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April 1, 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 

George Humphreys Joan Konrad James Leach 

Kurt Peterson Jean Sweeney Jim Sweeney 

Michael John Torrey   

 

Community Members 

Maria Hargrobe Gretchen Lipow  

 

Navy Members 

Bill McGinnis Navy Lead Remedial Project Manager (RPM) 

Curtis Moss Navy RPM 
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Regulatory Agencies 

Dave Cooper U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

Melinda Garvey EPA 

James Fyfe California Environmental Protection Agency Department 
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 

Dot Lofstrom  DTSC 

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

 

Contractors 

John McGuire Shaw Environmental, Inc. (Shaw) 

Kathy O’Connor ChaduxTt  

Marsha Pendergrass RAB Facilitator 

Radhika Sreenivasan ChaduxTt 

Tommie Jean Valmassy ChaduxTt 

 

The meeting agenda is provided as Attachment A. 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Derek Robinson (Navy co-chair) called the April 2010 former Naval Air Station Alameda 
(Alameda Point) Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.   

I. Approval of March 2010 RAB Meeting Minutes 

Dale Smith (RAB co-chair) asked for comments on the March 2010 RAB meeting minutes.  
RAB members provided comments, which will be incorporated into the final set of minutes for 
March 2010.  

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

• Page 4 of 9, section I, third paragraph, second sentence, “…investigated the car 
maintenance area and post exchange area at Site 2” will be revised to “…investigated the 
car maintenance area and post exchange area at Site 7.”  The same change will be made 
to action item #6 on page 10 of 10.   

http://www.bracpmo.navy.mil/�


Final NAS Alameda  3 of 8 CHAD-3213-0048-0055 
Restoration Advisory Board Meeting Summary 4/01/10 
www.bracpmo.navy.mil  
 

• Mr. Humphreys requested that the Navy attach the copy of the RAB comment letter on 
the work plan for basewide radiological surveys signed by all RAB members (update 
Attachment B-5).  

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

II. Co-Chair  Announcements  

Mr. Robinson said that the Navy had originally planned to accommodate the May 6, 2010, public 
presentation as an extension to the RAB meeting.   He added that the format has been changed 
and the Navy management has agreed to a condensed RAB meeting on May 6.  The Navy and 
regulatory agencies will present the public outreach presentation to the City Council rather than 
to the community.  The presentation will take place immediately after an abbreviated RAB 
meeting.  Jean Sweeney (RAB member) asked if there would be a question and answer session 
after the presentation.  Ms. Smith said that the public meeting will be subject to the Brown Act.  
The public will be able to comment, since it is considered a City Council or Alameda Reuse and 
Redevelopment Authority (ARRA) meeting.  Mr. Robinson said that he had not received any 
information on the ARRA meeting.  Mrs. Sweeney said that the presentations are hard to see on 
television.  Ms. Smith said that she would prefer that the RAB meeting run from 6:00 p.m. to 
7:30 p.m., and not be limited to 1 hour.  The approval of minutes, co-chair announcements, and 
the BRAC Cleanup Team (BCT) update may need to be omitted from the agenda.  Mr. Robinson 
said that the current plan is 1 hour for the RAB meeting, but he has requested another half hour.   

Mr. Robinson moved on to a review of the action items.  He distributed the Conclusions from the 
Historical Radiological Assessment (Attachment B-1) as requested by Frank Matarrese 
(Alameda City Council). 

Mr. Robinson distributed the Action Item Responses (Attachment B-2).  He indicated that the 
responses to action items 6, 7, and 8 are provided in the handout.   

Mr. Robinson said that Catherine Haran (Navy RPM) worked along with the regulatory agencies 
on the community involvement plan (CIP) update.  He said the Navy has a list of several new 
public outreach activities from the CIP; a summary of the activities is provided in the handout, 
Summary of New Activities for the 2010 CIP update (Attachment B-3).  

Mr. Robinson distributed the Recent and Upcoming Deliverables, March 15, 2010 (Attachment 
B-4), as requested by Ms. Smith.  Mr. Robinson said the Navy provides this list at the BCT 
meeting each month and noted that the dates on some of the documents have changed.  Bill 
McGinnis (Navy Lead RPM) said that the recent deliverables have already been transmitted and 
the agencies have received a copy of the documents.  Mr. McGinnis said that he would 
henceforth provide a list of recent and upcoming deliverables during every RAB meeting.  He 
added that the deliverable dates are taken from the updated site management plan (SMP).  Mr. 
McGinnis said that the transmittal date for the Operable Unit (OU)-2B revised draft feasibility 
study (FS) is May 30.  He added that Site 34 documents will be issued on April 23.  Mr. 
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McGinnis said that the Site 1 documents will be released on April 15, the Site 32 draft 
radiological characterization survey work plan on April 15, and the Site 1 draft remedial 
design/remedial action work plan on July 30.  Mr. Robinson requested that the RAB review the 
deliverable list and provide suggestions on future agenda items.  He added that the RAB can also 
provide suggestions using the RAB comment form, which is located with the sign-in sheet.   

Regarding upcoming field work, Mr. McGinnis noted that pre-dredge sediment sampling for the 
excavation at Seaplane Lagoon will be conducted sometime in April.  Ms. Smith asked if 
removal of the drain lines is completed.  Mr. Robinson said that the drain line removal is not 
complete, but will be finished before dredging begins.  Mr. McGinnis noted that the expanded 
site investigation (ESI) transfer parcel sampling is under way and should continue for 3 weeks.  
Groundwater wells will be installed at OU-1 in April and treatment will start in May for Sites 6 
and 16.   

Kurt Peterson (RAB member) asked if the Navy found more information about the radiological 
anomaly near the Seaplane Lagoon.  Mr. McGinnis said that work for the Sites 5 and 10 storm 
drain time-critical removal action (TCRA) and radiological hot spots is ongoing.  The Navy is 
finishing removal work at line FF, which is the last segment of the storm drain removal.  
Regarding the hot spot, Mr. McGinnis said that Tetra Tech EC Inc. (Tetra Tech) has removed 
soil up to the groundwater table and installed an orange barrier, indicating the bottom of the 
excavation.  A consolidated paint waste sample was analyzed, and the results showed elevated 
levels of radium contamination, along with other metals, such as zinc, that would typically be 
used as coloring agents the paint.  Mr. McGinnis added that the apron along the Seaplane Lagoon 
was a parking area for aircraft and was a part of the Naval Aircraft Rework Facility (NARF).  
Building 5, which is the most contaminated, was also a NARF.  Minor maintenance operations 
occurred at the apron.  The radioactive anomaly Mr. Peterson asked about was found landside of 
the riprap.  The Navy has approved a work instruction and Tetra Tech is currently doing a 
radiological scan from the edge of the Seaplane Lagoon to the south along the western apron.  
Mr. Peterson asked when the use of radium in dials stopped.  Mr. Robinson said that, according 
to his recollection, it stopped in the early 1970s.  Mr. Peterson said it appears this anomaly may 
be an accidental, or unintentional, spill or disposal rather than a release from maintenance.  Mr. 
Humphreys said that the RAB asked whether a radioactivity survey was done when the Navy 
was excavating the debris piles, and the Navy responded that there was no reason to suspect 
radioactivity in the area.  During preparation of the basewide historical radiological assessment, 
there was a discussion that radioactive material could have been scattered between Building 400 
and the Seaplane Lagoon.  Mr. Humphreys asked if the Navy has surveyed the area along the 
north side of the Seaplane Lagoon.  Mr. McGinnis said that the area was already scanned.  Mr. 
Humphreys asked if the debris pile was scanned for radioactive material before disposal.  Mr. 
Robinson said that a hand scan of the pile was performed prior to disposal.   

Mr. Robinson announced that Site 1 was awarded the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) Award 
for sustainability and engineering excellence.  Mr. Robinson said that the award was in 
recognition of the work by the Alameda team.  He added that the award will be given on June 1 
in Washington D.C. and that Ms. Haran, the RPM for the site, and Amy Jo Hill (Deputy Base 
Closure Manager) will receive the award.   
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Regarding the sampling at the federal parcels, Mr. Robinson said that the Navy is currently 
collecting samples adjacent to the least tern colonies to avoid the nesting season.  He added that 
the federal parcel ESI work plan is not finalized, but the agencies have approved the plan to 
collect samples adjacent to the least tern area.  Ms. Smith asked if the Navy saw any killdeer in 
the area.  She added that the killdeer come before the terns.  Mr. McGinnis said that they did not 
see the killdeers.  He added that the photos and findings will be included in the site inspection 
work plan.   

III.  Operable Unit 2B Feasibility Study 

Mr. Robinson introduced Curtis Moss (Navy RPM) to begin the presentation on the OU-2B FS 
(Attachment B-5).   

During the review of slide 5, Ms. Smith asked if Site 21 requires remediation.  Mr. Moss said 
that Site 21 does not require remediation, as the risk assessment did not show risk for a 
residential reuse scenario.   

During the review of slide 6, Mrs. Sweeney asked about the depth of the soil excavation.  Mr. 
Moss said that the depth of excavation is dependent on location and is provided in the FS and 
added that shallow soil is 0 to 2 feet and 0 to 8 feet for residential receptors.  He said that the 
evaluation is done for up to 8 feet. The surface area and depth of excavation differ for each of the 
sites and are noted in the FS.  Mr. Moss said that after excavation, confirmation samples will be 
collected at the sidewalls and bottom to confirm whether the concentrations are below the 
screening criteria.  Mr. Humphreys asked which contractor collected the samples.  Mr. McGinnis 
said that data from 1998 until 2009 are included in the FS and were collected by different 
contractors.  The data gap sampling in fall 2009 was done by Tetra Tech EC Inc.  Joan Konrad 
(RAB member) asked if the contaminants at the sites would deteriorate with time.  Mr. Moss said 
that soil contaminants at the site are metals and generally do not deteriorate.  Mr. Humphreys 
asked about the blue and yellow crystalline material found at the smelter area.  Mr. Moss said 
that the blue and yellow crystalline material found contained elevated levels of copper and lead 
and was similar to the material found at Site 7.  Mr. Moss added that the material was evaluated 
and is part of the 3,900-cubic-yard soil excavation.   

Mrs. Sweeney asked whether excavation will be done beneath Building 360.  Mr. Moss replied 
that metal contamination occurs beneath the footprint of Building 360 and will be addressed.  
Mrs. Sweeney was concerned that contamination such as dense nonaqueous phase liquid 
(DNAPL) would reappear after excavation because there is a potential source beneath the 
building or because contamination could leach through the groundwater.  Mr. Moss said that 
excavation can be done only to a certain depth because of groundwater.  He added that the Navy 
is addressing the chlorinated solvents that emanated from Building 360 and will treat the 
groundwater as well.  Mr. Peterson asked what part of Building 360 is the most contaminated.  
Mr. Moss said the west side of the Building is most contaminated.  Mr. Humphreys asked which 
metal contaminations are found at Sites 3, 4, and 11.  Mr. Moss said that chromium, lead, nickel, 
copper, and cadmium are the primary contaminants.   
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During the review of slide 8, Ms. Smith asked if shallow groundwater would be 8 feet below 
ground surface (bgs).  Mr. Moss said that the FS evaluates shallow groundwater up to 30 feet 
bgs.  Ms. Smith asked if the first water bearing zone is at 30 feet.  Mr. Moss stated it is at 
generally 30 feet and above.   

During the review of slide 9, Mr. Humphreys stated he feels it is misleading to list the cost as a 
specific figure.  He added that the cost should be listed as a range.  Mr. Robinson said that all the 
cost estimates are expected to have a variability of plus 50 percent to minus 30 percent from the 
current estimate.  He added that the costs are not definitive and are used only for comparing the 
alternatives and selecting the remedy.  Mr. McGinnis said that the Navy guidance requires the 
cost to be rounded up to the nearest thousand.  Mr. Robinson said that a footnote can be added to 
the table.   

Mr. Moss said that the revised draft FS will be issued in May and there will be a 60-day review 
period.   

Mr. Humphreys asked how the EPA research project on plume 4-1 would affect the FS.  Mr. 
Moss said that the preliminary site work has begun and the initial field effort will last for 6 or 7 
months.  He added that the remediation method for plume 4-1 has not been selected, and the 
Navy will review the alternatives at plume 4-1.  He said that the Navy will not begin Remedial 
Action at plume 4-1 until the Strategic Environmental Research and Development Program 
(SERDP) project is complete, which should be in less than 2 years.  Mr. Robinson said that the 
SERDP results will be evaluated in the remedial design.  Mrs. Sweeney asked if the Navy will 
address the petroleum issue at the credit union area.  Mr. Moss said that it will be addressed 
under the petroleum program and is not evaluated in the OU-2B FS.  

IV.  BCT update 

Ms. Lofstrom introduced Jim Fyfe as the next DTSC project manager for Alameda.  Ms. 
Lofstrom will be working with Mr. Fyfe for a few months.  She added that the June RAB 
meeting will likely be her last.  Mr. Fyfe said that he recently joined DTSC and started working 
in the Berkley office in January.  He said that before he joined DTSC he worked for the 
California Department of Public Health (CDPH) drinking water program.  The RAB and the 
Navy welcomed Mr. Fyfe to the Alameda Team.   

Ms. Lofstrom showed the RAB a metric weight kit that she had recently found.  Ms. Lofstrom 
wanted to show the RAB the weight of a gram and five milligrams since they discuss 
concentrations in milligrams per kilograms or part per million (ppm).   

Ms. Lofstrom said that DTSC is concerned about institutional controls (ICs) and land use 
controls (LUCs) since DTSC will be responsible for enforcing the LUCs after the base transfer.  
She added that DTSC has a process improvement team.  The team consists of scientists who are 
updating a guidance document that will be available in September.  The guidance will help to 
promote consistency in the approach used for the LUCs.  Ms. Lofstrom said that DTSC is 
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currently using “Terradex,” which is a notification system.  Ms. Lofstrom is notified by e-mail 
and must approve any application for work that involves soil in an area covered by LUCs.  Ms. 
Lofstrom said that DTSC is working on improving the Terradex system.  Ms. Lofstrom said that 
someone in Bayport recently applied for a permit to build a swimming pool in an area where the 
ordinance prohibits digging below 3 feet because of the Marsh Crust.  The city approved the 
permit, but since the Terradex system was in place, it triggered an e-mail to Mr. Henry Wong 
(DTSC) and he stopped the permit immediately.  Ms. Lofstrom said that the Terradex system is 
working well and the city is also improving its internal system for LUCs.  Mr. Peterson stated he 
is concerned that deed restrictions are not always followed.  He added that the developer should 
be responsible for mentioning the restrictions at the property.  Mr. McGinnis said that the 
restrictions should be included as part of the real estate disclosures.  Mr. Robinson said that the 
Navy can bring up the issue as part of the land transfer process.  Mr. Robinson and Ms. Lofstrom 
said that they will raise this issue before their managements.   

V. Community and RAB Comment Per iod 

Mr. Humphreys said that the Navy mentioned two drain lines from Building 5 that go north and 
presumably empty into the estuary.  He added that several years ago the Navy encountered 
widespread radioactive contamination at Site 1 and Site 32.  Mr. Humphreys said he thought 
about this information in connection with the polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and 
believes there is a possibility that some radium material was discharged into the estuary and the 
dredge material was used as fill for the runways (Site 1 and Site 2).  He added that he saw aerial 
photographs from the 1940s from Ms. Smith that showed the original Building 5.  By looking at 
the photographs and the fill history, Mr. Humphreys stated, he thinks that dredge soil with 
radiological contamination was used as fill material.  Mr. Humphreys said that radium 
contamination might be spread in these areas Mr. Robinson noted that the Navy will complete an 
extensive scan at Site 32 to find the limits of the radiological contamination.  He added that 
samples are also being collected east of Site 2 and at the southeastern runway wetlands at the 
request of the regulatory agencies.  Mr. Humphreys requested that the Navy do a thorough 
radiological scan in the wetland area at Site 2 rather than collect a few samples.   

Mrs. Sweeney asked if the Navy would remove the sunken dock from Seaplane Lagoon.  Mr. 
Robinson said that the debris is below a layer of sand and no contamination is associated with it.  
He added that the Navy does not plan to remove it because there is no risk to human health or the 
environment.  Mr. Robinson said that if the city decides to dredge the area, then the city may 
choose to remove this item.   

Ms. Konrad asked if the Navy will clean up the runway areas.  Mr. Robinson said that the Navy 
is investigating the runway area as part of the ESI.  He added that the Navy is currently 
collecting additional samples to determine areas that need to be addressed.  Mr. McGinnis said 
that the Navy will sample in areas where surface staining can be seen and as identified by the 
aerial photograph.  Ms. Smith asked if the Navy plans randomized sampling in the rest of the 
runway areas, as suggested by the RAB.  Mr. McGinnis said that the samples are spread out and 
will promote good coverage.   
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Maria Hargrobe (community member) said that she is concerned about increasing traffic as a 
result of future development.  Mr. Robinson said that a RAB meeting addresses environmental 
issues at Alameda.  Mr. Robinson suggested Ms. Hargrobe bring up her concerns during the City 
Council meeting.  Ms. Smith noted that the next City Council meeting will be held on May 6 at 
the Mastick Senior Center, just after the RAB meeting at the same location.  Ms. Hargrobe asked 
if the meeting will be advertised.  Mr. McGinnis said that RAB meeting will be advertised.   

VI. Meeting Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:25 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/ May 6, 
2010. 

 
RAB 

 
Mr. Robinson 

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

3./ Pending/ June 3, 
2010 

Ms. Smith Ms. Lofstrom 

3. Investigate the car 
maintenance area and the post 
exchange area at Site 7. 

6./ Completed (See 
Attachment B-2)/ NA 

Mrs. Sweeney Mr. Robinson 

4. Provide the MARSSIM 
manual to Mr. Humphreys. 

7./ Completed (See 
Attachment B-2)/ NA 

Mr. Humphreys Ms. Haran 

5. Provide information on MTBE 
detected in the Site 25 
groundwater plume. 

8./ Completed (See 
Attachment B-2)/ NA 

Mr. Humphreys Mr. Robinson 

6. Include the RAB comment 
letter that is signed by all RAB 
members in the final March 
minutes. 

0./ Completed/ (See 
Attachment B-6) 

Mr. Humphreys Mr. Robinson 
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ATTACHMENT A 

NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING AGENDA 

 
April 1, 2010 

 
(1 page) 



RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 
NAVAL AIR STATION, ALAMEDA 

AGENDA 
APRIL 1, 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 – 7:15  Co-Chair Announcements   Co-Chairs 
 
 
7:15 – 7:45  OU-2B Feasibility Study    Curtis Moss 
 
 
7:45 – 8:00  BCT Update      Dot Lofstrom 
 
 
8:00 – 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 Conclusions from the Historical Radiological Assessment.  Distributed by Derek 
Robinson, Navy Co-Chair (2 pages) 

B-2 Action Item Responses.  Distributed by Derek Robinson, Navy Co-Chair (11 
pages) 

B-3 Summary of New Activities for the 2010 Community Involvement Plan Update.  
Distributed by Derek Robinson, Navy Co-Chair (1 page) 

B-4 Recent and Upcoming Deliverables, March 15 2010.  Distributed by Derek 
Robinson, Navy Co-Chair (1 page) 

B-5 Operable Unit - 2B Feasibility Study Presentation Handout.  Distributed by 
Curtis Moss, Navy RPM (5 pages) 

B-6 RAB letter of comment on basewide RAD surveys.  Originally distributed on 
March 4, 2010; redistributed with multiple RAB signatures (2 pages) 

 



 

  

ATTACHMENT B-1 

CONCLUSIONS FROM THE HISTORICAL RADIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 
 

(2 pages) 
 







 

  

ATTACHMENT B-2 

ACTION ITEM RESPONSES 

(11 pages) 

























 

  

ATTACHMENT B-3 

SUMMARY OF NEW ACTIVITIES FOR THE 2010 COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 
PLAN UPDATE 

(1 page) 





 

  

ATTACHMENT B-4 

RECENT AND UPCOMING DELIVERABLES, MARCH 15 2010 

(1 page) 





 

  

ATTACHMENT B-5 

OPERABLE UNIT — 2B FEASIBILITY STUDY PRESENTATION HANDOUT 

(5 pages) 



WELCOME

Revised Draft 
Feasibility Study

Operable Unit 2BOperable Unit 2B

IR Sites 3, 4, 11 and 21
Alameda Point, California

RAB Presentation
April 1st 2010

Curtis Moss, PG
Navy BRAC PMO West

1

Feasibility Study OutlineFeasibility Study Outline

• Site Background Information
• Conceptual Site Model
• FS Evaluation for Soil

– Remedial Action Objectives
– General Response Actions
– Remediation Alternatives & Comparative AnalysisRemediation Alternatives & Comparative Analysis

• FS Evaluation for Groundwater
– Remedial Action Objectives
– General Response Actions
– Remediation Alternatives Comparative Analysis

2



OU2B Revised Draft FS ChangesOU2B Revised Draft FS Changes

• Incorporate Data Gaps Sampling Results (Data collected 
th h F ll 2009)through Fall 2009)
• Update Conceptual Site Model (CSM) 

• New Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment
• Revised constituent of potential concern (COPC) evaluation and 

selection of COCsselection of COCs

• Added evaluation of residential reuse (commercial-mixed (
is future reuse)

3

OU2B FS Evaluation OU2B FS Evaluation ––
Soil Remedial Action Sites Soil Remedial Action Sites 

Soil
Remediation

4

Remediation
Area



FS Evaluation FS Evaluation --
Soil Remedial AlternativesSoil Remedial Alternatives

IR Sites 3, 4, and 11
• Alternative S 1: No Action• Alternative S-1: No Action

• Alternative S-2: Excavation and Off-Site Disposal ofAlternative S 2: Excavation and Off Site Disposal of
Impacted Soil (Residential Reuse)
• IR Site 3:

• 3,900 cubic yards3,900 cubic yards
• IR Site 4:

• 250 cubic yards
• IR Site 11

• 1,750 cubic yards

• Excavated areas will be replaced with certified clean fill

5

FS Evaluation FS Evaluation –– SoilSoil
Analysis of Remedial AlternativesAnalysis of Remedial Alternativesyy

NCP Criterion S-1: 
No Action

S-2: Excavation and Off-Site 
Disposal of Impacted SoilNo Action Disposal of Impacted Soil

(Residential Reuse)
Overall Protection of Human 
Health and the Environment

Compliance with ARARs

Long-Term Effectiveness

Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility,y, y,
and Volume

Short-Term Effectiveness

Implementability

Cost --
$2,541,000

State and Community Acceptance TBD TBD

6
Poor Fair Good



Groundwater Treatment

Groundwater
Treatment Area

7

FS Evaluation FS Evaluation –– GroundwaterGroundwater
Remedial AlternativesRemedial Alternatives

• Alternative G 1: No Action

• Alternative G 2: Hot Spots Treatment, 
Control/Treatment at Seaplane Lagoon using PermeableControl/Treatment at Seaplane Lagoon using Permeable
Reactive Barrier (PRB), Monitored Natural Attenuation 
(MNA) and Institutional Controls (ICs)

• Alternative G 3: Hot Spots Treatment, Shallow 
Groundwater Treatment, MNA and ICs

• Alternative G 4: Treatment of Entire Plume using 
Groundwater Recirculation, PRBs, and ICs

8

Groundwater Recirculation, PRBs, and ICs



FS Evaluation FS Evaluation –– GroundwaterGroundwater
Analysis of Alternatives Analysis of Alternatives yy

NCP Criterion G-1 G-2a G-2b G-3a G-3b G-3c G-3d G-4

Overall Protection ofOverall Protection of
Human Health and the 
Environment

Compliance with ARARs --
Long-Term Effectiveness

Reduction in Toxicity, 
Mobility, and Volume

Short-Term Effectiveness

Implementability

CostCost --
$16,404,000 $16,467,000 $18,837,000 $13,399,000 $17,682,000 $12,274,000 $21,338,000

State and Community 
Acceptance

TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD

9Poor Poor to Fair  Fair   Fair to Good    Good

ScheduleSchedule

• Issue Revised Draft FS – May 2010
• Agency/RAB Review- June 2010 – July

2010
• Issue Draft Final – September 2010
• Finalize FS in November 2010

10



 

  

ATTACHMENT B-6 

RAB LETTER OF COMMENT ON BASEWIDE RAD SURVEYS  

(2 pages) 
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