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Building 1, Suite 140, Community Conference Center 

Alameda Point 
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February 4, 2010 

 
The following participants attended the meeting: 

Co-Chairs: 

Derek Robinson 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: 

RAB Members

Fred Hoffman Jean Sweeney  

George Humphreys Michael John Torrey  

James Leach   

 

Community Members

Richard Bangert Tina Rutsch  

Gretchen Lipow   

 

Navy Members

Bill McGinnis Navy Lead Remedial Project Manager (RPM) 

June Wheaton Navy Project Manager (PM) 
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City of Alameda and Public Representatives

Doug Biggs Alameda Public Collaborative 

Frank Matarrese Alameda City Council 

Peter Russell Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment Authority (ARRA) 
 

Regulatory Agencies 

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

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

Xuan-Mai Tran U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

John West Water Board 

 

Contractors 

Jamie Eby CH2M Hill 

John McMillan Shaw Environmental, Inc. (Shaw) 

Marsha Pendergrass RAB Facilitator 

Radhika Sreenivasan ChaduxTt 

Tommie Jean Valmassy ChaduxTt 
 

The meeting agenda is provided as Attachment A. 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Dale Smith (RAB community co-chair) called the February 2010 former Naval Air Station 
Alameda (Alameda Point) RAB meeting to order at 6:35 p.m.   

I. Approval of January 2010 RAB Meeting Minutes 

Ms. Smith asked for comments on the January 2010 RAB meeting minutes.  RAB members 
provided comments, which will be incorporated into the final set of minutes for January 2010.   

The following comments were provided by George Humphreys (RAB): 
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• Page 3 of 11, section I, first bullet, last line, “…concentration of the plume 
contaminates…” will be revised to, “…concentration of the plume contaminants….” 

• Page 5 of 11, section II, fifth paragraph, last line, “…building’s foundation filter and 
structural walls” will be corrected to, “…building’s foundation footer and structural 
walls.” 

• Page 7 of 11, section IV, second paragraph, eighth sentence, “…preferentially channeling 
into the lower permeability areas” will be corrected to, “…preferentially channeling into 
the higher permeability areas.” 

• Page 7 of 11, section IV, second paragraph, ninth sentence, “Contaminant rebound is 
assumed to be from higher permeability areas…” will be corrected to, “Contaminant 
rebound is assumed to be from lower permeability areas….” 

• Page 7 of 11, section IV, second paragraph, tenth sentence, “…which limits treatment to 
areas that the injected solution cause quickly come in contact with” will be corrected to, 
“…which limits treatment to areas where the injected solution comes quickly into contact 
with the contaminant.”  

• Page 7 of 11, section IV, third paragraph, eighth sentence, “…provided with the updated 
RA” will be corrected to, “…provided with the updated RA work plan.” 

• Page 8 of 11, section IV, second paragraph, fourth sentence, “… no work has been done 
at the site, the line is open and…” will be revised to, “… no work is being done at the 
site, the line is exposed and….”  

• Page 8 of 11, section IV, second paragraph, ninth sentence, “Ms. Smith asked about the 
soil piles…” will be changed to, “Ms. Smith and Mrs. Sweeney asked about the soil 
piles….” 

• Page 9 of 11, section V, last paragraph, second sentence, “Mr. Robinson said that one 
side of the barge is 4 feet deep and…” will be revised to, “Mr. Robinson said that one 
side of the object is 4 feet deep and….” 

• Page 10 of 11, action item #2, will be corrected to “Provide information on the large, 
submerged, unidentified object.”  

The following comments were provided by Ms. Smith: 

• Page 5 of 11, section II, third paragraph, last sentence, “…three other UST at the site 
and…” will be corrected to, “…three other USTs at the site and….” 
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• Page 9 of 11, section V, add the following comment, “Mr. Matarrese said that Upper 
Northwest Territory is not going to be a golf course and will probably be developed as a 
wetland.” 

The January 2010 RAB meeting minutes were approved with the above modifications. 

II. Co-Chair Announcements 

Derek Robinson (Navy co-chair) distributed the Action Item Responses (Attachment B-1) and 
requested that the RAB review the responses.  He asked the RAB to let him know if the 
responses do not answer the questions.   

Ms. Smith noted that she received two electronic communications:  (1) letter from AMEC 
regarding Alameda Point, IR Site 1 VOC Groundwater Plume (Attachment B-2), and (2) 
response from RBF Consulting regarding Alameda Point, Building 400A (included in 
Attachment B-1).  Ms. Smith said that she forwarded the Building 400A letter to James Leach 
(RAB) for his review.  Mr. Leach said he felt a competent job was done by a respected structural 
engineer.  Ms. Smith added that the RAB accepts the response from the structural engineer on 
Building 400A.  Mr. West said that he did not receive the AMEC letter on the Site 1 groundwater 
plume.  Mr. Robinson said that he will e-mail the letter to Mr. West and also attach it to the 
meeting minutes.  

Ms. Smith said that she received only one document in January; the draft final Community 
Involvement Plan (CIP).  The CIP states that the Navy will work on communications with the 
RAB and on incorporating community comments in the cleanup process at various sites.  She 
added that the document asks the RAB to follow timelines and guidelines for base closure set by 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Department of Defense (DoD) in 1992.  
Ms. Smith said that she also received the radiological study report and noted that the responses to 
regulatory comments on the document are due either March 1 or March 29.  The due date 
depends on whether the regulators accept an expedited review request to accelerate the process.   

Ms. Smith shared her list of upcoming documents of 2010 and their due dates for comment. 

• Site 1: Investigation report will be submitted in fall 2010. 

• Site 2: Dates for the proposed plan (PP) are not known. 

• Plume 4-1: Project begins in April 2010 and the report should be available in January 
2011. 

• Site 24: Dates for the PP are not known. 

• Site 27: Project is complete and the final assessment report is due in April or May 
2010. 
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• Site 28: Remedial design (RD)/remedial action work plan (RAWP) document 
finalization date is not known. 

• Site 32: Work plan begins in February and revised remedial investigation 
(RI)/feasibility study (FS) is due in September 2010. 

• Site 34: Dates for the PP are not known. 

• Operable Unit (OU)-1: Work plan document is due in September 2010.  

• OU-2A: Date for the FS is not known 

• OU-2A and 2B data gap sampling: Report date is not known. 

• OU-2B: Pilot study (DoD Strategic Environmental Research and Development 
Program [SERDP] project) report is due in June 2010.  Mr. Humphreys asked about 
the upcoming report, noting the OU-2B remediation work would take 2 years to 
complete.  Ms. Smith said that the report is a preliminary study to evaluate whether in 
situ chemical oxidation (ISCO) using nano-zero valent iron would expedite the 
cleanup. 

• OU-2C: Revised draft FS is due in April 2010.   

Ms. Smith commended the Navy for cleaning up plume 5-3 and added that the RAB would like 
to see all sites cleaned up to the same level.   

Ms. Smith said that she contacted the Veterans Administration (VA) about moving the Bay Trail 
and received little response.  Ms. Smith noted that she also will contact the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service regarding the Bay Trail.  Ms. Smith said that she received a letter from the city 
about its stance on the Bay Trail.  The city stated in its letter that the Bay Trail is necessary.  Ms. 
Smith asked Peter Russell (Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment Authority [ARRA]) if the city 
received a response from Richard Crow (VA).  Mr. Russell said the city did not receive a 
response.  Mr. Robinson said that he has requested that Navy management convey that the 
community strongly recommends the Bay Trail.  

III. Expanded Site Inspection Work Plan for Transfer Parcels EDC-12, EDC-17, FED-
1A, FED-2B and FED-2C 

Mr. Robinson introduced June Wheaton (Navy project manager) to begin the presentation on the 
Draft Expanded Site Inspection (ESI) Work Plan for Transfer Parcels Economic Development 
Conveyance (EDC)-12, EDC-17, Federal (FED)-1A, FED-2B and FED-2C.  Ms. Wheaton 
distributed the presentation handout (Attachment B-3).   

During the review of Slide 7, Dot Lofstrom (DTSC) asked whether agencies had reviewed the 
site investigation (SI) reports for EDC-12 and EDC-17.  Xuan-Mai Tran (EPA) confirmed that 
EPA had reviewed the SI.  Ms. Wheaton added that recommendations in the Site Inspection (SI) 
reports for all transfer parcels as well as responses to comments on the draft SI report for FED-
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1A, 2B, and 2C identified potential areas for further investigation and this ESI work plan 
addresses these areas.   

Ms. Smith said that FED-1A has never been examined.  Ms. Wheaton said that a site inspection 
was conducted at FED-1A, and the results have been reported in the draft SI report.  Ms. Smith 
noted that the Navy overlooked a 2,000-gallon petroleum tank during the inspection.  She added 
that the SI at FED-1A and FED-2B were not thorough and that no documentation was submitted 
in regard to the extent of the investigations at the two sites.  Ms. Wheaton said that the Navy is 
planning additional sampling at some areas.  She added that the additional sampling will fill data 
gaps.  Mr. Robinson requested that Ms. Smith provide additional comments on the ESI work 
plan.  He added that the comment period has been extended by 2 weeks for the RAB.  Jean 
Sweeney (RAB member) stated that Ms. Smith said she suspects there are more fuel tanks near 
the Least Tern sanctuary.  Ms. Wheaton said historical records showed that it was a 500-gallon 
tank that was removed and it was in a larger vault that also contained a burner.  She added that 
the tank was removed in 2005 and the Navy is not aware of any other underground storage tanks 
(USTs) in that area.  Ms. Wheaton requested that Ms. Smith provide any information she may 
have that indicates there may be more suspected tanks at that location.  Ms. Smith noted that 
observations that she made while walking through this area that indicate potential USTs were the 
presence of similar vault structures that the removed UST was in and staining.  Bill McGinnis 
(Navy lead remedial project manager) said that the site will be visually inspected to evaluate 
these vault structures.  Ms. Smith also noted that there is a major wetland in FED-1A.   

Ms. Smith said that Jim Polisini (DTSC toxicologist) requested a revision of the contaminant 
levels for metals in soil at FED-1A in 2006.  She asked if Ms. Lofstrom could provide an update 
on the Navy’s response to DTSC.  Ms. Lofstrom said that the Navy has not responded or made 
changes to the Basewide background evaluation based on Mr. Polisini’s letter.  She indicated that 
Mr. Polisini completed a statistical analysis in 2006 and found issues with the Navy’s 
background including that metals, which he considered outliers, should not be considered part of 
the background data population.   

During the review of Slide 8, Mr. Humphreys said that the Navy should plan to collect samples 
at random points along both sides of the runway.  Ms. Wheaton noted the suggestion.  Ms. Smith 
asked about the investigation at Building 100.  Ms. Wheaton said that the Navy plans to collect 
concrete chip samples from the building for analysis of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).   

During the review of Slide 11 discussing the Federal transfer parcels, Mr. Leach asked about the 
depth of a proposed borehole.  Ms. Wheaton said the boreholes would generally extend 8 feet 
below ground surface or until groundwater is reached, which ever is shallower.  Ms. Smith asked 
if the Navy will investigate the northern portion as part of the firefighting training area.  Ms. 
Wheaton confirmed that the northern portion of FED-1A, known as Open Space III, will be 
evaluated as part of the firefighting training area.  Ms. Smith asked which fire retardants were 
used at the site.  Ms. Wheaton and Jamie Eby (CH2M Hill) stated that there are limited records 
of what was used in this area, but based on nearby IR Site 14 and the general timeframe, the 
Navy was able to determine that they did not likely use firefighting foams containing 
perfluorooctyl sulfonate (PFOAs).  Mr. Humphreys suggested that carbon tetrachloride was 
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likely used as a suppressant and dry cleaning solvent.  Ms. Wheaton and Mr. Eby noted that 
samples will be analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOCs), which include carbon 
tetrachloride and perchloroethylene analysis.   

Frank Matarrese (Alameda City Council) asked about the Navy budget for the SI.  Ms. Wheaton 
said that the budget is approximately $2.5 million and the Navy contractor is CH2M Hill.  Mr. 
Matarrese asked how many staff would work on the SI.  Ms. Wheaton and Mr. Eby said that 10 
to 20 staff will work on the project.   

IV.  Overview of RAB Purpose and Process 

Mr. Robinson started his RAB purpose and process presentation (Attachment B-4).   

Mrs. Sweeney said that the community members in Alameda are unaware of the work under way 
at the base.  She added that Richard Bangert (community) approached the ARRA with the idea 
of a presentation at the city council meeting that would show a series of before-and-after cleanup 
photographs.  Mrs. Sweeney said that a graphics-heavy Power-Point presentation that shows all 
the cleanup work is needed.  Mr. Bangert said that if the presentation is given at a city council 
meeting, it will be televised and a number of people can watch it from home.  Mr. Matarrese said 
that the ARRA accepted an action item to work on a presentation and the city manager will be 
contacting the RAB, agencies, and the Navy.  He added that the city discussed a presentation 
during the city council meeting or other special session that would also be televised in March or 
April 2010.  He said that an ideal presentation would be 20 minutes followed by an hour of 
question and answer.  Mr. Matarrese said that there should be an official announcement soon.  
Gretchen Lipow (community) supports the suggestion of televising the presentation as well as 
posting it on-line and in newspapers to educate the Alameda community about the cleanup at the 
base.   

Ms. Smith said that the RAB was under the impression earlier that all comments need to be 
submitted in writing to be considered and receive a response.  Ms. Smith noted that the CIP does 
not state that comments must be submitted in writing and asked Mr. Robinson to clarify whether 
the RAB comments during the meeting need to be written.  Mr. Robinson said that comments on 
specific documents made during the document’s comment period and during the community and 
RAB comment period will receive a formal response.  He said that comments made on a 
presentation will not require written responses, as presentations are to aid the review process of a 
specific document.   

V.  BCT update 

John West (Water Board) said that his office responded to a hazardous material spill at the SS 
Petersburg on January 24.  He added that SS Petersburg is a fuel tanker berthed at Alameda 
Point.  While the crew adjusted the fuel balances in the boiler, the ship expelled soot into the air.  
He added that there was a 200 - by 20-foot area of soot.  Mr. West noted that NRC 
Environmental Services responded quickly and cleaned it up.  He distributed a hazardous 
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material spill pamphlet for RAB to review.  He added that the pamphlet provides guidance on 
how to report a spill.  He will also e-mail the RAB the website address for spill reporting.   

VI. Community and RAB Comment Period 

Fred Hoffman (RAB) addressed a letter (Attachment B-5) to the co-chairs and read it aloud to 
the RAB, tendering his resignation from the RAB.  Mr. Humphreys said that Mr. Hoffman has 
contributed to the RAB and is sorry to see him resign.  

Mr. Leach said he is sympathetic with Mr. Hoffman’s comment that his input is not always being 
considered and that he has felt the same.  Mr. Leach, Ms. Smith, Mr. West, and Ms. Lofstrom 
requested Mr. Hoffman reconsider his resignation.  Mr. Hoffman appreciated the comments and 
said that working on the RAB has become a quality of life issue.  Mr. Robinson thanked Mr. 
Hoffman for his service.   

Mr. Humphreys said that he believes that the groundwater plume at Site 1 is close enough to the 
bay to receive a tidal effect so that sea water is flowing in and out and diluting the plume.  He 
noticed in the AMEC letter that there is a contradiction, one stating that there has not been any 
intrusion, while the other noting the saline layer within the landfill.   

Mr. Humphreys also said that based on the aerial photograph shown him by Ms. Smith, the 
unidentified object in the Seaplane Lagoon could be a seaplane mooring dock.  He added that 
since the photograph showed six structures, there is a possibility that the remaining five are still 
to be discovered.  Ms. Smith concurred with the comment.   

Mr. Humphreys noted that Mrs. Sweeney’s comment during the January 2010 meeting was not 
captured in the minutes.  Mr. Humphreys noted the following as an insert into the minutes:  “Mr. 
Humphreys asked Mrs. Sweeney if her concerns had ever been answered about the area where 
car repairs had been done.  This area previously had been used to conduct car maintenance 
courses and also may have been used to dispose hazardous materials into drainage pits.  Mrs. 
Sweeney said that area has since been paved over and her concerns have not been addressed.”   

Regarding the action item on the cleanup of lead from the storm drains; Mr. Humphreys asked 
whether the Navy intends to remediate the lead in storm drains beyond the cleanup efforts that 
were conducted previously by the city.  Mr. Robinson said that during routine storm drain 
maintenance, the city has vacuum cleaned the sediments from the storm drains in question, and 
the assumption is that the bulk amounts of the contaminant have been removed.  He added that 
the Navy will collect more samples as part of the Site 35 remedial action.   

Mr. Bangert asked whether the sediment in the Seaplane Lagoon will be cleaned by the Navy, or 
if in the future it is possible that ferries will not be allowed in the lagoon to prevent disturbing 
the sediments.  Mr. Robinson said that there are two areas (the northern corners) in the Seaplane 
Lagoon that pose an ecological risk and those areas will be addressed.  Ms. Smith said that a 
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deep-draft ferry will not be able to enter the Seaplane Lagoon easily and the remainder of the 
lagoon will need to be dredged.  She added that the Navy has had to dredge repeatedly in the past 
to allow deep draft vessels in the lagoon because the currents return the sediment.  She added 
that the unknown object and the sunken barge need to be addressed to allow any deep vessels in 
the lagoon.  She said that if dredging is deep enough, then the contaminated soil will be reached.  
Mr. Bangert said that it will be expensive to operate a ferry in the Seaplane Lagoon.  Mr. 
Matarrese said that it will not be a problem since a ferry is not a deep draft vessel.  Mr. Russell 
noted that Pat Brooks (former Navy co-chair) agreed to remove the barge (in the northwest 
corner of the lagoon) as part of debris removal.  Michael John Torrey (RAB member) asked how 
the city would work in the lagoon when the nature of the object in the Seaplane Lagoon is not 
known.  Mr. Robinson said that the Navy investigated the object to the extent possible and the 
object was found to be concrete and wood.  He added that the Navy cannot use Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) funds to remove the 
object since it does not pose an environmental threat.   

Ms. Lipow asked if the Navy could provide updated plume maps for the base.  Mr. Robinson 
said that the plume maps are updated every year as part of the basewide groundwater monitoring 
program.  He said that a general plume map could be found in that report, while site-specific 
plume maps could be found in the site documents.   

VII. Meeting Adjournment 

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

Action Items 

Action Items: 
Previous Item #/  
Action Item Status/ 
Action Item Due Date: 

Initiated By:  Responsible 
Person: 

 
1. Request for Presentations: 

a. Bayport sewer systems 
and change in the 
plumes over time. 

b. Site 26 cleanup. 

 
1./ Pending/ March 4, 
2010. 

 
RAB 

 
Mr. Robinson 

2. Informal discussion on 
“Methods of RAB 
communication of remedial 
work at Alameda to the 
community.” 

4./ Pending/ March 4, 
2010 

Ms. Konrad Ms. Lofstrom 

3. Provide the RAB with the 
latest map on the extent of 
Marsh Crust. 

5./ Pending/ March 4, 
2010 

Ms. Smith Ms. Lofstrom 
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Action Items: 
Previous Item #/  
Action Item Status/ 
Action Item Due Date: 

Initiated By:  Responsible 
Person: 

4. Provide information and map 
on the Navy ships that were 
buried at the base. 

7./ Completed (See 
Attachment B-1)/NA 

Mrs. Sweeney Mr. Robinson 

5. Provide information on any 
investigations of the firing 
range near the officer’s 
housing area. 

8./ Completed (See 
Attachment B-1)/NA 

Mrs. Sweeney Mr. Robinson 

6. Discuss placement of the 
extraction and injection wells 
within the site 27 treatment 
modules with a remedial 
design engineer. 

10./ Pending/March 4, 
2010 

Mr. Leach RAB 

7. Provide an explanation from 
the structural engineer on how 
excavating the Building 400 
foundation to remove the drain 
pipe will affect the building’s 
foundation footer and 
structural walls. 

13./ Completed (See 
Attachment B-1)/NA 

Mr. Leach and 
Ms. Smith 

Mr. Robinson 

8. Provide updated RAB contact 
list for Alameda Point. 

14./ Completed (See 
Attachment B-1)/NA 

Ms. Smith Mr. Robinson 

9. Provide RAB comment letter 
on OU-1 as attachment to the 
January 2010 meeting 
minutes. 

15./ Completed (See 
Attachment B-1)/NA 

Ms. Smith Mr. Robinson 

10. Provide the RAB with an 
electronic copy of the RTCs to 
RAB comments on the Site 26 
as presented in the final RA 
work plan. 

16./ Completed (See 
Attachment B-1)/NA 

Ms. Smith Mr. Robinson 

11. Send RAB and Agencies an 
electronic copy of Site 1 
groundwater plume letter and 
include the letter in the 
minutes. 

0./ New/ March 4, 2010 Mr. West and 
RAB 

Mr. Robinson 
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RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING AGENDA 
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RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 
NAVAL AIR STATION, ALAMEDA 

AGENDA 
FEBRUARY 4, 2010, 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    Dale Smith 
 
 
6:45 – 7:00  Co-Chair Announcements   Co-Chairs 
 
 
7:00 – 7:30  Site Insp. Work Plan Transfer Parcels 
   EDC-12, EDC-17, FED-1A, FED-2B,   June Wheaton 

and FED-2C        
 
 
7:30– 8:00  Overview of RAB Purpose and Process Derek Robinson 
 
 
8:00 – 8:15  BCT Update      BCT Member 
 
 
8:15 – 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 Action Items.  Distributed by Derek Robinson, Navy Co-Chair (9 pages)  

B-2 Alameda Point, IR Site 1 VOC Groundwater Plume letter by AMEC.  Distributed 
by Dale Smith, RAB Co-Chair (2 pages) 

B-3 Draft Expanded Site Inspection Work Plan Transfer Parcels EDC-12, EDC-17, 
FED- 1A, FED-2B and FED-2C presentation handout.  Distributed by June 
Wheaton, Navy PM (7 pages) 

B-4 RAB purpose and process presentation handout.  Distributed by Derek Robinson, 
Navy Co-Chair (5 pages) 

B-5 Fred Hoffman’s letter of resignation from the RAB.  Distributed by Fred 
Hoffman, RAB (3 pages) 
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ATTACHMENT B-2 

ALAMEDA POINT, IR SITE 1 VOC GROUNDWATER PLUME LETTER BY AMEC 

(2 pages) 

  







 

ATTACHMENT B-3 

DRAFT EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION WORK PLAN TRANSFER PARCELS EDC-
12, EDC-17, FED- 1A, FED-2B AND FED-2C PRESENTATION HANDOUT 

(7 pages) 

  



RAB Meeting
Alameda Point
February 4, 2010

Draft Expanded Site Inspection 
Work Plan for Transfer Parcels 

EDC-12, EDC-17, FED-1A, 
FED-2B, and FED-2C

Prepared by: June Wheaton, Navy PM and CH2M HILL 

Purpose

Work Plan Outline

Site Description

Expanded Site Inspection (SI) Objectives

General Investigation Approach

Summary of Proposed Sampling

Schedule

Questions

PRESENTATION OUTLINE

2



3

PURPOSE

Provide Outline of Draft Expanded SI to 
Assist in RAB Member Review

Introduction - Site Background
Objectives
Data Collection and Analysis 
• Transfer Parcel EDC-12
• Transfer Parcel EDC-17
• Transfer Parcels FED-1A, 2B, and 2C
Data Evaluation Tasks
References 

4

EXPANDED SI WORK PLAN OUTLINE



5

SITE DESCRIPTION

Transfer Parcel Descriptions
– EDC-12 was used for material, fuel, and aircraft 

storage; aircraft maintenance; and utility supply (air and 
steam plant) 

– EDC-17 was used for aircraft parking, and industrial 
and recreational purposes

– FED-1A was used as aircraft runways, aircraft taxiways, 
support service facilities, and magazines

– FED-2B is unpaved open space that includes coastal 
scrub and wetlands habitat

– FED-2C is entirely paved open space and serves as a 
buffer between FED-1A and Installation Restoration (IR) 
Site 26

6

SITE DESCRIPTION



– Collect sufficient data to make recommendations 
(e.g., no further action, remedial investigation, 
interim removal action, or refine investigation area 
boundaries)

– Address data gaps identified in Final SI Reports 
for Transfer Parcels EDC-12 and EDC-17, and 
Draft SI Report for FED-1A, 2B, and 2C

– Facilitate property transfer of parcels

7

EXPANDED SI OBJECTIVES

– Further evaluate areas within transfer 
parcels where aircraft parking/maintenance 
occurred and/or areas showing signs of 
staining

• Historical Review, including review of 
historical aerial photographs, historical 
data, and site reconnaissance

• Select boreholes advanced based on 
results of Historical Review and select 
boreholes converted to temporary 
groundwater monitoring points

8

STAINING INVESTIGATION APPROACH



Transfer Parcel EDC-12
– 6 Areas of Concern (AOCs)
– 143 Soil Samples from 46 Boreholes
– 34 Discrete-Depth Groundwater Samples
– Evaluation of Aircraft Parking and Staining 

in Approximately 55 Acres

9

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED SAMPLING

Transfer Parcel EDC-17
– 3 AOCs and 1 Investigation Area
– 48 Soil Samples from 21 Boreholes
– 22 Discrete-Depth Groundwater Samples
– Evaluation of Aircraft Parking and Staining 

in Approximately 17 Acres
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSED SAMPLING



Transfer Parcels FED-1A, 2B, and 2C
– 1 IR Site, 3 AOCs, 12 Solid Waste 

Management Unit (SWMU) Above-ground 
Storage Tanks (ASTs), and 5 Investigation 
Areas

– 335 Soil Samples from 105 Boreholes
– 14 Discrete-Depth Groundwater Samples
– 6 Composite Concrete Chip Samples
– Evaluation of Aircraft Parking and Staining 

in Approximately 412 Acres
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSED SAMPLING
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November 11, 2009 – Issued Draft Expanded SI 
Work Plan for Agency Review

February 1, 2010 – Received Agency Comments on 
Draft Expanded SI Work Plan

February 16, 2010 – Last Day to Comment on Draft 
Expanded SI Work Plan for RAB Members

March 7, 2010 – Issue Final Expanded SI Work Plan

SCHEDULE



QUESTIONS?
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Draft Expanded Site Inspection Work Plan
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1

Alameda Point NAS

Overview of the Restoration Advisory 
Board’s Purpose and Process

Derek J Robinson
February 4, 2010
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OUTLINE OF PRESENTATIONOUTLINE OF PRESENTATION

PURPOSE
CERCLA HISTORY
RAB FORMATION
BEC POSITION
HOW DO WE HELP EACH OTHER?
RAB INPUT
UPCOMING DOCUMENTS
FINAL COMMENTS / QUESTIONS
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3

CERCLA HISTORYCERCLA HISTORY

December 11, 1980 - Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act (CERCLA) was Enacted by Congress

• Provided broad Federal authority to respond directly to releases or 
threatened releases of hazardous substances. 

• Allows for two types of response actions:
Short-term removals, to address releases or threatened releases 
requiring prompt response
Long-term remedial response actions

October 17, 1986 - Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) 
• Required Superfund actions to consider the standards and requirements 

found in other State and Federal environmental laws and regulations
• Encouraged greater citizen participation in making decisions on how sites 

should be cleaned up
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RAB FORMATIONRAB FORMATION

In 1990, NCP Ammendment, Requiring Community Relations Plan -> agreement 
and formalized Joint Guidelines for Restoration Advisory Board 
Implementation (September 1994, US DoD and EPA)

“DoD is creating RABs to ensure that all stakeholders have a voice and can 
actively participate in a timely and thorough manner in the review of 
restoration documents.” http://www.epa.gov/fedfac/documents/rab.htm

DERP (1986), OPNAVINST (1994), MCO (1998), etc.  

In 2006, Code of Federal Regulations (Title 32 CFR, Part 202) - Established 
regulations regarding the Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs)

Alameda RAB Rules of Operation (May 7, 2009)



3
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BEC POSITIONBEC POSITION

On July 2, 1993, President Clinton announced a five-part program to
speed economic recovery at communities where military bases are
slated to close.  

• Part of this plan was the establishment of BRAC Cleanup Teams 
(BCTs) for closed bases

DoD Guidance created the BRAC Environmental
Coordinator (BEC) position. Key responsibilities include:

• Integrate environmental cleanup with property transfer
• Conduct the BCT and RAB
• Signature authority for legal documents
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HOW DO WE HELP EACH OTHER?HOW DO WE HELP EACH OTHER?

RAB Members
• Provide advise and comment on restoration issues and concerns
• Represent their community and communicate interests and concerns
• Act as a conduit for the exchange of information between the 

community and DoN/Regulatory Agencies
• Review/evaluate/comment on environmental documents

BEC 
• Keep RAB informed of documents, issues, and progress
• Provide presentations, notifications, forum for comments/questions
• Transmit community comments/questions to RPMs
• Respond to public inquiries
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RAB INPUTRAB INPUT

Alameda Program
• 12 meetings w/~2 presentations per meeting
• 30 Open IR Sites + TCRAs

Multiple documents per action
Limited Time/Resources

Opportunities for RAB comments
• Document review period
• RAB Meetings
• Ideas?
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UPCOMING DOCUMENTSUPCOMING DOCUMENTS

• Draft Expanded SI for Transfer Parcels EDC-12, 
EDC-17, FED-1A, FED-1B, and FED-1C submitted 
awaiting comments

• Draft FS for OU-2A submitted awaiting comments
• Draft FS for OU-2B – March 2010
• Revised Draft FS for OU-2C – April 2010
• Draft Remedial Design and Remedial Action WP for 

Site 1 – April 2010
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FINAL COMMENTS / QUESTIONSFINAL COMMENTS / QUESTIONS
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