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Heather Wochnick BRAC PMO West, Remedial Project Manager (RPM) 

 

The meeting agenda is provided in Attachment A. 

MEETING SUMMARY 

I. Approval of Previous RAB Meeting Minutes 

Mr. Humphreys called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 

Mr. Humphreys provided the following comment: 

• Page 2 of 12, third bullet; “looses” will be changed to “loses.”   

• Page 3 of 12, first bullet; “Ms. Sweeney” will be changed to “Mrs. Sweeney.” 

Ms. Smith provided the following comment: 

• Page 4 of 12, second paragraph, last sentence, “…industrial waste was deposited 
where the runway is located” will be revised to, “…industrial waste was likely 
deposited where the runway is located.” 

• Page 5 of 12, last paragraph, second sentence, “…the RI/FS was completed in a 
condensed schedule…” will be revised to “…the RI/FS was completed on a 
condensed schedule….” 

Ms. Lofstrom provided the following comments: 

• Page 9 of 12, in the second full paragraph, “Ms. Lofstrom said that 1,4 dioxane 
contamination was discovered several years ago and now, 1,4 dioxane is sampled for 
analysis wherever there was a trichloroethene (TCE) plume.  She said 1,4-dioxane 
does degrade, and so it is ubiquitous” will be revised to “Ms. Lofstrom said 1,4 
dioxane is sampled for analysis wherever there was a trichloroethene (TCE) plume.  
She said 1,4-dioxane does not readily degrade, and so it is ubiquitous.” 

Mrs. Sweeney provided the following comment: 

• Page 6 of 12, third paragraph, fourth sentence, “Mrs. Sweeney asked if the removal 
action did not remediate the entire area contaminated by lead, and so it was evaluated 
in the FS” will be revised to, “Mrs. Sweeney asked why the earlier removal action did 
not remediate the entire area contaminated by lead.” 

The minutes were approved as modified. 
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II. Co-Chair Announcements 

Mr. Humphreys distributed his list of reports and correspondences received during July 2008 
(Attachment B-1).  He noted that the list of reports received during June 2008 was included in 
the previous RAB mailer packet (see Attachment B-1).  Mrs. Sweeney said she noticed the final 
Site Characterization and Analysis Penetrometer System (SCAPS) report for tarry refinery waste 
(TRW) was submitted in June (Document 3 of June 2008) and that she was interested in hearing 
more about TRW.  Mr. Brooks agreed and said that the TRW project could be an upcoming 
agenda item. 

Mr. Humphreys said that he submitted two comments letters to the Navy in June: one on the 
Operable Unit (OU)-2C draft remedial investigation (RI) report, and the other on the Installation 
Restoration (IR) Site 35 Proposed Plan (PP).  He asked the RAB members if they would like to 
verbally approve his letters as support to his comments.  Mrs. Sweeney, Ms. Smith, Ms. Konrad, 
Mr. Hoffman, and Mr. Torrey all verbally indicated their support for Mr. Humphreys’ comment 
letters.  Mr. Humphreys noted one of his main comments for the OU-2C RI involved radiological 
screening of the heating and ventilation ducts of the Building 5 and that he hoped that task would 
be added in the site management plan (SMP) discussion.  His main comments for the Site 35 PP 
involved evaluation of the lead paint chips washed into storm drains.  Because sampling was not 
completed beneath buildings and roadways, the potential for additional polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbon (PAH) contamination remained in the Alameda Point Collaborative (APC) housing 
area.  If the buildings or roadways are redeveloped, sampling should be completed in those areas.  
He added that he prefers 4 feet of soil isolation compared with the 2 feet proposed in the PP.   

Mr. Humphreys provided an update on the August 7, 2008, SunCal meeting.  He said there were 
some significant ideas in the presentation, which was based on two alternatives: Alternative A 
and Alternative B.  Alternative A was compliant with Measure A and included 1,700 residences.  
Alternative B included 4,000 residences.  Mr. Biggs said he thought there were 7,000 residences.  
Both alternatives showed the area of Northwest Territories, including IR Sites 1 and 32, as a 
wetlands/ponds restoration area instead of the current planned golf course.  He added if Site 1 is 
capped as a remedy for the radiological contamination and chemical waste, it would not be wise 
to excavate the cap and create ponds.  In addition, SunCal shows a solar thermal power 
generation plant east of Sites 1 and 32 and west of a planned recreation complex.  The solar plant 
would presumably generate enough power to make the new development self sufficient; 
however, there was no mention of the need to be on the grid when the solar plant was off line.  
Another presentation topic was the personal rapid transit (PRT) system, which used 
programmable pods that would travel around the island.  He noted that there was no discussion 
about funding for the solar and PRT systems.   

Mr. Humphreys thanked the Navy for providing the tours of Site 1 and Site 2.  He said the tour 
was interesting; however, he would have preferred a discussion or narrator providing information 
on the points of interest.  He said in cases where people had specific questions, no answers were 
forthcoming.  Mr. Humphreys also noted that although the tour was to include Site 32, the tour 
did not reach Site 32 and was instead about 0.25 mile away from the actual site.   
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Mr. Humphreys provided the RAB and Navy two position papers: one on the analysis of the Site 
1 trenching report (Attachment B-2a), and the other on the Site 1 PP (Attachment B-2b).  He said 
he would discuss his papers later in the meeting during the Site 1 discussion.  He asked the RAB 
members if they agreed or disagreed with his papers that they may want to submit an official 
collective transmittal to the Navy.   

Mr. Brooks announced that Anna-Marie Cook (EPA) arranged a site visit to the storm drain 
removal action/radiological removal action visited by members of the Navajo EPA from the four 
corners region where uranium is mined.  Matt Slack of the Navy Radiological Affairs Support 
Office (RASO) attended the meeting and was available to the Navajo EPA and its contractors.  
Mr. Brooks noted that information on the subject is available on the Internet at 
http://www.epa.gov/region09/waste/sfund/navajo-nation/index.html.  Several federal agencies 
have worked together to create a 5-year plan to address the uranium contamination.  Mr. Brooks 
said that the Navajo EPA must address considerable issues and the Navy is available to provide 
information and training.  Mrs. Sweeney asked why the Navajo EPA is not “in the know” about 
the issue since the problems are long standing, and asked why the Navy is in the position to 
instruct them.  Mr. Brooks responded that he was not familiar with the Navajo EPA’s experts, 
and was unable to attend the meeting.  However, the Navy is in a position to help them 
understand the process by virtue of having completed many similar projects. 

Mr. Brooks said that the Navy is continuing to coordinate with Young Community Developers in 
San Francisco.  The Navy has identified a potential candidate that just received his hazardous 
waste operations and emergency response (HAZWOPER) training.   

Mr. Brooks said that the petroleum sites at Alameda Point do not seem to draw much interest and 
he wanted to make sure the RAB was aware of the ongoing petroleum program.  The piping seen 
around the entrance to the base (near the plane on a stick) is part of a large remediation system to 
clean up the groundwater and remove fuel from the subsurface.  The area is known as Corrective 
Action Area (CAA)-3, which has recently been expanded.  He noted that the system is working 
well and has removed tens of thousand of pounds of hydrocarbons from the subsurface.  Mrs. 
Sweeney noted that, historically, there was a large fuel inventory lost in that area and that she 
believes what has been recovered is only a fraction of what was lost.  She added that the RAB is 
interested in CAA-3.  Mr. Brooks said that a presentation on CAA-3 can be provided at a future 
RAB meeting.   

Mr. Brooks said that CAA-C was highlighted during a green career film.  CAA-C remediation 
has just started.  The CAA-C is contaminated with aviation fuel with a high volatile fraction.  He 
added this project will be interesting to track.  Mrs. Sweeney asked about the location of CAA-C.  
Mr. Brooks replied that CAA-C is near the storm drain removal area, Site 26.   

Mr. Brooks provided a brief update on the storm drain removal.  He said two survey units have 
been completed that include piping and manholes.  The survey unit that passes under the road 
has been initiated.  The piping sections will be removed and then replaced.  The removal will 
occur inside Building 5 in about 3 weeks.  Building 5 housed the former radium paint shop, 
which is the source of the radium that contaminated the drains.   

http://www.epa.gov/region09/waste/sfund/navajo-nation/index.html
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Mr. Brooks said Navy RPM Michelle Hurst is on maternity leave and should return in about 3 
months.   

III. Site 26 Remedial Action/Groundwater Monitoring 

Ms. Wochnick introduced herself and the IR Site 26 remedial action/groundwater monitoring 
presentation (Attachment B-3).  Site 26 is located southeast of Building 20.  Contaminants of 
concern are trichloroethylene (TCE), dichloroethylene (DCE), and vinyl chloride (VC), which 
are present in the groundwater at concentrations as high as 700 (TCE), 2,500 (DCE), and 530 
(VC) micrograms per liter (μg/L).  Mr. Hoffman asked about the source the three contaminants.  
Steve Rosansky (Battelle) replied that the site was a washdown area for various aircraft; DCE 
and VC are degradation products of TCE, which was probably used in the washdown.  Mr. 
Hoffman asked why degradation is stopping.  Mr. Rosansky said that he was unsure if 
degradation was ceasing, but the purpose of the in situ chemical oxidation (ISCO) is to accelerate 
remediation and natural degradation. 

Ms. Wochnick said the Navy is conducting a two-phase approach to clean up the constituents.  
The first approach is ISCO.  The second approach after ISCO is in-situ bioremediation (ISB).  
She said the Navy has proposed different objectives for each approach.  For ISCO, a small 
concentration area is desired, targeting TCE and bringing concentrations down to 5 μg/L, and 
targeting DCE to bring concentrations to 30 μg/L (Slide 2).  After ISCO, ISB would be 
implemented to decrease all contaminants of concern to the following remedial goals:  TCE – 5 
μg/L, DCE – 6 μg/L, and VC – 0.5μg/L. 

Ms. Wochnick explained the ISCO injection process and reagent used (Slide 3).  The reagent 
used is Fenton’s, which is a mixture of hydrogen peroxide and ferrous iron that produces 
hydroxyl radicals when combined.     

There will be two full-scale injection events for 51 injection points (Slide 5).  Seventeen multi-
depth clusters will be injected in wells screened at three depths: shallow (3 to 7 feet below 
ground surface [bgs]), mid (7 to 11 feet bgs) and deep (11 to 15 feet bgs).  The goal is to inject 
29,000 gallons of hydrogen peroxide to achieve a 2 percent hydrogen peroxide concentration at 
each monitoring location.  Mr. Hoffman requested clarification on the number of injection points 
and injection events.  Ms. Wochnick explained that each of the two injection events will include 
an application into the 51 injection points.  Citric acid will be used as a peroxide stabilizer.  A 
photograph of current injection applications is shown on Slide 5.   

Ms. Wochnick discussed the ISCO treatment area.  The treatment area of 2,700 square feet was 
established using post-pilot test monitoring results for TCE and DCE.  In comparison, the 
treatment area was originally estimated at 5,000 square feet based on baseline sampling for 
ISCO.  The results from the pilot test allowed the site to be reduced and the injections 
concentrated.   
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Ms. Wochnick discussed spacing of injection wells, noting that the injection location design 
focuses on areas with the highest concentrations.  Wells will be more closely spaced in areas of 
high concentration.  Mr. Humphreys asked if the injections will occur simultaneously.  Ms. 
Wochnick said the injections are performed in multiple locations simultaneously with 1 hour on 
and 1 to 1.5 hours off.  The goal is to inject 2,200 gallons of reagent per well per day over the 4-
week duration.  Mr. Rosansky clarified that up to 10 injection points are used simultaneously. 

Ms. Wochnick discussed health and safety controls.  Safety controls include work zone 
demarcation, personal protective equipment, and chemical reagents stored with secondary 
containment.  In addition, injections will be discontinued if reagents surface, injection and 
monitoring wells are equipped with pressure relief valves, and equipment is fenced and secured 
from the public.  Mr. Hoffman asked about the construction materials for the wells.  Ms. 
Wochnick replied polyvinyl chloride (PVC) piping.  Mrs. Sweeney asked if most of the 
treatment process is under concrete and if the reaction was explosive or could lift the concrete.  
Ms. Wochnick replied the treatment is underground, but the reaction is not explosive but 
generates heat and the exothermic reaction creates gas.  If the groundwater containing % levels 
of peroxide comes up to the ground surface, the injections are shut down.  Mrs. Sweeney asked if 
all free product was pumped out when the plume was discovered.  Ms. Wochnick replied she did 
not believe there was free product at the site; the plume is dissolved-phase only. 

Several monitoring parameters will be evaluated: flow rates and pressures, water quality 
sampling, hydrogen peroxide, and visual observations.  Water quality sampling include dissolved 
oxygen (DO), conductivity, oxidation-reduction potential (ORP), temperature, and pH.  Samples 
for analysis of volatile organic compounds (VOC) will also be collected.  Initial full-scale 
injection results indicate no downward influence from injections into the Bay Sediment Unit 
(BSU) since DO and ORP measured in the BSU-1 monitor well continue to be similar to the 
baseline measurements during the injection monitoring.  Ms. Smith asked if there was only one 
BSU well; Ms. Wochnick replied that there are two BSU wells. 

Ms. Wochnick discussed the remedial action decision flow chart on Slide 10.  She noted a 
transition will be made to ISB if the performance objectives are not met (TCE below 5 μg/L and 
DCE below 30 μg/L) after the two rounds of ISCO.  Post-ISCO monitoring includes one 
monitoring event after each injection event.  ISB injections and monitoring will continue until 
four consecutive quarters of groundwater data show that all VOCs remain below remedial goals.   

The monitoring network includes 14 permanent monitoring wells and five three-level (shallow, 
mid, and deep) Hydropunch locations.  Samples will be collected 4 weeks after each phase of 
ISCO injections has been completed.  Analytes include VOCs, metals, and water quality 
parameters (total dissolved solids, anions/cations, and alkalinity).  Bioremediation parameters 
will also be measured 4 weeks after final ISCO injections.  Reduction of VOCs will be compared 
against baseline data.  Mr. Hoffman asked if the first monitoring samples will be collected after 
ISCO.  Ms. Wochnick replied the first samples will be collected after the first phase, and another 
round of monitoring will take place after the second phase.  Bioremediation parameters will be 
measured only after the second phase, unless the concentrations have been reduced below the 
remedial goals after the first phase.   
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Ms. Wochnick summarized the post-ISCO monitoring parameters and explained how the data 
would be used.  Fourteen individual monitoring wells make up the monitoring well network.  
Four sentry wells are outside the treatment area to ensure the plume is not growing.  The black 
dots represent Hydropunch locations.  Mr. Hoffman asked where the monitoring wells are 
screened.  Mr. Rosansky said at 5 to 15 feet; with 10-foot screens.  Ms. Wochnick added the 
BSU wells are screened in the BSU aquitard.  Mr. Hoffman asked at about the depth at the top of 
the aquitard, and Mr. Rosansky replied 15 feet below ground surface.   

Ms. Wochnick discussed the second remedial phase, ISB treatment, on Slide 14.  Referring to the 
conceptual illustration shown on Slide 14, she said there will be 40 injection points with 10-foot 
spacing between the points and 30-foot spacing between each row.  Results from the 
bioremediation sampling after ISCO treatment will determine whether oxygen releasing 
compounds (ORC) or hydrogen releasing compounds (HRC) will need to be injected to stimulate 
bioremediation.  ORC will be used if DCE or VC remains above remedial goals, and HRC will 
be used if TCE remains above its remedial goal.   

Mrs. Sweeney asked for an explanation of the term aquitard.  Mr. Rosansky replied an aquitard is 
a confining layer that would prevent contamination in water from migrating downward.  Mr. 
Brooks added the confining layer can be thought of as a clayey or silty sediment layer that 
prevents water transfer. 

The ISB amendments are discussed on Slide 15, which shows a photograph of an ORC sock 
being inserted into a monitoring well.  ORC is used to promote an aerobic environment and is 
used for VC or DCE only.  HRC is used to increase an anaerobic (oxygen-deficient) environment 
and is used to treat TCE.  HRC is a viscous honey-like material that releases organic acids on 
contact with water.  The organic acids ferment to produce hydrogen, which donates electrons and 
drives the anaerobic reductive chlorination process.  The process is slow and allows electrons to 
be delivered into the system for about 1 year.  Both ORC and HRC can be interchanged, 
depending on the residual contaminants.  Mrs. Sweeney asked what was meant by “viscous 
honey-like” and if the material was sweet.  Ms. Wochnick replied that the material is thick and 
flows slowly like honey, is not necessarily sweet, but contains nutrients.   

Ms. Wochnick said that 4 quarters of groundwater monitoring will be performed after 
bioremediation is complete The results for the samples will be compared with baseline 
conditions and post-ISCO treatment.  Samples will be analyzed for VOCs and water quality 
parameters including DO, ORP, pH, temperature, and specific conductance.  Sample results will 
determine if additional ISB amendments will be needed to optimize continued bioremediation.  
Monitoring will continue until remedial objectives have been met.  The goal is to remove the 
land use controls for the site once concentrations of TCE, DCE, and VC are reduced to remedial 
goals.   

Ms. Wochnick said the project is currently being conducted and the first event should be finished 
by the end September 2008.  The first round of post-ISCO monitoring will be conducted after a 
30-day rest.  If all goes well, then the project will move to either ISB or site restoration.  If the 
constituents of concern are still present at high concentrations, then another round of ISCO 
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injections will be conducted, followed by post-ISCO monitoring.  The ISB phase will begin in 
early 2009.  Monitoring will be conducted during the ISB phase.   

Mr. Hoffman noted several concerns.  He said the monitoring program will not be adequate to 
evaluate subsurface conditions during injections.  The first injection will displace all the water in 
the surrounding wells. On Slide 5 three different levels of injections were noted and the reaction 
rate would be diffused.  The biggest problem is mixing the reagent with the contaminants in 
water.  He said he likes the plan of injecting into different layers because it increases the surface 
area that interacts with the reagent.  The reagent will work well with sorbed contaminants but the 
rest will be pushed aside.  He added that waiting a month after the injection event to check 
conditions is too long.  Ms. Wochnick replied that water quality parameters will be monitored 
during the entire injection scenario.  Mr. Hoffman said that samples for analysis of TCE should 
be collected immediately in the monitoring wells closest to the current injection site.  Mr. 
Rosansky said that the samples are showing 3 to 7 percent hydrogen peroxide in the closest 
monitoring wells.  Brant Smith (XDD) added that a poorly designed reagent injection plan will 
displace contaminants.  However, the Navy addresses this concern with the number of injection 
points, injection spacing, the different injection depths, and use an outside-in, to inside-out, to 
outside-in, injection strategy, to strategically displace the contaminants and keep them within the 
project area.  Mr. Rosansky said that this injection design is mixing the reagent well into the 
subsurface.  The groundwater data for water quality parameters and peroxide in the monitoring 
wells show that the strategy is working since we see an increase in dissolved oxygen in the 
monitoring wells within our injection area.  Mr. Smith said that there is good distribution of the 
reagent into the subsurface as shown by the ORP and DO graphs demonstrated on Slide 9.  The 
oxygen is a byproduct of the high peroxide reaction.  Based on high DO levels from the injection 
monitoring, the Navy expects a significant decrease in DCE and VC.   

Mr. Hoffman asked if the Navy attempted to model the injection design.  Mr. Smith said the 
project design is based on professional experience.  Mr. Hoffman asked if any monitoring is 
conducted for contaminant movement.  Mr. Smith said it is not, but wells will be monitored for 
VOCs.  Ms. Wochnick added that the ISCO injections are being performed in the high 
concentration area of the plume, and that the monitoring conducted post-ISCO will be adequate 
to determine if the plume has been pushed out.  Follow-on remedies will be adjusted to the 
plume size based on post-ISCO sampling.   

Mrs. Sweeney asked if the fill soil present at the site behaves differently than other soils.  Mr. 
Rosansky said regardless of the presence of fill soil, it is difficult to predict the outcome with any 
in-situ technology.  He added the water table is rising because of gas generation, which is 
considered beneficial because the rising water and gases are distributing the reagent and 
promoting mixing throughout the subsurface.    

Mr. Hoffman asked how often the water levels are measured.  Mr. Rosansky said water levels are 
measured every morning and checked throughout the day during operation.  Mr. Hoffman asked 
if monitor wells, 26MW05 and BSU2, are measured.  Mr. Rosansky said they are measured.  
Both are relatively consistent with baseline conditions with some slight fluctuations.  Mr. 
Hoffman asked if it could be identified if TCE was driven from of the area in front of the 



Final NAS Alameda  9 of 15 SULT.5104.0130.0077 
Restoration Advisory Board Meeting Summary 08/14/08 
www.bracpmo.navy.mil  

reagent.  Mr. Rosansky said that the concentration of TCE has not yet been measured in the wells 
but TCE will be measured after the ISCO treatment.  Mr. Hoffman requested TCE sampling soon 
to allow the potential to avoid contaminant displacement away from the remediation area and to 
evaluate the injection design. 

Ms. Wochnick said the design concept is to both contain the contaminants and distribute the 
reagent throughout the subsurface.  The Navy will be monitoring for TCE after the injection 
events and looking for rebound and displacement.   

Mr. Brooks asked when the sampling is scheduled.  Mr. Rosansky replied the post-ISCO 
sampling will occur at the end of September; however, a sample could be collected sooner.   

The RAB discussed the TCE breakdown process to DCE and VC, and the expectation that the 
VC plume would increase after ISCO treatment.  Ms. Wochnick said the VC plume will be 
treated with ISB in the final remedy and is not being targeted by the selected ISCO remedy.   

Mr. Hoffman requested an explanation of the TCE degradation process.  Mr. Smith provided a 
lengthy technical explanation.   

Mr. Brooks noted that any additional samples outside of the current scope of work would require 
a contract renegotiation with the Navy and contractor.  He added that he would check with the 
Navy contract specialist and contractor on the issue.  

IV. Site Management Plan Update 

Mr. Brooks began the Site Management Plan (SMP) presentation (Attachment B-4).  He said the 
presentation is a preview of the schedule for fiscal year (FY) 2009.  The SMP describes each 
operable unit (OU) and work occurring at individual sites and provides a detailed schedule.  He 
added schedules are the key to tracking the whole program (Slide 2).   

OU-1 is composed of Sites 6, 7, 8, 16 and 14.  Sites 6, 7, 8, and 16 are grouped together in the 
remedial design document.  Site 14 is geographically isolated from the other sites.   

The final OU-1 Record of Decision (ROD) for Sites 6, 7, 8, and 16 was approved on October 1, 
2007.  All four sites require soil excavation and Sites 6 and 16 also require groundwater 
treatment using ISCO and ISB.  The draft Remedial Design (RD) is currently in review.  Mrs. 
Sweeney asked if the design document is available for review.  Mr. Brooks said that it should be 
available in the information repository.  Mr. Brooks requested comments from the RAB and 
reassured the RAB that the comments would be considered.  The final RD is due in December 
2008 and the Remedial Action (RA) is estimated to take 2 years. 
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The Site 14 ROD was approved on January 31, 2007.  It specifies no further action for soil and 
groundwater treatment using ISCO and ISB.  The final RD is due August 2008.  The RA is 
estimated to take 2 years. 

OU-2A includes Sites 9, 13, 19, 22, and 23, similar to OU-2B.  Mr. Brooks said he provided a 
groundwater presentation recently for OU-2A and OU-2B.  Mrs. Sweeney added this area 
includes Site 13, the TRW site (former oil refinery).  Mr. Brooks said that when he arrived at 
Alameda Point, the feasibility study (FS) was submitted and received a number of comments.  
The Navy decided to withdraw it, rework the document, and produce a revised FS.  He said there 
are data gaps to fill and groundwater results to incorporate.  He said that there were questions 
about the quality of the human health risk assessment (HHRA), so it will be reevaluated.   

Mr. Humphreys commented that the plan presented by SunCal showed the expansion of Encinal 
High School into OU-2A.  Mr. Brooks added that he has not reviewed the SunCal redevelopment 
conceptual design in detail.  However, the preliminary design concept (PDC) provided by ARRA 
is the plan that the Navy follows until any new plan is finalized.  Mr. Humphreys said the SunCal 
draft is planned for submittal on September 19, 2008, but the date can change.  Ms. Smith asked 
if the Navy would be willing to reassess its cleanup strategy if the city changes its reuse plan.  
Mr. Brooks said that the Navy keeps an open mind, but for now the ARRA PDC is followed.    
Ms. Konrad asked if the Navy cleaned up sites to different levels, because the plan has changed.  
Mr. Brooks said cleanup is based on the development plan and discussions with the city and 
ARRA.  Mrs. Sweeney said that plans can be approved but it will not change the cleanup.  Ms. 
Lofstrom said that nothing precludes the developer from cleaning up where the Navy has stopped 
and do additional work to adjust to a change of plan — for example, at Alameda Landing.  Mrs. 
Sweeney said that OU-2A is a considerably larger piece of land and the likelihood that the 
developer will implement additional cleanup is remote.  Ms. Lofstrom said that SunCal has not 
yet consulted with the BRAC Cleanup Team (BCT) but is talking to ARRA.  Mr. Brooks said he 
talked with SunCal representatives and they are interested in meeting with the BCT.  Ms. 
Lofstrom said she spoke with a SunCal representative on August 7, 2008, who said that SunCal 
would be contacting the BCT in September.  She added that the BCT will inform the RAB of any 
information obtained.  Mr. Humphreys said another change was the flood plain determination in 
the housing collaborative area; all of the housing would be removed and a park constructed.  
Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) might be exposed when the buildings are removed.  
Mr. Brooks added SunCal has proposed a number of changes and he cannot comment on it until 
he gets a chance to review the plan in detail. 

Mr. Brooks continued with the presentation.  OU-2B includes Sites 3, 4, 11, and 21.  The revised 
FS will be submitted in 2009.  A new contract will be awarded in September.  The FS requires 
results from the data gaps investigation to evaluate remedial alternatives.  The data gaps report is 
due in August 2008.  A treatability study is planned near oil-water separator (OWS)-163 using a 
new technology at Alameda Point, using zero-valent iron to treat TCE.   

OU-2C includes Sites 5, 10 and 12.  Mrs. Sweeney asked about the additional six-phase heating; 
she had believed the six-phase heating was completed.  Mr. Brooks replied high concentrations 
of some VOCs remain in a few cells.  A final supplemental RI is due in September 2008, and the 
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FS should be final by August 2009.  Sites 5 and 10 storm drain line removal will be complete by 
April 2009.  Mr. Brooks added that the roof drains are also being assessed with the storm drain 
work.  There may be radium particles on the roof or in the roof drains because the roof drains tie 
into the storm drains.  All drain work will be tied into the final closeout report due in November 
2009.   

Mr. Humphreys asked where the radiological survey is listed in the SMP, and Mr. Brooks said it 
is on the next to the last page.   

Mr. Brooks continued with OU-3, disposal area Site 1.  The Navy wrote a letter to the regulatory 
agencies and delayed the final ROD based on findings of the time-critical removal action 
(TCRA).  Mr. Brooks noted that the Navy initially believed there would not be a problem with 
radium, but low levels were found in Site 1 and in Site 32.  Therefore, the site boundaries for Site 
1 and Site 32 were adjusted.  Site 1 became smaller and the areas where radium was 
unexpectedly found were moved within the Site 32 boundary, which became larger.  Mr. Leach 
asked if the Site 1 disposal areas will be excavated even though the landfill was not found.  Mr. 
Brooks replied that some of the waste areas will be excavated.   

Mrs. Sweeney requested clarification of the Site 1 and Site 32 boundary adjustments.  Mr. 
Brooks referred to a letter to the regulators dated June 25, 2008, detailing the proposed changes 
to the closure strategies for Site 1 and Site 32 (Attachment B-5).  The letter includes three 
figures; the third figure shows the current and proposed site boundaries.  Mr. Brooks also noted 
that the adjustments to the site boundary are described in the text of the letter.  Mrs. Sweeney 
requested additional clarification, and Mr. Brooks compared the first figure to the third figure 
showing the new site boundaries (see Attachment B-5).  Mrs. Sweeney asked if the Site 1 areas 
that are not included in the adjustment would be capped and if the areas at the northwestern point 
would be excavated.  Mr. Brooks agreed and said that the cap would extent to all of the areas of 
Site 1 to consolidate the waste, but the northwestern point (burn area) would be excavated and 
consolidated under the landfill cap.  Mrs. Sweeney asked about the burn area.  Mr. Delong said 
that the burn area was not found during trenching.   

Mr. Humphreys said he believed all of the radium-contaminated soil would be excavated and 
removed off site.  Mr. Brooks replied that action is part of, but is not the complete, remedy.  Mr. 
Humphreys asked if all of Site 1 would be capped.  Mr. Brooks said he understood the entire site 
would be capped where waste is present.  Mr. Brooks suggested having a RAB meeting devoted 
to Site 1, and the RAB agreed.  Mrs. Sweeney requested maps showing trenching locations.  Mr. 
Brooks said 11 trenches were completed, and the summary of findings report is available in the 
information repository.  He said the report describes the trenches, their location in relation to the 
waste pits, and what was found.  Mrs. Sweeney said she reviewed the report but it did not 
provide the information she wanted.  Mr. Humphreys noted that he has comments on the 
trenching report (Attachment B-2a) that he would like to discuss after the SMP presentation.   

Mr. Brooks continued his presentation with Site 2.  He mentioned there is good potential for 
input from the RAB for Site 2.  He suggested it may be possible to create new wetlands at Site 2.  
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During the site tour, the RAB made it clear that Site 2 was important to the community.  He said 
the RAB and community should work with the Navy to get a remedy in place.   

OU-4B includes Site 17 Seaplane Lagoon.  Mr. Brooks said the contractor proposals for remedial 
action are currently being reviewed, and a contract should be awarded in September 2008.  Once 
the storm drain removal is completed, dredging and dewatering of dredged material from 
Seaplane Lagoon can begin.  Mrs. Sweeney asked if the Navy will begin with the debris piles or 
the corners.  Mr. Brooks said the debris piles will be removed first, and will be completed in 
about a month; dredging the corners will require 2 months each.  Mr. Humphreys asked if the 
work will be completed when it is raining.  Mr. Brooks said that the plan is to conduct the work 
during the dry season.   

OU-4C includes Site 20, Oakland Inner Harbor (Slide 20).  The Final No Further Action ROD is 
due in September 2008.   

The Final ROD for OU-5 was completed in September 2007.  The Navy and regulators are 
working together to finalize the Final RD and work plan, due in September 2008.  The current 
contractor’s period of performance is ending and another contractor will be assuming the work.  
Mr. Humphreys asked if a pilot test was completed. Mr. Brooks replied that a pilot test was 
completed and the results be used in the design.  The groundwater will be treated with 
biosparging for aerobic biodegradation, which is expected to last 2 years.   

OU-6 includes Sites 26, 27, and 28.  Site 26 was discussed earlier in the meeting.   

• Site 27 Final ROD signed in February 2008; data gap and bench testing before the 
RD for a washdown area and OWS.   

• Site 28 Final RD and Work Plan due in January 2009.  Soil will be excavated and 
metals fixated to reduce precipitation to groundwater. 

Newer Sites 

• Site 30 proposed plan due in January 2009; no further action for soil; groundwater is 
part of the OU-5 plume.   

• Site 31 Final ROD due in September 2008; no further action for soil and 
groundwater. 

• Site 32 boundary modified; radiological investigation planned end of 2008 and early 
2009.  Previously, the site had been assigned a no further action determination.  

• Site 34 Final RI submitted May 2008; data gaps identified and sampling will be 
completed by January 2009.  Final FS is due in August 2009.   
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• Site 35 PP and public meeting in May 2008; Final ROD due in February 2009.  The 
RA is to begin in March 2009. 

Federal transfer parcels (Slide 27) are located in the center of Alameda Point.  The Veterans’ 
Administration (VA) wants one of the parcels for use as a VA hospital, benefits center, 
columbarium, and for long-term care.  The Final Site Investigation Report is due in October 
2008.  Additional work is to be completed in 2009 based on comments from the regulatory 
agencies.   

Basewide projects are shown on Slide 28.  Basewide groundwater monitoring and radiological 
survey work will continue in 2009.  Building 346 (Quonset hut) previously housed radiological 
waste and radiological hand-held meters and will need a survey.  Mr. Humphreys asked where 
Building 346 is located, and Mr. Brooks replied it is near Building 5 and close to the storm drain 
line removal area.   

V. Site 1 Boundary Modification 

The Site 1 boundary modification agenda item was discussed on page 11 of these minutes.  

VI. Community and RAB Comment Period 

Mr. Humphreys discussed the two comments handouts he provided to the RAB, Analysis of 
Trenching Report (Attachment B-2a) and Deficiencies in the Proposed Plan (Attachment B-2b).  
The handouts are his detailed review of the Site 1 Trenching Report and the Site 1 Proposed 
Plan.  Mr. Humphreys reviewed some of the key points highlighted in the handouts.  In response 
to Mr. Humphreys’ summarization of his two papers, Mr. Brooks said that because he is a 
geologist he would not have said that there would not be liquefaction at Site 1.  He is well aware 
that there is a potential for liquefaction in poorly consolidated soils during earthquakes in the 
Bay Area.  Mr. Brooks also said the estimated displacements of 20 feet laterally and 1.5 feet 
vertically is based on engineering calculations in the seismic stability study.  Mr. Brooks said he 
has not reviewed the report.  Mr. Humphreys pointed out that, from the historical aerial 
photograph, there appears to be another possible waste disposal area south of the cells depicted 
in Figure 1-1 of the trenching study.  He reported that a former Navy fighter pilot said they took 
their plane onto downward sloping ramps and test fired their 20-mm cannons into a below-grade 
pit.  He noted that a list of questions appears on the last page of the Deficiencies in the Proposed 
Plan handout.  Mr. Brooks thanked Mr. Humphreys for his effort on his comments.  Mrs. 
Sweeney also thanked Mr. Humphreys and said she hopes the Navy seriously considers his 
comments. 

Mr. Humphreys asked if the RAB contact list was available for distribution.  Mr. Brooks said 
that it was available, but he wanted to check with the RAB before handing it out.  Ms. Damrel 
asked how the RAB wanted to receive the list, and the RAB decided a hard copy would be 
adequate.  It will be delivered at the September RAB meeting.  
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Ms. Smith provided a comment handout titled Site 1 and Site 2 Status (Attachment B-6).  The 
handout discusses Ms. Smith’s views on the recent site tours and general comments on the 
proposed plans for Sites 1 and 2.  Mr. Brooks noted that her comments on high levels of 
radiation at Alameda Point are incorrect; he also noted that any radiological reading, even the 
low levels found at Alameda Point, will trigger safety procedures.  Ms. Smith commented that 
the pre-tour discussion on ladder safety was too long.  Mr. Brooks replied that he hopes to come 
to the RAB every month and report that there have been no accidents or injuries on Alameda 
Point.   

Ms. Smith noted that she would like the Navy to prepare remediation updates periodically for the 
RAB.  She also noted the base consultant at Treasure Island provides updates whenever the RAB 
requests them at the Treasure Island RAB meetings.  Mr. Brooks noted further that the Hunter’s 
Point Shipyard RAB has a technical sub-committee composed of a few members with strong 
technical interest who meet with the Navy on certain projects and bring the information back to 
the RAB.  The Alameda Point RAB might consider the sub-committee approach.  Ms. Smith 
confirmed there was a Treasure Island technical sub-committee and she was a member.  She 
added that since there are only a few sites in question, a short update is all that is needed.  Mr. 
Brooks replied that a quick executive summary-type update could be provided.   

Mr. Leach commented that he had a quick summary on Site 1.  He said the groundwater 
monitoring report for Site 1 stated that the landfill accepted all solid waste that was generated at 
Alameda Point.  Part of the solid waste was transformers, rejected airplane parts, and aluminum 
airplane parts.  He said these materials do not decompose.  If aluminum is not found during 
excavation, the trench should be moved.  Aluminum would be prevalent in a disposal pit.   

Mr. Hoffman commented that there is a long list of hazardous materials that were discarded in 
the disposal cells that can be identified on aerial photographs.  He said he did some work on the 
FS and groundwater monitoring report and believes the waste is below the groundwater.  He said 
he has heard discussions that the remedy of a cover can be defended because the monitoring 
wells will detect movement of material out of the cells.  He said using the data in the FS and in 
groundwater report and he was unable to reproduce the plume that is mapped and identified in 
the FS.  The current groundwater monitoring wells do not recognize the source of the plume.  He 
added well MW-28 is the only well that seems to raise a concern, where the map shows 213,000 
parts per billion (ppb) TCE at its source.  He said that information is absent from the annual 
groundwater monitoring report, and he could not find the data for well MW-28 in the FS other 
than on the contour map.  He added that contaminant movement to the bay cannot be detected 
with the current groundwater monitoring network.  Mr. Brooks said that the FS is a summary of 
previous reports.  He said there is a good opportunity to conduct a complete RAB meeting on 
Site 1.   

Ms. Lofstrom noted that DTSC has repeatedly made the same comment regarding the monitoring 
well network.  The Navy’s response is that an in-depth groundwater study will be completed 
during the RD.  She added that a good Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) quality 
groundwater monitoring system is therefore advisable.  DTSC has a clear idea of what it wants, 
and the Navy has agreed to address the issue during the RD.  Mr. Hoffman commented that the 
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issue should be addressed, assuming that the Navy decides to implement the remedy.  He said he 
does not believe there is enough information on the groundwater plume to characterize the 
groundwater.  Mr. Brooks replied that the issue will need to be examined more closely; many 
documents need to be reviewed.   

Ms. Lofstrom said that most of the characterization she has worked with has involved direct-
push and grab groundwater samples, not monitoring wells, although she was not on the project 
during this time.   

Mr. Russell said he was involved, and the information would be in the RI and not in the FS, 
although it can be argued whether the plume is properly characterized.  He added that it would 
not be expected in the FS.  In addition, the quarterly groundwater monitoring program samples 
only a small fraction of the wells.  During the characterization phase, many more samples are 
collected than what would be described in the groundwater monitoring reports.  Mr. Hoffman 
replied that he believes the issue should be discussed with the regulatory agencies.  Mr. Russell 
responded that a complete RAB meeting devoted the subject is advisable.  Mr. Brooks suggested 
Mr. Hoffman visit the information repository and check out the RI or wait until the Navy 
compiles the information.   

Mrs. Sweeney said during the site tour she overheard Doug Delong mention cleaning out tanks 
near Breakwater Beach.  She said she observed two large aboveground tanks and piping that 
were cut up.  She said she later noticed the tanks were removed and the berm surrounding the 
tanks was flat and graded.  She said that there was a red spot where the tanks were and she 
wanted to know what occurred when the Navy cleaned up the tanks.  Mr. Brooks said that area 
was a fuel storage area.  Ms. Wochnick said that confirmation samples were collected on a grid 
below the berm area and below the tanks and any pipes that were removed.  Mrs. Sweeney said 
she wanted to know who cleaned up the tanks and when they were cleaned.  Ms. Wochnick said 
the tanks were cleaned out about 15 years ago and were certified clean.  Mrs. Sweeney asked 
why there was a red indicator on the site tour handouts, indicating it was a toxic site.  Ms. 
Wochnick replied that there was only small impact from petroleum hydrocarbons at the site and 
that the site was not considered a toxic site.  Mr. Brooks said that the tanks were cleaned, tested, 
and the metal recycled.  He considers the tank removal a success story.   

Mr. Hoffman said he had final comments regarding ISCO and ISB.  He said he is not opposed to 
using the treatments.  He believes ISCO methods are best used after hydraulic controls are 
established from the source area and then pump and treat.  Mr. Brooks agreed that hydraulic 
control is an important element in groundwater treatment.  Mr. Rosansky said that a groundwater 
recirculation strategy is going to be used at Site 14, but Site 26 was not a good candidate for the 
same treatment.  Mr. Smith added that there are several ISCO injection strategies.  

VII. Meeting Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:36 p.m. 
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Groundwater Monitoring at Groundwater Monitoring at 

IR Site 26 IR Site 26 
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BackgroundBackground

• IR Site 26 (32 acres) is located in 
the central portion of Alameda Point

• TCE, DCE, and VC are present in 
groundwater at concentrations as 
high as 700, 2,500, and 530 µg/L, 
respectively

• Remedy consists of in-situ chemical 
oxidation (ISCO) followed by in-situ 
bioremediation (ISB)

0.5NAVC

630DCE

55TCE

ISBISCO

Performance 
Objectives

(µg/L)COC

Treatment areas as determined from baseline 
data collected prior to ISCO pilot test
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In Situ Chemical Oxidation (ISCO)In Situ Chemical Oxidation (ISCO)
Oxidant Injection ProcessOxidant Injection Process

Injection
Well

Monitoring
Well

Reagent

Screened
Section

Spread of
Reagent

Contaminated
Aquifer

Water Table

Groundwater Flow Direction

Residual DNAPL/
Dissolved Phase

H2O2
HO2

-

O2•-

O2

OH•

Fenton’s Reagent Chemistry

H2O2 + Fe2+ → Fe3+ + OH- + OH•

Fe3+ + H2O2 → Fe2+ + H+ + HO2
•
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Presumed Advantages and LimitationsPresumed Advantages and Limitations
of Fentonof Fenton’’s Reagents Reagent

•Hydroxyl free radical is very reactive and 
can oxidize many more COCs

•Ability to treat strongly sorbed 
contaminants

•Chemicals involved do not appear to 
contain trace impurities of concern

•No significant generation of solids that 
could clog the aquifer and reduce 
effectiveness of follow-on treatment 
(ISB)

•Peroxide and hydroxyl free radicals are 
extremely short-lived and this could limit 
distribution (reaction rate is diffusion 
controlled).  Other reactive species 
generated are more long-lived.

•Reaction is highly exothermic 

•Safety issues with H2O2

Chemical fires and explosions

Chemical burns

Advantages Limitations
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FullFull--Scale ISCO ApplicationScale ISCO Application

•Two full-scale injection events

•Fifty-one injection points (seventeen multi-depth clusters)

– 3 to 7 ft bgs

– 7 to 11 ft bgs

– 11 to 15 ft bgs

•Each full-scale application 
is designed to inject about 
29,000 gallons of 8% 
hydrogen peroxide (about 
20,000 lbs peroxide)

•Citric acid for peroxide 
stabilization
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Treatment Area for FullTreatment Area for Full--Scale ISCOScale ISCO

•The target treatment area (2,700 ft2) for application of full-scale ISCO was determined 
using post-ISCO monitoring results for TCE and DCE

•Area was selected based on portion of the site in which the 95% confidence of the mean 
concentration exceeded the remedial goal of 5 µg/L for TCE and/or 30 µg/L for DCE

TCE Conc. (post-pilot)DCE Conc. (post-pilot)
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Well SpacingWell Spacing

TCE Concentration > 50 µg/L 5 to 50 µg/L

Injection Well Spacing (ft) 14 25

# of Locations 9 8

Injection Interval (ft) 12 12

Design Volume of Oxidant 
(8% H2O2) per Location 
(gal)

1,140 2,420

Oxidant Target Conc. After  
Distribution in Aquifer (%) 2.3 1.5

•Injection location design focuses on areas 
with greatest contamination

•Inner ring target area has higher density of 
injection locations, reagent volume and mass 
of oxidant

•Outer ring targets areas of lower  
concentration of contaminants of concern
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Health and SafetyHealth and Safety

•Work zone is demarcated with cones and caution tape
•Proper personal protective equipment, including face shields, glasses, Tyvek® aprons, 
reinforced-toed boots, hard hats, are worn while working in the work zone

•Chemical reagents (citric acid and hydrogen peroxide) stored within secondary 
containment pads

•Injections discontinued if surfacing of reagents (“daylighting”) occurs
•Seals equipped with pressure relief valves installed on all injection points and 
monitoring wells to control release of fluids from wells 

•Equipment stored in secured fenced-in area
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Performance MonitoringPerformance Monitoring

•Flowrates and pressures
•Water quality parameters

– Dissolved oxygen (DO), 
conductivity, oxidation-reduction 
potential (ORP), temperature, pH

– Volatile organic compounds
•Hydrogen peroxide
•Visual observations
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Remedial Action Decision FlowchartRemedial Action Decision Flowchart

•Performance objectives for ISCO are to 
reduce TCE to below the remediation 
goal of 5 µg/L and reduce cis-1,2-DCE 
to <30 µg/L 

•If performance objectives have not 
been met after two rounds of full-scale 
ISCO, a transition will be made to ISB

•Post ISCO monitoring includes one 
monitoring event after each full-scale 
ISCO injection event

–Performed 4 weeks after injection
–14 monitoring wells and 5 multi-
level hydropunch locations

•ISB injections and monitoring will be 
performed until four consecutive 
quarters of groundwater data 
demonstrate that all VOC 
concentrations remain below RGs

Yes

No

Yes

Full ISCO DoneFull ISCO Done

ISCO Performance 
Objectives Met*

or  2 Rounds of Full Scale 
ISCO?

ISCO Performance 
Objectives Met*

or  2 Rounds of Full Scale 
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Inject Full-Scale ISCO
(e.g. Hydrogen Peroxide,

up to 2 Events)

Inject Full-Scale ISCO
(e.g. Hydrogen Peroxide,

up to 2 Events)

No

(a)
Footnote

TCE <RG; DCE <30 µg/L

Post-ISCO MonitoringPost-ISCO Monitoring

TCE <RGs
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PostPost--ISCO MonitoringISCO Monitoring

• Monitoring network includes 14 permanent groundwater monitoring wells and five 3-
level hydropunch locations

• Samples will be collected 4 weeks after completing each phase of ISCO injections

• Analytes include:

– VOCs and metals

– Total dissolved solids, major anions & cations, and alkalinity

• Bioremediation parameters also will be measured 4 weeks after the final ISCO 
injections 

– dissolved organic carbon (DOC), orthophosphates, total phosphorous, and total 
nitrogen in groundwater

– Phospholipid fatty acids (PLFA), heterotrophic plate counts, fraction of organic 
carbon, and Dehalococcoides population in the aquifer material

• Reduction of VOCs will be calculated based on baseline data
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Post ISCO Monitoring (Cont.)Post ISCO Monitoring (Cont.)

Assess return to background conditions and/or any changes 
resulting from ISCO.  Helps to establish baseline conditions for
ISB.  

Total dissolved solids, major 
anions & cations, and alkalinity

Monitoring Parameter Data Use

Temp, DO, ORP, conductivity, pH Help to determine that the aquifer has returned to baseline 
condition

VOCs Determine compliance with RGs.  Calculate mass reduction 
compared to baseline

Metals
Compare concentrations to baseline values to determine if 
changes have occurred.  If an increase has occurred, compare to 
background values to determine if there is a cause for concern

DOC, orthophosphates, total 
phosphorous, and total nitrogen

Determine concentration of  nutrients in groundwater available to 
bacteria to utilize for ISB.  If low levels are present, nutrients 
may be injected to enhance ISB 

PLFA, Heterotrophic Plate Counts, 
fraction of organic carbon, and 
Dehalococcoides

Determines population type and density of indigenous bacteria in
aquifer material.  Results will aid in design of in situ bio portion 
of the remedy
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Monitoring Well NetworkMonitoring Well Network
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InIn--Situ BioremediationSitu Bioremediation

•Aerobic or anaerobic in-situ biodegradation 
(ISB) of remaining COCs 

– Inject ORCTM or equivalent if VC and/or 
DCE remain above their respective RGs 
after completing ISCO 

– Inject HRCTM or equivalent if TCE remains 
above its RG after completing ISCO

•Direct push injections
– Pressure inject slurry of powdered ORC 

or liquid HRCTM with water
– Partially relies on groundwater flow to 

distribute reagents 
•Finalize number, locations, and depths of 
injections based on post-ISCO and ISB 
baseline data collected from the 14 wells and 
5 hydropunch locations

Conceptual Illustration for Injection of ORCConceptual Illustration for Injection of ORCTMTM

•• 40 injection points40 injection points

•• 1010--ft spacing between pointsft spacing between points

•• 3030--ft spacing between rowsft spacing between rows
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ISB AmendmentsISB Amendments

• ORC® treatment for VC/DCE
– Manganese dioxide

– Can be directly injected into aquifer
• HRC® treatment for TCE

– Viscous honey-like material that releases 
lactic acid and other organic acid 
derivatives upon contact with water

– Organic acids fermented to hydrogen, 
which donates electrons that drive the 
anaerobic reductive chlorination process

– Slow process allows electrons to be 
delivered to the aquifer for about 1 year 
without the need to reinject new material

ORCORC®® Socks Going IntoSocks Going Into
a Monitoring Wella Monitoring Well

MgO2 + H2O         1/2 O2 + Mg(OH)2

14 August 2008 16

ISB MonitoringISB Monitoring

• Perform four quarters of groundwater monitoring at 14 monitoring wells to 
evaluate progress toward achieving remedial goals

• Analyze groundwater samples for VOCs to monitor contaminant reduction

• Measure groundwater quality parameters including: pH, ORP, DO, 
temperature, and specific conductance

• Continue monitoring until remedial objectives have been met, as 
demonstrated by four consecutive quarters of groundwater data showing all 
residual VOC concentrations remain below RGs
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Schedule of ActivitiesSchedule of Activities

14 August 2008 18

Meeting Wrap UpMeeting Wrap Up

Questions?



 

  

ATTACHMENT B-4 
 

2009 SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN PREVIEW 
 

(15 pages)
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2009 Site Management Plan Preview2009 Site Management Plan Preview

RAB Meeting
Alameda Point

August 14, 2008

2

Site Management Plan PurposeSite Management Plan Purpose

• Provide brief explanation of each Operable 
Unit and describe work occurring at 
individual sites

• Provide detailed schedules for site work
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3

Operable Unit 1 SitesOperable Unit 1 Sites

• Site 6 – Aircraft Maintenance Facility
• Site 7 – Navy Exchange Service Station
• Site 8 – Pesticide Storage Area
• Site 16 – Shipping Container Storage Area

• Site 14 – Former Fire Training Area

4

Operable Unit 1 ScheduleOperable Unit 1 Schedule

• Sites 6, 7, 8, and 16
– Final ROD approved 10/01/07

• Soil excavation – all sites
• Groundwater treatment (ISCO & ISB) – Site 6, 16

– Draft Remedial Design in review
– Final Remedial Design due in December 2008
– Remedial Action will require approximately 2 

years (new project in process of award)
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5

Operable Unit 1 ScheduleOperable Unit 1 Schedule

• Site 14
– ROD approved 01/31/07

• Soil – No further action
• Groundwater (ISCO & ISB)

– Final Remedial Design due in August 2008
– Remedial Action estimated to take 

approximately 2 years

6

Operable Unit 2A SitesOperable Unit 2A Sites

• Site 9 – Paint Stripping Facility
• Site 13 – Former Oil Refinery
• Site 19 – Hazardous Waste Storage Area
• Site 22 – Former Service Station
• Site 23 – Missile Rework Operations
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Operable Unit 2A ScheduleOperable Unit 2A Schedule

• Sites 9, 13, 19, 22, and 23
– Feasibility Study in preparation

• Requires results from data gaps investigation and 
reevaluation of human health risk assessment to 
evaluate remedial alternatives

• Data Gaps Report due in August 2008

– Final Feasibility Study report in May 2009
– Prepare Proposed Plan and solicit public input

8

Operable Unit 2B SitesOperable Unit 2B Sites

• Site 3 – Abandoned Fuel Storage Area
• Site 4 – Bldg. 360 Aircraft Engine Facility
• Site 14 – Bldg. 360 Engine Test Cell
• Site 21 – Bldg. 162 Ship Fitting/Engine Repair
• Site 23 – Missile Rework Operations
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Operable Unit 2B ScheduleOperable Unit 2B Schedule

• Sites 3, 4, 11, and 21
– Revised Feasibility Study to be submitted in early 

2009
• To be awarded in September
• Requires results from data gaps investigation to 

evaluate remedial alternatives
• Data Gaps Report due in August 2008

10

Operable Unit 2B ScheduleOperable Unit 2B Schedule

• Sites 3, 4, 11, and 21
– Treatability study near OWS-163
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Operable Unit 2C SitesOperable Unit 2C Sites

• Site 5 – Bldg. 5 Aircraft Rework Facility
• Site 10 – Bldg. 400 Missile Rework Operations
• Site 12 – Bldg. 10 Power Plant

12

Operable Unit 2C ScheduleOperable Unit 2C Schedule

• Sites 5, 10, and 12
– Final Supplemental Remedial Investigation 

due in September 2008 
– Final Feasibility Study due in August 2009

– Additional six-phase heating in 2008 – timing 
to be coordinated with storm drain removal in 
Bldg. 5
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Operable Unit 2C ScheduleOperable Unit 2C Schedule

• Sites 5, and 10
– Compete storm drain line removal action in 

April 2009
– Final Removal Action Closeout Report in 

November 2009

14

Operable Unit 3Operable Unit 3

• Site 1 – Landfill (1943-1956 Disposal Area)
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Operable Unit 3 ScheduleOperable Unit 3 Schedule

• Site 1
– Final ROD delayed due to refining site 

boundary based on TCRA findings –
anticipated in September 2008

– Remedial action to follow ROD

16

Operable Unit 4AOperable Unit 4A

• Site 2 – West Beach Landfill and Wetlands
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Operable Unit 4A ScheduleOperable Unit 4A Schedule

• Site 2
– Final Feasibility Study due in August 2008
– Proposed Plan and public input following 

Feasibility Study Report

18

Operable Unit 4BOperable Unit 4B

• Site 17 – Seaplane Lagoon
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Operable Unit 4B ScheduleOperable Unit 4B Schedule

• Site 17
– Finalize Remedial Design – late 2008

• Proposals being evaluated from contractors to 
conduct dredging, dewatering, and sediment 
disposal

• Remedial action to be awarded in September 2008
• Dredging and dewatering will require 

approximately 1 year

20

Operable Unit 4COperable Unit 4C

• Site 20 – Oakland Inner Harbor
– Final No Further Action ROD due in 

September 2008
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Operable Unit 5Operable Unit 5

• Final ROD in September 2007
• Final Remedial Design and Work Plan due in 

September 2008
• Remedial Action, biosparging estimated to 

operate for 2 years

22

Operable Unit 4BOperable Unit 4B

• Site 26 – Western Hangar Zone
• Site 27 – Dock Zone
• Site 28 – Todd Shipyard
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Operable Unit 6Operable Unit 6

• Site 26 - Final ROD in August 2006
– Final Remedial Design and Work Plan due in July 

2008
– Remedial Action, ISCO and ISB for groundwater 
– First phase of ISCO compete 

• Site 27 – Final ROD in February 2008
– Data gap and bench testing prior to Remedial 

Design, which is due in May 2009

24

Operable Unit 6Operable Unit 6

• Site 28 - Final ROD in August 2006
– Final Remedial Design and Work Plan due in January 2009
– Remedial Action, excavation and metals fixation estimated to 

operate for 2 years (FY09 project)

• Site 30 – Proposed Plan/Public Input - Jan 2009
– No Further Action for soil
– Groundwater beneath school yard is part of OU-5 plume
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Operable Unit 6Operable Unit 6

• Site 31 – Final ROD due in September 2008
– No Further Action for soil and groundwater

• Site 32
– Site boundary modified
– Radiological investigation planned for 2008/2009

26

Operable Unit 6Operable Unit 6

• Site 34
– Final RI in May 2008
– Data gaps identified and sampling to be completed by 

January 2009
– Final Feasibility Study due in August 2009

• Site 35
– Proposed Plan and Public Input in May 2008
– Final ROD due in February 2009
– Remedial Action to begin in March 2009 (FY09 project)
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Fed Transfer ParcelsFed Transfer Parcels

• Final Site Investigation Report in October 2008
– Additional work in 2009 based on Report 

recommendations

28

BasewideBasewide ProjectsProjects

• Continue basewide groundwater monitoring in 
2009

• Continue basewide radiological survey work in 
2009
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29

BasewideBasewide ProjectsProjects

Questions



 

  

ATTACHMENT B-5 
 

PROPOSED CHANGES TO CLOSURE STRATEGIES SITE 1 AND SITE 32 
 

(7 pages)

















 

  

ATTACHMENT B-6 
 

SITE 1 AND 2 STATUS 
 

(1 page) 
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