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FINAL 
NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 

MEETING SUMMARY 
 

www.bracpmo.navy.mil 
Building 1, Suite 140, Community Conference Center 

Alameda Point 
Alameda, California 

 
July 6, 2006 

 
 

The following participants attended the meeting: 

 
Co-Chairs: 

Thomas Macchiarella Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Program Management Office 
(PMO) West, BRAC Environmental Coordinator (BEC), Navy 
Co-chair 

George Humphreys Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) Community Co-chair 

Attendees: 

Janet Argyres Bechtel 

Doug Biggs Alameda Point Collaborative (APC) Representative 

Dan Carroll Kleinfelder/Bechtel 

Neil Coe RAB 

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

Tommie Jean Damrel Tetra Tech EM Inc. (Tetra Tech) 

Jamie Hamm Sullivan International Group (Sullivan) 

Eric Johansen Bechtel 

Joan Konrad RAB 

James D. Leach RAB 

Dot Lofstrom California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) Department 
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 

Greg Lorton BRAC Program Management Office (PMO)-West, Lead Remedial 
Project Manager (RPM) 

Peter Russell Russell Resources 

Christy Smith California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) 

Jean Sweeney RAB 

Jim Sweeney RAB 

Michael John Torrey RAB/Housing Authority of the City 

The meeting agenda is provided in Attachment A.   

http://www.bracpmo.navy.mil/
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MEETING SUMMARY 
 
I. Approval of Minutes 
 
Mr. Humphreys called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.   
 
Mr. Humphreys asked for comments on the minutes from the RAB meeting held on June 1, 2006.  
Mr. Torrey provided the following comment:  
 

• Page 3 of 3, Section IV, last sentence, “Attachments B-5 and B-6 contain informational handouts 
that were discussed during the RAB tour.”  

Mr. Macchiarella provided the following comment: 

• Page 3 of 3, Section II, second full paragraph, third sentence; the word “process” will be changed 
to “record of decision.” 

The minutes were approved as amended. 
 
II. Co-Chair Announcements 
 
Mr. Humphreys noted that Dale Smith is not able to attend the meeting and her absence is excused.  
Mr. Sweeney also noted the Kurt Peterson would not attend the meeting. 
 
Mr. Humphreys distributed his list of documents the RAB received during June 2006 (Attachment B-1).  
Noteworthy documents received include the final remedial investigation (RI) report for the west beach 
landfill and wetlands.  Under the category “correspondence,” comments were received from the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on the Site 1 landfill.  The Water Board’s comments indicate 
that the Site 1 proposed plan (PP) should discuss the risks associated with the beach.  A letter was 
received from DTSC concerning the ambient concentrations of inorganic compounds in soil at Alameda 
Point.  The letter indicates that DTSC agrees with the ambient levels used for polyaromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAH), but that DTSC has yet to agree about levels for inorganic compounds.  Additionally, EPA has 
requested 30-day extensions on the review of the draft feasibility study (FS) for Site 30 and the draft RI 
for Site 31. 
 
Mr. Humphreys said that he has provided additional names of qualified individuals who could help the 
RAB with its technical assistance public participation (TAPP) grant.  Mr. Humphreys added the name of 
Peter Strauss, who has worked at Moffett Field and Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach Detachment 
Concord.  He noted that RAB member Dale Smith has been in contact with TAPP grant nominee Patrick 
Lynch and he is interested in helping with the TAPP grant.  Mr. Macchiarella informed the group that 
Dr. Udell, a professor from University of California, Berkeley, has taken a job with the University of 
Utah, and he has been unable to reach Dr. Udell to ask whether he is interested in helping with the TAPP 
grant.  Mr. Macchiarella asked Mr. Humphreys for additional names for the TAPP grant for this reason.  
The applicants will assist the RAB with understanding reports on Sites 1 and 2.  Mr. Macchiarella hopes 
that the Navy will approve the grant within the next week, when the Navy will submit a request for 
proposals and qualifications for the candidates mentioned in the application.  Mr. Humphreys asked if an 
applicant would be chosen based on qualifications or price.  Mr. Macchiarella replied that there is no rule 
for how the Navy chooses the applicant, but that he would like to have the RAB’s input before he makes a 
decision.   
 
Mr. Macchiarella distributed a list of upcoming documents that are to be issued in July and August 2006 
(Attachment B-2).   
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Mr. Macchiarella announced that the Department of Defense (DoD) has finalized its RAB rule and the 
finalized rule now supersedes the former RAB rule.  He noted that there are no apparent differences from 
the way this RAB is currently conducted.  The RAB can view the rule on the Internet.  Mr. Macchiarella 
also noted that the Navy will likely present the PP for Site 25, coast guard housing, during the September 
RAB meeting.   
 
III. Site Management Plan Update Presentation 
 
Mr. Lorton distributed copies of the draft site management plan (SMP) to the RAB members (Attachment 
B-3).  The SMP is established by the Navy and submitted to the agencies for concurrence.  The SMP is a 
list of schedule changes that have occurred over the previous year that have already been transmitted to 
the agencies.  The agencies received the SMP on June 20, 2006, and their comments are due by July 20, 
2006, along with any RAB comments.  There are no delays on the sites, but additional time has been 
added to PP schedules to allow for printing and production.  Mr. Lorton said that he is available to answer 
any questions from the RAB.  Mr. Macchiarella noted that this schedule moves the sites through the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) process and that 
there are no delays caused by funding.  Mr. Lorton added that there have been five requests for extensions 
from the Navy and the agencies since the draft SMP was prepared.  These requests are a result of the large 
number of reports that the agencies must review.  Ms. Sweeney asked if any reports are delayed, and 
Mr. Lorton responded that the additional time (two weeks) has been final proposed plan task durations to 
allow for printing and mailing of these documents.  In addition, the Navy has tied the completion of 
remedial action work plans to the completion of the final remedial action designs, rather than the 
completion of the preliminary remedial action designs.  This essentially extends the beginning of the 
remedial actions approximately six weeks for each site requiring remedial action.   
 
IV. Preview of Draft Site 35 RI/FS Report 
 
Mr. Lorton said that Bechtel is working on the draft remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) for 
Installation Restoration (IR) Site 35, the areas of concern at transfer parcel economic development 
conveyance (EDC)-5.  The draft RI/FS will be submitted to the agencies by July 21, so Mr. Johansen’s 
discussion serves as a preview for the RAB members on a report that the agencies have not yet had a 
chance to review.  He noted that the report is five volumes and presents a great deal of information.  
A handout was provided and is included as Attachment B-4.   
 
Mr. Johansen started the presentation by reviewing the presentation agenda, which includes an 
introduction, purpose and report format, followed by a discussion of remedial investigation sampling, 
nature and extent of contamination, and FS remedial alternatives.  His presentation would be followed by 
questions and discussion.  IR Site 35 is made up of 23 different study areas; which include 19 areas of 
concern, two data gap areas, one solid waste management unit (SWMU), and one PAH area (all of EDC-
5).  Adjacent sites are addressed separately but include 11 IR sites and 10 corrective action areas.   
 
The RI characterizes the nature and extent of contamination in soil and groundwater, evaluates potential 
risk to human health, assesses potential impact to ecological receptors, and supports decisions on remedial 
actions.  The FS develops and evaluates remedial action alternatives based on the results in the RI.  This 
project has been on an accelerated schedule to expedite property transfer from the Navy to the City of 
Alameda.  The timeline started in October 2005, when the draft work plan was submitted to the agencies; 
several meetings were held later with the agencies to resolve issues.  The field work occurred in 
November and December 2005, with preliminary results presented to the agencies in February 2006.  The 
draft RI/FS will be submitted to the agencies on July 21, 2006.   
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The report is broken into five volumes, with Volume I containing the main RI/FS report and an overview 
of each of the sites and conclusions.  Volume II is the appendices to the main report and the first three 
attachments.  The attachments provide specific details for each of the sites and are similar to “mini” RI 
reports for the sites.  Volumes III, IV, and V provide the remaining attachments for each of the sites.   
 
Slide 7 depicts a map of IR Site 35 with all soil, sediment, and groundwater sample locations.  An 
additional copy of this map has been enlarged and is provided at the back of the handout.  The RI 
concluded that 17 of the 23 study areas should be recommended for no further action after the data had 
been reviewed.  Six study areas were carried through to evaluation in the FS.  The study areas include 
AOC 3 because of heptachlor in shallow soil, lead in shallow soil at AOCs 10 and 12, naphthalene in 
groundwater at AOC 1, vinyl chloride in groundwater at AOC 23, and PAH in the northeastern portion of 
EDC-5. 
 
Two areas of special interest to the RAB — AOC 8 and Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) Parcel 78 
— were determined to not require further action.  AOC 8 is outside of the Alameda Point Collaborative 
community garden, and only one soil sample out of 14 contained contaminants at a concentration above 
the screening level.  EBS Parcel 78, Building 677, is the site of the Alameda Point Collaborative, and 
Parcel 79 is the Alameda Head Start Day Care Center.  Twelve soil borings were drilled at these 
locations; only naturally occurring metals, iron in soil and arsenic in groundwater, were found on the 
parcels.   
 
Mr. Johansen discussed the locations where further action is recommended.  AOC 3 was historically used 
for mixing pesticides, and the result for one soil sample exceeded the screening criterion for heptachlor.  
In response to a question from Mr. Torrey, Mr. Lorton responded that heptachlor was an insecticide, as 
well as an impurity in chlordane, and that the extent is probably limited and likely a result of a spill or 
mishandling.  Slide 13 shows the FS alternatives evaluated and the assumed treatment area for AOC-3.  
The FS alternatives include no action, a soil cover with institutional controls (ICs), or excavation and off-
site disposal.  AOC 10 is the site of a former radio antenna tower where a lead removal action had 
occurred.  Additional soil samples show high levels of lead outside of the excavated area; however, the 
extent is defined and limited.  Slide 15 shows a map of the assumed treatment area and the alternatives 
evaluated for AOC-10, which are the same as for AOC 3.  AOC 12 is the former location of Water Tank 
33 and a former lead removal action.  Ms. Sweeney asked if the storm drains were sampled.  
Mr. Johansen responded that one of the storm drains in the affected area was sampled.  The other drain, 
which is downgradient or downflow of the affected area, was not sampled.  The extent of this area also 
has been defined, and the FS alternatives are similar to AOC 10.  AOC 1 is the location of an oil-water 
separator.  The result for one groundwater sample in this location exceeded the screening criterion for 
naphthalene.  The extent of groundwater contamination is partially delineated.  Alternatives evaluated in 
the FS include no action, monitored natural attenuation, source removal with enhanced aerobic in situ 
bioremediation with ICs, and in situ chemical oxidation.  Mr. Humphreys asked if this area is the location 
of a former galley.  Mr. Johansen replied that it is a former kitchen where the oils were drained into the 
oil-water separator.  However, the Navy is unsure why naphthalene would be associated with the oil-
water separator.  Ms. Sweeney asked if naphthalene is a solvent.  Mr. Lorton responded that it is a 
constituent in petroleum and a PAH; however, the Navy did not detect any other chemicals that would 
indicate that the naphthalene was associated with PAHs or petroleum fuels.  AOC 23 is located along the 
western side of Building 13.  Four groundwater samples in this area contained relatively low 
concentrations of vinyl chloride.  The southern extent of the groundwater contamination has not been 
defined.  FS alternatives include no action, monitored natural attenuation and ICs, enhanced anaerobic in 
situ bioremediation and ICS, and in situ chemical oxidation.   
 
More than 1,500 soil samples were analyzed for PAHs for EDC-5, and most elevated levels were in the 
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4 to 8 feet below ground surface (bgs) samples.  A 2003 time critical removal action addressed all but six 
of the high concentrations of PAH in soil from the 0 to 2 feet bgs interval.  PAHs from the 0 to 4 feet bgs 
interval are evaluated in the FS.  Alternatives considered include no action, soil cover and ICs, and 
excavation with off-site disposal.   
 
The schedule for the report after the draft is submitted to the agencies in July 2006 includes the RAB and 
agency review period in August through September 2006.  The draft final report will be submitted in 
October 2006, and the PP will be issued for public review in January 2007.  The final ROD is planned in 
March 2007.   
 
 Ms. Konrad asked where the highest levels of contamination are found, other than the lead in soil near 
the former removal actions.  Mr. Johansen responded that the other sites are mostly sporadic detections of 
contamination.  Mr. Humphreys noted that Mr. Coe had previously described a sewer backup at the 
former galley at AOC 1 and he asked if naphthalene could have been used as a disinfecting agent.  
Mr. Lorton did not think that it was used as a disinfecting agent, but the Navy has yet to identify the 
source of the contamination.  Mr. Biggs asked for a copy of the report for the Alameda Point 
Collaborative and asked whether the ecological risk assessment would need to be changed to take into 
account the newly observed deer that inhabit the base.  Mr. Macchiarella responded that he is checking 
with the Navy’s biologist.  Mr. Humphrey added that there is a wood preservative called “Cooper Green,” 
which is made of copper and naphthalene and he noted that this preservative might be a source of 
naphthalene in groundwater.   
 
V. BCT Activities  
 
Ms. Lofstrom gave the update on the BCT activities since so many BCT issues were related to a DTSC 
review of background data at Alameda Point written in May.  She noted that the background 
concentrations of inorganic constituents calculated by DTSC were evaluated as if the data collected were 
the department’s own, and then compared how DTSC would have calculated the background data set with 
how the Navy calculated this data set.  The memorandum compares the data sets.   
 
She also noted that the agencies have requested three different extensions: one is the Site 30 and 31 RI 
and FS.  The EPA requested a 30-day extension because of issues with the background data set.  During 
the RI, the on-site geologist noticed a difference in the soil type when compared with the fill material that 
covers most of Alameda Point.  The Navy investigated further and concluded that the soil may have come 
from a different off-site source.  The agencies see the background data as a problem since it has taken so 
long for the Navy and the agencies to agree on the Alameda Point background set.  The agencies are 
currently arranging a meeting with the Navy to resolve these issues.  Mr. Lorton noted that this request for 
an extension to the schedule is so new that it is not included in the SMP.  Ms. Lofstrom added that the 
schedules for Sites 20 and 24 will also need to be extended because additional data needs to be collected.  
The agencies and Navy are meeting to discuss these issues on Monday, July 10.   
 
Ms. Lofstrom said the review time for the Site 1 PP was extended because DTSC would like a more in-
depth explanation of the preferred alternatives in the Draft PP.   
 
VI. Community and RAB Comment Period 
 
Mr. Torrey mentioned that the East Bay Conversion and Reinvestment Commission golf classic has been 
rescheduled for September 29, 2006.  There were no additional community or RAB comments. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:45 p.m.



 

 

ATTACHMENT A 
 

NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING AGENDA 

July 6, 2006 
 

(One Page) 



RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 
NAVAL AIR STATION, ALAMEDA 

AGENDA 
JULY 6, 2006, 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    Mr. George Humphreys 
 
 
6:45 - 7:00  Co-Chair Announcements   Co-Chairs 
 
 
7:00 – 7:15  Presentation on Annual Site Management  Dr. Greg Lorton 

Plan Update   
 
 
7:15– 8:00  Preview of Draft Site 35 RI/FS Report  Dr. Greg Lorton 

& Eric Johansen 
 
8:00 – 8:10  BCT Activities      Ms. Anna-Marie Cook 
 
 
8:10 – 8:30  Community & RAB Comment Period  Community & RAB 
 
 
8:30   RAB Meeting Adjournment 
 
  



 

 

ATTACHMENT B 
 

NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING HANDOUT MATERIALS 

 
B-1 List of Reports Received during June 2006, provided by George Humphreys, RAB 

Community Co-chair.  (1 page) 

B-2 Significant Navy CERCLA Documents for July/August 2006, provided by Thomas 
Macchiarella, Navy Co-chair.  (1 page) 

B-3 Draft 2007 Site Management Plan Schedule, presented by Greg Lorton, Navy.  
(20 pages) 

B-4 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study for IR Site 35, Areas of Concern at Transfer 
Parcel EDC-5, presented by Eric Johansen, Bechtel.  (15 pages) 



 

 

ATTACHMENT B-1 
 

LIST OF REPORTS RECEIVED JUNE 2006 
 

(One Page) 





 

 

ATTACHMENT B-2 
 

SIGNIFICANT NAVY CERCLA DOCUMENTS FOR JULY/AUGUST 2006 
 

(One Page)





 

 

ATTACHMENT B-3 
 

DRAFT 2007 SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN SCHEDULE 

(Twenty Pages) 











































 

 

ATTACHMENT B-4 
 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR IR SITE 35 
 

(Fifteen Pages) 
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