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EPA Review of the Draft Project Plans, Removal Actions for Parcels 79, 98, 105,
106, and 107, Alameda Point, Alameda

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. The contaminants of concern (COCs) are presented differently in the Draft Work Plan for
the removal iictions (WP) and the Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP). In the WP, the text
states that the COCs are chromium and lead, but in the SAP, the COCs are chromium,
lead and cadmium. Furthermore, the action levels for both chromium and hexavalent
chromium are cited in the SAP, but only chromium is discussed in the WP. Please
resolve these discrepancies.

2. While we did not review the site safety plans, the Work Plan does not appear to explicitly
take the safety of children into account. The parcels where excavation and demolition
will be done are in close proximity to a residential area. Children are often drawn to
activity, particularly if heavy equipment is involved. Using banner tape to delineate
exclusion zones or signs to warn people to keep away or to control traffic are not likely to
be effective restraints for children. Please use physical barriers such as fencing to ensure
that children can not enter these parcels when work is being done, excavations are open,
or equipment is present.

3. The waste profiling composite samples will be analyzed for volatile organic compounds
(VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides and polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs), and the California Assessment Manual (CAM) 17 metals. The waste
profiling results should be reviewed, and if VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs or other
metals are detected at concentrations above the USEPA Region IX preliminary
remediation goals (PRGs) or an applicable state standard, the potential source of the
detection in the excavated area may need to be evaluated. Please discuss how unexpected
detections in the waste profiling composite samples will be handled.

4. The text references a central stockpiling area, but there are no details that explain how the
stockpiling area will be constructed. Please provide details that explain how the soil
stockpiling area will be constructed, including a discussion of how soil stockpiles will be
segregated until after the waste profiling sample results are received.

5. The text does not discuss dust control or surface water run-on/run-off control measures.
Please specify dust control procedures, including dust control at soil stockpiles and also
specify surface water run-on/run-off control measures.

6. The action level cited for chromium, 0.2 milligrams/kilogram (mg/kg) (e,g., in the Work
Plan sections that discuss confirmation sampling [5.X.3]), is actually the action level for



hexavalent chromium, not trivalent chromium. The action level for total chromium, 210
mg/kg, is listed in the SAP (Section 2.3.1), but this action level is not included in the
Work plan. If hexavalent chromium is a concern for soils, then the word "chromium"
should be replaced with "hexavalent chromium" when the 0.2 mg/kg action level is cited.
Please clearly state whether chromium or hexavalent chromium or both are the concern
for soil. Also, please clarify in the work plan if soil analyses will include hexavalent
chromium.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Section 3.4.2, Building Protection, Page 3-2: The text indicates that work maybe done
"on weekendswhen the buildingsare not occupied,"but this does not take the nearby
residential areas into account. Please considerthe potential impactof demolition and
construction on residents duringweekends.

2. Section 4.1.3, Concrete Foundations and Subsurface Features, Page 4,2: The text
states that"concrete foundationswill be demolishedanddisposed of at anappropriate
facility"and that "it is assumedthat all debrisgeneratedcan be disposedof as non-
hazardousconstruction debris,"but the disposalfacility is not specified andit is not clear
why the assumptioncan be madethat the debrisis non-hazardous.It is also unclear if
samplingwill be done to ensure that the concrete is non-hazardousor if the intent is to
simplydo a visual inspection andthen sampleif there is visual evidence of
contamination. Please specify the disposal facility anddiscuss why it is assumedthat the
debrisis non-hazardous,includingwhetherthe concretewill be sampledor not.

3. Section 5.1, Permits and Notifications, Page 5-1: The text states that "IT will notify
DTSC of removal actions," but under the FederalFacility Agreement EPA must alsobe
notified.

4. Section 5.7, Soil Removal at Parcel 107, Page 5-8: The description of the soil removal
at Parcel 107 doesnot matchFigure 7. Thefirst sentencestates "parcel 107 has three
adjacentareas that combine to form one large excavation,"but there are actuallytwo
excavationsto be completed in this parcel, one in the vicinity of tank $61 andthe otherin
the vicinity of tank $88. Then, the descriptionof the areaon Figure7 describes three
squares or rectangles (30 feet by 50 feet, 40 feet by 20 feet, andone 10 feet by 10 feet),
but the figure appears to show two adjacentrectangles,one 42 feet by 77 feet andthe
other 67 feet by 32 feet. The text then states that "these areas are beneaththe former
WaterTower 088," but the area beneathformer WaterTower 088 is describedon page5-
9. Please resolve these discrepancies.

5. Section 6.2.2, Protection of Air Resources, Page 6-2: The text does not mention sound
level monitoring,which should be done because of the proximity of these removal actions
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to residences. Please include sound level monitoring.

6. Section 6.2.3, Stormwater Resources, Page 6-4: The text briefly describes construction
of the soil stockpile area, but doesnot discuss or mentionhow the stockpiles from
different excavationswill be separatedphysicallyandhow the runoff from other
stockpiles will be preventedfrom contaminatingadjacentstockpiles. Stockpiles should
be separateduntil the analyticalresults from the waste profilingsamplesare evaluated.
Also, it may be necessary to construct a sumpso that runoff can be collected andremoved
from the soil stockpile area. Please revise the text to describehow stockpiles will be
separatedandto discuss whether a sumpis necessary to collect runoff.

7. SAP, Section 2.1, Stating the Problem, Page 2-1 and Section 2.2, Identifying the
Decisions, Page 2-1: The text is not consistent in identifying the COCs. In the first
sentenceof the secondparagraphof Section 2.1 andin the first bulletof Section 2.2, the
text states that the COCs are lead, cadmiumandchromium,but in the last sentenceof the
secondparagraph,only lead andchromium are listed. Please resolve this discrepancy.

8. SAP, Section 3.1, Excavation Sampling, Table on Page 3-1, Table 2 and Figure 7:
Based on Figure 7, thereare 26 grid squares,including the squarenorth of the northwest
cornerof the mainpartof the excavation,butthe tables only indicatethat 25 confirmation
sampleswill be collected. It is not clear why 26 confirmationsampleswere not proposed.
Please revise the text andtables to indicatethat26 confirmationsamples will be collected
from Area 106.

9. SAP, Section 3.3.1, Waste Soil, Page 3-3: The list of analytes and methods is different
than the analytesandmethods proposedfor Waste Profiling in Section 5 of the Work
Plan. The source of soil is the same, so the analytes andmethodsshould also be the
same. Pleaseresolve thediscrepanciesbetween the lists of analytesandmethods in the
Work Plan and SAP.

10. SAP, Table 2: Table 2 indicates that a single sample will be collected from each parcel
for waste profiling, but the text that describes waste profiling for each parcel in Section 5
of the Work Plan indicates that two composite samples of the stockpile from each parcel
will be collected for waste profiling. The approach proposed in the Work Plan is more
likely to result in detection of soil that would need disposal in a higher class facility.
Please revise Table 2 to match the Work Plan, and specify that two composite samples
will be collected for waste profiling of the stockpile from each parcel.

11. SAP, Table 4: Table4 does not include analysis of hexavalent chromiumin water.
Please addhexavalentchromiumto the list of analytesbeneaththe subheading"Water."
Also, please adda note to the text that the holdingtime for aqueoushexavalentchromium
samples is only 24 hours and discuss the impactof this short holding time on sample
shipping.



MINORISSUES

1. Section6.2,3,ProtectionofSurfaceand GroundwaterResources,Page6-3:Please
replace the word "soul" with "soil" in the first sentence.
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