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DECLARATION 

SITE NAME AND LOCATION 
This decision document addresses Installation Restoration (IR) Program Site 27, Dock Zone, at 
the former Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda, now referred to as Alameda Point, in Alameda, 
California. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act Information System identification 
number for NAS Alameda is CA2170023236. 

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE 
This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedy, full-scale in situ chemical 
oxidation (ISCO) and groundwater confirmation sampling with institutional controls (ICs), for 
groundwater at IR Site 27. As stated in the remedial investigation report (BEI 2005), no threat 
to human health or the environment from soil was found at the site.  Therefore, no action is 
necessary for soil. 

This document was developed in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended by the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (Title 42 United States Code Section 9601, et 
seq.) and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (Title 40 
Code of Federal Regulations Part 300). 

This ROD is based on information contained in the administrative record file (a site-specific 
administrative record index is included as Attachment A), as well as on the results of extensive 
field investigations, laboratory analyses, evaluations of current and future conditions, and 
thorough assessments of the potential human-health and ecological risks.  Based on these 
findings, further action is required for groundwater at IR Site 27. 

The Department of the Navy (Navy), U.S. EPA, California Environmental Protection Agency 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (Water Board) concur on the selected remedy for this site. 

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE 
The Navy has concluded that remedial action is required for groundwater and that no action is 
required for soil to protect public health or welfare or the environment based on the following: 

• Site histories 

• Field investigations 

• Laboratory analytical results 

• Evaluation of potential human health and ecological risks 

• Current and reasonably anticipated future land use 

Results of investigations at IR Site 27 have verified that the site poses a potential risk to human 
health because of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in groundwater through two exposure 
pathways that assume domestic use of on-site groundwater: ingestion of groundwater and dermal 
contact with groundwater while showering.  However, the site poses no unacceptable risk to 
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human health or the environment from soil based on current and reasonably anticipated future 
land uses (including residential use). The ecological risk assessment results indicated 
negligible risk to terrestrial (ground-dwelling) wildlife receptors from chemicals in the soil and 
low risk to aquatic life from chemicals in groundwater, based on current conditions and 
planned future use of IR Site 27. 

The Navy conducted a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) evaluation for a total 
of eight solid waste management units (SWMUs) located within IR Site 27.  The Navy 
recommends no further corrective action for three of these units:  NAS generator accumulation 
point (GAP) 8, NAS GAP 18/satellite hazardous waste accumulation point 18 NAS, and oil
water separator (OWS) 601.  Further action under the CERCLA Program is recommended for 
Area of Concern (AOC) 015, which consists of former USTs 15-1, 15-2, and 15-3; OWS-166A 
and OWS-166B; and washdown area WD-166.  The selected remedy in this ROD will address 
any VOC-impacted groundwater areas found in these SWMUs.  The Navy recommends that 
aboveground storage tank (AST) 015 be deferred to the Alameda Point Petroleum Program. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY 
Concentrations of chemicals in soil are low and do not pose an unacceptable risk to human health 
and the environment for current conditions and planned future site uses (including residential 
use). Therefore, no action is required for soil. 

Ten remedial alternatives for groundwater were developed and analyzed to address the potential 
risk to human health from VOCs in groundwater at IR Site 27.  Alternative 6B with ICs was 
selected as the preferred remedy for groundwater and includes the following components. 

•	 ISCO treatment technology will be used to reduce VOC concentrations to levels 
that are not considered an unacceptable risk to public health or welfare or the 
environment. 

•	 ICs to implement land use and access restrictions to limit the exposure of future 
landowners(s) and/or user(s) of the property to hazardous substances and to 
maintain the integrity of the remedial action until remediation is complete and 
remediation goals (RGs) have been achieved. 

•	 Groundwater sampling, and sampling and analysis for monitored natural attenuation 
(MNA) parameters, will be performed to confirm that treatment has reduced VOC 
concentrations and that the RGs selected in this ROD have been met.  MNA 
parameters will be measured across the plume, including the shoreline portion, and 
may be employed where the groundwater concentrations approach the RGs. 

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 
The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with federal 
and state requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial 
action, and is cost-effective. The selected remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment and will obviate the need for and satisfy the corrective action requirements of the 
RCRA and otherwise applicable state hazardous-waste and water-quality protection laws. The 
selected remedy uses permanent solutions and alternative treatment or resource recovery 
technologies to the maximum extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference for 
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remedies employing treatment that reduces the toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous 
substances, pollutants, or contaminants as a principal element. 

A 5-year review pursuant to CERCLA Section 121 is required whenever the level of 
contamination at a site is unacceptable for unrestricted use.  Because the selected remedy is 
expected to reduce all potential risks to acceptable levels in less than 5 years, a 5-year review is 
not expected to be required.  However, the Navy will conduct a 5-year review for this site if the 
remedy selected in this ROD is not complete when the 5-year review is due.  ICs will be 
maintained until COCs reach RGs. 

DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST 
The information provided in the table on the following page is included in Sections 1 through 14 
of this ROD. Additional information can be found in the administrative record file for this site. 
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Table D-1 

Data Certification Checklist 


Checklist Item Description 

Chemicals of potential concern Chemicals of potential concern were characterized throughout IR Site 27 
and their respective based on data from several investigations.  Descriptions of these 
concentrations. investigations are provided in Section 2 of this ROD.  A description of the 

nature and extent of contamination at IR Site 27 is presented in Section 5.3 of 
this ROD. 

Risk assessments are A baseline human-health risk assessment and screening-level ecological risk 
representative of the chemicals assessment were conducted as part of the remedial investigation using data 
of potential concern. representative of current conditions at IR Site 27.  Results of these risk 

assessments are presented in Section 7 of this ROD. 
Remediation goals established The response action for groundwater selected in this ROD is necessary to 
for chemicals of concern and protect the public health or welfare or the environment from actual or 
the basis for these goals. threatened further release of hazardous substances into the environment.  No 

action for soil is necessary to protect the public health or welfare or the 
environment.  The risk assessments are presented in Section 7 of this ROD, 
and the remedial action objectives are presented in Section 8. 

How source materials Buildings and surrounding areas, along with fuel tanks, were investigated and 
constituting principal threats evaluated as potential sources.  Results of environmental investigations did 
are addressed. not identify significant soil contamination or suggest the presence of a 

continuing source of contamination.  Section 5.3 of this ROD describes the 
nature and extent of remaining contamination, and the principal threat waste 
is presented in Section 11. 

Current and reasonably IR Site 27 was historically used for ship docking, repair, and painting; 
anticipated future land use equipment and materials staging and storage; vehicle washdown; and 
assumptions and current and chemical storage and handling in Building 168.  Current operations by tenants 
potential beneficial uses of leasing the space at the site are generally similar to the historical activities. 
groundwater used in the The City of Alameda, Alameda Point General Plan Amendment (dated 
baseline human-health risk May 7, 2003) has designated IR Site 27 as future marina and inner harbor 
assessment and this ROD. areas that may include marina, civic, residential, recreational, light industrial, 

retail, and commercial uses.  As part of the baseline human-health risk 
assessment, risks were evaluated under three different scenarios:  residential, 
occupational, and construction workers. Even though groundwater at the site 
is not presently used and is not expected to be used in the future for domestic 
uses, the exposure pathways associated with the domestic use of groundwater 
were considered.  Future land use and beneficial uses of groundwater are 
discussed in Section 6 of this ROD. 

Potential land and groundwater The City of Alameda, Alameda Point General Plan Amendment has 
use that will be available at the designated IR Site 27 as future marina and inner harbor areas that may 
site as a result of the selected include marina, civic, residential, recreational, light industrial, retail, and 
remedy. commercial uses.  Groundwater is not currently used for drinking water, 

irrigation, or industrial supply.  Potential land and groundwater uses at 
IR Site 27 are discussed in Section 6 of this ROD.  After the remediation 
goals are met, the selected remedy will allow for the various designated future 
land uses, including unrestricted use. 

(table continues) 
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Table D-1 (continued) 

Checklist Item Description 

Estimated capital, annual 
operation and maintenance, and 
total present worth costs; 
discount rate; and the number 
of years over which the remedy 
cost estimates are projected. 

Key factors that led to selecting 
the remedy. 

This ROD recommends active remediation for groundwater at IR Site 27.  
Section 12 of this ROD describes the selected groundwater remedy. 
Estimated capital and operation and maintenance costs are presented in 
Table 12-1. 

Evaluation of IR Site 27 soil shows that there is no threat to human health or 
the environment, and therefore, no action is required for soil.  Levels of 
volatile organic compounds in IR Site 27 groundwater were found at levels 
above applicable regulatory criteria and therefore, active treatment using a 
proven technology is the selected remedy.  Section 12 of this ROD describes 
the selected remedy, and Section 13 describes the statutory determinations 
that were made on the selected remedy.  The selected remedy meets the 
threshold criteria from the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution 
Contingency Plan, and was determined to be the best remedial alternative 
based on the primary balancing criteria.  Based on comments received from 
the public, the state, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the 
Department of the Navy determined that no significant changes to the 
selected groundwater remedial action and no action for soil were required, 
based on the modifying criteria.  Section 3 describes the community 
participation activities associated with IR Site 27.  Attachment C provides the 
responsiveness summary to the public comments. 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
IR – Installation Restoration (Program) 
ROD – record of decision 
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This signature sheet documents the Navy's and the U.S. EPA's co-selection of the remedial 
actions in this ROD for IR Site 27 at Alameda Point of no action for soil and remedial action 
for groundwater, and the State of California, by the Department of Toxic Substances Control's 
and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board's concurrence with this 
ROD. The respective parties may sign this sheet in counterparts. 

l-II-VYo~ 
Signature Date
 

Mr. Thomas L. Macchiarella
 
Base Realignment and Closure Environmental Coordinator
 
Base Realignment and Closure Program Management Office West
 
Department of the Navy
 

c2-	i 3-20c) (? 
Date
 

Mr. Michael M. Montgomery
 
Chief, Superfund Federal Facilities and Site Cleanup Branch, Region 9
 
United States Environmental Protection Agency
 

The State of California, Department of Toxic Substances Control had an opportunity to review and comment on the 
Record ofDecision and the Department of Toxic Substances Control comments were addressed. 

{2~ n~	 2- 1'/-"'Loa8 
Signature J: fj- Date
 

Mr. Anthony Landis, P.E.
 
Chief, Northern California Operations,
 
Office of Military Facilities
 
California Environmental Protection Agency
 

/jj~/u;p 
ate 

~	 Mr. Bruce H. Wolfe 
Executive Officer 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Signature 

Departm t of Toxic ubstances Control 

'"' ?ignature 
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Section 1 
SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION 
This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedy for Installation Restoration 
(IR) Program Site 27, Dock Zone.  IR Site 27 is part of Operable Unit (OU)-6 at the 
former Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda, now referred to as Alameda Point, in 
Alameda, California.  This document was developed in accordance with the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
of 1980, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 
1986 (Title 42 United States Code [U.S.C.] Section [§] 9601, et seq.) and the National Oil 
and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) (Title 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations [C.F.R.] Part 300).  The decision for IR Site 27 is based on information 
contained in the administrative record.  The administrative record index for this site is 
provided in Attachment A. 

1.1 SITE NAME 
This ROD addresses IR Site 27, Dock Zone, at Alameda Point (hereinafter referred to as 
IR Site 27). 

1.2 SITE LOCATION 
IR Site 27 is part of Alameda Point in the City of Alameda, which is adjacent to the City 
of Oakland (Figure 1-1).  Alameda Point is roughly rectangular, about 2 miles long (east 
to west) and 1 mile wide (north to south), and occupies approximately 1,734 acres of 
onshore land.  IR Site 27 is located in the southeastern area of Alameda Point, adjacent to 
Seaplane Lagoon (Figure 1-2). 

1.3 SITE DESCRIPTION 
IR Site 27 is approximately 15.8 acres in size and mostly paved or covered by buildings 
(Figure 1-3).  The major features of the site are Buildings 68, 168, 555, and 601; Ferry 
Point Road and West Oriskany Avenue; inactive railroad tracks and sidings; and fenced 
open space between Building 168 and Ferry Point Road.  A sheetpile bulkhead, installed 
as part of the construction of Seaplane Lagoon and the hydraulic filling of the area that is 
now IR Site 27, exists beneath the site along Ferry Point Road. 

IR Site 27 was historically used for ship docking, repair, and painting; equipment and 
materials staging and storage; vehicle washdown; and chemical storage and handling in 
Building 168.  Current operations by tenants leasing the space at the site are generally 
similar to the historical activities.  Table 1-1 provides a detailed description of IR Site 27. 
Figure 1-4 depicts the chlorinated volatile organic compound (VOC) plume at the site. 
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Table 1-1 

IR Site 27 Description 


Operable 
Unit 

Number 
Site 

Name 

Approximate 
Area 

(acres) 

Approximate 
Depth to 
Water 

(feet bgs) Site Description 

OU-6 Dock 
Zone 

15.8 4 to 7 IR Site 27 is located in the southeastern area of Alameda 
Point, adjacent to the southeastern section of Seaplane 
Lagoon. Most of the site is paved or covered by buildings. 
The major features of IR Site 27 include Buildings 68, 168, 
555, and 601; inactive railroad tracks and sidings; and fenced 
open space between Building 168 and Ferry Point Road. 
During the operational period of NAS Alameda, the area 
east of Seaplane Lagoon was designated as the Dock Zone, 
the Dock Support Services Zone, and the Engine Testing 
Zone.  Reportedly, historical activities within the western 
portion of IR Site 27 included ship docking, ship repair, and 
marine painting activities.  Building 601 was constructed in 
1980 to house an OWS, which was later removed. 
Historical activities in the eastern portion of IR Site 27 
included materials storage and equipment and vehicle 
parking in open space areas; warehouse operations in 
Building 168; and waterfront services, including welding, in 
Building 68.  Historically, the open space served as an 
aircraft parking area. The southern portion of a former fuel 
farm area is located in the northwestern portion of 
IR Site 27.  Building 555 was used as an electrical 
substation.  Historically, three USTs were used to store 
diesel fuel in the western portion of the site (USTs 15-1, 
15-2, and 15-3, collectively known as AOC 015).  These 
tanks were removed in December 1994. During removal of 
the USTs in 1994, samples were collected and TPH was 
reported in soil and groundwater.  During post-UST-removal 
follow-on activities in 1995, additional soil and groundwater 
samples were collected and chlorinated VOCs were reported 
in groundwater samples. 
Currently, Buildings 68 and 168 are used by tenants for 
operations similar to historical activities. Building 601 is 
used by tenants as a machine shop.  The fenced open space 
west of Building 168 is being used by the U.S. Department 
of Transportation for maintenance equipment and vehicle 
parking, chemical storage, and drum storage.  A washdown 
area (WD-166) with two OWSs (OWS-166A and -166B) is 
located at the southern margin of the site to the north of 
Building 166 (this building is not within the boundaries of 
IR Site 27). 
Potential sources of contaminants in soil gas, soil, and 
groundwater at IR Site 27 include dredged fill material used 
to create the site, historical activities conducted within the 
boundaries of the site, and VOCs which may have been 
released historically to groundwater upgradient of the site. 
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Table 1-1 (continued) 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
AOC – area of concern 
bgs – below ground surface 
IR – Installation Restoration (Program) 
NAS – Naval Air Station 
OU – operable unit 
OWS – oil-water separator 
TPH – total petroleum hydrocarbons 
UST – underground storage tank 
VOC – volatile organic compound 
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Section 2 
SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 
This section summarizes the site history and investigation activities conducted at IR Site 27. 

2.1 SITE HISTORY 
Alameda Point is located on the western tip of Alameda Island, which is on the eastern side of 
San Francisco Bay (Figure 1-1).  Most of the northern portions of Alameda Island were formerly 
covered by the water or tidal lands of San Francisco Bay.  To create Alameda Point, fill material 
was dredged from San Francisco Bay.  The U.S. Army acquired Alameda Point from the City of 
Alameda in 1930.  The Department of the Navy (Navy) later acquired the land from the 
U.S. Army in 1936, and built NAS Alameda to support the Navy’s operations in Europe before 
World War II.  The base was operated as an active naval facility from 1940 to 1997.  During the 
history of NAS Alameda, it housed approximately 60 tenant military commands and had a 
combined military and civilian work force of more than 18,000 personnel.  No areas of 
archeological or historical importance were identified at IR Site 27 (BEI 2006). 

The environmental baseline survey (EBS) reported that historical activities within the original 
IR Site 27 boundaries (Figure 1-3) included ship docking, ship repair, and ship painting activities. 
The expanded site boundaries encompass Building 168 (110,000 square feet, or approximately 
2.5 acres) and the open space between the original eastern boundary of the site and Building 168.  
Historically, activities within the open space area and in Building 168 included equipment and 
materials staging and storage.  The expanded boundaries also include the area north of Buildings 166 
and 167 that contains West Oriskany Avenue, washdown area WD-166 and associated oil-water 
separators (OWSs), and Building 555 (an electrical substation). 

The Navy began investigations of contaminated sites in 1982 under the auspices of the Navy 
Assessment and Control of Installation Pollutants (NACIP) program.  The Navy’s procedures and 
priorities for conducting environmental investigations and cleanups have evolved, partly in 
response to events such as the closure of NAS Alameda in April 1997, under the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act (BRAC), and designation of Alameda Point as a National Priorities 
List (NPL) site in July 1999 (U.S. EPA 1999b).  When NAS Alameda was listed for closure, 
responsibility for the environmental cleanup program at Alameda Point was passed to the BRAC 
Cleanup Team (BCT).  The BCT at Alameda Point is made up of representatives from the Navy, 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), California Environmental Protection Agency 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (Water Board).  The listing of Alameda Point on the NPL invokes the applicable 
requirements of the NCP and requires the U.S. EPA concurrence before any property can be 
classified as uncontaminated.  The Navy and U.S. EPA negotiated and signed a Federal Facility 
Agreement (FFA) in 2001, and the DTSC and Water Board signed the FFA in 2005. 

The BCT developed a comprehensive strategy to accelerate site investigation, cleanup, and reuse 
of the CERCLA sites at Alameda Point, and part of that strategy involved grouping the sites into 
OUs. IR Site 27 is located within OU-6.  The Navy plans to transfer the site to the City of 
Alameda for reuse. 

The original IR Site 27 boundaries, as identified by an evaluation of data performed during the 
EBS, encompassed approximately 2.2 acres of dry land comprising three EBS subparcels (138B, 
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Section 2 Site History and Enforcement Activities 

139A, and 155B) (Figure 1-3).  The original site boundaries were created to include an area that 
surrounded the former location of three underground storage tanks (USTs) (USTs 15-1 through 
15-3, collectively known as Area of Concern [AOC] 015).  During removal of the USTs in 1994, 
soil and groundwater samples were collected and total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) as diesel, 
gasoline, jet fuel, and motor oil were reported in soil and groundwater. During 
post-UST-removal follow-on activities in 1995, additional soil and groundwater samples were 
collected and analyzed for VOCs.  Chlorinated VOCs were reported in groundwater samples. 

As a result of remedial investigation (RI) field activities, the Navy expanded the site boundaries for 
IR Site 27. The expanded site boundaries encompass approximately 15.8 acres of dry land, and 
include the original three EBS subparcels and portions of seven additional EBS parcels or subparcels 
(Parcels 138, 139, 140, 154, 155, and 201, and Subparcel 155C).  Figure 1-3 shows both the 
original and expanded site boundaries. 

2.2 INVESTIGATION ACTIVITIES 
Environmental investigation and remedial activities associated with the site were implemented 
under the Navy’s basewide environmental program called the IR Program.  The purpose of this 
program is to identify, investigate, assess, characterize, and cost-effectively clean up or control 
releases of hazardous substances to reduce the risk to human health and the environment. 

CERCLA applies to sites where a hazardous substance is known or suspected to have been 
released to the environment. The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) generally 
applies to active solid and hazardous waste management facilities.  RCRA also may apply to past 
solid waste management units (SWMUs) and/or AOCs that are located on past hazardous waste 
management facilities. CERCLA and RCRA address the investigation and cleanup of 
contaminated property through slightly different, but functionally equivalent processes; 
therefore, regulatory authorities normally require the application of only one of the processes, 
when both CERCLA and RCRA apply to a single site.  In these instances, brief explanations are 
prepared to indicate the fulfillment of the requirements for the process that was not used. 

In addition to investigations under CERCLA, EBS and TPH investigations were also performed 
at Alameda Point and IR Site 27.  The following sections summarize the CERCLA, RCRA, EBS, 
and TPH activities conducted at the site.  The RI Report (BEI 2005) provides detailed 
discussions of these investigations and their findings. 

2.2.1 Investigation Activities under CERCLA 
The Navy initiated environmental investigations at Alameda Point under the NACIP program.  In 
1983, an initial assessment study (IAS) was conducted for all of NAS Alameda to identify sites 
that posed threats to human health or the environment (Ecology and Environment, Inc. 1983).  A 
review of historical records, aerial photographs, personnel interviews, and field inspections 
identified areas where hazardous materials were stored, transferred, processed, and disposed. 
Twelve sites (IAS Sites 1 through 12) were identified by the IAS as needing further 
investigation.  IAS Site 10 included fuel lines that were present in IR Site 27 and were 
subsequently removed or closed in place as part of Fuel Pipeline Removal Area 4.  IAS Site 3 is 
Seaplane Lagoon (IR Site 17), which borders IR Site 27 to the northwest. Four additional sites 
identified by the IAS as requiring further action (IAS Sites 4, 6, 7, and 11) are in the general 
vicinity of IR Site 27 and are being addressed as IR Sites 3, 4, 13, and 16. 
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Section 2 Site History and Enforcement Activities 

After receiving a Remedial Action Order from the California Department of Health Services (now 
DTSC) in 1988, the Navy converted the NACIP program into the IR Program to be more 
consistent with CERCLA, and investigations were conducted in a phased approach.  Activities 
conducted at IR Site 27 under CERCLA include storm drain investigations, data gap 
investigations, RI/feasibility studies (FSs), and basewide groundwater monitoring.  This section 
and Table 2-1 summarize the activities conducted at the site as part of the CERCLA investigations. 

Storm Drain Investigations.  In 1994 and 1995, storm drain sediments were investigated in 
support of EBS activities (IT 1997).  These investigations collected and analyzed storm drain 
sediment samples and soil and groundwater samples immediately adjacent to storm drain lines. 
Four storm drain sediment samples were collected from the Outfall J (north and south) storm 
drain subsystem within the expanded boundaries of IR Site 27. 

Between 1995 and 1997, a two-phase CERCLA time-critical removal action (TCRA) for 
sediment and debris in the storm drain system throughout Alameda Point was performed.  At 
what is now IR Site 27, Phase I of the TCRA consisted of vacuum cleaning sediment and debris 
from storm drain catch basins and manholes associated with Outfalls I and J, both located within 
the site. Phase II of the TCRA consisted of cleaning all manholes and subsystems associated 
with Outfalls I and J. 

In 1996, the Navy performed storm water sampling to support a basewide Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan as required by the Alameda Point National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System permit.  According to the 1996 and 1997 storm water report, water quality problems 
were not observed to be associated with industrial activities at Alameda Point; however, oil and 
grease were regularly observed at several outfalls, including Outfall J (TtEMI 2000c). 

In 2000, a Storm Sewer Study Report (TtEMI 2000c) was prepared to document and prioritize 
sections of storm drain lines in Alameda Point based on the potential for infiltration of 
contaminated groundwater and its subsequent transfer to the bay.  There were no high-priority 
(lines that were likely experiencing infiltration of contaminated groundwater) or low-priority 
(lines that were likely to have future possible infiltration of contaminated groundwater) storm 
drain lines within IR Site 27. IR Site 27 contains only nonpriority storm drain lines.  However, 
additional sampling and analysis were recommended for a storm drain section in IR Site 27.  The 
subsequent Storm Sewer Study, Technical Memorandum Addendum and Response to Agency 
Comments on the Draft Final Storm Sewer Study Report, reprioritized storm drain lines 
according to their potential for transporting contaminated groundwater from plume areas to 
uncontaminated areas.  Priorities for storm drain lines within IR Site 27 were not changed 
(TtEMI 2001c). 

The Storm Sewer Study Report TPH Addendum (TtEMI 2001a) developed TPH plume maps to 
identify portions of storm drain lines subject to infiltration of groundwater contaminated with TPH 
at concentrations above accepted screening levels.  A TPH plume (with concentrations between 1.4 
and 10 milligrams per liter [mg/L]) in shallow groundwater was identified at Outfall I.  The portion 
of the storm drain line associated with Outfall I (within the current IR Site 27 boundaries) was 
classified as a section that required additional sampling (TtEMI 2001b). 

Data Gap Investigations.  Data gap investigation (DGI) sampling was conducted within 
IR Site 27 in conjunction with various previous investigations and removal activities.  During the 
2000 DGI sampling (TtEMI 2001b), groundwater samples were collected for analysis from the 
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Section 2 Site History and Enforcement Activities 

portion of Corrective Action Area (CAA)-11B that is within the boundaries of the current 
IR Site 27.  Groundwater samples were collected from monitoring wells 15-MW1, 15-MW2, and 
15-MW3.  Soil and groundwater samples were collected for analysis in the vicinity of former 
USTs 37-13 through 37-16 to provide data to support closure of RCRA-permitted USTs. 

During the 2001 DGI sampling (TtEMI 2002a), OU-1 and OU-2 DGI sampling activities included 
the collection of water samples from storm drain lines draining IR sites with TPH and VOC 
groundwater plumes.  Storm drain lines draining from IR Site 9 (located to the southeast of 
IR Site 27) to Outfall J were sampled at manhole locations 3-J and 1-5.  These two sampling 
locations are within the current IR Site 27 boundaries (TtEMI 2002a). 

As a follow-up investigation to the Storm Sewer Study Report TPH Addendum, soil samples 
were collected during the OU-1 and OU-2 DGI sampling activities in 2002 (TtEMI 2002a).  The 
purpose of the soil investigation was to determine whether storm drain bedding materials were 
more permeable than surrounding fill soil and, therefore, provided preferential pathways for 
contaminant migration.  Results of DGI geotechnical analyses found the storm drain system 
bedding material and native fill soils to have similar permeabilities.  The data summary report 
concluded that neither the storm drain bedding materials nor the storm drain lines at IR Site 27 
were acting as preferred conduits for the transport of contaminants in nearby soil or groundwater 
(TtEMI 2002b). 

Site Investigation for Transfer Parcel Economic Development Conveyance (EDC)-12.  In 
2002, Transfer Parcel EDC-12 was investigated for polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). 
Transfer Parcel EDC-12 was sampled in a grid pattern over its entire area; eight locations were 
within the boundaries of IR Site 27.  The PAH results for these sampling locations were included 
in the RI data set (BEI 2005). 

Remedial Investigation.  Between March 2002 and June 2004, the Navy’s RI for IR Site 27 was 
conducted. The results from analysis of samples collected during the RI and previous 
investigations were used to characterize the nature and extent of contamination in soil, 
groundwater, and soil gas at the site.  A human-health risk assessment (HHRA) and an 
ecological risk assessment (ERA) were conducted using data obtained during the RI and 
previous investigations.  Section 5.3 of this ROD discusses the nature and extent of chemicals 
found at the site. Section 7 of this ROD presents the HHRA and ERA results. 

Based on the results of the RI, the Navy recommended that an FS be undertaken to address the 
groundwater contamination at the site that represents a risk to human health under the residential 
future-use scenario.  No action was recommended for soil at the site.  Furthermore, no further 
investigation or assessment of ecological risk for soil was recommended (BEI 2005). 

Feasibility Study.  In 2006, an FS was prepared to develop and evaluate remedial action 
alternatives to address human-health risks from groundwater beneath the site containing 
chlorinated VOCs at concentrations above applicable regulatory comparison criteria.  Remedial 
action objectives (RAOs) were developed to guide the development and evaluation of remedial 
alternatives. Section 8 of this ROD presents the RAOs for groundwater. 

Ten remedial alternatives for groundwater were developed and screened, and six were retained for 
detailed analysis (BEI 2006).  Descriptions and comparative analysis of these retained remedial 
alternatives are provided in Sections 9 and 10 of this ROD. 
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Section 2 Site History and Enforcement Activities 

Basewide Groundwater Monitoring.  A basewide groundwater monitoring program (BGMP) 
has been implemented and is ongoing at Alameda Point.  The purpose of the BGMP is to 
inventory, assess, and evaluate the adequacy of the current monitoring well network as well as to 
evaluate groundwater quality at Alameda Point.  According to the BGMP Work Plan 
(Shaw 2004a), elevated concentrations of 1,2-dichloroethene (DCE), tetrachloroethene (PCE), 
trichloroethene (TCE), and vinyl chloride were detected in groundwater in the area of former 
USTs 15-1, 15-2, and 15-3. The BGMP Work Plan also noted that TPH and methyl tert-butyl ether 
(MTBE) have been reported in groundwater in the vicinity of the former USTs. 

Quarterly groundwater monitoring for IR Site 27 under the BGMP Work Plan began in June 2002 
and included four existing wells:  15-MW1, 15-MW2, 15-MW3, and 15MJ-MW1.  The results of 
seven rounds of quarterly monitoring (Shaw 2003, 2004b) were evaluated and included in the 
RI Report. Except for well 27MW06, the other wells (27MW01 through 27MW05, 27MW07, and 
27MW08) installed during the RI are not presently included in the BGMP. 

2.2.2 Investigation Activities Under RCRA 
In 1992, a RCRA facility assessment was conducted at Alameda Point (Table 2-2).  Its primary 
purpose was to identify SWMUs and AOCs and to collect preliminary information on all actual 
or potential releases of chemicals from these SWMUs and AOCs to evaluate the need and scope 
of a RCRA facility investigation (RFI) (DTSC 1992).  An RFI for Alameda Point was 
implemented by coordinating existing environmental programs.  Functional equivalents of RFI 
documents (such as RFI work plans and RFI reports) have been and continue to be issued for 
various SWMUs and AOCs under each of these programs.  These programs have resulted and 
will continue to result in the full characterization of the nature, extent, and rate of migration of 
hazardous waste releases at all SWMUs and AOCs at Alameda Point. 

Currently, eight SWMUs have been identified within IR Site 27 (Table 2-3) (SulTech 2005). 
Presently, these SWMUs no longer treat, store, or dispose hazardous waste, and each unit has been 
undergoing closure or is closed.  USTs 15-1 through 15-3, which were removed in 1994, were 
included in AOC 015.  Closure of these tanks will be completed as part of the remediation of 
impacted groundwater at IR Site 27. Two SWMUs (NAS generator accumulation point [GAP] 8 
and NAS GAP 18/satellite hazardous waste accumulation point 18 NAS) were recommended for 
no further action with concurrence by DTSC on November 4, 1999; these two SWMUs are 
closed.  The aboveground storage tank included in AST015 was removed prior to 1994; this unit is 
deferred to the Alameda Point Petroleum Program.  A washdown area (WD-166) and two OWSs 
(OWS-166A and OWS-166B northeast of Building 166) are recommended for data gap sampling 
under the CERCLA Program. No further action is recommended for Building 601, which was 
originally built to house OWS-601.  The OWS was subsequently removed from this building.  Based 
on the RI data (BEI 2005), no contamination exists at the OWS 601 location. 
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Section 2 Site History and Enforcement Activities 

UST Removals and Investigations. USTs 15-1 through 15-3 were removed in December 1994. 
The Navy conducted post-UST-removal investigations at the location of former USTs 15-1, 15-2, 
and 15-3 in 1995, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000, and began quarterly groundwater monitoring in the 
vicinity of the former location of these USTs in 2002.  Several USTs located in IR Site 27 
(USTs 37-13 through 37-16) were included in RCRA unit UST(R)-07. These tanks were removed 
in 1998. The Navy conducted post-UST-removal investigations at the location of former USTs 
37-13 through 37-16 in 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, and 2001. 

In 1995, three monitoring wells (15-MW1, 15-MW2, and 15-MW3) were installed near former 
USTs 15-1, 15-2, and 15-3, and were sampled from one to five times during post-UST-removal 
investigations between 1995 and 1999.  Additional monitoring wells were installed in the 
vicinity of both sets of USTs in 1997. Post-UST-removal investigations identified low 
concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons and chlorinated solvents in groundwater. 
Concentrations of chlorinated solvents generally decreased in wells 15-MW1 through 15-MW3 
between 1995 and 2000 (BEI 2005). 

2.2.3 EBS Activities 
As mandated by BRAC, the Navy initiated a series of basewide investigations at Alameda Point 
as part of the EBS program in 1993.  The objective of the EBS program was to inventory all 
property at Alameda Point, parcel by parcel, and identify known or suspected chemical releases 
associated with historical and recent uses.  The EBS program at Alameda Point was implemented 
in two phases. Phase 1 included site visits, employee interviews, and historical research. 
Phase 2, subdivided into Phases 2A, 2B, and 2C, consisted of intrusive sampling and analysis to 
determine potential impacts to soil and groundwater.  The EBS program investigated the 
property that would become IR Site 27 as parts of EBS parcels from Zones 17 (EBS Parcel 138), 
18 (EBS Parcel 155), and 19 (EBS Parcels 139, 140, 154, and 201).  All three rounds of Phase 2 
activities involved the collection of environmental samples and were conducted between 
October 1994 and December 1998. 

As a result of the EBS sampling and evaluation of analytical results for the portions of the six 
parcels within IR Site 27, only the portions of EBS Parcels 138, 139, and 155 were 
recommended for further investigation under CERCLA. 

A basewide supplemental EBS was completed in August 2002 (TtEMI 2002b, 2003a) to update 
and supplement information provided in the two previous EBS reports and to expedite the 
identification of real property suitable for transfer to the City of Alameda.  As a result, the 
supplemental EBS was created to support all real estate transfers and lease determinations at 
Alameda Point.  For IR Site 27, the supplemental EBS reported that EBS Subparcels 138B, 139A, 
and 155B were classified as an area where a release had been confirmed and further action was 
required. As such, the supplemental EBS concluded that IR Site 27 was not suitable for transfer. 
Table 2-4 summarizes the EBS investigation activities. 

2.2.4 Investigation Activities Under the Petroleum Program 
Several areas in the vicinity of IR Site 27 are being addressed by the Alameda Point Petroleum 
Program.  A portion of CAA-11B is located within the IR Site 27 boundaries.  Four other areas, 
CAA-4A, CAA-4B, CAA-9A and CAA-13, are located within 1,000 feet of the site. 
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Section 2 Site History and Enforcement Activities 

CAA-11B includes a portion of IR Site 27.  CAA-11B formerly contained USTs 14-1 through 
14-6, and 37-1 through 37-24. USTs in CAA-11B were used as storage for lubricating oil; 
diesel, gasoline, or jet fuel; or other miscellaneous liquids (TtEMI 2001b).  USTs 37-13 through 
37-16 were located within the current IR Site 27 boundaries. 

USTs 14-1 through 14-6 were removed in 1994.  At that time groundwater samples collected 
indicated that floating product may have been be present near the locations of these former 
USTs. USTs 37-9 through 37-12 and 37-21 through 37-24 were removed in 1995.  Additional 
groundwater samples collected at that time also indicated the potential presence of floating 
product and a TPH plume in the southern portion of CAA 11-B.  In 1998, USTs 37-1 through 
37-8 and 37-13 through 37-20 were removed.  Analytical results for samples collected from 
monitoring wells at that time did not indicate floating product.  Fuel lines were also removed in 
1998 and groundwater samples collected near the former southern fuel lines indicated elevated 
levels of total TPH and TPH-associated compounds (BEI 2005).   

Dissolved fuel hydrocarbons (predominantly mid- to high-boiling-point ranges) were remediated 
by biosparging between December 2003 and July 2004.  Post-shutdown groundwater sampling 
was conducted in October 2004, followed by interim postoperational monitoring in January 2005 
through June 2006 to monitor continued compliance.  Pure oxygen injections were used from 
July 2005 through February 2006. Localized shallow soil detections at concentrations above 
regulatory criteria were remediated by excavation in August 2004 (Shaw 2004c).  A field activity 
report documenting completed field activities and post-shutdown sampling results and a Site 
Management Plan proposing 1 year of post-remediation sampling are under development. 

Fuel Line Investigations.  Underground pipelines that historically distributed jet propellant 
grade 5 and other fuels from locations near Seaplane Lagoon to various points at Alameda Point 
were removed or abandoned in place between June 1998 and February 1999 (TtEMI 2000a). 
Fuel pipeline removal and sampling was divided into nine areas.  Fuel Pipeline Removal Area 4 
included portions of what is now IR Site 27. 

Pipelines in Fuel Pipeline Removal Area 4 were removed or closed in place.  Before pipeline 
removal, all pipelines were tapped and residual liquid was drained.  Pipelines were then removed 
and loaded directly into bins for off-site disposal.  Small sections of pipelines were closed in 
place by grouting. In-place closure was generally performed only when proximity to active 
utilities, building foundations, or adjacent water or sewer lines made removal nearly impossible 
(TtEMI 2000a). 

The former fuel line area was incorporated into the Petroleum Program as part of CAA-11B. 

Washdown Areas and Oil-Water Separators.  A washdown area (WD-166) and two OWSs 
(OWS-166A and OWS-166B northeast of Building 166) in EBS Parcel 201 that are within 
IR Site 27 were recommended for no further action under the Petroleum Program 
(TtEMI 2002c).  Further action will be performed under the CERCLA Program.  No further 
action was also recommended for Building 601, which was originally built to house OWS-601. 
The OWS was subsequently removed from this building. 
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Section 2 Site History and Enforcement Activities 
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Table 2-1 


Summary of CERCLA Investigation Activities 


Date 
Investigation/ 

Activity Objective Summary of Findings 

1994 Storm drain Storm drain sediments were investigated in support of EBS Based on the results, a two-phase CERCLA TCRA for sediment and 
and investigations activities.  These investigations collected and analyzed storm drain debris in the storm drain system throughout Alameda Point was 

1995 sediment samples and soil and groundwater samples immediately 
adjacent to storm drain lines. Outfalls I and J are located within the 
expanded IR Site 27 boundaries.  Four storm drain sediment 
samples were collected from the Outfall J (north and south) storm 
drain subsystem within the expanded boundaries of IR Site 27. 

performed between 1995 and 1997.  At what is now IR Site 27, 
Phase I of the TCRA consisted of vacuum cleaning sediment and 
debris from storm drain catch basins and manholes associated with 
Outfalls I and J, both located within the site.  Phase II of the TCRA 
consisted of cleaning all manholes and subsystems associated with 
Outfalls I and J. 

1996 Storm drain 
investigations 

Storm water sampling was conducted to support a basewide Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan as required by the Alameda Point 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit. 

According to the 1996 and 1997 storm water report, water quality 
problems were not observed to be associated with industrial activities 
at Alameda Point; however, oil and grease were regularly observed 
at several outfalls, including Outfall J. 

2000 Storm drain A Storm Sewer Study Report was prepared to document and There were no high-priority (likely to be experiencing infiltration of 
and investigations prioritize sections of storm drain lines in Alameda Point based on contaminated groundwater) or low-priority (likely to have future 

2001 the potential for infiltration of contaminated groundwater and its 
subsequent transfer to the bay. 
The Storm Sewer Study Report TPH Addendum developed TPH 
plume maps to identify portions of storm drain lines subject to 
infiltration of groundwater contaminated with TPH at 
concentrations above accepted screening levels. 

possible infiltration of contaminated groundwater) storm drain lines 
within IR Site 27.  IR Site 27 contains only nonpriority storm drain 
lines.  However, additional sampling and analysis were 
recommended for a storm drain section in IR Site 27. 
A TPH plume in shallow groundwater was identified at Outfall I.  
The portion of the storm drain line associated with Outfall I (within 
the current IR Site 27 boundaries) was classified as a section that 
required additional sampling. 

2000 DGI Groundwater samples were collected for analysis in the portion of 
CAA-11B that is within the boundaries of the current IR Site 27.  
Groundwater samples were collected from monitoring wells 
15-MW1, 15-MW2, and 15-MW3.  Groundwater samples were 
analyzed for VOCs, including MTBE. 
Soil and groundwater samples were collected in the vicinity of 
former USTs 37-13 through 37-16 to provide data to support 
closure of RCRA-permitted USTs.  Samples were analyzed for 
VOCs. 

Analytes reported for groundwater samples collected from 
monitoring wells 15-MW1, 15-MW2, and 15-MW3 included 
1,2-DCB; 1,1-DCA; 1,2-DCE; PCE; TCE; and vinyl chloride. 
Methylene chloride and m, p-xylene were reported above detection 
limits in soil samples collected in the vicinity of former USTs 37-13 
through 37-16.  In groundwater samples, 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene and 
three VOCs (cis-1, 2-DCE; trans-1, 2-DCE; and vinyl chloride) were 
reported. 
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Table 2-1 (continued) 

Date 
Investigation/ 

Activity Objective Summary of Findings 

2001 DGI OU-1 and OU-2 DGI sampling activities included the collection of 
water samples from storm drain lines draining IR sites with TPH 
and VOC groundwater plumes.  Water samples were collected in 
two manhole locations (3-J and 1-5) located within the current IR 
Site 27 boundaries.  These samples were tested for TPH and VOCs. 

VOCs reported in water samples from manhole locations 3-J and 1-5 
included chlorobenzene; 1,2-DCB; 1,4-DCB; 1,1-DCA; 1,2-DCE; 
1,1,1-TCA; TCE; and vinyl chloride.  TPH was not reported in 
groundwater samples. 

2002 DGI An investigation was conducted to determine whether storm drain 
bedding materials were more permeable than surrounding fill soil 
and, therefore, provided preferential pathways for contaminant 
migration. 

Results of DGI geotechnical analyses found the storm drain system 
bedding material and native fill soils to have similar permeabilities. 
The data summary report concluded that neither the storm drain 
bedding materials nor the storm drain lines at IR Site 27 were acting 
as preferred conduits for the transport of contaminants in nearby soil 
or groundwater. 

2002 SI During the SI for Transfer Parcel EDC-12, soil samples were 
collected from direct-push borings and analyzed for PAHs. 
Eight borings were located within the IR Site 27 boundaries. 

Soil samples collected within IR Site 27 contained low levels of 
PAH compounds. 

2002 
to 

2004 

RI The RI was performed to characterize the nature and extent of soil 
and groundwater contamination, to assess any health risks to human 
and ecological receptors, and to collect information to support a 
recommendation of either no action or further action. 

The RI Report recommended preparation of the FS Report to address 
only chlorinated VOCs in groundwater. No threat to human health 
or the environment from soil was found at the site.  The RI Report 
also concluded that no action was warranted for terrestrial or aquatic 
life ecological receptors. 
Due to the expansion of the IR Site 27 boundaries to encompass the 
VOC plume, a washdown area (WD-166 and related oil-water 
separators OWS-166A and -166B) and Building 555 (an electrical 
substation) were included within the IR Site 27 boundaries.  The RI 
Report identified data gaps associated with testing groundwater at the 
washdown area and with testing for PCBs in soil adjacent to 
Building 555.  It was recommended that these data gaps be addressed 
during the remedial design phase. 

2006 FS The FS was conducted to develop and evaluate remedial action 
alternatives to address human-health risks from groundwater 
underlying IR Site 27 that contains chlorinated VOCs at 
concentrations above applicable regulatory comparison criteria. 

Ten remedial alternatives for groundwater were developed and 
screened, and six were retained for detailed analysis.  These six 
alternatives are discussed in Sections 9 and 10 of this ROD. 
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Table 2-1 (continued) 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
CAA – corrective action area 
CERCLA – Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
DCA – dichloroethane 
DCB – dichlorobenzene 
DCE – dichloroethene 
DGI – data gap investigation 
EBS – environmental baseline survey 
EDC – economic development conveyance 
FS – feasibility study 
IR – Installation Restoration (Program) 
MTBE – methyl tert-butyl ether 
OU – operable unit 
OWS – oil-water separator 
PAH – polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon 
PCB – polychlorinated biphenyl 
PCE – tetrachloroethene 
RCRA – Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RI – remedial investigation 
SI – site investigation 
ROD – record of decision 
TCA – trichloroethane 
TCE – trichloroethene 
TCRA – time-critical removal action 
TPH – total petroleum hydrocarbons 
UST – underground storage tank 
VOC – volatile organic compound 
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Table 2-2 


Summary of RCRA Investigation Activities 


Date 
Investigation/ 

Activity Objective Summary of Findings 

1992 RFA The RFA was conducted to identify and evaluate SWMUs 
and AOCs at Alameda Point. 

The RFA identified three USTs (USTs 15-1, 15-2, and 15-3) in the 
western portion of IR Site 27 and four USTs in the northwestern 
portion of IR Site 27 (USTs 37-13 through 37-16) that were part of 
the fuel farm area. The former location of the three USTs was 
identified as RCRA AOC 015.  The four USTs were designated as 
part of RCRA unit UST(R)-07.  The USTs and associated fuel lines 
were removed by 1998. 

1995 to 
2000 

UST 
removals and 
investigations 

Investigations were conducted to determine whether 
chemicals had been released from the USTs (15-1 through 
15-3 and 37-13 through 37-16) to the surrounding soils and 
groundwater. 

Post-UST-removal investigations identified low concentrations of 
petroleum hydrocarbons and chlorinated solvents in groundwater. 
Concentrations of chlorinated solvents generally decreased in 
wells 15-MW1 through 15-MW3 between 1995 and 2000. 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
AOC – area of concern 
IR – Installation Restoration (Program) 
RCRA – Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RFA – RCRA facility assessment 
SWMU – solid waste management unit 
UST – underground storage tank 
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Table 2-3 


Summary of Navy and DTSC Determinations for SWMUs Located Within IR Site 27 


SWMU 
Identification Navy Determinationa DTSC Determination Final Determination in the ROD 

AOC 015 Further action recommended Further action required The USTs 15-1 through 15-3 were removed in 1994.  These tanks were used to store 
diesel fuel.  As discussed in the Final RI Report for IR Site 27 (prepared by BEI and 
dated August 2005), the results of sampling and analysis conducted during the 
post-UST-removal investigations from 1995 through 1997 in the area of the removed 
USTs had reported concentrations of TPH, benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes, 
and methyl tert-butyl ether in soil below detection limits.  Post-UST-removal 
investigations also identified low concentrations of TPH and chlorinated VOCs in 
groundwater. Because VOCs were detected in groundwater at the former location 
of the tanks, this location was subsequently identified by the Navy as AOC 015; this 
AOC was initially used to establish the boundary of IR Site 27.  The selected 
remedy in this ROD will address the impacted groundwater.  Closure of AOC 015 
will be addressed as part of the remediation of VOC-impacted groundwater at 
IR Site 27. 

NAS GAP 8 NFA recommended NFA concurrenceb Closed 
NAS GAP 18/ 

SHWAP 18 NAS 
NFA recommended NFA concurrenceb Closed 

AST 015 Deferral to the Petroleum 
Program 

Deferral to the Petroleum 
Program 

No CERCLA response action required.  The AST will be closed in the Petroleum 
Program. 

OWS-166A Further action recommended Further action requiredc Data gap sampling to be performed during the RD stage; the selected remedy in 
this ROD will address any impacted groundwater areas containing concentrations 
of contaminants above the RGs. 

OWS-166B Further action recommended Further action requiredc Data gap sampling to be performed during the RD stage; the selected remedy in 
this ROD will address any impacted groundwater areas containing concentrations 
of contaminants above the RGs. 

WD 166 Further action recommended Further action requiredc Data gap sampling to be performed during the RD stage; the selected remedy in 
this ROD will address any impacted groundwater areas containing concentrations 
of contaminants above the RGs. 

OWS 601 NFA recommended NFA concurrence As summarized in the final RI Report for IR Site 27 (prepared by BEI and dated 
August 2005), soil samples for polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon and metals 
analyses and one soil gas sample for VOC analysis were collected near OWS 601 
during the RI.  No analytes were reported in the samples at concentrations above 
regulatory comparison criteria.  Based on the data collected during the RI, no 
contamination exists at this location.  Closure is recommended. 
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Table 2-3 (continued) 

Notes: 
a Information obtained from the Draft, Appendix I, Solid Waste Management Unit Evaluation Report for Operable Unit 6 (Site 27), Hazardous Waste Permit 

EPA ID Number CA 2170023236, Naval Air Station Alameda (now known as Alameda Point), Alameda, California (prepared by SulTech and dated 
November 2005). 

b Concurrence with the NFA recommendation was issued by the DTSC in a letter to the Navy dated November 4, 1999. 
Further action requested by the regulatory agencies during their review of the Draft Remedial Investigation Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda 
Point, Alameda, California (prepared by BEI and dated March 2005). The Navy will address the data gap sampling during the RD stage as stated in the 
Final Remedial Investigation Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point, Alameda, California (prepared by BEI and dated August 2005); Final 
Feasibility Study Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point, Alameda, California (prepared by BEI and dated April 2006); and Proposed Plan for 
IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Former NAS Alameda (prepared by the Navy and dated November 2006). 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
AOC – area of concern 
AST – aboveground storage tank 
BEI – Bechtel Environmental, Inc. 
CERCLA – Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
DTSC – (California Environmental Protection Agency) Department of Toxic Substances Control 
GAP – generator accumulation point 
IR – Installation Restoration (Program) 
NAS – Naval Air Station 
Navy – Department of the Navy 
NFA – no further action 
OWS – oil-water separator 
RCRA – Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RD – remedial design 
RG – remediation goal 
RI – remedial investigation 
ROD – record of decision 
SHWAP – satellite hazardous waste accumulation point 
SulTech – Sullivan Consulting Group and Tetra Tech EM Inc. 
SWMU – solid waste management unit 
TPH – total petroleum hydrocarbons 
UST – underground storage tank 
VOC – volatile organic compound 
WD – washdown 
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Table 2-4 


Summary of EBS and TPH Investigation Activities 


Date 
Investigation/ 

Activity Objective Summary of Findings 

EBS Investigation Activities 
1993 EBS The EBS was performed to inventory all property 

at Alameda Point, parcel by parcel, and identify 
known or suspected chemical releases associated 
with historical and recent uses. 

The EBS program investigated the property that would become IR Site 27 as 
parts of EBS parcels from Zone 17 (Parcel 138), Zone 18 (Parcel 155), and 
Zone 19 (Parcels 139, 140, 154, and 201).  The original IR Site 27 boundaries, 
as identified by an evaluation of data performed during the EBS, encompassed 
approximately 2.2 acres of dry land comprising three EBS subparcels (138B, 
139A, and 155B).  With the exception of the chlorinated VOCs in groundwater 
within the original boundaries of IR Site 27, no releases requiring further 
action were identified in the six EBS parcels that are now within the expanded 
boundaries (approximately 15.8 acres) of IR Site 27. 

2002 Supplemental 
EBS 

The supplemental EBS was conducted to update 
and supplement information provided in the two 
previous EBS reports and to expedite the 
identification of real property suitable for transfer 
to the City of Alameda. 

The basewide supplemental EBS reported that EBS subparcels 138B, 139A, and 
155B (comprising the original extent of IR Site 27) were classified as an area 
where a release had been confirmed and further action was required.  EBS 
Parcels 138, 139, 140, 154, 155C, and 201 were classified as buffer zones 
adjacent to CERCLA sites. 

TPH Investigation Activities 
1998 Removal of 

USTs 37-13 
through 37-16 

Activities were performed to decommission 
USTs, including USTs 37-13 through 37-16 
located within IR Site 27. 

Several areas in the vicinity of IR Site 27 are being addressed by the Alameda 
Point Petroleum Program.  A portion of CAA-11B is located within the IR Site 
27 boundaries.  CAA-11B formerly contained USTs 14-1 through 14-6, and 
37-1 through 37-24.  USTs 37-13 through 37-16 were located within the 
IR Site 27 boundaries.  These USTs were removed in 1998. 

1998 to Fuel Line Investigation of areas where fuel pipelines were Fuel Pipeline Removal Area 4 included portions of what is now IR Site 27. 
1999 Investigations removed or abandoned in place. Pipelines in Fuel Pipeline Removal Area 4 were removed or closed in place. 

The former fuel line area was incorporated into the Alameda Point Petroleum 
Program as part of CAA-11B. 

-- Washdown 
Areas and  
Oil-Water 
Separators 

The washdown areas and OWS units were 
identified and evaluated. 

A washdown area and two OWS units (WD-166 and OWS-166A and -166B) were 
recommended for NFA under the Alameda Point Petroleum Program.  NFA was 
also recommended for Building 601, which was originally built to house 
OWS-601.  The OWS was subsequently removed from this building. 
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Table 2-4 (continued) 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
CAA – corrective action area 
CERCLA – Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
EBS – environmental baseline survey 
IR – Installation Restoration (Program) 
NFA – no further action 
OWS – oil-water separator 
TPH – total petroleum hydrocarbons 
UST – underground storage tank 
VOC – volatile organic compound 
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Section 3 
COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 
A community relations plan was developed to document interests, issues, and concerns 
raised by the community with regard to ongoing investigation and cleanup activities at 
Alameda Point, and to describe a specific community relations program designed to 
address community issues and concerns (TtEMI 2003c).  The plan was initially prepared 
in February 1989 and subsequently revised in 1996, 1998, 2002, and 2003.  The revisions 
incorporated the most recent assessment of community issues, concerns, and 
informational needs related to the ongoing environmental investigation and remediation 
program at Alameda Point. 

3.1 RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD 
In 1993, individuals from local communities began to play an increasingly significant 
role in the environmental restoration process with the establishment of the Alameda Point 
Restoration Advisory Board (RAB). The Navy solicited the original membership in the 
board through newspaper notices and included business and homeowner representatives, 
residents, local elected officials, and regulatory agency staff. 

The RAB currently consists of members of the Navy, the community, and the regulatory 
agencies. The RAB meetings occur monthly and are open to the public.  Meetings are 
held in the evenings after normal working hours at Building 1, Room 140, at 950 West 
Mall Square at Alameda Point.  RAB members review and comment on technical 
documents. 

The Navy and regulatory agencies presented information on IR Site 27, including the 
availability of documents, to the RAB members during the monthly RAB meetings. 
Copies of the RAB meeting minutes and documents that describe environmental 
investigations and removal actions are available at the following Alameda Point 
information repository and administrative record file locations: 

Alameda Point 
950 West Mall Square 
Building 1, Room 240 
Alameda, California  94501 

Administrative Record 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southwest 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, California 92132-5190 

In addition, the new Alameda Public Library will maintain new Navy environmental 
documents during review periods.  This library is located at 1550 Oak Street, Alameda, 
California 94501. RAB meeting minutes are also available at the Navy BRAC Program 
Management Office website at: 

http://www.bracpmo.navy.mil/bracbases/california/nas_alameda/rab_mm.aspx 
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Section 3 Community Participation 

3.2 PUBLIC MAILINGS 
Public mailings, including information updates, fact sheets, and proposed plans, have 
been used to ensure a broad dissemination of information throughout the local 
community. Information updates that announce the IR Program process at Alameda 
Point have been delivered to residents surrounding Alameda Point and mailed to city, 
state, and federal officials; regulatory agencies; local groups; and individuals identified in 
the community relations plan, since March 1990 (TtEMI 2003c).  Updates and fact sheets 
have included information on the status of environmental investigations, the upcoming 
remedy selection process, the ways the public can participate in the investigation and 
remediation, the history and geology of the area, and the availability of the administrative 
record for Alameda Point.  Proposed plans provide an overview of environmental 
investigation results (including HHRA and ERA results) and remedial alternatives for a 
site or group of sites, and present the preferred alternative.  The updates, fact sheets, and 
proposed plans are mailed to approximately 400 households, businesses, public officials, 
and regulatory agencies, in an effort to reach as many community members as possible. 
Table 3-1 lists the Alameda Point updates, fact sheets, and proposed plans related to 
IR Site 27. 

3.3 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION FOR IR SITE 27 
The final RI Report (BEI 2005) for IR Site 27 was issued in July 2005, and the final FS 
Report (BEI 2006) was issued in April 2006.  The Proposed Plan (Navy 2006) was 
distributed to the public on November 20, 2006, at the beginning of the public comment 
period, to provide information and solicit public input on the Navy’s recommended 
remedial action for IR Site 27.  These documents are available to the public at the 
information repository maintained at Alameda Point and at the administrative record file. 
The information repository also contains a complete index of the administrative record 
file (Attachment A), along with information about how to access the complete file at the 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southwest, in San Diego, California. 

A notice of the public comment period and public meeting was published in the Alameda 
Times-Star and Oakland Tribune on November 20, 2006, and in the Alameda Journal on 
November 21, 2006.  A public comment period for IR Site 27 extended from 
November 20, 2006 to December 22, 2006. In addition, a public meeting was held on 
December 12, 2006.  A copy of these public notices is presented in Attachment B. 

The BRAC environmental coordinator and Navy remedial project manager gave 
presentations at the public meeting on the conditions at IR Site 27, and representatives 
from the Navy and the regulatory agencies were available to answer questions.  A court 
reporter prepared a transcript of the meeting, which is presented in Attachment B. 
Responses to written comments received during the public comment period are included 
in the responsiveness summary as part of this ROD (Attachment C). 
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Table 3-1 

Summary of Alameda Point Fact Sheets, Newsletters, and Proposed Plans 


Related to IR Site 27 


Date Title 

Fact Sheets* 
Newsletters 

Proposed Plan 
July 2003 

November 2006 

Alameda Point Focus Newsletter 

Proposed Plan for IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Former NAS Alameda 

Note: 
* there are no fact sheets pertaining to IR Site 27 


Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
IR – Installation Restoration (Program) 
NAS – Naval Air Station 
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Section 4 
SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT AND 
RESPONSE ACTIONS 
IR Site 27 is located within OU-6, which also includes IR Sites 26 and 28.  These three 
IR sites were added at the same time to the CERCLA Program and grouped into a new OU 
in August 2000 (TtEMI 2003b). The final ROD for IR Site 26 was issued on 
August 23, 2006 (SulTech 2006).  The ROD for IR Site 28 was signed in September 2007.  

Responses associated with this ROD include no action for soil under CERCLA; remedial 
action and institutional controls (ICs) to address VOCs in groundwater under CERCLA; 
and addressing AOC 015 (USTs 15-1 through 15-3), OWS-166A, OWS-166B, and 
WD-166 as part of the remediation of impacted groundwater at IR Site 27.  These 
responses should provide for unrestricted site use. 
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Section 5 
SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
This section summarizes information on the geology, hydrogeology, and chemicals present in 
soil and groundwater at IR Site 27.  A complete discussion of sampling locations and methods, 
chemicals detected, the nature and extent of contamination, the fate and transport of chemicals, 
and the evaluations of human-health and ecological risks is presented in the RI Report 
(BEI 2005). An evaluation of prior RCRA activities is presented in the SWMU evaluation report 
(SulTech 2005).  A summary of the current status of SWMUs at IR Site 27 is presented in 
Table 2-3. 

5.1 GEOLOGY 
Alameda Island is located on the east side of the San Francisco Bay.  The bay occupies a 
depression between the Berkeley Hills to the east and Montara Mountain and other mountains to 
the west. The depression and the hills were formed by two active faults, the San Andreas Fault, 
west of the San Francisco Bay, and the Hayward Fault, east of the San Francisco Bay.  The San 
Andreas and Hayward Faults are approximately 12 miles west and 5 miles east of the island, 
respectively. The lithology beneath Alameda Island and the San Francisco Bay consists of 
unconsolidated sediments that are approximately 400 to 500 feet thick at the eastern margin of 
the bay (BEI 2005). 

Alameda Island sedimentary deposits consist of the following five stratigraphic units, from top 
(youngest) to bottom (oldest):  the Bay Sediment Unit (BSU), the Merritt Sand Formation, the 
upper unit of the San Antonio Formation, the lower unit of the San Antonio Formation, and the 
Alameda Formation (BEI 2005). 

Most of the sedimentary deposits at Alameda Point are overlain by artificial fill material. 
Beginning in the 1930s, the U.S. Army and, subsequently, the Navy, filled tidelands, marshes, 
sloughs, and areas subject to inundation between the Oakland Inner Harbor and the western tip of 
Alameda Island.  The fill material largely consisted of dredge spoils from the surrounding San 
Francisco Bay and Oakland Inner Harbor (BEI 2005). 

In 1937, IR Site 27 was under water and did not exist.  The Navy began construction of Seaplane 
Lagoon in 1937 and the location of IR Site 27 was formed by filling after construction of the 
eastern seawall of the lagoon. The seawall forms the western boundary of IR Site 27.  A steel 
sheetpile bulkhead, which underlies Ferry Point Road and the railroad tracks running through 
IR Site 27, was installed at the same time.  The wedge of open water between the diagonal 
bulkhead (Figure 1-3) at the eastern boundary of Seaplane Lagoon and the western shoreline of 
Alameda Island was filled after 1940 and before construction of Building 168 in 1946 
(BEI 2006). 

A Marsh Crust Horizon (2 to 6 inches thick) exists just beneath the hydraulic fill layer and 
overlies the Young Bay Mud of the BSU across approximately two-thirds of Alameda Point.  It 
has been identified in the vicinity and north of IR Site 27 (DOD 2001), but was not identified 
beneath the site during the RI field activities (BEI 2005). 
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Section 5 Site Characteristics 

The surface of the artificial fill layer at IR Site 27 is mostly covered by buildings or by an asphalt 
and concrete pavement surface, ranging in thickness from 1 to 2 feet.  Based on site-specific soil 
boring logs, the three lithologic units encountered beneath IR Site 27 are as follows (BEI 2005): 

•	 Artificial fill material – Primarily poorly graded, fine-, medium-, or coarse-grained 
sand extending from the surface to depths of 4 to 8 feet below ground surface (bgs), 
with occasional layers of gravelly sand or clay.  Distinguished by brown to olive
brown color and variability between borings at the site.  Sometimes contains 
construction debris including angular gravel and brick fragments, and granite 
cobbles. 

•	 BSU – Predominantly poorly graded, fine- to medium-grained sand (a sandy member 
of the BSU) with a thickness of 7 to 8 feet and extending to depths of 12 to 16 feet 
bgs, with lenses or a discontinuous layer of clay (Young Bay Mud member) 
penetrated by some borings at the site.  Distinguished by dark gray to olive-gray or 
greenish gray color and consistency between borings at the site. 

•	 Merritt Sand Formation – Poorly sorted, fine- to medium-grained sand encountered at 
12 to 16 feet bgs.  Distinguished by characteristic yellow-brown color and 
homogeneity. 

5.2 HYDROGEOLOGY 
Alameda Island is underlain by two primary aquifers, the shallow Merritt Sand aquifer that 
yields saline water and the deeper Alameda aquifer that yields freshwater.  These aquifers are 
separated by the San Antonio aquitard. This aquitard is approximately 55 to 90 feet thick 
beneath Alameda Point (BEI 2005). 

The Merritt Sand unit is a semiconfined aquifer with potentiometric head elevations from 
0 to 6 feet above mean sea level at Alameda Island (TtEMI 1999).  Regionally, groundwater 
recharge occurs in outcrop areas of the Merritt Sand located in the southeastern portion of 
Alameda Point, as well as east of Alameda Point.  This groundwater recharge is from irrigation, 
precipitation, and possibly leaking water-supply lines, sewer lines, and storm drains 
(TtEMI 1999).  There is no hydraulic connection between the shallow aquifer systems on 
Alameda Island and the Oakland mainland because shallow units have been truncated by the 
channel of the Oakland Inner Harbor (BEI 2005). 

The Alameda aquifer is the principal regional aquifer.  Depth to the top of the Alameda aquifer 
ranges from 180 feet bgs at Alameda Point to 220 feet beneath the surface of the sediment in 
Oakland Inner Harbor. The thickness of the formation is between 230 and 800 feet 
(Hickenbottom and Muir 1988). 

The shallow hydrostratigraphic units beneath IR Site 27 have been divided into the following 
hydrogeologic units (BEI 2005): 

•	 upper first water-bearing zone (FWBZ) – artificial fill material and sandy members 
of the BSU 

•	 semiconfining unit – clayey members of the BSU 
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Section 5 Site Characteristics 

• lower FWBZ – Merritt Sand Formation and Upper San Antonio Formation 

• regional aquitard – Lower San Antonio Formation, including Yerba Buena Mud 

Site-specific boring logs indicate that there is no continuous semiconfining unit between the 
upper and lower FWBZ. The clayey member of the BSU (the Young Bay Mud) is absent in 
many areas of IR Site 27.  It is likely that the three lithologic units (artificial fill layer, sandy 
member of BSU, and Merritt Sand Formation) encountered to depths of 17 feet bgs in borings at 
IR Site 27 represent a single unconfined FWBZ (BEI 2005). 

Previous studies indicated that the groundwater table across Alameda Point is typically 
encountered at 3 to 8 feet bgs in the fill material.  During the RI field activities for IR Site 27, the 
groundwater table was generally encountered in soil borings at depths of 4 to 7 feet bgs. Average 
depth to water measured in monitoring wells in IR Site 27 was 6.9 feet bgs.  Hydrographs for water 
levels measured in IR Site 27 monitoring wells between 2002 and 2004 indicated that wells closest 
to the shoreline with Seaplane Lagoon (15MJ-MW1, 15-MW1, 15-MW2, and 27MW04) are 
subject to significant tidal influence.  Wells in the central portion of the site (15-MW3, 27MW01, 
27MW02, and 27MW03) and in the eastern portion of the site (27MW05 through 27MW08) are 
subject to little or no tidal influence (BEI 2005). 

Groundwater in the southeastern portion of Alameda Point, which contains IR Site 27, generally 
flows to the west toward Seaplane Lagoon or to the southwest toward San Francisco Bay.  Water 
level measurements collected from newly installed wells during the RI activities for IR Site 27 
indicated that groundwater flow direction is from the vicinity of Building 168 toward Seaplane 
Lagoon (from east to west) (BEI 2005). 

The approximate horizontal gradient at the eastern margin of IR Site 27 is 0.0016 foot per foot 
(ft/ft). Adjacent to Seaplane Lagoon, the estimated horizontal gradient is 0.025 ft/ft.  Using these 
horizontal gradients and the average hydraulic conductivity (3.04 feet per day) calculated from 
IR Site 27 slug test results, groundwater flow velocity at the site is between 0.005 and 0.075 foot 
per day (BEI 2005). 

Groundwater at IR Site 27 is designated as a potential drinking water source; however, it is not 
presently used as a drinking water source.  Drinking water is supplied to Alameda Point by the 
East Bay Municipal Utilities District. 

5.3 	 NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION IN SOIL, 
GROUNDWATER, AND SOIL GAS 

The following sections summarize the nature and extent of contamination in soil, groundwater, 
and soil gas at IR Site 27. Additional information is presented in the RI Report (BEI 2005). 

5.3.1 Soil 
Chemicals of interest in soil at IR Site 27 include VOCs, PAHs, and metals.  VOCs in soil are 
found at a few locations scattered across the site and are reported generally at low 
concentrations. As shown in Table 5-1, only one VOC (benzene) was reported at a concentration 
that was above the residential soil preliminary remediation goal (PRG).  This concentration was 
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Section 5 Site Characteristics 

reported for one sample collected during the EBS.  Benzene was not reported above the detection 
limits in other soil samples; only one of the 131 soil samples had a benzene detection limit 
(2,000 micrograms per kilogram [μg/kg]) above the PRG. 

PAHs in soil were limited in both distribution and frequency of occurrence.  The PAHs 
benzo(a)pyrene and dibenz(a,h)anthracene were found at concentrations above the residential 
soil PRGs (Table 5-1). However, concentrations of PAHs in soil are well below the Alameda 
Point screening level (the benzo[a]pyrene equivalent concentration of 620 μg/kg) for PAHs. 
Tetraethyl lead was reported in one sample collected during the EBS at a concentration above the 
residential PRG.  Results of subsequent sampling at adjacent locations reported this compound at 
lower concentrations. 

Arsenic concentrations in soil at the site were above the residential PRG but were comparable to 
the Alameda Point background concentrations of 9.14 mg/kg for the pink area 95th percentile and 
16.55 mg/kg for the blue area 95th percentile (TtEMI 2004). Only two metals reported in soil 
exceeded both Alameda Point background ranges and residential PRGs: iron and thallium.  Three 
soil samples had concentrations of iron, which is an essential nutrient, above the residential PRG and 
one soil sample had a concentration of thallium slightly above the residential PRG.  All other 
samples yielded iron and thallium concentrations below PRGs, leading to the conclusion that neither 
iron nor thallium is a concern in soil. 

5.3.2 Groundwater 
Groundwater samples were collected from monitoring wells and borings at IR Site 27. 
Chemicals of interest in groundwater included VOCs, PAHs, and metals.  As shown in 
Tables 5-2 and 5-3, several VOCs (mostly chlorinated VOCs) were reported in groundwater at 
concentrations above the maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) or PRGs.  Chlorinated VOCs are 
present in groundwater in the central portion of the site. 

PAHs in groundwater were limited in both distribution and frequency of occurrence.  PAHs 
reported in monitoring well samples were limited to locations along or near the shoreline with 
Seaplane Lagoon. No PAHs were reported at concentrations exceeding an MCL; three PAHs 
(benzo[a]pyrene, dibenz[a,h]anthracene, and naphthalene) were reported at concentrations above 
the tap water PRGs. 

Arsenic was the only metal reported in groundwater at concentrations above the Alameda Point 
background concentrations and MCL. However, there are very few groundwater samples in 
which arsenic exceeded the MCL of 10 micrograms per liter (μg/L) or the background 
concentration of 20.72 μg/L, and most concentrations ranged from 3 to 5 μg/L.  Arsenic 
concentrations that exceeded background levels or the MCL were limited to the central portion 
of the VOC plume near the inactive railroad tracks and likely represent localized mobilization of 
arsenic present in soil at background levels.  The microbial activity associated with 
biodegradation of chlorinated VOCs creates reducing conditions that can mobilize arsenic 
(U.S. EPA 1999a). This may explain why detections of arsenic in groundwater at IR Site 27 
infrequently exceeded the MCL, and only in the center of the VOC plume.  The majority of these 
samples yielded arsenic concentrations below the level of the MCL.  Upon completion of VOC 
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Section 5 Site Characteristics 

remediation, geochemical conditions are expected to return to normal, and naturally occurring 
arsenic in soil will therefore be less likely to mobilize in groundwater.  As a result, arsenic 
concentrations in groundwater are expected to be reduced. 

5.3.3 Soil Gas 
Soil gas samples were collected from locations throughout IR Site 27 and analyzed for VOCs. 
Soil gas at the site has been impacted primarily by chlorinated VOCs, and to a lesser extent by 
fuel-related VOCs.  Chlorinated VOCs (primarily PCE, TCE, cis- and trans-1,2-DCE, vinyl 
chloride, and 1,1-dichloroethane [DCA]) are concentrated in soil gas in the western portion of 
IR Site 27.  Another area of concentrated chlorinated VOCs (primarily TCE) is located beneath 
and west of Building 168. The distribution of chlorinated VOCs in soil gas is generally 
consistent with the distribution of these VOCs in groundwater (BEI 2005). 

Fuel-related VOCs (primarily benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes, and MTBE) are 
concentrated in soil gas in the western portion of IR Site 27.  2,2,4-Trimethylpentane (also 
known as isooctane) was reported in all soil gas samples collected during EBS Phase IV and was 
distributed across the site. 2,2,4-Trimethylpentane was not reported in any soil or groundwater 
samples, although other isooctane isomers were reported in a few groundwater samples, and 
2,2,4-trimethylpentane does not appear to be related to a release at IR Site 27 (BEI 2005). 
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Table 5-1 


Chemicals in Soil Exceeding Residential PRGs 


Total Number Percent Number Federal California 

Analyte 
Number of 

Samples 
Reported Above 
Detection Limit 

Reported Above 
Detection Limit 

Exceeding 
Criteria Minimuma Maximum Backgroundb 

Residential 
PRGc 

Residential 
PRGc 

VOCs (μg/kg) 

benzened 131 1 0.76 1 660 660 NA 640 —e 

SVOCs – PAHsf (μg/kg) 
benzo(a)pyrene 64 48 75 5 1.8 170 NA 62 — 
dibenz(a,h)anthracene 64 19 30 1 0.74 140 NA 62 — 

Organotin and Organic Lead Compounds (μg/kg) 
tetraethyl leadg 12 1 8.3 1 650 650 NA 6.1 — 

Metals (mg/kg) 
arsenic 41 36 88 36 0.93 8.8 Yesh 0.39 0.062 
iron 32 32 100 3 6,400 56,400 No 23,000 — 
thallium 41 22 54 1 0.14 6.9 No 5.2 — 

Notes: 
a minimum concentration reported above detection limit 
b a “yes” indicates the metal in soil at the site is attributed to background 

U.S. EPA 2004 
d analyte reported above detection limit in EBS sample only 
e dash indicates that a PRG has not been developed for the analyte 
f RI and EDC-12 data only; PAH soil samples collected during the EBS were analyzed using methods with elevated detection limits, which produced data 

of questionable quality; therefore, these data were replaced with the PAH data collected during the RI and the EDC-12 SI 


g analyte included in EBS sampling only
 h 95th percentile for pink area is 9.14 mg/kg and 95th percentile for blue area is 16.55 mg/kg (TtEMI 2004) 


Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
EBS – environmental baseline survey 
EDC – economic development conveyance 
μg/kg – micrograms per kilogram 
mg/kg – milligrams per kilogram 
NA – not applicable 
PAH – polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon 
PRG – preliminary remediation goal 
RI – remedial investigation 
SI – site investigation 
SVOC – semivolatile organic compound 
TtEMI – Tetra Tech EM Inc. 
U.S. EPA – United States Environmental Protection Agency
 

VOC – volatile organic compound 
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Table 5-2 


Chemicals in Monitoring Well Samples Exceeding MCLs or PRGs
 

Number Percent 
Reported Reported California 

Total Above Above Number Federal California Federal Tap Tap Water 
Number of Detection Detection Exceeding Minimuma Maximum MCL MCL Water PRGb PRGb 

Analyte Samples Limit Limit Criteria (μg/L) (μg/L) (μg/L) (μg/L) (μg/L) (μg/L) 

Fuel-Related VOCs 

benzene 136 35 26 18 0.1 48 5 1 0.35 —c 

methyl tert-butyl ether 126 41 33 8 0.29 38 — 13 11 — 
Halogenated VOCs 

chloroform 105 1 0.95 1 0.19 0.19 — — 0.17 0.53 
1,4-dichlorobenzene 91 9 9.9 6 0.2 1.6 75 5 0.5 — 
1,1-dichloroethane 108 67 62 18 0.2 19 — 5 810 2 
cis-1,2-dichloroethene 108 88 81 51 0.32 100 70 6 61 — 
trans-1,2-dichloroethene 101 58 57 7 0.2 19 100 10 120 — 
tetrachloroethene 107 31 29 31 0.2 40 5 5 0.1 — 
trichloroethene 108 65 60 65 0.2 26 5 5 0.028 1.4 
vinyl chloride 108 72 67 72 0.1 40 2 0.5 0.02 — 

SVOCs  –  PAHs  

benzo(a)pyrene 16 1 6.3 1 0.05 0.05 0.2 0.2 0.0092 — 
dibenz(a,h)anthracene 16 1 6.3 1 0.07 0.07 — — 0.0092 — 
naphthalene 103 1 0.97 1 0.33 0.33 — — 6.2 0.093 

Metals  

arsenicd 83 38 46 38 2.9 23.9 10 50 0.045 0.0071 
iron 83 57 69 3 53.3 17,700 — — 11,000 — 
thallium 83 1 1.2 1 5.6 5.6 2 2 2.4 — 

General Chemistry Parameters 

fluoride 42 29 69 2 210 2,800 4,000 2,000 2,200 — 
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Table 5-2 (continued) 

Notes: 


a minimum concentration reported above detection limit 


b U.S. EPA 2004 
c dash indicates that a criterion has not been developed for the analyte 
d the 95th percentile for arsenic in Alameda Point background groundwater is 20.72 μg/L (TtEMI 2004) 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 


µg/L – micrograms per liter 


MCL – maximum contaminant level 


PAH – polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon 


PRG – preliminary remediation goal 


SVOC – semivolatile organic compound 


TtEMI – Tetra Tech EM Inc. 


U.S. EPA – United States Environmental Protection Agency
 

VOC – volatile organic compound 
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Table 5-3 


Chemicals in Discrete Groundwater Samples Exceeding MCLs or PRGs 


Number Percent Federal 
Total Reported Reported Tap California 

Number Above Above Number Federal California Water Tap Water 
of Detection Detection Exceeding Minimuma Maximum MCL MCL PRGb PRGb 

Analyte Samples Limit Limit Criteria (μg/L) (μg/L) (μg/L) (μg/L) (μg/L) (μg/L) 

Fuel-Related VOCs 

benzene 72 15 21 13 0.26 2.2 5 1 0.35 —c 

1,2,4-trimethylbenzene 52 5 9.6 1 0.29 400 — — 12 — 
1,3,5-trimethylbenzene 52 1 1.9 1 120 120 — — 12 — 
xylenes, total 72 8 11 1 0.61 770 10,000 1,800 210 — 

Halogenated VOCs 

chloroform 57 2 3.5 2 9 12 — — 0.17 0.53 
1,4-dichlorobenzene 48 1 2.1 1 0.81 0.81 75 5 0.5 — 
1,1-dichloroethane 61 15 25 4 0.21 2.9 — 5 810 2 
cis-1,2-dichloroethene 52 30 58 11 0.21 230 70 6 61 — 

trans-1,2-dichloroethene 56 21 38 1 0.25 18 100 10 120 — 

tetrachloroethene 57 5 8.8 4 0.34 1.9 5 5 0.1 — 
trichloroethene 59 13 22 13 0.43 12 5 5 0.028 1.4 
vinyl chloride 57 22 39 22 0.25 200 2 0.5 0.02 — 

VOCs – Tentatively Identified Compounds  

2-butenal, (e)- 2 2 100 2 3.9 8.8 — — 0.0059 — 
SVOCs – PAHs 

naphthalene 48 3 6.3 2 0.41 25 — — 6.2 0.093 

Metals 

arsenic 4 1 25 1 3.6 3.6 10 50 0.045 0.0071 
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Table 5-3 (continued) 

Notes: 


a minimum concentration reported above detection limit 


b U.S. EPA 2004 
c dash indicates that a criterion has not been developed for the analyte 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 


μg/L – micrograms per liter 


MCL – maximum contaminant level 


PAH – polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon 


PRG – preliminary remediation goal 


SVOC – semivolatile organic compound 


U.S. EPA – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
VOC – volatile organic compound 
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Section 6 
CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE LAND AND 
RESOURCE USES 
This section discusses current and reasonably anticipated future land uses, and current 
and potential groundwater and surface water uses at IR Site 27.  This information was 
incorporated into the development of exposure scenarios for the HHRA. 

6.1 LAND USES 
IR Site 27 is an IR Program site at Alameda Point, which is under the jurisdiction of the 
Navy. The site is approximately 15.8 acres in size.  Most of IR Site 27 is paved or 
covered by buildings: Buildings 68 (a waterfront maintenance shop), 168 (a warehouse), 
555 (an electrical substation), and 601 (the former location of OWS 601) (Figure 1-3). 
Reportedly, historical activities within the western portion of IR Site 27 included ship 
docking, ship repair, and marine painting activities (IT 2001).  Building 601 was 
constructed in 1980 to house an OWS, which was later removed.  Historical activities in 
the eastern portion of IR Site 27 included materials storage and equipment and vehicle 
parking in open space areas; warehouse operations in Building 168; and waterfront 
services, including welding, in Building 68. Historically, the open space served as an 
aircraft parking area (IT 2001). 

Currently, Buildings 68 and 168 are used by tenants for operations similar to historical 
activities. Building 601 is used by tenants as a machine shop.  The fenced open space 
west of Building 168 is being used by the U.S. Department of Transportation for 
maintenance equipment and vehicle parking, chemical storage, and drum storage. 
Washdown area WD-166 with two OWS units is located at the southern margin of the 
site to the north of Building 166 (this building is not within the boundaries of IR Site 27). 

The City of Alameda, Alameda Point General Plan Amendment (City of Alameda 2003) 
has designated IR Site 27 as future marina and inner harbor areas (Figure 6-1).  Future 
land uses may include marina, civic, residential, recreational, light industrial, retail, and 
commercial uses. 

6.2 GROUNDWATER USES 
As described in Section 5.2, groundwater beneath IR Site 27 is designated as a potential 
drinking water source, but is not presently used as a drinking water source.  Drinking 
water is supplied to Alameda Point by the East Bay Municipal Utilities District.  The 
California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) currently classifies 
groundwater beneath Alameda Point as potentially suitable for municipal or domestic 
water supply, irrigation or agricultural supply, and industrial supply.  A determination of 
beneficial uses of groundwater for Alameda Point concluded that groundwater in the 
southeastern region of Alameda Point (including that which underlies IR Site 27) is a 
Class II aquifer (TtEMI 2000b).  The U.S. EPA’s Guidelines for Groundwater 
Classification under the EPA Groundwater Protection Strategy (U.S. EPA 1988a) defines 
a Class II aquifer as a current or potential source of drinking water and an aquifer that has 
other beneficial uses. 
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Section 6 Current and Potential Future Land and Resource Uses 

6.3 SURFACE WATER USES 
There are no naturally occurring streams, rivers, ponds, lakes, or other surface water 
bodies within the boundaries of IR Site 27. 

IR Site 27 borders Seaplane Lagoon, which is being investigated as part of IR Site 17 
(Figure 1-2).  Seaplane Lagoon is a partially enclosed lagoon that was constructed in the 
1930s by dredging a former tidal flat.  From the 1940s to 1975, industrial wastewater and 
storm water generated at the former NAS Alameda was discharged directly into a 
network of storm drains and carried, in part, into IR Site 17 (Seaplane Lagoon) through 
storm sewer outfalls.  During this period, approximately 300 million gallons of untreated 
industrial wastewater and storm water that reportedly contained heavy metals, solvents, 
paints, detergents, acids, caustics, mercury, oil and grease, and radium were discharged 
into Seaplane Lagoon. The outfalls located in the northeastern and northwestern areas of 
IR Site 17 were the primary migration pathways of contamination.  In 1975, the direct 
discharge of industrial wastewater through the storm sewer network was terminated, and 
since that time, a storm water pollution prevention program has been in place at Alameda 
Point to ensure that only surface runoff is carried into the lagoon (Battelle 2006). 

IR Site 17 is currently not used for human-related activities, except for limited boat use. 
The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment has issued an interim 
fishing advisory for all of San Francisco Bay and Delta Region (www.oehha.ca.gov/fish/ 
general/sfbaydelta.html).  This advisory was issued because of elevated concentrations of 
mercury, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other chemicals found in fish tissue 
throughout the bay. Signs are also posted around Seaplane Lagoon advising people not 
to eat fish collected there.  Although the proposed remedial action at IR Site 17 is 
expected to reduce bioaccumulation of contaminants from sediments within the lagoon, 
there are numerous other sources throughout the bay.  Therefore, the fish consumption 
advisory will likely remain in place until more of the sources have been addressed 
(Battelle 2006). 

Under the City of Alameda, Alameda Point General Plan Amendment (City of 
Alameda 2003), the proposed use of IR Site 17 includes development of a commercial 
marina.  The area surrounding the site has been proposed to be developed as a mixed-use, 
marina-related district consisting of marina housing, industrial park, recreational/commercial 
area, and marina waterfront (Battelle 2006). 

Based on the results of the RI and FS, the northeastern and northwestern areas of 
IR Site 17 were found to pose an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment. 
The Navy, together with the BCT, determined that these areas require remedial action. 
The selected remedy is dredging, dewatering, and upland disposal at a permitted off-site 
waste disposal facility of the contaminated sediments.  The selected remedy, including its 
compliance with federal and state requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and 
appropriate, is described in the Final ROD for IR Site 17 (Battelle 2006). 
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Section 7 
SUMMARY OF IR SITE 27 RISKS 
As part of the RI, an HHRA and an ERA were conducted for IR Site 27 using data 
collected during environmental investigations at the site.  The objective of the risk 
assessments was to estimate the risks to human and ecological receptors from exposure to 
chemicals in soil, groundwater, and soil gas at IR Site 27.  The risk assessments provide 
the basis for taking action and identifying the chemicals of concern (COCs) and exposure 
pathways that need to be addressed by the remedial action.  The HHRA was performed as 
a baseline risk assessment, and the ERA was performed as a screening-level risk 
assessment. 

A conceptual site model (CSM) (Figure 7-1) was used to support the risk assessments by 
identifying ways in which human or ecological receptors might come into contact with 
chemicals of interest in soil, groundwater, or soil gas at IR Site 27.  The residential, 
occupational, and construction exposure pathways were identified in the CSM and 
evaluated in the HHRA.  Based on the HHRA results, impacted groundwater at the site 
poses a potential risk to human health through residential exposure pathways that assume 
domestic use of on-site groundwater. However, soil at the site poses no unacceptable risk 
to human health or the environment based on current and reasonably anticipated future 
land uses (including residential use).  The CSM and the detailed approach and results of 
the risk assessments are presented in Section 6 and Appendix K of the RI Report 
(BEI 2005). 

The response action for groundwater selected in this ROD is necessary to protect the 
public health or welfare or the environment from actual or threatened further release of 
hazardous substances into the environment.  No action for soil is necessary to protect the 
public health or welfare or the environment. 

7.1 	 SUMMARY OF BASELINE HUMAN-HEALTH RISK 
ASSESSMENT 

The baseline HHRA conducted for IR Site 27 identified chemicals of potential concern 
(COPCs), evaluated exposure pathways, assessed toxicity, and characterized cancer and 
noncancer health risks based on conservative assumptions. Calculated risks were then 
compared with federally established risk ranges, and COCs were identified.  Details of the 
methods used to prepare the HHRA are provided in the RI Report (BEI 2005).  The 
baseline HHRA approach and results are discussed below. 

7.1.1 Identification of Chemicals of Potential Concern 
The methods used to identify COPCs and evaluate risk are consistent with guidelines 
published by the U.S. EPA in the Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund Part A 
(U.S. EPA 1989) and Part B (U.S. EPA 1991) and supporting documents and guidelines 
published by the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA 1996). 

All chemicals that were reported in at least one soil, groundwater, or soil gas sample 
collected during the RI and previous investigations were included as COPCs, except 
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calcium, magnesium, potassium, and sodium, which are known essential human 
nutrients. 

The HHRA included all RI soil gas, soil, and groundwater data; PAH soil data from the 
Transfer Parcel EDC-12 site inspection (SI); BGMP groundwater data from seven 
quarters of sampling; data for metals, PCBs, pesticides, and VOCs from the EBS; and 
data for VOCs and metals from the post-UST-removal follow-on investigations and the 
DGI. 

All validated and verified data from the RI, SI, BGMP, and previous investigations were 
used, except for the PAH data from the EBS and the field screening data from the EBS. 
The PAH soil data from the EBS were excluded from the baseline HHRA due to elevated 
detection limits, and the RI and SI PAH data were sufficient to characterize PAHs in soil 
at IR Site 27.  Unvalidated and unverified field screening data were also excluded from 
the HHRA because unvalidated and unverified data are not appropriate for quantitative 
calculations of risk. In summary, there were groundwater data from 14 wells and discrete 
groundwater samples from 24 locations.  There were soil gas data from samples from 
60 locations.  There were soil data from 32 samples for metals and 60 to 110 samples for 
the majority of the VOCs and SVOCs. 

Soil data were grouped by depth intervals. The first depth interval was from the ground 
surface to the water table (or from 0 to 7 feet bgs), for future residential and construction 
scenarios. The second depth interval was from the ground surface to 2 feet bgs, for the 
occupational scenario. 

Soil gas data were evaluated in two groups: 11 soil gas sampling locations were used to 
evaluate the current indoor air conditions in Building 168, and the complete set of soil 
gas sampling locations were combined to evaluate future conditions across the site. 

7.1.2 Exposure Assessment 
An exposure assessment identifies the populations at potential risk and the mechanisms 
by which members of those populations could be exposed to COPCs in each medium.  It 
is also a process by which the chemical concentrations at the point of exposure and the 
chemical doses are calculated. 

As recommended by the U.S. EPA, the 95th percent upper confidence limit (UCL) of the 
arithmetic mean of the average chemical concentration was used to represent the potential 
exposure point concentration (EPC) over a human lifetime.  The EPC was calculated for 
each COPC using the U.S. EPA software ProUCL, Version 2.3.  The 95th percent UCL of 
the arithmetic mean is defined as a value that, when calculated repeatedly for randomly 
drawn subsets of site data, equals or exceeds the true mean 95 percent of the time 
(U.S. EPA 1992).  The 95th percent UCL is a better predictor of actual chronic exposure 
conditions because it is based on the probability of long-term random contact with 
contaminated areas.  However, in areas where the 95th percent UCL exceeded the 
maximum chemical concentration, the maximum concentration was used as the EPC. 

The current use of IR Site 27 is characterized as light industrial.  The only occupied 
buildings are Buildings 68 (used for various waterfront services including welding 

page 7-2 Record of Decision – IR Site 27, Dock Zone 



 

 
 

  

 

 
  

 

 

 
 

December 2007 

Section 7  Summary of IR Site 27 Risks 

activities), 168 (used as a warehouse), and 601 (used as a machine shop); the open space 
is used for equipment storage.  The planned future use is a marina and an inner harbor, 
which are mixed-use areas that could include residential use as well as light industrial 
use. The potential receptors considered in the HHRA are residents, occupational 
workers, and construction workers. Future use of the site as a marina could also include 
some recreational use.  The residential exposure scenario is considered protective of 
recreational users because exposure by potential recreational users is expected to be less 
than that for potential residents. Table 7-1 summarizes the exposure scenarios for 
IR Site 27. 

Residential Exposure Scenario. Potential future residents are assumed to be exposed to 
COPCs in soil from the ground surface to the water table (or from 0 to 7 feet bgs).  The 
residential receptor was assumed to live on the site for 30 years.  It was also assumed that 
the individual would be generally exposed for 350 days per year for the entire 30-year 
duration. Routes of potential exposure associated with the residential exposure scenario 
included incidental soil ingestion, dermal contact with soil, inhalation of particulates 
from soil, inhalation of vapors from soil gas in indoor air, ingestion of groundwater, 
inhalation and dermal contact with groundwater while showering, and ingestion of 
produce grown in local soil. 

Occupational Exposure Scenario. Under the occupational exposure scenario, COPCs 
in the upper 2 feet of soil are considered to be accessible.  The occupational receptor was 
assumed to be generally exposed for 250 days per year for 25 years.  Routes of potential 
exposure associated with this scenario include incidental soil ingestion, dermal contact 
with soil, inhalation of particulates from soil, and inhalation of vapors from soil gas in 
indoor air. 

Construction Exposure Scenario. Under the construction exposure scenario, COPCs in 
soil from the ground surface to the water table (or from 0 to 7 feet bgs) are assumed to be 
available. The construction receptor was assumed to be generally exposed for 20 days 
per year for 7 years. Routes of potential exposure associated with this scenario include 
incidental soil ingestion, dermal contact with soil, inhalation of particulates from soil and 
vapors in outdoor air. 

7.1.3 Toxicity Assessment 
The toxicity assessment focuses on the toxicity of the COPCs.  The objective of the 
toxicity assessment is to assess the relationship between daily intake and the likelihood of 
adverse health effects. Toxicological effects fall into two categories: those that could 
potentially cause cancer (carcinogens) and those that cause other types of harmful health 
effects (noncarcinogens). 

The toxicity values used in the HHRA were obtained from the table of PRGs published 
by U.S. EPA Region 9 (U.S. EPA 2004) and confirmed by a review of the U.S. EPA 
Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) database (U.S. EPA 2003) and the U.S. EPA 
Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST) (U.S. EPA 1997).  The IRIS 
database and HEAST were also searched for toxicity criteria for chemicals not listed in 
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Section 7  Summary of IR Site 27 Risks 

the PRG table.  Toxicity values developed by California Environmental Protection 
Agency’s (Cal/EPA’s) Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) 
were also used in the HHRA (Cal/EPA 2002). 

IRIS is a U.S. EPA database containing verified toxicity values and up-to-date human
health toxicological and U.S. EPA regulatory information for most commonly used 
chemicals.  HEAST is a source of unverified provisional toxicity information that was 
used when toxicity information was not available from IRIS.  The IRIS database and 
HEAST were also searched for toxicity criteria not listed in the U.S. EPA Region 9 PRG 
table. Cancer and noncancer toxicity values for some chemicals are available from 
OEHHA. These values are sometimes identical to U.S. EPA values.  OEHHA toxicity 
values were used only in risk calculations based on DTSC assumptions. 

Exposures to lead in soil were evaluated using Cal/EPA’s Lead Risk Assessment 
Spreadsheet Version 7 (LeadSpread 7) to calculate a site-specific PRG for lead 
(Cal/EPA 1999).  Site-specific PRGs of 184 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) for lead in 
soil for the scenario including the ingestion of homegrown produce, and 322 mg/kg for 
lead in soil for the scenario without ingestion of homegrown produce, were calculated 
using local concentrations for lead in ambient air and in the municipal water supply. 
Modeling output and supporting input documentation were presented in the RI Report 
(BEI 2005). 

7.1.4 Risk Characterization 
The final step in the HHRA is the characterization of potential risks associated with 
exposure to detected chemicals.  Risk characterization combines the exposure and 
toxicity assessments to produce quantitative estimates of risk from COPCs.  Chemicals 
might present noncancer health effects in addition to cancer risks; therefore, the potential 
for both types of effects are evaluated.  Noncancer health hazards and cancer risks are 
characterized separately, as described below. 

The noncancer risk associated with exposure to a chemical is called the hazard quotient 
(HQ), which is the ratio of daily exposure to toxicity value.  An HQ value of 1 indicates 
that lifetime exposure has limited potential for causing an adverse effect in sensitive 
populations, and values of less than 1 can generally be considered acceptable.  The sum 
of chemical-specific HQs is called a hazard index (HI).  It is appropriate to add HQ 
values for different chemicals only if they affect the same target organ.  Adding HQ 
values into a single cumulative HI value across chemicals is a preliminary estimate of the 
highest possible noncancer risk. 

Excess lifetime cancer risks are probabilities generally expressed in scientific notation 
(for example, 1 × 10-6).  An excess lifetime cancer risk of 1 × 10-6 indicates that an 
individual’s probability of cancer incidence could increase by a factor of one in a million 
as a result of site-related exposure to a carcinogen over a 70-year lifetime under the 
specific exposure conditions at a site.  The exposure conditions that are reasonably 
expected to occur at the site are termed the “reasonable maximum exposure (RME).”  To 
assist with characterization of cancer risks, a federally established risk management range 
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was developed to protect human health and help risk managers determine if site risks 
were significant enough to warrant cleanup.  Guidelines for managing cancer risks are 
promulgated in the NCP (40 C.F.R. 300.430[e][2][i][A][2]). According to these 
regulations, action is generally warranted if an excess cancer risk is above 10-4, and site
specific factors are considered when making decisions about whether or not action is 
required to reduce risk if excess cancer risks are within the risk management range from 
10-6 to 10-4. 

Residential Scenario Cancer Risks.  For the future residential scenario, the total U.S. EPA 
RME cancer risk (including metals at background concentrations) is 1 × 10-3 (Table 7-2). 
This risk is above the risk management range (10-6 to 10-4). 

The total RME cancer risks by exposure pathway are summarized in Table 7-3.  The U.S. 
EPA RME cancer risks for the following two exposure pathways are within the upper end of 
the risk management range: 

• ingestion of groundwater (5 × 10-4) 

• dermal contact with groundwater while showering (8 × 10-4) 

The RME risk for direct contact with soil (ingestion, inhalation, and dermal contact) is 
10-5, and is considered protective of a future resident.  A recreational user could be 
exposed through these pathways but at a lower rate than assumed for a resident.  The 
majority of the risk is associated with background concentrations of arsenic (Appendix J 
of the RI Report [BEI 2005]). Without arsenic, the incremental risk is 10-6. 

Occupational and Construction Scenario Cancer Risks.  For the occupational scenario 
(sitewide), the total U.S. EPA RME cancer risk (including metals at concentrations below 
background) is 6 × 10-6 for all pathways (Table 7-2).  This risk is within the risk management 
range. 

For the current occupational scenario at Building 168, the total U.S. EPA RME cancer risk is 
5 × 10-6 (Table 7-2).  This risk is within the risk management range.  The RME cancer risks 
for inhalation of vapors in indoor air from COPCs in soil gas for both samples collected from 
the area immediately adjacent to Building 168 as well as those collected throughout the site 
are below 1 × 10-6 (Table 7-3). 

For the construction scenario, the total U.S. EPA RME cancer risk (including background) 
is 1 × 10-6 for all pathways (Table 7-2).  This risk is within the risk management range. 

Noncancer Hazards and Lead.  The RME HI value for the residential scenario is 11. 
The majority of the risk in soil is associated with arsenic.  However, arsenic 
concentrations in soil are within the Alameda Point background levels, based on 
statistical evaluations presented in Appendix J of the RI Report (BEI 2005). 

The RME HI value for occupational and construction scenarios is below the risk 
management level of 1. 

The EPCs of 11.4 mg/kg for the 0-to-7-foot depth interval are below the site-specific 
residential PRGs for lead in soil for children (184 mg/kg for a scenario including the 
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ingestion of homegrown produce and 322 mg/kg for a scenario without ingestion of 
homegrown produce). 

Identification of Chemicals of Concern. Cancer and noncancer COCs were identified 
for IR Site 27.  As discussed above, the cancer risks and noncancer hazard values for 
occupational and construction exposure scenarios are within the risk management range. 
The EPC for lead is well below the site-specific residential PRG. 

For hypothetical future residents at IR Site 27, the U.S. EPA RME cancer risks are within 
the upper end of the risk management range for two exposure pathways: ingestion of 
groundwater and dermal contact with groundwater while showering.  The majority of the 
risk in groundwater (greater than 90 percent) is associated with ingestion of arsenic and 
vinyl chloride and dermal contact with two PAHs.  Groundwater samples having arsenic 
concentrations exceeding the Alameda Point background 95th percentile were limited to 
samples collected from one monitoring well.  PAHs are limited in extent and only 
reported in 1 of 14 groundwater samples. The COCs in groundwater are vinyl chloride 
and other chlorinated VOCs. 

In soil, most of the risk for direct contact with soil (ingestion, inhalation, and dermal 
contact) was found to be associated with arsenic.  However, arsenic concentrations in soil 
are within the range of background levels.  The incremental cancer risks (described 
below) associated with direct contact with soil at IR Site 27 are at or below the minimal 
risk management level of 1 × 10-6 when arsenic, which is found at concentrations within 
background in soil, is subtracted from the total risk.  No COCs in soil were identified. 

The majority of the risk in groundwater (greater than 90 percent) is associated with arsenic, 
vinyl chloride, TCE (U.S. EPA only), PCE (Cal/EPA only), and two PAHs.  Groundwater 
samples with arsenic concentrations exceeding the Alameda Point background 95th percentile 
were limited to samples collected from one monitoring well.  PAHs are limited in extent and 
were only reported in 1 of 14 groundwater samples.  Therefore, the COCs in groundwater 
with cancer risks above 10-6 are chlorinated VOCs, including vinyl chloride, TCE (U.S. EPA 
only), and PCE (Cal/EPA only).  Arsenic is not considered a COC in groundwater.  Most 
sample concentrations ranged from 3 to 5 μg/L with only a few exceeding the arsenic 
MCL of 10 μg/L. Additionally, almost all samples were well below the background 
concentration of 20.72 μg/L and all were below the California MCL of 50 μg/L. This 
conclusion regarding arsenic in groundwater differs from that found in the Proposed Plan for 
IR Site 27 (DON 2006), based on further evaluation. 

Incremental Risk. Metals are natural components of the earth’s crust.  Some of the 
metals are carcinogenic, and some are systemic toxicants that have noncancer health 
effects; others, such as arsenic, pose both cancer and noncancer risks.  Metals can present 
risks at naturally occurring (background) concentrations.  Metals present at background 
concentrations are subtracted from total risk to estimate incremental risk for risk 
management decisions. 

For IR Site 27, a background comparison was conducted by statistically comparing the 
background data set for soil and groundwater with analytical results for metals in samples 

page 7-6 Record of Decision – IR Site 27, Dock Zone 



 

 
 

  

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

December 2007 

Section 7  Summary of IR Site 27 Risks 

representative of IR Site 27.  This comparison was used to identify metals in soil and 
groundwater detected at concentrations greater than background. 

Soil risks at IR Site 27 include risk from background arsenic concentrations.  Most of the 
risk was found to be associated with arsenic.  However, arsenic concentrations in soil are 
within the Alameda Point background concentrations. 

7.2 	 SUMMARY OF SCREENING-LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK 
ASSESSMENT 

A screening-level ERA was conducted to assess the potential impacts on ecological 
receptors from exposure to chemicals at IR Site 27.  Based on results of site 
investigations, exposure of ecological receptors through direct soil contact and the food 
chain as well as through groundwater releases to surface water were identified as 
completed exposure pathways. 

Chemicals of potential ecological concern (COPECs) for ecological receptors included all 
chemicals that were reported at concentrations above detection limits at least once.  As a 
conservative measure, concentrations of COPECs for aquatic receptors were estimated 
using maximum concentrations of COPECs in groundwater; these maximum 
concentrations were compared to California Toxics Rule (CTR) surface water criteria 
continuing concentrations.  Therefore, the ERA provided a protective overestimate of the 
actual risk of adverse ecological effects at IR Site 27. 

Based on sitewide groundwater chemical concentrations, there is low-to-negligible 
potential ecological risk from reported COPECs for aquatic receptors, even if 
groundwater were to enter Seaplane Lagoon at the maximum reported concentrations. 
The ERA identified a potential for VOCs to exceed the CTR screening values for human
health consumption of organisms if aquatic life organisms were to consume chemicals 
present in groundwater that reaches Seaplane Lagoon.  The VOCs at IR Site 27 likely 
represent a low potential ecological risk due to low hazard quotient, infrequent 
occurrence, concentrations below CTR surface water criteria for human-health 
consumption of organisms in shoreline wells, and nonpersistence in aquatic 
environments.  Therefore, the ERA concluded that, due to the low or negligible risk for 
aquatic life from reported COPECs, no further investigation or assessment of ecological 
risk for groundwater reaching surface water at IR Site 27 was recommended. 

Due to the absence of substantial terrestrial habitat at the site, the CSM overestimated the 
use of the site by potential ecological receptors.  Future use plans do not include 
substantial terrestrial habitat; therefore, the potential ecological risk from future site 
conditions was also likely overestimated.  Due to this overestimation of the potential 
ecological risk at the site and the unlikelihood of future development of terrestrial habitat 
at the site, no further investigation or assessment of ecological risk for soil at IR Site 27 
was recommended. 
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Table 7-1 

Exposure Scenarios for the Human-Health Risk Assessment 


Site 

EXPOSURE SCENARIO 

Proposed Future Land Use Residential* Occupational Construction 

IR Site 27 X X X Marina and inner harbor areas – marina, 
civic, residential, recreational, light 
industrial, retail, and commercial uses 

Note: 
*	 the residential exposure scenario is considered protective of recreational users 

because exposure by potential recreational users is expected to be less than 
that for residents 

Acronym/Abbreviation:  
IR – Installation Restoration (Program) 
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Table 7-2 

Reasonable Maximum Exposure  


Human-Health Risk Assessment Summary by Receptor 


Receptor 
U.S. EPA  

Cancer Risk 
Noncancer 

Hazard Index 

Resident 

Occupational Worker – Building 168 (current) 

Occupational Worker – Sitewide (future) 

Construction Worker 

1 × 10-3 

5 × 10-6 

6 × 10-6 

1 × 10-6 

11 

0.3 

0.3 

0.2 

Acronym/Abbreviation: 
U.S. EPA – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
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Table 7-3 

Reasonable Maximum Exposure  


Human-Health Risk Assessment Summary by Pathway
 

Exposure Scenario Pathway 
U.S. EPA  

Cancer Risk 
Noncancer 

Hazard Index 

RESIDENTIAL 
Ingestion of soil 

Dermal contact with soil 

Inhalation of particulates 

Inhalation of indoor air from soil gas (sitewide) 

Sitewide Soil and Air Contact Subtotal 

Ingestion of groundwater 

Dermal contact with groundwater while showering 

Inhalation of groundwater while showering 

Groundwater Subtotal 

Ingestion of homegrown produce 

SITEWIDE TOTAL 

OCCUPATIONAL 
Ingestion of soil 

Dermal contact with soil 

Inhalation of particulates 

Inhalation of indoor air from soil gas (sitewide) 

Inhalation of indoor air from soil gas (Building 168) 

SITEWIDE TOTAL 

BUILDING 168 TOTAL 

CONSTRUCTION 
Ingestion of soil 

Dermal contact with soil 

Inhalation of particulates 

Inhalation of outdoor air from soil gas (sitewide) 

SITEWIDE TOTAL 

9 × 10-6 

1 × 10-6 

9 × 10-8 

3 × 10-5 

4 × 10-5 

5 × 10-4 

8 × 10-4 

3 × 10-6 

1 × 10-3 

1 × 10-5 

1 × 10-3 

4 × 10-6 

1 × 10-6 

2 × 10-8 

6 × 10-7 

1 × 10-7 

6 × 10-6 

5 × 10-6 

1 × 10-7 

6 × 10-8 

3 × 10-7 

1 × 10-6 

1 × 10-6 

3 

0.09 

0.03 

0.3 

3 

7 

0.4 

0.4 

8 

0.2 

11 

0.3 

0.03 

0.004 

0.004 

0.0009 

0.3 

0.3 

0.05 

0.005 

0.1 

0.04 

0.2 

Acronym/Abbreviation: 
U.S. EPA – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
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Section 8 
REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 
The HHRA results did not identify unacceptable risks associated with the current land 
use of IR Site 27.  However, the HHRA concluded that there is a potential risk to human 
health from future residential use of groundwater at the site.  The remedial action 
objectives (RAOs) were developed to guide the development and evaluation of remedial 
alternatives for the impacted groundwater at the site.  RAOs are media-specific (soil, 
groundwater, or air) goals for protecting human health or the environment and include 
remediation goals (RGs) that are chemical concentration limits that provide a quantitative 
means of identifying areas for potential remedial action, screening the types of 
appropriate technologies, and assessing the potential of each remedial alternative to 
achieve the RAOs. 

The RAOs for groundwater were developed to protect human health.  The groundwater 
RAOs are as follows: 

•	 protect beneficial uses of groundwater underlying the site 

•	 protect beneficial uses of surface water adjacent to the site 

•	 protect human health by prohibiting domestic use of groundwater that has 
been impacted by COCs until the Navy and regulatory agencies concur that 
there is no longer an unacceptable risk from such exposure 

As described in Section 6.2, groundwater at IR Site 27 is designated as a potential drinking 
water source (TtEMI 2000b, U.S. EPA 1988a); however, it is not presently used as a 
drinking water source.  RGs for groundwater were developed based on drinking water 
criteria and take into consideration potential domestic use of groundwater.  As summarized 
in Table 8-1, the MCLs for VOCs were selected as the RGs.   

Based on the results of the HHRA, soil at IR Site 27 does not pose a threat to human 
health or the environment.  No remedial action is required for soil; therefore, no RAOs 
were developed for soil at the site. 

Based on the results of the screening-level ERA, no action was warranted for the 
protection of terrestrial ecological receptors and shoreline groundwater at the site does 
not pose a threat to aquatic ecological receptors.  No RAOs were developed for terrestrial 
and aquatic ecological receptors. 
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Table 8-1 

Remediation Goals for Groundwater at IR Site 27 


Chemical of Concern 
Remediation Goal 

(μg/L) 

1,1-dichloroethane 
cis-1,2-dichloroethene 
trans-1,2-dichloroethene 
tetrachloroethene 
trichloroethene 
vinyl chloride 

5a 

6a 

10a 

5b 

5b 

0.5a 

Notes: 
a based on California primary MCL 
b based on federal and California primary MCL 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
μg/L – micrograms per liter 
MCL – maximum contaminant level 
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Section 9 
DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES 
Remedial alternatives for IR Site 27 groundwater were developed in accordance with the 
requirements identified in CERCLA, as amended by SARA, and the NCP.  The following 
ten remedial alternatives were developed and presented in the FS Report for IR Site 27 
(BEI 2006): 

•	 Alternative 1 – No Action 

•	 Alternative 2 – ICs 

•	 Alternative 3 – MNA and ICs 

•	 Alternative 4A – In Situ Bioremediation (ISB) Source Area Treatment, MNA, 
and ICs 

•	 Alternative 4B – Sitewide ISB Treatment, MNA, and ICs 

•	 Alternative 5 – Air Sparging Source Area Treatment, MNA, and ICs 

•	 Alternative 6A – ISCO Source Area Treatment, MNA, and ICs 

•	 Alternative 6B – Sitewide ISCO Treatment and Groundwater Confirmation 
Sampling 

•	 Alternative 7 – Dynamic Circulation Source Area Treatment, MNA, and ICs 

•	 Alternative 8 – Zero-Valent Iron Source Area Treatment, MNA, and ICs 

Of the ten remedial alternatives considered, Alternatives 1, 3, 4A, 6A, 6B, and 7 were 
retained for detailed analysis.  Based on comments received from the regulatory agencies 
on the IR Site 27 Proposed Plan (Navy 2006), the title of Alternative 6B was changed to 
“Full-Scale ISCO Treatment and Groundwater Confirmation Sampling.”  Alternative 6B 
(with ICs) was selected as the preferred remedial alternative for groundwater at 
IR Site 27. 

The evaluation and screening processes that led to the development of the six retained 
remedial alternatives are documented in the FS Report (BEI 2006).  These remedial 
alternatives are described in the following sections. 

9.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 – NO ACTION 
For this alternative, no further action of any type would be implemented for groundwater. 
This alternative is included in accordance with the NCP, and serves as a baseline against 
which the other groundwater alternatives can be evaluated. 

9.2 ALTERNATIVE 3 – MNA AND ICs 
Alternative 3 would utilize MNA and ICs to address the entire 11-acre VOC-impacted 
groundwater plume.  This alternative relies on naturally occurring processes to continue 
to reduce contaminant levels in the plume at IR Site 27.  A long-term groundwater 
monitoring program, including periodic reviews, would be implemented to track the 
reduction in contaminant concentrations.  BIOCHLOR Natural Attenuation Decision 
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Section 9 Description of Remedial Alternatives 

Support System (BIOCHLOR) model simulations predicted that RGs would be achieved 
in 70 years for this alternative. 

ICs are legal and administrative mechanisms used to implement land use and access 
restrictions to limit the exposure of current and future landowner(s) and/or user(s) of the 
property to hazardous substances and to maintain the integrity of the remedial action until 
remediation is complete and RGs have been achieved.  Monitoring and inspections are 
conducted to ensure that the ICs are being followed.  ICs are further described in 
Section 12.2.3 of this ROD. 

9.3 	 ALTERNATIVE 4A – ISB SOURCE AREA TREATMENT, 
MNA, AND ICs 

Alternative 4A is similar to Alternative 3, but would additionally employ anaerobic ISB 
technology to accelerate VOC contaminant degradation in the two areas of higher VOC 
concentrations in the groundwater plume. It is assumed that Hydrogen Release 
Compound (HRC) technology would be injected in these two areas to accelerate 
biodegradation of VOCs. 

MNA for Alternative 4A would be similar to Alternative 3 except that the duration is 
assumed to be 60 years, based on BIOCHLOR model simulations.  ICs would be similar 
in scope to Alternative 3. 

9.4 	 ALTERNATIVE 6A – ISCO SOURCE AREA TREATMENT, 
MNA, AND ICs 

Alternative 6A would accelerate contaminant concentration reduction using ISCO to 
oxidize VOCs in groundwater in the two areas of higher VOC concentrations in the 
IR Site 27 plume.  The ISCO process would be employed to destroy contaminants in 
groundwater. Previous ISCO work at Alameda Point used Fenton-like chemistry.  This 
or similar chemical oxidizing reagents would be injected into groundwater to convert 
organic contaminants to water and carbon dioxide.  Several sequential injection events 
might be performed.  Specific reagents would be evaluated and identified in the remedial 
design stage. 

MNA for Alternative 6A would be similar to Alternative 3 except that the duration is 
assumed to be 45 years, based on BIOCHLOR model simulations.  ICs would be similar 
in scope to Alternative 3. 

9.5 	 ALTERNATIVE 6B – FULL-SCALE ISCO TREATMENT AND 
GROUNDWATER CONFIRMATION SAMPLING 

Alternative 6B would use ISCO to aggressively treat the entire 11-acre VOC-impacted 
groundwater plume to reduce VOC concentrations to achieve RGs.  It is assumed that 
Alternative 6B would employ the same chemical oxidation process as in Alternative 6A.  The 
process assumed for Alternative 6B would be employed across the entire plume.  Several 
sequential injection events might be performed.  If needed, subsequent hot spot injection 
events would also be performed. 

page 9-2	 Record of Decision – IR Site 27, Dock Zone 



 

 
 

 

  

 

 

December 2007 

Section 9 Description of Remedial Alternatives 

The assumed duration for Alternative 6B is 3 years.  This duration includes groundwater 
confirmation sampling to track the reduction in contaminant concentrations. 
Confirmation samples would also be analyzed for MNA parameters across the plume, 
including locations along or near the shoreline with Seaplane Lagoon. 

ICs would be put in place to prohibit groundwater extraction at the site.  These ICs would 
prohibit actions that would interfere with the remediation and confirmation sampling 
activities and would also prohibit residential and other sensitive land uses.  The ICs 
would remain in place to maintain the integrity of the remedial action until remediation is 
complete and RGs have been achieved.  Section 12.2.3 of this ROD provides additional 
information on ICs. 

9.6 	 ALTERNATIVE 7 – DYNAMIC CIRCULATION SOURCE 
AREA TREATMENT, MNA, AND ICs 

Alternative 7 uses an innovative source area treatment technology.  Dynamic Subsurface 
Circulation well technology utilizes in-well air sparging, in-well air stripping, and soil 
vapor extraction. This combination of technologies creates circulation of treated 
groundwater outward from the treatment well through capillary fringe soil and returning 
into the well for treatment.  It is assumed that ten 6-inch-diameter remediation wells and 
two remediation systems would be installed in the two areas of higher VOC 
concentrations in the IR Site 27 plume. 

MNA for Alternative 7 would be similar to Alternative 3 except that the duration is 
assumed to be 55 years, based on BIOCHLOR model simulations.  ICs would be similar 
in scope to Alternative 3. 
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Section 10 
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES 
This section summarizes results from the comparative analysis that was conducted to evaluate 
the relative performance of each remedial alternative in relation to the nine evaluation criteria 
outlined in CERCLA Section 121(b), as amended.  The purpose of the comparative analysis was 
to identify the relative advantages and disadvantages of each remedial alternative.  The 
evaluation criteria were based on requirements promulgated in the NCP.  As stated in the NCP 
(40 C.F.R. § 300.430[f]), the evaluation criteria are arranged in a hierarchical manner that is then 
used to select a remedy for the site based on the following categories: 

• Threshold criteria 

– Overall protection of human health and the environment 

– Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) 

• Primary balancing criteria 

– Long-term effectiveness and permanence 

– Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment 

– Short-term effectiveness 

– Implementability 

– Cost 

• Modifying criteria 

– State acceptance 

– Community acceptance 

Detailed discussions of the comparative analysis of the remedial alternatives for the nine 
evaluation criteria are presented in the FS Report (BEI 2006). 

10.1 OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE 
ENVIRONMENT 

Alternatives 3, 4A, 6A, 6B, and 7 meet the threshold criterion of overall protection of human 
health and the environment and provide a broad range of alternatives for consideration. 
Alternative 1 would not be fully protective of human health and the environment because plume 
stability would not be verified; therefore, Alternative 1 was not evaluated under the additional 
criteria. 

10.2 COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs 
Alternatives 3, 4A, 6A, 6B, and 7 meet the threshold criterion of compliance with ARARs. 

10.3 LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE 
Alternatives 4A, 6A, and 6B all rated high in long-term effectiveness and permanence.  These 
alternatives all could potentially shorten the IC time frame significantly and would result in 
permanent and long-term reductions in VOC concentrations. The ISB treatment of 
Alternative 4A is expected to take longer to reduce concentrations than the ISCO treatment of 
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Section 10 Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives 

Alternatives 6A and 6B.  Most of the contamination in the ISCO treatment areas would be 
removed within months of in situ chemical treatment. 

Alternative 7 received a rating of medium.  Although this source area treatment would be 
expected to reduce VOC concentrations within 1 year of implementation, it is a relatively less 
proven technology than Alternatives 4A, 6A, and 6B.  In addition, the treatment system 
associated with Alternative 7 would require a significant amount of operation and maintenance, 
which would not be required for Alternatives 4A, 6A, and 6B.  Alternative 3 also received a 
rating of medium because the assumed 70-year duration would require implementation of ICs for 
a longer time period than durations assumed for Alternatives 4A, 6A, and 7.  The assumed 
duration for Alternative 3 is also considerably longer than that assumed for Alternative 6B.  In 
addition, the effectiveness of ICs in Alternative 3 would depend on continued adherence during 
the assumed 70-year duration. 

Table 10-1 summarizes the results of the comparative analysis of the remedial alternatives for the 
long-term effectiveness and permanence criteria and other balancing criteria that was conducted 
during the FS. 

10.4 REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME 
THROUGH TREATMENT 

Alternative 6B rated highest in the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through full-scale 
active treatment.  Chemical reactions within the aquifer would permanently remove VOCs from 
groundwater within months, and VOCs such as DCE and vinyl chloride would be chemically 
destroyed. This alternative is also the only active treatment alternative that would treat the entire 
plume. 

Alternatives 4A, 6A, and 7 received medium rankings in reduction of toxicity, mobility, or 
volume.  These alternatives provide active treatment; however, they target a smaller mass of 
contaminants and smaller treatment areas.  The processes by which VOC concentrations are 
reduced differ among the three alternatives.  The ISCO process of Alternative 6A is expected to 
permanently destroy a significant mass of VOCs within months in the treatment areas. 
Alternative 4A should permanently degrade a significant mass of VOCs within the first 2 years 
under favorable conditions. Alternative 7 is expected to accomplish VOC reductions similar to 
Alternative 4A; however, Alternative 7 treatment would result in residual spent granular 
activated carbon that would need to be replaced and treated at an off-site carbon regeneration 
facility. 

Alternative 3 rated lowest in reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment. 
Although MNA provides a monitoring program for the natural attenuation under Alternative 3, 
no active treatment is provided. 

10.5 SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS 
Alternative 3 received a rating of high in short-term effectiveness because it would have no 
short-term risks to the community and low impacts to workers, and because protection provided 
by ICs can be implemented readily.  Alternatives 4A, 6A, and 6B received a rating of medium in 
short-term effectiveness.  Alternative 4A has a slight risk to the community and workers due to 
the invasive work and injection of ISB product, and has a moderate time frame of approximately 
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2 years until concentrations are reduced significantly.  Alternatives 6A and 6B (ISCO 
alternatives) have a very short reaction time and therefore concentrations would be reduced 
within a very short time frame.  However, the risks to the community and workers from the 
process chemicals, while manageable, are higher than short-term risks associated with 
Alternative 4A. Transporting the process chemicals used for ISCO to the site would pose some 
short-term risks to the community, and the use of the chemicals in the ISCO process would pose 
some hazards to workers during implementation. 

Alternative 7 received a rating of low in short-term effectiveness.  Installation of the 
10 remediation wells and two associated treatment system compounds would require the most 
invasive work of any alternative. Approximately 600 linear feet of trenching across paved areas 
of the site would be required. Air emissions associated with operation of the two remediation 
systems could pose some short-term risks to the community and hazards to site workers. 

10.6 IMPLEMENTABILITY 
The best alternatives from an implementability perspective are Alternatives 3, 4A, and 6A, which 
all scored high in implementability.  Alternative 3 is easy to implement and has a means by 
which to monitor the effectiveness of natural attenuation processes.  Alternatives 4A and 6A are 
both readily implemented with no anticipated difficulties regarding technical feasibility, 
reliability, or scheduling.  Both the ISB and ISCO injection processes would be completed using 
conventional direct-push drilling equipment.  ISCO has been implemented successfully at 
IR Sites 9 and 16 in Alameda Point.  In addition, Alternatives 4A and 6A focus on the two 
treatment areas of the IR Site 27 VOC plume; therefore, they would be implemented on a smaller 
scale than Alternative 6B. 

Alternative 7 rated medium in implementability.  It would require extensive invasive work 
during installation of the 10 remediation wells and two treatment system compounds.  However, 
the technologies required to construct the remediation systems for Alternative 7 (trenching, 
excavation, concrete forming, etc.) are readily available and technically feasible.  The 
remediation wells may need to extend above grade, potentially causing traffic and well security 
concerns. 

Alternative 6B rated low in implementability.  This alternative assumes full-scale ISCO 
injections in approximately 570 locations throughout the IR Site 27 plume.  This high number of 
injection locations reduces the technical feasibility of the alternative. 

10.7 COST 
For the cost criterion, a high ranking signifies lower comparative costs, and a low ranking 
signifies higher comparative costs.  Alternatives 3 and 6A rated medium in cost.  Alternatives 4A, 
6B, and 7 rated low in cost. The estimated costs for the five retained active remedial alternatives 
are summarized in Table 10-2. 

10.8 STATE ACCEPTANCE 
The State of California concurred with the Navy’s selected remedial alternative (Alternative 6B). 
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10.9 COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE 
The RAB selected Alternative 6B as the preferred remedial alternative for IR Site 27 during the 
December 1, 2005 RAB meeting.  The IR Site 27 Proposed Plan (Navy 2006) was presented to the 
community on November 20, 2006, and discussed in a public meeting on December 12, 2006.  The 
responsiveness summary portion of this ROD (Attachment C) addresses the public’s comments 
and concerns about the selected remedy for IR Site 27.  No verbal comments were received during 
the public meeting. Written comments are included in Attachment C.  The comments received 
expressed general community acceptance with the Navy’s selected remedial alternative 
(Alternative 6B). 
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Table 10-1 


Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives Using Balancing Criteria 


Alternative Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 
Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or 

Volume Through Treatment Short-Term Effectiveness Implementability Cost* 

Parameters considered: Parameters considered: Parameters considered: Parameters considered: Parameters considered: 
• residual risk at completion • treatment processes •  short-term risks to community • technical feasibility • net present value 
• long-term management of remaining contaminants • amount of hazardous material •  impacts on workers • operational reliability • relative capital costs 
• reliability of ECs/ICs • degree of reduction in toxicity, •  environmental impacts • future alternative remedial options • O&M costs 
• need to replace components mobility, or volume • time until protection is achieved • ability to monitor effectiveness 
• continuing repair/maintenance needs • degree of irreversibility • ability to obtain governmental approvals 

•  treatment residuals • availability of services and materials 

Alternative 3 – 
MNA and ICs 

Medium 
The assumed duration for ICs and the MNA program for this 
alternative (70 years) is longer than that assumed for Alternatives 4A, 
6A, and 7, and would require a longer period of well 
maintenance/repair and management of ICs.  The long-term 
effectiveness of ICs would depend on continued adherence. 

Low 
Contaminant levels are reduced via natural 
attenuation processes.  No active treatment 
is conducted under this alternative. 

High 
There are no short-term risks associated with this 
alternative.  The time to achieve protection is short because 
ICs can be implemented readily. Risks to the community 
should be minimal.  Risks to workers during groundwater 
sampling would be mitigated with adherence to a health and 
safety plan. 

High 
ICs are easy to implement.  Groundwater sampling 
technology is proven.  Monitoring results would track 
progress of MNA. 

Medium 
Comparative present value costs 
associated with this alternative are 
lower than Alternatives 4A, 6A, 6B, 
and 7. 

Alternative 4A – 
ISB source area 
treatment, MNA, 
and ICs 

High 
ISB treatment is expected to reduce source area concentrations faster 
than passive alternatives.  The assumed duration for ICs for this 
alternative (approximately 60 years) is longer than that assumed for 
Alternative 6A, and would require a longer period of well 
maintenance/repair and management of ICs. 

Medium 
The ISB process should permanently 
destroy a significant mass of VOCs within 
the first 2 years under favorable 
conditions, resulting in innocuous end 
products. However, the plume is treated 
less aggressively than for Alternatives 6A 
and 6B. 

Medium 
The ISB product would need to be transported to the site.  
However, implementation of this alternative is not likely to 
have adverse impacts on site workers, the surrounding 
community, or the environment.  Source area treatment 
under this alternative would reduce VOC concentrations 
within approximately 2 years. 

High 
ISB product injection is easy to implement at Alameda 
Point.  Equipment for HRC injection is readily available. 
This alternative is more complex to implement than 
Alternative 3 due to design of an in situ treatment process, 
but soil types are generally uniform (primarily sands) in 
the treatment areas, so no difficulties are anticipated with 
implementation of this alternative. 

Low 
Comparative present value costs 
associated with this alternative are 
comparable to Alternative 6B and 7. 
High present value cost compared to 
Alternatives 3 and 6A. 

Alternative 6A – 
ISCO source area 
treatment, MNA, 
and ICs 

High 
ISCO treatment is expected to reduce source area concentrations faster 
than Alternatives 3 and 4A.  The assumed duration for ICs for this 
alternative (approximately 45 years) is shorter than that assumed for 
Alternatives 3 and 4A. 

Medium 
The chemical oxidation process should 
permanently destroy a significant mass of 
VOCs within months in the treatment area, 
resulting in innocuous end products. 
However, less of the plume is aggressively 
treated than for Alternative 6B. 

Medium 
ISCO would destroy the VOCs in the treatment areas more 
quickly with this alternative than Alternatives 3, 4A, or 7. 
However, the ISCO process poses some risks to site 
workers and the community. Approximately one truck per 
day of ISCO reagent would need to be delivered to the site 
during treatment. 

High 
ISCO was recently implemented successfully at IR Sites 9 
(adjacent to IR Site 27) and 16. No difficulties are 
anticipated with implementation of this alternative.  This 
alternative is judged to be similar in implementability to 
Alternative 4A. 

Medium 
Cost is comparable to Alternative 3; 
however, comparative cost is lower 
than Alternatives 4A, 6B, and 7. 

Alternative 6B – 
full-scale ISCO 
treatment and 
groundwater 
confirmation 
sampling 

High 
Most or all of the contamination would be eliminated within months; 
therefore, only a limited time frame (assumed total duration of 3 years) 
would be necessary for groundwater confirmation sampling to confirm 
that RGs have been reached. 

High 
This full-scale chemical oxidation 
alternative should permanently destroy 
virtually all of the VOCs in groundwater 
within months, resulting in innocuous end 
products. 

Medium 
ISCO would destroy most or all of the VOCs across the 
entire plume within months. However, the ISCO process 
poses some risks to site workers and the community.  
Approximately one truck per day of ISCO reagent would 
need to be delivered to the site during treatment. 

Low 
This alternative is considered the least implementable due 
to the assumed number of injection points (570) required 
for full-scale ISCO treatment. 

Low 
High present value cost compared to 
Alternatives 3 and 6A. Cost is 
comparable to Alternatives 4A and 7. 

Alternative 7 – 
dynamic circulation 
source area 
treatment, MNA, 
and ICs 

Medium 
This source area treatment alternative would be expected to reduce 
VOC concentrations in the source area within a year after 
implementation, but is relatively less proven than ISB and ISCO 
treatments.  The assumed duration for ICs for this alternative 
(approximately 55 years) is shorter than that assumed for Alternatives 3 
and 4A and would require a shorter period of well maintenance/repair 
and management of ICs. 

Medium 
This alternative would accomplish VOC 
reductions similar to Alternative 4A.  
VOCs would be removed by SVE and 
carbon adsorption and destroyed at a 
carbon regeneration facility. 

Low 
This alternative requires installation of 10 new remediation 
wells, two treatment compounds, and approximately 600 
linear feet of trenching across paved areas of the site. Air 
emissions associated with operation of remediation systems 
could pose some risk to the community.   

Medium 
Technologies required to implement this alternative (well 
installation, trenching, and remediation system 
construction) are readily available.  Remediation wells 
may need to extend above grade, potentially causing traffic 
and well security concerns. The proprietary well design is 
available only from one vendor. 

Low 
Highest comparative present value 
cost compared to other source area 
treatment alternatives. 

Note: 
* a low ranking under the cost criterion means present value costs are comparatively higher, and a high ranking means present value costs are comparatively lower 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
EC – engineering control ISB – in situ bioremediation RG – remediation goal 
HRC – Hydrogen Release Compound ISCO – in situ chemical oxidation SVE – soil vapor extraction 
IC – institutional control MNA – monitored natural attenuation VOC – volatile organic compound 
IR – Installation Restoration (Program) O&M – operation and maintenance 
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Table 10-2 

Summary of Cost Estimates for IR Site 27 Remedial Alternatives 


Alternative 
Duration of 
Alternative 

Remedial 
Design 
Cost 

Capital 
Cost 

O&M 
Cost 

Total  
Cost 

Net 
Present 
Value* 

Alternative 3 – MNA and 
ICs 

70 years $152,000 $0 $2,144,000 $2,755,000 $1,407,000 

Alternative 4A – ISB 
source area treatment, 
MNA, and ICs 

60 years $172,000 $210,000 $2,140,000 $3,026,000 $1,962,000 

Alternative 6A – ISCO 
source area treatment, 
MNA, and ICs 

45 years $172,000 $289,000 $1,390,000 $2,221,000 $1,532,000 

Alternative 6B – full-scale 
ISCO treatment and 
groundwater confirmation 
sampling 

3 years $200,000 $1,247,000 $294,000 $2,089,000 $2,050,000 

Alternative 7 – dynamic 
circulation source area 
treatment, MNA, and ICs 

55 years $272,000 $356,000 $1,902,000 $3,036,000 $2,082,000 

Note: 
* 	 discount rate of 3.1 percent per year was used to calculate net present value; does not include  

3-year post-remediation groundwater monitoring 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
IC – institutional control 
IR – Installation Restoration (Program) 
ISB – in situ bioremediation 
ISCO – in situ chemical oxidation 
MNA – monitored natural attenuation 
O&M – operation and maintenance 
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Section 11 
PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTES 
Principal threat wastes are source materials considered to be highly toxic, highly mobile, 
or those that would present a significant risk to human health or the environment should 
exposure occur. VOCs in groundwater at IR Site 27 are not considered principal threat 
wastes. 
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Section 12 
SELECTED REMEDY 
Based on the RI Report (BEI 2005), FS Report (BEI 2006), information provided in the 
administrative record (Attachment A), and evaluation of all comments on the Proposed 
Plan (Navy 2006) submitted by interested parties during the public comment period, the 
Navy has selected no action for soil and Alternative 6B with ICs as the remedy for 
groundwater at the site. The selected remedy includes the following components: 

•	 ISCO 

•	 Groundwater confirmation sampling and sampling and analysis for MNA 
parameters 

•	 ICs 

The rationale, description, estimated costs, expected outcome, and performance 
objectives for the selected remedy are presented below. 

12.1 SUMMARY OF THE RATIONALE FOR THE SELECTED 
REMEDY 

The Navy, together with the BCT, has determined that soil at IR Site 27 does not pose an 
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment.  Accordingly, no action is 
necessary for soil at the site. 

Groundwater near the shoreline at IR Site 27 was found not to pose a risk to ecological 
receptors. Concentrations of VOCs in shoreline groundwater have attenuated to 
concentrations that approach or meet drinking water standards and meet all surface water 
criteria. However, the Navy has determined that groundwater at the site does pose a 
potential risk to human health from future residential use of groundwater at the site. 
Accordingly, remedial action is appropriate for groundwater at the site. 

Alternative 6B with ICs was selected as the preferred remedy for groundwater at 
IR Site 27, in spite of its lower implementability, because it protects human health and 
the environment; complies with the ARARs; is effective over the long term and is a 
permanent solution; effectively reduces the toxicity, mobility, or volume of VOCs in 
groundwater through treatment; has the shortest duration for accomplishing the RGs 
(assumed duration of 3 years); and has the lowest total cost.  The selected remedy 
addresses the groundwater plume at the site by applying ISCO treatment to reduce 
contaminant concentrations in groundwater to achieve the RGs. 

During the RI, the following data gaps were identified at IR Site 27: no groundwater 
sampling has been conducted in and adjacent to a washdown area (WD-166 and related 
OWS) and no soil sampling for PCBs has been conducted at Building 555 (an electric 
substation). The data gap sampling will be addressed during the remedial design phase. 

12.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY 
The Navy has selected no action for soil and Alternative 6B with ICs as the remedy for 
groundwater. The following components of Alternative 6B with ICs are further 
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discussed below: ISCO, groundwater confirmation sampling, and ICs.  Note that 
assumptions concerning the conceptual design of the remedy were made in order to 
develop cost estimates for comparison purposes. Actual detailed design considerations 
such as the total number of injection points, spacing, types of chemical reagents, and 
dosage rates would be determined during the detailed remedial design stage. 

12.2.1 In Situ Chemical Oxidation 
ISCO would be used to aggressively treat the groundwater plume (Figure 12-1) to reduce 
VOC concentrations.  This alternative would employ a chemical oxidation process to 
convert organic contaminants to water and carbon dioxide.  Previous ISCO work at 
Alameda Point has utilized Fenton-like chemistry, which is based on a dilute 12-percent 
stabilized hydrogen peroxide and a chelated iron catalyst (a mixture of a surfactant 
[similar to soap] and dissolved ferrous sulfate).  This or similar oxidizing reagents would 
be used to convert organic contaminants to water and carbon dioxide. 

For Alternative 6B with ICs, a 15-foot radius of influence at each ISCO injection location 
was assumed for costing purposes; therefore, Alternative 6B with ICs would employ an 
estimated 570 injection points.  The assumed dose rate for ISCO was about 300 gallons 
per injection point to cover the area exhibiting chemical concentrations above applicable 
RGs. Measures to minimize possible plume migration during injection would be 
developed in the remedial design stage.  The injections would be performed using direct
push drilling technology, and applied via gravity through temporary injection screens.  It 
was assumed that the injections would focus on a 10-foot-thick treatment zone for ISCO. 
Performance of the process would be evaluated through groundwater confirmation 
sampling and analysis, and data evaluation.  Several sequential injections and additional 
hot spot injection events were assumed to be conducted as necessary.  During the 
remedial design stage, ISCO design parameters such as reagent dose rate and specific 
injection points would be finalized. Pilot-scale testing might also be conducted during 
the remedial design stage to assess effectiveness of different reagents, injection point 
spacing, and other design parameters for ISCO remediation.   

12.2.2 Groundwater Confirmation Sampling Program 
Groundwater confirmation sampling under Alternative 6B was assumed to be conducted 
for a total of 3 years (including the duration of the ISCO treatment).  The 3-year 
monitoring period was assumed to be sufficient to document post-treatment VOC 
concentrations in groundwater and that RGs are met.  The monitoring program was also 
assumed to utilize existing groundwater monitoring wells. 

Groundwater sampling and analysis for MNA parameters are included in Alternative 6B 
over its expected duration. MNA parameters would be measured across the plume, 
including the shoreline portion, and may be employed where the groundwater 
concentrations approach the RGs, as illustrated on Figure 12-2.  The remedial design will 
define the performance goals for MNA. 

It was assumed that groundwater from existing monitoring wells would be sampled on 
the following schedule. 
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•	 After ISCO treatment, groundwater confirmation sampling would be 
conducted every 2 months for 6 months.  Both laboratory and field analyses 
would be conducted.  Ferrous iron, conductivity, temperature, pH, oxidation
reduction potential, and dissolved oxygen would be measured using hand
held equipment.  It was assumed that an off-site laboratory would analyze 
groundwater samples for VOCs, dissolved metals, and MNA parameters 
(dissolved gases, alkalinity, major anions, major cations, total organic 
carbon, and total dissolved solids). 

•	 Monitoring from month 7 through year 2 would include quarterly monitoring 
events for VOCs, dissolved metals, and MNA parameters. 

•	 Monitoring in year 3 would consist of one annual monitoring event at the end 
of year 3. 

Annual monitoring reports would be prepared and submitted to the regulatory agencies 
for review. 

Provided that the first year of postinjection groundwater confirmation sampling analytical 
results shows effective treatment, the Navy assumes that the U.S. EPA will provide an 
operating properly and successfully determination at that time. 

12.2.3 Institutional Controls 
ICs are legal and administrative mechanisms used to implement land-use and access 
restrictions to limit the exposure of current and future landowners or users of the property 
to hazardous substances and to maintain the integrity of the remedial action until 
remediation is complete and RGs have been achieved.  Monitoring and inspections of the 
ICs are conducted to assure that the ICs are being implemented and are protective of 
human health and the environment as provided in the “Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) between the United States Department of the Navy and the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control” (Navy and DTSC 2000) (this document is 
described as the “Navy/DTSC MOA”). 

The Navy has determined that it will rely on proprietary controls in the form of lease 
restrictions contained in the “Lease in Furtherance of Conveyance (LIFOC) between the 
United States of America and the Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment Authority for the 
Former Naval Air Station Alameda” (Navy and ARRA 2001).  If the property is transferred 
to a nonfederal entity, restrictive covenants will be included in a “Covenant to Restrict Use 
of Property” entered into by the Navy and DTSC and in quitclaim deed(s) as provided in 
the Navy/DTSC MOA (Navy and DTSC 2000) and consistent with the substantive 
provisions of Title (tit.) 22 California Code of Regulations (Cal. Code Regs.)  Section 
67391.1. 

More specifically, the land-use restrictions contained in the LIFOC will serve as ICs 
between the time the ROD is signed and the date when the Navy transfers the property. 
Through the LIFOC, the Navy will maintain conditions at IR Site 27 that are no less 
restrictive than the IC objectives and associated land-use restrictions for the remedial 
alternative chosen. The LIFOC contains provisions that the Navy can use to prevent: 
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Section 12 Selected Remedy 

•	 changes in land use by requiring the lessee and sublessees to obtain written 
consent from the Navy before excavation, construction, alteration, or repairs 
of leased property can begin (Section 8.1 of the LIFOC); 

•	 the lessee from conducting operations that interfere with environmental 
restoration by the Navy, the U.S. EPA, state regulators, or their contractors, 
by requiring written approval for any work by lessee or sublessee in 
proximity to the site (Section 11 of the LIFOC); and 

•	 the lessee or sublessee from any excavation, digging, drilling, or other 
disturbance of the subsurface without written approval of the Navy 
(Section 13.11 of the LIFOC). 

When the property is transferred, IC objectives to be achieved through land-use 
restrictions for this site will be incorporated into the following legal mechanisms. 

1.	 If the property is transferred, restrictive covenants would be included in one 
or more quitclaim deeds from the Navy to the property recipient. 

2.	 Restrictive covenants included in a Covenant to Restrict Use of Property1 

entered into by the Navy and DTSC, as provided in the MOA (Navy and 
DTSC 2000) and consistent with the substantive provisions of Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 22, § 67391. 

The Covenant to Restrict Use of Property would incorporate the ICs into environmental 
restrictive covenants that run with the land and that are enforceable by DTSC and the 
Navy against future transferees.  The quitclaim deeds would include the identical ICs in 
environmental restrictive covenants that run with the land and that would be enforceable 
by the Navy against future transferees. 

ICs would be applied to the property and included in findings of suitability to transfer, 
findings of suitability for early transfer, the Covenant to Restrict Use of Property between the 
Navy and DTSC, and any quitclaim deeds conveying real property containing IR Site 27, 
as necessary. 

The IC objectives listed below would be achieved through land-use restrictions for 
IR Site 27. 

•	 The IR Site 27 area subject to ICs shall not be used for any of the following 
purposes unless otherwise approved by the Navy and FFA signatories or until 
RGs have been achieved: 

a.	 a residence, including any mobile home or factory built housing, constructed or 
installed for use as residential human habitation 

b.	 a hospital for humans  

c.	 a school for persons under 21 years of age  

See “Memorandum of Agreement between the United States Department of the Navy and the California Department 
of Toxic Substances Control, Use of Model ‘Covenant to Restrict Use of Property’ at Installations Being Closed and 
Transferred by the United States Department of the Navy,” dated March 10, 2000. 
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d.	 a day care facility for children 
e.	 any permanently occupied human habitation other than those used for 

commercial or industrial purposes 

•	 Prohibit the installation of new groundwater wells of any type without prior 
review and written approval from the Navy, U.S. EPA, DTSC, and Water 
Board until RGs have been achieved. 

•	 Prohibit the domestic use of groundwater until RGs have been achieved. 

•	 Prohibit the alteration, disturbance, or removal of groundwater monitoring 
wells, groundwater extraction wells, treatment facilities, and associated 
equipment without prior review and written approval from the Navy, 
U.S. EPA, DTSC, and Water Board. 

•	 Prohibit the removal of or damage to security features (such as locks on 
monitoring wells, survey monuments, signs or monitoring equipment, and 
associated pipelines and appurtenances) without prior written approval by the 
Navy. 

If the property is transferred to a federal department or agency, the IC objectives set forth 
above will be incorporated into a MOA or similar agreement. 

ICs will remain in place until the following RGs have been achieved (anticipated to be 
approximately 3 years from the date of commencement of the selected remedial action): 

•	 1,1-DCA: 5 µg/L 

•	 cis-1,2-DCE: 6 µg/L 

•	 trans-1,2-DCE: 10 µg/L 

•	 PCE: 5 µg/L 

•	 TCE: 5 µg/L 

•	 vinyl chloride:  0.5 µg/L 

The Navy and FFA signatories and their authorized agents, employees, contractors, and 
subcontractors will have the right to enter upon IR Site 27 and Alameda Point to conduct 
investigations, tests, or surveys; inspect field activities; or construct, operate, and maintain 
any remedial action as required or necessary under the cleanup program, including but not 
limited to monitoring wells, pumping wells, treatment facilities, and landfill cap/containment 
systems.  These access restrictions will be included in the deed and covenant. 

The Navy shall address IC implementation and maintenance actions, including periodic 
inspections, in the preliminary and final remedial design reports to be developed and 
submitted to the FFA signatories for review pursuant to the FFA (see “Navy Principles and 
Procedures for Specifying, Monitoring and Enforcement of Land Use Controls and Other 
Post-ROD Actions,” attached to the DOD Memorandum entitled “Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act [CERCLA] Record of Decision 
[ROD] and Post-ROD Policy” [DOD 2004]).  The preliminary and final remedial design 
reports are primary documents as provided in Section 10.3 of the FFA. 
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The preliminary and final remedial design reports will include a section describing IC 
implementation actions including: 

•	 requirements for CERCLA 5-year remedy review; 

•	 frequency and requirements for periodic monitoring or visual inspections; 

•	 reporting for monitoring and inspections; 

•	 notification procedures to the regulatory agencies for planned property 
conveyance, changes, and/or corrective action required for the remedy; 

•	 development of wording for land-use restrictions and parties to be provided 
copies of the deed language once executed; 

•	 identification of responsibilities for the Navy, U.S. EPA, DTSC, Water 
Board, other government agencies, and the new property owner for 
implementing , monitoring, reporting, and enforcing ICs; 

•	 a list of ICs with the expected duration; and 

•	 maps identifying where ICs are to be implemented. 

The Navy will be responsible for implementing, maintaining, inspecting, reporting, and 
enforcing the ICs described in the ROD in accordance with the approved remedial design 
reports. Although the Navy may later transfer these procedural responsibilities to another 
party by contract, property transfer agreement, or other means, the Navy shall retain 
ultimate responsibility for remedy integrity.  Should any of the ICs fail, the Navy shall 
ensure that appropriate actions are taken to reestablish protectiveness of the remedy and 
may initiate legal action to either compel action by a third party(ies) and/or recover the 
Navy’s costs for mitigating any discovered IC violation(s). 

12.3 ESTIMATED COSTS 
No costs are associated with no action for soil and Alternative 6B is estimated to cost 
approximately $2,089,000, with a present value cost of $2,050,000 (Table 12-1) based on 
2005 dollars. This cost estimate includes capital costs and operation and maintenance 
costs. The information in Table 12-1 is based on the anticipated scope of the remedial 
alternative, as documented in the FS Report (BEI 2006).  Changes in the cost elements 
are likely as a result of new information and data collected during the remedial design 
phase. Major changes to this cost estimate may be documented in the form of a 
memorandum in the administrative record file, an Explanation of Significant Differences, 
or a ROD amendment (U.S. EPA 1999c).  The order-of-magnitude engineering cost 
estimate is expected to be within +50 to -30 percent of the actual project costs for the 
remedial design and remedial action phases of site cleanup (U.S. EPA 1988c). 

12.4 EXPECTED OUTCOMES OF THE SELECTED REMEDY 
It is expected that the selected remedy would permanently treat VOC-affected 
groundwater at IR Site 27 within 3 years.  Groundwater confirmation sampling during 
and after ISCO treatment would be used to assess treatment effectiveness.  The expected 
outcome of the selected remedy is the restoration of the shallow groundwater quality at 
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the site to levels that no longer pose a threat to human health, thereby allowing for the 
transfer of the site to the City of Alameda for redevelopment. 

The remedy selected for IR Site 27 involves a treatment train composed of two 
components (ISCO and groundwater confirmation sampling) that will be implemented 
sequentially and supplemented by ICs.  Figure 12-2 illustrates the decision logic for 
implementing the selected remedy.  The treatment system will be operated and optimized 
as necessary to meet performance objectives that will be based on the RAOs and RGs 
presented in this ROD.  In addition, the performance objectives will include detailed 
criteria (to be developed during the remedial design) to allow for periodic evaluations of 
each treatment system and to determine whether the system is operating effectively or 
whether to discontinue operation of the system.  The Navy will periodically report the 
results of the system evaluation to the regulatory agencies during implementation of the 
selected remedial alternative. 

The performance objectives for the selected remedy include the following: 

•	 Mass reduction of each COC – Reductions in the mass of the COCs in the 
aquifer will be estimated based on the concentrations of the COCs in the 
performance monitoring data.  The data will be compared with the predicted 
mass of the COCs in the aquifer when the RGs have been achieved.  In 
addition, fate and transport modeling may be used to evaluate the threat to 
human health. 

•	 Asymptotic mass removal – The continued efficiency of operating any 
active remedial component of the selected remedy will be evaluated to 
determine if removal rates are approaching an asymptote.  Asymptotic 
conditions occur when the slope of the cumulative mass removed curve 
approaches zero over time.  In addition, rebound of COC concentrations will 
be evaluated during shutdowns. 

•	 Cost-effectiveness – The operation of any phase of active remediation will 
continue as long as it is cost-effective. Cost-effectiveness for a treatment 
alternative (measured as cost per unit mass removed) will be calculated based 
on the operating costs for the treatment and the mass of removed 
contaminants. 

Detailed performance criteria will be established during the remedial design phase in 
collaboration with the regulatory agencies to allow the Navy to determine whether each 
of the performance objectives is being met during the implementation of the selected 
remedy.  If necessary, the Navy will collect additional information during the remedial 
design phase to finalize the development of the groundwater monitoring network and 
design the treatment system.  The information collected during the remedial design phase 
may include the following: 

•	 hydrogeological conditions of the impacted aquifer, including stratigraphy, 
hydraulic and physical properties of the aquifer, groundwater recharge, 
hydraulic gradients, and depth to groundwater 

•	 lateral and vertical extent of the COCs 
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•	 estimates of COC mass in the aquifer 

•	 temporal trends in concentrations of the COCs 

•	 potential for aquifer to support natural attenuation, including microbial 
populations, nutrient status, and decay potential of the COCs 

•	 delivery of agents used in ISCO treatment 

•	 locations of monitoring wells 

•	 data gap investigation 

The Navy will coordinate the planning and collection of information during the remedial 
design phase with the regulatory agencies. 

During the remedial design phase, the existing groundwater monitoring network will be 
evaluated to ensure it is adequate to monitor plume migration and effectiveness of the 
selected remedy.  Necessary changes will be recommended at that time.  The selected 
remedy proposes to use ISCO treatment as an active component that will be followed 
sequentially by groundwater confirmation sampling, including the measurement of MNA 
parameters, to evaluate the effectiveness of the ISCO treatment.  The transition from 
ISCO to groundwater confirmation sampling will be based on decisions that will follow 
after each injection of chemical reagent during ISCO treatment.  After the initial injection 
of chemical reagent and an appropriate amount of time to allow the groundwater to reach 
a steady state, concentrations of the COCs in performance monitoring data will be used to 
evaluate the operation of the ISCO treatment system.  The evaluation will assess whether 
performance objectives have been achieved, such as whether there is significant rebound 
in concentrations of the COCs, if asymptotic rates of removal are occurring, and if it is 
cost-effective to continue using the ISCO treatment. 

As the cumulative removal of COC mass over time approaches an asymptotic state, the 
cost-effectiveness of using ISCO will diminish.  The Navy intends to use ISCO only as 
long as it is cost-effective. During the remedial design phase, the Navy, in collaboration 
with the regulatory agencies, will develop the specific details to define allowable 
rebound, asymptotic rates of removal, and cost-effectiveness. 

Following implementation of the selected remedy, the Navy, in collaboration with the 
regulatory agencies, will determine if the performance objectives (including the RAOs 
and RGs) have been achieved. If it is determined that the RAOs and RGs have not been 
achieved and that the selected remedy is no longer operating cost-effectively, the Navy 
will analyze the performance of the remedy and the restoration time-frame to evaluate the 
practicability of continued groundwater restoration.  This performance analysis may 
include the following: 

•	 collection and review of data and information on source removal or 

containment 


•	 review of groundwater data collected from locations inside and outside the 
plume to evaluate mass reduction, plume migration or containment, and 
effectiveness of MNA 
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•	 review of operations history of the ISCO treatment system 

•	 estimation of a projected time frame for achieving the RGs by continuing the 
selected remedy 

•	 estimation of cost to continue the selected remedy 

•	 analysis of another remedial alternative that may be more cost-effective than 
the selected remedy 

•	 analysis of whether further remedial actions are necessary to protect human 
health and the environment 

The Navy, in collaboration with the regulatory agencies, will develop an explanation of 
significant differences or a ROD amendment if the groundwater confirmation sampling 
and analysis show that it is still practicable to continue groundwater restoration and 
further remedial actions represent a significant change in the ability of the remedy to 
achieve mass reduction for IR Site 27.  If it is determined that it is not practicable to 
continue groundwater restoration, the Navy, in collaboration with the regulatory 
agencies, will develop alternative remedial strategies that meet the RAOs.  This decision 
will be made in accordance with U.S. EPA’s “Guidance for Evaluating the Technical 
Impracticability of Groundwater Restoration” (U.S. EPA 1993). 
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Table 12-1 

Cost Estimate Summary for 


Alternative 6B – Full-Scale ISCO Treatment and Groundwater Confirmation Sampling 


Description 
Cost 

(dollars) 

Remedial design costsa 

Remedial design 
Total remedial design costs (based on 2005 dollars) 

Capital costsa 

ISCO treatment 
Total capital costs (based on 2005 dollars) 

O&M costsa 

Groundwater confirmation sampling (3 years) 
Annual report 
Closeout report 

Total O&M costs (based on 2005 dollars) 

200,000 
200,000 

1,247,000 
1,247,000 

234,000 
10,000 
50,000 

294,000 

Contingency (20 percent) 348,000 

TOTAL COST 2,089,000 

COMPARATIVE PRESENT VALUE COST (based on 2005 dollars)b 2,050,000 

Notes: 
a includes indirect costs (overhead, profit) 
b discount rate of 3.1 percent per year was used to calculate present value 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
ISCO – in situ chemical oxidation 
O&M – operation and maintenance 
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Section 13 
STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 
The Navy’s primary responsibility with regard to CERCLA is to undertake remedial 
actions that achieve the statutory requirements for adequate protection of human health 
and the environment.  The selected remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment and will obviate the need for and satisfy the corrective action requirements 
of the RCRA and otherwise applicable state hazardous-waste and water-quality-
protection laws. In addition, CERCLA Section 121 establishes several statutory 
requirements and preferences, including the requirement that remedial actions comply 
with ARARs established under federal and state laws, unless a waiver is justified.  The 
selected remedy also must be cost-effective and use permanent solutions and alternative 
treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable.  Finally, the statute includes a 
preference for remedies that, as their principal element, permanently and significantly 
reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous substances.  The following sections 
discuss how the selected remedy meets these statutory requirements and preferences. 
Complete discussions are found in the FS Report for IR Site 27 (BEI 2006). 

13.1 PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE 
ENVIRONMENT 

The selected remedy, Alternative 6B with ICs, protects human health and the 
environment by chemically destroying VOCs across the entire area of the groundwater 
plume by ISCO treatment.  Groundwater at IR Site 27 is not presently used as a drinking 
water source.  Groundwater confirmation sampling would verify treatment effectiveness. 
The assumed duration for Alternative 6B with ICs is 3 years. 

13.2 COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs 
The selected remedial action will comply with the substantive provisions of the federal 
and state requirements identified as ARARs.  The chemical-, location-, and action-
specific ARARs for the remedy selected in this ROD are summarized in Tables 13-1 
through 13-6 and discussed below. 

13.2.1 Chemical-Specific ARARs 
Chemical-specific ARARs are generally health- or risk-based numerical values or 
methodologies that, when applied to site-specific conditions, establish the acceptable 
amount or concentration of a chemical that may be found in, or discharged to, the 
ambient environment.  As summarized in Tables 13-1 and 13-2, the federal and state 
chemical-specific ARARs for remediation of IR Site 27 groundwater include the 
substantive provisions of the following: 

•	 federal MCLs for PCE and TCE in drinking water, as promulgated by U.S. 
EPA under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) at 40 C.F.R. § 141.61(a) 
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Section 13 Statutory Determinations 

•	 state primary MCLs for cis-1,2-DCE, trans-1,2-DCE, vinyl chloride, and 
1,1-DCA at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 64444 

•	 RCRA waste definition standards in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.21, 
66261.22(a)(1), 66261.23, 66261.24(a)(1), 66261.100 for identifying 
hazardous waste 

•	 RCRA groundwater protection standards in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22 § 
66264.94(a)(1), (a)(3), (c), (d), and (e) for identifying concentration limits 

•	 Non-RCRA, state-regulated waste definition requirements in Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 66261.22(a)(3) and (4), § 66261.24(a)(2)–(a)(8), § 66261.101, 
§ 66261.3(a)(2)(C), or § 66261.3(a)(2)(F) 

•	 California Water Code §§ 13241, 13243, 13263(a), 13269, and 13360 of the 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act as enabling legislation as 
implemented through the beneficial uses, water quality objectives (WQOs), 
promulgated policies of the Basin Plan for the San Francisco Basin, 
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Resolution (Res.) 88-63, 
and state primary MCLs 

•	 Comprehensive Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin 
(California Water Code § 13240), Chapter 2, Beneficial Uses, and Chapter 3, 
WQOs 

•	 SWRCB Res. 88-63 

One of the significant issues in identifying ARARs for groundwater under the SDWA 
and RCRA is whether the groundwater at the site can be classified as a source of drinking 
water. As discussed in Section 5.2, groundwater beneath IR Site 27 is designated as a 
potential drinking water source, but is not presently used as a drinking water source. 
Drinking water is supplied to Alameda Point by the East Bay Municipal Utilities District. 

Federal MCLs and MCLGs developed by the U.S. EPA under the SDWA are generally 
considered relevant and appropriate requirements for aquifers that are current or potential 
sources of drinking water, and therefore are federal ARARs.  The point of contact for 
MCLs and MCLGs under the SDWA is at the tap.  Therefore, the MCLs and MCLGs are 
not applicable ARARs for Navy sites. However, MCLs and MCLGs are considered 
relevant and appropriate for IR Site 27 because groundwater at the site is designated as a 
current or potential drinking water source. 

It is the Navy’s position that SWRCB Res. 68-16 (Statement of Policy With Respect to 
Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California) and Res. 92-49 (Policies and 
Procedures for Investigation and Cleanup and Abatement of Discharges Under California 
Water Code § 13304) do not constitute chemical-specific ARARs for this response action 
because they are state requirements and are not more stringent than federal ARAR 
provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94. 
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Section 13 Statutory Determinations 

The Navy’s Position Regarding SWRCB Resolutions 92-49 and 68-16 

The Navy and the State of California have not agreed whether the SWRCB Res. 92-49 
and Res. 68-16 are ARARs for the remedial action at IR Site 27.  Therefore, this ROD 
documents each party’s position but does not attempt to resolve the issue. 

The Navy recognizes that the key substantive requirements of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, 
§ 66264.94 (and the identical requirements of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 2550.4 and 
Section III.G of SWRCB Res. 92-49) require cleanup of constituents to background 
levels unless that is technologically or economically infeasible and an alternative cleanup 
level will not pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the 
environment.  In addition, the Navy recognizes that these provisions are more stringent 
than the corresponding provisions of 40 C.F.R. § 264.94 and, although they are federally 
enforceable under RCRA, they are also independently based on state law to the extent 
that they are more stringent than the federal regulations. 

The Navy has also determined that SWRCB Res. 68-16 is not a chemical-specific ARAR 
for determining remedial action goals, but it is an action-specific ARAR for regulating 
discharged treated groundwater to surface water. The Navy has determined that further 
migration of VOCs through groundwater is not a discharge governed by the language in 
Res. 68-16. More specifically, the language of SWRCB Res. 68-16 indicates that it is 
prospective in intent, applying to new discharges in order to maintain existing high-quality 
waters. It is not intended to apply to restoration of waters that are already degraded. 

The Navy’s position is that SWRCB Res. 68-16 and Res. 92-49 and Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 23, § 2550.4 do not constitute chemical-specific ARARs for this remedial action 
because they are state requirements and are not more stringent than the federal ARARs 
provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94.  The NCP set forth in 40 C.F.R. 
§ 300.400(g) provides that only state standards more stringent than federal standards may 
be ARARs (see also CERCLA § 121[d][2][A][ii]). 

The substantive technical standard in the equivalent state requirements (i.e., Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 23, Division (div.) 3, Chapter (ch.) 15 and SWRCB Res. 92-49 and Res. 68-16) 
is identical to the substantive technical standard in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94. 
This section of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22 will likely be applied in a manner consistent with 
equivalent provisions of other regulations, including SWRCB Res. 92-49 and Res. 68-16. 
State of California’s Position Regarding SWRCB Resolutions 92-49 and 68-16 

The state does not agree with the Navy determination that SWRCB Res. 92-49 and 
Res. 68-16 and certain provisions Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, div. 3, ch. 15 are not ARARs 
for this response action. SWRCB has interpreted the term “discharges” in the California 
Water Code to include the movement of waste from soils to groundwater and from 
contaminated to uncontaminated water (SWRCB 1994). However, the state agrees that 
the proposed action would comply with SWRCB Res. 92-49 and Res. 68-16, and 
compliance with Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22 provisions should result in compliance with Cal. 
Code Regs. tit. 23 provisions.  The state does not intend to dispute the ROD, but reserves 
its rights if implementation of the Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22 provisions is not as stringent as 
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state implementation of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23 provisions.  Because the Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22 regulation is part of the state’s authorized hazardous waste control program, it is 
also the state’s position that Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94 is a state ARAR and not 
a federal ARAR (United States v. State of Colorado, 990 F.2d 1565 [1993]). 

Whereas the Navy and the State of California have not agreed on whether SWRCB 
Res. 92-49 and Res. 68-16 and Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 2550.4 are ARARs for this 
response action, this ROD documents each of the parties’ positions on the resolutions but 
does not attempt to resolve the issue. 

There are no naturally occurring streams, rivers, ponds, lakes, or other surface water 
bodies within the boundaries of IR Site 27.  The site borders Seaplane Lagoon, which is 
being investigated as part of IR Site 17.  Groundwater near the shoreline at IR Site 27 is 
in contact with surface water, and groundwater beneath the site generally flows toward 
Seaplane Lagoon.  Therefore, surface-water requirements were identified to assist in 
developing cleanup goals for IR Site 27. 

The substantive provisions of the following federal and state chemical-specific 
requirements were identified as ARARs for surface water: 

•	 water quality standards in the National Toxics Rule and CTR at 40 C.F.R. 
§ 131.36(b) and 131.38 

•	 effluent limitations that meet technology-based requirements at 33 U.S.C., 
ch. 26, § 1311(b)(2) 

•	 Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, 
Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California, § 1.3 and 1.4 

13.2.2 Location-Specific ARARs 
Location-specific ARARs are restrictions on the concentrations of hazardous substances 
or on conducting activities solely because they are in specific locations.  For IR Site 27, 
the following categories of location-specific resources were evaluated: cultural 
resources; wetlands protection, floodplain management, and hydrologic resources; 
biological resources; coastal resources; and geologic characteristics.  Tables 13-3 and 
13-4 summarize the federal and state location-specific ARARs for remediation of 
IR Site 27 groundwater, based on the ARARs evaluation performed as part of the FS. 
The conclusions for location-specific ARARs pertaining to these resources are as follows. 

•	 No archaeological or historical data have been identified at IR Site 27.  
Therefore, no cultural resources ARARs were identified. 

•	 IR Site 27 is not located in a wetland or floodplain.  Although a runway 
wetland area exists to the west of IR Site 27, it is located approximately 
3,000 feet from the site, across Seaplane Lagoon.  Remedial actions at  
IR Site 27 would not affect the wetland area.  With regard to floodplains, 
there are no naturally occurring streams or ponds at Alameda Point.  
Therefore, no wetlands protection or floodplain management ARARs were 
identified. 
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•	 IR Site 27 contains no designated hydrologic resources, nor would the 
IR Site 27 remedial actions affect any such resource.  Therefore, no 
hydrologic resources ARARs were identified. 

•	 The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. §§ 703–712) is a 
biological resource “relevant and appropriate” ARAR for the remedial 
actions at IR Site 27 because there is the potential for listed birds to land on 
the site. 

•	 IR Site 27 is adjacent to the Seaplane Lagoon, which is contiguous with San 
Francisco Bay. The Coastal Zone Management Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1451– 
1464, 15 C.F.R. § 930) is a “relevant and appropriate” ARAR. 

•	 There are no known faults directly at or in the vicinity of IR Site 27.  The 
nearest active fault is the Hayward Fault, which is approximately 5 miles east 
of Alameda Point.  Therefore, no geologic characteristics ARARs were 
identified. 

•	 The McAteer-Petris Act at California Government Code §§ 66600–66661 
and the San Francisco Bay Plan at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, §§ 10110–11990 
are “relevant and appropriate” requirements that regulate activities that affect 
the San Francisco Bay. 

13.2.3 Action-Specific ARARs 
Action-specific ARARs are technology- or activity-based requirements or limitations for 
remedial activities.  These requirements are triggered by the particular remedial actions 
conducted at the site. Federal and state action-specific ARARs for the selected remedy 
(Alternative 6B with ICs) are discussed below and summarized in Tables 13-5 and 13-6. 

In Situ Chemical Oxidation. The Safe Drinking Water Act Underground Injection 
Control Program regulations are at 40 C.F.R. Part 144.  The injection wells for this 
alternative would be considered Class V wells under these regulations.  The substantive 
provisions of 40 C.F.R. §§ 144.12 (a) and § 144.82 (a)(1) are potentially applicable for 
the injection of treatment chemicals for this alternative.  Section 144.12 (a) prohibits 
injections that allow movement of fluids containing contaminants into underground 
sources of drinking water in violation of primary drinking water standards or that could 
adversely affect human health.  Section 144.82 (a)(1) states that the injection cannot 
allow the movement of fluid containing any contaminant into underground sources of 
drinking water, if the presence of that contaminant may cause a violation of the primary 
drinking water standards under 40 C.F.R. Part 141, other health-based standards, or may 
adversely affect the health of persons. The injection of treatment chemicals under this 
alternative is not expected to result in a violation of primary drinking water standards or 
to adversely affect human health.  The treatment chemicals will treat VOCs and reduce 
the threat to water quality and human health. 

The direct-push injection of the ISCO treatment chemicals is expected to generate some 
decontamination water and debris.  These wastes will be handled in accordance with 
substantive provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §§ 66262.34 and 66264.171–178 
regulations as ARARs until test results indicate that the waste is not hazardous. 
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Groundwater Monitoring. For CERCLA sites where it has already been determined 
that a remediation decision on contaminated groundwater must be made, the guidance 
is clear that only the substantive requirements of the corrective action program under 
RCRA are ARARs and not the detection or evaluation monitoring requirements 
(U.S. EPA 1988b). Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.100(d) requires that a water 
quality monitoring program be established to demonstrate the effectiveness of a 
corrective action program.  The groundwater at IR Site 27 is not a potentially 
hazardous waste. However, the groundwater contaminants have been determined to 
be similar enough to hazardous waste constituents that the substantive RCRA 
corrective action groundwater monitoring provisions have been evaluated as relevant and 
appropriate ARARs. Therefore, the substantive provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, 
§ 66264.100(d) have been determined to be relevant and appropriate ARARs for 
IR Site 27. The substantive provisions of the general monitoring system requirements 
at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.97(b)(1)(A), (b)(1)(D)(1) and (2), (b)(4-7), (e)(6), 
(12)(A) and (12)(B), (13), and (15)  have also been identified as relevant and 
appropriate requirements for the monitoring at IR Site 27.  Constituents of concern 
will be identified in accordance with relevant and appropriate provisions of Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.93. Monitoring will continue for an assumed duration of 
3 years until the groundwater is demonstrated to be in compliance in accordance with 
relevant and appropriate provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.90(c)(1) and 
(c)(2), Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.100(g)(1), and Cal. Code Regs. tit. 27, 
§ 20430(g)(1) and (2). 

Identification and Management of Solid and Hazardous Wastes. Substantive 
RCRA requirements for identification and management of solid and hazardous wastes 
are federal action-specific ARARs.  Water generated in the course of monitoring 
groundwater would be subject to RCRA requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, 
§ 66262.10(a) and 66262.11 to determine whether such wastes should be classified as 
hazardous. 

The Navy has determined that groundwater at IR Site 27 would not be classified as 
RCRA-listed hazardous wastes. However, testing would still be required to classify these 
materials with respect to the RCRA hazardous waste characteristics (Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 66264.13[a] and [b]). This determination would be made at the time the waste is 
generated. The appropriate requirements for storing and handling the waste until it is 
characterized would be followed. The waste would be disposed off-site and would 
comply with all applicable requirements.  Since the disposal would be off-site, it is not 
addressed by ARARs. 

The substantive provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66262.34 regulations for waste 
accumulation are action-specific ARARs if waste is found to be hazardous.  Substantive 
provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.171–178 regulations for temporary storage 
of wastes in containers are applicable if the wastes are classified as hazardous. 
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The wastewater generated will be contained and handled in accordance with substantive 
provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §§ 66262.34 and 66264.171–178 regulations as 
ARARs until test results indicate that the waste is not hazardous. 

If the Navy determines that wastes generated during the implementation of the selected 
remedy meet any of the following definitions of regulated waste—(1) RCRA hazardous 
waste; (2) non-RCRA, state-regulated hazardous waste; (3) designated waste; or 
(4) nonhazardous solid—the Navy will comply with all legally applicable requirements 
for proper disposal, such as packaging, labeling, and placarding. 

Institutional Controls. The substantive portions of the following state statutes have 
been accepted by the Navy as ARARs for implementing ICs and entering into a Covenant 
to Restrict Use of Property with DTSC: 

•	 California Civil Code (Cal. Civil Code) Land Use Controls § 1471 

•	 California Health and Safety Code (Cal. Health & Safety Code) Land Use 
Controls §§ 25202.5, 25222.1, 25233(c), 25234, and 25355.5. 

DTSC promulgated a regulation on April 19, 2003, regarding “Requirements for Land-
Use Covenants” at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 67391.1.  The substantive provisions of this 
regulation have been determined to be relevant and appropriate state ARARs by the 
Navy. 

The substantive provisions of Cal. Civ. Code § 1471 are the following general 
narrative standard:  “… to do or refrain from doing some act on his or her own 
land … where … (c) each such act relates to the use of land and each such act is 
reasonably necessary to protect present or future human health or safety of the 
environment as a result of the presence of hazardous materials, as defined in § 25260 
of the Cal. Health & Safety Code.”  This narrative standard would be implemented 
through incorporation of restrictive environmental covenants in the deed at the time of 
transfer.  These covenants would be recorded with the Covenant to Restrict Use of 
Property and run with the land. 

The substantive provision of Cal. Health & Safety Code § 25202.5 is the general 
narrative standard to restrict “present and future uses of all or part of the land on which 
the … facility … is located ….”  This substantive provision will be implemented by 
incorporation of restrictive environmental covenants in the Covenant to Restrict Use of 
Property at the time of transfer for purposes of protecting present and future public health 
and safety. 

Cal. Health & Safety Code §§ 25222.1 and 25355.5(a)(1)(C) provide the authority for the 
state to enter into voluntary agreements to establish land use covenants with the owner of 
the property. The substantive requirements of the following Cal. Health & Safety Code 
§ 25222.1 provisions are relevant and appropriate:  (1) the general narrative standard: 
“restricting specified uses of the property, …” and (2) “… the agreement is irrevocable, 
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and shall be recorded by the owner, … as a hazardous waste easement, covenant, 
restriction or servitude, or any combination thereof, as appropriate, upon the present and 
future uses of the land.” The substantive requirements of the following Cal. Health & 
Safety Code § 25355.5(a)(1)(C) provisions are relevant and appropriate:  “… execution 
and recording of a written instrument that imposes an easement, covenant, restriction, or 
servitude, or combination thereof, as appropriate, upon the present and future uses of the 
land.” 

The Navy will comply with the substantive requirements of Cal. Health & Safety Code 
§§ 25222.1 and 25355.5(a)(1)(C) by incorporating CERCLA use restrictions into the 
Navy’s deed of conveyance in the form of restrictive covenants under the authority of 
Cal. Civ. Code § 1471.  The substantive provisions of Cal. Health & Safety Code 
§§ 25222.1 and 25355.5 (a)(1)(C) may be interpreted in a manner that is consistent with 
the substantive provisions of Cal. Civ. Code § 1471.  The covenants shall be recorded 
with the deed and run with the land. 

Cal. Health & Safety Code § 25233(c) sets forth relevant and appropriate substantive 
criteria for granting variances from prohibited uses based upon specified environmental 
and health criteria. Cal. Health & Safety Code § 25234 sets forth the following “relevant 
and appropriate” substantive criteria for the removal of a land-use restriction on the 
grounds that “… the waste no longer creates a significant existing or potential hazard to 
present or future public health or safety.” 

In addition to being implemented through the Covenant to Restrict Use of Property 
between the Navy and DTSC, the relevant and appropriate portions of Cal. Health & 
Safety Code §§ 25202.5, 25222.1, 25233(c), 25234, and 25355.5(a)(1)(C) and Cal. Civ. 
Code § 1471 shall also be implemented through the deed between the Navy and the 
transferee. 

The U.S. EPA agrees that the substantive portions of the state statutes and regulations 
referenced in this section are ARARs.  With regard to Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 67391.1, 
the U.S. EPA considers the following portions to be relevant and appropriate for this 
ROD: (a)(1), (a)(2), (d), (e)(1) and (e)(2).  DTSC’s position is that all of the state statutes 
and regulations referenced in this section are ARARs. 

13.3 COST-EFFECTIVENESS 
The Navy has concluded that Alternative 6B, the selected remedy, would provide overall 
effectiveness proportional to its cost; it is therefore considered cost-effective.  The 
present value cost for this alternative is approximately $2,050,000 (Table 12-1). 
Alternative 6B effectively provides a level of protection to human health and the 
environment that is higher than or similar to the other alternatives.  All of the components 
included in Alternative 6B are readily implementable.  ISCO has been implemented 
successfully at IR Sites 9 and 16 in Alameda Point.  Furthermore, groundwater 
monitoring and sampling have been performed successfully at Alameda Point. 
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13.4 USE OF PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE 
TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES (OR RESOURCE 
RECOVERY TECHNOLOGIES) TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT 
PRACTICABLE 

The Navy has determined that the selected remedy represents the maximum extent 
practicable to which permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies can be 
used in a cost-effective manner for IR Site 27.  Of all the remedial alternatives that are 
protective of human health and the environment and comply with ARARs, the Navy has 
concluded that the selected remedy would provide the best balance of trade-offs among 
long-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume 
through treatment; short-term effectiveness; implementability; and cost.  The selected 
remedy is expected to be permanent and effective over the long-term land use. 

13.5 PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL 
ELEMENT 

The selected remedy satisfies the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element 
of the remedy (i.e., it reduces the volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants as a principal element through treatment). 

13.6 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REQUIREMENTS 
A 5-year review pursuant to CERCLA Section 121 and the NCP is required if the 
selected remedy allows hazardous waste or contaminants to remain at the site above 
levels that would allow for unrestricted use of the site.  Because the selected remedy is 
expected to reduce all potential risks to acceptable levels in less than 5 years, a 5-year 
review is not expected to be required.  However, the Navy will conduct a 5-year review 
for IR Site 27 if the remedy selected in this ROD is not complete when the 5-year review 
is due. 
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Table 13-1 


Federal Chemical-Specific ARARsa for Groundwater and Surface Water 


Requirement Prerequisite Citationb 
ARAR 

Determination Comments 

GROUNDWATER 

Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C., ch. 6A, § 300[f]–300[j]-26)c 

National primary drinking water 
standards are health-based standards 
for public water systems (MCLs). 

Public water system. 40 C.F.R. § 141.61(a) 

MCLGs pertain to known or 
anticipated adverse health effects (also 
known as recommended MCLs). 

Public water system. 40 C.F.R. § 141.50(a) 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C., ch. 82, §§ 6901–6991[i])c 

Defines RCRA hazardous waste.  A 
solid waste is characterized as toxic, 
based on the TCLP, if the waste 
exceeds the TCLP maximum 
concentrations. 

Waste. Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, 
§ 66261.21, 
66261.22(a)(1), 
66261.23, 
66261.24(a)(1), and 
66261.100 

Groundwater protection standards: 
Owners/operators of RCRA treatment, 
storage, or disposal facilities must 
comply with conditions in this section 
that are designed to ensure that 
hazardous constituents entering the 
groundwater from a regulated unit do 
not exceed the concentration limits for 
contaminants of concern set forth 
under Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, 
§ 66264.94 in the uppermost aquifer 
underlying the waste management 
area of concern at the POC. 

A regulated unit that 
receives or has received 
hazardous waste before 
July 26, 1982, or 
regulated units that 
ceased receiving 
hazardous waste prior 
to July 26, 1982, where 
constituents in or 
derived from the waste 
may pose a threat to 
human health or the 
environment. 

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, 
§ 66264.94(a)(1) and 
(3), (c), (d), and (e) 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Applicable 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Substantive provisions are relevant and 
appropriate for groundwater. 

Substantive provisions are relevant and 
appropriate for groundwater. 

Substantive provisions are applicable for 
determining whether waste is hazardous. 

These standards are not “applicable” because 
IR Site 27 does not contain a RCRA waste 
management unit.  However, substantive 
provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, 
§ 66264.94(a)(1), (a)(3), (c), (d), and (e) are 
relevant and appropriate federal ARARs for 
groundwater at IR Site 27.  The lowest 
achievable technologically and economically 
feasible concentration criteria are MCLs for 
groundwater. 
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Table 13-1 (continued) 

Requirement Prerequisite Citationb 
ARAR 

Determination Comments 

SURFACE WATER 

Clean Water Act of 1977, as Amended (33 U.S.C., ch. 26, §§ 1251–1387)c 

Water quality standards.  National 
Toxics Rule and California Toxics 
Rule. 

Discharges to waters of 
the United States. 

40 C.F.R. § 131.36(b) 
and 131.38 

Applicable 

Effluent limitations that meet 
technology-based requirements, 
including BCPCT and BAT to the 
extent economically achievable. 

Discharges to 
groundwater and to 
waters of the United 
States. 

33 U.S.C., ch. 26, 
§ 1311(b)(2) 
(CWA Section 301[b]) 

Applicable 

Substantive provisions are applicable for 
potential discharges to Seaplane Lagoon or the 
San Francisco Bay. 

Substantive provisions are applicable for 
potential discharges to Seaplane Lagoon or the 
San Francisco Bay. 

Notes: 
a many action-specific ARARs contain chemical-specific limitations and are addressed in the action-specific ARAR table 
b only the substantive provisions of the requirements cited in this table are ARARs 

statutes and policies, and their citations, are provided as headings to identify general categories of ARARs for the convenience of the reader; 
listing the statutes and policies does not indicate that the Navy accepts the entire statutes or policies as ARARs; specific ARARs are addressed 
in the table below each general heading; only substantive requirements of the specific citations are considered ARARs 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
ARAR – applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement 
BAT – best available technology 
BCPCT – best conventional pollution control technology 
Cal. Code Regs. – California Code of Regulations 
C.F.R. – Code of Federal Regulations 


ch. - chapter 


CWA – Clean Water Act 


IR – Installation Restoration (Program) 


MCL – maximum contaminant level 


MCLG – maximum contaminant level goal 


Navy – Department of the Navy
 

POC – point of compliance 


RCRA – Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

§ – section 


TCLP – toxicity characteristic leaching procedure 

tit. – title 


U.S.C. – United States Code 
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Table 13-2 


State Chemical-Specific ARARsa for Groundwater and Surface Water 


Requirement Prerequisite Citationb 
ARAR 

Determination Comments 

GROUNDWATER AND SURFACE WATER 

Cal/EPA Department of Toxic Substances Controlc 

Definition of non-RCRA hazardous waste. Waste. Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, 
§ 66261.22(a)(3) and (4), 
§ 66261.24(a)(2)–(a)(8), 
§ 66261.101, 
§ 66261.3(a)(2)(C), or 
§ 66261.3(a)(2)(F) 

Applicable 

Primary drinking water standards for public water 
systems (state MCLs). 

Public water 
system. 

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, 
§ 64444 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

State Water Resources Control Board and San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Boardc 

Authorizes the SWRCB and RWQCB to establish 
water quality control plans for beneficial uses and 
numerical and narrative standards to protect both 
surface water and groundwater quality.  
Authorizes regional water boards to issue permits 
for discharges to land or surface or groundwater 
that could affect water quality, including NPDES 
permits, and to take enforcement action to protect 
water quality. 

Cal. Water Code, div. 7, 
§§ 13241, 13243, 
13263(a), 13269, and 
13360 (Porter-Cologne 
Water Quality Control 
Act) 

Applicable 

Substantive provisions are applicable for 
determining whether a waste is a non-
RCRA hazardous waste. 

Groundwater is a potential source of 
drinking water; the state MCLs for 
cis-1,2-DCE; trans-1,2-DCE; vinyl 
chloride; and 1,1-DCA are relevant and 
appropriate because they are more 
stringent than federal MCLs. 

The Navy accepts the substantive 
provisions of Cal. Water Code §§ 13241, 
13243, 13263(a), 13269, and 13360 of 
the Porter-Cologne Act as enabling 
legislation as implemented through the 
beneficial uses, WQOs, promulgated 
policies of the Basin Plan for the San 
Francisco Basin, SWRCB Res. 88-63, 
and state primary MCLs as potential 
state ARARs. 
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Table 13-2 (continued) 

Requirement Prerequisite Citationb 
ARAR 

Determination Comments 

Describes the San Francisco Bay Basin, establishes 
beneficial uses of groundwater and surface water, 
establishes WQOs, including narrative and numeric 
standards, establishes implementation plans to meet 
WQOs and protect beneficial uses, and incorporates 
statewide water quality control plans and policies. 

Incorporated into all regional board basin 
plans. Designates all groundwater and surface 
waters of the state as drinking water except 
where the TDS is greater than 3,000 ppm, the 
well yield is less than 200 gpd from a single 
well, the water is a geothermal resource or in a 
water conveyance facility, or the water cannot 
reasonably be treated for domestic use using 
either best management practices or best 
economically achievable treatment practices. 

Requires analysis for each priority pollutant to 
determine if water-quality-based effluent 
limitation is required.  Provides effluent limitation 
development methodology. 

Discharges 
of toxic 
priority 
pollutants 
into inland 
surface 
waters, bays, 
or estuaries. 

Comprehensive Water 
Quality Control Plan for 
the San Francisco Bay 
Basin (Basin Plan), 
Chapter 2, Beneficial Uses 
and Chapter 3, WQOs 
(Cal. Water Code § 13240) 

SWRCB Res. 88-63 
(Sources of Drinking 
Water Policy) 

Policy for Implementation 
of Toxics Standards for 
Inland Surface Waters, 
Enclosed Bays, and 
Estuaries of California 
(Toxics Standards SIP) 
(SWRCB 2000), § 1.3 and 
1.4 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Substantive requirements pertaining to 
beneficial uses and WQOs are state 
ARARs for the surface water and 
groundwater components of this response 
action. 

Substantive provisions are applicable for 
determining drinking water sources. 

Substantive provisions are applicable for 
discharges into Seaplane Lagoon or the 
San Francisco Bay. 
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Table 13-2 (continued) 

Notes: 


a many action-specific ARARs contain chemical-specific limitations and are addressed in the action-specific ARAR tables
 b only the substantive provisions of the requirements cited in this table are ARARs 


statutes and policies, and their citations, are provided as headings to identify general categories of ARARs for the convenience of the reader; 
listing the statutes and policies does not indicate that the Navy accepts the entire statutes or policies as ARARs; specific ARARs are addressed 
in the table below each general heading; only substantive requirements of the specific citations are considered ARARs 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 


ARAR – applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement
 

Cal. Code Regs. – California Code of Regulations 


Cal/EPA – California Environmental Protection Agency
 

Cal. Water Code – California Water Code
 

DCA – dichloroethane 


DCE – dichloroethene 


div. – division 


gpd – gallons per day 


MCL – maximum contaminant level 


Navy – Department of the Navy
 

NPDES – National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
 

ppm – parts per million 


RCRA – Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 


Res. – Resolution 


RWQCB – (California) Regional Water Quality Control Board 


§ – section 


SIP – State Implementation Plan 


SWRCB – (California) State Water Resources Control Board 


TDS – total dissolved solids 


tit. – title 


WQO – water quality objective
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Table 13-3 


Federal Location-Specific ARARs 


Location Requirement Prerequisite Citationa 
ARAR 

Determination Comments 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. §§ 703–712)b 

Migratory bird area Protects almost all species 
of native migratory birds 
in the U.S. from 
unregulated “take,” which 
can include poisoning at 
hazardous waste sites. 

Presence of migratory 
birds. 

Coastal Zone Management Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1451–1464)b 

Within coastal zone Conduct activities in a 
manner consistent with 
approved state 
management programs. 

Activities affecting the 
coastal zone including 
lands thereunder and 
adjacent shore land. 

16 U.S.C. § 703 

16 U.S.C. 
§ 1456(c), 
15 C.F.R. § 930 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Substantive provisions are relevant 
and appropriate.  There are no known 
habitats for migratory birds present 
within IR Site 27.  The barren habitat 
(bare soil and paved parking area) at 
the site generally offers little value to 
wildlife.  However, it may serve as a 
corridor between other habitats or as a 
place of brief resting for migratory 
birds. 

The CZMA specifically excludes 
federal lands from the coastal zone 
(16 U.S.C. § 1453[1]). Therefore, the 
CZMA is not applicable to IR Site 27. 
Substantive provisions of the CZMA 
will be evaluated as relevant and 
appropriate requirements because a 
state coastal zone management 
program is developed under state law 
guided by the CZMA and its 
accompanying implementing 
regulations in 15 C.F.R. § 930. 
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Table 13-3 (continued) 

Notes: 
a only the substantive provisions of the requirements cited in this table are ARARs 
b statutes and policies, and their citations, are provided as headings to identify general categories of ARARs for the convenience of the reader; 

listing the statutes and policies does not indicate that the Navy accepts the entire statutes or policies as ARARs; specific ARARs are addressed 
in the table below each general heading; only substantive requirements of the specific citations are considered ARARs 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 


ARAR – applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement
 

C.F.R. – Code of Federal Regulations
 

CZMA – Coastal Zone Management Act 


IR – Installation Restoration (Program) 


Navy – Department of the Navy
 

§ – section 


U.S. – United States 
U.S.C. – United States Code 
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Table 13-4 


State Location-Specific ARARs 


Location Requirement Prerequisite Citationa 
ARAR 

Determination Comments 

McAteer-Petris Act (California Government Code §§ 66600 through 66661)b 

Within coastal zone Reduce fill and disposal 
of dredged material in 
San Francisco Bay, 
maintain marshes and 
mudflats to the fullest 
extent possible to 
conserve wildlife, abate 
pollution, and protect the 
beneficial uses of the bay. 

Activities affecting San 
Francisco Bay and 
shoreline. 

San Francisco 
Bay Plan at Cal. 
Code Regs. tit. 
14, §§ 10110 
through 11990 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

The remedial alternative selected in 
this ROD is in compliance with the 
substantive provisions of the San 
Francisco Bay Plan. 

Notes: 
a only the substantive provisions of the requirements cited in this table are ARARs 
b statutes and policies, and their citations, are provided as headings to identify general categories of ARARs for the convenience of the reader; 

listing the statutes and policies does not indicate that the Navy accepts the entire statutes or policies as ARARs; specific ARARs are addressed 
in the table below each general heading; only substantive requirements of the specific citations are considered ARARs 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
ARAR – applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement 
Cal. Code Regs. – California Code of Regulations 
Navy – U.S. Department of the Navy 
ROD – record of decision 
§ – section 
tit. – title 
U.S. – United States 
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Table 13-5 


Federal Action-Specific ARARs 


ARAR 
Action Requirement Prerequisite Citationa Determination Comments 

Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. § 300[f]–300[j])b 

Underground The UIC program prohibits injection Any underground 40 C.F.R. § 144.12 Applicable Applicable for injection of 
injection activities that allow movement of injections are prohibited (a) and 144.82 chemicals for in situ chemical 

contaminants into underground sources of unless permitted. (a)(1) oxidation treatment.  Injection 
drinking water that may result in wells would be Class V wells 
violations of primary drinking water under the UIC program.  There 
standards, other health-based standards, are currently no specific 
or adversely affect health. technical requirements for 

injection into Class V wells.  
Substantive provisions are 
applicable to the extent 
necessary to ensure that injection 
of treatment products to drinking 
water sources at IR Site 27 do 
not violate primary drinking 
water regulations.  The 
injections proposed for the 
remedial alternative selected in 
this ROD are not expected to 
result in violations of drinking 
water standards, other 
health-based standards or to 
adversely affect health. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901–6991[i])b 

On-site waste Person who generates waste shall Generator of waste. Cal. Code Regs. Applicable Substantive provisions are 
generation determine if that waste is a hazardous tit. 22, applicable for any excavated 

waste. § 66262.10(a), soils, soil cuttings, or wastewater 
66262.11 that is generated. 
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Table 13-5 (continued) 

Action Requirement Prerequisite Citationa 
ARAR 

Determination Comments 

On-site waste 
generation 
(continued) 

Requirements for analyzing waste for 
determining whether waste is hazardous. 

Generator of waste. Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.13(a) 
and (b) 

Applicable Substantive provisions are 
applicable for any excavated 
soils, soil cuttings, or wastewater 
that is generated. 

Hazardous 
waste 
accumulation 

On-site hazardous waste accumulation is 
allowed for up to 90 days as long as the 
waste is stored in containers in 
accordance with § 66262.171–178 or in 
tanks, on drip pads, inside buildings, and 
is labeled and dated. 

Accumulation of 
hazardous waste. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 66262.34 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Substantive provisions are 
relevant and appropriate for 
temporary storage of excavated 
soils, soil cuttings, or 
wastewater. 

Container 
storage 

Containers of RCRA hazardous waste 
must be: 
• maintained in good condition, 
•  compatible with hazardous waste to be 

stored, and 
•  closed during storage except to add or 

remove waste. 

Storage of RCRA 
hazardous waste not 
meeting small-quantity 
generator criteria before 
treatment, disposal, or 
storage elsewhere, in a 
container. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.171–173 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Substantive provisions are 
relevant and appropriate for any 
excavated soils, soil cuttings, or 
wastewater that is generated. 

Inspect container storage areas weekly 
for deterioration. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.174 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Substantive provisions are 
relevant and appropriate for any 
excavated soils, soil cuttings, or 
wastewater that is generated. 
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Table 13-5 (continued) 

Action Requirement Prerequisite Citationa 
ARAR 

Determination Comments 

Container 
storage 
(continued) 

Monitoring 

Place containers on a sloped, crack-free 
base, and protect from contact with 
accumulated liquid.  Provide containment 
system with a capacity of 10 percent of 
the volume of containers of free liquids. 
Remove spilled or leaked waste in a 
timely manner to prevent overflow of the 
containment system. 

Keep incompatible materials separate.  
Separate incompatible materials stored 
near each other by a dike or other barrier. 

At closure, remove all hazardous waste 
and residues from the containment 
system, and decontaminate or remove all 
containers and liners. 

Requires monitoring groundwater to 
determine effectiveness of corrective action. 
After terminating the corrective action 
measures, the owner or operator shall 
remain in the corrective action 
monitoring program until the regulated 
unit is in compliance based on the results 
of sampling and analysis for all 
constituents of concern for a period of 
1 year. 

Storage of RCRA 
hazardous waste not 
meeting small-quantity 
generator criteria before 
treatment, disposal, or 
storage elsewhere, in a 
container. 

Hazardous waste 
treatment, storage, or 
disposal facility. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.175(a) 
and (b) 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 66264.177 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 66264.178 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.100(d) and 
(g)(1) 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Substantive provisions are 
relevant and appropriate for any 
excavated soils, soil cuttings, or 
wastewater that is generated. 

Substantive provisions are 
relevant and appropriate for any 
excavated soils, soil cuttings, or 
wastewater that is generated. 

Substantive provisions are 
relevant and appropriate for any 
excavated soils, soil cuttings, or 
wastewater that is generated. 

Not applicable because the site is 
not a hazardous waste 
management unit and the waste is 
not expected to be hazardous. 
Substantive provisions are 
relevant and appropriate for 
monitoring the corrective action 
and natural attenuation because 
groundwater constituents are 
similar to hazardous waste 
constituents. 
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Table 13-5 (continued) 

ARAR 
Action Requirement Prerequisite Citationa Determination Comments 

Monitoring Requirements for monitoring groundwater, Hazardous waste Cal. Code Regs.  Relevant and Not applicable because the site is 
(continued) surface water, and the vadose zone. treatment, storage, or tit. 22, appropriate not a hazardous waste 

disposal facility. § 66264.97(b)(1) management unit and the waste is 
(A), (b)(1)(D)(1) not expected to be hazardous. 
and (2), (b)(4-7), Substantive provisions are relevant 
(e)(6), (12)(A) and and appropriate for monitoring the 
(12)(B), (13), and corrective action and natural 
(15) attenuation because groundwater 

constituents are similar to 
hazardous waste constituents. 

Identify constituents of concern. Hazardous waste Cal. Code Regs.  Relevant and Relevant and appropriate for 
Constituents of concern are the waste treatment, storage, or tit. 22, § 66264.93 appropriate groundwater monitoring. 
constituents, reaction products, and disposal facility. 
hazardous constituents that are reasonably 
expected to be in or derived from waste 
contained in the regulated unit. 
Requires continued monitoring until the Hazardous waste Cal. Code Regs.  Relevant and Relevant and appropriate for 
regulated unit has been in compliance with treatment, storage, or tit. 22, appropriate groundwater monitoring. 
the water quality protection standard for a disposal facility. § 66264.90(c)(1) 
period of 3 consecutive years and all waste, and (c)(2) 
waste residues, contaminated subsoils, and 
other contaminated geologic materials are 
removed or decontaminated at closure. 
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Table 13-5 (continued) 
Notes: 

a only the substantive provisions of the requirements cited in this table are ARARs 
b statutes and policies, and their citations, are provided as headings to identify general categories of ARARs for the convenience of the reader; 

listing the statutes and policies does not indicate that the Navy accepts the entirety of statutes or policies as ARARs; specific ARARs are 
addressed in the table below each general heading; only substantive requirements of the specific citations are considered ARARs 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 


ARAR – applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement
 

Cal. Code Regs. – California Code of Regulations
 

C.F.R. – Code of Federal Regulations
 

IR – Installation Restoration (Program) 


Navy – Department of the Navy
 

RCRA – Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 


ROD – record of decision 


§ – section 


tit. – title 


UIC – underground injection control 


U.S.C. – United States Code 
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Table 13-6 


State Action-Specific ARARs 


ARAR 
Action Requirement Prerequisite Citationa Determination Comments 

California Civil Code § 1471b 

Institutional Provides conditions under which land use Transfer property from the Cal. Civil Code Relevant and The substantive ARAR provisions 
Controls restrictions will apply to successive owners Navy to a nonfederal § 1471 appropriate of Cal. Civil Code § 1471 are the 

of land. agency. following general narrative 
standards:  “to do or refrain from 
doing some act on his or her own 
land … where (c) each such act 
relates to the use of land and each 
such act is reasonably necessary to 
protect present or future human 
health or safety of the 
environment as a result of the 
presence of hazardous materials, 
as defined in § 25260 of the 
California Health & Safety Code.”  
This narrative standard would be 
implemented through 
incorporation of environmental 
restrictive covenants in the deed at 
the time of transfer, if necessary. 

California Health and Safety Code §§ 25202.5, 25222.1, 25233(c), 25234, and 25355.5(a)(1)(C)b 

Institutional Allows DTSC to enter into an agreement Transfer property from the Cal. Health & Relevant and The substantive ARAR 
Controls with the owner of a hazardous waste facility Navy to a nonfederal Safety Code appropriate provisions of Cal. Health & 

to restrict present and future land uses. agency. § 25202.5 Safety Code § 25202.5 are the 
general narrative standards to 
restrict “present and future uses 
of all or part of the land on 
which the facility …is located.” 
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Table 13-6 (continued) 

ARAR 
Action Requirement Prerequisite Citationa Determination Comments 

Institutional Provides a streamlined process to be used to Transfer property from the Cal. Health & Relevant and Cal. Health & Safety Code 
Controls enter into an agreement to restrict specific Navy to a nonfederal Safety Code appropriate §§ 25222.1 and 25355(a)(1)(C) 
(continued) use of property in order to implement the agency. §§ 25222.1 and provide the authority for the state 

substantive use restrictions. 25355.5(a)(1)(C) to enter into voluntary agreements 
with landowners to restrict the use 
of the property.  The agreements 
run with the land, restricting both 
present and future uses of the land.  
The substantive ARAR provisions 
of Cal. Health & Safety Code 
§ 25222.1 are the general narrative 
standards:  “restricting specified 
uses of the property” and  “…the 
agreement is irrevocable, and shall 
be recorded by the owner, …as a 
hazardous waste easement, 
covenant, restriction or servitude, 
or any combination thereof, as 
appropriate, upon the present and 
future uses of the land.” The 
substantive ARAR provisions of 
Cal. Health & Safety Code 
§ 25355.5(a)(1)(C) are: 
“…execution and recording of a 
written instrument that imposes an 
easement, covenant, restriction, or 
servitude, or combination thereof, 
as appropriate, upon the present 
and future uses of the land.” 
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Table 13-6 (continued) 

ARAR 
Action Requirement Prerequisite Citationa Determination Comments 

Institutional Provides a process for obtaining a written Transfer property from the Cal. Health & Relevant and Cal. Health & Safety Code 
Controls variance from a land use restriction. Navy to a nonfederal Safety Code appropriate § 25233(c) sets forth substantive 
(continued) agency. § 25233(c) and criteria for obtaining variances 

25234 from the uses prohibited in 
§ 25232(b)(1)(A)-(E) based on 
specific environmental and 
health criteria. Cal. Health & 
Safety Code § 25234 sets forth 
the following substantive criteria 
for the removal of a land use 
restriction on the grounds that 
“…the waste no longer creates a 
significant existing or potential 
hazard to present or future public 
health or safety.” 
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Table 13-6 (continued) 

Action Requirement Prerequisite Citationa 
ARAR 

Determination Comments 

California Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Controlb 

Institutional 
Controls 

A land use covenant imposing appropriate 
limitations on land use shall be executed 
and recorded when facility closure, 
corrective action, remedial or removal 
action, or other response actions are 
undertaken and hazardous materials, 
hazardous wastes or constituents, or 
hazardous substances will remain at the 
property at levels which are not suitable for 
unrestricted use of the land.  

Transfer property from the 
Navy to a nonfederal 
agency. 

Cal. Code Regs., 
tit. 22, § 67391.1 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

The Navy anticipates performing 
the remedial actions while 
IR Site 27 is under federal 
government ownership and Navy 
management.  The remedial 
actions will include placing 
institutional controls restricting 
residential uses of the site until the 
RGs have been met.  If the 
remedial actions are not complete 
by the time the Navy transfers the 
site to a nonfederal entity, then the 
Navy will restructure the 
institutional controls into 
environmental restrictive 
covenants that will run with the 
land and will bind all subsequent 
transferees. 
DTSC’s position is that Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 22, § 67391.1 is an 
ARAR in its entirety. The U.S. 
EPA considers the following 
portions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 
22, § 67391.1 to be relevant and 
appropriate for this ROD: 
(a)(1), (a)(2), (d), (e)(1) and 
(e)(2). 
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Table 13-6 (continued) 

Action Requirement Prerequisite Citationa 
ARAR 

Determination Comments 

State Water Resources Control Board and San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Boardb 

Monitoring For compliance demonstration, each 
constituent of concern must have remained 
at or below its respective concentration 
limit during a proof period of at least 1 year 
and each monitoring point must have been 
evenly distributed throughout the proof 
period and have consisted of no less than 
eight sampling events per year per 
monitoring point. 

Discharge of waste to land 
after 18 July 1997. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 27, 
§ 20430(g)(1) 
and (2) 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Relevant and appropriate for 
demonstrating compliance at end 
of groundwater remediation. 

Notes: 
a only the substantive provisions of the requirements cited in this table are ARARs 
b statutes and policies, and their citations, are provided as headings to identify general categories of ARARs for the convenience of the reader; 

listing the statutes and policies does not indicate that the Navy accepts the entire statutes or policies as ARARs; specific ARARs are addressed 
in the table below each general heading; only substantive requirements of the specific citations are considered ARARs 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
ARAR – applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement 
Cal. Civ. Code – California Civil Code 
Cal. Code Regs. – California Code of Regulations 
Cal. Health & Safety Code – California Health & Safety Code 
DTSC – (California Environmental Protection Agency) Department of Toxic Substances Control 
IR – Installation Restoration (Program) 
Navy – Department of the Navy 
RG – remediation goal 
ROD – record of decision 
§ – section 
tit. – title 
U.S. EPA – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
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December 2007 

Section 14 
DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 
The RI Report concluded that soil at the site does not pose a threat to human health or the 
environment; therefore, no action is required for soil.  The IR Site 27 Proposed Plan 
(Navy 2006) recommended Alternative 6B (full-scale ISCO treatment and groundwater 
confirmation sampling) with ICs as the selected remedy for groundwater at IR Site 27. 
The Proposed Plan was released for public comment on November 20, 2006.  The Navy 
has reviewed all comments submitted during the public comment period.  Upon review of 
these comments, it was determined that no significant changes to the selected remedy, as 
originally identified in the Proposed Plan, were necessary or appropriate. 
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Section 14 Documentation of Significant Changes 
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———. 2000a. Final Fuel Pipeline Oversight and Sampling Report, Alameda Point, 
Alameda, California.  May. 

———. 2000b. Determination of the Beneficial Uses of Groundwater, Alameda Point, 
Alameda, California.  Prepared for United States Department of the Navy, 
Southwest Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, San Diego, 
California. Final. July. 

———. 2000c. Storm Sewer Study Report, Alameda Point, Alameda, California.  
Prepared for United States Department of the Navy, Engineering Field Activity 
West, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, San Bruno, California.  December. 

———. 2001a. Draft Final Storm Sewer Study Report, Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon 
Addendum, Alameda Point, Alameda, California.  Prepared for the United States 
Department of the Navy, Southwest Division Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command, San Diego, California.  January 15. 

———. 2001b. Data Gap Investigation at Corrective Action Areas and Other Locations 
at Alameda Point.  Summary Report.  March 2. 

———. 2001c. Storm Sewer Study Report, Technical Memorandum Addendum and 
Response to Agency Comments on the Draft Final Storm Sewer Study Report, 
Alameda Point, Alameda, California.  Prepared for the United States Department of 
the Navy, Southwest Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command, San Diego, 
California. August 30. 

———. 2002a. Data Summary Report, Supplemental Remedial Investigation Data Gap 
Sampling for Operable Units 1 and 2, Alameda Point, Alameda, California.  
July 25. 

———. 2002b. Draft Supplemental Environmental Baseline Study, Alameda Point, 
Alameda, California.  Prepared for United States Department of the Navy 
Southwest Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command, San Diego, California.  
August 16. 

———. 2002c. Draft Technical Memorandum: Evaluation of Issues Related to the 
RCRA Facility Permit EPA ID CA 2170023236, Tiered Permits, and the 
Nonpermitted Areas at Alameda Point, Alameda, California.  Prepared for 
Department of the Navy, Southwest Division.  October 8. 
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———. 2003a. Final Supplemental Environmental Baseline Survey, Alameda Point, 
Alameda, California.  March 7. 

———. 2003b. Draft Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Cleanup Plan, Alameda 
Point. April 7. 

———. 2003c. Final Community Relations Plan for Alameda Point, Alameda, 
California. September 29. 

———. 2004. Draft Final Remedial Investigation Report, Operable Unit 1, Sites 6, 7, 8, 
and 15, Alameda Point, Alameda, California.  September 30. 

TtEMI. See Tetra Tech EM Inc. 

United States Department of the Navy.  Proposed Plan for IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Former 
NAS Alameda.  November. 

United States Department of the Navy and Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment Authority 
(ARRA). 2001. Lease in Furtherance of Conveyance between the United States 
and the Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment Authority for the Former Naval Air 
Station Alameda.  June 6. 

United States Department of the Navy and DTSC.  2000. Memorandum of Agreement 
between the United States Department of the Navy and the California Department 
of Toxic Substances Control. March 10. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency.  1988a. Guidelines for Groundwater 
Classification under the EPA Groundwater Protection Strategy.  June. 

———. 1988b. CERCLA Compliance With Other Laws Manual, Draft Guidance.  
EPA/540/G-89/006, Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, Washington, 
DC. August. 

———. 1988c. Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility 
Studies under CERCLA OSWER Directive 9355.1.  EPA/540/G-89/004. Interim 
Final. October. 

———. 1989. Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume I – Human Health 
Evaluation Manual (Part A). Directive 9285.701A.  Office of Solid Waste and 
Emergency Response, Washington, DC. 

———. 1991. Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume I – Development of 
Preliminary Remediation Goals (Part B).  Directive 9285.701A. Office of Solid 
Waste and Emergency Response, Washington, DC. 

———. 1992. Supplemental Guidance to RAGS:  Calculating the Concentration Term.  
Publication No. 9285.7-081. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, 
Washington, D.C. May. 

———. 1993. Guidance for Evaluating Technical Impracticability of Ground-Water 
Restoration. OSWER Directive 9234.2-25.  September. 

———. 1997. Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables.  Washington, DC. 
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———. 1999a. Monitored Natural Attenuation of Chlorinated Solvents.  U.S. EPA 
Remedial Technology Fact Sheet.  Office of Research and Development, 
EPA/600/F-98/022. May. 

———. 1999b. Federal Register, Volume 64, No. 140, pages 39,878 through 39,885.  
July 22. 

———. 1999c. A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, 
and Other Remedy Selection Decision Documents.  July. Available at 
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/resources/remedy/rods/ 

———. 2003. Integrated Risk Information System Database.  Available at 
http://www.epa.gov/iris/. 

———. 2004. Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals.  October. 

U.S. EPA. See United States Environmental Protection Agency. 
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ALAMEDA POINT NAS
 

DRAFT ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX - UPDATE (SORTED BY RECORD DATE/RECORD NUMBER) 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS INDEX FOR SITE 27 

UIC No.  / Rec. No.
 

Doc. Control No. Prc. Date Author Affil.
 

Record Type Record Date Author Location FRC Accession No.
 

Contr./Guid. No. CTO No. Recipient Affil. SWDIV Box No(s) FRC Warehouse
 

Approx. # Pages EPA Cat. # Recipient Subject/Comments Classification Sites CD No. FRC Box No(s)
 

N00236 /  000589 
TC.A021.10074 
MM 
N68711-00-D-0005 
00008 

N00236 /  000591 
TC.A021.10074 
MM 
N68711-00-D-0005 
00013 

N00236 /  000737 
TC.A021.10075 
MM 
N68711-00-D-0005 
00015 

06-11-2003 
09-05-2000 
DO 0021 

06-11-2003 
11-07-2000 
DO 021 

06-17-2003 
07-17-2001 
DO 0021 

TETRA TECH EM 
INC. 

NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 

TETRA TECH EM 
INC. 

NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 

TETRA TECH EM 
INC. 

NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 

05 SEPTEMBER 2000 RESTORATION ADMIN RECORD 001 
ADVISORY BOARD (RAB) MEETING 002 
SUMMARY (ATTENDANCE LIST IS MISSING) 

003 
005 
010 
011 
012 
014 
017 
024 
027 
OU 3 

07 NOVEMBER 2000 RESTORATION ADMIN RECORD 007 
ADVISORY BOARD (RAB) MEETING 027 
MINUTES (MISSING ATTENDANCE LIST) 

OU 1 

17 JULY 2001 FINAL BASE REALIGNMENT ADMIN RECORD 015 
AND CLOSURE (BRAC) CLEANUP TEAM INFO REPOSITORY 023 
(BCT) MONTHLY TRACKING MEETING 025AFTER ACTION REPORT (INCLUDES 
AGENDA AND SIGN-IN SHEET) 026 

027 
028 

SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW060629-01 
IMAGED 
APNT_007 

SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW060629-01 
IMAGED 
APNT_007 

SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW060907-01 
IMAGED 
APNT_003 

181-03-0188 BOX 0013 
41031858 

181-03-0188 BOX 0013 
41031858 

181-03-0188 BOX 0015 
41031858 
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UIC No.  / Rec. No.
 

Doc. Control No. Prc. Date Author Affil.
 

Record Type Record Date Author Location FRC Accession No.
 

Contr./Guid. No. CTO No. Recipient Affil. SWDIV Box No(s) FRC Warehouse
 

Approx. # Pages EPA Cat. # Recipient Subject/Comments Classification Sites CD No. FRC Box No(s)
 

N00236 /  000238 
CTO-0021/0013 & 
SWDIV SER 
06CA.GL/0935 
CORRESPONDENC 
E 
N68711-95-D-7526 
00286 

N00236 /  002428 
NONE 
CORRESPONDENC 
E 
NONE 
00004 

N00236 /  000313 
2700.0 
CORRESPONDENC 
E 
N62474-98-D-2076 
00501 

09-21-2001 
09-10-2001 
00021 

08-22-2006 
11-13-2001 
NONE 

01-04-2002 
12-18-2001 
00078 

BECHTEL 
ENVIRONMENTAL, 
INC. 
P. STANG 
NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 

USEPA - SAN 
FRANCISCO 
A. COOK 
NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 
G. LORTON 

IT CORPORATION 
J. MCGUIRE 
NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 
R. WEISSENBORN 

DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION WORK ADMIN RECORD 027 
PLAN, DOCK ZONE [INCLUDES SWDIV INFO REPOSITORY 
TRANSMITTAL LETTER BY G. LORTON] SENSITIVE (PORTION OF THE MAILING LIST IS 
CONFIDENTIAL) 

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK ADMIN RECORD 027 
PLAN (WP) FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
(RI) 

DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR BASEWIDE ADMIN RECORD 001 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM, INFO REPOSITORY 003 
REVISION 0.  ***COMMENTS: THIS WORK 004PLAN PERTAINS TO BOTH ALAMEDA ANNEX 
AND ALAMEDA POINT*** 005 

006 
007 
008 
009 
010 
011 
012 
014 
016 
021 
025 GROUP 
026 
027 

SOUTHWEST 181-03-0179 BOX 0012 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 41074200 
SW060309-01 
IMAGED 
APNT_011 

SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW061106-02 
IMAGED 
APNT_021 

SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW060629-01 
IMAGED 
APNT_007 

Monday, November 19, 2007 This Administrative Record (AR) Index includes references to documents which cite bibliography sources.  These Page 2 of 26 
bibliographic citations are considered to be part of this AR but may not be cited separately in the index. 



 
 

 

  
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  

 

 

    
    

UIC No.  / Rec. No. 
Prc. Date Doc. Control No. Author Affil. 

Record Type Record Date Author Location FRC Accession No. 
Contr./Guid. No. CTO No. Recipient Affil. SWDIV Box No(s) FRC Warehouse 
Approx. # Pages EPA Cat. # Recipient Subject/Comments Classification Sites CD No. FRC Box No(s) 

N00236 /  000320 01-26-2002 BECHTEL DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 

CTO-0021/0045 & 
SWDIV SER 
06CA.GL/0025 

00021/0045 
01-04-2002 NATIONAL, INC. 

P. STANG 
NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 

WORK PLAN FOR THE DOCK ZONE (SEE AR 
#492 - ADDENDUM 1 OF FSP AND QAPP AND 
#1790 - ADDENDUM 2 OF FSP AND 
QAPP){PORTION OF MAILING LIST IS 
CONFIDENTIAL} 

INFO REPOSITORY 
SENSITIVE 

DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW070917-01 
IMAGED 
APNT_025 

N68711-95-D-7526 
00294 

N00236 /  000354 04-10-2002 CRWQCB - COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK PLAN ADMIN RECORD 004 SOUTHWEST 181-03-0188 BOX 0001 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 
NONE 
00009 

2119.9285 (LMM) 
NONE 
01-28-2002 OAKLAND 

L. MEILLIER 
NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 
R. WEISSENBORN 

FOR BASEWIDE GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING PROGRAM (PORTION OF THE 
DISTRIBUTION LIST IS SENSITIVE) 

INFO REPOSITORY 
SENSITIVE 

005 
008 
009 
016 
025 GROUP 

DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW060629-01 
IMAGED 
APNT_007 

41031858 

026 
027 
BLDG. 410 
OU 1 
UST 608-1 

N00236 /  001808 04-22-2004 IT CORPORATION DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR BASEWIDE ADMIN RECORD 001 SOUTHWEST 
3834 05-03-2002 J. MCGUIRE GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM, INFO REPOSITORY 003 GROUP DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

REPORT 
N62474-98-D-2076 
00436 

00078 NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 

REVISION 0 (FIGURES 35 AND 66 AND 
TABLES 15 AND 16 ARE MISSING) 005 GROUP 

006 
007 

SW060629-04 
IMAGED 
APNT_008 

008 
009 
014 
016 
025 GROUP 
026 
027 
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Doc. Control No. Prc. Date Author Affil.
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Contr./Guid. No. CTO No. Recipient Affil. SWDIV Box No(s) FRC Warehouse
 

Approx. # Pages EPA Cat. # Recipient Subject/Comments Classification Sites CD No. FRC Box No(s)
 

N00236 /  001809 04-22-2004 IT CORPORATION 
4100 06-13-2002 R. CONDIT 
REPORT 00078 NAVFAC -

SOUTHWEST N62474-98-D-2076 
DIVISION 

00600 

DRAFT FINAL WORK PLAN FOR BASEWIDE ADMIN RECORD 001 SOUTHWEST 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM, DIVISION - BLDG. 110 INFO REPOSITORY 003 GROUP 
REVISION 0, [CD COPY ENCLOSED OF 06/12/06 005 GROUP WELL INVENTORY].  ***COMMENTS: (AS 
PER RPM - CLAUDIA RICHARDSON ON 006 
6/19/06, AR #760 IS THE CORRECT DRAFT 007 
FINAL AND SHOULD BE KEPT IN THE 008
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE. AR #1809 

009WILL BE DELETED FROM THE DATABASE)*** 
014 
016 
025 GROUP 
026 
027 
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UIC No.  / Rec. No. 

Record Type 
Contr./Guid. No. 
Approx. # Pages 

Prc. Date 
Record Date 
CTO No. 
EPA Cat. # 

Doc. Control No. Author Affil. 
Author 
Recipient Affil. 
Recipient Subject/Comments Classification Sites 

Location 
SWDIV Box No(s) 
CD No. 

FRC Accession No. 
FRC Warehouse 

FRC Box No(s) 

NONE 

06-18-2002 
06-14-2002 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 
NONE 
00035 

N00236 /  000367 
SWDIV SER 
06CA.AD/0624 

NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 
A. DICK 
US EPA - SAN 
FRANCISCO 
A. COOK 

TRANSMITTAL OF DRAFT SITE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT (W/ 
ENCLOSURE) [INCLUDES DRAFT SITE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN] 

ADMIN RECORD 
INFO REPOSITORY 

001 
002 
006 
007 
008 
009 
013 

SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW070413-01 
IMAGED 
APNT_022 

181-03-0188 
41031858 

BOX 0002 

014 
015 
016 
017 
019 
020 
022 
023 
024 
025 
026 
027 
028 
029 
AREA 1 
AREA 2 
AREA 3 
OU 1 
OU 2A 
OU 2B 
OU 2C 
OU 3 
OU 4A 
OU 4B 
OU 4C 
OU 5 
OU 6 
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UIC No.  / Rec. No. 

Record Type 
Contr./Guid. No. 
Approx. # Pages 

Doc. Control No. Prc. Date 
Record Date 
CTO No. 
EPA Cat. # 

Author Affil. 
Author 
Recipient Affil. 
Recipient Subject/Comments Classification Sites 

Location 
SWDIV Box No(s) 
CD No. 

FRC Accession No. 
FRC Warehouse 

FRC Box No(s) 

REPORT 
N62474-94-D-7609 
00400 

N00236 /  000412 
TC.0190.11423 - 
MOD. 2 00190 

08-29-2002 
08-16-2002 

TETRA TECH EM 
INC. 
G. FOULK 
NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 

DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
BASELINE SURVEY (SEE AR #1054 - EBS) 

ADMIN RECORD 
INFO REPOSITORY 

001 
002 
003 
004 
005 
006 

SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

181-03-0188 
41031858 

BOX 0004 

007 
008 
009 
010 
011 
012 
013 
014 
015 
016 
017 
019 
020 
021 
022 
023 
024 
025 
026 
027 
028 
029 
OU 1 
OU 2A 
OU 2B 
OU 2C 
OU 3 
OU 4A 
OU 4B 
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UIC No.  / Rec. No.
 

Doc. Control No. Prc. Date Author Affil.
 

Record Type Record Date Author Location FRC Accession No.
 

Contr./Guid. No. CTO No. Recipient Affil. SWDIV Box No(s) FRC Warehouse
 

Approx. # Pages EPA Cat. # Recipient Subject/Comments Classification Sites CD No. FRC Box No(s)
 

N00236 /  000436 10-31-2002 TETRA TECH EM 
10-08-2002 DS.A033.10075 AND INC. 

SWDIV SER DO A033 B. KELLY 
06CA.LO/0019 NAVFAC -
REPORT SOUTHWEST 
N68711-00-D-0005 DIVISION 

00237 L. OCAMPO 

DRAFT TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM: ADMIN RECORD 
EVALUATION OF ISSUES RELATED TO THE INFO REPOSITORY 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND SENSITIVE RECOVERY ACT (RCRA); FACILITY PERMIT 
EPA ID CA 2170023236, TIERED PERMITS, 
AND THE NONPERMITTED AREAS 
(INCLUDES SWDIV TRANSMITTAL LETTER 
BY L. OCAMPO).  ***COMMENTS: [PORTION 
OF THE MAILING LIST IS CONFIDENTIAL]*** 

OU 4C 
OU 5 
OU 6 

001	 SOUTHWEST 181-03-0188 BOX 0006 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 002 41031858 
SW060601-02 003 
IMAGED 004 
APNT_013 006 

007 
008 
009 
013 
014 
015 
016 
019 
020 
022 
023 
026 
027 
028 
BLDG. 13 
OU 1 
OU 2A 
OU 2B 
OU 2C 
OU 3 
OU 4A 
OU 4B 
OU 4C 
OU 5 
OU 6 
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Contr./Guid. No. CTO No. Recipient Affil. SWDIV Box No(s) FRC Warehouse
 

Approx. # Pages EPA Cat. # Recipient Subject/Comments Classification Sites CD No. FRC Box No(s)
 

N00236 /  000456 01-29-2003 DTSC - BERKELEY 
NONE 12-16-2002 M. LIAO 
CORRESPONDENC NONE NAVFAC -
E SOUTHWEST 

DIVISION NONE 
L. OCAMPO 00007 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT TECHNICAL ADMIN RECORD 
MEMORANDUM: EVALUATION OF ISSUES INFO REPOSITORY 
RELATED TO THE RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) FACILITY PERMIT EPA ID CA 
217002323G TIERED PERMITS AND THE 
NONPERMITTED AREAS 

001	 SOUTHWEST 181-03-0188 BOX 0010 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 002 41031858 
SW060615-02 003 
IMAGED 004 
APNT_004 006 

007 
008 
009 
013 
014 
015 
016 
019 
020 
022 
023 
027 
028 
OU 1 
OU 2A 
OU 2B 
OU 2C 
OU 3 
OU 4A 
OU 4B 
OU 4C 
OU 5 
OU 6 
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N00236 /  000995 
TC.A021.10125 
MM 
N68711-00-D-0005 
00047 

N00236 /  000999 
TC.A021.10125 
MM 
N68711-00-D-0005 
00023 

N00236 /  000492 
CTO-0021/0152 & 
SWDIV SER 
06CA.JS/0714 
CORRESPONDENC 
E 
N68711-95-D-7526 

08-20-2003 
01-21-2003 
DO 0021 

08-20-2003 
02-18-2003 
DO 0021 

05-09-2003 
04-24-2003 
00021 

TETRA TECH EM 
INC. 

NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 

TETRA TECH EM 
INC. 

NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 

NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
J. STEWART 
US EPA - SAN 
FRANCISCO 
M. RIPPERDA 

21 JANUARY 2003 FINAL BASE 
REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (BRAC) 
CLEANUP TEAM (BCT) MONTHLY TRACKING 
MEETING AFTER ACTION REPORT 
(INCLUDES AGENDA, SIGN-IN SHEET, AND 
HANDOUT MATERIALS) [PORTION OF THE 
SIGN-IN SHEET IS SENSITIVE] 

FINAL BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
(BRAC) CLEANUP TEAM (BCT) MONTHLY 
TRACKING MEETING MINUTES AFTER 
ACTION REPORT FOR THE 18 FEBRUARY 
2003 - INCLUDES AGENDA, SIGN-IN SHEET, 
AND HANDOUT MATERIALS 

FIELD SAMPLING PLAN ADDENDUM 1 
(ATTACHMENT A) AND QUALITY 
ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN ADDENDUM 1 
(ATTACHMENT B) TO THE DRAFT FINAL 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION WORK PLAN, 
DOCK ZONE (W/ ENCLOSURES) [SEE AR # 
320 - FINAL RI WP].  ***COMMENTS: 
{PORTION OF THE MAILING LIST IS 
SENSITIVE}*** 

ADMIN RECORD 
INFO REPOSITORY 
SENSITIVE 

ADMIN RECORD 
INFO REPOSITORY 

ADMIN RECORD 
INFO REPOSITORY 
SENSITIVE 

001 
005 
007 
009 
011 
013 
014 
015 
016 
017 
020 
021 
027 
028 
029 
OU 5 

009 
011 
014 
015 
016 
021 
027 
028 
OU 1 
OU 2A 
OU 2B 

027 

SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW061120-02 
IMAGED 
APNT_023 

SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW05072801 
IMAGED 
APNT_001 

SOUTHWEST 181-03-0188 BOX 0012 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 41031858 
SW070817-01 
IMAGED 
APNT_025 
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N00236 /  001050 08-20-2003 TETRA TECH EM FINAL RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD ADMIN RECORD 026 SOUTHWEST 
TC.A021.10126 05-06-2003 INC. (RAB) MEETING MINUTES SUMMARY FOR INFO REPOSITORY 027 DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

MTG MINS 
N68711-00-D-0005 
00050 

DO 0021 
NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 

THE 06 MAY 2003 MEETING - INCLUDES 
AGENDA, SIGN-IN SHEETS AND HANDOUT 
MATERIALS 

SW05072801 
IMAGED 
APNT_001 

N00236 /  000507 06-05-2003 NAVFAC - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE FIELD ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 181-03-0188 BOX 0012 

RESPONSE 
N68711-95-D-7526 

CTO-0021/0168 & 
SWDIV SER 
06CA.JS/0795 

00021 
05-20-2003 SOUTHWEST 

DIVISION 

VARIOUS 
AGENCIES 

SAMPLING PLAN AND QUALITY 
ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN ADDENDA 
FOR THE DOCK ZONE [INCLUDES SWDIV 
TRANSMITTAL LETTER BY J. STEWART] 
(PORTION OF MAILING LIST IS SENSITIVE) 

INFO REPOSITORY 
SENSITIVE 

DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW070413-01 
IMAGED 
APNT_022 

41031858 

00016 
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CD No. 

FRC Accession No. 
FRC Warehouse 

FRC Box No(s) 

PUB NOTICE 
NONE 
00016 

N00236 /  000772 
NONE 

NONE 

08-04-2003 
07-01-2003 

NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 
M. MCCLELLAND 
PUBLIC INTEREST 

JULY 2003 ALAMEDA POINT FOCUS 
ENVIRONMENTAL NEWSLETTER 

ADMIN RECORD 001 
002 
003 
004 
005 

SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW070112-01 
IMAGED 
APNT_008 

181-03-0188 
41031858 

BOX 0016 

006 
007 
008 
009 
010 
011 
012 
013 
014 
015 
016 
017 
018 
019 
020 
021 
022 
023 
024 
025 
026 
027 
028 
029 
030 
031 
032 
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FRC Warehouse 

FRC Box No(s) 

MM 
N68711-03-D-5104 
00034 

N00236 /  001803 
TC.B010.10187 

00010 

04-22-2004 
08-05-2003 

SULTECH 

NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 

05 AUGUST 2003 FINAL RESTORATION 
ADVISORY BOARD (RAB) MEETING 
SUMMARY (INCLUDES MEETING AGENDA, 
SIGN-IN SHEETS AND VARIOUS 
HANDOUTS) [ATTENDANCE LIST IS 
MISSING] 

ADMIN RECORD 
INFO REPOSITORY 

001 
002 
003 
005 
006 
007 

SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW060814-01 
IMAGED 
APNT_014 

008 
009 
011 
014 
016 
021 
025 
026 
027 
BLDG. 195 
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FRC Warehouse 

FRC Box No(s) 

REPORT 
NONE 
00033 

N00236 /  001757 
SWDIV SER 
06CA.AD/1416 NONE 

01-15-2004 
11-05-2003 

NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 
M. MCCLELLAND 
US EPA - SAN 
FRANCISCO 
A. COOK 

SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE - 
[INCLUDES SWDIV TRANSMITTAL LETTER 
BY M. MCCLELLAND] 

ADMIN RECORD 
INFO REPOSITORY 

001 
002 
003 
004 
005 
006 
007 

SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW060814-01 
IMAGED 
APNT_014 

008 
009 
011 
012 
013 
014 
015 
016 
018 
019 
020 
021 
022 
023 
024 
025 
026 
027 
OU 1 
OU 2A 
OU 2B 
OU 2C 
OU 3 
OU 4A 
OU 4B 
OU 4C 
OU 5 
OU 6 
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N00236 /  001738 11-19-2003 SHAW GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
6568 11-11-2003 ENVIRONMENTAL, FOR INSTALLATION RESTORATION SITE 27, INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 110 

REPORT 
N62474-98-D-2076 
00100 

00103 INC. 

NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 

SUMMER 2002 TO SPRING 2003 
(DOCUMENT WAS ISSUED WITH SECTION 6 
ONLY AND REPLACEMENT PAGES) [SEE AR 
#880 - ORIGINAL DOCUMENT] {CD COPY OF 
APPENDICES A & B ENCLOSED} (***SEE 
COMMENTS).  ***COMMENTS: [PORTION OF 

SENSITIVE 

THE MAILING LIST IS SENSITIVE] 
{THIS DOCUMENT WAS INSERTED IN AR 
#880.  AR #1738 WILL BE DELETED FROM 
THE DATABASE}*** 

N00236 /  001880 10-18-2004 NAVFAC - OFFICIAL TRANSMISSION LETTER OF THE ADMIN RECORD 001 SOUTHWEST 
SWDIV SER. 11-24-2003 SOUTHWEST WINTER 2002 QUARTERLY GROUNDWATER INFO REPOSITORY 002 DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

MISC 
NONE 
00015 

06CA.CD/1492 NONE DIVISION 
T. MACCHIARELLA 
EPA - SAN 
FRANCISCO 
M. RIPPERDA 

MONITORING REPORTS 
003 
005 
006 
007 

SW070829-02 
IMAGED 
APNT_026 

008 
009 
014 
016 
025 GROUP 
027 

N00236 /  001790 03-16-2004 NAVFAC - DRAFT FIELD SAMPLING PLAN ADDENDUM ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 
N68711-95-D-7526 
00056 

CTO-0021/0402 & 
SWDIV SER 
06CA.JS/0249 

00021 
02-26-2004 SOUTHWEST 

G. LORTON 
US EPA - SAN 
FRANCISCO 
A. COOK 

2 (ATTACHMENT A) AND QUALITY 
ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN ADDENDUM 2 
(ATTACHMENT B) TO THE DRAFT FINAL 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION WORK PLAN, 
DOCK ZONE (W/ ENCLOSURES ) (SEE AR 
#320 - DRAFT FINAL RI WP).  ***COMMENTS: 
(PORTION OF THE MAILING LIST IS 
SENSITIVE)*** 

INFO REPOSITORY 
SENSITIVE 

DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW070817-03 
IMAGED 
APNT_025 
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N00236 /  001782 03-02-2004 SHAW GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
6706 & SWDIV SER 02-27-2004 ENVIRONMENTAL, FOR INSTALLATION RESTORATION SITE 27, INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 110 

REPORT 
N62474-98-D-2076 
00040 

06CA.CG/0222 00103 INC. 

NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 

SUMMER 2002 TO SPRING 2003 
(DOCUMENT WAS ISSUED WITH ORIGINAL 
SECTIONS 7 AND 8 ONLY AND 
REPLACEMENT PAGES) [SEE AR #880 - 
ORIGINAL DOCUMENT AND AR #1974 - 
REVISED SECTIONS 7 & 8].  ***COMMENTS: 
{INCLUDES SWDIV TRANSMITTAL LETTER 
BY G. LORTON} (CD COPY OF APPENDICES 
A AND B ENCLOSED) 
{THIS DOCUMENT WAS INSERTED IN AR 
#880.  AR #1782 WILL BE DELETED FROM 
THE DATABASE}*** 

N00236 /  001831 05-13-2004 NAVFAC - DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 
NONE 
00030 

SER. 06CA.JS/0514 
021/069 
05-10-2004 SOUTHWEST 

DIVISION 
T. MACCHIARELLA 
U.S. EPA - SAN 
FRANCISCO 
A. COOK 

(RI) WORK PLAN ADDENDA, FIELD 
SAMPLING PLAN (FSP) ADDENDUM 2, 
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN 
(QAPP) ADDENDUM 2, SITE-SPECIFIC 
SAFETY AND HEATLH PLAN SUPPLEMENT 
(SSHP), NAVY'S RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, 
DOCK ZONE.  ***COMMENTS: INCLUDES 

INFO REPOSITORY 
SENSITIVE 

PHASE 4 DIVISION - BLDG. 110 
07/14/06 

SWDIV TRANSMITTAL LETTER BY T. 
MACCHIARELLA AND CONFIDENTIAL 
DISTRIBUTION LIST*** 

N00236 /  002030 05-03-2005 SULTECH ALAMEDA ARCVIEW QUERY STATION ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
DS.B010.14009 10-11-2004 D. DAVENPORT UPDATE FOR BASEWIDE PROJECT INFO REPOSITORY 028 DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 
N68711-03-D-5104 
00006 

00010 NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 
G. LORTON 

MANAGEMENT; CONTAINS THE 
ANALYTICAL DATA COLLECTED AND 
TRANSMITTED TO TETRA TECH {CD COPY 
ONLY ENCLOSED}.  ***COMMENTS: 
(HARDCOPY DOCUMENT IS UNAVAILABLE, 

SW061023-03 
IMAGED 
APNT_020 

PER RPM T. MACCHIARELLA ON 03 MAY 
2005)*** 
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N00236 /  001902 12-06-2004 NAVFAC - TRANSMITTAL OF GROUNDWATER ADMIN RECORD 001 SOUTHWEST 
8554 & SWDIV 11-10-2004 SOUTHWEST MONITORING REPORTS FOR SUMMER 2003 INFO REPOSITORY 002 DIVISION - BLDG. 110 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 
N62474-98-D-2076 
00012 

BPMOW.CXD/0076 NONE DIVISION 
R. PLASEIED 
U.S. EPA - SAN 
FRANCISCO 
A. COOK 

TO SPRING 2004 [INCLUDES SUMMARY OF 
SIGNIFICANT CHANGES  TO THE ANNUAL 
2003 TO 2004 ALAMEDA BASEWIDE 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM 
AND SWDIV TRANSMITTAL LETTER BY R. 
PLASEIED]. ***COMMENTS:  {PORTION OF 
MAILING LIST IS CONFIDENTIAL, CD COPY 

003 
005 
006 
007 
008 

06/21/06 

ENCLOSED OF SECTIONS 5-9 AND 009 
APPENDICES}*** 027 

032 
OU 2C 

N00236 /  001822 04-29-2004 SHAW GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
8834 AND 6984 12-17-2004 ENVIRONMENTAL, FOR SUMMER 2003 TO SPRING 2004 INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

REPORT 
N62474-98-D-2076 
00153 

00103 INC. 
J. MCGUIRE 
BRAC - SAN 
DIEGO 

(INCLUDES REPLACEMENT COVER, TITLE 
AND SIGNATURE PAGES THAT REFLECT 
SUMMER 2003 TO SPRING 2004) [PORTION 
OF MAILING LIST IS SENSITIVE; CD COPY 
OF APPENDICES A THROUGH D 

SENSITIVE SW060814-01 
IMAGED 
APNT_014 

ENCLOSED]. ***COMMENTS:  {INCLUDES 
SWDIV TRANSMITTAL LETTER BY T. 
MACCHIARELLA (SWDIV SER 
BPMOW.CD\0222 AND SER 06CA.CD/0438)}*** 
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N00236 /  000880 08-04-2003	 SHAW GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT 
ENVIRONMENTAL, FOR INSTALLATION RESTORATION SITE 27, 8847 & BRAC SER 12-22-2004 
INC. SUMMER 2002 TO SPRING 2003 (CD COPY BPMOW.CD/0238 0078 & 0103 
J. MCGUIRE OF APPENDICES A AND B ENCLOSED) REPORT [INCLUDES REPLACEMENT PAGES ISSUED BRAC PMO WEST N62474-98-D-2076 ON DIFFERENT DATES WITH DIFFERENT 

00178	 DOCUMENT CONTROL NUMBERS] {***SEE 
COMMENTS}.  ***COMMENTS: (NOTE: 
REPLACEMENT PAGES INCLUDES THE 
FOLLOWING: 1) ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 
ISSUED ON 31 JULY 2003 WITH SWDIV 
TRANSMITAL LETTER BY R. WEISSENBORN 
(SWDIV SER 06CA.RW/1118) - DCN #5679; 2) 
DOCUMENT ISSUED ON 11 NOVEMBER 2003 
WITH SECTION 6 ONLY, REVISED TOC AND 
SECTION 9, NEW VERSION OF APPENDICES 
A & B - DCN #6568; 3) DOCUMENT ISSUED 
ON 27 FEBRUARY 2004 WITH SWDIV 
TRANSMITTAL LETTER BY G. LORTON 
(SWDIV SER 06CA.CG/0222), SECTIONS 7 
AND 8 ONLY, REVISED TOC AND SECTION 
9, NEW VERSION OF APPENDICES A AND 
B - DCN #6706; 4) DOCUMENT ISSUED ON 22 
DECEMBER 2004 WITH REVISED TOC, 
SECTIONS 7, 8 AND 9 AND NEW VERSION 
OF APPENDICES A AND B)*** 

N00236 /  001974 03-04-2005	 SHAW GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT 
ENVIRONMENTAL, FOR INSTALLATION RESTORATION SITE 27, 8847 & BRAC SER 12-22-2004 
INC. SUMMER 2002 TO SPRING 2003 BPMOW.CD\0238 0078 & 0103 
J. MCGUIRE (DOCUMENT WAS ISSUED WITH REVISED REPORT SECTIONS 7 & 8 ONLY AND REPLACEMENT BRAC PMO WEST N62474-98-D-2076 PAGES) [SEE AR #880 - ORIGINAL 

00020	 DOCUMENT AND AR #1782 - ORIGINAL 
SECTIONS 7 & 8].  ***COMMENTS: 
{INCLUDES BRAC PMO WEST 
TRANSMITTAL LETTER BY T. 
MACCHAIRELLA} 
(THIS DOCUMENT WAS INSERTED IN AR 
#880.  AR #1974 WILL BE DELETED FROM 
THE DATABASE)*** 

ADMIN RECORD 027	 SOUTHWEST 181-03-0188 BOX 0017 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 INFO REPOSITORY 41031858 
SW070829-02 
IMAGED 
APNT_026 

ADMIN RECORD 027 	 SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 110 INFO REPOSITORY 
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N00236 /  002004 04-07-2005 BECHTEL DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 

REPORT 
N-68711-95-D-7526 
02320 

CTO-0069/0297 & 
SER 
BPMOW.JS/0545 

00069 
03-24-2005 ENVIRONMENTAL, 

INC. 
C. STUMPENHAUS 
BRAC - SAN 
DIEGO 

AT THE DOCK ZONE - VOLUME I-III OF III, 
FOLDERS 1-3 OF 3 [INCLUDES SWDIV 
TRANSMITTAL LETTER BY T. 
MACCHAIRELLA] {PORTION OF MAILING IS 
SENSITIVE, CD COPY OF PHASE IV SOIL 
GAS INVESTIGATION REPORT ENCLOSED} 

INFO REPOSITORY 
SENSITIVE 

DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW070112-02 
IMAGED 
APNT_008 

N00236 /  002420 08-22-2006 DTSC - BERKELEY REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON DRAFT ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
NONE 05-24-2005 M. LIAO REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT, INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 
NONE 
00021 

NONE NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 
T. MACCHIARELLA 

DOCK ZONE (INCLUDES GSU COMMENTS 
BY S. BLACK DATED 24 MAY 2005 AND 
HERD COMMENTS BY J. POLISINI DATED 6 
MAY 2005) 

SW070112-03 
IMAGED 
APNT_008 

N00236 /  002421 08-22-2006 USEPA - SAN REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON DRAFT ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
NONE 05-24-2005 FRANCISCO REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT, INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

CORRESPONDENC NONE A. COOK DOCK ZONE SW070330-03 
E BRAC PMO WEST IMAGED 
NONE T. MACCHIARELLA APNT_024 
00011 

N00236 /  002061 07-07-2005 BRAC PMO WEST REQUEST FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STATE ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
BRAC SER 07-07-2005 T. MACCHIARELLA APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

CORRESPONDENC 
BPMOW.JAS\093 00087 EPA - BERKELEY 

M. LIAO 

APPROPIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS) 
FOR INSTALLATION RESTORATION SITE 

SW061005-03 
IMAGED 

E APNT_019 
NONE 
00003 

N00236 /  002071 08-01-2005 BECHTEL FINAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
BRAC SER 08-22-2005 ENVIRONMENTAL, REPORT FOR THE DOCK ZONE, VOLUMES I- INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

REPORT 
N68711-95-D-7526 
02562 

BPMOW.AB/112& 
SWDIV SER 
BPMOW.AB/0980 

CTO-0069/0405 INC. 
C. STUMPENHAUS 
BRAC PMO WEST 

III OF III, FOLDERS 1-2 OF 2 REPLACEMENT 
PAGES ISSUED 08/24/2005 CONVERTING 
THE DRAFT FINAL DATED 07/25/2005 TO A 
FINAL {PORTION OF MAILING LIST IS 
SENSITIVE}. ***COMMENTS:  [CD COPY 
ENCLOSED] (INCLUDES BRAC PMOW 
TRANSMITTAL BY T. MACCHIARELLA) {PER 

SENSITIVE SW061227-01 
IMAGED 
APNT_026 

RPM, M. HURST, ON 12/5/06, ATTACHMENT I-
2 WAS NOT INCLUDED IN THE DOCUMENT. 
THE TOC FOR APPENDIX I IS 
ERRONEOUS}*** 
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N00236 /  002538 
NONE 
CORRESPONDENC 
E 
NONE 
00002 

N00236 /  002140 
BRAC SER 
BPMOW.GL\1298 
AND CTO-0069/0446 
REPORT 
N68711-95-D-7526 
00459 

N00236 /  002172 
DS.B012.13729 & 
BRAC SER 
BPMOW.LAO\1417 
REPORT 
N68711-03-D-5104 
00294 

N00236 /  002207 
FILE NO. 2199.9285 
(JCH) AND 
2199.9284 (JCH) 
CORRESPONDENC 
E 
NONE 

09-19-2006 
08-26-2005 
NONE 

10-26-2005 
10-21-2005 
00069 

12-07-2005 
11-29-2005 
00012 

02-08-2006 
12-21-2005 
NONE 

DTSC - BERKELEY 
M. LIAO 
NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION 
T. MACCHIARELLA 

BECHTEL 
ENVIRONMENTAL, 
INC. 
M. DERMER 
BRAC PMO WEST 

SULTECH 

BRAC PMO WEST 

CRWQCB -
OAKLAND 
J. HUANG 
BRAC PMO WEST 
T. MACCHIARELLA 

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON RESPONSE 
TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT 

DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT DOCK 
ZONE (INCLUDES BRAC PMO WEST 
TRANSMITTAL LETTER BY T. 
MACCHIARELLA) [PORTION OF THE 
MAILING LIST IS SENSITIVE] 

DRAFT COMPILATION OF OUTSTANDING 
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT UNIT (SWMU) 
EVALUATION REPORTS, HAZARDOUS 
WASTE PERMIT EPA ID NUMBER CA 
2170023236 (INCLUDES BRAC PMO WEST 
TRANSMITTAL LETTER BY T. 
MACCHIARELLA) 

REQUEST FOR COMMENT DEADLINE 
EXTENSIONS ON DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN 
AND DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY 

ADMIN RECORD 
INFO REPOSITORY 

ADMIN RECORD 
INFO REPOSITORY 
SENSITIVE 

ADMIN RECORD 
INFO REPOSITORY 

ADMIN RECORD 

027 

027 

001 
002 
014 
026 
027 
032 
034 
OU 1 
OU 3 
OU 4A 
OU 6 
PARCEL 12 
PARCEL 17 
PARCEL 1A 
PARCEL 9 

002 
027 
OU 5 

SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW070330-03 
IMAGED 
APNT_024 

SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW060921-03 
IMAGED 
APNT_006 

SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW061005-03 
IMAGED 
APNT_019 

SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW060921-04 
IMAGED 
APNT_006 
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N00236 /  002217 02-15-2006 USEPA - SAN REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
NONE 01-23-2006 FRANCISCO FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, DOCK ZONE INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

CORRESPONDENC NONE A. COOK SW060921-04 
E BRAC PMO WEST IMAGED 
NONE T. MACCHIARELLA APNT_006 
00011 

N00236 /  002218 02-15-2006 DTSC - BERKELEY REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
NONE 01-23-2006 M. LIAO FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, DOCK ZONE INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 
NONE 

NONE BRAC PMO WEST 
T. MACCHIARELLA 

[INCLUDES OMF AND HERD COMMENTS] 
{INCLUDES GSU COMMENTS DATED 
1/20/2006 AND ESU COMMENTS DATED 
1/17/2006} (PORTION OF THE MAILING LIST 

SENSITIVE SW060921-04 
IMAGED 
APNT_006 

00016 IS CONFIDENTIAL) 

N00236 /  002208 02-08-2006 CRWQCB - REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
NONE 01-24-2006 OAKLAND FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, DOCK ZONE INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 
NONE 

NONE J. HUANG 
BRAC PMO WEST 
T. MACCHIARELLA 

(PORTION OF THE MAILING LIST IS 
SENSITIVE). ***COMMENTS:  AR # 2208 IS A 
DUPLICATE OF AR # 2491.  AR # 2208 WILL 
BE DELETED FROM THE DATABASE.*** 

SENSITIVE SW060921-04 

00004 

N00236 /  002491 08-28-2006 CRWQCB - REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON DRAFT ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
FILE NO. 01-24-2006 OAKLAND FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) REPORT, DOCK INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 
NONE 

2199.9285(JCH) NONE J. HUANG 
BRAC PMO WEST 
T. MACCHIARELLA 

ZONE (INCLUDES ARARS FOR 
GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION TABLE) 
[PORTION OF THE MAILING LIST IS 
SENSITIVE] 

SENSITIVE SW060921-05 
IMAGED 
APNT_006 

00009 

N00236 /  002256 03-28-2006 BRAC PMO WEST TRANSMITTAL OF DRAFT FINAL ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
BRAC PMOW SER 03-24-2006 T. MACCHIARELLA FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, DOCK ZONE INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 
NONE 

BPMOW.ALB/0275 NONE VARIOUS 
AGENCIES 

(W/OUT ENCLOSURE) [PORTION OF THE 
MAILING LIST IS CONFIDENTIAL] {SEE AR 
#2255 - DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY 
REPORT, DOCK ZONE} 

SENSITIVE SW061005-04 
IMAGED 
APNT_018 

00004 
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N00236 /  002312 05-19-2006 USEPA - SAN REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
NONE 04-20-2006 FRANCISCO FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) REPORT, INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

CORRESPONDENC NONE A. COOK DOCK ZONE SW060921-05 
E BRAC PMO WEST IMAGED 
NONE T. MACCHIARELLA APNT_006 
00003 

N00236 /  002255 03-28-2006 BECHTEL FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, DOCK ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 

REPORT 
N68711-95-D-7526 
00526 

CTO-0069/0488 
00069 
04-24-2006 ENVIRONMENTAL, 

INC. 

BRAC PMO WEST 

ZONE (CD COPY ENCLOSED) [INCLUDES 
REPLACEMENT PAGES CONVERTING 
DRAFT FINAL DATED 3/23/04 TO FINAL] {SEE 
AR #2256 - BRAC TRANSMITTAL LETTER BY 
T. MACCHIARELLA}.  ***COMMENTS: 

INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW060921-05 
IMAGED 
APNT_006 

(SPINE, COVER PAGE AND SIGNATURE 
PAGE WERE INSERTED INTO THE 
DOCUMENT) [SEE AR # 2289 - BRAC PMO 
WEST TRANSMITTAL LETTER BY A. LEE]*** 

N00236 /  002289 05-03-2006 BRAC PMO WEST TRANSMITTAL OF FINAL FEASIBILITY ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
BRAC SER 04-24-2006 A. LEE STUDY (FS) REPORT, DOCK ZONE (W/OUT INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 
NONE 

BPMOW.AB\0367 NONE BCT MEMBERS ENCLSOURE) [PORTION OF THE MAILING 
LIST IS CONFIDENTIAL] {SEE AR #2255 - 
FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, DOCK 
ZONE} 

SENSITIVE SW060921-05 
IMAGED 
APNT_006 

00004 

N00236 /  002319 05-30-2006 DTSC - DTSC HAS NO FURTHER COMMENTS ON ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
NONE 04-26-2006 SACRAMENTO THE DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 

NONE D. LOFSTROM 
BRAC PMO WEST 

REPORT, DOCK ZONE (PORTION OF THE 
MAILING LIST IS CONFIDENTIAL) SENSITIVE SW060921-05 

IMAGED 
NONE T. MACCHIARELLA APNT_006 
00003 

N00236 /  002378 07-31-2006 BECHTEL DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN, DOCK ZONE (SEE ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 

REPORT 
CTO-0084/0022 

00084 
07-01-2006 ENVIRONMENTAL, 

INC. 
AR #2377 - BRAC PMO WEST TRANSMITTAL 
LETTER BY T. MACCHIARELLA) 

DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
SW061023-04 

N68711-95-D-7526 
00018 BRAC PMO WEST 

IMAGED 
APNT_019 
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N00236 /  002377 07-31-2006 BRAC PMO WEST TRANSMITTAL OF DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN, ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
BRAC SER 07-24-2006 T. MACCHIARELLA DOCK ZONE (W/OUT ENCLOSURE) [SEE AR DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
BPMOW.AB/0619 NONE VARIOUS #2378 - DRAFT PORPOSED PLAN] SW061023-04 
CORRESPONDENC AGENCIES IMAGED 
E APNT_019 
NONE 
00003 

N00236 /  002519 09-12-2006 CRWQCB - REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON DRAFT ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
FILE NO. 08-21-2006 OAKLAND PROPOSED PLAN (PP), DOCK ZONE DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
2199.9285(JCH) NONE J. HUANG SW061023-04 
CORRESPONDENC BRAC PMO WEST IMAGED 
E T. MACCHIARELLA APNT_019 
NONE 
00003 

N00236 /  002518 09-12-2006 DTSC - REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON DRAFT ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
NONE 08-23-2006 SACRAMENTO PROPOSED PLAN (PP), DOCK ZONE DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

CORRESPONDENC NONE D. LOFSTROM SW061023-04 
E BRAC PMO WEST IMAGED 
NONE T. MACCHIARELLA APNT_019 
00004 

N00236 /  002543 09-19-2006 USEPA - SAN REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON DRAFT ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
NONE 09-05-2006 FRANCISCO PROPOSED PLAN, DOCK ZONE DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

CORRESPONDENC NONE A. COOK SW061023-04 
E BRAC PMO WEST IMAGED 
NONE T. MACCHIARELLA APNT_019 
00004 

N00236 /  002580 10-31-2006 BECHTEL DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED PLAN (PP), DOCK ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 

REPORT 
N68711-95-D-7526 
00025 

CTO-0084/0051 
00084 
10-01-2006 ENVIRONMENTAL, 

INC. 
J. ARGYRES 
NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 

ZONE (INCLUDES DTSC RESPONSES TO 
COMMENTS ON DRAFT PP) [SEE AR #2579 -
BRAC PMO WEST TRANSMITTAL LETTER 
BY T. MACCHIARELLA] 

DIVISION - BLDG. 110 

G. STEINWAY 
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N00236 /  002579 10-31-2006 BRAC PMO WEST TRANSMITTAL OF DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
BRAC SER 10-05-2006 T. MACCHIARELLA PLAN (PP), DOCK ZONE (W/OUT DIVISION - BLDG. 110 

CORRESPONDENC 
BPMOW.MH\0008 NONE VARIOUS 

AGENCIES 
ENCLOSURE) [SEE AR #2580 - DRAFT FINAL 
PP] 

E 
NONE 
00003 

N00236 /  002616 11-22-2006 BECHTEL FINAL PROPOSED PLAN, DOCK ZONE ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 

REPORT 
N68711-95-D-7526 
00015 

CTO-0084/0109 
00084 
11-01-2006 ENVIRONMENTAL, 

INC. 
J. ARGYRES 
NAVFAC -
SOUTHWEST 

INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 110 

G. STEINWAY 

N00236 /  002700 03-07-2007 PUBLIC COMMENT REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON PROPOSED ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
NONE 12-15-2006 J. BARSE PLAN (PP), DOCK ZONE (PORTION OF THE INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 110 

CORRESPONDENC NONE BRAC PMO WEST DOCUMENT IS SENSITIVE) SENSITIVE 
E T. MACCHIARELLA 
NONE 
00002 

N00236 /  002693 02-13-2007 CLEAR WATER REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON FINAL ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
NONE 12-21-2006 TOXIC SPOT PROPOSED PLAN (PP), DOCK ZONE INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 110 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 

NONE P. LYNCH 
BRAC PMO WEST 

[PORTION OF THE DOCUMENT IS 
SENSITIVE] SENSITIVE 

NONE T. MACCHIARELLA 
00001 

N00236 /  002739 04-23-2007 BECHTEL DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION (ROD), DOCK ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 

REPORT 
N68711-95-D-7526 
00150 

CTO-0084/0222 
00084 
04-01-2007 ENVIRONMENTAL, 

INC. 

BRAC PMO WEST 

ZONE [CD COPY IS ENCLOSESD] {SEE AR 
#2738 - BRAC PMO WEST TRANSMITTAL 
LETTER BY T. MACCHIARELLA} 

INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
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FRC Warehouse 

FRC Box No(s) 

NONE 

04-23-2007 
04-19-2007 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 

N00236 /  002738 
BRAC SER 
BPMOW.MLH/0480 

T. MACCHIARELLA 
BRAC PMO WEST 
VARIOUS 
AGENCIES 

TRANSMITTAL OF DRAFT RECORD OF 
DECISION (ROD), DOCK ZONE [W/OUT 
ENCLOSURE] {SEE AR #2739 - DRAFT 
RECORD OF DECISION} 

ADMIN RECORD 
INFO REPOSITORY 

027 SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

NONE 
00002 

NONE 

10-04-2007 
07-26-2007 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 

N00236 /  002884 
2199.9285(EWS) 

CRWQCB -
OAKLAND 
E. SIMON 
BRAC  PMO WEST 

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
RECORD OF DECISION 

ADMIN RECORD 
INFO REPOSITORY 

027 SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

NONE T. MACCHIARELLA 
00002 

NONE 

10-04-2007 
07-26-2007 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 

N00236 /  002885 
NONE 

EPA - SAN 
FRANCISCO 
A. COOK 
BRAC PMO WEST 

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
RECORD OF DECISION, DOCK ZONE 

ADMIN RECORD 
INFO REPOSITORY 

027 SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

NONE T. MACCHIARELLA 
00008 

NONE 

10-04-2007 
08-01-2007 

CORRESPONDENC 
E 

N00236 /  002880 
NONE 

EPA - SAN 
FRANCISCO 
A. COOK 
BRAC PMO WEST 

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
RECORD OF DECISION, DOCK ZONE 

ADMIN RECORD 
INFO REPOSITORY 

027 SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

NONE T. MACCHIARELLA 
00002 
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N00236 /  002840 09-17-2007 SULTECH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND ADMIN RECORD 001 SOUTHWEST 
SULT.5104.0130.004 08-08-2007 APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS) INFO REPOSITORY 005 DIVISION - BLDG. 1 
2 00130 BRAC PMO WEST TEMPLATE (CD COPY IS ENCLOSED) 006 
REPORT 008 
N68711-03-D-5104 010 
00025 011 

012 
014 
015 
017 
02 
020 
021 
024 
026 
027 
028 
029 
032 
034 
035 
OU 001 

N00236 /  002935 11-05-2007 DTSC - REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ADMIN RECORD 027 SOUTHWEST 
NONE 08-09-2007 SACRAMENTO RECORD OF DECISION, DOCK ZONE INFO REPOSITORY DIVISION - BLDG. 1 

CORRESPONDENC NONE D. LOFSTROM 
E BRAC PMO WEST 
NONE T. MACCHIARELLA 
00005 
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PAR TIC I PAN T S 

2 PRESENTERS: 

3 THOMAS L. MACCHIARELLA, Navy BRAC Environmental 

4 
Coordinator, BRAC Program Management 
MICHELLE HURST, Navy Project Manager 
DAN CARROLL, Kleinfelder 

6 OTHER AGENCY, NAVY STAFF AND CONSULTANT 

7 

8 

9 

CATHIE STUMPENHAUS, Bechtel 
MICHELE DERMER, Bechtel 
LINDA HENRY, Brown and Caldwell 
BETTY SCHMUCKER, Brown and Caldwell 
WYNN YIN, Brown and Caldwell 

Office West 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

DOT LOFSTROM, Department of Toxic Substances Control 
ANNA-MARIE COOK, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 
PETER RUSSELL, Russell Resources, Consultant 
for Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment Authority 
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COMMUNITY MEMBERS 
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AND INTERESTED PARTIES:
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DECEMBER 12, 2006 6:48 P.M. 

MR. MACCHIARELLA: Good evening. 

We just concluded the poster board viewing 

and informal discussion period. And since there 

are no community members present, we will postpone 

subsequent presentations until community members 

arrive. If none arrive by 7:30, we will conclude 

at that time. 

Community members may provide written 

comments on the Proposed Plan for Site 27, Dock Zone, 

to the Navy through December 22. In the event that no 

community members arrive, the view slides, rather than a 

verbatim transcript of the presentation, will be in the 

stenographer's report of this meeting and together will 

be placed in the administrative record and other places 

as appropriate. 

The stenographer will now stop recording 

while the Navy and regulatory agency representatives 

await the arrival of community members. Recording 

will resume when we return to the presentations or 

for meeting adjournment, whichever comes first. 

(Off the record at 6:49 p.m.) 

III 

III 
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(Back on the record at 7:05 p.m.) 

MR. MACCHIARELLA: Good evening. 

We now have at least one community member. 

Thank you for coming. 

This meeting is hosted by the Department 

of the NavYi more specificallYI the BRAC Program 

Management Office West. My name is Thomas Macchiarella. 

The purpose of this meeting is for the Navy to present 

its Proposed Plan for Installation Restoration Site 27 1 

also known as "the Dock Zone." 

lId like to introduce Ms. Michelle Hurst l 

the Navy/s Project Manager for this site and l alsol l 

Mr. Dan Carroll l the Navy/s consultant for this site l 

who will both be presenting tonight. We can all answer 

your questions. 

Tonight we/re focused on Site 27 1 but I 

think it/s important to go over the Navy/s Installation 

Restoration Program in general so you can better 

understand where we are for Site 27 in the overall 

process. 

The Navy/s Installation Restoration Program 

mirrors the CERCLA process. The program is managed 

by the Navy/s BRAC Program Management Office West 

with significant support from the Southwest Naval 

4 

JAN BROWN & ASSOCIATES (800) 522-7096
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1 Facilities Engineering Command. The BRAC PMO West 

2 reports directly to the Deputy Assistant Secretary 

3 of the Navy for Installations & Environment. And 

4 then I'm the BRAC Environmental Coordinator for 

Alameda Point. 

6 The purpose of the program is to 

7 identify and find sites and clean them up or get 

8 them to Site Closure and to be consistent with CERCLA, 

9 as I mentioned, which is also known as "Superfund" in 

the private sector. 

11 Here is a flow diagram of the CERCLA and 

12 Installation Restoration Program. We're about in 

13 the middle of the stepwise process, the Proposed Plan. 

14 Before the Proposed Plan comes quite a bit of study. 

After the Proposed Plan comes a Record of Decision, 

16 which documents the decision for cleanup. And, of 

17 course, cleanup occurs. 

18 At a glance, the IR program at Alameda 

19 Point consists of 35 sites. It's on the National 

Priorities List, which means that the u.S. EPA is 

21 the lead regulatory agency. 

22 We have a BRAC cleanup team which meets 

23 monthly. The BRAC cleanup team is composed of 

24 the Department of Toxic Substances Control -- Dot 

Lofstrom is here tonight as their representative --

JAN BROWN & ASSOCIATES (800) 522-7096
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the U.S. EPA -- Anna Marie Cook is with us tonight 

and there is also Erich Simon, who is not present, 

of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

We have a Federal Facilities Agreement 

between the Navy and the BRAC Cleanup Team members, 

which is, essentially, a concept that streamlines 

the process, ensures timely and thorough coordination 

among these parties. We update a Site Management Plan 

each year. And the Site Management Plan essentially 

schedules milestones for each of these sites. It's 

based on our available resources and input from the 

regulatory agencies and community. 

The Restoration Advisory Board. The 

RAB is a community based board that meets monthly 

and represents the public and serves in an advisory 

capacity to the Navy. It's been operating here at 

Alameda Point since '93. And there are both a 

Navy co-chair and a community co-chair for the RAB. 

I am the Navy's co-chair. 

The RAB meets on the first Thursday of 

every month in this building. The mission of the 

RAB is to enhance communication, review and comment 

on the Navy's environmental program documents and 

to help identify and resolve environmental issues. 

Back to Site 27. 

JAN BROWN & ASSOCIATES (800) 522 7096
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We're at the Proposed Plan stage. The 

Proposed Plan provides for community involvement in the 

decision process. It summarizes all the environmental 

efforts to date, such as investigations and interim 

cleanup actions. It proposes a decision called the 

"Preferred Alternative." It leads to the ROD. 

I should point out that all public comments 

that we receive during the comment period will be 

considered before the Navy makes a final decision, 

in consultation with the regulatory agencies. 

Right after the ROD, the Navy will prepare a 

Remedial Design and move on to conduct the 

Remedial Action or the cleanup work. 

The comment period for this particular 

Preferred Alternative and the Proposed Plan is 

November 20 through December 22. And you can address 

those comments to me in writing -- my address is shown 

in the Proposed Plan either bye-mail or regular 

mail or fax, or you can also give verbal comments 

tonight towards the end of the meeting. 

Any comments on the IR program in general 

before we move on to a summary of the Proposed Plan? 

Ms. Hurst? 

MS. HURST: Yes. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

JAN BROWN & ASSOCIATES (800) 522-7096
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MS. HURST: I'm Michelle Hurst. And 

the slides I'm going to go over are the purpose for 

today's meeting on Site 27 and background information 

on the site, including photos and site history. And 

then we'll discuss that we've been working with the 

regulatory agencies throughout this process. And 

at that point, I'm going to pass the control off 

to Dan, and he'll discuss the summaries for the 

Remedial Investigation and the Feasibility Study 

and the preferred alternative for Site 27 and 

community involvement. 

The purpose is to present to the public 

the preferred alternative to clean up groundwater 

under Site 27 and to summarize prior investigations 

and work to date and, also, to provide an opportunity 

for the public to provide input on the planned cleanup 

before the final remedy is selected in the ROD, the 

Record of Decision, and inform the public that the 

federal and state regulatory agencies are working 

with the Navy and agree with this alternative. 

Site 27, also called "the Dock Zone," is 

located in the southeastern area of Alameda Point 

near Seaplane Lagoon and covers approximately 15.8 

acres. 

The photo on the left is an aerial photo 
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1 from 1937. And that's part of San Francisco Bay. 

2 There's no land there yet. And the photo on the 

3 right is from 1947. So there's some features there 

4 that are not currently there today. 

This is Ferry Point Road and West Oriskany 

6 here, Building 168. The site was filled and paved by 

7 And Building 168, which was the large building,1945. 

8 was a warehouse that was constructed in 1946. And the 

9 site was used by the Navy for ship repair and painting, 

vehicle washdown, equipment and materials staging and 

11 storage, which you could see in front of Building 168, 

12 and chemical handling and storage in Building 168. 

13 And the site is currently leased for similar uses. 

14 Currently, there are volatile organic 

compounds -- VOCs - and arsenic present in the 

16 groundwater at concentrations above regulatory 

17 criteria. However, the groundwater is not 

18 currently used by the public. 

19 This lS a graphic of what the VOC plume 

The outer contour is the non-detectslooks like. 

21 The next one is 5 micrograms per liter andline. 

22 I can't read the rest of it. This is 100 micrograms 

23 per liter contour. You can see it in the Proposed 

24 Plan. 

The groundwater beneath Site 27, as I said 
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1 before, is not currently used for drinking water or 

2 other uses, as East Bay Municipal Utilities District 

3 provides the water service. And we've been working 

4 throughout this whole CERCLA process with the regulatory 

agencies from the state and federal level, including 

6 the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the Department 

7 of Toxic Substances Control and the U.S. Environmental 

8 Protection Agency. 

9 And I'd like to have Dan come up to do 

the rest. 

11 MR. CARROLL: Thank you, Michelle. 

12 I'm Dan Carroll. I'm part of the Bechtel 

13 team that prepared the Remedial Investigation and the 

14 Feasibility Study and this Proposed Plan. 

Briefly, I'm going to summarize the 

16 Remedial Investigation. 

17 It included analytical results from a 

18 number of previous environmental studies at the site. 

19 A number of samples were collected and analyzed for 

soil, soil gas and groundwater. This report was done 

21 It was finalized.back in 2005. All of that analytical 

22 data was evaluated. And human health and ecological 

23 risk assessments were performed. 

24 The primary contaminants at the site were 

chlorinated solvents, chlorinated volatile organic 
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1 compounds, in groundwater. There was also one area 

2 with arsenic in groundwater that was above the drinking 

3 water standards. The sources of the solvents were 

4 undocumented historical chemical releases at the site. 

The arsenic is limited to the center of the solvent 

6 plume. It's not widespread, so it's in one small 

7 area in the middle of that plume. 

8 Based on the results of the Risk Assessment, 

9 the Remedial Investigation focused the Feasibility 

Study on only the groundwater. No further action was 

11 recommended for soil in the Remedial Investigation. 

12 The RI also summarized risk. 

13 There's a definition of "risk" on the 

14 slide here I'll read. It's "The likelihood or 

probability that a hazardous substance released to 

16 the environment will cause adverse effects on exposed 

17 human or ecological receptors." 

18 And for human health risk, all of the 

19 pathways were evaluated in the Human Health Risk 

Assessment, and the only risk was for a site 

21 resident who used groundwater for drinking water 

22 and for showering. So, those were the only pathways 

23 that needed to be further addressed. 

24 There was no ecological risk posed by 

the site, so there was no action recommended for 
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mitigating ecological risk. 

So, with that, those results from the 

Remedial Investigation fed into the Feasibility Study, 

which I'm going to summarize briefly. The components 

of this part of the talk include the summary of the 

Remedial Action Objectives, the alternatives that 

were evaluated and the comparison of those alternatives 

that were evaluated for cleaning up the groundwater. 

Remedial action objectives first were to 

protect beneficial uses of groundwater and surface 

water, to prevent domestic use of groundwater until 

cleanup goals are met and to propose cleanup goals 

for groundwater that were drinking water standards, 

or MCLs, at Site 27. 

On this slide, the proposed remediation 

goals for groundwater are shown. I'm not going 

to read them all. They are also printed in the 

Proposed Plan. Primarily, it's the solvents that 

were detected. And you can look in the printed 

material for more information on that. 

Alternatives were developed for addressing 

the solvents in groundwater. There were a total of 

10 alternatives. They were developed and screened, 

and four of those 10 alternatives were screened out. 

So, six of the initial 10 were analyzed in detail. 
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1 And each of those six alternatives were compared 

2 against what we call "the NCP criteria/" the 

3 contingency plan criteria/ that are presented in 

4 one of the slides in the very back of the room 

in one of the posters there. 

6 This is a summary of the comparison of 

7 alternatives. 

8 1/11 use this pointer here. 

9 The alternatives are across the top. 

This is also in color in the Proposed Plan. 

11 And the nine criteria are listed on the 

12 left side of that table. The preferred alternative/ 

13 which is Alternative 6B/ full scale in situ chemical 

14 oxidation/ followed by groundwater sampling/ is shown 

It shows that it was the mostin green on this slide. 

16 effective of the alternatives. And it was also ranked 

17 the highest of the alternatives in terms of reduction 

18 of toxicity/ mobility or volume through treatment. It 

19 also is the quickest alternative to reach the cleanup 

goals. 

21 So/ here is a list of all of the 10 

22 alternatives that were evaluated. The ones that 

23 are shown in grey in italics were the ones that were 

24 screened out because they were less effective or more 

costly than some of the other alternatives. 
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And, again, the preferred alternative, which 

was identified as Alternative 6B in the Feasibility 

Study, includes full scale in-situ chemical oxidation, 

or ISCO, for treatment and destruction of the solvents 

in the groundwater. Then the groundwater would then 

be sampled for a couple of years after that to prove 

that the cleanup goals are met. 

So, the way that ISCO works lS chemical 

oxidant is put into the groundwaterj and it reacts 

with the solvents and destroys them in place by 

oxidationj and it produces innocuous end products 

like carbon dioxide. 

And here's a graphic that shows the 

conceptual design of in-situ chemical oxidation. 

It's also a poster board in the back of the room. 

It shows some injection points. with injection 

of the chemical oxidants at the bottom, that then 

disperses and reacts with the solvents that are in 

the groundwater. 

And we can talk about this further if 

you have any questions about how that would work. 

As I mentioned, Alternative 6B has the 

shortest duration, which means that it'll be the 

fastest one to achieve cleanup goals. The total 

duration of the remedy is about three years. That 

14 
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includes a few months to do the sampling or to do 

the in-situ chemical oxidation -- excuse me and 

a couple of years after that of groundwater sampling 

to make sure that the concentrations meet the cleanup 

goals. 

This same technology has been used in a 

number of nearby sites, including IR Site 9, so it's 

a proven and known process that's worked for similar 

contaminants. So it's not going to be a surprise to 

the Navy or to the community. It's something that's 

already been shown to work. 

Community involvement. Obviously, this 

public meeting. 

The end of the comment period is 10 

days from now. For other sites, there are other 

opportunities for public comment in the stages of the 

CERCLA process. So you can find out more information 

from Thomas and his staff on when those other sites 

are moving along in the process. 

There are also monthly Restoration Advisory 

Board meetings the first Thursday of each month, as 

Thomas mentioned. There is an information repository 

in this building right down the hall, Rooms 240 and 

241, where previous historical documents on the various 

sites here at Alameda are kept for the public to look 
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1 at.
 

2 That's the end of our presentation.
 

3 MR. MACCHIARELLA: Thank you, Mr. Carroll. 

4 We're now at the point in the agenda for 

clarifying questions before we move on to accepting 

6 public comments. 

7 Are there any clarifying questions on 

8 Site 27 or the overall process? 

9 MR. BARSE: I have one question. 

MR. MACCHIARELLA: Please. 

11 MR. BARSE: The 6B alternative. Are you 

12 actually going to be installing new wells for the 

13 ISCO process or -  can you describe a little more 

14 how it actually works with the application of the 

oxidizing compounds? 

16 MR. CARROLL: Yes. 

17 There will be new monitoring wells 

18 installed at the site to track the progress of the 

19 ISCO, but the actual ISCO points will be temporary 

When you'repoints that are driven in the ground. 

21 done injecting, it'll be grouted back up. So, the 

22 injection points will not be permanent points; they'll 

23 just be temporarily driven In. 

24 And then you put the oxidant in, and then 

you take it out and close it. 
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MR. MACCHIARELLA: Anything else? 

MR. BARSE: Approximately how many of those 

temporary injection points will there be through the 

first phase of the ISCO process? 

MR. CARROLL: We estimated -- because it's 

a full-scale, across-the-entire-groundwater plume, 

there are quite a few points -- I think the estimate 

was about 570 of those points -- that would be advanced 

and then closed. So it's going to take several months. 

MR. BARSE: Thank you. 

MR. MACCHIARELLA: Great. Thanks. 

Okay. We'll stick around for a little 

while longer, too, after we see if there are any 

public comments, if there are any other questions. 

And we also have the poster boards to take a look 

at after, too. 

So, are there any public comments for the 

preferred alternative and Proposed Plan, keeping in 

mind the comment period is open until December 22? 

Okay. No comments. 

Then we will adjourn and stick around a 

little while to discuss things further, if you like. 

Thank you, everybody, for coming. 

(Off the record at 7:26 p.m.) 
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1 STATE OF CALIFORNIA) SS. 

2 

3 I do hereby certify that the hearing 

4 was held at the time and place therein stated; that 

the statements made were reported by me, a certified 

6 shorthand reporter and disinterested person, and were, 

7 under my supervision, thereafter transcribed into 

8 typewriting. 

9 And I further certify that I am 

not of counselor attorney for either or any of the 

11 participants in said hearing nor in any way personally 

12 interested or involved in the matters therein discussed. 

13 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set 

14 my hand and affixed my seal of office this 8th day of 

January, 2007. 
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thr~,sjory buiJd~ 15 borne 10 
17 peopk (rom Baroud's family. 
Another militant from ~ 

<lIS<) recrlved a wa:rnJ:ng-
Inslead of ~lng. tMugh, the" 

two dcck.kd to stay In thdl 

~ande:alltrllnttit1Iorcc

menu>. n~ ~n: qUICkly jotned 
by crowds of Stlppot'U::l"'S. fQ.. 
cludlng dotttUi o( a.rrntd mm. '"', 
whO gathc:ml on bala:lnlel. roor-; 
tops and in the strttb outAde. ~ 

-Death to Israd. Death to : 
Arnt:r1c1.-tht:~ch:antt'd.' 

Local mosques and Palest1n.Im: 
1V and radiO 8iatiooa abo mo
billttd suppcrters. : 

The army said It called oft" : 
the nlffttttmt:atrstr1ke$bec::aust: 

~~tt~~~.J 
plotlaooa "by the t.nTor'bts of : 
un.t.nvoh>c:d pc:ople u bt:unaa ~ 
&h1dda. ~ ,~ 

By Sunday afternooo. tbo,>': 
two dou:n 'WOmen wert m..I1ltng ., 
around on Baroud's roof. : 
shielded from the sun by ween., .; 
IMp. 00< story bclow!h<m. ~ 

about a dottn men 1W'er'e restint~ 
onm.a~. 

Baroud's mother. Umm 
wad. saJd shifts had ~ or· '~ 

~:=t~~~~ 
she saki. "We will $tay bet or 
dIe In 1M ~. LeI tM:m br1ng . 
ltdownonour~~ . 

Kissinger: Iraqi 
democracy out 
of reach for now 
~~:'c:..",_"",, _ 

NEW YORK - Former Secretary of Stale H~nry 

Kbslngt:r. a ffequt:nl ad~1SC'r to Pr~s1denl Bush iUld 
Via: Presld~nl Dtck Cheney. has conc!ud«l thaI tt\(' 

Unlltd Slate.$ 0llCf,( ch~ ~twetfl stabllltj and de .. 
mocrocy I.n iraq and that d~mocracy. for flOW. UI out 
ofrc:ach. 

-1 thlnk lhaf's reality, I think that ~!lut' from 
tht' ~nnt.ng.- K.tNunger &akllfl an lnlervk'w laM 
~k. _ 

-tuq l.a not a nation In the hl.'!fof\c 5CfI!lC.~ he: !laId. 

~I~l~~: ~~:;~~o(~lJ~~~~:~::::::~~nts. 

~~~~ ~~~l~:~~l~l:~~~"~r 
valid phl W'tt'C' dlstortC'"d InfO what WI' arC' now........
 

Instead of holding elt:cttons and trytng to bu1kI 
democralk' institUtions {rom th.e ground up. K.L'Utngu 
Mid. the UnIted States should focu.s. on fllOft' ltmJted 
goat.: Prevenung the emergeoC't of a ~fundamc:ntal1st=:~~b~~~and rnll..'lt~othaCOWl

~ fon'ntt secnt.ary of state. speak1ng in unw.u~ 

ally bJW1t tenns at It lime \lo1lt:n the Bush arlmlnlstra
UOn is revkwtug' policy opUOn5 for Iraq. emphastzed 
that be did not tntmd to ~ Cf1tlca1 of the pn:skknt or 
other offic'1al5 who b!M- managed the U.S. dJort In' 
1Toq. • 

'1 aupported ~ In.- be said. "'m basical.Iy sup
porting !.he admtnhtraUon. And these: are the· rot.. 
k:18JWI, 0( a fr1end 0{ the adJn1n1straUOn who lh!nks 
~1t oftbc preeJdent.~ 

K.t.ulnga baa m.a.ck aolM of IMst: points beforT. 
eapC"CtalIy b1! argument Utat lhe Unlle:d Stales should 

. f:rY to '1nte:rnationallu- lh~ problem of Iraq by en
l.btwg other countries. Including iran. Syria. Pakistan 
and Rusata. In a ~Oint effort. . 

But as debate escalated oYt:r possl.bk changes In 
U.S, Iltratt:gy In the wake 0( the tXmocrau' Victory In 
~lonalelections. his latest CQOlments adckd 
up to. sharp CI1l1QUt of lhe Busb lldmtntst:rauon'll

""""'.·He aaJd. be would ha~ prdCTTc:d a post·lnvasiOn 
polJcy!hat Installed tl strong Iraqi 11'.A<kr from the 
lllt1ltary or I50me othu ll1SutulJon and dderrc:d the 
developmc:nt of democracy unW mttT. ·If WI:" had done 
that nght away. that mtght havc: bttn (h~ best way 10 
~.-he.sa1d. 

In liaq. he saJd. elections - the: centeTpl«e 0( the 
admlnl"trat1on's polJUeaJ strattgt _ merdy sharp
wed aectartan di1JtTc:nces. 

-It {was} a trililtake 10 think that you can gain kgtti::2" prtmartly through the:: elecloral ~.- he 

And be ~t.cd thai Bush may have: b.=i:n slow to 
change coure.c tn Iraq bc:cau~ lIubordlnale5 told him 
tht: UnItM Stales Wli.'I wtnn!ng the war. 

~~~:~~(to~e~~::::~s~a~
that his aubofd1nates proposed. !{J.sslnger a.aid. 

b. . OIt- ~ 
C.a met Refacing ~
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Strong housing market helps:
 
increase job level in Mexico .
 
~t~~,r!~.,~~_~. _ 
lDS »K.ll:;ll:;S TIMES 

MEXICO CITY - PoI1uea1 
strllt a.nd drug vtokll« h:avt 
o'icrshadow,d perhaps th~ mo!.' 
stunnIng uC'WS oUI of Mex1CQ 
thIs yt:ar: Thco naoon Is creating 
Jobs - lot!!. of them. 

Thanks to a beahhy 5otfVIC'c: 
I'.l«lor. a wong housIng market. 
rebound ltlg manufacturing
and !:IOm(' ('1~Uon·yc:ar pork 
MO:lro has add«i nearly 
950.000 jObll through lAt first 
'10 months o( tm- )'tar. rc:a:nt 
go\l('f"nmtnt figurrs show. Irs 
!he flr!tl tin\(' In al leu.t a dttade 
!hal tbe counlry has come tvtt\ 

close 10 addIng !he' I mUlk)fl po
stllons needed annually just to 
k«p pact: W1th the growth of Its 
worklng-age population. 

v1(~r::~r;=n~I~=of 
OUlgOlng Presldenl Vlttnle Fox. 
who faJ1e(lmbc:l"1lbly In hia 
quest to sec: 6 million JobS at
aled durtng his tmutt. The 
country bas t.dded 1.4 million 
Jobs lJ1n« l1(' took office In Dc:
~btt 2000, k-M than one
quarter o( h1s target. 
M~ b' auch a ebronk:: un

dera<:h.Ievu whw tt comes to 
gc:neraung anplo~nt that one 
sobd year probably w1lI do Ilttk 
to 8lem the now of Ul~ lmml. 
gTaUon to the UnUed Stales.. 
Some a.nalys.l'J doubt.that !.be 
hOI streak can continut:'. Mort 
than half the JObs crealed thb 
year In Mex1co wert:' In so-<:alkd 
temporary posts In Stttors auch 
M construction. CyclkaJ Indus
,tnes such as mlUlufacturing art:' 
expected 10.slow along 'W1th the 
U.S. economy. 

StllJ. tlll'surgt:basbec:n Ii. 

godsend to laborers Including 
Sergto Martlnez Beltran. a 
former Odd hand from t.M 
S(lutbc:rn state or Chiapa.'l who 
h.a5 (ound sleady 'NQI"k. tn the: 

:;{I~'~~7:~(~~;~:~t~~n 
Inch laborer makes 8110 for 
hoIsting ct:mmt bags six days. a 
_k. 

U's backbrcakJ.ng. but be Is 

three children back home In tht: ~atMoodi·£..cooo.. 
countryside:. my.com in West Chester. Pa... 

"Qnoe Job ends ... and !he«:'s But. •Job cteal100 tn MdCiCO 18 
anotlKr .~ said Mm11nez. 32, llIways good newa.~ . 
taking a break from b.l8 dutles Mex1co Is enj<:ryUlg pd: eeo- .-: 
on an apatllncnl bU1ldtng rtatng oomJc tldlnlts In 2006 unl1kt: 
In UI(' upscale: PoIaoco noelghbor· llll)~ltfias~lDyeara.. 
hood. -Our bopoe Is In Cod that Core tnl1auon and lntc:reet rtl:ea 
It can oontln~ this way. ~ remain rdattvdy low. ':('be pe:110 

The strong data knd m0 18 stable. H1gb oil pr1CeS ba?t 
mentum to Pox'jl rc:plaocc:mc:nt, lc:ft tax coffers nwili wttb extra 
Felipe Calderon. who VOW1'I to be cash. The economy is pn:¥:ded 
Mc.x.tro·s ~Jobs prtlldmr alkr to c:.xpand about •.5 percent b· 
h-c b sworn In nat month. He _.Ih<_~"'" 
has pro~ reductng regula 2000. 
lion and making It eask:r to bin Awdrome byproduct 01 that 
and firl' as well 8.3 stepping up ecortomic atrcngth baa bttn ex· . 
5t:curlty I~ attract IllOf"'C: fordgn panded employmmt In tbr 10- _; 

tnvutmtnl. ralkd IOrmat 8/'Xtor. ddlaed H· , 
He a150 wanta lD boost laX OI1-tM-b00k5, salaJ1ed jobf wttlil· 

b«!cfits. The goyernment eeu·
::r~=QlnS;;~~ male'l nut fIgun by tracking the" 
could abo expand empkJymc:nt nwnber of workers whoet : 
and boost the «ODOmy'5 pro bo~ tt.gl5ttr them WIth tl\e .-:" 
dueUV1ly. natlon·slM'X'laI'llI:'CUTttyay'5tf:m. 

Calderon has hili wor-k cui .5tr'vku and ma.IJ !lave per"." 
out for him.. A dMdcd CongrCM formt:d wcll thJs ~ar. but OIl( tX, 
wtU makt It tough to lrnpkmmt \he mos(-watc:~ lndWltrkl Is 
chango many analysts say an: manuiaclurtng, Although Mo· .,~ 

crucial to genera I1ng more Joba ko's ""maquiIadof"a~ aport rae- .. 
and kttplng more Mexicata at loIiea have: bttn batttrcd by.un: 
home. oompeUtioD from As&a. tile . 

With on ~ down from K:Ctof has rallkd.tlWl year. 
Lbdr lofty ~ls of the aummu, oddJng n<U1y 77,000 jobo 
Mex1co's ~ury mlgbt bave to ~~t.~tog.
tlghktlils bclL The under
~ound e<::onomy 01 off-the ThenafJon'flautomot:t\telD- • 
books day laborers and Ittr'ttt dustry h8!5 bc:m a standouL .: 
vendors rerna1n& Ma:k::o's prt MexiCo produced lUCIf"'ethan 1,.6 
maryjob_. mlllioo V'Chicles In tM flnt 10 

IhJs lsnl ~lng to last Ioog.
.said Alfredo Cout1no. 5Cl1Or =::r~~28~. 

ROUSE TIRE SERVICE, INC.
FAlL TIRE SPEC/AU .M 

$10 TO $15 OFF:::. .o;:..~ '!?=7i'G7/jn'j
FOR AUMfTED mfE ~ .., -

I

LTX'1oW PtLOT-MXl.U-:ai'
 

~~::k'g:: ~:t~ .=
 
~~~g~~: P2~ErXL E,
 
l..n45175Rlll ,TypMlnSiodt: 113
 

LOC-'TEON€AAI..AK.E ../OANfT l_""
IiK>HC,<,VTI<JWJ"fIfO""~__

gratdul to gel a reliable: pay 2340HARRlSOOOAKLANO (510)834-9938
chc:ck to support h.J.s wife: and 

NonCE OF PROPOSED PLAN
 
AND
 BRAe 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
PropoHd Action at h,.tallation RhtOration Slto 27, 

Fonner Naval A!r Station Alam.da 

'tiM!J.S. HWy,Irl~lnatlon wltt\ttm.and~r-.guo.wy~~~~ pubkkll 
c:ot'rWMnt Oft It:Ii f"t"opoMd Plan to dull \Ip c.onUmlNlt..:l m../lQw groundw.... ri tnatall.tIotl Fkltonl&n (IA) 
sn.21,locatedonthlt~N.vr.lAlfStatlotl~jAb.m.dsl"olrttlInAIlIln«1 ..C&ktomla. 
IRSil.'Oilloc4ledltlthctlOl.lt1wlMtompo<1iorlol~point.~by~L"QOO/\Wul~Stt-e 

VikingSlret!lar.dFOI1)'PoinIF\oad.n.~II)'~lOd&WIl.IP~;U«C(l('Il~~~'oI~ 

0fg(Wlk oompounds~ ~ fe9u1alOryaitarla.. n-.er..,.a rtJ ~ W8hlf ... lnll\e'M.,...... WalarMl'k8 
isauppli6dt¥tr.e~8ay~Ulility~fromallepo\la:lalK>\.lf"Oe,lhrn-e~r.o~I.rl$l<loChilr.hr~ 

m.ideoIs.Ofothofli,lnl/'le$.e_lU.voo.liIe/)fI)Blllc~""""~I~oICOtQn'l.lM 

~PlIm~s.soolttl8l'yol~anaovtluatonl~"hJlita.~.~ 
~hurnai1'-11l'1Il1ldOCQlogical/1$k~.III"ld.Il\Mit)iO!)'su:ly64s00ondaa.~V'ld 

~edlofthe•• ,lhtNaV)'~lodMnlJCl~Q'~.Io~poten(iaIlorog-\lIotmr>olca. 
PUBUC COWIolENT Pf.R1OO . 

lhoNwyWlYil:M~~oINpubilc:Io~andCOl'l\l'llonlc.'\ltIll~~~lNpoJbic 

~~rlod.whid'li$trom~20!I'Iroogh~n.2()06.I'I.bk:Q;II1\I'TIO<ljtmuf(r:..~n 

wrilio>Il\f\d~1<ed(X.mailfldnolal8flh/ltl~22.2((l6.()(plovl1tidllulit'oglt'\tllpubllcmeotlrQon 

~ 12. 2000. Plee$o(l send all oommonts 10: Me, Thomu Mocd'llen4. BRAe E.nWoomeotIlil Coo«:lInUor. 
BRACProgtam~OfficeW",.1'-SSFrueeRood.SurtaQOO,s.nDleQo.~Q210ll. 

lI'l(:rnq..macdJareKll@NIV)'.JNt.(ftI9153H)907,OflaxI0\&)532-0040. 
PUBLIC NEETIHQ 

TheNiwfwlftlOSl.pubfK:Il16eIirlO1lJditoCWJllhllPropos.edP\wl.enS-~Dndaa.:.ptp.lbll<:~ 

cw.:'TI...mty.~~12.2:006 

TirM: $~ p,m.lc 11:00 p.tIl.. 

l..oeWoo: Al:amod.I PoInt, t50 Wqt u.« SqIJllA;. 8lJ1ldIng 1. Room 201,~ CA 

.. ' .;. .. . FOR MORE lNFORM...T10H 
~oIlhe~f'I4f\fWmoo,aJlnVutig.lll'oOnIFell-t.itli!rtyStuct,¥ldOlt'>6<$it&~llhl.v.roll4blolor"""'" 

8t:AIIlmeda~. 950 West Mll~ Sq"""6, BullOO"lg 1, Ro<Jms 240-2(1, Al.wnOOll. Cal.i"""'" 94502,11 you hav. arr., 
~0<W'.$h todi$ws..sll>isp.ojro. pl6asuoontac1 M•. Thom1l.$l.\accni~ IlAACE~ajCooruinalor.ld 

{61,If} 532..(>907, 1<'IX (61&) 532-row, 0< e-malllhomlk4,ll'\6Cdliaroda@fIIl\I)'.rr>t 



I the Bush administra
for Iraq, emphasized 

tical of the president or 
.ed the U.S. effort in 

lid. ''I'm basically sup
:i these are the crit
[stration who thinks 

. these points before, 
e United States should 
blem of Iraq by en
19 Iran, Syria, Pakistan 

. possible changes in 
Democrats' victory in 
~st comments added 
Ish administration's 

rred a post-invasion 
lqi leader from the 
:m and deferred the 
I later. "If we had done 
~ been the best way to 

the centerpiece of the 
gy - merely sharp

hat you can gain legiti
;toral process," he 

may have been slow to 
,	 mbordinates told him 

he war. 
lS winning, he had 
mmended strategy" 
, Kissinger said. 

acing~
 
models 
untertops 
Specials! 
imafe, Call 

DlDi:~'~iIj~
 
S3	 ~ 

~d 50-Year Warranty 
) up to 120 MPH 
ful Then you wont 

WEST 
fNG 

530·3900 
:toofing.com 

•• AA'" ~ .. v - 0 y ...., ...,L_'-'	 ... 

country ha~ added 1.4 million changes many analysts say are manufacturing. Although Mex
jobs since he took office in De crucial to generating more jobs ico's "maquiladora" export fac-:. 
cember 2000, less than one and keeping more Mexicans at tories have been battered by stiff 
quarter of his target. home. competition from Asia, the 

Mexico is such a chronic un With oil prices down from sector has rallied this year, 
derachiever when it comes to their lofty levels of the summer, adding nearly 77 ,000 jobs 
generating employment that one Mexico's treasury might have to through August, government fig
solid year probably will do little tighten its belt. The under ures show. 
to stem the flow of illegal immi ground economy of off-the The nation's automotive in
gration to the United States. books day laborers and street dustry has been a standout. 
Some analysts doubt that the vendors remains MeXico's pri Mexico produced more tllan 1.6 
hot streak can continue. More mary job engine. million vehicles in the first 10 
than half the jobs created this "This isn't going to last long," months of the year, a nearly 28 
year in Mexico were in so-called said Alfredo Coutino, senior percent annual increase. 
temporary posts in sectors such 
as construction. Cyclical indus
tries such as manufacturing are 
expected to slow along with the 
U.S. economy. 

Still, the surge has been a 
godsenQ to laborers including 
Sergio Martinez Beltran, a 
former field hand from the 
southern state of Chiapas who 
has found steady work in the 
capital's booming construction 
sector. The slender, 5-foot, 3
inch laborer makes $ I 10 for 
hoisting cement bags six days a 
week. 

It's backbreaking, but he is 
grateful to get a reliable pay
check to support his wife and 
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED PLAN
 
AND
 DiRAC 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD PMOWEST 

Proposed Action at Installation Restoration Site 27,
 
Former Naval Air Station Alameda
 

The U.S. Navy, in coordination with state and environmental regulatory agencies, encourages the public to 
comment on its Proposed Plan to clean up contaminated shallow groundwater at Installation Restoration (IR) 
Site 27, located on the former Naval Air Station Alameda (Alameda Point) in Alameda,California. 
IR Site 27 is located in the southeastern portion of Alameda point, bounded by Seaplane Lagoon, West Oriskany Street, 
Viking Street, and Ferry Point Road. The Navy proposes to clean up groundwater contaminated with levels of volatile 
organic compounds above applicable regulatory criteria. There are no drinking water wells in these areas. Water service 
is supplied by the East Bay Municipal Utillly District, from a s6parate source. There is no immediate risk to children, 
residents, or others in these areas. Volatile organic compounds are the groundwater contaminants of concern. The 
Proposed Plan provides a summary of investigations and evaluations performed at the site, including a remedial 
investigation, human health and ecological risk assessments, and a feasibility study. Based on data collected and 
analyzed for the site, the Navy proposes to clean up contaminated groundwater to address potential long-term risks. 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
The Navy invites interested members of the public to review and comment on the Proposed Plan during the public 
comment period, which is from November 20 through December 22, 2006. Public comments must be submitted in 
writing and postmarked or e-mailed no later than December 22, 2006, or prOVided during the public meeting on 
December 12, 2006. Please send all comments to: Mr. Thomas Macchiarella, BRAC Environmental Coordinator, 
BRAC Program Management Office West, 1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900, San Diego, California 92108, 
thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil, (619) 532-0907, or fax (619) 532-0940. 

PUBLIC MEETING 
The Navy will host a public meeting to discuss the Proposed Plan, answer questions, and accept public comments. 
Date: Tuesday, December 12, 2006 
TIme: 6:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 
Location: Alameda Point, 950 West Mall Square, BUilding 1, Room 201, Alameda, CA 

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Copies of the Proposed Plan, Rernedial Investigation/FeasiBility Study, and other site documents are available for review 
at: Alameda Point, 950 West Mall Square, Building 1, Rooms 240-241, Alameda, California 94502. If you have any 
questions or wish to discuss this project, please contact Mr. Thomas Macchiarella, BRAC Environmentat Coordinator; at 
(619) 532-0907, fax (619) 532-0940, or e-mailthomas.macchiarella@navy.mil. 
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Syria ready to help stabilize Iraq
 

bon. espc.'C1aIly Syr1.il and Iran. In ~u· group Atud}1.ng poUcy in Iraq, h3s mrt' 1m'oM5 netghbon. pt=rhaps tlu: pt:rma·
• Minister gives timetable for ~~. ~ first to Bagbd-ad by I t1oato~:>oartng5«:t9.rtwvloll':OCt'ln s.evt:nIl Um-es w1th Syn.a.n nfiklals to ncnt membcrs of the St:curuy Council 
U.S. troop withdrawaJ, saying S<:1l1or Syrtan official ~n«' tM: ouster of 'no'l. ~ how they mtghl cooperate wtlh and counttle1l that il.a....t: a major In

~ wit! help quetI violence Sodd... HU,",""ln. "Un< on moth" d')' President Bush w rd=ed 10 open the U.S.. acrordlng to the Syrian am· t~t tn Iht' outcome. like: India and 
or"'1<.k,prcad ~1okTlcr In Iraq. AsU!· hlgtl·levd tallu. wtth S)"'rta and lnn. b:lssador-toWashlnglntl. Pak.l.slan.~ SAld Klssln~r. who sorw· 

counlJ:1cs h< hu a«u~ of proVldtn.g In an InttJVkW wtth the BBC broad Uma OO~ the Bush admlnls1raHOO
~~~'------- ~~~~~:~~~:~:~t~ flnant:tng and wt:apons 10 fllUlllas In Please see IRAQ. Na.....-s 7cast Sunday. fonner Secretary of St3te 

BAGHDAD. (nq _ Syrta's!ortign of HUIah.. and th(" d-eputy health lnln~ I.raq. But as his a(h:n1nl5tratiOtl r('.a.~· lknry KIS3lllgd endorw the Idea of 
mln18tu said Sunday durlng a vtsIt bto' wu k.ldna~ from his hofn,( In ~ Its polICY In Iraq. 1M pn:,sld<nl Invalvtng Syria and l-ran In d.lsc1.lsslons INstDll Iraq debat& grtrHing 
hac that hb governmrol b rtady 10 ~ capital. has come under IncrC<Cltng Ple:o;.sW't" 10 ollrll:q);future.$~ttngthey\xln' If'Icreasi"'Jty pessimistic. hwl 4
help atabtltu Iraq. and he caUed for a Ln rtttnt WttKs. Iraqi and :::lOme drop hb oppoMUon. dud('(i ll'l II conferenct'.
 
t1mdabl.c for wtlhdra""-a.I of U.S. Wt,stem offictals ha~T promoted the FOf'llttt SecntM)' of St.ilte Jam~ -AI some early point an lntema· Former Socratary of State Kissingef:
 
troops. saytng It would hdp redu('t" lht: Ida or a.cUvTly Invohl1ng Iraq's rn-lgh. Baker. co-d:1a.irm.an af II blpartl=n t10nal ronfcren« should be cal-It'd thai iraqi democracy out of reach. N~ 5
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ALTHOUGH Mm RESIDENTS still use the BAAT plata In oakland to practlce tal chi. some have started usIng Madison time delivering on promises

9cp.JIre Park. Just a ~ock away In residential Chinatown, lor early mornIng 8x6I'cises. The 8ART administration
 
bUHding already h$S been fenced off for dismantling, but eX6;fclsem we still using a. part of tho plaza.
 Iy Jorrl.. Rau 

lOS.-.HGELfS lIMES 

SACRAMENTO - Gov. Arnold Schwarze· ,': Tai chi enthusiasts aim to make Madison Square new home negger's most ambltlous asplrallon yel- to 
extmd mtdlcg! cov(r~ 10 mllllons 01 unin

..,MomoCIlant already has been fenced oIT for dtsmanUlng Although 1M nearby Llocoln Square sured Californians whUt: making ht:alth care 
and othtr par19 w1J:1 ~ off llmlts. said R~e:aUOn Ct:ntt:r and P"ark. also tn China for cvtryol1C' more affordable' - has stt the 

OAKLAND 

A
Capitol on «.Igc as advocat~s hope fur 

UTTLE-USED cJty park may SOOn 
Unton Johnson. BART spokesman, town, Stts 2,000 users every day. :>aId 

ntttptngrerorms and health cart'; Intercst$ 
. provide a new bomt:- for groups of 

ttnlef dlrector Gilbert GODg. Madls.on 
brace for a pole:nUally punIshing ng.1ll. 

r:urdserlt. wbo pra.eu~ tile ar1$ of r", mmUks and dden as "-'ell 
Squart' has a l-ot 01 pott:ntlal for Chtnatown 

Wltb detatls of the admlnts.lraUon·s plan 
t.a1 chi. qtgotlg and fan dancing. stU! ~tng formulated by a spc<::laI leam of ad· 

At Ieaat. that's UK baJX. ncaIby Madison Squar.c Park, .II. block away 
and 

The shorHerm plan b to sprutt: up vtscra. ~Ul Care experts and SOffiC" of the 
lbat', because since llic 1980s, hWl· in Chinatown. Madison Square and make It more wd· most powtrfullnttr~5tgr~ups in Sacramen1o. 

rome to famillu, Tht: City plans 10 natten l.ncludtng th('; $22 million annual lobbying 
and pave about B,(X)() square feet of tlle

.... dn:-da of IllOo5tJy Chlnese-Ammcan seniors The co.uple: and s.t:Vt:tal dozen other 
presencr: of the health-care Industry. d.oubt 

gra.~ knolls for tal chi users next spring.
have bt:en ustng BART's Lake: Munlt sm. t'Xt:rc~f!1 ha\1': moved then= In past 

that It Is poutblt: for SChwarzelleggt:r (0 ruHUImont.htt hoping to establish a new - and 
~~~~~~a~~~~~ pennancnt- home at the under\lsed park. Please see PARK., News 7 

MediaNews, Yahoo sign deal ' Online:_mmt: to combine ne"vs resources_«lIlUlt'

• Alliance to join local coverage, I1cwspapt:n to fuse their expt:rt1sc In rrporHng . 

RaIders' game In 
TaU<; about the 

local news Slor!!:::. and captU!tng local advn·advertising with Internet company's tu.t.ng With tht: cuttlng·edge onHne !~hnologt«.b!oga, Get photos. available technology offt:.red by YahoolItats, rosters and 
more. Gel: It all at: Moreover. the all1ance marks a bid to reo

~~{;~~a$~ _ shape tilt: oomp<llU\'e lands.{ape for Lf)c Internet 
and nCW5papcrs.- and a g.amhlt by the ne ..... s

St:vIo:n national nn\'spapcr compantt:s. Ininslae~ papers to rt:vtTS(:' their misfortunes of reccnt 
dudlllt the owner of the: Oak1.'\Jld Tribune and years.
oilicr Bay Area ntwspapcrs, have allied ""1th In·
 
lerncl &Jant Yahoo Inc. In a deal thallllarrlts Please see YAHOO, News. 7
 
tht nallon's oldest antlncWest nH·.dla Indus
!rles. the: firms said SUJlday. '
 INSlDE; MGdia deal's seeds were SOWn 

The agreement rc:pres.enls a way fOf tht: '8 months ago M1tWI7 

Please see HEALTH. News 7 
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changt COOT&e In Iraq bccauS(: subordInates 10k! him 
the Unlted Slates was Wlnn1ng the: vr.u-. 

~~astoh~~~O~~~:I::~S~~ 
that his ~lea' pro~. KWtnger saKI. 

C.abinet ~facing S 
Kitchen Remodels.: 

& Granite Countertops . 
Enjoy our Fall Specials! 

For a FREE Estimate, Call 

=~~ 
CAt.k' •• :J ••J 

oIpre-colon1al Mrk::a. E,E. M CORfitrucuoo. CyclkaJ lodus
Evan......Prltchard. an ~t congrt:MlonaJ e1tdlons. his lattst comments added 

U.S. stratq& 10 tht: wake of the Democrats' Vk:tory In 
trl~ such as manuC.nclurtng are 

pr('.World War Droearcllcr. re up to a sharp CT1t1que of tM Bush administration'. l'".Xp«:tt'd to Blow along W1th the 
ported that unut the pr-acUct coone. U.S. ('('()(ll)my. 
dkd 0\11 In r.hr early 20th ttn Still, th~ tlurge has I::J«-n it 
tury. mak Auuldt: 'IlJ'lUT1on; In 

'He said h(' would have prdtrnd a post-Invatdon 
godsend to labor('rs IncludIng 

the northern Congo routindy 
poUcy that Installed a strong iraqi leader from !he 

Sergio Martinez Beltran, a 
ma.rr"1ed male youths who tune· 

military Of &orne other lnsutuUOn and dtferred r.hr 
(ormer f1dd hand from ~ 

t10ncd as ttmpocary WIVes. 
dt'Ydopmtnt of democracy unUllatcr. ·lf~ had done: 

southern slale oC ChJ.apas who
 
"What l5 un-Aft1cm 1a boom/).. _. be """.
 

that rtgbt 1lWaY. that mlgbt have bet1l tht: best wny to 
has found &('OOy work In the

Fob"" <aid SmIth. "Sou>< In Iiaq. he said. cltttion15 - the centt'fpka: or the ~{I~'~~~~~~::~t~~opk bdln"t bomosauallty Is admJ.n.1atrat.1a1's political strategy - mcrt'ly sharp
an Idea broughl but: by the loch laborer maka.; 8110 (or 
whitt man. But It baa always 

cnt':dlloectM1andl1frrttu:-es. 
botst.lng cltnlent bags s.tx days a 

b«n here. What the whtte man 
"1t lWMI II mtstakt to th1nlt lhat you can gain kgJt1

_k. 
brol.l,l$.lt waa homopbobta 

m.acy prlma.r1ly through the e1C'Cloral proceM." he 
Irs backbreaking. but be- t.s 

dolht:d In religious dodrtnea gr31dul to ~t a rdlablt' pay
that we did not luI:~ ~,~ 

""".And bt suggested that Bush may have been slow to 
cht'Ck to 8Upporl his V.1ft: and 

At !ht: gate to the Sowdo aJ:le. 
Jx.en, O\lo~r GuncU ~Srotc:b~ 

fhltx-. a short.j<WtaI man NOTICE OF PROPOSED PLAN BRAe··
wt"artng 3 large: gold cha1D on AND 
hlsueck.~tdDC"WllIl1Va1sat PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
the gate and Iooktrl out (or un

PropoNd Action at installation nestontfon SIte 21,dt's1rabld.
 
tit wdcomcd a IlCW"COIllef
 

F~ Naval Air Statk>n A1am.da 

With a wnrm embrace and an .u.s..NWy.lnOl)Or"d~'f<ftllmtJt.nd~~~~lt14pvblk:tIO 
nouO('e<l: -She l.::t A pollct'1VQman ~ Plan tociHll up contlimlna'l-.:l ......now JVO<.If'dwIMt ~ lnll.llnatkw\ ~"OI'lIItlon(lA)
 

... but It l.::t OK bttaU8C she 1&
 ~27.IoorUI<lOtlItMIormttNavIlIoMStaUonA~tA~PQlnt)In~CIlttomlll..
 

one of U5,~
 IR'Slq Vis IoallXlw.1t\o 1IoOu'~ portIofIoIAiameda poir1l., bovndodby~1..IQoott. 'Nul ~ s:tnote 
"'T11l.s.btbcnewSoutbM· VllcingStrMt.andFerryP<mtRoad.The~~lodNo"ll'f3grtlU'lOw_~~w4lh~O(~ 

~lX"fl'IP(lUl'l8I:XMI~r~cr1I6riI..Thorllat'NlllrirWnQ~~lntMM ...MI..Wtlst"-w.. 
"'We Wl:Tt aU In the anu--apact. 
rica.- s;tld a middle-aged man.: 

ls~byth!l~Bay~UtilitylMt!\clIrom.1I'I'pilt1l1ll1OUfOl.Therela,..;)Immedi~ritl<lOd'lIlr::hlI1, 

~.OfOltlll<"l·lf\thIli.e"'/I$.Votallls.~~""""~~I:J~Tht 

nobody car~ Ifyou art: tJ1Y0t" 
hdd st~t togcth~ and now 

~f'\Mpm.ide$'$l.II'Ilffillfyol~Iifld""lluatiotls~M"".,~,~
 

straj~ll,· But in a!moat lntbe
 lrMlsligallon.!'IIlo'wlhWlh..-.d~nsI<~ero.~study.BMad""'daUl~tdand 
analyZeI'lbtN!Wl.,tt-..Nr.rrpropt;:.anlociGerlUP~e4~li::I~po:MntiaI~"*",,.s.-une breath. M: asked to be 

PUllUC COMMENT pERtOQ .Idt'::lltlfkd only as ~k:Iat, 
TheNllvylnrila«~~oIltlotpo...t:."=to~and~~tltPl'OpOl<ldP\atl~lhe:pubIc 

.~periOO.....nichis1mmNov.moot'2QIhr1:lo.IOh~2::2,2006.PWk~muatbo~1n 
Ot.luttkn4 Iearil bt: is~. . 

wrlt1ngill1dpostm8!ltedOfe-mBileJdtlOlateflhan~22.2006.OI'prtMdodlirt'itlolhepullllc~M 

,~l2.,::-OOO.Pleuea.eod""(::(Irl1rI"oerllslo'.Mr.ThomuMaa;1li.wea..BAACEtMronmeotaI~. 

BAACPmg.ItI\~OtIicoWHt'455F~Road..SoIIeQOO.S-OitgG.~$21011, 

1I'ra'IlaI.macc.tliaf&lla@n<Ny.tnit,«JIQ)~-{)9()1,0I"a:«6'9)532~Fire Proof Closs ~A~ Rated 50-Year Warranty 
, .'. ... rv6UC NEETlHQGuaranteed in Winds up to 120 MPH 

TheNr.ywilt~.Jl',lt>k~todlaa.<aath$~PIan.~~andaccopll)l.lb6c~. 
Light Weight & BeoulifulThen you wonl o.c.: Tuet.day, Decembaf 12. 2!lO6 . 

TIme: 6:30 p.m. 106:00 p.II'I.
PACIFIC WEST l...tatton:A.lJlftMl<1aPotnt.MOWeI1U.IlSqu_.·BuUdlnol.·RGO<I'I201.~CA 

FOfl MOflE INfORMAnONROOFING 
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S. Africa 
tries to 
come out 
of closet 
• DespITe the recent 
legalization of same-sex 
marriage. many live in fear 

~~~E;eo~~---~ 
SOWETo. South Afrlca - At 

an unll('('nsoed bar In an tnroo.
Spl.t"\H)I.U housr. ~ and 
wom~n ~lp lukewarm beer. 
mlngk. lllrt and cI.anct: to 
drlVtng mwk called kwafto. 

They !.harr a secret 
The bar. Of" shroem. In lh<

black to....."shlp of Sowrlo In Jo. 
hannt"Sburg. is a pillC(' whue 
young. bl:K'k. gays don'( have to 
hIde who they art. where they 
c.an talk. ojXnJy. and find safrty 
3nd companlOnshlp In an Mcn 
hO'lllk fl('tghborhood. 

Lasl wt:~k SoiJth Africa's FW· 
IliHll<"nl kgilJl.ud tJa~~ maf'. 

nagt"s to comply W1ID Its 1996 
consUtuUOn that wa! ~ firfl.( to 
ban dlscrlmlnation based oa 
R.xua! OrknlaUOO. 

Out reality oftm roUkkA W1th 
th~ IllxraJ Intentione. 

tkmocratJc post-aparthdd 
South Africa hiCllht: ~ open 
gay eommunuy on a conttnent 
where homosc:ruaHty b wmaJly 
drIVw undtrground and par
!ray«l a~ un-A/lican - an un· 
wanted l~ of rotonla1lsm 
and white culture. 

But while while and black 
gays who escape the p<rm1y of 
thi' townships enJOY a high kvd 
of tokranCT. Ihose left in platt:a 
sueh as Sowelo oR.rn Ic:ad lives 
oflondlneS5.ftar. r.J"l=.vkJl~ 

and C'VC:n murder. 
, I ·r~ been raped * ttmea. 

nve time::. Just lx"caUK I am gay. 
rwas npt'd by Ol('n I know, who 
wanted to show mt' what It 
mean.!> 10 Ix' a \W)Q\Al1, They 

:~:;~~tu~~;';:f~' 
~~~~~lr~:I:~~~ 
not 10 ~ ld~ntlned lor rear 01 
'<1'<...... 

WbUc gilY men ut more 
likely 10 bt rldlcukd than physl. 
cally abU&«!. 19-yt:at-old;to. 
tl.wa Nkonyana paid wUh htt
~\ff_ rhllStd by Amob. beatrn 
WIth golfdubs and bicks and 
stabbed In a lOwnship outakk 
ca~ Town In February. 

No one was atT'eSkd. Aid 
Donna Smith. tht: head of the 

to=f~U:~tof 
Ooaliuon of Af:r1cm Le:eblana. 

~~s~r~wue 
Lhrown at 1M Corum', Ooet br:-
causr It portray«! bomoecxJa. 
allty as a natunl pari of Afr1am 
culture. 

Anthropologtsts have ~ 
evtdence that horno5rxual1ty Wlil8 

Widely lokrated 10 many parta 

THE OAKlAND TRI!UJNE NEWS 5 

Human shields suspend Gaza airstrikes_
 

IOIAUlIIUtu_ ....sociIJIIed"'-0 

PAtESTIMllNI C,lRRYa boy:~ by an IsraeH missile that was fir&d at a car Sunday, 
into Shffa hospnaIln Gaza City. Two Hamas militants In th6 car were also WOi.Il"\ded. 

Kissinger: Iraqi 
democracy out 
of reach for now 
!1~yt·II""... 
LOS""'Gfl.£STlUES 

NEW YORK - Former Sccrttary of State Hrnry 
KlssI~r. a fr('qucn! ad\1.5ef to Prr:skkllt Busb and 
Vl« Presldt'nt Dtck Cht'n~. ha... condud«t lhallM 
United State~ mtUt choo5r: between stability and lk· 
mocracy In Iraq and thaI d~mocracy. for now, I.s out 
of reach. 

·1 think Uutfs rtaUty. I thtnk thai was l.l"Ut" from 
the brglntl.lng. • ~ngtt tWd In an IntefYkW last 
Wttk. • 

·Iraq 14 not. nation In ttl( hWalc .\It:f\st'.~ M said. 
pointing to the: ferocity of the- ronniets amollg Sunnts. 
ShUln and Kur<t.. -rht' evolution of dt'nwenq ... 

~:~~~~ :~:::1~~a:1~1:~=,~ 
valid goaJe were dl8torted into what we ~ _ 
~....' 

l!\Stead e(boWing tlr:ctJon.s and b)1ng to bu11d 
democrallc In&ltuUons from th(' ground up. K.lutnger 
.said, the Unltt:d States should focus on more Umlt«l 
goalll: Preventing the emergt-ntt of a ·'undamentalLst 

. ==b%u~andr:nI1sUngotbttroun--
Tht: (onnu 8t:Cl'CtafJ of mIt, speaking to WlUSU

aUy blunt knn8 at a time when the Bush admtnlstra· 
tkm la rn'1tW1Jlg polICy opuons tor Iraq. tmphasucd 
that ~ dkl not IntOld to Ix Cf1Uca1 of the president Of" 

otht:r offida.ls who bavt ~ tht: U.S. dJ'ort 1rI:' 
lnlq. • 
~~ _ .... be oatd. ~'m boolallly sup

port:tng the: ad.mJ.ni!;traUoo. And {best: arc the'mt
klima of. fiit::nd ollht admtnistrauon who thinks 
ftlJ of the: pro.ldent.

I<.1.MtIJgct bas made some O( tbt:3c points 1:x:Un-. 
~l.aIJy b1s argument lhat the: Unltt:d Stales should 
try to 1nt:tmat1Qnal1U:~ ~ probJe:m of Iraq-by tn· 

~~~~:~~=,udmgIran: Syria. PakJstan 

But ,u dtbatt escalat«t over possible changes In 

Strong housing market helps: 
increase job level in Mexico 
~t!'~~~ Okkeno_ 
LOS ANGtl..£S TIMES 

MEXICO CITY - PolUkaI 
strlle and drug V1olt'nce lunoT 
overshadowtd pcrh<lJ)S th~ moM 
stunning nt>ws out 0( Mutco 
this yt':u: The nation l.!l creating 
jobs - IOI.! of thenl. 

Thanks to a htallhy ~ 

settor. a !ltrong hOUSing market. 
rebounding manufactUflng
and some ('kellon-year pork 
MeX'1("o has added n('arly 
950.000 JObs through tbe flrat 
'10 nl()nlhs of lhc yur. rc«nl 
goVt-fIll1K'nt llgurl:'!> show. It's 
lht nrst lime In 31 It'a,st a d«adt' 
thill th(" country has corm: t:vtn 
dose to adding!ht I million p0
Sitions nttdt'd annually just to 
keep paet:: With the growth of Its 
working-age poptllat1otl. 

1be performance 15 a small 
vtclof)' for Ute admlnl.!ltTation oC 
OUtgoing Presldt'nl VIC't11tt fox. 
who failttl mi.llt:rably in b15 
quest to M'C 6 million jobS crt' 
aled dUring his tenurt:. ~ 

country ba5 addt'd 1.4 m1llion 
Jobs &nC( be took office ID De
ttmber 2000. kM t.han one-
quarter of hl$ targe:l. 

Mt'Xiro1s such a chronic un· 
ooachi~wht'n « t'OmeS (0 
gr:nrraung t'mpkryment that ooc 
80lld year prObably will do little 
to slt:m ~ !low oC IUtgaJlmmt. 
grauoo to the Unttro Stato. 
Soou: analysts doubUhat tM 
holl'ltreak can ronUnuc. Morr 
than hall the jobs crtatro this 
~ar In M('X1ro wert in 8O·t'allro 
It'mporary post.s In St:ctors such 

~Tio~ 

BElT lAHlYA. Qua Strtp
Hundr~of Palesl1nlan5 
~rvtng as human shtd<b 
guarded the. oomes bf two top 
mllUan~ Sunday. a nr.v tactic 
thai forced Israd \0 call o(f rots
&tit: smkes on the butldlng$ and 
rc-("VaJualt a tnl1in5tay of Us 
~rialcampaJ.gnlnGua.. 

In rtte.n1 months. the lsrad1 
air forct has rtpealo:ily struck 
the. homes of mlHtants aJ:tcr 
waJ"nl08 rU5.t&nl$ by pbooc to 
ckar out. Isradl aecur1ty om
dais sald they did not know 
how 10 rc.spond to the: human 
sh~ld laClli:. but pres.sed ahead 
W1th other a1r5tr1kes Sunday. 

The. standoff 0'fCr UK bomcs 
of Iht: m.1Ul.anls btgan late. SAt
urday whm MohaJ1'llnM 
Barood. local k:adcr 0{ the P0p
ular Ikst:Mance CommJttee&. 
was Imooned by ltu' army ilia! 
hls house \II'Ould be btl ~ 
lhrtt-story building ts boOK to 
17 peopk from &rood-s lamtly. 
Another militant from Hamas 
aJ.Yl rceelved a wamtng.. 

In!>ttad of fkemg.. though., the 
two d«kkd to stay In lhdr 

IhTtt cbUdrtn back home l.a tht: 
country&lde.. 

"One Job ends _.. and tb«:n'., 
an(lth('(: said Martinf:%. 32. 
takIng a break frOID I:l.b duUcs 
on an apart.mcnt bUlJdIng NJng 
til the upsca1t' Polanco ~J&bb/:lr
hood. "Our hopt" La In God that 
It can continue this WWf.' 

Tht' &t.rongdata It:od tnl> 
mentum wPox's replacement. 
Ftllpe Calderon, who vows to be 
Mt"xIco', ~jobs prt:'S1dcnt~ afttt 
ht:: Is sworn In next motltb. He 
ha~ propoocd rt:ductng regula-
UOn and making It easter to b.tu 
and fire as ~1llL5 ste:pptng up 
5«:Uruy to attract mort' !"orrlgJt 
tnvotment. 

He abo wanla to booet tax 

:~:c~r::==~ 
could also expand r:mploymcnt 
and ~ tht: t:COt:1OIh)I's pro
ductJvlty. 

calderon has his wwk cuL 
out for him. AdMded Congrea 
W1I1 maltt It tough to lmpkmt'nt 
cnango. many analysts !l8Y arc 
CTUdaI to gencraung mort job$ 
and kecptng rnot'"t' McxkanIl u 
borne. 

WIth "" P'l= down from 
lbdr k>fty It'Yels of the aummtr, 
Mr:xko's tr~ury might havt: to 
lighten Its bell 1"bt: undtt 
ground t'COIlOmy of otf-thc-
books dayla.bot"t'1"3lUld atrttt 
~ndors rcmal..wJ Ma!co'. JX1" 
mary job rng>ne."ThIs ....,_ In Iut Joog.' 

said Alfredo Cout1nO. smkJr 

homes and called in re:J.nforce
menL!.. Thry wtre qUJddy JOIned 
by crOW'ds of supporter&. in
cluding dottna of arm«! mQ., ~ 
who gal.hertd on balconks. rooe-: 
tops and In tbt atrttb ouUkie. , 

~Death lu l$nd. Death to ' 
Amer1ca.. the erowda chanted. 'Local_ and -... ; 

1V and radio ataUODa abo l'I::IC).o ,
 

hil1ted supporters. :
 
TkarmysaJdttc:aUedotf
 

the rughtUtnc atrstrtkcs bec:au!loe: :
 
of the crowds. It condunned ~
 
whatllsaldwuar:ynkaJa. ":
 
p1ottatloQ 'by the tttTOf1St:s of •
 

=~ people as hwnsn j 
Bf_ali=>ooo.aboj>l :; 

two dolcn women were m.tUing: 
around on Baroud"s roof. 
shld<kd from the 3Un by green .• 
!up. One ""'Y bdQw than. ~ 
about a dozen men wtTe resttng;: 
onma~.· 

Baroud's mother. Umm .' 
Wad. said shlib had been or· .: 

~~-:~~~.~ 
wsaJd."We.willstaybator 
dk In th~ hoUR. Ld than bring' 
" down 00 our heads.

economist at Moody"s Ecooo
my.com In West CbestO"', Pa. 
But. ~ Job creation In ~ 115 
"""'Y> good ....... . 

Mateo Is enjoying glad ero-- -. 
OOm!(" tidingS In 2006 u:nl1k.e 

~~:'::~~ntcs 
ronaJn rdattvdy low. 't'be pek) 
.. stahlt. Htgh 01.1 ~ bave ,,
Id\ tax co{Jers OlWl W1tb extra 
CMh. The eeonom.y b projected 
10 expand about •.5 pttttnt thIa 
yau'. the beot ahowtng &Ill« 
2000.A_ byp<Odudoilhat 
tcOnomtc WcngU1 has b«:ft ex· 
pan<kd cmploytnCDlln the ao- ~. 
ca1ltd fonnal sedor. ddlned AI • 

on·tbe-booka. salar'kd Jobs Wi"" 
lxncOta. 1bt: govern.me:nt estl· '" 
mates that ftgure by tracking !be' 
numbt:r or worket'$ wboee ' 
hoMes rtgI.$tt'1" tlK-m WIth U\t: '"":' 
naUon·. aoclarSotCW1ty system_ 

Strvict:A and retail bAw: ptr... _ 
(ormt:d well thb ~. but one 0[, 
the InO$t·watehed tndu.sttka ls 
manUf3ChlTtng. Although Mt:x .. 
ko'. -maquiladora~export fae- ... 
tor1t:S have been battttC'd by sutr 
rornpetlUOll from AsIa. the . 
sector has rallled.this year. 
oddlng n<nrly n.ooo jolla 
_ August. ~tog. 

uresSbow, . 
Tht: natiOn'. automofjw: In- " 

dustry' has btm a atandQUl. .: 
Mt'.X1CO productd mol't: lhan 1.•6 
l11llUoo vthklf':* In tht: ftnt 10 
months of the year•• Dearly 28 
pc:rttllt annual lnc1'f:Uot'_ :. 
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country ha~ added 1.4 million 
jobs since he took office in De
cember 2000, less than one
quarter of his target. 

Mexico is such a chronic un
derachiever when it comes to 
generating employment that one 
solid year probably will do little 
to stem the flow of illegal immi
gration to the United States. 
Some analysts doubt that the 
hot streak can continue. More 
than half the jobs created this 
year in Mexico were in so-called 
temporary posts in sectors such 
as construction. Cyclical indus
tries such as manufacturing are 
expected to slow along with the 
U.S. economy. 

Still, the surge has been a 
godsenq to laborers including 
Sergio Martinez Beltran, a 
former field hand from the 
southern state of Chiapas who 
has found steady work in the 
capital's booming construction 
sector. The slender, 5-foot, 3
inch laborer makes $110 for 
hoisting cement bags six days a 
week. 

It's backbreaking, but he is 
grateful to get a reliable pay
check to support his wife and 

changes many analysts say are 
crucial to generating more jobs 
and keeping more Mexicans at 
home. 

With oil prices down from 
their lofty levels of the summer, 
Mexico's treasury might have to 
tighten its belt. The under
ground economy of off-the
books day laborers and street 
vendors remains MeXico's pri
mary job engine. 

"This isn't going to last long," 
said Alfredo Coutino, senior 

ROUSE TIRE SERVICE, INC.
 
FAll TIRE SPECIAl.! Family Owned Since 1946 

$10 TO $15 OFF ~~:E ft;;~~~~ 
FOR A LIMITED TIME 

LOCATED NEAR LAKE MERRITT
 
2 DOORS DOWN FROM 7-ELEVEN
 

manufacturing. Although Mex-' 
ico's "maquiladora" export fac-, 
tories have been battered by stiff 
competition from Asia, the 
sector has rallied this year, 
adding nearly 77,000 jobs 
through August, government fig
ures show. 

The nation's automotive in
dustry has been a standout. 
Mexico produced more than 1.6 
million vehicles in the first 10 
months of the year, a nearly 28 
percent annual increase. 
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MONDAY THRU FRIDAY 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM' 

(510) 834-99382340 HARRISON/OAKLAND 

NOTICE OF PROPOSED PLAN
 
AND
 BRAe 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD PMO WEST 

Proposed Action at Installation Restoration Site 27,
 
Former Naval Air Station Alameda
 

The U.S. Navy, in coordination with state and environmental regulatory agencies, encourages the pUblic to 
comment on its Proposed Plan to clean up contaminated shallow groundwater at Installation Restoration (IR) 
Site 27, located on the former Naval Air Station Alameda (Alameda Point) in Alameda,California. 
IR Site 27 is located in the southeastern portion of Alameda: point, bounded by Seaplane Lagoon, West Oriskany Street, 
Viking Street, and Ferry Point Road. The Navy proposes to clean up groundwater contaminated with levels of volatile 
organic compounds above applicable regulatory criteria. There are no drinking water wells in these areas. Water service 
is supplied by the East Bay Municipal UtilIty District, from a saparate source. There is no immediate risk to children, 
residents, or others in these areas. Volatile organic compounds are the groundwater contaminants of concern. The 
Proposed Plan'provides a summary of investigations and evaluations performed at the site, including a remedial 
investigation, human health and ecological risk assessments, and a feasibility study. Based on data collected and 
analyzed for the site, the Navy proposes to clean up contaminated groundwater to address potential long-term risks. 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
The Navy invites interested members of the public to review and comment on the Proposed Plan during the public 
comment period, which is from November 20 through December 22, 2006. Public comments must be submitted in 
writing and postmarked or e-mailed no later than December 22, 2006, or provided during the public meeting on 
December 12, 2006. Please send all comments to: Mr. Thomas Macchiarella, BRAC Environmental Coordinator, 
BRAC Program Management Office West, 1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900, San Diego, California 92108, 
thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil, (619) 532-0907, or fax (619) 532-0940. 

PUBLIC MEETING 
The Navy will host a public meeting to discuss the Proposed Plan, answer questions, and accept public comments. 
Date: Tuesday, December 12, 2006 
Ti!rle: 6:30p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 
Location: Alameda Point, 950 West Mall Square, BUilding 1, Room 201, Alameda, CA 

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Copies of the Proposed Plan, Remedial Investigation/Feasitiility Study, and other site documents are available for review 
at: Alameda Point, 950 West Mall Square, Building 1, Rooms 240-241, Alameda, California 94502. If you have any 
questions or wish to discuss this project, please contact Mr. Thomas Macchiarella, BRAC Environmental Coordinator, at 
(619) 532-0907, fax (619) 532-0940, or e-mail thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil. !; 

00722£2901 



Al~eda IOl!!!!~
 
Sports Alameda High bounced by Alhambra in NCS 3A football playoffs [Bl]
 

Sports City's youths aim for success in Elks Oub Hoop Shoot [B2]
 

Subsi~y sought for waterfront pl~n
 
• Owner of Buena VISta Avenue pan:cl envision< 
developmenl resembling modem-<lay \ersioo ofVcnicc 

By~~ De~~t=ityo(~n= 
The: owner of the long. r«i plans for a mixture of uses that 

brkk building that runs along includes housing, commercial 
Buena Vist.a Avenue and fronts space a-nd a hot~l 
the dty's ~ waterfront en- The City Council, aaing as: the 
visions turning !.he propt;rty into Community Improvement Com
a l'n<ldem-day version otVenice mission. will meet today 10 con-

But tim, de'Y!':lope1'" Peter sider entering inlO an exdusive 
Wa.ngts~aS't1bMyrO{" negotia'tingagreesnentwithWang 
hi..; proposal 

Although it's little ll\(J{'e than 
• concept right now, his project 

TonyDaysog

Tho_"" 
\tVlM:;Tl'llM!t
boNd', Ward 3-_.
""""" 

Margin of 
Daysog's 
loss grows 
slightly 
• Other Nov, 7election 
rare numben likewise 
fluctuate, bul not enough 
In change the oolrome 

By~,:'~ 
1bt;~otvotes upant~ 

ing tbe·contendet$ In the locaJ 
d«tiOns continue to fluctuate 
somewhat. but riat enough to 
dwlge the ovma.lI oute:otnes of 
the Nov, 7 eledion. 

AI ot' Friday - afternoon. 
Alameda Oty Councilman Tony 
~g's margin of toss to Elsa 
0rW: (or the AC Transit board's 
War<!: 3 seat grew to 78 votes.. 

DaY'WC had asked (or a reo
countatterin.ltiald«:tioo~ 
showed him just 52 votM behind 
Ortiz in a ra.c:e that counted more 
than 50,000 votes total He could 

~~,t'::'::.';';'~:: 
~~o:.:,";,~~ 
_on, 

In the: mayoral raee, as of 
friday afternoon. Mayor Be...• 
erty Johnson had earnoo 13,272 
votes to deHaan's 7,1&6 votes, 
while long·shot candidate Ken· 
neth Kahn earned 1,528 votes. 
according to th.e registrar Web 
site. 

In the council race, newcomer 
Tam-earned 10.766 ...Qtesand in· 
cumbent Matarre;;e received 
9,113. The two overWhelmed 

S« REsu'LTS, """" 2 

for up to two yean;: in part to ~ 

what dollar lU\'lCIW1t the city wouk1 
bewilling:ro spend to help Wang's 

========================= 

1\SEA OF YELLOW FLOWERS'
 
'\~.
 

'i 

:;'.be reached for comment fri- 1ll:',...,.....,.~r+#8;;.-"" 

fi:rm. F..ndnal Rl.!aJ Esule Inc., 
comptete the devcl<:lpmenL 

-Out mission would be to 
find out whether or 1lQ{ (here is 
II financial gap J.nd understand 
what his projea incW.e\ and de
termine whether or am there is 
a rcle (or [he public in this pro
j«:t:saidl.WielopmefJto;etvices 
director Le:s.lje litde. 

The pmposaJ is lhe just rhe 
latest for Wang.. who said he has 
owned property on the nonhem 
waterfront. including the Del 
Monte buildirlg. the FJldru.l Ter
minals Container Cue facility 
and ~ Chifmun Wan':hous.e. (or 

-1-F-_:'-Y-O-""U7·..--G'''''.'O''''_;''''-;:_-.:;::~~7,~''';t'''~w 
n.~ClvD:r.n::t;~.,-; 
toe ~~-~ 
~ ..... rnaeotb1ayllt1:3O'<,'1~ 

p.m.W!NC1ttQ:ud~~ 
II he CQ'TVJl' d Stna Oln A\vtJlk,.., 
IIl1d Oak s.oot,. Fa n"U9klf1xm1o.:'m 

bi.od51o-747~_;',-_.'<~:': 

""""'.". 
TIle subsidy he uld wu 

sought (or ~publk use," includ
ing the f'Clll:dways and utility lines 
that will run t~ the project. 
~ development is mte-nded 

~fitn:=~I~= :the~~~:: 
WIItf:r'fron(andis~togo ~t{)redu<:tltheamounto( 
before the cound:J: for approval trudl tratfic winding t'h1"oogb rg.
MrfyDe:Xtyfitrr, _-_'-'"~"- _~~ ideritWstreets.Partsl:Jfittt.ll\y 
Tbat~~-gen.; beiritegmedintOwang"spian. 

ertl plan amendment calls for "It's I-ike the Jrtajor watetfront 
eliminating tce outdated, pri· improvement besides trails and 

~~~e::::= &~~~td 
ldentia1,oommercia1.of:fiee,ma-. totbeproj-ectwouldbe~ 
rtna and ~ space.. , rrn:t' time it the redevelopment 

In addition. the waterfront agency chooses to lJ10Vt forward 
pbn..ca1ls for filling in gaps akmg with negotiatioos. 
Clement Avenue so that it Th~ lndude the amount and 
reache$. between the fruitvale 
Bridge and Atlantic Avenue. See SUBSIDY. Pap 1 

Officlalc with the Alameda 
CountyRtgistrarofV()(e"B said 
the results (0{' some of the mces 
have cbanged u many last
minute a.bsentee baltou an 
counted. 

However, thG5e ballots lta...e 
had no etrecr on any of the othtt 
Alameda ~ 

A spokesman said the regis. 

=-~~n=-ol~ 
election. • 

Only after the election Is: cer~ 
tilled will requesu for re-counts 
be considered. 

M of Friday, Mayor Beverly 
Johnsoo still beat challenger City 

~~e~~r: 
F'1"a.nk Ma.tlln'esl!: and Lena Tam 

By Alan Lopez "'Tbe goal.. said H&nsson, "is 
UAFf wm:li.-. to have • whole sea of yellow 

1be idea presented itself to rtowers in the spring to brighten 
La.rs lia.ns501l when he visited the Sfring and theslwpping dis-, 
Chicago Wt May to roe his wn, trict In Alameda.... 
who is living there and Studying After- signing off on the idea, 
to be an optometrist. the bu.si.ne$s <tSSOciation., with a 

oo:~:;.~~~o~~ ~~:U~O~err:.~h:U:b~~ 
rows of brightly colored tulips.; and oornlled between 20 Uld 30 
He kept the image in his head volunteers Sunday morning to 
and took it to the Park Street pl.a.nt them on about two btoclu 
Business Association" which he of Park Stl"ed: near Santa Oara 
heads as its board president. Avenue.. 

Come I'ICX! spring. Alamed.ans The volunteers included City 

VOLUNTEER MARY AMEN ~ toone p1ant9(~~~'" ~~~~o~ty~~~!wSi~f~i; ~n~~m~ i~::fi~ :;::~::;; 
to set 1M bulbs six Indlas down with their tips pointng up.. brightening downtown. Puk 5m«'l'l recent beautific:a

d~n ..,web indudoo new lamp 
posts, beoc!:les and pLwerboxes. 

"I just think it's one of those 
cctJll.fine·~thatfT'.a1.lywill 

highlight downtown am! Park 
Street:Ma.rarrese said. 

"'When you get those details 
in, those a~ the things lhaot Will 
really set us apart from other 
places: he added. 

lbe city liked the idea 50 
much. it contributed $1.000, or 
one-thirdofthetot;uc~o(tbe 

bu.Ibs, Hll1l5SOf\ said. The Park 
Street u&OCiation paid {or the 

""'-
See DAFFODUS, Page 2 

:t~~~:;°C:U~I~~~ 1========================================== 
"I am opposed to recruiting on campuses, But I don't have a problem with the JROTC program. I look at as a 

personal choice that we are providing students, just like any other club on campus,· - ,"""....."'-_""""""""_ 

JROTCprogram to hold the line
 
By P,;t::~egarty 

San Francisco school officials 
may tuwe reo:mtiy banned.lunior 
ROTC _ or Reserve Officer 
Tmining Corps-from the city's 
high ~hool campuses, but 
Alarneda school leaders said they 
have no plans to .scrap the mJ.li.. 
taty program. 

""We have had a lot of support 

for our mOTC: uld Donna 
F'Ietd1er,adistricl spokeswom.an.. 
"There has been abS{l!utely no 
rumblings about clanging it· 

[n fact. the only timt$ when 
Alameda school officials have ac
twllly considered axing JROTC 
have been when they fucd a bud
get shortfall. including 13 years 
ago when the Cty Coonol stepped 
in and urged that it be saved

lhat was not the case in San 
francisco l.a..st week. where the 
school boaJd voted to phase out 
JROTC from Irs high sd>ools over 
the n....xl two years, despite 
protests from many of the ap
~.xim.1teJy L?OO ;.-tudcnts in the 
cty 11Io1lo partlClpat.e in the pm
grnm. 

See !ROTC. Page Z 
JtJt)GES from all military br1if'lChes line lip in front of teams before 
Iha JROTC competition at Encinal High School on Saturr:1ay 

I 
On Nutrition 

• Today, Helayne Waldman un-INS IDE veil:s thenutritionaltrea.suf1:>_~ of 
holiday turkey. Dig in! Page- 3 

Friends & Neighbors 
• The A1am,;da Family Service 
League is ~e ... ring up for ilS an
nual holiday home {O\lr. Page 3 

i I 

"","""""""'__-"'1C81ondll:l' ...•. .__ Xl. 
5po<1$ ...."._...~ •.;,; B1 
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Kid'stuff
 

Join Dr. J&n:x:a: Emay 'White. 

awud·~ authot of 

SnioUJ Tim~s and Presidau 

;§~	 of GoMon-<:onwdllbrologlol Saninuy. ~ 
a public aJdrcaa on Tin Suu of Jh~ QJtJIn. 

leam how fU w~ the rimes and know 

......tal to do, (t 01r01\. u.:.ul 

*'i'1·~.~~et1P..M. 
Wa!ouI:CI'Mll ~0Iurm
 

;:.;;' laol~~_.w.tr>utC«telt,CA
 

RSVPIt_.~I.-:klo<conUct 

Wil!WTl f;~ lit 978.646.407001" ~.ed<I 

Goroon-ConwcU " Theological &minary 



.;:J"yIIUC, a 1IIlIUQLUI\;;i UU.III 1 ...... v .............. ~ .... "'.,
Id	 rree ages L ana younger. I p.m.-£:
picnic grounds and a gift.shop as p.m. The Berkeley JCC Theater, 1414 t Llwell as the animals in site specific ex- Walnut St., Berkeley. 510-236-SHOW,
hibits, which allow them to roam www.thebuddyclub.com.
freely. Included are "The African Sa
vanna," with its two huge mixed-ani- 11III Tilden Regional Park - This park
 
mal aviaries and 11 African Savanna is large and contains hiking trails, a
 Join Dr. James Emery White, 
exhibits; the Mahali Pa Tembo (Place golf course, a miniature scaled train
 
of the Elephant), with giraffes, chim- to ride, The Brazilian Building and
 award-winning author of 
panzees and more than 330 other an- picnic areas. Regional Parks Botanic
 
imals from around the world; "Simba Garden Ongoing. Guided docent
 Serious Times and President 
Pori," Swahili for "Uon Country," a tours of the gardens, Saturday and 

3d spacious 1.5-acre habitat offering Sunday through 2006, 2 p.m. Free. of Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary, at 
nd	 both a savanna and woodland setting 510-845-4116, www.nativeplants.org. 

for African lions; "Footprints from the Special Events "Junior Rangers," a public address on The State of the Culture. 
1- Past," an anthropology exhibit show- through Nov. 25, 2-3:30 p.m. Explore 

casing four million years of human the park looking for orb weavers, Learn how to understand the times and know 
evolution and an actual "footpath" of jumping spiders, wolf spiders and 

e- the first hominids to emerge from the more. Saturdays. "Tuesdays for the what to do. (I Chron. 12:32)
A African savanna; "Sun Bear Exhibit," Birds," through Nov. 28, Tuesdays, 7

a stateof-the-art space the zoo has 9:30 a.m. Share your enthusiasm for 
nt developed for its two sun bears; and bird life on a tranquil walk through Wednesday, November 29 at 7 p.m. 
at Siamang Island, a state-of-the-art, various Bay Area parklands. Call for 
i- barrier-free area that emulates the specific meeting locations or to bor- Walnut Creek Presbyterian Church 

gibbons' native tropical rain forest row binoculars. Bring water, sun 1801 Lacassie Avenue, Walnut Creek, CA
habitat. Also see the Malayan Fruit screen and a snack. "Open Garden," 

s Bats from the Lubee Bat Conser- through Nov. 26, 2-4 p.m. Join the 
[- vancy in Florida that are now roosting park's gardener for composting, 

RSVP at www.gordonconwell.edu or contactlO-	 in trees at the zoo. In addition there plantings, watering and more. Sun
are special exhibits and events days. "Autumn Amble," Nov. 25, 2- William Fisher at 978.646.4070 0, bfisher@gcts.edu 

;ks monthly. Ongoing Exhibits "Valley 4:30 p.m. Take in the seasonal colors 
,-, Children's Zoo," ongoing. The three- of nature and learn native plant lore 
j- acre attraction offers a completely in- on this three-mile hike. "Too Much 

teractive experience for both children Turkey?" Nov. 26,12:30-4:30 p.m. Gordon-Conwell ¥ 
and adults. The exhibits include Embark on a seven-mile hike travers- Theological Seminary 
lemurs, giant fruit bats, otters, rep- ing diverse habitats of Tilden and 
tiles, insects and more. Daily, 10 a.m. Wildcat Canyon. "Kids Garden Club," SOUTIl HAMILTON • BOSTON • CHARLOTfE • JACKSONVILLE 

-------, 
NOTICE OF PROPOSED PLAN 

R~ady--", 
<1 

BRA.CAND 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD PMOWEST 

Proposed Action at Installation Restoration Site 27, 
Former Naval Air Station Alameda 

Dolidaysi~' 
lke $5.00 off any I• The U.S. Navy, in coordination with state and environmental regulatory agencies, encourages the public to 

comment on its Proposed Plan to clean up contaminated shallow groundwater at Installation Restoration (IR) 
Site 27, located on the former Naval Air Station Alameda (Alameda Point) in Alameda,California. 

!"Chase of regular price 
aes of $25-$70~ $10.00 off I 

IR Site 27 is located in the southeastern portion of Alameda point, bounded by Seaplane Lagoon, West Oriskany Street,
i and up.*	 I 

I 
Viking Street, and Ferry Point Road. The Navy proposes to clean up groundwater contaminated with levels of volatile 
organic compounds above applicable regulatory criteria. There are no drinking water wells in these areas. Water service 
is supplied by the East Bay Municipal Utility District, from a separate source. There is no immediate risk to children,

I residents, or others in these areas. Volatile organic compounds are the groundwater contaminants of concern. The 
Proposed Plan provides a summary of investigations and evaluations performed at the site, inclUding a remedial 

I 
I investigation, human health and ecological risk assessments, and a feasibility study. Based on data collected and 

analyzed for the site, the Navy proposes to clean up contaminated groundwater to address potential long-term risks. 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

~reat Fit Great BrandsI 
The Navy invites interested members of the public to review and comment on the Proposed Plan during the public 
comment period, which is from November 20 through December 22, 2006. Public comments must be submitted inI writing and postmarked or e-mailed no later than December 22, 2006, or provided during the public meeting onM.,rrill - Ito"",,"'''' 
December 12, 2006. Please send all comments to: Mr. Thomas Macchiarella, BRAC Environmental Coordinator,

I<;a.o;y Spirii. - Clarks I 
BRAC Program Management Office West, 1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900, San Diego, California 92108, 

and more: thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil, (619) 532-0907, or fax (619) 532-0940. 
PUBLIC MEETING 

The Navy will host a public meeting to discuss the Proposed Plan, answer questions, and accept public comments. 

I 

Date: Tuesday, December 12, 2006 
Time: 6:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

~ I
I 

lUld operated since 1967 I Location: Alameda Point, 950 West Mall Square, Building 1, Room 201, Alameda, CA 
oj of Operation: I FOR MORE INFORMATION 
"ri I 8am to 9pm Copies of the Proposed Plan, RemediallnvestigationlFeasibility Study, and other site documents are available for review 

at: Alameda Point, 950 West Mall Square, Building 1, Rooms 240-241, Alameda, California 94502. If you have anyto" SUD II to .. I 
questions or wish to discuss this project, please contact Mr. Thomas Macchiarella, BRAC Environmental Coordinator, atIe Center~ Alamed~ CA I 
(619) 532-0907, fax (619) 532-0940, or e-mail thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil.•	 .1~3-4839 0072262901 
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 




 



 

   
 

 

 

 

  

  

 
 
 

 

  

TABLE C-1: 	STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS AND LEAD AGENCY RESPONSES ON THE 
PROPOSED PLAN FOR IR SITE 27 

Letters Received During Public Comment Period 
Comments by: Jim Barse 

1. Comment: I am a resident of Alameda particularly concerned about 
surface water quality issues. The VOC plume in the 
groundwater at IR Site 27 is in close proximity to the surface 
waters of the Seaplane Lagoon. This situation raises lay 
concern about the potential impact of the plume contaminants 
to nearby aquatic systems of the lagoon and SF Bay.  I 
acknowledge the site’s ERA and RI Report attention to and 
discussion of the associated risk to aquatic life.  Despite the 
conclusion that no further action at IR Site 27 is warranted for 
aquatic remediation goals, I view it as favorable that the 
Proposed Plan remedial alternative (Alternative 6B) is forecast 
to reach the terrestrial/groundwater remediation goals in the 
least amount of time, in comparison to the other remedial 
alternatives considered.  I cannot be certain of my assumptions 
on this matter, but the shorter time frame to reaching the 
remediation goals would also seem to be most protective of 
surface water quality as well. 

Response: Concentrations of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in 
groundwater near the shoreline at IR Site 27 have attenuated to 
concentrations that approach or meet drinking water standards and 
meet all criteria for the protection of surface water and aquatic life. 
Therefore, groundwater near the shoreline was found not to pose a 
risk to ecological receptors or fishermen using Seaplane Lagoon. 

For groundwater located farther inland at IR Site 27, 
Alternative 6B was selected as the preferred remedy because it 
protects human health and the environment; complies with the 
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements; is effective 
over the long term and is a permanent solution; effectively reduces 
the toxicity, mobility, or volume of VOCs in groundwater through 
treatment; has the lowest total cost; and has the shortest duration 
(assumed duration for Alternative 6B is 3 years) for accomplishing 
the remediation goals (RGs).  Institutional controls (ICs) would 
protect public health and the environment until RGs are met.  The 
assumed durations for the other active remedial alternatives are 
significantly higher, ranging from 45 to 70 years. 
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2. Comment: 

Response: 

In addition, I would emphasize the obligation that the 
IR Site 27 remedial action implementation process has to 
prevent any additional pollutant discharge to the ground 
surface, local impervious surfaces and surface waters. 
Vehicular activity, soil probing, the handling and pumping of 
grout to backfill ISCO injection points and even on-going 
monitoring well sampling events, for example, all have the 
potential to contribute residual pollutant loads to surface water 
runoff. This may seem a minor matter, but even small actions 
as these can create current non-point source pollution impacts 
to surface waters through runoff and/or contaminant loading 
to local storm water conveyances.  Ongoing remediation 
activities at the former NAS Alameda, including those pending 
at IR Site 27, have every obligation to implement effective best 
management practices to ensure no additional, present-day 
impacts to the quality of surface water runoff, storm water and 
local surface waters. 

The Department of the Navy (Navy) and its subcontractors will 
employ best management practices to prevent impacting surface 
water runoff and its release to Seaplane Lagoon during remediation 
activities at IR Site 27.  These best management practices will be 
described during the remedial design phase. Remediation 
activities at the site will be supervised by Navy representatives; 
inspected by regulatory agencies; and performed in compliance 
with required federal, state, and local permit requirements. 
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Comments by: Patrick G. Lynch 

1. Comment: Institutional Controls 

Table 4 of the Proposed Plan describes Institutional Controls 
that would be implemented if the property within Site 27 is 
transferred to a non-federal entity.  Specifically, land-use 
restriction would be incorporated and implemented through a 
quitclaim deed from the Navy to the property recipient.  The 
Proposed Plan describes this Institutional Control's "long-term 
effectiveness and permanence" as "high". 

The parcel located adjacent to my residence has a recorded 
deed restriction that is secured by a $33,000 bond to the City of 
Alameda. 

The parcel owner has failed to comply, and the city has not 
enforced the requirements of the deed restriction.  Considering 
the most likely recipient of Site 27 is the City of Alameda, the 
long-term effectiveness of Institutional Control's should be 
rated "low" as evidenced by the ineffectiveness of deed 
restrictions on the parcel adjacent to my residence. 

Response: The “long-term effectiveness and permanence” criterion considers 
the impact of a remedial alternative in the long term, defined in 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) guidance as the 
effectiveness of an alternative in protecting human health after 
response objectives are met.  As summarized in Table 10-1 of the 
Record of Decision (ROD), the evaluation of the “long-term 
effectiveness and permanence” criterion considers the following 
parameters:  the residual risk remaining on-site following 
remediation, the long-term management of remaining 
contaminants, the adequacy and reliability of controls, the need to 
replace components of the remedial alternative, and the continuing 
need for repair and maintenance of the components.  In evaluating 
this criterion, all of the components of the remedial alternative are 
evaluated. 

As shown in Table 4 of the Proposed Plan and in Table 10-1 of the 
ROD, ICs were included as a component of Alternatives 3, 4A, 
6A, and 7. ICs at IR Site 27 would have prohibited residential use 
of groundwater at this shoreline site.  (Drinking water is already 
supplied to the site by the East Bay Municipal Utilities District.) 
As summarized in Table 6 of the Proposed Plan and in Table 10-1 
of the ROD, not all of the remedial alternatives with an IC 
component were rated high for long-term effectiveness and 
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2. Comment: 

Response: 

permanence; only Alternatives 4A and 6A were rated high, while 
Alternatives 3 and 7 were rated moderate.  Alternative 2 in the 
feasibility study, consisting of ICs only, was screened out. 
Revisions to the rankings are not necessary. 

Alternative 6B would also include ICs as part of the preferred 
remedy for IR Site 27.  As shown in Table 6 of the Proposed Plan 
and in Table 10-1 of the ROD, Alternative 6B was also rated high 
in long-term effectiveness and permanence because it would result 
in permanent and long-term reductions of VOC concentrations in 
groundwater. The ICs will only remain in place during the 
implementation of Alternative 6B and until the RGs have been 
successfully attained.  The assumed duration for Alternative 6B is 
3 years. Therefore, it is anticipated that ICs included in this 
alternative will only be in place for 3 years or less. 

It is also important to note that the Navy has the obligation to 
enforce the deed restrictions, and the California Environmental 
Protection Agency Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(DTSC) has the obligation to enforce the covenant (described in 
Section 12 of the ROD). This “layering” of ICs is an effective 
approach to ensuring compliance with the restrictions. 

Non-Degradation Policy 

The Navy's interpretation of the State's non-degradation policy 
strikes me as racist. The Navy's long history of flouting the 
regulatory authority of the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board perpetuates a legacy of substantial and adverse impact 
on subsistence fisherfolk caused by poor Navy stewardship. 
The residents of Alameda and fisherfolk in local waters are 
entitled to the same level of environmental protection as 
citizens who live in areas where major polluters don't 
reinterpret policies to provide a lower level of public health 
protection. This was just as unacceptable in 1968 as it is today. 

Concentrations of VOCs in groundwater near the shoreline at 
IR Site 27 have attenuated to concentrations that approach or meet 
drinking water standards and meet all criteria for the protection of 
surface water and aquatic life. Therefore, groundwater near the 
shoreline was found not to pose a risk to ecological receptors or 
fishermen using Seaplane Lagoon. 

As discussed in Section 7 of the ROD, an environmental risk 
assessment (ERA) was conducted as part of the remedial 
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investigation to assess the potential impacts on ecological receptors 
from exposure to chemicals at IR Site 27.  The ERA provided a 
protective overestimate of the actual risk of adverse ecological 
effects at the site.  The ERA results indicated negligible risk to 
terrestrial (ground-dwelling) wildlife receptors from chemicals in 
the soil and low risk to aquatic life from chemicals in groundwater, 
based on current conditions and planned future use of IR Site 27. 
Therefore, no action is considered necessary to protect ecological 
receptors or fishermen from VOCs in groundwater at IR Site 27. 
As described in Section 10 of the ROD, the State of California 
concurred with the Navy’s selected remedial alternative 
(Alternative 6B).  Furthermore, the Alameda Point Restoration 
Advisory Board (RAB) selected Alternative 6B as the preferred 
remedial alternative for IR Site 27 during the December 1, 2005 
meeting. 

As described in Section 6 of the ROD, it should be noted that 
Seaplane Lagoon is being investigated as part of IR Site 17.  Based 
on the results of the remedial investigation (RI) and feasibility 
study (FS), the northeastern and northwestern areas of IR Site 17 
were found to pose an unacceptable risk to human health and the 
environment.  The Navy, together with the BRAC Cleanup Team 
(BCT), determined that these areas require remedial action.  The 
BCT at Alameda Point is made up of representatives from the 
Navy, U.S. EPA, DTSC, and California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. 

With respect to fishing in Seaplane Lagoon and other local waters, 
the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
has issued an interim fishing advisory for all of San Francisco Bay 
and Delta Region (www.oehha.ca.gov/fish/general/ 
sfbaydelta.html).  This advisory was issued because of elevated 
concentrations of mercury, polychlorinated biphenyls, and other 
chemicals in fish tissue throughout the bay.  Signs are also posted 
around Seaplane Lagoon advising people not to eat fish collected 
there. Although the proposed remedial action at IR Site 17 is 
expected to reduce bioaccumulation of contaminants from 
sediments within the lagoon, there are numerous other sources 
throughout the bay. Therefore, the fish consumption advisory will 
likely remain in place until more of the sources have been 
addressed. 
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3. Comment: 

Response: 

Chemical Injection 

The proposed injection of chemical solutions along the 
shoreline of San Francisco Bay without any means of 
controlling the migration of groundwater is entirely 
shortsighted. A hydraulic containment system is required to 
implement the proposed alternative without impact to nearby 
surface waters. 

The ISCO treatment at IR Site 27 is not expected to have an impact 
on Seaplane Lagoon for the following reasons: 

•	 groundwater near the shoreline already meets the RGs 

and will not be treated 


•	 injections of reagents by gravity flow (i.e., without 

pressurized injections) are expected to be performed east 

of Ferry Point Road, which is located more than 100 feet 

from the shoreline 


•	 ISCO reagents are not persistent in the environment 

•	 during the remedial design phase, an injection sequence 

will be developed to minimize migration of the plume, 

as stated in the FS Report; a hydraulic containment 

system is therefore not required 
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