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The following participants attended the meeting: 

Co-Chairs: 

Dale Smith Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) Community Co-chair 

Derek Robinson Navy Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Program 
Management Office (PMO)-West Lead Remedial Project 
Manager (RPM) 

Attendees: 

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

Dave Cooper EPA 

David Darrow Navy Project Manager (PM) 

Doug Delong U.S. Navy 

Catherine Haran Navy RPM 

Fred Hoffman RAB 

George Humphreys RAB 

Craig Hunter ChaduxTt 

Joan Konrad RAB 

James Leach RAB 

Gretchen Lipow Community member 

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

John McGuire Shaw Environmental, Inc. (Shaw) 
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Marsha Pendergrass RAB Facilitator 

Kurt Peterson RAB 

Dennis Robinson PSC Environmental Services 

Paul Ruffin DTSC 

Peter Russell Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment Authority (ARRA) 

Bill Smith Community member 

Radhika Sreenivasan ChaduxTt 

Jean Sweeney RAB 

Jim Sweeney  RAB 

Michael John Torrey RAB 

Xuan-Mai Tran EPA 

Tommie Jean Valmassy ChaduxTt 

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

The meeting agenda is provided in Attachment A. 

MEETING SUMMARY 

I. Approval of August and September RAB Meeting Minutes 

Dale Smith (RAB community co-chair) called the October 2009 Former Naval Air Station 
Alameda (Alameda Point) RAB meeting to order at 7:05 p.m.   

Ms. Smith asked for comments on the August and September 2009 RAB meeting minutes.  RAB 
members provided comments, which will be incorporated into the final sets of minutes for 
August and September 2009.   

Comments on the August Minutes: 

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

• Page 5 of 9, section III, last paragraph, first sentence: “Mr. Humphreys said that the 
dredge soils came from the Seaplane Lagoon and...” will be revised to “Mr. Humphreys 
said that the dredge soil in Site 2 came from the Seaplane Lagoon and….” 

The August RAB meeting minutes was approved with the above modifications. 
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Comments on the September Minutes: 

The following comments were provided by Fred Hoffman (RAB): 

• Page 8 of 11, section III, first paragraph, first sentence, “Mr. Hoffman asked if he could 
have permission to talk to Murray Anderson (AMEC)” will be revised to, “Mr. Hoffman 
asked Mr. Brooks if he could authorize Mr. Murray Einarson (AMEC) to talk to him.” 

• Page 8 of 11, section III, first paragraph, after last sentence insert “Mr. Hoffman 
requested to be allowed to attend the BCT meeting to discuss the VOC plume.”   

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

• Page 7 of 11, section III, first paragraph, second sentence, “Mr. Humphreys suggested 
that the barge be removed or covered because it causes a nuisance” will be revised to 
“Mr. Humphreys suggested that the barge be removed or covered because it constitutes 
an attractive nuisance.” 

• Page 7 of 11, section III, second paragraph, third sentence, “Mrs. Sweeney said that the 
rodents…” will be corrected to “Ms. Smith said that the rodents….” 

• Page 9 of 11, section IV, first paragraph, after first sentence insert, “Among the items of 
interest were the existence of a firing range near the officer’s quarters and sinking of 
Navy ship as part of the site filling operations.  Mrs. Sweeney also said that there was a 
well where the officer’s club is.”  

• Page 9 of 11, section IV, second paragraph, after last sentence insert, “Mr. Humphreys 
noted that the structure is no longer performing a useful function as a pier and hence the 
exemption for creosote should no longer apply.” 

• Page 9 of 11, section IV, third paragraph, first sentence, “Ms. Smith said that the Navy 
has repeatedly said that the RAB is responsible to provide information to the public” will 
be revised to “Ms. Smith said that the Navy has repeatedly said that the RAB is 
responsible to provide information from the public to the Navy.” 

• Add Mr. Kurt Peterson to the list of attendees. 

The following comments were provided by Ms. Smith: 

• Page 7 of 11, section III, first paragraph, fourth sentence, “Ms. Smith added that because 
rip-rap will be present along that area, the barge will not be accessible to the bay” will be 
revised to “Ms. Smith added that because rip-rap will be present along that area, the 
barges will be accessible to the visitors.” 
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• Page 9 of 11, section IV, third paragraph, second sentence, “She said the California 
EPA…” will be revised to “She said that the RAB guidelines of the California EPA….”  

The September RAB meeting minutes was approved with the above modifications. 

II. Co-Chair Announcements 

Derek Robinson (Navy Lead RPM) announced that Pat Brooks (Navy Co-Chair) has accepted a 
new position within the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Program Office starting 
September 28 and will no longer be the BRAC environmental coordinator (BEC) for Alameda.  
Mr. Brooks will, however, hold the position of Navy co-chair and BEC until his position is filled.  
He said that Mr. Brooks could not attend the meeting because of an issue with the Navy’s travel 
arrangements within different departments.  Mr. Robinson said that he will act as the Navy co-
chair for the October RAB meeting.  Michael John Torrey (RAB) asked if Mr. Brooks will attend 
the November RAB meeting.  Mr. Robinson said that Mr. Brooks might attend if his position has 
not been filled by the meeting.  Jean Sweeney (RAB) asked Mr. Robinson if he had applied for 
the BEC position.  Mr. Robinson said that he had applied for the position.  Ms. Smith said that 
Mr. Brooks was the most approachable BEC that she has encountered.  She added that Mr. 
Brooks has been receptive to RAB issues regardless of agreement or disagreement.  Ms. Smith 
said that she is sorry to see Mr. Brooks leave his position.  

Ms. Smith reminded the RAB that the community co-chair elections are scheduled for 
December; hence, the nominations for the community co-chair position need to be submitted at 
the RAB meeting in November.   

Ms. Lofstrom introduced Paul Ruffin as the new DTSC project engineer. 

Mr. Hoffman put forth a motion for the RAB to allow the community co-chair to chair the 
meeting.  He added that the role of a facilitator should be limited to processes where facilitation 
is needed or when called on by members of the RAB or the BRAC Cleanup Team (BCT).  Mr. 
Hoffman said that he would want to maintain a facilitator but does not prefer that the facilitator 
chair the meeting.  Mr. Torrey seconded the motion.  Mr. Robinson said that he, as well as Mr. 
Brooks, thought that a facilitator will help the meeting stay focused.  He added that the Navy 
also agreed to Mr. Hoffman’s suggestion.  The motion was passed unanimously.    

Mr. Robinson reviewed the action items.  (See Action Item list at the end of these minutes) 

Action Item 1 – Pending.  Presentation delayed to a later meeting.   

Action Item 2 – Pending.  Mr. Robinson indicated that the diver is scheduled to investigate the 
large, submerged, unidentified object on October 12.  He added that the results of the 
investigation will be communicated during the next meeting.  
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Action Item 3 – Pending.  Mr. Robinson said that the Navy is analyzing samples collected from 
the storm drain to see if it has any correlation to the constituents in the anomaly.  Such a 
correlation would help in confirming whether the anomaly was a result of the storm drain 
cleanup and was discarded accidently near the Seaplane Lagoon.  He added that the sample 
results are being reviewed and Mr. Brooks will provide an update on that next month.   

Action Item 4 – Completed.  Mr. Robinson distributed the Summary of Site Cleanup at Alameda 
Point (Attachment B-1).  He indicated that this summary is taken from the Community 
Involvement Plan document.   

Action Item 7 – Pending.   

Action Item 8 – Completed.  Mr. Robinson provided the map showing the extent of the Marsh 
Crust (Attachment B-2).  Mr. Robinson said that this map is an old bathymetric map that shows 
the entire area.   

Action Item 9 – Pending.  It was discussed in the meeting that Mr. Robinson will schedule a date 
for the technical sub-committee meeting on the Site 27 remedial action before the next RAB 
meeting.  Mr. Hoffman suggested that the RAB would prefer to meet on Thursdays.  

Action Item 10 – Completed.  Mr. Robinson distributed the handout Site Progress – Alameda 
Point RAB Meeting – October 1, 2009 (Attachment B-3).  He said that the handout lists all the 
sites and their abbreviated status in cleanup. 

Action Item 11 – Pending.  Mr. Robinson presented the latest semi-annual groundwater 
monitoring report to Mr. Hoffman.  He also provided the handout Site 1 (Operable Unit [OU-3]) 
Groundwater Plume Information (Attachment B-4).   

Mr. Hoffman said that he would like to discuss the RAB concern that the Site 1 groundwater 
plume has not been adequately characterized.  He added that the last information provided on 
this plume was from Murray Einarson (AMEC).  Mr. Hoffman said that Mr. Einarson had 
indicated that there was a dense nonaqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) source area in the plume.  
Mr. Hoffman added that no action has been taken to address the plume in the 11 years since the 
University of Waterloo project and that the newest information provided on the Site 1 
groundwater plume was collected in 1992.  Ms. Haran clarified that the data from well M028-E-
OLD were the only data from 1992.  Mr. Hoffman noted that the data used to generate the 
groundwater plume contour map were from multiple sampling events in the past 17 years.  He 
added that this map was created in 2005 with data collected at multiple times over a decade.  Mr. 
Robinson said that he does not read the contour map in the same manner and clarified that the 
wells are being sampled and the groundwater monitoring report shows the sampled wells.  Mr. 
Hoffman asked how many wells in the plume are regularly sampled.  Marsha Pendergrass (RAB 
facilitator) asked if Mr. Hoffman wanted the groundwater plume discussion as another action 
item or as an agenda item.  Mr. Hoffman said he is concerned about postponing this discussion at 
every meeting.  Mr. Hoffman said that he wants a contour map generated from data from the last 
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quarter.  He added that, in his opinion, this contour plot is not acceptable to plan remediation.  
Mr. Robinson said that the Navy is collecting multiple samples as part of the remedial design 
(RD).   

Mr. Hoffman asked if the BCT discussed this issue at the BCT meeting.  Anna Marie Cook 
(EPA) confirmed that the BCT discussed this topic at the meeting.  Ms. Cook agreed with Mr. 
Hoffman that using 1992 data to contour the plume is not appropriate to design the remediation 
system.  She added that in 1992 University of Waterloo discovered a groundwater plume at Site 
1.  Since then, monitoring wells have been installed within the plume and are monitored on a 
regular basis.  The monitoring results indicated that the concentrations are either stable or 
decreasing over time for most wells.  Ms. Cook said that the record of decision (ROD) has 
selected a groundwater alternative to clean up the plume and the RD will require extensive 
delineation and characterization of the plume before the remediation system is in place.  She 
added that the plume should be characterized fully before remediation begins.  The cost of the 
characterization is included in the cost of the remedy.  She indicated that since this plume is old, 
more extensive pre-design sampling will occur.  Ms. Cook said that the Navy is not relying on 
old data and that the current sampling is to monitor the plume to insure that no significant 
changes have occurred.  Mr. Hoffman said that the plume should be characterized during the 
remedial investigation (RI) and not post-ROD.  Ms. Sweeney asked if it is common for a 
DNAPL plume to naturally attenuate.  Ms. Cook said that she is not certain that the plume 
contains DNAPL and she would need to review the data.  Mr. Robinson said that he will check 
whether the plume contains DNAPL.  It was decided that a full discussion on the plan for the 
Site 1 groundwater plume will be planned during the next RAB meeting, and AMEC Geomatrix 
will be invited.  

Action Item 12 – Completed.  Ms. Haran said that the historical information of the site showed 
that the firing range contained a pistol range, a shotgun range, and the former firing range berm 
that was removed during the time-critical removal action (TCRA).  She said that to the north is a 
separate skeet range; however there is no other evidence of other ranges at the site.  Ms. Smith 
asked why the other range was not investigated.  Ms. Haran said that the Navy has sampled in 
the area and based on the sampling results it was determined that the northern skeet range area 
did not present an urgent threat to human health or the environment and, therefore, was not 
included in the TCRA; however, the area will be addressed with the final remedy.  

Action Item 13 – Completed.  Ms. Smith distributed the handout Documents Received, August 
and September 2009 (Attachment B-5).  She said that the City of Alameda commented 
extensively on Site 1 and she can provide the RAB members with a copy if needed.  Ms. Smith 
requested the RAB comment letter on the Site 2 proposed plan be included with the October 
meeting minutes.  Ms. Smith indicated that she was pleased to see the detailed comments from 
DTSC on the Site 28 RD/remedial action (RA) work plan.  She added that DTSC commented on 
the lack of characterization to justify the location of monitoring wells, indicated that heavy 
metals have not been adequately addressed, and that not enough information was available for 
remediation of soil.  
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Ms. Smith asked if Ms. Cook had any updates on the EPA project.  Ms. Cook said that she would 
provide a brief update during the next RAB meeting.   

III. Site 34 Feasibility Study 

Mr. Robinson introduced David Darrow (Navy RPM) to begin the presentation on the Site 34 
feasibility study (FS) (Attachment B-6).  Mr. Darrow introduced Dr. Craig Hunter (ChaduxTt) to 
answer any questions on the wetland delineation report.   

During the review of Slide 10, James Leach (RAB) asked which land use controls apply to 
Alternative 3.  Mr. Darrow explained that since Alternative 3 leaves no contamination at the site, 
there are no restrictions on land use; there would be no prohibition to the land use as a result of 
contamination.  Mr. Hoffman asked why Alternative 3 is less expensive than Alternative 2 when 
the contaminated soil is excavated.  Mr. Darrow said that Alternative 2 is more expensive since 
institutional controls (ICs) need to be maintained for 30 years.   

Mr. Humphreys asked if confirmation samples would be collected from the side as well as the 
bottom of the excavation.  Mr. Darrow confirmed they would be collected from the sides as well 
as the bottom.   

“Notes - Ms. Sweeney asked if the excavation will be the usual 2-foot to 4-foot.  Mr. Darrow 
responded that excavation will be for the full extent of the contamination.  Ms. Smith indicated 
that the document, however, states that the vertical extent of excavation will only be to a 
maximum of 4 feet and horizontal excavation will be until no further contamination is 
encountered.” 

Ms. Smith said that the wetland delineation report was a well written document and WRA 
Environmental Consultants did an excellent job on the wetland delineation.  She added that the 
only comment she had on the FS was that it does not state that the site is a suitable habitat for 
wildlife.  

IV. BRAC Cleanup Team Update 

Ms. Cook distributed a brief handout IR Site 34 Summary (Attachment B-7) as an addition to the 
presentation made by the Navy.  Ms. Cook said that the BCT visited Site 27 during the meeting. 

Ms. Cook distributed Status of CERCLA Cleanup Activities and Transfer as of the end of Fiscal 
Year 2009 (September 30, 2009), Alameda Point (Attachment B-8).  Ms. Cook went through 
each site listed in the handout and provided an update on field work and cleanup efforts.  

During Ms. Cook’s update on Site 14, Ms. Smith asked if the lines of reagent injection looked 
liked gates at the site.  Ms. Cook said that they appear as circles with modules that have been laid 
out methodically.  
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During her Site 5 update, Ms. Cook noted that the concentrations listed are not correct and the 
Navy has the accurate concentrations, which are higher at the start and lower at the end.  

During her Site 28 update, Ms. Cook noted that cleanup of arsenic at the site will extend only to 
2 feet and ICs will be placed restricting the use of the property.  Copper in soil and groundwater 
will be remediated using a new technology called metal reducing compounds (MRC).  The 
copper is reduced both in soil and groundwater and the reduced copper adheres to the soil 
particles, which will be excavated.  Ms. Smith asked how the MRC would affect arsenic in 
groundwater.  Ms. Cook said that arsenic was detected in one well, which was inland.  Since the 
well was inland, it was determined that it would not affect the bay.  She said that the Navy will 
monitor the well for at least 5 years to make sure that arsenic is not entering the bay.  Ms. Smith 
asked if the MRC could interfere with the arsenic.  Ms. Cook said that the Navy will consider the 
possibility of MRC reacting with arsenic, but testing indicates that it does not.  However, the 
Navy has not evaluated it adequately to be definite.  Ms. Cook said that the Navy will monitor 
for arsenic as well.  Ms. Smith asked if wells can be added for analysis of arsenic.  Ms. Cook 
thought that more wells were added but was not sure.  She said that she would ask that Francis 
Fadullon (Navy) check.  

During the update on the six-phase heating at Site 5, Ms. Smith said that the OU-2C FS indicates 
that the soil temperature exceeded 172 ºFahrenheit (77.8 ºCelsius) 6 to 8 months after the six-
phase heating.  She asked Ms. Cook whether this temperature would normally be reached.  Ms. 
Cook said that six-phase heating heats to 90 ºCelsius (194 ºFahrenheit), but she said it seems odd 
to reach such high temperature in soil after 6 months.  Ms. Haran said that once the six-phase 
heating is turned off the soil does not normally maintain the 90 ºC temperature for more than 2 
weeks.  Ms. Cook said that the high temperature reading is possible because there was a concrete 
slab above the soil that did not allow heat to radiate; in most cases, however, the soil would not 
maintain the high temperature.   

During the review of storm drain system removal, Ms. Sweeney asked if the storm drain removal 
used freeze technology.  Ms. Cook said it does not use freeze technology.   

Mr. Humphreys said that several years ago Patrick Lynch stated a location near the water on the 
east end of Estuary Park contained high levels of pentachlorophenol and that the information was 
not included in the subsequent report.  He said that no answer was provided to the RAB.  Ms. 
Cook agreed that the earlier report listed a high detection that is not included in subsequent 
reports.  She said that she does not have a good answer to the question but noted that the area has 
undergone excavation and remediation since then and all the contamination has been addressed.   

Mr. Hoffman asked if the Navy prepares sequential contour plots for the groundwater remedy to 
show the progress of the plume cleanup.  Ms. Cook said that as a part of the removal action 
completion report, the Navy uses data from the monitoring wells to show that objectives and 
RGs are met.  Ms. Cook asked about the benefit of a sequential contour.  Mr. Hoffman said that 
contour maps should be a part of the performance monitoring system.  Ms. Cook said that 
monitoring helps to determine whether another round of in situ chemical oxidation (ISCO) is 
needed.  She said that enough monitoring well points will be located within the entire plume to 
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verify the remedial action objectives are achieved.  Mr. Hoffman thought that the data obtained 
from monitoring should be processed to show the progress of remediation with time.   

V. Community and RAB Comment Period 

Gretchen Lipow (Community) noted that Mr. and Ms. Sweeney are being honored for their work 
at Alameda on October 17.  Ms. Lipow said that the research done by the Sweeneys have saved 
the City 40 million dollars.  She indicated that the event will take place at the Alameda public 
library and invited all to attend. 

Bill Smith (Community) said that on Monday night (September 28) the planning board approved 
the environmental impact report (EIR) work.  Mr. Smith asked if Dr. Russell was involved with 
the City’s EIR process in which, a city official will brief the RAB about the EIR process.  Dr. 
Russell asked what the EIR was about.  Mr. Smith replied that the EIR is for the Alameda Point 
Revitalization Plan Initiative.  Dr. Russell said that he is not currently involved with it.  Mr. 
Smith said that the city’s report will provide an opportunity to obtain an independent report card 
showing the performance of the Navy and the regulatory agencies.  He said that SunCal will be 
paying for the EIR and the city will supervise its execution.  Mr. Smith suggested adding another 
column to the summary of the sites cleanup table named “RAB’s concerns” to list the RAB’s 
concerns on certain sites that are not being addressed and that may impact the land use.  He 
indicated that the official announcement for the EIR would be in a couple of months.  He noted 
that there is a scoping period for the EIR and suggested the RAB voice its concerns at that time.  
After comments are received and addressed, a final EIR will be produced.  He said that the 
whole process usually takes a year or more; however, there are incentives for this EIR to move 
faster.  He added that he believes this is where the RAB interface is missing - between the 
cleanup steps and the reuse - and that the EIR is the place where it comes together.  He 
encouraged the RAB to get in touch with the city and be a part of the process.  

Mr. Robinson noted that the next RAB meeting would be held on November 5, 2009.   

VI. Meeting Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:20 p.m.  
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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. 

 
1./ Pending/ TBD. 

 
RAB 

 
Mr. Brooks 

2. Provide information on the 
large, submerged, unidentified 
object and radium-226. 

2./ Pending/ November 5, 
2009 

RAB Mr. Brooks 

3. Provide update on basewide 
radiological investigation by 
RASO. 

3./ Pending/ November 5, 
2009. 

RAB Mr. Brooks 

4. Provide a list of cleanup 
improvements for all sites. 

4./ Completed/NA RAB Mr. Brooks 

5. Add discussion topic 
“Methods of RAB 
communication of remedial 
work at Alameda to the 
community.” 

7./ Pending/ November 5, 
2009 

Ms. Konrad Mr. Brooks 

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

8./ Completed/ NA Ms. Smith Mr. Brooks 

7. Schedule technical meeting on 
Site 27 remedial action 

9./ Pending/ Before 
November 5, 2009 

Mr. Hoffman Mr. Robinson 

8. Provide a monthly update on 
cleanup for all sites to the 
RAB 

10./ Completed/ NA Mr. Hoffman Mr. Brooks 

9. Review the basewide annual 
groundwater monitoring report 
and send a copy of the report 
to Mr. Hoffman.  Also provide 
information on VOC plume. 

11./ Completed/ NA Mr. Hoffman Mr. Brooks 

10. Provide information on the 
second firing range at Site 1 

12./ Completed/ NA Ms. Smith Ms. Haran 

11. Provide the list of documents 
received 

13./ Completed/ NA Mr. 
Humphreys 

Ms. Smith 

12. Add a discussion on the Site 1 
groundwater plume with 
AMEC to the agenda  

0./New/ November 5, 
2009 

Mr. Hoffman Mr. Robinson 
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Action Items: 
Previous Item #/ Action 
Item Status/ Action Item 
Due date: 

Initiated by:  Responsible 
Person: 

13. Provide a brief update on the 
EPA project 

0./ New/ November 5, 
2009 

Ms. Smith Ms. Cook 

14. Include the RAB comment 
letter on Site 2 Proposed Plan 
in the October meeting 
minutes 

0./ New/ November 5, 
2009 

Ms. Smith Mr. Robinson 



 

  

ATTACHMENT A 

NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING AGENDA 

 
October 1, 2009 

 
(1 page) 



RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 
NAVAL AIR STATION, ALAMEDA 

AGENDA 
OCTOBER 1, 2009, 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 – 7:00  Site 34 Field Visit     David Darrow 
 
RAB members should meet in front of Building 1 promptly at 6:30.  The Navy will provide 
transportation, which will depart at 6:30.  We will drive to the site and observe the site 
features, including the wetlands. 
 
7:00 – 7:15  Approval of Minutes    Ms. Dale Smith 
 
 
7:15 - 7:30  Co-Chair Announcements   Co-Chairs 
 
 
7:30 – 8:00  Site 34 Feasibility Study    David Darrow 
 
 
8:00 – 8:15  BCT Update      Anna-Marie Cook 
 
 
8:15 – 8:30  Community & RAB Comment Period  Community & RAB 
 
 
8:30   RAB Meeting Adjournment 
 
  



 

  

ATTACHMENT B 

NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA 
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING HANDOUT MATERIALS 

B-1 Summary of Site Cleanup at Alameda Point.  Distributed by Derek Robinson, 
Navy Lead RPM (10 pages)  

B-2 Map on Extent of Marsh Crust.  Distributed by Derek Robinson, Navy Lead 
RPM (1 page) 

B-3 Site Progress – Alameda Point RAB Meeting – October 1, 2009.  Distributed by 
Derek Robinson, Navy Lead RPM (1 page) 

B-4 Site 1 (OU-3) Groundwater plume information.  Distributed by Derek Robinson, 
Navy Lead RPM (15 pages) 

B-5 Documents Received, August and September 2009.  Distributed by Dale Smith, 
RAB Co-Chair (1 page)   

B-6 Site 34 Feasibility Study Presentation Handout.  Distributed by David Darrow, 
Navy PM (6 pages) 

B-7 IR Site 34 Summary.  Distributed by Xuan-Mai Tran, EPA (1 page) 

B-8 Status of Alameda Point CERCLA Cleanup Activities and Transfer as of the end 
of Fiscal Year 2009 (September 30, 2009).  Distributed by Anna Marie Cook, 
EPA (2 pages) 

B-9 October upcoming documents for RAB review.  Distributed by Derek Robinson, 
Navy Lead RPM (1 page) 

B-10 Restoration Advisory Board Rule Handbook.  Distributed by Derek Robinson, 
Navy Lead RPM (28 pages) 

B-11 RAB comment letter on Site 2 Proposed Plan (4 pages) 

 



 

  

ATTACHMENT B-1 

SUMMARY OF SITE CLEANUP AT ALAMEDA POINT 
 

(10 pages)























 

  

ATTACHMENT B-2 

MAP ON EXTENT OF MARSH CRUST 
 

(1 page) 





 

  

ATTACHMENT B-3 

SITE PROGRESS – ALAMEDA POINT RAB MEETING – OCTOBER 1, 2009 
 

(1 page)





 

  

ATTACHMENT B-4 

SITE 1 (OU-3) GROUNDWATER PLUME INFORMATION 
 

(12 pages) 



























 

  

ATTACHMENT B-5 

DOCUMENTS RECEIVED, AUGUST AND SEPTEMBER 2009 
 

(1 page)





 

  

ATTACHMENT B-6 

SITE 34 FEASIBILITY STUDY PRESENTATION HANDOUT 
 

(6 pages) 



1

IR Site 34IR Site 34

Installation Restoration (IR) 
Site 34

Feasibility Study (FS)

David DarrowDavid Darrow
Navy Project Manager

October 2009

Introduction andIntroduction and
Presentation OutlinePresentation Outline

• Site Background
E i t l I ti ti• Environmental Investigations

• Chemicals of Concern
• Remedial Action Objectives
• Remedial Alternatives
• Schedule

2

Sc edu e



2

Site BackgroundSite Background

IR Site 34 is located on the north-central edge of Alameda Point, adjacent to 
the Oakland Inner Harbor. 
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Environmental InvestigationsEnvironmental Investigations

Investigations at IR Site 34 Included:
• Environmental Baseline Survey – Phases 1 2A and 2B• Environmental Baseline Survey Phases 1, 2A, and 2B 

(1994, 2001)
• Fuel Pipeline Removal (1999)
• Site Investigation (2003)
• Remedial Investigation (2008)
• Data Gap Sampling (2009)
• Wetland Delineation (2009)
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• Wetland Delineation (2009)
• Refined Conceptual Site Model and Revised Human Health 

Risk Assessment (2009)
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Human Health Remediation Goals for Human Health Remediation Goals for 
Chemicals of Concern in SoilChemicals of Concern in Soil

Exposure 
Scenario

Exposure 
Medium

Chemical of Concern Remediation Goal 
(mg/kg)

1-4-dichlorobenzene 3.9
Future

Industrial 
Worker

Surface and 
Subsurface soil

1 4 dichlorobenzene
PCBs

Arsenic
Lead

3.9
1.0
9.1
800

Future 
Construction 

Worker
Subsurface Soil

Arsenic
Lead

9.1 
800

Future 
Recreational Surface Soil

PCBs
Arsenic

1.0
9.1

User Lead 800

Future
Resident

Surface and 
Subsurface soil

1-4-dichlorobenzene
PCBs

Arsenic
Dieldrin

Heptachlor Epoxide
Lead

1.3
1.0
9.1

0.0033
0.0017

400
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Remedial Action ObjectivesRemedial Action Objectives

Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) for IR Site 34 are as 
follows:follows:

• Soil: Protect human health by preventing 
unacceptable exposure to impacted soil.

• Groundwater: No RAOs were identified for 
groundwater.

Fi di d b h l f h h h l h
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Findings are supported by the results of the human health 
and ecological risk assessments together with frequency 
of detection and other site factors.
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Remedial AlternativesRemedial Alternatives

• Removal Alternative 1 – No Action
– No actions are performed
– No costNo cost
– Provides a baseline for comparing all other alternatives

• Removal Alternative 2 – Institutional Controls,
Excavation, and Off-Site Removal
– Surface and subsurface soil that poses unacceptable risk to

industrial workers, construction workers, or recreational users
would be removed
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– Implements institutional controls to prohibit residential land use
– Removes approximately 1,440 cubic yards of soil
– Restores wetlands affected by remedial action
– Estimated cost is $1,645,000

Proposed Remediation Area Proposed Remediation Area ––
Alternative 2Alternative 2
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Remedial AlternativesRemedial Alternatives

• Removal Alternative 3 – Excavation and Off-
Site Disposal
– Surface and subsurface soil that poses unacceptable risk

to industrial workers, construction workers, recreational
users or future residents would be removed and disposed
at an off-site location

– Removes approximately 2,000 cubic yards of soil
– Restores wetlands affected by remedial action
– Estimated Cost is $1,303,000
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Proposed Remediation Area Proposed Remediation Area ––
Alternative 3Alternative 3
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Schedule / QuestionsSchedule / Questions

Task Date
BCT Comments Due October 8, 2009
Draft Final FS December 8, 2009
Final FS January 8, 2010
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QUESTIONS?



 

  

ATTACHMENT B-7 

IR SITE 34 SUMMARY 
 

(1 page)





 

  

ATTACHMENT B-8 

STATUS OF ALAMEDA POINT CERCLA CLEANUP ACTIVITIES AND TRANSFER 
AS OF THE END OF FISCAL YEAR 2009 (SEPTEMBER 30, 2009) 

 
(2 pages) 







 

  

ATTACHMENT B-9 

OCTOBER UPCOMING DOCUMENTS FOR RAB REVIEW 
 

(1 page)





 

  

ATTACHMENT B-10 

RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD RULE HANDBOOK 
 

(28 pages) 































































 

  

ATTACHMENT B-11 

RAB COMMENT LETTER ON SITE PROPOSED PLAN 
 

(4 pages) 












