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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 

Jean Sweeney Jim Sweeney Michael John Torrey 

 

Community Members 

Richard Bangert  Nancy Gormley Gretchen Lipow 

Doug Biggs (Alameda Point Collaborative)  

 

Navy Members 

Frances Fadullon Navy Project Manager (PM) 
Bill McGinnis Navy Lead Remedial Project Manager (LRPM) 
Curtis Moss Navy PM 
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City of Alameda Representatives 

Frank Matarrese City of Alameda 
Peter Russell Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment Authority (ARRA) 

 

Regulatory Agencies 

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

Melinda Garvey U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
John West San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(Regional Water Board) 
  

 

Contractors 

John McGuire Shaw Environmental, Inc. (Shaw) 
Michael Quillin Oneida Total Integrated Enterprises (OTIE) 
Radhika Sreenivasan ChaduxTt 
Tommie Jean Valmassy ChaduxTt 

 

The meeting agenda is provided as Attachment A. 

MEETING SUMMARY 

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

I. Approval of June 2010 RAB Meeting Minutes 

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

Ms. Smith indicated that the action item for providing a marsh crust map for Alameda Point has 
been dropped from the list.  Peter Russell (ARRA) said that a map attached to the marsh crust 
ordinance shows the location of the marsh crust at Alameda Point.  He added that the Bayport 
marsh crust is an extension to this map.  Ms. Smith said that she would like to see a marsh crust 
map overlaid with the site map showing the buildings and roads with respect to the location of 
the marsh crust.  She added the current map is difficult to read.  Mr. Russell said that the purpose 
of the current map is to allow Navy contractors or the city to accurately implement the marsh 
crust ordinance when they work in the area.  He added he does not feel the need to develop a 
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satellite imagery map at this time.  No conclusion was reached on preparation of the marsh crust 
map.   

The June 2010 RAB meeting minutes were approved with the requested modifications. 

II. Co-Chair  Announcements  

Mr. Robinson said that the Site 34 Proposed Plan (PP) public meeting was held on July 27, 2010 
at the Alameda Free Library.  The comment period for the document is July 15 to August 13, 
2010.  He requested that the RAB and community review the PP and provide comments before 
August 13.  He noted that the PP and comment form are available at the back of the meeting 
room.   

Mr. Robinson said that EPA representatives Anna Marie Cook and Xuan-Mai Tran are not able 
to attend this meeting and will be present for the next RAB meeting.   

Mr. Robinson said that the investigation and characterization of the trichloroethene (TCE) dense 
nonaqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) at Plume 4-1, the Strategic Environmental Research and 
Development Program (SERDP) project for plume 4-1 at operable unit (OU)-2B, has been under 
way for 3 months and that currently a “push-pull” tracer test is being conducted at the site.  He 
added that James Fyfe (DTSC) will provide an update during the Base Realignment and Closure 
Cleanup Team (BCT) briefing.  

Mr. Robinson provided a summary on Building 163 Zero Valent Iron (ZVI) Treatability Study 
(Attachment B-1).  He said that the summary demonstrates results and recommendations from 
the study.  Mr. Robinson asked the RAB to review the summary and contact him with questions.  
Ms. Smith said that she reviewed the treatability study report and was disappointed.  She said 
that much money was devoted to the study, but ZVI did not work. She added that she feels the 
work should have stopped rather than switching to smaller-gauge drilling bits.  Ms. Smith added 
she feels that the methodology forced the contamination deeper into the ground.  She said she 
feels that lack of characterization was a contributing factor for the failure of ZVI.  Curtis Moss 
(Navy PM) said the Navy was disappointed with the results as well.  He added that the lessons 
learned will help develop better designs in the future.  

III.  Groundwater  Remediation Technologies: OU-2A and Beyond 

Mr. Robinson introduced Mr. Moss and Bill McGinnis (Navy LRPM) to begin the presentation 
on Groundwater Remediation Technologies: OU-2A and Beyond (Attachment B-2).  Mr. 
Robinson explained that the presentation will enable a better understanding of the various 
groundwater technologies developed in the OU-2A, 2B, and 2C feasibility study (FS) and will 
detail the rationale behind choosing them.   
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Mr. McGinnis began the presentation and said that groundwater technologies are selected under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) to 
protect human health and the environment.  

During the review of slide 2, Ms. Smith asked if benzene was considered a petroleum product.  
Mr. McGinnis said that it could be considered a petroleum product, depending on its use.  
Fingerprinting can be used for fuels and the other contaminants present in the analysis, and the 
site history also will indicate whether benzene is a petroleum product.   

During the review of slide 6, Ms. Smith asked why the Navy was considering physical removal 
technologies when EPA indicated a year ago that they are not appropriate for, and will not be 
used at, Alameda Point.  Mr. Moss said that the physical removal technologies considered are 
thermal remediation and multi-phase extraction.  He explained that it is more efficient to extract 
most of the mass for light non-aqueous phase liquids (LNAPL) at 5 feet in groundwater.  He 
added that the choice of the technology would depend on the parameters outlined in slide 2.  Ms. 
Smith asked if it was possible to use aggressive treatment technologies for groundwater.  Mr. 
Moss said it is possible. 

During the review of slide 7, Mr. Moss said that a hot spot was present before the in situ 
chemical oxidation (ISCO) began.  Jean Sweeney (RAB member) asked when ISCO was 
implemented.  Mr. Moss said that the first ISCO injection was in 2004.  He added that the 
groundwater considered in the OU-2A FS contained a dissolved-phase plume and that no source 
zone is present.   

George Humphreys (RAB member) asked how arsenic will be treated.  Mr. Moss said that 
arsenic is naturally occurring in soils and becomes more soluble under reducing conditions in 
groundwater.  There are no arsenic releases at OU-2A, and it is considered a transient condition 
in groundwater.  He added that the arsenic will bind with iron minerals and precipitate out once 
VOCs are removed from the groundwater.  Mr. Robinson said that the arsenic is passing from a 
reduced to a normal environment, oxidized back to its original state in the absence of VOCs.  Mr. 
Humphreys stated that a number of metals have been associated with groundwater contamination 
and it is necessary to identify which technology will be used to remove metals in the report.   

During the review of slide 8, Ms. Sweeney asked if the Navy has estimated costs associated with 
the alternatives.  Mr. Moss said that costs for the alternatives were evaluated in the FS and are 
presented in tables.  Monitored natural attenuation (MNA) is $3.5 million, ISCO and MNA are 
$4.5 million, and in situ bioremediation (ISB) and MNA are $7 million.  Ms. Sweeney asked if 
implementation of ISB and MNA is quicker than ISCO and MNA.  Mr. Moss said that MNA 
was estimated to require 15 years, ISCO and MNA implementation would take 5 years, and ISB 
and MNA would also take 5 years.  Mr. Robinson noted that ISCO is less expensive than ISB 
because ISCO has been accomplished at this site six times and an additional round would not 
incur much additional cost.  He said the ISCO will provide diminishing returns for future 
injections.  The cost for ISB includes a pilot test before a full-scale remediation.   

http://www.bracpmo.navy.mil/�


Final NAS Alameda  5 of 8 CHAD-3213-0048-0068 
Restoration Advisory Board Meeting Summary 8/5/10 
www.bracpmo.navy.mil  
 

Ms. Smith asked if the 5-year timetable for remediation would hamper the city’s development at 
Alameda Point.  Mr. Robinson said that the schedule for remediation of groundwater is factored 
in during planning future development.  Development can proceed since the contamination is in 
groundwater and not the surface soil.  Mr. Moss said that 5-year reviews are intended to verify 
that the selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment.  Ms. Sweeney asked 
about the depth of contamination.  Mr. Moss replied that contamination is 30 to 40 feet deep and 
does not pose a vapor intrusion risk.  He added that there is some shallow contamination but at 
low levels.  Mr. Robinson said that the Navy and the regulatory agencies would never select a 
remedy that is not safe for human health or the environment.  Ms. Smith asked what would 
happen to the residents if the remedy fails 10 years in the future.  Mr. Robinson said that the 
Navy will monitor the plume on a regular basis apart from the 5-year review and would devise a 
plan if the remedy fails in the future.  He noted that the Navy and the agencies are making well-
informed decisions and the possibility that a remedy would fail and the future residents would be 
endangered is highly unlikely.  

Ms. Smith asked how monitoring is scheduled for MNA.  Mr. Moss said that monitoring for 
MNA is normally twice a year with a major review every 5 years.  Ms. Smith asked if 
monitoring is discontinued after 30 years.  Mr. McGinnis said that there is no limit of 30 years 
for monitoring.  Monitoring timeframes depend on the risk and take place until the remedy meets 
the remedial action objectives (RAO) or remedial goals (RG).  He added that the Navy needs to 
demonstrate to the Water Board that there is no future risk to human health and the environment 
before monitoring can stop.   

IV.  Site 35 Remedial Design and Remedial Action 

Mr. Robinson introduced Frances Fadullon (Navy RPM) to begin the presentation on the 
Installation Restoration (IR) Site 35 Remedial Design and Remedial Action Work Plan (RD/RA 
WP) (Attachment B-3).  Mr. Robinson noted that the document will be submitted for review later 
in August and urged the RAB to provide detailed comments on the RD/RA WP.  Ms. Fadullon 
introduced Michael Quillin (OTIE) as the Navy contractor performing the work and began the 
presentation.  

During the review of slide 4, Ms. Smith asked if the drains were inspected after the structures 
were removed.  Ms. Fadullon said that they were sampled during the Remedial Investigation and 
that the Navy detected lead in storm drain 3G catch basin sediment.  The sediment was removed 
from the storm drain as part of another removal action in spring 2009.  Ms. Smith said that there 
were major storms before last spring and that she was concerned about the contaminants flowing 
to the Seaplane Lagoon.  She asked if the removal action at the corner of the Seaplane Lagoon 
will address the probable contaminants transported by the storm.  Mr. Robinson said that the 
Navy is addressing this as well under the Seaplane Lagoon remediation project.  

Mr. Humphreys said two storm drains discharged into the estuary and one storm drain 
discharged into the northeast corner of the Seaplane Lagoon.  He asked if the Navy has surveyed 
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for radium in the storm drain.  Mr. Robinson said that storm drain line G has been sampled for 
analysis of radium and cesium.  

During review of slide 7, Mr. Quillin said that only one sample in area of concern (AOC) 3 
exceeded the screening level for heptachlor; thus, the Navy has proposed contingency sampling 
locations, including re-sampling at the original location (A03SB02). 

During review of slide 8, Ms. Sweeney asked if samples from inside the buildings were analyzed 
for lead.  Ms. Fadullon responded that the lead abatement program was implemented to address 
lead in the buildings in the 1990’s.  Ms. Smith said that EPA standards for lead are continually 
dropping, and EPA has issued a new requirement for contractors involved in remediation in 
housing areas.  She asked if the Navy plans any further assessments in the housing given that the 
standards have changed.  Mr. McGinnis said that lead in housing is not a CERCLA issue; hence, 
the Navy’s cleanup for lead is limited to the soil.  He added that the Navy completed a hazard 
evaluation for lead-based paint in the north housing area, which was submitted to DTSC 
recently.  He said that the city is responsible for managing the lead program.  

Ms. Smith asked if the Navy will be working in the street.  Mr. Quillin stated that some work in 
the street is possible and that the Navy will replace any hardscape, including the sidewalk, after 
the dirt is removed.  Doug Biggs (Alameda Point Collaborative) asked if the plan is to close the 
entire street during the remedial work and asked about the timeframe for the work.  Mr. Quillin 
said analytical results for the soil samples will be expedited and the street may need to be closed 
for approximately 2 weeks.  He said that he is not sure about the traffic plan, but it will be 
addressed.  Frank Matarrese (Alameda City Council member) asked if the Navy will coordinate 
with Public Works on this issue.  Mr. Quillin said that the Navy will coordinate with Public 
Works to address traffic control.  Ms. Fadullon said that the limiting factor is the analytical 
sample turnaround time since the excavation areas are limited in size and therefore will not 
require a lot of time.  

Mr. Biggs asked if there were any institutional controls (ICs) at IR Site 35.  Ms. Fadullon said 
that no ICs are associated with Site 35, except Marsh Crust requirements.  James Leach (RAB 
member) suggested posting the street names on the figures in the WP.   Ms. Fadullon stated that 
the street names would be posted on the figures within the work plan itself.  .   

V. BCT Update 

Mr. Fyfe distributed a handout on Investigation and Characterization of TCE DNAPL at Plume 
4-1 (Attachment B-4).  He said that the site is at the entrance of Alameda Point at Atlantic 
Avenue and is a part of OU-2B.   

Mr. Fyfe said that the previous investigations identified the DNAPL source area.  He said that 
the original source area, the blue dashed line in the figure, has been narrowed to the red-lined 
area.  The source area is 8 by 10 feet, 18 or 19 feet below ground surface (bgs), and about a foot 
thick.  Mr. Fyfe stated that membrane interface probe (MIP) and the ultraviolet optical screening 
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tool (UVOST) were used to identify the source zone location.  He added that additional study is 
in progress and a “push-pull” tracer test is ongoing.  Mr. Fyfe indicated that there are three 
injection wells where a combination of alcohols and bromide will be injected with the intent that 
the alcohols will react differently with the TCE DNAPL.  The groundwater plus tracer reaction 
mixture is then withdrawn through extraction wells at different rates and analyzed for the 
concentration of tracer.  The amount of tracer that remains indicates the amount of DNAPL in 
the groundwater plume.  Mr. Fyfe stated that this tracer test will help by better characterizing the 
plume.   

Ms. Smith asked about the depth of the DNAPL contamination.  Mr. Fyfe said it is at 19 feet bgs. 
Mr. Humphreys asked about the contents of the tracer.  Mr. Fyfe stated that the tracer is a 
mixture of three alcohols and bromide.   

Ms. Smith said it does not appear that the old rail line below Building 14 that goes to the wharf 
area has been investigated.  Mr. Robinson said he was not sure whether the rail line was 
investigated but thinks that the area was investigated if there were any suspected environmental 
concerns.   

VI. Community and RAB Comment Per iod 

Mr. Robinson asked if there were any community comments.  Richard Bangert (community 
member) asked if all groundwater remediation technologies follow the protocol of a monitoring 
plan and 5-year reviews.  Mr. Robinson said that each site is evaluated independently.  He said 
that all the sites that are in progress and have not achieved RGs will have a 5-year review if there 
is risk for future potential exposure.  The monitoring plan is specific to the site and the types of 
contamination at the site.   

Joan Konrad (RAB member) distributed an article that appeared in the Alameda Sun (Attachment 
B-5) announcing the RAB meeting agenda and timing.  She thought that the article is a good idea 
and would like to see it appear often.  Mr. Matarrese noted that a college graduate named Sam 
Felsing wrote the article and the editor of Alameda Sun, who was present at the July site tour, 
approved it.  Ms. Konrad asked if this article could continue to be published.  Mr. Humphreys 
suggested Ms. Konrad call the Alameda Sun, provide positive feedback on the article, and ask if 
could be continued.  Ms. Konrad asked if Mr. Felsing could be provided more information about 
the cleanup so that he can write these articles.  Tommie Jean Valmassy (ChaduxTt) said that she 
will add Mr. Felsing to her e-mail list to make sure he receives the latest cleanup information.  

Gretchen Lipow (community member) also said that the second article in Attachment B-5 was 
written by a group of citizens to help educate the community on the cleanup work at Alameda 
Point.  She said that the group will sponsor a community meeting and Mr. Humphreys will be 
presenting at the meeting.  She distributed the meeting invitation (Attachment B-6).   

Ms. Smith distributed the List of Documents Received in May-July 2010 (Attachment B-7).   
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Ms. Smith said that she has reviewed and provided comments on the Revised Draft Final 
Feasibility Study for OU-2B and Draft Final Feasibility Study for OU-2A (Attachment B-8 and 
Attachment B-9).  Ms. Smith shared her comments as written in the letter with the RAB.   

Regarding the site tour arranged by the Navy in July, Mr. Humphreys commended the Navy for 
arranging the tour.  However, he thought that the tour seemed to be geared toward public 
relations for the Navy.  He felt that the Navy did not discuss the site problems in detail.  Mr. 
Humphreys said that Mary Parker (Navy PM) mentioned that the benzene and naphthalene at the 
OU-5 plume were petroleum in origin, which is incorrect.  The source of the benzene and 
naphthalene was a gasification plant that used coal.  Mr. Humphreys said that Shinsei Gardens 
and Fleet and Industrial Supply Center Oakland, Alameda facility/Alameda Annex (FISCA) 
contamination and cleanup work were also not mentioned.  He indicated that a participant asked 
if the shoreline at Site 1 will be affected and the Navy said it would not be affected.  Mr. 
Humphreys thought it was an incorrect statement because the beach will be covered with rip-rap 
and the shoreline will be sloped back.  Mr. Humphreys suggested to show arrows pointing the 
waste pits toward the shoreline in the Site 1 tour handout figure Mr. Robinson thanked everyone 
for their participation in the tour. 

VII. Meeting Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:50 p.m.  The next RAB meeting will occur on September 2, 
2010, at 6:30 p.m.at 950 W. Mall Square, Alameda.  

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/ To Be 
Determined 

 
RAB 

 
Mr. Robinson 

2. Provide as-built specifications 
on the Site 5 and 10 storm 
drain replacement to Mr. 
Matarrese. 

2./ Pending/ September 
2, 2010 

Mr. Matarrese Mr. Robinson 

3. Provide the RAB with a 
presentation about zero-valent 
iron treatability study.  Extend 
the comment period on the 
document past the August 
RAB meeting date. 

3./ Completed/ 
Attachment B-1 

Ms. Smith Mr. Robinson 
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ATTACHMENT A 

NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING AGENDA 

 
August 5, 2010 

 
(1-page) 

 



RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 
NAVAL AIR STATION, ALAMEDA 

AGENDA 
AUGUST 5, 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  Groundwater  Treatment; OU-2A  Bill McGinnis/ 

 and beyond!!     Cur tis Moss 
 
 
7:30 – 7:50  Site 35 Remedial Design and 
   Remedial Action     Frances Fadullon 
 
 
7:50 – 8:00  BCT Update        
 
 
8:00– 8:15  Misc. Updates     Derek Robinson 
 
 
8:15– 8:30  Community &  RAB Comment Per iod  Community &  RAB 
 
 
8:30   RAB Meeting Adjournment  

 
 



 

ATTACHMENT B 

NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING HANDOUT MATERIALS 

B-1 Building 163 Zero Valent Ion Treatability Study Summary.  Distributed by Derek 
Robinson, Navy Co-Chair (2 pages) 

B-2 “Groundwater Remediation Technologies: OU-2A and Beyond”’ Presentation 
Handout.  Distributed by Curtis Moss, Navy RPM (5 pages) 

B-3 Installation Restoration (IR) Site 35 Remedial Design and Remedial Action.  
Distributed by Frances Fadullon, Navy RPM (6 pages) 

B-4  Investigation and Characterization of TCE DNAPL at Plume 4-1.  Distributed by 
James Fyfe, DTSC (2 pages) 

B-5 Copy of articles published in the Alameda Sun.  Distributed by Joan Konrad, 
RAB member (2 pages) 

B-6 Community meeting invitation.  Distributed by Gretchen Lipow, Community 
member (1 page) 

B-7 List of Documents Received in May-July 2010.  Distributed by Dale Smith, RAB 
Community Co-chair (1 page) 

B-8 Comments on Revised Draft Final Feasibility Study for OU-2B.  Distributed by 
Dale Smith, RAB Community Co-chair (2 pages) 

B-9 Comments on Draft Final Feasibility Study for OU-2A.  Distributed by Dale 
Smith, RAB Community Co-chair (2 pages) 

 



 

  

ATTACHMENT B-1 

BUILDING 163 ZERO VALENT ION TREATABILITY STUDY SUMMARY 
 

(2 pages) 







 

  

ATTACHMENT B-2 

“GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION TECHNOLOGIES: OU-2A AND BEYOND” 
PRESENTATION HANDOUT 

(5 pages) 



1

WELCOME

Groundwater Remediation 
Technologies:

OU-2A & 
BEYOND!
RAB Presentation
August 5th 2010

Navy BRAC PMO West
Bill McGinnis, PE
Curtis Moss, PG

2

Groundwater Remediation Technology Selection

Groundwater remedies are selected to protect 
human health & the environment.

Parameters  considered when selecting a remedy:

� Chemical properties:
� Chemical types (VOCs, metals, PAHs, PCBs, fuels)

� Contaminant Location: physical properties determine fate & transport
� Above the water table (vadose zone/unsaturated zone)
� On top of the water table (LNAPL – such as fuels)
� Below the water table (DNAPL – such as chlorinated solvents)

� Geology/hydrogeology 
� Hard rock or unconsolidated sediments/soil
� Soil permeability: soil’s ability to transmit water (sands, silts/clays)
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Groundwater Contamination

Groundwater contamination generally 
exists two ways:

1. ‘Source Zone’: Product itself and the area which 
has been in contact with product (i.e., chlorinated 
solvent)

• Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid (NAPL) 

2. ‘Plume’: generated from the source which 
dissolves as groundwater moves by

• Dissolved phase (aqueous phase)

4

Contaminant Sources  and Plumes

PLUME = Source dissolving 
in groundwater

Source Zone  (NAPL ‘Hot Spot’)

Groundwater 
Flow

Clean

groundwater
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AGGRESSIVE vs. PASSIVE REMEDIATION

HIGH chemical
concentrations

LOW

SOURCE ZONE
REMEDIATION

MODERATE PLUME
REMEDIATION

AGGRESSIVE                      
TREATMENT

MODERATE PASSIVE
TREATMENT

Highest Cost
Highest Resource Use
Faster  Cleanup Time

MODERATE Lowest Cost
Lowest Resource Use

Relies on natural 
processes

Slower Cleanup Time 
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Groundwater Remediation Technologies

HIGH
Aggressive Source Zone 
Treatment

chemical
concentrations

LOW
Passive Plume 

Treatment

Multi Phase Extraction
(Physical Removal)

Zero Valent Iron (ZVI) 
(Chemical Destruction)

Monitored Natural 
Attenuation (MNA)

(Natural Processes)

Thermal Remediation
(Physical Removal)

In Situ Bioremediation 
(ISB)

(Natural Processes)

In Situ 
Bioremediation (ISB)

(Natural Processes)

In Situ Chemical 
Oxidation (ISCO)
(Chemical Destruction)

In Situ Chemical 
Oxidation

(Chemical Destruction)

Permeable Reactive 
Barrier

(Chemical Destruction & 
Natural Processes)
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OU-2A Groundwater Impacted by Chlorinated Solvents

GROUNDWATER
FLOW

8

OU-2A Feasibility Study: Groundwater Cleanup

Cleanup goals are U.S. EPA drinking water standards (MCLs).

The following groundwater remedial alternatives are presented in the 
OU-2A FS:

MODERATE                     chemical concentrations LOW

Alternative 1:                        MNA

Alternative 2:                  ISCO & MNA

Alternative 3:                      ISB & MNA



9

Thank You!

Comments?

Questions? 

For more information on remediation technologies go to:

http://clu-in.org/remediation/

http://www.itrcweb.org



 

  

ATTACHMENT B-3 

INSTALLATION RESTORATION (IR) SITE 35  
REMEDIAL DESIGN AND REMEDIAL ACTION 

(6 pages) 



WELCOME

IR Site 35 

Overview of the Remedial 
Design/Remedial Action Work Plan

Alameda Point, California 

Prepared by

Frances Fadullon, BRAC PMO West

5 August 2010

1

2

RD/RAWP IR Site 35

Primary Work Plan Elements
•Brief Site History
•Remedial Action Design
•Remedial Action Implementation Procedures
•Construction Quality Assurance/Construction 
Quality Control Plan
•Sampling and Analysis Plan (Field Sampling Plan 
and Quality Assurance Project Plan)



3

Site  Description

IR Site 35
– Approximately 75 acres in size and consists of open 

space 
– Consists of 23 study areas, including 19 small areas 

referred to as AOCs (including AOCs 3, 10 , and 12).
– Historical DON uses of IR Site 35 were industrial, 

residential, and recreational uses.
– Previous investigations resulted in a recommendation 

for a Remedial Action to address the excess human-
health risk posed by the constituents of concern 
(COCs) at AOCs 3, 10, and 12.

4

Soil Remedial Action Sites at IR Site 35

Remedial Action Sites
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Remedial Action Design at IR Site 35

Remedial Action Objectives
•Protect human health by preventing unacceptable 
exposure to soil with heptachlor or lead 
concentrations above the remediation goals (RGs).

Remediation goals are as follows:
•Heptachlor at AOC 3: 0.11 mg/kg, 
•Lead at AOCs 10  and 12:  184 mg/kg

6

Remedial Action at IR Site 35

Remedial Action Scope
• Excavation of soil impacted with heptachlor at AOC 

3 and lead at AOCs 10 and 12
• Disposal at an appropriate off-Station disposal 

facility or on-site use of the excavated soil if it 
meets reuse criteria

• Confirmation Sampling 
• Backfilling using clean fill material from either an 

on-Station or off-Station source and restoring site 
conditions and Site Restoration
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AOC 3 - Excavation Plan

8

AOC 10 - Excavation Plan
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AOC 12 - Excavation Plan

10

Schedule

Draft Work Plan comment period – August – September 
2010

Finalize Final Work Plan - October 2010 – December 2010

Initiate Remedial Action  - January 2011
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Questions?



 

  

ATTACHMENT B-4 

INVESTIGATION AND CHARACTERIZATION OF TCE DNAPL AT PLUME 4-1 
 

(2 pages) 







 

  

ATTACHMENT B-5 

COPY OF ARTICLES PUBLISHED IN THE ALAMEDA SUN 

(2 pages) 







 

  

ATTACHMENT B-6 

COMMUNITY MEETING INVITATION 

(1 page) 





 

  

ATTACHMENT B-7 

LIST OF DOCUMENTS RECEIVED IN MAY-JULY 2010 
 

(1 page) 





 

  

ATTACHMENT B-8 

COMMENTS ON REVISED DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR OU-2B 

(2 pages) 







 

  

ATTACHMENT B-9 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR OU-2A 

(2 pages) 
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