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Remedral Act:on Plan/Record of: Decrswn
. for Marsh Crust and; Sub:tidal Wetlands S
Alameda I’omt Nava] A1r Statron j_- SR

".Dear Mr McClelland and Ms: Cassa

"On behalf of West End Concerned Clnzens CRC completed a rev1ew of the "
“ followmg Navy document e : L S '

-Tetra-Tech Enwronmental Management Inc., ”Remed1al Achon Plan/ Record of.
. Decision for'the Marsh Crust and groundwater at the Fleet Industtial Supply '
' "Center Oakland, Alameda Facility/ Alameda AnrieX, and for the Marsh Crust
" ‘and Former. Subtldal Area at Alameda Point,” " prepared for Department of the
. '.Navy, Iune 20, 2000 AT ] .

-

o :Smce 1995 West End Concerned C1tlzens has encouraged the US Navy to -
) adequately address health and. env1ronmental hazards:in our commu:uty
. 7. without meamngful results; - West End Concerned Citizens has also. .
. encouraged Cal-EPA and the.US EPA 'to provide “fair treatment” in . '
’ regulatOry enforcement and cleanup decisions. also W1thout success,

: 4The Rernedtal Achon Plan ‘and Record of Decxsxon (RAP/ROD) that is the
sub)ect of CRC' 5 comments, further dernonstrates the'Navy’s unw11hngness S
- to addtess in a meaningful Way the' contamination’ the US Navy has caused
- “Cal-EPA and the US EPA have acted contrary to their agencies’ mission,
o ".‘pohmes, and regulatrons by.allowing this 700 -acre unconticlled hazardous
) waste property to continue to: porson residents and wﬂdhfe R :

‘Undernunmg the credrblhty of the Us Navy, Cal EPA and US EPA as rnuch
as the unwﬂlmgness to. address significant contamination, is the’ quality of:
"~ the technical ‘documents on which the US Navy, Cal-EPA, and.US EPA have
based their decision. ‘Despite: being reviewed and: approved by the US. Navy, e
-~ Cal-EPA, arid US EPA, these technical documents remain ripe. with
L 'maccuracxes, mconsxstenc‘les, and unsubstannated oplmons '
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Each of the followmg COmments refers to the Negat1ve Declaratron, S
Remedral Action. Plan and Record: of Decision (RAP/ ROD). The 39_. LT
comments have been orgaruzed mto toplcs wluch mclude
o Communrty Acceptance o S e C T e T
'.-.-Prev1ously submitted comments Lo T e e e
T Scope of the Marsh Crust Remedy , -
C .','.Contanunatron in the Marsh Crust/Subtrdal Area St
- Remeédial Action Ob}ecttves S )
" i 'Proposed. Remedy .
. - Summary of Site RisKs"
"." Marsh Crust Ecologzcal Assessment -
Groundwater Ecologrcal Assessment R

S The follong paragraphs detaﬂ CRC’s concerns wrth the RAP/ ROD and
';.supportmg documents contarned in the adrrumstratwe record .

B .'?_}'COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE o

P Commen_ﬂoJ Alternattveﬁvaluatxon Cnterra

“ I ama, res1dent who hves less than 75 feet from the marsh crust boundary

L - shown in Flgure 4 of the RAP/ROD.. As‘a-community member ‘who'is

~-advétsely éffected by this contamination I find the. proposed remedy-as - - o
unaeceptable ‘Talso believe it is inappropriate ‘to select 6ne of the three ... - . L
.+ ~billion dollar cleanup alternatwes w1thout an adequate mvestlgatlon of the N
Co :contamrnatron . . . - P

Please revrse the Marsh Crust Feasxbﬂrty Study and RAP/ROD to mdlcate the
_ communities disappointment with’ the:effectiveness of the marsh crust and-
_ groundwater remedy; Cal-EPA’s regulatory oversrght and the US \Iavy s
o 'often mcompetent envrronmental analyses R A :

e PREVIOUSLY SUBMITI'ED COMMENTS

e Study were prevlously subrmtted to the Us Navy onQy archA ~19', 19_9 and = Y
@ruary 17, ZOOQbut have been completely ignored to date. CRC by I

S providing. comments early, enabled the US Navy to consider these -

- cominents during, rather than at the end of the: remedy selection process N

. Thesecomiments endbled the US Navy ks eonsides commumty accepmﬁce' BENNEA
A durmg the complehon of the FeaSlbrhty Study - . _ , e



e : . The US EPA, US: Navy; and Cal-EPA;- hoWever, have no intention aof - - L
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L _‘As further example of the d1srespect the US Navy has for resxdents and the
. envirorument we.live in, the US-Navy has chosen to needlessly delay - -,
- ~addres5mg thése comments until the-RAP/ROD commient period:. Please .
T _'_-Anow address each of the mdrwdual comments in the two attached letters

R SCOPE or MARSH CRUST REMEDY |

.Comment No 3 Clar1fv Boundarles of the Marsh Crust Remedv

- "E‘Accordmg to the Remedlal Actron Plan/ Record of Decxsxon (RAP / ROD)

o ”The RAP/ ROD selects the- fma'l remedy for the marsh crust at Alameda :
. '_ "Facxhty/Alameda Annex and Alameda Pomt and the-Formeér subhdal area at
o ;Alameda Pomt "o . Ll L s o

T "’F1gure 4 shows the boundary of the subhdal area and’ hdal marshland at
ce T _-:.._.Alameda Faclhty/ Alameda Anriex and Alameda Pomt o

L -__‘Flgure 4 shows the, lustoncal marsh or the area that the US Navy US EPA
“ -~ and Cal-EPA have agreed is the boundary: of the marsh crust contammatlon.~'

‘applying the proposed RAP/ROD remedy to the entjre'area of marsh crust, .- - R
_ contamination. - The area of Marsh Crust containination shown on Figure 4~ . -
" béneath- Woodstock Elementary School, Alameda Head Start, Collegeof - -~~~
7 7 Alameda Day Care:Center, City: of Alameda Little League Fields, Woodstock ST OEVIES
- " Publi¢ Park, Neptune Public-Park, and Poggl Street resuiences are not mthm TS
the scope of theRAP/ROD remedy : : L SRR

'I'he US EPA Us Navy, and Cal~EPA apparently all agree that dlfferent

. standards’ ‘of huthan health protectlon are appropriate at this time for- .

*_~different areas of the marsh crust contamination. ‘Figure 4 of the RAP/ ROD o

- . should be rewsed to. accurately deplct the‘areas of the marsh ‘crust . :
- Acontammatxon where existing'and future' residents will-be entitled to the ™ -

", -protections that the RAP/ROD: remedy provides. " Figure 4 of-the RAP/: ROD

. should also be revised to accurately depict the areas of marsh.crust *
-+~ contamination that will be spec1f1cally excluded from the protechons

- 'prov1ded by the RAP/ ROD remedy : s

_ VRAP/ROD,p.26 .- " -
*'RAP/ROD,p.29 - ' .
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L 'I‘he RAP/ ROD should be revrsed to mcludea table hstmg the bormgs that e
% - where used. to deterrmne the lateral extent of the marsh crust/ subtidal area oo L
e contammatxon ; , . _ IR .

= . Sumlarly, the RAP/ ROD should be rev1sed to mclude a- table hstmg the -
< "~ monitoring’ wells used to estabhsh the extent of groundwater contarnmatron
i -attheFISC/Annex ‘ . S T Lo

! L Comment No 5 Northern Boundarv of Subndal Area

B3

- ;The northern boundary of the Subndal Area shown on Frgure 4 has been A
- . drawn to éxclude areas of Alameda Point that have been ‘designated under oo
“ the. Commumty Envu'onrnental Reuse Facilitation:Act (CERFA) to'be “free
- of contamination.” Desplte this designation, a report from a Crty of Alameda .
- public works pro;ect at Alameda Point: mdrcates that the area is not free from
s contanunatron SERNPEIUR . " I
B Granulated asphalt sand and soxl wgth free-phase product and product
7. . discolored soil wete observed:in the ‘three borings from approximately 8 to 12
" ‘feetbgs. Since these materjals were found in tontact with: first-encountered
.. .. groundwater arid were overlain by approxmrately 8-feet of compacted soil,
»: baserock, and gravel, it appears they, were purposefully pIaced durmgbay
y -{ﬂmargm fﬂhng and Iand reclamatlon acnvrues A .

L Flgure 4 of the RAP/ ROD should be revrsed to show that the northern ' e
.~ boundary of the marsh_crust/subtidal contamination mcludes the CERFA [
. parcels and extends to the Oakland Estuary - Sl L

'.4Comment No 6. Seaplane LagQQ. n .l

- 'I'he Subtxdal Area shown on Frgure 4 extends mto the Seaplane Lagoon
" The results of radlologmal dating of sediments in‘the Seaplane Lagoon- was .
‘ provided at:the July 1999 Alameda Point Restoration Advisory Board
. “Megting:! : The results mdlcate a layer of contamination, with smular
. characteristics. to the marsh crust, was. deposrted in sedrrnents in. the '
Seaplane LagOon durmg World War II - :

: "Flgure 5 shows the depth to- the top of the former subtidal area thhm the e vy
S .Seaplane Lagoon The R.AP/ ROD states the opmlon that the contammatlon - ‘

o3 ACC Envu'orunental Consultants 1999, Stockprled Sorl Proﬁlmg Report Mam Street I’up
. Station, Alameda Cahforma prepared for Cxty of Alameda, April 26: :

o 4 Guherrez—Palmer Inc 1999 ”Alameda Pomt Restomtxon Advrsory Board Meetmg Mmutes, S
CJudy, . . . . ) : ) )

e ml mmmn e ) : 1 01 =00 T panF as
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' An, the subt1dal area 0ccun'ed from 1880 1920 Tlus statement in the e T
- "RAP/ ROD appears to contradrct the results of the Seaplane Lagoon Sedrment: o
:""7 datmg T .o : ; . , R

A frgure should be mcluded in, the Fmal RAP/ ROD showmg a ‘cross sectron - '
. that rélates the subtidal contaminatiori layer depicted in Figure 4 and Frgure "L
5'0f the RAP/ ROD with the layer of World War II 'contaminatiofi reported at
. the’ Iuly 1999 RAB meeting. This ﬁgure would distinguish-between the . .~

. marsh crust contamination layer” that is, ‘excluded from the Superfund '
boundarres and the Seaplane Lagoon contammatron that is not IR

- Property 1mpacted by marsh crust COntammanon has been tiansferred to the' e
- City of Alameda. ‘The Record of Decision;’ ‘however, is prepared solely by ‘the -0 . .
- Us, Navy under CERCLA authonty granted by Executive Order No. 12580, = " - 7 S
The Us Navy s-CERCLA authonty «cari orily be.exercised on property they do - .o, ]
not own,.if the US-Navy. is solely’ responsrble for the contamination; FThe ~~ - ': 7
RAP/ ROD should be revised t6.remove references. to other polluters besrdes‘
- the US Navy, or the RAP/ROD) should be prepared-jointly by the Crty of -
Alameda and US Navy under the CERCLA authonty of the US EPA

‘ '.j CONTAMINATION IN MARSH CRUST/SUBTIDAL AREA

The RAP/ ROD concludes that

”Based on avaﬂable lxthologlc data the marsh crust appears asa dxscontmuous o _-: R
.Iayer approxnnately 6 mches thxck located mterrmttently between 10 to 20 feet T
bgs : e ST : ’

The tluckness of a: contammatlon layer is’ normally determined by che_mlcal :
samplrng Together observations. on hthologrc logs and chemical analyses -
mdrcate that.the marsh’crust contamination layer is oon51stently thicker than .

" six: inches.- The- results of the hlstoncal contammatron uweshgaﬁon mdrcate o :
" that the marsh crust contammatron is 2 5 to 6.5 feet thick in'borings- were itis- -
found Dol : o . v - ~ e

et 54_1 - no evxdence of marsh crust contarmnahon -
.. -S43 . greater than 2.5 feef thick (odor 14.0-16.5 bgs)
- 545, " “greater “than 6: 5 feet thxck {odor 12.0 to 18:5 bgs)
" -546 .. greater than 5.0 feet thi¢k (sheen 14.0 bgs) .- ‘ )
547 . ;grealer than 25 feet tluck (samples at 14 5 bgs and 16 5 bgs)

' . N . t

% 5. RAP/ROD,p. 273 .

e = mmmA Ao, co T : " €40 aiq sHas " PAGF.O6
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,. The RAP/ ROD mdlcates that
57 wells or boreholes extend to depths exceedmg 10 feet were mstalled at .
- Alarieda’ Facility/ Alameda ‘Annex. Thizty -seven-of the 57.wells or boreholes.
" ‘encountered the interface between ‘the bay mud and flllsoil where the marsh
crustlsexpectedtobefound‘S : A. o o
" ,To the contrary, 97 wel]s and boreholes were.- dnlled ta depths exceedmg ’10
.. feet. . As shown'in Table 1, 61 of thé 97 wells or, boreholes encountered the .
_ mterface between the bay mud and f111 5011 < :

o TABLE 1 Bormg Log Summary, Depths Creater than 10 Feet
‘ FISC/Annex Remedial Investigatioii Report-. .~ o
BORING.- "MARSH. BORING ']. BORING ~ MARSH - .BORING.-
» ID..~ . CRUST. DEPTH'; ~ID - . CRUST ° -~ DEPTH ::|..:
et UDEPTH (B9t .o DERTHT- o (|),
(&) R RN ) T

PO

=

.U A008 .- 180, 7 2l5. . - "er- 185 o .20.0
< T CA005 U 18.0. 3 O SO R\ | O not found- © .+ (95
. CA006.. 7 170 . - 215 - 8020 170 T 195
K007 ... 1800 .- 195 | SO3 R V- S 1 ¥
2w A009- - - - - 230 265 -]-v S04- - notfound 7 17.0 o]
~ A0L0 | - 2180 - 215, }  S05.  motfound .- - . 145 T {%
- A0LL . T 180 - :._20.;5 o . S06 - rotfound' .: . 15.0, ~
i AOIE':*:‘..' .not found o195 T SO7A60 - 1200 -7 160 -
~ A0I3" T 175 - 21.5.‘-_.. .s08. - 110 140
-f_‘fAOl4‘.“' c 1 18: Q» 215 o f 0 so9 0 Lo L : 14.0 -
JAO0Y5 - 1800, 215 .]: -S10 " . -notfound - 14.0
CA0l6- . T 1800 L - 205 - SN .+ notfound” -7 14.0-° . |
. AO017-- . 17.0- . 5. .|-...Sl2. - - 205 -2
- AQI8 .. -7 205 - . -2L5 s+ S13. 7 notfound " .7 14:0
A019 0 . 18.0° .- " a2Ls5 - |- S14 170- - - - 190 -
- A020 - notfound B3 W I F- 19.0- o205
- cad2t. -7 19.0 - - 215 - L .S16 - Jnot-found - . L I4:0 -
T UA022 , not fuund - 2ls . Si7 © 7 - notfound " . .14.0 .

A023- - L7200 218w 00 S18 - ¢ motfound - . o 1400 )
1 0 A02¢ .0 .20 . " 205 . |° S19°.. ‘motfound | . . 140 . _
4.A025- L 19.0-- - 10205, 0] S20° . .eotfound - 150 i ¢
COUA0267T - 1900 . 20500 |is2l o not found =~ - 15:0° :
- A027 . 1906 .. 0..206. 1 S22 7, ¢ " netfound .0 .714.0% L
T.A028 - 190 - . 2057 . 25 . 160 .. 21,0 :
©AD029T 0 o - 255 |oos4° . 8O . - 02200 ]
CUA030. 0 c19.00 - 220 |- .S25°. . -175- o220 |
. . AKD3L G .- 200 . 215 .| . s26-. T7s . 208 )
s, A032. " pot found 215 | . S§27 . : notfound- - * 150
. ., - Sy . . . sy .,~-"_,_ _.' " "_f :

© ¢ ‘RAP/ROD, §. 28

= T ) S " c4mosa Smas PAnF . A7
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. .-, ,-TAéLE'l Bormg Log Summary, Depths Greater than 10 Eeet -' o
T T FISC/Annex ‘Remedial Investigation Report’ (contmued)

e BORING . MARSH . BORING | BORING: MARSH - ' .BORING
Do Tils sp D 'CRUST. - | .DEPTH '|. ~ID ' CRUST.__'.' » DEPTH |
£+ DEPTH - ,; ke | DEPTH:'._-~1_.,1;' (fe) < -
< S g T T € 3 T
TAD33. 7 150 T - 218 . [ ©828 . notfound. .. .20.5- - -
oo aowee LR UA0340- 00 272000 -0 T2L5 7] US29 L - - notfound - - 148,
v o UA03s - - dot found o0 205 . ] - 'S30.- .. noetfound . 7. 15.0
. e i .- K836 15.0°-- . .21.5.. |- -S3l- T not found . - _ - 140 -
L A048. L ‘:not found “100- ) S320 T l195 . - 1205 0
Coo s ) A054 | '_not found 14.0 ~. |...833 . e - 135 : 7 15.5
w0 ADSET . 090, fos .| sz - . 200 . - 335
- ). vA069 - 85 TULE v s38.c c ta2s VL am0l
©AQ70 - -. [ motfound - 11.0.: - | .-836: - . - notfound - 135 - cf
. AQB6 " --notfound .. 10,0. |’ s37. 'not foudd. 136 7
o -AN03 T fiot fo'u'na_ .“‘.'100 .| .83 - . potfound. T 13.0° -}
o T ALLLT 166 - 185 7| :.-839 "¢ - npotfound . . 13.0°% .|
: L2 EWL & not found -© - 16,00 | ~'S40":. - notfound -* 1 .13.0 °. ‘f.
.| CEw2- - U050 0 208 - f0 . 841 not'found - '20.0
e |0 EWS - L i165T IBsS T ] 842 80 - 45 ]
: JMwl. 8% . 250 - | S43 . 165 . . 185 .. .
SMW2 o 1857 200 - 1844 - - 22200 . 250
TMW3E o - 180 - 7. 2200 [0 S45 oo o170 0 0 185 . .
. MWwW4,- - 165+ - . 200 . S46 - - 9.0 <7 7200
UMW - 185 L. 200 - ) 847 - 170 . .19.0¢
- "MW6 - 185 ‘,.'~..5':zoo.‘j-.,--._ S e

A benzo(a)pyrene concentrahon of 140 mg/ kg was reported in soxl sample
P05-03.collected at 1.0 feet bgs. Thls contarmnatlon is:not located at-a depth -
that would prevent human exposure,”. Thé: RAP/ROD should be revised to’ - '
include a cross-section that shows ¢ontamination found at Parcel 5 is s
L “unrelated to the marsh crust ¢ontamination which is reportedly too deep
L and meoblle to create the potentlal for exposure

IR Sxte 25 at Alameda Pomt contams 31gmf1cant benzo(a)pyrene and
pentachlarophenol contamination. ‘The shallow.contamination depths at IR
. Site 25'do not. prevent human’ exposure.* The RAP/ROD should berevised -
to include a cross-section that shows contammatlon found at: IR S1te 25 is .
unrelated to the marsh Crust contammanon

e e maon nAc A4 ’ T ) o } sS1A qu -5285 PQGE.@B
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o Over: the past 6 years over 100 underground storage tanks (USTs) have been S
.~ . ‘removed from-Alameda Point. - A majority of these tanks were-lacated in the -
- “marsh crust and subtidal area. ‘USTs are norrnally installed to'depth’of-over-
-, 12 feet bgs. The marsh crust contammatron is.at an average depth of.8 feet at -
- 'Alarneda Pomt - S : s

o The RAP/ ROD should be reV1sed to mclude a table showmg the depth of
- each UST excavation and-the correspondmg depth of the marsh.crust -
Do -contammanon at that. locanon -If the marsh. crust: ‘was encountered the L
A RAP/ ROD should.- provrde the depth and concentratron of PAHs that were. L
. " found. The RAP/ROD shouild*also be Tevised to'include information on - -
" how thé PAH impacted soil removed from the UST tank excavatlon Was
e dlsposed of m accordance w1th RCRA regulatlons N

T REMEDIAL ACI‘ION OB]ECI‘IVES

Qomment No 13 SpeafLIndxwdua] Contammants of Concern

L Contammants m the marsh crust are collechvely referred to only as senu— . S
_ volatile orgamcs in the. RAP/ROD ‘Boring logs . mdlcate that hydrogen S I
. sulfide, an’ acutely toxic gases, is found throughout the marsh crist. N
. " CHemical dnalysis of soils from the marsh ¢rust showed the’ presence of
.- -benzene and other volatile aromatics. - A table hstmg each'of the semi--." = ~.°~ "
"~ volatile:organics and other contarmnants found in the rnarsh crust, should
. be provrde mthe RAP/ROD o AT

: -Groundwater samplmg at the ,FISC/ Annex also shows that in addrtron o
. benzene, thé shallow groundwater contains separate phase’ hydrocarbons
- -volatile aromatic hydrocarbons,.oxygenated solvents, chlorinated', :
- hydrocarbons, polynuclear aromatrc hydrocarbons and cyamde

“'I'he RAP/ ROD should be rev1sed to specrﬁcally 1dent1fy the chermcal .
- contaminants ‘of concern in both' thé. marsh crust.and groundwater for Wthh
e 'remedlal actron ob]ectrves have been estabhshed : -

Cornment No 14 SpeC1fv Exoosure Route/ Receptors for Marsh Crust

The RAP !/ ROD 1dent1f1es future constructron Work Wthh may brmg marsh »
‘ crust' contarmnanon to the surface as the only: exposure route that may result [

—em AR ., " mArc na
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_ in an, unacceptable nsk to human The exposure routes and potentlal
L receptors would therefore rnclude '

" 'Inhalanon of Dust B ;,ReSIdents employee constructronworker T PR

. - Contaét with Soil* |~ ':- -Reésidents, employee; construction worker
. ’Wind Dispersion " - Wildlife, Subsistence Fisherman. - :
Stormwater Runoff . .erdhfe Subsxstence Fxsherman

Please reVLse the ROD/ RAI’ to mclude a hst of all exposure paths that the
remedlal actlon ob]ecnves are attemptmg to address :

‘_C mm‘nt l:?.'

The RAP/ ROD also xdentlﬁed mcrdental contact wuh grouhdwater for an’
extended perxod ‘of time,.6r a failure to construct wells in accordanice W1th
" culrent construction standards as. the only potennal routes of exposure.
Neither groundwater flow rnto the*Oakland -Estuary nor volatilization of -
_contaminants into buildings was considered a 51gn1f1cant exposure Toute .’
"based on modelmg results. “The proposed RAP/RODremedy for .. -5 |
groundwater also identifies dlscharge of groundwater to surfate waters as a.
potential route-of eéxposure.” In additiori‘to the‘intentional discharge of .’
‘j contarmnated groundwater to storm drams, infiltration of groundWater
through storm dram ptpelmes 1s also an exxstmg and srgmfrcant exposure
pathway Soal e L R .

The exposure routes and potentral receptors would therefore mclude . o

. _."Dmcharge to’ 5torm Dram e 'erdhfe Subsrstence Fxsherman '
..~ Infiltration into Storim: Sewer .. ‘Wildlife, Subsistence Fisherman. .
. Groundwater Flow to Estuary ~'_"erdhfe :Subsistence Fisherman = .= - ¢
- Volatilization mto Buﬂdmgs . :Restdent, Schoolchild, employee: . -~~~ "< -
Contact S -:Resrdent Car-Washer, Gardener LT e

Please revise the ROD/ RAP to mclude a list of all exposure paths tlrat the
remedral actlon ObjeCtIVeS are attemptmg to address

G e"tab Concentrattons for each Pathwa and Medlum

‘-

The two prevmus ‘comments 1dent1f1ed ning exposure pathways for both the‘ |
‘marsh crust and- groundwater that may result i in an unacceptable human L
health rxsk or envrronmental destrucnon :

'I'he RAP/ ROD should be. rev1sed to mclude a table showmg the
-concentration-of ‘each’ chermcal -of coricern (see, Comment No 13)in both

. 1 . gmundwattr ﬂnd the marﬁh cruat for each of thc fine CKpOﬁUIC pattm ayﬁ

e N . oo - . -

e s mme oeeam ' e o o 517 849 5285 ~ PAGE.18
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U ~"’Hydro-chlor1de” odors ("shght” in 844 "strong" to- ”very strong in S45) are
..+ . 1eported in bormgs from the ‘marsh crust: historical contamination. - SRR
" investigation, apdi in- bormgs conducted at other IR srtes -at the’ FISC/ Annex ,
T -(A103, A104,A109, A112,A114; Al15;522, 526, 538; S32, 533,534, S35, 538,
.. 7. §39)."Nowhere in the RI Repott, -the FS or the RAP/ ROD is tlus observatron
‘ "-~of an. acutely toxrc gas addressed o - e

e -‘_._Please revise the RL FS, and RAP/ ROD to mclude a complete drscussron of : '
- the: mvestlgatxon risk assessment, and cleanup alternatwe evaluatlon that R .
- was performed to, address tlus contarmnant : L

. c

L ’iPROPOSED REMEDY

Comment No 18 "No remedv” Remedv mcon51stent w1th CERCLA

‘ S -'Ihe ﬁnal rernedy proposed for the marsh crust does notlung to reduce the IR :: RN
-..- ‘toxicity, mobilityor ‘volume 6f the ‘toxic pollution-that has resulted from the '
- US Navy s wolanons of. state and federal envu'onmental laWS ' o

we Please revxse the RI FS and RAP / ROD to mclude a complete mvestrga.non of
..~ 'the marsh crust contarmnatron, prepare a'FS that does not exaggerate o
777 contamination to make any cleanup. alternatrve appears finandially .
JeLwy mfeasrble, and, prepare a-RAP/ROD that is coherent accurate; and proposes o e
~ _to. accomplish meaningful cleanup of 700 ‘acres- of p01soned earth in the S
' center of San Francrsco Bay : A . R

E

oL 'A’."'I‘he proposed remedy would prohrbrt wells of any depth from bemg mstalled 4
- at the FISC/Annex site except for ungatron constructron dewatermg and _‘.' s
emergency flre-ﬁghtmg supply . . CL

- “The' remedy would therefore preclude the mstallatron of addrtLonal TR

* groundwater monitoring wells.at the FISC/Annex site.  The remedy would R

- also-prevent the cleanup of contaminated groundwater ‘using extraction’. -

7 wells. "The monitoring wells ‘necessary to determirie the downgradlent
. plume extent for the confaminated: groundwater found at- IR Site'25. would

“be prohibited’ from being installed on the FISC/Aniriex site. - The. remedy

- would-prevent the cleanup of this contaminated- groundwater located less

- jthan 100 feet from the Oalcland Estuary shorehne R

U v ' . i “
s N

S S oo o ' " 's1; 849 S285 PAGE. 11
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CERCLA remedxes are exempt from local permrt requrrements and therefore
the City of Alameda-Marsh Crust ordinance is fiot consistent with federal .
- law: The proposed CERCLA remedy, for the marsh-crust: 1mp0$es a permrt
S requlrement on future cleanup excavatrons that may be conducted at the
T Alameda Pomt Superfund srte : S

-."Comment No 21 Marsh Crust Qrdmance is Dlscrlmmu)rv Remedjz

The Crty of, Alameda Marsh Crust ordmance does not address the marsh S
7. - crust contamination found beneath George Miller. Elementary School; > .%r.
-1 Healthy Start and’ Coast Guard Housmg The RAP/ROD should be revrsed to "
_ . indicate why" the City ordinance is-& necessary part of the marsh.crust © * .+
_ remedy, except in'a federal housmg pro]ect a pubhc pre-school and a pubhc
" _elementary school. - 2 . , : :

22: f emed" does not address ba reclamatron roject: -

o %.‘_,';"I'he Army Corps of Engmeers as part of therr port expansmn pr0]ect wﬂl _- R
© - -remove several acres-of the FISC/ Annexto construct -a. turning. basin. . The.. -~ .
' marsh crust contammatxon w111 be drrectly exposed to the Oakland Estuary; S

o ..The RAP/ ROD should be rev1sed to proposes a permanent remedy (unllke: L S
- _the carrently proposed remedy) that does not need to be revrsrted before it o
T _.-.canbefmahzed R .;.: ST e SRS

s MARSH CRUST ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT

L The RAP/ ROD mdrcates that the marsh crust contammatron is located at a;-.' B
depth that prevents a completed pathway for ecologrcal receptors The ‘
- RAP/ROD mdrcates that . : . ) .

e i development and. constructlon would generally not be conducted in
e ', establxshed habltats.....”z A A
j 'I'he Catellus development pro]ect hOWever, mtends to modrfy storm- water .
*" - outfalls in'the’seaplane lagoon, which is both a: foragmg area for. the federally
o protected California-Least Tern, and identified as impacted by marsh.crust
: contamination. “Since development’ and construction will be conducted in
an established habitat of.an endangered species it is appropriate that-the

. Scope. of the: ecological 1isk assessment for the marsh crust be erpanded to- .. 5 ;i . |
‘ evaluate the unpacts of the: entrtled Catellus develdpment prOJect ‘ R
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R : CommentNo 24 (LossMedra Impacts

_— The RAP/ ROD and supportmg R and FS fail to. comply w1th the legal

¢ requiremenlts for.a:RAP.” - The ‘matsh crust contamination cléatly impacts ....".%" .

- groundwater quality, ‘but.thesé cross-media - impacts were not considered: in SR .

. the ES or RAP/ROD. The marsh crust contamination” (polynuclear aromatxc RS

-7+ - Mydrocarbons listed- under EPA Method 610) has impacted groundwateér™ =" -
- quahty Impacted groundwater has 1mpacted surface water. quality. Impacted

. surface watef has impacted food fish in San Francisco Bay.. Impacted flSh
“’cause-cancer, Birth defects and developmental disabilities in persons . IR
exercxsmg their right to fish: from the shores of Alameda to prov1de L R
sub51stence to thelr fanuhes . ; R T O

The RAP/ ROD farls to address the marsh crusts lmpact on air qualxty

Methane hydrogen chlonde ‘hydrogen sulfide, hydrogen cyamde and toxic™ - ¢
. -organic. compounds present in the marsh crust could impact indoor-aji: <. Lo
-State laws woiild. prohibit construction of a bulldmg within 2,000 feet of.a -

_ landfill, which produces these toxic and exploswe gases.’ Accordmg to the

" RAP/ ROD the marsh crust was used a$ @ hazardous waste dump from 1880—

1920 and ‘meets the deﬁnmon of a- hazardous waste property :

'I'he RAP/ ROD should be revxsed to rneet legal requlrements by dlscussmg
the. unpact the marsh crust has on groundwater quahty, surface water’ quahty
’ and mdoor air quahty : _ RS )

IS

SUMMARY OF SI'I'E RISKS

«CommenLNo 25 Max;mum concentratlon of benzene in 5011 eas

' The RAP/ ROD md1cates that the maxunum conCentranon of benzene found
“in s0il gas is 1,700 ug/m’. This maximum value'is. actually 17 000 pg/ m
The RAP/ ROD should be revrsed accordmgly C _

The resu[ts of air samplmg at Mlller Elementary School are re.ferenced asan-
indicafor-that no unaCCeptable health risks exists. inside or outsrde of e
“buildings’ oVerlymg benzene contaiminated groundwater. The results of air L
Samplmg at* Mlller School however, are 1nconC1us1ve Contradrctmg results
for 2-hour composrte samples and 8 hour comp051te samples led the

T Cahforma Health and- Safety Code Sectlon 25356.1{d) (2)
o * Caleorma Health and Safety Code Section 25220 et al

R : : Co c1a Asa soas PAGE. 13
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2 .samplmg team to conclude ‘that. changmg barometrxc pressure and changmg -
-air: temperature mfluenced -ajt sample results ‘ o ik

: ~-'_As w1th grouhdwater momtormg, where a year of quarter.ly samples is. used
““to.reach a conclusion on impacts, air’ morutormg must be conducted urider-a .
"'vanety of- envu‘onmental conditions_to.ensure ‘that representatlve samples -

T areicollected ‘for health risk-assessment purposes. . A$ children attendmg
R Miller’ Elementary School are potentially. exposed to ‘carcinogens. in indoor ~
-~ 7. air; it is appropriate- that a.periodic.indoeor air momtonng be. inistituted untll
. the"benzene contariiination. beneath:the school is removed. ‘A Similar. R
¢ récommiendation for annual testing and cleanup was- made’by ATSDR for o f, L
* 7 Marina Village Housing adjacent to Miller Sc¢hoal were high levels of - ,' L
" benzene and naphthalene -have: been found in both groundwater and in a1r TR
msxde resrdences 5. i B S . S
~The RAP/ ROD remedy should be changed to: requlre mdoor air momtormg
In all mhablted structures Constructed above the, contammated groundwater .

-"The Newﬁelds RlSl( Assessment for the new school site at FISC/ Annex '
mcluded an eva.luatlon of risks to schoolchlldren frOm mdoor air- quahty
"_'tmpacts caused by groundwater contammatlon - : :

‘_ 'I'he Newftelds R1sk Assessment used the uncouservatxve and unprotectlve e
“assumption- that -the children attendmg this kindergarten through 31xth :' L
grade school would have an. average wetght of 156 pounds (70 kg) IR

- 'I'he Newflelds RlSl( Assessment also assumed that schoolchﬂdren could be
‘exposed to greater ‘concentrations of berizéne. thantheir adult teachers -
" withaut expenencmg the same level of risk. ‘A.conclusion that contradtcts
_-the greater ‘susceptibility that chlldren have to env1ronmental N :
T contammatton nsks . Cres T -

The Newﬁelds Risk Assessment should be rewsed to evaluate the s¢hool 51te oo
‘using the, Prehmmary Endangermient. Asséssment-Manual as’ requued by

. state law." "The RAP/ROD should be revised to reflect the results of a*

C- conservatxve protectwe and ARAR comphant rlsk asséssment.’

] ’ A’I’SDR 1993 letter to. Gerald Katz, EFA West frOm Gwen Eng AISDR February 16
) 0 California Education Code Sectxon 17210 et al L

‘cia aaq <% PQGE 14:l
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o Accordmg to the Newfxelds R15k Assessment

- 'F,These compounds would not be expected remam [sxc] on the surface for any SR e
. . significarit amount of time, as PAHs e sersitive tolight ard wouldbe.” -~ "~ =
S 1expected to photodegrade readrly onCe depos:ted on ‘the hxgh surface area of
';;#hnw . : T i
: f.".'.' Thrs statement contradrcts the marsh crust hypothesas PAHS were L
. reportedly deposited on the hlgh surface area of marsh grasses. for 40 years P
- without any srgmﬁcant chemical: breakdown.. “The- Newfields Risk' "~
% . - Assessment or the marsh crust hypothesis should bé revised to be: consxstent
¢* . - on-theenvironmental fate- of PAHs, The RAP/ROD,. should be revised.to
- providea: consistent explanatron of the- source of contammatron and ‘the - ,
rrsks proposed by contarmnatlon ST e SR

- ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT

L ‘. - Groundwater is reported to have no, 1mpact on water quahty in the Oakland '
e Estuary based on a groundwater flow and ‘coritaminant transport’ model SR
el detarled in the followmg adrmmstrauve record document. o T

1998 Tetra-Tech EML ”Fmal Techrucal ‘vIemorandum, Groundwater RS

* Contarhinant Fate and Transpoit Modeling, Fleet'and Industrial Supply Center, SR
.Oakland Alameda Facility/ Alaineda: Annex Alameda Cahforma' prepared :

for Department of Navy, October 2, 1998 ' A .

T The 51gnatones of thls document dre'not. 1dent1f1ed as. erther reglstered crvrl
- ‘engineers or reg1$tered geologlsts inithe State of: Cahfornra- ‘Neither.of these

individuals have placed a seal of a professronal engineer or geologrst as -
" required by law; on the final work product.” Thefact that these tesponsible - o
-+~ individuals are not’ reg1stered indicates that they are not legally allowed tor .7
LT offer groundwater modelmg serv1ces in the State of Calrforma plT

g 'Llcensrng is mtended to protect publrc safety from mcompetent

’ professronals It is-my professional opinion that. ‘the groundwater model ot

. _memorandum was prepared by 1ncornpetent professronals and represents a- T
L srgmﬁcant threat to pubhc safety : ~ : :

Ne“ llleds 2000 ” Baselme Human Health RlSk Assessment, FISCO Alarneda Facxhty
Annex Sxte, Alameda, Cahform'a," ]anuary 14 2000 p 2-6 : B . .

e A e e " pArC 4

e v 0T e
.
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The RAP/ ROD should be revrsed so concluslons are. based solely on’ . g
supporting - documents prepared under the du'ectron of hcensed oo
professzonals P I EER T

‘s

Comment No 30 Assumptlons about Model BLndam Fluxes o

The groundwater mode1 results drd not mclude the volume of Water -
e entering and;leavirig - the 'model. domain!, The calculated error inthe A
groundwater ﬂow solutlon was also not. prov1ded w1th the model results IAPLIF A

Accordmg to the groundwater rnodel A

Hyd::auhc commumcation between the shallow water beanng zone and the
Memtt Sand Water Beanng Zone is not srgnrhcant 8-

To the contrary, srgmflcant vertrcal gradrent and commumcatlon e)asts IR
between ‘the-Shallow Water Bearing Zone and the underlyxng Merritt Sand UL
-Water. ‘Bearing Zone. -An estimate: of the yolume.of water that would enter = . - -
the model domain due to upward flow fiom the Merritt Sands should be " -
provrded with the model flow solution.” This filow rate should be compared’ .
to the flow rates in'the model solution to demonstrate that. groundwater o
entermg the model domain from the underlymg boundary is ”not e
.":Slgmflcant v LT : : ;- o

E .,The modelels made a: sumlar unsubstantlated assumptlon

- Raxnfall mﬁltranon recharge to the Shallow Water Beanng Zone 15 not
'Asrgruﬁcant S N v

. -This assumptron is based on the modelers behef that a rna;onty of the model I
" ‘domain’is paved. The model boundaries however inichide’TR02 which is an™
- -unpaved scrapyard. The médel boundaries also include the College of .
Alameda track; the City of Alarneda Little League Field, generously =
Jandscaped ¢ Coast Guard HouSmg, the Main Streét Linear. Park ‘Estuary Park
- and Rarlroad Tracks th‘at are a11 predommately unpaved C .

-

In addxtwn to the annual average ramfall of about 20 mches, these areas: are -

_ irrigated. ‘Water service - throughout the FISC/Annex is- plagued by leakmg

" pipelines. Rainfall, irrigation; and leakmg wateér pipelines add:up to a = .
significant volume of ‘water that is entenng the rnodel domaln but 1gnored
T by the modeler N . _ _ o

n Tetra-tech, 1996; p. 26" -
b Tetra~tech 1998, p. 2-6 L

L el it : S - " R1A R49 5285 PAGE.16
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An estxmate ‘of- the volume of Water entermg the model domam should be
. compared to.the’ flow solutlon to-dernonstrate that rainfall, -irrigation and
leakmg prpehnes are not a 51gmf1cant contnbutor to the water balance

Comment No 31 Assumptlon jf Fractlon of Orzamc Carbon Values S

~The groundwater model assumphon concemmg the fractlon of orgamc
carbonwas R L ST T T

The fractlon of ¢ orgamc carbon used in’ the model 0. 0037 (3 700 mg/kg or 0 37 LT
percent), is an average value based on.the FISCO soil analytxcal results. TOC L.
"soil analytical data for- individual samplings and the average TOC IR
co,ncentratxon are presented in Table 5 M ) sl

Table 5 footnotes mdlcate that the source of TOC data is the 1996 Remed1a1 o
Investlgatlon Report prepared. for the-FISC/ Annex. - This footnote-is -7 - - .
.~ incorrect. The TOC: data in Table 5 does.riat- appear anywhere inthe " LT
~ FISC/Annex RI Repott. - Tablé 5 actually contams the analysxs results for TOC San
: samples collected from Alameda Pomt .o _ NS
v No summary of TOC data or laboratory reports were found in the
FISC/Annex RI Report 'Ihe text of the RI Report however prowdes the R
followmg mformatron : , el T ORISR T

Sy . D . . - N - s . :
: - Kk p . - e .

N The results of laboratory ana.lysxs mdlcate the perCent of orgaruc carbon in the g
... sainples tanged:from 0.9 percent in sample.D4-70 to 11.4 - percent in Sample *. ...
7+ 15155, Sample A38-9. 0.contained a-stall ampunt of organic-peat material VL e
. whiéh was not classified as soil by the laboratory, but was analyzed separately Pt T

o and reported to contain 8:) 3 percent orgamc carbon . r A

Clearly the value used i in the model for fractlon orgamc carbon have been g
- misrepresented: ' The values ¢ollected from the-model domain are”, .. -
"significantly greater than the:values uised in the model.” The effect of
underestlmatmg the fraction of organic carbon is. to Teduce the’ miass of
benzene that is: found in the model domam ) C

"'o 32 Assumhon. fP"ro51t '_Values - S

The groundwater model assumed sod porosrty values of 0. l to 0.3. The
porosxty vaIue of 0. 1 1s not a reahstxc value for the unconsohdated coarse’

R _“ Tetra-tech 1998’ p~3-10 ; : ' Tl
B As further example of the. lack of quahty control, the FmalRI Report for Operable Umt No.1.
"~ failed to report-the results of TOC analySIS that were mcluded in Table 5 of the groundwater EERTARRE
) _modelmg techmcal memorandum s i
e PRC 1996 "Fleei lndustnal Supply Center, Oakland the Annex Szte, Alameda Cahforrua,
L Fmal Remedlal lnvestrgatron Report “ ]anuary S - :

Y

e i oA - S ST 518 849 5285  PAGE.17?
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wrl ,{‘grarned sedrments found in the modeI domam For mstance if the soil:
.. . density. is approxunately 16 grn/ e, and the. water-frlled porosity is-0.1, the L
: “water content of saturated sorls in the domam WOuId be less than 7 percent o

| .-.The saturated CoarSE-gramed sedu‘nents are actually expected to have water '
B contents of approxunately 40 percent ancL porosrty values of 0 35 to 0 45

g The unreahstxc porosrty value of 0.1 used in the model wbuld result i
unreahstlc ﬂow rates and model solutrons ‘that’ are unreahstrc

'et e urfac' El v tr"

R -The poterrtxometnc surface elevatlons gathered frorn drfferently constructed R

R .-'rnomtormg wells;’ and ‘the- constant surface elevation used for domam R

" .+ boundaty at the tidaly infliuenced Oakland’ Estuary, are not representatrve of".-'-'_ S e
'groundwater elevatxons in the model dornaln - , S

: jElevatrons collected from S43 S45 and S47 wells whrch contam wa to f1ve S
foot screenss set at a-final:depth of 18.5 feet deep will have groundwater Soe e T e e

. -ﬂelevatlons higher than wells cpnstructed in identical locations, but screened. sl
- from first encountered groundwater foa depth of 18 feet bgs L

ntarrunatro Sou‘ ces I' al ored ,

. ~-W1th1n the model domam, srgruflcant benzene contarm.natron is: found in s
groundwater beneath Marina Vr]lage Hausing, ‘and Estuary’ Pirk: Theése A
_ source areas were not:considered'in, the groundwater model.:: This results: m A
- unrealistic model ‘conclusions. because the. mass of benzene in the model
domam has been srgmhcantly underestlmated e e

_:A'Cornrnent NO 35 Flow Model CahbranOn . -

. _‘-ANo cahbrat1on of the flow model was performed

‘ent. No 3 :'--"-':’ntammant Trans"ort_Model Calrbratron

. The contammant transport model cahbratron reportedly 1nvolved runrung
_ 100 random simulations-using June 1994 as the' initial condition: The. rnodel
simulation which best matched known_ plurne conditions in year one and -~
year two of the model (groundwater sample results from 1995 96) was . - "_: .
-selected as the best sunulahon S : : : -

= The model cahbratlon 1gnores the fact fhat the downgradrent extent ot the R
6Ut\dw&téi' plume smanating fram hé TISC/ Ammay hat notbosn o

determmed Though efforts have been rnade to deterxmne the plume extent

4.

cen oan s paRF 18
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“the results of hydro-punch bormg have not been conﬁrmed w1th the ‘_ = : T

- mstallatxon of momtonng wells

' . The mformatron necessary “to. complete the model calrbrauon is- therefore

unavailable. -Until data on.the extent of groundwater contamingdtion is.

: outhned by the modeler 1s. ludrcrous

s Comment No 37

. Aceordmg to the RAP/ ROD

the modelmg concluded that benzene plumes would not nugrate beyond the Sl

boundanes of the Alameda Facthty/ Alameda Annex v ",

o Thrs statement should be: revised: because it is clear that the benzene plumes _
*"have and will continue to migrate beyond the Boundaries of the Alameda o '
Facrhty/ Alameda Annex. These benzene plumes which originate at source:
.. areas‘in’ the -Alameda Facrhty/ Alameda Annex are.shown beneath George
- Mlller Elementary School and Coast Guard Housmg at Alameda Pomt '

Accordmg to the RAP/ROD
' Because benzenewas shown not to pose an unacceptable ecolog1cal nsk the ~'-'-="-' DR
other less soluble and-léss toxic contarr_unauon in groundwater also do notpose . ’

‘an unacceptable risk.” (p 2 17)

Smce thelr are contammants in groundWater that are far more tox1c to-- .
ecolog1cal receptors: than. benzeneg, this Statefent would seem to- indicate that

these more toxrc contammants (PAHS) would Stlll represent an unacceptable R

ecologlcal rlsk

Polynuclear aromatlc hydrocarbons (total of all cOmpounds from EPA
* Method-610 analysxs) are found in groundwater at concentrations mtich.

L higher than benzene, and much higher than the San Francisco Bay Water

Quahty ‘Conitrol Plan objective of 15 pg/L.- These compounds -are-more. toxlc Sl

to ecologrcal receptors than benzene because they are broaccumulatlve S

'y

] The groundwater ‘model should be revrsed to evaluate the mlgratlon of S
‘PAHs towards the Oakland Estuary, and:the RAP/ROD. should be revised to .

- clanfy that PAHs are more toxrc to ecolog1cal receptors than benzene

v RAP/ROD P 2—17 .' A AN
1 RAP/ROD p.217:

cam 'OA-D ochoc : ’ bdr‘.‘: 1d
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3 - ;Comment No 39 A]ameda Pomt Operable Umt 4

: No ecologrcal risk assessment has been prepared for the Seaplane Lagoon el
'wluch is located wrtlun the subtidal area.. Please revrse the RAP/ROD to - "l S o

- include the results of a quantitative ecologrcal assessment for marsh crust o
- .-contammants fQund in‘thee Seapléfie. Lagoon T ';'

i . Closmg

o The Us Navy has caused or permrtted env1ronmental contammatlon T =
.. Therefore; the US Navy: has rot only a legal but an ethical and-moral | . =™
~_-obligatjorn to. cleanup that contamination'in a manner ‘thatat a mrmmum,
-\ - protects’ human health ahd the ‘environment and, minimizes ‘burdens: on.
~ future genérations.” I'am dlsappomted that-the US Navy is unwilling oF o
) "unable to meet this obhgahon i its former host commumtv of Alameda el

el

o 4-Respectrvely submxtted

.’ k:’ .""‘
[ 4 ‘;/‘Z/ .

.,PatnckG Lynch PE.
' va;l/ Cheuucal Engmeer

= -Attachments Comments Draft Feasxbmty Study, March 19 1999 ,
o Comments Draft Fmal Feasrblhty Study, February 17 2000

Mary Sutfer, Alameda Pomt RAB :" : —
MarYRoseCassa,DTSC B TR
L Philp Ramsey, USEPA el il

. o ' ’ S10 849 5285  PAGE.20



. Dear Messrs McClellan and Hegarty
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o 8-3007-00 . SRR oL St T (510) 5222165
L, . o - 7 FAX'(510) §22-8520 - -
-February 17 2000 ol e '.'— L emad clcarwater@toxxcspot com -
-,,Mr Mmhael McClellan e T YoM chkHegarty -
¢/o NCO Caretaker ° '- : ~* Alameda FISC/Annex e
Alameda Point Naval Air Statron ", *. 950 West Mall Square

1950 West Mall Square T Alameda, CA 94501
.Al_ameda,_CA 94501. T T . .

. Comments .

cL Draft Final Feasibility Study = -+ ..
Marsh Cmst, Sub-tidal Aréa and Groundwater -

. . ' Alameda, Callfomla ' Y

o lCIearwater Revwal Company (CRC) has revrewed and prepared the L |
;'followmg comments o o T L7 e ..

. 2000 Tetra Tech Envrronmental Management Inc. “Draft I’mal Feasrbxhty
. :Study for the Marsh Crust and-Groundwater at the Fleet Industrial Supply -~~~ -
" Center Oakland Alameda Facility/Alameda Annex and Feasibility Study for .

. the Marsh Crust and Former Sub-tidal Area at Alameda Pomt " prepared for L o

' the Department of fhe Navy, Ianuary 6..

B -Based on our rewew of thls document CRC has concluded that the -
. Feasxbrhty Smdy (FS) for the marsh-crist remains the poorest quahty

document prepared by the US Navy's envu'onmental restorationprogram to
date.” CRC concluded that the FS does riot meet the standard ‘of professional -
care; nor does the FS comply with regulatory guidance for the investigation: .

- and seléction of a remedy ata CERCLA site., We have detaﬂed our

comments below

-

: -Comment No. 1 - Fallure to address Clearwatez Revxval Compar\y’ s March
- 19, 1999 comments ‘ 4 : S

, "I’he Draft Fmal FS faxls to address commerits prepared by CRC onthe -
.- previous.version of the Draft. FS." The failure of the Navy to respond to -
. commumty comments indicates: that commuruty acceptance was not

consrdered during the alternative evaliation j process-as required by CERCLA

- These. previous comments are bemg resubmitted and can be found in

Attachment A. The US Navyhas a’legal obligation to consider. these

" _comments concemmg the commuruty s acceptance of the proposed remedy
- in both its evaluatron of altematwe remedxal actlons, and in the Navy S

PR Ry ~. .
- “ — S Sy _.'\ :
.
e
O . .

— e, mem —m—— MACE M4

| SRR IE KAk T T 305 Sprucd Stieet,
CLEARWATER REVIVAL CoMPANY .+ Alimeda,CA 94301 .



8510 849 5285 ) DTSC OMF BERKELEY 07/24/00 09:34 P.022/033

MarshCrustFS S e . C CeT C '-'Pagé?.
February 17 2000 LT, T T .
: AA ; : "AA AL 910 AL AA OEC AAAA SIS AL AA SHe AAL T
4 9+0 Yy YYJ& YV YY" $HO VY VY 9%4 YV v1-o+9 YY.YY: 1:0 LA SRS

g selectxon of a preferred remedy The Navy’s mabthty to re5pond to '-" I
- comments- addressing technical deficienciés in" the FS demonstrates the
techmcal 1nadequacy of the FS report : :

Comment No: 2 - FS and Key supportmg documents w1thheld from pubhc "

: "Ihe FS was' w1thheld frorn the pubhc untrl followmg the completlon of an R
‘Alameda City Council meeting-on January.18,2000. - At this Council meeting = ..~
~ a vote 'was taken on the Marsh-Crust Ordinance; the-sole component of the ' '
- remedy the FS proposes. - " Had the FS been made, available ori or about - _
* . January 6, 2000, the document could have mﬂuenced the Clty Councxl s vote: .-
on theMarshCrustOrdmance T S Bt

“In addmon to delaymg the release of the FS for the Marsh Crust several of
the ‘studies cited. in the FS have never been made available.to:the pubhc
" There'is no way for the commuhity ‘to-substantiate clalms made’in the FS
.. -without access to this information during the public comment perlod Key
- documents that are not, avaxlable to the pubhc mclude .

1999, Tetra-Tech BMI "Alameda Pomt/ Alameda Annex Benzene Sod Gas
Investxgatxon Summary,” October 20 SRR

1999 Newfxelds, Inc ; "Draft Baseliné Human Hea'lth R.nsk Assessment FISCO ; :
Alameda Facxhty/Annex Site, Alameda, Cahforma,” November RN

If the Navy msxsts on thhholdmg such key documents from the o
.~ community, the community will haye no basis for determmmg if the -
. -‘Navy's prop05ed remedyls acceptable Ve A =%

: 'COmment No 3 - The marsh crust contarnmatlon 1s the result of open— ;
- burmng conducted by the US Navy NUR R S

- Samphng ev1dence and eyew1tness accounts md1cate the contammatxon that R
" is referred fo'as the marsh’crust resulted: from the Navy’s open-burning of
mietal parts to facilitate reécycling. “Tr the 1960°s, waste oils, ‘waste fuels, and. .
.- waste solvents were burried during ‘this salvage-operation. : These hazardous S
S wastes are the sole source. of the characterxzed marsh crust contammauon ‘

) Comment No 4 - Southem Boundary of Marsh Crust Changed between
-Draft and. Draft Fmal versions of FS D

It is unclear what mformatlon the US Navy rehed on to ad}ust the
‘boundaries 6f the marsh-crust beneath Woodstock Elementary School and*
prlvate re51dence in my nelghborhood Please identify the soil boring logs

“-and sample analyses data that was used to’ develop Flgure 1-11: Depth to top ) _~i

—_———— -
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: of Subtldal Area and T 1da] Marshland Alameda Fac111ty/ Alameda Annex F
_: and Alameda Point. - S . .

L _ Comment No 5 The cost estlmates used m the FS are maccurate

Accordmg to the US EPA’s ';urdance f r Condt
lnvestxgatxons and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA cost estrmates in the FS
o “iare expected to provide an accuracy of +50 percént to -30 percent and are *
prepared ‘using data available from the RL.” Since a Remedial Investxgatron ."
- - .of the marsh crust and subtidal area was conducted on less than'two percent
~ . ‘of:the alleged-afea-of contamination, the area affected by the marsh crust -
- contammahon ‘may be 30 percent less then speculated. . As-a fésults, the ¢ost ©
» &snmates in the FS would fail to meet the level of accuracy expected by the
US EPA : > o

. Closxng

L T N
N

] The US Navy has caused or perrmtted envrronmental contammanon
. Thereéfore, the US- Navy has not only a legal but an ethical and moral -~
o obhganon to cleanup .that contamination in a2 manner that at a m1n1mum '
_. protects human health and the envitonment and minimizeés burdéns ¢ on -
" future generations. Iam drsappomted that the US Navy is unwﬂlmg or.. " ...
‘unable to meet. thrs obllgahon inl its former host commumty of Alameda

RN Respectwely submxtted

'PatrrckG Lynch PE
'Crvrl/ Chemical Engmeer o

.:AAttachment
Mary Sutter, Alameda Pomt RAB

. 'Mary Rose Cassa, DISC-.
Phlhp Ramsey, US EPA

e~ i e ~Arr A
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March 19, 1999 email: ClearH20.Rev@eworld.com
Mr. Steve Edde | Mr. Dick Hegarty

~ Alameda Point Naval Air Station - ‘ Alameda FISC/Annex
950 West Mall Square , 950 West Mall Square
Alameda, CA 94501 Alameda, CA 94501

Comments

Base-wide Feasibility Study
for Marsh Crust and Sub-tidal Wetlands
- Alameda Point Naval Air Station

Dear Messrs. Edde and Hegarty

Clearwater Revival Company (CRC) has prepared these comments on behalf
of West End Concerned Citizens.

CRC completed a review of the following Navy document:

Tetra-Téch Environmental Management, Inc., “Base-Wide Focused Feas1b1hty
Study for the Former Subtidal Area and Marsh Crust and Groundwater,
DRAFT prepared for Department of the Navy, February 20, 1999.

Based on our review of this document, and independent studies we have
completed, CRC has come to the conclusion that the disposal of hazardous
wastes by the US military-at the FISC/Annex scrap yard has significantly
contaminated groundwater. beneath that sité. This contaminated -
groundwater has migrated beneath a public school and residential housing
and inito the Alameda/Oakland Estuary. -The discharge of contaminated
groundwater from the US military property and into the Alameda/Oakland
Estuary violates the San Francisco Bay Water Quality Control Plan (Basin -
Plan), is a principle source of Water Quality Degradation, and results in the
toxic poisoning of people who eat fish from San Francisco Bay. .

Despite the US Navy’s moral and legal obiivations the Feasibility Study (FS)
fails to acknowledge or address this snomﬁcant ervuonmental and 'public
health problem.

Comment No. 1 - Misappropriated Cost on Community.

Under a 1984 Executive Order the Department of Defense assumed the US
EPA’s regulatory role under Superfund at Navy installations. The Navy is

CelA 040 ©HOC PAOFE 24
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therefore required to assume the US EPA's posture and conduct Navy

Superfund programs in,“strict technical compliance” with the National

Contingency Plan. The following pages of comments clearly indicate the

Navy’s failure to meet this standard, creating a disparate impact in the West
" End.

The cost to come into “strict technical compliance” should be borne by the
Navy and not the community. The community’s cost to review the draft

“marsh crust” FS is $2,495.00. This money is wasted because the document is
of such poor quality a future draft will be required. These duplicative time
and costs to the community to accommodate the large number of poor
quality Navy environmental documents puts a tremendous burden on the
West End community.

The Navy should use independent, objective and competent scientists to |
complete future environmental investigation and studies.

Comment No. 2 - Fails to comply with Executive Order No. 12898.

Federal agencies are required to develop environmental strategies that
identify and address disproportionate exposure and adverse health effects of
their activities. The FS and other environmental cleanup activities at NAS .

-and FISC/Annex have not comiplied with state environmental standards nor
have they complied with the generally accepted standards of professional
care. The Navy’s activities have therefore.created, and continue to
perpetuate a disproportionate exposure to toxic chemicals and a ‘ )
disproportionate health burden in the West End of Alameda. The West End
is a low-income ethnically-diverse community. Until the Navy cominits to

a table standard of cleanup at its toxic waste sites, a great injustice

continues to be done to residents of the West End.

© A clear indication that the US Navy has arid coritinues to violate the Civil
Rights of West End residents is the statement taken from a Draft Corrective
Action Order prepared by the State of California int January 1999. This draft
order cited: “continuing efforts by the Navy and the Department of Defense
to challenge state regulatory authority and to unilaterally dictate reduced
levels of regulatory oversight.” The State of California has joined West End
resident in accusing the Navy of racial discrimination. As a result of the
Navy’s discriminatory waste management practices a tremendous burden
has been placed on the community (please see Comment No. 1)

Comment No. 3 - Fails to comply with Community Acceptance Criteria.
The FS'is not acceptable to the community, because it does not comply with
the Community Acceptance Ctiteria shown in Attachment A (please see
Comment No. 1).

R
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Comment No. 4 - Community Acceptance is a threshold criteria.

As a result of the poor quality of the FS, community acceptance has been
required to act not as a modifying criteria, but a threshold criteria. The FS is
not protective of human health and the environment, nor does it comply
with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs). The
community must identify ARARs and exposure pathways that the Navy has
ignored placing tremendous burden on the commumty (please see
Comment No. 1).

Comment No. 5- All inoperty owners must submit FS.

The 727 acres reportedly covered by the FS includes property that'is not
owned by the Navy. For instance, Woodstock Elementary School, )
Woodstock Park, future Main Street Park, Union Pacific Right-of-way, .
Bureau of Electricity Power Plant, Gateway Alameda, single family homes

- and rental properties are located within the “marsh crust” boundaries. By
defining the extent of contamination as the former marsh, the Navy is
required to submlt a FS together with the owners of each of the impacted
properties. :
The “marsh crust” hypothesis makes the unsubstantiated conclusion that
these privately-owned properties are contaminated. What notification has
been made of property owners impacted by the marsh crust contamination?
By what right can the US Navy make unsubstantiated conclusions that
impact the value of private property? This hypothetical contamination may -
have originated on Navy property and migrated onto these public and
privately owned properties. In which case the Navy is guilty of trespass and
negligence.

What is the impact on private property owners who wish to implement a
more effective cleanup alternative? Immediately to the East of the
FISC/Annex a private property owner completed substantial soil
remediation on a former marsh site and received a no further action letter
from the County of Alameda. This investment in environmental
restoration by a.private property owner demonstrates the feasibility of
cleanup of the hypothetical “marsh crust” contamination. The future
impact of Navy pollution migration on this remediated property should be a
consideration in the Navy’s cleanup alternative analysis. The current FS
infringes on the property rights of others, and places a tremendous burden
on the community (Please see Comment No. 1)

cen AAN CNOC DONE DA
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Comment No. 6 - No RI/FS Workplan

No Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan was
developed to determine the validity of the unsubstantiated “marsh crust”
hypothesis. Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) are dense non-
aqueous phase liquids (DNAPLs). The borings conducted at FISC/ANNEX
and Alameda Point rarely extended to the depth of a low permeability strata
to evaluate for the presence of DNAPLs. When borings were extended to

low permeability strata (former marsh surface) high levels of DNAPLs were
encountered. These observations are entirely consistent with the expected
behavior of Navy spills. The failure to evaluate for the presence of DNAPLs
places a tremendous burden on the community (Please see Comment No. 1).

Comment No. 7 - No Remedial Investigation (RI) Report -

- The FS was not proceeded by a Remedial Investigation (RI) as required by
CERCLA. It is evident that much of the 727 acre “marsh crust” area has not .
been subjected to any type of RI. Cleanup alternatives valued at $0.8 to 1.2
billion dollar were prepared for a 727 acre site. ‘The ES is based on samples
from a 10 acre portion, exclusively. The OU-1, OU-2 and OU-3 RI Reports for
Alameda Point are non-existent or still in draft form. The community and
Restoration Advisory Board have reviewed three drafts of the OU-1 RI
Report and found each draft to be unacceptable

The results. of Environmental Baseline Surveys and other environmental
investigations in this area have been ignored during preparation of the FS
largely because the data presented in these documents do not support the
“marsh crust” hypothesis. CERCLA'process was ignored in the preparation
of the FS placing a tremendous burden on the community. (Please see
Comment No. 1).

Comment No. 8 - State ARARs are ignored.

- State ARARs were ignored during the preparation of the RI and FS. For
example, the State constitution protects the right to fish; the Profession and
Business Code sets standards for engineering competence, ethical practice,
and consumer complaints, and the San Francisco Bay Water Quality Control
Plan (Basin Plan) sets numerical Water Quality Objectives. The Navy’s
infringement on these constitutional and other legal protections places a

_ tremendous burden on the community (Please see Comment No. 1).

e e e T4 040 ©HOC panE 27
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Comment No. 9 - Supporting Documents prepared by Unlicensed
Professionals.

The Final RI for the FISC/ANNEX was not prepared under the direction of a
registered civil engineer or registered geologist and therefore does not ' -
comply with ARARs. The Groundwater Beneficial Use Study, the Fate and '
Transport Modeling and the Risk Assessment were not prepared by licensed
professionals. No professional-of-record has placed their seals on the final

document as required by the California Business and Professions Code. The

failure to comply with-laws intended to protect public safety from the -

unlicensed practice of civil engineering and geology a tremendous burden is

placed on the community. (Please see Comment No. 1).

Comment.No. 10 - Highly Speculative “Marsh Crust” Hypothesis

Somewhere, someone has reached a conclusion that pre-World War II
activities are responsible for contamination throughout the 727 acre subtidal
and marsh crust area. There is a paucity of data to support such a far
reaching conclusion.

Navy waste management practices included dumping liquid wastes onto the T
ground, or down storm drains. In either instance the observed “marsh

crust” contamination is consistent with a Navy pollution sources. Unless

data is produced showing the careful management and disposal of hazardous

materials and toxic wastes during the 50 years the Navy operated at the site

they should take full responsibility for observed contamination and the

evident health and environmental impacts in the surrounding community.

The cumulative impact of misappropriated waste management costs has,

and continues to place a tremendous burden on the community. (Please see -
Comment No. 1).

Comment No. 11 - Date the contamination

Perhaps the easiest way to determine when the “marsh crust” area was
contaminated is to look for synthetic chemicals and determine the dates
these chemicals where first manufactured. What is pentachlorophenol, a
chemical first manufactured in 1936, doing in the “marsh crust?” According
to the FS, the “marsh crust” contamination is from a Chevron Refinery that
closed in 1901 and two PG&E Gas Plants that were closed in the 1920s.

: Instead, the “marsh crust” contamination is the result of US Army and US
Navy activities at the site. The Navy’s poorly reasoned hypothesis are an
attempt to'avoid responsibility for its own waste maragement practices

which places a tremendous burden on the commurty (Please see Comment
No. 1) . .

—.m A A onrc 20
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Comment No. 12 - Basin Plan Water Quality Objectives

No numeric ARARs were identified in the FS. Curiously, Chapter 5 of the
RI prepared for the FISC/Annex Toxic Waste Sites, numerical values from
the Basin Plan are cited. Basin Plan numerical standards, as well as the non-
degradation standard, are ARARs. It is evident the discharges of PAHs from
FISC/Annex groundwater, and storm water outfalls ¢continue to exceed
Water Quality Objective of 15 pg/L total PAHs listed in Table 4B of the Basin
Plan. These are instantaneous rather than average standards. These
standards cannot be achieved with tidal action which the Water Board'
considers “dilution by, previously discharged wastes.” Several of the
alternatives, including the preferred alternative do no comply with this
threshold ARAR.

In addition to the numerical standards the non-degradation policy prohibits
any-degradation of groundwater and surface water quality. Ongoing
dxscharcres of toxins to San Francisco Bay through leaking storm sewers, and
direct groundwater discharge continue to occur. Several of the alternatives
evaluated in the FS do not comply with this threshold ARAR. The impact
of poor water quality in San Francisco Bay on fisherfolk, places a tremendous
burden on the community (Please see Comment No. 1).

Comment No. 13 - Groundwater Beneficial Uses

The marsh crust as depicted on figures is located 75 feet from my residence
and underlies many of my nexghbor s homes and the nearby Woodstock
School. No inforination is available about the depth of the marsh crust in
the area around my home though I suspect it is very shallow. Thave a
subterranean basement located eight feet below grade. This basement
contains a pump to remove groundwater that enters through the walls and
floor during periods of high groundwater. The grourndwater infiltration rate
from November to April can range from 0.33 to 5 gallons-per-minute. Why
should the community bear the tremendous burden of sampling this
_groundwater for Navy toxins to ensure our community is not being
poxsoned7 (Please see Comment No 1).

Comment No. 14 - Groundwater Modeling
How can a groundwater plume, the lateral extent of which is unknown, be

modeled? Does the model accurately predict past and previous groundwater
monitoring results? How accurate is this model calibration?

How can a groundwater plume be modeled {A A7 area where many of the
contaminants are present above their" respective soil saturation

- ——— —am—— e
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concentrations? Pure product would be present, requiring the modeling of a
third phase. Model assumptions for dilute solutions would not be valid. .

The over simplified groundwater model does not consider other identified
plumes one at the northwest corner of Parce] 178, Marina Village Housing
(EM-West , May 1988) and the other at Alameda Point Installation
Restoration Site 25 Estuary Park Toxic Waste Site. Data from these sites
contradict model results. The over-simplified plume model does not
consider the results of samples collected during the week of February 25,
1999, frpm Parcel 181 North Housing.

Na\,y plumes have entered cracked.storm drains and both impacted San
Francisco Bay and left fuel puddles in parking lots. These preferred
migration pathways were not considered during the development of the
over-simplified groundwater model.

The over simplified groundwater model does not adequately address the
long-term effectiveness of the “no action” and “control” alternatives.
Contaminated groundwater continues to enter San Francisco Bay where it
places a tremendous burden on the community. (Please see Comment No.
1).

" Comment No. 15 - Significance of Exposure underestimated

Alameda Point Installation Restoration Site 3 is located within the 727 acre -
“marsh crust.” The only RI Report for this site released to date was a draft
report issued in 1998 (Tetra-Tech, 1998 “Remedial Investigation Report -
Operable Unit No. 1, Alameda Point Naval Air Station,” prepared for US
Navy. February). In this Draft RI, tetrahydrocannabinols’ were reported in
high concentrations in several of the soil gas samples collected from the site
(see Table 6-1a, OU-1 RI).

The release of the “marsh crust” FS indicates that the Navy finds it
acceptable-to have some level of public exposure to tetrahydrocannabinols at
Navy toxic waste sites. This contradicts the Navy’s policy of “zero tolerance”
for tetrahydrocannabinol exposure among its troops and employees. In
other words, a Navy employee could be discharged from his employment
because their urine contains tetrahydrocannabinols as a result of
unintentional exposure to Site 3.

I find myself in a similar situation. As a hazardous waste site worker.I
engage in medical monitoring as a prerequisite to site work. If evidence of
toxic poisoning is discovered ‘during medical monitoring, I don’t work.” My
unintentional residential and recraational exposure to Navy toxic wastes
may ultimately effect my earning potential as well as my health.

-—— _—aAme— AE
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The Navy should adopt a “zero tolerance” policy for public exposure to Navy
toxic wastes and cleanup the “marsh crust” accordingly. The Navy’s
maximum exposure level philosophy for carcinogens that has been utilized
in the risk evaluation of 1,700 acres of contaminated land places a
tremendous burden on the surrounding community (Please see Comment
No. 1).

Comment No. 16 - Costs to Implement Alternatives

It is entirely incorrect to suggest that a “No Action” alternative on a 727 acre
future development site will have no costs associated with residual
contamination. To misappropriate the costs of a negligent cleanup plan is
incredibly self-serving. The soil properties in the former marsh will require
a great deal of earth work below the marsh crust to install services and pile
foundations Substantive costs will be incurred for sampling, monitoring,

- employee training, and toxic waste disposal during future redevelopment
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verify model results and other assumptions made during the human health
risk assessment. Any alternative that leaves contamination in place, should
provide an effective monitoring network to ensure contaminant migration
and degradation occur. The failure to demonstrate the effectiveness of the
preferred alternatives places a tremendous burden on the community
(please see Comment No. 1).

Comment No. 19 - Inhalation Risk greatly underestimated.

- The ASTM Risk Based corrective action standard provides a risk-based
screening level for the groundwater-to-indoor-air pathway of 23.8 ug/L
benzene at a one-in-one-million cancer risk. By comparison, the Risk
Assessment -for the FISC/Annex associates a similar cancer risk through the
indoor air pathway to a benzene concentration in groundwater of 1,400 pg/L.

Interestingly the ASTM standard is based on the federal cancer slope instead
of the California cancer slope and would be reduced by a factor of five under
California Risk Assessment standards to 4.76 pg/L. Furthermore the ASTM,
evaluated a site with a depth to groundwater of three meters. At the
.FISC/Annex groundwater often is found at shallower depths representing a
greater risk. The unprotective indoor air risk models used by the Navy place
a tremendous burden on the community (please see Comment No. 1).

Comment No. 20 - Methane and landfill gases.

Investigations at Site 3 located within the “marsh crust” boundaries revealed

- high levels of methane gas in shallow soils. - The State Health and Safety
Code requires all cleanup plans for landfill gas areas to be approved-by the -
Integrated Waste Management Board. The Navy’s failure to comply with
the state Health and Safety Code places a tremendous burden on the
comumunity (please see Comment No. 1)..

Comment No. 21 - Ecological Assessment.

An unlined drainage channel which runs alongside Main Street is'the only
remnant of the former marsh. The endangered Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse
has been observed in this channel. ’

The water depth in'the channel is consistent with groundwater depths in the
area. Contaminated groundwater appears to enter the channel from_
Alameda Point IR Site 7 and from underneath Marina Village Coast Guard
housing. This groundwater contains contaminants at levels which exceed
Basin Plan requirements for salt marsh habitats. The introduction of navy

eontamination into the food chain places a tremendoug burden on the
community (please see Comment No. 1).
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"Comment No. 22 - Historical Waste Practices.

One of the principle wastes produced by industries operating at Alameda
Point prior to the US Navy was a mineral waste, calcium carbonate. The
‘Borax Company who produced this waste did not arrange this mineral waste
in a neat pile. Instead this mineral waste was disposed of in pattern ‘
coincident with the shape of the Navy breakwater and the shoreline of the
sea plane lagoon. In this case the Navy apparently exhumed the borax
company’s waste disposal site during filling of the Naval Air Station.

Even with pre-existing contamination the Navy has played a large role in
distributing the contamination throughout the environment.

Closing

CRC looks forward to the opportunity to review the Draft RI/FS Workplan
for the marsh crust and subtidal area. CRC looks forward to the opportunity
to review the Draft RI Report for the marsh crust and subtidal area. Having
completed those reviews, CRC locks forward to the opportumty to review a
FS Report for the marsh crust and subtidal area that meets “strict technical
compliance” with the National Contingency Plan, and responds in a
meaningful way to the community’s concerns indicated above.

The collateral démage caused by the gross negligence of the US Navy’s
environmental restoration program must end.

Respectively Submitted,

}/ /2 L7

Patrick G. Lynch, PE
Civil/Chemical Engineer

Attachment: Community Acceptance Criteria_
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I. Ensure cleanup completion ten years after the
Navy's last scheduled Record of Decisions, up to the
year 2050 for monitoring of residual contamination.
That allows one year of cleanup per each year of Navy
occupancy.

2. Complete the cleanup project in a timely
manner. Set a schedule for cleanup activities and
stick to it.

3. Cleanup property near existing neighborhoods
first. Residents deserve to be protected from
exposure to contamination. As fence line property is
close to existing infrastructure, it makes the most
sense to redevelop this land first.

4. Cleanup levels should support property use that
is unrestricted by environmental contamination to
ensure future land use flexibility and protection of
future occupants. Without full cleanup to standards
appropriate for residential use, the residual
contamination will restrict the future use of the

propcrty.

5. Create buffer zones around special use areas to
ensure protection of the community and the
environment. The following are recommended buffer
zones:

a) Residences, schools, parks and daycare facilities:
250 ft. buffer zone with most protective cleanup level
(residential level cleanup without property use
restrictions);

b) Private wells and subterranean basements: 750 ft.
buffer zone with cleanup to drinking water standards
to ensure protection at potential groundwater contact
points;

c) Shoreline: 250 ft. buffer zone with cleanup of soil

and groundwater to standards protective of food web;

d) Buried utility lines: 250 ft. buffer zone with cleanup
of groundwater to standards protective of the aquatic

food web.

6. Investigate impacts of the migration of pollution
off of the base. The movement of contamination onto
private and City property adjacent to the base and to
offshore areas in the Oakland Harbor and San
Francisco Bay has occurred. The Navy has the
responsibility to extend its investigation into these
areas to determine the limits of its contamination and
clean up accordingly.

.a.pproved transportation routes.

“areas. A public record of cleanup activities should

Following existing California and federal cleanup

—

Community
Acceptance Criteria
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7. Eliminate contamination of the Bay ecosystem
by fully investigating and remediating contaminated
sediment surrounding the base.

8. Soil handling should be properly controlled to
minimize releases of contaminated soil into the air,
onto adjacent properties, into storm drains, and into
the Bay. A schedule and budget which covers the
complete project should be in place prior to
initiation of removal activities.

a) Excavation activities: No excavation when wind
speed exceeds 10 mph. Air monitoring should be
conducted for excavations close to sensitive areas
and whenever the excavated soil volume exceeds
1,000 cubic yards.

b) Stockpiles: Soil piles should be placed at least
2,000 feet from residences and 500 feet from
wetlands and the Bay. They should be immediately
covered, with adequate storm water runoff
protection. They should be inspected daily and
repairs made immediately.

c) Transportation: Soil transported off of the base
should be adequately covered and should follow

9. Involve public in cleanup decisions. The public
needs to be informed of the risks from contaminated

be updated regularly, maintained and made
accessible at a local public ibrary.

10.Adhere to exasting cleanup practices.

laws and policies to reduce the community’s burden
to learn multi-processes or to seek outside
professional assistance. The Navy should also
demonstrate success of similar cleanup processes at
comparable federal facilities.

11. The Public should be fully informed about the

health risk from naturally occurring chemicals.
This health risk must be considered when setting
cleanup goals.
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