternatives. All of the alternatives were found to be equal in terms of compliance with
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS) and long-term effectiveness. Ms.
Fadullon noted that none of the alternatives would reduce toxicity because the contaminants
would be either contained in place or transferred to a disposal facility. Evaluations of short-term
effectiveness, implementability, and cost indicated differences among the alternatives. Ms.
Fadullon noted that state acceptance and community acceptance will be considered during the
proposed plan stage of the cleanup process.

Ms. Sweeney asked why Alternatives 4 and 5 were not shown in the comparative chart. Ms.
Fadullon responded that Alternatives 4 and 5 did not provide enough benefits; hence, they were
not carried forward to a detailed evaluation. Ms. Sweeney asked why focused removal could not
be done with lower costs. Ms. Fadullon replied that a focused removal would not improve the
current condition, as most of the contaminant would still be in place. Mr. Williamson (Battelle)
explained that the focused removal would be carried forward only for areas outside of the
landfill. The landfill would be covered with multi-layered soil or an engineered cap. He added
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that the Navy evaluated hot spots outside the landfill for focused removal to reduce risk. The
focused removal was not found to reduce the risk, and the costs for these alternatives were
calculated in the FS. Ms. Smith commented that the costs for Alternative 4 and 5 were not
presented in the FS. Mr. Williamson said that costs are shown on page 16 of the presentation, as
well as in Appendix D of the FS.

Mr. Torrey asked which alternative cleans up all the contamination. Ms. Fadullon said that the
last alternative would be a near-complete removal, except for the wetland area, which needs to
be protected. Ms. Smith said that the wetland is contaminated only by metals and the
alternatives do not include the wetland area. She asked why volatile organic compounds (VOC)
at the site are not being remediated. Mr. Williamson said that Alternative 6 considers removal of
virtually all soils within the landfill area. Mr. Hoffman asked if any chemical drums would
remain. Mr. Williamson replied that interviews with previous base personnel and historical
reports indicated discrete disposal areas were potentially present at the site. However,
geophysical surveying and test pitting conducted at the site uncovered no evidence of chemical
drums being present at Site 2. He added that one of the primary objectives of the geophysical
surveying conducted during the remedial investigation (RI) was to locate buried metal such as
drums.

Mr. Williamson said that any areas of high concentration were noted and the data were used for
the human health and ecological risk assessment. The results showed that the risk levels for
human health were within the risk management range for the various receptors evaluated. He
added that the primary risk was human and ecological exposure to soils. The idea behind the
alternatives is to prevent exposure, which is accomplished by providing an isolating cover over
the landfill.

Ms. Fadullon said that the field investigations did not support the information obtained regarding
drum disposal from the historical record. Mr. Williamson added that the field investigations did
not find any chemical drums, oily wastes, or disposal pits. Ms. Smith asked what the depth
below ground surface was for the investigation. Mr. Williamson said that soil samples were
collected in the dry season, and samples were collected until groundwater was encountered;
exploratory trenches extended to a maximum of 10 to 12 feet deep, with some being less in
certain areas — depending on the depth to groundwater. Soil samples were collected as deep as
15 feet in the landfill. Groundwater samples were also collected.

Ms. Sweeney asked if there was a map of locations where the contaminants were found. Mr.
Williamson confirmed that the locations of contaminants have been placed on maps, and said
that a cap is being placed over soil to prevent potential risk to humans or ecological receptors.
He added that Section 3 of the FS shows the locations of the risk drivers. Ms. Smith commented
that if only one sample is collected and the results are low, then the result will be discounted
rather than collecting an additional sample to see if the location is at the edge or middle of the
contamination. Ms. Fadullon responded that there are enough samples to design a remedy and
that most of the remedy addresses the entire landfill and not just a single location. She added
that the sampling was random and not based on preconceived patterns. The sampling reflected
historical records but covered the entire landfill. Ms. Smith asked about the number of samples
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collected and the spacing of the sampling locations. Mr. Williamson said that the samples were
25 feet to a several hundred feet apart.

Mr. Robinson said that Slide 9 shows the sampling points, which cover the entire landfill, and
only six have non-risk driver locations; hence, results presented a potentially unacceptable risk to
either human or ecological receptors at 34 of 40 sampling locations. He added that the sampling
locations were widespread. Ms. Fadullon restated that the chosen remedy would be applied to
the entire landfill. Ms. Smith said that although the sampling is widespread, the entire landfill
area is 70 acres. She commented that the historical records show that there were chemical drums
and airplane material but none was found at either Site 1 or 2. Mr. Williamson said waste has
been found and soil contamination is confirmed, although no chemical drums were located. Mr.
Williamson added that arsenic, benzo(a)pyrene, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), radium 226
has been detected in soil and are the primary risk drivers. Thus, installing a landfill cover
reduces risk by preventing exposure to contaminants and buried waste material.

Ms. Sweeney asked if the watershed will be protected with the cap. Mr. Williamson responded
that surface drainage will be a major consideration for the remedial design. He added that close
attention has been given to the wetland during the remedial design

Ms. Smith noted that the FS did not provide a through explanation of potential methane
production if capping is done. Ms. Fadullon responded that it will be addressed in the remedial
design based on the alternatives selected. She added that recent methane sampling has just been
completed, and up-to-date results will be available in a month.

Ms. Fadullon reviewed the comparative analysis of groundwater alternatives on Slide 7 and
introduced Mr. Williamson to continue the presentation.

Mr. Williamson reviewed the significant changes between the draft and final FS on Slide 8. Mr.
Hoffman asked if the groundwater data were displayed in the FS. Mr. Williamson replied that
Appendix G of the FS contains groundwater information. Mr. Williamson described the landfill
footprint on Slide 9 and said Slide 10 shows the wetland. Mr. Williamson said that the South
Pond wetland is dry during the summer but contains water in winter and supports wildlife. The
north pond is connected to the bay through the culvert, and this connection will be improved to
ensure the overall functionality of the wetland. Mr. Williamson noted that the existence of the
wetland was considered during the investigations, and plans were evaluated to protect it from the
potential impacts of alternative Site 2 cleanup activities. Ms. Konrad asked if the boundary of
the wetland could be changed to make it appear more natural and aesthetic. Mr. Williamson said
that it is possible to make it appear more natural and aesthetic, and Ms. Fadullon added that it
could be evaluated during the remedial design, which would be developed with input from the
RAB. Mr. Robinson said that wetland enhancement at Site 1 and a connection from the north
pond to the south pond is being considered. Mr. Brooks noted that it will be difficult to connect
them because the north pond and south pond have different water sources and wildlife
inhabitants, but a number of things could be considered to increase the functionality of the
wetland, including aesthetic contouring, improving the North Pond’s connection to the bay, and
removal of invasive species such as the ice plant and pampas grass.
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Mr. Bachofer asked if Mr. Williamson could explain the two triangles in the FS and whether they
are being addressed. Mr. Williamson responded that the two triangles show radium 226 detected
at levels of about 0.5 picocuries per gram (pCi/g). The background level is 0.471 pCi/g and the
two locations are close to that level. He added that 1 plus background is the actionable level,
which would imply that the actionable level at Site 2 is 1.471 pCi/g. Both of the locations show
results much below the actionable level; thus, the plan now was to not address them. Mr. Brooks
clarified that the background for radium varies across the base, as it is naturally occurring, and
that 0.471 pCi/g is the background value used for the Sites 5 and 10 storm drain line removal
action.

Mr. Williamson reviewed Slide 11. Ms. Smith asked if enhancement of the wetland would
consist of removing the ice plant, but not enlarge the wetland. Ms. Fadullon responded that any
impacts to the wetland must be mitigated. The area where wetlands would be increased will be
selected in the remedial design. Ms. Smith noted that there are VOCs in the wells that are not
decreasing but are fluctuating at the site. Ms. Fadullon said that the VOCs are at low level and
are not a concern at Site 2. Ms. Smith said that EPA and the Water Board are not satisfied with
the VOC assessment. Ms. Fadullon noted that the groundwater is described in Appendix G of
the FS and it shows the VOCs in groundwater are not an issue.

Mr. Williamson reviewed Slide 12 and noted that the groundwater is not a designated source of
drinking water at Site 2. During the risk assessment of groundwater, dermal contact to a
construction or site restoration worker at the wetland was noted as a concern. Dermal contact
was the only risk identified from the RI for groundwater. Mr. Torrey asked if any ecological risk
was associated with the groundwater. Mr. Williamson said that there was no ecological risk
from groundwater because there are no potentially complete exposure pathways. Mr. Torrey
asked if an ecological risk assessment was completed. Mr. Williamson replied that an ecological
risk assessment was completed for the surface water and sediments in the pond. The sampling
and risk assessment at the pond were intended to evaluate whether contamination in the
groundwater is posing a risk to ecological receptors, such as clams and worms. Surface water
and sediments were analyzed for contaminants and sent to a toxicity laboratory. Mr. Williamson
noted that there are 22 monitoring wells around the site. Ms. Smith said that the number of
monitoring wells present is too few for the 4,200 feet around the site. Mr. Hoffman asked about
the concentrations of VOCs in the groundwater. Ms. Fadullon said that the concentration is low
and that she would provide the exact results. Mr. Williamson said that natural attenuation is
occurring and tidal influence is noted in the groundwater.

Slide 13 summarizes the results of the contaminant trend analysis for wells along the shoreline.
Mr. Williamson believes there are 20 wells along the shoreline. Any chemical that is shown in
the slide are detected in the groundwater above the most conservative applicable surface water
criteria. Some of these criteria are protection of ecological receptors and some are for human
consumption of fish. He added that the Navy selected the lowest of the criteria and compared
these concentrations with the groundwater data collected from the wells. Any well with
chemical concentrations above the surface water criteria has been considered in Appendix G of
the FS, which presents a concentration versus time plot for each chemical in groundwater at each
well. The data plotted were collected from 1991 until 2007. Mr. Williamson said that the results
indicated that most of the chemicals are pesticides at low concentrations and the surface water
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criteria used were very low. The overall long-term trend shows that the contaminant levels are
stable or declining over time, which indicates that there is no ongoing source. Mr. Williamson
said that the background concentration of metals was also incorporated into this evaluation.

Mr. Williamson reviewed Slide 14 and noted that results of the toxicity and bioaccumulation test
showed no ecological risks. Ms. Smith asked when the water was collected for the test. Mr.
Williamson replied that the water was collected during the wet season because the south pond
was dry in the dry season. Ms. Smith noted that concentrations would be diluted in the wet
season. Mr. Williamson said that the water was collected at a time when water could be
obtained. Ms. Smith said that the samples should have been collected in March to avoid the
collection of diluted samples, and that the report does not provide evidence of groundwater
discharge. Mr. Williamson said that no quantitative analysis was completed to evaluate
discharge but that the potential discharge of groundwater to surface water in the ponds is clearly
acknowledged in the FS.

Mr. Williamson noted that there was similar testing for the off-shore area. No risks were found
in the ponds or the bay in the toxicity study, so that the groundwater will not pose a risk even if it
drains into the surface water. Mr. Bachofer asked if studies were done with saltwater organisms.
Mr. Williamson said that he was not sure and would have to check. Mr. Simpson asked if worms
and clams were included in the tests. Mr. Williamson confirmed that these organisms were part
of the tests, as were birds. Mr. Williamson noted that the results of the bioaccumulation testing
are used in the model for calculating uptake in the birds. Mr. Torrey asked if a bioaccumulation
test was done with fish. Mr. Williamson replied that no fish could be caught.

Mr. Williamson reviewed Slide 15 and noted that discharge modeling was done for each of the
chemicals detected in the shoreline and the volume of water discharged into the surface water
along the shoreline was calculated. By calculating the volume of water being discharged, the
mass of contaminant discharged on a daily and yearly basis was calculated. Mr. Williamson
noted that the result of the analysis did not exceed the surface water criteria. This analysis is
presented in Appendix G of the FS.

Mr. Williamson said that the groundwater well network will be evaluated during the remedial
design to determine whether additional wells need to be incorporated. Mr. Hoffman noted that
there are only 19 wells. Mr. Williamson said that the 19 wells are in the first water bearing zone
and that the FS has a figure depicting wells in the second water bearing zone.

Slide 16 shows the remedial alternative costs. Mr. Williamson noted that the costs changed
based on extending the footprint, adding an animal intrusion layer, and checking on the
radiological removal action. Mr. Williamson said that the preferred alternative at this point will
be Alternative 2 for soil and Alternative 2 for groundwater. Mr. Hoffman said that with
Alternative 2 the plume would extend to the bay and be diluted. Ms. Fadullon said that natural
attenuation involves not only degradation of organic compounds but also reductions in metal
concentrations through absorption and other physical processes; an in-depth analysis is presented
in the FS. She added that there would also be a comprehensive well network and monitored
natural attenuation. Ms. Smith said that the bigger issue would be with the Water Board as it
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will not accept contaminants entering the bay. She mentioned that the Water Board asked the
Navy to remove contaminants up to 27 feet bgs at Site 32 at Treasure Island. Ms. Fadullon said
that there was no plume, but Ms. Smith disagreed. Mr. Brooks said he would research on how
the Treasure Island Site 32 would compare with Alameda Point Site 2. Ms. Smith thought that
the groundwater plumes shown in the FS were in the landfill rather than being close to the bay,
so the Water Board is not concerned. She added that there are pesticides on the south side. Mr.
West said that modeling would be used to assess the concentrations and determine if there are
any hotspots. Ms. Smith said that the two or three sample locations are not adequate to draw
conclusions. Mr. Hoffman said that the concern is that the contaminated water is entering the
bay. Mr. Williamson said that he understands the RAB concerns but the concentration of the
contaminants are low and do not appear to pose risk.

Mr. Williamson reviewed slide 18. He noted that the proposed plan would be issued soon for
public review.

IV. BCT Update

Mr. Brooks noted that Ms. Cook to provide the BCT update. Ms. Cook recalled that during the
January RAB meeting the oil water separator (OWS) near Building 163 (OU-2B area) was
discussed. Ms. Cook shared her experience on the OWS removal. The Navy planned to remove
the OWS a week after the RAB meeting. Ms. Cook said she and Michelle Dalrymple (DTSC)
were on site to observe the removal and one of EPA’s contractors was also on site to help decide
where to collect soil samples. Ms. Cook distributed a photograph she took of the OWS
(Attachment B-5). She noted three holes at the bottom of the OWS. These holes must have
allowed the solvents to enter the soil. She added that the concrete bottom of the OWS was
disintegrated. Ms. Cook said that the conditions explained why contaminations were found
below the OWS. She noted that there was a strong odor and sheen. In addition, a thin horizon of
contaminated soil and groundwater was observed. She said the message is that characterizing
the area thoroughly is important before any remediation begins. Hence, the next phase would be
to characterize the area before pilot test is done. The pilot test will also be designed based on the
new characterization results. Ms. Cook said that the characterization results should be able to
provide a clear picture of the hydrogeology of the area.

Ms. Cook said that the January BCT meeting was a conference call that focused on preparation
of the Site 2 proposed plan. Ms. Cook said that the next BCT meeting will discuss development
of the remedial design for Site 27, which will involve in situ chemical oxidation.

V. Community and RAB Comment Period

Ms. Smith asked if there is a pattern to the way documents that are sent to her. Mr. Brooks
confirmed whether she wanted only CD copies. Ms. Smith said that she would like CDs for the
final reports and a paper copy for the draft reports.
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Ms. Smith distributed the Treasure Island document tracking sheet by Tetra Tech (Appendix B-
6). She noted that this sheet is an example of a helpful format for tracking the documents to be
submitted. A field investigation summary sheet is also distributed at Treasure Island. Ms. Smith
requested the Navy consider sending out a similar document tracking sheet for Alameda Point at
least on a quarterly basis.

Mr. Hoffman said that there was a RAB technical subcommittee meeting in January about the
OWS. He said that there were significant discussions at the meeting that he would like to
summarize for the RAB. Mr. Hoffman asked Mr. Brooks if he could have 10 minutes to talk
during the next RAB meeting, and Mr. Brooks agreed.

Mr. Brooks said that Michelle Dalrymple (DTSC) has been instrumental in bringing Kerr
Laboratory to Alameda and to evaluate their interest in investigating Plume 4-1. There are two
phases of investigation: primary site and secondary site. Plume 4-1 has been selected as a
secondary site, which includes more historical data evaluation and field testing than a primary
site. He said that if Alameda Point is selected as the primary site the data will be interesting and
helpful.

Mr. Brooks noted the next RAB meeting will be held on March 5, 2009. There would be
presentations on OU-2C and a summary of Site 26.

VI.  Meeting Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 8:50 p.m.
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Action Items

1.

2.

Action Items:

Site 26 Status Report

Request for Presentations:

a. OU-5/FISCA IR02 groundwater
cleanup

b. Data gap sampling results of OU- 2A
and OU- 2B

c. Site2FS

d. Ou-2C

e. Summary on Site 26

Mr. Moss will copy the OU-2B plume figures
to CDs and mail them to each RAB member.

Mr. Brooks will provide a detailed trenching
map and trenching logs for the Site 1 landfill
investigation.

Mr. Brooks will provide the government rules
of operation document

The Navy will provide a document tracking
sheet for Alameda every quarter.

Mr. Brooks will provide information
regarding Site 32 at Treasure Island and its
applicability to Site 2.

Mr. Brooks and Mr. Williamson to confirm
whether or not saltwater organisms were used
in the toxicity tests for the wetlands.

Action Item Update:
1.

2.

Completed

Requests a, b, and ¢ are
completed; d and e are pending.

Pending

Completed

New

New

New

New

Final NAS Alameda 12 of 12
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ATTACHMENT A

NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING AGENDA

February 5, 2009

(1 page)



TIME

6:30 - 6:45

6:45-7:00

7:00 -8:00

8:00 -8:15

8:15-8:30

8:30

RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD

NAVAL AIR STATION, ALAMEDA

AGENDA

FEBRUARY 5, 2009, 6:30 PMm

ALAMEDA POINT — BUILDING 1 - SUITE 140

CoMMUNITY CONFERENCE Room

(FROM PARKING LOT ON W MIDWAY AVE, ENTER THROUGH MIDDLE WING)

SUBJECT

Approval of Minutes

Co-Chair Announcements

Site 2 Feasibility Study

BCT Update

Community & RAB Comment Period

RAB Meeting Adjournment

PRESENTER

Ms. Dale Smith

Co-Chairs

Frances Fadullon

Anna-Marie Cook

Community & RAB



ATTACHMENT B

NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA

RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING HANDOUT MATERIALS

B-1

B-2

B-3

B-5

B-6

Trenching map and trenching logs for the Site 1 landfill investigation.
Distributed by Pat Brooks, RAB Navy Co-Chair (12 pages)

Alameda Point Restoration Advisory Board Rules of Operation. Distributed by
Pat Brooks, RAB Navy Co-Chair (6 pages)

List of Reports and Correspondence Received During January 2009. Distributed
by Dale Smith, RAB Co-Chair (1 page)

Installation Restoration Site 2, Final Feasibility Study Presentation handouts.
Distributed by Frances Fadullon, Navy (9 pages)

Oil Water Separator Removal Photograph. Distributed by Anna Marie Cook,
EPA (1 page).

Naval Weapon Station Treasure Island, Environmental Cleanup Program,
Document Tracking Sheet. Distributed by Dale Smith, RAB Co-Chair (4 pages).



ATTACHMENT B-1

TRENCHING MAP AND TRENCHING LOGS FOR THE SITE 1 LANDFILL
INVESTIGATION

(12 pages)
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ATTACHMENT B-2

ALAMEDA POINT RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD RULES OF OPERATION

(6 pages)



A.

Tanuary 6, 2005
Alameda Point Restoration Advisory Board Rules of Operation

Background

The Navy is responsible for implementing the Instatlation Restoration Program at the former
Naval Air Station, Alameda, now known as Alameda Point.

The Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) Rules of Operation, herein referred to as the “Rules
of Operation”, are entered into by the following parties; Base Realignment and Closuze
(BRAC) Program Management Office West (Navy); U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA), Region 9; California Department of Toxic Substances Control {DTSC), Region 4;
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and RAB community co-
chair.

The basis and authority for these Rules of Operation are contained in the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended
by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986, particularly
Sections 120 (a), 120 (f), and 121 (f), and 10 U.S.C. 2705, enacted by Section 211 of SARA.

The RAB has a Mission Statement, originally authored in 1996, which is attached to these
Rules.

Purpose and Scope

The purpose of the Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) is to review, comment, and make
recommendations to the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Cleanup Team (BCT) on
matters pertaining to the environmental restoration of Alameda Point to facilitate the cleanup
and conversion of Alameda Point in a timely manner. In addition, the RAB is the primary
public forum for interest groups and regulatory agencies.

The Navy will provide the RAB with information and documentation that is relevant to these
activities. The RAB shall be conducted in accordance with all applicable DOD and
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidelines.

The Navy developed a Community Relations Plan that outlines the details of the community
involvement program. The RAB supplements the community involvement effort.

Each member of the RAB is encouraged to provide comments, suggestions, and
recommendations and participate in open discussion about all environmental issues related
to the cleanup of Alameda Point.

Rules of Operation, Alameda Point Restoration Advisory Board
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C. RAB Struocture

1. The RAB shall be co-chaired by 2 Navy co-chair and a community co-chair (or Vice
community co-chair). The responsibility of presiding over cach meeting will be the joint
responsibility of the Navy and RAB community co-chairs.

2. The RAB community membership is responsible for terminating a community co-chair who
is ineffective or detrimental to the progress of the RAB. Community co-chair removal is
determined by majority vote of the RAB community members present at the meeting for
which it was placed on the agenda.

3. The RAB will meet once a month at a time, day and location acceptable to the RAB. More
frequent meetings may be held if deemed necessary by the RAB. Schedule changes must be
placed on the agenda and passed by a majority vote of the RAB community members, the
Navy, City Representatives and the Regulators, affected by the change, who are present at
the meeting for which it was placed on the agenda.

4. All meetings of the RAB shall be open and public, and all persons shall be permitted to
attend any meeting of the RAB or its subcommittees, including special meetings.

5. Agenda items for the RAB meetings will be submitted to the co-chairs. The co-chairs will
coordinate agenda items to permit mailing of the agenda not later than seven days prior to the
RAB mecting. The Navy will provide written notification to all RAB members of the
upcoming agenda, date, time, and place of RAB meetings.

6. The RAB may vote to extend the agenda times at the meeting. However, the MAaXIImnuIn
length of a RAB meeting will not exceed three hours unless previously specified in the
agenda as described in C.5 above. Agenda items that are incomplete will be automatically
added to the next meeting’s agenda or, if necessary, another future meeting at the discretion
of the co-chairs.

7. The Navy co-chair shall be responsible for recording and disseminating meeting minutes.
Draft copies of the meeting minutes shall be supplied to the members and to the ARRA/City
Council no later than seven days before the next meeting for correction at the next scheduled
meeting. The Navy co-chair shall collect a written list of attendees at each meeting, which
will be sent to all RAB members in the monthly agenda packet and will be made available
for public review in the Navy’s Information Repositories (listed below).

8. The Navy will arrange for a timely presentation of current documents at RAB meetings for
review and comment.

9. Where necessary, special focus groups of the RAB may be called to review and comment on
key documents. A focus group can be suggested by RAB members, and membership to the
group will be by self-nomination. Each focus group will have a chair that is a member of
RAB. The RAB or focus groups should review, discuss and provide cornments on a wide

Rules of Operation, Alameda Point Restoration Advisory Board
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10.

11

12.

D.

variety of technical documents and plans. Focus meetings will typically be held outside of
the normal RAB meeting times at a location and time agreed upon by the focus group.

Written comments from RAB members, RAB focus groups, and TAPP (Technical Assistance
for Public Participation) contractors will be submitted directly to the Navy co- chair, which
will provide them to the BCT. Verbal discussion is to be promoted as much as possible. To
facilitate communication, individual RAB members may comiment directly to the Navy, if
they prefer. Any written response by the Navy shall also be placed in the Information
Repositories.

The RAB may request a written response to written comments.

The Navy has established two information repositories for public documents relating to
cnvironmental restoration activities at Alameda Point and will maintain them. RAB
mermbers are expected report to the Navy co-chair if the documents appear out of order or out
of date. The RAB section should include minutes of RAB Meetings, member and BCT
comments/responses, an administrative record index, these rules of operation, any
supplemental RAB procedures, as well as all relevant technical publications arising from the
environmental restoration activities. These repositories are located at:

City Hall West Annex Alameda Main Library
950 West Mall Square 2200-A Central Ave.
Alameda, CA 94501 Alameda, CA 94501
Rooms 240 and 241 (510) 747-7777

(415) 7434713

Membership

RAB community membership is approximately 20 members. The community membership

shall serve without compensation. The RAB shall consist of the following: -

a. Designated representatives of the Navy Federal and State Regulatory agencies.

b. Designated representatives of the ARRA/Alameda City Council, Alameda Unified
School District School Board, and Alameda Development Services Department.

¢. Community members including representatives of environmental organizations, local
businesses, community based non-profits and residents at large.

d. An alternate, selected by a member, will be allowed to vote.

Members should be willing to communicate with local community people and interest
groups concerned with general or specific base cleanup issues. Members serve as a direct
conduit for the flow of information to and from the community.

All RAB commiunity members are expected to attend regular meetings. If any member has
four or more unexcused absences it a calendar year, he or she will be automatically
removed from the RAB. RAB community members who have been removed for absences

can reapply.

Rules of Operaticn, Alameda Point Restoration Advisory Board
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4. Although the RAB has no power to force government agency representatives or members
designated by government agencies to attend the meeting, the RAB may write letters to the
respective agency to encourage their participation or request that their appointed
representative(s) be replaced.

5. The community co-chair and vice co-chair shall serve a term of one year from January 1
through December 31. Prior to the expiration of the Community co-chair term, the RAB
will announce the availability of the co-chair or vice co-chair position. Interested RAB
members will have the opportunity to “self nominate” or nominate a member of the RAB
for the co-chair and vice co-chair position. At the first regular meeting of the RAB, prior to
the community co-chair and vice co-chair term expiration, a majority of the RAB members
shall elect a co-chair and vice co-chair. The community co-chair or vice co-chair may be
re-elected for another term. If the community co-chair or vice co-chair resigns or loses
his/her seat, a new co-chair or vice co-chair will be elected and will finish out the term and
then have the opportunity to run for re-election to a subsequent term.

6. When necessary, the community co-chair will convene a membership selection pagel. The
panel will announce the vacancy (ies), evaluate the applications and submit one or more
nominees to the RAB. Community groups, Citizens, and interest groups reflecting the
diverse interests of the community may be referred to the RAB membership selection panel.
The selection panel will seek consultation from the Navy co-chair on the diversity of the
RAB. Nominations are to be approved by a majority vote of the RAB community members
present at a RAB meeting for which the nomination was placed on the agenda.

E. Membership Selection Criteria

1. The membership selection panel or entire RAB membership will use, at a minimum, the
following criteria for selecting RAB members. Additional criteria may be established at
any time by the membership subcommittee or the entire RAB.

Members will be evaluated for:

a. Willingness to meet the purpose of the RAB.

b. Ability to work effectively and cooperatively with other RAB members.

¢. Ability to make a positive contribution to the RAB by virtue of experience, education,
community interest or area of expertise.

d. Willingness to serve for a minimum of iwo years.

e. No apparent conflict of interest.

2. Applicants are required to be present at the RAB meeting when his/her membership is being
brought to a vote.

F. Voting

The following general process will be followed:

A. A motion must be made and seconded by a RAB member, (or their alternate).

Rules of Operation, Alameda Point Restoration Advisory Board
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B. The RAB members will hold discussion on the matter.

The community will be afforded a reasonable amount of time to add comment on
the matter, if requested.

The motion will be put forth for a vote by the RAB members, (or alternates).

E. Members who become aware of a potential conflict of interest will abstain from
voting.

. Effective Date and Amendments

1. The effective date of these Rules of Operation shall be January 6, 2005 - subject to prior
approval. These Rules of Operation shall replace the RAB Charter dated May 26, 1996

2. These Rules of Operation may be amended by a majority vote of the RAB members present
at the meeting for which it was placed on the agenda. Amendments must be consistent with
the CERCLA and SARA statutes as stated previously. A Rules of Operation Comimittee may
be appointed bi-annually to look at any proposed amendments to be then brought back to the
membership for discussion and a determination.

H. Termination

Generally, these Rules of Operation will remain in effect until dissolution of RAB according
to Department of Defense RAB proposed Rules Section 202.10 RAB Adjournment and
Dissolution.

1. Signatories to the RAB Rules of Operation o

Co umty co- cha1r Jean Sweeney DTSC Representative, Marcia Liao
O - / | Myl
V/{ce ommunity C0~Ch8_11' Jim Sﬁ@ey RWQCﬁ Representaf/ ive, Judy Huang
ér %ﬁ\ (P, i) i

Navy co-chair, Thomas L. Macchiarella USEPA Representative, Anna-Marie Cook

Rules of Operation, Alameda Point Restoration Advisory Board
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e A — P ertinerems

NAS ALAMEDA
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD

MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of the Alameda Point Restoration Advisory Board is to encourage

and facilitate the participation of the community in the environmental cleanup

decision making process. The RAB’s goal is to ensure that the cleanup of

Alameda Point: 1) protects human and ecological health; 2) responds to the

i diverse interests, needs, and concerns of the community; and 3) promotes

environmental restoration to the greatest extent possible in a manner that

facilitates timely transfer of the base to civilian and public use.

li The RAB endeavors to achieve its mission and goals by pursui;i‘g the following

objectives:

® 10 serve as a forum for effective communication and consensus building
among the éommunizy, the Navy, and the environmental agencies on cleanup

il issues '

¢ to promote community awareness and to educate and inform the community
on issues related to the cleanup process

e to review and comment on cleanup activities, documents and plans

“ o to assist in the identification and resolution of environmental issues in a

manner satisfactory to the commumnity

L I

e s A T
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ATTACHMENT B-3

LIST OF REPORTS AND CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED DURING JANUARY 2009

(1 page)



Restoration Advisory Board

Documents and Correspondence

Reéceived January 2009
Documents |
1. December 30, 2008 “Final Record of Decision, IR Site 20, Alameda Point, Alameda, CA
2. December 30, 2008 “Final Record of Decision, IR Site 31, Alameda Point, 'Aiameda CA
3. January 22, 2009, “Draft Work Plan for [ndoor Ajr Outdoor Air and Soil Gas Samp]mg
Alameda Poine, Alameda CA
4. January 23,2009, “Final Samplmg Analysis Plan Ad Hoc Sampling Task to Address Data
- Gaps at IR Sites 2, 4, 34 and 35, Alameda Point, Alameda, CA , prepared by SulTech for
BRAC Program Management Office West
Correspondence . |
L December 17, 2008, “Cormments on Revised Final Feasibility Study Report IR Site 2, West
‘Beach L:andfill and Wetlands, Alameda Point, Alameda, CA” letter from Ms. Dot Lofstrom,
PG, DTSC to Mr. George Patrick Brooks, BRAC Program Management Office West -
2.. January 5, 2009, “Memorandum to File for Non-significant Post-ROD Modification to Final

Remedial Design for IR Site 26, Alameda Point, Alameda, CA” letter from Mr. George Patrick
Brooks to Ms. Anna-Marie Cook.US EPA, Ms. Dot Lofstrom, PG, DTSC and Mr. John West,
Regional Water Quality Control Board :
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INSTALLATION RESTORATION SITE 2, FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY
PRESENTATION HANDOUTS

(9 pages)



Installation Restoration Site 2
West Beach Landfill And Wetlands
Alameda Point, California

Final Feasibility Study Presentation

5 February 2009

Presentation Outline

e FS Outline

¢ Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs)

e Summary of FS Remedial Alternatives

e Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives
¢ Significant Changes Between Draft and Final FS
e Preferred Remedial Alternative

¢ Planned Path Forward

5 February 2009



IR Site 2 FS Outline

e Section 1 — Introduction

e Section 2 — Site Setting and Description

e Section 3 — Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs)
e Section 4 — Remediation Technologies

e Section 5 — Remedial Alternatives

e Section 6 — Summary and Conclusions

5 February 2009 3

IR Site 2 Remedial Action Objectives

e Protect sensitive human receptors, avian species, and mammal species from
exposure to contaminants of concern (COCs) in surface soil in the landfill
and wetland portions of the site;

¢ Protect viable wetland area in the southwest portion of the site from
impacts associated with the landfill;

e Protect sensitive human receptors from exposure through external radiation
from surface soil in the landfill and wetland portions of the site; and

e Protect beneficial uses of surface water in San Francisco Bay from the
potential for discharge of site groundwater containing COCs.

*  Note: see Section 3.2.1 of the Final FS dated October 23, 2008 for a complete listing of Remedial
Action Objectives

5 February 2009 4



Summary of FS Remedial Alternatives

Soil Remedial Alternatives

and Monitoring

Groundwater Remedial Alternatives

1. No Action 1. No Action

2 %‘;ﬁt{zgﬁ',‘,gf'é‘%ﬁfg ngge: ,';Z’g and 2. Monitored Natural Attenuation and
Monitoring ’ Engineering and ICs

3. Engineered Cap, Engineering and ICs, 3. Hydraulic Barrier, Pump and Treat,

Disposal, Monitored Natural

Attenuation, and Engineering and ICs

4. Focused Removal and Backfill, Dewatering,
Disposal, Multilayer Soil Cover, Engineering
and ICs, and Monitoring

5. Focused Removal and Backfill, Dewatering
Disposal, Engineered Cap, Engineering and
ICs, and Monitoring

6. Near-Complete Removal and Backfill,
Dewatering, Engineering and ICs,
Disposal, and Monitoring

Alternatives shown in bold and italicized text were carried into the detailed analysis of the FS Report.

5 February 2009 5

Comparative Analysis of Soil Alternatives

Comparative Analysis of Soil Alternatives for IR Site 2

Soil Alternative

NCP Criterion 1 2 3 6
No Action Multilayer Soil Cover Engineered Cap Near-Complete Removal

Protective of Human Health and the Environment NO YES YES YES
Compliant with ARARs NE YES YES YES
Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence O [ J [ J [ J
Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume

through Treatment o o % ©
Short-term Effectiveness O [ J [ [
Implementability @) o U (@]
Cost ($M)* ($0) ($21) ($47) ($900)

State Acceptance To be evaluated during Proposed Plan review process

Community Acceptance To be evaluated after public comment period on Proposed Plan

X NE = not evaluated because no action does not Relative Performance:
Notes: O Low

* = cost evaluation is based on net present value _ t.nlgger evaluation of criteria. @ Medium
M = millions. ® High

5 February 2009 6



Comparative Analysis of GW Alternatives

Comparative Analysis of Groundwater Alternatives for IR Site 2

Groundwater Alternative
NCP Criterion 1 2 3
No Action Monitored Natural Hydraulic Barrier
Attenuation
Protective of Human Health and the Environment NO YES YES
Compliant with ARARs NE YES YES
Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence @) [ J [ J
Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume through o 1) °
Treatment
Short-term Effectiveness @) [ J [
Implementability O o J
Cost ($M)* ($0) ($6.5) ($23)
State Acceptance To be evaluated during Proposed Plan review process
Community Acceptance To be evaluated after public comment period
. NE = not evaluated because no action Relative Performance:
Notes: . N - Low
. . does not trigger evaluation of criteria. .
= cost evaluation is based on net present value A @ Medium
M = millions. .
@ High
5 February 2009 7

Significant Changes Between Draft and

Final FS

e Remediation Footprint —expanded to include the northeast interior margin to
address comments from U.S. EPA, Peter Strauss, Water Board, Golden Gate Audubon
Society (GGAS), DTSC, and the RAB

e Soil Cover/Engineered Cap Thickness —increased from 2-feet to 3-feet thick and
incorporated an animal intrusion layer based on comments from U.S. EPA, DFG,
GGAS, and DTSC; engineered cap incorporated into detailed alternatives analysis in
the Final FS to address comments from DTSC

o Wetlands Mitigation - potential for wetland impacts acknowledged and
subsequently addressed by incorporating wetlands construction to resolve comments
from U.S. EPA, Peter Strauss, DFG, Water Board, GGAS, and the RAB

e Groundwater Data Analysis - nature and extent of groundwater contamination
and monitored natural attenuation as a reasonable groundwater remedial strategy
was evaluated in great detail to address comments from U.S. EPA, Water Board,
Peter Strauss, GGAS, DTSC, and the RAB

e Cost— reviewed the reasonableness of draft cost estimates and revised accordingly
to address comments from U.S. EPA, Peter Strauss, and the RAB

5 February 2009 8



Remediation Fodtprint

Changes from Draft to Final FS

Draft FS - Soil Alternative Final FS - Soil Alternative 2

For all soil remedial alternatives, northeastern interior margin now included in
remediation footprint; remedial action will be flexible enough to respond to conditions at
5 February 2009 the eastern site boundary 9

West Beach Wetlands

5 February 2009 10



Wetland Mitigation

Changes from Draft to Final FS

Soil Alternative 2

1.6 acres of
potentially
impacted

wetlands to be
mitigated

5 February 2009 11

Groundwater Discharge to Surface Water

Conceptual Site Model (CSM)

5 February 2009 12



Groundwater Data Analysis

Changes from Draft to Final FS

¢ Long-term Contaminant Trend
Analysis:
— Comprehensive analysis confirms
there is minimal groundwater
impact at the IR Site 2 shoreline.

— Long-term trends show contaminant
levels are stable or declining.

— Results indicate no significant
ongoing source of contamination to
groundwater, or that the
groundwater system at IR Site 2 is
at least at steady-state with respect
to contaminants.

o IR Site 2 Groundwater Data: There
is a general absence of PCBs and
chlorinated VOCs in IR Site 2
groundwater, certain metals
concentrations in IR Site 2 groundwater
are consistent or below observed
background conditions.

5 February 2009 13

Groundwater Data Analysis

Changes from Draft to Final FS (cont'd)

+ IR Site 2 Pond and Western Bayside Characterization: IR Site
2 wetland pond and offshore (i.e., Western Bayside) toxicity and
bioaccumulation, as well as the conclusions for the Western Bayside site,
directly support that there is no material threat to San Francisco Bay from
groundwater discharging IR Site 2 that would require an active
groundwater remedy as opposed to monitored natural attenuation.

Bioaccumulation Test of South Pond
Bioaccumulation/Toxicity Test System Sediment

5 February 2009 14



Groundwater Data Analysis

Changes from Draft to Final FS (cont'd)

Waste Saturation: Physical site conditions and historical waste disposal
practices suggest that the buried waste mass has been in nearly constant
contact with groundwater and/or infiltrating precipitation. This suggests
that the buried waste mass is at steady state with groundwater and there is
no continuing source of contamination.

Contaminant Discharge Modeling: Contaminant discharge modeling
was performed to predict the concentrations of contaminants that would be
expected in the Bay given known concentrations in shoreline groundwater.
Assuming conservative input parameters for the discharge model, no
contaminants were found to exceed applicable surface water criteria
following discharge to San Francisco Bay.

Beneficial Use of IR Site 2 Groundwater and Regulatory Guidance
on Monitored Natural Attenuation: IR Site 2 groundwater is not
designated as a potential drinking water source, and available regulatory
guidance on the proper consideration and application of monitored natural
attenuation as a groundwater remedy supports its use at IR Site 2.

5 February 2009 15

Remedial Alternati\ie Costs

Changes from Draft to Final FS

Summary of Changes in Cost Estimates for Soil

Alternatives From Draft to Final FS Summary of Changes in Cost Estimates for

GW Alternatives From Draft to Final FS

Soil Alternatives Cost® GW Alternatives Cost®
1. No Action N/A 1. No Action N/A
2. Multilayer Soil Cover, Engineering ($10,978,000) 2. Monitored Natural
and ICs, and Monitoring $21,020,000 Attenuation and ($4,813,000)
- - - Engineering and $6,452,000
3. Engineered Cap, Engineering and ($32,755,000) Institutional Controls
1Cs, and Monitoring $46,547,000

3. Hydraulic Barrier,
Pump and Treat,
Disposal, Monitored ($11,477,000)

4. Focused Removal and Backfill,
Dewatering, Disposal, Multilayer Soil ($28,070,000)

Cover, Engineering and ICs, and $41,001,000 Natural Attenuation $23,122,000
Monitoring and Engineering and
5. Focused Removal and Backfill, Institutional Controls
Dewatering, Disposal, Engineered ($49,874,000)
Cap, Engineering and Institutional $66,526,000

Controls, and Monitoring

6. Complete Removal and Backfill,

Dewatering, Engineering and ($198,895,000)
Institutional Controls, Disposal, and $903,001,000
Monitoring

(a) Cost is based on a Net Present Value calculation using a 3% discount rate and assuming a 30-year remediation duration.

5 February 2009 16



Preferred Remedial Alternative

o Soil: Install a multilayer soil cover to
isolate buried waste and soil contaminants,
and prevent animal burrowing; implement
engineering controls and ICs to
protect human health and the soil remedy
itself; mitigate and enhance existing
wetlands; and monitor the soil cleanup
action and wetlands mitigation to ensure
its proper construction and long-term
effectiveness. Conduct methane gas
monitoring as appropriate.

¢ Groundwater: Conduct monitored
natural attenuation for site groundwater
by regularly monitoring groundwater
quality using an extensive network of
groundwater monitoring wells; and
implement engineering controls and
ICs to protect human health and the
groundwater remedy itself.

5 February 2009 17

Planned Path Forward

e Proposed Plan to be distributed for public review in March or
April 2009

e RAB presentation on first Thursday in April or May 2009
e Public meeting after the RAB meeting

e Develop Record of Decision along with responsiveness summary
to address public comments

5 February 2009 18



ATTACHMENT B-5

OIL WATER SEPARATOR REMOVAL PHOTOGRAPH

(1 page)






ATTACHMENT B-6

NAVAL WEAPON STATION TREASURE ISLAND, ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP
PROGRAM, DOCUMENT TRACKING SHEET

(4 pages)



¥ 10 1 abed . 4002/L/1 PASIARY ISP 34DQ

UOSCLUOLE LDUUDH
QUIOTHIIM SBUIDT Wdy

5z pup
¢ saps .tOQUm sALYS ISJDMPUNOLD [pOUUY 00T

| ~ | sorsoren |- | soizorso |+ | eorozro |

SJUSLELLICD OU D510

800T' 714 Iwios Isdj
JEBUARLOD JOu i Y ddf

ZOOONITD
[

S0 0TC | soisnsin | | sosszizt || so/z1EL | w1 laoeore : A% I x x| sorzi/it

SIUBLIN20(J P3JDIRY WN3[olad UON - nmaohmu m_..__:Dmr_OU LDAJNS
LUDRIBLIIDH, UOT d
Allad sepoyD WA 9

QUISW Y29 uclbBiseaul spD HOS
AUSH 21y ‘Wd
AlDg SDpRYD

50/50/60 60/82/70 &0/7 170 adr 0/71/%0 S0/ 1E/E0 GO/ LLIED 40/01L/€0 &0/72/20

FAR]

80/¥C/60

34

80/6L/TI 80/£0/11

>
]

“usunouoo oot | gn/0} /i) 40/ LTIE0 80/£1/80 60/ 10/€0 60/51/C0

O sMBIABI [P3|LYD3)
PUD |mBa| AADR|

=:80/22/01 «+80/0E/6
B0/01/6 +B0/8T/ L

uosispuy oS

3
>
124!

DD OB ANIN adi a4
. MSIAB
[BOIRIOD) ANON

EOUEEE; uyof
QUIODIUM SBUIDE INdd

“SUDJSIOA DULY PUB
[oUY DU 24} 0y
ADLIWNG BRI0 &7 PUD BO/OE/TI BOSLIEL w@...w.:w— ~ 1 80/22/0L |~ | BO/ZT/60 AlriX]e
§ 595 WOl papioddas
SD 1Y PRSIAGY 87 T

VN VN

poday uoppBisaad] [RIPIWISY PSSIASYE BT S

LD RIS UYOT Wd
QUUODIIM SaD] Wl 7
Hoday B WHSUL 6T PUD ‘B SSS
Y20H uiAs} Wd
uosiepuy Joos WY

LO/ET/£0

>
bl

20/64/21 LO4611EE F A £O/DL/B0

¥0L

8o/ | 80/0E/Z1 BO/91/T1 BOSZL/TL §» | BUSZZ/OL | » | BO/TE/60 AlaiX |~
IIPwIs Ag DELG O
PELBSPR PI0OY JSIDM

80/£L/0L || 90/91/01 0 £0/60

]

£0/¥ /20 &0/1E/10 0712710 60/ 20/ 10 80/ve/el £ ~ ~

)
£01

SIUAWIND0Q Paib|ay Wna|olad UCN - 4oaiing
=
2, g
ang soLY sajoushy g =iz (2Tt B L aw ang a
sfUBLIWIOD seppuaby SJUSWIWOTY AADN of to Inauo o} 5014 ZF & & > 2|4 qeied ) sejueby SISO AARN o} 2nQ o QPO 7 Syl juswndog] wey
H of jbuUt [ouL pruau| - |7 3 o grig HoIg (Pula)
AADN = PUD SAI0S3Y | AIDULSIZ ) m. AADN W
o
siuaLWeD Acuaby
TYNIL TV N4 TYNEILNG ol ] livda 149HA TYNEZLINI

6002 judy - 8002 lequiadaq
@ays Hupobn)] JUswnoog
wpliboid dnupe[d PusLILCAUZ ,
PUD{S] 2INSD1) UGS [DADN



¥ jo Z abied

S0DT/ L/ L PosIASY I5E 4R

Allag |SIDBIDW WA
Alsg selDYD Wdd
40761420 0/T1/20 0/50/20 60/90/10 80/0E/CL g ” BOILLIOL |~ | BOJEE/E0 |~ | 80/E2/¥0 &3 rl
uois|sa( jo Plodsy |§ 2§
Allag 12ipBiow TWd
Alad selin S
80761720 S0/ELH/E0 40/50/20 40/20/10 80/0E/TL 4 " 80721701 |~ | 80/81/80 | ~ | BO/0E/Y0 by < S Wddt £l

Uoisioaq jo P23y 0T SIS

‘DU ‘$DIDOSY B solbiog

YSDY SI0I0W
- -7
“UDIEIE 10Uy aa qaL qal asl sl z s ~ | Boszoior |+ | sorzoion |~ | sorveien | 2 GUIODIEIM SOUD
HDIQ D ARDal 51 B0// /01 o
JUSS UOISIEA 3| 5
FENERTE el
a8l qar qul aal adl cal ads aaL QL 5 GUIOZIMM SBLIDE  Wddp )
- sjppdn weibold [pa|Bololpoy aays 190y
USDYH @iI0w Wd
. .,
S0/E1/20 &0/90/20 S0/08/ 10 ¥N vN 60/60/10 S0/2C/TL gojeorzLl | 2 Allag sepoys wadl ol
o §14 IOHOISMON SBWI|L puD(s|
U] WA 423 Dyal
sioebinog ajed Wd
. UGSIBRUY 1J0DS RTEE
80411120 aat adl adl adl &0/S1/10 &O/50710 [~ 1 BOMPEALL ] B o 6
MIOM ZE SHS/LL1-118210d JUsSIDgY 10§ 934
siosBinog alad Wd
051 ©f SLEWLGD ’ 8 . .
e piOGY IO aal aal aal aat ag1 Al x| somziol 1| B0s11760 § » | s07e0760 § 41 s0/s0r80 | 2 HosIpUY Rous WAl o
“DBIA & SuBan - Hodey Ajayoy pleld 9424
[PRUIREN Wd3

6007 [udy - 800z 1@quiedeq

jeays Bupjony ewinoog
woiboid dauns|d RBIUSWIUOHALY
PUD|S| SUNSDSIL UOUDIS [DADN

dnoisy mpys
’ ang SDL% sa|ausby O EA L1 E = P ang a
suaWIWo?) mM_uMMma. sfUBLIIOTD u:?uh..M: uo INJLoD of STIY < m 2 »|»128 asiea mw._u:M_mc. SJUBWLIOD ﬁwzmnﬂmmam Q uoljplioN| g s|ji] juswinosoaf wej
E DRl AADN fRRld | ] puD aAfoseYy | AIDURLISIA m. m. 1 HRIg AABN HPHE | iy m .
13
spuawiuzo?} Aouaby
TV N1 TV N TYNYEIINE jolt:] livdd LV TVNYILNI



¥ Jo ¢ afed

600Z/L/1 pesiasy 507 3jpg

aal

adl - ael

asi 60/56/50

&0/ L0/¥0 40/80/€0 60/22/20 GO/ET/ L0

¥y

LU PISLLD A ULOT “Wd

GUUOTHIYM LI WA

¥2/33TL SYS

21

AT UD9] DIS] pUD XNPoYD

#

AlIaY |S1IDDIDYY

UCsIBpUY HODS

adi qdL 4l 4l 4L A | BO/FO/LL §~ | BO/ZO/0E | A | BO/BIALO N
=
= lo Q
3 = | g &
so|ouaby eng AADN 0} SO sauaby = |25|8|3 (@] PNESPd | semusby =ng AroNojong | g
SPSUIWGD SISO D o IndueD o} 574y < jmim e > 0 SHUBLUICT) UOJOULIOM] 3 S[JIE jusnsoa] way)
of |puly |Duly (oureju; -~ 1® 2 of yig goageuR | G
- AnBN - pul aAjossy | Abujwsag 2 m. ANDN W
N
sjuswiwo Asusby
TV NIA TV NI 4 IVNEIINI 214 Liavadq VUG TYNEINI

4002 11:dy - 800Z 19Uiad8Q
j@auys Bup|anly uawWNooQg
wbiboid dnuss | [DUSWUCIIAUY
PUBs] 2iNSDI] UDJIDIS JDADN



LAG0Y JOHUOD) AJRND 13104 (DUCIDaY < pIDOY 13iDM
Ajoyiny juswidoas PURSE ainspal) = yqil

poullIeled &9 ol = 44l

730 ¥ abed

upid sisAIPUY pup Buydwiog = Jvg
BEDUDYW joslold IDIDaWSY = Wdd

PIROY AIOSIADY LUOHRIOEY = gvy

siAUaGIg PSIBUNOIDAIO = §0d

1SBDUBK 1oofold = Wd

algoNddy 1oN = VN

un|d ARSERS PUD UHosH = dSH

Jun |Insedx3y = n3

100D

SEOUDISANG DX 10 Juswpndeq = D8ig

1BpIC ABNIRA = 00

SSOIAIBS YiPRH o justupndag = SHA

JRPICY XSO jonIueD = OLD

SUCHIRIARIQQY

&00Z/L/1 pasiaay 1507 3nQ

“SARP (09 1XOU BU LIYIIM [DU) 10 HRIp
panss| aq fiiv [oul $IUSUNDOPR SSDMpUI BUIDDUS MO[8 A

‘PRZIDULY ] JUSWADOR S} sepooipul Buipnus Asio

*AouaBD JSUI0 Of PRURISP SJUBLILLIOD
1O SJUSUILLCD DU JO UOKPDRKROU DoARDSY X

510U §| JUBLUNDOP 1O MBIAS] JO UOKINPOId &

=
I o =
ang Helh sa|ouaby S Iz im|E S ang o ang a
SpuaLILIoT sejoushy sjUBLULLOY ArBN o uo INDUeD o} s3Iy ZF |E|= > > |78 Q2BG L sepousby SJUSLILIOD) Aro o sng o UORDIIOM] g Sl jUSlINDOQ] Way
¥ of |puig |ou (PR ~ 8 o} yoiq I PSS
; Arop pup aaposay | Aoupuierd | g m.. AnppN 3
L
spauLoy) Asuaby
TV Nid Y N TYNYLINI ult.] 14vdqQ 149da T¥NYIINI

4002 [udy - 8007 12qweseq
joays Buponil iuswinoog

wpiboid dnupss PIUSWUONAUT

PUD[S] 2INSD3I] UOHDES IDADN




	Final NAS Alameda RAB Meeting Minutes, February 5, 2009
	MEETING SUMMARY
	I. Approval of Previous RAB Meeting Minutes
	II. Co-Chair Announcements
	III. Installation Restoration Site 2 Feasibility Study
	IV. BCT Update 
	V. Community and RAB Comment Period
	VI. Meeting Adjournment
	Action Items

	ATTACHMENT A - Agenda
	ATTACHMENT B - RAB Meeting Handout Materials
	B-1
	B-2
	B-3
	B-4
	B-5
	B-6



