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The following participants attended the meeting: 

Co-Chairs: 
Patrick Brooks Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Program Management 

Office (PMO) West, BRAC Environmental Coordinator (BEC), 
Navy Co-chair 

Dale Smith Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) Community Co-chair 

Attendees: 
Steve Bachofer Community member (St. Mary’s College) 

Doug Biggs Alameda Point Collaborative 

Anna-Marie Cook U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

Dave Cooper EPA 

Tommie Jean Damrel Tetra Tech EM Inc. 

Zach Edwards Navy Radiological Affairs Support Office (RASO) 

Fred Hoffman RAB 

George Humphreys RAB 

John Kaiser San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water 
Board) 

Joan Konrad RAB 

James Leach RAB 

Gretchen Lipow Community member 

Dot Lofstrom Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 

Laurie Lowman RASO 

Frank Matarrese Alameda City Council 

John McMillan Shaw Environmental, Inc. 

Kurt Peterson RAB 
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Peter Russell Russell Resources/Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment 
Authority (ARRA) 

Matthew Slack RASO 

Bill Smith Community member 

Radhika Sreenivasan St. George Chadux Corp. 

Jean Sweeney RAB 

Jim Sweeney RAB 

Michael John Torrey RAB 

Xuan-Mai Tran EPA 

John West Water Board 

June Wheaton Navy Project Manager  

The meeting agenda is provided in Attachment A. 

MEETING SUMMARY 

I. Approval of January RAB Meeting Minutes 

Mr. Brooks called the meeting to order at 6:35 p.m.  Mr. Brooks asked for comments on the 
January 2009 RAB meeting minutes.   

The following comments were provided by Jean Sweeney (RAB): 

• Page 9 of 14, fourth paragraph, first sentence, “Ms. Sweeney said that lead has been an 
issue at well M25-05, on Slide 5” will be revised to, “Ms. Sweeney said that benzene has 
been an issue at well M25-05, on Slide 5.”  Ms. Sweeney said that sufficient explanation 
has not been provided to the RAB on the benzene plume.  

• Page 9 of 14, last paragraph, regarding second sentence about Site 3, Ms. Sweeney 
suggested that the “Oval” not be referred to as “plane on a stick,” as it is disrespectful of 
Naval Aviation. 

The following comments were provided by George Humphreys (RAB): 

• Page 5 of 14, second paragraph, first sentence, “Mr. Humphreys commented that a figure 
in the work plan shows what appears to be a hot spot outside of the plume boundary” will 
be revised to, “Mr. Humphreys commented that a figure on soil gas concentration in the 
work plan shows the plume but the plume boundary is cut off.” 

• Page 5 of 14, last paragraph, first sentence, “Mr. Hoffman noted the schematic shows the 
air flow extending outside of the wells and asked if data confirm vapor is not running out 
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alongside the well pipe” will be revised to “Mr. Hoffman asked whether bubbles of air 
could be passing up along the well.” 

• Page 7 of 14, second paragraph, insert after first sentence, “Mr. Leach also noted that 
pressure swing oxygen generators are cost efficient.” 

• Page 7 of 14, fourth paragraph, insert at the end of the second sentence, “to migrate out of 
the area.” 

• Page 9 of 14, last paragraph, seventh sentence, “…hot enough to meld these items” 
should be corrected to, “…hot enough to melt these items.” 

• Page 13 of 14, second paragraph, second sentence, “Some of the samples in…” should be 
changed to, “Some of the trenches in….” 

The January minutes were approved as modified.  

Ms. Smith asked for comments on the February 2009 RAB meeting minutes.   

The following comments were provided by Joan Konrad (RAB): 

• Page 5 of 12, first paragraph, delete the sixth sentence and insert, “Ms. Konrad suggested 
a map that shows contaminated areas and measures being applied to clean up the 
contamination.”  

The following comments were provided by Mr. Humphreys: 

• Page 2 of 12, under co-chair announcements, first sentence should be revised to “Patrick 
Brooks (Navy co-chair)…”  

The following comments were provided by Anna-Marie Cook (EPA): 

• Page 10 of 12, last paragraph, first sentence, delete “…which is a Water Board (Mr. John 
West) led site and Ms. Xuan-Mai Tran (EPA) is the project manager.” 

The February minutes were approved as modified.  

II. Co-Chair Announcements 

Patrick Brooks (Navy co-chair) reviewed the action items:   

Action Item 1:  Completed. 

Action Item 2: Operable Unit (OU)-2C presentation is pending. 
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Action Item 3: Pending; Mr. Humphreys and Mr. Peterson did not receive the OU-2B plume 
figures on compact disks (CDs). 

Action Item 4: Completed. 

Action Item 5: Completed; Mr. Brooks provided the RAB with the Department of Defense RAB 
Rules Handbook to review (Attachment B-1).  The RAB decided to review the handbook and 
discuss changes that need to be made to the Alameda Point RAB’s Rules of Operation during the 
March RAB technical subcommittee meeting scheduled for 6.30 p.m. on March 19, 2009.  Ms. 
Lofstrom said that Marcus Simpson (DTSC) could be a representative for the regulators at this 
meeting.  

Action Item 6: Pending; Mr. Brooks noted that the Navy is working on a document tracking 
sheet for Alameda and should provide the first one in the spring quarter.  

Action Item 7:  Completed.  Mr. Brooks said that excavations at Treasure Island Site 32 have 
extended down to 9 feet below water surface near the bay and noted that the contaminants were 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  Ms. Smith said the situation at Site 2 plume is similar to 
Treasure Island:  in that instance, the Navy was directed by the Water Board to excavate 9 feet 
below the water surface to remove contamination.  John West (Water Board) said that the 
situation at Treasure Island was different than at Alameda Point Site 2.  At Treasure Island, the 
plume was in one hot spot area, whereas at Alameda Point, the contamination is dispersed.  Mr. 
Humphreys said the hot spot is an area where the Navy said it had punctured drums and allowed 
them to drain into the soil.  Ms. Smith said there is a well-defined plume at Site 2 that is also a 
hot spot.  Mr. West said that the plume concentrations at Site 2 are much lower than at Treasure 
Island.  Mr. Hoffman commented that dense nonaqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) in the northern 
Site 1 plume are migrating toward the bay and the Navy is not acting to clean it up.  Mr. Brooks 
said that the Navy is conducting monitoring and drafting a work plan to address the volatile 
organic compound (VOC) plume.  Mr. Torrey asked if the low concentrations can rise.  Mr. West 
said ‘no’, and added that the concentrations are low.   

Action Item 8: Completed; Mr. Brooks confirmed that saltwater organisms and estuarine 
organisms were used in the toxicity tests. 

Mr. Brooks distributed the Community Relations Plan (CRP) handout (Attachment B-2) and 
requested the RAB provide its input on categories of interviewees and said that any RAB 
members who also wished to participate in an interview should sign up with Tommie Jean 
Damrel (Tetra Tech).  He noted that Ms. Damrel would follow up with an e-mail to the RAB 
members.  Mr. Peterson requested to be added as an interviewee.  Mr. Humphreys suggested 
adding former base employees on the list.  Mr. West said that the Air Museum and the USS 
HORNET could be places to locate former employees.  Mr. Peterson suggested posting an 
announcement in the local newspaper.  Mr. Brooks said that the Navy would consider the 
suggestions.   
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Ms. Smith said that she received only a few documents in February and, hence, will combine 
February and March documents into one list to provide during the April RAB meeting.  Ms. 
Smith said that she brought a copy of the Sites 2, 4, 34 and 35 Data Gap Technical Memorandum 
on CD if the RAB wished to review it.  

Ms. Lofstrom requested a presentation on the Bayport sewer systems and a description of the 
change in the plumes over time.  Mr. Brooks agreed. 

III. Site 26 Chemical Oxidation Update 

Mr. Brooks began the presentation on chemical oxidation at Site 26 (Attachment B-3).  On Slide 
1, Mr. Brooks explained that the red contours are the trichloroethylene (TCE) and the blue are 
the dichloroethylene (DCE).  Mr. Torrey asked what compound was being injected.  Mr. Brooks 
said that the initial injection was hydrogen peroxide.  Mr. Brooks compared Slides 3 and 4 and 
noted that the 50 micrograms/liter (µg/L) contour was reduced after the first injection.  Mr. 
Hoffman asked whether the contour was reduced or if it moved toward the southwest side.  Mr. 
Brooks noted that there is reduction in the contaminant concentration as well as some movement.   

Mr. Brooks reviewed Slides 9 and 10.  Mr. Torrey asked what kind of gas was being trapped 
underneath the pavement.  Mr. Brooks said that the injected hydrogen peroxide breaks down into 
oxygen and water. He said that the hydrogen peroxide also oxidizes organic contaminants and 
releases carbon dioxide.   

Mr. Peterson asked if the plume extended under the building.  Mr. Brooks referred back to Slide 
5 and noted that the plume did not extend under the building.  Mr. Hoffman asked about the 
shaded area on the figure.  Mr. Brooks replied that the shaded area is a driveway.  Mr. Brooks 
noted that sodium persulfate is an alternate oxidant to hydrogen peroxide.  Mr. Hoffman asked 
how the hydrocarbons in the subsurface were confirmed.  Mr. Brooks said that the laboratory 
testing for confirmation is currently under way and the result is scheduled in a few weeks but 
that the contractors observed petroleum odor and sheen while samples were collected.  Mr. 
Hoffman asked if the petroleum sheen was seen at the water surface or in the groundwater 
sample container.  Mr. Brooks said that he was not sure.   

Mr. Humphreys commented that, on Slide 9, the second performance issue, the Navy had also 
discussed testing to evaluate whether the oxidant injected reacted with the groundwater.  Mr. 
Brooks said that oxygen demand could be tested; one of the problems noted was that dissolved 
oxygen (DO) in the groundwater was used up quickly.  Hence, the solution to the problem was to 
use a longer-lasting and more stable oxidant.  Ms. Sweeney asked about the Navy’s experience 
with sodium persulfate at other sites.  Mr. Brooks said that the Navy has experience using 
sodium persulfate in San Diego at North Island Naval Air Station, and Alameda Point Site 14.  
Mr. Brooks said that once sodium persulfate comes into contact with the contaminants, it proves 
to be effective.   
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During review of Slide 12, Ms. Sweeney asked why groundwater is gravitating toward the center 
of the plume.  Mr. Brooks said that the middle of the plume is a low-pressure point in the 
circulation system and added that water moves from high pressure to low pressure.  Ms. Smith 
asked if the slide shows injection wells toward the center and extraction wells on the outside.  
Mr. Brooks said that the green areas are the low pressure or extraction areas and the pink areas 
are the higher pressure due to injection.   

Mr. Brooks noted that, on Slide 13, the concentration units are incorrect and should be in 
milligrams per liter (mg/L) rather than µg/L.  Mr. Brooks said that one of the recommendations 
received from the technical subcommittee was to consider direct measurement of groundwater 
instead of relying on DO.  As a result, the Navy is using field test kits to measure the persulfate.   

During review of Slide 14, Mr. Brooks said that the contaminants are below detection levels and 
there is adequate residence time in the mixing tank.  Mr. Brooks noted that the remedial goals for 
in situ chemical oxidation (ISCO) are 5 micrograms per liter (µg/L) for TCE and 30 µg/L for 
DCE.  

Mr. Humphreys asked if there was a suggestion to inject from the outside of the plume and 
extract from the plume center.  Mr. Brooks acknowledged the suggestion and noted Navy 
contractors believed it would be beneficial to extract from the outside and inject into the middle.   

Ms. Sweeney asked if the site was covered by concrete.  Mr. Brooks said that the site was paved 
with both concrete and asphalt.  Mr. Hoffman asked if any sampling was being conducted.  Mr. 
Brooks said no sampling was currently being conducted and that the system was shut down.  Mr. 
Hoffman asked how long the circulation lasted.  Mr. Brooks said it lasted 1 week.  He added that 
persulfate concentrations were measured in the monitoring wells.  Mr. Hoffman asked whether 
sodium persulfate was observed in the monitoring wells at the plume perimeter and if the system 
was shut down at breakthrough.  Mr. Brooks agreed that persulfate was noted in the treatment 
zone monitoring wells including those at the perimeter, and about one pore volume was 
circulated.  Mr. Hoffman suggested testing toward the southwest of the original plume because 
that area does not appear to have enough coverage.   

Mr. Humphreys asked about the meaning of pore volume and how it was estimated.  Mr. Brooks 
said that pore volume refers to the groundwater treatment zone and is the volume of the 
treatment zone multiplied by its porosity.  This is the volume of water that is circulated.  Mr. 
Humphreys noted that as water is pulled from the outside, groundwater is drawn in from the 
outside of the plume area; hence, the pore volume becomes diluted.  Mr. Brooks agreed but 
added that sodium persulfate was measured in the monitoring wells and it is contact of persulfate 
with the contaminants that is important.  He said that samples will be collected and analyzed to 
evaluate contaminant reduction.  Sampling is scheduled for the week of March 23.  Mr. Hoffman 
suggested collecting weekly samples, which would show the trend more clearly than monthly 
samples.   

Ms. Sweeney said the results for TCE in groundwater from September 2008 indicated that the 
TCE concentrations are increasing in some areas.  Mr. Brooks agreed and said that some wells 
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increased in concentration because contaminants had migrated.  Mr. Peterson asked if the 
injection points are in the saturated areas of the plume.  Mr. Brooks said they are.  Mr. Peterson 
asked what would stop the plume from dispersing into other areas, if the extraction wells do not 
capture the contamination.  Mr. Brooks said that the extraction wells are effectively capturing the 
plume.  Mr. Peterson asked if samples were collected outside the extraction well network to 
evaluate the extent of the plume.  Mr. Brooks explained the extraction wells on Slide 11.  Mr. 
Hoffman asked if all the monitoring wells were included on the map (Slide 11).  Mr. Brooks 
confirmed that they were included.   

IV. Site 17 Update  

Mr. Brooks introduced Ms. Wheaton (Navy Project Manager) to start the presentation on Site 17 
(Attachment B-4).  Ms. Wheaton said that the presentation is an update on the time-critical 
removal action (TCRA) for the debris piles on the northern edge of the Seaplane Lagoon.  Ms. 
Wheaton noted that the project is nearing completion.   

Ms. Wheaton explained the debris pile map on Slides 3 and 4.  During review of Slide 7, Ms. 
Sweeney asked if the Navy performed sampling during sediment and debris removal.  Ms. 
Wheaton said that the Navy did not test the debris while it was in place during the removal action 
because it was all planned to be removed.  Once the debris piles were removed, sampling was 
completed to characterize the underlying sediment that remained and to profile the excavated 
material for disposal/recycling.  In addition, overexcavation to 2-feet was performed around 
select grid nodes based on review of laboratory analytical results or visual observation of 
staining.  Ms. Sweeney asked if radiological (RAD) testing was done.  Ms. Wheaton said the 
debris piles have not been identified as radiologically impacted.  Ms. Smith asked how the Navy 
knew that there was no RAD material.  Ms. Wheaton said that no RAD material was indicated 
based on historical records and studies done on the northern apron of the area.  Ms. Sweeney said 
that the Building 5 effluent drainage flowed into the lagoon; therefore, RAD material is 
expected.   

Ms. Brooks showed that the radium paint shop drain line and Outfall F on Slide 3 were not in the 
area where debris was removed.  Mr. Peterson asked if the slope at Outfall F extends deeper into 
the lagoon, and Mr. Brooks said that it does not.  Mr. Peterson suggested addressing Outfall F 
before the debris pile removal to avoid radium contamination into the lagoon.  Mr. Brooks said 
that that the Navy is first excavating the drain lines from the radium paint shop, which is the 
source of radium in the Seaplane Lagoon sediment.  Currently, the drain line removal is about 50 
percent finished.  Sediment near Outfall F will be dredged after the drain line is completely 
removed.  The debris pile removal could be done simultaneously with the drain line removal.  
Ms. Wheaton said that the drain line removal and the debris pile removal are two different 
projects in different locations.  She said that the sediment dredge project will address sediment in 
the northwestern corner of the lagoon near Outfall F.   

Ms. Sweeney asked how the turbidity curtain was monitored.  Ms. Wheaton said that monitoring 
equipment outside the turbidity curtain continuously fed real-time data to the site and 
downloaded the recorded output every 30 minutes.  In general, turbidity readings have been low, 
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mostly less than 10 nephelometric turbidity units (NTU).  She noted the turbidity curtain is 
effective.  Mr. Humphreys pointed out that there is not much effect of the tide in shallow water; 
the debris pile is exposed in low tide and is barely covered at high tide.  Mr. Humphreys noted 
the test would be to assess the effectiveness of the turbidity curtain in the corner where there is 7 
feet of water.   

Ms. Sweeney asked if the Navy recovered recyclable debris.  Ms. Wheaton said the Navy 
recovered a lot of concrete.  Ms. Smith noted that concrete might contain RAD contamination 
and so the debris must be tested before recycling.  Ms. Wheaton said that the Navy does not 
believe that the concrete is RAD contaminated.  Ms. Smith said that this belief cannot be 
confirmed unless the material is sampled for analysis of RAD.  Mr. Brooks said that RAD is 
tested at landfills through radiation monitors and the debris sent to the landfill did not contain 
any RAD contamination.  Mr. Humphreys asked if the recycling unit also measures for RAD.  
Mr. Brooks said he does not believe it measures for RAD.  

Ms. Wheaton said that an oversize object was found.  Mr. Peterson asked about the object.  Ms. 
Wheaton said that the Navy did not know what it was and it cannot be seen even in the lowest 
tides.  Mr. Humphreys asked if concrete was included in the nonhazardous category.  Ms. 
Wheaton said that concrete was analyzed for the same analytes as the debris and was suitable for 
recycling; total concrete was estimated at 2,000 cubic yards or roughly 4,000 tons.  Ms. Smith 
asked if the Navy planned to remove the oversize object.  Ms. Wheaton said that the Navy would 
note the request, but is not planning to remove it at this time.  Mr. Humphreys asked if samples 
proceeded 2 feet below the contamination.  Ms. Wheaton indicated that samples were collected 
after the debris piles were removed from the sediment surface and 2 feet below the sediment 
surface.   

Ms. Wheaton reviewed Slides 12 and 13.  Mr. Peterson asked about the green area shown on 
Slide 13.  Ms. Wheaton said that the green shaded area was rip-rap and noted the Navy did not 
plan to remove rip-rap at the time of project initiation.  However, when removing Debris Pile 2, 
it was observed that the debris continued west underneath the riprap and the Navy is planning to 
remove it.  Mr. Peterson asked if anything was found in the rip-rap.  Ms. Wheaton said that 
debris was observed under the concrete riprap, which is pending removal.   

Ms. Wheaton discussed Slides 16 and 17.  Ms. Sweeney asked if the picture was taken at low 
tide, and Ms. Wheaton agreed.  Mr. Peterson commented that the additional debris area appears 
to be lengthy and asked why only 1,500 cubic yards of debris was found.  Ms. Wheaton replied 
that the area is about 7 feet in height and tapers off about 25 to 45 feet south of the seawall.  Mr. 
Peterson asked about the appearance of the area before excavation and if the area is shallow.  Mr. 
Brooks and Ms. Wheaton explained the area on Slide 17.  Mr. Peterson noted a concern that the 
area appears longer than the combined area of Debris Areas 1 and 2, and only 1,500 cubic yard 
of debris is being excavated.   Ms. Wheaton said that 1,500 cubic yards is only an estimate; if the 
debris extends farther, then the excavations will continue.  She added that the Navy’s goal was to 
fully excavate the debris materials based on visual evidence in the field.  Mr. Humphreys asked 
if the three ramps would remain.  Ms. Wheaton said that they would.   
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Ms. Sweeney asked about the schedule for the additional debris to be removed.  Ms. Wheaton 
said that it would take a month to several months, depending on contracting.  Mr. Matarrese 
noted his concern on the oversize object and asked if it would be left in place uncharacterized or 
if it would be removed.  Mr. Brooks said that the Navy does not have plans to remove it.  Mr. 
Matarrese said that he would bring this issue to the next ARRA meeting in April.  He also asked 
Mr. Russell if he could delay project completion and provide ARRA details on the issue so the 
city can evaluate it.  Mr. Russell said that he has already been working on providing the 
information to the ARRA.  Mr. Russell also noted that there in a sunken barge not far from the 
site that needs to be addressed.  Mr. Russell said that it is unknown whether the object is hollow 
or a tank.  Ms. Smith asked Mr. Matarrese if he could copy the RAB on any information sent to 
the ARRA.  Mr. Matarrese agreed.   

V. Navy’s Radiological Program 

Mr. Brooks introduced Ms. Laurie Lowman and Mr. Matthew Slack from RASO.  Ms. Lowman 
and Mr. Slack greeted the RAB and started the presentation (Attachment B-5).  Ms. Lowman 
said that RASO handles general radioactive material.  Mr. Slack detailed RASO work on Slide 3.   

During review of Slide 6, Mr. Slack said that RASO wanted to examine the Outfall F headwall, 
which is where the drain line discharges to Seaplane Lagoon.  He added that they did not find 
any RAD anomaly in the outfall during the field visit.  He said that elevated readings were noted 
significantly above the background level 35 feet south from the outfall.  Mr. Slack showed the 
anomaly location on Slide 7.  Mr. Torrey asked if the anomaly location was a high-risk area.  Mr. 
Slack said that the anomaly level was similar to RAD levels at Sites 1 and 2 and that the area 
needs to be remediated.  Samples were collected and based on radio-isotope analysis; the 
anomaly was identified as radium 226.  Mr. Peterson asked if the RAD contamination was 
deposited by the drain lines.  Mr. Slack said the radium was not deposited from the drain but it 
may be related.  He added that radiological control of the area has been taken and it has been 
fenced.   

During review of Slide 11, Mr. Torrey asked if the Navy plans to collect samples under the rip-
rap.  Mr. Slack said that the Navy could sample to a depth of 3 to 4 feet, without allowing water 
to enter the excavation.  Mr. Humphreys commented that there could also be a possibility of 
disposal of radium paint near the debris piles.  Mr. Slack said that it could be possible.   

Mr. Peterson asked about the extent of the area that would be evaluated from the anomaly.  Mr. 
Slack said that the entire line of rip-rap on the western bank of Seaplane Lagoon was scanned 
and no RAD contamination of immediate concern was found.  Ms. Smith commented that no 
testing has been done in the wildlife refuge and that there is a possibility of RAD contamination.  
She added that there should be an investigation for the whole base based on similar findings.  
Mr. Peterson asked about the extent of the investigation in the lagoon rip-rap.  Mr. Slack said 
that the RAD meters did not show elevation over what is expected from the rip-rap rock along 
the western bank.  Mr. Peterson asked how long it will take to characterize the material.  Mr. 
Slack said that RASO is fairly confident that the material is radium paint and the laboratory 
results show that it was radium 226.  Mr. Hoffman asked if the Navy could use an airborne 
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detector that would have detected the anomaly.  Mr. Slack said the Navy does not use airborne 
detectors.   

Mr. Humphreys said that the trench log for T-6 in Site 1 indicated that the soil was all RAD 
contaminated.  He explained that this terminology was used in the trenching report logs.  Mr. 
Slack said that instead of screening and characterizing the relatively small amount of soil 
generated during trenching, the Navy took a conservative approach and disposed of soil above 
the field-screening.  Mr. Humphreys said that the trench was 100 feet away from the shoreline, 
where there is rip-rap, and asked if there would be RAD contamination on the beach.  Mr. Slack 
said that he would not be able to answer that question based on the trenching study.  Mr. Brooks 
said that the beach is planned to be scanned.  Mr. Humphreys said that scanning would not 
measure to a level needing scanning would not measure to a level needing removal and samples 
should be collected at the beach and under the rip-rap.   

Mr. Hoffman asked Mr. Slack whether he would want to scan more area at the base.  Mr. Slack 
said that RASO would like to discuss this issue more with the Navy, the BRAC team, and the 
regulators.  Mr. Hoffman said that half of the base contains radium and thus there should be a 
survey of the entire base.  Ms. Smith agreed.  Mr. Brooks said that as soon as the anomaly was 
found, the Navy informed the agencies and the RAB.  The information is new and the Navy 
needs to evaluate options and decide on the next step.  He said that the RAB comments will be 
considered.  

Ms. Lowman said that the Navy is investigating to find the extent of the contamination and will 
be evaluating further characterization and investigation.  Mr. Torrey asked how the radium 
contamination entered the subsurface soil.  Ms. Lowman said that it is unknown and may be 
explained in a conceptual site model.  She added that further excavation and characterization will 
be done and the result will be shared with the RAB.   

Ms. Smith asked if radium 226 and 228 are included in the background level of radiation.  Ms. 
Lowman said that background level could be measured by a survey instrument as well as by 
collecting a sample and processing it through gamma spectroscopy.  There are 18 different RAD 
contaminants analyzed.  Ms. Lowman said that the field survey will not identify the isotope.  Ms. 
Smith said that the Navy is lumping both the isotopes in the background level while 228 is the 
naturally occurring isotope.  Ms. Lowman clarified that radium 226 and 228 both are naturally 
occurring.  Mr. Slack said that the Navy compared the material with uranium 238 at the level it 
would not be naturally occurring, noting the Navy always looks for naturally occurring versus 
other radium.   

Mrs. Sweeney noted that SunCal has plans to build housing along the area and asked if it would 
be cleaned up to residential levels.  Ms. Lowman explained that there is either restricted or 
unrestricted release of property.  Restricted release implies that there is a remedy only on the top 
(example is 4 feet of soil cap) and needs to be approved by the State of California.  Restricted 
release has institutional controls associated with it.  She added that the area would be cleaned to 
residential standards in the top 1-foot.  She said that the dose will be estimated to residential 
standards during dose and risk modeling.   
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VI. BCT Update  

Mr. Brooks requested that Mr. West provide the BRAC Closure Team (BCT) update.  Mr. West 
provided a list of BCT meetings that occurred in February (Attachment B-6).  Considering the 
time, Mr. West provided the list and requested the RAB members to review it.  Ms. Sweeney 
asked what information Ms. Heather Wochnick (Navy) provided about RAD contamination at 
Site 1 during the BCT meeting.  Mr. Brooks said that the work plan was discussed at the BCT 
meeting.  Ms. Cook said that the main purpose was to have the California Department of Public 
(DPH) Health attend the meeting, noting the DPH deals with radiological issues in California 
and the associated risk assessment.  She said that it was an opportunity for the BCT to meet with 
DPH.   

VII. Community and RAB Comment Period 

Mr. Bill Smith introduced himself.  He said that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
was encountering difficulty in negotiating transfer with the Navy because the Navy wanted to 
transfer responsibility for contamination; therefore, the Navy is transferring the property to the 
Veterans Administration (VA).  Mr. Smith said that the VA is less experienced in handling a 
large piece of property with wildlife.  He asked about the city’s opinion on the Navy plans to 
transfer responsibility for additional cleanup to the city.  Mr. Brooks said that under the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) law, the 
Navy will be responsible for cleanup if additional contamination is found.  Ms. Cook said that 
the 5-year review will be completed on the remedy, to ensure the remedy is still effective, and is 
an ongoing process.  Ms. Cook said the Navy would retain ultimate liability because USFWS 
and VA do not have the funding or technical expertise.   

Mr. Brooks noted the next RAB meeting will be held on April 2, 2009.  .   

VIII. Meeting Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:30 p.m. 
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Action Items 

Action Items: 
 

1. Request for Presentations: 
a. OU-5/FISCA IR02 groundwater 

cleanup 
b. Data gap sampling results of OU- 2A 

and OU- 2B 
c. Site 2 FS 
d. OU-2C 
e. Summary on Site 26 
f. Bay Port Sewer systems and change in 

the plumes. 
 
2. Mr. Moss will copy the OU-2B plume figures 

to CDs and mail them to Mr. Humphreys and 
Mr. Peterson. 

 
3. Mr. Brooks will provide the government rules 

of operation document 
 

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

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

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

7. RAB Technical Subcommittee meeting to 
discuss the government rules of operation 
document. 
 

 

Action Item Update: 
 
1. Requests a, b, c and e are 

completed; d and f are pending. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Pending 
 
 
 
3. Completed 

 
 
4. Pending 

 
 

5. Completed 
 
 
 
6. Completed 

 
 
   

7. New 
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NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING AGENDA 
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(1 page) 



RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 
NAVAL AIR STATION, ALAMEDA 

AGENDA 
MARCH 5, 2009, 6:30 PM 

 
ALAMEDA POINT – BUILDING 1 – SUITE 140 

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

 
 
 
 

TIME    SUBJECT     PRESENTER 

6:30 - 6:45  Approval of Minutes    Ms. Dale Smith 
 
 
6:45 - 7:00  Co-Chair Announcements   Co-Chairs 
 
 
7:00 – 7:30  Site 26 Chemical Oxidation Update  Pat Brooks 
 
 
7:30 – 8:00  Navy’s Radiological Program and Site 17 Laurie Lowman 
   Update      & June Wheaton 
 
8:00 – 8:15  BCT Update      John West 
 
 
8:15 – 8:30  Community & RAB Comment Period  Community & RAB 
 
 
8:30   RAB Meeting Adjournment 
 
 
 
Note:  Ms. Laurie Lowman is the Lead Environmental Protection Manager from the Navy’s Radiological Affairs Service 
Office in Yorktown, VA. 
 
  



 

  

ATTACHMENT B 
 

NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING HANDOUT MATERIALS 

B-1 Government Rules of Operation Handbook.  Distributed by Pat Brooks, RAB 
Navy Co-Chair (27 pages) 

B-2 Community Relation Plan handout.  Distributed by Tommie Jean Damrel, Tetra 
Tech EMI (1 page) 

B-3 Site 26 Chemical Oxidation presentation handout.  Distributed by Pat Brooks, 
RAB Navy Co-Chair (8 pages) 

B-4 Site 17 Update presentation handout.  Distributed by June Wheaton, Navy  
(9 pages) 

B-5 Navy’s Radiological Program presentation handout.  Distributed by Laurie 
Lowman, RASO (6 pages)  

B-6 List and Summary of February 2009 BCT Meetings, Distributed by John West, 
Water Board (1 page) 
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GOVERNMENT RULES OF OPERATION HANDBOOK 
 

(27 pages)
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COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN HANDOUT 
 

(1 page) 
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5 March 2009

Site 26 UpdateSite 26 Update

Alameda Point 
Restoration 
Advisory 
Board Meeting

March 5, 2009

5 March 2009 2

IR Site 26 Phase 1 Injection MapIR Site 26 Phase 1 Injection Map
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PrePre--Remedial Action TCE Remedial Action TCE –– Feb 2008Feb 2008

ISCO Goal: 5 µg/L 

5 March 2009 4

TCE After 1TCE After 1stst Injection Injection –– Sept 2008Sept 2008

ISCO Goal: 5 µg/L 
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PrePre--Remedial Action DCE Remedial Action DCE –– Feb 2008Feb 2008

ISCO Goal: 30 µg/L 

5 March 2009 6

DCE After 1DCE After 1stst Injection Injection –– Sept 2008Sept 2008
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PrePre--Remedial Action VC Remedial Action VC –– Feb 2008Feb 2008

ISCO Goal: None 

5 March 2009 8

VC After 1VC After 1stst Injection Injection –– Sept 2008Sept 2008

ISCO Goal: None 
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Lessons Learned From First InjectionLessons Learned From First Injection

Performance Issue Solution

Concrete and asphalt trapped off gasses, which in turn 
mounded the groundwater table and caused 
surfacing of groundwater and reagents

• Use a reagent that produces less vapor

Possible channeling and redistribution of contaminants 
to the south and the west

• Inject using  lower flow rates

• Use a recirculation system and test injected water 
for contaminants

• Inject an alternate oxidant that does not produce a 
large volume of vapor.

• Analyze flow field during injection 

Several injection points compromised during injection

• Inject at lower pressures

• Use alternate oxidant that does not generate as 
much gas

Hydrocarbons detected in subsurface during 
application 

• Use a more stable, long lasting oxidant 
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Lessons Learned From First InjectionLessons Learned From First Injection

Performance Issue Solution

Groundwater at site rapidly returned to anaerobic 
conditions within two weeks of completing 
injection of oxidant

• Use a more stable, long lasting oxidant

Oxidant (hydrogen peroxide) short lived
• Use an alternative oxidant

Did not achieve remedial goals for ISCO after Phase 1 
application

• Use a recirculation system to establish better 
contact with the contamination that is in the 
aqueous phase

• Monitor oxidant in treatment zone
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Site 26 Revised DesignSite 26 Revised Design

• Circulation system using 
sodium persulfate Na2S2O8

• 18 extraction wells
• 7 injection wells

• 15,400 lbs sodium persulfate
– 50 g/L injection

concentration

• Circulate one full pore 
volume (~35,000 gallons)

5 March 2009

Flow AnalysisFlow Analysis

12
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PersulfatePersulfate DistributionDistribution

5 March 2009 14

VOCs in Extracted GroundwaterVOCs in Extracted Groundwater

Compound
Extraction 

Solution 
(µg/L)

Injection 
Solution 
(µg/L)

TCE 5.5 <0.6

DCE (total) 22.2 <0.6a

VC 0.8 <0.6

(a) cis and trans 1,2-DCE were each below 0.6 µg/L
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Future WorkFuture Work

• Groundwater sampling scheduled for week of 
March 23 

• Evaluate results and finalize design for in-situ 
bioremediation

5 March 2009

Questions
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SITE 17 UPDATE PRESENTATION HANDOUT 
 

(9 pages) 



Time Critical Removal Action 
Construction Debris Piles

IR Site 17
Alameda Point, Alameda, California

Time Critical Removal Action 
Construction Debris Piles

IR Site 17
Alameda Point, Alameda, California

Restoration Advisory Board Meeting
March 5, 2009

Restoration Advisory Board Meeting
March 5, 2009

June Wheaton
Navy Project Manager

June Wheaton
Navy Project Manager

2

Presentation Topics

• Location of Debris Piles
• Selected Alternative
• Time-critical Removal Action
• Debris Pile 1 Summary
• Debris Pile 2 Summary
• Additional Debris
• Next Steps



3

Construction Debris Piles
1          2

4

Work Site LayoutEstimated Debris-pile Extents
Prior to Removal Action



5

Selected Alternative

• Excavation, Reuse/Recycling, and Off-
site Disposal

– Chosen because alternative is:
• A permanent solution 
• Implementable
• Cost effective

6

Time-critical Removal Action

• Removed full extent of Debris Piles 1 and 2
• Collected characterization samples at surface 

and 2 feet below surface following removal
• Compared analytical results to screening criteria 

and performed overexcavation in select areas
• Will evaluate remaining characterization results 

in Time-critical Removal Action report
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Debris Pile 1 Summary

• Removed and stockpiled 24,500 cys debris material
• Overexcavated eight grid nodes based on petroleum-

like staining and PCBs
• Encountered oversized object (approx 15’x15’x15’); 

left in place
• Soil and small debris transported for off-site 

disposal
– RCRA hazardous; 781 tons (33 trucks)
– California hazardous; 32,354 tons (1,358 trucks)
– non-hazardous; 1,414 tons (60 trucks)

• Oversize debris pending recycling/disposal 
(concrete tested suitable for recycling); ~2,000 cys 
or 4,000 tons

8

Debris Pile 1
Extent Removed, Characterization 

Samples, and Overexcavation
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Debris Pile 1 – Pre-Removal

10

Debris Pile 1 – Post-Removal
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Oversize Debris

12

Debris Pile 2 Summary

• Removed and stockpiled 5,250 cys debris 
material

• Overexcavated one grid node based on 
cadmium

• Soil and small debris pending transportation 
and disposal
– California hazardous; ~6,500 tons
– non-hazardous; ~1,500 tons

• Oversize debris pending recycling/off-site 
disposal (concrete tested suitable for 
recycling); minimal additional volume



13

Debris Pile 2
Extent Removed, Characterization 

Samples, and Overexcavation

14

Debris Pile 2 – Pre-Removal



15

Debris Pile 2 – Post-Removal

16

Additional Debris

• Additional debris encountered west of 
Debris Pile 2 under concrete riprap

• Estimated to extend to Ramp 2; approx 
420’ long and extending 25’ to 45’ south 
of the seawall

• Planned for removal



17

Work Site LayoutEstimated Extent of Additional 
Debris West of Debris Pile 2

18

Next Steps

• Remove additional debris between 
Debris Pile 2 and Ramp 2

• Prepare Time-critical Removal Action 
report and recommend no further action, 
additional evaluation, or remediation
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NAVY’S RADIOLOGICAL PROGRAM PRESENTATION HANDOUT 
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1

Restoration Advisory Board Meeting
March 5, 2009

Naval Sea Systems Detachment (NAVSEADET)

Radiological Affairs Support Office (RASO)

Discussion Topics

• Who is RASO and What Do They Do

• Riprap Anomaly



2

RASO RASO 
Responsibilities InResponsibilities In

Support of Support of 
RASPRASP

ProvideProvide
Training forTraining for

RSOs, ARSOs,RSOs, ARSOs,
Radiographers.Radiographers.

RadiologicalRadiological
Support and TechnicalSupport and Technical

Assistance Assistance 

Low Level Rad WasteLow Level Rad Waste
( LLRW) Disposal( LLRW) Disposal

CoordinationCoordination

Assist withAssist with
InvestigationsInvestigations

andand
CorrectiveCorrective

ActionsActions

Provide Technical Provide Technical 
Oversight for RadiologicalOversight for Radiological

Environmental RemediationEnvironmental Remediation

Provide RegulatoryProvide Regulatory
Guidance/Interpretations, Guidance/Interpretations, 

Onsite Inspections, Permit ReviewOnsite Inspections, Permit Review

NAVSEADET RASO As a Technical Support Center Supports 
the Radiological Affairs Support Program (RASP)

Environmental Radiological 
Programs

• RASO provides Technical Support for Environmental 
Radiological Programs for:
– Navy/Marine Corps Environmental Restorations (ER)
– Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC)
– NRC/NRSC Decommissioning

• Expert guidance – Multi-Agency Radiation Survey and 
Site Investigation Manual (MARSSIM)

• Regulatory Interface 
– Federal, State, Local Agencies

• Document Review 
– Historical Radiological Assessments (HRA), Survey Plan
– Final Reports



3

Active Environmental Sites
• Active Environmental 

Restoration (ER) Sites
– NAS Jacksonville
– NAS North Island
– NSWC Indian Head Div.
– NTC Great Lakes
– NSY Puget Sound

• Active BRAC Sites
– NSY Hunters Point
– NSY Mare Island
– MCAS El Toro
– NAS Alameda
– NAS Brunswick
– NS Long Beach
– NS Treasure Island
– NWS Concord

• Decommissioning & 
Decontamination (DD) Sites
– NAMRL Pensacola
– NAES Lakehurst
– NAWC Weapons Div. China 

Lake
– NB Ventura County Point Mugu
– NMRC Bethesda
– NRL Chesapeake Beach 

Detachment
– NRL Washington DC
– NSWC Dahlgren Division

Riprap Anomaly
• Found by RASO/TtEC 2/10/09
• 35’ south of Outfall F on land side of riprap
• Area of elevated radiological readings 

covers 5’x10’ area going into edge of 
riprap

• Samples taken in area identified chalk like 
materials with elevated radiological 
readings

• Confirmed to be Radium-226



4

Riprap Anomaly Location

Riprap Anomaly Location

Seaplane 
Lagoon

+ Anomaly location



5

Riprap Anomaly

Riprap Anomaly Close-up



6

Planned Action
• Current plan is to remove anomaly and 

contamination stopping above the water 
level 

• Remove riprap in vicinity of elevated 
readings

• Characterize area to determine extent of 
contamination

• Perform health and safety scans of riprap 
on western shore of Seaplane Lagoon
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LIST AND SUMMARY OF FEBRUARY 2009 BCT MEETINGS 
 

(1 page) 
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